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| nt roducti on

The rural South has undergone a remarkable transformation in
the last half century. The changes in the physical |andscape are
i mredi ately apparent: the mllions of tenants, share-croppers,
and wage | aborers who once rai sed and picked the South’s crops
and lived in its tunbl edown tar paper shacks are gone, repl aced
by machi nes noving nethodically across its fields. But the
changes in the social |andscape that acconpani ed these physical
changes are no less striking: gone, too, is the conplex system of
reci procal duties and obligations that had bound agricul tural
enpl oyers and their workers, the el aborate but often unspoken
protocol of paternalismthat shaped nmuch of day-to-day life in
the rural South. In the follow ng chapters, we will show how
paternalismenerged in the postbellumyears to reduce the cost of
obtai ning, notivating, and retaining |abor in cotton production
followng the abolition of slavery. We will also explore the
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econom ¢ and political transformations caused by the decline of
paternal i sm changes |ess visible but no Il ess inportant than the
mechani zation of cotton production.

The cost of obtaining I abor in Southern agriculture included
maki ng sure an adequate supply of |aborers could be hired and
meki ng sure that the | aborers who were hired worked hard at their
tasks (reducing the cost of nonitoring |abor) and stayed on
t hrough the harvest (reducing turnover in the farmlabor force).
W will describe the circunstances that caused the energence of
paternalismas part of an inplicit contract between enpl oyers and
wor kers that hel ped solve these problens. Paternalism as part of
agricultural contracts in the South, resulted partially fromthe
prevailing institutions in the South and the U. S. at |arge. By
institutions we nean the informal norns and formal | aws of
soci eties that constrain and shape econonm c decisions. W w |
then expl ore how the circunstances pronpting the use of
pat ernal i sm changed over tine, and how t he correspondi ng dem se
of paternalismin Southern agricultural contracts influenced
federal social welfare policy.

Paternalismenerged in the |late nineteenth century as an
inplicit contract in response to changes in the Southern
agricultural |abor market caused by the Cvil War and
emanci pation. Planters offered these arrangenents when they were
unable to satisfy their demand for farm workers after the
abolition of slavery. The continued use of paternalism down
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through the first half of the twentieth century resulted froma
technol ogi cal circunstance: the absence of a nmechanical cotton

pi cker, a situation which changed only in the 1950s. The adopti on
and mai ntenance of paternalismwere al so shaped by institutional
circunstances. The first was the South’s system of social control
(the informal nornms and practices that dramatically circunscribed
the political and economic rights of black and poor white
agricultural workers in the South), which was | argely shaped by
the Southern rural elite after the end of Reconstruction in 1876.
Social control in the South nade paternalism appealing to
agricultural workers, particularly black agricultural workers.

For paternalismto renmain valuable to workers, however, and for
Southern plantation interests to continue to reap the benefits of
the system of paternalism the appearance of substitutes for
paternali sm (such as governnent, particularly federal, social

wel fare prograns) had to be prevented. The second institution
pronoting the adoption of paternalismwas the way in which
Congress operated for nuch of the twentieth century, which

al l oned Sout herners to prevent the appearance of these
substitutes.

Beginning in the New Deal years, the federal governnent
attenpted to interfere with Southern race and | abor relations in
a variety of ways. If the governnent’s efforts had succeeded, the
val ue of paternalismwuld have been underm ned. In nmuch of what
follows, we will describe how political institutions allowed the
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Southern elite to ward off federal efforts to provide welfare
services that threatened paternalism Beginning in the m d-1950s
and continuing through the 1960s, the nechani zation of the cotton
harvest reduced the econom c incentive of Southerners to resi st

t he expansion of federal welfare activities. At the sane tine,
the nation experienced a revival of interest in the plight of the
poor, in part pronpted by difficulties absorbing the | abor

| eaving Southern agriculture for Northern cities. The reduced
opposi tion of Southern congressnen, together with the desire of

t he Kennedy and Johnson administrations to solidify their urban
base of support, resulted in a dramatic enl argenent of the scale
and scope of the federal governnent’s welfare activities in the
1960s.

In the 1990s, we are well aware of the inportance of
institutions. The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the
resulting difficulties in establishing a nmarket-based econony
there have nade us acutely aware of the inportance of
institutions. Yet we are woefully ignorant of how institutions
constrain behavior. W are even nore ignorant of the factors
responsi ble for institutional change. Wat follows is a study of
the interaction between institutions (the “rules of the gane” by
whi ch econom ¢ actors abide) and contracts (the nyriad formal and
i nformal agreenents by which parties agree to exchange), the
causes of institutional change, and the inpact of institutional
change on contracts. Throughout the analysis, we take care to
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speci fy whose actions are constrai ned by particular institutions
and who has the power to change those institutions. W hope that
our nethodology wll both illum nate the pattern by which the
U.S. South devel oped and aid scholars attenpting to understand

the inportance of institutions el sewhere in the world.

|. A Conceptual Framework for the

Anal ysis of Institutions and Contracts

Qur book is a case study of the interaction anong
institutions, contracts, and econom c performance. To illustrate
our net hodol ogi cal approach, we will present the conceptual
framework that we use to analyze the rise and decline of
paternal i smand the South’s opposition and subsequent resignation
to the growh of the federal welfare state. Foll ow ng Dougl ass
North, we define institutions as the informal norns and fornal
| aws of societies that constrain and shape decision maki ng and
that ultimately determ ne the econom c performance of societies
(Figure 1).' Informal norns do not rely on the coercive power of
the state for enforcenent whereas formal |laws do in part. Forma
laws do not rely entirely on the coercive power of the state
because sone of their force is derived fromthe beliefs of its
citizens. For exanple, if nore people believe that littering is
wrong, the costs that governnents incur to police littering are
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| ower .

As Figure 1 shows, the norns and | aws of society determ ne
the rights that individuals possess. The norns and | aws of a
society were very inportant historically in determning
technol ogy and renmain a determ nant today. Neverthel ess, in order
to concentrate on the |link between institutions and transaction
costs, we wll treat technol ogy as conceptual ly exogenous. When
appropriate, we will relax this assunption.? Rights often carry
with them obligations; for exanple, citizenship carries the
obligation to defend one’s country. The list of rights is al nost
endl ess, so the followng are illustrative rather than
exhaustive: the right to political participation, the right to
own, sell, and use property or one’s |abor, and the rights to
education. W will concentrate on the property rights that
citizens possess—their rights to control resources—hough our
definition of resources is broad enough to include all of the
ri ghts enunerated above. For rights to be val uable, they nust be
enforced either by governnents or by private parties. Though
self-interest is often the incentive for people to engage in
productive activities, the property rights of society determ ne
the formthat those productive activities can take.

Property rights, along with technol ogy, determ ne the
transaction costs and transformati on costs associated with
exchange and production.® Transformation costs are the physica
costs (in an engi neering sense) of conbining inputs to produce
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output. The transformation costs of production depend on the
technology in society. The transaction costs of production are
the invisible costs of production. They include: 1) nonitoring

| abor effort; 2) coordinating the physical factors of production;
and 3) nonitoring the use of the physical and financial capital
enpl oyed in the production process.

Both technol ogy and institutions nay affect the transaction
costs of production in a variety of ways. For exanple, technol ogy
can both reduce the direct costs of nonitoring through better
surveill ance and reduce the need to nonitor. For exanple, in
agriculture, when workers chop weeds by hand, nonitoring costs
are higher than when workers weed with a John Deere cultivator.
Whet her on the farmor in the factory, machines by their very
nature reduce the discretion of |abor. They standardi ze the
production process and thereby reduce the variation in the
mar gi nal product of labor. In addition, technology influences the
transaction costs of coordinating production; no doubt the
conputer is largely responsible for the observed hori zont al
integration in commercial banking in the U S. in the past decade.

Institutions can also affect the transaction costs of
production. For exanple, if people believe in working hard in
sone cul tures (perhaps because of past incentives), providing “an
honest day’s work for an honest day’'s pay,” then the nonitoring
costs borne by the residual claimant are lower. O, if the |law
makes it difficult to fire workers for shirking, then nonitoring
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costs increase. Overall, the transaction costs of production are
the result of the institutions in a society and technol ogy.

The transaction costs of exchange include the costs
associ ated with negotiating and enforcing contracts. For sone
transactions costs of exchange are | ow because infornmal norns
suffice to uphold bargains. Mst |ocal communities have well -
established custons that |imt opportunistic behavior. Simlarly,
repeat transactions often give a sufficient incentive to deal
fairly. Though |l ocal or repeat exchanges nmay have | ow transaction
costs, the gains fromsuch trade are |imted because the extent
of the market with whomindividuals can deal |ocally or
repeatedly is limted. Formal institutions are necessary if the
full gains fromspecialization in an extended narket are to be
captured.* For exanple, the extension of the market may require
that nore trades occur anong anonynous parties or that nore
trades occur where paynent and delivery are not sinultaneous.
Institutions can reduce the potential for unscrupul ous behavi or
i nherent in such arrangenents.

The presence of “honest” courts and a body of |aw that
uphol ds contracts and saf eguards exchanges is a fornal
institution that determ nes the property rights of individuals
which in turn affect the transaction costs of exchange. This does
not inply that the courts are used frequently, only that they
form a backdrop for exchange. The availability of recourse to | aw
and the courts provides the assurance necessary for anonynous or
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non-si mul t aneous exchange to take place. In the absence of honest
courts, contracts will be witten in ways that will safeguard the
exchange shoul d one party desire to act opportunistically.?®

At times there may be insufficient safeguards such that the
result is no exchange. For exanple, |arge investnents are
generally required to reap economes of scale. A part of that
i nvestnment may not be readily transferable to other uses (i.e.
the investnents are asset specific). Before the investnent is
made, if there is a fear that sonme of the value of the investnent
will be expropriated, firms will not invest as nmuch as they woul d
in the absence of such fears. Expropriation could occur either
t hrough actions taken by the state (such as regul ation or
national i zation) or through actions taken by one of the parties
(such as refusing to execute the exchange wi thout a renegotiation
of terns).

G ven the set of institutions in a society, residua
claimants will construct contracts with the suppliers of inputs
to mnimze the sumof transformation and transaction costs. The
result is a variety of contracts with differing transaction cost
and production cost conponents, and different total costs of
production which in turn influence econom c performance.

The conceptual framework presented in Figure 1 and di scussed
thus far is basically static; it illustrates the ultimate
i nportance of institutions for econom c performance but it does
not address the determ nants of institutions and institutional
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change.® To understand the process of institutional change, it is
useful to think about econom c performance or econom c growth as
a process of creative destruction in which there are both w nners
and losers.” The |l osers have an incentive to | obby governnent for
institutional change to protect themfromthe ravages of the

mar ket, while the winners have an incentive to | obby for the
status quo. Consuners have an interest in the outcone, but given
the exi stence of rational ignorance and free rider problens
consuners tend not to be as effective as special interests in the
political marketplace.?

We can think of those who | obby for changes in institutions
or for the status quo as the demand side of |egislation. But
special interest groups do not enact |egislation. Their denmands
are filtered through a political process shaped by governnent
institutions —what we call the supply-side of |egislation.?
Historically, in the United States, political parties and the
commttee structure in |egislatures have played major roles in
shaping political outcones. In this work, we specify both the
demand- si de and supply-side forces in a particular historical
setting. This allows us to say a great deal about the
determ nants of institutions and the dynam cs of institutional

change.
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1. The Conceptual Framework Applied to Paternalism

In our framework, paternalismis an arrangenent that energed
as the proximate result of high transaction costs associated with
pre-nmechani zed agriculture and the insecure property rights of
agricultural |abor in the South. Paternalismshaped the |ives of
rural people in the labor-intensive agricultural regions of the
Southern U. S. What we describe as paternalismwhat has in other
contexts been described as a patron-client relationshi p—was the
behavi or exhibited by | andowners toward their agricultural
wor kers and the reci procal behavior displayed by workers.

Pat ernal i sm devel oped within the South’s system of soci al
control and evolved along with that institution. Social control
enbodi ed both formal |aws and informal nornms or practices that
dramatically circunscribed the property rights of black and poor
white agricultural workers in the South. The result was the
dependency of agricultural workers on the white rural elite.

Mani festations of social control included |aws (or in our
framework institutions) that resulted in: Iow levels of
expenditure on education, old-age security, and welfare; the

excl usi on of blacks and many poor whites fromthe el ectoral
process; a pronounced lack of civil rights; and the tol erance of
vi ol ence. Both economc self-interest and beliefs (or social
norns) notivated the “demand” for social control. On the “supply”
side, the sane forces that pushed for social control also
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controlled the I evers of political power. Qur work is an

exam nation of the economc role of paternalismin the South’s
system of social control and how that rol e changed over tine in
response to changes in technol ogy.

How di d paternalismoperate? G ven the existence of socia
control, agricultural workers—especially blacks—had an econom c
incentive to entrust thenselves to a patron who could provide the
security and services workers could not obtain for thenselves. In
exchange, patrons received “good and faithful” |abor. The
exchange was not sinultaneous. Only workers who denonstrated
their loyalty over tinme received protection. In Chapter 1, we
descri be the energence and devel opnent of paternalismin
agricultural contracts followng the Cvil War and al so exam ne
the econom ¢ functions of paternalismin the twentieth century.

As |l ong as the South renai ned “an arned canp for
intimdating black fol k’—+he phrase coined by WE. B. DuBois to
describe the region in the |l ate nineteenth century—protection was
a val uabl e service planters could deliver to their bl ack
workers. ! I'n our framework presented in the previous section,
the demand for protection was pronpted by insecure property
rights. A powerful patron can be viewed as a substitute for the
state. Although bl acks needed protection nore than whites, the
capriciousness of local and state | aw enforcenent and judici al
systens neant that white workers m ght also benefit froma
patron. For protection to remain valuable to workers, planters
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had to prevent substitutes fromenerging for their services.
Local and state governnents, by providing civil rights and
greater welfare benefits, could have reduced the val ue of planter
protection. However, planters either controlled the judicial,

| egi sl ative, and enforcenent branches of |ocal and state
governnents outright or allied thenselves with these forces. The
federal governnent posed nore of a threat. The federal governnent
shared the costs of a variety of welfare prograns, and the

preval ence of these arrangenents increased with the New Deal

Wth cost-sharing cane attenpts by the federal governnent to set
nati onal standards. Furthernore, nmany New Deal prograns directly
t hreatened the system of social control in the South.

Sout hern planters were not defensel ess against those in
Congress who wanted to change the South. Far fromit. To
understand the South’s ability to prevent federal prograns from
af fecting paternalismand the system of social control, we need
to exam ne the politics of the South and the institutional
wor ki ngs of Congress, the supply-side of the federal governnent.
We do this in Chapter 2.

The plantation elite, allied with the “county courthouse
gang,” dom nated Southern politics by the turn of the twentieth
century. The result was a one-party systemthat effectively
di sfranchi sed bl acks and nany poor whites. To be el ected and stay
in office, politicians had to serve the interests of the rural
elite. And serve themthey did. At the national |evel, Southern
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Congressnen were expected not only to bring hone the pork but
al so to prevent federal intervention in Southern | abor and race
rel ati ons—the hall marks of social control. Disproportionate
Sout hern political power resulted fromthe one-party system of
the South, the inportance of Southerners within the Denocratic
Party, and the commttee structure of Congress. Though
Sout herners as a bloc never had sufficient votes to determ ne
| egi sl ative outcones, they occupi ed nodes of power and could use
their power, in concert with other Congressnen seeking the sane
out cones. The one-party system gave Sout hern Congressmen nore
seniority than their colleagues in the rest of the country, and
because of the way comm ttees worked, greater seniority enabl ed
Sout herners to exercise considerable |egislative agenda control.
Sout herners exerted their political power in efforts to
assure the mai ntenance of social control well into the twentieth
century. In assessing the notivation of three typical Southern
senators in the md-twentieth century, George Mowy naintains
that “[i]f their Congressional votes neant anything, they were
not wedded either to the Denocratic party, to national
conservatism or states’ rights but rather used both the party
and the concepts as instrunents to secure and naintain the
exi sting soci oeconom c society at hone in the South, and of
course to secure their own personal careers.”'? Southern power on
t he suppl y-side of governnent enabled a coalition of Southerners
and ot her social conservatives to check the demands for the
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expansi on of many welfare services in ways that did not interfere
Wi th Southern agricultural |abor or race relations.

Evi dence of the tenacity wi th which Southerners defended
social control during the New Deal years is found in a variety of
wel fare and | abor | egislation. For exanple, Southerners pronoted
t he exclusion of farmworkers fromthe Fair Labor Standards Act
(FLSA) and both the d d- Age and Unenpl oynent provisions of the
Social Security Act. In addition, Southern Congressnen acted to
keep |l ocal control over those wel fare prograns—Ai d to Dependent
Chil dren and A d- Age Assi stance—that did not explicitly exclude
agriculture. Further evidence cones fromthe life and death of
the Farm Security Adm nistration (FSA). At first, Southern
| andl ords wel comed—er at |least did not resist—the FSA or its
predecessor, the Resettlenent Adm nistration, because the FSA s
prograns did not initially interfere in |abor or race relations.
Once reformwas on the agenda of the FSA, Southerners used their
i nfluence to gain local control over sone threatening prograns,
limt current appropriations, and, in 1946, stop future
appropriations for the FSA. In Chapters 3 and 4, we describe the
political maneuvering of Southern congressnen during the 1930s to
prevent the Social Security Act and the FSA fromdirectly
weakeni ng the Sout hern system of social control.?*

As rural |abor markets tightened during World War |1
| andl ords sought ways to retain a cheap and dependent | abor
supply. In our framework this tightening of |abor markets can be
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viewed as an increase in the costs of internal production, which
woul d pronpt Southern landlords to | obby for protection from
mar ket forces. Their political agents cane to the rescue. The
Tydi ngs anmendnent in 1942 to the Sel ective Service Act of 1940
provi ded defernments to agricultural workers. The Pace Amendnents
to the Farm Labor Act of 1943 prevented the expenditure of
federal funds for the transportation of agricultural workers out
of a county wi thout the perm ssion of the county farm agent. At
t he behest of Southerners, an international agreenent with Mexico
was reached in 1942 for the inportation of tenporary agricul tural
| abor. Mexican | abor greatly augnented the Sout hwestern supply of
| abor and thereby di scouraged outm gration fromthe Deep South to
the expanding West. Limting mgration fromthe South prevented
wages fromrising nore than they otherwi se woul d have. O course
all farm owners benefitted fromreduci ng | abor costs but, because
Sout hern agriculture was not yet nechani zed, |abor costs were a
consi derably greater percentage of costs than in nechani zed
agricultural regions (e.g., the corn and wheat regions).

Al t hough designed as a tenporary war neasure, Congress gave
repeated | egi slative approval for the legal inportation of
Mexi can | abor until 1964. Over the post-war years, Southern
| egi slators disproportionately supported inportation of Mexican
| abor, yet only Texas and Arkansas | andowners enpl oyed many
Mexi cans. However, inportation of Mexican |abor el sewhere enabl ed
paternalismto linger on in the rest of the South. In Chapter 5,
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we di scuss the beneficial |egislation and prograns initiated in
Wrld War 1l to maintain a cheap and dependent supply of |abor
for agricultural interests—n particular Southern | andl ords.

