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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Every problem chosen for analysis by an individual working within
the limits set by a particular discipline has certain facets which trans-
cend the limits of this discipline regardless of the generality by which
this discipline is defined. These aspects of the problem are either
ignored as irrelevant, not recognized at all, or they may be recognized
but not analyzed within the framework of a particular study. But the
fact that these other aspects do exist should not deter one from analyz-
ing one aspect of the problem from a rather particularized viewpoint,
This is merely a recognition of the fact that human experiences are
interrelated and one particular aspect of human experience is never
completely isolated from all other human experiences except in the proe
cess of scientific investigation where this is often required in order
to work with human experiences at all,

In this thesis we shall attempt to analyze the phenomenon of an
excess farm population. The analysis will be built around the follow=
ing proposition: As a result of annually rearing a population in excess
of that number which can be profitably employed in agriculture, farm
people experience a tremendous net drain of rurally created wealth. To
be sure, there are many consequences of great significance to farm peo~
Ple and to nonfarm people as a result of this experience. As we have
already implied, some will be analyzed in considerable detail, some will
be recognized but left unmanalyzed, and still others will be ignored. We
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shall be dealing, then, with some of the expected consequences of an ex~
cess farm population,.

When one sets out on any course of inquiry he must either have
formulated for himself or borrowed from others an idea, or a set of
ideas, to give his inquiry direction, For without ideas to serve as a
guide, the hodgepodge of human experiences can be expected to reveal
to the inquirer very little knowledge useful in the control over situ-
ations with which people are presently dissatisfied. On the other hand,
Just as the observation of human experience without the help of some
unifying idea can lead to confusion and frustration so also, if human
experience is completely ignored, the formulation of ideas can prove to
be an unrewgrding mental exercise. The relationship between systems of
ideas, or theory, and the fact is one of mutual interdependence. It is
analogous to the relationship between the skeleton and the flesh., HNeither
can maintain life without the other,

This chapter sets forth some of the ideas explored and elaborated
on throughout the thesis. Its purpose is to clarify some of the theorete
leal propositions used as a guide in the inguiry inte the problem pre-
viously mentioned. For it is necessary to make the ideas sufficiently
clear, so that the facts and figures presented to uphold and support
these ideas can serve their function. Furthermore, in order for commune-
ication to take place, the writer must have made his ideas clear so that
the reader can make sense out of the arguments presented,

The problem here explored emerges out of a recognition of the
following factors which seem to characterize American agriculture, and
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especially the agriculture of the Southern States. First, average farm
incomes are low in comparison to the average incomes received by workers
in other occupations. Second, farm people are anmually rearing a popu-
lation in excess of agriculture's needs. Third, a large proportion of
the farmers' present-day low incomes are invested in rearing this ex~
cess population, reducing significantly the amount available for investe
ment in nonhuman resources. Fourth, large investments in the children
made annually by people in faming commnities never yield the community
any return simply because these children upon maturity cannot be profite
ably employed in farming and must, therefore, move to other occupations,
Fifth, as a result of these conditions, farm people find it extremely
difficult to accumulate sufficient capital with which to bring about a
more favorable combination of factors used in agricultural production
which could eventually lead to higher farm incomes.

It should not be inferred from the above statements that this
movement of people from the farms, if stopped, would be beneficial to
farm people or to any other group. On the contrary, rural-urban mi-
gration, under existing conditions, must take place. It is perhaps the
greatest single factor working in the direction of establishing squali-
. ty of opportunities bohroen'tm and nonfarm people. The total produc-
tivity of the economy would be decreased if this movement did not take
places The migration phenomenon in itself, then, does not create or
aggravate the problem previously stated; it actually helps to relieve it.

This, however, is of little comfort to the people of a farming
community who have invested a significant part of their present low in-
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comes in these migrants. Nor does it give us any understanding of the
conditions which create the need for migration to take place. We must
g0 beyond the migration phenomenon to gain some insight into the cone
ditions responsible for the creation of an excess population and which
subsequently make migration a necessity.

There are, of course, many conditions which bring about an excess
population in agriculture. The most important ones seem to be the demand
for the products produced by people in agriculture and the reproduction
rates of these people, A logical starting point would seem to be an
inquiry inte the demand characteristics of agricultural products as
compared with the demand characteristics of nonagricultural products.

If we assume that the income elasticity of demand for agricule
tural products is low relative to the income elasticity of demand for
nonagricul tural products, then any new resources in the form of labor or
capital will tend to shift and accumulate at a faster rate in the non-
agricultural industries than they will in agriculture. On the other
hand, if real incomes increase 10 percent and if the expenditure for
agricultural commodities also goes up by 10 percent, then the income
elasticity for agricultural commodities would be unity (£ 1). Under
these conditions, agriculture would be expected to hold its own so far
as the demand for new productive resources is concerned. Available
data, however, lead us to believe that the income elasticity for agrie-
cultural commodities is actually quite low relative to the income elas-
ticity of nomagricultural commodities. With a rise in real incomes,
there seems to be little doubt but that the relative importance of agri-



culture within our economy will continue to decline,

There is also considerable evidence in support of the proposie
tion that the price elasticity of agricultural commodities is relatively
low, Therefore, (all other factors remaining constant) if more resources
are shifted to agriculture and total output of agricultural products
inereases, total revenue and the payment to the resources employed in
agriculture will decline, From these prevailing demand conditions for
agricultural products one would assume that the movement of resources
would be in the farm to nonfarm direction,

It is next to impossible to determine the relative rates of capi-
tal sccumilation or direction of capital flow between these two sectors
of our economy, However, the data on the movement of labor are tni_x-].y
well established. In looking at the trends with regard to the agricule
tural population and the agricultural labor force, we find that they
have been declining both relative to the total population and labor
force and also in absolute numbers. These findings tend to support the
assumptions previously stated,

Having made these inquiries, a calculation was made with the
purpose of determining, as nearly as possible, the number of people
who left the farms for other occupations and locations in the year 1949.
This calculation was made from various census reports. The reason for
making this calculation needs to be explained,

One of the primary purposes of this thesis is to estimate, as
accurately as possible, the cost to rural farm people of rearing a
population in excess of that which can be profitably employed in agricul-
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ture. As we shall see in Chapter III, we hivu certain evidence with re-
gard to the costs involved in rearing a child to adultheod, The problem
with which we are now confronted is: How do we measure this excess pop-
uwlation to which we would like to apply these esteblished cost figures?

In the opinion of the writer, the number of migrants amnually
leaving the farms would be a conservative measure to employ., It is cone
servative in the sense that we are assuming that only those leaving the
farms are in excess of the number which can be profitably employed.

This seems unlikely insofar as the incomes of farm people remain rela-
tively low. But it is perhaps better to stay on the conservative side
in making these estimates.

Actually, in speaking of an excess population in agriculture, we
are not speaking of a definite number of people, which, if they were to
move out of agriculture, would permanently eliminate the excess popula=
tion. This excess is developing continuously, year after year. As new
technologies make workers more productive and as people continue to re-
produce, this excess population continues to develop. As this excess
is drained off in ome particular year, it is merely replaced by a newly
created excess to be drained off the next year.

An objection to using the number of off-farm migrants as a measure
of the excess population in agriculture may be anticipated, As has al-
ready been pointed out, migration in itself does not work to the detri-
ment of farm people but is actually working in the direction of making
higher incomes possible, Investment in these migrants rather than
migration itself causes the loss to the rural community of capitalee



which is commonly defined as any good or resource capable of producing
incomes The capital loss results from the investment in the excess
people in agriculture who, because of the demand conditions previously
shoun, are capable of making at best only a small contribution to total
farm income. Since it does not increase agricultural income, money so
invested is "lost" to agriculture whether or not these people leave
fming.l

The capital loss occurs when the family and the community decide
to make investments in behalf of the children and not when these chile
dren leave the farm as adults, But a recognition of these relationships
doss not seem to lnvalidate the use of net out migration of farm people
as a conservalive measure of the amount of excess population being
created ammually in agriculture.

In this analysis it is assumed that 1949 is a reasonably repre-
sentative year with respect to the amount of out migration of farm peo~
ple. This assumption seems to be justified, In arriving at the figure
of net out migration of farm people for the year 1949, two parameters
were considered. First, the net natural increase in the farm population
for 1949 was calculated. Second, the average yearly change in the total

e above statements assume that the marginal productivity of
labor is very low. Looking at agriculture in the aggregate, it seems
very unlikely that an addition of labor could add significantly to
total revenue, given the present demand conditions for agricultural
products. »hilo the addition of more labor in farming would probably
raise total revenue received, it appears quite certain that the average
income received per worker would be even lower than is presently the
case, »
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rural farm population for the 1940 to 1950 period was obtained. There-
fore, the year 1949 is representative of that ten year period with regard
to the average yearly change in the total farm population., With regard
to the net natural increase, the year 1949 is again on the conservative
side. This is true because the total farm population has actually de-
¢lined substantially over this period. This being the case, one would
expect that the net natural increase in 1940 would have been larger
than the net natural increase in 1949, A factor partially offsetting
this is the rise in farm birth rates which took place from 1940 to 1950.
However, even when this is taken into consideration, the net out migra-
tion as calculated for 1949 seems adequately to represent this last
decade. Net out migration was used, then, not because migration is the
strategic factor in draining the farm commnity of eapital, but rather
as a measure of the amount of excess population being created ammually
in agriculture. The other half of the equation by which we estimate
the amount of farm income withheld from other uses as a result of rear-
ing a population in excess of agriculture's needs is the amount of capi~-
tal invested per person in this excess population. This second half of
the equation we attempt to fill in in Chapter III.

