Lw Back to the Farme But Back
‘ to the Factory

e me -kh% the carrying on of industry merc
-a1sive, we restrict dercand for the goods pro.
Urjless we come to learn what thess ob
-3 zre and take steps to remove them. Htile
be done towards creating more productive
ployment, or in putting national scarcity be
d us. We are only making matters worse when
it A2y 0 encourage more people to go back 1o
the farm. What we need is not a back-to-the-
izrm movement bm a back-to-the-factory mowve-
ment,

Our government can do much either to retar
this back-to-the-factory movement or to assist it
Needless to, say, much of what it has done and

is still doing is of such a nature as to retard

greatly this movement. . It is because of this that
pur industrial plant is not big enough to supply
employment to all our workers and is not turning
out enovgh wealth to supply fully our needs as «

i Lnable to realize what the trouble is, w

oover what little is belng praduced - and
ass laws to force those who have to divide with
those who haven’t, and we call this good politics
and sound economics, Hecause of our stupidity
23 a nation, we suffer froumn scarcity in a land of
patential plenty While industrial progress has
sieadily worked 1o give us more w‘d;ﬁ:, our s
tuded law makers continne 10 make faws which
dyzcour and check production, and the end jx
et yet i srghit
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FOREWORD

So. much: has been .said, and. writtes- mnacmm

the so-called farm probfem and schemes for
amelicrating the unemployment situation through
the creation of more farmers, that it might appear

that little bas been left unsaid. To the contrary
much has been left unsaid that might throw ligh:
on these pressing questions which are so perple* -

w.dng- 10 most of us. Thus far we have onl heen
y

groping -in the dJark, fo Mowing |

I Il(,aigjler\ up
blipd alleyvs, o

H o the argwments prosenied in ibe following
PREES can 10 an) help uws 1o ger 2 clearer
andersianding of these probloms and induce us

o return 10 at least some semb : of sanity
(ECHIRCTHE G HM% o accomplish something worth
whinle, : i feel rﬁi.E B~ offorts have
ol l;f... ' Can vain, '
Bop 1T hwm;m{m

Spokans, Washington : H
Nov, 281040
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Legislating Prosperity for the Farmer

SHOULD WE SURBIDIZE FARMING? .

iJp to now, practically all of the legizintive
measures taken hy our Federal government to
assist-agriculture have been in the nature of sub-

sidy-egislation. This is especiaily true of .the
Agricultural Adjustment Act. The effect of such
legislatibit ts to make the farmer the beneficiary
of public relief rather than to increase his oppor—
tunities ‘for helping himself,

Inthe last analysis, this latest [ederai farm pol—
icy ‘isibirt another species of class legislation, a
politicall scheme for. redistributing the nation’s
wealthi, by taking from some to give to others: It
is not designed to help ail farmers but only those
engaged in the production of certain kinds of farm
praducts. 1t, therefore, follows that ndt -only are
urban workers called upon to foot the bill, but a
very large percentage of our farmers as well. ».

Farmers Not Entitled to Special Prwﬂege
Legislation :

bta:tmd out as an emergency measure to. tide
indigent farm@s over the acute stage of the pres-
ent-depression, this latest attempt to create farm
prosperity by fiat has apparently developed into.
a permanent plan for subsidizing certain kinds of

farmingrand farm land investments regardless of

the:individual needs of those benefited. [t:is an
attenipt-on the part of the government to do for
certain farmers and farm land investors: by direct
medns what -for years it has been idoing: by
mdirect  means. for certain industfial -interests
through our-protective tariff racket:’ It:is what
the great democrat, Thomas }eﬁerson WouId call
apecml privilege leg1slat10n

Redlstnbution of Wealth No Remedy

It is quité obvious that it is not necessary to
subsidize farmmg in order to perpetusate the in-
dustty. Norlis'it necessary to resortto this policy
s0- that our ‘farmers may .become more prosper-
ous. “t can be shown that it is guite’ possibie to
mcrease farmyiearnings without ‘doing it at the
expense of other producers. Any scheme of rais-
ing the earnings of one group of producers at the
expense of other groups cannot be justified on
motal grounds Most of the propesed.schemes
for improving the economic conditions of the low-
er earning groups of workers are of this nature.
It is because of this that they are so ebjectionable.
They-are attempts to Iift up those who-are down
by pulling down those who are up.: Any. public
policy: which has for its purpose the redistributicn
or dividing -up of the nation’s wealth: supply is
not ounly destructive of individual initiative bud
it is1also a denial of the rights of prope The
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socialists and communists have been accused 3
advocating exactly the same policy.

