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V“

Thus a superficial connection "i.:-.:' esta.biish_ec}l‘ between t_he;l- depression farm
.rebellion' an earlier agrarian movemenfﬁ. In fact . BOMe tactics- employed
| by the Holiday “nlzovement were identical to those. used over thirty years
‘earlier in the Populist movement in western IoQa.6. 'However, the rela-.
tibnshi;i is not so simple-' as merely reciting organizational ancestry and
preﬁ.ous farmer activism. Two contending forces are at work in the his-n-
tory of American agriculture. First-, ﬁhere are ‘thei traditidnal‘va.lues
and ideals of the independent yeoman farmer upholding the o0ld rural folk-
_lbwéys .. Second, and .developing' gradually in the Ameriéa_n experiencg,, haé;
‘been the neéd“_for t‘amersi t‘o-;innovate' a.nd organize to meet tl_:e: challenges.
or new ‘conditions.an'd; prqblems,.z_ ].Zni order to build an ﬁnderstanding of
thet. development of rural activism in the 1930s;, one must .exploree:- the.
evolution of these primary' forces 1n America.n agrtc:u:!.tm.'e.w -

Paul H. J’ohnstone's analysis of the agra.rian tradition; in Amer:lc& 15:-‘
instructive.a J’ohnstone.. assert& that. the litgraryi works of Thgm_as Jeff~
erson, Héctor St. Jean de ‘Crev'ecoe'ur, and others, molded an ideal about
cc’:u;;try peopl'; and country life in American society*; The farmer was
.portra.yed‘vas a simple, honest, industrious individual.. This ideal took -
the fo._r.n‘z‘ of an American agrarié.n' creéd. baséd on three pr_inci_ples.‘ First

was the concept of the ec‘onomica.lif 1ndépendent American farmer. Second,

, 3 SHerman C. Nixon, "The Economic Basis of The Populist Movement in
. Iowa," Iowa J‘ournal of History a.nd Polities, 21 (July, 1923): 394.

TPaul H. Johnstone, "o1d Idea.ls Versus New Ideas in Farm Life,"
Farmers In a Changing World: Yearbook of culture, 1940, (Washington'
United States Covernment. Printing Office, 1940):

8Ibic).. Johnstone's: findings, vritten in 19h0 are particularly use--
ful since his perspective on agrarian traditions came immediately after
-the Holiday movement of 1932-1933&



the creed held that agriculture was the central feature in an economic
system around which all other Qctivity raevolved. Third, and of greatest
importance, was the view that agricultural life was a natural state of
being and therefore good. In the scheme of this creed it developed that
rursl life was good and city life was bad. Thus established irn an un-
written creed was the classical rural-urban antagonism.9
Prior to the Revolution the agrarian creed may have held a measure
of validity in American life., After that time, however, thoroughgoing
changes in American economics rendered it impractical. Richard Hofstadter
suggests that the agrarian creed represents s tribute to the country's
rural origins, but by the turn of the nineteenth century it was no longer
applicable and became the "agrarian myth". It was a myth in the sense
that it, "so effectively embodies men's values that it profoundly infiu-
ences their way of perceiving reality and hence their behavior,"10
Hofstadter convincingly demonsirates the lasting impact of the "ag£§rian
myth'" by depicting its presence in the twentieth century. In fact, with
the passsage of time, the myth, though further from reality, became m?re
entrenched in many rural American minds.11 Milo Reno, nominsal leader of
the striking farmers in 1932, reflected the mythical agrarian values when

he declared that the Farm Holiday movement was '""a protest of the assump-

tion that the money lords of the nation have s right to incresase their

9Tvid., pp. 116-18.

1ORichard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform, (New York: Random House,
1955), p. 24,

111vid., pp. 30-31.



already swollen fortunes by a systematic robbing of those who produce the
wealth."12 Also touching on the rural notions about the central role of
agriculture in American society, a Plymouth County farm leader pushed the
Holiday idea by proclaiming '"the sleeping giant, agriculture, must be

_ roused if it's going to save itself."l3 Perhaps the most genuine reflec-
tion of the "agrarian myth™ in the Holiday movement came in the lines of

a poem in the Jowa Union Farmer, which urged,

let's call a farmers' holiday

A holiday let's hold

We'll eat our wheat and ham %ﬁd eggs

And let them eat their gold.
With such sentiments as these, century o0ld rural beliefs were an important
part of the 1930s farm protest, as farmers struggled with monumental changes
in the economic system.

