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Ge,

PREFACK

Like other branches of the eoonomy, dmerican agriculture
was in desperate straits during the years of the (Great Depression.
Bat on May 12, 1933, the federal government came to the aid of agrim

culture, inaugurating a comprehensive, directmaction program of agriw

“eultural adjustment. Thus, for the first time the federal government

had assumed great responsibility for the conomic status of American
farmers.

This dissertation is a study of the administration of one
agpect of that program of agricultural adjustment. It is a descripe
tion and analysis of the administrative structure and process of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, with special reference to
the production control and soil conservation programs ag they were
applied to the production of corn in the State of Iowa from 1933
through 19)40. The study consists of four parts, the first three of
which are largely descriptive; they deal with the statutory authority
for the adjustment activities of the A.d.d., its administrative
structure, and its administrative process-——ihe methods by which policy
was made and executed and by whiock administrative review of decisions
was permitted, In the fourth part the author sumearizes the previous
chapters and draws conclusions as to the effectiveness of the A.A.A.t'5

structure, progedures, and principal methed of adjustmente~acrsage

ii



allotmentg~=in achieving the organization objectives.

A few words are necesgary to explain why this study covers
only the period 1933«L0. In retrospect this seems to have been the
most important period of apricultural adjustment. It was during
these years that adjustment activity was most concerned with combate
ing overproduction of agricultural émodities. Since the beginning
of American participation in the Second World War farmers have bsen
able to sell profitably almost anything and everything they have been
able to produce. Conseguently, the problem of curtailing agricultural
production to the point that supply equals effective consumptive
demand has not been a major comcern of adjustment activity since
about 194l Thus, it is the earlier period that is most significant
from an administrative point of view. How effective were the
administrative structure, procedures, and methods of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration during this period in attaining the cobjec~
tive of reduced agricultural production? The answers to this question
will provide useful guides to aetic»ﬁ should American agriculture be
again eonfronted with the prospect of economic depression.

How, a brief word about sources. Most helpful sources for

the period 193335 were the follewing: Three Years of the Agricultural

Adjustment Administration, by Zdwir G. Hourse, Joseph S. Davis, and

John D. Black; The Administration of the 192& Corn-Heg Program in Iowa,

a Ph, D. dissertation by Richard Hele Roberts; and a collection of

decuments, perscnal correspondernce, and other materials furnished the
111 "



author by Thomas G. lundy, Chairman of the Story County, lowa, Committee
from 1933 through 1938, Without lir. Lundy's material this studiy would

not have been possible, since publication of the Fedorsl Register,

in which federal administrative rules and regulations are published,
was not begun until the year 1936, Most important sources for the
193640 pericd were as follows: The Federal Register, Public Adminw

istration and the United States Department of Agriculture, by John M.

Gaus and Leon 0, Woleottsy Covernment in Relation to Agriculture, by

Edwin G. Hoursej Agriculture in an Unatable kconomy, by Theodore W
Schults} and of course Mr. Lundy's collection of documents and other
naterials. In addition, AgriculturalAdjustment, the yearly report of

the Adud.niaizsra.tor of the A.A.A., was an indispensable scurce for the
whole parioé 1933-4i0. For convenience in reference, source citations
are arranged at the end of each chapter. All scurces are listed in
the bibliography.

The author owes a debt of gratitude to Professor Kirk H.
Porter, Head of the Dépar'bment of Political Seience at the State
University of Iowa, who guided this dissertationj to Mr. Thomas G.
Tundy; to Mr. John C. Bagwell, Acting Deputy Selicitor, United States
i)epartmant of Agriculturej and to all those persons whose writings
have centributed to this study.
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PART I. INTRODUCTION
Chapter I
STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT

The first Agricultural Adjustment Act was approved on May

12, 1933. It was this Act which creatad the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration as a bureau of agency status within the United States
Department of Agriculture. Fashioned during what appeared to be the
worst economic depression in the nation's history, the Act was intended
by Congress to "relisve the existing national emergency by increasing
agricultural purchasing power" sc that it would bear the same rela-
tion between the prices farmers paid and received for goods and ser-
vices as obtained on the average from Auéhst, 1909, to July, 191k,
The purpose of the Act was to achieve "parity" for agriculture with
other economic groups in the country's market-place. Parity was
defined as the establishment and maintenance of:

such balance between the production and consumption of agri-

cultural commodities, and such marketing conditions therefor,

as will reestablish prices to farmers at a level that will

give agricultural commodities a purchasing power with respect

to articles that farmers buy, equivalent to the purchasing

power of agricultural commodities in the base period /1909

19147,
Thus, parity meant equality betwueen the purchasing power of farmers
and of other economic groups.l

At lsast for the duration of the emergency, farmers were to

engage in a wvoluntary crop reduction program designed to increase the

market prices of agricultural commodities. Farmers were to be



attracted to the program by a system of benefit payments substantially
aqual in amount to the income they would have received from the land
temporarily withdrawn from production under the terms of the program.
These benefit payments were to be financed by a system of levies
imposed by the Secratafy of Agriculture upon processors of specified
agricultural commcditieg.

The Act conferred considerable rule-making power upon the
Secretary of Agrienlture. He was given power, under his authority to
supervise the administration of commodity venefit payments, "to pro-
vide for reduction in the acreage or reduction in the production for
market, or both, of any basic agricultural commodity, through agree-
ments with producers or by other voluntary methods, . . « in such
amounts as the secretary deems fair and reasonable." The term "basic
agricultural camodity" included wheat, cotton, field corm, hogs, rice,
tobacco, and milk and its products. The Secretary was also empowered
to negotiate marketing agreemants with "processors, associations of
producers, and others engaged in the current of interstate and foreign
commerce of any agricultural commodity or product thereof, after due
notice and opportunity for hearing to interested parties." Subject
to the requirement that such issuances and revocations be made accord-
ing to law and "after due notice and opportunity for hearing,“ the
Secretary was given immediate and final authority to issue and by
order tc revoke for violation of terms "licenses permitiing processors,

associations of producers, and others to engage in the handling, in



the current of interstate and foreign commerce, of any agricultural
comnodity or preduct thersof, or any competing cammodity or product
therecf." Under a general grant of authority, the Secretary was
empowered, "with the approval of the President, to make such regula-
tions with the force and effect of lew as may be necessary to carry
out the powsrs vested in him by this title. . . « Any violation of
any regulation® was made "subject to such penalty, not in excess of
$100," as might be provided in the regulation.3
The Act provided that the functions it vested in the Secre—
. tary of Agriculture should be exercised by the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration, which the Secretary was to establish in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The Secratary was also "authorized to establish
.« « « State and local committess, or associations of producers, when
in his judgment they are qualified to do so, to act as agents of
their members and patrons in connection with the iiistribution of
rental and bsnefit paymenta."h
Other provisions of the Act provided that the processing

taxes were to be collected by the PBureau of Internal Revenue under
the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury,s and that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture was tc "report any violation" of any acreage
reduction or marketing agreement "to the Attorney General of the
United States, who shall cause appropriate proceedings to enforce
such agraement. to be commenced and prosecuted in the proper courts

of the United States without -dala.y."é'



Following the Agriculturel Adjustment Act of 1933, a
number of aupplementary and amendatory statutes conferred additional
authority upon the Agricultursl Adjustment Administration. Ameng
these acts, of special importance were those providing for acreage
control programs: the Bankhead Gotton Act of 1934, the Eerr Tobacco
Act, and the Potate Act of 1935, which supplemented existing acreage
reduction programs. Amendments were also psssed to include dairy
- and beef cattle, peanuts, rye, vflax, barley, grain sorghums, sugar
beats and sugar cane as basic commoditles under the Agricultural
_ Adjustment Ac:t.7

The decision of the United States Supreme Cowrt in Schechter

"v. United States (1935), invalidating the National Industrial Recovery -
Act, because Congress had provided no standard to guide the President
in his rule-making aunthority, "had a marked effect upon the technique
of legislative drafting." For instance, scon after, Congress amended
the Agricultural Adjustument Act of 1933 to bring its provisions into
. écnfomiby with the Schechter dauision."s This extensive amendatory
act, among other things, provided that the authority of the Sscretary
of Agriculture to establish the amownts of rental and benefit pay-
nments was to be limited by the consideration that such payments must
freflect current interest payments per acre on famm indebtedness
secursed by real estate and tax payments per scre on faym real estate,
as contrasted with such interest payments and tex payments during the
base period” from August, 1909, to July, 1914.7



The section of the AAMA of 1933 dealing with Congress?
polley of protecting the interests of the congumer in the administra~
tion of the propram was made more specific in this Amendment by insere
tion of the provision that the interest of the consumer should be
protected ™y gradual correction of tie current level [5:5‘ agricultural
prices/ at as repid o mate ss the Secretary of Agriculture deems to
be in the public interest and feasible in view of the current conw
sumptive demand in domestic and foreign mwarkets.” Of course, it is
apparent that such %gredual correction of the current level® was left
within the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture, since he was
given authority to determine what level of prices at any given time
was feasible mand in the public interest, But it must be emphasized
that a great deal of his broad diseretion vanished in actual practice,

for the reason that in this, as in other instances, much of his duty
was 4o find atatez of fact, and then to apply specified statutory prow
visions to such giates of i‘act.m

Althouph the Secretary of Agriculture still retained %an
extensive rule-making power,® the delegation of euthority in this
amendment to the A.A,A, of 1933 (later ve-enacted in the Agricultural
Harketing Apreement Act of 1937) "was held to be within reasonable
limits" by the Supreme Court in United States v. Rock Hoyal Cocpera=
tive Inc. (1939).1 |

¥any of the provisions of the Apricultural Adjustment idct
of 1933 were declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in a
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decision handed down on Jamuery 6, 1936. In United States v. Butler,
207 U, 8, 1 (1936}, the court declared that the Act, based upon the
delegated powers of Conpress to tax and to spend money, invaded the
powers yeserved to the States under the Tenth Amendmerit. Thus the
processing tax provisions designed to finance the programs were &lso
void. And, although the government argued that the acreage reduction
programs based on the Act were striectly voluntary, the court held that
the benefit payments were so attractive to farmers that the acreage
reduction programs were "ocoercive" and regulatory in character. The
acreage reduction comtract programs were sctuslly "acreage control
programs,” and therefore unsonstitutional.l? Following this decision,
"the Bankhead Act, the Kerr Tobaceo Act, and the Potato Act of 1935
were repealed by the Congress (no program under the Potato Act was
ever put into effect)."l3

In February, 1936, Congress enscted the Soil Conservation
and Domestie Allotment Act {sometimes called ™the substitute for
AAA"), again authorizing the Eeoretary:of Agriculture te administer
agricultural conservation proprams calling for reduction in acreage
of certain agricultural commodities, According to the proponents of
the Act, these proprams were "entirely volunm;ry."n* No attexpt was
made to reinstitute the processing taxes; instead, the Congress would
appropriate up to $500,000,000 for each year. This time it was
devlared thet among the chief purposes of the Act was the desire to

pregerve, conserve, and improve soil fertility, and to re-establish,



"at as rapid a rate as the Secretary of Agriculture deteraines to
be practicable and in the general public interest,” "parity® between
farm and other 5n¢omo-15

Under the provisions of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act, any state was eligible to participate in the program,
but such participation was mede contingent upon the state's submis-
sicn of a yearly conservation and mereage reduction plan te the
Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary might accept or reject the
plan in accordance with its conformity to the rules and regulations
prescribed by the Act and by him for the purpose, If the Secretary
spproved the plan, the state was to receive such financial assistance
(on a quarterly allotment basis) as he might determine necessary to
effectuate the objectives of the Act. The Aot pravided that the
Seeretary could not approve a plan unless (1) it provided that the
agency o administer the plan could do so only after suitable authoyie
‘zation both by the state and by the Secretaryy (2) it provided "for
such mebhods of adminiatyation, and such participation in the admine
istration of the plan by county and community committees or assoclaw
tions of agricultural producers organized for such purpose,” as the
Secretary might determine to be necessary "for the effective admine
istration of the plan®; and (3) it provided "for the submission to
the Secretary of such reports as he might find "necessary to ascerw-
tain whether the plan /Was/ being cerried out according to its

terma."m



fhere no State plan was operative, the Secretary was
authorized umtil Jamusry 1, 1938, to make "payments or grants of
other aid"® to agricultural producers in amounta determined by him
"to be falr and reasonable.” But in determining the payments for
any given acreapes of land, he was dMrected to teke intc considera-
tion the amowmt and kind of soil conservation being practiced, changes
in land use, normal preduction of glven commodities on such land
relative to the novmal national production of such commodities
required for domestic consumption, ¢r any combination of these
i‘aetors;.m At the sane time, the "facte constituting the bases for
sny payment or grant,” when found by the Secretary to be in conform-
ity with his rules and regulations, were to be "reviewable" only by
him-.m Alse, in making payments or granta to agrieuvltural producers,
the Becretary was compelled, “as far as pmticﬁble,” to protsct the
interests of tenants, sharecroppers, and small producers, to utilize
and to provide financial allotments to county and community commit-
tees, the Department of Agricuvlture Extension Service, "or other
approved agencies," and to Yencourage and provide for soil conserving
and goll rebuilding practices rather than the growing of scil deplet-
ing commerclal crops.® The Secretary's power was also limited by
the provision that he should "not have power te enter intc any cone
tract binding upen any producer or to acguire any land or any right
or interest therein,"?

By the terms of the Act the Secretary of Agriculture was



Yauthorized and directed to provide for the execution by the Agri-
oultural Adjustment Administration® of such of the foregoing powers
conferred upon him “as he deems may be appropristely exertcised by
such Adminiatmtien.”m |

Congress provided for the contimustion of the regulation
of marketings of agricultural commodities through marketing agreew
ments and crders by means of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act spproved June 3, 1937. This statute, based on the delegated
power of Jongress to regulate interstate and foreign commerce,
re-enascted and amended most of the remeining provisions of the
Agricuvltural Adjustment Act of 1933. Speecifically excluded From its
provisione was the old system of processing taxes. The Act stated
that the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act had not %been
intended for the control of the production of agricultural commedities.®
It was also deglared that the provisions of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act here re-enacted and amended had "been intended to be effeoce
tive irrespective of the validity of any other provision of that
het w21

Congress in a Joint Resolution approved August 2l, 1937,
declared that it was "the sense™ of that body “that the permanent
farm legislation should be based upon the following principles:¥
(1) asgricultural producers Yare entitled to their fair share of the
national incomej” (2) "consumers" are entitled to "protection against

the consequences of drought, floods, and pestilence,” which would



cauvse wmsuslly Yhigh prices," by the “storage ol reserve supplies®
in large "orop years for wse in time of crop failure®; (3) in view
of the protection to consumers afforded by this "ever-normsl granary
plan," agricultural producers should also be "safegusrded againsi
undue price declines" by means of a "system of loans supplementing
their national soil-conservation program"; (4) Pthe present Scil
Conservation Act should be continuwed," but its operations should be
"gimplified®; (5) there ought to be Yresearch into new uses for
agrieultural commodities and the products thereof"; and (6) “applicaw
tions to the Interstate Commerce Commission™ ought %o be pexrmitted
for correction of discriminations now existing against agricultural
products in the freight~rate schedules.® Congress then resclved that
"legislation® designed to carry out "the foregoing principles” should
be the first project "to engage the attention of the Congress upon
its reconvaning»"za
In February, 1938, Congrese passed the second Agricultural
Adjustment Act. Though this act aimed ai objectives similar to those
of the earlier Agricultural Adjustment Act, like the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act (which it continued), it was based
on the commerce power. It declared that its policy (in part) was:
Yto regulate interstate and forelgn commerce in ecotton, wheat, corn,
tobacco and rice to the extent necessary to provide an orderly,
adequate, and balanced flow of such commodities in interstate and

foreipn commerce through storage of reserve supplies, 1oans,lmarketings,



quotas, asevisting farmers te obtain, in so far as practicable,
parity prices for sueh commedities and parity of income, and
assisting consumers to obtain an adequate and steady eupply of suth
commodities st fair pr&caaj."%

Title I of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 conw
tained amendments to the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, Here it was provided, among other things, thét in carrying
out the agrieultural conservation and acreage reduction programs
in the continental United Btates, the Secretary of Agriculture
miet "utilisze the services of local and State committees.® 4&s in
administering the programs under the earlier acte, he wis reguired
to "designate local sdministrative areas as units for administration
of programs.” Ko local sduninistrative ares was to "include more than
one county or parts of different counties."2h

Agricultural producers within any local adminigtrative
area and perticipating in the zereage reduction programs were to
elect annually from smong themselves a local (township) committee
of no more than three menbers. TIn the same olection, a delegate
to a Pcounty convention for the election of & county committee" was
to be selected. The delegates to this county convention were then
to elect 2 eounty comaittee of from three to five members to adminise
ter the coummty progrems; and the county committee must select a
secretary who might or might not be the county agricultural exten-—

sion agent. At any rate, the county agricultural extension egent
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was to serve as an ex officio member, without voting rights, of the
county 'ﬁorm.wteer. The eomﬁy agent might also be selected as
secretary by local township committees.

The Amendment also provided for a state committee in each
state, composed of from three to five farmers appointed by the
Becretary of Agriculture, and of the state director of the Agrie
cultursl ¥xtension Service, who was to serve as an ex offieio commite
tee membeor.

The Secretary of Agriculture was empowered to "make such
regulations as are necessary to the selection and exercise of the
functions® of both sets of committess, "and to the administration,
through such commitiees, of such pwgmma.“% Aind, finally, none
of these provisions was to “require reconstituting, for 1938, any
county or other local committee which /Bad/ been constituted prior
to February 1, 1938726

Within this Amendment to tﬁe S04l Conservation and Domestie
Allotment Act, it was provided that in the case of fileld corn prow
duced for commercinl purposes, %aatianal, state, county, township, and
Individual fara acreage allotuents were to be established each year
(as they had been previocusly), by the Secretary of Agriculture with
the aseisztance of the Agricultural Adjustment Adminmistration, state
and local committees, and other divisions of the Department of Agri-
oulture. THese various allotments were 4o be apportioned "on the

bagie ¢f the acreage seeded for the production of the commodity
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during the ten calendar years immediately preceding® the given
calendar years, “"with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions
and trends in acreage during the spplicable period.” Also to be
taken into consideration in determining county allotments wers the
"type of solil, topography, and croperotation practices" within the
county and on individeal farms. PAny payment or grant of aid
auvthorized by the Secretery of Agriculture® must be "conditioned
upon the utilization of the land, with respect to which such pay«
ment is made, in conformity with farming practices which the Secre-
tary finds tend to effectuzte any one or more of the purposes" of
the Aet.2T Farm payments mede by the Secretary of Agriculture
must be "divided among the landlord, tenants and sharecroppers of
any farm . . . in the same proportion that such /persong/ are
entitled to share in the proceeds of the sgricultural commodity
with respect to which such payments are made.” But “payments
based on soil-building or soil-conserving practices" must be
divided in accordance with the extent to which each group contrib-
utes "to the carrying out of such pmctiws."ga
Perhaps the most significant innovation of the Act was
its authorigation of the regulation of the five basic agricultural
commodities through marketing\ quotas. If, from available statistics
of the Department of Agriculture, the acreage allotments established
for field comm and other agricultural commodities mu}d not effect

the desired reduetion in national production of such commodities,



the Secretary of Agriculture lvms enpowered to establish marketing
q@m for these commodities. These marketing quotas put into
effeet in designated avese in the case of commercial fleld corn,

" for example, should provide for the marketing of an amount of corn
considered nscessary to insure an adequate supply for the nationts
needs., For the protection both of consumers and of farmers, any
additionel amount should be "sealed" by the federal government and
retained on the farm, and later be provured by the government and
stored for future use in Yeverwnoymsl granaries.”

"Within twenty days after the date of issuanve of the’
proclamation of murketing quotas" for corn and other agricultural
commodities, "the Secretary shall conduct & /farmer/ referendum,”
administered by local committees in areas affected, "by secrst
ballet « . « to determine whether such farmers are in favor of or
opposed to such quotas." If at least twowthirds of the farmers
participating in the referendum voie in favor ¢f a quota, "the
Secretary shall, pricr to September 10, proclaim the result of the
referendun® 'ami the quota "shall . « . become effective®. If more
than one~third of those voting were opposed, the quots should not
be c\paramve.ay

The Act provided a penalty of fifteen cents per bushel of
corn which any farmer under a marketing quota for his famm marketed
in excess of his quots. A faymer was to be made aware hoth ¢f his

acreage allotment and his marketing queta by notice mailed to him,



Additlonal copies of such notices were to be kept available for
public inspection "in the office of the eounty agricultural exten-
pion agent or with the chairman of the local committee." If the
farmer should be "dissatiasfied with his farm marketing quota,® it
wap provided that within fifteen days of the melling of hisg notice
of gquota, he might have “such quota reviewed by a local rwim
compittee appointed by the Secretary /of Agriculture/." No members
of this local review commitiee were simultaneocusly to be mewbers
of the local committee whioch determined any allotment or quota for
such farm. "Unless application for review is wade within such period,
the original determinetion of the farm markebting gquota shall be
fina1,»30

If a farmer was "dissatisfied with the &steminatim of
the review compitiee,” he might "file & bill in equity against the
review coomittee as defendant in the United States district court®
or in the nearest State court of record "within fifteen days after
a notice of the deternination of the review comslttee was mailed
to him by registered mail.® But "the review by the court shall be
limited to questions of law, and the Findings of fact by the review
comrittee, 1f supported by evidence, shall be conclusive. 931

The Secretary of Agriculture was "authorized and directed
to provide for the execution by the Apricultural Adjustment Adnine-
latration of such of the powers conferred upon him by this Act as

he deems may be appropriately exercised by such Administration®,32



16

The validity of the Agricultural Adjusteent Act was first
attasked under the sections providing for the esteblishuent of
marketing quotas for fluewcured tobacco. (These sections were
similar to those regsrding the esteblishment of marketing quotas
for fisld corn and the other basic commodities.) The attack against
the Aott's constitutionality was based on three contenticns: (1)

"the act is a statutory plan to control agricultursl production, amd,
therefore, beyond the powers delegated bto Congress"; (2) "the stand
ard for caleculating farm quotas is uncertain, vague, and indefinite,
resulting in an unoonstituticnel delegetion of powsr to the Sacree
tary®; and (3) Yas applied to appellantmt® 1938 crop, the act takes
property without due process of law,"

The decision of the Suprems Oa}.\rt in the case of Mulford
Vo Smith (1939), upholding the validity of the Act, undertook to deal
with each of these objections. As to the first contemtion, Justice
Roberts {delivering the opinion of the court), said *the stetute does
not purport to control productien., ., . « It purports to be solely
a regulation of interstate commeree, which it reaches and affects at
the throat where tobacce enters the stream of commerce, =~ the market-
ing warehouse.” Furthermore, "the motive of Congress in exerting
the power is irrelevant to the validity of the legislation,®33

As to the second objection, Justice Roberts declared “that
definite staudards are laid_doﬁn for the government of the Secretary,

first, in fixing the quota, and, second, in its allotment amongst
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states and farms. . + « The Congress has indicated in detall the
eonsiderations which are to be held in view in malking + « « adjuste
ments /In the allotments ("so as to allew for specified factors
which have abnormally affected the production of the state or the
farm in question in the test years")/, and, in order to protect
against arbitrary action, has afforded both edministrative and
Judieial review to correct errors.t

Where the third argument was concerned, the court held
that *"the act did not prevent any producers from holding over the
excess tobacco produced, or procesaing and storing it for sale in
& later year; and the circumstance that the producers in Georgia
and Florida had not provided facilities for these purposes is not
of legal significanem"jh

In Wickard v. Filburn, (1942}, the Supreme Court upheld

the application of the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment

Aot of 1938 dealing with the egtablishment of marketing quetas for
wheat. "Filburn ralsed 23 acres of wheat, none of which was intended
for interstate cammerce, but all of which he consumed or fed to his
stock.” The Supreme Court declared that he was "validly liable to
the statutory penalities on the wheat produced in excess of his
quota® of "1l.) acres.” "His production of this wheat" was held to
affect "interstate commerce" as "idirectly' ., . . ag though he had
farmed 23,000 acres instead of 23,735

With the Supreme Court decisions in these cases, it was
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spparent thet the statutory suwthority for the agricultural adjuste
ment prograne finally rested upen firem constitntional basis. Bub
a great many agricultural programs had been carrisd out long befors
there was any sssurance that they were based upon anything other
than invalid statutery greunds. Comprehensive programs invelving
direct relations between farmers and the federal govarnment had
been planned and executed. These programs had provided, among other
things, for ecreage and production reductions, marketing agreements
and orders, llicensings, marketing quotas, storage of crops by sealw
ing on the farm and in ever-normal granaries. Nearly every aspect
of farm-life and farmepractice had besen found to bear sane relation
tc the federal gevernment and the American economy.

It is now necessary o describe the administrative
organization of the Agricultural Adjusiment Administration during
 the 1933-h0 period, particularly in connection with the production
control and soil conservation programg. This deseription comprises
Part IT. National A.A.A. orgamization will be presented in the
following chapter, and the organization on the Tows State levsl
will be deseribed in Chapter III.
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PART IT, STRUCTURE AND OMNIEATIQH
Chapter IX
NATIONAL ADMINISTRATION QRGANIZATION

The Agricultural adjustment Administration, as has been
indicated, was created by autherity of the Agricultural Adjustment
Aot of May 12, 1933. In acoordance with the provisions of the Act,
Secretary of Agriculture Wallace appointed the personnel necessary
to perform the functions vested in him by the Act. The Adwinistration
was esmtablished as a part of the Department of Agriculture, and its
activities were closely related with those of the other bureaus and
agensies of the Department. .

Five prinoipal methods of bringing about an adjustment
toward "parity" between farm and other income were established by
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended up to the end of 1935.
These methods were as follows: (1) control of agricultural production;
{(2) marketing agreements designed to reduce the cost of marketings
{3) removal of agricultural surpluses; (L) levying of the processing
tax to defray the cost of the other operations; and (5) insurance
against agricultural ahortagea.l

.The firat method of adjustment invelved produetion control
of five, later fifteen, basic agricultural commodities, including
wheat, cotton, rice, tobacco, corn, and hegs. Production eontrol

called for a reduction in acreage, which was effected on a national
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basgie and was called the national acresge allotment. This allotment
wag designed under normal conditions to provide a supply of basic
commodities large enough for domestic and export markets and for
reserves to guard against erop failures. It was apportioned among
the states and counties in accordance with their production history.
Hach scopersting farmert's allotment was worked out by local and county
committees elected by the fummers from among their own rnumbers.
Partieipating farmers received compensation for reducing their crop=
producing acreage. "Thia compensation was known aa a benefit payment,
and 1t varied with the productivity of the land and the crop involved."Z

The Agricultural Adjustment Adminietration was authorized
to put this pairt of the program into operations The first appointment
was that of an Administrator, directly responsible to the Becretary of
Agriculture; whose funotion it would be to direct and supervise all of
the activities of the Administration. Under his aunthority, and in
ceoperation with Secretary Wallace and other officials, the adminigtraw
tive organizetion was establisheds The Administrator was originally
assisted by a Co~adwinistrator and a staffy which included a cmﬁptmllsr,
a General Counsel, &n Administrative Officer, and a Consumers’ Counsel.
Each of these ésaistants to the Adminlstrator then organised & staff of
assistants, specialists, and employees to aid in discharging the duties
delegated to him,>

The Administratorls personal staff freguently changed in

composition, but its number tended to center around two Assistant
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Administrators, two or three iAsaistants to the Administyrator, and
ordinarily inecluded in ite inner counoils the directors of several
of the divisions of the &dminim‘tratim.h

Four line divisions were established within the Administre-
tion. Of these, the Production Division was given responsibility
for directing all produstion control programs. This division was
composed of six suberdinate units, called sections, each of which was
under a Chief and his assistants. Of gpecial interest to this study
was the Corn and Hogs Section of the Production Division, which shared
responsibility with the Meat Frocessing Section of the Processing and
Marketing Division for the administration of the price adjustment
prograz on corn and hogs. YAdvisers and experts from the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics /6f the Department of Agriculture/ were detailed
to these sections to formulate a program and analyze pmposals.“g

In acecordance with the provisions of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1933, the 3ecre£amj of Agriculture called upon the Crop and
Livestock Estimates Divigion and other divisions of the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics to furnish statistical estimates and data on
preduction 40 the Agricultursel Adjustment Administration, to aid =
4t in establishing national acreage allotments. Also, persommel of
the United States Extension Service, a bureau within the Depariment of
Agriculture, were given responsibility for the educational aspects of
the sdjustiment programs on the national level. On the state and local

levels the Department of Agriculture did "all its educationsl work
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« » o through [State/ extension service."®

The second methed of agricultural adiuvstuent was that of
reducing the cost of marketing through marketing agreements, The
idea was that if luproved marketing methods could be brought sbout,
"the farmer's income could increase without causing any corresponding
increase to the consumer.” Therefore, "the Secretary of Agriculiure
was authorived te enter intc marketing agreements with processors,
distributors, and producers,” in order "that competitive waste might
be eliminated, trade practices improved, swrpluses directed inte
proper chamels, and the farmer's prices raised." Licenses could be
issued by the Secretary which would require all handlerts to comply
with the provisions of the marketing agreements. ZLater, licenses
were replaced with orders, ®which were more restrictive and applicable
only to certain specific commodities," by the Agricultural Adjustuent
Act of 1935, The industry involved was to bear the cost of admine
istering marketing agreemmts-?

The various commodity divisions of the Agricultural Adjuste
nent Administration handled the marketing agreg;menm during the first
period of their existence. After the Supreme Court, in the Butler
case of January 6, 1936, invalidated certain parts of the adjustment
progran, the sdministration of marketing agreements was revised, It
was centralized in the Division of Warketlny and Markeling Agreements
established in the Department of Agricultuwag

Originally, the Processing and Marketing Division of the
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hdministration (which administered the marketing agreements and
licenses), was composed of seven sections. lLater, following an
Executive Urder of Juns 26, 1933, this number was increased to nine.
Thege included the CGrain Bection, the Cetton Section, and the Meat
Progessing and Marketing Section., A number of other sectionsy
established as the need arose, dealt with activities relating both
to preduction and to processing and marketing problems. Consequently,
these sections were made responsible to both divisions. They ineluded
the Dairy Section, the Rice Section, the Tebacco Section, the Sugsr
fection, the Special Crops Section, and the Bpecial Commodities Becw
tion. The latter wae gliven regponsibility for coordinating the plans
of the Adninistration with the activities of the Pederal Emergency
Relief Administration in purchasing and distributing surplus agyi-
eultural cammodities.9
The other two ¢f the original four divieions within the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration were the Finance Division and
- the Tivision of Informstion and Publicity. The first, headed by a
Pinance Director, was responsible for adnirdstering the financial
operations involved in the various programs of the Administration.
It was composed of four sect;icmml Budget, Business Management, General
Counsel, and Comptroller., The second, under a Director of Information,
was established to give informatiocn about the agricultural programs
to farmers, consumers, processorsg, and the general public, By December

of 1933 it was composed of the Press Section, Regional Contact Section,
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Pield Inf‘omatﬁ.an Seoation, Correspondence, Records and Printing
Section, sand the important Consumer's Counsel Section.lO

By Jamuary of 1934, the Administration also included three
nore offices as full divisions: the offices of CGeneral Counsel,
cohawnar‘a Counsel, and Comptroller, This made a total of seven
divisions within the Administrationg there were at this time twentbyw
one sections within these divisions, The Office of General Ccaunaelk
was in charge of litigations invwlving the Administration which were
not before the regular courts. (Litigations before regular courts
involving the Administration were handled by the Attorney General
and the Department of Justice.) The Penefit Contract Section, one
of seven sections of the Office of General Counsel, is of special
interest for the purposes of the present study. It was responsible
for checking producer compliance with the acreage reduction contracts.
In addition, the Rental and Penefit Audit Unit of the Compitroller's
Office performed an sduinistrative audit of all suech contract-a.u

An Executive Order on June 26, 1933, delegated to the
Seeretary of Agriculture certain powers conferred upon the Fresident
by the National Tndustrial Recovery Act of June 16 of that year, This
Order placed under the Agricultural idjustment Administretion all
industries and trades engaged principally in bandling milk and milk
products, tobacco and tobacco products, and foods and foodstuffse
With the exception of the determination of labor questions, the Order

delegated all of the powers over these industries conferred upon the
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President by the National Recovery Act. Thus, code authority over food
industries was transferved to the Agricultural Aﬂd;juatmmt. Adninistram
tion. The administration of the code program was handled by the
Processing and Marketing Division .12

The Bxecutive Order of Ju'm; 26, 1933, was amended by an
Executive Order of Janmary 8, 1934, which transferred most of the codes of
of fair competition originelly placed under the jurdsdiction of the
Secretary of Agriculturs to the National Becovery Administration,
This trarefer “made possible & reorganisation® of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration "inte a more compact form with consequent
economy in personnel and effort. nl3

The Agricultml Adjustoment Adninistration was reorganized
in January of 1934. Perhsps the chief result of this reorganization
was the merger of the Froduction Division and the Processing and
Barketing Division into the Commodities Division, under an Assistant
Administrator and two assistants, The folleowing sections were now
grouped in the new Commbdities Divisiont the Wheat Produetion Secw
tion, Grain Processing and Marketing Section, Corn«Hog Section,
HMeat Processing and Marketing Section, (eneral Crops Section, Tobacceo
Section, Cotton Production Section, Rice and Sugsr Section (merged),
Catile and Sheep Section, Pield Investigation Section, Contract Records
8sction, Dajry Sectlion, and Cotton Processing and Marketing Section.
{By 1935, the functions of the Meat Processing and Marketing Section

and the Contract Records Section had been transferred to other
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d&v&uiang, the Suger and Rice Sectlons had been divided inte two
sections, and the Service Section; Commodities Purchase Section,
and Compliance Section had been added to the Commodity Mﬂaicn,)m

Aleo in Januvary, 193k, & new Division, the Program Planning
Division, wes sstablished "to relate all activities and programs
under the act to & general attack on the whole front of the agri-
cultural situation, to correlate the programs for all commodities
and to shape the entire program into a coherent whole.? Thenceforth,
until its transfer to the Bureau of Agricultural Heonomice in July
of 1939, the Program Planning Divisien served as the main staff agency
of the A.A.A. é‘ha Replacement Crops Section of the old Production
Division was transferred to this new Division. In addition, seven
other sections were functioning by 1935, collectively responsibdle
to the Division Pirector for all aspects of planning, The Division
Director, like the directors of the Commodities Division and the
Mvision of Information, also served as an Assistant Administrator
of the A&niﬁiﬂtr&tﬁ.on._w (The functions of this and other staff groups
wethe Administretive Couneil, the Operating Councily the Burean of
Apricultursl Economics, the 0ffice of lend-Use Coordination, and
others~—in the planning of A.A.A. acreage allotment programs during
the whole period 1933-40 will be discussed in Chapter IV.)

