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f a c t o r s  A w m a tim  n m  L in tm  l e v e l s

CHAPTER 1

fjhjp0$ss op o rju y

There a r e  a  nrnaber o f  e x p la n a tio n s  c u rre n t  to d ay  concern ing  th e  

e&ueee o f  th e  r u r a l  p o v e rty  found in  some a re a s  o f  th e  U nited  State®  *

One purpose o f  t h i s  in q u iry  i s  to  t o s t  by s t a t i s t i c a l  methods some o f  

th o se  a p p la n a tio n s  to  f in d  o u t what degree o f t r u t h  l i e s  in  them .

A nother purpose i s  to  su g g est ways to  improve farm ers f prr. d u o t iv i t i e s  *

V a rie ty  o f  E xp lanation*

(1 )  Low P ro d u c tiv i ty  p e r  Farm er* Orthodox econom ists have been te a c h -
/

ta g  f o r  n e a r ly  two c e n tu r ie s  t h a t ,  in  a  p riva te  ' > r - t » r systeis, 

each  in d iv id u a l 's  sh a re  In. th e  n a tio n a l  o u tp u t , His sa te rfe a l u f

l iv in g )  would be determ ined  by th e  e x te n t  to  which he c o n tr ib u te d  

tow ards th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  t h a t  n a tio n a l  o u tp u t .  A® a p p l ie d  to  f e r n e r y  

t h i s  would mean t h a t  t h e i r  m a te r ia l  le v e ls  &t l iv in g  would oorr-wno - 

w ith  t h e i r  p r o d u c t iv i t i e s • This l in e  o f th o u g h t su g g es ts  t h a t  to  re-* 

move p o v e rty  i n  a g iven  a re a , pro duct ion  p e r  w orker shoul d be in c re a se d  

by some means*

(B) E x p lo i ta t io n * Over th e  p a s t  c en tu ry  and a  h a l f ,  there- has p e r -  

s i s  to d  a n o th e r  im portan t l in e  o f th o u g h t which has p o in ted  to  e x p lo i­

t a t i o n  a s  th e  c h ie f  cause o f  poverty  in  th e  w o rld . E xpressed  somewhat 

d if fe r e n t ly  o v er time and under v a ry in g  circum stance® , t h i s  schoo l o f  

though t has h e ld  th a t  an  u n f a i r  d i s t r ib u t io n  o f  th e  n a tio n a l  o u tp u t, 

n o t  th@ le v e l  o f p ro d u c t iv i ty ,  was th e  tro u b le -s p o t*  Ahy was th e  s la v e  

on  th e  American c o tto n  p la n ta tio n  so poor! Why was th e  s e r f  on th e  feu d a l
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© sta te  o f th© Mi&dl© Ages so poor? Why have n o t our modern wag© e a rn e rs  

been more prosperous?  According to  t h i s  school o f  thought*  I t  has been 

because t h e i r  p roduction* excep t f o r  a b a re  su b s is ten c e*  went fo r  th e  

b e n e f i t  o f th e  p ro p e rty  owner*

Along t h i s  same vein*  some people today  b e lie v e  t h a t  the sh a re*  

cropping  system  in  our South keeps th e  te n a n t  poor because so much o f  

th e  farm  o u tp u t goes to  th e  land lo rd*  I t  Is  commonly f e l t  among farm  

people in  t h i s  n a tio n  th a t  "no farm  ©an su p p o rt two fa m ilie s  w ell*  th© 

ten a n t* a  and th© la n d lo rd 1 s*1 * Marx h e ld  th a t  th e  c a p i t a l i s t i c  system* 

w herein  land and c a p i ta l  were p r iv a te ly  owned* c o n s t i tu te d  a  method o f  

channeling  th e  n a tio n a l  output*  ex cep t f o r  a su b s is te n c e  fo r  lab o re rs*  

In to  th® hands o f  th e  p ro p e rty  owners*

I f  e x p lo i ta t io n  i s  th e  main (o r  an  im portan t) cause of poverty  in  

our r u r a l  a reas*  th e  rem edies to  be a p p lie d  would be quit®  d i f f e r e n t  

from th a t  suggested  under th e  above p o in t ( th e  e le v a t io n  o f  p ro d u c tiv ity  

per w orker)* Perhaps a prim ary  o b je c tiv e  o f farm  p o lic y  should be the  

e lim in a tio n  o f farm  tenancy*

(3) U n a v a ila b ility  o f E le c t r ic i ty *  I t  i s  po in ted  ou t t h a t  many o f  th e  

modern home conveniences depend on th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  low c o s t  e le c ­

t r i c i t y *  I t  can  b e  shown t h a t ,  in  s t a te s  where a  la rg e  p ercen tage  o f 

farm homes l i e  w ith in  a hook-up range o f an  e l e c t r i c  d i s t r ib u t io n  lin e *  

farm homes' a rc  r a th e r  w e ll equipped w ith  modern f a c i l i t i e s *  Hence * I t  

i s  ’suggested  th a t  to  improve r u r a l  l iv in g  s ta n d a rd s , e l e c t r i c  d i s t r i ­

b u tio n  l in e s  should be p laced  c lo se  to  a l l  (o r  n e a r ly  a l l )  farm ers*

(4) Q u a lity  o f S o ils*  I t  seems a m a tte r  o f e lem en tary  observation*

a s  on© d r iv e s  about a r u r a l  a re a  ( fo r  example * w ith in  a  s in g le  county)*  

th a t  on th® good s o i l s  w i l l  be found fin© farm homes w ith  a n ice  a u to ­

m obile parked a longside*  On th e  h i l l y  a re a s  where s o i l s  ar® th in *  o r
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rooka p ro tru d e , o r  on th® leached  sandy s o i l s  ( l a  o th e r  w ords, sub - 

m arg inal la n d s ) ,  w i l l  he found farms whioh do not a f fo rd  fa m ilie s  a 

good liv in g *  T heir au tom obiles ar® o ld  and worn* t h e i r  hones a re  sm a ll, 

o f te n  unpaln ted  and d ila p id a te d *  Furtherm ore, i f  one examine* a map 

showing th e  s o i l  re so u ree s  o f  the U nited S ta te s ,  i t  w i l l  be found th a t  

the  South (where th#  l a r g e s t  o o n c en tra tio n  o f r u r a l  p o v erty  i s  found) 

has r e l a t i v e ly  poorer s o i l s  th an  does th e  N orth , One w i l l  f in d  a ls o  

t h a t  th e  G reat Lakes "ou t-over*  re g io n  (where r u r a l  l iv in g  c o n d itio n s  

a re  n o t good) has poorer s o i l  re so u rce s  th an  do the  reg io n s  to  th e  so u th , 

th e  " d a iry  b e l t"  and th e  "oora  b e l t " ,  where f a m  l iv in g  c o n d itio n s  a re  

b e tte r*  These sundry o b se rv a tio n s  seem to  in d ic a te  th a t  r u r a l  l iv in g  

le v e ls  in  th e  On!ted S ta te s  fo llo w  th e  q u a li ty  o f  the  s o i ls *  T his l in e  

o f  thought su g g ests  th a t  to  remedy ru r a l  p overty  we need to  improve s o i l s  

by methods o f s o i l  sc ien c e  ami c o n se rv a tio n , ami r e s e t t l e  some farm ers on 

b e t t e r  lands*

(S) Live a took Fam ing* Some people f e e l  t h a t  in  fa m in g  a re a s  in  which 

most o f th e  e f f o r t s  a re  d ire c te d  to  th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  l iv e s to c k  and l iv e ­

sto ck  p ro d u c ts , p rosperous farm ers w i l l  be found* Hence, to  remove r u r a l  

poverty  (such a s  in  c u r  c o tto n  and tobacco a r e a s ) ,  d iv e r s i f ie d  a g r ic u l tu r e  

w ith  more a t t e n t io n  to  th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f l iv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  p roducts 

should  be follow ed*

Task o f the  A g r ic u l tu ra l  Economist

I t  i s  th e  ta sk  o f  the a g r ic u l tu r a l  econom ist to  t e s t  th e se  v a rio u s  

e x p la n a tio n s  by e m p irica l m ethods. This needs to  be done because!

(1) I t  i s  n ecessa ry  to  have a guide fo r  shaping f a m  p o lic y , because 

In  o rd e r  to  improve farm l iv in g  s tan d ard s  th e  c a u sa tiv e  f a c to r  o r f a c to r s  

invo lved  should be known in  o rd e r  to  g e t th #  r e s u l t s  d e s ire d i  (2 ) we
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m iid to  cheek on th #  v a l id i ty  o f  th#  economic d o c trin e#  being  commonly 

taugh t*  For exam ple, th# fo llo w in g  ia  an  im portan t economic d o c tr in e  

which needs to  be oheoked *

And to  what e x te n t docs each p roducer ahar# in  th#  
d istr ib u tio n , o f th««® goods* which in  a g iven  co u n try  may 
q u ite  p ro p e rly  be c a l le d  th e  n a tio n a l  Income t  In  gene m l*  
to  th e  e x te n t  o f h is  im portance in  th e  ta s k  o f producing 
the  n a tio n a l  income* For each d e p o s ito r  w i l l  I n s i s t  on 
having a s  h is  share  o f  the  goods an amount no sm a lle r  th a n  
would be l o s t  i f  he w ithheld  h is  p roductive  e f fo r ts *  And 
i f  co m p e titio n  e x i s t s ,  th e m  is  no reason  to  suppose t h a t  
he need tak e  le ss* ^

The c la s s ic a l  and n e o -c la s s ic a l  d o c tr in e s  (such as  th e  one j u s t  

m entioned) warn developed by d eductive  reason ing  from c e r t a in  prem ises* 

Stoeryone knows th a t  our economic w orld does no t e x a c tly  f i t  th e se  a s*  

sumed prem ises* The q u e s tio n  i s ,  **Are th e se  d o c tr in e s  a p p lic a b le  to  

th e  re a l-w o r ld , o r a re  th ey  la r g e ly  u n re lia b le ? *  By su b je c tin g  thee#  

d o c tr in e s  to  s t a t i s t i c a l  check ing , we can fin d  ou t t h e i r  r e l i a b i l i t y  

o r a p p l i c a b i l i ty  to  th e  rea l-w o rld  s i tu a tio n *

*Pftul P* Geasiil and ftalph H* B lo d g e tt , Soonomiosi P r in c ip le s  
and Problem s, Mow York, H arper and B ro thers P u b lish e rs , 1942, Volume
1 , p* 321*



CHAPTER XI

METHOD OF IMQDIHT

In  t h i s  s tu d y , v a rio u s  f a c to r s  a re  c o r re la te d  w ith  f a m  l iv in g  

le v e ls  In  th e  endeavor to  f in d  those  which oause f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  

to  be what th ey  a re*  C o rre la tio n  a n a ly s is  I s  a  to o l  o f  resea ro h  common- 

ly  used fo r  t h i s  purpose* Of c o u rse , a  h ig h  degree of c o r r e la t io n  be— 

tween two s e r ie s  does n o t in d io a te  whioh f a c to r  i s  c a u s a t iv e , o r  th a t  

any o&usal r e la t io n s h ip  e x i s t s  between them a t  a l l *  N e v erth e le ss , in -  

d ic e s  o f c o r r e la t io n  c o n s t i tu te  v a lu a b le  su p p o rtin g  evidence* In  th e  

s o c ia l  so le n s e s ,  i t  i s  v e ry  d i f f  io u l t  to  "prove" th a t  a  c e r t a in  f a c to r  

causes d e f in i t e  r e s u l t s  because c o n tro lle d  experim ents cannot be run  

w ith  th e  su b je c t  m a tte r , so c ie ty *  What s o c ia l  s c i e n t i s t s  a c tu a l ly  d o , 

in  o rd e r to  dem onstra te  t h a t  a e « r ta in  f a c to r  (o r  f a c to r s )  i s  c a u sa tiv e  

i s  to  p re se n t a lo g ic a l  exp lanation  (b o ls te re d  by a s  much sup p o rtin g  

evidence a s  p o s s ib le )  in  term s o f ju s t  t h i s  f a c to r  (o r  f a c to r s )  whioh 

makes i t  unnecessary  to  r e s o r t  to  o th e r  fa c to rs *  I f  o th e r  s tu d e n ts  o f  

th e  problem ag ree  w ith  t h i s  e x p la n a tio n , i t  becomes accep ted  a s  th e  

tru th *  However, i t  'has n o t been proved in  the  sense th a t  th in g s  can 

be proved in  th e  p h y s ic a l sc ien ce  la b o ra to r ie s *

Use of A ggregates

The d a ta  used th ru o u t t h i s  study  c o n s is t  o f averages o r medians 

(m easures o f c e n t r a l  tendency)# For exam ple, s t a t e  average  fa rm '.o p e ra to rsf 

o u tp u ts  a re  c o r re la te d  w ith  farm, l iv in g  le v e ls*  Why n o t work w ith  in -  

d iv id u a l oases in s te a d  o f  a g g re g a te s !  In  th e  f i r s t  p la o e , i t  should be 

k ep t in  mind th a t  t h i s  i s  a  study  o f f a m  c o n d itio n s  a l l  over th e  U nited
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S ta te s f  H fm ei th e re  a re  s ix  m il l io n  in d iv id u a l oases ( th e  number o f  

fa m e )*  I t  would be Im possib le  f o r  any in v e s t ig a to r  to  g a th e r  da ta#  

ta b u la te  i t#  and c o r r e la te  i t  using s ix  m il l io n  eases* There i s  on ly  

one agency th a t  oan handle th e  Job o f c o l le c t in g  d a ta  on a l l  o f  th e  

s i*  m il l io n  American farms# namely# th e  Bureau of th e  Census* Census 

d a ta  c o n s t i tu te  the  c h ie f  source o f in fo rm a tio n  on which th is  s tu d y  i s  

based*

In  th e  second place# In  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  and p re se n ta tio n #  i t  

i s  v e ry  oonmoa to  make use  o f  av erag es and o th e r  a b s t r a c t io n s  based on

th e  o r ig in a l  data*  The use o f averages c o n c e n tra te s  a  g re a t mass o f  

incom prehensib le  d a ta  in to  m eaningful f ig u r e s y i t  a ls o  brings d a ta  in to  

manageable q u a n t i t ie s  f o r  a n a ly s is  purposes* In  t h i s  study# by concen­

t r a t i n g  th e  d a ta  on s ix  m il l io n  farm s in to  s t a t e  average  f ig u re s#  i t  

becomes f e a s ib le  to  app ly  th© la b o rio u s  m athem atical p rocess o f m u ltip le  

c o r re la t io n *

Why no t work w ith  a "sam ple survey* ? This would perm it working 

w ith  in d iv id u a l oases* In  re p ly  to  t il ls#  i t  should be noted th a t  th e re  

a re  good reasons fo r  no t adop ting  th e  sample survey method* In  th e  

f i r s t  p la c e , a sample o f  on ly  one p e rc e n t o f Am erica’s fa m e  would mean 

60,000 eases* I t  would be ex trem ely  d i f f i c u l t  (more probably# im possib le) 

fo r  one in v e s t ig a to r  to  g a th e r  d a ta  and an a ly se  them f o r  th a t  number o f  

c a se s  lo c a te d  a l l  over th e  U nited  S ta te s*  Furtherm ore# how could  a  one 

p e rc en t sample be s e le c te d  t h a t  would re p re se n t a c c u ra te ly  a l l  th e  U nited 

S ta te s  farms f o r  th e  purpose o f t h i s  problem?

why not study  a sm all a re a  &uoh as  a tow nship) in te n s iv e ly ?  iTo-uld 

no t the  r e s u l t s  o f such a study  a p p ly  to  th e  e n t i r e  U nited S ta te s  s i t u ­

a tio n ?  The answer i s  "mo” * Local s tu d ie s  aimed a t  f in d in g  causes o f 

p ro s p e r i ty  among f a m  o p e ra to rs  o f te n  a r r iv e  a t  co n clu sio n s which cannot
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he a p p lie d  to  t im e n t i r e  H alted  S ta te s  s i tu a t io n *  For example s

(1) Q u a lity  o f  S o ils*  CkMonly# i t  w i l l  be found th a t  on looking  over 

a  sm all a re a  such a s  a  county th a t  th e  low est income farm people a re  

found on th e  s u b -o a rs ia a l  lands# Yet# f o r  th© U nited S ta te s  a s  a  whole# 

i s  i t  found th a t  r u r a l  l iv in g  c o n d itio n s  v a ry  acco rd ing  to  th© n a tu ra l  

a g r i c u l tu r a l  re so u rce s  o f each s t a t e  o r  re g io n !  D e f in i te ly  not* Smm 

o f  tli© w orst r u r a l  p o v e rty  o f tb s  H alted S ta te s  i s  found o a  some o f th© 

b e s t  s o i ls #  However# a s  p o in ted  ou t on page Z» l a  sm all a re a s  such a s

a  county# one may sometimes observe an  a s s o c ia t io n  between q u a l i ty  o f  

re so u rce s  and l iv in g  co n d itio n s#  (This s u b je c t  i s  d isc u sse d  In  more de­

t a i l  on pages UO-2.)

(2) In d iv id u a l In cen tiv e s#  Some lo c a l  s tu d ie s  have p o in ted  ou t th e  

im portance o f  p e rso n a l In c e n tiv e s  a s  an  e x p la n a tio n  o f d if fe re n c e s  in  

t hm p ro s p e r i ty  o f farm ers** Y et c an  t h i s  in s ig h t  be a p p lie d  to  th® 

whole U nited S ta te s t  That is#  a r e  th e  d if fe re n c e s  in  p ro s p e r i ty  o f 

f a m  o p e ra to rs  in  M assachusetts a s  compared w ith  th o se  in  Tennessee to  

be ex p la in ed  la r g e ly  by d if fe re n c e s  in  p e rso n a l f a c to r s !  Probably not*

(®) In h e re n t A b i l i t i e s  o f  Men* I t  ha# been observed t h a t  ra©o d i f f e r  

In  t h e i r  in h e re n t a b i l i t i e s  when su b je c te d  to  I n te l  11 gone© test® # o r  

when t h e i r  farm ing  r e s u l t s  a re  seen#^ P ro je c tin g  t h i s  in s ig h t#  could

*Se% f o r  example# Ti* w# Wilcox and 0# 0* Lloyd# *?h© Human le c to r  in  
th e  Management o f  Ind iana  Fame**# Purdue U n iv e rs ity  a g r i c u l tu r a l  H xperi- 
sttmt S ta t io n  B u lle t in  Ho# 369# 10S2* In  t h i s  b u l l e t in  i t  I s  dem onstrated 
t h a t  th e re  a re  g re a t  d if fe re n c e s  in  the  la b o r  in co m e  o f  Ind iana farm ers# 
and thee® d if fe re n c e s  a re  r e la te d  to  p e rso n a l fa c to rs#  The most im portan t 
o f  th e se  p e rso n a l and © w i^orsaental f a c to r s  t h a t  could b# measured were*
( ! )  Help and s t im u la tio n  rec e iv e d  from th© wives j {2) am bit Ion j ( s )  in t e r ­
e s t  in  fa m in g  a® an  occupations (4} p o ssess io n  o f a g r i c u l tu r a l  inform ation#

^S©e Henry C* Taylor# wTwo Dimensions o f  P ro d u c tiv ity ” # An©rloan Eco­
nomic Beview Supplem ent» Volume VII# Ho# 1# March 1917* The cSata aSaifTiurgu* 
SeatT o f  "IKTs a r t i c l e  demonetrat© th a t  th e re  a re  g re a t  d i f f e re n c e s  in  th© 
e f f ic ie n c y  and c a p a c ity  o f  men} th e se  d if fe re n c e s  a re  r e la te d  to  t h e i r  
incomes#



i t  b# s a id  t h a t  th e  p r in c ip a l  re a so n  f o r  th© b e t t e r  fa m in g  r e s u l t s  in  

th© Horfeh, a s  compared w ith  th o se  o f th e  South* i s  t h a t  farm ers in  th© 

Horth a re  in h e re n tly  s u p e r io r  people? I t  I s  t o  be doubted v e ry  muoh 

t h a t  t h i s  Is  th e  ease*

(4) Im portance o f  f&aployaenft* A lo e a l  s tu d y  w i l l  be v e ry  a p t

to  m iss th e  im portance on a g r ic u l tu r e  o f  non-»fam ©ntployeisat opportun iti®  s * 

I t  w i l l  be shown l a t e r  th a t*  view ing th e  United S ta te s  a s  a  whole* i t  I s  

v e ry  apparen t t h a t  p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  and l iv in g  le v e ls  o f  f a m  o p e ra to rs  a re  

h ig h e r  where a o n -fa m  employments e x i s t  nearby*

(§ ) fjQQmmlo Evolution* There a re  s ta g e s  in  economic ev o lu tio n *  The 

reg io n s  o f  th e  U nited S ta te s  have not a l l  evolved a t  equal speeds* A 

lo c a l  study w il l  be v e ry  a p t  to  overlook  th® stag© o f  economic e v o lu tio n  

In which th e  a re a  l ie s *

(0) S thn lo  In fluences*  C u ltu ra l in f lu e n c e s  a r i s in g  fro® d i f f e r e n t  e th n ic  

backgrounds nay account f o r  some o f  th e  d if fe re n c e s  found between farm ers * 

p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  and l iv in g  le v e ls  in  v a rio u s  p a r ts  o f  t h i s  na tion*  A 

lo c a l  study* conducted w ith in  th e  con fines o f  one r u r a l  c u l tu r a l  group* 

may e a s i l y  overlook th e se  in flu en ces*

In  summary* th® lo c a l  su rvey  method i s  not a  r e l i a b le  method to  use  

when s tudy ing  th e  causes o f  d if fe re n c e s  in  farm ers* l iv in g  le v e ls  over 

th e  United S ta te s*  I t  i s  recognised* however* th a t  f o r  c e r t a in  problems* 

th e  lo c a l  s tudy  method i s  an  e x c e lle n t  to o l  o f  resea rch*

Use o f Flam L iv ing  Levels

Th® Improvement o f fa rm e rs1 m a te r ia l  l iv in g  le v e ls  i s  th® m ajor 

o b je c tiv e  o f  th e  farm programs in  t h i s  nation*  For example * money i s  

a p p ro p ria te d  f o r  re se a rc h  in  a g r ic u ltu re *  not f o r  th e  purpose o f  seek ing
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t r u th  f o r  tru th * a  M k*f h u t m ainly in  order  to  h e lp  farm ers in c re a se  

t h e i r  inoomas and th ereb y  improve l iv in g  le v e ls#  Thar® a ro  program* 

f o r  " p a r i ty " ,  s o i l  c o n se rv a tio n , a g r i c u l tu r a l  exports#  f a m  credit*** 

a l l  o f  which hav® a s  th o i r  o h ia f  purpos® th® sa feg u ard in g  of# and th#  

e le v a t io n  of# farm ers* s ta n d a rd s  o f l iv in g #

Consequently# i f  th#  le v e l  of l iv in g  i s  th® n e u tr a l  th in g  aimed 

a t  in  th® farm program s, i t  should be known whioh f a s to r  (o r  f a c to r s )  

i s  o h le f ly  re s p o n s ib le  f o r  f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  be ing  what th ey  a re#  To 

fin d  th a t  f a c to r  (o r  f a c to r s )  i s  th® c h ie f  purpos® o f  t h i s  inqu iry#

Th© q u e s tio n  may a r is e #  "Why n o t seek th#  f a c to r s  th a t  make fo r  

h igh  d o l la r  incomes? The us® of d o l la r  incomes would b® le s s  cumber** 

some in  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  th an  th® us® o f v a rio u s  measurements o f 

l iv in g  le v e ls#  A f te r  a l l #  w i l l  no t farm ers* l iv in g  le v e ls  p a r a l le l  

t h e i r  n e t ioccm®*?* Th# reason  why d o l la r  n e t incomes hav# not been 

used 1® th a t  many people  f®«l th a t  d o l la r s  a re  no t a s  m eaningful in  

ru r a l  Ilf®  a s  in  c i t y  l i f e #  I t  i s  sa id  th a t  farm ers can l iv e  w ell w ith ­

out having muoh money income s in c e  so much o f  th® l iv in g  ©am he produced 

on th#  far®  i t s e l f #  Furthermore# i t  i s  f re q u e n tly  b e liev ed  th a t  money 

goes much f a r th e r  in  some p a r ts  o f th® U nited S ta te s  th a n  in  o th e r  p a rts#  

In  view  o f  th e se  o b je c tio n s  to  th e  use o f d o l la r  inoomes# an  a ttem p t has 

been made in  th is  In q u iry  to  us® on ly  " r e a l  item s to  exp ress r u r a l  l i v ­

ing  le v e ls*

Measurement o f  l iv in g  L evels

Census d a ta  a re  used In  t h i s  study  a s  th #  b a s is  f o r  ex p re ss in g  farm  

l iv in g  le v e ls#  The 1940 Census o f Housing, in  a d d i t io n  to  some m a te r ia l  

found in  th e  1940 Census o f A gricu ltu re , provide moat o f th e  Information  

a v a ila b le *  Fro® th ese  sources# th e  fo llo w in g  hav® been tak en  f o r  purposes
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o f t h i s  inqu iry*

Percentage o f farm  o p e ra to rs  possessing  au tom ob iles.
Percentage o f f a m  homes l ig h te d  by e le c t r i c i ty *
Percentage o f  f a m  homes w ith  running water*
P ercen tage  o f f a m  homes w ith  b a th  o r shower*
Percen tage o f farra homes w ith  m echanical r e f r ig e ra to r*
Monthly r e n ta l  v a lu e  of f a m  homes*

An a ttem p t has been made by M# J* Hagood to  c o n s tru c t  a s in g le  index

s e r ie s  re p re se n tin g  l iv in g  le v e ls  o f  farm ers in  a l l  th e  co u n tie s  o f  the  
■»

U nited S ta tes*  This index was co n s tru c ted  by combining f iv e  f a c to r s  and

w eigh ting  them* Although t h i s  index s e r ie s *  o r  any o th e r  s e r ie s  which

would re p re se n t a c c u ra te ly  farm  l iv in g  le v e ls  f o r  each of th e  48 s t a t e s ,

would be v e ry  convenien t to  use f o r  the  purposes o f t h i s  s tu d y , i t  has 
4n o t been used* In  t h i s  s tu d y , one item  In  th e  f a m  l iv in g  le v e l  has 

been c o r re la te d  a t  a  tim e , and no a ttem p t has been made to  w eight th e  

im portance o f th e se  d i f f e r e n t  Items* Do th e  s e r ie s  employed in  t h i s  

s tu d y  ad eq u a te ly  re p re se n t f a m  l iv in g  co n d itio n s?  C e r ta in ly  th ey  do no t

% a rg a re t  Jarman Eagood, Rural Level o f  L iv ing  Indexes f o r  C ounties
o f th e  U nited S ta te s ,  1940, UnT¥eI S¥a ¥e9 ~fhpartm eat oF A g r ic u l tu re ,  "
lu re a u  oF”X £ricuT tu ra1 Economics, O ctober 1943, Mimeographed*

^Hagoodfs index combined th e se  f iv e  f a c to r s t
P ercen t o f  occupied d e v il in g  u n i ts  w ith  few er th an  1*51 person® p er room*
P ercen t o f dw elling  u n i ts  w ith  r a d io s .
P ercen t o f farm s w ith  g ro ss income s o f more th a n  1000*
P ercen t o f farms re p o r t in g  au to s  o f  1936 o r l a t e r  models*
Median grade o f school completed by persons 25 y ears  of age and over*

The w eights used f o r  combining th e se  s e r ie s  "were determined by the  
p r in c ip a l  component s o lu t io n  o f  the  m atrix  o f t h e i r  in te r c o r r e la t io n s  
f o r  a s e r ie s  o f 200 sample c o u n ties* 1* The g re a te s t  o b je c tio n  to  th i s  
s e r ie s  la  th e  m a tte r  o f w eights* Can any s t a t i s t i c a l  method y ie ld  p roper 
w eigh ts fo r  th e se  f a c to r s ?  I© no t on® r e a l ly  in  th e  f i e ld  o f va lue  judg­
ments when on® t r i e s  to  s t a t e  th e  r e la t iv e  im portance o f ,  l e t  us say , 
“median grade o f  school completed* v e rsu s  th e  “p e rc e n t o f  farms w ith  
l a t e  model au tom obiles*7

O ther weaknesses o f  t h i s  combined index a re  th a t?  (1) The on ly  hone 
convenience used a s  a component i s  th e  ra d io , which i s  not v e ry  rep re** 
s e n ta t iv e  o f  th e  p o ssess io n  o f  o th e r  home conveniences! (2 ) th e  q u a li ty  
o f housing Is  no t considered  in  th e  f a c to r  used a s  th® housing component*
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re p re se n t co n d itio n s  p e rfe c tly *  Yet# would i t  no t b# agreed  th a t  th e y  

a re  Im portant segments o f r u r a l  l iv in g  stan d ard s?

