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PACTORS APPECTING FARYM LIVING LEVELS

CHAPTRER 1
PURPOSE OF STUDY

There are s mumber of explanations ocurrent today concerning the
caugos of the rural poverty found in some areas of the United States.
(ne purpoee of this inquiry is %o test by statistical methods some of
thess explanations to find out what degree of truth lies in them.

Another purpose is ts suggest ways to improve farmers’ ;roductivities.
Variety of Explanations

(1) low Productivity per Farmer, Orthodox economists have bean tesohe

ing for nearly two eenturies that, in e priVazé‘ww%er&rﬂ&Q & aben,

each individual's share in the mational oubait . 1is nelsrim] benel of
living) would be determined by the exbtent to whish he contributed
towards the production of that national outiputs A% applis&\tgrfavmﬂr@,
thie would mean that thelr materisl levels of 1lving would oorrae e -
with thelr productivities. This line of thoupght suggests that o ro#
move poverty in a given area, production per worker should be increased
by asoms moans,

(2) s=xploitation. Over the past century and s half, there has pore

zisted another important line of thourht whiech has pointed to exploie
tation as the chief cause of poverty in the world. Exrresssd somewhat

dif fevently over time and under varying circumstances, this school of
thought hes held that an unfalr distribution of the national output,

not the level of produectivity, was the trouble-spot. i#hy was the slave
on the American cotton plantation so poor?! Why wes the serl on the feudal



estate of the Middle Ages so poor? Vhy have not our modern wage esarners
been more prosperous? Acoording to this sohool of thought, it has been
bocause thelr production, except for a bare subsistence, went for the
bene{it of the property owner,

Alongz this same vein, some people today belleve that the sharee
eropping system in our South keeps the temant poor because so much of
the farm output goes to the landlord, It is commonly felt among farm
people in this mation that "no farm can aupport two families well, the
tenant's and the landlord's". Marx held that the sapitalistic systenm,
wherein land and oapital were privately owned, constituted a method of
channsling the natiomal outnut, except for a subsistence for laborers,
into the hands of the property owners.

If exploitation is the main (or an important) cause of poverty in
our rural areas, the remedies to e applied would bo qulise different
from that suggested under the above point (the elevation of productivity
per worker), Perhaps a primary objective of farm poliey should be the
olimination of farm teneney.

(3) Unavailability of Eleotriscity. It is pointed out that many of the

modern home sonvenisnces depend on the avallabdbility of low cogt elac-
tricity., It oan be shown that, in stabtes wherse a large peroenteae of
farm homes lie within a hookeup range of an electric distribution line,
farm homes ars rather woll equipped with modern facilities. Hence, it
ig gugpoestad thet to improve rural living standards, @leotric distrie
bution lines should be placed close to all (or nearly all) farmers.

(4) Qualitr of Soills. I+ seoms a makbter of elementary observation,

as one drives about a rural area {for example, within a single oounty),
that on the good 20ils will be found fine farm homes with a nice autoe

moblle parked alongsids. On the hilly areas where sollsg are thin, or



rooks protrude, or on the leached sandy soils (in other words, gube
marginal lands), will be found farms which do not afford familles a

good living. Their automodiles are old and worn, their homes are small,
ofteon unpeinted and dilapldated. Furthermore, if one exanines a map
ghowing the soil resources of the Unlted States, it wlll bdbe found thast
the 3outh (where the larpgest concentration of rurel poverty is found)

has relatively poorer socils than does the Norths One will find alsgo

that the Great lakes "ocute~over" reglon (where rural living oonditions
are not good) has poorer soil ?ssouruot than do the repions to the south,
the "dairy belt" and the "eorn belt”, where farm living aeonditions are
better. These sundry observations seem to indicate that rural living
levels in the United Ctates follow the quality of the solls. This line
of thought suggests that to remedy rural poverty we need %o lmprove soils
by methods of goil science and conservation, and resettle some farmers on
hetter lands.

(8) Livestook Farminge Some people feel that in farming areas in whioh

most of the efforis are dirsoted to the produstion of livestock ard livew
stock produots, prosperous farmers will bs found, IHenoe, to remove rural
poverty (such as in our eotton and tobaoco areas), diversified agriculture
with more attention to the production of livestock and livestock products

should he followed,
Tagk of the Agricultural Economisé

It is the task of the agriocultural esonomist %o test these various
explanations by empiriocal methods. This needs to ba done heocauses
(1) It is necessary %o have a guide for sheping farm poliocy, because
in order to improve farm living standards the causative faotor or factors

involved should be known in order %0 get the results desired; (2) we



need to check on the validity of the cconomle dootrines being commonly
taught. For example, the following is an lmportant sconomic dootrines
which needs to be ohecked:
And to what extent doea each producer share in the
distribution of these goods, which in a riven oountry may

quite properly be oalled the natioml inoome? In general,

to the extent of his importancs in the task of produecing

the national incone. For eash depositor will insist on

having as his shars of the goods an anount no smaller than

would be lost if he withheld hias productive effortz. And

if competition exisgts, there is no resson to supposs that

he need take lessa,.

The classical and neowclassionl dootrines {such as the one just
mentioned) were deovelopsd by deductive reamsoning from certain premises.
Everyone knows that our economio world does not exmotly £it these sse
sumad premiszes. The queation la, "Are these dostrines anpliecable to
the resl-world, or are they larzely unreliable?® 3y subjacting thease
dootrines %o statistieal checking, we san find out their reliability

or applieability to the realeworld situation.

lpaul #s OGemail and Ralph H, 3lodgett, Boonomiocs: Princliples
and Problems, Yew York, Harper and Brothers Publishers, 19842, Volume
1, Pe 321,




CHAPTER IIX
METTOD OF IHUUIRY

In this study, various factors are correlated with farm living
levels in the endeavor to find those which oause farm living levels
to be what they are. Corrslation analysis 13 & tool of research commone
ly used for this purpose. Of gourse, s high degree of sorrelation be=
twasn two series doess net indloante whioch fastor is ocausative, or that
any causal relatlonship sxlsts betwean them at all. llevertheless, ine
dicea of corrslutlon congtitute valuable supporting evidenoe. In the
soolal sclences, it is very difficult to “prove" that a certain faoctor
causes definite results because controlled experiments ocannot he run
with the subject matter, society, ﬁha§ sociel solentiszts aotually do,
in order to demonstrate that a certain factor (or factors) is ceausative
i3 to present a logical explanation (bolstered by as much supporting
evidenos es possible) in terms of just this faotor (or faotors) whish
makes it unnecessarv %0 resort Lo other faetors. If other students of
the problem agree with this expleamation, it hescomss nocospted as the
truth, However, it has not boen proved in the sense that things ocan

be nroved in the physioal solence lavoratories.
Use of Aggregates

The data used thrusut this study consist of averarzes or medians
(moagures of central tendenoy)s. For example, state average farm operators'
outputs are correlated with farm living levels. Why not work with ine
dividual cases instead of aggresatea? In the firat place, it should be

kept in mind that this is a atudy of farm conditions all over the United



States; henoe, thore are six million individual cases (the number of
farms)e It would be impossible for any investigator to gather data,
tabulate it, and correlate it using six million ceases. Thers ig only
one agency that asan handle the job of collecting date on all of the
six million American farma, ramely, the Buresu of the Census. Census
data constitute the chief source of information on whioh this study is
bagad.

In the seocond place, in statistical amalysis and presentation, it
is vory common to mako use of averages and other abstractions based on
the original data. The use of averageg concentrates a great mass of
inoomprshensible data into meaningful figuresy 1% aleo brings data ingo
manageable quantities for analysls purposes. In this study, by concenw
trating the data on six million farms into state aversge figures, it
beeomes feasidle to apply the laborious mathemetioal process of multiple
correlation,.

¥hy not work with s "sample survey™? This would permit working
with individual oases. In reply to this, it should be noted that there
are good ressons for not adopting the sample survey method, In the
first place, a sample of only one percent of Ameriea's farms would mean
60,000 oases. It would be extremely difflioult (more probably, impossible)
for one investipgator %o gather data and analyge them for that nuaber of
oages loocated all over the United Stateg. Furthermore, how could a one
percent sample he selected that would reprosent acocurately all the United
States farms for the purpose of this problem?

why not study & szall area @uich az a township) intensively? ilould
not the ressults of guch a study apply %o the entire United States situe
ation? The answor iz "no"., Looal studies alued at finding ocauses of

prosperity among farm operators often arrive at sonolusions which cannot



he applied to the entire United States situastions For examples

(1) 2uality of Soilse Commonly, it will be found that on looking over

& small area guch as a oounty that the lowost inoome farm people are
found on the gub=marginal lands. Yei, for the United Statos as a whole,
1s it found that rural living conditions vary according 4o the natural
agricultural resources of eaoch state or region? Definitely note Sone
of this worst rural poverty of the United States is found on some of the
best solls. MHowever, as pointed out on page 2, in small aress such as

a county, one may sometines odbsorve an agsoclation between quality of
resouroos and living oonditionas (This subjoot is disoussed in nore dow
tail on pagss LO-2.)

(2) Individual Incentivess Some looal studies have pointed out the

importanse of personal incentives as an explanation of differences in
the prosperity of farmers.’ Yet can this insight be applied to the
whole 'nited States? That ias, are the differences in prosperity of
farm oporators in Hassaohusetts es compared with those in Tennsasee %o
be explained largely by differences in personal fastors? DProdably note.

