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DIRECTOR’S PREFACE

This is the fourth volume growing out of our “con-
current study of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.” It
deals briefly with the emergency pig and sow slaughter
of 1933 (since this activity was covered in detail in our
preliminary report of April 1934) and more fully with
the corn-hog contracts of 1934 and 1935. It also covers
such adjustment operations as were undertaken with
reference to cattle and supplémentary phases of the live-
stock program of the AAA—notably with reference to
feed grains.

While the livestock program of the AAA has followed
the same general pattern as those for wheat, tobacco,
and cotton, the length of the production period and the
intricate interrelationships among the several parts of
the livestock industry raised for the AAA a host of dis-
tinctive and difficult problems. At the same time the
economics of meat consumption curtailed the methods
which the AAA felt could be employed to improve the
economic status of livestock producers. A study of the
livestock program of the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministration well illustrates the difficulties and repercus-
sions, in agriculture alone, of attempts at economic plan-
ning. The broader social and economic effects will be
discussed in a final volume in this series to be published
in 1936.

During the second year of the adjustment effort a
drought of exceptional severity injected a major disrup-
tive force into the adjustment efforts of the AAA and
radically altered the course of events in the livestock
industry. This factor has been taken into account by the
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author in appraising the early results of the AAA’s live-
stock program and in evaluating its future worth. Like-
wise, he has made his evaluation in terms both of the ob-
jectives and procedures of the original act and of those
modifications introduced by the extensive amendments
of August 24, 1935.

This manuscript has been read and accepted by 2 com-
mittee consisting of Charles O. Hardy on behalf of the
Institute of Economics and John D. Black and Joseph S.
Davis, who have been assodated with me in the general
direction of the AAA study.

Epwin G. Nourse
Director
Institute of Economics

August 1935
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APPENDIX A
CORN-HOG REDUCTION CONTRACT"

(AAA form No. CH-8, to be sent to Washington after it
has been executed by the producer.)

Stamp Contract Number Above
Pursuant to the Agricultural Adjustment Act, approved May 12, 1933,
as amended

.............. » hereinafter referred to as “the producer,”
(Type or print name on line above—same as signature)

post-office address, .......... e e P e s

(Rural route number) {Box number)

(Post office) (State)

owning
renting for cash $*and operating in 1934 a farm known as the
renting onshares

.................. farm, consisting of . . . . .acres, situated

................. from .............. o0 ........
(Miles and direction) (Town)

Road,in ............ Townshipof ......... ... County,

State of ........ » hereby offers to enter into a contract with

the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as “the
Secretary”) upon the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth.
Mailing of the Secretary’s acceptance shall cause this offer to
become a binding contract. The corn year and the hog year

! Members of, or delegates to, Congress cannot participate in the benefits
of these contracts because of the provisions of Title 18, Sec. 204, and Title 41,

Sce. 22, of the U. S. Code.
? Strike out words not applicable,

315
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referred to herein as 1934 shall be the period December 1, 1933,
to November 30, 1934, inclusive. The years 1932 and 1933
shall cover corresponding 12-month periods.

L' PERFORMANCE BY PRODUCER
The producer shall:

1. Reduce the acreage planted to field corn (hereinafter re-
ferred to 25 “corn™) in 1934 on the farm described above (here-
inafter referred to as “this farm™) not less than 20 per cent
below the adjusted average acreage planted to corn for 1932 and
1933 on the land now in this farm (hereinafter referred to as the
“1932-33 average corn acreage”). The producer may, in 1934,
retire from corn production as many acres in excess of such 20
per cent as he may desire, but corn reduction payment hereunder
shall be made only on a number of acres retired from corn pro-
duction pursuant to this contract not in excess of 30 per cent
of such 1932-33 average corn acreage, unless otherwise author-
ized by the Secretary. The acres on which corn reduction pay-
ment will be made (hereinafter referred to as the “contracted
acres™) shall be marked for identification as the Secretary may
direct.

2. Reduce in 1934 the number of hog litters farrowed on this
farm and farrowed by hogs owned by him not located on ths
farm (hereinafter referred to as “1934 litters™) 25 per cent
below the adjusted annual average number of litters owned by
him when farrowed in 1932 and 1933 (hereinafter referred to
as “1932-33 litters”); and reduce the number of hogs pro-
duced for market from such 1934 litters 25 per cent below the
adjusted annual average number of hogs produced for market
from such 1932-33 litters.

3. Not increase on this farm in 1934 above 1932 or 1933,
whichever is higher: (a) The total acreage of crops planted for
harvest, plus the contracted acres; (&) The acreage planted to
each crop for sale, designated as a basic commodity in the act;
(¢) The total acreage of feed crops other than corn and hay;
(4) The number of any kind of livestock other than hogs desig-
nated as a basic commodity in the act (or a product of which s
so designated) kept on this farm for sale {or the sale of product
thereof). And not increase the number of feeder pigs bought in
1934 above the adjusted average number for 1932 and 1933.
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4. Not increase in 1934 the aggregate corn acreage on all
other land owned, operated, or controlled by him which is not
covered by a corn-hog reduction contract above the average
acreage for such land for 1932 and 1933; and not have any
vested or contingent interest in hogs located on land not owned
or operated by him.,

5. Use or permit to be used the contracted acres only as may
be prescribed by administrative rulings. Unless otherwise pre-
scribed such acres shall not be used except for planting additional
permanent pasture; for soil improving and erosion preventing
crops not to be harvested; for resting or fallowing the land; for
weed eradication; or for planting farm wood lots.

6. Permit entry by agents of corn-hog control associations
and of the Secretary to this farm and to any land owned, op-
erated, or controlled by him, and access to records, regardless
of where located, pertaining to the production or sale by the
producer of corn or hogs and other “basic” commaodities, and to
furnish location of zll land upon which the producer raises corn
or hogs, and the producer expressly waives any right to have
such records kept confidential. )

7. Not sell or assign, in whole or in part, this contract or his
right to or claim for reduction payments under this contract,
and, not execute any power of attorney to collect such payments
or to order that any such payments be made. Any such sale,
assignment, order, or power of attorney shall be null and void.

8. Operate this farm throughout 1934, except as exempted
by administrative ruling.

9. Conform to and abide by regulations and administrative
rulings (which are and shall be a part of the terms of this offer
and of this contract) heretofore or hereafter prescribed by the
Secretary or his authorized agents or agencies relating to corn-
hog reduction contracts.

IL PERFORMANCE BY SECRETARY
The Secretary shall:

10. Upon such proof of compliance with the terms of this
contract as the Secretary may require, pay:

A. Corn REepuCTION PAYMENT~—~For each contracted
acre, 30 cents per bushel of adjusted estimated yield of corn, to
be paid as follows: The pro rata share of the administrative ex-
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penses of the corn-hog control association for the above-named
county will be paid to the association, and the remainder will
be paid as indicated in Part V hereof, in two installments: 15
cents per bushel as scon as practicable after this contract is ac-
cepted by the Secretary, and 15 cents per bushel, less pro rata
share of expenses, on or after November 15, 1934.

B. Hoe RepucTion PAYMENT.—$5.00 per head on 75
per cent of the adjusted annual average number of hogs pro-
duced for market from 1932-33 litters, to be paid as follows:
The pro rata share of the administrative expenses of the corn-
hog control association for the above-named county will be paid
to the association, and the remainder will be paid as indicated
in Part V hereof, in three installments: $2.00 per head as soon
as practicable after this contract is accepted by the Secretary,
$1.00 per head on or about November 15, 1934, and $2.00
per head on or about February 1, 1935, less pro rata share of
expenses to be deducted from one or more of these payments.
If the number of hogs from 1934 litters marketed before, and
held for future marketing on January 1, 1935 is in excess of
the number to which the producer has agreed to reduce, there
may be deducted from such payment $20.00 per head on each or
any of the hogs in excess of such number. In lieu of such deduc-
tion or any part thereof the Secretary may require a correspond-
ing part of such excess to be disposed of as he may direct,

11. Without limitation of any right or remedy conferred by
law or this contract, be entitled to terminate this contract if he
determines (and his determination shall be final and bind the
other parties hereto) that there has been a material misstate-
ment in any of the statements made by the producer in this con-
tract or in connection therewith, or any non-compliance by the
producer with any term hereof or with any pertinent regulation
or administrative ruling. Thereafter no further payments shall
be made hereunder, and any payments theretofore made shall
be refunded to the Secretary. To secure payment of such refund
the Secretary shall have a lien, to the extent of their respective
interests, on corn and on hogs now or in the future owned by
each or any of the parties obligated to make such a refund.
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II. BASIS FOR DETERMINING REDUCTIONS IN PRODUCTION,
AND PAYMENTS

12. The producer represents:

TABLE 1L.—FARM ACREAGE

Formm tve all acres plm:dm the respective
all other crops give acres Asroested

Acres
1933

(&)

Acres [1932-33

1932
® [ O

1. Total acres all land in this farm

2. All ficld corn

3. Wheat for grain {winter, spring, durum).....

4. Oats for grain (i fondudc oats fed unthreshed)..
5. Barley and rye
6. Grain sorghum (kafir, milo, etc.)

rgrain (include hogging off).,

7. Soybeans and cowpeas. IS

8. All mme hay (include alfalfa).

9. Total acres of other crops, not hsted above®.....
10. Wild hay.

11. ldle crop land.

12. Land used for pasture only..

13. Land in woods, waste land not pastured .

14. Land in roads, lanes, buildings and feed lots.

15, Total (items 2 to 14, inclusive).....

16. Total crop acres (m:ms 2 to 11, inclusive).

17. Sown to winter wheatinfall.........ccooevnevvraeen |

Special conditions (double cropping, lasses, ete.).

® If this includes any cotton, tobaceco, or rice list acres of same separately

W Oh Margin.

TABLE I1.—CORN UTILIZATION

(Bushel= 56 Ib. shelled corn, 72 Ib. 1933 1932
car corn) Acres | Bushels | Acres | Bushels
1. Harvested for grain
2. Hogged off
Tons Yomy
3. Cut for silage or fed green
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TABLE IIL—HISTORY OF FIELDS DESIGNATED AS

CONTRACTED

ACRES

FIELD 1

TABLE IV.-—CONTRACTE].?IHCORN ACRES AND PRODUCTION

EREON
County
Pr;ducers Com- | Adjusteds
%}‘6" mittee! ©)
(B)

1, 1932-33 average corn acreage.....co.oevve-feerenncssensscennemnisninminc ottt
2, Numberof contracted acres..........ccvecereecfucnes
3, Percent of 1932-33 average corn acreage|

(item 2 = item 1)....ccrvenrmseriscsnemsionsrss]enccrmmmrnsassinsssmeesco oo
4. Estimated yield of corn Bier acre of con-|

tracted acres........ T JURNRORN PR Fova
5. Total production o contuctcd ncnesl

{item 2 X item 4)........ (bushels)..... |

¥ Not to be fitled in by producer.,



TABLE V.—1932-33 HOG PRODUCTION AND CONTRACTED REDUCTION FOR 1934

Producers figures County committee? Adjusted?
Special conditions bearing on any of items below: " ?
ver- Aver-
1933 1932 1933 | 1932 |" .. " | 1933 | 1932 age
------ Spring®| Fallt |Spring*| Fallff % 1 ] t t t

1. Littersowned by producer when farrowed
2. raised from these litters—total..................
AIreldy sold for slaughter

Alrudy sold as stockers, feeders, or

To be slaughtered for use on farm.......

Tobesold.......ccverecereereccrenee

i:} Almdy slaughtered for use on farm
G

Retained for breedmg purpo

3. Total ofitems 2 (2),2 (4),2 i ....................

4. Deduction for death losses {15 per cent of 1933
fall plrgd)

5 Ho s produced for market (item 3 minug item

............

.......................................

6. 1934 maximum production for market (75 per|
25 T 17T ) J e R—
7, Number of feeder and stocker hogs purchased

8, Number of such hogs (item 7) nowon hand........

.........

f Not to be filled in by producer,
§ Totals for the respective years.

* Spring farrow—Dec. 1 to June 1.

t Fall farrow—June 1 to Dec. 1,

LIVILNOCI NOLLINATE SQOH-NIOD

12f
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Were hogs produced for market listed above produced o this

ferm:inrg3z2? . ... .. in 19337 ........

IV. PARTICIPATION BY LANDLORD
(This section to be filled in if tensnt rents sl this
in i pn:f::mu > or part of

13. Under the 1934 lease of this farm the:
(a) Cashrentpaidis$. ..., for:........... ..
() Division of graincropsis .................
{¢) Division of hog proceedsis ................

14. The landlord agrees to be bound by all of the terms of
this contract as if therein named as the producer, and without
limitation of the foregoing the landlord agrees not to increase
in 1934 the aggregate corn acreage on all other Jand owned,
operated or controlled by him in 1934 not covered by a corn-
hog reduction contract, nor his production of hogs in 1934 not
under such 2 contract, above the respective annual averages for
1932 and 1933; provided, however, the landlord shall not be
responsible for hog production on this farm unless receiving part
of the hog reduction payment hereunder, nor for the producer’s
production of corn or hogs on land in which the landlord has no
interest.

V. FIRST SIGNATURE BY PRODUCER (AND LANDLORD)

15. The undersigned represent that no change in the lease
or tenure of this farm has been or will be made for 1934 to pre-
vent tenants from obtaining in 14934 the share of the payments
hereunder that they would receive if such payments were di-
vided in proportion to the division of the corn crop and hogs on
this farm in 19733 or to the division of the proceeds of such corn
and hogs; and that the only changes in 1934 from the 1933
lease or tenure are asfollows: .. ... ... ... ... ... .....

16. The statements contained herein are true to the best of
the knowledge and belief of the undersigned, who represent that
they include all owners (except where farm is rented for cash)
of said farm and all lessees.

The undersigned by executing this contract applies for mem-
besship in the corn-hog contral association for the county in
which this farm is located,
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If more than one person executes this contract as landlord
or as producer it shall be construed so as to apply to each or any
of such persons.

Any intentional misrapresancation of fact mude in this contract for the parposs
of defrauding the United Statas will be subject to the criminal provisions of the
United States Code.

DivisioNn oF PAYMENTS BETWEEN PRODUCER AND LLANDLORD

N Corn Hogs
(Producer’s signature) L. % .. %
................................ 19
(Witness to producer’s signature) ? (Date)
L
-
""""" Lt gy
................................ 193
>
(Wit to landlord’s signature) {Date)
itness to landlord’s signature, al >70 %
.......... (L;ndlo;d'smgnnure) T
............................... 19
(Witness to landlord’s signature) ? (Date) J

Landlord’s address ........ ., ......... s e
(Strest or rurll {Civy) (County) (State)
route and number)

VI. COUNTY ALLOTMENT COMMITTEE CERTIFICATION
17. We hereby certify that we have considered the above
contract, the certification of the community committee, and
supporting evidence, and have finally determined for this con=
tract the following:

A. CORN REDUCTION PAYMENT AND PRODUCTION:
1. Adjusted 1932-33 average corn acreage (item 1-c, Table

2. Contracted acres (. ... .. per cent of average corn acre-

age, item I, above) . .. . e acres.
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3. Adjusted average yield of corn per acre of contracted acres
(item 4-c, Tablexv) ................ ........ bushels.
4. Adjusted total production of corn on contracted acres in
1934 (item 2 X item 3 above) ....... ........ bushels.
5. Total corn acreage in 1934 on this farm is not to ex-
L acres.

..................................