Commercialization, industrialization, and ufbaniZation of tﬁe American

economy were the fundamental changes forced upon the agrarian tradition.
As the American farmer moved from the eighteenth through the nineteenth
and into the twentieth century, he saw his legendary self-sufficiency
yield to economic interdependence. Improved seeds, mechanical devices,
and farming techniques required capital, so the farmer began to raise

crops beyond the subsistence level to sell in the market place to raise

money for technological improvements. If the sale of produce did not

121 6va Union Fafmer, August 24, 1932,

131eMars Globe-Post, May 23, 1932.
14

IJowa Union Farmer, March 9, 1932.




raise sufficient capital, the farmer indebted himself to the local busi-
R nessﬁén a.ndb_a.nk_erﬁ. Thi_s“comnercialization iof agriculture basically
‘during the nineteenth century made tﬁe» farmer- increasingly dependenj: on
urban middlemen.l? . The creed ﬁhé.t had contributed té_the rural-urban
antagonism alluded to earlier was given substance by nineteenth century
dew.re:l.Opxnex:rt'.ts'."]'6 |
The nineteenth éenfury farmer did not oppose the growthl of indus-
tr_ialism ‘a.nd, commercia.liém. Johnstone suggests that he embraced it be-
cause he gave great credence to an idea of progress which was the assump-.
| tion that na.tixr:;l ié.w compelled man and soc_ietjr to "go on improving in-
| deﬁnitely" 17 Faith in. progress was- ea.silf sustained because the
agrarian ideal: foresaw tha-' triumpli of good. Since, according to "the'-
agrarian. creed, the agricultural life was good, the farmer vould eventua.uy
— 18 . - :
This optimisn about the mture on the part of nineteenth’ century
farmers bred a boom psychology. Agricultural, land values had consistently"
risen in the American experience. and ingreases in land. va.lues were occa-~
sions.llyf" dramatic.. Ba.sed on & faith in rising land ﬁlues and the idea
of" progre_s_s, farmers came td-rely* on the appreciation of their lands for-

pmfitq rather than on the income ',fl_-om‘ produce saie_s. A natural. outgrowth.

lsﬂofs‘badter-, Age of Reform, pp:. 38-39.

163ohnstone', "old Idgé.ls Versus New Ideas,” PD. 118_-19.;_‘

Trvta., p. 12k,
Brv14., p. 128..



of the steadily increasing land values was speculation in lands.19 An
underlying assumption persisted that unlimited growth and expansion were
natural and to be expected. By the mid-nineteenth century the speculative
nature of these beliefs led to an agricultural devotion to land values
rather than to the land itself. It was such speculation and boom psycho-
logy that led to many of the agriculural evils in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century.zo

The second half of the nineteenth century brought accelerated and
dramatic changes to American agriculture. Technological advances occurred
with stunning rapidity. The Civil War devastated the agricultural economy
of an entire region. Slowly there was an exhaustion of the good land
supply. American agriculture grew increasingly reliant on foreign markets
and domestic suppliers. Also distressing to the rurai tradition was the
rural-urban migration which eventually resulted in a majority of the
nation's population residing in urban areas. In response to these political
and economic stimuli significant alterations in rural philosophy and
perceptions emerged.

New perceptions by farmers at the close of the nineteenth century
fall igto several distinct catagories. First, and of primary importance,
the farmer was in the process of becoming a minority in American society

and came to view himself as an underdog. In this new role the farmer

19Lowell K. Dyson, "Was Agricultural Distress in the 1930s a Result
of Land Speculation During World War I? The Case of Iowa," Annals of
Iowa, 40 (Spring, 1971): 580-82; Nixon, "The Economic Basis of The
Populist Movement in Iowa," pp. 377-79; and William G. Murray, "Pros-
perity and Land Boom, 1901-1920," The Palimpsest, 48 (October, 1967):
461-80. '

2OHofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 41-42; and Johnstone, "0Old Ideals
Versus New Ideas," pp. 129-32.




percelved himself as being pitﬁed against urban monopolists and interna-
tional monetary conspirators.21 The idea of the agrarian underdog in a
struggle with urban elements was not hard to sustain. Farmers saw numer-
ous examples of unfair practices by railroads, grain elevators, and banks.

