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I
INTRODUCTION
INTERESTED PARTIES AND POLITICS

On June 15, 1929, President Herbert:Hoover signed the
Agricultural Marketing Act into law bringing to a close
eight years of intensive work by many people interested in
the farm problem. Thus, the President had redeemed a
campaign pledge to call a special session of Congress and
secufe a far-reaching piece of farm legislation. The course
of agricultural relief, from its origin in the farm depréssion
to the enaction of the new law, was influenced by practical
politicians, professional farm representatives, and economic
theorisfs. Each group had an imbact on the final solution.

The fact that the problem existed and the urgency ofA
the problem was generally recognized in 1928. Alfred E.
Smith, the Democratic nomineé for President, noted that
‘between 1921 and 1927, the value of industry had increased
byvfifty~six per cent, while the value of agriculture had
decreased by thirty-six per cent. Furthermore, the operating
’ 1

costs of the farmer had increased by sixty-two per cent.

Most Republican leaders agreed that the farmer had

lNew York Times, June 15, 1928.




problems.z Most observers agreed that since the post-war
deflation o£'1920-1921, the American farmer had been in
‘serious trouble. The price received for his crops had
dropped drastically, but the price of goods and services he.
used had remained the same or increased. The chief causes
of the farm distress seem to have been overproduction, the
inflation—aeflation Cycle of World War I, and the generally
rising cost of living.3 In an attempt to develop the
'countervailing power to help him deal with his problems, the
farmer, as had many other groups, organized agficultural
associations. There were three main types of farm groups:
political pressure organizations, marketing cooperatives,
and general associations.

The most important gencral associations were the Farm
Bureau, the Farmers' Union, and the Grange. The oldest of
these was the National Grange, which was founded by Oliver

4

Hudson Kelly in 1867. By the 1920's its official doctrine

2Ibid,, June 11, 1928. It was interesting to note that
several Republicans were skeptical. Dr. Hubert Work, who
became Hoover's campaign manager, said that he did not believe
that the farmer was really in trouble. (Wew York Times,
July 4, 1928) Senator George Moses of New Hampshire agreed,
adding that the sale of lumber and farm implements was up in
the farming regions. (New York Times, August 22, 1928.)

, : 3George'F. Warren and F. A. Pearson, The Agricultural .
Situation: the Economics of Fluctuating Prices {New York:
J. Wiley and Sons, 1924), pp. 19-21 and 87. For further
background information on the general situation see Murray
Reed Benedict, Farm Policies of the U.S., 1790-1950 (New
York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1953).

4Solon Justus Buck, The Granger Movement; a Study of
Agricultural Organization and Its Political, Economic, and
Social Manifestations: 1870-1880 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1933), p. 53. o ‘
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stressed the need for the farmer to help himself and not rely
‘on the government for assistance.s This position made the
Grange the most conservative of the major groups. The Grand
Master of the National Grange, L. J. Taber, in his testimony
‘at the Senate ﬁearings, said that the Grange was active in
thirty-threc states through eight thousand subordinate |
branches, comprising 800,000 members.6 Taber, in-a speech
givén during the special session of Cbngress, stated that the
Grange supported the export debenture program, and proposed
revisions of the tariff laws which would be favorable to the
farmer.7

The newest andllargest of the three farm organizations
was the American Farm Bureau Federation. It was fbundedvin
1919 as an attempt to recruit all farmers into a super-organi-
zation, and received the support,-both organizationally and
financially of the business community and government. The
founders hoped to create a less radical, better organized
group to help stabilize the farm situation.s' In the mid-

twenties, the Farm Bureau's support of the McNary-Haugen Bill

SNew York Times, April 20, and June 17,-1928.

6U.S., Congress, Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, Farm Relief Legislation, 71st Congress, 1lst Session,
1929, p. 510. Hereafter cited as Senate, Farm Relief.

"New York Times, June 17, 1929.

8Theodore Saloutos and John D. Hicks, Twentieth Century
Populism (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1951),
p. 255. Hereafter cited as Saloutos and Hicks, Populism.

A good history of the Farm Bureau Federation is outlined in
Chapter IV of this book.
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caused a partial separation from the non-farm interests which
had been impoftant'ear;y in its development. The Farm Bureau
continued its support of the equalization fee idea through the

9 At

campaign of 1928 and into the Special Session of 1929,
this time, Sam H. Thompson, Precsident of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, told the Scnate Committee on Agriculture

that his organizatibn was active in forfy;two states and had a
million members, who were engaged in all types of-farming.lob

The smallest of the three general organizations, consi-
dered by most people to be the most radical, was the Farmers'
Educational and Cooperative Union. It had been founded in
1902 by Isaac Newton Greshem, and became known for its

. - 11
‘aggressive policies.

The Farmers' Union was undergdingv

a tremendous internal struggle in 1928-29. One faction
within the Farmers' Union believed that the farmer could
on1§ help himself through cooperatives, while the other
maintained that government help in securing 'cost of produc-
tion'" price was essential. The latter group apparently held

the majority position, but the organization as a whole

‘plaved a relatively unimportant roll in charting the course

gNew York Times, June 8, 9, 10, 1928; Senate, Farm
Relief, pp. 28-37; and U.S., Congress, House, Committee on
~Agriculture, Hearings on Agricultural Relief, 71st Congress,
1st Session, 1929, pp. 7-27. Hereafter cited as House,
Hearings.

10

11Soloutos and Hicks, Populism, p. 217. The history
of the Farmers' Union is covered in Chapter VIII of this book.

Senate, Farm Relief p. 28. -

N
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of the proposed farm relief;lz Many of the Union's officials
spoke out on a personal bhasis, but none represented the group .

The general farm organizations had official pdlicies of
noninvolvement in partisan politics, but each maintained ex-
tensive lobbying services which ultimately helped shgpe the
outcome of the farm relief effort. There were, however, other
groups whose major purpose was clearly political pressure.
They were usually organized within geographic areas or around
specific crops. Foremost among these were’the Corn Belt Federa-
tion and its political action arm, the Committee of Twenty-
~two. Whatever the specific goals of the pressure group, they
were to be reached through nonpartisan political ac’civity.l3

The Corn Belt Committee or Corn Belt Federation was
typical and perhaps the most successful of this type of group.
It was formed in 1925 $pecifically to lobby for the McNary -

14 By 1928 the Federation

Haugen proposal then in Congress.
was made-up of thirty-two farm organizations in fourteen
midwestern states, with a combined total membership of over.
one million.lé The national political conventions of 1928
provided a convenient springboard for the Federation, which

made full use of it. National attention was7focused on the

farm problem as the Federation announced its positions on

12145d4., p. 238.
1‘ISII\Ievaork Times, September 1, 1928.

e

14

15

Saleutos and Hicks, Populism, pp. 385-6.

New York Times, September 1, 1928.

~
4



the various .candidates and platform proposals of both
political parties.16

In 1926 the Corn Belt Fedefation formed a separate orgaﬁi—
zation, the Committee of Twenty-two, presumably as an action
group for the Federation,l7 The new group was headed by
George N. Peck, a well known farm lobbyist, and was made up of

18 Peek

two delegates from each of eleven midwestern states.
and his committee were very active in the campaign of 1928.

Political pressure tactics and lobbying_were restricted
to the first two types of farm associations, however. The
third type of organization did not maintain any employees
for legislative activities at the national levei2 and seldom
at the state level. if a specific legislative proposal
effected one of the groups, it might send an officer or an
executive secretary to testify at a hearing, but that was
the extent of their national lobbying.

The third major type of farm organization was the
marketing association. There were more than twelve thousand
cooperatives-gn operation in the United States in 1929, and

. , . L R
nearly every commodity had one or more marketing association.

16New York Times, June 1, 1928.

17Saloutos.and Hicks, Populism, p. 389.

18The eleven States were Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, South Dakota,
and Wisconsin. New York Times, July 29, 1928. See also
Gilbert Courtland Fite, George N. Peek and the Fight for Farm
Parity (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1954).

19Lincoln Star (Lincoln,; Nebraska) March 13, 1929.

N\




As a group, however, they were not politically effective
during this period because of the diversity of interests
they represented, and their‘lack of political orientation.
Despite the fact that many farmers belonged to one or
nore .of these associations, by far the most important groups
intcrested in farm relief were the two political parties.
The agriculture question becane centralltb the campaign of
1928 when both political parties declared it to be the most
important isSue.ZO Promises were made and new alliances
were formed during the campaign which would change the course
of farm relief legislation. The political importance of the
issue came into sharp focus in the national conventions of
1928. The Republicans met first. The events before and
‘during that convention thrust the farm issue into the
‘prominent position which it was to hold until the election.
The action which caused the spotlight to fall on the
farmer was President Coolidge's veto of the McNary-Haugen Bill
in mid-May. Farm leaders were so outraged at this betrayal
by the Presiéent that all agreed when Adam'MéMullen, the
Governor of Nebraska, called for an army of farmers to go
to the convention in Kansas City and make their feelings

21

kncwn to the Republican leaders. Coolidge had added insult

to the veto by his harsh condemnation of the central ideas

ZDGilbert Courtland Fite, '"The Agricultural Issue in the
Presidential Campaign of 1928". The Mississippi Valley
Historical Review, XXXVII (March, 1951), p. 653.

21

New York Times, May 24, 1928.




of the bill. The New York Times considered the violence of

his message out of character for the "cool' Coolidge, and
specﬁiated‘that he might have been politically motivated.zz
Reaction to the veto crystalized around Governor McMullen
when he passionately evoked the farmers to "arise as crusaders
of old . . . ," and go to the convention one hundred thousand
strong.z3 McMullen's farm crusade and its activities in
Kansas City,received national publicity and created a climate
which insured that farm relief was to be the major topic at
the convention.

Much of the pre-convention publicity focused on the farm
groups and their march on Kansas City. Time reported that
there were overtones of Coxey's Army in the vision of the
-Governor.24 McMullen quickly responded that he wanted the
farmers to meet in Kansas City and not march through the
countryside like a '"circus parade". Soon after that
statement, the Nebraska governor withdrew entirély from
leadership of the farmers' march and was replaced by

25 The new leader

Governor A. G. Sorlie of North Dakota.
called for caravans to be made up of new cars, and for the

farmers to look prosperous. He said, "We are going down there

221bid., May 24, 25, and 27, 1928.

231pid., May 24, 1928.

24”Fee, Fie, Foe, Farmers', Time, June 4, 1928, p. 10.

25New York Times, June 5, and June 8, 1928,




to demand justice for agriculture. This isn't going to be

F e 1 et 1 e F on g 1nl0

a tattered mob pleading for bread.
Leaders of the farmers' march were confident upon the

eve of the convention. Mark Woods, of Lincoln, Nebraska,

predicted that one hundred-thousand "orderly but determined"

27 The Chamber of

farmers would arvive at the convention.
Commerce of Kansas City reported that ii had arranged for

five thousand rooms in private homes and for camping in

public parks, if that became necessary.28 ~If huge numbers

of farmers had, in fact, ever planned to attend the convention,
théy must have changed their minds. Time reported that the ‘
centervfdr the farmers'march had only fifteen cars parked

near it and had registered only one hundred farmers after

29 There were undoubtedly

the first day of the convention.
more farmers and farmer representatives than fhat_at the
convention, but the actual number must have created a great
deal of embarrassment for those who predicted one hundred
thousand crusaders. Those who did go to Kansas City made
their presenéé felt by marching on the convention, lobbying

individual delegates, testifying before the platform committee,

and presenting a minority farm platform to the convention.

201454., June 8, 1928.
27

Ibid., June 9, 1928.
281pid., June 10, 1928.

ZQ”Farmers: Politics v. Economics,'" Time, June 25,
1928, p. 15.
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A1l of these activities were coordinated by the Committee for

that purpose.so

Before the convention was under way, the nomination of
Herbert Hoover was a certainty, so the farmers spent most of

their time trying to influence the platform. They believed

‘that a Republican President could not ignore their program

if it was incorporated in official part& policy. There

were three groupsrinterested in the agricultural sections of
the platform. The administration's workers wanted the document

to support the Coolidge veto of the McNary-Haugen Act, and

little more.>' The Hoover supporters were anxious to have

a platform fhat would hold the farming areas and still be

32

comfortable for their candidate. The farm pfessure_groups

were working for a platform which would pledge as much as

possible for the farmer, including the equalization fee

sections of the McNary-Haugen Act.33 The first two groups
were not in conflict and were certainly sympathetic to one

‘another, so, in the end, the administration supporters and

the Hoover forces wrote the 1928 Republican platform.34

!

50New York Times, June 3, 10, 14, 1028."

_ 31O.G. Villard, ""The Elephant Performs at K.C.,"
Nation, June 27, 1928, p. 711.

32Evening State Journal (Lincoln,‘Nebraska), June 8;

and 9, 1928, (Hereafter cited as State Journal) and New York
Times, June 10, 1928. '

33

"Res Publicae," Time, May 28, 1928, p. 9.

34State'Journal, June 1, 1928.
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The campaign decument took up the farm problem under two
headings: agriculture and tariff. The latter section re-
affirmed the principle of protection and discussed the im-
portance of the tariff to gemeral prosperity. A generally

high standard of li%ing in the United States was the greatest

aid to the farmer, and thcercforc, a continuation and extension

5

wi

of the existing policy would be in his best interest. The
“agricultural section briefly recognized the farm problem,
outlined the previous Republican aid to the farmer, and
proposed to put farming on an equal basis with industry by
affording greater tariff protection and reorganizing the
market system. The new marketing system was to be organized
through cooperétives and stabilization corporations, directed
by a federal farm board and financed by the federal government.
The passage of this platform, which contained little the farm
spokesman had advocated, caused the collapse of the farm
crusade. Its principle candidate for the Presidency, William
Lowden, eX-governor of Il1linois, withdrew his name from
-consideration, and thé disorganized farm groups had little
impact on the nomination.

Contemporary analysis of the Republican Convention was

varied. Some observers like Senator McNary of Oregon pre-

35KirkuH. Porter and Donald Bruce Jéhnson,'Nafional
Party Platforms 1840-1960 (Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 1961), pp. 282-283. :

36

Ibid., 285-286.
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dicted that the American farmer would support Hoover on

37

election day. Others were certain that the farmer would

once again support a third party movementQBS Some observers
predicted a switch to the Democratic party by the agricultural
Midwest. In fact, the National Chairman of the Democratic
Party invited the farm leaders to the Democratic convention
and promised them better treatment than they had received
from the Republicans.39

The farmer indeed found himself in a very advantageous

position during the Democratic National Convention of 1928.

Time characterized the meeting as being divided into two

groups: ". . . lean hungry Senators and Representatives

from the South and West . . . and . . . jovial, well-fed

city bosses from the North and East."40

The Convention was
badly split over the issues of.religion, machine politics,
prohibition, and the nomination of Smith. The city bosses
of the party were agreed on a candidate, and they held the

41 These hard-headed politicians

power to control_the convention.
knew that they needed support from outside their own areas, .

so they made every effort to build strength in the Midwest.

37New York Times, June 17, 1928.

381pid., June 9, 10, 1928.

391bid., June 14, 1928.

4OF:'National Affairs: The Democracy," Time, June
25, 1928, p. 8. ‘

4171y44q.
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Their.éppeal started with the invitation extended by the
‘National Chairman to the farm representatives. It continued
when the keynote speaker, Claude G. Bowers, demanded that,

. . . the hand of privilege be taken out of the farmers'

pocket and off of the farmers' throat."425 Every effort was

made to put the spotlight on the farm issue and take it off

of the problem issues of prohibition, religion, and machine

P 43 . . .
politics. These issues, however, were of primary importance

throughout the election period. Few othef issues were as

:important.44 Despite the intended use of{the farm issue as

{
]

~a red herring, leaders of all agriculturai organizations went
to the convention with a great deal of primism, and they

I
apparently were able to influence the character of the

Democratic platform.45 ;
Many delegates had called for a strobg agricultural
' !
plank to split the Republican power in thé Midwest. Repre-
S

sentative Henry T. Rainey, of Illinois, asked for adoption

of the McNary-Haugen principle, while Senator Pat Harrison

|

42New York Times, June 23, 1928.

*31bia.

44The best coverage of the Democratic convention and
the issues before it is to be found in the Nation. See the
following articles: James Cannon Jr., "Al Smith--Catholic,
Tammany, Wet,'" Nation, July 4, 1928, pp. 9-10; L.S. Gonnett,
"Big Show at Houston,' Nation, July 11, 1928, pp. 34-5; L. S.
Gonnett, "It's all Al Smith,"” Nation, Ju%y 4, 1928, p. 8.

45New York Times, June 11, 23, 24, %nd 25, 1928,

e N W
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of Missouri called for a plank that would pledge stréng and
quick action.ﬁr(j One of the most interesting pleas came from
James W, Gerard, Treasurer of the Democratic National Com-
mittee. He noted that the party had been defeated on the
tariff issue many times and concluded that the Democratié
Party should recognize the popular'support and not oppose
the protection program. He argued that the benefits of the‘
tariff which had been unequally distributedfbshould be extended
to the farmér.47‘ Support from the delegates, combined with
farm lobbying had an impact on the Democratic Resolutions
Committee. The program presented to that committee was the
same as had been advocated at the Republican convention.48

Ideas of the agricultural representatives were adopted

almost completely, which caused the Eveniumg State Journal to

comment that the platform " . . . promised agriculture nearly
everything a democratic convention could efifer without

endorsing a republican'bill.”49

The farm plank was one of
the longest of the entire platform and imcluded an indictment
of the Repubiican farm policy. It charged that the Repub-
licans had supported only the reduction eff output as a remedy

which would force millions of farmers intw the already

crowded cities. One of the sections seemed! to call for a

401hid., June 22, and 24, 1928.

471pid., June 22, 1928.

Ibid., June 24, 1928, and June 26, 1928,

498tate Journal, June 29, 1928.

