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OTRODOCTIQir 

Emy probXaa ehoaan for analyaiji by an individual working witMn 

tlw linita aat by a particular diMipUno baa eartain facata vbieh trana-

aaad tha lialta of thia diaciplina regardlaaa of tha ganarality by wbiah 

thia diaoiplina is dafinad. Thaaa aapaeta of tha problea ajra either 

ignorad aa irrelavanty not racognizad at all« or thay nay ba raoogniaad 

but not analysed within tha franework of a particular atudy. But tha 

faat that thaaa other aapacte do exist should not deter one fTon analys* 

ing one aapeot of tha problaa f^on a rather particularised viaiqpoint. 

I^la ia aaraly a reeognition of the fact that hunan aspariancaa are 

intairalatad and <»ia particular aspect of huaan asqparienca is never 

conpletely isolated fron all other human exparianeea except in the pro* 

eass of acisntific Investigation where this is often required in order 

to work with human experieneea at all. 

Is this tiuMiia we shall attempt to analyse the phemmwnon of an 

eoccesa farm population. The analysie will be built around the follow* 

ing propoaitioni Aa a result of annually rearing a population in excess 

of that nunber which can be profitably employed in agricultiuref farm 

people experience a tremendous net drain of rurally created wealth. To 

be eurey there are many consequences of great signifieaiuse to farm pee* 

pie and to nonfarm people as e result of this esperience. As we have 

already inpliedy some will be malysed in eonsiderebls detaily eosm will 

be rec<^piised but left unanelysedy and still others will be ignored, lie 
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shall bt ihm,vlth soaa of tha axpaetsd eolissqiistieMi of m da* 

oaaa fam p<>puIatlon« 

Uhan one sets out on any eourse of inqutry he mist either hars 

fomolatmi for hlnself or borroifsd from others an lihMiy or a set of 

IdeaSf to give his inquiry direction* For without ideas to sezre as a 

guide* the hodgepodge of human experiences can be expected to reveal 

to the inquirer very little knotdedge useful in the control over eitu* 

ations with whleh people are presently dissatisfied. On the other handj^ 

Just as the cAiservation of husan experience without the help of some 

unifyii^ idea can lead to confusion and frustration so also* if haamui 

experience is eonpletely ignored* the fomulatlon of ideas can prove to 

be an unrewarding mental exercise. The relatiuMxihlp betwean systems of 

idaas* or thoory* and tha fact is one of mutual interdapendanea. It is 

aaalagoua to the ralatioiudiip between the skeleton and the flesh, fhiith**' 

ami maintain life without the other. 

This ohaptmr seta forUi aoma of tha idaas explored and aleboratad 

SB throughout the thaaia. Its purpoaa la to clarify aona of the theoret* 

leal pcopo9±t±om used as a guide In the inquiry into tha prdblaa pre* 

viooaly asntioned. For it ia nacaaaary to make tha ideas sufficiently 

clear* as that the facts and figures presented to uphold and support 

these ideas can aarva their function. Furthermore* in order for comun* 

ieatioB to tdce plaoe* writer moat have made his ideas clear so that 

tha realtor can make sense out of the argunenta presented. 

The prcblem hmre explored emerges out of a recognition of tlw 

following factors which seem to eharaeterisa Aaarican agriculture* and 
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MP«ol«3Ji7 th0 agriottltar* of tbo Southern Statoa. Flnt, mt9r*g§ faxn 

Saeanm are low in otwqMriaon to the average inooaaa received by vorkera 

Sa ether ooei^ationa* SMondi^ fara people are annoaUy rearing a p<9U;* 

latioQ in eoceeee of a®riculture«a needs* Third, a large proportion of 

the fatmrs' present-day low iaoonss are invested in rearing this sac-

cess population, redtwing significantly the anount available for iavwit-

■ent in nonhuman reeonreee. Fourth, large Investwente in the children 

weds annually by people in faming ceosninitiea never yield the conmmity 
any return eiapily becatsie these children open naturity cannot be profit 

ably Mplayed in farsdag and amat, therefore, novc to other occupations. 

Fifth, M a result of theae conditions, fara people find it extreraely 
difficult to soeumOate eufficient capital with which to bring about a 

rare favorable coabination of faetcrs weed in agricultural production 

which could eventually lead to higher fera Inecnies. 

It should not be inferred faroa the above ststemnts that this 

ravensnt of pspple fTos the fbns, if stopped, would be beneficial to 

fani peppls or to aoy other group* On the contrary, rural-xtrbaa M.-

grati<m, under exiating conditicnie, rast take place* Zt ie peihips the 
graateat single factor worldiig in the direction of eetablishing squsli-
ty of opporttmitiM between fsrai end nonfara people* The total produe-

tivi^ of ths seonoay wotild be dscnssed if this oovrasnt did not 

place* The aigratlm phsnonmon in itself, then, doee not create or 

aggravate the problea previouely statedf it actually halpe to relieve it* 

This, however, is of little eoafcrt to the people of s tarmiag 
coBBuni^ iho have invested a significant part of their present low in* 
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9mtm ia thM* algnmts* lor dowi it giv* us any undantandijag of tfaa 

cooditlona which eraata tha nead for ndgration to taka placa* Wa nuat 

go b^r«Dd tha nigration phanonmoa to gain acwa insight into tha cm" 

ditiiais rssponsibla for tha creation of an exoass population and idiiafa 

svdMMquently asks aigration a nacassity* 

niara ara« of coursa^ naxQr eonditicMas idiieh bring about an omnms 

populatien in agricultura. The noat iaportant ones sam to ba tha danand 

for the products prodnoad by peqpla in agricultura and tha raproduction 

ratas of thasa people* A logical starting point would saan to ba an 

inq[uiX7 tha danand charact«ristie« of agricultural products as 

eonparad with tha daaand characteristics of noaagricultural products* 

If ws asstuM that the incoaa* elasticity of daaauad for agricul* 

tural products is l<w rsXativa to tho ineoae olMticity of danand for 

nonagricultural produetay than any naw rasoureaa in tha fom of labor or 

Ci^liital will tend to shift and aecunulate at a fastar rate in tha ncm-

agricultTiral industrias than th^ will in agricultura* On tha other 

handy if real Ineonaa incraaao 10 paroaoit and if tha aipanditure for 

agricultural comnoditiaa also goes up by 10 parcenty than the ineosn 

slasticity for agriciatural eonaodities would ba unity(/ 1)* Ohdar 

thaae eonditicnay agriculture would be expected to hold its oan eo far 

aa the denand for new productive raaourcas la coneamad. Available 

datSy howavwry lead us to belleva that the incona alaaticity for i^ri-

eultural ecsmoditiaa is actually ̂ ita low relative to the ineona alas** 

ticity of nom^pricultural coaaaditias* Vlth a rise in real Ineonesy 

tbara saaas to ba little doubt but that tha relative isportance of agri-

J> ' ■>t 'K ' ■ 
; ■ ' ^ 
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within our eeonongr icUl oontiao* to decline, 

Ihexv Is also eonsidereible erldence in siqjport of the proposi 

tion that the price elasticity of agricultural conunodities is relatively 

lov* Therefore^! (all other factors smmaining constant) if ucsre resources 

shifted to agriculture uid total output of agricultural prodtusts 

lnez<ease8^ total rerentie and the paysent to the resoureee eoployed in 

agricxature will decline. Frogs these prevailing doMnd conditions for 

sgricoltural products one would essum that the novenent of reeources 

would be in the fers to mmfarm direction. 

It is next to Ijqpossible to determine the relative rates ef oi^i* 

taX accuaniation or direction of capital flow between these two secters 

of our economy. However^ the date on the laovemmt of labor are fairly 

well established, 2a lo<ricing st the trends with regard to the agricul 

tural population and the agricultural labor force, we find that they 

hagfe been declining both relative to the total p<^tilation and labor 

force and also in absolute nusfeers. These findings tend to support the 

sssuB^icms previously stated. 

Saving made these inquiries,s calculation was made with the 

purpose of deteiminiag, as nearly as possible, ths nusber of peopls 

idio left the farms for other occupations and locations in ths year 1^9, 

This osleulstion was iosde from vairioas census reports. The vaam for 

maldng this eslculation needs to be explained. 

One of the primaxy purpeeMi of this tlussis is to estimate, as 

eccurstely as possible, the cost to rural farm people of rearing a 

popalation in esDccse of that which can be profitably employed in agrieul* 
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ttcre* Aa vt shall sM in Chapter HI* vs have certain evidence with re* 

gard to the costs involved in rearing a child to adulthood* The peroblMi 

vlth idiich ve are now confronted ist How do we loeasure this exMtss pop* 

Illation to which we would like to apply these establiahad cost figuresT 

3^ the opiniCQ of the writer# the mnher of migrants annually 

leaving the farms would be a conservative measure to eaqplciy* Xt is con* 

servative in the eanse that we are aasiuatt^ that only those leaving the 

farms are in emeess of the nusher idiich can be profltidily employed. 

This ssems unlikely insofar as the ineomae of farm people remain rela* 

tively low* But it is perhaps better to stay on the conservative side 

in msklng these estimates* 

Actually# in speaking of an excess population In agriculture# we 

are not speeking of a definite nuSber of people* which* If they were to 

move out of agriculture# wovild permanently eliminata the excess popula* 

tion* This eacMss is developing continuously# year after year* As nsv 

technologies meke workm more productive and as people continue to re* 

produce# this excess population continues to develop* As this excess 

is draiiwd off in one |»rtioular year# it is merely replaced by a newly 

created eaneas to be drained off the neaet year* 

An Cb^ection to tuiiz^ the nvBdb«r of off-farm migrants as a snmsuvw 

of the eaceeaa population in agriculture may be anticipated* As has «1* 

reedy been pointed out# migration in Itself does not work to the detri* 

ment of farm people but is actually wozking in the direction of making 

hi^er incomes possible* Investment in these migranta rather th«i 

migration itself causes the loss to the rural community of capital** 
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which is commonly defined ss any good or resource capable of paroducing 

income* 1!he capital loss results Urm the Investment in the excess 

people in agricxilture who, because of the deinsnd conditions previously 

shown, are capable of making at best only a small contribution to total 

farm inconie. Since it does not increase agricultural income, money so 

invested is "lost" to agriculture whether or not these people leave 

farming*^ 
Dhe capital loss occurs when the family and the community decide 

to make investments in behalf of the children and not when these chil* 

drsB leave farm as adults* But a recognition of these relationships 

does not seem to invalidate the xise of net out migration of farm people 

as a conservative measure of the amount of excess population beii^ 

created annually in agriculture* 

^this analysis it is assiused that 19h9 is a reasonably tepre* 

sentatlve year with respect to the «no\mt of out migration of farm peo 

ple. This assungJtion seems to be justlTied. In arriving at the figure 

of net out migration of farm people for the year 19U9, two pararaetere 

were considered* First,^net natural increase in the farm popiilatian 

for 19i^ was calculated* Second, the average yearly change in the total 

above statementB 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 coiild add significantly to 
total revenue, given the present dmaand conditions for agricultural 
products* Vtoile the addition of more laJ)or in farming would probably 
zmise total revenue received, it appears quite certain that the average 
income received per wcrker would be even lower than is presently the 
case* 
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rural farm popuXatioa for tha 19ltO to 19^0 parlod was cbtainad. ¥har««> 

fora* tin yaar la repraaantatijre of that tan yaar period with ragaxd 

to the avaraga raarljr change in tha total farm population* With regard 

to the net natural increaae* tha year 19h9 la a^in on the coiuiervatife 

aide* ?hia ia true because the total fam pcqpulatlon has actually da* 

elined adbatantialljr oter this period* iniia being tha oaaet one would 

expect that the net natural increase la I9I4O would have been larger 

than the aat natural increase ia A factor partially cffsettli^ 

this is the rise in farm birth rates which took place iron 19^0 te ISSOm 

lowever« even when this ia taken into consideration^ the net out migra-

tloa as calculated for 19h9 seems adequately to represent this last 

decade* iet out migration was used» then, not baeauae migration is the 

stratagic factor ia draiaiag the fa» cenmunity of ei^ital, but rather 

as a measure of the amount of excess populatien being created annually 

ia agriculture* Tha other half <af tha aquation by which wa eatimata 

tha amount of farm income withheld from other usee as a result of rear* 

ing a population ia exeasa of agricultura'a naada ia tha amount of eapi* 

tal invested par parson in this sxcass populatian. This second Inlf of 

the equation we attenpt to fill in in Chapter m* 

Admittedly, out migration would not be a very adequste asasuzw of 

agriculture's excess population in times cf depression when many people 

are unemployed* It haa been shown that in the past, under such con* 

ditioos, the Bovmmnt of people is actually toward tiM fama* But under 

conditions such ss those prevailii^ ia tha 19li0>1950 daaada, idum ear 

aeeacay was operating at or near the full eu^loymsnt leval, and very 
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iignifieant po|>«CUtion adjuBtawnts ■mt9 taking plaeej this neaaura wouid 
2 

to fa3.fi31 our mado. 

