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 The Gods That Failed: Agrarianism, Regionalism and the Nashville/Chapel Hill 

Highway 

By Bob Holladay 

 

 The Nashville Agrarians, centered in the late 1920s and early 1930s at Vanderbilt 

University, and the Chapel Hill Sociologists, centered at the University of North 

Carolina, carried on a spirited debate through books and articles for approximately a 

decade (1929-1938)  over the concept of the American South.  The Agrarians were led by 

critics, poets and historians, such as Donald Davidson, Allen Tate, John Crowe Ransom, 

Frank Lawrence Owsley and Robert Penn Warren.  The Sociologists were led by Howard 

W. Odum (a trained psychologist and sociologist with an intense interest in folklore), and 

Rupert Vance. They eventually constituted a Social Science Research Council that 

included such scholars as J.J. Rhyne, Jesse Steiner, Roy Brown,  Guy Johnson and 

Margaret Jarman Hagood.  In addition, writers and researchers like Clarence Nixon, W.T. 

Couch and John Donald Wade had ties to both groups.  Vance, himself,  who became 

Odum’s most prominent lieutenant, was a Vanderbilt graduate who had known several of 

the Agrarians.  

Contained within the highly intellectualized debate were fundamental ideas of 

progress, and fundamental societal questions that transcended the South: What constitutes 

the good life?  What is the proper role of science, industry, and religion?  Is the industrial 

market economy good for the individual, the family, and the community, or is it 

corrosive? Is the past something to be treasured or transcended?  Echoes of the debates 

still reverberate in such issues such as protection of the environment, the dignity of the 
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individual laborer and small businessman, corporate and governmental responsibility, and 

the role of leisure in American, capitalist life. For all the importance of the questions 

involved,  starkly different focuses on humankind and the choices facing it—one artistic 

and religious, the other scientific—frequently kept the two sides talking past each other.  

 The Agrarians and the Sociologists came at their positions from contrapuntal 

assumptions about human nature, reinforced by the aftermath of the Civil War, the 

Gilded Age, the Populist and Progressive Eras, and finally the horrors of the First World 

War.  However, it is not intellectually honest to portray the two groups in absolute terms.  

While it is true that the Agrarians evinced “an abhorrence of industrialism, and a 

repudiation of the Victorian faith in progress and science,”1 their position grew closer to 

that of the Sociologists in the 1930s when they began to concentrate on programs of 

agricultural reform instead of the virtues of the Old South.  In return, the Sociologists’ 

faith in science and progress was somewhat leavened by “the need to keep a balance 

between industry and agriculture.”2  In the end, however, the gap between the essentially 

religious Agrarian belief in the fallen nature of man and the Sociologists’ belief in 

individual and collective progress through scientific and material achievement was 

unbridgeable.3  The Agrarians’ writings and their attempt to formulate a specific societal 

 
1 Micahel O’Brien, The Idea of the American South, 1920-1941, (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins 

University Press, 1979), 14. 
2 Ibid., 15 
3 Some of the Agrarians, in their later years, did not deny the religious basis of their program, and 

several of them addressed it directly, such as Allen Tate in his essay for the first Agrarian 

symposium, I’ll Take My Stand.  Just how overt the issue was remains in question, though there is 

no doubt that it was an integral part of the overall Agrarian systemology.  Andrew Lytle asserted 

on the 50th anniversary of I’ll Take My Stand that “Nobody could really have taken a firm 

religious position at the time…It was not in our minds.  I don’t really think that Allen Tate took a 

position as a religious man, at that time…” William C. Havard and Walter Sullivan editors, A 

Band of Prophets: The Vanderbilt Agrarians After Fifty Years (Baton Rouge: LSU Press, 1982), 

176.   Lytle’s own writings took on an increasingly religious and mythical bent as he grew older.   
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structure earned them scorn in many quarters as “Neo-Confederates” and even “Proto-

Fascists.” The few attempts of Odum and his colleagues to indulge in the creative arts 

were embarrassingly simplistic and, from the point of view of the 21st century, racist.  

Members of both groups were professionally damaged by the debate, particularly over 

the conundrum of race.  However, in the course of the argument, each group made a 

lasting, written contribution to the historiography of the South, through such Agrarian 

treatises as I’ll Take My Stand (1930), Who Owns America? (1936) and individual 

volumes of history and criticism  (such as Donald Davidson’s The Attack on Leviathan) 

by the members.  The Sociologists contributed important scientific and statistical studies, 

such as An American Epoch (1930), The Human Geography of the South ( 1932) the 

monumental Southern Regions of the United States (1936), American Regions (1938)and 

various essays and books by Odum, Vance, Hagood, and other members of the Chapel 

Hill group. 

  

Part I:  To Live and Die in Dixie 

Of the twelve Agrarians who contributed to the first of that group’s two symposia, 

I’ll Take My Stand , five were poets (Ransom, Davidson, Tate, Warren and John Gould 

Fletcher, though each would also write essays and three would write fiction), two were, 

or soon would be novelists (Stark Young and Andrew Lytle), one was a professor of 

English (John Donald Wade), two were historians (Owsley and Nixon), one was a 

journalist (Henry Blue Kline) and one was a psychologist (Lyle Lanier). 4 With the 

exception of Lanier, Nixon and Owsley, all were involved, to some extent, in the 

 
4 Twelve Southerners, I’ll Take My Stand: The South and the Agrarian Tradition, (New York, 

Harper & Brothers, 1930; reprinted Gloucester, Mass: Peter Smith Publishers, 1976), ix. 
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imaginative creative process.  The leaders of the movement were Ransom, Davidson, and 

Tate, who, during the early 1920’s as undergraduates and faculty at Vanderbilt pioneered 

Modern Poetry with its use of irony and skepticism.  The magazine they published, The 

Fugitive, was thoroughly modern in content and character, with no hint of the political 

and sectional positions they would take. In the very first issue, the editors wrote “THE 

FUGITIVE [sic] flees from nothing faster than from the high-caste Brahmins of the Old 

South.”5  Despite, the rhetoric, Davidson later claimed that the Fugitive poets “were 

somehow within the general Southern tradition in having attachments that could be taken 

as a matter of course.”6  Or as he added, “We could assume that we belonged in an 

existing, rather stable society as persons if not as poets.”7 

 The idea of a defense of “Southern values” seems to have occurred with several of 

the members at virtually the same time and had to do with both geography and events.  

After graduation, Tate moved to New York where he tried to make a living as a writer;  

Lanier and Lytle soon joined him.  Warren entered graduate school at Berkeley and then 

Oxford.  The geographical distance seems to have changed their perspective. Through an 

extensive correspondence among themselves (and with Ransom and Davidson who 

remained in Nashville), the writers kept each other apace on such subjects as literary 

developments, the Harding scandals, the Coolidge and Hoover administrations, the 

failure of Progressive economic and social policies and the continued dominance of 

laissez-faire corporate industrial capitalism now making inroads in a region that had long 

lagged behind the rest of the country in virtually all the indices of modern life.  They 

 
5 The Fugitive, April, 1922 (reprinted Gloucester, Mass: Peter Smith Publisher, 1967), 2. 
6 Donald Davidson, Southern Writers in the Modern World (Athens, Ga: University of Georgia 

Press,  1958), 5. 
7 Ibid. 
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viewed these events with alarm.  To most of the Agrarians, industrialism meant 

dislocation, dispersion, a loss of place, of familial and communal roots,  all of which 

ultimately meant a loss of memory and therefore a loss of identity.  The South, especially 

the antebellum South, became a metaphor for tradition, memory, identity, and myth, the 

kind of myth that could inform both religion and literature and which could make the 

region, in the title of Davidson’s essay in I’ll Take My Stand, “a mirror for artists.”  

Thomas Daniel Young, Ransom’s biographer, wrote that the Agrarians believed that 

“only by following the rites, rituals, codes and ceremonies of a traditional society is man 

able to avoid falling into the abyss.”8  

 The Agrarian movement represented a merger of two streams of thought, the 

intellectual and reform heritage and the immediate circumstances of the era in which the 

members existed.  The heritage was a composite of the neo-medievalism of Hillare 

Belloc, Gilbert Chesterton and T.S. Eliot combined with the classical tradition of St. 

Thomas Aquinas, Spinoza, Hobbes and Kant.  Conversely, they were embedded in a 

reform tradition that claimed as ancestors the French Physiocrats, and Jeffersonian and 

Jacksonian agricultrualism.  They also derived certain ideas from the Populist and 

Progressive traditions, particularly the Progressive belief in legislative cures for social 

ills.  Like some Progressives, the Agrarians opposed the transition of small business to 

the corporate and bureaucratic.  Along with the Populists, the Agrarians championed the 

tenant and sharecropper and urged federal action to obtain publicly owned electric power, 

 
8 Thomas Daniel Yountg, Waking Their Neighbors Up: the Nashville Agrarians Rediscovered 

(Athens, Ga.: University of Georgia Press, 1982), 65. 
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land distribution and social reform.  However, the Agrarians opposed urban 

Progressivism, which they felt advanced the idea of modern, up-to-date conformity. 9  

Their latent philosophical heritage, social biases and spiritual concerns gained an 

immediacy for Davidson, Ransom, and Tate in the 1925 Dayton “Monkey” trial.  Though 

none of them were Fundamentalists themselves, they saw the ridicule heaped upon 

Southern Fundamentalism in media and academic circles as an attack on the region.  