48




program designed to extend tariff equaliiation to the
farmers, but was not specific about how this was to be
accomplished and was inserted most unobtrusively.so The_
platform further called for ending special privilege in
tariff matters, developing cooperatives, and reorganizing
the marketing system. The farm plank stated thatvany program
must include four things: <credit aid to Cooperatives,.reduc-
tion of the difference between farm price and consumer price,
consideration of the farmer in new tax laws, and a new farm
policy under the direction of a federal farm board analogous
to the Federal Reserve Board.51 |
The agricultural plank was well received by organizations
and political leaders alike. Senator Harrison of Mississippi,
called it a "forward declaration' which would add some tra-
éitionally Republican states £o the Smith COlumn.52 Senator ,
Carraway of Arkansas characterized the plank as a recognition
of the’McNary*Haugen principle which would insure Democratic

>3 Governor McMullen géve the platform

success in the fall.
his whole-hearted approval, commenting that the farm organi-
zations should approve because it endorsed the McNary-

Haugen principle. McMullen, however, refused to endorse

5OThe'Amei‘ican Farm Bureau was to charge later in the
campaign that many rural newspapers printed the Democratic
platform without this section. An investigation was promised,
but no results were published. "New York Times, July 7, 1928.

51

Porter, Platforms, pp. 272-3.

>2New York Times, June 29, 1928.

531hid. A
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Smith, and said that he preferred to "wait and see”.54 Farm
organization leaders also announced their approval of the
fDemocratic platform. George Peek and Sam H. Thompson gave
statements indicating great support for the farm plank.
They aliso refused to -support Smith directly, but at the same
time, lelt no qUébLiUHAU£ LhEif preference for the Democratic
nominee.s5
Comments about the Democratic Convention were mixed.
George Peek expressed confidence that the strong farm plank
would overcome Midwestern reluctance for the '"wet' Catholic
son of the Tammany Tiger.56 More conservative observers
like Governor Christiansen of Minnesota saidbthaf there was
little or no likelihood that the traditionally Republican

57

farmers of his state would bolt the party for Smith. The

most realistic and honest observers like L.S. Gonnett of the
Nation very candidly said that the real issues of the election
were prohibition, Catholicism, and Smith's ties to big city

58

machine politics. These issues were not likely to produce

a trend against Hoover in the farm states.

541p3id., June 30, and July 3, 1928.

>1bid., June 28, 29, 30, and July 3, 1928. Edgar
O'Neill of the Farm Bureau and Gray Silver of the Farmers'
Union, also endorsed Smith in this period.

°01pid., June 23, 1928.

>71pid., July 7, 1928.

58L.S. Gonnett, "Big Show at Heusten,' Nation,
July 11, 1928, pp. 34-5. : —

N\
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Following the conventiqns, the Midwest was commonly
characterized as being in open revolt against Hoover. The
Republican party wquld~apparently be forced to spend time
and money in this region as never before.59 However, by
late Jﬁly the '"corn belt revolt'" was pronounced "disSipatedy,
and the manager of the Hoover campaign in the West, James W.
Good, announced that he thought the Midwest would remain

7760

Republican, "with a minimum of difficulty. s Senator

- Brookhart went further and announced that the region presented

no contest for the Republicans.61

Only the most die-hard of
the Smith supporters continued to hold any public hope of a
real break between the grain farmers and the Republican party.

The Hoover strategy was calculated to take advantage of
the ﬁraditional Republicanism of the Midwestern farmer. The
campaign text pointed out that control in Congress had been
in the hands of agricultural representatives and that the

62 The virtue

interest of the farmer’:had been well served.
of party regularity was preached, publicly and privately, and"
~had its impact on the politicians of the region. Very few

Republican governors, senators, or representatives, ultimately

‘refused to support Hoover, despite their previous opposition

59Ibid., July 29, 1928. The New York Times editorially
suggested that the best place for the Republicans to spend
their campaign funds would be on the Grain Exchange in
Chicago. New York Times, August 10, 1928.

60

Ibid., September 1, 1928.

611bid., September 6, 1928.

®21pid., September 4, 1928.
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to his nomination. One of the first politicians toc announce
his support of the party nominee was Senator McNary of Oregon,
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture. McNary séid,
soon after the convention, that he had met with Hoover finding
the Secretary of Commerce sympathetic and anxiocus to'hélp the
farmecr. The Scnator belicved fhat the platform program would
certainly help the agricultural situation by forming a base
for further,Congressiohal action.63 Reconciliation between a
Senator closely tied to farm reliéf programs and nominee
Hoover under-scored the vital nature of political regularity
and served as a pattern to be followed by many other figures
who had violently opposed the nomination of the Secretary of
Commerce. Most of the political leaders of the Midwest
finally ceame into the fold and either supported Hoover or
made no effort against him. Perhaps the most notabléa of the
anti-Hoover group who returned to support the ticket were
Senator Smith Brookhart of Iowa, Senator William Borah of
Idaho, Governor John Hammill of Iowa and Governor McMullen.

In fact, all gut the‘Nebraska_gqvernor became strong sup-

64

porters of the Republican ticket. The force of party

loyalty was so strong that the only major Republican from

638tate Journal, June 16, 1928.

64The background of the decision of each of these
leaders can be easily traced through the New York Times for
June and July, 1928. Particular emphasis was placed on
Brookhart and McMullen. The editorial section had a good
time with the about-face of these two figures. See the New
York Times, July 4, 1928, for the Brookhart editorial, and
August 28, 1928, for the McMullen editorial.

AN
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the Midwest who actually declared his support for Smith was
Senator George Norris of Nebraska.GS The role of politics:
in these decisions was critical, but the Republican campaign
‘efforts must have reassured many of these leaders that
significant progress éouid be ﬁade with Hoover as President.

The Republican campaign followed the farm plank of the
platform exactly. Hoover emphasized the concept of improved
marketing in his speeches and promised stabilization financed
by the.Federal_government andrcontrolled by farm cooperatives.66
The only real deviation from the platform and the general
post-convention strategy was the apparent result of Senator
Norris' announcement that he would support Smith. Senator
Borah had previously urged Hoover to announce that, eérly in
his administration, he wquld call a special session’of
Congress to consider farm relief. Following the defection
of Norris, Hoover announced that he would follow Borah's
suggestion, provided the upcoming short session did not

67 The Republican

deal with the issue satisfactorily.
~campaign for capturing the farm vote was based on emphasizing
the benefits of the traditional ties in the Midwest, the

platform program, and a promise of immediate Congressional

attention to the relief of agriculture.

65New York Times, October 28, 1928.

66See, for instance, New York Times, October 7, 1928,
for a speech made in Elizabethtown, Tennessee.

67

New York Times, October 28 and 29, 1928.
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The Smith campaign, on the other hand, was neither so
well organized, nor so successful. The problem was obvious
from the very beginning. The candidate's support W&S»thé‘
big~city, industrial vote,but it was not large enough to
carry him to the Presidency without help from other segments
of the electorage. The most obvious potential allies were
‘the Midwestern farmers, who were leaning away from Hcoover
-anyway. Smith was faced immediately aﬁd throughoutAthe
campaign with the problem of appealing to the farmers without

68

alienating his urban supporters. The farm campaign was

characterized by a certain vagueness and contradiction.
Smith announced his support of the party platform and the

principle of the equalization fee, but not the McNary-Haugen

Bill itself.%?

He tried to clarify'this-position by saying
that the McNary-Haugen principle was satisfactory, but that

the details of the bill were not.70

This uncertain distinc-
tion brought.immediate criticism from Hoover supporters, who
made a standard demand that Smith dispell the ambiguity of
his positibn éhd either accept the McNary-Haugen Bill or

71

reject 1it. About the only person who accepted Smith's

remarks as encouraging to the farmer was George Peek, who

81pid., September 20, 1928. See also April 9, 1928..

691bid., July 10, August 4; arid September 9, 1928, and
State Journal, July 10, 19Z8. _ !

70

New York Times, September 1, 1928.

71

See for instance, New York Times, September 30, 1928.
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announced that the candidate's acceptance of the principle
was entirely satisfactory to him and tﬁat details could be
worked out later,72 Support of Smith proved to be a typical
response from farm association leaders.

Peek announced his personal support for Smith abodf
a month after the Democratic Convention, although it had
beén apparent since the Republican Convention that his
sentimeﬁts were for Smith. Many other Midwestern agricul-
tural leaders also announced their support of the Democratic
candidate. Sam H. Thompson, Chester C. Davis of the Committee
of Twenty-two, and William Settle, were among the first to

73 In addition, many associations

give their indorsement.
adopted resolutions favorable to the Democratic ticket. Most
of the major ofganizations could not directly name a candidate
because of internal regulations, but most made their'political
intentions perfectly clear. For instance, the annual conven-

tion of the Iowa Farmers' Union passed a resolution supporting

the Democratic platform and closed that session by singing

72New York Times, August 3, 1928.

73The only two farm organization leaders who announced
support for Hoover were Charles Barrett, President of the
National Farmers' Union, and Ralph Snyder, President of the
Kansas Farm Bureau. For Barretts announcement, see New York
Times, July 12, 1928. It should be noted that Barrett was
from Georgia which might suggest that factors other than
farm relief might have influenced his decision. For Snyder's
position see New York Times, August 20, 1928. It must be
remembered that Kanmsas was the home state of Charles Curtis,
the Republican vice presidential nominee.




"The Sidewalks of New York," Smith's campaign song;
The actioné of the farm organizations led to a split

between the political leaders and the organization leaders

of the Midwest. The resulting alienatibn was spotlighted

by a bitter, public fight which broke out between George Peek
~and Governor Hammill during the campaign. These two‘had heen
friénds and co-workers in their preﬁioué struggle for farm
1egislétibn, but each charged in the press‘that the other was

75 The separation of

unfaithful to his farm constituents.
these two leadership groups was to have an effect when the
farm relief program moved into Congress. Apparently, the
split negated the impact of traditional leaders in the
campaign, and every farmer was left to choose for himself.

The Democratic strategy for the Midwest region was based on
the support of the farm association leaders. Inability to-
attract the average farmer without alienating Smith's base

of support prevented the strategy from being successful. The
campaign effort was further hampered by the general 1ack.of

a positive program. Vague promises of aid to the farmer,
coupled with a hazy stand on the symbol of farm relief, the

McNary-Haugen Bill, made the Democratic bid for Midwestern

support a futile effort.

74New York Times, September 21, 1928. Other farm
organizations which made similar commitments were: The
Missourl PFarmer's Association, The Indiana Farm Bureau
Federation, and The Corn Belt Committee. New York Times,
July 11, 13, August 15, 17, and 30, 1928.

75

New York’Times, July 30, August 6, and 7, 1928.
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The election returns indicate the real hopelessness of

‘the PDemocratic gampaigns Hoover received over twenty-one
million popular votes wiile Smith received only fifteen
million. Smith carried‘only eight'states in the solid South
‘which made the electoral vote even more oncmsided.76 This
landslide victory was interpreted by many Republicuns as a
/mandate for the Hoover program in the areas of the tariff

7 Election analysts do not agree with that

and agriculture.
position, however. In fact, the negative aspects of the

silent issues of prohibition, Catholicism, and big city politics
seem to have killed Smith's hopes in the Midwest.78 Reports
from South Dakota and Nebraska about a month before the
election indicated that the greatest problem the Democratic
candidate fa;ed was his religion. The dispatch from South
Dakota even said that Smith could sweep the state if he were

only Protestant.79 The Nebraska report added that Smith's

stand on prohibition had hurt his chances to carry that State.80

The Grand Tsland Independent concluded somewhat later, that the

election returns showed '"too conclusively" that the central

76Edgar Eugene Robinson, The Presidential Vote: 1896-
1932 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1934), pp. 24-27.
77

New York Times, November 8, 1928.

78866 Edmund D. Moore, A Catholic Runs for President:
the Campaign of 1928 (New York: The Ronald Press Co., 1956),
and New York Times, October 8, 1928. )

79

NewVYOrk'Times, October 6, 1928.

801pid., october 4, 192s.
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issues had been religion and prohibition.81 The issue of big
city machine politics got more attention before the election..
Senator Capper of Kansaé.remarked that Hoover was from the
West and understood the farmer, while Smith, being from
‘New York City, could never understand agricultural problems.82
Secretary of Agriculture Jardine commented that Tammany
representatives in Congress had always voted against farm
relief, and that Smith never carried the agricultural sections
of New York State. The Secretary concluded that Smith was a

5 The results,

loyal son of Tammany and should not be trusted.8
then, probably should not have been taken as a mandate for
Hoover's policies.

Perhaps the best analysis of the farm vote was written

by Anne Q'Hare;McCormick for the New York Times. She argued

that the farm vote as a unified block did not exist because

‘the farmer insisted on the right to cast his ballot as a

84

completely free agent. He had consistantly been:guided

by his general opinion more than his special interest, and

85

had influenced every issue but his own. She concluded that

8l1hid., October 4, 1928. -

8ZIbid., October 14, 1928. See also New York Times,
October 14, 1928, for similar remarks by Representative
L. J. Dickenson of Iowa.

83NeW York Times, September 2, 1928. See New York Times,
August 24, 1928, for similar remarks by Joseph L. Bristow,
former Senator from Kansas. )

84

Ibid., October 14, 1928.
851pid., March 31, 1928.
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the farmer voted more from habit than from self-interest and
that his trip to the polling placeywas "'mostly for the sake
of argument anyway'l.

The reasons for Hoover's victory in 1928 were not as im-
portant as the impact of the campaign and election on the
process of farm velicf legislation., Probably the greatest
result was the elevation of the Hoover prbgram to the head
of the list of various legislative possibilities. Of
almost equal importance was the binding of Midwestern
political leaders to the Hoover program and the alienation
of the association leadérs from the new President. The

‘ . .
political leaders' support of the Republican ticket made it
~very difficult for them to oppose the administration's
program when it was proposed in Congress; Duringvthe course
of the campaign, farm association leaders had formed open
alliances with the Democratic leadership, and the power of
this coalition was entirely free of any control by the
administration. In fact, it became the greatest obstacle
to the Hooveruérogram. Finally, the Hoover promise of a

special session opened the doors of Congress to immediate and

exclusive consideration of farm relief legislation.

861y4a.




CHAPTER II
THE HEARINGS
PROGRAMS

In March of 1929, the Committees on Agriculture, of
both the House and the Senate, began hearimgs which were to
mold the needs of the American farmer, the programs of the‘
farm groups, and the promises of the politicians into pro-
posed 1¢gislation.1 Virtually the same effort had been made
many times before,and committee members exhibited a sense of
wearineSS'during the opening sessions. The chairman of the
Senate committee, Charles McNary of Oregon, instructed the
witnesses that the committee would concede that the farm
problem was 'proverbial' if they would simply explain their
proposed solutions,z Representative James Aswell of Louisiana
remarked, on fhe opening day of the House hearings, that the
- Senate hearings had started two days before, and nothing new
hadrbeen said. He suggested that the chairman ask the farm

gfoups to get together, because the committee did not need to

INew York Times, March 25 and 28,-1929. The Senate Com-
mittee began liearings on March 25 and the House Committee
began on March 28. "

'ZU.S,, Congress, Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, Farm Relief Legislation, 71st Comgress, lst Session,
1929, p. 28. Hereafter cited as Senate, Favm Relief.

26
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hear the same o0ld arguments again. Linwood Clark of Maryland
replied that the committee had been requesting that for‘ten
'years.s "The proceedings reminded one,'" according to Time,

"of an 1890 melodrama revived and played straight.”4

Despite
the lack of enthusiasm among the committee members, the
prospects of legislation emerging from Congress and being

approved by the President were excellent. A New York Times

editorial stated that the Republicans had to redeem their

campaign promises while the Democrats wanted to prove that

they were the real friends of the'farmers.5 The Omaha Bee-
News concurred, adding that if no help was forthcoming, the
Republicans would be charged with 'cheap and disreputable

politics.“6 Charles I. Stengle, editor of the National Farm

News, testified before the House committee, that public

sentiment had changed. Six years before, there had been no
public support for the farmer, but there was great contemporary
interest which was reflected by intense political,pressures.7

Editors were not all optimistic, however. The Lincoln

Star remarked that all the Congressional activity in Washington

3U.S., Congress, House Committee on Agriculture, Hearings
on Agricultural Relief, 71st Congress, lst Session 1929, p. 6.
Hereafter cited as Senate, Farm Relief.

4”National Affairs: Farmers: Relief, Yet Again", Time,
April 8, 1929, p. 10.

SNew York Times, April 8, 1929.

6omaha‘Bee=NewS (Morning Edition), June 12, 1929.
7

House, Hearings, p; 675.
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was vital to the region, but that the Republican leaders had
forgotten the farmer.s Every manufacturer in the country
was in Washington for the tariff hearings, according to the

New York Times, but very few farmers appeared. It concluded

that the farmer had little real interest in the course of

legislation and trusted Hoover to work for him.g The

Hastings Democrat went further and called the farmer a "help-
10

‘less and innocent bystander'. Both the optimistic and
pessimistic observers agree, however, that the time was right
for the passage of farm legislation. Although the result
would not emerge for nearly two months, the 1egislafiVe
process began with hearings in both committees.

The witnesses who testified reflected the diverse
interests involved. Farmers, farm organization represen-
tatives, political leaders, executive branch spokesmen,
representatives of business organizations, labor leaders,
priyate citizens, andkprofeséional economists were all pre-
sent to attempt to influence legislation. There were sixty-
six witnesses before the House Committee, which held nine

sessions between March 27 and April 4.11 An equal number

appeared before the Senate Committee which met from March 25

8&1&&91@_(Nebrask®'8tar, March 17, 1929. See also
May 9, 1929,

INew York Times, March 31, 1929. Tt should be notcd
that tarifl hearings were also being held in conjunction
with the Special Session. '

llﬂouse,'Hearings, pp. 1-870. .
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to april 12.%2

The teStimony offered’by.these cxperts was as divergent
as the group itself. No one was quite as succinct as I. H.
Hull, of the Indiana Farm Bureau, who reported that therc
were only twokpreblems: high costs and low prices.13 .Much
statistical evidence was given to indicate the general plight
of the farmer.lé Dudley G. Roe, a Maryland legislator and
wheat farmer, outlined three areas of general agreement among
farmers. First, there was a farm problem. Second,  the
solution was to get rid of surplus commodities. Third, the
problem was caused by the tariff policy. He argued that the
farmer was forced.to buy in a protected market, but had to
sell in the world market. 1If it was fair to protect the
manufacturer, then 1t was also féir to protect the farmer.by

15 These arguments

making the tariff work for agriculture.
were echoed and re-echoed through both committee rooms during
the entire hearipg period. The rational offered in support of
the simpler solutions was that they would make the tariff

more benefici;l to agriculture. Attacks on the basic assump-
tions of the tariff were almost completely absent from the

hearings.