Our fammg industry is just as (,apable ot
standing on its own feet as any other industry.
If it is suffering from too much competition.
which we know to be the case, then it is obvion-
that we are not going to remedy this evil by sub-
sidizing it, as the only effect of such a policy is
to attract stifl more people into this industry,
which means still keener competition and more
farm products. This is most certain to be the
effect 50 long as opportunities in other lines of
enterprise are so limited and earnings s¢ uncer-
tain.

Taxing Thrift to Reward Indolence

Does any one really believe that it is good
public policy to subsidize the farmer who has
been wunable to get : 1 fnanciaily mainly be-
cause he has been incking in industry and fru-
gality ? We hardly think so, yet thousands of such
farmers arve now bheing helped at the expense of
the balance of the convmunity. It is most appar-
ent that the more the government does for such
people, be they {nrmers or urban workers, the
more it will have to do for them. Such a paternal—
istic policy can oniv result in the stifling of initia-
iive and the wealening of individual responsibil-
ity, which are so necossary to the success of ouwr
national life. 1o will {ast make of us a nation of
leaners. No one can honestly contend that it is

right to penalize thrift and reward indolence, yet.

. this is exactly what we are doing when we tax
one class of our citizens to help another class.
We are going to find that it 1s a very poor way
to encourage thrift and enterprise. '

Farming Industry Already Overcrowded

It is admitted by even the sponsors and direc-
tors of this legislative farm program that we have
many more farmers than are needed to supply the
markets with farm products. The former Secre-
tary of Agriculture, the Honorable Henry A.
Wallace, as well as his able economic advisor, Mr.
Mordica Ezekial, have both admitted this from
time to time and have even supplied us with
figures to prove it. How then do they expect to
remedy this evil and advocate policies which offer

inducements to stay on the farm and encourage

still others to take up farming? It is quite obwvi-
ous that we cannot make farming more attractive
by subsidizing it and make any headway in over-
coming the overcrowded condition of this partic-
- ular industry, especially so long as the opportun:-
ties for engaging in other lines of enterprise arc
~o restricted and the danger of failure is so great.

&

The Marginal Land Farmer

et ue now consiger the farmer who is » hiir
wnueh of his thne trving (o make a ving on o

i iand. is there anyone who beheves ihat it
= wood business, or good public policy o en-
courage the farming of unproductive land that,
sven with the best of farming, cannot be made
1o ‘yield-the farmer a decent living? We bardly
1111111{ so. Yet there are districts that are being
farmed today that would not be farmed in.the
absence of this farm subsidy legislation. It is the
goveinment bonuses paid farmers that gives en-
couragement to the farming of such lands: Mar-
ginal land farming is not an asset, but a liab:lity
to theé nation. [t is a waste of labor which can be
better utilized in producing other kinds of prod-
ucts of which there is still a scarcity, measured
by human needs. Incidentally, this encourage-
wment of marginal land farming tends to make for,
greater farm surpluses during good crop years.
which is what the government is trying to avoid.

‘The resting of land that is retired irom produe-

tion and the soil erosion program, have a similar
effect, once the soil so treated comes back . into
production again. We thus see that, while one of
the purposes of this farm program is to reduce
farm output, it likely increases it as much as it
decreases it.

The Government Helps to Boost Rents
- and Land Prices

What thé government actually does in the case
of the soil erosion program is to use the taxpay-
ers’ money to build up the fertility of farms which
have been neglected by their owners, thus mak-
ing them more produciive—hence, more valuable.
This enables landlords to secure higher rentials
from ‘their farm tenants and land owners to ob-
tain higher farm-land prices when they come to
sell. If such a policy is right, then our wrban
home owners have a right to expect that the gov-
ernment extend this policy g0 as to include the
rehabilitation of their neglected and run-down
dwellings, and without cost to them. As long as

.the profits derived from this soil erosion program

are going into private pockets, the government
has no moral right to ask anyone except the land
owners benefifed to bear the expense of it

Relief for Wealthy Farmers

If oar national farm program was Hmited to
actwal “dirt” farmers and to those actually in dis-
tress, it might not be quite so objectionabic: hut
this is not the case. On the contrary, il makes it
passible for large numbers of farm land owniers o
get their noses into the public trough whether
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are facrmers or not and regardless of then
for help. o the sponsors of this prog
willy beligve that the urban consumers of farn
pmductq should he called upon to go down
their pockets in order to increase ’Lhc profits =:;'
wealthy farmers who spend most of their wintey«
m Florida or California? Many of these farmer:.
_becanse of their extensive farm-land holding..
have been making money despite the depression.
They drive the best of automobiles, and they sen:t
thetr sons and daughters away to college on the

hard-earned money which other farmers and ar-

ban workers ave forced to contribute. to their
support through this governmment subsidy pro-
gram. It goes without saying that such people
are not estitled to government relief.