Davidson wrote later: 

I can hardly speak for the others, but for John Ransom and 

myself, surely, the Dayton episode dramatized…how 

difficult it was to be a Southerner in the twentieth 

century…It was still more horrifying—and frightening—to 

realize that the South was being exposed to large-scale 

public detraction and did not know or much care how to 

answer.10 

 

 Davidson and Ransom reacted immediately to Dayton.  Vanderbilt, which had 

long regarded itself in the vanguard of the New South (the Fugitives’ mentor/antagonist, 

Edwin Mims, published his own book The Advancing South, in reaction to Dayton, 

celebrating the arrival of a Southern bourgeoisie.  It infuriated the Agrarians.), did not 

know how to deal with a situation in which a leading member of its faculty (Ransom) 

openly and vehemently defended a strain of Protestantism that embarrassed most of the 

teachers and administration.  Ransom immediately began work on a book, (God Without 

Thunder: An Unorthodox Defense of Orthodoxy, published shortly before I’ll Take My 

 
9 Thomas Lawrence Connelly, “The Vanderbilt Agrarians: Time and Place in Southern 

Tradition,Tennessee Historical Quarterly,  XXII, 1, (March, 1963), 24-26. 
10 Davidson, Southern Writers in the Modern World, 40. 
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Stand in 1930), in which he insisted on the need for an inscrutable God, one who cannot 

be comprehended by reason or explained by scientific fact.11 

 Exactly who first broached the idea of a formal written defense of the South is 

unclear, and even former members of the group disagreed decades later. 12 By early 1927, 

Tate, Davidson, Ransom and Warren were corresponding about doing  something to 

defend the region, in stark contrast to their Fugitive days when they often mocked the 

stasis and backwardness of the South.  In March, Tate wrote Davidson that “ I’ve 

attacked the South for the last time…The symptom of advance (progress) must be seen as 

a symptom of decay.” 13  Ransom, who had already assumed philosophical leadership of 

the Agrarians by June wrote Tate that  

Two considerations occur to me as bearing on the 

hopefulness of the cause.  One is yourself, and many other 

men…born and bred in the South who go north and cannot 

bring themselves to surrender to an alien mode of life; this 

fact, many times repeated within my own knowledge, 

argues something ineradicable in Southern culture.14 

 

Still, it took time to develop a plan of action.  It was not until July, 1929 that Davidson 

wrote Tate with the first, detailed concept of what would become I’’ll Take My Stand. 

 
11 John Crowe Ransom, God Without Thunder: An Orthodox Defense of Orthodoxy (New York: 

Harcourt, Brace & World, 1930; reprinted Hamden, Ct.: Archon Books, 1965), 4-5.  The author is 

aware that historian Paul V. Murphy has questioned how much the Dayton trial actually 

contributed to the Agrarian movement. While it is likely true that some aspects of Agrarian 

thought were reaching critical mass before the event, based on the correspondence of those 

involved, their later writings, and the author’s relationship with Tate and others, Murphy’s claim 

that the influence of the trial as a triggering event was “exaggerated” is unconvincing. Paul V. 

Murphy, The Rebuke of History: The Southern Agrarians and American Conservative Thought 

(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 146-148. 
12 Andrew Lytle to Allen Tate, September 4, 1959, in Thomas Daniel Young and Elizabeth 

Sarcone ed., The Lytle-Tate Letters: the Correspondence of Andrew Lytle and Allen Tate 

(Jackson, MS.: The University Press of Mississippi, 1987), 283. 
13 Allen Tate to Donald Davidson, March 1, 1927, in John Tyree Fain and Thomas Daniel Young, 

The Literary Correspondence of Donald Davidson and Allen Tate (Athens: University of Georgia 

Press, 1974), 191. 
14 Ransom to Tate, June 25, 1927, reprinted in Thomas Daniel Young and George Core, eds, 

Selected Letters of John Crowe Ransom (Baton Rouge: LSU Press, 1985), 175. 
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For several months…I have been agitating the project of a 

collection of views on the South, not a general symposium, 

but a group of openly partisan documents, centralizing 

closely around the ideas that you, Ransom & I seem to have 

in common.  It would deal with phases of the situation such 

as the Southern tradition, politics, religion, art, etc, but 

always with a strong bias toward the self-determinative 

principle.  It would be written by native Southerners of our 

mind—a small, coherent, highly selected group, and would 

be intended to come upon the scene with as much vigor as 

possible—would even, maybe, call for action as well as 

ideas.15 

 

That the leading members of the old Fugitive group were revising their degree of 

attachment to the idea of the South in the wake of Dayton was already clear.  By 1928, 

Tate was working on biographies of Stonewall Jackson and Jefferson Davis,  as well as 

his most famous poem, Ode to the Confederate Dead,  in which modern society was 

depicted as “a hound bitch/toothless and dying in a musty cellar.”16 Warren, still in 

Oxford, was writing a biography of John Brown, the first of his many depictions of the 

evil idealogue (the most memorable would be Willie Stark in All the King’s Men), and 

Davidson was publishing poems like The Tall Men (1927) that sought to make the 

Southern, frontier experience into a unifying epic.  Another young writer who would 

become a member of the group was Andrew Lytle, who was spending his days in the 

New York Public Library researching a biography of Nathan Bedford Forrest, whom he 

envisioned as the prototypical Southern, frontier hero arrayed against the forces of 

modernity.  “Convinced that the South was justified in seceding,” wrote a recent 

 
15 Davidson to Tate, July 29, 1929 in Fain and Young ed. The Literary Correspondence of Donald 

Davidson and Allen Tate, 227. 
16 Allen Tate, Collected Poems, 1919-1976 (New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1977), 22. 
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historian, “they saw the Civil War and Reconstruction  as the culmination of a Beardian 

struggle between agrarian and manufacturing interests.”17  

But there was more to it than that. Something about the image of the South, the 

Old South, had taken on a mystical quality to them, a quasi-religious quality.  It had come 

to symbolize many things: unchanging values, a hierarchical structure feudal in nature 

and therefore pre-democratic and pre-capitalist, “an ‘organic society’ in which all 

institutions were living parts of a ritualistic, social order authorized by tradition and 

sanctioned by a coherent religious myth.”18  By 1929, the Agrarians were ready not only 

to defend such a society, but to take the offensive against forces they believed had 

destroyed it and were in the process of destroying the best of its remnants. 

Part 2: Toward a Southern Sociology 

In December of 1911, Governor Ben Hooper of Tennessee received a letter from 

the Commissioner of Charities and Corrections from another Southern state, suggesting 

that he call a Southern conference for the study and discussion of social problems.  On 

February 16, 1912, Hooper issued a call to the governors of sixteen states—principally in 

the South—inaugurating the Southern Sociological Congress, which met in Nashville 

from May 7 to 10.19 

The purpose of the meeting was to “bring together the representative people from 

the entire South interested in social welfare for the purposes of studying and improving 

 
17 O’Brien, The Idea of the American South, 25. 
18 Lewis P. Simpson, “The Southern Republic of Letters and I’ll Take My Stand” in Havard and 

Sullivan eds, A Band of Prophets, 77. 
19 James E. McCullough, ed., The Call of the New South: Addresses Delivered at the Southern 

Sociological Congress, Nashville, Tennessee May 7 to 10, 1912 (Nashville: Southern Sociological 

Congress, 1912), 13. 
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the social, civic and economic conditions of the South.”20  The Southern Sociological 

Congress was the third meeting of the year in Nashville devoted to betterment of the 

region, following the Southern Commercial Congress, and the Conference of Southern 

Education.  In his opening address, 18 years before the Agrarians would publish their 

manifesto, G.W. Dyer, Professor of Sociology at Vanderbilt, stated the obvious:  

industrialism was already a key to Southern progress.   But, as Dyer, emphasized, the 

transformation of the region was mixed blessing. The purpose of the Congress, Dyer 

stated, was to aid in the shift from “country life” to “city life” while maintaining “sound 

ethics:” 

The city as we have it today is a menace to the home, a 

menace to wholesome industrial life, a menace to the State, 

a menace to the schools and a menace to the churches.  

None of the great institutions of civilization have thus far 

coped with the problem of the city successfully.21 

 

Over the three days, delegates heard a variety of addresses on such subjects as 

“the Child and the Court,” “Mental Defectives and the Insane,” and “The Divorce 

Problem.”  In the end, the delegates passed a series of resolutions encouraging the 

abolition of the convict lease and contract systems, the need to fight alcoholism, the 

abolition of child labor, the suppression of prostitution, and perhaps most importantly, 

“the solving of the race question in a spirit of helpfulness to the negro, and of equal 

justice to both races.”22 

 Howard W. Odum was not at the meeting of the Southern Sociological Congress, 

but the questions considered were already ones coming to dominate his thought.  In 1912, 

he was somewhat at loose ends, having recently completed a second doctorate at 

 
20 Ibid., 7. 
21 Ibid., 27-29. 
22 Ibid., 9. 
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Columbia University under Franklin Giddings, the father of academic sociology, 

following one in psychology from Clark University. A native of Bethlehem, Georgia, 

Odum would seem to have much in common with the Agrarians.  He was raised in a 

plantation environment in a Fundamentalist religious atmosphere mixed with nostalgia 

for the antebellum South and bitterness toward the North for destroying it.  At Emory 

University, the University of Mississippi, Clark University and Columbia, he discovered 

an interest in folklore and psychology.   In the course of his studies in psychology and 

sociology, he steeped himself in the works of Wilhelm Wundt, an experimental 

psychologist who subscribed to a modified Hegelian social organicism in which, Wundt 

believed, “all the secrets of the soul…are wrapped up in nerve cells and fibers” .  Odum 

was also heavily influenced by the Social Darwinisn of William Graham Sumner.  