Admittedly, out migration would not be a very adequate measure of
agriculture's excess population in times of depression when many people
are unemployed. It has been shown that in the past, under such con-
ditions, the movement of people is actually toward the farms., But under
conditions such as those prevailing in the 1940-1950 decade, when our
econony was operating at or near the full employment level, and very
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gignificant population adjustments were taking place, this measure would
seem to fulfill our mnds-a

The family and community costs of rearing a child to age fifteen,
established in Chapter III, were then applied to the measure of excess
population calculated in Chapter II. The resulting figure was taken as
the loss of agricultural wealth attributable to rearing this excess popue
lation, Certain precautions regarding the interpretation of these re-
sults ave presented in Chapter III.

The costs of rearing a child to age fifteen rather than to age

’VG have already referred to the evidence presented in Chapter
III with reference to the cost of rearing a child to adulthood, A few
statements covering the ideas basic to ﬂucmlysh in Chapter III are
appropriate.

The argument might be advanced that, in the technical sense of
a cost, rearing children involves no costs at all, This position main-
tains that, once the child is born, and even for some time preceding the
event, the parents have no alternative, on moral grounds at least, but
to rear the child. Costs being the resultant of the alternative uses
which can be made of resources, rearing of children, therefore, does not
involve any cost simply because the parents have no alternative.

That parents have no alternative but to rear their children is
quite readily admitted. But to say that the rearing of children in=
volves no cost would seem to be of little consolation to people who
are presently raising a large family on a low income, Furthermore,

- using the concept of opportunity costs in our formulation would give
us little insight into the consequences resulting from this burden of
rearing an excess population in agriculture. In this analysis, then,
the expenditure incurred as a result of rearing children, including an
intorvest charge on the investment, will be treated as bonafide costs
to the parents and the community,.

One might point out that the relevant opportunity cost is that
of gociety viewing its altermatives rather than that of the family,
Viewed in this way, it enables us to see the consequences of a certain
set of social processes in terms of their effects on certain segments
of the economy,
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twenty-one were chosen in order to stay on the conservative side in de-
riving owr estimates. Actually, some people leave agriculture before
they reach this agubuttbmatmmwhau;f an older age than
fifteen, This being the case, it was considered unnecessary to make
any adjustment for those who might migrate before the investment level
corresponding to the fifteen year old was reached., If people leave
agriculture at an older age than fifteen, it is very likely that they
represent a greater drain of agricultural capital than they would had
they left at this age. This will be discussed in greater detail in
Chapter III.

In the final chapter of this thesis, some of the expected con-
sequences resulting from an excess population in agriculture are cone
8idered. There is almost an endless number of consequences that could
be attributed to this phenomenon, Only a few can be analysed within the
limits of this thesis. Most of the emphasis in Chapter IV will be on
the effects that the rearing of an excess population in agriculture has
on the ability of farmers to get control of the capital required to make
the labor in farming more productive. A few consequences of significance
to the urban community and society as a whole will also be touched upon.

It is appropriate to make a few statements concerning related
aspects of this thesis problem which are not analysed. In the opinion of
the writer, people in agriculture are at an economic disadvantage rela-
tive to other groups in our society for two primary reasons, First, the
individual farmer has little control over the economic circumstances
which determine his well~being as compared to the control exercised by
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large scale industries and organized labor, Collective action by farme
ers has not proved very successful except insofar as it has resulted in
- political programs advantageous to the farmer, The second condition
resulting in an economie disadvantage of the farmer is the fact that
agriculture annually produces a large excesa population, These people
have little alternative but to migrate to other occupations and locations.
Stated in another way, farmers are at an economic disadvantage because
agriculture has been, and still is, a declining industry in our economy.

As has been pointed out, we shall analyze in this thesis some of
the consequences of investing large amounts of money in this excess
population, This is just one particular aspect of the total and complex
problem of the relative poverty existing in much of this country's agri-
culture, especially the agriculture of the Southern States.

We must recognize also that there are certain policies and
programs which are operating to alleviate somewhat the disadvantaged
position of the farmer, However, the relative poverty of agricultural
people has not been substantially improved over the last fifty years.
(See Table I, Chapter II) The relevant relationships in the analysis
that follows are the income differences existing between agricultural
and nonagricultural workers, and the loss of wealth suffered by farm
people as a result of rearing an excess population, It is not so much
a matter of determining who gains the most from the migration phenomenon,
or how the agricultural balance sheet balances with regard to wealth
lost and wealth gained as a result of migration and certain programs
designed to aid the farmer, Rather, it is a matter of recognizing con-
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ditions as they exist so that we may see more clearly the public policy ‘
alternatives open to us,



CHAPTER II

THE DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS OF AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS AND THE SUPPLY OF IABGR

Purpose and Outline of Chapter

In this chapter, we shall take a look at some of the demand chaye
acteristics of agricultural products s0 as to get a betier understanding
of the relationship between the demand for agriecultursl products and the
number of workers that can be profitably employed in agricultural pro-
duction. We shall also inspect some of the established trends with
regard to the agrieultursl population and the agricultural lsbor force.
Finally, an inquiry into the annual net increase in the rural farm
population will be mades This will enable us to calculate the nuber
of people leaving our farms in a particular year.

The Demand Characteristics of Agricultural Products

That the money incomes of agricultural workers are substantially
below the incomes of workers in other occupations is a matter which can
hardly be disputed. That is to say, the commodities and services pro-
duced, in their present quantities, per average worker in agriculture
have less exchange value in the market place than do the commodities
and services produced per average worker in other occupations., Table I
gives some indication of these income differences.

The statement may be made that these income figures may not be



TABLE I

AVERAGE INCOME OF AGRICULTURAL AND INDUSTRIAL WORKERS,
UNITED STATES, SELECTED YEARS FROM 1910-19512

Average Eet Income iago Income

per Person Engaged per Employed
Year in Agricult Industrial Worker®
1910 $ 37 $ 605
1915 386 656
1920 766 1488
1925 652 1365
1930 502 1318
1935 L52 1118
1940 L57 1341
1945 1350 2323
1950 14,56 3121
1951 1719 3116

%

8Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, cultural Outlook Charts 1953, (Washington: Government
Printing Office, » P .

blggregate income of farm operators (excluding value of inventory
changes) plus wages of hired laberers, divided by average employment
(Revised Series).

®Annual earnings of factory, railroad, and mining workers divided
by average employment (Revised Series).
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measuring precisely the same thing and are, therefore, not strictly
comparable. However, there is no evidence that, were they to be made
comparable in all respects, the income situation of the agricultural
worker would appear in a more favorable light. Consequently, the con-
clusion that there exists a very real difference in the income per
worker in these two groups seems justified,

It would seem quite reasonable to assume that this income situae-
tion is strategically related to the income and price elasticities of
demand for the commodities produced by the workers of these two groups.

A number of studies have been conducted in the past regarding
this phenomenone There is little need here to review in detail the
findings of these various studies. The conclusion generally reached is
that the price and income elasticities for unprocessed agricultural
commodities arve low relative to nonagricultural commodities, taken in
the aggregate. T. W. Schulta® quotes from a study by Gerhard Tintner
in which Tintner has estimated the price elasticity for the aggregate
of agricultural products using annual data from 1923 to 1943. “For
these two decades~-working with five variables, that is, prices received
by farmers, national income, agricultural production, prices paid by
farmers, and time-~he obtained =.12." as the coefficient of price elas~
ticity of demand for the aggregate of agricultural products.

In the Spring of 1948, Waite and Trelogan studied the income-cone
sumption elasticities for selected foods in urban families, They found,

1

Te We Sehtdt:. L5 Agriculture (m
Hill, 1953) pe 191, quoting Gerh T , ‘Multiple Regression for
Systems of Equations", Econometrica, Vol. XIV (Jumry 1946)
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in general, a very low income elasticity for agricultural commodities,
Among the thirtyeseven commodities studied, fifteen were found to have
negative income elasticity coefficients. Only ten commodities had coef=
ficients of £,50 and above?,

Many similar studies could be cited. While the specific price and
income elasticity estimates vary somewhat from study to study, they are
consistent in pointing out that these elasticities are quite low.

Evidence with regard to the corresponding coefficients for nonag-
ricultural commodities is not very abundant. The market structure face
ing the producer of agricultural commodities differs greatly from that
facing the producer of nonagricultural commodities. The demand condi-
tions for agricultural products are such that studies of this kind can
be conducted with relative ease. They are quite different, as Joel Dean’
points out,

i e e o el SR e 2

cover concessions, where products are rarely comparable, and

m current demand is more closely matched by current produce
He refers to & study by R H. Whitman®, of the short run relation of

price to sales for a few selected comnodities in Macy's Department Store.

%arven C. Walte, snd Harry C. Trelogan, tural Market
fﬁ%—‘ﬁ: (John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York, 19t s Pe Ll
o pages L6 and L7 for an elaborate list of references concerning

studies of this kind,

33061 Dean, W@M, (Prentice~Hall, Inc., New York
m)‘ m h‘ Pe ©

&lbid. PPe 187-190, quoting R. H. Whitman, "Demand Functions for
‘t M‘, Studie 1‘ _ Y ! ¢
rics, (University of Chicago Fres:
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In this decidedly short run study where many of the variables could be
held constant, the demand schedule for one product showed ", ., ., a price
elasticity of about -6 (with a standard error of ,78) and a correlation
coefficient of «,89, which indicates a close relation between sales and
prices, Other commodities showed comparable price elasticities and cor-
relations,” With reference to income elasticity, Joel Dean® found that,
in general, such dursbles as sutomobiles, radios, washing machines, ree
frigerators, and the like, had relatively high coefficients while the
nondurables, which would include most raw agricultural products, and the
services had relatively low coefficients.

