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NEW DEAL EXPERIMENTS IN PRODUCTION CONTROL:

THE LIVESTOCK PROGRAM, 1933-35
CHAPTER 1
FARM SURPLUSES: A NATIONAL PROBLEM

The economic developments which followed World War I made it
increasingly difficult for American farmers toAsustain an adequate
living. In searching for a way back to prosperity, they were confronted
with a number of complex adjustment problems created by wartime expan-
sion of output accompanied by increases in farm debts and taxes. In
spite of the end of hostilities, farmers continued to produce at a wer-
time rate; but, they found thelr production far in excess of what could
be sold at profitable prices. In the last six months of 1920 the
average price of the 10 leading farm crops dropped 57 per cent. By
November 1921, it had fallen below the 1913 level. For some crops and
in certain areas the collapse was even more drastic. Secretary of
Agriculture .cnry C. Wallace declared thet "the farm price of corn in
the autumn of 1921 was only half that in 1913 and one-fourth that in

1
1919" in the state of Iowa.  As a consequence, American agriculture

l"Report of the Secretary of Agriculture,"” Agriculture Year-
bookz 1921 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1921), 12.
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entered a depression state which, in varying degrees of irntensity,
lingered throughout the decade and aroused a fesling that farmers were
not receiving a "fair share of the national wealth."

¥hile farm prices fell below prewaer levels, the "prices of
most other things remained from 50 to 100 per cent above the pre-war
level."2 This created a great disparity between what was received for
farm crops and livestock, and what farmers paid for other commodities.
As traditional individualists, farmers were unable to control the
production or the price of their products; Both agricultural exports
and domestic consumption declined in proportion to rising productivity,
leaving the farmer with large unwanted supplies which frequently sold
below the cost of production. Thus the heart of the farm problem was

3 For this

surplus production and the resulting decline in prices.
situation, no simple solution existed.

Faced with the almost catastrophic results of wartime over-
expension in acreage, production and debts, farmers and their leaders
in the twenties generelly turned from the nineteenth century attacks
on the middlemen to demands for federal assistance in solving the
surplus problem. While accepting and even welcoming higher tariffs,
credit benefits and encouragement of cooperatives, agrarian spokesmen
récognized that these concessions would have little if any beneficial
influence upon farm prices. Instead, agricultural leaders concentrated

their attention on methods to achieve "equality for agriculture.”

®Ibid., 1922, p. 2.

3The total vealue of farm exports in 1921 was only slightly
more than half that of 1919.
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Principally, this phrase came to mean government aid with farm marketing
and surplus production problems.

There were historical precedents for the surplus control
proposels of the twenties. When a decline in foreign demands for some
of the leading American farm products occurred shortly after 1900, the
theory that reduced output would result in higher prices brought drives
to cut production. Orgenizations such as the Cotton Growers' Associea-
tion were established to lead restriction movements. Meetings were
held at which growers resolved "to keep their remaining bales off the
market and reduce their acreagebfor the coming year.“h These campaigns,
hovever, faltered when confronted with the basic impossibllity of
getting voluntary cooveration in such a limitation program. Fallure
of eérlier reduction movements did not prevent simllar efforts in the
more serious farm crisis of the early 1920's.

Before the planting seeson of 1922 a futile effort was mede to
get a'25 per cent reduction in cotton acreage. At the same time,

Henry A. Wallace, editor of Waellaces' Farmer, and other farm leaders

in the North conducted a vigorous and equally unsuccessful corn acreage
reduction campaign. "There is such a thing as overproduction," Wellace
warned the farmers. He added the admonition that if farmers had to be

5

showvn for themselves they had only to ccntinue to overproduce. Al-~

though Wallace called this 1921-22 voluntary reduction effort a

h .
Ulrich Bonnell Phillips, "The Overproduction of Cotton and a

Possible Remedy," Agrlcultural History, XTI (April 1939), 123.

5Gilbert C. Fite, George N. Peek and the Fight for Farm Parity
(Norman: University of Oklehome Press, 1954), 131.
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"thankless" educetional campaign, he remained a staunch advocate of
production control.
Some type of restriction on output was essential, Wallace felt,

because "in agriculture, supply sets the price,” while "in industry,
price sets the supply."6 He insisted, however, "that government price
fixing, if unaccompanied by some plan for regulation of production is
bound to be & heavy tax on the government and in the end almost certain
to ruin the industry it has been trying to save."7 By 1923 Wallace was
disillusioned with the practicability of voluntaxry crop reduction.
Nevertheless, he defended the right to limit output and opposed those
who felt it the farmers' duty to produce at full capacity. To increase
their income, farmers "have as much right to ceass producticn wholly or
in part as union labor has to strike" he stated. "It is no more wrong,"
Wallace declared, "for farmers to reduce ?roduction when prices are
below cost of production than it is for the United States Steel Corpora-
tion to cut pig iron production in half when prices are rapldly falling."8
The difficulty lay not so much in the right as in the method

of controlling production. It was obvious that farmers were too indi-

vidualistic, or susplcious of their fellow producers, to restrict output

6anry A. Wallace, "Supply and Price Interaction in Farm and

City Products," The Agricultural _Situation in the United States, The
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, CXVII
(January 1925}, 24L.

7M’alca.lm 0. Sillars, "Henry A. Wallace's Editorials on Agricul-
turdl Discontent 1921-1928," Agricultural History, XXVI (October 1952),
133.

8
Henry A. Wallace, "Controlling Agricultural Output," Journal

of Farm Economics, V (January 1923), 16.
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voluntarily. Few at this date, howefrer, advocated government adminis-
tered regulation or control of farm production. Wallace apparently
moved about as far in this direction as anyone, evidently feeling that
it wes the only way to get that regionel and mationsal cooperation
essential for curtailment. He confessed that it might be unecessary

9Bu‘t

for the government to handle the farm production control program.
the movement for resitiriction cn either a voluntary or required basis
failed to gain any real popularity duxring the twenties.

Farmers were quite ready to rescognize as God-glven their right
to a fair share of the national wealth, to parity prices, and to equal-
ity with other industries. Yet, the idea of cutting production grated
against & deep lmstinct within most producers. Few Americans, either
farm or nonfarm, could see the sense in limiting food production when
millions throughout the world were hungry. Cotton producers held the
same view towsrd reducing output when equal numbers were i1ll-clothed.
Supporters of other methods of farm aid regarded the idea of restricting
production not only immoral but also a cowardly withdrawal from foreign
marke‘bs.lo Regardiess of the price advantages which might derive from
controlling farm output, most agrarian leaders hoped to find other ways
of aiding the farmer. Spokesmen for the Republican Administrations
nevertheless endorsed voluntary reduction of output from time to time

during the twenties .ll

9Ma.lca.1m 0. Sillars, "Henry A. Wallace's Editorials on Agricul-
turel Discontent 1921-28," 136.
10
Henry A. Wallace, New Frontiers (Wew York: Reynel and
Hitchcock, 1934), 141-165; Fite, George N. Peek, 119-137.

JlWallace, New Frontiers, 141-160.
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Evidence of Republican concern for the plight of tThe American
farmer was revealed when Secretary Wallace called an Agricultural
Conference in 1922. The group suggested that Congress and the President
"take steps immediately to reestablish a fair exchange velue for all
farm products with that of other c:omm')d.:H;:Le.s."l2 Secretary Wallace,
more sympathetic with the dire straits of individual farmers than the
rest of the Administration, supported both limitation of production and
more vigorous federal aid to the farmer. He endorsed a 1923 report on
the wheat problem which recommended that the government create an export
corporation to aid the farmer in obtaining a fair price for his prod-
ucts. The report further encouraged another basic change in agricul-
tural policy by suggesting a contraction in the sgricultural plant. As
foreign consumers reduced their purchases of American farm goods, produc-
tion, the report indicated, "should be gradually placed on & domestic
basis." TFarmers, therefore, should carefully consider changes away from
the major money-export crops or, if possible, movement to the city and

industrial jobs. 13

Contraction of agriculture was more widely discussed
and spproved during the twenties than has been generally appreciated.
A number of observers, both critical and sympathetic, saw & reduced

agricultural plant as the most feasible solution to the farm problem.

lachester C. Davis, "The Development of Agricultural Policy
Since the End of the World War," Farmers in a Changing World: Yearbook
of Agriculture, 1940, U. S. Department of Agriculture (Weshington:
U. S. Government Prirting Office, 1941), 301.

13W. A. Schoenfeld, Nels A. Olsen, et. al., "Fhe Wl:ea‘b Situa-
tion," Agriculture Yearbook, 1923, U. S. Department of Agriculture
(Waeshington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 192hk), 148-150. Also,
"Report of the Secretary of Agriculture," in same.
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Among the leading advocates of curtailing farm output were
Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover and William M. Jardine, Secretary
of Agriculture after 1925. Before the National Agriculture Committee
called by President Celvin Coclidge in 1925, Secretary Hoover called
for the contraction of agriculturel productlion to basieally domestic
self-sufficiency, seying that "generally the fundemental need is
balancing of our agricultural production to our home demand." Hoover
insisted "thet our drive must be for a balanced agriculture, tuned to
the domestic market, increasing in its productivity as the consumptive
demand of our country requires." He urged more adequate teriff protec-
tion for farmers, encouragement of cooperative marketing and an increase
in the consumption of agricultural goods by the American people.lh The
carefully selected committee backed his call by advising farmers to
fashion their output to satisfy home consumption and "only such foreign
markets as shall be profitable."15

Secretary Jardine added his support to the production limita-
tion movement, and like Hoover he insisted that such a program should
be on a voluntary basis. Farmers, Jerdine maintained, must be convinced
of the necessity of regulating farm output through voluntary cooperative
action.l6 This, indeed, constituted one of the major tasks of the co-
operative marketing associations which the Administration encouraged.

In spite of the rather obvious lmpossibility of such a voluntary

théw York Times, January 20, 1925, p. 25.

lSNew York Times, Jenuary 28, 1925, p. 3; Davis, "Agricultural
Policy Since the End of the World War," 309.

16
Fite, George N. Peek, 13h4.
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curtailment program, Administration leaders persisted in advocating
only that type of control. The major result of such prompting was to
meke the idea of crop limitation more unpopular smong farmers. Farmers
came to regard Hoover especially as an enemy and contraction as another
scheme of the urban-menufecturing element to further subject agricul-
ture to industrial supremacy.

Evading the overproduction thesis, most farm relief spokésmen
emphasized the necessity of achieving what was known as paritvy or
equality for egriculture. Although proponents of the various farm aid
measures recognized the ability of agriculture to produce beyond the
demands of the domestic market as the major and immesdiate source of
farm price difficulties, they refused to attack that basic problem. As
the contredictory principles of high protectionism and the right, even
duty, of the farmer to produce at full capacity were unassailable to
most agrarian leaders, thelr goal beceme the implementation of some
device to guarantee a fair exchange price while maintaining high tariffs
and high production. Achievement of all three necessitated governmental
action on an extensive scale. This growing recognition of the nsed for
a national farm relief policy constituted the most important trend in
the changing demands of agricultural leaders. Even those opposed to any
real action by the federal government more and more frequently found
themselves forced into accepting or at least mouthing the slogans of
the group favoring government aid.

The turbulent decade 1922-32 served as a fertile feeding
ground for new and seemingly radical demands for action by the federal

government. Major efforts of the farm relief lobbyists centered on the
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need for higher prices and "meking the tariff effective for agriculture."

Camouflaging the vital problems of adjustment to an industrial society
and overproduction, these propagandists bombarded the nationsl govern-
ment with "equality for agriculture” plams. Originator of much of this
farm lobby activity was George N. Peek, a farm machinery msnufacturer
from Moline, Illinois.

Late in 1921, Peek and Hugh Johnson prepared & booklet, Equal-

ity for Agriculbure, which presented the basis for new farm relief

demands. Recognizing that the teriff on farm products did not work to
the same advantage as that on menufactured goods, Peek sought some
device to meke the tariff benefit the farmer. Without questioning the
velidity of protectionism, he advocated the establishment of a "fair

exchange value" for farm products.l7

In time this principle would
become known as perity end serve as a rellying cry for future hordes
of impoverished farmers as they wrestled with the problems of asgricul-
ture.

While denouncing the curtailment thesis, Peek and his backers
recognized the surplus production problem. The heart of the Peek
project, incorporated in the McNary-Haugen measures, was & scheme to
segregate and dump ebroad the surplus farm output. According to this
plan, all production in certain designated major export crops above

the total which could be sold on the domestic merket at an established

l7Peek's original perity or "fair exchange price" was "one
vwhich bears the same ratio to the current general price index as a
ten-year prewvar average crop price bore to average price index, for
the same period." As quoted in John D. Black, Parity, Parity, Parity
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Harvard Committee on Research ir the
Social Sciences, 1942), L6.
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fair exchange price would be consldered the exportable surplus. A
governmernt export corporation would purchase the surplus and then sell
or dump it on the world merket for whatever price could be obtained.
By thus separating the export from the home supply it was assum=d that
the world price would not depress domestlic prices. Proponents insisted
that an equalization fee charged against all crops would make the
project self-liquidating. They also meintained that surpluses could
be controlled under the plan through manipulation of the equalization
fee. Although success of such control remained doubtful, the conten-
tion indicated an awareness of the production problem even among farm

Jeaders opposed to a curtailment policy. The idea of controlling out-
| put never became, however, an importent element in the McNary-Haugen
movement, the most popular of the farm aid programs of the twenties.
Instead, the dream of establishing & two price system for farm products
formed the basls of not only the Peek plan but also other favorite
solutions, notably the export debenture and domestic allotment schemes.

Although very popular with the farmers, Coolidge vetoed the

McNary-Haugen bill in 1927 and again in 1928. With improvement in
aegricultural conditions during the election year of 1928, critics of
Republican farm policies were unable to make the agricultural question
& decisive issue in the presidential campaign. Herbert Hoover, having
promised relief to the farmexr, presented his remedy in the Agricultural
Marketing Act passed in June 1929. The extent to which the Hoover
legislation capitulated to the fari slogans was significant. The
stated purpose of the act was to give agriculture "an econcanic basis

of equality with other industries." Although the methods of the
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Agricultural Marketing Act differed from those proposed by most farm
lobbyigts, its failure during the early years of the depression
influenced the policies uwltimately adopted Ly the New Deal.

The Federal Farm Board, created by the Hoover legislation,
plenned to aid farmers by stabilizing prices through reforms in market-
ing. As the basis for operation, a revolving fund was established from
which the board made loans to producer cooperatives. To control extra-
ordinary surpluses stabilization corporations could be organized.
Unfortunately for the Administration, the depression struck just as the
system began operation. As the Farxm Board made large loans to coopera-
tives and as it endeavored to fix or maintain farm prices through
stabilization corporations it gained ownership of lurge supplies of
cotton and wheat. Under these cilrcumstances the Administration, led by
Alexander Legge, chairman of the Farm Board, and Secretary of Agricul-
ture Arthur Hyde, campeigned vigorously for voluntary reduction of
pJ:'oduction.18

Preparing for =n extensive acreage reduction campaign both
legge and Hyde insisted in July 1930 that farmers would bear the respon-
sibility for any further "back-breaking” whesat su.rpluses.l9 In a
Hastings, Nebraske address on July 7, Legge emphasized overproduction
as the source of the farm problem and encouraged a 25 per cent reduc-
tion in acreage p’.anted to "put production on a domestic basis and give

you the full benefit of the 42 per cent tariff." He further observed

lBAlexander Legge, "The Policy and Program of the Federal Farm

Board," Journal of Farm Economics, XII (January 1930), 7.

ew York Times, July &, 1930, p. 26.
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that the "burdensome surplus" justified the orgenization of producers
vhich could adjust output to demand.ao Iegge later insisted that the
farmers were beginning to realize that "their present unhappy condition
is a result of long years of uaregulated production." He alsoc main-
tained that the Farm Board, whose "first emphaesis" had been placed on
the importance of farmers organizing "to control the production and
marketing of their crops,"” offered the "permsnent remedy" for the farm
situation. ILegge concluded that it must be a voluntary solution for
"anything done must be done or the part of the farmer, as we have no
authority to meke them do anything, and wouldn't exercise that authority
if we did."zl

Although some Republicans had long advocéted farm contraction,
the Farm Board had no real lever for inducing such action. Still, the
voluntary reduction campalign continued. In February 1931, legie again
requested a 20 per cent cut in wheat acreage, warning "that unless
farmers voluntarily comply with its program the board would withdraw
from the market in an effort to stabilize ;prices."22 Although willing
to use threats to induce reduced production, the Farm Board refused to
endorse a plan of Texag bankers to deny credit to farmers who refused
to reduce cotton acreage by 25 per cen.t.a3 By March with both the wheat

and cotton acreage reduction campaigns failing, legge expressed dis-

21pia., July 8, 1930, ». 13.

2lIlnid., July 22, 1930, pp. 1 and k.
22Ibid., February 6, 1931, p. 3.

2
3Ibid January 18, 1931, II, 20.

_.’
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illusionment with the voluntary program snd doubt as to the intelligence
of the American farmer. "When cotton prices get down to about five
cents,” he declared, "maybe they'll begin to see things our way. But
if prices go up again they'll go back over the fence like a flock of
sheep."eh With the fallure of the voluntary cooperative control pro-
gram, the Federal ¥Farm Board continued to follow some of the practices
which Coolidge, Hoover and others had attacked as being unsound during
the prolonged fight over the McNary-Haugen bills. It must have been
sadly amusing to the McNary-Haugenites to see the Farm Board endeavoring |
to set prices on agricultural products through the cooperatives and
stabilization corporations and become burdened with vast storehouses
of unsaleble wheat and cotton.

Despite efforts of the Farm Board, agricultural prices plunged
almost steadily downward from the peak of prosperity in 1929. Even at

thet time farm products averaged only 91 per cent of pa.rity.25

During
the three bitter years that followed, the situation markedly worsened.
Between 1930-32 industry reduced production of manufactured goods by

59 per cent and maintained prices "within 16 percent of what they had
been in 1929." Farmers, however, cut their output for sale only 6 per

cent, and farm prices dropped 63 per cent.26

athid., Maxch 6, 1931, p. k1.

25 Mordecel Ezekiel and Louis H. Bean, Economic Bages for the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, U. S. Depa.rl:ment of Agriculture (Washing-
ton: Govermnment Printing Office, 1933), 7.

26
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Industry's Produc-
tion Policy and the Farmer, G-44 (Washington: Government Printing
Office , September 1935), 1. '
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Reduced exports was a major factor in the fall of farm prices.
The value of farm exports in 1931-32 totaled about 60 per cent less than
in 19:28-29.27 In 1932 the forelgn sale level of pork products, the
major livestock export, reached its lowest point in 50 yea.rs.28 Vhile
the economic ccllapse of 1920 was a severe blow to farm @xports, it
merely accelerated a decline obvious since 1921. In spite of declining
foreign markets, American farmers retained in production the millions
of acres added during World War I. BEven during the depression acresage
pla.ﬁted was mainteined at about 10 per cent above the prewar level.29

Reduced exports plus continued high production resulted in
greater offerings to a smaller domestic market and record carry-overs
in some of the major cash crops. The world cerry-over of American
cotton in the 1932-33 season totaled 13 million bales, or "sbout two
and a half times" normal. The 370,000,000 bushel wheat holdings was
over three times the usual carry-over.30 Smaller foreign purchases and
continued high output had & mejor influence on the farm economy. Ex-
cessive supplies thrown upon the domestic merket forced prices down.

I3 a result, farmers tried to produce more than before in order to meet

27101118 H. Bean, "Agriculture and the World Crisis," Yearbook
of Agriculture, 1933, U, S. Department of Agriculture (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 193k), 93.

aBII. S. Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Analysis of
the Corn-Hog Situatica; . H.-T (Washington: U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1933], 3.

29Ezekiel end Bean, Economic Bases for the AAA, 32-33.

30"Report of the Becretary of Agriculture,” Yearbook of
Agriculture, 1934 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1935),
3-""0
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thelr standing obligations. Illustretive of this was the five million
acre increase in cotton planted in 1933 over that of 1932;31 With
prices often too low to pay the cost of production, farmers seemed to
feel that their only salvation was to produce even grester supplles at,
probebly, still lower prices.

Prices of most commodities plummeted after 1929 with some
reaching levels lower than any recorded in modern times. The decline

32

was most acute in sgricultural and other raw materials. By February

15, 1931, some farm prices were the "lowest of any period on record, »33
and they continued to go down. The shrinksge in greoss farm incoms from
$12 billion in 1929 to only $5 billion in 1932 indicated the extent of
the disaster.% With farm commodity prices falling early in 1933 to
about half of the prewar level, the relationship between farm prices
and costs became disastrous.

Although agricultural prices had dropped drasvically, there
had been only a slight decline in farm expenses especially in fixed
debt charges and taxes. The debt burden in 1932, compared to gross
income, was three to four times he&vier than in the prewar era. It
also took sbout four times as much of farm preducts te pay the more

than doubled texes as in the 1910-1k4 period.35 With the 1910-1% average

3lp:a., 28.

32Ezek:!.el and Bean, Economic Bases for the AAA, 2.

33§ew York Times, March 3, 1931, p. 28.

3l+19uis H. Bean, "Agriculture and the World Crisis," 93.

35mia., ob.
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as 100, the genersal level of farm expenses in the fall of 1932 remained
at 140 per cent while agricultural prices had dropped to about 55 per
cent. In September 1932 the exchange value of agricultural commodities
was only 56 per cent of the prewar level. For some farm products
circumstances were even more calamitous. The exchange value of 100
pounds of hogs, for example, stood at only 42 per cent, while a bushel
cf wheat retained only 37 per cent of its 1910-1k exchange value. The
purchasing power of some farm products dropped lower than at any time
since the 1870'8.36

The worsening economic condition of asgriculture intensified
the pressure for some more effective type of farm relief program. As
early as the fall of 1931, Representative Wright Patman of Texas asked
President Hoover to set minimum prices on farm pmducts.37 Within
another year farmers were ascting on thelr own to gain higher prices
and to prevent the loss of property through mortgage foreclosures or
tax sales. In 1932 the Farmers Holiday Association attempted to prevent
the sale of farm commodities until prices were raised. On February 5,
1933, Milo Reno, rational president of the militant organization, werned
that farmers must have "quick relief or a nationwide farm strike" would

be ca.]_led.38

The next month delegates of Farm Holiday groups from 16
states met in Des Moines, Iowa. They threatened such a strike unless

their legislative requirements were fulfilled. These included & nation-

36114, , ok,

37New York Times, August 10, 1931, p. 5.

38Ibid., February 6, 1933, p. 3.

gt
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al moratorium on foreclosures, the refinapncing of farm loans at low
interest rates, the federal operation of banks as public utilities,
and cost of production for farm conm:odities.39
Meanwhile, the threat of force to prevent the sale of property
for debts or taxes had spread throughout much of the nation. Almost
daily during the first three weeks of January 1933 farmers blocked "one

' mortgage foreclosure or tax sale.ho A group of 800 men at

or more'
Iemers, Iowa early in the month halted a sale by threatening to hang
the agent of the mortgage holder from the "highest tree in Lemers."

The group also "cuffed and bruised" the sheriff and prevented the judge
from going for h;elp.h:L Although this growing disrespect for the rights
of mortgage holders and a willingness to uge force was most prevalent
in the Midwest, signs of a similar spirlt cropped up in the East. In
Doylestown, Pennsylvania a bidding committee for the Farmers' Protec-
tive Association of Bucks County purchased the personal property of a
fellow farmer for $1.18. The property was then returned to the farmer
under a "99-year rent-free lease."ha In spite of these rather forceful
reactions to their economic situation, most farmers demonstrated a

willingness to walt Ffor the development of a more practical agricultural

relief plan.

39Ibid., Merch 13, 1933, p. 11.
ll'oIbid., January 22, 1933, pt. IV, T.

41
Ibid., January 5, 1933, p. 14.
ha"At the sale three plow horses were bid in by the farmers'
committee at a nickel apiece, fifty chickens were knocked down for 3
cents, five cows, three heifers and a bull for a quarter and all house-
hold furnishings for 6 cents." Ibid., January 5, 1933, p. 1h.
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During the triels and tribulations of the Federal Farm Board,
the older two-price schemes were Joined by a third major farm program.
Domestic allotment advocates supported the idea of a fair exchange price
only on the domestically consumed portion of the farm crop. On the
exported share of his production, the farmer would receive omnly the
world price. Unlike other such propositions the system offered no

3

major incentive for increasing productilon. This represented a defi-
nite, though hesitant, step toward a program of aiding agriculture
through restricting output. |

As originally discussed during the late twenties, the domestic
allotment plan comtained no provisicn for comtrolling production.
Revised after 1930 by M. L. Wilson, a farm economist at Montana State
College, and others, the 1932 version of the allotment scheme was
definitely tied to a control program. Reduction and regulation of the
agricultural plant, discussed throughout the twentles, became a vital
part of agricultural relief proposals during the last year of the
Hoover Administration. Widespread support now developed for some type
of reduction program. Even the Farm Board indicated that something
more effective than the Agricultural Marketing Act was necessary.
"Prices can not be kept at fair levels unless production is adjusted
to meet market demands," declared the Farm Board in December 1932. At
the same time, the Board further emphasized that "any method which

provided higher prices and did not include effective regulation of

acreage or of gquantities sold, or both, would tend to increase the

L
3W. R. Ronald, "The Origin of the Domestic Allotment Plan,"
Congressional Digest, XII (Februery 1933), 37.
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present surpluses and soon break down as a resu_'l.t."mL Others agreed
that farm output must be decreased. A Georgia farmer, J. M. Gaston,
suggested that the government loan money to needy farmers to buy the
already harvested surplus cotton, "on condition that they will not grow
any cotton or allow any to be grown in 1933 on any land they own or
con’crol."lLS Another farmer, A. Heckscher of New York, proposed that
each American farmer produce only & "one-half crop" in 1933. This, he
believed, would leave the farmer the domestic market and the foreigner
could "shift for himsel:f‘."h6

At this time the necessity for some control over production
was virtually forced on those groups leading the fight for agricultural
relief. All but the most obstinate now recognized that the possibility
of dumping surpluses abroad had disappeared with the world sconomic
crisis. Withholding farm supplies by the Farm Board had failed dismally
and had demonstrated the impracticality, even the foolhardiness, of
extensive federal price-lifting action without some type of control
over production. In December 1932, a Washington, D. C. conference of
the leaders of mejor farm organizations backed some type of government
program to regulate crop output. As a principle necessity for any
egricultural policy, the ferm spokesmen suggested that "production of

farm products must be reduced in line with effective d.emand."h'?

Ly
U. S., Congress, House, Federal Farm Board, Special Report

of the Federal Farm Board on Recommendations for Iegislation, December
T, 1932, House Document #89, pp. G-5.

45
L6
Ibid., December 19, 1932, p. 1k.

lF-(Ibid., December 15, 1932, p. 8.

Ietter to the Editor, New York Times, Januery 1, 1933, IV, 6.
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Edward A. O0'Neal, President of the American Farm Bureau Federstion,
placed his orgenization behind the movement to control the "constantly
recurring crop surpluses." He insisted that:

It is now necessary that we set about in a consistent way to

retire submarginal lands from cultivation, developing a program

of foresgt rehasbilitation, settling aside ample arecas for parks

and public pleygrounds and doing all things necessary to preserve

for future geperastions as much of the value of the lands as can

be preserved.
To the old production control advocate, Henry A. Wallace, there remained
"no alternative but the direct and logical plan of trying to prevent
k9
1]

surpluses from coming into existence. Even the confirmed opponent
of output regulation, George N. Peek, now admitted its necessity. He
claimed, however, that restriction should not be adcpted as a permanent
policy but used for the emergency onJy.5o

The theory behind reducing farm production, with a few added
guirks, remained baesically that of the old supply and demand school.
Most of those who advocated this policy felt that United States tariff
end credit policies had doomed the farm export trade. Proponents of
control maintained that egriculture must adjust to the domestic market
plus what small amount could be profitably exported. The justification,
often cited, for restirlicting production was that consumers paid about
the same for food whether prices of farm products were high or low. The

farmer, therefore, could reduce his production, save the labor and cost

of greater effort, and sell his smaller supply at higher prices. As

mIbid., December 6, 1932, p. 38.

l"9Wta.il_la.ce, New Frontiers, 186.

50Nev York Times, February 15, 1933, p. 8.
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each individual farmer could not easily cooperate with more than six
million other farmers on a voluuntary basis, it was necessary to create
a coordinator to enable cooperation among interested farmers. M. L.
Wilson explained government-aided mutual action as merely granting to
the farmer some of the advantages which other producers had alweys had
under Americen capitalism:

Only the farmers have been unable to control their own opera-

tions. This plan /domestic ellotment/ provides & mechanism

through which farmers can secure for themselves some of the

same adventages which the planning and control of production

have given to_other producers under cur present capitalistic

institutions.’l

By the 1932 election the basic ingredients essential toc the

vigorous New Deal farm relief programs had gained wide acceptance.
There are three major trends evident in the evolution of farm policy
after 1920. Fundamental, and most readily accepted, was the principle
that agriculture had the right to equality with other industries, an
idea most commonly expressed in the demand for parity prices. Basic
to this objective was the recognition that government action on & more
extensive scale than ever before in history was essential to farm
equality. Last, and most difficult to win acceptance, was the realiza-
tion that accompanying such government aid some degree of control or
national planning was required. As these three axioms were being united
in the midst of the depression, the nation was poised at the gateway to

the modern era in govermment-agriculture relations.

During the campaign of 1932, Franklin D. Roosevelt affirmed

5 lM L. Wilson, "Explanation of Domestic Allotment," United
States Congressional Record, 724 Congress, lst Session, vol. LXXV,
part 14, p. 15643.
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his acceptance of the farm relief ideas proposed in the twenties as
well as his adherence to agricultural fundementalism. Without agricul-
turel prosperity, he felt that national prosperity could be only "arti-
ficial and temporary." The basis of American economic difficulty, he
declared, lay in the "lack of equality for agriculture." Beyond calling
for "nationel plenning in agriculture," candidate Roosevelt falled to
set forth any definite policies, although it was evident that he leaned
tovard the principles of the domestic allotment plan.52
Agriculture's failure to receive a fair share of the nation's

income in the 1920's was widely proclaimed during the early thirties as
a major factor in causing the depression. A natural result of such
thinking wes the belief thet the quickest way to end the economic crisis
was to return prosperity to the farm. Senator Arthur Capper clearly
expressed this common view:

There are many who believe--and I am one of them--that the wey

to start our economic machine rumning is to apply the weight at

the right place by restoring the purchasing power of agricul-

ture. That will get the wheels off dead center and start the

general exchange of commodities and services that will restore

industry and end unemployment.)3
Roosevelt told a group in Boston that "you are poor" because the farmers
are poor. If asgriculture were made prosperous, the country would return

54

to prosperity. As the Roosevelt Administration prepared to take over

5 2Speech on the Farm Problem, September 1k, 1932;‘ Topeks ;

Kansas, The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt: The
Genesis of the New Deg; 1928-32, 1 (New York: Random House, 1939),
697 and 699.

5:'3A::'t‘.hu.r Capper, "Congress and the Domestic Allotment Plan,"
Congressional Digest, XII (February 1933), 4b.

51LNew York Times, November 1, 1932, p. 16.
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from the vanquished Hoover, 1t was obvious that one guiding principle
of future farm legislation would be to raise agricultural income.
HEenxry A. Wallace, the new Secretary of Agriculture, had pointed
to surplus production and farm price problems while still editing

Wellaces' Farmer in February 1933:

The problem is 50,000,000 surplus acres, for which there has
been no effective demand abroad during the past two years.
Farthermore, there is no likelihood of an effective demand
abroad during the next two years. Iowering tariffs on manu-
factured goods and negotiating reciprocal tariffs may restore

& part of this market, but I do not see any prospect of it all
being restored. The BEurcopean nations have been making desperate
efforts to act as debtor nations should, and, therefore, have
increased their teriffs on American farm products and have
handled their currency exchanges so as to make almost impossible
eny lerge purchases of American farm products. Furthermoxe,
they have fostered the increase of their wheat and hog produc-~
tion to the greatest possible point.

None of the old palliatives such as lowering the tariff, Wallace
insisted, were sufficient "to restore the purchasing power to American
a.gricultu:re."55
Secretary Wallace called a speclal conference on farm legisla~
tion to meet during the second week of March. Ieeders of many of the
major farm organizations, representing most of the major commodities,
vere present. The gathering demonstrated full agreement on the desired
goals, but revealed little unanimity on the legislative methods to
achieve them. Nevertheless, Wallace warned the nation on Merch 10 that
"it will take time to bring about an effective demand for our surplus
products at home and abroad. There is little likelihood o1 an effective

demand sbroad for our surplus farm products during the next two years."

55anny A. Wallace, "0dds and Ends," Wallaces' Farmer, LVIII
(February 18, 1933), 5.
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In the meantime, he advised, "we must adjust downwerd our surplus
supplies until domestic and foreign markets can be res‘lio:red."5 6 The
farm leaders held the old Peek—Johnson idea of fair exchange value for
farm products as their prime objective, with some type of control over
production as the basic method. W. R. Ronald suggested in a memorandum
that the legislation grant to the Secretary power "to lease agricultural
land and/or enter into contractusl agreements" to control farm output.

Although the farm leaders seemed to prefer & leasing progran
to the allotment plan, no agreement could be reached on & single produc-'

o1 The group, therefore, recommended that the

tion control program.
legislation be "so flexible that the Secretary could apply whatever
schems seemed best adepted to a given coﬁmodity." According to Wallace,
the cotton, wheat and corn representatives strongly favored an acreage
rental control system; the cattle people were uncertain and the agents
of the dairy cooperatives were the "most skeptical of a.:l.l."58 President
Roosevelt presented the draft of a farm bill prepared by the Department
of Agriculture to Congress on March 16.

In submitting the proposal for legislative consideration, the
President emphasized the urgency of the situation and the necessity for

new and drastic tactics:

I tell you frankly that it is a new and untrod path, but I tell
you with equal frankness that an unprecedented condition calls

56Henry A. Wallace, "Farm Crisis," Radio Address, March 10,
1533, in Democracy Reborn, selected from public papers and edited by
Russell lord (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 194k4), h4l-k2.

57

Ibid., March 12, 1933, p. 16.

58 Wallace, New Frontiers, 163.
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for the trisl of new means to rescue agriculture. If a f{air
administrative triael of it 1s made and it does not produce the
hoped for results I shall be the first to acknowledge it and
advise you.”9
While the spirit of emergency and readiness for experimentation domi-
nated the Roosevelt attitude toward farm legislation, others remained
unconvinced about the efficacy of the "mew and untrod path." Congres-
sional scrutiny of the measure took far longer than had been expected.

Although Secretary Wallace had hoped for the passage of farm
legislation during the month of March, it was not until May 12 that the
Agricultural Adjustment Act was ready for the signature of the Presi-
dent. The nev measure adopted the major principles enunciated by farm
lobby groups since l922land was designed to draw support from advocates
of most farm relief programs. Congress declared that suffering by "the
basic industry of agriculture"” and the resulting effects on the national
economy made enactment of emsrgency legislation necessary.

Achievemeut of a price giving "agricultural commodities a
purchasing power with respect to articles that farmers buy equivalent
to the purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the base period"
became the goal of New Deal farm policy.60 To accomplish this objec-
tive, the Secretary of Agriculture received authority to experiment with
a variety of methods.

To control pxreduction agreements could be made with individual

producers for reductions in acreage planted or supplies for market of

59
II, Th.

60
The base period on all products, except tobacco, was August
1909 through July 191k.

The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
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any of the basic commod:i.ties.6l As compensation for reducing output,
participating producers were to receive rental or benefit psyments.
Revenue for the payments and other expenses was to be obtained through
processing taxes, levied and collected from the first demmstic processor
of any crop on which the Secretary declared benefit payments were to be
paid. Author.ity was also granted to make marketing agreements with
producers, processors and others who handled ferm products for the
purpose of raising prices. In addition, the Secrstary received the

power to use "the proceeds derived from all taxes imposed under this

title . . . for expansion of markets and removal of surplus agricultural
products. . . ." Apparently the basis for this laest section, included
62

on Peek's suggestion, was the o0ld surplus dumping ;’Ldea. Wallace
never gpproved this scheme and litile was accomplished along the line
of encouraging exports. The authority to purchase and remove surplus
products, however, proved very useful in subsequent New Deal activities
and was later expanded.

With the passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act the nation
began a most ambitious experiment in economic planning. Congress had
emphasized the measure's emergency nature by declaring the act termi-

nated whenever "the President finds and proclaims that the national

61The term basic commodities, as control advocates first used
it referred only to major export crops, such as cotton and wheat, and
to a few crops important enough to influence the price and supply of
other products, such as corn and hogs. Political necessity forced a
considersble expension of the basic commodity list. In the first AAA
those termed besic were wheat, cotton, field corn, hogs, rice, tobacco,
and milk. :

62George N. Peek, Why Quit Our Own (New York: D. Van Nostrand
Company, 1936), 98.
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economic emergency in relation to agriculture has ended. . . ." Thus,
meny of the legislators regarded the act as simply a temporary measure
designed for the specific and sole purpose of increasing agricultural
income for as many of the nation's farmers as possible. Others, such
as Roosevelt and Wallace who had been talking about national planning,
saw more long range purposes in the legislation. There were, indeed,
provisions in the legislation which lent comfort to the national plan-
ners. Economic equality was not only to be established but alsoc mein-
tained. Under the law, the Secretary of Agriculture was to determine
and inform the President when the emergency had passed. If the farm
emergency were equated with the concept of parity, it definitely would
not be a short term affair.
Obviously, the Agricultural Adjustment Act did not solve the
farm problem; it merely ordered and granted powers to the Secretary of
Agriculture to endeavor to accomplish that feat. Although he recognized
the relief task as the immediate gcal of the new legislation, Wallace
sought to emphasize the necessity for uniting price-raising and relief
with national planning. In explaining the farm bill, he pointed out
that:
The method to be used in increasing the farmer's purchasing
power 1s by restoring the belance between production and con-
sumption as rapidly as possible. let's help the farmer, the
bill says in effect, plan his production to fit the effective
demands of today's and tomorrow's rather than yesterday's
market .63

Control of production, he urged, must be viewed not only as a tool of

long~-range planning but also as the major means of immediately raising

63New York Times, March 19, 1933, p. 2.
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prices. Increasing prices without instituting controls, he insisted,
would only mean greater production in subsequent years and renewed low
farm prices. According to Wallace, the "first effort" must adjust
production downward to provide amply for domestic requirements '"plus
that amount which we can export at a profit." Such action would
"reorganize agriculture," teking out of production that surplus land

"on which men end women are . . . toiling, wasting their time, wearing

"
.

out their lives, to no good end. It would alsgo mean reducing

supplleg and raising prices to parity. Secretary Wallace concluded his
address on the farm act with a clarion call to farmers to unite and look
to the fubture with hope:

I want to say, finally, that unless, as we 1lift farm prices, we
also unite to control production, this plan will not work for
long. And the only way we can effectively control production
for the long pull is for you farmers to organize and stick, and
do it yourselves. This act offers you promise of a balanced
abundance, a shared prosperity, and a richer life. It will work,
if you will meke it yours, and make it work.

I hope that you will come to see in this act, as I do now, &
Declaration of Interdependence, a recognition of essential
unity, and of our absolute reliance one upon another.

The Heaven Wallace sought was a manipulated economy to "maintain a
continually balanced relationship between the income of agriculture,

labor and industry."65

The Secretary labeled this the theory of
"balanced sbundence," which contrasted markedly with what eritics

characterized as the "theory of scarcity."

6

Henry A. Wallace, "The Road to Higher Prices; Farm Act Gives
Farmers Opportunity to Contrxol Production," Radio Address printed in
Wallaces' Farmer, LVIII {May 27, 1933), 1.

6swallace, New Frontiers, 22.
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The first two and one-helf years of the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration demonstrated the great flexiblility of the powers granted
to the Department of Agriculture for solving the farm problems. AB‘
programs were instituted, efforts were made to combine the relief and
planning needs of American agriculture. Programs taking millions of
acres of cotton, wheat, tobacco, and corn out of production were put
into effect as rapidly as possible. The contracts usually called for
an immediate partiel payment of the benefit allowance. Loans were made
on crops which were kept on the farm, again putting money into the hands
of the farmers. Producits of various kinds were purchased and distributed
through relief channels, aiding both the farm and urban needy. These
measures carried out the double goals of the farm legislation. In meking
benefit payments early and in purchasing agricultural commodities, the
AAA put the farmer on what amounted to relief. At the same time, before
the farmer received his relief check, he usually signed a contract which
conmitted him to reduce his production, thereby participating in the

program of national planning.



CHAPTER II -

LIVESTOCK PROBLEMS AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE

EMERGENCY HCG MARKETING PROGRAM

Since passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act was delayed
until the growing season was well advanced, a sense of urgency permeated
the development of early commodity control measures. Cotton and wheat
farmers were conslidered among the most needy, and general agreement
existed among both producers and the AAA planners that production must
be restricted. Consequently curtailment programs were promptly insti-
tuted for cotton and tobacco, although bad weather destroyed the pros-
pects of a bumper wheat crop and the need for a wheat reduction program.
The plowing up of 10,495,000 acres of growing cotton plants and the
distribution of millions of dollars in benefit payments served as a
worthy introduction to the emergency measures adopted by the AAA in
1933. During the early summer, control programs were also developed
which gave wheat producers cash in 1933 in return for promises to reduce
acreage in 1934 and 1935. The livestock producers, however, appeared
to be overlooked during the early and hectic days of the AAA.

Hog producers, along with cotton and wheat farmers, had been
regarded as needing help since the early twentles. Almost every farm
relief proposal introduced from the early McNary-Haugen plans to the

30
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passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act included swine as & basic
commodity. Most of the plans had also included corn. Control of coru,
"primarily a raw material used by farmers" to produce livestock, was
considered by most agricultural authorities as almost essential to any
livestock regulation p;rog:r&m.:L Because of the close price relationship
between pork and beef, a joint hog-cattle program was also considered
desirable. Cattle producers, however, compared Lo other farm commodity
groups maintained a relatively favorable position throughout the twen-
ties and had been little interested in the various relief measures.

Livestock producers suffered with other farm groups in the
price drop of the early twenties. Hog prices, for exemple, fell from
an average of $16.23 per 100 pounds in 1919 to only $7.13 in 1923, which
was slightly below the $7.25 prewar average.2 The livestock industry
revived more quickly than the rest of agriculture, and the disparity
between livestock producers’ costs and prices was gradually decreased
between 1921 and 1929. The favorable sgituation for livestock growers
was of short duration, however. Although livestock prices did not drop
as precipitously as did those of some other farm commodities, they
declined steadily and disastrously after 1929. By 1931 income from
livestock had dropped 19 per cent below the 192Lk level, while income

from grains had fallen almost T4 per cent.3 After'l93l, however, the

lD. A. FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A {Washington: The
Brookings Imstitution, 1935), 1.

2G. F. Warren and F, A. Pearson, The Agricultural Situation;

—

BEconomic Effects of Fluctuating Prices (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
1954), 62,

3"Beport of the Secretary of Agriculture," Yearbook of Agri-
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price decline, especially for hogs, continued at an accelerated pace.
In 1932 the farm price of hogs was only one-third that of 1929. The
farm price of beef cattle had dropped 50 per cent below the 1929 level
which had been unusually high because of a small market supply.h

In reality, it was not the low price as such which caused the
{trouble. Instead, the principal problem centered on the unfavorable
relationship which existed between producers' costs and the prices
received for livestock. This problem had, §f course, been present since
the end of World War I. Costs had increased markedly during the wer,
but they did not decrease afterwards to the degree livestock prices
declined. The merked increase in this disparity between costs and
prices by 1932 had & disastrous influence on livestock producers. In
that year the purchasing power of 100 pounds of pork had dropped from
85 per cent of the 1910-1914% level in 1929 to only 44.5 per cent. The
situation was not so serious for beef cattle producers, as 100 pounds
of beef in 1932 retained 75 per cent of the prewar purchasing power.5
The continuing relatively favorable position for cattle growers induced
leaders of that industry to oppose inclusion of beef &s a basic com-

modity in the Agriculiural Adjustment Acta6

culture, 1933, U. S, Department of Agriculture (Washington: U. S.
Government Pri nting Office, 1934), L.

ll.1?'11'.zt.¥era.lc’i., Livestock Under the A A A, 20.

Tbid., 22.

6Agriculturql Emergency Act to Increase Farm Purchasing Power,
Hearings before the Senate Agriculture Committee, [3d Congress, lst
Session, March 1933. Testimony of F. E. Mollin, Secretary of the
American National Livestock Association, pp. 259-269.
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Because beef cattle were not included on the baslc commodity
list, the Administration could not develop an over-all livestock control
program. Instead, adjustment planners were forced to concentrate on
swine and the closely related crop, corn. Indeed, these two commodities
had never really recovered from the collapse of the early twenties. 1In
the three year period, 1919-1921, corn prices fell by two-thirds and

hog prices over on.e-hza.li‘.7

Not even in 1929 did the corn-hog industries
fully recover. A short crop in 1930 lifted the price of corn to 90
cents a bushel by fall, but the price then declined to only 19 cents in
1932, which was only 28 per cent of the prewar parity price. Swine
prices suffered a similar fate declining in December 1932 to their
"lovest level" since 1878. Hog prices, only $2.95 per 100 pounds in
Chicago, were well below the "average price of all farm prc)til.u:i;s."8
The gross income from hogs in 1932 was only one-third that of 1929, and
thelr purchasing power was only two-fifths that of the 1910-191k period.9
The grave hog price situation resulted both from long-term
factors and the temporary influences of the depression. Declining

exports and reduction in farm work stock were two principal old influ-

7U. S., Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Corn-Hog A?ust-
ment, C,H.-113 (Washington: U. S, Government Printing Office, 1935),

8"What's Few in Agriculture," Yearbook Of Agriculture, 193k,
U. S. Department of Agriculture (Washington: U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1935), 112-113 and 116; U. S., Department of Agriculture, "The
Agricultural Outlook for 1933," Staff of Bureau of Agricultural Econom-
ics, Miscellaneous Publication No. 156 (Washington: U, S. Government
Printing Office, 1933), 20-21.

9"Economic Situation of Hog Producers,”" Letter from the

Secretary of Agriculture, February 9, 1933, 724 Cong., 24 Sess., Senate
Document No. 184, 1.
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ences on the swine industry. Among temporary causes, the decline in
domestic buying power was of major importance.

An almost continuous decline in the foreign demand for American
pork products after 1919 seriously affected the domestic hog situation.
By 1932, pork exports had dropped below the prewar level. In the
previous decade hog producers had lost an export outlet for approxi-
metely eight or nine million hea.d.lo Refusing to reduce their produc-
tion to compensate for the loss, American hog farmers forced additional
pork products onto an already depressed domestic merket. If, as studies
indicated, the total expenditure of consumers for hog products depended
not on the price but on their own ircome, thke only vossible result of
such excessive supplies wes lower prices. The truth of this was
demonstrated in February 1933. At that time the retail price of pork
had dropped below the 1910-191% level, although the retail prices of
other farm commodities, including wheat and cotton products, remained
above the prewar average.