Between 1912, when he left Columbia, and 1920, when he went to Chapel Hill, Odum 

taught at both the University of Georgia—where he became involved  in programs 

dedicated to Southern educational and social reform—and Emory, which had just moved 

to Atlanta.  Athens was in the forefront of the New South .  Emory was not, and Odum 

left the Methodist school after only one year, uncomfortable with the anti-evolutionist 

stance of Chancellor Asa Candler.23 

 As an undergraduate at Emory, Odum knew Harry W. Chase, who became, in 

1920, the new President of the University of North Carolina.  Part of Chase’s plan to 

revitalize UNC was to create a school of public welfare, and he knew who he wanted to 

head it.24 

 
23 O’Brien, The Idea of the American South, 32-39. 
24 George B. Tindall, “The significance of Howard W. Odum to Southern History: A Prelimary 

Estimate,” The Journal of Southern History 1958, 24(3), 288. 
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 Odum’s plans were more far reaching than public welfare.  Although UNC had 

considered creating a school of sociology, it took someone with Odum’s energy and 

connections to make it happen.  With the aid of a grant from the Red Cross, the School of 

Public Welfare and Department of Sociology opened in the fall of 1920, and two years 

later, the journal Social Forces published its first issue.  By 1924, Odum was director of 

the Institute for Research in Social Science, a post he would hold for two decades.  

Odum’s goals were straight forward.  He wanted to promote the scientific study of 

southern society so that people in the region could attack their immense problems in 

constructive ways, and he hoped to provide an opportunity for talented Southerners to 

train in the new social science disciplines unhampered by financial cares or constraints on 

their freedom of inquiry.  To that end, the department offered generous stipends to 

promising graduate students.  One of the first students to take advantage of the stipends 

was Rupert Vance, who came to Chapel Hill in 1922, beginning an association with 

Odum that would last for 33 years.25 

 Social Forces quickly became a respected magazine, and a controversial one.  

Two articles in the January 1925 issue suggested that religion itself was a product of 

evolution and described gods as “the products of the folk imagination.”26  The reaction of 

the religious community in North Carolina was fierce, and a two-year battle over the 

magazine, the school, and Odum’s position at UNC ensued.  Only when the state 

legislature refused to block appropriations was Odum assured of the outcome.27 

 
25 John Shelton Reed and Daniel Joseph Singal ed, Regionalism and the South: Selected papers of 

Rupert Vance (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1982), xiii. 
26 William B. Gatwood Jr. “Embattled Scholar: Howard W. Odum and the Fundamentalists,” 

Journal of Southern History,  1965 31(4), 379-380. 
27 Ibid. 391. 
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 Almost immediately after the controversy over Social Forces erupted, so did the 

controversy at Dayton.  By 1923, Odum was engaged in a running correspondence with 

journalist H.L. Mencken, whose 1917 article “The Sahara of the Bozarts”  enraged—and 

energized—the Fugitive Poets and other Southern writers.  Odum sent Mencken the very 

first issue of Social Forces, and the Baltimore writer commended Odum for being “one 

of those sociologists who did not exalt theory at the expense of facts.”28  Mencken also 

admired Odum’s early work on African-Americans, though both men remained Social 

Darwinists on racial differences.29  The two men did not meet until June 1925, when they 

traveled together to Dayton to view the “Monkey” Trial.  Mencken was gleeful in his 

malice toward the spectacle; Odum came back depressed at the “vast, yawning distance” 

between American intellegentsia, who were not Fundamentalist in religious outlook, and 

the majority of average citizens who, William Jennings Bryan claimed, were.30  Odum 

admitted that Bryan was right about the gap between the average citizen and the 

intellegentsia and believed that the struggle between modernism and tradition would 

grow.  Sociology, he hoped, could bridge the gap.  As Historian Michael O’Brien noted, 

“the Agrarians would be driven by Dayton to decide where they stood on the religion and 

science debate.  Odum was not so much interested in the intellectual implications of 

Dayton, as fearful of its social consequences.”31 

 Already, immediately after Dayton, the responses of the leadership of the two 

groups, the Agrarians the Sociologists, were on different planes. 

 
28 Joseph L. Morrison, “Mencken and Odum: The Dutch Uncle and the South” Virginia Quarterly 

Review 1966, 42 (4), 603. 
29 Ibid. Odum’s doctoral dissertation, “Social and Mental Traits of the Negro”  accepted that 

differences were racial instead of cultural.  It was a position he gradually amelioriated, telling 

fellow Southerners by 1944 that segregation could not last.   
30 Odum, “The Duel to the Death,” Social Forces 4 (September, 1925); 189-94. 
31 O’Brien, The Idea of the American South,44. 
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Part 3: Battling for the Soul of the South, 1930-1940 

 By the end of the 1920s, Odum had established an empire in Chapel Hill, one 

funded primarily by the Rockefeller Foundation.    The University basked in the 

favorable publicity and supplemented foundation funding. In cooperation with the 

Institute for Research in Social Science, the University of North Carolina Press (under the 

direction of W.T. Couch, allied with Odum, but sympathetic in certain regards to the 

Agrarians) published more than 27 books by 1930, dealing with the South and its 

problems.  The subjects ranged from a study of textile unionism in the region to Odum’s 

book, The Negro and his Songs. 32 Odum’s sensibility always remained divided between 

science and folklore, a division that would in the 1930s lead to his formalization of the 

‘folk” concept based on his study under G. Stanley Hall and his readings in Wundt.  

Under this theory, “folkways that began as unconscious, spontaneous and uncoordinated 

sentiments in the social organism, grew to order the running of society by becoming 

uniform, universal in the social group and imperative.”33  Folk culture thus became ripe 

for study. The science/folklore division proved difficult for Odum to bridge in his books, 

making many of them an uneven mixture of statistics and stories that, with changing 

demographics and society, dated them quickly.  After more than 70 years, some of them, 

such as Odum’s trio of “novels” are difficult to read. Beginning with Rainbow Round My 

Shoulder (1928), Odum tried to synthesize art and sociology by telling the story of Left 

Foot Gordon, an itinerant black laborer and teller of tall tales.  Periodically, Odum, the 

narrator, would interrupt Gordon’s roadwork and pay him to talk, while Odum wrote 

 
32 Rupert Vance, The Human Geography of the South (Chapel Hill: The University of North 

Carolina Press, 1932) frontispiece. 
33 O’Brien, The Idea of the American South, 36. 
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down the stories. In 1929, this was breaking new ground and Odum defended his book 

and others in a similar vein as “Literary portraits reflecting a new realism.”34  

While Odum was building his empire, most of the Agrarians were struggling to 

hold on.  Tate nearly starved in New York, and in 1928/29, he and his wife, Caroline 

Gordon, sailed for Europe to join the remnants of the Lost Generation in Paris.  Ransom’s 

and Davidson’s reaction to Dayton, and the rumors that Ransom was working on God 

Without Thunder, alarmed Vanderbilt.  Years before, Edward Mims, the chairman of the 

English Department and a promoter of the New South, had tried to stop publication of 

The Fugitive.  The Chancellor of the university refused a subscription to the magazine; in 

the aftermath of Dayton, he remarked that Vanderbilt’s reaction to the trial would be to 

build more laboratories.35 The fact that Ransom and the others persevered—and 

succeeded in establishing national reputations because of it—engendered professional 

jealousy that flowered into open antagonism with some of the members.36  In addition, 

Vanderbilt had been founded with money provided by one of the industrial capitalists the 

Agrarians would soon criticize, and for a purpose the leaders of the group abhorred—

sectional reconciliation, or in their view, subordination.  Vanderbilt would not make the 

mistake of openly opposing the Agrarian movement, as it had the Fugitives and thus risk 

the open scorn of the prickly Tate and Owsley and the proud Ransom and Davidson. 

Instead it would try to ignore them, which accomplished much the same result.  

 
34 Howard W. Odum, “Regional Portraiture”, The Saturday Review of Literature, (July 27, 1929), 

2. 
35 Davidson to Mims, September 9, 1958,  Michael O’Brien editor, “Edwin Mims and Donald 

Davidson, A Correspondence, 1923-1958”, Southern Review, 10, 4, (Autumn 1974), 921. 
36 Details of the tension between the Fugitives and Vanderbilt can be found in a variety of 

sources, for example Paul K. Conkin’s The Southern Agrarians (Knoxville: University of 

Tennessee Press) and Louise Cowan’s The Fugitive Group: A Literary History (Baton Rouge: 

LSU Press, 1959). 



