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C H A PTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 marks 
a revolutionary change in American agriculture. For 
the first time the American farmer accepted the Federal 
Government as a regulating agency. He recognized the 
need for federal assistance as a necessary means to a 
more equitable share of the national wealth. In so 
doing, he surrendered his time-honored commitment to 
the principles of individualism in economics.

It is true to say that the farmer had previous
ly considered concerted action. The Patrons of Hus
bandry, for example, had attempted to unite the farmer 
for economic reasons. As a matter of fact, this and 
similar organizations formed recurring phenomena dur
ing the last half of the Nineteenth Century and on up 
to 1920. But the history of these groups formed a re
current pattern, namely, a period of vigorous activity, 
followed by a rapid decline. Concentrating on specific
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and immediate objectives, such as railroad regulation, 

cheap money, and tax reform, these movements failed 

to cope with the basic social and economic problems of 

agriculture. When these specific issues disappeared, 

either by being resolved or through the return of pros

perity, the movement dissipated.

But after 1920 a radically new program made its 

appearance. The men most responsible for this new agri

cultural philosophy were George Nelson Peek, Rexford 

Guy Tugwell, and Henry Agard Wallace. Under this new 

leadership the American farmer began to see more clearly 

the reasons which had relegated him to a low rung on the 

economic ladder. Because of the impact of these new 

agricultural leaders it is possible, by analysis of 

their ideas, to come to an understanding of the revolu

tionary character of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

The antecedents of the problems confronting 

American agriculture in 1933 can be found in conditions 

which began to appear during the preceding century.

More specifically, the period from 1860 to 1900 wit

nessed a struggle between the forces of industrialism
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and those of agriculture, for economic and political 

power. As the years passed and industrialism gained 

ground, agriculture struggled to maintain a position of 

equality with this new force. During this period the 

farmer began to realize his disadvantage in the contest 

with the industrialists who spoke from an increasing 

position of power. To counteract this disadvantage he 

resorted to organization. Hoping to improve his posi

tion, he joined such groups as the Grange, the Northern 

and Southern Alliances, and political parties, both on 

the state and national level.

Through these organizations he agitated for ex

tensive reforms ranging over a wide spectrum of prob

lems. His primary aim was to secure the regulation of 

railroads, first on the state, and later, on the nation 

al level. Second among his demands was a cry for 

‘'cheap money", a valid request which later lost its 

significance and ended up as a boon to silver interests 

The results of this agitation are, of course, a story 

in themselves. Any evaluation of the success of these 

primitive attempts to organize agriculture defies a
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definite black and white interpretation.

It would be unrealistic to claim that the re

volt of the farmer during the last half of the Nine

teenth Century resulted in enactment of every reform 

measure advocated by him. On the other hand, the up

rising cannot be regarded as entirely ineffective. One 

might be inclined to think of the 1886 decision of the 

Supreme Court which declared state regulation of rail

roads unconstitutional, as destroying one of the basic 

aims of the agrarian-reformers. But it can hardly be 

held as a realistic opinion that all federal regulation 

which followed was entirely non-agrarian in origin. It 

was this reform movement which pointed the way for those 

who sought a correction, through the Federal Government, 

of the gross inequities existing in the field of trans

portation.

Basically, the same analysis applies to the 

agrarian cry for monetary reform. The failure to leg

islate into reality their pet idea, the free and unli

mited coinage of silver, did not necessitate the rejec

tion of every part of their reform theory. Certainly,



5.

the rejection of the national banking system and the 

subsequent enactment of the Federal Reserve Act could 

be cited as being substantially in accord with the ideas 

of the agrarian-reformers. This is to say nothing of 

later acceptance of other reforms which they advocated, 

for example, the direct election of senators, the con

trol of trusts and monopolies, and the adoption of the 

graduated income tax. It was from the ranks of the 

farmer-class that these significant and drastic changes 

in the concept of laissez-faire emerged. Due credit 

must be given for the dynamic and progressive thinking 

of the farmer-class of this period.

It is possible to see in this reform movement 

of the Nineteenth Century the seeds of a new concept of 

the role of the Federal Government, not only with res

pect to the farmer, but to all citizens. Of course, 

the agrarian reformer did not consciously advocate a 

system of controls as extensive as those wielded by the 

Federal Government at the present time, but his program 

gave rise to the first sprouting of a new idea concern

ing an extension of the functions of the central govern

ment. This reform movement was a revolt in the sense
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that it was an uprising against that system of econo

mics which subjected the agrarian to an inferior status 

within the economic community, it was a revolt against 

the free enterprise system which had characterized 

American industrial development, and it was a revolt 

against industrial capitalism and all of the evils 

which resulted from the concentration of wealth and 

power in too few hands.

But the farmers1 battle was not finished. Some 

of the old problems,such as his failure to develop an 

effective organ for self-regulation and his continued 

adherence to individualism, remained to plague the 

farmer another day. The farmer's failure to cope with 

these problems while at the same time demanding their 

restriction in industry indicated a refusal on his part 

to recognize the passing of a way of life which had 

little value in an urban-dominated society.

Lulled into a feeling of security and inacti

vity by the unparalleled period of prosperity after 

1896, the farmer quickly fell back into his old ways, 

confident that his problems had been solved. The econo
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mic boom, continuing through the first decade of the 

Twentieth Century was soon followed by increased agri

cultural expansion as a result of World War I. As in 

every other conflict involving America, the farmer ex

panded to provide the foodstuffs so desperately needed 

by the combatants. Thousands of additional acres were 

put to the plow, new methods of cultivation and fertili

zation were employed, and the process of farm mechani

zation was hastened. Between 1910 and 1920 American 

agricultural production increased at a fantastic rate, 

especially stimulated as it was by the World War.1

Never before had the American farmer enjoyed 

such high prices. At the same time, he realized the 

inflationary nature of war-time prices and having 

borrowed heavily under these conditions he feared the 

return to normal times. His fears proved to be well- 

founded.

With the cessation of hostilities and the sub

sequent provisioning of the most needy of Europe, those *

l-A. B. Genung, ‘‘Agriculture In The World War 
Period," Yearbook of Agriculture, U. S. Department Of 
Agriculture Publication, (Washington: United States 
Government Printing Office, 1940), pp. 278-288.
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supplies of American agricultural products in excess of 

domestic needs began to pile up and prices began to fall. 

The complete collapse of these prices came in 1920 and 

1921, at a rate unequalled even in 1929. Chicago wheat 

fell from $3.10 in May, 1920, to $1.00 in November, 1921; 

Chicago corn from $2.10 in August, 1919, to $1.42 in 

October, 1921; wool from $0.50 per pound in 1920, to 

$0.20 during 1921; and sheep from $10.66 in April, 1920, 

to $5.11 in 1921.2 This decrease in farm prices is 

clearly reflected in the gross income from farm produc

tion which fell from nearly 17 billions of dollars in 

1919 to slightly less than 9 billions of dollars in 

1921.3 Although a slight increase in gross farm income 

took place between 1923 and 1929, the figures never 

approximated the war-time total, and this at a time 

when the remainder of the nation was enjoying unheard 

of prosperity.^

2ca ssius M. Clay, The Mainstay Of American Indi
vidualism A Survey of The Farm Question (New York:
The Macmillan Co., 1934) pp. 25-26.

^See Appendix A, p. 149.

^For a comparison of farm and non-farm income,
See Appendix B, p. 150.
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The index offarm prices between 1919 and 1921 

illustrates the drop even more dramatically. Using the 

years 1909 to 1914 as a base period to determine 100, 

the index shows a drop from 211 in 1919 to 125 in 1920. 

As with the figures on gross farm income, the index of 

farm prices also indicates a slightly improved situation 

between 1921 and 1929, but it never shows an increase 

of more than 156.-*

Dramatic as these figures are, they give only 

an incomplete picture. For the plight of the farmer 

became an economic tragedy when coupled with the fact 

that the prices paid by him for labor, machinery, in

terest and taxes, did not slide down in proportion to 

his income. For example, taxes paid by the farmer dur

ing the decade from 1920 to 1930 increased from 483 mil

lions to an unprecedented 566 millions of dollars.^ At 

the same time the amount of interest paid by thefermer 

on mortgages clearly indicates that he was increasingly 

forced to rely upon the banker and mortgage company

^See Appendix C, p. 151.

^See Appendix A, p. 149.
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to secure cash to meet current operating costs.^

Tne collapse of war-time demand for agricul

tural products was obviously the immediate cause of 

the drastic price failure. The accumulating surpluses, 

which piled up during this period of falling and low 

prices, did not tend to reduce production as would seem 

logical. For the farmer looked upon increased produc

tion as tne only way in which he could meet his inter

est and operating costs. It was inevitable, however, 

that such .an approach would result in still lower pri

ces. As serious as this was, the situation became even 

more acute during the Twenties when foreign markets 

were lost and the status of the United States changed 

from that of a debtor to a creditor.^

Throughout the Twenties increased European ag

ricultural production caused a continued decline in the 

prices of American agricultural products. This increase 

was due to the lack of purchasing power and the desire 7 8

7Ibid.
8
Henry A. Wallace, New Frontiers (New York: Rey- 

nal and Hitchcock, 1934), p. 142.
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to be self-sufficient, a lesson learned from war-time 
blockade measures. In addition, inroads on American 
foreign markets were made by Canada, Australia, and 
Argentina, Further aggravating this situation, the 
American Congress erected higher protective tariffs, 
notable the Fordney-McCumber Act of 1922 and the Smoot- 
Hawley Tariff of 1930* These tariffs, taken in conjun
ction with the new status of the United States as a cred
itor nation, produced a bad economic situation.

On the one hand, the United States sought to 
maintain a favorable balance of trade and to collect 
money on war-time debts and foreign investments, a fea
sible plan only insofar as a debtor nation can command 
sufficient purchasing power. But the high protective 
tariff precluded such possibilities. Actually, farm 
prices did rise slightly between 1921 and 1929, a fact 
made possible by the creation of an artificial economic 
situation in which the United States lent the money to 
buy our own goods. This whole structure collapsed with

^Edwin R. A. Seligman, The Economics Of Farm Re
lief A Survey Of The Agricultural Problem (New Yorkt 
Columbia University Press, 1929), p. 17.
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the curtailment of these loans in 1929.10

Even during the Twenties the American farmer 

did not condemn the tariff. He had always regarded it 

as an important means of securing for urban Americans 

the purchasing power so necessary to the success of Am

erican agriculture. Even in the face of the facts, the 

great majority of Americans were not convinced of the 

futility or such a policy. In the case of agricultural

ists, the majority of those interested simply attempted 

to secure the advantages of the tariff for themselves 

and their industry. But the farmer did realize that 

the tariff was one of the number of factors relating 

to limitation of production and price control which were 

enjoyed by industry at the expense of the farmer. Sim

ply stated, he understood that a high tariff stimulates 

the growth of domestic industry by keeping out the com

petition. He further realized that the tariff resulted 

in a degree of economic stability in prices and profits 

not possible under conditions of international compet

ióClay, p. 50.
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ition. But the advocates of an effective tariff for 

agricultural products failed to realize that even with 

a tariff, price raising can only be effected when there 

is a regulation of production. Industry was able to do 

this, agriculture was not.11

In the last analysis, the quest for an effective 

tariff on agricultural products was unsuccessful. Am

erican agriculture was forced to compete in the world 

market and it was the 20 percent of agricultural pro

duction, sold on the world market, which determined fhe 

price for the entire product. At the same time the 

farmer was forced to buy in a tariff-protected domestic 

market. The result of higher prices for goods consum

ed and lower prices for products sold, was the indirect 

transferal of wealth from the agricultural regions to 

the industrial regions of the country.* 12

These were the problems which beset the agric

ultural community between 1920 and 1933. There was no 

lack of schemes put forward by those who were interest-

^Clay, pp. 70-73.

12lbid., p. 75.
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ed in alleviating this state of affairs. During these 

hard times the Farmers' Union, the American Society 

of Equity, The Nonpartisan League, The Farmer-Labor 

Party, the National Farmers' Holiday Association, and 

the American Farm Bureau, led their newly-interested 

members along the various paths which they were convin

ced would lead them to a position of economic security. 

No longer were they satisfied to champion the cheap-mon

ey schemes or Daniel Shays^ the Greenbackers, or the 

Southern Alliance. Their plans were more basic, going 

to the root of the problem and demanding a positive role 

by the Federal Government.

Because they fought ceaselessly to secure jus

tice to the farmer, not from the viewpoint of Jefferson, 

regarding the farmers as the “chosen people of God", but 

rather, from a broader base of fundamental equality a- 

mong men, the thought of George Nelson Peek, Rexford Guy 

Tugwell, and Henry Agard Wallace, constitutes the most 

important summary of the new approach of agriculture to 

its problems. While they all accepted the need of act

ive participation by the Federal Government in agricul
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ture, there were differences among them concerning the 

extent of this participation. These differences are the 

basis for conflicts within the Agricultural Adjustment 

Administration during the first seven months of that 

organization's existence. They represent basic phil

osophical divergencies, the resolution of which deter

mines the measures emphasized in the Agricultural Ad

justment Administration, and to some extent, in agric

ultural policy to the present day. For this reason, an 

analysis of the thoughts of i:hese men concerning agric

ulture forms the necessary basis for understanding the 

revolutionary character of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act.



C H A P T E R  II

GEORGE NELSON PEEK

The Agricultural Adjustment Act demonstrates a 

transition in the attitude of American farmers. The 

roots of this change can be traced directly to the 

activities and leadership exerted by George Nelson Peek 

between 1920 and 1933. Appropriately enough for a fut

ure agricultural leader, Peek began his life on a farm 

in Polo, Illinois. The year of his birth, 1873, marks 

the beginning of one of those periodic depressions in 

agriculture which were to influence his later years so 

profoundly. Though he spent his early life on a farm, 

at the age of eighteen, he chose to pursue an education 

and enrolled in Northwestern University. It is, however, 

difficult to determine his intentions as a student since 

he enrolled for only two courses. In any event, he with

drew from college in 1892 and became an assistant office 

manager in a Minneapolis furniture store.

It was in business that Peek found the challenge
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which was to make his life interesting and rewarding. 
During the following year Peek gained valuable exper
ience which served him well when, in 1893, he joined 
Deere and Company, a fast-growing farm implement manu
facturer which had been founded by a brother-in-law 
of his grandfather, John Peek. It was with Deere and 
Company that Peek proved his mettle as a businessman 
and built up a substantial fortune. At one point in 
his career, Peek was sent as manager to the Deere and 
Company branch in Omaha where he provided tne leader- 
siixp ana initiative which put the faltering branch back 
on a paying basis.^

His success in Omaha earned for Peek a vice 
presidency with Deere and Company, a position he held 
until called to Washington in 1917 to serve on the War 
Industries Board. In this capacity Peek developed a fas
cination for government service and gained the experience 
so useful to him in later years. When the War Industries 
Board closed shop in 1918, Peek returned to Illinois as 
president of the Moline Plow Company, a position he held

■^Gilbert C. Fite, George N. Peek And The Fight 
For Farm Parity (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press,
19557/ p. 2$.
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when the drastic post-war drop in farm prices occurred.

After three years of battling lowered farm pur

chasing power and the previously weakened finances of 

the Moline Plow Company, Peek reached the conclusion,

'You can't sell a plow to a busted customer,1' and con

sequently began a twelve-year fight for equality for 

agriculture. Shortly after reaching this conclusion, 

Peek allied himself with the general counsel for the 

Moline Plow Company, Hugh S. Johnson, a man who was to 

become famous in his own right as a member of the first 

Roosevelt Administration. Together, these men developed 

the basic theories which became the basis to Peek's 

program for agricultural reform.

Initially, however, Peek was not particularly 

auspicious as an agricultural reformer. But he did take 

advantage of the opportunity to analyze the problems con

fronting agriculture and to develop solutions which 

would overcome them. While a vice president with Deere 

and Company, he had become particularly conscious of the 

importance of farmer buying power in relation both
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to farm equipment manufacturers and to the national 

economic structure. Later, Peek's experience with the 

War Industries Board, afforded him another experience 

that would prove valuable in the future. He had been 

entrusted with the responsibility of coordinating Amer

ican industry with civilian and military needs and be

came convinced of the efficacy of government controls 

in any well-planned operation. In these experiences 

Peek found what were to become the basic principles for 

the reform program he would advocate, namely, to build 

fanp purchasing power through government assistance.

Having accepted these points as basic to his 

program, Peek was practical enough to realize that prin

ciples alone do not effect an end. As he ¡expressed it 

in an evaluation of the McNary-Haugen plan written in 

1928, Peek s ideal was to keep the independent farmer 

from peasant agriculture and to keep him on an econom

ic level with the urban population of the country.15̂

The question facing Peek was two-fold. By what means

StGeorge N. Peek, s‘The McNary-Haugen Plan For Re- 
Current History, XXIX, No. 2, (November, 1928),

p. 273.
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could the farmer acquire the purchasing power which 

would raise his economic level and secondly, what norm 

could serve to measure this economic balance. Peek's 

answer to the first part of this question was to ad

vocate an effective tariff on agricultural products.

To determine economic balance, Peek developed the con

cept of "fair exchange value", or as it came to be call

ed, "parity". It was in this way that Peek introduced 

a new concept into agricultural economics.

Fundamentally, parity was a state of economic 

exchangeability necessary to the farmer's survival. 

Technically, the exchange value of a particular commod

ity was one which bore the same ratio to the current 

general price index, as a ten year pre-war average 

commodity price bore to the average general price in- 

dex for the same period. The designation of the ten 

year pre-war period, 1904-1914, as a norm to determine 

fair exchange value was not arrived at scientifically. 

Peek merely concluded that in this ten year period agric- 3

3Theodore Salutos and John D. Hicks, Agricultural 
Discontent In The Middle West, 1900-1939 (Madison: 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1951), p. 377.
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ultural income was comparable to its urban counterpart. 

In other words, he considered it a period during which 

the farmer worked hard, made a decent living, paid his 

debts, sent his children to school, and even saved a 

few dollars for his old age. At the same time, Peek 

concluded that the city-dweller was paying a fair amount 

for food costs and that favorable conditions of employ

ment existed. These then became the criteria which 

parity aimed at, the simple goals which Peek hoped to 

achieve, conditions which he had experienced once and 

hoped to experience again. It was this concept of fair 

exchange value, or parity, which was to determine the 

price which American farmers had to receive in order to 

survive as an economically independent segment of the 

American economy.

Having clarified his goals, Peek was now re

quired to determine the means to them. But he faced 

a gigantic problem, the fact that domestic prices for 

agricultural products were not determined by domestic 

conditions, but rather, by world prices. After 1920, 

these world prices dropped drastically because the mar



22.

ket was flooded. The American farmer was forced to 

compete in the world ¡market and in the domestic market, 

not only with revived European agricultural production, 

but also, with the vast amount of agricultural produc

tion generated by the war in such countries as Canada, 

Argentina, and Australia. It was true that the Ameri

can farmer provided his home market1s needs, but he did 

so at world prices. In such circumstances, Peek con

cluded that the farm problem was primarily a tariff 

problem.^ His solution was to set up a protective tar

iff for agriculture comparable to the one enjoyed by 
industry.

Like most Americans of the time, Peek was con

vinced that the preservation of the domestic markets 

for American industrial goods was the keystone of Amer

ican prosperity. To those who advocated a lowering of 

existing tariffs, Peek replied that such an eventuality 

might or might not lower the price of industrial pro

ducts to the farmer. In his opinion, lower industrial 

prices to the farmer might also wipe out the purchasing *

George N. Peek with Samuel Crowther, Why Quit 
Our Own (New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1936) 
p. 39.
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power of the urban industrial worker, thereby wiping 

out the farmer's domestic market.5 Peek had no quar

rel with the system, after all, it had been something 

of a boon to the farm implement business of which he 

had been such an important part. The difference be

tween Peek and other business leaders was that he re

cognized the inequity of excluding a part of the econo

mic community from its benefits. He was certain that 

the American farmer deserved the American market at 

American prices.6

After he had come to grips with certain ele

ments in the United States who denounced the extension 

of the tariff in principle, for example, Wallace, Peek 

was explicit in advocating either a complete American 

price system or a complete international price system, 

involving free trade. But he left no doubt about his 

preference between the choices. He admitted that the 

latter choice would be acceptable if the entire world 

enjoyed the same standard of living, but since this was 

not so, the United States would not go on an internation * 6

al bid. ,pp. 39-40.

6Ibid.
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al standard of living.7 In this evaluation of the 

situation Peek was not concerned with any considera

tions of economic or ethical theory. His opinion was 

based upon the hard and cold facts as he found them 

at the time. His was not a dispute concerning the in

herent weaknesses or the essential selfishness of the 

system. Rather, it was a realistic appraisal of condi

tions as they existed and a proposal for the extension 

of the benefits of such a system to the agrarians of the 
United States.

And so it was that after 1922 Peek began his 

crusade to secure an effective tariff on agricultural 

products. This was an unfamiliar concept which required 

a great deal of public enlightenment before there was 

a possibility of its enactment into law. The task of 

popularization fell to George N. Peek.8 This principle 

of a tariff-protected market for American agriculture 

was easily enough understood in itself. However, com

plications arose as soon as Peek tried to spell out his

7jbid., p. 40.

8Salutos and Hicks, p. 377.
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idea. The main obstacle to an agricultural tariff was 

overproduction, a condition that industry did not face. 

Because of this, new and unified measures were necessary.

Since the idea of production control was total

ly repugnant to the American farmer and his leaders at 

this time, Peek gave scant consideration to such drastic 

recourse. His plan involved the securing of an American 

price for American agricultural products in spite of 

surpluses. Of course, this involved a two-price system, 

one parity price in America and a lower world price for 

the surpluses. More specifically, Peek's scheme called 

for the establishment of a federal export corporation 

which would buy the surplus of a particular commodity 

at American prices, and dump it on the world market at 

going prices. The financial loss incurred was to be 

made up by an assessment called the equalization fee, 

which was to be imposed upon all of the owners of the 

commodity benefited.^

In practice, the equalization fee called for a

^U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, Report, on S. 2012, Agricultural Emer
gency, 68th Congress, 1st Session, 1924, S. R. 193,
p. 1.

