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Thus, a superficial connection is established betveen the depression farm 
rebellion anI earlier agrarian movements. In fact, some tactics-employed 
by the Holiday movement were identical to those used over thirty years 
earlier in the Populist movement in western Iowa. However; the rela­
tionship is not so simple as merely reciting organizational ancestry and 
previous farmer activism. Two contending forces are at work in the his­
tory of American agriculture. First, there are the traditional values 
and ideals of the independent yeoman farmer upholding the old rural folk­
ways. Second, and developing gradually in the American experience, has
been the need for farmers, to innovate and organize to meet the: challenges

7of new conditions and problems. In order to build an understanding of 
the development of rural activism in the 1930s , one must' explore the: 
evolution of these primary forces in American agriculture...

Paul H. Johnstone's analysis of the agrarian tradition in America is
Qinstructive. Johnstone asserts that the literary works of Thomas Jeff­

erson, Hector St. Jean de Crevecoeur, and others, molded an ideal about 
country people and country life in American society. The farmer was 
portrayed as a simple, honest, industrious individual. This ideal took 
the form of an American agrarian creed based on three principles. First 
was the concept of the economically independent American farmer. Second,

^Herman C. Nixon, "The Economic Basis of The Populist Movement in 
Iowa,” Iowa Journal of History and Politics, 21 (July, 1923); 391**

^Paul H. Johnstone, "Old Ideals Versus New Ideas in Farm Life,” 
Farmers In a Changing World: Yearbook of Agriculture. 19^0, (Washington;
United States Government. Printing Office, 19^0); 116.

%bid. Johnstone's findings, written in 19^0, are particularly use­
ful since his perspective on agrarian traditions came immediately after 
the Holiday movement of 1932-1933.
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the creed held that agriculture vas the central feature in an economic
system around which all other activity revolved. Third, and of greatest
importance, was the view that agricultural life was a natural state of
heing and therefore good. In the scheme of this creed it developed that
rural life was good and city life was had. Thus established in an un-

9written creed was the classical rural-urban antagonism.
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 a 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 influ­
ences their way of perceiving reality and hence their behavior.

*
Hofstadter convincingly demonstrates the lasting impact of the "agrarian 
myth" by depicting its presence in the twentieth century. In fact, with
the passage of time, the myth, though further from reality, became more

\

11entrenched in many rural American minds. Milo Reno, nominal 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 a right to increase their

9Ibid,, pp. 116-18.
■^Richard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform, (New York: Random House,

1955), p. 2k.
1:LIbid., pp. 30-31.
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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."1  ̂ Perhaps the most genuine reflec­
tion of the "agrarian myth" in the Holiday movement came in the lines of 
a poem in the Iowa Union Farmer, which urged,

Let’s call a farmers* holiday 
A holiday let’s hold 
We’ll eat our wheat and ham and eggs 
And let them eat their gold.1^

With such sentiments as these, century old rural beliefs were an important
part of the 1930s farm protest, as farmers struggled with monumental changes
in the economic system.

Commercialization, industrialization, and urbanization of the 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

12Iowa Union Farmer, August 2k, 1932.
1 L̂eMars Globe-Post, May 23, 1932.
lliIowa Union Farmer, March 9* 1932.
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raise sufficient capital, the fanner indebted himself to the local busi­
nessmen and bankers. This commercialization of agriculture basically 
during the nineteenth century made the farmer increasingly dependent on 
urban middlemen.1  ̂ The creed that had contributed to the rural-urban 
antagonism alluded to earlier was given substance by nineteenth century 
developments.̂

The nineteenth century farmer did not oppose the growth of indus­
trialism and commercialism. Johnstone suggests that he embraced it be­
cause he gave great credence to an idea of progress which was the assump- 
' tion that natural law compelled man and society to "go on improving in­
definitely".^ Faith in. progress was easily sustained because the 
agrarian ideal; foresaw the triumph of good. Since* according to the- 
agrarian creed* the agricultural life was good* the farmer would eventually 
triumph.1®

This optimism about the future on the part of nineteenth century 
farmers bred a boom psychology. Agricultural land values had consistently 
risen in the American experience and Increases in land values were occa­
sionally dramatic. Based on a faith in rising land values and the idee 
of progress, farmers came to rely on the appreciation of their lands for 
profits rather than on the income from produce sales. A natural, outgrowth

15Hofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 38-39 •
^Johnstone, "Old Ideals Versus Hew Ideas*" pp. 118-19.
1Tn>ld. . p. 12U.
l8Tbld.. p. 128.
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19of the steadily increasing land values was speculation in lands. 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

20and early twentieth century.
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 rural 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 into 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, 196?)s 
461-80.

20Hofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 41-42; and Johnstone, "Old Ideals 
Versus New Ideas," pp. 129-32.
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perceived himself as "being pitted against urban monopolists and intema-
21tional monetary conspirators. 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.

22Rural money and credit problems abounded in the 1880s and 1890s. These 
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 by 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

23and Uncle Reuben at the crossroads pays the extra price." ^
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 suggested an understand­
ing of the humble. However, by the end of the nineteenth century, rural 
origins were perceived as a station in life 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

24to the people who rose from them. Slowly the farmer grew to see him­
self as an unesteemed character.

21 Hofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 62-81.
ppGrant McConnell, The Decline of Agrarian Democracy, (Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1953)» P* 19*
. W. Forster and W. C. Weldon, "The Agricultural Problem," Social 

Forces, March, 1933» P* 370.
24Johnstone, "Old Ideals Versus New Ideas," p. 1^9* For a discussion 

of rural origins of early twentieth century reformers, see Wayne E. Fuller, 
"The Rural Origins of the Progressive Leaders," Agricultural History,
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In the agrarian tradition, the antagonism "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

25serve their own purposes through cooperative endeavors.
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 self-sufficiency gone, the farmer began to 
specialize, producing that which was most appropriate for his given 
skills, climate, soil, and markets. As farming was increasingly recog­
nized as a business, efficiency was sought. Development along these

26lines brought record-keeping into the farmers1 domain. The sophisti­
cation of agricultural bookkeeping brought about the ability to calculate 
costs and thus income needs. By the time of the Farm Holiday movement,
some farmers were calculating and demanding the "cost-of-production" for

27their agricultural produce. Indeed, farming had moved from an era of 
family subsistence to one of small and, in some cases, large business.

1*2 (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.

25Ibid., pp. 158-59.
2^Ibld,, pp. lUU—U5 ,
2TIbld,, p. lUU.
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Another new perception by the rural community in the last three de­
cades of the nineteenth century had a profound effect on the agrarian 
tradition. Farmers began to organize to meet the challenges of an indus­
trial society. The first important organization* the Grange, was' designed
for social and fraternal purposes, but a structure was provided for polit-

- 28 ical protest that eventually brought some state regulation of businesses.
In the l880s* the Alliance movement spread in the agricultural sector. 
Lawrence Goodvyn contends that the Alliance cooperative idea brought "a 
new way of thinking” to agricultural organizations.^ Driven by economic., 
hardship*, farmers began to shed some of their traditional independence 
and cooperated in marketing and purchasing endeavors . In this cooperative, 
movement, farmers perceived the potential for political action*?0 Polit­
ical activism was realized in the Populist movement of the 1890s. Al­
though the Populists lacked a formal and coherent philosophy, their* ideals, 
brought together the perceptions of American agriculture at the turn of 
the century. Grant McConnell points out that Populist goals "were not 
narrow class demands.” Rather, they were a sincere attempt to ensure the- 
farmers * position in the political system. 3^ Politically frustrated and

o AIbid., pp. 133-3**; and Rohrer and Douglas, Agrarian Transition in 
America, p. 56.

29̂Lawrence Goodvyn* Democratic Promise? The Populist Movement In 
America, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1976), pp, xi-xii.

30Ibld., p. 177.
^Hofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 60-93.
3^McConnellThe Decline of Agrarian Democracy, p. 5.
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divided, the Populist movement crumbled in the late 1890s, hut 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 organizations. 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’ 
own organization, or by governmental agencies, professional farm leader- 
ship was often suspect. ° Perhaps the corollary was that agricultural 
organizations themselves were weakened structurally because of this dis­
trust. Despite the shortcomings in early farm organization leadership, 
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. 3**

Ibid., pp. U5-^8; and Johnstone, "Old Ideals Versus New Ideas, pp.
156-57.