ftio fsaalSy oatt eommlty eosta of rearing a child to ago fifteen* 

astabliafaed in Chapter III* ware then ai^lied %o the neaaura of ORseaa 

population oaXculated in Chapter XX* Tlw resulting figure mm taken as 

the loa« of agricultural wealth attrihutable to rearing this exeasi popu* 

latioa* C«rtaln praeantima regarding the intarpratation of these re* 

aulta are praMnHad In Chapter XXX. 

fha eoits of rearing a child to age fifteen rather than to age 

^ have alraadjr referred to the evidenea presented in Chaptar 
XXX with reference to the coat of rearing a child to adulthood. A few 
atatcnenta covering the ideas basic to the analyaia in Chapter XXX are 
appropriate.

The argunant night be advaneed that* in the technical aoaae of 
a coat* rearing children involves no costs at all. This position main 
tains that* oaee the child is bom* and even for arae tlM preoeding the 
event* the parenta have no alternative* cm noral greunda at laaat* but 
to rear the child. Costs balng the resultmt of the alternative uses 
idiioh can be nade of resources* rearing of children* therefore* doea nc»t 
involve aa^ cost 8iBq)ly because the parents have no alternative. 

That parents have no alternative but to rear their children is 
quite readily adnitted. But to say that the rearing of children in* 
veXves no ecmt would aeea to be of littLo ecoisolation to people iho 
are prmently raising a large fanily cm a low incoiae. Furthoraore* 
using the coimept of opportunity coets In our fonmilatioa would give 
us little insight into the conaequmcm reeulting from this bnrdm of 
rearing an excesa pqnilaticm in agrioultum. 3h this analyaia* ttwn* 
the expenditure incmrred aa a result of rearing children* incliidix^ an 
intorf«t chue^e cm the inveatamnt* will be treated as bonaflde coats 
to the parents and the community. 

One might point out that tha relevant o{qportanity coat is that 
of society viewing its alternatives rather than that of tha family,
fiawad in this wqjr* it aoablaa us to sae the consequaneea of a eartain 
set of social proceasaa in terms of their effects on certain migaents
of the eccmcmy. 
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twta^y-QOtt chosen in ozHtor to stay on the eonserratlre side in de* 

riring ear estlaates* Aotualiy, som people Ibats agriculture before 

they- readi this age but the great najerlty leave at an older age than 

fiftemu This being the oase» it ww considered unneeeaeary to aaJco 

aaor adjustoent for thcae who night migrate before the Inveetoent level 

eorreapeading to the fifteen year old vaa reached. If peoiOe leave 

agriculture at an oldar aga thui fifteen* it is very likely that they 

repreeent a greater drain of agricultural capital than they would had 

they left at this aga. This will be diwrnased In greater detail in 

(aiaptar m. 

In the final di^tar of thia thaeis^ sona of the expected cob* 

•equeaoee resulting from an exoesa population in agriculture are eon* 

■idarad. There is alaoet an anlleas nunfcer of conseqiumeas that could 

be attribttted to this phMicnsnon. Only a few ean be analysed within the 

liaita of this thesis. Most of the e^phaeie in Chaptwr 17 will be on 

the effect that the rearing of an exceee pc^)ula-tiQn in agriculture has 

CB the ability of feraars to get control of the capital raquired to wfay 

the labor in faming aora productive. A few eonsequenees of aignifloance 

to the urban cOBnunlty and society ae a whole will also be touched upon. 

It is appropriate to aake a few statements concerning related 

aopecta of thia thesis problen i&ich am not analysad. la tbs opinion of 

tha writer^ people in i^lcultuoHi are at an econ<»glo disadvantage mla* 

tlve to other group# in our society for two primary rmscns. Firsts tha 

individual faraar haa llttla oontrol over the econaaie clreuaetaiuses 

which detemine his well*being as oonpared to the control exercised by 
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Industrie* «ad oi^anlscd labor* Collective action^fans* 

iqni hat not proved very •neeesaful except Ismefer «a It hae reanlt«l in 

political por^razaa advantageous to the fanner* The second c<mditioa 

resulting in an eeononle disadvantage of Idie farmer is the fact that 

agriculture annually produce a large weeeaa population* These people 

laive little aitematlve but to migrate to other occupations and lecati(»)S* 

Stated in another iasy$ Ikrmsrs are at an eeonomie disadvantage beeauae 

agriculture haa bean# and still ia« a declinii^ industry in our econoay* 

iUi has bMn pointed out^ we ehall analyse in this thesis some of 

the oonseqtanmses of investing large amounts of money in this excess 

population. This is just cms particular aapwit of the total and caBgdLei! 

problem of the relative poverty existing la much of this country*a sgri-

culture« especially the i^riculture of the southern Statcw* 

Wa anst reeognize also that there are certain policies «id 

programs vhich are operating to alleviate soneehat tJlw dlsadvantaged 

positicm of the farmer* However^ the relative poverty of agricultiiral 

people haa not baen sthstantiaUy is^pieoirmA over the last fifty yaara* 

(See !teble Chapter XI) The relevant z*elati«!iahip8 in the analysis 

that follQMi are the incons differenew existij^ betueen agricultural 

and acaegricultural woztcers* and the loss of iraalth suffered by farm 

people as a result of iHMiring an excess populaticm. It ie iu>t so imeh 

a aattm^ of determining mho gains "Uie i^ost fros the migration jtmcamim, 

or box ths agricultural balance a}»et balancwi with regard to uealth 

Icxit ant wealth gained aa a result of migration and certain prc^mna 

deaignad to aid the feraw* Baiher» it is a matter of reeognisihg c<m* 
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cMPTui n 

iBE nmm CHmctsmsTiDs mKscmstmh 

PRODUCtS km IHE SUPPU OF LftBCS 

Pwp«pi i&d otitiiM «xr chj^tsir 

Ih this ehBpt*r« m shall taks a look at acna of the AtMnA ehai** 

acterlatiea of agrloaltvoral produeta so as to get a batter usderstatuling 

of the r^OlatlaiMdiip between the dsMwad for agricultural produota tM.the 

mniber of workiera that can be profitabljr wi^lajed in agricultural pro^ 

duotitm* We shall also inspect sane of the established trends with 

regaz^ to the agricultural p<^pulatioa and the agricultiural labor f<nroe* 

Finally^ an inquixy into tha azmual net increase in the rural faom 

population will be made* Thie will anahle us to calculate the nuabnr 

of people leaving our farms in a particular year* 

IhS Ssmand Characteristics of Agricultursl Products 

that the noncgr iaocass of agriealtural workers sre substantially 

belcw the iacones of workers in other occtqntions is s natter idiich can 

hardly be disputed* That it to the conaodities and servicea pre* 

dueed^ in their presmt quantities^ per arerage worker in agrioultuze 

have lass exchange value in the aarket plasa than do the cosBBodities 

and services produesd per sversge worker in other ooeupstioas. Table X 

gives sons indication of these income differences* 

The ststsMmt my bs aatte that ̂ ess inocaw figuree my not bs 
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TABLE I 

AVERAGE nWOME OF AGRICOLTimAL AND I?®ITSHIIAL WORKERS, 
UNITED STATES, SELECTED YEARS FROM 1910-1951* 

Average Net Ziusame Wage Income 
per Pers<m Engaged per En?)loyed 

Year in Agrieulttti^ Industrial Worker® 

# 371*1910 ♦ 605

1915 386 656

1920 766 11*88 

1925 652 1365 

1930 502 1318 

1935 1*52 : ' 1118 

19kO 1*57 '. *• 13la 

191*5 1350 2323 

1950 11*56 3121 

1951 1719 , 3ia6 

*Sourcej U. S. Depax^aenii of Agrloxilturs, Bureau of Agrlcul'tural
Eoonondcs, Agrlcultyal Outlook Charts 1953. (Washingtoni Oovemaent 
PrinUng Office, 1952), p. li. 

^Aggregate Income of farm opewitors (excluding value of inventoiy
changes) plus wages of hired laborers, divided by average eBrolovment 
(Revised Series). 

^Annual earnings of factory, railroad, and mtidlng woricers divided 
by average employment (Revised Series). 

■I 

' ■ -V 
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atMWiag tlw wum thing and aren ^leneforef not strietly 

60HSMZttblA« EcnmmTf there Is no evldeiKse that^ were they to be Wijhl 

o<»qparable in aH reepeetsj^ the iaeons situatlcm of the agricultural 

worker would ̂ pear in a wore faTOwOjle light. Consequently, the con 

clusion that there eaeists a treiy real difference in the incoae per 

worker In these two groups seeiai Justified* 

2t would seeiK quite reaamihble to assuae that this ineom situa 

tion is strat^ically related to the iiasam and price elasticities of 

deaand for the eoramoditles produced by the wozicexe of these two gfoups* 

A nunbw of studiee hate bMn conducted in the pest regarding 

this phenOMtnon* TImts Is little need here to reriew in detail the 

findings of theee various studiee* The conclusion generally reached is 

that the price and ineoae elasticities for unprocessed agricultural 

eenoditdes art low ralatiie to nonagrlcultural cowmoditiee, takan in 

the eggregete. T* W. Sehulta^ quotM from a etudy hy Oarhard Tintner 
in which Tintner has estlnatsd the price elasticity for ths aggregate 

of agricultural products using ammX data from 1923 to Ipitl. ayor 

^lesa two doea^—working with five fprlablost that Is, prioos received 

by fanieniy naticnsl ineoms, agricultural piroductdon, prieas paid by 

iKnmT9$ and time—he obteinod -•12*i* as 'Uie coefficient of price elae-

ticity of dooaand for ths aggrogate of agricultural products* 

In the Spring of 1%B,vaite and trelogan studied the ineotts-con-

sui^>tion elasticlMes t&r selected foode in vorbsn families* 1%sy Icund* 

T* W* Schults,^e geoncwic Organigation of Agriculture* (McGraw-
Hill# 1953)P* 151# quoxing Gerhard Tintner# "Multiple Ri^ression for 
Systems ef Bquatioos"# Sconowetrica.?ol* XW (JTanuaxy 19U6) 
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in zmmmXg « very Ue iacam elaatinXty for «gricultur»l comodiUoo. 

