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The agricultural program of The Rockefeller Foundation as an

operating entity began in February, 1943, when J. George Harrar, a young

scientist recruited to the Foundation staff for the purpose, crossed the

border at Laredo and in a new station wagon drove south over jolting

roads to Mexico City. His mission was to start a research section in the

Ministry of Agriculture dedicated to the proposition that scientific

study of Mexico 1 s agricultural problems and the application of the results

to the improvement of food crop production would benefit the welfare and

economy of the Mexican people.

From this modest, one-man beginning, the agricultural program

has grown in a brief twelve years to an enterprise operating in ten Latin

American countries, manned by thirty-six trained agricultural scientists

who conduct research in thirty-three experiment stations. Staff work in

improving agricultural production in particular regions and countries is

augmented by a scholarship and fellowship training program which has al-

ready reached over three-hundred and fifty individual graduate students

from 14. countries. Supplementing this work of direct operation is a grants

program for the support of basic research in the sciences which may lead,
either immediately or over a longer run, to the increase of the world* s

food resources.

The scope and complexity of the program is described briefly in

the "Twelve-Year Report on the Agricultural Program of The Rockefeller

Foundation" by the same J. George Harrar who initiated the work in 1943



2

and who is now the Foundation's Director for Agriculture.

The purpose of the present paper is to set forth the historical

context out of which the program itself originally grew. Future papers by

the same writer, it is expected, will recount the highlights of the develop-

ment of the major phases of the operating and training programs.

Though the establishment of the operating program in Mexico in

1943 was the first venture of the Foundation on its own initiative into

agriculture, it was by no means the first operating program of The Rocke-

feller Foundation. Nor was it the first venture into agriculture by the
closely associated group of endowed funds often referred to jointly as the

"Rockefeller boards."

Like most events in history, Harrar1 s first journey to Mexico

grew from a complex of historical sequences. The roots of the Mexican
agricultural program reach back beyond the establishment of The Rockefeller

Foundation to the first grant made by any Rockefeller board, (l).
This first grant, made in 1906, was the one by which the General

Education Board initiated its support of a cooperative farm demonstration
campaign in the Southern states. This support continued until 1914, when

the campaign resulted in the establishment by the Congress of the county

agent extension system of the United States Department of Agriculture (2).

Directly linking this early venture in agriculture with the pre-

sent one was the interest of two men, both Southerners, who had seen the

farm demonstration campaign at first hand. Meeting again years later in

Mexico, they decided that a similar campaign would be of great value in
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raising the living standards of the people of Mexico; from their efforts

grew the sequence of events which eventuated in the establishment of the

Mexican program.

Another early effort, that of the International Education

Board in the 19205, must also be given recognition as a contributing in-

fluence on the setting up of the Mexican work. The connection is directly

through the interest of one man, himself an agricultural scientist, who

directed the agricultural program of ir.E.B., and who by chance was in New

York with another Board at the time the new venture was being discussed.

His wise counsel did much to set the plans for it on the right track.

The historical connections between the earlier activities and

the later one, as is so often true in human affairs, depend on a set of

coincidences so improbable they could only have happened in real life;
written as fiction they would appear much too forced. To tell the story

chronologically is the simplest way to narrate these connections.

— 0 —
The fact that the first grant made by a Rockefeller board was

to an agricultural agency was itself the result of an odd historical

coincidence.

About sixty years ago, in the 1890's, the boll weevil, an insect
pest new to the United States, migrated northward from Mexico and was first

observed in a cotton field near Brownsville, Texas (3). Stretching north

and eastward from Brownsville lay the cotton fields of the Southern states,
a succulent and defenseless Cotton Empire for the new invader to conquer.
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Sheer panic followed the boll weevil's early onslaughts. The

speed with which it traveled, the voraciousness with which it stripped

the fields, and the hardihood with which it survived over the winter,
seemed to herald the ultimate ruin of the chief cash crop of the Old

South. In the vicinity of Brownsville, farmers abandoned their farms,
merchants went bankrupt, whole counties were depopulated (4). No agri-

cultural disaster in recent times could possibly produce such feelings
of black despair; in those innocent days science had not erected the

defenses of chemical protection and entomological control which stand
between the modern farmer and his natural enemies.

The coincidence began in the little town of Terrell, Texas.

A special agent of the United States Department of Agriculture, then

nearly seventy years old, had for a couple of seasons been running some
model farms in the Gulf States. The purpose of the model farms was to
convince local cotton growers they should break away from their slavery
to a single crop oy diversifying their production. The model farms were
owned or rented by the Department and were worked by Department employees.
The success of these "ocular demonstrations," to put it in the kindest
terms, was negligible (5).

In 1903 the special agent changed his sales pitch to take advan-

tage of the boll weevil panic. The way to check the weevil, he began to
argue, was to farm according to his methods. He went farther: if some

farmer would volunteer to raise a cotton crop strictly according to his

directions, he would see to it that the volunteer would be guaranteed

against loss should the experiment yield him less profit than he night
have made with the old methods.
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A farmer did volunteer, offering to try the new methods on 70
of the 800 acres of his farm. At the end of the summer, when the cotton

from the 70 acres was picked and ginned, the farmer found himself with.
$700.00 more profit on that plot than on any other 70 acres he owned (7).

The effect was sensational. Pleas for help and offers of
financial support poured in on the old man from banks, railroads, cham-

bers of commerce, merchants, and farmers. The Department of Agriculture

allocated $40,000 for him to hire and train 33 special agents to spread

the plan throughout the length and breadth of Texas. In the next growing

season — 1904 — several thousand farmers tried the new methods, most of

them with just as much success as the lone volunteer of the year before.

In 1905 the Department increased the budget and more agents were trained

to extend the campaign into surrounding states. The Farmers Cooperative

Farm Demonstration program was rolling (8).

But the old man was not satisfied. He had devised the coopera-

tive farm demonstration method to diversify southern agriculture, not to
entrench the one-crop system by protecting cotton from the weevil. He

dreamed of a rural South where prosperity would be protected by several

cash crops. He wanted the fertility of the farmlands•built up by good

farming, not depleted by wasteful exploitation. He wanted farm families
to enjoy a better diet.by raising their own vegetables, poultry, and meat.

He wanted farm children to learn good farming in their youth, and to grow

up respecting the dignity of farming as a way of life (9).

The elderly gentleman should now be introduced. Seaman A. Knapp
probably thought he was retiring when he took the job of running a few

model farms for the Department of Agriculture. His career was already a

distinguished one: he had been president of lowa State College and had
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successfully promoted a large project in land development in Louisiana.
As a sideline to his land scheme he revolutionized rice growing in

Louisiana, devising a system of controlled irrigation by which the crop

could be planted and harvested with machinery (10). As a plant explorer

he had gone to Japan to find a better variety of rice to supplant the

poor ones then grown in Louisiana (11). He was an associate of the first

Henry Wallace, a friend of James Wilson, then Secretary of Agriculture,

and of Walter Hines Page, publicist of the "New South." But his place

in the history of American agriculture rests on the cooperative farm

demonstration system which he envisioned and organized in the last eleven

years of his life, between the ages of 70 and 81 (12).
Knapp's method of cultivation was anything but revolutionary;

he prescribed nothing "except those things already practiced by the best

farmers. Thorough preparation of the soil, the use of the best seed, the

liberal use of fertilizer, and thorough cultivation of the growing crops,
were the essentials of his program" (13).

His innovation was in pedagogy, or in salesmanship, if you pre-

fer: inculcate good methods not by demonstrating them yourself but by

persuading farmers to demonstrate them to themselves and their neighbors.

The Department of Agriculture's model farms failed because dirt farmers

would not believe they could raise crops like those grown by the trained

employees of the Department. But when they did the work themselves and

saw the results in their own fields, they were convinced (14).

Knapp's method succeeded in keeping the weevil under partial

control because he insisted on clean farming. The boll weevil thrives
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best on slovenly farms, hibernating during the winter on the dead stalks
and litter in the field and in the leaves and trash at its edges. Fall

plowing, which Knapp urged, turns under much of the field litter, and the

neat fence rows he recommended likewise cut down the number of weevils

which survive the winter. In the growing season, the crop, started with

good seed and urged on by plenty of fertilizer, grew fast enough to escape

much of the weevil' s attack (15).

"If the demonstration method paid in dealing with a pest-ridden

farm," one observer asked, "was there not every reason to suppose that it

would pay still more handsomely when no handicap existed?" (16).

Knapp thought emphatically that it would, and that it would pay

in enriched human values even more than in money. All he wanted was a

chance to prove it.

The chance came when, in the city of New York, the other half

of the coincidence took shape.

In that city a man of wealth with a moral sense of stewardship

established the General Education Board for the promotion of education,

especially in the South, "without distinction of race, sex, or creed."

The time was 1903> the same year Knapp shifted from model to demonstration

farming. Guiding genius of the Board was Frederick T. Gates, a former

Baptist minister who advised John D. Rockefeller in most of his major

philanthropies (17).

When Gates looked around in the South for opportunities to pro-

mote education, he found little education to promote. Average farm in-

comes in many southern states were §150.00 a year, compared to #1,000.00
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.in a state like lowa. With 85 per cent of the population rural in

character, the South simply did not have the money to pay for good

public education. Gates, believing in the ideal of public tax-supported

education, decided that the Board should first devote itself to raising

the income of rural tax payers (18).

"If farm incomes could be raised," he believed, "Southern

farmers would gladly support better schools in more and more liberal

fashion." (19).

But there wa.s the rub: how does one raise the rural income of an .
entire region? To find an answer, the Board searched two years and then,
almost by accident, found Seaman A. Knapp (20). Having found him, Gates

acted promptly.

Inviting Knapp to Washington, Gates met him there to talk about

how they might join forces. Knapp was famed as an eloquent man (21).

Since Gates knew of the farm demonstration method as an anti-boll weevil

measure, Knapp must have talked most of his ambition to devote it to gen-

eral purpose farming. He did not fail to reinforce what the Board had

already concluded about the dependence of better education on higher

rural incomes:

"Schools," he once said later, "should follow as the sequence

of greater earning capacity, and should not be planted by charity to be-

come a tax on poverty." (22).

Gates did not fail to ask the key question: "Why cannot your

demonstration work be extended to all the states of the South?"

"Because," replied Knapp, "federal money cannot be used except

to fight an interstate evil like the boll weevil, for example." (23)
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This was all Gates needed to know. Without much further ado, the

two men devised a plan whereby the Board put up the money for the Department

of Agriculture to expand the cooperative farm demonstration campaign into

states which the weevil had not then invaded, with Knapp in charge of the

work. The contract was signed in April, 1906.
Between 1906 and 1914 approximately a million dollars of Board

money paid for the work in eight southern states (24). Unhampered by the

restrictions on federal funds, this money went into demonstrations which

not only inculcated more profitable farming methods but also sought to im-

prove the quality of rural life. The demonstration agents, gradually in-

creased in number until there was one for each county covered by the cam-

paign, worked with the farmers. In addition, women trained in domestic

science were appointed to teach the household arts to rural women and to

organize canning clubs among the girls. Other special appointees, often

schoolmen, stimulated the boys to form corn clubs and to undertake other

youth activities (25). A group of Negro agents, at the insistence of the

Board, were trained to work with farmers of their race (26).

Measured by any yardstick, the campaign was a success. In 1912,
toward its end, no fewer than 106,000 farmers volunteered to try the Knapp

method under the direction of 639 county agents, pluS that of 155 special

appointees for the work with women and youth. Demonstration farms dotted

636 of the 1,163 counties in the states concerned (27). Farm incomes went

up. Corn yields on demonstration farms in Virginia averaged 41 bushels an

acre against 23 on other farms. Cotton farmers in Georgia, using demonstra-
tion methods, averaged 1,303 pounds of seed cotton per acre against 732 for



10

those using customary methods (28). The very appearance of the southern

landscape changed under the impact of Knapp's gospel of clean farming.

Seaman Knapp died in 1911> not living to see the final triumph

of his idea. The success of his campaign "dissipated the constitutional

scruples that . . . restricted governmental activities in this direction

to the plague-Infected states." (29). In 1914 Congress repealed the restric-

tion. The same legislation (the Smith-Lever Act-J- established the Extension

Service of the Department of Agriculture, in order, as one Congressman phrased

it, "to put the Knapp demonstration plan into active operation in every county

throughout the broad limits of this Union on a larger and broader scale." (30).

Bradford Knapp, son of Seaman A. Knapp, became Chief of the Office of Extension

Work in the South (31).

The Board, its mission accomplished when the government took over

the operation and with Southern farm economy well on the way to substantial

improvement, terminated the arrangement with the Department of Agriculture

and turned back to its original objective(32). After that time it worked

directly with educational agencies and educators for the improvement of educa-

tion, with continued special reference to the South.

The term "technical assistajice" had not entered the American vocabu-

lary in Knapp's time, but looking back at his campaign one can see that it had

most of the essential elements of an ideal technical assistance program for

an under-developed area. The farmers of the South worked the soil at a primi-

tive technological level, but they knew their precarious situation and wanted

to improve their lot. They could do little themselves because they lacked
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technically trained leadership and they lacked funds.

Knapp, northern born and trained, came in from the outside to

supply the technical leadership almost single-handed. He did not attempt

complicated techniques but started where the farmers were. His prescrip-

tion for better farming was so simple he could train large groups of agents

almost in a single lecture session (33). The funas came from a disinterested

outside agency. The campaign was fast, relatively short, and hugely success -
ful, closing with the happiest of all endings for a technical assistance pro-

gram when the government, with complete local approval, took over and extended

the entire operation.

Small wonder, then, that the Knapp campaign strongly impressed the

thinking of a whole generation of agricultural educators about the method by

which agricultural betterment can most quickly and efficiently be accomplished

in an under-developed area.

More immediately germane to the history of the establishment of the

Mexican agricultural program is the strong impression the cooperative farm

demonstrations made on two Southerners who observed them at first hand and

who later.sought to initiate a similar campaign in Mexico.