133i 1-1
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Federal agency to collect a set fee at the point of 

transportation or processing on each marketed unit of 

any given commodity. Funds from this source would be 

used to finance the handling and selling abroad of any 

surplus of that commodity. Thus, the grower would 

finance the entire project and still be ahead because 

of his increased American price. For instance, taking 

wheat as an example, suppose one year's harvest had 

yielded 800,000,000 bushels, of which 200,000,000 was 

in excess of domestic needs. If the world price is 

$1.00, American farmers would receive $800,000,000 for 

the crop. But, supposing, according to Peek's plan, a 

tariff of $0*42 was in effect. Then the American wheat 

growers would receive $1,136,000,000, a gross gain of 

$336,000,000 over the world price. However, a loss of 

$84,000,000, representing the 200,000,000 bushels sold 

abroad at a loss of $0.42 per bushel must be paid.

This would be accomplished by distributing the loss over 

the entire 800,000,000 bushels, an equalization fee of 

10% cents. Hence, the net price realized for a bushel 

of wheat would be $1.31%, a clear total net gain of
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$252,000,000.10

These were the basic principles upon which Peek 

operated in his attempt to extend the tariff to American 

farmers. After formulating the theory, Peek worked tire

lessly for its enactment into law. His first big chance 

to explain his proposals occurred in January, 1922, when 

President Harding called an agricultural conference in 

Washington. Harding, representing the cry for a return 

to normalcy, was not particularly enthused about such a 

meeting; as a matter of fact, he had only reluctantly 

consented because Henry C. Wallace, his Secretary of 

Agriculture, had insisted on it. Of the thirty-seven 

legislative proposals of this conference, Wallace was 

impressed by only one, the call for a reestablishment 

of fair exchange value for farm products.H Peek had 

gained his first nationally-preminent adherent in Henry 

C. Wallace. Shortly afterwards, Wallace invited Peek 

to explain his plan in more detail at a small meeting 

in the Department of Agriculture. Among the government

10Clay, p. 109.

•^Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 145.
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officials attending this meeting was Herbert Hoover, 

the Secretary of Commerce. His attitude toward the plan 

exemplified the reluctance of those present to be im

pressed by the plan. The only exception was Secretary 

Wallace.

In the following months popular support for the 

scheme grew as it became better known. When it became 

more apparent that Congress was impressed by the ground 

swell of support, Wallace suggested the drafting of a 

bill incorporating its provisions. This task was assign

ed to Charles J. Brand, a new convert to the gospel of 

Peek and a companion in his fight for the next ten years.13 

On January 16, 1924, the plan was introduced into Con

gress by Senator Charles McNary of Oregon and Represen

tative Gilbert N. Haugen of Iowa. Hereafter, this bill 

and four subsequent variations of it were popularly 

known as the McNary-Haugen bills.

In its specific provisions the first McNary- 

Haugen bill was very like Peek's scheme as he had previ-

l^Salutos and Hicks, p. 379.

13Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 145.
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ously outlined it. The bill provided for the establish

ment of a government corporation, the United States 

Agricultural Export Corporation, which would buy and sell 

surpluses in eight basic commodities.-*-^ To determine 

the price for these commodities the bill authorized the 

Secretary of Labor to determine the average general 

price for the 404 items mentioned in the bill during 

the period 1905-1914.-*--* The Secretaries of Agriculture 

and Labor were to determine the price of the eight basic 

commodities for the same period. The resulting ratio 

was to determine the 1924 commodity price. To provide 

for fluctuations in prices, the Secretary of Labor was 

to compute monthly ratio prices. The bill also author

ized that $200,000,000 be used to buy up surpluses at 

ratio prices. In effect, the bill would provide for

l^The eight commodities included wheat, flour, 
corn, raw cotton, wool, cattle, sheep, and swine. U. S. 
Congress, House, Committee on Agriculture, Report On The 
M_ll To Declare An Agricultural Emergency. Report No. 631, 
Vol. Ill, 68th Congress, 1st Session, 1924, p. 10.

^The 404 items represented a cross-section of 
items belonging to general categories such as farm pro
ducts, foods, cloths and clothing, fuel, lighting, metals 
and metal products, building materials, chemicals, drugs, 
furniture, and miscellaneous commodities. Ibid., p. 15.
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minimum prices on the eight commodities, but said no

thing of a price ceiling. Finally, the equalization 

fee was provided to cover operating deficits, and a 

flexihle tariff to exclude imports was also incorporated 
into the bill.16

Congressional hearing on the bill continued from 

January to April, 1924. Although many farmers and opera

tors of agriculturally-dependent businesses supported 

it, they lacked the cohesion and organization of an 

effective lobby. They were no match for the profession

al opposition of business interests who charged that the 

bill was un-American in that it resulted in price-fix

ing, that it would result in higher consumer costs, that 

it was dangerous to the fledgling co-operative movement, 

and that it would only result in larger surpluses.17 

Consequently, when the bill came to a vote in the House 

on June 3, 1924, it was defeated by a vote of 223 to 153.

Before the defeat of the first McNary-Haugen 

bill it had become apparent to farm leaders that an

l^Ibid., pp. 1-70.

•^Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 149.



31.

organization was essential to successful passage of 

the bill. When defeat came in June, 1924, they were 

planning such an organization, a goal accomplished in 

the following month when the American Council of Agri

culture, representing among other, the American Farm 

Bureau, the Grange, and the Farmers' Union, was formed 

with George Peek as its president. It was Peek's func

tion to organize and to bring to bear on Congress the 

desires of those favoring the McNary-Haugen bill. Dur

ing this same general period Secretary Wallace called 

Chester C. Davis, a farm editor and Commissioner of 

Agriculture in Montana, to Washington to assist in the 

passage of this bill.-^ This was the beginning of an 

association between Peek and Davis which was to continue 

through 1933.

The McNary-Haugen forces grew increasingly op

timistic concerning the chances for their bill in the 

next Congress. Hope was briefly dimmed in October, 1924, 

when Secretary Henry C. Wallace died. Having lost their

•^Arthur m . Schlesinger, Jr., The Crisis Of The 
Old Order 1919-1933 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1938), p. 107.
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most influential supporter in the Administration, the 

McNary-Haugenites could expect no sympathy from the new 

Secretary of Agriculture, William M. Jardine, who whole

heartedly supported the views of President Coolidge.

It was without the support of any major member of the 

Coolidge Administration that the second McNary-Haugen 

bill was introduced on February 3, 1925. The provisions 

of this bill were changed slightly for political pur

poses. Notably, the ratio-price basis of the first bill 

was dropped in favor of a world price plus the tariff. 

Peek could not conceive that the Republican protection

ists could logically oppose extension of the tariff to 

the farmer while supporting its benefits to industry.19 

The other essential features of the first bill, includ

ing the equalization fee and surplus dumping on the world 

market were retained in the second bill.

But Peek had overestimated his opponents devo

tion to the practice of logic. Opposition did develop 

which evidenced no adherence to the principles of fair- 

play. With regard to the attitude of the administration, 19

19Fite, p. 98.
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Herbert Hoover probably voiced it most succinctly when 

he declared that farmers should solve their own problems 

by balancing agricultural production to home demands.

This viewpoint was violently opposed by Peek who regard— 

ed such a measure as an attempt to starve out producers, 

contract the agricultural community, and benefit only 

industry.

Although the second McNary-Haugen bill was favor

ably reported out of the agricultural committees of the 

House and Senate, it occurred too late for consideration 

on tie floor. Between Congressional sessions Peek con

tinued to organize support for his plan; in 1926 the 

third McNary-Haugen bill was introduced. One variation 

provided for the incorporation of a provision calling 

for the establishment of a federal farm board which was 

to carry on surplus control operations through commo

dity co-operatives. This represented a concession to 

the demands of the Republican Administration that the 

farmer help himself. Through this provision Peek hoped 

to gain some Administration support for the entire pack

age, including world-price plus tariff, equalization fee, 20

20Fite, p. 129.
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and foreign dumping. Essentially, the goal of a two- 

price system through an effective tariff remained at 

the core of the bill.

Again, Peek’s hope of a softened Administration 

attitude was ill-founded. The thinking of the adminis

tration concerning the entire movement to agriculture 

was very aptly stated by the Secretary of the Treasury, 

Andrew Mellon, in a letter which he wrote to supporters 

of the McNary-Haugen bill in the House. The Secretary 

stated that higher farm prices would mean increased 

food prices for the American consumer resulting in the 

decreased purchasing power of wages. At the same time, 

he continued, such policy would result in a subsidy to 

foreign consumers who could buy American commodities 

at prices below the American level. These conditions 

would result in lower production costs to foreign manu

facturers who could then undersell America in foreign 

and domestic markets.21

Mellon did not doubt that the scheme would effect 

higher farm prices. His criticism was that it would hurt 21

21U. S. Congressional Record, 69th Congress, 1st 
Session, 1926, Vol. 74, Part I, p. 11266.
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American industry. He neglected to consider that Amer

ican industry had been the recipient of an unduly high 

proportion of the national income under the existing 

tariff structure. Furthermore, he neglected to state 

that American industry had been selling its products 

abroad at a price level below that exacted in the tariff- 

protected American market. Mellon's letter exemplified 

the Administration's attitude toward the bill and is an 

outstanding example of a business philosophy which per

mitted no considerations other than those of self-inter

est. To Peek such reasoning was specious.

Once again, the committees on agriculture in 

both branches favorably reported on the proposed bill 

but the measure was defeated on the floor on the grounds 

of price-fixing, economic unsoundness, and high consumer 

costs. Men of lesser conviction and tenacity would have 

graciously accepted defeat after three unsuccessful 

attempts, but not George N. Peek and his associates.

They were prepared to try again in the next Congress and 

they were encouraged by the rising tide of anger on the 

part of farmers who were displeased with the arbitrary
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refusals of the Republican Administration to aid them. 

Further encouraged by the support of southern agricul

tural interests which had recently suffered a drastic 

price drop in cotton and rice, they introduced the 

fourth McNary-Haugen bill in December, 1926.

Differing from its predecessors only in that all 

reference to price was dropped, this bill passed the 

Congress on February 11, 1927. On February 26, 1927, 

President Coolidge vetoed the bill on the grounds that 

it would help only a few crops, that it involved govern

ment price-fixing, that the equalization fee was a vic

ious form of taxation, that it would stimulate produc

tion and decrease consumption, and that it was uncon

stitutional. 22 Such an imposing array of reasons did 

not impress Peek, who was outraged at the disregard of 

the Administration for such an obviously popular measure, 

and he determined to push for enactment in the next 

session. The fifth McNary-Haugen bill was introduced, 

passed and vetoed on substantially the same grounds as 

its immediate predecessor. Peek had gone against his 22

22Fite, p. 179.
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better judgment and included a loosely-worded clause 

concerning production controls, a provision applying 

the bill to all crops, and provisions for loans to 

agricultural co-operatives, but these concessions did 

not mollify the enmity of Coolidge.

The presidential vetoes had convinced Peek of 

the need for administration which favored his plan for 

the relief of agriculture. When the Republicans nomi

nated Herbert Hoover in 1928, Peek bolted the Party and 

supported the Democratic candidate, A1 Smith. Since 

the Democratic convention had accepted McNary-Haugenism, 

Peek abandoned his essential political conservatism for 

the sake of his convictions concerning agriculture.

But Smith began to equivocate on agricultural relief 

during the campaign until it was difficult to distin

guish his intentions from the Farm Board proposals of 

Hoover. It is practically impossible to evaluate the 

influence of this factor in the subsequent election.

Other issues, such as religion and liquor, were accorded 

much more public attention. At any rate, Peek saw no 

chance of enacting his scheme while Hoover was President.
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Accordingly, he retired from public life and waited for 

the eventual debacle he thought would surely result from 

the Farm Board experiment.

During the four years from 1928 to 1932 Peek 

may have been out of the public eye for the most part, 

but he had not abdicated his self-imposed responsibili

ties to the American farmer. He maintained his contacts 

with other prominent farm leaders and was generally re

garded by them as the leader and philosopher of their 

movement. The four-year interim preceding his appoint

ment as a public official in the Roosevelt Administra

tion also gave him an opportunity to think about two 

specific weaknesses in his own plan for agricultural re

lief. The first of these was the fact that increased 

prices without production controls would stimulate pro

duction and only serve to intensify the surplus problem. 

The second was that foreign retaliations in the form of 

tariff duties and restrictions on American goods could 

virtually destroy the possibility of foreign surplus 

dumping. Judging from his testimony before the Senate 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry in 1933, Peek did
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wrestle with these weaknesses and had reluctantly com

promised some of his basic convictions concerning the 

American farmer and his independence.^3

In the last analysis, the fight for McNary- 

Haugenism was valuable in that it contributed the know

how and organization necessary to Congressional recog

nition. It also made the American people aware of the 

problems of agriculture and gave valuable experience to 

farm leaders. These factors were to be of immense sig

nificance in 1933.

23u. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, Hearings, On The Bill To Relieve The 
Existing National Emergency By Increasing Agricultural 
Purchasing Power, 73rd Congress, 1st Session, 1^33, 
pp. 76-104.



C H A P T E R  III

REXFORD GUY TUGWELL

One of the more striking features of the Ag

ricultural Adjustment Act was the embodiment of the 

concept of economic planning. This concept was basic 

to the theory of Rexford Guy Tugwell, a leading econ

omic philosopher of the period.

There were few similarities between Peek and 

Tugwell. Both were closely associated with farming 

from the beginning of their lives and both chose to 

sever this association in their early manhood. But 

parallels in their social, economic, or educational 

backgrounds are practically nonexistent. Tugwell found 

his challenge and interest in the field of education, 

at least until he had served in the government. A bril

liant student of economics, he especially enjoyed an

alytical economics and later developed a special flair 

for criticizing or supporting economic institutions and 

their consequences. His early interest in theoretical
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economics is evidenced by the title of his doctoral dis

sertation, The Economic Basis For Business Regulation. 

After completing the work on three degrees at the Univ

ersity of Pennsylvania in 1914, Tugwell began a teaching 

career at that same institution. After three years at 

Pennsylvania, one year at the University of Washington, 

and dnother at the American University in Paris, he 

accepted a post at Columbia University which he held 

from 1920 to 1932 when he took part in the presidential 

campaign as a member of Roosevelt's ‘‘brain trust“.

Tugwell's contribution to farm policy and farm 

relief was not on a practical, political level, but 

was rather more intellectual and philosophic. The dif

ference between these two men was illustrated by Peek 

when he wrote that Tugwell appeared “to be a bright but 

not profound, young man," a characterization which dem

onstrated the author's contempt for theorists and the 

radical inventions of their minds.^ Peek accepted 

the realities of the economic and political structure, 

but Tugwell sat back, viewed the existing conditions,

■*-Peek and Crowther, p. 108.
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analyzed them, and then formulated a new structure which 

would better serve American needs. Peek was essentially 

conservative, appreciative of certain institutions and 

traditions which he considered "American" and therefore 

good. Tugwell, on the other hand, approached the prob

lem with a minumum of sentiment, ready to scrap anything 

which stood between his ideal in potency and his ideal 

in reality. Peek confined himself to farm relief but 

Tugwell1s ideas included the whole continuum of econ

omics of which agriculture was but a part.

Basic to the philosophy of Tugwell is the prem

ise that government must take a positive foie in econ- 
2omic planning. By analysis of existing conditions, 

Tugwell concluded .that the application of modem scien

tific technology to industry had foreshadowed new pos

sibilities. It made possible an abundant economy hith

erto unknown but which would never be realized until 

economic planning became a function of the government.^ 2 3

2
Daniel R. Fusfeld, The Economic Thought Of 

Franklin D. Roosevelt And The Origins Of The New Deal 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1956), p. 210.

3Ibid.
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Quite early Tugwell had concluded that the Am

erican economic system was inadequate. This conclusion 

is basic to all his writings. By 1933, he had evolved 

a positive philosophy on economic planning. Tugwell 

could not view economics as a science distinct and set 

apart. By its very nature, economics involved itself 

in the whole structure of society. He could not, there

fore, accept the conclusions of classic economists. He 

denied the classical assumption that economics was de

termined by natural law because, as he said, the econ

omist "deals with elements which behave according to 

their own laws and wishes, not with those which behave 

in fixed fashions without choices for themselves.'1̂  He 

concluded that man can change society in every respect. 

And economics was a part of the social arrangement and 

was therefore subject to change. It was man by persis

tant tenacity who could determine the ends he wished 

to accomplish by economics.^ Hence, by 1930 Tugwell 

was convinced that the doctrine of natural law in econ-

^Rexford Guy Tugwell, The Battle For Democracy 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1935), p. 252.

^Rexford Guy Tugwell, “Experimental Economics,“ 
The Trend Of Economics (New York: F. S. Crofts and Co., 
1930), p. 391.
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omic application had lost its force and that most thought 

ful men had rejected this theory because of the errors 

it had committed. In the place of this discredited the

ory, Tugwell reported a tendency to substitute consequ- 

ences, that is to experiment in economics.

It was from this point that Tugwell developed 

his own philosophy of economics, a system based on ex

perimentation. No longer bound by the outworn theories 

of classical economics, Tugwell was free to expand in 

any way that would serve the goal of economics. To Tug

well, the basic question to be resolved was whether man 

continue to adjust nimself to economic institutions 

or whether economic institutions shall be forced to ad

just to man. From the beginning of industrialism man 

had fitted himself into the type of life offered by the 

system. Would this continue in the future? To answer 

this question, Tugwell analyzed the theory behind the 

industrial machine. 6 *

6Ibid.

^Ibid., p. 405.
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Tugwell attributed certain failures to the 

laissez-faire industrial machine. He instanced the 

failure to provide security of access to goods, secur

ity of employment, security in ill-health and old age, 

security for the maintenance and training of dependents, 

and failure to provide security in the exercise of 

tasks aimed at the abolishment of labor.8 9 These things, 

he reasoned, should be guaranteed to American citizens 

by virtue of the resources and achievements of this 

country. The failure to achieve these goals was the 

fault of the system which dominated the industrial
machine.9

These criticisms illustrate a new and radical 

interpretation of the function of industry. But Tug- 

well was realist enough to view laissez-faire as a many

headed dragon rather than as a dead stump that could 

be removed by one blow. New factors, for example, 

mechanization, would arise that would put laissez-faire

8Rexford Guy Tugwell, The Industrial Discipline 
And The Governmental Arts (New York: Columbia Univer
sity Press, 1933), p. 199.

9Ibid.
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industrialists in a position allowing even greater ab

dication of the responsibilities assigned them by Tug- 

well. He believed that such a situation must be re

stricted because of its tendency to interfere with the 

legitimate rights of society. It was the need for such 

restrictions, he said, that had given rise to a new 

concept of the relationship between government and socie

ty. Tugwell thought that the social will desired such a 

governmental function. He reasoned that from the pub

lic tendency to blame or praise the government for favor

able or unfavorable economic situations it was possible 

to assume r‘an accompanying willingness in public opinion 

to allow the government scope for controls.

Tugwell thought that government must see to it 

that industry fulfilled its social function of providing 

for the needs of society. It was clear to him that 

15 . . .  a public interest well within the functions of 

government . . . commands the protection, the maintenance, 

the conservation, of our industrial faculties against the 10

10Ibid., p. 197.
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destructive forces of the unrestrained competition!1̂  

Certainly, such a view of industrial responsibility 

was revolutionary. By virtually rejecting the profit 

motive, Tugwell was, in effect, introducing a totally 

new concept of the function of government.

In its simplest form, Tugwell believed that 

United States industry was responsible for supporting 

a larger population, generously supplying it with goods, 

and all of this with less effort than ever before. He 

admitted that industry had made magnificent strides in 

this direction but he thought that expansion of produc

tion to its utmost capacity, the abolishment of competi

tion, and the total use of resources would result in 

even greater accomplishments.* 12 He viewed the adherence 

by business to the principle of competition as the fore

most reason for the failure of industry to accomplish 

these goals. In his opinion, too much of our industry 

was dedicated to the nullification of similar efforts

■^Tugwell, Battle . . . , p. 9.

12Ibid., p. 136.
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by others. This was a wasted effort which could have

been spent in production resulting in a higher standard

of living. In Tugwell’s opinion, the failure to realize

this higher standard of living was the fact that business
13had not been thought of as a social effort.

Tugwell decried the fact that competition was 

the basis of organized economic life, and that Americans 

persistently believed in it and endeavored to enforce 

it through legislation, for example, through the Sher

man Anti-Trust Act. As he saw it, this was in spite of 

the fact that competition had been stifled by the growth

of corporations with cross-ownership by stockholders and
14by the trend toward combinations. The paradox creat

ed by acceptance of combinations and simultaneous wor

ship of the competitive system accounted for the lack 

of control and planning which was apparent following 

the great depression of 1 9 2 9 . It was his contention 

that the tendency toward bigness was natural and should 13 14 15

13Ibid., p. 75.

14Ibid., p. 121.
15Ibid., p. 122.
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have been accepted as beneficial if utilized by society. 

It is at this point that the industrial society failed. 

Bigness in business was not utilized by or for society. 

Combinations should have been encouraged insofar as 

they increase productivity but, Tugwell concluded, vol

untary control of combinations had proved itself inade

quate to secure the public interest when it conflicted 

with the interests of industry. 1^

Tugwell called for what was, in effect, national 

planning. As early as 1923 he saw the need for such 

a program, not planning in the political sense, but in 

a technological sense, as an extension of practices in 

contemporary business. Even at this early date, a time 

when America was enjoying unprecedented prosperity and 

leisure, he was certain that the federal government 

would necessarily assume the function of a planning 

agency which would guide the use of capital and adjust 

production to consumption through price and profits 

control.

l^Tugwell, Battle . . . , p. 56.