2z These

Rural money and credit problems abounded in the 1880s and 1890s.
same problems surfaced again in the twentieth century. Speaking in the
tradition of farmer as underdog, Farm Holiday spokesman Bob Moore appealed
to a group of northwest Iowa farmers in 1932 vy saying, "When the interna-
tional harvester people need some money to buy more diamonds or poodle dogs
for their wives they Just add a dollar or two to the price of a harvester
and Uncle Reuben at the crossroads pays the extra price."23

As the farmers' numerical status in society changed, so also did
attitudes about the traditional values of rural life. At one time it was
deemed honorable to be of rural origins because it suggestéed an understand-
ing of the humble. However, by the end of the nineteenth century, rural
origins were perceived as a station in 1life from which one should rise.
Within this change in perceptions, a sentimental shift occurred in which
approval was no longer attached to lowly, rural origins, but rather

to the people who rose from them.zu Slowly the farmer grew to see him-

self as an unesteemed character.

21Hofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 62-81.

22Grant McConnell, The Decline of Agrarian Pemocracy, (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1953), p. 19.

23G. W. Forster and W. C. Weldon, "The Agricultural Protlem," Social
Forces, March, 1933, p. 370.

2L&Johnstone, "01d Ideals Versus New Ideas," p. 149. For a discussion
of rural origins of early twentieth century reformers, see Wayne E. Fuller,
"The Rural Origins of the Progressive Leaders," Agricultural History,




In the agrarian tradition, the gntagonism between town and country
has already been noted. The basic animosity was historic, but late
nineteenth century conditions sharpened the conflict. The intense com-
mercialization of agriculture between 1865 and 1900 brought into focus
a sharp clash between farmers and middlemen. Farmers came to see the
middlemen as price fixers and supply manipulators. At least partly
because of this perception, some farmers tried to learn how they might
serve their own purposes through cooperative'endeavors.25

Although farmers harbored a fundamental dislike for the middleman,
they began to adopt his business techniques. By the late nineteenth
century, with the days of seif-sufficiency gone, the farmer began to
specialize, producing that which was most appropriate for his given
skills, climéte, soil, gnd markets. As farming was increasingly recog-
nized as & businesé, efficiency was sought. Development'along these
lines brought record-keeping into the farmers' domain.26 The sophisti-
cation of agricultursal bookkeeping brought about the ability to calculate
costs and thus income needs. By the time of the Farm Holiday movement,
some farmers were célculating and demanding the "cost-of-production" for
thelr agricultural produce.27 Indeed, farming had moved from an era of

family subsistence to one of small and, in some cases, large business.

42 (January, 1968): 1-13. Fuller contends that many Progressive leaders
came from rural origins and took from those origins important attitudes
that developed into some of the major reforms of the early twentieth cen-
tury. Unfortunately, Fuller notes, the significant role of rural origins
has been lost in the history of the Progressive Era.

251p4d., pp. 158-59.

—

261p14., pp. 144-LS.

°Trvi4., p. 1hb.

———
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"Another new pe‘rception by the rural_ community in the. last three de-
cadeg of tfxe nineteenth century had a proround effect on the agrarian
tradition.. Farmers began to organize to meet the ché.llenges of an indus-'
trial society. The 'first.important organization, the Grangg, was désigned; ‘
for social a.nd_fra.térnal purposes, but. a structure was. provided for polit-
_ica.l prbtest that eventually brought some state regulation of buzainesse.sf28
In the 18803,'th¢ Alliance movement spread in the agricultural secfor.
Lawrence. Goodwyn contends that the Alliance cooperative 1‘dea,- brought _"a-
new vay of thinking" to agricultural organizations.2? Driven by economic.
hardship, farmers =began. to shed some of their traditional independence-
and. cooperatéd in maffketing and 'purchdsing. endeavors. In thia éooperative.
movement, farmers perceived the po_tential for political action .._30' Polit~—
ical activism was realized in the Populist movement of the 1890s. Al-
| though tli# Populists lacked a formal and cohe_l'ent" philosophy, fheif ideals. ‘
brought together the perceptions of American a@icuiture' at the _tnn_x of”
the century. 31 Grant McConnell points out that Populist goals "were not-
narrow cla.gs demands." Rather, they were a. sincere attempt to ensure the-

farmers® position in the political system.32 Politically frustrated and.