— o —
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The second improbable coincidence began in the state of North

Carolina.

While the Knapp farm demonstrations were in full swing, Frederick T.

Gates of the General Education Board encountered another major factor which

adversely affected southern rural economy: the general debility of many

Southerners which resulted from heavy infestations of hookwornj. The disease

caused by this intestinal parasite almost literally drains away the vitality

of the sufferer, leaving him listless, underweight, and anaemic. The inci-

dence of the disease in certain parts of the South, surveys showed, was

appalling (34)•

Hookworn disease was known and understood by medical science; a

simple, safe cure was at hand. All that was lacking was the will, and the

means, to convince Southerners of the importance of the disease and to stir

them to action.

A man who had the will but not the means was a remarkable physician

named Charles W. Stiles, who for years had been crusading practically single-

handed against hookworm. Gates met Stiles, was convinced, and collaborated

with him in launching another large-scale technical assistance program.

Because public health lay outside the field of the General Education Board,

Gates created a new agency to handle the hookworm work: the Rockefeller

Sanitary Commission, which began operation in 1909 on a five-year campaign

financed by a million dollar pledge from Rockefeller. Dr. Wickliffe Rose,
a former professor of Philosophy, was its Director from the start (35). .

The anti-hookworm crusade of Dr. Stiles encountered much popular
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opposition in the South, and when the formation of the Sanitary Commission

was announced, public furor increased. The South did not take kindly to

the news that its citizens suffered from infection by a "germ of laziness,"

as the newspapers promptly labelled the parasite. How did it happen, indig-

nant Southern editorial writers asked, that one Southerner licked five

Yankees in the late War Between the States, if this were true? (36).

The first half of the coincidence was represented by Josephus

Daniels, owner and editor of the News and Observer in Raleigh, North Carolina.

At first Daniels joined in the clamor against the Stiles crusade. But being

a reasonable and humane person, he found occasion to talk with Dr. Stiles

personally. He came away from the interview with a different point of view.

"I got off on the wrong foot," Daniels explained later. His was

one of the few Southern newspapers which editorially applauded John D. Rocke-

feller for financing the Sanitary Commission (37).

The second half of the coincidence was represented by a young

county school superintendent in North Carolina named John A. Ferrell.

Daniels and Ferrell had met in 1904 when Daniels aided the young man in

some litigation aimed to improve the county school system. {3S) . Ferrell

left the educational field, took a degree in medicine at the state university

in 1907, and became one of the first- staff members engaged by Wickliffe Rose

for the Sanitary Commission in 1910 (39).

The association between the two men continued during the three

years Ferrell lived in Raleigh as State Director for the anti-hookworm

campaign. Daniels lent generous support to the work, at one time over-

riding the protests of the newspaper's business manager to run some free
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advertising for a hookworm demonstration (40).

Daniels' connection with the farm demonstration campaign was

even closer. As a trustee of the North Carolina College of Agriculture

and Mechanic Arts (41) be would have known of the slight hassle between the

college and the Knapp agent for the state, as a result of which the agent

made his headquarters in Statesville rather than in Raleigh, and.of the

rapprochment between the two a few years later (42). The Board, in the

later years of the campaign, insisted that the farm demonstration campaign

be coordinated with the extension departments of the state agricultural

colleges, a move which necessitated official action by the Trustees of the

North Carolina College In 1909 and again in 1912 (43). The first Knapp

demonstration in North Carolina was on a farm near Raleigh (44), and by

1912, demonstration farms flourished in 56 of the state's 100 counties (45);

over 8,000 farmers were enrolled as demonstrators (46), 3,200 boys were in

farm clubs (47) and nearly a thousand girls had joined canning and similar

clubs (48). The editor of the leading North Carolina newspaper could hardly

have been unaware of the movement even had he not been officially connected

with the state agricultural college.

After 1913 the careers of the two men separated to follow widely

divergent trajectories, which, curiously, converged again twenty years later

in the country south of the Rio Grande.

The Sanitary Commission, absorbed into The Rockefeller Foundation

upon the establishment of this fund in 1913, became the nucleus of the

International Health Board, with Wickliffe Rose as director and with much

of the same staff, including Ferrell (49).
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The hookworm campaign may justly be said to represent the

archetype of a second kind of modern technical assistance program — one

built for the long pull, as contrasted with the one-shot type represented

by the farm demonstration campaign. The two stand together in importance

as influences on subsequent thinking about technical assistance. It is

significant, as will later be apparent, that while the impetus for the

establishment of the Mexican agricultural program came from men who

thought in terms of the farm demonstration type of campaign, the form it

actually assumed followed instead the organization and methods by which

the International Health Board achieved its "truly wonderful record" (50).

In eleven under-developed Southern states the Sanitary Commission

tried out and adopted a number of principles of operation. Several of these

are of especial importance in their influence on the Mexican program. One

was direct operation. Instead of giving money to another agency to do the

work, as the General Education Board had done with the Department of Agri-

culture, the Commission created its own staff of doctors and technicians,

assigning them to organize and operate the health education campaigns and

treatment clinics required to combat the disease (51)•

The second principle was to work through established agencies.

In public health, this meant working through governmental agencies. When-

ever it was necessary to create a new agency, every effort was to be made to

have it given official recognition and to clothe it with official authority.

In all eleven states, the campaigns were waged under cooperative arrangements

with state departments of health and in close collaboration with local health

officers (52).
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The third principle, developed after the Commission became

the International Health Board, was continuity of effort. Organiza-

tionally, continuity of effort meant the creation of a permanent staff
recruited on a career basis. The Board thus had at its disposal a group

of trained people who grew in technical proficiency and skill as their

experience increased and who could be deployed over the globe to fight

the battles of public health wherever the need was greatest (53).

A unique contribution of the International Health Board was

the "shock troop" principle. The highly trained and experienced members .
of the staff were used to breach the enemy's lines; the holding campaign

was left to locally-recruited "militia." Operationally, this meant a

training program. The staff member, practically upon arrival at a new

theatre of operation, chose the best aides he could find, and then, hy

means of local training classes, and scholarships and fellowships for

formal study, developed their skills to the point where they could be

entrusted with the entire campaign. Thus the staff member, having "worked

himself out of a job," would then be available for assignment elsewhere (54).

A final principle, the first in Rose's list, is anonymity. In

Rose's words, v

"1. The Commission will seek to hide itself behind its work
and to keep to the front the local agencies through which the
work is being done." (55)

Would the principles of operation developed in a technical

assistance program in the South of the United States hold good in other

countries and against other diseases and deficiencies? The International

Health Board, dedicated to an affirmative answer, first perfected its

methods through pilot-scale operations in a few Caribbean and Central
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American countries (56). Then over the next three decades it conducted

the long series of brilliant campaigns against disease and ignorance

which, literally encircling the globe, did so much to usher in the modern

era of public health and preventive medicine.

The triumph of public health, tilting the birthrate-deathrate

balance, in turn produced the era of "exploding populations." Ferrell's

career with the International Health Board, spanning its history from

inception to triumph, brought him, in the Twenties and Thirties, to the

position of regional director for public health for Canada, the United

States, and — coincidentally — for Mexico.

The career of Josephus Daniels followed a path which likewise

ended in Mexico. As is well known, Daniels served with distinction as

Secretary of the Navy through both terms of the administration of Woodrow

Wilson. After this tour of duty he returned to Raleigh, so he thought,

to spend his remaining years in his beloved state, building for himself

and his family a big stone house on what was then the edge of the city.

But fate ruled that the man who had been his Assistant Secretary of the

Navy should become President of the United States. Franklin D. Roosevelt

appointed his "Chief," as he called Daniels, to the ambassadorship to
v

Mexico. Daniels was sixty-nine years old when he took residence in the

spring of 1933. He and his wife lived in Mexico for nine happy and diplo-

matically years, doing much to heal old animosities between that country

and the United States, and helping to lay the foundation upon which the

friendship between the two countries now endures._
o —
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A brief digression is necessary now to introduce a collateral
influence on the establishment of the Mexican program.

Because the charter of the General Education Board limited it

to work in the United States, John D. Rockefeller, Jr., established an

International Education Board in 1923 to promote similar types of activities

in foreign countries. The director was the same Wickliffe Rose who had

steered the Sanitary Commission and the International Health Board through

their early days. Under his guidance the 1.E.8. launched bold programs

in the natural sciences, the humanities, and agriculture. Upon Rose's

retirement in 1928, these programs were absorbed by The Rockefeller Founda-

tion and the 1.E.8. was discontinued as a separate entity (57).

The agricultural work of the 1.E.8. was directed by Dr. Albert R.

Mann, Dean of the New York State College of Agriculture of Cornell University,

who took a two-year leave of absence for the purpose.

Dr. Mann, after traveling extensively through the agricultural

regions of Europe west of Russia, decided on projects of three general

sorts. One was farm demonstration; the first project actually undertaken

was a plan for cooperation with Denmark in farm demonstration work, a move-

ment which was soon extended to Norway, and — geography notwithstanding —
to Hungary. Training represented a second objective: altogether, 233 young

people in 31 nations were given fellowships in agriculture to prepare them

for posts in teaching, research, and administration. The third was the

strengthening of institutions. Notable among these were the College of

Agriculture of the University of Sofia, the Department of Research in Animal

Breeding at the University of Edinburgh, and co-ordinated laboratories of

agriculture, botany, zoology, and physiology at Cambridge University.
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The 1.E.8. also supported an agricultural project in China which

was later continued by The Rockefeller Foundation. Sponsored by Cornell

University and operated by Nanking University, this venture included a

central experiment station near Nanking and several cooperative substations

in other areas where plant breeding, research in cereals, beans, and several

other crops was conducted.

The Foundation used this project later as the starting point for

a broad program of rural reconstruction in China. Projects in animal

husbandry, veterinary medicine, and the control of insect pests expanded

the scope of the work, all of them integrated with other related interests

such as sanitation, preventive medicine, marketing, rural economics, rural

administration, and community works. Throughout the program from the

beginning, the awarding of training fellowships to add' competent techni-

cians to China's human resources was stressed. The Foundation put more

than a million dollars into this ambitious plan before the engulfment of

war forced its termination.

At the expiration of his two-year leave, Dr. Mann returned to

Cornell, but ten years later, In 1936, he came back to New York to make

a study of the status and problems of agricultural colleges in the South

for the General Education Board. Continuing with the Board, he became its

vice-president the next year, and was thus on hand in 1941 to lend his

advice to the discussions concerning the proposed agricultural work in

Mexico. After his retirement from the Board in 1946, he served the Founda-

tion part-time as Deputy Director for Agriculture, until his sudden death in

1947 (58). There will be occasion later in this paper to refer to some of

the specific suggestions he made in 1941.

—. 0 —
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The public health work of The Rockefeller Foundation in Mexico,

which was under the supervision of John A. Ferrell, froa. tho boginning, had

a long and successful history at the time Josephus Daniels arrived in that

country as Ambassador, as it has had since.

When the Sanitary Commission became the International Health

Board of the Foundation, as already mentioned, the methods of fighting

disease developed in the South were perfected in pilot-scale trials. After

the trial period the first large country in the Western Hemisphere in which
the Board undertook a campaign was Brazil. The next was Mexico.

Beginning in Mexico in 1919, mobile units of the Board waged

campaigns against yellow fever, malaria, hookworm, and smallpox, among

others (59).

In 1923, to coordinate the work and to give continuity of contact

with the various cooperating units of the Mexican federal and state govern-

ments, the Board established the post of Resident Representative, sending as

first incumbent a young doctor named Andrew J. Warren. The two Resident

Representatives who figure in the establishment of the agricultural program

were Charles A. Bailey and George C. Pa|ne, who headquartered in Mexico City

from 1932 to 1940 and 1940 to 1946, respectively (60).

The Resident Representatives held official status as directors

of an. agency of the Ministry of Health called the Oficina Cooperativa de

Especializaci6n Sanitaria c Higiene Rural (Office of Sanitary Specializa-

tion and Rural Hygiene) (61). They spoke the language, they were personally

acquainted with the leading officials, medical men, and educators of the
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Republic. Governments rose and fell during those troubled decades in

Mexican history, ministers and officials came and went, but through all

the changes the Foundation's representative worked quietly and undisturbed,

exerting a steady pressure toward better public health laws and administra-

tion, toward better training of public health officials and technicians,

and toward better medical education.

In the 1920's and 1930's more than 600 Mexican health officers,

public health nurses, and sanitary inspectors received one or more short

intensive technical courses in Field Training Stations operated by the

'Foundation (62). Some 56 doctors, nurses, and sanitary engineers studied

abroad on Foundation fellowships and 21 received travel grants for shorter

periods (63). Hundreds of others, participating in cooperative health

campaigns led by Foundation doctors, learned at first hand something of

the ideas and standards of modern public health practices. The cost to

the Foundation for all this work, from the beginning to 1942, was $1,200,000 (63).

At a moment when diplomatic relations between the United States

and Mexico were wrenched by the tense issues of the nationalization of oil

and land, the Ministry of Health, in a large public ceremony, placed on the

wall of its headquarters building in Mexico City a bronze plaque in honor

of John Davidson Rockefeller for his contribution to the health of the Mexi-

can people. Ambassador Daniels attended the dedicatory ceremonies, (65),

which were held in September, 1937, just six months before the Mexican

government expropriated the property of all foreign oil companies. The

speech of dedication, given by a distinguished Mexican physician, was

largely a recitation of the Foundation's work (66).
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When Vice-President Henry A. Wallace suggested, several years

later, that if agricultural work were undertaken in Mexico it should per-

haps be operated through a subsidiary with a different name because the

Mexicans might associate The Rockefeller Foundation with American oil

companies, it is no wonder that John A. Ferrell was incensed. The name

Rockefeller in Mexico meant Foundation, not oil, he commented with some

heat (67).