^Samuel P. Hays, The Response To Industrialism, 1885-191**» (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 Farm Bureau, were the large member groups that carried on the

35organizational efforts of American agriculture. Generally, the first
twenty years of the new century were good agriculturally. But when the
wartime boom turned to postwar readjustment and then to depression at the
end of the 1920s, 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. 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 was 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 could
be changed if the farmer were guaranteed prices that would cover his
cost of production. When the "cost-of-produetion" 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 ideal 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,

371932. 1 The events of the strike and actions that ensued during the 

35Rohrer and Douglas, Agrarian Transition in America, pp. 57-60.
^George N. Peek, "The McNary-Haugen Plan for Relief," Current History, November, 1928, pp. 273-78.
37'John L. Shover, "The Farmers* Holiday Association Strike, August, 

1932," Agricultural History, 39 (October, 1965): 196-98.
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succeeding ten months are subjects for later discussion. For present pur­
poses the general ideals of the Farmers* Holiday Association suggested 
above provide the connection of this 1930s rural rebellion with the 
agrarian traditions 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 economically. 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, 
when he editorialized that the Holiday movement was actually an "economic

oflrevolution.' Further expression of this view surfaced at a Holiday 
rally in Plymouth County where farmers boosted a sign, proclaiming that 
"The Farmer is the Life Blood of the Small Town— If He don’t Get Production 
Costs We are all Sunk."^9 Sentiments such as these emanated almost di­
rectly from the "agrarian myth". Specifically, the agricultural 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. 1*0

^Iowa Union Farmer, February 10, 1933.
^Ibid., August 10, 1932, p. U.
1*°Dyson, "Was Agricultural Distress In The 1930s 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. U61-80.
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The Farmers* Holiday also incorporated other newer" perceptions about
rural life developed by late 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 utilized
the organizational structure of the Farmers* Union which, suggests Grant

UlMcConnell, was a direct descendant from the Populist tradition. In its 
strike program, 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
ward!. The- cooperative marketings idea was widely practiced by the 1930sr 
and. the Holiday withholding idea was a logical extension of the coopera­
tive spirit on the supply side of agricultural economlcsv

Although the Farmersr Holiday Association demonstrated erratic: behav­
ior during Its brief; existence, it generally patterned itself after nine­
teenth century rural organizations. The fundamental leadership of the- 
Holiday movement traced its roots to the agrarian crusade of the previous 
century.. Milo Reno, the principal founder and leader of the Holiday 
Association, had been an activist in the Greenback and Populist organizations

[.rt-of the l880s and 1890s . A Journalist interviewed Reno and found him to be 
an organizational fundamentalist with ideas dating back, to the agrarian 
crusade of 1870-1890.^

^Julius Korgan, "Farmers Picket The. Depression,” (Unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, American University, 1961), p. 31; and McConnell, The Decline 
of Agrarian Democracy, p. 38.

U2Shover, Cornbelt Rebellion, p. 25.
^3James Rorty, "How Radical. Are The Farmers?”, The Nation, January 23, 

1935, p. 10U.
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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 
animosity was engendered. As the Holiday 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 their 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 Hofstadter suggests that the agrarian ideals of this country 
are important, not because they are true or correct, but because they 
have been believed.^ The rural protesters in Plymouth County in the 
1930s 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

UUHofstadter, Age of Reform, pp. 23-2 8.
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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 Farmersf Holiday movement achieved notoriety and made the events in 
Plymouth County in 1932 and 1933 a 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 important evolution in the American 
agrarian tradition. It is in this general vein that the 1930s 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 economic 
depression. In agriculture, as elsewhere, the hardships of the. depression 
mounted. Farmers in Plymouth County, Iowa, saw the price of com, their

nbasic crop, sink to thirty-two cents per bushel by the beginning of May. 
This price decline represented a 25 percent decrease since early January.^ 
During 1932, almost 6 percent of farms in Iowa changed ownership due to 
bankruptcy or foreclosure. Responding to this economic crisis, Iowa 
farmers formed an organization on May 3, 1932, popularly known as the 
Farmers' Holiday.*4 This movement received widespread national attention 
in the ensuing thirteen months. Normally 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.

