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PAPERS ON TENANCY

Social Aspects of Tenancy
C. V. Greeory, Editor, ‘‘Prairie Farmer.”’

The desire to own land is one of the strongest implanted in the
human heart. All down through the ages there has been a tendency
for men of wealth to acquire large landed estates and all through
the ages the greater part of the unrest of the world has been due
to the desire of the peasants to own the land they worked.

The Mexican and Russian revolutions derived their main strength
from the land hunger of the peasantry. The Balkan states have
taken a long step toward stabilization by buying up the big estates
and ing them out among the tenants. France has long been
one of the most stable nations in the world, due largely to the fact
that most of the land is owned by the peasant’s themselves. Even
England, the stronghold of landed estates, is seeking a practical
means of breaking up those estates.

‘““Yes,’’ says the average American, But conditions are different
in this country.’’

But are they?

We have in Illinois 50,000 acres of land owned by the Seully
estateandoperatedbyd:OOmnanmundernsysbemthathaabmght
revolution in many other countries. Here is a story that Lewis
iel::in, one of the Scully tenants told the Illinois Legislature last

pril:

Nelson owned $7,500 worth of buildings on the Scully farm which
he was renting. One boy was in France and the other was wait-
ing for his call. Nelson’s own health was not good. So he decided
to sell his improvements and quit farming. He found a neighbor
#nd made the sale, receiving $500 down and a note for $7,000.

A short time after this one of the younger Scullys came to the
farm on a trip of inspeetion. He objected because Nelson had only
four acres of clover where the lease called for 20. Nelson patiently
explninedthnthehadwwnther_equireducmgebuthndfailedto
get a stand, and had put the ground into another crop on the reec-
ommendation of the local Scully agent.

«Tt doesn’t make any difference,”’ said Scully arrogantly. ‘‘We
are going to enforce the lease. You are fined $30.”

e talked with such an English accent that I could hardly
understand him,”’ Nelson said, ‘‘I objected to his arbitrary state-
mmtthathemgoingtoﬂmmforsomethinglwuldn’thelpand
for following the agent’s instruetions, and in the argument, no
doubt, said some things that I shouldn’t have said.

«‘Move Your BumwpiNgs INTO THE Roap!”’

¢‘Senlly pointed his finger at me and said, ‘You can move your
buildings off the place. Tear them down and take them out into
the road. We will refuse to rent the place to the man who bought
your buildings, and declare the sale void.”’

_““Those buildings were about all had to show for a lifetime of
hard work. I went to see a la , and he told me all I could do
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‘“‘He finally agreed to let me sell them for $7,000. He tore up
thenotethatmyneighborhdgimme,andhadhimgivemem'
for $500 less. Thmheuidtomymighbor,‘ltleverutehyon
pqﬁngNdmthstﬁ(llIwinthmmdthephee.”’ 3
didnothnppenin&miaorhluieoorin(!mnny but
America—in Illinois. The story was told publicly on the
of the House of Representatives and is part of the official rec-
otthemuofll}inois. l{anbergotthelegiﬂntqnliltmed

-

land
working it under conditions that i
few years, if he proves to be a successful farmer. In no other way
can we establish a permanent, prosperous agriculture that will be
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in the world ; will people it with a class of farmers
whotrewillingtowo?kforahreliving. The whole nation will
pay the penalty by going hungry.
mﬂﬂaotmmtlyutemmbymmmmﬂnedtothe
absentee landlords. A considerable number of the local landlords

Hieaer LAND Prices.

Land values have increased tremendously during the past year,
mnkingitlﬁllhardertortheyoungtarmertobnylmd. Every
T grutiner,eminlandprieubringswithithardertemmymdi—
tions and an increase in non-resident ownership. In the vieinity of
Wutlﬁberty,lown,outof%famsaolddnringthaﬁrathalfof
&hyur,ﬁpmdfrmnthehandso!aetunliarmmintothehmds
of non-resident owners.

‘WHAT 18 THE REMEDY.

Only a radical remedy will meet our present gituation. The
remedy I have proposed is radical, but only in the same way that
every departure from our established way of doing things is radical.
That remedy is as follows:

1. The amount of land which can be owned by any person who
does not actually live on and operate it should be strictly limited,
either by direct legislation or by progressive taxation.

2. The ownership of land by non-residents should be prohibited

entirely.

3. The federal farm loan law should be amended to enable any
!umertoborrownptoatleazt&ﬁpereentotlﬁﬂacresofculﬁvnted
land. If this cannot be done, the same result should be obtained
through state farm loan laws.

Let us consider these points in detail.

Lhtherennylogialremnwhyabmkerorabusineumm
should own & farm that he never intends to operate himself? By
doing 8o he is preventing some ambitious young farmer from own-
ing it. Heiseomigningsomofamertolliieoitmmcy,alife
much less desirable than a life of land ownership.

lands

wwldliketoownthilfarmdoesnotrentit,uamle. He ceases
and goes into some other business. Some less ambi-
and less 'emtmnn,whoiswillingtnremninatenmtallhis
takes the farm. He does not handle the farm as well as it
a man who owned it.
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percentage of tenants is large. Schools and churches do not flourish
inaemmunitynftenantsutheydoinaeommnnityotowners.

In order to gratify some bu:ine-mm'sduiretobe'ahndowner,
in order to provide hif a safe investment for his money, we allow
theevilsoftenmcytobeuddleduponminineréuingdegree.
With the consequences of such a policy fully in mind, I do not be-
lievethatmyhonestmanunnythattherewouldbemything
unjustinahwlimitingtheamonntoflmdthstembeownedby
any person not actually living upon and operating such land.

THE Evils oF ABSENTEE OWNERSHIP.

2.WhyshanldtheScnllymtatebepermittedtoown land in
Central Illinois, collecting $10 a year rent from land that eost an
average of $5 an acre? The Scully estate is not doing anything to
build up either the land or the community life of Central Illinois.
By holding great tracts of land that are not for sale, that ean not
be bought at any priee, it is depriving many farmers of the oppor-
tunity to own their farms, is thereby a drag upon the progress
of €entral Illinois agriculture.

From the standpoint of the nation, our only interest in that Cen-
tral Illinois land is that it produces the largest possible crops on a
permanent basis, and that conditions of living upon it shall be such
as to produce the best possible crop of American citizens.

Since the Scully estate interferes with these objects, why not com-
pel it to sell the land? The owners of this estate have no sacred,
vested rights in it that would oblige us to let them continue to hold
it when it would be much better for everyone else for it to be owned
by the men working it.

We have used the Scully estate only as an example. What we
have said about it applies with almost equal emphasis to every other
non-resident landlord.

FiNaNcING THE YouNe FARMER.

3. There will be no object in restricting land ownership largely
to people who work the land, unless we provide a means whereby

ioan system, properly amended or supplemented, will do this, *

can be loaned is much too low.
Theﬁrstpointcanberemediedbyasimplemmmnmttothe
law increasing the loan limit to $25 000, or, better still, to $50,000.
Perhapsnotmorethnnmpereentottheappni-ednhz_eofthe
fummbelmedmnﬂmmhm,wiﬁmtm;
the interest rate. The remedy would be the use of second mort.
meoveﬁngmlddiﬁmdwtowperemtofﬂmw
value. With careful appraisal, and proper consideration of the
eharnbterofthepeumtowhantholqnnhmado,atumper
eentofthetpprsimdvﬂueofthehndeouldllﬂelyhelomedm
first and second mortgages. :
% 134
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A simple amendment to the federal farm loan law would permit
the banks to loan on second mortgages and issue second mortgage
bonds, which would be entirely distinet from the first mortgage
bonds, and would necessarily bear a higher rate of interest—prob-
ably 6 or 614 per cent.

The experience of Europe with farm loan systems similar to ours,
with the amendments proposed, has been that they are most effec-
tive in reducing tenancy. Farm loan bonds are a better investment
than land for the retired farmer, the banker or the business man.
The natural tendency under this system is for the older farmers to
surrender their land to the next generation, putting their money
into farm loan bonds and giving the young farmers the incentive
which goes with land ownership. \

One objection that has been made to any plan that will make it
easier for the young farmer to buy a farm is that it will increase
competition for land and send prices up. This difficulty will be
largely avoided by limiting the competition for land to the men
who are actually going to work it. Such men will not run the price
up to a figure that is out of reason.

In closing I want to read a few paragraphs from. one of the
latest speeches of Theodore Roosevelt :

“The foundation of our permanent civilization rests on the
farmer; and by farmer I mean not the man who owns land which
others till, but the man who himself tills or helps till the ground,
part of which as least he himself owns. A cardinal feature of our
national policy should be the insuring of his rights to this man;
andthisnotonlyforhinsake,butforthesakeofallofus.

““Normally, in farming regions, where the land is agricultural
land,tmmcyahouldberecognizedonlyasatmnsitiomlandtem-
porary phase, and normally the working farmer should himself
be the landowner and legislation to secure this should at once be

“In different sections of the country there are different needs,
and, therefore, different methods of meeting the needs will be neces-
sary ; nor do I intend to define them ; for the remedies may be cum-
vlative, and may in some sections include progressive taxation of
land holdings in excess of a quarter section or at most a half see-
tion, the rights of tenants to compensation for all improvements or
indeed'aeertainpropertyﬁghttothelanditself, and real, not
nominal, provision by the government for lpoaning money to those
who need it in order to buy themselves a freehold.” /

186
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THE DIVISION OF FARM INCOME BETWEEN LANDLO
AND TENANT e

JouN D. Brack, Univ. of Minnesota.
Theparticuhrtheoretimlupectoftenmcywhichlshﬂldineu-
is@he@iyigim_oftheineomebetwmthehndlordmdthetmmt.

by

paid. Ilhnllﬂnteonsiderulhrent,anddterwnrd;upplythe
analysis to share rent.

Theinuewhiehishereuinedisbynommanwme. Land-
londamdtenmuinallagumdelimuhavearguedmddin-
agreed as to what constitutes an ‘‘equitable’’ division between them
of the farm expenses and the farm income. In the days of the
PtdminEgpt,thetenmtamrepomdu“ltriking"agdmt
their hndlmﬂbeuu-qothisattempttoeolleetahrgarlhm
of the income as rent. Just at present, however, the issue is
more drawn than usual in many parts of the United States
because theﬁghmwghmeuhinlﬂddpﬁeufwhrmpm
duct;udthemtmddmjumpinthepﬁeelofhnd. Cash rents
havariminmapyaeetiou,bnthndlmﬂamutzmnmﬂyhnilﬁng

I shall endeavor before concluding this diseussion to apply the
analysis to the present situation. ;
The rent which We are considering is of course ‘‘contract’’ rent,
andnottheeeonmiemto!themurdimlmuhmdihmodm
adaptations. Itineludesnotonlythamﬁorthaunofthelgnd,
butdaotogtheupihlimpromﬁoqthehnd,ﬁe i
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gmningo!hiﬂmy,mdi'entinanexeellenti]lustnﬁonotthehet.
Let us see how the law of supply and demand operates in the
case of rent. The landlord is a middleman. He buys at wholesale
and sells at retail. Farms are constantly being offered for sale be-

unnmmneedvtobeutﬂed,orfnmmwiahtoehmgefarmsor,

retire to the city. He who buys one of these farms outright must
have considerable capital or credit, for he is buying not only the
emningym’smeofthelmd,bntallthefutnremotit. Fre-
quentlynotenoughotthoyoungmenwhomclimbingﬂneagri-
cultural ladder have means adequate to do this. They can, how-

. buy a year’s use of this land, or tract under lease for a
-eriuo!yml'npuof_it,espeeiaﬂyainmu_xmostmtheydoqot

mgfarmenwishton]ltheirhrmsont:ight. This is where the
lmdlordsstepin——theybuythehrmstwmthemteaorthere-
tiringtarmenmdthenmailthammtnym’suuatatimetoﬂm
tenmhwhohavenotthemeamtobuynllthoumofthehnﬂ,

and future, at one time. Middlemen usually make their



ing, and have few alternative uses for their services. Such land-
lords are likely to supply a large amount of middleman service at -
a low return. The speculating landlords very frequently ask for
only a small return—they are looking elsewhere for their rewards.
The same is true of those who are landlords for the sake of an
avocation. The more of the landlords who are retired farmers, the
lower the rewards of the marginal landlords. Apparently the res-
ervation price of the marginal landlords in m places is high
enough to take in a large proportion of the retiring-farmer class,
bntonlynamallpmporﬁonofthepotenﬁalspeeuhﬁngandpm—
fessional landlords. =
Theeompoaitedemnndnchednleforhndtomtinmndenpfrom
tenants’ and farmers’ sons and farm laborers aspiring to be tenants,
The tenants’ and farmers’ sons who have saved or are supplied with
several thousand dollars worth of property stand at the bottom of
the schedule. They drop out of the elass of demanders and become
owners instead whenever the annual rentals asked suggest too large
a middleman’s margin. At the other end of the schedule are the
farmers’ sons and farm laborers aspiring to be tenants. But these
too drop out whenever the margins are too large. They either re- -
mﬁnhbormormyquitfamwurkaltogethermdgototm.
Theclmwhiehbidsthehighutm:imdthoaewhomhdfmy
up the ladder to ownership and do not wish to
at this stage sometimes bid too high, lose money, and if
mqkeabetterbqgain,_quithnﬁngal}qgether. '!‘helgeoerutign

A bepaidbythmewhomdrudytenmtswhouenotyetinapui-
tion to buy the rents that will be paid by a large number of new
tenants who would remain laborers or go to town if i
high rents, and also the rents that will be paid by a considerable
number of old tenants who could buy farms if forced to it.
The matching of the landlords’ supply
ants’ demand schedule as these two exist at the time
a price point, then a general level of rents for that momen
The foregoing explanation of how supply and demand
in the case of rent, although true to the general facts, does
ever; meet with unanimous approval. The reason for
many landlords and tenants do not

s
:
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gmﬁhelytoininthuthemly“hh”pnn‘:::mm

or perhaps a price just a little in advance customary price.

In the case of rent, landlords are not always satisfied with the sup-
138 ;
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ply-and-demand price, because it does not always cover the increas-
ing cost of land, taxes, upkeep of buildings, etc., and tenants are
likely to declare any considerable increase in rents, even though it
come from an increase in demand over supply, as unfair and un-
just. Increases in rents are more likely to be condemned than any
other inereases. The reason for this is that the man who receives
the rents is very frequently well-to-do and able to live upon his
rents without working, whereas the tenant is a man who works long
hours in all kinds of weather in order to get a start on the agricul-
tural ladder. In spite of all our years of venerating private prop-
erty in land, our people have never entirely reconciled themselves
to the idea that one man, merely because he happens to own a piece
of land, perhaps as a result of inheritance, has a right to a living
out of the proceeds of another man’s toil upon it.

The fact of the matter is that the supply-and-demand price very
frequently is not a proper price, and this is true whether we are
talkingabontrenuormilkpriees,andthereamnforthisinthat
competition is seldom entirely free. One reason that competition is
not free is what is usually called ecomomie friction. Milk pro-
duecers are not free to change to more profitable forms of produc-
tion when milk prices drop—they have too much capital, too much
costly skill and experience, tied up in their herds and equipment.
Similarly, tenants, as has already been pointed out, aré not always

. free to buy farms whenever rents are high relative to prices of land.

They may not have enough eapital saved. Once tenants have
started out to work their way to farm ownership, if they turn aside
to new and more profitable occupations they will lose the advantage
of all their years of experience and preparation for ownership.
Moreover, in learning farming, they have in a sense disqualified
themselves for other lines of work. Even if these things were not
true, customary ways of doing and thinking have a tremendous
potency in keeping people doing the same things over again. Cus-
tom and family ties make laborers and tenants bid more for land

“than they-should so as to stay in their native communities. There

are sections of Wisconsin where a homogeneouns foreign population
has bid rents and values of land so high that they are entirely out
of proportion to the rents and values of similar land in other sec-
tions of the state. There are other influences of economie friction
which lower rents. Landlords also suffer from economie frietion.
Sometimes they cannot sell their farms readily when rents are too
low. This is especially true in England. For all these reasons, the
mpplyothboremortenmtsmyheahnormallyhighorlmrinany
i place at any particular fime. The same is true of land-
lords, although in lesser degree. The result of all this is abnormal
demand and supply schedules and abnormal rents, either high or
low depending upon the particular combination of circumstances
Winwhiehwmnmieiﬁeﬁonaﬁeeﬂmtsisbykeep—
incthoﬁghttmnt!rmgetﬁngontherighthrm. A poor tenant
cmnotpcyumuchmtforngoodtamua.goodunmt. A good

139
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‘nearly uniform in quality. Rents in such cases tend to be ex-
pressed in round numbers, e. g., $5 or $6 per acre, and this means
that they are changed only at considerable intervals, which gives
a chance for the force of custom to accumulate. Custom is most
eﬂ_ee!;ivewhmtnnnetimmpersonnl,uinthemwithbar-
gaining, Custom enters in such cases for the very reason that the
weaker party seems to feel the need of it as a protection against the
stronger. In such cases, there is an appeal to the customary thing
as fair and just. Custom lays the smallest role where competition
is most active. In times of flux, like the present, custom loses most
of its efficiency.

‘Wherever there is economic friction or custom, some monopoly
power is always possible. Landlords have seldom been known to
get together as a class in common assembly and agree upon terms
or leasing arrangements. They do, however, stick together pretty
well on the terms which they have come to look upon as customary
or as justified by changing conditions, and this sticking together is
monopoly. By such means, they can raise renis to a point where
tenants will buy instead of renting, or remain laborers, or move to
a new section or choose a new occupation. All of these alternatives
may involve a loss to the tenant, to escape which he may pay a
smaller monopoly rent. Such monopoly gains are of course mostly -
temporary. However, as 1 as rural populations increase faster
than the land can take care of them, a small constant monopoly ad-
vantage will accrue to landlords if they will pull together. Where
landlords are at a disadvantage, however, tenants can reap similar
advantages by concerted action. As with landlords it seldom hap-
pens that tenants meet and agree upon a common policy. This,
however, is not necessary. Inperiods of rising prices tenants every-
where will all insist upon customary rents just as a matter of
tradition. When prices are falling, landlords will insist on custo-
mary rents. Wherever the example of influential leaders is fol-
lowed, the essence of monopolistic action is realized. Any campaign
of education looking to common action by one class in their bar-
gaining with another, is in effect monopolistic.

In periods of rapid change, contract rents are sure to differ
widely from ecpnomic rents because rental contracts are usually
made for more than one year.

The foregoing is an explanation of contract or market rent and
the reasons why it differs from economic rent. Whenever com-
petition is entirely free, when tenants and landlords are free to

chmgeatoneewheneeonomncchangesputthematadx_sadmtnge,



-effect of the foregoing economie forces?! For

Belt than anywhere else, because more of the conditions of a free
open market prevail here than anywhere else.

The extent to which market rents differ from economic rents is
roughly indicated by Table I. At any one time in one place, eco-
i to stand in fairly uniform ratio to value of land.
The valuations placed upon the farms studied were estimates based
upon the general level of land values in the communities. Errors
in these valuations will account for some of the variations. Dif-
ferences in ratio of buildings to land and Iocation with respect to
cities will account for some of the rest. Allowing for all these,
however, there will still remain a wide margin of variation which
can be accounted for only in the manner which has been explained.
TABLE 1. NUMBER OF FARMS IN 396 CASH.RENTED FARMS IN

SOUTHWESTERN WISCONSIN RENTING FOR CERTAIN
PER CENTS OF MARKET VALUATIONS. (1917)

Per Cents of Market
Valuations Number of Farms
1.6—2.0 2
2024 9
2428 21
2832 42 A
3236 68
3.6—4.0 106
4044 85 r
4448 35
4852 = 18
5.2—5.6
3.6—86.0

‘What evidence do we find in the general level

EE;. to 0
Rg

Ere
i
gxf

Table I, the cash rents paid averaged 3.8 per
valuations. The average cash rent of 1185
each, rented in Wisconsin in 1917, was $565, or $3.89
rent was 3.94 per cent of the market value. The ave expenses
of the landlords for taxes, insurance, grass and clover seed, upkeep
and depreciation was $142, or 1.49 per cent of the market value.
This left the landlords a net income of 2.45 per cent of the market
value. A more careful study of 45 farms in Wisconsin in 1914-15
gave 2.48 per cent as net income to landlords. Sixty-three cash-
rented farms in Minnesota yielded their landlords a net income of
2.5 per cent on the market value.® Iowa studies made in 1912-1913
showed 2.3 per cent net income from eash-rented farms.t

The obvious conclusion from these data is that if anybody is
enjoying any gains from lack of free competition, surely it is not
the landlord. Yet this need not be the correct answer, for several
reasons, as follows: Flirst, it is usual in accounting to figure income

*Minnesota Bulletin 178
{Iowa Bulletin 169.

