VIII: THE BOLL WEEVIL EMERGENCY

PANIC AND MASS HYSTERIA spread over Texas during the summer of 1903. The season had been the most disastrous for the cultivation of cotton in twenty-five years. Per acre yields had dropped more than 50 percent. The losses to the people of Texas were set at fifteen million dollars and prophecies were made of a probable ultimate annual damage of 250 million dollars to the Cotton Belt, unless some means of checking the scourge could be found.1

The cause of this devastating havoc was the Mexican cotton boll weevil. Crossing the lower Rio Grande in the vicinity of Brownsville, Texas, ten years earlier, the weevil had been allowed to infest the bulk of the state's cotton area before a bad crop year awakened everyone to the possible extinction of the entire cotton growing industry. The re​action was extreme. Families by the hundred moved out of the infested counties. The alarm was so great in Limestone and Robertson counties that nearly half the farms were abandoned and one third of the stores in the towns closed. Production of cotton in Limestone county fell from an annual average of 50,000 bales to 17,025 in 1903.2

Knapp, who had toured the area of full infestation some time earlier, wrote: "I saw hundreds of farms lying out; I saw a wretched people facing starvation; I saw whole towns deserted; I saw hundreds of farmers walk up and draw government rations, which were given to them to keep them from want." 3

Blood-curdling stories were related about the voracity of the weevil and its imperviousness to all common methods of attack.

One farmer rose in a large meeting and stated that it was impossible to fight the weevil-it was proof against everything that had been tried. He had put them in ninety-five per cent pure alcohol and held them an hour and three-quarters and they were only staggering drunk; he had sealed them in a tin can, threw them into a brush heap and set it on fire; the solder melted and the red-hot weevils flew out and set his barn on fire.4

Though falling in the category of tall tales, such stories were more than half-believed and revealed the fear and defeatism that were demoraliz​ing innumerable communities throughout the state.

A clamor went up for Federal aid. Meetings were held at most of the county seats. Resolutions were passed, petitions dispatched, edi​torials written. In Dallas and Houston, statewide, boll-weevil mass meetings or "Conventions" were summoned. They were attended by the principal planters, bankers, merchants, publishers, railroad officials, agricultural-college teachers and experiment station workers of the stricken areas, as well as by officials and legislators of the state, the Texas delegation in Congress, and Secretary of Agriculture Wilson, accompanied by several of his Bureau Chiefs and their best cotton experts.

Opinion in Congress at first favored the creation of a National Boll Weevil Commission, modeled apparently on the United States Ento​mological Commission launched in 1878 to cope with an earlier emergency. This was shelved at the last moment in favor of a plan sub​mitted by Secretary Wilson. After making a survey of the situation in Texas, Wilson recommended an immediate appropriation of $500,000 to be applied to ten distinct lines of work, such as breeding earlier​blooming varieties of cotton, searching for breeds of cotton that were weevil resistant, studying insect enemies of the weevil, experimenting with methods and devices to destroy the weevil and other cotton in​sects. Among the agencies delegated to carry out these projects were the Diversification Work of W. J. Spillman "to demonstrate the value of the diversification of crops"; an undertaking labeled General Prop​aganda, under S. A. Knapp, "to bring to cotton planters everywhere latest results as to methods of meeting the present emergency"; and a third-listed as "Direct Work on the Cotton Boll Weevil," under W. D. Hunter-comprising a series of experimental fields "grown in such a manner as to constitute demonstrations of the means that are necessary in order that cotton may be produced profitably in spite of the weevil." 6

The plan presented was the joint product of the Bureau of Ento​mology (Entomology was given Bureau status in 1904) and the Bureau of Plant Industry; it was explained in hearings before Con​gress and later on was administered for several years by these Bureaus in close collaboration." As finally passed in January, 1904, $250,000 was appropriated "to use in stamping out cotton boll weevil." The sum was divided equally between the two Bureaus, and a race to find a defense against the weevil was under way within a matter of days after the measure had been signed by President Theodore Roosevelt.

Fortunately, information enabling a farmer to grow cotton despite the presence of the weevil was ready. The problem had been studied and the data systematized during the preceding decade by the Division of Entomology under the guidance of Dr. L. O. Howard and had been proved satisfactory under practical conditions on several large-scale farm tests for the first time in 1903 '-the year in which Dr. Knapp discovered his own successful demonstration technique. The system of prevention and protection contributed by the Division of Entomology, which soon came to be known as the cultural remedy, had been worked out in all its essential details by 1897 and the procedure recommended at that time remained virtually unchanged for years and is still basic for any adequate defense against the weevil."