Farm mechanization and the comsequent reduction in work stock
numbers also influenced the corn-hog situation. With a reduction of 10
or 11 million horses and mules, the output of approximately 15 million
acres was freed for production of grain, especially corn, to be turmed

12
into meat. Much more of this went into the production of pork than

10Mordecai Ezekiel and Iouls H. Bean, _Egonomic Bases for the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, U. S. Department of Agriculture (Washing-
ton: U, S. Government Printing Office, 1933), 17-18.

llIbid. , 21-23; U, S., Agricultural Adjustment Administration,
The Corn-Hog Problem, C.H.-1, U. S. Department of Agriculture (Washing-
ton: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1933), 3.

12
D. A. FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs Under the Agricultural
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beef as pork constituted a far larger proportion of the total meat sup-
ply than before World War I.13 The price of cora was also basic to the
"hog cycle," a relatively regular rise and fall in hog production. When
corn was cheap, farmers were inclined to increase hog production. When
corn prices went up, swine producers cut their output. By 1933, the
pork industry was prepared to enter the éxpansive phase of the cycle.
This close relationship between hogs and corn further complicated the
construction of a control progtam for either.lh Efforts to develop
separate programs for the two farm commodities proved extremely Aiffi-
cult. A domestic allotment scheme for hogs appeared too complicated,
while rental of corn acreage, it was feared, would take teco long to
affect the swine industry to be of any real benefit to hog producers.
As Secretary Wallace said, the delay in help for the Corm Belt came
"not from any lack of interest, but from an inability to see any way to
help."15

The general outline of control programs for cotton and wheat

had been under consideration for some time, and spokesmen for producers

of those commodities had generally accepted the plans. But, such was

Adjustment Act: Developments up to March 193k (Weshington: The
Brookings Imstitution, 1934), 5.

13

lhc. F. Sarle, "Control of Hog Preduction by Reducing Corn
Production," Confidential Plan, May 12, 1933, Agriculture Division of
the National Archives, Record Group 145. All archival material here-
after cited is located in the Agriculture Division of the National
Archives, Washington, D. C.

1
sﬂbnry A. Wallace, New Frontiers (New York: Reynal and
Hitchcock, 193k4), 186.

FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A, 10.
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not the case for corn-hog farmers. Not only was there no commonly
accepted program but there was no recognized spokesman or organized
group representing corn end hogs. Also, producers were extremely slow
in expressing their desires.l6 By the time the Department of Agricul-
ture turned to consideration of the corn-hog problem, its officials
had apparently decided that for their own protection, as well as for
achieving broad producer cooperation, the farmers should organize and
present their own control program.

Corn Belt pressure, however, remained invisible or at leeast
unorgenized until after the hog situation worsened and then appeared

only with encoursgement from the Secretary of Agriculture.”

_A specule-
tive boom which developed during the summer brought a temporary rise in
prices for corn and other commodities but not pork. Instead, excessive
supplies started to hit the market in May. With domestic consumption
up only slightly, exports up even less, and storage supplies rapidly
increaesing the hog picture was indeed dark. Adding to the dismal
prospects was the June plg survey of the Department of Agriculture which
indicated a 13 per cent increase in sows for farrowing in the Corn

1
Belt. 8

16"The plans of the Departmsnt have been stopped cold by the
question as to whether the producers wish to co-operate." A. G. Black
to the Corn-Hog Producers Meeting, Des Moines, Iowa, July 18, 1933.
As quoted in D. A. FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs, n., p. 10.

17Because of the large proportion of both corn and hogs pro-
duced in the ten state Corn Belt area, the Department always emphasized
this region in dealing with the corn-hog problem. This was true in
organizing a producer group, in working out & hog program and in trying
to arouse producer support and response to the corn-hog programs.

18
"Report of the Secretary of Agriculture," Yearbook of
Agriculture, 1934, p. 38.
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A somevhat abortive attempt was undertaken in Msy to organize

the corn-hog producers. C., V. Gregory, editor of the Prairie Farmer,

called for a parley on the corn-hog problem to meet jan Chicago late in
the month.l9 Wallace obviously kmew of and supported the purposes of
the gathering. Other than asking the Secretary to appolint a group to
represent the interssts of hog farmers,20 the neeting accomplished very
little. The need for a representative pressure group was still felt.

On May 30, J. S. Rusgell, farm editor of the Des Moines Register,

declared that the lack of organization was proving a handicap to corn-
hog producers in getting consideration in Washington for a program.al
It was not an accldent, therefore, that Towa farmers confronted with
the deteriorating hog situation led the way in creating a corn-hog
pressure organization.

Roswell Garst, Coon Rapids, Iowa, one-time partner and an old
acquaintance of Secretary Wallace, reports that Russell conferred with
Wallace about the economic problems of the Corn Belt and specifically
about the corn-hog situation. The Secretary informed Russell, Garst
states, "that he was not going to impose any programs on any group.
The wheat program had been asked for by the wheat growers--if the corn
w22

and hog farmers wanted & program, they would have to ask for it.

Garst and Russell took an active role in getting the Iowa producers to

19Des Moines Register, Msy 2k, 1933, p. 16.
2°Ibid., May 26, 1933, p. 13.
21

Ibid., Mey 30, 1933, p. 9.
22poswell Garst to the author, August 1, 1960.
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orgenize. According to Garst, they opened their campaign at a meeting
of the Iowe Association of Farm Cooperatives. Because of the "great
Jealousy" which existed among the better known farm organizationms,
this, they felt, was "an inoxious place to start."23 In any case,
Russell reported on June 8 that the Federation 6f Iowva Ferm COrganiza-
tions had sgreed to sponsor a meeting on corn and hogs.ah

Russell, Garst, Donald Murphy, editor of Wallaces' Farmer, and
25

a few others organized the meeting. Representatives from the state
farm orgenizetions and about 50 farmers without any organizational ties
attended the gathering. On June 16, 1933, the Iowa conference estab-
lished a permanent state corn-hog commitiee with Garst as cheirmen.
Requesting early action to aid Corn Belt producers, the group supported
production control. These promoters suggested a corn acreage reduction
program for 1934 but with immediate partial cash benefits. Another
recommendation was the payment of & bonus on light hogs to reduce
market tonnege over the next year. The delegates directed the committee
to present details of their suggestions to the Agriculture Department.26
More lmportant to the development of & hog program than the Iowa recom-
mendations, however, was the initiation of & Corn Belt pressure group.
Orgenization of the Iowa committee served as the lever the

Administration had needed to push the desirnd regional organization.

23
2k

Jbid.

Des Moines Register, June 8, 1933, p. 18.

25

26"Iowa Corn and Hog Men Ask Action,"” Editorial, Wallaces'

Farmer, LVIII (June 2k, 1933), 4.

Roswell Garst to the author, August 1, 1960.
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On June 30, A. G. Black, head of the Corn-Hog Section of the AAA, sent
telegrams to farm leaders and farm groups in the remaining aine Corn
Belt states telling them of the Iowa activity, encouraging similar meet-
ings, and ennouncing a regional corn-hog conference ,27 which Wallace had
suggested be held in Des Moines about the middle of Ju.'L;r.28 The Depart-
ment of Agriculture obviously tock a leading role in creating a national
corn-hog producer pressure group. Rlack sent members of the Iowa commit-
tee as organizational agents to the other states. Garst worked in
I1linois and Indiena, R. M. Evans campaigned in Minnesota and South
Dakote, and other committee members were active in the remaining Corn
Balt sta:esﬁg Once orgenizetion begen, it proved so effective, Garst
said, that "in about a week we had corn-hog committees in every state
that was prominent. n30
On July 18 représentatives from Iowa, Illinois, Indiana,

Kensas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin
gathered in Des Molnes. A. G. Black, representing the Administration,
emphasized the lmportance of the meeting:

I am trying to learn what farmers want and are willing to do

and the farm act administration will give heed to demands of

the producers. Just what action is taken and how soon it is
forthcoming will depend largely on what develops out of this

27
R. G. 1k45.

28Des Moines Register, July 2, 1933, p. 5.

Copies of Black telegrams, June 30, 1933, National Archives,

29"1 appreciate your sending Mr. Garst, of Iowa, to the meet-
ing, and I may say that he made a good impression and was very help-
ful." g S. Skinner to A. G. Black, July 8, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

0
3 Roswell Garst to the author, August 1, 1960.
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conference.
Certeinly it is not the purpose of Secretary of Agriculture

Wellace and the farm act administration to force anything on
the farmers. We are hoping they can formulate their own

program.31

Although there was no unanimity on methods, the group "expressed a de-
termination to use every svailable means of bringing hog prices up to

a level with their prewar purchasing power." The conference backed
this objective with an endorsement of the "regulation of the production
of corn and hogs if necessary. . . ."32 Consequently, a National Corn-
Hog Committee of Twenty-Five was created to carry "out an aggressive
campaign to bring hog prices to & higher level."33 Pwenty-one of the
members were named by the delegetions from the verious states, accord-
ing to the importance ofvthe state as a corn-hog producer. The other

3*

four were appolnted by the Corn-Hog Administrator, A. G. Black.
reality, the actions of the delegates mey have belied the actual opinion
of the people they represented. Representatives of almost half the
states opposed any corn production program which logically would have
meant opposition to hog reduction also. There is no question but that
Black and a few of the control supporters exerted considerable pressure

on the group to get the National Committee established. Indeed, L. W.

Drennen, chairmen of the Pelk County (Iowa) Democratic Central Commit-

31Des Moines Register, July 18, 1933, p. 1.

321p1a., July 19, 1933, p. 1.

33

Ibid.

3h"Action on Corn-Hog Reduction,' Editorial, Wallaces' Farmer,
LVIII (August 5, 1933), k4.
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tee, accused Black and the Farm Buresu of "ramrodding" the mseting and
preventing some delegafes from expressing their opposition,35 Although
Drennen exaggerated, it is doubtful that the group as a whole would have
supported production control had the supporters of control not been able
to present the dismal hog price situation as a justification. After the
conference, the National Committee went almost immediately to Chicago
for important meetings with representatives of the Administration and
the meat packers.

During the preceding months there had been plenty of discussion
but no real decisions on the corn-hog problem. Several serious obsta-
cles merit ettention. The naturel difficulties of planning = program
for hogs because of the close relationship to the corn and beef indus-
tries have been discussed. Too, the absence of any consensus on a
program either within the AAA or among farmers, and the lack of a
producer pressure group has received attention. Still another reason
for slowness in developing a hog program was the conflicting views of
Henry A. Wallace and his control group and the export-dumping advocates
led by George N. Peek, now AAA administrator. During Senaste hearings
on the agriculture bill in March, Wallace expressed his belief that it
was necessary to control hog output. BHe alsc emphasized that it was
"necessary to control corn acreage if you are going to control the hog
situation.” Wallace warned that the high output and low prices of corn

in 1932 had greatly stimulated hog prodnction.36 While still editor of

35Drennen to Henry A. Wallace, July 19, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1b5.

30pgricultural Emergency Act to Increase Farm Purchasing Power,
Hearings before the Senate Agriculture Committee, 45 and 141.
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Wallaces'! Fermer, the Secretary had supported the allotment plan for

corn and hogs. He suggested that farmers be paid $4 an acre to cut
corn ecreage by 15 per cent and that a $1 per hundred bonus be paid on
hogs if the total weight was reduced 20 per cent, and providing that

no hog sold weighed over 210 pounds.37 Wallace obviously regarded both
corn and hog output es excessive. Although the 1933 hog program did
not exactly follow his suggestions, the bonus idea on light hogs may
well have influenced the plan developed by the National Corn-Hog Commit-
tee.

Administrator Peek malntained quite different bideas as to the
cause and solution of the hog problem. IHe denied that foreign price
or overprecduction hurt the hog farmer. Peek insisted that "the diffi-
culty with hogs lies in the processing industry, in the distributive
systems. . . ." He further maintained that the essential necessity for
improvement of the hog situation was "a straightening up of the dis-

30 The conflict in attitude within the Administration

tributive system."
over the cause of and the solution of the hog problem was a factor
hindering the development of & program for the pork producers. That
some type of control program would be worked out became evident, however,
when A. G. Black, chief of the farm economics section at Iowa State Col-
lege, was appointed to head the Corn-Hog section of the AAA. Not only

had Black been in "eclose touch™ with Wallace in regard to production

37"Benefits of the Allotment Plan," Editorial, Wallaces'
Farmer, LVIII (January 7, 1933), k.

38A_§ricultur&l Emergency Act to Increase Farm Purchasing Pover,
Hearings before the Senate Agriculture Committee, T6.
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control measures but he had also been associated with "other corn belt
economists and farm organization officials in preliminary confereunces"
on the corn-hog problem.39 The eppointment of Black was taken by the

editor of Wallaces' Farmer as proof that the Secretary was "determined

to take a personal part" in helping farmers to develop & corn-hog
program.

Wallace had been kept informsd of the development of the Iowa
Corn-Hog group. On June 10, Garst wrote to Paul Appleby, assistant to
the Secretary, advising him of the comling state meeting of the corn-
hog producers in Des Moines. Garst felt the ITowa gathering could be
of considerable value in working out a plan "if we know what program
the Department of Agriculture has for the corn-hog situation." BHe
added that "we are particularly anxious to endorse only & program
which he /Wallace/ will feel is sound and worksble.""" At the seme
time Garst wrote Wallace about the Iowae project and emphssizing the
necessity of an immediate reduction in pork supplies. But, he wanted
the Secretary's recommendations so as not to "embarrass" him with the
"wrong suggesi;ioms."u2

Even before the organization of the National Corn-Hog Commit-

tee, there had heen conferences among AAA officials, farm represente-

39"Pla.ns for Hog Reduction," Editorial, Wallaces' Farmer,
IVIII (June 10, 1933), 1.

i

ol'bid.

hlGarst to Appleby, June 10, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

16.

I
?Ga.rst to Wallace, June 10, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

1ks5,



by
tives from the Corn Belt, and processor representatives. On July 5,
Black met with Garst, Ed O'Neal, President of the American Farm Bureau,
C. V. Gregory, Earl Smith, President of the Illinois Agricultural
Association, and unofficial producer representatives in Chicago ts
discuss the corn-hog problem. Although most of the discussion at this
mzeting pertained to proposed trade esgreements with the meat processors,
some consideration was given to the production control problem. The
farm group agreed "that a reduction in production of corn and hogs was
necessary." But, the producers insisted that efforts should be mades
to increase prices while output was being reduced. OCne way to put money
into the pockets of farmers immediately and at the same time to reduce
future production was considered. Sentiment favorsd the payment of a
bonus on brood sows to be marketed during the months of August and
September. This would cut the number of hogs coming to market during
the next year and would also provide some extra income for Corn Belt
farmers. The producer representatives saw one drawback to the scheme.
They feared the action might harm the normal market and, therefore,
insisted that some "special outlet" be found for the meat product
before the bonus campaign started. For this purpose, the group sup-
ported the creation of an export corporation to handle the pork. To
pay for the bonus program and for export losses, a differential tax by

welght on hogs was suggested.h?’

Roswell Garst, who was in Washington
when the June pig survey report was made, claims credit for developing

the "idea of killing the pregnant sows" because, as Garst later wrote,

L
3"Report of Conference with Producers,"” Chicago, July 5,
1933, National Archives, R, G. 1k45.
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"we would have raised so maeny pigs that fall that they wouldn't have
pa.id the freight to market.'M Something of this sort was mentioned,
however, two months before the July meeting. C. F. Sarle, AAA econo-
mist, suggested in May that tc control hog production it might be neces-
sary to reduce the number of brood sows farrowing in the fall of l933.u5
Considering the communication between Garst and Wallace, it seems
probable that the bonus sow scheme origineted in the Dspariment of
Agriculture.

On July 6 the producer group met with representatives from the
processing industry. Black and Guy C. Sheperd, chief of the Meat Proc-
essing and Marketing Section of the AAA, also attended the conference.
Both groups strongly supported the current atiempt 1‘.9 work out a sale
of pork surpluses to Ruesia. But beyond thet point little sgreement
could be reached. Soms of the packers recognized that the Agricultural
Adjustment Act was designed to work "for parity prices on hogs," but
they offered no suggestions on how to raise prices. They denied that
there was any need for reducing hog production and opposed the idea of
& bonus on plggy sows. One processor contended that the purchase of a
miliion sows, as planned under the bonus scheme, "would have a bad

effect upon all prices." The packers also insisted that any processing
tax on hogs would hurt rather than help the farmers. The producers
argued that if they supported the export and trade agreement plans

which would exempt packers from antitrust laws, the packers must recog-

Roswell Garst to the author, August 1, 1960.

l‘50. F. Sarle, Confidential Memorandum on Methods of Control

for Corn and Hogs, May 12, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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nize the right of producers to parity prices and support production
control miea.fsm..'res.46 . Although subsequent talks were held with the
packers, no definite agreement could be reached and the need for a
temporary hog program for 1933 became more lmportent than any possible
agreement worked out with the processing industry.

Garst wired Administrator Peek on the same day that the pro-
ducers and packers were conferring. The hog situation, he said, re-
quired "immediate action" and suggestéd a "credit export" of pork to

ol Until this

Russia and a bonus program on one million piggy sows.
time there had been no apparent sense of urgency or impending doom
about the circumstances of the hog farmer. But, in the two weeks bgfore
-the formation of the National Corn-Hog Committee demands for drastic
measures to save the hog industry developed. Gn July 8, the editor of

Wallaces' Farmer warned "we are headed straight for big trouble in hogs,

unless we get busy with a reduction program." Although production
should have been decreased, it had actually been increased. The edi-
torial concluded:
Worse news 1s coming in the fall. In the corn belt, 13 per
cent more sows were bred for fall litters than & year ago. The
national increase is 8 per cent.
Cheap corn always is turned into cheaper hogs in the long rum.
Last winter and spring, it seemed more profitable to feed hogs
than to sell corn. As a result, everybody and his brother
have been going into the hog husiness.

Hog prices are low now. What will they be when this increased

46 "Report of Conference between Producers and Processors,"
July 6, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.

In
7Ge.rst and Cherles E. Hearst to Peek, July 6, 1933, Hational
Archives, R. G. 145.
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load of spring pigs hits the market, and when the increase in
fall pigs adds to the total?

Ve are ggéng to be forced to take drastic steps to cut ‘hog
tonnege.

When the AAA representatives met with the Nstlonal Committee
in Chicego during the third week of July, they could only present the
sams pessimistic report. The parity price of hogs was lower than that
of any other major ferm product. Excessive supplies coming te market
during the previous two and one-haelf months had increased hogs slaugh-
tered in federally inspected plents by 30 per cent and further depressed
prices. Storage supplies of both lard and pork were up greatly over
the year before. At the same time, hog supplies for the fall and winter
market would likely be larger than in 1932. In addition, a developing
feed shortage indicated that large numbers of unfinished cattle would
be thrown on the market to compete with hog products.h9

On July 24, discussion turned to methods of immediately aiding
the hcg industry. C. F. Sarle presented the producer commitvee with
the situation and previously suggested programs. Sarle pointed out
that bad weather had reduced the corn crop by 500 million bushels.
Thus, there was no need for action on corn in 1933. The hog situation,
however, was quite serious and demanded immediaste attention. Among
suggested remedlies, Sarle sald, was a processing tax on hogs graduated

according to weight which, it was hoped, would reduce the total amount

ha"Hea.ded for Trouble in Hogs," Editorial, Wallaces' Farmer,
LVIII (July 8, 1933), &.

I

9Minutes of the National Corn-Hog Producers Committee,
Chicago, July 24, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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of pork goling to market. But., he was more enthusiastic about the bonus
on plggy sows. Under this program, & $5 bonus could be paid over a
four to six week period in August and September. If 600,000 head could
be acquired, it would "proﬁably" cut the next spring and summer merket-
ing by three million head. To prevent "seriously depressing prices"
this tonnage would be diverted out of "regular consumption channels."
He estimated that the total cost of the project, both the bounty and
the diversion to other outlets, would not exceed $20,000,000. Sarle
optimistically forecast that this reduction in tonnage for the following
spring and summer markets would materially increase prices, probably by
"60 per cent during the latter half of this marketing ;reta.r."5 °

The Natlonal Committee was quite receptive to the bonus plan
on piggy sows, although some members questioned the practicality of its
operation. It was pointed out that if the program were amnounced too
early, "farmers would tend to defeat the program by breeding more sows
to farrow next s;pr:!.ng."5 1 Some concern also existed about the disposal
of the meat procured from the project. Guy Shepard attempted to remove
any doubts along that line. Consideration, he said, had elready been
given to the problem, and there was some hope of selling the product to
Russia. Indeed, Shepard added: ''the details are all worked out with
the exception of getting Russia to agree. . . . Two representatives of
the packing industry are already on their way to ILoendon for the purpose

of making the same deal /cotton/ for 250 or 300 million pounds of pork

PMinutes of the Meeting of the National Corn-Hog Producers

Committee, Chicago, July 24, 1933, Hational Archives, R. G. 145.

5lllfb:i.d .
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products."52
At this point John Wilson, of Chio, made the most momsntous
contribution to the development of the 1933 emergency hog program. "I
guggest," Wilson said, "that the government buy 4 million pigs weighing
between 40 and 140 pounds between, say, August 20th and October 1st."53
He estimated the purchase program would cost $22 million and expected
a processing tex on hogs to vay the expenses. Wilson saw some salvage
value in the meat procured from the young hogs. The product cculd, he
suggested, "be made into sausage and turned over to the Red Cross or
sold to Russia." The plen would benefit the 1933-34 hog market, he
felt, by reducing the availlable tonnage by 4Th to 582 million poundxa.slL
Although some committee members expressed reservations about
the program, Wilson, Garst and the AAA representatives maintained enough
enthusiasm for all. To a protest that the plan would not help the price
of heavy hogs, Wilson responded that "a psychological effect would cause
the price of heavy hogs to rise." Sarle felt that "it should bhe possi-
ble to take out 10 per cent of the December 1lst to June lst pig crop,”
vhich "should have an immediate effect on prices." G. B. Thorne, of
the AAA, felt that a "reduction of five per cent in the crop of pigs
for the year should raise prices during half the year, or less, 20 to
25 per cent." Garst Joined in support of the purchase plan, but he

insisted that it be tied to the piggy sow project. Otherwise, "there

52Ibid. Shepard was referring to the RFC loan to finance the
sele of cotton to the Soviet Union.

53Ibid.

Bthid.
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will be s tendency to hold sows back,"” thereby defeating the whole emer-
gency progvam. Garst further emphasized that these proposals must be
considered only as emergency measures, and added that "in the long run
we must include a corn acreage reduction program to correlate with

nd3

reduction in hog numbers. The National (ommittee adopted an officilal
report favoring the pig purchase program, added it to the bonus sow
plan and prepared to recommsnd both to the Dspartment of Agriculture.
Barl C. Smith, chairman of & special committee set up by the
National Committee to work with Department Officials cn emergency plans,
called C. C., Davis on July 27 to report unanimous agreement of the pro-
gram, and to ask for a conference with Secretary Wallace.% The emer-
gency project as now envisioned included the purchase of 4 million
young pigs weighing between 25 and 100 pounds and the payment of a $k
bonus on 1 million piggy sows weighing over 275 pounds. This was to
be done between August 15 and Qctober 1. The edible meat procured
through the operation was to be s80ld on a "moderate basis to relief
agencies,"”" with the smaller pigs condemned to tankage. To finance the
program, the committee recommended a "high" processing tax on all hogs
over 235 pounds, except sows. I{ was hoped, continued the report, that
the project would remove two billion pounds of live weight pork from
the market during the next twelve months. Although the committee
members recognized the temporary character of the scheme, they emphasized

that their program to meet the "present emergency"” would provide immedi-

551b1d;

560 C. Davis to George N. Peek: Memorandum on Call from Earl
cC. Smith July 27, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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ately "substantial and necessary cash" to the farmers. The report con-
cluded with a promise tc develop e long-term corn-hog control plam by
QOctober l.5 7

While the Administration worked ocut the details of the Emer-
gency Hog Marketing Progrem in the two weeks after July 27 evidence
that the hog situation was worsening came to the attention of tue Depart-
ment of Agriculiure. J. H. Bennett, manager of the Dakota Pig and
Cattle Company, wired R. G. Tugwell: '"Due to drought pigs can be
destroyed at minimum expense and therefore curtail pork production
materielly. Will appreciate your influence in having production group
request me coming to Washington for explenation. Have wired Adminis-

trators Black and Zl)a.v:!.s."5 8

Although Bennett was given no encourage-
ment, he later wrote Secretary Wallace presenting his ideas and adding
that he was trying to get a petition carrying his plan through the South

9 While there is no indication that Bennett had

Dakota legislature.
any influence on the development of the emergency hog program, his sug-
gestion of a similar scheme at the same time is interesting and indica~-

tive of the bed conditions in the Dakots area. Administration officials

,57"The Report and Recommendations of the National Corn and Hog
Committee," Probably prepared on July 27, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145,

58 There is no evidence that Bennett had any knowledge of the
Chicago discussion as all plens were kept secret. His plan to destroy
pigs is apparently another one of those lnteresting little coincidences
vhich sometimes occur. In a later letter Bennett proposed using the
product for "tankage or relief” which had also been discussed at
cll:icago; Bennett to Tugwell, July 28, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145.

)\ 59Benne1:.1; to Wallace, August 1, 1933, Netional Archives,

R. G. 145.
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later used the drought situation as 'a further justification for their
emergency program.

Requests for federal aid increased after the first of August.
On August 9, & wire from Catarina, Texas asked for immediate help:
| "Please try hard to devise some emergency plan effective immediately
to assist the southern hog grower vwho must market many hogs next thirty
to forty days account shortage of feed and early maturity our feed
crops this section."®® The next dsy the agricultural agent of the
Migsouri Pacific Lines in Houston warned that it wes "imperative
southern hog raisers have quick action if proposed relief measures are
of benefit teo him this year."61 Cn the twelfth a still more desperate
appeal came from South Dakota. Charles H. J. Mitchell urged "all
possible speed" in relief for hog producers: "Thousands of farmers in
South Dakota vwho are unable to feed young pigs. HNow éelling then for
twenty to thirty cents a head . . . time element exceeding [sic/ impera-
tive as no feed is avaiiable to carry these 1.'::135."62

Meanwhile, the Administration prepared for the emergency pro-
gram., Administrator Peek, on August 2, informed interested organiz'a-
tions that a "preliminary informal conference"” would be held in
Washington on the iOth to complete development of an "emergency hog

program."63 tn August 5, the Administration began cortacting relief

60W. H. McKinney to George N. Psek, August 9, 1933, Netionsl

Archives, R, G. 1h45.

61Agricultu.ral Agent Missourl Pacific Lines, Houston, Texas,
to George N. Peek, August 10, 1933, Rational Archives, R. G. 1k5.

62
Mitchell to Paul H. Appleby, Telegram, August 12, 1933,

National Archives, R. G. 1h45.
63

Y Peek, Night Letter, August 2, 1933, Natlional Archives,
R. G. 1h45. ' .
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agencies about the disposal of the meat procured under the emergency
program. In confidentiel letters the agencies were asked how much
additional pork could be used if it were made available at 35 per cent
below the regular price. The Department emphasized thatv the pork vas
"not to be substituted for other meats," but added to normael conswmp-
'b:i.on.6)+ The AAA officials hed obviously decided to accept the recommen-
dations of the National Corn-Hog Committee for an emergency program.

When the interested groups gathered in Washingiton on August 10,
Administrator Black presented the case for an emsrgency hog progrem.
"In view of the present hog situation," he said, it was necessary to
give first consideration to "raising the price of hogs" and then to how
the emergency program could be tied to a more permanent corn-hog pro-
grem. Black pointed out that hog supplies had increased rapidly during
the summer and that swine prices had not risen with those of other
commodities. Indeed, "hog prices are further from parity than they
were a few weeks ago," he added. In addition, the feed situation was
"the worst, perhaps, that the country has experienced for 50 years."
The Administration, therefore, was prepared to go along with emergency
measures to aid hog prod.uc:e:r:s.65

Barl C. Smith submitted the program which had been developed
by the National Committee. Details of the purchase of pigs and the

bonus on sows remained essentially the same as in the July 27 recommen-

6I‘L(}la.u.ﬂ.e R. Wickard to Wayme Coy, August 5, 1933, Wight letter,
National Archives, R. G. 1i45.

6
5"Proceed.:l.ngs of the Informal Conference on Emergency Programs

for Hogs," Willard Hotel, Weashington, August 10, 1933, National Ar-
chives, R. G. 145.
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dations.66 All of the representatives promised the full support of

67

their organizations for the emergency project. Even Milo Reno,

President of the National Farmers Holiday Association, proffered his

grudging cooperation:

As far as I am concerned, I do not understand why 1t is nesces-
saxry, at this time, when there are over 130,000,000 pesople in
this country, to destroy the young sows. I think you are not
going to solve the problem by the solution you are trying to
glve. I resent the idea of a group of supermen coming here

and trying to show what price the farmers should get for their
produets. I think the farmers should give thelr views so the
Administration can determine as to the price to be charged for
thelr hogs, ete. . . . . We are willing to cooperate with any-
thing that is adopted that will be beneficial for the farmers .68

Reno obviously resented the role of AAA representatives in drawing up
the program, and he later withdrew his halfhearted support. At the
conference, however, unanimous approval was given to the Emergency Hog
Marketing Progra.m.69 Although the processors continued to express their

opposition to the theory of reducing production, they agreed to cooper-

66Ibid .

6701'ga.nizations represented at the conference and approving
the program included:

The American Farm Bursau Federation

The Natlonsl Grange

The Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union of America

The Corn Belt Meat Producers' Federation

The Jowa Farm Bureau Federation

The National Livestock Marketing Association

The National Livestock Exchange

The Institute of American Meat Packers

The Central Cooperative Livestock Commission Association

The American Stockyards Association

The United States Livestock Association

68
"Proceedings of the Informal Conference on Emergency Programs
for Hogs," Willard Hotel, Washington, August 10, 1933, National Ar-
chives, R. G. 1h45.

691bid.
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ate in the emergency project. The producer representatives end packers
had reached a tentative agreement in Chicago in msetings on July 2k and
25. 'The packers recognized the objective of parity prices on hogs and
agreed to "cooperate in reaching it." The processors further promised
their cooperation in any necessary "re-adjustment in production" pro-
jects. In return, the producer group agreed to support a relaxation in
the terms of the antitrust restrictions to enable the packers "to reduce
costs." The groups thus were to continue their efforts to reach a
marketing agreement.7o

Although everyone connected with the development of the hog
project felt that some degree of secrecy was essential to its success,
indications of a pork removal program were common. The Hational
Committee mede public its desire to remove 500 million pounds of pork
and pork products before the end of 1933 in & price raising effort. On
July 26, Earl C. Smith mentioned the piggy sow proposal, declaring that
it was better to pay a "bounty of $5 or some such figure" for sows
marketed now than to be foreced to pay & bounty on all the hogs those
sows would produce for the 1934 market.7l On August 3, it was reported

in the Des Moines Register that the hog program 'may teke the form of

providing bonuses for piggy sows in order to reduce sharply the supply

T2

of pigs." Thus, although no officisal announcement was made on the

emergency measure until August 18, the general neture of the project

7°The Prairie Farmer, CV (August 5, 1933), 4.

7lDes Moines Register, July 26, 1933, p. 1.

721bid., August 3, 1933, p. 1.
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was known early in the month. J. S. Russell reported on August 9, how-
ever, "authoritative information coming from Washington" which gave

most of the details of the pig purchase proposal.73

The Department of
Agriculture also hinted during the first half of August at the possi-
bility of a hog program. There had been some concern in the last
Chicago conference about speculators teking advantage of the purchase
project. The Department evidently wished to block such activity as
well as to prepare and give comfort to distressed farmers. With these
objectives in mind and obviously in response to complaints from drought
stricken farmers, & press release issued after the Washington conference
announced: "Farmers who are obliged to reduce the size of their feeding
herd because of short feed supplies would qualify under a pig purchase

plan, if and vhen it is put into effect.."’m

Although the Department
still refused to definitely commit the government to buy hogs, officlals
later said that they hoped this announcement would cause farmers to hold
their hogs for the government. The hints seemed to elude many farmers
who continued to sell at very low prices, but they were very useful to
some of the sharper country buyers.

Even though purchases had not been officially announced, a

reporter for the Des Moines Register declared on August 11 that they

were assured, lacking "only the formal approval of President Roosevelt."75

The Reglster was so certain of the buying program that interested Iowans

73.]’. S. Russell, "Premium Light Hog Pricec Slated Next Week:

Surplus Cut is Object of Buying Plen," ibid., August 9, 1933, p. 1.
Th

Cklahoma Farmer-Stockman, XILVI (August 15, 1933), 1k.

75Des Molnes Regilster, August 11, 1933, p. 1.
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were interviewed for thelr reaction to the idea. Opinions expressed
indicated some of the more common attlitudes evidenced during and after
the purchases. Miss Daisy Williams, Secretary of the Iowa Farm Bureau
Foderation, felt that "even if farmers do not exactly like the plan of
killing off pigs to reduce numbers and raise prices . . . if the plan
will help the hog price situafhion immediately, it should be given a
triel." Joe Stack, Linn County farmer, voiced the attitude held by most
producers who would participate in the program: "Apything that will
raise the price of hogs to farmers will be a great help. I don't care
much how it is done." U. C. Blattle agreed and said that "if they do
that, my pigs are sold right now." John Callison, a farmer from Carroll
County, called the plan sound and felt that it was "bound to result" in
higher prices. "It looks like a long step,” he added, "towards the
farmers' salvation." Harry Duncan approved and was willing to let the
government handle things: "It's 0. K. if the farmers cooperate. Five
million hoge out of the market should send hogs up a.hd. if it does there
will be a shortage. We farmers can't tell where it will end. The
government should know what it's doing."

Not everyone interviewed supported the move. All of the com-
mon objections were voiced. James McDonough denied there was any over-
production "when people go hungry." He also believed that "higher wages
will solve the farmers' problems as well as the working man's.” Others
felt the govermment should allow the hog problem to "work itself out
naturally"” and that the plan would penalize producers of heavy hogs.
Perry Chilcote expressed the traditional independent position of

farmers. He opposed the idea because "this plan will stir up trouble.
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Farmers don't like supervision.” Dell Van Note, & Linn County farmer,
raised & humenitarian objection. "It is wasteful,” he said, "and waste
never pays." Van Note further stated that "to slaughter piggy sows

(S

isn't according to natural laws. Although there was opposition,

the basic attitude was that of approval. The support, however, was not
based on agreement with the control of production thesis, but on the
farmers' need for money and higher prices.

Hot until a week after his fellow Iowans had considered the
purchase project assured did Secretary Waliace officially anmounce the
government plan. Speeking in Chicago on the 18th, Wallace described
without any equivocation the Emergency Hog Marketing Program. A plan,
he insisted, "which arose from the grass roots, and which is backed by
most of the leading farmers of the corn belt.™ Because "hog prices
todey are relatively lower than almost any other farm product,” he
added, "I am willing to give the scheme a trial." The project, Wallace
continued:

is Yo buy from farmers enough pigs or light hogs and enough
sows due to farrow this fall to remove from fall and winter
supplies between 600,000,000 and 700,000,000 pounds of hogs,
live weight. The total reduction in tonnage for the 1933-3h4
marketing season, as a result of this emergency program, may
amount to 1,800,000,000 pounds. The total is about 16 per cent
of the hog tonnage normally marketed. If past experience is a
gulde, & reduction of 15 or 16 per cent in market supplies

shoulg(.Tincrease hog prices for the season from 25 to 30 per
cent.

The Secretary explained that purchases would be handled through proces-

sors who would pay cash to the farmer and bill the costs:to the Bapart-

T®5p14., k.

TTyal1aces' Farmer, LVIII (August 19, 1933), 1.
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ment of Agriculture. Walia.ce also emphasized ths need for speed in
executing the program:

The necesslity for haste will be understood by the -corn belt.

We must meke the purchases before more weight is added to

spring pigs, and before farrowing begins. In regions where

drouth has left a feed shortage, and where farmers are

compelled to market unfinished stuff at a sacrifice, we can

pernaps offer some help. But sbove all is the necessity for

speed in bolstering the purchasing power of the corn ‘belt.78
Getting money into the pockets of the Corn Belt farmers had been the
most vital concerm of the producer committee and AAA planners through-
out the. development of the emergency program. Bxtremely low hog prices
lent an even greater degree of urgency. Secretary Wallace indicated
that the purchase program would benefit the farmers' incoms in two
ways. The purchase price would be above the prevailing merket value
of the hogs and, because of the reduction in supply, higher prices
would "likely be paid over the following nine months." 19

Wallace expressed only one worry about the emergency project.

He feared that the Corn Belt might fail "to recognize how really danger-
ous this program cen be unless it is tied up closely to & long-time pro-
gram." Without the understanding that this measure would be followed
by a permanent corn-hog control program, Wallace insisted, bhe could not
approve the buying of hogs. For, he felt that unless the emergency
purchases were followed by a real reduction in corn and hog production
in 1934, they would only worsen the economic condition of the hog pro-

ducers. Without that reduction, Secretary Wallace maintained, "the

78Ibid. .

P 1pia.
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after-eifects . . . would be disastrous to hog prices during the 193k-

35 season and for some time thersafter."

8014,



CHAPTER III
CRITICISM OF THE OPERATION OF THE EMERGENCY PRQJECT

The Emergency Hog Marketing Program of 1933 was designed to
accomplish two goals. By paying at least twice the market value for
p:i.‘gs and giving & bonus of $4 on sows, the Administration hoped that
"the purchasing power of hog producers, especially in the Corn Belt,
“would be materially increased. This short range objective could be
classed as purely a relief measure. More important, however, was the
long range aim of reducing hog tonnage for the 1933-34 marketing season
by 1,800,000,000 pounds. Although earlier estimates had been consider-
ably larger, the Department of Agriculture in August expected such a
reduction to result in a 25 to 30 per cent increase in prices. Two
minor objectives also developed from the emergency purchase plan. From
the first discussion of the project, a vital concern had been the dis-
posal of the meat product outside of regular consumption channels. When
the sale of surplus pork to Russia rell through, the idea of obtaining
msat for the needy became firmly tied to the program. Finally, as the
plains drought situation worsened in August and early September, in-
creasing emphasis was placed on giving succor to the parched regions.

Unfortunately, planners of the Emsrgency Hog Program spent far
more time anticipating the results of the project than they did organ-

61
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izing the details of its operation. The purchase of young hogs, which
rapidly became the most vital portion of the whole scheme, did not come
under consideration until the third week of July. It gained the ap-
provael of the various interested processor and producer organizations
on August 10. Eight days later it was officielly announced to the
country, end on August 23 purchases began. Although the bonus on sows
had been under consideration somewhat longer, the full plan from incep-
tion to execution received less than a month's study, & rather brief
period to develop the procedure for such a complicated operation.

Original plans for the purchase program wvere quite simple.
Approximately four million young porkers weighing from 25 to 1OQ pounds
were to be bought at from 6 to 93 cents per pound. OCne million bred
sows weighing & minimum of 275 pounds would alseo be purchased. The
government offered to pay the regular market price wlthout the normal
pregnancy dockage plus an inducement bonus of $# per head for the brood
sows. Purchases were to be handled through designated processors who
would pay cash for the hogs and bill the Department of Agriculture.
The packers would process the hogs in the normal manner with the excep-
tion that all pigs under 81 pounds were to be turned into tankage.
Inspectors from the Bureau of Animal Industry were to check the sows to
see that they met the "soon to farrow" ruling of the program and to
oversee the purchasing and processing operations. The processors would
hold the product derived from the program in storage and later dispose

of it through relief agencies at the direction of the Bepartment.l

l'I'he Prairie Farmer, CV (August 19, 1933), k.




63

The purchases were to be financed by a processing tax levied
on hogs, with the money peid for pigs and sows declared as "benefit
payments." Through the tax processors would thus pey for purchasing
and processing the hogs as well as for the administrative costs of the
cempalign. dJust before purchases began, AAA economists estimated that
the hogs would cost $38,650,000 and the full program would total
$53,959,704. To provide this sum, the Department of Agriculture wanted
a processing tax on all hogs marketed in the 1933-34 marketing season
of 55 conte a hundred pounds live veight.a

The emergency hog measure was beset with problems throughout
the duration of the purchase campalgn. One of the most criticized of
all AAA programs, the hog purchase scheme and its operation were at-
tacked by farmers, pollticlans, humanitarians, and consumers a&s well
as by professional New Deal critics. Attacks were directed against
the whole concept of the program as well as against its administration.
During the course of the campaign, however, the chief issues raised were
those tied directly to the operation of the program. Some serious
problems, most of them unanticipated, developed in the course of the
purchases. Farmers became most aroused about the handling of pig
purchases and the activity of professional buyers. For the Department
of ‘Agriculture, the most serious threat to the project centered in the
unexpectedly great desire to sell pigs, the refusal to release the
anticipated number of sows, and the demand from drought regions for a

continuation and expansion of the purchases. But controversies also

2
Bstimation of Total Costs of Emergency Program, August 17,

1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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developed over the stringent sow imspection system, the role of packers
and commission firms in the project, the waste of food, the cutting off
of a young pig's life before he had even tasted hard food, the throwing
of pigs into the rivers, the use of sow meat for focd, the attempt to
thwart God and Nature, as well as a nmyried of other largely unimportant,
if not senseless, points.

Hog purchases began at six processing points on August 23 and
trouble hit :i.mm&d_ierd:e:t;,r.3 Duaring the first three dsys of operation,
these centers wers fiooded and. then overwhelmed with hogs offered to
the government. The dsy after purchases started E. R, Morgan wired
Secretary Wallace, saying: "I am in Kansas City today with two cars
of my own pigs and no bids on them at five thirty PM tonight. Under-
stand there are twenty thousand being carried over and ancther twenty
thousand coming tomorrow. This is a perishable product. Please get
us relief. Situation here at Kansas City surely demsnd your atien-
‘t;:Lon."lL "For days," said Administrator Peek, "there was confusion,
with 1little porkers grunting and crowding the streets of the stockyard
towns," because, as he explained, "it was mot foreseen that so many
would arrive at once." After some reorganization, with an attendeant
though temporary halt in purchases so that processors could catch up
on slaughtering, the pigs were &ble to make a more orderly entrance

into "the happy rooting gmunds."s Furthermore, to relieve the crowded

3The first six centers in operation were Chicago, Cmahsa,
Kansas City, Sioux City, St. Joseph, and St. Paul.

X uMorgtm to Wallace, August 24, 1933, Hational Archives,
Ro G‘o l 5’

sGeorge N. Peeck, as told to Beverly Smith, "The Farmere on
Your Payroll," Americen Magazine, CXVII (January 193%), T2.
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cond.i‘biéns at existing points & number of additional centers izad. been
established. By August 25, 36 new centers were open and by September 7,
139 packing plants at 82 processing points were in operation.6 More
important, however, was the development of a system of orderly delivery.
Following general directions of the AAA, each market center worked out
a procedure for the sale of pigs. Generally, this meant that the
producer had to have written permission before he could sell his hogs.
Permit committees, made up largely of conmission men and processors,
now limited the receipt of hogs to the capacity of processors.7

Hog sales during the flrst three days presented the Adminis-
tration with two other problems. The purchase of 107,020 pigs and only
3,179 pregnant sows8 made it quite clear that the projected proportion
of purchases was endangered. The tremendous desire to sell more pigs
than the planners wanted and the refusal to sell sows haunted the agri-
culture plenning officials throughout the duration of the purchase opera-
tion.

Before the end of Augus*i; the pig shipment permit system ran
into trouble. Messages began to pour into Weshington compleining of
the difficulty, if not impossibility, of getting shipping permits.
Attempting to rectify the situation, AAA officials snnounced on
September 1 that, beginning on the fifth, permits must be held on all

pigs sent to market. Farmers could obtain permits through commission

6]). A, FitzGerald, Corn and Bogs, 21.

Tp. A. PitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A (Washington: The
Brookings Institution, 1935), 65-66.

BmtzGer&ld, Corn and Hogs, 30.
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firms or in some areas directly from the packers. No permits, it was
emphasized, would be given to anyone other than the original owmer.
Further, permits would never be given for shipment of more than 200

head to any one person.9

By this time sources of the problem were
obvious. Ope important factor was a much stronger desire to sell pigs
than had been anticipated. This was especially true in the drought
regions and pig offerings simply exceeded the established quota and
usually the asbility of processors to handle them. But the thing which
most aroused the ire of farmers was what they considered an unfair
allotment of permits. Many insisted that only professional hog buyers,
or speculators to use the farmers' term, could obtain permission to
sell hogs.

In reality what the farmers considered speculative activity
began even before govermment purchases started. In early August feeding
prospects were very poor in the drought areas and hogs were worth next

to nothing. Quite normally, many professional risk-takers purchased

thousands of small hogs at very low prices. The Des Moines Register

reported on August 18 that country buyers were buying up pigs "in
anticipation of collecting" premium prices from the government on them,
and urged farmers to consider the emergency program before selling their
pigs.lo When the government started buying pigs, it bought many of
these hogs giving the speculator an extremely good profit. Even when

the buyers, as was frequently the case, were innocent of intentionally

9AAA Press Release, No. 521-540, National Archives, R. G. 16.

10
Des Moines Register, August 18, 1933, p. 17.
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cheating, farmers resented the diversion of government money from its
rightful place. To some, it seemed "as if buyers knew of it Z§hrchaSe
prograg7 before the fermers did. They bought up these pigs and sold
them for a big profit," insisted August Dahme, president of a Farmers
Holidey Association. Dahme added, "I believe this act was intended to
help the farmer and not meke money for speculators.” Dahme concluded
thet his group protested "most vigorously against the profiteering of
buyers and speculators,"” especially when they were enriched on pigs
bought by the government presumably from farmers.

Although some buyers were quite innocent of intentioral wrong-
doing, it should be remembered that most of these purchasers were far
better informed than the average farmer. They could deduce from the
meetings of the Corn-Hog Committee and hinﬁs from the Department of
Agriculture that some type of purchase program was under consideration.
It was only nstural that some would teke advantage of the possibilities.
Too, others with a genuine intent to defraud began to take advantage of
the less perceptive farmers after the official announcement. Early in

the campaign the Dakoia Free Press in Aberdeen, South Dakota wired

Wallace about this activity, saying:

Farmers in this vicinity are being cheated out of their hog
bonus by buyers. Please take immediate steps to reimburse and
protect them. These buyers bought immediately after the bonus
was announced. Before word reached the farmers. Ioss to
farmers amounts to hundreds of dollars.l?

llDahme to Henry A. Wallace, August 26, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

laDakota Free Press to Wallace, August 2k, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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Some of the speculators, through cooperation with the commission firms
and permit committees, were able to cheat the government and farmers
out of considerable sums.