2Senate, Farm Relief, pp. ITI-IV.

13House,'Hearings,'p. 238.

14Senate, Farm Relief, p. 5. For further sfatistical
evidence see: ~New York Times, May 31, 1929, and Keith County
(Ogallala, Nebraska) News, March 7, 1929.

15

House,Hearings, pp. 352-357.
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Two programs for making the tariff éffective on farm
commodities were presented. Both were already familiar to
the committee members, as well as the interested public. One
was the export debenture program; the other was the equali-
zation fee idea. The McNary-Haugen Bills, which had gained
grbat popular support in the twenties, wcre built arovund the
equalization fee. The bill had been introduced into five
Congresses, passed by two, and vetoed twice. The plan had
been devised by George N. Peek and Hugh S. Johnson of the
Moline Plow Company. The Peek-Johnson plan was based on the
assumption that if the surplus crop could be withheld from
the domestic market to bebreleased during slack seasons or
's0ld on the world market, domestic prices could be maihtained
at a higher level. The cost of the loss incurred by buying
on the home market and selling on the world market was to be

16 ynder the McNary-Haugen program,

paid by the producers.
the government was to organize a huge export corporation
which was to trade commodities on the domestic market at a
certain "ratio price". This was similar to the later parity
price concept and was to be determined by the pre-war value‘
of the commodities. The plan would stabilize the domestic

market at a level satisfactory to the farmer. When any

commodity was originally sold under the program, the farmer

16Murray Reed Benedict, Farm Policies of"the'U.S.,
1790-1950 (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1953), pp. 208-
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was to recelve a certaln part,of’thelratio price in cash and
the rest in script, which would be rédeemed yearly for a
percentage of its face value. The withheld portion was to
cover the export loss and~the-administration_of the program.

- The McNary-Haugen program was so familiar to the committee
that no formal presentation of the plan was made. Many
witnesses expresseé approval or disappfoval, and nearly all
were asked to evaluate the plan.

S. H. Thompson, President of the American Farm Bureau
Federation, was one of the stauchest supporters of the
equalization fee. He said that his testimony was drawn
directly from a policy resolution approved at the last annual
‘meeting of the Farm Bureau. He began by stating that, under
present circumstances, an American price for farm commodities
was impossible. Therefore, an American standard of living
could not be enjoyed By farm families. This situation could
never be improved until the entire crop was placed under the
~control of "efficient marketing and distribution.'" Thompson
suggggted that a combination of the equalization fee and
cooperative marketing associations would be necessary to

18 Chester H. Gray, a lobbyist for

solve the farm preblem.
the American Farm Bureau, also appeared before the House
Committee. He stated that the members of the Farm Bureau had

studied the equalization fee for four years before they

171544, , pp. 212-213.

SSenate, Farm Relief, pp. 28-29.
RN
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qpproved it, and they were not going to give it up suddénly.lg
When Gray was asked if he would support the McNary-Haugen bill
without the fee idea, he answered, ''No'". When asked if he
would accept the export debenture plan as a substitute for
the fee, again he simply answered, ”NOU.ZO
The equalization fee, however, was not universally
supported in the hearings. Many witnesses passed it by in
favor of other proposals, and some actively opposed it. S. J.
Cothington, President of thé Farmers Grain Dealers Association
of Iowa, and L. 0. Moser, President of the American Cotton
Growers Exchange, flatly= opposed the equalizatibn fee. C. S.
Ralston, representative of the National Potato Institute,
testified that the fee did nothing for the potato growers,
S0 they were largely indifferent to the plan.?1 Even the
committee members thémselves seemed reluctant.fo endorse
the fee idea again. Representative Aswell took one witness
to task for wasting the time of the committee with his
discussion of the fee‘22 He implied that Coolidge's veto
of the earlier MCNafy—Haugen Acts had sealed the fate of the
equalization fee. The ex-President's vitriolic attack on the

equalization fee must have made more than one committee

member reluctant to try that solution again. Coolidge and

19House, Hearings, p. 9.

2U1pid., p. 15.

2lypia., pp. 233-234.

221414., p. 27.
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his Attorney General had argued the fee was, in fact, a sales
tax. The taxing power Constitutionally rested with Congress
and could not be shifted to a farm board. Therefore, the
measure was unconstitutional. The ex4Presideﬁt also believed
that the bill was unsound. He reascned that if the program
raised prices, it would promotc a_gigantic surplus which
would choke the entire program.23 The total enemity of the
previous administration and the supposed Opposition of the
new President seemed to doom the equalization fee to
oblivion.

Another, similar idea, the export debenture plan, was
presented as an alternative to the equalization fee.
Although . the debenture was quite an old idea, it had received
little Congressional attchthﬂ until the Special Session.

The contemporary form of the debenture program seemed to

be the work of Professor Charles L. Steward of the University
of Illinois. Under his program, any exporter of an agricul-
tural commodity which was protected by a tariff, was to be
issued a debeﬁture credit for each bushel of the commodity
shipped out of the country. The value of the debenture was
to be a proportion of the tariff. Any merchént could use

the debenture to pay the duty on any imported item.z4

23”Fee, Fie, Foe, Farmers,' Time, June 4, 1928, pp. 10-11.

24Benedict,'FarmjP01icies, pPp. 226-227. As an example,
the tariff on wheat was forty-two cents per bushel and the
proposed debenture rate was fifty per cent. A wheat exporter
would receive debenture credits amounting to twenty-one cents
per bushel. Any one could then use the debentures to pay the
tariff on any imported goods.
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Louis J. Taber, Grand Master of the National Grange,
appeared before both committees to support the export deben-
fure program. Most of his testimony was in the form of a
written report stating the position of the National Grange.zs
This paper advocated a four part program, including a System
of COOperative,marketing,'the export debenturc pfogram,
tariff reform, and changes in public laﬁd'policy. The Grange
maintained that all four must be put into effect, because
none would be really effective alone.26 Congress was asked
to alter the land policy by ending all programs which would
expand the amount of farm land. No more reclamatidﬂﬁwﬂ
colonization,.irrigation, or~drainagé projects were to be
started. In addition, a program of reforestation was to be
immediately undertaken. The Grange also agreed with the idea
of expanding the cooperative marketing system which was to
reduce the distribution costs. The new system was to be
directed by a federal farm board. The Grange position would
not accept a weak or polifical board. The Grange did support
the‘debenture”program, because it would reduce the surplus
without destroying the domestic price. The experience of
foreign countries had originally interested the Grange in
the debenture system, and the association Cbnsidered it a

‘'necessary complement', of the tariff system.27

“SSenate,'FaTm'Relief5 pp. 508-510.

261pid., pp. 509-10.

271hid., p. 509.
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Taber, in his peféonal teStimony; emphasiZed the debenture
plan. He reminded the committees that Alexander Hamilton had
endorsed the system as the only way to raise priées on exported
_godds.28 Taber reported a study of the estimated cost of.the
debenture program if it had been in effect over the past five
“years. The statistics indicated that the cost would have been
less than one hundred and fifty:millionudollars pef year.
More than half of that total would have been paid to cotton

exporters. Tobacco, wheat, and wheat flour dealers would have
29

beeﬁ the next largest recipients. Taber believed that the
cost was justified by the aid being given to manufacturers.
In addition, the rising farm prices would increase the pur-
chasing power of the farmer, thus aiding the manufacturer

and laborer. Further, the income tax would increase, thereby

30 Taber

partially compensating for the initial expense.
conéluded that he was not asking for anything the government
was not already doing. The farmer was in need of thévdebeh-
ture program in the same way other segments of the economy
needed the tariff.>1

During the questioning session which followed Taber's

testimony, Senator George Harris of Nebraska stated that

281pid., p. 512.

zglbid., pp. 514-515. The actual dollar amdunts, in
millions per year, were: cotton 89.4, wheat 20.2, tobacco
15.4, wheat flour 12.0.

30

Ibid., p. 519.
S3l1pid., p. 522.
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while the equalizatiqnvfeefput'the'éost‘oﬁ the farmer, the

‘debenture program waé funded by the treasury. He thetorically
asked how anyone could expect a President, who was against |

32 Representative Aswell -

the former, to support the latter.
asked if the Grangé would accept a program without the
debenture feature. Taber,replied, "We are going to continue
to fight for complete equality, but we will accept phrtial-
equality,-if we are compelled to."33

In stark contrast to the simplicity of the export deben-
ture and the equalization fee, a complex, comprehensive
program was presented by Professor John D. Black of the
department of economics at Harvard University. He introduced
and explained a written report which he had prepared. The
professor's work was predicated on the idea that the farm
problem was not a real depression, because it was not cyclical
}in nature. He argued that agriculture had reached a new
phase which was likely to be more or less permanent. American
pfoduction was out of proportion to the pepulation and had to-
readjust to fﬂis new level or find some artificial scheme to
raise domestic prices. Black concluded that the only way to
raise domestic prices quickly and appreciably was to use a
_combinationvof tariff readjustment, the export debenture plan,
‘and a program called the domestic allotmemt.

The domestic allotment plan was a program designed to

—

521pid., p. 518.

33House, Hearings, p. 691.
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create an artifical shortage of commodities in the domestic
market. Under this plan the Department of Agriculture and
the Department of Commerce were to estimate the total demand
for a commodity during the-following year. A mathematical
formula would be used to determine the amount of that crop
which could be sold under the domestic allotment program.
This amount would be slightly smaller than the anticipated

# A share of this total was then to be alloted to

demand.3
each farm using a formula which was as mechanical as possible.
An individual farm share would depend on acreage, yield, and

35 The farmer could then

sales for the preceeding five years.
sell up to his share of the commodity in the protected

market. If a farmer raised more than his allotment allqwed
him to sell, he could either purchase additicnal allotments
from other farmers, or sell his produce on the world market.
Any domestic pfocessor of a commodity covered by the allotmént
program must have allotment certificates, tariff receipts, or
revenue stamps equal to the amount of the tariff for all of

the crop that he consumed . >0

The domestic allotment program
would create an artificial scarcity on the domestic market
~and drive the price of a covered commodity to the world price
plus the tariff. Black considered the following advantages

of the program: no stimulation of overproduction, the

34Senate;'Farm Relief, p. 89.

351pid., p. 69.

301hid., p. 85.
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allotments themselves were a source of credit and insurance,
thé portions of the crop used for feed and seed were unaffected,
the program did no harm to foreign farmers, and it was self-
.financing, He considered administrative -problems, increased
cost of living, impossibility of new farmers entering the
.field, and 1imitea applicability as the chief diéadVantages,37

Black believed that the domestic allotment program would
be useful if applied only to wheat and cotton, because they
were the only major crops which were largely exported. To
‘raise the prices of other crops, other devices had to be used.
He suggested higher tariff duties on certain products which
were largely imported. Much study of the effect of substitute
products was essential to make the tariff truly effective.
Black said that the export debenture was neédéd to aid
‘certain kinds of products. It was to be used on commodities
which were mainly consumed in the domestic market; but the
‘exported portion was determining the market price of the
whole crop. Black testified that these three measures taken
together formed the best solution, because each part could
be applied'to the commodities which it was best suited to help.38

Three of the four major programs presented in the
hearings were to bring tariff equalization to the farmer. The

fourth, which became closely identified with President Hoover,

emphasized a different aspect of the problem. It suggested

-

371bid., pp. 80-81.

381bid. p. 66 and p. 70. g

-
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that orderly marketing was the best anéwer. The ideas which
were brought together as the'administraéion's‘program were
more difficult than the previous programs to trace through
" the hearings. Hoover seemed reluctant to offer a detailed
farm relief program. Secretary of Agriculture, Arthur M.
Hyde, was asked to festify as ‘an administration spokesman,
but ‘he announced that he had to return to his home in
Missouri on personal business.39' It appeared for awhile
that there would be no specific word from the White House
‘during. the heariﬂgs. In the early days of the proceedings,
Senators McNary, Caraway, and Norris‘each said that fﬁey had
no idea of what Hoover wanted in the farm relief bill and

~asked his aid in preparing legislatiOn.4o

Many newspaper
editors suspected that these agricultural-political lecaders
might find it politically painful if they reported a bill
without the equalization fee unless they could tell their

41

constituents that it was the President's plan. The Norfolk

Daily News, a typical paper from Nebraska, cynically remarked,

oL Congress finds farm relief an exceedingly hot potato

and would much prefer that it be the presidential fingers, if

42

anybody's, that get burned." The political pressures

3% ew York Time$,~March 22 and 23, 1929.

40Senate, Farm Relief, pp. 2,-4, and 18.

_415ee'for instance; New York Times, March 22 and 25, 1929;
Omaha World Herald, March 28, 1929; or Hastings Democrat,
April 11, 1929. : .

42

Norfolk (Nebraska) Daily News, March 30, 1929.
™




40

generated by Hoover's reluctance to announce a specific
_proposal seemed to be the source of the ultimate split between
the Senate and the White House on farm relief. If Hoover had
prop&sed a program similar to the.one that was ultimately
passed, much of the difficulty ofkthe Special Sessioﬁ might
have been avoided.

Despite Secretary Hyde's personal businesé, he was able
to return to Washington in time to testify before both com-
‘mittees. Hyde asserted that his testimony was personal and

43

did not represent the views of anyone else. The New York

‘Times reported, however, that everyone believed that the

44 Secretary Hyde bégan

Secretary was speaking for Hoover.
by reminding the committees that the,Republicah platform
made three promises to the farmer: tariff protection, re-
. duction of freight costs, and improvement of marketing.45
His testimony recited the multitude of problems facing the
farmer. The only solutiqn, he suggested, was to create a
farm board with broad, general powers and very few specific
functions to éarry-out. It was to be as free as possible

46

to deal with any situation. The farm board was without

precedent and should be allowed to work out its own'methods

through trial and error experience.47 The secretary was

438enate,'PaTm'Rélief, p. 489.

44NeW‘York Times, April 4, 1929.

45

Sehate,'PaTm”Rélief,'p« 490.

461p34.

471pid., pp. 626-627. h
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either unprepared or unwilling to be more® specific about the
farm board. He was closely questioned by several Senators,

but he refused to discuss any details.48

Hyde did, however,
outline a marketing system which was to be heavily financed
by the federallgovernment,49 Money was to flow from the

farm board to cooperatives founded to stabilize Spegificfcrop
markets.so Secretary Hyde's testimony seemed to be best
summed—gp by the following statement: 'The most I_would'offer
the farmer is an instrumentality clothed with authority to
‘deal with his problems, an instrumentality composed of men

sympathetic with his problems."51

The administration seemed intent on the creation of:a
farm anrd with authority and money to organizé and stabilize
‘the entire marketing system. A great deal of the testimony
before the committees was given supporting or opposing
‘various parts of this program, but no one except Secretary
Hyde spoke directly for the administration.. Both the Farm
Bureau and the National Grange had identified marketing
reorganizatioﬁ as an integral part of their programs, but it

was a secondary issue for bothAgroups.Sz'

48566 for instance Senate, Farm Relief, pp. 493-494,
for Senator Norris' questioning.

49

Senate, Farm“Relief, p. 492,

5Ollouse, llearings, p. 625.

Slsenate;'Farm”Relief, P. 497.

52House, Hearings, pp. 13, 17-18, and 689.

\
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The members of the twd'committeesA then heard the pre-
sentation of two relatively simple programs of tariff reform,
a more complex plan of tariff changes; and a rather sketchy
program of marketing reform. None of these ideas were entirely
new, and the committees seemed to shqw little enthusiasm for
any”of the programs. The consensus of opinion was that what-
ever Hoover wanted was what would ultimétely pass. The
reluctance of the Senate Committee to repoft a bill without
specific'guidelines from the President began to réopen old
wounds. Hoover's apparent refusal to cooperate with the
committee was the major source of problems for those who
supported farm legislation.

After the public hearings clqsed, the committees retired
into executive session to consider the testimony and write
their respective bills. These proposals, which were to be
reported to Congress during the opening days of the imminent.
Special Session, represented the sum of the forces and needs
which were at work during the hearings. The two committees
emerged from executive session with different proposals. The
" Senate committee recommended the debenture program as an
addition to the plan suggested by Secretary Hyde. The House
committee presented é program which was quickly characterized

as the administration's plan..



CHAPTER ITI
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THE ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM

On Monday, April,15, 1929, the Congress of the United
States met in special session. It convened,in response to
a proclamation issued by President Hoover which concluded
. . . legislation to effect further agricultural.relief and
legislation for limited changes of the tariff can not in
justice-to our farmers, our labor, our manufacturers be

postponed ... . ;“1

The Republican party had substantial
majorities in both houses of Congress which should have
guaranteed easy passage of the Administration's program.2
However, antagonism which had developed between Hoover and
some of the farm leaders had become apparent again during
the hearings.. This lack of harmony indicated that the farm

relief program might be contested after all. Even before the

‘session opened, the New York Times reported that the House

and Senate were likely to pass substantially different bills.

The resulting deadlock would require strong action by the

1U.S.‘Congressional Record, 71st Congress, lst session,

1929, LXXI, part 1, page 19. Hereafter cited as Congressional
Record. ' .

ZNew York Times, April 7,,1929. ~See also Appendix A.
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President to fofce-Coﬁgress to?arriveﬂat a s&iution.s.kThe
procedures of the House ofkRepresentatives, howevér, gaver
little indication of the:giowing struggle which was Eentered
in the Senate. The proposed bill that was introduced into
the lower house was populafly-known as the Administration
Plan. Its progress through the legislative procedures was
a study in wellforganized, well-oiled, power politics. The
~Republican 1eadérship was powerful enough to move the pro-
gram through the House virtually without amendment and entirely
ﬁithout discussion of.any aifernatiye programs.

The first order of business 1in the House, after its
organizational details, was to receive a message from
President Hoover. William Tyler Page, the Clerk of the
House, read the meSsagerwhich‘openediwith'the-remindér that
the Special Session had been called to consider, ". . . farm
relief and limited changes in the tariff . . .," which
represented commitments made during the'1928'campaign.4 The
President then listed the causes of'agricultural distfess as
he saw them: deflation, poor marketing systems, incfeased
costs, world competition, overproduction, and decreased
consumption. "The general result of theée problems,“ he wrote,
"has been that our agricultural industry has not kept in pace
in prosperity or standards of living with other lines of

industry."5 Hoover emphasized that the Republican platform

e

31bid., April 13, 1929.