]
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on the basis only of the original investment, plus, of course, any
later additions to the investment. The method used above involves
figuring income not on the original investment, but on the original
investment plus all increase in value since then. Increase in value
and interest on investment are kept separate in all other account-
ing practice, and they surely should be in farm accounting if
fammemnesmgomgtobeeomparedmth other incomes. Our
public utility experts insist upon basing income and dates on cost
of production rather than cost of reproduction. A 2.5 per cent net
income on the market value of an average Wisconsin farm in 1917
is equal to a 3.9 per cent net income on the original investment in
such a farm if bought ten years before. If the foregoing reason-
ing is sound, then the 2.3 and 2.5 per cent net incomes described
above are fictitiously low.

The second reason is that interest on investment has not been
the only gain from owning and renting land—there has been the
vise in the value of the land, amounting in most of the Middle
Western states to from 2 to 5 per cent per year ever since 1900.
It may be urged that this is a very precarious item of income and
that we have no right to bank upon it for the future. This may be

. so, and yet the rank and file of landowners of the country are
evidently convinced that it is a reasonably certain income or they
- would not be buying and holding land eapitalized at a rate of 2.5
- per ecent. If the rank and file conclude this way, then it becomes
for the time being real value. Value is always based on estimates,
-and for the most part, on estimates of the future.

When we take all the foregoing reasons into consideration, it not
only appears possible but probable that landlords renting for cash
have been amply repaid for the middlemen services they have ren-
dered, especially since these services many times have no important
alternative. This does not seem to be a very adequate answer to
the question raised, but it comes as near to an answer as is possible
without an examination of the private accounts of landlords. Only
the great dearth of good tenants able to pay cash rent has kept the
numbers of cash-renting landlords as low as it is even at present
rents.

How have tenants fared under these terms? On the 45 farms
studied in Wisconsin, the tenant’s net incomes averaged $1000,
including the value of the living furnished by the farm (rent, fuel,
ete., estimated at $400). The Minnesota studies showed tenants’
net incomes amounting in one survey to $600 and in the other to
$1100, living from the farm being included in both cases.® These
netmemwereverynmﬂnrtothmemadebythefarmersthen
operating their own farms in the same neighborhoods, when in-
terest on investment was deducted on the same basis as on cash-
rented farms.

Now that prices of farm produets have risen to new levels and
land values have followed part of the way after them, how should

*Minnesota Bulletin No. 178.
/ 143
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gahmube;dju;udmm The first anawer to make is that
ese changes do not necessarily require any rise in rents.
as land values are concerned, there is no
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receipts over expenses for tha year. This us will depend upon
whether prices or expenses have risen the most. Prices of farm
products in the United States have risen 130 per cent since 1915.
If a rise in prices were to affect everything exactly as it has affected

‘prices of farm products, then rents could of course increase 130

per cent, as is shown in the Table II, for landlords’ and tenants’
incomes would be in exactly the same proportion as before. What
has actually happened is that wages of farm labor in the North
Central States have risen 75 per cent. Machinery costs seemed

TABLE II. FARM RECEIPTS, EXPENSES, ETC., IF ALL IN-
CREASED AT THE SAME RATE AS PRICES OF FARM

PRODUCTS.
Year 19156 1919 (at 130% increase)
Value of farm ................$10,000 - $23,000
Receipts 2000 4,600
Net Income ... 1
i m  ne
Tenant’s Net Income .......... 600 1,380

low as long as farmers were able to get along with old machinery
bought when prices were low. But now the time has come when
farmers must buy new machinery and it at prices
more than doubled. 14Pri°;;1%f supplies used on farms advaﬁele;l
78 per cent from 1914 to , and proportionately more in g
During 1917, 1918 and 1919, tenants were undoubtedly able to pay
much higher rents, and most of them did, especially in sections
w;:;g: certain high-priced cash crops were grown.® But what about
1

» of gross farm for Minnesota, from 1900 to 1919,
hudonthnlmgrﬁmd and livestock, are as 2
1909, 63; 1910, 55; 1911, 49; ;1’18"::; 1914, 54; 1915, 69;
1916, 68; 1917, 115; 1918, 188; 1919, 120, that 1918 gross in-
comes were 24 times those of 1919. Farm had increased only
&puantgtoum. In 1019, Maunmm
farm wages : ]

Minnesota 14 per cent.



No. VI—15

safely be enough higher than in 1916 to recompense landlords for
their higher taxes, upkeep costs and building costs. These are part
of the expenses of operation on owner-operated farms, and must
be covered by increase in receipts or else farm incomes and land
values will decline. They must therefore be covered by higher
rmtnm}rentedfarmm'ehetenantawillbegettinglngerineomes,
or else values will decline.
~ In the table above, land values appear as increased in the same
ratio as farm prices. As a matter of fact, this has not happened.
Even in the most land-frenzied part of Iowa, land values increased
only 67 per cent on the average between 1915 and August, 1919,
while prices of farm products increased 130 per cent.®* On this
basis, if the farm in Table II were an Iowa farm, its value would
be $16,700 instead of $23,000. The reason for this is that land
values are based on future as well as present uses of the land. Even
in Iowa, farmers are not expecting future incomes to be as’high
as incomes have been in the past three years. Present rents are
therefore out of proportion to present land values. A rent of $920
is 514 per cent of $16,700. This need not continue, however. If
prices and wages ever get back somewhere near to old levels, it
may prove that even the $16,700 valuation is not justified and the
landlord will have to take much lower percentage returns. If
prices and wages do not go back to former levels, then land values
will presently rise to $23,000 and the landlords will be getting the
game return on their investments that they received in 1915.
It is hard to get the full significance of the fact that land values
are based on future as well as present net incomes. In some sec-
tions of the country, people confidently expect future incomes to
become larger as time goes on. Here land values are higher than
present incomes capitalized at going rates of interest. In other
gections, people are expecting smaller future incomes, and land
values are lower than present incomes capitalized. If future in-
eomesprol_msato,bethemmeulgrmentinoomes,then a farm earn-

rates are 5 per cent. 1f, however, it is confidently expected that
net incomes will rise 10 cents per acre each year, then the farm will
be worth $40 plus $100, or $140 per acre. If it is expected that net
ineomes will fall off 10 cents per acre per year, then the farm will
be worth $40 less than $100, of $60 per acre.* In the first case,

, November,
*Let V = value of land; a = annual net income; r = rate of capital-
m;i=mﬂdpw_muﬂehugui:5nuti:§3m Then
a i 2
V=—+— E.G,V=—0+—=3%140
r 1 05 (.05)*
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cunhmuwin_beSpermtofhndvdm-;inﬂuueﬂ
3.6peremt;nndinthethirdeua,8.8 cent. The second
described conditions in the West and Mi West; the
mdemn'beemdiﬁms,atleu_tnntﬂm , in the East

gEgf

finally paid will be determined by competition, bargaining, ete.
The other element in cash rents is the pay for the landlord mid-
dle-man’s services. This must be enough to call forth the neces-

Suggestions are frequently made as to determining “‘fair rent’’

ing to various schemes, usually ‘‘cost-of-production’’ schemes.
Obviously no cost-of-production scheme will work very satisfae-
torily because we have no way of calculating two of the most im-
portant elements in rent, namely, " of the land, and ‘‘cost’’
cf the middlemen service. The usual method of computing cost of
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ete., would have to be used, or else the amount of rent settled at
the end of the year.

A makeshift for the above might be to assume that the reward
the landlord’s services and most of the smaller items are con-
stant and adjust rents on the basis of prices or value of crop and

For example, it might be agreed that the rent finally paid
mto.benommypereentmoreorleas than a certain amount
according to the percentage which the value of the erop was of a
certain stipulated value, and also more or less than this amount
according to whether wages of labor were more or less than a cer-
tain stipulated rate.- Such a plan would of course be hard to work
out under diversified farming.

- Unless some such plan as the foregoing can be devised, rent
will have to be settled by competition, with all of its obvious short-
comings, or else by collective bargaining between landlords and
tenants. No successful collective bargaining is possible, however,
until some satisfactory basis can be devised upon which to conduet

the bargaining.
_ In the discussion thus far, share rent has been left out to make
the explanation simple. Share-rental terms and agreements are
just as truly prices as cash rentals are. As prices, however, they
haye certain decided disadvantages. First, one cannot figure very
closely or very accurately in making a bargain over what each is
to furnish and what share each is to receive. Second, one does not
know definitely the value to him of each of the terms of the lease.
Third, the terms are applied with a great deal of uniformity with-
out regard to differences in farms, farmers, and landlords. Fourth,
castom and monopoly have a much better chance to get in their
. work with leasing arrangements than with cash rentals. It is re-
- latively easy for landlords or tenants to come to a common under-
ing among themselves with respect to terms of leases.
There are two theories which farmers advance as to how the dif-
ferent expenses should be divided under share rent. One theory is
that the only safe and proper way is to find out what is the custom
~in the neighborhood and follow it. The other theory is that the
expenmshwldbemmgedtomittheparﬁcnlnrpartiesmdthe
farm to be worked, the ideal being that the expenses are divided
in the same proportion as the income.

The usual justification for the first theory is that the prevailing
terms of share leases represent market valuation the same as do
cash rentals, wages and gleu of farm products, that these terms
have been determined in the past in fair competition between land-
lord and tenant on the basis of supply and demand and therefore
represent justice between them. 1t is true.that farms vary greatly
in quality, but so do tenant farmers. If the good tenants get the

Masislihlytobethem,mdthepoormmtsget&e

. farms, then justice is achieved even in such cases. The land-

mmkhgapowhnd contribution, but the tenant is making

s poorer management contribution. Another argument advanced

inft_'vcdthilmeﬁodi-thatitprotaetsbothpuhepbynvmg
% 147

=
3
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them from being taken advantage of by the other party when that
partyhadt.hewhiphmd.. If ei party allows the other teo
deviatafnomtheeuntom,thereisnotellingwhereitwﬂlntop.
Ahowhenthereisamndudreeogniudmyothm ing farm
erpemea,everyoneknonabontitmdtheremtewermimm
derstandings. :

The arguments against always following the custom of the neigh-
borhood are as follows: (1) Gompetitiondoeanotinaehmlprae—
tice make proper adl'.iushnent for differences between farms, land-

vary 5
lord and tenant contribute to management, the relative efficiency
of the two is a matter of great importance. It is highly improbable
that competition can make adjustment for all these differences by
getﬁngtheﬁghttenantmtheﬁghtfarm. (2) Customary ar-
rangements do not adapt themselves rapidly enough to changing
conditions, such as changing prices, wages, and systems of farming.
Inﬁmealikethepment,thisisamtterofgrea.temeem. The
general basis of value for all these contributions is their prevail-
ing market value. These market prices, except for certain rela-
tively unimportant temporary elements in them, due mostly te
economic friction, may be considered as necessary prices to induce
tenants to farm and landlords to own land to let. But for many
of the items mentioned, no market prices are available. As already
pointed out, to allow 5 per cent on the market value of the land
18 begging the whole question. Another plan which is useful for
somepurposesistoallowaeost-ehargeeqnntowhatthefm
would rent for at cash rent.uI:hthiaem, this would amoundtltou-
suming that the prevailing rent represents a proper division
between landlord and tenant. Ifeuhmtismeduabuis,proper
udjmhnenuwiuneedbbemadeforeertdnupenmwhiehare
paidmgtimesbythe_tennntundernri,mtwpuofleam The

paid for. How thehborfranthemmgemmt? Most
ofthemnnagingisdmealongwiththemmﬂhbor The day’s
workiaphnnedivhilethemmbeingmﬂhd. To separate th

:
!
|
H
;
y

brood mare between crops and colt. In
than either of these.

.'ﬂaemethodingmeralnnforobhiningmnmtehm
s

\
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is to allow to it the residuum after subtracting all the other cost
charges from the gross farm income. The results obtained by this
method usually been preposterous, because the various charges
have been miscalculated. The cost of the land has usually been

:

even in agriculture is enormous. Frequently a tenant whose man-
agement has a negative value is matched with a landlord whose
management is worth a thousand dollars or more a year. Our at-
tention is frequently called to landlords who graduate a new owner
every few years. These landlords are furnishing their tenants with
high quality management. Other tenants furnish management
worth greatly more than their landlord’s. In some cases, something
like a market value for the tenant’s share can be obtained by com-
bining his labor and management and finding what the two together
could be hired out for; but as for the value of the landlord’s man-
agement, the case is hopeless. Therefore the plan of adjusting the
shares and expenses according to particular situations is exceed-
ingly difficult to work out accurately.

following table presents in the first colffnn typical
made in the North Cen States from 1918-1915, and in the
column presents results such as might be
mﬂaﬂ. wtistobethe cl_nhmnt,thenallthe
WO for nothing. e sted method shows the
farmer’s managemen more than A -
L
\‘;duo?lfwukingupihl '2,680 2.6807
Gm.neﬁl& i 1,600 1,600.
Value of from farm 400 (estimated)
Gross income 1,600 2,000
Farm expenses 480
Farm income 1,170 1,570
Interest at 6% on value of farm.... 300 (@ 2%%)
Interest at 5% on capital 132 182
;.-ﬁydhhr income ...............(..‘..._” fg 1,1185% ( )
s Iabor income ................ 266 988
‘alue of farmer’s labor (est.)....... 450 450
Wages of management ... 196 538



No. VI—20

The tendency will be for those who try o adjust share-rental
temmthhhﬁbnlynpmnmﬂpmlwmol

age managemen
ford to rent at share rent under the usual terms.

The value of the living obtained from the farm must also be
reckoned if share-rental terms are to be adjusted on the basis of -
income and contributions. No studies have been made recently
enough to be of value in this connection. Moreover, the value of this
item varies greatly with the size of the tenant’s family, the size
and quality of the house, fuel, orchard, ete.

So far as I know, the only attempt which has been made to
figure out shares and expenses is in Minnesota Bulletin 178, ‘‘Farm
Tenancy and Leases.’”’ This bulletin advances the proposition that
‘cach party should ‘‘share in the products of the farm in the pro-
portion that he shares in the cost of production,”” and then figures
out the proportion that each contributes to production leaving man-
agement entirely out of account. As we have shown, management
is usually a far larger item of expense than the farmer’s labor.
And we have no way of placing a value on the landlord’s part of
this management. The data in the bulletin are probably also at
fault in the matter of charges for family labor.

The nearest approach to what is needed would be to have the
tenant and landlord agree in advance as to a value to be placed on
each of the following items—rent, wages of family labor, wages of
labor and management of the tenant, wages of the landlord’s man-
agement, and value of living obtained from the farm, and inter-
est on working capital and depreciation. In settling up the year’s
business, the cash expenses could be added to the foregoing, and
cither the farm income divided according to expenses, or expénses
divided according to an agreed division of income. Ordinarily an
inventory would not need to be taken, because each would share
proportionately in the increase.

Such a plan as the foregoing may seem too involved for most
circumstances. Following are fwo plans which are compromises
between the above:

1. Follow the custom as far as possible, and when not ible

has no firewood, the tenant can be
larger share of the poultry receipts. If the farm is too poor to
rent well, the tenant can be given other advantages. Differences of
{hicmrtmnifmrybeoetﬂedinaetml’ cash at the end of the
ease,

9. Count the tenant’s labor and management, family labor and
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hired labor, and interest, taxes, depreciation and upkeep on his
equipment, as equal to the landlord’s management, interest, taxes,
upkeep and depreciation on real estate and equipment. Divide the
other expenses half-and-half, by estimating their amounts in ad-
vance, or by settlement afterwards. This plan would be more
commendable if provision was made for distributing the hired
labor charge between landlord and tenant, for it would give the
tenant the full benefit of all the extra labor he hires. j

Another difficulty with share leasing systems is that, contrary to
the usual opinion, they do not adjust themselves to changing con-
ditions. In a period like the years from 1915 to 1919, share ten-
ants had much the better of the bargain, because the prices for
their products advanced much more rapidly than the wages of
labor. It is quite likely that in the years just ahead the tables will
be reversed.

Collective bargaining with respect to the terms of share leases
has been undertaken in a few cases at landlord-tenant conferences.
At such conferences landlords and tenants agree upon certain ar-
rangements which both accept as fair and just. Some attempt is
made to readjust these terms to suit changing conditions, but on
the whole the plan followed is to maintain the best of the old terms
and arrangements. Such conferences are highly desirable. They
may perpetuate some arrangements that are no longer in accord
with competitive forces, but after all, good farming and good
management and right relationships between landlord and tenant
will add more to incomes of both than a better division of income
will add to either. :

DISCUSSION OF MR. GREGORY'’S PAPER
B. H. Hisarp, Univ. of Wis.

That tenancy is undersirable when it reaches such high propor-
tions as are already to be found in many parts of the country is
beyond question. Since it is undegirable some sort of measures
should be taken to prevent its further increase or even to reduce it.
With the spirit of the writer of the paper we are all in accord. We
agree that the tenant should not lose his improvements, that he
should be induced to take an interest in the affairs of his commun-
ity, and that he should be both encouraged and enabled to pur-
chase land.

However, it does not follow that there is but one remedy for the
conditions which we deplore, and from the speakers’ program of
reform we are obliged to dissent. With count one it hardly seems
wise to use the term ‘‘strictly limited.’”” Why not say ‘‘limited,’’
sinece the qualifying word requires a decision as to amount which
probably we are as yet hardly competent to make. To restrict the
size of holding by direet legislation would be drastic and probably
unwise. It would have to run a hazardous ordeal in the courts and
the chances are that the people wanting the reform would have a
hard time agreeing on the wording of a bill. The alternative of-

151
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!md,th;to!progruivehnhon,‘ is free from most of these ob-
jecti Jjust how large holdings shall
be,butdouexertngmuineinﬂmeeinbepingtheliudm
Number two of the proposed , Vig, the prohibition of own-
enhipothndbynon—nsidentlhutwohhldefeet& It is impos-
aibloof'aeeomplishment,lndundesinblemit possible. To be-
gin with, we would never agree on a definition of a non-resident.
Does he live in the next coun , or the next state? Is an owner a
non-resident who lives within fifty miles of his land, and a resident

As to the third éonnt, it would seem much more desirable to
provide local facilitities for supplementing the federal farm loan

. Wystem by local means rather than increasing the proportien of

total farm value granted in a loan. The local lenders should be
abletopubetterjud’gmntonthevﬂueofthepropertyandm
keep them within bounds.
Thmisalogiulmmwﬁyammwhonmrintmdstowork
afarmshpuldmone. Themsonistpattherighttoownmy

come.
If the objecti lefeutureamnbeukenontoftemney,md
they do not appear impo-ibleofmform;i!rentadonotﬁletoa
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anbarthoﬂ_eldotrgalestuteagentmdbuyhndforre-ﬂz. It by
nﬂmmexemsingalegiﬁmntetuneﬁoninpmyidingfunda
at reasonable rates for financing farming. If added to these meas-
ures, carried to their logical conclusion, a progressive tax could be
medtodjmngegruthndlordimitwwldseemthnttheremlts
ought to be gratifying. At all events why not try out these reforms
insmgotﬂying_inthetmofthepmgmofgenenﬁonsmd
;?tl;l_v{mg revolutionary remedies to the institution of landed prop-
e

DISCUSSION OF PAPERS ON TENANCY
L. C. Gray, Division of Farm Management and Economics
‘Washington, D. C.

Iammuehinterestedbytheuuggestionthattheﬁ‘mlmn
System does not adequately supply the credit needs of tenants and
other landless persons. This has been generally recognized for
some time. Indeed, the Division of Land Economies of the Office
otFumMmagemmtianwengngedinantndyoftheextmtm
which the Farm Loan System has facilitated the acquisition of
land by these classes. ,

It is unquestionably true that some better means of financing
second mortgages needs to be provided. 1t should be realized, how-
ever, that sellers of farm lands frequently provide very liberal
credittermsinordertofueﬂitatethepumhmo!thehnd,espeei-
ally when the price is favorable to the seller. The recent study
whieht.heDivisionofImndEeonomiuhuheenmryingoninthe
State of Iowa has illustrated this fact. It was found that about
one-fourth of the sales investigated involved a second mortgage
which averaged a little over 30 per cent of the sale price. It was
dmfmdthatthentaofintmtonmmdmgrtglgumnut
mmrinllyhigherthmonﬁrltmortgages,indiumthetmdeney
togrmth.irlylibenlterminordertoeﬁeetanle.