B. HOG REDUCTION PAYMENT AND PRODUCTION:
1. Adjusted 1932-33 litters (item 1, Table v). .. ..... ..

2. Adjusted annual average number of hogs produced for
market, 1932-33 (item 50f Tablev) ..... .. ... .. hogs.
3. 1934 maximum production for market (75 per cent of
item 2 above) from not to exceed ... .litters ........ hogs.
4. Gross hog reduction payment ($5 per head X item 3
above) ... el $........

We recommend that the Secretary of Agriculture enter into
a corn=hog reduction contract with the producer on the basis of
such facts.

Signed, ......... Signed, ......... Signed, .........

{County Corn-Hog Allatment Commmee)

(Date)

VII. ACCEPTANCE BY PRODUCER AND LANDLORD OF CORRECTED
AND ADJUSTED FIGURES

18. The undersigned hereby accept corrections and adjust-
ments of the corn acreage, yield and production, and of the hog
litter and production figures, and of the payments, and of the in-
stallments in the foregoing contract.

............ Producer, ............ ......;193
(Witness to producer’s signature)  (Signature) (Date)
............ Landlord, ............ ......,193
{Witness to landlord's signature)  (Signature) (Date)
............ Landlord, ............ ......,193

(Witneas to landlord’s signature) (Signatare) (Date)
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Do Not Write in Space Below
CERTIFICATE OF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
Administratively approved for first installment as follows:

Cornpayment .................. .
Hog payment . ................. $........
Total payment ............... $...... .

Date ... ................. Sig. ...

Administrative Officer, Payment Unit,
B 'Con?—Hog St:'u':m.

CERTIFICATE OF COMPTROLLER
Audited and approved for first installment as follows:

Cornpayment .................. $........

Hog payment .................. - J

Total payment ............... $...... ..

Jouwn B. Payne, Comperoller,

By
Auditor.

Date ... .. ...
Paid ... ... by:

Check No. .................. $........

Check No, .................. $...... ..

Check No. ............... ... $........

Total .................... L

On Treasurer of the United States in favor of payee or payees
named above, '



APPENDIX B

DETAILS OF THE 1934 CORN-HOG
REDUCTION CAMPAIGN

The 1934 corn-hog reduction campaign was the first
major undertaking of the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministration in connection with livestock, and was per-
haps the most extensive of any commodity program initi-
ated during the two years immediately following the
passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. In the
course of its progress a wide variety of economic and ad-
ministrative problems had to be met and resolved. Alto-
gether, the details then to be determined upon were
probably greater than those of any later period. This
first campaign, therefore, serves well to illustrate the
detailed routine and organization necessary to carry out
the objectives of the act.

_ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATION

At the apex of the administrative structure used to
carry out the 1934 corn-hog reduction program were the
Corn-Hog Section of the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministration and the Federal Extension Service. In each
state, either the extension director (or his nominee), or a
corn-hog committee of which the director was one of the
three or four members, was placed in charge of the work
by the Corn-Hog Section.’ Representatives of local farm
groups, in addition to outstanding individuals not identi-
fied with any particular group, were appointed to these
state committees. The committee form of administration
was devised because some AAA officals and advisers be-
lieved that it was the best way to get the co-operation of
all farm groups—particularly those who for one reason

! Responsibility was placed in the hands of a state corn-hog commit-
tee in the nine important Corn Belt states (all but Wisconein). In all the
other states, the extension director or his nominee was in charge.

326



THE 1934 CORN-HOG CAMPAIGN 337

or another were antagonistic toward the Extension Serv-
ice or the Farm Bureau. These state committees were
continued as part of the permanent administrative organ-
1zation (see the chart on page 44). Twelve regional rep-
resentatives, many of them “borrowed” from the state
or federal extension service, were appointed to act as
liaison officers between headquarters in Washington and
the state organizations.

Every major corn-hog state was divided into a num-
ber of districts and a “district supervisor” assigned to
each.” Counties in turn were divided into communities,
and each community usually had from three to seven
community committeemen. In the minor producing
states the set-up was much less formal; in many cases
most of the work was done by the county agent, and fre-
quently no committeemen were appointed.

The temporary county committeemen were elected in
some states and appointed in others. In Nebraska and in
some Iowa counties, for example, they were elected by
producers at county or community meetings, and the
election later confirmed by the state corn-hog committee.
In Illinois the county committeemen were nominated
by the county agent and appointed by the state corn-hog
committee. In other states the county agent consulted
with local farm leaders before making his recommenda-
tions to the state committee. In still others the state corn-
hog committeemen directly appointed the county com-
mittee after conferring with local leaders and the county
agent. In most states the selection of the community
committeemen was left either to the county committee
or to the county committeemen representing the com-

* The term “supervisor” was applied to all state extension men, fre-
quently “specialists” in some production or marketing field, who were
pressed into service during the corn-hog campaign. Towa had for several
months 22 of these corn-hog supervisors; Nebraska, 10; Tllinois, ¢; and
Minnesota, 7. In Towa there was for a time a parallel group of “corn-’
hog fieldmen® appointed by the state corn-hog committee to co-operate
with the 22 extension supervisors,
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munity in question. Only an occasional community or
county nominee refused appointment, In Iowa, both
county and community committeemen were nominated
and frequently appointed before it was definitely under-
stood that they would be paid for their services. Ex-
tension work in the community had in the past com-
monly been conducted through the services of unpaid
“local leaders,” and it was generally supposed that com-
mitteemen would not be paid. This seems to have re-
sulted in the appointment of a somewhat more con-
scientious and perhaps more enthusiastic group of com-
mitteemen than otherwise might have been the case.

In most Corn Belt states, temporary committeemen
were “on the job” by the middle of January 1934. The
75,000 temporary committeemen appointed to help
carry out the initial phases of the 1934 corn-hog pro-
gram were expected to do the lion’s share of the work
until the local county control associations were organ-
ized. The federal and state exterision services were to be
used primarily as a vehicle for disseminating information
from the headquarters at Washington to local commit-
teemen. In practice, most of the responsibility for obtain-
ing contract applications as well as for presenting the
economic background unavoidably fell upon the ex-
tension service. This does not minimize the contribution
of the temporary committeemen. It is difficult to see how
the program could have been conducted without them, at
least in the Corn belt, unless the county extension force
had been greatly expanded or paid employees of the
AAA had been sent out to do the job. Either of these
alternatives might have been less expensive, but would
have violated a cardinal principle of the AAA that, to
the fullest extent possible, farmers were to run their own
show.

CONTRACT APPLICATION PROCEDURE

The original procedure for obtaining contract applica-
tions contemplated a succession of county or community
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meetings with producers. At the “educational” meetings
the “economic background” was to be presented. At the
“‘explanatory” meetings the contract and associated docu-
ments were to be explained. At the “sign-up” meetings
the contract applications were to be obtained. In Iowa
and Missouri this procedure was followed and the educa-
tional meetings were held in December 1933. In most
other states the educational and explanatory meetings
were usually combined. This was due (1) to a delay in
receiving charts, printed matter, and other materials
necessary to conduct the educational meetings; and (2)
to hesitation on the part of some states to initiate the
corn-hog campaign until they were quite certain they
could follow along immediately with the next step.” In
states where corn and hogs were not of first importance,
the educational and explanatory meetings were com-
bined to save expense. Few meetings of any kind were
held in minor states, interested producers simply being
“signed up” by the county agent at his office.

The meetings attended by the producers were the last
of a series designed to diffuse the information from
Washington to every eligible corn-hog producer. In all
states in which corn and hog production was important,
county agents and sometimes county and community
committeemen attended state {or district) meetings at
which the information they were to carry to the producer
was presented to them by the extension staff, state corn-
hog committeemen, or representatives of the AAA. In
most states the district supervisors spent a large part of
their time in the field meeting with and assisting county
agents and county committeemen. The district super-
visors usually met weekly with the “office staff” to
thresh out or pass on to the AAA problems encountered
in the field, and to learn what new developments had
transpired. These conferences were usually attended by

* This hesitancy was due to the difficalty some states encountered when
the wheat campaign was prematorely initiated,
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the state committeemen, and when possible by a repré—
sentative of the AAA. Supplementing these personal con-
tacts was an enormous volume of written and telegraphic
correspondence.

Attendance of producers at the meetings at which the
economic background was presented and the contract and
associated documents were explained was large, and in-
terest keen. Some observers reported more interest in
the “philosophy” and less in the financial aspects of the
program than was the case in the wheat campaign. This
appears to have been most true of the central part of
the Corn Belt; in other regions much less attention was
paid to the “economic background.” Most of these all-
day meetings were conducted by the county agent,
though often a member of the state extension service or a
member of the state corn-hog committee was available to
make at least part of the presentation. Usually, a meet-
ing of this kind was scheduled in each community,
though occasionally county-wide meetings were held.
The first part of the discussion was based on information
contained in the “educational” publications of the Corn-
Hog Section,” mimeographed releases of the Federal
Extension Service, and information obtained at state or
district meetings.

The second and major part of the discussion centered
around the contract, the administrative rulings, the state-
ment of supporting evidence, and other associated docu-
ments.® These documents were supposed to have been

* The 4,500 educational-explanatory meetings held in Kansas, Minne-
sota, Missouri, and South Dakota were attended by over 400,000 persons,
mostly farmers. Nearly 550,000 farmers in these states grew corn in 1930,

according to the U, S, Census, Many farmers attended more than one
meeting.

8 Thise were: The Corn-Hog Problem (C-H 1)} Analysis of the Corn-
Hog Situation (C-H 2); and What the Adjustment Program Offers
Corn-Hog Producers (C-H 10).

* The complete list comprised; Sample Corn-Hog Reduction Contract
(C-H 8-b); Preliminary Work Sheet (C-H 13) ; Producers’ Statement of
Supporting Evidence (C-H 14); Map of Farm and Coniracted Acres
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mailed to the producer a week or so prior to the ex-
planatory meeting.” In many cases, however, they were
distributed at this meeting. The county agent, with some
assistance from committeemen, explained the purpose of
the various forms and the more important administra-
tive rulings.® The most effective way of doing this was
to transfer the data for an actual farm to the several
forms. Many of the questions raised by the producer at
these meetings had to be referred to state headquarters
or Washington for answer. In most states, these meetings
were held in January, February, and the first half of
March 1934.

Following these educational and explanatory meet-
ings, “sign-up” meetings were held at which producers
made formal application for a corn-hog contract.” The
sign-up procedure adopted at these meetings varied
widely from state to state and even from county to
county within a state. The suggested plan was to hold
a series of sign-up meetings within the county, perhaps

EC—H :63; and Directions for Filling in C-H r3, C-H 14, ond C-H 16
C-H 17).

* One of the first jobs of the county agent and local committeemen was
to prepare a mailing list of “eligible” producers. This was not always
done and frequently was not done very thoroughly.

"The county agent and the county committeemen had attended a
similar school conducted by a district supervisor and a state committee-
man, but in a great majority of the cases most of the responsibility of
explaining these documents was left to the county agent, and, if he was
present, the district supervisor,

* One of two “triplicate capies” (C-H 8-b) of the contract was used
as an application form. The “first signature” of the producer to this con-
tract form really constituted an application, Producers had to sign the
contract form a second time indicating acceptance of adjustments made
in it, before it was sent to the Secretary of Agriculture for acceptance.
In an effort to speed up the distribution of benefit payments an “early
payment” rider was developed by the AAA. Producers signing these
“early pay” contracts agreed to accept all adjustments thereafter made
in the contract. It was hoped that these contracts could go through for im-
mediate payment of the first instalment of the benefit payments before the
adjustments were made, and that any overpayment to the producer could
be deducted from the second and third payments.
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several in the same community on the same day, with
county committeemen in charge and community com-
mitteemen assisting—the county agent circulating be-
tween the meetings as a “trouble shooter.”"® Perhaps the
most common method in the Corn Belt was to sign up a
township at a time. Usually several points {(anywhere
from two to ten) were selected in the township, and two
or more trained committeemen stationed at each point.
In some cases several trouble shooters, including the
agent and perhaps a supervisor or representative of the
state corn-hog committee, circulated among these meet-
ings. The next day the whole force moved into another
township. This was the common procedure in Iowa. In
Illinois, specially trained teams of from five to seven
men, from two to four teams in a2 county, made the
rounds of the townships. Usually four of the men were
county committeemen and the others trained machine
operators and “checkers.” The duties of each member
of the team were carefully differentiated, and the pro-
ducer and his contract proceeded down the “assembly
line” until the contract, completed and checked, came out
at the end. A somewhat similar procedure was followed
in Minnesota, except that in many counties the team
consisted of Civil Works Administration workers.

Very few producers arrived at the application sign-up
meeting with the contract and supplementary forms
filled out as they were supposed to have been. This
greatly increased the amount of work to be done at the
application meeting and materially slowed down the
progress of the campaign. The sign-up meetings had

™ Committeemen had previously attended a training school to fa-
miliarize themselves with the details of the contract and the method of
conducting the sign-up. The suggested sign-up procedure was outlined
in Directions for Filling in the Corn-Hog Reduction Contracts (C-H 27).
There was also available Questions and Answers (C-H 28), as well a1
a large volume of supplementary material from federal and state offices
containing further suggestions and explarations.
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started by the middle of January in Iowa, but were not
concluded until May in many states, in spite of offical
closing dates around the end of March. In fact, because
other difficulties delayed the progress of the campaign,
contract applications were accepted until well into the
summer. The care and accuracy with which committee-
men completed and checked the forms varied greatly
even between adjoining counties. Moreover, it varied
with the ability and attitude of the county agent, the
extension supervisor, the district and state committee-
men, and the state extension service.

All producers were expected to apply at regular meet-
ings. Naturally, some producers for one reason or an-
other failed to do so. The original instructions of the
Corn-Hog Section indicated that all producers who had
failed to sign contracts should be interviewed during a
“clean-up” campaign by temporary committeemen and
either a signed application or certain basic information
about their corn and hog production obtained. This pro-
cedure was suggested so that every producer would have
explained to him the advantages of co-operating and be
given an opportunity to do so. This was no doubt an im-
portant consideration, but another important reason for
this canvass was to get basic production data to aid in
establishing county quotas. (See page 336.) Consider-
able confusion existed as to whether the Corn-Hog Sec-
tion meant that every producer of hogs and corn be
visited, regardless of the size of these enterprises, or
whether only eligible producers be canvassed." States in
minor corn-hog areas pointed out that the expense
(which was to be borne by local contract signers) made
such a canvass prohibitive. On February § the instruc-
tions were modified to require the canvass of all pro-
ducers who had farrowed two or more litters in the

™ Prior to Jan. 29, 1934, producers with an average of two litters
or less in 1932 and 1933 were ineligible,
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spring of 1933, or planted ten or more acres of corn,”
Even this revised procedure was felt to be too expensive
in many minor areas. Consequently a month later in-
structions were again revised, and the canvass as outlined
above was made to apply only in counties where the
average acreage of corn for grain per farm reporting
grain in 1929 exceeded 1§ acres, or the number of farms
with two or more litters in the spring of 1930 exceeded
300. In other counties a list of eligible non-signers with
two or more sows or ten or more acres of corn was to be
prepared, and only farmers on this list interviewed.
Standard procedure required the temporary organization
to carry the campaign through the “clean-up” stage.
Every co-operator would then have an opportunity to
vote in the election of the permanent organization.
Before the next step—appraisal of contracted acres—
was undertaken, producers who had signed contract ap-
plications organized a permanent county corn-hog con-
trol association. Standard procedure, which required that
this be done after the “clean-up” had been completed,
was followed in most states, In Wisconsin, however, the
permanent organization was formed after contract ap-
plication meetings, and permanent committeemen con-
ducted the clean-up. In South Dakota the permanent or-
ganization was set up after or during the explanatory
meeting, and permanent committeemen handled both
the contract application meetings and the clean-up cam-
paign.’* As a matter of fact, almost everywhere a great
majority of the temporary committeemen were re-
elected to the permanent organization, hence there was

“In the Cotton Belt the producers visited were limited to those who
sold live hogs for commercial or local slaughter.