Helping Out the Landlord Class

Then we have the investors in farm land who
tauke no active part whatsoever in farming. They
make up our landlord class. Most of these people
are well-to-do business men who find farm land
a safer place to invest their earnings; which, by
the way, does not indicate that farming is so un-
profitable. Poes anyone really believe that these
wealthy landlords are entitled to have our dear
old generous, but gullable, Uncle Sam play Sauta
Claus to them? While this class of farm land
owners may not be in the majority, they, never-
theless, own a very large percentage of the farm
land of the couniry as the records show. This
wives them a big share in the public funds set

asicde for farm relief. In extending this help to

thews, we are only enabling them to buy up more
g fund, thereby wiving us more tenant farmers.

ping Out the Land Speculator

woe Lo the farmers who have been
i iy keep their heads above
: their Upt]m]am led them
t i 1_.‘jl§l v !}uy too much land or pay
1 that have not been justibed by the av-
crage price of farm products over a period of
Fheve are thousands of such cases. Such

inr

that they became hopelessly in debt during the
Loom days leading up to the present depression.
Like thousands of other people who speculated in
stocks during that period, these farmers spec-
uiated in land and lost heavily when the boom
collapsed. Now, the question arises, is it up to
the halance of the community to help make good
their losses? Is it also the duty of urban consum-
ers of farm products to come to the aid of the
sellers of farm land with their money, so as to
enable them te coliect balances due them from

8

rers iniled to heed sound advice with the result-

the woery profitable sale of their farms? 1f ot 1s
S of the government to do these things,
ihwen it 18 its duty to act as collector for all cve sh—
tars and help ont all dehtors who made specula-
tive dnvestments during the boom days, only to
find themselves hofdmtr the sack when the boom
Lollapsed

Farmers Mo Worse Off than Other Pmducers

Farmers who were not in debt when the de-
pressionistarted have not suffered any werse finan-
cially, if as much, as thousands of other pe aple
who are engaged in other lines of activity. While
it is‘true that the price of farm products hes gone
downy so has the price of most industrial produets
which:.they have had to buy. It cannot be shown
that thie buying power of the average farmer has
declined any more than that of the average urban
worker. It therefore follows that they are no more
entitled: to government: financial support The
trouble is that too many of ‘them are-paying for
“dead horses” contracted for during the ‘hoom
days. Whilé we ail know that the earnings of the
average farmer aren’t what: they shonld be; it is
very evident that farmers; as a class, are just as
well off as are industrial workers as a class. If
this were not the case, the demand for farm land
would not have increased as it has during the
present depression, and farm land prices Would
not be advancing so rapidly. .

Average farm income as tabulated by the gov-
ernment by no means gives us a true picture of
the earnings of a very large percentage of our
farmers who are indusirions and who are farming
good land. It is the smali income of the marginal
land farmer, .the average southern .’sharccrop-
per,” as he is called, who is more or less shiftless,
and the very:liberal congtruetion placed upon the
word.“farmer” by the government for census pur-
poses, that léads to the belief that fariners are
so much worse off than other producers, The
very- high- rate of business failures each year,
which was’ true even during so-called normal
times, indicates that {armers are not the oniy ones
who have suffered from our ecenoniic. mdLu Hust-
ments : -

,The Farm Problem and Industrial Problem .