This is, of course, rather sketehy evidence in support of the
proposition that the aggregate price and income elasticities of agrie
cultural commodities are low relative to nonagricultural commodities,
However, it would seem that a case could be built on logical grounds
alone. According to a statement by Professor Schulta,

As incomes increase, the distribution of consumer expendie

tures among different items changes: the proportion of the
income spent on necessaries, such as food, decreases, while
that spent on luxuries and put into savings increases. This
is known as 'Engal'l law', based on the study that he pub-
lished in 1888.»

That this "law" has been operative in our economy is quite obe
vious, This Nation started out as an agrarian society. As resources

were developed and new technologies were introduced, a contimmous shift

SM- Chapter b, PPe 202-204,

6’1‘. We Schultz,
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from agricultuwral to nonagricultural production occurrede Along with
this m“uod productivity and increased itba-na came u‘vlhiftim in the
type of commodities demanded. While the demand for all commodities ine
creased somewhat, the demand for nonagricultural commodities increased at
a faster rate than the demand for agricultural commodities. This led to
more and more of owr productive energies being devoted to the producticn
of nonagricultural commodities. This process continues to operate until
today we have less than one-fifth of our productive resources devoted to
the production of raw agricultural commodities,

With the existing allocation of resources and a relatively low
income elasticity for farm produced commodities, the relative demand for
produciive resources associated with increased incomes would seem to be
greater in those industries engaged in the production of nonsgricultural
commoditles. In the event that more resources are actually channeled into
agriculture than would be called for under the demand conditions prevail-
ing, a lowering of the income producing capacities of these additional
resources as well as those already employed would seem to be the inevie
table resulle.

In brief then, the demand situation for agricultural and nonagrie-
cultural commodities seems Lo be of the following natm. In an expand~-
ing industrial economy like that of the United States, where per capita
incomes and consumption are rising, the demand for agricultural products
increases al a slower rate than the demand for nonagricultural products,
in the aggrégate. Under these conditions, we would expect thet the ine
creased productive energies of the society would be channeled more and
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more into the production of nonagricultural products. Current or newly
acquired savings and youths maturing into the labor force would be ex~
pected to move to the industries producing nonagricultural products at a
faster rate than to an industry emgaged in the production of raw agricul-
tural products. If the situation were to be reversed, with the demand
conditions prevailing, it could only result in greater production of
agricultural products, (at least until the point of diminishing total
productivity were reached =~ which seems far off for American agricul-
ture) lower prices for these products, and still lower incomes for
agricultural workers than is presently the case. If not lower prices,
than we would certainly expect an sggravation of the present surplus
problem unless greatly expanded markets for agricultural products eould

be secured.

The Supply of Agricultwral laber

It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to attempt to
measure the relative flow of capital in the two directions indicated
above. Available data are not in a form to shed much light on this
question. However, the present study is more concerned with evidence
regarding the movement of capital invested in labor. We shall take a
look, then, and see what have been the historical trends with regard to
the agricultural population and the agricultural labor force.

We see from Table II that not only has the farm population de-
clined relative to the total population, but it has declined in absolute
numbers as well. Perhaps of greater significance to this analysis would



20

TABLE II

FARM POPULATION AND THE PERCENT FARM POPULATION
IS OF THE TOTAL UNITED STATES POPULATION,
SFLECTED YEARS FROM 1910-19512

Farn Po;:Tfiion

Year N?SﬁS? g?rgtn;q;£122::§
1910 32,077 3h.9
1920 31,566 29.7
1930 29, Lk7 2h.0
1940 29,047 22,0
1950 24,335 16.1
1951 23,276 15.1

e e e T

8Source: U. S, Department of Agriculture, $§§;cultura1 Statisties
1952, (Washington: Government Printing Office, 19 able s P .
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be the relationship between the farm labor force and the total eivilian
labor force in the United States. Table III illustrates this trend.

Here again we see the same trend: A decline in farm workers both
relative to the total civilian labor force and in absolute numbers as
well, This relative and absolute decline in numerical importance of the
farm labor force is about as we would expect under the demand conditions
for agricultural products previously specified. Above and beyond the
demand conditions, there is on the supply side the increased productiv-
ity per worker resulting from various technological improvements. This
increased productivity per worker has apparently proceeded at a faster
rate than increases in demand brought about by population growth and
higher incomes. These demand and supply conditions are largely respon~
sible for the decline in numbers of workers engaged in agricultural
production, Table IV shows the substantial increase in farm labor pro-
ductivity over the past few decades.

These trends all point out the fact that in agriculture today
we have fewer people producing more products than ever before., The
shifts in labor resources from agriculture to other industries is clear
enoughe But even after all this, the relative income situation of the
agricultural worker as against the industrial worker has not been changed
significantly, as we have seen in Table I, The "causes" regarding this
situation are undoubtedly varied and complex. The concern of this thes-
is, however, is to get a clearer understanding of the effects of an ex~
cess population in agriculture on the possibilities which farm people have
in gaining control of capital which might then be used to improve their
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TABLE III

TOTAL FARM EMPLOYMENT, TOTAL CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE,
AND THE PERCENT FARM EMPLOYVENT IS OF THE TOTAL,
UNITED STATES, SELECTED YEARS FROM 1930-19512

Total Farm  Total Civilian Total Farm Employment

Employmentb Labor ForceC as a Percent of the Total

Year (000) (000) ! Civilian Labor Force
1930 11,161 h9,820 22.h l

1935 11,654 52,870 22.0

1940 11,671 55,640 20.9

19k 10,613 53,8604 20.1

1950 10,351 63,099 16.4

1951 10,022 62,88 15.9

2These particular years were chosen to get comparability of the
data, Total farm employment was taken from Agricultural Outlook Charts
1953, Op. cit., p. 16. Total civilian labor force was taken from U. 5.
ritment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the
United States 1952, (Washington: Covernment Printing Office, 1952)
T‘bl‘ m s P+ 170,

bIncludos family and hired workers.

®Includes employed and unemployed but excludes Armed Forces
personnel.

dﬂeduotd.on due to large numbers in the Armed Forces.
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TABLE IV

FARM OUTPUT PER MAN-HOUR, UNITED STATES,
SELECTED YEARS FROM 1910-19528

e - e s s

ex ers -
Year Output per Man-Hour
1910 7h
1920 81
1930 87
1940 112
1950 164
1951 162
1952 170®

R e ——
Source: Agricultural Outlook Charts 1953, Op. eit., p. 19.

bProunintry.
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income situation. Trends so far established do not give us a complete
picture of the actual magnitude of the movement of people from agricule
ture to other industries. This insight can be obtained only by taking
into consideration birth and death rates and calculating the annual net
natural increase in the agricultural population. An inquiry into these
relationships follows.

The Magnitude of Net Outmigration from Farming

In trying to determine the net outmigration of people fton rural
farm areas, two factors must be considered. The first consideration is
the net natural increase in the rural famm population as measured by the
excess of births over deaths for a given year. The second component is
the change in absolute numbers in the rural farm population that has
occurred for that particular year studied. Subtracting the change in
absolute numbers in the rural farm population from the net natural ine
crease for the corresponding year will very nearly approximate the net
outmigration for that year.

The figures in Table V include both rural farm and rural nonfarm
people. In this analysis, we are primarily interested in the net nmatural
increase of the rural farm population. Therefore, the proportions of
the rural population made up of rural farm and rural nonfarm must be es-
tablished, These proportions are shown in Table VI.

Before one can determine how the net natural increase in the
rural population is to be proportioned as between the rural farm and the
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TABLE V

RURAL BIRTHS AND RURAL DEATHS AND THE NET NATURAL
INCREASE IN RURAL POPULATION, UNITED STATES
AND TENNESSEE, 19492

ﬁ:t Haturii

Rural Births Rural Deaths Increase
United States 1,466,212 528,949 937,263
Tennessee h9,2k45 16,232 33,013

o —
—ae R

e v
o e N

#Sources Statistical Abstract of the United States 1952, Op. cit.,
Table 66, p. 6k, and Table 75, p. /1.
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TABLE VI

THE PROPORTIONS OF THE RURAL POPULATION MADE UP OF
RURAL FARM AND RURAL NONFARM,
UNITED STATES AND TENNESSEE, 1950

e e e
o Percent Percent
Rural Farm Rural Nonfarm
United States® 37.3 62.7
Tennessee® 50.2 19.8

2Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
1950 Census of Agri eultu%, Vol. II, General Report, Statistics by

subjects, (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1952) The 1950
percentages in Table VI applied to the 1949 net natural increase in
Table V will not give a completely accurate picture. However, it is
unlikely that the bias would be significant in either direction. 1950

- data were used here because the corresponding 1949 data were not avail-
able., Furthermore, these percentages are based on the census definition
of urban used prior to 1950. It was considered necessary to use this
definition as the data in Table V are also based on this "old" urban
definition.

bSource: U, S. Department of Commerce, Burcau of the Census,

1950 United States Census of P ation, Tennessee, General Character-
Iaé‘o«, (Washingtons ﬁmg %i-inung Office, 1952)
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rural nonfarm categories, one other factor must be considered. This face
tor is the rate at which these two groups tend to reproduce themselves.
The measure of fertility chosen is the number of children under five years
old per one thousand women between the ages of fifteen to forty-nine years.
A rather surprising trend over the last decade has been the greater in-
crease in fertility for the rural nonfarm population than for the rural
farm population. Table VII illustrates this trend for the rural farm
and rural nonfarm population of the United States.