Owing in no small measure to the encouragement and assistance

of The Rockefeller Foundation, Mexican doctors and public health officials

were able to give their country the benefits of a higher average level of

public health and sanitation than obtained in any other country in the

tropical zone. The death rate began to drop significently by the end of

the 1920's and has continued to decline. But the birth rate continued

the highest in the Western Hemisphere. The resultant net gain in popula-

tion is the highest, proportionately, in the world (68). If the estimate

for 1958 proves correct, Mexico's population will have doubled in the 37
years since 1921 (Figure 1).

That the success of their efforts would have this effect on

population was commonplace knowledge among public health workers long

before the prophets of population doom began thundering. The annual re-

port of the International Health Board for 1918, for instance, notes the

effect of hookworm infection in depressing the birth rate and of its con-

trol over large areas in lifting it (69).

To leaders in public health it was obvious that the health of

the people in countries like Mexico, in so far as it depended on nutri-

tion, could not be maintained at an adequate level unless the food supply
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were likewise increased in quantity and improved in quality. They realized

further that in most countries it would be impossible to increase the food

supply without making fundamental improvements in the agricultural system (70).

— o —
.To John A. Ferrell, then, it seemed perfectly logical to think

of strengthening the work in public health in Mexico by providing better

nutrition through an agricultural program to increase the quantity and

quality of food. Three times he sought to persuade the Foundation to under-

take work in agriculture in Mexico: first in 1933, next in 1935, and finally

in 1936.
The 1933 effort was little more than an exploratory gesture.

Ferrell, in Mexico in the Spring, called on the Minister of Agriculture,

Sr. Francisco S. Ellas. The Minister spoke of irrigation projects in the

North, mentioned the department's four agricultural experiment stations,
and"the urgent need for better agricultural practices and for elevating the

economic standards of the people." He had no suggestions for Foundation

cooperation, but

He liked the idea of fellowships for training Mexican personnel,
and he favored close coordination of government activities in the
fields of agriculture and health, including housing, nutrition,
and sanitation (71).

Ferrell duly turned in his trip notes, and later a summarizing memorandum

to his divisional director (72), but made no specific proposal for action.

Ambassador Daniels and his wife arrived in Mexico City to ass^ume
their post at the Embassy also in the Spring of 1933, six days before Ferrell's

departure (73). Ferrell probably called to pay his respects, but there is no

record of any conversation concerning agriculture or other matters.



24

It is an interesting coincidence, however, that thirty-four

days after his arrival, even before he had completed the rounds of official

calls and introductions, Daniels accepted an invitation from the Minister

of Agriculture whom Ferrell had just seen, to visit the National School of

Agriculture.

As I had long been a trustee of the Agricultural Collie in
North Carolina, I was glad to go with Agricultural Minister Francisco
S. Elias to visit the Chapingo School of Agriculture about twenty
miles from Mexico City.

"The college boys," he wrote his sons,I'were doing the same
things that college boys do at the State College in Raleigh, and if
they had been speaking the English language, you could hardly have
told any difference. They are all dressed in khaki and are there
to learn how to be farmers, or rather how to teach others to be
farmers.n

The most interesting thing they saw at the College, Daniels observes,

were the Rivera murals in the chapel, thought to be "the best examples

of his work to be found anywhere."

Of the College work itself, he noticed especially that in

animal husbandry.

We spent a couple of hours there inspecting the barracks and going
over the 480-acre farms and seeing the fine cattle. I have hardly
ever seen finer bulls. They have a large herd of cows, which give
enough milk for the students. . . . The plan is to send the best
bulls and cows to the other agricultural school of the Republic, so
as to improve the stock (74)•

Two years later, in the Spring of 1935, Ferrell went to Mexico

again, and this time he had several long visits with Daniels (75)• From

these talks grew a more formal effort to persuade the Foundation to ex-

tend its program in Mexico into agriculture, an effort in which Daniels

participated actively.

Both to Daniels and to Ferrell, the Mexican scene was strongly
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reminiscent of the South in the decades following Reconstruction. In both

regions a predominently rural population, living on worn-out land and farming

by primitive methods, lacked the means to support an educational system or

the technical services which would rescue them from the vicious circle of

poverty and ignorance. In both a rapidly growing population strained the

food-bearing capacity of the soil when farmed at the current technological

level. The nondescript industries of the two regions could not redress the

balance of the national income.

To the two men the same answer occurred: an adaptation of the

Knapp demonstration method, which they had seen in operation, and by which

the South had lifted itself by its own bootstraps, should be equally effective

in Mexico (76).

The plan which Ferrell formulated depended largely on the demonstra-

tion method, supplemented by a training fellowship program. He envisioned a

budget of from $25,000 to $100,000 a year, and anticipated that the plan

could be developed according to the following steps:

A. Acquainting officials with what has been done in the United
States by furnishing them with reports, publications, and other
material.

B. Invite a small group of Mexicans to study work that has been done
and which may be under way, presumably in the United States.

C. Give a few scholarships and training grants to Mexicans to spend
from six to nine months in the United States or elsewhere studying
procedures.

D. On returning home, the fellows would seek to develop programs
adaptable to Mexican conditions, in a few areas selected for
demonstration purposes, and attempt to carry them out.

E. Cooperative budgets similar to those in health work should be
drafted for periods of from two to five years (77).
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Ferrell even went so far as to stop in Raleigh on his way home

from Mexico to secure some samples of bulletins and pamphlets in agricultural

and home economics extension, to send to Charles A. Bailey, the Foundation's

representative in Mexico, for use in any further discussions which might

occur with government officials (78).

Daniels' part in the 1935 effort consisted of writing a long letter

to his good friend, Raymond 3. Fosdick, a Trustee of The Rockefeller Founda-

tion. That he gave a dood deal of thought to the composition of this letter

is attested by the holographic first draft stapled to the typewritten carbon
copy still among his papers. These paragraphs give his main points:

PERSONAL Mexico
March 5, 1935

My dear Mr. Fosdick:

A little while ago I had the pleasure of greeting here Dr. John A.
Ferrell, Associate Director of The Rockefeller FoundatL on, International
Health Division, and of having several talks with him regarding the co-
operation of The Rockefeller Foundation with the Public Health Service
of Mexico with regard to the possible expansion of cooperation in the
health or other fields such as agriculture, education, social welfare,
et. As you know I have long been greatly interested in these matters
and was in at the beginning of the work in the South initiated by the
Southern Educational Conference and enlarged and made much more efficient
by the Rockefeller Foundation ....

With regard to Mexico and the possibility of its receiving and
accepting increased assistance from the Rockefeller Foundation toward
its economic, physical and intellectual development, I am greatly en-
couraged. Its problems are somewhat similar to those we had in the
South for several decades following the Civil War, but more'difficult
because of a number of complicating factors which the South did not
have. Their solution, even with wise leadership and liberal aid, will
require many years. But some adaptation of the programs administered
in the South by Buttrick, Rose, and others will, however, I think, make
for real progress in Mexico if the task is entrusted to men who can
cooperate along the lines followed by the men named. . . .

When I look over the Foundation Reports and see that Mexico, our
near neighbor, has received less than a million dollars, whereas China
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has had more than thirty five millions, and the European countries
large amounts, I feel that the Foundation can wisely give larger aid
to our nearest neighbor. If the aid to Mexico can be increased and
I can help in any way, you may count on my hearty cooperation.

With my warm personal regards, and best wishes,

Faithfully yours,

- Josephus Daniels (79)

Mr. Raymond B. Fosdick,
61 Broadway,
New York, New York.

As it happened, Ambassador and Mrs. Daniels came to New York for

the Easter season (80) and in further aid to Ferrell's plan, gave a tea to

which they invited several Foundation people. Unfortunately, Mr. Fosdick

was out of the country, but Mr. D. 8. Stevens, Director for Humanities,
and his wife attended, to renew a pleasant acquaintance with the Daniels

begun on visits to Mexico City (81). Dr. and Mrs. Ferrell were also there,
and reported on the progress of the plan.

By the end of the summer it was apparent that the Foundation was

not receptive to an enlargement of the Mexican work into the field of agri-

culture. The 1935 effort became a closed chapter when Ferrell wrote Daniels
on November 6, 1935:

You spoke of the urgent need of aid in agriculture ana in other
airections which would tend to elevate the economic level of the
people in rural communities. I am sorry I have not been able to find
a way for securing aid in this direction. Your efforts will undoubted-
ly be'more fruitful than mine, hence I trust you will continue them....(82).

The matter was briefly reopened a year later, in 1936, when Mr.

Raymond B. Fosdick became President of The Rockefeller Foundation. At his

request, Ferrell prepared a memorandum reviewing his plan. It follows the

argument used before about the opportunity for a program similar to that
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of the General Education Board in the South, and about the necessity for

improving economic conditions in Mexico if public funds are to be adequate

for the support of education, health, welfare, and other services. Instead.

of outlining a detailed plan, however, Ferrell contented himself with the

following general suggestions:

Except for public health, I have not attempted to mature a
project for Mexico. But I believe two or three qualified persons
might be sent to study its agricultural problems and possibilities
and then outline broadly a constructive program. Again, a small. number of carefully selected Mexicans might be given fellowships for
special training in other countries. When they return ready for duty,
they might be given some financial aid through proper channels toward
organizing and conducting activities. This general plan has operated
satisfactorily in Mexico with our returned fellows in public health...
The former Minister of Agriculture who served with President Calles
assured me he would welcome such cooperation, and I believe the present
government would do so (83).

Ferrell sent a copy of this memorandum to Daniels, enclosed with

a letter introducing an officer of the Foundation who was on his way to

Mexico City (84).

In his reply, Daniels extended the welcome of the Embassy to

Ferrell 1 s friend, and referring to the memorandum, added:

I was very much interested in the extracts which you sent me and
I think your ideas are excellent. As you know, seeing that this is
the nearest neighbor of the United States and that the people are
trying resolutely with small funds and with a population largely rural
and uneducated, to improve agricultural conditions and the public
health, I have hoped that the Rockefeller Foundation would cooperate
in a larger way with the authorities and the people here (85).

Following the visit, however, Daniels confided these sentiments

to the privacy of his diary:

On Wednesday I had a call from Dr. R. A. Lambert of the Rockefeller
Foundation ....

Ever since I have been here I have been trying to induce the
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Rockefeller Foundation to take a larger part in the public health
work of Mexico. ... They are spending more now and taking more interest,
largely through the influence of Dr. John A. Ferrell of North
Carolina, who is one of the high men in the Rockefeller Medical
Foundation. ...

I did not tell him, nor did I tell any of the other Rockefeller
people, what I really thought, to wit, that inasmuch as the Standard
Oil Company had taken many millions, maybe many hundreds of millions,
out of Mexico through their oil fields, they owed it to the country
to make some return and that the best return they could make was
to give generous help both in money and in officials in trying to
improve the public health of Mexico (86) •

Daniels remained an unreconstructed agrarian to the end of his days!

A little over four years after Ferrell 1 s last effort, through

another improbable coincidence, Ferrell and Daniels were to set in motion

the series of events which led directly to the inauguration of the program.

This, however, belongs in the next chapter.

As a conclusion to this chapter, a question and an attempt

at an answer may perhaps be permitted. Why did these early efforts

fail?

Josephus Daniels and John A. Ferrell were ahead of their

times in their interest in and concern for the welfare and friendship

of the Mexican people in a period when Americans in general displayed

mammoth, indifference to everything Latin American. Most Americans,

in those days before airplanes shrunk the world, knew little about

the region below the Rio Grande, aside from a few picturesque facts

about banana trees and coffee plants learned in their school geographies.

This indifference was reciprocated from below the border, when it was

n/vh rHsrHflrtfid hv a feeling of a much more vehement nature. President
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Roosevelt and Secretary of State Cordell Hull labored valiantly for the

Good Neighbor policy, but below the diplomatic level what they were

doing enjoyed little public understanding or support (87).

The indifference was strongly evident among the universities,

foundations, scientists, and scholars who constituted the intellectual

community in the United States. Their orientation was toward northwestern

Europe* The orientation of the Latin-American intellectual community

was toward southwestern Europe; between the two lay a vast gulf. In

Latin America the practice of science in the modern sense hardly existed.

The universities of the region, unaffected by the social revolutions

around them, slumbered in the twilight of scholasticism (BB) .
The Rockefeller Foundation — to illustrate the indifference

toward Latin America — in the 27 years from 1913 through 1940, made

grants to Europe which totalled $54,500,000. In the same period, grants

to Latin America, outside the fields of public health and medical education,

amounted to $90,000 (89). The same disproportion was true in other

foundations (except the Guggenheim Memorial) (90), in universities, and

among scientists and scholars.

Daniels was well aware of the indifference and fought against

it all the years he was in Mexico. His 1935 letter to Raymond B. Fosdick,

already quoted, expresses his view about the neglect of Mexico. He

stated the same idea forcibly on all appropriate and many other

occasions (91)•
John A. Ferrell understood it too but perhaps not to the

same extent as Daniels. After all, he had spent his career in a welfare

organization which devoted a large proportion of its efforts to Latin

America. In the same period when all the rest of the Rockefeller



31

Foundation allotted $90,000 to the region, the International Health

Board and the Medical Sciences Division spent $13,200,000 there (92).

The fact that Ferrell, like other leaders in the public health

movement, sensed the relation between a people's nutrition and their

health in countries with expanding populations has already been mentioned.

This aspect of the situation, together with Daniels 1 and his sensitivity

to the importance of Latin American friendship to the well-being of

the United States, put them ahead of their times.

More immediately relevant to the prospect of the adoption of

their proposal was the fact that Daniels and Ferrell were caught in a

crossfire between opposing and contrary philosophies of systematic

philanthropy.

In the very early days of The Rockefeller Foundation, its

executive head, Jerome D. Greene, analyzed the ways a philanthropic

organization could work toward the improvement of the welfare of mankind.