Asserting that there "can be no question now that in the proper system of growing cotton a practically complete remedy for the weevil exists," the Entomologists insisted upon the following procedure:

1. The earliest possible removal of old cotton stalks from the fields in the fall by plowing them out by the roots and burning them to destroy lingering adult weevils and their ready-to-winter larvae and pupae.

2. Deep fall plowing to clean and clear the fields, to bury or freeze all weevils that escaped the bonfires, and to prepare the seed bed for early planting and quick growth in the spring.

3. Earliest possible spring planting of quick maturing varieties, with fertilizers to force early maturity.

4. Thereafter, constant and thorough cultivation of the growing crop as late as possible to insure good yields, and the use of a cross​bar on the plow to jar infected squares and blossoms to the ground where they would rot or be buried before the pest escaped. 9

Happily for the Southern farmer the cultural remedy was far more dependent for its success on practices essential to good husbandry ​treated seed, early maturing varieties, fertilizers, deep plowing and thorough cultivation-than it was on specific measures to eradicate the weevil, such as burning old stalks and use of a cross-bar. Although this may not have been promptly realized by the majority of white and Negro cotton growers who stood in dire need of direction it was clearly understood, of course, by all the agricultural specialists en​gaged in combating the pest. Dr. W. D. Hunter, the Special Agent in charge of the Cotton Boll-Weevil Investigations for the Bureau of Entomology, made this point as clear as anyone could.

"The work of the Division," he wrote in 1903, "has indicated that it is possible to obtain a profitable return in producing the staple by no other means than a few simple expedients in planting and manag​ing the crop." 10 Forecasting accurately the shortcomings of Secretary Wilson's ten-point program, not yet inaugurated, Hunter went on to explain:

While the work of the Division of Entomology has demonstrated that no direct or specific means, such as poisons, will ever be of much avail in fighting the weevil, and there is likewise but little hope for the artificial propagation of diseases to destroy it or for the obtaining of a variety of cotton that is in a true sense resistant, experiments with the cultural meth​ods have been exceedingly encouraging. . . . As a matter of fact, the success of the cultural methods has obviated the necessity of looking to direct ones. . . . In general, they are simply such means as should be practiced to increase the productivity of the plants. The gradual evolution of plantation practice throughout the South would be along these lines even if the weevil were not present. 11

Simple as this analysis made the situation seem, and simple as it was in fact, it failed to give Dr. Hunter any adequate perception of the difficulties of a campaign against the weevil. It is true that Dr. Hunter, as Professor Spillman had done, quickly acknowledged that the principal barrier was educational and psychological in character -not scientific nor technical. "The prime difficulty," he conceded, as the emergency program got under way, "is in inducing all planters to adopt proper methods." 12 Yet in seeking to surmount this major obstacle, Dr. Hunter and the Bureau of Entomology resorted to the same general plan of attack pursued by Spillman with his diversifica​tion demonstrations.

A series of what were usually termed "field experiments" were be​gun in a small way in 1902. These were continued during the next seven years, rising to a maximum in 1906 of approximately twenty​five farms operated under contract between the Bureau of Entomology and each farm owner. The contract stipulated that the owner was to plant, cultivate, care for, and in every way manage the crop exactly in accordance with the directions of the agent in charge. This system found favor with the Bureau because it gave their men practically complete control of large tracts of cotton without involving the ex​pense and trouble of renting the land and working the crop. That was avoided by guaranteeing a satisfactory yield of cotton to planters who agreed to accept the status of resident managers on their own farms.13

The influence exerted by these "experiment farms" was on a par with that of Spillman's efforts: in neither case were bad farming practices altered. Neither series of demonstrations solved the prob​lem clearly stated at the outset: How to bring the farmers to adopt methods generally conceded to be superior to their existing usages. Both efforts failed for the reason already given: that since every chance of loss was eliminated by government guarantee or operation the entire performance became artificial. The result was skepticism, derision, and an immovable resistance on the part of the farm popula​tion for whom they had been established. Spillman acknowledged this afterward. The Bureau of Entomology was less inclined to make a similar admission-for reasons which will appear later-but the Congressional Committees on Agriculture frankly called the Bureau's efforts "a practical failure," 14 and steadily scaled down the funds for its experimental farms.