4C0ngréséionaI‘Record, p. 46.

SIbid.
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called for multiple solutions to the problem and that
the people had given a special mandate for action. The
‘cornerstone of the administration's program was to be a
federal farm board given enough money and latitude to
help the farmer in a variety of ways. ‘The members of the
board were to be free of politics>so that they could |
“react in a logical manner to the economic forces which
_plégued the farmer. The farm board, as Hoover explained
‘it, wasAto encourage agricultural research, guidance, and
development. Its major function howevér, was to reorganize
"the marketing System. Already existing cooperatives
were to be used and expanded to form the basis of the
new marketing system. Federal funds were to be channeled
from the board to the cooperatives-to help them stabilize
the marketing of farm commodities.6 The tone and con-
tent of the message should not have come as a surprise
to anyone, as it followed the Republican platform
and the hesitant testimony of Secretary Hyde. .

Public éomment on the message was surprisingly limited.
Perhaps the most interesting was a statement released by
Charles E. Hearst, President of the Iowa Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, and Milo Reno, President of»theiiowa Farmers' Union,
which.expressed disappointment ovér the President's comments.
Renc said, "if the position of Brookhart, Dickinson and some of

S1pid.
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these other farm relief advocatés‘whd supported Hoover weren't
so pathetic, I would be inclined to give them a big héarty‘

..“7 The statement confirmed the fact that the

laugh
,split.between the farm organization leaders and the farm
political leaders had not healed. There was, on the other
hand, someAeditorial support of Hoover and his program. For

instance, the Llncoln'Star, from the représentative farm

state of Nebraska, announced its approval of the President's

program at this time.S

The editors of most Nebraska papers
ignored specific proposals until later in the session.

Gilbert Haugen, Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture,
introduced House Resolution One on the first day of the
special sessidn._ Its descripfive title was: "A bill (H.R.l):
to establish a Federal farm board to promote the effective
merchandising of agricultural commodities in interstate and.
foreign commerce, and to place agriculture on a basis on
economic equality with other industries.'" The bill was
assigned to the Committee on Agriculture, which reported it
back to the House two days later with no amendments.g» In
order to expedite the proceedings, the entire bill was printed

in»ihe’Congressional'Recotd on April_'16.10

7New York Times, April 17, 1929. Reno was referring to
Senator Smith Brookhart and Representative L.J. Dickinson. Both
were Iowa Republicans who had supported Hoover's election. -

®Lincoln (Nebraska) Star, April 16, 1929.

QCongressibnal“Record, p. 27.

10144i4d., pp. 49-50.
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The opening section of House Resolution One stated that
the puréoée‘of Congress was to placg‘agriéulture on an equal
basis with other industfies by promoting effectiVe marketing
‘practices. This end was to be accomplished by protection,
stabilization, and control of the marketing of farm commodi-
ties. If was the intent of Congress to encourage and finance
marketing associations which,wouldAguidé éhd direct the
stabilization efforts for each crop. A federal farm board
was to be created to carry out the policy outlined in this
section.

Section Two of the resolution outlined the structure ofv
the farm board. It was to have five members, a chairman, and
the Secrétary'of Agriculture as an ex officio member. The
members were to be appointed by the President, with the
approval of the Senate, for six year terms. The chairman was
to be similarly appointed to serve at the pleasure of the
President. This section instructed the board to establish
a main office‘in the Department of Agriculture in the
District of Columbia, to hire any needed experts, and to do
all the necessary things to begin operations.

The next two sections established the dﬁtiés of the board.
The first was to define the various commodity groups which
would be treated under this act. The board was then instructed
to invite the existing cooperatives in each commodity group
to create an advisory committee to represent-that crop before
the board. The purpose of these advisory_committees was. to

provide expert council to the board on matters relating to

~,

\
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the marketing of‘their specific cqmmodities. The board was.
also directed to carry out several minor functions which Were
'1argely in the area of research or education.

The fifth section of the bill provided for an appropria-
tion of $560,0600,000 to be.used as a revolving.fund. Loans
were to be made with the interest paid to the federal treasury
while the principal was to return to thé board's revolving
fund. Four types of lqanS'could be made: 1loans to assist
"effective merchandising'” of farm commodities, loans for
the construction or lease of physical marketing facilities,
loans for the formation of clearing houses, and loans to help

expand membership in codperativeSyll

The bqard was further
authorized under this section, to create an insurance system
which would prevent financial losses to marketing instruments
through declining prices. Premiums were to be charged for
this service, but until the system began to function profit-
ably, costs were to be paid from the revolving fund. No
action of the board could be undertaken if it was found to
increase the amount of crop surplus.

The sixth section provided for the creation of stabili-
zation corporations to function as the marketing instrument
for each commodity group. These were to be legally recognized

- corporations which were wholly and exclusively owned by

cooperative associations. The function of the stabilization

e

~1llbid., p. 49. There were limitations on construction
loans which restricted the size of the loan in relation to the
total value of the construction. No construction was to take
place if it duplicated existing facilities.
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corporations was tq.be.marketing; They were to buy'from the
farmers at fixed prices and store the commodity until demand
raised the market price tq.an'acceptable level. The
stabilization corporation was central in the new marketing
system proposed by the Committee on Agriculture.12
| _On,Aprilf17; the bill was assigned to the Committee of

the Whole House on the State of the Union for furfher con-

sideration.13

The next day, the'first”example of the power
and organization‘behind this version of the bill was revealed
when an unusual rule was adopted. House Resolution Twenty-
one mappednout the entire life of the bill in the House of
Representatives. The rule directed the Committee of the
Whole to meet immediately to consider the relief.bill
exclusively. Debate was to be'cqntrolled by the Chairman of
‘the Committee on Agriculture and the ranking minority member
of the Committee. General discussion was to end at the
adjournment of the session on April 20. The bill was then

to be read for amendment following the five-minute rule.
After the ameﬁding process, the bill was to be reported to
the House and the previous question ordered immediately.14

Representative Clarence Cannon of Missouri rose and

‘passionétely argued against the rule. He .charged that the

szbidL, p. 50. The last sections of the bill were
basically house-keeping in nature.

13

Ibid., p. 75.
Y1pia., p. 124.
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proposal was designed to ". . . jam this bill through the
House . . ;”‘1with'no opportunity for debate or amendment.
Control of time was normally given to one person in favor
and one opposed.to the bill, which was not the case under
this rule. Anyone who opposed the bill or wanted to amend
it had to be granted time by a leader who was favorable to
"the bill in its present state. Cannon concluded that this
was the first time in his twenty years of service that the

15 Cannon's

rights of a bill's opponents had been suspended.
remarks implied stroﬁg bipartisan support for the bill which
was, in fact, revealed later. Representative Edward Pou,
the highest ranking Democratic member of the Rules Committee,
answered Cannon's charges. Pou said that ample time and
access were given for general debate. Furthermore, under
regular rules, everyone had equal opportunity to offer any
amendment. The resolution was then agreed to by voice
vote.16

Discussion of the measure in the Committee of the Whole
began immediately. Chairman Haugen began by presenting the
report of the Committee on Agriculture. The opening para-
graphs of the statemenf dbviously had been written in answer
to Coolidge's veto of the McNary-Haugen measure. The report

considered the ex-President's objections to the previous bill

as they related to the proposal before the House. The report

L51pid., pp. 127-8.

6153i4., p. 130.
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began, "We believe that this program avoids the difficulties

17 It further

on which past 1egi$lation has been wrecked.ﬁ
stated that the bill was clearly Constitutional, offeted no
subsidy,'did not put‘governmeht in business, fixed no
prices, did not tax the farmer, created no bureaucracy, and
. was economically sound. .The’report then summarized the
machinery created by the bill, emphasizing that it represented
the maximum amount of help that the.government-could_give.18
As a personal conclusion, Haugen said that the proposal
might not do everything everyone wanted, but it provided an
instrument with sufficient latitude and backing1to solve the
problems, if the farmers would work with the board‘.19
Haugen asked unanimqus consent to disperse with the first
reading, no one objécted, and general c0nsideration'began.20
The thetoric which followed could hardly be considered
‘debate. Although a few Representatives roserto criticize the
bill, the next sessions of the Housé'were filied by a parade
supporting the bill. Some apparently liked the bill,‘but
many supported it only because there was nothing else practical

at that point. Representative James Aswell of Louisiana

~supported the bill and said, "It is the best bill we can get

71p5a., p. 127.

187454,
Y1pid., p. 140.

201444, , p. 131.
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21 He seemed to imply that nothing else

for agriculture."
“would get Hoover's approval. Edgar Howard of‘Nebraska made
the implication even stronger when he announced that he
Supported the bill, ". . . because T know it is the only bill

22 Many of the reluctant

for which I can get a chance to vote."

supporters werc Democrats who‘also Voiced an appeal for others

of their party to vote for the bill. David Kincheloe of

Kehtucky stated that although he was a Democrat, he would

follow the lead of the President in this ma’ct‘er.»zr5 Repre-

‘sentative Aswell went further and asked his fellow Democrats

~not to amend the bill. He explained that this would make

the Republicans entirely responsible.24 Thomas Williams of

I1linois voiced the idea thét the matter was economic in

nature and not poiitical. Therefore, partisanship should

play no part in the decision.. He further réminded the House

that the proposal had been prepared by the entire Committee

on Agriculture and that parts of the bill had been written

by minority members of that c:ommittee.25
Dispite fhe plea for universal support ofvthe bill, some

Representatives voiced their desire to include the debenture

or equalization fee plansAin'the bill. Charles Adkins of

211bid., p. 129.
221bid., p. 474.
231pid., p. 146.
2%1bid., p. 129.
251pid., p. 128.
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I1linois and Chairman Haugen of~Iowa'both.stated that they
would prefer including the equalization fee. Adkins,
however, said that he‘thought_Congressvshouldigo’ahead
without it, because, "I think it is out of the picture for

S» ’.rv 2 6

this session. . Haugen added, ". . . this seems to

be no time for diséussing,any . . . [other] plan,43¢5¢ﬂ37
The equalization fee and the debenture plan were both

proposed as amendments to House Resolution One. The power
and organization of administration forces were clearly shown
by the method of handling each pfdposed amendment. On April
24, Representative Cannon offéred the equaiization fee as
an‘amendment to the bill. Fred Purnell of Indiana objected
_on“the'grounds that the amendment was not germane to the
bill. The Chairman Qf the Committee of the Whole simply

28 On April 25, Representative

ruled in favor of the objection.
Jones offered the debentﬁre plan as an amendment. Repre-
sentative Williams objected, alleging that the new issue
was not germane. The Chairman once again sustained the
objection. He explained that it was not enough . for an
amendment to be on the saﬁe topic; it had to follow the

29

same idea to be germane. The nature of these decisions

261pid., p. 146.

271bid., p. 132.

28115a., pp. 480-1.

221bid., pp. 564-566.
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by thebChairman cleafly underlined the support for the pro-
.gram as it'hadbbeen introdﬁced, and the poWer that the
Asupporters had at their disposal.

Those speakers who cleariy supported the bill emphaéized'
the need for immediate relief, the possible flexibility of
the farm board, and the limited nature of the bill. Repre-
sentative Kincheloe emphasized that the bill hoped oﬁly to

30 gcott Leavitt of

vstabilize the marketing situation.
Montana added that the proposal was not'designed to be a
‘universal aid to the farmer, but only specifically to help

31 Chairman Haugen added in his

reorgani;e marketing.
extended remarks that the aim was to control and stabilize
marketing. The bill did not call for any specific method,
leaving the ultimafe decision to . the board,32 'Haugen had
remarked earlier that the board would be expected to make
the tariff effective by controlling surplus and promoting

33

orderly marketing. L.J. Dickinson of Iowa emphasized

the importance of the board in the price stabilization

54 Representative Aswell called the board the,

effort.
", . . heart, soul, [and] the life of the measure. The
character, the integrity, and the vision of these six

men will definitely determine the success or failure of

301pia., p. 140.
31bid., p. 17s.
321bid., p. 136.
331bid., p. 133.
341bid., p. 169. S\




| 55
fhis plan."35

Nbf all of the comments on the bill were favorable,
however. There were-expreésiqns of dissatisfaction and
disappointment sprinkled throughout the éiscussion. Repre-
ASentétive Cannon was one of the'most outspoken of the
opponents. He said that the bill was a waste of time and,
"the greatest gold brick ever handed to the American farmer. . .
It fails everyvmajor test. It does not make the tariff
effective. It does not control the surplus. And it makes

136 Representative

no provision against over production.'
Jones argued that the board might‘be able to stabilize prices,
but what the'farmer really needed was higher prices. The
tariff had allowed other prices to increase; and some plan

to make the tariff effective on farm‘prbducts'was needed.37.
Elbert Brigham of Vermont argued that the bill could not
work. He believed that ending crop surplus by cutting pro-

38 Many Representa-

duction was the only long-range solution.
tives had argged that, if nothing else, this bill was a
Begihning which could be built on later. Ralph Lozier of
Missouri disagreed and said that he feared that the act wés

"

actually a, ". . . step backward, a plunge‘iﬁto . . . 1lnaction.

He knew that the House would not pass any other bill, but

Ibid., p. 129,
Ibid., p. 128.
Ibid., p. 157.

Ibid., pp. 169-171.
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hoped that the Senate would force a better solution on the
lower House.>® .

The power of the forces behind the bill were very
apparent as the bill was read for amendment in the Committee
of the Whole. .The process began on April 23 and ended April.b
25. During the three day period numerous amendments were
proposed, but only three were accepted. Two were editorial
and were approved By the Committee on Agriculture. The

40

other. was only a very minor Change. The bill was reported

out of the Committee and was recommended for final passage on
April 25.%1

The original rule governing the course of House Resolu-
tion One called for one motion»to_recommit the bill to ch—
mittee. This motion was made by Representative Cannon and
was defeated three hundred two to sixty-three. The previous
question was then ordered, according to the Rule, and the
bill was passed. The House was divided as follows: yeas,
366; nays,kfhirty—five; preSent,»two;_and not voting, nine-
teen.42 Statistical analysis of the results indicated that

ninety-two per cent of the members voted either for or

against the measure. Of those Representatives, ninety-one

391pid., p. 415.

401pid., pp. 542-3.

41

Ibid., p. 572.

42Ibid., pp. 572-573. At that time there were four
vacancies in the House. That left nine Representatives whose
position was not recorded at this time.
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pef‘ceht voted in favor of passage, and only nine per cenf
voted against. This landslide victory of the proposal in
the House revealed how the managers of the bill were able _
to force 1t through the process without any major contest.43

Examination of the vote by political parties.indicated
~that although there was aimost unanimous'Republican support
for the measure, there was substantial Democratic support
as well. Ninety-two per cent of the Republican members voted
in favor of the measure while less than one per cent voted
against. On the Democratic side, seventy-three per cent
~voted yes, and twenty per cent voted no. Even more revealing
waS'the'fact that only sixty-seven per cent of the yes
votes were Republican, but ninety,fqur per cent of the no
votcs were cast by Democrats. Most of the Republicéns who
'did not vote for the bill also did not vote against it.

They voted present or did not vote. The Democrats, on the
other hand, who did not vote with the majority, largely
voted against the pi11. 44

Iigg announced that the "docile and well pledged" House
of Representatives had passed the Presideﬁtfs bill. "Fenced
" off with barbed wire of special rules which’Rept out all

amendments including the debenture plan, the measure," it

continued, "was practically unchanged by eight days of

431pid. A statistical analysis of the vote will be
found in Appendix A. ~ o

44See Appendix A.
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45

debate." The Omaha Bee-News, on the other hand, praised
the bipértiean support of the measure. In an editorial,
the Nebraska paper believed that the House had acted for

46 That comment

the farmer instead of against the President.
previewed much of the criticism which was to be leveled at
the Senate. The range of editorial comment on the House

action was from indignant opposition to warm suppert.

the bill. Omission of the equalization fee and the debenture

program was the strongest part of the measure according to

the New York paper.47' The Omaha Bee-News flatly stated that
it favored the administration's proposel as passed by the

48 The rest of the Nebraska editors were more hesitant

‘House.
in their reaction to the House version. Those who did favor

the proposal did so reluctantly. The Kearney Hub supported

~the bill as a foundation which could be built on later. It
maintained that the bill was worthy of support even though
it did not do everything for everyone. The editofial con-
cluded;."A huhgry man does not refuse half a loaf because he
49

is not offered a whole one."

Much of press reaction, however, was unfavorable to the

45”Nationa1 Affairs:_ Husbandry: Senators vs. Hoovetﬁ,
Time, May 6, 1929, pp. 13-14. :

460maha (Nebraska) Bec-News (Morning Ed.), March 17, 1929.
47 - |

New York Times, April 16, 1929.

48omaha Bee-News, (Morning Edition), April 27, 1929.

49Kearnez (Nebraska) Hub, May 11,f1929.
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bill. Several basic problems were cited: ‘the creation of
new bureaucracy, competition with private enterprise, and the

lack_of,tariff equalization., . The Omaha World-Herald particu-

larly raised the'last‘issue;.,The_editor pointed out that
stable prices might not be high enough to aid the farmer.

The only way to insure a higher price was to make the tariff
work for the farmer through the debenture program or equali-

zation fee. The only way to raise prices was to limit pro-

duction, and the World-Herald bitterly opposed that alternative.

The idea that the activities of the farm board would compete
with private enterprise was emphasized by the national
coverage given to a statement issued by the Northwéstern
Grain Dealers. Their annual convention passed a resolution
which charged that the House version was unfair to their
interests. They opposed the administration proposal on two
grounds: first, cheap credit would be readily available to
the cooperatives, but not to grain dealers, and second,

51

grain dealers would be taxed to help their competitors.

The Lincoln Star opposed the House version because of the

additional bureaucracy it created. This would add to the
cost of government and not necessarily solve the problemn.

The Star believed that marketing reorganization alone would

>00maha World-Herald, April 12 and 16, 1929. See also
the Lincoln Star, June 16, 1929.