The useful services of the Foundation in the future, ...
are likely to be divisible into two main divisions, the discovery
of new knowledge bearing on human welfare, and the dissemination of
this knowledge by various educational methods. (93)

In accomplishing either of the objectives, the Foundation

will be called upon -to decide from time to time whether it shall
itself establish the agency for research and propaganda, or whether
it.shall make appropriations from its income to other institutions
or organizations formed for similar purposes. (94)

The two objectives — research versus dissemination — and the two methods —
direct operation versus grant making — can be combined into four different
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types of programs: (l) research conducted by direct operation; (2)

research by other agencies supported with grants in aid; (3) dissemination

of research results by direct operation; (4) dissemination by other

agencies supported by grants.

Each type of program CBJi be illustrated by eminent and

successful examples. The Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research

and the Carnegie Institution in Washington are distinguished examples

of the first type — research directly conducted by the fund itself. These

and a few others, however, are exceptions among the overwhelming

majority of foundations which choose type two — grant-making in support

of research by others. Between World Wars I and 11, type two became the

dominant pattern of foundation operation, as it is still even a decade

after World War II (95). Of the five divisions of The Rockefeller

Foundation prior to the second war, four followed strictly the grant-

making pattern. In this pattern, research is defined broadly enough to

include not only the support of investigative projects as such but also

the education and training of young scientists through fellowships and

travel grants.

The grant-making pattern, whether applied to research proper

or to the training of researchers, is possible and practical only in a

particular kind of society and culture. The culture must be one in which

science is a highly valued activity. The society must be one which has

already made the major capital investments in scientific institutions

like universities and research laboratories. The society must further

contain a large middle class which, though primarily devoted to profitable

pursuits, spins-off occasional young men and women willing to enter the
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low-paid scientific professions in return for the social advancement

conferred by a professional position. In such a setting, the impetus

of relatively small grants, shrewdly placed, can often add astonishingly

to the momentum of progress.

The vast majority of the world's peoples, however, live in

cultures which do not meet these conditions. With low social mobility,

their peoples do not seem to care whether they get ahead socially or not,

and only a few young men and women seek education except as a means to

larger personal incomes. The societies of these countries have not

invested in the capital equipment for scientific work, either because

they are too poor or because they are not interested. The people shrug

off the values of the scientific method as irrelevant to the main business

of life, however much they may admire the benefits of scientific gadgettry.

Programs of type four — grant making to agencies engaged

in the dissemination of knowledge — are as strictly culture-linked as

those of.type two. In the United States, the General Education Board's

grants for agricultural extension were made to agencies which already

existed. The International Health Board, with relatively small effort,

could catalyze the establishment of thousands of full-time county health

units throughout the United States in less than two decades because all

the other necessary factors were already there. In most of the world's

countries, however, the educational and governmental agencies for the

dissemination and application of knowledge do not exist, or if they do,

are of such rudimentary form as to be hopeless for the task.

Programs of type three — dissemination through direct operation —
thus seem left as the only ones practical in societies where science is
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not strongly institutionalized and among cultures in which the values

of science are not taken for granted. When The Rockefeller Foundation

was established, it consisted of two operating arms — the International

Health Board and the China Medical Board — both dedicated to type three

programs. The tremendous success of the early work of both boards is

weighty evidence of the efficacy of direct operation in the application

of knowledge to the problems of regions with different values and

institutions from those in the scientifically minded countries.

All four types of philanthropic programs have been tried and

each can be credited with impressive successes. Dissemination and

application through direct operation — type three — has, however, the

strongest appeal to laymen in the United States, partly because of

the simple idea on which it is based and partly because it is closely

akin in spirit and method to the missionary efforts of the evangelical

sects and orders. Josephus Daniels, a sincerely religious man, was so

convinced of the Tightness of the missionary method that he had little

patience with the slower procedures of education and research. Even to

send a Survey Commission to study agriculture in Mexico was a waste of time,

he told H. M. Miller and George C, Payne:

... the Rockefeller Foundation ought to plunge into Mexico instead
of attempting to study agriculture so carefully prior to a much
later decision by officers and Trustees ... (96)

Earlier he told a Foundation officer, "One dollar spent in public health

work is worth more to Mexico now than a dollar spent in the medical

schools," though he did take thought to add, "both should be carried

on." (97)
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Dr. Payne's appreciation of the possible consequences in a

country like Mexico of a campaign of the sort Daniels wanted prompted his

cautionary note when Daniels and Ferrell reopened their efforts in 1941:
"I wish that I could share the enthusiasm of Mr* Daniels

concerning a project related to health, education, and agriculture,
for the proposal is one of great interest. The need for such
coordination is so obvious that one is likely to be carried away
by the desire for immediate results." (98)

Impatience for immediate results opens the direct application

and dissemination method to its chief danger: outrunning the resources

of knowledge on which the solution of practical problems must rely.

The control of yellow fever is an example. Early research results seemed

to show that if house-dwelling mosquitoes were controlled the disease

would disappear. To apply this apparent knowledge the International

Health Board enthusiastically launched a world-wide mosquito control

campaign as World War I drew to a close. But after a while yellow

fever reappeared even where domestic mosquitoes had been strictly curbed.

A vast amount of new research had to be done before the riddle was solved

and a more fully effective method of control devised.

Partly as a result of the yellow fever episode and partly

because of a rising level of sophistication in the practice of public

health, the International Health Board began to place more emphasis

on the search for new knowledge and less on the application of what

knowledge already existed to the solution of local health problems.

The board established central research laboratories in New York in

1928, and in the 1930f s the field work was gradually being transformed

into research-related activities. (99)
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John A. Ferrell could hardly have picked a less propitious

time than the middle 1930! s to urge his division to undertake a new

direct-dissemination campaign in an unfamiliar field like agriculture.

As for the other divisions of the Foundation, three were

strongly devoted to the support of scientific research through grants in

aid. In the medical, natural, and social sciences, small staffs in the

New York headquarters allocated generous funds for the aid of research

projects in other organizations and for fellowship programs for the

training of young scientists. The division of humanities, though not

concerned with science, was likewise devoted to the grant-in-aid method

of achieving its objectives. None of the four had any interest in or

intention of establishing direct operations in the dissemination of

knowledge in their own or other field. (100)

Philanthropic programs which depend on making grants to

institutions and scientists lean on a reed as weak as that of the direct

dissemination programs. They must be operated on the assumption that the

societies which cherish science will be rational enough to remain at

peace. When the scientifically advanced countries abandoned rationality

and plunged into a second World War, philanthropic programs dedicated

to the advancement of the frontiers of knowledge crumbled into a dusty

heap. Raymond B. Fosdick described the debacle in these eloquent

phrases:

In the shadows that are deepening over Europe the lights
of learning are fading one by one. The conception of knowledge
as an international responsibility has vanished. The free flow
of ideas across boundary lines between laboratories and universities
has dried up. Everywhere the exigencies of the war have erased
the possibility of intellectual and cultural life as that term
was understood a few years ago. (101)
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In 1940 the grant-making divisions of the Foundation suddenly found

themselves with nothing to do so long as the war should last.

By this one turn of events, the stony indifference which greeted

the Daniels-Ferrell proposal in 1935 was transformed into an eager

search for programs in less vulnerable parts of the world to replace

those which war had shattered.
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THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MEXICAN

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM (Annotated edition)

The inauguration of General Manuel Avila Camacho as President of

the Republic of Mexico, on December 1, 1940, is an excellent point at which

to begin the story of the establishment of the agricultural program of The

Rockefeller Foundation.

The inauguration is one of the great watersheds in Mexican his-

tory, the divide where one era of the Revolution ended and a new one began.

The Revolution, starting in 1910 with the overthrow of Porfirio Diaz, and

progressing inexorably through three turbulent decades, had finally brought

under the people's control the major centers of economic power. The land

question had been settled once for all and the creation of the c.lidos was

well advanced. The railroads were nationalized. The subsoil resources

were declared the property of the people and recovered from foreign oil com-

panies. Education was brought under secular control.

It is easier to have a revolution than it is to build the insti-

tutions which assure the people its benefits. In the administration of

President Camacho (1940-1946) the Mexican people began to face up to the

fact that they must make their Revolution work. They set themselves deter-

minedly to the task of reconstructing and strengthening their national

economy both to carry their share of the united war effort and to consoli-

date their revolutionary gains. The inauguration marks the beginning of

the "Institutional Revolution." (l)

Foremost among the great tasks of rebuilding stood that of in-

creasing agricultural production. Practically every year since Diaz the
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harvests were too small to supply the corn and wheat needed by the Mexican

people. The "deficit" between the amount needed and that produced consti-

tuted a heavy drain on the physical well-being of the people and on the eco-

nomic resources of the nation. The improvement of agriculture, the better-

ment of education, and the increase of the nation's industrial resources

stood high among the aims of the Camacho administration, as they have in

those of his.successors.

— 0 —
President Roosevelt's choice of Vice-President-elect Henry A.

Wallace to represent the United States at the inauguration of President

Camacho in December, 1940, was an especially happy one. Wallace and his

wife, lengthening their visit to a full month, captured the fancy of the

Mexican people by their enthusiasm and simnatia. The visit strengthened the

bonds of good neighborliness between the two countries, which was the Presi-

dent's objective. (2)

Ambassador and Mrs. Josephus Daniels were hosts to Mr. and Mrs.

Wallace at the Embassy. In his autobiography Daniels mentions two things

especially for which the Mexicans liked Wallace. When the Vice-President

addressed the Mexican Congress, he spoke in hastily learned Spanish, which

the Mexicans regarded as a compliment (3) despite their mystification at

the accent (4). The second was that to the Mexicans, Wallace represented

modern scientific agriculture, both officially as a former Secretary of

Agriculture and in his own person as a man closely identified with the popu-

larization of hybrid corn in the United States.
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Inside, I remember that the Embassy looked more like a county
fair than a diplomatic establishment, because many Indian farmers had
brought their corn to show it to Wallace, not as a visiting Vice-Presi-
dent, but as a world-recognized authority on the breeding of corn.
During his whole visit he held a sort of corn clinic for all comers (5).

Wallace's visit quickened both official and popular interest among

the Mexicans in the possibilities of scientific agriculture. The Ministry

of Agriculture promptly started a corn breeding program and increased the

budget of the section responsible for the experiment stations (6).

In the United States, the influence of the visit on the beginning

of the Foundation's agricultural program follows a circuitous route.

— o —
Ambassador and Mrs. Daniels left Mexico before the end of the

Wallace's visit in order to spend Christmas with their children and grand-

children in Raleigh, North Carolina, and because Daniels had some official

chores in connection with the third inauguration of President Roosevelt (7).

By another of the coincidences which mark this history, Dr. John

A. Ferrell of The Rockefeller Foundation and long-time friend of the Daniels,

went to Raleigh while the Daniels were there. His purpose was to attend a

meeting of the North Carolina General Nutrition Committee. The meeting was

on a Friday; Ferrell stayed in Raleigh over the week-end (8). On Sunday

evening, January 12, 1941, Ferrell called at the Daniels home. Daniels

and he had not seen each other since Ferrell's trip to Mexico in 1935 and

their being in Raleigh at the same time was not planned in advance.(9).

Sitting in front of the immense fireplace in the living room,

the two men renewed their acquaintance. Ferrell told Daniels some of the

new developments in the search for a vaccine against influenza, and Daniels,
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always the newspaperman, sensed a story. In all likelihood Daniels himself

wrote the story which appeared early the next morning under a two-column

head in Raleigh News and Observer, the Daniels paper (10). The two men also

talked of their previous efforts to persuade The Rockefeller Foundation to

expand its public health work in Mexico by including agricultural improve-

ment. This was a subject close to Daniels'heart.

Daniels knew that he was not going to remain much longer in the

Embassy in Mexico (11). He was eighty years old, Mrs. Daniels' health was

not good, and both of them wanted to come home to their family and friends,

though they loved and admired the Mexican people. As Ambassador, Daniels had

done his share to help resolve the major issues of conflict between his coun-

try and Mexico. He sensed that the new Camacho administration would take a

friendlier attitude toward the United States than had some of the preceding

ones. In the few remaining months of his mission he wanted to push every

possible project which would tie more closely the bonds of friendship be-

tween the two countries (12).

A special note of urgency therefore marked his words. Ferrell

should come to Mexico within the next few weeks — In February at the lat-

est — to see for himself the changed attitude of the new administration (13).

He urged Ferrell to renew his efforts to secure aid for an agricultural im-

provement campaign. Ferrell should see Vice-President Wallace just as soon

as he could (14); Wallace's enthusiasm for Mexico would surely be influential

in Washington (15). Even if The Rockefeller Foundation could not be per-

suaded, there was Nelson Rockefeller, recently appointed Coordinator of In-

ter-American Affairs, with a reputed budget of $100,000,000 for building

Pan-American goodwill. Wallace might serve as an approach to Nelson Rockefeller;
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the two were closely associated in the Inter-American project (16). Fer-

rell should talk to Fosdick again about Mexico (17).

How long the interview lasted or what else was discussed, the

record does not show. But Ferrell returned to New York with rekindled in-

terest in an agricultural project for Mexico and determined to follow Dan-

iels' advice about seeing Wallace at the earliest opportunity.__ o —
Ferrell got back to New York on the fifteenth of January, 1941 (IS).

At the common table in the officers' dining room that day or very soon there-

after, he recounted his visit with Daniels and spoke of his intention of

seeing Vice-President Wallace (19). The president of the Foundation, Ray-

mond B. Fosdick, who happened to be at the table, heard the comment, and

at once said that if Ferrell conferred with Wallace.on the subject of Mexico,

he would like to attend the conference (20,21). He also suggested that Fer-

rell get together for him some background information about Mexico in gen-

eral and about the Foundation's work there (22). Fosdick had become presi-

dent in 1936 after serving the Foundation many years as a trustee; it was

as trustee that his old friend, Daniels, had addressed him in 1935 urging

the expansion of the work in Mexico to include agriculture (23).