Data P e r ta in in g  to  Pam  O perato rs

t h i s  study  i s  co n fin ed  m ostly  to  th e  farm  opera to r*  This i s  due 

to  th e  la  ok o f im portan t d a ta  oonoerning h ire d  la b o re rs  in  a g r ic u ltu re *



CHAPTER I I I

FARM h iw im  3TA*OtRD3 I® THE 
tfSITBD STATES

How w e ll do farm ers l iv e  in  th e  United S ta tesT  A v a ilab le  

evidence in d ic a te s  th a t  th e re  a re  g re a t  d if fe re n c e s  in  th e  m a te r ia l

le v e ls  o f  l iv in g  betw een reg ions o f t h i s  n a tio n  (see  Table 3), and

between c o u n tie s  w ith in  one s t a t e  (see  Table 16) • In  the fo llow ing

ta b le  Is  a  comparison o f  th re e  s t a t e s  in  th e y ear 1940, one s t a te  be ing

re p re s e n ta t iv e  o f th e  b e s t , one o f  th e  w o rs t, and one o f average farm

liv in g  c o n d itio n s .

Table l .  Fhm  Home f a c i l i t i e s  and R ental Values
In  Three S e le c te d  S ta te s ,  1940

Connect- Arkan­
Item lo u t Iowa sas

P ercen t o f  f a m  homes w ith i
E le c t r ic  l ig h t s 83 41 11
Running w ater m 22 3
Plush t o i l e t ss 15 2
Bath o r shower S3 15 2
M echanical r e f r ig e r a to r 53 16 5

Monthly r e n ta l  v a lu e  o f
f a m  homes 123*82 112*67 15*21

Median number of rooms In
farm homes 6*93 6.64 3*60

P ercen t o f  farm  o p e ra to rs
p o sse ss in g  au tom obiles 87 90 21

Source o f d a ta t  T ables 3 and 6*

lo t io e  how r e la t iv e ly  meager were th e  home f a c i l i t i e s  in  Iowa, a 

s t a t e  o f fabulous a g r i c u l tu r a l  resou rces*  The b e s t  s ta te -w id e  farm
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l iv in g  co n d itio n s  a re  found in  th® lew England and Middle A tla n t ia  S ta te s  

(ex cep tin g  Maine and P en n sy lv an ia )» and th e  P a c if ic  Coast S ta te s .  The 

w orst c o n d itio n s  a re  found in  the  E ast South C e n tra l, West South C en tra l 

and South A tla n t ic  S ta te s  (excep ting  Maryland and Delaware)*

W ithin  th e  S ta te  o f  Maryland, th e  fo llow ing  c o n tr a s t  in  f a m  l iv in g  

le v e ls  e x is te d  In  1940 between two c o u n tie s  on ly  abou t 40 m iles a p a rt*

Table 2 . C o n tras t in  Bam Home F a c i l i t i e s  and R ental 
V alues in  Two Maryland C oun ties , 1940

Item
B altim ore

County
C a lv e rt

County

P ercen t o f f a m  homes w ith t
E le c t r ic  l ig h t s 78 14
tunning w a te r 56 11
Flush t o i l e t 45 10
Bath o r shower 43 10
Meohanioal r e f r i g e r a to r 42 IS

Monthly r e n ta l  va lue  o f
farm  homes $23.45 19.78

Median number o f rooms in
f a m  homes 5 .8 4*3

P ercen t o f farm operators
p o ssess in g  autom obiles 74 60

Source o f  d a ta i  1940 Census o f A g r ic u ltu re , Volume I ,  B art 5 , p* 64
1940 Census o f H ousing, Volina® XX, F a rt 3 , Maryland* 
Table 16.
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Table 3. F a c i l i t i e s  and R ental Values o f Fam  Homes 
l a  th e  U nited S ta te s ,  by S ta te s ,  1940

P ercen t o f Fam  Homes Having C e rta in  i 
F a c i l i t i e s  i

S ta te s

t E ls e -  
j t r i o
tb ig h ts

"T
«
t
t

Run-*
nlng
W ater

t
I
t

F lush
Toi­
l e t

t
I
i
«

t f
Bath «Meohan-*f 

o r t l e a l  * 
Show eriH efrit#*

s
R ental i 
Value s 

p e r Month*

T3b. c 
:iooa 

in  Hob

(1) (2) (3 ) (4) (5) <«) (7 )

Me. 64 38 20 17 15 #12.09 6.85
SU H* 68 87 37 35 28 17.86 7.26
V t. 66 78 40 56 21 13.76 7.67
Mass. 84 72 56 83 42 24.33 6.89
R. X. 83 57 43 40 42 23.59 7.10
Oorrn* 83 68 55 53 53 28.82 6 .93

N. Y. 70 44 32 30 30 17.61 7.69
M. J . 84 81 47 46 47 23.23 6 ,57
Penna. 59, 38 22 22 24 14.40 8.82

Ohio 61 23 17 17 25 13.00 6 .55
Ind . 52 18 12 12 20 10.58 8 .90
1X1. 41 16 13 13 20 10.74 5 .96
Ml oh. 71 28 17 16 24 11.86 6 .40
Wia. 51 19 11 12 14 12.19 6 .56

Minn. 30 12 8 8 10 11.57 5 .86
l a . 41 22 IS 15 16 12.67 6 .64
Mo. 18 6 5 5 9 5.74 4 .44
W. D. 16 8 3 3 2 7.28 5 .10
S. D. 18 12 5 5 5 6.68 8.86
Heb. 29 22 12 14 12 8.05 5.85
Kan. 27 16 10 12 17 7.46 5.57

D els. 41 25 18 18 20 12*51 8.20
Md. 44 $0 22 22 24 12.80 8 .17
Va. 25 12 9 9 14 5.81 5.08
w. Va. 27 11 6 6 12 5.88 4 .98
Bf. Car. 28 7 4 4 12 4.53 4 .49
S. Car* 21 5 4 4 10 3.34 4.12
0 a . 20 6 3 3 7 3 .40 3.95
F la . 27 19 16 15 14 4.57 4 .13

Xy. 17 4 3 3 9 4.02 4.11
To an  . 16 6 4 4 9 3.83 3.91
A la. 15 3 2 2 7 2.89 3*66
Miss* 9 3 2 2 5 3.33 3 .60

(Continued on n ex t page)
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( Continued)

Table 3 . F a c i l i t i e s  and Rental Values o f Farm Homes 
in  the  U nited S ta tes#  by S ta te s*  1940

P ercen t o f Farm Homes Having C e rta in  
F a c i l i t i e s

* t t t I s i
i S le e - * Run­ : F lush f Bath iMeohan-* R ental i! 'Jo. o f
t t r i o > ning r Toi­ t o r t l e a l  i Value i[ Rooms

S ta te s % L ig h ts i 3  t e r , • l e t i Shower s R e f r ig .* per Monthi: in  Homes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 ) (6 ) (7)

Ark* 11 3 2 2 5 13.21 3.80
La* 12 6 4 S 7 3*40 3.84
Okla. 16 a 4 s 10 4.39 3.71
Tex* 22 20 7 11 13 4.49 3.89

Moat. 28 15 a 9 13 6 .09 3.86
Id a . 60 31 17 18 30 6 .50 4.15
Wye. 35 16 10 10 13 i .4 0 3.S9
Colo. 38 21 11 12 15 6.72 4.12
M. M. 19 14 8 9 11 3 .07 2.95
A r is . 33 27 17 19 23 3 .77 1.93
tJtah 70 SI 50 30 35 10.29 4.09
le v . 50 45 26 29 28 10.62 4 .08

Wash. 74 56 34 36 26 10.67 4 .7 0
Ore. 60 SI 29 54 25 8.86 4.82
Oal * 85 77 55 60 51 12.95 4 .48

Souroe o f d a ta t  Column 1 - 1940 Census o f  A g ric u ltu re , Volume I I I
p . 541

Columns 2 th ru  7 * 1940 Census o f  Housing, 
Volume XI, P a r t 1.



CHAPTER IV

r& sTim  factors b e liev ed  to  a f f e c t  
m m  h v n m  levels

la  t h i s  chap ter*  th re e  f a c to r s  a re  ta s te d  by c o r r e la t io n  a n a ly s is  

to  f in d  o u t to  what e x te n t  th ey  a re  a s so c ia te d  w ith  f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls*  

These th re e  fa c to r s  a r e t  (1 ) F ac to r 1 , f a m  o p e ra to rs 1 farm  ou tpu ts}

(2 ) F ac to r 2 , f a m  op era to rs*  non-farm  ou tpu ts}  (3 ) F ac to r 3* th e  a v a i l ­

a b i l i t y  o f e le c t r i c i ty *  The u n d erly in g  o b je c tiv e  I s  to  f in d  which 

f a c to r  (o r  f a c to r s )  causes h igh  l iv in g  le v e ls*  I t  w i l l  be shown th a t  

th e re  is  a r a th e r  ©lose c o r r e la t io n  betw een farm ers* l iv in g  le v e ls  and 

t h e i r  t o t a l  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  (a  com bination  o f  F ac to rs  1 and 2)* Data 

w i l l  a l s o  be p resen te d  which in d ic a te  th a t  th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f e le o -  

t r i o l t y  i s  o f  on ly  minor im portance a s  a  d e te rm in an t o f farm l iv in g  

le v e ls*  In  a l a t e r  chapter*  th e  in f lu e n ce  o f tenancy  on f a m  l iv in g  

le v e ls  I s  d iscussed*

Method o f C o rre la tio n

fhe  r e s u l t s  to  be d iscu ssed  s h o r t ly  were secured  by c o r r e la t in g  

s e r ie s  made up o f  48 s t a t e  averages*  fo r  example* a  s e r i e s  re p re s e n t­

ing  the  p e rc e n t o f farm  homes w ith  running  w ater (a  p e rcen tag e  f ig u re  

fo r  each s t a t e )  i s  c o r r e la te d  w ith  an index s e r ie s  re p re s e n tin g  f a m  

opera to rs*  g ro ss  f a m  o u tp u ts  (an  index number fo r  each s ta te ) *  Th© 

c o r r e la t io n  method employed i s  th e  u su a l one* th e  " l e a s t  squares" 

method*

The C o e ff ic ie n t  M entioned* The c o r r e la t io n  r e s u l t s  o f t h i s  study  a re  

expressed  in  te rn s  of th e  " c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  d e tc rm im tio n "  • Host people
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a re  more f a m ilia r  w ith  th e  " c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  c o r r e la t io n ” # A c tu a lly , 

th e se  two concepts a re  c lo s e ly  r e la te d .  The c o e f f ic ie n t  of c o r r e la t io n  

is  *r**j t h i s  item  squared ( r^ )  i s  th e  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f d e te rm in a tio n .

The c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n  i s  *8*$ t h i s  item  squared ( r2 ) 

i s  the  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f m u ltip le  determination* A ccording to  th e  s ta tic -*  

t i e  Ia n s , Croxton and Cowden, th e  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  d e te rm in a tio n  la  a more 

u se fu l  concept th an  i s  th e  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  c o rre la t io n # *  The c o e f f ic ie n t  

o f  d e te rm in a tio n  t e l l s  th e  p ro p o rtio n  o f  the  t o t a l  v a ria n c e  which has 

been "explained” by the  f a c to r  being  te s te d * ^

Home F a c i l i t i e s  and P ro d u c tiv ity

In t h i s  s e c t io n ,  evidence Is  p resen ted  to  show th a t  farm homo 

l iv in g  le v e ls  in  th e  u n ite d  S ta te s  a re  c lo s e ly  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  farm 

opera to rs*  p r o d u c t iv i t i e s ,  t h i s  su p p o rts  th e  main h y p o th es is  o f  t h i s  

in q u iry , namely, th a t  farm l iv in g  le v e ls  a rc  p r im a r ily  determ ined by 

farm ers* p r o d u c t iv i t i e s .

Measurement o f Farm O p era to rs* P ro d u o t iv i t le a , f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  i t  should

*F rederick  S* Croxton and Dudley J .  Cowden, A pplied S t a t i s t i c s ,
Hew York, P re n tic e  H a ll,  I n c . ,  1940, p . 663-4 .

o o e f f io ie n t  o f c o r r e la t io n  o f  *5 means th a t  thC c o e f f ic ie n t  o f 
d e te rm in a tio n  i s  .2 8 . In  o th e r  words, on ly  35 p e rcen t of th e  v a r ia t io n  
in  th e  dependent fa c to r  (Y f a c to r )  has been "ex p la in ed ” by th e  inde­
pendent f a c to r  (X f a c to r )  which has been te s te d .  I f  an o th er f a c to r  i s  
u sed , and ”r* i s  found to  be .9  (r® now #31), 81 p e rc e n t o f  the v a ria n c e  
in  th e  Y f a c to r  i s  "ex p la in ed ” by th e  X fa c to r*  lo t s  th a t  w hile **r” 
went up 80 p e rcen t (from  *8 to  #9 ), went up 224'$ (from  #28 to  *81)#
The o o e f f io ie n t  o f d e te rm in a tio n  more t r u th f u l l y  t e l l s  th e  value  ©f th e  
f a c to r  b e in g  te s te d .

When th e re  i s n ’ t  much covariance  betw een two s e r i e s ,  the  c o e f f ic ie n t  
o f  c o r r e la t io n  ten d s  to  be large#  As a p e r fe c t  c o r r e la t io n  (1 ) i s  being 
approached, the  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  c o r r e la t io n  r i s e s  ve ry  slow ly . The co­
e f f i c i e n t  o f d e te rm in a tio n  does not have th e se  d e fe c ts .
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be noted th a t  farm  opera to rs*  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  comprise two eomponentet

(1 ) Farm o u tp u ts » and (2) non-farm  ou tpu ts*  4 d e ta i le d  d isc u s s io n  o f 

th e  measurement o f  farm opera to rs*  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  i s  p resen ted  in  

Appendix X. I t  need on ly  be m entioned here  th a t  i t  has no t been p o ss ib le  

to  e x p re ss  farm  opera to rs*  p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  in  one se r ie s*  Sather* two 

s e r ie s  hare  been u t i l i s e d *  (1 ) Index o f  Farm O perators* Gross Farm 

O utputs (based on g ro ss  farm  incomes which Imre been s ig n i f ic a n t ly  mod­

i f i e d ,  a s  explained, in  Appendix I)*  (2 ) Bays o f Bon-Parm Work Performed 

by Farm. O perato rs in  1939.

As shown in  th e  fo llow ing  t a b l e ,  when th e  home f a c i l i t i e s  s e r i e s  a re  

c o r re la te d  w ith  the p ro d u c tiv ity  s e r ie s  (M o to rs  1 and 2 ) ,  th e  r e s u l t s

fable U. C o rre la tio n s  o f Three f a c to r s  w ith  f a c i l i t i e s  
and R ental Value® o f  Pam  Homes, 1940

••f,«r'wrpwnr‘«'.w?wvfv-,''i',i  ■ v> v ,'.’i»ij^wimi'-’*y|i°i"'‘*iy|gi4V’-f " ‘ff wp-"1! if ""t  •• ^  *,v ^

£ I I
* Simple i M u ltip le  t
: C o rre la tio n  * C o rre la tio n  *
i t i i t i
j fa c to r*  F ac to r * F ac to r * F ac to rs  * F ac to rs  *

S ta te  Averages o f t t 1* s I 3* i t ... 1 ,2  * 1 ,2 ,3*t

P ercen t o f  farm  homes with*
f2 r2 R2

E le c t r ic  l ig h t s • IS •48 •29 .68 .88
Running w ater .19 • SO •17 .71 .77
Flush t o i l e t .20 .49 .21  .71 .79
Bath o r  shower .24 .46 •19 .72 .81
M echanical r e f r i g e r a to r .25 .43 .24 .69 .82

Monthly r e n ta l  v a lu e s  o f
farm hos»s ........*1L , ..OuUL.m .. . —.~..

a Each o f  th e se  th re e  f a c to r s  i s  a  eerie®  made up o f 48 s t a t e  
average f ig u re s .

F ac to r 1 -  Index of Farm Operators* Gross Farm Output*
F acto r 2 -  Day® o f Bon-Farm work Performed by Farm O perators 

in  1939
F ac to r 3 -  Index o f  th e  A v a i la b i l i ty  o f  E le c t r i c i ty  a s  a 

L im iting  F acto r to  Farm L iv in g  Levels

** The th i r d  f a c to r  in  t h i s  in s ta n c e  I s  113iso  of Farm Homes’* *
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Figure 1 # ORPHIC MULTIPLE C0RHB1JLTI0N 
P ercen t o f  Farm, Horae a w ith  

13ath o r  Shower C o rre la te d  
% w ith  h a th  w ith  Three Factor#
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( co n tinued )

F igure 1 . GRAPHIC MULTIPLE CORRSLATXOfif 
P ercen t o f Farm Homes w ith  

Bath o r  Shower C orre la ted  
w ith  Three F ac to rs

D eviations fro®
Line o f  S e t ism be I I
+  2 6-

+10 -

0 -

- to  -

- 2 o -

T* - 12.2  4 a m
p2* .8 2

to I
.20

I
30

I
+o

— r - T *
60

T
70

T
90

I
/0O

I
//0

Index o f  the  A v a il­
a b i l i t y  o f E le c t r i c i ty  
a s  a  L im iting  f a c to r  
to  F am  Living Levels
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a re  rem arkably uniform* When th e se  home f a c i l i t i e s  a e r ie s  a re  c o r r e l ­

a te d  w ith  th e  s in g le  «laetor 1 ( re p re se n tin g  farm o u tp u ts ) , th e  c o e f­

f i c i e n t  o f d e te rm in a tio n  (r®) Is  on ly  about #2, In d ie s  t in g  th a t  th e re  

Is  no t much a sso c ia tio n #  In  o th e r  words, farm home f a c i l i t i e s  a rc  not 

a s s o c ia te d  a t  a l l  c lo s e ly  w ith  farm opera to rs*  farm  outputs*  In te rn s

o f a  c o n c re te  i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  average  farm o u tp u ts  in  th e  flew England

S ta te s  a re  on ly  a v erag e , y e t  farm homes In  th a t  a re a  a re  about th e  

b e s t  equipped In  th e  nation#

When farm  home f a c i l i t i e s  a re  c o r re la te d  w ith  Factor 2 ( re p re ­

se n tin g  farm  opera to rs*  non^fmrm- o u tp u ts ) ,  nr%m i s  around *4 o r *0#

In  o th e r  w ords, In  s t a t e s  where farm ers do a c o n s id e ra b le  amount o f  

non—farm work, n o tic e a b ly  more home f a c i l i t i e s  a re  found th an  In  s t a te s  

where th ey  do l i t t l e  non—farm w o r k #3

When farm  opera to rs*  o u tp u ts  (farm  and non-farm ) a re  combined 

by th e  techn ique  o f  m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n ,  a  much g re a te r  a s s o c ia t io n  

Is  found# T© be s p e c i f i c ,  "R2" i s  abou t *7# In o th e r  words, abou t

70 p e rc en t o f th e  v a r ia t io n  in  home f a c i l i t i e s  i s  "exp lained*  by th e se

two fa c to rs#  t h i s  i s  a r a th e r  h igh degree o f a sso c ia tio n *  I t  g iv es  

us ev idence  th a t  p ro d u c t iv ity ,  more th an  an y th in g  e l s e ,  determ ines 

farm  l iv in g  lev e ls*

®It i s  no t commonly understood how much non-farm  work farm  oper­
a to r s  perfo rm . There were 21 s t a t e s  in  which farm o p e ra to rs  averaged 
two or more months o f non-farm  work d u rin g  th e  year 1909# In  some 
s t a t e s ,  th e y  averaged n e a r ly  fo u r  months*
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A v a i la b i l i ty  o f  E le c t r i c i ty  
and F&rm L iving Lev® la

la  th e  u n a v a i la b i l i ty  o f e l e c t r i c i t y  an im portan t reason, why poor 

l iv in g  co n d itio n #  a re  found in  some r u r a l  a re a s  o f  th e  United S ta te s?

An a ttem p t has been made in  t h i s  study  to  t e s t  by s t a t i s t i c a l  methods 

th e  im portance o f  th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  e le c t r i c i ty *  As an a id  in  the 

a n a ly s is  o f t h i s  problem , an n Index o f  the  A v a i la b i l i ty  o f E le c t r i c i ty  

a s  a  L im iting  Fleeter to  Flam L iving  Levels* has been  c o n s tru c te d ,^

When th i s  index (F ac to r 3) i s  c o r re la te d  w ith  s e r i e s  re p re se n tin g  farm 

home f a c i l i t i e s ,  " r^ "  i s  about #2 o r  s l i g h t l y  h ig h e r . This in d ic a te s  

th a t  th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y  i s  not a  v e ry  im portan t l im it in g  

fa c to r  to  farm  l iv in g  l e v e ls .

This Is  c o n tra ry  to  what some m ight b e liev e*  One may look a t  

s t a te s  such as M assachusetts w here, in  1040, 87 ,0  p e rcen t o f  the  farms 

were w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e  (o n e -q u a rte r  m ile ) from a  power l i n e ,  and 

th en  a t  Arkansas where on ly  27 ,1  percen t o f  th e  farms were w ith in  hook­

up d is ta n c e , in  M assach u se tts , th e re  a re  many modern conveniences in  

the  farm homes, and in  Arkansas very  few. Is  t h i s  d if f e re n c e  in  home 

f a c i l i t i e s  due to  th e  e l e c t r i c i t y  a v a i la b i l i ty ?  However, i t  should be 

p o in ted  ou t th a t  in  s t a te s  l ik e  A rkansas, th e re  was f a r  more a v a i la ­

b i l i t y  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y  th an  was being  made use o f  by farm ers* In  Arkan­

s a s ,  in  1040, on ly  37 p e rcen t o f the  farms w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e  of 

an e l e c t r i c  power l in e  made use o f e l e c t r i c i ty *  In  G eorgia, in  1040,

41 p e rc e n t o f th e  farms were w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e i  about 49 p e rcen t

*For a  d e ta i le d  e x p la n a tio n  o f t h i s  in d ex , see Appendix I I ,
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o f  th#  Georgia farm er# w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e  aade use o f e le c t r i c i ty *  

Of a l l  th e  farm houses in  th a t  s t a t s ,  about ZQ p e rcen t had e le o t r io  

lig h t# *  and b u t 5 p e rc en t had running w ater in  th a t  year* S urely  i t  

wa# no t th a  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y  th a t  was keeping th e  p ercen tage  

w ith  running w ater so low*

In  I l l i n o i s  * in  1940* §4 p e rcen t o f  th e  fa m e  were w ith in  hook-up 

d is ta n c e  o f an e l e c t r i c  d i s t r ib u t io n  lin e *  Of th a  t o t a l  number o f  farm# 

in  th a t  s t a t e ,  41 p e rc en t had e l e c t r i c  l i g h t s ,  18 p e rc en t had running  

w ater* 15 p e rcen t had b a th -tu b #  (o r  show er), and 15 p e rc en t had f lu sh  

t o i l e t s *  Here a g a in , I t  was n o t th# a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y  t h a t  

was keep ing  th#  p e rc e n ta g e  w ith  ru n n in g  w ater and b a th - tu b s  a t  euoh a 

low figu re*

There a re  some s ig n i f ic a n t  d if f e r e n c e s  to  be noted among th e se  

s ta te s *  In  M assach u se tts , in  1940, about 94 p e rcen t o f the  fam e  

w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e  from a power l in e  had e le o t r lo  l ig h ts ?  in  

A rkansas, th o se  making use  o f e l e c t r i c i t y  who were w ith in  hook-up d i s ­

tan ce  amounted to  57 p e rc e n t, in  Georgia 49 pereenfe and in  I l l i n o i s  

about 75 percent*

Although th e  evidence p o in ts  c le a r ly  to  th© f a c t  t h a t ,  f o r  th® 

U nited S ta te s  a s  a  whole* th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y  was not* in  

1940, an  im portan t l im it in g  fa c to r  to  far® l iv in g  lev e ls*  i t  was a  

minor fac to r*  A study  o f th® evidence in d ic a te s  t h a t  u n a v a i la b i l i ty  

o f e l e c t r i c i t y  was im portan t in  th#  fo u n ta in  S ta te s • auoh a s  Wyoming, 

Montana, and Colorado.