Slyew York Times, April 18, 1929 and '"National Affairs:
Husbandry: Houses Divided,' Time, April 29, 1929, pp. 11-12.

50
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not aid the farmer.sz' In many ways the Beatrice News sum-

marized the Nebraska press reaction to the House proposal.
Its passage was reluctantly'greéted as an advancement. At
the same time, the editor expressed great doubt if the bill
would do anything positive for the farmer. The editoriai
concluded,‘"lf the end of ten years’éees'the success of ihe
plan, Herbert Hoover will deserve more credit than we fear
he will ever receive.”'s3
Dispite the coolvreception its~pr¢gram received, the
House had acted. It had voted in a largely bipartisan manner
for a bill reported to have the blessing of the President.
Most importantly, it had acted with an overwhelming display
of strength. The possibility of passing any measure whiéh
was suBstantially different from the one_already acted upon
would have seemed remote indeed. There were, However, forces
growing in'the Senate which would pass a bill that was

drastically different and then would try to force the House

to accept the new measure.

szLinCOIn-(Nebraska)'Star, AprilflS and 16, 1929.

SSBeatriCe (Nebraska) News, May 2,'f§29.



'CHAPTER IV
THE SENATE
THE DEBENTURE PLAN

On April 15, 1929, the Senate of the United States -
convgnédrin Special Session to consider farm relief legis-
lation. The upper'house met in response to the same call
which had summoned the House. Forces were already in
operation which would make the Senate proceedings.much
differenf from those of the House. The political realities
of the situation made many Republican Senators believefthat
they could support the’President's-pngram 6n1y if he were
to clearly ask for help. The Senate Democrats were prepared
to oppose anything which was Connected with Hoover. The
managers of‘the administration's pfogram simply did not have
theivoting strength to force theif measure through, as they
did in the House;. The first order of business in the Senate,
as in the House, was to listen to the reading of the
President's message. This was the last time the actions of
the two houses coincided until they both passed the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act nearly eight weeks later.

The Senate Commitlee on Agrféultﬁre did not present

their proposal on the first day of the session. In fact, the

61 ~
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bill was notwintroduced until AprilflS; and the Committee did
nothreport.itiback,to‘the Senate_until'April 23. This 1lag
seemed to have had two causes., First; and probably least
~important, the Committee had written a hill noﬁtaining the
export débenture program, and there was a dispute about the
right of thc Senate to introduce a measure effecting revenue.
‘The other reason for delay was the Committee's reluctance to
iihtroduce their bill until the President had issued a state-
ment about his program for farm relief.2

‘As early as April 11, a group of Senate leaders had pre-
sented the debenture blan to Hoover asking for his commenfs
andvsﬁggestions, The President had agreed to review the plan
and to advise the Senate Committee of his‘opinion;s' For the
next week the Committee was inactive; waiting for the
President's reply. In the'meantime,ﬁressures were growing.
‘Nearly everyone interested in farm relief was anxious to get
a_bill introduced and“the legislative process started. The
Committee decided, on April 11, to report the bill with a
provision allowing the farm board to use the debenture program
‘as one of‘their optional powers. This decision was partially
based on the knowledge that this proposal would be made on

the floor if it were not included.4 The Committee would have

INew York Times, April 18, 1929.

2

New York Times, AprilA16, 1929.,

o 3New:Ybrk'Times, April 12, 1929. The Senators who pre-
sented the plan were McNary, Norbeck, Cooper, Heflin, and Ransdell.

4New York Times, April 17, 1929.
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preferred to wait for Hooﬁerfs rep1y,:but they decided that
‘they‘could wait no longer.

Charles McNary of Oregon, chairman of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture, introduced the bill on April 18,
Its descriptive title was, "A bill (S. 1) to.establish a
Federal»fafm.board to aid in orderly marketing and in the
"control and disposition of the surpluses of agricultural

commodities in interstate and foreign commerce.'" It was

'.»,}

assigned to the Committee on Agriculture and Fore&tmy‘s
‘The bill was nearly a carbon copy of the House version. The
declaratlon of policy in the opening section emphasized that
the bill was to deal primarily with marketing. The purpose
of the bill was two-fold. First,fto end price fluctuations
caused by surpluses, and second, to encourage a, ''substantial

6 The

~and permanent'" betterment of the farm situation.
details;of the bill as developed-in the next sections followed
the House's version closely, but differed slightly in minor
~details. The only majbr difference in the two bills appeared
~in Section Ten of the Senate's version. It called for the
export debenture program.. The plan was not mandatory but
could be used at the discretion of the farm board. The

chairman needed only to notify the Secretary of the Treasury

to put the plan into effect. The debentures were to be

5U.S., Congressional Record, 71st Congress, 1lst Session,
1929, LXXI, part 1, p. 10Z. Hereafter cited as Congressional
Record. ' .

61bid., p. 360.
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Valued.at'oﬁe;half,qf the tariff rate on any»COmmodity; Qnd
they were to be useduto pay duties on any'imports;7 This
small difference engendered nearly two months of political
fighting between the Senate on one side, and the House,
allied with the Président; on the other.

The press reactiqn to the introduction of the Senafé-
bill was Qery sparse. What commeﬁt there was either

praised the proposal or charged that inclusion of the deben-

ture program was a political maneuver. The New York Times
reported that the debenture program had a good base, both
politicaliy and logically. The Requlicans had promised
tariff equalization, and the Senate measure delivered on
that promise. The paper, hqwever, held hq‘hope for the
‘passage cf the measure. It said that the Republican
leadership had long‘Since‘iearned that it could igndre

farmers' demands.8 The Hastings Daily Tribune supported the

Senate program. The editor of the Nebraska farming community
paper argued that the prqposed improvéments in the marketing
would be welcome help to the farmer, but the problem was
larger in scope. A substantiél part of the préblem was
world-wide in scope. The debenture program would help solve
that aspect of the pfoblem, if Congfess and the President
would approve it, but the paper heldvlittle hope that the

9
measure would pass.

71bid., p. 362.
8New York Times, April 24, 1929.

“Hastings (Nebraska) Tribune, April 27, 1928.
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Criticism of the Sénate’proposal centered on the idea
that the debenture plan was simply introduced for political

motives. The’Kearhey'Daily‘Hnb seemed to have been one of

the first papers to make thosé‘chapges,'although, hefore the
bill was paséed, many papers were to join in the chorus. As
early as April 20, the Nebraska paper charged thal opposition
to the President's‘program was forming énd was "deliberateiy
anti-Hoover" in,nature'.10 They later charged that the
debenture proposal was not made in an attempt to aid the
farmer, but, ". . . to create an issue . . . that offers
endless discussion . . Jfﬂ'

Introduction of the debenture progfam seemed to have
forced the President to act. On April 20, Hoover issued a
statement which chastised those who would divide the
Republican ranks. He called for unity under the party

platfdrm.lz

On April 21, the President notified Senator
McNary that he would respond to the Senate the next day,
and would submit reports from the Secretaries of Agriculture,
Commerce,'and-the Treasury. The positiqn of the Administra-

tion was opposition to the debenture pr_c>gra.m.'13

‘When the
report was released to Senator McNary, it proved to be a

strong cqndémnation of the program. Hoover stated,

10Kearnez tNebraska)'DailzLHpb, April 20, 1929.

ypida., April 22, 1929.

124ew York Times, April 20, 1929.

131pid., April 21, 1929.
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";_. . I am convinced that it would bring® disaster to the

14 The President then summarized ten

American farmer."
weaknesses of the program. Debentures, he argued, amounted
to a subsidy difectly from the United States Treasury costing
over tﬁo hundred million dollars per year. The'first result
of the debenture plan, the report maintained, would be a
‘gigantic windfall profit to grain dealers and speculators
~without aiding the farmers at all. Grain owned by merchants
‘would immediately increase in price, and increased prices
could not filter to the farmer until the next harvest period.
Hoover further stated that when the benefit of the program
reachedlthe farmer, it would stimulate vast over—production
which would ultimatély choke the program. The President
feafed:that making export Crops more prcfitabie would slow
~down the procesé of diversification of farming. This, he
believed, was one of the best long-range solutions. Hoover
argued that although the debenture plan was optional, the
farm board would be quickly pressured into using it. The
Presidént maiﬁtained,that the subsidy was only indirectly
beneficialkto the farmer. If the farmer received any aid at
all, it would be reduced by the process of discounting the
debentures. Furthermore, foreign manufacturers could buy
‘their raw materials cheaper: than competing American manu-
facturers. In some cases this might have allowed foreign

competitors to ship goods to the domestic market cheaper than

141pid., April 21, 1929.
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they could be produced in this country. *In the same Vein,
foreign livestock producers could buy their feed cheaper
than domestic stockmen. The relatively higher price of the
American commodities could'have resulted in a loss of sales
in foreign markets. The President noted that all countries
considered the export debenture sYétem to be dumping, and most
would certainly retaliate by raising their imporf duties.
Finally, Hoover argued that the export debenture program
would férce a sizeable increase in domestic taxes. The loss
in revenue from the debentures would have to be made-up
through internal taxation. The President concluded that the
program ultimately would not benefit the farmer and would,
oL inevitably confuse and minimize the much more far
‘reaching plan of farm relief, upon thé fundamental principles
of which there has been general agreement."l5

The initial press reaction to the President's message
was largely positive. Most editors seemed convinced by his

arguments. The Kearney Daily Hub stated, "President Hoover

cuts the ground completely out from under the debenture plan.
He shows that it wouid be unscientific, costly, Qppressive,f
and self~defeating.“ The editor went on to praise the
President for acting at this time instead of walting to veto

16

the proposal. Many other Nebraska editors expressed strong

>Ibid., and Congressional Record, pp. 367- 368. Reports
from the Se Secretarles of Commerce, Agrlculture and the
Treasury are to be found in both sources as well.

16"The President is Right," The National Republlc as
quoted in the Kearney Daily Hub AprlI’SO 1929.
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opposition to the debenture program;l7 The only negative

comment came from the editor of the Grand Island Daily

Independent who noted that the President's message was a

contradiction of his earlier position. The Independent

pointed-out that the President had promised not to dictate
to Congress, but as soon as any action was taken which was
not included in the administration program, Hoover reacted
strongly.18
The President's negative reply to .the committee pﬁt
considerable pressure on its members. Should they report'
the bill as it had been introduced, or should they delete
the debenture program? Chairman McNary had been‘authorizéd,
by a previous vote, to report the bill without amendment.
He chose, however, to’submit the bill to the committee again.
The‘members were split on the issue of the debenture. Eight
favored maintaining it, and six voted to strike it out. The
vote on the entire bill was unanimously favorable, so the
meaSure was reported out of committee without amendment,

20

and passage.wés recommended. The committee submitted

17See Norfolk (Nebraska) Daily News, April 23, 1929, or
Wayne (Nebraska) Herald, April 25, 1929.

18

Grand Island (Nebraska) Daily Independent, June 13, 19

19New York Times, April 21, 1929.

2'OCo‘ngress'ionalRecord, p. 363. There seems to be no
political or geographic rational for the split vote. The
Republicans split four to four on the measure while the
Democrats carried it four to two. The breakdown on either
side of the vote would indicate no geographic prejudice
in the outcome.

~

19

29.
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a report to the Senate on the bill, which'emphasized the need

for a multi-faceted approach to the farm problem.zll It

22 gpe

stated, ". . . no single measure will suffice. .. .
report concluded that the bill was to strengthen the national.
situation regarding surpluses and to bring effective, farmer
control of marketing.z3

The debate which followed was nearly always more heated
than discussion in the House had been. It was not,rhowever,
appreciably more illuminating. Debate seemed to offer the
,op?ortunity for various Senatqrs to explain their positions.
No serious attempt to sway the opinions of other members
seemed to have been made. In fact, two Senators mentioned
that the issues had already been decided. Simon Fess of
Ohio said, "I doubt very much whether any vote willjbe
changed by anything that is said by any member on the floor."
He'concludéd that a vote taken on that day and two weeks

24

from that day would be identical. J. Thomas Heflin of

Alabéma voiced a similar idea. He added that the result,
". . . is already decreed. It is cut andvdried; The

arrangements have all been made."25

21

Congressional Record, pp. 364-367
221pid., p. 364.

231bid., p. 366.

241pid., p. 731.

2>1bid., p. 722.
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The ﬁighlight of the first day of debate was a speech
‘made by T.H. Cafaway of Arkansas. The Senator took the
opportunity to reply to Hoover's message about the debenture
plan. Cérraway took an angry, blustery tack which had strong,
humocrous ovértones. At one pqint he remarked, "If anyone can
accept . , ., [HQQVer's] reasoning he does not need information

to have faith."26

In his discussion of the supporting docu-
ment written by Secretary of Agriculture, Hyde, Carraway
said, . . . if the Senators will read the statement

before the committee, they will acquit him of having any

information on the subject."27

The Senator did, howevgr,
ably defend the debenture program. He éxpressed an idea.that
was not often heard during that period,.either in Congress:
ér out. He suggested that thevbest solution might be to

end the tariff programvand put all segments of the economy

28 He argued that as long as the tariff was in

on their own.
effect, a program of tariff equalization was needed. The
Senator personally favored the equalization fee, but was
willing tb accept the debenture plan because it was faster.2®
‘He. charged that the Administrationfs program was a political
bill to solve a political problem, and fhat‘without the

debenture progiam, the whole thing wés worthless. >0

261bid., p. 371.
271bid., p. 372.
nggig., p. 372.
291pid., p. 375.
301bid., p. 374. A
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:‘Many Republican Senators criticized Hoover and his hand-
ling of the entire farm relief situation. Joseph Robinson df
Arkansas theorized that if the President had éCtéd'more
promptly, the debenture feature might never have Been.intro—
duced. He pointed out that the idea was included‘only after
a proionged wait for Hoover's opinioni31 Smith Brookhart of
Iowa was one of the_Senators who had been effected the most
by the President's gtand on the debentures. Brookhart had
campaigned strongly for Hoover, and had assured the farmer
that the Republican candidate stood for real farm relief.
The Senator clearly felt betrayed. "I had a distinct ﬁnder=
standing,'" he said, "of what farm relief meant. I went out
in the best of faith I know how to exercise. I believed in

st The Senator promised, '"There will

33

Herbert Hoover ... .
béjé hereafter about all this." Other Senators from
farming regions joined Brookhart in his protest. They had
all supported Hoover and believed that fhey’had received

nothing for their trouble.34

The only Midwestern Republican
who was not affected by the President's position on farm relief
was Senator Norris who had openly opposed HooVer's ele;tion.
The Senator accused the President of allowing farmers to

believe, during the campaign, that his administration would

3lipid., p. 1241

321bid., p. 735.

331bid., p. 436.

34Seevfor instance,'CongreSSibnal Record, pp. 523-525 and
737. R
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advocate a strongvfarm relief measure, then, after thé
 61ection, supporting a weak measure.ss‘

The Senate Democrats were also critical of Hoover's
Stand. Pat Harrison of Mississippi echoed Norris' speech very
accurately and added that the pressure from the administration
wasmo—unting.36 Senator Robinson expanded the idea‘of Admini-
strative pressure and revealed that some Senators had been
threatened with changes in the tariff schedules if they

57 The New York Times reported

supported the debenture program.
that some Senators who supported the debenture plan had been
ignoredAby the President in hiS'éonsideration of patronage
‘appointments. The paper reported that Senator W. B. Pine,
aVRepublican from Oklahoma, had submitted a suggestion for

a position in the Indian Bureau which had been ovethoked,
following the Senator's vote for the debenture plan.

Those Senators who supported the Administration's
program of market reorganization explained their positions
in several ways. Senator McNary made a curious statement:
"This bill is of an emergent character. It is designed to
meet a present situation and might be called a short-time
approach to the problem.'" He stated that this was not the

38

time to evolve a long-range program. The Senator's

35

Congressional Record, pp. .733-734.

301pid., pp. 1251-2.

371bid., pp. 1249-51.

381pid., p. 368.
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position seems contrary to the actual workings of the
President's program. He was later questioned about his
support of the administratiqn*s proposal. McNary answered
bluntly, "I stated very plainly that sometimes you must

39 The -

forego yoﬁr own views in order to get legislation."
rest of the ideas expressed_in the debate in support of‘the
administratibn's proposal were‘identical to those expreséed
iong before the Senate session began. There were a few
amendments to the bill; but they were mainly minor in

nature. All-in-all, the Senate seemed to be a forum for be-
ginning a Senator's next campaign. E;pecially if that

Senator was from a farm state.

- The press reaction to the Senate's activity was almost
universally negative. There were only three Nebraska papers
that supported the debenture aspect of the proposal, and
support was ébmewhat tenuous. The general reaction could be
readily divided into two categories: criticism of the
political motives, and criticism of the debenture plan itself.
‘Most papers took the former position, but many considered the
debenture plan to be most important. Most of the editorials
followed Hoover's criticisms very closely. They cited, often
without giving credit, the reasons the President gave Congress
for his position. Some papers went a bit further. The Omaha

40

Bee-News called the plan "fatuous . . . paternalism." The

—

391bid., p. 599.

40Omaha (Nebraska) Bee-News (MorﬁinéxEdition), May 9, 1929.
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Lincoln State Journal commented that the debenture program

was, "a plan of farm relief for which there exists no demand
among the farmers and which offers no substantial relief-to
agriculture, and what is more, stands no chance of being put

>into effect!”41

Those papers that supported the plan
universally emphasized the fairness of the debenture system.
If tariff support was important and justifiable for one

segment of the economy, then it should be made to work for

the rest of the economy as well. The Grand Island Daily

‘Independent stated that case and speculated that opposition

to the debenture was based on opposition to rising food

costs.42 The Hastings Daily Tribune editorially asked, if

subsidy is wrong for wheat, why is it not wrong for every-
fhing else?v"43

The charge that support of the debenture plén was
politically motivated, received a great deal of editorial
space. Nearly every péper repeated the accusation at one
time or anotherf Senators Brookhart and Borah were often
singled out for specific criticism. The Lincoln State
Journal suggested that Senator Brookhart should begin to

‘think before he made a speech, and further suggested that

a critical evaluation process would leave the Senator with

41(Llncoln, Nebraska) Evening State Journal, May 13, 1929
Hereafter cited as State Journal.