" Voters were required to sign 2 contract in blank or to indicate that
they intended to sign, prior to the election, but the real work of filling
in forms, ete. was done after the permanent committeemen had been
elected. South Dakota had followed this plan during the wheat campaign
and felt that it was more satisfactory than the procedure suggested by the
Corn-Hog Section.
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but little change in personnel and no break in the con-
tinuity of development and leadership such as might
have resulted if the “turnover” in committeemen had
been large.

The first task of the permanent orgamzation was to
appraise the corn yield of the contracted acres. Com-
munity committeemen visited every field offered as con-
tracted acres, and estimated the yield to be expected in
1934, under ten-year (1924-33) average growing con-
ditions. Schools of instruction were held for these ap-
praisers at which an attempt was made to estimate the
ten-year average corn yield in each community on the
basis of the ten-year average for the county. Committee-
men almost invanably over-estimated the yield in their
own community, and attempts to iron out this difficulty
were not always successful. As an independent check on
the relative productivity of the contracted acres, ap-
praisers were supposed to state the yield expected in
1934 as a percentage of the expected yields on all fields
in corn on the farm in 1932 and 1933. These instructions
were not clearly understood, and the “percentage pro-
ductivity” estimate was in most cases of little value.

Most appraisals were made in March, April, and May
1934. In Iowa and Missouri they were largely made in
February; in some minor states, not until June. Con-
current tasks of the permanent committeemen were to
make sure that either a contract application or a “work
sheet” showing his base period production of corn and
hogs was obtained from every producer in the county,™
and to check contracts and associated documents for
“mechanical” and “factual” errors. Mechanical errors
could be, and to a surprising degree were, removed by
the development of a systematic method of checking and
rechecking all contracts and supportmg forms. A com-

“ This of course was only necessary in thoss counties in which a com-
plete survey of non-signers was required.
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prehensive “check sheet” was usually prepared for this
purpose. In some states much of the checking for me-
chanical errors was done by office help rather than by
committeemen.

CHECKING OVERSTATEMENT

‘The data on corn acreages and yields and litters far-
rowed and hogs saved and marketed in 1932 and 1933
which were expected to be used in checking the produc-
tion claims of corn-hog contract applicants were, in so far
as possible, taken from the census, assessors’, and rural
carrier survey reports in late 1933 and early 1934. No
further steps could be taken until the production data
from the contract applications in every county in the state
were available,*

To expedite the summarizing of the contract data in
the counties “county tabulators” were appointed in all
major corn-hog counties.” These tabulators, who started
work as soon as an appreciable number of contracts had
come in from the contract application meetings, checked
the contracts for arithmetical errors and general “rea-

* A very considerable proportion of the delay in releasing the county
quotas which caused so much dissatisfaction was due to the necessity of
having contract data available prior to the determination of the state and
county quotas. Since the data from every county in the state had to be
forwarded to the state board of review, checked by it, and perhaps sent
back to the county for correction before the board could start jts analysis,
the late counties (of which there were always a few) held up not only
their own contracts but those of every other county in the state.

" The AAA appropriated $200,000 for the salaries of these tabulatoss.
Some counties exhausted their allocation from this fund before tabula-
tions were completed and the local association had to bear the remaining
expenses. Most of these tabulators, who were appointed after competitive
examination, were local people—occasionally farmers, but more frequently
bank clerks or high school and college graduates, The examination
stressed quickness and accuracy in handling figures, “State statisticians”
made appointments in the order of rank as indicated by the competitive
examination, but the county agent could indicate the persons he felt were
best qualificd. In some cases the grades were so oniformly low that a
second competitive examination was held. One tabulator was appointed
for each three to five hundred contracts.
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sonableness™; returned those in error or unreasonable to
the community committee for investigation and correc-
tion; and transferred the pertinent data from the con-
tracts to a listing sheet.’

The original instructions provided that only the totals
for each township be forwarded to the state headquar-
ters, together with the analysis sheets {C-H 22) on
which pertinent averages and ratios had been calculated
by the county tabulator. In practice, however, the orig-
inal listing sheets were sent instead. The state headquar-
ters checked the township totals for accuracy, and then
prepared the analysis sheets, The accuracy of the work
‘done by the county tabulators varied greatly. Some list-
ing sheets were neatly and legibly prepared and con-
tained few arithmetical errors, if any. Many others had a
considerable number of mistakes, and not a few were in
such bad shape that hardly a single line would check and
hardly 2 single column was added correctly.*®

Though under the general supervision of the county
agent, the tabulators worked more particularly under the
direction of “junior statisticians” attached to the state
offices of the Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates
for the duration of the application and adjustment
phases of the corn-hog program. These men, the first of
whom were appointed in December 1933, not only
checked the work of the tabulators but also assisted
county agents and county committeemen in checking con-
tracts for errors and eliminating overstatement prior to
listing. They later assisted in establishing county quotas,

C-H 21, It was originally proposed to obtain 61 items from Tables
I to V of the contract, but experience in the field resulted in some changes
in the items tabulated, When neceasary, three sets of sheets were used to
list the contracts from each township, “Early pay”? contract data were
listed on one set, the “regular pay” on another, and non-contract data
on a third.

“1n states in which there were only a few contracts, they were for-
warded to the state office for listing. This procedure was also followed in
minor corn-hog counties in major producing states,
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and in this work their knowledge of local conditions in
the county was often a useful supplement to or check on
the overstatement indicated by the statistical procedure.

A board of review was appointed by the Corn-Hog
Section in each state’ to determine the state and county
contract quotas and (later) to release contracts for trans-
mittal to Washington for payment when the overstate-
ment had been eliminated. (See the chart on page 44.)
The personnel of this board of three or four consisted of
the official in charge of the state office of the Division of
Crop and Livestock Estimates (commonly referred to
as the state statistician), one or two members of the state
extension service or the state college, and a farmer, the
latter frequently a member of the state corn-hog com-
mittee.

The methods used by the state boards of review in
estimating the amount of overstatement and establishing
county quotas depended in part on the kinds of “check”
data available, in part on the importance of corn and hog
production, and in part on the degree of participation by
producers. The methods used in determining quotas for
litters, “hogs for market,” corn acreage, and corn yield
likewise varied.

Litters farrowed. In states where a state contract quota
was set, three methods of estimating the amount of over-
statement were commonly used. The first was to deduct
from the preliminary estimate of the Division of Crop
and Livestock Estimates™ the estimated production of
non-signers, and then to compare the result with the

* A single board, however, handled the six New England states, There
was also but one for Maryland and Delaware, and one for Nevada and
Utah,

* Preliminary estimates of hog production (litters farrowed and hogs
produced) were prepared for about 30 states. In somne states it was found
that these preliminary estimates were somewhat fow. One of the bases
used in estimating hog production is hog marketings; and since there is
a lag of a year between them, 1933 hog production estimates could not
at the time be checked against hog marketings.
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total reported by contract signers. This method could be
used only in states where data on the production of non-
signers (that is, non-contract data) were reasonably com-
plete or could be corrected for incompleteness. Non-
contract data were available in all or parts of 16 states.
The second method was to compare the production re-
ported by farmers who had answered the semi-annual
pig survey questionnaire with the production reported by
identical farmers on contract applications, The third was
to compare the total claimed by contract applicants with
the figure obtained by first adjusting (on the basis of the
pig survey reports) producers’ claims for litters far-
rowed in the fall of 1933, and then estimating 1932-33
production on the basis of the ratio between the number
of spring and fall litters in 1933 and the ratio between
1932 and 1933 litters. One or more of these methods
were used in perhaps 30 states. Many states, especally
those with state census or assessors’ reports, supple-
mented these methods in different ways, the most com-
mon being to substitute these reports for the pig survey
reports in the “identical” comparison with contract ap-
plications.

In the states where more than one method was used
the overstatement indicated often differed materially. It
was then necessary to decide, often on the basis of non-
statistical evidence, which approximation was most near-
ly in accord with the facts. The AAA and the state boards
of review usually resolved doubts in favor of the pro-
ducer, so that most though not all of the state contract
quotas established by these methods appear to be slightly
larger than the actual base period production of the con-
tract applicants.

The next step in these states was to distribute the state
quota among the counties. This distribution was based
upon the relative amount of overstatement in the county
totals of the contract applicants. This varied matenally
from one county to another even within the same state,
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the percentage of overstatement tending to increase as the
importance of hog production decreased. In some states
with a wide variation in the importance of hog produc-
tion, the applicants’ claim by counties ranged from 110
to 210 per cent of the county quota. The relative over-
statement by counties was frequently based largely upon
a comparison of the production reported by farmers who
had returned rural carrier pig survey reports with the
production claimed by identical farmers on their con-
tract applications.™ When the number of statements
from these two sources that could be matched on a county
basis was too small to be dependable, the same procedure
was followed on a crop reporting district basis.

In those states where the quotas were established on
the basis of contract inspection, the “state quota” was
simply the sum of the county quotas. Indeed, litter
quotas were of little importance in these states and no
doubt were frequently obtained by dividing the hogs
allowed on the contracts by the average number of pigs
raised per litter,™ '

“Hogs for market” quotas. When the “state quota”
method of determining the litter quota was used, the
“hogs for market” quota was usually obtained by multi-
plying the number of litters by the number of pigs raised
per litter, making a deduction for the hogs used for
farm slaughter, and adding the allowance made for (1)
sows sold to the government during the emergency hog
marketing campaign (four hogs were added to the base
for each sow sold) and (2) new producers who were per-
mitted to raise two litters, In most instances the average
number of pigs raised as reported by contract applicants

* Where assessors’ reports or state census figures were available these
ware used instead of, or in addition to, the rural carrier reports.

=The importance of litter quotas declined still further after the pro-
vision of the contract producers to reduce the number of litters farrowed
was rescinded. Few, if any, quotas in the minor states had been established
prior to that time,
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did not differ greatly from the number reported “saved”
in the semi-annual pig surveys, when the latter were ad-
justed slightly to allow for death loss between the time
they were reported saved and the time they were mar-
keted (or slaughtered for home use). Contract apph-
cants reported more hogs slaughtered or to be slaugh-
tered for home consumption from hogs farrowed in 1932
than in 1933. In determining the ‘hogs for market”
quota, a number of hogs equal to the 1932 farm slaugh-
ter was deducted from total hog production in both 1932
and 1933.

When the inspection method of quota determination
was used, the “hogs for market” quota was established
on the basis of an analysis of the “supporting evidence”
of hogs sold. This analysis was essentially similar to that
made by county allotment committees in major hog
counties in examining contracts for overstatement.™

Corn acreage quotas. Both the “state quota” and the
“inspection” method were used to determine corn acre-
age quotas, but frequently the former was “built up” by
estimating the overstatement by counties or crop report-
ing distnicts, rather than determined for the state as a
whole and then “broken down” for the counties. The
preliminary state estimates of corn acreage were prob-
ably somewhat more accurate than those for hog produc-
tion and were available for all states, but the former were
less useful because in all but eleven states the corn acre-
age of applicants represented considerably less than half
the corn acreage of the state and in only four states—
Ilinois, Jowa, Nebraska,. and South Dakota—did it rep-
resent 75 per cent or more of the total. When the acreage
of non-applicants represented more than 20 or 2§ per
cent of the total, it became difficult to estimate it with any
degree of accuracy.

A comparison of the corn acreage claimed on applica-

* Sce pp. 343-52.
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tions with other reports of corn acreage by the same ap-
plicants was, therefore, most commonly used. In a2 num-
ber of states assessors’ reports were available for this pur-
pose. In other states the corn acreages reported on the
wheat or cotton contracts of corn-hog contract applicants
were used. In one instance, rural carrier reports were
used.

The indicated corn acreage overstatement was much
less than the overstatement on litters and hog numbers,
and ranged from 3 to § per cent in the major corn states,
Indeed, for the United States as a whole it was but 3.6
per cent. This was about half the cotton acreage over-
statement and much less than the wheat acreage over-
statement. The corn acreage quotas, like the litter quotas
and for the same reasons, were probably somewhat over
the actual though unknown production of applicants,
This appears to have been most true in the minor pro-
ducing states; there it was difficult to obtain a dependable
estimate of corn acreage overstaternent by comparing the
few claims of contract applicants with other reports of
the same applicants, and recourse had to be had to ratios
of corn land to crop land or to all land in farms. Such
ratios were indeed used to 2 considerable extent even in
the major producing states,™

Corn yield quotas. The corn yield quotas presented a
somewhat different problem. On the one hand, the corn
yield estimates of the Division of Crop and Livestock
Estimates were considered quite satisfactory even on a
county basis. On the other hand, a second variable en-
tered into the determination of the corn yield allowed
contract signers. The fact that producers rented specific
fields on which the yields might be above or below aver-
age had to be considered as well as the yields of non-

*In estimating the amount of corn acreage overstatement and estab.
lishing quotas, allowances had to be made for administrative rulings
which permitted individual producers to use a larger base acreage than
the 1932-31 average.
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contract signers. In most major producing counties such
a large proportion of the farms were under contract that
- little allowance was necessary for the yield of non-
signers. Moreover, the evidence indicated that, despite
the protestations of the community committeemen who
acted as appraisors, on a county-wide basis producers
tended to rent average acres.

The county yield estimates of the Division of Crop
and Livestock Estimates were considered so satisfactory
that they were made available prior to appraisals. In
spite of the fact that community committeemen knew
what their average county yield from 1924 to 1933
was, and had been told that their appraisals for the
county as a whole would have to conform closely to it,
appraised yields reported on the applications ranged in
the major producmg states from § to 15 per cent above
the 1924-33 average.” In the minor corn producing
states, appraised yields ran materially more than this
above the ten-year average, but there seems good reason
for believing that in many of these states the contracted
areas were materially better than the state average in
yields per acre. This fact was allowed for in the yields
permitted on completed contracts for these states.

Most county contract quotas for litters, hogs for mar-
ket, and corn acres were released by state boards of re-
view between April 15 and June 15, 1934. In 2 few
states, notably Iowa, considerable delay in releasing the

county quotas was entailed by the necessity of first mak-
ing a preliminary analysis of, and quotas for, “early pay”
contracts.

ADJUSTING PRODUCTION CLAIMS

The ability, ingenuity, and diplomacy of county allot-
ment committees, state boards of review, district super-
visors, and junior statisticians were taxed to the utmost

*In the Dakotas the appraistd yiclds as reported on the listing sheets
were slightly below the ten-year average.
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by the problems encountered in equitably removing the
overstatement in the corn and hog production claims of
contract applicants. The methods used and the success
attained varied greatly. In one major corn-hog state
barely half the overstatement indicated by the contract
quota was removed, in spite of the fact that the indicated
overstatement was relatively small. Indeed, the corn
yields allowed on completed contracts were actually
slightly higher than the original yield appraisals of com-
munity committeemen and materially higher than the
ten-year average. In several other Corn Belt states, ap-
plicants’ claims with a much larger indicated overstate-
ment were successfully and equitably scaled down to the
quotas. Differences of this kind can hardly be entirely
accounted for by errors in the quotas and greater care in
obtaining accurate statements on contract applications.
They must be laid to variations in the desire and ability
of local authorities, and ultimately state boards of re-
view, to resist local pressure. '

Corn acreage adjustments. Relatively little difficulty
was encountered in “adjusting” claims for corn acreage
overstatement. In the first place, it was usually relatively
small. In the second place, many state boards were al-
lowed to approve the contracts from individual counties
if they did not exceed the original quota by more than 2
or 3 per cent. In many of these states this excess was
offset by counties in which acreage on the adjusted con-
tracts did not come up to the original county quota. In a
few states, however, corn acreage claims that in the ag-
gregate exceeded the state quota were approved and
accepted.