The conpl ete nmechani zati on of Southern agriculture, along
with the introduction of conplenentary technol ogy, |owered the
transaction and transformati on costs of cotton production. The
reduced transaction costs eroded the econom c foundations of
Sout hern paternalism Labor can never be too cheap, but it can be
t oo dependent. Dependency nade econom c sense in the presence of
t he hi gh supervision and turnover costs that acconpanied
pre-mechani zed agricul ture. Mechani zati on reduced supervi sion
costs in two ways: 1) it reduced the variation in the marginal
productivity of labor; and 2) it greatly reduced the demand for
| abor. Wth nechani zation, nonitoring | abor becane easier because
wor kers had | ess scope for shirking and workers were likely to
shirk less for fear of losing their jobs in an environnment of
hi gh unenpl oynent. Wth | ower supervision costs, the maintenance
of paternalismwould have entail ed costs for |andlords w thout
any reciprocal benefits. Furthernore, with the dramatic decline
in the demand for | abor resulting from mechani zation, turnover
was no longer a matter of concern to planters. As a result,
paternalismw thered away. In Chapter 6, we present
circunstantial evidence consistent with the hypothesis that
mechani zati on was responsi ble for the decline of paternalism

Along with a reduced incentive to supply paternalismas part
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of the conpensation of agricultural workers, nmechanization
reduced the incentive of landlords to fight substitutes for

pl anter paternalism (i.e. federal welfare prograns) through their
political agents. However, this does not nean that those who held
political power in the South welconed the welfare state with open
arns. Far fromit. Ildeologically, nost of the Southern elite
still found the welfare state repugnant and social control worth
mai nt ai ni ng. Neverthel ess, once nechani zati on decoupl ed the
econom ¢ and ideol ogical notivations for resistance to the

wel fare state, resistance becane |less virulent. The South now
fought to danpen the inpact fromGCvil R ghts on social contro
and attenpted to structure welfare prograns to preserve soci al
control. In Chapter 6, we describe the role of Southerners in
shapi ng the Econom c¢ Qpportunity Act to encourage rural
outmgration, a role that woul d have been paradoxical if
paternalismwas still inportant to the Southern elite.

From 1940 to 1965, the Southern farm popul ation fell from
approximately sixteen mllion to five mllion. Such denographic
change had the potential to dimnish the political power of the
rural South and the South in general. If this occurred, the
wel fare state nmay have expanded because the South was overwhel ned
politically. Yet, for the nost part, Southerners retained their
political dom nance. Despite outm gration, the Southern
del egations to Congress changed little over the course of
mechani zation. Mst inportantly, the nore senior Congressnen
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continued to get elected. Hence, Southerners maintained their
di sproportionate share of commttee chairs and their control of
the |l egislative agenda. For exanple, the Food Stanp Act, which
repl aced sone aspects of planter paternalism first had to pass
t hrough House and Senate Agriculture Commttees that were chaired
and dom nated by Southerners. In Chapter 6, we show that nuch of
Sout hern gat e- keepi ng power over |legislation remained in tact
t hr oughout the 1960s.

The passage of welfare and civil rights legislation in the
New Frontier and Great Society years dramatically changed the
lives of mllions of poor black and white people in the North and
South. The rural elite in the South was by no neans the only
pl ayer in this process. Generally, scholars attribute the success
of this legislation to the liberal Northern faction in Congress.
No doubt, the inpetus for change cane fromthe North, while other
interests outside the South al so opposed change.

But change within the South was probably crucial (in the
| anguage of political science, decisive) for the success of
wel fare state | egislation. Though the di stance noved by the South
frominpl acabl e opposition to the welfare state in the 1940s and
1950s to grudgi ng acceptance of it in the 1960s and 1970s may not
seemgreat, this was a great enough change to allow a fl ood of
wel fare | egislation through Congress and onto the desks of three
presidents. In the follow ng chapters, we will exam ne the
changes within the South, to understand both how the region's
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econom ¢ and political systens were transforned as paternalism
passed fromthe stage, and how that transformation resonated at
the national level in the culmnation of a process of governnent
grow h that had begun nore than thirty years before, in the

depths of the G eat Depression.
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Notes for Chapter 1

1. North, Institutions and Structure and Change.

2. See Mokyr, Lever of Riches, for a discussion of the inportance
of the determ nants of technology and its inportance for economc
per f or mance.

3. Robertson and Al ston, “Technol ogical Change,” present a
schematic franmework for analyzing the inpact of technol ogy on the
transactions costs of production.

4. W use the term*“full gains” because sone trade can be
acconpl i shed through sel f-generated reputati on and the prospect

of repeat business without relying on outside formal governnment
institutions. This is particularly evident in the case of
international transactions where the participants do not share a
common body of | aw.

5. WIllianmson, Economc Institutions of Capitalism describes how
contractors shield thenselves fromthe potential opportunistic
behavi or of others. For an exanple of the inportance of
institutions in safeguarding investnents in tel ecommuni cati ons,
see Levy and Spiller, “Institutional Foundations.”

6. The follow ng draws on Al ston, “Enpirical Wrk.”

7. This termwas coi ned by Schunpeter, Capitalism Socialism and
Denocracy, Chapter 7.

8. By rational ignorance we nean that it does not pay the

consuner to be as inforned about |egislation as special interest
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groups. The free rider problemarises because of the |arge
nunbers of consuners and difficulties in organizing collectively.
Both these problens nmay be attenuated by political entrepreneurs;
see Denzau and Miunger, “Legislators and Interest G oups.”

9. By using the terns demand and supply we do not nean that there
i's necessarily a unique outcone; the term bargaining may be nore
appropriate. For the nost part econom sts have paid too little
attention to the supply-side of governnent. See Al ston,
Eggertsson, and North, Enpirical Studies.

10. On the inportance of party see Cox and McCubbins, Legislative
Levi athan. For the instrunental role of conmttees, see Shepsl e,
G ant Jigsaw Puzzle, and Shepsle and Wi ngast, “lnstitutional
Foundations of Committee Power.” W will have considerably nore
to say about commttees in the follow ng chapters.

11. DuBois, Souls of Black Fol ks.

12. Mowry, Another Look, p. 70.

13. For an exam nation of the South’s role in shaping the FLSA,

see Seltzer, “Political Econony.”
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Chapter 1

The Econom cs of Paternalism

| . Introduction

For much of the century between the end of the Cvil War and
the 1960s, paternalismwas an i nportant aspect of the rural way
of life in the American South. In fact, the clearest difference
bet ween | abor markets in the South and those in rest of the U S
was the el aborate system of paternalismthat shaped nost of the
South’s agricultural |abor arrangenents. W inply no val ue
j udgnments by our use of the term“paternalism” By paternalism-er
the term “patron-client relationship” which we use
synonynmousl y—we sinply nean the exchange of goods such as
protection for dependable |abor services.! Paternalismis a
rel ati onship involving enpl oyer provision of a w de range of
goods and services in exchange for |oyal service—a |long-term
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comm tnent to an enployer that transcends the textbook inpersonal
exchange of |abor services for cash—-and a neasure of deference.

The benefits planters provided to their |oyal tenants varied
and depended on the specific relationship between | andl ord and
tenant. They included ol d-age assi stance, unenpl oynent i nsurance
of a sort (carrying the tenant through a poor season), nedical
care, intercession with |l egal authorities, recreational
anenities, housing, garden plots, fuel, hunting privileges,
general advice, credit, donations to schools and churches, and
aid in tinmes of energencies, anong others.?'®

These patron-client relationshi ps have existed over tine in
various cultures. Simlar benefits have been provided by |arge
planters in the regions of South Anmerica dom nated by plantation
agriculture: in both the Brazilian Sertad, a cotton-producing
regi on, and the sugar-produci ng regi ons of northeastern Brazil,
for exanple. They have been observed in a variety of village
economes in Asia: in the coastal region of the Philippines and
in the Subang region of Java. In fact, such arrangenents are
found in virtually all countries where |large-scale agriculture
and traditional social systens prevail.! Sinilar arrangenents
have existed in nearly all countries at one tinme or another. Such
rel ati onships also existed in feudal Europe.?

Thr oughout history and across cul tures, |andlords have
provi ded paternalistic benefits. How are we to explain the
presence and persistence of these benefits? In this chapter, we
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expl ore the historical origins of paternalismin the South,
describe in detail sone of its essential elenments, and offer an
econom ¢ explanation for its origins and exi stence. W suggest
that these arrangenents hel ped to reduce | abor costs in an
econony where directly nonitoring | abor was costly and where
wor kers were unabl e to purchase sone goods, such as protection
fromviol ence and i nsurance agai nst vari ous econom ¢ hardshi ps,
directly in the marketplace. In subsequent chapters, we
denonstrate how the existence of this system of paternalism
nmoti vated nmuch of the South’s resistance to the growh of the
US welfare state and how t he di sappearance of paternalism

reduced t hat resistance.

1. Sonme Historical Background on the Appearance

of Paternalismin the South

The system of paternalismin place by the turn of the
twentieth century was not a sinple extension of the antebell um
mast er-sl ave rel ati onship into the postbel | um Sout hern economy. *®
It was instead the product of the dislocation occasioned by the
Civil War and the actions of planters trying to secure an
adequat e | abor supply in these circunstances.

The initial response of planters to the difficulties of
keepi ng |l aborers in the i medi ate postwar period was to offer
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former slaves a variety of nonnonetary inducenents to remain at

| east through the harvest of the present crop. The rise of
virulent racismin the post-Reconstruction period presented
planters with an opportunity to offer to their workers protection
fromraci st violence and the capricious judgnents of a raci st

| egal system in exchange for continued dependabl e service in the
planter’s fields.

Their role as protector of the physical safety of their
wor kers evolved in the twentieth century into a nore general role
as protector of workers in comrercial and | egal transactions and
in many dealings with the world outside the plantation. That role
ensured the opposition of planters to federal interference in
Sout hern | abor and race relations in the first half of the
twentieth century.

After the Gvil War, Southern agriculture faced enornous
difficulties. The abolition of slavery, the coercive systemthat
had organi zed | abor rel ations before the war, was clearly the
greatest problem Though the South suffered trenendous physi cal
destruction, including the |oss of |livestock, fences, and barns,
and though many of its fields had been negl ected throughout the
war, what nost concerned planters was the |lack of a systemto
assure an adequate supply of |abor.?

Fi el ds could be rehabilitated and new workstock and ani mal s
purchased after a season or two of hardshi p—farnmers had often
been forced to do so in the past after natural disasters—but
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replacing slavery with a new systemwas a nore daunting task.
Most of those hiring | arge nunbers of hands after the war were
the sanme planters who had controlled the | argest plantations
before the war. There was little turnover in the “plantation
elite” as a result of the war.? After Reconstruction, it was the
planter elite rather than the petty nerchants who retained the
greatest political and econom c power in the rural South. For
exanple, crop lien | aws gave planters rather than nmerchants first
clai mon the output of sharecroppers indebted to both.? Laws

rel egat ed sharecroppers to the | egal status of wage workers,
enhanci ng the power of |andlords.? Sone former nasters, those
“who had dealt honorably and hunmanely towards their slaves,” were
able to retain many of their former fieldhands.? Mst planters,

t hough, particularly those who were not so highly regarded by
their former slaves, had greater difficulty in satisfying their
demand for | abor.?

The Freednen’s Bureau stepped into this chaos as an
internmediary, at least for a short tine. The Bureau, an agency of
the federal governnment, initially enjoyed the trust of the
freedmen. As a repository of their trust, it could “di sabuse them
of any extravagant notions and expectations . . . (and)
adni ni ster them good advi ce and be voluntarily obeyed.”?® The
Bureau had the power to conpel the observance of |abor contracts
and for this earned the early respect of planters.

The Freednen’s Bureau, however, did nothing to change the
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fact that the abolition of slavery had raised the cost of |abor.
Ransom and Sutch argue that emanci pati on decreased the | abor
supply of fornmer slaves who in effect bought greater |eisure.
Fogel suggests that planters increased their demand for | abor

af ter emanci pati on, because nore workers were needed to do the
wor k that had previously been done under the onerous gang
system ?® In either case, the result woul d have been an increase
in the price of labor. During the period of excess demand for

| abor that existed until the adjustnent to this new, higher

equi | i brium wage, sone planters raided their conpetitors for

| abor and bitterly conplained as their own workforces were

rai ded.

By 1869, the Bureau had ceased to function as a go-between
and guarantor. Both planters and freednen seemto have seen | ess
need for the offices of the agency after only three years
experience with it, perhaps because of a desire for greater
flexibility than the Bureau-approved contracts allowed.? The
Bureau had attenpted to stabilize the agricultural |abor market
in the first confused years after emanci pation. The Bureau’ s
| egacy was its internedi ation—+he first by any federal agency and
the last for a long time—+n the South’s evolving system of | abor
relati ons. Though such intervention was attenpted again by the
Resettl ement Admi nistration and the Farm Security Adm nistration
in the 1930s, the context had changed consi derably by then and
the results were altogether different.?®
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The dem se of the Freednen’s Bureau left planters and
freednen to contract anong thenselves directly. Witing in 1872,
one observer noted conditions nuch like those in the i medi ate
aftermath of the war: workers were being hired away by conpeting
enpl oyers, leaving planters with insufficient |abor to bring in
the crop, and enployers were failing to fulfill the terns of
their contracts with their workers.?® Securing adequate | abor was
described as “a matter of grave uncertainty and deep anxiety” for
every planter.*

I n these circunstances, sone planters chose a new course
—turning to honesty, fair-dealing, and a host of nonwage aspects
of their relationship with their workers as additional margins
for conpetition.® The anenities that enployers offered their
wor kers included inproved housing, garden plots, firewod, and
pl antati on school s and churches. ** These perquisites were sel dom
explicitly stipul ated—pl anters continued to prefer verbal rather
than witten | eases.® Jaynes describes the introduction of such
arrangenents between planters and their wage workers in the
i mredi at e ant ebel | um peri od, even before the dem se of the
Freednmen’ s Bureau.® He does not explore the persistence of these
relati onships into the post-Reconstruction period or into the
twentieth century as we have el sewhere. *

Jaynes views “market paternalisnf—his termfor these
arrangenment s—and tenancy and share contracts as substitutes used
by planters for reducing nonitoring costs. Such paternalistic
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arrangenents were not only conplenentary to tenancy and share
contracts in reducing nonitoring costs, but were actually nore
likely to be given to tenants and croppers than to wage workers.
A long-termrelationship |ike that between planters and their
tenants and croppers made such arrangenents nore effective as
nmoni toring devices. Such arrangenents were al so increasingly

i nportant as wage workers in gangs were replaced by
geographically di spersed tenants and croppers. The assi gnnent of
tenants and croppers to specific plots created an incentive for
pl anters to reduce turnover and prevent the departure of tenants
and croppers in possession of |ocation-specific farm ng

know edge. The literature on paternalismin the |ate nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries supports the view that these
arrangenents continued with the transition away from an excl usive
reliance on wage | abor, and that these arrangenents were in fact
of even greater value to planters when they enployed tenants and
croppers than they had been when only wage workers were

enpl oyed. %

By the end of the nineteenth century, another role, in
addition to that of provider of these anenities, had been assuned
by | arge planters—that of protector of their workers. As early as
the 1880s, landlords were willing to offer their advice to their
workers and to protect themfromexploitation at the hands of the
| ocal nerchant.® By the turn of the century, the role of
prot ect or expanded to include protection from viol ence.
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White hostility toward freed bl acks had been evi dent since
the end of the war, but had to sone extent been kept in check by
t he Reconstruction governnents.* The end of Reconstruction saw
such hostilities energe into the open.?* For exanple, “white-

capping,” driving blacks fromtheir honmes and forcing them off
the | ands owned by the | argest |andowners and nerchants, was
reported in several M ssissippi counties in the early 1890s. “°
Wth di sfranchisenent, the entire machinery of the state becane
an instrunment with which to coerce bl acks. For exanple, the
South’s judicial systemdisplayed a clear bias, neting out
sentences to blacks in the South far nore severe than those given
for corresponding crinmes in the North.#

The di sfranchi senment of bl acks and poor whites that hel ped
create the South’s regine of social control could not have
occurred without the cooperation of the white rural elite.
| ndeed, Kousser argues convincingly that the new political
structure in the South was shaped by Bl ack Belt soci oeconom c
elites.* This is the sense in which we view the institution of
social control in the South as “endogenous”: it was the product
of decisions nade by the white rural elite.

Wi ght argues that disfranchisenment “was a by-product of the
agrarian novenent,” a novenent which he describes as a result of
weak world cotton denmand in the 1890s.“* Kousser provides a
simlar explanation for the disfranchi senent of both blacks and
poor whites, though one that does not rely on the inpact of world
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cotton demand. * Bl acks were excluded fromthe el ectoral process
by the Black Belt elites because “The end of Negro voting would
solidify their control over their tenants and free them from
having to deal with elected or appointed black officials, a type
of contact alnost all Southern whites found distasteful.”* The
elites excluded poor, up-country whites to prevent conflict over
i ssues such as taxes and, nore generally, to achieve political
hegenony in state politics.

The rise of the institution of social control led in turn to
the increased use of protection in paternalistic contracts.
Planters increasingly offered protection to their faithful black
wor kers as the social and | egal environnent becane nore hostile
toward bl acks—a hostility that, over several decades, the white
rural elite was instrunental in creating. Thus, to limt the
departure of their own workers fromthe South, many planters cane
to serve as the protectors for their workers as well as the
provi ders of many of their material needs. Planters had posted
bond for their workers and acconpanied themto court before, but
wi th the pronounced change in the political, |egal, and soci al
climate at the turn of the century, such practices took on added
i mpor t ance.

In the follow ng years, the scope of planters’ paternalism
expanded. The result was a system of thorough paternalismin
whi ch planters | ooked after nost aspects of their workers’ lives,
and workers responded by offering their loyalty to their patron.
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Planters had to sone degree solved the | abor supply problemthey
had faced at emanci pation: provision of paternalismallowed them
to tie black workers to the land in a world of free contracting,

t hough not as firmly as the | aw had bound bl ack workers under

sl avery, because coercion was no | onger as viable and exit was an
option. They were able to reduce the cost of nonitoring |abor by
provi di ng workers with val uabl e services, which they would
forfeit if they were caught shirking. They offered both black and
white workers a wi de array of nonwage benefits, as well as

assi stance in commercial and |legal transactions, and in addition
provided their black workers with protection fromthe power of
the state and the racial hostility of many whites.

The ability of planters to keep | abor both cheap and
dependabl e required not only that they continue to supply the
full range of paternalistic benefits to their workers, but also
that the external threat posed by a racist state continue.
Furthernore, planters needed to ensure that no other party
stepped forward to act as the workers’ protector in comerci al
and | egal dealings. In short, planters had an interest in
mai ntai ning a racist state and preventing federal interference in

race and | abor i ssues.
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I11. Sonme Aspects of Paternalismin Agriculture in the U S. South
By the early twentieth century, planters had cone to act as

i nternmedi ari es between their workers and nmuch of the outside

worl d. Planters exercised control over the credit extended to

their workers, but they were also wlling to “stand good” for

their workers’ debts with local nerchants. Half of all Southern

| andl ords surveyed in 1938 said they would routinely “stand good”

for their tenants’ debts, while only three percent of Northern

| andl ords said they would do so. The study’s author descri bed

this finding as “evidence of the paternalistic side of the

| andl ord-tenant relationship in the South, an aspect which is

insignificant in the North. . . .”% Planters reported

significant outlays for the paynment of doctors’ bills, the

est abl i shnment and mai nt enance of schools and churches, and

various unspecified forns of entertainnent.* And planters

comonly paid legal fines incurred by workers and served as

parol e sponsors for their workers.* Wofter described sone of

the specific social and econom c aspects of paternalismin the

American South in the 1930s:

[T]he landlord is also often called upon for services of a
social nature, for the large plantation is a social as well
as an econom c organi smand the matrix of a nunmber of plan-
tations often constitutes or dom nates the |arger unit of
civ-il government in the locality.
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Anmong efficient landlords, tenant health is one of the mgjor
consi derations and doctors’ bills are paid by the |landlord
and charged agai nst the tenant crop. Those tenants who have
a landlord who will “stand for” their bills are far nore
likely to get physicians’ services than are the general run

of tenants.