42

Grand Island Daily Independent, May 20, 1929.

43Hastings Daily Tribune, May 11, 1929.

~
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44

little to say. The Democrats who supported the debentures

received their share of criticism. Most papers charged that

45

theirbpositioﬁ was dictated entirely by politics. ‘The

Lincoln State Journal was bitterly critical of the Democratic

proponents of the debenture pian. It argued that the program
';was completely antithetical to party policf, yet many Senators
supported it anyway. The paper concluded, ". . . party lead-
ership has fallen so low that it has nothing of its owﬁ to
offer and it is content with the crumbs that fall from the

46 rhe over-whelming

tables of the insurgent Republicans."
press reaction, then, was against the Senate's attempt to
include the debenture proposal in the farm relief program.
The first real test of the;relative strength of the
.Vvarious groups came when James Watson of Iﬁdiana proposed

47 The amendment

48

an amendment to strike the debenture plan.
was narrowly defeated forty-seven to forty-four. Analysis
of the voting revealed that the Republican Senators voted

three-to-one to strike the debenture section. Nearly ninety

per cent of the Democrats, on the other hand, voted to keep

the section in the bill. The strength of the Republican

44Lincoln'Star, June 12, 1929.

_ 458ee‘KearneY‘Daily'Hub, May 7, 1929; or Omaha Bee-News
May 9, 1929. . :

46Stafe Journal, May 13, 1929.

47Congressional'Record, p. 730.

481454., pp. 997-998.
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ﬁarty was clearly behind the President. Thé debenture feature
was saved by'the'biock the of thévDemocfats combined with
a few insurgent Republicah Senators.

The next major obstacle for the Senate version of the
farm religf program.was the vote on final passage. The Senators
concluded their'debatefand vdted on the measure on May 14.
The bill was approved easily, fifty-six to'thirty-nine.50
" The majority of the Republican party still voted against the
imeasure,_and ninety?four per cent of the '"no'" votes were cast
by Republicans. The Democratic block once again solidly
supported'the measure. Eighty—five per cent of the Democratic
VSénators voted for the bill, and a majority of the 'yes" votes

>1 One of the péculiar things about

_were'caét by Democrats.
" these two votes in the Senate was that the whole bill passed
by a larger margin than the debenture feature. Nine
Senators, eight Républicans and a Democrat, voted against

the debenture feature, but for the whole bill. The Grand

Island Daily Independent noted that they were all from farm
52

states. These Senators must have believed that opposition
to the débenture plan was not as important as getting some

farm relief passed. It was quite clear the Senate's version

4QSee AppendixAB.

50

Congressional Record, p. 1296..

51See Appendix B.

>2Grand Island Dailz_Ihdependent, May 16, 1929, and
Appendix B. ‘
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was péssed:by fhe §dlid support of the Democratic wing. The
insuréent Republicans got most of the atteﬁtion in the press,
but the:Democrats saved the'progrém.

The Senate, then, had finally completea its version of
the féim relief program. The process took‘neérly three weeks
longer than it had in the House. The differences between
fhe‘two-houses were marked. The strong leadership 6f the
House was not apparent in the Senate. Neither group in
‘the Senate seemed to have any organization or even any
general plan of attack. The House measure was clearly a
Republiéan program. The Senate's.version;was carried by
solid Democratic support.

Therppohents had clearly identified themselves: the
_Senate majority on oﬁe éide, with a coalition of the House
and the Administration on the other. The battle ground be-
came the Conference Committee's room and the national press.
The process of resolving the differencesvbetween the two
versioné of the bill would take another month. The clash
of political power that was exercised during the Conference

period was to force the bill into its final form.



Chapter 5
THE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE
POWER POLITICS

The Cénference Cdmmittee,'which was appointedbfb
resolve the differences between the two versions of the
farm relief bill, prdved to be the center of the last
 batt1e of the’Special,Sessiqn. The political maneuvering,
however, took place in both Houses 6f Congress, in the
national press, in the offices of the President, as well as
in the committee sessions themselves. The political aspects
of farm relief came to the front more obviously than they
had at any other stage of fhe legislative process. .All
the skill and power of the managers of the President's
vprogram'were ultimately called upon to carry the fafm relief
program to completion.

The House of Representatives had completed its version
of the bill several déys before the Senafe:x The lower
house had passed the Administration's version, but the
Senate had added the debenture program. Although this was
the only major differénce, it was not certain, at that
point, whether or not the conflict could bé;resolved.

The plan of action of the House leadership was not

78
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clear in the early stages oflthe'final struggle. The Qéﬂ

York Times reported that a strong division existed among the

House Democrats on the debentureplan.1 A sizeable number

" of Representatives favored not considering the Senate version
of the‘bill, thereby refusing to approve a conference.2 The

. reason for this position was the argument that the debenture

lfeature effected the income of the United States and should,

thérefore, be considered a revenue measure, which could only

be originated in the_Ho‘use.3 The New.York Times reported

that if the House chose'to‘make an issue of the Constitu-
‘tionality of the Senate's action and refused to accept‘their
bill, the whole farm relief effort might die. The_paperl
spequlated that é method of circumventing the deadlock

would be‘found‘to save some part of the entire program.

There were four apparent courses open to the Housé leaders.
They could have moved for unanimous consent‘for a conference,
which would have been refused. They might have réferred the
Senate'bill to the House Committee oﬁ Agriculture for action,
which was not likély. They could have proposed a special -
rule that Wduld_gloss over the Constitutional issue; Or,

they could have flatly refused to accept the Senate version

1

2

New York Times, May 15, 1929.
Ibid., May 16, 1929.

SuNational Affairs: Husbandry: III Winds," Time,
May 20, 1929, pp. 9-10. | \ —

“New York Times, May 16, 1929.
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of the measure. »The*NeW‘York'TimeS,beliéved that the third
v _ - _

 a1ternative was the most likely. The next day, the Times
reportéd that the House managers would, indeed, ask for a
speciél rule which would bypass the Constitutiénal issue .and
send fhe measure to conferencé; Pressure from the administra-
tion was considered to be'the‘reason fbr attempting to ignore
the Constitutional quesfcion.6

| - On May 17, Berﬁrand Snell of New York, Chairman of'the
House Rules Committee, rose and presented a resolution which
was the course of action .decided upon by the leadership of
the House. The resolution stated that there was a Constitu-
tional question involved with the Senate's version of the
bill, but existing circumstances were such that the House
would ignore the question and consider the Senatefs-pioposal.
This action, howevef, was not to be considered a precedent
in any other situation, present or future. The resolution
.proposed the House accept the Senate'srversidn, but not
accept the'Sénate's amendment, and agree to the conference
asked for by the upper house.7 Representative Snell was the
,principél speaker in favor of the resolution; He feported
that he personally‘believed that the Senate's proposal was

‘unconstitutional. This remark was greeted by applause from

Sibid.

S1bid., May 17, 1929.

. 7U.S.,1CongreSsional Record, 71st Congress, lst Session,
1929, LXXI, p. 1448. Hereafter cited as Congressional Record.

N
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the other members of the House. He éoﬁtinued by reporting
that others of "equal ability" belie;ed the opposite. The
question could have easily provoked érgument which might have
required many months or even years tb resolve. Snell con-
cluded that the pfoposed'rule.shouldjbe adopted and work
continued.8 Time reporfed that Sneli later explained'that
a Constitutional argument would not have been understood by

the people who wanted farm relief at once, and that a
compromise was necessary.g 2

'Arguments against the resolution centered on one idea:

the rule gave the members of the Ho@se,no chance to vote
|

‘on the debenture plan separately frim the rest of the propo-

sal. Eward Pou, of North Carolina,granking minority member

i

!
of the Rules Committee, was first tq oppose the measure. He

) § ‘ :
called it a '"'steamroller' action'wh%ch would not be easily
~accepted by the general public who %id not give the House

any credit for courage anyway. He %sked that the debenture .

10

plan be brought to a specific vote." Clarence Cannon of

H

Missouri called the resolution a, "gag rule of the most

nll

arbitrary character . . He charged that this was

one more example.of the power politics which had been used

81bid.

g"National Affairs: Husbandry Sick Giant," Time, May 27,

1929, pp. 12-13. ‘ E
10 !

11

Congressional Record, p. 1448,

Ibid., p. 1450.
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since the beginning of the session.12

Representative Jones of Texas presented a convincing
argument concerning the Constitutional question. He main-
taihed’that the debenture plan was not a revenue measure
within‘the-defini?ion of the Supréme Court. The court had
ruled that for the Constitutional prohibition to be in
‘effect, the measure had to deal-primarily with raising funds.
Since  the debenture program Was-essentially'a farm relief
measure, the Senate could, quite properly, propose it.l3

The resolution. was brought to a vote and passed by a

14 The Speaker of the House_appointed the

two-to-one margin.
following Representatives to act as conferees: Gilbert
‘Haugen ovaowa, Fred Purnell of Indiana, Thomas Williams of

Illinois, James,Aswell of Louisiana, and David Kincheloe of -

_Kentucky.15

The President of the Senate had previously appointed
the folloWing to the committee: Charles McNary of Oregon,
George Norris of Nebraska, Arthur Caﬁper of Kansas, Ellison

Smith of South Carolina, and Joseph Ransdell of Louisiana.l-6

121454., p. 1451.

13Ibid., p. 1112. The New York Times editorially con-
curred with this opinion, arguing that the actual effect of
the debenture was the expenditure of funds and not actually
raising money. New York Times, May 16, 1929. ' -

l4_Congressiona1 Record, p. 1454, The actual vote was
249 to .119, with 58 Representatives not voting.

51pi4., p. 1455.

16145a., p. 1269.
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These ten Congressmen were charged with the duty of ironing-
out the differences between the two versions of the farm
relief proposal. Time reported that farm relief had, 'dis-
appeared into the subtérranean chamberslof the capitol . . ."
and stated that the failure of the debenture plan seemed .
certain. .Three of the five Senate conferees and all five
. from the House had'opposed the program.17 In short, the
admihistrationrforces had packed'the Committee.

Comment from the press concerning the Congressional
activity still seemed to be against the Senate's stand on the

debenture issue. The Omaha Bee-News called fof the House to
18

The Wayne Herald

stand-up and repudiate the Senate action.

“was hopeful that the two houses could agree on sbmething

that would not hurt the farmer even if it did not help him.'’

The Kearney Daily Hub predicted that the debenture proposal
20

would fail, or that no measure would be passed at all.

The New York Times speculated that the House expected the
Senate to give-up on the debenture program, and ifAthe'
Senate refused, all farm relief efforts would fail. It also
predicted that the Senate would use a specific defeat of the.

debenture proposal by the House as a good excuse to abandon

17”N_ational Affairs: Husbandry: Sick Giant,'" Time,
May 27, 1929, pp. 12-13. : : —_—

18Omaha Bee-News, (Morning E&itibn), May 17, 1929.

19Wayne (Nebraska) Herald, April 25, 1929.

.zoKearneX (Nebraska) Daily Hub, May 10, 1929.

~
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that part of their program. In that way; the Senate coﬁld
Vinsure'farm relief legislation and still save fau:e.'21

 The ConfereﬁCe Committee met for the first time on
May 21. The differences were quickly isolated. The House
Conferees insisted that the committee consider the debenture
issue first. - The meﬁbers from the Senate refused to consider
a compromise on thé debenture séction until the House had
taken a roll-call‘vote on the proposal. The conferees from
the House asked for time'to-cqnsult'their 1eader§ and report

2

batk.2 ‘They reported the next day that there was no change

23

in ‘their previous position. The leaders of the House were

simply unwilling to allow the Senate to dictate procedures

to them.%%

The Committee continued to meet daily until

May 26, when the Representatives walked-out of the meetihg;
They stated that there was no reason to continue, and that
the debenture issue was the entire cause of the problem.

The New York Times speculated that this break-down would

allow Congress to recess and escape from Washington for the
summer months.25
The demand for some kind of farm relief legislation

proved to be too strong to allow a recess, however. Pressure

2INew York Times, May 17, and 20, 1929.

zzlbid,, May 21, 1929. See also, Congressional Record,
pPp. 255607. - 2.

s

231pid., May 22, 1929.

2%1bid., May 26, 1929.

251pid.
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had been exerted on all sideé to,get work under way again.
An action of the Florida legislature was often cited as
repfesentative of the general mood of the country. The
legislature passed a.ré501ution which instructed its Senators
to getbdn with farm relief and abandon the debénture proposal.
The imminent arrival of summer was also cited as a factor in
getting the.conference underway again.27' President Hoover
expressed his opposition to taking a recess until the farm

28

relief bill was passed. The following day, Congressional

'1eaders.announced that they would not allow the summer recess
to begin until the farm question was settled.?? |
The Conference resﬁmed on June 2 and compromiseés were
reached on all contested issues except the debenture program.so
The déédlock continued as before. On,June'6, the committee
finally rgachéd-an agreement which ébandoned the debenture
section of the bill. The vote was eight to two with only

Senators Norris and Smith dessenting.31 Senator McNary
explained,that the majority of the Senate's Conferees had

agreed to drop the debenture section because they be1ieVed

267pid., June 1, 1929.

271bi4.

287pid., May 30, 1929.

291pid., June 1, 1929.

3014id., June 2, 1929.

511pid., June 6, 1929.

26
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" that their action would'not harm the debenture proposal if
the Senate wanted to insist upon it. Their decision could
also have hastened the courserof législation if the Senate
were willing to abandon the provision. McNary concluded that
'the’Representatives on the Committee were completely unwill-
ing to accept the debenture program or recommend a roll call
vote on the issue.32 :
The Conference Report was presented,to the Housé/of
Representatives on June 7. A statement was issuéd by the
Conferees from the House which explained the changes and
recommended that the compromises be accepted. The report
Vstressed that the bill was primarily the originai House Bill

53 The question of agreeing to the

Conference Report was called and the Report was accepted.34

with a few minor changes.

The Conference Report was presehted to the Senate on

35

June 6. Discussion of the report centered on the refusal

of the House to vote directly on the debenture section.
Claude Swanson of Virginia stated that the Senators who
supported the debentures had the right to force each Repre -

sentative to make his position known to the public.36

32Congressional Record, pp. 2556-2557.

531bid., pp. 2520-2523.

341bid., p. 2531.

351pid., p. 2409.

501pid., p. 2563.
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Senator Norris believed that the Representatives could cam-
paign safely now regardless'of'their actual feelings on the
:debenturg issue. He stated that if the House refused to
‘accept the debenture provision, he would vote for the bill

37

without it. The question of agreeing to the Conference

Report was ;alled, and the Report was refused. The vote was
forty-three to forty-six with six Senators not vot‘ing.38
‘The Senate further resolved to insist on its original version
and to ask for a further conference. The séme five Senators

were appointed as conferees.

The New York Times reported that the farm program hung,

"in the balance." The only hope;for passing legislation
acceptable to the President was for the House to vote directly

40

on the debenture question. The Times charged that the

Senate's action wésvpdlitically motivated, and that the

41 The Repub -

campaigns of 1930 and 1932 had already begun.
lican 1¢adership was made aware of a growing anti-Republican
trend by a special election which had been held in,Kentucky.
In November, the Republican candidate had won the eiection

by over four thousand votes. In May, the Democratic candidate

had won by more than one thousand votes. One of the reasons

371bid., p. 2562.
381pida., p. 2661.
391414 .
40

New York Times, June 10, 1929.

41l1pid.



cited for the change was growing disaffection caused by the
42 '

delays in the farm relief program.

After the defeat of the first Conference Report,

88

President Hoover assumed the leadership in the fight for farm

relief‘legiSlation. His first action was to release a strong

statement to the press. He praised the version passed by the

House as a long-range method of improving the farm situation.

Hoover stressed that mno one had adequately refuted his argu

ments against the debenture program. The President concluded

that the Senate had at best delayed action and at worst had
killed all hope for farm relief.43 |
Hoover's second action was to have a conference wifh
Congressional leaders. The Senators present were: McNary
of_Oregon, James Watson of Indiana, David Reed of Penn-
sylvania, Walter Edge of New Jersey, and George Moses of
New Hampshire. Speaker Nicholas Longworth of Ohio, Repre-
sentativé John Tilson of Connecticut and Representative
Bertrand Snell of New York were invited from the House of
Representatives. Hoover was aided by Secretary of Agricul;
ture Hyde, Secretary of War Good, and thé»Prgsident's
secretary, Walter H. Newton. ExaCtly what was said during

that ninety minute conference was not revealed to the press

42Ibid., June 3, 1929. Another special election was
held in Minnesota slightly later. The results showed the
same trend as Kentucky had exhibited, only stronger.
‘Lincoln (Nebraska) Star, June 21, 1929. '

431bid., June 12, 1929.
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"It was apparent that the President was trying to find some
44

Way to get the farm relief legislation through Congress.
Time reported that Hoover exerted his authority as party
chief and President. He virtually ordered the leaders of

45

the House to bring the debenture measure to a vote. A 'New

York Times editorial had remarked that Hoover's prestige

had been wounded by the Senate's actioﬁ.”The President had
clearly announced his opposition to the debenture, but his
advice had been ignored. The paper concluded that the House
had to act quickly to rescue the President's image and
possibly to save all of Hoover's legislative program.46
The Housekindeed acted quickly. The next morning,
Representative Haugen moved that the House insist‘on its
version of the bill and agree to'a’new conference. John

Tilson of Connecticut offered an amendment which would, if

approved,;instruct the conferees from the House to demand
' 47

the omission of the debenture program. The New York Times
reported that this procedure was agreed upon to meet the
Senate's demand for a direct, roll call vote on the debenture

program.48 Representative Tilson said that his motion was

441544,

. 45"National Affairs: The Presidency: Constructive Stért,"‘
Time, June 24, 1929, p. 11. o ’

46New York Times, June 12, 1929.

47Congressional“Record, p.- 2788.