17Rexford Guy Tugwell, "The Principle of Planning 
And The Institution Of Laissez-Faire,11 The American Econ 
omic Review. XXII, No. 1, (March, 1923), pp. 75-92.
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At this time Tugwell saw the idea of planning 

as an evolutionary reality, which was gradually being 

implemented and slowly accepted. In hypothesizing such 

an eventuality, Tugwell cited a curious bipolarity of 

thought then acceptable. He wrote that orthodox econ

omic thought concerning planned action held that no 

social group or associations of people undertaking will

ingly and cooperatively a common action, should be com

pelled to act from without. Compulsion from within was 

acceptable in order to get a group acting but compul

sion of groups to act for a national purpose was not 

acceptable. In his opinion, such a philosophy resulted 

in disharmony of purpose and a power struggle between 

social groups, a struggle primarily for profits. ^  To 

Tugwell, it was this selfishness of purpose and its re

sultant, the gravitation of wealth and benefits to those 

who were organized, which accounted for the American 

paradox: The existence of poverty, unemployment, over

work, industrial accidents, illness, and the need of 

security for children and the aged, in the midst of Amer-

l^Tugwell, Industrial Discipline ♦ . . , pp. 14-20.
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lean wealth and efficiency in production.19

Radical as Tugwell's plan was for the future, 

his analysis of the economic trends concluded that the 

system was growing into one which would incorporate de

vices for planning in a peaceful manner. He held that 

the final step in this development would be the establish 

ment of an agency seeking certain national or interna

tional goals. According to Tugwell, such an agency 

• • • would have the duty of reconciling conflicting 

interests, of controlling the allocation of capital, and 

of controlling prices.'120 A further function of such 

an agency would be the protection of some vital interests 

which were currently being neglected. Among these Tug- 

well listed small businesses, consumers, workers, tech

nicians, and farmers.2-̂

Tugwell's assignment of the power control and 

allocate capital is probably one of the most striking 

of his innovations. He was convinced that surpluses in 19 20 21

19Ibid.

20Ibid., p. 101.

21Ibid., p. 202.



52.

certain industries resulted from overinvestment making 

high prices necessary to pay for this capital. Further

more, the price of this capital was high because high 

prices shut off the markets available to lower-priced 

products. Thinking that a regulation of the flow of 

capital into industries might correct this problem, 

Tugwell recognized the impossibility of such a solution 

as long as America persisted in accepting competition 

as the basis of the economic structure and as long as 

they demanded absolute freedom to enter any business 

and to operate it without restriction.22

Tugwell never admitted of overproduction in 

general, a condition which would exist only if everyone 

had all the products of industry for which he had any 

desire. But, of course, he did admit of overproduction 

in particular, meaning that the consumer had all of an 

object that he wanted considering the price charged.

It was this high price he hoped to diminish through the 

expert allocation of capital which was designed to lower 

the cost of investment capital. As an added benefit of 

such a program, he saw the possibility of lowering the *

22ibid., p. 136.
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high, constant overhead resulting from overexpansion, 

a condition demanding higher prices to the consumer re

gardless of whether full capacity was produced.23

Another integral facet of Tugwell's planning 

agency was a system of price controls to be used in the 

regulation of industry. He realized that such a prac

tice would be acceptable only if it was proved to be 

necessary for the public interest, in the same manner 

that public utilities are subjected to scrutiny by govern

mental agencies. He thought that this tactic should only 

be used when competition had failed to fix a fair price. 

When such a condition existed he proposed that the plan

ning agency proceed by determining the needs for the 

particular commodity in question, survey the means and 

costs of producing it, and set a price which would bring 

enough of the commodity into the market.23 24 Such a prac

tice would ensure fair prices to the consumer, prohibit 

cut-throat competition, ensure a fair return on invested 

capital, and reward those companies operating most effi

23Ibid., pp.203-207.

24Ibid., pp.208-211.
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ciently in the manufacturing process.

These were the convictions which formed the basis 

of Tugwell's economic thought. To understand his sub

sequent actions, one must realize that Tugwell did not 

confine himself or his theories to the economic sphere.

He broke with the classical tradition which regarded 

economics as some force beyond the control of man, sub

ject only to the natural law, and governed by that law 

just as gravitation affects material bodies. Tugwell 

rejected this approach, making economics a social rather 

than a natural science. As such it was subject to the 

control of man, to be used for his benefit. Tugwell re

garded economics as an integral part of man which, when 

not developed correctly, could seriously warp the social, 

physical, mental and moral parts of man. He thought 

that the abuse of the economic part of man had caused 

the depression which gripped the country after 1929, that 

this depression was due to human and psychological for

ces, not to natural, physical causes.

The basic cause of the depression, in his opinion, 

was the failure of laissez-faire industrialism to recog

nize the value of man and to fulfill its obligation to



55.

those men by distributing the benefits of technological 

development. He recognized other causes also, such as, 

the loss of the agricultural export markets, price- 

rigidities within the economic structure, the tariff 

policy, uncontrolled monopolies, and anti-trust laws, 

but he regarded these as manifestations of the same dis

credited system of economics, perpetrated by men who 

sought their own aggrandizement at the expense of society. 

It was with these general principles as a foundation that 

Tugwell sought to correct inequities in specific economic 

segments of the American community. One of these was 

agriculture.

In 1933, when Tugwell assumed a position in the 

Department of Agriculture, he was no stranger to agri

cultural problems. As early as 1924 the writings of 

Tugwell recognized the problems of agriculture. Even 

then, he advocated a positive role for the Federal Govern

ment in alleviating the conditions which were grinding 

agriculturalists into a position of economic inferiority. 

Tugwell thought that the farmer deserved special treat

ment and consideration from the Federal Government. Al

though such a policy was consistent with his overall
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philosophy of planning, Tugwell saw an even more imme

diate need for government action arising from the low 

bargaining power of the farmer and its consequent, the 

tendency of other economic segments to shift the burden 

of economic change to the shoulders of the farmer. Tug- 

well held that the failure of the farmer to organize 

was largely responsible for these conditions, but he re

cognized that certain conditions,such as, physical iso

lation, diversity of interests, and a lack of production 

control arising from variable weather conditions, made 

effective organization virtually impossible.25

The obvious conclusion to be drawn from such an 

opinion, when viewed in relation to his concept of 

P^^tining, is that Tugwell thought only the Federal Govern

ment was all-encompassing enough to direct the divergent 

efforts of American farmers. It was the Government 

which would unite the farmer in a national scheme aimed 

at a betterment of his economic position. In effect, 

he called for national planning for agriculture, a seem- 25

25Rexford Guy Tugwell, uThe Problem of Agricul
ture»“ Political Science Quarterly. XXXIX, No. 4, (Decem
ber, 1924), p. 560.
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ingly wise choice in view of the historical failure of 

fanners to unite.

Of course, Tugwell was aware of the McNary-Hau- 

gen plan for the relief of agriculture and although he 

applauded certain features, such as equalization simply 

because of its social inventiveness, he did not view the 

plan as a final solution. Its dependence upon the tariff 

particularly appalled Tugwell. He was certain that tar

iffs caused unwarranted growths in unnatural places which 

only result in high costs to consumers. 2i> To him, the 

tariff was only an impossible attempt to avoid the in

timate economic relationships of the modem world. In 

substitution, he offered a plan involving money stabi

lization, price regulation, and control of consumption 

and production.26 27 But Tugwell did nothing to bring 

about a change in the McNary-Haugen fight. At this time, 

his role in agricultural reform was somewhat akin to 

that of a kibitzer. Nor was there any reason for him 

to believe that his opinion would be valued by the McNary-

26Ibid., p. 590.

27Ibid., p. 591.
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Haugenites, especially when the all-pervading personal

ity of George Peek was taken into consideration.

However, the thoughts of Tugwell on agricultur

al problems were by no means frivolous. In 1928 he 

criticized the McNary-Haugen plan because of its super

ficial character and its failure to attack the founda

tions of agricultural ills. By this time, he was con

vinced that legislation was necessary in order to solve 

both long and short-range problems for agriculture. 

Tugwell thought that the legislation, in its long-range 

aspects, should raise agricultural technical efficiency, 

reduce its costs of production, and conserve the social 

interests in the land. This goal would amount to a 

fundamental reorganization of the industry which farmers 

could not accomplish themselves. Tugwell's short-range 

goal was price relief, even at consumer expense, a prin

ciple which he held in common with the McNary-Haugen 

forces. It was the failure of McNary-Haugenism to pro

vide long-range reorganization which incurred the dis

approval of Tugwell. His long-range proposal sought to 

widen the market through a reduction of production costs.
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This was to be accomplished through the short-range goal 

by making farming profitable through the limitation of 

production for the consumer market. The means to these 

goals were to be a survey to determine the amounts 

necessary to meet needs and to bring a profitable price, 

the limitation of production by the Federal Government, 

and a denial of the use of railroads and warehouses to 

bootleg farm produce.^8

When Tugwell advocated government production con 

trois for agriculture during the Twenties, he represent

ed the opinion of a definite minority. Although the 

final defeat of the McNary-Haugen bill had stimulated 

the acceptance of the idea that something should be done 

about the production of price-destroying surpluses, few 

farmers were willing to consider restriction of produc

tion, especially by the Federal Government. Tugwell 

was cognizant of this opposition but he correctly esti

mated in 1929 that the next farm relief measure sought

^8Rexford Guy Tugwell, “Reflections on Farm Re
lief,u Political Science Quarterly. XLIII, No. 4, 
(December, 1928^ pp. 481-490.
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by farmers would contain such a provision.29

Tugwell was further aware of the opposition 

which production restriction would receive from consum

ers. The fact that they would bear most of the cost of 

better farm prices was taken into consideration by him, 

He justified such an occurrence since in terms of nation

al instability and depression, the cost of unduly cheap 

food was too high. In his opinion, the cost of higher 

food prices would greatly increase buying power in the 

country for city-made products, thereby stimulating 

the creation of more and better jobs.30

Tugwell concluded that the American economy 

could not endure "half rigid and half flexible11, with 

respect to prices. It was his aim to correct this situa

tion when he asserted that a workable exchangeability 

among the various economic segments could only be brought 

about by a restoration of competition and price flexi

bility or by an extension of the areas of rigidity to *

29Rexford Guy Tugwell, "Farm Relief And A Per
manent Agriculture,u The Annals. CXLII, (March, 1929),
p. 282.

30Rexford Guy Tugwell, ‘‘The Price Also Rises,V 
Fortune, IX, No. 1, (January, 1934), p. 107.
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all segments of the economy. In his opinion, the objec

tive of the New Deal was to "raise prices in the area 

of flexibility and raise production in the area of 

rigidity.“31

These theories of Tugwell were to be of special 

import in the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Before 1932 

they were confined, for the most part, to the classroom. 

However, after this date they are employed to provide 

the economic foundations for one of the most daring ex

periments ever attempted in American agriculture.

31Ibid., p. 71.



C H A P T E R  IV

HENRY AGARD WALLACE

The success of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 

representing as it did, drastic changes in American ag

riculture, depended heavily upon the wise leadership of 

agricultural leaders. Even the most cursory examination 

of the new Act makes evident that a multitude of unprece

dented problems, both in policy and in organization, 

would present themselves for decision. As it happened, 

most of these decisions found their way to the desk of 

the Secretary of Agriculture, Henry Agard Wallace.

Rocketing from the relative obscurity of editor 

of the family farm paper, Wallaces' Farmer. Wallace 

held in turn the offices of Secretary of Agriculture, 

Vice President of the United States, and Secretary of 

Commerce. In 1948 he was a candidate for president of 

the United States on the Progressive ticket. B o m  in 

1888, Henry A. Wallace was an outstanding member of one 

of Iowa's first families. His father, Henry C. Wallace, 

was a graduate of Iowa State Agricultural College at
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Ames. He used this education by working one of his 

father's farms. It was on this farm that Henry A. Wal

lace was born. After a few years, the senior Wallace 

returned to Ames as a professor of agriculture. In his 

spare time he founded and managed a small monthly pub

lication, The Farm And Dairy, the immediate predecessor 

of Wallaces' Farmer. It was during these years at Ames, 

1892 to 1896, that young Henry Wallace first developed 

his love for plants. He was expertly guided in his 

exploration of rudimentary botany, learning as he did 

at the hands of George Washington Carver, later to be 

recognized as a most eminent Negro botanist.

In 1896 Henry C. Wallace moved his family to 

Des Moines where Wallaces' Farmer was published. It was 

here that young Henry came under the influence of his 

grandfather, Henry Wallace. It is said that the elder 

Wallace once declined the post of Secretary of Agricul

ture under President McKinley, but there is no documen

tation to substantiate this assertion.1 Grandfather Wal

lace was the first of his family to reach Iowa. He was

1Russell Lord, The Wallaces Of Iowa (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1947) , p. 133.
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an ordained minister before ill-health forced him west 

to Adair and Madison counties in central Iowa. Once 

established there, he farmed, speculated in land, and 

began to write for local newspapers, an interest which 

eventually resulted in the founding of Wallaces1 Farmer.

After 1896, these three giants of the Wallace 

family were all living in Des Moines. It was during 

these formative years that Henry A. Wallace came into 

close association with his grandfather. He was profound

ly influenced by the strongly-voiced opinions of the 

elderly gentleman, an influence which is apparent in 

his basically Christian approach to all problems. Com

pleting high school in Des Moines, Henry A. Wallace be

gan a career which included such interests as plant gen

etics, agricultural statistics, contributing to and ed

iting the farm paper, and politics. Such diversification 

did not prevent him from excelling in all of these fields. 

Plant genetics, the abiding love of his life, especially 

interested Wallace. It was during these years after 

graduation that he worked on a project aimed at improv

ing corn strains. His development of cross-pollination
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and its result, hybrid corn, is largely responsible for 

the stronger, more reliable, plants which produce such 

an abundance for corn-belt farmers today. In 1921, 

when Henry C. Wallace was appointed Secretary of Agricul

ture in President Harding's cabinet, Henry A. Wallace 

assumed the editorship of the family farm paper.

It was as editor of Wallaces' Farmer. 1921-1933, 

that Henry A. Wallace first began to express his ideas 

on agricultural problems. By the 1930's he had devel

oped a definite program. As editor, he had ample oppor

tunity to observe at first hand the problems of the 

agricultural community. He later wrote that the Repub

lican administrations during this period had failed or 

refused ‘‘to recognize the manner in which foreign markets 

for surplus agricultural products were being destroyed.”2 

He was convinced that this injustice to agriculture had 

weakened its buying power to the point that the entire 

national prosperity was undermined.3

This belief in economic interrelationship was

^Henry A. Wallace, t:The Secretary Of Agriculture 
Takes The Stand," The American Magazine, CXVIII, No. 1, 
(July, 1934), p. 37.

3lbid.
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basic Co the thought of Wallace. For a civilization to 

continue, a balance must exist between the city and the 

country. This balance, Wallace believed, had been upset 

in the United States because of the economic vulnerabil

ity of agriculture, a condition resulting basically from 

the inability of agriculture to reduce output and main

tain price levels. This condition, coupled with the 

inflexibility of industrial prices, resulting in agri

culture's having to bear the burden of price readjustment. 

Wallace admitted that industry had made magnificent st

rides in creating wealth but such increase was undermin

ed by the failure to create the social machinery to dis

tribute that wealth Equitably. In other words, America 

had not learned how to live with abundance. This fail

ure was the basic cause of the economic and social cri

ses of the period.^

Wallace was convinced of the need for some sort 

of social machinery to make the distribution of wealth 

possible and equitable. He attacked this problem with 

characteristic vigor and accepted the conclusion of

^Henry A. Wallace, Statesmanship and Religion 
(New York: Round Table Press, Inc., 1934), p. 5.
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Frederick Jackson Turner that the frontier was closed 

and that free land could no longer serve as an available 

way for people to escape social inequities.5 It was 

therefore necessary to find some other means that would 

perform the same function. The relationships between 

farmers, laborers, and industrialists had to be defined. 

But such an eventuality, he concluded, would never be 

accomplished until suffering had provoked a desire for 
i t .6

Wallace's views, however, were not confined to 

the economic relationships which man held in common, 

rather, they ranged the wide spectrum of all human be

havior. His agricultural philosophy was based, in the 

final analysis, on the relationship of man to man in 

the religious sense. He was convinced that behind econ

omics and the economic machinery there were certain truths 

in the field of philosophy and in the field of religion 

which are the important determinants of man's activities.

5Ibid., p. 36.

^Ibid.
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He thought that these principles of life were of more 

import than any specific facet of man's life, for ex

ample, economics. These were the principles which should 

determine the direction of man's life in all of its ram

ifications. Without such direction and unity of purpose, 

Wallace was certain that the economic, political, and 

social machinery would be ineffective and inequitably 

oriented.^ Realizing the obstacles which confronted any 

such attempt to orient American society, Wallace called 

for the Federal Government to devise and develop the 

machinery which would accomplish the social message of
O

the Bible.

But Wallace's religious views, and hence his 

social, economic, and political philosophy were not 

nationalistic in extent. It extended to all men, con

vinced as he was that this world was meant to be one 

world. Diversity, to him, was not a sign of fundament

al differences. Amid great diversity he always saw an

^Henry A. Wallace, Democracy Reborn (New York: 
Reynal and Hitchcock, 1944), p. 102.

^Wallace, Statesmanship . . ., p. 5.
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essential unity, namely, a spiritual fellowship based 

upon the brotherhood of man. In his opinion, this un

ity had to be expressed to some extent in outward form.^ 

Furthermore, Wallace believed that the origin and des

tiny of the United States had "more in common with this 

ultimate catholicity of world religious purpose than 

most of us have been willing to admit.

Wallace's view of man was thus basically Christ

ian in character. He asserted that !ia Christian least 

of all should recognize nationalism as the commander of 

his spiritual self.u  ̂ Even more precisely, he declar

ed that;

Any religion which recognizes above all the father
hood of God and the brotherhood of man must of nec
essity have grave questionings concerning those 
nationalistic enterprises where the deepest spirit
ual fervor is evoked for purely nationalistic, race, 
or class ends.

To him, economic nationalism was a direct threat to the 

principles of Christianity and, as such, a virtual ne

gation of the origin and destiny of the United States. * 11

oWallace, Democracy Reborn, p. 70.

■^Wallace, Statesmanship . . . , p. 106.
11Ibid., p. 80.
12Ibid., p. 81.
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Consequently, his criticisms were supra-national as he 

warned all races, classes, and creeds to open their 

hearts and minds to the certain reality of unity in the

world, an eventuality not too far removed in the future.

He aimed at “the kingdom of heaven on earth“ , 

a state in which just prices, fair wages, and ¡good con

ditions of labor, would develop a society fit to glorify 

God.^' Only when people accepted world unity and the 

spirit of experimentalism could they hope to develop the 

social machinery which would balance consumptive abil

ity with the productive capacity. He eagerly anticip

ated the day when an equitable system of distribution 

and justice would alleviate the burdens of subsistence, 

a condition which would be possible if all men understood 

and accepted the principles he advocated. ̂  Doubting 

that he would see such a development, he was nevertheless, 

convinced of its eventuality. To the obvious criticism 

that such a development would have to be preceded by a 

change in human nature, Wallace replied that such a de- * 15

13lbid., p. 111. 14Ibid., p. 81.
15Henry A. Wallace, “American Agriculture And 

World Markets,“ Foreign Affairs, XII, No. 2, (January, 
1934), p. 229.

13



vel*praenfc would only free human nature from concepts 
which made life intolerable.^

Wallace further extended his theories on "one 
worldism" to the matter of peace. He pointed out that 
boundary delineations and international leagues had fail
ed to keep the peace. Instead, he proposed that world 
reorganization along the lines of one economic unit and 
the fostering of world trade might be much more success
ful.* 1  ̂ In his opinion, such a policy with all of its 
benefits would result in the avoidance of world conflicts 
and economic depressions, through an expansion and reg
ularization of world trade, production, and consumption.
In order to accomplish this, he advocated the removal 
of trade barriers, the stimulation and guidance of in
vestments, the reduction of inequalities in income 
through world fiscal policies and social security programs, 
the aiding of underdeveloped areas, and the provision
ing of housing, schooling, and recreation to those in

l6Ibid.
1^Henry A. Wallace, The Century Of The Common 

Man (New Yorkr Reynal and Hitchcock, 19lj.3) * P« 7 •
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, 18 need.

It was within this general framework that Wal

lace developed his ideas concerning the relief of ag

riculture. As early as 1921, in the same month that 

his father left for Washington, Henry A. Wallace was 

urging his readers of the editorial column to reduce 

corn acreage to the extent that one year would see 

the reduction of a 550 million bushel surplus in corn 

to the normal carryover. 7 Slightly compromising his 

ideas on world trade, he advocated a tariff on agricul

tural products selling below the cost of production to 

the extent of the loss incurred in such a sale.2 *̂

Throughout 1921 and 1922, Wallace continued to 

advocate the voluntary reduction of acreage as a means to 

better prices. In an editorial dated December 1, 1922, 

he concluded that such an attack on the tendency to in

crease acreage and production during times of low prices 

was ineffective. But he was certain that farmers would 

be willing to cooperate if there was any assurance that 18 * 20

18Henry A. Wallace, "The Price Of Free World Vic
tory," Prefaces To Peace (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1943), p. 367.

^ Wallaces' F a r m e r , M a r c h  18, 1922, p. 4.

20Ibid., p. 505.
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their crops would sell at near ¿cost of production prices.

His first-hand experience with agriculture dur

ing the first few years on the farm paper led Wallace 

to believe that farmers could not follow industry in 

molding supply to price. Among the reasons he advanced 

for such a conclusion were the very fact of such vast 

numbers of farmers compared with industrialists, the 

distance, prejudice, and ignorance which separated farm

ers, the fact that determinants of production such as 

weather, disease, and insects could not be controlled, 

the fact that middlemen, not farmers, set the price, and

the tendency of certain producers to sell at any price
22because of poverty and debt. In 1921, Wallace fore

cast that experience resulting from price fluctuations

would eventually drive the farmer to abandon his ex-
23treme individualism. By 1925 his ideas had developed 

to the point that he foresaw the necessity of government 

action to prevent wild price fluctuations and to give * 22

^ Wallaces' Farmer, December 1, 1922, p. 41.
22Henry A. Wallace, ‘Supply And Price Interact

ions In Farm And City (Products,!l The Annals, CXVII, 
(January, 1925), p. 246.