The same trend holds true for the rural farm and the rural non-
farm population of Tennessee. In 1950, the corresponding figures for
Tennessee weres rural farm - 498, and rural nonfarm - 505.7

The fertility rate of these two groups being so nearly equal, it
seemed reasonable to use the percentages established in Table VI withe
out further correction. Applying these percentages in Table VI to the
net natural increase in the rural population shown in Table V, we obtain
the net natural increase in the rural farm population shown in Table
VIIl.

To get a total picture of the magnitude of movement of people from

%g% United States Census of % tion, Tennessee, Op. cit.
Again, L were not a it was ass t the differe
ences between 1949 and 1950 would not be significant. These figures are
again based on the urban definition used previous to 1950, The differ-
ence in the size of these measures for the United States and Tennessee

is primarily due to the following difference in definition: for the
United States the definition was "the mmber of children under five years
0ld per one thousand married women, fifteen to forty-nine years old, with
husband present," For Tennessee, all women were included in calculating
this measure from the Census data, However, it was felt that the rela-
tionship between rural farm and rural nonfarm would not be greatly af-
fected,
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TABLE VII

NUMBER OF OWN CHILDREN PER 1000 WOMEN 15 TO L9 YEARS
OLD, RURAL FARM AND RURAL NONFARM POPULATION OF
THE UNITED STATES, APRIL 19h0, 1947, AND 19493

1940 1947 19k9
Rural Farm 618 6l 631
Rural Nonfarm 516 568 632

ww

8Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States 195 Op. eit.,
Table 39, p. k1. ~The corresponding figures for the U. 5. n—rgan popula-
tion for these three years were 369, 477, and 503, This indicates that

the differences in birth rates between urban and rural people are becoming
less pronounced. However, wide differences still exist.



TABLE VIII

NET NATURAL INCREASE IN THE RURAL FARM POPULATION,
UNITED STATES AND TENNESSEE, 1949

et o e et e et A o e T At e s e
Net Natural Increase

United States 349,599

Tennessee 16,573
b e et e i e e et e s
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the farms to other occupations, the figures in Table VIII must be raised
or lowered depending upon the change in absolute numbers of the rural
farm population for the year 1949, The best measure that could be ob-
tained was the average change in the farm population in the 1940+1950
decade shown in Table IX,

Now the picture is about completes Subtracting the average year=~
1y change, Table IX, from the net natural increase, Table VIII, (sub-
tracting a negative number from a pesitive being equivalent to addition
of the two nunbers) we find that for the total United States rural farm
population of 1949, apparently 1,066,383 people moved from the farms to
other locations and occupations. The comparable figure for Tennessee is
42,147, These are indeed large nunbers of people to be migrating from
our farms in one particular year,

As has already been implied in Chapter I, the rearing of chil-
dren to adulthood is a costly process. If we are to have highly pro-
ductive citizens, and subsequently an increased level of living, a
rather high level of investment in the future citlzen for such things
as food, clothing, education, medical care, etc. will be requireds The
magnitude of investments in farm children will be the subject of the

next chapter.
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TABLE IX

RURAL FARM POPULATION AND THE AVERAGE YEARLY CHANGE
FOR THE UNITED STATES AND TENNESSEE, 1940-1950

ﬁ iam ?apufation fveragc ?oar_f}"

for Change
1940 1950 1940-1950
United States® 30,216,188 23,0L8,350 ~716,784

TennesseeP 1,271,9hh 1,016,20k - 25,57h

Source: 1950 Census of Agriculture, Vol, IT, General Report,
Op. ecit.

PSource: 1950 United States Census of Population, Temnessee, Op.
eit,



CHAPTER III

THE I0SS OF FARM WEALTH VIA THE FAMILY AND
COMMUNITY INVESTMENTS MADE IN CHILDREN

Purpose and Outline of Chapter

In this chapter, we shall establish some empirical benchmarks
as to the coste involved in rearing a child from infancy to adulthoodj
i.e. to that age where the child is capable of joining the labor force
and becoming a productive individuasl., These costs, or investments from
the standpoint of the individual uwpon whom these costs are incurred, will
be calculated as direct costs borne by the individual family and Lndi-
rect costs borne by the public. These costs of rearing the child, or
total investment represented by an adult, will be broken down by varie
ous cost items, Furthermore, a classification based on disposable net
cash income will be made so as to determine the relationship Letween
investment in the child and the income of the family of which he is a
members

Finally, an estimate of the aggregate capital invested in this
excess farm population will be made, For this purpose, the empirical
benchmarks with regard tc the cost of rearing the child will be applied
to the figures of population movement out of farming as established in
the preceding chapter.

The analysis presented in this chapter will treat the human agent
as a factor in the production process just as is land, bulldings, and
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equipmente With due respect for hwman beings, one must nevertheless
recognize that the human agent has a good deal in common with the other
factors of production. In other words, a certain amount of time must
elapse and a certain investment is required before the human agent bew
comes productive at all. In the early stages of life, the entries in
the account are all on the cost side. The funds used to cover these
costs, while the child is dependent, normally come out of the family's

imm.l

Source of Data and Definitions

The data presented in this chapter were taken from Rural Spend-
ing Ways", a Research and Marketing Act project sponsored jointly by the
Tennessee Agricultural Experiment Station and the College of Home Eco-
nomics, the University of Tennessee, under the direction of Dr. Jose-
phine Stasbe”

The survey sample was designed to select, according to
laws of probability, a sample of white owner-operator farm
families of a specified composition living in the open country
of Tennessee and {0 secure a selfeweighting sample. An ap-
praisal of the sample indicated there were no wide diserepan~
cies between the survey and the 1950 Census. The sample for
the state-wide survey was designed, drawn, and evaluated under

lsee Louis I. Dublin and Alfred J. Lotka, The Money Value of A
#(me.mwmcw,%m%“SWﬁ

"!hn writer wishes to express his gsincere appreciation to Dr,
Staab in meking this data available. Without her assistance and cooper~
ation, this study would not have been possible. A comprehensive analy-
#is of all the data obtained in this survey will appear in College of
Home Economics publications which are now in progress.



the supervision of qualified aummm.3

The eligibility requirements of families from whom sched~
ules were to be taken were:

I. White operator of a farm raising $L00 worth or more
of farm products in 1949 who

Ae Lived on the same farm Jamuary 1, 1949 and at
the time of interview.

Be Ouned the farm in part or in full on December
3N, 1949.

Ce lived in the farm dwelling he owned.

De Was one of the co-heads of the family as well
as owner-operator of the farm,

Eo Excluded were:

l. Owner-operators who did not live on the
farm they owned,

2. Farm operators who were heirs to estates
in probate.

3¢ Resident landlords.

he Owner-operators who raised less than $400
worth of farm products ammually.

1I. Husband and wife family
A. With no children or only unmarried children
under 22 years of age living at home at the

time of the interview and during the report
year,

Be Which was in existence Jamuary 1, 19L9.
Ce Excluded were:

3j0sephine Stasb, "A Swmery of Income-Expenditure Relations of
Farm Families Using Three Bases of Classification", College of Home
Economics, University of Tennessee (Mimeographed).



1. Husband and wife owner-operator families
with married children living at home as well
as those with wnmarried children 22 years of
age oy over.

2. All broken tor families
less of the composition of the household.

The sampling rate was set at .75 percent of all white owner-oper-
ators of farms in Tennessee for the year 1949 meeting the requirements
specified, _

A term used frequently in the following analysis needs to be
defined at this point. The term referred to is disposable net cash ine
come, Disposable net cash income is composed of the net cash farm in-
come, net earnings from other employments, net income from crafts and
boarders, net rent from property, interest and dividends and regular
contributions from persons not in the family, less federal and state
income taxes. A further consideration, and one which will be discussed
later in this chapter, is the fact that incomes and expenditures were
calculated from the price level existing in the year 1949.

The following tables, X, XI, and XII, were computed from these
data, Income categories were arbitrarily chosen so as to get a fairly
even distribution of cases in each income group. The number of children
in each group was not sufficient to permit a breakdown by single yearss
therefore, the children were grouped by five year sge intervals.

Value of food consumed includes both the expenmses for purchased

b josephine Stasb, *Income-Expenditure Relations of Farm Families
Using Three Bases of Classification®, (Unpublished Phe D, thesis, The
University of Chicago, March 1953), Chapter II.
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food and the farm value of farm produced food, This item was reported
by families as total expense for purchased foods and total value of farm
produced food without being broken down as to the value of food consumed
pnrmdhidmmthmfumt The allocation of this lump sum (expense
of purchased foods and total value of farm produced food were combined
in the analysis) te individual family members was accomplished through
the use of previously established "adult male equivalent food consumpe
tion wnite,">

Clothing expenditures were reported separately for each individe
ual in the family. This was also true for education expenditures.

Recreation, medical, and personal expenditures were reported for
individual family members as far as these expenditures could be so idene
tifiede In many cases, however, a part of these expenditures were re-
ported for the family as a unit. In these cases, this lump sum was
allocated equally among all the family members.

Death losses were computed by taking the cost of rearing a child
to a specified age times the expected mtauty6 at that age. This cost

Stouis I. Dublin, and Alfred J. Lotka, The Money Value of a Man
(Revised Edition, The Ronald Press C » or s
Pe 50, Table 13 ting Faith M. Williams and Alice C. Hanson, "Money
Disbursements wa. Earners and Clerical Werkers in Eight Cities in
the East North Central Region. 193L-36", Bulletin No. 636, U, S. Depart-
ment of labor Statisticsy Table C, p. 432 and Table D, p. L433.