M u ltip le  C o rre la tio n  w ith  Three F acto rs 

When th e  v a rio u s  s e r ie s  re p re se n tin g  farm  home f a c i l i t i e s  were
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correla ted  w ith three fa c to r s  ( te e  representing farmers1 p r o d u c t iv it ie s , 

and the third* e le c t r ic i t y )  * very  high co rre la tio n  r e s u lt s  were secured* 

The c o e f f ic ie n t  o f  determ ination was shout *3*

Other C orrelations

The c o rr e la tio n  r e s u lt s  concerning * Santa 1 value o f  farm hasses* 

and *Per©ent o f  farmers w ith  automobiles* are d iscu ssed  In la te r  

chapters*
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fa c to r s  A f m c n m  m m  o u tp u ts

L ivestock  A g r ic u l tu re * Do we flxul p ro s p e r i ty  in  a g r ic u l tu r a l  a re a s  

which oones&tr&te t h e i r  e f f o r t s  in  th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  l iv e s to c k  and 

liv o s to o k  products?  I s  l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u l tu r e  th e  key to  prosperous 

a g r ic u ltu re ?  In  t h i s  s tu d y , a ttem p ts  have been made to  t e s t  t h i s  

idea# To re p re se n t l iv e s to c k  a g ric u ltu re *  a  s e r i e s  m s  secu red  based  

on ^ liv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  p ro d u cts  a s  a  p e rc e n t o f t o t a l  farm  out* 

put** Jtex t, t h i s  s e r i e s  m s  c o r re la te d  w ith  th e  Index o f Farm Oper­

a to rs*  Gross F am  O utputs to  se e  I f ,  in  p r a c t ic e ,  f a m  o p e ra to rs  w ere 

found to  have la rg e  f a m  o u tp u ts  In  s t a te s  w herein  l iv e s to c k  and l iv e ­

sto ck  p ro d u c ts  made up a  la rg e  p ro p o rtio n  o f t o t a l  f a m  ou tpu ts#  The 

a s s o c ia t io n  was n o t v e ry  g rea t}  *r** equaled  #24* To show t h i s  s i t ­

u a tio n  l a  c o n c re te  terms* here  a r e  s e v e ra l s t a t e s  w ith  very  s im ila r  

p e rcen tag es o f l iv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  p ro d u cts  to  t o t a l  farm outpu ts*

C a lifo rn ia  has th e  h ig h e s t average farm o p e ra to r  ou tpu t#  o f  

any s t a t e ,  y e t  l iv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  product# com prise bu t a  m inor 

p a r t  o f  i t s  outpu t#  In  W ashington, where f a m  o p e ra to rs  do a  g re a t

^S ata  tak en  from th e  1940 Census o f A g ric u ltu re , "Volume I I I ,
page GOG and follow ing#

L ivestock  and liv e s to c k  
p roducts a s  a  p e rc en t 

o f t o t a l  f a m  o u tp u t

C a lifo rn ia
W ashington
Kentucky
Tennessee

36
ST
35
Si
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deal o f  noifc*far® work, f a m  o u tp u ts  a re  on ly  m odera te ly  high* Rural 

l iv in g  le v e ls  a re  h ig h  in  W ashington, y e t l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u l tu r e  i s  o f 

m inor e ig o if le a a e e  th e r e .  In  c o n tr a s t ,  in  two o th e r  s t a t e s  w ith  abou t 

th #  sane p ro p o rtio n  o f  l iv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  p roducts to  t o t a l  out*  

p u t, Kentucky and fairness##, farm  o p e ra to rs  * o u tp u ts  and r u r a l  l iv in g  

c o n d itio n s  a r t  among th# low est in  th#  na tion*

I s  l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u l tu r e  r ig h t ly  p o rtray e d  by th#  s e r i e s ,  • l i v e ­

s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  p ro d u cts  a s  a  p e rc e n t o f t o t a l  farm  output** t  What 

would b# th#  r e s u l t s  i f  "average  v a lue  o f  l iv e s to c k  p e r farm* were 

used  to  re p re se n t l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u l tu r e  in  th e  c o rre la t io n ?  When th e  

Index o f Fam  O perato rs • Gross Farm O utputs was c o r r e la te d  w ith  th e  

s t a t e  average  v a lu es  o f  l iv e s to c k  p e r  farm , *t&" was .43* This i s  a  

very  n o tic e a b le  degree o f a sso c ia tio n *  I t  seems s a fe  to  say  t h a t  in  

s t a te s  where th e  average investm ent p e r  f a m  in  l iv e s to c k  i s  h ig h , th e re  

i s  a  d i s t i n c t  tendency f o r  f a m  o u tp u ts  to  be h ig h . I t  I® n o t e n t i r e ­

ly  c e r ta in  j u s t  what t h i s  means. I t  w i l l  be shown l a t e r  t h a t  farm  o u t­

put® ten d  to  be h igh  where investm ents in  m achinery a re  h ig h , and whom 

t o t a l  investm ent In  farm  p ro p e rty  i s  high* P robably , t h i s  ease  i s  

j u s t  a  p a r t i c u la r  in s ta n c e  o f a  b ro ad e r p r in c ip le ,  namely, th a t  f a m  

o u tp u ts  ten d  to  be h igh  where th e  o p e ra to r  has many reso u rces  ( la n d  

and c a p i ta l )  w ith  which to  work*

In  any e v en t, care  m is t  be o x cerc iaed  in  making recommendations 

t h a t ,  in  a re a s  w ith  low f a m  output® , l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u l tu r e  should  be 

ad o p ted . I t  must be asked  i f  th e re  i s  a demand f o r  a l l  th e  l iv e s to c k  

and l iv e s to c k  p roducts t h a t  would be produced i f  our low o u tp u t a re a s  

tu rn ed  to  l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u ltu re *  Thruout th e  South today , coun try  

peop le  a re  be ing  to ld  to  r a i s e  more l iv e s to c k .  L ivestock  a g r ic u l tu r e
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i s  be ing  recommended fo r  se v e ra l reasons i (1 ) For s o i l  c o n se rv a tio n  

pu rposes; (2 )  because l iv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  product p r ic e s  have 

been high  in  th e  South; (3 ) due to  in te n s i f io a t io n  of p ro d u c tio n  on 

sm all a c rea g e s ; (4 ) because incomes o f  l iv e s to c k  farm ers have been 

above average  incomes fo r  o th e r  farm ers in  th e  p a s t couple decades* 

Consequently, i t  may make p e r f e c t ly  good sense  fo r  a few county 

agen ts to  recommend to  farm ers in  t h e i r  c o u n tie s  th a t  th ey  r a i s e  

more liv e s to ck *  However, i f  many county ag en ts  a re  a d v is in g  th e  same 

th in g , and i f  many farm ers fo llo w  t h e i r  a d v ic e , th e  r e s u l t  would be 

th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f l iv e s to c k  and l iv e s to c k  p roducts  f a r  beyond th e  

a b i l i t y  of th e  m arket to  tak e  them a t  a  p r ic e  farm ers would co n sid er 

reasonab le*^  The adv ice  th a t  so u th e rn  farm ers produce l iv e s to c k  i s  

sound adv ioe  only  i f  d isreg ard ed  by most o f th e  sou thern  fa rm e rs1

L ivestock  A g ric u ltu re  and L iv ing  Levels

To fu r th e r  ex p lo re  th e  connection  between l iv e s to c k  a g r ic u l tu r e  

and f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls ,  a c o r r e la t io n  was made between " l iv e s to c k  and 

liv e s to c k  p roducts  as a  p e rc e n t o f t o t a l  farm  output*  and th e  "p e rcen t

^The b e s t  ev idence a v a i la b le  in d ic a te s  th a t  th e  demand fo r  most 
o f our im portan t a g r ic u l tu r a l  p ro d u c ts  in  th e  U nited S ta te s  i s  very  
l im ite d . Assuming th a t  f a m  teonnology  improves slow ly , and th a t  th e re  
i s  f u l l  employment, h igh  le v e l  ex p o rts  and la rg e  in d u s t r ia l  usage o f  
farm  p ro d u c ts , i t  has been estim ated  th a t  we s h a l l  need in  1950*

Hogs 5 p e rc e n t le s s  th an  we had in  1943,
C a tt le  and ca lv es 7 * more « * * « *
Sheep and lambs 6 * l e s s  " " " * "
Chickens 18 ” le s s  " " " " *
Milk cows 4 * more " * " " *

For two m inor c la s s e s  o f l iv e s to c k , b r o i le r s  and turkey®, i t  was 
e s tim a te d  t h a t  we would need more th a n  a  50 p e rcen t in c re a se  over 
1943 amounts by 1950. For the  source of th e se  e s tim a te s  see What 
Peace Can Mean to  American Farmers* M iscellaneous P u b lic a tio n  582, 
unitod" S ta te s  Department o f A g r ic u ltu re , 1945, (pam phlet)*
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fa b le  C o rre la tio n s  o f  Two f a c to r s  w ith  Item s A ffe c tin g  
Gross f a m  O utputs and Fam  Wage B a tes, 1940

i :
t Simple s M u ltip le
* C o rre la tio n  t C o rre la tio n
i t 1
« F ac to r * F ac to r t F ac to rs

s t a t e  Averages o f i t 1* « 8* $ 1 and 2*

L ivestock  and l iv e s to c k  p roducts
a s  a  p e rc e n t o f t o t a l  f a m
o u tp u t .24

Value o f  l iv e s to c k  p e r  f a m •43
Value o f  la n d , b u i ld in g s , imple­

m ents, ma©hinery, and
l iv e s to c k  p e r farm •30

Value o f  lan d  and b u ild in g s
*08per a c re

Value o f  Implement® and
m achinery p e r  f a m • TO

A g r ic u ltu ra l  employment a s  a
p e rc e n t o f  t o t a l  employment •08 •60 *69

F am  b i r th  r a t e *83 .18 •42
F am  wage r a te s _____ s& ____ *87 *81

* Each o f  th e s e  two f a c to r s  i s  a  s e r ie s  made up o f  48 s t a t e  
average figures*
f a c to r  I  -  Index o f  f a m  O p e ra to rs* Gross F am  O utputs 
F a c to r  2 -  Days o f  ?ion~farm Work Performed by Fam  O perato rs 

In 1939.

o f  f a m  homes w ith  running  w ater** The c o e f f ic ie n t  of d e te rm in a tio n

m s *24, In d ic a tin g  a r a th e r  low degree of a sso c ia tio n *

Investm ents In  S e lec te d  Item s 
and P ro d u c tiv ity

In t h i s  s e c t io n , th e  a s s o c ia t io n  between average  f a m  In v e s t­

ments in  s e le c te d  Item s and f a m  op era to rs*  p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  i s  

d iscussed*  When, th e  s t a t e  a v e ra g e -p e r - fa m  investm ents^  in  lan d ,

^Source o f d a ta ; 1940 Census o f A g ric u ltu re , Volume I I I
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b u ild in g s , im plem ents, aiechinery and liv e s to c k  ( t o t a l  investm ent in  a l l  

o f  th e s e )  were c o r re la te d  w ith  f a c to r  1 fo r  th a  y aar 1940, * r2* wa®

*#0* fhi® i® a  r a th a r  h igh  degree o f a s s o c ia t io n .  I t  in d ic a te s  s tro n g ­

l y  th a t  where average  Investm ent per farm i s  h ig h , farm  ou tp u ts  a re  

high* Of cou rse , t h i s  i s  a s  i t  ought to  ha* Large investm ent In 

th e se  Item s p er f a m  means t h a t  th e  f a m  o p e ra to r  has many reso u rces  

( la n d , h u l l  d ings, equipm ent, livestock :) w ith  which to  workj o f  co u rse , 

t h i s  ten d s  to  make f o r  la rg e  o u tp u ts  per worker*

vihen th e  s t a t e  a v e ra g e -p e r-fa ra  investm ents*  in  land  and b u ild ­

ings p e r  a c re  were c o r re la te d  w ith  F a c to r 1 , " r 2* was on ly  *06* In  

o th e r  words, th e re  was h a rd ly  any a s s o c ia t io n  a t  a l l  between average  

in v e s te e n ts  p e r  a c re  In  lan d  and b u ild in g s  and farm  o p e ra to r s 9 f a m  

ou tpu ts*

When the  s t a t e  a v e ra g e -p e r - fa m  investm en ts^  in  implement® and 

m achinery were c o r r e la te d  w ith  F ac to r 1 , th e  a s s o c ia t io n  was ve ry  

h igh! ttr ^ w equaled  *?©* Of co u rse , t h i s  m s  to  be expected* How­

e v e r, c a re  m ust be e x e rc ised  concerning reoosxriendations based oa t h i s  

i n s i s t *  Can i t  be advocated , a s  a s o lu t io n  f o r  th e  problem o f low 

o u tp u t a re a s ,  t h a t  more m achinery be u t i l i s e d ?  P robably  n o t, f o r  

th e se  reasons* (1 )  Many o f ou r low -outpu t farm ers o p e ra te  acreag es 

too  sm all f o r  th e  econom ical u se  ©f modem m achineryj (2 )  many low- 

o u tp u t farm ers a r e  found in  h i l l y  reg io n s where th© u se  o f  m achinery 

i s  n o t f e a s ib le !  (3 )  th e re  i s  no adequate  demand In  s ig h t  f o r  a l l  

th e  f a m  p roducts th a t  would be produced i f  a l l  our low -outpu t farm ­

e r s  were made more e f f ic ie n t*

** ^Source o f data* 1940 Census o f A g r ic u ltu re , Volume 111
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Hural B ir th  Sates

G enera lly  speak ing , th® high b i r th  rnte countries ( f o r  example, 

In d ia  and China) have sm a lle r  o u tp u ts  p a r  a g r ic u l tu r a l  worker th a n  do 

th® low b i r th  rat®  countries ( f o r  s s ia p ls ,  A u s tra l ia ,  low Sealand, 

Oersuaay and England}# High b i r t h  r a te s  ten d  to  .make fo r  p o p u la tio n  

pressure on th® land., r e su lt in g  in  too  m a y  people in  p ro p o rtio n  to  

th® resou rces#  t h i s  s i tu a t io n  lead s  to  sw ell ac reages p e r w orker and 

to  ve y low o u tp u ts  pe r worker# th i s  happens p a r t i c u la r ly  i f  th e re  

a r e  m  a l t e r n a t iv e  employments* A c tu a lly , such c o u n tr ie s  f in d  i t  

d i f f i c u l t  to  develop any aoa-fara  employments because they  can accum­

u la te  no c a p ita l#  Th® p o p u la tio n s  o f such c o u n tr ie s  can b a re ly  produce 

th e  minimum n e c e s s it ie s  o f l i f e ,  le a v in g  l i t t l e  i f  any unused r e ­

sou rces to be used f o r  c a p i ta l  form ation#

in  th e  U nited s t a t e s ,  a re  th e  h ig h e s t  b i r th  r a te s  found among 

f a m  people  where prod u ctiv ity  i s  th e  lowest? What degree o f asso ­

c ia t io n  i s  th e re  between b i r t h  rate®  and p rod u ctiv itie s?  When an 

index o f r u r a l-fa m  b i r th  .rates® m s  c o r re la te d  w ith  F a c to r  1 

(which re p re se n ts  f a m  opera to r® 1 farm  o u tp u ts ) ,  **r2* was #23 (- )*

This in d ic a te s  th a t  th e re  1® sm all tendency f o r  farm ers* o u tp u ts  to  

be low whore f a m  b i r th  r a te s  a re  high* When b i r th  r a te s  were co r­

r e la te d  w ith F a c to r 2 ( re p re s e n tin g  f a m  o p e ra to rs  * non-farm  o u tp u ts ) ,  

* r^w m s  #18 (-5* C o rre la tin g  b i r th  r a te s  w ith  F ac to rs  1 and 2 (mul­

t i p l e  c o r r e la t io n ) ,  " j r "  m s  #43 ( - ) .  This means th a t  th e re  i s  a  

very n o tic e a b le  tendency f o r  b i r t h  rate® to  be h igh  where farm

r * i » ^ # Ml # f i * # Tiiii* j»mniH #  If# ■ !■# «*.f f t t s v v * .  flU W M M W P *.fllP fiM Tf1.' I t t f tS M iW lM 'E I M V .f t '"  " . « W

% e# s e r ie s  on f a m  b i r th  r a t e s  in  Table 6 .
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S ta tes

Me*
u* 11.
Tt*
1/a s s .
i .  I* 
Conn.*

1 *  T *  
I*  J*
Fenna*

Ohio
lad*
111*

Midbu
w i«.

Mina*
la*
Mo*
1* D* 
8* 0* 
Hob* 
Kan*

Del*
Md*
Ya*
W* f a .  
H* C* 
0* C* 
Oe * 
Fla*

l y .
teim*
Ala*
idee*

fa b le  6* Comparative Data, by S ta te s ,  1940

Fereent
o f

Index o f 
Farm 
Birth  
Bates 

(Utah «

« iIndex  o f
t Agrto* s Fam  

Percent* dobs e a t  le g e  
o f  Fam -1 F e re e n tt Raises 
e re  with* o f  a l l*  (Cal*2 

Antes i Sobs ? 100)

F am  O perators*

i
*

Index o fj Day© o f  
F am  ilfon -F tm  

Outputs * Work 
* In

loo) i m s

0 78 S0 16 60 33 07
0 SO es 11 01 35 70

10 71 64 30 09 30 55
7 SO m 3 89 41 70

10 * n a 94 48 63
7 54 67 5 04 50 70

13 57 74 § m 46 45
10 63 72 4 n 75 45
10 77 74 7 m 37 33

30 73 @1 13 67 m 49
28 70 81 21 64 41 45
43 71 83 12 63 62 28
17 80 82 14 63 85 48
23 33 84 30 62 46 25

32 78 m 35 69 m 23
48 71 to 42 63 72 16
30 80 64 28 46 33 52
43 87 88 01 62 54 12
53 79 86 m 60 50 13
53 76 89 u 33 51 16
45 73 83 87 53 48 25

33 74 76 17 55 54 29
26 74 71 12 57 45 46
27 84 43 m 44 25 52
23 91 35 17 46 18 72
04 86 42 40 56 28 82
56 88 43 43 27 23 28
00 85 33 40 36 24 24
25 @4 39 19 38 47 49

33 88 55 41 43 14 87
40 82 32 39 35 10 36
m 87 20 43 38 18 23
m 84 18 61 30 18 18

* loo fe e  ease©
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(continued)

Table 6. Comparative Data, by States, 1040

i I $ t i t
t 1 t t t t
* s s t s *
i »Index oft t tIndex oft i
i t Fam t s *1 i Fam tIndex oft
1 I Birth t Percents debs aat **s« t Fam * Day® of
« Fereenti Hates tof Fem~t Ferment* Hates iOutput© tHon-Farm
1 Of I (Utah *ters with* of a ll* (Cal.a t (Oal.» t Work in

States t Tenancyi 100) t Autos i Jobs t 100) t 100) t 1989

Ark* S3 90 21 68 88 23 26
La* m 89 21 36 33 28 21
Gkla* m 92 m 38 44 81 2f
Tex. m 35 m 34 42 34 31

Mont* 28 82 73 33 80 61 S3
Ida* 26 82 78 40 n m 37
Wye, 84 78 73 33 w 76 n
Colo* m 79 80 88 67 81 33
1 . II* 17 87 40 37 68 m 30
Aria* 12 81 43 23 @2 78 47
Utah 13 100 80 22 84 45 88
lew* 14 m 66 17 96 88 46

lash* ia *4 78 18 79 47 70
Ore. 18 71 79 81 78 45 m
C alif. 66 80 13 100 M>___

Sources of datat
Celum 1 ♦ 1040 Census of Agrisulture, Volume III

2 -  1940 Census of Population, Population, D ifferential
f e r t i l i t y ,  1910 end 1940# Meed on -data, on the 
m S iF 'o f  oKHdren ew r lso m  per 1000 rural-fam  
women ag;ed 16-74 years*

6 -  1940 Census of Agriculture* Volume 2X1
4 -  1940 Census of Population, Volume III , Parte 1 ,2 ,3  '
5 -  Fam wages per month without board, duly 1, 1039*

Taken from A g ricu ltu ra l s t a t i s t i c s ,  1940, li* S* Depart­
ment of Agriculture, p#630-1

6 -  Index: of Farm Operators1 Gross Farm Outputs*
Described in Appendix 2*

7 -  Total days of non-faxm work reported by farm operators
In a sta te , divided by the to ta l number of fam  oper­
ators In that state* Data taken from 1940 Census of 
Agriculture, Volume XIX*
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o p e ra to r  s ’ t o t a l  output® a re  low* t her© a re  ex cep tio n s to  t h i s ,  

© sp ec ia lly  in  th® case  o f Utah which has th® h ig h e s t b i r th  rat®*

S ura l l iv in g  le v e ls  in  U tah ar® above th® U nited  S ta te s  average* I!ow 

has Utah been a b le  to  ©seep® th e  economic consequences o f a  h igh  b i r th  

ra te ?  There i s  evldemee which in d ic a te s  t h a t  th e re  has been a  s ig ­

n i f ic a n t  o u t-m ig ra tio n  fro® Utah; th ey  have adopted  In te n s iv e  systems 

o f  a g r ic u l tu r e  which s ik «  p o s s ib le  f a i r l y  h igh  p ro d u c tiv ity  p e r  w orker; 

and th ey  have developed isom-fam employments to  absorb  excess ru ra l  

popu lation*

P revalence  o f  I c n - f a m  
Itaployraents

fh ru o u t th e  w orld , th® h i p e s t  p ro d u c tiv ity  p e r  w orker in  a g r i ­

c u l tu r e  i s  found in  n a tio n s  where most o f th® employment I s  non- 

a g r i c u l tu r a l i  t h a t  i s ,  where non-fans jobs compete v ig o ro u s ly  w ith  

farm s f o r  th e  la b o r  supply* I s  t h i s  s i tu a t io n  t r u e  among th e  s t a te s  

o f  th® U nited S ta te s?  1fhea a  s e r ie s  re p re se n tin g  “a g r ic u l tu r a l  cm- 

p loya«n t * t  * p * roen t o f t o t a l  «m ployaant"7 f o r  aaoh o ta t*  was 

c o r r e la te d  w ith  f a c to r  I ,  ®r^w was *00 ( - )*  la. o th e r  words, average 

farm  o u tp u ts  showed no s ig n i f ic a n t  tendency to  be  h ig h  o r  low in  

s t a t e s  where m ost o f th e  employment was non-agr ic u l b u r a l* f o r  example, 

th e  average  farm  o u tp u ts  o f  farm ers in  M assachusetts and in  W isconsin 

a r e  a lm ost th® same; y e t  in  M assachusetts, on ly  I  p e rc e n t o f  th e  jobs 

w ere a g r ic u l tu r a l  in  1940, w hereas 1m W isconsin i t  was 30 percen t*

When th i s  employment s e r ie s  was c o r r e la te d  w ith  f a c to r  3, was

Ml*.v-'i „ ,  II.............. ........................................................................ i

7Ih i»  s s r io a  h*s b*oa developed from d a ta  in  th e  1940 Census o f 
P o p u la tio n , ^olums X II, F a r ts  1 ,3 ,3 *  th e  d a ta  p e r ta in  to  m ales on ly  
who were employed ( e x c e p t  on p u b l i c  “r e l i e f ” p r o j e c t s )  and exp er ien ced  
workers s e e k in g  work.
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la b o r  a re  used  a& a m easure o f p ro d u c tiv ity .  Of cou rse , wage# ©ould 

siot be used as a  m easure o f p ro d u c tiv ity  whoa th e  problem Is  to  d i s -  

cover i f  wage ra te s  vary  acco rd ing  to  p r o d u c t iv i t i e s .

I t  may be somewhat u se fu l to  c o r r e la te  farm  wage ra te #  w ith  

F ac to r#  1 .and t t which re p re s e n t  th e  p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  o f f a m  o p e ra to r s .  

C o rre la tio n  o f an  index o f s t a t e  average f a m  wage r a te s  in  1999 w ith  

F ac to r 1 y ie ld e d  an  *r^* o f  .5 2 . C o rre la ted  w ith  F a c to r 2 , *r&* m s  

♦27* M ultip le  c o r r e la t io n  o f  wage r a te s  w ith  F a c to rs  1 and t  rev e a le d  

an o f .81* t h i s  In d ic a te s  th a t  f a m  wage r a te s  have a  v e ry  strong

tendency to  be h ig h  where farm  o p e ra to rs  have h igh  p r o d u c t iv i t i e s .  