Most of the overstatement removed was taken out
by means of a flat percentage cut applied to all contracts.
This cut, as it turned out, was made largely “on paper.”
Most of the corn had been planted before county quotas
were available and individual contracts adjusted. Pro-
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ducers were told that they could conduct their farming
operations on the basis of the information in their ap-
plication, if they felt certain that it was correct. Even
those producers who were doubtful of the accuracy of
their reports had no intention of admitting it, and so
practically everyone planted corn up to the limit allowed
by the application—or, rather, planted corn on an area
which he thought to be equal to the maximum allowed.
Even when adjustments reduced the number of “per-
mitted” corn acres, producers were allowed to complete
these contracts without first destroying the “excess” corn.
Later on the drought came along to destroy it for them,
or contract provisions were modified so that they were
able to comply without destroying it, or they found that
the fields they had planted to corn were smaller than
they had supposed.® In a few cases, county allotment
committees were able to demonstrate that the corn acre-
age contract quota was too low (perhaps because the corn
acreage of non-signers had been over-estimated), and to
obtain some upward readjustment in it.

One reason for the relatively small amount of over-
statement in the corn acreage base was that community
committeemen in many states checked the 1933 corn
acreage claimed against corn stubble at the time ap-
praisals were being made. No doubt this resulted in some
adjustments prior to “listing,” with the result that the
acreage shown on the listing sheets did not represent the
original claims of producers.

® Nevertheless, the most common type of non-compliance with the
1934 corn-hog contract was an “overage” of acres in corn, and the
“paper” adjustment was undoubtedly a contributing cause, The probabil-
ity that this would happen was increased when, instructions were issued
on June 8, 1934 that permitted the producer, unless he had already con-
tracted 30 per cent of his base acreage, to change the percentage of his
corn land contracted (if adjustments had been made in his corn base} so
that he could still obtain as large a corn rental payment as before, This

procedure reduced still further the number of acres he was permitted to
plant.
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Corn yield adjustments. The appraised corn yields on
the “contracted” acres as shown on the listing sheets
ranged, in the most important corn producing states,
from § to 15 per cent above the ten-year (1924-33)
average. In many of these states the yield finally allowed
was no greater and frequently less than the ten-year
average for the state. Most of the overstatement in
yields was removed by a flat cut applied to all contracts,
except in those counties where the allotment committee
found evidence that one section of the county had been
over-appraised relative to the others, In these cases,
some townships were cut more than others. Both original
appraisals and adjustments tended to result in high-yield
fields being appraised too low and low-yield fields too
high. Only the most experienced appraisers were able to
estimate unusually high and low yields correctly. More-
over, committeemen knew the average county (or town-
ship) yield and tended to make individual appraisals
conform to it. Some committeemen, indeed, felt that the
farmer with poor land was in greater need of help than
the farmer with good land, and appraised accordingly.
Finally, though this was not important, appraisers were
prohibited by the Corn-Hog Section from making any
appraisals in excess of 65 bushels per acre. Most of the
adjustments in yield data were made prior to the release
of the other county quotas, and no serious difficulty was
experienced in making them.

“Hogs for market” adjustments. The real contro-
versy between committeemen and boards of review, and
the outstanding adjustment difficulty, developed in con-
nection with the overstatement in the hogs raised for
market claimed by producers. Allotment committeemen
found, when they really began to examine the contracts
and supporting evidence™ minutely, three major causes
of overstatement.

¥ Contract applicants were required to sobmit a Statement of Sxp-
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1. Hogs farrowed prior to December 1, 1931 though
marketed in 1932 or 1933. This constituted a prolific
source of overstatement. In the first place, many pro-
ducers failed to appreciate that it was the time the hogs
were farrowed that counted, and not the time that they
were marketed—that only hogs farrowed between De-
cember 1, 1931 and November 30, 1933 were eligible to
be included in the “hogs raised” base. This misconcep-
tion was accentuated by the Statement of Supporting
Evidence form, which was so prepared that the emphasis
was placed on date of marketing rather than on date of
farrowing. This statement was supposed to classify hogs
marketed as (1) from 1932 litters, (2) from 1933 lit-
ters, and (3) feeder pigs. This statement likewise
showed the hogs from 1932 and 1933 litters still on
hand, as well as the number of feeder pigs on hand.®
Neighbors were supposed to certify to the latter two
items, and sales were to be substantiated by sales receipts,
signed statements by buyers, farm account books, etc.
These receipts obviously did not show farrowing dates
or whether the hogs sold were raised, or bought as feeder
pigs and fattened, No evidence, consequently, could be
considered absolutely conclusive. Allotment committees
therefore had the twofold task of deciding what was
satisfactory evidence of marketing, and whether the hogs
so marketed were farrowed during the base period. Most
allotment committees sooner or later classified the evi-
dence in some manner. The more careful and systematic
committees frequently first checked all the evidence for

porting Evidence which purported to show the disposition of the hogs
raised in 1932 and 1933, and to attach to it sales receipts and similar
evidence,

® This form turned out to be deficient in several respects, though this
was in part due to delays in the progress of the'campaign, No provision
was made on the form, for example, to report separately the number
“of pigs farrowed after Dec. 1, 1933, or the number of feeder pigs bought
after that date. If these forms had been used around Dec. 1, 1933 they
would have been rezsonably though not entirely satisfactory.
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accuracy. Some of them visited or corresponded with all
persons or agencies who had signed supporting evidence
receipts for producers, checking the claims made by pro-
ducers against the records of the individual or firm. At
the same time, committees obtained any additional in-
formation that might guide them in deciding whether
the producers’ claims were legitimate. This included in-
formation on sales by classes, grades, and weights, as well
as on “dockage™ and prices paid.

After producers’ claims had been checked for accur-
acy, and all the additional information possible obtained,
allotment committees proceeded to remove from the
contracts all hogs that the evidence clearly indicated had
been farrowed before December 1, 1931. Most of these
were 1931 fall pigs marketed during the summer and
early fall of 1932. In many states the extension service
prepared a table showing the average weight of pigs at
various ages as a guide to local committees.

Obwviously hogs averaging 200 pounds when sold in
April 1932 must have been farrowed before December
1, 1931, but what about hogs of the same weight mar-
keted September 1, 19327 Owing to the exigencies of the
situation, many of these hogs were doubtless removed,
though efficient farmers could undoubtedly market hogs
farrowed after December 1, 1931 at such weights on
September 1, 1932. This procedure obviously penalized
the more efficient producers.

Scattered all through 1932 and 1933 marketings, and
even among hogs reported as “remaining on farms,”
were sows, stags, and boars that were farrowed before
December 1, 1931. These were very difficult to discover
and remove. In at least one minor state where contracts
were inspected by representatives of the Corn-Hog Sec-
tion, as a result of adjustment difficulties, producers’
claims in 1932 and 1933 were arbitrarily reduced by the
number of sows farrowing in each year.
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2. Feeder pigs. Feeder pigs, of course, belonged only
in the base of the producer who farrowed them. The first
step in removing them from the base of producers who
fattened them was to cross-check the statements of buy-
ers and sellers of feeder pigs. Most counties eventually
did this for all purchases and sales within the county, and
some states did it for all intrastate movement of feeder
pigs. The difficulty of cross-checking was greatly in-
creased when the pigs moved across county and state
lines, through several dealers, or through a stockyards
market.™ The second step was to deduct from the “hogs
for market” claimed by the producer a proportionate
share of all death losses. This was necessary because
many producers reported that all death losses occurred
in the feeder pigs bought and none in the hogs raised.™

3. “Fictitious” hogs. In this group were hogs claimed
on the contract but supported by no evidence, or by falsi-
fied evidence. Many cases of the latter came to light, al-
though they formed a small percentage of the total.
Many allotment committees inspected evidence with
magnifying glasses to make sure that it had not been
tampered with. Perhaps the most common change made
was to place a one before the left digit in the number of
head (that is, raise 7 to 17, or 14 to 114) and a two be-
fore the left digit in the figure showing the weight (that
is, raise 980 to 2,980 or 3,500 to 23,500).”" Other prac-

* Feeder pigs shipped interstate are supposed to be immunized against
cholera and disinfected, Many states have similar regulations applying
to intrastate shipments. No attempt is made to enforce these requirements
on pigs moved by truck, however, so that the records of immunization
were of little help in crosschecking feeder pig purchases and sales,

™ This was particularly troublesome in the cases of garbage hog feeders,
who both bought and raised large numbers of hogs and had death losses
as high as 5o per cent. !

* An unusually barefaced attempt of this kind was made by an Towa
farmer who added roo hogs and 20,000 pounds to each of four receipts,
This would have “inflated” his benefit payments by $1,500. Fortunately

for him it was discovered by a committeeman who noticed a difference in
the color of the ink, for a Colorade farmer who “got by” with an almost
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2. Stantary or Resvrrs oF 1934 Corn-Hoo Rebucrion Proorav—Hogs*

Litters Allowed under Average Number of Hogs for
Number of Contracts Number of ll??t%—fg Markéto Atllow‘:d on
Divisions and States Litters Pereentage of Contracts of E:ch ntract
Farrowed | 1, her 1932-33 | Accepted | Contract Toral | Averageper
Litters Signer ota tract

NORTH ATLANTIC.....| 205,000 97,666 e 5,920 16 471,710 80
Maine. ........c0s 10,000 242 s 7 35 1,340 191
New Hampsbhire. . .. 2,000 2,067 e 184 11 11,669 63
Vermont.......... 5,000 2,978 ° 545 5 20,879 38
Massachusetts. . ... 18,000 27,747 s 234 119 126,212 539
Rhode Island. 2,000 372 L 10 37 1,440 144
Connecticut, ., 5,000 2,929 a 92 32 15,611 170
New York......... 41,000 14,292 35 1,877 8 85,009 45
New Jersey........ 18,000 27,216 . 307 89 105, 584 34
Pennsylvania,..... 104, 60G 19,766 —_ 2,664 7 103,966 39
EAST NORTH CENTRAL. . 3,593 3,063,044 85 335,807 0 16,391,545 49
Chio..,......... L.l 756,000 629,217 &3 ,404 10 3,319,210 52
Indiana........... 084,000 873,279 8¢ 83,433 10 4,608,732 56
IMnois............ 1,302,000 | 1,157,195 &9 120,808 10 6,006,075 50
Michigan.......... 62, 118,793 73 24,307 5 720,297 30
Wisconsin. ........| 389,000 284, 560 73 47,945 7 1,647,231 38
WEST NORTH CENTRAL.| 6,953,000 | 6,060,851 87 607,298 10 30,644,476 50
Minnesata........; 911,000 709,784 78 79,574 9 3,625,619 46
owa. ... ... L. 102,521,000 | 2,442,245 97 173,565 14 12,067,815 70
Missouri.......... ,045,000 854,920 82 107,998 8 4,577,179 42
North Dakota.....| 170,000 123,468 73 19,726 6 211 30
South Dakota...... 509,000 459,741 20 59,164 8 2,357,207 40
Nebraska.,........ 1,116,000 917,855 82 600 10 4,513,236 51
Kansas....... e 1,000 552,838 81 78,611 7 2,919,209 37
SOUTH ATLANTIC....,.] 870,000 171,814 20 23,955 7 790,175 33
Delaware....... e 5,000 959 L 4 5,364 23
aryl ceeamarea 38,000 17,099 e 3,108 6 89,516 29
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was made of either the pigs farrowed after December 1,
1933 or feeder pigs purchased after that date.

In examining the evidence supporting producers’
claims, most allotment committees, either consciously or
unconsciously, classified it in some manner. Those com-
mittees who did the job in the most systematic and care-
ful manner usually classified the evidence as good, fair,
questionable, or valueless, “Good” evidence included
sales slips showing complete details of the transaction
signed by reputable firms, packing houses, and commis-
sion agents, and bona fide farm account records showing
the same details, “Fair” evidence consisted of evidence
of sale which contained less detail or was obtained at a
time other than when the sale was made, etc. “Question-
able” evidence contained little or no detail, was signed
by hired men, truckers, or other individuals or firms
known to possess no adequate records..In the “valueless”
group were usvally included all evidences of sale that
had been altered, that stated nothing more than that so
many hogs had been sold in 1932 or 1933, or that were
signed by persons known to have signed other false state-
ments.

Hog claims supported by no evidence or “valueless”
evidence were the first to be thrown out. Most claims
supported by first-class evidence were included 1 zoz0.*
Hogs supported by class 2 and class 3 evidence bore the
brunt of the remaining cut when no more hogs obviously
or most probably ineligible could be found on individual
contracts. Usually a small flat cut, 10 to 20 per cent,
was applied to all hogs supported by “fair” evidence and
cuts up to §0 per cent or more on those hogs supported
by “questionable” evidence, This procedure was ap-
proved by the Corn-Hog Section wheh the cuts were ad-
justed to the class of evidence, provided all other pos-
sibilities had been exhausted. Nevertheless, 2 consider-

™ But see p. 116.
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able number of counties did make small flat cuts of one
kind or another. Many counties cut z!l hog claims 1 or
I.§ per cent and occasionally as much as 2.§ per cent.™
COMPLETING CONTRACTS AND MAKING
BENEFIT PAYMENTS

When producers’ claims had been adjusted to the
county quota or by an amount acceptable to the state
board of review, they were released by the board for
typing and preparation for final signatures.*® Original
campaign plans proposed to obtain final signatures at a
second series of sign-up meetings. In the late spring,
when it seemed to the AAA and extension service offi-
cials that considerable difficulty might be encountered
in obtaining final signatures, plans were laid to sign pro-
ducers individually.* As it turned out, no difficulty was
expertenced regardless of the method used, and sign-up
meetings were common. Most final signatures were ob-
tained in June, July, and August 1934, but the date
varied widely from state to state and even within the
same state.”” Corn-hog contracts were received in Wash-
ington in greatest volume in August and September,
though the first batch was received on April 10 and con-
tracts continued to straggle in until the end of the year.

The contracts were received by the Mailing and Re-
ceiving Unit of the “check factory”® and checked against

¥ An Towa county reduced every contract claim by one hog in order to
remove the last 2,000 “‘exces?” hogs.
® Preparing the contracts for final signatures involved making an
original and two carbon copies of the pertinent data from the original
application copy. Typing and checking r,500 or 2,000 of thess contracts
frequently took ten days or two weeks. Some counties ran into difficulty
by J:rematurely typing contracts.
Many state extension officials confidently predicted that from 15 to
25 _per cent of the applicants would not accept their adjusted contracts,
In Minnesota some final signatures (to “early pay” contracts) were
obtained as early as the first week in February, and the last group of
contracts was not completed until the first week in December,
* The Rentzl and Benefit Audit Section of the Comptroller’s Office. On
July 1, 1934 the Contract Records Section of the Commodities Division
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“transmittal”’ sheets approved by the state board of re-
view, These transmittal sheets were supposed to show
the adjusted figures of all contract applications and to
enable the state board to make sure that the proper ad-
justments were made.” The state board’s approval and
the statistical data from the county committee, together
with a random sample of a dozen contracts, were for-
warded to the County Acceptance Unit of the Corn-Hog
Section. This unit made sure that the articles of associa-
tion and budget of the county control association and the
bond of the county treasurer had been received and ap-
proved;* examined the sample contracts; and reviewed
the statistical data to determine whether the county as-
sociation had made the necessary adjustments before
“accepting” the block of contracts and releasing them for
general audit.*

The Computing Unit of the “check factory” next
checked all field computations and made the necessary
additional calculations and entries. When the amounts of
all first benefit payments had been calculated, the con-
tracts went to the Audit Unit where signatures, entries,
and adherence to provisions and administrative rulings
were checked. All suspended contracts then went to the
Correspondence Unit and all approved contracts to the
Machine Unit. In the latter the contract data were trans-
was merged with the Rental and Benefit Audit Section, and both were
moved from the South Building of the Department of Agriculture to the
old Post Office. These two changes naturally disrupted operations and
slowed down the output for some time; but the consclidation of the two
units eliminated considerable duplication and in the end speeded up the
process of recording, auditing, and making payment on commedity con-
tractsy,

*® Many counties did not consistently list the data from all applications,
regardless of whether they were finally completed or not. This unfor-
tunately limited considerably the analyses of production adjustments,
overstatement, etc.