According to this system, an adult male is considered as 1.00, an
adult female as .82, a one year old of either sex as .18, a ten year old
male as .84, a ten year old female as .76, etec.

% %ﬁm stical Abstract of the United States &z, Ope _cite, Table
9 Pe fle
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was thna divided by the expected swrvivors to that age. Interest charge
es on the expenditures were computed at two percent, compounded semie
mnv.‘T ‘ |

Mw Xs XI, and XII do net include family overhead expenses as
a cogt of rearing the child. mlwdodinmmummammm
items as house rent, household furnishings, and household operation
which, in tum, :uwlm such items as fuel, light, refrigeration, and
telephone, These overhead expenses were not included as a cost in reare
ing children because it was found that within a given income level,
these expenses were about the same for all families. In fact, indica-
tions fram the date are that these overhead expenses tend to decline
as families grow in size. Apparently the larger families cannot afford
to spend as much for these items.

Another item excluded from these tables is the expenditure made
by parents for life insurance on their children. This item was includ-
ed in family savings and could not be isolated, The people conducting
the survey have informed the writer that this was a very insignificant
item among the families included in the survey. It may well be an item
of considersble significance in some aress,

Finally, there is one item whose value in dollars and cents could
not be determineds the service rendered by the mother in rearing the
childs The mother, in the majority of homes, gives full working day to
home oceupations of one kind or another. A large share of her time is

TInterest was computed from standard annuity tables.



38

‘Te30% 23 Jo juedsad ¢*T9 sjusseadea
pooJ peonpoad miey JO enyjeA oy} pue [e303 Oyj JO Juedssed 2°g€ sjuesexdea peseyoand poog °*pooJ
vousvo-alnuuuo.ﬂioﬂ.«uﬁngouggguoginagsovoouwo.ﬁgcﬁn

*Arsnotasad pejeys sjusmestnbes L3TTIQTSTIe @95,

HHE

6LES 826 s 89 T of2 OfT 611 88 6£62 12
nee i ozlz s€ s ont oL S9 o S261 st
2€LT Lot S95T sz sz ott sz o 0€2 ottt ot
6L $ o ¢ 60L $ 61¢ ot ¢ S8 $ -$ oz ¢ sL ¢ 00s ¢ s
SeHIeW) gz 4®  sedaey) jweq  SWesL  eae) U0} WOW  DUTMOL) Peunsuop PLIiD
¥seaaqul eangjpued 9seequl  ALq  [BUOSISd TEOTPSN  ~EBONpE ~eSJ0Y  JOF poog o

Suy X7 ue unu 8807 07 07 03 07 8Ny | Jo 88y
=Puloul 9sexequUl ~puydXy  JOJ aJan3 T 8Jan3 § sanlt aan3 T ~puadxy q®nTeA
380D J0F 3800 soue  -pusdxy -puedxy -puedxy -puadxy

(830, SOUBMOTTY

(*€TQ$=TNOONI HSYD LAN FTAVSOJSIA SOVEIAV f€02= NIUCIIHO 4O °ON
f€L=SATTMVI JO *ON) “TEAIT IOINJ 6M6T STUALIONIJXT 40 WILI X€ GNY QIIHD
dHL J0 SO0I¥3d dDV QILOTTES UNOJ X4 ‘WIANN GNV *0S2T§ 40 SIWOONI HSVD LAN FIEVSOJSIA
HLIM oSATTINVI WHVJ JASSINNIL ¥Od “FOV QIIJIOILS OL QIIHO V 40 ONIDNI¥E 40 LSOO QIIwiIISH

X TIaviL




39

*Te30} 8y} Jo quaoxed §°GG squssaxdax
PooJ pednpoad wJieJ JO enyeA oy} pue Te30} 9} JO Jusdad §°iji] sjuesaxdea peseyoand poog °*poog
ggguuosﬁgoﬁ?guégﬁgiuﬁgoguucgioﬁn

*Arsuotasad pejess squewesnbex L3TTTQTSTIe eeg,

2904 FATAY 0£8s 88 691 652 961 g€e 2.0t g0g¢ 12
L6 2ss shot s S8 s02 001 091 019 o't St
LS€2 0ze LETZ rAY 0s 09T 13 STT ofg ST ot

sh6 § bR n6g ¢ L 14 oz ¢ S01$ -$ St ¢ sot ¢ 509 ¢ s
seBaey) % °® sedieyy peeq  SWeYIL CXT) uoTY UOTy SUTUIOL) Ppeamsuoy PLIWD

3seaequ]l eunjtpued 9qsessqul Aq  Teuosaed T[eOTpe -—eoupy -weJoey 03 poog Jo
3uy -Xg uo But 8807 03 a0z 07 207 aany Jo 83y
=puyoul 4seJejquUl ~puIIXy  I0J 8anyy  eamyy  eum3y  eamyy  -puedxy genmTep
3809 07 380D @oue  -puedxy -pusdxy -puedxy -puedxy

("ONLT$=BMOONI HSVO AN ITAVSOdSIA TOVHIAY S€LT=NIUEIIHD O *ON
$TL=QUATIINVE J40 *ON) “THATT IOI¥d 6N6T fTUNLIONILXT 40 WILI X€ OGNV QIIHO
@Hl 4O SOOIWEd FOV QEIOWTES ¥nod X4 f00Z2-TSZT$ 40 SIWOONI HSVD LIN FIGVS04SIA
HLIM oSIITINVA WHVA FASSANNIL 04 “FOV QEILIDES OL CIIHD V 4N ONIONINE 40 ISOD CILVAIISH

IX T1avi




*18303 a3y} Jo juedxed ¢*/N sjueseadsa
POOJ padupoad wJaeJ JO on[eA 9y} pue [e303 oyl Jo Juedzed L*2S sjussaaxdaa peseyoand poog *poog
peonpoad maey JO enyes oy} pue pooJ peseydand 53»09033%3333?&»

*dysnotasud peyris sjusmeambas L3TTIQISTIe eog,
——————— — g
1608 Lont 1899 201 961 96€ 922 é92 st 0907 12
LA 269 20TH 2s 001 00€ 00T SLT g2l 0592 St
FA A sse 52 LE s9 sse ot 001 ooY 0LST ot

LoTT$ 65 § gfMoTé g2 ¢ s ssi ~-$ S€Es o 599 ¢ s

selaeq) 3 3¢ Sedaey)  uaeeq  Swe3] CYT) W UOT} DBUIy3ol) poumsuo) PLIUD
9saa2qul auanjtpued gqsegequl Lq  [eUOSIag TEOTPSN  -eOUPE ~BeJ09y 03 poog Jo
8uy -Xg uo Sut 8507 J07 J03 J03 J03 ean3 T Jo a8y
-puoul 4segejuyl ~purdxXy  JI07 SIM T  em3E  edm3T  eamqy  -pusdxy  gemyes

380) Ja03 3809 soue  -puedxy -puedxy -—puedxy -puedxy

(*OgTES=TNOONI HSVO JiN FTIGVSOJSIN FOVHIAAV {26T=NIMAIIED 4O °ON
$69=SHITINVA J0 *ON) “TIATT FOTHd SM6T STUALIGNHAXH JO WILY X€ OGNV QIIHD
HL 4O SUOI¥Ed FDV (ILOITHS ¥NOd X4 TUIAO GNY *TO22¢ 40 SIWOONI HSYD IIN FI4VS0dSIa
HIIM oSHITINVA AUV FASSINNIL ¥Od “FOV CHIJIONLS O TIIHD V 4N ONIDNTNE J0 JSOD QELVNILSH

IIX TIavi




I |
spent on behalf of the children. An evaluation of this has not been
made, and we must be satisfied with pointing out the fact.

Above and beyond these expenditures borne directly by the family
are certain expenditures borne only indirectly by the families in the
form of public tax funds. There are, no doubt, certain costs shared by
the community as a whole with regard to such items as medical care and
recreation, These items were considered to be of minor importance and
have not been incorporated into this analysis. Perhaps the largest item
of this kind is the support of the educational system, An estimate re~
garding this community expenditure was made, As nearly as can be de-
termined from data available, the farm people of Tennessee spend approx-
imately $20 per child per year for education out of locally collected
tmc.e

The Ioss of Farm Wealth

In the previous chapter we observed that, in 1949, apparently
42,147 people moved from the farms to other locations and occupations.
In terms of investments made by both the family and the community, how
much wealth did these migrants represent? First, we must decide upon

aBuodcndata obtained from State of Tennessee, Department of
Education, "Annual Statistical Report for the Scholastic Year Ending
June 30, 0" The measure used was: Total Revenue Receipts from the
county for county public schools, grades 1 through 12, minus county
school funds apportioned to city and special district schools, divided
by net enrollment in all county schools, grades 1 through 12, white and
negro. The $20 represents an average for 26 primarily rural counties in
Tennessee,
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an investment figure to use., Insofar as these migrants included chil-
dren from tenant farmers as well as from owner-operators, Negro as well
as white, and for that matter, people of various agaa,9 perhaps the most
reasonsble investment figure would be that established in Table X. These
families had an average disposable net cash income of $813. If all farm
incomes in the state were averaged, this figure would probably be most
representative of any established in the preceding tables.