Xmog Uw thirlgr*»«v»n coanodltlM •tudUd,fIftoon were found to hsvo 

nogatlvo ineom olMtleiiy coofficlaaato# Only ton conmoditiea bad eoef« 

fiolonta of and aboto^* 

jfcny olnilar studios could bo cltod, )iai« tbo spocifie pries and 

ineoao olastici^ ostiaatos vary sonndiat froa study to study, thoy aro 

esBsistmt in pointing out that those olasticities aro quits loir* 

^riiteneo with regard to the eorrospcnading cooffieiaBts for aoDag-* 

rioultural eoraooditios is not vozy abundant* lha aarkst struotuxo fac« 

ing the produeor of agricultural eoanodlties dilfoxo greatly ftoa that 

teeing the produeor of nonagricultaral eoaBnoditios* The dsaand eondi** 

tioos for agrioulturaX produets aro sueh that studies of this kind eaa 

be esBdustsid with relative oaao* Thoy are quite different, as Joel Doaa^ 
points out. 

• frea thoss promLling in sanufaeturlng Industry# whore 
priees are a c<ad»ination of rigid official quotations and under* 
oorsr eoneessioni, where products are raioly conqpareble, wai 
where current demand is mors closely matched by eurrent produe* 
ticvu 

He refsrs to a study by r* h« whitman^, of the shtart run relaUon of 
prise to e^lMe for a few Mleeted commodities in llMy's Department St<nre. 

Wr«a C. waits, and Hany C* Trelogan, Agricultural Ijerket
Rrl^a, iictm W^y and Sons, Inc., Row lork, 19^Il Cha^r 3# p. hi. 
See also psgwi ho and h7 for an slaborate list of reterencee concwnlnE 
studies of this kind* 

jfanagarial Eopnomics* (PTentice-Hell, Im.,isw Tork 
l?5l)# Chapter h« p. ItJo* 

L 
BiM* pp* 187-190, quoting R* !h Whitman, "Dwaand Punctiajs for 

Merehsndlse at llBtail*>, Studiea in Mathematical Eeonomica and Econonet-
ri^ (^foiversity of Chicago Press, Chicago l^h^^ pp» 209-221* 
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In thia decldtedly short run stu^ whsrs sany of the variitoles cou34 bt 

held constant^ the deaand schedule for one product shoved •price 

elasticil^ of about -6 (vith a standard error of ♦78) and a correlation 

coefficient of which indicates a close relation betvMn sales and 

prices. Other ccanaodities idioved coiqpareble price elasticities and cor* 

relations** With reference to income elasticitji^ Joel Desn^ found th«t|f 
in gwnaralj such durables as autoiBObllea^ radios^ washing matiiineSji re* 

frigerators, and the lito^ had relatively high coefficients while the 

nonduiables^ which would include oost raw agricultural products^ and the 

services had relatively low coefficients* 

this is, of course, rather sketchy evidence in support of the 

proposition that the aggr^ats pries and income elasticitise of agri* 

cultural coiunodities are low relative to nonagricultural cosnnoditles* 

However# it would seem that a case could be built on logical grounds 

alona* AeccHrdlng to a statement by Professor Schulta, 

As incomes increase, the distribution of consumer expend!* 
tiires among dlffex«nt items changesi the jroporticn of ths 
income spent on necessaries, such as food, decreases, while 
that spent on luxuries and put into savings increases. This 
is known as ♦Engel's law*, based on the study that he pub
lished in 1886.^^ 

That this "law* has 1»s«s operative in our eeonony is quits ob* 

vious* IMs nation started out m m agrarian society* As rssources 

wars dsveloped and new technologiss were introduosd# a continuous shift 

^Ibid* Chapter kg I9* 2Qe-2Qii* 
6.T* ¥. Schulta, Agriculture In An ItestSbla EconoaBT. (McOrsw-^ill

Book Company, Part li. Chapter f^p* 60*•ny. Inc., Ifow Sork 



18 

tram agricultixral to nonagricultiiral production ooouzred. Al«}g with 

^ili Incroasod preduetirltr and increaaed inccnoa cum « shiftily in tbo 

tjypo oi conraoditiea donooded. \dille tho donand tor all coamoditles in« 

eroatod soaoidiatji tho donand for nonagricultural coianoditios iaoTMSod at 

a faster rate than the daaand for agricultxapal ccwKodities* 1hi» led to 

nort and »ox« of our productlto energies heing dofoted to the produeUcn 

«f nonagrionltural ccnsmoditiea* Ihls process continues to operate until 

todajr w© have less than one^fifth of our productive resources devoted to 

the prodoxttiiaa of raw agricultural conBsodities. 

With the existing allocation of resources and a relatively low 

incoae elasticity for farm produced coaimodities, the relative demand f<MP 

productive reaourcos associated with increased inches would seen to be 

greater in those industries wigaged in the productieo of nonagricultursl 

c^amodities* 3n the event that utoam resotxrees are actually channeled Into 

agriculture than would be called for under the dawand conditions prevail* 

ing* a lowaring of the income producing capacities of these additioaal 

resources as well as those alrtady enplqyed would seem to be the Inevi* 

table result* 

la brief then* the demand situation for agricultural and nonagri-

cultural consaoditiea setsns to be of the following nature* la. an expand* 

ing industrial econoi^ like that of the Ihiited States* ̂ diare per ci^ita 

IncoiaeB and consus^tion are rising]^ the desumd for agricultural produeta 

increasMi at a slower rate tlian the demand for nonagricultural produeta* 

in the abrogate* tender these coi^itions* we would expect that the in* 

creased productive energies of the society would be channeled more and 
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into 1ih« production of ncmngrlcultureX products* Caz*rttnt or nmdiy 

aequlred Mtringa and youths natxtring into ths labor force would be sje* 

pactsd to laova to the industriaa producing nooagricultaral products at a 

fastar rate than to an industry engaged in the production of ran agricul 

tural products* If the sitAistlon ware to ba reeersed^ with the demand 

conditions prevailing^ it could only result in gareattnr production of 

agricultural products* (at leaat until tha point of diminishing total 

j^roductxvity were reached - idiich seams Ihr off for American agricul 

ture) loner prices for these products* and still lowar incomes for 

agricultural workers than is presently the case* If not losar jnrioes* 

than we would certainly esqpect an aggravation of the present surplus 

problen unless greatly es^anded markets for agricultural px^oducts could 

be secured* 

liis $ii«3ply of Agricultural labor 

It is aactremely difficult* if m%impossible* to attempt is 

nsaaure the relative flow of ctqpital in the two directions indicated 

ebove* Available data are not in a form to shed anioh light on this 

question* However* the present study is mars concsmed with evidence 

regarding the movement of a^ital Inrested in labor* \kt shall take a 

look* then* and see what hava been the historical trends wil^i rogsrd to 

the agricultural population and the agricultural labor foroa* 

lit Me fron Table II that not only has tha farm populatioa de-

cllasd relative to the total population* but it has dsclinsd in absolute 

Bumbers as well* i^rhaps of greater significaaea to this analysis would 
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TABLE II 

FARM POPULATION AND THE PERCENT FARM POPULATION 
IS OF THE TOTAL UNITS) STATES POPULATION, 

SELECTED YEARS FROM 3^10-.195;i« 

Fam Population
Wunbi^ Percent of Total 

Year (000) U. S. Population 

1910 32*077 3U.9 

1920 31,566 \ 29.7 

1930 29,W»7 2U.0 

19kO 29,OW 22.0 

1950 ' " ' 2U,335 16.x 

1951 23,276 15.1 

*Sourcet U» S» D®partramt of Agriculture, AgrlcDdtural Statistics 
19^2t (Washlngtonx Ooveminent Printing Office, 1952) Table 653, p* 635, 

i 
i 

I ■ 

i 
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b« th« rolationship batmen the fem labor force and the total elriliaa 

3aber force In the United Statea. Table HI illnatretea thia trend* 

Bare atgala we aee the same trendi A decline in fam voxieers beth 

relative to the total civilian labor force wid in abaolute nabem aa 

well* Thia relative and absolute decline in nunerieal inpnrtanee of the 

fam labor force is about aa we would ej3>ect under the deaand conditiona 

for aiErieultural products previously specified* Above and beyond the 

deaand conditlemBf there is on ths supply sido tha inereaaed fonductiv-

i^ par worker resulting frm various teehnolegieal iaprovsnants* This 

ineraaaed productivity per workMr has MppuemVly proceeded at a faster 

rate than inereaam in deaand brought about by p<qpalati(ai growth and 

higher incoBiea* These demand and supply conditiooa are largely reapon* 

aible for the docline in nunbers of v<Mrkers in agricultural 

production* Table 17 8h<mi the eubatantial increase in fam labor pro 

ductivity over the past few decades* 

These trends all point out the fact that in agrioxilture today 

we have fewer people producing Bore producta than ever before. The 

shifts in labor resources from agriculture to other Induatriea is clear 

enough* But even after all thisj the relative income situati(»i of the 

agricultural worker aa against the industrial woxicer has not been changed 

significantly, as we have seen in Table I* The causes" regarding tMs 

situation are uttdo\d}tedIy varied and eoi^lex* The concern of this thes 

is, lammna?9 is to get a clearer understanding of idio offsets of an sx-

eoss pi^pulation In agrleiilture on tho possibilities idiich fam people have 

in gaining control of capital idiieh might then be used to iainrove their 
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TABLE ni 

TOTAL FARM EMPLOIMERT, TOTAL CIVILIAN LABC® FORCE, 
A!© THE PERCENT FARM EMPLOT^IENT 13 OF THE TOTAL, 
UNITED STATES, SELECTED TEARS FROM 1930-1951* 

Total Farm Total Civilian Total Fam l^loyment 
Faploymentb Labor Force® as a Percent of the Total 

Tear (000) (000) Civilian Labor Force 

1930 11,161 149,820 22.14 

1935 ll,65U 52,870 22.0 

19U0 U,671 55,6140 20.9 

19U5 10,813 53,86o4 20.1 

1950 10,351 63,099 16.14 

1951 10,022 62,8814 15.9 

®The8e particular yeara were chosen to get conparability of the 
data. Total farm ea^loyiMnt was taken IVom Agricultural Outlodc Charts 
19531 Op. cit., p. 16. Total civilian labor force was taken from U, S, 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the 
United States 1952, (Washingtonj Government Printing Office, 1952) 
Table 207, p. 17B. 

^Includes family aad hired woikers. 

^Includes employed and unemployed but excludes Armed Forces 
personnel. 

^^Reduotion due to large niuabers in the Armed Forces. 
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TABI.E If 

FARM OUTPUT PER MAN-HOUR, UHIIED STATES, 
SELECTED YEARS FROM 1910-19$2^ 

Index Numbers (1935-39*100) 
rear Outnut per Man-Hour 

1910 71* 

1920 81 

1930 87 

19U0 112 

19$o 1^ 

1951 162 

1952 176b 

*Sourc®; Agricultural Otttlook Charta 19$3» Op» eit., p, 19, 

bi'Preliminary. 
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ILaamB situaticKUi TrezidUi bo far eatablished do not giro na a eos^lsto 

plctoro of the actuai nagnitudo of the laoreaent of poopXo froa agricul* 

tnra to other induatrles. fhia iaaight oan bo obtain^ only by taklag 

into ccatsldaz^tioa birth and death rataa and ealcuXating the anzinal iMi 

nattxral ineroaae la ttm agricultnraX peculation* An inquiry into thoae 

rolatitaishipa foUoaa* 

fim liignitaite of let Oatedgratian trm l^uvtng 

in trying to detoraiae net oatmigration of people fron anxral 

fara aroa8|i two factora asset be eomidered* 7he first oonaideratioa ia 

the net aatnral iaxaraase ia the rural farm popilatioe aa a»aaured by the 

aaaeesa of biri^ eror deaths fcr a giros year* The second ececonent la 

tha Jiangs in abaoluta atndNira in the rural farm popalatian that baa 

oceurred for that partioular year atadied* SuhtrMting the change ia 

absolute nuDiiers ia tha rural farm popnlatioa fron the net nattural ia* 

oraaae for the eorraap<nMliag year will vary nearly aicroadnata tha net 

eutnigimtion for that year. 