In view of the very decided popularity of the community coop​erative demonstration devised under Dr. Knapp at Terrell, the lack of success which attended the diversification and the experiment farm demonstrations under Spillman and Hunter did not impede the campaign to halt the weevil. To begin with, Knapp's was an educa​tional technique exclusively, and was promptly devoted to teaching the cultural remedy recommended by the Bureau of Entomology. Furthermore, the cultural remedy was quickly enlarged to include the practices in diversification and farm management which had been urged by Spillman's office and which had previously been sought on the farms under Knapp's direction, in the program to Promote Agri​culture in the South. In other words, the lessons Dr. Hunter and Professor Spillman desired to emphasize were conveyed by Dr. Knapp's technique, and were not abandoned with the discontinuance of the diversification and experiment farms. They were entrusted to agents of the cooperative demonstration system, just as today subject​ matter specialists in the Department assemble the latest research findings or improve an existing farm procedure and then place it in the hands of Extension Service agents to arrange for demonstrations with farmers on their own farms throughout the nation.

During the first few years, in the emergency phase of the Depart​ment's campaign against the boll weevil, the demonstration work under Knapp concentrated principally on efforts to allay panic and restore confidence among the cotton growers. To do this, great prom​inence was given to the cultural remedy. The early and almost ex​clusive insistence on this point by Knapp's men led to several wide​spread and persistent misconceptions. It was assumed that Knapp was the author of the cultural remedy. It was assumed that he had devised this program on the Porter Farm at Terrell. And, later on, opponents found it convenient to depreciate the demonstration work as a tactic useful only to teach simple improvements under crude conditions to an improvident and incompetent rural constituency.

The farm at Terrell had no connection with the weevil. The purpose was "to show the people in its section that marked financial advan​tage will accrue if better methods of soil culture, etc., are followed." 15 Cotton was a principal crop, but so was corn, in order to show "the possibility of growing diversified crops with greater profit than re​sults from confining attention to a single farm product." 16 Nowhere in the report is the boll weevil mentioned. The key to the whole undertaking lies in the emphasis laid on the conclusive fact that Mr. Porter "cleared $700 more than would have been made under the ordinary methods of farming employed in that section."

Credit for the cultural remedy scrupulously was given to the Bureau of Entomology in every leaflet of instruction, announcement of plans, or other material printed under the auspices of Knapp's or​ganization. Commonly these began: "It has been demonstrated by the Division of Entomology in the United States Department of Agri​culture that profitable crops of cotton can be raised despite the pres​ence of the boll weevil." 17 "The outlines of what is known as the cultural system of avoiding injury by the boll weevil are given in" a bulletin by the Bureau of Entomology, and "described fully in Circular No. 56 of the Bureau of Entomology." 18

In interviews on the work he was conducting Knapp took pains to quote Dr. Howard, or publications of his Bureau of Entomology, as the final authority on the insect as well as on the measures to be taken against it.19 This attitude won the appreciation of the rep​resentative of the Bureau in the field, Dr. W. D. Hunter, who though otherwise stoutly opposed to the general drift of all demonstration work into the hands of its originator, wrote that "your remarks at the Shreveport Convention were absolutely fair .., you gave this Bureau due credit . . . Dr. Howard could not possibly have any objection." 20

At the very beginning, and in the hubbub and outcry of the panicky first year or so, it was not at all clear just what each of those closely related activities under Hunter, Spillman, Knapp, et ¢l., was most suited to accomplish. Or rather, which was best suited to accomplish most in repulsing the weevil. As each year passed, however, it became embarrassingly evident that the farmer responded in any marked degree to the cooperative demonstration work only. By the close of 1904 more than 7,000 farmers had conducted a demonstration of their own and by 1908 the number had grown to 32,000. The Depart​ment for years was unable to expand the force under Dr. Knapp rap​idly enough to catch up with the demand for its services.

The officials of the Department came by degrees to realize the clear distinction between the educational technique devised by Dr. Knapp and the data formulated into programs for application on farms by research units within such Bureaus as Entomology or by the in​vestigators of the Office of Farm Management. Each group in time found its proper sphere and learned not only the nature of its most effective contribution but also the desirability of a close coordination of effort with the demonstration agents. In 1904, however, most of these adjustments still were in the future and a period of considerable recrimination, struggle, and heart-burning had to be traversed while the respective merits of all were put to the test in the field.