Landl ords are al so expected to “stand for” their tenants in
mnor difficulties such as nmay grow out of ganbling ganes,
altercations and traffic infractions. This function is, of
course, not exercised indiscrimnately. A good worker wll,
in all probability, be ‘gotten off’ and a drone left in the
hands of the law. . . . [T]he landlord assunes
responsibility for such tenants who are arrested for m nor

of fenses, especially during the busy season.

Sonme planters felt it was their duty to | ook out for their
tenants, and sone tenants felt it was their right to be | ooked
after. These dependency rel ationships carried nutual obligations
that were stronger the |onger the relationship had been intact.
Sone rel ati onshi ps between tenant and planter in the 1930s
reached back over several generations into slavery, though, as we
saw in Section Il, the paternalistic relationship that existed
after emanci pation was not a direct descendant of the master-

sl ave rel ationship.> One study noted:
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[Usually where the tenant is a favored worker, “a good
ni gger,” or a nmenber of a famly which has worked for

several generations for the planter’s famly, the solidarity
between | andl ord and tenant is very strong, and the

obligations and benefits of each party are increased.

In the U S. South, perhaps the nost inportant aspect of
paternal i smwas the protection planters offered from viol ence
perpetrated by the larger comunity. Planters considered it their
role “to |l ook after their people.” One planter remarked, “If ny
peopl e do sonething wong, | will punish them but no nob of
t ownspeopl e can touch them ”® Protection was inportant for al
agricultural workers, but particularly for black workers, because
they |l acked civil rights and soci ety condoned vi ol ence.

Pat ernal i smwas nore than sheltering workers from physica
threats; it could also involve interceding in comerci al
transacti ons, obtaining nedical care, providing influence or
noney to bail a son out of jail, or settling fanmlial disputes.®

For exanpl e:

[I]n time of trouble . . . a tenant turns to his landlord as
his natural protector. In case of illness, the planter sends
a doctor. If the tenant is in jail, the planter pays his

fines or hires a | awer, and uses his influence to have the
tenant released. One prosecuting attorney told of instances
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in which planters have nade agreenents by which the tenants
woul d receive light sentences in return for a plea of

guilty. S

The benefits and services provided by | andl ords were often nore
mundane, showing the inportant role that |andlords played in even

t he nost conmon experiences of workers’ |ives:

M. Sanpson [a plantation owner] is never too busy to visit
a pregnant col ored woman, to “judge” a di spute between
tenant nei ghbors, or to encourage a tenant boy to enter a

calf in the county Agricultural Extension Service contest.®

As the two of the previous quotations nake explicit, black
workers were nore likely to be the recipients of paternalismthan
white workers. In addition, plantation owners, nore so than

| andl ords enpl oyi ng few workers, tended to provide paternalism
W w |l discuss the rationale for these tendencies in the next
section.

Thi s el aborate system of benefits pronpts two questions: 1)
why were such paternalistic goods and services provided in the
first instance; and 2) how can we account for the observation
that some workers were nore likely to receive paternalistic
benefits and sonme enployers were nore likely to provide then? Is

there an economc logic to the system of paternalismthat allows

37



us to explain both its existence and its particul ar
characteristics? W now offer an economi c rationale for the
system of paternalismthat answers these questions and al so hel ps
explain the staunch resistance of Southern | andowners to the
expansi on of many federal governnent welfare functions that we

docunent in subsequent chapters.

| V. The Economi cs of Paternalism

Paternalismis nost prevalent in pre-nechanized and non-
sci ence-based agriculture. Before the advent of scientific
advances that stabilized yields, workers possessed farmspecific
know edge, which gave | andlords an incentive to curb the
mgration of tenants with such knowl edge. Before nechani zati on,
moni toring | abor effort was costly because workers were spread
over a considerabl e physical distance, and |inkage of reward with
effort was difficult because there could be considerable
variation in output, the cause of which was difficult to
determ ne. Exanples abound: Did the mule go |lane naturally or did
the worker mstreat the nule? Was the shortfall in output due to
too little rain or too little work effort? Paternalismreduced
these nmonitoring costs by reduci ng workers’ tendency to shirk, by
rai sing the costs of shirking, and by increasing the | ength of
the tinme horizon over which workers nade deci sions. *®
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Pat ernal i sm may reduce workers’ taste for shirking if it is
viewed by workers not as a market transaction but rather as
benevol ence fromthe patron. Under such conditions workers
respond with goodw || gestures (nore work intensity) of their
own. *® Paternalistic benefits may reduce the worker’s “nargina
propensity to shirk” for every given |evel of cost of detection
if the worker views themas goodw || gestures fromthe | andl ord.
In this case, provision of benefits helps the |andlord cast
hi msel f as a benevol ent patron, thereby legitimting at the sane
tinme his role in the social and econom c hierarchy. Wrkers
respond with a neasure of loyalty where they are assured by the
| andl ord’s gestures of the legitinmacy and fairness of the
exchange of their |abor for paternalism As Hayam and Kikuch

have noted in Asian village econoni es,

to behave |i ke a benevolent patron was the efficient way for
a landlord to establish his status as a | egitinate nenber of
the elite and the |least costly way to enforce his contracts

with tenants in the local comunity. ®

This al so appears to have been the case in the Anerican South. ®
More inmportantly, paternalismmay act as an “efficiency

wage:” because sone of the services acquired under paternalism

are not available in markets, workers, who val ue such services,

are not indifferent between the present paternalistic work
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relationship and the casual |abor market. The | ack of
i ndi fference encourages greater work intensity because workers
are afraid of losing their paternalistic benefits if caught
shirking. For exanple, in discussing the variety of services
provi ded by a patron, Hayam and Ki kuchi remark that “the
di scovery of shirking in one operation . . . would endanger the
whol e set of transactions.”®

Presumably | andl ords coul d i nduce |oyalty by sinply paying
hi gher wages than those that exist in the casual |abor market.
The rationale for using paternalismis that there is a cost
advant age over cash. If landlords have access to the machinery of
the state and can foster a discrimnatory environnent—dnequal
educati onal benefits or unequal treatnent under the |aw, for
exanpl e—they are able to increase the value of the paternalistic
goods they supply. Over sone range, the provision of paternalism
costs the landlord |l ess than the cash val ue of paternalismfor
sonme workers.

Once the value of planter paternalism has been created,
conpetition anong | andlords and their inability to price
di scrimnate perfectly anong workers (because workers’ | abor
supply functions are unobservable) inply that some workers w ||
receive greater rents than others, thereby fostering greater work
intensity. For exanple, sone workers nmay val ue protection nore
than others or sone may have different attitudes with respect to
di spl ayi ng deference. This neans that there will be inframargi nal
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wor kers who earn rents, and the potential |oss of those rents
nmotivates their unstinting work effort.

Finally, provision of paternalismmy help to increase the
l ength of the tine horizon over which workers nake deci sions,
even in the absence of a fear of being caught shirking and
forfeiting paternalistic benefits that have not yet been paid.
Because paternalismis a long-termcontract of sorts, it may
i nduce in wirkers a sense that they, as well as the | andlord,
gain frominvestnents that show a payoff only in the distant
future, such as inprovenents to soil fertility. This is
especially true for fixed-rent tenants who are residual claimants
of any given year’s output. If |andlords’ prom ses of the paynent
of paternalistic goods and services in the future convince
workers that their situation is nore than just tenporary, they
may be nore willing to make long-terminvestnents that raise
total output (and hence the returns to both | andowner and worker)
above what it would be if they had to negotiate a new contract
each year and forgo such investnents.

One perhaps puzzling aspect of these paternalistic
transactions is that workers were expected not only to work hard
in the fields but to display deference toward their |andlords. By
def erence we nean the subservi ent behavi or di splayed by enpl oyees
toward their enployers. Hi ggs and Al ston have described this

def erenti al behavi or:
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In addition to performng faithfully his duties as servant,
| aborer, or tenant, a dependent in his dealings with the
patron woul d: never contradict the patron; never use the
patron’s front door, no natter what the occasion; always
address the patron courteously as mster or sir; keep his
head bowed slightly; never sit down unless invited to;

al ways renove his hat; be hunble at all tinmes; appear
extrenely grateful for any favors, even if they were due;

never interrupt the patron’s conversation; and al ways appear

happy.

No doubt sonme of the deference |andl ords received was due in
part to their being nenbers of the white upper class in a
racially divided and cl ass-consci ous soci ety. However, it appears
that both black and white | andl ords acted as protectors and were
accorded simlarly deferential respect by their tenants, both
bl ack and white. %

Thi s begs the question as to why | andl ords woul d want
def erence, because without it |abor costs would be less. It may
be that repeated deferential behavior increases work effort. By
di stanci ng thensel ves fromworkers, |andlords may instill fear
and thereby generate nore intensity. In addition, establishing a
hi erarchical relationship may legitimte the existing
di stribution of wealth and thereby maintain it.® Deference may

al so be a consunption good in the utility function of |andl ords.
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The distribution of paternalistic benefits across
agricultural classes is not expected to be uniform Instead, the
frequency with which benefits are provided will vary across
cl asses of workers (tenants, croppers, or wage workers), along
with the frequency with which they are provided to workers within
cl asses. To sone extent, direct supervision, contract m x, and
paternal i smare substitutes. Yet the direct costs of supervising
vary across workers. |t depends on what assets a worker brings to
t he production process. ®

For exanple, in the short-run, workers vary in their stocks
of human and physical capital farm ng know how and nul es or
tractors. If the landlord supplies all the factors of production
except |abor, his costs of directly supervising work effort are
less than if he supplies only | and. Wen suppl yi ng advi ce and
physi cal capital, the landlord has an incentive to visit the farm
regularly to nonitor the treatnment of his capital and to give
direction. Gven his presence for these reasons, the margina
cost of supervising |abor work effort is relatively |ow. But the
mar gi nal cost of supervising | abor work effort of an experienced
farmer who owns capital is relatively greater. To reduce the cost
of supervising workers who own nore assets, |andlords adjust
contract form -—wage to share or fixed rent—and give paternalism
to i nduce self-supervision. Because wage workers are cl osely
supervi sed, paternalismmay not reduce shirking sufficiently to
warrant its cost.
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Fostering greater work intensity is not the primary
nmotivation for supplying paternalistic goods to all workers,

t hough. Fi xed-rent tenants already have an incentive not to stint
on their | abor because they are residual clainmants to output.
Nevert hel ess we see fixed-rent tenants receiving paternalistic
goods. To the extent that paternalistic goods are |andl ord-
specific and usually require a | ong-standing rel ationship,
supplying paternalismw || discourage the job nobility of tenants
by raising the cost of |eaving a specific patron-client

rel ati onship.

Landl ords want to tie certain tenants to their plantations
if all workers do not know how to farmall plots of |and equally
wel | . For sone plots, experienced tenants may know the optinma
conbi nations of factor inputs to maxim ze output better than the
l andl ords. In these instances, |andlords have an incentive to
supply paternalismto their better tenants to di scourage
mobility. Provided there are sufficient nunbers of tenants on
each plantation with plantation-specific skills, conpetition
anong tenants on each plantation will ensure that |landlords wll
capture sone of the rents fromthe know edge of tenants.

The tinme horizons over which to naxim ze the returns to | and
al so differ between owners and tenants. Because of their weaker
ties to the land, tenants have |l ess of an incentive than owners
to engage in activities that bring returns in the future. To
encourage tenants to value future returns nore highly, owners may
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be willing to offer a long-term paternalistic relationship.

The incentives to workers from paternalismand different
contract forns are not identical. Contract forminduces self-
supervi sed work effort on this year’s crop, whereas paternalistic
benefits raise the costs of losing a job and thereby both
increase work intensity and reduce the benefits of changi ng
enpl oyers. Because | andl ords have nore incentive to nonitor the
work effort of croppers than of fixed-rent tenants, paternalistic
goods may be provided to croppers to substitute for sonme direct
supervision. As was the case with tenants, to the extent that
croppers possess farmspecific human capital, they may receive
sone paternalistic goods to reduce nobility. Qur expl anation
provides a theoretical rationale for the observed provision of
paternalistic goods primarily to croppers and tenants.

Even within a particular class of workers, however, we would
not expect the distribution of paternalistic benefits to be
uni form That distribution depends not just on enployer’s
W I lingness to supply benefits but al so on workers demand for
them For exanple, white workers were not as |ikely as bl ack
workers to be the beneficiaries of paternalistic arrangenents,
bot h because they had a | ower demand for protection from
vi ol ence, and because they were not as likely as blacks to be
enpl oyed on pl ant ations. '

O course, because paternalistic goods are highly personal
in nature (for exanple |l egal assistance), we woul d expect that
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cl ose contact between workers and | andl ord would increase the

i kelihood of their provision. Plantation owners tended to reside
in close proximty to their workers, which in part explains why
pl antati ons and paternalismso often coincided. Plantation owners
were nore likely than other enployers to supply paternalism
because in these areas the ties between the |andlord and the
tenant and his famly often extended over several years or
generations.® Plantation owners were also nore likely to supply
pat er nal i sm because of econom es of scale in the provision of
sone aspects of paternalism such as housing or nedical care.
Finally, because plantation owners also had nore political power
than small | andowners, they had nore ability to offer protection
fromthe law. The cost of providing this sort of paternalism
varied inversely with political influence, which in turn was a
function of farmsize. This is perhaps the nost inportant reason
why paternalismin the U S. South was associated with

pl ant ati ons.

For much of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, individual Southern plantation owners had the | ocal
political influence to ensure the delivery of protection and, by
the turn of the century, the collective political influence at
the state level to create a discrimnatory socio-| egal
envi ronment from which they then of fered di spensati on. ®°
Furthernmore, fromthe end of Reconstruction through the 1960s,
pl antation owners collectively had the political power at the
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national level to prevent, or at least |imt, federal

interference in Southern race and | abor rel ations.’

V. Evidence on the Extent of Paternalismin the South

We can begin to get an idea of the greater use of in-kind
benefits in the South by conparing estimates of the value of farm
per qui sites such as housing, fuel, foodstuffs, l|ivestock use, and
garden privileges as a percentage of cash wages in various
geographic regions across the country in 1925. As Table 1 shows,
the South tended to use relatively nore in-kind benefits than
other regions. In the three Southern regions, the ratio of in-
ki nd wages to total wages (cash plus perquisites) exceeded 40
percent. Only in the East North Central region, where tenancy was
inmportant, did in-kind benefits cone close to their relative
magni tude in the South. ™

For several reasons, these figures underrepresent the extent
to which Southern plantation owners relied nore on in-kind
benefits than did small Southern | andhol ders and Northern
farmers: (1) given their perceived role in Southern society,
pl anta-ti on owners may have placed a grater value on the
deference they received fromproviding in-kind benefits; (2) to
the extent that the provision of these benefits was subject to
econom es of scale, plantation owners would supply nore; (3)

a7



because of their political influence, plantation owers could
provi de benefits such as |egal aid, whereas snall |andowners
| acked the necessary influence over |ocal judges and officials
that woul d have allowed themto do the sane; (4) because
supervi sion costs becone nore inportant with farm si ze (because
of the strain placed upon the Iimted supervisory capacity of the
owner by the greater nunber of workers to supervise and the
i ncreased spatial separation of workers), the role played by in-
ki nd benefits in reducing supervisory costs al so becones nore
inportant; and (5) studies of Southern agricultural life
consi stently enphasi ze the connecti on between plantations and
pat ernal i sm 2

Evi dence froman earlier period of the association between
i n-kind benefits and plantations is contained in a speci al
i nvestigation of Georgia plantations conducted by the U S. Census
Bureau in 1911. This survey was uni que because it surveyed | arge
farmowners in the South, rather than the group usually
enunerated by the Census Bureau, farm operators, which included
tenants and croppers (who were not owners), thereby obscuring
data on |l arge ownership units. This census asked whet her
| andl ords gave | aborers gifts, livestock privileges, prizes,
rent-free patches of |and, holidays, funerals, neetings,
circuses, excursions, picnics, and |l and or financial support for
churches and schools. Unfortunately, it is not possible to tally
systematically the percentages of |andlords who gave benefits or

48



t he value of the benefits, because the schedul es are not

conpl ete. Nonetheless, it appears that the use of in-kind
benefits of this sort was nearly universal. The fact that the
Census Bureau included such a question on its schedul es suggests
a belief that plantations tended to use these in-kind benefits as
an integral part of the conpensation package.

There is also evidence in a study fromthe New Deal period
that agricultural |abor arrangenents in the South differed
significantly fromthose in the North.” This study found that
paternalismwas far nore prevalent in the South than in the
North. ™ In the South, supervision was nore frequent and nore
detail ed, and | andl ords exercised greater control over their
tenants’ credit and stood good for their debts nore often than in
the North. In addition, such control was nore frequently exer-
ci sed over black workers, who worked in disproportionate nunbers
on plantations rather than small farns, which enphasizes again
the |link between plantations and paternalism '

The evi dence on the existence and provision of paternalistic
goods is extensive.’ Al the studies of labor relations in
Sout hern agriculture indicate that tenants and croppers received
nmore paternalistic goods than wage workers. This is consistent
with our view that paternalistic goods substituted for direct
monitoring. In addition, wage hands tended to cultivate plots of
| and cl osest to the house of the |andlord, suggesting nore
frequent supervision and thus |ess of a reason to provide
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paternalismto wage workers. "’

Tenants and sharecroppers in the plantation regions of the
South tended to nove far |ess frequently than those outside the
pl antation regions. As Table 2 shows, Southern tenants on
pl antati ons had on average been living on their present farm
roughly twice as long as tenants not on plantations in the 1930s.
This reduced nmobility in the plantation regions enabl ed | andl ords
to offer benefits that required | ong-term personal relationships.
At the sane tine, this evidence suggests the success of | andlords
in using paternalismto tie tenants to their farns. The striking
di fference between black and white nobility in every tenure cl ass
is consistent with the greater demand by bl acks for protection.

Qur explanation for low nobility in plantation areas and for
bl ack workers differs from Wight, who nmai ntains that Southern
agricultural |abor markets consisted of two interlinked markets:
a local market of tenants and sharecroppers and a | arger
geogr aphi ¢ market of wage hands.’® Wight argues that the need to
secure credit limted the nobility of tenants and sharecroppers.
H s expl anation, however, is unable to account for differences in
mobility across regions (plantation versus non-plantation) or
race (bl ack versus white).

Though | abor was dependent, was it cheap? In 1925, the
unwei ght ed Sout hern regi onal average of cash wages plus
perquisites paid to farmworkers was approxi mately $60, nore than
twenty-five percent |ower than the $87 average for the rest of
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the country (Table 1). During Wrld War Il, wages in nost
Sout hern states increased | ess than the national average.’ By
the end of the war, Southern farm wages were still considerably
bel ow t he national average. ®°

To maintain their cheap, dependent | abor force, planters had
to prevent the out-mgration of |abor and the in-mgration of
capital. Wight argues that although |abor did mgrate to the
North, the Southern | abor nmarket was not integrated into the
nati onal market until after World War 1.8 H s argunment hinges
on path dependence—+the extent to which circunstances at a point
intime are the result of circunstances at previous points in
time. Mgration flows in the nineteenth century tended al ong
[atitudinal lines, in part because m grants brought wth them
climate specific know edge about crops.® Slavery and the
tur bul ence of the postbellum period further insulated the South
and hel ped produce a distinct Southern culture. Once the South
was perceived as different by Southerners and others, cultural
differences acted as a further check on mgration. The | ack of
| arge nunbers of expatriate Southerners outside the South al so
stemmed out-m gration: the network externalities that induce
peopl e to nove where they have many personal contacts were absent
for nost Sout herners.