Setting to work at once, Ferrell, in less than twelve days, pre-

pared a substantial document consisting of a main section of ten pages and

no fewer than 12 appendices totalling 33 pages (24). He delivered it on

Monday the 27th. The covering memorandum which accompanied the report,
i

also dated the 27th, is properly the first document in the first folder of

record of the Mexican agricultural program in the files of the Foundation's

reference service.
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Two days later, on Wednesday the 29th, Fosdick telegraphed Vice-

President Wallace asking for an appointment. The reply was prompt and

favorable, suggesting the following Monday afternoon (25)�

— 0 —
On Monday, February 3, 1941, at three o'clock in the afternoon,

Raymond B. Fosdick and John A. Ferrell met at the door of the office of

Vice-President Wallace off the Senate Chamber in Washington (26), and went

in for an interview which was to last scarcely more than an hour.

From this interview the establishment of the Mexican agricultural

program takes its immediate rise. With it Fosdick begins his account of

the program in The Story of The Rockefeller Foundation (27). His completer

account, recorded at the time, deserves a place in the record.

With Dr. Ferrell I called on Vice-President Henry Wallace at his
office in Washington to discuss with him a program for The Rockefel-
ler Foundation in Mexico. Mr. Wallace felt that such a program should
include both health and agriculture. Health by itself is not enough.
With no improvement in agriculture, as the death rate declines, the
inevitable result is a lowered standard of living. He thought that
there was room for the extension of our health work and hoped particu-
larly that it would include questions of water supply, i.e., sanitary
engineering and nutrition.

On the subject of agriculture, he said that if the yield per acre
in corn and beans could be increased, it would have a greater effect
on the national life of Mexico than anything that could be done. He
believed that this improved yield could readily be obtained by modern
agricultural methods which are little understood in Mexico and that it
would be possible by demonstrations to start a movement which in time
would influence the whole of the country. He thought that there was
perhaps a particular opportunity for improving agricultural methods in
tropical Mexico although the upland plateau west of Mexico City fur-
nished another excellent locality..... (28).

Two more short paragraphs deal with people who might be consulted for fur-

ther information about agriculture in Mexico, and with the question referred

to in the previous chapter, whether the name Rockefeller might be unfavor-

ably associated in the Mexican mind with foreign oil companies, for which
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reason an agricultural program might perhaps best be operated by a subsidi-

ary of The Rockefeller Foundation with a different name, or avoid the oil-

producing states.

Ferrell's notes on the interview record a number of the details

of Wallace's remarks, including this one on nutrition:

Corn and beans, Wallace stated, are the principal food. Vege-
tables and milk added to the corn and beans, he recognizes, would con-
stitute a very good diet, but he thinks beans and corn generally are
the main reliance. These foods, he thinks, should be enriched with
vitamins.

"As for the Rockefeller name," Ferrell adds,

it is identified throughout Mexico, as elsewhere, with the Founda-
tion. For a quarter of a century the Foundation and its representatives
have carried aid, goodwill, and money to Mexico. ... Accordingly, I
should not anticipate any serious difficulty in broadening the RF pro-
gram to include constructive measures such as are usually sponsored
by the Department of Agriculture.

Concerning the suggestion that an agricultural program, if begun, should

avoid the Mexican states which produce oil, Ferrell says:

Although the cooperative health work has been carried on in the
state of Vera Cruz, an oil-producing state, and that state would, I
believe, welcome renewal of assistance either for health or agricul-
ture, it is probable that the plateau region would offer many advan-
tages as an area for demonstration (29).

More important than what was actually said among the three men

was the effect of the authority with which Wallace spoke and the impact of

his enthusiasm. Fosdick's acute insight cut through the details and irrele-

vancies of the conversation to the central idea: that modern scientific

methods applied to increasing the production of the basic food crops would

greatly benefit the welfare of the Mexican people.

In Raymond B. Fosdick's perceptive appreciation of the importance

of this central idea and in the enthusiasm and vigor with which he moved to

build a program to implement it, the agricultural program of The Rockefeller
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Foundation had its birth. "Raymond B. Fosdick deserves all the credit ..."

Dr. Warren Weaver was to say a few years later in reviewing the founding of

the work (30).

— 0 —
Returning to New York the next day after the talk with Wallace

(31), Fosdick started immediately to mobilize the Foundation. His first

step was to talk informally with the directors of the various divisions,

going to their offices-, as was his wont, instead of asking them to his, and

often talking from a seat on the corner of the desk. Dr. Warren Weaver, then

director of the Division of Natural Sciences, remembers the conversation

vividly:

I have a clear memory of Mr. Fosdick coming to my office and tell-
ing me of Mr. Wallace's comments about the shocking character of Mexi-
can corn, and their great need for improvement of their basic food
crops. As I recall it, Mr. Fosdick asked me if I thought there was
anything we could do about such a situation. I told him that I did not
have the faintest idea as to whether there was anything we could do;
but that I would know how we could get a clear and dependable answer
to his question. Indeed, the whole experience of The Rockefeller Foun-
dation emphasizes the fact that we can not possibly ourselves have ex-
act and dependable information on many subjects, but we have developed
the contacts and the techniques through which we can get such infor-
mation. The way to find out whether or not The Rockefeller Foundation
could possibly do anything about Mexican corn was to get a few ex-
tremely competent and experienced scientists and quietly send them to
Mexico to study the situation (32).

In this very early stage, the influence of an earlier Rockefel-

ler board experience in agriculture had its effect. Dr. A. R. Mann, for-

mer dean of the School of Agriculture of Cornell University and also for-

mer director of the agricultural work of the International Education Board,

was vice-president of the General Education Board, housed in the same suite

of offices with the Foundation. Mann supplemented what he told Fosdick

orally by writing a memorandum (33) in which he makes two important
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observations. "The development of a competent scientific basis for changes

in agriculture is a long-time procedure," is advice offered to counteract

a feeling prevalent in the Foundation at the time, that the work in Mexico

could be a temporary stop-gap for the period when Europe was closed by war

to Foundation activity (34).

The second, "Efforts to improve the agricultural economy must be

indigenous and arise out of native abilities, native plants and animal

stocks, and the cultural characteristics of the people," presages the later

recommendations of the Survey Commission. This comment reflects Mann's in-

ternational experience and deep understanding of the problems of agricul-. tural improvement. It may have been evoked by the implication of Wallace's

remarks to Fosdick, that a few demonstrations of good agriculture could

start Mexico on the road to increased production.

— 0 —
Only one person outside the Foundation was consulted at this time.

Dr. Carl Saver, the geographer and friend of Dr. J. H. Willits, Director of

the Division of Social Sciences, was then in Mexico on a field trip. He was

one of the very few American scholars who had first-hand knowledge of Latin

America. In answer to an inquiry from Willits, he wrote a long letter full

of much excellent sense (35). He too, like Mann and the members of the Sur-

vey Commission, knew that the improvement of Mexican agriculture must start

with Mexican resources: the excellent potentialities of the people and the

wealth of genes of locally adapted plants. He was very suspicious that in

their missionary zeal certain types of American agricultural experts might

seek to impose methods and varieties from other regions or try to alter

drastically and suddenly the patterns of Mexican life.
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The possibilities of disastrous destruction of local genes
are great unless the right people take hold of such work.
Mexican agriculture cannot be pointed toward standardization
on a few commercial types v/ithout upsetting native economy and
culture hopelessly. ... Unless the Americans understand that,
they had better keep out of this country entirely. This thing
must be approached from an appreciation of the native economy
as basically sound.

— 0 —
To begin formal mobilization of the Foundation, Fosdick called

a general staff meeting for February 18th, attended by representatives of

all the divisions (36). The object of the meeting, Fosdick said in his

opening remarks, was to consider the possibilities of an extended program

in Mexico. Also, since no fewer than four officers were leaving in the

next few days for trips in Latin America,, the meeting might help to co-

ordinate their efforts.(37).

At the staff meeting two decisions were reached which were to be

of great importance later on. The first concerned the question raised by

Fosdick, "How such a program in agriculture, if undertaken by the Founda-

tion, would head up? in Natural Science?" Dr. Frank B. Hanson, represent-

ing the Division of Natural Sciences in the absence of Dr. Weaver, replied

that the contacts of the Division in this country, for example in chemistry,

were often in schools of agriculture, and that therefore the new work might

well head up in that Division, though of course its budget would have to be

revised accordingly (38). This decision, at a stage in the Foundation's

history when the administrative demarcation between divisions was quite

sharp, was to prove fortunate in the light of the Survey Commission's recom-

mendations concerning the emphasis the program should give to basic scientific

research.
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The second decision was to appoint a committee to investigate

and report on the possibilities of an agricultural program in Mexico with

the aim of producing suggestions definite enough for the Trustees to dis-

cuss at their meeting the following April. To the committee Fosdick ap-

pointed A. R. Mann of the General Education Board, and Frank B. Hanson and

Harry M. Miller, Jr., of the Division of Natural Sciences (39). The gen-

eral feeling of the meeting was that the chief task of the committee would

be to select a small group of agricultural scientists to make a reconnais-

sance trip to Mexico. "The commission technique is a time-honored device

employed by the Foundation to explore possibilities," was the way Fosdick

phrased the reliance of the Foundation on the advice of experts (40). The

same point of view is expressed in the comment of Weaver quoted earlier (41).

Fosdick, like the quarterback of a superb team, had called the

play in confidence that his associates could carry the ball. From this

point forward the play developed through three stages: finding the right

experts for the survey commission; the trip of the commission and its rec-

ommendations; and the appointment of a man to go to Mexico to start the

actual work. The first two parts of the plan moved briskly ahead in the re-

maining months of 1941; the sudden beginning of the war and the dislocations

which followed were to delay the third for several months.

— 0 —
Before taking up the narrative of the events which followed the

staff conference, a digression is necessary. Why should a casual remark in

1941 from a Vice-President who had been in Mexico once, set in motion the

initiation of an important program, when a few years previously an earnest

plea from an ambassador who had been in Mexico for years failed of effect?
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Obviously, even in so short a period, the times had changed. In
the background, looming over the lesser interests and problems of American

individuals and organizations, stood the threat to hemispheric security

posed by the success of fascism. The indifference which characterized the

American attitude toward Latin America up to the middle of the 1930*s sud-

denly gave way to deep anxiety at the close of the decade when the out-

break of war in Europe in 1939 awakened Americans to the extent and suc-

cess of Nazi penetration into many Pan-American countries (42). A number

of countries were practically "owned" by the Nazis, whose influence was

especially strong in the universities and among the intellectuals and rul-

ing classes (43). In Mexico, a small group of Nazis, entirely unrepresen-

tative of Mexico's allegiance to democracy, staged a riot in front of the

American Embassy when Vice-President Wallace arrived (44). Under the lea-

dership of President Cardenas and President Camacho, Mexico steered a course

toward the side of the Free World and was to enter the war with the forces

of democracy in 1942 (45). All the Pan-American countries, with one excep-

tion, were to do likewise. But in the winter of 1940-1941 neither the Ameri-

can government nor people could be sure of the outcome. With a haste that

a historian at the time described as "feverish," (46) Americans, through of-

ficial and private channels, rushed to make amends in a matter of weeks for

years of indifference (47).

In the microcosm of the Foundation, the reflection of the general

shift in national attitude was sharpened by considerations specific to its

own world-wide interests.

By the end of 1940, Europe was closed to all activities save those

directly related to the war. The Foundation had joined other agencies in a
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brand-from-the-burning rescue of a few European scholars fleeing in front of

advancing armies (48). The Paris office was closed. The Division of Natu-

ral Sciences recalled its European representative and reassigned him to Latin

America (49). Though few would have agreed with Josephus Daniels that "Eu-

rope was finished" (50), it was no longer open to the grant-making type of

program to which most of the divisions of the Foundation were committed.

In China, where the v/ar began in 1936, the Foundation's work was

similarly drawing to an end. To China the Foundation had devoted the larg-

est amount of money given in any foreign country — $26,000,000. "Now in

its fourth year of war," Fosdick said in his President's Review for 1940,

"China is a heartening example of a country which is undefeated because it
not

will acknowledge defeat" (53). Nevertheless, all eight universities to

which grants were being made for a rural reconstruction program had liter-

ally picked themselves up and moved for hundreds, some of them for thou-

sands of miles ahead of advancing Japanese armies (54). Though nearly a

decade was to elapse before finis was written to the Foundation's China

story, the portent of the end was clear.

"As the Foundation is driven out of Europe, and perhaps out of

Asia," said Fosdick early in 1941, "its greatest opportunity is going to

be in Central and South America" (55). Under the gentle insistence of

Mr. John D. Rockefeller, Jr., the Chairman of the Board of Trustees (56),

the president and the directors of the four grant-making divisions were

busy getting acquainted with Latin America and on the alert for suggestions

of opportunities in the region. Representatives of three of the four had

booked passage for extensive trips in Latin America and the director of the

fourth was investigating the situation through a scholar acquainted with

the area (57).
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The International Health Division, however, with its direct-opera-

tion type of work, was in a far different boat as war approached.

Put four fingers on a global map of the world, two on either side

of the equator, and turn the globe a complete revolution: the fingers will

not touch a country or important island where the International Health Divi-

sion has not worked. Throughout the Tropical Zone, in India and the islands

of the Southern Pacific, through most of South and Central America, and in

the great regions between the Mediterranean and the Amazon, field staff mem-

bers had tracked and fought yellow fever and malaria, helped build water

and sanitation systems, and helped train doctors, health workers, and nurses.

The Division's staff of 70 doctors, sanitary engineers, nurses, and

other professional people constituted the largest and almost the only group

of experts on tropical diseases in the United States. The ranks of the

staff were to be depleted at the call of the armed services, the Red Cross,

and other agencies (58) which suddenly found themselves responsible for pro-

tecting the health of servicemen in exotic places most of them had never

even heard of before. At the opening of 1941, however, the Division was

stepping up the tempo of its work in Latin America by opening a new pro-

gram in Brazil (59) and was helping in an advisory capacity the numerous

agencies which overnight had become intensely interested in the Pan-Ameri-

can countries.