^LeMars Globe-Post, May 2, 1932.
2Ibid., January U, 1932.
^Shover, "The Farmers' Holiday Association Strike," p. 196.
**Des Moines Register. May U, 1932, p. 1.
5Shover, Combelt Rebellion, pp. U-5.

IT
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Plymouth County is located on the western border .of Iowa, Just to 
the north of Sioux City* In fact, the boundary 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-

6western Iowa* southeastern South Dakota, and northeastern Nebraska.
Map 2 on the following page graphically demonstrates Sioux City*s central 
location. The grain terminals, stockyards, and meat packing industry of 
the city provided the lure for agricultural products of the region. Run—

ining through Plymouth County and into Sioux City was United States High­
way 75. In the 1930s, this hard-surfaced road provided the major 
farm-to-market transportation route for agricultural, products from 
numerous northwestern Iowa counties. Thus situated, Plymouth County 
was the.passageway for regional, agricultural trade.- In this geographical, 
setting, the Farmers' Holiday achieved its most marked successes and 
failures..

"For agriculture as a whole," Sidney Baldwin notes, "the Great 
Depression, began not on the fateful day in October, 1929, but in 1920, 
when farm commodity prices suddenly collapsed and the war-time boom 
dissolved."^ Farmers* organizations struggled throughout the. 1920s with 
a bleak economic outlook. The principal agrarian organizations of the 
1920s were, in order of size, the American Farm Bureau Federation, the

^Federal Writers* Project, Iowa: A Guide To The Hawkeye State.- (New*
Yorkt Viking Press, 1938), pp. 229 and 1*22. *

T'Sidney Baldwin, Poverty and Politics: The Rise and Decline, of the
Farm Security Administration, (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina;
Press, 1968), p. 32. ‘
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MAP 1
IOWA AND WESTERN COUNTIES OF FARMER PROTEST
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MAP 2
TRI-STATE AREA SURROUNDING PLYMOUTH COUNTY*
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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 
Farmers’ Union, the third largest of the farm organizations, traditionally 
pursued a low-keyed political course of action, concentrating instead on 
cooperative endeavors. But>by the mid-1920s,the Union also turned toward 
direct political action seeking federal assistance to alleviate the farm-

Qers’ economic woes. 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 1920s, some elements of the Farmers' Union began to 
advance ideas suggesting that farmers should be guaranteed agricultural 
commodity prices that equalled their cost of producing such goods. Milo 
Reno, 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 Joined in the Corn Belt Committee. In 
general, the committee subscribed to the "cost-of-production" idea. How­
ever, when the McNary-Haugen bill, the chief agricultural relief measure 
of the 1920s, was twice vetoed and the Agricultural Marketing Act passed

^William 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 groups broke* Factional divi­
sions brought an end to the Com Belt Committee in 1931. The Farmers * 
Union, instigator of the Corn Belt Committee, itself became the arena of 
struggle over the course of action agrarian organizations should take in 
the 1930s.9

Within the Farmers* Union, two groups vied for power in the early' 
1930s. One group supported the long-standing cooperative marketing 
ideals of the Union and generally represented grain-producing areas.
In opposition was an element generally representing livestock areas and' 
led by Milo Reno*- Reno's sympathies were clear. In 1927 he announced: 
that "if'we cannot obtain Justice by legislation, the time will have 
arrived when no other course remains than organized refusal to deliver 
the products: of the farm at less than production costs."-*-® The "cost—  
of-productionlf" plan , as outlined by Reno , was a program in which an. 
average farm operator would, be guaranteed a price for his products equal 
to his cost of producing the goods, plus an allowance- for his labor and 
a reasonable profit

The Farmers* Union generally subscribed to the "cost-of-production" 
idea, but Reno's1 plan of a withholding movement aroused little support 
at first. Then in 1931, a political faction of the-Union, representing 
livestock producing areas and thoroughly dissatisfied with Hoover's,

9Shover, Cornbelt Rebellion, pp. 19-21.
^°Shoverv "Farmers' Holiday Association Strike," p. 19T.
^Philip Stevenson,. "Reno's Cost of Production— An Explanation,"

Common Sense. April 13, 1933, p. 10; and Shover, Cornbelt Rebellion,. p. 22-