'48New York Times, June 13, 1929.
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designed to end the controversy over the debenture p}anﬁand
that it provided, ". . . the most direct way and perhaps the

49

only way that we can get this bill passed.” The amendment

was accepted, two hundred and fifty to one hundred and

>0 Statistical analysis of this vote indicated a

thirteen.
reasonably strict division by political party. Sixty per
cent of fhose who actually voted on the measure were Repub-
licans, indicating their majority position. Eighty-seven
per cent of the "yes' votes were cast by Republicans,  and
eighty-eight per cent of the 'no'" votes were recorded by
Democrats. Eighty-one per cent of the Republican Representa-
tives voted to remove the debenture plan, while sixty-one

per cent of their Democratic counterparts voted to keep that
portion of the program.51 The administration's control over
the House was clearly demonstrated. The Republican majority
once again carried the President's program. The House con-
cluded its consideration of the matter by appointing the

same conferees who had served before.52

The New York Times called the vote a 'motable" victory

for President Hoover. The editors reported that the only
reason that the House had resisted so long was to keep some

Mid-western Republicans from having to vote against the

49Congressional Record, p. 2788.

20144,
51

See Appendix C.

SZCongressional Record, p. 2789.
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debenture program.s3 The'Omaha'Wofld—Herald commented that

the House had uncritically accepted the President's suggéstions.
The Representatives had refused to consider improvements, but
followed directions instead. "That makes the kind of a

legislative body," the World-Herald concluded, "any executive
| 54

can easily learn to love.™ The press generally took the

position that the House had been blocking the legislative
proceésvby refusing to vote on the debenture issue and expressed

the hope that the Senate would move quickly on the farm relief
proposal.55
The conference began the following morning, June 14.

It was unanimously agreed to resubmit the same report which

56

had been presented before. The Conference Report was filed

with the House as the first order of business. ‘Representative

Haugen simply asked that the report be accepted, and it was,

57

by voice vote. Senator McNary introduced the Conference

Report to the upper house and asked that it be considered at

58

the end of that day. His request was also accepted. After

a minimum amount of debate, the question of agreeing to the

53New York Times, June,i4, 1929.

54Omaha Morning World-Herald, June 14,:1929.

55See for instance, Grand TIsland (Nebraska)'Daily Inde -
pendent, June 10 or 14, 1929, or Kearney Daily Hub, June 14, 1929.

56

Congressional Record, p. 2781.

[

>71bid., p. 2894.

>81bid., p. 2870.
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report was moved. The report was acceptedvseventy—four to
eight.59 Statistical analysis . of the vote indicated that
the Republican majority had carried the bill. The ngée
cratic Senators cast'oniy one-third of the "yes" votes. They
did record, however, sixty-three pérucent of the 'no'" votes.
Nearly sixty per cent of the total votes actually cast for
or against the measure were recorded by Republican Senators.
Curiously enough, the Report received more nearly universal
support within the Democratic party than within‘the Repub -
‘lican. The numerical superiority of the Republicéns allowed

60 This vote

 them to claim the bill as a Republican measure.
‘was a distinct contrast to the earlier returns on the Senate's
version of the bill. That measure had been largely carried
by a solid block of Democratic Senators. The-substantialr
Republican support of the Committee Report, coupled with a
'élight Democratic shift égainst the successful version,
gavé the Senate's action a definitely Republican fl‘avor.G-l

The immediate reaction to the passage of the bill was

edntradictory. The McCook Tribune praised the House for not

wavering from the Republican platform, and for its support

62

of the President. The Grand Island Daily Independent

attacked the House with equal enthusiasm. It charged that’

*I1pid., p. 2886.

6OSee Appendix D.

'618ee Appendixes B and D.

'62McCook (Nebraska) Tribune, June 21, 1929.

\
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the Representatives had played politics first and placed ther

relief question second.63 The Hastings Daily Tribune stated

that the recent actions of Congress might be an argument

64

.faVOring a unicameral legislature. Dispite the wide varia-

tion of reactions, most papers agreed that the actions of

Congress had to be considered a definite victory for President

65

Hoover. Apparently his leadership in the latter stages of

the proéess‘had saved his prestige. " Time, however, believed
the President's victory had been a difficult one. Hoover had
been forced to give up'the idea that the Executive shculd not
interfere with Congress. 1In fact, the President had, ''very
‘definitely interfered, [and] Very-distinctly'dictated.”éﬁk
Immediafely after the Conference Report was approved by
both houses, the measure was signed by thé Speaker Qf the
67

House and the Vice President of the United Stétes. The

Committee on- Enrolled Bills sent the measure to the President
68

that same day, June 14, The next day, Hoover held a
signing ceremony and made his approval official. The Presi-

dent greeted many Congressional leaders for the event which

'63Grand‘Island (Nebraska) Daily'Indepeﬁaent, June 12, 1929.

64Hastings (Nebraska) Daily Tribune, June 14, 1929.

65McCook Tribune, June 21, 1929, or Omaha Morning World-
Herald, June 21, 1929. '

66”National Affairs: The Présidéncy; Constructive
Start," Time, June 24, 1929, p. 11. =

67

Congressional Record, pp. 2886 and 2935.

81pid., p. 2977.
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was attended by many reporters and extensively recorded by

69 The President signed his first name

‘press photographers.
with one pen and his last name with another. He then
presented the pens to Senator McNary and Representative

70”Hoover delivered a short speech which concluded:-

Haugen.
"After many years of contention we have at last made a
constructive start at agricultural relief with the most
important measure ever passed by Congress in aid of a single
indust’ry.71
The national reaction to the passage of the farm relief
measure seemed, on the balance, to be favorable. Senaﬁor

Arthur Capper of Kansas, in an article written for the New

York Times, reported that the legislation was a vital

measure for the farmer. "It is intended to be for agricul-
“ture,'" the Senator wrote, '"what therFederal Reserve Act is
for commerce, what the transportation act is for the rail-
roads, [and] what the protective tariff is for manufacturing

and 1abor.”7.2

S. H. Thompson, President of the Farm Bureau
Federation, hailed the bill as the beginning of a '"new era

in farming," and stated that the bill would bring prosperity

6QSenator Watson was reported to have remarked that a
photographer was the only person in the world who could
keep four Senators quiet for three minutes. New York Times,
June 16, 1929.

7ONew York Times, June 16,'1929."
"l1bid. |

7214id., June 18, 1929.
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‘to the farmer once again.73fvThe~National Grange was the only
organization that expressed disappointment over the exclusion
of the debenture plan. A news release from the Grange stated
that the bill as enacted was not strong enough, and that the
74

debenture idea would be heard of again.

The local reaction was mixed. The Lincoln Star pointed

out that on the same day that Hoover Sighed the bill, the
price of wheat on the grain exchange fell. The reason for
the decline, the paper reported, was a drought-breaking rain
in the Canadian wheat-growing region. The paper concluded
that the grain dealer had much more faith in rain than the

75

government as a factor in wheat prices. The North Platte

Tribune offered a typical criticism when it suggested that

the program was a long-range solution and that the farmer

was in immediate need of aid.76'

The Wayne Herald suggested
that the measure would provide only psychological help in
the short-run. The long-run impact of the program was com-

d.77 Much Qf the comment.

pletely unknown, the Herald conclude
stressed the sincere effort on the part of the Administration

and emphasized that the program should be considered an

731bid., June 16, 1929.

74Kearney Daily Hub, June 24, 1929.

75Linéoln Star, June 17, 1929.

76

The'Nortthlatte (Nebraska) Tribune, July 12, 1929.

77WaXne (Nebraska) Herald, June 20, 1929.
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experiment to be changed or discarded as experience dictated.78

The over-all reaction was regarded as cautiously optimistic.

An editorial in the Grand Island Daily Independent, based on
an informal survey of Nebraska newspapers, éxpressed the
general feeling. It reported that generally the press
supported popular acceptance of the new lggislation and called
for a fair trial period before final conclusions were reached.
‘The Grand Island paper was,.however, quite skeptical about

79

the potential success of the bill. The Lincoln Sun shared

the skepticism, but hoped, "that Mr. Hoover's program suc-
ceeds beyond expectations."so
The Agricultural Marketing Act of 1929 was a reaiity.
The Federal government had responded to an apparent neéd.
Its action had been shaped and dictated by the pressure
~groups interested in the solution. The_groupsrwith great
political power influenced the outcome greatly. Those
~groups with®lesser power had less influence on the outcome.
This kind 6£ problem-solving apparatus, when faced with a
'Complex problem with multiple potential solutions, was
always subject to'question. Did the soluwtion resolve the

‘problem? =

785ee, for example, Hastings Daily Tribune, June 13,
1929, and Evening State Journal (Lincoln, Nebraska), June
25, 1929. i -

79

Grand‘Islahd”Daily Independent, JumefEZ, 1929.

80

Lincoln Star, June 17, 1929.




Chapter 6
CONCLUSION: ECONOMICS OR POLITICS

The final judgement regarding the potential usefulness
6f the Agricultural Marketing Act in solving the farm problem
was difficult to reach. There was no real contemporary
consensus. The history of the Farm Board proved that it did
not work, but the unusual economic conditions of the early
thirties might have prevented a system from working at that
time which could have succeeded under more stable conditions,
It would seem, therefore, tﬂatrthe potential had not been
fairly tested. The final decision could be reached_only
‘after a process df analysis of the economics of agriculture,
with particular emphasis on the farm problem of the Twenties.
A concept of what was needed could then be developed, and
compared with the Agricultural Marketing Act. An analysis
of the differences between the hypothetical, ideal solution
and the actual legislation could be made. Finally, sug- “
gestions could be offered to account for thé\differencés.

The agricultural industry was in a peculiar economic
position. First, the férmer sold in a market over which he
had absolutely no control. Second, he had little ability to

adjust his production. Third, he sold a product for which

97 ™
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the total demand was inelastic. The demand for farm commodi -
ties was mdstssignificantly related to population;lu The
total demand for food was relatively unresponsive to either
price changes or rising censﬁmerfs income. It has been
estimated that for every one per cent increase in income,
the demand for farm commodities only in;reased one tenth of
one per cent. In fact; the demand for certain foods decreased
as income increased.2 While consumer expenditures for food
increased as income rose, the maJor portion of the increase
went to pay for packaging and convenience services. 3 The
farper, then, operated in a situation in which general
prosperity was transmitted te him only in limited amounts.
Even without other agriculturélbproblems, the increasing well-
‘being of the United States during the Twenties could have
aided the farmer only in greatly diminished portions. Agri-
culture simply could not accrue benefits which othervsegments
of the economy enjoyed. |

The individual producer had only limited ability to
adjust his total production. The proportion of his fixed
costs to variable costs was so high that he was forced to
produce the maximum amount, regardless of projected demand.

Although the farmer had some variable costs, the bulk of

1Ear1 0. Heady, A Primer. on Food' Agriculture, and
Public Policy (New York: Random House, 1967), p. 9.
Hereafter cited as Heady, Agriculture and Publlc Policy.
2

Ibid., pp. 9-10.
31pbid., p. 10. ]
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his annual expenditures were fixed long in advance by a
Serieskof mortgage and loan.agreements.4 in.this situation,
the annUal income of the typical producer varied a great deal
more than his annual costs.SI The only factors whiéh really
raffectéd pfbduétién were’nqn-economic, and largely uncon-
vtrellable: weather, inse;ts; and disease'.6 This dependence
on uncontrollable.factors_virtually guaranteed great price
and income instabiliﬁy,7 In addition, the farmer was forced
_ to continue to make large capital expenditures in order to
compete with_his neighbors. If he failed to increase his
-prodﬁction és'his—competitér—neighbors had, he would be
forced to meet falling prices with a relatively smaller
amount of his crop for sale,s ‘Thé only way for the individual
~producer to help_himself was to iﬁcrease his productivity.
When this factor was'applied on a national scale, the total
production increased, and prices fell even more. The
farmer was caught in a nearly'impossible situation. 1In
ordér to maintain his competitive position, he was forced

to make large expenditures to be amortized over a long pefiod

'4Adlowe L. Larsoh, Agricultural Marketing, (New York:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951), pp. 22-23. Hereafter cited as
Larson, Marketing.

5

Heady, Agriculture'and'Public_PoliCy,'p. 26}
6 :

Larson, Marketing, p. 22.

7Heady, Agriculture and Public Policy, p. 25;

81bid., p. 56-57.
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of time. The resulting high, fixed costs forced the farmer
to produce'the\ma£imumﬁamount each year. The ever-increasing
supply continually depressed'the.market prices, léaving the
entire industry in worse Condition each_year.g

~The individual producer's relationship to the commodity
market placed him in a difficult,position; -The market was
one of the 1ast examples of pure capitalism. No indiVidual
farmer produced enough to'have any impact on the market.
He was forced into the position of "price-taker," who could

10 The farmer's

sell all or nothing at one, stated price.
gross income was equal to the price received, multiplied by
the~quantity sold, minus the marketing costs. Without
interference from outside of the market,'the price was not
adjustable, but was inversely prOpoftional to the total
quantity sold. The quantity sold was, to some degree,
adjustable, but other forces dictated that the maximum
possible quantity would be produced. Fufthermore,'as the
total amount sold increased, fhe price fell, offsetting

any potentialfincrease in the farmer's gross income. The
cost of marketing was, perhaps, subject to adjustment, but
only through‘largé-scale éctiviﬁy;ll The,agriculfural

industry was caught in another situation which was largely

beyond the control of the individual farmer. Only through

91bid., pp. 26-28.

01bid., p. 24.

”llLarson, Marketing, pp. 42-44.
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massive cooperative activity could the farmer effect his
gross incomé.' Even then, the pdtential increase in income
was small at best, and total income‘would still be subject
'to large fluctuations.

There were additional forces in operation durihg the
Twenties which mutiplied these general agricultural‘diffi-
culties. The basic problem of the period was over-product-
ion. It was caused by impréved farming techniques,’shifting
demand, and the artificial stimulation of productidn during
World War I. The result of the surplus had been drastically
lower prices. The problem was worsened by the contihually
rising costs of production andAliving.'12 Statistics indicated
that during the period from before the war to the early
Twenties, farmer's taxes had increased 126 per éent, farm
mortgage debt had increased 132 per cent, freight rates had
fisen steadily, and farm wages had increased 115 per cent.
Wholesale prices of non-agricultural products had increased
b} seventy-two per'cent from their pre-war level. At the
‘same time} the dollar value of all farm products had increased

13

by only twenty-two per cent. The increased commercialization

12Murray Reed Benedict, Farm Policies of the U. S.: 1790-
1950 (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1953), pp. 236-237,
hereafter cited as Benedict, Policies, and George Fredefick
Warren and F. A. Pearson, The Agricultural Situation,
Economics of Fluctuating Prices (New York: J. Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1924), pp. 19-21 and p. 1, hereafter cited as Warren ’
and Pearson, Fluctuating Prices. -

SWarren and Pearson, Fluctuating Prices, p. 1.
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of farming, accompanied by increasing dependency on outeide
goods, made the farmer even more at'the mercy of risingi
Hcosts.14 The farmer seemed to be suffering from- his enthu-
siastic response'to the unusual demand created by World War
I;f He bought 1end and equipment to meet the demand. When
the economy readjusted to..normal foilowing the war, the
farmer was left with the capacity to proauCe‘at the emergency
aleVel,‘and the economic necessity to use that capacity.

In order to develop a concept of what might have been
done for the farmer in 1929, it was necessary to examine the
types of policies available. Agricﬁltural economist Earl O. .
Heady wrote that there were threeAgeneral types: compensa-

tional, developmental, and regulatory.15

" The latter were
designed to pfotect the health and welfare of the consumer,
and did not seem appiicable to the situation of the Twenties.
The Congress of the United States had instituted develop-
mental programs from its beginning. The earliest stages of -
the developmental policy featured cheap land, and the
’Homestead Act was the evolutionary result. As the public
land was used-up, Congress shifted emphdsis and began to

support an agricultural policy which featured research and

;education_programs.lﬁ Then, as agriculture began to shift

“1bid., pp. 26-27.
15

Heady, Agriculture and Public Policy, p. 48.

161bid. Such programs as the Land Grant Colleges, the
creation of the Department of Agriculture, the Hatch Act, the
Smith-Lever Act, and the Smith-Hughes Act were cited by Heady
as examples of thls phase. ~
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from labor-intensive tqward/capital-intensive, the policy
‘began to provide credit designed especially for;agricultural
needs.17 These developmentallpoliCies were so successful that
early in the Twenties the'neW‘prqblem of surpluses was crgatéd.
From that point on, any further efforts of a developmental
nature benefited only the. consumer, not the farmer.18 'The
first responseé to over-production were attempts at self-
help. Thése largély failed because of the scope of the
problem. The demand for governmental assistance grew, and
the idea of a compensational policy evolved.19 The aims of
this new policy were.tOvoffset the effects of the deveiop—
mental policy, and to pay the_farmer compensation for low

prices.zo

The result of this new emphasis was to treat the
effects of the pfoblem without attempting to solve them.
Compensation did not impose any permanent readjustment in

the agricultﬁral sector of the_economy.21

Heady -argued that
any permanent solution had to, ". . . require or encourage
a shift in the farm resource mix to a richer proportion of

capital, a greater reliance on management, a numerically

smaller labor forcé, and larger and fewer farms." ‘These

17Ibid. Programs like the Farm Loan Act, the Federal
Land Bank System, and the Federal Intermediate Credit banks
were cited as examples of this phase. '

181v54d., pp. 56-57.

191bid., pp. 58-59.

201h3d., pp. 59-60.

21l7pi4.
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chaﬁgés were necessary to allow agficulture to take ad#antage
vof'ecénomies of scéle, and return adequate rewardszto those

farméfs remaining.22 Another agricultural economist pointed-
out that the least productive one-third of the American farms

23 The

produced only four per cent of the total output.
relatively high proportion of low-production farms would
indicate that Heady's analysis was probably correct.

The ideal solution would have been one which would have
sought a permanent, long-range end to the farm problem; a
'solution which could have ultimately resulted in a self-
sufficient, healthy industry. AThiS far-reaching program
could logically have been accompanied by a short-run com-
pensation program which would have aided the industry during
~the transitional period. Professor John D. Black of Harvard
-'UhiVersity;outlined this concept before the House and
Senate Committees on Agriculture. He testified that
production was out of proportion to population and that a
‘long-range adjustment of production had to be undertaken.
Black proposed a program of tariff adjustment schemes as a
means of easing the problem, while iong—rahge solutions were
' 24

evolved and put into effect. The ProfessOr's‘anélySié of

the situation and proposals would seem to have been the

221pid., p. 41.