(8) Inhersnt Abilities of Men. It has boen obearved that men differ

in their inherent abilities when subjocted to intelligence tests, or

whan thelr farming results are am-a Projecting this insight, oould

1399. for example, Ve ¥W. Wiloox and Q. 0. Lloyd, "The Human factor in
the Management of I[ndiana Farms", Purdue Undversity igrioultural “xperi-
ment Station Bulletin MNo. 369, 1952 In this bulletin it is demonstrated
that there are great differences in the lador incomes of Indiams farmers,
and these differences are related Lo personal faotorse The most important
of these personal and envivommental factors that oould he measurel were:

(1) Melp and stimulation receive:d Irom the wivesy {2) ambition; (I) intere
ost in farming ne an occoupation; (4) possession of agrioultural informmtion.

zsﬂm Honry Ce. Taylor, "Two Dimensions of Productivity®™, Amerioan Ecoe
nomio Review Supplement, Volume VII, Nos 1, Yarch 1817 The datma and argue
ment ol this artiole demonstrate that there are great differences in the
ef'ficienoy and capaoity of men; these differences are related to thelr
inocomes.




1t be said that the prinoipal reason for the betier farming results in
the YNorth, as compared wlth those of the South, is that farmers in the
Yorth are inherently superior pecple? It is to be doubted very muoh
that this las the case,

(4) Importance of Non-Farm Bmployments 4 looal study will be very apt

to miss the importance on agrioulture of non«farm employment opportunities.
It will be shown later that, viewingz the Tnited States as a whole, it ia
very apparent that produotivities and living levels of fam oparators are
bigher where non-farm employments exist nearby.

(8) Boonomic Evolutions There are stapes in econonie evolutions The

regiong of the Tnited States have not all evolved at equal speeds. A
looal study will be very ap% to overlook the stage of eoonomic evolution
in whieh the area liss.

(8) Ethnie Influences. Cultural influemnces arising from different ethnio

baokgrounds may acoocunt for ascme of the differences found betwesen farmers'
productivities and living levels in varlous parts of this nation. A
local study, comducted within the oconfines of one rural oultural group,
may easily overlook these inflluences.

In summary, the loocal survey mesthod is not & reliadle method to use
when studying the causes of differences in farmsrs' living levels over
the United States. It is recogniszed, however, that for ocertain problems,

the local study method is an exgellent tool of researche

Use of Farm Living Lovels

The improvenent of farmers' smtorial living levels 1s the major
objeotive of the farm programs in this nmation. for example, money ia

appropristed for research in agriculture, not for the purpose of seeking



truth for truth's sake, but mainly in order to help farmers inorease
thelir inoomes and thereby improve living levels. There are programa
for "parity”, soll conservation, agriocultural exports, farm oreditwe
all of whioch have as their ohief purpose the safeguarding of, and the
elevation of, farmers' standards of livinge.

Congoquently, if the level of llving 18 the central thing aimed
at in the farm programs, it should be kmown which factor (or fuotors)
is chlefly raapunsibla for farm living levels being what they are. To
find that factor (or factors) is the ohief purpose of this inquiry.

The guestion may arige, "Why not seek the factors that make for
hizh dollar incomes? The use of dollar incomes would be leass cumbers
some in statistioal analysis than the use of warious measuremonts of
living levels. After all, will not farmers' living lovsls parallel
their net inoomes?™ The reason why dollar net incomes have not been
used ig that many people feel that dollars are not as meaningful in
rural life as in olisy life. It is said shat farmers ocan live well withe
out having much money income since so much of the llving can he produced
on the farm itsslf, Marthermore, it is frequently believed that money
goes much farther in some parts of the United States than in other parts.
In view of these ohjeoctlons to the use of dollar inocomes, an attempt has
been made in this inguiry to uase only "real items to express rural live

ing lovels.
Weasurement of Living lLevels

Census deaia are used in this study as the basls for expressing farm
living levels. The 1940 Census of Mousing, in additlon to some material
found in the 1940 Census of Agrioulture, provide most of the information

availahle, Prom these sources, the followlng have been taken for purposes
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of thiz inquiry:

Peroentage of farm operators posssssing automodhiles.

Percentage of farm homes lighted by electrieity,

Percentage of farm homes with rumnning waters

Percentage of farm homes with bath or shower.

Percentage of farm homes with mechanleal refrigerator,

Monthly rental valus of farm homes.

An attenpt has been made by . Js Hagood to construct a single index
series repregenting living levels of farmsrs in all the oountiss of the
United Statess® This index was conatruoted by combining five fmotors and
woighting thems Although this index series, or any other series whioch
would represent accurately farm living levels for each of the 423 states,
would be wvery convenient tuv uge for the purposes »f this study, it hss
not been uzcd.4 In this study, one item in the farm living level hus
hoen correlated at a time, and no attempt has heen made to welpght the
importance of these different items. Do the serles employed in this

study adequately represent farm living oconditions? Certainly they do not

“Margaret Jarman Hagood, Rural Level of Living Indexes for Countiesa
of the United States, 1940, UnlSed Ttates Dopartment of Agrlioulture,
Bureau of Agrioultural Economios, October 1943, Himeographed.

4ﬂagood‘n index oombined these five factore:
Parcent of oocupied dewlling units with fewer than l.51 persons per room.
Percent of dwelling units with radlos.
Perosnt of farms with gross inoomes of more than 3600,
Paroent of farms reporting autos of 1836 or later models.
¥eodlan grade of school completed by persons 25 years of age and over.

The weights used for combining these serles "were deternined by the
principal component solution of the matrix of their intercorrelations
for a series of 200 sample ococuntlies." The greatest objesction to this
series 1s the matter of weightas. Can any statliatioal method yleld proper
weights for these faotors? Is not one really in the fleld of value judge-
ments when one tries to state the relative importence of, let us say,
"median grade of school comnleted” versus the "percent of farms with
late model automobiles™?

Other wealknesses of this ocombined index are that: (1) The conly home
convenience used as a componemt ia the radic, which is not very reproe
sentative of the possession of other home conweniences; {(2) the gquallity
of housing is not oonsidered in the factor used as the housing component.
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represent conditions perfectly. Yet, would it not be agresd that they

are lmportant segments of rurasl living standards?

Data Pertaining to Farm Operators

This study is confined mostly to the farm operator. Thiz is due

to the laok of important data conderning hired laborers in ugrlouliuree



CHAPTER 11X

FARM LIVING 3TANDARDS IXY THR
UNITED STATUS
How well do farmers live in the United States? Available
evidence indicates that thers are great differences in the material
levels of living bYetween regions of this nation (see Table 3), and
between counties within one state (see Tuble 16). In the following
table is & oomparison of three states in the year 1940, one state being
representative of the beat, one of the worst, and one of averare farm
living conditions.

Table 1. Parm Home Facilities and Rental Values
in Three Selected States, 1940

Conneot~ Arkane

Iten iout Iowm sag
Percent of farm homes withs

Eleotric lights ‘ 83 41 11

Runninzg water 68 22 3

Flush toilet 3 15 2

Bath or shower , 53 16 2

tischanioal refrigerator 53 16 5
tionthly rental value of '

farn homes $28.82 $12.67 $5.21
Hedian number of rooms in

farm homes 8.93 B8.64 3.80
Peroent of farm operators

possessing automobiles a7 80 21

Source of data: Tables 3 and 6.

Notice how relatively meagsr were the home facilitiesz in Iowsm, a

state of fabulous agricultural resources. The best state~wide farm
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living oconditions are found in the YNew England and ¥iddle atlantic States
(excepting Maine and Pennsylvanis), and the Paoific Coast States. The
worst conditions are found in the Zmst South Contral, West South Central
and South Atlantic States (excepting Maryland and Delawnre).
Within the 3State of Harvyland, the following contraust in farm living
lovels existed in 1940 between two ocounties only about 40 miles apart.

Table 2. Contrast in Farm Home PFacilities and Rental
Values in Two aryland Counties, 1540

Baltimore Calvert

Itonm County County
Percent of farm homes with:

Eleotriec lights 78 14

Running water 56 11

Flush toilet 43 10

Bath or shower 43 10

Mechanical refrigerator 42 156
Honthly rental wvalue of

farm homes $23.45 $9.78
ledlan number of rooms in

farm homes 5.8 4.3
Peraent of farm operatoras

possessing automoblles 74 60

Souroe of data: 1940 Census of Agrioulturs, Volume I, Part 3, p. 64
1940 Census of Housing, Volume II, Part 3, Maryland.
Table 16.



Table 3, Facllities and Aental Valuez of Farm Homes
in the United States, by States, 1840

t
Pereent of Farm Homes Having Certain 1
‘ Faoilities :
1 : 3 1 3 '
s Eleo~ t Run« : Flugsh 1 Bath tilechan-: Rental
3
1

-y o e

wreen e v

«-r P e W

Ho. of

s tric ning ¢+ Tol- 1 or ¢ %ea) : Value : tooms

States tlLirhts 1 Water t let 1 Showsrskefrig.: per lonth: in Homes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (s) (6) (7)
Yo, 54 33 20 17 15 $12.09 8,85
He He 68 B7 37 35 28 17.58 726
Ve 55 7% 40 38 21 13.76 767
O T B4 72 56 83 42 24.33 Ge88
R. 1. 83 57 43 40 42 23.58 Te1G
donn. 83 68 BB 53 53 28.82 6.93
e Yo 70 44 32 30 30 17.681 T469
Me Jeo 84 81 47 46 47 23.23 8.57
Ohio 81 23 17 17 28 13.00 B.53
Ind. 52 18 12 12 20 10.58 5.80
Ii1l. 41 18 13 13 20 10.7¢ 5.96
¥ioh. 71 28 17 18 24 11.88 8440
Hia. 51 19 11 12 14 12.19 8456
Miﬂ)‘!u 30 12 8 g 10 11.57 5.88
In. 41 22 18 15 18 12.87 £.64
1 18 8 5 5 9 5.74 4.44
Be Do 16 8 3 3 2 T28 5410
Se Da 18 12 5 6 5 8.686 H5+68
Nab. 29 22 12 14 12 8.08 5485
KEane 27 186 10 12 17 Te48 5.B7
Dela. 41 25 18 18 20 12.51 620
d. 44 30 22 22 24 12.80 G817
We Car. 28 7 4 4 12 4.53 4.49
5. Car. 21 5 4 4 10 .34 4.12
On. 20 5 3 3 7 3.40 398
Kye 17 4 3 3 8 4,02 4.11
Tenn. 18 [ 4 4 4] 3:88 3.91
Ala. 15 .3 2 2 7 2.89 G+886
¥iss. 9 3 2 2 5 3.33 360