 16 

Vanderbilt “was less an alma mater, a fostering mother, to the Fugitives and Agrarians, 

than it was an irritant…none of them ever quite managed to rid himself of this irritant.”37 

One reason for the irritation was that the Agrarians never hesitated to call 

themselves conservatives in a progressive society.  Indeed, Tate, the most gifted of them 

went further.  The movement, he insisted, was reactionary against the forces of 

consolidation that he saw in industrialism.  He knew—and translated to the others—that 

the movement would have to be more than intellectual and spiritual.  It would have to 

have practical recommendations.  One of the criticisms leveled at the Agrarians over the 

years by those who stop with I’ll Take My Stand is precisely that they were reactionary, 

offering no program of their own.  In fact that is not true.  The specific recommendations 

were never published (except discursively in the second Agrarian volume, Who Owns 

America?), and they were significantly changed after Lanier, Owsley and Nixon became 

involved, but they were discussed in the letters among the members.  Tate proposed an 

“Academy of Southern reactionaries”  consisting of 15 active members who would be 

poets, critics, historians and economists.  In addition, 10 non-active members (lawyers, 

politicians, and private citizens) would help draw up a “philosophical constitution”  to be 

issued and signed by the Academy.  The leading idea of the Constitution would be a 

radical reaction against all forms of “progressivism” and would contain a complete 

philosophical, literary, economic and religious system based on “our heritage.”  The 

system would be supported by “a newspaper to argue our principles on the lower 

plane…a weekly to press philosophy on the passing show, and …a quarterly devoted 
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wholly to principles.”38  In proposing this idealogical offensive, Tate went beyond the 

myth of the Old South, to what he considered its predecessor, pre-modern Europe.  “We 

must base our movement less upon the actual Old South than upon its prototype—the 

historical, social and religious scheme of Europe.  We must be the last Europeans—there 

being no Europeans in Europe at present.”39 

Here, then was the intellectual, creative core of Agrarianism, one which led its 

critics to belittle it and even its more practical supporters to puzzle over it. “In fulfilling 

his responsibilities, the Southern man of letters must function not only as a poet, novelist 

and literary critic, but as cultural theorist and social prophet—as an eminently self-

conscious interpreter and moral guardian of values of social order to be secured through 

the restoration and perpetuation of the traditional Western amalgam of classical-Hebraic-

Christian values. In depicting the idealized role of the southern poet and critic, Tate 

assigned him a still more particular, more imperative role: that of being the creator of an 

intellectual situation interior to the South.”40 Tate’s sweeping vision was not matched by 

all of  the Agrarians, and splits between the more practical-minded of them and the more 

philosophical would hamper the group from the beginning.  Is it any wonder  that the 

Agrarians and the Sociologists talked past each other? 

Tate’s vision of the Agrarian program was one which spoke to the creative 

members of the group but the other members that Davidson and Ransom signed up to 

contribute to I’ll Take My Stand (Lanier, Owsley, Nixon, Stark Young and Henry Blue 

Kline) were not poets and novelists.  The one idea that unified them all was a distrust of 
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industrial progress.  One of the reasons that I’ll Take My Stand has remained in print for 

most of its 74 years is the variety of its contributors; the essays seemed to speak to many 

criticisms of industrialism.  In 1930 that was seen as a fatal weakness that kept the group 

from having a coherent center; in 2003, it is seen as a strength by its admirers in that they 

have been able to read into it a variety of concerns (environmental, spiritual, economic) 

that transcend the particular period of its composition and particularly its racial 

component.  There was, of course, one event which made the Agrarian critique of 

industrial capitalism more than academic, and which gave the debate between the 

Agrarians and the Sociologists a degree of urgency.  That event was the stock market 

crash of October 1929 and the resulting Depression that would last most of the next 

decade.  Suddenly, a critique of the corporate, capitalist state seemed apt. 

Ransom’s “Unorthodox Defense of Othodoxy,” God Without Thunder, and 

Odum’s first attempt to place the South in the context of the “national picture,” An 

American Epoch, were published within weeks of each in the summer of 1930, with I’ll 

Take My Stand appearing in early November.  With the three books, the competition 

between the Agrarians and Sociologists was on. 

God Without Thunder is an odd book. Ransom was the son of a Methodist 

minister who spent most of his life moving toward an Emersonian naturalism.  He was 

not there yet, but he was clearly in transition.  His argument against the “sentimental, 

indulgent God of modernity,” echoed the writings of Kierkegaard and Barth.  He placed 

himself clearly on the side of “the supernatural gods, who were rooted in natural wonder 
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and manifested in compelling stories and myths.”41  To Ransom, the “God of Science” 

had already displaced “The Old God.”: 

Such a religion as this is clearly the one which adapts iself 

to the requirements of our aggressive modern science.  It is 

the religion proposed by the scientific party…But as far as 

a religion can be, it is fundamentally irreligious, or secular, 

both in its doctrine and in its works.42 

 

The book was met with more puzzlement than anything else and there is no 

indication that Odum or any of the Sociologists read it.  As a defense of orthodoxy, it was 

unusual.  Ransom’s father and other Protestant ministers objected to Ransom’s claim that 

Western theology was a perversion of Oriental religion and that Christ was a demi-god 

who, against his will, was made a part of the Godhead by his disciples and Saint Paul.43  

God Without Thunder was not a confession of faith.  The book was social criticism . 

Ransom believed in the necessity of a supernatural God; he did not necessarily believe in 

such a god himself. 

An American Epoch, like Odum’s invention of Left Foot Gordon, was an attempt 

to interweave personal experiences with a larger sociological picture of the South.  Odum 

used two figures, “Uncle John” and “old Major,” based on his grandfathers, to depict the 

divergent democratic and aristocrat traditions.  The old major—the aristocrat—is an ex-

Confederate officer, who has been “mildly reconstructed.”44 Uncle John—clearly 

Odum’s favorite—is a “plain man who could neither read nor write…he revealed a 

remarkable survival and reflected a realistic type, midstream between an unbelievably 
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sordid and bitter reconstruction period of the South and the new epoch of the first third of 

the twentieth century.”45 

Through the medium of his family history,  Odum wrote of the rise of the South’s 

middle class after the war in terms of the American myth of progress.  “They themselves 

had been a stable bedrock for both rural and industrial society.  Industrialization has not 

destroyed their vitality, for the plain folk had just packed their bags and gone to the mill 

villages.”46  Odum embedded great quantities of statistics in his narrative.  In discussions 

of his grandfathers, he would let the reader know that the South had 32 percent of 

American land and 30 percent of its population, that the South had only 14 percent of 

bank deposits and 24 percent of developed water power.  When Odum began a chapter 

with a description of his grandfather’s singing voice, he followed it with a chapter on the 

South’s folk music.  A casual mention of religious revivals led to a discourse on Southern 

religion.47  As Historian Michael O’Brien noted, Odum’s autobiography became 

sociology.48 

An American Epoch, with its endorsement of industrial development in the South 

(Odum concluded that “every major cause of social waste in the South appeared to be 

remediable through the normal processes of development and progress”49) did not draw a 

response from any of the leading Agrarians, but Stringellow Barr, editor of The Viriginia 

Quarterly Review and destined to get involved in the debate, did review the book.  Barr 

suggested that Southerners would like to preserve parts of their culture, leading to an 

angry complaint from Odum: 

 
45 Ibid. 3. 
46 O’Brien, The Idea  of the American South, 52. 
47 Odum, An American Epoch, 53-65, 118, 180-218, 163-179. 
48 O’Brien, The Idea of the American South, 52. 
49 Odum, An American Epoch, 327. 



 21 

Virginia would be like that, wouldn’t it?  I have 

emphasized Southern qualities as distinctive and powerful 

contributions to the national fabric so much already that I 

have almost become an apologist.  And how one section 

can keep on trying to build a wall around itself and be 

different from the rest of the world is more than I can see.50 

 

 There is not enough room in this paper for a detailed explication of I’ll Take My 

Stand, which was published November 14, 1930.  The authors attempted to cover a wide 

range of concerns: Davidson and Frank Owsley were specifically concerned with a 

defense of the historic South and an agrarian way of life.  Tate and Ransom saw the 

South in much less literal and much more symbolic terms.  Furthermore, Tate, Andrew 

Lytle and Robert Penn Warren saw I’ll Take My Stand as a defense against Communism.  

And there were other differences.  Tate envisioned the ante-bellum South as aristocratic 

and feudal, while Lytle and Owsley concentrated on the yeoman farmers.  Warren’s essay 

on the status of blacks (he called for true equality in a separate but equal society, a 

position, beginning in the 1950’s, he recanted for the rest of his life)  was criticized by 

Davidson for being too liberal. Underlying much of the book, but made explicit in Tate’s 

essay was the epistomological aspect. The antebellum South, he claimed, had been a 

feudal society without a feudal religion.  Without the proper religion, it had been unable 

to sustain its culture after defeat. 51 I’ll Take My Stand remains one of the most 

controversial books to come out of the South in the 20th century and has spawned a 

cottage industry of criticism, analysis and apology.  More than 100 journals or 
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newspapers reviewed it, and most disparaged it. 52  In the introduction to one of the many 

reprints, literary critic Louis D. Rubin Jr. summed up the book and its present status: 

Not a single writer about the modern South has failed to 

mention and discuss it.  From the very beginning it has 

been singled out for praise or blame.  Some critics have 

termed it reactionary, even semi-fascistic.  Others have 

considered it a misguided, romantic attempt to recreate an 

idyllic utopia that never really existed.  Still others have 

seen it as a voice crying in the wilderness.  Ridiculed, 

condemned, championed, it has been everything except 

ignored, for that it cannot be by anyone who wants to 

understand a complex American region.53 

 

 Several items are worth noting about I’ll Take My Stand.  One is that some of the 

contributors (Tate, Warren and Lytle most particularly) objected to the title as being too 

particular to the South.  Tate wished to label it plainly as a defense of religious humanism 

and was so vehmenent in his objection that he appended a footnote to his essay 

expressing his disagreement;  Warren called the title the “god-damndest thing” he had 

ever heard and proposed that it be called Tracts Against Communism.54  The second item 

worth remembering is that the contributors considered the book the beginning of a 

movement, not the culmination.  However, theirs was a vision that was already strained.  