Would a  s t a t i s t i c a l  in q u iry  show th a t  h ire d  f a m  la b o re rs  have h igh  

p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  in  th e  U nited State® where f a m  o p era to r#  have h ig h  pro** 

d u c t iv i t l e s t  I f  so . then  i t  could  be s a id  t h a t  f a m  wage r a te s  in  th e  

U nited S ta te s  v a ry  w ith  th e  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  o f  th e  w orker* .

k  Hot# on th e  C o rre la tio n  Method

In  a l l  o f  th ese  c o r r e la t io n  a n a ly se s , each s t a t e  was g iven  e<gual 

w e ig h t. I t  i s  to  be recogn ised  th a t  some s ta te #  have f a r  mere fa m e  

th an  do o ther#*  A s t a t i s t i c i a n  gave h is  o p in io n  th a t  i t  p robably  

would no t auUee any d if fe re n c e  w hether o r  n o t th e  s ta te #  were w eighted  

in  t h i s  s tu d y , in  view o f  th e  f a c t  th a t  each a n a ly s is  Involved  so 

m a y  •eases*  (4 8 ) . This o p in io n  was checked by c a lc u la t in g  one cor-* 

r e l a t io n  a n a ly s is  u s in g  weight*} th at i s .  each  s t a t e  was weighted  

a cco rd in g  to  the  number o f fa m e  in  th a t  s t a t e ,  th e  p e rc e n t o f f a m  

homes having  f lu s h  t o i l e t s  wee c o r r e la te d  w ith  th e  u su a l th re e  fa c to rs*  

The unw eighted *S?** was .79} th e  w e l^ itc d  one was *@2* t h i s  d if fe re n c e  

o f  on ly  .08  seemed in s ig n i f i c a n t .  The o p in io n  o f  th e  s t a t i s t i c i a n  was 

confirm ed.
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ACCTMILATBD WEALTH OF PA mi PEOPLE 
AID TIE IB PBODirCTlVITT

In  1&bl« 7 a re  shown f a m  p h y s ic a l w ealth  and g ro ss  a g r i c u l tu r a l  

p roduo tion  per a g r i c u l tu r a l  w orker, by s ta te s #  f o r  1940* By f a m  physi­

c a l  w ealth  i s  meant land# b u ild in g s#  Implements * m eh in ery #  and l iv e ­

stock* When th e se  two s e r ie s  a r e  c o rre la te d #  "r^*  i«  *77* This i s  a 

v e ry  h igh  degree of a s so c ia tio n *  which In d ic a te s  th a t  where th e  farm 

p h y s ic a l w ealth  p er worker is  high# th e re  i s  a  v e ry  s tro n g  tendency 

f o r  p ro d u c tiv ity  per a g r ic u l tu r a l  worker to  be high* I t  i s  a ls o  t ru e  

th a t  where p ro d u c tiv ity  I s  high* la rg e r  w ealth  accum ulation  i s  p o ss ib le*  

Accum ulation Over G enerations* To some ex ten t#  a t  le a s t#  r u r a l  w ealth  

i s  th e  accum ulation  o f  mas^ genera tions*  I t  passes from g e n e ra tio n  to  

g e n e ra tio n  by in h e rita n c e *  Among the  v a rio u s  segments o f  the  f a m  lab o r 

f o rc e # i t  w i l l  p robab ly  be tha  farm  o p era to rs#  not th e  h ire d  la b o re r s # 

who po ssess  most o f th e  ru r a l  w ealth  which has passed by in h e rita n c e#

I t  i s  reaso n ab le  to  suppose t h a t  in  s t a te s  where the  r u r a l  w ealth  per 

farm  i s  high# th e  farm  o p e ra to rs  in h e r i t  more re so u rce s  w ith  which to  

work th a n  do f a m  o p e ra to rs  in  s t a te s  where r u r a l  w ealth  p er f a m  Is  

sm all* Of course# i t  i s  known th a t  f a m  w ealth  does no t always pass in  

t a c t  from fa th e r  to  son* O ften th e re  a rc  se v e ra l ch ild ren #  some o f whom 

l iv e  In  c i t i e s *  among who an  e s t a t e  i s  d iv ided*  This u s u a lly  means th a t

th e  farm  i s  re financed*  in v o lv in g  a loan  from some c a p i ta l  source* 

(W eajth secured  from borrowed c a p i ta l  must be paid f o r  o u t o f  f a m  pro­

d uctions i t  i s  p o ss ib le  fo r  fa rm ers in  any p a r t  o f t h i s  n a tio n  to  secu re  

th e  use o f some c a p i ta l  th ru  borrow ing*) Also* farm s a re  sometimes so ld
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fa b le  7. P am  W ealth Pro duet ion  end R eten tion  
in  th e  U nited State® , 1940

S ta te

Farm W ealth 
p e r  A g ricu l­
tu r a l  Worker** lan k

Cross Produc­
t io n  p e r A gri­

c u l tu r a l  Worker® 3»wl

l e m i a #11,475 1 #1913 2
Iowa 10,689 2 1320 4
I l l i n o i s 10,886 S 16O0 9
Wyoming 9,178 4 1936 1
C a lifo rn ia 9 ,110 5 1764 6
Kansas 9 ,187 6 1253 25
C onnecticu t 8,814 7 1609 §
Nebraska 8,631 S 1314 l i
W ashington 8 , MS 9 1666 11
Oregon 8,101 10 1603 14
Montana 8,054 11 1649 12
Idaho 7,448 12 1876 10
In d ian a 7,181 15 180# 26
Utah 1 ,974 14 1683 15
M assachusetts 6,918 18 1904 5
South Dakota #,811 l i 1093 88
Colorado 6,791 17 1476 1#
Ohio 6,682 IS 1146 87
M innesota 6,610 19 1219 25
Rhode Is la n d #,198 20 1641 a
H orth Dakota 6,046 21 1077 29
A risona 6,005 22 1501 19
l e e  fo rk 8,991 25 1293 20
W isconsin 8,951 24 1016 51
Penney! Tania 8, 866 26 1221 24
Beer J e rse y 5,864 26 1645 7

6,627 87 1064 50
Mlohlgan ■ 8,479 83 930 62
lest Hampshire 5,08© 29 143# 18
Vermont 6,070 30 1249 m
Texas 4,896 81 SOI 5#
M arylaM 4,769 32 956 $8
Delaware 4,717 $3 127# 21
Oklahoma 4,668 34 810 55
M issouri 4,813 86 887 64
Maine 4,406 5# 1565 17
West V irg in ia 4,055 57 #36 S3
V irg in ia 5.650 53 678 39
F lo r id a 5,184 59 761 37

( continued  on  Rfldtt page)
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(co n tin u ed )

Table 7. Jtana W ealth P ro d u c tio n  and R etftn tioa 
in  th® U nited  S ta te s ,  1940

S ta te

f a m  W ealth 
p e r A g ricu l­
t u r a l  Worker* lan k

Or®*® Produc­
t io n  p e r  A gri­

c u l tu r a l  Worker® Hank

Kentucky IE ,se a 40 1594 41
trnm m m m a ,e o i 41 502 43
Worth C aro lina 2,149 42 947 40
A rkansas 1,881 43 ©30 42V - Jl A & *a*.juomisxana 1,811 44 459 44
Georgia 1,592 45 442 45
South C aro lina 1,657 49 425 49
M ahan* 1,449 47 389 48
M laslae lp # i ......... , i * 4 n .......... 48 879 47

^ftie combined m lu #  o f  la n d , b u i ld in g s , im plem ents, m achinery 
and l iv e s to c k  fo r  each s t a t e  d iv id ed  by th#  number o f  people  employed 
in  a g r ic u l tu r e  i n  t h a t  s ta te *  th e  f ig u re s  on th e  v a lu e  o f  p ro p e rty  
w ere tak e n  from th e  1940 Census o f  A g r ic u ltu re , Volume I I I ,  p* 43* 
th e  f ig u re s  f o r  people employed in  a g r ic u l tu r e  were tak en  from  th e  
19#)' Census o f  P o p u la tio n , Volume 111, The Labor F orce, P a rte  2 , 3 ,4 ,5 | 
Table IV fo r  each s t a t e .  W ealth, a s  used h e re , does n o t mean e q u ity .

®7he m im e o f  a l l  f a m  product#  s o ld , t ra d e d , o r  u sed  by th e  
farm  households f o r  each s t a t e  d iv id ed  by th e  number o f people  em­
ployed la  a g r ic u ltu re *  The p ro d u c tio n  v a lu e  f ig u re s  were tak en  fro® 
th e  1940 Census o f  A g r ic u ltu re , Volume I I I ,  p* 909* The employment 
f ig u re s  were th e  .same as  ex p la in ed  above*
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Figure 2
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a
□

NATURAL LAND USE AREAS OF THE UNITED STATES

Land areas  of high 
p ro d u c t iv i ty

Western a r id  grazing lands w ith some 
area s u i ta b le  for small g ra in  production

Appalachian and Ozard areas 
of s teep , s tony, low pro­

d u c t i v i t y . s o i l s

Coastal p lan  flatwoods 
to  f a i r  p ro d u c t iv i ty .

Low

S i l t  loam, piedmont a rea .  
F a i r ly  p roductive . n

Rolling sand? 
a re a s .  Low to  
f a i r  p ro d u c t iv i ty

Fprest a reas  w ith grazing 
m  some p laces .

Diverse a re a s .  Much urba 
use of land. Some good 
s o i l s ,  some poor.

Source materis 
Map by C. P. Be 
and F. J .  Marsc

1*
rnes
hner ,

Cut-over areas o f  f a i r  
p ro d u c t iv i ty .  Contain 
some very  poor a re a s .

Gulf marshes and 
Everglades,

MNatural Land Use 
Areas of the  United 
S ta te s ” , USDA, BAE, 
1933.
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fu rn ish  workers w ith  higjh returns i f  the number o f  people try in g  to 

m k e a l iv in g  from the s o i l  i s  large  in  proportion to the arm* 

Jfartfaemtre, whoa ©ossparing the nations o f the world, and the s ta te s  

w ith in  the United S ta te s , i t  its frequently  found th at whore there i s  

m  1 arfje dew lopaent o f non-farm snpleyaaixtMi to  compete fo r  the labor  

supply, there are too many farmer# in  proportion to  the s o l i  resources! 

th is. r e su lts  in  lew p rod u ctiv ity  per worker#*

I f  farm l iv in g  le v e ls  in  the United S ta tes do not vary w ith  the  

q u a lity  o f a g r icu ltu ra l resou rces, Why i s  i t  that the poorest fa m e  

ar@ o ften  found on the satMsarglxial land s, when farmers w ith in  a sn a il  

arm  such ms a county are  compared! the answer seams to  he th is t  Men 

o f  mm 11 f in a n c ia l resources .find i t  p o ss ib le  to  acquire the fa m e on 

she marginal and sub-uaargInal lands because o f  th e ir  lew p rices*  When 

loca ted  on th ese  fa m e , they tend to  remain poor because th e  fa  m s  arc  

in h eren tly  rather unproductive* An ad d ition a l fa c to r  i s  personal a b il­

ity*  People vary In a b i l i t i e s *  th ose  w ith  le s s  than average a b i l i t y  

(norm ally, they  haws sm all sav in gs) tend to  acquire the cheap lands* 

fit# oonbiaatloa o f  low a b i l i t y  and poor land wake© fo r  low production  

and low farm l iv in g  standards*

*Cn t h i s  s u b je c t ,  a  no ted  Aaerteaa econom ist had t h i s  t e  say i * I t  
1® samet&as* assumed t h a t  a  la rg e  p roduct p e r a c re  Is  a d e s ira b le  th in g
l a  i t s e l f *  Such i s  n o t th e  ease* What Is  r e a l l y  to  be d e s ire d  IS a. 
la rg e  p roduct p e r  man* I t  i s  on ly  where th e  p roduct p e r  man i s  la rg e  
th a t th e re  I s  a  h igh  s tan d ard  o f  l iv in g  and a  h igh  s t a t e  o f w ell-b e in g  
f o r  th e  average  man** fhosna® Mixon C arver, P r in c ip le s  o f  t o r s i  Bee.- ■ 
nomine, Boston, Utnn and Company, I f  11, p* 156*
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th o se  in  C a lifo rn ia *  T et th e  average m onthly r e n ta l  va lue  o f  farm  

homos In  N orth C aro lin a  i s  on ly  #4*S3 as  compared w ith  #13*95 in  

C a lifo rn ia *  C loser exam ination  w i l l  re v e a l why th e  farm  homes In  

C a lifo rn ia  r a n t  f o r  mors sonsy*

Table 8 . Farm Horns Rental Values and Horns F a c i l i t i e s  
l a  i o r t h  C a ro lin a  and C a lifo rn ia ,  1940

fie rth
Item     C a lifo rn ia

Average m onthly r s n t a l  $4*58 #18*98
Median u m b e r  o f rooms 4*49 4*48
P ercen t o f homos with*

f§l#@trt<* l ig h t s  35 83
Running w a te r 7 77
f lu s h  to  11 s t  4 53
Bath o r  shower 4 .  80
C entral  h a s t in g  1 ' _______________ _ 5

m. him .unf,* rwinP,-^a,>vitrflW:»^|g ' - i v » . I 'lmi .<).■ >< i .w   — w — i^ > — —p w — w ^w w »w w w iw > w w w w u itJ.iiai»iw w imwft*iii

Sources o f data* 1940 Census o f  Housing, Tolum© II*  B art 1
1940 Census o f  A g ric u ltu re , Volume I I I

I»wi ■ n w i wiii.*! mu*ui|n I mm

A fte r  comparing: th e  f a o l l i t i s s  in  farm  homes in  N orth C aro lina  

w ith  th o se  o f  C a li fo rn ia ,  i s  I t  n o t under*tendab 1 e why th e re  i s  an  

s ig h t  d o l la r  d i f f e r e n t i a l  in  r e n ts !

to  f u r th e r  examine h m  much housing  farm ers g e t  f o r  t h e i r  d o l la r s  

in  d i f f e r e n t  p a r ts  o f th e  U nited S ta te s ,  s t a te s  have been grouped 

aeeord ing  to  r e n ta l  b ra c k e ts  f o r  purposes o f comparison* th e  follow** 

ing  ta b le s  show th e se  comparisons* In  Table 9 , on th e  n ex t page* 

a re  found th e  s t a te s  in  which average m onthly r e n ta ls  o f  farm ham** 

l i e  between #13*00 and $13*99* t h i s  comparison shows th a t  th e  housing  

p a t te rn  I s  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  In  C a lifo rn ia  th a n  in  th e  o th e r  s t a t e s .  

Farm homes a re  much sm a lle r  in  C a lifo rn ia  th an  in  th e  o th e r  s t a t e s ,  

b u t b e t t e r  equipped by fa r*  I t  may be noted t h a t  Iowa and Maryland,
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fa b le  9 . S i te s  and F a c i l i t i e s  o f  P ara  Homes in  State® w ith
Average Monthly Cental Value® o f $12.00-412.99 , 1940

i t t i 1 i
i C all* t t Mary- i D ele- * Wi«. I

Item i fo r n ia i  Iowa i land t ware t eons in i Maine.

R ental va lue #12.95 #12.57 $12.60 #12.60 #12.12 $12.09
Median number o f  room 4.48 5 .54 6,17 6 .30 6 .56 6 .85
P ercen t o f  homes w ith ;

E le c t r i c  l ig h t s 83 41 44 41 51 54
Running w a te r 77 22 30 26 19 33
F lush  t o i l e t m 15 22 18 11 20
Bath o r  shower m 15 22 18 12 17
C e n tra l h e a tin g 5 27 17 12 27 20

Source o f  da tes 1940 Census o f  Housing, Volume I I ,  P a r t  I
1940 Census o f  A g r ic u ltu re , Volume XXX

se p a ra te d  by a  thousand mile®, have very  s im ila r  f a m  home c o n d itio n s . 

I t  i s  p o s s ib le  th a t  Maine o f f e r s  a  l i t t l e  more th a n  does W isconsin f o r  

th e  housing d o l la r .  On th e  whole, i t  seems th a t  th e  d a ta  in d ic a te  no 

marked d if fe re n c e s  between th e  s t a te s  in  term s o f va lue  rec e iv e d  f o r  

money sp e n t. P o ss ib ly , C a lifo rn ia  and th e  o th e r  P a c if ic  Coast S ta te s  

o f f e r  a  l i t t l e  more f o r  th e  d o l la r .

f a b le  i o .  S i te s  and F a c i l i t i e s  of Farm Homes in  S ta te s  w ith  
Average Monthly R ental Values o f #5 ,50 -4$ ,50 , 1940

t 1 • w est $ «
1 Wyo- s Mon* i V ir -  t V ir­ «

Item i mlng i ta n a s g in ia  t g in ia  i M issouri

R ental value #6.40 #6.09 #5.88 $5.81 $5.74
Median number of rooms 3 . S9 3,86 4.98 5.08 4 .44
P ercen t o f  hemes with#

E le c t r i c  l ig h t s 35 28 27 23 18
tunning  w a te r 16 16 11 12 6
Flush t o i l e t 10 8 6 9 5
Bath o r  shower 10 2 6 9 3
C en tra l h e a tin g 6 9 4 3 5

Source of d a ta t 1940 Census o f Housing, Volume XI, P a r t  1
1940 Census of A g r ic u ltu re , Volume 111
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i j-K- i  a t .f -the data  or. f a m  housing In d ic a te s  th a t  re n ta l  r a te s

vary wi q u a li ty  o f housing* The low re n ta l  r a te s  which e x is t

in  soca© s ta te s  do not in d ic a te  Hhary& ins,% h o t r a th e r ,  low q u a li ty  

OX •'. Oi.'.OS »



CHAPTER IX

autom obiles a w  fahm h w i m  t m z i s

The c o r re la t io n  between farm ers* o u tp u ts  and t h e i r  ownership o f 

au tom obiles i s  not a s  o lo sa  a s  w ith  horns f a c i l i t i e s .

Simple M ultip le
C o rre la tio n  C o rre la tio n

F ac to r Factor F ao to rs 1 
1 2 and 2
r 2 r 2

P ercen t o f farm  ©per* 
a to r s  w ith  a u to ­
m obiles *39 *0004 *39

I t  can be seen  th a t  th e re  i s  a n o tic e a b le  c o r r e la t io n  between 

farm  o u tp u ts  ( F acto r 1) and the ownership o f  autom obiles# b u t alm ost 

none between non-farm o u tp u ts  (F a c to r 2)* This I s  In  marked c o n tr a s t  

w ith  the  o th e r  item s examined (home f a c i l i t i e s )  where th e  connection  

was c lo s e r  w ith  a o n -fa ra  o u tp u ts  th an  with any th ing  e lse*

D if fe re n t  Consumption P a tte rn s

To some ex ten t#  t h i s  p e c u l ia r  s i tu a t io n  may be due to  d i f f e r e n t  

consum ption h a b its  o f  farm people# a t  l e a s t  in  the  case  o f  the  n o r th ­

e a s te rn  and c e n tr a l  s ta te s *  In  the  n o r th e a s te rn  sta tes#  farm ers ' seem 

to  p re fe r  home f a c i l i t i e s #  and in  th e  m id-w estern  s ta te s *  they  p re fe r  

au tom ob iles. M id-w estern farm ers lead  a l l  o th e rs  in  th e  p o ssess io n  o f 

au tom ob iles. The ta b le  on th e  n ex t page g iv es a com parison o f farm ers * 

l iv in g  le v e ls  and incomes in  th e se  two regions# I t  shows th a t  th e  net 

incomes o f  farm ers in  th e se  two a re a s  a re  q u ite  s im ila r .  The m id-w estern 

farm ers have la rg e r  farm o u tp u ts ;  bu t th e y  do c o n s id e ra b ly  l e s s  non-fans 

work*
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Table 1L A Comparison o f Ffcrn Incomes and L or#Is 
o f L iving fo r  Two leg io n s

Haw England E ast North C en tra l
and Middle and West North

A tla n t ic  C en tra l
  J t & t & i ______ —

Faroent o f farm homos in  1940 with*
C en tra l h ea tin g 31 20
Running w ater 46 17
Flush t o i l e t 31 11
Bath o r  shower 30 12
M echanical r e f r ig e r a to r 28 16
E le c t r ic  light® 66 41

P ercen t o f  farm o p e ra to rs  w ith
autom obiles 71 82

P ercen t o f farms opera ted  by
te n a n ts 13 36

Index o f  Far® O perators* Gross
Farm Output* 42 48

Average n e t Incomes fro® farming#
$875w ith o u t government payments5* 11000

Average net incomes from fa m in g
1900w ith  government payments* 11093

Days o f non-farm  work performed by
farm o p e ra to rs  in  1939 55 30

Souree o f  d a ta i  Tables

* fou r y ear averages (1929, 1959* 1940, 1941) c a lc u la te d  from 
d a ta  In  Income P a r i ty  f o r  A g r ic u ltu re , P a r t VI# H. S, D epart­
ment o f A g ricu ltu re*  Bureau o f  A g r ic u ltu ra l  Economics * 1945•

A ll o f the  f ig u re s  g iven  in  th e  above ta b le  a re  averages weighted 
acco rd ing  to  the  number o f farms in  each s t a t e  and region*

From th e  d a ta  a v a ila b le #  one cannot d e f in i t e ly  say th a t  farm ers in  

the  m id-w estern  s t a te s  spend more money on autom obiles# and th a t  t h i s  is  

the  reason  why they  laok home f a c i l i t i e s *  More needs to  be known about 

how many mile® farm ers run t h e i r  autom obiles each year in  th e  d i f f e r e n t  

areas#  as w e ll a s  o th e r  data* However# i t  seems e n t i r e ly  p o ss ib le  th a t  

farm ers in  th e  m id-w estern  s t a te s  spend r e l a t i v e ly  more o f t h e i r  incomes 

on t h e i r  au tom obiles th an  do farm ers In  the  n o r th e a s te rn  s t a t e s .
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Costs o f Hon* F a c i l i t i e s  
and an Automobile

The fo llow ing  estim ate®  o f  c o s ts  to  Michigan farmer® fo r  v a rio u s  

Home conveniences were mad# by Mr* W* H* Sheldon of th e  Department o f  

A g r ic u ltu ra l  Engineering* Michigan S ta te  C olleges*

E stim ated Annual Coat® to  farm ers o f 
V arious Home Conveniences*

Annua1 p o s t
Sunning w ater

(Digging o f w e l l ,  p re ssu re  system and
e l e c t r i c i t y  fo r  power) #62

Bathroom and k itc h e n  s in k
(Three bathroom f ix tu re s *  s e p t ic
tan k  and s in k ) 90

E le c tr ic  l ig h t s
(W iring and c u r re n t) 33

E le c t r ic  r e f r ig e r a to r
( Includ ing  c u rre n t  fo r  power) 40

#225

* These e s tim a te s  were made in  term s o f 1947 p rice s*  
They include  o r ig in a l  oost* i n s t a l l a t i o n  where h ire d  
la b o r  I s  requ ired*  d e p re c ia tio n  and m in t# n an ce  a t  
a r a te  o f 15 p e rc e n t on m achinery and 8-10 p e rcen t 
on s tru c tu re s*  e l e c t r i c  power a t  an  average c o s t o f 
3 o e n ts^ k ilo w a tt hour, and i n te r e s t  on investm ent.

Row much does i t  c o s t a farm er t o  own and o p e ra te  a  c a r t  I t  i s  

d i f f i c u l t  to  say  exac tly*  I t  v a r ie s  ao eo rd in g -to  many fa c to rs*  

Assuming* however, t h a t  a m id-w estern  farm er d r iv e s  h is  autom obile 

5200 m iles a  y ear*  (p robably  a  minimum, f ig u r e ) ,  would i t  o o st him

*From unpublished  d a ta .

^This f ig u re  i s  tak en  from d a ta  compiled by th e  Bureau o f Public  
Roads In  1941 showing average d is ta n c e s  people in  d i f f e r e n t  occupations 
in  29 s t a te s  drove th e i r  passenger cars*  For people employed in  a g r i ­
c u ltu re *  the  average  m ileage d r iv e n  ( a l l  29 s t a te s )  was 6,073* There 
were not la rg e  d if fe re n c e s  a s  between sta te®  in  th e  d is ta n c e s  farmer® 
drove* Farmers in  th e  no rth  C en tra l S ta te s  drove t h e i r  c a rs  s l i g h t ly  
l e s s  th an  the  average fo r  th e  29 s t a t e s .
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any l a s t  th an  $360 to  own and o p e ra te  h is  au tom ob ile , in  to m s  o f 194?

p rice s?  I t  flan e a s i ly  bo soon th a t  an autom obile can e n ta i l  more ex­

ponas th an  would bo in cu rred  by th e  p o ssess io n  o f  the  horn© conveniences 

l i s t e d  above, whose t o t a l  annual o o st approxim ates $225*

Tenancy

Wh&t does the  h ig h er degree o f f a m  tenancy in  th e  .’forth  C en tra l 

S ta te s  have to  do w ith  home f a c i l i t i e s ?  I t  seems reasonab le  to  suppose 

t h a t  te n a n t homes w il l  no t be fix ed  up a s  much as  w i l l  owner-ocoupled 

homes* I t  seems p la u s ib le  th a t  Incomes o f te n a n ts  a re  more a p t to  go 

in to  autom obiles th an  In to  home improvements• However, why a re  th e re  

so few m echanical r e f r ig e r a to r s  in  the  Ssrth C en tra l S ta te s?  R efrig ­

erators can be moved w ithout d i f f ic u l ty *  tack  o f e l e c t r i c i t y  seems not 

to  be an  im portan t l im it in g  f a c to r j  41 p e rcen t o f th e  m id-w estern  farm

homes had e l e c t r i c  lig h t® , y e t on ly  16 p e rcen t had r e f r ig e r a to r s *

th e  Automobile a s  a P o ssib le  Determ inant 
o f  Home L iv ing  Standards

In  th e  c o r r e la t io n  a n a ly s i s ,  w herein v a rio u s  f a c to r s  a re  te s te d  

fo r  t h e i r  a s s o c ia t io n  w ith  home f a c i l i t i e s ,  m ight no t th e  p o ssess io n  

o f autom obiles be an im portan t fa c to r?  That i s ,  m ight not i t  be found 

th a t  where th e  p o ssess io n  o f  autom obiles i s  h ig h , th e  p o ssess io n  o f home 

f a c i l i t i e s  would be low? A ttem pts have been made by th e  a u th o r , using  

v a rio u s  s t a t i s t i c a l  m ethods, to  see  i f  t h i s  might be th e  case* I t  

appeared th a t  th e  autom obile was no t a s so c ia te d  (n e g a tiv e ly )  to  any 

s ig n i f ic a n t  degree with home l iv in g  f a c i l i t i e s ,  e i th e r  when te s te d  a lo n e , 

o r when used in  m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n  w ith  o th e r  im portan t f a c to r s ,  over 

th e  46 s ta te s *
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COST OF LXVI KG FOU FA&3RS

What does i t  o o s t fan n e rs  to  l iv e ?  Before t h i s  q u e s tio n  can be 

answered, i t  needs to  bo known what e n te rs  in to  fa n n e rs ’ s tan d ard s  o f  

liv in g *  As th e  Census d a ta  show* fa rm e rs’ le v e ls  of l iv in g  v a ry  g r e a t ­

ly* They v a ry  between s ta te s *  and they  v a ry  w ith in  th e  bo rders o f a 

s in g le  s ta te *

Bomm people ah© a re  aware t h a t  farm ers in  o e r ta in  reg ions Have much 

le s s  oash income th an  have farm ers in  o th e r  reg ions*  have ooae to  the  eon- 

e lu s io n  th a t  i t  c o s ts  le s s  to  l iv e  In  some p lac es  th an  in  o th ers*  While 

i t  may be t ru e  th a t  i t  c o s ts  a l i t t l e  le s s  to  l iv e  i n  the  warn a re a s  o f 

th e  United S ta te s  th an  in  th e  ©older ones* t h i s  d iffe re n o e  p robab ly  does 

no t amount to  more th an  10 p e rc e n t» a t  the  most* What r e a l ly  v a ry  a re  n o t 

c o s ts  o f l iv in g ,  b u t ra th e r*  s tan d ard s  o f  liv in g *  In  a p rev io u s chap ter*  

d a ta  were p resen ted  to  show what farm ers go t f o r  t h e i r  housing  d o l la r s  

in  d i f f e r e n t  p a r ts  o f th e  U nited S ta te s*  The d a ta  d id  not in d ic a te  la rg e  

d if fe re n c e s  in  va lue  rece iv ed  p e r d o l la r  sp en t f o r  housing*

S tu d ies  showing th e  d if fe re n c e s  In  fa rm ers’ c o s ts  o f  l iv in g  among 

th e  v a rio u s  s t a te s  o r reg io n s  o f  th e  U nited S ta te s  (u s in g  id e n t ic a l  l i v ­

ing s tan d ard s  as a  b a s is  f o r  com parison a rc  lacking* S tu d ies  o f t h i s  

n a tu re  have been made f o r  c i t y  people* th e  Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s  

made one such s tudy  in  March 194S# The o i ty  w ith  th e  low est c o s t o f l i v ­

ing was Houston, Teacasf th e  o i t y  w ith  th e  h ig h e s t c o s t was S e a ttle *  Wash­

ington* I t  w i l l  be noted  in  th e  ta b le  on th e  fa llo w in g  page th a t  th e  

oost o f  l iv in g  in  so u th e rn  c i t i e s  i s  a t r i f l e  lower than  in  n o rth e rn  c i t i e s *
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Table 12 • R e la tiv e  D iffe ren ces  in  th e  Cost o f E qu ivalen t 
Goods, Rents * and S erv ices  , March 194®

C ity
Cost of 
L iv ing

H ashiugton , D« C.* 100
A tla n ta ,  Georgia 93
B u ffa lo , ’lew York 92
Chicago, I l l i n o i s 98
Houston, Texas 88
Ind iaim pol i s , Indiana 92
Memphis, Tennessee S3
M inneapo lis , M innesota 94
‘lew O rleans, L ouisiana 91
W»w York, lew York 102
P h ila d e lp h ia ,  Pennsylvania 94
Richmond, V irg in ia 9®
Savannah, G eorgia 92
S cran ton , Pennsy lvania 90
S e a t t l e ,  W ashington 103

* W ashington, 0 , C* i s  th s  b a se , equal to  100#

However, sane c i t i e s  in  th s  f te r th  hairs a  lower o o s t o f l iv in g  th a n  sohss 

In  th s  South, These d a ta  a r c  not conclu sive  in  regard  to  r u r a l  c o s ts  o f 

l i v in g |  y e t th ey  a r s  in d io a tiv #  th a t  c o s ts  o f  l iv in g  do not v a ry  g re a t ly  

ovsr th s  U nited S ta te s .

