
VICTOR EMANUEL 

420 LEXINGTON AVENUE 

NEW YORK 17, N.Y. 

February 21, 1945 

I would consider it a .fil:eat 

favor if you would take the time to 

read the enclosed memorandum on which 

I have spent a great deal of time, and 

which I consider one of the most import

ant problems confronting us today. 

Sincerely yours, 



MEMORANDUM 

-on-

FARMER COOPERATIVES 



The purpose of this memorandum is to draw 

your attention to a breach whicl+ has lately arisen be

tween agriculture and industry, and which, if allowed 

to continue, most certainly will help to prevent a 

postwar America of the kind we all so much want. 

Some months ago at the very time when business 

and agriculture were growing closer and closer together, 

a certain group of business interests, principally in 

the feed, seed, fertilizer, and other trades dealing 

with farm supplies launched a bitter and ill-considered 

attack upon farmer cooperatives through the medium of 

the National Tax Equality Association. 

This Association has undertaken a national 

crusade to convince the public that the Congress and the 

State Legislatures have erred in passing statutes legal

izing the operations of farmer-owned cooperative business 

institutions and allowing them statutory exemptions from 

income taxes. This group is also attempting to create 

the impression that even a return of capital to farmer 

patrons without a tax is wrong. 



Most of us engaged in business and industry 

do not have any real conception of farm problems in 

general, or of farm cooperatives in particular. That 

is unfortunate, because turning a deaf ear to the 

problems of agriculture is an invitation to agricult

ure to ignore the problems of business. 

I feel so strongly on this point that I have 

devoted a great deal of time in an effort to learn 

more about the issues uppermost . in the minds of farmers. 

I have conversed and corresponded with scores of farm 

leaders and I have been struck by their intelligence, 

their statesmanlike understanding of the national 

economy, and the sincerity of their desi~e to help pre

serve free enterprise in America. From them I have 

acquired a certain background and knowledge of the 

farm problem. Some of these views I am passing along 

in this memorandum in the hope of stirring your inter

est in a matter of utmo~t and immediate importance. 

I can briefly emphasize the importance of 

this problem by saying that if free enterprise is to 

be preserved in this country, agriculture and industry 

must have an understanding of each other's problems. 

Moreover I believe that agriculture can go a lopg way 

towards helping labor and industry to understand their 
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mutual problems, so that the three great groups in 

this country can work together for the good of the 

nation as a whole-

With a Europe already largely Communistic, 

and with totalitarianism in the saddle in many other 

parts of the world, it would be hard to keep radical 

ideologies from our shores even if there were no war. 

But with the vast economic dislocations and social 

disturbances of a great war and its aftermath, the 

danger is enormously increased. Particularly is it 

going to be very difficult for this country to keep 

our way of life in a segmentized economy with labor 

and industry at odds, the farmer at odds to some extent 

with both, small business against large business, and 

so forth. 

This whole subject was excellently covered 

recently by Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, President of 

Columbia University, when he said that democracy's 

future was endangered by the economic struggle of 

· "self see.king groups.II He emphasized that cooperation 

between these special interests for the benefit of the 

nation as an entirety was absolutely essential, and 

that the withholding of~ cooperation~ equivalent 

to~ attack upon democracy itself. 
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Dr. Butler also stated that it would be a 

sad commentary on the civilization in which we live 

if we were to win this terrible war only to face an 

economic war carried on by self-seeking groups within 

our own borders. 

Recently there has been a great deal of 

talk about 11 pressure groups." A true democracy cannot 

operate without pressure groups. But it is important 

that these pressure groups do not take wholly selfish 

attitudes. Each should have some understanding of the 

problems of other groups. That would make possible in 

vital policies affecting the national welfare, some 

semblance of unity and mutual understanding between 

these pressure groups. 

When I first entered business after the 

close of the last War, I remember my late Father tell

ing me that the first duty of every man who headed a 

business was to preserve the system that made the 

business possible. One way to do this is to have an 

understanding and appreciation of the problems of other 

segments of our population, to help them, and to be 

helped by them. 