Some farmers believed it was the duty of the government to
compensate the farmer for his lost opportunity. A hog producer from
South Dekote asked Secretary Wallace to pay "a premium” on pigs he had
s0ld during the first week of August. Lack of "crops and no feed" had
forced him to sell the pigs at two cents a pound. The speculetor had
then held the pigs until the government started buying when he sold
them at & handsome profit. The farmer insisted thet "this Bonus is due
to the farmer's and not the byers 15127 if you give Bonus on pigs to

w13

fermers give to all and not a few will you? A large group of South

Dakota farmers wired the Secretary reporting that they had sold their
hogs to speculators and needed help in getting the benefit paymen.ts.lh
A, B. Bishman of Minnesota was even more expressive. He had sold his
31 hogs before government purchases began and had received only $210
for the lot. Bishman demanded:

How are we to pay interest, taxes and live? If you are paying
a bonus start your payments as of July 1-33 and give us poor
devils a break. I would readily sgree to cut my prcduction of
hogs 50% in fact we have already done that. Think it over.l>

Other producers, with even less justification, wanted the

13Rienhold Laske to Wallace, August 28, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

1k
John Madden and others to Wallace, August 23, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145.
15
R. G. 1h5,

Bishman to Wallace, August 14, 1933, National Archives,



, &
government to compensate them for their loss. W. R. Shortridge of
Flasher, North Dakote wrote hls congressman about his sons' loss of 25
pigs which died in transit to market. The pigs, Shortridge reportead,
"were weighed and processed at once same as if alive only the men did
not have to hit them on the head. The Goverument lost nothing by their
premature death," he insisted, for "they were removed from visible sup-
ply end from competition same as if they had arrived in good condition."
The government was responsible for the loss, Shortridge meintained,
because "hed not the Government offered to buy them they would be at
bome today geoed as ever." He then asked his congressmen to "please
write to Secretary Wallace and ask him to pay my son for these plgs?

He has & very poor crop and prices are so he has had a hard time to

get along on the farm."l6 A farmer from South Dakota also asked the
government to pay him for hogs he had intended to sell under the
program. Before he could offer his "T0 pigs and 13 brood sows" to the
government, he had to kill and burn them because of cholere. He
promised to furnish proof of his loss if the Department of Agriculture
would consider paying for the destroyed hogs.l7

A farmer from Missouri wanted "to know if your hog program is

for the hog reiser or the speculator?" The Missourian maintained that

l6Shortridge to H., J. Sinclair, September 11, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145. Shortridge also suggested a solution to the farm
problem: ‘why not Blue Eagle the farmer and have him get and pay
twenty four dollars for a forty hour week of work. That would greatly
reduce production as the big fellow would be hard pressed to make it
pey. As it is so far the farmer is bitten by the eagle, stung, by pay-
ing much more and still sells for less."

\ l7Manly Owen to Wallace, September 12, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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the government was responsible for his loss because “the lack of proper
publicity was no fault of mine." In recounting his loss, J. H. Boland
wrote:
We do not take a daily. Only the Weekly Star which comes on
Wednesdey. We did nct know that you were going to have a hog
program worked out before Oct 1. We had 81 pigs that we had to
sell or feed. . . . a trader of Luton, Mo. cams early Wed.
morn, Aug 23 and offered 3%¢ but finally gave 4¢ for them. He
said he was taking them to his farm at Lutcon. Instead, he sent
them as government hogs to Fowler Packing Company at Kansas
City. We had payment on them stopped, but upon the urging of
the County Agent Virgil Burke, gave up for an additional $25.18
Thet is supposed to have left them $105 profit from the deal.

Thus, it soon became evident that the suggestions that the
government might buy hogs had been of more value to the professional
traders than to the farmers. This, with a lack of understanding on the
part of some farmers about the price schedule, aroused considerable
anger among the more impatient producers. Williem L. Butler of Albany,
Missouri accused the government of stealing his 30 pigs when he did
not receive as much for them as he had expected. He concluded: "If
thats the way the government is going to help the farmer let the farmer
help himself and leave the government out of it."l9 This sentiment was
best expressed perhaps by August Dahme who insisted that "the new deal

of our government does not work for us farmers."20

Bitterness over the activity of the speculators increased

18
Boland to Wellace, August, no date, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

19

Butler to Wallace, August 28, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 1h5.

20
Dahme to Wallace, August 26, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 1k5.
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tremendously after the initiation of the pig permit system. A County
Club Agent from Ohio, Iyman F. Baker, warned that "considerable senti-
ment against the hog administration" was being created by the activity
of the speculators. Although farmers could not secure any shipping
permits, "local stock dealers" were able to sell "ell the pigs they

vanted."zl

The postmaster from Fulton, South Dakota reported that
"your program for buying up the surplus pigs in this country has been
a decided flop, insofar as the individual farmer is concerned." "The
local hog dealers," he continued, "have usurped the market to such an
extent that farmers . . . have been unable to market their pigs."
Although the local packing house claimed that it could handle no more
pigs, he added, "the local hog buyer . . . is running an add /sic/ in
the Mitchell Daily, saying that he can handle from 1000 tc 1500 pigs
per day, under the 'government pig deal' until further notice." The
postmaster, in his own expressivé language, concluded: "Now then
there must be a nigger in the woodpile somewhere, if he can dispose of
these pigs and the man who raised them, cannot. On these pigs he is
taking & toll of $1.00 per hundred below the Chicago market, making a
clean up of $1.00 ver hundred that should go to the man who raised
these pigs."22 On August 27 J. S. Russell stated that "some of the
Iowa packers already have started to bar purchases from speculators.”

He added that reports from northwestern Jowa revealed "that speculators

alBaker to A. G. Black, September 14, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

22
Ieon W. Kreidler to Wallace, September 2, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1h5.
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have bought as many as 500 to 1,500 pigs each from farmers in Iowa and

South Dakots. =3

By the middle of September constituents were asking
their federal representatives to apply pressure on the Department of
Agriculture. After one of his voters complained to Senator T. P. Gore
of Oklahoma that he could not secure & permit and that speculators were
buying pigs at $1 each and selling them to the government for $2.25 to
$6 each, the Senator vehemently protested to V. .dlace. There were
grounds to "debate this whole policy of murdering pigs," stated Gore:

but certainly i1f the Government is going to buy up these hogs

and the taxpayers are golng to pay twice what they are worth,

the farmer who owns the pigs ought to get the benefits of the

bounty or subsidy end not the speculators.

You will pardon my language if I seem rather earnest and I feel

that I ought to add that I do not think that the butchery of

these pigs is ﬁs bad as the slaying of Rachel's children by

Herod of 0lG.2
Neither Wallace nor anyone connected with the slaughter program could
be expected to appreciate Gore's humor.

The permit system for shipping pigs had wrought order out of
chaeos, but it had also brought new and perhaps more serious problems.
The supplementary permit regulations announced on September 1 did not
end the complaints about unfair allotment of shipping permits. Instead,
angry reports, especially from South Dakota and Oklaehomsa, continued to
overflow the mailbags of the Department of Agriculture. Individual

farmers or farm cooperative groups found the guotas full and no permits

2
3J. S. Russell, "Further Hog Buying Changes are Considered,”
Des Moines Register, August 27, 1933, p. 2.

2

R. G. 145.

Gore to Wallace, September 14, 1933, National Archives,
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available, but professionel traders and buyers could apparently obtain
permits et will to sell any nurber of pigs.

During the first three weeks of the purchase campeaign, all
complaints about speculator activity were answered with a form letter.
Farmers were told that the Corn-Hog Committee of Twenty-five had recom-
mended the program, and the Department had announced on Auvgust 1 that
a purchase program was under consideration. Farmers had been advised
on several occasions during the first half of August to hold their hogs.
Therefore, nothing could be done to rectify the :s:i.i:ua:l:‘.:i.on.25 When
specuwlator activity continued in spite of the order that only "original
owners" be given shipping permits, the government was forced to take
moxe positive action.

On September 16 Director A. G. Black issued additional permit
directives. "It has come to our attention," he said, "that in many
cases preference is being shown to buyers and speculators. . . . May
I urge you to give special consideration to original owners" in the
future, he concluded.26 At the same time a study was mede by the Legal
Division which concluded that there was nothing in the contracts made
with, or early instructions to, the packers requiring them to purchase
only from original owners holding permits.27 Perhaps this prevented

the AAA from taking a stronger position on the handling of permits and

2501&ude R. Wickard to John Madden and Others, August 31,
1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.

2
6Black to John Agar, September 16, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 1k5.

27Nathan Witt to James Frank, September 18, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.



Th
the activity of the speculaetors. For, the activity continued and with
the approaching end of govermment buying the ire of farmers intensified.
An Oklehomas farmer wired Secretary Wallace on September 20
that farmers were '"protesting rotten deal in pig buying." The "Oklahoma
City stock yards traders," he insisted, were "getting seventy-five per-

cent of permits," while "farmers no chance to sell, please give this

your attention, unable to get permit since start, hundreds l:Lkew:Lse."28

On September 21 Black replied: "All pigs purchased for government at
Oklehomae @ity Monday and Tuesday will be from actual producers who have

not previously sold pigs not more than twenty from individuals on these

29

days permits to be issued through county farm agents." Such orders

came late and a definite ill will lingered in Qklahoma. Four days later

Ralph Magill of Custer City, Oklahome, wrote Wallace "to try to find

out" why farmers could not get shipping permits. He complained:

I called the county agent at Arapasho the County Seat on August
29, and he advised me to write to a commission company at
Oklahoma City and ask for & permit, and I did that the same
day. I have been trying ever since. I called the county agent
last Fridey, Sept. 22, and listed my pige with him; he sald he
had 3500 head listed and could only get permits for 200 head,
end while in his office & man from another part of the country
told me he did not know of & single farmer getting a permit, but
he knew of one speculator who had bought from farmers and got
permits and shipped 1000 head; another man told me he had a
friend in Oklahoma City who had bought pigs from farmers and
sold them to the Government and cleared $24,000. What we want
to do 18 find out if this is farm relief or speculator relief.
One speculator of Custer City sold 100 head one day last week,
25 in his name, 25 in his wife's name, 25 in his son's name and

28W. H. Catterall to Wallace , September 20, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

2931ack to W. H. Catterall, September 21, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145.
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25 in his brother-in-law's name.3

At least two farmers reported that speculators bought their
hogs while representing themselves as government agents. R. L.
Carpenter of Arkansas sold seven pigs and received only $2.10 in pay-
ment. 'This meant that he had been paid less than one cent per pound
instead of the expected 8%-cents. Carpenter protested that he could

not "think that this is part of the 'new deal,® and that you will

u31

sanction such treatment by your appointed representatives. To a

similar protest, Black replied that the program had "no provision for

such instances," but he hoped action already taken by the AAA would

prevent any repetition.32 One of the most flagrant viclations of at

least the spirit of the emergency program was xreported by L. W. Burton
of Joplin, Missouri. Burton asked:

Would it ba a violation to have shipped pigs to the Government
for process purpose, putting on names of people that do not
exist, heving the Government to 0.K. same and checks returned
by proper suthorities to these factitous /sic/ names, seme
being sent back through the mails for collection after the
Government had acquired the names and post office address.

I handled the case, and the party represented that the pigs
were direct from the owners and the Government required me to
furnish names and addresses of these owners, which in some cases
the owners did not exist. The man that I did business with
forged owners names and allso 13127 forged endorsements on
checks to get the money.33

3
R. G. 1h45.
3
R, G. 1h45.
32

Black to James Ingalls, September 13, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1k45.

33Burton to Corn and Hogs Section Production Division,
October 16, 1933, Naticnal Archives, R. G. 1h45.

oMagill Yo Wallace, September 25, 1933, National Archives,

1
Carpenter to Wallace, QOctober 9, 1933, National Archives,
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Apparently Burton had been frightened by federal investigators checking
Just such activity as he reported. The tragedy of the purchase program
was the betrayal of the spirit of the relief measure.

‘D, P, Trent, Director of Extension Service at Stillwater,
Oklahoma, later attacked the whole permit-quota system. He was very
eritical of turning the permit system over to the American Institute
of Meat Packers. According to Trent commission firms in Cklahoma City
split the quota on the percentage each handled in 1932. Each firm then
took care of its best customers and contended that that was what they
should do. He also belleved, without definite proof, that the commis-
sion firms sent truckers into the country to buy up hogs and then split
the profits with the truckers. Trent further reported that one men
from eastern Oklahome had sold over 9,000 pigs in Kmmsas City, St.
Iouis end Chicago, which he had purchased for as little as 50 cents
each.3lL

In expressing a not unique reaction to the handling of the pig
purchase campaign, T. M., Kirk directed his bitter resentment at both
the purchase program and Secretary Wellace and promised political
retaliation. He wrote to Senator Elmer Thomas of Cklahomsa:

This Pig Deal is benefitting the traders, Com. Houses, and
packers. Maybe they need and are as much entitled to Govern-
ment Aid as the farmers are but I be d- ~ - if they should
get it and charge it to the Farmers.

But what else could you expect of a man in Sec. Wallace's
position. He run a paper for a living and will continue to

do so when Pres. Rosevelt [sic/ has passed out the door that
Hoover took and Wallace knows that the Packers and Com Men

34

L Trent to C. W. Warbuton, Qctober 5, 1933, National Archives,
R, G. 145.
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aedvertise with their friends. He is looking after his own
future, and I dont blame Him. He was not elected by the people.
I blame the President who appointed and is keeping him in
office and the Congress who gave him the authority and money

to pull such deals.

And Sen. don't you think for a minute that this stuff is fool-
ing very meny of the farmers. We know that Wallace is not the
farmers friend.

° . . . . . . . . . ¢ o ° . o e e e . . * * s e " . L] . .

In fact Senator, the Plg Deal makes the Infamous Tea Pot Dome
0il deal smell like a bed of roses. Even Pres. Rosevelt's
great popularity is not going to stand many such jolts, and
bellieve me the Congressmen who continues to support Wellace
will have some tall exglaining to de when he faces the farmers
at the next election.3

Extent of the speculator activity has never been determined.
Impatient and complaining fermers qui‘be. probably exaggerated. Paul H.
Appleby, assistant to the Secretary of Agriculture, admitted that "to
an extent" speculator activity "seemed to defeat the purpose of the
emergency hog marketing program in that it was planned to give the pro-
ducer a reasonable price for his animals in return for his cooperation

in the plan. n36

If the report of Mrs. Guy Bensoof, secretary of an
investigating committee for Grant County, Scuth Dakota, was accurate
and can be tasken as typical, farmers lost a considerable part of their
rightful bounty to the speculator. Mrs. Bensoof reported that she had
one hundred verifiable affidavits on file which totaled & loss to Grant

County farmers approximating $15 ,000.37 By the third week of September

35Kirk to Thomas, September 17, 1933, National Archives,

R. G. 1b5.

36Appleby to Kermith S. Huehn, September 25, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

37MI'S. Guy Bensoof to A, G. Black, October 25, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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government lnvestigators were in the field checking on the complaints

38 39

of farmers. A few were actually prosecuted for their profit msking.
This most difficult procedural problem could have been prevented with
only a little care.

In the July 25 meeting of the Corn-Hog Committee the need to
prevent speculators teking advantage of the purchases had been dis-
cussed.uo When purchases began, however, there was no apparent attempt
to make sure that the originel owners alone benefited from the program.
When the permit system was developed, though reports of speculatof
activity were already arriving, no attempt was made to control the
giving of permits. The only concern was regulating the flow to market.
Not until September 1 did Department officials make any effort to
prevent or control the granting of shipping permits and that proved
ineffectual. Although.most permit committees endeavored to fulfill
their duties honestly, some were blatantly unfaeir in their allotments.
It was the middle of September before Corn-Hog Section officials made
&8 determined effort to ensure that only original owners profited from
the program.

Although the activity of speculetors was a delicate and embar-

38A. G. Black to George W. Evans, September 22, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 1h45.

39The federal district court in northern Oklahoma declared in
November 1935 that those who sold false permits and in other ways
ignored the rules of the Emergency Hog Program had not violated any
law. The federal Judge ruled that rules made by Wallace or his under-
lings did not amount to law. Transcript of Remarks of Federal Judge
in U, S. vs. Fred Hartley and others, National Archives, R. G. 16.

Lo
National Corn-Hog Committee Meeting, Chicago, July 25, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 145.
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rassing problem, it was not as serious a challenge to the success of
the whole emergency program as the refusal of farmers to sell their
bred sows. From the very staert it was obvious that producers were
hesitant about disposing of this class of hogs. Ca the first day of
buying 29,500 pigs and only 800 sows were purchased.hl On the second
day, the proportion of pigs to sows was even greater, 95,000 to 1,500.
Evidently, officials were puzzled by these results, as "no one could
suggest a reason for the farmers' delay in shipping in their piggy
sowsw"&g- The major deterrent to the sow campaign was the comparatively
low price offered. The small bonus and falling sow prices made the

sow offer far less attractive than the price paid for pigs.u3 Possibly
a higher bonus on sows would have resulted in a more rewerding campaign.
When A. G. Black first recommended the emergency sow bonus, he felt that
"probably & payment of $10 per sow" would be "necessary to secure the

marketing of a sufficient number."uh

During the July 25 meeting of the
Corn-Hog Committee, & $5 bonus had been considered. By the meeting on
August 10, however, the bonus had been set at $&, and the Administration
consistently refused to increase the amount.

Other hindrances to a successful sow removal campaign existed.

Compleints poured in about the "close inspection" given to the sows by

Ylpee Moines Register, August 2k, 1933, Section A, 9.

L
QIbid., August 25, 1933, 8ection A, 10.

L
3FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs. FitzGerald gives a full dis-
cussion of the difference in attractiveness between the pig and sow
prices.

by
Black: Memorandum for Chester C. Davis, July 13, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 1L45.
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government inspectors. Farmers insisted that inspectors were turning
down obviously piggy sows. During the early weeks of the purchases,
twice as many sows were offered to the government as were accepted for
the bonus, insisted C. E. Blomguist, manager of the hog department of
Martin, Blomquist and lee Commission Compeny. "Fhe Inspectors,"
Blomquist continued, "have been very particuler and our firm . . . [Is/
daily receiving complaints on account of the close inspection of these

ult5

sows. All of them must show very close up. When the inspectors
turned down sows for government purchase, the farmer was forced to sell
the sows to the packer at the regular market price oxr take them home
with little prospect of improved prices. Not only did the price on sows
go down during the campalgn but slso the processors usually docked the
sows for being piggy.h6 Farmers who had this sales experience felt
"that they had been tricked into something and that their sows had been
practically stolen from them," said Iymen F. Baker of Chio. Word soon
spread and other farmers were afrald to sell their sows. Baker also
warned that "these kind of tactics, if permitted to continue on the
markets, will soon ruin any plan which the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration mey devise to help the farmer."u7
Hog producers could be Just as harsh in their complaints about

the handling of the sow program as about the pig permit system. Qne

S Momquist to A. G. Black, September 11, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.

L6
Howerd Babcock to Wallace, September 11, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 1h45.
b7

" Baker to A. G. Black, September 14, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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wrote Wallace that he had sold three sows in Cincinmati, but he had not
received the bonus. He continued:
What I went to know is why I am not intitled to my bonus of L
dollars apiece according to your sgreement. Your buyer at
Cincinnati must be doing crooked business or else you are
gettin money under false pretenses and using the mail to defraud.
You know what would be the consequences if I done business with
Uncle Sam on these terms. If you expect the farmers to cocperate
with you you ought to at least cooperate with them.
Farmers tried to cooperate with the government, suggesting changes in
the program.

Some farmers blamed the poor response to the brood sow offer
on the rather high weight minimum. Each tended to suggest the minimum
be set at whatever level his sows weighed. L. J. Calkins of Missouri
recomended that the program be changed "to pay a bonus on all piggy
sows from-say 150 1bs up according to weight same as on pigs."u9 Others
suggested offering a higher premium to encourage marketing.

In response to the poor reception end to recommended chenges,
agricultural officials made an attempt to increase the number of sows
being sold. On September 2 the weight minimum was reduced to 240
pounds, but, in spite of continued requests, it was not lowered any
further. BEarly in the campaign Chester Davis admitted consideration

of a boost in the sow bonus "because farmers are not offering enough

But the Administration decided against any increase in the

ll8K’enneth Thomas to Wallace, September 18, 1933, Nationsal

Archives, R. G. 1h45.
A9Calkins to Clarence Cannon, August 30, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

50Des Moines Register, August 29, 1933, p. 5.
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bonus, indicating that it would be unfair to those farmers who had
already sold.5 1 Some pressure was also applied to the inspectors of
the Bureau of Animal Industry to maske them more lenient in approving
piggy sows.5 2 Nevertheless, farmers continued to hold back their sows.
Secretary Wellace suggested that sows were not being sold
because "farmers like to speculate on the future." Farmers, he said,
"heve faith in this program" and are holding their sows for & rise in

hog prices .53

The refusal to sell brood sows, to a degree at least,
vas based on the idea that the plg purchase program would be repeated,
and farmers felt that they needed the raw materials on hand to be
ready to participate in the next purchase program. Clifford Gregory,
member of the Committee of TPwenty-five, stated on September 13 "that
not one farmer in 40 believed that the Administration would not embark
within a few months on another pig purchasing campaign." Farmers, he
added, were getting "ready for it by breeding an extra number of

pig:s."sl'L Cne week later Gregory agreed with Black that the farmers
had not cooperated with the Administration in the emergency progz'am.5 2
There were other factors which also caused farmers to hold back their

sows. Many producers probably hesitated to get rid of perhaps their

>1pAA Press Release, No. 521-540, National Archives, R. G. 16.
2 2A. G. Black to J. B. Alexander, September 15, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

53])88 Moines Register, August 29, 1933, p. 5.

> hNotes, Sub-Committee of Twenty-five, Meeting, Chicago,
September 13, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

22 Notes, Sub-Committee of Twenty-five, Meeting, Chicago,
September 20, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1h45.
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only brood sow. Moreover, not all farmers bred sows for fall farrowing
and, thus, had none available for sale.

Although every possible facility was utilized to warn farmers
that the program would not be repeated, the sow purchase campaign never
got off the starting block. Typical of the attempts to convince pro-
ducers that the purchase project would not be renewed was an editorial

in Wallaces' Farmer, which stated:

Perhaps the silliest comment made on the emergency hog program
is that of the stockyards men who said: "Farmers won't sell
their brood sows. They will keep them at home to raise more
pigs to sell to the government at twice the market price."

Every one ought to have sense enough to know that this offer
on pigs and brood sows won't be repeated. When the marketing
period ends, October 1, the offer will never be made again.

It is an emergency program that will help now, but that wouldn't
be of any use if there were the slightest chance that it would
be repeated. It won't be. The rules on this emergency program
were fixed so that nobody could beat the game. Nobody will have
a chance to breed sows now and sell them as piggy sows before
October 1. Nobody will be able to hold brood sows, let them
farrow, and get pigs up to the 25-pound minimum by October 1.
There isn't time.

Ve hope that no farmer who needs the money from this bonus on

pigs and piggy sows will cheat himgelf out of the premium 2y

trying to beat the game by some trick. It can't be done.”
Such advice had little effect on the producers, however. Not even warn-
ings from Secretary Waellace that the whole program was endangered had
any apparent influence. Early in September the Secretary warned that
his estimate of & hog price rise of 25 to 30 per cent could be realized
only if the one million sows were sold. If the farmers held back, the

benefits would be hardly one-half of the estimate. Producers who

56"Hbg Offer Will Not be Made Again," editorial, Wallaces'
Farmer, LVIII (September 2, 1933), 5. o



8k

refused to cooperate, he admonished, "are hurting themselves as well as
their neigh.bors."57

The small receipt of brood sows enebled the AAA better to meet
the drought problem. It became apparent quite early in the campaign
that farmers wanted to sell many more pigs than had been anticipated.
This desire could be partially laid to the good price being paid, but
the basic reason was the drought and bad feed prospects. On the same
day that the program was announced, Secretary Wallace received a tele-
gram suggesting that the drought areas be given special preference in
the hog purchases. Because the drought-stricken fermers had “no corn,
no small grain /and the/ pigs are starving," they deserved special con-

siderdtion.58 Charles H. J. Mitchell of the Evening Huronite of Huron,

South Dekota, also asked that special attention be given to the drought-
stricken regions. Many farmers, he said, had already been forced to
sell their hogs, with "approximately 75%" of the smaller hogs in his
region already sold. Mitchell concluded that "it is rather tragic but
nevertheless true that farmers in this territory actually sold small

29

pigs at .05¢ a head. The Administration proved sympathetic to these

appeals. W. R. Ronald, editor of the Evening Republican at Mitchell,

South Dakota, reported that one day after he called Director Black to

report the drought conditions in his district the local abattoir began

57Press Release, No. 541—560, September T, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145.

N 58J. C. Foote to Wellace, August 18, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

59Mitchell to Paul H. Appleby, August 24, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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purchasing pigsoéo With pleas for additional purchases and continuation
of the program pouring in from the drought areas, supplementary pig
quotas were approved during the first week of September. Additional
allocations of pigs were made on September 6, 7, 8, 12, and 15, with
"particular attention" being given to the drought regions.61 (4:41
September 16 the AAA announced that the number of pigs purchased by
the government might reach 5.9 million;62 On the same day Black wired
John Agar of the Agar Packing and Provision Company of Chicago that
the "reason for extending pig quotas" was to help the farmers ir drought
areas, and he urged that special attention be given such farmers.63

The Department of Agriculture refused, however, to extend the
time limit for purchases. Black wrote Msrvin Jones, representative from
Texas, that it would "be impossible . . . to continue the emergency hog
marketing progrem after September 29."6h In & reply to a request for
continuation of buying from Governor Tom Berry of South Dakota, Wallace
said that "after a survey of the drought areas, additional purchases may

be arranged, purely as a matter of drought relief."65 Actuelly, one

60Editorial, Evening Republican, August, no date, 1933,
Netionel Archives, R. G. 145,

61
C. C. Davis to Marvin Jones, September 16, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145.
62AAA Press Release, No. 631-34, National Archives, R. G. 16.
63
R. G. 145.
6l

) Black to Jones, September 16, 1933, National Archives,
Ro G. 1!5.

Black to Agar, September 16, 1933, National Archives,

N 65W&llace to Berry, October 5, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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Texas packer did receive permission to process 4,000 pigs in the first
week of October.66 Even without an extension of the purchase period,
drought conditions and the holding back of sows led to the purchase of
more than two million young hogs above the anticipated four million.

Another procedural issue which developed to worry the Adminis-
tration was the rcle of packers and commission firms in the emergency
program. Beceuse the processing industry was not too enthusiastic
about the whole project, some concern existed from the very beginning
as to.whether or not the processors would cooperate. During the early
days of the campaign, about the only problem with the packers was the

67

demend of so many small compenies to participate. Before long, how-

ever, complaints about commission charges, refusal of packers to co-
operate and excessive profits for the processors began to arrive.

C. A. Randall attacked the commission men for charging the same
to handle a pig as a full grown hog.68 Replying for the Administration,
Claude R. Wickard said that coﬁmi;sion charges came under the Packers

69

and Stockyards Act and the Department could not interfere. Others

demanded to know why the government pigs had to go through the hands of
70

commission men. To this, the Administration could only answer that

66FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs, 35.

67L. P. Buchanan to Wellace, August 25, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1k45.
68
N Randell to Wallace, August 28, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

6 : '
9Wickard., September 1, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

0
TORey E. Shull to Arthur Capper, October 23, 1933, Netional
Archives, R. G. 145,
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plans intended for the purchases to be handlsd in the normal fashion.
Serious charges were thrown at the packers. Some packers,
critics sald, refused to cooperate with the purchase program, and others
were making too much money out of the project. Early in September J. F.
Porter, President of the Tennessee Farm Bureau, reported that thé pack-

T1

ing house at Nashville weas "holding out on the pig program.” The

Qklahoma Farmer-Stockman insisted "the delay and uncertainty in buying

pigs at Oklahoma City and other southern merkets" came from the lack of
cooperation of the packers. "No one is to blame but them, " editor
Clarence Roberts added, for "they could have run et maximum capacity
every day from August 15 to October 1 if they had only made formal
request for the necessary allocation of pigs." Instead, from the very
first, Roberts continued:

. « . the packers at Qklahoma City seemed opposed to the plan.
Word first went out thet pigs would not be bought at Oklahoma
City. The order was changed. For the first few days all the
pigs were bought that could be forced through the tanks. Then
followed & policy of delay in announcement of quotas. Runs
were cut down to 2,000 per day, much less than half of plant
capacity.

When I arrived in Washington on September 1k and called to

the attention of Dr. A. G. Black the situation at QOklehoma
City he was surprised to learn that pigs were not being bought
and handled at capacity. He at once got busy and quotas were
increased.

The way the deal worked out in the southwest, the man who tried
to play fair and cooperate got the worst of it. . .

Speculators who rushed to the country to buy up pigs before
word of the plan got around to farmers skimmed the cream from
the whole deel. It is alleged that some of the commission firms
bought pigs direct or on order for themselves; also that they

71Pa.ul H. Appleby: Memorandum on J. F. Porter Call to Glen F.
McHugh, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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gave ggeference to speculators in issuing permits to ship
pigs. -

Some of the complaints of this nature were unjustified in that govern-
ment allocations were simply insufficient to meet the demand for permits.
Some packers, those at Oklahoma City for example, refused to give full
cooperatlion to the program. Although AAA officials pressured some
packers to work at full capacity and to give permits tc farmers rather
than country buyers, they expressed satisfaction witkh the cooperation

of processors in the project. G. C. Shepard, Chief of the Meat Process-
ing Section, reported an "unfavorable experience’ with only one packer

and that with the processing end of the program.73

Shepard also
refuted the charge that packers were getting rich off the emergency
purchases.

The packing industry, some critics claimed, "got most of the
Th

benefit" from the purchase program. G. C. Shepard, however, main-
tained that he did not see how the packers had "made any profit" from
the processing of the government purchases. It was an advantage, he
said, for both the government and packers that the project took place
when regular processing activities were limited. The program, thus,
kept the plants busy and allowed the packers to keep their laborers
employed. But, as for packers profiting from the program, Shepard

insisted: "I do not consider that any of the charges made in these

2 g1 ahoma Farmer-Stockman, XILVI (October 1, 1933), 6.

73Shepard: Memorendum for General W. I. Westervelt, October

9, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.

7)+W. Warren Morton to Henry A. Wallace, September 28, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 1h5.
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contracts would permit of any profit other than an infinitesimal one
being made."'”? J. Holmes of Swift end Company also denied that the
packing companies "got rich off the Emergency Program." Holmes sug-
gested that with the additional expenses and problems the packers
probably lost money.76 By defending the processors AAA officials were
also defending their decision to handle the matter in this fashion.
Undoubtedly, Administration desire for packer cooperation in future
programs further influenced its attitude toward complaints about the
packers.

Obviously most of the dissatisfaction about the operation of
the government purchase project could have been avoided with only a
little careful planning and a few modest changes. Instead, the Adminis-
tration was stampeded by the idea of urgency. Government planners
seemed to consider the necessity of getting money to hog producers so
umportent that the methods of doing so were of little consequence.
Apparently AAA officials believed that if money were provided their
task was achieved and the troublesome details would solve themselves.
As a consequence, speculators profited at the expense of farmers and
to the detriment of the reputation of the AAA., Also, the long range
goal of the program wes not achieved. Lessons of the Emergency Hog
Marketing Program proved very useful to the AAA leaders, and these
rather expensive experiences were applied in planning similar projects

which followed.

75Shepa.rd to W. I. Westervelt, September 26, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

76Hblmes to S. W. Lund, October 18, 1933, Archives, U. S.
Department of Agriculture, Building.



CHAPTER IV

ATTACKS AGATINST THE WANTON WASTE OF FOOD; GOVERNMENT

SLAUGHTER OF LITTLE PIGS AND PIGGY SCWS

Although criticism of the operation of the Emergency Hog
Marketing Progrem was harsh at times, a more vociferous outery came
against the nature of the project. People ranging from humanitarians
to the lunatic fringe assaulted the killing of helpless pigs, the
slaughter of expectant mothers and the floating of dead pigs down the
rivers. Some warned that the unnatural act would bring down the wrath
of a vengeful God upon a sinful nation. ‘The philosophy 6f controlling
production to aid the farmer was attacked in protests against the waste
of food, the attempt to achieve farm prosperity through starving the
consumer into paying higher prices, and the killing of sows at & time
when meny farmers were without sows to produce pork. While Secretary
Wellace expected difficulty, the furor created by the purchase program
probably exceeded even his expectations.

Protests developed even before the official announcement of
the slaughter project. On August 11 "an admirer" wrote President
Franklin D. Roosevelt expressing his fear of the food reduction policy
and warning of its possible consequences. Nature, suggested J. W.
Bulger, served adequately to eliminate food. "Hunger and revolution,”

90
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' With "hungry men . . . a menace to our

he warned, "are neighbors.'
great nation,” Bulger objected to the government destruction of food.l
On the seme day Frank Moher expressed his astonishment that the United
States would ever consider following such a policy. "You cannot starve
people," Moher admonished Secretary Wallace, "intc paying higher prices
for food commodities if they do not have money to bu,y."2 These early
complaints were only an advance sample of what was to come.

Carl F. Fiedler, writing to Secretary of Interior Harold L.
Ickes, introduced the more extreme type of criticism. "Any one serious-
ly advocating such a scheme," Fiedler suggested, "should in the critics
humble opinion be examined pronto for ‘bats in the belfry' and sentenced
to slow starvation."3

After Secretary Wallace announced the purchase program on
August 18, opposition to the scheme became even more intense. The
greet corn-hog growlng state of Iowa, home of both Wallace and Corn-Hog
Section leader A. G. Black, developed as a center of protest. Two
critical Iowans claimed to represent the consensus of opinion in that
state. "General opinion of the people of Iowa," John R. Young told
President Roosevelt, "is that the man who conceived the idea of

slaughtering our unborn pigs should be put into the insane asylum and

that the man who puts that idea into effect is a criminal who should

L lBulger to Roosevelt, August 11, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

2
N Moher to Wallace, August 11, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145.
X 3Fiedler to Ickes, August 1, 1933, Nationael Archives, R. G.
145.
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be put in the penitentiary for the rest of his life."h The basis of
the Young protest was his fear that the hog reduction would hurt the
corn market, and he was raising a "big crop of corn." Congressman
Edwexrd C. Eicher of Iowa also objected to the emergency purchase. The
"concensus [Eig7 of opinion" about the project, Eicher informed A, G.
Black, is that the purchase plan "will not bring results, and that it
will prove to be another expensive experiment."s Although their claim
to represent the consensus of opinion was based largely on fertile
imaginations, it cannot be denied that Young and Eicher spoke for a
large segment of the population. Protests of this type contained more
validity than fear of divine retalietion. These critics, many of them
without reallzing it, were simply refuting the theory of reducing out-
put to raise farm prices. Whether the protest was couched in the
humaniterien terms of wasting food while thousands were hungry or in
the more selfish considerations of destroying the corn market or raising
consumer prices, the centrasl issue was that of control over production.

A clear expression of opposition to the control theory ceme
from Clarence Darrow, who objected: "Kill little pigs and throw them
out on the prairies to decay while millions are hungry." Knowledge of
ﬁolitical economy revealed, Darrow insisted, "that scarcity is undesir-
eble; that paying farmers not to work, to cut crops, to boost prices is

nonsense." The question of production had been solved, Darrow continued:

L hYbung to Roosevelt, August 20, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145,

5Eicher to Black, August 22, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

145.
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"We can meke everyone rich if some are not too greedy. We must learn

to get a fairer distribution of wealth. We don't want less. We want
6
1"

more. The problem is not overproduction. .

The most bitter tirades against the purchase plan came over
the wanton squandering of food and the expected increase of prices.
From Indiana came a most telling appeal to President Roosevelt. After
asking the President for "one minute of your time which is so valuable
to us," C. G. Ganett continued:

I am coming to you pleading for the tiny pigs that are about
to be destroyed without tasting but little if any hard fecd,
wvhile thousands of people in this section hardly know what
pork taste [sic/ like.

There are thousands of homes that are cooking green vegetables
without the seasoning of grease or meat.

It is surprising to know how many smsell farmers, in the small
farm sections of the country that have not a single pig to be
fed for met [sic/ this year and no funds to buy with.

How the pigs would help us if we could only get them to feed
and kill, if only two thirds of the people who are without meat
could get /sic/ this winter and the coming summer there would
be but 1little surplus. Never before have I written a line to
the President of our country or even had the slightest idea
that he would take the time to consider a few lines from one
who had only pledged & single vote, but in this case I am only
asking our leader to consider sparing the flesh and food that
nature has given us.

Ganett denied that there was a true surplus. "The over surplus,” he
insisted, '"has been brought about by the people being unsble to buy
what they need.."7 With a family of seven and no money to buy livestock

for his 1lik mortgaged acres, Ganett hinted at something which others

6New York Times, July 15, 1934, p. 5.
T
R. G. 1k5.

Ganett to Roosevelt, August 26, 1933, National Archives,
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openly advocated. If the government intended to buy millions of hogs,
many felt the hogs should be distributed to those farmers who had none
of their own.

D, P. Trent insisted that a distribution of live hogs to needy
farmers would be no more expensive than the slaughter project. "I
cannot quite become enthusiastic," Trent stated, "over the slaughtering
of thousands of brood sows and gilts in this state when there are so
many ferm families which have no hogs whatever, and which do without
meat most of the year. . . ." "Fundamentally." he continued, "there
is not a surplus of hogs on the farms of Oklahoma as long as the chil-
dren in 50,000 or 60,000 farm homes of the state are hungry for meat
most of the year."8 F. C, Jordan of the Farmer's Educationel and Co-
operative Union of Americe requested that some of the pigs be turred
over to his Cornville, Arizona, local of the Union rather than being
slaughtered.9 The President of the American Association for China
" Famine and Flood Relief suggested that the young pigs be allowed "to
grow up" and then used as foed for China.lo Most critics, however,
simply objected to the wastefulness of the program.

A Frankfort, Indiana, resident wired President Roosevelt his
objection to the tanksge of "ninety percent of the pigs." "We protest,"”

Claude E. Thompson said, "this action as being unamerican in principle

8Trent to Henry A. Wallace, August 23, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 1ki5.
9Jordan to Henry A. Wallace, September 6, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1k45.
10
Wirt W. Hallam to George N. Peek, September 12, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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in view of the fact that we have thousands upon thousands of under-
nourished men women and children in this country todsy who are unasble
to procure even a bite of meat." After urging distribution "of every
pig fit" for food to the hungry, Thompson continued, "there are enough
of the latter in this country to consume every pound of this meat with-
out interfering with the regular meat business." This action, he
insisted, would accomplish the goal of the Department and, at the same
time, would "raise the physical and mental condition of the unemployed
and rally the country as a whole to support the basic principles upon
which this great nation of ours was :f'oundeéi.."'-‘uL As reports of the waste
of hogs grew and were exaggerated, demands increased to use the meat for
relief purposes. "More than fifty-six thousand small pigs are being
destroyed and wasted in Cleveland this month," Mayor Ray T. Miller wired
Wallace on September 2. "This meat," Miller continued, "totalling nearly
three million pounds should be used to feed Cleveland's thousands of
hungry fa.milies."la The squandering of food was also attacked by the
Secretary-Manager of the Kansas Retail Grocers Association, who pro-
tested: "Public opinion does not seem to be in favor of such activi-
ties . . . in as much as there are some six thousand families in this
city [Kemsas City/ out of work, they cannot conceive the idea of de-

stroying food products. nl3

u‘Trent to Henry A. Wallace, August 23, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

1 .
" 2M:L'Lle:c' to Wallace, September 2, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

30 M. Sandstorm to Cherles Bra.nd September 5, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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The public belief that valuable food was being wasted had

reverberations on other worthy projects. This caused David Liggett,
Manager of the Indianepolis Commmunity Fund, to write Wallace on
September 14 that contributors to such organizations as the Community
Fund "are wondering why this food stuff cannot be used to advantage
instead of being actuslly burned. If you can give us the answer to
this question which will satisfy & number of our important and sizable

contributors, I will be very much obliged to you."lh

Complaints about
the waste of food were based on the plan to tank all pigs weighing less
than 81 pounds. Sows and heavier plgs were processed for relief
purposes, but processing equipment would not handle the smaller pigs.
Thus it was not feasible to preserve the lighter pigs for food. This,
however, caused another tempest. Originally the small pigs were to be
converted into fertilizer, grease and other by-products. But the vast
number of pigs bought by the government made it impractical to carry
out that project.

The Associated Press reported cn September 10, 1933, that
during the first nine days of buying at the East St. ILouis market the
government paid out $510,000 for hogs. Of that sum, approximetely
$332,000 was spent on small pigs which were "thrown away." Of about
100,000 pigs purchased, 75 per cent weighed below 81 pounds and were
not processed for food. The tankage facilities of the packers, the
article concluded, "were swemped and much meat was throwa into the

nl5

Mississippi River or carted to dumps. Reports of the bodies of

L
1 Liggett to Wallace, September 1%, 1933, National Archives,

R. G. 145.

1
SKansa.s City Star, September 10, 1933, enclosure in letter,
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young pigs floating down the rivers gained wide circulation after the
first of September.
L. W. Leonard, Ottumwae, Iowa, wrote the President attacking the
"wanton destruction of underweight pigs." He protested:

. thelr carcasses first thrown into a vat, then through
some kind of pressing contraption, after which the carkas [sic/
is passed into a shoot and cast into the river.
Hundreds are thus disposed of every day there is much comment
among the workmen at the plant about the matter. Many of them
have spproached me about the matiter, they are under the impres-
sion that it is the order of the governmsnt, when they were led
to believe that such meats were to be distributed to the needy.
I have heard them say it was sickening to see pigs too small for
consumption to be disposed of in this manner. . . . men who
supported you in the last election say if this is the order of
things they are through with the ticket. One man said if he
could possibly get another job he would quit immediately on this
account, people are fast losing faith in Mr. Wallace. I get
many letters from all over the country, and its all the same
cry. While reports are being constantly given out that every-
thing is rapidly improving, when every body knows such is not
the case. We should have facts, and facts only about every-
thing.l6

The attitude expressed by leonard was the typical reaction to the rumors
of rather barbaric methods of disposing of unwanted pigs.

The Administration was without doubt responsible for the prac-
tice of throwing tankege derived from the light pigs into rivers. .
Early in the campaign it was decided that there was no need to preserve
all of this product. On September 6 G. C. Shepard, Chief of the Meat
Processing Section, issued & memorandum which stated:

Whenever the question is put up to us we are asking processors

J. A. Van Voorhis to Henry A. Wallace, September 10, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.

16
R. G. 145.

Leonard to Roosevelt, September 8, 1933, National Archives,
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to dispose of the fertilizer tankage in the most economical
way. At some points where there is a stream of water adjacent
and where this practice is permitted, this tankege is being
dumped in the river. . . . We think you are quite safe and
well advised in telling enyocne whe inguires of you to dispose
of this fertlilizer tankage in the most economical way, and to
save the Government any possible handling charges.l7

Although rumors of pig bodies floating down the river were exaggerated,
there can be no doubt that the remains, and in some cases bodies of
plgs, were thrown into the rivers.

In spite of his earlier statement, Shepard on September 18
denied the rumors in a telegram to Chester J. Brown saying: "Newspaper
reports incorrect. Know of no instance of pigs being thrown in river
to reduce surplus. Pigs are purchased for government account by proc-

essors who would not be reimbursed for purchase unless government

nl8

instruction for disposition followed. A few days later Shepard was

even more emphatic in his denial of the rumors. Writing to Representa-
tive C. V. Parsons, he said:

In reference to your telephone inquiry as to the truth of rumors
being circulated in various newspapers, to the effect that under
this emergency pig slaughter campalign pigs were being thrown in-
to the river, burned up and otherwlse destroyed, as compared with
the ordinary method of slaughter, I wish to say that in my
opinion these rumors are absolutely absurd. In the first place
these pigs are being bought for the account of the Government.
The packer purchasing these pigs acts merely as an agent. In
order for him to be refunded for the amount paid for the pigs,
he must produce a certificate from an inspector of the Buresu

of Animal Indusiry, to the effect that the pigs were bought,
that they were slaughtered and that they were processed in
accordance with the instructions furnished by the Government.
Otherwise the packer would not be paid for the pigs, or for his

1
7Shepard: Memorandum for Dr. U. G. Houck, September 6, 1933,

National Archives, R. G. 1h45.

18
Shepard to Brown, September 18, 1933, National Archives,

R. G. 1h45.
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services. In the face of this information, the statement that

the packer is buying the pigs and throwing them into the river

is ridiculous.l9
A cynic might say that he "doth protest too much," and the cynic would
be right. A careful reading of the above letter reveals typical bureau-
cratic evesions of the issue. In this case Shepard was technically
correct, but et the same time he presented a false picture.

The issue of the disposal of the light pigs remained alive
throughout the purchase campaign. On September 30 George E. W.
Luehrmann of St. Louis told A. G. Black that the "question is still in
my mind, why do they take so many of these hogs, kill them, and let
them float down the Mississippi River."ao Black pointed out that
light pigs could not be processed and that pigs from the drought aresas
were "literally . . . skin and bones." These were among the factors,
Black said, which forced the AAA "to turn the light welght animals into
grease, tankage and fertilizer in order to carry out the demands of the
Producers' Committee. However, such statements as floating the dead
pigs down the Mississippi River under Federal Orders are untrue."21
Although the AAA denied any responsibility, it could not escape the
blame for disposal of the light pigs in the rivers. Senator Elmer
Thomas of Qklahome wrote Wallace on October 16 that he had heard thet

at Minneapolis, St. Paul, Sioux City, and St. Joseph after the pigs

1
N 9Shepard to Parsons, September 23, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

N 2OLuehrmann 1o Black, September 30, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. j45.

" 21Black ‘Yo Lushrmann, October 2, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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were sleughtered and the fat removed the residue was then "dumped into
the river." If this were true, Thomas stated, "some statement should
be made setting forth the facts and whatever action wes taken sc that
the public could be advised prior to the convening of Congress."22 Ca
thie occasion, however, Wallace denied the charge and sald that only a
certain emount of wet tankage was dumped.