The deepening depression seemed to vindicate their warning, but it had an adverse effect 
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on the movement, too, in that within a a year, most of the contributors were worrying 

about making a living instead of remaking a culture. 

 The Sociologists in Chapel Hill did not dismiss the Agrarian argument, even if 

they profoundly disagreed with it and considered it unrealistic.  Odum called the Twelve 

Southerners “romantics”,  and accused them of being uncritical defenders of the Old 

South.55  Vance, in urging the Agrarians to come up with a specific program, wrote that 

“the time is past when the needs of a great region can be served by a historical legend, no 

matter how lovingly fashioned.”56  The Agrarians were especially outraged by Mencken’s 

reaction—widely seen as allied with Odum.  In his review of the book, the journalist 

admitted that the Agrarians were “intelligent and earnest fellows”, but said that I’ll Take 

My Stand was full of “nostalgic vapors.”  The group, he said, should “stop blowing pretty 

soap-bubbles and devote themselves honestly and courageously to concrete evils and 

workable remedies.”57 Throughout most of the decade, Mencken and the Agrarians 

would exchange criticism.58 Still, most of the members realized that many aspects of the 

book were too abstract as reflected in the lack of sales and the poor reviews. The 

economic situation precluded Tate’s idea of a newspaper and journal.  Within two years, 

members were planning a second book. 
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 In the meantime, the University of North Carolina Press kept churning out titles.  

Vance’s Human Geography of the South, which appeared in October, 1932,  was the first 

attempt to provide a comprehensive, statistical survey of the region, and in some ways is 

superior to Southern Regions, which appeared four years later.  Vance denied that he was 

attempting a regional sociology, but insisted  that the convergence of “geography, 

ecology, human biology, economics and technology” created an “architecture” of the 

“interaction of men and nature” that he wanted to explore.59  Still, the book was 

extremely comprehensive, with population profiles, agricultural and climate statistics, 

with a heavy emphasis on the necessity for industrial development.   The transformation 

of the South, Vance wrote, was inevitable; the most that could be done was to guide it on 

a regional basis.  Urbanization in the South had been delayed long enough, he posited, so 

that the region might escape the “traffic congestion, the creation of slum areas, the loss of 

time going to and from work,” with proper planning.60   As for the Agrarians, Vance’s 

criticism was both stinging and insightful. He credited I’ll Take My Stand with offering 

“the first coherent presentation of regionalism for the South.”61 

Briefly it declares for a reversion to the civilization of the 

old South, mildly deplores the passing of slavery, and calls 

for a wall around the South that it may keep out industrial 

invaders…As a practical program it has already fallen 

before the advancing enemy of industrialization; moreover 

to return to an unreformed agrarianism is to return to an 

economic abyss. But as an effective sentiment around 

which to rally a genuine regional movement, this nostalgia 

for the old south may prove of more avail than the formulae 

of technicians and the undifferentiated aspirations of 

southern liberals.  It has all the latent potency of a slogan, a 

catchword, a flag.  Moreover there are certain values in the 
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regional culture of the old South that may well be 

conserved.62 

 

 Underlying Vance’s work, and that of most of the major Regionalists was a 

dichotomy between geography and history in the South with which they never quite came 

to terms.  The South, Vance claimed, had many “physiogeographic regions” , but 

“History, not geography made the Solid South.”63  If only, the Regionalists seemed intent 

on believing, the South could erase its history, then its abundant natural and human 

resources could be fully utilized.64 The notion of erasing their history horrified the 

Agrarians. 

 One aspect of the Agrarian/Regionalist debate that has been underemphasized is 

the disparity of support offered each group.  Odum had a state university, New York 

Foundations and a thriving university press behind him.  The Agrarians had…themselves, 

and a few sympathizers like poets T.S. Eliot and John Peale Bishop.  The publication of 

I’ll Take My Stand had engendered such controversy that, for a brief period, the group 

was able to capitalize upon it.  Between October 1930 and May 1931, the Agrarians held 

a series of debates across the South with their critics—not including any of the 

Sociologists.  Richmond, New Orleans, Chattanooga and Columbia, Tennesseee were the 

sites, as Ransom, Davidson and Tate challenged William Knickerbocker and Stringfellow 

Barr, both of whom had published mixed reviews of the book in the Sewanee Review and 

 
62 Ibid., 489-490. 
63 Vance, Human Geography of the South, 19,22. 
64 King, A Southern Renaissance, 44. 



 26 

The Virginia Quarterly Review.  The debates were well attended and covered by the 

press, but they were not enough.65 By 1932, the movement was foundering. 

 “What I hear from Nashville,” Tate wrote Davidson from Paris, “seems to prove 

that the Agrarian Movement has degenerated into pleasant poker games on Saturday 

night.66  In the spring of 1933, however, Seward Collins, editor of a conservative political 

magazine, The American Review, contacted the Agrarians to help edit the new 

publication.  Though Tate and Collins had endured serious literary disagreements in the 

1920s, Tate urged the other Agrarians to accept the offer, believing that it would provide 

a regular forum to air their views and respond to their critics, particularly the ones in 

Chapel Hill.67  After a serious bargaining meeting in April 1933, the Agrarians and 

Collins came to an agreement in which the magazine would advocate economic positions, 

but only in the context of their roles as artists, historians, and poets.  In addition, they 

insisted that it take an affirmative religious position.  They would not advocate any 

specific sect,  but let it be known that religion was crucial for their conception of the good 

life.  As such, they desired only one specific editorial stance: opposition to any sort of 

humanistic or naturalistic religion.68  Over the next four years, the Agrarians would 

contribute more than 70 articles and reviews, before distancing themselves from Collins 

in 1937.  Other avenues were opening up as well.  W.T. Couch, director of the University 

of North Carolina Press, contacted Davidson and other Agrarians about contributing to 
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what Davidson would call UNC’s “encyclopedic sourcebook” on Southern culture.69  

Couch was employed at the same university as Odum, but the two men had differences 

over the value of science and the humanities.  Couch and Davidson had already 

corresponded over the disparity of funding for the two disciplines and had found 

themselves in agreement.70 It is not surprising, then that Davidson, H.C. Nixon and John 

Donald Wade contributed essays to Culture in the South, a 700 page collection that 

appeared in early 1934.  In retrospect, the book was the first of two ambitious attempts of 

the Agrarians and the Sociologists to reach out to each other, at least in print.   The 

second would be Who Owns America, two years later.  In his introduction to Culture in 

the South, Couch called I’ll Take My Stand “one of the most thoughtful books on the 

South published in recent years.” 71 Davidson responded in a letter to Tate that while the 

introduction was a “vain” and “inept” attempt to posit Culture in the South as an answer 

to the Agrarian manifesto, more than  half of the essays made favorable references to the 

earlier book.  “Anyone who reads the book carefully…must see the South as a very 

diverse, very alive section, which is still separate from the American turmoil, more or 

less.”72  Odum did not contribute to Culture in the South, but Vance did, writing a 16-

page profile that divided the South into six geographical regions.  Much of the essay was 

a rehash of what he had written in Human Geography of the South, calling upon the 

region, explicitly, to “forget its history…and allow the geography of the region…to 
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assert…its cultural landscape along many and varied lines.”73  Some of the other 

contributors were equally explicit.  Broadus Mitchell, for example, Professor of Political 

Economy at Johns Hopkins University, defended most Southern industry as being locally 

owned and reminded the Agrarians that the Depression had hurt the farmer as much as 

the businessman.74  George Fort Milton, editor of the Chattanooga News, criticized the 

Southern political scene for a “drabness most distasteful,” and accused it of containing  a 

plethora of machine politicians.75  Couch himself wrote the essay on “The Negro in the 

South” and explored all aspects of the black situation, pointing to high death rates, 

execrable living and health conditions, the status of sharecroppers and the lack of any 

legal protection.  Decrying lynchings, Couch wrote that the “Negro…appears to have no 

claim on the protection of the federal government if he is threatened with harm anywhere 

within the confines of the nation.”76  These outrages, Couch wrote, were the signs of 

something even more fundamental, “an economic system…that thrives on struggle 

between the poor and less poor, that forces on the white laborer the fear that he will lose 

his job to a Negro.”77  The essays in the book written by the Sociologists and their 

defenders differ markedly from those written by the Agrarians; Davidson wrote on “The 

Trend of Literature in the South,” Wade wrote on “Southern Humor.”  Nixon, who was 

beginning his movement away from Agrarianism to support The New Deal, wrote on 

“Collges and Universities” in the South. 

 Tate’s review of Culture in the South echoed his correpondence with Davidson 

and is important in the evolution of his thinking.  For the first time,  his preoccupation 
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was not with the spiritual or abstract nature of Agrarianism, but with the concrete 

conditions explored by Davidson and Owsley, who were beginning to guide the 

movement in another direction.  Taking issue with Couch’s introduction, Tate insisted 

that the Agrarians did not believe that “Southern agriculture at this moment affords an 

ideal society to set off against the depravity of industrialism: we said that Southern 

agriculture might be made into a system in which security and stability exists in a 

measure impossible so long as the farmer…remains in economic vassalage to his local 

merchants and bankers…”78  Tate criticized the essays that concentrated on business and 

industry for not dealing with the realities of the Depression, but praised Vance’s article 

for being the “ablest in the book.”  The idea of regional planning was fine, Tate 

suggested, but then asked who would do the planning.  As for Couch, Tate called his 

article ”accurate and fearless” but noted that he had no program “for the improvement of 

this race.”79 Nor did Tate think there should be such a program.  In a rant that would 

follow  him the rest of his life and leave him in his post-Agrarian years trying to explain 

it, Tate wrote that “I belong to the white race; therefore I tend to support white rule.  