Under the reorganization plan of Jamary, 1934, also, the
original Office of the Administrative Officer was abolilshed, and some

of its fumctions were taken over by the Office of Business Management,



31

headed by an Assistant to ‘the Administrator. Other functions were
placed in othex divisinm..m

In February, 1935, the Agricultural Adjustment Administrae
tion was again reorganized, this time into nine divieions., These
divisions were the following: Information; Program Planningj Financej
Consunmers! Counsel; Iivestock and Feed CGrains; Crains; Cottong
Karketing and Marketing Agreementss and Tobaeco, Sugar, Hice, Peanuts,
and Potatoes, The Corn and Hogs Section was now in the Livestock and
Feed Grain Division, which was a partial successor to the abolished
Commodities Division. The Legal Division was merged with the Office
of the Soliclter of the Departments In general, this was the admine
istrative organization of the Administration up to the Bubler decisim.l?

The third method wsed in the apgricultural adjustment program
wag the removal of surplus commodities. MWAgricultural surpluses were
bought, procesaed, and allocated among State relief agencles, which
distributed then among the needy." The Division of Marketing and
¥arketing Agreerments, Special Commodities Section, within the Agri=
cultural Adjustment Administration develeoped most of the surplus
removal operations; but the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation and
ite successor agency carried out the operations designed primarily
to distribute food to the needy.

"The Federal Surplus Reliel Corporation was organized under
authority ¢f the National Industrial Recovery Act, approved June 16,

1933, and was granted its charter by the State of Delaware, October
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Ly 1933." The Administrator of the Federal Imergency Rellef Admine
istration originslly directed the operations of the Corporation and
served as ite first President. On November 18, 1935, the charter
was amended to permit a change of name to Federsl Surplus Commodities
Corporation and a reorganization of its administration, The Admine-
istrator of the Apricultural Adjustment Administration was now made
its President, and control of its operstions was transferred to the
Department of Agriculture, S

Before the Federal Surplus Rellief Corporation was changed

in name and moved intc the Department of Apriculture, the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Administration psrticipated in its program primarily
by making donations of livestock and other commodities acquired
_through surplus removal operations. But after Novewber of 1935 "the
agriewltural rather than the relief aspect of fthe/ operations®

of the Federal Zurplus Commodities eorporation “became paramount. .

« « The controlling factor was now surplus removal rather than
relief for the needy.” The Agricultursl Adjustment Administration
made it the chief ageney for the disposition of agricultural
suwrpluses,

This part of the surplus~removal program involved pro-
curenent, processing, transportation, and distribubtion.
Surpluses were acquired in three different ways. They were
purchased by the Corperation's Frocurement Divisicn, cbtaine
ed from purchases made by the Commodities Purchase Sectiom
of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration /Commodities
Division/, and recelived as donaticns from State emergency
relief adminisirations. . . .

In the course of 193% the Commodities Purchase Section
of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration was coordinated
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with the Procurement Divigion of the Federal Surplus Come
mydities Corporation, The resultant agency handled the
purchase or procurement program.l?

The fourth method used in the adjustment program was the
processing tax (declared unconstitutional on Jamuary 6, 1936), which
was designed to defray the cost of the other features of the program.
The Agricultural Adjustment Aet of 1933 provided for a processing
tax to be levied by the Secretary of Agriculturs on the first pro=
cessing of the basic commodities. The tex wes levied on & seasponal
basis, and collected by the Pureau of Internal Revenue in the Treas—
ury Department. "The money wns disbursed among the farmers as
benefit payments or used for the purchase of surplus conmdﬂ.tias."zﬂ
The Act also provided that "In order that the payment of taxes . . .
way not lwpoes any immediste undue financial burden upon processors
or distz:ibuhars s any processor or distributer subjeet to such taxes
shall be eligible for loans from the Reconstruction Finance Corporam
tion,"?1 |

Insurernce against shortages was of equel importance with
the removal of surpluses, It was thought necessary to accumulate
reserve supplies in years of crop failures and scareity. This was
the fifth method of apricultursl adjustment, The Ever Hormal
Granary prograu made it possible to finance the storape of commodi-
ties on the farms and in warehouses. The counly comaittees of the
Agricultural Adjustment Adwinistration and the Commodity Credit

Corporation jointly administered the pmgmm.m
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The Commodity Credit Corporation was croeated under the
laws of the State of Delaware on Qctober 17, 1933, pursuant to the
President's ixecutive Ordsr Number 6340, October 16, 1933, under
authority of the Hatlonal Industrial Becovery Act. The Corporation
was organized by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Governor of
the Farm Credit Administration at the direction of the President,
and was incorporated as an independent agency of the Federal (overnment.
It was first managed end operated in close affiliation with the
Reconstruction Finance Corporatien. The latter agency commitied
the sum of $150,000,000 to the loan program of the Coumodity Credit
c‘arpuratim.a‘?'
On January 31, 1935, Congress extended its life to 4pril 1,

1937-21‘ In 1937,25 and again in 1939, its existence was continued.

In 1939 (March L), Congress gave it an extension until June 30, 19h1.26
On July 1, 1939, pursuvant to the President's Reorganization Plan No.
I, the Commodity Credit Corporation was transferred to ths Department
of Agriculture, where it operated as & regularly established bureau.
It was composed of the Washington office and seven regional affieas.a?
The Corperation made commodity leans upon recommendatien
of the mcrétary of Agriculture and in counection with the adjustment
program. The loans covered the following ccmmodities: corn, cotbton,
butter, dates, figs, peanuts, mohair, rye, tobacco, turpentine and

rosin, wheat, pecans, prunes, raisins, and wool. Leans were secured

by commodities which were pledged as collateral under either warshouse
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receipts or chattel mortgages. The Corporation made scme of the
loans dirsctly; others were made indirectly through contractual
agreements with local banks or other lending agencies. These loans
wore of great advantage to the farmer because he was able to keep
his products off low-priced markets and to sell them at increased
prices lat«.\r*.%

The loan cperations of the Corporation on corn provide a
ease in point., In late October, 1933, a plan for making loans on
corn, properly warehoused and sealed, was announced by the Secretary
of Agriculture. The plan was inaugurated in November. The gross
rate of the loan was te be L5 cents per bushel, (changed to 55 cents
on the 1936+37 crop), with an intereat rate of 4 per eenﬁ; "The loan
regulations permitted any bank, coeperative marketing association or
other corporation, partnership, association or person (except lending
agencies of the Reconstruction Finance Qorporation) to lend money to
preducers on eligible farm warehouse certificates in States having
farm warehouses, or on elevator receipts in States not having farm
warchouse laws," The eligible borrower could take his warehouse
receipt to a local bank, £ill out a loan and sign the lcan agreement.
It was up to the bank to notify the (ommodity Credit Corporation of
the granting of the laan.zp

The States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, South
Dakota, and Colorade were eligible when the program was inaugurated
becsuge they had farm warehouse lawg, Other eligible States without



36

sueh laws were Indiana, Michigan, Yissouri, chie, Kansas, and
Wisconsin. Later, "the Btate legiaslatures of Mimsouri, Ksansas,
and Chio passed farm warehouse laws which made thenm .aligible to
loans at the rate provided on corn warehcused on the famm. In
Indiana, loans were mads on ear corn stored on the farm and inspected
by State officials."C

The various methods of agricultural adjustment cutlined
sbove wera the means by whieh the peliey of Congress to establish
parity prices on farm products was implemented. Congress was also
anxious to protect the interssts of the consumer. PBoth objectives
were to be realizsd "by reducing the margin between the prices
raceived by the farmar snd the prices pald by the consumer for agri-
cultural commodities. That margin constituted the cost of distribue
tion or the money paid to the middleman." Therefore, the regulation
of the middlemante profits was a necessary corollary to the control
of production and prices, The Divisien of Consumers' Counsel was
eraated in the Agricultur#l Adjustment Administration in 1933 teo give
affect to this poliey, purswuant to provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act. >

It was the task of the Consumers' Counsel Division to
reconcile the conflicting interests of producer, middleman, and con
sumer. %It participated in economic analyses of markebing operations
and shared actively in policy-shaping responsibilities. Its repre-

sentatives took part in hearings on marketing agreements, licsnses,
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and orders.” The Division "collected statistical data on retail
prices of food and other farm products, on the middleman'es margin of
profit, and on the relation between the consumer's income and changes
in retail prices." It also sought “to determine the probable effect
of adjustment measuree on supplies available for domestic consumpe
ﬁiﬂn.‘“‘ga

SBuch was the original agricultural adjustment program.
Although it “wae modified from time to time by new conditions,
by legislative enactments, and by contingencies interposed by
nature®, its main features were as they have bsen sketched above,33
Aftar the decision in the Butler case, Jamuary 6, 1936, invalidated
the processing tax and production sdjustment features of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1933, the methods of operating the adjuste
ment program were changed. Congress pasgsed tha Boil Congervation and
Domestic Allotment Act, {February 29, 1926), to take the place of the
invalidated pertions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,

Under the new act, the emphasis was shifted from production
centrol and benefit payments tc soilwconservetion practices and con=
servation payments. Cne of the main effects of this shift in emphasis
for the purposes of this study was that programs directly concerned
with oontrolling the production of hogs were thenceforth eliminated.
Under the 1936 and 1937 Agricultural Conservation Programs, however,
peyments were made with respect to corn as cne of a group of soilw

depleting crops. Payments were also made under the Soil Conservation
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and Domestic Allotment Aet for straight acreage adjustments in corn
for each year from 1938 on (through 1943), and parity paywents under
the Agricultural Adjustment fct of 1938 (to be discussed balﬁr) were
made to eligible corn producers of the crops 1939 through 1942 b

The other major shift in emphasis after United States v.

Butler was that the producers rather than the processors and middle-
men now became the chief supporters in the develepment of marketing
agresments. 8ince the processing tax was invalidated, the Federal
Government was peraitted to incur obligations under conservation
payments to farmers to a maximum of $500,000,000 annually.35

The Agricultural Adjustment Administration was re-created
and reorganiged following approval of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act., The Livestock and Feed Grain Division, the
CGrain Divieion, the Cobten Division, and the Tobacco, Sugar, Rice,
Peanuts, and Potatees Divieion were eliminated, and their functions
were transfexrred to five reglonal divisions created within the
Waghington organization. The regional divisions were the following:
Northeast, Kast Central, Southern, North (entrsl, and Western. (By
December 20, 1936, an Insular Division had been addedj it was responw
sible for supervising the commodity pregrams in the insular possosw
giong of the United States covered by the statubes. These included
the following: Puerto Rieo, and the territories of Alaska and
Hawaii, )36

Though not established specifiically for the purpose, each
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of these regional divisions wap concerned primarily with one or two
of the basic commedities, In the North Central Division, for
exaaple, {of major concern in this analysis), the main product was
corn. States ineluded in the North Central Division were: Illinois,
Indiana, Towa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Chieo, Bouth
Dakota, and #iaconsine3|

The reorgenisation of the Agricultural Adjustment Adaine
istration after the approval of the Scil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment det also resulted in the transfer of all remaining legal
work in connecticn with the activities of the Administration from
it to a specizl gection of the Office of the HSolicitor of the }’.)epart»
nent of Agriculture. This meant that the nine sections in the cld
Office of General Counsel in the Administration (including, as
espeéially significant to corn programs, the HDenefit Contract Sec~
tion, which had reviewed the producer centrat;ts) were abolished, and
the duties were performed in the Scil Conservation Domestic Allobe
ment Division of the Office of the Soliecitor.3d

The Division of Harketing Agreements was established to
administer marketing agreements and murpluseremoval prograns. Other
divisions included the Division of Finence, the Program Planning
Diviesion, the Consumers' Counsel Division, sud the Division of
Information. Responsibility for gensral budgebing activities,
records and acoounts, field audite and field accounts, and admins

istrative audits was concentrated under an Assistant to the



Administrator. The Director of the Division of Finance also
served ex officio as treasurer of the Federal Surplus Commodities
cwrparatian¢39

The progran was modified and brosadened still further by
other snactments, The Secrestary of Agriculture was reguired by the
Bugar Aot of 1937 "to estimate the anmual sugar cuﬁsumption and to
egtablish a quota system for the domestic production of raw sugar.
Provisions were made for a sugar excise tex, with a tariff conpenpae
tion at a similar rate, and for cash payuents Lo qualified pro=
ducers.” A Sugar Division was established in the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration (which ubilized the staff of the old
Sugar Section) to administer the proviesions of the act¢h0

The Agricultural Markebing Agreesent Act of 1937 reafw
firmed the validity of the markeling agreement provisicns of the
Agrievltural Adjustment Act. Following this enactment, the admine
istration of marketing sgreaments was cenbralized in the Division
of darketing Agresments of the Admirdstration.

The sstond Agricultural Adjustment Act was passed in 1938,
It was designed to provide for the storing of larger reserves of
agricultural commodities than in previous years in order to circume
vent tha worst effects of ercp failures and droughts. The Ast
encouraged the planting of a larger acreage of soil~building crops
through libkeral conservation paymenté. Surplus-gontrol methods were

substituted for the production-control mebhods of the original

Lo
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Agricultural AdJustment Aat'm Also, it provided for Faderal crop
insurance for wheat, and established the Federal Cpop Insurance
Corporation to administer the wheat insurance program.hﬂ

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 provided for
stabiliging the supplies of five major crops--cotton, corn, wheat,
tobaece, and rico--at adequate levels, 'The methods of stabiiiza'bion
included acreage adjustment (applied tec corn from 1939 through 19h2)
storage of surpluses under loans, and marketing quotas to regulate
marketing when suppliss became¢ excessive. 7%The commodity loans
authorized by the ast were made by the Commodity Oredit Corporation
through state and local conservation compittees., Certain of the
terma and conditions of these loans were fixed uwpon recommendation

of the Secretary of Agrimxltura.w

. Marketing quotas were placed in operation in 1938 on cotton,
flug~cured, Burley, and dark tobaceos, following the approval of twomw
thirdas of the farmers participating in each refarendum.hh Harketing
quotas waere never pub inte effect on carn.hg

In October, 1938, the Departuent of Agriculture was
reorganized. By the Sscretary of Agriculture's Memorandum Ko. 783,
dated October 6 and amended October 15, the Secretary removed the
Sugar Division from the Agricultural Adjustment Administration and
established it as an agency of bureau status within the Department
to administer the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1937-1*6 (¥rom
Rovember 15, 1938, to February 1, 192;,(3, however, the activities of
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the Sugar Pivision were administerad within the Diviegion of Marketing
and Regulatory Work of the nmparmemt.m After February l, 1940, the
Sugar Division wag re-established within the Agricultural Adjustment
ministmtion.)hg Ancther change accomplished by the Secretary's
Memorandum No. 783, sffective October 16, 1938, was the transfer of
the Divieion of Harketing Agreements from the Adsministration to a
pogition of buresu status within the Department. In addition, it
was renamed the Division of Marketing and Marketing Agremnts.w
Later, on June 30, 1940, the Division of ¥arketing and Marketing
dgreements and the Federal Surplus Comsodities Corperation were cons
solidated (in accordance with the provieions of section 5 of Reorganie
gation Plan No. III) into an agency in the Department of Agriculture
entitled the Surplus Markebing ﬁdminiatration.go Another change
during this pericd (1939) was the merger of the Program Planning
Divigion with the reorganized Bureau of Agriculbtural Hconomics,
which was sstablished as "a general staff-ageney of research and
planning® for the sgriculiural Adjustment Adsinistration and other
action agemiés of the x}eparhmenﬁ.Sl

With the excepiion of these changes, the organisation of
the Agrievitural Adjustment Administration lasted without substantial
alteration from 1938 until February of 1940. During this period the
Administrstion was composed of (L) the Office of the Administrator,
whe headed the organization and was respensible directly to the

Secretary of Agriculture; (2) the Assistant to the Administrator;
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{3) a regional divigion for each of the five main agricultural regions
in the continental United States and one for insular regions; (L) a
Division of Information; (5) & Consumers! Counsel Division; and (6)
the m‘tio; of the Ixecutive Assistant to the Administrator, composed
of three small executive divisions-epersonnel mavagement, general
service, and fiscal mmagamnt..sz Iffective ae of February 1, 1940,
the Consumers! Counsel Division was transferred from the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Administration to the Division of Marketing {sucw
cesgor to the Division of Marketing and Regulatory Work), and the
Sugar Division was removed froem the IBiviaioxs of Merketing and rew
established within the Administretion. Otherwise, there were no
major changes in the organisation of the Administration tharough
1940.53

The Agricultural Adjustment program as authorized by the
Agricultural Adjustment Aet of 1933, the 5eoil Conservation and Domegw
tic Allotment Act of 1936, the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Aot
of 1937, the Apricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and related legise
lation was administered jointly by several Pederal agencies. Perhaps
the most significant of these were the Agricultural Adjustment Admine
istration, the Pederal Surplus Relief Corporation and its successoxr
ageney, the Federal Surplus Comaodities Corporation, the Agricultural
Extension Service, the Bureau of Agricultural Economica, the Comuodity
Credit Corporation, and the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation.

4 desoription of the administrative organization of the



AJAoA. on the Iowa State level from 1933 through 1940 will be
presanted in Chapter IIl.
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Chapter ITI
TORA STATE ADMINISTRATIVE CROAWIZATION

Final approval of the Agricultural Adjustament Act on May 12,
1933, was so late in the crop~year that it was impossidble to bring
about immediate effective reduction in the number of units of production
(sows and acres). Corn had already been planted, and sows had already
baen bred for fall farrowing.

In order that some kind of emergency program might be formu-
lated and put into operation in time te deal with the seute probleam
of coverproduction, Secretary of Agriculture Wallace suggested to sev~
eral Towa farmers that a state committee be formed for the purpose of
working with Administration offieials in applying the Agricultural
Adjustment Act to corn and hogs. Ascordingly, on June 16, 1933, a
meeting of Iowa corn~hog preducers was held at Des Moines, and a State
Corn-Hog Commitise was selected. TFarmers in other Yidwestern States
acon followed Iowa's lead and established similer committees, and on
July 18 delegates from the various State coumittees met in Des ioines
for a national conference. A National Corn-lHog Committes of twenty-
five mambers was selected at this meeting to work wi th the Washington
Administration in drawing up emergency and more permanent adjustment
DPTOgrams.

Also at the Des Moines meeting a subcommittee of five members

was named to confer with representatives of the meat procdessors at
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Chicage on July 20. The Clicage meeting was proposed for the purpose
of working cut a preduction conircel program and a plan for a process-
ing tax ou hogse with meat pfﬁcawwﬂ, and of studying "thoe possie-
bilities of jmproving the hog situation through a marketing agreement
+ » » between the meat processing industry and the Secretary of
Agriculture. wl

Various proposals were suggested at this Chicago meeting,
and shortly thereafter representatives of both producers and packers
met with Administration officials to consider the suggestions. As
the result of the conference with the Washingbon Adninistration, a
tentative plan to aid oorn and hog producers was drewn as follows:

1. Restoration of mreigﬁmarkaha for hog products through
international agreements based on reciprocity.

2. Diversion of 2,000,000,000 pounds of the regular consumer
market by (&) subsidizing exporis, (b) division to nonw-
coapetitive consumplion, a8 thureugh the Hed Cross and
Emergency Relief, and (¢) diversion to nonfood uses, such
as tankage, whole hogs, or inferior cuts of hog products.

3. Develop marketiny agreements which will effect econocuies
in buying, processing, selling, and distribubtion, a
percentage of which can be pamsed back to the farmer.

L« Control of preduction of both corn and hogs, either
directly or indirectly.

The most pressing probler which confrontsd idministration
officials and the processors and producers at their confersnce was
the developmant of an emergency plan for reducing hog tonnage during
the 1933-34 winter marketing season. The main esseatials of the
Bmergency Heg Program propeosed as a result of the canfsrence were

for the purchase by ths Pederal Government of "a maximum of 1,000,000
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sows, waighing not less than 275 pounds end due to farrow in the
fall of 1933, at the market price . . » , plus & cash boms of
$i per heed,” and of Ya maximunm of 1,000,000 pigs end lightweight
hogs welghing bstween 25 and 100 pounds at premium prices eéstablished
by the Administration.® The Secretary of Agrionlture approved the
plan, and it was put into operation from August 23 to beptember 29
of 1933 at principal livesteck markets.” |

"The actual purchase and processing opsrabions were carried
out by /processors/, who, at a price suffieient to cever the cost of
handling, sold the products W the Federal Emargﬁrmy‘ﬁahaf Admine-
istration for distribution te needy femilies." Ppigs weighing less
than 80 pounds were processed into the inedible products of grease
and fertiliser tankage.»h

As has been indicated, the Washington Adaministration held
conferences conceraing propogsed processor marketing agreements on
pork, an: concerning the development of production adjustument
contrecl programs on ¢orn and hogs. Un September &, 1933, the
Bacretary of Agriculture conducted a public hearing on an agreement
proposed by the Institute of American Meat Packers. The proposed
agregment called for the ercation of a processors! comititee respon-
aible to the executive cemmitiee of the Institute, "which would aet

in cosperation with the Secretary or his nominees and with coordinating

[Fdvisory] committees representing livestock producers, marketing
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agencies, meal prosessors, and all distributing ageacies, to the

end that sound processing and distributing policies /might/ be
sstablished." ‘he packers believed that by operating under an agree-
ment, "which conditionally set aside the antitrust laws,® substaniial
economies in operation might Le achieved which would wmean higher

prices to producers without materially increasing prices to cansumars.s
At the open hearing a number of points of difference
developed betwsen the representatives of the Institute and those
reprosenting the Administration and the kational Corn-log Committee.
These arsas of coafliet included, among others, such guestions as
(1) how livestock supplies should be allocated among processors; (2)
ufixation of hog prices and hog product prices; (3) allocation of
trade territory among packers;" and {4) "ths degrse to which packers
should open their books for examiogtion by the Sscretary of Agricul-
tura."6 According to its spokeswmen, the Administration believed
"that any relaxation of the present antitrust laws under a marketing
agreemeht with the processors should be supported by full access to
the packers! accounts in order [fo determine/ . . . whether savings
made under the agrcamaﬁ%-warﬁ peing diverted to the producer in
accordance with the declarsd policy of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act." Since the packer representatives refused to amend the proposed
agreement in these respsets, it appeared that an impasse had developed.

Consequently, the agreement was tabled, never to be considered again.7
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Yeanwhile, Aduiniasbtralion officials had been working with
the Hational Corn-Hog Commiltee of Twenty-Five and with other persons
and grdupa in an effort to formulate a wmore permanent corn~-hog price
adjustment program. In early Cctober, 1933, secretary Viallace
anncunced the main faaturéaof the plan drawn up by these groups.

It provided that individual corn ;:I*Oduc;ers should reduce their corn
acreage "by not less than 20 per cent, and authorized reduction
payments to contracting producers at the rate of 30 cents per bushel
+ » » on the past /fhree years - later changed to two years/ average
production per acre ol the area contracted to the Govermment." As
to hogs, it provided that individuél producers should reduce their
"rumber of litters farrcowed and rmmber of hogs produced for market
from these litters," and %hog reduction payments® were authorized
“at the rate of $5.00 par head + « » o a number of hogs equal to

75 per cent of the [past two yesrs!/ average number marketed from
littars owned by the contracting preoducer when farrawedd’a

The plan also specified that national, state, and county
production allotments would be established for 193L on the basis of
informaiion available through the Department of Agriculturse. Indi-
vidual farm allotments would be made by the county cornwhog prow
duction eontrol associstions. These county associations would be
erganized by corn and hog producers who became oligible to receive

adjustment payments by signing the agreementy the asssociations were
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y
then %o choose thelr own directors and officers. Extension service
agencies ware to be used whenever available to assist in the educae
tional and organizational work. The whole program was to be financed
by a processing bax on corn and }mgs»9
Another provision of the programn was fer the purchase by
the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation of a percentage of the surplus
supplies of hogs produced in 1933 and marketed in 1933 and 193k.
Buch purchases were' %o be distributed by the Emergency Helief Admine
istra.tion.m
Several weeks elapsed before the corn-hog production
centrol plan outlined was put into operation. Meanwhile, it was
necessary to draw up a suitable contract and supplemental adminis-
trative rulings. "The wide difference in situations of producers,
s o. ¢ the problem of assembling accurate production records fer both
commodities and « « « landlord-tenant arrangements invelving many
vexing questions with respect to participation in the program and in
divigion of reduction payments? made the coran-hog program Yparticularly
c;maplieateda"n

The delay in beginning the 1934 program was amelicrated,
however, by the launching of the Federal c.czrﬁ loan prograw in late
Novewber, 1933, "The county warehouse boards and the Igwa Department
of Agriculturs noved swiftlir to help farmers take advantage of the
Government's loan offer of LS cents [later 55 cents/ per bushel of

ear corn, graded No. L4 or better, properly warshoused under seal on



the farm « » « « By mid-Decamber the daily loan rate for the state
was about $1,000,000,. w12 (The details of the corn loan program in
Jowa will be presented balow,)

The 1934 corn~hog program was ready for operation by late
Decenber of 1933. Coammittees fer nine Corn~Belt States (including
Towa) were appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture on December
22, The Iowa Corn~liog Committee was composed of four men, three
farmers and the State Extension Director. These state committees
were charged with the responsibllity of establishing temporary county
campaign committees of from three to seven members. The county com-
mitteos set up temporary community committees of three or wmore
menbers, either at election meetings or through direct appointment,
to conduct educational meetings and the preliminary sign-up campaign
within the community (usually township) aresa. All of these temporary
committeemen in the nine Corn—-Bell States "were selected to serve
until all producers within the cemmunity asnd ecounty had had an
opportunity to appear at sign-up mestings to fill oul centracts. i3

In Towa, the State Corn~Hog Committee helped set up county
and community committees within the State. These temporary com—
mittgas in turn worked with Hxtension Service representatives in
holding educational meetings for farmers. Following these meetings,
the canpaign coumittess conducbed sign-up meetings, at which farmers
£illed in their contracts. The production figures furunished by
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farmers wers checked for exrors by community oommitteemen, and
later by county, state, and national officiale before contiracts
could be recommended to the Secretary of Agriculture for payment.lh

. As operations progreesed on the implementation of the 1934
production econtrol program, a contingency, iuterposed by nature,
Jjeopardized the succese of the entire program. This contingency was
the drought of 1934, “Within one season it caused & greeter reduction
in existing suprlies of agricultural commodities than was ever contem-
plated /before or after/ in the adjustment program.® The farmers of
the drought-~stricken areas, "including most of M_m Trang~j{ississippi
West, either had to rush their livestock to the market in ummarketable
condition and &t ruincus prices, kill their animals without remuner~
ation, or else let them die of thirst and starvation.™

The agricultural Adjustment Adwinistration and the ederal

Barplus Haliof.aorporation jointly drew up a program for "orderly
liquidation of livestook" to meet this challenge. Other Federal
agencies which participated in the relief work connected with the
program were the Bursau of Agricultural Zconomics, the Soil Con-
Bervation Service, the Farm Credit Administration, and the Work
Progress Administration. In 1935 the drought relief program was
digcontinued, since weather conditions were more nearly normal. But
it had tc be resumed in 1936, when ancther drought appeared. fThe

Resettlement Administration became one of the major relief agencies



57

in that year. "The drought relief measures consisted of the
buying and proceseing of livestock, the distribution of feed and
fodder, the granting Q_:tz_laanu for rehabilitation purposes, and the
allocation of food o needy families.S

Important as the drought relief measures were, however,
the main feature of Agricultural Adjustment Administration activity
during the years 1934 and 1935 was tho series of production contrel
programs., The approach vtilized in these commodity adjustment
programs, (suggested in the outline of the 193k program presented
above), embodied a eombination of three specific methods, which
were as follows:s (1) "Voluntary centracte® between individual
participating farmers and the Seeretary of Agriculture; (2) "benefit
payments tc contracting producers®; and {(3) "taxes upon first
processing of the respective commodities for domestic consumption.®
Bach ceontract signer agread to limit his acreage or production te
a specifled porcentage of the base established for him. For hogs,
"this percentage was fixed ezch year by the Secrstary of Agriculture
within limits provided in tha’ contract.® In the casa of corn, how-
ever, “the contract ran for only one sesson,” and the limits within
uhich a given year's acreage allotwent was o be established by the
Sacretary were not a part of the previous year's oontraot..lé

Both the corn and the hog control programs of 1935 followed
the lines established in the 193k program previously outlined. These
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programs lovelved several definite eteps in adwministrations "formulat-
ing the progran"j Teducating the farmer about the ecsonomics of the
problem®y "forming a contract with the fammer®s "determining the
farmerts adherence to his contract"; and "making peyments to the farmer, i/

The state organisation established in Iowa to supervise the
1934 (and 1935) sorn~hog programs was composed of a number of different
functional unite. Although no one unit was given formal authority over
‘the others, & great deal of concentration and integration of authority
within and between them was agcomplished in practice by duplication of
personnel and by the fact that all three were housed in the same office.
In addition, the State Corn-Hog Commitiee, originally designed to perw
form advisory and coordinating functions nﬁ the state level, rapidly
developed inte an zctive administrative authority, supervising the
sign.up campaign and the organization of county cornehog contrel asso-
siations, 'The State Agriculiural Extension Bervice was in charge of
the edueational campaign connectad with the programs. 7The adjustment
and review of allotments were done by the State Board of Review. The
State Campliance Director supervised the checling of praducer compliance
with the provisions of the corn~hog contracts. 18

The State Corn-Heg Committee, a plural executive agency
appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture and responsible to the
Corn and Hogs Section of the Haticnal Administration, was composed
of the State Oxtension Director, the State Corn-log Budget Director,
t.hé State Corn-Hog Compliance Director (who was chairman of the State
Comuittee), and & subordinate of the Btate Extension Director. Though
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not & member, the Chairman of the State Board of Review was Irequente
1y included iu S8tete Commiittee weebtings. Also included for a time
(1933) as an official member was the State Secretary of Agriculture.w
The Sﬁgte Committee maintained an Audit Section, the State
Compliance Unit, whers the producer contracts aud related forus
were carefully checked before being sent to Washingion for final
audit and payment. The Commitiee alsc checked sach county's expenses
and approved its expense acccnﬁts before final payment was mada,
In addition, it supervised a small force of fielduen, "whose duty
it was to see that the rules and regulaticons were being interprested®
and applied uniformly in the counties.2® These officials utilised
the stenographic and office facilities ef the State and County
ixtension Services. Thers were twenbty-one [leldmen in 1933 (appointed
that year by the National Administration), thirty in 193k, and
thirteen in 1935. After 1933, they were appointed by the State
Gommittaa.zl
The State Board of Review, like the Btate Committee respon-
gsible to the Corn and Hogs Section of the Agricultural Adjustment
Agminietraticon and also a plural adeinlsbtrative agency, aexsrcised
a single function: the adjustment and veview of production allotments.
8pecifically, this involved the deteramination of township and county

production quotas and allotment totals.zg

individual basea“;as it was composed of a chairman and twe members

The Board also "approved
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appointed by the Secretary of Agriculturs. Originally, the chairman
was the head of the State office of the Crop and Livestock Zstimetes
Division of the U, 8. Dept. of Agriculture, and the Chairman of
the State Corn~log Cummittee and a soils specialist of the State
Extension Service served as the other two wewbers, Later in 1934,
the Chairman of the Stave Corn-liog Commithee becams Chairman of the
Review Doard, and the head of the State Orop and Livestock Lstimates
Division offige assumed the State Committee Chairman's former wember
position on the Roard. This arrangement continued through 1935 .25
The Btate office of the Crop and Iivestock Eestimates
Division of the Bureau of Agriculbtural Pcovauics, Department of
Agriculture, was desigrated to gather the etatisbtical data for the
uss of the Heview Board in determining township and county quotas
and allcotmentz. Ths work of the Bosrd consieted of "ihree primsry
functiona: (1) examining and approving contracts and certifying
them to the cern-hog administration ab Washingtong (2) establishing
county and township quobtas; and (3) assisting county &llotment com~
mittees in malking whatever final adjustments would he necessary
within the counties to confornm with guotas eatabli&ha&."gé
To assist the State Board of Review in establishing the
ratic between the preduction of contract signers and the total
production quota figures, from three to five tebulators were appointed

in aach county in igwa. These county tabulators worked under the
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jamediate supervision of the county agrieultural extension agents,
performing functions designated by the State Stetisbician., Ordinarily
township oomritteemen aseisted the county talulators in their work..z?
The State Jompliance Jirector, appolated by the Secretary
of Agriculture, also served as Chairman of the State Corn-Hog Gome
mittoe. He headed the Btate Compliance Unit which supervised the
cheoking and suditing of producer coniracts. It was necessary to
deternine whether larmers were complying with the provisions of
their contracts before those contracts could be certified to the
Corn and Hogs Section of the Hatioual Adwinistration for payment.
This checking of producer compliance with reduction contracts
was done at several levels within the sbate organisation: (1) The
Township Oomaittoss and the Compliance Bupervisors (nominated by the
County Allotment Committees and selected by the State Compliance
" pirector on the basis of one Supervisor for each fifty contracis in
a county) measured corn fields, counted hogs, evaluated farm records
and sales slips, and drew up contrecbs with producers; (2) The
County Allotment Qommititees checked [ipgures on proof of producer
compliance, forwarded certifications of full compliaunce and presented
facts concerning noncomplisiwe to the State Jompliance Dirsctorg
(3) the State Compliance Director ran & sampls check on the compliance |
forms, analywed the facts andperformed a sample audit in cases of

noncoapliances and (4) the State Compliance Unit approved certifications
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for payment, determined penaliies for each case of partial compliance,
and recommended the degree of paymant.aa
The Bthts Agriculbural Extension Serviee was responsible
for training .!-’arﬁxar persounel in state and local agencies and for
adueat;ng farmers in general with respect to the procedure required
to parform each operation in the corn-hog program, from the beginning
of the sign-up campaign to the completion of the compliance work.
It functions fell "into three fairly distinct categories: (1)
education of farmers in general on the economics of production
adjustment; (£) explanation of the corn-hog contrect and administrative
ralings to farmers; (3) organisation and training of & large « « »
fiald service of farmers to conduct the signeup campaign."<?
The State Extension Service functioned under the Federal
Extension Service in performing the educational and sign-up campaign.
The Federal Service cooperated with the Agriculbural Adjustment
Mrministrgtion and, within the National Administration, with the Corn
and Hogs SBection. The State Extension Service worked primarily
through the County Agricultural Ixtension Agents and a group of
Extension Lecturers on the county and township levels. In genaral,
these Extension Lecturers restricted their activities to conducting
woluntary educaticnal meetings for farmers. This permitted the
State Committee fieldmen to give most of their attention to the

sign-up and organisational aspects of the pmgrama.BQ



Though the production statistics in the various offices
of the United s’bat.eal Department of Agriculture were the basis for
determining natiwnal, state, and county allotments aud guotas,
farm allotments were distributed within counties by means of
10@&11& elascted committees of farmers. Timae local ccommittees had
primary responsibility for determining how the county and township
allotments were to be distributed among participating farmers.