(Continued on next page)



(Continued)

Table 3, Faollities and Rental Velues of Farm lomes
in the i'nited States, by States, 1940
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Pereont of Parm Homes Having Certain

H
:
i
4
:

s

t

] Paoilitios t

: ] 4 3 2 4

31 Flee« t Rune : Flush : 3Bath idechan-: Fental Ho. of

t tric 1t ning ¢ Tol= 3 or 1 deal 1 Valus 1 Rooms
Statos 1lights : VYiater : let 1 Shower:Refrig.: per Month: in lomes

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

Ark. 11 3 p 2 ] $3.21 3480
la. 12 8 4 5 7 3.40 384
Okla. 16 8 4 B 10 4.39 3.7
Tex. 22 20 7 11 13 4.49 389
Hoat. 28 15 a8 8 13 6,08 3.868
Ida. &80 31 17 18 30 8.5Q 4.15
Wyo. 35 16 10 10 13 6.40 3.59
Colo. 38 21 11 12 16 8.72 4.12
He M. 18 14 8 9 il B.07 2495
Aris. 33 a7 1?7 19 23 377 1.93
Utah 70 51 30 30 35 10.29 4.09
Nev. 850 45 26 28 28 10.62 4,08
Hash. 74 58 34 36 26 10.67 4.70
Ore. 80 51 29 34 28 B.66 4.82
Cal. 23 77 55 60 51 12.986 4,48

Source of dabtm;

Golumn 1 ~ 1940 Census of Agrioculture, Volume III,

P
Columns 2 $hru 7 « 1940 Cengus of Jiousing,
Volume II, Part 1.

541



CHAPTER IV

TRSTING PACTORS BELIEVED TO AFNECT
FARM LIVING LEVELSA

In this chapter, three faotors are tested by correlation mnalysis
to f'ind out %o what extent they are assooiated with farm living levels.
These three factors are: (1) Faator 1, farm operators! farm outputs;
(2) Packor 2, farm operators' nonwfarm outputs; (3) Pactor 3, the availe
ability of electricity. The underlylng objeotive is to rind whioh
fector {or fuctors) causes high living levels. It will be shown that
there 1z a rather cloge correlstion between farmers' living levels and
their %obal produstivities (a ocombinmation of Factors 1 and 2). Data
will algo bs pregented which indicate .  that ths availability of eleo-
tricity is of only minor importance as a determinant of farm living
lovels. In a later chapter, *he influence of tenanoy on farm living

lovels is disouassged.
Hethod of Correlation

The results to be disoussed shortly were secursd by correlating
series made up of 48 state averages. For oxample, a series represent-
ing the percent of farm homes with running water (a percentage figure
for each state) is correlated with an index series representing farm
operators' groes farm outputs (an index number for each state). The
correlation method employed is the usual one, the "least squares”
method,

The Coefficlent Hentioned. The correlation results of this study are

expressed in terms of the "soefficlent of detormination”. !iost people
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are more familiar with the “eocefficient of correlation”. Actually,
these two conoepts are clogely related. The coefficient of correlation
18 "r"; this item squared (r€) is the soeffioclent of determination.

The coefficient of multiple corrslation is "¥"; this item squared (#2)
iz the coefflcient of multiple determinastion. Acoording to the statis-
ticiansg, Croxton and Cowden, the oocffiaiant of deternination iz a more
useful conocept than iz the coafficlent of gorrelationsd The coefficient
of determination tells the proportion of the total warlanse which has

baen "explained™ by the factor being testod.?
Home Facilities and Produotivity

In this gection, svidenoe iz presented to show that fars homeo
living levels in the Inlted S%utes are clogaely assooclated with farm
operators’' productivitles. This supports the main hypotheslas of this
inguiry, namely, that farm living levels are primarily deternminad by
farmers® productivities.

Heasurement of Farm Operators’ Produetivitiea. First of all, it should

P PR D S PPN LS A IV AV 5 L A M, RIS AR

lprederick %. Croxton and Dudley J. Cowden, Applied Staklstica,
Hew York, Prentice 'lall, Inc., 1340, p. 6863-4.

2, ocoeffioient of correlation of .5 meens that the ococefficient of
dotermination is .25. In other words, only &5 percent cof thoe wvarlation
in the dependent factor (Y faetor) has been "explained” by the inde~
pendent factor (X factor) which has been tested. If another factor is
used, and "r" is found to be .9 (r? now .51), 81 peroent of the variance
in the Y factor 1w "explained” Ly the X factor. lYote that while "r"
went up B0 parcent (from o5 %o .9), "r2" went up 224% (from .25 to 81).
The cosfficlent of determination more truthfully tells tho wvalue of the
faotor being teated.

When there isn't much covariance between two aseries, the coeffieient
of correlation tends to be large. As a perfect correlation (1) is being
approached, the coefficlent of correlation riges very slowly. Ths co=-
officient of determination does not have these dofects.



18

be noted that farm operatora' produstivitiss comprise two components:
(1) Farm outputs, and (2) non-farm ocutputs. A detalled discussion of
the neasurement of farm o?oraté;o’ productivities iz presented in
Appendix I. It need only be montioned here that it has not heen possible
%0 express farm operators' produotivitiss in one series, Hather, two
series have been utilized: (1) Index of Parm Operators' (ross Farnm
Outputs (based on gross farm incomes whioch have been significantly mod-
ified, as explained in Appendix I); (2) Days of Y¥on-Farm Work Performed
by ¥Farm Operators in 1839,

As ghown in the Followlng tadble, when the home facilities series are
correlated with the productivity series (Pactors 1 and 2), the results

Table ;. Correlations of Three Psotors with Faesilities
and Reatal VYalues of Parm Homes, 1940

Faotor: Faotor: Faotor:Factorsifmotors:
1* 3 2% 31 3% &t 1,2% t 1,2,3%1

: H :
s Bimple t  Hultiple t
s Correlation t Correlation L]
3 : : 3 ) )
s
3

State Aversges of'3

- : s 2

Percent of farm homes with: rd rd rd R R
Bleotris lights +18 «48 29 58 + 83
Running wa ber #1192 «50 « 17 71 «77
Flush toilet «20 «49 21 71 «79
Bath or shower 24 oGt 18 «72 21
Yechanical refrigerator 25 -5 24 «69 «82

Monthly rental values of

o SBED NOWOR  mvvimesiccom b 8B AEBES 084 4Bluw

+ Each of these thres factors is a sories made up of 48 gtate
average figures.
Pactor 1 « Index of rFarm Operators' Gross Farm Outputs
Faotor 2 « Days of Non-Farmz sork Performed by Farm Operators
in 1938
Paetor 3 « Index of the Availability of Eleotriclity ez a
Limiting fmator to Farm Living lLevels

v+« The third factor in this instance is "3ize of Farm lomes".
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Figure 1. GRAPHIC MULTIPLE CORHELATIONW
Poroent of Farm iHomes with
Bath or Shower Correlatad
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(continued)

Pigure 1. GRAPHIC MULTIPLE CORHRELATION
Peroant of Farm Homssg with
Bath or Shower Correlated
with Three Factors
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are remarkably uniform. ¥hen these home facilities series are correl.
ated with the single “mstor 1 (representing farm outputa), the coef=
ficient of determimation {r2) ia only ahout .2, indicating that thore
is not much association. In other words, farm homs Tacilities are not
associated at all closely with farm operators' farm outputs. In terms
of & gonorete illustration, average farm outputs in the Hew ¥ngland
States are only average, yet farm homes in that area are about the
best equipped in the nation.

when farm home facilities are ocorrelated with Pactor 2 (repre-
senting farm operatora' nonefarm outputs), "r2" is around .4 or .5.
In other words, in gtates whare farmors do a considerable amount of
none=farm work, noticeably more home faolilitles are fourd than in stutes
where thev do little nonefarm work,3

Then farm operators' outputs (farm and none-farm) sre combined
by the techniqus of multiple correlation, & much greatsr assoclation
iz found., To be speocirfis, a2 15 about 7. In other words, sahout
70 peresnt of the variation in home facilitles is "explained”™ by thease
two factors. This is a rather hipgh degree of association. I% glves
us evidence that productivity, more than anythling elseo, detormines

farm living levels.

SIt is not commonly understood how much non=farm work farm oper-
ators perform. Thore were 21 states in whioh farm operators averaged
two or more months of nonefarm work during the year 1938. In some
states, they averaged nearly four montha.
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Availability of Elestrleity
and Farm Living Levels

Is the umavailability of eleotricity an important reason why poor
living conditions are found in some rural areas of the United Stateas?
An attempt has been made in this study to test by statistiocal methods
the importance of the availability of slectrioity. As an aid in the
analysis of this problem, an "Index of the Avmailability of Zlectricity
ss & Limiting Paotor to Parm Living Levels® has been constructed.%
When this index (PFactor 3) is correlated with series representing farm
home facilities, "r2" is about 2 or slightly higher. This indicates
that the avallability of elsetriolty is not a very important limiting
factor to farm living levels.

This is oontrery to what some might believe. One may look at
states such ag Mmssachugsetts whers, in 1040, 87,9 percent of the farms
were within hookeup distance (ons-quarter nmile) from & powsr lins, and
then at Arkangss where only 27.1 percent of the farms were within hooke
up distence. In Masgachuastts, there are many modern convenisnoes in
the farm homes, and in Arkanses very few. Is thls difference in home
facilities due to the electricity availability? ﬁowaver, it should he
pointed out that in states like Arkansss, there was far more avalla-
bility of electrisity than was beling made use of by farmers. In Arkan-
sas, in 1940, only 37 peroent of the farms within hookeup dlgtance of
an eleotric power line made use of eleotricity. In Georgia, in 1540,

41 percent of the farms were within hookweup distance; about 49 perocent

4yor a detailed explanation of this index, see appendix II.
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of the Ueorgia farmers within hookeup distance made use of electricity.
Of all the farm houses in that state, about 20 percdent had eleairic
lizhts, and but 5 percent had rumning water in that year. Surely it
was not the availability of electricity that was keeping the percentage
with running water so low,.