The figures in table? include both ruralfam and rural ntmfara 

people* In this analysisy we are prioarily interested ia tha net natural 

inerease of the rural farm population* Thexmfore^ the proi^tiaEUi of 

the rural population made up of rural farm and rural nonfarm moat be es* 

tabliahad* proportiona are ahotm in Table VZ* 

Before one oaa determine hew the net natural increaaa in the 

rural populatioa ia to be i»roportioaed as between the rural farm and the 
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TABLE ▼ 

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

AND TENNESSEE, 19U9® 

Net Natural 
Rural Births Rural Deaths Increase 

United States 1,U66,212 528,9li9 937,263 

Tennessee U9,2Ji5 16,232 33,013 

'^Sourcet Statistical Abstract of the Uaitad States 1952. Od. cit..
Table 66, p. 6U, and ^abie 75, p. ?1. ^ 
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,/r.i ' " '7 

si' 
t 



26 

TABLE ?I 

m PBOPORTIONS OF THE RURAL POPULATION MADE UP 
RURAL FARM AM)RURAL NOMFARi^ 

UNITED STATES AND THfNESSEE, 1950 

Percent Percent 
Rural Farm Rural Nonfarm 

United States* 37.3 62.7 

Tennessee^ 50.2 49.8 

®3ouro«i U. S. Department of Cosneree, Bureau of the Gensua, 
1950 Censua of Agrleultujre, Vol. II, Qeneral Report, Statistics by 
subjects, (Washingtonj Sovemment Printing Office, 1952) Hie 1950 
percentages in Table VI applied to the 19U9 net natural increase in 
Table V will not give a completely accurate picture. However, it is 
imlikely that the bias wotild be significant in either direction. 1950 
data were used hejre because the corresponding 1949 data weie not avail 
able. Furthermore, these percentages are based on the census definitlos 
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" ui^jan 
definition. 

^Source* U. S, Departn»nt of Cononeree, Bureau of the Census,
1950 Unit^ Stetes Census of Populati^, Teimessee, General Character^ 
isticB, (fa^ingtont Ooveminent Printing Office, 1952) 
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iru2«l ncefsrm eat«g(xris8|, otM other factor iimst be considered. Thie fac 

tor ia the rate at vhleh these two groups tend to reproduce thMuieXrea. 

7he aoimretre of fertility chosen is nunlser of children under five years 

old per om thoossad woiMm between the ages of fifteen to forty-niae years. 

A rather surprising trend over the last ^ade has been the greatcur in^ 

crease in fertility for the rural nonfana jMpulation than for the rural 

fare population, fable TIX illustrates this trend for the maral fsrm 

and rural nonfana population of the IMted States. 

flw Muae trend holds true for the rural fazei and the rural non 

fana population of TennMaee. Xn l^SO* the oorrespendii^ figures for 
If 

fonnessse wsrei nural fans - and rural nonfana - 50^. 

The fertility wite of these two groups being so nearly equals it 

seeaed reasonable to tme the percentages established in fable fX with 

out fbrther eQrreeti«m. Applying theae percentages in Table TX to the 

net natvofal increase in the xrural populatim shown in Table we obtain 

the net natural increase In the rursl fsr» population shown in Table 

vm. 

To get a total picture of the nagnittsde of moremnt of pe<^le fraa 

7^50 g^ted States C«nan» of Py)t^tl<». Tennsasee. Op. clt. 
Agal% 19ny data were not av^laible and it was assusawi ihat the differ-
encea between l?]^? and 19^0 ̂ rauld not be significant. These figures are 
again based <ri the uxban dsfinltioa used previous to 1950. fhe differ 
ence in the alee of these neasures for the United States and Tmnessee 
is prinarily due to the following differeiuse in definitiont for the 
^lited States the definition wu "the matw of children under five years 
old per one thoiauMmd narried wosen^ fifteesi to forty-nine years old^ with 
husbaM present.* For Tenneaseoy all w«ffi»n were included in calculatli^ 
this neasure from the Census data. However^ it was felt that the rela 
tionship betwera rural faona and rural nonfam would not be greatly af 
fected. 
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TABLE VH 

ITOMBM OP OfH CHILDREM PER 1000 WOMEN TO lt9 TEARS 
OLD, RURAL FARM AND RURAL HONFARM POPULA TION OP 
THE UNITED STATES, APRIL ISkO, I9k7, AND 191*9* 

19U0 19U7 191*9 

Rural Farm 618 6ia 631 

Rural Nonfara 5l6 $68 632 

AcSoure«i Statistloal Abstract of the United SUtes 19$3, Op. cit.. 
Table 39, p, 1*1, The corresponding figures for tlie U. S. urban popula 
tion for theee three years were 369, 1*77, and 503. This indicates that 
the differotces in bir^ irates between urban and rural people are becaaing 
less pronounced. However, wide differences still ejdst. 
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TABLE ?in 

NET NATURAL INCREASE IN THE RURAL FARM POPULATION, 
UNITED STATES AND TENNESSEE, \9k9 

Net Natural Inoraasa 

Unitad States 3it9,$99 

Tenneasee 16,573 

'! .. :i 
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ftam to otlior oceupations* tho lligures in Table Till nust be raised 

or lOHsred d«|>endlng upon the ̂ ange in absolute amdiers of the rural 

farm popnJLation for the year l^U?* The b«Hst UMUnire that could be ob* 

taizMKl mas the average ehange in the farm populatioo in the IS^kOl^O 

deeade ahoim in Table ZC* 

tfoe the picture is about oo!s^>lste» Subtxactii^ the average year* 

ohange« Table 2X« from the net natural increase^ Table VXXZ« (eub* 

traeting a m^ative nuaber from a positive being equlvalnat to addition 

of tlw two auahere) me find that for -Ute total United States rural farm 

population of lS>li9« apparently lf066»3S3 people moved frwa the farms to 

other locations and occupations* The oomparable figure for Tennessee io 

2(2^1^7« Thme are indeed large naid>ere of people to be migrating from 

our farms in one perticular year* 

As hae already been implied in X, the rearing of diil* 

dren to a^lthood is a costly process* If we are to have highly pro* 

duotlve citiaenB} and subseqtaently an increased level of living^ a 

rathiar high level of toveetamint in the future citlaen for such thii^s 

an feodj clothing^ edueationi medical carei etc* win be required* The 

aegnitude of investaente in farm children will be the subject of the 

nntt chiq^ter* 
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TABLE n 

ffiJBAL FARM POPULATION AND THE AVERAGE YEARLY CHAN(ffi 
FOR THE UNITED STATES AND TENNESSEE, 19liO-1950 

Rural Farm Population Arerage Yearly 
for Change 

19liO 19?0 19U0-19$0 

IRilted States* 30,216,188 23,0U8,3$0 -716,781i 

Iteoneseee^ l,271,9Ui 1,016,20U - 25,5714 

®SoTirc«i 19$0 Cenaua Agrlcttltare, Vol. n,OciMiral Report, 
Op« clt« 

Sources 19^ United Statee Ceneue of Population, Tetmesseei Op, 
cit, 
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IRS cr rim mmivu tbb famiix Am 

cammim 2rvestisiiis m&ds m camm 

Pnrpot* «ad OutlliM «f CliaptMr 

Xa this ch«pt«rt m shall aetabliig^ sons satirical benehoarks 

as to the costs ImoXved in irearltig a chiM from infancy to adultiiood| 

l»s« to that age wh«re th« child is taxable of Joining tha labor forea 

and becondng a productive individual, Theaa costSf or Invastmsnta from 

tha ttandpoint of tha individual upon vdioa these costs are incurred^ irill 

be calculated as direct coats borne by tha individual family and indi* 

raet coats borxus by the ptdslic* These costs of rearing the diild^ or 

total investment rapresanted by an adult^ will be broieen down by vari 

ous cost items. Furthermore^ a elassification basi^ on disposable net 

eaah income vill be made so aa to determine the relationship between 

invaatnant in the child and the income of tha family of which ha is a 

awmbaTe 

Finally^ ui aatimata of tha aggregate capital invested in this 

axeesa farm population wiU be made. For this purpose^ the e]i^[>iz*ical 

beaehanrks with regard to the cost of rearing the child will be applied 

to tha figures of population movement out of farming as established id 

the iracadics chapter. 

The analysis presented in this cheater wiU treat the bimmn agent 

as a factor In the piroductioa process Just as is land^ bailding8« and 
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•qui|»aa»t* Vlth due respect for htsnm beiogSy one imst nerertheXeet 

recognise thet hvsnan agent hae a good deal In coBsmon with the other 

factors of {nroducticoi. In other words* a certain asionnt of tljoe Bmsi 

elapse and a certain investraent is required before the hunaa agent be<» 

c<nBes productive at all* In the early stages of lifSji the entries in 

ths aoeount are all on the coat side. 7he funds used to coter these 

oostSji while the child is dependent^ nomtally cosie out of the fanily*s 

iacosM. 

Soiarce of Sata and DeHj^ticatB 

!Rmi data pmssQted In this ehaptrap wwe talom tsral Spend* 

ing ttiQnii"* a Sseearch and Hsx^ting Act project aponsored jointly by the 

Ifesneasee Agricultural SsperisKnt Station and the Collie of Bosie Soo* 

nasties* the llolversl^ of fennessee* under the direction of jor. Jose* 

Inline Staab*' 
•me surrey sanple was deslgnsd to select, according to 

laMB of isrobability, a saagile of white owner*operator fara 
faidllss of a specified conposition living in the open comtxy 
of fennessee and to secure a self»weighting sample. An ap* 
preisaX of the Mstple indieated there were no wide dieorepaa* 
cies betwe<m the survey and the 1950 Census. The sanple for 
the state-wids surviqr was deslgnsd* drawn* ai^ evaluated under 

^ISee Xduls Z. Dublin and Alfred J. botka* The Money Value of A 
Msn (Ssvised Edititm* The Bonald Rrees C(M^>any, Mew lork 19^6) Chap^ 
IfT 

%he writer wiihM to eocprsss his sincere appreciation te Dr. 
Staab in making this data available. Without her assistance and cooper* 
ation* this study would not have been possible. A eoiaprehsneive analy* 
•is of an the data obtained in this survey will ippear in CoUsi^ of 
Mobm Sconooiss pdblicatioas iddch are now in progress. 
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the eiqtervisiea of qiaelified etatietleiane*^ 

The eligibill^ requirennatte of faoiliee £rm vImmi wathed* 
nlet were to be taken weret 

!• White operatcar of e farm ralelag $U00 worth or more 
of fum prodaete in who 

Am Lived on the aane fant Janxiaxy I» 19k9 and at 
the tine of interview. 

9* Owned the fa» In part or in fall m OeOMher 
31, 151*9. 

0. lived in the fam dwelling he owned* 

0« Van one of the cO'^ieade of the faadly ae weH 
ae owner-operator of the farm* 

1* Biceliided werei 

1* OieMir-eperatflre idie did not live on the 
fam th^ owmwl* 

2* 7am operatora who were heire to estatee 
in probate* 

3* Beaident landlorda. 

km Owner-operatora vho raiaed leaa than|M)0 
worth of fam producta annaally. 

XZ* Euaband and wife family 

Am With BO children or only unmarried children 
under 22 yaara of ago living at hoawi at tiie 
tine of the interview and during tha report 
pear* 

B* Whi^ wae in axietmce danuazy 1^ 151*9. 