We hear much about the farm problem ; vetv, the
truth is, there is no such thing as a farm prt}hiﬁ,m
in the sense that it is a separate and distinet prob-
lem confronting only farmers. What i3 comsid-

*Farmers for census purposes includs even the par
time farmer who has inceme other than tha: derived from
the farm.. .




cred a- heing the farm problem is but a phass of
A more genez‘al and deepseated economic probiem
which confronts all producers. Much of wha:
many call the farm problem lies right in our in-
dustrial centers. The failure of our farmers as
class to enjoy a decent standard of living is, 1o
farge extent, an industrial problem growing ou:

a lack of what the economists term mdu.inm
preduction. This lack of industrial produc
by creating unemployment, has not only forced
- more people to engage in farming than has heen
necessary to supply the market with farm pmc%
tcts, but it has also greatly curtailed the marke:
for such products. Buyers of farm products huve
found their buying power greatly curtailed as &
result of this lack of industrial production. We
must not overlook the fact that it is production
that gives rise to buying power. T we only had
the good sense to bnng about dll expansion of
industrial production, which is so necessary if
human wants are to be adequately supplied, there
would not only be ample productive employment
to supply the many millions of urban workers
which are now idle, but for the many thousands of
surplus farmers as well. As this industrial expan-
sion would alse add greatly to the buying power
ol our urban population and would at the same
time make for less competition in farming, it is
obvious that markets for agricultural products
would greatly expand, thereby enabling the re-
maining farmers to secure a fair price for their
p—mducts.

The Part Played by Land Speculation

_ This, however, isn’t the only remedy for the
so-called farm problem by any means. As long
as our farmers are forced to pay excessive spec-
ulative prices for farm land, which is always the
case during cycles of inflation, many of them are
going to suffer severe losses when these spec-
ulative booms collapse. Nothing can prevent this
as long as we tolerate these national gambling
games “which invariably milk the country dry and
check industrial production. » Cycles of inflation
always give way to periods of deflation sooner or
later. Simply because we haven't the good com-
mon horse semse o prevent these speculative
booms for which our farmers are as much respon-
sible as any other class, is no excuse for charg-
ing the losses of farmers which result from them.
up to the balance of the community. If the gov-
ernment 1s so anxious to help the farmer, why
doesn’t it tackle this land speculation evil? The
an~wer is, it wouldn’t be popular. It would not
b a vote-getter for the political pariy sponsoring
such a program. On the other hand, very iittle
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snplished towards heduimg the fnrmer
A umtil this evil is curbed. '

i anvone bas any -doubt as to the jaut land
~pecnlation plays in impoverishing farmors, let.
g6 TO Iowa, the richest and most pu}rhzx tive
wrm state in the Union, and learn what happened
1 its farmers following the collapse of the last
msjor boom. It stands to reason that in this par-
ticular state there should be less of a farm probh-
lem, as nature has done muchfor the lowa inrmer
that it has not done for the farmers of the less
fertile farming states of the Union. Now, strange
as. it may seem, despite the greater produciive-
ness of Towa's soil, it was here that the so-called
farm problem was more acute, following the col-
lapse of the boom. It was here that farms carried
the highest mortgages, and it was also hers ¢hat
land prices were the highest. They had gone up
by leaps and bounds. It was utterly impossible
for Iowa farmers to go in debt to buy land at
such inflated prices and pay for it and sell their
farm products at prices in keeping with consum-
ers’ reduced buying power following the eoll: pse
of the business boom. When our Secretary of
Agriculture, Mr. Wallace, Congressman Leinke,.
and other champions of farm subs;dles shut their
eyves.to this land speculation evil, it doesn’t spea]\
welt for their understanding of cur ecomomic
problems. They simply cannot ignere ‘this evil
and make:it possible for thousands of farmers to
carn a decent living by their own efforts.

- .'I»‘he Effects of Certain Remedies( -

Those who know their economics know that
government low interest schemes for refinancing
farm mortgages at the expense of the taxpayers
is no solution of the so-called “farm problem”
any more than are the subsidies paid for not pro-
ducing farm products. While it, of course, does
help those particular farmers who have aEread\'
abligated themselves, it affords no help to thosc
who have bought farm land since the measures
became law, or who may buy it in the future:
"This also applies to farm subsidies, or lower farm’
land taxes. This is because what these buyers of
farm land may gain by reason of such measures
they stand to lose by having to pay more for the
land they buy. Such farm measures are all talking
points in the selling of land and are mducementq'
to buy it. To Whatever extent they make the
owning of farm land more attractive they tend to
mncrease the demand for it, in which case they are
veflected in higher farm land prices. The result is
that sellers of farm land reap most of the bone
fits resulting from such legislation,
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vide-awake real estate man knows
the ense i he has given any thought to ti:

Hy also knows that this has ﬂr"a&‘, B
~ffece of such measures. The fact thaf §
ud nearly everywhere has been advancis
svice despite the continuance of theé dep}e ;
and the low price of farm products, 15 prooi o
this contention. One need not be an economis:
to know that any public undertaking which make s
land owning more attractive adds to its valu.
~We thus see that many thousands of farm bay-
ers are in no better poqmon to withstand any fu-
ture decline in the price of farm produ(,ts and
keep their heads above water than were those
who hought farm fand before these political farm
measures went into effect. Advancing land values
have swallowed up most if not all of the bent-
fits of this well mtcntloned farm procrram

 Farm Recovery Dependent On Industrial
: © " Recovery

'_i‘he former Secretary of Commerce, the Hon-
orable Harry Hopkins, in a recent radio address,
made the statement that business recovery is de-
pendent on farm recovery or words to this effect.
This view has also been echoed by many
others in high places. The trouble-is, many
of us make sueh statements without carefully
analynug them. As a result we are too often
jumping at conclusions. Tt is a very easy matter
to mistake effects for causes. Now the fact is
farm recovery at this particular time is far
more dependent on business recovery than busi-
ness recovery is on farm recovery. It is utterly
impossible to have true and lasting farm recovery
without business recovery. Simply because busi-
ness conditions are good when farming is profit-
able iz no reason for assuming that the better
business conditions are,the result of the.more
profitable farming conditions. It might be. just
as reasonable to presume that farming is proﬁt—
able because business is profitable. . -

The veal fact is that each contribute to - the
pmspen’ty of the other, provided, of course, there
is o arbitrary interference on the part of govern-
ment with the free play of economic forces, such
as we have been experiencing since the depres-
ston set in. One thing is certain, industrial pro-
duection cannot be hampered and 'industrial ex-
pansion discouraged without having a most seri-
ous effect upon agucultmc. Tt is also certain that
we ‘are not going to help business to get on
its feet again Dy taking a greater share of its
prodis through taxation in order to increasc
the protits o some of our farmers and farm land
imvestors, dn the last analysis this money. so
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vaised 1o help farmers will have to come out of
arhan workers. as well as out of the protiis of
industrial employers.. In this case it is gomy
lcave them with less money with which 1o bu\
farm products. This can mwean only onc thing,
i thé Tong run even farmers will be little 1if any
better off, for what they may gain by way of sub-
sidics and other government relief measures they
wili lose in lower prlces for the products they
have for sale.

There is a strong and persistent tendency for
subsidies, and the lke, to act as a weight upon
prices in a market so competitive as is farming.
Prof. V. P. Timoshenko, economist at ijzinforé
Umvers1ty, who has given much study to “the.
probiem has arrived at the conclusion timt even
export. subsidies have a similar effect.. His inves-
tigations have 1éd him to believe that wheat in
the British markets would be at ledst 10 cents’
a bushel higher right now were it not for-'the

Aubﬂdlﬂno of wheat exports by this and othel

l'nge wheat gmwmg countries.

P‘urc_hasing Power Cannot Be Intreased:
This Way
Th{é iataSt farm p1'0g1am is based on "Ehe samie
'LCO!]()I'HI(, fallacy as is the Townsend pension the-

ory. It is the childish doctrine that general pros-

perity can be. attained by the redistiibution of
purchasing power. It should be obvious to dny
thinking person that merely to increage the pur-
chasing power of {armers by takmg it away from
urban’ constimers isn’t going to mcrease buying
power for the community as a whole.” It is simply
a case of one class of consumers losing m buying
power what the other class gains. The fact that
farmers may turn around and use this money
taken from -urban producers to buy their prod-
ucts can in no way operate fo stimulate industrial
production or make urban producers more pros-
perous. One cannot take my money away from
me and afterwards spend it with me and make
me any richer. It is to be regretted that so many
well-meaning people are unable to seé this. While
it is true thit farming may be able o assist in
the restoration of “industrial” prosperity, this is
only possible as means are found to reduce far-
ther the cost of farming. Both our urban and
rural population would gain by lower production
costs, even on the farm.
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Farm Prosperity Cannot Be Had by Arbitrarily
Curtailing Qutput .