In Illinois, in 1240, 54 percent of the farms were within hookeup
distance of an eleactrio distribution line. Of the total number of farms
in that state, 41 peroent had eleetric lizhts, 168 percent had running
water, 13 percent had bathe-tubs (or shower), and 13 percent had lush
toilets., Yoere again, it was not the availability of electricity that
was keepling the peroentape with running water and dathe~tubs at such s
low figure.

There are some signifioant differences to he noted among these
states. In ¥aagsachusetts, in 1940, about 84 pervent of the farms
within hook=up disgtance from & powser line had eleotrio lights; in
Arkanses, those making use of electrlioity who wore within hookeup dige
tance amounted %0 37 percent, in Ceorgla 49 peroent and in I[llinois
about 75 parcent.

Although the evidencs points olearly to the fact that, for the
United States as a whole, the avallability of eleotriecity was not, in
1940, an importent limiting factor to farm living levels, it was a
minor ractor. A study of the evidence indicates that unavailability
of elsctrioiéy was important in the “puntain Stetes, auch as Wyoming,

Yontana, and Colorado.
¥ultiple Correlation with Three Fmotors

When the various series representing farm home faoilities were
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correlated with three fastors (two representing farmers' productivities,
and the third, eleotrioity), very high correlation results were seoured.
The ooefficlent of determination was about .8.

Other Correlstions

The eorrelation results eoncerning "Rental value of farm hones"
and "Percent of farmers with automobiles" are disoussed in later

chapters.



CHAPTER V

FACTORS AFFECTING FARM OUTPUTS

Livestock Agriculture. o we find prosperity in agricultural arees

whioch oonesntrzte their efforts in the production of livestock and
livestook products? Is livestock agriculture the key to prosperous
agrioculture? In this study, attempts have been made to test this
idea, To represent livestook agriculture, a series was secured based
on "livestoek and livestock products as a percent of total farm oute
guﬁ“.1 Rext, this sories wasz ocorreleated with the Index of Farm Oper
ators' Grose Farm Outputs to see 1f, in practice, farm operaiors were
found to have large ferm outputs in states wherein livestock and live-
stock products made up a large proportion of total farm outputs. The
association was not very great; "r3® equaled .24, To show this site
ustion in conorete terms, here are several states with very similar
percentages of livestock and livestook products to total farm outputs:
Livestoek and livestock

produots as a percent
of total farm output

California 36
Washington 37
Kentucky 35
Tennessee 31

California has the highest average furm operator outputs of
any state, yet livestook and livestoeck products comprise but a mirvor

part of its output, In Washington, whers farm operators do & great

lpata taken from the 1940 Census of Agriculture, Volume III,
page 906 and following.
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deal of nonwfarm work, farm outputs are only moderately high, Rural
living levels are high in Washington, yet livestook agriculture is of
minor signifiocsnce there, In ocontrast, in two other states with about
the same proportion of livestoek and livestook products to total oute
~put, Eentucky and Tennessee, farm operstors' outputs and rural living
conditions are szong the lowesl in the nation,

Is livestook agriculture rightly portrayed by the series, "live-
stook and livestock products as e percent of total farm output®? what
would be the results if "average wvalue of livestock per fa:m™ were
used to represent livestock agrisulture in the correlation? when %the
Index of Farm Operators' Gross Farm Uutputs was oorrslated with the
state average values of livestock per farsm, "r2" was .43, This is a
very noticeable degree of assoclation. It seems safe to say that in
states whore the aversage investment per farm in livestock is high, there
1 a distinet tendency for farm outputs to be high. It iz not entire-
1y ecertain just whet this means. It will be shown later that ferm oubte
puts tend to be high where investments in mechinery are high, and where
total investment in farm property is high., Frobably, this cese is
just a partiocular instance of & broader prinociple, namely, thet farm
outputs tend to be high whers the operstor has meny resources (land
end capital) with which to work,

In any event, ocare must be excercised in making recomuendations
that, in areas with low farm outputs, livestock agriculture should be
adopted, It nust be asked if there i1s & demand for all the livestock
and livestook produots that would be produced if our low output areas
turned to livestock agriculture. Thruout the South today, country

people ere being told to relse more livestock., Livestook agrieculture
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is being recommended for several reasons: (1) For soil conservation
purposes; (2) because livestock and livestook product prices have
been high in the South; (3) due to intensification of production on
suell acreages; (4) beceuse incomes of livestoek farmars have been
above average incomes for other farmers in the past couple decades,
Consequently, 1t may make perfectly good sense for a few cvunty
egente to recommend to farmers in their counties that they raise
more livestock. lowever, if many coumty agents are advising the same
thing, and if many farmers follow their advice, the result would be
the production of livestoock and livestook products far beyond the
ability of the market to take them at & price farmers would consider
roasenable.2 The advice that scuthern farmers pProduce livestoek is

sound advice only if disregarded by most of the southern farmers!
Livestock Agrieulture and Living Levels

Io further explore the oconnection between livestock agriculture
and farm living levels, a correlation was made between "livestock and

livestock products es & percent of total farm output™ and the "percent

s

27he best evidence available indicates that the demand for most
of our important agricultural products in the United States is very
limited, Assuming that ferm teonnology improves slowly, and that there
is full employment, high level exports and large industrial usage of
farm produets, it bas been estimated that we shall need in 1950:

Hogs 8 persent less than we had in 1943,
Cattle and ecalves 7 " more ©* " * % =
Sheep and lambs 6 " lesg " "™ ®*» ® =
Chickens ig " less "~ = " ® W
¥ilk cows 4 " more " " ® ® "

For two minor clesses of livestock, broilers and turkeys, it wes
estimated that we would need more than a 50 percent increase ~ver
1943 smounts by 1950. For the source of thess estimates see What
Feace Can Mean to American Farmers, Miscellaneous Publiecation B&Z,
Tnited States Depertment of Agriculture, 1945, (pamphlet).




Table 5. Correlations of Two Faotors with Items Affecting
Gross rfarm Outputs and Farm Wege Rates, 1940
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3 1
: Simple :+ Hultiple
s Correlation : Correlation
: ’ ;
¢ Faotor : Paotor Factors
state Averages of: ] 1s ¢ 2 ) 1 and 2e
Livestock and livestook products
as a percent of total farm
output 24
Value of livestock per farm «43
Value of lend, Muildings, implew
ments, machinery, uand
livestock per farm « 80
Valus of land and vulldings
per aore 06
Yalue of ilmplements snd
machinery per farm «T0
Agricultursl employsiont as a
percent of total employment +08 «60 N
Farz birth rete 23 «18 42
Farm wepe rates o 52 «27 +81

& Bach of these two factors is a series made up of 48 state
sverage figures,
Fector 1 =« Index of Fam Operators' Gross Ferm Jutputs
fector 2 - Days of Yone-Perm Work Performed by Farm Uperators
in 1239,

of farm homes with running water®., The coefficient of determination
veE .24, indleating a rether low degree of assoclation.
Investments in Selected ltems
and Produetivity
In this section, the associmtion between average farm invest-

ments in selected items and farm operators' productivitlies is

discusseds When. the state aversge-~per-farm investments® in land,

35ource of date:; 1940 Census of Agriculture, Volume III
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buildings, lmplements, mechinery and livestoek (totel investment in all
of these) were correlsted with Factor 1 for the year 1840, "r3" was
+80s Thia is & rather high degree of asscoistion, It indieates strong-
ly that where aversge investment per farm is high, ferm outputs are
highe I course, this 1s as it ought to be., Large investment in
these ltoms per farm means that the {arm operator has many resources
(land, buildings, equipment, livesbook) with which to work; of course,
this tends Lo make for lurge outputs per worker,

“hen the state average-per-farm investments® in land and builde
ings per acre were correlated with Factor 1, "R s only .08, Im
other words, there was hardly any nssooistion at all between average
investments per acre in land and buildings and farm operators' farm
sutputs.

iWhen the state aversge-per-farm investmentsd in implaments and
meohinery were correlated with Factor 1, the associstion was very
nighs "r8" squeled .70. Jf course, this was to be expscted, How
aver, care must be exercised conceraing recommendations based on this
insight, Can it be advocated, ss & solution for the problem of low
output areas, that more machinery be utiliged? FProbably not, for
thess ressons: (1) Hany of our loweoutput farmers operate acreages
to0 sasll for the econcmical use of modern mashineryy (2) meny lows
output {armers are found im hilly regions where the use of machinery
is not f'easible; (3) there is no adequate demand in sight for all
the farm products that ﬁmuld be produced if all our low-output farme

ers wareo nade more efflolent.

4,550urce of data: 1940 Census of Agriculturs, Volume III
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Rural Birth Rates

Generally speaking, the high birth rate countries (for example,
Iindia and China) have smaller outputs per azricultural worker than do
the low birth rete countries (for example, Australis, Xew Fealand,
Gerwany end unglend). High birth rates tend to wzate for population
preseure on the leand, resulting in touv meny people in proportion to
the resosurces, Thie situation leads to smumll acreages per worker and
to ve ¥y low outputs per worker. This hapypens particularly il there
are noc alternative employments. 4ioctually, such countries find it
difficult to develop any non-ferm employmonts becsuse they can aooume
ulate no capital, The populatiocns of sush countries can barely produce
the rinimum necessities of life, leaving little if any unused re-
sources Lo be used for capltsl foramtion.

in the United ctates, are the highest birth rates found among
farm people where productivity is the lowest? What cegree of assow
clation is there between birth rates and productivities?! When an
index of rurslefarm birth retes® was correlated with Factor 1
(which vepresents farm operators' farm ocutputs), "r2" was .23 (=),
This indicates that there is small tendeney for farxers' outputs to
be low where farm birth rates e&re high. When birth rates were cor-
relasted with Peactor 2 (representing farm operators' nonefarm oubputs ),
*r2% was 18 (~j. Correlating birth rates with Factors 1 and 2 (aul-
tiple correlation), "R“" was .42 («). This menns that there is a

very noticeable tendency for birth rates to be high where ferm

]

Osee series on farm birth rates in Table 6.