On January 25, 1934, the Qorn and Hogs Section of the
Hational Administration estgblished the County Association Unit
tto develop the plans for the county control asscciations.” 7The
Sgate Corn~Hog Pudget Idrector, a mambéz- of the Syate Committee,
was designated te serve as the state repregentative of the Qounty
Associations Unit.zl

Plana for the formation of cagnty control associations
were announced in February of 193k, The temporary township and county
committees in Tewa had campleted much of thelr work of signinge-up
farmexrs by phs.s timej £0 those farmers who had signed centracts
"were called together to eleet a permanent oarmmni;ty committee con-
gisting of from three to five members, the chairman of whom was
* [31sg] to serve as a member of the Board of Directors of the County
CornsHog Control Association.® Bach farmer paritieipating in the
corn~-hog progrém was sutomatically & member of the asscciabion; he

was entitled to one vote for each of the positions on the community



comnittes, In mmé}.n Township, Btory County, for example, &
chalrman, a viee«chairman, and 8 member were elaemd.a 2

After all townships in the county had been organized, the
persons elected to the County Poard of Directors Mmet with 2 repre-
sentative of the Extension Service and a State Committee fieldman to
organize.* By late February and Harch one hundred ccunty control
associations had been established in Towa. (Iowa has only ninety-
ning eouniies, but two county aseociations wers formed in Pottawattamie
Ceunty.) A% these organizational meetings, one member of the Board
of Pirectors was pelected to serve as president of the aéunt:y ABBO
eiation, chairman of the county allotment commitiee, and county
coupliance director. The Board usually slected four nore of iis
members to the allotment oommittes, though in some counties the
committee was composed only of three mambma, In addition, the
Board "was given the privilege of electing the secretary and the
treasurer /Gf the allotment committeg/ either from its own member-
ship or outside.® In elghty-eight of the counties, the County
Extension Agent was selected as socrstsry. Except for the seeretary
‘and treasurer, members of the allotment commitiee were required %o
be c(;m'bract signers. The secretary and treasurer did not have the
right to vo’w.za

In Story County, the allotment commitbtee of 1934 was come

posed of six persons, including & chairman (who was, of courss,



alzo Cheiwman of & Townahip Conmittee--as were all members except
the Ssorstary-Treasurer--and Prosidasnt of the Board of Pirectors of
the County Association), five farmer members, and the County Agent
as Secratsry-Tresasursrs As they were in all counties, the members
of the Stary County townghip committess, Board of Directors of the
Aswociation, and ecunty oommities were elected on an annual basis.
After the elections for 1935, the Story County Committee was composed
of five members, plus the Secratary-Treasurers The County Agent was
not reslected as Seoretary-Treasursr, on theground that he had not
performed the duties of the cffice satisfecterily in 193h. In 8
letter dated Decenber 20, 193k to A. C. Black, Chief of the Rental
snd Benefit Seetion, Coumodities Division, Agricultural Adjustment
Administraticn, the County Committee Chatirman (Thomas G. Lundy)
wrote thats

The part which the Farm Bureaun is playing in this

program, with the Gounty Agent acting as Secretary, and
being directed by the Extension Barviee, is not condusive
to the future welfsre of the (orn-Hog Association « « « «
T am also strongly of the opinien that the best interests
of the crganization would be served by having a Secretary
.who is able Sg devote all of his time to the work of the
Asgopiation, .

During 1934 and 1935, the community committeemen in all
counties "were required to appraise the corn yield of the land
offered as contracted areas, to obtain production data on past corn
and hog production from nonsignsrs, to make investigations relative

to contracis and to perform other duties assipgned by the county and
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fedoral officials.” The Bpard of Directors of the County Association
“was in charge of expenses and other pertinent matters of management,"
and aleo selected the Gounty Allotment Committee. The County Com~
nittes “checked and adjusiml contracts” and other documents, appore
tioned %county acreage alletments among individual farmers," conducted
referendun meetinge in townships, and performed "general county
adwinistrative work. n35

A1l A.A.A. officials within the state were paid for their
services by the national administration. Nembers bo.t' the Igwa Corn-
Hog Committee, the Board of Review, the State Compliance Unit, amd
fieldmen and all other state officials and employees bepan at a
asalary of 48 per day pluas travelling fees. A1l work on the atate
lavel was of a full time character, and those with farmirg interests
~ who worked for the state A.A.A. organization found that it was
impossihle to engage simuitansously in agtive farming operations,
Ceonsequently, their salaries had to be large enough to provide a
suitable living standard., Iu the case of the membérs of the Corn-lHog
Committee, for instance, the aggregate annual salary was approximatsly
$2,00. In addition such officials were given remuneration for
administrative expenses. Officers of cther agencies working with
the A.-ﬁ.A. » like the Extension Service, were paid frwn‘a sum allotted
by the A.A.4. to the agenoy by which they were regularly employed.

On the sounty level each county official was paid $li per



68

day for each day of work plus four cents for each mile he travelled.
A1) members of the county committee worked full time during 193k,
but after that first year enly the chalyman and secretary were
engaged full time. HNone of the committeemen were able to give

mich time to their farms in 193h, but thereafter everyone, with the
méap%im of the chairman and secretary, had sufficient time for
farming. And, since the work became more routine in character after
1934, even the chairman was able to give some attention to his farm
after the firast program was coupleted. Township committeamen
werm enly part time and on a seasonal basis, about one month per
year. Their pay was §3 pei' day plus a travelling allowance. Hembers
of the ecounty Board of Directors reseived no pay apart from their
adainistrative work as township committeemen and, if elected to such
position, county committesmen. Statements of administrative expsnases
for the county were prepared each month by the county committee

and sent to the state committee for payment from funds allotted by
ihe national administration to the state for the purpose. These
funds were a part of the smcunts appropriated by c«;ngiesa and
recaeived frem processing taxes for benefit payments. "The average
cost of work done® by Iewa county and township "committeemen® and
others "in the 1934 program was less than ) percent of the total
adjustament payments made to contract signers® in the s'i;a*be; in 1935

6
this amount "was less than 6 percent" of total benefit payments .3
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The decision of the Supreme Courtd in the case of United
States v, Butler on Jamary 6, 1936, which invalidated the production
adJustment and processing tax provisions of the original Agricultural
Adjustment act, necessitated a significant change in adjustment
methods. Though there were points of gimilarity between the old
adjustment programs and the conservation programs adopted following
the approval of the Soil Qonservation and Domestic Allotment Act
on February 29, 1936, the differences between the two approaches
were more significant than the similarities. They "were alike in
that both sought to achieve immediate mmweﬁzent in faruming
conditione. To attain this end, both used the method of making
payments to farmers. Moreover, under both plans payments were
conditioned upon farmers' making ceritain adjustments in acreage as
compared to a base which was intended to approximate normal."3 7
The differances between the two approaches can be summariszed

a8 follows: (1) The production adjustment programs "aimed at parity
of price," whereas "the congervation plan aimed at conservation of
#0il rescurces.® Payments under the comecdity-adjustment plans

were arranged through the negotiation of adjustment

contracts with the individual producer. Under the

conservation plan no contracts were employed. Instead,

the rates of payment and the conditions under which

they would be made were sinply announced so that

farmers could make application for payments for which

they were eligible, and payments were disbursed when

it was establia%gd that the presoribed condiiions had

been satisflied.

(2) Processing taxes were used to finance production adjustment,
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*whoreas payments and cother expenses of the conservation plan were
financed from the Federal Treasury." (3) "under the commodityw
adjustment programs a farmer might have two or more contracts, be
participating in two or more commodity programs, and be a member of
two or more separate associations." e could work cul a single fam
plan and belong only to one county association under the conserva-
tion program. (L) The production adjustment programs "applied enly
to the eocamodities designated as basic, whersas the solii-conservation
plan, in contrast, applied to &ll farms and to all comodities.“”
No program directly concerned with hogs was ever put into
effect by the Agricultural Adjustment Administration under the soile
conservation plan. "Under the 1936 and 1937 Agricultural Conserva-
tion Programs, payments were made with respect to corn as one of a
group of scil-depleting crops.? Also under the Scdil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, extra payments were made fer acreage adjuste
ments in corn from 1938 through 1943. Following approval of the
second Agricultural Adjustment Act in 1938, parity payments to
eligible corn producers were made frow 1939 through 191;2.“0
The Soil Qounservation and Domestic Allotment Act provided
that sach state must submit a soil couservation program for approval
of the Seeretary of Agriculturs befors such state could be eligible
to participate in the program. "Where no State plan was operative,
however, the Secretary was autherized until Jamary 1, 1938, to

make 'payments or grants of other aid' te agricultural preducers in



n

amounts determined by him 'to be fair and reascnable! ...hl

This stipulation that the administration of the programs
should be carried on by the Federal Govermment for two years and
then be turned over to the atates by 1938 was rejected by "farm
leadsra® in 1936, the year in which it was made., These “"farm
. leaders . . . agresd that it /would/ be impossible te maintain
wiiformity by states and /That/ responsibility for sduinistration
of the aot sphould remain vested in the United States Department of
Agrieulﬁurs. W2 Later, however, the Soil Conservation Service of
the Department of Agriculture employed these provisioue of the
S01l Congervation and Domestic Allotment Act as a means oi‘b bringing
ifederal pressure upon the states tc adopt the standard state
[PoLl conservation/ enabling act and . . « in the local areas to
organize districts in accordance with the state act."3 The relationm
between the Agricultural Adjustment Administration and the Scil
Conservation Service will be discussed below.

The 1934 and 1935 production adjustment pregrams had been
"haged on historical figures.” Acwrdihg to efficials of the A.A.A.
the soil conservation plan for 1936 was not. Such past production
Bfigures wore uged only as guides and indications to help the farmer
slzenwitteman with the task of setting equitable bases on farms
according tc the faming practices, and types of soil." 8cil
depleting bases were estavlished for each farm, and the farmer

received a payment ¥if at the iime perfeorsance was checked 1t was
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determined that he had converted some of his soil depleting base
apres to soll comserving uses for tho year 1936, Additional payments
wore also made for certain soil building practices, such as purchaéw
ing end seeding grass seed, /and/ purchasing and spreading of 1ime, nilt

The inanguration of the 1936 Agricultural Conservation
Program also brought a number of changes in organization and adwine
‘ istration within the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. Since
the soil conservation program dealt ™with itypes of farming! more than
had the preoduction adjustment prograws, "it was found necessary to
divide the United States into regiomns.®? 7The adwinistration of the
1936 program in Iowa was placed under the supervision of the Director,
North Central Division, and of course the old Corn and Hnés Sgotion
of the Wational Administration wa.s aboliahad.ks (See diagram on
following page.)

On the state level, the Iowa Agricultural Gonservation
Committes was established to succesd the old State Corn-Hog Commitiece
and to supervise state administration. Originally, the State Con=
servation Committee was compesed of a& Chairman, & Sagretary, a
Budget Dirscter and the State Bxtension Dirscter. On December 10,
1936, the mumber on the Committee was raised to five in order to

make it as large as the committess in other matas.hé

The head of
the state cffice of the (rop and Livestock istimates Division was
ne longer & member of the State Committee. Other changes included

the abolition of the State Board of Keview and the State Compliance
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Unit. The State Conservation Committes was given responsibility
for coordinating "the determinations of sciledepleting bases and
normal yields or productivity indexes reccmmended by county and
local oemmitﬁaea,‘. + « approving county adminigtrative expenses,
hearing appeals from decisions of county committess, and recommends
ing changes in the program." A force of elaven fieldmen was employed
to supervise county administratian.h7

The office of the Iowa State Committee also included
"personnel engaged in examining applications for grants and certie
fying them for payment.® Under the 1934 program, the contracts
had been “sent to Washington for audit and payﬁént. e « &« One great
difficulty in this procedure was that in the case of errors or clainms
considerable correspondence was necessary before the farmer could be
paid.® In 1935, the contracts had been pre-sudited in the state office
under the State Board of Review. The respongibility for the adminm
istration of applications for paywent within the state was placed in
the State Commititee in the administrative chanpe of 1936, and under
its supervision an administrative audit was set up. The applications
wers sudited in the Application for Payment Section, which then
certified them for payment to the General Accounting Regiongl Office
in Chicage established by the Comptroller General for the purpose.
"The disbursing office then mailed the checks baek to the county
comitteas for disbursal to the farmers,whd

the Chairman of the Stete Cormitbee, designated by the



Director of the North Centrel Division, served as State executive
officer. He had charge of the state office, aduinistered the state
program %in accordance with the policies of the State committee
and the instructions® of the Regional Director, and performed,
ag its agent, some of the duties assigned to the Stats cammittao."hg

The organiz,tion of the county and local committess remained
the same in 1936 as it had been in 193k and 1935. The only changes
were in name. The ¥oounty agricultural conservation assoclation®
was gubstituted for “county corn-hog control association.? Identical
changes were made in the names of the cocunty and township come
mittees. The methods of selection remsained the same in all cases.
The Story County Committee of 1936, for example, was composed of a
president, a vice~president, a member, and an slternate member, plus
the secretary-ireasurer.

There wagp, however, an albteration in the duties of the
local committees. The county commiitees, for example, reviewed "all
forms and documents filed in comnection with the program,® superviged
Pthe establishment of bases, productivity indexes, and normal yields
for farms in their counties,” and supervised the "preparation of
applications for psymant."sa Proof of performance wWas necesBary,
of course, before farmers could receive payments. Farm reporters,
working with township committeemen and under the supervision of

county committees, measured farms in order to establish bases,
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productivity indexes, and normal yields. "Such messurements and
classifications were swmarized in the county office and submitted
to the state offiee ., « + +» Applicationg for payment® were "prepared
in the ecunty offiece, . . . signed by the spplicant, and submitted
to the state offiice for computation and payrmm“gl

The .193? Agriculturs) Conservation Program was sizilar
to thet of 1936. 8¢ far as adwinistration was concerned, the only
change was in the handling of applications for payment. Applications
were now computed and prepared in the state, rather than in the
eounty, office., The computationg included "the net smount of woney
éue the pa,réiaipwt." Then the appliestions wers returnsd to the
county offices for the farmerts signature. This made it possible
for the applicant “t¢ know the auount of performance ¢n his farm and
the amount of money due him for such performance prior to the time
that he arffixed his signatura."ga An added advantage of this procedure
was that the farmer wes not required to sign-up fer participaticn,
a® he had besan under the banefi‘b contract programs of 1934 and 1935,
Each farmer was merely given an allotment which he oouwld follow or
ignore at his own digerstion. WYIf at the proper time he wished an
inspection of his farm to cheek hle compliance with the program, it
was done by a township rerorter. The farmer then applied for paymant
baged cn tha extent to which he had complied with the program. n53

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 sdded an acreage

adjustment program on corn and wheat in Iowa. The 1938 Towa
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Agricultural Conservation Program, pursuant to the 50il Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Aot aud the second Agricultural sdjustment
Aot, included screage adjustment and soil~building payments, comw
modity loans on corn and iwhea.t in the Zver sorwal (ranary Progiam,
and orop insurence on wheabt. The last two aspecis of 'bhe_proyam
will be discusssd b&lw.sh

The 1939 and 1940 Igwa agricultural Conservation Prograna
introduced & number of importaut innovations., They were as follows:
(1) Bach participant was required Lo sign a Farm Plan or “Declaration
of Intentions¥ shﬁet at the begiming .of the crope~seascn. His
signrature did not bind him %o the program, but it had to be given
before he could get his paymend. A request for inspection of the
farm was included in the form. (2) "pPrice adjustment or parity
payments® were made Yavailable on special crops such as corn and
wheat « « + o If & farmer plants within his corn allotment in 1939
and plants seme eorn in either 1938 or 1939, hewill receive the
parity payment on the normal yleld of his crop times his allotment.™
Yhe same srrangsmeut applied to wheat. (3) The computation and
preparation of payments for individual farmers were done in the
eounty, rather than in the state, office.gg

Steate and local efficials of the A.4.4. wers prid between
1936 and 1940 on the sume busis as they had been paid during the
193335 pericd. S&tate, county, and township officials received

psr diem and milage allowances, By 1940 each commitbeeman was



receiving two dellars per day mors than in 193k. State workers,
county chalrmen and county secretaries served on full time bases,
whereas all other local officers were only partd tiae workers.
Teoure of office seemed to be indefinite both for local and state
personnel. Many persons served in their offices duriug the whole
peried 1933-40. Kany of the towashipy comuitteemen were raelectaed
year afier year by those ;k‘ax;mﬁrai eligible to vole annually by virtue
of their participation in the A.A.i. progran; the same was true
with respsct to the county comnitteemen selected by the sounty
Beard of Dirsctors. On the state level officials wers not appointed
for any specilic peried, but they wers permitbted to serve iudsefinitely,
or for what might be characterised as “during good behavier." OF
course many of{icers on all levels of state admisistration vere
pronoied; others resigned from thneir pesibtions for various personal
reascns. Honetheless, it was true that most of the persons serving
a5 AJA.A. cfficials in Iewa in 1940 had also been A.d.a. offisers
when the programs began in 1933.

It is worthy of gomment that farmers slescted to the township
and county committees tendad to be membsrs of the political party
which was dmniné;nt aiony the farmars participating in the A.d.A.
programs in the digtrict. In Towa this party was usually the
Republican party. a the state leveld, howsver, oilicers were
usually members of the party in wational coatrol. Thisg could have

been anticipated, since state A.4.4. officials woere appointed by the
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paticenal administration. GCongequently, most of these officers
during the 193340 period were Dsmocratic. Presumably the election
of a Republican President in 1936 would have brought about drastic
changes in perscnnel on the state, as well as on the national, level
of the A.a.a.>C

Agencies and organizations other than the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration whose activities bore at least scme rslation
to the commedity adjustment and seil conservation programs in Iowa
in the period from 1933 to 1930 inecluded the following: the lowa
State Extension Service, the Iowa Farm PBuresu, the Orop and Livestock
Estimates Division of the United States Department of Agriculture,
the Yowa Warehouse Boards within the Stale Department of Agriculture
and the Commodity Credit Corporation, and the Federal Crop Insurance '
Corporation.

The Jowa State Bxtension Servies, with headquarters at Iowa
State College, Amqgl, Iowa, represented “the United States Department
of Agriculture in all work of an extension nature and [Feceived/ through
Federal Acts funds to conduct extension mk."s'r In 191 %s basie
covanant” was "made . . . betwean the U. 8. Department of Agriculture
and the landwgrant colleges.® Under the terms of this covenant, it
wes agreed that thse Department would do all its educational work in
the state through axtension aervico."53

Puring the period covered in this study, the Igwa State
Extension Service cooperated "directly with county farm bureaus as



provided in the state statute. It alse /Jooperated/ with state

and local organizations of famew."g? So far as the programs

of the Agriculiural Adjustment Administration were concerned,
Extengion Bervice was charged with responsibility for the educaticnal
aspects of these programs. In addition, it participated in active
administration by virtue of the fact that the State Extension
Director was a member of the State Committee and that the county
agents (representing the U.S5. Department of Agriculture, the Btate
Extension Service, and the Ipwa Farm Bureau) wers 8x officio members,
without voting rights, on the county committess. Frequently,
especially during the early period, thess county agents also served
as secretary-treasurers of the county commitbees.

In 1938, following the 1938 reorganization of the U.S.
Department of Agx;ioulture, gcounty and state "agricultural land-use
plaming comnittees® were established by the Departmeant through its
extensicn sarvice. (mn the county level, these committees were
eonposed of one official from each Yaction™ agency of the Department
operating in the county, the ecounty agent, and a muber of farmers
in the locality. 7The same arrangement applied on the state level,
except that the State Bxtension Director took the place of the county
agent. These committess exercised adviscry and coordinating functions;
they sought to introduce improvements in the programs and in the
administrative organization and techniques of the Maction" agencies
like the Agricultural Adjustument Administraticméo



The Crop and Livestook Bstimates Division of the Buresu
of Agricultural Hoonomics cooperated with the Agricultural idjustment
Administration by helping collect the production and other wﬁatistiml
data used in establishing national, state, county, township, and
farmer bases, productivity indexes and normal yields. In lowa, the
head of the state office of the Division even served from 1933
through 1935 as & member of the State Corn-Hog Gmitm and as
chairman and member of the State Board of Review,

The Federal Corn lLoan Program was one of the mogt important
agpects of agricultural adjustment in the psriod fiem 1933 through
1940. As has been indicated, in late October, 1933, Secretary Wallace
anncunced a plan for govermmental loans to farmers on corn properly
warehoused and sealad on the farm. %These loans were to be made
[Barough the Commodity Credit Corporation/ on a basis of 45 cents
per bushel, at a time when the Chicage price was substantially less
than the loan value." In order to qualify for f1ll benefits under
thig loan program, however, the corn had to be sealed under the

6
protection of & State Agricultural Warshouse Law. A

The Igwa Unbonded Agricultural Warehouse lLaw of 1923;62
which served as 2 model for similar leglslatlon in other states,

provided the procedure and organization negcessary in order to comply
with Federal requirements. It estsblished a V“procedure for sealing

grain," so that “all that was needed to make the program effective



ga

was the method of financing the purchase of warshouse certificates.®
Respansibility for the grain sealing progrsa was lodged in a force
of grain sealers and one hundred county warshouss bmrda&ﬂ established
under the State Seoretary of Amaulmra.a‘

lio action was taken under the Iowa Warehouse Law until the
Commodity Credit Corperation provided funds to loan L5 cents per
bushel on corn at L per cent interest. These funds were made
a;ve.ilabls in Cetober of 1933, and the first loans in Igwa were mads
on November 24. Before the first loans were made, however, the 100
county warehouse boards had to be reorganized and over 700 corm
sealers had to be trained by the State Department of Agrieulture.és
The "ssalers were charpged with the responsivility of issuing the
wareghouse certificates and inspecting the c«:a::-n.“‘{":6 Working under
the supervisicn of the fecretary of Agrieulturs and the county
boards, tha aealéra were authorized to seal the ¢oru of farmers
participating in the producticn adjustaent program for 1934. The
farmer received the loan, while ordinarily a lecal bank lended the
woney and ihien held the state warehouse certificate as collateral
for the loan. "The local bank then notified the Commodity Craedit
Corporabion of the granting of the 1aan."67

The farwer borrower was glsc ebligated under the loan

agreaement to comply with his corn-hog contract.

[fie] was given the option of retiring the loan, plus
accrued interest, at any time on or before the maturity
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date, sugust ), 1934, but if the market price of sorn
on the maturity date was less per bushel thsn the loan
amount per bushel the borrower might dismiea his
obligation by turning aver to the Commodity Credit
Corporation or its m‘pmae&aatiw the number of bushels
of eorn originally stored.

Under this arfungemant, the Commedity Credit Corporation
made it possible for the famer to socuve & loan on his corn at an
amount above the market-price, snd then to pay off that lcan
directly by selling his corn at marketeprice (if this price wers
high enocugh), or indirectly by swrrendering his corn to the Corporation,
which would then pay off his loan for him. In elither case, the bank
or other cooperating egency was free {rom risk in advancing money to
the farmer.

lLoans were made by the Commodity Credit Corporation only
on the basic commcdities up to the Butler decision. Mereover,
these loans were available only to farmers cooperating in the prow
duction control programs. For the 193im35 and 1935«36 crop-seasons,
loans on corn were placed at 55 cents per bushel.

In Jul&, 1935, an amendment to the Igwa Warehouse Law went
into effeot.ép Thia act was designed 4o bring the Igwa legislation
into stricter conformity with the requirsments of the Federal loan
program. It amplified the original provisions with respect to
reocedures for sealing grain, issuing warehouse certificates, and
protecting the grain as collateral for the loans. Jealers were to

be appointed by the State Secretary of Agriculture following the
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resommendations of the County Boards. The sealers were required
to re-inspact corn-cribs sealed by them every ninety days.

In 1936 the Commodity Credit Corporation snnounced a new
loan program. The corn loan was to be 55 cents per bushel, and the
Gorporation’'s business in Iowa was 0 be transacted through its Omaba
office. In accordance with this program, the State Ssoretary of
Agriculture reasppointed the warehouse boards and the sealers. In
1937, a mumber of important ohanges were made in the loan progrenm.
(1) Thencefarth, the loans were handled by the Oounty Agriculiural
Congarvation Committess as agents for the Comodity Credit Corporation.
The Director of the North Central Division supervised the administration
of the program, gertain supervisory duties were delegated by hin to
the State Agricultural Conservation Gommittees., (2) The farmer was
required thenceforth to be in the program only for the particular
year for which the loan was to be made. (Previously, he had had to
promise compliance the next year as well in order to securs a
Federal loan.) (3) The sctivities of the warehouse boards and
sealers were restricted to sealing corn in oribs and malking oul
warehouse ourtﬂficateg.w

The Agrienltural Adjustment Aet of 1938 provided for a full
Faderal loan program called the Ever Normal Oranary. This program
enabled "farmers to seal their corn at home or to have it stored

in neighboring bina at a figore determined 40 be three-fifths of
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its prewar parity velus. This plen is financed by the Commedity
Credit Corporsbion making loans at reasonable interest rates and
aceepting the corn as full security for the value of the lnan.""’l‘

In accordance with the secomd Agricultural Adjustment Act,
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration was authorized to handle
all) of the corn-loan program through its state and local commitiees.
®A large proportion of the grain sealed under the provisions of the
Unbonded Warehouse Law was ineligible for a federal loan," since
mach of thie sealed grain was not preduced by farmers participating
in the soil conservation programs. Consaguently, the State Secretary
of Agriculture advised the local wareshouse boards to disband, which
they soon did. ¥From late 1938 through 1940 the Federal corn loan
progras in Yowa was adwinistered entirely by the state and local
agricultural conservation cmnit‘beas.72

Another of the agencies whose activities bore some relation
$o those of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration in Jowa from
1933 through 1540 was the Soil Couservation Service of the U. §. ’
Department of Agrioulture. As has been indicated, the Scil Conservation
and Domestiec Allotmat Act of 1936 required states to subait soil
ecnservation planz for the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture
before Federal aid would be given. These provisions were used by
the Soil Gonservation Service,l® ZLater in 1936, the Service wrote
and published a standard atate scil conservation districts law
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designed to gerve as a model for the guidence of state legislatures
in states wiahing to qualify for Pedersl conservation aid.n‘

In 1939, the Iowa Ceneral Assembly passed “the Soil
Censervation Districte Law" which followed the cutlines of the
standard mt..'rs It ereated a Btate Soil Conservation Committee
with powers to approve the establishment of Secil Conservation Districts.
Ordinarily in c¢ounties whare the farmers of said counties had voted
in favor of the establishment of a 8o0il Conservation District, the
District Board of Supervisors (or Commissioners) would be cemposed
of three farmers elected in the District and two local farmers
appointed by the State Qommitiee. The legal powers of the Sail
Conservation Districts inaludpd, among others, the following: (1)
"Conduct surveys, investigations, research on erosion control®; (2)
#Conduct demonstrationsl prejects®; (3) "Carry out control and pre-
ventive measures®; () "inter into agresments with farmers®; (5)
"Parnish naterisls, squipwment, and finaneial aid to farmersY; (6)
"ﬁavelop plans for lsnd-use"; and (7) "Impose conditions on the
extension of banefi‘a?m“?é

In 1940 the State Soil Conservation Committeemen and the
Commpissicners of the Soil Conservation Distriots participated with
state and local officials of the Agriculiural AMjustnent Administrae
tion in agricultural land-nse plannings However, thers was no
duplication in committee personnel, and no formal relationship waa

maintained betwesn the Soll Conpervation Serviee and the Agricultural
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Adjustment Administration,

The Federal Crop Insurance forporation wes created by
the Federal Crop Insurance Act of 1938.77 The Corporation was
eatablished for the purpose of insuring wheat. The wheat farmer
was pmit’aad through a canté&.ot- to pay "the premiwm rate established
for his farm, in either whaat or cash. He fwag/ then assured 50
or 75 per cent of his normal crop, depending on the amount of
coverage he requasted.® Thdugll pergoniiel of the sgriculiurel
Adjustment Administration did net participate formally in the crop
insurance progran in Iowa from 1938 through 1940, the State Grop
Insurance Supervisor and his subordinates used the statis tical
records on state wheat pm&.xctian which were available in the State
Agricultural Conservation Ucmaittee ofi’ice.m

The administration of the corn prograss in Iowa from 1933
through 1540 was accompliished by the utilization of hundreds of
farmers, experts, and other perscunel. The adainistrative apparatus‘
within the Agricultural Adjustment Adminlstration consisted princie
pally of the Corn and Hogs Sceticn and later the North Central
Divisilon of the Wazhdington Administrafbic'-m, the Iowa State Sorn-Hog
Cammitvee and, after 1935, tho Iuwa State Conservation (:onmitt'ee',
aund the county and townshilp committees of the county asscciations.
In addition, cofficials of othar agencies such as the Axtensgion

Service, the Farm Bureau, the Crop and Livestock HZstimates Division,
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the Warehouse Boards of the State Department of Agriculture, the
8oil Conservabion Service, and the Federal Crop Insurance Corporae
tion performed activities which were related directly or indirectly
to the commodity adjustment and soll conservation programs of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration.