i there i
ucts now |

oo much in the wav of {avie prod
roproduse] 1o s f i
restricted ; of, amd we Enow there 1s too suck,
the only way 1o remedy this trthealtly candition
Lo 1o convert aur surplus farmers into asefud in

dusirial producers, as we have previously poine
st Nothing 15 (o Do gained, cithor, by el
g the price of farm products ai the expe
tput, Fhe farmer is generally no vwor-e o
: i b erop ot o lower price than he is
a smadl crop at a higher price. On the othor hund,
ihe urban consumer of farm products is betfer of
when such crops are more plentiful, and their
price is lower. Being better off, he is not only
alde to sell his products to the farmer at a lower
price,* but he is forced to do this il we only see
to it that he is forced to sell in a competitive mar-
ket. We must not overlook the fact that the fin-
ished products of the farmer are the raw matérials
of the industrial producer and vice versa. This
being the case, the less these farm products cost
industrial producers, the lower will be their.cost
of carrying on production, other things remain-
g the same. If competition is maintained, lower
produaction cests of industrial products will resuit
in lower prices for the things the farmer has
to buy. :

E.”)‘.E
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Nor do those farmers who are exporters of
farm products gain anything by curtailing pro-
duction when the only effect of such a policy is to
bring about an increase in output in 5ther parts
of the world. Such a policy only deprives them
of the export market and make it easier for their
foreign competitors to enter their home market.
It therefore makes it necessary to maintain high
tariff walls, which further curtails their expert
market by iaviting retaliations -on the part of
other countries. Statistics clearly show that our
export trade in farm products has always heen a
profitable source of national income. It is the
height of folly to contend that we can make our-
selves more prosperous as a nation by’ Hmiting
the sale of farm products to the home market, or
by arbitrarily increasing their price to a point that
will curtail domestic buying. Not even our farm-
ers can be benefited in the long run by such a
policy. Oun the other hand, as we have attempted
to show, the government can help them as weil
a= our urban population by the establishing of 2
public policy that will encourage greater “indis-

“Elus calls for the uprooting of our industrizl mono-
wolies, . )

Ty

rrad CADEOSION sU G tir provide more pmdﬁg«:éﬁ\{e
employment, more buying power, and less agr-
cultural competition. This and the curbing \of
fand specuiiation offers us the ouly solution of the
—-culicd farm problem. T would remind ithe read-
ov that such a public policy will lift the farmer
up without pulling other producers down.

Increasing Production Our Greatest Nead

There is still a great need for further industrial
expansion if human needs are to be supplicd. This
i3 the only way potential buyers can be given an
cffective demand without reducing the buymg
power of others. What is more, such expansion
can be brought about under our present competi-
tive economic system if we, as a nation, only have
the willingness to remove the many obstacles
which lic in its path. The job before us is not
o saddle industry with still further restrictions
and burdens, but to give it freer play. If we will
only do this, the distribution or division of the
wealth produced will take care of itseli, provided
competition is maintaived in the price field. Our
problem is still one of underproduction, despite
the tremendous strides that have been made in
perfecting the productive process. The farmers
are suffering from the lack of industrial produc-
tion as much as are other producers. Their eco-
nomic problem is, therefore, the same problem
which confronts us all. It is the problem of put-
ting more people to productive work where such
work ig still needed, so as to add to the natio_n’s
wealth supply. It is only in this way that buying
power can be increased in the aggregate and the
standard of living can be materially raised for the
great mass of our people including our farmers.

Read “The Unemployment Problem™ by the .authm' for
the amswer to what is curtailing industrial expansion,

THE END




THE BACK-TO-THE-FARM
PANACEA

have found oo
preaning people g v hack-io H
grovernenis and W-LH 1"1111(‘ 1'{11}1]1]”' schen
means of relieviny unemployment and iner
thre parnings of ‘ab sse owho are anderpaid,
pdan i to cut our big farms up into smailer ones,
whlle the other is to provide part-time farming
for urban wage earners. This last-menticued wlan
is sponsored by none other than our well-inten-
tioned and sucecessful industrialist, Henry Ford

Fhe Fist o few

What Census Figures Show

Let us briefly analyze these proposals. In the
first place, we are confronted by the very con-
vincing fact that markets cannot be fouid’ for the
farm products that are now being produced, and
that the march of invention and othér scientific

_developments are gradually reducifig the number
of people necessary to supply us with such prod-
uets. Government census records clearly indiedte
that we already have far more people enoaggd in
farming than is necessary, under e‘Ustan' con-
rhhons to supply the market.