Teable 6. Comparative Date, by States, 1940

: 2 t ) : t

s : H : s -3 Farm Operators'

' ] 3 t : ] Outputs

: ' t : ' t 1

3 slndex of1 ' tIndex ofi t

: s Parm : Agrie. 1 PFarm lndex of: lays of

: 3 Birth i1 Percent: Joba as: Wage 1 Farm :Non-Famm

t Percent: Bates 10f Farme: Fercent: Tates :0utputs : Viork

t  of i {Utah ®jers withy of all: (Cal.2 ;3 (Cal.® : 1in
Stetes + Temamey:  10C) 3 fAutom 1 Jobs 100} ; 100) + 1888
Yoy & T8 88 16 65 33 &7
e ile & 60 €6 11 81 25 Te
Vt. 10 T £4 30 69 3 55
¥ass, 7 €0 63 $ 89 41 76
R, Y. 10 " L 2 9 48 €2
Conne 7 54 67 6 84 50 70
He ¥ 13 &7 74 & é8 46 45
E. Jdo 16 63 T2 4 78 75 45
Pennb.e 16 T T4 7 &0 37 56
Chio 25 T3 8l i3 67 35 49
Ind, 28 70 8l 21 54 41 40
111, 43 71 83 12 63 82 28
Kioh, 7 80 82 14 63 38 43
Wise 23 &3 84 0 62 46 28
¥inn. &8 78 88 36 63 62 23
la. 48 2! 80 42 63 T2 16
No. 36 80 64 28 46 s2 82
Be Du 45 87 8% 81 62 54 12
Se Da 6% 4 86 &6 60 §0 13
Hab. 5% 76 89 44 &3 31 16
Kan, 45 73 as 37 53 48 25
Del, 33 74 76 17 55 54 29
By 26 74 71 13 57 43 46
Va, a7 84 43 28 44 a5 58
Ve Voo 28 3 § 35 17 46 ie 73
K. C. &6 85 42 40 38 28 32
Se Co 56 8a 43 43 27 23 23
O, 60 86 33 40 26 24 24
Fla., 25 84 39 19 38 47 49
Kye 53 88 35 41 43 14 37
Ala. &2 87 20 43 28 18 23
¥igs, 66 84 18 61 80 18 i8

* Too {ew onses
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{continued)

Table 6. Comparative lmbtu, by States, 1940

§
L

N :
: s
: 3 3
Index of's tIndex ofs H
Farm ¢ 3 Agric. 1 Farm slndex of3
Birth : Peroent: Jobs ast Wage 3 Farm ! Days of
feroent: Rates tof Farm-: Peroent: Hates 10utputs ilon-farm
of 1 (Utah wiors with: of alls (Cal.s 5 (Cal,w : Work in

W SR B MR WY R MM W W
- e B e Wb AN
% W e

States Temnc;,': 100) ¢+ Autos ¢ Jobs 3 100 3 100) 2 153¢%
Ark, 53 80 2L 85 38 23 286
La. 5 89 21 36 53 22 21
Okla. 54 82 87 38 44 81 29
Tex. 49 86 80 34 42 34 .3 4
Hont, 28 82 3 35 80 61 a3
Idm. 26 83 78 40 78 56 37
Wyo, 24 76 73 33 7 76 1
Colo. a7 Ki'i 80 28 &7 51 33
Has e 7 87 &0 37 68 28 30
Aris. 12 81 43 25 82 T8 47
Utah 13 1¢0 &0 22 84 45 55
Hev. 14 &3 86 17 96 86 46
Wash. 13 T4 18 i3 9 47 70
Ure, 18 n i) 21 78 45 59
calif. 19 66 80 1 00 100 &9

Ssurces of datas
Colurm 1 « 1840 Census of Agriculture, Volume III
2 - 1540 Census of Populstion, Fopulstion, uifferentiaml

Pertility, 1910 and 1940, Based on data on the

number of ohildren ever born per 1000 rurelefam

women ared 156-T4 years.

1940 Census of agriculture, Volume III

1840 Censusz of Fopulation, Volume III, Parts 1,2,3 -

Farm wages per month without btoard, July 1, 1936,

Taken from Agriocultural Statistiocs, 1840, U. 5. Depart=

mnent of Agriculture, p.bilel

Index of ¥arm Uperatore' Gross Farm Outputs.

Jescribed in Appendix 1.

7 =« Total days of nonefarm work reportod by farm operators
in & state, divided by the total number of fearm oper-
ators in that stete, [mte taken from 1940 Census of
Agriculture, Volume 111,

Gt o8
LI B

ot
t



operators' total outputs sre low. There are exceptions to this,
especially in the oase of Utah whioh has the highest birth rute.

Rurel living levels in Utah are above the United States average. IHow

has Utah been able to esospe the coonomic consequences of & high birth

rate? There 1s evidence which indiecates that there has been a sig-

pifieant outemigration froamr Utah; they have adopted intensive systems

33

of sgriculture whioh make possible fairly high productivity per worker;

and they have developed none~farm employments %o absorb exceass rural
populstion,

Prevalence of NoneFarm
Employments

Thruout the world, the higheat productivity per worker in agrie
oulture 1s found in netions where most of the employment is none
sgricultural; thet is, where nonefarm jobs compete Vigorously with
farms for the lebor supply. Is this situation true amonz the stetes
of the United Ststes? When a seriez representing “egrisultursl em-
ployment as a percent of total mglaymnt"? for sach state was
correlated with Peotor 1, "r2" was .08 (=), In other words, sverage

farm outputs showed no significant tendeney to be high or low in

states whers most of the employment was nonesagrisultural, For example,

the average farm cutputs of farmers in Kassachusetts and in Wisconsin
are almost the same; yet in Massachusetis, only 3 persent of the jJobas
wers sgricsultural in 1940, whereas in Wisoonsin it was 30 percent.

Y“hen this employment series was correlated with Faotor 2, 2% wag

i

7This series has been developed from data in the 1940 Census of
Population, Yolume I1I, Parts 1,2,3., The data pertain to males only

who were employed (except on public "relief" projects) and experienced

workers seeking work.
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labor are used as a measure of productivity, Of eourse, wages ocould
Bot be used as & moeasure of productivity when the provlem is to dig-
cover if wage rates vary acoording to productivities,.

It zay be somewhat useful to corrslate farm wage rates with
Factors 1 and 2, which represent the productivities of farm operators,
Correlation of an index of state aversge ferm wage rates in 1939 with
Factor 1 yielded an "r2* of .52, Correlated with Factor 2, "r2" was
«27. Hultiple correletion of wage rates with FPactors 1 end 2 reveecled
an "R2" of ,81, This indloates that farm wage rates have s very strong
tendency to de high where farm operautors have high productivities,
¥iould a statistieal inguiry show that hired farm laborers have high
productivities in the Uanlted States where farm operstors have high proe
cuctivities? 1If so, then it could be sald thet farm wape rates in the

United States vary with the productivities of the workers.
A Note on the Correlation ¥ethod

In all of these correletion aralyses, each state was pgiven equal
weight. It is to be recogniged that some states have far more farms
than do others. A statistician geve his oplnion that it prodbably
would not make any difference whethsr or not the states were welighted
in this study, in view of the faet that each analysis involved so
nany "canes®™ (48), This opinion was checked by caloulating one core
reletion analysis using weights; that is, each state was weighted
socording to the number of farms in that state. The percent of fearm
homes having flush tollets was correlated with the usual three {actors,
The umwelgzhted 72" was .'?9‘; the weighted one was ,82, This difference
of only .03 seered ineignifiosnt, The opinion of the stetistician wes

sonlirmed.



CHAPTER VI

ACCTMULATED WEALTH OF PARY PEOPLE
AXD THEIR PRODUCTIVITY

In Table 7 are shown farm physioal weanlth and gross agrioultural
production per agricultural worker, by states, for 1940, By farm physi-
oanl wealth is meant land, builldinzs, implements, machinery, and live
stooks When these two series are ecorralated, "r®" ig ,77. This is a
vory high degrse of assocolation, which indicates that where the farm
physioal wealth per worker is high, thers is a very strong tendency
for productivity per agrioultural worker 4o be high. It is alsc trus
that where productivity is high, larger wealth acoumulation ig possiblae,

Accumulation Over Generations. To some extent, at lesast, rural wealth

is the ascoumulation of many generations. It passes from generation to
gensration by inherltance. Among the various segnents of the farm labor
force, it will probably be ths farm operators, not the hired laborers,
who possess most of the rural wealth which has passed by inheritance,

It is reasomable %o suppose that in states where the rural wealth per
farm is high, the farm operators inherit more resources with which to
work than do farm operators in states where rural wealth per farm is
emall, Of oourse, it is known that farm wealth does not always pass in
taot from father to son. Often there are several children, some of whom
live in ecities, among who an estate ig divided. This uvsually means that

the farm is refinanced, involving a loan from some ocapital source.

(Wearth sesoured from horrowed capital must be paid for out of farm pro=
dustions it is possible for farmers in any part of this nation to seoure

the use of some ocapitel thru borrowing.) Alsc, farms are sometimes sold
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Table 7.