^ % a l l a c e s '  F a r m e r , A p r i l  8, 1921, p. 608.
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the farmer insurance against natural c a l a m i t y . L i k e  

Tugwell, he recognized that both agriculture and indus

try must operate on the same economic basis with either 

supply determining price, or price determining supply.

Only when the basis was similar would economic inequal-
25ities be corrected.

During these years Wallace became more concerned 

with the longer range effects that contemporary condit

ions were going to have on agriculture. He foresaw cer

tain tendencies which bespoke the passing of the agricul

tural community as he knew it, and he lamented its pass

age. He became convinced that the endurance of an agri

cultural civilization necessitated the fulfillment of 

certain fundamental requirements. The first among these 

was that a permanent interest in the land was necessary. 

Wallace was certain that only land ownership would en

sure the existence of reliable farmers who were under

standing of the practices of good farm management. His 

second requirement was that farmers must own their own 24 25

24Wallace,“Supply And Price . . I*, p. 247.

25Ibid.
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marketing facilities. This was to be accomplished 

through co-operative efforts. Wallace's third require

ment must have been particularly important in his opin

ion since it called for the farmers to cooperate with 

their own agencies and government agencies to secure 

the general welfare of all classes.26 These were the 

goals which Wallace thought essential to agriculture in 

the long-range estimate, but this did not prevent him 

from supporting more immediate attempts to relieve 

agricultural distress. He concurred in the support 

which his father, the Secretary of Agriculture, gave to 

the McNary-Haugen bill. In his editorial column on 

September 9, 1924, he called it "a measure designed to 

give agriculture the same protection that labor and 

industry now receive."27 It was his view that to take 

less than that at a time when other segments of the 

economy were protected by special legislation would 

be unrealistic.

26Henry A. Wallace, Whose Constitution An In
quiry Into the General Welfare (New York: Reynal and 
Hitchcock, 1936), pp. 288-289.

27Wallaces* F a r m e r . S e p t e m b e r  5, 1924, p. 5.
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When Henry C. Wallace died in October, 1924, 

while serving as Secretary of Agriculture, Wallace was 

convinced that his father's death had been hastened by 

the opposition within the Administration to his attempts 

to do something for the farmers of the nation. This 

fact and the subsequent opposition of the Republicans 

to similar attempts at farm legislation account for the 

switch by Wallace to the support of Al Smith in 1928 

and Franklin Roosevelt in 1932.28 In later years,

Wallace thought the chief contribution of McNary-Haugen- 

ism was the experience and knowledge gained by the at

tempts to enact it. The facet of this plan which was 

most attractive to Wallace was its attempt to secure 

social justice for the farmer.2  ̂ He never regarded it 

as a cure-all. In 1929 he said its chief merit was its 

plan to help pork, cotton, and wheat producers, those 

most dependent upon export markets. He held that its 

essence was compulsory cooperation, a condition he was 

not particularly enthused about but which most farmers

28Schlesinger, p. 30.

^Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 150.
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accepted as the only way to keep their farms and gain 

some type of centralized control in production and 

marketing.30

Wallace's opinion of the two-price system basic 

to McNary-Haugenism was evident when he criticized it 

because of the higher cost resulting to domestic con

sumers. It was evident to him that export subsidies 

without production control tended to overstimulate pro

duction and force world prices down, a condition which 

would necessitate constantly increased subsidies to 

get rid of the increased surpluses at lower world 

prices.31 More in line with his own philosophy were 

alternatives which he recommended for the solution of 

agricultural problems. He thought they could only be 

solved either by lowering tariffs to permit greater im

ports and thus create foreign purchasing power, or by 

resolving ourselves to the loss of foreign markets and

30nenry A. Wallace, “Stabilization Of Farm Prices 
And The McNary-Haugen Bill," The Annals, CXLIII, (March, 
1929), p. 405.

31ltenry A. Wallace, "The Year In Agriculture," 
Yearbook Of Agriculture, U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Publication (Washington: United States Government 
Printing Office, 1936), p. 25.
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putting our economy on a nationalistic basis. He was 

certain that foreign lending merely prolonged the time 

when one of these choices would have to be made.32

By 1933 it was evident that Wallace was being 

forced to compromise some of his ideas concerning world 

trade. He admitted that the production of forty million 

acres in excess of domestic needs could not be exported 

because of the tariffs and restrictions on imports 

which were raised by foreign countries. He was sure 

that foreign markets could not be opened for several years. 

He continued to insist, however, that the civilized 

world is an interdependent economic unit and that contem

porary conditions were a result of the failure to act in 

accordance with this principle. The conclusion he drew 

from these conditions was that controlled production was 

necessary.33

Wallace's understanding of agricultural prob

lems and his activities for the farmer's cause put him

3^Henry A. Wallace, "The Year In Agriculture,15 
Yearbook Of Agriculture, U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Publication, (Washington: United States Government 
Printing Office, 1934), p. 25.

■^Wallace, "American Agriculture . . . p. 228.
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in the forefront of agricultural leaders, a fact attest

ed to by his appointment as Secretary of Agriculture 

under Franklin D. Roosevelt. Wallace's organizational 

ability and the respect which the family name commanded 

served the nation well after 1933. His leadership in 

the Department of Agriculture, at a time when the entire 

approach of government toward agriculture was undergoing 

drastic revision, proved to be a stabilizing, yet pro

gressive, influence.



C H A P T E R  V

THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT

The basic philosophy of Peek, Tugwell, and Wal

lace had fully developed by 1928. But they realized 

their principles were unacceptable to the Republican 

Administration and could not, on that account, lead to 

legislation benefitting the farmer. The factor which 

changed this situation was the crisis of 1929 which 

brought into sharpest focus the acute state of agricul

tural distress. The situation, unfortunate as it was, 

set the stage for the acceptance of a new approach to 

the plight of agriculture. The election of Franklin D. 

Roosevelt on a platform of ’"relief, recovery, and re

form” , gave these men the opportunity to employ their 

ideals.

The 1928 veto of the fifth McNary-Haugen bill 

had marked the end of a four-year struggle waged under 

the direction of George Peek. Furthermore, the subse

quent nomination and election of Herbert Hoover, an im-



81.

placable foe of McNary-Haugenism, had virtually insured 

the future veto of any such bill passed by Congress.

The lack of strong leadership with a definite program 

for agricultural relief was particularly disastrous 

after the 1929 stockmarket crash which diminished even 

more the demand for the farmers' products. Consequently, 

the economic position of the farmer steadily worsened. 

Debts and taxes, plus high operating costs, forced the 

farmer to plant and produce more of his product in order 

to meet operating costs. During the next three years 

it was not farm production which suffered, but rather, 

farm prices.

Industry's ability to control output and the 

relative stability of its prices put the farmer in an 

even worse situation in terms of trade. Using the in

dex numbers as an illustration, it is possible to see 

a drop in farm prices from 146 in 1929, to 65 in 1932.1 

During this same period the prices paid by farmers for 

commodities for use in production only dropped from 147 

in 1929, to 107 in 1932.  ̂ The advantages available to

lSee Appendix C., p.151.
152.¿See Appendix D., p.
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th o se  c o n t r o l l in g  p r o d u c t io n  were more apparent than 

e v e r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  when g r o s s  incom e from  farm  p r o d u c t 

io n  f ig u r e s  showed a drop from  n e a r ly  $12 b i l l i o n s  o f  

d o l la r s  in  1929 to  s l i g h t l y  in  e x c e s s  o f  $5 b i l l i o n s  

o f  d o l la r s  in  1932 .^  The s t r ik in g  drop in  farm  in 

come is  p e r s o n a liz e d  somewhat i f  one c o n s id e r s  the r e 

la t i o n  o f  n e t  incom e o f  farm ers to  th a t  o f  n on -fa rm ers 

f o r  the same p e r io d .  In  1929 p e r  c a p i t a  n e t  Income o f  

farm ers was $223  w h ile  th a t o f  n on -fa rm ers  was $ 8 7 1 .

By 1932, the farm er was r e c e iv in g  $7i+> a drop o f  66 
p e r c e n t ,  w h ile  a t  the same tim e the n on -fa rm er  was 

r e c e iv in g  $>ljl|.2, a drop o f  I4.6 p e r c e n t T h e s e  f ig u r e s  

d r a m a t ic a l ly  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  I n c r e a s in g ly  d i f f i c u l t  

p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  farm er in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  rem ainder o f  

the Am erican econom ic com m unity.

But schemes o f  one s o r t  o r  an oth er  f o r  the r e 

l i e f  o f  a g r ic u l t u r e  were n o t  la c k in g .  D uring h is  cam

p a ig n  f o r  the p r e s id e n c y , H erb ert H oover had prom ised  

a h ig h e r  t a r i f f  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  im ports and the c r e a t -  3

3 See Appendix A .,  p . Iip9•

^-See A ppendix B . ,  p .  1 5 0 .
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ion of a Federal Farm Board to assist in the marketing 

of farm products. These promises were incorporated in

to law by the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act of 1929 and the 

Agricultural Marketing Act of the same year. The latter 

Act provided for the establishment of the Federal Farm 

Board and appropriated a revolving fund of $500,000,000 

which was to be used to organize producers into associa

tions for the co-operative marketing of major farm pro

ducts and the financing of their activities. In addi

tion, the Act aimed at the prevention and control of 

agricultural surpluses.Alexander Legge, former presi

dent of International Harvester Company, was named 

chairman of the Farm Board. This group thought that 

both objectives of the Act could be accomplished by 

financing co-operatives to buy and store crops and make 

loans to farmers. They also decided to organize sta

bilization corporations which were to buy crops from the 

co-operatives with the idea that surpluses held off the 

market would keep prices high.^

-Clay, p. 120.

^Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 156.
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Before many months the Board realized that the 

scheme to keep prices high was useless without production 

controls. By May, 1931, the Board had bought 329,000,

000 bushels of wheat without any appreciable effect on 

the price of that commodity. Consequently, operations 

were suspended at that time.^ When judging these tac

tics of the Farm Board, one must realize that it was hand

icapped by the collapse of commodity prices throughout 

the world and by the destruction of normal markets 

after October, 1929. Of course, the Farm Board did 

some good to the extent that federal funds were put in

to circulation via the farmers, but even more important 

is the precedent which it set in dealing with agricul

tural problems. For the first time a federal agency 

assumed the task of formulating strategy for the Amer

ican farmer, even though its objectives and organization 

were crude and ineffective in comparison to later organ-
g

izations. Ineffective as they proved to be, Hoover was

^Clay, p. 120.

^Edwin G. Nourse, Joseph S. Davies, And John D. 
Black, Three Years Of The Agricultural Adjustment Ad
ministration (Washington: The Brookings Institution,
1937), p. 456*



committed to these policies .And refused to consider any 

further extension of government control over agriculture.

A stronger role by the Federal Government with respect 

to agriculture had to wait for a stronger President who 

was less enamored of the laissez-faire political and 

economic philosophy. Franklin D. Roosevelt was such a 

man.

Although Roosevelt's experience with farm prob

lems did not measure up to that of Peek, Tugwell, or 

Wallace, he had recognized the inequities to which the 

farmer was subjected. In the New York gubernatorial 

campaign of 1928 he had pledged himself and his adminis

tration to the realization of the same earning capacity 

for the farmers as was enjoyed by those living in the 

cities. On this same question he insinuated that the 

charges of middlemen were excessive and he promised a 

"scientific investigation of the whole tax situation."^

Subsequently, Roosevelt delivered on his prom

ises to the extent that the New York legislature of 1929

^Samuel I. Roseman(ed.), The Public Papers And 
Addresses Of Franklin D. Roosevelt, Vol. I: The Genesis 
Of The New Deal, 1928-1932 (New York: Random House, 1938), 
p. 27.
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passed tax relief measures and extended state assistance 

to rural schools. These reform measures seemingly mani

fest an interest on the part of Roosevelt in securing 

aid for the agricultural community through governmental 

activity. In this 1932 acceptance speech before the 

Democratic National Convention in Chicago, Roosevelt 

outlined the objectives of his program for farm relief. 

He called for the repeal of the laws compelling federal 

purchase, sale, and speculation in farm products. On 

the positive side he advocated the enactment of legis

lation which would give the farmer protection for his 

staples and reduce surpluses so that dumping could be 

eliminated as a federal program.^

It is evident that Roosevelt had no faith in the 

ability of the McNary-Haugen plan to correct the situa

tion in agriculture because dumping was integral to the 

essence of that plan. Likewise, he was convinced of the 

futility of plans such as that employed dby the Farm 

Board. In effect, his call for staple protection and 

and surplus reduction necessitated a new, untried ap-

1 0 I b i d . p. 654.
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proach to agricultural problems. It was Roosevelt's 

belief that something had to be done for the farmer be

cause unless the purchasing power of the farmer and ag- 

riculturally-dependent industrial segment of the popula

tion was restored, the whole nation would continue to 

suffer. His further proposals in the economic sphere 

included the rediscounting of farm indebtedness, the

correction of tax inequities, and a reduction of inter- 
11est rates.

It was during a campaign speech at Topeka, Kan

sas, on September 14, 1932, that Roosevelt proclaimed 

his radical departure from the accepted role and aim 

of government with respect to agriculture. For the first 

time a presidential aspirant called for national planning 

in agriculture. His proposal advocated the planned use 

of land through an economic soil survey directed toward 

proper utilization of land and the proper distribution 

of population along sound economic lines. This pro

posal, along with a pledge to reduce and distribute more

n ibid.

12Ibid., pp. 693-702.
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fairly the tax burden, constituted Roosevelt's long- 

range program for agriculture.

in matters of immediate relief, Roosevelt ad

vocated such measures as farm mortgage refinancing with 

lower interest rates and extended periods for principal 

payment. In addition, he called for restoration of 

farm parity through tariff readjustments and reciprocal 

trade agreements. Evidently, Roosevelt had accepted the 

principle of fair exchange value as developed by Peek.

His reference to tariff readjustments probably resulted 

from a realization of the economic nationalism then prev

alent throughout the world. But Roosevelt was not ad

vocating a complete destruction of the contemporary ag

ricultural order. He was convinced that the private - 

enterprise, private-profit economy should be retained, 

but he did believe that the operations of such a system 

should be improved and supplemented by state and federal 

government actions when the general welfare was at stake.^

Roosevelt suffered no lack of advisers on the

14
Fusfeld, p. 251.
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agricultural problem. Soon after the defeat of the 

McNary-Haugen bill in 1928, alternate schemes began 

to be investigated and substituted in its stead. It 

has already been noted that many farm leaders, among 

them, Wallace and Tugwell, had serious doubts concerning 

the efficacy of the McNary-Haugen approach. Basically, 

this was due to its failure to provide for production 

controls. The first formal attempt to deal with this 

problem was projected by William J. Spillman, an econ

omist with the Department of Agriculture, when he pub

lished a book entitled Balancing Agricultural Output.

This book, published in 1929, suggested the limiting

of the amount of crop for which the farmer was to have 
15protection. Formulated within the framework of McNary- 

Haugenism, this plan was designed to discourage increases 

of acreage in protected crops but it was still dependent 

upon dumping on foreign markets in order to reduce the 

normal surplus.

Even though this plan suffered certain basic 

weaknesses, it was used by John D. Black, a professor

15S c h l e s i n g e r , p. 110.
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of economics at the University of Minnesota and later, 

at Harvard, and Milbum Lincoln Wilson, professor of 

agricultural economics at Montana State Agricultural 

College and formerly a prominent pro-McNary-Haugenite.

They took Spillman's plan as a starting point and ex

plored the idea of agricultural adjustment, the plan

ning of some relationship between production and demand.^ 

The plan which emerged, largely the work of Black, was 

called the Domestic Allotment Plan. It proposed the 

payment of a price subsidy to the farmer in return for 

his agreement to limit production. This price subsidy 

was to be paid in addition to the open market price with 

which the plan did not interfere. But the benefits were 

to be paid only on the portion of his crop which repre

sented his allotment of the domestic needs of the nation. ^  

Output beyond this allotment was not to be protected, 

a tactic designed to discourage surpluses.

It was M. L. Wilson who did most to popularize 

this plan. His persistent efforts gradually paid off 16

16Ibid.

Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 157.
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when farm leaders began to accept the scheme to limit 

production as the only feasible manner in which agricul

tural relief might be forthcoming. The interim between 

the election and inauguration of Roosevelt witnessed an 

increasing popularity of the Domestic Allotment Plan.

This culminated in the introduction of a bill incorpor

ating its provisions by Republicans Senator Clifford 

Hope(Kansas) and Representative Peter Norbeck(South Da

kota). This bill, however, failed in committee, and 

any hope of speedy relief for agriculture was thereby 

destroyed.

Although the Republican Administration had re

fused to pass the Domestic Allotment Plan, its import

ance was not diminished. The members of the new Roose

velt Administration were gathering in Washington to do 

something for the farmer. In December, 1932, Peek had 

moved back to Washington to help with the new farm law.

He was certain that Roosevelt would live up to his prom

ises to back the enactment of a truly effective farm re

lief measure. But Peek was not long in Washington before 

it became apparent to him that he was out of step with
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respect to the provisions of the projected measure. Old 

friends and allies of the McNary-Haugen days no longer 

recognized his thoughts on farm relief as the ultimate 

solution. Such men as Wallace, Wilson, and his long-time 

supporter in the Department of Agriculture, Mordecai 

Ezekiel, had progressed in their thinking to the point 

of advocating production controls. Peek, of course, 

fought this trend vigorously and insisted that the ob

jective should be parity for agriculture at home ând 

foreign markets for the surplus. ^

Peek's opposition to production controls might 

be represented as the death-struggle of the American 

farmer's belief that he must produce to the maximum al

lowed by weather and the other determinants of production. 

The very idea of forced scarcity was unnatural and repug

nant to Peek, and to many farmers. To replace pro

duction controls, Peek began to advocate marketing agree

ments which would put the government behind private en

terprise in disposing of surpluses and securing parity 

prices. If marketing agreements did not result in 18

18Fite, p. 245.
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orderly marketing and parity prices, Peek thought that 

benefits should be paid to farmers out of a tax on 

processors. At any rate, it was his opinion that pro

duction control should be employed only in cases of ex

treme emergency.19

In addition to Peek, other prominent leaders of 

agriculture were present in Washington during the interim, 

and among them was Rexford Tugwell. As a member of the 

Roosevelt "brain trust", Tugwell had been closely associ

ated with the president-elect for nearly a year. Although 

he had formulated certain broad objectives for agri

culture previous to 1933, Tugwell had not developed any 

specific means to these ends, except for his conviction 

that production must be controlled. Tugwell was aware 

that M. L. Wilson was working for the Domestic Allotment 

Plan and that it had gained the support of such men as 

Henry I. Harriman, president of the United States Chamber

of Commerce, and Henry A. Wallace, whom Tugwell regarded
20as the best-informed agricultural leader of the time.

19lbid., p. 248.

^Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming Of The 
New Deal (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1958), p.36.
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Support such as this virtually dictated the nec

essity of investigating the plan, so Tugwell attended 

a meeting of agricultural economists in Chicago which 

was called to consider it. This meeting was held only 

a few days before the Democratic National Convention of 

1932 which took place in the same city. The principle 

of acreage reduction immediately caught Tugwell1s fancy 

as an apt measure. The fact that Franklin Roosevelt ac

cepted this principle and made it part of his acceptance

speech at Chicago illustrates the influence which Tug-
21well exerted as a member of the ''brain trust'1.

Foremost among the farm leaders prominent in 

Washington during the first months of 1933 was Henry 

A. Wallace. Because of his high regairi for the under

standing which Wallace had for agricultural problems, 

Tugwell had introduced Wallace into the Roosevelt family 

in the summer of 1932. Wallace's dedication to the 

farmers' cause and his impressive grasp of the problems 

of agriculture had impressed Roosevelt to the point that 

he had designated Wallace as his Secretary of Agriculture.

^ L i n d l e y ,  p. 27.
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Wallace agreed with Roosevelt on the necessity of re

storing a state of balance in the economy before re

covery could be effected. Wallace thought the immedi

ate goal in securing this balance was through an in

crease in prices and a reduction of output in agricul

ture, and a reduction in price and an increase of out

put in industry. Wallace's function in the Roosevelt 

Administration would be to realize this goal in agri

culture. To do so, he proposed to reduce acreage through 

the Domestic Allotment Plan, to scale down and refinance 

farm indebtedness, to expand the currency through in

flation or by raising the price of gold, and to search 

for foreign markets through reciprocal trade agreements.^

These three men, Peek, Tugwell, and Wallace, shar

ed one common aim: To help the American farmer. But the 

means to and the extent of this goal varied with each 

man, a condition pregnant with possibilities of future 

conflict. Peek was only interested in monetary relief 

for the farmer as an immediate goal. Basically conser

vative, he wanted only to secure American prices for Am- 22

22Schlesinger, The Coming . . .. p. 36.
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merican agricultural produce. He had no desire to be 

a part of any system which would reduce the individual's 

control over his own affairs. Tugwell, on the other 

hand, viewed aid to the farmer as a means of developing 

in the recipient a condition of social mindedness which 

would eventually admit of a the need for economic planning 

in a complex society. His ultimate aim lay not in secur

ing the good life for only the farmers, but rather, for 

all American society. Wallace stood somewhat to the 

left of center between Peek and Tugwell. His immediate 

aim was economic relief for the farmer but he balked 

at the idea of a regimented economy in the hands of ec

onomic czars. He believed in the private-enterprise, 

private-economy system but at the same time, he recog

nized the abuses and inequities resulting from such a 

system. His ideal was government planning with the farm

er, not for the farmer, and all of this within the frame

work of the social message of the Bible.

These were the attitudes, opinions, and conditions 

which prevailed when farm leaders sat down to draft farm 

relief legislation in 1933. In the days immediately fol-
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lowing the inauguration of Roosevelt, Wallace sent out 

invitations to the leaders of American farmers to meet 

in conference at Washington for the purpose of drafting 

relief measures.