Since the industrial crash eof 1929, over two
million more people, according to the govera-
ment, have joined the ranks of the farmers to pro-
duce still more farm products. While it is true
that many of the people who have turned farmers
siee the coming of the depressiorn, have not add-
ed greatly to the supply of such products offered
for sale, as most of them are farming marginal
farids of little productive value, their change of
occupations has, nevertheless, had its effect upon
the farmers’ market. This, however, is by no
means, the most harmiul result of this 1t’cent
forced back-to-the-farm movement.

Wasted Labor

By far the greatest loss to the community is
the waste of labor which results from placing
more workers in an industry than is needed to
supply the market. Such a policy is not in accord
with sound and proved business practices, The
farming industry was overcrowded even before
this ldtest back-to-the-farm movement set in.
There will have to be a considerable increase in

“From the standpoint of commercial production gearly
half the farmers of the nation are not needed,” reporiesd the
Land Planning Commitiee of the National Reésources Board
in 1935.
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population or o marked pick-up in Vindustrial”
praduction so as to give greater purchasing power
to millions of wnemployed urban consumers of
farm praducts before so many fariers are ne
No one will dispute this who has given the
any serious study, .

fod,

‘ Marg‘inai Land Farmers a National Liability

Thousands of our people are not on the farm
from choice but irom snecessity. They have
licen forced to take refuge on any kind of land
that offers them even a bare éxistence in order
to escape starvation in our cities. A large per-
cemtage of such people do not belong on the farm

“and would not be there long if there were any-

thing for them to do elsewhere. This is especially
true of most of our marginal land farmers who
are trying to make a living ‘on land which is unfit
for farming purposes. Such farmers are a liabil-
ity to the nation rather than an asset, They con-
tribute very little to the expenses of government,
as their mcomes are so smail; yet, they cost the
nation no small sum to serve them with scheols.
roads, mail delivery, and government relief. Thou-

sands of these farmers are either on the relief

rolls or are being subsidized throagh the present
farm relief program. When we also take into con-
sideration the loss of wealth to the nation because
of this waste of labor it becomes quite apparent
that something should be done to curb it. It is
a most sertous economic problem, which is quite
within the power of government to remedy.

~While it is possible to fncrease the consump-
tien of farm products by increasing population,
or by expanding industrial production so as to
provide more urban workers with greater pur-
chasing power, such an increase can be brought
about with even less manpower on the farm. Im-
proved processes of production, and what might
he termed scientific farming is tending more and
more to increase the output of the agricultural
worker. It is because of this that consumption
of farm producis can be considerably increased
without requiring additional manpower .on the
Tarm.

We Must Look to Industrial Production to
Absorb CQur Idle Labor

There is this difference between agricultural
i!'oduction and “industrial” production; while
there is practically no limit to the demand for “in-

1" products taken as a whole, there is a
amount the haman stomd‘ch will hold.
st inok mainly to the expan-
“indusirial” production and not to farm-
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ng lor the absorption of most of our idle inbor,
m__i uling our unproductive marginal farmers. It
i« antirely a question of bemg able to s
rapnan needs into effective demand. There 15
cne way to do this and that is by so expuanding
“industrial” production as to absorb all owr idle
labor. In this way we will be able to so increase
the nation’s purchasing power as to make & mar-
ket for much more wealth than we arc now
producing.

7 Large Scale Farming More Fconomical

Those who talk about cutting up the big farms
into smaller ones in order to create more employ-
ment and increase the earnmings of producers,
simply haven’t given much serious thought to the
problem. If the farmer who has been farming, say
a section of land, hasn’t been able to make more
than an ordinary living, it is clearly evident that
he isn’t going to be able to enjoy a decent living
and farm only a quarter section or less. In other
words, if one farmer cannot make more than a
fair living farming a section of land, what chance
have two or more farmers to make a living on the
same acreage? The answer is, no chance at all.
It is quite apparent that it cannot be done, other
things remaining the same. Large-scale farming
where it is being carried on is more economical;
otherwise, it would not be carried on. The use -
of the tractor, combine, and other modern farm
machinery has made it so.