Form Wenlth Produoction and Hebentlon

in the United States, 1840

38

Farm Wealth
pur Agricule

Gross Producw
tion per Agri-

{ oontinued on next page)

State tural Workerl Hank cultural Worker? Rank
Hovads $11,4756 1 $1010 2
Iows 10, 889 2 1820 4
Illinoils 10,825 8 1600 )
Hyomlng 8,273 4 1038 1
Californie 9,210 B 1754 8
Eansas 9,137 é 1238 23
Connectiout 8,824 7 1808 &
Nebrasia 8,631 8 1314 18
Washington 8,368 9 1568 11
Oregon 8,103 10 1508 14
Montans 8,064 11 1549 12
Idaho 7,448 12 1578 10
Indlana 7,283 13 1208 2¢
Utah : 6,874 14 1588 i3
Massaohusette 6,918 18 1604 3
South Dakota g,813 18 1068 a8
Colorado €,7082 17 1478 18
Ohio 8,602 18 11456 27
Mimnogote. 8,810 1% 1218 25
Rhode island 6,168 20 la4l 8
" North Dekote 6,046 21 1097 28
Arigona 6,008 22 1501 18
Yow York 5,801 23 1208 20
Wisconein 5,838 24 1018 31
Pennsylvania 6,866 25 1221 24
Teow Jersey 5,864 26 1645 7
Eew Hexico 6,527 27 1064 30
Eichijan 5,479 29 880 32
Hew Hsmpshire 5,088 29 1488 16
Vermont 5,070 30 1240 a2
Texas 4,098 b3 | 801 56
harylend 4,768 32 836 34
Delawars 4,727 83 1276 21
Oklahoma 4,668 34 810 36
}Miseouri 4,528 b 11 857 34
Yaine 4,408 26 1385 17
Kest Virginie 4,083 87 686 38
Virginia 8,630 38 €78 &9
Florida 3,184 30 761 37
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{ sontimed)

fable 7. Parm Yealth Production and RstaAntion
in the United States, 1940

Farm Wealth Groes Produce
por Agrioule tion per Agri~
State mml%orkorl Rank cultural Worker? Rank
Kentuoky $2,903 40 $564 41
Tennsnses 2,801 41 502 43
¥orth Carolina 2,149 42 647 40
Arkanses 1,881 43 580 42
Louisiane 1,811 44 469 “
Geoorgia 1,602 45 442 45
South Carolina 1,587 46 425 46
Alabara 1,449 47 332 48
Eississippi 1,428 48 ‘ 379 47

lthe combined value of land buildings, implements, machinery
and livestosk for each stute dividea by the number of people employed
in agrioulture in that state. The figures on the value of property
wore taken from the 1040 Census of Agriculture, Volume 1II, p. 48,
The fipures for people employed in sgrioulturs were teken froz the
1940 Census of Population, Volume 11I, The Labor Foroe, Parts 2,35,4,5;
Teble 17 for esch state, Wealth, as used here, does not mean equity.

27The welue of ell famm products scld, treded, or used by the
farm houssholds for eech atate divided by the number of pecple um-
ployed in agriculture, The production velue figures were taken from
the 1540 Cemsus of Agrioulture, Volume III, ps 908, The employment
figures were the same as explained above,

“n
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furnish workers with hirh returns L7 the number of poople trying to
maice s living from the soil ie larze in proportion to the arsa,
Purthernore, when comparing the netions 51‘ the world, and the states
within %he Qniﬁmé States, it is "requently found that where thore is
ne lerge development of nonefarm employments to campete for the labor
az:mnly, there are m&» many farmers in proportlon €6 the szoil resources;
this resulds in low productivity per workere}

Ir fgrm living levels in the United States do not vary with the
quallity of agrisultural resources, why is it that the poorest farme
are o7ben found on the sub-marminal lends, when farmers within s amall
area sush a8 & county are ocompared? The snswer seoms to be this: lan
of mmell Pinencial resouress Tind it possible to eequire the ferms on
the marringl and sub-marginal lends because of their low prices. VWhen
loentad on these ferms, they tend to remsain poor boecause the farms are
inhereantly rether unproductive., An edditiomal feector is personal abile
ity. People vary in sbilities, Those with less than average ability
(normally, they have snall savings) temd to aoquire the cheap lands.

The eombination of low ebillity and poor lend mekes for low production

and low farm living stenderds.

lom this subject, & noted American economist had thls to say: “It
is somebimes assumed that a large produot per acre is e desirable thing
in 1%self., BSuch is not the oese. Vhat is really to be desired is s
large product per men. It is only where the product per man is large
that there is s high stendard of living and a high steate of wellebeing
for the average ran,” Thomas ¥ixon Cerver, Principles of Hural Eso-
nomies, Boston, Glmn and Company, 1911, p. 156.
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those in California. Yot the average monthly remtal wvalue of farm
homes in ¥orth Carolina is only $4.53 as compared with §12.86 in
California, Closer examination will reveal why the farm homes in
California rent for more money.

Table 8., Farm Home Rental Velues and Home Fecllities
in North Ceroline and Califormia, 1940

Lorth
1tem _ _..Caralinm , California
Average monthly rentsl 34,53 312,05
Hedisn mmber of roons 4,40 4.48
Porcent of homes with,
Bleotric lighte 26 83
hunning water T 77
Flush toilet & 68
Bath or shower 4 80
Contral heating o i €

Sources of datas 1940 Census of Housing, Volume 1I, Part 1
1540 Cemsus of Agriculture, Volume III

After comparing the feollities in fsrm homes in North Carolina
with those of Californis, 1s it not understendable why there is an
eight dollar differential in rentst

To further exsmine how much housing farmers get for their dollara
in different parts of the United itates, states have been grouped
according to rental brackets for purposes of comparison. The followe
ing tables show these comparisons, In Tabls 9 , on the next page,
are found the states in whioh average monthly rentals of farm homes
lie betwoen 512,00 and $12,68. This ecomparison shows that the housing
pattern is somewhat differsnt in California then in the other states.
Farm homes are much smaller in Californie than in the other states,

but better scuipped by far. It may be noted that lows and Maryland,



LS

Table 9. Sises and Facilities of Parm Fomes in States with
Average lonthly iental Values of $12,00-312.99, 1940

t Cali- ¢ Mary- : Dela~ ¢ Wis- 1
Iten 3 fornist Iowa 3 land ; ware teonsin : Haine
Rental value 512,66 $12.67 §12.60 §12.60 812,19 312.09
edian mumber of rooms 4.48 C.04 6.17 €.30 6,88 6,88
Pyrcent of homes with;
Bleotrie lights 83 41 44 41 51 54
Running water 77 22 30 26 19 33
flush tollet &5 15 22 18 11 20
Bath or shower 60 18 22 i8 12 17
Central heating 6 27 a7 12 27 20

Source of date: 1940 Census of Housing, Volume II, Part I
1940 Census of Agrioulture, Volume III

separated by & thousand miles, have very similer farm home sonditions.
It is posaible that Haine offers a little more than does Wisconsin for
the housing dollar. On the whole, 1t seems that the deta indicate no
marked differences between the stastes in terms of wvalue received for
money spent, Possibly, California end the other FPacifie Coast 3tates
offer a little more for the dollar.

Table 10. Siszes and Paucilities of Farm Homes in States with
Averege ionthly Rental Values of $5,50«5G6,50, 1940

N ' s Hest & t
g #yoe 1 lopn= 3 Vir- s Vir-
Item ! ming 3 tana 3 ginia ¢ pinie siissourl
Rental value $6.40 $6,09 $5.88 $5.81 $5.74
Median number of rooms 3.59 3,686 4,98 5,08 4.44
Peroent of homes with:
Bleotrio lights 35 28 27 &5 18
Bumning water 16 18 11 12 €
Flush toilet 10 8 8 4} B
Bath or shower 10 ] 6 9 g
Contrel hesting 8 ) 4 3 6

Source of data: 1940 Census of Housing, Volume II, Part 1
1940 Census of Agrieulture, Volume III



P N A
LGl

dg g Faser R s
Bhudy o W Jdata on e

he low renbal vrates whi

L

" iyt SR T T N L T ey Ao “m 51 2 A

i JHIL LWl AQEUE  sHITELDET, o uh r&t“.ﬂ'ﬁ', rum 7
e,

[ (SR 5Y 4 'y



CHAPTER IX

AUTOMOBILES AND PARM LIVING LEVILS

The correlation between farmers' cutputs and thelr ownership of

automobiles is not ag cloge ag with homs faollities.

Simple Hultiple
Correlation Correlation
Faotor Faotor Paotors 1
1 2 and 2
r2 ré RS
Peroent of farm oper~
ators with auto~
wmobiles « 39 « 0004 38

I¢ oan be seen that there is & noticsable correlation betwesn
farm outpubs (¥actor 1) and the ownersghip of automobiles, but almost
none between non=farm outputs (Fector 2)., This is in marked contrsst
with the other items examined (home facilities) where the connsction

was ologer with non-farm outputs than with anything else.
Different Consumption Patterns

To some extent, this peocullar situstion may be due to diffaerent
consumption habits of farm psople, at leaat in the csse of the north-
onstern and central states. In the northeastern states, farmors seem
to prefer home facllities, and in tho mid-western states, they prefer
antomobiles. Mid-wemtern farmers lead all others in the possegsion of
automobiles. The table on the next page gives s oomparison of farmers'
living levels and incomes in these two regions. I& shows that the net
inoomes of farmers in thess two areas are guite similar. The nmid-western

farmers have larger farm outputs; but they do oonsiderably less non-farm

work.



Table 11. A Comparison of Farm Incomss and Levels
of Living for Two Regions

L8

New England Zast North Central

and Xlddle and West North
Atlantio Central

Item . States Stetes
Percent of farm homes in 1840 with:

Central heating 31 20

Running water 46 17

Flush toilet 31 11

Bath or shower 30 12

Heechanioal refrigerator 28 18

Eleotric lights 86 41
Peroent of farm operatora with

automobiles 71 82
Poeroent of farms operated by

tonants 13 36
Index of Parm Operatorsg' Cross

Farm Outputs 42 48
Average net inocomes from farming,

without government payments+ 3878 $1000
Average net incomes from farnming

with government paymonts® $900 31093
Days of non-farm work performed by

farm operators in 1939 55 30

Source of data: Tables

« Pour year averages (1929, 1939, 1940, 1941) oalculated from

data in Inocome Parity for Agriculturs, Zart ¥I, 7. 8. Dopart=

ment of Agrieulture, Bureau of Agrioultural ¥eonomios, 1945.