A discussion and analysis of the process of administrative
legislation in the A.A.A. in connection with the production control
and scil conservation prograss on corn as they applied to Iowa from
1933 through 1940 will be presented in the naxt ehapt.ei-, the first
saction of Part II1l.
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PART TII. THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCHSS
Chapter IV
ADMINISTRATIVE LIGISLATION

Administrative law, according to Kenneth Culp Davis, a
writer in the field, is composed of three large segments relating
to the following: (1) transfer of power from legislatures to
agencies; (2) exercise of power by the agencies; and (3) review
of administrative action by the eourts.l This chapter, and the ¢ne
to follow on administrative review, will present a discussion of
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration and ite activities from
1933 through 1940 in light of the first two of the three segments
of administrative law just indicated; the third does not fall within
the purview of this study.

Sublegislative powers (which are those powers exercised
in administrative legislation) may be defined as those powsrs cone-
ferred upon aduministrative officials and agencies which are exerw
eised in meking rules of general rather than of particular appli~
cability or legal effect.® These rulses "are addressed to indiceted
but unnamed and unspecified perscns and situaticns." A general rule
is laid down for a specified class; it is t0 operate in the future.B

James Hart states that rule-making powsers may be clasgi-
fied in accordance with the process involved in their exerecise:

(1) "where the process consists of the disecreticnary elaboration
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of rules and mgulatim" 3 (2) "where the process consists of the
interpretation of statutory provisions"; and (3) "where the process
consigts of the finding of the existence of ths conditions under
which a contingent statute provides that its clauses shall become
operative.”l! However, another student of sdministrative law, John
Preston Comer, writes that he finds only “two general classes of
delegated legislation. » « +» The one may be called supplementary
or detailed legislation, the other, contingent legislation. n5
Supplementary or detailed legislation would in his view embrace
both the discretionary elaboration of rules and regulations and

the interpretation of statutory provisions., His class of contingent
legislation, however, would be identical with Hart's third category
of rule-making powers, For convenience in analysis, Comer's classie
fication of quasislegislative functions will be employed in this
discussion.

Tﬁe precess of administrative legislation in the Agri-
eultural Adjustment Admindistration frem 1933 through 1940 will be
analyzed and discussed in this chapter. 7Twoe successive methods of
agricultural adjustment--production adjustwment and soil conservation
--will be treated., The first discussion will deal with production
control of corn and hozs from 1933 through 1925. The second will
be concerned with the agricultural conserveticn programs of the
North Ceatral Region from 1936 through 1940. In béth cases, the
State of Iowa will be seldom mentioned, but it 48 to be understood



that the entire discussion relates directly to the A.A.A. programs
as they were administerad in Iowa. The programe of 1934 and of
1936 will be singled oubt for special explanation. In addition, a
sumnazry view will be given of the quasislegislative process invelved
in & third method of adjustment: marketing agreements, licenses

and orders.

Production Control of Gora and Hogs, lgﬁig—.?wg
The Agricultural Adjustment Act, as indicated in Chapter
I, sstablished a sharply modified national policy with regard to
agriculture. This polioy was the restoration and maintenance of
the pre-war income position of farmers as a class. It loocked
toward Tequality for agriculture.® Congress suthorized four main
methods in the Act by which this broad policy was to be brought
about:s
(1) the enhancement of agricultural prices through
widespread restraints on production or the removal of
suppliss from the market; (2) the enlargement of farmers®
incomes through direct payments for participation in pro-
duction control programs; {3) the levying of excise taxes
on processors of farm products as a msans of defraying
the cost of 'adjustmentt! operations; and (4) the regulew
tien of marketing through veoluntery agroements among
processors and distributors or Gmpulsgry licensing to
eliminate unfair practices or charges.
Subgections (1), (2) and (3) of section 8 of the Act
granted separate and independent powers to the Secretary of Agri-

culture. Provision for reduction of acreage, benefit contracts,
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and marketing agreements, all of which were voluntary, were nade
in subsectioms {1) and (2)., Subsection (3) provided for licenses,
which were coercive.? It was thought necessary to authorize the
Secratary of Agriculture 't.n utilize any or all of a wide variety
of powers for affectuating the general purposes e;? the +» . +» Acte
Flexibility was desired. Hence, the Secretary's hands were not
tied by preseribing in advance whieh of the énumerated powars he
should invelte in given circumstances or what oombination of
devices authorised in the act he should employ to weomplisﬁ the
ends of . . . agricultural relief.nd

The authorization to undertake contrel of agricultural
i:roduction wae perhaps the most significant feature of the original
act. Contracts between ths Seomws; of Agriculture and particie

pating farmers wers authorized for the purpose of restricting famm

acreage or cutput, with payment provided frqn the mmisfe taxes paid
’by processors. The Secratary of Agriculture was given power in
Section 8 (1), in order to effectuate the declared peliey of the
act, "to provide for reduction in the acresge or reduction in the
production for market, or both, of any basic agriculbural com~
modity." This might be done "through agreements with producers

or by other voluntary methods. + « « Rantal or benefit payments®
were to be paid "in such amounits as the Secretary deems fair and

reasonable.® "These terms were not fuwrther defined in the act and

[Were/ not mutually exclusive,"’



A digousgion was given in fhapter II of the structure
end organization of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration oan
the naticnal level as it was created pursusnt te the provisicns
of the original act. A4t the beginning of Chepter YII the fornge
tion of the Hational Corn~iog Committee of twenty-Tive and its
executive committee of five members waa ghketched, and it was
indiceted that these committees met with processors, Administrae
 tion officiels and others in Chicago and Washingbon, D. C. in late
1933 for the purpose of drafiting beth emergeixay and permanent
corn~hog production conirol programs. It is worth remarking at
this point that, in connection particuvlarly with the drafting of
& permanent corn~hog program, the A.A.A., 88 the agant of the
Secretary of Agriculture, used what has been called a "consulta-
tive procaduré” of administrative rule~making.

Ralph Fuchs, & student of administrative law, has written
that there are rouglily four iypes of rule-making procedurc utilized '
by aduministrative agencies: (1) Yinvestigational procedure,” which
is analogous to the procedure used by legislatures for findixig
the facts. "Its represeutative character bringe the community's
knowledge and wisdom into the exercise of its /the legislature!
discretion.” This procedvre may or may not require he&rings.lo
(2} "consultative procadure™ which consists of Precsiving opinions,
advice, and suggestions from groups whom their [‘ﬁle rulownmalking
agencies!7 work affects."1l It was this device which the Agricule
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tural Adjustment Administration employed by permitting farmers,

farmer 'eomiﬂmea, and others to participate in the formulation of

the first production control programg. {3) "auditive procadur'el s s e »

This precedure consiste of the holding of duly-announced hearings

at which interested parties are permitted to appear." (L) "adversary

proceduraee~which involves formalized hearings in whioch interested

partiss testify. It requires the taking of evidence, and usually

sonsists of ru;!.iug fer or agatnst a proposed specific regulation.

It is not wellwadapted to the procedure for making general regulaw

t.iona.12
In the meeting at Chicago between Septembar 20 and 25,

1933, the processor and producer representatives and Administra-

tion officials advancad thres different proposals for bringing about

long—time reductions in corn and hog preoduction in fulfilling the

declared policy of the Adjustment Aet. These proposals were aas

" follows: (1) direct reduction in corn production onlys (2) reductioen

in hog production only; and (3) reduction in production of both

corn and hags.ls After much discussion of these alternatives, the

third was adopted by the conference as the most feasible, It was

believed that this "dualwcontrol scheme™ would have the advantages

of "gtriking diréetly at the reduction problem" and "of keeping the

value ratio between corn and hogs as nhear as possible to the commonly

accepted nsutral point,® which would mean that the price relatienship

betwean both commodities would tend to be maintained at a point
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wherein “approximately ten cr twelve bushels of corn®™ would be
equal in value to %100 pounds of live hog." However, this scheme
also possd several diffiocult admi;sistmﬁive problems. Among them
were the following: (1) "It would be nscessary to determine perw
centages of reduction for both commodities which would bring sup-
plies into line with effective demand and which would result in a
minimum ¢f disturbance of the . . « neutral price relationship
between them"; (2) thers would be the problem of finaneing a
program so extensive in its effects; (3) it would alsc raise the
question of *hew funds for benefit payments should be divided between
the two commodities, so that the program would be Jas/ attractive
to the farmer who /grew/ much corn and few hogs as to the farmer
who /Ted/ many hogs and /grew/ little corn®; and (L) it would also
invelve "more administrative details" with respeot to the necessity
of reporting "part production records by farmers and to their
compliance® with the provisions "of the contraet.wilt

In & final conference bhebtween procassor and preducer
reprosentatives and administration officials at Washingbton, B. C.,
which began on September 30, 1933, the problems suggested above and
other difficuliies were discussed. This discussion centered arcund
.a mumber of major issues. First, what percentage of reduction
should be required of the individual preducer in order to cbtain,
on the basis of anticipated participation in the program by farcers,

the desired reduction in national production of corn and hogs?
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Than came the problem of determining the amount of payment to be
made for sach unit (the acre or hog) of reduction. The payment
would have to be large enough to attract farmers, but it would also
have to be kept emall enough to be payable from the proceeds of
the processing tax. The next question was, what arrangements could
be made for local administration of the program? It was belisved
that responsibility for policy determination would have to be
centralized, but sll participants in the conference seemed to feel
that policy-execution should be decentralized as much as possible.
(Chapter III presented a discussion of the establishment of local
producer committees, and the duties assigned to them were sume
marized, Provision for such local edministrative units was in

part an outgrowth of the conference in Washington.)

Fourth, in determining the amount of reduction of corn and
hog proeduction in the case of each partieipating farmer, what prow
duction pericds and records should be utilized? The establishuent
of a base period would be difficult. Those at the conference
realized that many farmers would not bs able to obtain accurate
records on past production of corn and hogs. Unintentional (and
intentional) overstatements by farmers might result in surpluses,
and the whole purpose of production control would be thwarted.
Moreover, it would be difficult to establish a practical base peried
from which 4o compute an average of past production in the case of

each farmer. The solution finally proposed was to use two or more
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past ysars as the base period, and to compute each farmer'!s produce
tion allotment by subtracting & certain designated and uniform
pamentaga' from that base figure, Another problem was in deciding
what use to make of the acres withdrewn from the production of corn
under the contractual agreement, Here, it was recommended by the
producer representatives that the contracted acres be used primarily
for soil=building and erosiocnepreventing cropa not to be haweatacl.ls
Such was Athe main outline of the corn and hog reduvction
program. Thenceforth, the Washington Administration of the AcA.A.
assumed primary responsibility for working out the aduministrative
rales and regulations necessary before the program could be prut
into operation. The confersnces with produvcer representative had
been helpful to these off;icials in indicating faraer sentinent and
in suggesting the essentials of a program, but many points still
required solution, Among thess were the following:

1. Should there be but one contract form covering
both corn and hogs, or should there be separate contrachs?

2. What should be the base periocds for the respective
camucditiez of corn and hogs?

3. Should the ceontracting producer be given the privilege
of reducing more than the specified reduction percentapes?

L. What should be the basis for redueing hog produc-
tion? -

5, Should a limitaticon be placed on total acreage of
erops planted for harvest, on number of feeder pigs, and
on aggregate acrea;e of corn on other land not covered
by the contract?

6. What use should be permitted of the contractsd
aoTes?

7. What ghould be the basis of payment for reducing
corn acreage, and in how many installments should the
payments be made?
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8, What records should be required of farmers with
respoact to past crop and livestock production?
9. How ghould the corn acreage and hog production
allotment for 1934 be computed?
104 How should the reduction payments be divided
batween landlord and tenant?
1l. Who should sign the coutract?
12, What system should be d@ve%oped for certifying
the corn~hog production contractid
Bacause of the additional administrative difficulties
which would be involved in handling separate contracts for corn
and hogs, administrative officials decided to cover both come
modities in one contract. The proviso was added, howaver, that
if the contract applicant grew less than ten acres of corn oy if
he produced less than three or four litters of hogs, he might sign
to reduce produetion of the major crop only. Another of the rulings
with regard tc the contreet concerned the signature of the applis
cant., It was decided that requiring the producer to sign both
gn application for z eontract and the contract iteelf would entail
too many problems in administration. "“Instead, the contract was
drawn so that the first signature constituted an application [Tor
payment/.* Under this arrangement, the producer would disclose his
production figures at the time of his first signature. These
figures would then be checked by the county sllobtment comnities
and its agents. Subpequently, the contract would be "returned to the
producer for his sscond signature, which would make the contract
binding on him.w17

Admdnistrative officials followed the recommendations of



the producer representatives at the Washington Conference by
establishing a uniform base period of two years, Decamber 1, 1931,
through November 30, 1933. The idea was that "production of both
corn and hogs" would be “reduced from the average production for
this peried.® Where corn was concerned, the reduction in mumber
of units (acres) was a minimal 20 per cent below the average screage
of corn during the base pericd, The farmer was encouraged to reduce
corn acreaéa further, however, by the provision that he mig!i‘b
"receive paywents for making & reduction of as mmeh as 30 percent.®
With regard to hoge, on the other hand, the requirement was a 25
percant reduction frum the base period figurs, and this requirement
*was made to apply both to litters and to the number of hogs pro-
duced for market.? This "doubls limitation,® Administration offi-
eials believed, “would help producers compute more accurate pro-
duction records, would enable inspection commitiees more readily
to ascertain mistakes or averestimates, and would permit more
accurate check-up on compliance with the contract."w

The provisions of the contract called for a "corn
reduction payment of « « « 30 cents per bushel on the estimated
yield of corn which the contracted acres would produce.¥ This.
payment was to come in two installmentse-one~hslf “as soon as
poasible after acceptance of the contract by the Secretary,” and
the othar half, "less the producer’s pro rata share of local admine

istration expenses, on or after November 15, 1934." The payment
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fer hog reduction was established "at $5 per head on 79 percent
of the adjusted annual average number of hogs produced for market
from 1932«33 litters.® This payment was broken into three installe
nentsewt$2 per head upon waaﬁtmm of the contract by the Secretary,
and the remainder, . « « less the producer's pro rata share of local
adninistrative expenses, divided between two additional payments
as of November 15, 193L, and February 1, 1935‘"19

Officials of the A.A.A. ruled that the hog base should
follow the producer when he moved frem the eriginal farm, but that
the ¢orn base should remain with the land itself., "iny other
decision would have introduced a mamber of problems, eapecially in
cases where the past production of corn or hogs, or both, on a
farm, varied considerably from the cncoming preducert's own gperation.t
Whera the rs‘latiam between landlord and tenant of the same farm
ware concerned, an administraﬁivq ruling provided that "beoth should
Bign the contraet under crop-sharg lenses, « « « and that the corn
and hog reduction payment should be divided between landlord and
tenant in the same proportion as each 'shared in the divisions of
crops or proceeds therefrom." With cash, rather than share, tenants,
however, landlords were not required to sign. In addition, the
landlord was prohibited from maiing any chonges during 1934 in the
provisions of the lease or the temure of the farm in order to prevent

tenants from obtaiaing their fightful share of pamanta.zo



The producer representatives and others who attended
the Washington Conference had suggested that acres removed from corn
production under the terms of a contract should be devoted to
growing soilebuilding erops. This recommendation was sccepted by
the A.Aeh., and the 193L corn-hog program provided that contracted
acres should be used "for planting additional permanent pasture
for soil improving amd erosion-preventing erops not to be harvested,
for resting or fallowing the land, for weed eradication or for
planting farm woodlots, except as otherwise prescribed frow time
to time by the Seeratary of agriculture. nd
It was hoped that the foregoing provisions would result

in reduced national corn and hog production. The next prcblem whieh
engaged the attention of the A.4.A. was how "to prevent an unnecessary
and uneeoncmic shifting from corm and hog production to other crops.”
The policy of the Agricultural Adjustment Act was the achisvement
of "a nat reduction of the whole agricultural cutput as well as in
the specifie rediction of corn and hm;ga."‘gz This consideration
induced the A.A.A. to provide in the contract that:

the contracting producer should not inerease on his farm

in 193} sbove 1932 or 1933, whichever was higher: (a) the

total aeres of crops planted for harvest plus the coniracted

acres; (b) the acreage planied %o euach crop for sale desig-

nated as & basic commodity in the actj ga) the total acreage

of feed crops cther than cora and hay; (d) the mmber of

any kind of livestock other than hogs designated as a baslc

eammodity in the aect (or a product of which is so designated) 23
kept. on the farm for sale (or the sale of the product thereof).
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In addition, it was specified that suyone accepting the terms

of a contract was prohibited from increasing in 1934 the aggregate
corn acrsage or the number of feeder pigs bought by him above the
base figures for each cu any land not covered in the contract
which he owned, cmntrolleﬂ, or cperated. §ince only a single farm-
ing unit was to be covared by wach centract, it would be necassary
for anyoneé owning, controlling, or operating other farming units

to negotiate a separabe contract for each farm.zh

In order to establish equitable production bases on each

farm, officials of the A.l.A. decided that bhae producer sheould bes
reguired to peport for inclusion in the contract tne
screage of all crops or use to which the land was put
during the 1932-33 seasons, a history of production
for the 1929+33 mriod of fislds designated as con-
tracted acres, a report on the utilization of the corn
for 1932 and 1933; that is, whether it was harvested
as grain, hogged off, cut for silage, or fed green.
The producer alsoc was required to report the number
of apring and fall litters owned by him when farrowed
in 1932 and 1933, the numbers of hogs raised from these
litters, already sold for slaughter, already stocked
as stockers, feeders, or breeders, already slaughterad
for use on the farm, to be slaughtered for use ou the g
farm, to be sold and/or retained for breeding purposes.

Once the officials of the Agricultural Adjustment Adwmdne
istration had developed the proviaions of the corn-hog conbract in
tentative form, they conducted a series of conferences in the South
and ¥iddle West "with Federal and State extension workers, producer
representatives and othersv for the purpose of discussing other

details "of the adjustment plan,” The Administration officials
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sought the suggeations of these groups as to how variations in the
situations of individual producers ctmlr@ be taken into account
in devising the general terms of the production program. They also
desired the opinions of participating groups "as to methods of
procuring and verilying individual  records of corn and hog proe
duction and as to organization of local producers' commitiees for
signeap campaigns. (It will be recalled that the establishment
of such lecal committees in Iowa was discussed at considerable
length in Chapter II, 80 it hardly seems necessary to present
another such discussion at this junclture.)

The administrative rulings which were promulgated by the
A.A.A. subsequent to the conferences in the South and Middlewest
elaborated "on certain phases of the contraet which could not be
completely covered in the contract form,” and on eertain Yspscial
‘circumstances se infrequently encountered as not to warrant their
apecii‘ie inclusion in the eontract itself." These rulings covered,
among oﬁmrs; the following situationsy instructions as to (1)
who could legitimately sign a contract;y (2) "how the 1932-33 and
193L litter averages were to be determined”; (3) "how the average
number of hegs produced for market was computed®; (L) "how the
yield of contracted acres was 10 ve estimated®; (5) how to deal with
cases of "producers who rented several tracts of land from different

landlords and of landlords who rented several trazets of land to
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different tenants.o!

Sueh rulings were detailed and specific, and, like the
provisions of the contract, were frequently revised after the
program was put into operation in order to be kept abré&st of
modified conditions. DPecause they were so specific and were
designed to cover every congeivable situatieon, the commitiees on
the state and local levels in 193L and 1935 meemed to have dige
eretion only in applying their terms to local cases. These come
mittees, at least on the local level, had little discretion where
the problem of determining "the when, the where, and the how" of
aﬂaustmant on their level was concerned. In practice, once a
program was in opérgtion the diseretionary power which they exsrw
¢ised in the administrative rule-making procese was that of
determining to what extent the administrative regulations from
Washington could or cught to be ignored or disregarded within their
Jurisdictions. Thus, their teask was almost whelly adminisirative

rather than legislative in character.a&

(Their greater share in
the administrative review process will be indicated in Ghaptar‘lv.)
The administrative duties of the permanent community .
eommittees under the 1934 and 1935 corn-hog production control
prograzs included the fellowing:
(1) Obtaining contracts, (2) assisting applicants
in preparing data required in the coniract, (3) appraising

corn yield of land offered as contracted acres, (L) checke
ing and correcting data offered by preducers and landlords,
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(5) obtaining production data on corn snd hogs of non

contract signers, (6) obtaining execution of contracts

after adjustment of figures, (7) certifying produstion

records in determination of 1932-33 average corn gcreags

and hog base, (8) aseisting at community meetings, (9)

making investigations relative to contracts, and (10)

performing such other duties as way be assigned to it

by the coggty allotment committee of the corn~hog

secblion.®

Bnough has been said of the formulation of the 193L
program for corn and hog production centrel in Igwa, and in other
areas where these commodities were produced ecommercially, to
indicate the complexity and ecomprehensivenssa of the program. In
addition, it has been indicated that the statutory provisions were
rather generalized and ambiguous in character, eand that the
officiale of the A.i.84., scting in the name of the Secretary of
Agriculture, faced a tremendcous task in drafting a program. Though
they solicited advice and opinions from producers and other private
parties, the central responsibility was theirs., It should be
apparent also that, while "the primary standard® wes laid down in
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, it was the officials of the A.A.A.
who chose the particular means to employ as well as the how, where,
and when to employ them. It was they who drew up the program and
supervised its execution.
The 1934 program, in summary, involved the formulation of

a corn~hég reduction contract and supplemental administrative rulings.

"The contracts reguired individual farmers to limit their acreage,



i

production, or both, te swmme stipulated maximunm percsentage of what
these had been in a base periocd adopted as represeutative for the
comnodity.” | Thie meant "under ordinary conditions*® that producticn
weuld be limited "for one or more ysars ahead." FRach contract
eatablished & base mcreage or base production for each particular
farm covered. From this base was computed the amount of reduction
the grower would have to make in order to receive payment. The
base figure represented the average acreage or preduction for

the selected earlier period; it "was fixed each yvar by the Secre
tary of Agrioculturse within limits speeified in the contract, except
with corn, whers & ons-year contract was used." In the case of corn,
benefit payments were made "at so much an acre for the land taken
out of production (uswally varying with its produectivity).® Benefit
paynents for hoga were made "per unit on amounts permitted to be
raised or marketed.">?

The 1935 corn~hog prograu, though it introduced “many
minor® modifications, "was like the first in almost all major
particulara.® However, the 1935 contract "raquired . . . signers
to reduce their corn acreage and hog production cnly 10 per cent
from that of the base period, /whereas in 1934 it had been 20 per
cent/, and the rate of the adjustuent payment was increased /[Trom 307
t0 35 cents per hushel for corn not raised.”31 The decision of the
Bupreme Court in the case of U. 8. ¥v. Butler, of course, halted the
proparsation of a commodity adjustment program for 1936.



The only major example of the contingent type of
legislation provided for in the corn~hog productioun contrel
prograss under the Agriculbtural Adjustment Act (excluding the
processing tax provisions) was the section of the Act which dealt
with the conditions under which its operation should be teruinated.
This secstion, mumber 13, specified that "This title shall cease
to be in effect whenever the President finds and proclaims that
the national eccnomic emergency in relation to agriculture has
been ended. « « « The Seeredary of Agriculture shall make sueh
investigations and reporis therecn to the President as may be
necegeary to aid hin in exweocuting this section.“32 In a sense,
then, this provision must be placed within the eontingent class
of delegated legislation.

Ordinerily, however, contingent legislation “involves
discretion on ihe part of administrative officials in putting on the
active list quiescent or dermaht statutes which express congressional
policy."33 In the case of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the
President was directed to place the act on the retired list whenever
it beceme apparent to him thalt the congressional policy of achieving
"parity" for sgricultucre had been fulfilled. Though this contingensy
never aross, it is safe to say that the President and Secretary of
Agricultnre would have had relatively little discretiocn in the
process of determining its existence or non-existence at any'given

tine. Their discretion would have been mathamatical and statistical



113
in character, and would have involved a comparison and evaluation of
statistics on farn and other income for the prewar, “normal" period
with those on farm and other income in the then current period.

Most of the rule-making activities of the officialm of the
Addshs during the pericd under discussion were of the supplementary
type. John Preston Comer has distingaished -‘aﬁa subwclasges of thig
conplenentary or detailed legislation. One her has called administra~
tive, and he states that rules which come under this category “appreciw
ably add to the procedural or enforcing provisions of substantive law
and are enforcesble; they involve the diseretion of a lawmaker on the
part of the Executive." The other he entitles interpretetive, and he
writes that these regulations Ygupposedly express the true meaning of a
statute or division thereof; they are net in themgelves law." And,
according to James lart, administrative (or legislative) regulations
are "a form of subcrdinate legislation.® When "walid," thay "have the
fms and effect of law," and "sanctions® may be imposed "for their
violation." Interpretative regulations, on the other hand, uerely pro-
vide "statutory ipterpmtatipnu which have behind them no apecific state
utory sanction, \éﬂ.ass ‘ratified® by implication.® T}iay maat, however,
be based upen express or reasonably implisd statutory authorization.
Thus, they are Yadminietrative intarpretatims of statutory lawhs they
are Yadministrative findings of law."m‘

The 1934 and 1935 production conbtrol programs for corn
and hogs may be classdfisd as primarily interpretative in character.
The regulations of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration were
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sdministrative intexrpretations and ampiiﬁaatima of the provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933. No express stabutory

. sanctions were provided, since the programs were designed to be
voluntary and nen-goereives The quasi-legislative process involved
was both the discreticnary elaboration of rules and regulations

and the interpretation of statutoery provisions in order to effectuate
the statutory purposa.

Conseguently, the anthor can only re-affirm his conclusion
that, with the exception of the example of gontingent legislation
already mentioned, and certain other examples to be discussed below,
the quasi=~legislative activities of the A.A.A. in the designated
period were wholly supplementary in character. Within thse class of
supplementary legislation, the rules and regulaticns concerning pro-
duction adjustment were primarily of the interpretative category.
They were made both "pursuant to and in aid of the statute to carry
out its purposes,” and to regulate "the orderly conduct of publie
business."> Under this general category would be included the
contract and supplemsntary rules, definitions (beycnd those provided
in the statute), and the administrative provisions concerning internal
procedures, use of forms by committeemen, and the ‘duties of ocomnittesw
men., The formulation of these rules and regulations was an exersise
of the quasiwlegislative (and interpretative) function. It involved
discretion. The execution of the programs (the "doing" function) was

no doubt largely administrative and nonediscretionary in character.
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But the pewer to execute is alsv to some extent the power to
determine the time, the place, and the manner of exacution., The
power of interpreting the law or regulation is inherent in its
enforcement, 'The implementation and execution of production control
prograng for corn and hogs as well as the formulation of rules and
regulations %o guide implementation had effects for corn and hog
producere. Both involved, to varying degrees, the exercise of the
qﬁaai«-lagislativa DOWRY »

As an illusiration, the regulation ineluded in the cone-
bract which required all commereial corn and hog px:odueara wishing
to participate in the programs to give annusl reports on corn and
hog production was an exercise of the Quasiwlagialative POWar.

And the infermation gathered as & result was used in estimating
production and in sstablishing nationsl, state, county, and farm
allotments. Ther&fare, the eellection of preduction data was a
means of making rules ho be applied Lo a general class of persons.

As has been indicated above, what may be called the
*gonsultative procedure,"” whereby officials of the A.A.A. consulted
producer representatives aud other private parties for their opine
ions and suggestions, was employed in the initisl steps of formu-
lating the first cornw~hug program. Once these suggestions had been
received, however, the A.A.4., officials seemed to discover ne
reascon {or continuing to consuli such private opinion. Apparently

the reason that they did not continus doing so was that local
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sosmitteaes composed of the farmers' elscted representatives had
been established by the time the 1934 progras had been formulated,
Farm sentiment, the A.4.A. officials believed, could be discerned
readily through these committees. From this time on through 1935,
the A.d.A, did not formally consult persons and groups cutside of
government in an effort to hear possible suggestions as to the pro-
duction prograus.” The A.A.A. did, however, ask its local and
state committees to give recompendations on proposed programns.
(This will be discussed below.) In addition, prasumably farmers

ags members of a local group had an opportunity to express a certain
measure of approval or disapproval of A.4.4. prograws through the
referendum conducted annually in each ecunty. Froposad programs

¥In connsctien with the formulation of the cornehog program for
1936, howaver, a public hearing was held in Washington on September
26 and 27, 1935, at which producers and consumers were invited to
give their opiniocns as to (1) whether the programs should be conw
tinued, and (2) what changes should be made in the programs to ald
both consumers and producers. Producers, according to the 193335
Report ef the Administrator of the A.A.A., "unanimously advocated"
continvancs of the prograus. Though they “recognized the value of
the programns to farmers," consumers wrged that their interests
should be better "safeguarded" in new programs. Rgpresentatives of
the meat~packing industry arguved that the whole A.A.A. program
should be discontinued.

This was the cnly time such & device was used during the whole
period 1933=40, and of course the Supreme {ourt declared the produc
tion control provisions of the first Agricultural Adjustment Act
unconstitutional before this 1936 program could be put into opera-

tion. See Agricultural Adjustment (Annual Report of the Admin-
istrator of %ﬁ Behohe )y E‘éi?—jﬁ, pe 180, for a discussion of the
hearing.
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~ ware also discussed and criticized on an informal basis in towne
ship and county meeiings of participating farmers.

This discusmion raises the question of why the A.A.A.
apparently bLelleved it unnecessary to afferd formal notice and
hearing each year to farmers and other parties who might be intere
ested in the formilation of new programs or the making of other
'rulea which would directly alfect them. ?hough the literature on
the A.A.A, during these years does not afford an answer, it can
be conjectured that the reasoning of its officials ran somewhat as
follows: (1) Farmers were so well organized through their local
committees, which operated as a part of the A.A.A. organization,
that they were thus enabled "to participate in offieial action

" instead of merely being heard in regard to it. o 6 (2) “If an
agency is representative of tha interests affscted by its acts,
the need for hearin.s and censultations in advance of its determi-
nations obvicusly ia i-aducsd or aliminamd.."B 7 (3) Participation |
in the progras by farmers was veluntary and non-coercive. No loss
of property or liberty was invelved for non-participation. 4t
least, this was probably the reasoning of the officials of the
Acdoh. (It remained their opinion even after ﬁh& Supreme Court
had termed the programs regulatory and Ycosrcive® in character
because ¢f the strong financisl and other inducements involved.)
(L) "Where so many persons are involved /as in the A.A.A. prograns/
that advance notice and hearing would be impractical, its abseice



doos not affect the validity of the administrative ruling.,® (5)

of eeurée the faot that the formulation of programs was an exercise
of the quasi~logislative, rather than of the quasi-judicial, function
reduced and perhaps eliminated the necessity of notice and haaring.j 8
{6) "the Supreme Gourt , . . has suggested that another test « « »

is based on the parsonnel of the administrative board; whether
axperts or laymen, men of ability or mere pcliticima."B 4 In the
case of the A.A.A., of course, the local committesmen werg farmers
themselves and were elected by the local. farmers participating in

the A.A.A. program. The policy-making officials above the local
level were appointed Ly the Secretary of Agriculture, but they were
gither active farmers or were well acquainted by éxparianea with
farmers' problems,

(Advanes notice and hearing were provided for participating
farmers by the A.A.A. where what may be termed adwinistrative review
functions were concerned. This aspect of A.A.A. activities will be
examined in the following chapter.)