Other critics were more concerned about the influence of the
emergency purchase on consumer prices than whether disposal of the little
pigs met humanitarian standerds. "Imegine the preposterous scheme to
deliberately, wantonly, recklessly do away with FIVE MILLION HOGS," Carl
L. Fiedler exclaimed, "end meke the consumer pay higher prices for pork
at a time when TG00 MANY of our fellow citizens are almost starving, many
cannot afford to buy much if any pork at PRESENT PRICES, to say nothing
of still higher prices to be imposed upon all consumers, as above con-
templated,--just to aid recovery?" Fiedler added a warning that al-
though "the city may not be able to endure long without PROSPEROUS
FARMERS but neither can the farmer long continue to exist when the city
dwellers are artificially impoverished, can not buy the crops and

products of farm and field."23

A Texan warned Wellace that the public
vas afraid of the emergency project. "The people,"” said W. W. Pearson,
Mansger of the Little Rock Tent and Awning Company of Greenville, Texas,

"are literarly /[sic/ frightened to death at this move. People look at

N 22Thomas to Wallace, October 16, 1933, National Archives,
R. G.ls;

2
3Fiedler to Harold L. Ickes, August 14, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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this move as a crazy and foolish undertaking, one that will cause s
great hardship on the buying public of the Jalzai'.:i.on.“a)+ Similar attacks
continued long after the purchase cempaign ended. At a political rally
in November 1934 Mrs. Hannah Durham, ex-vice chairmen of the Republican
State Committee of Pennsylvania, attacked the reduction program and,
in passing, took a nasty swipe at Secretary Wallace. "Pork chops,"
Mrs. Durham raged, "are 10 cents higher than they were last year--and
that 10 cents didn't go to the farmers, it went to those who killed the
hogs and plowed crops under. I've heard it said," éhe continued, "'it's
a good thing the Dionne quintuplets weren't born in the United States--
or Henry Wallace would have plowed one of them under.'"25

Although most of the objections to the nature of the hog pro-
gram centered around the general proposition of the waste of food, the
disposal of light pigs and the attempt to raise prices, a number of
other protests appeared. Some hog farmers felt that they were being
discriminated against. One wrote Wallace that thousands of farmers had
finished hogs but no pigs and asked "how can we exist with such discrimi-
nation."26 Ross E. Peabody of Illinois also felt that some hog growers
were "being penalized," but "we are for you," he told Wallace, and "are
willing to cooperate, and greatly appreciate your efforts, and the

sacrifice you are making for the good of the American farmars."27

2h
" Pearson to Wallace, August 25, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. l 5-

2
“New York Times, November 4, 1934, II, 1.
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" J. T, Stone to Wallace, August 30, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. l 5.
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L 7Peabody to Wallace, August 30, 1933, National Archives,
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Some of the more sensitive objected to the program on basicelly
humanitarien grounds. After Miss Elizabeth Thorsen of Minneapolis heard
of the sow purchase program, she protested to Wallace: '"Personally, I
think it inhumene. Many pigs will be born enroute to merket. There
will be &a great waste and waste never got anyone anywhere. What I
. protest is for sows to be shipped in that condi‘t;j.on."z8 W. E. Behring
of Nebraska also considered the slaughter program wrong. "Destroying
pig life," he said, "sure is wicked. Destroying Prospect Mothers Pig
[sic]/ life is bgd."29 James L. Houston of Nebraska was critical of
Wallace and the project for another reason:

I don't think that if your father was living he would want to
give piggy sow meat to the poor of the country to eat. . .

No animal that has been bred and is two months with pig or
calf is healthy meat-~only profiteering farmers breed sows to
fatiten and market. Do you want your wife or children or your-
self to eat piggy sow meat? The whole thing is wrong. . .

The wage earner or man or woman out of employment should eat
putre, healthy meat--not sow who will soon farrow. Consult the
leading physicians and you will find I am right--the health
department should now 8127 allow such a deal. VWho pays for
all this bologna? The Backers allow 40 pounds dockage and
don't want piggy sows .3

Dan D. Casement writing for the Saturdey Evening Post in 1935

sumed up the humanitarian objection to the slaughter program. Even

the passage of time had not erased his rage, Casement said:

28M'iss Elizabeth Thorsen to Wallace, August 2k, 1933, National
Archives, R, G. 145.

29Behring to Roosevelt, August 29, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 1h5.

30
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I swear that the spectacle of vast swarms of these sleek,

sturdy, bright-eyed little fellows trotting cheerfully to the

shambles could not but arouse in any man of normal sensibili-

ties a feeling of pity far more poignant then would be

inspired by the sight of droves of finished fat hegs on their

way insensibly to fulfill their highest destiny. My personal

reaction to the scene included alweys a rush of fierce,

spontaneous rage against those so lacking in the instinetive

regard for thrift and propriety as to sanction such a sin.
Casement's "pity and anger were too real and deep," he avowed, to be
"appeased" by the "facetious" explanations of the Administration.3l

5till another center of opposition to the emergency hog program

developed among the cattlemen who had refused to have cattle included
as & basic commodity in the AAA. Althcough cattlemen, in general, felt
that "the hog industry should be allowed a. free hand to experiment with
the processing tax, birth-control, and other expedients," they objected
to any measure, such as the purchase project, which might harm the cattle

industry.32

Charles E. Collins, Kit Carson, Colorado, wired Secretary
Wellace on August 21 protesting the government plan for hog producers.
"Cattlemen," he advised, "very much alarmed over the high price proposed
to be paid by the government for pigs and the number." The program,
Collins feared, would "reflect back to the cattle feed lots in the wey
of high prices for feeder pigs." The same beneficial results, he
insisted, could be achieved for the hogmen at much less expense if an
"equal amount of tomnage of fresh pork was removed daily from the market

and distributed through same channels as proposed disposal of pigs."33

31Dan D. Casement, "Hog Latin," Saturday Evening Post, CCVII
(March 16, 1935), 78.

32Editorial, Producer, XV (August 1933), 13.
33

L Collins to Wallace, August 21, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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Collins wrote a follow up letter to Wallace on August 21, which con-
tailned the same objections but gave more details. The sow program, he
sald, should be continued, but the pig proposition should be abandoned.
In his letter, Collins also emphasized the "bad cattle situation" and
told Wallace that the cattlemen had established a Committee of Five to
work on the problem.34
The most interesting reaction to the hog slaughter program came

from & group, some of whom might be classed as rcliglous fanatics, which
carried the idea of its sinfulness to the extent that God would and did
punish the nation for the unnatural measure. Something of this attitude
was expressed during the campaign, but the belief was more prevalent
during the drought of 1934 which vindicated, for many, their belief in
the wrath of God. G. A. Gurley, writing to Wallace "purely in a confi-
dential and personal way"'on September 5, 1933, expressed this view very
well:

It seems to me that a lot of our God-fearing people might

believe that the Almighty would not look with favor upon any

government or any people sanctioning such destruction of food

under any circumstances, and that the A1l Ruling Power might
strike pestilence or some other calamity as Divine punishment.
I am entirely in sympathy with your objective, but I realize
that in undertsking such a tremendous task some vital things
might be overlooked, and I believe I am discussing a very vital
subject.35

The fears of Gurley proved correct almost immediately. On September 9

Rosa Unsworth wrote the Des Moines Register: "I think it is a great

3LCollins to Wallace, August 21, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 1h5.
35
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sin to willingly destroy so many pigs when so many poor souls are
starving to death. I am afraid we will have some great famine sent on
us."36 By the summer of 1934 the belief that God would retaliate for
the sinful measure had centered on the drought-stricken Plaing States.
June 10, 1934, Frencis Wymond asked:

Mey not this terrible drought in the west be & rebuke to this

country for the ruthless destruction and curtallment of food

products by the present administration? Imn this country of

plenty many persons have starved and many thousands more are

getting barely enough to keep alive, but in spite of this state

of affairs, the government deliberately destroyed vast quanti-

tigs of food instead of conserving and dealing it out to those

in need.3T
In July Morris Markey, reporting on a trip to South Dakota, described
a feeling there which blamed the government for the drought and sermons
being preached which warned that "God does not approve" of the pig
slaughter or other crop reduction measures.38 - By August even the
Socialist leader, Norman Thomas, was bringing God into the farm problem.
Control of farm output to bring prosperity "might have worked," Thomas
remarked, "if God had not joined the AAA."39

With the serious drought and the emergency measures of the

government receiving considerable attention by late summer of 193&, the
thesis of God punishing the farmer reached a crescendo. The Christian

Herald quoted a city man as telling a farmer:

36Des Moines Reglster, September 10, 1933, Section G, 1l1.

3 ew York Pimes, June 10, 1934, IV, 5.

38Morris Markey, "Nature the Farmer," Saturday Evening Post,
CCVIiI (July 21, 1934), 82.

39New York Times, August 20, 193k, p. T.
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This drouth is widespread. For your personal sin, whatever
it may be, God would not afflict your neighbors. God might
send fire to burn your barns, some plague might take your
stock or even some member of your family, but God would never
punish the farmers in Jowa for some sin you have committed
parsonally. Remember, this lack of raim covers twenty-one
states; it must be that you farmers have sinned collectively.
Now take this matter of controlled production, the killing of
little pigs and contracting with the govermnment to withhoid
at least 20 per cent of your good, God-given land from culti-
vation. . . . God E':I.IL'L punish you, if you set yourselves to
control production.*O

The ediltor of Wallaces' Farmer answered this gruesome theory, saying:

"sthen it comes to a choice between knocking a runt pig on the head and
condemning a ferm boy to grinding poverty, we'll knock the pig on the
head and give the boy a chance. To us, 8 boy is worth more than a pig."
The editor continued that so far as regulating production, he ranked
"Moses as a theological authoi-ity considerably ahead of any of the men
wvho are sent out to spreasd poison ageinst the farm program in corn belt
hsomezs;."lFl Undoubtedly some who advenced this theoxy as well as other
attacks on the control programs were politically inspired; But the
Producer felt it necessary to refute the punishment of God thesis as
late as Janua.ry 1935. "Pious people,” the cattlemen's journal said,
"have advenced the suggestion that a wrathful Deity had chosen the
drought as an instrument with which to punish our Secretary of Agricul-
ture for interfering with eternsl lew." Those who refused to accept

the theory, however, preferred "to think that nature simply had exhausied
her reservoirs and was busy storing up another supply of water while the

sun kept grinning."*2

hoEd.itorial, Welleces® Farmer, LIX (August 18, 1934), k-5.
L

Lrpia.

h_e"’.l‘he Year of the Drought,” American Cattle Producer, XVI
(Jamuery 1935), 15.




107
Many critics of the hog purchase program considered it to be
something of a farce. One Missourian felt the whole project "was
handled illegally, but most of the people thirk it was handled pretty

nlt3 Grant I.

much the same as the Volstead Act--just another Joke.
Flakne, Secretary-Treasurer of the Carroll County Fﬁrm Bureau of
Missouri, believed that "this Pig-Sow buying was all right for the 'In
and OQut' hog raiser, but a hog farmer ralsing two litters a year it was
Just like a kid sitting in a dentist's office waiting with a toothache
and the dentist gave him a stick of candy to suck on until he got ready
to take care of the tooth."m+ Flakne, at least, realized the purchases
were of an emergency nature and must be followed with something more
permanent than "a stick of candy." E. B. Savage of Hammon, Oklahoma,
however, regarded the project as a "dismal failure." In a letter to
Wellace, he wrote: "Recently there was an endeavor om the part of the
Federal Government to raise the price of hogs by buying and processing
the surplus pigs of the nation. As it turned out it was a dismal
failure, not one hog raiser in one hundred being benefited. In fact
the only people who profited, it seems, were the packers, and possibly
a few of the big hog raisers and specula.‘bors."hs
No explanation offered by the control advocates would have

satisfied most opponents of the hog purchase project. Beyond pointing

h3L W. Burton to A, G. Black, October 2, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145,
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to the misersble state of the hog producers and declaring that the re-
duction campaign would leave ample supplies of pork for the domestic
market, the Administration could do little to counteract the vicious
attacks. Wallace attempted to do this in an address at Des Moines,
stating: "I can not say it too strongly: Nobody will starve if we
reduce hog production; but farmers will go without the necessities of
life if we don't."h6 George N. Peek later attempted to answer the
"thousands of letters" which denounced the "'slaughter of the innocents.'
At first," he admitted, "it does seem shocking to kill these small hogs.
But, on second thought, is it any less shocking to kill tThem some months
later when they are in the prime of youth?"h7 In a later reflection,
Wallace acknowledged that "it was a foregone conclusicn that the public
would not like the idea of slaughtering baby pigs." He then continued
with a surface facetiousness but an underlying seriousness:

Doubtless it is Just as inhumane to kill a big hog as a little

one, but few people would apprecilate that. They contended theat

every little pig has the right to attain before slaughter the

full pigginess of his pigness. To hear them talk, you would

have thought that pigs are raised for pets. Nor would they

realize that the slaughter of little pigs might make more

tolerable the lives of a good many human beings dependent on

hog prices. We simply had make up our minds to face an

unfavorable public reaction.
Wallace probably had the pigs in mind when he declared that "no one has

ever characterized the Agricultural Adjustment Act "as & bed of

L6
1933), 5.

"Nobody to go Hungry," Wallaces' Farmer, LVIII (November 25,

L
7George N. Peek, as told to Beverly Smith, "The Farmers on
Your Payroll," American Magazine, CXVII (January 193k), T2.

Henry A. Wallace, New Frontiers (New York: Reynal and
Hitcheock, 1934), 180.
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roses."b'9
I+ sbtould not be construed that no one approved of the emergen-
cy hog measure. Many people who hoped to profit from the project were
ecstatic gbout the program. A typical reaction of this nature was a
communication from the Salem Equity Exchange. "This pig proposition,"
the writer exclaimed, "is the best and quickest relief that can possibly
come to them /farmers/ and how bedly they need it." To partly detract
from his praise, the writer continued: "We are in position to handle

10

these pigs for you and I hope we can get the work. A far grester

indication of approval of {the purchase program came in the tremendous
sale of pigs. D. A, FitzGerald estimated that as many as four or five

hundred thousand farmers participated in the projeci;,5 1

and many more
vere hopeful of doing so when the purchases ended. Although many
farmers continued to oppose controlied production, most of them were
too practical to allow their principles to hinder participation in a
profitable proposition. The buying of pigs demonstrated that when
offered twice the market value farmers could quiet their moral objec-
tions long enough to eagerly take part in the program. Although
FitzGerald believed that some producers sold hogs merely to cooperate

52

with the government program,”  farmer reaction to the purchase plaen made

b'9Henry A. Wallace, "As Farmers Plan for the Future,” Wallaces'
Farmer, LIX (February 17, 1934), 3.

5OH. W. Long to Henry A. Wallace, August 21, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.

5lFitzGera.lcl‘, Corn and Hogs, 36.

> aD. A. FitzGerald, Notation on "Report Meeting between Admin-
istration and Sub-Committee of Rational Corn-Hog Committee," Chicago,
September 20, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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it obvious that thelr major interest was in profit. Their refusal to
sell sows while demanding enlarged purchases of pigs made this clear.

A sampling of farm opinion by the New York Times revealed that where

government checks had been received from such programs as the emergency
hog purchase and the cotton plow-up farmers were on the whole "rather
happy and satisfied." But in areas where cash had not been paid out
farmers were dlscontented and talking of farm strikes and other radical
action. The major interest of farmers, according to the report,

1

centered on cash and "higher prices--much higher, if possible," and
they did not care what methods were used to achieve that goal: “If
the slaughter of hogs meant higher pork prices, the farmer is for that
too."53
That profit maeking was the prime basis of hog producers support
of thelr emergency relief measure éhould be neither surprising nor de-
rogatory to the reputation of farmers. In spite of the tendercy to
glorify the agricultural segment of the nation, farmers almays have
been more practical than theoretical. They could see, appreciate, and
eagerly grasp the price margin in the pig offer. The miserable economic
state with the drought situation helps to explain but does not mitigate
the farmer's reaction. That few hog producers were willing to support
the progrem because of a deep faith in production control was conclu-
sively demonstrated by the poor result of the sow program, which was
the main control aspect of the project. In reality, this merely vindi-

cated the traditional individualism of farmers, with each looking out

531‘Iew York Fimes, October 29, 1933, VIII, 8.
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for his own interests and being relatively unconcerned about his fellow
agriculturalists.

The response of hog producers to_ the Emergency Hog Marketing
Program revealed that farmers held a very pessimistic opinion of the
futu:fe. The farmer's refusal to sell sows and demands for greater pig
purchases forced the govermment to sbandon the original plan of buying
4,000,000 pigs and 1,000,000 sows. By October 7, 1933, the Department
of Agriculture had acgquired 6,188,717 pigs and 222,149 brood sows at a
cost of $30,643 ,102.5)+ Although producers eagerly sold their pigs to
the government, AAA officials realized early in September that the
campaign would not accomplish its basic vurpose. Dissatisfied with the
lack of farm cooperation, the Administration joined the National Corn-
Hog Committee in consideration of more fundamental measures to benefit
the Corn Belt.

During the course of the purchase campaign, relief, in the
sense of cash for hog producers, became the most vital portion of the
program. The shift of emphasis from control of future pork supplies to
cash relief was further emphasized by the demand for greater purchases
from the drought areas. When Secretary Wallace reported to the Senate
on the emergency project, he placed great importance on the distribution
of well over $30 million’” to farmers in b1 states. The program Wallace

maintained, had given "timely relief" to producers in those states where

the drought had "materially reduced feed supplies.” Many of the pigs,

suFitzGerald, Corn and Hogs, 35.

55 FitzGerald estimates that farmers actually received, after
subtraction of marketing costs, epproximately $24 million. Ibid., 40.
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Wellace continued, "would have starved to death since farmers were with-
out money o purchase feed and the pigs were not in salable condi-
tion."56 Before the end of the purchase period, the Department of
Agriculture apparently decided that the control phase of the project
had failed and that the major emphasis of the publicity and defense of
the measure should be placed upon the getting of money to hogmen, pro-
viding drought relief and supplying needed meat to the urban needy.

While the emergency program removed approximately one billion
pounds of pork from the maxrket, this removal had no immediate effect on
hog prices. Indeed, this, other than some expectation of a psychologi-
cal influence, had not been expected. Pigs purchased by the govermment
would not have gone to market for some months. The sow removal, since
most of those bought would probably have gone to market anyway, seemed
to keep sow prices higher than they would have been without the program.
But it would have no real effect on hog supply for some months. Not
until the late spring of 1934 was there any noticeable rise in hog
prices, and this very definitely could not be attributed solely to the
emergency purchases. A number of other factors, the acts of nature as
well as government, also exerted influence on the swine market. There
was & marked reduction in market supplies of hogs after the first
quarter of 1934, but the degree of responsibility of the purchase

project for that reduction cannot be determined.

Indeed, if the economic advisor to the Corn and Hogs Section

56Letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, "Emergency Hog
Marketing Program,"” Senate Doc. 140, 73d Cong., 24 Sess. (Washington:
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1934), 4.
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was correct, the emergency pirogram may have increased rather than
decreesed pork supplies for 1934. On September 26, he wrote: "a
decrease of 10 to 20 per cent was in prospect for farrowings in the
spring and fall of 1934 had there _been no emergency pig and sow program.
The effect of that program is to reduce this prospective reduction to

noT As early as September 2 C. F. Sarle,

5 to 10 per cent next spring.
AAA economist, noted that the bred sow program was ''backfiring." Higher
prices during the winter, Sarle felt, were "likely at least partially
to offset the influence of this season's short feed grain crops in
reducing hog supplies for the 1934-35 season. w58 From past experience
hog experts expected the short corn crop of 1933 and resulting higher
prices to bring ebout an automatic reduction in hog production. If
the emergency purchase caused hog prices to rise too early, AAA econo-
mists obviously feared that the program would defeat its own objectives.
The National Corn-Hog Committee had promised to have a perma-
nent control program reedy by October 1. Plans were studied throughout
the purchase campaign. On September 2 the Committee report and recom-
rendations for a permanent program were presented to the Administra-
tion. The corn-hog representatives felt the pig project made a long-
term program feasible, if further surpluses were diverted and if a

reduction plan were established for 1934-35. The Committee, therefore,

57Ec:on:omtic: Advisor, Corn and Hogs, "Economic Analysis of Plan

Submitted by the National Corn-Hog Committee,” Confidential; September
26, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

580. F, sarle, “"Suggestions for Hog-Corn Production Adjust-
ment Program for 1934-35 and Leter," Confidential; September 2, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 145.



114
éuggested a three point program. First, it wanted the establighment of
parity prices for hogs by November 1, 1933, and not less then parity
price mainteined untll June 1934. This price setting was to be
accomplished through agreements between the Secretary of Agriculture
and the processing industry; Second, the government should continue to
purchase surplus hogs. The pork could be "reduced to sausage" and
diverted from regular market channels by distribution tc the unemployed.
Third, the Committee recommended & program for reducing corn acreage and
hog production. Contracts would be signed with producers granting $1 on

-~

each hog sold weighing less than 220 pounds. Also, & corn acreage
leasing program should be instituted.59
Essentielly, this was a preliminary report used as a basis of
discussion. A number of different suggestions and possibilities came
under consideration. The Commlttee probably even discussed some veria-
tion of a recommendation which had been made a number of times. Some-
what humorously Jay O. Hormel of the Hormel Packing Company reported &a
scheme to have the government "conscript” all boars. Under the plan,
"the boars could be made available to farmers at a service fee which
would move up or down in order to encourage or discourage breedings."
Although Hormel did not back the conscription idea, he had suggested a
birth certificate plan which someone in the Administration had called
"birth control."” Hormel remasrked that the boar conscript plan was

birth control “in the r&w."60

59"Repor't and Recommendstions of the National Corn and FHog
Committee for a Permanent Program," September 2, 1933, National
Archives, R, G. 1h45.

60Ebrmel, "A Suggestion on Hog Control," August 12, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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Discussion of a program to replace the emsrgency project con-
tinued into the latter part of September. OCn the 13th a sub-committee
of the National Committee of ‘Pwenty-five met in Chicago. Here the atii-
tude of Secretary Wallace and the disappointment of the producer repre-
sentatives with the purchase project became clear. Roswell Garst told
the sub-committee that Wallace did not see how it would be possible to
control the production of corn and hogs alone. The Secretary felt,
Garst stated, that the law needed to be changed to allow the Administra-
tion to "control all feed crops and all livestock."6l The drive of the
Department of Agriculture to broaden the coverage of the Agricuitural
Adjustment Act to take in beef cattle was very strong at this time; how-
vever, eny immediate program had tc be designed for corn and hogs alone.
Although Clifford V. Gregory of Illinois criticized the producers
because they were not supporting the purchase project and were expecting
enother government bonus scheme, he joined the other representatives in
requesting continued goveroment aid for the Qorn Belt. The reporter of
the meeting recorded: "The attitude of the whole group meéting during
the day however, was that all other groups had raided the Treasury at
other times and they felt that 1t was quite logical for the corn-~hog
belt farmer to get his share from the pork barrel for a change."62 By
September 20, when Administration representatives met with the Cormn-Hog
Sub-Committee, price~-fixing had become the center of attention.

A. G. Black, Chief of the Corn-Hog Section, spoke for the price-

61"Notes, Meeting Subcommittee of Production Committee of Twen-
ty-five," Chicago, September 13, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

621bid.
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fixing advocates:

The very-long-time program should not be the one to receive

our consideration at the present time except as it is tied up

with the emergency end can be developed from any emergency

program put into effect in the near future. The real problem

to face now is that of a price-fixing venture tled up and

made contingent upon the signing up to reduce production in

the future. This would involve a stabilization program for

the purchase of a certain amount of hogs or hog products by

the govermnment. The stege is all set now for an immediate

price-fixing program and by spring or early summer coul

gradually be worked into a long-time reduction program.©3
Black's statement indicated the extent which the attitude of the govern-
ment had changed since the announcement of the purchase program and to
which the Administration was now preparing to go. No longer, it seemed,
was the plan to replace immediately the purchase project with a permasnent
corn-hog control program. Instead, the purchases might be followed by
other emergency programs which would involve price-fixing and future
reduction of output. Perhaps the motivating factor here was the belief
that cattle would be placed on the basic commodity list, making possible
the long desired genersl control program. In any case, the AAA leaders
appeared ready at this point to go along with the committee suggestion
of immediately establishing parity prices on hogs and meking further
large scale government purchases.

On September 21 the Corn-Hog Committee agreed on a plan to fix
hog prices. The committee asked that hog prices be pegged in Chicago
at a minimum of $8 a hundred from November 15 to June 1934%. Sugges-
tions for reduction in production included the leasing of 20 per cent

of the normal corn acreage and a proportionate cut in pork output. The

63"Meeting of Administration and Sub-Committee of the Corn-Hog
Committee," Chicago, September 20, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1b5.
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group also asked that hog prices be established $1 per hundred higher
on all hogs welghing less than 220 pounds sold by farmers contracting
to reduce produce. To maintalin the parity price the committee requested
further lerge government purchases of surplus pork. The program would
be financed by a processing tax.6lL The heart of the plan and the most
important to producer representatives was the hope of establishing
parity prices on hogs at an early date.

Economic advisors in the Department of Agriculture, however,
opposed the producer plan of immediately fixing hog prices. In an
economic analysis of tThe commitiee plan, the economic advisor of the
Corn-Hog Section insisted that the purchase program had reduced by 5 or
10 per cent the prospective reduction in farrowing for the spring of
193%. "Purther price increase for hogs contemplated by the Producers
Committee Plan," he said, "is likely to result in no decrease whatso-
ever in the 1934 spring pig crop and a fall crop in 1934 possibly 5
per cent larger than this i’all."65 Thus, the emergency purchases
already had exerted exactly the opposite of the desired effect and the
price-fixing demand of the producers would even further the unwanted
trend.

The Administration abandoned the price setting plan of the
producer group. It was felt, however, that the ldea of further govern-

ment purchases of hogs bhad some merit. Although doubiful that such

6k
J. S. Russell, "Agree on Plan to Fix Hog Prices,” Des Moines

Register, September 23, 1933, p. 1.

65"Economic Analysis of Plen Submitted by the National Corn-
Hog Comﬁittee," Confidential; September 26, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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buying could be used to peg prices, officials of the AAA believed that
purchases could be used to support hcg prices whenever it seemed sup-
plies would be most excessive and likely to result in price declines.66
Thus, while rejecting the scheme of govermment purchases to f£ix prices,
the Department of Agriculture continued to buy hogs in subsequent

programs as & means of alding swine producers.

66FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs, 66.




CHAPTER V
THE FEDERAL SURPLUS RELIEF CORPORATION

The most lasting end in meny ways the most important result
of the Emergency Hog Marketing Program was the creation of the Federal
Surplus Relief Corporétion. This organization represented one of the
wisest and at the same time most radical departures from tradition
teken by the first Roosevelt Administration. It successfully combined
the two goals of supplying the needy with food and other staple goods
and reducing surplus agricultural supplies. In the most simple way
ever attempted, the national government sought to solve the "paradox
of want in the midst of plenty."

As Henry Wallace declared: "Not many people realized how
redical it was,--this idee of having the Government buy from those who
had too much, in order to give to those who had too little. So direct
a method of resolving the paradox of want in the midst of plenty. doubt-
less could never have got beyond the discussing stage before 1933."l
Although earlier proposals had suggested the purchase and use of pork
products for families on relief rolls, the Federal Surplus Relief

Corporation developed immediately out of the hog purchase project. The

1
Henry A. Wallace, New Frontiers (New York: Reynal and
Hitchcock, 1934), 183-18k.
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plan finally recommended by the National Corn-Hog Committee included
the use of meat products for relief purposes. Even before the Adminis-
tration approved the purchase scheme, rellef agencies were contacted
about using the pork.2 Early in August Secretary Wallace began negotia-
tions on this matter with Harry Hopkins, head of the Federal Emergency
Relief Administration. Wallace announced on August 15, 1933, that he

wes then "cleaning up the last details" with Hopkins.3

Wnen the possi-
bility of selling the meat abroad fell through, there remained no ques-
tion about the desirebility of providing all edible pork to the needy.
Determined to keep the product out of the normal domestic consumption
channels, producer representatives and AAA authorities eagerly turned
to the relief agencies. They emphasized, however, that this meat
should not be substituted for meat already in the allowances but should
be added to the regular relief supplies.u Showing great concern for
the unemployed, AAA officisls and hog producers insisted that consump-
tion of meat was pitifully low and that this pork would be a welcome
and needed addition to the meager diets of those without jobs.

Wallace remarked later that giving meat to the needy was the
only real justification for the govermment program of reducing food
supplies. "The paradox of want in the midst of plenty," he claimed,

"was constantly in our minds as we proceeded with schemes like the

EClaude R. Wickard to Wayne Coy, August 5, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 1h5.

3Press Conference, Transcript, August 15, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 16.

I
Claude R. Wickard to Weyne Coy, August 5, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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emergency hog slaughter. . . . To many of us, the only thing that made
the hog slaughter acceptable was the realization that the meat and lard
salvaged would go to the unemployed."5 At the same time relief authori-
ties desired to increase the amount of meat in the diet of needy citi-
zens. With the great agricultural surpluses, the idea of buying excess
farm supplies and giving them to the unemployed seemed natural. The
feeling that this was desirable "was so generel in Administration
circles" that the FSRC was created. "At last," Wallace rejoiced, "we
had & mechanism through which the surplus could reach the hungry."6
Harry L. Hopkins, chairman of the new corporation, also emphasized the
importance of the emergency purchase project in the founding of the
FSRC. "Obviously pork," he sald, "was its first commodity, since pork
was in a way the corporation's reason for being."7 Thus, the necessity
of handling the meat procured from the emergency hog slaughter program
and the desirability of improving the diet of indigents caused the
government to establish the FSRC. But additionsal motivations existed
for the Administration's decision to create this radically new agency.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt announced on September 21 that
seventy-five million dollars had been set aside to purchase surplus
agricultural supplies to feed the needy.B Some observers immediately

assumed that the surplus-relief purchase project was "the administra-

5W’allace, New Frontiers, 183-18k.

6Ibid.

7Harry L. Hopkins, Spending to Save; the Complete Story of
Relief (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1930), 156.

8Des Moines Register, September 22, 1933, p. 1.
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tion's answer to a growing criticism of the destruction of food while
thousands of people are hungry."9 Without doubt that consideration
did influence govermment action. Although the Administration had
expected opposition to the reduction programs, the widespread and often
violent outcry egeinst the wanton waste of food was surprising. The
Wallace attitude revealed clearly that this influenced the Department
of Agriculture in its backing of the FSRC. He emphasized that the new
corporation made it easier to carry on control programs:

So far as the AAA was concerned, it could now proceed with its

task of adjusting production to the needs of the American

people, rather than merely to the buying power of the American

people. It became possible to attack the surplus problem from

both top and bottom, treating it as a result of both overproduc-

tion and under consumption, the degree of each varying widely,

to be sure, with the commodity. The new Corporation could not

ebsorb all of our ferm surpluses, but it could give us new

assurances that no one would go hungry or ragged because of

any of our adjustment programs. 0
The FSRC through its buying and distributing food to the relief families,
therefore, allowed the AAA to continue its food reduction projects with
at least a clearer conscience. Wellace further indicated that the double
purpose of the corporation, to feed the needy and to relieve the farm
commodity surplus, gave the AAA every reason for both morally and finan-
cially supporting its activities.

The FSRC had tremendous responsibilities and powers. As far

as the future of the AAA control programs were concerned, however, the

main value of the corporation lay in its ability to remove agricultural

9Richard Wilson, "U. S. to Support Farm Prices," Des Molnes
Register, September 24, 1933, Section G, 1.

10ya11ace, New Frontiers, 183-18L.
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According to its Certificate of Incorporation, the agency's

powers to participate in the egricultural control prejects were:

(a)

(b)

(g)

(3)

(k)

(1)

(a)

To relieve the existing national economic emergency by
expansion of markets for, removal of, and increasing and
improving the distribution of, agricultursal . . . com-
modities. . .

Po purchase, store, handle and process surplus agricul-
tural . . . products. . . .

. ° . ° - - . - s e . - . . . . . . . . . - .

In general, to carry on any and all other business neces-
sary or convenient to the attaimment of the foregoing
objects or purposes.

. . - - ° . - . - . . - . - - . . . . .

To enter into and encourage farmers, producers and others
to enter into marketing plans and agreements and to co-
operate in any plen which provides for reduction in
acreage oxr reduction in the production for market of
agricultural commodities;

To engage in any activity in connection with or involving
the production, carrying, shipping, storing, exporting,
warehousing, handling, preparing, manufacturing, process-
ing and marketing of agricultural . . commodities. . .

To borrow money and to draw, make, accept, endorse, war-
rant guarantee, transfer, assign, execute, and issue
bonds, debentures, mortgages, promissory notes, bills of
exchange, acceptances, warrants and all kinds of obliga-
tions and nonnegotiable, negotiable or transfersble
instruments without limit as to amount, and for the
security of any of its obligations to convey, transfer,
assign, deliver, mortgage, and/or pledgzs all or any part
of its property or assets. .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ° . . . . . . .

To enter into, maeke, perform and carry out contracts of
every kind and description for any lawful purpose without
dimit as to amount, with any person, firm, association,
corporation, municipality, country, state body politic, 11
territory or govermment or colony or dependency thereof;

11
Federal Surplus Relief Corporation, Incorporated Under the



12k

Obviously the FSRC had very broad powers to aid the AAA in dealing with
the farm surplus problem. For this reason the Department of Agriculture
was willing to cooperate with the FERA in establishing the corporation
and to share with the Relief Administration in financing the FSRC pro-
grams. The AAA contributed through processing texes on farm commodities
to the purchase of surplus agricultural products. With the precedent-
shattering Emergency Hog Marketing Progrem serving to set the FSRC on
its feet, 1t rapidly developed into a major operation. On September 21
the President announced that money taken from AAA and FERA funds would
be used to purchase surplus agricultural commodities for the needy. On
October 4 the FSRC was chartered with Harry Hopkins at its head and
Henry A. Wallaece and Harold I. Ickes as the other two directors. Almost
immediately plens for large scale purchases of pork, beef and other farm
commodities were revealed. Since producer demands for either further
or nev surplus purchase programs were impressive, the agricultural
authorities saw the corpoiation as basically & surplus removal agency.

Requests for government purchase programs came from several
farm commodity groups. The hog industry, having experienced the advan-
tages of selling to the AAA, simply requested the continuation of the
energency project. Thus, Governor Tom Berry of South Dakota wired
Secretary Wallece requesting the purchase of additional thousands of

pigs in his state.la The Cooperative Shipping Association of Kenmare,

Laws of the State of Dslawvare, Amended Certificate of Incorporation,
National Archives, R. G. 1U5.

12
Berry to Wallace, September 30 and October 9, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1k5.
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North Dakota asked that the "pig buying program’ be extended through

13

October. From Texas cams the report that scarcity of feed would

prevent farmers having their pigs ready for sale by the end of September
and the request that buying be continued through October 15.11L F, S.
Rickard, in charge of granting pig shipping permits in Omshs, repcrted
that, although he had permit requests for almost 300,000 pigs, none of

15 Similar

them could be granted because his quotas were completed.
backlogs of requests existed throughout the country especially in the
drought areas and probably seversl million pigs were waiting for govern-
ment buyers when the program ended. Throughout September the National
Corn-Hog Committee of Twenty-five discussed the establishment of parity
prices on hogs and the continued buying of hogs by the government to
meintain that price.l6 Earl C. Smith, chairman of the producer commit-
tee, strongly recommended on October 2 that a "substantial portion" of
the money set aside for unemployment relief be used for surplus remov-

al.l7

Smith neturally wanted the continued purchase of hogs. Obviously
hoping to get away from the much criticized emergency hog project, the

Agricultural Department refused to continue plig purchases. Secretery

lBKbnmare Cooperative Shipping Association to Wallace,
September 25, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 145.

lh’S. W. Norwood to Marvin Jones, September 11, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.

lSDes Moines Register, September 27, 1933, p. 9.

lGReport and Recommendations of the Nationel Corn-Hog Commit-
tee, September 2, 13, 20, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1h5.

1
7Smith to C. C. Davis, October 2, 1933, Fational Archives,

R. G, 145,
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Wallace suggested to Governor Berry, however, that "additional purchases
may be erranged," but purely as a relief measure.l8
Other farm commodity groups also requested govermment purchese
programs to grant farmers relief and to remove surplus stock. Some
spokesmen for the dalry industry proposed in August that a processing
tax be used to purchase and slaughter "low producing dairy cows" amnd

to remove surplus dailry products.l9

More insistent in demanding aid
were the once proudly independent beef cattle producers who had opposed
including cattle as a basic commodity in the Agricultural Adjustment
Act. Before the end of June some stockmen professed repentance for
their opposition and pleaded for gevernment help. Late in June Dolph
Briscoe, President of the Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Associa-
tion, admitted that cattle should have been included in the farm program
and asked Wallace to aid the ranching industry.ao Cn July 12 Briscoe
again stressed the seriousness of the cattle situation and asserted

that only government action could "save the beef producers from ruin."2l
Although Briscoe was ready for the ranchers to come under the AAA, most
cattlemen merely expressed a desire for federal help, Jjustifying their
plee by emphasizing the drought conditions and declining cattle prices.

After the purchase project for hogmen was announced, cattlemen

N lawallace to Perry, October 5, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145,

l9J. S. Russell, "New Deal Bringing Radical Changes to Ferming
in Corn Belt," Des Moines Register, August 20, 1933, Section L, 5.

QOBriscoe to Wallace, June 29, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

145.

2l hia., July 12, 1933.
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seized on the idea of selling their product to the government. Follow~
ing the middle of August, petitions for a beef purchase program poured
into Washington. Jesse BE. Short of Tennessee recommended that the .
Administration pay "ten cents a pound" for "all calves between 200 and

koo pounds."22

Similer requests came from Texas, Mississippi and a
number of other states. The Advisory Board of the Spesrfish Livestock
Association, Spearfish, South Dakota, passed a series of resolutions
on September 3, one of which "resolved that the Federal Government,
through the extraordinary powers grented the President, buy 2,000,000
she cattle at a price comensurate [sic/ with debts generally holding
ageinst said cattle, and that said cattle be slaughtered and their
food products delivered to the poor through the Red Cross order."23
Agricultural Adjustment Administration officlals elmost eagerly reminded
cattlemen that their own action prevented the AAA from doing much to
help the cattle industry.24 Although the Department of Agriculture used
the desire of stockmen to get industiry support for the inclusion of
cattle as a basic commodity, agricultural officials were willing for
cattlemen to be aided in the meantime. The Producer, voice of the
cattle industry, mainteined that the American National Livestock Associ-
ation played a leading role in getting the government to organize the

surplus relief corporation, because:

22Short to Wallace, August 26, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

145.

23F. S. Thomson to Franklin D. Roosevelt, September 5, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 145.

ly

2 C. C. Davis to Thomas J. Poole, August L4, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1k5.
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Prompt action by the government has repeatedly been urged. In
e telegram to the Secretary of Agriculture dated September 26,
Secretary Mollin suggested that $25,000,000 of the $75,000,000
be used for the purchase of 75,000,000 pounds of margarine

. and that all of the remainder, or the major part of the

whole amount, be allotted to buying up large quantities of the
lower grades of beef .25
Although the cléim of importance for the livestock organization was
extravagant, the demends of cattlemen for aid did not go unrecognized
by the Administration.

Agricultural officiels eagerly welcomed the FSRC as a way to
satisfy the demands of the hog, deiry and cattle industries without
undertaking new AAA emergency purchase programs. They also hoped that
through judicious buying the FSRC could help control surplus production,
could soften the blow of the processing tax on the hog market and,
possibly, could be used to fix prices on farm products. One agricultural
official was reported to have admitted that "where you are not control-
ling production there is one way of fixing the price and that is to buy
the product."26 In any case, some farm observers regarded the buying
program as the "key to hog prices" in the winter of 1933-19314.27 As
the Department had virtually committed itself to an attempt to fix hog
prices, it seems evident that some authorities intended to use FSRC
purchase for that purpose.

Quite naturally, livestock was not the only farm commodity

25?_1";‘1“_‘323’ XV (October 1933), 16-17.

20p1 chard Wilson, "U. S. to Support Farm Prices,” Des Moines

Register, September 24, 1933, Section G, 1.

27J. S. Russell, "Buying Food for Needy Seen as New Way to
Ferm Aid," Des Moines Register, October 1, 1933, Section G, 1-2.
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purchased by the FSRC. In addition to hogs and cattle, the corporation
bought or received from the AAA such diverse products as butter, cheese,
cereal, epples, sugesr, syrup, potatoes, flour, coal, blankets, and cot-
ton to distribute to relief families. The organization also purchased
over 13 million bushels of feed and over 16 million pounds of seced for
farmers in the drought states. In general, the corporation gained
control of farm commoditlies in three ways. With money derived from
processing taxes, the AAA often.purchased and donated surplus commodities
to the relief corporation. In other cases, the FSRC used relief funds
to buy the needed supplies outright. Finelly, the FERA at times granted
funds to the state relief administrators to purchase local crop sur-
pluses.28_ The pork procured from the AAA emergency project, however,
was the first commodity handled by the FSRC, and the purchase of hogs
or pork products constituted & major part of the activity of the corpora-
tion during its first eight months.

By dropping processing down to Tl pound pigs during the last
week of the purchase campaign,29 the AAA procured almost 100,000,000
pounds of pork to distribute to families on relief rolls. Harry Hopkins
started preparations for meat distribution before purchesing ceased.
On September 14 he informed Thad Holt, Director of the Alabama Relief
Administration, of an agreement with the AAA to distribute between 50
and 100 million pounds of pork. He reiterated the AAA determination

that this product was not to supplent the regular relief meat allow-

28prkins, Spending to Save, 156-157.

29Henry A. Wallsce to the Institute of American Meat Packers,

September 23, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 1U5.
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ances.BO By October 19 nineteen million pounds of the emexrgency product
had been ordered shipped to relief agencies, and orders for two million
more were in sight. G. C. Shepard, Chief of the Meat Processing Sec-
tion, emphasized, however, that the remaining 80 million pounds "must
be cleaned up not later than December 15." Otherwise, the success of
the long time corn-hog progrém "in bringing sbout an early advance in
the price of light hogs" would be endangered. Shepard also believed
that the purchase and distribution of additional hogs must "immediately
follow, and continue at the rate of fifty million (50,000,000) pounds
per month." He further insisted that "Mr. Hopkins' plans should be
coordineted with those of the long time corn-hog program, so that we
can proceed right along as outlined a.bove."31

In November 1935 M. L. Wilson, acting Secretary of Agriculture,
explained the trensference of the emergency pork. Writing to Hopkins,
Wilson noted that the AAA had officielly offered the edible product on
September 16, that it had been accepted on the 22nd and that the AAA
had donated and delivered 97,064,159 pounds of pork with & value of
$11,229,326.28 to the FSRC.32 Well before the relief families had
consumed the emergency meat, the government began additional purchases

of hogs and pork products.

During October 1933 the organization for purchasing surplus

30
R. G. 145,

3lShepard: Memorandum for A. G. Black, October 19, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

Hopkins to Holt, September 1k, 1933, Nationsl Archives,
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‘ 32y11s0n to Hopkins, November 22, 1935, Nationsal Archives,
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agricultural products and the relationship between the AAA and the FSRC
was being developed. On October 9 the AAA created a Special Commodities
Section, headed by Major Robert M. Littlejobn. The agency was to ex-
plore and recommend methods for removal of surplus farm commodities
and to act as agent between the AAA and the FERA in the surplus removal

33 On October 24 Secretary Wallace and Harry Hopkins agreed

projects.
on the relationship between the FSRC and the Department of Agriculture.
The task of the relief corporation was to "transfer basic farm sur-
pluses from the open market to relief families."

In performance of this responsibility, the FSRC would purchase,
as the agent of either the AAA or the FERA, farm products in & way to
achieve the greatest possible price for the farmer and to reduce price
depressing surplus supplies. The Secretary and Hopkins further agreed
that processing and distributing expenses would be peaid by the FERA,

3k

and the FSRC operating expenses would be met by the AAA. Six days

later Wallace emphasized to Hopkins what the AAA regarded as one of
the most imbortant tasks of the relief corporation. Agricultursal
officials, he declared, were particularly anxious to use the relief

purchases of pork "to pad the blow" of the processing tax on hogs.35

33George N. Peek: General Office Order No. 6, October 9,
1933, National Archives, R. G. 12k.

3k
R. G. 1k45.

35A processing tax on hogs had been a matter of concern for
severel months. The processing industry maintained from the first that
consumers were paying all they would for pork. The processors, there-
fore, wanted & very low tax and warned at the same time that the pro-
ducers would pay the tax through lower hog prices. Some economists in
the Administration had agreed from the first that the producer would

Hopkins to Wallace, Getober 2k, 1933, National Archives,
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For this reason, he requested the purchase of 50 million pounds of pork
on December 1 to counteract the first advance in the tax.36

On November U4 the'Administration announced plans to purchase
up to 300 million pounds of pork, equalling approximstely 3 million live
hogs, by July 1934. At this time, government officials planned to make
monthly purchases from the packers, with the packers offering bids on
commercial cuts to the relief corporation. Although the FSRC had no
intention of paying over the market price for these purchases, AAA
planners anticipated a marked reduction in fubure hog tonnage and
resulting price benefits because specifications established a maximum
welght on hogs processed for the corporation. The maximum varied in
different purchases between 200 and 235 pounds. During the develop-
mental stage, the relief administration and the AAA, using the hog

processing tax, intended to divide fairly equally the expenses of the

relief purchases. When Jacob Baker, assistant to the president of the

pay at least a part of the tax. Two problems thus existed. There was
the fear that producers would be forced to pay the tax and the belief
that & major rise in pork prices to the consumer would cause a shift to
beef or other replacement products. The National Corn-Hog Committee,
fearing such a shift, also recommended & low processing tax. The Ad-
ministration planned a graduated tax, to start at 50 cents a hundred on
November 1 and with 50 cent increases scheduled for December 1, Januery
1 and February 1. This was changed in December with the January and
February jumps being postponed a month. The sudden and shexrp drop in
hog prices starting in October was viewed by many as an effort of the
processors not only to pass all of the tax back to the producer but also
to increase their own margin of profit. Wallace charged, apparently
correctly, that the processors were telling the farmer hog prices were
low because of the tax and at the same time telling the consumer pork
prices were high because of the tax. In any case, the producer was pay-
ing a major part, if not all, of the tax, and the Administration wanted
to use FSRC purcheses to prevent further declines in prices.

" 36wallace to Hopkins, October 30, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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FSRC, informed Wallace of the plans for the first pork purchases, he
emphasized that the FSRC had not mede any commitment as to the exact
amount of money the organization would spend on removeal of surplus
pork. The relief corporation intended, he assured the Secretary, to
spend about the same on this "surplus removal program that the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Administration” does, but there would be no matching
of funds.37 The first of the regular pork purchases by the relief
corporation caused & revision of many of these early plans.

The FSRC officials had planned to buy 75 million pounds of pork
in November. This amount, agriculbural officials estimated, would re-
sult in the removal of 750,000 of the lighter hogs from the market.