281114, , pp. 133-34; and Rohrer and Douglas, Agrarian Transition in

Améi'ica, p. 56.

L 29Lamnces(}oodwyn, Democratic Promise: The Populist Movement In
America, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1976), pp. xi-xii.

30mpi4., p. 177

HMporstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 60-93.

32McConne11 > Thé Decline of Agrarian Democracy-, Pe 5.
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divided, the Populist movement crumbled in the late 1890s, but not before
many farmers came to recognize the political potential of agrarian organ-
izations.

The new sense of agricultural organization had its shortcomings. A
professional farm leadership developed from this movement. The leadership
was sometimes nurtured by the farm organizatidns. Often it grew from
governmental agencies such as the land grant colleges, the Department of
Agriculture, and the county agent system. What was significant for the
farmers was that all too often the experts attempting to lead and help
with his problems were not farmers themselves, but rather were urban
agricultural leaders. Even if they had been farm-reared their profession-
alization had caused them to become urban. Whether created by the farmers'
owg organization, or by governmental agencies, professional farm leader-
ship was often suspect.33 Perﬁapé the corollary was that agricultural
organizations themselves were weskened structurally because of this dis-
trust. Despite the shortcomings in early farm organization lesdership,
an important lesson had been learned by rural people. The problems
created by the new industrial society in the late nineteenth century
necessitated an organizational rather than a personal approach to solu-
tions. Farmers understood the new organizational requirements and acted

upon them.3h

¢ 33Ibid., Pp. U5-48; and Johnstone, "01d Ideals Versus New Ideas, pp.
156-5T7.

345amuel P. Hays, The Response To Industrialism, 1885-191L4, (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1957), pp. 58-63.
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In the twentieth century, the Farmers' Union, the Society for Equity,
and the Parm Bureau, were the large member groups that carried on the

organizational efforts of American agriculture.35

Generally, the first
twenty years of the new century wvere good agriculturally. But when the
wartime boom turned to postwar readjustment and then to depression at the
end of the 19208, American agriculture was once again faced with economic
hardship. Farm organizations united to push the McNary-Haugen Bill in
the 1920s as a solution to low prices.36 But the far reaching economic
problems were beyond simple and quick solution. As agricultural problems
mounted in the early years of the depression, desperate farmers searched
for new direction. It-fas in this setting that the Farmers' Holiday
Association of the 1930s emerged.

The Farmers' Holiday Association was built on the idea that farmers
were unfairly treated in the economic system. This economic fate coﬁld
be changed if the farmer were guaranteed prices that would cover his
cost of production. When the "cost-of-production”" claim was ignored
after several years of preaching its virtue, a group of Farmers' Union
leaders formed the Farmers' Holiday Association. The new association
proclaimed that if the cost of production idesal was not met, member
farmers would go on strike withholding their produce from market until

such demands were met. Such a strike was officially called in August,
1932.37 The events of the strike and actions that ensued during the

3‘)-Rohrer and Douglas, Agrarian Transition in America, pp. 57-60.

36George N. Peek, "The McNary-Haugen Plan for Relief,”" Current
History, November, 1928, pp. 273-78.

37John L. Shover, "The Farmers' Holiday Association Strike, August,
1932," Agricultural History, 39 (October, 1965): 196-98.
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succeeding ten months are subj]ects for later discussion. For present pur-
poses the general ideals of the Farmers' Holiday Association suggested
above provide the connectionr of this 19308 rural rebellion with the
agrarian tradlitions of the preceding century.