The responsibility for carrying on the 

American tradition rests more upon the leaders of 
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business and industry than any other group in this 

country. As pointed out recently by Dr. George S. 

Benson, President of Ha1•ding College, we have in 

America a standard of living over twice that of 

England, over three times that of the Continent, six 

times that of Japan, and ten times that of China and 

India. It is the responsibility of industry to pre

serve this standard and one of the ways to do it is 

to have an understanding of the economy as a whole, 

rather than just our own segment of it. 

In the beginning of this country, ours was 

strictly an agricultural economy. Later, as our 

natural resources were expanded and developed, connnerce 

and industry grew correspondingly. Thoughtful leaders 

in American affairs at that time understood the import

ance of the farmer and the businessman. Both of these 

groups cultivated and nurtured a mutual respect and 

intelligent understanding of each other. One demonstra

tion of this attitude came in 1862 when the Congress 

passed the Morrill Act providing for the establishment 

of the Land Grant Colleges, one in each state of the 

Union, It is well to look at the purpose of this stat

ute, which was to bring together under one roof "the 

agricultural arid mechanic arts." 
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It is pretty generally known now by industry 

that a majority of the Congress is influenced by farm

ers and farm connnunities, and we should realize, there

fore, that the good will of agriculture means much to 

every other segment of this country and the nation as 

a whole. An understanding wj_th the Congress as to in

dustry's problems has been aided greatly by agricult

ural leadership. 
. 

I think very few businessmen realize what 

farm organizations have done in recent years in the 

interest of sound legislation by Congress. To mention 

only a few examples, their testimony on taxation, on 

reconversion and reconstruction legislation and similar 

matters was of utmost importance. 

Unfortunately, it is impossible in the con

fines of this memorandum to recount all of the aid and 

sympathetic understanding farmers have given to commerce 

and industry because of their realization that only 

when all segments of our economy are prosperous can 

the whole economy be prosperous. However, those who 

have been receiving these memoranda from me for the 

last four or five years are familiar with this aid. 

Generally speaking, in recent years, they have either 

supported every constructive measure appertaining to 
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industry and business, or have not oppos~d it, provided 

it met the test of being for the best interests of the 

American people. 

Moreover, the farmer probably could have had 

as many subsidies as he wanted were he only willing to 

accept the "roll back". But he chose otherwise, and 

thus, as he saw it, put the interest of the country 

above his own narrow selfish interests. I often wonder 

what the attitude of business would have been in a 

similar situation. 

Congress has learned much from long experi

ence of the motives and impulses which govern farm 

thought. And the general statement can safely be made 

that the great majority of members of Congress are truly 

interested in the problems of business a.µd industry, if 

they understood them, as much as they are in the prob

lems of agriculture and labor. 

The trouble has been in recent years that 

only a small trickle of businessmen have talked to 

their representatives in Congress, or visited with 

them and discussed measures affecting the national 

welfare. In the large cities especially, there are 

comparatively few businessmen who even know their Con

gressmen today. 
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A great many of the trade associations do not 

even present their industry's views to the Congress, 

even though these views might be very important to the 

future of the American economy. The few of them who 

have, in recent years, presented their views intelli

gently have, so far as I know, always been sympatheti

cally received. Too often, though, great business 

associations present before the Congress diverse in

stead of coalesced views. 

For instance, anyone who has followed in 

recent years the testimony regarding such an important 

matter as tax legislation found the two greatest busi

ness and industrial organizations presenting programs 

which, while they may have agreed on some points, 

differed on other important points. One can hardly 

blame members of Congressional Connnittees for being 

confused and not regarding the testimony too highly. 

A year ago, a friend of mine pointed out that in the 

seven previous Revenue Acts, not one important proposal 

made by either of these Associations became a part of 

the Revenue Act of that year. 