As this would equal about 16 or 17 per cent of the normal merketing
during the last two weeks of November and the first two weeks of
December, the AAA hoped for & marked improvement in hog prices. When
bids were opened on November 17, however, the FSRC discovered that
packers had offered only 45 million pounds, and the corporation agreed
to buy only 30 million pounds. Deducting the normal processing costs
from the bid price, the processors should have paid an average of $5.50
per hundred for the live hogs. Instead, the packers were able to pur-
chase the hogs at an average of about $3.50 per hundred. Hog prices
declined steadily in the month following November 17. Since the first
FSRC pork purchese was less than half of the planned acquisition, the
anticipated effects on prices were not achieved. Indeed, the 300,000

hogs purchased for the relief corporation did not mske a significant

37

L Baker to Wallace, November 1, 1933, National Archives,
R, G. 145.
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dent in the total marketing for the period. In addition, hog receipts
increased around 20 per cent over the same period in 1932. As a result
the packers made about $2.a hundred or approximately $3 per hog more
than had been expected.38 A government observer in Chicago reported
that after the FSRC contracts of October 17 were awarded prices on
light weight hogs declined 50 to 75 cents per hundred. It wes apparent,
this observer felt, that the packers hed "out traded" the FSRC.S° Al-
though it 1s doubtful thaet the packers whc rcceived relief contracts
had anticipated such a large margin of profit; the unfortunate experi-
ence with the purchase of commercial cuts of pork plus additionsal
problems brought about a change in the method of relief purchases of
pork. 1In future buying the FSRC relied largely on purchases of live
hogs with selected processors acting as purchasing agents for the govern-
ment .

Even before the November 17 purchase of commerciel cuts, the
relief corporation had gained some experience in buying live hogs. In
an abortive effort to set hog prices, the FSRC bought several thousand
hogs at well above the market price after November 10. The price
regging attempt began immediately after the hog processing tex went
into effect on November 5. A shearp price decline caused commission men
in Chicago to set a minimum price of $4.50 per hundred on hogs. The

packers refused to buy at that price, and on November 10 more than

38D. A, FitzGerald, Corn and Hogs Under the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act; Developments Up to March 1934 (Weshington: The Brookings
Institution, 193%), 51-53.

39V. E. Foster, "Market Conditions and Comments--Chicago,"
National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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22,000 hogs remeined unsold. The packing houses persisted in their
obstinacy. On November 11 Commender Robert W. Clerk in Washington
talked on the telephone to a government agent, E. H. Cope, in Chicago.
Clark informed Cope that $200,000 had been deposited in the First
National Bank of Chicago in the nsme of.tbe Farmers Grain Corporation
for him, and that he was to buy hogs on the open market. VWhen Cope
declared that hog prices were quite low, Clark responded that this
situation had prompted the purchase orders and that Cope was to buy
about 10,000 head paying the $4.50 asking price of the commission msn.l*0
In a later conversation on the same day, the Chicago representatives
reported that they had bought 19,700 hogs, "those remaining on hand,"
paying $4.48 per hundred.hl Thus the FSRC began its first and totally
ineffective purchase of live hogs. By paying well above the price
packers were willing to offer, the governmment made this a definite and,
although not so desired, open and publicized effort to peg hog prices.
Government purchases continued and spread to markets outside Chicago,
although that city remained the major center of activity. Needless to
say, the endeavor proved both expensive and absolutely ineffectual.

On November 14 Jacob Baker, assistant to Hopkins, received a
report on the price setting effort. Hog buying continued, it was

reported, and the "major part" of the $300,000 provided for Cope had

hoMbmorandum on Telephone Conversetion between Commander

Clark, Ceptain Cope and Captain Parsons, November 11, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 12k4.

k

lTranscript of Telephone Conversation between Commander Clark
calling Captain Cope and Mr. Baxter--Chicago, November 11, 1933, Na-
tional Archives, R. G. 12k.
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been expended. It was recommended that another $500,000 be provided
for the purchase program. 2 The same day snother conversation was held
between Washington and the Chicago agents. Cope received orders to buy
another 9,000 hogs, but he was not to pay more than $4.60 a hundred.
The officials in Washington suggested that Cope gef someone else to do
the buying "in order to keep it quiet that the Government was the pur-
chaser of the hogs." Cope responded that it had been virtually impos-
sible to keep it unknown.l+3 The next day Cope reported difficulty with
the buying and expressed doubts about the efficacy of the endeavor to
peg prices. Packers, he declared, had cancelled thelr purchase orders
and were shipping hogs to Chicago for the government to buy. IFSRC
purchases, he warned, were not influencing prices anywhere except in
Chicago. Cope concluded with the recommendation that the corporation
cease its price setting campaign.uh In recognition of its failure,
and undoubtedly because of the awards to be made on November 17, the
government ended the live hbg buying project. D. A. FitzGerald reports,
however, that price fixing purchases continued into December and that

45 FitzGerald apparently

the FSRC bought a total of 130,000 hogs.
included in this total some 94,000 hogs purchased by the relief corpora-

tion in December, which properly should not be included in the price

ko
Joseph Simon: Memorandum for Mr. Baker, November 1%, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 12h.
ABTranscript of Telephone Conversation between C. E. Parsons
and Cope, November 1k, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 12h.
m‘LMiemso::'e.ndum on Telephone Conversation between Cope, Parsons
and Clark, November 15, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 12k,

hSD. A. FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A (Washington:
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setting attempt of November.

The government's experience with the meat processors during
November brought a sharp conflict between the Department of Agriculture
and the Institute of American Meat Packers. In addition to the problems
with the FSRC purchases, Secretary Wellace found it difficult to reach
a marketing agreement with the processors. There had been suggestions
of possible fiiction even before the formation of the FSRC. Iate in
September, Norman Draper, director of the Washington office of the
processors organization, offered a number of suggestions to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture on any possible future purchases either by the AAA
or for relief purposes. The best policy, Draper told C. C. Davis, would
be for the government to ask the Institute what was available and the
approximate price the packers would want. Draper implied rather strong-
ly that the processors wanted and should have considerable influence in
deciding when, how and what the government boughx.h6 The Department's
reaction to the Institute's desire for power might be found in a memo-
randum from A. G. Black to Secretary Wallace early in October. When
you see the President, Black suggested, you might keep in mind that
J. 0. Hormel has declared "that he and the other independent packers
would be delighted to, and able to, do the processing of hogs purchased
by you out of processing taxes in the event that the large packers
refused to be cooperative." Hormel had further suggested that if the
"hogs were purchased direct from the farmer and processed, the cost

would be considerably less than if purchase of meat were made upon the

L6

) Draper to Davis, September 29, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 124.
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open wholesale market." That method of operation would also "mean that
the farmers would get all the necessary benefits, and at the same time
Hopkins' orgenization [3%Rg7’would be getting hog products at lower
prices."u7 *1though keeping Hormel's suggestions as a possible alterna-
tive, the Administration determined to follow the original plans in the
November 17 purchases. This resulted in exorbitant profits for packers
who received contracts. Actually, the fortunate packers were probably
as surprised as anyone at the size of their profit. Hog prices at the
time bids were drawn up were about $4.50 per hundred and many, including
government economists, were forecasting future increases. Whether the
packers expected the great profit or not was unimportant, as the atti-
tude of government officials was undoubtedly influenced by the occur-
rence.

Other developments also served to create ill will toward the
packing industry. On November 25 C. C. Davis, Director of the Produc-
tion Division of the AAA, warned George N. Peek that very low hog
prices were to be expected through December unless the government went
into the "market immediately" and made 'large purchases." Davis further
noted the rumors that packers were attempting to force hog prices
:.i.own.hh8 Public response also probably contributed to the rift between
government officials and the processors. Ietters, such as that written

to Wallace by Mrs. Ralph Lawson of Silver City, Iowa, must have created

in
7Black: Memorandum to Secretary Wallace, October 9, 1933,

National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

L8
\ Davis to Peek, November 25, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145,
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some uncomfortable moments for the Secretary. Mrs. Lawson warned
Wallace:

. I have always bad good words to say for you in the face
of rumors to the effect that you have become like the rest of
the politicians and are simply meking use of your position to
further your own interests.

But here is the trouble,--since that time this business with
the packers has created the most serious doubts any of us have
ever had. We can not help wonders whether they have you
fooled, scared, or bought.

. if those of us who have been conservative and taken the

side of the government give up hope of a fair deal youll [Eig7

learn the meaning of righteous indignetion because of confidence

betrayed,lt9
Although Wallace took no action against the processing industry at this
time, the uncooperative attitude of the packers continued, probably even
increasing early in December when the government changed its purchase
system.

A serious discussion now developed between the relief corpora-
tion and the agricultural planners over the method of removing surplus
pork. The difference of opinion was caused by the relatively small
purchases made up to the end of November. Also the first advance in
the processing tax on hogs would come on December 1, and the Department
of Agriculture was anxious that large pork purchases be made to prevent
& depressing effect on hog prices. Obviously disappointed with the
small purchase on November 17 and with declining hog prices, C. C.

Davis declared that the AAA wes not receiving the "cooperation and

support"” from the relief organization that "had been aniicipated."so

ko
Mrs. Ralph Lawson to Wallace, November 22, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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Davis later insisted thet "large purchases' of pork must be made by
the government immediately to save the hog market from even lower
prices.51

A further delay in large scale buying now developed over
changing the method of buying pork. Because of its earlier experience
with the packers, the FSRC cancelled its planned purchase on December 1
and proceeded to develop a new purchasing system. To partially make up
for the cancellation and to offer some protection to hog prices, how-
ever, the corporation began purchasing live hogs on December h.52
Nevertheless, AAA officlals regarded that project as merely & temporary
expedient and obviously became somewhat disgruntled with the FSRC
during the period devoted to the development of ; new program. Although
agricultural officials were probably as dissatisfied with the processing
industry as the FSRC, they were evidently so eager to continue purchases
at any cost that they were willing to go on buying commercial cuts from
the packers.

Robert M. Littlejohn, Chief of the Special Commodities Section
of the AAA, informed Peek on December 5 that hog prices in Chicago had
declined $1.30 & hundred since the FSRC had awarded contracts for the
November 17 purchase of pork. Littlejohn then discussed the various
proposed methods of purchasing. Although agreeing that direct purchase

of live hogs assured the farmer fair prices, he did not favor the idea

1
2 Davis to George N. Peek, November 25, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145.
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2 C. E. Parsons to Bureau of Animal Industry, Department of
Agriculture, December 5, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 124.
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because it would force the government to establish purchasing machin-
ery. Littlejohn also considered the plan of using the packers as
buying agents for the government unpromising. This method was too
complicated as it would require a larger staff and would, he felt, make
it necessary for the government to audit the books of the packing
houses. Besides, he doubted that the packers would cooperate with the
plan. Littlejohn maintained that the method of purchase used by the
corporation had a "direct bearing' on the "mission" of the AAA. He
admitted, however, that agricultural officiaels could not "dictate until
AAA funds are being used." He wanted, therefore, to speed up as rapidly
as possible the contribution of AAA money to the surplus relief buying
program.”’> On the next dsy A. G. Black informed Littlejohn that, in
spite of his objections, & plan was under consideration for buying live
hogé vhich avoided a complicated government buying organization. ILittle-
john, Black insisted, should study the idea.sh This plan called for
using designated packers as buying agents.

The FSRC retained the final word in purchasing methods at this
time. Harry Hopkins directed Commander Clark on December 13 that in
the future all hogs would be bought live by the govermment or its

55

agents. The corporation would not buy any more finished pork. Some

of the AAA officials continued, nevertheless, to urge the surplus relief

53Littlejohn: Memorandum for George N. Peek, December 5,
1933, National Archives, R. G. 12k,

ShBlack: Memorandum for Littlejohn, December 6, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 12k,

55Robert M. Littlejohn: Memorandum for George N. Peek,
December 13, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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corporation to buy at leest some commercial cuts from the ;procexssors.5 6
The AAA evidently hoped such action would win the friendship of the
packers. In spite of this attitude, on December 20 Secretary Vallace
authorized the FSRC to pay not more than $10,000,000 for approximately

o1 This renewed the

1,350,000 live hogs, to be purchased for the AAA,
drive for large surplus relief purchases of pork.
With the new system of purchasing came a different method of
financing. Sterting with the purchases in late December the packers
bought the hogs and billed the government for their price, receiving a
small fee for acting as buying agents of the corporation.58 Under the
nevw progrem the AAA, using the processing tax funds, paid for the live
hogs and the relief agency, using FERA money, paid processing charges
and distributing costs. Although this was the general method of financ-
ing, there were exceptions. At various times the AAA paid for some
purchases of commercial cuts, and the FSRC bought some live hogs and
also paid for some of the purchases of commercial cuts and 1a.r<1.5 9
Prior to the start of the new system the FSRC had purchased
in the two weeks after December 4 some 94,000 live hogs at eight mar-

60
kets. Evidently the relief corporation began this project on its own

560. C. Davis to Jacob Baker, December 20, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 12L.
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58Ja.mes A. Bull, "Report on Visit to Pork Processing Plants,"
January 13-February 14, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 124.
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in an effort to replace the discontinued purchases from the packers and
to pacify the AAA, By December 12, however, Hopkins reported to Wallace
that the AAA had agreed to take over payment for the "daily purchease of
live hogs." Hopkins further declared that an agreement had been worked
out to continue hog purchases, under which the AAA bought live hogs and
the FSRC paid all other expenses.6l C. C. Davis later offered to
Hopkins the appreciation of the AAA for the December purchases which
"served to bridge the gap' between the purchase of commercial cuts and

the new live hog buying program. Davis also advised Hopkins that the

62

AAA had "set aside" five million dollars to pay for the hogs.
The mejor live hog buying project by the FSRC wes proclaimed
on December 22 when the corporation announced plens to start daily

63 Under the new

purchases at many markets throughout the country.
system, packers acted as agents of the corporation and were paid a
"small buying charge per head." The processors were paid separately
for processing the hogs. This method of buying and the distribution
of amounts and sites of purchases were designed to give more aid to
the producer and to best sustain markets. The December project called
for purchasing to begin late in the month at a rate of about 20,000

hogs per dey, five days a week, over & period of three weeks.

61Davis to Hopkins, January 10, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. ]21".
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Under the live hog buying project, the disgruntlement and un-
cooperative attitude of the meat packers obviously increased. With the
first scheduled purchases ending and new rurchase awards to be made,
the differences between the Administration and the processors came into
the open. On January 21 Secretary Wellace wrote William Whitfield
Woods, President of the Institute of American Meatpackers, expressing
his dissatisfaction. He was disappointed, Wallace declared, with the
way packers were cooperating with the AAA purchases of live hogs through
the FSRC. There was no need, he insisted, for the failure of the proc-
essing industry 'to give real cooperation in this program."65

Officials of the packing organization immediately asked to meet
with the Secretary to discuss the misunderstanding. On January 29
Wallace met with the packer representatives. As a result of the confer-
ence, & recommendation committee consisting of members from the AAA,
FSRC, and & packer representative was established.66 Evidently the
processors satisfied Wallace as to their willingnéss to cooperate with
the hog program, for not only were live hog purchases continued, but
they were also increased by an additional 10,000 head per day. This
expansion lasted only seven deys and was quite cbviously dictated by
the 50 cent jump in the hog processing tax effective on February 1. In
addition, the reconciliation was affirmed by a remewal of the purchases

of commercial cuts which was designed to give relief to the packing

6
industry. 7 After the creation of the joint committee, relations

65
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between the government and the processors remained satisfactory and
purchases of both live hogs and commercial cuts continued off and on
into September of 193k.

After the start of the live hog buying program, the agricul-
tural officials exerted considerable influence over the purchase policy.
This was obvious both in the timing of the larger purchases and the
resumption of the commercial. cut buying. In January the relief corpora-
tion reemphasized its surplus removel role. The FSRC was purchasing
hogs not only to feed the needy but also "to assist in the stabiliza-
tion of the hog merket through the purchase and utilization of pork in
excess of the normal requirements of the customary trade channels."

The corporation continued to demend the lighter weight hogs, buying
only those weighing between 100 and 200 pounds.68 This, of course,
carried out the idea of the AAA that the removal of light hogs would
result in a greater reduction of future hog tonnage. Further use of
the FSRC by the AAA came whenever the processing tax on hogs was
increased. Although purchases were heavier in January than in any
other month, buylng increased sharply after January 1 to meet the
February 1 tax advance and agein purchases were greatly expanded to
offset a further tex increase.on the first of March.69 Total purchases
in March were rather small, however, as hog prices began to go up.

Since hog prices were rather good throughout the spring months

of 193k, the FSRC found it unnecessary to make large surplus removal

68FSRC, Schedule No. 32, January 22, 1934, National Archives,
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purchases. Indeed, there were some periods when buying ceased complete-
ly. At last the removal of the six million pigs bought by the govern-
ment in August and September 1933 was causing higher hog prices. Not
until the drought conditions in late spring forced large numbers on the
market did'the relief orgenization resume large scale buying. On May
11 C. C. Davis asuthorized the FSRC to buy on the AAA account 15,000
hogs per day for 15 market days. He suggested that the country be
divided into four buylng regions to add greatest support to the hog

70

market. On May 23 W. R. Gregg, acting Secretary of Agriculture,
transferred five million dollars from the AAA to the FSRC and authorized
the purchase of 700,000 live hogs.7l Obviously the Department of Agri-
culture was very concerned about the hog market situation at this time.
The problem, however, was not as serious as officials feared. During
June the last of the extensive buying took place when live hog and pork
product purchases totaled the equivalent of 256,749 hogs. Between June
and September the hog tonnage removed from the market by the government
declined steadily and rapidly. In July the equivalent of only 17,000
were purchased, and in September, the last month of activity, the amount
taken equalled only 750 hogs.72

In all, the AAA paid for 1,236,399 hogs weighing 213,823,045
pounds live weight as its contribution to the surplus relief operations.

The cost of live hogs was $8,225,906. Also, the AAA bought for the

70
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relief corporation some 33,338,846 pounds of pork products which cost
$2,79O,72O.73 The total cost to the Department of Agriculture in its
support of the FSRC surplus pork removal operations was slightly over
$11 million. It should be remembered that the FSRC bought some hogs,
both live and commercial cuts, as well as paying for both processing
and distribution of the relief meat. In all the surplus relief opera-
tions removed the equivalent of 2 million live hogs, averagiﬁg 380
pounds, from the regular market supplies between November 1933 and
September l93h.7u

In the FSRC's pork operations the removal of price depressing
supplies from the market was more important than the need of obtaining
extra meat for the needy. During the months of Becember, January and
February of 1933-193L4, when the largest purchases were made, the FSRC
8till had on hand soms of the pork procured from the Emergency Hog Mar-
keting Program of the previous August and September.75 The relief
organization was further used in trying to pad the price depressing
influences of the processing tax on hogs. Whenever the tax was in-
creased, purchases were expanded. The objective of setting hog prices
proved impossible. Other than the abortive November trial no real
attempt was made to set prices or pay above the current market price
for hogs. The policy, A. G. Rlack declared, was to hawevthe packers

buy hogs for the government "at prices in line with the prices they are

73Philip G. Murphy: Memorandum for C. C. Davis, April 18,

1935, National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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paying for hogs of corresponding weight and grade bought for their own

nT6

account. Some producers believed that the government could and

should force up commercial prices and were disappointed that the FSRC
did not pay above the market price in an attempt to do so.77
In contrast to the pig purchase project, however, the hog buy-
ing programs of the Federal Surplus Rellef Corporation aroused very
1ittle criticism. There are, of course, obvious reasons for the better
reception received by the relief operations. Not only were the pur-
chases, ostensibly at least, made solely for the sake of the poor but
also there was no basis for humanitarian objection to the program. In
addition, politically inspired opposition to feeding the needy might
well have been dangerous. There were, however, some political attacks
aimed at the great powers enjoyed by the FSRC. Obviously the relief
corporation's activity could draw support from & much broader base than
could the emergency hog purchases. The iSRC operations were not designed
to aid only one farm commodity group, but would instead benefit the pro-
ducers of a number of agricultural commodities as well as the hungry.
Since the purchases of the relief corporations were not aimed directly
at reducing production, this type of govermnment program avoided most of
the critical areas which had brought so much qpposition to the previous
project. Equally important, perhaps, the procedure of the FSRC evaded

most operational problems confronted in the AAA hog buying program.
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CHAPTER VI

CATTLE RANCHERS CAPITULATE TO THE AAA; THE DEMAND FOR

FEDERAL ATD BRINGS A PRODUCTION CONTROL PLAN

The vaunted independence of cattle ranchers, displayed as
recently as the Congressionsl hearings on the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, temporarily capitulated before low prices and spreading drought
in the summer of 1933. Within a few weeks after the passage of the
farm relief bill which had omitted cattle as a basic commodity, stock-
men throughout the nation began to appeal to Washington for aid. The
nature of the help desired by beef producers remained unclear until
after the announcement of the emergency hog purchase project. In
August, however, cattlemen started to advocate a similar government
buying program. While some petitioners admitted that ranchers had been
wrong to stay out of the farm program, many others attacked the govern-
ment for trying to destroy the most important industry in the country
and demanded immediate large-scale relief measures.

Dolph Erisces, President of the Texes and Southwestern Cattle
Raisers Association, was one of the first to repent and ask federal
assistance. '"Personally," Briscoe wrote Secretary Henry Wallace on
June 29, "I wanted cattle left in the Farm Bill recently passed." Only
the opposition of members in his association, he said, had caused him

1k9
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"to ask that cattle be excluded." But, Briscoe advised, "I believe to-
day they [cattlemen/ are favoreble to including cattle in your program
for raising prices and curtailing production.” The cattle situation
was "serious end must have immediste action," he insisted. "There is
no time to call meetings or hold conferences," Briscoe contended. But
"someone with courage and foresight like you and Mr. Morgenthsu must
take the matter in hand if any help is had..":L Most cattlemen did not
bother to either commend Wellace for his "courage and foresight" or
hint at participation in control programs. They simply demended govern-
ment help.

Barly in July Briscoe wired the Secretary to reemphasize the
serious cattle situation and to renmew his plea for federal assistance:
Cettle prices comsidersbly lower than at this time year ago but
price of feed and other commodities necessary to cattle produc-

tion greatly increased and advancing daily. Drouth situation
will at an early dete necessitate the feeding of cattle on the
range to prevent serious death loss. The high price of &ll
kinds of feed due to recent advances is going to make it extreme-
ly difficult for herds to be preserved. Western range states
largely dependent on cottonseed cake as feed. . . . Reduction
of cotton acreage is causing daily advance. Unless some cheaper
method of preserving the herds than at present apparent producers
of beef animels will be ruined. Feel there 1s no more serious
situation in America today than this and none that warrants your
thought and immediate action more. . . . Only federal action
can bring relief.2

By emphasizing the drought and the advancing cost of production, Briscoe

hit at two of the most common grievances of cattlemen. After June 1933

the feeling thet the cattle industry was suffering as a result of New

N lBriscoe to Wallace, June 29, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145,

2Ibid., July 12, 1933.
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Deal recovery measures was frequently expressed. Although Briscoe
recognized that the ranchers had remained outside the program at their
own request, others did not.
With the heat of July irritation of the stockmen increased.

' & Texan wrote, "and I feel that we are

"I am a rancher and farmer,'
being discrimineted upon in-as-much-as feed stuff and dressed meat have
advanced, and live stock are getting cheaper everyday, and in some cases

it is impossible to make sale."3

J. James Hollister of Caviota,
California insisted the beef industry had been betrayed by the "big"
ranchers who kept cattle out of the farm relief act. "They are reac-
tionary," Hollister declared, 'they are followers of the Hoover-
Coolidge policies. Todaey they ridicule the Agriculturel Relief Act and
I believe are going to be a great obstacle in putting it over." He
continued that the "rank and file of cattlemen must be assisted today
by the government and if they were given a chance to declare themselves
would emphatically elect to come under the control of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act."h Some of the "big" cattlemen were also requesting
government action.

F. E. Mollin, Secretary of the American National Livestock As-
sociation, wired Wallace on July 31: '"May I refer to my wire of July

fourteenth in which recommendation is made that conference be held early

date Kansas City between producers, packers and your Department to work

3Bose Reader to Wallace, July 1k, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.°

Iy

Hollister to Wallace, July 16, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 1h5.
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out relief plan. Appreciate your advising 1if you have made decision as

5

to this suggestion." The only cattle program possible under the AAA
was some type of marketing sgreement, and Wallace was unenthusiastic
gbout that. He had already suggested to Mollin that the conference be
delayed until the middle of August. By that time, Wallace declared,

the feed situation, which his department considered more important than
the marketing problem, would be more clear.6 Although the cattle organ-
izations were very insistent about making agreements for fairer treat-
ment with the processing industry, the Administration remained indif-
ferent to their pleas. Wallace admitted that there was "a great deal
of interest in the development of & program,"” but he insisted that the
leaders of the cattle industry hold a conference "at which the entire
problem might be discussed, and suggestions made which will assist us
in meeting the peculiar situation that surrounds the cattle problem."7
At the same time AAA officials were expressing hope that something
might be done to relieve the serious cattle situation, they were also
reminding cattlemen that "cattle were eliminated [ffom the Agricultural
Adjustment Ac§7 at the request of livestock men in various parts of the

8
country."  Undoubtedly sgricultural officials were hopeful that the

5M’ollin to Wallace, July 31, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
1k5.

6wallace to Mollin, July 25, 1933, National Archives, R. G.
145,

7W’allace to Marvin Jones, August 2, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145,

8
C. C. Davis to Thomas J. Poole, August 4, 1933, National

Archives, R. G. 145.
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worsening cattle state and the drought would influence stockmen to ask
for the inclusion of beef cattle as a basic commodity. By early August
cattlemen had yielded to Administration pressure for a conference of
industry leaders. Representatives of several major cattle organiza-
tions were celled together in Denver on August 14 and 15 where the
Department of Agriculture and the AAA were also represented.9

A movement developed during August which might well have been
foreseen. A. Mills of Harrison, Mississippi, inquired of C. W.
Warburton, Director of Extension Service, why the emergency hog program
was not extended to calves and cows.lO A few days later Wallsce
received the same suggestion.ll The standard answer to petitions of
this nature emphasized that because stockmen were not under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act the AAA could do nothing for them.12 Gov-
ernment representatives stressed this point at the Denver conference,
which resulted in & unanimous resolution in support of a marketing
agreement and the appointment of a Committee of Five to work with the
Administration and the packers to that end.13

On August 26 Victor Christgau, one of the AAA representatives

9Victor Christgau to John Costello, August 12, 1933, Rational
Archives, R. G. 1k5. : ‘

lOMills to Warburton, August 20, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 16.

llJ'esse E. Short to Wallace, August 26, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.
12
C. W. Warburton to A. Mills, August 28, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 16.

13Dolph Briscoe, "Report of the Committee of Five,"
Producer, XV (February 1934), 17.
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at Denver, reported on the cattle situation. He emphasized the great
number of excess cattle and the "serious trouble" confronting the in-
dustry because of drought conditions extending from the Dakotas to
Texas. Christgau suggested a number of possible relief measures. Some
cattlemen, he felt, needed direct help, but others would profit from
liberalized credit. Relilef agencies might help by providing feed in
some of the drought areas. Another possibility was for the Department
"to cooperate in & program of taking surplus beef off the market for
food distribution by relief agencies."lh By late August, therefore,
the idea of relief purchases of beef to reduce the surplus cattle
situation had been presented to the office of the Secretary of Agri-
culture. With the government pig buying project putting thousands
of dollars into the pockets of hog raisers, the demand from cattlemen
for equal attention increased.

At & meeting of the Northeast Oklahoma Cattlemen's Association
it was pointed out that cattle prices were $2 per hundredweight less
than at the same time in 1932. The (Oklahoma stockmen declared that it
was "imperative that something be done at once." The cattlemen, there-
fore, called upon "the President of the United States and the Secretary
of Agriculture . . . to devise means of rescuing the industry from the

disaster with which it is threatened. ."15

Albert Cambell of RNew
Mesadows, Idaho expressed confidence that the Committee of Five would

develop some "emergency plan" to remove the price depressing surplus

1k
Christgau: Memorandum to Paul Appleby, August 26, 1933,

National Archives, R. G. 16.

15Producer, XV (September 1933), 1.



155

stock. But he felt that "we cattlemen must see to it that we do not
again find owrselves facing the same problem of overproduction."
Cambell suggested, therefore, "that the cattle-growers . . . work out
an agreement with the governmental agencies which are loaning money on
cattle, whereby the borrower would be required eilther to spay or to
sell for slaughter & certain percentage of heifer calves and yeerling
heifers before they reproduce. This . . . would keep the production
nearer in line with the deman ."16

Either Texas suffered more from the 1933 drought than other
states or the Texas ranchers were more willing to abandon their vaunted
principles than those of other regions, for Texas led the way in demand-
ing federal relief. From Cuero, Texas came a suggestion that the
government buy canner cows and have them canned for relief families, a

program which would give "great benefit to all concerned."17

On
September 2 Dolph Briscoe, perhaps the leading representative of the
Texas cattle industry, wrote Victor Christgeu: "I am still of the
opinion that we should use a plan with cattle similar to the hog plan.
The money to do this could be advanced by the Treasurer and paid back
vith a processing teax after Congress meets in January. Please consider
this plan and talk it over with Mr. Davis and, if you both think it will
work, I will put it up to our Committee and endeavor to get them to

18
adopt it." Unlike many stockmen Briscoe favored adding beef cattle

16
Albert Cambell to the Producer, August 28, 1933, published
in XV (September 1933), 19.
1
7Newton M. Crain to Wallace, August 29, 1933, Rational
Archives, R. G. 145.

18
N Briscoe to Christgau, September 2, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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to the basic commodity list and epproved a processing tax on beef.

R. L. Wiley, & "life-long Democrat" who helped elect Franklin D.
Roosevelt, agreed with Briscoe. Those who cause& cattle to be left out
of the farm act, he wrote, were "either fools or traitors" to the beef
industry. '"Does the Department of Agriculture," he demanded, "meen to
sit idly by and witness this fearful cataclysm work its fury on the
hapless cattlemen without an effort to save them?"lg Without any doubt
most of the stockmen who objected to cattle being exempted from the
basic commodlty list did so not because they wanted controlled produc-
tion but because they saw money-producing programs put into effect for
those farm groups whose commodities came under the AAA. This is made
most obvious by the constant emphasis of cattlemen on the harm done to
their industry by the federal price-raising projects instituted for
other commodity groups.

By September the theory that Administration recovery measures
were a major cause of the deteriorating cattle situation had become
extremely attractive to stockmen. The attacks took in all recovery
activity but especially centered on farm programs such as that for
cotton which raised the cost of production for beef producers. An
editorial in the industry trade jJournal, the Producer, expressed this
view very well:

The "New Deal" is on everybody's tongue. NRA banners are
posted in the windows of every business house; they are hang-
ing in many homes; they adorn automobiles that dash past you.

But so far the live-stock industry, instead of sharing in this
national recovery which is being so widely advertised, finds

| 19W1ley to A. G. Black, September 4, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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itself between the horns of a dilemma, in part created by the
various business-recovery moves.

How long the live-stock industry will be asked to hold the bag
remains to be seen. Patient and long suffering though it be,
there is & limit to human endurance. Today NRA to the live-
stock industry appears to mean "No Relief Allowed." ILet us
pass the "New Deal' around, and maske its benefits apparent to

all, instead of permitting it to be improperly used to add to
burdens already too heavy to bear.2

In reality, cattlemen proved to have a very small portion of the "pa-
tient and long suffering" character which their Journal claimed for
them. Although, it must be admitted that the constant reiteration of
the USDA that little if anything could be done for cattlemen partially
Justified thelr feeling of being ignored, if not that of being perse-
cuted. W, A. Paddock, among meny, demonstrated very well the impatience
of the stockmen. On September 13 he asked Secretary Wallace:
I wonder if your Department is giving any attention to the
interests of an industry which is suffering from . . . govern-
mental activities; in fact, & continuation of present policies
would put them entirely out of business. I am speaking of the

large livestock industries who have for ages been producing
beef on the ranges of this country.

Just why your Department should presume to destroy am industry
es large a portion as this, is beyond my understanding. Perhaps
beef is not & proper food for human beings, but it bas always
been so recognized.

The Nephi Four-Mile Creek Cattlemen's Asscociation of Utah expressed the
same view in a meeting on October 20. Pointing to the beef cattle price
decline and to the drought conditions, the Association declared that

since "relief has already been given by the United States government to

20
Producer, XV (September 1933), 16.

21
N Paeddock to Wallace, September 13, 1933, National Archives,
R, G. 145.
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other industries in no greater financial distress" the Administration
should grant "immediate relief which will enable the stockmen to
survive."22 Céttlemen later used the argument that Administration pro-
grams had raised the cost of cattle production and thus bad caused
injury to the industry as a justification for their desire that federal
grants rather than a processing tax be used for relief of the ranchers.
At this time, however, the thesis was simply added to the price decline
and the drought as another reason for a government relief program.

Well before the cattlemen of Nephi, Utah asked for relief the
Administration had taken action which promised somes aid to the beef in-
dustry. As mentioned earlier, on September 21 President Franklin D.
Roosevelt ordered the purchase of surplus food and staples for families
on relief rolls. A total of $75,000,000 was taken from the funds of
the AAA and the FERA for this purpose.23 Almost immediately representa-
tives of the beef industry requested that all of the money be used for
relief of cattlemen.zu Although this, of course, wes not done, the
Administration assured stockmen that they might expect to benefit from
the action. Christgau stated on October 3 that some of the $75,000,000
would be used to purchase beef, "end we are in hopes that it will result

n25

in some improvement of beef cattile prices. By this time, however,

the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation weas being chartered to purchase

22Producer, XV (November 1933), 11.

23Des Moines Register, September 22, 1933, p. 1.

ahProducer, XV (October 1933), 16-17.

2
5Christgau to Brinton ¥. Hall, October 3, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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surplus agriculturael products for distribution to the needy. This
agency, with the support of the AAA and the FERA, was not limited to
the expenditure of $75,000,000.

Announcement of the planned purchase of beef for relief pur-
poses was warmly greeted by cattlemen, but it did not fully satisfy
their desire for aid. Petitions for a government program similar to
the Emergency Hog Marketing Program continued, but the AAA insisted
that there was little it could do. Dan H. Hughes of the Uncampahgre
Cattle and Horse Growers Association at Montrose, Colorado wrote Peek
on October 9 that the "only suggestion we have to make is that there
be an immediate purchase of canner cows under a program similar to that
of the pig purchase.” Hughes added that "we are perfectly willing that
a sales tax be placed on meat for the purpose of financing the purchase
of old cows and the control of production."26 Even though cattlemen
were not in complete agreement, the Administration did consider levying
a compensating tax on beef, permitted under the Agricultural Adjustment
Act to protect competing commodities. Such a tax, contended AAA
officials, would provide the revenue to finance "an emergency beef

Il27

cattle program. Although a compensating tax was never levied, Harry

Hopkins, President of the FSRC, expected one. The relief organization
would put up $10,000,000 to purchase beef, Hopkins declared, and he

assumed the cattle producers would "duplicate this amoun.t."28 Even

26
Hughes to Peek, October 9, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

1k5.
27Victor Christgau to Thomas B. Glascock, October 10, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 145.

G. C. Shepard: Memorandum on Emergency Beef Purchase,
Netional Archives, R. G. 12k.
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without the téx the FSRC prepared to go ahead with beef purchases, butb
some source of funds other than the FERA was essential to any major
beef buying program.

On October 16 Hopkins announced that '"pending perfection of
plans by the Farm Administration,” the FSRC would purchase "substantial
quantities of range cattle of cutter and canner grades." By buying
primarily cows the purchases would accomplish the two goals of feeding

the needy and reducing future beef surpluses.29

Two days later AAA
officials égreed with the FSRC that the "plan for the removal of low
grade cattle" should result ins'some price improvement for better
grades of beef." The officials also recommended the removal of 500,000

cattle by the end of 1933.30

The Department of Agriculture was hopeful
that the relief purchases would bring quick price relief to stockmen.3l
However, agricultural officials undoubtedly kmew that the aid would not
be enough to satisfy the cattle industry and hoped that dissatisfaction
would lead the industry to support adding cattle to the basic commodity
list. Officials constantly reminded cattlemen that Department of Agri-
culture funds were not available for the relief of the livestock indus-

32

try. The AAA also resumed talk about the desirability of a "general

29
R. G. 12k.

3OS. W. Lund to Robert W. Clark and Captain Charles N. Parsons,
October 18, 1933, National Archives, R. G. 12k.

1

3 Robert M. Littlejohn to E. R. Lonabasugh, October 27, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 12k.

2

3 Henry A. Wallace to M. H. Lanman, October 30, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 124.

FERA Press Release, October 16, 1933, National Archives,
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w33

live stock relief program. Meanwhile, the FSRC project for purchas-
ing canned beef encountered difficulties.

The first relief purchases of beef were planned for November
10. Plans called for the buying of_lS,OO0,000 pounds of the equivalent
of about 50,000 cows between two and five years of age.3u The packers
evidently regarded the requirements as too rigld and submitted bids for
only approximately one-third of the total. Even so, the FSRC regarded
the bids as too high and made awards for only 400,000 pounds of beef.3?
It was at this time that C. C. Davis remarked that the FERA was not
giving the ‘cooperation and support' to the AAA in regard to the buying
of beef and pork that "had been anticipated."36 Since no compensating
tax had been levied on beef and the AAA was not contributing to the
funds for buying cattle, there was little the farm officials could do
to influence FSRC policies. The age limit and other requirements, how-
ever, were relaxed on the bids for 25,000,000 pounds on November 27.
Although the bids submitted by the 16 bidding packers were considered
too high, AAA official, Robert M. Littlejobn, advised against rejecting
the bids as it would have a "bad psychological effect" on the beef in-

dustry and would slow up the program for removal of surplus beef stock.37

33Victor Christgau to Thomas B. Glascock, October 10, 1933,

National Archives, R. G. 1h45.

L

3 Robert M. Littlejobn to E. R. Lonsbaugh, October 27, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 12k.

35

36Wbodbury Willoughby to George N. Peek, November 23, 1933,

National Archives, R. G. 12L.

37Littlejohn to George N. Peek and others, December T, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 12k.

Producer, XV (December 1933), 12.
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In spite of Littlejohn's objections the FSRC rejected all bids as being
too high.38 Confronted with problems in the purchase of processed beef
similer to those with pork, the FSRC revised its purchase program.
Barly in December the FSRC began to explore the idea of state reliefl
organizations purchasing live cattle within the state and converting
the beef to local relief use.39 By December 19 all state relief
administrators had been contacted about the project.ho Prior to this
an experiment in buying live cattle and using relief staffed canning
plants to process the beef had been initiated in Texas.

On November 3 Herry Hopkins contacted Colonel Lawrence
Westbrook, Director of the Texas Rehabilitation and Relief Commission,
about a state purchase and processing program. The objective of the
project, Hopkins stated, was to utilize surplus cattle, to provide voca-
tional training in canning and to obtain beef for local relief.
Westbrook was made an agent of the FERA and received $500,000 to carry
out the program.ul He later reported that he purchased 21,068 cattle,
mostly cows. When it proved impossible to supply fresh meat, he estab-
lished 19 canning plants which employed about 7,000 persons on relief
rolls. The operation lasted only about a month and was ended with the

ho
expenditure of the allocation. The Texas project proved quite popu-

38Producer, XV (January 1934), 21.

" 3%Henry A. Wellace to Mark Wilson, December 9, 1933, National
Archives, R. G. 12k.
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C. E, Parsons to Charles E. Knight, December 19, 1933,
National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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lar, and W. P. H. McFaddin, President of the Southeast Texas Live Stock
Association, considered the experiment a tremendous success. In addi-
tion to buying surplus cattle, he stressed, the canning "plants employed
a large number of people, relieving the unemployment problem in the com-
munities where they were operated. The beef was put up at a saving over
commercial products, and the needy were given food. This looks like

1

sensible relief to us." McFaddin emphasized that the program "gave

relief to three sources, the cattlemen, the unemployed and the
hungry-"%
McFaddin also belleved the Texas experiment demonstrated a
practical method of helping the whole cattle industry:
We /cattlemen/ have not been selfish enough to try to horn in
and teke the front of the stage in the program. But we feel
that the time has come for our industry to be included. . .
If an adjustment program is worked out for the cattlemen we
hope 1t will include some arrangement as the Texas Relief
Canning program, which, as already stated, gives relief where

relieﬁhis needed, and does not destroy in order to give re-
lief.

A few days later McFaddin sgain praised the Texas program. It had, he
said, increased cutter and canner prices in Fort Worth more than fifty
per cent while purchasing directly from the farmer assured the producer

maximum benefits. If such & program to remove three or four million

cattle, he continued:

R. G. 124; Iouis H. Bean: Memorandum to Paul Appleby, January 22,
193k, National Archives, R. G. 124.

L
3McFaddin to Henry A. Wallace, Jsnuary 30, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1h5.

uuMcFaddin to Wellace, January 30, 1934, National Archives,

R. G. 1h5.
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. . could be inaugurated in every cattle growing area in the

Nation, it would remove the surplus cattle in less than 90

deys, employ thousands of people and supply & market for a

class of cattle that have not been possible to sell through any

other sources; and, at the same time, supply food for the

needy .*5
Although the successful Texas project provided some practical and use-
ful experience in the later and larger drought purchases, that method
of rélief was not broadly used in the winter of 1933-34%. A program to
supply 100,000 pounds of fresh beef monthly was developed in Arizona.h6
During January and Februery the West Virgirnia Relief Administration used
$154,000 supplied by the FSRC to purchase and distribute fresh beef in
that state.hT Funds for such programs, however, were too limited to
make any real dent in cattle surpluses.

Direct purchases by the FSRC were renewed January 5, 1934. Omn
thet day awards to purchase and process U4l4,100 cattle into fresh-roast
canned beef were made to packers in a program similar to that developed
with hogs. About 2,205 cattle a day were to be purchased at markets in
10 sta.tes.lL8 Similar awerds by the relief corporation for the purchase
of live cattle were made to extend the buying activity into most states.

Early March, however, saw the end of live cattle purchases. During this

h5M1cFaddin to Harry Petrie, February 9, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

h6Producer, XV (January 1934), 8.

4TKe1th Southard to Andrew Emiston, March 7, 193k, National
Archives, R. G. 124.

48
FSRC Press Release, January 5, 1934, National Archives,

R. G. 12k,

h9Louis H. Bean: Memorandum to C. C. Davis, February 1, 193k,
National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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period the FSRC bought 114,260 head of largely canner class cows, & very

50

small part of the total slaughter. Purchases ceased because the cat-

51

tle buying fund of the FSRC had been exhausted. The relief corpora-

tion continued, however, to purchase some canned beef from processors

for relief distribution.52

Government purcheses of beef, either live
cattle or canned, were never large enough to have a material effect on
surplus supplies or price. This was obvious to stockmen who continued
their agitation for & more adeguate aid program.

From October 1933, when relief purchases of beef were an-
nounced, until the late spring of the following year the dissatisfaction
of cattle producers with government measures to aid their industry
increased>to a8 fever pitch. The cattle industry, the most deserving
in the nation, not only was not receiving help, stockmen insisted, but
was also being actively persecuted by a government willing to aid every-
one but the cattlemen. Basic to their persecution complex was the claim
of cattlemen that although cattle prices continued to decline the price
of everything cattlemen had to buy had been raised by federal aid pro-
grams for other industries. With this spirit, stockmen criticized most
federal recovery programs, the relief purchases, the importation of
beef, the processing tax, the failure to develop marketing agreements

and enything and everything else that came to mind. While sympathetic,

50D. A, FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A (Washington:
The Brookings Imnstitution, 1935), 180.

1
" 2 Harry Petrie to Pex Condon, May 3, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

52Philip G. Murphy to Compton I. White, May 21, 1934, Natiomal
Archives, R. G. 12k.
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the Administration simply insisted that so long as cattlemen stayed out

of the AAA there was nothing the Department-~of Agriculture could do to
relieve their plight.

Pressure from cattle ranchers for federal assistance continued
unabated in spite of the projected relief purchases of beef. Iate in
October 1933 Jay Taylor, President of the Panhandle Livestock Associa-
tion, appealed to Marvin Jones, United States Representative from Texes,
for help:

Something must be done end done immediately /fabout the cattle
situatio§7, or this country will certainly be faced with a
revolution among the cattlemen and farmers. We can't possibly
go on with these prices. We are still paying high interest
retes, high taxes and good wages on all the ranches, and if we
are to stey in business and continue to live we must have more
for our cattle, and we must have immediate relief.

All of us are short on grass and feed for the winter and our
calves must be weaped within the next 30 days. A lot of them
have already been weaned and no buyers have been found for them
at any price.

Can't you do something to keep the industry that is the back-
bone of this country from going broke 293

By this time the glorious pride of the ranching industry had been re-
duced to the belief that theirs was the most important industry in the
nation. Because he could not make his mortgage, interest or tax psy-
ments, W, F. Illig of North Dakota asked the government to buy cattle

5k

paying the regular market price, plus & $5 bonus per head. A. A,

Voltmer, President of the St. Joseph Livestock Exchange, wrote Secretary

53Ta,ylor to Jones, October 25, 1933, National Archives, R. G.

15,
5)."Il:l.ig to Franklin D. Roosevelt, November 11, 1933, National
Archives, R, G. 145.
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Wallace that the cattle market was "never in worse condition" and asked
for & large scale government buying program.55
The Producer justified the demand of stockmen for expanded
relief end pointed to one of the constant complaints of the cattle
industry:
Agriculture continues to be the sick man in our economic house-
hold. The blessings of the New Deal have stopped at the door

of the man who feeds the ration, and on whose rehsbilitation
the welfare of the country most depends.

As to the iive-stock, and more particularly the cattle, indus-
try, things have gone from bad to worse. In sending out our
cell for the 1933 convention, we gave expression to the belief
that bottom had been struck. Well, it had not. We are still
groping for it. Prices on most classes of cattle have today
dropped to levels never before recorded. . . . In the face of
this, we are continuing to import large quantities of both
cenned beef and cattle hides from South America.56

Almost invariebly cattlemen preferred blaming almost anything rather
than themselves for their sad plight. Although importation of canned
beef in 1933 was more than double that of 1932, it only totaled an in-
significant 39,000,000 pounds. When the Civilian Conservation Corps
was established there was almost no American canned beef available.
Thus, the increased importation.

In October, however, an executive order prohibited "the use of
foreign canned.meats by the Army, the Navy, and the C. C. C. Camps.
This order not only prohibited lmportations from these sources, but also

prohibited the use of that which was already on hand."57 This was a

Y

2 Voltmer to Wallace, November 22, 1933, National Archives,
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rather foolish but, perhaps, politically wise move. In any case, the
Department of Agriculture acted as a sturdy watchdog against such un-
Americen actions. In May 1934 Secretary Wallace chastised Secretary of
Wear George Dern because the Department of War had purchased two million
pounds of beef in the Philippine Islands. Because of the American sur-
plus, Wallece declared, he wanted no foreign purchases made. If there
was a great difference between the price of the Americen and foreign

beef, he continued, then Dern should contact him before buying the

58

foreign product. Although a tempest in & teapot, blaming the importa-

tion of canned beef for their troubles was typical of cattlemen in the
winter of 1933. They also sought to blame the packers and the dairy
industry.