In a general sense, the Farmers' Holiday maintained many traditional
rural ideas about the farmer and his position in society. The farmer was
perceived as the underdog in society, and he suffered econqmically. He
had a fundamental part in the American economy, as evidenced by the vision
that a strike would serve to show the importance of his agricultural pro-
duction. Milo Reno probably overstated, but reflected farmer attitudes,
vhen he editorialized that the Holiday movement was actually an "economic

revolution."38

Further expression of this view surfaced at a Holidsy

rally in Plymouth County where farmers boosted a sign,proclaiming that

"The Farmer 1s the Life Blood of the Small Town--If He don't Get Production
Costs We are all Sunk."3? Sentiments such as these emanated almost di-
rectly from the "agrarian myth". Specifically, the agricultursl problems
of the twentieth century were caused in part because of rural attitudes
developed in the nineteenth century. For example, the boom psychology of
the previous century persisted from 1900-1920. Such thinking fostered

land speculation that was one major source of farm problems in the 1920s

and 1930s.40

3sIowa Union Farmer, February 10, 1933.

391vid., August 10, 1932, p. L.

hoDyson, "Was Agricultural Distress In The 19308 A Result of Land
Speculation During World War I? The Case of Iowa,” pp. 578-79; and
Murray, "Prosperity and Land Boom, 1901-1920," pp. L61-80.
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The Farmers' Holiday also incorporated other newer perceptions a.bout
rura.} life developed by la.te nineteenth century farmers. The overriding.
view that. the Holiday movement borrowed from ‘the late agrarian tradition
was the recognition of the need to organize. The new association utilizgd
the organizational structure. of the‘ Farmers' Union which, suggests Grant
McConnell, was a direct descendant from the Popixli'st tradition.vhl In its
strikg p‘rvogram, the Holiday broadened the cooperative ideas of the nine-

. teenth century Alliance crusade. Member farmers united to withhold the.
supply of produce from market, thus hoping to. drive depressed prices up-
wa.rc{‘. The. éooperative» marketing idea was widely practiced by the 1930s-

and. tllle-- Holiday withholding idea was a_' logical e?d:énsio:f of the cooi:é:aé-
tive spirit on‘ the supply side. of agricultural economics:.

| Although the, Farmers t. Holida;y. Association demonsﬁ,rﬁted; erratic behav--
| \ior:. during its brief.ex:[stenée', it generally patterned itself a.fber nine~
teenth:- century rural. organizations. 'rhe fundamental leadership of the-
Koli&ay' movement traced its roots to the agrarian crusade of thé previous-
cent’ury?.v v'Milo Reno,. the principal founder and leader of the Holiday
Association, had been an activist‘ in the. Gtee_nback and Populist. organizations
of the 1880s and. 18§Os‘f‘.z A Journalist interviewed Reno and found him to be-
an orga.niza.fional fundamentalist with ideas_ déting Ba’ck"to' the- agraria.n

crus ade-' off‘.1870-1890 L3

Blryiius Korgan, "Farmers Picket: The. Depression," (Unpublished »Ph.D.
dissertation, American University, 1961), p. 31, a.nd McConnell The Deeline-»
of Agrarian Democracy, p. 38.

-¥25) Gver, Cornbelt Rebellion, p. 25.

l‘3‘J'auxes Rorty, "How Radical Are The Farmers?", ‘I'he Nation, Janua.ry 23,.
1935, p. 10k, ‘
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A final significant rural attitude that developed in the nineteenth
century and carried over to the Farm Holiday movement was the anti-
middleman sentiment. Of course, the middlemen were seen as key factors
in the farmers' escalated cost of production in the 1920s and 1930s. Thus
enimosity was engendered. As the Holidgy movement progressed, the opposi-
tion to the middleman became more refined. Generally the middleman was
Perceived as the direct economic enemy of the farmer. Specifically, farm-
ers came to vent thelr anger at those middlemen who showed no apparent
sympathy for the farmers' plight. Along these lines, holders of farm
mortgages such as bankers and insurance companies, or their defenders,
were the recipients of Holiday anti-middleman attacks. The mortgage
holders of the 1930s had replaced the railroads and grain companies of
an earlier agricultural age.

Richard Hofstadfer éuggests that the agrarian ideals of this country
are important, not because they are true or correct, but because they

Lk

have been believed. The rural protesters in Plymouth County in the
19308 found credence in their inherited rural traditions. What happened
there fits a broader picture of American rural history.