6* Bxeluded werei 

^^caaphine Staab,"A Sunaazy of Znooma-firpanditure Relations of 
Fam Families Osing Threa Baeee of Glaseifioationi*, College of Home 
Beoiuiailoa, T&iireKvity of Tenneeaee (Ifiaeogn^hed}* 



SiMftMtnd *nd wlftt ounsr-operftter faailist 
with Mrrlttd ehildrwn Uring at how w welX 
«a thottw with wwarried ehildnn 22 ywun o£ 
ag* or om>« 

2* AH hrolnn owwr*aperator tanilies ragardr 
laaa of tha eflapoaitian of the hoiuK^old.^ 

wte waa aet at .75 iweaot of all white 9meuae*i)p»r*' 

atari of f«cw Jja IHwaaaaee tar the year lSli.9 awting the requireiMmtc 

apeeifiad. 

A term wed frequently in the foHowii^ analysla needa to be 

defined at thla point, fhe tew referred to ia diapeaidile net eaah in* 

eow. Diapoaable net eai^ Ineome ia oooipMMid of the wt oaah farm in-

oowt wt eawinga from other eaipleymenta^ wtinoow from erafta wd 

boardere# wt rent from pr^rty,iatweat and diridenda and regular 

oontributiona from peraona not ia the familyt leaa federal aiwi atate 

ineome taxma* A fnrtiier eonaiderationi and ow whiOi will be diacuaaed 

later in this ehd^pter^ ia the fact that inoomea and asqpenditorea wwe 

calculated from the i^ice level exiating in the year 1$U5* 

the following tablea, It, and xn,were eempttted from thaae 

data. Xmem eatagoriaa ware arbitwxHy ohoaen ao aa to get a fairly 

even dialnribaticit of eaaea in each inecaae groi^. tW nunher of Oiildren 

in each group waa not aufficient to permit a breakdown by aingle yearaf 

therefore, Ihe children were grovgMd by five year aga IntarvalB. 

talm of food oonauwd ineludea boUi tha axpanaes fcx purehaaed 

^i0»vptdm Staab, o&DOw-acpanditure RalatiaDa of Farm Pamiliaa 
liaing thraa Baaea of ClaaalfiMUon^,(Hophbliahad Fh. D. theaia, Tha 
Unlveraiiy of Chicago, Mawh 1^3), Chester Xl. 



t9tA woA tiMi XMna value of farai produced food* IttKn was reported 

by fandlies as total escpense f®p purchased foods and total value of fara 

inroduced food without being larcdcwa doim as to tiMi value of food eonsunad 

per individual in that faaily* The allocation of this lunp sue (eoqwrnae 

ef purehased foods and total value of farm jupodueed food were eoBbined 

in the aiudysis) to individual family mMsbers was acecnpUidiad throu^ 

Idle use of previously established "adult male equivalent food eooavmp^ 

tion unite. 

Clothing eng^eaditures vere reported separately for each individ 

ual in the family* This was also true for education eaqpeaditures* 

liecreationj aedieal« and personal eaqpenditures were reported for 

iadiviilnelfamily nenbers as far as thess expenditures could be so idwi-

tified* Ikt many eases^ homv^ji a part of these expenditxures were re 

ported f(nr tlie family as a unit* Zh these oasee« this luqp sum was 

allocated equally mmg all the family msdbMm* 

Osa^ losses mre cosqmted by taking the cost of rearing a chfld 
6to a specified age timsi the espected mortality at that age* This cost 

louis I* ]H)blin« and Alfred Intlcaa The Money Value of a Man* 
(Bevised Edition^ ISie Ronald iRress Coopanyj, Mew tcrk lyhC>> Chapter Uf^ 
p* $0, Table 13| quoting Faith M. WiUlmns and Alice C. Hanson, "Money 
RLsbureemsnts of Wage Eemers end Clerical Workers in Eight Cities in 
ths East Horth Central Bsgion* 193b»l6», Bulletin Ho* 636, U, s, Dspart-
asnt of iebor Statisticsi Table C, p* b32 and Table D, p. h33* 

According to this 8y8te% an adult male is eonsidered as 1*00, an 
adult fema^ as .82,a one ye«p old of either mac as *lt8, a tea year old 
male as *814, s ten year old female as *76, etc* 

Statistical Abstract of the Hnited States 19^2. Op. cit** table 
6Stg p* 7f* 
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VM thcQ diriddd the eo^cted flurriTors to that aga« £itar«8t 

M on the expenditTxres were ccMinitdd at tiro psx«eent|t ctaipemdbd trnd^ 
7 

78ibliro Xf XIj, and XIl do aot include fanUy omiNMiyd axpeneet «i 

a e(rot of rearing the child* 3^1eded in orezhead «xp9tus9» are etuh coat 

itwii as iunaHMi reatf hooeehold fumishingai and honeehold operation 

ehixdii in tani|» inelndee endi itene aa lights refrlgerationt and 

teleph(»ie* these overhead eacpenaea vere not inolndM aa a coat in rear 

ing ehildxmx beeanae it eaa foond that within a given ineone lavi^^ 

thaae aaqronaea wera about the mam for all fwdllea* In faet, indlca-

iitffii £roii the data are that theee overhead eaipensea tend to decline 

aa faniliea grow la aise* Apparently the larger faailiea cannot afford 

to apond aa imeh for these Itena* 

Another ite» excluded tron theae tablet ia the expenditt^re aad* 

Iqr parenta for life inatmetnoa on their children* fhis item waa includ 

ed in family aavinga and cotad not be Isolated* The people conducting 

the aurvey have Informad the writer that thia vaa a very inaignifioant 

iten asMJog the familiea included in the survey* It nay veil be an itan 

of coaaiderablc aigniflcanee In som areas* 

FimHy, there is one item idicae value in doUani and 4^te could 

not be determinadi the service rendered by the mother in rearii^ the 

child* The aether, ia the najorlty of hones, gives full working day to 

hciBa occivationa of one kind or another# A large share of her tine la 

7'Interest was conputed froa standard annuity tables* 
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Ill 

tptoA on bdhalf of tho ohildron* An oviXtAilcoi of this hao not boon 

wmim§ And wo ma»% bo sAtlofiod with pointing oat^o foot* 

Abovo and boyond thoAO oacpondlturoa bosmo directly by tho fAolly 

art certain osqpendllMroa bomo only izxiireetly by tho faallioa in the 

t&rm of pdblie tax fando. Theire aron no dotd)t« certain eooto shared by 

tto eonmmlty a« a whole with ri^oird to sneh iteas aa aodioal care and 

recreation* fheae item were coneidered to be of nlnor iaportanee and 

have not been incwporated into thia analysia. Herhaps the largest item 

of tliia kind la the support of the educational system* An estimate re* 

garding this eomoninity eocpenditure was made* As nearly as can be do* 

tersdned from data availAbla^ the farm people of Tennessee spend approa* 

imately|20 per child per year ttxt educatLra out of locally coUeoted 

taxes*® 

Ths loss of ram health 

^the previous chi^ter we observed that, in l^hSt apparently 

people moved from the fame to other locations and oce\]pati(nis* 

lb terns of investments made by bolib the family and the community, how 

much wmlth did these migrants repreaentf First, we must decide \pon 

^ased data (Attained from State of Tmmessee, Beimrtment of 
Sducatiott,"AnmuCL Statistioal Beport for l^e S(diolAStlo Tear Ending 
June l^OS* The measure used wast Total Btvsnue Beeeipts from the 
county for county pOblic sohcxtls, gzudaw 1 thro\;gh 12, minus county 
school funds apportionod to city and special district schools, dividsd 
by not earoUmsnt In all coun^ schools, grades 1 throi;gh 12, white and 
negro* The ̂ 0 represents sa averags fw 26 prtnarily rural counties in 
Tennessee* 
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•a invwitMat figure to uso. Ziuiofar m thoso ntgxwnts ineludod ehll* 

dron from tenant famera as wU as flraa ownar-operatorss Magro as wall 
9 

aa whlte^ and foer that aatter« paepla of various agesj pezhaiMi the mm% 

reasonable inrestaMnt fig\ire would be that established in Table X« These 

fawllies had an average disposable net eash incowe of $813* Xf allfam 

ineoaes in the state were averagedji this figure would probably be woet 

representative of any establiahod in the preceding tables* 

The Investwent figure used was I3>13U* This is the total cost of 

irearlng a child to age fifteen* As has been indicated in ChiQ>ter age 

fifteen was chosen so as to leeap our estioMites on the conservative side* 

The wealth repx^esented by these l42«lji»7 nigxwita« therefore^ would 

be estlmted at x I3»13U or a total of 1132*086^698* This repre* 

sents the eaepsBse home directly by the fawilies* Added to this would 

be the conmunity expense of education* If we assiSMi that the average 

migrant had an eighth grade edwation* then $20 per child per year for 

eight yearn would result in a|l6o expenditure per pernon. An estimate 

of the iiuiireot family or coanunlty expenditurea would be U2*li(7 x |l6o 

or a total of $6,7U3«520* The total loss of wealth to Tennessee farmers 

as a rrault of having reared this excess poptilation would be estimated 

at $138*832*218 for the year 1Sh9» The number of fsnas in Tennesaee in 
10 

19^0 was r^ortsd as 231*631* This represents* tlwrefore* an avwage 

%hl8 matter of age distribution of ths migrants will be dis* 
cussed later in this diapter* 

^Statistics^Statistical Abstract of the United States 19^2* Op* cit** 
Tsbls 636* p* 621* 
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XOM per Tenaessee farm o£ about $600 for tiie year I9U9* Thia Xoea is 

the rMultaat of rearing a p^vOLati<ai in eageeae of agriculture's needs*
11 

ione CoBnents on the XnterpretatlfiBi of the riadiage 

SNiirwel factors need to be lo^t in Bind vith xespeet to the in« 

terpretatlon of these findings* First of aXl« the costs referred to are 

not all eut^-pocket eosts* As has been shoiin (see footnote to "Mbles 

X, Xlt and xn}« a considerable proportion of the value of the food eono 

suBsd BBS Bade up of farm produced food* This, therefore» is not an 

out-of-pwdcet cost but rather a sacrifice of incone* From an eoononie 

stan^ointji howeverf it appears justifiable to include this as a cost of 

rearing the child beeaase^ had the child m>t bem there to ooi»uae this 

produoOf the resources could probably have been put to a use in vhich a 

aattotable coBBMdity would have been produced* Actually^ a Ht-^e over 

tiKKthlrds of the value of hcuae producod food wee aade up of neat« milk^ 

and eg^ for which ccmnoditiea noet famsrs already have a ready aaitet* 

AnotlBr factor is the allewsnoes for expenses incurred en account 

of children that do not live to adulthood* While again quite appropri* 

ate fren an accounting point of vlev« they will not be felt by the 

perente as lt«Mi of oost applicable to the surviving ehildrwu* 

Finallyir ̂ e intareat conpated on the investnents itade in the 

^^hdloulatiane for the Bhited States have not been nede beeauee 
tha data on the costs of rearing children are not avalldbls* Vith c«r«-
tain assusptiosHi about incoaee and expenditinro habits^ however^ the data 
presaoted in this chapter could be put to that usa* 

"T..S5" 



hk 

<^Idraa needn to bo considered. Uhile again not representative q£ m 

cmt'*of<ipocloet eoat^ it is nevertheless a t$i>e of opportanity cost in 

the sense that it refaresents foregone incoiae that night have been re« 

eeived had there not been a child xipon vdilch to spend the aoney. That 

is to aagr^ aoney ̂ ^t on these children could be conservatively e3q)ecV 

•d to earn this SEodh interest if put to son» other use. 

Another Itm to keep in alnd is that ths figures for the coat of 

bringing vp a chUd laresmted in tdiis chaptar have been derived froa 

data dhserved over a short period of tine| naa«lyf the year 1SU9» SvtA 

basic data cannot be expected to represent exactly a situation lasting 

over a period of fifteen years or nore. In view of the fact that real 

Inoosos have risen over the past fifteen years^ it seems only reasonable 

to assuae that faailies in 19U9 would have spent more on their children 

then they would have fifteen or more years ago. This assuaqption is sup* 

ported by the fact that iheae familiea have relatively low ineosHM and^ 

as seen in Tables and XXI^ the income elasticities associated 

with these esqteaditures in behalf of the children appear fairly high. 