Lynching is a symptom of weak, inefficient rule, but you can’t destroy lynching by fiat or 

social agitation; lynching will disappear when the white race is satisfied that its 

supremacy will not be questioned in social crises.”80 The Sociologists had complained 

that I’ll Take My Stand offered no positive program; now the Agrarians were saying the 

same thing about the Sociologists, at least in terms of the farmer.  Tate concluded his 

review by stating the “plain programme for the South” was the same as for all “regions of 
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western culture where the majority of the people are on the land and where there is 

enough common patriotism left to grapple with the future of orderly civilization.  Either 

by legislation or revolution, in those regions where the land supports most of the people, 

the power must pass to those people.”81  It was the first time that Tate, in print, 

abandoned his abstract notions of culture in favor of a democratic and practical 

perception of the region, and he was not alone.  The leading Agrarians were all busy 

studying economics and agriculture, or focusing on what they perceived as renewed 

Northern attempts to subdue the South.  Ransom wrote a book on agrarian economics, 

destroyed the manuscript, but used vestiges of it in articles that appeared in The American 

Review, Harpers and other journals.82  Owsley wrote an article defending Southern 

handling of the Scottsboro Case and elevating Northern reaction to a full-dress 

onslaught.83 Davidson’s essay, “Still Rebels, Still Yankees” appeared in the same issue of 

The American Review as Tate’s review of Culture in the South and, through the 

personalities of “Brother Jonathan of Vermont and Cousin Roderick of Georgia”  he 

explored the conflict between tradition and anti-tradition that he believed characterized 

modern society.84  The voice of the Agrarians was becoming loud enough to be heard, 

even in Chapel Hill. 

 Though he publicly dismissed them, the specter of the Agrarians and their ability 

to see print through The American Review, then The Southern Review (which began 

publication at LSU in 1935 under the joint editorship of Robert Penn Warren and Cleanth 
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Brooks)  seems to have bothered Howard Odum, despite his resources.  Though he was 

the most important conduit for northern foundation money into the South, he was not the 

only one and he was unnerved at his inability to control the many “cross currents” of 

scholarly study competing for the money.85  In January 1934, when Benjamin Kendrick, a 

historian at the Woman’s College of the University of North Carolina at Greensboro 

(who had helped Odum on An American Epoch) wrote Odum about the organization of a 

Southern Council for the Advancement of Knowledge, Odum reacted negatively.  Having 

read Kendrick’s articles in which the historian was critical of the South’s materialism and 

in which he asked “Was there not something in the Old South which, after all is worth 

preserving and revivifying?”, Odum envisioned the Agrarians competing with him for 

money in the midst of the Depression.86 

 Kendrick was no Agrarian, though he did think the Nashville group had 

stimulated a useful debate about the shortcomings of the New South.  Kendrick wanted to 

publish a southern periodical, revise the curricula of southern universities, and attain a 

central research fund to promote the study of southern education.  Odum’s response to 

Kendrick’s request for help insulted the historian.  Not only did Odum refuse, he belittled 

Kendrick’s attempts as being diametrically opposed to his own efforts. 87  Odum further 

suggested that Kendrick “join the Nashville group”, and went so far as to use John 

Donald Wade (an old friend) to inquire of Davidson whether Kendrick was really a closet 

Agrarian.  Davidson said no, but Odum continued to insist that Kendrick belonged to the 
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“moonlight and magnolia” school of social critics and eventually managed to cut off 

funding for Kendrick’s plans.88 

 Even though the Kendrick/Odum dispute on one level was about money, it was 

also about one of Odum’s fundamental disagreements with the Agrarians: the difference 

between “sectionalism” which the Agrarians advocated, emphasizing the South’s 

separateness from the rest of the country, and Odum’s own concepts of regionalism 

which he defined as an unselfish integration into the national scene.  Odum believed in 

the distinctiveness of the South; he believed in a localized infrastructure of power, but 

Kendrick and Davidson both told him that national integration and distinctiveness t were 

incompatible; integration into the life of the nation would mean a loss of control in the 

relationship to the nation.  Odum wanted to disinfect regionalism of its sectional 

partisanship; Davidson, and the core members of the Agrarians,  wanted to emphasize the 

radical political implications,  replacing Marxist class analysis with a politics of sectional 

exploitation.    To Davidson, Northern capitalists, abetted by a growing federal 

government were the imperial masters of the South. 89 Odum resisted the contradictions 

inherent in his own stand, but was repulsed by that of the Agrarians.  He was not only 

battling with the Agrarians over the idea of the South, but over the very ownership of the 

word.90 

 Davidson, with some help from Owsley, was taking the Agrarian movement in 

directions that were beginning to discomfit Tate, Ransom and Warren.  By the time of his 

death in 1968 it pushed him to a political extremism that alienated most of them and 

destroyed much of his reputation.  Owsley came closest to Davidson in outlook, but not 
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quite.  In the early 1930s, he endorsed the New Deal economic programs and wanted to 

go even further, advocating government ownership of utilities and industry, and radical 

land redistribution.  But he agreed with Davidson in opposing social scientific planning, 

labor unions, and most of all, any hint of racial change.  Owsley’s 1935 article in The 

American Review was the closest any Agrarian ever came to suggesting comprehensive 

remedies.  “The Pillars of Agrarianism,”  rewritten for Who Owns America? as “The 

Foundations of Democracy” reflected the mutual concerns of Owsley and H.C. Nixon 

over the evils of sharecropping and tenancy.  The article embraced many of the New Deal 

agricultural programs, including easier credit and price supports, but Owsley went much 

further in urging a tenant purchase plan. He also urged federal and state governments to 

buy up bank and absentee-owned land and use it for a new homestead program.  The 

homesteads were to be safe from sale or mortgage.  He would also forbid land 

speculation and encourage apprentice programs for those without agricultural skills. He 

advocated soil conservation programs, more subsistence farming to control market 

surpluses, and special subsidies for farmers to offset tariff protection.  Finally, in the most 

radical proposal, and one which may have been done to satisfy Davidson, he proposed a 

constitutional amendment dividing the nation into economic regions, each with its own 

government and each with protective vetoes over threatening federal policies.91  Owsley 

not only submitted the article to all of the Agrarians prior to publication, but also sent it 

to many politicians.  Senator John Bankhead of Alabama applauded its recommendations 

and may have used it to help promote the 1936 Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenancy Act, 

which provided loans to help tenants purchase their land.92 
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 Owsley’s proposal tapped into a consensus among southern intellectuals in 1935 

that land reform was necessary.  His essay was delivered to Francis Miller, a former 

official in the Foreign Policy Association, who, in the early 1930s, visited several 

southern cities, encouraging debate about the South’s future, and setting up local policy 

discussion groups. Both the Agrarians and the Sociologists belonged to one of these 

groups and at the first general meeting of them in Atlanta in 1935, Owsley brought his 

paper, presented it and Miller distributed 100 copies. Representatives at the meeting 

voted to form a permanent Southern Policy Committee and elected Nixon chairman.  

Soon Owsley was getting encouraging letters directly from Chapel Hill.  Rupert Vance 

expressed sympathy with most of the article, but doubted that Southern agricultural 

interests were united enough to back legislation; W.T. Couch looked favorably upon 

Owsley’s proposal, but was more collectivist in his own recommendations, favoring farm 

villages in which the title to all business property would be vested in the village itself, 

private enterprise limited to prevent monopolies and investments limited to government 

bonds.93  The Agrarians used the first two annual meetings of the Southern Policy 

Committee to dominate the proceedings.  Since they were the only members with a plan, 

they took on the mantle of the “radicals” of the group.  This created division among the 

delegates, most of whom were not ready for the extreme structural economic changes 

Owsley’s proposal endorsed.  In fact, the plan unnerved the membership and Owsley and 

Davidson barely escaped a resolution of censure, both for their plan and their dogmatic 

certainty.94 The next year, in Chattanooga, Tate and Robert Penn Warren represented the 

Agrarians and matters became even worse.  Accompanying them was Herbert Agar, a 
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Pulitzer Prize winning historian and journalist, who was partnering with Tate to produce 

Who Owns America?  Agar was a member of the British “Distributists,” including Hillare 

Belloc and G.K. Chesterton, which called for redistribution of productive land.  This 

time, delegates from Chapel Hill and the Southern Tenant Farmer’s Union were present.  

While Tate came away from the meeting convinced that the Agrarians “could convert 

many of the North Carolinians,”95 he also came away disgusted at the “collectivist” 

tendencies of the Southern Policy Committee under the leadership of his old friend 

Nixon.  In fact, Nixon was trying to turn the SPC into an activist organization to promote 

changes to the Agricultural Adjustment Administration in order to protect black tenant 

farmers. He also brought a broad range of other proposals to the meeting, most of which 

Tate (allied on some of his positions with W.T. Couch) attacked as moving toward the 

“communist-inspired” positions of the Southern Tenant Farmer’s Union.  Most of 

Nixon’s proposals were defeated and he resigned his chairmanship.  The meeting marked 

a final break between him and the other Agrarians and the SPC soon became moribund.  