In its active phase, particularly in Plymouth County, the Farm
Holiday movement soon broke down. But it represented much of the rich
tradition in American agrarian history. The farmers; vision of himself
as an essential part of the American economy was apparent in this rebel-

lion. The tradition of the farmer versus the middleman also found

support in Plymouth County in the 1930s. Perhaps the most important

I
hHofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 23-28.
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tradition inherited by the Holiday was the.tendency to organize to solve
problems. It was from the organizational base that, once set in motion,
the Farmers' Holiday movement achieved notoriety and made the events in
Plymouth County in 1932 and 1933 & noteworthy episode in American agrarian
history. Although in the stream of American history the farm revolt in
Plymouth played a small role, the uprising did not happen in a vacuum.

To the contrary, it was part of an ;mportant evolution in the American
agrarian tradition. It is in this general vein that the 19308 farm rebel-

lion should be examined.



CHAPTER II
THE 1930S FARM REBELLION IN PLYMOUTH COUNTY

By the spring of 1932, the United States was in the midst of econonic
depression. In agriculpure, as elsewhere, the hardships of the, depression
mounted. Farmers in Plymouth County, Iowa, saw the price of corn, their
basic crop, sink to thirty-two cents per bushel by the beginning of May.l
This price decline represented a 25 percent decrease since early January.2
During 1932,almost 6 percent of farms in Iowa changed ownership due to
bankruptcy or foreclosure.3 Responding to this economic crisis, Iowa
farmers formed an organization on Msy 3, 1932, popularly knovn as the

L 'This movement received widespread national attention

.Farmefs':Holiday.
in the ensuing thirteen months. Normaily conservative farmers employed
strikes, roadside blockades, picketing, threatened lynchings, and inter-
fered with legal processes. Nowhere was the activity of the Farmers'
Holiday more intense than in northwestern Iowa, and at the center of the
farmers' revolt was Plymouth County.? The conditions, circumstances, and

events of this important local farm rebellion are the focus of this inves-

tigation.

11 eMars Globe-Post, May 2, 1932.

2Ivid., January b, 1932.

3ShOVer, "The Farmers' Holiday Association Strike," p. 196.

Y“Des Moines Register, May 4, 1932, p. 1.

>Shover, Cornbelt Rebellion, pp. L-5.

17
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"Plymouth County is located on thé western ﬁorder of Iowa, Jusf to.
the north of Sioux City.':In fact, the bdundary of Plymouth was within a
few miles of the city limits of Sioux City in the 1930s. Sioux'City,‘
with a population of approximately 79,000 in 1930, served as the major
trade center and agricultural market for the three state area of north-
western Iowa, sdutheastefn South Dakota, and'northeaétern Nebraska;s
Map 2 on the following page graphicaily demonstrates Sioux City‘s ceﬁtral
location. The grain terminals, stockyards;-andlmeat packing 1ndustryrof
the city provided the:lure-for"égricultuiél»products~of ﬁhe~region.‘ ﬁun-
ning through Plymouth County and into Sioux City was.énited States High-—
wvay T5. In the 19305, this hard-surfaced road.ptovided,the‘mado:'
farm—to-marketmtfansportation route—for“agficultural,prodnctS'from:
gnumerqus<northwesterﬁ Towa counties. Thus situated, Pljmouthicountyw
vas‘fhe:pasgagéway for‘regional,aéricultﬁral tradé.- In<this geographical.
setting, the Farmers' Holiday achieved its most marke& successes and
failures.. _

"For agriculture as & whole," Sidney Baldwin notes, "the Great
Depression. began not on the fateful day in Qctober,‘l929, but in 1920;
yhen férm<commod1ty"prices-suddenly‘ccilapsed and the war-time boom
dissolved,"Tﬁ Férmers' o:ganiz;tions struggled throughout the 19203 with
.a'bleakngconomic.outlook. The principal agrarian org#nizations}of‘the»‘

'1920s were, in order of size, the American Farm Burgau.Federatiou,.thév

" Opederal Writers' Project, Iowa: A Guide To The Hawkeve State,. (New
York: Viking Press, 1938), pp. 229 and 422. . »