The I ow | evel s of education in the South may have al so
i ncreased the costs of mgration. Literacy and nuneracy i ncrease
both the |ikelihood of enploynent in a new |ocation and the
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flexibility with which one adapts to a new situation. Southerners
spent considerably | ess on education than did Northerners. The
desire of a politically potent coalition of Southern planters and
mll owners to keep the costs of mgration high can explain nuch

of the Sout hern aversion toward spendi ng on educati on.
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Chapter 2

The Politics of Maintaining Paternalism

The value of paternalismto the Southern rural elite
depended on the availability of substitutes for paternalism The
appearance of substitutes provided by the governnment —prograns
provi di ng ol d-age security, unenploynent insurance, nedical care,
or greater security in commercial and |egal dealings—wuld have
rai sed the cost of nonitoring | abor and reduced the elite’s
ability to keep | abor dependabl e and cheap. Substitutes for
pat ernal i sm provi ded by the private sector—the provision of
farm ng supplies and househol d goods on favorable terns from
| ocal nmerchants, the opportunity for Southern workers to migrate
to jobs outside the South, or the appearance of new enpl oynent
opportunities within the South created by in-flows of capital
from outside the Sout h—woul d have rai sed reservati on wages. The
Sout hern planter elite worked to prevent any of these
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devel opnents in order to limt the threat to their form of |abor
rel ations.

Sout hern | andowners did not operate directly in politics but
i nstead used Congressnen as their political agents. The
Denocratic party in the South dom nated politics after
Reconstruction and was controlled by | andowners and nerchants in
the counties dom nated by plantation agriculture—the “bl ack-belt”
elites. In the early 1870s the commtnent to Reconstruction by
the North began to wane due to allegations of corruption and the
econoni ¢ recession of the 1870s.% In the South the fall in
agricultural prices hurt all farners, and poor white farners
reacted nore favorably to the racist rhetoric of the Redeener
(Denocratic) governnents than if tinmes had been good. The varied
factions supporting the Southern Redeeners “shared however a
commtnment to dismantling the Reconstruction state, reducing the
political power of blacks, and reshaping the South’s | egal system
inthe interests of l|abor control and racial subordination.”?8
The retreat from Reconstructi on was consunmated in the “Bargain
of 1877” which resulted fromthe contested presidential election
of 1876 between Tilden and Hayes. The “bargain” entailed the
exchange of the electoral votes of Louisiana and South Carolina
in favor of Hayes in return to a commtnent that the Republicans
woul d allow “horme rule” in those states.® This bargain sounds
fragile but it only seal ed what had been a slow Northern retreat

from Reconstruction
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The failure of Reconstruction to bring about |asting
political and econom c emancipation for the Freedman despite the
North’s victory in the Cvil War, a failure that laid the
groundwork for the South’s system of paternalistic |abor
relations, was in sonme ways inevitable. It followed fromthe
inability to build a Southern Republican party that would
represent the Freednen where the Sout hern Denocrats did not. The
probl ens faced in building such a party in the South were the
result of a conbination of circunstances: the difficulty of
bal anci ng the demands of its two |ikely constituencies on fiscal
i ssues (Freednen wanted nore funding for education, and upcountry
yeonen wanted a | ower tax burden), even though both were ready to
stand in opposition to the plantation oligarchy; the awkward
position of Southern Republicans as newconers in a national
Republican party that was nore concerned with the national debt
and the gold standard than with the pronotion of railroads and
i ndustry that woul d have won Sout hern Republicans support; and
t he consequent reliance of Republicans in the South on poorly-
financed state-level inprovenent projects that went under in the
Recession of 1873, pronpting Northern conplaints of m smanagenent
and venality. 8¢

These “party-building” difficulties were conpounded by the
continued threat of physical violence against supporters of such
a new party in the absence of conplete Federal control of |aw and
order and frequent Klan activity. Despite the North’s mlitary
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victory in the war, Federal coercive power in the South was
weakened by troop reductions in the three years after 1865, by
the need to shift resources to the western frontier as conflict
with Native Americans intensified, and by Denocratic gains in the
House of Representatives in the 1874 el ection.?

In some areas the inpact of the plantation elite was felt
i medi ately after the war: new vagrancy and anti-enticenent |aws
were passed early in Reconstruction. O her changes took | onger
for the planter elite to achi eve. These changes included: the
clarification of lien |laws (through the state |egislatures) to
ensure that the landlord’s claimto the crop superseded the
rights of country nerchants or wage | aborers; the resolution of
the | egal status of sharecroppers (through the courts) to that of
wage workers rather than tenants; and the virtual
di sfranchi senent of bl acks and nany poor whites (through the
| egi slatures and courts). The crucial role of the South’s rural
plantation elite in this gradual process is stressed by Kousser
who argues that it took about twenty years for the planters to
achi eve dom nati on and shape the South's political and | egal

structure to its liking:

The new political structure was not the product of accident
or other inpersonal forces, nor of decisions demanded by the
masses, nor even the white nasses. The system whi ch insured
t he absol ute control of predom nantly black counties by
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upper-class whites, the elimnation in nost areas of parties
as a neans of organi zed conpetition between politicians,

and, in general, the nonrepresentation of |ower class
interests in political decision-nmaking was shaped by those
who stood to benefit nost fromit—Penocrats, usually from

the bl ack belt and al ways soci oeconomically privileged. 88

The new political structure gave the plantation elite and their
allies a firmgrip on politics in the South. The black belt elite
no |l onger had to stuff ballot boxes or engage in intimdation.
Di sfranchi senent now ensured the political hegenony at the state
| evel of this socio-econom c upper class. After suffrage
restrictions were enacted in the South, the fall in nmean white
turnout ranged from 3 percent in Georgia to 66 percent in
Loui si ana. Throughout the South, nean black turnout fell 62
percent. The decline in turnout was acconpani ed by a 45 percent
fall in the nunber of adult males voting for opposition
parties.®

The history of the South's crop lien |laws and the evolution
of the | egal status of sharecroppers clearly illustrate the
gradual evolution of the political environnent that nade
pat ernal i smvi abl e.® But these devel opnents al so highlight the
extent of conflict within the South's rural elite. Though the
Denocratic party dom nated Southern politics in the decades
follow ng the end of Reconstruction, for nuch of that tine it was
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not a nonolithic Denocratic party. The interests of nerchants and
| arge plantation owners frequently collided down through the |ast
quarter of the nineteenth century and the first decade of the
twentieth. Only in the early twentieth century was the plantation
elite able to consolidate its hold over the Southern Denocratic
party. The South's striking ability to weld power at the
national |evel in defense of paternalism (which we describe in
the follow ng chapters) may blind us to the continuing cl eavages
within the Southern Denocratic party throughout the first half of
the twentieth century. A brief ook at the history of the South's
crop lien laws and the changing | egal status of sharecroppers
Wil reveal the interests within the party in the South that had
to be harnoni zed before the South could defend paternalismin the
national political arena when the threat of outside interference
energed in the New Deal

The crop lien | aws were the nost inportant source of
friction between plantation owners and | ocal nerchants in the
first forty or so years after enmanci pation. These | aws were
passed by Southern state legislatures in the inmmediate aftermath
of the CGvil War to assure creditors that their | oans would be
repai d when they advanced supplies to cash-strapped Southern
farmers.® The operation of these |aws was straightforward when a
farms owner was also it operator. As freed bl acks becane
tenants, agreeing to pay the rent on their land after the crop
was brought in and borrowing fromlocal nmerchants to finance the
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purchase of supplies and cover |iving expenses, things got nore
conplicated. Both the | andowner and the nerchant woul d often have
i ens against the same crop. When the crop provided too little
revenue to satisfy all these clains against it, conflict arose
over whose cl ai mshould be satisfied first.

For planters, this was about nore than nerely whether they
woul d receive at the end of the growi ng season the rent agreed
upon at the start—+t was al so about control over their workforce.
When planters were the sole source to which tenants could turn
for credit, planters could exercise significant control over
virtually every aspect of their tenants' |ives; with nowhere el se
to turn, tenants had no choice but to accept the paternalism
of fered by planters. The crop lien | aws conplicated these

arrangenents. As Wodnman not es,

Ironically, then, the lien |aw, designed to help the

pl anters get credit and nmaintain control over their
wor kf orce, becane a neans for workers to escape dependency
upon their enployers by providing themw th an alternative
source of credit. Wien the freednen seized their new
opportunity, they created new and unforeseen conflicts,

whi ch freednen, planters, and nerchants all attenpted to
resolve in a manner that afforded each the greatest

benefit. %
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Court decisions throughout the South in the |ate 1860s provided
little confort to | andowners, as the decisions usually turned on
the specific circunstances of each case and established no
uni versal principles of lien superiority.®

Though problens with the postbellumlien | aws were apparent
in nost states as early as 1867, nothing was done to clarify the
ranking of liens while the political power of the Black Belt
pl antation elites was weak. The declining fortunes of radical
Republ i cans and the appearance of redeener Denocrats in many
Sout hern | egi slators, however, pronpted a review of lien law in
the early 1870s. For exanple, CGeorgia (in 1873) and M ssi ssipp
(in 1875) established the priority of a landlord's |ien when
credit was extended to a tenant to cover rent. This did not
entirely settle the issue —court cases chall engi ng | andl ords
liens for rent continued through the early 1930s —it did provide
a greater degree of certainty than had existed i mediately after
the war. The lien laws of the 1870s also did not end conflict
bet ween pl anters and nerchants, but sinply foreclosed one avenue
of conpetition between them the struggle over control of
tenants' credit. By the early 1880s, it was clear that |andlords
rather than nmerchants woul d exercise that control, making it
easier for landlords to exercise control over other areas of
their tenants' lives, thereby |aying one of the inportant
foundations of the system of paternalism

The second area in which the planters struggled for control
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wth merchants in the first decade after the war was the | egal
status of sharecroppers. Because they possessed few resources and
did not realize any incone until the crop was harvested and sol d,
croppers had an acute need for credit, credit |ocal nerchants
were quite willing to supply when the first postbellumcrop lien

| aws gave them a good chance of repaynent. As Wodnman notes,

Landowner - enpl oyers quickly realized that their ability to
control these advances, which directly affected the well -
being of the croppers and their famlies, could be a

power ful weapon to insure their croppers' obedi ence —

unl ess, of course, the cropper could get advances from ot her

sources. %

Sout hern courts over the |ate 1860s resol ved sonme of this
conflict by defining croppers to be nothing nore than wage
| aborers conpensated wth a share of the crop, rather than cash
This left control over the crop in the hands of the |andlord and
gave the cropper nothing against which to borrow from | ocal
merchants. The question of |ien superiority causing such probl ens
with tenants was rendered noot by stripping the cropper of the
principal collateral on which a nmerchant could take a |ien.

Thi s opened up a new area of contention, however. Radi cal
Republ i cans had strengthened the laws allow ng | aborers to take
|iens against their enployers for the paynent of wages, and in
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sone states required that wages be paid only in U S. currency.
Now, croppers liens could conflict with those of nerchants who
had advanced supplies to the croppers' enployers. By the |ate
1870s, redeener |egislatures had addressed these concerns by
subordi nating | aborers' liens to those of nerchants. %

Once the conflicts between planters and nerchants over crop
liens and the status of croppers were resolved in the planters
favor, the southern rural elite could turn to using their
political power at the local and state levels to prevent
interference fromthe federal governnent in Southern | abor and
race rel ati ons when Washington turned its attention to the South
in the early 1930s. Because of their control of the Denocratic
party within their states, the black belt elites controlled their
states’ delegations to Congress fromthe |late nineteenth century
until the second half of the twentieth century. As V.O Key noted
in 1949, “the black belts manage to control alnost the entire
Sout hern del egation in opposition to proposals of external
interference.”

Key argued that the basis for Southern unity was race.
Though much of the power of race as a unifying issue in Southern
politics resulted fromthe pervasive racismof Southern whites in
general, we believe that race was inportant for another reason as
well: it enabled politicians to cater to the economc interests
of the white upper class while naintaining the support of whites
in general. Though sone poor whites prospered as a result of the
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South’s system of social control, nmany did not because sone of

t he mechani snms for social control, such as poll taxes, were based
on class rather than race. Through their pronotion of a raci st

i deol ogy, Southern politicians were able to maintain the support
of poor Southern whites who were hurt by these nechani sns. Race
as a issue also solidified the support for Southern politicians
fromthe white elite: to the extent that plantation owners
believed the racist rhetoric of Southern politicians, plantation
owners could enrich thensel ves while satisfying their racial
prej udi ces.

One area in which Southerners strenuously resisted
interference fromoutside the South was | abor relations in
agriculture. Federal interference would have included the
pronotion of welfare prograns, ol d-age assistance, and civil
rights. As we saw in Chapter One, a lack of civil rights for
bl acks reduced | abor costs in plantation agriculture by making
bl acks in agriculture nore dependent on the white elite for
protection fromarbitrary violence. In the next chapters, we
descri be how t he Sout hern Congressional del egation prevented
agricultural |abor from being covered under the Social Security
Act Southern. We al so di scuss how Sout hern politicians opposed
the Farm Security Admnistration in the late 1930s once t hat
agency’ s agenda turned from pronoting recovery fromthe
Depression to advocati ng fundanental reformin Southern
agriculture and how Sout herners advocated farm | abor | egislation
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during and after World War Il in order to prevent the mgration
of Southern agricultural workers out of the South.

The successes of Southerners in these efforts pronpt a
guestion: given that the Southern delegation did not represent a
majority in either chanber of Congress, how were Southern
| egislators able to satisfy the desires of their constituents in
t hese ways? First, after Reconstruction and until the advent of
the New Deal, there was an absence of pressure to intervene in
the South. The New Deal represented a departure from non-
interference when it switched its agenda towards reform Reform
was thwarted in part as a result of renmarkable Southern unity on
voting, particularly on issues dealing with race and to a | esser
degree on issues dealing with federal interference in other
matters. 9

A larger part of the reason for the disproportionate power
of Sout hern Congressnen is how Congress functions as an
institution. Though Southern Denocrats were never an absolute
majority in Congress, they represented a substantial and
influential faction in the Denocratic party. Though there is
presently a lively debate over whether parties have had nuch
i nfl uence over decision making in Congress in the twentieth
century, it is difficult to deny that parties ultimtely shape
decisions if only because appointnents to comrmittees are nmade by
the party | eadership.® The influence of Southerners within the
Denocratic Party thus afforded them sone power through the
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party’s control of commttee assignnents.

An even nore inportant reason for disproportionate Southern
i nfl uence, however, is that Congress has historically ceded
short-run authority over legislation to commttees. This is
i nportant because | egislative outconmes can differ fromthe
out cones desired by the nedian party nenber when a commttee’s
conposition differs fromthe conposition of the party. Thus, a
Southern mnority within the Denbcratic party could thwart the
desires of the majority of the party in the short-run if they
doni nated certain “control” comittees.® Committees at tines may
t hus be an even nore inportant source of power than parties. For
this reason, a |look at representation on commttees, particularly
the conposition of control conmttees, will illumnate the
sources of the South’s political power.

Deci sion making in Congress is not conpletely denocratic.
Al t hough every Congressnman has one vote, considerable authority
is delegated to conmttees that decide if and when | egislation
cones up for a vote. Ceding control over legislation to
comm ttees prevents sudden reversals in legislation. This is
because conmmttee nenbers in part self-select thenselves onto
commttees, which inplies that commttee nenbers wll have
preferences different fromthe preferences of the nedi an nenber
of the House or Senate. For exanple, Congressnen from
agricultural states tend to care nore about agriculture than
Congressnen from nonagricultural states and request assignnent to
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the Agriculture Commttee. This nmakes it less |ikely that
legislation will be reversed suddenly, since senior conmttees
menbers nust change their preferences or be replaced by nenbers
wth different preferences for laws to change. It is not
sufficient nerely for nenbers to forma new coalition or for
Congress as whol e to change its preferences. %

Thi s arrangenent does not inply that commttee authority is
absolute. One way to view commttee nenbers is as agents of their
respective parties.' The authority conmittees are allowed to
exerci se depends in part on the cohesiveness of the majority
party and the extent to which commttee nenbers are
representative of their parties. Shepsle has argued convincingly
that commttee nenbers—at |east for special interest conmttees
i ke agricul ture-have preferences that are different fromthe
preferences of the nmedi an nenber of their party. % However, this
does not necessarily inply that conm ttees have conpl ete autonony
to exercise their preferences. Mich depends on the cohesion of
the parties. When parties are conposed of factions, as the
Denocratic party was fromthe New Deal to 1970 when the Voting
Ri ghts Act changed constituencies in the South, coalitions need
to be formed and enforced in order for a party to be effective in
pol i cy- maki ng.

By allowi ng strong commttees to exerci se agenda control,
the Denocratic party held together an alliance based on Sout hern
support for the party platformand federal noninterference in
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Sout hern | abor and race relations. Conmttee power, though, was
still not absolute. Senior commttee nenbers had to satisfy sone
faction within the Denocratic party, whether Southern
conservatives or Northern liberals. Nevertheless, in the post-war
period, it is clear that conmttees and their senior nenbers were
the repositories of |egislative power.

Comm ttees shape legislation in several ways. In the House,

i f and when any piece of l|legislation reaches the floor are
determ ned by the House Rules Commttee. In both the House and
Senate, comm ttees have agenda control within their policy
jurisdictions. Legislation originates in and is shaped by
commttees with jurisdiction over particular policy areas. For
exanpl e, only the House and Senate Conm ttees on Agricul ture have
the authority to submt to the floor legislation that deals with
agriculture. Qut of the infinite nunber of bills that could pass
t hrough Congress, conmttees can choose the bills that best suit
the interests of conmittee nenbers while still commanding a
majority of votes in Congress. Alternatively, if the commttee is
not interested in an issue, even though the majority of Congress
is, it can sinply fail to report a bill to the fl oor.

Even after |egislation passes in the House or Senate,
commttees still exercise disproportionate power. Differences in
proposed | egi sl ati on between the House and Senate are settled in
conference commttees conprised of representatives of each
chanmber who are nenbers of the relevant commttees from which the
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proposed | egislation enmanated. ! In addition, after |egislation
beconmes |law, commttees watch over its inplenentation

As in Congress as a whole, decision making within conmttees
is not denocratic. In describing comnmttees in the post Wrld War

1, period Smth argues that

wi dely recogni zed norns of apprenticeship and commttee
deference served to limt effective participation to a few
senior commttee nenbers. Moreover, the distribution of
resources and parlianmentary prerogatives advantaged seni or,

majority party, committee chairnen in both chanbers. '

Whet her it was nornms of behavior or constraints on the party that
gave senior nenbers disproportionate power is a subject of
debate. W favor the viewthat it was the constraints of the
party because it appears |ess ad hoc. For exanple, to say that
t he sane norns of behavior existed in the pre-Wrld War Il period
but were not as strong begs the gquestion why Congress all owed
committees to becone so strong. Chairnen of conmttees set
commttee neeting tines, nade appoi ntnents to subcomm ttees,
hired the professional staff, led the floor debate on the
| egi slation reported out of their commttees, and served on
conference commttees to reconcile differences between the two
chanbers.

Seniority also matters outside commttees. Seniority
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i ncreases a Congressman’s i nfluence by increasing the ease of

| ogrolling votes. Because votes on nmany issues nust be traded
over tinme, the increased certainty of continued service that
seniority signifies increases the ease wth which trades can be
made. 1% More senior nenbers nmay al so have nore benefits to trade,
per haps because of nobre senior conmmttee status. Geater
seniority also affords a Congressman greater scope for acting on
personal ideol ogical preferences that may be different fromthose
of their constituents. If constituents decide to “vote the rascal
out,” they will have an agent who is | ess senior and hence |ess
powerful than his predecessor. W argue in Chapter 6 that senior
Sout hern politicians in the sixties had consi derable scope for
voting their ideol ogical preferences.