Mrs. H. B. Price of Reading, Kansas expressed a common antago-
nism of cattlemen toward the processing industry:

With all the other things that the "New Deal" is attempting to
do, why don't they try to help the cattle industry--the greatest
industry in the United States, reaching out so far and doing so
much good for all? Why don't they try to reach the packers in
some way, forcing them to pay what they should for the cattle
that are shipped to market? It is because the packers control
the price of cattle, and pay so little for them, that the people
who are in this business are having such & hard time even to
keep their land.

My heart goes out to each one, man or woman, who has cattle and
land. How brave and courageous they always are, never expect-
ing to have but what is right for their stock, or for that which
they raise on their land! But they do not receive it. They
have been robbed for years of that which belonged to them and
for which they worked so hard. Why can't the government do
something to reach the few men who control the price of cattle
every day they are 5014179
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Mrs. Price accepted and repeated all of the traditional agrarian myths
about the integrity and independence of cattle ranchers. It was, and
is, common to picture ranchers on the side of the angels, independent,
unselfish and desiring only what their back-breaking labor produced.
This grand character was somewhat tarnished by the insistent demands of
the cattlemen for higher prices and federal aid. Ranchers justified
their demand for grester prices by claiming that the packers were taking
an unfair portion of the profits. E. J. lewis of Omaha, Nebraska com-
plained to President Roosevelt about the low cattle prices. The packers,
he insisted, were taking everything away from the farmers. Why, he
asked, doesn't the government take over and run the processing indus-
try?6o Late in December & mass meeting at Superior, Nebrasks demanded
"regulation of markets so that producers in 1934 do not have to operate
at a loss while packers income show huge profits."6l The Administration
was having trouble with the processors at this time and undoubtedly some
of the AAA officials appreciated the sentiments expressed by E. M.
Lonabaugh of Sheridan, Wyoming who, on January 10, 1934, wrote:

Our people here feel that the Government should take super-

vision of the packing industry just as it has taken control of

the rallroads of the country; that it should fix a limit to

the salaries paid to officers of the packing companies, and

should fix prices so that the stockgrower could realize a

reasonable profit on his livestock over and above the cost of

production. . . . Until supervision of the packing industry

is undertaken by your [Wallace/ Departmen.’t6 we have little hope
for early restoration of livestock prices.®2
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Although the drive to reform the processing industry did not succeed,
the cattlemen remained interested in the govermment fixing the price of
cattle.

Iate in October 1933 H. N. Jensen demanded that Wallace peg
cattle prices "at once,."63 The refusal of the FSRC to pay more than
market price for beef was one of the major reasons for dissatisfaction
with that orgenization. The relief corporation turned down bids on
processed beef which it considered too high. During the Texas project,
it required that not less than $1.75 per hundred pounds be paid, but
made no effort to pay over the market price. When considering a similar

program in Colorado, the FSRC declared that the cost must not exceed
$2 per hundredweight. Thus, the corporation refused to try to raise
cattle prices. This caused F. BE. Mollin of the American National Live
Stock Association to send a raging telegram to Harry Hopkins:
Several press reports within last few days refer to proposed
plan to buy good-quality cows weighing from nine hundred
pounds up, at price of two dollars per hundred. Proposed
price would be bearish even on present depressed markets. Our
industry entirely unable to understand insistence of your
orgenization that beef for relief purposes must be purchased
on basis of present distressed prices and your unwillingness
to allow such purchases even normally to advance the market.
Hence, although much publicity has been given to proposed
plans for purchasing beef during the past three months, when
it would have been of great help, as that is regular shipping
season, actually practically no beef has been purchased. In
civil-works projects now under your care you are paying

generous wages for common labor. Why do you insist on buying
cows at the bottom of a distressed market.

Dolph Briscoe, reporting for the livestock Committee of Five, seconded

63Jensen to Wallace, October 31, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 16.

l+Producer, XV (January 1934), 8.
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65 In reality, cattlemen had

Mollin's attack on Hopkin's corporation.
regerded the relief purchases of beef as only a stopgep measure. Never-
theless, they were disappointed that the FSRC had done nothing to help
the industry. Many cattlemen blamed the AAA for the limited surplus-
relief purchases of beef, and thus for the lack of any ald for ranchers.

The FSRC required 1n its projects for the removal of surplus
farm commodities that the benefited industry contribute a matching sum
of money. Early in the campaign the AAA obviously intended to levy a
compeﬁsating tax on beef to provide revenue for the purchase program.
The only legal justification for the tax was to provide protection for
pork, which was on the basic commodity list, from competition with
lower-priced beef products. Declining hog prices in the fall and early
winter of 1933, however, removed any need for protecting pork and thus
any excuse for a compensating tax on beef.66 Representatives of the
cattle industry insisted they were prepared to accept the compensating
tax to support removal of excessive supplies. Actually, however, their
willingness to accept the tex was never more than a half-hearted one.
After admitting that the use of the tax to purchase surplus beef for
relief purposes would be a good thing, F. E. Mollin declared: '"but it
is my firm conviction that the greater portion of the burden of feeding
the unemployed should rest upon the federal govermment, and that the
funds advanced by the Federal Emergency Relief Commission for the

purchase of surplus commodities should considerably exceed the amounts

65Dolph Briscoe, "Report of the Committee of Five," Producer,
XV (February 1934), 17.

66Ibid.
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which the producers tax themselves for & similar purpose." Mollin
justified his position with the claim that in spite of its distressed
condition agriculture was already "voluntarily doing more than its
fair share" in providing relief food for the neecly.67 Although dis-
couraged with the limited purchases of the FSRC, spokesmen of the cat-
tle industry were more distressed by the failure of Secretary Wallace
to reach a marketing agreement with the processors.

Dolph Briscoe, Acting-Chairmen of the Committee of Five, in-
sisted that AAA officials had advised the cattlemen at the Denver meet-
ing that the "mein avenue of relief open to us was through & marketing
agreement." The Committee had worked toward this goal, but had received
little cooperation from the Department of Agriculture.68 Cattlemen
never made it exactly clear how they expected to benefit from a market-l
ing agreement. From the emphasis cattlemen put on the unfalr percentage
of the consumer dollar the processors and distributors were taking, they
obviously hoﬁed an agreement would increase and, perhaps, fix the pro-
ducer's share of the consumer dollar while restricting the portion of
the middlemen. Achievement of such a worthy and, in many ways, just
objective was extremely unlikely. But this was about the only thing
cattlemen could hope for from an agreement. The more efficient opera-
tion of the processing and distributing activities, which & marketing

agreement might have forced, would have profited the rancher little if

any. Regardless of Administration doubts, Mollin insisted the marketing

67F. E. Mollin, "Agricultural Adjustment Progrem as Cattle-
Producers View It," Producer, XV (November 1933), 8.

68
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agreement was basic to improving the cattle situation. According to
Mellin, the producers and processors reached an understanding on the
agreement in September: "I am glad to say that the packers agreed to
most of the changes we had suggested. A fine spirit of co-operation was
shown."69 This was of little importance, however, since the agreement
must be between Secretary Wallace and the processors, and the Secretary
continued to doubt the practical value of marketing agreements.Yo

In December Mollin complained to President Roosevelt about the
lack of action. Secretary Wallece, he sasid, had been asked for help in
July. In August the Department had suggested a marketing agreement, but
nothing hed been done. The FERA had announced in October plans to make
big purchases of canned beef, but, Mollin emphasized, only nominal pur-
chases had been ma.de.'-(1 Briscoe correctly understood the delay in sign-
ing an agreement with the packers. BEvery effort, he said, had been
"blocked by the unfortunate deadlock existing in the AAA. . . ." Al-
though the producers and processors had reached asgreement, "the two

schools of thought,"72 Briscoe continued, "in the AAA, diametrically

opposed to each other as to the advisability of making marketing agree-

6
9F. E. Mollin, "Agricultural Adjustment Program as Cattle-
Producers View It," 8.
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723riscoe may hsve underrated the divisions within the Depart-
ment. Wallace had never regarded the marketing agreement as being a
useful method of farm relief. Whereas, Administrator Peek believed it
very important. In addition, some members of the AAA wanted to use the
agreement to reform if not control the packing industry, demanding the
right to check company records and so forth.



1Tk
ments, prevented our reaching an agreement."73 The real block had
developed over the demend of some AAA officials that the marketing

agreement be used to reform the packing indus’c.ry.?)’L

In spite of the
failure to get & marketing agreement and the relief purchases to really
help, stockmen had other remedies which they preferred to controlled
production.

ILike hog producers, cattlemen became very interested in the
sale of their product to Russia. On November 10, 1933, R. L. Heflin
commended Roosevelt for negotiating with Russia and suggested the sale

> On November

of surplus cattle, especially cows, to the Soviet Union.
20 F. E. Mollin endorsed the idea. In & wire to Wallace, Mollin said
that, since the President had recognized Russia, Wallace should take

76

"prompt steps" to explore that outlet for surplus cattle. The execu-
tive committee of the New Mexico Cattle Growers Association "appealed
to Secretary Wallace to expedite the financing and sale to Russia of
three or four million young cows."77
A similar painless sclution was found in the attempt to blame
all cattle problems on other meat producers. Mollin held that the beef

cattle situation had been "aggravated by the crisis in meat affairs

T3
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brought about by continued heavy production of hogs, in spite of the
loss of export trade, and by persistent overproduction of dairy pro-

78

ducts."” Hog products made up & much larger percentage of the total
meat produced in the early 1930's than in the period before 1920. 1In
addition & large part of the great increase in cattle numbers could
justly be laid at the door of the dairy industry. Out of a total
increase of 8,428,000 cattle between January 1, 1928, and January 1,
1933, the beef men had contributed much less than the dalry men. Since
January 1, 1914, the total increase in cattle hed been 6,392,000 head,
of this, Mollin declared, "6,206,000 is in milk cows alone, to say
nothing of other dairy animals."” The cattlemen were right in their
claim that low grade dairy cows depressed beef cattle prices. There
wes, therefore, some justice in their desire that dairy men reduce
their numbers rather than beef ranchers. But none of the easy solu-
tions could solve the cattle problem, and by December 1933 some cattle-
men were turning to the AAA and production control as their only answer.
F. E. Mollin indicated the change in attitude of the cattle

industry in November:

Six months ago we thought we could see our way out unaided.

We could not foresee that, agriculture having been thoroughly

deflated, similar deflation would not be forced on many indus-

tries that had stubbornly held to practically a normal level

of charges. . . . We could not know that the NRA would sharp-

1y enhance the cost of all supplies needed in ranch operations;

that the practical fixing of the cotton price at 10 cents a

pound through the recently announced loan plan would strengthen
cottonseed-cake prices; that the advancing labor costs would

8. .
7 F. E. Mollin, "Agricultural Adjustment Program as Cattle-
Producers View It," 6.

79Ibid.
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so disturb the already wide differentials that todsy live cattle
are selling for less than they were six months ago.

éréditioﬁail& inéeﬁeﬁdéné %héuéh.hé ﬁe; %hétﬁeé ﬁe'likés.ié ér

not, the cattleman today is very much in the "new deal," entire-

ly unable to cope single-handed with forces that, on the one

hand, widen the spread between himself and the consumer, and,

on the other, increase his costs of operation.so

Although Mollin insisted that the traditional independence of

the rancher was being destroyed by actions of the government, he urged
Roosevelt in December to "insist that the Govermment enter the markets
now and meke substantial beef purcha.ses."81 As the livestock situation
became worse, the demand for aid intensified in Dzcember and January
1934, and a greater willingness to submit to the AAA was demonstrated
by cattlemen. E. A. Phillips, Secretary of the Montana Stockgrowers
Association, declared that stockmen were not "requesting & relief dole
or a gratuitous gift of money"; instead, he said, "they are simply ap-
pealing to the Administration to purchase their products."82 (0:13
December 29 the Arizona Livestock Conference concluded that the "major
problems of the industry can be solved only through the agencies of the
federal government." The Arizona cattlemen also advocated the develop-

ment of a production control progrem under the AAA.83

Representatives
at the Americen Nationel Livestock Association meeting in Albuquerque

were less certain. The New York Times reported that the conference of

o
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1500 cattlemen accomplished nothing. The stockmen demanded e higher
protectivé tariff and larger sales of beef. But the Times reported
only that cattlemen were angry and baffled. They did not know what
they wented. The ranchers were against any new program and felt that
nature and the AAA were against ‘~;hem.BLL The Texas delegation, however,
reported Tom Connally, wanted to make cattle a basic commodity, with
40 out of the 45 present voting a,p_proval.85

Many others also felt that beef cattle must come under the AAA.
The Grayson County Virginia Agricultural Board ‘nsisted that "beef cat-
tle should, by all means, be included under the Agricultural Adjustment
Act. . . ."86 The AAA reported that "the majority of communications
recelved . . . favor the inclusion of cattle as & basic commodity.

. "87

Without doubt the attitude of the Administration influenced
the cattlemen to ask Congress to add them to the Agricultural Adjustment
Act. Throughout the fall and winter the AAA emphasized that "had beef
been included as & basic commodity in the Agricultural Aﬁjustment Act

the problem . . . would have been much more simple and relief to cattle-

88
men more rapid." On January 2, 1934, Harry Petrie, Chief of the Cat-

81*New York Times, January 21, 1934, Section IV, 7.
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tle and Sheep Sectlon, sent out telegrams advising ranchers thav:
"Secretary Wallace is hopeful of having cattle included as basic com-
modity in Agricultural Adjustment Act. Is also hopeful of an appropria-
tior two hundred million dollars for relief of beef and dairy industries
at next session of Congress after which the way will be cleared for

w89

helpful measures. This campaign continued until Congress added beef
to the commodity list. In February Petrie promised that "the bill now
before the United States Senate when passed will provide the machinery
whereby it will become possible to produce & beneficial program for the

n30 He also warned: "You no doubt realize there is

cattle industry.
no possibility of helpful measures being exercised as far as beef cat-
tle is concerned until H. R. 7478 making cattle a basic commodity becomes

a law."gl

With the full approval of the Department of Agriculture and
the somewhat regretful acceptance of the cattle industry, Congress placed
the rancher under the protective wing of the AAA, The Jones-Connally
Relief Bill, which passed on April 7, 1934, made cattle a basic commodity
and authorized the appropriation of $200,000,000 for Secretary Wallace

to use for the benefit of the beef ahd dairy industries.

Considerable controversy developed over the large sppropria-

tion. Wallace &t one time "anticipated that at least $150,000,000 of

the above amount would be returned to the Treasury out of future proc-

89Petrie to Philip A. Klipstein, January 2, 193%, National
Archives, R. G. 145. :

90Petrie to Brinton F. Hall, February 13, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

1 , .
9 Petrie to Samuel Fischer, February 19, 1934, National
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92 Cattlemen and meny of their congressional representa-

essing taxes."
tives were so opposed to the processing tax, however, that it was left
very unclear whether the grant would be repaid or not. Most cattlemen
felt that they deserved & free grant, and many observers regarded the

93

authorization as such. Wallace gave the idea credence by promising,
said Richard Mifflin Kleberg, representative from Texas, "that for the
immediate future no processing tax would be" levied on the beef indus-

ok In any case, the way was now clear for the development of that

try.
beneficial program the égricultural officials had been promising cattle-
men.

Well before cattle were made a basic commodity planning began
for & production control program. The Department of Agriculture calied
a conference of beef and dairy representatives to méet late in January
in Washington. Harry Petrie reported that "the consensus of opinion"
of the cattlemen held that there was an "extreme surplus of cattle, the
number being something like eight or ten million head.” The representa-
tives, Petrie said, recommended a reduction program of three million
cows and one million‘heifers. The cows would be killed with the edible
used for relief. There were two ideas on the heifers with one group
suggesting a "graduated spaying program" but Petrie preferred a moderate

95

bonus purchase plan. There was, therefore, semiofficial agreement on
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the need for a cattle reduction program by the end of January, and the
Administration immediately began a search for canning facilities for

96

such a project. At this time plans for a cattle program resembled
the Emergency Hog Marketing project.

Between the late January meeting and early May the Departmsnt
of Agriculture worked energetically to secure a cattle reduction program.
Secretary Wallace admitted in March that: "We will probably have to
regort to the removal of beef from commercial channels for relief pur-

poses just as we did in the case of hogs. 7

The drive for a
reduction-control program intensiried after the passage of the Jones-
Connally bill on April 7. Agricultural officials called a beef cattle
conference in Chicago on April 26. It was obvious that cattlemen were
8till not fully committed to a control plan. C. C. Davis, now the AAA
edministrator, emphasized the necessity of both reducing and controlling
the cattle population: "Substantial increases have occurred in both
kinds /dairy and beef/ of cattle during the past six years. . . . The
average annual crop of calves of the past six years could be produced
with 6,500,000 fewer cows than are on the farms and ranches at the

present time." No "immediate elimination" of that number should be
attempted, however, because there was no possible outlet for that
amount. Davis concluded by throwing the problem into the lap of the

cattlemen: "The development of an actual beef cattle program logically

96Petrie to Philip A. Klipstein, February 5, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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belongs to the group mseting here todasy. You represent cattlemen in
all parts of this country. Those of us in the Administration desire
to see you proceed immediately to develop & sound program suited to
the needs of the industry, just as did the corn and hog producers of
the Middlewest."98

G. B. Thorne, AAA economist, also told the cattlemen that they
must reduce cattle numbers to prevent production of "record beef sup-
plies." Although "liquidation of surplus cows would no doubt occur in
the next few years, regardless of an adjustment program,” it would be
a very painful process and would further depress cattle prices. It
would be wise, therefore, to work out a less disastrous method of reduc-
tion and "to take steps to prevent a repetition of such an unfavorable
supply situation in future years, and to reduce the sharp fluctuations

in cattle production."99

Davis and Thorne thus warned the cattle
representatives that a planned reduction-control program to meet the
surplus problem would be far less painful than the otherwise inevitable
unplanned and chaotic liguidation.

Harry Petrie, who acted as chairman of the congress, backed
up the statements of Davis and Thorne, emphasizing that the source of
the cattle "producers' trouble is chiefly due to a surplus of dairy and
beef cows." More important Petrie summed up the suggested proposals

and warned the stockmen thet there was no easy way out. The "exclusion

98Davis, "Address to Beef Cattle Congress," Chicago, April 26,
193k, National Archives, R. G. 145.

99Thorne, "Address to Beef Cattle Congress,” Chicago, April 26,
1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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of imports and removel of diseased cattle' was good, he admitted, but
offered no solution. Government buying of cows and heifers for relief
purposes was limited, he warned by "the amounts of beef that could be
consumed by people who are not able to buy it with their own funds."
Perhaps, "15,000 to 20,000 head of cattle a month" could be consumesd
by the needy. But removal of some of the surplus cattle flooding the
market "would not get down to the root of the problem," Petrie declared,
for "it would not prevent the birth of excessive calves. It would do
but little good to relleve the market todsy if we flooded it again to-
morrow."loo Thus, according to Petrie, the removal schemes would be of
only temporary value, just as was the emergency hog purchases, for the
real necessity was the development of a more permanent production con-
trol program. Cattlemen were prepared to go along with temporary reduc-
tion proposals as they offered cash, but they were less willing to accept
a long-terﬁ curteilment plan.

Petrie also expressed doubts as&bout the value of the populer
control schemes. The plan, he said, of spaying heifers and offering
premiums on cows and heifers marketed had a number of drawbacks. Un-
doubtedly, Petrie agreed, the peyment of & "substantial sum" would en-
courage stockmen to sell their females. "If it were made profitable,
however, for & stockman to market female cattle,”" he warned, "it would
at the same time be profitable for him to raise more." None of the
plens advanced, Petrie felt, reached the heart of the cattle problem,

permanent control of the number of breeding stock:

looPetfie, "Address to Beef Cattle Congress," Chicago, April

26, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1h5.
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In order to attack the cattle industry's key problem at its

roots, we must not only reduce the number of females on hand,

but provide some meens whereby the number of femmles can be

kept at the new or lower level to which it is reduced. If

producers decide in a generel wey that they want a cattle

production control program, it will be up to them to determine

the point at which control should be exercised.
Thus, Petrie also left the development of a long-term curtailment pro-
gram up to the cattlemen. He warned the stockmen, however, that unless
a definite control plan were adopted immediately "there will be plenty
of trouble ahead.”lOl

In spite of the appeals and warnings of Administration repre-

sentatives about the necessity of developing both reduction end control
programs, the cattlemen remained basically uninterested especially in
the control aspect. About the only thing the stockmen could agree on
was the opinion of Charles A. Ewing, President of the National Livestock
Marketing Agency, that: "No other great basic business--and this is the
biggest, most extensive and most important business in the country, and
I think always will be--is more deeply in distress with its dollar at a

n102 Petrie later ad-

less parity price, than the livestock industry.
mitted that there was "much opposition to any program being undertaken
as many of those present thought there was nothing wrong with the cattle
business." The only thing accomplished by the conference, Petrie de-

clared, was the creation of a Committee of Twenty-five.lo3 This was &

101petrie, "Address to Beef Cattle Congress,” Chicago, April
26, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.

102
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more significant achievement then he indicated, for Petrie was permitted
to choose the members of the committee. The committee agreed on & re-
duction and control program almost immediately, recommending & 20 per
cent reduction in breeding females by January 1, 1937. The group even
accepted a processing tax, but asked that it be kept low. They also
suggested immediate institution of the disease eradication and relief
purchase projects.th

The acceptance of a reduction-curtailment program did not mean
that cattlemen favored the idea. Meny, if not most, simply submitied
to the cash inducement which came with the reduction portion. H. J.
Baker, Director of Extension Service in New Jersey, in expressing the
attitude of dairy men in his state summed up quite well the attitude of
cattlemen. "They," he said, "would like to see dairy farmers in other
parts of the country reduced but they do not want to do any reducing
themselves." % Others might accept reduction, but they did not like
it. One humorous critic asked Wallace not to use the piggy sow method
to reduce beef cattle numbers. Instead, he suggested that Wallace
"instruct the farmers to allow the bulls and cows run together, but put
roller skates on the hind feet of all the bulls."106

In spite of the somewhat unwilling attitude of cattlemen, a

1Oh"Resolutions Adopted by the Production and Reduction Control
Committee of the Committee of 25 Representlng the Cattle Industry,"
National Archives, R, G. 145.
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cattle program had been developed by early May. Oan the 9th C. C. Davis
informed a Congressional appropriation committee of the plan, which in-
cluded the paying of $25 per head for 2,000,000 cows for relief purposes.
The project also called for $6,000,000 for the "purchase and distribution
of cattle from drought stricken areas. . . Lot This last provision
forétold the joker which interrupted and finally destroyed the tortuously
developed control program. For, nature, through the most disastrous
drought in American history, was prepared to wreak destruction on a far
grander scale than the New Deal planners, even in the nightmares of the

most severe critics, ever contemplated.

107Tentative Estimate of Expenditures, by objects, of $150,-
000,000 if appropriated for carrying out sections 2 and 6 of Public
No. 142 734 Congress, approved April 7, 1934: Davis to J. P. Buchanan,
Mey 9, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.



CHAPTER VII
THE EMERGENCY DROUGHT PURCHASE PROGRAM

The disastrous drought of 1934 which centered in the Dekotas
and Minnesote in early Masy was merely the climax of a downward trend in
precipitation extending over the previous decade in parts of the West
North Central States. The lack of rainfall first became pronounced in
1929 and precipitation was again very light in 1933 with feed crops well
below average. This meant that feed resources in the spring and summer
of 1934 were very limited and that farmers were ill prepared to meet
the "most disastrous and farreaching drought, according to the Weather
Bureeau, during approximately seventy years of weather-recording." During
the first four months of 1934, rainfall in the Dakctas was the lightest
on record and was only 54 per cent of normsl in Minnesota.l Although
the situation was most serious in those three states, drought conditions
were spreading with varying intensity throughout most of the area west
of the Mississippi River and to some regions east of the river. By the

first week of May there was ample indication of severe damasge "to crops

l"The Drought of 1934-35: A Record of Programs of Commodities
Purchase Section Agricultural Adjustment Administration and Related
Activities in Drought Stricken Areas," Prepared in the Statistical and
Historical Unit, Unpublished Manuscript in National Archives, R. G. 1k5,
p. 7. Hereafter cited as "The Drought of 1934-35."
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and shortage of water supply effecting the lives of animals, as well as
human beings."2

Even before a beef cattle curtailment program had been agreed
upon, appeals for help in meeting the spreading drought conditilons had
begun to arrive in Washington. On April 30 the Minnesota State Relief
Director remarked that "it is péssible to feed people and keep them
alive in the Drought stricken regions, but I can't see where it is

humanly possible to keep the stock alive."3

About the first of May
Anns, Dickie Olesen, of the Minnesote National Emergency Council, warned:
"I fear blood-shed and riots out there the drought regiog7 and loss of
.'Life."h A meeting held in Montevideo, Minnesota late in April may have
led to the expression of concern about riots and bloodshed. In discuss-
ing the drought situation considerable bitterness was voiced sbout past
failures and the lack of & federal relief plan. J. J. Heimark raged:
"We have had promises from one administration and another. . . . Roose-
velt's policies have not been lived up to. . . ., the American people
are getting to the end of their patience. They will not tolerate these

conditions."5

As hot dry days were followed by others even worse, the short

temper of the American farmer was quickened to the boiling point. But

2Ibid., 1h.
3

k .
Anns Dickie Olesen to Frank Ward, gquoted in Fred A. Ironside
to C. C. Davis, May 3, 193k, National Archives, R. G. 12k.
. 5Remarks of J. J. Heimark, Records of Meeting Montevideo,
Minnesota, April, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.

Toid., 22.
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often anger and sturdy resolves dissolved into & sense of despair, amnd
then pleas for government help. Although many people seemed to lose
all spirit in the face of the great natural disaster, others managed
to maintain a sense of humor, even while asking for assistance. In the
great "show me" spirit of Missouri, Albert Kuhn of that state put the
situation to Henry Wellace in a rather cynical fashion: “Jé need more
rain, everything is drying up; why in hell don't you see to that!"6
Evidently Kuhn doubted that the Secretary could handle the problem.
But the realizetion that everything was "drying up" and that something
must be done weighed heevily on the minds of AAA officials. Although
there was no real hope of meking it rain, that and many other projects
came into the discussions of ways to deal with the drought.

The mention of buylng and distributing cattle from drought
gstricken areas in the C. C. Davis communication to President Roosevelt
on May 9 was the first apparent recognition of & possible federal relief
purchase program induced by the weather. On May 11 Economist Nils A.
Olsen was appointed to head a drought study committee.7 Three days
leter Secretary Wellace received a report on the parched areas with
recommendations for federal action. The cattle situation, the report
iﬁdicated, was "very critical” and a program to reduce the cattle popu-
lation by 25 per cent might be necessary. Such & reduction project
would involve the purchase and FSRC relief usage of cattle "principally

in drouth stricken areas at prices sufficiently higher than prevailing

6Kuhn to Wallace, May 27, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1i5.

7Paul H. Appleby: Memorandum for Nils A. Olsen, May 11, 193k,
National Archives, R. G. 16.
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merket prices to induce . . . a reduction of from 20 to 30 percent in
areas where cattle numbers are too large in relation to available feed

supplies." The FSRC experiment in Texas the previous winter served as

1

8
a "precedent for this policy," it was suggested. The AAA asnnounced on

May 15 thet plans for cattle purchaeses and other measures were being
developed.9

The report indicated no real conception of the seriousness of
the drought situation. The reservation of only $6 million in the Davis
outline and the apprehension on May 14 thet cattlemen would need an
inducement to get rid of their livestock revealed an unfortunate opti-
mism. Evidently, the AAA was thinking of the purchase project as & part
of the curtailment progrem rather than as an emergency measure. In
reality, farmers for some time would need to be discouraged from dis-
posing of their foundamtion stock rather than to be encouraged to sell.
Faced with a feed shortage during the spring, and continued dry hot
summer days, cattlemen were more than eager to reduce the size of their
herds. Perhaps, the government purchases would prove to be a too popu-
lar solution to the drought crisis.

After deciding that weather conditions had created an emergency
situation, the USDA officials became very active. But, after announcing
that plans were under consideration for drought purchases and for relax-
ation of production control contracts limiting feed crop acreage and

pasturage, officials appeared at somewhat of a loss as to what to do

8 ' '
Memorandum for Wallace on Recommendation for Federal Action
on Drought, May 11, 1934, Rational Archives, R. G. 16.

9AAA Press Release, May 15, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1U5.
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next. Indeed, Washington remained quite uncertain about either the
nature or extent of a drought progrem and for some time many AAA offi-
cials regarded the purchase project as primarily an emergency extension
of the cattle control plan.

During the third week of Mey representatives of the AAA, the
FERA and the Farm Credit Administration met in attempts to work out the
details of a government program.lo In addition to the difficulty of
estimeting the possible need, the Senate deley in approving the authori-
zation of the Jones-Connally appropriation of $150 million for relief
of the dairy and beef indusiries hampered any estimate of the funds
available for a.purchase project. The AAA officials could say only
that relief purchases of cattle would be "a part of the larger program
and that they would be 'substantial.'"ll Cn May 21, however, C. C.
Davis announced the appointment of E. W. Sheets of the Bureau of Animal
Industry to head the Emergency Drought Relief Service. Sheets was
given charge of all drought relief activities of the AAA and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, including the proposed buying project.12 On the
same day the Drought Relief Service was created as a part of the AAA.13

The AAA hed already prepared to draw back from the production

control plan for beef cattle. On May 18 Harry Petrie, head of the

lOGeorge E. Farrell to Gerald P. Nye, May 18, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1h5.

llNew York Times, Msy 19, 1934, p. 3.

12AAA Press Release, May 21, 1934, National Archives, R. G.
16.

1
3c. C. Davis, General Office Order, No. 41, May 21, 1934,
National Archives, R. G. 1k5.
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cattle and sheep section, reported that representatives of the cattle
industry had agreed on & control program, but the AAA would make no
decision on it until the extent of the drought could be determined.
The necessity of removing 1,500,000 starving cattle from the Dakotas
and Minnesota presented, he declared, the most pressing problem.lu
later, Petrie admitted that any plan to restrict livestock output was
now "impracticeble," and that the cattle reduction brought on by the
drought would determine "to an uncertain degree" any future control
progra.m.15 It was virtually impossible, however, for some of the AAA
planners to abandon their long sought limitation program. Indeed,
some, Petrie among them, continued to believe the emergency purchases
could Be made & part of the over-all livestock control plan. But there
vas & realization that it would be unwise to talk about a special govern-
ment program for restricting production. Petrie now even refused to
allow a representative of the Department to discuss cattle control or
reduction plans before & meeting of the Colorado Stockgrowers and
Feeders Association. Since nsture had stepped in to make "more drastic"
reductions than any the planners had contemplated, the interest of the
agricultural officials, he stressed, must be one "solely of relief

16

measures."”

n May 23, 121 counties in Minnesota and the Dakotas were

N
N L Petrie to Walter P. Smith, May 18, 193L4, National Archives,
R. G. 145. . .

15

N Petrie to R. C. McChord, Msy 22, 193k, National Archives,
R. G. 145. :

1
" 6Petrie to B. F. Davis, May 22, 1934, National Archives,
R, G. 145.
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designated as the emergency drought area. The cattle removel program,

1
it was declared, would begin in these counties. 1

The Area Designation
Committee, as it wes later called, used two classifications. In the
emergency counties all types of drought relief were granted, but the
purchase program was not in effect in the secondsry counties. This ac-
tion did not mean, however, that either the objectives or plans for
cattle purchases or the other drought relief measures were in final
form.

On May 25 the General Committee of the DRS reported on things
the government could do to aid the stricken farmers. The committee
called for relaxation of production control contracts to allow the
planting of hay and forage crops, modification of restrictioné to permit
pasturage on contracted acreage, and direct relief to farmers through
supplying feed for subsistence stock. ILiberalization of credit by the
Farm Credit Administration and a request to the railroads for reduced
freight rates on cattle shipped out or feed moved into the drought aresas
were also recommended. The purchase and shipment of catile from the
distressed area was the final suggestion.l8 At this time Chester Davis
reported to the President on the drought situation and on government
measures teken or planned to meet it. Cattle purchases, designed to
remove the "weakest and poorest condition animsls first," would be made,

he said, in the drought counties where the feed situation seemed most

1
7Emergency Drought Counties Designated, May 23, 1934,
National Archives, R. G. 145.

18
Meeting of General Committee of DRS, Mey 25, 1934, National

Archives, R. G. 1ks.
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scute. The removal project could be financed, Davis declared, by the
$150, 000,000 made availsble by the Jones-Connally appropriation, and
he optimistically declared that "further legislation does not appear
necessany."lg

Davis also outiined ﬁhe administrative system for the emergency
program. A state and local organization was being created to cooperate
with the DRS. State directors had been appointed for the Dakotas and
Minnesota, and would be named elsewhere when needed, to oversee the
federal relief activities. The cattle would be purchased on the farm
by local committees working with inspectors from the Bureau of Animal
Industries and the Farm Credit Administration. After the cgttle had
been bought for the AAA, they would be turned over to the FSRC. The
Relief Administration planned to process most of the edible animals
for distribution to families on relief rolls end hoped to return some
to farmers of '"'subsistence' cattle units." Those cattle which were
diseased or judged unfit for food were to be condemmed and disposed of

on the farm.eo

Although methods varied, the condemned animals were usually
shot and buried in long trenches. This became more complicated when
buying became so large, but the same methods of burial or burning were
used. Because it seemed so wasteful to kill and bury thousands of cows

and calves, this was one of the most severely criticized parts of the

l9Davis to Roosevelt, May 25, 1934, National Archives, R. G.

1k45,

20Detailed Report on the Emergency Drought Situation and
Measures which have been taken or are recommended by the Federal
Agencies, May 25, 1934, R. G. 145.
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drought program. Actually it was less wasteful thﬁn it seemed. Only
the diseased and the severely emaciated were to be condemned and even
these, at least the undiseased, could be saved by the owner and the
relief workers who participated in the purchase program as food for
their families. Enforcement of the restrictions on the use of condemned
meat for food depended upon the section and the people irn charge. In
some areas, the officials permitted anyone who needed meat to salvage
enough for his family.

Representatives of the AAA, FSRC and the packing industry also
met on May 25 to discuss the purchase program. Special attention was
given to the hopé of the Drought Administration to buy 50,000 cattle per
week.gl The next day the President of the Institute of American Meat
Packers notified members of his organization of the project and esti-
mated thet the govermment would buy onme million cattle.22 Thus, by the
last week of May the Administration wes prepared to begin its cattle
buying program. Very quickly, therefore, plans had been developed and
an organization started to buy cattle in the drought stricken region.
Furthermore, the effects of the drought were spreading. On May 29 the
northwestern corner of the Texas panhandle was added to the emergency
list and restrictions on the planting of feed or forage crops on con-

2
tracted acreage were relaxed in the drought area. 3 By this time some

leemorandum on Meeting, AAA, FSRC and Packers, May 25, 193k,
‘National Archives, R. G. 12k4.

2
2William Whitfield Woods to Members, Institute of American

Mbﬁt Packers, Bulletin No. 225, May 26, 1934, National Archives, R. G.
124.

2 | '
3AAA Press Release, May 29, 1934, National Archives, R. G.

1h5.
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of the states were considering some rather drastic actions on the state
level, but the federal forces were now moving in and the national pro-
gram overshadowed any possible state measures.

E. W. Sheets moved to St. Paul at the end of May to begin
federal buying. At the very last minute the government agreed on a
two payment price schedule. The farmer would receive a purchase price
of from $1 to $14 per head, plus & benefit payment of from $3 to $6 per
head, with both prices based on the age and condition of the animal.
" All who sold cattle were required to sign an emsrgency cattle agreement
pledging to perticipate in any future adjustment prv:;gr»snms.al'l Thus, $20
was the meaximum combined payment possible under the schedule, and the
average would be considerebly less than that. Although the maximum
price was not much above the average farm price for cattle, the drought
schedule was actually quite generous. A great many of the cattle sold
were of the low-grade or cull variety and many of them were so starved
and emaciated that they could not have survived e shipment to market.
In addition, it was obvious that if the government had not bought cattle
many would have been forced on the regular market and thus have depressed
prices even further.

The first cattle appraisals were made on the last day of May
and the initial purchases were completed on June 6. Six days later,
checks totaling $1051 were issued to ten farmers from ‘Praverse County,

Minnesota, in payment for the first 70 drought ca,ttle.25

2h0klahoma Farmer-Stockman, XIVII (June 15, 193%), 4. The
benefit payment wes not subject to the interests of lienholders but was
reserved for the producer alone.

250. C. Davis: Memorandum for Wallece, June 13, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 145. :
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Even before the first appraisals began, Sheets indicated a
need for more money. On May 30 he declered that "the most imperative
action required is . . . appropriation by Congress of not less than
$250,000,000 . . . for agricultural drought relief." Otherwise, he
believed, it would take the livestock industry twensy years to recover
from the severe loss to foundation herds.26 Cn June 9 President Roose-
velt told Congress that the drought situetion continued grave. There-
fore, he asked for an emergency appropriation of $525 million with $75

million to be used in the purchase pro,jec*l;.27

Congress agreed that a
general drought relief program of mejor proportions was necessary and
promptly appropriated the requested money.

Meanwhile, the Drought Plans Committee was working out the
mejor objectives to be accomplished under the purchase program. The
project was to offer relief to owners of drought stricken cattle, it
should conserve feed, preserve the better type of foundation stock, and
remove &5 many low-producing and diseased animals as possible. In
addition, it was hoped that the program would provide meat to the needy,
relleve pressure on the beef market and, finally, reduce the total
number of cattle. With these aims in mind, the Committee emphasized
that the program should be pictured as & voluntary measure for those

farmers who wanted to sell their cattle and sign the Emergency Catile

Agreement. The Plans Committee further pointed to the need for, and -

26Philip G. Murphy: Memorandum for C. C. Davis, June 1, 193k4;
National Archives, R. G. 16.

27Theiublic Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt:
The Advance of Recovery and Reform, 11l (New York: Random House, 1938),
293-295.
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responsibilities of, the state and local organizetions under the DRS,
The community committees were not only to oversee the details of the
buying but should also perform an educational function by explaining
the character of the project to farmers.

The DRS continued to develop the details for selling and buy-
ing cattle. Those farmers in emsrgency counties who wanted to sell
thelir cattle should epply to local drought relief representatives for
permission, assemble them at & designated tims and place, try to have
any lienholder or lendlord present for the appraisal, sign the required
egreements, deliver the accepted animals to the FSRC representative,
and dispose of the condemned cattle. Iocal representatives were respon-
sible for appraising, while inspectors from the BAI examined the prof-
fered animals, selected those suitable for food purposes and condemned
those diseased or suffering from malnutrition. Only the minimum purchese
price and benefit payment could be offered on those Judged unfit for
food, but the farmer had the right to reject all sppraisals. Too, the
farmer could salvage the hides and any of the carcass of a condemned
animsl for his own use. A further ruling declared that payment could be
made only on those animals still alive when inspected.29 Obviously these
aims and regulations were presented to meet and, hopefully, to curtail
complaints similar to those which developed during the hog buying of

1933, to answer some criticism already proffered, to provide a basis

28
Drought Plans Committee: Memorandum for Philip Murphy,
June 21, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1h45.

29Drought-Plans Committee: Memorandum for Philip Mnrphy,
June 21, 1934, Rational Archives, R. G. 1u45.
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for an educational or publicity campaign, and to develop & more orderly
administration of the program.

By late June the most pressing problem was that of a more ef-
fective handling of the purchases. After the AAA bought the cattle, it
immediately donated them, except the condemned, to the FSRC for disposal.
At first the FSRC either assigned the animals to state or local relief
agencies or sent them elsevhere for processing, but catile were also
being shipped to non-drought areas for pasturage while awaiting process-
ing. The relief corporation could now dispose of the drought purchases
by distributing suitable cattle as subsistence stock, shipping them to
commercial packers for immediate processing, donsting them to state
relief administrations "for processing in plents operated as work relief

projects or in commercial packing plants,"

or shipping them out of the
drought area to awalt slaughter or redistribution.30 Although a "cattle
movement and quota" committee was created on June 23 to coordinate the

buying and selling operations,3l

no changes were made in the administra-
tion of the relief project.
The drought levied its heaviest toll during July. Continued

lack of moisture and intense heat brought an "enormous increase in the

number of cattle"” offered to the AAA.32 Counties had been classified

30Philip Murphy: Memorandum to Wallace, June 25, 1934,
Netional Archives, R. G. 16.

1

3 Conference on Correlation and Coordination among the differ-
ent Departments handling the purchasing, processing end distributing of
1ivest0ﬁk from the drought states, June 23, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 145.

2 . ’
32umne Drought of 1934-35," p. 55.
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as either emergency or secondary in all states west of the Mississippi
River, except Washingbton, and in three states east of the river. Seven
counties in Florida also received the emergency designation, with all

33 When the Aresa

of its benefits, because of a serious flood situation.
Designation Committee ceased its activities on October 24, 1934, 1,187
emergency and 270 secondary counties in 25 states remained on the
drought lis’c.sl+

Paralleling the rapidly expanding drought area was the greatly
increased rate of buying. Originally the DRS had contemplated purchas-
ing 50,000 cattle per week, but in the second week of June it bought
over 125,000 head and in the week ending on June 30 purchases totaled
262,009. The rate almost doubled in the next month as the DRS purchased
506,273 cattle in the week ending July 28. Although buying declined
slightly the next week, purchases totaled about 588,779 in the week
ending on August 11 and remained at or above that level through the
second week of September.35

By mid-July it was obvious that the purchase project would be
much larger than anyone had anticipated and Washington was being sub-
Jected to pressure from an increasingly panic-stricken public. The
drought office in Missouri reported that "telegrams, telephone calls,
letters and personal visits by county agents and farmers are becoming

more numerous ea&ch day and indicating that farmers are on the verge of

Bnia., 35, 59.

3 rpid., 68.

3%mvia., table 10, p. 78.
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w36 Confronted with such reports, Secretary Wallace

getting panicky.
estimated that the DRS would buy between three and five million cattle
and declared that other purchase programs were being considered.37 By
the third week of July the far greater cfferings than expected, finan-
cial limitations, difficulties with shipping and processing, and largely
uncontrolled buying ell contributed to what verged on chaos.
With an expanding purchase area and increasing demands for

government buying, purchase restrictions were lifted in some areas and

38

new programs were developed during the last week of July. Although

an attempt was made at this time to establish "daily purchase quotas”
and to limit buying to the areas in the "most distressed condition,"39
the opposite seemed to result. D. A. FitzGerald declared that "state
officials almost seemed to be vying with one another to see who could

purchase the largest number of éattle.' Cattle were purchased "so
rapidly and so promiscuously,” he sald, "that no one had an accurate
estimate of the number of head being bought from day to day or of what
the total commitment" of the government was. Indeed, it was later dis-
covered that about 30,000 morae cattle had been purchesed than had been
reported, and the drought authorities were forced to revise their plans

accordingly.ho At the same time plans for instituting new purchase

36
R. G. 145.

37
R. G. 16.

38
R. G. 1k5.

R. R. Thomasson to Sheets, July 17, 1934, FHational Archives,
Wallace to Roosevelt, July 19, 1934, National Archives,

C. D. Lowe to O. B. Martin, July 28, 1934, National Archives,
39 wmeme Drought of 1934-35," p. 58.

In
OFitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A (Washington: The
Brookings Imstitution, 1935), 202-203.
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programs were being completed. As a result of constant appeals "from
individusl producers, locael and state sheep end goat organizations and
the National Wool Growers' Association," a general sheep and goat pur-
chase project was 6.4:-.vezloloed.l+l On July 30 E. W. Sheets declared that
it was necessary to buy pure bred cattle to preserve good breeding
stock.u2 Although buying in the new programs did not start until
September, their development tended to complicate the general relief
operations.

Under the weight of & steadlly growing program and continuing
serious drought conditions, it was decided to reorganize the drought
relief edministration. The President's Drought Relief Committee made
up of Wallace, Davis of the AAA, Hopkins of the FERA, and William I.
Myers, Governor of the Ferm Credit Aédministration, had been created to
give over-all guidance to federal policies. The Livestock-Feed Commit-
tee, headed by Calvin B. Hoover, coordinated the drought relief meas-
ures. Harry Petrie was sent to Denver to oversee the field operations,
and E. W. Sheets was returned to his "old Jjob" with the BAI.h3 The
reorgenization was announced on August 20, but had been under considera-
tion for some time as the Livestock-Feed Committee met on that very day

and considered the pressing need for purchasing as well as shipping

L
lHa.rry Petrie: Report on Sheep and Goat Purchases by AAA
from Drought Areas; September to December 1934 to G. B, Thorne, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Library Division.

ko '
Sheets: Memorandum for C. C. Davis, July 28, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
N
3Vic‘tor Christgau: Memorandum for C. C. Davis, August 20,
193k, National Archives, R. G. 1h5.
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quotas.

The shake up in drought leadership came from the need for a
more adeépate organization to mset the much larger thén anticipated
emergency, to develop weapons other than purchasing to fight the drought,
and to bring more effective control to the purchases. But the change
also removed the center of some resentment, for Director Sheets was not
popular with some of his co-workers. This may have been based as much
on his non-AAA origin as on his hendling of the purchases. Years later
Henry Wallace agreed that "there was some conflict with Sheets,"” but

ult5

he did not "remember its nature. In any case, some members of the
AAA seemed pleased that Sheets had been sent "back to his bureau."l+6

With the dismissal of Sheets, a complex organization was
created to direct the drought relief activities. A Commodities Purchase
Section was established to handle the actual buying of livestock, and
a number of new comnittees were created to deal with specific phases
of the activities. The Drought Plans Committee, which recommended action
within the USDA and supplied information and policies to the President's
Drought Committee, and the Livestock-Purchase Committee dealt directly
with the buying project.h7

From the first the new organization demonstrated a determina-

hhTranscript of Meeting of the Livestock Feed Committee,
August 20, 1934k, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

N
SWa.llace to author, July 30, 1960.