In contrast, the major farm organizations, 

when they agree on a problem, and they do generally 

agree on fundamentals, present a coalesced view. 
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I do not want this memorandum to be construed 

to mean that I am overlooking the importance of labor, 

but I can only repeat that the farm groups can be of 

great aid to both industry and labor in reaching the 

common understanding of all of our problems that is so 

necessary in a world torn by war and social and economic 

upheaval. 

I know that many people in industry feel that 

it is useless to talk to labor today about the problems 

of business and industry. That may be true of some 

labor, but not all labor, and I only need to mention 

the many fine measures the American Federation of Labor 

or constituent Unions have supported in the past four 

years. Such matters include taxation and other highly 

technical social reconversion and reconstruction legis

lation. 

I could cite numerous examples, but perhaps 

one that took place just recently will suffice for this 

memorandum. The Accounting Committee of the Aeronautical 

Chamber of Commerce of America, along with the Council of 

American Shipbuilders and the National Machine Tool 

Builders Association have advocated an important amend

ment to the Internal Revenue Code providing for the 

acceleration of the "ca:r-ry back" and postwar tax refund 
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bond provisions. There are few who understand the sub

ject who would not agree that upon their adoption de

pends the future not only of most small businesses, 

but a majority of large ones. Much more important, 

upon their adoption depends how quickly and how fully 

the largest possible employment can be given in the 

immediate and critical postwar years. 

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 

Joiners of America. on January 22 endorsed these propos

als in a. letter sent to the Ways and Means Committee 

of the House of Representatives. On February 9, the 

Executive Council of the American Federation of Labor 

endorsed these proposals in a. communication sent to 

the Honorable Robert L. Doughton, Chairman of the 

House Ways and Means Committee, which was signed by 

Mr. William Green as President of the A. F. of L. It 

is interesting too that the Labor Committee of the 

Nttiona.l Planning Association, composed of representa

tives from the A. F. of L. and C. I. o., of which Mr. 

Clinton Golden of the C. I. o. is Chairman, endorsed 

these proposals a.long with the Industry and Agricult

ural Committees of the Association. 

They were also endorsed in principle by reso

lutions adopted by the National Grange a.tits la.st 
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annual meeting at Winston Salem, North Carolina, and by 

the American Farm Bureau Federation at its last annual 

meeting at Chicago. 

I have presented this background as evidence 

to prove my case that the farmer has come to bat for 

business and the national welfare, and to show that he 

is entitled to have his problems understood by business. 

That leads me directly to the main subject of this memo

randum, namely, the harmful work of the National Tax 

Equality Association in the bitter war they are waging 

on farm cooperatives. It recently has been reported 

that some of the business and trade associations are 

considering joining forces with the NTEA and its attack 

upon the structure of the farm cooperatives. It would 

mean a lot to America if these organizations would 

examine .carefully all phases of the problem before 

joining forces with the NTEA. 

Not always remembered by businessmen are many 

simple statistics about farms and farmers. There are 

approximately 6,000,000 farms in the United States the 
I 

great majority of which consist of "family-sized farms. 

About 43.4% of the people of this country live in rural 

areas; 30,500,000 on farms, and 26,700,000 in towns not 

exceeding 2,500 population, and, as brought out in the 
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recent White House Conference on Rural Education, al

most half the school children in the United States 

come from rural areas. 

In the past, the produce of these farms was 

sold a.ta. price level upon which no business could suc

ceed. Crops, generally speaking, had to be sold when 

they were ready for the market, a.nd the price the farmer 

received was generally the lowest wholesale price. As 

contrasted with this, these sa.me farmers bought their 

fa.rm supplies a.nd materials a.nd machinery for produc- · 

tion generally at ~he highest retail prices. 