"The war has brought disaster to many fields of learning," Fosdick

observed in reviewing the wartime work of the International Health Division,, "but in this particular area of public health it seems to be providing a

stimulant to advance" (60). Not until the Foundation launched its direct-

operation program in agriculture was it to find another pattern of philan-

thropy which would be similarly disaster-proof. ~
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— 0 —
The committee charged with the responsibility for selecting the

experts to survey agriculture in Mexico began its work by formulating, a plan

v/hich seems to owe much to the experience and wisdom of A. R. Mann.

The first question to be decided was what agricultural specialties

should be represented on the survey commission.

"Experience has shown," Mann advised, "that the greatest practical

contributions to agriculture come through the fields of genetics and plant

breeding, plant protection, soil science, livestock management, and general

farm management." The committee decided to seek experts in the first three

of these specialties.

Mann also suggested the phases of the agricultural situation in

Mexico which the survey commission should explore: the country's major agri-

cultural needs, problems, and opportunities; the personnel available in the

fields of agriculture; and the character and competence of existing institu-

tional resources such as government departments and educational institutions"

(61).

The happy results of the committee's work also owe an important

debt to the indefatigable efforts of Harry M. Miller, Jr., during the spring

and early summer. Between the end of January and the first week of July he

visited 47 different institutions and agencies, interviewed 167 people at

length and wrote reports of the interviews; and travelled 26,700 miles (62).

In the United States he talked with people who could give him information

about the natural sciences in Latin America in general and about agricul-

ture in Mexico in particular.

Miller went to Mexico twice during this period. On the first visit,

19 days in length, he made an astonishingly thorough survey of the agricultural
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situation, talking with people in the Ministry of Agriculture, with teach-

ers at Chapingo, with several at experiment stations, and with a number of

scientists and officials in the American colony. His diary and report on

this survey, a marvel of compact information, became an invaluable resource

for the members of the Survey Commission in their travels during the summer.

The first direct contact between The Rockefeller Foundation and

many of the leaders of Mexican agriculture was through Harry M. Miller in

the spring of 1941. Among those he met and talked with were Ing. Marte

Gomez R., Minister of Agriculture; Ing. Alfonso Gonzalez Gallardo, Sub-Sec-

retary of Agriculture; Ing. Lierda, Official Mayor of the Ministry; Ing.

Edmundo Morillo Safa, head of the Direccion General de Agricultura; Ing. Dario

Arrieta L., of the section on nurseries; Ing. Edmundo Taboada, of the sec-

tion on experimental farms; and Ing. Eduardo Limon, director of the experi-

ment station at Leon.

Miller's second visit to Mexico, a brief call of seven days just

prior to the arrival of the Survey Commission in July, announced their com-

ing to the proper officials in the Mexican government and among the American

colony. On both visits, incidentally, Dr. Payne took Miller to call on the

venerable Ambassador Daniels, then preparing for his leavetaking of Mexico.

Following this trip, Miller devoted himself entirely to his assigned

task in the natural sciences of Latin America, except for one brief period

when he aided in negotiating the agreement with the government which estab-

lished the agricultural program officially in 1943.

— 0 —
The committee's search for a soil scientist was simplified by the

fact that the College of Agriculture at Cornell University had recently
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canvassed the country for the best younger soil scientist to head its De-

partment of Agronomy and had found him in the person of Richard Bradfield
(63). Mann, for many years the dean of the College of Agriculture and

provost of Cornell University, could thus recommend Bradfield both on the

basis of personal acquaintance and professional reputation (64). His rec-

ommendation was enthusiastically endorsed by Dr. William I. Myers, who be-

came dean in 1941 and who was also a Trustee of The Rockefeller Foundation.

When Hanson and Miller interviewed Bradfield they were just as much im-

pressed as were the two men who had known him longer (65).

Richard Bradfield, a native of Ohio with a doctorate from Ohio

State University, had done additional advanced study in Europe on a Guggen-

heim fellowship. He came to agronomy through chemistry, his basic scien-

tific contribution being the demonstration that the chemical stability of

soils — their resistance to sudden changes in acidity or alkalinity —
rests on the fact that soil colloids behave like weak acids, acting as a

buffering agent. To the general problem of agricultural improvement Brad-

field brought not only competence in soil technology but also a broad knowl-

edge of how crops are managed and an informed point of view toward the

social and economic setting in which the agronomist must operate.

— 0 —
Frank B. Hanson, a zoologist by training, was the committee mem-

ber who found the geneticist and plant breeder for the Survey Commission.

Hanson had known in a general way that Paul C. Mangelsdorf was highly re-

garded as an expert in corn, with a reputation as a geneticist such that

Harvard had chosen him to succeed to the chair of Dr. E. M. East, one of
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the towering pioneer figures in the development of hybrid corn, but he knew

little else about him.
For further information, Hanson went — among other places — to

the cradle of hybrid corn, the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station.

Here Dr. D. F. Jones, the man who devised the double-crossing process which

makes hybrid corn seed economically feasible, confirmed his favorable impres-

sion. Mangelsdorf had worked at the Connecticut station for six years and

Jones knew him well.

Not until he talked with Mangelsdorf, however, did Hanson discover

his particular interest in Latin American corn, his large collection of in-

digenous corn varieties, and his plans to use Harvard's tropical station in

Cuba — the Atkins Gardens, of which he was director — as a center for fur-

ther study of the origin of corn (66).

Mangelsdorf's preeminence as a scientist is identified with his

basic work on the origin of corn as well as upon his practical work in corn

breeding. The origin of corn, like that of many important food plants, is

shrouded in the mists of prehistory and may never be truly known. At some

time in the remote past the Indians of Central or South America domesticated

some wild plant which through countless generations of .development has be-

come modern corn, and most botanists had assumed that the wild plant was, or

was like teosinte, a weed which looks amazingly like corn. But few actual

facts were known or precise theories formulated until 1939, when Mangelsdorf,

then at the Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College, published a monograph

on the subject written in collaboration with Dr. R. G. Reeves. The monograph

was the first of a series of publications by Mangelsdorf which contributed

importantly to the subject and which have stimulated a substantial amount of
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new research by other workers. The outcome of the investigations is far

from clear even after fifteen years, but the "beneficial effects of /the
Mangelsdorf-Reeves7 theory, in having stimulated fundamental research on

the corn plant," is generally recognized (67).

When Hanson returned to Cambridge a few days after his first

visit for the purpose of making a formal proposal to Mangelsdorf to join

the Survey Commission, Mangelsdorf accepted with enthusiasm.

— 0 —
Harry M. Miller found E. C. Stakman for the Commission. The story

of how he did so involves another of the curious coincidences which inti-

mately link the present agricultural program with its historical forebears.

Years before, when the agricultural program of the short-lived

International Education Board was active, one of the young scientists se-

lected for a fellowship was a Welshman named Sydney Dickinson, then teach-

ing at the University of Wales. A plant pathologist, Dickinson chose for

his place of study the University of Minnesota where he could work under

E. C. Stakman, whose reputation even then extended to Europe.

Returning from his fellowship year (1931-32), Dickinson soon

moved to the school of agriculture of Cambridge University. Here Miller

met him a number of times in the course of his work as European represen-

tative of the Foundation. Each time that he did so, Miller recounts, Dick-

inson sang the praises of Stakman, saying that if the Foundation ever needed

a plant pathologist, Stakman was the man to get. In those days plant pa-

thology seemed remote from anything the Foundation was interested in, but

the name stuck in his mind (68).



20

In the curious course of events, when the Foundation did need the

top plant pathologist, Miller was on the committee to choose him. After his

own investigations amply confirmed Dickinson's high opinion (69), Miller

made his way straight to Minneapolis, where he found Stakman not only inter-

ested but enthusiastic at the prospect of aiding in the proposed program (70).

When Elvin C. Stakman was selected as one of "the 100 most impor-

tant people in the world today" (71), the choice rested both on his scien-

tific achievement and on his record in practical agriculture. But the award

of the Emil Christian Hansen gold medal was for his demonstration that the

fungus which causes black stem rust disease in wheat consists of hundreds of

subspecies or "races" which look alike but behave differently on different

varieties of wheat. Also a factor was his development of the complex tech-

niques by which the races can be identified. His work was the key which un-

locked the riddle of how to breed wheat varieties which can resist stem rust:

the genetic resistance must be tailored to particular races of the rust, for

general resistance does not seem possible. These studies and the accompany-

ing genetic research on the way the various races of fungus evolve, estab-

lished him as perhaps the foremost plant pathologist of the age.

If epidemics of stem rust are caused by specific rust races, then

it is obviously important to know what races are prevalent in a given season

and what others are beginning to increase as threats for future seasons.

This is the simple idea behind the rust surveys of the U. S. Department of

Agriculture, in which Stakman was a leading figure. In 1917 he made his

first trip to Mexico on the rust survey and he returned periodically to that

country through all the intervening years, teaching himself a fluent Spanish

in the meantime.
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Stakman cooperated with geneticists and others at the University

of Minnesota to breed the Newthatch variety of wheat which for many years

was an important mainstay for commercial Y/heat growers because of its re-

sistance to the then-prevalent races of rust (72). Few scientists in the

United States could match Stakman's outstanding contributions both to the

basic and to the applied phases of their fields.

Stakman was born and educated in Minnesota and spent all his

teaching and research career at the state's College of Agriculture. His

state and his University commanded his first allegiance but linked closely

to this loyalty was his love and admiration for the peoples of Latin

America. "My primary interest, other than certain long-time researches,"

he once wrote Hanson, "is in the improvement of Latin-American agriculture

and inter-American relations" (73). When Harry Miller came to see him about

joining the Survey Commission, he did not hesitate, although he had to can-

cel some plans already made for the summer.

— 0 —
The Survey Commission met in New York on June sth to get acquainted —

none of the three had met the others — and to plan the mechanics of the trip

(74). Dr. George C. Payne, the International Health Division's resident rep-

resentative in Mexico, came up for the meeting, since he was to take charge

of local arrangements. He reported, incidentally, that a suite at the Hotel

Geneve in Mexico City, consisting of sitting room, bedroom, and bath, cost

30 pesos — about $3.75 at the then rate of exchange (75).

The officers of the Foundation assumed that Payne would also have

the responsibility of providing local transportation, but at this point the
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Foundation began to get its education in the down-to-earth practicality of

professional agricultural scientists. If they were going to see the agri-

culture of Mexico, the commission members said, they would have to get off

main roads and into the farming areas, they would want to stop wherever and

as often as there was something to see; and to go where the problems were.

This meant having their own car, and to get it without.greater cost to the

Foundation than regular fares, two of the members volunteered to drive the

vehicle all the way to Mexico.

The very next day Frank Hanson located a GMC suburban carryall

(76), — a "lovely fire-engine red" in color (77) — no mean feat in those

times of scarcity. A little later Richard Bradfield came down from Ithaca

to pick it up so that he could break it in before beginning the long trip

(78). The dealer, in the meantime, repainted it to a standard green. When

the carryall was resold at the end of the summer, its net cost to the Foun-

dation was $400, hardly more than a single round-trip airplane ticket from

New York to Mexico (79).

— 0 —
On July Ist the green carryall rolled out of Ithaca on the first

leg of its long trip, with Bradfield, Mangelsdorf, and numerous pieces of

baggage and equipment aboard (80). Also aboard was young Richard E. Shultes,

his doctoral diploma still damp from the June commencement at Harvard, where

he had taken his degree in economic botany. Fluent in Spanish and experi-

enced in Mexico from many months of field work there, Shultes had been added

to the Commission as translator at the suggestion of Mangelsdorf. Also he

had an appointment in the fall for work in Colombia as a National Research

Council Fellow, and the long lift south was an advantage to him (81).
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Optimistically, the group expected to reach Laredo, Texas, in five

days (82). But the carryall, a cross between a panel truck and a station

wagon, was built for ruggedness and commodiousness rather than comfort or

speed, and it was the seventh of July when they finally arrived at the bor-

der (83). Here Dr. Payne met them after a two-day drive from the capital,

helped them with the formalities of crossing the border, and set them on

their way, travelling with them nearly all the first week (84).

The trip of the Survey Commission, between the seventh of July and

the last day of August, can be divided into six stages, the first being the

twelve days in which Bradfield, Mangelsdorf, and Shultes inspected the agri-

cultural districts of the Northern Mesa. As the map (Figure 2) shows, they

made 37 inspection stops; already the carryall was earning its keep (85).

Highlight of the first stage was the official welcome to Mexico by

Ing. Morilla Safa, Director of the Direccion General de Agricultura of the

Ministry of Agriculture, who drove to Ciudad Victoria to meet the party (86).

As his guests, the three scientists took part in the inauguration ceremonies

of a new e.iido — collective farm.

On the nineteenth the carryall reached Mexico City and the next

morning Stakman arrived by air (87). From his many visits to Mexico, he was

well acquainted with the northern states, and it had been arranged at the

meeting in June that the others would have an orientation period before he

joined them (SB) .
A week in the capital was enough for the official visits to the

Ministry of Agriculture, to the Embassy, and for talks with the other gov-

ernmental agencies (89) which were connected with agriculture, such as the

Commission for Water Resources which had charge of the construction of dams

and irrigation networks.
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The third stage was a trip through the Bajio, the "breadbasket of

Mexico/ perhaps the most important single agricultural region of the Re-

public. This trip took them through the states of Mexico, Michoacan, and

Jalisco. The carryall was fine on paved roads but to get into some of the

villages, usually shown on the map as side trips, they resorted to trucks,

a surrey, and several times to horse or muleback.

Returning to Mexico City, the Commission took off almost at once

for the Northern Bajio, a fertile region north of the capital, travelling

through the states of Hidalgo, Queretaro, and Guanajuato. Doubling back

through Mexico City, they made the fifth stage a thorough inspection of

the semitropical regions in the state of Puebla and in western Veracruz.

For the final leg of the survey, they took the train from Tehaucan

to Oaxaca, looked at a school and some farms near that town, and then flew

to Tapachula, in the state of Chiapas, a small town in southwestern Mexico

practically on the border of Guatemala.