* By the County Assaciations Unit of the Corn-Hog Section.

“ When contracts and related data were not being handled, they were
in the possession of the Files Unit of the Rental and Benefit Audit Section.
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ferred to “punch cards,”** the transfer verified, and the
cards taken to a2 unit of the Disbursing Office of the
Treasury Department. There one machine transferred
the necessary data onto blank checks, another signed
them for the Secretary of the Treasury, and a third re-
wrote the data on an office form for audit. The checks
were then sent to the treasurer of the county control
association for distribution to farmers.**

Suspended contracts went through a similar process
when corrections or missing documents had been sup-
plied by the county association. Corn-hog contracts and
their accompanying legal documents were in far better
shape than those of any other commodity. Less than 3
per cent had to be referred to the Correspondence Unit
for correction, as contrasted with from 1§ to 20 per cent
of the cotton, wheat, and tobacco contracts. Petitions for
contract changes were handled by the Adjustment Unit
of the Rental and Benefit Audit Section unless they in-
volved changes in the amount of benefit payments. Such
cases were handled by the Claims Section of the Comp-
troller’s Office. Requests for cancellation of contracts
were handled by the Contract Cancellation Section.

COMPLIANCE

The Compliance Unit of the Corn-Hog Section was
responsible for the general supervision of compliance
and the development of methods, forms, and instruc-
tions.* The county allotment committees and the “super-

@ Electrically operated machines sorted, tabulated, and summarized the
data on these punch cards.

® «Early pay” contracts and later the riders showing the adjustments
made in these contracts were similarly handled, as were the compliance
forms which formed the bases for disbursing the second and third pay-
ments,

“In May 1934, a Compliance Section was established in the Commodi-
ties Division to co-ordinate the compliance methods of the several com-
modity sections and, in co-operation with state directors of extension and
the chiefs of commodity sections, appoint state compliance of officers (to
be known as commodities representatives). The activities of this section in
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visors” appointed by them were responsible for the field
work, however, and the Rental and Benefit Audit Sec-
tion, together with several units of the Corn-Hog Sec-
tion, was responsible for making second and third pay-
ments on the basis of the evidence furnished by the com-
pliance forms.

The organization set up in the states by the AAA for
overseeing the work of county allotment committees and
supervisors in checking compliance was far from uni-
form. In some states a commodities representative was
put in charge of the checking of compliance for all com-
modities; in others, the job was left to the state director
of extension (or his appointee). In some states the com-
modities representative was assisted by a2 number of
district supervisors especially appointed for the purpose
and paid directly by the AAA; in others extension agents
or specialists acted as district compliance supervisors.

In most counties the local supervisors who actually
made the inspections were appointed by the allotment
committee, though in 2 few counties the inspections were
made by allotment committeemen themselves. Some-
times these supervisors checked compliance on farms in
their own community, sometimes in a neighboring com-
munity. In mest counties the allotment committee ap-
pointed 2 county compliance supervisor, frequently a
member of the allotmeént committee. These county
supervisors checked the work of local supervisors and the
work of both was in turn checked by the district super-
visors. State supervisors were authorized to and some-
times did request a recheck of part or all of the con-
1934 were limited because wheat compliance was well under way prior to
its organization. Commodities representatives have been appointed in some
states, while in others compliance work is supervised by the state director
of extension, Little or nothing was done to co-ordinate the compliance pro-
cedure for the several commodities, except with respect to the issuance of
general instructions on methods of measurement, and the conditions under

which such measurements might be dispensed with. ‘The section, as such,
was continued when the AAA was reorganized in Januvary 1935.
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tracts in a county when they were not satisfied with the
original check. This was likewise the prerogative of the
Compliance Unit.* Though the federal and state exten-
sion services bore 2 large part of the responsibility of
instructing local supervisors in compliance procedure,
the most workmanlike job of actual checking seems to
have been done in those states where it was administered
by an organization set up for that specific purpose.

" Supervisors visited signers’ farms, made their neces-
sary inspections, recorded their findings on a Proof of
Compliance for Second Payment form (C-H 354), and
compared them with the pertinent data from the con-
tract previously transcribed to the complidnce form in
the association office. Each supervisor usually inspected
from 40 to 50 farms. So far as possible at the time of in-
spection the supervisors made the calculations necessary
to determine whether the producer had complied or not.
These calculations were later checked in the office. In
some counties all calculations were made in the office. If
the producer had complied with all the acreage provis-
ions of the contract, and if the number of hogs sold or to
be sold did not exceed the market quota by more than §
per cent,* a First Certification of Compliance (C-H 53)
was prepared. When signed by the producer, landlord
(if any), supervisor, community committeemen, and the
members of the county allotment committee, this was
forwarded to Washington. If contract violators elected
to accept the “penalty,” a Certification for Second Pay-
ment sn Cases of Partial Compliance form" was pre-

“ The original plan called for a systematic “spot check” of the work of
local supervisors, but this procedure was abandoned where visual inspection
was substituted for actual measurements,

* This “overage” was permitted to take care of “normal™ death losses
between the times of the first and second checks of compliance. The inspec-
tion likewise included a check on feeder pigs and hogs for home ose.

 The term “partial compliance” rather than “non-compliance” was

used by the Corn-Hog Section as being more accurate in most cases and
having less invidions implications,
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pared and forwarded by the allotment committee to the
state compliance office. The state compliance offices
checked these forms, in some cases also checking the in-
spection; and when all or almost all of them had been
received and checked, forwarded them to Washington.

Before any second and third instalments of benefit
payments could be made, even to producers who had
been certified as in complete compliance, each contract
signer’s pro rata share of the local administrative ex-
penses had to be determined.

The County Association Unit of the Corn-Hog Sec-
tion estimated the total local association expense by add-
ing to the expenses submitted to date: (1) expenses in-
curred but not at the time submitted; and (2) a budget
of expenses not yet incurred but estimated as necessary
to complete the 1934 program. These items were fur-
nished by the associations in response to an inquiry by the
Corn-Hog Section. When first payment had been made
on 95 per cent (or more) of the contracts in a county,
the total benefit pavments due on these paid contracts
were calculated.® The relation that the estimated as-
sociation expenses bore to total benefit payments was
then determined, and the percentage (multiplied by 2)
thus obtained was applied to the second corn payment to
show the deduction to be made from it. When the rate
of deduction had been thus determined, the certifica-
tion forms were released for auditing and payment by
the Receiving Unit of the Rental and Benefit Audit
Section. A similar procedure was followed in determin-
ing the deductions to be made from the third hog pay-
ment. Counties submitted a revised estimate of expenses
which was frequently somewhat lower than the first so
that the percentage deduction for the third hog payment
was frequently a point or more lower than the percent-
age deduction on the second corn payment.

* By multiplying the first corn payment by 2 and the first hog payment
by 2.5, and adding the two items thus obtained.
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When contract signers owned, operated, or controlled
non-contract farms, it was necessary to check the aggre-
gate corn and hog production on these farms before any
second and third benefit payments could be made.
Contract signers with non-contract farms in two or
more counties had been required to furnish the Multiple
Farms Unit of the Corn-Hog Section with a list of their
non-contract farms showing the base period corn acreage
(and for stock-share landlords the number of hogs pro-
duced for market and the number of feeder pigs bought
in 1932 and 1933).*® These lists were forwarded to the
appropriate county allotment committees, who checked
both the claims with respect to 1932-33 production and
actual production in 1934. When the committees’ re-
ports showed no violations the compliance certification
forms were released for payment. When the reports
showed non-compliance, an appropriate number of cer-
tifications were held up until proper penalties had been
assessed. In general, the unit did not hold up all the
certifications on the contract farms of multiple land
holders while awaiting reports from allotment commit-
tees, but only on a number of contracts equal to the num-
ber of non-contract farms of each landlord. Originally,
it was intended to hold up the second payments of land-
lords only while awaiting reports on non-contract farms,
Actually, however, payments to tenants were delayed
for some time until a procedure for releasing them was
finally evolved.”

An additional operation was involved in making sec-
ond and third payments to producers who had violated

* Considerable delay was caused because many landlords were slow in
sending in lists or entirely neglected to do so. When all the non-contract
land of the contract signer was in the same county as the land under con-
tract, the whole job was bandled by the county allotment committee.

* Payments to tenants and landlords were not delayed, of course, unless

(1} centification on pon-contract farms had not been received in Wash-

ington when the regular certifiation arrived or (z) aggregate com
acreage or hog production provisions had been violated. Landlords were

responsible for aggregate corn acreage on non-contract farms regardles
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one or more provisions of the contract and who had
elected to accept penalties for them. The assessing of
~ penalties took some time, and the development of the
procedure for handling the forms in the Rental and
Benefit Audit Section took some more, so that first pay-
ments on these certifications were not made until the end
of April 1935.

In spite of the numerous modifications in the contract,
ten major types of violation were recognized: (1) corn
acreage in excess of that permitted for 1934; (2) use
of contracted acres other than authorized or permitted by
the contract; (3) corn or grain sorghums planted pursu-
ant to administrative rulings but prior to the date per-
mitting such plantings; (4) increase of feed crop, total
crop, or basic crop acreage; (5) non-compliance relative
to filling silo; (6) non-compliance with aggregate pro-
visions of contract relating to corn production; (7) viola-
tion of the provisions re.lanng to production of hogs; (8)
violation of feeder-pig provisions; (9) non-compliance
with aggregate provisions of contract relative to hog pro-
duction; (10) failure to operate farm throughout 1934.

In the case of the violation of any acreage provision,
the amount of the deduction was obtained by multiplying
the acres on which the violation occurred by the ap-
praised corn yield on the contracted acres, and the re-
sultant sum by the penalty rate. For unauthorized use
of contracted acres and violation of the aggregate acres
of corn on the non-contract farms of contract signers, the
maximum rate was 45 cents; for other violations it was
somewhat less. For vnolatmg the provisions relating to
hog production, the maximum penalty was $20 for each
excess hog. The one exception to the regular “comply or
cancel” alternatives of the original contract was the pro-
vision for a $20 penalty on excess hogs.

of their leasing arrangements with the tepants on them, but were only
responsible for the aggregate hog production on stock-share rented non-
contract farms,



APPENDIX C

IMPORTANT BENEFIT PAYMENT AND

PROCESSING TAX PROVISIONS OF THE
AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT,
AS AMENDED AUGUST 24, 1935

PART 2, COMMODITY BENEFITS
GENERAL PowERs

Sec. 8 (1) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has reason
to believe that:

(2) The current average farm price for any basic ag-
ricultural commodity is less than the fair exchange value thereof,
or the average farm price of such commodity is likely to be less
than the fair exchange value thereof for the period in which the
production of such commodity during the current or next suc-
ceeding marketing year is normally marketed, and

{b) The conditions of and factors relating to the pro-
duction, marketing, and consumption of such commodity are
such that the exercise of any one or more of the powers con-
ferred upon the Secretary under Sub-sections (2) and (3) of
this section would tend to effectuate the declared policy of this
title,
he shall cause an immediate investigation to be made to deter-
mine such facts. If, upon the basis of such investigation, the
Secretary finds the existence of such facts, he shall proclaim such
determination and shall exercise such one or more of the powers
conferred upon him under Sub-sections (2) and (3) of this
section as he finds, upon the basis of such investigation, admin-
istratively practicable and best calculated to effectuate the de-
clared policy of this title.

(2) Subject to the provisions of Sub-section (1) of this
section, the Secretary of Agriculture shall provide, through
agreements with producers or by other voluntary methods,

(a) For such adjustment in the acreage or in the pro-
duction for market, or both, of any basic agricultural commod-
ity, as he finds, upon the basis of the investigation made pursuant
to Sub-section (1) of this section, will tend to effectuate the

360
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declared policy of this title, and to make such adjustment pro-
* gram practicable to operate and administer, and

(b) For rental or benefit payments ir connection with
such agreements or methods in such amounts as he finds, upon
the basis of such investigation, to be fair and reasonable and best
calculated to effectuate the declared policy of this title and to
make such program practicable to operate and administer, to be
paid out of any moneys available for such payments or, subject
to the consent of the producer, to be made in quantities of one
or more basic agricultural commodities acquired by the Secre-
tary pursuant to this title.

(3) Subject to the provisions of Sub-section (1)} of this
section, the Secretary of Agriculture shall make payments, out
of any moneys available for such payments, in such amounts as
he finds, upon the basis of the investigation made pursuant to
Sub-section (1) of this section, to be fair and reasonable and
best calculated to effectuate the declared policy of this title:

(a) To remove from the normal channels of trade and
commerce quantities of any basic agricultural commodity or
product thereof; '

(b) To expand domestic or foreign markets for any
basic agricultural commaodity or product thereof;

(¢) In connection with the production of that part of
any basic agricultural commedity which is required for domestic
consumption.

(4) Whenever, during a period during which any of the
powers conferred in Sub-section {2) or (3) is being exercised,
the Secretary of Agriculture has reason to believe that, with re-
spect to any basic agricultural commodity:

(a) The current average farm price for such commod-
ity is not less than the fair exchange value thereof, and the av-
erage farm price for such commodity is not likely to be less than
the fair exchange value thereof for the period in which the pro-
duction of such commoedity during the current or next succeed-
ing marketing year is normally marketed, or

{b) The conditions of and factors relating to the pro-
duction, marketing, and consumption of such commodity are
such that none of the powers conferred in Sub-sections (2} and
(3), and no combination of such powers, would, if exercised,
tend to effectuate the declared policy of this title,
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he shall cause an immediate investigation to be made to deter-
mine such facts. If, upon the basis of such investigation, the
Secretary finds the existence of such facts, he shall proclaim such
determination, and shall not exercise any of such powers with
respect to such commodity after the end of the marketing year
current at the time when such proclamation is made and prior
to a new proclamation under Sub-section (1) of this section,
except in so far as the exercise of such power is necessary to
carry out obligations of the Secretary assumed, prior to the date
of such proclamation made pursuant to this Sub-section, in con-
nection with the exercise of any of the powers conferred upon
him under Sub-sections (2) or (3) of this section.

) In the course of any investigation required to be
made under Sub-section (1) or Sub-section (4) of this section,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall hold one or more hearings,
and give due notice and opportunity for interested parties to be
heard,

(6) No payment under this title made in an agricultural
commodity acquired by the Secretary in pursuance of this title
shall be made in a commodity other than that in respect of which
the payment is being made. For the purposes of this sub-section,
hogs and field corn may be considered as one commodity. . . .