All of the figures gliven in the above table are averagss wsighted

aocording to the number of farms in each state and reglon.

From the Jdata available, one eannot definltely say that farmers in

the mid-western states spend more money on automoblles, ard that this is

the reason why they laok home facilities. Yore needs to be known about

how many miles farmers run their auntomobiles each year in the different

areas, ag woell as other data. lowever, it seems entirely possible that

farmers in the mid-western states gpend relatively nore of thelr incomes

on their automobiles thmn do farmors in the northeastern states.



Costs of Yome Faoilitles
and an Automoblle

The following sstimates of costs to liichigan farmers for various

home conveniences were made by ¥r. ¥W. H. Sheldon of the Department of

Agrioultural Engineering, Miohigan State Collogazl

Estimated Annual Costs to Farmers of
Varicus Home Convenienceas»

Anrusl cost

Running water

(Pigging of well, pressurs system and

slectriolty for power) g6z
Bathroom and kitohen sink

(Three bathroom fixtures, septic

tank and sink) 90
Eleotrilo lights
(#iring and ourrent) 33
El?atrio reflrigsrator )
Inoluding ourrent for power 40
§22E

* These estimates were made in terms of 1947 prioces.
They include original oost, installation where hired
labor is required, deprecietion and maintenance at
a rate of 15 peroent on machinery and 8«10 percent
on structures, eleotric power at an aversge cost of
3 cents®kilowatt hour, and interest on investment.

How muoch does it cost a farmer to own and operats & sar? It is
difficult to say exactly. It varies aacording-to many faotors.

Agsuming, however, thut & mid-western farmer drives his automchile

5200 miles a yuarg (probably a minimum figure), would it cost him

lFram unpublished data.

2This figure iz taken from data ocompiled by the Hureau of Public

L9

Roads in 1841 showing average distances people in different occsupations

in 29 states drove their pagsenger cars. For psople cmployed 1in agrie

oulture, the average mileare driven (all 20 states) was 6,073. There
ware not large differences as between states in the distsnces farmers
drove. Farmers in the North Central States drove thelr cars slipghtly
lesg than the average for tha 27 states.
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any less than $360 to own and operate his sutomobile, in terms of 1947
prices? It can vasily bo seon that an sutomoblle can entail more ex-
pense than would be inourred by the possession of the home conveniences

listed above, whose totsl annual cosgt approximates 3225.
Tonanoy

What does the higher degres of farm tenancy in tho lorth Central
States have to do with home facilities? It seems reasonahle to suppose
that tenant homea wlll not be fixed up as much as will owner-ceocupled
homes. It seems plausible that lnocomes of tenants are more apt to go
into asutomobiles than into home improvements. Howoever, why are there
80 few mechanieal refrigerators in the North Central States? fRefripg-
erators can be movad without difficulty. Lack of electricity seems not
to he an important limiting faotor; 41 percent of the mid-western farm
homes had slectrio lights, yet only 16 pereent had refrigerators.

The Automobile as a Pogsible Determinant
of Home Living Standards

In the correlation analysis, whorein various factors are tested
for their association with home facilitlies, might not the possesslion
of autonmohiles be an important factor? That 1s, might not it be found
that where the possgession of asutomobiles is high, the possession of home
facilities would be low? Attempts have heon made by tho author, using
various statistioal methods, %o 8ee if this might be the case. It
appeared that the automobile was not asscolated (negatively) to any
significant degree with home living facilities, either when %ested alone,
or when used in multiple correlation wlith other important faotors, over

the 48 states.



CHAPTER X
CO3T OF LIVING POx FARIZRS

What does it cost farmers to live?! Before this question can be
answerad, 1t needs to be known what enters into farmers' standards of
livings As the Census dabta show, farmers' levels of living vary greate
lys They vary between states, and they vary within the borders of a
eingle state.

Some people who are aware that farmers in osrtaln regiong have much
loss oesh income than have farmers in other reglons, have oome to the cone-
olusion that it costs less to live in some places than in others. %hile
it may be true that it costs a little less to live in the warm areas of
the United States than in the aolder ones, this differsncs probably does
not amount to more than 10 percent, at the most. ¥What really vary are not
ovats. of living, but rather, standards of livings In & previous chapter,
data were presented to show what farmsrs got for thelr housing dollars
in different parts of the United States. 7The data did no%t indlioate large
differences in value received per dollar spent for housinge.

Studies showing the differences in farmers' eosts of living among
the various states or regions of the United States (using ldentioal live
ing standards as a basis for oomparison are lackinge Studles of this
nature have bsen made for oity neople. 7The Bursau of Ladbor Statistics
made one sush study in iaroh 1945, The oity with the lowest cost of live
ing was Houston, Toxass the olty with the highest coazt was Seadttle, “ash-
ingtone It will be noted 1in the %table on the fallowing page that the

cost of living in southern oities is a trifle lower than in northern oltles.
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Table 12, Relative Differences in the Cost of HZquivalent
Goods, Rents, and Servioes, March 1845°

Cost of
City Living
Yaghington, D. C.* 100
Atlanta, Georgla 23
Buffalo, Yew York o2
Chioago, Illinois 98
Hougton, Texas 88
Indianapclis, Indiana 2
Hemphis, Tennesaee 23
Hinneapolis, )Minnesota 84
Yew Orleans, Louisiana 81
Yeow York, Xew York 102
Philadelphia, Pennsylwvania 94
Riehmond, Virginia 88
Savanrmah, Osorgia 92
Seranten, Pemnsylvanila 90
Seattle, Waghington 103

» Maghington, D. Ci is the basge, egqual to 100.

However, some cities in the YNorth have a lower cosby of living than some
in the South. Thesge data are not conclusive in regard to rural costs of
living; yet they are indloative that costs of living do not vary greatly

over the United States.

1%vom a mimeographed relesmge, "Relative Differences in the Coat of
Zquivalent Goods, Pents, and Services in 33 Large Cities, March 1945%,
Issued June 1, 1946 by the U, S. Departmeont of lLahor, ureau of Labor
Statistios.
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CHAPTLR A
TEMANCY AND LIVING LEVELS

Are low living standards aszsooiated with a high degree of tensnoy
in the United States? To find out 4o what extent they are asascciated,
the "percent of farms lighted by eleotrieity" was correlated with the
"percent of farms operated by owners and managﬁrs”-l The associastion
was found to be rather olose ("r®" equaled .60). This means that in
areag where most of the farms are ownsreoperated, the proportion lighte
od with elestrioity is high. In general, tho data indicate that where
the degree of farm tenancy is high, farm living levels are low.

The very signifiocant ocorrelation between owner-cperated farms and
high living levels suggests that the prinoipal causative factor affecte
ing farm living levsls migzht be the cwnershliyp factor. Perhaps, by
gombining the ownership factor with some other factor, a bettsr ex-
planation of farm living levels could be found than by the use of
farmers' productivities, Such an attempt was made. The "percent of
farms lizhted by electricity” was oorrelated (multiple) with two fao=
tors, namely, (1) percent of farms operated by owners and manapgera, and
(2) the Index of the Availability of Electriecity as a Limiting Peotor
to Farm Living Levels. A high assoclation was found ("R2" equaled «75).

Closer ananlysis revealed that the connaotion between tenancy and
living levels was not causal, but rather assoolational, There vas a

olose inverse correlation betwesn the productivities of farmers and

1the number of farms opsrated by menagers is negligible., This
series amounts to the pereent of farms operated by owners.



the degrees of tenancy prevailing in the 48 states. When the "percent
of farms operated by tenmnts” was correlated with the two produoctivity

factors (Faotors 1 end 2), the following results were seoured:

Simple ¥ultiple
Correlation Correlation
Faoctor Factor Factors
I W lend ®
rd r2 re
Pereent of farms
opersated by
tenants o1l (w) 88 (=) «81 (=)

These results indioate that whers temancy is high in the United
States, the productivities of farm operators show a strong tendency
%o be low. Whioh is omusal, and which is assoolational, tenanoy or
productivity?! Correlstion snalysis will not yleld the answer to that
problem, Attention must be directed to other data, and to economiets!?
understanding of the factors involved. Productivity appears to Le the
causal faotor. To demonstrate this, consider the states, lowa and
I1linois. In each state, the degree of tenanoy is high; yet proe
duotivities of farm operatore in lowa and Illinois are quite hiph.

Furthermore, it should be noted that farm tenants in some states
live sush better than do ownerwoperators in other states, It ig ine
teresting to compare two states, MHassaohusetts and Alebeme.® 1In 1940,
the percent of farms operated by tenants wore; Vessachusetts 7j; Ala-
barme 50, It will be noted {rom the table on the following page thet,
in each of these states, the living level of owner-operators was ebove

thet of tenants, 1t ean alsco be noted that tenants in ¥asgsachusettis

Zhe point to be demonstrated herse does not depend on juet these
two states, Uther atates could ba used which would show the seme
situation,

54
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Table 13. A Comperison of Farm Home Feellities and Rental
Values in Alabame and Messachusetts, 1940

] [

¢ lMassachusetts s Alabama
H s ) ¥

1 Ownere 3 Owner- ,
]

Itga Operators: Tenants iUperatorss Tenants

Peyroant of farm homes withs

Ruanning water K¢} 70 8 1
Flush toilet 88 52 5 1l
Bath or shower 58 48 5 1l
Radio c0 88 50 20
¥echanlicel refrigerator 43 36 14 2
ice box 40 42 18 8
Electric lighta 84 80 26 7
Kedisn rental value of home §28.24 $15,90 $4,36 82.58

Sourece of dates 1540 Census of Housing, Volume II, Fart 1
1940 Census of Agrisulture, Volume III

lived muoh better (in terms of home facilities) than did owner-
operators in Alabanma.