Dr. Knapp established headquarters in Houston, Texas, on January 27, 1904, and set about organizing the Farmers' Cooperative Cotton Demonstration Work with great vigor, for planting time was only six weeks away. He first called in the industrial agents of all the railroads and explained to them the Terrell plan of demonstration. He asked for their cooperation, which he considered unusually valuable because they had worked with the farmers' institutes along their several roads and were acquainted with the people. After the agents pledged their participation, the railroads granted Knapp's request to allow them to devote their entire time for sixty days to the campaign to grow cotton despite the weevil. Each agent was placed in command of all the territory along his own line-an average of some 800 miles of road-and told to act as a lieutenant-general .21 Their duties were to travel up and down their lines on a lecture train accompanied by Texas Agricultural College professors and farmers' institute work​ers 22 and hold meetings designed to arouse interest and initiate com​munity demonstration organization. The most important function of the industrial agents was to find and recommend to Dr. Knapp for ap​pointment as Special Agents of the Department of Agriculture men qualified to organize local committees to aid and encourage farmers in their vicinity who agreed to participate. The agents sought to visit all their demonstrators once a month, to persuade additional farmers to sign up, to distribute selected corn and cotton seed free, and rally local businessmen to support their work.23

Dr. Knapp turned next to the principal cities such as San Antonio, Fort Worth, Waco, Terrell, and Palestine, and himself organized strong central committees of landowners and businessmen to supervise the territory tributary to their respective towns. The committee at San Antonio, for example, looked after about twenty counties and assisted him in selecting good agents and advising him as to the best farmers to take hold of his demonstration farms. This method of organization enabled him to reach a large amount of territory in a short time. He reported that he had touched nearly every point of infestation in Texas and Louisiana within five weeks after his office was organized at Houston." One vital lesson from the experience at Terrell was at once turned to advantage in this initial work: use of the local businessmen. Not only were they placed on all committees, appealed to for funds, and expected to observe and support the work of the local agents, but Dr. Knapp went a step further: the leading merchants and bankers were requested to tell the farmers that they could obtain credit only if they used the varieties of cotton and the cultural methods advised by the Department .25 This move was made largely as a matter of necessity, for when overwhelming demand forced the spread of the demonstration work over all the infested area in Texas it became impossible to provide an indemnity fund for each of the 7,000 farmers who conducted a full-scale ten- to twenty ​acre demonstration or "cooperated" by attempting closely limited, small-scale demonstrations. Originally, Knapp and Galloway had intended to follow strictly the Terrell model, guarantee fund and a11, 26 but no more than 200 such farms were then visualized.27

The free distribution of selected seed and fertilizer, soon discon​tinued, was also left over from these first plans to conduct only a few hundred "community" farms in 1904. Thus it fell out that the community idea, as represented in an indemnity fund collected by a committee of local businessmen, soon was displaced by simple agree​ments between individual farmers and the Department's demonstra​tion agents. This modification of the Terrell plan was given the name cooperative demonstration-the Department supplying instructions and supervision, the farmer cooperating by faithfully following all directions given.28 The risk to the farmer was really negligible pro​vided he made any effort at all, but elimination of the guaranteed pledge made Knapp's request to the bankers and merchants a wise one in view of the dogged reluctance of the average farmer to try "new​fangled" procedures despite an almost certain destruction of his crop.29 Although necessity obliged Dr. Knapp to drop the community guaran​tee from his demonstration method, he redoubled his efforts, if that were possible to enlist the fullest support of the leading townspeople and villagers wherever his work was carried.

He strove to locate a special cotton demonstration farm near every market town in the state for accessibility to farmers visiting the county seat; at the same time he endeavored to "interest the town people," as he wrote to Dr. Galloway, "for they practically run the country in Texas." 30 Keenly aware that the farmer of forty years ago was inaccessible to all influence except that generated in his own circumscribed locality, Knapp sent his agents directly into each community to assemble and activate the natural molders and en​forcers of local opinion.

Some of the primary groups appear to be attached to no system of influ​ence, and, hence, cannot be reached influentially except by direct contact.  Rural society in the South is largely upon this plan. There is a public opinion emanating from and moulded by the limited number in the canton, but rarely reached or moved by the larger public opinion of the state or the nation, and then only by personal contact. 31

Reiterating his view on this point, Knapp stressed sometimes the sociological point of view, and sometimes the psychological: "Sound public opinion cannot be imported; it must be made on the spot and for the purpose." 32 Chiefly, however, in his hard-headed prac​ticality Knapp dwelt on what should-and should not-be done.