I admire the boldness with which Mr. Gregory presents his pro-
gram for dealing with the problems of tenancy and absentee-land-
lordism. We all realize that Economists are likely to see so many
phases of the subj they study that they are ultra-conservative
in proposing remedial policies. Eowmr,itswmtomgthtthe
mgguﬁonthatpgrmothertbmhrmmbepmbib;hedhm

ment of from one-fourth to one-half of, say, $5,000. Now the pur-
ehnarmuthmthueproporﬁomofm,MortﬁO.wOmm
to rise into the ranks of farm owners.
Itlhmldbereeogﬂndthatahmteo-hndlo.ﬂlmmﬁﬁngit
pun'bh!ortmmﬁvhodeﬁmtohmtomﬂnlmdmﬂn



we need to retain the benefits of a moderate amount of tenancy
and at theumetimetoimpmvethesystemoftenmcysoaato
eliminate these serious objections.

Ishonldnotcmformyremarhtobeinterpmtedtoindicate
thnt;ldonotreeogniutheneriomenofuhmtee—hndludimn.
Indeed,lbeﬁavemmurumbedeviqedthntmgm&uﬂlyrednee
theextentofthismdmiﬁgmtheevﬂs. I merely mean to point out
someofthedmminthedrnsﬁcpolieysuggestedbythenuﬂ_mr
of the paper to which I have referred.

DISCUSSION OF PAPERS ON TENANCY
THEODORE MACKLIN, University of Wisconsin.

The discussion of tenancy and farm credit presents two points

land valuations, the rate of investment turnover, and the extent of
tenancy. Naturally the credit facilities tend to mitigate or com-
Plicate the difficulties presented by high valuations.

geshon;.. 'l'l:ota.ln:lnt:im?wllumtlm:25!:!}19.:l mthe:lr
farms have been owners an average years. Making al-
lowance for the fact that the number of farmers recen
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nfetol-umthnttheavengedmﬁonotfarmownmhipin
Kmnl,dnringnpecriod_ofmyears,isapproxim&taly%yeam
Thmuehfumisehangingownerlhipaboutfourﬁmeainloo
years.
Hweeonddernmthedataregardingdmtionoithehimdman
step, and the tenant step it is found that in the period before 1875
laborers served as such for 4.2 years, while in 1915 to 1919 they
gerved as laborers for 5.5 years. The increase in the hired man
Bwpduringmyenrswasthereforeleuthm?.zperemt. The
men who served as tenants in the period before 1875 did so for
4.1 years while in the period 1915 to 1919 the tenant step eovered
9.4 years. Thus the length of the tenant step during 40 years has
inereased over 129 per cent. The increase of the tenant step, which
nohrgelyhinguuponlandvnlues,hnsheenmorethanfmtimm
‘that of the hired man step, which is regulated more nearly by the
task of acquiring minimum tenant operating equipment. With the
inereuebothofthehiredmansndthetenmtatepsitisnotsnr~
prising that the age at time of gaining farm ownership should have
inereased from 20.9 years before 1875 to 34.7 years for the period
1915 to 1919. This represents a postponement of ownership for
13.8 years, within a forty year period.
The problem as outlined by these facts is certainly becoming
more and more accute. If dealing in land is to be considered as a
ing service then certainly adequacy of service and lowering
of the costs of the service should be emphasized. Development of
land middlemen services to gain what the traffic ‘will bear, even
under competitive conditions, has in the past hardly resulted in
the conditions which are rapidly coming to be recognized as es-
sential to the progress of a permanent American agriculture and
of healthy rural development. Those reform suggestions which

o!fromﬁotoQOpereentofthevalueo!hrmsoverlooktheeon-
. giderations of safety and of responsibility whether of an individual
orofaeommnnitycharwber,inspiteoftheirhnportaneeinmy
extensive, practical plan of financing farmers. -
Whattheeountryneedsissomephnofcreditarrmgemeptto
supplement the Federal Farm Loan System, which now takes the
ﬁﬂtmortgage,byaddingnaystemwhichwilllendmoney
mmdmortgageorchamctermddeterminecharmberuthe
huil!orproperaelectionofthoaetowhomcreditistobegrmted.
Inordertopruentaelwunderstmﬂingofthiseriﬁeimletm
uleuanmpleamtarmwmmuni 5 Calltoqind,if
youwﬂl,snwlyupo-ihle,"theneedlandrespwﬁbﬂ;}iesof
boththeemm_npityanditsmgnlindividuﬂs. ‘With this as a
b.ek_grmdmhedlymmipe,dymplmse,my_propgaﬂlto
provide supplementary -credit arrangements that might improve
166
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upon proposed enlargements of the percen loan now given by
the Federal Farm Loan System. ey g

lnndownen,eaehhrmwouldehmgehmdsfourtimeuinamtury
on an average. Thus each year this Kansas community would find
10 farmers retreating and leaving an opportunity for each of 10
young men to fill. If the 250 farm families averaged only
ehildrenperhmﬂyo!whiehtwowmboyuthmmightthenbem
young men aspiring to only 10 opportunities. If retiring farmers
were enabled to sell immediately, thus averting tenancy altogether,
only half of the available men could receive opportunities, assum-
ing that farms remained constant in size. Hence some sort of se-
lection would occur in determining which of the given two are to
obtain a certain farm. The character of this selection, whether the

]

. -more capable, energetic, ambitious person is retained for the farin

is vital alike to the community and to American agriculture.
When retiring farmers retain ownership of their farms after
ceasing to cultivate the land themselves, tenancy is unavoidable.
The length of the tenancy step is directly occasioned by the in-
abi]ityofyoungmentoﬁnmeeorotherwinobtainownershipof
the farms owned by those not cultivating them. If the i ility to
purchase is due to inadequate cash and credit and this can be over-
eomebytheytmngmminoneyeu’sﬁmeuatenant,tenmey
would amount to only four per eent. If on the other
about 9.4 years for the young man as a tenant before he can
to ownership tenancy would approximate four times 9.4 or
per cent as it practically did in Kansas in 1910. To check on this,
the data gathered by the investigation indicated that the temant
shepinthepeﬁodlSSO—lB%tookaboutSyean,uoth&tmwmld
expect to find the percent of tenancy at that time about 20. In
1880 it was actually 16.3 per cent and in 1890, 28.2 per eent, so that
20 is a very close approximation.
Inthelhameeofgctonotherﬂ:mmmheko!unhorﬂedit,
virtnallyﬂloftmmeyeouldbeelimimted,providedusyutem‘wm
designed to effectively supplement the Federal Farm Loan System
by selecting the best men and lending funds on second mort-
glge._Tpelgmcylendingfund:ﬁmtdilhneenpgn.itsmge-
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olelehfarmthatreqniresnshitt.ofmmngement. The same com-
munity profits most by the maintenance of soil fertility, the ereation
of marketing organizations, improved social relations, churches,
roads and all of the other assets promoted by owners but usu-

ally forgotten by tenants. For these reasons, if tenancy is to be
alleviated by a credit system, as far as that may be effective, the
local community must awake to the fact that all that can come
fromthedishneeisalreadyprovidei It must realize that what
remains to be done must come from its own sense of responsibility,
public interest and ambition for its own home-reared young men.
Taking our Kansas community again for illustration, the value
of 10 farms changing hands'each year would be about $30,000 each
or $300,000. Since the Federal Farm Loan System provides about
$150,000 on first mortgage the local community would need to pro-
vide for the remaining $150,000 less whatever amount the buyers
were able to pay down. Taking the minimum average deposits of
hrmmrmging!romﬁﬁOOtoﬂOOinoneKmmmmunity,m
farmers have from $144,000 to $168,000 continuously on deposit at
verylowrltuofinterestifanyatallispaid. If reasonable in-
terest were paid deposits would vastly inerease. To start such an
experiment almost any community of farmers has adequate funds.
A state authorizing law would be required however, to permit
farmers to combine savings for such a program. Once started the
local organization could attract the savings of retired farmers and
others,thmdiverﬁngfundsfrombeinginvestedinlandtothat
of investment in reliable bonds. The money thus secured would
aid in making, of new farmers, permanent occupying owners. The
funds would then create new assets for the community, instead of
contributing, as at present, to the bidding of land values to a point
far above the immediate productive worth of land. Excessive land
values mean high taxes to owners with few, if any, advantages to
offset this liability. Each new occupying owner on the other hand
intensifies the interests of the group and contributes to the general
welfare of the locality. The cost of reducing tenancy evils by some
mehprogramasthisissmnllcomparedwiththegreatbeneﬂts
whieh can be developed. Certainly local knowledge and contact is
uired to make possible effective selection of merrit or to warrant
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DISCUSSION OF MR. GREGORY’S AND MR. BLACK'S
PAPERS ON TENANCY :
Avrexanpee E. Cance,
Massachusetts Agricultural College
Let me add just a word of testimony on two matters. First, with

tonds secured by farm mortgages. The safety of these bonds should
be utterly unquestionable. They must be secured by first mortgages
of diamond bordered security. On the other hand local banks
should find second mortgages on these properties quite good enough

for 36 years, usually; the interest rates are reasonable, payments

. should not be burdensome, insurance and improvements must be

kept up, moreover the appraisal has been carefully made by capable
federal appraisers ; supervision of the property security by govern-
ment agents is continuous. No better second mortgages are offered
and some first mortgages are less desirable.

InSouthCnrolina_aomeloanshnvebeenmadetopnrehuing
tenantxinseeondmortgagmmhcdbnnkaeqmwﬁopereentof
the appraised value. The first mortgage loan has been made by the
federallundbmkfwafullmperemtofthelandvalueonthe
usual long time, low interest rate, amortization terms. The loecal
bankontheumetimeandtermsmdmmatimesatthemmente
(not exceeding one-half per cent higher) has loaned an equal sum
on a second mortgage. I am acquainted with some authentic in-
stanees. Doubﬂenthislnrgepereentageonaseemdmmia
exeeptiomlmdisbmdtoaomeextentonthepemalinwgrity
and character of the borrower, but it is interesting as indieating
the tendency of tenant loans in that district.

The Columbia South Carolina Federal Bank, I am informed, is
endeavoringtoencoungelnulb&nhtotakethemmdmortgagu
of approved tenant clients on terms which the federal bank dictates
and npgroves. As indicated the second mortgage business is a
matter for local bankers who know both the material security and
%&;hmcterofthebonuwerntherbt:mforfederdhndhn:

ifty per cent is perhaps too high t thirty per cent may
loaned in many instances on second mortgages.

As to the Measure of Farm Land Rent
WehaveverylittlerentingoffarmhndinNewEnghnﬂ,bnt
intheonionandtob.eeodiattiet‘ofthe(}mneeﬁmtv.lleytheper- :
centage of tenancy is somewhat higher than the New
average. Ihavebeenintuutedtoobuemthtthorentpaidin
this district somewhat closely approximates the pure economic rent
towhiehwehavebeenmultomedinthoory. 5
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This section has a limited amount of land suitable for onion
growing or for tobacco growing. Most of the suitable land is al-
ready in use for these respective crops. Onion growing requires
about three acres of land per person, perhaps ten acres per family.
Very little capital equipment is required, horses, tools or buildings.
The crop is expensive in labor and fertilizers. Both may be ob-
tained partly on eredit. A renter usually bargains for the exact
amount of bare land he needs and uses it all for his crop. The
yield of onions runs from an average of 400 to about 800 bushels
per acre and the price of onions from $1.00 to $3.00 per bushel.
Land rents run from $25.00 or $50.00 or more per acre. Capitalized
this would mean $500 to $1000 per acre. Some land sells for $500
per acre but much sells for less. It must be said however that few
sales of solely onion or tobacco land are made. Most tracts contain
a good deal of land unsuitable for either of these crops.

When land is rented on shares the plan is the usual half and
half plan from fertilizer to sacks for holding the harvested onions.
In a favorable year the share rent landlord has a wide margin of
profit over the cash tenant landlord. There are large possibilities
of speculative gain both on account of season and of price which is
fixed by competing areas. Doubtless the cash rents include a cer-
tain element of these prospective gains which the renter prospec-
tively is likely to divide with the landlord. Subtracting this ele-
ment and considering only land that can be utilized for tobacco or
onions and the value of land is approximately equivalent to 20
vears rental. :

REMARKS ON TENANCY
GEeorGE THOMAS, University of Utah

I do not believe at present we have sufficient information upon
the tenancy question to begin to dogmatize. Our country is so
la.rget.hntwhatmsybetmeoflmorminoismynotbetme of
other states. In Utah the tenancy question turns principally around

supplied cheaper money to -to-do farmenwhomight_luvégme
to the bank and secured an equal amount at a slightly higher rate
of interest. It is, however, a praiseworthy undertaking and natur-
ally the first steps would be halting and not always well directed.
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The act will eventually have to be modified so as to assist in the
development of agriculture and to take care of the men who have
good ability and opportunities even if they are not yet financially
in a good condition. I wounld not, however, abolish the act, but with
the experience that is accumulating, modify it to meet the needs
of the country. :

REMARKS ON TENANCY

E. D. CuHasseELL, Sec.-Treas., Farm Mortgage Bankers Association
of America.

It seems to be popular now at agricultural meetings to express
regret at the shifting of the majority of our population from rural
to city homes. It is maintained that our national life would be
improved, the prosperity of our people increased and the happiness
of our citizens intensified if the tide of population from country to
city could be turned back and the percentage of rural population
increased to that of 75 or 100 years ago. Numerous idealistic, edn-
cational and legislative plans are suggested for overcoming the
drift to cities.

Human nature is not readily changed. Yesterday, today and to-
morrow the same causes are likely to have the same effects upon
people of the same race, nationality and environment. Causes
which induced people of the last generation to move to cities will
have a similar effect upon those of this generation and the next.

While listening today to the excellent papers and the well-con-
sidered discussions of the hegira of the farmer from agricultural
districts to industrial and commercial fields, I have made a mental
census of the gentlemen and ladies composing this convention. Un-
less I am very much mistaken, more than 65% of those present
passed their childhood days on the farms.

To come down to plain speaking, let me . inquire, why did you
leave the farm. Why do you not return to the farm tomorrow.
A composite answer to that question would be that you turned your
faces to the city in the hope of bettering your condition. You
expected to have an easier time, make more money, have greater
opportunities for personal development and generally to get greater
enjoyment out of life. ;
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this country in order that money might be drawn from the public

treuurytnbeuseddirecﬂyorindirecﬂy'toindueeyoutoreturn'

to the farm.
The average young people of the next generation will have the

same ambitions and equal intelligence with those of the present.
The same causes which indueed you to abandon the farm for other
fields of labor will have the same effect upon the young people of
the next generation.

Under existing conditions you do not practice what you preach.
I‘Jqder the same conditions they will do then what you are now

oing.

We are here primarily to consider the welfare of the farmer and
the encouragement of the business of agriculture. For the purpose
of bringing out the truth and developing discussion, may I be
pardoned for making a few suggestions which at first may seem to
be discordant and heretical. I believe that we are approaching
this subject from the wrong angle and directing our attention to
effects when we should address ourselves to causes.

In order to divert the tide from town to country, we must make
country life more attractive and more profitable than town life.
The majority entertain an opposite opinion at the present time and
consequently the trend is toward the cities.

With all due respect to the gentlemen who entertain different
opinions, I maintain that the eondition of the farmer would not be
improved by inducing half of the people who live in cities to move
out on farms to increase production. It would increase competition
in farm life, reduce prices and deprive the farmers of many lux-
uries which they now enjoy.

In the good old days, when the majority of the population lived
on farms the conditions of farm life were not anywhere near so
pleasant and the profits were less than they are today when the
farmer has the benefit of a large urban population competing for
the produects he offers for sale.

labor and they regulate the number of apprentices permitted to

Thaaverngetamerworhtromtentosixteenhmrsaday. His
ehildrenworkmanyhmrseveryweekﬁunearlyehildhood,md
hilwiﬁaumﬂlyworhlongerhoursthmthetumerhimself. The
farmer’s compensation is far less than $7.40 for eight hours. Such
facts and conditions as these must be taken into consideration when
we suggest methods for improving the condition of the farmer.

Inywonutquuﬁanthewiadomoth-yingtoimpmvediﬁms
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the town to the country. Artificial stimulation of the country
spirit by propaganda, subsidies and other methods can not per-
manently suceeed.

As_conditions of prosperity in the business of farming have
steadilyimpmvedutheproporﬁmofpopula' engaged in
agrienlturehudeemled,itisnotreuonabletommenowthat
farm life would be made more profitable or attractive by inducing
a large part of the city residents to shift their homes and occupa-
tions to rural life.

Improved methods of farming as taught and encouraged by the
agricultural colleges, the department of agriculture and the
banker-farmer movement have done much in the past thirty years.
The first thing to do is to raise the compensation of the farmer to

fnrmoretechnieulknowledgetoopemteafnrmsn than
to follow an ordinary industrial occupation in town. If the brick-
layer is entitled to a dollar an hour for his services, certainly the
-farmer is entitled to as much.

The problem of farm tenancy presents many sides. A super-
ficial consideration of one or two phases of the question is of little
value unless we consider the economie principles that underlie and
govern the entire proposition.

Itisnrgnedbymmythatfarmtenantrylhouldbelboliahed.
Thereisagmttendmeynwmongagrieulturalwﬁteuto
claim that the ing “ind in iea is goi

trinlmdagri'culturaleonditimhnebeengreaﬂydilturbedby
the world war. Withnmmrntohormnlbuline-mditim,
thmhﬁkdytobemineminthepmﬁmof&mm
operating their own farms.

Anidenleondiﬁonoffnrmingwouldbeomwithanyflrm
&mbybi‘hmmdﬂs?fmmddehtjdﬂm-
itions may be approximated, t never fully attained. A practical
cmdiﬁmwﬂlbefwndhbominwhiehmfmthummof
the farms are operated by tenants. '
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are occupied by tenants. This makes the proportion of town tenants
twice as great as on the farms. Cities are getting along very well
with two-thirds of the people living as tenants. This comparison
is quite favorable to the agricultural industry.

The records and reports of the Agricultural Department at Wash-
ington show that there has been an increase in the average yield
per acre of farm crops during the last thirty years. It is there-
fore clear that all rented farms have not lost productiveness, al-
though there may be more of a tendency toward depreciation on
rented farms than on those occupied by owners.

It is argued that the farm tenant leads a life of hard labor and
poverty because he is a tenant. In these days when the majority
of our population live in towns and cities, a comparison of the con-
dition of the American farm owners in the ‘‘good old days’’ prior
to the civil war when the majority of our population lived on farms,
with that of the farm tenants of today will be favorable to the
living conditions of the latter. The intelligent, thrifty, industrious
tenants of today make more money, have more luxuries for their
families and send more of their sons and daughters to colleges than
did the owners of farms in the days when the majority of our
people were engaged in the business of farming. Some men are
not successful as tenants. They might not succeed as farm owners.
Most farm tenants ultimately become farm owners.

The gentleman from Minnesota, in his most excellent paper, has
shown that the capital return to farm owners, aside from the in-
crease in value, has averaged less than 4%, in some cases less than
3%. I am confident that the average for the last thirty years
would be even less than that shown for the period that came under
his observation.

The farm tenant who successfully operates a farm of 160 acres,
furnishing his own complete equipment of teams, farm machinery
and live stock, will require an investment of approximately
$5,000.00. Assume that he rents a farm valued at $25,000.00, a
very moderate estimate. The owner of the farm ordinarily will
receive not more than 314% as rental, after deducting taxes and
depreciation of buildings. This is, in fact, a liberal estimate for
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destruction of buildings by fire or depreciation. It is not a safe
business proposition ordinarily for a man to borrow a large amount
of money for real estate speculation. As a sound business practice,
it would be a good deal better for the farm tenant with moderate
capital to increase his investment in live stock and other equipment
80 as to rent more land profitably, rather than to speculate in buy-
ing farms on borrowed capital. The gambling conditions of the
land market for the past year or two cannot be depended on to last.
The man with capital is usually content to accept a rental rate on
farm land as low as two or three per cent. It is safe to assert that
the average return for farm rental for the last fifty years has been
lower than three per eent. This is far below the interest rate for
industrial purposes. '

The reliable tenant who pays rent equal to three per cent of the
value of the farm is able to make profits equal to those which would
be his, if he owned the farm and paid three per cent interest on its
value. He would not of course have the personal satisfaction of
living in his own home nor would be receive the benefit of the in-
crease in value, but farms do not always increase in value.