The inportance of party coalitions and seniority in the
institutional workings of Congress makes apparent why the South
coul d succeed in blocking federal interference: Southern
Congressnen at tinmes constituted about half the nenbership of the
Denocratic party in Congress. Though their representation
declined in the 1950s, they still had far greater seniority than
Congressnmen from outside the South because of the one-party
systemin the South and the South’s obsession with race.

Rel ative Southern seniority manifests itself in Southern
dom nance of commttees. In Tables 3 and 4 we show the seniority
of Southern Congressnen for two periods: 1930 to 1946 and 1947 to
1960. For now, we are focusing only on the pre-1960 era when we
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beli eve the nmai ntenance of paternalismwas still inportant to
Sout herners. We broke the data into two periods to allow us to
concentrate on political power in two eras: 1) during the New
Deal and World War |1 years; and 2) during the postwar years. In
the second period, described as era of the “classic commttee
systent by Bensel in his analysis of coomittee power and
Congressional voting patterns, the power of conmttee chairnen
was at its zenith. Congress reorganized conmmttees in 1946,
resulting in fewer standing conmttees: nineteen in the House and
fifteen in the Senate. Congressnen becane nore specialized, wth
House nenbers assigned to only one standing commttee and

Senat ors assi gned to two. %

Committee chairs, especially in the House where there was
nmore speci alization, becane nore powerful with reorgani zation
because of expanded jurisdiction and increased control over staff
appoi ntnents. During the heyday of conmttee chairnen, they could
wi t hhol d | egislation fromthe floor singlehandedly. ! Know ng the
power of the commttee chairnen, other commttee nenbers shaped
| egislation so it would neet with the approval of chairnen. In
t he House, conmttee chairnmen catered to the chairman of the
Rules Conmittee in order to get legislation to the floor. %

The rel ative seniority of Southern Congressnen and a sense
of their disproportionate power can be seen in Tables 3 and 4. In
t he House, from 1930 through the reorganization of commttees in
1946, Sout herners dom nated the Ways and Means, Agriculture, and
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Judiciary Commttees: a Southerner chaired these commttees in
fourteen of the seventeen years and Sout herners usually had over
half of the first five seats. Southerners al so had

di sproportionate influence in the 1930s on the Rul es and
Appropriations Conmttees. In short, Southerners in the House had
consi der abl e agenda control on both the “control”

comm ttees—Rul es, Ways and Means, and Appropriati ons—and on the
Agriculture and Judiciary Commttees.

In the early Roosevelt years, Southern political power was
enhanced by a tacit deal between Roosevelt and the Southern
contingent: support for the New Deal was exchanged for a
relatively free hand in witing and rewiting legislation to fit
the peculiarities of the South. The accommobdati on of Sout hern
positions on race and | abor relations provided the Denocratic
party with nore than sinply support for New Deal donestic
policies; it purchased support for “a vast increase in world
affairs and the protection of U S. foreign investnent and trade
ties.”! Rexford Tugwel |, anong the nost radical of Roosevelt’s
advi sors, described the Southern Denocrats in Congress as “the
only dependabl e body of nmen who can be counted on to stick by
t heir bargai ns and pass |egislation.”0

Thi s accommodati ons was born of both political expediency

and the president’s political instincts. As Brinkley notes,

H s inclination, rather, was to conciliate, to broaden his
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bi |

base, to win the loyalties of existing |eaders. In the
Sout h, that neant not only remaining solicitous of political
elites in the distribution of patronage and the

adm nistration of prograns. It neant avoiding issues

al t oget her when those issues seened likely to create

ant agoni sns. Hence, the New Deal s reluctance to chall enge
segregation in the South, its wllingness to tolerate racial
discrimnation in the admnistration of its own relief
progranms, its acceptance of racial wage differentials, its
refusal to endorse antilynching legislation, its notable

| ack of enthusiasm for supporting union-organizing in the

Sout h. ¢

The president’s unwi | |ingness to support the anti-I|ynching

introduced in 1935 by Senators Wagner (NY) and Costi gan (CO

and vehenentl|ly opposed by Southern senators reveals Roosevelt’s

need for Southern support and the |l engths he would go to retain

it:

The Sout herners by reason of seniority in Congress are
chai rmen or occupy strategic places on nost of the Senate

and House commttees. If I conme out for the antilynching

bill now, they will block every bill | ask Congress to pass
to keep Anerica fromcollapsing. | just can't take that
risk.
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The purge of “radicals” in the Agricultural Adjustnent

Adm nistration (AAA) in 1935 is evidence of the sane sensitivity
to the wi shes of Southern planters and their agents in
Washi ngt on. When Sout hern representatives expressed their outrage
over a directive fromthe AAA requiring that planters retain not
just the sanme nunber of tenants but the sane individuals as
tenants after signing contracts with the AAA, Roosevelt
elimnated the office that had drafted the directive and fired
the staff. s

After reorgani zation in 1946, the power of Southerners did
not wane. Indeed, it increased, because their relative seniority
di d not change and reorgani zati on enhanced the power of commttee
chairmen. In the postwar period, Southerners dom nated the Ways
and Means and Agriculture Commttees, chairing the conmttees ten
of the fourteen years. A Southerner also chaired the now conbi ned
Educati on and Labor Commttee eight years and the Rules Commttee
six years. Only in the chairs of the Judiciary and Appropriations
commttees did Southern presence decline, though on
Appropriations a Southerner held the second ranking seat from
1949- 1960.

For the Senate, the evidence is simlar. From 1930 to the
reorgani zation in 1946, Southerners dom nated the Appropriations,
Fi nance, and Agriculture Commttees: a Southerner chaired the
commttees in thirteen of the seventeen years. Southerners al so
had consi derabl e power on the Rules Commttee, chairing it from
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1941 to 1946 and averaging three of the top five seats throughout
t he period.

In the postwar period, the strength of Southerners on
bal ance remai ned constant. They continued their dom nance on the
Agricul ture and Finance Conmttees, increased their strength on
the Labor Commttee, and | ost sone seniority on the Rules and
Appropriations Conmttees, though Senator Russell (D GA) was the
second ranki ng nmenber on the Appropriations Conmttee from 1953
until he took over the chair in 1969 and had been a nmenber of the
Appropriations Conmttee since 1933.

Al t hough Sout herners in either the House or Senate may have
been weak on particular commttees, it is inportant to keep in
mnd that bills have to be reconcil ed between the two chanbers.
As long as Southerners were well represented in either chanber
t hey woul d have influence at the conference neetings.

Sout hern power was al so enhanced through the formation of
t he “conservative coalition”—a bloc of Southern Denocrats and
Nort hern Republicans aligned on a variety issues. The coalition
solidified during Roosevelt’s second term when Sout hern
Congressnen believed that Roosevelt had breached the inplicit
contract in which Southern Congressnen supported Denocratic
| egi slation in exchange for freedomfromfederal neddling in the
South’s | abor or race relations. Evidence on voting behavior
indicates that this coalition strengthened over the postwar
peri od. |Indeed, the power of the “conservative coalition” to
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bl ock “liberal” Denocratic legislation |ed to the formation of
the Denocratic Study Goup in the ate 1950s and t he eventual
reorgani zati on of the conmttee systemin the early 1970s. !'°

In an exam nation of sectional voting patterns in Congress
from 1880 to 1980, Bensel presents a nunber of enpirical neasures
of commttee power, all of which support the view that the period
from 1947 through the early 1960s was one in which commttees and
their chairmen exerci sed an unprecedented degree of |atitude. "
One source of commttee power is deference to commttee decisions
on the floor. Such deference is easier when fewer recorded rol
call votes are taken. In this period, the nunber of roll cal
votes fell to an all tinme |ow (an average of only 0.4 per day, as
opposed to 1.8 per day by the 1980s). Further evidence of
deference to commttee decisions can be seen in the relatively
| ow nunber of defeats of special orders reported by the Rul es
Commttee in the House: from 1929-68, an average of 2.2 were
defeated in each Congress, while in the six Congresses since
1968, the average has risen to nearly six.

The political power of Southerners was not latent. In the
next several chapters we discuss the actions taken by Sout herner
| egislators in the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s to maintain the val ue
of paternalism In particular we wll docunment the success of
Southern legislators in: 1) defeating or altering the coverage of
farm workers under the initial Social Security Act; 2) limting
appropriations for the Farm Security Adm nistration once its
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agenda becane the reform of Southern agriculture; and 3)
originating and continuing a programfor the inportation of

Mexi can farm | abor.
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Chapter 3
Sout hern Qpposition to the

Soci al Security Act

| . I ntroduction

The system of | abor relations in the South that we descri bed
in Chapter One was a dom nant force in the region s econony, but
it was fragile in at |east one inportant sense. The rel ationship
bet ween planters and their dependent |aborers would have been
under m ned by governnent or private sector provision of goods and
services that workers viewed as substitutes for paternalistic
benefits. Wth the onset of the Depression, there was little
danger of new private sector investnent in the South that woul d
have provided workers with an alternative source of jobs and
benefits. Wth the entire U S. econony flat on its back, there
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was also little that the individual state governnents coul d do.
The only credible threat canme fromthe federal governnent,
particularly the system of social insurance that resulted from
the Social Security Act of 1935. The threat posed by the Soci al
Security systemand the Southern rural elite’s response to it
reveal a great deal about the South’s system of paternalism and
the political strength of the forces arrayed in defense of it.

Before the Social Security system was conceived, the federal
governnent had nore imedi ate needs to address. H gh | evels of
unenpl oynment across the nation since 1930 had strained the system
of providing poor relief. Before |ong-termstructural change
coul d occur, the governnent had to find ways of making sure the
unenpl oyed woul d sinply survive to see that new system New
systens of relief provision had to be established. The G eat
Depression presented the Southern rural elite with a particularly
vexing challenge in this respect: how could it accept the
gover nnment assi stance that so many plantation owners desperately
needed to sustain their |abor force until prosperity’ s return
wi t hout allow ng the governnent to replace themas the
benefactors of their workers?

Rel i ef and social insurance woul d have weakened the South’s
system of paternalistic |abor relations in nore subtle ways. By
provi di ng federal benefits to Southerners unable to provide for
t hemsel ves because of unenpl oynent, sickness, or the infirmties
of old age, a social security systemwoul d have nmade workers | ess
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likely to turn to their landlords. Though their |andlords woul d
carry them through a poor season, pay for a visit fromthe | ocal
doctor, or provide a small pension or plot of garden space to
el derly fieldhands, the price Southern farm workers paid for
these benefits was their loyal work in the field and deference to
their patron. Social insurance would substitute for the
paternali smof planters by providing benefits in return for the
payrol |l contributions of workers to the social security system
In this chapter, we describe the role played by Southerners
i n shaping the New Deal poor relief and Social Security Act to
mnimze the federal governnent’s interference in the
rel ati onshi p between Sout hern | andlords and their workers. W
first briefly describe the background to the federal governnent’s
entry into the provision of poor relief in the 1930s. The battles
over who would control the distribution of energency relief in
the years before the Social Security Act determ ned nuch of the
formthe act eventually assuned. W then explore several
al ternative explanations for why Southern states were opposed to
wel fare spending in general and the Social Security Act in
particular. W then turn to what the architects of the Soci al
Security Act thought should be done about agriculture, and what
Sout hern representatives | ed Congress to do instead. The
i nclusion of agricultural workers under the Social Security
system was both desirable and feasible, according to the system s
proponents. The exclusion of agricultural workers until the 1950s
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was done |argely at the behest of Southern congressnmen and was
done in ways consistent wwth their desire to prevent the spread
of governnent-supplied benefits that woul d be seen as substitutes
for the paternalismthey offered to their faithful, dependent

| aborers. Though the federal governnent, as part of the energency
relief process, also set out to attack rural poverty—both the
short-termdifficulties many experienced because of the
Depression and the chronic, long-termpoverty that was seen by
many as particularly acute in the South—these prograns were
initially only a mnor part of the story. We will explore these
rural initiatives (and the South’s opposition to them in the

next chapter. Here we focus on relief and social insurance.

1. Early Relief and FERA

The first attack on the South’s system of social control and
on the viability of paternalismcane not fromthe system of
cradl e-to-grave social insurance to which Anmericans have becone
so accustoned over the last half century, but fromthe federa
government’s attenpts to provide relief on an energency basis
early in the Depression. This battle had to be fought and won
before the larger struggle over Social Security could occur. In
fact, the outconme of the battle over the terns on which energency
relief would be provided shaped the Social Security systemin
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several inportant ways. The battle over energency relief is also
crucial to the story of the South’s opposition to the growh of
the welfare state because it reveals the support from outside the
South for imting that gromh. Southern plantation elites were
not the only interests concerned by the expansion of federal

wel fare activities—they were nerely the nost powerful. They were
able to hold off nuch of that expansion as part of a |arger
coalition, and were crucial in that coalition’s demse in the
1960s when their desire to protect social control and paternalism
was reduced.

The provision of poor relief had historically been a | ocal
function in the U S., largely a |l egacy of the English poor |aws
that the col onial governnents adopted at their inception.® This
pat chwor k system based upon nunicipalities rather than parishes
as in England, was little changed in the original thirteen states
fromthe tine of initial settlenent until the early twentieth
century and was adopted with little change by new states as they
entered the union. Though the English updated their poor laws in
1834, the U.S. systemrenmai ned nodel ed after the Tudor design. As
a result, even as late as the 1920s, the U S. systemwas set up
to cope with the poverty of people who because of infirmty or
the | oss of the househol d’ s wage-earner were unable to fend for
t henmsel ves—the chroni c poverty of the non-abl e-bodi ed. The system
was not equipped to deal with the intermttent poverty of
househol ds in which the principal breadw nner had been thrown out
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of work by an industrial depression. Local systens of poor relief
were further hanpered by a | ack of resources: their funds were
often drawn only from |l ocal tax revenues, which were reduced by
the sane forces that caused need to grow.

Sone changes were nmade in the first two decades of the
twentieth century. The nost inportant were an awakeni ng of
interest in the problemof poverty and attenpts by state
governnents to distinguish anong different types of poor people.
The relative prosperity of the period from 1900 through the end
of Wrld War | and the prom nence of Progressives in many city
governnents led to heightened interest in urban poverty. This new
interest led to the gromh of a professional class of social
wor kers and the expansion of private charitable institutions,

t hough these devel opnents were felt less in the South because of
its rural ness and dependence on agriculture.!® At the sane tine,
several state governnments erected special prograns for the blind,
the aged, and nothers with dependent children, but these prograns
remai ned in |l ocal hands and i nadequately funded. *?°

The inability of these |ocal systens of relief in dealing
with the Depression was soon apparent. State governnents provi ded
addi tional funding after 1930, but they faced the sane problem as
the localities: their ability to fund relief out of tax revenues
was reduced by the business downturn just as the need for relief
was increased. The federal governnent entered the picture in 1932
wi th the passage of the Enmergency Relief and Construction Act,
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whi ch aut hori zed the Reconstruction Fi nance Corporation (RFC) to
loan up to $300 mllion to states and nmunicipalities at a 3
percent rate of interest for energency relief expenditures, and
provi ded $200 mllion for state construction projects and $322
mllion for federal public works. The RFC exercised no control
over the agencies that ultimately di spensed the noney to relief
recipients, and in fact “conceived itself to be a banking and not
a soci al agency.”'?

The federal governnment did not becone intimately involved in
the provision of relief until the beginning of the first
Roosevelt adm nistration. As part of its “First Hundred Days” of
frenzied | egislation, Congress passed the Federal Enmergency
Rel i ef Act, which authorized $500 nmillion in grants (rather than
| oans as under the RFC) to states for the provision of relief.
The act al so recogni zed that the plight of the rural poor (who
m ght be able to provide for nost of their own needs with only
slight help fromthe governnent) was fundanentally different from
that of the urban poor (who possessed no resources other than
their owm labor). As a result, it provided funds to fight rural
poverty through “rehabilitation” of farmfamlies saddled with
burdensone debts, inadequate capital, or sub-nmarginal |and. W
Will return to these issues in the next chapter.

Li ke the RFC, the Federal Energency Relief Adm nistration
(FERA) was a fundi ng agency rather than a social welfare agency.
The conbination of the tradition of |ocal control of relief
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spendi ng, the need to act quickly, and the belief that FERA s
exi stence woul d be short-lived prevented the devel opnent of a
federal agency that would do nuch nore than send quarterly checks
to the states. Opposition to even this limted federal role was
i mredi ate in sone quarters. Professional social workers, for
exanpl e, resented the intrusion of the federal governnent into
t he busi ness of providing relief.' The control FERA exercised
through the strategy for distributing relief dollars anong the
states used by FERA's adm nistrator, Harry Hopkins, aroused
staunch opposition fromthe states. This struggle over

di stribution shows the strength of the opposition across the
nation to federal control over welfare spending.

FERA' s initial authorization in 1932 stipulated that half of
its funds woul d be distributed on a nmatching basis to the states
(one federal dollar for every three state dollars), and half
woul d be distributed as discretionary grants determ ned by
Hopki ns. This was the result of political conpromse in witing
t he act between those who wanted to |limt federal discretion in
directing welfare spending at the very outset (favoring matching
grants, through which states could control federal involvenent by
adjusting their own expenditures) and those who feared that the
situation was so desperate in the poorest states that even the
conbi nation of their own neager resources and matchi ng federal
dollars would do little good. ' Hopkins and FERA preferred the
di scretionary grants, since they allowed FERA to reach the
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maxi mum nunber of recipients with its limted resources. These
grants were offered on an essentially all-or-nothing basis by
Hopki ns, who required that states use themsolely for relief.
VWallis points out that a sinple nodel of intergovernnental
transfers denonstrates the superiority (from FERA' s perspective)
of discretionary grants. By specifying the total nunber of cases
that a state had to serve and the total anount of resources it
had to spend on them FERA reached nore recipients at | ower cost
per case than if it sinply reduced the “price” that each state
had to pay to serve each case, as a matching grant would do.
The sizes of the grants nmade to states were determ ned each
quarter on the basis of FERA' s evaluation of their need. By then
end of 1933, new authorizations for FERA dropped the matching
grants and left all of FERA's funding as discretionary grants by
Hopki ns. '

FERA's activities were a source of concern to Southern
interests who feared that federal interference would weaken
social control and paternalism The Southern states were
particularly distressed by FERA s requirenent that recipients of
work relief receive a m nimumwage of thirty cents per hour.
WIllians notes: “The requirenent . . . was productive of
considerable criticism particularly in the South.”?® The Civil
Works Admi nistration (CM), in contrast, set different m ni num
wage rates in different regions of the country. For exanple, it
paid unskilled | aborers forty cents an hour in the South, forty
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five cents in the mdwest, and fifty cents in the northeast.?
The CWA was a whol |y federal program however, so it is possible
that the greater cognizance it took of regional |abor market
norms was the price it paid for acceptance by the states. As we
suggest in the next chapter, the difference in the South’s
attitudes toward the Farm Security Adm nistration (FSA) and the
Agricul tural Adjustnment Admi nistration (AAA) may reflect a
simlar difference in the relative flexibility of these agencies
in adapting to conditions in the South: the AAA was far nore
wlling to accede to the w shes of |arge | andowners, and enjoyed
greater support than the FSA throughout the South.