"It is an easy proposition to enlist the masses in the army of reform, if wisely managed; but impossible, if undertaken along the lines usually pursued." 33 The lines previously pursued had failed to reach the great bulk of average farmers.

For many years the United States Department of Agriculture, the agri​cultural colleges, the experiment stations, the agricultural press, the farmers' institutes, and national and state bulletins upon agriculture have thrown light upon almost every topic relating to the farm. These have been of great assistance to farmers who are alert and progressive, but the masses, especially in the South, have scarcely been affected.34

A more temperate statement would be hard to compose, but the right approach had at last been discovered.

"The initial move is an aroused public sentiment in favor of doing better." 35 Knapp saw to it that each Congressional district in the state received two competent organizers who strove to visit every town and village and to first organize public opinion and make it 

forceful by the support of the press and the co-operation of the best farmers and the leading merchants and bankers. Generally a committee is organized of three of the best progressive farmers and three merchants and bankers of standing, who hold monthly meetings at the call of the traveling agent and greatly assist in carrying out the reforms.36

How this was accomplished has been related by some of the early agents dispatched during the emergency from Knapp's headquarters in Houston.

Two days after my appointment I started out. Livingstone, Texas, was the first town at which I stopped. I didn't know a soul in the town or in any town or county in my territory for that matter. I inquired of the first intelligent looking man I met, "Who is the most progressive man in this town?" After asking several men this question I proceeded to hunt up the person who had been named oftenest. To him I explained my mission and asked him to get the business men together within the next hour at some convenient place so that I could explain the plan and put the proposal to establish a demonstration farm in that community before them. With​out fail, by one means or another, we got a group of business men together, I explained my mission, and succeeded in getting anywhere from $50 to $150 subscribed to purchase seed and fertilizer for a demonstration farm or farms in every town where I stopped. A committee was named to com​plete the details of selecting the location and the demonstrator, within two to four hours after landing in the town.37

As an avowed practitioner of the arts of propaganda and public relations,sg Knapp was most explicit and clear-sighted about the strategy he was pursuing. A letter to David Fairchild requesting a generous sample of Berseem seed sent to "one of the wealthiest and most prominent growers" in Louisiana illustrates the point. "You see," Knapp wrote, "we have struck the class of men who control public opinion, and one such man is worth more than a regiment of men who have little influence." 39

In the South this approach rested on the economic realities of that region where most farmers were held in the grip of a notorious credit-advance system, which gave the banker and the merchant not only a vital interest in the agricultural efficiency of their debtors, but a decisive voice in crop management as well. In one of his earliest appearances before a Congressional hearing "in regard to the propa​ganda work in Texas," Knapp explained how he had gained the co​operation of nearly 8,000 farmers "who would follow our instructions on how to make a crop despite the boll weevil. The plan was," he went on to say frankly, "to have these agents make a personal ap​peal to the merchants and bankers first, so as to get at the sources of the money supply, as they must advance [loans for groceries and clothing] to these people." 40

Emphasis on the economic factors in arousing and guiding public opinion was as pronounced as this only in the first emergency years of panic, when whole communities were on the point of complete demoralization. Dr. Knapp, whose sober judgment was that "the cot​ton industry would have gone to the wall" had not drastic measures been taken, found the banker and merchant causing much of the damage. Fearing the farmer's inability to produce any cotton at all, they declined to make loans, thereupon labor migrated and the damage done was hard to undo. Hence, in sending his agents first to the men of property and influence Knapp sought to abate the major source of community disorganization by offering a program for con​structive action that would restore property values, tax receipts, and general trade."

Knapp continually coached his agents on this fundamental prob​lem of arousing and organizing community opinion as a preliminary to focusing it upon introducing, through the Demonstration work, better methods of agriculture.

There are many farmers [he pointed out] who are well informed on agri​cultural subjects; they have been well educated; they are intelligent, pro​gressive and thrifty; but they are widely scattered and not sufficiently aggressive for the public good. They must be sought out, organized, and their influence used to the limit. It simply requires leadership.

There are other helpers. Convince the owners of farms who reside in town that there is a way to get more rent; drive home the thought to the merchant that low earning capacity limits purchasing power, circumscribes trade, and casts the constant shadow of uncertainty upon the day of settle​ment; awaken the banker to the fact that it is unwise to loan to men who farm the best land on a fourth of a possible crop, and poor lands on a tenth; it is banking on unthrift and discounting doubtful paper with poverty endorsement; convince and arouse this land proprietor, this merchant and this banker, and they will not only give their influence, but will insist that all their tenants adopt the new methods. Country papers want some​thing to talk about and they will open their columns to the gospel of agri​culture.42

The author of such realistic instruction was not primarily a studi​ous specialist in agricultural research nor a pedagogue temporarily on leave from his blackboard. The advice came from a man of affairs, founder of two banks, organizer and operator of a large-scale real estate and mortgage corporation, town-site developer, promoter of canneries, rice-mills, and journalistic undertakings.