Within the national administrative organization of the A.A.A.,
the quasi-legislative process may be divided into two categories.

The first consisted of the planning of the over-all propgrams. The
gecond dealt with the day-to-day rule-making operaticans concerned
with supervising the administration of the programs. The first was

in meet respects a staff function, whereas the second was participated



119

in both by staff and by line officials, which was a rather unusual
adainistrative practice.

Thg Agricultural Adjustwent Administration, as has been
previously indicated, was established as "an action and planning
agency, with iarga funds at its disposal which were to be used to
secure farmer participation in carrying out its plans.® 8ince it
lacked a great deal in the way of staff personnel at its inception
{(and even mmch ht&;r) s 1t was forced to turn to the other regularly
established burssus of the Department for assistance in drafting
plans. Tt utilized the research and statistical facilities of the
Bureau of Agricultural Econcmics, "The distributive funetions of
the A.A.A. were /alsg/ in large measure co-ordinated with the fact-
finding, analytical, service, and regulatory work of all /other]
bureaus and agencies o¢f the Dapart.mant"" The Bureau of Plant
Industry assisted in "the formulation of programs dealiang with the
several crops which were to be brought under conbrol® by contribut-
ing "eut of its technical knowledge." The Bureau of Animal Industry
contribvuted similar information in the formulation of programs for
livestock control. %“The records and expert knowledge of the divie
sion of Crop and Livestoclk Estimates were indispensable in making
decisions at alwost every stage in the formulation of control
programs.® In addition, the educaticnal facilities of the Faderal
and 8tate Extension Services were made available to the A.A.R.,

both in formulating new programs and in educating farmers and line
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personnel concerning existing programs.

Within the A.A.A. 1tself, an Administrative Council was
established in 1933 for the purpose of coordinating the several
parts of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, of coordinating
the varicus proposals for emodihy adjustment programs, and of
coordinating the administrgtive operations of the organization.
*This Council met each morning for half an hour or so and included
the Secretary and Assistant Seeretary of Agricultare, the Adminise
trator, the Co~administrator, the directors of the Producticn,
Progasaing and Marketing, Finance, Legal, and Information Divisions,
and the Consumers' Qounsel." PBecause of "the pressure of prégrm
development® and of "certain personal frictions®, however, the
"meetings of this Council became irregular and by the end of November
1933 they ceased altogether. nlid

In January of 1934 came the first major reorganization of
the Agricultural adjustment Administration. One result of this
reorganization was the creation of the Program Planning Divisien,
which was designed to "give attention to policies and long-time
programs--a difficult task for the hardwpreased operating of.‘f:i.ciala."hg
It “served to bring eccncmic and statistical resources to bear uﬁon
the malcing of plans « « « without separating such work from the
ecurrent activities of adn'dnistration."w

In attacking the long-~time objectives of adjustment
the Division undertook analyses of domestic and export
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. requiranents of the United States in agricultural
produets; resulting national and regional farm
resources for meeting these requirements; and
- requirements in crops that would be best adapted
to the }}ﬁnd, including provision for soil conserw
vation.
This Division of Program Planning contimied to exist through 1935.
(As a matter of fact, it existed as a part of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, as will bs recalled from Chapter IT,
until ite transfer in 1939 to the reorganized Bureau of Agricultural
Beonomics. )

The reorganization of January, 1934, alsc resulted in other
changes "which simplified and co-ordinated the general scheme of
administrative operation." The main change was the merger of the
Production Division and the VProcessing and Warketing Division
into a general Commodities Division, which permitted marketing
agreements (which had become of seecondary importance), to be "handled
by the commodity section in which they happened te fall, being prac-
tically confined, after this time, to 'general crops' (formerly
called VYspecial crops') and dairy, neither of which had a production
control program.® Under this arrangement, the dirsctors of the Com
modities, Program Flanning, and Information divisions were desige
nated as asaistant administrators, and together with the Aduminiatratar
and the Secretary of Agriculture they "constituted the joint high
ew.mand."b ‘

Since the organization of the Agricultural Adjustment
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Adminigtration was still "unduly cumbersome,® both for program
planning and for other administrative purpog®s~--for example, the
Administrator was still forced to deal dirsctly with “thirteen
commodity secticns"w~gome further eimplication of the A.A.A. was
widertaken in Pebruary of 193%. ®fhe Legal Division was merged
with the Office of the Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture.
The thirteen cm:medity sections were reduced to eix in number,® |
An Qperating Gnunci; was established for the purpose of héordinati-ng
administrative eper#tiona and oi discussing new programs. Like the
' 0ld Administretive Council of 1933, it functioned "as a clearing
house between division hwads, the Administrator, and the Secretary.®
Criginally its meetings were regular daily cccurrences, but socon
the press of other business and the unwieldy nature ef t;he body
itself resulted in less frequent meetings in which only those
officials concerned with a specific problem wonld confer. It was
composad of the "directorsof the six commodity divisions, « « o

the heads of tt;e Finanee, Planning, and Information Divisions, the
Consumers' Counsel, the Solicitor of the Department, the Chief of
the federal Extension Service, the Chief of the Bursau of Agri-
cultural Beonomies, the Secretary of Agriculiure and the Undere
Secretary.® It operated both as a planning agency and as a formu~
lator of ordinary administrative rules and regulatims.hé Thus,

it can be seen that the same officials were participating in the
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drafting of commodity adjustment progrems as wers concerned with

the making of the broad administrative rules and regulations designed
to gnide state and local committees in putting the programs into
oparation.

State and local committées participated in the rule-making
process in three ways: (1) Once a progrem had been drafted in
'bmt;ativa form on the national level, the committeemen were furanished
with coples of the program and invited t¢ make suggestions and
nriticim.m It was within the discretion of the national officials,
however, to accept, modify, or reject such recommendations. Once |
the program had been promlgated, the local comni ttesmen were
obliged to observe its provisions., (2) Local comnitteemen were
encouraged to make suggestions at any time as to ways of ilmproving

internal administrative me thods and arrangements .b’6

(3) wWithin
their omn jurisdictions, of course, local committees had soms ‘degree
of discretion in deciding whether to interpret and apply administra=
tive regulations rigidly or flexibly.

But their degree of discretion was considerably narx‘éled
by the fact that all contracts negotiated by thefm had to meet rathey
rigid legal and administrative tests before the Corn and Hogs Zection
of the National Administration would certify the contracts. for paye

ment. This meant that careless work or uncecperative attitudes on

the part of these committeemen might jeopardize their own positions,
sincs (&) farmers whose contrscts had not been certified for payment
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would tend to take an uncharitable attitude toward efforts of their -
comnitteemen to gain rewslection, and (b) the administrative expenses
of the committeemen had to be paid by farmers out of deductions made
from their A.A.A. payments. If the farmers! contracts were not
certified, the committeemen received no pay, Thas, "no local
agency would defly the Cora and Hogs Section, for it controlled the
purse of the corn~hog pro@a’am."w

The administrative organisation within counties varied
from one extreme to another throughout the nation. %At one extreue
of adminigtrative practice was the type of county control associ-
ation whieh through its officers and committees took full responsim
bility for action, subject only to control fand direction/ from
Washington, ' The county sgent and @har Extension officers or
employees served merely as passive sources of information and
advice."50 This was the situation, for example, in Story Gounty,
Jowa, and in many other countiee of Iowa aluost frem the inception

of the pmgramu.m

"At the opposite pole were counties in which
the farm adviser or demonstration agent was in fact the local
administrator working under the Stabe Extension Director, who was
in fact a state administrator, appointing committees of the several
grades and using them as their field force, taking or even asking
advice ocnly as they saw fit." It will be recalled that this was
assuredly not the administrative situation in Iowa, where preducer

representatives both on the county and state levels assumed more



and more of an active administrative role, "proportiocnately
reducing that asgumed by the state Bxtension Director, his
specialists, and the county agents,"5€

The administrative and rule-making establishment of the
Agricul.tural Adjustment Administration, however, was a "dualistie
systen.” "The line of centralized administrative control" passed
from the Secretary of Agriculture down through the Administrator,
the ecmmedity division, the particular commodity seection /Corn and
Hogs/, the state committee, county comsittees, and commnity come
mittees to the individual grower.*>} Administrative and rule-male
ing authority, it must be emphasized, were centralized in the
naticnal organization. Reasons for this centralization include
the fellowing: (1) Since the program had to be voluntary, it also
had to be attractive to farmers. This necessitated considerable
uniformity and centralized formulation. (2) "Ho local agenoy,®
ag has besn indicated, "would defy the Corn and Hoge Section, for
it controlled the purse of the cormn-hog program.” (3) "The requirew
ment that members of all township and county committees be partici-
pants iz the program had a further centralising effect." (L) Admine
istrative procedure was imposed by the Cora and Hogs Baction.Sh

The corn~hog contract was drafted in its linal form

at that point and submitted to the field. The section
possessed authority to alter the contract by administrative
rulings and interpretations within the bounds of due process

of law, It drafted and required adherence Lo 8ll procedure
in the lower brackets of the administration. It ultinately
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reviewed for approval all administrative operations

pi? Q:E; uﬁ%&, both in results {the contract) and in
(5) In addition, administrative personnal above the county level
were sslected (and were removable) by the national adminia‘tmtion.sé

Within the state, administrative authority, as was indi-

cated in Ghapter III, was concentrated on the state level. Notwithe
standing the faet that suthority, st least ab ihe beginning, was
functionally dispersed to different agencies, a great deal of conw
centration of authority was accomplished in practice, at least in
Igwa, because of the following factors: (1) All state comndttee
psresomnel were selected and removable by the national administration.”
Thus, each owad his office to the same sourece. (2) There was cone
siderabls duplication of commnittee persconnel. The Iowa Corneiog
Commi ttee, which supervised the signeup cawmpaign and the organiza-
tion and operation of the county control assceiations, the Diresctor
of Extension, who supervised the educaticnal aspecte of the program
fer the CorneHog Committee, the State Board of Review, which adjustw
ed and reviewed produotibn allotments, and the State Compliance
Directeor, who supervised the administration of compliance~-all

#Hational selection of state A.A.A. personnel was certainly the
case in a formal sense. However it appears that most state offices
were in fact filled by state residents recommended by County Demow
cratic chajrmen., This brought a measure of local centrel over the
appointment of state persomnel. 5ee footnote 56, Chapter III.



127
menbers of these Yowa administrative agencies were either members
of or had ¢lese relationships with the Iows Cornelog Committee. In
effect, therefore, the Oorn-Hog Committse became a plural exscutive
in eontrel of all aspects of the Production progran within the State.
(3) A1l of these agencies shared the same office space.

Soil Conaarvatim Programs, 1&%

The deeision of the Supreme Court in the case of U, 8. v.
Butler, January 6, 1936, temporarily halted efforts at production
eontrol. Kven before this decision outlawing the production adjuste
ment and proecessing tax provisions of the A.A.A., however, the
evelution of the programs *"reflectsd an effort to move toward long-
time objectives. At first esphasis was placed on the price of com=
nodities in the national and international markets, on the income of
a farmer to be derived fram these prices and to be supplemented by
various forms of subsidies, and on the effects of marketing agree-
mnts."57 It was believed that the financial situation of sgrie
culture could be improved and "parity" for agriculture could be
achievad through the reduction of farm producticn, in order that
supply of agricultural commodities could more neerly agual market
demand at home and abroad.

In 1936, however, & shift in emphasis was undertaken.
Congress passed the Soil Conservation and Domestie Allotment Act,

%which, as an éscape from the Supreme Court, provided for an open
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or unllateral offer on the part of the Secretary to replsce the
contracts with farmers under the unconstitutional Act; conditicnal
paysents replaced benefit payments; direct appropriations replaced
procesaing taxes, and the emphasis was shifted fyrom screage control
to soil conservation and upbuildins."sﬁ The emphasis was shifted
from "the emergency aspects, with the resulting coneentration on
the prices of selected commodities, to a policy based upon mors
fundamental considerations of adjustment of farming to the best
use of the land." These tendencies antedated, but were greatly
accelerated by, the decision in the Butler case.
This change was approached through a research program

of the Program Planning Division /Gf the A.A.A.7, which

included studies of land use undertaken by farmer county

commi ttees and the etate agricultural experiment stationsg,

studies of food needs undert&ken by the Bureau of Home

Foonomics, and experiments %ﬁagiming in 19377 with more

flexible and comprehensive farm~managenent plans based

upon best use of the land in selected counties,, /Tama

Ocunty, Towa, became one such county in 1937, 24

Bections T to 17 of the Boil Consarvation and Demestic

Alotment Act, approved February 29, 1936, provided the statutory
authority for subsequent agricultural conservation programs and for
the research and planning in connection with these programs. Thence-
forth, under these sections payments were made for acreage reduction
in corn simply because corn was one of a group of soll depleting
crops. Since the emphasis was avowedly upon svil conservation

practices, and only secondarily upon increasing farm income, no

prograns directly concernsd with reducing hog production and
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marketing were ever put into effect after 1935.

Sectiuvn 8 (b_)eu of the Conservation Act provided the
following leglslative standards by which the Secrstary was tc be
guided and linited in exercising the authority conferred upon
him: He:

ghall have power to earry cut the purposes spescified in
clauses (1), (2), (3), and (L) of Section 7 (a) fwhich
ineluded the '(1) preservaticn and improvemsnt of soil
fertility; (2) promotion ¢f the sconomie use and consers
vation of land; (3) diminution of exploitation and wasteful
and unselentific use of national soil resocurcesy (L) the
protection of rivera and harbors against the results of
soil ercsion.' Clausa (5) provided for the restoration
and maintenance of 'parity! for sgriculture, on the
average 1909-191k basie/ by making payments or other
grants in aid to agricultural producers, including
tenants and sharecroppers, in amounts, determined by

the Secretary to be fair and reasonzble . « +» , and
measuresd by, (1) their treatment or use of their land,

or a part thereof, for soil restoration, soll conservaw
tion, or the prevention of erosion, (2) changes in the
use of their land, (3) a percentage of their normal
production of any one or more agricultural commedities
designated by the Seerstary which equals that percentage
of the normal national production of such commodity or
commodities required for domestic coasumption, or (4)
any combination of the above. In determining the amount
of any payment or grant measured by (1) or (2} the Secre—
tary shall take into consideration the productivity of
the land affected by the farming practices adopted during
the year with respect to which such payment is made.

As was indieated in Chapter I, the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration was made responsible for executing the powers cone
ferred upen the Sgeretary in Sections 7 to 17 of the Conservation
Act, This was in accordance with Section Ué’l of that Act, which

authoriped the Secretary to designate the A.A.A. to execute
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those powers. Shortly after the Conservation Act was approved, the
camodity divisicns were replaced by 5 (later 6) geographical divisions
(with headquarters in Washington), each of which was organized to
deal with the major commodity in its reglon. %On the state level
wore state agricultural conssrvation committees appointed by the
Secrstary of Agriculture and atate offices /Working under the com-
nit.teng? ¢learing 1o the méienal directors.” Within counties the
cld tpwnship and county coumittes arrangements were retained, but
thay were re-named community and eounty amoulﬁuml conservation
cmi%aea.sa
"The basic procedure® under "the new soil~conservaetion
approach® was characterized by "the payment of cash benefits to
farmers to offset the ¢ost of moil uémewatiém practices.” This
arrangement enabled farmers "to engage in cooperative conservatioen.”
Inducements in the form of money were offered *to those talking land
out of soil-depleting crops, increasing the acreage of soil«building
and soll-conserving crops, and fellowing practices helping to check
erosion and reduce the depletion of s0il fertility.” The major
steps involved in the rule-making process and in the administratien
of this program were as follows:
(1) Classifying crops as soil-depleting and soile

conserving, and designating the soil~building practices

t0 be sncouraged; (2) determining the usual or normal

aoreages upon which these different types of ¢rops are grown

as the stgndard by whieh to measure changes; and (3) estabe

blighing the conditions under w. gh payments would be made,
and the rates of these payments.
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Soil~depleting crops under the 1936 program in the Neorth
Central Region ware defined by the A«A.As a8 those "which permanently
remove largse amounts of plant food from the scil, or are tilled in
rowg or by other methods thet expose the soll to gevere erosion. ”&4
Such erops included corn, (field, sweet, broom, and popcorn), cotton,
tobaceo, Irish potatoes, sweet potatoes, rice, sugar beets, hemp,
cultivated sunflowers, commercial truek and canning cmf:s, melons,
strawberries, grain and sweetl sorghums, small grains harvested for
grain or hay (wheat, oats, barley, rye, buckwheat, flax, speltsz,
and grain mixtures), anmuel grasses and annual legumes harvested
for grain or hay, and all idle erop land in 1936 (unless otherwise
recommended by the State Commitiee and approved by the Secretary) .65

Soil~congerving erops were classified as annual, biennial,
and perennial legumes, perennial grasses, and orocp acreage planted
to forest trees after January i, 3.9354'66 Soil=building crops were
those amnual, biennial, and perennial legwms and feorest trees whieh
were planted in 1936, FBoth categories thus included creps ®which
protect the soil from erosion and which, growing or turned under as
green manure, store up plant food in the soil." Seilw-building
practices were defined as those which prevented scil erosion, "such
&8s terracing, contour plowing, and strip cropping, and stimulating
the growth of soil-conserving crops by applying lime and superw
phaaphata.”67

There was also a neutral classification, which was not
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to be counted in establishing erop-screage bases, It was composed
of vineyards, tree fruits, small fruits, mut trees (not inter—
pla.ntmd) » idle eropland, \' cultivated fallow land, wasteland, roads,
lanes, lots, yards, and woodland not planted after Jamary 1, 193h.68
The 1936 North Central Hegional Bulletin No. 1, which was

ﬁanded from time to time during the ybar but never substantially
altered, provided that a scoil-depleting base acreage for each farm
. should be recommended by the county aMtMaa for the approval

‘of the Secretary. "Such bass acreage” was to "represent a normal
acroage. of soil-depleting crops for the farm determined” in the
following mamner: the eoil depleting base acreage was to "be the
acreage of such ecrops harvested in 1935,“ gubject to certain
nadjustments.® The first of these adjustments was that "there shall
be added to the 1935 acresge of soll depleting erops the number of
trented!, 'contracted!, or 'retired! acres under 1935 commodity
adjustment programs from which ne scil depleting crops were harvested
in 1935." This provision was intended to benefit participants in
the 1935 commodity adjustment programs by increasing their total
soil-depleting acreage figure, so that they could receive iarger
payments for participation: in the 1936 program by engaging in soile
cmaeMng or soil-building practieces on this additional aeraage.69
The second adjustment specified that "Where, becauwse of

unususl wedther conditions, the acreage of soil depleting crops
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harvested in 1935 was less than the number of acres of such crops
usually harvested on such ferm, such scres will be inoreased" to
the normal figure. Third, "khere the 1935 acreags of soil depletw
ing cropa for any farms, adjusted, il necessary, as indicated
above, is materially greater or less than such acreage on faras

in the same comaunity which are similar with respsct to size, type
of soil, topography, production facilities, and farming practices,
such adjustmant shall be made as wili result in a base acreage for
such farm which is equiteble as compared with the base acreage for
such other similar farms."

The Bulletin also provided that from availlable stat;i.atica
the Agricu}.tz_wal Adjusiment Adminisiration should establish for each
gounty a “gounty ratic of soil depleting orop acreage to all farm
land.% "The average of the ratios . « « which are established for
all farms in arxy county shall conform to the ratio i‘a'r such
county" set by the AJA.A., "unless a veriance from such ratio is
recummendéd by the State Committee and approved by the Agricultural
Adjuetment Administration.' In aeddition, it was provided that a
“geparate Sase acreage shall be established for . . « cotten,
tobaceeo, flax, snd sugar heats.ﬂw

Soil~building payments were authorized in 1936 for plant-
ing "soil building crops on crop land® and for "carrying out secil

building practices on crop land or pasture" in conformity with such
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eonditions and rates &s wers "reccmmended by the State Committes

for such state and approved by the Secretary." However, no payment

could “exceed an amount equal to $1.00 for each aere of crop land

on the fermm used . . « for soil conserving . . « and soil building

erops,® nor an amoundt in excess of "§10.00 for each farm, whichw

aver is the larger.“n

Payment was also authorized *with respect to each acre of

the base acreage for the farm of any soil depleting crop /or group

of such eropg] which o« » o 18 used for the production of any soil

conserving crop or any seil building erop, or is devoted to any

approved soil conservation or building practice.t
was called a soil conserving payment.

. for any farm was to ba coumputed in the following manner:

Such a payment

“The amount of such payment®

72

8c0il depleting erop.

Payment for each acre
of the base aecrsage
uged in 1936 in the
narner specified
above,

Maximum acreage with
respect to which pay-
ment will be made.

All soil depleting
erops except cotton,
tobacco, sugsr
beets, and flax /Tor
which gpecial condi=
tions and rates were
prescribed./

An average for the
United States of 310
per acre, varying
among states, couns
ties, and individual
faras, as the produce
tivity of the crop
land used for these
crops varies from the
average productivity
of all such crop land
in the United States.

15 percent of the
base acreage for the
farm of all such
soil depleting crops
axcept cotton, tobaew
co, sugar beets, and
flax.
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No payment was suthorized with respect to any famm ‘
unless the total acreage of soil conserving and soil building
erops equaled or exceeded "either (a) 20 ﬁammt of the base acreages
of all soil depleting crops for the farm, or {b) the maximum acreage
with respect to which soll conserving payment could be obtained."
Horeover, the rates of payment as spacified in this North Central
Regional Bulletin were subject to adjustment up or down to a
maximum of 10 percent. Specified rates were "based upon an estimate
of available funds and an estimate of approximately 80 percent parti-
eipation by farmers.¥ I7 either of these estimates should sube
sequently prove erroneous, farmers must expect pro rata reduection
or increase in their.paymentmn The rate of payment per aecre for
Story County, Igowa, for instance, which was established by the
AsAsA. for diversion on any farm from the general voil depleting .
bases to soil coneerving crops, was ﬁslh.éo.?h Corn, of course, was
the "principal soil depleting crop® in Story County.

Secil conserving ﬁnd s0il building payments were to be
divided "betwsen the owner and sghare-tenant in the ssme proportion
as the prineipal soil depleting crop, or the proceeds thoreof, [are/
divided under their lease or operating agreement." Gprants of money
might also be made to farmers interested in planfing soil conserving
or building erops or in engaging in soil conserving or building

practices. Applications for grants had to be filed with the county
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comnittee, and sach applicant was "required to shows (1) that
work sheets had been executed covering 81l the lend in the county
owned, opersted, or controlled by himj (2) the extent to whieh the
conditions wpon which the grant /[Fag/ to be made [Radf been met.
Any applicant who owns, operates, or controls land in more than one
county in the same State /might/ be required to file in the State
office a 1ist for all such lend."’>
The North Central Agricultural Conservation Program of
1937 followed the main lines of the 1936 program. Officials in the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, however, wroie that the
1937 program possessed Vgreater flexibility and increased adapt-
ability to new and changing econditions, national, regional, and on
individeal farms." Thay believed bthat:
Thig increased adaptability was obtained in three
ways: (1) By permitting greater latitude to individual
farmers in choosing among measures they might adopt in
eooperating in the program, (2) by widening the pro-
visions of the program to apply to a greater raange of
conditions, and (3) by changin§6ﬁxa emphaglis among
certain phasses of the program.’" /The main change undsr
mamber {3) was that greater emphasis was placed on devel-
oping 'mor7vdafinite and pogitive' tesis of full pere
formance./
In the North Central Agricultural Conservation Progran
of 1938, payments were made under the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act for soil conservation, soil building, and, in additiom,
for acreage adjustmsnts in corn. Payments for acrvage adjustments

in corn (and in wheat, cotton, and rice) were authorized under Title
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I of the Agricultural Adjustment Aot spproved Pebmary 16, 1938,
whioh amended the Soil (onservation end Domestic Allotment Act.
Section 101 (e) (1) provided that national, state, and county
acreage allotments in corn and wheat should "be apportioned annually
an the basis of the acreage seeded for the ‘production of the com~
modity during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the
calendar year in which the national acreage allotment is determined.”
In addition, adjustments from this figure were to be undertaken for
acreage which wé.s "diverted under previocus agricultural adjustment
ard conservation programs," and "for sbnormal weather conditions
and trends in acresge during the applicable peried.” The corn
acreags allotment to any county was to Ybe apportioned anuunally
by the éaeretary, through the lecal committees, among the farms
within such county on the basis of tillable acreage, type of soil,
topography, and erap—w’aatioﬁ practices. "78

Parity payments were auntherized for producers of corn,
wheat, cotton, rice, or tobacco by the Agriculbtural Adjustment Act
of 1938, though such payments in the case of corn were not made
until 1939. These corn psyments wers to "be in addition to and not
in substitution for . « « other payments® for scil conservation,
soil building, and corn acreage reducticn, They were 10 be made
to corn producers "in proportion to the amount by which® the farm

ineome from corn "faile to reach the parity imeme."?g
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As will be recalled from Chapter I, the establishment
of marketing quotas on eorn, tobacco, cotton, rice, and wheal was
anthorized in Title III of the Second Agricultural Adjustment Act.
In the cwé of corn, the Secretary was authorized to conduct a
referandus among corn producers in any area on the guestion of
whether a marketing quota should be imposed whenever from available
statistics such a marketing quota seemed necessary. The part of
the Act dealing with marketing quotas for corn, like that dealing
with each of the other basic commodities, opened with a declaratian
of “"Legislative finding of effect upon interstate and foreign come
merce and necessity for regulation." This, according to one
writer, was an itllustration "of the new art of statute writing,"
in which "metioculous definitions of terms are set cut® and in which
Congress “aims at fully advising the courts® of the necessity for
regulation. to {However, marketing quotas on corn under the Agrie
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 were never put into effect.)

The Horth Central Agricultural Conservation Programs of
1938, 1939, and 1940, therefore, combined a number of approaches
to the problems of agricultural adjustment and conservation, The
soil conservation and soil building pasyments authorized under the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936 were made st
rates and under eonditions siszilar to those outlined in the 1936 .

pregram.al Payments for acreage adjustments in corn were made from
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1938 on (through 1943). Yere, the methods employed in making
acreage allotments were similar to those used under the commodity
adjustment programe of 1934 and 1935. 4 striking difference,
haw&vesz", was that no contract between the producer and the Secre-
tary was involveds individual acreage allotments were established
by county committees (subject to final adjustment at higher levels
of administration), and the farmer was obliged merely to demonstrate
full eompliance with his allotment in order to receive payment.
And for 1939 and 1940 (as well as for 19h1, 1942, and 19Lh3), parity
payments were mades to eligible corn producers in addition to the
other psyments.

Beginning in 1939 there was Ya shift in emphasis" dis-
carnible #in adjuatwent from single-commedity treatment to a
comprehsnsive farm--management program for each farm that would
give greater consideration to land-use prineiples, ineluding soil
‘consumtion. The real driving force ameng farm croups, however,
continued to be the desire for subsidies or for any measures that
would increase their financial raturzm."ﬁa

The major examples of contingent legislation in the
Agricultural Conservation Programs in the North Central region
from 1936 through 19L0O were two in number. HNeither, however, was
authorised until the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 was
approved. They were as follows: (1) The Secretary was directed to

make parity paymenis on each of the basic compoditles until such
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time aa he should determine from availalbe amtiamc,s that

income from a commodity had achieved parity with such income in the
base period. (2) The marketing quota provisions for corn and the
other basic commedities authorized the 8ecretary to establish
marketing quotas (subjeet to disapproval by affected producers)
whmgwer from available stat.ismr;:s and in his Judgment snch quotas
became necessary to avoid price~depressing surpluses. As has been
indicated, however, the Secretsry never acted with regard to corn
under elther of thase statutory provisions.

The remainder of the rule-making powers of the Secrestary
and the Agricultural Adjustment Adwministration were sﬁpplementary
{and, within this class, interpretative) in character. These
included the power to classify crops and land, to establish basses,
to specify the rates and conditions of payment, to furnish other
definitions not provided by statute, and to make provisions
respecting internal administrative procedures, use of forms, and
personnel.

The quasi-~legislative activities of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration may be grouped for convenience :l.n gnalysis
into planning and administration, On the national level, primary
regponsibility for planning comservation programs was placed in
the Program Flanning Divisicn. In 1939, this Division was merged
with the reorganized Bureau of Agricultural Seonomics, which thence

forth was given rasponsibility for conducting research on programs
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and plans for all of the line ageneiss of the D@partmant.83

In addition, "en July 12, 1937, the Secretary designated
an officer to serve as coordinator of landeuse plaaning with
respensibility for integrating the Department's landw-use activities
and for facilitating cooperation between tha lepartment's action
agencies and the state and local agencies,” In 1938 "ths Office
of Land Use Coordination was established as a permanent part of
the Secretary's Offioe.“&h Of course the A.A.A. was represented
in this LandeUse Office. Also, aliaigen Board, "cousisting of one
representative from each land use agency within the Dgpartment,
e « » worked with the land Use Coordinater in an effort to coordi~
nate the varicus action programs of the pepartment.”®>

The Oifice of Land Use Coordination took the lead, begine
ning in 1938, in emcouraging the establishment of couniy and state
1andyu§e committees whose function it was to give advice and %o
coordinate thg land~use action programs of the Dgpartment on the
local level, ¥“The majority of the members of the new committees
were farmeyrs,” with the President of the County Conpervation
Asgociation of the A.AA. usually a member on the county level.
"The county agent usually /served/ as nonvoting secretary," and
other "local officials of nmational agricultural prograus were
ineluded.® %*Thus, planning preceeded with action, and the indie
vidual, through his community committee, might be encouraged to

influence policies affecting imporiant phases of his economic
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The "™analysis and j;lax;nirxg" which engaped thé members
of these local committees were transfused, '"by successive corre-
lations,” from the community and county levels to those of the
state and national. This "presupposed planning by the Dgpartment
as well as by local and state committees.® Thus, the Office of
Iland Use Coordination concentrated on developing "a process of
integrating the general planing and program-building activities
of the Department and a method of bringing state and local plans
to the Department in usuable fem.“57

It can be said, therefore, that the local and state coms
mittees of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, both through
participating in land use plamning activities for bhe Department
and throuigh the oppertunity to make recommendations concerning
the developaent of A.hA.A. soil conservation programs, had a greater
voice in making policy than they had enjoyed under the commodity
adjustment programs bafore the Butler decision. But sc_\ far a@
discretionary power in the administration of existing soil cone
garvation prograus was concerned, the local and state commilttees
ware bound as they had been under the sarlier prograss eihher to
apply or to ignore the detailed regulations from the Rational
Administration. The lines of authority and r&spcmsibilitwm
ning from the Secrétary to the Administrator, to ths Director of
the Rorth Central Division, to the state and finally to the county
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and local committees~were, it is true, much wore simple and direct
than they had been under the old arvangement. But this factor
served only to emphasize the mapon'sibility of the lecal and state
units to the higher level of policy-determination and administration.
Thus, the conclusion may be drawn that, in the admine
istrative rule-making process, the state and local comittees of
the A.A.A. participated rather extensively (though only in an
advisory capacity) in the formulation of soil conservation and
farm management programs, but that in the iwplementation of such
programs they had relatively little discretion sc far as the rule-
making aapect was concerned. This may be asserted in spite of the
occasionally expressed opinion that the power to execute is the
powar to interpret. Though this is in some circumstances true, it
is not necessarily so, at least in any sbsclute sense. COCertainly
these local commiiteemen did neot possess any conpiderable discre=-
tionary power in administering the programs. (ne observer of the
operatione of the A.A.A. in Iowa during this peried wrote in
19k1, for instance, that "there is still insuffieient discretion
vested in fthe state and lecal/ officers for creative decentraliza
tion. n68 He did not go on te suggest what he would consider
evidence of sufficient discretion for creatives dscentralization,
but the implication is clear that he believed local committeemen
possessed too little quasi-legislative power.

On the national level, the officials of the A.A.A, had
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extengive rule-making (discreticnary) power between 1936 and 1938.
The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936 merely
provided & number of general criteris to be used by the A.A.h. in
formulating programs. But the Adjustment Act of 1938, which in
its amendatory aspects served to ratify already existing policies
and adwministrative relations, laid down sueh detailed definitions
of terms and statements of purpose that theneeforth the Avh.A. was
in some respects restricted to employing former devices which

had now received Congressional blessing., The provisions of thia
Aot, then, served to restrict the scope of the A.4.A.'a discretion.
Administrative innovations in principle and method would thence

forth prove more diffieult.