Eagerly accepting the invitations, the farm lead

ers hurried to Washington and set into the task. The 

drafting was completed between March 11th and March 15th, 

and introduced into the House of Representatives on 

March 16th. On this bill the several farm leaders had 

agreed that their legislative objective was parity, a 

fair exchange value for farm products. Those responsi

ble for the final draft included George Peek, Rexford 

Tugwell, Henry Wallace, Chester C. Davis, and Charles 

J. Brand, with legal aspects handled by lawyers Frederick 

P. Lee and Jerome N. Frank.

Secretary Wallace called this bill theT'logical 

crystallization of the long struggle for adequate farm
t~) /

legislation.'1 With this and subsequent endorsement * 24

^Wallace, New Frontiers, p. 164.
24

I b i d . , p. 165.
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by representatives of the American Farm Bureau, Nation

al Grange, Farmers' Union, American Cotton Co-operative 

Association, Texas Co-operative Council, National Co

operative Milk Producers' Federation, National Livestock 

Marketing Association, Committee of National Farm Organ

ization, and Farmers' National Grain Corporation, the 

proposed bill was passed by the Congress on May 10, 1933, 

and signed by the President two days later.^5

In its final form this legislation was known as 

the Farm Relief Act. It was divided into three princi

pal parts, each aimed at specific facets of the farm prob

lem. Title III, often referred to as the Thomas Amend

ment, was concerned with monetary issues. It authorized 

the President to issue greenbacks, remonetize silver, 

and alter the gold content of the dollar. These powers 

were to be used at the discretion of the President, a 

feature which Roosevelt readily accepted because of his 

lack of faith in such manipulations. Originally, this 

title was not a part of the Administration's legislative S.

S. Congress, House, Committee on Agriculture, 
House Reports, Relieve The Existing National Economic 
Emergency By Increasing Agricultural Purchasing Power, 
Report No. 6, 73rd Congress, 1st and 2nd Sessions, 1933,
p. 2.
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proposals. It was added in the Senate by inflationist 

elements and was accepted by Roosevelt out of fear of 

a mandatory provision of a similar nature.

Title II was entitled Emergency Farm Mortgage 

Act. This section fulfilled a campaign pledge of Roose

velt which provided for the refinancing of farmers' debts 

so as to reduce the interest rates and extend the period

of amortization and principal payments by means of Fed-
26eral Land Bank Loans. Although this part of the Farm 

Relief Act was of immeasurable importance to the people 

affected by its provisions, it was not a reform measure.

It was primarily a relief measure designed to give a 

second chance to one of the most seriously affected groups 

in the country.

It was Title I, the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 

which contains the specific provisions which give test

imony to the revolution taking place in American agri

culture. Although Titles II and III do fulfill certain 

needs of the agricultural community, they are older, more

^°Samuel I. Rosenman, The Public Papers And Ad
dresses Of Franklin D. Roosevelt, Vol. II: The Year Of 
Crisis, 1933 (New York: Random House, 1938), p. 102.
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acceptable ideas which represent little that is revolu

tionary. For this reason Title 1 is of prime importance 

in this analysis. But the word revolutionary needs de

fining. In this context, we do not mean to imply that 

there were no precedents for certain of the provisions 

of the agricultural legislation of 1933. Certainly, 

one cannot deny that there was a background in the Mc- 

Nary-Haugen plan and in the Farm Board for governmental 

activity in behalf of the farmer. Nor can we deny that 

Peek, Tugwell, Wallace, and many others had long advocat

ed such activity. Furthermore, it must be granted that 

the worst financial crisis in the history of the United 

States probably had more than a little to do with the 

acceptance of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Granting 

these conditions, the Agricultural Adjustment Act may 

still be considered revolutionary. For the first time, 

the government accepted the role of a planning and unify

ing agency for the American farmer. This was tantamont 

to a rejection of the old concept of government with re

spect to agriculture. It is this concept of the relation 

between government and agriculture that gives the Agri
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cultural Adjustment Act its revolutionary character.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act was not committ

ed to any one scheme for the relief of agriculture. It 

transferred broad discretionary powers to the President 

and his Administrator for policy-making decisions. This 

provision, along with such new and seemingly radical 

concepts as "fair exchange value“ and "domestic allot

ment", were formidable obstacles to passage by the Con

gress. 2? This was especially true in the Senate where 

fervor for Rooseveltian programs was beginning to cool 

and where fear of the intents of the "brain trust" and 

their adherents was beginning to d e v e l o p . T h e r e  is 

good reason to believe that Roosevelt recognized this 

attitude on the part of the legislators and sought to 

allay their fears by letting it be known in advance of 

passage that a well-known and respected leader of the 

agricultural community, George N. Peek, would be named 

Administrator of the new Act in the event that it was

27wallace, New Frontiers, p. 166.

28unofficial Observer [John Franklin Carter],
The New Dealers (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1934), 
p. 145.
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passed.29

A study of the Agricultural Adjustment Act makes 

evident the wide range of powers included in this Act.30 

But one need not investigate the powers contained there

in to find provisions of a revolutionary character. 

Section 2, the Declaration of Policy, clearly states 

that it is the intent of Congress to establish a balance 

between agricultural productions and consumption, to 

approach equality of purchasing power, and to protect 

the consumer, with the declared purpose of re-establish

ing the normal exchange of commodities between agricul

ture and the other segments of the American economy.

The plan was to be based on ratios existent between 

1909 and 1914, with the exception of tobacco. It was, 

therefore, an acceptance of the parity concept created 

by George N. Peek. Surely such an intent is nothing 

more nor less than economic planning, but without formal 

recognition.

It is sufficiently clear that those concerned

^  Tfafr World Herald(Omaha), May li,.. 1933»

30See Appendix E for the complete text of the 
Act, p.153.
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with the administration of this Act viewed their program 

as a means of improving the entire economic structure 

and promoting the nation's economic progress. The 

immediate goal, agricultural adjustment, was designed 

to secure a firm economic foundation for the '‘basic 

industry of agriculture" and thence for the whole economy. 31 

The fact that national planning was thought necessary 

and acceptable for agriculture was a drastic change in 

itself. That planned agriculture was accepted as an 

essential part of national economic planning under Federal 

Government direction was even more of a change. It is 

this aspect of the Act which bears witness to the grow

ing dissatisfaction of some Americans with the laissez- 

faire doctrine so much a part of the economic system 

before 1933. This dissatisfaction was especially evi

dent among a new intellectual group which rejected the 

classical economic theory and replaced it with a system 

of experimental economics tempered with a sizeable por

tion of humanitarianism. Foremost in this group was 

Rexford Tugwell, who had been appointed Assistant Secre-

3lNourse, Davies, and Black, p. 450.
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tary of Agriculture by President Roosevelt.

Although evident in the intent of the Act, the 

drastic changes incorporated into law by Title I are 

especially obvious in the powers granted for the pur

pose of securing the intent of the farm relief legisla

tion. At the very core of the bill was agricultural 

adjustment, a concept which sought to balance production 

and consumption through curtailment of output and by 

shifting production out of surplus lines. This balanc

ing was to be based upon the needs of the United States, 

a tacit recognition of the futility of Peek's foreign 

dumping proposals. This plan, of course, was adapted 

from the Domestic Allotment Plan (Section 8, Paragraph 1) 

and was voluntary to the extent that inducements, such 

as rental and benefit payments to participants, allowed 

farmers freedom of choice.

Among the other equally unusual powers granted 

in the Act was the authority to enter into marketing 

agreements with processors, associations of producers, 

and others engaged in the handling of agricultural pro

ducts in interstate or foreign commerce (Section 8, Para-
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graph 2). Those entering into such agreements were to 

be exempt from anti-trust laws and eligible for loans 

from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. In re

turn, the government could regulate trade practices, pro

duction quotas, prices, supply areas, and relationships 

among various branches of trade.3^ This particular sec

tion was incorporated, as was another which permitted 

subsidized exports (Section 12, Paragraph 6), at the 

insistence of George Peek.33
Equally unusual was the power granted to the Sec

retary of Agriculture to issue licenses permitting those 

handling agricultural products to engage in interstate 

or foreign commerce (Section 8, Paragraph 3). The pur

pose of this power was to ensure compliance with market

ing agreements and to eliminate unfair practices and 

charges which prevented normal economic conditions in 

agricultural marketing. In addition, licensees were re

quired to furnish reports on quantities and prices of 

commodities bought and sold and on trade practices and

32galutos and Hicks, p. 469. 
33carter, p. 145.
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charges. They also were required to keep a system of 

accounts as complete as necessary to attain the intent 

of the Act (Section 8, Paragraph 4). These provisions 

gave the Federal Government controls over private indus

try which mark a decided turning point in the relation

ship between these two entities.

The Act was the culmination of many years of work 

on the part of many farm leaders, but especially on the 

part of Peek, Tugwell, and Wallace. It was these three 

men, each with serious reservations about certain of 

the provisions of the Act, who were to wield the strong 

powers granted by the Act for the benefit of the farmer 

and American society.

It fell to Wallace, as Secretary of Agriculture, 

to designate the public officials responsible for putting 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act into operation. Primary 

responsibility for administering the Act was entrusted 

to a new agency within the Department of Agriculture, 

the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. Wallace 

knew that his choice of men to run this agency would be 

especially important to the success of the Act. It had
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to be operated by sympathetic and understanding men who 

were recognized and respected farm leaders. He found 

such men among the farm leaders of the Twenties.

As Administrator, Wallace chose George N. Peek.

He cited Peek as a natural choice because of his business 

experience, aggressiveness, and sympathy for the farmer.34 
This choice was even more defensible when Peek's fight 

for the farmer, his responsibility for the concept of 

parity, and his interest in marketing agreements, is taken 

into consideration. As Go-Administrator, Peek chose—  

and Wallace approved— Charles J. Brand, a long-time com

panion of Peek in behalf of McNary-Haugenism. Further 

positions of importance were entrusted to Chester C.

Davis and Milburn L. Wilson, both of whom were as fami

liar with the provisions of the bill and as dedicated 

to the cause of agriculture as any member of the Adminis

tration. 35

With the appointment of these men and the setting

34wallace, New Frontiers, p. 168.

35ibid., p. 169.
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up of the necessary machinery to put the Act into opera

tion, one of the most revolutionary changes in agricul

tural history in the United States was implemented. The 

government assumed the function of planning and co-ordinat

ing the efforts of millions of American farmers in an 

attempt to achieve economic balance between the rural 

and urban segments of the populace. The acceptance of 

this aim by the government was revolutionary in itself , 

as were the adoption of such concepts as parity and pro

duction control. The very idea that man could control 

the economic part of his environment was another radical 

innovation to this Act. Although such an idea was also 

manifest in other New Deal measures, it is particularly 

evident in the Agricultural Adjustment Act. When these 

factors and the previously untried powers granted under 

the Act are considered, the revolutionary character of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act becomes apparent.



C H A P T E R  V I

CONFLICT OF PHILOSOPHIES

The passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 

began a new era in American agriculture. The Act gave 

those concerned with its administration many weapons to 

be used in attacking agricultural problems. But the 

wide choice of weapons was itself a drawback. As its 

Administrator, Peek was not convinced of the efficacy 

of these powers. He chose to emphasize certain provi

sions of the Act in accordance with his personal philo

sophy of governmental activity. But his subordinate 

position within the Department of Agriculture precluded 

his making any final decisions. Wallace and Tugwell 

made clear the differences which separated their ideas 

on agricultural relief from those of Peek. These differ

ences, apparent from the first, were to result in seven 

months of friction within the Department of Agriculture. 

They mark a dramatic public struggle between the “old11 

and the “new“ in agricultural philosophies.
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The choice of Peek as Administrator of the Agri

cultural Adjustment Act seemingly committed the Roose

velt agricultural program to the two-price system, a 

high tariff on agricultural marketing agreements, and 

dumping. But Peek recognized that his ideas concerning 

farm relief were not to be the sole determinant of the 

administration of this new Act. Wallace and Tugwell 

placed emphasis on production controls, an idea that ran 

directly contrary to Peek's convictions. This basic 

difference plus Peek's dislike for some of the powers 

of control over private industry immediately laid bare 

a source of potential conflict within the administration 

of the new Act.

Aware of these difficulties which he faced as 

Administrator, Peek attempted to strengthen his position 

by appointing men he knew and respected to positions of 

importance within the Agricultural Adjustment Administra

tion. His fellow-crusaders for McNary-Haugenism, Charles 

J. Brand, Chester C. Davis, and M. L. Wilson, the latter 

in spite of his interest in the Domestic Allotment Plan, 

formed a hard core of conservativism in farm policy with
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which Peek hoped to forestall any radical interpreta

tion of the powers granted in the Agricultural Adjust

ment Act.

But Peek was not successful inputting men of 

similar views in every important office. In the first 

place, his administrative agency was within the struc

ture of the Department of Agriculture and hence subject 

to the overall authority of Secretary Wallace and Assis

tant-Secretary Tugwell. This placed Peek and his inter

pretation of the Act in a vulnerable position. Wallace 

and, especially, Tugwell, had shown little or no sym

pathy for Peek's basic tenets. Furthermore, a young 

lawyer, Jerome N. Frank, was appointed to the office of 

General Counsel in the Legal Division. For his staff, 

Frank assembled a brilliant corps of young legal minds, 

including Thurman Arnold, Abe Fortas, Adlai Stevenson, 

Alger Hiss, and Lee Pressman. These men, with Frank as 

their acknowledged leader, formed within the Agricultural 

Adjustment Administration a liberal element opposed to 

Peek's policies. Agreeing with Tugwell, they considered 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act as a useful instrument
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not only for agricultural problems, but for social and 

economic ones as well.

Support for this liberal element was forthcoming 

both from within and from without the Agricultural Adjust

ment Administration. In another department, the Consum

ers' Counsel, Federick C. Howe and Gardner Jackson sup

ported the liberal element. From outside the agency,

Frank received support from Tugwell, regarded by some 

as the leader of the opposition to Peek, from Paul Apple

by, economic adviser to Wallace, and sometimes, from 

Wallace himself.^ In retrospect, Peek concluded the 

appointments of Jerome N. Frank and Frederick C. Howe 

were his two greatest mistakes. According to Peek, these 

two men accounted for the turning of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act into an instrument to socialize American 

agriculture. He was especially suspicious of Howe who, 

in his opinion, was all for abolishing the profit sys

tem, an attitude which quickly spread through the Legal 

and Consumers' Divisions of the Agricultural Adjustment 

Administration.2

1-Schlesinger, The Coming . . . ,pp. 50-51.

^Peek and Crowther, p. 107.
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And so it was that the battle lines were drawn 

for future conflict. In a general way, one might em

ploy the term Peek used to designate the faction which 

did not agree with him in his interpretation of the Act. 

He simply lumped all opposition into the general cate

gory known as ‘''collectivists5'. For purpose of further 

clarity those who supported Peek were sometimes known 

as the ''agrarians''. Realizing the ambiguity of such 

designations, allowances must be made for the various 

degrees of adherence to any set interpretation within 

each of these groups. This is especially true of the 

collectivists. Wallace advocated free trade on an inter

national level, while Tugwell advocated economic plan

ning on a national level. Yet both men were called 

collectivists.

But Peek was not fooled by the apparent incom

patibility of these theories. In his opinion, the 

economic planners merely used the internationalists.

They realized that the chief obstacles to their goal 

of a planned and regimented economy were the high stan

dard of living and widespread ownership of property in
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the United States. These obstacles could best be broken 

down by lowering the tariff and encouraging an interna - 

tional standard of living. Once this was accomplished, 

a more equitable distribution of wealth would be poss

ible because the American people would be more willing 

to accept economic planning. Peek saw in all of this 

a willingness on the part of the collectivists to sub

vert the interests of the country to theories which

would effect a more centralized government in Washing- 
3

ton. Such was Peek's retrospective analysis.

The choice of Peek as Administrator was in it

self evidence of dissension, if not actual distrust, of 

the ideas of Wallace and Tugwell. Many farm leaders 

viewed these ideas as extremely radical.3 4 Consequently, 

when Peek assumed office on May 15, 1933, he disavowed 

any intention of conducting social experiments. Such 

singularity of purpose could hardly be happily received 

by Wallace and Tugwell. As a result, from the very be

ginning, fundamental differences between these factions

3Ibid., p. 13.

4Fite, p. 254.
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created a tense and disagreeable situation.^

With such basic divergencies, any hope for an 

uneventful administrative phase of the new Act was un

realistic, a fact borne out by the very first days of 

the Act. Peek, in his message of May 15, 1933, public

ly stated that the sole aim of the Act was to raise 

farm prices and to enable the farmer not to produce and 

send to market more goods than consumers wanted and could 

buy. He also assured industry that government interfer

ence would be held to the minimum necessary to secure 

the aim of the Act. He further emphasized that the Act 

would seek economic justice for that segment of the econ

omy which had been denied the benefits of the protective 

tariff.^

Either Peek did not realize or he chose to ig

nore the strong implications of economic planning in 

the Act itself. Other points of conflict with respect 

to the values attached to the various provisions of the 

Act had come to light before the Farm Relief Act was 5 *

5lbid., p. 256.

°Peek and Crowther, p. 102.
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passed. Appearing before the Senate Committee on Agri

culture and Forestry on March 24, 1933, Peek had testi

fied that he did not regard the domestic allotment pro

vision to be the vital feature of the bill under consi

deration. He was definite in stating that he did not 

approve of permanently decreased production because of 

unfavorable effects on farmers, commerce, transportation, 

and the social system. It was his conviction that the 

licensing and agreement sections of the bill were capable 

of restoring agricultural parity. He was certain that 

acreage reduction should be used only in the event that 

the other measures were unsuccessful in securing parity 

for a particular crop.7

Surely these opinions are directly counter to 

the emphasis of Wallace and Tugwell on production con

trols. That Peek entered into his duties as Administra

tor with expressed reservations concerning the principles 

underlying acreage reduction there can be no doubt. His

7U. S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, Hearings, On The Bill To Relieve The 
Existing National Economic Emergency By Increasing Agri
cultural Purchasing Power, 73rd Congress, 1st Session, 
1933, pp. 76-104.
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later allegation that he had no idea that the Act would 

be used to regiment the farmer through acreage controls 

is hard to believe. But his intention to use the Act 

to open foreign markets, sell surpluses, improve distri

bution at home, and to pay benefits independently of 

acreage controls was fully in accord with his past ac

tions in behalf of agriculture.^

Peek's claim that he had always been against 

planned scarcity is certainly evident in five points 

which he laid before President Roosevelt before assuming 

the office of Administrator. They illustrate the lack 

of Peek's interest in economic planning, acreage restric

tion, and social inventiveness. They were not condi

tions to his acceptance of the position of Administrator, 

but rather a statement of his convictions concerning the 

agricultural problem. It was Peek's opinion that: agri

cultural exports should be fostered in order to increase 

employment and business activity at home; agricultural 

exports were more important than industrial exports be

cause of the importance of farm buying power to the Ameri-

^Peek and Crowther, p. 14.
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can economy; that exports and imports should be con

trolled to benefit America; that over-capacity in food 

industries resulting in low prices to the farmers should 

be liquidated; and that tariffs and foreign debts should 

be adjusted to encourage exports of farm products in 

exchange for non-competing farm products and selected 

industrial imports.9 Certainly, these points illustrate 

the narrowness of Peek's approach to the problem and his 

utter lack of enthusiasm for the principles of Wallace 

and Tugwell.

On the domestic scene Peek thought higher prices 

could be secured for the farmer through marketing agree

ments. He was not concerned that higher consumer costs 

would result in higher costs to farmers for industrial 

products or that some effective control over the middle

men was needed to prevent such an occurrence. Such a 

view not only failed to consider the consumer but also 

the entire domestic and international economy. In this 

respect, Peek's approach had not changed from the prin

ciples of McNary-Haugenism, but it was new in that it

^Ibid., pp. 16-17.
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fostered the idea of cooperation with middlemen, the 

traditional foes of the farmer.10

There was no reluctance on the part of Peek's 

future antagonists to express their opinions on the 

manner in which the Act would be implemented and the 

goals which were to be sought. Even before the Farm Re

lief Act had been drafted, Wallace addressed the nation 

concerning the attempt to write farm legislation. On 

March 10, 1933, he had explained the influence which the 

loss of foreign markets had on American agriculture and 

concluded that the only remedy lay in either reopening 

foreign and domestic markets or in retiring surplus 

acreage.il

But Peek should have been forewarned as to which 

or the metnods was preferred by Wallace when the latter 

concluded:

There is little likelihood of an effective demand 
abroad for our surplus farm products during the next 
two years. . . .  Meanwhile, we must adjust downward

l°Schlesinger, The Coming . . .. p. 55.

llHenry A. Wallace, Democracy Reborn (Russell 
Lord, ed.) (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1944), 
p. 42.
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our surplus supplies until domestic and foreign mar
kets can be restored.12

Further clarification of his position was made

by Wallace on March 18th when he explained the proposed

bill to a nation-wide radio audience. In this talk

Wallace stated the purpose of the bill was to increase

the purchasing power of the farmer and, indirectly, the

nation, by restoring a balance between production and

consumption. To do this, he planned to employ voluntary

reduction of production, marketing agreements, and the

licensing power. But a very obvious difference between

the factions was apparent when Wallace stated that:

This bill attempts a major social experiment. It 
looks toward a balanced social state. It is trying 
to subdue the habitual anarchy of a major American 
industry and to establish organized control in the 
interest not only of the farmer but of everyone 
else.13

These convictions of Wallace became even stronger 

during the congressional debate which began in March.

On May 13th, the day following Roosevelt's approval of 

the measure, Wallace told a radio audience, "Our first

12Ibld.

U. S., Congressional Record, 73rd Congress, 1st 
Session, 1933, Vol. 77, Part 1, pp. 642-643.

13
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efforts as to agriculture will be to adjust production 

downward, with safe margins to provide food for all."^ 

Wallace's philosophical differences with Peek were even 

more apparent when he continued, “Unless as we lift prices 

we also unite to control production for the long pull, 

it is for you farmers to organize, and stick [sic] , and 

do it yourself

At the very least, these opinions of the various 

factions make clear fundamental differences as to what 

measures should be taken to aid the farmer. Wallace 

thought production control to be the heart of the new 

law; Peek looked at marketing agreements and a revival 

of foreign trade in the same manner; and Tugwell, with 

Jerome Frank and his adherents, thought of the Act as 

an instrument of social and economic reform. ^

Before many weeks, Peek became fully aware of 

these differences and firmly convinced that the Legal 

Division of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, * 16

^Wallace, Democracy . . . , p. 44.