Ibis factor# it would seen^ would necessitate slight downward 

modifications in the figures arrived at in this analysis# after price* 

level corrections had been made. la view of the fact that we have been 

cooserrative In deriving these estimates# hewevert it seems Improbable 

that a significant error resulted from this difference in ineoaes over a 

p«rlod of time. 

Still another factor to be considered is the age at idiich people 

migrate. Data were not available from which to determine the age dla* 
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tribatioa of tho pooplo that actual!/ left Tennesaaa fanas in 14^149* M 

Indication^ homTrar^ that the graat aa^orlty of migrants ara your^ peo* 

pla is fact that for all migrants in tinited States (rural and 

urban} fraa April 1, 19hd to April 1, 19U9# 73 panmmt ware lass than 

thirty-firs years old. The median age of all migrants was 25*2 yaars.12 

2h an anal/ais of migrmtiai data eonpiled by tl»i Census Bureau for 

the 193^*^0 pariodf it was found that for all rural faana out-migrants 

ofar aie^taen years of aga, 6U.2 pareant wars between the ages of sigh-

teen and thirty-four years. 13 There ars« of ooursa» people cf all ages 

aoring free the farms to the eities. But the great majority are in the 

younger age groups. 

It might be argued that sane consideration must be made with re 

gard to the productivity of theae migrants before they left agriculture. 

To the extent that these migrants mads sons contribution to agricultural 

producti<m before they leftj, it might be reasoned that the eoete in-

rolvad 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 fsrmingy the 

greater will be the leas to agriculture for the following reaaona* 

firsts this individual^ if ha wars to move^ would very probably be arnch 

more productive than he ia preaantly in farming. Therefore^ the agri-

12
U.S« Dapartaasnt of Comasree^ Biareau of the Osnsua, "Current 

Population Bepfirts^ Population Charaeteristiea#" Serlea P-20y No. 28^ 
Table 2, p. 7* 

'^Edmund deS. Brunner* "Internal Migration in the B.S.f 193$''UO,* 
Bural Soeialogy 13i9-22, March 1^. 

https://yaars.12
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cultural cOBaamltgr vould evantually share in this increased productiri* 

tgr* SecondlyIt is cosceifsble that the longer the individual remaini 

ia agrictilture, the acre veal^ he will actually have accumulated. But 

It is vexy unlikely that he will donate this wealth to the agricultural 

comaunily. On the contrary, he will very likely take thia wealth along 

to his new location, 

fhe analyeis of these relatlonehlpe, however, are related to a 

much broader issue than has been undertaken in this theels. These are 

factors to be considered ia an analysis of the general problea of a de* 

dining agriculture in an expanding industrial eoommy. They cannot be 

analysed within the fraaeweric of this study. 

In conclusion it anst be pointed out that the inference that farm 

people should grsatly slter their habits of roproducticm is not intendk 

ed. An out aovemmt of people Ikoa agriculture would be expeoted evan 

if birth rates would sharply doclina. As has bosn shown ia Chagpter 11# 

tiis p<^nilstloa in agriculturs Is decrosslng in absoluts aukbors and, 

thorofore> a surplus would be created even without present day high 

birth rates. To be sure, agricultural people would be better offfinan* 

cially if they had fewer children to rear. But this would hardly eliai-

nate the problea of a surplus pqpulatixm in agriculture. 

Saving analysed and having gained som Insight with respect to 

the reasons for, the sise of, and the capital l<»a resulting from rear 

ing an excess |K>pulatlon in agriculture, one cannot help but speculate 

scaekhat en soae of the eonsequenoes resulting from this phenomenon, 

A theoretical treatoent of eome of these expected coneequeneee wiU be 

undertaken in the Ibllowing chapter* 
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SQSMB TSmcm> 00KSSQl]E3fCES OF^EXCESS 

POPUUTIOM a A0R3CUIIUHE 

jhcrsKMiii and OuUina of Chaptar 

IThMm la eatii that sdght ba said about the consequeneoa of the 

■OvwDsat of an excess populatlcn out of agriculture. In facty mny of 

those consoquoQOOB aaar bo conaiderod as falling outsido tho ajdiore of 

oconoaio analysis. 7heroforo» as the chapter title i]q>lie8« only sobmi 

of toese expected consequences will be analysed. 

Tarious (m>proaehe8 sdght be taken In presmting the analysis nde 

in this fiiuQ chapter. Hoiieaer^ In the interests of clazdty and what 

appeared to be a logical organization* the followins seheae was adopted. 

First* m shall txy to get a better understanding of the kind of people 

that ndgrate. Secozui* we ehall exaadne acsMi of the consequences to the 

Migrant hiaself. Third* we shall inspect sooe of the more inqwirtant 

craeequenc^ to the people rewaining in the rural cansninlty. Fotnrth* 

the eoiuiequenees to the pec^le in the reoeirlng cenannitF will be brief* 

ly appraised. A atatemnt regarding the isgilications of this problen to 

society as a idiols will also be aade. 

Charaoteristios of Migrants 

Zt is* of course* ispoasible to define ell Migrants with a partic* 



m 

t^Ut» 0«t of cXasoificatlono. Howovor, cortaln dharacteriaticB ooea to 

be soaeohet ia<ara provalent soong migxente 'Uiaa thoy are aiK)iig notadgiienti* 

With to the age at vhich people lalgxateji we have sees in the pre-

oedipg eh^pribep that young petiole are far wcb^ ndgratcoy than ol^r pes^pls* 

A« one writer has stated^ 

The one generallaatioB about migration differentials which can 
be o<»)eidexed definitely established^ although even this oannot 
be stated preciselyj^ is the foUowingt there is an excess of 
adeleseente mad young adults among adgraata^ particularly mi 
grants from rural areas to.towns coiig>ared with the nomnigrating 
cr the general p^?uUtiO!u^ 

(SeefSgwm X and IX of this ̂ i^oter*) 

would a$^ar raaronable to assume that rural-uxbaa migration 

would ba more aelirative of famales than of malee. One of the reascme 

for this may be that the jOb «ii^g>ertunitlaa for femalee are greater in 

the eitiee than on the farm. An analysis of the migrauits in the period 

lends 8t^>port to this aatwepilm^ •The amtie of males to fe-

m^es among ̂ 1 farm migrante was 1(^»6 to 100 bat aai<n!g thoee ̂ ^ho mi 

grated to Ihe oi^y thera wars only 92^$ males to 100 feiaslae**^ 

There is sons evidenee that rural-axban migration is also selec-

tiv# of tho moro highly odtatatod* According to a study of the eenave 

data on latamal Migration tar the period 2^35-l»0, tho following ©on» 

elusion was roaohed. 

Kigratiim to citias was found to bo highly soleetive with 
respect to education* Xn addition to selecting those persons 

^Jorotl^ Swaiae Th<»Qasy "Hesearch Hmaorandum on Migration Difj
«atial8"y Soeial Scianeo Baaoarch Council* lp36y Bulletin kh P« XI* 

2fidnmd deS* Bnamery Qp* cit** p* li^* 



1^0 iftM better edtioeted than persona of the sem age at the 
plaee ef origin* it alee eeleeted persona idio nere better 
educated than persona of the sam age at the place of deeti* 
Bati<»u The two najor eaeeeptiona to this were i&igranta 
originating in populationa which had a level of education con* 
•iderably below that of the city, (a) Althousdi wigration 
selected the better ed\xeated of the farm population, the aver* 
age educational attalnaent of the farm population was still 
below that of the U3d>an population to idiich they migrated, 
(b) Possibly because of major social and eeoncade chaises 
underway in the South, the migration of the aonnihite Cotton 
Belt population contadned disproportionately large maSbers of 
the Isairt well educated as well as the better educated.^ 

Further erideiuse on this point comes from a study made in Lin* 

coin County* Tennessee.^ In ̂ is study it was found that with a giren 
Xerel of family wealth, those people with more educatim were noore 

migratory than those with less education. It was also fotmd that ths 

mars highly educated moved over iMiger distances. 

Cmeequenoea to the ̂ dividual 

laving adam» tmdantending a« to the age, sex, and educational 

eharacterlstlos of the migrante, let ua inquire Into some of tte con* 

eequsiwies that might be e3q>eoted as a result of rearing an exeeee popo.^ 

lation in agriculture. Cna of the consequeaeas, aepeclally with tha 

relatively low inooaea of farm families, is ̂ at a fairly low inveatnent 

Ronald J. Bogue, and Margaret Jarman Magood, ScriKw Foundation 
atudieg in Population Distribution. lo.6,Part IF, "liub-iegional Migra-
ilon in lEhe Imlted States, 1535-hOi Differential Migration in the Com 
and Cotton Belts", Vol. II, p. ̂ 7. 

^stilts of this study by S. B. Hughes, Agricultural Bxpsrlment 
Station, Universi^ of Tenneesee, have not yet been polished. 
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ia aadt in bahalf of ttw indlriduaX neaft}#]* of tbeso famlHea# Tho 

first quostion of rslovanes Is* What ars the eansequenoes to aa Indl* 

triduftl as a xesnlt of being a nanber of a faaii^ vith a low InotaasT 

The effeets of low ineone on the ImrestMats aade in ths child 

eaa be seen in Tables Z* ZI and XII in Chapter III. We see from the 

data there anaijrsed that -Uie investaMMxt in the inditridnal to age twenty-

one faries frm Ih3d3 in faadlies with avwrage incones of $813* to $57U2 

in faniUes vith aterage inoaiass of $17U8* to $6^82 vith aforage 1noowes 
5 

of $3iOO. We notice also that all oopenditure categories are affected. 

There is ccsplete consistency in the relationship between faaily iaeones 

and investments in the children. One could only infer* as viU be ftar-

ther elaborated later en in this chapter* that an individual receiving 

the benefits of a lazier investment in 8u<di things as education* reere-

atim* medical care* clothing* food* etc.* would be better prepared to 

see and create for himsi^ the ofportonities required for achieving a 

high level of living. 

Another eonsequmioe of this excess pcpulaticm in agriculture* 

and in fact aa ve have seen in Chapter II* cme of the causes of this Sot* 

eeas* is that farm families have relatively high birth rates and thare-

fcee large families are mmre prevalent than among uiban people. Sigh 

birth rates are spcdcen of es a conaequence of an exeess population in 

agricul^ira because this populatlcm excaas tanda tc lower incomei re 

ceived* and lower incomes are oloeely associated vith high birth rates 

$ 
Theee figures exclude chergM for lose by death end intarsat as 

the investment. 
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in «ar eulttire. A furthsr •labcoratlon of this point will aiso ooaa lat* 

er in this ch^ptor. Ihe saeond qwaation of rolavanco than iduit are 

the consaqueneaa to an individual as a result of being a araber of a 

large faniljr with a low incoae? Tables XIIl and XI7 give m s^i&» 

eight into these relationshipa* 

The bases of claasifieation used in Tables XHI and XX? need to 

be olarified» The age of the average child was eospated by stusBing the 

egee of all the children of a given fawUy and dividing by the nuaber 

of children* This was considered a rexy strategio factor in the elassi<«' 

flcation beeeese the inveataent in the child rariaa widely depending 

en the e|^ of the diild. (See TSblea!§ XI# and xn» Chipter XI1«) The 

aother*8 educational level wee used for tho following roiuiotte. First of 

all^ it was found that a trezy high correlatioa eidstod botwsen tho yean 

of eroding of the fathor and the aother* Xt will bo noticod also that 

eidMitantlal dlitaraneoe in incoae are aaaociated with the edueational 

level of the mother. This is explained by tho feet that the educational 

^' level o£ the parents wee highly correlated^ and that people with more 
educatiox tend to bo aoare productive* Second* it wee aaauaasd that the 

inveetaente asde in the ohildren weuld be sMre nearly aseoeiatad with 

the edueationel level of tlw aother than with the educatitmel level of 

the father insofar as the mother is generally mere influential with re* 

gerd te faally policies relating to the rearing of the ehlldran* 

Tables XUI and XI? seem to indicate quite clearly that children 

In large fuBilies have lees inveetaent made in their behalf than do 

ehildren in email familiae* with a given ineoma level* This does not 
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«•§» to be the case in fanlllee ehera the children ere ytmng^ eepeclally 

vlth regard to food and clothing eatpendltaresf a« eeen in WbXe Xin. 

this ie prtdjably due to (1) the ihct tliat the sagnltude of eacpmditwee 

ii esiailer and ean be net more easily eiran in faalliee vlth Ion ineoaes 

•zkI (2) the possibility that at this youi^er ago there are certaia 

winiann i^eentlals vhieh aost be prorlded if life is to be aalntained. 