The investment figure used was $3,13h. This is the total cost of
resring a child to age fifteen. As has been indicated in Chapter I, age
fifteen was chosen so as to keep our estimates on the conservative side,

The wealth represented by these 142,147 migrants, therefore, would
be estimated at 42,147 x $3,134 or a total of $132,088,698, This repre-
sents the expense borme directly by the families. Added to this would
be the community expense of education., If we assume that the average
migrant had an eighth grade education, then $20 per child per year for
eight years would result in a $160 expenditure per person, An estimate
of the indirect family or community expenditures would be 42,147 x $160
or a total of $6,743,520. The total loss of wealth to Tennessee farmers
as a result of having reared this excess population would be estimated
at $138,832,218 for the year 1949. The number of farms in Tennessee in
1950 was repwtodl b as 231,631, This represents, therefore, an average

91!\18 matter of age distribution of the migrants will be dise
cussed later in this chapter.

1054 atistical Abstract of the United States 1952, Op. eites
Table 636. Pe 621,
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loss per Tennessee farm of about $600 for the year 1949, This loss is
the resultant of rearing a population in excess of agriculture's nom.u

Some Comments on the Interpretation of the Findings

Several factors need to be kept in mind with respect to the ine
terpretation of these findings. First of all, the costs referred to are
not all out-of-pocket costs, As has been shown (see footnote to Tables
X, XI, and XII), a considerable proportion of the value of the food con-
sumed was made up of farm produced food, This, therefore, is not an
out-of-pocket cost but rather a sacrifice of income. From an economic
standpoint, however, it appears justifiable to include this as a cost of ‘
rearing the child because, had the child not been there to consume this
produce, the resources could probably have been put to a use in which a
marketable commodity would have been produced. Actually, a little over
Swo-thirds of the valos of hems produced food was made up of meat, milk,
and eggs for which commodities most farmers already have a ready market.

Ancther factor is the allowances for expenses incurred on account
of children that do not live to adulthood. While again quite appropri-
ate from an accounting point of view, they will not be felt by the
parents as items of cost applicable to the surviving children,

Finally, the interest computed on the investments made in the

nmc\lhm for the United States have not been msde because
the data on the costs of rearing children are not availsble, With cer
tain assumptions about incomes and expenditure habits, however, the data
presented ln this chapter could be put to that use.
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children needs to be considered. While again not representative of an
out-of-pocket cost, it is nevertheless a type of opportunity cost in
the sense that it represents foregone income that might have been re~
ceived had there not been a child upon which to spend the money. That
is to say, money spent on these children could be conservatively expect~
ed to eamn this much interest if put to some other use.

Another item to keep in mind is that the figures for the cost of
bringing up & child presented in this chapter have been derived from
data cbserved over a short period of time; namely, the year 1949. Such
basic data cannot be expected to represent exactly a sitnation lasting
over a period of fifteen years or more. In view of the fact that real
incomes have risen over the past fifteen years, it seems only reasonable
to assume that families in 1949 would have spent more on their children
than they would have fifteen or more years ago. This assumption is supe
ported by the faect that these families have relatively low incomes and,
as seen in Tables X, XI, and XII, the income elasticities associated
with these expenditures in behalf of the children appear fairly high.

This factor, it would seem, would necessitate slight downward
modifications in the figures arrived at in this analysis, after price~
level corrections had been made. In view of the fact that we have been
conservative in deriving these estimates, however, it seems improbable
that & significant error resulted from this difference in incomes over a
period of time,

S5%111 another factor to be considered is the age at which people
migrate. Data were not available from which to determine the age dis-
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tribution of the people that actually left Tennessee farms in 1949. M
indication, however, that the great majority of migrants are young peo-
ple is the fact that for all migrants in the United States (rural and
urban) from April 1, 1948 to April 1, 1949, 73 percent were less than
thirty-five years old. The median age of all migrants was 25.2 years.

In an analysis of migration data compiled by the Census Bureau for
the 1935-40 period, it was found that for all rural farm out-migrants
over eighteen years of age, 6.2 percent were between the ages of eigh~
teen and thirty-four m.13
moving from the farms to the cities, But the great majority are in the

12

There are, of course, people of all ages

younger age groups.

It might be argued that some consideration must be made with re~
gard to the productivity of these migrants before they left agriculture,
To the extent that these migrants made some contribution to agricultural
production before they left, it might be reasoned that the costs in-
volved in rearing them were offset or regained., On the other hand, one
may argue that if a person will eventually migrate from the farm to some
other occupation and location, the longer he remains in farming, the
greater will be the loss to agriculture for the following reasons.
First, this individual, if he were to move, would very probably be much
more productive than he is presently in farming. Therefore, the agri-

12y, Se Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Current
”mzm m.' h’ Pomhtm cm“r‘ﬂtm'. Series P—?.O. Noe 28’
Table 9 Pe fo

Lgamnd des. Brunner, ®Internal Migration in the U, S., 1935-40,"
Rural Sociology 131922, March 1948,
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cultural commmity would eventually share in this increased productivi-
ty. Secondly, it is conceivable that the longer the individual remains
in agriculture, the more wealth he will actually have accurmlated, But
it is very unlikely that he will donate this wealth to the agricultural
commnitye On the contrary, he will very likely take this wealth along
to his new location.

The analysis of these relationships, however, are related to a
much broader issue than has been undertaken in this thesis, These are
factors to be considered in an analysis of the general problem of a de~
clining agriculture in an expanding industrial economy. They cannot be
analyzed within the framework of this study,

In conclusion it must be pointed out that the inference that farm
people should greatly alter their habits of reproduction is not intend~
ed. An out movement of people from agriculture would be expected even
if birth rates would sharply decline. As has been shown in Chapter II,
the population in agriculture is decreasing in absolute numbers and,
therefore, a surplus would be created even without present day high
birth rates. To be sure, agricultural people would be better off finan=
¢ially if they had fewer children to rear. But this would hardly elimi-
nate the problem of a surplus population in agriculture.

Having analyzed and having gained some insight with respect to
the reasons for, the size of, and the capital loss resulting from rear-
ing an excess population in agriculture, one cannot help but speculate
somewhat on some of the consequences resulting from this phenomenon,

A theoretical treatment of some of these expected consequences will be
undertaken in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

SOME EXPECTED CONSEQUENCES OF AN EXCESS
POPUIATION IN AGRICULTURE

Purpose and Outline of Chapter

There is much that might be said about the consequences of the
movement of an excess population out of agriculture. In fact, many of
these consequences may be considered as falling outside the sphere of
economic analysis. Therefore, as the chapter title implies, only some
of these expected consequences will be analyzed.

Various approaches might be taken in presenting the analysis made
in this final chapter. However, in the interests of clarity and what
appeared to be a logical organization, the following scheme was adopted.
First, we shall try to get a better understanding of the kind of people
that migrate. Second, we shall examine some of the consequences to the
migrant himselfs Third, we shall inspect some of the more important
consequences o the people remaining in the ruwral community., Fourth,
the consequences to the people in the receiving community will be brief-
1y appraised. A statement regarding the implications of this problem te
society as a whole will also be made.

\
\
|
Characteristics of Migrants
It is, of course, impossible to define all migrants with a partic-
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ular set of classifications. However, certain characteristics seem to
be somewhat more prevalent among migrants than they are among nonmigrants,
With regard to the age at which people migrate, we have seen in the pre-
ceding chapter that young people are far more migratory than older people.
As one writer has stated,

The one generalization about migration differentials which ean

be considered definitely established, although even this camnot
be stated precisely, is the following: there is an excess of
adolescents and young adults among migrants, particularly mi-
grants from rural areas tolwwm. compared with the nomnmigrating
or the general population,

(See Figures I and II of this chapter.)

It would appear reasonable to assume that rural-urban migration
would be more selective of females than of males. One of the reasons
for this may be that the job opportunities for females are greater in
the cities than on the farm, An analysis of the migrants in the period
1935-40 lends support to this assumption, "The ratio of males to fee
nales among all farm migrants was 109.8 to 100 but among those who mie
grated to the city, there were only 92.5 males to 100 females."?

There is some evidence that ruralw-urban migration is also selec
tive of the more highly educated, According to a study of the census
data on internal migration for the period 193540, the following cone
clusion was reached,

Migration to cities was found to be highly selective with
respect to education, 1In addition to selecting those persons

L porottiy Swaine Thomas, "Research Memorandum on Migretion Differe
entials", Soclal Science Research Council, 1938, Bulletin L3, p. 1l.

®Bamund deS. Brumer, Ope cite, ps Use
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who were better cdmmthmpcrm of the same age at the
place of origin, it also selected persons who were better
educated than persons of the same age at the place of destie
nation. The two major exceptions to this were migrants
originating in populations which had a level of education cone
siderably below that of the city. (a) Although migration
selected the better educated of the farm population; the avers
age educational attainment of the farm population was still
below that of the urban population to which they migrated.

(b) Possibly because of major social and economic changes
underway in the South, the migration of the non-white Cotton
Belt population contained dispropertionately large of
the lesast well educated as well as the better educated,

Further evidence on this point comes from & study made in Line
coln County, 'renmam.h In this study it was found that with a given
Jevel of family wealth, those people with more education weve more
migratory than those with less education., It was also found that the

more highly educatsd moved over longer distances.

Consequences to the Individual

Having some understending as to the age, sex, and educational
characteristics of the migrants, let uvs inguire into some of the cone
sequences that might be expected as a result of rearing an excess popu-
lation in agriculture. One of the consequences, especially with the
relatively low incomes of farm families, is that a fairly low investment

3Donlhl J« Bogue, and Margaret Jarman Hagood, Founda

tudl 4 tribution, No, 6, Part IV, -M.
h‘ﬁ %a% " ?  Differential Migration in the Corn

and Cotton Belts", Vol. IX, p. 57.

l‘llanxl‘!ro of this study by Re B. Hughes, Agricultural Experiment
Station, University of Temnessee, have not yet been published.
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is made in behalf of the individual members of these families. The
first question of relevance is, What are the comsequences to an indie-
vidual as 2 result of being a member of a family with a low income?