Sout herners al so bal ked at FERA gui del i nes forbidding
discrimnation on the basis of race in providing relief to
i ndi vidual s. Southern states often used a stricter enforcenent of
eligibility rules for blacks than for whites, discrimnation that
FERA was “powerl ess” to prevent.'?® Dissatisfaction with FERA was
not limted to the South, however. Many states were unhappy wth
t he arrangenent by which FERA made its discretionary grants,
since a matching grant that allowed themto serve the sanme nunber
of cases woul d have al so allowed themto increase spending on
non-relief itens. FERA's attenpts to interfere in personnel
matters was similarly opposed in a nunber of states.'? In many
cases, opposition to FERA represented little nore than the
famliar struggle between states and the federal governnent for
the power to act and the ability to reap the political benefits
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of action.

The breadth of opposition to FERA's policies can be seen in
the states that were formally sanctioned for repeatedly violating
FERA' s gui delines. Two forns of sanction were enpl oyed:
“federalization” of a state’s relief program (in which FERA
appoi nted a new adm ni strator and brought relief distribution
under direct federal control) and withholding a state’s relief
funds until conpliance was achi eved. Relief prograns were
federalized in six states: Cklahoma (1934), North Dakota (1934),
Massachusetts (1934), Chio (1935), Louisiana (1935), and Georgia
(1935). Funds were tenporarily withheld from Col orado (1933),

M ssouri (1935), Al abama (1933), and Illinois (1934).%° O these
ten states, half are in the northeast or m dwest.

Though opposition to FERA was w despread, political |eaders
in the South had additional reasons for opposing FERA and FERA-
style direct relief. This can be seen in the results of FERA' s
spending policies: in the northeast states, federal relief
dol | ars accounted for | ess than 60 percent of all (federal,
state, and local) relief expenditures between 1933 and 1935,
while in the South federal dollars accounted for nore than ninety
percent. Though part of this disparity no doubt reflects the
South’s limted resources for paying relief even if it desired to
do so, it also reflects the South’s attitude toward payi ng

relief. WIIlianms suggests,
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The proportion of federal assistance was high in these

sout hern states because state ability was extrenely | ow and
because the inponderabl e el enents, such as debt [imtations,
the extent of popular wllingness to support relief, etc.,
often tended to keep state and | ocal contributions at a | ow

| evel . 13t

Over the course of its short |ife, FERA saw increasing opposition

froma variety of states: as the sense of desperation passed with

the first year of relief dollars fromWshington, friction

bet ween FERA and the states becane nore pronounced. Again,

t hough, the objections were particularly strong fromthe South. **
In 1935, the federal governnent sought to erect a pernanent

relief systemto replace the energency systemin operation since

1933. It planned to retain responsibility for enpl oyabl e

i ndi vidual s and provide work for themthrough the Wrks Progress

Adm ni stration (WPA), but hoped to return responsibility for

unenpl oyabl es (the aged, the blind, and nothers wth dependent

children) to the states, and offer grants to help finance their

care. The vehicle through which this transformation would occur

was the Social Security Act of 1935.
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I11. Alternative Explanations for the

Sout hern Aversion to Wl fare Spendi ng

A nunber of hypot heses have been advanced to explain the | ow
benefit |evels and narrow coverage of social welfare prograns in
the South in the 1930s. The I[imted scope and scal e of the
South’s wel fare apparatus have been attributed to the area’s
conservative bias and i nherent opposition to federal neddling in
its affairs, toits lowlevels of per capita inconme and
consequent inability to offer nore substantial benefits, and to
its latent raci smand consequent unw |lingness to extend welfare
services to its predom nantly black rural poor. No doubt al
these factors played a role. Qur criticisns of these explanations
shoul d not be interpreted as inplying that poverty, racism and
i deol ogy have no explanatory power; rather, they are offered to
show our reluctance to enbrace any nono-causal explanati on.

The picture of a “Solid South” united in its opposition to
the interference of social reforners and federal bureaucrats
bears little resenblance to the view of the South during the New
Deal nmore famliar to students of the period. Southerners were in
fact anong Roosevelt’s staunchest allies throughout the first
part of the New Deal: they wel conmed the Agricultural Adjustmnent
Adm ni stration, were anong the earliest to join the clanor for
federal relief funds as the Depression drained their state
reserves, and had a hand in drafting nost of the admnistration’s

98



recovery | egislation.

Only when the enphasis shifted fromrecovery to reform
after the 1936 election, did a solid opposition beginto
coal esce, and even then the disaffection was not generalized but
limted to the “county-seat elites” who had the nost to | ose from
hi gh level s of welfare spending and strict federal oversight of
prograns. Those sane rural interests, however, had earlier been
anong the supporters of the adm nistration’s recovery neasures
that entailed a substantial anount of federal relief spending and
oversight. The opposition of southerners to relief and federal
interference per se is thus | ess apparent than the opposition of
particular privileged interest groups to long-termwelfare
nmeasures and the guiding hand of federal adm nistrators. The
Solid South was not particularly solid in its opposition to al
federal interference, at |east through 1940.*

The Agricultural Adjustnent Adm nistration (AAA) provides a
stri king exanple of strong southern support. Left largely in the
hands of |ocal agricultural interests and |oathe to interfere in
| andl ord-tenant rel ations, the AAA was warmly received in the
Sout h. Not surprisingly, the |argest southern planters gained the
nost fromthe AAA's prograns. Myrdecai Ezekiel, one of

Roosevel t’s agricul tural advisors, wote:

There can be no question that the farm owners, constituting
| ess than half of those engaged in agriculture, have been
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the dom nant elenent in the preparation and adm nistration
of AAA prograns heretofore. In certain comodities, notably
cotton, this has resulted in their receiving the lion's

share of the benefits resulting fromthe prograns. 3

This stands in marked contrast to the southern reception of
prograns such as the Econom c Security Act as initially proposed
which threatened to interfere in |andlord-tenant relations and
give southern elites little control. The sane was true of the
Farm Security Administration and its reception by southerners.®

The | ower per capita incone in the South may at first seema
nore plausi ble explanation of its inability to provide welfare,
particularly welfare financed by the states thenselves (the early
state O d- Age Pension and Mdtthers’ Aid prograns, for exanple).
That poverty, however, does not explain why the South was
i kewi se unusually chary in dispensing federally-funded wel fare.
In fact, the South shoul d have been a strong proponent of a
federal pension system because the federal pension systemin
exi stence at the start of the twentieth century—which provided
pensions to veterans and their w dows and dependents—actually re-
di stributed noney fromthe South to the North.

Because pensions had historically been funded out of revenue
generated by tariffs on inported manufactures, the South hel ped
finance the system But because the South’s share of the veteran
popul ati on was smaller than its share of the total popul ation,
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the region received | ess noney in pensions than it paid into the
systemin tariffs. Early in the nineteenth century, the South
contained a disproportionately small share of veterans because so
much of its popul ation was conprised of slaves who did not serve
inthe mlitary. After the Cvil War, Confederate soldiers were
ineligible for pensions. Federal veterans’ pensions were
| egislated as early as 1790, and were being paid out of revenues
generated by the tariff as early as 1816. Southern opposition to
the resulting re-distribution of inconme was first voiced in 1818.
Per capita Cvil War pensions were $3.36 in Chio, $1.49 in New
York, and $3.90 in Indiana, while Southern states such as
Ceorgia, Al abama, M ssissippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Loui si ana received | ess than 50 cents per person. '3

Under these circunstances, Southern states had anple reasons
to support the erection of a federal systemthat woul d pay
pensions regardl ess of previous mlitary service and finance
t hose paynents out of a general incone tax. For exanple, because
A d- Age I nsurance benefits were to be paid out of a federal trust
fund with nonies collected fromall states, the schenme woul d have
transferred income fromricher states to the South. Instead of
supporting the schene, however, Southerners altered it so that
farmers and farm workers, who conprised the bulk of the region’s
primarily rural popul ation, were excluded, and the transfer was
prevent ed. When considering the South’s opposition to federal
d d- Age Assistance, O d-Age Insurance, and Aid to Dependent
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Children, the claimthat the South was unable or unwilling to pay
because of its small tax base and its | owwage econony seem | ess
bel i evabl e than the hypot hesis we advance—that the paynent of
these benefits in southern states threatened paternalism by

| andl ords.

The issue of racismis nore conplex. It is clear that in
many cases of relief giving, outright discrimnation prevented
many bl acks fromreceiving benefits equal to those received by
whi tes. Lieberman has advanced the view that racial
di scrimnation notivated the exclusionary aspects of the soci al
security legislation.®™ For the South, it is difficult to
di stinguish issues of race fromissues of class. In many
i nstances the two notives are not separable with the avail abl e
evi dence.

Two points nmust be borne in mnd, though. First,

di scrim nation agai nst blacks in areas where they conprised the
bul k of the | owwage agricultural |abor force (in the Black Belt
counties, for exanple) does not necessarily point to racismon
the part of relief-giving agencies. D scrimnation may have been
based nore on class than on race in the South: opposition to

wel fare spending nmay have resulted froma desire to maintain a
pool of cheap | aborers, while blacks were a disproportionate
share of the | ow wage | abor force. The desire to maintain | ow
agricultural wages, rather than sinple white supremacy, is
plausible if in predom nately white areas, |ow wages were al so
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paid. A resolution of this issue requires an analysis of data on
state benefits disaggregated by counties. The existing evidence
is sufficiently anbi guous that we are unable to accept racism as
the sol e expl anati on.

Second, in considering the whol esal e excl usi on of
agricultural workers fromthe 4 d-Age | nsurance and Unenpl oynent
| nsurance provisions of the Social Security Act, the issue of
racismseens largely irrelevant. Wiite tenants and croppers were
excl uded al ong wth bl acks, even though whites outnunbered bl acks
in absolute terns in nearly every southern state through the
1950s. If white elites were intent upon preventing blacks from
recei ving federal QO d-Age and Unenpl oynent | nsurance
conpensation, they did so at the expense of an even greater
nunber of whites. Further, no grandfather clauses or literacy
tests were invoked to allow the paynent of benefits to whites as
had been used to allow themto circunvent the disfranchi senent
laws at the turn of the century. It appears that southerners were
interested in excluding a particular class, rather than a
particul ar race.

Anot her expl anati on that has been offered for Southern
opposition to spending on welfare is that such expenditures woul d
directly increase | abor costs. Prograns that suppl enented
wor kers’ incomes regardl ess of their enploynent status, such as
Mot hers’ Aid and its successors, Aid to Dependent Children (ADC)
and Aid to Fam lies with Dependent Children (AFDC), woul d have
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had the direct effect of increasing wages because the reservation
wage of those eligible in marginal occupations (seasonal workers)
woul d increase. In addition these prograns woul d i ncrease
supervi sion costs because the cost to enployed workers of | osing
their jobs would fall and the relative gain expected from
shirking woul d increase. *® Resistance to wel fare prograns,
therefore, was partly due to a desire for cheap | abor: welfare
prograns such as ADC woul d have fundanentally altered the terns
of trade between enployers and both present and prospective
enpl oyees, increasing the wage and supervision costs of southern
pl anters. The actions of southerners in shaping and mani pul ati ng
the ADC programto insure a steady supply of seasonal |abor
provi de anpl e evidence on this point.?*

But many of the welfare prograns contenplated during the New
Deal (4 d-Age Insurance and Unenpl oynent |nsurance, for exanple),
whi ch woul d have affected the South, were already present in one
formor another. They were usually supplied by planters to | oyal
wor kers as in-kind benefits. As we have seen, this el aborate
system of paternalistic in-kind benefits which evolved fromthe
South’s peculiar history was used to reduce direct wages and
turnover and supervision costs. The Southern rural elite was thus
not opposed to workers’ receiving such benefits. Wat the elite
feared instead was that workers would receive them from anot her
party—the federal governnent.

Finally, none of these explanations, either singly or in
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conjunction with any other, seens to explain the sudden increases
in social welfare spending in the South and el sewhere in the |late
1950s and early 1960s: agricultural |abor was at |ast brought
under the Social Security Act in 1954 and 1958. Aid to Famlies
wi th Dependent Children rolls grew astronomcally, and nmuch of
the prom se of the New Deal welfare state was realized in the
Great Society—all wthin the space of fifteen years. No
significant changes in the South’ s ideol ogy, poverty, or racial
conposition are apparent to explain these quickly acconplished

changes.

V. Sone Political Considerations

In Chapter Two, we described how Southerners were able to
shape the debate in Congress over nmany prograns such as welfare
that woul d have interfered in Southern |abor relations. Three
features of the political and institutional climte of the late
1930s, conditioned by the need for rapid and concerted action on
the part of the New Dealers, lowered still further the cost to
sout herners of exercising their influence and increased their
probability of success. First, Roosevelt was unable to count on
t he support of many m dwestern Progressives. He appears to have
struck a tacit deal with Southerners in Congress: support for the
New Deal was exchanged for a relatively free hand in witing and
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rewiting legislation to fit the peculiarities of the South.
The results of this deal are evident in the reworking of the
admnistration’s Econom c Security Act to exclude the South’s
| ow- wage | abor force which assured m ni nrum federal neddling.
Second, because the adm nistration wanted rapid action on
the New Deal 's | egislative package, nost of the work on its
formul ati on took place in House and Senate comm ttees which
avoi ded nont hs of open debate, conprom se, and negotiation on the
fl oor of Congress. Passage of the Econom c Security Act was
rushed through Congress so that state |egislatures could pass the
necessary enabling | egislation before the sunmer recess. ' The
South’s one-party systemand the seniority it afforded southern
congressnen neant, as we discussed in Chapter Two, that they
dom nated and often chaired the commttees which were responsible
for the New Deal |egislation. Thus, both the House Ways and Means
Comm ttee and Senate Finance Comm ttee which produced the Soci al
Security Act were chaired by sout herners. %
Finally, the need for speed in drafting and inplenenting the
| egislation virtually assured that existing institutions rather
t han new agenci es woul d adm nister the programlocally. The d d-
Age Assistance and Aid to Dependent Children provisions of the
Social Security Act were therefore left to the adm nistration of
the state A d- Age Pension and Mdthers’ A d prograns which, as we
shal | see, offered significantly | ower benefits in the South than
el sewhere. Southern | andhol ders exploited their power to maintain
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t enant dependency by channeling funds through these |ocally-
control |l ed agencies. In general, the New Deal has been criticized
for doing just the opposite—reating an agency and an

adm ni strative order for each new problem

V. The South and the Social Security Act

Two problens energe in trying to link the continuance of the
| ow-wage, | abor-intensive econony in the Cotton South and the
opposition of southern | andholders (and the |egislators they
controlled) to the enactnent of significant social welfare
| egislation. First, we would not expect southerners to admt they
were blocking legislation to preserve the viability of cotton
cultivation and to secure their positions. W could expect a nore
subtl e course simlar to the South’s | ater canoufl agi ng the race
issue with argunents about states’ rights and big governnent.
Second, as we note below, quantitative evidence is limted
because the votes for changes to the Econom c Security Act were
not recorded. 3

To overcone the first difficulty, we have cast a jaundi ced
eye on nuch of the rhetoric clouding the debate over Soci al
Security. Therefore, rather than study the fiery orations of
sout herners, we conpared what southerners actually did with what
they coul d have done to bring agriculture under the Soci al
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Security Act. To overcone the second difficulty, we wll
denonstrate qualitatively that there was a pattern of southern
indifference (if not outright hostility) to the provision of
welfare to the rural poor that is consistent with the hypothesis
we have advanced. First, we survey the work of the Conmttee on
Econom ¢ Security (CES) that wote the original Econom c Security
Act and studied the viability of including farnmers and
agricultural |aborers under the various provisions of the act.
Thi s establishes the background agai nst which Congress acted in
1935. Then, the role of southerners in the debates preceding
cruci al decisions and their role in executive session votes, for
whi ch we have information, is considered. Finally, we docunent
the actual |evels of benefits paid under the provisions of the
act which included agricultural |aborers and the continued
struggle to include agricultural workers in those that did not.
bservations consistent wwth the view that Southerners
opposed the gromh of a federal welfare state in order to protect
their paternalistic relations with their workers include: (1) |ow
| evel s of state relief were provided in the South before the New
Deal ; (2) argunents regarding the admnistrative difficulty of
i ncluding agriculture were considered weak by the CES staff, who
recomended their inclusion; (3) agriculture was included in nost
Eur opean soci al insurance schenes, and increasingly so through
the 1930s; (4) after 1935, when O d- Age Assi stance and ADC were
subsi di zed by the federal governnent, southern states continued
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to provide relatively Iower levels of welfare assistance than

ot her states even after controlling for income and race; and (5)
sout herners successfully resisted congressional pressure to

i nclude agricultural workers in the A d-Age |Insurance and

Unenpl oynent | nsurance prograns.

A. Early Relief and the Conmttee on Econom c Security

Expenditures for relief were notoriously lowin the South
during the early years of the Depression. O the thirty-one
states with ol d-age pension |aws on their books in 1934, only
Maryl and and Del aware coul d have been consi dered renotely
sout hern. By conparison, industrial states such as New York, New
Jersey and Massachusetts spent substantial anpbunts on pensions. A
conparison of spending in the South with other agricultural
regions points to something unique about the South: nunerous
m dwestern states, as well as California which had a significant
agricultural sector, were paying out pensions by 1934. Simlarly,
the states that did not provide Mothers’ Aid or with very | ow per
capita benefit levels were predom nantly southern, while
i ndustrial and m dwestern farm ng states were anong the states
provi di ng benefits.'* This was the situation when the Soci al
Security systemwas first contenplated in 1934 to 1935.

The Comm ttee on Econom c Security (CES) was set up in 1935
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and was charged with formulating a program of social insurance,
national in scope and providing a system of cradle-to-grave
protection for all Americans. In the course of its work, the
comm ttee produced nunerous studies on all aspects of the social
security question including the viability of a systemthat would
enbrace the agricultural population. Six staff reports, dealing
specifically with the problem of providing econom c security for
agricultural workers, emanated fromthe comittee. ! Though these
reports were never followed up in any detail, their inpact is
visible in the act that enmerged fromthe commttee and that

i ncl uded agricul tural workers.

According to the executive director of the commttee, Edw n
Wtte, the commttee never recommended that agricul tural workers
shoul d be explicitly excluded from d d- Age and Unenpl oynent
| nsurance. The conmttee did recomend the exclusion of tenants
and croppers because neither group worked under an explicit
contract and was thus considered sel f-enployed. The commttee
did, however, recognize how incorrect this classification was.
Most croppers and nmany tenants were nore akin to wage workers
than to owners in the extent to which they could nmake i ndependent
deci sions regarding howto run the land they farnmed. As a result,
the conmttee recommended that at the very | east croppers be
reclassified as agricultural |aborers. At the sane tine, the
commttee reconmmended that a special O d-Age |nsurance program be
set up to cover tenants, croppers, and other self-enployed
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persons. *® The committee further recommended in hearings in
Congress that the problem of providing security in agriculture
“was one of the aspects of econom c security requiring further
st udy. " 47

The first staff report on agriculture, “The Econom c
Security Programin Relation to Farm Operators and Enpl oyees,”
recomended that agricultural workers (as well as croppers who
were nore often classified as operators than workers) be included
i n Unenpl oynent | nsurance, O d-Age Assistance, and d d- Age
| nsurance schenes. O d-age pensions were to be noncontributory
and unearned (nore like relief for the aged than soci al
i nsurance). O d-age insurance, on the other hand, was to require
contributions fromthe recipient and sone |ink between paynents
by the recipient and eventual paynents to the recipient. The
distinction is inportant. If southerners wanted to prevent QO d-
Age Insurance frominterfering with paternalism they would have
had to nmake sure that all agricultural workers were excluded from
the program To prevent interference from A d- Age Pensions, they
nmerely had to mani pul ate the benefits paid in their states.