But as children grov olderas sheun in Tabls Xlft thers is a fsipy 

•ignifteant drc^ in ths ineestntsts aada in children In the large imaL* 

lies* It aight be argued that the ehildren in these larger faailiwi are 

slightly younger than the children in the aaall families and would there« 

fore raqulrs lass In terms of food^ dothing# otc* All^ough this slight 

age differential holds tme for the data presented in Table XI7, the 

hlglMr inconw of tiuise families would trery likely be nore then enoite^ 

to offset age differeneoi* 

Share is a good deal of eTidencse awalleble» which need not bo re«> 

riswed hsroy showix^ the relaticuudnip betwoffia incommgi and birth rates* 

Shms two factors ars found to be highly correlated* That is to sayj 

low inoosMi are associated with high birth rates* 

m hare seen in the preeeding chspter that ths iavestments mads 

In children In lowincoae fsjadlies are considezebly below those mads for 

chUdrsn in high-iitoone families* Adikid to this contideration is the 

fact that children in large faaHioB have smaller inirestaents made in 

their behalf than do ehildren in smaller families* t^th the oonblned 

and simiatansous effects of low Ineoms and largo famlllss^ a situation 

idiidh eharaoterlses a lazgo part of southern &griculture« ̂ results 

,r. 



saotfit aliaost of xwcessity b« « 3jOw level of Imrestitient in the ehlldreiu 

It does not seea highly imreascaiable to umvm that the greater 

the inveetiOGmt in ttui bmnan ag«itf to a certain point at leastj^ the more 

productive vill be the individual* Ihere oay^ of course^ be exceptitaaa^ 

but thin would seen to hold in the aggz^ate* Ihgder these conditions^ 

it is «Bctr«aely difficult to conceive of an equality of economic crppor* 

tunity in our coBgwtitive society for these children ss sgainst those 

Who have had the benefit of groater capital investments in such iteont Si 

education^ medical care, food, etc* A further consideration is ̂ lat if 

aigratisa is selective of those representing the hi^r inveetaents^ 

then those remaining in agricultTsre are even at a greater disadvantage* 

1%is is true because these conditlcme might be expected to perpetuate 

themselves ss followst low laronMi•large families *lew investmsnt in 

the children *low productivity * low incomes « larg* familiesj) and so 

on* 

Abovtt and beyond ths ssenonie consequencss of being a meaher of a 

large family with a low income^ consequences which are felt by the mi* 

grant and nonmigrant alike^ there are certain social and fsychologieal 

consequences idilch are felt bf the migrant as he mores from his familiar 

rural envireoasnt to the less familiar tuban envircnmsnt* Certain ad* 

juataaots will be required in this new situatlcm if ths migrant is to 

chievB acm feeling «f security and stability in his new locatloa* this# 
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h(Xi9Vteep is iiioideiital to our analysis and will not ba analyzed*^ 

OoDsaqueiioas to the Rural Ccsnmunltgr 

the second set of consequences idiioh we shall analyae are those 

felt by the people remaining en the fams in rural conaunities. It 

is apiar<^iate« first, to theorise what the effects would be if no mi 

gration occurred, Siq^Ktse the 10,000,000 or so pe<^ iriio left the farms 

in the Ihiited States for other occupations in the 1940-1950 decade wem 

still on the fhms todigr* 

It is, of course, extremely difficult to vieuallse exactly what 

ccmdition our eoonony would be in today if this were actually the case* 

One thing leemo quite certain* The total productivity of the econoa^ 

would be lower than it la at prmient* This seeas true because under 

these conditlttis, the Ihbor engaged in agricultural production would be 

so plentiful and cheap that not nearly as such capital would have bemi 

Introduced into agriculture as is jHresently ths case* tdiile total physi-

oal product sight be greater for agrieulttire under these conditions, it 

is very docfctful whether ths value of that product would be ae great as 

it la today* Talue of the {urodxict would be low because the r"ftilitr 

ttlatim outside of agriculture would weaken the desand* Also, the price 

elasticily^ discussed in Chapter 11 would have tihe effect of reducing the 

A good treatsent of aoas of the sspsets of this preblss can be 
found int Howard W* Beers, and Catherine P. Reflin,"Rural People in the 
City", Bulletin 476, and "Urban Ad^ustsmits of Rural Migrants", Bulletin 
487, Kentuclgr Agricultural Eiq?eri»ent Station, University of Kentucky, 
Isxington* 



t<ev«atw §a the quantity of production increased. 

On ttie nonfara side of production, there would, of course, b« 

fewer worl!»rs engaged in producticn with a resulting decrease total 

output* l^thezaore, with greater nuidsers of people in farming harli^ 

incflanes heloir present levels, the purchasing power of the total papula* 

tion would be greatly reduced. In general then, one would e^aclude 

a lack of inn*sl-«uxb«tt migration would eventually result In a situation 

of sti^nati<m and severe depression. This ia especially likely to oc<mr 

when ve consider the much higher birth rates of farm as against urban 

people. 

The knowledge that these 10,0(X),000 people are no longer enployed, 

or undereit^oyed, in faridng is quite ccwiforting, Bowever, the faxn 

people of the Mation have apparently idiared a larger proportion of the 

burden of this adjustment and reaped a smaller proportion of Ita bme* 

fita than did the nonfarm people* The burden referred to heire is the 

loss offarm wealth resulting from rearing this large nuabar of people 

who are ia axness as far as farm production is concerned but are hl^ly 

productive in other occupations* 

this loas of farm wealth ia in various forma* In the preceding 

chapter ve have seen the magnitude of investiaenta made in the hiunan 

agent* There are several other very significant ways In tdiieh farm 

wealth is lost as a xvsult of this excess populatioB and their subse* 

quent migration to the cities* First, there is the cost involved in mov 

ing from one locatiw^i to another* fhl« is gensrally borne by the migrant 

or him family* Second, there is the highly significant factor of inhcri-
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t|iae4« As a goneiral rulej the children who leave the fara to go to th« 

citdLes tfiaxa in the Inheritance spon the death of the parents* Moasgr 

paid to the migrant by his brothers or sisters remaining on the fhm 

constitutes a further capital drain on agriculture. A third factor, on 

ly indirectly related to the problem of an eoccess ftara p<^ulati<m, is 

the fact tiiat fan3»rs zent land and borrowr capital i^:*OA persons othw 

than farm operators* The rent and interest paid to the nonfara sector 

in this way is estimated to be a v«y large sum* The relation ttet 

these payasnts havs to the pioblsm of an excess population in agrlcul* 

ture is the fact that famere sacrifice the control or ownership of 

eapital as a result of the direct espenditures on children, the cost of 

moring, and the inheritance going to these migrants* Us ̂ all elaborate 

on this later* 

Rkpo a study conducted in 1935, covering the 1920-1929 period, 
7 

the followiag estimates wsre made* The cost to all 0,s. farmsrs in the 

form of direct investments made in the 6,300,000 farm migrants for the 

1920-29 period was estimated at |1U,000,000,000* The loss of farm wealth 

brought about by inheritance was estimated at between $3,000,000,000 

and $2i,000,000,000* And the movanent of wealth frcm farm to city in the 

form of interest and rent paid to persons other than farm operatozw was 

eetioated at about $16,000,000,000* »'The total movemsnt firom these four 

7 
Fred R* Toder and A* A* Smick,"Higration of Fae:m ?opulati<ai and 

Flow ef Farm Uealth"* SUte College of WiashingtQa, Agricultural Experiment 
Station, Pullirjan, V^ashington, Bulletin No* 315, September 1935, quoting 
0* E* Baker and T* B. Manny, "Population Trvaia and the national Welfare", 
and "Facts and Observations as to rwal-urban migration and declining 
birthmte". Bureau of Agriciiltural Economics, 0* S. Department of Asrioul-
ture* (Miaeog»phad, 1935) 



S9 

aourettfl ftppMcra to havo betrn about I35»000#000»000 during tho doeadoy or 

$3»500y000«000 a TMTt vhieh via about (»ie*tblrd of the araraga axuiaal 

groaa laooaa of all farauKra during the d<Msada* 

ilaat idiat the <M»raQp«ndlx« figuroa for the daeada voiad 

be haa not been eatinated. Xt aaeaa quita clear# howarar# that tha ral<*> 

ative iaq[)ortanea of farm vaalth loat from theaa oausea baa not diwln* 

labad* Actually# va hara bad a^proodaataly li#000,000 lanni aigranta in 

tbia later daeada* 

the eear*all signifieanoa of thia to the econoogr of the fam con* 

luaitr ia difficult to ofiluata* thing ia quita certain* If the 

fazn CffiommitT' did not bata tbia excaaa pqpulatioa to rear# or if it 

vara not required to carry the total finaiu^ial burdan inrolrod# ttia 

luviaant day eiq^ltal atqjply peaition of agricultme vould ba greatly 

|irO¥»d« Xn other vorda# tbia peiralation pbanoaanon aaana to be one of 

the baaic factcne roaponeible fear the capital atarration in agriculture 

in general and in aouthem agriculture in particular* 

faroar*# altamatiraa uneUtr praaant eonditicna are limited* 

Ba can Inrest heavily in the children ae aa anra nearly to aaaura their 

productiritr and aeononio vall-being in tl;» future* With tte pttmaaa^ 

lew ineaaaa# this can ba dona coily at the aaqpmma of -td^o farmer*! owe 

accmade vell«baing# at the aapanaa of capital required to maintain the 

iasem i^tant# and at tha furthar aiqpnsaa of capital raquirad to bring about 

^Ibid* p* 21. 
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e«rtain adjustaeats aad aora favorable coitoiaatioiui of raaoureaa vithin 

a^rioulturo* 

Oa tba other faaad« tho tmemr cotJild coxicelvably invest Immi in 

Mc cM34ren than he is at present. This would give hia a little aore 

ei^ital available for investamts in his busliuwa. This sealler inr«it«> 

»»nt in the children^ howevery can have eertain eoasequsneea that are 

not too desirable. Ifost parents would pexhaps reject this alternative 

o» aoral grotmds* If investswats in the childzen are decreased^ it 

would very likely result in lower levels healto« less ednoation^ rM« 

reaticHif etc. Theee eonditicne would not seen to be conducive to the 

develo|»M«t of a vigorous peraenaUty required to neet iim challenge of 

adgrating to a new job and a new and etran^ location. If the iBigratl<ai 

doM take placet productivity of society wiU prosuaiably bs lower 

than if these nigrants had had the benefite resulting from good healthy 

iNhiealdont and rooreatlonal activities, igaint one could hardly feel 

seooze in saying that these diildren had an equal <^portunlty for secur* 

for themselves and their offspring as (K»npsred 

with the ncnaigrant city dweller. In the event lhat migration is retard* 

ed as a rwiult of low invi^tnsnts in Iho ehlldrent the agricultural labor 

and ca{d.tal problem would only bo intensified. Such is the nature of the 

tst us assuBS a third altoznative. Suppose the faxn oaanunity 

did not have to bear the entire financial burden of roaring this saDOMm 

population. Siqpposo also that greater investnsnts were made in these 

children than is presently the case and that every encouregmaent possible 
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mts gi\r«n to fam dtJldron to broaden their erperienoae through nore ad** 

tteatioaa and greater participation in certain constructiira recreational 

activities* )fiaat coosequeneea might m expect from this situation? 