Studies show that prices pa.id by farmers for 

supplies, including branded merchandise, in the average 

small agricultural community, fa.r exceed the prices 

pa.id by business a.nd labor in the large metropolitan 

centers for the sa.me goods. Recognizing the need for 

better underst.anding of these facts, the Stanford Univ

ersity Graduate School of Business has recently completed 

a study on the subject. The findings a.re published 

under the title "Merchandise Availability in Utah" 

which is worth reading if you have the time available. 

We used to hear a.bout the operations of the 

Ta.riff which forced farmers to buy in a. protected market 

and sell in a. free market. This was and still is largely 
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true, but you rarely hear farmers talk about it any more. 

Much more insidious in its effect was the plight of the 

farmer, as beforesaid, in selling at wholesale and buying 

at retail, which in itself did more to cause the organi

zation of farmer cooperatives than any other one factor. 

Without cooperative effort, these small farmers would 

have no marketing agents, salesmen or sales organiza

tions at their beck and call. Their crops would have to 

be sold when ready for market at whatever price was 

offered. 

A farm is really a manufacturing plant where 

fertilizer, seed, feed, gasoline, tractors and dozens 

of other items are used to the end that a farm crop is 

produced for market. If a farmer has to buy these items 

retail and sell at wholesale, he is under an insurmount

able handicap, which our traditional tariff policy 

merely aids. 

The farmer does not enjoy the advantage of 

doing business in corporate form. He is too small. But 

his cooperative is a corporation with one important 

difference. It is built to serve patrons at cost rather 

than to serve the public at a profit. In the United 

States, the cooperative movement has grown gradually 

over a period of many, many years. It started in England 
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over 100 years ago. Even in England, though, and 

Sweden, in which countries it has reached its greatest 

growth, it does not do any appreciable amount of the 

total business. It is interesting to note, however, 

that it was not until last year, 1944, that a serious 

and widespread attack upon the farmer cooperative was 

started here. 

The simplest explanation I can give of the 

function of a farmer cooperative follows: 

Brown owns a farm and gives his neighbor Jones, 

who likewise owns a farm and is going to town, $100 to 

purchase fertilizer for him at the same time Jones pur

chases some for himself. Jones returns $8.50, being 

the balance he has left over after purchasing these 

supplies, less a pro-rata of expenses. No one can say 

that Jones made a profit out of the transaction which 

should be subject to income tax. He merely returned to 

Brown unexpended capital which had belonged to Brown 

during the entire transaction. Jones was simply his 

agent. In this analogy, Jones takes the place of the 

cooperative which returns to its patron members over

payment of capital after giving them goods or services. 

This undisputed doctrine is a familiar one in the common 

law of principal and agent. 
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Another example is: Jones is going to market 

to sell hogs. Brown asks him if he will also market 

his hogs. Jones sells Brown's hogs and turns over to 

Brown $300, being the proceeds from the hogs less 

Brown's share of the expenses of his trip. Here, as 

in the other case, Jones merely acts as an agent for 

the handling of Brown's business and returns his capi

tal less expenses. Jones again is analogous to a 

cooperative marketing for farmer patrons. He made no 

profit. 

The farmer cooperatives, some of which are 

purchasing cooperatives, and some of which are market

ing cooperatives, and some of which combine the func

tions of both, do the same thing, only they settle 

their accounts with their patrons at a later date. 

The cooperatives rebate the excess which they have 

collected after expenses. It seems almost impossible 

that anyone would confuse this use or call this sort 

of transaction a profit. It is true in both of the 

examples cited that the farmers earnings are increased 

(a) through cooperative buying, and (b) through coop

erative selling, but just like any other individual, 

the farmer pays income tax on his earnings, which in

clude these savings. I might add too that farmer 
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cooperative managers receive only modest salaries; 

very low, if judged by business practice. I person

ally know a number of managers who could receive far 

greater amounts in industry or business. They, as 

well as other cooperative employees, of course, pay 

individual income taxes on their earnings. 

Any corporation that chooses to can do busi

ness on the same basis by refunding profits to patrons. 