Within two years so did the Agrarians.96 

 The concerns Tate expressed in Chattanooga were crucial to the Agrarian 

movement.  Despite the obvious and contradictory call in Owsley’s article for a 

centralized bureaucracy to force decentralized reform, most of the Agrarians (Nixon was 

the prime exception) were extremely distrustful of size.  In 1930, it had been the laissez-

faire corporate state; six years later that distrust was in the process of being transferred to 

a growing federal government.  Several of the Agrarians were equating the New Deal 
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with Marxism.97 The idea that only powerful government could control powerful industry 

was, to most of the Agrarians,  simply trading one evil for another.  Odum was no 

collectivist, either, but he was a better politician than the Agrarians, and more of a realist. 

Though initially opposed to many of the New Deal programs, he realized the importance 

of TVA to the Tennessee valley region and moved to involve himself with the Roosevelt 

administration.  By 1934 he had accepted from Harry Hopkins the job of director of the 

North Carolina Civil Works Administration, thus placing the Sociologists squarely in the 

New Deal camp.   

 Part 4 Crescendo 

The dialogue/debate between the Agrarians and the Sociologists reached its fullest 

expression in the years 1936 to 1938, at the very time when the internal fissures within 

the Agrarians forced their dissolution, and at the very time when Howard Odum was 

failing to realize his dream of an all-encompassing Southern Institute for Social Science.  

Individual members of both groups went on to distinctive achievements, but most of the 

Agrarians went back to literature, literary criticism, historical research, or other 

disciplines, with varying success.  While the Sociologist’s vision of the South triumphed, 

Odum’s regionalist concerns and their emphasis on nature, conflict and geography were 

submerged in the 1940s  beneath particularist scholarly investigations, positivist in 

nature, and skeptical of his neo-Hegelian organicism. 

  By 1936, a hitherto subdued facet of Odum’s thought had been revealed: an 

instinctive faith in the farm, and a vision of Southern development that was almost as 

agrarian as the Agrarians’.  During the 1930s, Odum, Vance and other members of the 

Sociologists were actively involved in gathering data for the Roosevelt Administration in 
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its attempt to solve the sharecropper/tenant problem.  Odum himself wrote that “the 

agrarian problem is the region…and the agrarian statecraft…is involved.”  He did not 

disagree when Benjamin Kendrick wrote to him that “In so far as they [the Agrarians] 

believe that the farmer should be more nearly self-sufficing…I do agree with them and I 

suspect you do also.”98 

Just how close the Agrarians and Sociologists evolved in their beliefs about the 

South became manifest when Odum’s magnum opus, Southern Regions, and the 

Agrarian’s second symposium, Who Owns America? were both published in 1936.  

Odum now expressed skepticism about the “hectic, urban, technological transitional 

period of civilization.”99  John Crowe Ransom now admitted that “corporate business is 

essential to the production of many things that we demand, it is institutionalized in our 

economy.”100  The essential differences were in the backgrounds of the individuals 

involved.  Most prominent Sociologists were men of science with faith in reason and 

progress;  most prominent Agrarians were men of letters, with faith in the irratational, or 

even the inscrutable. The Sociologists distrusted the irrational; the Agrarians distrusted 

science. The last few years of their debate and their subsequent lives would reinforce the 

differences. 

It is difficult, nearly 70 years later, to recapture the popular impact of Southern 

Regions.  It had been a four year effort, with Odum collecting and analyzing the data 

compiled by the Southern Regional Committee of the Social Science Research Council.  
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It was an immense, book, nearly 700 pages, crammed with charts, and graphs and maps.  

For nearly a decade it was the standard textbook in the study of the South. Though 

Southern Regions built upon earlier work by the Sociologists, particularly Vance’s 

Human Geography of the South, the tone of Odum’s text was decidedly more qualified.  

Now, instead of the need for industrialization, the South needed “a balanced economy 

which is primarily a ‘culture’ which will serve as the medium for the continuing sweep of 

science and technology, which in turn can be made to serve mankind rather than exploit 

it.”  And the problem was not just with the South. All of American society was out of 

balance by the development of urban industrialism submerging “the natural agrarian 

elements.”  The urban and the rural needed to support each other, not attempt to destroy 

the best in each.  Thus, Odom concluded, it was necessary to revitalize the dying 

Southern agricultural economy.101 These passages, which appeared in Southern Regions, 

could have been written by the Agrarians.  There was more, of course; the statistics of 

population, poverty and production were overwhelming.  The book’s title reiterated a 

position the Sociologists had taken for years: there was no South, but many Souths, each 

with its own problems (though Odum divided the South into two primary areas, the 

Southeast and Southwest).  To discuss it all in one book, Odum created “indices of 

capacity,”  economic, georgraphical, and cultural, designed to establish the needs of each 

subregion. The book attempted to contain everything: Odum wrote about education, 

religion, health, politics.  Though his criticism of the Nashville Agrarians as containing 

“little realism” was pointed, his rhetoric was muted and he admitted that there were 

“some aspects of this agrarian ideal which yet retain the motivation of agriculture as a 

way of life, to be adapted to a new equilibrium between rural and urban, between 
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agricultural and industrial life.”102 Significantly, Odum called for a special effort to 

improve race relations through education, though he stopped short of advocating the 

abolition of segregation. 

Despite the emphasis on agricultural reform that permeated key sections of the 

book, Odum insisted on one key aspect of regionalism that separated it from the 

Agrarian’s sectionalism: regionalism was a praxis which aimed to integrate the South into 

the nation.  Only then could the South escape its colonial position.103  Overall, on the 

basis of Odum’s own emphasis, it would appear that agrarian reform and policies should 

receive the first attention, followed by strong educational reform. 

Southern Regions was widely publicized and favorably reviewed.  Copies were 

sent to President Roosevelt and most members of the administration, many of whom sent 

notes to Odum indicating that they were pleased.104  In Nashville, the Agrarians knew 

that Odum had moved in some of his positions, and Davidson, reviewing the book in The 

American Review, took note of it, though he did have misgivings about Odum’s 

regionalist approach.  Pointing out that “only one force has ever drawn the Southern 

States together for a vast concerted effort”—the Civil War—Davidson questioned 

whether “the social-science regionalists can achieve a unified effort without unleashing 

the sectional antagonisms that they disclaim.”105  On the whole, however, Davidson, 

praised the book, and Odum, for being “judicious and temperate.”106 
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Who Owns America? which was published in April, 1936, was an attempt by the 

Agrarians to answer the two most damning criticisms of I’ll Take My Stand, that it 

offered no program, only criticisms, and that its emphasis and contributors were all 

Southern.  Instead of 12 essays, the book contains 21.  Eight of the 12 original Agrarians 

wrote essays joined by Cleanth Brooks and George Marion O’Donnell; the rest were 

contributed by Agar and the Distributists, including Belloc.  Davidson and Owsley were 

suspicious of the Agar, believing that the distinctive message of the Agrarians would be 

lost in the expanded book.  But Tate, who had taken over the project when Davidson was 

unable to find a publisher, wrote Davidson that it was time for the Agrarians to “put up or 

shut up,” and called Agar, “a gift from the Gods.” 107  Five of the Agrarians wrote essays 

restating their loyalty to southern culture.  Davidson attacked the “regional imperalism” 

of the North; Owsley rewrote his earlier article to call for a complete restructuring of the 

federal government; Lytle wrote a tribute to the small farm; John Donald Wade wrote 

about the “war of the city against the country,” and O’Donnell attacked “big business 

planters” and echoed the theme of land redistribution.108  On the other hand, Ransom, 

Tate, and Warren tried to nationalize their concerns and make them concrete.  Ransom 

admitted the necessity for some industrialism in the economy and endorsed such New 

Deal programs as bargaining power for unions and unemployment insurance; Warren 

attacked the “proletariat writer” who sees “literature as an instrument”; Tate  attacked 

finance capitalism and urged individual property ownership, as opposed to corporate or 
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state ownership.  “To the extent to which a man or a social group controls the property by 

which its welfare is insured the man or group is possessed of liberty,” he wrote.109 

The Distributist contribution did broaden the book.  Agar wrote that the 

contributors included “Protestants, agnostics, Catholics, Southerners, Northerners, men of 

the cities and men who live on the land.”  With the exception of the essays from 

Davidson, Owsley, Lytle and few others, the villain was not Northern industrialism, but 

monopoly industrialism, and it was the “American dream” not the “Southern way of life” 

that needed to be defended against both the communists and Big Business.110 

Who Owns America? lacked the romantic protest of I’ll Take My Stand, but it was 

received more favorably by the critics.  The New York Times Book Review said the 

contributors had produced a “disquieting”work reinvigorating the Jeffersonian vision of 

America.111  Most Agrarian publications, such as The Southern Review, The American 

Review and Southern newspapers loved it, though other publications, such as The New 

Republic and the Saturday Review of Literature criticized the book’s naivete and failure 

to deal with racial issues.112 

The publication of Who Owns America? and the criticism of it, furthered the 

dissolution of the Agrarians.  Already Ransom, Tate and Warren were having serious 

misgivings that their involvement in social and political matters was damaging their 

literary reputations.  By the end of the year, Ransom, who was finding himself more 

isolated at Vanderbilt, would write Tate that “patriotism is eating at lyricism…and I’ve 
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got to get out of it.”113 And Tate, who had endured charges of fascism against the 

Agrarians, was writing to Davidson that “I wish to stick to the literary side now, or return 

to it.  I am tired of argument...”114  But before that could happen, plans for further 

cooperation with the Distributists would end amid mutual jealousy and  suspicion, and 

the Agrarians and the Sociologists would come face to face in debate for the only time, in 

a meeting that turned out to be more theater than substance.115 

Just who invited whom to debate in late April is a point of controversy, but 

according to Tate’s biographer, Odum, Vance and Couch all came to Nashville, 

accompanied by a young historian named C. Vann Woodward.116 Apparently Couch did 

most of the talking for the Sociologists and ran into considerable hostility from the 

Agrarians and their sympathizers who occupied the front row of the auditorium.  