ProcEessing Tax

Sec. 9(a) To obtain revenue for extraordinary expenses in-
curred by reason of the national economic emergency, there
shall be levied processing taxes as hereinafter provided. When
the Secretary of Agriculture determines that any one or more
payments authorized to be made under Section 8 are to bz made
with respect to any basic agricultural commodity, he shall pro-
claim such determination, and a processing tax shall be in effect
with respect to such commodity from the beginning of the mar-
keting year therefor next following the date of such proclama-
tion. . . . The processing tax shall be levied, assessed, and col-
lected upon the first domestic processing of the commodity,
whether of domestic production or imported, and shall be paid
by the processor. The rate of tax shall conform to the require-
ments of Sub-section (b). Such rate shall be determined by the
Secretary of Agriculture as of the date the tax first takes effect,
and the rate so determined shall, at such intervals as the Secre-
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tary finds necessary to effectuate the declared policy, be adjusted
by him to conform to such requirements. The processing tax
shall terminate at the end of the marketing year current at the
time the Secretary proclaims that all payments authorized under
Section 8 which are in effect are to be discontinued with respect
to such commodity, The marketing year for each commodity
shall be ascertained and prescribed by regulations of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. . ..

(b) (1) The processing tax shall be at such rate as
equals the difference between the current average farm price
for the commeodity and the fair exchange value of the commod-
ity, plus such percentage of such difference, not to exceed 20 per
centum, as the Secretary of Agriculture may determine will re-
sult in the collection, in any marketing year with respect to which
such rate of tax may be in effect pursuant to the provisions of
this title, of an amount of tax equal to (a) the amount of cred-
its or refunds which he estimates will be allowed or made dur-
ing such period pursuant to Section 15 (c) with respect to the
commodity and (b) the amount of tax which he estimates
would have been collected during such period upon all process-
ings of such commodity which are exempt from tax by reason of
the fact that such processings are done by or for a state, or 2
political subdivision or an institution thereof, had such process-
ings been subject to tax. If, prior to the time the tax takes effect,
or at any time thereafter, the Secretary has reason to believe
that the tax at such rate, or at the then existing rate, on the
processing of the commodity generally or for any designated
use or uses, or on the processing of the commodity in the produc-
tion of any designated product or products thereof for any desig-
nated use or uses, will cause or is causing such reduction in the
quantity of the commodity or products thereof domestically con-
sumed as to result in the accumulation of surplus stocks of the
commodity or products thereof or in the depression of the farm
price of the commodity, then the Secretary shall cause an ap-
propriate investigation to be made, and afford due notice and
opportunity for hearing to interested partiés. If thereupon the
Secretary determines and proclaims that any such result will
occur or i occurring, then the processing tax on the processing
of the commodity generally or for any designated use or uses,
or on the processing of the commodity in the production of any
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designated product or products thereof for any designated use
or uses, shall be at such lower rate or rates as he determines and
proclaims will prevent such accumulation of surplus stocks and
depression of the farm price of the commodity, and the tax shall
remain during its effective period at such lower rate undl the
Secretary, after due notice and opportunity for hearing to inter-
ested parties, determines and proclaims that an increase in the
rate of such tax will not cause such accumulation of surplus
stocks or depression of the farm price of the commodity. There-
after the processing tax shall be at the highest rate which the
Secretary determines will not cause such accumulation of sur-
plus stocks or depression of the farm price of the commodity,
but it shall not be higher than the rate provided in the first
sentence of this paragraph.

(2) In the case of wheat, cotton, field corn, hogs,
peanuts, tobacco, paper, and jute, and (except as provided in
paragraph (8) of this sub-section) in the case of sugar cane and
sugar beets, the tax on the first domestic processing of the com-
modity generally or for any particular use, or in the production
of any designated product for any designated use, shall be levied,
assessed, collected, and paid at the rate prescribed by the regula-
tions of the Secretary of Agriculture in effect on the date of the
adoption of this amendment, during the period from such date
to December 31, 1937, both dates inclusive. . . .

- - - - - - -

[Sec. 9-b] (6) (A) Any rate of tax which & prescribed in
paragraph (2}, (3), (4), or (5) of this sub-section or which i
established pursuant to this paragraph (6) on the processing of
any commodity generally or for any designated use or uses, or
on the processing of the commodity in the production of any
designated product or products thereof for any designated use
or uses, shall be decreased (including a decrease to zero) in ac-
cordance with the formulae, standards, and requirements of
paragraph (1) of this sub-section, in order to prevent such re-
duction in the quantity of such commodity or the products
thereof domestically consumed as will result in the accumula-
tion of surplus stocks of such commodity or the products thereof
or in the depression of the farm price of the commodity, and
shall thereafter be increased in accordance with the provisions
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of paragraph (1) of this sub-section but subject to the provisions
of subdivision (B) of this paragraph (6).

(B) If the average farm price of any commodity, the
rate of tax on the processing of which is prescribed in paragraph
(2), (3), (4), or (5) of this sub-section or is established pur-
suant to this paragraph (6), during any twelve months’ period
ending after July 1, 1935 consisting of the two months im-
mediately preceding and the first ten months of any marketing

ear—

¢ (i) i equal to, or exceeds by 10 per centum or less,
the fair exchange value thereof, or, in the case of tobacco, is less
than the fair exchange value by not more than 10 per centum,
the rate of such tax shall (subject to the provisions of subdivision
(A) of this paragraph (6) ) be adjusted, at the beginning of
the next succeeding marketing year, to such rate as equals 20
per centum of the fair exchange value thereof.

(i) exceeds by more than 10 per centum, but not
more than 20 per centum, the fair exchange value thereof, the
rate of such tax shall (subject to the provisions of subdivision
(A) of this paragraph (6) ) be adjusted, at the beginning of
the next succeeding marketing year, to such rate as equals 15
per centum of the fair exchange value thereof.

(iii) exceeds by more than 20 per centum the fair
exchange value thereof, the rate of such tax shall (subject to
the provisions of subdivision (A) of this paragraph (6) ) be ad-
justed, at the beginning of the next succeeding marketing year,
to such rate as equals 10 per centum of the fair exchange value
thereof.

(C) Any rate of tax which has been adjusted pursuant
to this paragraph (6) shall remain at such adjusted rate unless
further adjusted or terminated pursuant to this paragraph (6),
until December 31, 1937, or until July 31, 1936, in the case
of rice, .

{D) In accordance with the formulae, standards, and
requirements prescribed in this title, any rate of tax prescribed
in paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5) of this sub-section or which
is established pursuant to this paragraph (6) shall be increased.

(E) Any tax, the rate of which is prescribed in para-
graph (2), {3), (4), or (5) of this sub-section or which is
established pursuant to this paragraph (6), shall terminate pur-
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suant to proclamation as provided in Section ¢(a) of this title
or pursuant to Section 173 of this title. Any such tax with respect
to any basic commodity which terminates pursuant to proclama-
tion as provided in Section 9(a) of this title shall again become
effective at the rate prescribed in paragraph (2), (3), (4), or
(5) of this sub-section, subject however to the provisions of sub-
divisions {A) and (B) of this paragraph (6), from the begin-
ning of the marketing year for such commeodity next following
the date of a new proclamation by the Secretary as provided
in Section g(a) of this title, if such marketing year begins prior
to December 31, 1937, or prior to July 31, 1936, in the case
of rice, and shall remain at such rate until altered or terminated
pursuant to the provisions of Section g or terminated pursuant
to Section 173 of this title.

(F) After December 31, 1937 (in the case of the com-
modities specified in paragraphs (2), (4), and (5) of this sub-
section), and after July 31, 1936 (in the case of rice), rates
of tax shall be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture in
accordance with the formulae, standards, and requirements pre-
scribed in this title but not in this paragraph (6}, and shall, sub-
ject to such formulae, standards, and requirements, thereafter
be effective.

(G) If the applicability to any person or circumstances of
any tax, the rate of which is fixed in pursuance of this paragraph
(6), is finally held invalid by reason of any provision of the Con-
stitution, or is finally held invalid by reason of the Secretary of
Agriculture’s exercise or failure to exercise any power conferred
on him under this title, there shall be levied, assessed, collected,
and paid (in lieu of all rates of tax fixed in pursuance of this
paragraph (6) with respect to all tax liabilities incurred under
this title on or after the effective date of each of the rates of tax
fixed in pursuance of this paragraph {6) ), rates of tax fixed
under paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5), and such rates shall
be in effect (unless the particular tax is terminated pursuant to
proclamation, as provided in Section g(a) or pursuant to Sec-
tion 13) until altered by act of Congress; except that, for any
period prior to the effective date of such holding of invalidity,
the amount of tax which represents the difference between the
tax at the rate fixed in pursuance of this paragraph (6) and the
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tax at the rate fixed under paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and (5)
shall not be levied, assessed, collected, or paid.

[Sec. 9] (c) For the purposes of Part 2 of this title, the fair
exchange value of a commodity shall be the price therefor that
will give the commodity the same purchasing power, with re-
spect to articles farmers buy, as such commodity had during the
base period specified in Section 23 and, in the case of all com-
modities where the base period is the pre-war period, August
1909 to July 1914, will also reflect interest payments per acre
on farm indebtedness secured by real estate and tax payments
per acre on farm real estate, as contrasted with such interest
payments and tax payments during said base period; and the
current average farm price and the fair exchange value shall be
ascertained by the Secretary of Agriculture from available sta-
tistics of the Department of Agriculture. The rate of tax upon
the processing of any commodity, in effect on the date on which
this amendment is adopted, shall not be affected by the adoption
of this amendment and shall not be required to be adjusted or
altered, unless the Secretary of Agriculture finds that it is neces-
sary to adjust or alter any such rate pursuant to Section g(a) of
this title. . . .
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APPENDIX D

STATISTICAL TABLES

1. Summary or ResuLts or 1934 Corn-Hoo Rupuction Program—Corn*

Contract Signers’ Aver. A
age Contract-| Average | Yield
Average Corn Base Number 19(‘:32—33 Number |4 déres 1%04—33 Alloaed-
orn asa m | perCon
Divisions and States Corn As Per-| of Con- Acreage of Con- Percmr- Yield | tracted
Acreage, N centage of|  tracts of Each tracted a (In Acre
1932-33 [ In Acm 2:5;3‘: Accepted Contract Acres ga.re bushels | (In
Aere ai . Signer Aereage | per acre)| bushels)
NORTH ATLANTIC. ... . . 2,203,500 | 78,667 | 3.6 5,920 13 14,006 | 17.8 | 38.0 | 38.4
Maine. .......... 16, 500 30 0.2 7 4 — —_ 39.7 —
New Hampshire. .. 14, 500 438 1.0 184 2 5 1.1 42.0 60.0
Vermont......... 63,500 2,270 3.6 545 4 —_ —_— 41.3 —
Massachusetts. . ., 38,000 S04 1.3 234 2 4 g 41.8 36.0
Rhode Island. . ... 9,500 15 0.2 10 2 — — 40.4 —
Connecticat. . .... 53,500 433 0.8 92 5 20 4.6 40.3 34.7
New York........ 574,500 13,769 2.4 1,877 7 590 4.3 33.9 33.2
New Jersey....... 166,000 4,674 2.7 307 15 1,115 23.9 40.1 40.6
Pennsylvania. . ... 1,267,500 56,534 4.5 2,664 21 12,282 | 21.7 39.1 38.4
EAST NORTH CENTRAL| 20,282,500 13,597,620 | 67.0 335,897 40 3,029,931 | 223 34.2 36.2
hio......... . 3,398,500 | 1,997,808 | 58.5% 64,404 31 452,308 | 22.6 35.4 37.3
Indiana.......... , 453,500 | 3,118,471 70.0 83,433 37 715,620 | 22.9 33.8 35.8
Illincis. .......... 8,838,500 | 7,094,632 | 80.3 120,808 59 1,625,469 | 22.9 H.9 36.3
Michigan......... 1,386,000 424,702 | 30.6 24,307 i7 79,197 18.6 29.4 32.6
Wisconsin........ 2,206,000 961,947 | 43.6 42,945 22 157,337 | 16.4 33.0 36.0
WEST NORTH CENTRAL| 45,919,000 (35,688,403 | 77.7 607,208 59 8,518,848 | 23.9 25.8 27.5
Minnesota........ 4,895,500 | 3,586,534 | 73.3 79,514 45 802,455 | 22.4 31.1 3.7
OWA. . .......... 11,493,500 (10,576,079 | 92.9 173,565 61 2,472,720 | 23.4 37.8 38.6
Missouri......... 6,245,500 | 4,313,855 | 69.1 107,998 40 1,080,114 | 25.0 26.2 25.5
North Dakota..... 1,369,000 794 468 | 58.0 19,726 40 173,794 | 21.9 19.2 17.4
South Dakota..... 4,200,000 | 4,109,333 97.8 59,164 69 1,045,045 | 25.4 17.8 17.0¢
Nebrnqkn ......... 12 §§Z 500 'l 873 949 . 74.8 838,600 | . 89 . | 1,860,218 231.6 | -23.2 23.8
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Delaware......... 146,000 7,559 52 230 33 1,890 | 25.0 27.4- 331
Maryland......... 554,000 90,887 | fo.4 3,108 29 21,229 | 23.4 30.6 36.2
Virginia. ....... ..] 1,533,500 231,228 | I5.1 10,551 22 54,900 | 231.7 22.0 29.4
West Virginia. ... 455,000 44,999 9.9 2,169 21 10,324 | 22.9 26.3 4.9
North Carolina....] 2,357,000 107,977 4.6 4,091 26 23,318 | 2L.7 18.1 26.3
South Carolina....| 1,614,500 94,165 5.8 1,644 57 22,218 23.6 13.6 17.5
Georgia. ......... 3,798,000 43,329 1.1 565 77 9,592 22.1 10.7 11.9
Florida.......... 680,000 82,081 | I12.1 1,597 51 20,658 | 25.2 10.5 14.2
SOUTH CENTRAL. . ... 22,927,000 | 3,679,777 | 16.0 130,312 28 894,873 | 24.3 17.3 21.1
Kentucky........ 2,769,000 779,349 28.1 23,156 34 103,588 | 24.8 23.2 26.6
Tennessee........ 2,868,500 716,832 | 25.0 23,610 30 179,103 | 25.¢ 21.1 4.9
Alabama......... 3,127,500 123,543 4.0 2,833 44 28,219 | 22.8 12.8 13.2
Mississippi....... 2,402,000 16,553 0.7 256 65 3,886 | 23.5 15.0 18.5
Arkansas......... 2,023,000 200,056 9.9 11,034 18 45,424 | 22.7 16.1 20.7
Louisiana. ....... 1,229,500 23,102 1.9 481 48 5,676 | 24.6 14.5 16.9
Oklahoma. ....... 2,943,000 996,346 | 33.9 36,940 27 231,567 | 23.2 16.4 17.3
Texas............ 5,564, 500 823,996 | 14.8 32,002 26 207,410 | 25.2 16.6 18.2
WEST. ... eeil., 2,983,500 | 1,566,815 | 25.5 | 51,0121 a0 408,130 | 26.0 | 148 | 13.5
Montana. . ....... 215,000 55,310 | 25.7 4,304 13 14,195 | 25.7 13.0 16.3
Idaho............ 52,500 20,590 | 39.2 9,544 2 2,603 12.6 38.0 4.7
Wyoming........ 223,500 163,597 {1 73.2 3,067 53 41,574 | 25.4 13.8 14.3
Colorado......... 1,956,500 | 1,159,943 | 5¢.3 13,120 88 |. 309900 26.7 12.3 12.2
New Mexico...... . 267,500 130,810 | 48.¢2 2,574 51 35,343 27.0 14.5 19.1
Arizona...... caen 41,000 2,435 5.9 334 7 536 | 22.0 16.4 23.7
Utah............ 20,500 3,466 | 16.9 2,752 1 343 2.9 25.7 25.0
Nevada....... en 2,000 457 | 22.8 284 2 15| 25.2 23.8 56.8
Washington. .. ... 39,500 3,059 7.7 5,029 1 607 | 19.8 35.8 36.3
Oregon........... 68,000 21,3121 31.4 6,123 3 1,714 8.0 32.2 35.9
California. ....... 979,500 5 776 5.9 4,781 1 1,209 20.9 31.0 34.2
Uxrrep States | ....1105,453,500 [55,313,507 | 52.5 |1,155,294 48 |13,020,006 | 23.6 25.2 2B.06