It should be added at once, however, that just as the schoolmen all failed to recognize the whereabouts of true community influence and control so unerringly pointed out and unhesitatingly manipulated by Knapp, other individuals whose whole experience was only busi​ness-no matter whether exclusively with farm folk on one hand, or whether a genius at transcontinental railroad construction and opera​tion, on the other-failed quite as fully in the numerous efforts they made to teach the farmer better agriculture or better business.

A. C. True's History o f Agricultural Extension recites a widely scattered host of endeavors by businessmen or business groups to improve agricultural practices in the North during the first decade of the twentieth century. These had in common only an earnest, lone​some futility until Professor Spillman implanted Knapp's demon​stration method and general plan of community support about 1910, and laid the foundations on which the Extension Service developed in the North and West.43

A far more absorbing comparison is obtained from a study of James J. Hill's intelligent, generous, and persistent efforts to grade up the level of farming practiced throughout the wheat-raising em​pire of his Great Northern Railroad. Beginning his crusade two years before Knapp became president of Iowa Agricultural College at Ames, Hill continued it undismayed, but unsuccessfully, until it made connection through the Office of Farm Management in 1912 with Knapp's demonstration principles.44 The story cannot be given at the length it deserves, in this place, but one episode can be presented to illustrate the point that Knapp's long years of acquaintance with the puzzles and problems of teaching were as essential to his accom​plishment for agricultural education as was the business experience which he turned to so good a use.

In the year Knapp moved to Louisiana and obtained settlers for va​cant lands there with an early variant of his demonstration methods, Hill began the importation into Minnesota and Dakota of blooded bulls and boars. More than 900 Shorthorn and Polled Angus bulls were loaned to responsible farmers, neighborhood by neighborhood, along the lines of his railroad. The farmers chosen agreed to permit all other farmers in their county to breed their cows without charge, the caretaker to receive ownership of the bull after a term of years. Hill spent more than $150,000 on this pedigreed stock in the hope of assist​ing his settlers to a more remunerative type of agriculture. But the farmers, uninstructed and invincibly individualistic in default of the leadership Knapp knew they needed, having learned that calves sired by these imported bulls sold for slaughter at $S and $10 per head more than ordinary yearlings, sold them and kept their cheaper, mon​grel stock for breeding.45

It is more than mere accident that the method and the organiza​tion which finally succeeded in reaching the plain dirt-farmer on his own property was perfected by a man who had been a farm boy and a farmer as well as a teacher and a businessman. He knew the mind of each and realized, furthermore, that both groups were essential to the permanence of any scheme aiming to reform a whole cycle of bad agricultural habits. Thus, when Dr. Knapp addressed him​self to meetings of groups of the leading townsmen and most alert farmers, as he did incessantly all over Texas and Louisiana, and con​vinced them that good crops of cotton could be grown despite the weevil, he was abetting the efforts of his local agents in the most effective manner possible.

Almost every policy adopted, even the structure as well as the purpose ofthe organization he built, was designed as much to stimu​late and enlighten the self-interest of local communities as to inform and assist individual farmers. His success in this combination of salesmanship and public relations was remarkable; it was fully as im​portant in bringing progressive, scientific agriculture to the great mass of common farmers as was the demonstration technique he devised. The latter has been widely celebrated, while the former accomplish​ment, which Knapp was uniquely equipped to handle, has been neg​lected. Its importance, however, was absolutely vital-a realization that had grown in Knapp's mind from the time of his efforts on be​half of better stock and balanced agriculture in Iowa, through his private colonization activities, and his rice and diversification dem​onstrations for the Department of Agriculture in Louisiana. Without the acumen, the skill, and the tireless effort Knapp devoted to this phase of his work it is hard to say how far the demonstration work would have progressed. That it is today one of the three coordinate branches of our American agricultural educational system-agri​cultural college schoolwork, experiment station research work, and extension service demonstration work-certainly owes a great deal to the interest and support of the rural non-farming public that Knapp took such great pains to secure.
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