The report proposed that agricultural enployees be included
in the general Unenpl oynent |Insurance programon the sanme basis
as industrial enployees, and that the inclusion of agricultural
enployees in firnms with six or fewer enployees (the lower limt
on coverage under the industrial schene) be seriously
consi der ed. 148
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The second report, “Econom c Security of Farners and
Agricultural Workers,” simlarly recommended the inclusion of
farm | aborers in Unenpl oynent | nsurance, and urged that croppers
be included. In the same report, they recognized that the
i nclusion of croppers mght “present peculiar difficulties”
because they “receive paynents for their work as a share of the
proceeds of the crops on which they work, at the end of the crop
season. "% The report suggested, however, that the cropper and
| andl ord could pay their insurance premuns at the tine
settlenments were made. The problem of the seasonality of the
work, with several |ong periods of idleness between the busy
pl anti ng and pi cki ng seasons, could have been overcone by naking
paynment of benefits conditional “upon failure of the cropper to
secure a contract for the succeeding year by the tinme when such
contracts are customarily nade.”*! Croppers were recomended for
i nclusi on throughout the report because of their |ow standard of
living and the simlarity of their status with that of hired
| abor. **? Coverage of the broader class of tenants was |ikew se
recommended in a programto insure against “unenploynment through
inability to rent land or secure other work.”?®

The recommendati ons of the second report addressed the
probl ens arising fromcovering agricultural workers. Perhaps nore
i nportant than the supposed adm nistrative difficulties, then,
were the political considerations outlined in a third report.
“The Bearing of the Programof the Commttee on Econom c Security
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Upon Farnmers and Farm Laborers,” suggested that “inclusion of
farm | aborers in the [Unenpl oynent |nsurance] schene woul d | ead
to the defeat of any legislation that m ght be proposed.”*

Thus, sone difficulties were anticipated in the inclusion of
farmers and farmworkers in an Unenpl oynent |nsurance program
But, the problens were not insuperabl e—farm owners woul d have
been excl uded because they were not enployed under a contract;
croppers and tenants, by virtue of the contractual nature of
their enpl oynent, were nore akin to wage | abor and therefore
deserved to be covered along with agricultural |aborers. The
princi pal problens expected fromincluding these groups were
political. Despite what Wtte reported, it appears that in the
staff reports, the exclusion of agricultural workers, tenants,
and croppers was never seriously advocated. On the contrary,
inclusion was urged in all three studies, but the problens posed
by political considerations were recogni zed.

In an early sunmary nenorandum “Mjor |Issues in
Unenpl oynment Conpensation,” dated Decenber 3, 1934, Wtte hinself
reported, “The coverage recommended is a compul sory coverage of
all enployers with six or nore enpl oyees, including those engaged
inagriculture. . . .”' Just two nonths |ater, however, in an
updat ed version of the sane report, he stated,” inclusion of
these groups of [agricultural] workers is difficult
adm nistratively and for short-time and intermttent workers is
of relatively little value. . . .”*® Wiat cane between the two
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versions of the Wtte report was the “Staff Report on
Unenpl oynent | nsurance” that urged a mninmumfirmsize
restriction but no explicit exclusion of agricultural |abor.

The final report fromthe CES appears to have been
i nfluenced by commttee nenbers largely unfamliar with the
probl ens of agriculture and likely to succunb to argunents of
admnistrative difficulty. These nmenbers appeared nore willing to
bow to political pressure to get the bulk of the bill passed and
seemto have used the mninmum size exclusion urged in the staff
report as a pretext for excluding agriculture entirely fromthis
provi sion of the act, in the manner evinced by the shift in
Wtte's tone from Decenber to February. °®

The program for ol d-age security outlined in the staff
reports simlarly enbraced agricultural |abor, and urged adoption
of a programto cover croppers, tenants, and owners with even
nmor e ent husi asm t han had been di spl ayed for covering these groups
under Unenpl oynment | nsurance. The crucial difference here was the
recognition that although farm owners and operators (croppers and
tenants) mght not suffer fromunenploynent in the sanme way as
i ndustrial workers, they would still have to provide for their
retirenment years. The proposed programthus included a schene to
cover “the large nunber of scattered, |ow paid mgratory workers,
the farmcroppers, tenants, and even small proprietors” excluded
from recei vi ng Unenpl oynent | nsurance. **°
Support for the inclusion of agriculture in the O d-Age
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| nsurance schene was not limted to nenbers of the staff charged
w th studying the problens of agriculture and econom c security.
In a report on the broader topic of “Provision for Add Age
Security,” prepared by the CES general staff, for exanple, it was

conceded t hat

There are no special difficulties in the way of ol d-age

i nsurance for agricultural workers, such as are encountered
in plans for unenpl oynent insurance. The agricul tural

enpl oyee, noreover, is an extrenely | ow paid worker and has
unquesti onabl e need of ol d-age protection. Except for the
advant age of having a commobn coverage for ol d-age insurance
and unenpl oynent insurance, there would be no excuse for
omtting the agricultural group from ol d-age insurance

requirenents.

Though this report stopped short of urging a reclassification of
tenants and croppers as agricultural |abor and thus did not go
quite so far as the staff reports outlined above, it showed that
t he supposed adm nistrative difficulties were not great, and the
need to include them was acute.

Further support for the inclusion of agriculture was
provi ded by two studies of foreign social insurance prograns
conducted by the CES staff. Both studies noted the tendency of
foreign prograns to increase coverage through the early 1930s.
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Three factors were enphasi zed because they pronoted these
changes: (1) the severity of the agricultural depression which in
many pl aces dated back to the early 1920s; (2) the increasing
interrel at edness of agricultural and industrial depressions which
elimnated cities as outlets for the rural unenpl oyed; and (3)
rapi d nmechani zation in agriculture. Except for a lag in

mechani zation in the South, these conditions prevailed in the
United States. '

The recommendati ons of those nost closely associated with
agriculture on the CES staff were nodified when incorporated into
the commttee’s final report. For Unenpl oynent | nsurance,
nodi fications were recomended to overcone the antici pated
admnistrative difficulties. Likew se, croppers and tenants were
reclassified as agricultural workers to avoid problens. The fi nal
CES staff report, however, excluded workers in firnms of six or
fewer enployees w thout explicitly excluding agriculture even
t hough the excl usion would “deprive the najority of agricul tural
| aborers of the benefits given others,” and avoided entirely the
i ssue of reclassification.!® The recommendati ons on ol d- age
security, on the other hand, were largely followed in the final
CES report. A special schene to cover “farmowners and tenants,
sel f-enpl oyed persons, and ot her people of small inconmes. . .~
was included in the bill sent to Congress. !® Existing state d d-
Age Pension systens were to receive a subsidy fromthe federal
Social Security trust fund as well.
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B. Action in Congress—935

The Social Security Act that enmerged from Congress in 1935
was considerably different fromthe bill proposed by the CES,
particularly in its treatnent of the farm popul ation. Farners and
farm | aborers were excluded fromboth the d d- Age and
Unenpl oynent | nsurance provisions of the act, despite CES staff
recommendations to the contrary. No special schenes were included
to cover these workers, and the adm nistration of the prograns
which did not explicitly exclude agriculture, O d-Age Assistance
and Aid to Dependent Children, was left largely in the hands of
the states.

These changes have been expl ai ned as the product of weak
support for the inclusion of agriculture (owing to adm nistrative
difficulties), with their ultimte exclusion comng as the result
of the ostensibly disinterested recommendati on of Secretary of
the Treasury Harry Morgentheau, rather than fromthe machi nations
of any particular interest group.

The i ssue was not clear-cut, though. As we have shown, there
was substantial support within the CES staff to include
agricultural |aborers, tenants, croppers, and owners. As we shall
see, the “recommendati on” of Morgentheau was but one of the
options he found acceptable, but it was the one seized upon by
sout herners on the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
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Fi nance Comm ttee. Southerners displayed a strikingly defeati st
attitude toward the inclusion of agriculture when they were not
urging its outright exclusion and were the staunchest advocates
of state control of prograns which did not exclude agriculture.

At the very outset, the opposition of southerners to the
provi sions of the act covering agricultural |abor was evident.
Anmong t he nmenbers of the House WAays and Means Conmittee descri bed
as unsynpat hetic were Robert Doughton (North Carolina), Fred
Vi nson (Kentucky), and Jere Cooper (Tennessee). ! The Senate
Fi nance Conm ttee was seen as a nore form dable obstacle to
agriculture s inclusion, because “a very |arge percentage of the
menbers of this commttee were fromsouth of the Mason and D xon
line, and several . . . were anpng the npbst conservative of al
senators. " '

Sout hern opposition was qui ckly mani fested: The House Ways
and Means Committee which contai ned those “unsynpathetic”
sout herners excluded agricultural |aborers fromthe Unenpl oynent
| nsurance program “as a matter of course.”® The special 4 d-Age
| nsurance program for tenants, croppers, and farm owners was
simlarly deleted wthout nmuch cerenony by the conmttees.
Attention then turned to the nore general ol d-age security
provi sions of the act which could have covered tenants and
croppers as well as agricultural |aborers.

The first nention of the exclusion of farners and farm
wor kers fromthe QA d-Age | nsurance program was nade by
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Representative Vinson of Kentucky in his questioning of CES
Director Wtte. Vinson suggested that adm nistration of the
program m ght be easier if these groups were excluded entirely
fromthe insurance program even if this resulted in an increase
in the cost of the state-run pension systens (which would have
still covered these groups).® Only a nonent earlier, however,
Wtte had expl oded the adm nistrative difficulty issue by
suggesting that different collection nechani sns m ght be enpl oyed
for different groups. In the case of farm workers and donestic
wor kers, who would have had little contact wwth the interna
revenue system bei ng suggested as the basis of the nation-w de
network for collection of premium a stanpbook nethod m ght have
elimnated many of the anticipated difficulties.' The British
chose this nmethod in 1936 when they began to bring agricul tural

| abor under their social insurance system '

Nonet hel ess in pressing for agriculture’ s exclusion, Vinson
evinced a peculiarly negative attitude toward social security for
farmers and farm workers, an attitude that was increasingly
characteristic of the southern nmenbers of these commttees as the
heari ngs progressed. In nost if not all cases where a choice had
to be made between including agriculture by trying to overcone
sone difficulties and excluding themal nost “as a matter of
course,” southerners favored the latter approach. This attitude
is best displayed in the questioning of Secretary of the Treasury
Mor gent heau.
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Mor gent heau had been persuaded by junior Treasury officials
“that the bill nust be anended to exclude these groups of workers
[agricul tural workers and donestics] to nake it adm nistratively
feasible,” and made a statenent to that effect in his
testinony. Wtte has suggested that it was this recommendati on
rat her than the workings of partisan or interest group politics
whi ch excl uded agricultural workers. The fact of the matter is,
however, that Mrgentheau found several other options equally
sati sfying, including bringing agricultural workers under the
bill imedi ately and dealing |ater with the peculiar problens
their inclusion m ght pose. Mrgentheau even went so far as to
describe this alternative as “ideal.”'"?

Though Morgent heau found such alternatives wholly
unobj ecti onabl e, Representative Vinson seized upon his initial
position as his last word on the subject. Vinson and ot her
sout herners followed this approach as the hearings progressed. In
its later executive sessions, according to Wtte, “the commttee
was influenced far less by difficulties of adm nistration than by
the fact that it was felt that farners would object to being
taxed for old-age protection for their enployees.”!® The attitude
of defeatismdisplayed by Vinson and the other southerners in the
public hearings suggests that the opposition in the executive
sessions cane |less fromthe fear of objection fromfarners in
general than fromthat of southern farners and | andl ords
specifically.
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Sout herners apparently pressed for the exclusion of
“agricultural |aborers” (in addition to croppers and tenants) for
three reasons: (1) to protect such paternalistic relations as
exi sted between planters and wage workers; (2) to prevent the
paynent of benefits to croppers and tenants shoul d they be
reclassified as | aborers; and (3) to ensure that tenants and
croppers downgraded to | aborer status through the incentives of
t he AAA woul d continue to be denied benefits.

Though tenants, croppers, and wage workers in agriculture
had been elimnated from both the special and general Qd d-Age
| nsurance prograns, there was sone recognition on the part of
sout herners that these groups would still be eligible for the
state-adm ni stered A d- Age Assi stance prograns subsidi zed under
Title | of the act.! Attention turned to adjustnent of the
pensi on section to assure maxi mum | ocal discretion in providing
benefits to the groups excluded fromthe federal program

At the very beginning, the O d-Age Assistance provision of
the act was very bitterly attacked by Senator Harry Byrd of
Virginia because it dictated to states the size and recipients of
pensions. He was joined in this position by “nearly all of the
menbers of both commttees [who |ikew se feared] federa
interference.”'® The changes made in the House and Senate were
directed toward di m ni shing such federal interference.

Under the original bill, states were enjoined frominposing
any conditions for the receipt of O d-Age Assistance. As the
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provi sion energed fromthe House Ways and Means Committee, it was
stated negatively, so states could inpose any conditions they saw
fit, as long as they were no nore stringent than those in the
original bill.' The original bill required that state pensions,
when added to the recipient’s inconme, furnish “a reasonabl e
subsi st ence conpatible with decency and health.”'” This provision
was elimnated entirely, leaving states “free to pay pensions of
any anount, however snall.”'® The revised bill also made it nore
difficult for the federal governnent to w thdraw approval of any
state plan and elimnated the need for federal approval of
“sel ection, tenure of office, and conpensation of personnel.”!"®
Finally, the revised act transferred federal adm nistration from
t he Federal Enmergency Relief Admnistration to the independent
Soci al Security Board, to avoid the equation of O d-Age
Assi stance with relief, “which the conmttee was very anxious to
avoi d. " 180

Each change strengthened the hold of states over their own
pensi on prograns. In the |anguage of our nodel, it becane easier
for southerners to control the substitutes for planter
paternalism Therefore, they set state-provided benefit levels to
mnimze the effect on the demand for planter paternalism The
result was the successful protection of the |andl ord-tenant
rel ati onship.

In addition to elimnating agriculture fromthe act’s
Unenpl oynent and O d- Age | nsurance prograns, and restricting
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federal control over state pension plans, both commttees under
pressure from sout herners, and other Congressnen aligned with
them simlarly limted benefit |evels and federal oversight
under Title IV, the Aid to Dependent Children program (ADC).
Since this program the forerunner of Aid to Famlies with
Dependent Children (AFDC), provided relief irrespective of

enpl oynent status, it did not involve the admnistrative
difficulties of premumcollection and nonitoring encountered
with O d-Age and Unenpl oynent |nsurance. Justification for the
excl usion of agriculture would have been | ess apparent, so the
attention of southerners again turned toward reducing federal
control and enabling states to set benefit |evels and
restrictions. Once these prograns were in the hands of the
states, many in the South did not attenpt to disguise their
desire to mani pulate the programto nmaintain a cheap, dependent
| abor force.

Under the original act, states were required to pay ADC
benefits that would “provide a reasonabl e subsi stence conpati bl e
wi th decency and health,” as under the original O d-Age
Assi stance program This requirenment was again elimnated
entirely here, apparently because of “objection to Federal
determ nati on of adequacy on the part of Southern nmenbers who
feared Northern standards would be forced on the South in
providing for Negro and Wiite tenant families.”?* Deternination
was instead left in the hands of state and | ocal
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adni ni strators. 8

The nmenbers of the House Ways and Means Commttee went even
further. They inserted a provision into the act that set an upper
limt on the anmount of federal assistance provided to the states
under Title IV. Wien Secretary of Labor Francis Perkins objected
to the restriction, Commttee Chairnman Pat Harrison of Georgia
“expressed the viewthat it was probably alright to start this
aid at a very low figure, as subsequent Congresses could easily
expand it,” displaying the sane cavalier attitude toward the
expansion of relief which had characterized southerners on both
comm ttees throughout.

As our hypot hesis suggests, then, the coverage of
agriculture in Ad-Age Insurance was an area of much contention
in the House and Senate. The systemthat energed from Congress
bore scant resenbl ance to that proposed by the CES. The only
provi sion of the act that survived in its entirety was the
federal subsidy of state O d- Age Pension prograns. The pensions
were to be distributed through the various existing state pension
systens with states and localities left free to determ ne benefit
| evel s, expenditures, and restrictions. The arrangenent was
apparently appealing as a conprom se between those desiring to
see a nodi cum of security provided for all groups and those
desiring to exclude sel ected groups or to provide themwth
significantly | ower benefit levels. In fact, the wide |atitude
given to states in setting eligibility criteria allowed Southern
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states to pay a “supplenent” to Confederate veterans, over and
above their regular state old age pension. Since these veterans
were white, this distinction created a great disparity between
pensions paid to blacks and whites in the South. 8

Thr oughout the struggle over Social Security in Congress,
the South was joined by a variety of interests. States outside
the South that resented the oversight of their relief progranms by
FERA joined wth Southern representatives in supporting
restrictions on the Social Security Board s ability to shape the
personnel policies of state agencies adm ni stering ol d-age
assi stance, unenpl oynent insurance, and Aid to Dependent
Children. States that desired greater flexibility in setting
relief spending priorities than they had enjoyed under FERA's
system of discretionary grants joined the South in pushing for a
system of matching grants to fund the categorical assistance
prograns established by the Social Security Act. Finally, many
Ameri cans—ncl udi ng Roosevelt hinself to sone extent—favored
decentralization, out of a belief that a centralized systemwould
not survive a court challenge, a belief in states as the best
“l aborat ory” through which experinentation and | earning could
occur, or a belief in states’ rights.® The South did not invent
opposition to the welfare state—+t nerely capitalized onit, to
shape federal prograns in ways that mnim zed the harmthey would

do to the region’s system of social control and paternalism
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C. Action After 1935

The passage of the Social Security Act in 1935 did not
signal an end to the fight to save paternalism Southern | anded
i nterests had succeeded in barring the paynent of O d-Age and
Unenpl oynent | nsurance to the agricultural population, but 4 d-
Age Assistance and Aid to Dependent Children adm nistered through
the states were not directly restricted in this manner. In the
absence of nechani zati on, which we have suggested woul d have
sounded the death knell of paternalism the battle agai nst
federal paternalismwould have continued to rage on tw fronts:
(1) in the states, where the mani pul ati on of benefit |evels and
restrictions achi eved the sane effect as outright exclusion and
(2) in Congress, where the issue of agriculture’s inclusion under
Social Security would continue to be pressed.

As altered at the insistence of southern representatives in
Congress, the O d-Age Assi stance and ADC provisions of the Socia
Security Act gave the states a great deal nore latitude in
setting benefit levels and determ ning the ease with which
benefits could be obtained than did the original Economc
Security Act. The original act was stringent because the CES
staff recognized a return to state responsibility generally
resulted in a reduction of benefits. Various devices were used by
states to nmake relief nore “econom cal” when responsibility for
short-termdirect relief reverted to themin 1935. 18

126



Two net hods appear to have figured nost promnently in the
South. In the first years under the Social Security Act southern
states mani pul ated both benefit levels and eligibility rules.
Sout hern states continued to pay relatively |ower benefits than
ot her states even after the passage of the Social Security Act
and the start of federal subsidy of state prograns. At the sane
time, throughout the 1930s and 1940s, southern states devised
el aborate restrictions to assure that those nost needed in cotton
cultivation were kept off the welfare rolls. ! Both nmechani sns
were clearly ainmed at maintaini ng dependency.

In Congress, as well, Southerners’ fight against the
encroachnment of federal paternalismcontinued. There was
consi derabl e support from organi zed | abor, the National
Associ ation for the Advancenent of Col ored People (NAACP), the
Nat i onal Urban League, and the Social Security Board for
br oadeni ng the Social Security Act to cover agricultural |abor,
and for reclassifying southern tenants and croppers as
agricultural |aborers rather than farmoperators (to all ow these
groups to cone under the purview of a broadened plan).*® Despite
their support, the category of excluded workers was in fact
br oadened when the act was revised in 1939, |eaving the inclusion
of agriculture but a distant prospect through the first two
decades of the act’s operation and |eaving the South’s curious
system of paternalistic |abor relations intact.