1*Tob a mlaieofgrmphed r s l s a s o , "R e la tiv e  D iffe ren ces  in  th s  Cost of 
E qu iva len t Goods, R en ts• and S e rv ices in  33 Largs C i t ie s ,  la r c h  1945’*• 
Issued  June 1 , 1946 by th s  1 . S* Department o f Labor, Jkireau of Labor 
S ta t i s t i c s *
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ffi'tjy ior awd h u t m  l e v e l s

Are low l iv in g  s ta n d a rd s  a s so c ia te d  w ith  a h igh  degree o f  tenancy  

in  tho  United S ta te s?  to  f in d  ou t to  what e x ta n t th ey  a re  a s s o c ia te d ,  

th e  "p e rc e n t o f farm s lig h te d  by e le c t r i c i ty *  was c o rre la te d  w ith  th e  

"p e rc en t o f  fa m e  opera ted  by owners and m anagers"• * Tho a s s o c ia t io n  

m s  found to  be r a th e r  c lo se  (**r^* equaled *60)* This means th a t  in  

a re a s  where most o f  th e  farms a re  ow ner-operated ,  th e  p ro p o rtio n  l i g h t ­

ed w ith  e l e c t r i c i t y  i s  high* In  g e n e ra l, th e  d a ta  in d ic a te  th a t  whore 

th s  degree o f  farm  tenancy  i s  h ig h , farm  l iv in g  le v e ls  a re  low*

The v e ry  s ig n i f ic a n t  c o r r e la t io n  between ow ner-operated farm s and 

h igh  l iv in g  le v e ls  su g g ests  th a t  th e  p r in c ip a l  c a u sa tiv e  f a c to r  a f f e c t ­

ing farm l iv in g  le v e ls  m ight be th s  ownership fa c to r*  P&rh&pat  ̂ by 

combining th e  ownership f a c to r  w ith  some o th e r  f a c t o r ,  a  b e t t e r  ex­

p la n a tio n  o f  farm  l iv in g  le v e ls  could be found th a n  by th e  use o f 

farm ers* p ro d u c tiv it ie s *  Such an  a ttem p t a s  made* The *p e rcen t o f 

fa m s  l ig h te d  by e l e c t r i c i t y ” m s  c o rre la te d  (m u ltip le )  w ith  two fa c ­

t o r s ,  namely, ( 1 ) p e rcen t o f farms opera ted  by owners and m anagers, and

(2) th e  Index o f  th e  A v a i la b i l i ty  o f E le c t r i c i ty  a s  a L im iting  Pfcetor 

to  Harm L iv ing  Levels* A h igh  a s s o c ia t io n  m s  found (*s2* equaled *75)* 

C loser a n a ly s is  rev ea led  th a t  th e  connection  between tenancy  and 

l iv in g  le v e ls  m s  not c a u s a l ,  but r a th e r  a sso o ia tlo n a l*  There m e  a 

c lo se  in v e rse  c o r r e la t io n  between th e  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  o f farm ers and

^The nuiaber o f  fa m e  opera ted  by managers i s  n e g lig ib le *  This 
s e r ie s  amounts to  th e  p ercen t o f  farms opera ted  by owners*
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th e  degrees o f tenancy  p re v a i l in g  la  tho  4S s t a t e s .  When tho  "p e rcen t

o f  farm s o p e ra ted  by te n a n ts "  m o  c o rre la te d  w ith  th o  two p ro d u c tiv ity

factor®  ( fa c to re  I  and 2 ) ,  tho  fo llow ing  r e s u l t s  woro secured#

Simple M ultip le
C o rre la tio n  C o rre la tio n

F a c to r F a c to r  F ac to rs
I t  1 and Z
r% r® R®

P ercen t o f fa m e  
operated hy
te n a n ts  #11 (* )  #©S (~ )  #@1 (* )

th e se  r e s u l t s  In d ic a te  t h a t  where tenancy  i s  h igh  In  th e  United 

S ta t e s ,  th e  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  o f f a n s  o p e ra to rs  show a s tro n g  tendency 

to  be low# tfhieh i s  c a u sa l ,  and which i s  a s s o c ia t io n s ! , tenancy  o r 

p ro d u c t iv i ty ?  C o rre la tio n  a n a ly s is  w i l l  n e t  y ie ld  th e  answer to  th a t  

problem# A tte n tio n  e a s t  be d ire c te d  to  o th e r  d a ta , and to  econom ists * 

u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  fa c to r#  involved* P r o d u c t iv i ty  appears to  be th e  

c au sa l fm eter* To dem onstrate t h i s ,  co n sid e r th e  s t a t e s ,  Iowa and 

I l l i n o i s #  In  each s t a t e ,  th e  deg ree  o f  ten an cy  i s  high# y e t  pro* 

d u o t iv i t ie s  o f  fm m  o p e ra to rs  in  lo rn  and I l l i n o i s  a re  q u i te  high#

Furtherm ore, i t  should  he no ted  th a t  farm  te n a n ts  in  some s t a te s  

l i v e  saieh b e t t e r  th a n  do 0wa#r>»operators In  o th e r  s ta te s #  I t  1® in* 

t e r e s  t in g  to  compare two s t a t e s ,  S tassashusstts  and Alabama*® In  1040, 

th e  p e rc en t o f farm® o p era ted  by te n a n ts  wares M assachusetts 7# Ala* 

bmmm 60# I t  w i l l  be no ted  from th e  ta b le  on th e  f o i l  owing page th a t ,  

in  each o f  th e se  s t a t e s ,  th e  l iv in g  le v e l  o f  ow ner*operators m s  above 

th a t  o f ten an ts*  I t  can a ls o  be no ted  th a t  te n a n ts  In  M assachusetts

®*Xhe p o in t  to  be dem onstrated h e re  does no t depend on J u s t  th e se  
two s ta te s *  O ther s t a te s  could  be used  which would show th e  same 
s i tu a t io n #



Table 13. A Comparison o f farm  Home F a c i l i t i e s  and Be&tal 
Value® in  Alabama and M assachusetts, 1940

1 1
« M assnehusett* $ Alabama
t i s *
s -Owner- t 1 Owner- t

I  ta n  sO pw atorss Tenants 1 O perate r a t  Tenant®

P e rce n t o f  farm  homes with*
i to n in g  w a te r 73 70 3 1
F lu sh  t o i l e t  SB 32 3 1
Bath o r  shower 53 40 S I
la d le  90 85 SO SO
le e h a n le a l  r e f r i g e r a to r  43 35 14 2
le e  hose 40 42 16 8
S le o t r i e  l ig h t s  84 80 25 7

Median r e n ta l  v a lu e  o f heme #28,24 #16,90 #4*36 „ $2,53

Sours# ©f d a ta  1 1940 Census o f Housing* Volume I I ,  P a r t  I
1940 Census o f A gricu ltu re, Volume III

H ired mush b e t t e r  ( i n  term s o f  home f a c i l i t i e s )  th an  d id  owner- 

o p e ra to re  In  Alabama.

I f  tenancy  were th e  cause o f  low 11 wing le v e ls ,  i t  would no t be 

found th a t  te n a n ts  o f  some s t a te s  were l iv in g  b e t t e r  th an  owner- 

o p e ra to rs  in  o th e r  s ta te s *

Tenancy a s  a  T hird  F a c to r* I t  comes to  mind th a t ,  s in c e  th e  degree o f  

tenancy does seem to  have an a s s o c ia t io n  w ith  th e  le v e l  o f farm l iv in g ,  

i t  m ight be used a s  th e  t h i r d  f a c to r  in  m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n ,  u sin g  

a s  th e  f i r s t  two f a c to r s ,  th e  s e r ie s  re p re se n tin g  farm ers* p ro d u c tiv ­

i t i e s ,  This has been t r ie d *  I t  was found th a t  t h i s  th i r d  f a c to r  gave 

no a d d it io n a l  c o r r e la t io n  o v er u s in g  th e  f i r s t  two a lo n e . This p o in ts  

to  th e  conc lu sion  th a t  tenancy  I s  n o t an im portant Independent causa l 

f a c to r  determ ining  farm l iv in g  le v e ls  ( except a s  i t  may in f lu e n c e  pro­

d u c tiv ity )*



CHAPTER X II

SOUTHERN AND NORTHERN AGRICULTURE

In th s  se ttle m e n t m d  development o f  th e  tto ited  S ta te s ,  th e re  were 

f a i r l y  re g u la r  s ta g e s ,  as follow s*

Indian  tra d e
Herding
(lum bering , In  p la e e s )
P ioneer farm s (f r o n t i e r  farm ing)
P a r t i a l l y  s e l f - s u f f ic in g  farm er o r p la n te r
Commercial farm er o r p la n te r

These phases were n o t  f u l f i l l e d  everywhere in  the  South, In 

p la c e s , commercial a g r ic u l tu r e  s t a r te d  r i g h t  away along c e r t a in  r iv e r s  

o f fe r in g  good t r a n s p o r ta t io n .  Moreover, in  some p la c e s , th e  develop­

ment never p ro g ressed  much beyond th e  p io n ee r stag® ( e s p e c ia l ly  in  th s  

sou thern  A ppalachians) where rough topography mad® f o r  i s o la t io n  o f  

p eo p le , and where poor s o i l s  and h i l l s  mad® a g r ic u l tu r e  d i f f i c u l t .

M arkets Bring E volu tion

What s tim u la te d  a g r ic u l tu r e  in  the  U nited S ta te s  to  develop beyond 

th e  p io n ee r s tag e?  I t  was th e  development o f market® f o r  farm p ro d u c ts , 

e i th e r  dom estic m arkets o r ex p o rt m arkets. The development o f home 

m arkets depended on th e  growth o f  c i t i e s ,  t h a t  i s ,  th e  growth o f man­

u fa c tu r in g , commerce and se rv ic e  employment®. In th e  South, i f  condi­

t io n s  were fav o ra b le  fo r  the  p ro d u c tio n  o f th e  g re a t  s ta p le s  ( a t  f i r s t  

tobacco , l a t e r  c o t to n ) ,  a commercial p la n ta t io n  economy tended to  

supp lan t th e  p io n ee r s e l f - s u f f ic in g  economy. In o th e r  a re a s ,  where 

c o n d itio n s  were n o t fav o rab le  fo r  the  p roduction  and m arketing  o f the  

s ta p le s ,  th e  development was tw o -fo ld ; (1) In d i s t r i c t s  o f  rough topog­

raphy and I n f e r io r  s o i l s ,  th e  p io n ee r economy (h e rd in g , hunting  and
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fa m in g )  co n tinued j (2 ) in  o th e r  a re a s  w ith  fav o rab le  s a i l*  c lim ate  and 

topography, a d iv e r s i f ie d  economy began to  develop* That la* manufac­

tu r in g  and oommereial a c t i v i t i e s  grow, naming fo r  c i t i e s ;  t h i s  o ffe re d  

cash m arkets fo r  many farm products* where farm ers go t oash m arkets 

fo r  t h e i r  o u tp u t, they took  in te r e s t  in  in c re a s in g  t h e i r  production*

They adopted b e t t e r  methods o f f a m in g . Farm p ro d u c tio n  rose* L iving 

s ta n d ard s  tended to  r i s e  a s  farm p roducts  were so ld  to  purchase o i ty  

made items*

l a  the  c o lo n ia l  period  in  th e  South, no im portant town economy 

(excep t in  Charlestown) developed along th e  c o a s ta l  p la in  in  spit®  of 

numerous l e g i s l a t iv e  encouragement®* The p la n te rs  along  th e  c o a s ta l  

p la in  shipped s ta p le s  from t h e i r  own r iv e r  land ings and secured  su p p lie s  

from Europe d e liv e re d  a t  t h e i r  lan d in g s , numerous important towns d id  

develop , however, a long  the  Piedmont, remote from th e  seaboard sh ipp ing  

f a c i l i t i e s .  Such towns were F re d e ric k , S taun ton , H il ls b o ro , Camden and 

Columbia, These p lac es  were th r iv in g  c e n te rs  o f sm all shops and m ills*  

L a te r ,  w ith th e  development o f upland c o tto n  growing, the  tendency to ­

ward th e  development o f n o n -a g r ic u ltu ra 1 occupations was h a l te d ,  a s  th e  

e n e rg ie s  o f n e a rly  a l l  th e  people were tu rned  to  c o tto n . In  some a re a s  

to o  f a r  north  fo r  c o t to n , . th e  o ccupa tiona l d iv e r s i f i c a t io n  con tinued  

(as  in  th e  Shenandoah V alley  o f  V irg in ia , th e  H ashv ille  "b as in ” , the  

"bluegrmss" re g io n  o f Kentucky, and la  p a r ts  o f  V irg in ia  and Maryland 

th a t  had abandoned to b acco )♦

P la n ta tio n s  in  th e  South

To understand  th e  n a tu re  o f  so u th e rn  a g r ic u l tu r e  * i t  i s  e s s e n t ia l  

to  look in to  i t s  h i s to r i c a l  b eg in n in g s . In the  f i r s t  p la c e , i t  should
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be noted th a t  th e  p la n ta t io n  system  took hold a t  a vary  ©curly d a te  in  

the  South* The p la n ta t io n  system  f lo u r ish e d  in  o th e r  p la c e s  in  the 

world during  the  period  o f European empire b u ild in g , 1500-1850* Plan­

ta t io n s  took hold l a  t r o p ic a l  and s u b - tro p ic a l  p laces  because t h e i r  

p roducts were in  g re a t  demand in  th s  "mother* c o u n tries*  These products 

(tobacco* sugar* r i c e ,  c o tto n )  were not com petitive  w ith  th o se  o f  the  

c o u n tr ie s  o f northw estern  Europe* P lantations were b u s in e ss  v en tu re s  

re q u ir in g  la rg e  investm ents In  la  is! and c a p i ta l  (and sometimes in  s lav e  

la b o r ) .  They s p e c ia l is e d  in  la rg e - s c a le  p ro d u ctio n  o f  c rops fo r  which 

th e re  >. were .ready cash m arkets ( in  th e  Waited S ta te s*  tobacco and o o tto n ; 

in  th e  w est in d ie s , sugar and o th e r  p ro d u c ts ) . The o p e ra to rs  were keen­

ly  aware o f p r o f i t  m argins and no t re lu c ta n t  to  waste s o i l  resources* 

Even b e fo re  1880* so u th e rn  p la n ta t io n  o p e ra to rs  understood c le a r ly  th a t  

they  were ru in in g  th e  so il*  They a ls o  understood that what th ey  wanted 

was not maximum p ro d u c tio n  pe r acre* b u t maximum p ro d u c tio n  per la b o re r  

in  o rd e r to  maximise t h e i r  own incomes* Land was p l e n t i f u l  and cheap % 

consequently  they e x p lo ite d  i t  and moved on to  new areas*

S o c ia l E v ils  of P la n ta t io n  System

The s o c ia l  consequences o f th e  p la n ta t io n  system  o f a g r ic u ltu re  

were v e ry  Im portan t, and , in  th e  long run* very  u n fo rtuna te*  Paced w ith  

alm ost u n lim ited  m arkets fo r  t h e i r  p ro d u c ts , th e  p la n ta t io n  o p e ra to rs  

were anxious to  in c re ase  t h e i r  production* The l im itin g  f a c to r  was 

lab o r supp ly . The g re a t  s c a r c i ty  o f cheap la b o r  led  to  th e  use o f in ­

dentured  s e rv a n ts , and l a t e r  to  slaves*  These la b o re rs  wore not 

considered* f i r s t  o f a l l ,  a s  human beings who should be encouraged and 

allowed to  develop them selves to  the fu l l*  The ed u ca tio n a l mud s o c ia l
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systems were not designed to  encourage #f®py in d iv id u a l to  develop to  h is  

utmost* ita th e r , th e  wo rk e rs  war® considered  a s  * la b o r supply1*, e s p e c ia l ­

ly  in  th© oaso o f th® negroes. Th® so c ia l  o rg a n is a tio n  became e r l s t o -
%

c ra t io  w ith  d e f in i te  c a s te s ,  u su a lly  based on r a c ia l  d iffe re n c e s*  Th® 

Ignorance o f th® negro s lav e  soon lad  whit® man to  b e lie v e  th a t  negroes 

were in h e re n tly  an in f e r io r  type o f  people# This b e l i e f  d iscouraged  

th® prom otion o f  e d u c a tio n a l o p p o r tu n it ie s  fo r  negroes#* The r e s u l t  

o f  t h i s  s i t u a t io n  has been (and Is  today) t h a t  g re a t human reso u rces 

in  the  South have l a in  undevelopedj t h i s  a p p lie s  p a r t i c u la r ly  to  th e  

negroes# b u t also# to  some ex tent#  to  many w hites# The p ra c t ic e  o f s t r i c t  

s e g re g a tio n  o f  the ra c e s  has meant th a t  th e  negroes have continued  to  

l iv e  in  t h e i r  own c u ltu re  (w ith  some m o d if ic a tio n s ) , and t h i s  env iron ­

ment seems no t to  have s tim u la te d  them*

There were o th e r  e v i l s  o f th e  e a r ly  p la n ta tio n s#  f re q u e n tly , the  

ownership was a b se n te e , and t h i s  encouraged c ru e l ty  towards workers*

The r e s u l t in g  hatred*  e s p e c ia l ly  when th e re  e x is te d  a r a c ia l  d if fe re n c e  

between the  su p e rv iso r  and the  lab o re rs*  was no t oonduoive to  la rg e  

p ro d u c tio n  p e r worker* P la n ta t io n  l i f e ,  p r io r  to  1860 a t  le a s t#  d i s ­

couraged th e  fam ily  u n i t  * and encouraged loose morals# *vhen w hite  in ­

den tu red  se rv a n ts  c o n s t itu te d  th e  la b o r  supply# th e  fam ily  u n i t  o f  

s o c ia l  l i f e  was n e a r ly  im possib le  because th e re  was l i t t l e  o r no p lace  

fo r  women on th e  p la n ta t io n  ( s o c ia l  custom fo rb id d in g  the  employment o f 

w hite  women in  f i e l d  w ork), t i l th  th® in tro d u c tio n  o f  negroes * women

*Furthermore# th e  expense involved in  e d u ca tio n a l p rocesses i s  
large#  The South , never w ealth y , could no t e a s i ly  a f fo rd  w id e-sca le  
ed u ca tio n  fo r  a l l  i t s  people#



60

were employed in  f i e l d  lab o r and consequently  wore u se fu l on p la n ta tio n s#  

Th# e a r ly  p la n ta t io n  m  r k e r , be h# Indentured  se rv a n t o r s la v e , had 

l i t t l e  in c e n tiv e  to  work hard and e f f ic ie n t ly *  In  any event# a l l  h# got 

was bar® su b sis ten ce*  I t  m s  noted long ago by a t  l e a s t  on® observer 

th a t  th® work ou tpu t par s lavo  was much le s s  th a n  th a t  o f f r e e  workers 

The h a b its  o f  p e r s i s te n t  hard work day a f t e r  day were no t e s ta b lis h e d  

among the  la b o re rs  on p la n ta tio n s*  and th e  ** ta k e -  i t - e a s y ” a t t i t u d e  s t i l l  

p e r s i s t s  in  th o se  areas#

Megro S laves B o ls te r P la n ta t io n  System

The p la n ta t io n  system  was begun b e fo re  th e  im portation o f negro 

slaves#  Slaves supplan ted  inden tu red  w hit# se rv an ts  on p la n ta t io n s  

because o f a number o f  reasons# I t  was held  t h a t  w hite  se rv a n ts  were

244John Woolman# a Pennsylvania Quaker* became g r e a t ly  concerned about 
s la v e ry  in  e a r ly  America* He was convinced th a t#  from a  C hristian p o in t 
o f view# i t  was wrong* He s e t  out to  v i s i t  and p lead  w ith Quaker® 
everywhere in  America to  use no s la v e s , and to  g e t a l l  b ranches o f  the  
S oc ie ty  to  condemn s la v e ry . T raveling  in  Maryland (where s la v e ry  was 
p rac ticed}#  he noted in  hi® Journal in  th® y ear 1757i

t i n th  o f f i f t h  month -  • • # .0n th e  11th# we cro ssed  th® 
r iv e r s  Patowaack and dapahaunook, and lodged a t  P ort Hoyml*
On the way we had th e  company o f a  co lo n e l o f the  m il i t ia #  
who appeared to  be a th o u g h tfu l man. I took occasion  to  
remark on th e  d if fe re n c e  in  genera l be tw ix t a  -people used 
to  lab o r m oderately  fo r  t h e i r  liv in g #  t r a in in g  up th e i r  
c h ild re n  in  f r u g a l i ty  and business#  and those  who l iv e  on 
th e  lab o r o f slave®} th® former# in  my view# being th e  most 
happy l i f e #  He concurred in  th# remark# and mentioned the  
tro u b le  a r is in g  from  the  untoward# s lo th f u l  d is p o s i t io n  o f 
the  negroes# adding  th a t  one o f our la b o re rs  would do as much 
in  a day a s  two o f  t h e i r  slaves#  I r e p l ie d # th a t  f r e e  men# 
whose minds were p ro p e rly  on t h e i r  business#  found a s a t i s ­
fa c t io n  in  improving# o u ltlv a tii ig #  and p ro v id ing  fo r  t h e i r  
fam ilies}  b u t negroes, lab o rin g  to  support o th e rs  who cla im  
them a® property#  ansi ex pec ting  no th ing  b u t s la v e ry  during  
l i f e ,  had no t the- l ik e  inducement to  be In d u s tr io u s .

From The Jou rna l o f  John Woolaan'# B oston, Houghton M if f l in  Company#
IB fl 9(1 i t  ion# p# 103*
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saucy , independent and u n re lia b le *  The greater in te ll ig e n c e  o f the 

w hite  workers made them more dangerous» p o te n tia lly *  b h ite  se rv a n ts  

had more le g a l  r ig h ts  to  complain and req u ire d  g e n tle r  trea tm en t than  

d id  slaves*  I t  was e a s ie r  fo r  w hite se rv a n ts  to  escape* The supply 

o f inden tu red  se rv a n ts  dwindled and g rad u a lly  d isappeared  soon a f t e r  th e  

Revolutionary War. C onsidering th® tim e th ey  se rv ed , indentured  se rv an ts  

were as c o s t ly  a s  slaves*  Mow w hite immigrants avoided th e  South a f t e r  

s la v e ry  had beguns they  d id  no t went to  o f f e r  t h e i r  labo r in  com petition  

w ith  slaves*  M oreover, a f t e r  s la v e ry  had begun, th e  f e e l in g  spread  th a t  

i t  was degrad ing  fo r  w h ites to  do manual labor*

Fam ily-S is#  Farms in  the  South

I t  i s  no t to  be assumed th a t  the  p la n ta t io n  system  o f a g r ic u l tu r e  

was th e  only  system  o f  a g r ic u l tu r e  in  th e  South* Indeed, th e re  were 

many w hite  fam ily -opera ted  far ms in  th e  South p r io r  to  I860* and th ey  

s t i l l  e x is t*  However, th e  w hite fam ily -o p era ted  farm s w ere, and a r e ,  

to  be found m ostly  in  th e  h i l l y  reg ions and on th# poorer s o i l  a reas#

The p la n ta t io n  system  1ms f lo u r ish e d  in  a re a s  where th e  oash c rops which 

require sruoh hand lab o r (c o tto n  e s p e c ia l ly )  can be grown, and on th #  

b e t t e r  s o i l  a reas*  L* C* Cray,® lead in g  h i s to r ia n  o f  so u th e rn  a g r ic u l ­

tu r e ,  m aintained t h a t  t h i s  s i tu a t io n  had a lre a d y  developed p r io r  to  th e  

C iv il  ftar, because the  p la n ta t io n s  were more e f f i c i e n t  in  t h e i r  a g r i ­

c u l tu r a l  methods th an  were th e  sm all farm ers* This suggests  t h a t  th e  

sm all farm ers were ve ry  in e f f i c i e n t  in  t h e i r  methods, an Idea which i s

'w v*»siir -vst tAm ■ w * ' - ' M B a t ^ M i . n u u i u a k

&See Lewi® C ecil C ray, H isto ry  o f a g r ic u l tu re  in  th e  Southern 
H alted S ta te s  to  1860, W ashington, 8 * C ., '"CarnegTe T n s t i tu t io n ,  H§Z8•
snwviw^«ivsi?—trijM «v«.»wir ■w w H w r *  ** «

T his i s  a monumental work on th e  h is to r y  o f so u thern  a g r ic u ltu re #
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supported by o th e r  ev idence . In any ©Tent, th e  p la n ta t io n  o p e ra to rs  made 

enough p r o f i t s  to  o u t-b id  o th e r  farm ers fo r  th e  b e t t e r  s o i l  a re a s .

Laok o f C ap ita l in  the South

L, 0 , Gray* hold# th a t  th s  South lacked e a p i ta l  (a# compared w ith  

th e  riorth) because i t  m s  ex trav ag an t bo th  in  p ro d u c tio n  and consum ption. 