Marketing Ag geezgents » Licenses, and Orders

To provide further elaboration of the administrative rule-
making process as it related to the activities of the Agricultural
Adjustment Aduministration during the period under consideration,
it may prove helpful to giv;a somp indication of the rule-making
proéeas under the narketing agreement, license, and order provisions
of the relevant statutes.

The first Adjustment Act, especially Pthose proﬁsions
dealing with (1) acreage adjustment, (2) commedity loans, and (3)
surplus remcval opsrations, camplaménﬁad by the sowcalled processing
tax, dealt with specified basie agricultural commodities." Iwo
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parts of the Ach, however, ®dealt with all farm commoditiee and
produets." The first, Section 8 (2), "authorized the Secretary
of Agriculture to enter into marketing agreements with persons
angaged in the handling, in the carrent of interatate commerce,
of any agricultural commodity.". The second, Section 8 (3), em~
 powared "the Eneéreﬁary + « « to issue licenses regulating the
handling of such camodities."®?

B&th of those authorizations were granted #for the
exprsss purpese of removing a disparity between the prices of
agricultura} and other émaditiea + » » and for the purpose of
balaneing production and anrmﬁmpﬁim ao as to re~gsbablish agri-
culture prices on a pre~war 41‘9@9-.191;7 basis." Licenses were
customarily issued "in two typés of casea: first, where there is
already a markesting agreement and there is still a part of the
industry whiek has not signed, and secend, where there is neo
marketing agreement at all, and the license power is used as a
cosreive meamure to effectuats the declared policy of the act,.#70

These licenses, however, were unlike typical licenses.
For one thing, they were not issued upon reguest, but were imposed
as a general regulation. For another, they were not issued to
individuals, but were blanket regulations operative on & class.
Third, the Secretary of Agriculture had unquelified discretion in
issuing them, since he could take the initiative in determining

whether a license should be issued, and his preliminary determinge
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license mechanism « « o 13 in effect & prolongation of the statute.
Bhen used, it is in effect a .t'ining in of details to effectuate
the pollcy of the Act." And lastly, "the license power" here
*delegated" was “a regulative power."
Gonsequently, the Seeretary of Agriculture was exercising
A "delegated guasi~legislative powsr in issuing a license under
section B (3)". No advance notice and opportunity of hearing were
required, thsréfm, in the issuing of liaamaa.gl
The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 193592 amended the

licensing provisions of the Adjustment Act of 1933 by "eliminating
the word 'license' and substituting therefor the word tordert." 1In
addition, the a.pplmability of orders was limited to designated
agricultural commedities, whieh weres milk, certain fruits, tobacco,
certain vegetables, scybeans, and naval stores, and products of
certain of the designated commodities .93 The substitution of orders
for licenses meant that,

instead of putting all handlers of & commodity under

license to observe the terns of a marketing agresement

under the direction of the local control committee,

there must in future be & general Seeretary's order

directing these handlers to comply with the terms of

the marketing plan set forth in the marketing agree

ment. This may be an agreement drawn prior {o or

contemporanecusly with the formulation of the Secree-

tary's order or one which would be prepared sub-

sequently if the $mc§ﬂtary isgued Nis order under
the *reserve powert.



Wy

Marketing agreements under the Adjustment Act of 1935
were to come inte effect whenever at least fifty percent of the
handlers of a commodity desir‘ad such an agreement. Notice and
hearing were to be afforded by the Secretary to interested persons
on the terms of proposed agreements., If fifty percent or more of
the handlers of a commcdity did nobt favor a proposed marketing
agreament, *’whexfeaa twoethirda of the producers of the commodity
desire a marketing plan, the Secretary may upen their request and
with the approval of the President issue an order setiing forth
such marketing plan as he may formula te with the adviee of pro~
éucers and such handlers as are willing to participate."% A8 in
the ocase of marketing agreements and licenses, the formmlaticn of
crders was an axercise of a quasi~legislativa power.

The Butler decision did not affect the validity of the
wmarketing agresment and order provisions of the smended Agricultural
Adjustment Aet of 1933. But in order to clear up any doubts, Congress
reaffirmed and amended these provisions in the Agricultural Ltarketing
Agreement Act of 1937. The policy declared in the 1937 Act was the
raestablishment, as rapidly as possible, of the preswar income stat.ug
of farmers and the pre-war purchasing power of agricultural com=
modities. To effectuate this policy, the Secretary was authorized
to determine at his discretion whether such a purchasing power was

"heing realized by farmers. When he finds that their present purchasing
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power is not equivalent to the statutory standard, the regulatory
provisiocns of the fct are to be effeative."%
The me thods which might be used, under different cire
cumstances, to carry out the deciared policy comprised the follow-
ing: (1) The voluntary achievemsnt of the statutory objectives
through marketing agreements., These might be negotiated after
notice and hearing for processers, prodicers, and handlers of a
e-mws;edity. They could be executed for any ommmdity.% (2) After
notice and hearing to affected parties, and a finding of fact,
mandatory orders could be issued which would be applicable to
specified conmodities or their products. (3) Disputee between milk
cooperative assoclations and purchasers, distributors, handlers,
" or processors over the sale of milk or its products oould be
medisted or arbitrgted by the Secretary of Agriculbure. If necw
essary to settle a dispute, the Secretary could fix milk px-icaa.pa
Thus, the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937
provided for both gquasiwlegislative and quasi~judicial proceedings.
Quasi~legislative proceedings were rsquired "baefore the issuance
of « « o« the regulatory order or marketing agreament when executed
without an order.” The proceeding was "dirscted toward neo particular
individual but toward all persons who might be affected « « o § and
the result of the proceeding, after notice and hearing, ﬁag] a

ragulatory order having the force and effect of 1a1ir."9 9 (uasie
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Judicial proceedings might, on the other hand, "ve instituted by
individuels affected by a marketing order.? The proceediag could
begin only after an order had been issued, and it would be “directed
toward the effect of such an order upon an individual rather than
towerd the formulation of & general regulatiou.® Such a proceeding
would be quasiw-judicial and adversary in character, with the
Secretary of Agriculture acting as a judge, rather than as an
sdministrative official. i & handler should be dissatisfied
with a decision, he might "“have a review of the ruling by a cmmt."mo

Host of the quasi-legislative powers conferred upon the
Secretary of Agriculture (and, secondarily, upon the Division of
Marketing Agreements of the A.A.A.) by the marketing agreement,
licensing, and order provisions of these several statutes were sup-
plementary in character. The powers were used to give detail and
substance to the generalized provisionsz of the Acis, and to effec=-
tuate the statutory objectives., However, there were two examples
of contingent ruls-making power conferraed upon the Hecretary. One
was in the prevision of the jgricultural Marketing Agraemsnt Act
which specified that, if the purchasing power of a particular come
modity during the regular base period (1909-1914) could not be
satisfactorily ascertained from available statistics, the Secrstary
could use another base pericd within the years from 1919 to 1929

(after a suitables finding and proclamation) for determining the
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relative purchasing power of such & commodity. An sxercise of
this quasi-~legislative puwer by the Secretary was upheld as
constitutional by a Cireuit Court of Appeals in the case of
Dnited States v+ Wrightwood Dairy Compeny (1942). %%

The other example (closely relsted to the first) of a

contingent quasi~legislative power conferred upon the Secretary
was in the provision of the Act of 1937 which specified that when
the Seorstary determined that the purchasing power of a designated
commodity was not equivalent to the a.tatut.ory standard, he should
declare that the regulatory provisions of the Act were in

operaticn.mz

Samary

The Agricultural Adjustment Administration was given
responsibility by Congress between 1933 and 1940 for the formulae
tion &nd execution of varioue agricultural programs involving the
exercise of extensive guasi-legislative powers. The extensiveness
of the diacretion of AchlAe officials was most marked between
1933 and the approval in 1938 of the second Agricultural Adjustment
Act, It can be said of the whole peried, however, that Congress
provided broad statements of purpose and methodology, and then
authorized the Agricultural Adjustment Administration to establish

the time, place, and conditions under which the methods should be
employed to effectuate the statutory objectivese
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The officiales on the national level of the A.A.A. exercised
the bulk of the rule-maling power, The planning and execution of
commedity adjustment snd soil conservation programs were directed
and presided over by these national officials. Local AAehs come
mittees (state, county, and commnity), it is true, had some voice
ic the formulation of now programs. This wag espscially true after
the establishment in 1937 of local landsuse planning ccmmittees
with powar to advise and recomend means of integrating Departmental
programs on the local level. But these committees had very little
discretion in the administration of prograsms. Centralised direction
was 8¢ specific and detailed that, in general, local units could
choose only whether to apply the rules and regulaticns rigidly or
flexibly within their jurisdictions. And even here t.ha)'r weré more
or less bound to apply those regulations with the laxity or strine
gency demanded by those on the higher levels, since the higher
officials had various sffective mesns of enforcing confermity.

These officials contrelled the purse, drew up the prograns, imposed
aduinistrative procedures, checked farmers! and coumiiteesen's
compliance with administrative regulations and procedures, and
gselected (and removed) administrative persocnnsl above the county
level.

The individual farmer, the subject of all this activity,
was permitted to participate in the gquasi-legislative process in

two ways: (1) Since the programs were required to be voluntary, he
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could cause alterations in their provisions, theoretically, by
refusing to participate. This was on the assumption, of course,
that great numbers of farmers should refuse to cooperate. In
practice, farmers were in no pogition to reject the financial
rewards extended to those who did participate, and between &0
and 95 per cent of Towa farmers, for example, signed up each year
frem 1934 through 1940. (R2) Participating farmers were permitted
to elect community and county committeemen from among their own .
musber, Theraferé, to the extent that these comuittees particiw
pated in the rule-making process, farmers could feel assured tbat
thelr intarests wers being represented. As 2 matier of practice,
also, farmers were frequently appointed to state comittees and
to pesitions within the Natioenal Admindstration.

In addition, farmers were afiforded notice and hearing
" in situations where they felt themselves sggrieved. This aspect
of the administrative review process of the A.A.A. will be discussed

in the following chapters



1.
2.
3.

b
Se

6.

Te

Be

Fe
10.

1.
1z.
13.

1k,
15,

153

FOOTHOTES
Chapter IV

Kenneth Culp Davis, Administrative Law, Ch. 1.

James Hart, An Introduction to Administrative Law, p. 310,

Ralph F. Fuchs, "Procedure in Administrative Rule-ilaking,"
52 Harv., L. Rev., 259 (1938), p. 2653 On the distinction
between the quasi-legislative and quasiejudicial functions,
see also C. Perry Patterson, "The President as Chief
Administrator," The Journal of Politics.

James Hart, An Introduction to Adminisirative Law, p. 310,

John Preston Comer, Legislative Function of Naticnal Admine-
istrative Authorities, p. 26.

fcdwin G Nourse, Jeseph 8. Davis, and John D, Black, Three
Years of the Agriculiursl Adjustment Administration, p. 32,

Forrost Revere Black, "Does Due Process of Law Require an
Advance Notice and Hearing Before License is Issued Under
the Agricultural Adjustment Act?," 2 Chi. L. Rev. 270 (1935),
Pe 279.

Edwin G. Nourse, Joseph S. Davis, and John D. Black, Three
Years of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, De 33.

Ibidn, Fo 38-

Ralph F. Fuchs, "Procedure in Administrative Rule-Making,"
52 Harv. L. Rev. 259 {lgja), Pe 3730

Ibid-” P. 2?6’
Tbid., pp. 276=278.

Agicultural Adjustment, 1933-34 (Anmual Report of the
nistrator the Agricultural Adjustment Administration),
Pa 119,

zgid., pe 1206

Ibido, Phe 123"126.



16.
17.
18.
194
20.
a1,

23,
2k
25,

274
28.

29.
30.

3.
32.
33.

35. John Preston Comer, Ibid., Footnote, p. 30.

Ibid.,
dbide,
Ibid.,
Zbide,

Ibide,

hid.,
Ibid.,
ibdd,
Ibid.,
Toid,.,

3 Ibidﬁ_,

Ibid"

See, on the extensive and detailed character of national
administrative rulings, the bulletin "1935 CorneHog Contract
Adwinistrative Rulings® (Nos. 101 to 133), C. H. 107, Issued
December 6, 193L,; Commodities Division, Corn and Hogs

Pe 128,
pr. 128, 129,
P« 129,
Ppe 129, 130,
ps 130,
pe 130.
Pre 131,
pr. 130, 132,
ps 131,
p. 131,
pe 132,
p. 132,

Bection, 23 p.

Aprieultural Adjustment, 193334, pp. 135, 136.

Edwin G. Nourse, Jossph 8. Davis, and John D. Blaek, Three

Years of the Apricultural Adjustment Administration, pp. HBw50,

Ibiﬁ» ’

May 12, 1933’ ch, 25, Title I, Sec. 13, L8 stat. 39,

John Preaton Comer,
istrative Authorities, r. 30.

34, Ibid., pe 29; Jamee Hart, An Introduction

P th.

I.mv, PPs 3101 311.

tive Funetion of National Admine

Legisla

to Administrative

154



255

36, Ralph ¥. Fucha, "Procedure in Administrative Rulee-Malking,®
52 Harv. L. Rov. 259 (1938), p. 267. GSee also John M. Caus,
"A Theory of Organization in Publie Administration," in
John M. Gaus, Leonard D. White, and Marghall E. Dimeock, The
Frontiers of Public Administration, Ch. V. B

37+ Radph Fu Fuchs, Ibid., pe 271,

38. P, R. Black, “Does Due Prooess of Law Require an Advance Notice
and Hearing Before License if Issued Under the Agricultural
Adjustment Act," 2 Chi. L. Rev. 270 (1935), p. 271,

39- T.bid., Pe Q?SQ

LO. Edwin G. Nourse, Joseph 5. Davis, and John D. Black, Three
%m of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, ppe 52,

hlq Ibid‘, Pe 56&

L2. John M. Gaus and Leon O, Wolcott, Public Administration and
the United States Department of Agriculture, p. 107

b3. Edwin G. Neurse Joseph S. Davis, and John D. Black, Three
Years of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, p. b6.

Lh. John ¥. Gaus and Leon O. Woleobtt, Ppblic Administration and
the United States Dgpartment of Aﬁ- culture, pe 107«

4. Bdwin G. Nourse, Joseph S. Davis, and John D. Black, Three
Years of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, pe 57

Eéo Ibiﬂ., PPe 58, 59-
47. Opinicn expressed by Themas G. Lundy, Chairman, Story County,

Iowa, Committee, 193338, in an interview with the author
on September 28, 1951,

6. Ibid.

49, Richard Hale Roberts, "The Administration of the 123k Corne
Hog Programn in Iowa," p. 1l3.

50, Rdwin G. Nourse, Joseph S, Davis, and John D. Black, Three
Years of the Agricultural Adjustment Adainistration, Footnote,

Pe 65‘




156

5l §§§§Mfot by Thomas 0. Lundy to the author, September 28,

52. Bdwin G. Nourse, Joseph S. Davis, and John D. Black, %:_hma
Years of the Agrioultural Adjustment Aduinistration, Footnote,
Pe 3§0 ‘

53. I‘bid-,'_pp. ’59’ TG

Sh. Richard Hale Roberts, "The Administration of the 1934 Corne
Hog Program in Towa,® ppe 112, 113,

55# xbid«s, Ps m;
561 ;Eidu’ pt 116i

57. John ¥. Caus and Leon O, Wclmott, Public ddministration and
the United States Department of Agrieulture, p. 105e

58. George W. Rightmire, Federal Aid and Regulation of Agriculm
ture and Private Industrial Enterprise iu the Uniited &;tateu,
mm'vﬂy:v Pe EE’O .

59. John M« Gaus and Leon (. Wolcott, Public Administration and
the United States %gparbmanﬁ of Agriculture, pe 0. 566 &L180
discussion of A«A.h. objectives gy pushrod Allin (of the
Program Flauning Division}, "Soil {onssrvation=-Ite Flace in
referred to by Caus and Wolcott, Ibid., pe 78

60o Fe‘bmm 29’ 1936, cahﬁ m’ Secv 8; b»g St’ato 11&9‘
61. F&bmary 29, 1936,, che 1&8, Sea, 3\33 1&9 Stat,. 3-151-

62. John ¥, Gaus and Leon (. Woloott, Public Administration and
the United States Department of Agriculture, PP AOL, 105

63. Agricultural Adjustment, 193738, p. 30.

6h. Ibids, De 0.

65. 1936 Soil Conservation Program,” North Central Regional
Bulletin Noes 1, F. Re Doce 221—-filed, April 7, 19363 1:00
pelie {vol. I, ppe 1h0=14L), p. 1L2. (Hereafter referred to
a8 NCRwBwl. )

66. Ibide, Pe 2.

67. Agricultural Adjustment, 1937-38, pp. 30, 3l.




68+ NCRwBwl, Fs R. Doo. 221, p. 142,
69« Ibid., pe 1ld.
70+ Ibide, pe 1Ll
7ie Ibid., ps 1L0,
72+ Ibids, pe .J.hl.
73« Ibide, pe Ll

The HCHmBw3, Fa Re Doce 1A31wwFiled, July 7, 1936 12:02 pem.
(V@l&\ I\I PPe 751"‘753)1 e 753'

75+ NGRwBwl, F. R. Doc. 221, p. 1L3.

76. Agricultural Adjustment, 1937«38, p. 3.

T7. Ibids, pe 35

78. February 16, 1938, ch. 30, Title I, Sec. 101, 52 Stat. 32.

79. February 16, 1938, c¢h. 30, Title III, Sec., 303, 52 Stat. LS,

80, Pebruary 16, 1938, ch. 30, Title III, See. 321, 52 Stat, L48;
George W. Rightmire, Federal Aid and Bﬂﬁl&t\im of Apricule

ture and Private Industyial gnterprise in the United htates,

Bl. Por the Nerth Central Agricultural Conservation Program of
1937, aee #_%ricul‘mral Adjustment, 1937-38, pp. 33«51; for
that of 1938, see agricultural Adjustment, 1938-39, pp. 39=
L3; for those of 1%%% and 19L0, Bee Agricultural Adjustment
1939-40, pp. 77=80 (also see Appendix A, pp. 105=131, for
the 1939 Agricultural Conservation Program Bulletin), and
Report of the Administrator of the Agricultural Adjustment
ﬁim&s’ﬁ?&ﬁe@, 1941, DPe 5R~55a =~ A

2. John M. Gaues and lLeon O, Wolcott, Public Administratior and
the United States Department of Agriculture, ps 105,

83. Ibido, Pe 80.
ﬂh. Ibid03 Pe 1550

157



85.

86.

67.
88,

89.

158

Le V, Howard, "Recent Developments in the Field of Federale
Stagg? Cocperation in Agriculture," The Journal of Polities,
Pe .

John M. Gaus and Leon O. Wolgott, Public Administration and
the United States Department of Agricuiture, pe. 158,

Ibido,, Pe 158.

John Albert Veig (Iowa Agricultural Bxperiment Statlon), *Worlw
ing Relationships in Governmentel Agricultural Programs,¥
Public Administration Review, p. 1hl.

Ashley Sellers and Jesse B Baskette, Jr., "Agricultural

- Marketing Agreemert and Order Programs, 1933«194)," Th

$0.

92.

93.

Hie

96.

974

98

Georgetown Law Journal, vol. 33, ne, 2, Jamary, 195, p. 126.

F« Re Black, "Does Due Process of Law Keguire an Advance
Notice and Hearing Before Licenss is Issued Under the Agrie
cultural Adjustment Act," 2 Chi. L. Rev, 270 (1935), p. 275.

Ibide, pp. 282, 283.

sugast 2L, 1935, che 643, Title I} L9 Stat. 7503 7 U.5.Ce
Sec. 608a (7) (1940).

Ashley Sellers and Jesse K. Baskette, Jr., "Agricultural
Mariceting Agreement and Order Programs, 1933-19L)L," The
Georgetown Law Journal, vol. 33, no. 2, Jamary, 1545, p. 127,

Bdwin CG. Nourse, Marketing Agreements Under the A.As.h., Pp.
26L, 265, ' '

Ibid., Footnote, pe. 265.

Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act, aepproved June 3, 1937,

ch, 296, 50 Stat. 246, which merely reaffirmed the validity

of 8ec. Se of the Apricultural idjustwent Act approved August
2k, 1935, ch. 641, Title I, L9 Stat. 7623 Ashley Sellers and
Jesse N. Baskette, Jr., "Agricultural Markebing Agreement and
Order Programa, 1933-19L4," The Georgetown Lew Journal, vol. 33,
no. &, January, 1945, p. 129.

Ashley Sellers and Jesse 5. Paskette, Jr., "Agricultural Markete
ing Agreemsnt and Order Programs, 1933~194k," The Georgetown
Law Journal, vol. 33, no. 2, January, 1545, Pe 129

Ibidw > p‘ 1300



99+
100,

10l.

1oz,

159

I'bidt’ Pe 131.

Sec. 8¢ 15 (A)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935,
ch. 6li1, Title I, L9 Stat. 760; reaffirmed in Agricultural
Harksting Agreement Act of 1937, ch. 296, (e), 50 Stat. 2L6;
Sea 7 U840, 608c (15)(A)(8) (1940); Ashley Sellers and Jegse
EB. Baskette, Jr., "Agricultural Marketing Agresment and Order
Programs, 1933~194k,¥% The Georgetown Law Joummal, vol. 33, no.
2, Jamuary, 1945, p. 132.

United States v, Wr§ghmud Dairy Ce., May 4, 1942, F. 24
m&ﬁ‘xl g, 19 3 Bem" a, . ‘ﬁ.ko Of 1939, Aug;uﬂtv 221’
1935, che 641, Title I, SO Stat. 762. The bapic constituw
tionality of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937 was upheld in two decimionss U, 8. v. Rock Royal
Cocperative Inc., 307 U. 8, 5333 59 Sup. Cte 993 (1939)3 and
H. P. Hood and Sens v. U. 8., 307 U. 8, 588 (1939).

Sec. B¢, 7 UeBeC4 Sece 608e (1940).




160

Chapter V¥
ADMINISTRATIVE REVINH

The nature of the aciminiatrative review process connected
with the administration of the production centrol amd scil conservam
tion programs of the A.d.A. from 1933 through 1940 was quite similar
to the process of administrative adjudication. However, it was not
identical to that process. Blachly and Qatman, in their bock
entitled Adainistrative g_gﬁg.slatim and Adjudication, differentiate

beotween administrative review and true aduministrative adjudication.
According to these suthorities, the latter "mesus the investigation
and settling of a dispute, on the basis of fact and law, by an
administrative agency which mey or may not be organized to act
solely as an aduinistrativs courd. wl  he work of an agenucy loses
its character of sirple administration and assumes that of admine
istrative adjudication when Yan interested person cbjects that some
administrative act, finding, or decision invades his legal rights
in any way." Such an objection naoesvaitates the malding of an investi~
gation and the rendering of a d&cision by the agency Yon the points
of controversy.® This process "has the spscial purpose of deciding
& controverted question of right." This process is administrative
adjudication,?

The administrative review activities of the A.A.A. comnected

with production contrel and scil conservation did not assume the
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character of administrabtive adjudication for the reason that farmers
who ebjected to these activities in any way did not do so on the
basis of legal rights. The payuents they raaéivmd for redueing corn
acreage or far prachticing seoil conservation were ‘b@mﬁta and
privileges, not rights, extended to them by the Federal (ovsrrment.
Thus, the Government was authoriszed to prescribae the conditions under
which these benefits should be granted, and even 1o reduce or with=
draw them under certain circumstances determined by the statute and
by the administrative guthority itself,

Otherwise, however, a process very much like administrative
adjudication was involved when the farmer objected to the A.A.A.'8
interpretation of the statute or of the rules and regulations as
they were applied to his situation, when he objected to the conduct

of the investigation covering certain relevant facts of his pro=
duction, or when he ¢bjected to the decision either granting or
refusing his request. What differentiated the resulting process from
administrative adjuﬁieaﬁion proper was that the farmer had no legal
right to a payment; even though he had complied with all administra-
tive requirements. Nowhere in this process was he entitled, for
example, to make an appeal to a regnlar judical court.”

Thus, "the distinguishing cmracteri;tics of administrative
review," according to Blachly and Oatmen, “"are its simplicity and
its nonwcontrovaersial naturé'. The administration merely considers

the question whether its decisicn was mistaken or faulty, and takes
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action accordingly. wh e process of administrative review in the
production control and soil conservation programs of the A.d.A.
betwaen 1933«40 was merely incident to the administrative and quasie
legislative functions involved in these programs, "In every admine
istrative department, the performance of day~bywday functions and
duties must gilve rise to dissatimfaction n the part of a certain
proportion of the individusle affected. BSome of these individuals
bring their complaints informally to the adminigtrators themsglves,
with a request for the correction of an error or the regonsideration
of a determination. The action taken by the administrators upen
these complainis and requests is not administrative adjudication,td
It is administrative review, Only when there is a dispute involving
legal rights does the process assume the character of administrative
adjudication.

Process %i; Administrative Review, 19 BQ, 2
The Aﬁa-ircultural Adjustment Act of 1933 provided merely
that production control of corn and hogs should be administered by
the Secretary of Agriculture through the Agriculitural Adjustment
Administration and "State and local comnitiees, or associations of
producers.” Hs and the A.A.A. were “"authorized, wi'b‘zi the approval
of the President, to make such regulations with the force and

effect of law as may be necessary to carry ocut the powers vested in

h:an."6 Hearings were not authorized or required by ﬁhe statute in
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eonnection with production control.

It would appear from the evidence that the A.4.4. did not
attempt a3 pricwi te ceﬁstma'b hard and fast rules of conduct ¢on~
eerning the administrative review process. Apparently it preferred
to develop standards and criteria from case to case rather than to
attempt regulation in advance. Al any r@te, the author could discover
no evidence of such advance regulations for the coru and hog programs
of 193k and 1935. Instead, rules and regulations were mads and promule-
gated by the Hational Administration to guide local eommittees in
the establishment of individval dlloiments, the use of the centract
and related forms, and the checking of producer éwpliama with |
contracts, This quasi-~legislative and administrative process was
disecussed in Chapter IV, DBut where administrative reviewe-a very
impmént part of the asdministrative process--was concerned, state
and local committees were spparently left relatively free to experie
ment cn a trial-and~eyror basis within the limibs provided by the
national regulations and rulings.

. In 193k, for example, a letter was senit to all county chaire
men and secretaries in Iowa by the Secretary of the State Corn—log
Commitbee in which he undertook to answer some of their inquiries
regarding the sdministrative review process. First of all, he wrote,
e oust « » o remember that all of these producers have a right to
a hearing and that in all inptances they should bLe treated very

courtecusly. The program grants to each and every producer, fair
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and homset cousideration. No undue pressure should be brought

upon any producer in regard te tyying to compel him to sign the con
tract (ﬁn&l gignature) on a certain day, “7 If the author um;f inter-
polate, the producers to whom the Sedretary made reference were those
who wers disputing the allotment as established for their farms by
the community and county committees. 'App‘lrsnﬂy the A.d.A. had
already indieated that producers Qlw desired a review of their allote
mant should have an administrative right to a hearing before their
county allotment committes, though the author haa\ not found such a
reguiation in the A.A.A. records which are available to him for this
1933-35 period. lNotice eculd be interpreted as having been supplied
to cooperating producers by the letters majled to sach producer by
the county camittes informing him ¢f his allotment, and stating that
any question he might have in regard to his allotment or the amount of
his payment could be taken up with the county committee. Notice of

a2 kind was also supplied by virtue of the fact that the farmer retained
a duplicate copy of the contract form for his farm, in which copy the
allotment figure was indicated.

e State Cora-Hog Committee Secretary continued his letter
by stating that "If the producer doss not desire to sign. the contract‘
on the date of signing, then he should be granted a few days time ‘o
think it over and if he is not satisfied with his adjustments as

entered in the contract, he has the right to appeal from the Allotment
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Comuittsets decision providing he has not signed the contract.”a
It will be recalled that adjustments in the originel allotment and
estimsted payment figures established for a farm could be made on two
bases: (1) the county committes, the State Board of Review, or the
Coru and Hogs Section of the AsAsh., or all of them, could revise
individual allotment figares up or down to bring them into conformity
with a particular farm!'s equitable share of the established county
allotments’ (2) Estimated paywent figures could and would be scaled
down in order that e preducer might contribute his share to the
administrative expensges of the lecal eammittaea.lo Both of these
adjustments had the effect of provoking some farmers to wrath., In
addition, of course, some farmers objected on various grounds to the
original determination of their allotments by the community and county
coumittess, Some objected, for instance, that their allotwment had
not been cemputed accurately, or that it wae based on irrelevant,
false, or inadequate data of past and/or present production.ll For all
of thess reasons, and more, farmers were likely to request adminis-
trative review of their situations by county eommitiees. If their
grievances were not satisfied here, scme wore anxious, according to
the Towa Corn-liog Committes Secreteary, to appeal their cmses.

The Committes Secretary wrote that county chairman amd sec~
rataries should inform the farmers dissatisfied with their adjustments

of the appeal procedure "on the gignup dete," The procedure was as
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follows:

- The preducer should file a written nobice with the
Chairman and Secretary of the Allotment Commlttaee asking
that & date be set when he may take his appeal from the
Allotment Committee's deciaion to the Beard of Directors
of the County Corn-Hog Associastion. This Beard of
Directors is required to have a meebting when thoese
appeals may be heard. The Chairman and Secretary should
s0 notify the producer stating the date, hour and place
when he would be granted a hearing. At this hearing
the producer may submit a written statement and appear
in pexson, a'ba.:t;&ng the conditions and faets bearing
upon his case.

But if the producer should still feel dissatisfied with
the decision of the County Board of Dir ctors, he would be permitted
to appeal to the State Board of Review, In that case, he should
write to the Review Board!s Chairman for an appointment.

"However, it is our opinion that if the prochmer gigns
the contract » « « he cannot take an appeal. It is also our opinion
that it is impossible for an appeal to be taken after the contracts
hgve besn signed, typed and forwarded to '@ashingtm."ls

Sueh, in outline, was the administrative review process
ag it was worked out for the production control programs in Iowa for
1934 and 1935. It would appesyr that no farmer was permitted to carry
an appeal to the National Corn and Hogs Section, though certainly
the state and local committees themgelves appealed to the Section for
its rulinge in special situations where answers could not be readily
and definitely ascertained from existing mgulm;ions.w

For the first year or two of the A.A.A. programs, according
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to the Chairman of the Story %dnty", Igwe, Corn-Hog Committea, a
eongiderable nuwber of protests were ldged by farmers with the
county committee. The commnity commdtiees apparently had little
or ne administrative power to make adjustments in sllotument Figures,
Producers who wished to have changee made in their casee took their
requestis and grievances i< the county committee. Thess protests
were verbal rather than written; thus, there is no record of them,
& farmer would either write to the commitbse for an appuintment or
call in person at the committes's offics, The coumittee secretary
would then make a note of the farmer's name and the nature of his
complaint, and all such farmers would be informed later by letter of
the date and hour thoy were to appear before the camaittees Accord-
ing to the Story County chaimsan, around thirty farmers would appear
before the co@nittes at one such tims, though this number dscreased
considerably after 193L4. There was ocne such meeting approximately
each month of the year. gost of the protests would be dealt with
satisfactorily by the comritiee, thousgh of ¢ovrse some farmers would
carry appeals to the State Board of M@W:ﬁ

That more farmers protected to variocus features of the
program in 193l than in subsequent ysars can be attributed to the fact
that they--and the administrative personnel, too, for that metielew
were unfanilisr with the content and procedures of the pregram, Laber,

of course, everyone had mere experience, and precedente had been
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A ouricus fact about this administrative review process
was that the Beard of IMrectors of the (ounty Associations was almost
completely bypassed. Appeals from the county ecommittes were taken
directly to the State Doard of Review, in violatdon of the procedure
recomsended in the Jowa CornwHog Gommittes Secratary's latté:"alé This
phencmenon appears less curiocus, however, when it is recalled that
the county committes chairmen was President of the Board of Directors
of the county association, and that all voting members of the county
committee were alsc members of the Board of Directors. In view of
the duplication in membership, it could have been expected that the
recommendations of the county commitiecemen would carry great weight
with themselves and their lsss influential colleagues sitting ss
the Board of Directors. Therefore, perhaps the county committee was
wise in permitting farmers to bypass the Board of Directors in making
appeals.