In certain respects, the large mutual life, fire and 

casualty insurance companies, savings banks, and many 

other businesses operate under the same principle. 

Also some of the investment trust companies have tax 

exemptions. 

It would be well here to say that almost 

every farm organization heads up into five great 

national bodies, namely, the National Grange, the 

American Farm Bureau Federation, the National Farmers 

Union, the National Cooperative Milk Producers Federa

tion, and the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. 

The leaders of these organizations do not go out far 

ahead of their membership. Rather, for the most part, 

their actions are guided from the grass roots. 

When the farmer with old tools and a depleted 

manpower is meeting his war production goals on the 
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food and fibre front, it becomes a poor time to attack 

his method of doing business, especially when this 

method of doing business has gone back many, many years. 

It would be the same thing if the farmers and great 

farm organizations generally were attacking today in

dustry's method of doing business and harrowing industry 

in the midst of its greatest endeavor for the national 

good. On the contral"'Y, these farm organizations have 

each year devoted goodly part s of their state and 

national meetings to unr:e:rsta.nding business and indus

try's problems. 

The fay,m.er he. s !lot only produced his crops 

but has provided added millions of men and women who 

have helped make it possible for business, labor and 

management to do their pe.rt in war production. Accord

ing to Dr. E. o. Baker o.f the University of Maryland, 

not one city of 100,000 or over in the nation is re

producing itself. The replacements come from the farms 

and agricultural connnunities, which again emphasizes 

the importance of the residents of the farms and agric

ultural connnunities having a good feeling towards the 

urban population as these people will carry their early 

impressions into the cities. 
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The farmer cooperative has long been supported 

by the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America, 

by the National Catholic Rural Life Conference a.nd the 

Federal Conference of American Rabbis. (A very ~tates

manlike agricultural leader, Mr. Ezra T. Benson, form

erly Executive Secretary of the National Council of 

Farmer Cooperatives, is now one of the Council of the 

Twelve of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 

Saints, Mormon Church). They do not feel that the co

operative effort by farm people is either communistic 

or radical, a.nd certainly it cannot be said that our 

churches represent subversive or cornmunistic philosophy, 

they having long stood against such influences and 

steadfastly given their support to the preservation of 

private endeavor. 

Unjust statements are made about farm coopera

tives being socialistic or communistic. As Professor 

I. W. Arthur of Iowa State College points out, social

istic programs would eliminate private ownership of 

land and capital used in production a.nd repudiate com

petitive control of industry operating for the purpose 

of a profit, and he states that while many Iowa farmers 

belong to and vigorously support truly cooperative or

ganizations, it is inconceivable that they would support 
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a program in which farm, land, and equipment or in

dustry would be owned by the State. 

The farm folk ring true. They are 11 real 

people" and of the character which built this country 

originally, and when some business leaders encourage 

a tax upon rural organizations, a resentment grows 

among these people against all business. That is why 

I so much urge a simple underst~ding of agricultural 

and rural problems on the part of those in the cities. · 

The attack of the NTEA centers on certain 

statutory exemptions from tax and anti-trust legisla

tion that the cooperatives enjoy by reason of Federal 

statutes. If some of th,ose attacking the coopera.tives 

were themselves acquainted with Congress, they would 

better understand why these exemptions were effective. 

Feeling that business generally should not 

join with the NTEA without knowing all the facts, I 

have personally made an extensive study of this subject 

and my firm opinion is that the charges are not consis

tent with the facts. 