® Estimates of average 1932-33 corn acreage are those of the Bureau of Agricultural Economica, U. s. Department of
culture, Other data were supplied by the AAA.
Includes allowances made by administrative rulings for corn bases larger than the 1932-33 average.
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2. Summary or Resvrrs oF 1934 Corv.Hoc Repverion Prooram—Hogss

tters Allowed under verage umber of Hogs for
Li Allowed und Averag Number of Hogs f
Number Of Contracts Numb:r Of 19:’52 33 Market Allowed on
L. : Litters Contract
Divisions and States Litters Percentage of Contracts of Each
Farrowed Number® 1932-33 Accepted Contract, Total Average per
Litters Signer ota Contract
NORTH ATLANTIC..... 205,000 97,666 L 5,920 16 471,710 80
Maine, ........... 10,000 242 " 7 35 1,340 191
New Hampabhire. . .. 2,000 2,067 . 184 11 11,669 63
Vermont.......... 5,000 2,975 o 545 5 20,879 38
assachusetts.. ... 18,000 27,747 o 23 | 119 126,212 539
Rhode Island...... 2,000 372 . 10 a7 1,440 144
nnecticut....... 5,000 2,929 o 92 32 15,611 170
New York......... 41,000 14,292 35 1,877 8 85,009 45
New Jersey........ 18,000 27,276 o 307 89 105 584 34
Pennsylvania, .....| 104,000 19,766 - 2,664 7 103,906 39
EAST NORTH CENTRAL. , 3,593 3,063,044 85 335,897 9 16,391,545 49
Ohio.........vuuus 756,000 629,217 83 64,404 10 3,319,210 52
Indiana........ . 984,000 873,279 &9 83,433 10 4,698,732 56
Itlinois......... ...} 1,302,000 | 1,157,195 &9 120 808 10 6,006,075 50
Michigan.......... 162,000 118,793 73 24,307 5 720,297 30
Wisconsin. ....... .1 389,000 284, 560 73 42,945 7 1,647,231 38
WEST NORTH CENTRAL.| 6,953,000 | 6,060,851 87 607,298 10 30,644,476 50
Minnesota. ....... 911,000 709,784 78 79,574 9 3,625,619 46
OWR. o v vnnrann ..} 2,521,000 | 2,442,245 o7 173 565 14 12,067,815 70
Missouri...... . +045,000 854,920 82 107,998 8 4,577,179 42
North Dakota P 170,000 123,468 73 19.726 6 584,211 30
South Dakota....., 509,000 459,741 o0 59,164 8 2,357,207 40
Nebraska..........| 1,116,000 917,855 82 88, 600 10 4,513,236 51
Kansas........ R 631,000 552,838 81 78 671 7 2,919,209 37
SOUTH ATLANTIC......| 870,000 171,814 20 23,955 7 790,175 33
Delawnre, . . -o0non b s,mo e (15 WO o YR SR L |} r's S, 364 | ot 23
[T EAER SR s
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Virginia......covvas 136,000 61,722 45 10,551 6 295,316 | + 28
West Virginia...... 41,000 - 11,330 28 2,169 5 64,514 | . 30
North Carolina..... 168,000 31,204 19 4,091 8 153,817 38
South Carolina..... 104,000 18,758 18 1,644 11 79,268 48
Georgia........... 270,000 9,783 4 565 17 39,416 70
Flotida........... 108,000 20,959 19 1,597 13 62,964 39
SOUTH CENTRAL, . .... 1,668,000 77,972 46 130,312 6 3,834,808 29
Kentucky......... 224,000 140, 355 63 23,156 6 776,373 k! )
Tennessee. ........ 207,000 117,097 57 23,610 5 610,396 26
Alabama.,........ 155,000 21,657 14 2,833 8 96,694 34
Mississippi. .« eosen s 160,000 4,008 3 256 16 12,747 50
Arkansag.......... 184,000 54,0651 30 11,034 5 247,221 22
Louisiand, . .o ..... 123,000 5,969 5 481 12 11,943 25
Oklahoma......... 273,000 215,503 70 36,940 6 1,082,259 29
eXAB. . e 342,000 212,732 62 32,002 7 997,265 31
WEST, . iasnrannnrsae 527,000 430,220 82 51,912 8 2,186,271 42
Montana.......... 51,000. 29,599 58 4,304 7 153,184 36
Idaho............s 64,000 67,670 106 9,544 7 359,172 38
Wyoming. ........ 18,000 16,034 89 3,067 5 74,993 24
Colorade.....-.... 111,000 86,342 78 13,120 1 421,042 32
New Mexice....... 15,000 . 13,690 97 2,574 5 65,592 25
Arizona, ....co0nt 8,000 4,957 62 34 15 20,382 61
Uteh............. 15,000 12,563 &4 2,752 5 61,771 22
Nevada........... 4,000 3,897 97 284 14 16,883 59
Washington, .. .... 50,000 38,168 76 5,029 8 212,260 42
Oregon............ 48,000 38,027 79 6,123 6 229,165 37
Californir,........ 143,000 119,273 o 4,781 25 571,827 120
UNITED STATES....... 13,816 |10,595,567 77 1,155,204 9 54,319,075 47

» The data for number of litters farrowed in 1932-33 are based on semi-annual estimates in Crops and Markets, U, 8. De-
partment of Agriculture, December 1934, Vol. 11, No. 12, p. 506, Other data were furnished by the AAA and the percentages
were computed from them. .

b Allowancea for sows sold during emergency campaign and for new producers are included. :

* Many of the litters farrowed by garbage feeders were not included in the census reports, which formed the principal
bases of the Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates’ figures for the number of littera farrowed in these states,
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3. Summary or Resurts or 1935 Corn-Hoo Repuvcrion Prooras—Cory

. Percentage| Average Con- | Average
_ Estimated | g ¢ Acre- of 1932- {Number of | 1932-33 sracted |1924-33 | ,Tield
Divisi ds }‘932“33 age of 33 Corn { Contract | Com NRu::i]::':EOf HAeves A5 | Corn tlll:’g:_d
ivisions and States E:l::lge Acolimmct AZMK; Applica- A?r:\age Actes Pe;cgz!age Y‘Blelt'.}l1 ([In tired
pplicants | in Appli- tiona of Ap- of Base | Bushels

Acreage cations plicants Aereage [per Acre) Acres
NORTH ATLANTIC....| 2,203,500 75,141 3.4 4,912 15 15,319 | 20.4 38.0 40.6

Maine.......... 16, 500 32 0.2 i0 3 _ — 39.7 —_
New Hampshire. . 14,500 353 2.4 113 3 3 0.8 42.0 55.0
Vermont........ 63,500 1,952 3.1 367 5 40 2.0 41.3 45.2
Massachusetts. .. 38,000 275 0.7 169 2 2 0.7 41.8 36.0

Rhode Island. . .. 9, 500 15 0.2 8 2 — -— 40.4 —
Connecticut. . . .. 53,500 356 0.7 69 5 17 4.8 40.3 34.5
ew York....... 574,500 10, 560 1.8 1,355 8 572 5.4 33.9 34.3
New Jersey...... 166,000 2,857 1.7 255 11 942 | 33.0 40.1 37.4
Pennsylvenia. ...| 1,267,500 58,741 4.6- 2,566 23 13,7143 | 23.4 39.1 41.1
RAST NORTH CENTRAL| 20,282,500 12,142,630 59.9 265,905 46 2,323,480 19.1 34,2 36.2
hio............ 3,398,500 | 1,613,550 47.5 46,500 35 297,600 18 .4 5.4 37.0
Indiana......... 4,453,500 | 2,650,000 59.5 64, 540 41 489,000 18.5 33.8 36.0
Illinois.......... 8,838,500 | 6,741,700 76.3 103,000 65 1,348,340 20.0 4.9 36.5
Mjchigngl ....... 1,386,000 257,380 18.6 14,365 13 50, 540 10.6 29.4 31.0
Wisconsin. ...... 2,206,000 880, 3.9 37,500 23 138,000 157 33.0 3.8
WESTNORTH CENTRAL| 45,919,000 (34,491,720 | 75.1 556,140 62 7,858,530 | 22.8 26.8 26.6
Minnesota....... 895,500 | 3,385,113 69.1 73,231 46 691,274 20.4 31.1 31.7
TIowa............ 11,493,500 | 9,692,284 84.3 152,602 64 1,963,470 20.3 37.8 37.3
Missouri........ 6,245,500 | 4,000,000 64.0 93,000 43 , 000,000 25.0 26.2 25.0
North Dakota....| 1,369,000 846,332 61.8 19,687 43 194 880 23.0 19.2 19.3
South Dakota....] 4,200,000 | 4,250,000 | 101.2 61,000 70 1,087,500 | 25.6 17.8 18.0
Nebraska........| 10,537,500 | 8,448,000 80.2 91,620 92 2,006,406 23.8 23.2 24.0
Kangas.......... 7,178,000 { 3,870,000 53.9 65,000 60 15,000 23.6 18.6 18.9




(£5)

SOUTH ATLANTIC. . . ...
Delaware..........
Maryland..........
Virginia, .. ........
West Virginia. .. ...
North Carolina. .. ..
South Carolina. .. ..
Georgla, ..........
Florida............

SOUTH CENTRAL. .. .,.
Kentucky.........
Tennessee. ........
Alabama..........
Mississippi, .. .....
Arkansas..........
Louisiana..........
Oklahoma. ........
Texas............

Wyoming.........
Colorado. . ........

Washington.......
Oregon......c.....
California. . .......

UNITED STATES . ......

11,138,000
146,006
554,000

1,533,500
455,000
2,357,000
1,614,500
3,798,000
680,000

22,927,000
2,769,000
2,868,500
3,127,500
2,402,000
2,023,000
1,229,500
2,043,000
5,564, 500

2,083,400
215,000
52,500
223, 500
1,956, 500
267, 500
41,000
20, 500
2,000

39, 500
68,000
97, 500

105,453,500

715,555
22,647
07,220

200,000
40,000

125,000

112,027
58,100
60, 561

4,333,081
807,000
659, 704
193,500
22,600
288,527
53,750
1,100,000

1,208,000

1,820,335
52,506
12,338

135,526
1,419,464
148,000
1,569
2,574
4,806

16, 552
7.000

53,578,471

Py, Py ey
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by e Un [2a) [
\:Em }ummﬁ%&k:ﬂ ?’«‘%-A-mc:_o\tcﬁ

&
o

21,443
748
3,107
8,000
1,500
4,000
1,830

1,350
141,299

3,397
4,100
2,700

1,032,578

156,333

6,765
22264
40,000

9,600
23,000
28,351
11,800
14, 553

1,001,716
203,000
156,798

35,030
5,600
71,788
13,300
285,000
321,000

523,806
17,048
1,804
42,622
414,652
43,000
182

168

188

448
1,484
1,400

11,969,274

21.8
29.9
22.9

16.1

b2
w
B O b3 0000 =T i e 005D

23.4
30.0
33.5
28.0
33.5
21.0
15.4
12.0
14.5
19.5
26.0
22.8
15.4
17.2
17.6
15.0
17.4
16.6
13.4
13.4
38.0
13.7
12.5
15.0
31.0
39.1
36.4
32.0
27.2

b Contract application data furnished by the AAA. For source of other data, see notes to Table 1, p. 369.
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4. Stsnaary or Resvirs or 1935 Corn-Hoo ReEpucrion Prooras—Hoos*

Number of Hor for Market Claimed
- Number of on Applications
Divisiony and States AC:hnuu_ct n
pplications verage
N Total Appliuu’;:
4,912 421,076 86
10 1,395 140
113 9,583 85
367 16,416 45
169 112,569 666
1,381 113
34 14,345 108
1,355 74,432 58
5 94,975 3n
2,566 95,980 137
205,908 12,990,965 4%
46, 500 2,817,900 61
64,540 3,648,000 57
103,000 4,603,840 45
14,365 470,225
317, 1,460,000 39
556,140 28, 360,451 51
B 3,438,768 47
152,602 10,606,584 70
" 4,500,
19,687 516,590 26
61,000 2,444,000 40
91,620 4,454,500 49
,000 2,400,000 3
21,443 699,619 EE)
T48 5,500 7
3,197 74,469 23
000 230,000 29
1,500 45,000 10
,000 150, 000 i
1,330 85,485 47
818 54,800 &7
1,350 53,365 40
141,299 3,757,528 b4
26,500 780,000 29
19,560 539,660 1B
4,500 142,791 32
360 1§, 43
12,819 247,777 19
1,050 14, 13
40,000 1,100,000 n
36,500 918,000 25
42,8 1,766,511 41
3,309 106, k]
5,316 275,000 40
2,532 o4, 500 25
14,700 400,000 27
3,000 66,000 212
131 12,283 o
000 51,000 26
194 17,046
3,397 166,697 49
4,100 179,500 44
2,100 428,000 159
1,032,578 48,008,150 46

& Contract application dats furnished by the AAA



STATISTICAL TABLES 375

5, PercenTace Cuance yroM 1934 to 1935 v Resurts or Corn.Hoo
Rebuction Prooram®

Number Base Comn Retired Base Hog
Divisions and States of Aunﬂwdue Corn P“:g"fg““
Contracts Contract Acres Contract
-17.0 —4.5 +9.3 -10.7
+42.9 +6.7 . —_ +4.1
~318.6 —19.4 —40.0 —-17.9
-31.7 —-14.0 —_ —-21.4
—27.8 —45.4 —50.0 -10.8
—2000 — - —-4.1
—25.0 —-17.8 -15.0 —-5.1
-27.8 -23.3 —3.1 —12.4
-~16.9 —38.9 —15.5 —10.0
-3.7 +3.9 +11.9 -7.7
—20.8 -10.7 —23.3 -20.7
-27.8 -19.2 -34.2 —i5.1
-21.6 =135.0 —31.7 -22.4
-14.7 5.0 —1i7.0 —-23.3
—40.9 —39.4 —36.2 w34 7
—-12.7 —3.5 -~12.3 -11.4
-8.4 -3.4 -7.8 -7.5
—-§.0 -5.6 —13.9 -5.2
-12.1 —B.4 —20.6 —12.0
-13.9 =7.3 —7.4 -1.7
—=0.2 15.5 +12.1 ~11.6
+3.1 3.4 +4.1 +3.7
+3.4 +7.2 +7.9 -1.3
-17.4 -12.6 —15.6 . -17.8
—10.% +1.9 —4.8 -11.5
<+225.2 +199.6 +257.% +2.5
1 . i 2’9 +7.0 +4l9 -16.8
Yirginia, , ., . =14.1 =13.5 =a1.1 —-22.1
West Virginia. .. ..... -3i0.8 ~11.1 -1.0 -30.2
North Carclina.. ... ., —1.2 +15.8 ~1.6 -~2.5
th +11.3 +19.0 +271.6 +9.1
+44.8 +34.1 +23.0 +39.0
~15.5 -~26.2 —29.§ —-15.2
+8.4 +17.8 +22.0 -2.0
+14.4 +3.5 +4.9 .5
—17.2 —8.0 —12.5§ —-11.6
+58.8 +56.6 +24.1 +-47.7
+40.6 +36.5 4.1 +20.0
+16.3 +44.2 +58.0 +0.2
+118.3 +132.7 +137.8 +17.2
+8.3 +10.4 +23.1 =+1.6
+14.1 +-46.6 +54.8 -1.9
-17.4 +16.2 +28.4 —19.2
—23.1 -5.1 +26.4 -30.§
-18.6 -4, 1 —30.7 -~23.4
—-17.4 —4.9 +2.5 —-14.0
+12.0 -+22.4 +33.8 -5.0
+16.6 +13.1 4217 +0.6
—60 +35.6 -66.0 -39.7
-21.3 +25.7 —=51.0 —-17.4
-31.7 iae D +63.8 +1.0
-32.5 +-57.1 —126.2 -21.5
-35.0 +22.6 -13.4 -21.7
—43. +i1.2 +15.8 -25.2
—~10.6 3.1 -8.1 —-11.6

® Theae percentages are based upon a comparison of applications fa 1935 with accepted
contracts in 1934,
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6. Summary oF Exercency CaTrLE-

Nl;lm- Cattle Population® AUBIT
ot Num. Number of Head
State Emer- Voneh-
ency 1930 1934 ers 2 Years v
oun- and ].im_ Calves
ties Over ngs
14 695,118]  930,000( 3,913] 65,240 14,855 21,295

50 573,451 677,479| 43,242] 86,739 20,585 30,456

18 | 1,031,652 973,645 1,524 14,693 1,452 3,639
63 | 1,454,352| 1,713,000 21,440} 186,883] 41,909 60,796.