Though it is not possible to make a definite assertion, it
would appear that the State Board of Review and the county committses
worked almost handwine~glove with each other in the e¢onsideration of
producer protests. These two groups were in constant contact with each
other, and the farmer with sufficient determination to carry his appeal
to the State Beard could expect that the members of that Board had
already been fully advised of the reagons for the stand taken on his

case by the county committee, The farmer's problem, therefore, was
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to eanvince the State Board that the interpretion ef his case
presanted by the county committee wss erroneous or unfaiml? Bince
communication between his county committee and the State Board was
mere often verbal than written, he was in a poor position from which
to chullenge the comittes's representation of the facts in his
case. Mgreover, aven if the views of the gounty commitiee should be
enclosaed in a letter, the farmer was not given an opportunity to see
that letter.m Consequently, 211 he could do was to state his case
as realistically as pessible, and hope that the members of the

State Board would show him leniency.

As a matter of fact, the members of the State Board did
make exceptions from the general rules in situations in which they
felt that the facts of a case justified special treatment. The
sane held true of the county committees, These men were aduine
istrators, but they were also farmers; and as larmers, helping te
adninister a farmers' program, they sometimes viclated the letter of
the national regulations in order toc do & good turn for a fellow
farmer in particularly poor finaneial circumstances., Though such

instances were undoubtedly infrequent, they did oceur.w
Procese gﬁ Administrative Review, 1‘3& (+]

The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936
did not specify the procedure by which administrative review within

ths scil conservation programs would be afforded. This was left teo
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the discretion of the fpricultural Adjustment Administration.

& bulletin issued by the Director of the North (entral
Division of the Ashehs (NCR = 7a)20 in Uay of 1936 dealt with the
process of administrative review for the North Central Repionta
So0il Conservation Program of 1936, The provisiocns for administrative
review were comprehensive and detailed, as will be seen. Apparently
the officials of the National Administration believed that it was
now possible and desirable to formalize a process which had hitherw
fore been providsed only on a highly informel and trial-and~arror
basis,

At any rata, this Asgionel Bulletin provided that "a
noiice must be sent to sach operator and sach owmer® of any farm
after preliminary soil depleting bases had been recomnsnded for it
by the county commititee, This notice was te be prepared in duplicate,
80 that the origingl could vbe asent to the omner or operator and the
copy could be retainsed in the coammittes's olfice files. The notice
was to include the following information: statements that such ownerts
or coperator's soil depleting bases had been adjusted to briung them
into conformity with the gounty limits, that such recommended bases
were listed in this notice, and that "If you have resson to believe
that any of the preliminary soil depleting bases for any farm listed
herein is not eguitable for such ferm and you have facts substantiating
your belief, you may submit an appeal in writing to the county come

nmittee setting forth suech substantiating facts." However, the farmer
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was o be informed in this notice thal because of the neceasity of
obeerving “the county limits, appeals will be considered only for the
purpese of esteblishing equitable bases as between farms." In cage
the farniur should wish to bLe present when his appeal was being
conaidered by the county mﬂitmo, he was to be informed that "such
desire should be indicated in writing® in his appeal, "ipon cone
sideration of an appeal the county committes may, if the facts warrant
such adjustment, adjust the preliminary soil depleting bases under
consideration either upward or downward.® The farmer should a&lso bs
directed to make any appeal within seven days after the date upon
which the notice was mailed to hi-m.m

The county commititee was directed to begin the consideration
of appeals the day following the final date for filing such appeals.
Farmers making appeals were to be informed of the day on which they
wers to appear before the county committee, Then, after the comnittee
had acted on an appeal, the appellant was to be notified of that
action., The duplicate of this notice was to “be attached to the
original of the appeal and filed in the county office." Once all
appeals had been considered, “the listing sheets,” withoul any committee
adjustments as & result of the héaring, *and the fortn entitled 'List
of Appeals end Action Thereon' should bPe transmitied to the Btate
[Rericultursl Conservation/ Committee." Then the State Committee

was authorized to "make nececsary revisions" in disputed "soil deplet~
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ing voses in order that such bases will conform with the county
limitse™ Thus, it was not nscessary for the county comzitiee to make
such revisions even though its decisions in appesl cases resulted
in increasing the county preliminary soil depleting bases above the
county limitse On the form entitled 'List of Appeals and Action
Thereon'! the county comnitiee was required to state its reasons for
the action it had taken., This listing was to be donme in triplicate,
and the original and one copy were to be sent to the State Come
mittee and the reieining copy was Lo be filed in the county offic'e.aa
Uzach appellant® wae to ¥be notified of the determination
made upou his appeal. If the appellant's contentions are not upheld in
whole or in part, he must be notified that he may submit an appeal in
writing direct to the State Committes." (Thus, the Board of Directors
of the County Agseciation was officially bypassed ag a reviewing
sgancy aiter 1935.) The notice to the appellant was to include the
followings '

1. A statement that the appesl has been denied in whole or
in part.

2« A statemont that the appellant may submit an appeal in
writing to the State Committee,

3. The name and address of the chairman of the State Come
mitteea.

L. A statement that the appeal must be received by the State
Committee within a certain date. Such date will ba seven
days from the date of malling such notice.

5. A statement that if the sprellent appeals to the State
Gomnities notice of this fact must be given to 'bth(:ounty
Committee within the time for filing such appseal.

Then the county commitiee received a siatement from an
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appellant that he was carrying an appeal to the State Cemmittes,

the county committes was directed to “submit the appesl originally
filed with the County Committee to the Btate Committee, together with
a complete statement of their reasons for the determination made
upeon the appeal." After the Stete Commitiee had received all this
informatien, it was authorized, “if the nature of the case warrants, "
to "send a representative « « o to the office of the County Committes
for the purpose of hearing the appellant and the County Committee
soncerning his appeal.® In addition, "the State Committes® might,
¥in its diseretion, review the determination made by a County Come
mittes upon any appeal, notwithstanding that no notice of appeal

o the State Gommittee was flled." Then, if a seil depleting base

as finally established and approved by the State Comnittee wore Yless
by more than cne percent than the corresponding preliminary aoil
depleting base, notice in writing of such change® was to be given

by the county committee to the appaumt.m‘

It is worth remsrking at this Jjuncture that for the soil
conservation programs in the North Central Region for 1936 and 1937,
in connection with whioh the administrative review procedure indicated
ahove was applicable, appeals were permitted only for the purpose of
contesting the preliminary dqt.caminat.ion of soil deplsting bases for
a farm. Of course this establishment was undoubtedly ithe most

important single sspect of the progrems, sinceé the awmount of a
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farmer's soil ecnserving and/or soil building payment was determined
on the basis of his moil depleting bases and the degree to which he
conformed to them in his farming operations for the year. In addition,
of course, he could not make an appesl after he had given his final
si@aiura, since that signature indicated his willingnena‘ to abide

by the terms of the program drawn up for his faming unit. He had
seven days after a rotice indieating his preliminary soil depleting
bases had been mailed to him by the county committee iA which to file
an appeal. If he falled to act within that perioed, it appears that

he was bmmd‘irrgmably by the county commibtee's debermination.

The administrativa review procedure was medified considerw
ably fellewing approval of the Second Agrioultural Adjustment Act in
1938. This modified version was retained without alteration through
the fellowing years of 1939 and 1940, In the first place, under the
new reviaw préeedum, the farmer {cr?aa parmitted Tifteen days after
receipt of neotice from the county committes of itz determinations
with respect to his farm in which to ®request the county committee
in writing to reconsider its recommendation or determination." Inp
addition, the' famer could request review not only of his preliminary

. ®s0il depleting bases, but also of the guestions of his "eligibility
to file sn application for payment," his acreage allotment for corn,
the division of payment betweern him and any other person or persons

sharing in the income from the farm, or "any other matter affecting



the right to or the amount of his payment with respect to the
farm,¥ For the years 193942, he could also protest concerning
his eligibility for and the amount ¢of the parity myment for corn
in eomnection with his famm.as
The county committee was directed to notify the appellant

fof its decision in writing within 15 deys after receipt of such
written request for reconsideration.® fThen, if the person should be
ndigsatisfied with the decision of the county committee," he might,
"within 15 days afbter such decision is forwarded to or made available
40 him, appeal in writing to the State Committee.” The appellant
wags then to be informed in writing of the State Committee's Qis~
positicn of his appeal "within 30 days after the receipt of the
appsal® by the Committea. "If such person is dissatisfied with the
decision of the State Qommitiee, he may, within 15 days after such
decision is forwarded to or made available to him request the regional
director to review the decision of the State eommittea;”zé

- Buch was the formal procedure for administrative review in
the North Central Regiont's Agriculbtural Conservation Programs of 1938
through 1940, One eriticism which might be directed against this
procedure was that the appellant who carried his appeal as far as
the Director of the North Central Divieion could hardly afferd to
susﬁend his farming operations while awaiting final determination in

hia case. It ls apparent that such final ruling might not be secured
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until weeks after the crop season had begun. Therefore, regardless
of the cutcome in his case, he was practically obliged to plant his
crops in accordance with the plan originally approved by the county
and state comitiees,. |

Sumary,

The provisions for administrative review in the A.A.A.
production control and soil couservation programs in Iowa from 1933
through 1940 were originally highly informal, but they became
increasingly formalized as time went by. From 1933 through 1935,
it appears that local and state commibttees were given wide latitude
with respect to establishing procedures for administrative review.
The A.A.A. officials on the national level apparently insisted only
that every farmer should be given notice and, if he desired, a hearing
before the county and state review committees. Otherwise, procedurai
details eculd be established within the discretion of state and local
agencies. Although ab no time during these and later years did the
farmer have anything but an administrative right (rather than a legal
right) to be heard, he was given great freedom during this earlier
period te come before the county committee, and even to go on to the
State Beard of Review, in order Yo voice any grievances he might have
about the programs or the committees? adwinistration of them. Stated
suceincily, he was permitted bo blow off sll bthe steam he wished to
the locel and state review comnitiees. Procedursl formality was the
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keynote,

After 1935, howaever, the procedures for adwinistrative
review wers established by A.A.As officials on the naticnal level.
Apparently they felt that it was necessary to make the new procedures
more unifornm and more formal than they had been from 1933 through
1935, Though this is purely conjectural, possibly they had reasen to
believe that it would be hasardous to let local unite contimue to
presoribe review procedures. Perhaps procedures under the earlier
programs had varied so much from state to state and even from county
to county that they believed that uniform procedures must be estabe
lished if farmers in different administrative jurisdictions were to be
given anything approaching equality of opportunity to make their
requests and grievances known., At any rate, in.1936 the national
officials made provision for every procadural detail for handling
appsals from the local through the national levels. Appeals were
reguired to be in writing, written notice was to be afferded al each
step in the appeal process, and meximum time lirits were imposed
within which action had to be taken,

The changes® in procedure introduced by national offieials
in 1938 were actually only two in numbers The first was that the
maximom pericd within which the farmer and the review auwthority were
required t act was increased from seven to fifteen days. Though it
would be dgifficult to Justify this change from the farmerts point of

view, since it merely prolonged the period during which he could not
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be certain of the final determination, perhaps it was justified
from an administrative point of view. The officials in charge of
administrative review may have felt that they needed mors time in
which to consider appeals, though the author has never encountered
such an opinion in his research. The second change introduced in
1938 was to the effect that appeals could be carri;d to the national
level of the A.A.A., in this case to the Director of the liorth Central
Divigion, for final review, This was at least a theoretical advantage
over earlier procedural provisions, though there is no éﬁdema that
it was utiliszed by farmers or that it would have benefited them if they
had.

A question which is pertinent to this disecussion is thiss
Did the local and state commitbess as a matier of fact follow the
prescribed procedures for administrative review from 1936 through
15407 For an answer, the author is forced to rely on ths hearsay
evidence and opinions of those who were within the A.d.d. during
this period and with whom he has been in contact. The consensus
among such persons is that, generally speaking, these committses did
in fact sbide by the review procedures established on, the national
1ev¢1.27 However, this can hardly be stated as a general rule or a
known truth,

What percentage of those farmers participating in the
programs was dissatiefied with its treatuent to the extent of

utilizing the appeal process? Again, no precise figure can be
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providad, but in Story County, Iowa, according to the chairman of

. the gounty committee from 193338, the nuwber of farmers who appsaled
dropped off sharply after the firet year, and from 1935 on the number
of official campluints was probably lees than 2-5 per cent of those
famara participating in the pmgr&mg»ﬂa It is net clear whether
after 1934 farmers genarally did not appesl because they had no real
griwmmas, or becauss bLheir experiencs with the appeal process in
1934 had eonvinced them that nothing was to be gained from making an
appeal,

This reises the question of whether those farmers who
appealed their cases rveceived satisfaction for thelir efforis. In
general, according to the chairman of the Story County Committee,
ths comnmittee was inclined to make adjustments to satisfy a farmert s
requests or demands only where: (1) he could show that some factor
which borg directly on his case had begn ignored or overloolted by
the community or county committee when it made its preliminary deter-
minations. An example of such a factor would be his evidence that
the community counitteeman who had iuspected his farm and computed
his allotment or soil depleting bases had been mistaken or negligent
in veporting his past and/or present production ¢f a given commodity.
(2) The committee dscided that leniency was required in a case. This
would be done only in exceptional circumstances where, for instance,

& farmer's precaricus financial position might seem to warrant a
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suspension of ordinary regulations. After the first year such
exceptions were rarely made, probably om the ground that the farmer
had no excuse for being unaware of the requirements for hiz partic-

ipation in the pm@rms.”

The administrative review piwaaa outlined in this chaptexr
would seem at once ts have been workable from an edministrative point
of view and reascnable in ite treatment of the farmer. The informal
hearing and the notice of administrative determinations in his case
4o which he wag entitled appear to have bsen effective means for the

protection of his personal interests.
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PART IV, SUMMARY AND CONCLUBTONS
Chapter VI
THE A,A.A.:  ITS EFFECTIVENESS TN MAKING AMD EXHCUTTNG POLICY

A rather detailed analysis has been presented in the forew
going chapters of the formulaticn snd administration of the produce
tien control and soil conservation programs of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration in 193340, with special attention given
to those programs as they related to the control of corn production
in the State of Iowa, In this last seobion answars will be attempted
for the following questions which concern the formmlation and exeouw
tion of these programe: (1) What were the primary objectives of
acreage allotments, as indieated by Congress in the agricultural
adjustment and scil conservation acts? {2) How effectively were these
acreage allotment programs formmlated and executed within the A.A.4.7
{3) In view of the foregoing analysis, what aémluaions can be drswn
with respect to the appropriatensss of acreage allotments as a method
of accomplishing the statutory dbjectives?

It will be recalled that the use of acreage allotmenis was
only one of the msthods of agricultural adjustment employed during
this periocd. Other methods included marketing agreements, licenses
(replaced with orders in 1935), the removal of surpluses, tho processe
ing tax (from 1933 until the beginning of 1,936)1, loans on agricultural

commodities to stabilize market supply and to insure against shortages,
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and, bsginning in 1938, marketing gquotas on certain basie agricultural
commoditiee, (never applied to corn), crep insurence (on wheat),

and the storage of surpluses. ¥%ach of these methods has been discussed
in general terms, but of eourse primary censiderztion has been given
to the principal method of agriéultursl adjustment used, sercage
allotments,

Obéwtivea of Am&“ ge mnrbmanp Prog ams

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 set forth a now
poalicy with regard to agriculture, Congress declared the statutory
gbjectives tc be the establishment and msintenance of such a balance
between the produetion and consumption of sgricultural commodities
as wonid make the purchasing power of farmers equal to that of the
base period 1909-191k, the realization of such equality as rapidly
as current consumsr demand in foreign and domestic markets would
permit, and the protection of the inierests of consumers by readjuste
ing production to bring prices of apricultural commedities up to,
"but not above, the base period. The fct asuthorized the Seeretary of
Agriculture to establish an Agricultural Adjustment Administration
in the Department of Agriculture and to previde for the establishment
of state and local committees of producers to help him adwinister the
Actts provisions. Me was given great discretion in deecliding how and
to what extent each of the methods of agricultural adjustment

autliorized by Congress should be employed in accemplishing the
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statutory ocbjectives. These methods ineluded the negotiation of
marketing agreements, the issuance of licenses (later changed to
orders), the negotiation of acreage reduction eontracts with producers,
the imposition of processing taxes bto defray the expenses of making
benefit and rental payments, the removal of surpluses in agricultural
comuodities, and the issuance of coummodity loans.

In administering the provisions of the Act, the Apricultural
Adjustment Administration placed primary emphasis upon acreage allote
ments as & means of actomplishing the statutory objectives. In the
case of corn specifically, the use of this method involved the estabe
lishment of national, state, county, and individual producar acreage
allotments. The purposes of these agreage allotments, as stated or
implied in the Adjustment Act, were three in number: (1) "to ocurtail
production, and thus raise farm prices and income®™; (2) "to reduce
misuse of the soil"; and (3) to serve "as a basis for making governe-
ment payments to farmers for participation in the program."t The
first purpose was given principal emphasis until at least 1936.

Thus, in the words of John M. Gaus and Leon Q. Wolcott,

The production control features of the new program

resent an extremely significant shift in national policy
in relation to agriculturs/. For the first time an extene
sive directwaction program was based upcon the use to which
the farmer put his land. Pecuniary inducements were offered
in exchange for adjustments in acreage and restrictions of
erop plantings by the cwners and operatorg of all the privatew

1y owmned agricultural land in the natione?

The administration of the production contrel provieions of
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the Act invelved the negotiation of a contract with every producer
who offered to participata. Cocperating fémers were given an acreage
allotment for corn based on & uniform percentage reduction from the
average corn acresge figure during & certain previecus period, usually
the two years before, designated es the base periods The allotment
figure also included any adjustwent required in order to bring it
into conformity with the county allotment lisdits. DBenefit payments
were based upon the degree tc which the farmer abided by the terms
of the contracte

The preducticn confroel and processing tax provisions of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act were declared unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court in 1936 in the case of U, 8. ¥v. Sutler. Congress
answered the Supreme Court b passing the Hoil Conservatiun and
Domestic Allotument Act., Again the Secretary of Agriculture was
authorized to administer conservation prograns calling for voluntary
acreage reductions in corn and cother commedities. The primary
objective now, according ?o Congruss, was the protection and econserw
vation of soil, But oi course the establisiment and maintenance of
parity of agrieultural income on the 1909-191k level still remained,
though now as a sscondary objsciive. JFarmers wishing o participate
in the prograam were required to conform to plans for soil couserva-~
tion based on thelr past production, he plans covered the wiole
faram and deslt with all orcps. These crops wers divided into soil

depleting (such 88 corn), scil conserving, soil builaing, and neutral
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classificationss The farmer was given a soil depleting acreage allote
ment; he was paid in accordance with the degres to which he stayed
within the soil depleting screage anoﬁmmt and conformed to the
over-all soill conservation plan drawn up for his farms MNo contract
was involved; the farmer merely applied for payment and then received
1% if an inspection showed that he hsd complied with his plans Thus,
acreage allotments were again used for the three purposes before
mentioned, except thal now the primary purpose, o¢stensibly, was to
reduce misuse of the soil, and only secondarily to curtail produce
tion as a weans of raising farm prices and income and of serving as
a basis for making government payments to pardicipating farmers.

During the years 1936 and 1937 Congress amﬂ.‘ the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, (whose officials drafted the Scil Conser-
vation Act; as well as all other impertant legislation during the
period 1933-40), reasoned that both‘major objeotives could be achieved
under the soil conservation approach. First, this approach would
bring sbout a8 much greater emphasis upon conservation of dwindling
soil resources than had previously been the case. Secondly, since
those crops of which thare was still a price depressing surplus in
production were also those classified as soil depletiixg, fara income
could undoubtedly be increassed by the requirement that, as a condition
of securing bendafit payments, farmers must reduce their acreage of
such soil depleting orops.

The Second Agricultural Adjusbment Act was passed in 1938,

L4
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But no new objectives wers added, This Act merely suthorized the
use of additional metheds in order te achieve the prevailing objeo~.
tives. The new methods or eriteria for waking payments inclvded,
in the case of corn, the atorage of corn in government bins {the everw
normal granary plan) to keep it off the market during surplus producw
tion periods; the imposition of marketing quotas on corn whers such
imposition seemed neceapary to maintein stable market prices and where
producers agread to sueh quotas;y the making of payments for acreage
adjustments in corn, such payments to be in addition to these for soil
conservationy and the making of parity payments on corn in additien
to all other payments. As has been indicated previously, the everw
normal granary prograz was begun iu 1936, specisl payments for acreage
adjust.mant were made for corn froem 1938 through 1943, and parity
payments on corn were made from 1939 through 1942. Marketing quetas
were never put into effect on eorn, Thus, with the passage of the
Second Agricultural Adjustment Act, "the A.A.4. wenlt back to a kind
of middle way, stressing both soil conservation snd the curtailment
of erope. n3

To summarize this section, the primary objective of agri-
cultursl adjustment from 193335 was the establishment and maintenance
of agricultural inccme on the high 1909-191L basis. A secondary
objective was the conservation of soil resources. Between 1936 and
1938, soil conservation beoceme the primary chjective and achieving

perity of agricultural income became secondary. Beginning in 1938
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both ebjectives apparently became equally important, Bo far as

corn was concerned, the primary methods used to realize these
objectives inciuded (L) acreage allotments for participating farmers
and (2) the issuance of corn loans (to increase farmers' incomes and
to keap corn on the farm or in government granaries to aveid flooding
the market). Marketing agreements and orders (which replaced licenses
in 1935) were naver used as methods of agriculitural adjustment with
respect to corn-~neither were marketing quotas as authorized in the
Second Agricultural Adjustment Aet. Thus, the device of acreage
allotments was the main method of controlling producticn and conserving
soil used in connection with corn from 1933 through 1940.

Administration &% Am&ga Allotment Programs

The Agrieultursl) Adjustment Administration was created as

an agency in the Department of Apgriculiure purssant to the provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, As originally established,
it was composed of an Agministrator directly mépamible to the Secrem
tary of Agriculture, the Admindstrator’s personal staff, the Produce
tion Division {which supervised the formlation and execution of prow
dnetion control programe), the Processing and Marketing Division, the
Divigion of Information and Publicity, and the Finance Division. By
1934 it also included the offices of Ceneral Counsel, Ccnsumers?
Counasal, and Compiroller as separate divisions. The production contreol

program on corn dnd hoys was administered on the top level in the forn
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and Hoge Secticn of the Production Division.

In Jamary of 19311, howevery the Preduction Division and
the Procesaing and ¥arketing Division were merged in & new (omw
modities Divieion, on the ground that voth the adwinistration of
production contrel and of marketing agreements were different aspects
of the same problem, namely, the achievemant of increased market
prices for agricultural commodities, In addibtion, a Program Plans
ning Division was oreated to act as an ¢verwall planning agency.

This agency reorganization was also accomplished in order to simplify
lines of authority aud responaibility and to decrease the admine-
istrator's span of ai;tent.lon.

A second revision was sccomplished in February of 1935,
and this time the A.A.A. was divided inte nine divisions. Thence=-
forth until 1936 the administration of production comibrol and of
marketing agreements was divided, 7The nine divisions were the folw
lewing: Informationy Program Flannings Financej Consumers! Counselj
Livestock and Field Grains (of which the Corn and Hogs Section was
one part); Grainsy Cotton; Marketing and Marketing Agreements; and
Tobaceo, Sugar, Rice, Peanuts, and Potatoss.

After the processing tax and production control featuresof
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 were declared unconstitutional
in early 1936, the Agricultural Adjustment Administration was drastice-
&lly reorganized. VUnder the $oil Conservation and Domestic Allotment

Aet the approach was different from what it had been under the earlier
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sot. low, instead of singlg commodity treatment, all ¢rops were
classified as soil depleting, soil comserving, soil building, or
neutral. Consequently, the A.A.A. was recrganized according to
major geographical areas. The North Cantral Division, for example,
was created to supervise the administration of the s0il eonservation
programs in its area. In this area corn was the major soil deploting
ercp. Since the primary objective of acreage allotments was now
presuméd to be the conservation of soil resources, North Central
Programs desalt not only with corn, but alse with all other crops
groewn in the areas Consequently, it was no longer feasible to
organize the A.A.A. on & single commodity basis.

Except for the elimination of the commodity divieions and
the substitution of geographical divisions just mentioned, the organiza-
tion of the A.A.A. after the decision in U, 5. v. Butler remained
virtually unshanged, The other changes which occurred hatween 1936
and the end of 19L0 were accomplished for administrative reasons, not
bacause the objective of agricultural adjustment had altered. These
administrative changes included the transfer of the Progran Planning
Division from the A.A.A. tc the reorganized Ruresu of Apgricultural
Economics in 1938, and the transfer, also in 1938, of the Division of
Marketing Apreoments from the AJAL. Lo & position of bureau status
within the Department.

The prodnetion control programs on corn and hops from 193335

were administered ¢n the national level of the A.A.A¢ by the Corn and
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Hogs Section. Qriginally, this Section was a part of the Production
Division. From Jamary 1934 to Februsry 1935 it was a part of the
Commedities Divisions During 1935 it was in the Livestock and Feed
Grains Division. After the decimion in U, 5. v, Putler, between 1936

and the end of 1940 soil eouservation and production control propgrams
involving corn as one of a group of soil depleting crops were admin-
istered, so far as corn in Iowa was concerned, under the Dirsctor

of the Horth Qentral Division., No program dealing directly with

hogs was formulated after 1935.

Other agenoies ofythe Departuant, of Agriculture which gave
direct assistance to the Agricultural Adjustment Administration in
the formulation and execution of production contrel and soil consere
vation programs from 1933=-L0 included the following: (1) The Agricule
tural ixtension Service, which took care of many of the educational
aspects of these programg. Extension Service officiais educated
farmers and farmer committeemen concerning the purposes, the metheds,
and the administrative procedures of the programs. (2) The Bureau
of Agricultural Economics, which assisted in the collection of prow
duction statistics and in the establishment of national, state, county,
and farm acreage allotments and bases. In 1938 the Bureau of Agricule
tural Iconomics wag reorganized to act ag an over-all planning agency
for all directeaction prograzs of the Department.

The production control preograms on corn and hogs were admine

isted on the Towa State level from 1933w35 under the general supervision
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of the Gtate Cornwiiog Committee. This Committes was composed
ordinarily of three or four farmers and the State ixtension Direc-
tor. 411 membera of this and other state administrative unibs wevre
appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture and were respongible to
him and to the {orn and Hogas Section of the National Administration.
The State Board of Review, composed of the head of the Iowa office
of the Creop and Livestock Estimates Division of the Bureau of
Agriculiural Zeonomies, the Chairman of the Iowa Corn~Hog Committes,
and & soils specialist of the State Bxtensicn Serviee, adjusted and
raeviewed county, township, and producer allotments. The mtate office
of the Crop and Livestock Estimates Division was designated to gather
the atatistical data for the use of the Review Boasrd in determining
these allotments, Such stelbistics were also used to supplement énd
corroborate the data gathered directly from farmers, The State
Compliance Director, whe was alsc Cheirman of the Iowa Cornw-log Com=
mittes, headsd the State Joapliance Unit. This office supervised
'tho checking and auditing of all preoducer contracts befors they were
sent to Washington for payment. The State ixtension Service, worke
ing under the Federal Extension Service, trained farmer persennei in
state and local sgancies and educated farmers in general with reepect
to the c¢bjsctives, methods, and procedurss of ths preducticn control
programs, The county agents repressnted the State Ixtension Service

on the county level, and these agents usually served, at least during



ish

the first year, as nonvoting sécretaries of the w@ty allotwent
committees.

.Un the local level participating farmers belonged to the
ecunty asscciatiun. They elected a township committes each year from
apong themselves, the chairman of which also served as a member of
the Board of Directors of the county association. mé members of
‘the county coammittee were alected by the Board of Directors from its
membership. The county eomnititee, composed of & chairman and from
three to five additional mambars; supervised all aspects of the corne-
hog programs within the county. This commitiee was responsible both
to the state administrative units and to the Corn and Hegs Section
in Washington.

The shift in the objectives of agricultural adjustment in
1936 brought changes in orgeniszation on the state level as well as
en the national level. The State Agricultural Conservation Come
mittee replaced the old Corn-Hog Commities, the Compliance Director,
and the Board of Review., Thenceforth this single commitiee super-
vised the administration of so¢il conservatlon programs in the state.
Tt was directly responsible to the Director of the Horth Central
Division, and, like its predecessors, its members were appointed by
the Secretary of Agriculture, On the county and township levels,
however, administrative organization remained unchanged from 1933
through 1940,
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To surmarize these few paragraphs, the organizational fromew
work of the A,A.A. was on the whole well comstructed. As might have
been expected, considerable difficulty was encountered in the early
stages in establishing an effective organization. There wﬁa undoub tm
edly mchduplication and overlapping of funetions between units before
the first recrganization in Jamary of 193L. But this reorganization,
together with the reorganiszation of February, 1935, resulted in “much
simplification of structure.” From February, 1935, until January 6,
1936, the crganization on the national levsl combined effective
“functional and commodity specialisation through nine division
hnada“‘h And from 1936 through 1940 the A.d.Ax Was organized on
functional and regional bases. Changes which oecurred frem 1938-40
were accomplished for the purposes of further administrative simpli-
fiegtion and of improved functional division within the whole Departe
ment.

n.dmmiutmtivs organisation on the state and local levels
during these years was also well planned. From 1933 through 1935, of
course, state administration was supervised, under the Corn and Hogs
Snjtetim, by the State Corn~fiog Committes. This plural agency actually
centrolled the other units on the state level, for the reasons pre-
viously indicated. After Jamuary 6, 1936, the State Conservation
Comnittee was placed in official charge of all administration within

Iowa. Where administration within counties was concerned, the
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county committes remained the aective administrative head through-
out the period. Thus, the township comittess were responsible to
the county commitiees, the county comuitbees to the state coumittes,
the stale committes to the Corn and Hogs Se¢tion (and the North
Central Divieion), the Corn and Hogs Section {and North Central
Division), to the Administrator of the A.A.h., he responsidble to
the Secrstary, and the Secretary responsible to the President and
Congress. From the poiut of view of structure, it would apucar that
the span of attention on any level within the A.A.A. was not too
broads In Iowa, for example, the existence of 100 county committees,
aach reWiMm to the state agency, did not operate ito destroy

’ effectual supervision, sinee the gtate cownittee used the device of
appointing fieldmen, each of whom supervised aud assisted a certain
limited mumber (ususlly 8) of county commititees.

The Agricultural Adjustuent Administration was given great
responsibility by Congress from 1933-40 for the formulation and
execution of various agricultursl sdjustment programs involving the
exercise of extensive disereticnary power. Under the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1933 the A.A.A. was authorimed to determine the
relative emphasis to be placed upon each of the prescribed maethods
in achieving the statutory objectives. The same was true under the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act when taken in con-

Junetion with the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937.
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"The Achede Act of 19337 snd the 3oil Conservatiou Act gave "the
Seeretary of Agriculture considerable gdministrative discretion in
determining acreage allotments. It was not until the sct of 1938,%
however, "that Gongress began to circumscribe the Secretary's powers
by making the parity-price goal much more binding upon the actions of
the administrative agencies in agricmlmm."s -For the firat time,
Congress sought to ®'spell cut' the details of adjustment plans and
to incorporate specific formulas of action in the basic laws + « «
conditicns are *frozen’! for approximately a year in advance in ways
which may preclude & ilexible and responsive program«" In additiocn,
Pthe adoption of a set formula of procedure diverts the local come
mittes from planning activities which will effect the basic eccuomic
and technical adjustment of individual and regional plans of farm
operation to eifortes designed to secure its commnity tne largest
amount of cempliance or benefit paymmts."6

It must not be fergotien, however, that it was the officiala
of the A.A.As, and not Congress, who took the lead in drafiting the
Agricultural Adjustment Act ef 1938. (ongress did not bind them as
much as they bound themselves. iforsover, under this Act, though not
a5 much as under earlier agriculiural legislation, the Adl.A. still
retained a good deal of diacretionary power to determine the time,
place, and conditions under which the prescribed methods should be

employed to effectuate the statutory objectives.
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The national officials of the A.4.A. exercised most of the
rule-malking powers As was indicated in ghapter 1y, the plamning and
execution of commodity adjustment and soil conservation programs
were presided over by these national officials. This is not to say,
of course, that state an;i 100@1 comuittess had no voice in the
formulation apd execution of programs. As a matter of fact, these
committees were given an copportunity to meke recommendations cone
cerning newly formulated programs before they were put into operation,
And in formlating the first program for 1934, representativea of
corn and hog producers were invited to participate and to make suge
gestions and recommerndations. Bul sbate and local committees wére
actually administrative uniis designed to execute policy. S&ven in the
ares of policy execution natiocnal direection was so spscific and
detailed that, in general, local buits could choose only whether to
apply the rules and regulations rigidly or flexibly within their
jurisdicticns. HMoreover, they were more or less bound to apply those
regulations with the stringency or laxity demanded by those on the
higher lsvels, National officials controlled the purss, drew up the
programs, prescribed and imposed administrative procedures, checked
farmera' and committeemen's compliance with regulations and procedures,
and sslected (and removed) adminiatvrative personnel above the county
level.