I have found that farmer cooperatives pay 

all forms of taxes that other businesses do except 

federal income tax. They, together with some other 

eighteen types of organizations, including Chambers of 
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Commerce, Business Leagues, and Boards of Trade also 

receive their exemption by virtue of Sec. 101 of 

Title 26 of the United States Code. It would be well 

to look into the intention of Congress as expressed 

in this section. Subdivision 12 of said section is 

lfmited to farmer associations organized and operated 

on a cooperative basis: 

(a) For the purpose of marketing the 
products of members or other producers, 
and turning back to them the proceeds 
of sales, less the necessary marketing 
expenses, on the basis of either the 
qu~ntity or the value of the products 
furnished by them, or 

(b) For the purpose of purchasing 
supplies and · equipment for the use of 
members or other persons, and turning 
over such supplies and equipment to 
them at actual cost, plus necessary 
expenses. • • • • 

There are two other attacks on the tax 

status of farmer cooperatives: 

(1) The Federal Statutes exempt reasonable 

reserves from taxation. At times, farmer cooperatives 

carry over reserves for possible losses in inventory 

and to meet oper~ting expenses in a year expected to 

produce low income. Such reserves usually are not 

large and should not be carried over in a bona fide 

farmer cooperative for over a few seasons. If these 
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reserves were taxed, however, it would amount to very 

little increased federal income. 

(2) Some farmer cooperatives issue stock 

certificates for securing of working capital. Normal 

dividends on this are exempt from federal corporation 

taxes at the source because as Judge L. S. Hulbert of 

the Solie :Ltor' s Office of the United States Depart

ment of Agriculture says in "Legal Phases of Coopera

tive Associations," published by the United States De

partment of Agriculture, Bulletin No. 50, May 1942: 

"The payment of a fair rate of interest by cooperatives 

on their stock or membership capital should be regarded 

as an operating expense, like interest on borrowed 

money. 11 This dividend is limited by Federal Statute 

not to exceed 8%, or the rate allowed by State Statute. 

Possible returns from taxing dividends on the capital 

of cooperatives would be so insignificant that they are 

not worthy of serious consideration as a Revenue measure. 

Many farmer cooperative leaders have no objec

tion to paying taxes on either operating reserves retained 

or on the limited small dividends declared. This, how

ever, would not satisfy the National Tax Equality Asso

ciation. The crux of the problem with that Association 

and its followers is the patronage refund, which is not 
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pr_ofit, as I have explained. I personally feel that it 

would take a Constitutional Amendment, which would be a 

gross improbability, to tax patronage refunds, and again, 

I do not see how it is possible to tax anything that does 

not exist. 

The only way bona fide farmer cooperatives 

could be taxed on patronage refunds, which is what the 

National Tax Equality Association is really talking 

about, is through an excise tax imposed upon their right 

to do business, as there is no way to tax a profit truit 

does not exist. 

If Congress could and should pass a law taxing 

the patronage refund, the cooperatives would then lower 

prices to a near cost basis, plus estimated expenses and 

continue business as usual. This would be far worse for 

the business that fears cooperative competition. A simi

lar move has recently been taken by the grain cooperatives 

in the prairie provinces of Canada. 

It is interesting to note that in the presi

dential election year of 1944 both major political parties 

gave full endorsement to farmer cooperatives. The Demo

cratic Party stood on its general cooperative farm record, 

and the Republican Party with a pledge in its platform of 

"Support of the principle of bona fide farmer .owned and 
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farmer operated cooperatives." 

You cannot tax profits where there are no 

profits. In this simple statement is embodied the 

fundamental mistake of the NTEA. 

At this point, I want to say that there are 

cooperatives which have departed from the true spirit 

of cooperatiop, just as there are businesses which have 

departed from proper business principles. No farm 

leader would deny that there have been abuses in the 

cooperative movement. In referring to cooperatives, I 

am referring to bona fide farmer cooperatives which 

pursue their true function of acting as agents by either 

buying or selling for their membership and in no wise 

do I refer to so-called urban cooperatives. There may 

be some cooperatives sailing under false colors enjoy

ing a tax exemption they do not merit. Thls should 

be corrected, and I have never talked to a farm leader 

who was not willing to see that existing abuses be 

corrected. 

Recently, Mr. John H. Davis, Executive 

Secretary of the National Council of Farmer Coopera

tives, warned that cooperatives must keep their own 

houses in order, and that organizations which wear the 

cooperative label but do not practice true cooperative 
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principles may cause trouble for all cooperatives. 