The effects of low income on the investments made in the child
can be seen in Tables X, XI and XII in Chapter III., We see from the
data there analyzed that the investment in the individual to age twenty-
one varies from $4383 in families with average incomes of $813, to $57)2
in families with average incomes of $1746, to $6582 with average incomes
of 83180.5 We notice also that all expenditure categories are affected.
There is complete consistency in the relationship between family incomes
and investments in the children. One could only infer, as will be fur~
ther elaborated later on in this chapter, that an individual receiving
the benefits of a larger investment in such things as education, recre-
ation, medical care, clothing, food, etc., would be better prepared to
see and create for himself the opportunities required for achieving a
high level of living.

Another consequence of this excess population in agriculture,
and in fact as we have seen in Chapter II, one of the causes of this ex~
cess, is that farm families have relatively high birth rates and there~
fore large families are more prevalent than among wrban people. High
birth rates are spoken of as a consequence of an excess population in
agriculture because this population excess tends to lower incomes re-
ceived, and lower incomes are closely associated with high birth rates

5‘2!:»0 figures exclude charges for loss by death and interest on

the investment,
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in our culture, A further elaboration of this point will also come late
er in this chapter. The second question of relevance then is, what are
the consequences to an individual as a result of being a member of a
large family with a low income? Tables XIII and XIV give us some ine
sight into these relationships.

The bases of classification used in Tables XIII and XIV need to
be clarified. The age of the average child was computed by summing the
ages of all the children of a given family and dividing by the number

- of children, This was considered a very strategic factor in the classi~

fication because the investment in the child varies widely depending up-
on the age of the child. (See Tables X, XI, and XII, Chapter III.) The
mother's educational level was used for the following reasons., First of
all, it was found that a very high correlation existed between the years
of schooling of the father and the mother, It will be noticed also that
substantial differences in income are associated with the educational
level of the mother, This is explained by the fact that the educational
level of the parents was highly correlated, and that people with more
education tend to be more productive., Second, it was assumed tha® the
investments m in the children would be more nearly assoeciated with
the educational level of the mother than with the educational level of
the father insofar as the mother is generally mere influential with re-
gard to family policies relating to the rearing of the childrens
Tables XIII and XIV seem to indicate quite clearly that children
in large families have less investment made in their behalf than do
children in small families, with a given income level. This does not
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gseen to be the case in families where the children are young, especially
with regard to food and clothing expenditures, as seen in Table XIII.
This is probebly due to (1) the fact that the magnitude of expenditures
is smaller and can be met more easily even in families with low incomes
and (2) the possibility that at this younger age there are certain
minimm essentials which must be provided if life is to be maintained.

But as children grow older, as shown in Table XIV, there is a very
significant drop in the investments made in children in the large fami-
lies. It might be argued that the children in these larger families are
slightly younger than the children in the small families and would theree
fore require less in terms of food, clothing, etec. Although this slight
age differential holds true for the data presented in Table XIV, the
higher incomes of these families would very likely be more than enough
to offset these age differences.

There is a good deal of evidence available, which need not be re-
viewed here, showing the relationship between incomes and birth rates.
These two factors are found to be highly correlated. That is to say,
low incomes are associated with high birth rates.

We have seen in the preceding chapter that the investments made
in children in low~income families are considerably below those made for
children in high~income families. Added to this consideration is the
fact that children in large families have smaller investments made in
their behalf than do children in smaller families. With the combined
and simltaneous effects of low income and large families, a situation
which characterizes a large part of Southern agriculture, the results

Mo e,
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must almost of necessity be a low level of investment in the children.

It does not seem highly unreasonable to assume that the greater
the investment in the human agent, to a certain point at least, the move
productive will be the individual. There may, of course, be exceptions,
but this would seem to hold in the aggregate. Under these conditions,
it is extremely difficult to conceive of an equality of economic oppore
tunity in owr competitive society for these children as against those
who have had the benefit of greater capital investments in such items as
education, medical care, food, etecs A further consideration is that if
migration is selective of those representing the higher investments,
then those remaining in agriculture are even at a greater disadvantage.
This is true because these conditions might be expected te perpetuate
themselves as follows: low incomes ® large families ® low investment in
the children ® low productivity ® low incomes * large families, and so
one

Above and beyond the economic consequences of being a member of a
large family with a low income, consequences which are felt by the mi~
grant and nonmigrant slike, there are certain social and psychological
consequences which are felt by the migrant as he moves from his familiar
rural environment to the less familiar urban environment. Certain ade
justments will be required in this new situation if the migrant is to
chieve some feeling of security and stability in his new location., This,
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however, is incidental to our analysis and will not be mlynd.6

Consequences to the Rural Community

The second set of consequences which we shall analyze are those
felt by the people remaining on the farms in the rural communities. It
is appropriate, first, to theorize what the effects would be if no mi-
gration occurred, Suppose the 10,000,000 or so people who left the farms
in the United States for other occupations in the 1940-1950 decade were
still on the farms today.

| It is, of course, extremely difficult to visualize exactly what
condition our economy would be in today if this were actually the case.
One thing seems quite certain. The total productivity of the economy
would be lower than it is at present, This seems true because under
these conditions, the labor engaged in agricultural production would be
80 plentiful and cheap that not nearly as much capital would have been
introduced into agriculture as is presently the case. While total physie
¢al product might be greater for agriculture under these conditions, it
is very doubtful whether the value of that product would be as great as
it is today. Value of the product would be low because the smaller pop-
ulation outside of agriculture would weaken the demand, Alse, the price
elasticity discussed in Chapter II would have the effect of reducing the

6Agmwmntotwnufthoumhofthumb1ncmbo

found ins Howard W, Beers, and Catherine P, Heflin, "Rural Pecple in the
City", Bulletin 478, and "Urban Adjustments of Rural Migrants", Bulletin
487, Kentueky Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Kentueky,
Lexington,




total revemue as the quantity of production increased,
| On the nonfarm side of production, thero. would, of course, be

fewer workers engaged in production with a resulting decreased total
outpute PFurthermore, with greater numbers of people in farming having
incomes below present levels, the purchasing power of the total popula=
tion would be greatly reduced, In general then, one would conclude that
a lack of rurslsurban migration would eventually result in a situation
of stagnation and severe depression, This is especially likely to oceur
when we consider the much higher birth rates of farm as against wban
people. ‘

The knowledge that these 10,000,000 people are no longer employed,
or underemployed, in farming is quite comforting., However, the farm
people of the Nation have apparently shared a larger proportion of the
burden of this adjustment and reaped a smaller propertion of its bene=
fits than did the nonfarm people. The burden referred to here is the
loss of farm wealth resulting from rearing this large nusber of people
who are in excess as far as farm production is concerned but are highly
productive in other occupations. _ 50

This loss of farm wealth is in various forms. In the preceding
chapter we have seen the magnitude of investments made in the human
igont. There are several other very significant ways in which farm
wealth is lost as a result of this excess population and their subse-
quent migration to the cities. Pirst, there is the cost involved in move
ing from one location to another, This is generally borne by the migrant
or his family, Second, there is the highly significant factor of inherie
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tance, As a general rule, the children who leave the farm to go to the
cities share in the inheritance upon the death of the parents. Money
paid to the migrant by his brothers or sisters remaining on the farm
constitutes a further capitsl drain on sgriculture. A third factor, on-
1y indirectly related to the problem of an excess farm population, is
the fact that farmers rent land and borrow capital from persons other
than farm operators. The rent and interest paid to the nonfarm sector
in this way is estimated to be a very large sum, The relation that
these payments have to the problem of an excess population in agricule
ture is the fact that farmers sacrifice the control or ownership of
capital as a result of the direct expenditures on children, the cost of
moving, and the inheritance going to these migrants, We shall elsborate
on this later, ‘

Prom & study conducted in 1935, covering the 1920-1929 period,
the following estimates were mnde.7 The cost to all U, S, farmers in the
form of direct investments made in the 6,300,000 farm migrants for the
1920+29 period was estimated at $11,,000,000,000, The loss of farm wealth
brought about by inheritence was estimated at between $3,000,000,000
and $4,000,000,000. And the movement of weslth from farm to city in the
form of interest and rent paid to persons other than farm operators was
estimated at about $18,000,000,000, "!The total movement from these four

7!"1‘«! Re Yoder and A, A, Sumick, "Migration of Farm Population and

Flow of Farm Wealth". State College of Washington, Agricultural Experiment
Station, Pullman, Washington, Bulletin No, 315, September 1935, quoting

O« E. Baker and T. B. Manny, "Population Trends and the National Welfare",
and “Facts and Observations as to rural-urban migration and declining
birthrate", Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. S. Department of Agricul-
ture. (Mimeographed, 1935)
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sources appears to have been about $35,000,000,000 during the decade, or
$3,500,000,000 & year, which was about one-third of the average annual
gross income of all farmers during the doendo.“a

Just what the corresponding figures far the 1940-50 decade would
be has not been estimated. It seems quite clear, however, that the rel-
ative importance of farm wealth lost from these causes has not dimine
ished, Actually, we have had approximately 4,000,000 more migrants in
this later decade.