At Tapachula the four scientists presented themselves at the air-

port for the return flight with what they thought were firm reservations,

only to find that a local bigwig had prevailed on the station agent to

"bump" them off the plane in his favor. With no other plane for two days,

they had no option but to wait. The only hotel, a noisesome inn with dis-

couraged plumbing, taxed the patience of even the most rugged members of

the group. But they put the time to use by planning their report. The

first day they discussed recommendations and reached agreement on the es-

sentials. The second day they blocked out the outline and assigned the

various sections among themselves for writing*

The enforced stop-over finished, the Commission flew back to Mexico

City and in one week, working in Dr. Payne's offices, completed the first
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draft of the report. On the last day of August Shultes left for Colombia

and Bradfield and Mangelsdorf started home. A few days later, after editing

the manuscript, Stakman departed (90). The staff of the IHD office, working

overtime, typed six copies of the report and Payne sent them, in two pack-

ages mailed on successive days, to Stakman. Stakman sent copies for final

checking to Bradfield and Mangelsdorf, collated their emendations, and got

the whole thing into the mail for New York just six weeks after the party

left Mexico (91). Each copy of the report weighs 56 ounces, contains 62
single-spaced typewritten pages and an appendix of 143 photographs taken,

developed, and printed by Mangelsdorf. The Commission traveled more than

5,000 miles in Mexico, made 114 stops in villages, farms, and schools, and

saw conditions in 16 states.

— 0 —
In New York, in the meantime, eagerness to learn what the Commis-

sion would recommend mounted daily. Before September was over Hanson could

wait no longer and wired Payne for news (92). In Y/ashington, Wallace was

likev/ise interested (93). The copies reached Hanson on October 14 (94) and

were circulated rapidly. This was to be an instance in which anticipation

was not disappointed. Fosdick, the directors, the committee members, Dean

Myers at Cornell, were all deeply and favorably impressed.

Fosdick personally carried a copy to Washington to show to Wallace,

lunching with him in the Vice-Presidential office.

I gave him the report at the beginning of the luncheon and it is
literally true that he hardly took his face out of the book for the
rest of the hour. He kept saying, "perfectly swellI" He was immensely
pleased with it and wanted some of his people in the department to read
it (95).
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The three-page recommendation section of the report, presented en-

tire and unchanged to the Board of Trustees, was adopted by them at their

meeting in early December as the guideline for an action program in Mexico.

The Trustees authorized the officers to prepare for later presentation a

concrete proposal for putting the recommendations into effect (96). The next

job was to find the right man to go to Mexico to start the work.

— 0 —
Vice-President Wallace's reaction on reading the report of the

Survey Commission over the luncheon table was to question its principal

recommendation. The Commission had said:

The plan presented assumes that most rapid progress can be
made by starting from the top and working downward /emphasis
added7(97).

As Wallace instantly realized, the Commission was saying, in effect, that

research must precede extension. So stated, the recommendation is a truism

with which no scientist would differ. Wallace in fact commented, according

to Fosdick, "While he agreed with this, he hoped that it did not mean that

no demonstration v/ork would be done" (98).

Two philosophies of agricultural improvement collided head-on in

the Commission's statement and Wallace's comment. The philosophy of dis-

semination — "extension" in agricultural terminology — which Wallace re-

flected rests on the assumption that of course the expert knowledge already

exists which, applied to the solution of agricultural problems, can swiftly

help farmers increase their production and improve their methods and manage-

ment.

On this assumption Seaman A. Knapp based his impressively success-

ful campaign in the South and on it likewise was built the massive record of

achievement of the county-agent extension system of the U. S. Department of
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Agriculture. This easy assumption glosses over the fact that Knapp inherited

the fruits of a half-century of agricultural researches, and that the county

agents were part of a strong college of agriculture and experiment station

system (99).

What the Commission said was that in Mexico no comparable body of

reliable information existed and that it must be sought through research con-

ducted in Mexico before extension could begin. They said further that exten-

sion must also wait until enough experts had been trained to carry the re-

search results effectively to the farmers:

It is the conviction of the Survey Commission that the primary need
is to acquire a body of facts and principles relating to Mexican
agriculture and to educate men and women who are willing and able to
disseminate it effectively through teaching and demonstration.

The research "at the top," the Commission said, should be con-

ducted by a team of scientists maintained by the Foundation in formal coop-

eration with the Ministry of Agriculture, with headquarters in or near

Mexico City, each member of which would conduct specific experimental and

demonstrational projects and be on call for advisory help in the Ministry,

the schools of agriculture, and the experiment stations. The work of the

team, added the Commission, should be intimately associated with that of

the Mexican office of the International Health Division.

The research of the scientists should be closely linked with a

"special type of fellowship for outstanding investigators and teachers."

The training plan, the Commission explains, "does not contemplate fellow-

ships in th* usual sense in original but rather provision for

study and experience for special and definite purposes in connection with

the work in which the man is engaged in Mexico and to which he is expected

to return. ... In fact, it would be best ... to make it clear that the
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fellow is not expected to study at educational institutions in the tradi-

tional way."

Finally, the Commission recommended, the plan should include the

use of grants in aid to encourage the progress and development of the good

men and the good researches in the schools.of agriculture and elsewhere in

Mexico.

Although the proposed plan "may seem to be weighted rather heavily

on the scientific side," the Commission concludes, "it seems the most feasible

and practical under Mexican conditions. Extension downward to reach the

Mexican farmer and potential farmer directly could well follow, but it should

await a more thorough study by the proposed team than the Survey Commission

has been able to make."

Thus the Commission threw down the gage to the tradition which

dominated American thinking about technical assistance for forty years. Cer-

tainly Josephus Daniels and John A. Ferrell (100) envisioned a dissemination

campaign of the Seaman A. Knapp type. Vice-President Wallace was thinking

in extension terms when he talked about agricultural improvement to the Mexi-

cans while in Mexico and to Fosdick and Ferrell when they saw him soon after

(101). Every agricultural mission which ventured from the United States up

to that time expected to carry the light to the benighted (102). Even in

non-Western countries the idea that extension was the broad road to agri-

cultural improvement was firmly fixed in the popular mind. When the end of

World War II permitted, so many of these countries sent people to the United

States for training in extension methods that the Department of Agriculture

had to open a special section to take care of them (103).

In 1941 the limitations of the extension method were apparent only

to a few experts sophisticated by international experience — men like Carl
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Saver, the geographer, A. R. Mann, and the members of the Survey Commission.

They saw that the process of technical assistance in nonscience-centered

countries is not simple. Beyond the fact that the basic research has not

been done lie other reasons intimately woven into the daily life and culture

of the people.

The dissemination or extension method can succeed only when what

the extension agent says appeals to a strong motive in those who listen.

In public health the appeal is to the universal desire to escape the suffer-

ings of disease.

In agricultural extension the appeal is to the desire for greater

profits. This works well in countries where middle-class motivations have

long predominated. But what does the extension agent say to the subsistence

farmer who is satisfied to grow merely enough corn to feed himself and his

family? How does he introduce new tillage methods when the farmer plants

and reaps according to age-old rituals in unison with all the other farmers

in the village? Nineteen years before enthusiastic Point IV workers stubbed

their toes on realities like these (104), the members of the Survey Commis-

sion saw that subtler methods were required than an all-out American-type

extension campaign.

The Survey Commission, in recommending that The Rockefeller Foun-

dation operate directly in agricultural research, established a new pattern

of technical assistance. The previous chapter, it may be remembered, ended

with a discussion of the four kinds of programs possible on the basis of the

analysis made by Jerome D. Greene. It was further pointed out that the use

of grants to encourage either research or dissemination by other agencies

was not possible in nonscience-centered cultures because the agencies do not
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exist. Hence dissemination by direct operation, in the classic pattern of

the International Health Division, seemed the most practical method of tech-

nical assistance among these cultures. The scheme of this analysis is dia-

grammed in Figure 3.

There is one further combination of the elements of the Greene

analysis which had not hitherto been tried — direct operation in research

in the setting of a nonscience-centered culture (Figure 4). Perhaps the

picture of The Rockefeller Institute or the Carnegie Institution located in

an Indian village or a Mexican pueblo was too bizarre to be thought of, as

indeed it is if taken literally.

The pattern which the Survey Commission proposed was that a highly

trained research team be set down in the middle of the region where the as-

sistance is needed, with the mission of conducting research on locally im-

portant problems to find solutions which are adapted to both the physical

and the cultural requirements of the local environment. In agricultural

terms this meant, the Commission specified, researches which would lead

to the improvement of soil management and tillage practices; the
introduction, selection, or breeding of better adapted, higher
yielding and higher quality crop varieties; more rational and ef-
fective control of plant diseases and insect pests; and the in-
troduction or development of better breeds of domestic animals
and, poultry, as well as better feeding methods and disease con-
trol .

To this research program the Commission proposed to link a special

kind of training program and the use of grants in aid for the development

of local institutions. The training program was of a type long before de-

veloped by the International Health Division and the idea of the develop-

mental grant was likewise borrowed from that organization. This was their

first use outside the field of public health, however.
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Such is the basic architecture of the Mexican agricultural program

as proposed by the Survey Commission. That so untried and risky a scheme

succeeded was due to several factors. For one, the Foundation, a private

organization, was both willing and wealthy enough to undertake the long-

term commitment necessary for the project to mature at its own rate. Sec-

ond, the officers of the Foundation were wise enough to ask the members of

the Survey Commission to continue as an Advisory Committee to guide the de-

velopment of the policies they had recommended. And finally, the officers

were lucky enough to find a director for the new program who had a genius

for the patient, flexible, and yet firm day-to-day leadership which alone

could make the project work. The story of how these things happened and

how the new pattern was established is the theme of the next chapter.
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1. "Above argument is the fact that in Mexico the resurgent Revolu-
tion became institutionalized under the firm hand of President
Avila Camacho." (Howard S. Cline, Jhe United States and Mexico
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press; 1953) p. 305.

The change of the name of the dominant party from
Partido Revolucionaria Mexicano (PRM) to Partido Revolucionaria
Institucional (PRI) took place in 1946, prior to the election of
President Miguel Aleman Valdes, so that technically the period of
the Institutional Revolution dates from this rather than the ad-
ministration of President Camacho. The two chapters which Cline
devotes to the Camacho administration justify his conclusion, how-
ever. See Cline, Ihg. United States and Mexico. Chapters 13-14*
pp. 261-305.

2. "Henry Wallace has made the finest impression and won all hearts
here. It was an inspiration to designate him as the envoy of
our country to the inauguration. His coming and his wise utter-
ances have greatly strengthened your Good Neighbor policy and done
honor to our country." (Josephus Daniels, telegram to President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, December 2, 1940.)

3. Josephus Daniels, Shirt Sleeve Diplomat (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press; 1947) p. 349.

4. Interview with Dr. George C. Payne, May 13, 1953.

5. Daniels, Shirt Sleeve Diplomat, p. 34&.
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Survey Commission of The Rockefeller Foundation; 1941. (RF files.)
p. 13-14. Also, E. C. Stakman, "Report on Agricultural Activities
in Mexico; February 3to May 20, 1943;" p. 4. (RF files.)

7. Josephus Daniels, interview by AP staff writer; Raleigh (N.C.)
News and Observer, January 1, 1941. The "official chore" was to
address a dinner for the College of Electors on January 19, 1941.

8. "Health Official Outlines / Steps Fighting Influenza./ Death
Rate Comparable to/1918 not Expected Now;/Tells of New Vaccine."
News and Observer, January 13, 1941.

9. There is no written record of any arrangements. Dr. Ferrell's
memory is that there was no prior arrangement for seeing Ambassa-
dor Daniels on the occasion of his trip to Raleigh. (Interview
with Dr. John A. Ferrell, June, 1955.)
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10. This is an inference based on the following evidence: The News
and Observer, a morning paper, would ordinarily close forms about
10:00 p.m. The reference in the story, "Dr. John A. Ferrell
said here last night," means that the interview was early enough
in the evening to allow the story to be written and sent or phoned
in. If Dr. Ferrell's memory is correct that he went to the Dan-
iels home in the evening rather than the afternoon, either Dan-
iels wrote the story himself or there was a reporter there who did
so. Of course there are other possible explanations; the "late
last night" could have been added to bring a previous interview
up to date. But the possibility that Daniels wrote it himself is
an intriguing one.

11. "Then he plans to come home before a great while to return to his
chosen profession." (News and Observer. January 1, 1941.) Also:
"I smiled but I had already made up my mind to go home," /sAay 31,
19417 (Daniels, Shirt Sleeve Diplomat, p. 509.)

12. "Probably in anticipation of ending his service as Ambassador to
Mexico, which occurred in 1942 /19427 be evidenced greater anxiety
than previously with regard to securing aid for Mexico in the
fields of health and agriculture, along lines the General Educa-
tion Board had supported in the South." (John A. Ferrell, letter
to William C. Cobb, April 27, 1955.)

13. "He (Daniels) urges further that I come to Mexico in February and
meet a number of the new officials. Please let me know by air
mail what you think of his suggestions ..." (John A. Ferrell,
letter to Dr. George C. Payne, January 21, 1941.)

14. "Mr. Daniels has urged that I talk with Vice President Wallace
who, as you know, has spent several weeks in Mexico studying
problems there, and who previously has been extensively involved
in the study of agricultural and economic problems in our coun-
try." (John A. Ferrell, letter to Dr. George C. Payne, January
21, 1941.)

Also: "When I saw Mr. Daniels in Raleigh on January 12,
he urged that I confer with you and Mr. Wallace and visit Mexico
early in February." (John A. Ferrell, memorandum to Raymond B.
Fosdick, "Rockefeller Foundation Aid to Mexico in Agricultural
and Possibly in Educational Fields," January 27, 1941; RF files.)
This is the covering memorandum for the longer report referred to
below, Reference 24.