In  p ro d u c tio n , th e  s o i l  re so u rce s  were w asted; in  th e  long ru n , t h i s  

meant d i f f i c u l t y  in  m ain ta in ing  p roduction  from which bo th  consumers* 

goods and c a p i ta l  goods must a r i s e .  In consumption, the  men, in  whose 

hands the  income o f th e  South tended to  co n cen tra te  (p la n ta t io n  ow ners), 

fo llow ed th e  p re v a ilin g  s o c ia l  custom# o f t h e i r  re g io n , namely luxury 

and conspicuous consum ption. This may be c o n tra s te d  w ith  the  consump­

t io n  h a b its  o f th e  New England people and o f  the  v a rio u s  r e l ig io u s  

groups o f Pennsylvania where the p re v a ilin g  s o c ia l  mores encouraged 

hard work, sim ple l iv in g  and the  sav ing  o f money,^ These t r a i t s  among

4 Ib id

“?h» observation , o f Dr. Donjamln Kuah on tha  Pennsylvania ierraana
w r it te n  in  1789 a re  in fo rm ative  on t h i s  su b je c t .  Dr, Rush’ s view® have 
been summarised in  A lb e rt B ernhardt F&ust, The German Element In  th e
United S ta te s ,  lew York, The Steuben S o c ie ty , "'"19^7,' 'Volume I* “T i s t ' i h -
gtjiih l'ng  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  o f th© Pennsylvania Germans w ere, accord ing  to  
Dr, Rushi They b u i l t  g re a t  barns f o r  t h e i r  l iv e s to c k  in  o rd er to  take 
good ca re  o f then in  th e  w in te r months; they  t r i e d  hard to  accum ulate 
p ro p erty  which, th ey  b e lie v e d , would be added to  by succeeding genera­
t io n s  o f t h e i r  descendan ts; men,women and c h ild re n  worked in  the  f i e ld s ,  
th ey  made l i t t l e  o r no use o f  s la v es  o r o th e r  h ire d  h e lp ; they  liv e d  
f ru g a l ly  in  re sp e c t to  d r e s s ,  furniture and d i e t .  Dr, Rush says th a t  
t h e i r  sav in g s d i s t i n c t ly  helped to  make p o ss ib le  th© founding of th©
Bank o f North America in. 1781, th e  f i r s t  c h a rte re d  bank in  t h i s  nation*

Among th e  people o f -lew England, t h e i r  h a b its  o f d i l ig e n t  'work, 
f ru g a l  l iv in g  and th e  d e s ire  to  accum ulate w ealth  a re  thought by some 
to  have th e i r  o r ig in  in  C alvinism , P e r ta in in g  to  t h i s ,  see R, H* Tawmay, 
R elig ion  and th e  Rise o f C ap ita lism , New York, Ha r court Bra a© and Com- 
pany, 1926, p, 227-53,
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th e  people In  th#  South appear to  have been lack in g  to  a co n s id e ra b le  

degree*

Slavas and Southern C ap ita l

O ccasionally* one h ears  th a t  th® South’s lank o f  m anufao turing , 

oammerclai, b a l i n g  and se rv ice  e n te rp r is e s  (a s  compared w ith  the  Morth) 

1* due to  I t s  lack  o f  c a p i ta l f  furtherm ore# t h i s  r e la t iv e  shortage 

o f c a p i ta l  Is  a t t r ib u te d  to  th e  emancipation o f  th® s l a w s  fo r  which 

th® owners wore n o t compensated* Much con fusion  In  th in k in g  surrounds 

th is  sub jec t*

I t  i s  to  be doubted th a t  s la v e s  could be p ro p e rly  c a lle d  "capital**  

a s  t h i s  word I s  used In  economics* In  any event# w hether s la v e s  were 

c a p i ta l  o r n o t ,  c a p i ta l  was not destroyed  by th e  em ancipation o f  th e  

s lav es*  Claims to  p ro p e r ty  were wiped o u t ,  b u t c la im s a re  no t w ealth  

from a s o c ia l  p o in t o f view*® Slaves were the  w ealth* b u t they  were 

not d e s tro y ed . Personal fo rtu n e s  were r e d is t r ib u te d  by th e  emanci­

pation*

Economic Backwardness o f South 
.Recognised hong Ago

I t  was apparen t to  sou thern  le a d e rs  p r io r  -to th e  C iv il War that 

the Worth was p ro sp e rin g  more than  was the  South* Southern  jo u rn a ls  

c a r r ie d  d is c u s s io n  a s  to  why t h i s  was th e  case* The sentim ents ex­

p ressed  in  these  jo u rn a ls  emphasises! the fo llow ing  a s  causes of t h i s  

s i tu a t io n s  The t a r i f f  program* the  need to  develop sou thern  p o r ts  f o r

3h e a lth  must be ta n g ib le  (m a te ria l#  co n cre te ) from a  s o c ia l  p o in t 
o f view . See Paul F* O e w i l l  and ftalph H* B lo d g e tt, Economies, P rin ­
c ip le s  and Problem s, Hew York, H arpers and Brothers* l94&» p . 42 ., v . 1.
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th® ex p o rtin g  and im porting o f  th « i r  own a r t i c l e s  o f commerce| tho need 

to  dovelop oosmeroe and ma n u fao tu r1ng• They b e liev ed  th e se  non-farm 

employment® war® hold hook In  tho  South beo&use lab o r ( s la v e s )  was so 

expensive* Thor®for®, i t  was f e l t  th a t  tho  p ro h ib it io n  on th® im port­

a t io n  of s la v e s  should be l i f t e d  In o rder to  promote a g re a te r  supply 

o f  cheap labor*

L. C. Gray? b e lie v e s  t h a t  the  so u th e rn  le a d e rs  were not down to  

fundam ental causes o f th e  South’s backwardness* Gray p re s e n ts  a 

number o f fundam ental e a n se s , ( l )  The g re a t  mass o f i t s  la b o r  was

o f  exceed ing ly  low q u a li ty  fo r  n o n -a g r io u ltu ra l  p u rsu its*  The negroes 

c o n s t itu te d  a v a s t  lump o f w ignorance and poverty1*#. The p ro cess  o f 

a s s im ila t in g  so la rg e  a lump, r a i s in g  the  le v e l o f In te l l ig e n e e  and 

work h a b i t s ,  would have been an immense ta s k  even under th e  most favo r­

a b le  c ircum stances. The sm all farm ers o f  th e  Piedmont and C oasta l 

P la in ,  and th e  people in  th e  so u thern  Appalachian, h igh lands were not 

im m ediately e f f i c i e n t  f a c to ry  workers* They had been accustomed to  a 

rude independence• F req u en tly , th ey  were u n d isc ip lin e d , s lo v e n ly , 

c a re le s s  and d i f f i c u l t  to  manage* (Z) A g r ic u ltu re , favored by a la rg e  

supply  o f v i r g in  lands p r io r  to  1800, competed v ig o ro u s ly  fo r  the a v a i l ­

a b le  lab o r and c a p i t a l ,  thu s tend ing  to  p reven t a d iv e r s i f ie d  economy*

(3) There continued to  be a  c o n sid e rab le  p re ju d ic e  a g a in s t  m anufacturing*

(4) There were few "c a p ta in s  o f industry** w ith  th e  necessary  knowledge 

to  ra p id ly  develop m anufacturing  in  the South* (5) The lack  o f c i t i e s  

meant employment was r e s t r i c t e d  to  m ainly farm ing a c t iv i t i e s s  an  o u t le t

?Lewis C ecil Gray, op* o i t *
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for d iv e rs#  human t a l e n t s  mas n o t e x i s te n t .  ( 6 ) The lack  o f  c i t i e s  

meant a lack  o f oash markets fo r  many farm  products* V ir tu a lly  the  

only  oash m arkets were fo r  th e  n o n -perishab le  s ta p le s  ( a t  f i r s t *  tobac­

co* th en  c o tto n ) which could be shipped groat d is tan ces*  This held 

back the  d iv e r s i f i c a t io n  o f so u th e rn  a g r ic u ltu re *

For the  m u ltitu d es  o f  sm all fa m o rs  on th e  poor s o i l s  and in  th e  

A ppalachian highlands* fo r  whom a co n sid e rab le  a g r ic u l tu r a l  e n te rp r is e  

would have been d i f f i c u l t -  even i f  th e re  had been m arkets f o r  th e i r  

produce* th e  n a tu ra l  course  was to  con tinue  the  s e l f - s u f f ic in g  p ioneer 

type o f  l i f e *  Because i t  was r a th e r  easy  fo r  them to  provide th e  bare  

e s s e n t ia l s  fo r  them selves* t h e i r  methods were s lip -sh o d *  In  t h e i r  

c u ltu re*  th e  h a b its  o f s tead y  d i l ig e n t  work were not developed a s  much 

as  in  some o th e r  p a r ts  o f th e  U nited S ta tes*

Economic Development in  
n o rth e rn  'united S ta te s

P la n ta t io n s  d id  not take  hold in  n o rth e rn  U nited S ta te s*  There 

were a ttem p ts  to  e s ta b l is h  fe u d a l- l ik e  e s t a t e s  in  the  Horth* b u t th e se  

were a l l  u n su ccessfu l due to  th e  abundance o f land* Workers would no t 

rem ain on th ese  e s ta te s *  b u t r a th e r  would s t a r t  farm s on land o f  t h e i r  

own* E arly  a g r ic u l tu r e  in  th e  fo r th  m s  o f a su b s is te n c e  c h a ra c te r  due 

to  the absence o f cash m arkets fo r  th e  farm products o f  th a t  reg ion*

The farm products o f th e  n o rth e rn  o o lon ies  were com petitive  w ith  those  

o f England and th e  o th e r  c o u n tr ie s  o f no rthw estern  Europe* Cense qpently* 

th e re  m s  l i t t l e  e x p o rt o f farm p roducts from th e  n o rth e rn  co lo n ie s  to  

Europe p r io r  to  th e  R evo lu tionary  War* In  th e  second h a l f  o f th e  19th 

century* a g r ic u l tu r a l  e x p o rts  from th e  n o rth e rn  a g r ic u l tu r a l  a re a s  to  

Europe in c re a se d i t h i s  occurred  because o f th e  r a p id ly  r i s in g  urban
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p o p u la tio n  in  Europe, tho re p e a l o f  tho E ng lish  Corn Laws in  1848* ami 

th® opening o f  tho g ro a t in t e r io r  a g r ic u l tu r a l  a re a  o f tho  United s ta te s *  

Tbs c h a ra c te r  o f  n o rth e rn  a g r ic u l tu re  seems to  have boon la rg e ly  fix ed  

befo re  th e se  e x p o rt o u t le t s  became large#  Moreover* th e  growing in te rn ­

a l  m arket fo r  farm products a f t e r  1880, due to  th e  ra p id  growth o f  c i t y  

p o p u la tio n , overshadowed th e  im portance o f  th e  fo re ig n  o u tle ts *

In  the  n o rth e rn  co lo n ies  p r io r  to  the American Revolution* comirwroial 

in terdependence w ith  th® "mother" coun try  was s l ig h t*  Farms were sm all 

s in ce  la rg e  acreages were not n ecessa ry  fo r  su b s is ten c e  purposes* There 

was l i t t l e  s p e c ia l i s a t io n  In  a g r ic u ltu re *  C o lo n is ts  fu rn ish ed  t h e i r  

own la b o r ,  hence had no need to  Im port co lo red  race® o r Impress in to  

s e rv ic e  o th e r  peoples* Immigrant® from Europe se ttle d  m ostly  in  th# 

ftorth* Absentee ownership was ra re*  There was a homogeneous popula­

t io n  w ith  no marked s o c ia l  c la sse s*  I n te r e s t  began a t  an  e a r ly  d a te  

to  provide ed uca tion  fo r  every  ch ild *  Because a g re a t many im portant 

a c t i v i t i e s  took p lace  in  the  household , women were v e ry  im portant econ­

om ically* The fam ily  u n i t  m s  v e ry  cohesive* Men had an in c e n tiv e  to  

work hard  in  o rd er to  accum ulate w ealth  (economic s e c u r i ty )  fo r  them­

se lv es  and t h e i r  fam ilie s*  Rather com fortab le  homes were b u i l t ,  tend­

ing to  make fo r  permanent settlem ents* I n te r e s t  in  s o i l  conservation  

developed s in ce  th® farm acreag es were sm a ll, and farm o p e ra to rs  d id  

not p lan  on moving westward a t  in te rv a ls *  Local d iv e r s i f ie d  m anufactur­

ing developed to  meet th e  need# o f  th e  people fo r  p roducts which could  

no t be r e a d i ly  made on the  farms* A d iv e r s i f ie d  economy g rad u a lly  took 

shape* In cen tiv e  to  prov ide fo r  one’ s own fam ily , r e l ig io u s  id e a ls  

and s o c ia l  mores encouraged people to  work h a rd , save t h e i r  income#, 

and to  l iv e  sim plyj t h i s  made p o ss ib le  the  accum ulation o f c a p ita l*
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:%B8ibera o f Flams in  the  E a s ts rn  H alf 
o f the  Uni tod  S ta te*  Since 1800

I t  I s  in te r e stin g  to  note tho c o n f l ic t in g  tre n d s  in  tb s numbers 

o f farms In  tho  f iv e  reg io n s o f  th o  United S ta te s  ly in g  o a s t  o f tho 

M iss is s ip p i stiver sinoo 1880.

Table l iu  lumbers o f  Farms in  E as te rn  
United S ta te s*  1880 and 1840.

(By geographic reg io n s)

Regions 1880 1940
P ercen t Change 

S ince 1880

Mew England 807*232 133,190 -88
Middle A tla n tic 488*907 348,100 -29
E ast Iforth C en tra l 938*273 1*006,098 4 2
South A tla n t ic 644*429 1,019*431 4S8
E ast South C en tra l 869,739 1*023,349 480

Source s 1940 Census o f  A g ricu ltu re*  Volume 1X1* p . 51-2 .

A ll o f  those  reg io n s were w all s e t t l e d  p r io r  to  1880. The largo  

d ea l in s  in  numbers o f fa m e  s in ce  1880 In  tho  lew England and Middle 

A tla n t ic  S ta te s  i s  a ttr ib u ta b le  t o  th e  r i s e  o f non-farm  o ccu p a tio n s. 

These n o r th e a s te rn  s t a te s  had enormous growths in  c i t y  p o p u la tio n  a f t e r  

1880* and I t  m ight seem th a t  the  m arkets fo r  farm, p ro d u cts  which la rg e  

c i t y  p o p u la tio n  provided* would have g re a t ly  s tim u la te d  a g r ic u l tu r e ,  

however* the  numbers o f farm s In  th e  lew England and Middle A tla n tic  

S ta te s  d ec lin ed  sharply* th ese  s t a te s  came to  r e ly  on th e  w estern  a re a s  

fo r  mush o f  t h e i r  a g r ic u l tu r a l  s u p p lie s .  Since th e  n a tu ra l  a g r ic u l ­

t u r a l  reso u rces  o f t h i s  re g io n  were not abundant* t h i s  economic 

a l t e r a t i o n  ims a w ise one*
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The E ast Horth C entra l S ta te s  bad abou t the  gam® number o f farm s In  

1940 a s  in  1880* However, du ring  t h i s  p e r io d , th e se  s t a te s  a ls o  ex p e r- 

ienoed a v e ry  g re a t  expansion  o f  tb s  non**farm employments and o f  urban  

population* I t  i s  proper th a t  th e  number o f  farm s d id  not d e a lin s  in  

t h i s  re g io n , sine® i t  i s  an a re a  endowed by n a tu re  w ith  g r e a t  a g r ic u l ­

t u r a l  re so u rc e s , Moreover, th e  r i s e  o f  g re a t  c i t y  p o p u la tio n  (p ro v id in g  

m arkets) in  t h i s  reg io n  gave a  s tim u lus to  a g r ic u l tu r e ,  lb  appears th a t  

th e  economic s h i f t s  toward la rg e r  r e l a t iv e  im portance o f non-farm  em­

ployments which ooourred l a  th e  Bast l o r th  C en tra l S ta te s  between 1880 

and 1940 were sound.

On th e  o th e r  hand, the  South A tla n t ic  and Hast South C en tra l S ta te s  

had very  la rg e  in c re a se s  l a  numbers o f  fa  m s  a f t e r  1880* Were th e se  in ­

c re a se s  due to  e x c e p tio n a l o p p o r tu n it ie s  in  a g r ic u l tu r e f  Vlas th e re  a 

g re a t In c rease  in  the  demand f o r  th e  farm products o f t h i s  reg ion? The 

answer t o  each o f th e se  q u estio n s  i s  "no*** O p p o rtu n itie s  in  a g r ic u l tu re  

were n o t a t t r a c t i v e  in  th e se  s ta te s *  Except fo r  a  few areas*  the  South 

A tla n t ic  and l a s t  South C en tra l S ta te s  a re  r a th e r  poorly  endowed by 

n a tu re  w ith  a g r ic u l tu r a l  re so u rc e s . In  o th e r  w ords, many o f th e  farms 

in  th e se  two reg io n s  a re  m arginal o r sub-m arginal* The In c reases  in  

numbers o f farm s a re  n o t to  be exp la ined  by th e  growth o f  demand fo r  the 

farm  p roducts o f  t h i s  area*

The r e a l  rea so n  fo r  the  expansion  in  numbers o f farms p robably  f o l ­

lows t h i s  l i a s i  A la rg e  b i r t h  r a t e  made fo r  a growing p o p u la tio n ! lack  

o f a l t e r n a t iv e  employment o p p o r tu n it ie s  caused in c re a s in g  p o p u la tio n  

p re ssu re  on the  la n d , r e s u l t in g  in  sm all farms and farm s on poor so ils*

I t  Is  a m istake to  think of th e  douth as being an in h e re n tly  a g r ic u l tu r a l  

region* I t  i s  slow ly becoming an area o f  many non-farm  employments*
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This © volution i s  tak in g  p laoo  more slow ly in  the  South th a n  i t  took 

p lac e  in  the o th e r  u o 11ions o f th e  nation* This slow speeS i s  a t t r i b ­

u ta b le  not to  * n a tu ra l” f a c to r s  j ra th e r*  i t  i s  d m  t o  the n a tu re  of 

th e  sou thern  eoe lo-eeomoale cu ltu re*



CRAFTVaI X III 

MARYLAND * THE PKDBLKi I I  SJlMlATtJEE

J u s t  a s  th e re  a r e  d if fe re n c e s  between s t a te s  In  th e  average 

p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  o f  farm o p e ra to rs  and t h e i r  l iv in g  le v e ls ,  so th e re  

a re  among th e  c o u n tie s  o f Maryland* The a s s o c ia t io n  between county 

averages o f farm ers* p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  and l iv in g  le v e ls  in  Maryland Is  

much th e  same a s  th e  s i tu a t io n  f o r  th e  U nited  S ta te s  as a  whole, when 

comparing s ta te s *  The map on th e  fo llow ing  page shows th e  p e rc en t o f 

f a r a  homes w ith  running  w a te r  in  th e  d i f f e r e n t  c o u n tie s  o f Maryland*

The v a r ia t io n  Is  g re a t  In  Maryland* In  C harles and C aro line  C oun ties, 

on ly  11 p e rcen t o f  th e  fa m e  had running  water* w hereas, in  B altim ore 

County, th e  f ig u re  was S i percen t*

farm O utputs

An Index of Farm O perators* Cross Fam  O utputs wee c a lc u la te d  f o r  

th e  farm ers o f  Maryland by c o u n tie s  in  th e  same manner a® i t  was c a l ­

c u la te d  f o r  th e  U nited S ta te s  by s ta te s *  th e  Maryland index is  n o t 

q u i te  a s  r e l i a b l e ,  however, due to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  data* on which 

i t  i s  based , a re  n o t a® com plete a s  was th e  case  f o r  th e  U nited S ta te s  

index* For M aryland, da ta  were a v a i la b le  only  f o r  th e  year 18$9j th e  

d a ta  fo r  th a t  y ear were taken  from the  1940 Census o f A g ricu ltu re*

The Census d a ta  f o r  IS29 oouid n o t be used  because th e re  were no f ig ­

u re s  on one im portan t expense item , namely, th e  purchases o f  l iv e s to c k  

during  th e  y e a r .  The index  f o r  Maryland was c a lc u la te d , u sin g  averages 

p e r  farm, by c o u n tie s , a s  follow s*

Value of p ro d u c ts  so ld , tra d e d  o r  u sed .
Less* E xpenditures f o r  la b o r , feed  and liv e sto ck *



ig u re  3 . P arcon t of Farm Homes in  Maryland w ith  
Running Wate r ,  by Counties,, 1940
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Add* E stim ated  income tram  far®  work perform ed by 
farm  operator®  on o th e r  farms*

Using th e  r e s u l ta n t  f ig u r e s ,  an Index was c a lc u la te d  u sing  th e  

h ig h e s t county, Kant, as the  base* th i s  index i s  shown in  th e  fo llow ­

ing  t a b le .

fa b le  1^. In d ice s  o f farm  O utputs, Days o f 2km*ftnm 
Work, and A v a i la b i l i ty  o f  l l e o -  
t r i o i t y ,  by C oun tlas, in  Maryland

l i t  t
i Index of i says o f  t Index o f  t
1 farm * Koa-Fam  1 A v a i la b i l i ty  1

County s Outputs* * Work2 *of B le o tr ic lty S *

Alleipw^y 40 88 81
Anne Arundel f® 61 ®z
B altim ore 81 91
C a lv e rt 74 22 69
C aro line m 21 97
C a rro ll n 87 80
Ceeil 78 50 79
C harles 85 86 181
L arch este r 76 26 68
F red erick 8$ 34 82
G a rre tt 41 @8 39
lia rfo rd 91 88 90
Howard 77 58 92
le n t 100 18 65
Mont pmmey 68 83 79
F ria ee  Georges 81 55 104
Queen Annas 95 19 79
st* Marys 74 29 130
Som erset 67 80 65
T albot 94 26 64
W ashington 70 51 88
Wicomico 58 34 69
W orcester 78 25 m

* f u l l  t i t l o ,  "Index o f farm  O p era to rsf Gross farm O utputs* . Kent 
County i s  th e  base , equal to  100*

2F u ll t i t l e ,  "Days of Bon-Fara Work Performed by farm  O perators 
in  1939** From 1940 Census o f A g ricu ltu re

% u l l  t i t l e ,  "Index  o f th e  A v a i la b i l i ty  o f  E le c t r i c i ty  a s  a 
L im iting  F a s te r  to  F am  L iving  Levels** I t  was c a lc u la te d  by d iv id ­
ing  th e  p e rcen t o f f a m e  w ith in  hook-up range from an  e l e c t r i c  d is ­
t r ib u t io n  l in e  by the  p e rc e n t which make u se  o f e l e c t r i c i t y  when i t  
I s  a v a ila b le *  See e x p la n a tio n  o f  t h i s  s e r ie s  on pages 99-102.
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Table 16. Farm Horn© F a c i l i t i e s ,  Rental Vfeluea and tenancy
In  M aryland, by A u n t ie s ,  1940

I i  t
t P ercen t o f  Fam  florae* Having t f a m  i
i l l '  t** i  me-' t Homo t
t E le e - t  Bun- * Flush? Bath * chan-* Monthly t P ercen t
« t r i e  i n lng  * T ei-t or * io a l t Bents! * o f

£ °UJS*X ------------------------------------t

A llegany 43 24
Anne Arundel m 33
B altim ore 78 66
C a lv e rt 14 11
C aro line 96 11
C a rro ll 60 42
C ecil 47 42
C harles 21 14
BeretMMfcer 16 13
F re d e ric k 48 SO
G a rre tt 19 21
H arford m 42
Howard m 47
Kent m 45
iontgom efy m 47
P rin c e  Qeerge* 44 26
Queen Annas 16 17
St# Marys 17 13
Som erset 26 13
Xalbet St 31
Washington 66 20
Al-cosdco 24 18
Worcester 24 16

l e t  s £Showers B efrlrt ....Value iTenancy
t l T ' 14} m {gy r"........  ̂YJ
12 13 19 111*S3 18
28 27 34 16*60 26
4$ 48 42 23,45 14
10 10 l i 9*78 61

7 8 7 11*18 34
22 22 27 16,82 20
SO 26 27 16*04 28
12 12 IS 9.91 40
9 10 9 10*00 34

16 15 23 18.91 26
IS 12 a 7*91 11
28 20 38 18*35 14
38 33 40 21.70 14
23 m 14 17*15 48
40 40 46 24*51 14
24 24 n 17,16 36
14 14 11 9*39 47
18' 12 8 10.88 42

8 10 IS 8*84 23
26 28 16 11,66 36
12 IS IS 17*38 27
13 IS 16 11.40 24
12 12 11 7.90 m

Bourses o f data.*
Qolvmm I  and 7 * 1940 Census o f A g ric u ltu re  
Cclussas 2 th ru  6 -  1940 Census o f  Housing
Column 6 -  B asic da ta  tak en  fro® the  1940 Census o f Housing. This 

Census gave the  c o n tra c t  r e n ta l  va lue  of tenant**© coupled rural-* 
fa n s  h e m s . I t  a lso  gave th e  e s tim a te d  va lue  ( s a l#  v a lu e ) o f 
own#r**oe@upied u n i t s .  _ Follow ing th e  Census ru le  o f e s tim a tin g  
re n ts  {monthly r e n ta l  va lue  equals one p e rc e n t o f s a le  m in e ) ,  
eenblned re n ta l  va lu es o f both  owner** and tenant-©  coup le d  u n i ts  
w ere c a lc u la te d . In  th e  combined f ig u re ,  th e  two components 
were w eighted acco rd in g  to  th e  numbers o f  te n a n t-  and owner- 
occupied u n its*
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fa b le  17. C o rre la tio n  o f C e rta in  F a c to rs  w ith  Farm Home 
F a c i l i t i e s  and R ental Values in  Maryland

1 t
f Simple s M u ltip le
1 C o rre la tio n s  1 C o rre la tio n *
i * 1 1  1
s F a c to r t .Factor 1 F ac to r 1 F a c to rs  1 f a c to r s

Item 1 1 it Z 1 3 1 1 ,3  l 1 , 8 , S

P ercen t o f  farm  homes with*
pM i»8 r* t 2 g t

l l e e t r l e  l ig h t s .01 • BO .08 . m •06
iu im iag  w a te r •89 •03 * 86 •61
Flush  t o i l e t •06 *86 *01 ,6 4 .66
Bath o r  shower •01 •80 *00 .61 *68
M echanical r e f r i g e r a to r •00 .46 *08 • 76 ♦ 78

Monthly r e n ta l  value of
_ X̂mmS, i»Sp ♦00 • 36 .19* .61 *70#

F a c to r 1 *- Index o f  Fern O perators* Cross Farm O utputs
Z -  Days o f lo n - f a r a  Work Perform ed by Para O perato rs 

in  198®
5 -  Index o f  th e  A m i l a b i l i t y  o f E le c t r i c i ty  a s  a  L i m i t i n g  

f a c to r  to  Farm. L iv ing  L evels

* th e  t h i r d  f a c to r  in  t h i s  In s ta n ce  i s  *S ise  o f Home*.