L
6R. C. McChord to E. L. Potter, September 6, 193k, National

Archives, R. G. 145.

lr("Tme Drought of 1934-35," pp. hl-kk.
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tion to regulete more carefully where and from whom cattle were pur-
chased and immediately began an analysis of the drought and feed situa-
tion. The drought officials also resolved to limit the total number
of cattle bought and to develop facilities to feed and conserve the

remaeining stock. As the American Cettle Producer later editorialized:

Suddenly, early in September, all was changed. The question
of additionel purchases was turned over to & committee of
economists and theorists--all duly qualified by virtue of the
fact that they knew nothing about the actual situation. This
committee proceeded to scare itself as to the condition which
would exist if 1l,000,000 cattle were purchesed . . . /and
Joined by the packers 1amente§7 the situation which might exist
if they bought more cettle than enybedy intended they should.
Thereupon the committee solemnly decided that a halt should be
called, corn fodder and sirup shipped to rescue the starving
enimals, and the herds saved from further depletion.
Allowing for the evident bias of the cattlemen's journal, Washington
had obviously become frightened by the possible effects of its pur-
chases. Publicity about the expense and size of the project bothered
agricultural leadership, and Davis suggested to Wallece that future
allocations for expenditures out of emergency funds be made by letter
rather than executive order since the orders were "given publicity
which & letter will not receive."h9
The Administration also changed the emphasis on aims of and
reasons for buying. No longer did anyone talk of reducing the total
numbers of cattle. Instead, heavy emphasis was placed on the relief
and conservation goa;s. In reply to & request from Williem W. Woods

that the number of cattle purchased be restricted, Davis insisted that

hBAmerican Cattle Producer, XVI (December 193h), 14-15.

u9Davis: Memorandum for Wallace, August 2k, 1934, National
Archives, R, G. 124.
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only the "minimum number" would be bought to allow the remaining to
survive on the available feed supplies. Otherwise, "death from starva-
tion" would complete the removal process. The program, Davis declared,
"is aimed at conserving maximum emount of meat possible while meking at
least minimum provisions for feeding remeining 1ivestock.“50 Basis for
government fears could be found in cattle purchases totaling between
three and one-half and four million head by August 21 and with no end
in sight. Although previous estimates had ranged from one to 10 million
head, R. C. McChord admitted late in August that the ultimate total of

"51

purchases could not "be accurately forecast at this time. Spokesmen

for the AAA, however, talked "officially" about buying around seven

million head.”>

Into this confusion the new drought committees coura-
geously flung their regulations and restrictions.

On August 30 the Drought Plans Committee declared an end to
unrestricted buying. Henceforth, the govermment would buy only in the
"most distressed" section, from farmers who demonstrated an inability
to feed their stock, and only enough from each producer to enable him

23 The Livestock-Purchase Committee later

to feed his remaining stock.
declared that, prior to its appointment in late August, "practically

no limitaetion had been placed on the volume of purchases and it was

Opavis to Woods, August 20, 1934, National Archives, R. G.

1ks.

slMcChord to Laurel Johnson, August 27, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 1k45.

2
2 Clarence Roberts, "Cattle Buying Goes On,"” Oklshoma Farmer-
Stockman, XLVII (September 1, 1934), 3.

53Minutes, First Meeting of the Drought Plans Committee,
August 30, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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quite evident that many cettle were being purchased in areas and from
producers not in acute distress.” An analysis of available funds, past
expenditures, and the general livestock and feed conditions revealed
"quite clearly that it would be ilmpossible to purchase as many cattle
as would be offered for sale in the drought areas." In September,
therefore, limits were placed on purchases through state quotas. When
the first allocations were made by the Committee, state drought direc-
tors were instructed to check carefully the need of those wanting to
sell and "that priority be given to those cases in most acute distress.”
The Committee further emphasized that there simply was not enough money
to buy all of the cattle being offered and that the purchase restric-
tions must be observed.5h

Administration concern ebout the potential size of the puvrchase
program, both the large expeﬁditures and the possible threat to the
future of the cattile industry, led to the attempt to impose restrictions
on buying. Also, agricultural leaders had evidently decided that the
drought program was the cattle program, at least its reduction phase.
Although this was not officially stated, McChord admitted that "it seems
probable . . . that a formal reduction program will be unnecessary, at

n22

least for the present. The reorganization was an endeavor to make
the purchases strietly a relief portion of a much larger and longer

range drought program.

shLivestock Purchase Committee: Memorandum to C. C. Davis,
November 8, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.

55McChord to Laurel Johnson, August 27, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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To facilitate the reorientation of purchases the Purchase Com-
mittee declared that buying would be stopped in eight states and sus-
pended in others on September 19 pending & check of funds, the feed
pituation and cattle numbers. Allotments were mede to continue buying

through the 29th in only nine states.56

On the 19th McChord indicated
that "cattle purchases in all areas have been suspended." When buying
was resumed, he declared, it would be carried out only under the pew

stringent res‘crictions.57

The period of transition was hampered by
pressure groups who wanted buying.to cease and from others insisting
on a continuation and expansion of the project. The situation was
further complicated by a state of confusion thet resulted for a con-
siderable time, "due to the uncertainty of the organization in various
states as to where their orders from Washington should originate."58
Nevertheless, the Purchase Committee issued what it considered its
final allocations on October 10.

| The authorizations called for the bu&ing of enough cattle to
bring total purchases to about 7,737,000.59 The committee expected
these purchases to be completed arouad the middle of November. Such an

easy termination of govexmment buying, however, was not possible. Not

56Minutes of Livestock Purchase Committee, September 15, 193k,
National Archives, R. G. 12k.

57McCho:d to A. L. Brown, September 19, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1hk5. Actually buying did not stop, but allocation of
funds for further purchases was suspended.

8 .
7 M. T. Morgan: Memorandum for G. B. Thorne, June 2k, 1935,
National Archives, R. G. 1L5.

5Q
) ““AAA Press Release, October 10, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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only was there opposition within the AAA but there was also & public
demand for continued lerge-scale purchases. Early in September McChord
noted that his section had "a great deal of correspondence to take care
of and it looks as though I hardly get rid of & bunch of hot ones that
I get that many more. Politics seem to be playing quite an importeant
part and must be reckoned With."6o Although McChord was not talking
only about the demand for buying, the necessity for reckoning with
political considerations became more essential than ever as Washington
sought to end purchasing.

Farm journals, state drought officials, cattle associations,
and individuals all insisted that the cattle industry would be destroyed
if the government did not continue its purchase project. This demand,
which was not new, became more emphatic as soon as the more stringent
restrictions were imposed. Cattlemen had been promised by men "in the
field" that they would have an opportunity to sell their cattle and the
government, many of them insisted, was obligated to give them a cha.nce.61
By October, with the drought administration obviously driving to termi-
nate the buying project, opposition became more vigorous.

Harry Petrie, head of the cattle and sheep programs, now as-
sumed leadership of the drive to continue purchases. Early in October

J. L. Wright, district agent of the Extension Service in Little Rock,

wrote to county agents in the emergency drought counties. Wright quoted

€0
McChord to E. G. Potter, September 6, 1934, National

Archives, R. G. 145. The last sentence was crossed out in the draft
of this letter and probably did not go out.

1
livestock Purchase Committee: Memorandum for C. C. Davis,
November 8, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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a letter from Petrie warning that the purchases were about to end and
suggested that one last effort be made to show Washington that the
"emergency situation still exists."62 Throughout these weeks, Washing-
ton was inundsted with an almost unbelievable flood of letters and
telegrams pleading for continuation of the program. The pleas came
largely from the Mountain States and the Southwest, with petitioners
from Texas outnumbering those from any other state and, probably, those
from all other states. Although some of the requests obviously were
prompted by organized campaigns, many of them were honest appeals for
help.
Typlcal of the October petitions was a letter from J. W,

Merrill, chairman of the cattle committee in Fort Davis, Texas. Merrill
wrote Congressman R. M. Kleberg pleading for continued government pur-
chases. At first he had sold only his culls, he said, but now he wanted
to sell out. A large proportion of the cattle in the western states
would be dead by spring, Merrill warned, if the government did not buy
them.63 A. J. Luna, Mount Pleasant, Texas, declared that cattle were
not worth enough to feed on the federal loans for feed. Therefore, he
asked for continued buying:

It will be remembered that the Government gave no instructions

as to the conduct of the program and the cattle were taken up

by the authorities as they came to them and in the case of this

county, only about one-half of the farmers received any relief

whatever, and it has left the other half in as bad condition as
can possibly be.

6
2wr1ght to County Agents, October 10, 1934, National
Archives, R. G, 12k.

63

\ Merrill to Kleberg, October 25, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 1k45.
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May we insist thaﬁ you, as our Senator /Tom Connelly/, take the

proper steps before our Government to see that the peaple re-

ceive some immediate assistance.
Hundreds of such requests from Texas caused Wallace in November to tell
Kleberg that no more funds were available for Texas. That state, he
said, had already been allotted more than any other state, a total of
about 20 per cent of all funds expended. Wallace suggested, therefore,
that the Texas cattlemen turn to the feed and forage programs which
65

were available.

The American Cattle Producer continued its campaign for pro-

longed government buying. Concerned that the "future of the cattle-
buying program is now in doubt," the Producer warned that "there are
two or three million more distressed cattle . . . many of which will
die on the range if not handled soon. It would be doubtful economy to
do a good job of buying seven million cattle and then quit Just when
the progrem could be properly rounded out with a little more time and
money."66 Further demands came from cattlemen's associations. The
Wyoming-Montense LiveStock Protective Association objected to the plan
to terminate buying "when =¢ meny animals still remain on the ranges
for which there is no feed, and which consequently are threatened with

death from starvation during the coming winter." The Association then

6k
R. G. 1k5.

6
5W’a.llace to Kleberg, November 14, 1934k, National Archives,
R. G. 145. Purchase funds were again made available in Texas. This
waes simply another example of failure in an attempt to limit pur-
chases.

Lune to Tom Connally, October 30, 1934, National Archives,

66Amei~ican Cattle Producer, XVI (October 193%), 13.
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passed & resolution asking continuation of the purchaese program until
January "in order to protect stockmen in case & hard winter makes it
necessary to dispose of edditional stock."67 The Americen Nationsal
Livestock Association led most of the other cattlemen's organizations
in opposing the government's plan to end the purchase project.68

During October the drought administration attempted to develop
a follow up program. G. B. Thorne presented a plan to help eastern
farmers with adequate feed supplies buy good cattle from the drought
areas. Others were working on plans to increase and expand the pﬁr-
chage and distribution of feed into the drought region.Yo These pro-
Jects were not enough to satisfy the critics, however. T. R. Reid

warned Philip Murphy that:
.« . . the feed program will be of little service to our farmers.
The value of cattle is still too low to justify a farmer feeding
even a maintenance ration. . . . I suspect that unless eddi-
tional cattle can be moved from the farms, that many farmers
will drive their cattle into the bottoms hoping that they msy
be able to make their way thru the winter and at least they
will be far enough away that they will not be able to see them
if they starve to death.Tl

On that gloomy note the final struggle over extended buying orened.

On November 8 the Purchase Committee emphasized that the state

67Ib1d. (November 1934), 1o0.

814, (December 1934), 12.

69Thorne: Memorendum from Drought Plans Committee, October
25, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.

7oMordecai Bzekiel: Memorandum for Secretary Wallece,
November 1, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145. ‘
1
X 1 Reid to Murphy, November 1, 1934, National Archives, R. G.
12k, :
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and local orgenizations had not cooperated in its efforts to regulate
purchases. An October survey of the drought and cattle situation con-
firmed the Committee's opinion that no further buying was needed. This
attitude was based on the belief that farmers were not putting forth any
effort on their own and would not do so so long as the government was
willing to do everything.

It has been quite apparent for some time that producers in the

drought States were not going to give their best efforts in

figuring out ways and means of getting cattle through the winter

so long as there was & chance that the Government would buy some

of them at prices higher than they could expect to get from them

through any other outlet. This is & sericus situation.
Although death losses might be large, the Committee insisted that the
government could not buy all the cattle and warned that:

. the longer we continue purcheses the more obligated we

are to assume the major share of the burden of distress.

Placing the responsibility squarely on the individual, then

alding him in his own efforts as best we can, is in our opinion

the most effective way of getting & meximum number of cattle

through the winter, which should now be our major obJjective

with cattle numbers having been so drastically reduced.
More purchases could not possibly end ell protests and complaints about
unfulfilled promises. In any case, the Committee contended, "promises
of such an unofficial character should not be considered as an obliga-

1"

tion on the Govermment." Also, "much of the pressure to buy these
cattle has been originating with loan agencies," and such buying would
not be in line with the objectives of the program. Besides, the Commit-
tee hopefully claimed, protests against closure were rapidly decreasing
and "buying can be discontinued with a minimum of pressure provided we.

take & united stand." 2 Basically, the Purchase Committee hoped to

2
T Livestock Purchase Committee: Memorandum for C. C. Davis,

November 8, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.
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shift survival responsibility to farmers and ranchers and reduce
dependence on the govermment. Also, a fear existed that too many cattle
hed been purchased and thet blame for this might fall on the adjustment
programs. If the project were reopened, many wented it emphasized that
it was only because of the drought and not & part of the agricultural
adjustment program. Some officiasls even wanted to turn any further pur-
chasing over to the relief agencies.73

Although the arguments against extending purchases were persua-
sive, the proponents of more buying were too strong. Almost all of the
State Directors, who met in Kansas City on November 3, emphasized the
necessity of continuing the program. They evidenced a general feeling
that everything depended upon the government, and indicated that the
people in their states had expected everyone to have an opportunity to
sell cattle. If the program were terminated, the government would be
letting them down.'® With this backing, Petrie returned to Weshington
and insisted on the purchase of 1,250,000 more cattle.

Petrie cited &all of the common reasons for further purchases,
but he placed major emphasis on the political considerations. He ex-
plained that no one had any conception of the size of the program

during its early weeks, and as a consequence, there was no restriction

on buying "the general impression being that funds were unlimited for

73Calvin B. Hoover: Memorandum for C. C. Davis, November 7,
1934, National Archives, R. G. 16; Harry Petrie: Reasons for pur-
chasing more cattle under the Emergency Cattle Program, November 8,
1934, National Archives, ‘R. G. 145.

7hMinutes of Meeting of State Directors of Drought Relief
Service, November 3, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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making cattle purchase and that a culling program would follow.
(The damage had been done and regulations promulgated by the Livestock
Purchagse Committee at the time of their inceptidn could do little to
help. . . .)" VWhen the western ranchmen learned of the cut off "the
reaction was anything but favorable," and Petrie warned that if:
. no further purchases were made, the reaction in the

Western country, particularly the intermountain areas, would

be very severe, and that criticism thst would follow would

wipe out much of the good feeling that has been constantly

evident since the buying program was instituted. . . meny

of these people feel that the Government has actually obli-

gated itself to continue the purchase.
He also warned that ending purchases would send a "tremendous volume of
inferior cattle" to market and result in considerable confusion and "a

very marked reduction in prices,"”

something no one in the Department
could look forward to with calm impartiality. Petrie concluded that he
felt "very strongly on this matter and am sure that it would be an un-
fortunate decision if the buying was immediately concluded. By extended
purchases . . . we believe . . . that the reaction tc the whole program
will be much more favorable than will be the condition if the program
is terminated now."75
With their subordinates divided, the decision was apparently
left up to Davis and Wallace. The political considerations were prob-
ably & deciding factor, for it was announced on the 22nd that the AAA
would_buy approximately 1,500,000 more cattle. The decision was made,
the Administration declared, because purchases were necessary to prevent

76

severe losses during the winter. A press release issued on December

5

Petrie: Reasons for purchasing more cattle under the Emer-
gency Cattle Program, November 8, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.

76New York Times, November 24, 1934, p. 2.
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4 estimated that total purchases would reach about 8,52.’2,000.77
At the time of the Décember announcement purchases totaled
about 7,300,000 which left 1,200,000 cattle to be purchésed under the
extended program. Thus, the extension met the proposals of Petrie, and
he was primarily responsible for allotting the new purchase quotas.
Under the restriction drive of the Purchase Committee, buying had been
stopped in twelve states. The expanded buying was projected for the
remaining states in the Southwest and Inter-Mountain areas, with the
latter receiving the greater consideration. To the consternation of the
proponents of the reopened buying, government buyers found it extremely
difficult to f£ill their additional quotas. This resulted in a realloca-

tion of funds toc scme o wnich bad been
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demending renewed access to government funds.78

Cnly three of the
drought stetes, Illinois, Wisconsin and Califormia, were not restored
to the buying list in December 193k and January 1935.

The AAA became so anxious to buy cattle that it opened up buy-
ing operations in some areas which had never been on the emergency.
drought list. The situation in Jowa, where "all local authorities and
agencies, the Governor, senators, congressmen, the local FERA adminis-
trator, and the extension service agreed that additional purchases were
essential," was common. Some of the petitioners insisted that at least

200,000 cattle should be taken from southern Iowa alone. Funds were

allocated to buy 60,000 cattle, but farmers sold only k4,420 head. ®

X 77AAA Press Release, December 4, 1934, National Archives,
R, G. 145.

8
T FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A, 205-206.

1via., 206.
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This difficulty was encountered throughout the extended purchase period.
L. J. Allen, inspector at Oklahoms City, reported that it was extremely
difficult to get cattle.8o

On January 31, 1935, Philip Murphy wired Petrie that "in ac-
cordance with previous understanding Emergency Cattle Purchase Program
terminates February first. No extensions to be made in any state."al
In spite of the obvious lack of any great need or desire by farmers to
sell, demands for continued buying were still made. J. D. LeCron, from
Wallace's office, refused the request of Donald R. Murphy, managing

editor of Wallaces' Farmer, for continued buying:

As you know, an extension was made of the time for purchase.

. Colonel Murphy, who has charge of the cattle purchase
program for us, talked over the phone to Mr. Bliss ZEVidently
in charge of buying in Towa/ day before yesterday and Mr.
Bliss teold him that in all the drought counties and in the
four additional counties, every fermer had two or three letters
inviting him to sell cettle. Bliss seemed to feel that every-
one has had sn opportunity to sell cattle and that the closing
date of January 31 was perfectly satisfactory; he stated, in
fact, that half of the cattle when brought in for sale were
purchased by speculators rather than by the government.82

With the refusal of farmers to sell, the AAA fipally concluded its pro-
Ject at the end of January, two and one-half months after the Purchase
Committee had wanted to stop.

A variety of explanations were offered for the failure of pro-

ducers to take advantage of the offer. L. J. Allen believed that Okla-

8QAllen to Chief of Bureau of Animal Industry, January 30,
1935, National Archives, R. G. 124.

8

R. G. 16.
8
R. G. 16.

1
Murphy to Petrie, January 31, 1935, National Archives,

2LeCron to Murphy, Februery 1, 1935, National Axrchives,
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homa farmers held back "on account of the upward surge in the prices,
the mild winter, the brighter outlook for the cattle industry and the

realization that it is only sixty days until gr&ss."83

M. T. Morgan
of the AAA later contended that more cattle were not bought vecause

the "commercial market price, even for drought cattle, had risen above
the Government price."sl’L There was some justice to this contention &s
the average price on common grade cattle sold at Chicago had been
$3.67 on November 3, but was up to $4.55 on December 29 and $6.10 on
January 26.5° While FitzGerald admitted the rise in prices and mild
winter, he insisted that farmers had never really wanted or intended to
sell. The irresistible demand for prolonged buying was based, he said,
not on any wish or great need to sell but on the desire of producers "to
have this alternate outlet available in case they wsnted to take advan-

tage of it."86

The purchase of less than 800,000 cattle after November
15 proved that the Purchase Committee had been correct when it wented
to cease buying on that date. But the good will which was gained, as

Petrie had promised, was unmeasurable in numbers of cattle bought or

dollars spent.

83Allen to Chief of BAI, January 30, 1935, National Archives,
R. G. 12k.

L
8 Morgen: Memorandum for G. B. Thorne, June 24, 1935, National

Archives, R. G. 1k45.

85"The Drought of 1934-35," table 16, p. 175.

86
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CHAPTER VIII
PROBLEMS OF THE DROUGHT PURCHASE PROGRAM

The megnitude of the emergency drought buying far outweighed
all previous purchase projects. Not only were the costs much greater
but the problems were more basic and the criticism was often more
viecious. Many of the problems and reproaches came from the inability
of the Administration to settle the purpose and goals of the buying
program. Some protests centered on the handling of the project, espe-
cially on the condemnation and burial of so many animals. Other
compleints came from the lunatic fringe and professional New Deal
critics who pictured with horror this attempt to buy the souls of the
independent cattlemen while at the same time destroying the livestock
industry. Although cattle producers appreciasted the giant relief
measure, they obviously hoped to take advantage of it without giving
acquiescence to further government programs.

During the eight months of buying, the DRS purchased almost
8.3 million cattle, with nearly 18 per cent being condemned as unfit
for food. For thelr livestock, producers received purchase payments
of almost $70 million and'benefit payments of over $4#1 million. Over
two million cattle, nearly 25 per cent of the total, were bought in
Texas. The Indian Service used almost $800,000 of USDA funds to buy
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were all bawling as only cattle bawl, somevhat as dogs howl when taken
to a strange plece." The drought vietims, as Porter described them,
presented a "pitiful picture. None was a good fat cow. All were
gaunt, scrawny bony locking in various degrees. Ome could count their
ribs sticking out and see the ridge of their backbone and the humps of
their hip bones as if they were skeletons covered with canvas in a
museum. They stood almost lifeless, with their heads down and their
tails between their legs like whipped dogse"LL These were the animals
accepted for food purposes; the condemned were even in worse condition.
Despite the quality of cattle, producers and others felt the government
bounty should be even more generous than it was.

Farmers and businessmen from Chippewe County, Minnesota,
petitioned against the "unjust price schedule" established by E. W.
Sheets.5 Oscar L. Peterson of Glenwood City, Wisconsin, requested that
twice as much be paid for the cattle and that farmers who suffered death
losses ffom starvation be given a bonus.6 In August Bert Brumfield
protested that cattle were:

. . being bought at bankrupt prices.
. « The situation is serious. If it does not rain soon 75%
of the cattle hetween the Mississippl River and the R. Mountains

will have to be disposed of.

To sell these cows at $20 will bankrupt most producers. Where
will the cattle come from to replace them.

L
Porter, "Drought Produces Iean Kine of Egypt," New York
Times, August 2, 1934, p. 6.

2J. L. Saltness, et al. to Wallace, June 4, 193k, National
Archives, R. G. 1h5.

6
N Peterson to Wallace, June 13, 1934, National Archives, R. G.
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. The Government should send & lot of these cattle some-

vhere to winter even if it must be as far as South America.

It is plain that the country cennot stand the slaughter or

loss of any such number of cattle neither can it stand to have

any such large number of producers bankrupted.7
In March 1935, the North Dakota Semate claimed that, although producers
were entitled to the cost of production or perity price for their cat-
tle, the govermment hed paid only about 25 per cent of the just price.
Since producers were entitled to adjustment benefit payments of approxi-
mately $40 million, the legislators asked that a program be developed
immediately to give cattlemen parity prices and eneble them to "re-
establish their almost depleted estates. . . ." Worthy of note was the
emphasis the legislators placed on banks and credit institutions, for
"unless the producers receive just compensation for their cattle it is
going to work a hardship on banks, credit companies, and other mortgage
holders. ."8
Some of the demands for a higher price schedule came from the
creditor interests. Shortly after purchases begen, Peter Norbeck gave
the best of all possible answers to such requests. He agreed with the
South Dakota Bankers Assocliation that better prices would be fine, but
he warned that the viewpoint of the taxpayers must be taken into account.
Besides, Norbeck declared, the progrem must be viewed as "partly in the
nature of a gift from the treasury as partial relief for a distressed
people--debtors, creditors, borrowers and depositors. One difficulty

lays in fact we are put in position of & person who received a gift

7Brumfield. to Clifford B. Hope, August 13, 1934, Hational
Archives, R. G. 145.

8U. S., Congressional Record, Thth Cong., 1lst Sess., 1935,
IXXIX, Part 4, p. 3800.
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asking that it be increased and therefore his request is not well re-
ceived."9 Most cattlemen realized, as Norbeck said, that any price the
government paid for the drought cattle was in the nature of a gift and
were happy to get it.

Administration concern over the claims of creditors was partly
regponsible for one of the most bilitterly criticized aspects of the
purchase project. The Emsrgency Cattle Agreement included a clause
which bound the producer to participate in "further general programs
pertaining to adjustment or reduction of production. . . ." Although
the compulsory pledge encountered early criticism, the agricultural
officials were never able to adequately explain the requirement. The
AAA insisted that a demand to end the forced signing of contracts
"puzzles us for cattle raisers are under no compulsion to sign contracts

with the Government for the purchase of their animals."lo

Although
cattlemen were not compelled to sell their cattle, many of them felt
that requiring such & pledge under the circumstances amounted to the
use of force.

By August resentment against the cattle agreement had reached
a fever pitch. One critic complained that the contract was a "usurpa-
tion of authority . . . an abuse of power." Congress, he declared, had
no idea that Wallace would "force every farmer to abide by any rule or

regulation which he might hereafter issue in order to benefit by this

9Norbeck to South Dakota Bankers Association, Telegram, June

6, 1934, National Archives, R, G. 145.

lOPaul R. Preston to Fifth District Farmers Union Convention,
June 12, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 1L45.
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relief." Thus, Wellace and Rexford Tugwell, assistant secretary, were

taking advantage of both Congress and the fa.rmers.ll Hoard's Dairymen

also denounced the agreement: "Hailed as & humanitarian act to aid
drought stricken farmers, the government's contract for the purchase of

cattle ties the farmer hand and foot to the chariot wheel of a dicta-

tor. As Wellace said in September, the Administration seemed unsble

13

to escape the complaints. Because the caettlemen had signed the agree-

ment end received its benefites, another critic protested, the govern-
ment claimed that they had forfeited their right to question its consti-
tutionality. Thus, he declared, "actually we have bartered our liberties

for & mess of potted ham; we have surrendered our birthright for a herd
nll

of canner cows. To Alva Johnston, the drought gave the Government an

opportunity to seize control of the cattle business. When cattlemen

were threatened with the loss of their herds:

. the AAA offered to buy the cattle that were threatened
with destruction. It offered handsome prices, provided that
the cettlemen would sign up to let the Government regulate
them. Thousands of distressed ranchers took the Government
money and signed the pledge. Today, many of them are demsnd-
ing to have this pledge canceled. They assert that the Govern-
ment took advantage of their dlstress and that the pledge is
illegal because the signer was under duress.

The president of a cattle association, Alva Johnston wrote, told her

11
Harold McGuin to F. C. Flory, August 9, 1934, Nationel

Archives, R. G. 145.

lebard's Dairyman, LXXIX (August 10, 1934), 354, in National

Archives, R. G. 145.

l3wallace to E. K. Sherwood, September 20, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.
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that "'Secretary Wellace was so crazy to get us into the program that
1
he was willing to pay any price for an old cow.'" 2 Althougn this
attitude was lnconsistent with the attacks on the price schedule, it
was common in those groups who regarded the purchase project as a
Government attempt to tske over the cattle industry.
The President of the National Live Stock Associlation,

Charles E. Collins, called the purchases very beneficial, but he saw a
danger in the possibility that it would set & precedent for further
unusuel and perhaps unwise government programs. The Administration
made a very greve mistake, Colling declared:

. . . and that was the unfair and un-American contresct which

cattlemen were forced to sign in order to participate in the

benefit from this cattle selling program. Few would have

dreamed of their government, under the guise of relief,

compelling them to sign such a contract. I feel that this

convention [Ehe Associatioé] should request the Congress of

the United States, by Joint resolution, to abrogate these

contracts and restore to the cattlemen their constitutional

rights and liberties, as free men.d
Opposition to the emergency agreement culminated in a resolution intro-
duced in the Senate by Robert D. Carey of Wyoming which provided that
no one could be forced to sign & contract which bound him to cooperate
in future AAA programs.l! Thus, critics insisted that the Administra-
tion, in a dictatorial fashion, took advantage of the probléms of the
cattle producer to bring him into subjection to the Department of Agri-

culture.

1
5Johnston, "The Hamburger Bonanza," Saturday Evening Post,

CCVII (May 4, 1935), 18.
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The Administration was never able or willing to satisfactorily
or honestly answer the charges. The AAA claimed that the agreement was
the result of very careful study and forethought and was based on the
belief that, with all respect for the rights of creditors, the cattlemen
should have a reasonsble share of the money paid for the cattle to sup-
ply them with ready cash.l8 ILate in the purchase period AAA administra-
tor, C. C. Davis, avowed that the project saved the cattle industry and
attempted to justify the agreement:

I need not remind you of the plight of the cattlemen with their
stock dying for lack of feed because of the drouth. It was evi-
dent that these cattle had to be handled as soon &g possible.

No drouth relief funds were available or immediately in prospect.
The emergency drouth relief budget was not appropriated until
June 19 and no funds were actually allocated from it until August
21. The Triple A had no money to use except $100,000,000 that
had been specifically appropriated by congress for use under the
act in helping to bring about adjustments in beef and dairy
cattle.

That furnished the way out, the only way out except to wait for
a month or two, or more perhaps, for other funds. Under the
conditions that prevailed the alternative was unthinksble.

A clause was inserted in the buying contract whereby the farmer
selling drouth cattle agreed to co-operate in any cattle produc-
tion control program that might be offered by the govermment.

By en administrative ruling it will become Iinoperative after
June 1, 1935 /1936/, and those who have mouthed such fear of it
may rest easy again. Naturally, with more than 7,300,000 head
of catile vwhich would have starved already bought under the plan,
the peak of the cycle has been leveled off.

In order to understand another very pertinent feature of this
same cleuse try to lmagine that there had been no government
cattle buying program. The starving cattle that were not killed
and buried on the spot would have gone to the glutted markets

of the packers. If the packers had pald any more than the
equivalent of freight and marketing expenses, in view of such

a glut of inferior cattle, the little money that did remain
would have gone to the creditor who held the mortgage on the

18"The Drought of 1934-35," p. 51.
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cattle. The farmer would have got nothing, in most cases, for
himself .19

Thus two basic excuses, other than the necessity for great
speed, were used to justify the contract. It was claimed that the only
way Jones-Connally funds could be used was as a part of an adjustment
program. Therefore, the clduse and the benefit payment were necessery
to provide for such a general program. Also, it ensured that the
debtor farmer would receive something from the project. By dividing
the payment and reserving the benefit portion for the exclusive use of
the farmer, the producer was assured of at least a part of the federal
money. In evaluating the Davis explanstion, his emphasis on the need
for speed and the lack of federal drought funds, it should be remembered
that just before purchases began he had told the President that there
would be no need for funds other than those already available.

The contention that the use of Jones-Connally funds made neces-
sary the pledge to participate in future programs was not valid. The
funds could be used in the drought project to buy emaciated cattle
under a disease eradication program and to purchase others under a
surplus removal plan.ao The first allowed the purchase of the condemned
and the second the buying of those fit for food. Neither use required
agreement to cooperate in future programs. The AAA, however, perhaps
remembering the problems of the Farm Board, seemed to avoid the straight

surplus removal type of program.

1
9D&vis, "Priple A Saved Cattleman," (Oklahoma Farmer-Stockman,
XIVIII (January 1, 1935), 6.

2

Oufhe Drought of 1934-35," p. k6.
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The Administration also contended that the only way to ensurs
that the individual producer received some benefit from the project was
to reserve & portion of the peyment from the claims of lienholders. If
8 flat peyment, even a much larger one, vwers made, there would be no
assurance thet the farmer would profit at all. Thus, a price large
enough to cover all debts would result, AAA officials believed, in the
government buying most of the cattle and general injury to the industry
21
"with very little of the money going to the farmers." Concern with
the debt problem had been evident during the period the purchase program
was developed. The entire Administration worked day and night on the
drought project which was seriously complicated, Harry Petrie decleared:
. owing to mortgages being held by various loan organiza-

tions including local banks, these loan agencies insisting

that all money received from sales of thelr cattle be delivered

into their hands. . . . It is our thought that the farmer and

the stockmaen should be the beneficiaries to some extent on

account of the Governmental money that is being put in for

their relief; . . . . We thought it unfair to allow all the

money spent by the Govermment for purchases and bonuses to

go to the loan agencies.22
Evidently it had already been decided to make & bonus or benefit pay-
ment. Thus, reserving the benefit payment for the producer was obvious.
To do this it was not necessary, however, to require future participa-
tion. The same effect was achieved in the sheep and goat program with
a service and disposition payment which required no pledge. Nor did the

pure bred cattle producers promise future cooperation. Perhaps the

21J. D. LeCron to Luke J. Kestling, June 8, 1934, National

Archives, R. G. 145.

22
X Petrie to R. C. McChord, May 22, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 145.



227
Administration did not think of using the service payments until after
the benefit payment had been so severely criticized, but it was also
true that there had been no attempt to institute an adjustment program
for sheep and goats as there had been with cattle.

Uncertainty as to the extent of the buying project and the
possible need for a further adjustment program caused the Administra-
tion to require farmers to promise participation in future government
progrems. Many in the AAA for some time regarded the drought buying
as a part of the general caittle program. Jm June 1 F. F. Elliott,
Chief of the Production Planning Section, suggested the purchase of
cows and heifers from 2 to 5 years old and the use of adjustment con-
tracts to make the drought projeét useful in the long range adjustment

23
program.

About the same time Harry Petrie, Chief of the Cettle and
Sheep Section, wrote the Cattle Committee of Pwenty-five and asked
them to advise and aid the DRS, for, with the drought purchases, "it
appears that our program's well under way." The ultimate results of
the drought operations were not certain, however, and the DRS had
various duties not im line with the adjustment program. Therefore,
Petrie continued, the Committee and the Cattle and Sheep Section must
see that the DRS promotes "our program as far as may be possible with-
out interfering with the purely emergency functions of that service."
He then declared that if the DRS did not accomplish the adjustment "as

far as we may desire it may be necessary . . . to meet the situation."

Although the drought might cause the desired reduction of cattle

23m1iott to H. R. Tallsy, June 1, 1934, National Archives,

R. G, 1k5.
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numbers, Petrie said, his section and the Committee must "continue to
carry the responsibility of the long time catile adjustment program
until that program reaches a satisfactory consu.unnation."eh Petrie thus
expected to use the buying to further the postponed adjustment plan and,
if necessary, to follow the purchases with a regular reduction program.
As late as August 10 R. C. McChord declared the purpose of the clause
"stas to pledge the producer whose cattle were being purchased to co-
operate under the general cattle reduction program. It is believed that
you will readily see the justice and fairness of such 1.)1'~oce¢.‘lure."25

The Administration, however, had already begun to back dowm.
In July the contract was modified so that a program had to be instituted

before June 1, 1936.20

From an indefinite commitment, the pledge was
reduced to less than two years. After the reorgamnization of the drought
administration, the agriculiurel officials moved away from using the
purchases as a part of an adjustment program or of instituting a subse-
quent reduction plan. In October the Department of Agriculture declared
that production control for the beef industry would not be needed if
full employment could be restored.gT In April 1935 Chester Davis made

the full retreat. He declared that the clause simply required the same

2k
Petrie to Committee of Twenty-five, June 5, 193k, RNational
Archives, R. G. 145.

25Mc0hord to Alexander Trembley, August 10, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 1h45.

6Administrative Ruling No. 2, Emergency Cattle Agreement,
July 12, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 145.

27Depa.rtment of Agriculture to Executive Council, October 2,
193k, National Archives, R. G. 1k5.
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cooperation fundamental to all AAA programs. No adjustment program,
Davis insisted, had ever been or would ever be put into effect without
the producers receiving full information sbout it and giving considera-
tion and approval to it, and, he believed, that "farmers generally
understand this policy.“28

The cattle agreement caused additional problems. As E. W.
Gournnitz, agricultural economist, noted, confusion existed in the minds
of some people as to whether the buying project was an emergency program
or a production control measure. Although contracts were signed and
benefit payments mede, there was no real program.29 It should be
remembered that some AAA officials evidenced the same confusion.

The refusal of some creditors to sign the emergency contract
added to the administrative problems. Late in June Secretary Wallace
reported that many thousand cattle were being held, especially in North
Dakota, because second lienholders refused to sign the purchase agree-
ment. Therefore, he wanted the contract revised so that only the pro-

30 This trouble came because the

ducer and first lienholder need sign.
government price often did not cover the Iindebtedness of the first much
less the second lienholder. Administration assurance that creditors
who signed the agreement waived only that part of their lien attached

to the cattle sold31 did not satisfy some creditors who wanted and even

28Davis, "If Drought Strikes Again," Saturday Evening Post,
CCVII (April 27, 1935), 80.

29Gournnitz: Memorandum to Philip G. Murphy, November 27,
1934, National Archives, R. G. 12k.

3

X Owaliace to McCarl, June 27, 1934, National Archives, R. G.
145, :

31R. C. McChord to Baldwin Brothers, September 1k, 193k,
National Archives, R. G. 145.
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attempted to get the benefit payment as well as all of the purchase pay-
ment. Roy Adren, Dunn Center, North Dekota, reported that his loan
company would not allow him to sell the 89 cattle he had listed with
the DRS unless he turned the benefit payment over to the company: "I
t0ld them I couldn't let them have it for I didn't have any money to
buy feed and to help keep my family of 8 for this winter."32 An
Oklehome. bank went even further in an effort to collect its full debt.
A producer, R. L. Killingsworth, went to the bank, which was his lien-
holder and had signed the cattle agreement, to cash his benefit check.
He was told to endorse the check for payment, but the bank took the

check and kept the money.33

Such incidents were not common, however,
and had little influence on the buying program.

A most serious problem centered on the relationship emong, and
the different goals of, the agricultural authorities, the FERA, and the
packers. The relief authorities not only handled the govermment animals
after the DRS purchased them but also had many other relief duties. The
FSRC was anxious therefore to use the government purcheses to provide
food for the needy and to give Jjobs to the unemployed. As a conse-
quence, processing and canning establishments staffed by people on
relief rolls were opened throughout the country, including states which

were not in the drought section. Although Texas, which had 19 plants

left from the previous canning operation, began this work with the first

3
R. G. 145.

33Lee Pressman to Philip Murphy, October 25, 1934, Natiomal
Archives, R. G. 12k.

?Adren to Williem lemke, August 15, 1934, National Archives,
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purchases, it took considerable time for such establishments to be
3L

created elsevhere. Iate in August the relief plants were still in
the plenning stege in Oklehoma. Only one of the six projected process-
ing plants was in operation and plens called for the establishment of

locel cenneries in soms 40 Qklahoms counties.35

The relief administra-
tion, interested in work relief, seemed willing to prolong the process-
ing operations &8 long as possible, which conflicted with the interests
of both the Department of Agriculture and the private packers.

The processers were, of course, interssied in only one»thing,
getting the government business for themselves. During late May and
June many packers and canners, often backed by members of Congress,
asked for contracts to process the government beef.36 As the tremendous
Bize of the operation became clear, the processors beceame increasingly
resentful of the FSRC policy. Although the packers did a great part of
the government processing and, at the peak of buying, were obviously
unable to handle all of the drought purchases, they were bitterly criti-
cal of the relief plants. In August the President of the Institute of
American Meat Packers raged thaﬁ FSRC backed esteblishments "are a men-
ace to the public." He wented the relief pleants closed and the purchase
program kept to & minimum with the professional canners and packers

doing the work. He further insisted that it was not right for the

3hGrover B. Hill, Report and History of Cattle Buying Drought

Relief Program, 8, Nationel Archives, R. G. 1h5.
35

36FSRC Director of Procurement Correspondence, May-June
1934, National Archives, R. G. 12k.

Oklahome Farmer-stockman, XLVII (September 1, 1934), L
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Administration to use public funds to crszate compstition for the peck-
ers.37 Early in October, the processors again asked that the relief
plants be closed and the rest of the drought cattle left for the private
packers.38 A month later Mordeceail Ezekiel, economic advisor, told
Wallace the packers were yet agein objecting to the FSRC policy, charg-
ing that the processing and canning was being dragged out as long as
possible to provide work relief. Ezekiel saw some basis to the charges,
and he felt the policy resulted in added expense and wasted feed.39

Agricultural officials were primerily interested in completing
the processing and preserving as much feed as possible for the surviving
cattle. EBarly in November Ezekiel criticized the relief administration
for its long delay in putting the progrem into operation. Although the
private packers had large volumes of unused slaughter capacity, he
complained, the FSRC was holding back over e million cattle for gradual
slaughter in the relief plants. Instead of cattle being slaughtered as
rapidly as possible to reduce the drain on the limited feed supplies,
"they have been fed cver extended periods of time to provide work for

Lo

state relief programs." Some two weeks later Wallace expressed his

alarm to Harry Hopkins because the state relief committees still had a

37
R. G. 16.
381nstitute of American Meat Packers to Wallace, October k4,
1934, National Archives, R. G. 1h45.
-39

R. G. 16.

W. W. Woods to Wallace, August 21, 1934, National Archives,

Ezekiel to Wallace, November 19, 1934, National Archives,

0Ezekiel: Memorandum to Wallace, November 1, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
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number of cettle on hand, and he virtually demanded that Hopkins have
the cattle processed immediately %o preserve :E‘eed.“l While the relief
agencies sought to use the purchase project as & general relief measure,
the agricultural officials viewed it as solely for the benefit of the
cattle industry.

The same difference of view developed over the redistribution
end exchange of the drought cattle. Early plans had called for the
distribution of some of the cattle as subsistence stock, and BHopkins
directed the relief agencies to use the catile for rehabilitation.ua
But the Department of Agriculture evidently opposed any large-scale
distribution plan. The issue was further complicated when canning
facilitles became overtaxed in the drought aree and cattle were sent
to the South for pasturage. Almost immediately a movement developed
in the southern states, especially in Georgia, for the exchange of the
poor quality native stock for the better quality drought purchases.

The relief administration, politicians and individuals all supported
the action. But Wallace and the Department were against such a plan.
Agricultural officials empbasized that they were pledged to keep drought
purchases out of commercial channels, that it would not be fair to cre-
ate added competition for those in such dire straits, and that the

government would be subsidizing those who received cattle.h3 All of

‘ ulWéllace to Hopkins, November 19, 193k, National Archives,
R. G. 12k,
haﬂbpkins to All State Emergency Relief Administrations, June .
27, 1934, National Archives, R. G. 124.

N
3c. D. Iowe to S. A. Harris, August €, 1934, Natiomal
Archives, R. G. 145.
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the obstacles could have been overcome, however, and leaders of the cat-
tle industry gave generel support to the exchange. Dolph Briscoe, head
of the southwestern associstion, approved of the plen, "provided the
low grade cattle are slaughtered and used only for relief pu:::'jposes."lm
Hopkins continued to support the plan in September, but Keith Southard
of the FSRC passed the buck by insisting that the decision must rest

b5

squarely on the Department of Agriculture. McChord declared, however,

that the Department had definitely decided against the exchange because
it was considered too complicated and even illegal.h6

A plan, therefore, which offered a great opportunity to improve
the quality of southern livestock was cast aside by agricultural offi-
cials. Evidently they felt that it would  be only another complicetion
and feared that it might be unpopulsr in the drought states. They had
agreed, however, to a rehebilitation program, but it turned out to be
a very limited affair and of only minor value. In Texas some dairy
cows were provided as subsistence for relief clients, but only 131 head
of the more than two million cattle purchased were diverted for rehabil-
jtation purposes.u7

Controversy over disposal of drought cattle continued into 1935

MBriscoe to E. B. Weatherly, August 17, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 16.
i
2 Jacob Baker to Southard, September 17, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 12k.
L6
McChord to F. E. Mollin, September 18, 193k, National
Archives, R. G. 145.
N
7FTederick Walton, Drought Cattle, Sheep and Goat Operations,
March 16, 1935, National Archives, R. G. 12k.
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when the New Mexico relief agency sought to seil some of the AAA pur-
chases to new cattle ranchers. The New Mexico Rural Rehabilitation
Corporation was paying $6,000 a month to pasture 12,000 cattle in
Mexico. With the pasturage bill totaling $80,000 on August 15, the
relief officials wanted to bring them back to sell, trade, or give to
the Indians.lL8 Both the AAA and the cattle organizations opposed any
retufn of the cattle to commercial chennels. F. E. Mollin protested
that it would be against the purchase agreement and urged that the cat-
tle be sent to the canning plants.h9 Although the cattle belonged to
the FSRC and the Department of Agriculture had no control over them,
J. D. LeCron,.assistant to Wallace, claimed that in their contract
Hopkins had agreed that the cattle would not go back into normal usage.
According to the agreement, the drought purchases could be used only to
provide relief meat and for rehabilitation purposes.BO

From the start of the buying, the Department had emphasized
that none of the drought cattle would be returned to compete on the
regular market. Criticism developed rapidly, however, over the commer-
cial use of drought hides and beef. In July Louis J. Robertson, of the
Tanner's Council of America, protested the throwing of drought skins on
51

the market so as to ruin the leather, shoe and agriculture interests.

L8
G. B. Thorne: Memorandum for Philip Murphy, June 27, 1935,

National Archives, R. G. 124; John J. Riggle to Carroll Power, August
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On August 1 the Califormia Drought Relief Advisory Board passed a reso-
lution ageinst the disposal of any of the drought meat through regular

o2 Although the government had stated that none of

commercial channels.
the drought beef would compete with regular meat, the first processor
contracts allowed the packers to keep the hides and tenderloins from
the cattle they slaughtered and canned. F. E. Mollin demanded that the

contracts be revised immediately.53

Under new contracts, the FSRC
retained the hides but the processors still kept some cuts of beef.
The relief organization plannsd to process the drought hides imto
leather, shoes and clothing for relief use. After protests from the
leather industry, the project weas dropped and the government promised
to make large purchases in the open market to give & boost to the

leather industry.5u

Keith Southard of the FSRC later promised the
Tanner's Council that the government would consult that group before
anything was done with the hides.55

The Drought Administration was also criticized about its state
and local organization and administration of the program. Many people
egreed with Gus Kleinschmidt of Ortonville, Minnesota in his protest
against the appointment of the "Brain Trust" type to handle the project

when "practical farmers" should be in charge. He further attacked the

52Jol:m Carry to Wallace, August 1, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 145,
53Mlollin to Wallace, August 13, 1934, National Archives, R. G.
16. .
5l
New York Times, September 16, 193k, p. 16.
55

Tbid., September 22, 1934, p. 20.
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program as designed to strip the farmer of his "grub-stake," his cat-
tle.56 The Farmer's Committee of Brantwood, Wisconsin claimed that the
relief organization was charging high prices for feed and hay and ex-
pecting farmers to work off the charge "at the miserable wage of 35¢
an hour." Miss Ida Vehvilaine presented four demands which the Commit-
tee considered essential for any relief program. No farmer should be
forced to sell his livestock because of hey and feed shortage. instead
the government should ship:
. sufficient hay and feed into the drought strickem axesas,

to be delivered direct to farmers needing it at cost prices.

2. That farmers working off relief and loans shall receive

$1.00 an hour for man and team and 50¢ an hour for men alone.

3. That all relief be increased to take proper care of all

the needy and their families.

4., That all committees to administer relizsf be elected by the

farmers and unemployed workers.

These demands cover only the [3érg7 necessities to guarantee

our right to live and to put an end to the discriminations now

practiced in the distribution of relief. WE DEMAND THAT IM-

MEDIATE STEPS EE TAKEN FOR THEIR FULFILIMENT ST

Although the demands of the Brantwood Committee were more ex-

treme than most, they were not unique. More common complaints, however,
were expressed by Mrs. R, L. Willinghem of Corona, New Mexico. She
attacked the low cattle prices and the high feed and grocery prices,
and declared thet not one who was put on government jobs needed the

werk. But her experience with government buyers led to the real griev-

ance: "The veterinary who came, may be a good Demoerat, which is well

56
R. G. 145.

571&& Vehvilaine to Wallace, September 12, 1934, Naticnal
Archives, R. G. 145.