•^Ibid. , p. 46.
16Fite, p. 256.
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under Jerome Frank, was attempting to turn the Act into 

a device to introduce the collectivist system of agri

culture into this country. It was apparent to Peek that 

Jerome Frank was more interested in social theory than 

in law.17 Peek had, from the first, recognized what he 

termed the radical ideas of Frank, but he retained him 

as General Counsel to please Wallace. And Peek was true 

to form in that he expressed his distrust by retaining 

Frederick P. Lee as private counsel at his own expense.1  ̂

Such tactics were hardly conducive to the spirit of 

cooperation and understanding so necessary to the success

ful management of such a revolutionary Act.

At the beginning of Peek's administration of 

the Act he did concede that acreage restrictions were 

necessary in view of the economic nationalism prevalent 

throughout thew^rld. Consequently, the plans and opera

tions for acreage reduction were pushed forward and 

speedily implemented. But his particular interest re

mained with marketing agreements and foreign trade. * 18

•^Peek and Crowther, p. 20.

18Ibid., p. 55.
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These were the provisions which Peek personally pushed 

toward reality. He saw these agreements as a means of 

filling the pockets of farmers. The collectivists also 

saw some value in these agreements but their interest 

was in using them as a means to achieve economic balance. 

They believed that the exemption from anti-trust legis

lation should give them access to company books, thereby 

enabling them to curb excess profits and insure the pay

ment of surpluses to labor and agriculture.^
The divergence of opinion between Peek and the 

collectivists with respect to marketing agreements is 

readily apparent. But the importance of this disagree

ment cannot be minimized. It was the cause of a fric

tion which threatened to blow the entire program apart. 

Peek later wrote that processors and farmer groups were 

eager to cooperate in such agreements but that Frank, 

Wallace, Tugwell, and Ezekiel prevented such effective 

action by their demands upon private industry. He added 

that it was their desire to turn America into a socialist 

state through the farm program.^ * *

l^Schlesinger, The Coming . . . , p. 55.

20peek and Crowther, p. 113.
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Peek was of the opinion that there were certain 

principal beliefs which characterized those whom he 

called collectivists. He wrote that all of them agreed 

upon the essential wickedness and waste of the competi

tive system and that they wanted to replace it with 

something they called cooperation. Continuing, Peek 

said that they agreed upon the wickedness of profits, 

as was evident in Frank's insistence that marketing 

agreements allow government access to business books, 

that price-fixing clauses be included, and that profits 

be distributed among the stockholders, the public, and 

the government. Furthermore, Peek thought their drive 

for a planned economy was to be accomplished by putting 

the farmer on the dole and then regulating him as they 

saw fit, and by uniting the farmer and worker against 

the plutocracy.21

Such were the currents which boiled beneath the 

surface during the summer of 1933. It was evident that 

such conditions could not for long remain unresolved 

and that the matter of policy had to be clarified before

21Ibid., p. 117.
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the Agricultural Adjustment Administration could proceed 

with its assigned task in a truly effective manner. The 

conflict over policy and personnel came near a settle

ment in September, 1933. In this instance, the immedi

ate cause of the climax was a marketing agreement for 

tobacco. Tobacco processors objected to the demands of 

the attorneys from the General Counsel’s office that 

they submit to supervisory control and unlimited inspec

tion of their books and records by the government. Al

though they objected to the specific provision of the 

proposed draft which called for price increase restric

tions unless approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, 

the processors were especially alarmed when the govern

ment attorneys threatened to take over the industry un

less it submitted to the proposed code.^ The processors 

complained to Peek who agreed with their complaints and 

signed an agreement which resolved the differences. But 

Frank opposed this agreement because of its lack of con

trols, and apparently he had the backing of Wallace who 

failed to give the code final approval. In a last ditch

^ Ibid. , p. 147.
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stand for his convictions, Peek appealed to Roosevelt 

for final disposition of the problem, an unusual power 

with which Peek had armed himself upon assuming the 

office of Administrator. In this instance, Roosevelt 

sympathized with the argument of Peek and approved the 

code, thereby overruling Wallace and Frank.^

But this particular fight was more than a vic

tory for Peek. It brought into the open his fight with 

a part of the staff of the Legal Division which was more 

interested, according to Peek, in protecting consumers 

and controlling business than in raising farm prices.

It also made the collectivists more determined to imple

ment their interpretation of the Agricultural Adjustment 

Act. Subsequently, their continued obstructionism re

sulted in Peek's determination to get rid of Frank.24 

Since the beginning of his administration, Peek 

had endeavored to find foreign markets for American 

agricultural surpluses under the export subsidy provi

sions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. His biggest

■̂ F̂ite, p. 258.

^Peek and Crowther, p. 147.
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success in this undertaking occurred in October, 1933, 

when he sent large quantities of grain to the Far East.

In November he attempted to transfer $500,000 from the 

processing tax accounts to subsidize the export of 

butter to Europe. Peek's request for this money had 

to cross the desk of, and secure the approval of, Secre

tary Wallace. On this particular occasion Wallace was 

out of town and Tugwell was Acting-Secretary. The time 

was ripe for a direct confrontation of Peek's two-price 

system and the planning theory of Tugwell. Accordingly, 

Tugwell rejected the request as being disastrous to 

American foreign economic relations. Specifically, 

Tugwell refused on the grounds that Wallace did not favor 

the practice of dumping or subsidizing exports.*^

At this same time Peek was continuing his attempt 

to get rid of Frank. On November 15th he wrote Wallace 

urging Frank's removal as General Counsel. Peek sug

gested that Roosevelt settle the matter in case Wallace 

did not agree to this proposal. But Peek received no 

answer to his letter. On November 25th he wrote Wallace

25schlesinger, The Coming . . . , p. 57, and 
Peek and Crowther, p. 152.
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again, urging the same course of action. Once again, 

no answer was forthcoming.Peek undoubtedly recog

nized that matters were coming to a head within the 

Department of Agriculture. He apparently was eager for 

a final settlement of the situation because on December 

1st he again wrote Wallace, this time defending his re

quest for the money to subsidize the butter exports.

On December 2nd, Tugwell wrote to Wallace, sending Peek 

a copy, defending his refusal to approve the request 

on the grounds that the two-price system would not 

improve foreign trade which must be based upon equal 

exchange among nations. Peek criticized the position 

taken by Tugwell as being directly opposed to declared 

administration policy as enunciated at the London Con

ference. He termed such a position ''internationalist" 

and as such, a reversal of the pledged agricultural 

policy of the Administration. It was his opinion that 

Wallace, and possibly even Roosevelt, were in agreement 

with this position taken by Tugwell, though he could 

not prove it at the time.2  ̂* 27 28

2°Peek and Crowther, pp. 149-150.

27Ibid., p. 152.
28Ibid., p. 153.
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On December 4th, Peek wrote to Wallace asking 

for a clarification of policy. In this letter he inter

preted Wallace’s actions as a manifestation of a desire 

to pursue a free trade policy. Wallace merely returned 

the letter, having written across the top of it, lsThis 

interpretation does not seem warranted to me.u Peek 

claimed later that this was the only explanation given 

to him for the transformation of the Agricultural Ad

justment Act into a power to regiment the farmer. He 

cites this point as the official turning from a promo

tion of plenty to one of scarcity.^ Peek wrote that 

it was at this time that he decided he would rather be 

on the outside fighting a system which centered upon 

the limitation and regimentation of agriculture. Al

though he did not break with the Roosevelt Administra

tion at this point, Peek did tell Wallace that Roosevelt 

would have to decide whether he wanted marketing agree

ments and foreign trade or limitation and regimentation 

of production to be foremost in the administration of 

the Act.30 * 30

^^Ibid., p. 154.

30Ibid.
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But the showdown never came on interpretation. 

Instead, Roosevelt asked Peek to work out a foreign 

trade program in conjunction with the State Department. 

This, of course, meant a virtual rejection of Peek's 

position, to everyone, that is, except Peek. It was 

to accept this new job that Peek resigned on December 

11, 1933, after nearly seven months as Administrator of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act. On the same day, Peek 

was appointed Special Adviser to the President on For

eign Trade, a position which might afford him the oppor

tunity to expand American agricultural exports. To suc

ceed Peek as Administrator, Wallace chose Chester C. 

Davis, another of the agrarians and a close associate 

of Peek. But Davis was more pliable than Peek. The

Literary Digest characterized him as being "less likely
- 31to crave independent authority.5

Few recognized at the time that the first seven 

months of the Agricultural Adjustment Act had witnessed 

a controversy which went to the very basis of political 

philosophy. Tugwell believed the profit should be taken 23

^ A g r i c u l t u r a l  Scene, Literary Digest, December
23, 1933, p. 7.
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out of business as a step toward the goal of wealth re

distribution through a planned economy. He, and those 

who looked to him as a leader, believed that the books 

of business should be open to the government and that 

prices should be fixed. Peek regarded such ideas with 

contempt, holding that government restrictions were only 

for the purpose of insuring fair prices to the producers 

of the commodity in question. Throughout the struggle 

Wallace was somewhere in the middle, leaning first one 

way and later, the other, but apparently siding with 

Tugwell in the end.

Seemingly, the ouster of Peek committed the Ag

ricultural Adjustment Act to an interpretation accord

ing to Wallace and Tugwell. The appointment of Peek 

as Administrator was something of a riddle from the very 

first, considering the different viewpoints entertained 

by the three principals. But Peek himself, after re

flection, probably answered the paradox when he main

tained that his prestige was used by those seeking to 

socialize agriculture and to quiet the fears of Congress 

and the farmers until the Act had been passed and their
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machinery organized.32 33 Certainly, it is not necessary 

to accept without reservation the implications contained 

in this statement, but the most apparent reason, poli

tical ,expediency, is logical and probably true.

32Peek and Crowther, p. 155.
33 on page 113 reference was made to "collectiv

ists" and "agrarians". Any subsequent use of these 
words has the meaning which is indicated in the primary 
reference.



C h apter VII

CONCLUSION

As might be expected, it was after the ouster 
of Peek that the collectivists came to the pinnacle of 
their power. But trouble continued within the Agricul
tural Adjustment Administration. The collectivists re
fused to treat business with the deferential treatment 
advocated by the remaining agrarians. They continued 
to agitate for strict control of processors’ and whole
salers' profits and records. But they met continued 
opposition from Administrator Davis who thought consum
er and farmer gains from such tactics would be offset 
by the antagonism and legal battles of the middlemen,^

Although Davis had been second only to Peek in 
the fight for the McNary-Haugen bills, he had abandoned 
the idea of dumping and sided with Wallace and Tugwell 
on the necessity of production control. In this, he ex
hibited a realistic appraisal of conditions as he found 
them. His subsequent decision to employ all of the pow
ers provided by the Agricultural Adjustment Act, also

■^News-Week, February 16, 1935» P* 7*
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illustrates his realistic attitude, and incidentally, 

precipitated a future clash with the collectivists.

But the views of Davis were more in accord with 

the reform goals of the collectivists than those of Peek 

had been. He viewed the Agricultural Adjustment Act as 

a legal set-up for a social and economic experiment in 

the field of agriculture. He denied that the only ob

jective of the Act was higher farm prices and thought 

that it should be able to serve as an instrument to meet 

constantly changing economic emergencies. Like Peek, 

Davis was especially interested in foreign trade, but 

in reality, his view was more akin to that of Wallace. 

Davis was convinced that the export market determines 

whether or not the full productive capacity of America 

was used. His difference with Peek on this matter was 

apparent in that he held no increase in exports possible

without acceptance of imports to create foreign purchas- 
3ing power. In the matter of production controls, Davis 

sided with Wallace and Tugwell, viewing them as necessary.

“̂Chester C. Davis, HThe Farmer's Income Has In- 
Sreased," Review of Reviews, XCI, No. 4, (April, 1935), 
p. 32.

^Ibid., p. 64.
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His opinion of marketing agreements was that they were 

a useful measure aimed at securing the friendly cooper

ation of processors.4

Although these opinions of Davis are slightly 

more flexible than those which formed the basis of Peek's 

attack on agricultural problems, it is apparent that a 

wide gulf separated the basic philosophy of Davis and 

the collectivists. Davis may have viewed the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act as a social and economic experi

ment, but his dedication to the cause of the farmer did 

not include radical experiments in profit control, mar

keting practices, resettlement, or the improvement of 

the conditions endured by itinerant farm laborers. In 

reality, the basic conflict between the agrarians and 

collectivists had not been resolved by the dismissal of 

Peek. It continued during 1934 and into 1935 until 

Wallace was forced to admit that the collectivists were 

overstepping the authority granted in the Act. In Febru

ary, 1935, Wallace authorized Davis to dismiss Jerome

4Ibid.
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Frank, Lee Pressman, Frederick Howe, and Gardner Jack- 
5son. Thus, in one fell swoop, the most radical of the 

collectivists were eliminated from the Agricultural Ad

justment Administration. But fche leader, Tugwell, re

tained his position as Assistant-Secretary of Agriculture.

Although Tugwell had been conceded a position 

on the policy council of the Agricultural Adjustment 

Administration during the purge of the Legal and Con

sumer's Divisions, he was not satisfied with his position. 

In a conversation with the Secretary of Interior, Harold 

Ickes, on February 22, 1935, Tugwell stated that he was 

only remaining in the Department of Agriculture to please 

President Roosevelt. He reported to Ickes that his con

versation with the President concerning the purge of 

the collectivists had ended with Roosevelt asking him 

to remain in the Department and to attempt to reach some 

understanding with Wallace. Tugwell told Ickes that he 

had done this but that Wallace wanted him to stay only 

with the understanding that he have nothing to do with 

The Agricultural Adjustment Administration. Tugwell re-

^Schlesinger, The Coming . ♦ ., p. 78.
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garded this situation as unacceptable and was interested
fiin obtaining a job in the Department of the Interior.

In April, 1935, Tugwell transfered to the Department of 

the Interior to h^ad a new agency, the Resettlement Ad

ministration. Like Peek, Tugwell was shuffled off to 

the sidelines to pursue one facet of the overall program 

which he had advocated for the relief of agriculture.

Even though Wallace had been forced to comprom

ise some of his values concerning the necessity of the 

free flow of goods throughout the world, by the latter 

part of 1934 he was enthused with the apparent success 

of controlled production tactics. In his annual report 

to the President, Wallace reaffirmed his faith in the 

Act and its provisions. He reported that by September 

1934, farm commodity prices averaged 102 percent of the 

pre-war level. In terms of parity, Wallace reported 

these commodities were 81 percent of the base period, 

as compared with 55 percent in March, 1933.^ Wallace

^Harold L. Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold 
L. Ickes, The First Thousand Days, 1933-1936 (New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1953), p. 303.

^Henry A. Wallace, S!The Year In Agriculture,'“1 
Yearbook Of Agriculture, U. S. Department Of Agriculture 
Publication, (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 
1935), p. 23.
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was particularly pleased that the program had enabled 

farmers to increase their purchasing power from $3, 900, 

000,000 to $6,700,000,000 in 1935 and that the factory 

worker was paying 80 percent of the 1928 level for his 

food costs.^

Although Roosevelt had problems with personnel 

in the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, he re

mained firmly convinced of the efficacy of the provisions 

of the Act itself. In a speech at Fremont, Nebraska on 

September 28, 1935, Roosevelt spoke glowingly of the suc

cess of the Act and its basis. He continued to maintain 

that the prosperity of the nation was dependent upon agrar

ian prosperity and that it was tne function of government

to provide the unifying element to ensure the farmer this 
9prosperity. Less than a month later, Roosevelt gave 

public recognition to the fact that his administration 

regarded the policies of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 

as permanent agricultural policy. No longer did he re-

g
Henry A. Wallace, Whose Constitution . . .. p..277.
9
Samuel I. Rosenman, The Public Papers And Ad

dresses Of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Vol. IV: The Court Dis- 
approves, 1935 (New York: Random House, 1938), pp. 381-385.
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gard it as an emergency measure. He declared it his 

intention to maintain and increase the gains made and 

to broaden the powers so as to give the farmer increas

ed incentives to conserve and use efficiently the soil 
10resources.

Of our three principals, only Henry Wallace was 

still in the Department of Agriculture when the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act was declared unconstitutional in 

January, 1936. After his dismissal as Administrator,

Peek remained in the Roosevelt Administration for nearly 

two years. His positions as Special Advisor on Foreign 

Trade and as president of the first and second Export- 

Import Banks, gave Peek the opportunity to seek foreign 

outlets for American surpluses, a goal which remained 

at the core of his life-long struggle for agricultural 

relief. But even in this attempt Peek was thwarted by 

those whom he called internationalists. It was Peek’s

opinion that these men, led by Secretary of State Cordell
11Hull, were committed to a policy of free trade. Peek * 11

^Ibid. , pp. 432-435.
11Peek and Crowther, p. 329.
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particularly disliked their policy of negotiating trade 

agreements with single countries and then extending its 

provisions to most of the nations of the world, while 

those nations did little or nothing to relax their own 

restrictions on American imports.12 The results of such 

a policy, the extension of the free list and the lower

ing of tariff schedules, were hardly in line with Peek's

long fight to secure an effective tariff on agricultural 
products.

Consequently, Peek severed his association with 

the Roosevelt Administration on November 26, 1935. By 

this time he was convinced that the New Deal was com

mitted to a policy of socialized farming and a low tar- 

111» both of which were destructive of American wealth 

and prosperity.13 He charged that the Roosevelt Adminis

tration was a group of socialists and internationalists 

headed by Rexford Tugwell, Jerome Frank, and Cordell 

Hull. Peek categorized Wallace as belonging to both 

groups.14 These fundamental differences in policy pre-

l2lbid., p. 330.

13Ibid., p. 11.

14Ibid.
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eluded the possibility of even Peek's inactive support 

of the New Deal. Consequently, he returned to the Re

publican Party in 1936. In a radio speech for the Re

publican National Committee, Peek threw his support to 

Alfred E. Landon because he promised an American market 

for Amercan agriculture, government assistance in dis

posing of agricultural surpluses in foreign trade through 

selective bargaining, and tariff benefits on export crops.15

Until his death in 1943, Peek was constant in 

his loyalty to the Republican Party. Although his act

ive days in the farm fight ended after 1936, Peek retain

ed his image as a farm leader to the very end, especially 

in the eyes of those who disliked the new order in agri

culture. But Peek's own contributions to revolutionary 

agricultural philosophy cannot be minimized. At the very 

least, Peek demonstrated to the farmer that organization 

was essential to congressional recognition of their prob

lems. His creation of the first effective agricultural 

lobby was a landmark in American agricultural history. 

Through this group the American people became aware of

15Time, October 12, 1936, pp. 17-18.
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agricultural problems and the need of government assist

ance in securing parity for agricultural products. The 

very idea of parity, or fair exchange value, was another 

contribution of Peek's. Even though it was merely a 

means of judging an adequate return for farm products, 

this concept was at the heart of agricultural legislation 

in 1933 and thereafter.

Peek can also be credited with forcing the Am

erican farmer to reconsider his traditional position on 

the tariff question, not that he urged them to abandon 

their support of the tariff, but rather, that they de

mand its extension to agricultural products. Although 

it might appear to be at variance with certain aspects 

of his devotion to the principles of laissez-faire, Peek 

also contributed the idea that effective agricultural 

legislation must be based upon compulsory cooperation.

The failure to incorporate this principle in subsequent 

farm legislation accounts, to some extent, for the fail

ure to realize the full intent of such legislation.

Probably one of the most outstanding of Peek's 

contributions to agricultural philosophy during the period
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was one which he unwillingly made, namely the concept 

of production control. Although he refused to accept 

the necessity of this principle, many of the agricul

turalists whom he led saw it as a logical development 

from Peek's own program, especially after the impossibil

ity of foreign dumping had been demonstrated.

The refusal of Peek to accept the need for pro

duction controls is undoubtedly the weakest part of his 

program. But other farm leaders were quick to recog

nize its necessity. This was especially true of Tug- 

well who viewed the control of agricultural output 

as an integral feature of national economic planning. 

Whereas the contributions of Peek to the new agricultur

al philosophy were on a practical, political level, 

those of Tugwell were more of an intellectual, philosoph

ic character. It is somewhat more difficult to pinpoint 

Tugwell's contributions to the Agricultural Adjustment 

Act because they are buried deep in the foundations of 

the Act itself. There is nothing so apparent as parity 

or licensing provisions which the observer might direct

ly attribute to Tugwell. But his contributions are of
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the greatest importance. Certainly, one cannot deny 

that Tugwell was influential in securing the accept

ance of the idea that government must take a positive 

role in economic life for the purpose of securing cer

tain rights which all members of society deserve. It 

is true that Peek also favored this approach, but not 

to the extent advocated by Tugwell. Basic to positive 

government action in the economic sphere was the devel

opment by Tugwell of a new economic theory, experiment - 

alism. We cannot claim that this theory was exclusive

ly that of Tugwell, but it is evident that he was its 

most erudite exponent within the Roosevelt Administra

tion. At the very least, Tugwell's rejection of class

ical economics and its dependence on natural law open

ed broad new vistas to those with the Roosevelt Adminis

tration who were dedicated to the correction of inequit

ies.

Also basic to the philosophy of the Agricultur

al Adjustment Act was Tugwell's idea of the function of 

economics. In his view, economic activity was to provide 

certain securities to all members of society. One would
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look in vain if he sought to find this explicitly stated 

in the Act, but the fact of economic planning is readily 

apparent. There is no reason to suppose that Tugwell 

meant to restrict his theories to only the farmers of 

the nation. When Tugwell advocated this goal for econ

omics, he was necessarily criticizing the selfish quest 

for profits and the American dedication to the principle 

of competition. He said that competition was not an es

sential part of American life and that planning could 

better provide for social needs. His view that govern

ment planning and control should provide for social needs 

is basic to the goals of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Fundamental to the Act were certain long-range 

goals such as raising technical efficiency and lowering 

costs of production, which Tugwell viewed as necessary 

to every industry. The means to this goal, the limita

tion of production to make farming profitable, probably 

constitutes one of Tugwell's best-known contributions 

to the Agricultural Adjustment Act. It is true that the 

need for such a measure was apparent to many by a single
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reference to the theory of supply and demand, but Tug- 

well recognized the further economic disadvantage suf

fered by the competitive farmer with his flexible prices 

when he dealt with the controlled production and rigid 

prices of industry. It was Tugwell's opinion that a 

favorable economic situation would exist only when the 

exchangeability among the various economic segments is 

based upon similar systems of production and price de

termination.