As a business proposition, the tenant would each year be the
gainer. He would be able to annually increase his bank balance
or his more highly productive live stock. The incompetent farmer
is a failure either as owner or tenant.

The competent farmer with small means accomplishes most by
renting for a few years until he acquires sufficient capital to en-
able him to make a substantial payment on a farm. A reasonable
proportion of such farm tenantry is essential to the successful
management of the farming business of every state.

To aid farm owners and farm tenants, let us favor legislation
for those already in the business rather than to tax them to induce
compititors to engage in farming.
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IN AGRIOULTURE

Jauzs E. BoviE, Extension Professor of Rural Economy, College
of Agriculture, Cornell University, Ithaea, N. Y.

I. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING—MEANING OF THE TERM.

Vagueness of the term.—In spite of the fact that there is a tre-
mendous amount of discussion going on now in the press and else-
where concerning collective bargaining, there is much vagueness
about the meaning of this term. The word certainly conveys dif-
ferent meanings to different people. The term is a new one in
agriculture, and therefore it is quite natural that a certain ambig-
uity should attach to it. The name Collective Bargaining and the
thing itself both come to us from the field of industry. For some
twenty or thirty years now the public has heard more or less about
collective bargaining between labor and capital. And yet, oddly
enough, in this field the real significance of collective bargaining is
not yet understood. For instance, it was on this roek that Presi-
dent Wilson’s first Industrial Conference went to pieces in Wash-
ington last October. The conference split over a resolution effered
by President Gompers of the American Federation of Labor, read-
ing as follows:

““The right of wage earners to organize without diserim-
ination, to bargain collectively, to be represented by rep-
resentatives of their own choosing in negotiations and ad-
justments with employers in respect to wages, hours of
labor, 'l,nd relations and conditions of employment is recog-

On the face of it this resolution looks like a simple endorsement
of the status quo, for Mr. Gompers, the introducer of it, is the head
of large and powerful labor organizations and he has long seen
labor unions enjoy the undisputed right to organize and bargain
collectively. Bnt Mr. Loree, speaking for the employers, said the
Conference ‘‘would not be led into approving a collective bargain-
ing resolution which did not clearly define the methods and cir-
cumstances under which it would take place.’

This is a very simple illustration, but it throws considerable side-
light on the situation. Since the practice of collective bargaining
comes to us from the labor unions, it is well to pause a8 moment
here and examine the meaning and significance of the term as used

in this field.

Collective bargaining came to the public notice first in a general
and favorable way in the case of the United Mine Workers. Back
in the days of John Mitchell a joint conference was held at certain
seasons, composed of representatives of the organized mine workers
and representatives 6f the mine owners. In this industrial
mmt,ultmybeealled,dlﬁcnlheaweremoothedoutumueh
&8 possible and a collective bargain reached covering hours, w:ges,
and conditions of employment. This method of bargaining did
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Looking back beyond the troubled World War period of the im-
mediate present, over some twenty or thirty years of colleetive bar-
gaining by labor organizations, the record for collective ining -
ir on the whole good. Both the right to organize and bargain col-
lectively and the desirability of doing so, in order to protect its
own interests and to be represented by representatives of its own
choosing are now quite generally conceded to labor. The abuses of
the power of collective bargaining uring the war period should not
‘ontweigh,inourminds,themeuneofthispwerduringpuee.
Forwemuntrememberthedduiom,“A]lpowerillilbleto
abuse.”’ Onethingisobviom,however,eollegﬁvebnrgniningdou
not solve all ofroblm for labor. And the fact that the Industrial
Conference of October, 1919, broke up on this issne ghows that the
fuﬂdgniﬂuneeofthemmisnotyetmutuﬂlyundentoodbyhbor
and capital. It has been the radical labor leaders or misleaders that
have hurt the cause of collective bargaining in the field or organ-
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ized labor. Wemynytoorgmimdhbor,inBib]iulhngum,
“Yourcn_emumtheyotyourownhomehold."

In Agriculture: Two Aspecis of the Question.—Coming now to
thedmmofedleeﬁvebugaininginngricultum,weﬂndmnch
mvagumumdmeertﬁntyubthemingo!them
We are sure of but two things, namely, the farmer wants collestive
bargaining ; the public shies at it. Cooperation among farmers is
populnwiththeganeralpnblic;eolheﬁvebugdningbyhm
is not popular with the general public. Yet a great many people
seem to confuse these two distinct activities. There is a great deal
ofeoopentioninagrieultnrem,bntonlynverylitﬂeeolleeﬁve
bargaining. Collective bargaining means price fixing. In a cer-
uinumedlhrgsininginpriepﬁxing,bnteolleeﬁvebarglinhlg
emvmwthemindofthepnbﬁeantﬁngnideofempcﬁﬁve_-
price, of supply-and-demand price, and substituting therefor a
pri arrivedatbythedeh‘berstemdmaeimnetotthehr—
gainers. Prieeﬁxingbybugainingbetweentwoindividuabin
ppuedtoﬂxapﬁoewithinthenthereirenmaibedlimihnet
by the competitive market.

Many people look on competition as an economic law, blind, re-
lentless, impersonal, irrevocable, resistless as fate. Others view it

. as an everpresent foree, like gravity, but, also like gravity, mbi:tt
to considerable control and direction by human agencies. The
remains, however, that man’s control over natural forees is greater
than his control over social forces. Competition has been
qniugmudlyinmrputhistoryqspartofmmbﬁahedm
tem, except in case of natural monopolies. Our higher courts have
certainly clung with great tenacity to the doctrine of competition.
And a competitive price has been construed as a supply and de-
mand price. Anddemandhasbemeonstmedmthehnmfaetor,
the psychic factor. Supplyhubeenlookedonmmimpernom],
physical factor. But in actual eommereial ife, supply is not an
i factor, for the simple reason that it is the estimate of
supply, the opinion of the parties as to the supply, that constitutes
thcnnrket!wtor,mdtheiresﬁmteoropinionismmﬂybeing

- modified to meet new market information and new conditions. The
law of supply and demand, working out through free competition,
through both objective and subjective factors, has for its major
funetion the coordinating of production and consumption.

Collective buying and collective selling are not collective bar-
gaining, !ort.hegea.redm_:e-on the competitive market, at .t.l.nemnckogt

lective bargaining in agriculture, therefore, so far as products are
concerned, refers to the sale of the farmers’ products. If farm
!nbmw.morpnized,there would doubtless be collective bargain-
ing in fixing wages. : : ;
1t seems necessary to differentiate sharply between collective
bnyingorndﬁngandedleeﬁvebargaining,onthebuisof the pur-
pose underlying each. Mr. E. M. Tousley of Minneapolis, our rank-

ing premier in Rochdale cooperation has for many years emphasized _ :
167
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the principle that cooperation is for savings, not profits. Collec-
tive bargaining, on the other hand, is for profits, not for vmgl.
F:;the farmer, like the other business men, is in business for
profits.

We may illustrate this differentiation between savings and prof-
iix,.betwmeollectivebuyingmdeolleeﬁvehngﬁninginthil
way. Take,forinshnee,tendn.iryhrmersintheEut,mhlpend-
ing one hundred dollars a month for feedstuffs, They are spending
$1,000 a month, acting as ten individuals. By pooling their pur-
chases (buying collectively) they secure their feed requirements for
a total of $800 a month, thus affecting a savings of $200 a month
in the purchase of this product. They simply buy in quantities
and buy at the market. This is cooperation, but not collective bar-
gaining. Ontheothe_rhand,letu-auumethatthegmwmotthe
feeding stuff in the Cornbelt have organized and secured eontrol of
the supply and have decided to sell by collective bargaining. The
purpose in such a move would be to find a market paying the highest
price for the product. Can ?re lmagme'th i thmofwestemmfarme;s con-
ducting a collective bargain for the purpose ishing cheaper
feeds to the East! Each member would sell individually if by
80 doing he could find a better market. The only excuse, therefore,
for a member’s joining and adhering would be the opportunity for
a better market nndabeturmnrketmsmshigherpriee,ammr
profit. For I insist that the farm business is conducted for profit,
and - that collective bargaining is to be looked on as one way of in-
suring this profit. If society wants the farm business continued or
any other business continued, society must continue to contribute
the profits necessary to keep that business going. In short, fair
profits in farming and in other legitimate business are in aceord
with public policy. The fact that collective bargaining is for
profits is no argument against collective bargaining, but a frank
statement of a fundamental fact. ‘.

To illustrate further the differentiation between eoll:ﬁt;'ve b“i
gaining and cooperative buying or selling, we may cite case o
the three best examples of successful cooperation in North Ameriea,
namely, the United Grain Growers of Winnipeg, the Californis
Fruit Growers Exchange of Los Angeles and the Eastern Shore of

'Virginia Produce Exchange of Onley. These concerns sell on the

market ‘‘at the market.”’ They sell collectively, but they sell at
the prevailing competitive price. They also buy considerable ma-
terial. collectively but also at the market. Like any large-scale
business, like the ordinary ‘‘big business’’ corporations, they effect
certsineennomiesnnduvingsbythemmvdmottheirbuﬁ-
ness. Innomdothmoomemmethemllectivehrgnin,ul
understand the term. It is a somewhat significant fact that the
first California producers’ concern to make some use of collective

ini , namely, the California Associated Raisin Company of
Fremo,foundihalffacingeerhinlegdqnsﬁmotlnmoying
nature, to say the least. It is of course also significant that in the
t-moftheorganiaedmﬂkpmdueeuintherupeeﬁvemlbout
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San Francisco, New York, Chicago, Cleveland, and Minneapolis,
these associations were all haled into court charged with price fixing
in the course of their collective bargaining. :

The foregoing discussion is preliminary to arriving at a definition
of the term ecollective bargaining in agriculture. Since the renting
of farm land or the hiring of agricultural labor by the collective
bargain method is not yet a live issue, we may disregard these two
problems in formulating a definition. This narrows the task down
to the products of the farm. And for all practieal purposes this
means the selling of these products. There remain three elements
then in collective bargaining, namely, (1) an agreement concerning
price, or price fixing; (2) eontrol by the farmers of the supply of
the artiele sold, or monopoly ; (3) the bargain must represent group
or collective action. Framed into a single definition, these elements
may be stated as follows:

Collective bargaining in agriculture means an agreement by a
group of farmers concerning the selling price of a product the
supply of which they produce and control.

II. COLLECTIVE Bmmq—IN THEORY.

Considerable time has been spent trying to define the term col-
lective bargaining. At this point we may, turn to some of the more
important principles involved.

The ancient, child-like faith of our people in competition as a
fair price maker is breaking down. Free and open competition,
under the law of supply and demand, is not held in the high re-
pute it once was. Some college presidents, even, are announcing to
their trusting followers that the law of supply and demand has
been laid on the shelf as a relic of antiquity. Without embracing
this fond delusion, we may accept as true that there are many ser-
jous human barriers in the way of the free play of the so-called
“free and open competition.”’ Hence comes the pressure from
many sides for a‘substitute for competition as a price maker. Not
so long ago we abandoned the doectrine of competition as the cor-
rect price maker in the field of natural monopolies, such as rail-
mda,streetears,gueompanies,felephonecompmies,ete. In
these fields the public ecame to rely for protection against high
prices and high profits upon the ratemaking of some public body
like a public service commission or the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission. This is neither the time nor the place to pass judgment
on the success or failure of this form of price making. But I merely
want to register the point that the state of mind of the people de-
manded this method of price fixing and got it.

Now we must recognize the nation-wide emand by farmers for
this thing which they call collective bargaining. Is or is not this
demand sound in principle? To me it seems to be sound. Analyz-
ingthelutoo!mindo!theAmeriemhrmaruInowmit,I
find three more or less deep-seated reasons for this demand.

(1) Voiaeiupﬁccmbiug.—Thegrowerhneomoto!eelthathe
has too little to say about the selling price of his produet. This
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feeling is a sort of blind instinet. It may be compared with

demand in political life that government be based on the consent

i required,
quirements, the validity of this demand is apparent.
Assuming that the farmer is entitled to more voice in the selling
price of his goods, and to a more stabilized price and to more cer-
tainty of profits, and that he secures all these by means of the col-
lective bargain ; What protection to the consumer would there be?
Hmythaoryi-eorreetthmtlr,thahm_,intheem.m
tioned above, would substityte collective bargaining for competi-
tion. Absence of competition is generally called monopoly. And
i i was stated at
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statistics, and so on. A monopoly wearing a double bit of this kind
would be tractable enough, in my opinion.

VIII. LiMITATIONS AND DANGERS.

¢ organized so as to have a monopoly in certain fields of
t mdhcneeto@ogﬂqeﬁyeedlecﬁvebu_ggjniqginthis

Output. For instance, as foreshowing this sort of practice, men-
ﬁqnmaybemndeo!theCothumAmBedueﬁm Conven-
tion held at New Orleans, February 17 and 18, 1919, and of the
Mississippi Cotton Acreage Reduction Convention held at Jackson,
Mississippi, February 27, 1919, at the latter of which convention the
following resolutions were adopted: ,

‘Whereas, The farmers, merchants and banking interests
of the South are confronted with a grave crisis on aceount
of the accumnlation of large-stocks of cotton at this un-
settled and unecertain reconstruction period, which erisis
hhnghtwithmwdmger,both,tothepmtwelfue
and future prosperity of the South; and,

Whereas, The farmers, merchants and bankers have
within their own hands the infallible solution of the threat-

1mn
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ening conditions that now exist in the cotton producing
section ; and,

‘Whereas, There was held in the City of New Orleans on
February 17-18th, 1919, the Cotton States Cotton Acreage
Reduction Convention, composed of farmers, merchan
and bankers from every Southern State, which Convention
carefully considered for two days the menacing conditions
that have been precipitated upon the cotton producing
n_tates,andmommended,amongotherthings,theredne-

holding of the present eotton crops until remunerative
prices can be obtained, and the organization of the farm-
erzmerehantsmdbmkeruineverystateinthe South;
an

Whereas, The solution of the perplexing problems that
noweonfrinttheeottongrowarsliesintheg-mkandeﬁ-
cient co-operation and intelligent organization, as well as

* the united action of the farmers, merchants, and bankers

of the South;

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved by the Mississippi Cotton
Acreage Reduction Convention assembled in the City: of
Jackson, February 27, 1919:

First—That this convention hereby ratify and endorse’
the resolutions adopted as aforesaid by the Cotton States
Cotton Acreage Reduction Convention in New Orleans on
February 17-18th, 1919,

Second—That it is the sense of this Convention that if
the entire acreage of cotton in the United States is to be
reduced one-third of the acreage of 1918, then it is abso-
lutely imperative that not more than sixty (60%) per cent
oftheeultivntedhndsinthsl)eltumdnotmorethm
twenty-five (25%) of the cultivated lands in the hill and
other sections of Mississippi be planted to cotton during
the year 1919. And the farmers, merchants and bankers
composing this Convention hereby pledge themselves to
phntnotmorethanaixtypereentafthomlﬁntedme—
ageintheDeltnandnotmmthmtwmty—ﬂvepereentot
theeulﬁvatedlemgeinthehillneﬁonoflﬁ-iuippito
eottol:ninlgelﬂ,providedthtinnoe;ugﬂllmyhrmer
or planter be expected to pledge or is hereby pledged to re-
duce his cotton acreage for 1918, and further pledge them-
selmtometheirinﬂueneetomthnttheacmgoinlﬁl-
sissippi is 80 planted during the year 1919.

Third—Thatthi-Gonmﬁonhuebypledguiummbns
nottoncriﬁoethepruentcropbuttoholdthemunﬁl
a reasonably remunerative price can be obtained therefor.

Fourth—That this Convention endorse the publicity
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campaign that has been inaugurated and is being carried
on by T. V. Wensel of Natchez, Mississippi, for securing
fair prices for cotton.

Fifth—That P. P. Garner, R. S. Wilson, J. E. Evans,
8. H. Lowenburg and R. C. King be, and they are hereby
appointed as the State Executive Committee of this Con-
vention and that each county in the State be requested im-
mediately to organize with an executive committee to con-
gist of one representative from each supervisor’s district
with the county chairman as ex-officio member of the com-
mittée to see that recommendations of this Convention are
carried out.

Sixth—That this Convention hereby recommends that
the said county executive committee be charged, among
other things, with the duty of seeing that individual
pledges to cotton acreage reduction as herein recommended
are secured, that the plantings be verified and that reports
be made to the said executive committee of this Convention
from time to time, that a formel pledge be adopted and
that full publicity be given te any Ssrmer who refuses to
comply with the i herein-made, and that
pledges be secured from the ba: and merchants to as-
gist in seeing that the recommendations of this Convention
are carried out. And that each precinet in every county in
the State be thoroughly organized for the accomplishment
of the reduction in cotton acreage herein recommended.

Seventh—That the thanks of this Convention are here-
by tendered to the public press for the wide publicity given
to the reduction movement, and that acknowledgment is
hereby made of the splendid service so rendered by the
press and that the public press be requested to continue to
give wide publicity to the cotton acreage renduction move-
ment.

Eighth—That this Convention pledges itself and its
members to foster a public opinion that will brand every
man who, because his neighbor and the cotton producers
generally are reducing their acreage, undertakes to profit
through such general and united action, by increasing his
own crop or by refusing to reduce the same as herein de-

as an undesirable citizen, unworthy of the respect
and confidence of the community in which he lives. -
The Bulletin of the Department of
Commerce and Agriculturee of
= Mississippi, Volume 14, No. 1,
Jackson, Mississippi, March, 1919.

The dangers of collective bargaining, we may say in summariz-
\ing,uem.erelythegenergldmgeno!theoeea_aiqnﬂabuago!tm:
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thehrmen,nolonguramnble"eheehmdbahnm”uepm—
vided to protect the public.

IV. CoLLECTIVE BARGAINING IN PRACTICE.

The theories of collective bargaining make us ask what will hap-
pen in the future. But when we contemplate the unknown future
wewillbeﬁlledwithhopeorfear,dependinguponwhetherwm
temperamentally progressives or emserntwul. To put our fl::kt
back on solid earth once more, we may pause ong enough to
at two concrete examples of collective bargaining in agriculture.
The two examples selected at random are certified seed corn and
whole milk.

1. Certified Seed Corn.—The farmers on Long Island by reason
of soil and climate have a virtual monopoly in growing certain
kinds of garden and field seeds, including one variety of corn
known as Luce’s Favorite. The Suffolk County Cooperative Asso-
ciation is an organization of about one hundred Long Island farm-
ers, producing and marketing certified seed of this variety. For
all practical purposes they have a monopoly of this produet. The
seed is gathered into a central plant, where the corn is shelled,
dried, tested as to germination, sacked and labeled. It is guaran-
teed by the Association as to purity of variety, as to moistare con-
tent, and as to germination qualities. The 1918 crop was sold by
the Collective Bargain method, the details of which are worth re-
porting here. Of course the price was the vital point at issue. In
the first place, in growing this corn on Long Island and in ecertify-
ingit,_\thetmmrkedinmpmﬁonwiththeloulebunv
agriculturalagentandwiththeDepartmmto!FnrmCropgattbe
State College of Agriculture. A crop of 24,000 bushels was
pared for market. Itmdeeidod,intheeollogﬁvphugnining

ing was held at the Agricultural College, where cost of produe-
tion, fixed charges for maintaining and operating plant on Long
%pﬁ&:ﬂm&!mm&mmw 1t
was thought t overh expenses to Or preparing
theeroptormnrhtafterthempwpmm:unldbasbmt
fifty cents a bushel, and that the grower should have at least $3.50
bushel net to warrant him in producing this erop. This made a
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the College of Agriculture. A general understanding was reached
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concerning price and terms. Further negotiations led to complete
harmony among all concerned, the Grange Exchange signing a con-
tract to take the 24,000 bushels at $4.00 a bushel f. o. b. shipping
station Long Island, the Dairymen’s League promising to cooperate
with the Grange Exchange in having the farmers buy and plant
this seed, and the Agricultural College central office directing
county agent work promising to have all county agents concerned
promote the use-of this pure, certified seed. The Suffolk farmers
delivered the corn and met all the terms of the agreement. The
Grange Exchange then undertook to sell the corn at prices varying
according to quantity taken, from $4.50 to $5.00 a bushel. Single
bushel lots were sold at $5.00; fifty bushel lots at $4.50 a bushel.
But owing to transportation difficulties and other merchandising
problems, both usual and unusual, the Grance Exchange at the end
of the season still had 5,000 bushels of shelled corn on hand in the
Suffolk County farmers’ warehouse, for which the Grange owed
$20,000 and for which they had no seed market. T he matter had to
be adjusted, and was finally amicably settled by negotiation, the
GrmgaExchmgepayingtl,OOOandtumingtheeombwktoth_e
farmers, to be sold for feed purposes at the market price, namely,
about $2.90 per bushel. In other words, instead of realizing
$20,000 for this 5,000 bushel lot as per contract, the farmers re-
ceived about $15,000, or a deduction of $4,500.