As in d ic a te d  in  th e  above t a b l e ,  th e re  i s  no c o r r e la t io n  between 

home l iv in g  le v e ls  and farm o u tp u ts  ( f a c to r  1 ) among f a ra s  in  th e  v ar­

ious c o u n tie s  o f  M aryland, t h i s  does n o t mean t h a t  fe rn  o u tp u ts  a re  

in s ig n i f i c a n t .  I t  means th a t  a  h igh  le v e l  of home f a c i l i t i e s  I s  n o t 

a s s o c ia te d  w ith  any p a r t i c u la r  le v e l  o f farm  output* For example, 

B altim ore  County (which has a h igh  farm, l iv in g  le v e l)  has low average 

g ro ss  fan s o u tp u ts  p e r o p e ra to r , whereas farm ers in  two o f Maryland*® 

p o o re s t c o u n tie s , C harles and St* Marys, have co n sid erab ly  h ig h e r 

fsum o u tp u ts  *

th e  c o r r e la t io n  between farm  l iv in g  le v e ls  and F ac to r Z i s  very  

n o tic ea b le*  This in d ic a te s  c le a r ly  th a t  in  c o u n tie s  where farm  oper­

a to r s  do c o n s id e ra b le  non-farm  work, th e  farm  l iv in g  le v e ls  a re  high* 

th e se  a re  th e  a re a s  around th e  b ig  c i t i e s ,  W ashington and Baltim ore*
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Farm o p e ra to rs  in  th e  c o u n tie s  w ith  h ig h e r l iv in g  le v e ls  have no la rg e r  

farm  o u tp u ts , on th e  average,than  th o se  in  th e  poorer c o u n tie s5 i t  

appears th a t  th e  d if fe re n c e  in  l iv in g  le v e ls  i s  due to  th e  non-farm  

work fa c to r#  I f  f iv e  days o f non-farm  work were th e  u su a l len g th  o f

th e  work week in  1939, i t  may he no ted  th a t  in  th re e  c o u n tie s  (A lle ­

gany# B altim ore and Montgomery), farm o p e ra to rs  averaged over 1$ weeks 

o f non-farm  work in  th a t  year#

tenancy and F am  L iv ing  L evels

Are lew le v e ls  o f  farm  f a c i l i t i e s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  tenancy  in  

Maryland? There does seem to  he an a s s o c ia t io n ,  b u t n o t a  very

c lo se  one. Hote th e  fo llo w in g  r e s u l t s  1

P ercen t o f farm s ©per- 
a te d  by ten an ts#  1940

r2
P ercen t o f farm  homes 

w ith  running w a te r  #24 ( - )

L ivestock  A g ric u ltu re  and L iv in g  Levels

Bo th o se  c o u n tie s  o f Maryland have h ig h er f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  

whose f a m  o u tp u ts  c o n s is t  o f a  la rg e  proportion , o f  l iv e s to c k  and l iv e ­

s to c k  products? The evidence in d ic a te s  th a t  th ey  do*

P ercen t o f f a m  ou tpu t 
made up of l iv e s to c k  
and l iv e s to c k  p roducts

r 2
P ercen t o f far® homes

w ith  running  w a te r #4S
Monthly r e n ta l  va lue

of farm homes #26

The a s s o c ia t io n  between th e  e x te n t  o f  l iv e s to c k  p roduction  and 

th e  p ro p o rtio n  o f farm homes w ith  running w a te r i s  c lo s e r  th an  i s  th e
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CHAPTER XIV 

HATS TO FAMmm' PRODUCTIVITIES

I f  low p ro d u c tiv ity  i t  th e  p r in c ip a l  oause o f th e  e x is te n c e  o f  

tr e a t  o f  r u r a l  p o v erty  (which i t  th e  c o n te n tio n  o f  t h i s  study}# th a n  

th#  p r in t ip a l  remedy i t  to  b r in g  about h ig h e r o u tp u ts  p e r farmer# I t  

i t  e s s e n t ia l  to  keep In  mind t h a t  farm ers can in c re a se  t h e i r  ou tpu ts#  

no t only  in  term s o f  farm  products*  bu t a l to  in  terns o f n o n -fa ra  work*

Ways to  Increase  Fam  Outputs

The methods to  be d iscu ssed  app ly  to  a i l  a re a s  o f low p ro d u c tiv ity *  

Since th e  g re a te s t  a re a s  o f  low p ro d u c tiv ity  a rc  in  the  South* th® d i s -  

su asio n  c e n te rs  around th a t  area*

(1) L arger Farms and M echanisation* A p r in c ip a l  cause o f  low fa m  ou t*  

p u ts  p e r f a m  in  th e  sou thern  s ta te s *  th e  g r e a te s t  a re a  o f r u r a l  poverty* 

i s  th e  steal 1 amount o f re so u rce s  (land  and c a p i ta l )  p e r farm er** Aver* 

age f a m  acreage  i s  sm a lle r  in  the South th an  in  o th e r  a re a s*  as can 

be seen fro® Table 18 on th e  fo llow ing  page* Although th e  average sou th ­

e rn  farm  I s  sm all* i t  can be seen  fro® Tabic 18 th a t  farm s in  lew England 

and In  the  Middle A tla n t ic  S ta te s  a r e  n e a r ly  a s  sm all* However* f a m  

o p e ra to rs  in  th ese  n o r th e a s te rn  s t a t e s  have been a b le  to  ach ieve  r a th e r  

la rg e  t o t a l  ou tpu ts by means o f  a  com bination o f  in te n s iv e  a g r ic u l tu re  

and much non-farm  work*

*Sec D» Gale Johnson* "C o n tr ib u tio n  o f P r ic e  P o licy  to  th e  Income 
and Resource Problem in  A g ricu ltu re* "  Journal o f Fam  economics*
2614 p* 651-64*
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Table 18 . Average S lse  o f Fame and Land A vailab le  
f o r  Crope l a  th e  Major Geographio 
Regions o f th e  United S ta te s*  1940

Average Acreage Acreage A v a ilab le  fo r
Regions . .per Farm Crops per Fam

Hbw England 98*9 39*8
Middle A tla n tis 96*6 60*4
E ast Horth C en tra l 113*0 81.1
West Mbrth C e n tra l 251.8 170.8
South A tla n t ia 90*8 4 3 .0
l a s t  South C en tra l 75*3 44 .7
l e s t  South C en tra l 207*9 87*3
Mountain 821*9 199*0
f a e i f io 230*6 96*5

Soureei 1940 Census o f A g ricu ltu re* Volume I I I*  p* 44-8

A more com plete p ic tu re  o f a g r i c u l tu r a l  reso u rces per farm  oper­

a to r  in  th e  v a rio u s  reg io n s  o f the  United S ta te s  i s  shown in  th e

fo llow ing  tab le*

Table 19. A g r ic u ltu ra l  Resources .per Farm O perator
i n  the  Major Geographic Regions o f th e

U nited S ta te s* 1940

Regions

i Value o f Land* B u ild - « tWorking 
t in g a , Implements* iValue o f *A g r ic u ltu ra l  
t M achinery and L iv esto ck i Farm ti esourees 
t p e r F am  * House ip e r  Farm

Mow England 16*714 #1,? e ! * 0 0  | 4 f946
Middle A tla n tic 7,674 1,649 3,028
E ast Hbrth C en tra l 8*887 1,170 7,717
West Hbrth C en tra l 10,000 866 9,134
South A tla n t ic 3,684 437 3*247
E ast South -Central 2,779 347 2,432
West South C en tra l 5,339 596 4,943
Mountain 10,099 603 9,496
B ao ifie 13,474 1,131 12,323

Souroes t (1 ) 1940 Census o f A g r ic u ltu re , Volume III*  p .  48
(2) 1940 Census o f Housing* Volume II*  p* 107* 'Monthly r e n ta l  

va lue  m u ltip lie d  by 100.
(3) Column 1 minus Column 2
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Thus* d a ta  in  Table 19 show more f u l ly  how few reso u rces farm  

o p e ra to rs  In  tho  South have w ith  which to  work*

I t  i s  no t to  bo assumed th a t  tho u sua l sis© o f farm s p re v a ilin g  

in  any a re a  i s  " n a tu ra l” o r  g iven” # Figure U shows tho  tre n d s  in  farm  

s ix e s  between I860 and 1940* In  th e  Hew England, Middle A tla n tic  and 

l a s t  'North C en tra l S ta te s ,  farm s have stayed  alm ost e o n s tau t in  e ls e  

s in ee  I860* Fam e in  th e  South A tla n tic  and Bast South C en tra l S ta te s  

were la rg e  in  1360 j su rp r is in g  a s  i t  may seem, th ey  averaged two o r two 

and a h a l f  tim es a s  la rg e  a s  f a m s  In  th e  H orthl What caused th e  farm s 

in  th e  South to  become so em ail over th e  cou rse  o f  80 yea ret I t  appears 

to  have been la rg e ly  due to  t h i s  t A la rg e  b i r t h  r a t e  caused in c re a s in g  

p o p u la tio n  p ressu re  on th e  land j th e  lack  o f  non-farm  employment and 

th e  im m obility  o f people meant more and more fa m ilie s  sought a  l iv in g  

from th e  so il*

Fkrms e a s t  o f  th e  M iss is s ip p i a re  sm a lle r th an  th o se  to  th e  w est 

f o r  a number o f reasons t (1) The e a s t  was f o r e s te d ,  and a f a m  oper«* 

a to r  to  ok about a s  much land  a s  he thought he- could  c le a r  i n  h is  l i f e *  

tim e (sa id  to  be about 80 a c re s )s  (SI) a re a s  in  th e  e a s t  were s e t t l e d  

a t  a  tim e when hand c u l t iv a t io n  m s  th e  ru le  which meant th a t  farm ers 

could handle on ly  a  few a c r e s { (s) th e  w estern  a re a s  lack  r a i n f a l l ,  

and to  c a rry  on a  p r o f i ta b le  f a m  e n te r p r is e ,  f a m  o p e ra to rs  must have 

la rg e  acreages*

Farms w i l l  g e t la rg e r  in  our low ou tpu t a re a s  when soma o f th e  

o p e ra to rs  leave  a g r ic u l tu r e  a s  t h e i r  means o f  liv e lih ood *  This w i l l  

o c cu r, I f  and when non-farm  employments develop on a co n s id e ra b le  sc a le  

In  th e se  regions*  L arger f a m s  ( i f  no t too  h i l l y )  w i l l  make I t  f e a s ib le  

to  employ more m achinery in  th e  farm ing opera tions*  This w il l  make
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F ig u r e  U« A verage  G iz e s  o f  Fa m s  i n  i h a  ’tin j  o r  -T-ao g r a p h i c  
Hag io n s  o f  t h o  T' n i t a d  S t a t e s , 1860 -1 9 4 0

A c h e s

4-to  
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Source: 1940 Census o f A g r ic u ltu re , Volume I I I ,  p . S l-2 .
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p o ss ib le  c o n s id e rab ly  la rg e r  farm ou tpu ts  p e r worker*

(2) S o il  Conservation* S o lis  haw® been abused in  many p laces In  the
ZUnited S ta te s j  th ey  have become se v e re ly  eroded in  th e  South. S o il 

c o n se rv a tio n  methods * i f  a p p lie d , w i l l  In c rease  y ie ld s  pe r a c r e ,  th e re ­

by ten d in g  to  in c re a se  f a m  outputs*

(3) In ten s iv e  ty p es  o f n am in g * I t  i s  w e ll known to  s tuden t#  o f farm  

management th a t  farm  o u tpu ts  can  be Increased  on sm all acreages by 

adop ting  types o f farm ing which re q u ire  much la b o r and r e l a t i v e ly  l i t t l e  

land* In  th e  Uew England and Middle A tla n t ic  S ta te s  i s  found much in ­

te n s iv e  a g r ic u l tu r e ;  fo r  exam ple, f r u i t  and v eg e tab le  p ro d u c tio n , d a iry  

and p o u ltry  f a m s  (u sing  much g ra in  from th e  w est)*

Could th e se  ty p es o f fa m in g  be adopted in  o th e r  a re a s  which have 

sm all fa rm s, suoh a s  in  the  South, w ith  a s  much success? I t  i s  to  be 

doubted* The p r in c ip a l  drawback fo r  th e  so u th e rn  farm ers i s  th e i r  d i s ­

tance  from th e  g re a t urban © enters of population* Milk i s  expensive to  

sh ip  because o f i t s  bu lk  and p e rish a b le  nature*  Furtherm ore, m ilk  i s  

norm ally acc ep tab le  on ly  w ith in  a sm all ra d iu s  o f a b ig  c i t y  from farm s 

which have been in sp ec ted  by c i t y  h e a l th  a u th o r i t ie a * S Even though i t  

i s  te c h n ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  to  produce a g re a t d e a l more m ilk in  th e  South 

th an  i s  now produced, a  la rg e  expansion  i s  no t to  be expected* Lack­

ing la rg e  urban c e n te rs  nearby needing f lu id  m ilk , th e  m ilk would have

^See 0* Em Baker Graphic Summary o f P h y sica l F eatures and Land U t i l i ­
sa tion . in  th e  United S ta te s * United I t a t e i  Department of A g ric u ltu re , 
ifigealY ar^V us^J^Y ioa 'tion  2'S0,  May 1937, p* IS*

^H ealth  in sp e c tio n  a ls o  servos as a to o l  to  keep m ilk from d is ta n t  
p roducers ou t o f th e  m arke t, th e reb y  se rv in g  th e  in te r e s t s  o f lo c a l  
d a iry  farm ers*
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to  go in to  m anufactured d a iry  p roducts*  This would oosn  co m petition  

w ith  W isconsin* Iona* South Dakota* M innesota and o th e r  s t a te s  which 

a re  n a tu ra l ly  b e t te r  su ite d  to  d a iry in g  th a n  a re  th e  so u th e rn  s ta te s *  

Milk product ion  f o r  th e  use of th e  farmer** own fam ily  could  be In ­

creased* b u t t h i s  would no t amount to  much o f  an  In c rease  i n  produc­

t iv i ty *

Eggs a re  a ls o  d i f f i c u l t  to  sh ip  long d is tan ces*  and can be ecora- 

os&ieally tra n sp o rte d  on ly  in  la rg e  q u a n ti t ie s*  G a r-lo t shipm ents can 

be arranged  th ru  farm ers* co o p e ra tiv es  o r egg d e a le rs*  However* th e  

egg producers c lo se  to  th e  b ig  c i t i e s  o f th e  io r th e a s t  ( th e  p r in c ip a l  

m arket a re a )  have a la rg e  advantage in  th a t  th ey  can m arket t h e i r  eggs 

q u ick ly  and in  sm all lo ts *  T heir eggs reach ing  th e  m arket in  a con­

d i t i o n  o f  high q u a lity *  re c e iv e  premium p rice s*

I t  I s  d i f f i c u l t  to  say how g re a t  an  expansion o f  f r u i t  and vege­

ta b le  p ro d u c tio n  cou ld  occur in  the  South* l a  th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f  c i t r u s  

and o ff -se a s o n  p roducts f o r  th e  g re a t c i t i e s  o f th e  $ o r th , th e  farm ers 

in  th e  f a r  South have had a  la rg e  opportun ity*  They w i l l  r e c e iv e  in ­

c re a s in g  co m p e titio n  in  th ese  m arkets from  f ro se n  food products in  th e  

fu tu re*

In crease  llon-Farm Outputs

I t  i s  no t w idely  recogn ised  how Im portant nearby c i t i e s  a re  to  

farm ing* They b e n e f i t  a g r ic u l tu r e  in  se v e ra l ways* ( l )  They provide 

non-farm  employment o p p o r tu n it ie s  to  f a m  o p era to rs*  th u s  o ffe r in g  

them an  o p p o rtu n ity  to  in c re ase  t h e i r  t o t a l  p ro d u c tiv it ie s *  This oppor­

tu n i ty  i s  e s p e c ia l ly  v a lu ab le  i n  fa m in g  a re a s  where th e  f a m s  a re  sm all* 

th e  t e r r a i n  h i l l y  o r o therw ise  u n su ited  to  h ig h ly  p ro d u c tiv e  farming*

(2 ) C itie s  draw w orkers out o f a g r lo u l tu re  © om pletely, th u s  r e l i e v in g
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p o p u la tio n  p ressu re  oa th e  l&rsd, and making p o ss ib le  & com bination o f  

• m i l  f a r m  In to  la rg e  u n its#  This f a c iX i ta te s  th e  use  o f  aaohinery*

(5 ) C i t ie s  p ro rid *  m arkets f o r  a  g ro a t v a r ie ty  o f  f a m  products*  With** 

o u t th e se  m arke ts« farm ers g e n e ra lly  engage l a  su b s is te n c e  a g r io u ltu re #  

o r produce a  few product® such a s  g ra in  o r c o tto n  which oan b* shipped 

long d is ta n c e s  econom ically#

4a in v e s tig a t io n  In to  th e  h is to r y  o f  iasrift& n  and European a g r i -  

c u ltu re  w i l l  show th a t#  w ith  few exceptions#  p ro g ress iv e  a g r ic u l tu r e  

Sms a r i s e n  l a  a re a s  where c i t i e s  have appeared (n o sn fe m  employment)#* 

Except io n s In  tb s  U nited S ta te s  a r e  th e  producers i n  C a lifo rn ia  and a  

few o th e r  p lac es  who geared t h e i r  p ro d u c tio n  t o  d i s t a n t  m arkets* They 

eenblnsd s k i l l  in  production# m arketing  and 00o p e ra tiv e  a c t i v i t y  bo 

ach ieve  a v e ry  p ro g re ss iv e  a g r ic u ltu re *

I t  i s  Im portant t h a t  no program be reeomnended to  e le v a te  fa rm ersf 

p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  th a t  would g r e a t ly  In crease  t o t a l  farm production  in  th e  

U nited S ta te s*  There were, in  1940, approx im ate ly  ome and a  q u a r te r  m il­

l io n  sm a ll-sc a le  fam ors#®  I f  th ey  could somehow he made in to  la r g e -  

s c a le  farm ers* i t  would moan a  s u b s ta n t ia l  in c re a se  In  t o t a l  a g r ic u l tu r a l  

ou tpu t In  th e  U nited S ta te s#  T h is would be a s e r io u s  m is ta k e # because 

i t  now appears p ro b lem atica l to  f in d  s a t i s f a c to r y  m arkets f o r  a l l  th e

dPor a  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  how p ro g ress iv e  a g r ic u l tu r e  came to  n o rth ­
w este rn  Europe see Samuel van Y alkeaburg and E llsw orth  Huntington# 
Europe# tlew York* John tt'iloy and Sons* In®*# 1935* p* 104-5*

a  am  11- s c a le  fan n er i s  meant cm  w ith  a  t o t a l  g ro ss  farm  
ou tpu t under #$00* le s s  th an  65 y ears  o f age and doing l e s s  th a n  100 
days o f  work o f f  h is  farm  in  a year*  For a  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f farms 
in  th e  United S ta te s#  see  M* 1* Benedict* ?• P* E l l io t t#  H* S* T o lley  
and Conrad Tasuber# Ml1eed f o r  a  3am C la s s i f ic a t io n  o f  Paras" # Jo u rn a l 
o f  Fam  Boonomios* 26*4# Uewambet* 1944# p% 694-703* —
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farm  produets which th e  e x is te n t  la rg e -o u tp u t farm ers w i l l  produce a 

few y e a rs  hence*** Consequently* th e  f a c to r  which w i l l  provide th e  

b e e t s o lu t io n  fo r  th e  problem o f low ou tpu t a re a s  Is  th e  growth of 

nearby c i t i e s *  whose b e n e f ic ia l  th re e fo ld  e f f e c t s  were d escrib ed  on 

pages 82-3 .

Is  th e re  any need fo r  more w orkers in  th e  non-farm employments? 

There has been  a m ig ra tio n  from r u r a l  a re a s  to  th e  c i t i e s  fo r  more th a n  

a 100 y e a rs  in  th i s  country* Could i t  be th a t  the  l im i t  has been 

reached? I t  i s  b e liev ed  th a t  t h i s  tren d  can s t i l l  continue* This 

b e l i e f  r e s t s ,  fundam en ta lly , on a n o th e r b e l i e f s  namely, t h a t  w hile  th e  

t o t a l  demand fo r  a g r ic u l tu r a l  p roducts i s  r a th e r  in e la s t i c  ( i n  the  case  

o f th o  U nited S ta te s  which i s  approaching a s ta t io n a ry  p o p u la tio n ) , th e  

t o t a l  demand fo r  n o n -a g r ie u ltu ra l  goods and s e rv ic e s  i s  very  e la s tic  *^

^See address o f Sherman K. Johnson, "P roduc tion  A djustm ents -  
1945 ami Post-W ar", d e liv e re d  a t  th e  22nd Annual A g r ic u ltu ra l  Outlook 
C onference, W ashington, t>* C*, Hovember 14, 1944* A lso s e e , What 
Peaoe Can Mean to  American fa rm ers , United S ta te s  Department o t  ' 
A g r ic u ltu re , "M iscellaneous P u b lic a tio n  562, 1945#

^R ela tive  to  th e  e l a s t i c i t y  o f demand fo r  f a m  products see 
Theodora W* S o h u lts , A g ric u ltu re  in  an U nstable Economy, New York, 
MoGraw H il l  Book Company, In s • ,  llRTs* In  bW  s e c t io n ,1" 'Gauging 
P resen t E la s t i c i ty "  (p*65 and fo llo w in g ) , S ohu lts  e s tim a te s  th e  
income e l a s t i c  i t : /  fo r  farm  p ro d u c ts  a t  #25#
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In  th e  U nited S ta tes*  ther©  a re  r u r a l  a re a s  w ith  wary low m a te r ia l  

l iv in g  le v e ls .  T his shou ld  be o f deep concern t o  a g r ic u l tu r a l  econom ists 

because th e  e le v a tio n  o f f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  i s  th e  prim ary  o b je c tiv e  o f 

s t a t e  and n a tio n a l  far® p o lic y . I t  i s  e s s e n t ia l  t h a t  th e  c h ie f  f a c to r s  

th a t  a f f e c t  f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  be known In  o rd er t h a t  farm p o lic y  m ight 

be r ig h t ly  d i r e c te d .  The purposes o f t h i s  in q u iry  were* (1) To f in d  

ou t th e  p r in c ip a l  f a c to r s  a f f e c t in g  farm  l iv in g  le v e ls ;  (2 ) to  recom­

mend ways by which f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  could  be ra is e d .

V arious f a c to r s  b e liev ed  to  a f f e c t  farm l iv in g  le v e ls  war® te s te d  

by c o r r e la t io n  a n a ly s is  to  f in d  which were moat c lo s e ly  a s so c ia te d  w ith  

farm l iv in g  le v e ls .  I t  was found th a t  farm ers* outputs* more than  any 

o th e r  fac to r*  determ ine far® l iv in g  le v e ls .  The s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  

was a p p lie d  to  ag g re g a tiv e  d a ta ; t h a t  i s ,  averages fo r  s t a te s  o r  coun­

t i e s .  S ince  th e  study  was d ire c te d  towards c o n d itio n s  over th e  e n t i r e  

U nited  S ta te s  w ith  i t s  s ix  m ill io n  farm s, i t  was Im p ra c tic a l to  attempt 

to  work w ith  d a ta  on s in g le  farm s. The b asic  d a ta  were taken  from th e  

U nited  S ta te s  Census and fro® p u b lic a tio n s  o f th e  U nited S ta te s  D epart­

ment o f A g ric u ltu re .

A very  c lo se  a s s o c ia t io n  was found between the  presence o f  home 

f a c i l i t i e s  and farm ers* t o t a l  p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  (a  com bination o f farm 

and non-farm  o u tp u ts ) . T his study  em phasizes th e  la rg e  im portance o f 

th e  nun-far® work done by f&nn o p e ra to rs , a  f a c to r  which has been 

la r g e ly  overlooked by o th e r  In v e s t ig a to r s .

The a s s o c ia t io n  between fa rm e rs1 p r o d u c t iv i t ie s  and th e  r e n ta l
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v a lu es o f  farm homes wag q u ite  close# bu t not a® c lo se  a s  in  tho  case  o f 

home f a c i l i t i e s #  Another im portant f a c to r  a f f e c t in g  r e n ta l  va lues w a s  th e  

s i» e  o f tho  farm homo j s i t e s  o f farm homos v a ry  g re a tly  over th e  U nited 

S ta tes#  Ffcra housing and r e n ta l  r a te s  were examined, and i t  m s  found 

th a t  r e n ta l  r a te s  v a rie d  c lo s e ly  w ith  th e  q u a l i ty  o f housing#

The a s s o c ia t io n  between farm ers1 p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  and t h e i r  p o ssess io n  

o f autom obiles was very  n o ticeab le#  y e t not very  close# A more n e a rly  

complete e x p la n a tio n  of th e  f a c to r s  th a t  determ ine the  possession  o f 

autom obiles was no t found#

Tenancy was found to  be r a th e r  c lo s e ly  a s so c ia te d  ( in v e rse ly )  w ith  

farm l iv in g  lev e ls#  However, evidence was p resen ted  which in d ic a te d  

th a t  tenancy  was not an  im portan t independent causa l f a c to r  a f fe c t in g  

l iv in g  le v e ls  (except a s  i t  m ight tend  to  cause lower p ro d u c tiv ity )#  

Tenancy and p ro d u c tiv ity  were found to  be v e ry  c lo s e ly  a sso c ia te d  

(in v e rse ly )#

Evidence was p resen ted  which in d ic a te d  th a t#  f o r  th e  U nited S ta te s  

as  a  whole, th e  u n a v a i la b i l i ty  o f e l e c t r i c i t y  was no t an Im portant 

f a c to r  l im it in g  f a m  l iv in g  lev e ls#

Farm opera to rs*  fa m  o u tp u ts  were found to  be high  where th ey  had 

many reso u rces (land  and c a p i ta l )  w ith  which to  work# I t  was noted 

th a t  the  e x is t in g  w ealth  p e r farm o p e ra to r was, in  part#  the  accum ulation  

o f many generations#  Para o u tpu ts  were a ls o  found to  be high- In a re a s  

where th e re  i s  much non~fara employment competing fo r  th e  la b o r  supply# 

There was found a very  n o tic ea b le  tendency fo r  r u r a l  b i r th  r a te s  to  be 

high in  a re a s  where farmers* t o t a l  o u tpu ts  were low. This p o p u la tio n  

s i tu a t io n  tends to  aggravate  th e  economic s i tu a t io n  by b rin g in g  p re ssu re  

on the land in  th e  low ou tpu t a re a s  where reso u rces  p er worker a re
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already Inadequate*

Far® l iv in g  le v e ls  were n o t found to  v a ry  n e c e s s a r i ly  w ith  th e  

q u a l i ty  o f a g r ic u l tu r a l  re so u rces  f o r  the  U nited S ta te s  as a whole. 

However, th e  q u a l i ty  o f land  w ith in  l im ite d  a re a s  would b@ a f a c to r  

a f fe c t in g  th e  le v e l  o f f a m  o u tp u t fo r  & s p e c i f ic  type o f  far® ©n- 

t e r p r i  s e .

Large d if fe re n c e s  in  farm  l iv in g  le v e ls  were no ted  among th e  

c o u n tie s  o f Maryland. By and la rg e ,  i t  was found th a t  th e  f a c to r s  

determ in ing  f a rm l iv in g  le v e ls  among the  c o u n tie s  o f  Maryland were 

th e  same as those  o p e ra tin g  f o r  th e  Uhited S ta te s  a s  a  whole.