Ay its inception the A.A.A. was forced to turn to other
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regularly established bureans of the Department for assistance in
drafting commodity adjustment programs. 1t lacked adequately
trained staff personnel. Thersfors, it utilized the rasearch and
statistical facilities (including personnel) of the Bureau of Agri~
eultural Economics. The Buves: of Plant Industry assisted in the
forrmlation of programs dealing with control of crop production,
and the Bureau of Animal Indizstry contributed aimilar information
in the formlation of programs for the control of livestock produge
tioen. The educational facilities of the Agricultural ixtension
Service were utilized in formulating programs and in educating farmers
and line personnel cencerning exlsting programs. Many of these
bureaus served the A.A.A. in similer capacities during the whole
period from 193340,

Within the A.A.A, itsell, an Administrative Council was
established in 1933 for the purpose of over-all planning and coording=
tion, It was ecomposed of t.hé major staff and line perscnnel. Tt
functioned until Noveuwber of 1933. In Japuary of 193L the Program
Planning Division wae ersated for the purpese of making studies and
reconmendaticns concerning long~time programs. (This Division
operated ag a planning unit of the Administration until ite transfer
in 1939 to the reorganized Buresu of Agricultural Zconcaics, This
reorganized Bureau, beginning that year, served as an over-all planw
ning agency for all of the bureaus of the Department councerned with

direct~action programs.) Following the A.d.A. reorganization of
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February, 1935, an Operating Couneil, composed of diviasion heazds, the
Administrator, and the Secretary, was created to serve as a clearing
house in the coordination of administrative cperaticns and in the
formulation of new programs. Like its predecessor, however, it soon
ceased to function because of "the press of obher business."

With the shift of emphasis which followed the decision in

Us So ¥. Dutler, the A.d.A. (as well as othor agencies) was forced to

give inoreased attention to the question of the long-time objectives
of moil conservation. MFor this purpose the Secrebary of Agriculture
eghablished an Office of L@md Use Qoordination ags 2 permanent pard
of his Office in 1938, The A.A.A. was reprosented in this 0ffice.

A Tiaison Board, composed of one represectative fram each land use
agenoy within the Department, worked with this O0ffice in ceordinating
the various land nse programe ci:.t‘ the Depariment, This 3ffice of Land
Use Coordination functioned from 1938 through 19h0. In 2938 county
and state landeuse planning comaitiees were establisbed in order that
the fisld office personnel of Departmentel agencies concerned with
éoil coangervation might have an opportunity to make suggestions as to
means of correlating Bupaﬂmantal land-use programs in thair jurise-
dietions. Of ¢course leocal officials of the A.heds participated iu
the discussions of the_s;e advisory committees. DBub it cannot be said
that participation in these Departmental activilies added anything to
the powers of these local units where the formulation and adminise

tretion of Adde.Ae s0il conservation programs wers concerieds liney
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were still obliged to take orders from the national A.l.d. officizls.

Nox can ii Lo gsserted that the prograws and activities of
m the dirsote-action and land-use agencies of the Department were
well coordinated on the local administrative level eimply because
officials of each agency took part in the deliberations of these local
land=uce advigory committees. John Albert Veig, writing of his obsar
vations on the Iowa level in 1941, expressed the opinion that effective
coordination between dgenoies had not yet been developed abt that time.

‘ There are five major (and several minor) national
action agencies operating in ITowa: Headquarters for AJA.A.
are in Des Moines, for F.S.4. /Farm Security Administration/
and 8.0.8. /Boil Conservation Bervice/ in Ames, for F.CgA.

arm Credit Administration/ in Omshs, and for ReGed. /fural

ectrification Administrafion/ in Washington. Bach agency
has a fairly specific task to perform and its staff ordie
narily manages to handle that task ton its own', Accordingly
they get along well enough, but « « « quite as much through
working apart as through working together . . « the state
and local agricultural planning commitiees are not convinced
that the efferts of the action agencies are a,, well correlated
as they might be, aotably on the local level.

The individual farmer, the subject of all this plaunning and
adninistrative activity, had relatively little chance to participate
in it. He helped elect the towmship and county coammitteemen, but
these men had no real opportunity to take part in the fermulation of
over-all plans or of administrative regulations and procedures.
Besides, spparently these coumitteemen had more immadiate and farw
reaching reaponsibilities to the higher levels of the A.h.A. than %o

him. He was powerless to exert any real influence on thse officials
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who drafted and administered the production control and soil con-

servation programs., At the same time, however, there were enough

farmers serving as officials of the A.A.A. on all levels to insure
that the farmer-viewpoint would not be ignored, And of course he

was not compelled to participate in the programs. Theoretically,

at least, he was entirely free to accept or reject them.

It would seem from a purely sdministrative point of view
that the organisational appuaratus maintained by the A.A.As for policy=
formilating purposes might have been adequate, but it was surely
nothing more. Many improvements could have been made. Buch improve-
ments probably should have included the following: (1) The device
of the Administrative and Adviscry Councils should have been utilized
at all times. Instead, it was used for short periods at two diiferent
tines from 1933 through 1935, and then apparently abandoned entirely.
With a little extra work, it could have been made to function effegw
tively as a means of coordinating general peolicies and activities,

{(2) The Program Plamning Division probably should have been trange
ferred to the Bureau of Agriculbural hconomics as early as 1936, This
Burcau should have functioned even before 1938 as an over-all planning
agency for the Department. As it was, the Program Planning Agency
was foreed to rely heavily on the statistical data and other inforw
mation available in the Bureau of Agriculiural Economiecs in the

formulation of all agricultural adjustment programs between 1933 and
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1938. Prerhaps their facilities should have been merged at the sarlier
date. (3) There seems reason to believe that the activities of the
Cffice of Land Use coérdination in the Heeretary's Office and‘thase
of the Bureau of Agriculturel Economice should have been combined in
one agency in 1938. Such a merger would have facilitated the tasks
of eoordinating over-all planning activities with those of policy
administration. (L) Though it might have been impractical from an
administrative point of view, it seems & shame that the local 4.4.4.
copmittens were not assigned a larger and more continuous role to
play in ths drafting of programs and especially in the drafting of
administrative procedures, A4s it was, these céﬁmittees ected only as
vehicles for the execution of natienal policies.

(Any conclusions as to the effectiveness and appropriateness
of A.l.A. program planning from the point of view of poliecy rather
than of orgenizaticnal apparatus must be deferred until the discussion
of how apprepriate acreage allotments were as a method of achieving the
statutory objectives.)

Another important ecriterion by which the effectiveness of
the production control and soil conservation programs must be judged
is the adequacy of the A.A.d.'8 provisionas for administrative review,
Though admittedly none of the farmer's legal rights were involved,
he certainly had good reason for wishing to be heard concerning a

matter as vital to his finaneial welfare as, for instance, the amounte
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of his allotment and of his benefit payment. Consequently, the
Aoheds gave every famer an administrative right to advance notice of
his allotment or bases and to a hearing before the officials sharing
responsibility fer the determination of his allotment or bases.

The provisions for administrative review were quite informal
from 1933 through 1935. National officisls insisted that every famer
be given neotice and a rig"m to a hearing, but the exact procedures
to be followed were left within the discretion of state and local
units. The State Scard of Review supervised the éstablishment and
review of allotments and bases. However, this desirable seperation
of review from other administrative functicns on the state level was
mullified in practice by virtue of the faet that the Review Board was
canposed of officials also engaged in active administrative work as
nembers, for example, of the Towa Corns=ilog Committes., On the omnt}
level, of course, there was never any deubt that the county committee,
which served as the review board of first instance, was alse the active
administrative head in the county. Therefore, both on the state and on
the county levels, those officials who established producer allotments
and bases also jJudged whether & farmer's requests concerning sach
- allotments and bases should be granted or refused. After the decision
in U.8. ¥. Butler, the State Committee was the only administrative
unit on the state level, so of course it functicned formally as a

board of review. Farmers were not authorisged to appeal to the national



level until 1938, when it wae provided that appeals could be taken
to the Director of the North Central Divisicn.

administrative reoview provisions becans increasingly
formalized beginning iu 1936, The Naticnal fdministration assumed
the tasl of Prescribing uniférm reviow progedures, prowably oo the
ground that uniforaity iu precedure was required if famers were to
be given equal or near equal treatment in different counties and
states. OState and leocal uniis sesmsd to observe the increasingly
fornal requiremenis as to nobtice and hearing with considerable
fidelitye

The mumber o famers who came befare the county copmmittees
to ask review of thair allotments end bases was guite large during |
the first year, but it feil off sharply aiter 193L4. The reasonz for
this are not clear. #Fither farmers in general were satisf{ied with
their allotments and bases or they felt that appeal to the county and
state comittees would accomplish nothing. Those farmers who did
appeal could as a rule get the review ageney to accede to their
requests and demands only if they could produce some “vital" fact
which had been overlooked in establishing their allotm@nis or bases,
or if bhe review board decided that the circumstances of a partioular
ecagse warranied the suspension of the ordinary regulations,

(n the whole, however, the administralive review process

of the A.AeAs from 1933-40 was fair and reasconabls. Farmers were



given an administrative right to uotice and hearing. There is ne

evidence that farwers were discriminated agminst in the review process.
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The primary objestive of agricultural adjustment from 1933
through 1935 was "to ourtail production, and thus raise farm prices
and income." A degree of control over total production and market
supplies of the respective commodities was desired. Only secondarily
did the objectives of conserving soil and of making government
payments to farmers play a parts (In faet, the objective of making
government payments to farmers for participation in the programs
ostensibly mmainod secondary throughout tha whole period 1933-40.)

Thus, in the initial phases of A.A.5. activity, at least,

- the goal was to reduce cutput as drastically as possible until « «
axcess supplies should be absorbed. n8 The primary method employed
to accomplish this goal was the use of acreage allotments. In the
case of corn, for inatance, 1t was believed thal production ecould be
reduced to equality with mariet demand by requiﬁné' contracting
farmers to restrict their corn acreage. Since no marketing agreement
was ever negotiated with respect t0 corn, acreags allotments were
relied upon &as the furemost means of reduecing the market supply of

cOri.



207

#The extent of producer partdcoipation,' according to Edwin
G. Wourse, Joseph S. Davis, and John D. Blaek in their book entitled
Three Years of the sgricultural Adjustment sdministration (1937),

fooustitutes the most obvicus factor governing the elfectiveness with

which production may be regulated through any contract procedurs.t’
Thay state that Ylarge numbsrs of farmers signed contracts,® but
that, while the nuwber of sign-ups secured was important in controlling
preducticn, "The manner in which participants comply with the terms

of their contracts and the acticns of nen-signers also elffect the
degree of conirol obtained." These writers maintain that in the first
three years "compliance with the contract provisiocuns relatizig to
acreage and preoduction of the commodity to which the particular
program applied was generally carefully checked." Viclation of
contracis was morse ofben accidental and unintentional than deliberate.
Unfortunately, however, such unintenticnal violations were unaveidable,
and, more important, they ware fairly widespread in ceriain areas.

Of course, tﬁis tended to reduce the eiffectivensss of producticn
c—entrol.’w Similarly, "eonditions which make it advantagecus for en
individual to stay out of a program t6 restrict production, such as

a prospect for increased prices, also furnish him an incentive to
increase his production, thereby tending te offset the adjustment made
by those who participate." But since the programs were designed to

be *voluntary!, there was nothing much to be done to prevent none
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participation except Lo melte them more attractive. The extent of
non-participation was relatively small in Iowa, but it was nmch
grestar "outside the areas of most concentrated /Gom/ production. nld

‘ How much did the A+A«4s accomplish in yedueing cern pro=
duction from 1933-35% Nourse, Uavis, and Black contend that it is
difiioult to say. Hgowever, they do oredit the A.A.A. program of
193} with having reduced the harvested acreage of corn by an estimated
7+5 per cent under the figure for 1933. Eut they state that adverse
waather conditions and poor yields brought about much greater reduction
than was accomplished by acreage allotments. In 1935, according to
them, it was "an exceedingly complicated task" "to estimate what
would have been produced « «» ¢« in the absenoce of any A.d«de program.”m
"Presumably, however, the net reduction /in acreage/ attributable to
the A.4.A. was mach larger than in 1931.&.“1‘3 But actusl preduction
(in terms of bushels of corn) was almost as great in 1935 as in 1933,
before control of production had ever been att@mptad.w

Nourse, Davis, and Black conclude that the A.A.A. experience

with preduction control measures in 193335 "‘urnishes inadequate basis
for definitive conclusions on many significant points.® But they state
that "A few tentative generalizations . . . seem to be Justified.w'd
Among those generalizations are the following: (1) Farmers who intended
to Yreduce thelr scale of operationg" regardless of the A.A.A. programs

were "likely to take pari® in those programs, "while those who are



most disposed to maintain or expand tend not to participate.* (2)
"&xbgtmtml complianee with the provisions of the program may be
obtained with the type of supervision which was employed by the

Asdohe Although & considerzble number of violatiens may appear, in
'prac'hioe the ma;}criﬁy of these are likely to be uninteutional.®

(3) "¥vith the sign-ups which are possible and the degree of compliance
which may be cbtained, the voluntary contract procedure would seem

to furnish an effsetive means of imposing a degree of acreage restrice
ticn or at least restraining axparmien."m (4) But the "effectivew
nesg® of production control efforts "would tend to decline rather

sharply as such efforts were conbtinusd year after yaar-"n

The
evidence does not indicate that farmers would be ®"willing to aceept
such contraol on a continuing ba.sis.”la (5) Bven if they were willing
to accept centinuous control, "iis practical usefulness is limited.
Actual experience with corn and wheat demanstratéd that it was quite
beyond the power of the A.A.A. to met a production goal in terms of
_bushels which it could anywhere near attain in a particular ysar."w
(6) Thus, the "effectiveness” of the device of acreage allotments is
not "such as to make /Tt/ practicable" except "in emergency periods.®
And even then its practicalilty and effectiveness are questionible¢20
A change in the relative importance of the objectives of
A.A.As activity oceurred in 1936, Thenceforth, at least until 1938,

chief smphasis was placed upon enccouraging the conservation of sgoil
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resources. Only sscondarily, according to AJA.4. officials,
was the AJA.A. interested in curtailing production in order to
raise farm priéaa and income. Although participating farmers were
undoubtedly more interested in the financial rewards than in making
provision for moil conservation on thelr farms, there seéms to be no
doubt that the A.A.A. "tcontributed!” for 1936 through 1940 %tin a
very substantial way to advancements in soil conservation and crop
practice. It is without question a most potent force for implemente
ing secil and crop $cienca.'”21 The Kehods Ovcasionad a kind of
increased returns by forcing a recombination of /productive/ factors
and the introduction of newer and better faraing praetices."zz
Another shift in the cobjectives of agricultural adjustment
oecurred with the passage of the Second ﬁgricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, The provisions of the 193% soil conservation program,
according to John M, Gaus and Leon O. Wolcott, "may be viewed as a
compromise between the emphasis on disiributioa of income to commodity
producers and the need for improving fam-management practices in the
light of land use and soil conservation.® They write that acreage
allotment measures had frequently been criticized on the ground that
they tended "to 'freeze' an existing land use in what may be inef-
ficient ways at the cost of encouraging a 'naturalt evolution of
comncdity production on better-adapted lands and more efficient m@thods*“23

Another writer, [heodore W, Schultz, achees this same eriticism in his



eontention that "a misuse of [80il/ resources « o o caue asgresult
of farmers' acquiring & vested inberest in their acreage allotments,
owing to the fact that siuable benefil payments were distributed in
acoordanos with the meoras allotted 4o the farm and the per acre cute
pat of the land. Consequently, shifts amoug cwrops that ncrmally take
place during a epan of years have been ax*msted.“% Apparently, then,
this was a situation in which a conflict had developed between the
objectives of preventing misuse of soil resources and of raising
agricultural incane. This couflict had been produced by the use
of acresge allotments as the principal method of achieving both
objectives., OGaus and Wolcott would have resolved the cenfliot by
shifting the emphasis "from acreage allotment, on an historical base
in terms of a partimllar commodity, to a plan for each farm that
[Btressed/ adeptation to best use, including security for soil
fertility."25 But even through 1940 the A.A.A. continued to use
acreage allotments both as a means of promoting tfm oconsarvation of
scil and of inereasing agricultural income. Both objectives remained
equally importantj the means for achieving them &lso remained the
same.

What did AJh.d. acreage allotmenis do to corn acreage?
(It is necessary in answering this question to supplement the cone
clusions drawn by Hourse, Davia, and Black concerning the years 1933~
35 with inlormation covering the whole pericd from 1933 through 1940.
The answers to this and to the following questiorn will have great
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bearing on the conclusions which may be ventursd as Lo the
affectiveness of acresge allotments as a method of achieving income
parity for agriculture.) According to Schultz, thers was a veduction
of 20 per cent in the number of acres of corn betwaen the 193133
average (without A.A.he allotments) and the 1940-42 avorage (with AdA.A.
allotments). But he sstimates thst "nearly half" that reduction can
be ascribed to the severs drought conditions for several years in
Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, and South Dakota. Otherwise, he con~
cludes that the remaining half (aboubt 10 per cent) of the reductien
in numbaé of acres in corn "may be aseribed to the cropecontrol I
featurss of the A.A.A." Acreage allotments were espseially effective
in contrelling corn acreage in Towa, he writes, because (1) the
droughts were not so severe in Iowa, and (2) the great majority of

Iowa farmers participated in the control progmms.%

But of course the crucial question is: ¥hat did acreage
allotments do to corn production? Again according to Schultz, corn
production (in buehels) actually increased 5 per cent between 1931w
33 and 1940wit2, This meant that even though ascreage allotments and
adverse weather conditions accomplished & 20 per cent reductbion in
the numbers of acres of corn between these pericds, the total quantity
of corn produced had increased. Therefore, it would appear that a
reduction in the number of acres was not in this case effective in
reducing total preduction. Schulteg explains this lack of correlation

by saying that "Acres of land are plainly only one of several inputs
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that a fermer employs in growing crops. If cne of the inpuis is
raticned {in this case the amount of land allotted for a crop), he
has several alternatives open to .him should he want to maintain, or
even incrsase production.® These alternatives, in bthe words of
Gchults, are the following:

{a) He may remove from production his poorest aocres
e« » » » (b) He may inteneify the use of the land planted
in the restricted crop by applying more capital and labor
rescurces (nsmely, by using improved seed, more fertilizer,
improved tillage, and more labor). Lfncidan‘bally‘, one
factor which undoubtedly made for an iuncrease in corn prow
duction between 1931~33 and 1940-42 was the widespread adoption
of hybrid seed (which was much superior in productive capacity
t0 open~pollinated seed} in the commercial corn producing
ares in the intervening years./ (c) On the acres restricted
by the A.4.A+ allotment he may preduce substitute crops
(for example, such crops as alfalfa, sorghum, and soybeans
may under cerbtain circumstances produce even more feed than
corn)e (d) He may substitute future cutputs for prasent
output by investing in soil resources (for example, by
adopting crop rotation and eropping practices that will
build up his soil).?

The fact that corn production actually increased in spite of the
AJd.A, screage allotment programs indicates that many farmers must
have practiced these metﬂ@:is of ﬁubaﬁiﬁution gven while participating
in the acreage reduction programs. And of eourse there were no
provisions in the programe which could have besn ussd to prevent such
gubstibutiona.

The iwmpracticability of acreage allotments as a means of
achieving the two objectives of decreasing production to raise market
prices and of bringing about the use of soil conservation practices

is thus revesled by the fact that farmers could help achieve the
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goal of soil conservation at the same time that they helped prevent
the atlainment of increaged market pricess All four of the weans
suggested above for waintaining or increasing production when acreage
must be reduced will tend te defeat, te the exient that they are
practicéd, any attempt to raise market prices and thus raise farm
jncome, But tbelr practice will also ten.cl o flefil::. the goal of
congerving soil. Consequently, it is apparent that the two primary
otjectives of agricultural activity during these years, and especially
between 193é and 1940, were in essential conflict when acreage allotw
ments were euployed as the chief methed of achieving both. The use
of the device of acrsage allotments to gain both ovbjectives produced
a conflict between tho objectives. Both could not be atiained by the
use of acreage alliotumentse

Horeover, it must be coucluded that nelther-objective could
be accomplished in full by bhe L.dde aoreage yreduchbion prograus. 5o
far as control of production was concerned, Sehuliz argued thatb:

There has been gnough of the substitubion oi the type
deseribed to have made the crop acreage allotuents, ru.
out the vagaries ol weather, ineliective iu reguiatin
production. Drastic cuts in acreage do reduce ouEpui the
first yoear or two, but + « « it appears that witidn a few
crop seasons the total output recovers remarkably even in
the face of a &97 per cent cut in acreage.

Our tentative conclusion, therefore, is that acreage

alloiment as practiced by the A‘AéA. is not a satisfactory
means fer regulating production.

Where the goal of soil econservation was concerned, it will be

remembered that Schults and others agreed that the use of acreapgs
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allotments caused "a misuse of [Boil/ resources’ because participate
ing farmers acquired "a vested interest in their acreage allotments,
owing to the fact that sizable benefit payments were distributed in
accordance with the acres allotted to the farm and the per acre oute
put of the land. Censequently, shifts auwong crops that nermally take
place during a span of yéarﬁ have been arreatad."29

Acreage allotments were practicable only as a basis for
making governmsnt paymants tp participating farmers. These payments
increased farmers'! incomes, of course, but they made no direct cone
tribution to the cbjective of reduecing production to a point equal
to effective market demand. Though acreage alletments promoted the
goal of s0il conservation by compelling many farmers to practice
improved farming methods in order to meintain producticon and still
gnalify for government payments, acreage allotments alsc had the
contrary tendency "to 'fresze' an existing land use in what may be
inefficient" or soil depleting “waya."BQ

The A.A.A, acreage allotment prozrams on corn from 1933~
L0 were on the whole sffectively aduinistered. Furthermers, it must
be concluded thet their administration was especially effectual in
the state of Iowa. National, state, and local officials were in
most instances conscientious in their desire to adminisbter the proe
visions of the programs efficisntly, henestly, and fairlye In most
instances they were dedicated to the goala of restoring farmers?

economic position and of conserving soil resources. fAnd, as a
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matber of record, agriculture did recover, and a great deal of soil
conservation was achieved. However, it would appear that (1) econcmic
recevery in the nation as a whole had much more to do with agricultural
recovery than did the A.A.A. acreage allotment programs designed to
bring about that agricultural recovery, snd (2) the goal of soil
congervation could have been much more effectively premotel by some
method other than sereage allotments « Apparently acreage allotments
were not the best method of realising the statutory objectives. io
matter how efficient the administrative arémimation and techniques,
no objective can be realized by the use of an inappropriste method.
If screage allotments were ineffectual as 2 means of

achieving the crganizational cbjectives, why is it that the AeAsAe

did not add or substitute other methods? The reasons are not at all
clear, If the goals of raising markel prices on ag:ieulmal conmod-
ities and of bringing eboubt the widespread ‘ez.nployment. of gound soil
congarvation practices w&s the primery goals of A.ddd. getivity during
thase years, those officials who formulated and approved programs
which imrqlw_red the continued use of allotments as the main method

of adjustment and conservation obviously were not effective in their
planning. Qn the other hand, if the underlying basis for the use

of acreage allotnents was the ain of subsidising farm income through
government payments, then a prbgrmn calling for aorsage adjustments

was as effectusl in ralsing the income level of those participating
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in the program as any other method would have beer. However, if
this was the actual purpose for acreage allotment programs, why then
did the officials of the A.A.A. continue to believe thait raising
market prices and conserving soil were the primary objectives?

What methods would have been more effective in fulfilling
these purposes? It must not be assumed, as A.A.A. officials epparently
did assume, that the objectives of raising farm prices by rvemoving
surpluses and of conserving soil are necessarily compatible; even
if they were, both purposes would nol necessarily be accomplished
by the use of identical methods. 8o, cmaidémg gach objective
separately, it appears that Mlmaa could have bean removed and
market prices raised only by means of a rather far-reaching attempt
to control the amount of any coumodity marketed. The adoption of such
a method would have posed almost insuperable problems _af supervision
and administration, to say nothing of the diffieulty of attracting
farmers to participation in such a program (assuming that the object
would have been to keep farmer participation "voluntary®). 7o have
had beneficial effect, a marketing guota would have been required on
sach and every commodity which a participating famer intended to
markst during the year. In the case of corn, this would have required
control not only of the amount of corn sold on the market, but alsc
control of the quantity of livestock fed on cornw~livestock which the

farmer sold on the market. The state and local commitiees of the



218

A.hoAe could have checked participating i‘meré' produetion of all
commedities, to ses 1f farmers were complying with their quotas, To
insure marketing complisnce with the quotas, the A.A.4. could have
appointed “watchers® at all of the principal markets, and each time

& farmer sold his quota of any commodity at any market, or made any
sale whatsoever, that information could have been dispatched to the
"watchers" at all other markets.

Under such a scheme, acrsage allotments could have been abane
doned entirely. Finasncial inducements weuld have had to be very large,
and even then perhaps many farmers would have refused to cooperate.
But, other factors remaining constant, market prices could have been
raised to the extent that farmers did pooperate. Indeed, the evidentce
indicates that the only effective man-made means of curtailing total
supply of agricultural commodities to a point anywhere near equal to
effective market demand during the 1933-40 peried would have been the
employment of some such comprehensive marketing control program.31

The objective of soil conservation could have been better
promoted during this peried, especially from 1936~40, by an approach
which stressed the use te which a farmer put his land. Instead of
being given soil-depleting and soil~conserving acreage allotments,
participating farmers could have been given soil~building and soil=-
conserving goals. A plan could have been drawn up for each farm by

soil conservation experts. pach farmer would have been mid in
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accordance with the degree to which he angaged in sound conservation
practices like crop rotation, strip farming, terracing, irrigating,
and soil fertilization of all kinds. Acrcage allotments would have
had ne part in such a scheme. (A8 will be seen, this is the approach
which is being employed in the scil conservation programs of today.)

Such marketing coutrol and soil conservabion programs as
have been outlined could have besn separats programs; in fech,
geparating them would ha.\.re increased their elfecliveness. 4 {aimer
could have been eligible to pariicipste in either or both. Thus,
emphasis could have bean placed on the method of atteiaing whicnever
objective was of paramount imporiaunce av any cine bimes. Lach program
would have offared benslit payments for participation and would nave
bsen as atiractive financially to the individuel farmer as were the
paymants under the acreage alletment programs. It must be concluded,
therefore, that their adoption by the A.A.A. frow 1933-4L0, especially
during the 1936-40 peried, would have promoted the achievement of the
existing statutory and organizational objectives much more satis—
factorily than did the use in this case of acreage allotments for corn.
The means must in 8ll cases be appropriate to the ends before those ends
ean be realised.

aven teday the Agricultural (onservation Programs Branch of
the Production and Markeling aAdwinisbration, wflich in 1945 succeeded

e
the Aedehs ,‘3 does not utilize comprehensive marketing controls as a
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method of maintaining and stabilising the present bigh level of
agricultural prioces. However, in recent yeamrs it has practically
abandoned the use of acreage ellotments, either as & means of affectw
ing prices or of bringing about increased soll conservation, Under
the P.,M.As progrem, a comprehensive land use program is worked out for
each participating farmer?'s land. 8oil building goals and practices
are recommended, and the fammer is paid in accordance with the
degree of his conformity tc the provisiocus of his farm plm.”
horeage allotmenis are not a feature of these prograus.
Preogumably, however, the top policy-making of:iicials of
the Agricultural Conservation Programs Branch would resort to the use
of sereage allotments in an attempt to curtail production if agri-
culture should be threatened with another economic regession anything
like the Depression of the Thirties, (urtailing production is not |
necessary now, when the nation and the western world stand ready to
conpume nearly everything thsgt American agriculiturs can preduce.
Therefore, acreage allotments have not been used, except sparingly
and for limited periods, since the early years of the 1540's. But
there is no indicatién that the Agricultural Ceunservation Programs
Branch has given up the ides of using ecreags alloitments in recession-
ary periods. It is true that in such periods great curtailment of
agricultural production ls necessary to maintain and stabilize

commodity prices. The question is: Are acreapge alloiments an
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effective means of curtalling production? The snewer has already
been given: ¥o. In that case, why is it that Congress and the .
PeMeAes have not abandoned the idea of scresge allotments for the idea
of comprehensive marketing control in periods when agricultural pro«
duction far exceeds effective consumptive demand? Since statistics
and other data on total production during the 1933-L0 period, when
acreage allotwment programs ware in full cpreration, have long been
available to top agricultural officials, surely they camnot he unawsre
of the fact that the acreaze allotment device cannot be used to
reduce productions.

Assuring that they are awvares of ‘thi.s fact, why is it,
again, that they have not suhstituted the idea of comprehensive
marketing control fcr that of azerecage allotments as an emergency
device? rFossible explanations include the following: (1) Their
fear that such a aubati,tution of methods, even if approved by Congrasa,
might be rendered magatory by the ccurts on the ground that it would
sonstitute federal regulation of an activity dbeyond federal competence;
{(2) Their lack of comcern about the possibility of another agricule
tural emergency and, consequectly, about the need of plamning for
that contingeney; and (3) Their fear that farmers would nol cooperate
in such & program even if it were adeopted.

Cf these possibls explanstions, it seems to the author that
(1) micht be & Justifiable fear, since there is no certain knowledge

of how the courts would react; bub there is every reasou to believe



222

that Congress weould approve such a method of control, especially

in an emergency period. After all, Congress approved the first
Agricultural Adjusiment Act, and it was thought at the time to be

& far~roaching agricultural "eontrol" device., The second explanation,
if true, simply reveals these officiale' lack of understanding of the
bagic and thus far alweys recurring problem of Awerican agriculture:
the problem of overproduction. The fear expressed in the third
axplanation is based on a point of view which overleoks the very
cbvious fact that in pericds of agricultural depression most farmers
are (or have been) willing to try any scheme which seems to promise
recovery.,

Regardless of the reasons advanced for it, it is unfortunate
that top agricultural officials have not sought to develop more
effective means of dealing with the coutingency of ancther agricultural
depression. But apparently they have not. Consequently, this fact
serves to emphasize the importance of the reminder that, in the words
of Bdwin G« Nourse, "it iz not pessible teo devise for any branch of
econosice life a3 scheme of org:mizétian which in any mere mechanical
gense assures hiyh effoctiveness combined with a propsr smount of
restraint." That "hi;h effectiveness” and “proper amount of rsétraint'! 'v
depend both on the appropriateness of the means employed to gain the
objectives of the orgenization and perhaps even more "on the conscious

philosophy of those who are directing and partieipating in it."'ﬂ‘
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It might be remarked that the commodity loan and storage vrograms
of the A.A.h. during the period 1933~L40 did not answer the need
for comprehensive markebing control, since they were not designed
to reduce production, btut msrely to keep surplus production of the
designated commodities temporarily off the market. They did not
prevent surplus producticn; indeed, they actually enccuraged it
by guaranteeing the farmer a high price with no chance of loss

for auwy corn, for iastance, preoduced in excess of his current
feeding needs.

il isplementation of the marketing quota provisions of the
gecond Agriculitural Adjustwent Act would also have been inadequate.
Since these provisions applied only to certein designated comw
modities, there would have bsen no way to prevent cooperating
farmers from feeding surpluses in such cuommodities te livestock,
which was not covered, and, consequently, later marketing a surplus
in livestock. In addition, they could have switched from production
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of erops covered by marketing quotas to preduction of other crops,
thus producing a surplus in the crops not covered by quotase

The only means of controlling production and marketing of
agricultural commodities would have been through the imposition

of marketing (and producing) quotas on all comodities produced
for market. '

The PMA' (Production and Marketing Administration) was established
by order of the Secretary of Agriculture on August 18, 1945, to
congolidate the activities of a muwber of agencies, including the
AJAd,, the Agriculturel Marketing Administration, and the
Commodity Credit Corporation. fThe FPMA Agriculturel (Couservation
Programs Branch succeeded the A.A.A. its fupctions and organization
are in most respecis identical to those of the A.A.A, On the state
ard local levels, for example, the organizational structure is
identizal to that of the period 1936-l0. '

For instance, see tha Report of the Ad%ig%’ ator of the Frodusction
and Marketing Administration, 1950, ppe 66, 67e

BEdwin G. Nourse, Qovernment in Relation to Agriculture, p. oL2.
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