15. This statement is an inference.

16. "He (Daniels) urged that, if the Rockefeller Foundation, the Gen-
eral Education Board, or other Rockefeller agencies could not or
would not participate in the Mexican program, that an effort be made
to interest the Institute of Inter-American Affairs - Mr. Nelson
Rockefeller, or Vice President Wallace - in providing aid." (John
A. Ferrell, letter to William C. Cobb, April 27, 1955.)
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that there were only three things in Mexico that the Foundation
should support: health, nutrition and agriculture. I sent the
suggestions to my acid-minded friend, Carl Saver of the Univer-
sity of California who is very familiar with Mexico and who is
now in Guadalajara. You may be interested to read his comments.
JHW."

This memorandum covered a copy of Saver's letter of Feb-
ruary 10, 1941, written from Colima, Mexico (Reference 35). Willits'
letter requesting the opinion must have been written soon after the
middle of January, for Saver to have received it before February
10 in Colima. No copy of Willits' letter to Saver can be found.

The time element in this exchange of letters, and hence
the date when Willits might have seen Wallace, is further restricted
by the evidence of the following memorandum:

"JHW to AB, TBK, ME, RBF, SHW. January 18, 1941.
"In New Orleans I had a long talk with Carl Saver of the

University of California and President of the Association of Ameri-
can Geographers. I discussed with him:

'1. The proposal from the University of California for
an Institute of Latin American Affairs which he had
previously submitted to the Foundation (in 1938);

"2. The question of what- the Foundation's program should
include in the field of Latin America;

"3. The persons whose work in the field was most solid and
worth backing."

The rest of the memorandum lists the people mentioned, the comments
by Saver. There is no mention of Saver's reply to question number
2.

This memorandum does not settle the date on which Willits
saw Saver. The date of the memorandum, January 18, 1941, may be
that of its writing, in which case the interview itself might have
been much earlier. Willits, however, could hardly have seen Wallace
before the latter's return from Mexico on January Bor 9. There-
fore it seems probable that Willits saw Saver on January 18th and
stopped in V/ashington on his way back from New Orleans, at which
time he talked with Wallace. If this is the correct sequence,
then Willits' stop in Washington was brief, and his report of his
conversation to Fosdick was made about the same time or later than
Ferrell's report of his talk with Daniels, for the inference of
Reference 19 is that January 21 is about the latest date on which
Ferrell could have reported.

The writer interviewed Dr. Willits on this point on April
21, 1954. The notes made then are as follows:

"I asked Dr. Willits about this. His memory is that he
saw Wallace early in 1941, about some matter he does not recall,
and that he also asked Wallace, who was just back from Mexico, if
there was something the RF might do in Mexico. Wallace, he remem-
bers, replied that Mexican basic foods — corn, beans, and wheat —could be improved and that anything done to improve them would be
greatly to the benefit of the country.
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17. "When I saw Mr. Daniels in Raleigh on January 12, he urged that
I confer with you and Mir. Wallace ..." (This sentence, also quoted
in Reference 14, is from John A. Ferrell's memorandum to Raymond
B. Fosdick, "Rockefeller Foundation Aid to Mexico in Agricultural
and Possibly in Educational Fields," January 27, 1941; RF files.)

Also: "When he (Ferrell) was here last I suggested to
him that in view of the close relations between the United States
and Mexico ... the Rockefeller Foundation could not spend its money
better than in giving assistance to Mexico in promoting public
health. ... and that I hoped he would talk to Mr. Rockefeller or
to Mr. Fosdick and urge them to help promote sanitation and good
water supply in Mexico. He said he had talked to Mr. Fosdick about
it and had made a report to him which was very illuminating and in-
teresting. ..." (Daniels, Diary, April 7, 1941; Daniels Papers,
Box 7.) This reference is not clear. "When he was here last,"
taken literally, would mean the 1935 visit of Ferrell to Mexico.
Or does "I hoped he would talk to Mr. Rockefeller or to Mr. Fosdick"
refer to the January 12, 1941 conversation in Raleigh, of which
Ferrell almost certainly spoke but which Daniels, then 80 years old,
did not recall?

18. "JAF returned from visits to Baltimore, Washington and North Caro-
lina." (Andrew J. Warren, Acting Director of the International
Health Division during Dr. W. A. Sawyer's absence in Europe, Diary,
January 15, 1941.)

19. An inference is possible that this did not occur until the 21st of
January. On that date, Ferrell wrote Dr. George F. Payne a letter
already quoted (References 13 and 14) in which Ferrell says, "Mr.
Daniels has urged that I talk with Vice President Wallace ..." If
Ferrell already knew of Fosdick's interest in the project and of
his desire to go with him to see Wallace, would it not have been
natural for him to mention this fact to Payne, a member of the RF
field staff? However, it could not have been much after the 21st
if Ferrell was to complete his memorandum on Mexico by January 27.

20. "You (Fosdick) spoke of going with me to see Mr. Wallace." (John
A. Ferrell, memorandum to R. B. Fosdick, January 27, 1941.)

21. The possibility should be noted that a suggestion to Fosdick that
he should see Wallace came also from another source.

In his introductory remarks at the Staff Conference of
February 18, 1941, Fosdick stated, "J. H. Willits talked recently
with Vice President Wallace." This comment is embodied in remarks
concerning the origin of the idea, including the talk with Wallace
from which he and Ferrell had recently returned.

The only written record of J. H. Willits* conversation
with Wallace is this memorandum:

"JHW to AG. (Initialled in longhand also to RAL and HMM.)
February 14, 1941.

"About a month ago when I was talking with Vice-President
Wallace just after his return from Mexico he made the observation
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"Willits told this to Fosdick, who was very much inter-
ested, and who soon went to Washington to see Wallace himself, with
Ferrell, with the result recounted in Fosdick's Story. He did not
dictate a memorandum of his talk with Wallace, giving Fosdick an
account of it orally."

There is no need to postulate that Ferrell's suggestion
that Fosdick see Wallace was the only one the latter received.
Wallace's trip received good coverage in the press — the New York
Times followed it in some detail — and the idea of talking with
Wallace may well have occurred also to Fosdick independently. The
evidence available seems to this writer to substantiate the conclu-
sion that it was Daniels' suggestion to Ferrell, and Ferrell's to
Fosdick, that provided the main impetus which resulted in the inter-
view in Wallace's office on February 3.

22. "I am submitting herewith the memorandum you requested that I pre-
pare regarding new kinds of aid which The Rockefeller Foundation
might be willing to offer to Mexico along lines advocated by Am-
bassador Daniels and others, possibly by Vice President Wallace,
and by myself." (John A. Ferrell, memorandum to R. B. Fosdick,
January 27, 1941.)

23. . See Chapter 1, pages 26-27.

24. "Memorandum From JAF to RBF: Aid to Mexico: Continued Support of
Public Health Services; Aid also toward Measures in the Field of
Agriculture; Possibly Special Activities in the Field of Educa-
tion." January 27, 1941. (RF files.)

25. Raymond B. Fosdick, night message to the Honorable Henry A. Wallace,
Vice-President of the United States, Washington, D. C; January 29,
1941 (RF files);

And, Mary Huss, Personal Secretary to the Vice President;
collect telegram to Raymond B. Fosdick; January 30, 1941 (RF files).

26. Interview with Dr. John A. Ferrell, June, 1955.

27. Raymona B. Fosdick, Hie. Story oX Xhe_ Rockefeller Foundation (New
York: Harpsr & Bros.; 1952) pp. 184-185.

28. Raymond B. Fosdick, memorandum, dated February 3, 1941. (RF files.)

29. John A. Ferrell: Memorandum of Wallace Conference" and "Comments
on Conference with Wallace," both dated February 3, 1941; and
"Further Comments on fre Conference with Wallace," February 10,
1941* (RF files.) The quotations are from the second memorandum.

30. Warren Weaver, memorandum to William C. Cobb, April 7, 1954. (RF files.)

31. "RBF. Had a very satisfactory conference with Vice-President Wallace
yesterday and he is now writing a memorandum about it." Andrew
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J. Warren, Diary, February 4, 1941. (RF files.) Warren notes
that while in Washington, Fosdick also called on Dr. Warren Draper,
Acting Surgeon-General of the U.S.P.H.S., and visited the State De-
partment to discuss the RF program in Unoccupied France.

32. Same as Reference 30.
33. A. R. Mann, memorandum to H. M. Miller, February 10, 1941; and

"Approach to a Possible Natural Science Program in Mexico with Spe-
cial Reference to Agriculture," a memorandum also addressed to H. M.
Miller, dated February 20, 1941. (RF files.) The quotations are
from the second memorandum.

34. V/hen H. M. Miller, Jr., was transferred from Europe to Latin America
as representative of the Division of Natural Sciences, he recalls,
"Warren Weaver asked me if I would be interested in shifting terri-
tories from Europe to Latin America, as an interim assignment dur-
ing the war. Weaver suggested that the assignment would be for
about five years, and that if in that time I spent as little as
$10,000 or as much as $50,000, the time would be considered well
invested." This was probably in December, 1940; certainly it was
before the end of the year 1940. Miller accepted with enthusiasm
and has been concentrating on Latin America ever since. (Interview
with H. M. Miller, Jr., April 24, 1953.)

The same feeling was evident at the Staff Conference of
February 18, 1941. J. H. Willits, for instance, asked, "What is
likely to be the interest of the U. S. A. in Mexico after peace
comes in Europe?" To this Fosdick replied that the answer is im-
possible to guess, but that the Foundation's ability to maintain
a program is significant. Hanson also asked what seems to be a
planted question: "Whether a three- or five-year program on the
practical side in agriculture would go very far?" This was an-
swered by A. R. Mann, who said definitely that the program would
have to be longer than that — would not take a vast amount of
money but would take time. (Minutes, Staff Conference, February
18, 1941.)

35. Professor Carl Saver, letter to J. H. Willits, February 10, 1941,
written from Colima, Mexico. (RF files.)

36. The meeting was attended by Raymond B. Fosdick, President; Thomas
B. Appleget, Vice-President; D. H. Stevens and John Marshall, Hu-
manities; Andrew J. Warren and John A. Ferrell, International Health
Division; J. H. Willits, Social Sciences; Robert A. Lambert, Medical
Sciences; and F. B. Hanson and H. M. Miller, Natural Sciences. War-
ren Weaver did not attend because he was en route from Palo Alto,
California, to Madison, Wisconsin. (Minutes, Staff Conference,
Tuesday, February 18, 1941. (RF files.)

37. Lambert of Medical Sciences, Miller of Natural Sciences, and Stevens
of Humanities were leaving shortly, the first two to Mexico and the
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third for a general tour of South America. Ferrell of I.H.D. was
also getting ready for the trip to Mexico which Daniels had sug-
gested.

38. Minutes, Staff Conference, Tuesday, February 18, 1941. (RF files.)

39. The Minutes of the Staff Conference (Feb. 18, 1941) give the names
only of A. R. Mann and F. B. Hanson, but Harry M. Miller, Jr., from
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40. Minutes, Agricultural Commission, June 5, 1941. (RF files.)
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42. John D. Hicks, The American Nation (Boston: Houghton Mifflin; 1949),

p. 704.

43. Harry M. Miller, Jr., encountered reports of this political situa-
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gation of the state of the natural sciences in that area. See for
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of the Department of Botany at the University of Missouri (Diary,
January 30, 1941), and with Dr. T. Dobzansky, geneticist at Columbia
University (Diary, February 24, 1941).

44. Daniels, Shirt Sleeve Diplomat, p. 347.
45. Cline, The United States and Mexico, p. 261, p. 265, and elsewhere.

46. Dana G. Munro, chairman of the Department of History at Princeton
University, former chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs
in the State Department, and former Minister to Haiti. Munro spoke
to Harry M. Miller, Jr., about "the large number of good-will tours
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Foundation's plans. (Miller, Diary, May 21, 1941. RF files.)

47. The sudden flood of good-will tours, which Josephus Daniels ob-
served from his vantage point in the Embassy in Mexico City, moved
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sician, or artist who is making a good-will tour through the Pan-
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(Daniels papers, Box 7)

48. Fosdick, Story o£ 2he_ Rockefeller Foundation, p. 276ff.

49. Harry M. Miller, Jr. The reassignment to Latin America took place
in December, 1940. (interview with H. M. Miller, April 24, 1954.)
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50. Miller, Diary, June 25, 1941.
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52. Fosdick, President's Review for 1940, in Annual Report. 1940, p. 62.

53. Fosdick, President's Review for 1940, in Annual Report. 1940, pp. 62-64.

54. Fosdick, President's Review for 1938, in Annual Report. 1938, pp. 66-70.
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Meeting of February 18, 1941. (Minutes, p. 1; RF files.)

60. Fosdick, President's Review for 1942, in Annual Report. 1942, p. 14.
61. This and the previous quotation are taken from A. R. Mann, memorandum

to H. M. Miller, Jr., February 20, 1941. See Reference 33.

62. Miller, Diary," January 27 to July 14, 1941. The analysis of the
diary on which these figures are based was made by Mrs. Barbara
Tunison of the Office of Publications; the travel distances were
compiled by the Fellowship and Reference Service.

63. Much of the information about Dr. Bradfield was obtained in an in-
terview with Dr. R. F. Chandler, Jr., on December 8, 1955. Dr.
Chandler, who is now an officer of The Rockefeller Foundation, was
a member of the Department of Agronomy of the College of Agriculture
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of Cornell University from 1935 to 1945. Also consulted: American
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64. A. R. Mann was a teacher and dean of the College of Agriculture at
Cornell from 1908 to 1931, and Provost from 1931 to 1936, when he
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65. Hanson and Miller saw Dr. Myers on April 8, 1941. Miller makes
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Hanson dated April 10, 1941. The two men also met Bradfield on the
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MA Corn Improvement (New York: Academic Press; 1955) pp. 34-35.
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269-272 in the Pocket Books edition.



CHAP. 2, NOS. 72 - 90REFERENCES

72. The facts in the foregoing are based on an interview with Dr. E. C.
Stakman in his office in St. Paul in June, 1953, and on the reading
of some of his less technical articles. The opinions rest on in-
terviews with several people, chiefly Dr. J. G. Harrar, Dr. R. F.
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