In an endeavor to  exp lo re  more deep ly  in to  th e  causes o f low 

p ro d u c tiv ity  which p re v a i ls  in  sou thern  United S ta te s ,  th e  h is to r y  

o f a g r ic u l tu r e  in  th e  N orth and in  the  South was review ed. I t  was 

found t h a t  in  each s e c t io n , men had fo llow ed what they b e liev ed  to  be 

t h e i r  own b ee t economic i n t e r e s t s .  R eacting to  c ircum stances over which 

th ey  had l i t t l e  c o n tro l ,  very  d i f f e r e n t  socio-econom ic c u ltu re s  de­

veloped  over tim e in  thee© two reg io n s . In  e a r ly  America, th e re  were 

no la rg e  cash  m arkets f o r  n o rth e rn  a g r ic u l tu r a l  p ro d u c ts j n o rth e rn  farm­

e r s  cou ld  not s e l l  crop® and buy fo re ig n  made item s. S ince o p p o r tu n itie s  

in  a g r ic u l tu re  were so l im i te d ,  men tu rn ed  to  o th e r  a c t i v i t i e s .  Local 

in d u s try  began to  develop in  o rd e r  to  supply th e  m anufactured p roducts 

needed. Commerce, sh ip p in g , banking and o th e r  non-farm  employments 

developed. Moreover, in  the  N orth, th e  lab o r supp ly  from n a tu r a l  

in c re a se  and im m igration was adequate fo r  the  needs j th e  b i t t e r  r a c i a l  

arid c la s s  problem s o f the  South were la rg e ly  avo ided .

E arly  sou thern  a g r ic u l tu re  found g re a t  cash  m arkets f o r  i t s  

p ro d u c ts  which cou ld  no t be grown econom ically  in  n o rthw estern  Europe, 

nor in  northern  America because of c lim a tic  rea so n s . Men found i t  to
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t h e i r  advantage to  s p e c ia l i s e  In  th e  p roduction  o f on© (o r  a few) 

s ta p le  which could  be so ld  f o r  cash ; fo re ig n  m d e  item s were pur­

chased in  q u an tity*  To ach ieve la rg e - s c a le  p ro d u c tio n , p la n ta t io n s  

were w idely  developed. S m a ll-sc a le  w h ite  farm ers tended to  lo c a te  on 

th e  p o o rer s o i l s  and in  th© h i l l s ,  being unable to  cos$>ete w ith  th e  

p la n ta t io n s  fo r  th© b e s t  lands* They con tinued  a sem i-p ioneer type  

o f  farm ing, a su b s is ten c e  a g r ic u l tu r e .  P la n ta t io n  o p e ra to rs , ever 

anxious f o r  cheap la b o r ,  im ported negro s la v e s . A g ric u ltu re  absorbed 

most a l l  th e  sou thern  c a p i ta l  a v a i la b le ,  though n o t a  g re a t d e a l o f 

c a p i ta l  was accum ulated. The end r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  socio-econom ic c u l­

tu r e  were n o t good. B i t t e r  r a c i a l  problem s, la rg e  human re so u rce s  

undeveloped, low p ro d u c tiv ity  p e r w orker, i n a b i l i t y  to  accum ulate cap­

i t a l ,  a  h igh  b i r th  r a t e  making fo r  p o p u la tio n  p re ssu re  on th© la n d , 

l i t t l e  development o f  non-farm  employments — th e s e  were th e  r e s u l t s .

The c h ie f  remedy fo r  th e  low p ro d u c tiv ity  found in  c e r ta in  a re a s  

l i e s  o u ts id e  o f  a g r ic u l tu r e .  There i s  no adequate  demand in  s ig h t  f o r  

a l l  th e  farm  p ro d u c ts  t h a t  would r e s u l t  i f  a  co n sid e rab le  sh are  o f  th e  

sm a ll- s c a le  farm ers in  th© U nited S ta te s  were somehow to  ach ieve sub­

s t a n t i a l  level©  o f  o u tp u t. C onsequently , th© ad justm en t most needed I s  

to  develop  non-farm  employments in  th e  v ic in i ty  o f  th e  a re a s  o f  low 

farm o u tp u ts . T his w i l l  be b e n e f ic ia l  In  se v e ra l ways. I t  w i l l  tak e  

some worker© e n t i r e ly  out o f a g r ic u l tu r e ,  th u s  making p o s s ib le  th e  cos*- 

b in a tio n  o f  sm all fa m s  in to  la r g e r  farm s. The farm fa m ilie s  which 

lea v e  a g r ic u l tu re  e n t i r e ly  w i l l  become p u rch ase rs  o f f a m  p ro d u c ts , 

th e re b y  en la rg in g  th e  commercial m arket f o r  a g r ic u l tu r a l  p ro d u c ts . A lso, 

some o f th e  sm all-seal©  farm ers w i l l  f in d  job© in  non-farm  employments; 

though co n tin u in g  to  l i v e  on t h e i r  farm s, t h e i r  fa m in g  w i l l  be o f  a  

non-commercial s o r t  ( sm a ll-sc a le  p roduction  f o r  fam ily  u se ).
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APPS3DXX I

UBAStTRSMBJfT OF FARM OPERATORS * PRODUCTIVITIES 

Two Components

Form o p e ra to r s ' p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  so n s1s t  o f  two p a rts*  namely* 

t h e i r  farm o u tp u ts  and th e  amount o f non*farm work th ey  perform*^

Bon-Fam Work, A g r ic u ltu ra l  econom ists have noted th a t  many o f  our 

farm  o p e ra to rs  (as  a  f a m  o p e ra to r  i s  d e fin ed  in  th e  Census o f A g ri-  

e u l tu r e )  do a eo n sid e rab le  amount o f non-farm  work*^ This has le d  some 

people to  su g g est th a t  th e  d e f in i t io n  o f  a farm  o p e ra to r  be rev ised  so 

a s  to  exclude those  who do much non-farm  work* I t  i s  f re q u e n tly  be­

lie v e d  th a t  farm o p e ra to rs  who do a s  muoh a s  100 day® o f non-farm  work 

in  a y ear must opera te  farm e n te rp r is e s  h a rd ly  la rg e r  th an  fam ily  gardens* 

However, an  exam ination  o f th e  d a ta  w il l  show a q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  s i tu a tio n *  

In  1940* the  Census o f A g ric u ltu re  showed the  fo llow ing  d e ta i l s  concern­

ing f a m  o p e ra to rs  who performed 100 days o r more o f  non-farm  work in  

1959#

(1) There were 943*581 farm ers who belonged in  t h i s  category*
(2) The average s i  so f a m  opera ted  by th ese  farm ers was 88*7 acres*
(3) The average va lue  o f land  and b u ild in g s  p e r a c re  f o r  th ese  

farms was #40*91*

A group as la rg e  and im portant a s  t h i s  should no t be excluded from our 

a g r ic u l tu r a l  s t a t i s t i c s *  Consequently* th e  Census d e f in i t io n  o f a farm 

should rem ain as I t  is*  A g ric u ltu ra l  econom ists and o th e rs  should a d ju s t

^ In  a sense* farm ers may have o th e r  p ro d u c tiv ity  a r i s in g  from th e  own­
e rs h ip  o f non-farm  w ealth  (stocks*  bonds)* Data on th i s  su b je c t a re  lack ­
ing* I t  has been assumed in  t h i s  study  th a t  the  amount o f income rece ived  
by th e  average farm er from h is  ownership o f non-farm  w ealth  i s  n e g lig ib le *

^See Table 6 fo r  average amounts o f non-farm work performed by f a m  
o p e ra to rs  in  1939*
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t h e i r  th in k in g  to  inc lude  a s  f a m  operator®  those  who m y  do a  o o n s id e r-  

ab le  amount o f non-farm work*

Farm O utput* '̂ ’hen an a ttem p t i s  made to  c o n s tru c t an index o f  farm op­

e r a to r s ’ fa m  outputs* th e re  i s  a q u estio n  whioh ta s e d la te ly  a r is e s*  

Which should be used* g ro ss  o u tpu ts  o r  ne t ou tpu ts?  From th e  s tan d p o in t 

o f eoanomie theory* i t  would be b e t to r  to  use n e t outputsf th a t  is*  

gross income minus a l l  expenses o f p roduction  excep t th e  farm o p e ra to r ’s  

own la b o r . Expenses rep re sen t*  rough ly , fa o to rs  o f p ro d u c tio n  supp lied  

by o th e r  peo p le . There a re  o b je c tio n s  to  th i s  concept* however* when 

used fo r  th e  purposes o f th i s  s tu d y . I t  would be sa id  t h a t  to  compare 

farm l iv in g  le v e ls  w ith  fa rm ers’ n e t incomes from farm ing would no t be 

d ese rv in g  o f  exam ination . I t  would a ls o  be said*  "Get behind ne t in ­

come. Are the  In stan ces  o f  low n e t insanes due to  sm all g ross incomes 

( th a t  I s ,  low o u tp u ts ) ,  o r  a re  th ey  due to  e x c e ss iv e ly  h igh  p roduction  

c o s ts ?11 I t  makes a  g re a t  d e a l o f d if f e re n c e , from the  s tan d p o in t o f 

a g r ic u l tu r a l  p o lic y , which o f th e s e  fa o to rs  i s  th e  cause o f low f a m  

n e t income®.

On th e  o th e r  hand* i f  one bases h is  index on f a m  o p e ra to r s ’ g ross 

o u tp u ts , th e re  a re  o th e r o b je c tio n s . For one th ing* an Index based on 

gross o u tp u ts  makes a farm o p e ra to r  seem exceed ing ly  p ro d u ctiv e  who em­

ploys la rg e  amounts o f o th e r  peop le ’ s c a p i ta l  and land in  h is  p ro d u c tio n , 

as compared w ith  a farm er who uses h is  own land and c a p i t a l .  A c tu a lly , 

a f t e r  deducting  the  c o s ts  o f land  and c a p i t a l ,  one farm er may have been 

no more p roductive  th an  th e  o th e r .

To see i f  I t  made any d if fe re n c e  which were used, i n d i c e s  o f  both  

g ross  and n e t  ou tpu t  were c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  t h e  purposes  of  t h i s  i n q u i r y .

I t  was found t h a t  i t  made v e ry  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e . which was 1
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used*3 For exam ple, in  c o r r e la t in g  th e se  two d i f f e r e n t  in d ic e s  o f 

o p e ra to rs * f a m  o u tp u ts  w ith  the  "p e rc en t of f a m  hones w ith  b a th  o r 

shower" in  th e  48 s t a t e s ,  th e  fo llow ing  r e s u l t s  were scoured t

S ta p le  C o rre la tio n  M ultip le  C o rre la tio n *
M odified M odified

Gross Set Gross 'fet
Output Output Output Output

r2  #  R2

*24 *28 .81 .78
e ln  m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n ,  th e  two o th e r  fa o to rs ,w ith  which th ese  
o u tpu t s e r ie s  were used , were F ac to rs  1 and 3 , explained, on 
page

Index of Farm Operators Gross Farm Outputs

The index o f opera to rs*  f a m  o u tp u ts  used in  t h i s  study  is  based 

on m odified gross ou tpu ts*  An average m s  c a lc u la te d  f o r  the years 

1929, 1939, 1940 and 1941* This p e rio d  in c lu d es  some y ears  o f  pros­

p e r i ty  and some o f r e l a t i v e  d e p re ss io n . This index was c a lc u la te d  fo r  

th e  48 s t a t e s  by th e se  s t e p s *

A w erage-per-farm  f ig u re s  fo r  each s t a t e  oat

Gross Income*^ (In c lu d e s  r e o e ip ts  from farm  products s o ld , 
v a lu e  o f  f a m  p roducts  consumed as  food and fu e l  by 
th e  fam ily  and la b o re rs  on th e  farm , and annual r e n ta l

®An index was co n stru c ted  using  d a ta  on f a m  opera to rs*  net incomes 
tak en  from Income P a r i ty  fo r  A g r ic u ltu re , Bureau of A g r ic u ltu ra l  Boo- 
nomios. I?nited ¥ ta € e s  ISepar ImemT o f XgrTou 1 t u r e , 1948. I t  was based 
on average n e t incomes f o r  tb s  y ea rs  1929, 1939, 1940 and 1941* I t  was 
assumed th a t  n e t incomes measured farm ers* n e t o u tp u ts . Government pay­
ments were no t included  in  the  n e t income f ig u r e s .

^Data tak en  from. Incoroe P a r i ty  fo r A g r ic u I tu re » .Part 71* S ta te  
S stlm ates o f Income an T T r^u T tT o iT Kxpenaes > Bureau, o f XgrTou 1 tu*raT 
Economies, U n l^ e T T ta te s  - Department o f A g ric u ltu re , W ashington, D* €*, 
1945, p* SO—3*

P ercen t o f f a m  
homes w ith  b a th  
o r shower
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T alus o f th e  f a m  re s id en c e# )
1*0891 Ixpense® fo r  purchases o f fe e d , l iv e s to c k  a nd labo r#4 

(Hlrod la b o r expense Includes sash  p lu s tb s  v a lu e  of 
food, lodg ing  and o th e r  p e rq u is i te s  fu rn ished  to  h ired
laborer® •)

Deductions were made f o r  th e  purchase o f fe e d , l iv e s to c k  and 

la b o r  because they  do not re p re se n t th e  farm o p e ra to r ’s own output#

I t  i s  no t d i f f i c u l t  fo r  a  farm er to  show a la rg o  g ross income I f  he 

purchases much liv e s to c k  fo r  f a t t e n in g ,  u ses purchased fe e d s , and h ire s  

much help* A com pensation should be made f o r  th e se  item s, in  o rd e r to  

g e t th e  operator*® own output* ,

Using t h i s  r e s u l ta n t  eerie®  (g ro ss  income le s s  c e r t a in  e x p en ses), 

a  p re lim in a ry  index was c a lc u la te d  u s in g  th e  average f ig u re  fo r  th e  

e n t i r e  United S ta te s  a s  th e  base* Because two c o rre c tio n s  remained to  

be made, which could be made on ly  In  term s o f 1959 d o l la r s ,  th e  next 

s te p  was to  convert th e se  r e la t iv e s  in to  1959 f ig u re s*

to  make t h i s  conversion , an  average f ig u re  fo r  a l l  United State® 

farm s m s  scoured as  fo llo w s« 1959 g ro ss income o f  a l l  farm ers in  th e

United S ta te s  le s s  t h e i r  e x p en d itu re s  in  th a t  year f o r  fee d , liv e s to o k  

and labor*  t h i s  r e s u l t  was d iv id ed  by the  number o f farms* Then, to  

*•* th e  p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  o f each s t a te  in  term s o f 1939 d o l l a r s ,  th e  

U nited  S ta te s  average amount m s  m u ltip lie d  by th e  p rev io u s ly  c a lc u la te d  

s e r ie s  o f r e la t iv e s *

U ext, two m inor c o rre c tio n s  were made f o r t  (1 ) Days o f f a m  work 

performed by f a m  o p e ra to rs  on drher farm s, (2 ) r e n ta l  va lue  o f th e  f a m  

home* A c tu a lly , the  amount o f farm  work performed by f a m  o p e ra to rs  on 

o th e r  farm s th an  t h e i r  own i s  a n e g lig ib le  fa c to r*  ?Arm o p e ra to rs  in

4 Ib id ,  p* 38«*44
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fcha Uni ta d  S ta te s  averaged on ly  about f iv e  days o f t h i s  s o r t  o f work 

in  1939# To mk® th© c o rre c t io n  fo r  t h i s  f a c to r ,  th© avom ge number 

of days worked m s  m u ltip lie d  by th e  p re v a ilin g  s t a t e  wag© r a te s  fo r  

f a m  labor*® This r e s u l ta n t  was added to  th© p re v io u s ly  c a lc u la te d  

p ro d u c tiv ity  f ig u re  fo r  eaoh s ta te *

Deduct ions were imde f o r  th e  annual r e n ta l  v a lu es  o f  th e  f a m  

homes because I t  was f e l t  t h i s  was not som ething which should h# con­

s id e red  a s  -a p a r t  o f th® farm o p e ra to r ’ s g ro ss  output*® I t  m s  in ­

cluded in  th e  g ross income figure®  w ith  which th e se  c a lc u la t io n s  

s ta r te d *  A c tu a lly , t h i s  c o r re c t io n  m s  a r a th e r  n e g lig ib le  one*

A fte r  th e se  refinem en ts were made, t h i s  s e r i e s ,  In  term s of 1959
s

d o l la r s ,  m s  not quit® in  u sab le  shape because th e  number® had too  

many d ig its *  Small f ig u re s  were needed In  th© b a s ic  s e r ie s  to  whioh 

m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n  a n a ly s is  was to  be a p p lie d , in  o rd e r to  avoid 

working w ith  hug© numbers* Therofor®, t h i s  d o l la r  s e r ie s  m s  converted  

In to  an index s e r i e s ,  u s in g  the  S ta te  o f C a lifo rn ia  (th e  s t a t e  w ith  

h ig h e s t p ro d u c tiv ity )  a s  the  base* This i s  th e  f i n a l  Index o f Wmrm 

O perators* Gross ftirm O utputsj i t  i s  g iven  in  Table 6 .

P ro d u c tiv ity  Measured by Value Outputs* 'Ghen farm ers* ou tp u ts  a re  

measured in  term s o f  va lue  produced, i t  should be noted th a t  v a lue  i s  

composed of two p a r t s ,  namely, th e  number o f u n i ts  produced and th e

®Data on th e  number o f days of farm work performed by f a m  op­
e ra to r s  on o th e r  farm s in  1939 were tak en  from th e  1940 Census o f 
A grlaxilture* P re v a ilin g  farm wage r a te s  were found l a  A g r ic u ltu ra l  
S t a t i s t i c s ,  1940, United S ta te s  Department o f A g r ic u ltu re , pY "S'SJRT*

6Data on th e  r e n ta l  va lue  of farm hemes were tak en  from th e  
Census o f Housing, 1940*
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p rio n  nor u n it*  This b r in g s  up an  o b je c tio n  to  th© us© o f  v a lu e  

produced a s  a  y a rd s tic k  o f d i f f e r e n t  f a m o r s ’ p ro d u c tiv it ie s #  I t  

w i l l  he sa id  th a t  dm  group of fa m o rs  may look unproductive  a s  com­

pared w ith  an o th e r group « imply because t h e i r  p r ic e s  war# unfavorab le#

In  re p ly  to  t h i s ,  i t  should be kep t in  mind th a t  th e  moaning o f 

production, in  economic th e o r y ,  Is  th© c re a t io n  o f  value# Value' Is  a  

m arket phenomenon# r e s u l t in g  frost the in te rp la y  o f  supp ly  and demand9 

in  th e  typo o f  ©conomi© system we have# In  so f a r  a s  there i#  no a r t i ­

f i c i a l  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  supply in  o rd e r  to  enhance p rice#  i f  one group 

o f  farm ers produce more v a lue  th a n  an o th e r group# th e  form er group Is  

th e  more productive*  While i t  i s  t ru e  th a t  f o r  some o f th e  y ears  se ­

le c te d  In  t h i s  study# th e re  were a ttem p ts  by th e  fe d e ra l  government to  

r e s t r i c t  p roduction  o f c e r t a in  item s# I t  i s  n o t c le a r  t h a t  p ro d u c tio n  

was# in  fa c t#  m a te r ia l ly  reduced# In  any event#  I t  I® assumed i n  t h i s  

study# th a t  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  p roduction# in  o rd e r to  g e t h ig h e r  u n i t  

p rice s#  does no t account f o r  any s ig n i f ic a n t  p a r t  o f  th e  d ifferen ces  

in  farm ers* p ro d u c t iv i t ie s  in  th e  U nited S ta te s*

There i s  a n o th e r .reason fo r  u sing  va lue  produced a s  th e  y a rd s tic k  

o f  farm ers* p r o d u c t iv i t ie s j  namely# th a t  th e re  I s  no b e t t e r  way to  

compare th e  o u tp u ts  o f  farm ers producing unlike commodities* The Bureau 

o f A g r ic u ltu ra l  Seonomiee o f  th e  U nited  S ta te s  Department o f  A g ricu ltu re  

u ses  va lue  produced when i t  compares outputs o f  farm ers in  th e  United 

S ta te s*  To measure farm ers* ou tpu ts#  th e  Bureau o f  A g r ic u ltu ra l  Scon- 

o a io s m u lt ip l ie s  th© number o f  u n i t s  produoed o f  ©aoh item  by w eights 

which a rc  average  p r ic e s *7

7Sc© 0 ,  T# Barton and M. 0# Cooper# Fam  P roduction  in  War and 
Peace# .Bureau o f A gricu ltu ral Economics * U nited S ta te s  Department o f 
A g ricu ltu re#  December 1945# p* 56*
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Seme people make an  Attem pt to  w eight u n i ts  o f  p rod u ctio n  by th® 

number o f hours o f la b o r  i t  tak e s  to  produce a  u n it*  t h i s  i s  very  ob­

je c tio n a b le  f o r  th e  purposes o f t h i s  study* I t  assumes th a t  one hour 

o f la b o r  by one farm er eq u a ls  th a t  o f  a n o th e r farm er* I t  com plete ly  

h id es  th e  d if fe ra n e e  in  p ro d u c tiv ity  between farm  op era to rs*  There i s  

a n o th e r  o b je c tio n  to  th e  idea  o f w e igh ts based on hours o f  la b o r  Inpu ts j 

namely* whose la b o r  in p u t w i l l  you use?  Froduoers o f th e  same item  in  

one lo c a l i t y  v a ry  g re a t ly  In  t h e i r  la b o r  In p u ts  p e r  u n i t  o f  ou tpu t*  

Moreover* th e re  a re  s ig n i f ic a n t  re g io n a l d if fe re n c e s  in  la b o r  Inputs*
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t m  u u s a m a itiT  o f  th e  im portance
OF Tim AVAILABILITY OF ELECTRICITY

The graph on th*  m x t  page show* th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  e l e c t r i c i t y  

l a  1940, and th e  e x te n t to  which farm er* made uee o f i t*  Note th a t  l a  

a © onaiderable number o f s ta te *  (th o se  w ith  low incomes) th e  p ro p o rtio n  

o f farms having  e le c i r i o  l ig h t s  was on ly  about o n e -h a lf  o f th e  pro­

p o r t io n  which were w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e  from a power l in e  (o n e -q u a rte r  

m ile)*  For some o f  th e  m ldw estem  s t a te s  (W isconsin, M innesota, I l l i n o i s ,  

Iowa, In d ia n a ) , th e  p ro p o rtio n  having e le o t r io  l ig h t s  was about 70 p er­

cen t o f  th e  p ro p o rtio n  which were w ith in  hook-up d is tan ce*  In  about 

tw o -th ird *  of th e  s ta te s *  th e  p e rcen t o f homes w ith  running  w ater was 

about o n e -h a lf  o f  th e  p e rcen t w ith  e le o t r io  l ig h ts *  T his graph h e lp s  

to  dem onstrate  th a t  th e re  was f a r  more a v a ila b le  e l e c t r i c i t y  in  1940 

th an  farm ers made use of*

The C a lc u la tio n  o f  an  Index

How can  th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f e l e c t r i c i t y  a s  a  l im it in g  f a c to r  to  

f a m  l iv in g  le v e ls  be expressed  in  m athem atical te rra s t I t  can be ex­

pressed  by d iv id in g  th e  p e rcen t o f farm s w ith in  hook-up range by th e  

p e rcen t which made use o f e l e c t r i c i t y  when th ey  were w ith in  th i s  range*

I f  th e  r e s u l t in g  f ig u re  ( th e  q u o tie n t)  i s  l a r g e ,  i t  may be sa id  th a t  

th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of e l e c t r i c i t y  i s  no t an  im portan t l im it in g  fac to r*  

C onversely , th e  sm a lle r  the  f ig u r e ,  th e  g re a te r  i t s  im portance a s  a 

l im it in g  fa c to r*

The d a ta  f o r  c a lc u la t in g  th i s  s e r ie s  came from th e  U nited S ta te s  

Census o f A g ricu ltu re  fo r  1940. S p e c if ic a l ly ,  the  Census gave f ig u re s

i  59*878
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Figure 5. Percen t o f Pam  Home# w ith in  Hook-Up 
Hange o f an  E le c t r ic  Power L ina , 

and w ith  C e rta in  F a c i l i t i e s ,  1940
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f o r  each s t a t e  on*

A * Th© number and p e rcen t o f  farm s w ith in  o n e -q u a rte r
mil© o f an  © leo trio  d i s t r ib u t io n  lin e *

S -  Th© number o f farms w ith in  o n e -q u a rte r  mil© o f  an
e le o t r io  d i s t r ib u t io n  l in e  b u t w ithou t aerrio©  
from th e  e le o t r io  d i s t r ib u t io n  line*

C -  The number o f f a m  hones w ith in  o n e -q u a rte r  mil© o f
an  © le o tr io  d i s t r ib u t io n  l in e  bu t lig h te d  from horn© 
e le o t r io  p lan t*  ( In  most e a s e s » t h i s  was a  n e g lig ib le  
number*)

Th© p e rcen t o f farm s w ith in  hook-up d is ta n c e  which mad© us© of th e  

power l in e  was c a lc u la te d  as fo llo w s i

A minus 3 p lu s  C gar© th e  number making use o f e l e c t r i c i t y  when
i t  m s  av a ila b le*

This f ig u re  m s  d iv id ed  by th e  t o t a l  number o f  farms w ith in  one- 
q u a r te r  m ile  o f an e le o t r io  d i s t r ib u t io n  l in e  in  o rd e r to  g e t th e  
p e rc en t w ith in  hook-up rang© which made use o f th e  e l e c t r i c  lin e *

Here i s  how t h i s  index works out fo r  two s t a t e s  t

W ithin W ith in  ran g e . R esu ltin g
hook-up u sin g  index

ran m  power number

Montana 25*4*1 d iv id ed  by 76*9€ y ie ld s  33

M iss is s ip p i 29*4^ d iv id ed  by 30#9*C y ie ld s  95

The Index o f th e  A v a i la b i l i ty  o f E le c t r i c i ty  a s  a  L im iting  F acto r

to  Fam  L iving  Levels i s  p resen ted  on th© next page*
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Table 20. Index o f th*  A m i l a b i l i t y  o f  E le c t r i c i ty  
ae a  L im iting  F ao to r t o  Flam L iving Level*

S ta te Index

Horth Dakota 18*6
Sooth Dakota 1 0 .8
Montana 33.0
?Jew Mexico 56.6
lycm ing 39*6
A risen* 41.4
Kama* 4 4 .0
Oklahoma 48.2
Colorado 51.2
M issouri 52*6
West V irg in ia 55 .6
Ufovada 55.1
Uebr&ska 55.9
Teaae*#*# §8.7
M innesota 68 .2
T am s @5.5
Kentucky 65 .8
F lo r id a 84.2
Iona 70.2
Arkansas 72.7
Ha In* 75 .6
I l l i n o i s 74.2
Idaho 74.8
Oregon 7S.2
Alabama 76.5
Vermont 75.8
Maryland 76.6
Utah 77*0
V irg in ia 79.6
Horth C aro lina 80.7
W ashington @8.5
South C aro lina 83.7
Georgia 84.5
Mow Hampshire 84.8
mm  York 84.8
L ouisiana @8.4
Indiana 89.1
Ohio @9.3
C a lifo rn ia 90 .0
Pennsylvania 90.8
M assachusetts 95.4
Rhode Is la n d 93.8
W isconsin 94.4
C onnecticu t 94.6
M ichigan 94 .7
M iss is s ip p i 96.1
User Je rse y 95.8
Delaware 114.5