Undber these ccmditltaiSf the farmer wooid have more capital «vail« 

able for investment in his business* Zt seems quite likely thatj, eith 

the present demand conditions for agric\iltural {sroducts^ as more capital 

is ixarasted in farming* aven more people voold be required to leave ag* 

rioultura than at prmMnt* Kemavar* the people then nmaiaing would be 

more productive and could achieve higher inconea* There is the possi* 

bility that as mora capital is accumulated within agriculture* credit 

will be easier to obtain baeausa of the increased collateral* Aa ln> 

cornea imraasa* birth ratea tend to decline and to that extent^eon* 

tinuous devalapasnt ot an access populaticsi in farming mi^t be dimin* 

Ithed* 

Zt may veil be that in the short run the increased availability 

of capital vould result in the bidding o£ land values* thereby dis* 

sipating the affects of this incrsased capital* Xn fact* the argtaaent 

might rightfully be advanced that this high price of land is one of the 

basic causes of capital shortages in agriculture today* l^t is needed* 

it my be rewioned* is not mere capital in tevma of dollars* but rather 

a loser &>llar value of land to bring it in line with the productivity 

petsntials of this resource and a greater investment in other forms of 

capital* This is readily admitted* But this development ie not likely 

to occur so l<ffiig as farm pet^la'a limited experiencee lead them to value 

farming mi an oocnpatiaoi mne highly than other vtys of making s living* 



It 8««a« r«8aonabX«i to asmuae that these tralues are ehanged as people's 

*<perl«tti$e8 are broadened through the media of edueatlcmif recreation and 

the UlDi* And this gets us back again to the investoents in the chil* 

dren required to give thee the benefits of these experiences, 

la the long run, in the opinicm of the eritw,a graater inrest-

nant in fam childran vould work toward this and of a better 

tal-labor balance in faanaing. But so Icaog as ths bulk of those imrest-

nents laist eoas out of preesnt daor low £axvt incoaBs, progress in this 

direction will likely be very slow. 

Tbere is ariother factor tending to alter the eonaequenees efsn 

excess fane p<^pulation which anist be ecmsidered, fhis factor is the 

distance people eiaat eiove in ordnr to find better eiqployaent oj^ortuni* 

ti«i» 

If jOb opportanities ere nearby, it seeas that the consequences 

of sn exoesB poptilation in fanaing, which has little alternative but 

to aove, would be nore favorabl® to the psW^le r««»ining in ths rural 

ooMwnitgr 'Uian if jdb cq^crtanities are far reeoved, dowi of these wore 

favorable conaequex»es which we ndght expect arei (l) the reduced oost 

of movii^,(2)a stronger demand for locally produced fam ccsamoditiss, 

(3) a larger tax base becawae of the greater productivity,(U) sore 

savings and the possibility of the greater availabiUty of credit. 

If th® eopOLcynent opportunities are far reeoved free tlw present 

ruml ecMBBZunity, these benefits would not be realized. fSrtlMNnHere, as 

has been pointed out earlier, there eeens to be a relationship betnesn 

sdiioatiOB snd distance of leovesent. fhe moveBtent to gmater distances 
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tmiXX in being mm seleetlve of the fal^Oy eduait«4 moA 

imaM a&iixi lead to th» Intensificetion of thia ja^obXesu 

There ia mm evidence that the areas vith the greateat pqpfuXa* 

tlm ecKcess are alao Idie areas with the fewMt Job ctj^portuxiities* this 

creates ̂ e necessity for long distance migration, far exaBg>l»» the East 

Sooth CmAmX mod the Vest South Central regions expsrienced s set loss, 

throu^ migratloi^of tlwir ciyiXtsn pf^^ulatlon for the X9li0*19^0 dessdi 
9 

oef 2«3X3«000 people. The «orrssp«ndiag figure fcr the State of ̂ ^uies* 

see is X60«0Q0. It ls« of course^ not known whether these people all 

originated on fas^. But undodbtedly a large prop«rU<»i of these people 

tmm farm migrants. Ve would expect this because these regions are more 

agricultural than the rest of the Natlcm and we know also that the agri* 

cidtural popttXatlon <teclined siibstuitially in this period. Recalling 

again the investment figures^ cosputed in Ctu^^ter XZX» it semes ̂ ts 

clear that this area has suffered a treiDendoue capital lesa aa a result 

of rearing this excess population. 

The eonssqvMiiices to this larger region are the same aa to the 

rural conmaaity {Kreviously used as our obeervatioaal unit. A largs 

4duue of the earnings of these pec^e is used in the rearing of a popu* 

lation in oxcoss of that which can be profitably eaiOicqfttd in that region. 

The overfall effecta are again a lack of capital to be used in bringing 

hbout better resotove c(mhinatlons« which would make higher productivity 

jposslblet and a lowr level of e<»»uaptiaa for the people in this 

o 

Statinticij. Abstract of the B^ted S^tea l!?52. Op. Cit.. Taa)le 
12, p. 1^» States included'*in tSems two r^lons axe Tennessee, 
Alabsaa, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahona, aixi Texas. 
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TOgioa. ' ' 

<:fiBi[»4|Biinft«a to tb« trtmn CoBnuzdV and Socielgr In ^neral 

Thia ioceem t*m popiilation tJoA iho aigrntlai of {Mioplo hoo oon* 

foqiuaneoa for the reoolvixig coammlt/ oo veil oe for the ccoaranitiee 

froa idiidi these people aete* The first conslderstloa Is that the «rtMB 

eoBwonltf inherits^ so to speak^ these Individuals fron the fam eomnm-' 

ity* The farm oeenunity has made the major inrestaents la these migrants 

idiile the urban eonnunity reaps the greatest benefit from their prodna* 

tivitr* 

Figures Z and ZX shew the differenees in the age distrlbutloa of 

the rural farm as against the urban and rural nonfarm pcqjulations* Ihi 

ean see that the arural fam popiulation has a muoh larger percentage in 

the age groups umfter tweaoty years of age. Dhi this period of llfe« the 

mtries on sn individuslU belsnee sheet ere primarily on the coet aide. 

These sare the leset productive ysari« fron the etsndpoint of eeomndo 

productivity. On the other hendii the nonfam population has s modi larg 

er percentage of people la the noat productive agea» fron twenty to flf* 

ty yeare. Vp in the age groupa over sixty years# the fsm population# 

o^pooislly for Temossee males# has again a larger proportion of the 

total than dots tho nonfam population. In thsso ago groups poople are 

again not highly produetivo and in many essos most be supported from the 

current preduetivity of tlw youngor people in the eoasnmity. 

Oiven these age distributions of the two populations# it seena 

roaoanable to coneludo that the fam community makes thm major invest-
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latnta ia tteaa nlgnuxts while the vxtm oonBaunitjrmfm the gswetest 

benefit from their productivity* 

An objection to these eteteatents mag- be anticipeted* A cae# w 

be oede for the idea tiiat the people in the urban coiiBsunity would be 

better off if these people had not au>red« ThlS|^ it aiy be reascsiad» it 

true because tt» migrants from rural areas can^ete with the labor in the 

urban oaBnaQlt;^ and tend to make labor cheaqp* 

It is extremely doubtful that this is actusuUy the case* Firet 

of all« the dttHoid sltuatloa for nonagricultural products would be 

greatly weakened if this movement did not take place* In the 19U0*1950 

period alone« over 10«000»000 people in the United States changed froa 

a farm oecupaMcsi to a nonfarm occupation* Bad ttey all remained in 

farming# per cuqplta farm Irrnmea would vBidoubtedly be much lower than 

they are today* The over-all demand for nonagricultural products would 

be greatly zwduced* Second# in a dynamic economgr where resources# other 

than human# are not fixed but rather are being ocnstantly developed to 

provide for a greater productivity per person# it seems unlikely that 

the eociety would be better off if the hraan resourcee were limited to 

the extent that tbeoe developments could not take place* As long ae we 

have full ei^oyment# we can be reasonably sure that the developmestt of 

resouroes has not lagged behind the growth in population* FxiU enf^oy-

aent has boon the nexa for the past tsn years or so* tinder these eon* 

ditlons# It is difficult to conceive Ikh; any group in society could 

benefit from a slowing down of migration* 

The foregoing elaboration wee intended priiaarily to point out thab 

the noafam eenraunity derives some benefits from the fact that they art 
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m fVCNiirlxig cad of tha Migration flow* Tho qnoatidns that thMo ra* 

calving ecBnanitiai night waLX aak am tha follovlngt "Vhat Idad of 

paoi^ am norlng to our oonBunlty? Vihat expariancas have thay had 

ablch will anabXa than to adjust to tha new eondltlonsT Ijhat can wa do 

to inemasa tha produetlvltgr ol future Migrants?* 

Sadttv |>rasant conditions^ if famam viMose to Invast haavUy in 

tiialr childmax tha voAan coanonll^ vary probably inharlts a nora pro* 

dNwrtlva Individual than would be the case if faraars chose otherwise* 

At the present tiaa this xasponsibllltr of dataxnlnlng hew such shall 

be invested In tha chlldmn rests prinarlly with the faally, Howavart 

tha consequences of these dacislons to Invast or not to Invast In the 

chlldrsn stdxitantially above the ■rIniwnaB levela am felt by maagr paejdbi 

far rmmved trem tha Individual faally idiara tha decision is aada* Ws 

nasd to keep in wind ^t as s result of this aovesent of paopls l^oni 

ons state to snotherjp asny of the present and futum cltlsens of the 

wealthier cities and states will have bam edwatad^ or left uneducated^ 

by tha peamr coanunltlas* As ana writer points out» 

There is a tendency for people to move frcei areas where the 
level of edxieatlmuLL support is below tha natlooal average to 
those states wham it is above* Tha aom progmsslva states» 
frcn an educational point of vlew^ cannot afford to be unc^* 
o«med about the general level of education elaewhem* Migra 
tion could well ntaiify the effects of their superior educa 
tional programJ-0 

Finally^ s word night bs said about the gsnsral eaneszn with this 

probXeai of socisty as s whole* It bcesMis a truisa to say that as long 

as a Xsrgs aadMir of people are potentislly capable of greatly inersassd 

10Bdwwnd ds8* BrutmBr» Og* clt,* p* 17 
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litvodoetirl^ii iHMitlgr vou34 g«ZMHrtlly fluid it tdvaxxUgeom to help ia 

the erofttian of sow aeooptoblo aMua* to bring about thoao ehangoo* IStk 

an eeenoaor vbara tha oconoBilc wall baing of a particular group ia larga* 

3y dopendant oa tba productirity and aeonoade vaU baing of atary oth«r 

group, and where tha intardiqpMttula»qr of ona groiqi an tha othar la aueh 

that in tha event that a large gnvp la that iMelatgr is living in aeo* 

aoaio daprmslon over aoctandad parloda of tiaa,ganeral aaonogde laata* 

bUi^ and eaesevwat aoeial uoraat are tha alaoat laavltabla result, 

tha probXaai disetisaad in this thaaia ia a rsal causa for coaoam* 
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