It would be most stupid to destroy this greater
efficiency and economy in farm production in
order to put more people on tlie farm. If it'is
good business and good economics to deprive cur-
selves of those things which make for lower pro-
duction costs, then we should destrey =zl our
labor-saving inventions and do all pur work |
hand labor. Despite the fact that thousand
our farmer boys are compelled o leave the farm
becanse they are not needed there, we are nover-
theless told that we need to send more people
back to the farm, The idea is simply ])E‘["]H).v‘i{ TS,

The Age of Specialization

The part-time farming idea is just as mxwum!
even if it is sponsored by Henry FFord, 1
overlook the fact that Mr. Ford is an indust
and not an economist. If this kind of farmtogy
can be made to pay, more people would Te trving

A recent study has disclosed that arcund the year 1500
the work of two farmers fed 10 people on the farm and 1
person in the city. Today two farmers feed 8 people on the
farm, 24 in the city and 4 in foreign countries.
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it There 18 nothing to prevent it “While it 1y
rge that many wage earners cannot ahwr{l to try
the experiment, thc re are those whe can, Man, 1y
have attempted. it, only to find that # seldom
pays. it is either a case of the farm :uffering

from the lack of proper attention, or the failur
of -our part-time farmer to do justice 1o his fue.
tory job. He is seldom able to do justice 1o hoth,
This 1s an age of specialization, as most of .

" know. It has been proved that such apucializa

tion does make for greater economy in produe
tion. ‘ :

"The Natural Trend Is Towards the City

'-Lét me say to our “back-to-thefarm ady
cates” that the natural trend of industrial evnl
tion 1s not from the city to the farm, but. awa:
from the farm to he indussial center. The little
red school house and the small “oue-horse” farn:.
so-far as it applies to grain farming, is a thmg ol
the past. As for the small truck farm EVeryon:
knaw&, who has had one that this kind of farming
is already greatly overdene. Had it not been for
conditions in our industrial centers, which have

acted as obstacles to industrial expansion, this.

trend from the farm towards the city would be
even. maore _pronounccd

We Face Scarcity

Now while we have more than enough farm-
ers to supp]y us with farm products, we can still
use many million more workers to supply the
nation’s needs for other proJucts as we have
seer. The natiom, as a whole, is far short of in-
dustrial products measured by hutaan needs, We
havén’t been producing nearly enough of such
products to give millions of our people what they
need and are éntitled to, considering our alility
to ‘produce them, It is quxte ohvigus' that it s
quite within our phyncal and mechanical power
to augment greatly our output of industrial prod-
ucts, zmd ‘we aré not ldckmg in raw materials.
Reoardlces of these facts, the census records
nIeaﬂy show that our industries haven’t, 4t any
time, been turning out nearly enough to meet
cven the ordinary needs of the nation as a whole,
To meet such needs would require much more
labor than we have been using despite the greater
use of labor-saving . machmery Such an increase
mr cuiput would also necessitate a considerable

spansion of .the industrial plant as every -real
coonomist well knows. The greater labor de-
sand would, of course, he more noticeable in
fe M ihation end of bukin and in the per-
ervice Beld, where Inbor-saviz ng jnve ntzons
Biove aever made much headway

s

Invention Has Increased Jobs

The cepsus vecords clearly prove that jobs
hkave ncreased with the march of lnbor-saving
sachinery; despite the popular belief to the con

. The greatest 1 of oourse, 1m ern-
p!iwment ‘has been in the < ibuting cad of
Lipsiness and in the personal service field Lahor-
i invention, by making for greater ymf?nf
tinn, has actually put more people o waork in
i,oth these fields.” Again the u‘nwu\ records prove
Lh;:, tO be the case

ol

YU AT Qur Workers Can Be Uuhze‘:ﬁ

It is safe to say that if industrial production
weré to be expanded to the point of adequately
supplying human needs, it woiild ‘necessiiate the
abjorption into mdustry of not only our tes to
fifteen million idle urban workers but cur many
th usands of unnecessary undcrpmd E‘ﬁumux ay

national * income medns wiore mbney to %g)fi’!d
for sitch gervices. It also takes more puap to

hstnbute the greater output ’lh1s ex

The fact that mdustrlal produc
thuc; far to expand to the point of-supplymg 15
with sufficient employment for our people, and
has not been adequate to give us an ample output
of wealth, is no reason for concluding that such
expansion cannot be brought about, If we have
the manpower, the mechanical means, and the

‘raw materials, which we know we have, then

it is very apparent that this expansion can be
brought about i we as a nation only have the
will and wit to accomplish this end. The only
thing that stands in the way is our own stupidity
as a people. What is more, we do not have to
abolish our system of privately-owned industry,
as many contend, or the present competitive price
system in order to accomplish this. Private in-
dustry is always ready to produce more if such
production is prefitable. The trouble is, we have
placed too many obstacles in the way of such ex-
pansion, thereby making it too risky, hence, too

costly,
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