This ends the story of the first year of collective bargaining by
the Suffolk County farmers. From the purely commercial stand-
point, this is not a fair test of collective bargaiming, gince so many
other elements enter in. For instance, the College and the county
agent aided considerably in the interest of the pure seed policy in-
volved. Somewhat similar arrangements are now being made for
the coming year, hence we may conclude that all parties concerned
are willing to give the system another trial.

9. Milk sn New York City—The dairymen in the territory trib-
utary to New York incorporated the Dairymen’s League in 1307
under the Laws of the State of New Jersey. It was not till 1910
that the 50,000 cows necessary to form a permanent organization

t itself strong enough by 1916 to attempt price fixing. The

they could buy milk from the representa-
tives of the League. Few dealers paid any attention to the notice,
hdigviqgtheindiﬁdnﬂswmldennﬁgnorseﬂmﬂkuprevionaly.

|
%
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farmers won the strike; the dealers recognized

the League and began to deal with it. New York’s milk supply

has been cut to 10% of normal during the strike, showing the League

inpo-a-ionofavirtu:lmmopolyofﬂnemetropoﬁunmilkmpply.
‘ 1756
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In fixing the price of milk the League used the Warren formula,
a formula worked out by Dr. Geo. F. Warren of Cornell, and show-
ing the cost of producing milk. This formula gave a sliding scale
of price, fluctuating with the price for feed, labor, ete.,
which go to make up the cost of milk production. The milk price
was fixed for a month at a time.

In January, 1919, came another short and sharp dispute with the
dealers and another milk strike, which the League won. However,
the League did give up the cost-of-production basis of price fixing.
The present basis of price is eonfeuedtlhy an aWkwm ang is
being used as a temporary makeshift, rather than as a policy.
Beginning April 1, 1919, the price of milk has been based on the
price of butter, skim milk, cheese and whey. A calculation is made
as to the market value of these four elements in 100 pounds of milk,
and this gives the unit for fixing the market value of the 100 pounds
of whole milk. The first six months under this method gave a milk
price about 4 cents a hundred over the cost-of-production basis of
the Warren formula. The prices set for the first three winter
montths, however, fell somewhat below the Warren formula basis.
But more time is needed to pass an intelligent judgment on the
actual workings of the new price formula. The significant thing is,
that the cost of production factor alone did not prove a workable
basis for selling the whole supply of milk. On this point, Presi-
dent R. D. Cooper of the Leagug said in his address at the 12th an-
nual meeting of the Dairymen’s League, Inec., at Jersey City, De-
cember 9, 1919:

‘““The change from the Warren formula to another
method of selling the milk, however, does not by any means
abandon this principle. The Warren formula was found
impractical because it seemed impossible to sell the milk
by its use without continual friction and warfare and be-
cause it is necessary to sell all, not part of the League milk.
1t is difficult, if not impessible, to sell all of the milk or all |
of any other commodity on a plan absolutely guaranteeing
to dairymen or other producers the cost of production
every month in the year for all they may care to produce.’’

Iﬂuhort, the principle will not work when a suthrglm is pmgrneet%

e Dairymen’s League expects to continue practice of col-
lective bargaining. The League is however, developing a large
central cooperative association, to own and operate the country

. milk stations in order that the surplus milk of certain seasons may

be made into by-products and thus be kept off the whole-milk

market. This will stabilize the supply of milk and hence operate
to help stabilize prices. 3
CONCLUSIONSE.

In this paper I have endeavored to show that the three essential
elements in collective bargaining in agriculture are monopoly, price
fixing, and group action. I have further taken the stand that a
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of power and autocracy on the part of the organized farmers.
My final conclusion is that collective bargaining, like most other so-
- called reforms, would a step forward, although but a small
step—hence a disappoifitment to its enemies, a disillugionment to

DISCUSBION OF PAPER ON ‘“COLLECTIVE BARGAINING”’
By TraEODORE MACKIN, University of Wisconsin

Two impressions of the paper and discussions should not be per-
mitted to pass unchallenged. ;
The general conclusion that ‘‘collective bargaining’’ on agricul-
ture necessitates the threefold existence of ‘‘monopoly’’ “‘price-
fixing’’ and ‘‘group action’’ hardly accords with the facts and ex-
periences of actual practice. Furthermore the definition that eo-
operative marketing by farmers is synonimous with collective bar-
gaining fails to recognize the essential characteristics which dis-
tinguish collective bargaining from the more commonly known

of cooperative marketing.

‘‘Collective bargaining’’ instead of implying monopoly, through
which ‘‘price-fixing’’ is supposedly made possible, is more nearly
group against the continued existence of price levels or
other which have become intolerable through the mere
weight or inertia of custom. Collective bargaining certainly im-{
plies group action but does not imply monopoly or price fixing. It
does mean the existence of impressive group indignation and pub-
licity which throws the spot light upon prices that have become un-
reasonable. ‘Where the single individual would certainly bargain
in vain, concérted protest carries an appeal to the fair-mindedness

and consumers. The fact that the compromise price agreed upon
has in some stimulated increased production, attended by
price reduction later to prevent oversupply and price denioraliza-
tion, is suggestive that the collective/ bargainers were hardly able
to control the supply for the purpose of price fixing. Instead of
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tentatively set, stimulated a larger number of farmers, over a
wider territory, to prepare for placing milk on the market. Over-
supply was averted by reducing the price and thus eliminating the
marginal or prospective milk producers.

In many lines of farm production, aside from the inability of
large numbers of widely scattered farmers to agree to a fixed plan
of action, the variations of weather and seasonal output make re-
liable supply calculations virtually impossible. Yet in the absence
of power to rigidly control supply, without the aid of price fluctua-
tions, those seeking monopoly are deprived of a realization of their
ambitions. /

Monopoly is not essential to collective bargaining, therefore, be-
cause control of supply has not been gained, though repeated at-
tempts to gain such control have been made. The prices agreed
upon as a result of collective bargaining are merely evidence of
compromises which have broken the inertia of custom. The new
price level is merely an attempt to render greater economic justice,
and above all to guarantee an adequate supply of product for con-
sumérs, which in the absence of modified prices, would certainly
have felt the pinch of reduced supply. The compromise prices are
not arbitrary iron clad contraets, involving group limitation of

[supply for the purpose of gaining what the traffic will bear, and
therefore do not contain the elements of monopoly prices.

The essential purpose of collective bargaining is the changing of

f price levels and not the conduet of enterprises which render a

/ series of economic services. Most of the commonly known coopera-
tive marketing concerns, on the other hand, are concerned with the
efficient rendering of essential marketing services, ess of
what the price level may be. Thus the machinery of collective
bargaining is largely intangible, it is'a movement, a protest which
brings to the people involved, a realization that a different price
level is necessary. In contrast to this the usual cooperative market-
ing concern has a constant series of services to perform. Its
are not realized when a price compromise has been reached.
as its machinery functions with greater and greater efficiency and
savings or profits are made does the usual cooperative ageney fulfil
its missi -

These differences between collective bargaining and common
operative marketing, though both are forms of cooperation, guar-
mhothugmmﬁtuhwmnchedlwﬁnbnm&ininghmm
sented with attendent injurious results, these detrimental
need not operate as a boomerang to the great number of unnoticed
and sucecessful cooperative concerns which derive their advantages
from business efficiency rather than price levels.

W. O. Heperick’s REMARKS UPON Proressor Bovre’s PAPEr ON

CoLiECTIVE BARGAINING 5

‘It seems to me that Professor Boyle is i eorrect in his

definition of collective bargaining. The history of the term, col-

lective bargaining, confirms this view. Everybody knows that it
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kas been only since these new sorts of farmers’ organizations,—
these price fixing organizations, as typified by the various dairy-
men’s leagues,—that anything in a legal way has been done to sup-
press the getting together of the farmers. ~
We have had during the past year legal proceedings against
dairymen’s organizations in a half-dozen large cities. Now the
old type of farmers’ organizations,—the old-fashioned farmers’ co-
tive association—never, so far as I know, were proceeded
against through law. In other words, they were considered per-
. fectly legal in all their activities. One must conclude, then, that
these new types of organizations are on a different footing legally
from the farmers’ co-operative associations, and sinee it is with
these new organizations that the term collective bargaining is mostly
associated, it would seem that collective bargaining cannot be de-
fined except in terms of these new organizations.

Indeed, one may say that the reason for being of these new or-
ganizations such as the Dairymen’s League, which have brought
into being the term collective bargaining, is vastly different from
the old co-operative associations. It was the purpose of these older

_ associations to affect certain business economies which could only
be secured by the organization of the farmers involved. These
economies were the shipping of the farm produets in car load lots,
the maintenance of community standard of products and of eom-
munity methods of production. They sold on the market at what-
ever they could get and were satisfied with the increased returns
from such economies. On the other hand, it is the searcely eon-
cealed purpose of the newer organizations,—the ones with which
collective bargaining has been identified—to control the market.
They do this through organizing their members into a compact
union and then by selling through one man, a unified price for their
product is the result. They seek no economies of the business sort,
but simply through standing together as one man to control the
price, the Michigan Dairymen’s Association has been successful in
sccomplishing this purpose, and as I understand it, the raisin-
growers of California have done the same. Now I submit these
are the characteristic activities of the farmers’ associations which
brought into prominence the term collective bargaining, so the
term itself must be defined as something very eclosely resembling
price fixing and this Prof. Boyle has done.’’

DISCUSSION OF PAPERS ON COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
CuArLEs L. STEWART, University of Arkansas

It seems that the lawmakers have made a distinction between col-
Jective bargaining relative to wages and collective bargaining rela-’
tive to prices. The latter is condemned whereas the former-is leg-
alized. Thegronndforthedisﬁnctionseemstolieinﬂiehetthat
in wage bargaining unassociated individuals stand at a disadvantage

of the relative powerlessness of their bargaining when, as
employers, an overwhelmingly large union threatens to put them out
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ofbmine.,orwhen,uemployeegwaiﬁnglisumph.yedlclign
them,ruermagaimtnmploymmtmmﬁl,mdlkillubugun-
ing maneuvers is undeveloped. To place employers and employees
on an equality the law justifies collective bargaining relative te
wages. Inpriceblrgaining,hmver,_ithubeena-umed_thatthm_ ¢
is no such innate likelihood of an inequality of bargaining power.
Farmers, however, feel that they have just as much right to bar-
gain collectively relative to their milk, rice, livestock, cotton or
fruituthennionhbomrorhisemployerhutojoix}hufellm
in a wage bargain. Itmyuutheﬁm'zuhave)puumuci
basistobeemeernedabonttheperiﬂpbihtyot_thmprodnqu.
about their powerlessness to gain anything by their refusal as in-
dividuals to deal with those who buy products consisting mainly
of their labor, and about their lack of skill as compared
with the other party. Perhaps the farmer, of all who desire the
right to bargain collectively about prices, can show the closest
analogies to the position of those whose collective bargains about
wages are now favored by law.
2t 'i‘fyu{;:owever, that farmers or any others who bargain eolle:.i
tively a tpﬁmandwngeumaynotldoptmonopolymﬁum
may not even find one of the richest fruits of their association in
the exploiting of such advantages to the hurt of other im t
elements of the population is to say too much. The reason
orotherscolleettobargainisthattheygetpowerbymehorgmi-
zation. Thispowerl.rinesfromeontrolovereeminmpplim,tmu
organized reserves or plans to resort to alternative outlets for
products and alternative sources of requisites, and from utiliza-
tion of shrewder methods of maneuver at bargaining. Perhaps
Professor Boyle is not far from right in pointing out the monopoly
element as potential if not always kinetic in this group action.
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whom they deal. We should be concerned to see that abuse of
power is stopped promptly. We should be equally concerned to
see that power when needed to equalize bargaining conditions is
ebtained for and by farmers and other interests.

REMARKS ON MR. BOYLE’'S PAPER’
JouN D. BLACK

I also wish to take exception to Mr. Boyle’s definition of collec-
tive bargaining as including the fixing of a monopoly price. It
~would be extremely unfortunate if such a coneeption of the object
of collective bargaining should become prevalent. On the one hand,
it would strengthen the standing suspicion of this very thing in the
minds of the consuming public into an almost ineradicable belief.
On the other hand, it would put farmers in general in the same
class with certain groups of our rural population who at present
and for some time past have been saying that the farmers are the
only class who are not in a position to ‘‘set the price’’ on the goods
they sell and have been urging the farmers to consolidate into a
third great monopoly power complementary to labor and capital.
We never have accepted this analysis as sound and we surely are
not going to change our minds now.

The purpose of collective bargaining is not to set a monopoly
price, but to discover and establish a ‘‘necessary price,’’ that is, a
price which will call forth the supply of a product which the con-
sumers will demand at that price. We know that the ordinary

i ing forces work very crudely in many cases. They cause
orchardists to plant too many apple trees for a series of years and
not enough for the succeeding series. They keep farmers produe-
ing too much milk at a loss for a period, and not enough at a good
mtforameeeedingperiod. ‘What we want is a price that will

up a steady supply sufficient to meet the demands of the
population. It is no simple task to discover what this price is, es-
ially in periods like the present when demand is in a state of
rapid flux, and price levels are very uncertain. Nevertheless, it is
my belief that the right sort of statistical and accounting records
and careful economic analysis of them would enable us to ap-
proximate necessary production in this sense and in many cases
forecast necessary price with sufficient accuracy to furnish a basis
for price negotiation. Any price agreed upon and established will
of course be a sort of ‘“‘cut-and-try’’ price. It may prove to be
ten or fifteen per cent off in cases where demand is uncertain.

This is illustrated by the Twin City Milk Producers’ Association
'hiehmppﬁumrhdfthemﬂknnedinSt.Pnulandmnnupoli&
They are selling milk to the distributors on a cheese-price basis
at present, and have been selling it cheap all winter because cheese
prices are at present very low relative to butter prices. The man-

tells me that he believes that he and the distributors, at least
among them that are honest and fair-minded, have had enough
i trying out different prices so that they could agree
within a few cents as to what price is necessary to bring out the

i ke
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nflpply dui% The Milk Pmduegt’ Association has no thought
of anything but necessary price. Necessary price is a very perti-
nent thing to them. If they do not pay it, the milk goes to the
creameries and cheese factories in the district. The Producers’
Association even claims that it has to bid against the extra prices
that the creameries pay during slack seasons in order to keep their
plants running. These men also know that the only way that they
could establish a price above necessary price would be to control
the output of their members and keep supplies from coming in-
from new territory, or extend their membership and control to all
new territory brought into the market area. At the most, all the
advantage that they could hope to attain would be either temporary
or a slight differential due to better location. The interest of the
Producers’ Association is therefore in necessary price. This is the
price they wish to be able to determine. A new contract goes into
effect in July and they are looking for a better basis for i
ing. They have no faith in cost-of-production methods. They do
not wish to continue on the cheese basis.

*The last Minnesota legislature passed the Winkinson Bill which
legalizes collective bargaining for farm products. The bill was
passed to free the officers of the Twin City Milk Producers’ Asso-
ciation of the indictments against them.

As already indicated, a small monopoly element may be intro-
duced into milk prices by producers’ organizations. Temporarily,
a considerable monopoly element may be introduced in some of
the large metropolitan centers where milk comes from a wide ares.
One hesitates, however, to predict to what extent monopoly may
or may not be introduced under certain circumstances in the
future. Undoubtedly there are a few farm products selling at
present at prices involving a considerable producers’ m
element. There may be a few more in the future. We can safely
predict that such tacties will eventually bring public price-fixing
and regulation. The proper objective for any producers’ organi-
ration is not a monopoly price, but a necessary price. This means
aprieewhichwilleanmfgrmemterprimtobehﬂmeedinmchn
waythatourhnmmmdntturﬂmoummmmteeonomieﬂly
utilized. ~Collective bargaining may prove a very satisfactory
way of arriving at necessary price in certain cases where the va-
rious bargaining forces are all brought to a head in one place,
where producers, distributors and consumers can unfailingly ob-
serve from day to day exactly how certain prices actually work.
When producers, middlemen and consumers are widely separated,
it is likely that other agencies will come to be preferred. Just st
present, what is most needed is careful, statistical studies of pro-
duction, demand, prices, ete., 80 as to make possible the forecasting
of necessary production and necessary prices.
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DISCUSSION OF PAPERS ON COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
IN AGRICULTURE

Pror. B. H. Hmparo, University of Wiseonsin

The term collective bargairing no doubt means exactly what the
words imply. It means bargaining by the agents for a group which
they represent. There is no room for doubt that what Professor
Boyle has in mind comes under that head. The question at issue
is whether or not there is collective bargaining other than that
exercised by a group possessing a monopoly. Many of us believe
there is. Whether a group of farmers can form a monopely or not
need not enter into the controversy. Possibly they can. Perhaps
themma!ewinluneesinwhichithunlreadybeendone. Even
80, the fact remains that monopoly is not the normal preliminary in
themﬁ:ingofpurehmaorulesintheexchmgeothrmpm&uee.
Farmers are too numerous, too widely scattered, and too little able
to control supply to permit the working of monopoly methods to
any considerable extent. The public has for many years eon-
demed monopoly in private hands wherever it touched the wel-
fare of society in a vigal way.

If then, we are to relegate the use of the term eollective bar-
gaining to the society of agriculture monopolies, we have at once
condemned it and rendered necessary the coining of another term
to use in the great number of cnsesthin which h:fmern act as a
group in buying or selling without the exercise monopoly or
price fixing power. A few examples may not be out of place.

In Wisconsin we have a cheese selling federation. Through this
.federaﬁmnomefourteenmillimponndsmmldmnm]ly. To
call this federation a monopoly would be absurd. At the same
ﬁmeitgehnbetterpﬁeefortheeheeaethmughtbemﬂa;i;iw

ining power it possesses than could its separate members.
The purpose of the federation has never been price-fixing. It has
been the saving of certain expenses, the exercise of business judg-
ment as to the best time and place to sell, the standardization of
the’ product, the advertising, and ultimately, the edueation of the
public with respect to the desirability of its wares. These the
individual farmer cannot bring into the bargains he is able to
make. The collective group can eventually bring them to pass,
and it is being done through collective bargaining. To say that
the group accomplishes its purpose by creating a monopoly of the
qualities desired in cheese is to beg the question. Of course, they
may eventually handle most of the first class cheese of the state,
:lngththey m)u.ll';l1 no:llllimit production :l;u estabw b:;n ;ﬂiﬁeially
igh priece. ey will by bargaining ectiv “able to get
what the market will afford from time to time, and this will be an
essentially better price than separate cheese factories could eom-
mand.

Farmers’ monopolies are for the most part on paper. They may
seem to possess considerable power, but no sooner do they try to
exercise such power than it vanishes. Good examples of this are
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army worm, and the wet spring played no small part in this. It
will be interesting to see what ha; to the cotton acreage for
1920. In the past reductions by ormers have been followed by
inemmbynon—eontormer:whohopemmhinontheabntemi-
ousness of their neighbors. Persistent ecenomic causes will give
the South a more diversified farm system. Sentiment stirred up
bycampnignsmayhelp,butitwillbetimenoaghtomnouneen
farmers’ monopoly and price-fixing after the first evidence is es-
tablished. Thus far it is lacking. _ :
Themostofmwiﬂemtinuetomthetermeolleet‘i';ebngn:f-
ingtomemmpaetioninbmng‘ and selling, ereby the
are enabled to get what the market really affords. With-
mtbyminingot_thissortthmmﬁkdytobamdmmnrgim




DISCUSSION OF PROF. BOYLE'S PAPER ON COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING
By ArexAnDEr E. Cance
Massachusetts Agricultural College

I want to thank Mr. Boyle for his careful analysis of collective
bargaining inasmuch as it opens for discussion a question of great
_importance. I am interested, too, because I not only disagree with
his definition but I deprecate the publication of anything by this
Association that might be construed as an acceptance of his defini-
tion. Moreover, it gives me great pleasure to stand by to see what
a body of economists do with a controvercial bone of this kind
when it is thrown among them.