The over-all significance of this to the economy of the farm come
mnity is difficult to evaluate., One thing is quite certain, If the
farm community did not have this excess population to rear, or if it
were not required to carry the total financial burden involved, the
present day capital supply position of agriculture would be greatly ime
proved. In other words, this population phenomenon seems to be one of
the basic factors responsible for the capital starvation in agriculture
in general and in southern agriculture in particular,

The farmer's alternatives under present conditions are limited.
He can invest heavily in the children so as more nearly to assure their
productivity and economic well-being in the future., With the present
low incomes, this can be done only at the expense of the farmer's own
economic well-being, at the expense of capital required to maintain the
farm plant, and at the further expense of capital required to bring about

8&3_‘;. Pe 21,
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certain adjustments and more favorable combinations of resources within
agriculture.

On the other hand, the farmer could conceivably invest less in
his children than he is at present. This would give him a little more
capital available for investments in his business. This smaller invest~
ment in the children, however, can have certain consequences that are
not too desirable. Most parents would perhaps reject this alternative
on moral grounds, If investments in the children are decreased, it
would very likely result in lower levels of health, less education, rece
reation, etc. These conditions would not seem to be conducive to the
development of a vigorous personality required to meet the challenge of
migrating to a new job and a new and strange location. If the migration
does take place, the productivity of society will presumably be lower
than if these migrants had had the benefits resulting from good health,
education; and recreational activities. Again, one could hardly feel
secure in saying that these children had an equal opportunity for securs
ing economic well<being for themselves and their offspring as compared
with the nonmigrant ecity dweller., In the event that migration is retarde
ed as a result of low investments in the children, the agricultural labor
and capital problem would only be intensified. Such is the nature of the
dilemma,

let us assume a third alternative. Suppose the farm community
did not have to bear the entire financial burden of rearing this excess
population, Suppose also that greater investments were made in these
children than is presently the case and that every encouragement possible

i S e R
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was given to farm children to broaden their experiences through more ed«
ucation and greater participation in certain constructive recreational
activities., What consequences might we expect from this situation?

Under these conditions, the farmer would have more capital availe
able for investment in his business., It seems quite likely that, with
the present demand conditions for agricultural products, as more capital
is invested in farming, even more people would be required to leave ag=~
riculture than at present., However, the people then remaining would be
more productive and could achieve higher incomes, There is the posaiw
bility that as more capital is accumulated within agricultwre, credit
will be easier to obtain because of the increased collateral. As in-
comes increase, birth rates tend to decline and to that extent the con=-
tinuous development of an excess population in farming might be dimine
ished.

It may well be that in the short run the increased availability
of capital would result in the bidding up of land values, thereby dis-
sipating the effects of this increased capitale In fact, the argument
might rightfully be advanced that this high price of land is one of the
bagic causes of capital shortages in agriculture today. What is needed,
it may be reasoned, is not more capital in terms of dollars, but rather
a lower dollar value of land to bring it in line with the productivity
potentials of this resource and a greater investment in other forms of
capital, This is readily admitted., But this development is not likely
to occur so long as farm people's limited experiences lead them to value
farming as an occupation more highly than other ways of making a living.
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It seems reasonable to assume that these values are changed as people's
experiences are broadened through the media of education, recreation and
the like, And this gets us back again to the investmente in the chile
dren required to give them the bensfits of these experiences.

In the long run, in the opinion of the writer, a greater investe
ment made in farm children would work toward this end of a betier capi-
talelabor balance in farming, But so long as the bulk of these invest~
ments must come out of present day low faxrm incomes, progress in this
direction will likely be very slow.

There is snother factor tending to alter the consequences of an
excess farm population which must be considered. This factor is the
distance people must move in order to find better employment opportuni~
tiese

If job opportunities are nearby, it seems that the consequences
of an excess population in farming, which has little alternative bub
to movey would be more favorable to the péople remaining in the ruwral
community than if job opportunities ave far removed. Some of these mare
favorable consequences which we might expect are: (1) the reduced cost
of moving, (2) a stronger demand for locally produced farm commodities,
{3) a larger tax base because of the greater productivity, (L) more
savings and the possibility of the greater availability of credit.

If the employment opportunities are far removed from the present
rural commnity, these benefits would not be realized. Furthermore, as
has been pointed out earlier, there seems to be a relationship between
education and distance of movement. The movement to greater distances
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would perhaps result in being more selective of the highly educated and
would again lead to the intensification of this probleme

There is some evidence that the areas with the greatest popula«
tion excess are also the areas with the fewest job opportunities, This
creates the necessity for long distance migration. For example, the East
South Central and the West South Central reglons experienced a net loss,
through migration, of their civilian population for the 1940-1950 decade
of 2,313,000 pwph.’ The corresponding figure for the State of Tennes-
see is 160,000, It is, of course, not known whether these people all
originated on farms, But undoubtedly a large proportion of these people
were farm migrants. We would expect this because these regions are more
agricultural than the rest of the Nation and we know also that the agri-
cultural population declined substantially in this period. Recalling
again the investment figures, cowputed in Chapter III, it seems quite
clear that this area has suffered a tremendous capital loss as a result
of rearing this excess population.

The consequences to this larger region are the same as to the
rural community previously used as our observational unit. A large
share of the earnings of these people is used in the rearing of a popu=
latien in excess of that which can be profitably employed in that vegion,
The over-all effects are again a lack of capital to be used in bringing
about better resource combinations, which would make higher productivity
possible, and a lower level of consumption for the people in this

12, 5. e gt o &%m%m%ﬁﬁ.,

Alsbama, Mississippi, Arkansas, and Texas.




region,

Consequences to the Urban Community and Society in General

This excess farm population and the migration of people has con-
sequences for the receiving community as well as for the communities
from which these people move. The first consideration is that the urban
community inherits, so to speak, these individuals from the farm commn-
ity, The farm community has made the major investments in these migrants
while the urban community reaps the greatest benefit from their produc~
tivity.

Figures I and II show the differences in the age distribution of
the rural farm as against the urban and rural nonfarm populations, We
can gee that the rural farm population has a much larger percentage in
the age groups under twenty years of age. In this period of life, the
entries on an individual's balance sheet are primarily on the cost side.
These are the least productive years, from the standpoint of economic
productivity, On the other hand, the nonfarm population has a much larg-
er percentage of people in the most productive ages, from twenty to fife
ty years, Up in the age groups over sixty years, the farm population,
especially for Termessee males, has again a larger proportion of the
total than does the nonfarm population. In these age groups people are
again not highly productive and in many cases must be supported from the
current productivity of the younger people in the community,

Given these age distributions of the two populations, it seems
reasonable to conclude that the farm community mekes the major invest-
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ments in these migrants while the urban conmunity reaps the greatest
benefit from their productivity.

An objection to these statements may be anticipated., A case may
be made for the idea that the people in the urban community would be
better off if these people had not moveds This, it may be reasoned, is
true because the migrants from rural areas compete with the labor in the
urban commmity and tend to make labor cheaps

It is extremely doubtful that this is actually the case. First
of all, the demand situation for nonagricultursl products would be
greatly weakened if this movement did not take place. In the 1940+1950
period alone, over 10,000,000 people in the United States changed from
a2 farm occupation to a nonfarm occupation. Had they all remained in
farming, per capita farm incomes would undoubtedly be much lower than
they are todays The over-all demand for nonagricultural products would
be greatly reduceds Second, in a dynamic economy where resources, other
than human, are not fixed but rather are being constantly developed to
provide for a greater productivity per person, it seems unlikely that
the sociely would be better off if the human resources were limited to
the extent that these developments could not take place. As long as we
have full employwent, we can be reasonably sure that the development of
resources has not lagged behind the growth in population. Full employ~ |
ment has been the norm for the past ten years or so., Under these cone-
ditions, it is difficult to conceive how any group in society could
benefit from a slowlng down of migration.

The foregoing elaboration was intended primarily to point out that
the nonfarm community derives some benefits from the fact that they are
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on the receiving end of the migration flow., The questions that these re-
ceiving communities might well ask are the following: "What kind of
people are moving to our community? What experiences have they had
which will enable them to adjust to the new conditions? what can we do
to increase the productivity of future migrants?"

Under present conditions, if farmers choose to invest heavily in
their children, the urban community very probably inherits a more pro-
ductive individual than would be the case if farmers chose otherwise.
At the present time this responsibility of determining how much shall
be invested in the children rests primarily with the family., However,
the consequences of these decisions to invest or not to invest in the
children substantially above the minimm levels are felt by many people
far removed from the individual family where the decision is made. We
need to keep in mind that as a result of this movement of people from
one state to another, many of the present and future citizens of the
wealthier cities and states will have been educated, or left uneducated,
by the poorer communities, As one writer points out,

There is a tendency for people to move from areas where the

thase siates shave 18 Lo dbere, The Mre precrossive Fisiess
from an educational point of view, cannot afford to be uncon-

cerned about the general level of education elsewhere, Migra-
tion could well nullify the effects of their superior educa-

tional programs.l0
Finally, a word might be said about the general concern with this
problem of society as a whole. It becomes a truism to say that as long

as a large number of people are potentially capable of greatly increased

1oxdmmd deS. Brunner, ﬂo mo. Pe 17
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productivity, society would generally find it advantageous to help in
the creation of some acceptable means to bring about these changes, In
an economy where the economic well being of a particular group is large-
ly dependent on the productivity and economic well being of every other
group, and where the interdependency of one group on the other is such
that in the event that a large group in that society is living in eco~
nomic depression over extended periods of time, general economic insta«
bility and consequent social unrest are the almost inevitable result,
the problem discussed in this thesis is a real cause for concerne

s S
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