Among those in agreement with Tugwell's theory 

on economic interrelationship was Henry Wallace. Wal

lace believed that an economic balance must exist for 

a civilization to continue. Like Tugwell, his concern 

extended beyond the farmer, to society in general. Wal

lace's belief in production control as a means to econo

mic balance probably constitutes his chief contribution 

to the Agricultural Adjustment Act, but his attachment 

to the principle of man's brotherhood made the Act more 

than a machine designed to secure economic balance. From 

the first, the Act was dedicated to certain goals based 

upon the dignity of the individual and the rights flow
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ing from that dignity. It is impossible to ascertain 

the extent to which the personal philosophy of Wallace 

influenced this dedication, but suffice it to say that 

of the trio under consideration, it was Wallace who was 

most obviously concerned with such matters. The lead

ership which Wallace exercised both in the formulation 

of the Act and in its administration was also a valuable 

contribution to the new agricultural philosophy. His 

prestige as a member of the Wallace family and as the 

editor of a successful and influential farm paper was 

of inestimable value in making the radical new farm leg

islation acceptable to American farmers. It is also 

necessary to consider the contribution which Wallace 

made by his acceptance of the economic theory of Tug- 

well and by his realization that the Federal Government 

must assume the function of unifying and co-ordinating 

the efforts of American farmers.

In conclusion, the Agricultural Adjustment Act 

marks a revolutionary change in American agriculture, 

a change which was definitely influenced by George Peek, 

Rexford Tugwell, and Henry A. Wallace. These men, each
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in his own peculiar way, contributed to the development 

and acceptance of a new agricultural philosophy. Their 

efforts made America aware of the needs of agriculture, 

and their mental inventions were the vehicles used to 

fill these needs. Whether their contribution was the 

organization of a lobby or the creation of a profound 

economic theory, these men played a significant role in 

the adoption of a new attitude by government toward ag

riculture. More than any others, they led the American 

farmer to an awareness of the futility of their old 

ways, to an understanding of the position they held in 

a modern, complex society, and finally, to an acceptance 

of government as a partner in planning to meet the 

needs of the market.
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GROSS INCOME FROM FARM PRODUCTION AND EXPENDITURES FOR TAXES 
AND INTEREST ON MORTGAGES, 1909-1933 

(In million dollars)

Year Gross income froir 
farm production^ Taxes^ Interest on 

mortgages3

1909 6,238 200 189
1910 6,643 204 199
1911 6,372 210 210
1912 6,784 212 221
1913 6,975 218 232
1914 7,028 222 240
1915 7,395 243 252
1916 8,914 260 269
1917 12,832 292 299
1918 15,101 311 345
1919 16,935 393 401
1920 13,566 483 479
1921 8,927 510 545
1922 9,944 509 554
1923 11,041 516 568
1924 11,337 511 564
1925 11,968 517 567
1926 11,480 526 568
1927 11,616 545 568
1928 11,741 556 568
1929 11,941 567 563
1930 9,454 566 554
1931 6,968 519 545
1932 5,337 450 528
1933 6,406 387 511

^The estimates for 1909-1923 are based on items which 
represent about 95% of the gross income in 1924-1933.

^Revised estimates of taxes are based on a study of 
real estate taxes by states. In adjusting for total 
taxes it is assumed that the real estate tax is 85% 
and personal property tax is 15% of the total.
^Interpolations between total farm mortgages for 1910, 
1920, 1925, 1928, 1930, using smoothed estimates for 
1911-1919 derived from value of current agricultural 
capital, and smooth curve, 1920-1930.

Source: Deane W. Malott, Problems In Agricultural Mar
keting (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 
1938)7 P- 364.
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A P P E N D I X  B

PER PERSON
NET INCOME OF FARMERS AND NON-FARMERS (1915-1936)

IN DOLLARS

Year I On Farms From Farming Not On Farms
1915 135 502
1920 265 878
1925 223 812
1929 223 871
1930 170 761
1931 114 605
1932 74 442
1933 93 419
1934 111 488
1935 159 540
1936

1 7 1
626

Source: William N. Peach and Walter Krause, Basic 
Data Of The American Economy (Chicago: Richard 
Irwin, Inc., 1950), p. 229.
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INDEX NUMBERS OF FARM PRICES 
ALL GROUPS, 1910-1935 

(August, 1909 - July, 1914 = 100)

A P P E N D I X  C

Year Index Number Year
1 “ 1

Index Number
1910 102 1923 142
1911 95 1924 1431912 100 1925 156
1913 101 1926 145
1914 98 1927 139
1915 118 1928 149
1916 175 1929 146
1917 202 1930 126
1918 213 1931 87
1919 211 1932 65
1920 125 1933 70
1921 132 1934 90
1922 135 1935 108

Source: Malott, p. 363.

wmm
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INDEX NUMBERS OF PRICES PAID BY FARMERS 
FOR ALL COMMODITIES BOUGHT FOR USE IN PRODUCTION

1910-1935 
(1910-1914 = 100)

A P P E N D I X  D

Year Index Number Year

1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922

98
103
98 
102
99
104 
124 
151 
174 
192 
174 
141 
139

1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935

Index Number

141
143
147
146 
145
148
147 
140 
122
107
108
125
126

Source: Malott, p. 363
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APPENDIX E

o

|Cll AFTER 24.| -----
AN ACT

To relievo the exliting national Monomio emorgoner by Innrsidng sgrtoulturst
purchasing power, to raise revenue for extraordinary expone« incurved by —tu-Sc-S—At-  
reason of such emergency, to provide emergency relief with respect to agri- 1
cultural indebtedness, to provide for the orderly liquidation ofjoint*otoek 
land banka, and for other purposes.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House o f Representative» o f the ***■■*— « 

United States o f America in Congreso oeeombiéd, " A r t « , m

TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT
Dmxaxatiom or Etmowfor

That the 
quenco o

present acute economic emergency being in part the eonse- 
t a severe and increasing disparity between tbs prices o f 1 

agricultural and other commodities, which disparity has largely 
destroyed the purchasing power o f farmers for industrial products, 
has broken down the orderly exchange o f commodities, and has seri
ously impaired the agricultural assets supporting the national credit 
structure, it is hereby declared that these conditions in the basic 
industry of agriculture have affected transactions in agricultural 
commodities with a national public interest, have burdened and 
obstructed the normal currents o f commsrcs in such commoditise, 
and render imperative the immediate enactment o f title I  o f this Act.

«
* a
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D id n lk ict| rfh f

----------------  8 ia  SL It  1« hereby declared to be the policy o f ConcrMo— •
g f i T i r t S s t  ^  f fw g f fa * » h  heianoe between the pvodno*

w»d «naum ption o f agricultural commodities, and sudbTmar.

le^Bl that will gira agricultural eonunoditiM a purchasing power 
«— 7  th r^Poct to articka that farmara buy, equivalent to the purchae-

imttkmn. *n9.P°W6r o f agricultural eonunoditiM in the baae period. The hMi
- -  ——  P®1”??® in the caae o f all agricultural commoditiee except tobacco

ahall be the prewar period, August 1909-July 1914. In the m m o I  
Jul °1929^e °*** “ *11 he the postwar period, August 1919.

teSiSIflif r r ~" (J)I To approach such equality o f purchasing power by gradual
correction o f the present inequalities therein at as rapid a rate as is 
deemed feasible in new  o f the ounfent consumptive * .

_____ domestic and foreign markets. r
wFSES (3) To protect the consumers' interest by readjusting farm pro*

duction at such level as will not increase the percentage o f the
i rt^ .v exp2?ditar? .  for ngnculturalcommoditieeL or. products derived therefrom, which is returned to the farm er/abom  

the percentage which was returned to the fanner in the prewar 
penod, August 1909-July 1914. v

P A R T  1-—COTTON OPTION CONTRACTS
•w*- »  -""**"***i  8 *x  A  The Federal Farm Board and all departments >»«4 other

agencies o f the Government, not including the Federal intermediate 
o*i*-w ad u b . cr*^J.t h»nks. are hereby directed—  ..j

and u S wMnr «J (a ) To sell to the Secretary o f Agriculture at such price m  m ar 
be in w d  upon, not in excem o f the market price, aUeotton now 

M  ut. owned by them. y ^
£ & t amZ ,T !“  (bi T ojake such action wid to make such settlements as are neoea.' rary in order to acquire full legal title to all cotton on which rnooev 

hM been loaned or advanced by any department or agency o f the 
United States, including futures contracts for cotton orw h ich  is 
held as collateral for louts or advanoes and to «»»W+ t».|  

w-.^. „  mô  <« Rich loans and advancM as follow s:
■mm. U ) 1x1 making such settlements with regard to cotton,

operations to which such cotton is related, such | takm
M m  • •  M M  °y. * “  sach departments or agencim other than tha Secratarv 

■■■at !■■■«. of^Agriculture at a price or sum equal to tha amounts d irectly «*
■h - u t  jndirccUy loaned or advanced thereon and outstanding, includbi#  

loans by the Government department or agency and anvloanasMMP" 
thereto, plus anv sums required to adjust advancm to grow ew to # 

cmmml ? °  P*f " “ t“ ®  ^mlo« o f their ootton at tha date o f ttadeUvery
Owpmhii, ?n the first instance as collateral to the department or agenev

involved, such sums to be computed by subtracting the total amount 
abeady advanced to growers on account o f pools o f which such 
oottonwaa a part, from 90 percentum o f the value o f the cotton to 
be taken over as o f the time o f  such delivery as collateral, plus 
unpaid accrued carrying chargee and operating coats on such ^
Ism, however, any existing assets o f the borrower derived fr a n a n  
income, earnings, or profits arising from such cotton, an dfru m  ** 
operations to which such cotton is related; all as determined bv the 

.o h m M m *  d*Rfft“ ent 5r * i#nV  making the settlement. J
kumitariMMM (8) The Secratarv o f Agriculture shall m il^  settlements with 

respect to cotton held as collateral for loans or advancm mads bv 
him on such terms M in his judgment may be deemed advisable.
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and to carry out the provisions o f this section, is anthoriasd to J f j  
indemnify or furnish bonds to warehousemen for lost warahon 
receipts and to pay the premiums on such hoods.

When full legal title to the ootton referred to in (b ) has been 
acquired, it shall be sold to the Secretary o f Agriculture for the 
purposes o f this section, in the earns manner as provided in <*).

(c ) The Secretary o f Agriculture is hereby authorised to purchase 
the ootton specified in paragraphs fa ) and (b ). _ .

Sea 4  The Secretary o f Agriculture shall have authority to 
borrow money upon au cotton in his possassinn or oontrol and 

'deposit as collateral for — warehousa rabeipte for such ’ F 
cotton.

Saa 6. The Reconstruction Finance Corporation is hereby author* uESfoSZStSU. ^  
iced and directed to advance money and to make loans to the Seen* . W. « a »  
tary o f Agriculture to acquire such ootton and to pay the dossing, 
carrying, and merchandising costs thereon, in such amounts ana 
upon such terms as may be sp eed  upon by the Secretary and the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, with such warehouse reoeipte 
ae collateral security: /W vided, Aowever, That in any instanoe 
where it is impossible or impracticable for the Secretary to deliver 
such warehouse receipts as oollateral security for the advances and 
loans herein provided to be made, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation may aocept in lieu o f all or any part thereof such other 
security as it may consider acceptable for the purposee aforesaid, 
including an assignment or assignments o f the equity rad interest
o f the Secretary in warehouse receipts pledged to secure other ........  f0_ .
indebtedness. The amount o f notes, bonds, debentures, and other 
such obligations which the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is 

. authorised rad empowered to issue and to have outstanding  at ray 
one time under existing law is hereby increased by an amount 
sufficient to carry out the provisions o f this section.

Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary o f Agriculture is hereby authorised to 
enter into option contracts with the producers o f ootton to sell to 
any such producer an amount o f cotton to be agreed upon not in 
excess o f the amount o f reduction in production o f ootton by such 
producer below the amount produced by him in the preceding crop 
year, in all cases where such producer agrees in writing to reduce 
the amount o f ootton produced by him in IMS, below his production 
in the previous year, by not less than 80 per oantum, without increase 
in commercial fertilisation per acre.

(b ) To ray such producer so agreeing to reduce production the sm 
Secretary o f Agriculture shall deliver a non transferable-option 
contract agreeing to eell to said producer an amount, equivalent to 
the amount o f hie agreed reduction, o f the ootton in the possession
and oontrol o f the Secretary. -  - M

(c ) The producer is to have the option to buy said ootton at the »8
average price paid by the Secretary for the ootton procured under
section 8, and is to have the right at ray time up to January 1,1984, 
to exercise his option, upon proof that he has complied with his 
contract rad with all the rules and regulations o f the Secretary o f  
Agriculture with respect thereto, by taking  said ootton upon pay* 
ment by him o f his option price and all actual carrying charges on 
such cotton; or the Secretary may sell such cotton for the account o f  
such producer, paying him the excess o f the market price at the date 
of sale over the average price above referred to after deducting all 
actual and necessary carrying charges: Provided, That in no event 
shall the producer be hold responsible or liable for financial lose 
incurred in the holding o f such ootton or on account o f the carrying 
charges therein; /W eeded  furthir, That snob agreement to curtail

Ms."*
Met
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cotton production »hell contain * further provision that such ool ton

Sroducer shall not use the land taken out o f cotton production fqr 
îe production for sale, directly or indirectly, o f any other nationally 

produced agricultural commodity or product.
(d) I f  any cotton held by the Secretary o f Agriculture is not 

disposed o f under subsection (c ). the Secretary is authorised to enter 
into similar option contracts with respect to such cotton, conditioned 
upon a like reduction o f production in 1984, and permitting the

Producer in each case to exercise his option at any time ud to 
anuary 1, 1935.

rI1^ïî^y'or" Uln,■ .S*o- 7- The Secretary shall sell the cotton held by him at his 
210' discretion, but subject to the foregoing provisions : Provided, That 

Toufdtapoduon by he shall dispose o f all cotton held Dy him by March 1, 1980: 
!.rch l.iwj. opU))o Provided further, That the Secretary shall have authority to enter 

into additional option contracts for so much o f such cotton as is not 
necessary to comply with the provisions o f section 6, in combination 
with benefit payments as provided for in part 2 of this title.

Part 2— Commodity Benefits
O EN UAL POWERS

Seo. 8. In order to effecuate1 the declared policy, the Secretary 
o f Agriculture shall have power— 5

(1) To provide for reduction in the acreage or reduction in tha 
production for market, or both, o f any basic agricultural commodity, 
through agreements with producers or by other voluntary method, 
and to provide for rental or benefit payments in connection therewith 
or upon that part o f the production o f any basic agricultural com
modity required for domestic consumption, in such amounts as tha 
Secretary deems fair and reasonable, to be paid out o f any moneys 
available for such payments. Under regulations o f the Secretary of 
Agriculture requiring adequate facilities for the storage o f any 
non-perishable agricultural commodity on the farm, inspection and 
measurement o f any such commodity so stored, and the locking and 
sealing thereof, and such other regulations as may be prescribed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture for the protection o f such commodity 
and for the marketing thereof, a reasonable percentage o f any benefit 
payment may be advanced on any such commodity so stored. I . 
such case, such deduction may be made from the amount or t w 
benefit payment as the Secretary o f Agriculture determines will 
reasonably compensate for the cost of inspection and sealing, but 
no deduction may be made for interest.

(2) To enter into marketing agreements with processors, asso
ciations o f producers, and others engaged in the linndling, in the 
current o f interstate or foreign commerce o f any agricultural com
modity or product thereof, after due notice and opportunity for 
hearing to interested parties. The making o f any such agreement 
shall not be held to be in violation o f any of the antitrust laws o f 
the United States, and any such agreement shall be deemed to be 
lawful : Provided, That no such agreement shall remain in force 
after the termination o f this A ct For the purpose o f carrying out 
any such agreement the parties thereto shall be eligible for loans 
from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation under section 5 o f  the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation A ct Such loans shall not be 
in excess o f such amounts as may be authorized by the agreements

rid CONGRESS. 8ESS. I. CH. it . MAY II, IN I. f '
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•So la original.
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(i)  To issue licenses permitting processors, associations o f pro
ducers, and others to engage in the handling, in the current of 
interstate or foreign commerce, o f any agricultural commodity or 
product thereof, or any competing commodity or product thereof. 
Such licenses shall be subject to such terms and conditions, not in 
conflict with existing Acts o f Congress or regulations pursuant there
to, as may be necessary to eliminate unfair practices or charges that 
prevent or tend to prevent the effectuation of the declared policy and 
the restoration of normal economic conditions in the marketing of 
such commodities or products and the financing thereof. The Secre
tary of Agriculture may suspend or revoke any such license, after due 
notice and opportunity for hearing, for violations o f the terms or 
conditions thereof. Any order o l the Secretary suspending or 
revoking any such license shall be final i f  in accordance withlaw. 
Any such person engaged in such handling w i^ o u ta lice n s e a s  
required by the Secretary under this section shall be subject to a fine 
of^ not more than $1,000 for each day during which the violation

To require any licensee under this section to furnish such 
reports as to quantities of agricultural commodities or products 
thereof bought and sold and the prices thereof, and as to trade 
practices and charges, and to keep such systems of accounts, as may 
bo necessary for the purpose of part 2 of this title.

(5) No person engaged in the storage in a public warehouse of 
any basic agricultural commodity in the current o f interstate or 
foreign commerce, shall deliver any such commodity upon which 
a warehouse receipt has been issued and is outstanding, without 
prior surrender and cancellation of such warehouse receipt Any 
iK-rw-n violating any of the provisions of this subsection shall, upon 
conviction, l*c punished by a fine of not more than $5,0W, or by 
imprisonment tor not more than two years, or both. The Secretary 
of Agriculture may revoke any license issued under subsection (8} of 
this section, if ho finds, after duo notice and opportunity for hearing, 
that tlio liccuseo has violated the provisions of tins subsection.

PROCESSING TAX

85
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by reason o f the national economic emergency, there shall be levied 
processing taxes as hereinafter provided. When the Secretary of 
Agriculture determines that rental or benefit payments are to be 
iniide with respect to any basic agricultural commodity, he shall 
proclaim such determination, and a processing tax shall be m effect 
with rc-siicct to such commodity from the beginning of the marketing 
year therefor next following the date of such proclamation. The 
processing tax shall be levied, assessed, and collected upon the first 
domestic processing o f the commodity, whether o f domestic pro
duction or imported, and shall be paid by the processor. The rato 
of tax shall conform to the requirements o f subsection (b ). Such 
rate shall bo determined by the Secretory o f Agriculture as of the 
date the tax first takes effect, and the rate so determined shall, at 
Mich intervals as the Secretary finds necessary to effectuate the 
declared policy, be adjusted by him to conform to such requirements. 
The processing tax shall terminate at the end o f the marketing year 
current at the time the Secretory proclaims that rental or benefit 
payments are to be discontinued with respect to such commodity. 
The marketing year for each commodity shall be ascertained and
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?rescribed by regulation* o f the Secretary o f Agriculture: Provided, 
'hat upon any article upon which a manufacturers’ sales tax is 

levied under the authority o f the Revenue Act o f 1982 and which 
manufacturers' sales tax is computed on the basis o f weight, such 
manufacturers’ sales tax shall be computed on the basis o f the weight 
o f said finished article less the weight o f the processed cotton 
contained therein on which a processing tax has been paid.

(b) The processing tax shall be at such rate as equals the differ* 
ence between the current average farm price for the commodity and 
the fair exchange value o f the commodity; except that if the Secre
tary has reason to believe that the tax at such rate will cause such 
reduction in the quantity o f the commodity or products thereof 
domestically consumed as to result in the accumulation of surplus 
stocks of the commodity or products thereof or in the depression o f 
the farm price o f the commodity, then he shall cause an appropriate 
investigation to be made and anord due notice and opportunity for 
hearing to interested parties. I f  thereupon the Secretary finds that 
such result will occur, then the processing tax shall be at such rate 
as will prevent such accumulation o f surplus stocks and depression 
o f the farm price o f the commodity, fn  computing the current 
average farm price in the case of wheat, premiums paid producers 
for protein content shall not be taken into account

(c) For the purposes o f part 2 o f this title, the fair exchange 
value o f a commodity shall be the price therefor that will give the 
commodity the same purchasing power, with respect to articles 
farmers buy, as such commodity had during the base period speci
fied in section 2 ; and the current average Iarm price and the fair 
exchange value snail be ascertained by the Secretary o f Agriculture 
from available statistics o f the Department of Agriculture, 

id) As used in part 2 o f this title—
(1) In case of wheat, rice, and corn, the term “ processing’’ 

means the milling or other processing (except cleaning and drying) 
of wheat, rice, or corn for market, including custom milling for toll 
as well as commercial milling, but shall not include the grinding or 
cracking thereof not in the form of flour for feed purposes only.

(2) In case o f cotton, the term “ processing”  means the spin
ning, manufacturing, or other processing ¿except ginning) of cot
ton ; and the term “ cotton ”  shall not include cotton linters.

(3) In cose o f tobacco, the term “ processing ”  means the manu
facturing or other processing (except drying or converting into 
insecticides and fertilizers) o f  toDacco.

(4) In case o f hogs, the term “  processing ”  means the slaughter 
o f nogs for market

(5) In the case o f any other commodity, the term “  processing”  
means any manufacturing or other processing involving a change 
in the form of the commodity or its preparation for market, as 
defined by regulations o f the Secretary o f Agriculture; and in 
prescribing such regulations the Secretary shall give due weight 
to the customs o f the industry.