In the first place Mr. Boyle’s definition does violence to the
words collective bargaining. Every sale or purchase is made by a
process of bargaining, and every sale or purchase by or for a
“group is a collective purchase or sale. In New England we have
used this term synonomously with collective selling, less frequently
collective buying, by groups of cooperating farmers or consumers.

In the next place while it is evident that some groups of farm-
ers cooperate solely for the purpose of fixing or determining a
price, as previous speakers have pointed out is the case with sev-
eral milk producers’ organizations, this does not mean either large
or permanent monopoly control in any instance that I know of.
In the case of the New England Milk Producers’ Association it is
definitely stated that price fixing is the immediate end temporary
purpose; its permanent function is the improvement of quality of
product and the effecting of economies in market distribution.
These last are the real purposes of collective marketing. I would
be sorry to see the use of the term narrowed to the odious and
odorous use which confines it to monopolistic price fixing or re-
straint of trade. If we need a term why not call it collective price
fixing since price fixing is its essence.

I objeect to the definition because it emphasizes this one purpose
| .of cooperative marketing which is not permanently important.
' Praectically all collective marketing is for the purpose of increas-
' ing the returns to the group members either by a better price ar
. by more economical methods of marketing. Better prices accrue
. from better quality, larger quantity, more regular shipments, judi-
: gmmbettermnkem,admg,brmdmg,mdmg,m-

| interests. The public does not understand these greater functions
| and seizes upon the monopolistic price fixing attempts to bring into
\di:mmalleolleeﬁvemarkeﬁngbypmdum It ill becomes us
| who the facts to emphasize this phase by saying that collec-
tive bargaining means monopolistic price fixing only.

Again the definition cannot be used consistently. A western co-
operative cannery sells fresh fruit as well as canned products for
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its members. It controls a comparatively large supply. The man-
ager bargains for the sale of the canned fruit long before it is
canned, since jobbers give their orders months in advance of the
canning season, for future delivery. Mr. Boyle would call this
collective bargaining probably. This cooperative cannery sells its
fresh fruit for immediate delivery also to jobbers and wholesalers.
The manager bargains in quantity again but sells a product in
hand. This according to definition is not collective bargaining but
cooperative sale.

of that state. Ifullgouwdlthetednutlonwﬂleontmlthem
ufacture and sale of a large part of the Vermont milk supply.
Whenlukedwhytheymudtofedcrlhtheymmd,“To

advertise our products, to sell under one brand, to improve the
quality of Vermont butter, to sell the entire product collectively

sndradueetheaxpemofomhudlﬂo,toeontroltheuﬁliuﬁon
of the raw product in such a way as to ]

most advantageously;’’ that is to allot to certain creameries the
manufacture of butter, others of cheese, others of pasteurized mi

words they wish to introduce economies in processing,

though some of these plants have constantly sold milk at higher
prices than the New England Milk Producers’ Association with all
its powers and price fixing activity has been able to offer. They
would make collective bargains but sell on a competitive market
and not fix prices in the accepted sense.

The tobacco industry in the Connecticut Valley would seem to
lend itself admirably to organization for price control. A spe-
cialized crop, a small compact area, a well defined market, a group
of u:{alhgent growers, a fairly limited supply and a definite de-
Toan

We have just succeeded in organizing some eight or ten local
tobacco exchanges who have already formed a selling federation.
Why did they organize for collective action? Frankly to better

form labor bargains with their hands, utilizing them on farms and
in tobacco barns when needed and in the collectively owned sorting
shops in season—assuring a steady permanent supply of laborers;
own their warehouses and do their sorting and sweating and pack-
mg,senthetobamatleenm‘ﬁmn by sample where all buyers
may come to bid for it; pool grade in order
to make a saleable quantity. Allthumumbargnnmgnndeeo—
nomizing at every point. It need not mean price fixing at all—in
fact little or nothing is said about monopolistic control of price—
four-fifths of the activities are directed to elimination of market-
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ing and producing wastes and the effecting of economies through
x eollo‘ehvemuou.:..Tohneeohuyersmquiekwuﬂgmmpriee
fixers, monopolistic and profiteers. But we who know need not do
it. They do bargain collectively—in my definition, because iney
buy and sell collectively.
I trust the Association will not set the seal of approval on Mr.
pr_h’ngleﬁniﬁonthoughofeournweanrwognimﬂmwemmt
uish between price fixing and other functions of collective
marketing groups. Moreover we recognize that price fixing as
defined may be timately attempted by farmers in many in-
stances. Its permanent success in any line of agriculture is more
than doubtful. What we need as an Association of Agricultural Leg-
iglation is a brief for collective marketing or collective bargaining
in the larger and more accurate sense.

COLLECTIVE SALE OF LIVE STOCK
HeNEY A. WaLLAce, Editor, ‘“Wallace Farmer’’

Live stock has never been sold collectively in the sense that milk
is now being sold collectively by such an organization as the Chi-
cago Milk Producers. Any one of the five big packers represents
more bargaining power than all of the live stock producers’ selling
agencies put together. The degree to which the five big packers
work together in the buying of live stock is a matter of some dis-
pute, but it is generally believed by producers, and this belief

lowed by Armour and Swift seems often to determine the policy
of smaller packers. Unquestionably there has been a vast amount
of concentrated purchase of live stock and practically no collee-
tive sale of live stock. -

Fattened live stock is almost as perishable as milk, fruit or veg-
etables. After five months of corn feeding, the ordinary feeder
steer is ready for market, and further feeding is likely to be at a
loss. In the case of hogs, gains become decidedly less economical
after a weight of 250 pounds is passed. Furthermore, there are
_definite seasons when big receipts are to be expected. December
snd January are normally months of heavy receipts of finished
cattle and hogs, whereas, during the spring and summer there is a
time of seasonal scarcity. With all this true and with the selling
power of the producers diffused and the buying power of the pack-
ers relatively concentrated, it is readily seen how difficult it is
for live stock producers to combat a lower price drive, no matter
how unwarranted it may be. Producers have often greatly re-
duced their marketing for a month or two at a time, in an unor-
ganized, blind resentment against an unwarran price drive.
Butgmerallythepackmhavesettightinuemofthinwrt,
knwingthatitwumlyamntterofamonthort‘mtillthem
had to come to market, and when it did come they paid an even
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lower price. There is reason to believe that a situation of exactly
this sort now exists in the hog market. Reeceipts of hogs have been
decidedlyahorteveraimetheprieedrinlhrudinAngmt,md
eapeeiallyduringthepu!;month. The reduced receipts have not

tempt to stop the hog price drive in September by advoecating a
holding policy. This advice, while well meant, was poorly timed,
and those farmers who heeded it lost money.

The producers’ live stock selling agencies which are actively at
work have nothing to do with eollective bargaining, but are solely
concerned with doing the work either of the local shipper or of the
commission firm at terminal markets. In many localities, the local
shipper in order to exist has paid small farmers $2.00 a hundred

return their members a price within 70c of the Chicago price, thus
dfectingaaavingmthdrlivottockofﬁmtl.mwtlmper
hundred. During the past two years fluctuations in the market
havebeenmviolenttrmndnytodlythattheloullhipperhn
feltobligedtoprotecthimaelfbyhkinganununnlmargin. As a
result, hundreds of cooperative shipping associations have been
lf,ormed. T%em are !m{[i:nmm ﬂm Ihowa, four hwmdmd in Ne-
raska, six hundred in ve hundred in Wisconsin, one
hundred in Illinois and sixty in Missouri. These 2,000 associations
havehmdledfullytzﬁo,m,owwortho!livesmkthisyetrmd
will probably do twice as much business next year. Some of these
associations have been organized by the county agents, others are
aﬁliamdwiththeloulelentors,mdsﬁllotheuhavebomorgm-
ized by the Equity and the Farmers Union. As in all cooperative
ventures, the success of the cooperative shipping association
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It will almost certainly do so if the present commission firms fail to
render full service to the local shipping associations. Live stock
shippers have always been greatly concerned in railroad rates and
aernee,md:tmtobeexpectedthatthenanonal association of
cooperative shippers will do some of its best work in representing
live stock interests before the Interstate Commerce Commission.

association will doubtless move very slowly. It is conceivable,
however, that a time may eventually come when such an org'aniza-
tion will have sufficient intelligence and power to stop an unwar-
ranted price drive by directing the local organizations to withhold
stock from market.

Many of the Farmers’ Union locals, especially in Nebraska. ship
altogether to Farmers’ Union Commission firms, of which five have
organized during the two years, at the markets of Omaha,
8t. Joseph, Kansas city, Sioux City, and Denver. The Farmers’
Unior Live Stock Commission Firm at Omaha, which has now
been in existence for nearly three years, handled during its first
year 2,186 cars of stock, and during its second year, 5170 cares.

UnmCommxmonF‘xrmnchargetheregulareommmon,md
at the end of the year pro-rate back the profits. The first year
the Omaha concern collected $26,781.00 in commissions, and pro-
rated $11,904.00 back to the shippers. The second year they col-
lected $71,925.00, and pro-rated about $25,00000backtothe ship-
pers, and put approximately $3,500.00 into a sinking fund and an-
other $3500.00 aAnto a fund to be spent for propaganda. The ex-
perience of the Omaha commission firm would indicate that it is
foraeoopmuwtodobunneubychmgmltsbmt
regular commission. Some people, while admitting the
of cooperative commission firms to sell stock on a smaller

§

g

iy



No. VI—60

commission than the private commission firms, have questioned their
ability to sell the stock for full value. In this connection, it is in-
teresting to know that the packers have always been inclined to
give cooperative commission firms a square deal. Professor Filley,
of the Rural Economics Department of the University of Nebraska,
writes: -

““Some time last winter I was present at a hearing in Omaha
held before Mr. Hall, in regard to the Farmers’ Union Commis-
sion Firm being refused admittance to the South Omaha Live Stock
Fxchange. At this hearing the Union Commission Firm presented
figures to show that they had been receiving a higher price for the
hogs which they sold than the average of the hogs marketed at
South Omaha. Of course, they may have had better hogs than the
average run, but there seemed no disposition on the part of any
one to challenge their figures. The difference was small, but it at
least gave the public the impression that the Farmers’ Union Com-
mission Firm was able to sell fat hogs to as good advantage as the
firms that are members of the Live Stock Exchange. The Farmers’
Union Commission Firm have maintained since they first started
business that they have not been discriminated against by the pack-
ing companies. * ®* ® I have followed the growth of the Farmers’
Union Commission Firm at South Omaha with considerable in-
terest. Just how successful they will be in the future I cannot
say, but they certainly have been a success so far. Mr. Watts is an
able man, and (has gathered about him a good corps of salesmen.
They are handling a big business in a business-like way at a low
over-head expense, and therefore are able to return to shippers at
the end, ,of each year a considerable proportion of the commission

At the present time the Farmers’ Union Commission Firms are
not incorporated as a separate business, but are owned and financed
Ly the state organization of the Farmers’ Educational and Co-
operative State Union of Nebraska. The expectation, however, is to
incorporate and sell $10.00 shares of stock to Farmers’ Union
‘members, limiting ownership to not more than five shares.

Of all the cooperative commission firms now in existence, the
oldest is that of the Equity Cooperative Evchange at South St.
Paul, which began in Oectober of 1916, and which now handles
about $12,000,000 worth of live stock annually, which is almost,
but not quite so much as the Farmers’ Union Firm at South Omaha.
This St. Paul firm deals extensively in feeder cattle, whereas the
greater part of the business of the Omaha firm is in hogs. In re-
spect to feeder cattle, the claim is made that only one commission
is charged and no speculative profit. Mr. Osborne, of the St. Paunl
concern, writes under date of November 28, 1919:

‘“We have had many buyers here this week from Iowa, who pur-
chase their cattle direct from the farmers who ship, without any
speculative profit between the two farmers. Many times recently,
Iowa farmers have called at our office, signed a check in blank, and
left it with us, stating that they wanted us to ship them some cattle,
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and all they wanted us to do was to keep half of the usual specula-
tors’ profit for them, and give the other half to farmer who ships
the stock to the market. This is a wondergul example of coopera-
tion, and this system of doing business is what has made the farm-
ers’ independent selling agencies growing as rapidly as they have
on the seven markets where they are now operating.’’

The Equity Cooperative Exchange handles both stock and grains
on the Twin City markets. It is a stock company with $50 shares
of stock drawing 8% interest, and no man may hold more than
twenty shares. Regardless of shares held, each stockholder has
only one vote. Profits above the 8% return on the stock are pro-
rated back to the shippers.

Just a little over a year ago the Equity established another co-
operative commission firm at Chicago. This firm has done about
$5,000,000 worth of business in its first year, and is now on a pay-
ing basis. It has been endorsed and is patronized by both the
Equity local shipping associations and the Farmers’ Union. In
TIowa especially there are a number of Farmers’ Union shipping
associations who find Chicago a much more logical market than
Omaha. It is significant, therefore, to find the two organizations
which at one time were supposed to be rather jealous of each other
cooperating in this matter.

The Equity and the Farmers’ Union are not the first organiza-
tions to start cooperative commission firms. Back in 1907 the
American National Live Stock Association and the Corn Belt
Meat Producers’ Association started a cooperative commission firm,
the president of Which, Mr. A. L. Ames, was also president of the
Corn Belt Meat Producers’ Association.  During the first six

discontinued dealings with the cooperative. However, the most ef-
fective fighting of the commission men was among the small ship-
pers in Towa. After the cooperative had handled a car of stock

ipper, the commission firm which had formerly
handled his business would write the man a nice letter, telling him
that he had noticed that he had a ear of fine stock on the market,
that the cooperative had done the best it could to sell the stock for
what it was worth, but that the cooperative was handicapped by
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being unable to sell to eastern shippers, and that the stuff unfort-
unately was not able to bring within 25¢ T i
should have brought. Some of the directors of the cooperative
in the country went so far as to ship stock to the regular commis-
sion firms under the name of their hired man or a neighbor. When
it became evident that the commission firms through the daily mar-
ket press and through their personal correspondence had been able
quite effectively to poison the minds of the country shippers as well
as to maintain the boycott in regard to eastern buyers, the cooper-
ative stopped doing business. It had begun on too large a scale
and did not have the organized backing which the Farmers’ Union
and Equity Commission Firms now have in the shape of local co-
operative shipping associations. Moreover, the farmers of today
are much wider awake to the necessity for protecting their own
rights by collective selling than they were twelve years ago.
Just a word as to the Corn Belt Meat Producers’ Association.
1t is an organization of Iowa shippers and feeders which has been
in existence for the past fifteen years and has been most successful
in securing fair railroad rates and service for Iowa Stockmen.
Clifford Thorne tried his first railroad cases for the Corn Belt Meat
Producers’ Association, and is still retained as its attorney. They
have made no particular effort along the line of collective sale of
live stock, except the ill-fated cooperative enterprise into which
they entered in connection with the American National. The Corn
Belt Meat Producers’ Association has never been a tremendously
big affair, numbering its members in the tens of thousands like the
farm bureaus organized during the past year or two. Very possi-
bly, however, it has fought more determinedly and effectively over
a long period of time because of its small, compaet organization.
‘When it comes to considering the collective sale of live stock in
the future, we must not forget the large part which the National
Farm Bureau Federation is likely to play. If the State Farmer
Bureau Federations in such States as Illinois, Iowa and Missouri,
are to hold their membership, they must initiate a program dealing
very largely with marketing affairs, especially with the marketing
of live stock. There is reason to fear that they will be pushed into
this too rapidly, before the leaders have any intelligent conception
of the game they are up against. Eventually, the National Farm
Bureau Federation should be sufficiently intelligent and powerful
to step in and have a definite price influence at critical moments,
using as a club the withholding of supply from the central markets.
The efforts of the Illinois Farm Bureau Federation to maintain
prices initiated last September was a foretaste of this kind of
thing. We may criticise the intelligence of this effort, but the spirit
was good. :
Now that the Farm Bureau Féderations have secured such a wide
membership in the corn belt States, it would seem that the next
step would be for them to initiate a competent research department.
For instance they ought to have a man who is thoroughly versed
in all the intricacies of hog prices. He ought to be theroughly
192
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familiar with practical problems of shipping hogs and selling hogs
at the terminal markets. He ought to be familiar with the various
_hog products, as handled by the packers, and the nature of the
demand for each of them. Through the Farm Burean organization
or througrh the Bureau of Crop Estimates at Washington he
should have a very thorough knowledge of the potential supply of
marketable hogs in the different sections of the corn belt week by
week. In short, his job should be to keep in the most intimate touch
possible with the supply and demand conditions to the end that
the power of the Farm Bureau federation may be used to adjust
the supply to a point which will insure cost of produection, no
more, no less. In other words, an effort should be made to regulate
the supply to the demand in such a way that hogs will sell one
year with another for about 11.5 bushels of corn, this to be modified
seasonally. -

The guiding star in the collective sale of any live stock product
should be cost of production. The Chicago Milk Producers took
the Pearson formula to represent cost of production, departing
from this at times because of unusual supply and demand condi-
tions, but nevertheless, approximating it quite accurately. In the
case of live stock, we must also use cost of production as a guiding
star, and it is here suggested that the ratio method of judging cost
of production is probably as satisfactory as any. :

Of course, it must always be recognized that the cost of produe-
tion price and the supply and demand price are two altogether
different prices under marketing conditions as they exist today.
One of the big objects of collective sale of live stock, however, is to
make these two prices more nearly identical, to the end that sup-
ply and demand conditions may be made more nearly uniform
from one day to the next and from one year to the next. One of
the greatest criticisms of the present price system as run by the
big packers and the Board of Trade is that so little has been done
to place prices at a point which will insure a more uniform supply
and demand. Aside from perfecting more economical methods of
sending stock to market powerful farmers’ organizations can jus-
tify their use of the collective sale of live stock only insofar as they
do a better job than the present price agencies in the matter of
setting price at a point which will maintain a more uniform supply
and demand. Just at present I see no indications that any farmers’
organization is prepared to approach the problem from this larger
angle, but I am nevertheless Hopeful as to the future.

REMARKS ON MR. WALLACE’S PAPER
Drriew M. FREDERIKEEN, President
Scandinavian Canadian Land Co., Minneapolis
Mr. Wallace’s excellent paper on the collective sale of livestock,
reminds me of the German professor who gave a very:

thorough
account of a certain w animal, but ended the description
by saying that there was no such animal. ;
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Itnematomthegrmtdiﬂeultywiththelivmckmnkettoday
is that the seller puts himself at the mercy of the buyer, by ship-
ping his goods out before they are brought.

I know the cattle situation best in Canada, where conditions are
very similar to Chicago. We are producing in Saskatchewan
mostly grass fed cattle of the highest grass-fed type, but when a
farmer ships his cattle down he takes his life in his hands, and
does not know how he will come out. The livestock commission
men of Winnipeg are mostly Jews, who, as Rothschild said, ““buy
sheep and sell deer.”” The Winnipeg packers pay no more than
they think the traffic will bear, and if the farmer sells to the Jew-
ish cattle buyer that goes through the country he has to take enough
less for his cattle to pay not only a fair profit of the buyer, but also
he has to pay for the eventual losses this buyer may sustain owing
to the uncertainty of the market when the cattle get to Winnipeg,
so the present livestock buyer cannot afford to pay what the stock
is really worth.

t seems to me an experiment might well be tried that would
amount to real collective marketing of cattle. Supposing the farm-
ersofoneortwoorthreeorfonreountiesgottogether,andmed
first to start feeding at about the same time, so as to have the
cattle finished by about the same time; and agreed also not to sell
!oraeertainlimitedﬁme,exceptthmughtheirownehmrep—
resentative ;—they could give this representative (which might be
an association or the agent of an association) the sale right to
handle those cattle for a limited time, without binding themselves
to any definite price. They would merely put him in pesition to
ﬁﬁnthehﬁwuﬁmyfmmgm&m%hwdmm

a certain quality; he invite efuka-n’ngant
out to see the cattle, and make his offer for them; if the offer was
accepted by the owner of the cattle well and good: if not accepted,
the owner of the cattle could not sell to anyone else until the time
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*“Who has been out to see them?’’ ‘“What are they offering him
for them?’”’ ‘‘What is he asking for them?’’ ete.