“Eventually,” Woodward later wrote, “Voices and tempers rose to a high pitch, and the 

exchange ended suddenly with the dramatic withdrawal of the Agrarians led by Allen 

Tate.  They filed from the front row up the center aisle and out the door, with Tate 

shouting final imprecations.”  Later, Woodward met Lytle at a local bar, and was invited 

to an informal celebration where the Agrarians were congratulating themselves on their 

triumph.117  No one, it seems kept notes on the “debate,” and no press covered it. After 

nearly seven years of back and forth, it was a strange anti-climax. 

There would be two more books from the Agrarians and one more major one from 

the Sociologists and a few more individual debates, in the midst of which Ransom 
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formally broke with Agrarianism (and Vanderbilt) by leaving for Kenyon College in 

Gambier, Ohio, Tate went back to literature, and Odum saw funding from the New York 

Foundations for his ambitious regionalist projects begin to dry up.  In November 1936, 

Davidson and Couch each  addressed the Southern Historical Association in Nashville.  

Davidson defended the Agrarian concept of sectional autonomy (even though he was 

clearly out of step with other members of the group such as Tate, Ransom and to a lesser 

degree Owsley) and promoted Who Owns America?  Couch responded with a paper 

noting that the Agrarians and the Distributists had less in common than assumed, noting 

that the proposed solutions of Who Owns America? represented real progress from the 

“social protest” of I’ll Take My Stand, and repeating the Sociologist refrain that the 

Agrarian arguments “are only dreams, lacking the hard stuff of reality.”  Couch ended by 

implying that the Agrarian search “for values” had rendered the Agrarians mad “with the 

distemper of the renowned knight of La Mancha.”118 

The disagreements over the identity of the South remained—and would—but the 

dialogue continued, and so quite clearly did the grudging respect and frustration each side 

felt for the other.  In 1938, Davidson and Tate published the last books by any of the 

Agrarians not produced in hindsight.  Davidson’s collection of essays previously 

published in the various magazines was entitled The Attack on Leviathan: Regionalism 

and Nationalism in the United States.  In it, he had kind things to say about Howard 

Odum and the Sociologists, but repeated earlier warnings that Odum’s program of 

Regionalism would ultimately cede control of southern affairs to Washington. The book 

was published at the University of North Carolina Press at the behest of W.T. Couch.  In 

reviewing the book, Social Forces called it “brilliant, but disappointing” and hoped that 
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Davidson would soon be able “to see the Southern portion of the United States as it is.”119  

It was left to Allen Tate to utter the final distinctive Agrarian argument, and he did it in a 

milieu much more comfortable to the group than the political or economic essay.  Tate’s 

novel, The Fathers, had started as a scrap of autobiography, and became instead the 

exploration of the “terrible conflict between two fundamental and irreconcilable modes of 

existence” embodied in two Virginia families on the eve of the Civil War.120  The Buchan 

family sequestered in its Pleasant Hill plantation, is tightly structured, agrarian, tainted by 

slavery, and doomed.  The Posey family (George Posey is Major Buchan’s son-in-law) is 

a family in name only, cut off from its traditions on the land, unable to objectify feelings, 

and utterly unable to partake of the ceremonies of religion and community. The Buchans 

are doomed because, like the antebellum South, all they have is custom and ritual.  The 

Poseys are doomed, because, like modern society, they don’t even have that. The Fathers 

is a powerful book, well received by critics all over the nation and one of the best 

southern novels of the 1930s.  Precisely because it is a work of creative fiction, it is the 

most enduring statement of the Agrarian philosophy. After The Fathers, for the 

Agrarians, there was nothing new left to say. 

Neither was there for Odum, who, also in 1938, published American Regionalism, 

an attempt to do for the rest of the country, what Southern Regions had done for the 

South.  The book divided the nation into six regions, as Vance had done six years earlier 

with the South, with an equally impressive set of statistical indices.  Odum’s agrarian 

sympathies, first overtly revealed in Southern Regions were repeated here.  Regionalism, 

he stated, “offered a medium and technique of decentralization and redistribution in an 
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age characterized as moving toward over-centralization, urbanism and totalitarianism.”121 

Much of the rest of the book reiterated a regionalism committed to national unity.  

American Regionalism, like The Attack on Leviathan, was praised, and soon forgotten. 

With the exception of the Report on Economic Conditions of the South, also published in 

1938 and an outgrowth of the Southern Policy Committee filtered through the National 

Emergency Council, the debate was over. The Report, heavily indebted to Southern 

Regions, was used by President Roosevelt in his attempt to purge conservative southern 

Democratic Senators in the 1938 mid-term elections.  When Roosevelt failed, The Report 

was shelved. 

 

Conclusion 

World War II, the postwar prosperity, and the 1954 Brown v. Board decision, 

rendered both the Sociologists’ and the Agrarians’ visions of the South practically 

worthless.   The South was gradually brought into the rest of the nation, but under no 

comprehensive regional plan as Odum had advocated, and regionalism as an ideology 

was little heeded in the postwar years.  By the middle of the war, Raymond Bellamy of 

the Florida State College for Women was telling Odum, “The quarrel I have with the 

Regionalists is that they seem more and more to be crowding out the general sociology.  I 

consider this a fatal blunder and think that in the long run it will work disaster.”122 Odum 

did gradually come to see the need for racial integration, and by 1944 was telling 

colleagues it was inevitable.123 When he died in 1954, the Washington Post called him 
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“the Eli Whitney of the Modern South.”124 Rupert Vance lived until 1975, a symbol, even 

more than Odum of the rigorous intellectual discipline in the best of the Sociologists’ 

thought. Yet 25 years later, Historian Michael O’Brien could ask, “Who now reads an 

Odum Book?”and answer “Outside the esoteric cabbala of students of the Southern 

tradition, the answer is ‘Almost no one.’”125  And when Vanderbilt University—in one of 

the supreme ironies of its history—hosted a 1980 symposium celebrating the 50th 

anniversary of I’ll Take My Stand, the University of North Carolina’s most prominent 

living sociologist  admitted “The Carolinians’ prescriptions seem to have carried the day, 

but it is I’ll Take My Stand, not Howard Odum’s Southern Regions, that is still being read 

after 50 years.  You have conquered, O Tennesseans.”126 

The Agrarians had never attracted widespread support;  during and after the war, 

they split into two camps and many of them left the South.  The ones who remained, 

primarily Davidson, Owsley and Lytle resisted integration, sometimes fiercely, and 

couched their racial arguments in the words of strict construction.  The others, led by 

Ransom, Tate and Warren, and with the second-generation impetus of University of 

Chicago Philosopher Richard Weaver (who actually touched both camps) transformed at 

least part of the movement into a cultural conservatism that sought to encompass all of 

Western Civilization. Their critics remained legion right up until the end of the century, 

labeling them with such terms as “non-farming dilettantes.”127 Years later, after the I’ll 

Take My Stand anniversary, when all of them were dead and Vanderbilt University was 

attempting to become a “national” university, the school filled its English Department 
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with scholars who not only demeaned the worst of the Agrarian thought, but the best, too, 

along the very real literary achievements of the Fugitives.128  The religious preoccupation 

so evident in many of the writings reached culmination in both camps when Tate joined 

the Catholic Church and others, such as Lytle began to couch their fiction, poetry and 

criticism in increasingly epistemological terms. 

But philosophical Agrarianism was not yet dead. By the end of the 1950s, through 

contacts with William F. Buckley Jr. and others, certain Agrarian cultural values (for 

instance, the value of religion in public life and the suspicion of both corporate and 

governmental power; though long forgotten were the radical economic changes the 

members had advocated in the 1930s) became an integral part of a Republican Party 

coalition that by 2004 controlled the legislative and executive branches of the Federal 

government.  This was helped along to newer generations by the republication of I’ll 

Take My Stand, and the creation of such neo-Agrarian magazines as Chronicles and The 

Southern Partisan.  Now Agrarianism’s former weaknesses—lack of agreement and a 

formalized vision—became strengths and made it a catch-all of social, political and 

spiritual protest against modernity. 

The events of the 1960s and 1970s—foreign and domestic 

policy failures, environmental depredations, stagflation, 

urban decay, loss of confidence in institutions—seemed 

strikingly to fulfill the prediction made by the Agrarians in 

the 1930s.  And most of the harbingers of change in the 

direction of the postindustrial society seemed to be echoing 

the half-century-old calls of the Agrarians for an economy 

and society organized on a human scale, one that permits 

more individual, family and community control over 

personal and social destinies than does the centralized 

industrial state, and one that reflects more concern with 
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spiritual and humane values than is fostered by the 

scientistic-technocratic-industrial mode of existence.129 

 

 Some universities offered complete courses based on the book. 130  

 Agrarian thought—at least some of it—seemed to have more influence 

than ever.131 

 

  

 

  

  

  

 
129 Havard and Sullivan, A Band of Prophets, 8-9. 
130 Among the many scholars who have taught I’ll Take My Stand was Christopher Lasch, whose 

1978 best-seller, The Culture of Narcissism was heavily influenced by the Agrarians, as was his 

huge The True and Only Heaven: Progress and its Critics (1991).  Christopher Lasch to the 

author, October 6, 1986, collection of the author. 
131 Paul V. Murphy, The Rebuke of History: 254ff. 