(e) When any processing tax, or increase or decrease therein, 
takes effect in respect of a commodity the Secretary o f Agriculture, 
in order to prevent pyramiding of the processing tax and profiteer
ing in the sale o f the products derived from the commodity, shall 
make public such information as he deems necessary regarding 
(1) the relationship between the processing tax and the price paid 
to producers o f the commodity, (2) the effect o f the processing tax 
upon prices to consumers of products of the commodity, (3) the 
relationship, in previous periods, between prices paid to the pro
ducers of the commodity and prices to consumers of the products

158.
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thereof, and (4) the situation in foreign countries relating to prices r**.p *n. 
paid to producers o f the commodity and prices to consumers o f the 
products thereof.

MlSCZU^KXOUS

S ec. 10. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture may appoint such 
officers and employees, subject to the provisions o f the Classification 
Act of 1923 and Acts amendatory thereofj and such experts as aro 
necessary to execute the functions vested in him by this title; and 
the Secretary may make such appointments without regard to the 
civil service laws or regulations : Provided, That no salary in excess 
of $10,000 per annum snail be paid to any officer, employee, or expert 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, which the Secre
tary shall establish in the Department o f Agriculture for the admin- 

0ist ration o f the functions vested in him by this title. Title I I  of the 
Act entitled “ An Act to maintain the credit of the United States 
Government” , approved March 20, 1933, to the extent that it pro
vides for the impoundment of appropriations on account of reduc
tions in compensation, shall not operate to require such impoundment 
under appropriations contained m this A ct

(b) The Secretary o f Agriculture is authorised to establish, for 
the more effective administration o f the functions vested in him by 
this title, State and local committees, or associations of producers, 
and to permit cooperative associations of producers, when in his 
judgment they are qualified to do so, to act as agents of their mem
bers and patrons in connection with the distribution o f rental or 
benefit payments.

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, with the approval 
of the President, to make such regulations with the force and effect 
of law as may be necessary to carry out the powers vested in him 
by this title, including regulations establishing conversion factors 
for any commodity and article processed therefrom to determine 
the amount of tax imposed or refunds to be made with respect 
thereto. Any violation of any regulation shall be subject to such 
penalty, not m excess of $100, as may be provided therein.

(d) The Secretary o f the Treasury is authorized to make such 
regulations as may do necessary to carry out the powers vested in 
him by this title.

(e) The action o f any officer, employee, or agent in determining 
the amount o f and in making any rental or benefit payment shall 
not be subject to review by any officer o f the Government other 
than the Secretary o f Agriculture or Secretary of the Treasury.

(f )  The provisions o f  this title shall be applicable to the United 
States and its possessions, except the Philippine Islands, the Virgin 
Islands, American Samoa, the Canal Zone, and the island o f Guam.

(g) No person shall, while acting in any official capacity in the 
administration of this title, speculate, directly or indirectly, in any 
agricultural commodity or product tnereof, to which this title ap
plies, or in contracts relating thereto, or in the stock or membership 
interests o f any association or corporation engaged in handling, 
processing, or disposing o f any such commodity or product. Any 
person violating this subsection shall upon conviction thereof be 
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than two years, 
or both.

(h) For the efficient administration o f  the provisions of part 2 
of this title, the provisions, including penalties, o f sections 8, 9, 
and 10 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, approved September 
26, 1914, are made applicable to the jurisdiction, powers, and duties 
o f the Secretary in administering the provisions ofLthis'title and to
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any person subject to the provisions o f this title, whether or not a 
corporation. Hearings authorised or required under this title 
be conducted by the Secretory o f Agriculture or such officer or 
employee o f the Department as he may designate for the purpose. 
The Secretary may report any yiolation o f any agreement entered 
into under part 2 o f this title to the Attorney General o f the United 
States, who shall cause appropriate proceedings to enforce such 
ngreement to be commenced ana prosecuted in the proper courts of 
(he United States without delay.

COMMODITIES

S eo. 11. As used in this title, the term “  basic agricultural com
modity ”  means wheat, cotton, field corn, hogs, rice, tobacco, and millr 
and its products, and any regional or market classification, type, or 
grade thereof; but the Secretary o f Agriculture shall exclude from 
the operation of the provisions o f this title, during any period, any 
such commodity or classification, type, or grade thereof if  he finds, 
upon investigation at any time and after due notice and opportunity 
for hearing to interested parties, that the conditions o f production, 
marketing, and consumption are such that during such period this 
title can not bo effectively administered to the end of effectuating 
the declared policy with respect to such commodity or classification, 
type, or grade thereof.

APPROPRIATION

S eo. 12. (a) There is hereby appropriated, out o f any money in 
the Treasuir not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $100,000,000 
to be available to the Secretary o f  Agriculture for administrative 
expenses under this title and for rental and benefit payments made 
with respect to reduction in acreage or reduction in production for 
market under part 2 o f this title. Such sum shall remain available 
until expended. '

(b) In addition to the foregoing, the proceeds derived from all 
taxes imposed under this title are nereby appropriated to be avail
able to the Secretary o f Agriculture for expansion o f market* and 
removal o f surplus agricultural products and the following purpose* 
under part 2 or this title : Administrative expenses, rental and
fit payments, and refunds on taxes. The Secretary of Agricultura 
and the Secretary o f the Treasury shall jointly estimate from time 
to time the amounts, in addition to any money available under sub
section (a ), currently required for such purposes; and the Secretary 
o f the Treasury shall, out o f any money in the Treasury not other
wise appropriated, advance to the Secretary o f Agriculture the 
amounts so estimated. The amount o f any such advance shall be 
deducted from such tax proceeds as shall subsequently become avail
able under this subsection.

(c) The administrative expenses provided for under this section 
shall include, among others, expenditures for personal services and 
rent in the District o f  Columbia and elsewhere, for law books and 
books o f reference, for contract stenographic reporting services, and 
for printing and paper in addition to allotments under the existing 
law. The Secretary o f Agriculture shall transfer to the Treasury 
Department, and is authorized to transfer to other agencies, out of 
funds available for administrative expenses under this title, such 
sums as are required to pay administrative expenses incurred and 
refunds made by such department or agencies in the administration 
o f this title.

Tad CONGRESS. SESS. I. CH. 80. M AY 18, 1801.
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TERMINATION OF ACT

Sec. 13. Th,is title shall cease to be in effect whenever the Presi
dent finds and proclaims that the national economic emergency in 
relation to agriculture has been ended; and pending such time the 
President shall by proclamation terminate with respect to any basic 
agricultural commodity such provisions of this title as he finds are 

' not requisite to carrying out the declared policy with respect to such 
commodity. The Secretary of Agriculture shall make such investi
gations and reports thereon to the President as may be necessary to 

. aid him in executing this section.
SEPARABILITY 0 T PROVISIONS

Seo. 14. I f  any provision o f this title is declared unconstitutional, 
or the applicability thereof to any person, circumstance, or commod
ity is held invalid the validity or the remainder o f this title and the 
applicability thereof to other persons, circumstances, or commodities 
shall not be uffccted thereby.

SUPPLEMENTARY REVENUE PROVISIONS

EXEMPTIONS AND COMPENSATING TAXES

Sec. 15. (a) I f  the Secretary of Agriculture finds, upon investiga
tion at any time and after due notice and opportunity for hearing to 
interested parties, that any class of products of any commodity is 
of such low value compared with the quantity of the commodity 
used for their manufacture that tho imposition o f the processing 
tax would prevent in wholo or in largo part the use o f the commod
ity in the iiiaiiufacturo of such products and thereby substantially 

, reduce consumption and increase tho surplus of the commodity, then 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall so certify to the Secretary of tho 
Treasury, and (he Secretary of the Treasury shall abate or refund 
any processing tax as.-essed or paid after the date of such certifica
tion with respect to such amount of the commodity as is used in the 
manufacture of such products.

(h) No tax shall bo required to be paid on the processing o f any 
commodity by or for tho producer thereof for consumption by his 
own family, employees, or household; and the Secretary o f Agri
culture is authorized, by regulations, to exempt from the payment of 
the processing tax the processing o f commodities by or for the pro
ducer (hereof for sale by him where, in the judgment o f the Secre
tary', the imposition o f  a processing tax with respect thereto is 
unnecessary to effectuate tho declared policy.

(c) Any person delivering nny product to any organization for 
charitable distribution or use shall, if such product or the com
modity frorii which processed, is under this title subject to tax, 
bo entitled to a refund of the amount of any tax paid under this 
title with respect to such product so delivered.

(d) The Secretary of Agriculture shall ascertain from time to 
timo whether tho payment o f the processing tax upon any basic 
agricultural commodity is causing or will cause to the processors 
thereof disadvantages in competition from competing commodities 
by reason of excessive shifts in consumption between such commodi
ties or products thereof. I f  the Secretary of Agriculture finds, after 
investigation and due notice and opportunity for hearing to inter
ested parties, that such disadvantages in competition exist, or will 
exist, lie shall proclaim such finding. The Secretary shall specify 
in this proclamation the competing commodity and tho compensating 
rato of tax on the processing thereof necessary to prevent such
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disadvantages in competition. Thereafter there shall be levied 
ussessed, and collected upon tho first domestic processing o f such 
competing commodity a tax, to be paid by the processor, at the rate 
specihed, until such rate is altered pursuant to a further finding 
under this section, or the tax or rate thereof on the basic agricultural 
commodity is altered or terminated. In no case shall the tax imposed 
upon such oompeUng commodity exceed that imposed per equivalent 
unit, asi determined by the Secretary, upon the basic agricultural 
commodity.

(e) During any period for which a processing tax is in effect with 
respect to any commodity there shall be levied, assessed, collected 
and paid upon any article processed or manufactured wholly or in 
chief value from such commodity and imported into the United 
States or any possession thereof to which this title applies from 
any foreign country or from any possession o f the United States 
to which this title does not apply, a compensating tax equal to the 
amount of the processing tax in effect with respect to domestic 
processing at the time o f importation: Provided, That all taxes 
collected under this subsection upon articles coming from the pos
sessions o f  the United States to which this title does not apply shall 
not be covered into the general fund of the Treasury o f the United 
btates but shall be held as a separate fund and paid into the Treasury 
o f the said possessions, respectively, to be used and expended by the 
governments thereof for the benefit of agriculture. Such tax shall 
be paid prior to the release o f the article from customs custody or 
control. J

FLOOR STOCKS

Floor «took«.
T u  «djususeat*. Seo. 16. (a) Upon the sale or other disposition o f any article 
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is held for sale or other disposition (including articles in transit) 
by any person, there shall bo made a tax adjustment as follows:

(1) Whenever the processing tax first takes effect, there shall be
levied, assessed, and collected a tax to be paid by such person equiv
alent to the amount o f  the processing tax which would be payable 
with respect to the commodity from which processed if the procetsimr 
had occurred on such date. 6

(2) Whenever the processing tax is wholly terminated, there shall 
be refunded to such person a sum (or if  it has not been paid, the 
tax shall bo abated) m an amount equivalent to the processing tax 
with respect to the commodity from which processed.

(b) The tax imposed by subsection (a) shall not apply to the 
retail stocks o f persons engaged in retail trade, held at the date the 
processing tax first takes effect: but such retail stocks shall not 
be deemed to include stocks held in a warehouse on such date, or 
such portion o f other stocks held on such date as are not so li or 
otherwise disposed o f within thirty days thereafter. The tax refund 
or abatement provided in subsection (a) shall not apply to the retail 
stocks o f persons engaged in retail trade, held on the date the
processing tax is wholly terminated.

Export refund. 
•Pwf. p. *78.

EXPORTATIONS

i U p o n  the exportation to any foreign country (includ- 
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has been paid under this title the exporter thereof shall be entitled 
at the time of exportation to a refund of the amount o f such tax.

(b) Upon the giving of bond satisfactory to the Secretary o f the processing for m- 
Treasury for the faithful observance of the provisions of this title p!j£ £ ",UBiirb,ndL 
requiring the payment o f taxes, any person shall bo entitled, without “  ,CI',UQ "  
payment of the tax, to process for such exportation any commodity /*•< pi>. «?«. «7*. 
with respect to which a tax is imposed by this title, or to hold for 
such exportation any articlo processed wholly or in chief value 
therefrom.

EXISTING CONTOAOTfl Existing contrite.

Skc. 18. (a) I f  (1) any processor, jobber, or wholesaler has, prior 
to the date & tax with respect to any commodity is first imposed det*. 
under this title, made a bona fide contract o f sale for delivery on or 
after such date, of any article processed wholly or in chief value from 
such commodity, and i f  (2) such contract does not permit the 
addition to the amount to bo paid thereunder of the whole of such Payment by vsndeo. 
tax, then (unless the contract prohibits such addition) the vendee 
shall pay so much o f the tax as is not permitted to bo adUed to the 
contract price. *

(b) Taxes payable by the vendee shall bo paid to the vendor at v*y'
tho time the sale is consummated and shall be collected and paid to 
tiic United States by the vendor in the same manner as other taxes 
under this title. In case of failure or refusal by the vendee to pay «»port of failure, 
such taxes to the vendor, the vendor shall report the facts to the 
Commissioner o f Internal Revenue who shall cause collections of 
such taxes to be made from the vendee.

COLLECTION OF TAXES

Sro. 19. (a) The taxes provided in this title shall be collected by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue under the direction o f the Secretary 
of the Treasury. Such taxes shall be paid into the Treasury of the 
United States. t

(b) All provisions o f law, including penalties, applicable with 
respect to tho taxes imposed by section 600 of tho Revenue Act of 
1920, and tho provisions of section 626 o f the Revenue Act o f 1932, 
shall, in so far as applicable and not inconsistent with the provisions 
of this title, be applicable in respect of taxes imposed by this title: 
1‘rod Jed, That the Secretary o f the Treasury is authorized to permit 
postponement, for a period not exceeding ninety days, o f the 
payment of taxes covered by any return under this title.

(c) In order that the payment of taxes under this title may not 
impose any immediate undue financial burden upon processors or 
distributors, any processor or distributor subject to such taxes shall 
Ini eligible lor loans from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
under section 5 of tho Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act.
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Provision! governing collection!.V ol. 44. p. #3; Vol. <7, 
p.*# .

ProrUo.
Postponement!. 
P H .  p. 1M1

Loens to processor*

«77. 
P. «.



164.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y  

ORIGINAL SOURCES

BOOKS

Baker., 0. E., Borsodi, Ralph, and Wilson, M. L. Agri
culture In Modem Life. New York: Harper and 
Brothers Publishers, 1939.

Although the theme of this book does not 
concern itself with the study involved, the sec
tion contributed by Mr. Wilson is particularly 
interesting in its presentation of the developing 
culture of agricultural America.

Ickes, Harold L. The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes,
The First Thousand Days, 1933-1936. New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1953.

This is an interesting, day-by-day account 
of the First New Deal. It contains some valuable 
insights into the character and personalities of 
certain members of the Department of Agriculture.

Peek, George N., with Samuel Crowther. Why Quit Our 
Own? New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc.,
1936.

This book is undoubtedly one of the most 
valuable sources available on the problem under 
consideration. It clearly portrays the position 
held by one of the leading *'agrarians" , sometimes 
in a rather vehement manner.

Rosenman, Samuel I. (ed.) The Public Papers And Addresses 
Of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Vol. I: The Genesis Of 
The New Deal, 1928-1932. Vol. II: The Year Of 
Crisis, 1933. Vol. Ill: The Advance Of Recovery 
And Reform, 1934. Vol. IV: The Court Disapproves, 
1935. New York: Random House, 1938.

This work was of value insofar as the public
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speeches of President Roosevelt are concerned 
with the agricultural problem.

Tugwell, Rexford Guy. The Battle For Democracy. New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1935.

This book reviews generally the progress 
of the New Deal through 1934. It explains the 
innovations and encourages further change ac
cording to the author's convictions.

________. “Experimental Economics," The Trend Of
Economics. New York: F. S. Crofts and Company, 
1930.

The chapter contributed by Tugwell to this 
book is interesting in that it presents the broad 
economic philosophy of one of the principals in 
the matter under consideration.

________ • The Industrial Discipline And The Governmental
Arts. New York: Columbia University Press, 1933.

This interesting and highly valuable source 
exposes the basic tenets of this important member 
of the Department of Agriculture during the period 
in question.

Wallace, Henry Agard. Democracy Reborn (edited by Rus
sell Lord). New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1944.

This book is a composite of many of the pub
lic papers and speeches of Secretary Wallace. It 
is particularly helpful in clarifying his personal 
philosophy concerning many facets of life.

________• New Frontiers. New York: Reynal and Hitch
cock, 1934.

This book was of particular value in this 
study because it deals with the problem under con
sideration and because it was written during this 
period. It is especially valuable in that it 
clarifies Wallace's economic philosophy.

________• Statesmanship And Religion. New York: Round
Table Press, Inc., 1934.

This is another valuable source in that it
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presents the thoughts of Wallace on the concept 
of social justice. It espouses the necessity of 
changing the national characteristic from one of 
"rugged individualism1* to one of Christian re
sponsibility based upon the brotherhood of men.

__ • The Century of The Common Man. New York:
Reynal and Hitchcock, 1943.

Although this book was written at a time of 
no significance to this particular study, it does 
illustrate the full development of Wallace's inter
nationalist attitude.

__• uThe Price Of Free World Victory," Prefaces
To Peace. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1943.

The article written by Wallace for this 
book while he was Vice-President was of little 
value in this study except insofar as it is evi
dence of his tendency toward a system of economic 
internationalism.

__. Whose Constitution? An Inquiry Into The
General Welfare. New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 
1936.

Those sections of this book dealing with an 
analysis of the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis
tration and the long-range program for agriculture 
were valuable to this study. For the most part, 
the book is superficial in its treatment of the 
Constitution.

PERIODICALS

Davis, Chester C. "The Farmers' Income Has Increased," 
Review Of Reviews. XCI, No. 4 (April, 1935).

This article, written while the author was 
the Administrator of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Administration, illustrates that the views of Wal
lace and Tugwell concerning the tariff and foreign 
trade had gained in prestige following Peek's 
departure.

V
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________• “Toward Planned Harvests,“ Review Of Reviews.
LXXXVIII, No. 6 (December, 1933)7 —

Written while the author was Director of 
Production in the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis
tration, this article explains why the author 
thinks production control is a necessity.

Peek, George N. “The McNary-Haugen Plan For Relief,“
Garrent History, XXIX, No. 2 (November, 1928).

This article is an explanation of his propos
als for the relief of agriculture and a counter
attack against those who criticize the bill.

Tugwell, Rexford Guy. “America's War-Time Socialism,“
The Nation, CXXIV, No. 3222 (April 6, 1927).

After surveying the success of the War In
dustries Board, the author bemoans the return to 
the competitive system because of its wasteful
ness in terms of the national strength.

________• “Farm Relief And A Permanent Agriculture,"
The Annals, CXLII (March, 1929).

For the most part this is an essay on the 
history of world agricultural development, but 
the author does suggest the need for government 
controls at a time when such a course of action 
was unrecognized in high government circles.

________• ‘‘Reflections On Farm Relief," Political
Science Quarterly, XLIII, No. 4 (December, 1928).

This article is probably the most forth
right exposition of the author's plans for govern
ment control of agricultural production.

_______ • “The Price Also Rises,15 Fortune, IX, No.l
(January, 1934).

This article, written when the author was 
Assistant-Secretary of Agriculture, is a candid 
presentation of Agricultural Adjustment Adminis
tration philosophy, and a defense of the results 
of such a policy on the non-farmers.
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________. “The Principle Of Planning And The Institu
tion of Laissez-Faire," The American Economic 
Review, XXII, No. 1 (March, 1923).

This article is particularly interesting in 
that it is a presentation of the author's views 
on the principle of planning in the economic order.

________. “The Problem Of Agriculture,11 Political Science
Quarterly, XXXIX, No. 4 (December, 1924).

This rather early article concerns itself 
with the actual existing economic conditions prin
cipally, but it does give indications of the future 
thinking of the author on solutions to these same 
problems.

________• “What Will Become Of The Farmer?" The Nation,
CXXIV, No. 3232 (June 15, 1927).

This article presents the views of the author 
concerning the McNary-Haugen approach to the agri
cultural problem. Generally speaking, he regards 
it as ineffectual and artificial.

Wallace, Henry A. "American Agriculture And World Mar- 
kets," Foreign Affairs, XII, No. 2 (January,
1934).

This article defends the temporary expedient 
of production control which had been adopted by 
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, and 
advocates an internationalist approach to foreign 
trade.

________. "Stabilization Of Farm Prices And The McNary-
Haugen Bill," The Annals. CXLII, (March, 1929).

Wallace seemed to be aiming this article at 
Hoover in the form of an appeal that he do some
thing for the farmer. It illustrates, at least 
by its lack of enthusiasm, Wallace's doubts about 
the effectiveness of the McNary-Haugen solution.

________. “The Secretary Of Agriculture Takes The Stand,"
The American Magazine, CXVIII, No. 1 (July, 1934).

This interview with Wallace was geared to 
the general reading public and, as such, it was
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helpful only in clarifying his position on the 
overall goal of the agricultural program.

__• “Supply And Price Interactions In Farm And
City Products,n The Annals. CXVII, (January, 1925 .

This is one of the author's earliest national 
articles espousing direct governmental action in 
an effort to solve the problems besetting agricul
ture.

__• Wallace's Farmer. (Des Moines: Merdith Pub
lishing Co.) Vol. 46, No. 11 (March 18, 1921); 
Vol. 46, No. 14 (April 8, 1921); Vol. 47, No. 48 
(December 1, 1922); Vol. 49, No. 36 (September 5, 
1924).

Although Henry A. Wallace did not use his 
editorial to expound upon his personal philosophy 
to any great extent, these issues are valuable 
in that they show the development of the author's 
thoughts on the agricultural problem, expecially 
his views on acreage and production control.

__. i:We Are More Than Economic Men," Scribner's
Magazine. XCVI, No. 6 (December, 1934).

This is another of the writings of Wallace 
on the topic of social justice. Specifically, 
it advocates an entirely new social order in the 
United States which is to be based upon the con
cept of the brotherhood of all men.

SECONDARY SOURCES 

BOOKS

Clay, Cassius M. The Mainstay Of American Individualism 
A Survey Of The Farm Question. New York: The Mac
millan Co., 1934.
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