If terancy were the causs of low living levels, it would not be
found that tenants of some states were living better than ownere
oparators in other states.

Tenancy as & Third Factor. It oomes to mind that, since the dezres of

tenancy does seem to have an associstion with the level of farm living,
it mizht be used s the third factor in multiple correlation, using

a8 the f'irst two factors, the series representing farmers' productive
ities, This has been tried. It was found that this third factor gave
no additionsl correlation over using the first two alone, This points
to the osnelusion that tenancy is not an ilmportent independent causel
factor determining farm living levels (except as it may influence pro=-

duetivity).



CHAPTFR XII
SOUTHERN AND NORTHERN AGRICULTURE

In the settlement and development of the United States, there were

fairly regular stages, as followa:

Indian treade

Herding

(lumbering, in places)

Picneer farme frontier farming)

Partially self-sufficing farmer or planter

Commercial farmer or planter

These phases were not fulfilled everywhere in the South., In
prlaces, commercial agriculture started right away along certain rivers
offering good traniportation. ldoreover, in scme places, the develop-
ment never progressed much beyond the pionoeer stage (especially in the
southemn Appalachians) where rough topography made for isolation of

people, and where poor solls and hills made agriculture difficult.
Harkets Bring Evolution

What stimulated agriculture in the United States to develop beyond
the pioneer stage? It was tbhe development of markets for farm products,
either domestic markets or export markets., The developmeni of home
markets depended on the growth of c¢ities, that is, the prowth of man-
ufacturing, commerce and service employments. In the South, if condi-
tions were favorable for the production of the great staples (at first
tobacco, later cotton), a commercial plantation economy tended to
supplant the pioneer self-sufficing economy. In other areas, where
conditions were not favorable for the production and marketing of the
staples, the development was two-fold; (1) In districts of rough topog-

raphy and Iinferior soils, the pioneer sconomy (herding, hunting and
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farming) eontinueds (2) in other asrees with favorable aoil, climate and
topography, & diversified economy began to dewvelop., That is, manufaocw
turing and commerocial activities greow, maling for oitles; this offered
cagh markets for many farm products. ¥%#here {furmers got cash markets

for their output, they took interest in increasing thelr production.
They adopted better methoda of farming. Farm production rose. Living
atandards tended to rise as farm products were sold to purchase oity
made items.

Iz the colonial period in the South, no imporsant town escounnmy
(excopt in Charlestown) developad slong the coastal plain in spite of
numercus legislative encouragements. The planters along the coastal
plain shipped steples from their own river landings and secured supplles
from Furope delivered at their landings. Tumerous important towns did
develop, however, along the Fledmont, remcte from the seaboard shipping
facilitieg. Such towns were Frederiok, Staunton, Hillsboro, Camden and
Columbia. These places weare thriving centers of small shops and nllis.
later, with the development of upland osotton growing, the tendency to~
ward the development of neneagricultural ocooupations was halted, as the
energles of nearly all the people were turned to cotton. In some areas
too far north for cotton, the ocoupatiomml diversificetion continued
{(as in the Shenmandoah Valley of Virginia, the Yashville "basin", the
"bluegrass” region of Hentucky, and in parts of Virginia end Maryland

that had abandoned tobascco),.
Plantations in the South

To underatand the nature of southern agriculturs, it 1s egsential

to look in%o its historical Yegimnings. In the first place, it should
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be noted that the plantailon system took hold at & very early dute in
the South. The plantation asystem flourished in other places in the
world during the period of Buropean empire building, 1500-1850. Plan-
tatlons took hold in tropical and subetropical places because their
produocts were in great demand in the “"mother" ocountries. These products
{tobmooo, sugar, rioe, ootton) were not competitlive with those of the
ocountries of northwestern Furope., Plantations were business ventures
requiring large investments 1n land and capital (and somstimes in slave
labor). They specialized in large-soale production 6? orops for whioh
there .were ready emsh markets (in the United 3tates, tobacoo and cotton;
in the Vost Indies, sugar and other productas). The operators were keenw
ly aware of profit margins and not reluoctant to waste soil resources.
Even before 1860, southern plantation operators understood olesrly that
they were rulning the soll. They also understood that what they wanted
was not maximum produoction por acre, bMut maximum produetlon per laborer
in order to maximize their own incomes. Lamd was plentiful and oheaps;

oonaéqu«ntly they explolted 1t and moved on to new areas.
S5o0ial #vils of Plantation System

The sosial conseguences of the plantation system of agriculture
waere very limportant, and, in the long run, very unfortunste. Faoed with
almost unlimited markets for their products, the plantation operators
wore anxioua to increase their productions The limiting factor was
labor supplve. The great scarcity of cheap labor led to the use of in-
dentured servants, and later to slaves. These laborers wore not
eonsidered, first of all, as human beings who should be encouragsd amd

nllowed 4o devalop themselves to the full. The educatlional and social
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systemswere not deasigned to encourage every individusl to develop to hig
utmost. Rather, the w rkers were considered as "labor supply". especiale
ly in the ocase of the negroes. The gocisl organisation became aristo-
ocratic with definite oastes, usuvally baged ;n ranial differences. The
ignorance of the negro slave soon led whi%e men to helieve that negroes
were inherently an inferior type of people. This belief discouraged
the promotion of educstional opportunities for nngraas.l The result
of this situstion has been (and 1s today) that great human resources
in the South have lain undeveloped; this applies particularly to the
negroes, but also, to some extent, to many whites. The practioe of striot
tagrbgution of the races has meany that the negroes have ocoatinued %o
live in their own culture (with some modificetions), and this environ~
ment seems not %0 have stimulated then.

There were other evils of the early plantations. Freguently, the
ownsrship was absentee, and thlsz enscouraged oruelty bvowards workers.
The resulting hatred, sspeolulily when there exisgted a3 reoial difference
hetwean the supervigor and the laborers, was not conduclve 4o large
production per worker. Flantation life, prior %o 1880 at least, dise
couraged the family unit, and enocouraged loose morals. ithen white ine
dentured servants constituted the labor supply, the family unit of
social 1ife was nearly impossible hecause there was 11ittle or no place
for women on the plantation (soeial custom forbidding the employment of

white women in field work). %ith the introduction of neproes, women

lﬁurthormare, the expenso involved in sducational provesses is
larges The South, never wealthy, could not sasily afford wide-~sesale
education for all its people. '
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were suploved in fleld lador and sonsequently were ugeful on plantations.
The marly plantation w rker, be he indentured servant or slave, had
little inosnbive to work hard and efficiently. In any svent, nll he zot%
was bare subslatence. It was noded long ago by st least one ohsgarver
that the work output per slave wes muoh less than that of free workers.?
The 'mbits of persigtent hard work day after day were not establighed
among the laborsrs on plantations, and the "take-it-sasy" attitude atill

peraists in thosa areas.
Negro Slaves Holster Planiation System

The plantation system was begpun before the importation of negro
slaves., Slaves supplantsd indentured white servants on plantations

beaause of a number of reasons. It was held that whlite zervants were

2 john Yioolman, s Pennsylvania wuaker, became greatly conserned about
slavery in early Amerioca. e was oconvinged that, from a Christisn point
of view, it waz wrong. He set out to visit and plead with Quakers
everywhere in America %o use 1o slaves, and %o get mll branchesg of the
Scoisty %o ocondemn slavery, Traveling in MYaryland (where slavery was
practioced), he noted in his Jourmal in the year 1757:

Hinth of fifth month « ¢eeeOn the 11lth, we orossed the
rivers Patowmack end Rapahsunook, and lodged at Port Royal.
On the way we had the sompany of a colonel of the mnilitis,
who appeared to be a thoughtful man. I took oecaslion to
remark on the difference in general betwixt a people used
to labor moderately for their living, tralning up thelr
children in frugsllity and businsss, and those who live on
tho labor of slaves; the Tormer, in my view, being the nost
happy life. ie conourred in the remark, and mentioned the
trouble ariging from the untoward, slothful digposition of
the negrosa, adding thet one of our laborers would do as much
in a day as %wo of their slaves. I replied,that free men,
whose minds were properly vn their business, found a smatis-
faotion in improving, oultivating, and providing for their
families; but negroes, laboring %o support cothers who olaim
them asg property, and expeoting nothing but slavery during
life, had not the like induesment %o be indusiricus.

Prom The qurasl_gf John Woolman , Boston, Houghton Hifflin Compsny,
1871 edition, p. 103.
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saucy, independont and unreliable. The greater intelligence of the
white workers made them more dangerous, potentially. ‘hite servanta

had more leagal rights to complain and rejuired pentler treatment than
did slaves. It was easler for white servants to escaps. Ths supply

of indentured servants dwindled and gradually diseppeared soon after the
fevolutiomary tar. Considering the time they served, indentured eervants
woere as oostly es slaves. UNow white immigrants svoided the South after
slavery had begun; they did not want to offer their labor in compatition
with slaves. IHoreover, after slavery had begun, the feeling spread that

it wae degrading for whites to do manual labor.
Pamiliy-Site Farms in the South

It 18 not to be asgumed that the plantation system of agriculture
was the only system of agriculture in the South. Indeed, thore were
many white family-operated farms 1ln the South prior to 18803 and they
atill exist. lHowever, the white femnily-operated farms werse, and sre,
to be found mostly in the hilly repions and on the poorer soil areas.
The plantation system has flourished in areas where the cash corops which
require much hand lahor (cotton especially) can bs grown, and on the
hetbar s2il areas. L. C. Gray,s leading historian of southsrn agricule
ture, maintained that this situmstion had alreedy developsd prior 4o the
civil #ar, becauss the plantations woere more effiolent in their agrie
cultural =methods than were the small farmers. This supgests that the

small farmers were very ineffisient in their methods, an ldea which is

R AR A i S e o

S5ee Lewis Cecil Gray, History of agriculture in the Southern
nited States to 1860, Washington, D. ., Carnegle institution, 1928

- R iy

This is a monumental work on the history of southern agrisulture.































































































