23

Larson, Marketing, p. 26. -

24See Chapter II for a more detailed discussion of Dr.
Black's testimony. '

A\
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soundest pfesented to the Committees.

The’Agficultural Marketing Act was clearly a Compensation
program.25 There was nothing in the bill which would force
Oor encourage any adjustment,éf'production to current demand.
It must have been éonsidered, therefore, a temporary solution,
one which would be effective until a more permanent program
was evolved. Even as a short-range solution,'the validity
of the new program must have been questioned. The lack of
. any provision to control production was a serious defect.

It insured that any slight price rise would be greeted by
- increases in supply. Growing surpluses would guarantee that
the five hundred million dollars would be too small a sum to
stabilize the markets and raise prices.26 Few contemporary
sources voiced this opinion. One exception was the Lincoln
Star which was very critical of the new program. It stated
that the pfoblem was not marketing, but surplus. The editor
argued that the best marketing system could not digest two

hundred million bushels of surplus wheat per year and still

’raise’prices. The Star concluded that if any program was to

be valuable in the long-run, "It must deal with the surplus.
The sane, simple and economic way is to avoid creating it.”27
The drastic changes in the non-agricultural segments of

the American economy in late-1929 insured the failure of the

25

Heady, Agriculture and Public Policy, p. 59.

261p4i4.

27Linc’o'ln (Nebraska) Star, July 1, 1929.

\
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Agricultural Marketing Act. The Farm Board had been created
to function modestly in normal times, and not as a too1 for
emergency use; When the total economic climate.got'worSe,

28 As it became appafent that the

the exﬁeriment was doomed.

‘Federal Farm Board was failing,-;t was rejected by the public.

Funds were exhausted, and the board became inactive. Finally,

on May 26, 1933, the Agricultural Marketing Act was repealed.29

Its failure, however, should not be attributed entirely to

the non-agricultural situation. Farmers produced recdfd-

breaking crops during the active period of the Férm Board.

The ex?ense of'buying and storing the surpluses actually

exhausted the financial capacity of the prqgram.so The‘overgéri

economic situation probably only hastened an inevitable result.
If the Agricultural Marketing Act could not solve the

farm problem and héd little chance of easing the inter@@;

period, why was it passed? The final form of this piece of

legislation was determined by at least four factors: the

nature of the democratic pchesé, conflicting interests,

tradition, and a general over-simplification of the problem.

The combination of these factors in this situation produced

the weak solution.

The farm problem was over-simplified by nearly every

28Benedict,‘Policies,'p. 257. -

29144d., p. 264.

3O"Farm States Rage at the Farm Board," Literary Digest,
July 18, 1931, pp. 8-9. ,
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interested group. It was most often nartowly defined as a

problem of price or income 1eve1; to the exclusion of any

31 The root of the problem, overproduction,

other aspect.
was seldom mentioned in Congress or the press. When it was
discussed, it was often viewed as a temporary, adjustment

32

type of prdblem. In fact, many people rejected the idea

of surplus control as foolish, dangerous, or unconstitutional.33
Refusal to accept surpiﬁs'prodUCtion as a major factor 6f the
problem and surﬁlus control as a potential solution, may
have been caused by two things. First, the ability to pro-
_duce'consistant annual surpluses was quite new and might
reasonably have been misunderstood. Prior to the Twenties,
surpluses were temporary and. could be absorbed within a few
“years. The fact that the imbalance of production was not
cyclical was not widely recognized. Secondly, if there wére
a chronic surplus problem, there must also be a surplus of
farmers and farm capacity as well. To recognize the former,
dictated the recognition of the latter. The exodus of

34

farmers to the city was already considered critical. ‘To

have suggested that this flow should have increased would

3lgee for instance, U.S. Congress, House Committee on

1st Session, 1929, p. 238.

32See, for instance, Senate, Hearings, p. 21.

33See, for instance, Senate,;Hearings, pp. 21, 33, 532, or
‘House Hearings, p. 690. .

34See,.for instance, Senate, Hearings, p. 532, or Nebraska
News-Press ( Nebraska City, Nebraska), May 30, 1929.
: . : )
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“have been heresy. Oversimplificafion'of the problem, for
:whatever.reason, caused attention to be focused on the symptom,
low prices, instead of the cause, surplus production.

The second major obstacle in creating a strong solution
to the'farm'problem was tradition. The rol€. of tradition in
any democratic problem-solving situation cénnot Be overstated.
‘The beliefs, prejudices, and expectatiéns of everyone con-
cerned with the problem dictatedthe'form of the final solu-

35 Tradition moulded thinking about the farm problem in

tion.
many different ways. One of the most_basic'ideas in_neér1y
‘everyone's thinking was thét the life of the ruralncitizen

was somehow better than that of his urban counter-part. Rural
life was to be protected at any cost. Professor Edwin R. A.
Seligman expressed this idea most succinctly: "The farmer
Vmuét_hof only be'preservedkfrom appfoaching the status of
:the European peasant, but he must maintain his position as

n30  This prejudice also

the fountain head of American energy.
prevented serious consideration of proposals which would have
utilized production limitations or would have increased the

migration to the cities.

35For an excellent discussion of this topic see: Glynn
McBride, '"Foundation and Purpose of Public Policy in Agricul-
tural Markets,'" Agricultural Market Analysis, Development,
Performance, Process, ed. Vernon L. Sorenson (East Lansing,
Michigan: Bureau of Business and Economic Research, Graduate
School of Business Administration, 1964), pp. 263%-274.

36See footnote 69 in Chapter II. This same theme was
followed in an editorial in the Norfolk (Nebraska) Daily
News, April 16, 1929.
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 Another area where tradition affected thinking about the
farm problem was the tariff policy. Benefits derived by the
‘farmer from the tariff were tenuous at best. They were based
on the argument that prosperity was brought;to'the'induStrial
_sector‘of the economy by the tariff. This brought general
prosperity.tokthe United States and, thereby, to thc farmer.
The farmer was harmed to the extent_thet he bought products
at a higher price than would have prevailed without the tariff.
- Economic experts couid not agree whether the tariff was
financially beneficial or harmful to the farmer. One expert
concluded that the problem was so iﬁtangible that it was

37

impossible to assess. Most farmers seem to have believed

that the tariff was harmful to their personal interests.38

‘At~the same time, many farmers supported the tariff as a

guarantee of»general prosperity.39 This situation caused a
great deal of attention to be focused on tariff equalization
schemes which were of questionable, short-range benefit and
did nothing to solve the long-range problem,40

Tradition further hampered the problem-solving process

37Edw1n R. A. Seligman, The Economics of Farm Relief (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1929), pp. 209-210.

‘ SSSee, for 1nstance,'Kearne (Nebraska)Daily Hub, April 29,
1929, or Hastings (Nebraska Daily Tribune, May 11 1929
39

- See, for instance, The Lincoln (Nebraska) Star, May 11,
1929, or the Hastings Daily Tribune, May 11, 1929,

40For an excellent discussion of the tariff as it applied
to the farmer, see the testimony of Dudley Roe of Maryland.
House, Hearings, pp. 352-364.

N
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By 1imiting the solution to the common4¢onception of the role
of government. Nothing could be done which seemed to break
the ideal of non-interference with the economic system or
private matters. The issues of paternalism and‘over?extension
of government powers were raised many times.41 The idea of
~production limitations was particularly attacked as being
~outside of traditional boundaries. Seﬁator J. Thomas Heflin.
of Alabama even stated that acreage controls were unconstitu-

4z Tradition, then, excluded from consideration in 1929,

tional.
many ideas which ultimately formed the basis of legislation.
The over-all impact was to force the problem—solveréyto choose
solutions from within certain acceptable limits which were
determined by social considerations. Any idea outside of
tradition had no chance of being transformed into legislatiop;
The third major factor which determined the form of the
Agricultural Marketing Act was the conflict of interests
involved in the problem-solving process. There were conflicts
within the agricultural indusfry as well as between various
farming interests and other segments of the economy. The fact
that é successful solutibn to the farmers' problems would have
raised the price of his product caused conflicts with outside
interests. An increase in the cost of food or raw materials

was not going to be widely accepted outside of the agricultural

41See, for instance, Omaha Bee-News, May -9, 1929.

4ZSénate,'Hearings, p- 33.
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segment qf the eConomy.43_ The'qbviously depressed.Stafe of
_agricuiture with the-accompanying loss of purchasing‘power
lessened the impact of any great rebellion against‘farm'
relief. Any measure which would make the‘Ameriéan farmer
into a consumer would have been happily accepted in many
areas.44

Conflicts within the agricultgrélvindustry were probably
more damaging, because.they split the united front which could
have been presénted. Many farmers were commercial consumers
of agricultural»commodities, For instance, the livestoEk
feeder bought grain'from-other farmers. Any part of the farm
*reiief program which aided theigréin farmer raiséd'the costs

"of the stockman.45

This kind of problem was common within
the industry and undoubtedly made fhe passage of usefui
legislation more difficult. It certainly made the passage
of any one-dimensional program nearly impossible. The

~general result of conflict of interests was to make the

course of legislation more complex. Conflicts between

43Thls feellng was strongly expressed on the Nebraska
editorial pages. See, for instance, Hastings Daily Tribune,
April 27, 1929, or Nebraska News-Press, (Nebraska City,
‘Nebraska) March 20, 1929.

44See, for instance, Senate, Hearings, p. 532. The
ambivalent position which some industries were in, was.
illustrated by the testimony of Robert Amory, who repre-
sented three cotton manufacturers -in Massachusetts.House.
Hearings, pp. 521-533.

45The same type of conflict arose around all types of
livestock feed. See, Norfolk Daily News, March 25, 1929.

—
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agriculture and other segemenfs of the'economy created auto-
matic oppositiqﬁ to any program. Conflicts within the
iﬁdustry diluted the impact of the farm vote and engendered
feelings ranging from indifference toihostility.

The final factor which shaped the form of the Agricultural
Marketing Act was the nature of the democratic process. The
problem-solvihg apparatus tended to be dominated by a large
number of limited-interest groups. A solution could only be
enacted when enough of theée_groups to form a majority could
agree on one solution. The multiplicity of_groups and the
diversity of their interests tended to force 1egi$1ation to
be the simplest and least‘effective possible measure. Common
~ground had toibe found which a majprity of these interest
~groups could accept. This fqrced the groups who were most
dirgttlyvinterested in the solution to pfopose legislation
which was hopefully strong enough to solve the problem, yet
weak enough to invite enough support to insure its passage.
Once the common ground had been.delineated by the legislative
processes, the bill was quickly passed.

In conclusion, the Agricultural Marketing Act could not
hé;e been cgnsidered an attempfmfo solve thenlong—range_farm
problems. It méde no manda-tory adjustments which could
ultimately solfe the problem. At the same time, its potential
value as a short~fagge, transitional solution must have been
seriously questioned. The ability of the Federal Farm Board

to raise prices, or stabilize them, must have been considered
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limited at best. It was suggested thatvthe weakness of this
act resulted from a combination of factors Whichfwere almost
completely oﬁtside of the control of the farmers. A solution
which might ultimately have'éolved the farm problem could
have only been evolved at a time when all of these factors
'aligned themselves perfectly. The Special Session of Congress

in 1929 was.not that time.
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APPENDIX A

Statistical analysis of vote on House Resolution 1.%

All responses by political party.

_ / Farm
Total _Rep. Demn. labor
Yes 360 246 [+ 119 1
No 25 ., T
Present 2 2
Not Accounted For ’ 9 3 6
Not Voting 19 14
Vacant 4
Total 435 267 163 1

Distribution of responses within the whole House and

within each political party by percentage.

All Farm
Members | Rep. Dem. labor
Yes 84.0 92.0 73.0 100
No 8.0 | 0.8 | 20.1
Not Voting 4.4 5.2 3.0
Voting Present 0.5 0.8
Not Accounted for 2.1 1.1 3.7
Vacant ' 1.0 L
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*7.S. Congress, Congressional'Recdrd, 71st Congress, 1lst.

Session,

1929, LXXI, part 1, pp.

572-573,

and U.S.

Congress,

Congressional Directory, 71st Congress, 1lst. Session, 1929,

pp. 137-144.
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Distribution of vote by political party within

each response by percentage.

Farm
Rep. Dem. Labor Total
Yes 67 33 0.3 100.3
No 6 94 100
Not Voting 74 26 100
Present 100 100
Not Accounted for 33 67 100

'Relative size of all groups actually voting for

or against the measure by percentage.

Farm
Rep. Dem. Labor Total
Yes 61.4 29.7 0.2 91.3
No 0.5 8.2 8.7
Total 61.9 ' 37.9 0.2 100.0




APPENDIX B

Statistical analysis of vote to strike the debenture

proposal from S. 1, and vote on whole S. 1.%

All responses by political party of vote to strike

debenture proposal from S. 1.

‘Farm
Rep. Dem. = | " Labor Total
Yes 42 2 44
No C 13 34 47
Paired 3 1 4
Not Voting 1 ’ ’ 1
Total 56 39 1 96

Distribution of responses within the Senate and

within each political party on vote to strike

debenture proposal from S. 1 by pércentage\

Farm
Senate | Rep. | Dem. Labor
Yes 46 1 75 5
No 49 23 87
Not Voting- S T SR g 100
Not Accounted for | 1 A
Total | 100 | 100 | 100 . | 100

*U.S. Congress, Congressional Record, 71st Congress, lst
Session, 1929, LXXI, part 1, pp. 997-998 and 1269. U.S.
Congress, Congressional Directory, 71st Congress, lst
Session, 1929, pp. 135-136. '
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Distribution of political party membership within each

reaction on vote to strike debenture proposal

from S. 1. by percentage.
Farm
" Rep. ~Dem. | ° Labor Total
Yes - 95 5 100
No 28 72 100
| Not Voting ' 75 25 100
Not Accounted for 100 | o 100

Relative size of groups actually voting yes or no

on motion to strike the debenture prbposal
from S. 1 by percentage.

Farm
_ Rep. Dem. Labor Total
Yes 46 2 48
No 14|37 51
| _Total 60 39 99
All responses by political party of
vote on S. 1.
.Farm
Rep. Dem. Labor Total
Yes .21 33 54
No 31 2 33
Paired 3 4 8
Not recorded 1 1 1
Total " 56 39 1 96
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Distribution of responses within the Senate and within
~each political party on vote on S. 1 by percentage.

Farm
: 1" Eenate |  Rep. | " Dem. f.abor
Yes N e T g%
No ._.J,U.4,.ﬂ.f...34.A.,A,Ss,..A._..S
‘Not Recorded ~~ ~} "1V |2 |~ 0
Total | b 99 b 100 100 100

Distribution of political party membership within each
reaction on vote on S. 1 by percentage.

Farm
» ~ Rep. ‘| " Dem. | '~ Labor Total
Yes . 3961 “"1'00'
No ,“H:.‘.4A....94,4....A6,.L,..,AH. . 100
Not Voting - YA - U 13 | 100
Not Recorded 1 ,100_;......._. ......... - 100

Relative size of groups actually voting yes or no
on S. 1 by percentage.

: Farm
Rep. | Dem. |~ Labor Total
Yes o | =g | _ 62
No g ' 36 | 0 2 38
Total ' | 60 | 40 100



APPENDIX C

Statistical analysis of final vote on Conference Report
in the Senate and the vote to strike the

debenture section in the House.*%

All responses by political party of final vote on

Conference Report in the Senate.

' - Farm 7
. " Rep. | "Dem. | "~ Labor Total
Yes = B R YA Y A - 74
No I IR T . 3
Not Voting ‘ B 5 7] 1 13
Not Recorded -~ '\ 1 | "0 |- ’ ' 1
Total b se L 39 | 1 96

Distribution of responses within the Senate and within
each political party by percentage on final vote
on Conference Report in the Senate.

' Farm
: , "Rep. | "Dem. [ '~ Labor Total
Yes 84 b 69 100 77
No ' 51y ! 8
Not Voting | 9 | a1 | 14
‘Not Recorded 2 0 O | 1
Total | 100 '} 100 100 100

- *J.S. Congress, Congressional Record, 71st Congress, 1lst
Session, 1929, LXXI, p. 2886 and pp. 2788-2789, and U.S.
Congress, Congressional Directory, 71st Congress, 1lst
Session, 1929, pp. 135-144. -
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Distribution of vote by political party within each

response by percentage on final vote on the.

Conference Report in the Senate.

Farm
" Rep. ~Dem. - Labor Total
‘Yes 64 36 ' 100
No , 37 63 100
Not Voting 38 | 54 8 100
Not Recorded 100 100

Relative size of all groups actually voting for or against
the Conference Report in the Senate by percentage.

Farm o
Rep. Dem. Labor Total
Yes 57 33 90
No g e 10
Tetal T 61 39 0y 100

All responses,

by political party, on vote to strike
the debenture section from House Bill.*

Farm
Total | Rep.. " Dem. Labor
Yes 250 | 217 | 33
No 113 13 100
Present | A e
Not Voting 64 |- 35 28 1
Not Recorded 3 , 2 1
Vacant N
Total 435 268 163 1

*There is a discrepancy in the Cong1e551onal Recourd on this vote.

In the text,

the '"mot voting'' total was reported as sixty-five.
However, only sixty-four names were listed in that category.
This table, and those following, were prepared assuming that
sixty-four was the correct flgure ‘

4
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Distribution of responses within the House and each

political party on the final vote to strike the
debenture section from the House Bill

by percentage.

Farm
1 A1l Rep Dem ~ Labor
Yes 57 ' 81 .20
No 96 | 5o 61
Present - 0.5 0.4 0.6
Not Voting 15 13 17 100
Not Recorded 0.7 b 0.7 0.6
Vacant 0.7 vy oy :
Total 100 100 100 100

Distribution of vote by political party within each

response on the final vote to strike the

debenture section from the House

Bill by percentage.

T Farm

Rep. _Dem. Labor Total
Yes 87 " 13 100
No 12 '} 88 100
Present 50 50 100
Not Voting - 55 44 1.6 100
Not Recorded 67 33 | 100

Relative size of all groups actually voting for'or'agaihst

striking the debenture section from the

House Bill by percentage.

Farm
Rep. Dem. Labor Total
Yes 60 9 69
No _ 3 28 31
Total 63 37

100
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