1f the farmers should get together on a plan such as indicated it
would seem as if packers from different centers would come to see
them and bid for them on the farm instead of bidding for them in
the yards. I remember one time last year when Iowa hog prices
in the Eastern part of the State were up above the Chicago market
because Ottumwa was paying more than Chicago.

By handling the proposition as proposed you could get buyers
from different centers to come out and bid, instead of the farmers
having his stock at high expense in the yards, where he is praeti-
cally under compulsion to sell in a few days at whatever the buyers
feel like paying.

In the option the farmers would have to give their agent under
the plan proposed, it might not be feasible to fix a priee, as stock
might vary too much in quality to do this, and the market would
fluctuate, but it seems to me if a joint agent had the sole sale of
the stock for a certain number of months, this agent would be in
position to make a much better collective bargain for several thou-
_ sand heads, than is possible now when the farmer either has to
deal with the local buyer,—who must have a large margin' of profit,
—or else has to ship and take the gamble himself on what he will
get at Chicago or Winnipeg.

1 would like very much to see this plan discussed, and tried out,
and if handled right I do not see why it would not work.

“THE FIELD OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR
AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION"’
By L. H. Bamwy, President

The above address was published as volume five of this series,
January, 1920.

STATUS OF AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION IN THE
STATES
By J. CLYpE MarQus, Associate Editor,
““The Country Gentleman,”’ Washington, D. C.

We appear to be entering a period of extended federal control
in the form of legislation concerning matters which have previ-
ously been handled only by states or smaller political divisions.
One has only to examine the increasingly imposing lists of federal
regulatory ensctments to be impressed with the fact that we are
amassing an enormous amount of federal law which in practice
reaches further than mere inter-state trade, and involves co-opera-
tion, and in many cases, supervision of state agencies by federal
authorities.

In the Department of Agriculture, this growth of federal super-
vision is especially apparent, so that the Secretary of Agriculture
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now finds a very large part of the duties of his Department involved
in the enforcement of regulatory laws, such as the Cotton Futures
Aect, the Grain Standard Act, the Warehouse Act, Federal Aid
Road Act, and a long list of other laws. I emphasize this national
tendency l';f the ollhtaet,_in order to point ftm.t: what bears more
particularly upon the topic assigned to me for discussion namely,
‘“The Status of Agricultural Legislation in the States.””

Our states have been the experimental laboratories in which
numerous experiments in legislation have been performed. Many
of them, perhaps most of them, have been without fruitful results,
since an examination of our state statutes show numerous laws
passed with the best of intentions which have been forgotten and
later repealed when the statutes were revised. A few, however,
have survived and become the basis upon which other states have
operated in inaugurating similar laws, and when several states
have acted on the subject, the federal government teps in with
a law on the same subject, with respect to inter-state affairs, and
then begins the task of correlating state laws, correcting defects,
contradictions and conflicts, so that the federal government and the
various states may work together in harmony.  The most recent
exnmpleofthispromhubeenthatwithrespecttneoldutorlge
legislation. When Congress attacked the job of preparing a new
federal law, the solicitor of the Department of Agriculture was
asked to report concerning state laws on the subject. This report
was made. While the federal law is in theory supposed to be based
on the best points of the state law, as a matter of fact it is a com-
primise between the opinions of various interested parties, and is
in no sense to be regarded as a model law. The enactment of fed-
eral laws, however, tends to bring about uniformity and elarity in
state laws.

A mention of a ‘“model’’ state law, brings before us the question
of the function of a federal department in reviewing a situation and
preparing the skeleton of legislation to be adopted by the states.
As a basis for such model laws, the state laws on quite a variety
of subjects have been assembled by various bureaus of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, including such a diversity of subjects as the
following: Automobile licensing; Highways; Dairy standards;
Cooperation ; Fertilizers; Foods and Drugs; Insecticides; Irriga-
tion ; Drainage; Tuberculosis in animals; Bee keeping; Forestry ;
Birds and game; Fur-bearing animals; Dog licensing, and the like.

- In several instances, bureaus have prepared suggestive ‘‘model’’

laws, and have secured their enactment in a large number of states
by merely suggesting the need and outlining the law. They have
hndnoeontmloverthesitmﬁmotherthmtheirmtodevelop
public sentiment in favor of legislation on the subject, leaving the
details of the matter to be worked out by the legislatures.

Ithg:;eenl b, aeet:ti‘fmgbl:::te:d:mmm .
tion on ial subjects, i iti existing in
vaﬁmmtegmdthmhu_deﬂopedhmqwmatediu
that the federal departments are going rather too far in suggesting
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these so-called model laws. The importance and desirability of
uniform legislation, so far as may be possible in the various states,
is however, much more apparent to those engaged in the enforce-
ment of federal laws, than to anyone else. The expense and work
involved in keeping in touch with the changes in stdte legislation,
is alone quite a task for such federal departments as that devoted
to agriculture. It is no small job to make an up-to-date summary
of state legislation on any particular subject. It involves a search
of the various state statutes, a constant checking up of new legis-
lation, and for such work, there seems to be no central federal of-
fice at the present time. ,

It has been frequently suggested recently that there should be
some national machinery for collecting and studying state legisla-
tion that has an influence in a national way. There exist at the
present time, a multitude of examples of conflicts and contradie-
tions between state laws on the same subject, for which no logical
excuse can be offered, other than the legislature of one state wanted
the matter handled in ohe way, and another state chose a different
method.

Just what form a national organization should take, which
should have for its duty the analysis of this subject, is not wholly
clear at present. Some of those familiar with the subject, feel that
a federal bureau should be created for this purpose. On the other
hand, there is a strong conviction developing that through federal
legislation, we are gradually imposing upon the states, certain lim-
itations which are in conflict with the rights of the states to legislate
as they choose for their own people. This sentiment is frequently
expressed in Congress, as well as in the legislatures, and brings up
what seems to be a pertinent question for the American i
tion of Agricultural Legislation to consider, namely—What is the
proper relation between federal and state legislation upon the same
subject; where does the state’s authority end and the federal au-
thority begin; are we building up too much duplicate machinery,
adding to the cost and burden of government, complicating the re-
lations of business and adding to the burdens of the courts, charged
with the interpretation of legislation?

Perhaps the most outstanding need is for an organization or
bureau which shall be in a position to advise with legislatures in
the states, and with Congress, regarding the character of laws to
be enacted. As one views Congress and the state legislatures in
action, he cannot fail to be impressed with the haphazard methods
in which laws are created. There are now before Congress some
forteen thousand bills, which are poured into a general hopper,
referred to committees without being assorted or scrutinized in
any way to discover how many of them are really meritorious, how
many are inspired purely by personal interests, without any ap-
preciation of the questions involved, how many are in eonflict with
existing laws, and should really be framed merely as brief amend-
ments to other laws, and how many are in absolute conflict with
previous decisions of the courts on similar subjects.
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Some of the states have taken steps to inaugurate a
process, which segregates the good from the bad, but there is
a very great need for improvement in this direction. One is also
impressed with the fact that many members of legislatures and
Congress come into office without previous experience in legislat-
ing, and are entirely ignorant of how to ‘begin to correct a condi-
tion which may need correction by means of legislation. Some sort
of a school for law-makers, or at least a guiding hand that will
makeonrmtumunearfoolo?mtupo-ibloi-needed. A prac-
tical problem for many lines i
are within the law and every business with a national scope is now
obliged to build up a legal organization of its own, to protect its
own interests.

It appears to the writer that no more helpful work could be
accomplished by this Association, than to prepare, through various
committees, summaries of state and federal legislation on the more
important branches of agricultural interests, to be distributed to
members of legislatures and to interested persons of the general
public. There are a number of good reasons why this work could
be accomplished more effectively by committees of the National As-
sociation, than by a particular federal bureau. There is no way
in which this Association could more quickly justify its existence
and secure wide-spread support, than by rendering such services.

Summarized, the need appears to be; first, to discover just
where we are with respect to legislative development, and second,
to place, if possible, some definite limitation upon the growing
complications in legislation which are so apparent to all that are
in any-wise associated with their enfercement. The problem is not
so much that of devising new legislation, as one of securing a
simplification of the present laws, so that the average citizen may
have some adequate idea as to when he is within the law.

il

STATUS OF AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION IN CONGRESS
Epwarp Wikst, Ph. D., University of Kentucky

The time was when agricultural legislation received little or no
attention from farmers generally. That time was before the days
of farm organizations. The Grange was. the first effort of import-
ance to bring concerted pressure upon law-making bodies concern-
ing favorable agricultural legislation. The national and state dairy
associations have played a vigorous réle in oleomargarine and dairy
legislation. Up to the period of the war, however, these efforts on
the part of agricultural interests to influence legislation were
more or less spasmodic and were largely confined to only a few
of the specialized agricultural activities. This situation passed
into history with the establishment of the National Board of Farm
Organizations at Washington, D. C., which is a representative body
of the important farm organizations in the United States. It is
not to be understood that farm organization has reached its highest
development, for large numbers of farmers in different localities
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are still outside the pale of organization. It should be recognized,
however, that agricultural organization has proceeded sufficiently
far to make possible by concerted action initiating and supporting
favorable legislation, the opposing of unfavorable legislation, the
followingotbﬂ]sineongmbyexpertathroughallthentnguof
legislative process, and the guarding of agricultural interests by
trained delegates against unfair administration of the law.

The more important agricultural legislation before Congress at
this time aims to secure collective bargaining for the farmers. to
change the oleomargarine law, to regulate the packing industry,
to enact a cold storage law giving the Secretary of Agriculture
grutersupervisimoverfoodstuﬂs,toreguhtethemuhcture
and sale of animal feeds and fertilizers so that their composition
snd value may be definitely known to the consumer, to improve our
national highways, and to continue and extend the manufacture
of nitrates under the direction of the War Department. The
manufacture of nitrogenous products was carried on under gov-
ernmental direction during the war and it is now p: in a bill
introduced by Senator Wadsworth at the request of Secretary of
‘War Baker that the Government plant at Muscle Shoals, Alabama,
be utilized for the manufacture of nitrates in the interest of cheap
fertilizers for the farmers. This bill has some support among
southern farmers but apparently very little elsewhere.

The bills dealing with good roads, pure feeds and fertilizers sug-
gest legislation that has a very important bearing upon economie
relationshi They should receive a large measure of attention
from the ers. The proposed agricultural legislation attract-
ing widest attention among farmers are the Capper-Hersman bill
providing for collective bargaining, the Sabbath and Calder bills
pmvidingforanominﬂﬂatrateoftuperponndotolenm:rgine
law, the Kenyon and Hendrick bills providing for the regulation
otthspaebn,sndtheeoldswragebinpamedbytheﬂonse. In
this discussion attention will be invited only to these four pieces of
proposed legislation.

The Capper-Hersman bill has been initiated by the farmers
themselves and is the one that is receiving the most active support
of farm organizations. The bill proposes to amend that part of
seetion 6 of the Clayton Act which states that ‘‘nothing contained
in the anti-trust laws shall be construed to forbid the existence and
operation of labor, agricultural, or horticultural organizations,
instituted for the purposes of mutual help, and not having eapital
stock or conducted for profit, or to forbid or restrain individual
members of such organizations from lawfully carrying out the le-
gitimate objects thereof.’’ The law as it stands obviously does not
exempt a farm organization having capital stock and declaring
dividends on capital invested from the operation of the antitrust
acts. Nor does it set forth what the legitimate objects of a farm
o ion may be. -

In order that the federal antitrust law may exempt farm organ-
izations from its operation in unmistakable language the Capper-
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Hersman bill proposes that existence shall” not be forbidden to

agricultural organizations ‘‘instituted for the purposes of mutual
help and that pay annually no greater dividends on stock or mem-
bership capital invested than the minimum legal rate of interest
of the State where organized.’’ In order also that the law shall
clearly define the legitimate objects that may be lawfully carried
out by such organizations it is proposed that collective sales of
farm products be specifically allowed. The Capper-Hersman bill

engaged inmakingeollectiveulesforthairmembersoruh&mhold-
eruoffa.rm,orchud,plantutim,meh,dairy, or vineyard products
produced by their members or shareholders are not contracts, com-
binations, or conspiracies in restraint of trade or commerce.’”’ In
another paragraph the bill provides that the organization may pre-
scribe the terms and conditions of such collective sales.

There are then two points in this bill upon which the farmers
seek legislation. In the first place they ask that the farm organi-
zations producing and selling their own products be set out or dif-
. ferentiated from ordinary business corporations. The legal tech-
nicality that is to differentiate the agricultural organization in this
way is the proposal to exempt from the operation of the antitrust
acts the farm organizations paying dividends not greater than the
current rate of interest. This is in fact an extension of the no-profit
principle embodied in the Clayton Act and in corporation law gen-
erally. It is now proposed that the paying of dividends no greater
than the current rate of interest be regarded as a payment for the
use of capital and the distribution of any earnings above the cur-
rent rate of interest as profit. With this legal differentiation of
the farm organization it is hoped that its business activities are
less liable to be construed as monopolistic and therefore less liable
to lead to prosecution. In the second place the farmers seek the
legal right to bargain collectively and refer to Section 6 of the
Clayton Act as giving a similar right to organized labor. The two
cases are, however, quite dissimilar in as much as the Aect very
properly declares human labor not a commodity.

‘Whether :; not the mendma:;t tlli adopted will very materially
strengthen the lelgal position o e farm organization depends
upon its own price policies and general business methods together
with the attitude of the court. The court looks through the form
ofbusinuuorganinﬁontotheintentmdfurpmottheeonmn,
and declares monopoly illegal wherever found. It is, however,
true that the adoption of the proposed amendment to the federal
antitrust act will probably give great impetus to the movement, al-
ready begun, to emact state membership corporation law under
which co-operative agricultural associations may organize and be
thmclearlydiﬂermﬁntedfranudinnryblﬁne-mﬁm
"This new status of the farm organization will probably shield it
considerably from antitrust prosecution. :

200



No. VI—T71

The origin of the Capper-Hersman bill must be found in the
recent and rapid organization among producers of milk for fresh
consumption in urban centers. Organization among milk producers
is proceeding rapidly and in many parts of the country it has be-
come sufficiently effective to sell at one price through its own de-
livery system or to dictate the price at which it will sell to the
middlemen. These conditions have led to the institution of legal
proceedings in New York and other states under antitrust acts.
Federal authorities have also investigated the activities of the milk
producers serving Chicago. It is therefore very natural that this
bill should be drawn up by representatives of the National Milk
Productors Federation and that it should have their active support.
_ It is, however, a bill that appeals to agricultural interests generally.
Wherever farmers have organized to the extent that collective sales
can be made, titis bill will receive strong and hearty support. This
condition obtains largely among fruit growers and to some extent
smong cattle raisers and wheat

The economic effects of this bill if enacted, and providing the at-
titnde of the eourts will not be unfavorable to the farm organiza-
tion will probably be considerable. It will lead to more compre-
hensive organization among farmers. Competition among sellers
of foodstuffs will be largely eliminated. Where organization will
lead to a control of the supply, prices will be fixed between groups
of buyers and sellers for definite periods and speculation attending
price fluctuations in foodstuffs will virtually disappear. It will
change considerably the market organization, eliminating the pre-
sent-day middleman where the distributing process is more or less
simple. Finally where these conditions may be realized it will
oppose the urban consumer to the farmer which must necessarily
lead to municipal or governmental price-fixing or else to the or-
ganization of the communities into consumers’ leagues with which
the farm organization will agree upon prices.

Two oleomargarine bills known as the Calder and Sabbath bills
are arousing strong opposition among the dairymen of the coun-
try. The Calder bill may be dismissed with the statement that it
provides for the interstate shipment and the sale of oleomargarine
in the original package without being subject to state oleomar-
garine laws. Such a law would very seriously hamper the state
dairy and food commissioner in his efforts to prevent fraud and
only very little if at all expedite general observance of the provi-
sions embodied in the Sabbath bill.

The Sabbath bill proposes (1) that a flat tax rate of 14 of one
cent per pound on ine manufactured for sale instead of
10 cents per pound on colored oleomargarine and 14 of one cent
per pound on uncolored oleomargarine as provided for the the
present law, (2) that oleomargarine shall be sold in original pack-
ages only, (3) that packages shall be small allowing a variation in
size from 1% pound to 10 pounds, (4) that each package shall be
sealed with an Internal Revenue stamp, (5) that the word ‘‘But-
terine’’ shall be impressed on the brick or roll and each wrapper
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md,eo?;;int;r“ofthhepm&uetbebmdodwithﬂmo}mrd “But:ré
ine,”’ wholesalers keep proper records of receipts
sales, (7) that heavy i be:%pued!orthowﬂofoleo-
margarine from the in any other form than in

sealed with Internal Revenue stamps or for making of false entries
by wholesalers. =

The provisions of the Sabbath bill are almost verbatim the recom-
mendations made by the International Revenue Commissioner dur-
ing recent years. These recommendations have been made prim-
arily in the interest of a more satisfactory administration of the
ol ine law. Important changes would result from this bill
if enacted into law. Probably all oleomargarine would be manu-

poses

shonld not be done because it does not distinguish the product
clearly and definitely. The consuming public is acquainted with
the present manner of branding and there is no good reason for
making the proposed change. The provision of the bill would re-
duce fraud to a minimum, because the law would ignore the gques-
tion of color and the sale of the product as oleomargarine would be
more safely guarded than under the present law. The change of
the tax rate would increase the revenue by several hundred thou-
sand dollars. There is no justification for the increase in the rate
of the tax from 14 of one cent to 1% of one cent. Oleomargarine
has won a place for itself as a wholesome article of food and a tax
greater than necessary for regulating purposes violates the prin-
cipals of ability to pay. The fact that oleomargarine would be
colored in imitation of butter by the manufacturer would only
slightly increase its demand. It is true that people like to see the
product colored but the two important factors that control the de-
wand for oleomargarine are its quality and its price as compared
with butter. It can easily be shown that fluctuations in the com-
sumption of oleomargarine vary directly with those of butter prices.
Immediately after the act of 1902 which placed a 10 cent tax on
the colored product there was considerable decline in the consump-
tion of oleomargarine, but there was at this time also a sharp fall
in the price of butter. The facts indicate that color restrictions

‘onlysl_ighﬂyaﬂeeteonmmpﬁmmdthatthefeusmtheputof

the dairymen that if all ocleomargarine were colored it would de-
stroy the butter industry, are wholly unwarrented.

The consumption of oleomargarine has increased from 107 million
pounds in 1900 to more than 320 million pounds in 1918, which
shows that it has become an important article of food for those who
cannot afford to pay the price of butter. The economist cannot take
the position of advocating legislation specially favoring the dairy
mterests. The butter industry must stand or fall without any
special privilege accorded it by the government. It must compete
in both quality and prices with oleogargarine. This competition,
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Two Senate bills providing for the regulation of the packing in-
dustry, and more or less similar, are the Kenyon and the Kendrick
bills. The Kenyon bill is more complete and is drawn in greater
detail than the Kendrick bill. Attention will therefore be called
to the provisions of the Kenyon bill only. The report of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission and its recommendations as to the control
of the packing industry were available for the drafting of the bill.
Many hearings-have been conducted by the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry. Owing to the investigation of the pack-
ing industry by the U. S. Attorney General and the resultant agree-
ment entered into recently between him and the packers, some
changes in the provisions of the proposed legislation may be made.
According to Senator Kenyon’s statement, however, the attempt
will be made to enact into law the main provisions of the bill in
order that the industry may be subjected to regulation more or
less generally desired by agricultural interests and the consumer.

The main previsions of the Kenyon bill are the following:

It is proposed that a Commissioner of Foodstuffs be appointed
with a salary of $10,000 a year for a term of five years and placed
under the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture to secure effi-
cient administration of the provisions of the bill.

Licenses for interstate business must be secured from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture by all slaughtering establishments, stockyards,
commission men handling live stock in connection with stockyards,
dealers buying and selling live-stock products, and manufacturers
and dealers handling dairy products, poultry, and poultry pro-
ducts. The dairy and poultry interests need not secure licenses
unless their volume of business exceeds $500,000 per year.