This statement from one high in the counsel of the 

cooperatives bears proof to my statement that farmers 

themselves want to correct abuses and would have a 

proper understanding of any just complaints business 

may have to make. 

Business and industry would be far better 

advised if it tried more intelligently to get its 

own taxation troubles straightened out, especially a 

proper system of corporate tax~tion for the critical 

postwar period than to attack farmer cooperative tax 

exemption. This is especially true when it is con

sidered that in recent years the National Grange, the 

American Farm Bureau Federation, and on occasion, the 

National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, have sympathe

tically advocated and supported constructive tax 

legislation, and that their leaders have said before 

and since this bitter controversy arose that they are 

only too willing to sit down with industry and busi

ness to formulate proper postwar tax plans, including 

the elimination of double taxati'on of the corporation 

and its stockholders. If double taxation of the cor

poration and its stockholders were eliminated, corpora

tions would have no different tax problem than the 
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cooperative, even though they are in business to 

secure a profit for their owners as well as render a 

service to their customers, the latter being the only 

function of a true cooperative. While the complete 

elimination of double taxation may not be immediately 

possible following the war, would it not have been 

much better for the NTEA to work with the farm leader

ship of this country looking towards correction of 

this inequality over a period of time rather than to 

merely try to tax the patronage refund of farmer 

cooperatives which cannot, in my opinion, be done. In 

view of this attitude, the National Tax Equality Ass.o

ciation fight becomes not only futile for the 

reasons I have given, principally because you cannot 

tax profits that do not exist, but is lacking in 

statesmanship because, instead of seeking farm support, 

it causes farm enmity. 

I firmly believe that i~ this attack is not 

soon stopped that it will take yea.rs and years to 

overcome the damage it has done, and further tend to 

segregate this great country of ours into groups that 

cannot but in the end, through lack of understanding 

in problems of national concern, destroy it. 
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I could possibly understand it if the coopera

tive movement were a new one, but as already pointed out, 

it started in this country long ago. I cannot perceive 

why businessmen do not underst~nd the simple proposi

tion that where there is no profit there can be no 

income tax. 

Urban business cannot afford to engage in a 

life and death struggle with the farm people of America. 

Instead, executives should insist that their companies 

and associates infuse their organizations with an under

standing of agricultural problems. 

We have everything to lose and nothing to 

gain in fighting with the farmer cooperatives. If I 

know anything at all about Washington and federal 

legislation, I know that what the National Tax Equality 

Association proposes cannot be accomplished. What it 

can and will do, however, is to incur the displeasure 

and enmity of agriculture and to create the very kind 

of atmosphere in which business cannot prosper or per

haps even survive. 

By cooperating with agriculture, not only 

will the abuse of cooperatives and other businesses 

which are out of line be corrected, but business and 

industry will, to repeat, receive the sympathetic 
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understanding of agriculture. Thls is vitally needed 

if our peculiarly American economy is to be preserved. 

It was hoped by a few of us interested in 

this problem that it would be discussed in the fall of 

1944 at a joint meeting of representatives of the 

National Association of Manufacturers, the Chamber of 

Commerce of the United States, and representatives of 

various farm organizations. Through no fault of the 

farm representatives, this meeting at that time never 

took place. Such meetings, though, have lately been 

arranged and if every businessman who is a member of 

these organizations will take a personal interest in 

the problem and try to develop a judicial attitude 

towards it, this entire misunderstanding, which I re

gard as the most serious problem affecting a unified 

America, will be straightened out. He will find the 

farm representatives, too, ready and anxious to correct 

any abuses and just as ready and anxious to cooperate 

with industry and labor to arrive at correct solutions 

for preserving for the present and future the kind of 

America we all love so well. 

I regard these forthcoming meetings as one of 

the most hopeful signs in·the postwar outlook for our 

country. 
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