TS1dney Baldwin, Poverty and Politics: The Rise and Decline of the
Farm Security Administration, (Chapel Hill: UniversIty of North Carollina
Press, 1968), p. 32. o




MAP 1

IOWA AND WESTERN COUNTIES OF FARMER PROTEST

. - .
Des. Moines

MAFP 2

' TRI-STATE AREA SURROUNDING PLYMOUTH COUNTY

NEBRASKA

Sioux 0'Brien
_ Primghar
SOUTH
DAKOTA. Plymouth Cherokee
v - LeMars: Cherokee-
Woodbury
Sioux City
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National Grange, and the Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union, com-
monly known as the Farmers' Union. The Farm Bureau focused its attention
on attempting to make tariffs effective. While the Grange also sought a
tariff remedy, it urged direct government subsidies to agriculture. The
Fﬁrmers' Union, the third largest of the farm organizations, traditionally
pursued a low-keyed political course of action, concentrating instesd on
cooperative endeavors. But,by the mid-1920s,the Union also turned toward
direct political action seeking federal assistance to alleviate the farm-
ers' economic woes.8 Efforts by these organizations to solve agriculture's
economic problems, and particularly the re-establishment of the Farmers’
Union as an activist farm organization, set the stage for the farm rebel-
lion episode in 1932-33.

In the early 19205, some elementg of the Farmers' Union began to
advance ideas suggesting that farmers should be guaranteed agricultural
commodity prices that equalled thelir cost. of producing such goods. Milo
Reho, president of the Iowa Farmers' Union, urged state and national
farm leaders to call together all farm organizations supporting the
"cost-of-production" idea. Reno succeeded in advancing his idea in 1925
when twenty-four farm groups Jjoined in the Corn Belt Committeé. In
general, the committee subscribed to the '"cost-of-production" idea. How-
ever, when the McNary-Haugen bill, the chief agricultural relief messure

of the 19208, was twice vetoed and the Agricultural Marketing Act passed

8William R. Johnson, "National Farm Organizations and the Reshaping
of Agricultural Policy in 1932," Agricultural History, 37 (January, 1963):
35-36; and Theodore Saloutos and John D. Hicks, Agricultural Discontent
in the Middle West, 1900-1939, (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1951), p. 238.
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as a substitute,,the concord between.farm.gr§ups broke. Factionalydivié
sions {brought an endhto‘the Corn Belt Commiftee in 1931. The Farmers'
Union, 1nstigato:“of'£he Corn Belt Committee, 1tself became the arena of”
struggle;o#er"the courSg of action agra:ian:organizations_should take in
the 1230:.9 | _ |

Withinkthe Farmérs"Uhiﬁn, two groups vied for pover in the early
1930s. One group suﬁported the long-standing cooﬁerative marketing
ideals of the Union and generally represented grainepfoduéing areas.
In opposition was an elemeht.generally representing livestock areas and
led by Milo Reno. Reno's sympathies were clear. In 192T he announced
that "if ve cannbt-obtain.Justice‘byflegislation,;the time: will have
arrived when no other course remains than organized refusal to deliver
“the'ProductSnof?thg-fatm,at"less tﬁan pxoductiqn«costs;ﬁio‘ The "cost—-
of;producticn?;plan, as.outlihédmby'ﬂeno,zwas»a.prbgram:in:which #nw
aVeragé férm.operaton~would.be-guarantegd a,pricglfor-hig»products equdL“
_fo his»cost:ot'producing the goods, plus an allovﬁhcewfor'hisqlabof”andﬂ
a reasonable profit.}l- |

The Farmers' Union generally subscribed to the'“cost-ofbprodﬁction"
idea, butuReno'srplan,of‘a,withholdihg"movement arotséd.little:support
at first. Then in 1931, a political faction of the;Union,‘represegting:

livestqck producing areas and thoroughly dissatisfied with Hoover's.

9Shover§ Cornbelt/Rebellion; pPPp. 19-21..

1OShov_er;"'Fa.rmers' Holiday Association Strike," p. 197-
_ llPhilip Stevenson,. "Reno's Cost~of‘Production--An‘Explanatibn,"
Common Sense, April 13, 1933, p. 10; and Shover, Cornbelt Rebellion, p. 22.