Section 714 provides that after two years from the date that the
act becomes effective no concern engaged in preparing live-stock
products or in marketing such products may have ownership in

The bill thus provides for divorcing the stockyards
from the packing industry.

The bill also provides that after six months from the date the
Act takes effect common carriers shall employ only their own re-
frigerator cars. Arrangements, however, may be entered into be-
tween the carriers and others owning or controlling cars, providing
these arrangements are submitted in writing to and approved by
the Interstate Commerce Commission. |

Unfair, and unjustly discriminatory practices are declared un-
lawful, including combinations among licensees in buying and sell-
ing for the purposes of apportioning the supply and controling
prices. ;

" Licensees must keep adequate records of transactions and of the

ownership of their businesses. They must render regular and spe-

cial reports to the Secreary of Agriculture. The information as to

supplies, their location and movement, is to be furnished by the
203
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Secretary to all licensees. This provision would secure adequate
market information and would make the Department of Agricul-
ture the distributing center of such information.

Regulation of licensees is broadly outlined and provides that
detailed regulations shall be presented by the Secretary from time
to time. A high degree of cooperation between the Secretary and
the licensees is suggested. Shandardized plans and ificati
for buildings and grounds shall be proposed by the Secretary and
submitted to licensees free of charge. The Secretary shall assist
licensees in securing adequate transportation service. All licensees
are subject to inspection and conditions of senitation in their es-
tablishments must conform to standards prescribed by the Secre-

- tary of Agriculture.

The collection of production and marketing costs of live-stock,
dairy and poultry products and investment costs of stockyards is
specially provided for; and full inquisitorial powers are given the
Commissioner of Foodstuffs to carry out this provision.

* The power of suspending or revoking license is vested in the
Secretary of Agriculture. Such action, however, may only be taken
after the licensee has been granted a hearing. Testimony must be
taken in writing and filed. Suspension or revocation orders must
include findings of fact. Appeal from the Secretary’s decision to
the courts is sufficient guarantee against the exercise of autocratic
power by the executive branch of the government.

Thisbbillthtogether :lmilth the pro:li;im of the cold storage bill
passed by the House will very greatly i
tion of the Department of Agriculture. It marks a step in the
very rapid development of the Government’s supervision over food-
stuffs, which may be expected to be extended still further. The
Department of Agriculture is the logical executive branch of the
Gwernmmttounyontthepmﬁdmsofthebﬂlinnmuchnit
has already control of meat inspection, the administration of the
pure food law, and performs other regulatory functions that con-
cern foodstuffs. ? g

The Palmer agreement cuts off a link at each end of the packers’
chain in as much as it calls for the sale of the stockyards and a com-
pletediaaoeiationofthepoekersfmmthegetaﬂmtbusim It

Commission recommended government ownership of stockyards,
rolling stock for the transportation of meat animals, refrigerator
cars, branch houses, and cold storage plants. The Kenyon bill pro-
vides for private ownership of stockyards separate from the packing
industry, and for private ownership of refrigerator cars and strict
regulation by the Interstate Commerce Commission. The Kenyon
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foodstuffs used in interstate commerce and placed in warehouses
cooled to or below 45 degrees Fahrenheit shall be carefully marked
with dates of entrance into and issue from such warchouses, that
the time for storing all foodstuffs except cheese shall be limited to
12 months, that the inspection as to compliance with the law and
the supervision of conditions of sanitation of warehouses and re-
frigerator vehicles be vested in the Secretary of Agriculture, and
that the Secretary shall supervise the importation of foodstuffs.
Appropriate records to be prescribed by the Secretary shall be
kept and monthly reports shall be rendered showing amounts in
storage and such other facts as the Secretary may desire.

Under the definition of the term ‘‘warehouse,’’ the bill includes
the producer’s warehouse as well as that of the wholesale trader.
The refrigerator vehicle, however, is not included nor is the cold
storage room of the retailer. If the bill is enacted and no changes
are made by the Senate all goods placed in cold storage by the
producer only for the period preparatory to shipment will have to
be marked with the time it was in cold storage. This point seems
to be the center of attack on the part of produce merchants. The
farmers seem to be little interested in the proposed legislation, but
the trade journals are calling attention to a probable reduction of
the selling value of fresh foodstuffs marked as having been in eold
storage and in this way hope to align the farmers with the opposi-
tion party.

. The measure will have little effect upon the cost of living not-
withstanding the hopeful attitude of the public. It is in fact a
pure food measure giving authority to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to standardize the conditions under which foods shall be
stored preparatory to shipment, while in transit, and before offer-
ing for sale. It is also supplementary to and in general accord
with the proposed legislation looking to the regulation of the pack-
ing industry. A very important economic result of the bill will
follow from the provision giving authority to the Secretary of
Agriculture to collect statistics as to stocks on hand. The mani-
pulation of market news with a view to control prices will be
rendered abortive, and in fact the socialization of demand and
supply prices will be centered in the Department of Agriculture.

The attitude of these bills now in Congress toward farmer and
merchant may be said to be different. Farmers are to be given the
right of collective sales under the Capper-Hersman bill, while that
right is to be denied to the produce merchants under the Kenyon
bill. This is, however, not a correct statement of the situation, in
as much as the Kenyon bill provides for the licensing of dealers
buying and selling dairy products whose business exceeds $500,000
a year causing the dairy merchant as well as other produce mer-
chants to fall under the provisions of the bill. Should organization
among farmers displace the present-day merchant, the -farmer
himself would become the merchant and hence would also be sub-
ject to the provisions of the Kenyon bill.
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COMMITTEE REPORTS
L

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND RURAL LIFE

The Organization of the Committee. e 2

The theory of organization of the committee is based on the idea
that each member of the committee will become responsible for a
piece of legislative study. Each member, moreover, will have a
sub-committee, of his own choosing, especially perhaps a secretary
who will give some time to the selected subjeect.

The committee has had one meeting during the year, viz, at Chi-
cago in November. The topics or subjects for study, and proposed
legislative treatment have been quite definitely settled upon.
the nature of the case, a considerable stretch of time must elapse
before these studies can be brought to completion, as the materials
must all be assembled anew.

IL
Subjects of Study.
A.

In the field of education, it is deemed timely to collect informa-
tion on the legislative steps which states have taken relating to
country ‘‘teacherages.”’ It is well-known that country schools in
most sections of the United States suffer because no adequate home,
or attractive abode, is provided for the teacher. The teacherage
solves the home question for the country teacher, and has become
an accepted idea in rural educational policy as an adjunct to the
consolidated country school.

It is expected that a legislative bill will be drafted covering the
subject of ‘‘teacherages’’ for introduction into various state legis-
latures. =

A basic deficiency in country life is the lack of municipal ma-
chinery for groups of countiry people who have the characteristics
of a community. Community-ness requires governmental powers
in order to make the community capacity effective in action. Study

‘into the sort of territorial group; which has municipal possibilities

is deemed by the committee well worth while. For example, the
very popular consolidated school district mdy prove to have mu-
nicipal capacity for enlarged powers. This subject will receive the
attention of the committee. 4

Country life needs a place, a building with ample facilities for
socialization, in order to develop its community consciousness and
life. The subject of rural community houses, clubs, or buildings
built and operated through local government agencies, is a timely
subject of inquiry. The committee will assemble the laws on this
subject and endeavor to promote by appropriate legislation, the
building of such community centers. :
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D.

Rural health is a subject of grave economic as well as of human-
itarian concern. The committee wishes, therefore, to speed the in-
troduction of the most approved agencies which minister to the
health of rural populations. The county nurse probably has been
so approved. The extension of hospital service to ecountry people
is a pressing need. The committee will make the country public
nurse and the country hospital a legislative topie.

IIL
Legislative Propaganda

As soon as a legislative subject shall have been studied, a bill
been framed, and a bulletin published, the question of pushing for
legislation in the states will arise. It is anticipated that at this
point it will be necessary to have a promoting committee in each
state. Possibly the association should instruct each of its commit-
tees in regard to promotion policies.

(Signed) C. J. GarPIN, Chairman.
i Ere Bmsou,
L. BUTTERFIELD,
. W. FoegHT,
R. Maw~n.

PNFB’

STATEMENT BY COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ROADS
By J. CLYypE Marquis, Chairman

The following members are recommended for the Committee :

d. Clyde Marquis, Chairman.

Dr. Hess, Economist, University of Wisconsin.

H. 8. Shirley, National Highway Council, Washington, D. C.
DP(i’hr Johnson, American Automobile Association, Washington,
; The scope of work proposed by the Committee includes the fol-

owing :
1. A review of present highway legislation.
2. A review of national and state highway policies and methods
of administration.
!u:h The economic factors determining the proper development of
: Ways.
'l‘hn(}onmttmpmpmtoworkmeloaeeo-operatlonmththe
Office of Public Roads and the Roads’ Committees of all other or-
ganizations in the development of a national highway policy for
the purpose of aiding in the direction of public interest and senti-
ment on highway matters, We propose to immediately prepare a
statement concerning the impending 1 tion providing for a
nahmalhlghm'yltem,nowbefore ongress, by securing an
ofneqhmtﬁmthembeuo!themnmno!

Agricul Legislation.
-Washington, D. C., December 26, 1919.
207
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REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF THE AMERICAN AS-
SOCIATION OF AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION
By RicEarp T. ELy

As secretary of the American Association for Agricultural Legis-
lation I am glad to report that we have made appreciable progress
in the realization of our aims and purposes as an Association for
Agricultural Legislation. Our work so far has not been mainly
to influence legislation, but rather to set up the machinery and
perfect the organization through which influence may be brought
to bear most effectively. The Association has, however, had the
privilege of advising with respect to some legislation; it has fur-
nished information to several men in different states about specific
laws; and it has furnished bibliographies regarding legislation in
specific fields. It has used its best offices in securing a modification
of the census schedules to give a better and more detailed account”
of farms and farm population.

. We have no means of measuring the influence the Association
has had on legislation through the individual efforts of its mem-
bers. Doubtless it has been considerable. The mere connection
with an organization that is constantly analyzing and discussing
rural social and economic problems tends to promote legislation
along the lines investigated by stimulating people to think in terms
of agricultural problems. We are of the opinion, too, that the
great amount of literature we have sent out has played its part in
helping to arcuse the interest that is now centering around agri-
cultural problems.

Our correspondence indieates that it is easy to arouse public in-

" terest and sympathy for the things we propose to do. In fact, our

trouble is not in finding men to push the ideas worked out, but in
getting them to see that it takes time and expense to get the nee-
essary facts relative to most of the more pressing agricultural
problems.

It will be granted, for example, that agricultural credit is de-
ficient and operating under adverse limitations, but who has an-
alyzed the conditions as to exactly the type of credit needed in any
particular state, and the foundation afforded for that credit. When

undertook to enact a rural credit law it laid the founda-
tion for it by extensive studies in Europe. But we have generally
found that a law adapted to conditions in Europe does not neces-
sarily work well in America. It was perfectly proper to study
the organization and operation of such institutions in
but it was much more important to make a still more thorough
study of our own situation. Our legislative policy has been more
or less analogous to the physician who preseribes without making

‘a proper diagnosis of his patient. Just at present there is great

enthusiasm for building rural community houses and memorials.
It is indeed a fine idea, but who knows just what a rural commun-
ity is? A casual dip into the literature on rural problems shows
that there are almost as many ideas as to what a rural community

e
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in as there are writers. These examples are not exceptions, the same
vagueness and lack of definite information surrounds most of the
rural problems. The problem of tenancy, a subject which has been
as much discussed as any other domestic problem, has heen grossly
misunderstood and misrepresented. Most of the literature has been
built upon opinion or superficial facts. As a result, a
great deal of prejudice has grown up regarding the whole subject.
When the A. A. A. L. bulletin on tenancy appeared and took the
scienfitic point of view, it met with an unusual reception. -
All of this shows that there is here a wonderful opportunity for
investigation by a body of social and economic experts when backed
and encouraged by farmers and people interested in agriculture.
One of the most difficult tasks in the promotion of this work will
be to keep from going too fast. As a body of scientific men, men
interested in promoting the highest interest of our great basal in-
, we must force ourselves to proceed with caution; for a
mistake made in the beginning is a serious mistake. Indeed, the
Association must lead in developing scientific methods as ene of
its main functions. Acecordingly, the foundations of our organiza-
tion must be laid on the bedrock of facts, and, in so far as possi-
ble, on the experiences of similar organizations. .
Most of you realize, however, that precedent furnishes but little
help in the field we are proposing to develop. There are no organi-
zations in the field with similar purposes, and there has been none
exsctly like it in the past. It is true that farmers’ organizations

J

tional service, even if they made many mistakes. These and other
instances, perhaps just as important, do not parallel the work we
propose to do, for theirs was and is primarily political and prop-
agandist while ours is intended to be primarily scientific, arrived
at through painstaking research. Theirs was a more or less public
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Judging from the experiences of so many farm organizations, it
is all that the farmers will not stand together ; but we are per-
suaded the farmers have often been unable to unite on matters of
legislation simply because the proposed laws were based on opinion
and not on demonstrated data. We believe that when the facts are
worked out through the exhaustive research of a body of people, in
whom they have confidence, there will be no trouble in getting the
program enacted into law. _ :

No sporadic effort can accomplish the purposes sought here. In-
deed, it would be difficult for a farmers’ organization as they are
now organized to accomplish the results contemplated. They are
organized for a different purpose than research. They -are busi-
ness men with definite objects to gain. Furthermore, they do not
have the facilities available for the work, or the men trained for
the scientific research necessary.

The American Association for Agricultural Legislation is not
seeking to supplant any existing farmers’ organization. It is
seeking to codperate with them for the direct purpose of legisla-
tion along lines suggested by scientific investigation. Some organ-
ization is needed to combine the trained investigator and the ac-
tive business farmer and his farmers’ organization. The colleges
and universities furnish our greatest body of trained investigators

‘and those able to direct investigation. Most of the universities, and

especially the agricultural colleges, are sympathetic with the farm-
er’s point of view, but in the past it has been impossible for them
to render the service they desire because of their official positions.
It was to perform just such a mission, to fill just such a place, that
this Association was organized. It makes it possible for the farmer
and his college and university representatives to get together in
the same organization around the same board to discuss the prob-
lems and to formulate methods of attack.

The Association must avoid taking the opinions ofl.tp‘flddilt
or combination of propagandist. It must say to all alike, ‘‘we must
have the facts and will be governed only by the facts.’”” It must
take the lead in organizing to find out what the facts are. It must
have no connections that would embarrass it in setting forth the
facts as they are. The Association is looked upon as being such
an organization, and as it grows in importance we must be careful
to maintain that reputation, otherwise the influence of our work
will be greatly lessened. :

Association. As a result we have taken two very important
:;nuqurlm i .'Intheﬂntpﬁ.itmthmghtldv%
begin a definite publici to prosecute it as rapi
finances would i b
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publication of a bulletin have almost paid for its publication.
People seem hungry for the sort of material we propose to publish,
and if the Association had the funds to finance a definite program,
it would readily become self-supporting.

The second important step taken was the beginning of the or-
ganization of a nation-wide study program dealing with agricul-
tural. legislative problems. Notwithstanding all the imperfections
of the program in the way of general organization, the combina-
tion of so many different points of view, and the fact that it came
out long after most of the research in the various schools had been

i it has met with a very encouraging reception. Perhaps
one-third of the institutions approached on the matter have agreed
to codperate in making it a success. We confidently believe that
with the proper facilities, enabling us to push the work as planned,
the great majority of colleges and universities will be using this
program in some form or another within the course of a year or
two. It must be kept constantly in mind that this is a codperative
affair, and that the program must always be broad enough for the
expression of individuality. If carried out on these broad lines,
it offers each college a rare opportunity to get the constructive

ought of the leading men of the country. It will be even more

ignificant than that. If it be granted that the farmers and farm-

ers’ organizations take kindly to the purposes of this organization,
it will give them an opportunity to help direct research along lines
that seem to them most desirable. If the Association is
in bringing about closer relations with the men of the social and
agricultural sciences on the one hand and the farmers and those
directly interested in the farm on the other, it will have accom-
plished a result well worth our most ardent efforts.

Indeed, it seems to me that a man of means, seeking to accom-
plish the greatest good with his fortune would do well to endow
nnorgnniutionthathadforitspnrposestheaimsmggestedhm.

The study programme and the publicity policy will work most
beneficially together for the demand for publicity will expand
enormously as a result of our study program. And the efficiency
ofourstudyprogmmwﬂldependtoalargeextzntontheextmt
of our publicity activities. Publicity will play a large part by
stimulating ambitious students to give thought to the problems and
adherence to the programme; for they will have an opportunity
to have a share in a movement that proposes to render a vital serv-
jce. The coupling :g) of publicity with the study programme will
be & tremendously effective means of developing more real, efficient
. leaders in agriculture. ' A

It is a great stimulation to action for the people in one commun-
ity or state to know what the people in another community or state
are doing. To know that beneficial laws have been enacted in
‘Wisconsin, North Carolina, or California is a great stimulus to sim-
ilar progressive legislation in Iowa, New York, or Texas. Baut it is
notmghtoknowthatmehandmehahwilonthemtnte
books of some particular state. It is much more important to
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Onrmpmthmnwunthemiypmgnm,pnbﬁeitymd
other available means to combine the theoretical and the i
in the field of agricultural research and legislation, and thus make
practical the theoretical. A body of people grouped together
working scientifically for practical ends and without selfish mo-
tives can accomplish results that would seem almost marvellous.
The American Association for Labor Legislation is a very pertinent
illustration of a similar organization in a different fleld, which is

mdsﬁmnmtnllyworhdontthattheyhnwmmdﬁ
the respect and received the attention of legislative bodies. The
enthusissm engendered by their Association has not only led stu-
dents but leading university professors into the shops and factories
for first hand study.

I Agricultural Leg-
islation can be made to ma]ihmoefortheadv_mt

in agriculture will support the Association as its aims and purposes
dmthnttheylhould,thenexttenymwﬂllhowwmder!ul
advances in agriculture so far as sound legislation can advance it.
- We will have acientific men from the fields

romuﬂmymluve

E
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ing must be developed to prevent any exploitation of the farmer,
and to insure thatallproduehmmtromtheprodneertotheem-
sumer with the least eost and friction; it means the organization
and improvement of our system of highways.te prevent gluts and -
waste on the farm as well as in our central distributing centers;
it means that a system of credit must be worked out that will make
the farmers’ security as available for his purposes as the credit of
any other class is available for its purposes; it means that all leg-
islation must be so constructed as to give agriculture equal legal
protection and encouragement. When the American Association
shall have accomplished these things, it will have begun to ac-
complish its aims and purposes.

THE BUSINESS SESSION

The business session of the meeting was held at 10:30 Decem-
ber 31st, with Prof. Ely presiding. The treasurer read his report
which was approved. The Committees on Rural Life and Roads sub-
mitted written reports which appear elsewhere in this publication.

The Committee on Nominations nominated Frank L. McVey for
president, James E. Boyle and E. G. Nourse for vice-presidents,
Richard T. Ely for Secretary, B. H. Hibbard for treasurer, and
the following men for membership in the Council, 0. C. Ault,
John D. Black, W. S. Handschin and S. A. Lindsey. The report
of the committee was adopted by a unanimous vote.

Prof. Ely read a communication from Frank Emerich in which
he submitted a plan through which he proposed to raise money
for the Association. The Association by unanimous vote instructed
the secretary and treasurer to take up negotiations with full power
to act. It was also generally understood that if Mr. Emerich should
be employed for such a purpose literature gotten out by him must

d., C. d.
- represented by: H. M. Eliot,
. E. Baker, F. W. Peck.

the unusual extent to which it is finding a welcome among the va-
necessity of having a well worked out policy and that two
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thoroughly discussed and evaluated. The first was represented by
Prof. Galpin’s plan of stating three or four problems and then
putting a member on the committee in charge of each. The second
was to give a topic outline of the whole field.

The merits of each were discussed at length. The concensus
of opinion was voiced in a move by Prof. Gray that the two be
combined in so far as possible. The motion carried. Each com-
mittee was requested to give a general outline of the field, but that
each committee go further and suggest the topics of most immediate
im; ce and bend its efforts to get work done on thoge.

motion of Prof. Gray the meeting was adjourned Sine Die.
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