™ 82,500 94,460 240 11,408 1,877 3,050
3o 440,391]  520,963| 5,484 23,643 8,175 9,859

12| 248,476] 267,877 1,047 2,115 219 243
34 | 1,238,425] 1,346,766 S.814] 137622 3,107 6,344

105 | 3,223,772 3,671,000{ 46,731] 302,761| 83,333 | 134,949
13 138,485 159,231 18,306 27,676; 12,247 17,093

: 54 | 2,101,590) 2,337,850( 52,742 136,821 51,270 69,3903
Missouri......| 110 | 2,759,495| 2,747,191|112,934 330,6271] 69683 | E11.127
Montans, .. .. 38| oms,73s| 1,178,738] 17,360] 18s.982| 63,729 | 90,215
Nebraska. || 93 | 3,150, 187] 3,502,000] 64,653] 255,719 84,316 | 140,833
Nevada......| 17| 308,482 332,000 1,526] 25,515] 3,750 7,007
New Mexico. .| 31| 1,055,327( 1,445]000) 25513 332,613| 86,837 | 127)780
North Dakota. 53 | 1,454,146 1,835,000/ 80,153| 453,799] 217,545 299,645

klahoms....| 77 | 2,097,576| 2,462,000 41,865| 266,499 93,972 | 143,004

Oregon....... 12| 3s3,062| ase.sm3| 1,123]  smedl 1002 2,423
Sauth Dakota.| 69 | 1,974050] 2,214.000] 74,930 457.631] 184.391 | 262.817

Texas. .,..... 233 | 5,886,658| 6,000,068]183,847(1,164,592 333,084 | 517,942
Vtah......... 29 | Caa1,650] 474,000| 26,648] 76,335 22,314 | 27,442
Wisconsin,...| 19 | 1,148,646| 1,049,066 16,018] 39,804] 7,146 | 10,168
Wyoming.....| 23 | '813.456| 1,009,802] 11.526] 164,723 45,733 | 7s)238

Total...... 1,203 33,656,685 1,452,831 [2,181,808

- 'I‘nble furnished by the Commaodities Purchase Section, AAA,
® Data for 1930 are from the U. §. Census and those for 1934 are estimates prepared by
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Buovine Prooram, As of Mav 31, 1935«
CERTIFICATIONS THROUGH MAY 31, 1935
Number of Head Amount of Payments
Per-
Total  |centage "E.';‘;_l Total | Benefit | Purchase “Total R;::
Certified Dumw Accepted | Payments | Payments | Payments | g oy
101,390 | r1.22 18,235 83,155 & 520,600] § 919,161] § 1,448,761(814.289
137,780 | 5.86 | 30.506] 98,274  714,692| 878,969 1,593,661 11 567
19,780 | 0.2¢| 1,656| 18,128 10s,335] 199,386] 305,715 15.453
280,588 | 350 | 38l9es| 250603 1,513,085 2,634.856] 4,147,941| 14.324
16,335 | 0.20 1,399 14,936 86,943 137,180 224,163] 13.723
41,8067 | 0.50 7,305] 34,502 212,900 309,494 5212,394] 121.495
2,557 1 0.03 BS 2,502 14,564 28,085 42,650 16.486
23,073 | o.28 2,037| 21.036] 116,299 210,310 326,609| 14155
521,043 | 6.20 14,194] 506,849 2,438,024] 4,885,943 7,523,967] 14,440
57,016 | O.09 28,888| 8,128 178,570 286,963 565,533] 9.919
257,484 | .12 8,029] 249,455| 1,285,455 2,481,151] 3,746,606 14.629
5100437 | s.a8| 190126| 492.311| 2l¢o5.500] 4,850,266 7,475,806 14.617
349,926 | 4.23 9,7871 340,139 1,738,119] 3,281,997 5,020,116| 14.346
480,858 | 5.81 15,624) 465,244] 2,378,275| 4,221,494| 6,599,769| 13,725
36,272 | 0.44 1,579 34,693 192,861 375,228 568,089) 15,662
547,230 | 6.67 | 167,877 379,353] 2,813)203] 4¢,520,50s| %,333,707| 13.402
010,089 | 12,73 | 49,762 921,227] 4,709,272] 8,972,651 13,681,923 14.001
503,475 | 4.08 | 110,941 292,534 2,497,852 3,244,000 5.711,_912 11.405
12,482 o0.15 387 12,095 66,431 117,869 184,300] 14.765
914,839 | 11.05 87,125| 827,714] 4,516,154| 8,605,301 13,121,455| 14.343
2,015,618 | 24.34 | 685,400[1,330,218] 1D,206,738] 14,334,555| 24,541,293 12,176
26,095 | 1.52] 34.201) " 918 651,920 1,103.538) 1,755,458 13.922
56,918 | 0.69| 1,472| ss.448] 303,858 se62,323 866,183 15.218
285,714 | 3.45 37,564 245,150) 1,442 .416| 2,742,841 4,185,257 14.648
8,279,750 [100.00 |1,481,164|6, 798, 586|$41,679, 146869, 854, 122[$111, 543, 265813 472

the Bureau of Agricultural Econcmics, U. S, Department of Agriculture.
e Emu:ncAﬂood counties, )
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7. Hoc Prices AnD RELATED StaTismics, 1921-22 1o 1934-35
A sl Hgﬁ
Marketing verage | SI2UBNLEr | yrdex of | Index of | Wholesale
Year | ostto | under | Npgonal rt | Spreadse
(October (Indol | I Incomel | Demande® n dol-
throuicr ] ‘; per ﬁ::,l"a'n (1921-32 | (1921-32 { lars per
&Ptt ) th-) bil.lions °f = lm) = IM} I‘.‘l‘t.)
pounds)
1921-22. .. 9.06 9.16 87 123 3.90
1922-23. ... 7.98 11.44 97 142 3.80
1923-24. ... .. 7.41 12.01 103 136 3.57
192425 ... 11.18 10.26 109 137 3.45
1925-26. .. ... 12.29 9.78 113 127 4.42
1926-27. . ... 10.71 10.01 115 98 4.16
1927-28...... 9.24 10.82 117 90 3.93
1928-29. ... .. 10.03 11.32 120 93 3.80
1929-30. .. ... 9.58 10.53 113 88 3.81
1930-31...... 7.21 10.20 97 66 3.51
1931-32.. ... 4.05 10.62 78 46 2.79
1932-33...... 3.68 10.92 n 43 2.20
1933-34. ... 4.07 9.50 76 38 3.77
1934354, . 7.70 6.68 82 36 4.42

» Livestock , Meats and Wool Market Statistics and Related Data (memo-
randn.m), Bureau of Agricaltural Economics, U. S. Department of Agricul-

ture,
Kdl ted from “The Direct Marketing of Hogs,” Miscellancous Publics-

tion No. 222, U S Deplrtmeut of Agri
° Bureau of Agricuitural

2 Partly estimated, cost, volume, and spread being based on data for first
ten months of the year.

Economics.

mre, p. 218.
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Agricultural Adjustment Act,
administration,
expenses of, in 1934 corn-hog
program, 133, I44-47
organization for, 4a-19, 196-

200, 326-28
amended provisions of, jo4-o7,
360-67
prospective evolution under,
259-313

beef cattle and, 174-83
difficulties in administering, 300-
03
CMErgency ©., permanency, 3o-
31, 301-02
objectives of, 31-37, 81, 307
original provisions of, 29-42
Agricoltural Marketing Act, 26
Agricultural planning, 14, 301-02,
108, 310
Amendments to Adjustment Act.
See under Agricultural Ad-
justment Act .
American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, 2§, 34, 108
American National Livestock Asso-
ciation, 174n, 176, 189

Area Designation Committee, 197-

99

Background of livestock adjust-
ment, 1-28

Bankhead fund, 82, 139, 259,
264

Base acreage and production, §5v-
58, 83, 86-91, 165, 278-79,
282-83, 368-69, 372-73, 375§

Basic agricultural commodities, 37,
133, 174, 181-83, jos

cattle added to list of, t81-83
Beef cattle, See under Cattle
Benefit payments,

in kind, 234, 235, 303, 306

producers’ income from, 157-59,
265-67
proposed for cattle, 187
provision for in original act, 38-
40; in 1935 amendments,
3086, 160-67
rates of, 38, 81, 82, 156, 164,
71
volume of, 119-21, 129-30, 133,
173, 254-60
Black, A. G,, 430, 52
Black, John D., 23n, 42n, j08n
Books and records, access to, 177-
78
Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
48, 147, 197, 203
Bureau of Animal Industry, 48, 64,
200

Cattle,
beef,

adjustmeat program proposed
for,186-89

attitude of cattlemen toward
control of, 174-91, 308

benefit payments proposed for,
187

included as basic commodity,
174-83

income from production of, 2

marketing agreement  for
packers, 42, 176-79

prices of, 15-20, 22, 62, 176,
268-70

processing taxes on, 13z, 134,
185, 186, 187, 190

production of, post-war, 13,
7-10

relief purchases of, 179-80,
200-09, 268, 376-77

results of program for, 268-
70, 376-77

379
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dairy,
producers included in plans
for control of produc-
tion, 184-87
“dual-purpose,” 184
Cattle “cycle,” g-10, 182
Cattle Committee of Twenty-five,
184-8%, 190
Cattle Purchase Committee, 203-09
Commoadities Purchase  Section,
AAA, 200, 205
Commodity Credit Corporation,
217, 218-21, 224-26, 232-13
Community committeemen, 98,
167, 286, 327-29, 335, 345
Compensatory taxes. See Taxes,
compensatory
Compliance,
certificates, 128-29, 356-59
checking, 124-29, 354-59
hog, 57-58, 129, 279-81
organization for supervision of,
35459
producers’, 130-32, 279-81, 285
supetvisors, 128, 355-56
Consumers, effect of livestock pro-
gram om, 273-73
Consumption, 10-15§
beef and veal, 13-15, 175, 179
meat, 10-11
pork and lard, 11, 13-15, 242,
289-91
Contracted acres, 83-84, 122-23,
161-62, 346, 368-69, 372-73,
378
Corn,
government loans on, 6o, 164-
65, a17-36
administration of, 223-24
cost to borrowers, 224-25
dangers of, 226-27
rate of, 222-23, 231-32, 233
results of, 228-30, 248
prices of, 16, 22, 62, 260
effect of AAA program on,
260-64
farm, 26
processing and related taxes om,
136-40, 142, 154, 263, 305

LIVESTOCK UNDER THE AAA

production of, 3, 4, 261-62, 368-
69
proposed 1935 program for,
153-54
reduction in acreage, 52, 57, 81~
82, By, 121-23, 163
financing of, r36-37, 139,
375
rental payments, 38, 57, 82,
121, I29-30y 1331, 145,
156, 163-64, 171, 173
yield,
allowed on contracts, 111,
142-43, 36869
appraisal of, 10z, 134-36
average (1924-33), by states,
368-6¢
See also Corn-hog program
Cotn Belt, 1, 3, 6o, 68, 122, 123,
124, 156, 172, 186, 192-93,
217-18, 223, 344
Corn-Hog Committee of Twenty-
five, 55, 64, 72, 177
Corn-hog program, I, 2, 4 5L,
56-59, 81, 132, 152-73
compulsory aspect of, 293
contract, 81-96, 152
administrative rulings re, 85,

97
applications for, 98-100, 169,
368, 369, 372-73
completion of, 117-21
compliance with, 116
form, 84, 315-23
modification of provisions, 86
96, 116-17, 119
modifications in, for year
1935, 161-66
penalties under, 124-27
supplementary provisions, 84,
91-94; 127
Corn Belt referendum on 1935,
155-60
departures from 1914 program
in 1935, 161-67
details for 1914, 368-71
educational campaign,
168, 328-31

98-99,
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effects on individual producers,
261-67

financing in 1934, 82, 133-51

future possibilities of, 281-87

participation by producers, r2:-
24, 171-73, 277

rental payments, 81, 133, 163,
173

statistical summaries of, 368-

74
Corn-hog ratio, 6, 76, 248-49, 251,

253, 278 .
Corn-Hog Section, 43, 85, 98,
103, 105, 108, 117, 142,

147, 155, 160-70, 194, 326,
354, 357-58
Corn loans. See under Corn

County agents. See Extension Serv-

1ce

County Allotment Committee, 101-
63, 107-08, 110, 111-13, 128,
343-52, 35456

County committeemen, ¢8, 103-02,
166, 286-87, 327-31, 335

County contract quotas, 104-10,
122-18, 129, 338-43, 352

County production contrel associa~
tions, 49, 101-03, 169, 333-

ex]::esnses of, 144-a7
County tabulators, 105-06, 336-38

Dairy interests, 184
Davis, Chester C., 23n, 43
Davis, Joseph S., 23n, jom, 13n,
1330, 296n
Demand,
domestic, effect on hog prices,
17-18, 240-42, 250, 289-
91, 294-96
Distribution, cost of, 18-19, 241,
243, 287. See also Spreads
Division of Crop and Livestock
Estimates, 104, 10§, 108, 115,
123, 128, 162, 167, 337, 343
Domestic allotment plan, 23, 26-
23, 29, 3%, 174-76, 303, 304,
308

381

Drought, 116-17, 127-28, 133,
192-216, 252, 280-81 :
Drought Plans Committee, 199
Drought relief,
cattle purchases, 189, 194, zoo-
09
costs and results, 209-16
organization for, 196-200
plans for, 193-96
Drought Relief Service, 196-209

Economic conditions in Corn Belt,
1-213
Economic recovery, importance of
to hog producers, 294-98
Educational campaign, 98-99, 168,
328-31
Embargo, market, 65-66
Emergency appropriation bill of
1935, 195, 2093
Emergency Cattle Agreement, 213-
14
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