Kleinschmidt to Roosevelt, June 5, 1934, National Archives,
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enough, but he certainly is not a cowman." The inspector, she avowed,
"didn't know a yearling from a two year-old." Mrs. Willingham added
a postscript: "If I had pay even at condemned prices, for the 28 cows
and 43 calves lost while waiting for aid, I could send my boy to
school."58 Although compleints about the handling of the drought buy-
ing were numerous, they d4id not compare in extent to those of the Emer-
gency Hog Marketing Program.

Nevertheless, there were many instances of speculative and even
criminal activity. In July it was reported that speculators were al-
ready buying up stock to sell to the government.59 Rosa Peters of
Strang, Oklahoms complained that people who bought cattle in July and
August were selling them to the government and swearing they had raised
them.60 Some sold cattle bought after April 1, 1934, which, according
to the purchase agreement, was the cut off date. These people, it was
ruled, could receive the appraisal value but not the benefit payment.6l
There were more serlous violations, such as the Texas County, Missouri
case. Federal investigators estimated that 600 cattle had been illegal-
1y sold in that county. 1In addition, a large number of cattle accepted

for food had disappeared and meny truck loads of cattle had been shipped

58
R. G. 1h45.

59R. R. Thomasson to E. W. Sheets, July 17, 1934, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

Willingham to Roosevelt, August 28, 1934, National Archives,

X 60Peters to Wallace, September 24, 193%, National Archives,
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to St. Louis,62 Apparently some condemned cattle were not killed but
resold, and others accepted for food were removed from government pens
and resold. Charges of conspiracy to defrasud the Government were later
filed against a number of Texas County residents.

Arthur Wells, the chief instigator, obtained cattle and had
truck drivers and farmers sell them to the govermment, signing the pub-~
lic voucher that they had owned the stock before April 1, 1934. Wells
also bribed a federal eppreiser to accept the cattle. A number of
truck drivers and farmers pled guilty. They were fined $150 and given
a two year prison sentence, but were placed on probation. The appraiser
was fined $1,000 and sentenced to two years at Leavenworth, but he also
had his sentence probated. Wells alone stood trial. He was convicted
end given two years at Leavenworth.63 Although this was & most blatant
case of fraud, violation of both the spirit and substance of the program
was less of & problem than in the pig purchase project.

Drought purchases encountered the same attacks as those leveled
against the waste of food in pig buying. Some were hysterical and po-
litical, but most indicated a basic opposition to the destruction of
food. Farmers still questioned the moraelity of the adjustment program,
and asked such questions as: "Is it right to cut down production when
people are going hungry? Shouldn't we try to feed everybody in the

United States before we begin to reduce production?"6br Mrs. L. L.

6
2H. J. Halpin, Summary of Texas County, Missouri Investiga-

tion, March 16, 1935, National Archives, R. G. 16. .
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3Richard K. Phelps to Attorney General, January 1, 1937,
National Archives, R. G. 16.

6hWallaces' Farmer, LIX (April 1k, 1934), L.
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Blankenburg, representing the consumer, asked the General Federation of
Women's Clubs: "Shall we destroy our food vwhen millicns are hungry.
65
"

Attacks centered on the restrictions agzeinst using condemned
animels and on the idea of clessing some cettle as unfit for food when
many people were gelng without adequate supplies of meat. In August
Robert H. Curnutte, Marlin, Texas, protested a govermment order that
the condemned snimals could no longer be saved for relief use but must

66 Although

be "burned or otherwise made unfit for human consumption.”
Wallace denied the existence of such an order, many people believed
that good food was being hephazardly destroyed. The government policy,
Wellace declared, wes to permit the farmer to save any of the condemned
enimal fit for use for his family, but not to use those condemned in
general relief. He insisted, however, that no edible food was being
destroyed and that there was plenty of beef saved for all relief pur-
poses.67

Barly in September R. C. McChord wrote that "every day we
have letters to the effect that good cattle are being condemned and
feel it is & crime to waste food." He admitted that the DRS had been

organized so quickly that it was difficult to get uniform inspection.68

65New York Times, May 23, 1934, p. 11.

660urnutte to Tom Connally, August 9, 1934, National Archives,
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Many people, however, refused to consider the difficulties. They
preferred the version given by William N. Vreeland, who charged: "Nor
can the farmer, it seems, having killed such livestock, give the meat
to the needy families of his district. The destruction must be complete
--the carcass buried. The government will even attend to the actual
slaughter and burial, so that the farmer has nothing to do but collect
his few dollars of compensation."69

Some critilcs attacked the government's motivations for buying
cattle. Although there were several variations in this viclous assault,
the basic theme held that the whole purchase project was & fiendish plot
by the government to gein control of the cattle industry. The charges
ranged from the claim that federsl funds were being used for political
purposes to the more extrems deniel thet there was any drought problem.

It was ineviteble that the political opposition would consider,
or at least claim, that the relief funds were being used to influence
voters. Henry P. Fletcher, Chairman of the Republican National Commit-
tee, charged in October that with election dey nearing "the process of
placing relief checks where it is figured they will do the most polit-
ical good is speeding up." Although Fletcher did not specifically men-
tion the cattle purchases, he did attack the buying programs: "The
little pigs that died for the Democratic Party are now being paid for
by the administration."To Others, however, had already hit directly at

the drought purchases. Frank H. Bell, advertising manager of the Pacific

6 R
9New York Times, November 10, 1934, IV, 1k.
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Rural Press and California Farmer, wrote: "Naturally the Administration

wents to make the utmost of the relief it is extending . . . for polit-
jcal purposes. The humanitarian side of it is urgent and desirable,

but the politicians must cash in on the situation, and to do so they

nfl

build up the picture. Ralph Miller of the Oklahoma Farmer-

Stockman cleimed that farmers would not have known about the drought
had there not been so much publicity: "Farmers and others had a tough
time of it; but they did not begin to feel real sorry for themselves
until the politicians and others began reminding them that they were
indeed in a sorry fix." ©People had told him, Miller wrote, that the
politicians "saw in the drought emergency funds a splendid opportunity
to get on the gravy train and make political hey for themselves through
money they might get for their counties!" There was nothing new in
this, he insisted, since politicians had been keeping themselves in
money and office since the Populist period by their ability to convince
T2

the farmers that they were not being treated right. H. C. Hardison

of the Western Farm Life Denver, Colorado, agreed that publicity brought

the drought to the attention of farmers and that a county in Colorado

without & single farm was receiving thousands in farm relief.73

It was
natural that, in their desperation, politicel partisans would seize on
federal relief expenditures as an issue. Any sttempt to write off the

drought disaster as & vote buylng publicity trick carried things too

T1Be11 to Printers' Ink, CLXVIII (August 22, 193k), 28.
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far, however, and most reputable critics stayed away from it. Besildes,
too many members of the opposition wanted money for their own area to
challenge the program.

Nevertheless, others saw a still more diabolical motivation
behind the government purchases. J. Evetts Haley implied that the whole
project was a plan to capture the cattle industry. Policies of the "New
Dealers," Haley declared, had "in the idiom of the range, left us 'high
dry and windy.'" But he added, the Administration promised to "come
to our relief on condition that we surrender to the Secretary of Agri-

culture the right to menage our affairs."7h

Alva Johnston charged that
the progrem was & lavish attempt to bribe the cattlemen and that much
of the aid went to producers who did not need it: "There was a Santa
Claus angle to it. The Government was anxious to run the cattlemen's
business. The lavish distribution of . . . money was partly propaganda
to convince the cattleman that he should let Washington haﬁdle his

affairs."75

To Dan D. Casement, the purchases were simply another mani-
festation of the New Deal drive to restrict and control the cattlemen
whose opposition had caused the gcvernment to hesitate in applying AAA
controls. Then, both the cattlemen and AAA reaslized that there was a
serious drought problem, and at once, Casement declared, the AAA quit
trying to get the cattlemen to accept a reduction program and "proceeded

to eccomplish its purpose by purchasing as quickly as possible, at

7h'EIQB..'Ley, "Cow Business and Monkey Business;" Saturday Evening
Post, CCVII (December 8, 1934), 28.

75Johnston, "fhe Hamburger Bonanza," Saturday Evening Post,
CCVII (May b4, 1935), 18. .
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artificial values, all offerings of cattle. . . ." The shameful aspect
of the measure was the exaction of a promise tc abide by any rules
Wallace might "impose on the conduct" of the cattle industry. Casement
feared that hard times had "sapped the admirable independence of the
cowvman . . . clouded his formerly clear vision, and . . . altered his
traditionally fine and free philosophy of life." As a result, he
believed, many cowmen were prepared to deliberately blind themselves and
"to yield to the temptation of the bribe disguised "as & 'benefit.'"76

- Fears that the cettle industry was willing to go along with a

production control program were unfounded. The American Cattle Producer

expressed the view of many cattlemen in July 1934: "It appears entirely
possible that the drought purchase program l1s indeed the cattle program,
and that we shall never have to accept a processing tax with its cumber-
some accompaniment of contracts to be signed, reductions to be enforced.
."77 Charles E. Collins, President of the National Iive Stock

Association, considered the need for any reduction program to be over.
Now that drought purcheses had ended, Collins felt cattlemen could be
"thankful that we escaped the annoyances and entanglements inevitable in
any hard-and-fast reduction program."78

Officials involved in the drought project believed that it had

been a "great boon" and that it had caused a "more friendly feeling, a

more optimistic view and a more hopeful attitude. . . ."79 Cattlemen
76American Cattle Producer, XVI (November 1934), 17-18.
T

Ibid. (July 1934), 13-1k.

78Ibid. (February 1935), 7.

79Harry Petrie, Report on Sheep and Goat Purchases to G. B.

Thorne, Department of Agriculture, Library.
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throughout the country expressed appreciation for the program. The
National Iive Stock Association, meeting in Rapid City, South Dakoté
in January 1935, passed a resolution commending the drought purchases
and pralsing the officials for their'efforts to help the cattle indus-
try.80 But spokesmen for the catitlemen usually limited their thanks
by indicating that, now that the government had saved the cow men, the
government could go its way and leave the cattle industry alone.

The attitude of the cattle-drought committees of Brewster,
Presidio, Jeff Davis, and Culbertson counties in Pexss was typical. In
& telegram to Dolph Briscoe, read at a meeting of the Committee of
Twenty~five in February 1935, the committeemen expressed their apprecia-
tion for the past buying programs. The major thing they wanted now,
however, was the maintaining of cattle prices at the "present high level
in order for cattle men to . . . make & comeback."sl Although the AAA
did not comsider any further reduction necessary, officials did believe
that & production control program was essential to prevent a return to
the same dangerous situation which existed at the start of 1934. The
Committee of Twenty-five, however, was still pushing marketing agree-
ments and was unreceptive to any control program.82

The explanation of the attitude of cattlemen offered by Alva

Johnston was interesting:

8OAmerican Cattle Producer, XVI (February 1935), 6.

8lGrover B. Hill, Report and History of Cattle Buying Drought
Relief Program, National Archives, R. G. 145.

BQMEeting of Committee of Twenty-five, February 28, 1935,
National Archives, R. G. 1k5.
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The stand of the livestock men is rather surprising, since

they generally admit that the Government met the drought

crisis strenuously and efficiently. They agree that the AAA

tided distressed ranchmen over a great emergency by paying

fat prices for emaciated cattle. There is a tendency, how-

ever, to attribute Federal philanthropy to the eagerness of

the Govermment to take over the cattle industry and start

experimenting with it. 3
Many cattlemen reacted in that fashion, but most did not. D, A,
FitzGerald belleved that probably a majority of the cattle producers,
at least out of the Western range states, wesnted to "develop & concrete
plan for consolidating the gains made ir 1934." But he felt that the
leaders and spokesmen of the industry refused to cooperate.Sh In reel-
ity, cattle producers had much the same attitude as hog farmers had
expressed earlier. They were willing to go along with anything which
offered immediate money and guaranteed higher prices in the immediate
fubure. But, since cattlemen felt that the purchase program had removed
all the surplus and cattle prices were already improving, they were less
willing than hog producers to accept a regular production control pro-

gram.

83Johnston, "The Bamburger Bonanza," 18.

8L
FitzGereld, Livestock Under the A A A (Washington: The

Brookings Imstitution, 1935), 190-191.




CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSIONS

During its first two years of operation, the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Administration was challenged from all directions with serious
crises. In attempting to find answers to the problems of farmers, the
AAA used & number of new and unprecedented methods. Two of the most
spectacular and unusual of these were the Emergency Hog Marketing Pro-
gram of 1933 and the more vital drought cattle purchase project of 1934-
35. The slaughter of baby pigs and waste of good beef dramatically
brought to public attention the production control or reduction phases
of the new agricultufal policy.

In the fall of 1933 almost six and one-half millicn hogs, many
of them young pigs, were purchased by the federal government. Although
some of the hogs were processed and distributed to the needy, the smaller
enimals were either destroyed or turned into inedible by-products. To
many people this seemed like an unwise and needless waste of good food
et & time when millions of people were going without adequate supplies
of meat. Although the hog slaughter project resulted in severe criti-
cism of the theory and practice of production control, the government
embarked in less than a year on an even larger livestock purchase pro-
gram.

ou7
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The drought which had threatened the western ranges for almost
a decade forced cattlemen in 1934 to reject their traditional independ-
ent attitude. On bended knee, cattlemen from Texas to North Dakota
begged the government to come to their assistance. After Congress
placed the cattle industry under the AAA in April 1934, the drought
cattle purchase program wes launched in June. By the first of February
1935, the Drought Relief Service had bought over eight million cattle
end almost four million sheep and goats. Most of the catile were turned
over to the Federal Surplus Relief Corporetion to supply meat for relief
families. But more than a million cattle and a large part of the sheep
and goats were condemned as unfit for food and destroyed, causing an-
other outery against the AAA and its wenton destruction of good human
food. Only the desperate economic conditions and the bhavoc wrought by
nature combined with a major evolution in the philoscphy of farm xrelief
permitted such unprecedented government intervention in agriculture.

Although gpparently quite similar, the origins of the two live-
stock purchase programs were very different. Hog buying was openly
based on the theory that it was necessary to reduce surplus supplies.
The project was designed to limit future pork tonnage and to induce hog
producers to participate in & general production control program. Put-
ting money into the pockets of Corn Belt farmers had been a vital but
largely incidental consideration in the plans. This and the extra aid
to drought stricken farmers made up the relief aspect of the hog buying
project. In contrast, buying cattle in drought areas was basically a
relief measure. It brought about the desired reduction in cattle

numbers, but it was developed to aid cattlemen without feed for their
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starving cattle rather than to introduce a production control program.
Although some in the AAA regarded the purchases as the opening phase of
a general program and even though the purchase agreement laild the
foundation for future action, the drought purchases started and ended
a8 & rescue measure for weather-stricken cattlemen.

The direct and immediate economic benefits of the purchase
programs were greet. The very nature of drought buying made it essen-
tially a project to place money in the haends of needy producers. But
cash relief for farmers assumed the most important role in the hog
purchase program only when it became obvious that the sow buying portion
of the measure which was to restrict future supplies had failed. At
the same time the buying of pigs took on the nature of drought relief.
Many of those purchased from the drought areas might have starved to
death, end their owners were certainly better able to withstand the 1934
drought without further emergency help.l In 11, livestock producers
received about $140 million for their amimals. Almost half of this was
the drought purchase payment which was subject to the claims of credi-
tors, but there is no way of estimating how much went to them. It would
be impossible to gauge the over-all economic effects the slaughter
progrems had through their increasing of the farmers' buying power, but
it was significant.

More important, in many ways, than the economiec results was
the contribution the jurchase programs made to the restoration of hope

in the rural sections. This, what might be called a spirituasl boost,

lD. A. FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A (Washington:
The Brookings Institution, 1935), 257.
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cannot be weighed and measured, but it was of tremendous importance.
The slaughter of baby pigs proved beyond any doubt that the AAA was
willing to do everything possible to aid the needy farmer. Although

subjected to serious criticism, the project demonstrated an eagerness

to help which comforted meny. The cattle program resulted in the same,

although probably greater, feeling that there was someone who cared and

could help. This attitude was expressed time and time again, but no-
where better than by Mrs. B. F. Caldwell of Oklahoma, who wrote in
November 193k:

. this year when we were getting our hopes up until we
could see a good chance to have something ahead at harvest
time, the drouth hit us and it hit herd. Most feed crops
burned up.

You couldn't sell a cow for the simple reason there was no-
body to buy, because it was dry everywhere near us. Just
when things were looking blackest the AAA announced that they
were going to buy cattle in the drouth stricken area.

Talk about your clouds with silver linings, ours wes lined
with pure gold! And they did not Just talk about it, but
they bought and paid for them. Many of the poorest ones were
sent on to their happy grazing ground quickly. (I regretted
that part of it but it was better than & snow bank this
winter.) Many of the best ones were canned by people who had
no meat and no money to buy it with.

I have confidence that when emergencies arise our national
leaders are going to Le able to meet them. And if we will
only pull together and help in every way we possibly can,

how much easier and quicker we will all reach safety to-
gether.2

That swing from despair to hopa has been recognized as characteristic

of the New Desl, and the decisive action of the AAA contributed to it.

Although more spectacular, the cash relief given to livestock

2
Oklahoma Fermer-Stockman, XLVII (November 1, 193L4), k.
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producers was comparable to other forms of direct relief supplied by
the FERA, the CWA and other such agencies. In this sense, there was
little difference in principle for the government to buy and desiroy
artmals, and to provide made work for the unemployed. Many farmers
needed money just as much as those on town and city relief rolls. This
helped them to feed and clothe -their families and allowed them to feed
and save livestock which would otherwise have been sold or have starved
to death. In reality, of course, it was not this aspect of the projects
which aroused such great opposition. Although the waste of food was
severely attacked, it was the accompaniment of cash payments in the
purchase programs by the evil genie of production control which most
critics really resented.

Although something similar to the Drought Purchase Program
would probably have been developed even if there had been no AAA, it
was that organization which shaped and sadministered the project. More-
over, the AAA operated on the principle of production control. Thus,
hog buying, a direct lead in to a regular curtailment program, and
drought purchases were viewed in much the same light by crities. A
distinction must be drawn, however, between what might be called profes-
sional critics and actual farmers. Also, a further distinction might
at times be found between the attitude of the average producer and that
of spokesmen or leaders of the livestock industry. Where the nonfarm
critic and agricultural leaders would usually be concerned about the
idea of production control, the average producer was more interested in

immediate gein and short range benefits.

Hog raisers who produced about T7 per cent of all hogs grown
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in 1932 contracted to reduce production up to 25 per cent in 1934 and
3

corn production by 20 per cent. Beef producers, however, did not =gree
to a production control progrdm. The hog fermers accepted controls and
paid for the emergency purchaeses through the processing tax. The cat-
tlemen had opposed the idea of & processing tax from the first. When
Congress made cattle a basic commodity and epproprieted money for a
progrem, it was left uncertain whether a tax would be levied to repay
the treasury. Although Secretary Wallece expected to develop & control
program and to levy a tax to regain federal money, the stockmen and
their spokesmen in Congress made it clear that they wanted the benefits
without the tax. One of the great fears of cattle producers during the
drought purchases was the possibility that the AAA would institute &
processing tax to pay for the buying as it had after the hog purchasing.
The AAA officials found it necessary to constantly assure the ranchers
that there was no danger of a tax being levied until a regular produc-
tion control program had been 1aunched.u

The AAA decided late in the summer of 1934 that there was no
further need for a beef reduction program, but agricultural officials
continued to hope for some kind of production control. The possibility

that some plan including a processing tax would be put into effect

lasted through most of 1935. Wallaces' Farmer suggested that "hog

producers seem to have been a little jealous" of the drought purchases

3

)*c. C. Davis to Deily Drovers, June 26, 1934; R. C. McChord

to Lsurel Johnson, Secretaxry of the Butler County Livestock Associa-
tion, August 27, 193k4, Nationel Archives, R. G. 145.

FitzGerald, Livestock Under the A A A, 82, 123.
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since hog buying was peid for out of a tax on the pork industry, but

' The editor, however, considered

“"cattle have borne no processing tex.'
it "likely that this debt of the cattle industry will be forgiven."
Rather than & straight adjustment progrem for cattle, the AAA now pushed
a plan to reduce feed grain acreage with a tax on cattle to help pay
for the plan.5 This was an attempt to get back to a system which would
cover hogs, cattle and feed crops at the same time. But F. E. Mollin,
Secretary of the Americen National Live Stock Associlation, refused co-
operation. The cattle industry had wanted marketing agreements and he
still favored them, Mollin declared, but the AAA had refused to go
along. Since there was no longer & cattle surpius, Mollin also rejected
the feed control programs.6 Aithough the AAA continued to warn against
a rapid expansion in beef production, G. B. Thorne, Director of the
Division of ILivestock and Feed Grains, admitted late in 1935 that an
adjustment program for cattle would not be practical. Surveys indicated,
Thorne acknowledged, that "many cattle producers in some major producing
regions are opposed to undertaking a program of this kind and would not
provide sufficlent participation to insure its success."7
Thus, the hog growers by cooperating with the AAA paid for

thelr emergency program, but the catilemen were not forced to contribute

to the relief which they received. There were various reasons for the

5wa11aces' Farmer, LX (February 16, 1935), 15.

6

Amendments to Agricultural Adjustment Act. Hearings before
the House Committee on Agriculture, Tith Congress, lst Sess., February
26-March 6, 1935, pp. 13%, 137.

7‘I‘horne: Memorandum for Mastin B. White, November 9, 1935,
National Archives, R. G. 1k45.
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différence. Obviously meny leaders of the cattle industry refused co-
operation, but other factors were of equal importance. The time element
was rather vital. The months between October 1933 and February 1935
brought & definite decline in that sense of emergency which was so
obvious in 1933. Absent in 1935 was that earlier adventurous spirit
which was willing to try most anything. In addition to the peassage of
time and some over-sll economic improvement, drought buying virtually
solved the major problems for cattlemen. The cattle surplus was gone
and.prices'had greatly improved. The average ferm price of cattle was
close to parity by February 1935, and remsined "at or near parity" for
the next ten mon.ths.8 The price situation was, of course, the determin-
ingvfactor in the attitude of ﬁost covnen. In contrast, the hog project
barely dented the surplus and it was months before hog prices showed any
real improvement.

Although removel of the surplﬁs and the price increase made it
possible for cattlemen to reject any long-range program, other factors
influenced their decision. 1In December 1933 it had been noted that
"farmers refused to accept the idea of ‘'overproduction.'" To farmers,

a better explenation of their difficulties could be found in undercon-

sumption and "faulty distribution."9

In general this view of farm opin-
ion was still velid. There were exceptions which saw some individuals

swing to the other extreme. The advice offered by J. M. Mayfield, frcm

8Thorne: Memorandum for Mastin B. White, November 9, 1935,
National Archives, R. G. 1k45.

9Samuel ILubell and Walter Everett, “As the Farmer Sees It,"
Current History, XXXIX (December 1933), 292.
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Oklehoma and probably & part time farmer, illustrated the extremism of

°

a few advocates of reduced production: - e

I want to say to all readers of the Oklahoma Farmer-Stockman
that I was raised near Tahlequah, Oklahoma, and I never saw
times as hard as they are now.

I ovn my own farm and have plenty as far as farm stuff is con-
cerned. You can't sell anything and if you buy anything you
have to pay two prices for it. For instance, I have a fat
calf to sell. All I can get dressed is 4 cents a pound for
it. If I go to the meat market and buy a pound of beef I pay
15 cents to 25 cents for it.

I say to all of you farmers, cut your production. Just plant
vwhat you will use. Don't sell anything you can use &t home.
Jdon't go in debt. Live hard for two or three years. Don't
buy anything you can do without. Raise plenty of hogs to make
all the meat and lard to do you. Have your own corn and wheat
ground. Sell a few eggs to buy your suger and coffee, and if
you need farm tools, borrow from your neighbor. Put your old
auto in the shed and let it stay there. Go and see your neigh-
bor. Stay all dey with him. Have a good time.

If we all will do that, times will get good and we will go to

town with what we want to sell and we won't have to ask what

they will pay. The buyers will ask you what you will take.

If the farmers will stick together and help one another, they

can rule the prices on everything. The merchants stick to-

gether, have meetings and flx their prices. So can the

farmers.
Obviously, Mayfield was not advocating production control in the AAA
sense, but a farm strike to permit farmers to fix prices and to restore
agriculture's place in society. Apparently he also held some of the
ideas expressed by the Grangers and Populists in the 19th century,
especially that tendency to blame the middlemen for farm problems.

The inclination to reject the theory of surplus production and

to cite middlemen for their troubles was prevalent among spokesmen of

19 0x18homs, Farmer-Stockman, XLVII (February 15, 193k4), k.
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100k18homa, Farmer-Stockman, XLVII (February 15, 1934), k4.
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the cattle industry. Cattle producers had never recognized excess out-
put as & major problem. Instead, they consistently claimed that the
most valusble industry in the nation was being stabbed ir the back by
various interest groups, the meat packers, the dairymen, the importers
of foreign meat, and, finally, the government. Their support for market-
ing agreements was, therefore, a quite logical result of their view.
Manifestly, the views of cattlemen as to the source of trouble and the
needed remedies resembled, in many ways, those of the agrarian protesters
of the previous century. Since they had never accepted the more modexrn
idea of & surplus with its solution of production control, cattlemen
could, with a clear conscience, refuse cooperation with the AAA. More
important in this rejection than the denial of the validity of controls,
however, was the absence of the two things which had compelled many
fermers to cooperate in an AAA program. Although some producers may
have been influenced by other motives, it was desperation and the
prospect of immediate cash which drove most to production control
measures. The spring and summer of 1934 had been the time of despera-
tion for cattlemen, and the drought purchases had helped them through
the crisis period. Furthermore, it was doubtful that the AAA would
hand out much if any more money in the foreseeable future.

Various considerstions influenced the Administration to exert
less pressure on cattlemen to get them into & control program than on
hog producers. The contrast in organization of Cofn-Hbg farmers and
cattlemen was an obvious and extremely important factor. Hog producers
were without any recognized organization and were thus subject to

tremendous Administration influence both in organizing and drafting



a5t
plans fdr their industry. Cattlemen, however, had a number of long
established and strong associations, with officers who were usually
conservative and out of sympathy with AAA objectives. Concern about
the reaction against what was considered compulsion in the purchase
agreement mede agricultural officials cautious to exert much preséure.
In addition, fear of consumer reaction contributed to a growing doubt
about the efficacy of the destruction policy. Attacks against the
waste of food became very severe in 1934, This criticism was not
directed at the drought purchases as such, but against the basic philos-
ophy of the AAA as expressed in its surplus reduction programs. As the
government considered additional purchases of cattle in 1935 and 1936,
and as it defended the hog and drought projects, agricultural officials
sought rather desperately to divorce the reduction and slaughter meas-
ures from the production control policy.

In the summer of 1934 attacks on the New Deal farm programs
became more intense. Criticism centered on the theory of controlled
production and more specifically on the contention that the AAA and
food reduction were necessary to deal with emergency situations.
Socialist Norman Thomas insisted that controls would be as difficult
to enforce as prohibition because they countered an "instinct for produc-
tion at least as deep as the desire for alcohol." To Thomas, the real
problem was the inability of the American system to cope with abundance.
"We do not know," he declared, "how to manage it, and therefore, by
subsidized destruction, we return to familisr scarcity, in order to

give our farmers prosperity."ll Others, who were perheps more in

llNorman Thomas, "Starve and Prosper!," Current History, XL
(May 193h4), 135, 137.
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sympathy with the system, held the same opinion. "One of the first AAA

principles is that we must destroy to prosper," the New York Times

charged in an editorial called "Prolonged Emergency." The idea had led
to the "destruction or restriction of wealth in the form of livestock
and crops in & year when Nature herself has chosen to take a dreadful
hand in destroying livestock and crops."12 This meant the subsidizing
of farmers to destroy exlsting or to prevent future supplies. Once
established, the editor later prophetically warned, it would "probably
prove as politically difficult to get rid of that subsidy, even after
the present supposed reasons for it have passed, as it has been to lower

the tariff." 3

Oppositlon to the theory of production control and its
accompanying baggage was not new, but the unprecedented natural ravages
made planned reduction seem even more objectionable.

Charles W. Burkett, called an agricultural authority by the .

New York Times, developed still another area of criticism. Considerable

fear was evidenced in 1934 and 1935 that the havoc wrought by nature,
added to the reduction policies of the government would result in food
shortages and extremely high prices. Apprehension of this had been ex-
pressed during the e&rlier hog program and was venewed with added
strength the following summer. "We are going to have a shortage of food
in this country, with deplorable conditions, in a year to eighteen
months," Burkett warned. "Crop reduction is ridiculous," he declared,

for "at the present time we have an under supply of milk, fruit, vege-

l2New York Times, July 31, 1934, p. 16.
13

Tbid., October 6, 1934, p. 1k.
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tables, and meat. And-prices are going to go so high that I don't know
how the poor are going to pay for what they eax."lu Although such fears
were greatly exaggerated, they made for & strident attack on the AAA,
Objections of consumers and those not receiving AAA bounties were common.
In reply to a defender of the AAA, M, H, Dow of Arkansas wrote:

He appears to think that Uncle Sam is & bully good fellow,

playing Semnta Claus--but it is the taxpayer and general con-

sumer (many poorer than he, perhaps), who is feeding him and

other 'beneficiaries' of the 'plow-ups,' and 'kill-offs,' etc.

Hence the latter's hand is being bitten, and then some. That

is the little farmer, the common pecple generally, whe neither

ralise cotton, wheat nor many calves and plgs.
Dow then attacked the increase in food prices, and claimed that pork
cost "three times as much as before the AAA destroyed the pigs."15

Senator William E. Borah told the Grange in Boise, Idaho that

the reduction programs worked with "the chinch bugs, boll weevil,
storms and drought in meking scarce the things for which millions are
nightly praying."l6 It was obvious to the Administration that its
opponents had seized on the drought disaster to attack the whole philos-
ophy of the agricultural adjustment policy. The agricultural officials
definitely did not repudiate the principles of production control, but,
as they attempted to refute the scarcity argument, they became more
cautious about the expansion of existing, or the development of new,

reduction measures.

Secretary Wallace had always insisted that the creation of a

lthid., August &, 1934, p. 11.

13 ok 1ahoms Farmer-Stockman, XLVIII (January 1, 1935), 4.

l6New York Times, August 10, 1934, p. k4.
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balanced abundance was the aim of the adjustment program. Starting in
the fall of 1934, friends and members of the AAA emphasized this idea
over and over again. Chester Davis warned that there was "a limit to
reduction,”" but he then declared that the "American farmer never has
looked toward extremes of artificial scarcity to make him rich." Davis
was defending the farm policy, but the heart of his message was that 'we

must strive for balanced production," so that the farmer could go on

producing everything the country needed and, at the same time, be fairly
17

compensated. Wallaces' Farmer, once edited by the Secretary and a

consistent AAA supporter, joined in the defense. An editorial in Merch
1935 insisted that the AAA program was "based not on creating an arti-
ficial scarcity but on creating & balanced abundance."18
The continued drought problem in 1935 and 1936 found the Ad-
ministration far more interested in conserving and preserving production
than in reduction. E. 0. Pollock who toured the dry areas in the spring
of 1935 warned that the situation was most criticel and urged aid in
feeding the livestock. Otherwise, the catile would be sold or die. If
large numbers were thrown on the market and prices depressed, he feared
the ranchers would clamor for another purchase program.l9 Late in May

the President's Drought Committee proposed that emphasis be placed on

moving feed into the drought region. If any cattle purchases became

17Davis, "We Must Strive for Balanced Production,”" Qklahoma
Farmer-Stockman, XIVII (November 15, 193%), 5, 9. B

18

Wallaces' Farmer, LX (March 2, 1935), 5.

19

Pollock to W. A. Wheeler, May 16, 1935, National Archives,
R. G’o 160
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necessary, the Committee suggested that it be emphasized that the
measure was to increase and save the supply of food. Concern for the
attitude of the consumer was evidenced in the recommendation that any
statement made should "allay any possible reaction growing out of con-
sumer's sentiment with respect to food supplies, especially supply of
meat."

When it was reluctantly decided to buy cattle in 1936, the
whole operation was underplayed as much as possible. The purchase method
was designed to discourage a rush to federal buyers. As Paul H. Appleby
wrote, there was a "waiting attitude, and the problem has been to buy as

little as possible."21

Only 3,663 head were bought during the entire
purchase period.22 Although drought conditions or cattle numbers did
not compare to that of 1934, the Administration had no intention of
allowing panic and another extensive purchase program develop.

By the spring of 1935 agricultural officials bad started defend-
ing the hog and cattle reduction projects as food conservation measures
rether than as surplus reduction or price lifting programs. The defense
emphasized the argument that had the projects not reduced hog and cattile
numbers the drought weuld have caused equel if not greater meat shortages

than actually existed. Secretary Wellace expressed this view when asked

Minutes of President's Drought Committee, Tentative Proposal
of Policy Statements by Eric Englund, May 25, 1935, National Archives,
R. G. 16.

21
Appleby to Calvin B. Hoover, July 18, 1936, National Ar-
chives, R. G. 16.

22 '
Cattle Purchase Committee: Memorandum for J. W. Tapp,
November 27, 1936, National Archives, R. G. 16.
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if there would be enough meat for everyone:

The supply of meat is not normsal, but no one is going to

starve to death for lack of that product. . . . There is

more beef in this country as a result of government activi-

ties than otherwise would have been the case. My recollection

is that the government kss canned 100,000,000 pounds. A large

part of that is meet that would have been lost through starva-

tion of enimals on the range.

In the case of pork, there is definitely more pork than other-

wise would have been the case had there been no little pig

slaughter. That 1ittle pig program of 1933 means that there

was mgge corn avallable for feeding to hogs this past winter.
In July R. G. Tugwell defended the plg slaughter along the same lines.
The progrem, he declared, had prevented a demoralization of hog prices,
but the slaughter wes not responsible for the pork shortage or high
prices. Instead, he argued, the project had saved feed and thereby the
current hog supplies were larger then they otherwise would have been.al'L
Clifford V. Gregory, active in the hog project, insisted that the gov-
ernment purchase of cattle "conserved beef that would have been lost
by starvation" as well as adjusting cattle numbers to feed supply and
keeping "a large section of the industry from going bankrupt."as The
same defense was still being used in 1937. J. D. LeCron, assistant to
the Secretary, declared that "it turned out that the reasl effect of
slaughtering pigs and sows in 1933 under the Government Program, in

advance of the tremendous 1934 drought shortage of feed, was to save

23 oklahoma Farmer-Stockman, XLVIII (April 1, 1935), 6.

ahTugwell to Charles J. Colden, July 16, 1935, National
Archives, R. G, 16.

asGregory, "The American Farm Bureau Federation and the AdA,"
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, CLXXIX
(May 1935), 157.
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feed and maké it availaeble for maintaining supplies of hogs in l93h."26
In spite of the Administration arguments, the ghosts of the
little pigs were called the "major New Deal political worry" in the fall

of 1935. According to the Oklehoma Farmer-Stockman, the specter of the

wested pigs was "threatening trouble not only in the east but in the
cities of the west and south as well,” because housewives blamed the
slaughter for high meet prices. Housewlves found it difficult to follow
the contention that more pork was available as a result of the reduction
program, it was suggested, because "they see pork out of reach and want
somebody to bleme." The possibility of continued high meat prices. it
was concluded, suggested "political dynamite to some high officials.“27
Although the drought purchases never received as much criticism as the
pig project, the seme general trends were evident in the Administration's
defense. A press release issued in November 1935 pictured cattle buying
as & surplus removal program to deel with an emergency situation. It
was emphesized, however, that the purchases "assured maintenance of a
plentiful supply of foundation livestock on :f‘a:rmxa."a8
The election of 1936 demonstrated rather conclusively that the
slaughter programs, even with the high meat prices, did not result in
any significent anti-New Deal vote. Obviously much of the criticism

came from chronic complainers, but there was enough honest censure to

26LeCron to E. H. Johnson, President of Twin States Livestock
Association, May 1, 1937, Rationel Archives, R. G. 16.

27

X 28AAA Press Releese, November 18, 1935, Nationmal Archives,
R. G. 145.

Oklahoma Farmer-Stockman, XLVIII (September 1, 1935), 5.
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contribute to & change in the Administration line. Another factor which
influenced the shift was the awesome display of power by nature. Wallace
denied that the drought disaster had upset the plens of the AAA., In-
stead, he suggested that the drought might make it possible "to develop
& concept of what mey be called 'an ever normal granary.'"29 Actually,
of course, the drought caused major modifications in existing and
planned projects as well as providing a usefui alibi for what hed elready
been done.

Critics charged that the buylng programs resulted from a general

=

drive ir the

AA tc socimlize agriculture and to buy votes. After
George N. Peek turned against the AAA policies, he discovered & scheme
by the "collectivist group” to use the farm act to bring about planned
agriculture end to keep the farmers from finding out what was going on
by deluging them with money." The pig killing program had its political
implications, he saild, because the experiments "were in regions wvhich
were elither normally Republican or which had a way of being on the

fence." ©Peek then pointed to the fact that Roswell Garst, active in

developing the program, and Secretary Wallace had been partners in the
seed corn business in Jowa. In addition, Peek discleimed any part in
the project:

I had no part in shaping the program. It was presented to me
by the Hogs and Corn Sections of the A. A, A. as the consensus
of opinion among both producers and processors, and &s such
there seemed nothing to do but go along with it in view of the
existing emergency. I did not know until later that the steam
roller had begen used to get producer agreements. I did know
that a marketing agreement with the processors--an essential to

29

Wallace to H. G. Brownson, June 12, 1934, National Archives,
R. G. 16.
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any real plan--had been prevented by the group in the A. A. A,

which was trying to get control of the big packers apparently

as & prelude to controlling other private business.
Although a great deal of money was distributed to corn and hog producers,
the endeavor to aid them failed:

. . because the chief undercover attention was given to di-

verting the Agricultural Adjustment Act into a farm and food

business regimenting device. What these people called 'reform'

--that is, the destruction of the American System--was made an

issue paramount to putting the corn-hog farmers on their feet.

The money wes poured out, not alone to help the farmers but to

keep them quiet while their future liberty to eaxrn in the

American fashion wes being taken away from them.30
Essentially Peek was disgruntled because Wallace was in charge of farm
policy rather than himself, and because control of production was being
emphasized over marketing agreements and government aided export of sur-
plus supplies. There was, however, somz basils to his charges.

Nevertheless, both the hog price situation in 1933 and weather

conditions in 1934 were serious enough to warrant emergency action. The
wastefulness of the methods chosen merited criticism. Condemmation of
the cattle wes necessary, but the destruction of young pigs was a part
of the scheme to raise prices by reducing production, similar to the
plowing up of growing cotton plants. Wallace consistently opposed a
straight surplus removal program, perhaps fearing that it would become
‘8 permanent crutch. He quickly despaired, however, of the destruction
measures. ''Certainly none of us," he wrote, "ever want to go through
a plow-up campaign again, no matter how successful a price-raising

method it proved to be."al Wallace also felt that the only excuse for

3OGeorge N. Peek with Samuel Crowther, Why Quit Our Own (New
York: D. Ven Nostrand Company, 1936), 121, 132.

1
3 Henry A. Wellace, New Frontiers (New York: Reynal and
Hitecheock, 193k4), 17h-175.
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the hog slaughter was to provide pork for the needy.

Without any doubt the most valuable material contribution of
the purchase programs was their role in the development of & new concept
of relief, for both farm and urban needy. Although something similar
might heve evolved, the hog purchases led to the creation of the Federal
Surplus Relief Corporation and to the continued buying of surplus agri-
cultural products for the hungry. This became a permsnent part of
federal farm policy. The practice of surplus removal has been continued
with the supplies being used in such dlverse projects as the school lunch
and the Food-For-Peace programs. Oaly through soms stratagem such as
this could the production restrictions justify, not only to their crities
but to their own conscience, the reduction of aveilable food supplies.
Although the principles behind operations of the FSRC represented &as
significant a departure from tradition a&s that of production control,
there was little objection to the activity. Not many could criticize
giving food to the hungry. Also, as Secretary Wallace suggested, few
realized how radical & departure from tradition it was for the govern-
ment to buy surplus products and give them to the needy. Those who did
tended to object to the broad powers of the FSRC rather thar its objec-
tives.

One of the most disturbing features of the whole New Deal farm
policy was its assault on & long standing Americen myth. Thomas Jeffer-
son had idealized the self-reliant yeoman farmer as the best protector
of American independence. Others, before and after Jefferson, had held
2 greatly exmggerated, and largely false, esteem for the average farmer.

Although the place of the farmer in American society, and certainly his
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influence, had undergone serious .rosion since the days of Jefferson,
it was obvious that a number of the Administration leaders, some farmers
and many of the New Deal critics still clung to the tradition. The
cattlemen were especlally addicted to viewing themselves as the chosen
ones to defend the great American traditions against all attackers.
While the AAA leaders felt that they were enhancing the ability of the
producer to maintain his indepen.dence,32 ;thers insisted that the pro-
grams were debsuching.

Thomas V. Wickersham of the Chicago Board of Trade spoke for
the critics when he said: "I can only see the farmer as I have always
known him, virile and sturdy in his own strength, independent, self-
supporting. I cannot visualize him standing at the kitchen door of

bureaucracy with his hat in his hand."33

Although there was nothing
more natural than for farmers to joln other interest groups in demand-
ing government aid, neither supporters nor critics could discover a
satisfactory compromise between their view of what the farmer should
be and what he actually was. Thus, the extremes of opinion on the
character of the AAA were to be expected. To C. E. Burkett, the farm

relief projects "undermined the farmers' manhood and debauched agri-

32M. L. Wilson of the AAA declared in 1933, "It is an Americean
plan--g plan peculiarly adapted to the temperament of the American
fermer. The rock upon which it is founded is the essential democratic
principle of self-governmment. . . . it attempts to preserve the finest
traditions of the American farmer--to maintain the best elements of his
individualism. . . ." In 1935, he added: "The economic democracy which
the farmers of this country have set up under the AAA is to my mind the
biggest, the most satisfactory thing about the whole program." Quoted
in Edwin G. Nourse, Joseph S. Davis, and Jchn D. Black, Three Years of
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration (Washington: ~The Brookings
Institution, 1937), 257-253.

33Néw York Times, May 4, 1934, p. 15.
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culturists.” According to Burkett, the agricultural officiaels hed
borrowed theories and plans from Soviet Russia which led to:

. « . regimentation, reduction, destruction. The AAA scheme
of farm control that slaughtered little pigs, butchered
pregnent sows, plowed under corn and cotton, that debauched
farmers by forcing these unthinkaeble things upon them, was
damnable, silly, idiotic, impossible to thinking men. But
they did it--undermining the very manhood of our farm people,
destroying the ideals and aspirations of the men and women

. « . Who have sought so heioically to build for a better and
more enduring agriculture.3

Wallace was influenced by en exaggerated view of the importance
and cherecter of the farm producer, and sought to preserve as much of
the old myth as possible. Although he denied that he believed farmers
any more intelligent, virtuous or courageous than others, Wallace
declared that farmers "have probably been more active than any other
group in searching for economic democracy." This was because, he in-
sisted, "they have suffered more, and because they still live in the
simpler and pleiner environment wherein this democracy was born."35
Just before the start of the hog buying program Dan E. Mahoney warned
the Secretary against any pretended virtues of farmers:

The Fect must not be lost sight of, that, there is no greater
amount of honesty to be found among the general HERD OF AGRI-
CULTURISTS than in the average Bun of our INDUSTRIALS; Hence

it is up to our 1AW MAKERS and Others as well, in this case

to devise means and ways of assistance to the Farmer in such
Form that it will pay him better to (COME CLEAN) than to under-
take to chisel in or double deal his 'Benefactor.'3

Although Mahoney mey have had other motives as well, he was essentially

3uNew York Times, August 17, 1934, p. 23.

3swallace, New Frontiers, 137.

36Mahoney to Wallace, August 17, 1933, National Archives,
R. G. 145.
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telling Wallace that farmers were simply men, nc better and no worse
than the average. The wey hog producers received the government pro-
Ject vindicated the contention. This was also true of the cattlemen and
their reception of the drought purchases. The Oskland Farmers Union,
which passed a resolution in 1935 to the effect that Congress should
reimburse them for the full value of the cattle sold in 1934,5' and the
farmer, ﬁho asked in 1937 to dig up the bones of the condemned cattle

38

for commercial uses, were simply demonstrating a typically human con-
cern for their own welfere. This was, perhaps, one of ‘the great, if
ignored, lessons of the government purchase programs.

The livestock slaughter projects did serve to put cash in the
pockets of needy farmers. As a means of bringing direct and lmmediate
relief to producers hit by low prices and weether conditions, the pur-
chase programs proved very effective. By demonstrating the ability of
the government to act decisively and vigorously, they certainly helped
to turn "the tide of defeatist psychology" and to give farmers renewed

35 The buying and killing of young pigs and cattle wos, however,

hope .
too wasteful and unpopular to become a vital part of farm policy. In

any cese, the value of such purchases as an aid in controlling produc-
tion was subject to cerious doubt. Wallace and his close advisers had

alwvays viewed the buying as an emergency measure to deal with a specific

37Paul R. Preston to The Oskland Fermers Union, February 21,
1936, National Archives, R. G. 145.

38R. C. McChord to C. D. Schanyenback, May 24, 1937, National
Archives, R. G. 145.

39Nourse, Davis, and Black, Three Years of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, 259.
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and immediate crisis. Buying of cattle had been great enough to reduce
the surplus, but offered no solution to the long term troubles and,
indeed, destroyed any possibility of dealing with those problems. Hog
buying apparently had no significant effect on decreasing future sup-
plieé, but set é precedent for government purchase programs.

‘Obviously human nature and the problems of plenning in the
livestock industries made govermment buying impractical as a part of
a8 permenent control plan. Indeed, such a method of surplus removal
smacked greatly of the McNery-Haugenism or two price schemes of the
twenties. It was for this reason that Wellace and his group always
emphasized the purchases &s merely the introductory phases of a long
range control program. Government slaughter projects to reduce current

surpluses could meet existing crises, but unless accompanied by a perma-

nent—plan was no more—effective in sclving the problems of agriculture

than the activities of the Federal Farm Board. That this is a legiti-
mate criticism of the two projects should not be held szainst Wallace
or the AAA, Humar nature and Mother Nature both intervened to the detri-
ment of their planned use of the purchases. Although it would be unjust,
the Administration might be held accountable for its fallure to under-

stand the one and to anticipate the other.
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