Pressure to expand the Social Security Act’s coverage and
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i nclude agricultural workers and farm operators continued into
the 1940s. In 1948, though the Social Security Board recommended
that agricultural workers be included in the old age insurance
program they were not included in the bill that Robert Dough-
ton’s (D-NC) Ways and Means Commttee reported to the House.
Despite the broad support for inclusion of agriculture, “southern
denocrats countered that no farners cane to their hearings to
argue for coverage.”'® Though the Senate Finance Conmittee
reported a bill that did include agricultural workers, and
agricultural workers were included in the bill produced by the
Sout her n-dom nat ed conference commttee, they had to have been
“regul arly enployed,” which would have excl uded nost cotton
pi ckers. '® Sel f-enpl oyed workers (a category that still included
tenants and croppers) were still excluded as wel|.

By the 1950s, though, change was on the horizon. In Chapter
Si x, we describe the devel opnents that |l ed to the di sappearance
of much Sout hern opposition to federal spending on welfare
prograns in the South. The inpact of those changes on the Soci al

Security systemwas striking. As Jill Quadagno notes,

Step by step, southern congressnen rel eased welfare for the
aged poor fromlocal governnment, passing control to the
federal governnent as the burden of maintaining aged bl acks
surpassed their econom c value and as the threat that direct
cash paynents to and ol der relative would subsidize an
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entire famly becane less critical to a changing plantation

econony. 19

As a result, agricultural |aborers were brought under the A d Age
| nsurance provisions of the Social Security systemin 1954 and
1956. The strongest supporters of raising the federal share of
public assistance to the elderly and the handi capped in 1958 were
t he Sout herners on the House Ways and Means Committee. ' By the
1960s, the opposition of Southerners to federal welfare spending
had been reduced so greatly that when the Ni xon Adm nistration
proposed an expansion of the federal funding and federal

oversight of states’ old age assistance prograns in 1969,

Sout hern representatives strongly supported the initiative. !

But before those changes had taken hol d, other federal
initiatives, introduced during the New Deal and World War Two,
threatened the South’s system of paternalistic |abor relations in
the same way as it had been threatened by Social Security. Before
we describe the changes that shook Southern agriculture and
caused t he di sappearance of paternalismand of much opposition to
federal welfare spending, we turn in the next chapter to consider
the battles waged by Southerners to prevent federal efforts at
“reform ng” South agriculture during the New Deal and their
efforts to prevent the outmgration of |abor fromthe South

during World War Two.
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Chapter 4
Sout hern Qpposition to the

Farm Security Adm nistration

| . I ntroduction

Because soci al insurance had great appeal across the nation,
it was harder to fight than prograns ained narrowmy at reformin
agriculture and Sout hern agriculture in particular. But even
after the threat to paternalismraised by the Social Security Act
had been defeated, the federal governnent remained interested in
pursuing policies |ike those of FERA described at the start of
Chapter Three that addressed rural poverty specifically. Though
the fight to exclude agriculture fromsocial insurance prograns
had been won by the South in 1935, the federal governnent
sharpened its focus on rural poverty in 1937. The Farm Security
Adm ni stration (FSA) represented intervention in Southern | abor
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relations to alter the relative econom c power of |andowners and
| aborers, and then to | eave themfree to contract anong

t henmsel ves. The history of the Farm Security Adm nistration
provides a clear exanple of the difficulty the Southern elite
faced in preventing federal intervention in the South’s system of
| abor relations, even as the region sought federal dollars. This
epi sode also illustrates the lengths to which the elite would go
to preserve the systemof paternalistic relations between them
and their dependent |aborers and the econom c benefits the elite
derived as a result.

The threat that the Farm Security Adm ni stration posed to
the South’s system of paternalismwas the FSA's role as an
internmedi ary between | andlords and tenants. But the FSA s
excl usive focus on agriculture left it wthout a broad base of
popul ar support when the Southern rural elite turned to face that
threat. Another threat, however, was appearing just as the
opposition of Southerners to the FSA began to coal esce—the threat
of a federal system of cradle-to-grave social insurance. This was
per haps an even greater nenace to the Southern rural elite than
the FSA's activities.

The FSA was created by the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenancy Act
of 1937.'% The new agency conbi ned nany of the prograns initiated
by the Resettlenent Adm nistration (RA), the Federal Energency
Relief Adm nistration (FERA), and the Division of Subsistence
Honesteads in the U S. Interior Departnent, prograns designed to
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hel p eradicate the persistent rural poverty that had been
exacerbated by nore than a decade of depression in Anerican
agriculture. But just nine years after its birth, the FSA was
di smantl ed am d charges of ranpant inefficiency, political
cronyi sm and pronotion of Soviet-style collectivism Congress
di sconti nued the nost controversial of the FSA's prograns and
scattered the renmai nder anong the Extension Service, the Farm
Credit Adm nistration, and the new Farners’ Honme Adm nistration.
The FSA, however, was nore than just a controversial, short-
lived stepchild of the New Deal. It was a highly visible
mani festation of the federal governnent’s concern for a class of
citizens who had previously endured poverty in isolation. The FSA
was described by its proponents as “an historic attenpt . . . to
exploit the power, the promse, and the possibilities of politics
in securing salvation fromthe human suffering, social injustice,
and econom ¢ waste of chronic poverty.”!® As such, it posed a
particularly potent threat to the viability of the Southern
system of social and econom c rel ati ons based on plantation

agriculture and paternalism
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1. The First New Deal and the Resettl enent Adm nistration

Fol | ow ng the congressional elections of 1934, the Roosevelt
adm nistration’s enphasis in economc policy shifted from
recovery to reformand the “First” New Deal was superseded by the
Second. '°® Pol i cynmakers in Washi ngton had becone increasingly
aware of the chronic rural poverty that had existed before the
general depression and had been largely ignored in the rush to
pronote overall recovery. ¥

Two devel opnents in 1934 and 1935 nade the need for such a
reform programparticularly urgent. First, the New Deal ers feared
t hat any conprehensive econom c reformthey m ght propose would
be successfully preenpted by nore radical proposals, such as the
panaceas offered by the |ikes of Senator Huey Long of Loui siana
and Fat her Charles Coughlin. ' The second reason for concern was
the adverse effect of the few adm nistration initiatives in this
area. The prograns of the Agricultural Adjustnment Adm nistration
(AAA) to raise rural incones had perversely resulted in increased
rural poverty as landlords were inplicitly encouraged to enpl oy
fewer agricultural workers overall and relatively nore wage hands
anong t he remai nder. %

The result of this concern was the creation of the
Resettl enment Administration in May 1935. Under the gui dance of
Rexford G Tugwell, the New Deal’s “house radical,” the new
agency consol i dated a nunber of prograns begun under FERA and the
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Di vi sion of Subsistence Honesteads in the U S. Interior
Departnent. Tugwell’s new agency did nore than nerely conbine a
few previously disparate initiatives, though. The RA focused
those prograns nore on the plight of the rural poor. The agency
operated on the prem ses that sonething fundanmental coul d
actually be done about rural poverty and that the governnment
shoul d be significantly involved in such an enterprise.

In the field, the RA managed three prograns designed to
strike at the causes of rural poverty: (1) production on
overused, unproductive, marginal land; (2) a |lack of
opportunities for off-farmenploynent; and (3) a crushing,
rapidly cunul ati ng burden of debt. The first of these was at-
tacked by purchasing and retiring submarginal land. It was argued
that such lands, if kept in production, would have been parcel ed
out to the poorest of tenants, who would have sinply been pushed
further into poverty by their inability to wing a profit from
t he overworked, m neral -poor soil. The establishnment of rural -
ur ban nodel communities through the resettlenent of destitute
farmers and industrial workers was an attenpt to inprove the off-
farm enpl oynment opportunities of the former and the self-
sufficiency of the latter. Under the RA, neither of these two
prograns aroused much criticismin the South, because they were
operated on a very |limted scale. Planters viewed the prograns as
vi si onary and utopian but harnmnl ess.

The third of the RA's prograns, however, was received with
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much |l ess equanimty in the South. Using | oans and outri ght
grants, the RA attenpted to “rehabilitate” tenants who had becone
overburdened with debt. It was thought that, wth careful
supervi sion and the breathing space afforded by a rehabilitation
| oan or grant, these tenants could eventually pay off their debts
and attain a neasure of independence.?® Needless to say, this
strategy soon ran afoul of the conplex set of social and econom c
rel ati ons we have descri bed as characterizing the rural South.
Rehabilitation represented a challenge to the status quo in the
South: it made the federal governnment a party to the |andl ord-
tenant agreenent and substituted a degree of outside supervision
for planter supervision.? In short, rehabilitation threatened to
underm ne sone of the dependency inherent in Southern
paternalism The desperate tenant could now turn to the RA for
hel p, whereas previously he had to turn to his |andl ord.

Much of the initial opposition to rehabilitation, in the
Sout h and el sewhere, cane fromthe agricultural establishment:
t he Extension Service, the Farm Bureau, the state extension
services, and the county agricultural agents.?°® These agencies
were controlled by the | arge | andowners and tended to represent
their interests. The inportance of this opposition, however,
shoul d not be overestimated. Though opposition was evident in
nost agricultural regions of the country, it appears to have
represented, at least initially, little nore than an attenpt by
the agricultural establishnent to preserve its hegenony in |ocal
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affairs in the face of increasing governnent intervention. In
addition, |arge | andhol ders thensel ves gave sone support to
rehabilitation initially, even in the South. In an FSA survey of
attitudes toward RA |loans to hel p needy farners get on their
feet, Southern owners responded favorably nearly as often as
croppers and renters. Though owners in the South were roughly
three tines as likely to respond negatively as croppers or
tenants, they were | ess opposed than Northern owners (Table 5).

Thi s apparent | ack of Southern planter opposition seens
somewhat anomal ous, but it is sonewhat |less so in view of the
limted scope of the RA | oan program and the very snall degree of
supervision it attenpted to exercise over |loan recipients. Wen
the FSA was | ending 60 percent nore and serving perhaps one and a
half tinmes as many client famlies and offering nore supervision,
advi ce, and nethods for needy tenants to hel p thensel ves, planter
opposi tion quickly appeared. 2%

Planters had nore to gain than the county agents or the
Extension Service if rehabilitation proceeded on a very limted
scale. A planter renting to a heavily indebted tenant gains
sonething in the formof loyalty in return for continually
rolling over the tenant’s debt, but he | oses sonething at the
sane time if the tenant is never able to anortize that debt.
Conversely, a planter renting to a tenant being financed by a
rehabilitation | oan | oses sone tenant |oyalty but gains inmedi ate
access to funds previously advanced to the tenant. G ven an

142



appropriately high rate of discount, planters may well have opted
for support of a severely circunscribed programof rehabilitation
in the short run. 2%

In such circunstances, the interests of planters may have
diverged slightly fromthose of the agricultural establishnent
that otherwi se represented them The transfer in 1937 of the RA
fromFERA to the U S. Agriculture Departnent, where the
establishment exerted greater control, may have represented an
attenpt by policymakers to reconcile these interests. It also
represented an attenpt to avoid the equation of rehabilitation
loans with relief in the sane way that the Social Security Board
had been wested from FERA (at the insistence of Southerners in
Congress) to avoid the equation of ol d-age assistance with

relief.?%

I11. The Birth of the Farm Security Adm nistration in Congress

Here matters stood in 1937. In that year, the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenancy Act of 1937 affirnmed the federal governnent’s
commtment to the preservation of the famly farm and the
reduction of farmtenancy. The bill’s initial prospects were
unprom sing in both houses of Congress. The House Agriculture
Commi ttee included two nenbers who were owners of |arge cotton
pl ant ati ons—Reps. Hanpton Ful ner of South Carolina and Richard
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Kl eberg of Texas—and three others who were “agents or advocates
of cotton and tobacco interests”—Reps. Wall Doxey of M ssissippi,
John Fl annagan of Virginia, and Emmett Owmen of GCeorgia. 2%

Because the bill clearly focused on the problens of the
Sout h, representatives fromthe Mdwest and the Great Plains were
al so apathetic to the overtures of Marvin Jones. That apathy was
later transformed into outright hostility as the FSA began to
grow and usurp many of the functions of the national agricultural
establ i shnment and focus on problens that extended beyond the
borders of the South. That hostility was |ater a boon to
Sout herners who opposed the FSA because of its effect on
agricultural |abor costs and the Southern social systemas well
as because of the threat it posed to the Southern agricultural
establishment. Southerners could count on the support of their
brethren fromthe Western and M dwestern agricultural states in
the com ng years as Sout hern opposition to the FSA grew. But in
1937, the Bankhead-Jones Act succeeded in papering over these
differences, at least for a tine.

The national agricultural establishnment had been alienated
by the autononmy of the RA. The support of |arge | andholders in
areas like the South was possible only if the scope and scal e of
initiatives like the rehabilitation |oan programwere strictly
[imted. To ensure passage of his bill in the House,
Representati ve Jones was prepared to nake concessi ons on both
fronts. He offered significant |local control to prevent

144



di sruption of “established relationships,” and he introduced a
revised bill that reduced by 76 percent the three-year
appropriation for loans to help tenants buy their farnms and
elimnated entirely the explicit two-year $150 mllion
appropriation for rehabilitation |oan prograns. 2%

The conprom se succeeded in Congress. In the final vote in
t he House, Southern opposition was limted to Rep. Kleberg of
Texas, while the bill passed the Senate on a voice vote over the
obj ections of a | one Southerner, Senator Stephen Pace of Georgi a.
Senat or Bankhead credited the efforts of Senator Russell for the
support of the bill.?® Russell was chairnman of the agricultural
subcomm ttee of the Appropriations Conmttee and was thus in a
position to swing votes. Since arriving in Congress and
t hroughout his career Russell was a supporter of the snal
farmer. 2 The conpronm se was | ess well received by the
agricultural establishnment and Southern planters, both of whom
were disturbed by the refinenent and expansion of the RA's

prograns undertaken by the FSA.

| V. The Farm Security Adm nistration in Practice

The potential effect of the FSA's prograns on the South’s
soci al and econom c arrangenents was clearly the point at issue.
But how woul d those prograns affect that systen? The FSA was nore
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clearly commtted to reducing tenancy than its predecessor had
been. It included, in addition to the nore famliar
rehabilitation and resettl enent prograns carried over fromthe
RA, a programto help tenants purchase their farnms. This program
was bound to be a source of sone difficulty in the South. The
program provi ded credit and technical assistance to famlies
chosen to participate?? and thus interfered in two of the nost

vi si bl e aspects of paternalism planter control over the
dependent’s finances and farm operati ons.

One of the nost marked differences between | andl ord-tenant
relations in the Corn and Cotton belts was the nmuch greater
extent of |landlord control over operating credit in the South. A
nonowner in the South was sone 5 to 10 tinmes nore likely to have
his credit controlled by his |andlord than was a Northern
nonowner; for Southern blacks, the difference was even nore
striking (Table 6).2%* Landlord involvenment in the South did not
stop there, however. As we woul d expect in such a system of
dependency, the tenant received a benefit, perhaps one not
readi |y obtained el sewhere, in exchange for acceding to control
by his landlord. Wiile the Southern |andlord controlled his
tenants’ credit, he was also nore likely than a Northern |andlord
to “stand good” for their debts (Table 7).2%2 This el enent of quid
pro quo is clearly “evidence of the paternalistic side of the
| andl ord-tenant relationship, . . . a pattern of obligations
often assuned by the |l andlord, deriving largely from histori cal
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ant ecedents. " 2%

In regard to supervisory control over their tenants,
Sout hern landl ords also differed fromtheir Northern
counterparts. They were far nore likely to have a cl ose
relationship with their renters, croppers, and | aborers and were
therefore nore likely to be suspicious of governnment initiatives
that interfered in that relationship. Southern | andlords visited
their tenants on a daily basis roughly twice as nmuch as Northern
| andl ords did (Table 8). Laborers were closely supervised in both
areas and consequently received daily visits in both the North
and South. Again, the figure for black tenants is nuch higher,
indicating the both a greater “demand” by bl acks for paternalism
as well as a greater “supply” of paternalismby plantation
| andl or ds.

Sout hern landl ords did not nerely appear nore often than
Nort herners. They exerci sed nuch wi der powers of supervision
during those visits. Wen asked “Wat do you have to say about
the farm ng operation of your tenants or enployee?” five tinmes as
many Sout hern white |andlords as Northern | andl ords reported
giving strict orders. The proportions are nearly reversed for the
response “l |eave decisions entirely up to him” Schul er
concl uded that these “figures point to a fundanental difference
in living social relationships, the tissue out of which have
grown fundanmental ly different organic social structures.”?* At
the very least, these conparisons denonstrate the extent to which
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the FSA's tenant purchase programrepresented a distinct
departure from established practice. Qutside supervision of
credit and operations was nore likely to be seen as unwarranted
and dangerous interference.

The rural rehabilitation programthe FSA inherited fromthe
RA was, as we have noted above, opposed by the agricul tural
establi shnment but tolerated by planters so long as it was not
greatly expanded. Under the FSA, the program was expanded;
spendi ng on rehabilitation | oans alone rose from$78 nillion
under the RA to $125 nmillion under the FSA %° while ot her
rehabilitation nethods potentially even nore damagi ng to Sout hern
paternalismwere being tried.?*® Planter support, as we shall see,
qui ckly col | apsed. Landl ords soon joined the chorus of
agricultural establishment figures clanoring for the dismantling
of these rehabilitation prograns. \Wat was the source of this
opposition and how did the FSA rehabilitation programdiffer from
t hat under the RA (which, as we have seen, enjoyed at |east a
nmodi cum of support in the South)?

Rehabi litation under the FSA consisted of the use of
standard rehabilitation | oans, the distribution of grants for
coping with natural disasters, the pronotion of group services,
cooperatives, and nei ghborhood action groups, and efforts to
reschedul e tenants’ debts and i nprove the condition of their
tenancy. Each of these devices contained sonething that m ght
have aroused concern anong Southern planters interested in
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mai nt ai ni ng paternalism

The | oan program coul d have enjoyed at |east sone | andl ord
support in the South if it had been Iimted. Wen the program was
expanded under the FSA, the sanme sort of cost-benefit analysis
that had pronpted support of a limted programwas nore likely to
provoke opposition. Opposition would arise in those areas where
the loans would interfere significantly with the supply of |abor,
nmost likely the plantation areas. In other areas of the South
there was support for loans to help small famly farmers acquire
their own farns, particularly white farners. ?

FSA grants for disaster relief may at first also seemlikely
to have provoked planter opposition. Such grants woul d have
repl aced the landlord as the source of aid in energencies.
Previ ous experience with disaster relief, however, indicated that
pl anters were not averse to their tenants’ receiving such
assistance if planters thenselves were unable to provide it and
i f such assistance was explicitly defined as tenporary. D saster
relief represented a nuisance to planters at worst, and perhaps a
great convenience for themif sone of their own resources had
been wi ped out in the disaster.??®

The pronotion of group activities and cooperatives, on the
ot her hand, woul d have posed an unanbi guous threat to
paternalism regardless of how such organi zati ons m ght be
structured or controlled. First and nost directly, such
enterprises took noney out of the pockets of the country
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merchants, who were often allied with the |arge planters when not
intheir direct enploy. Planter control of tenant credit and

W I lingness to guarantee the debts of tenants neant that the

| ocal country or plantation store was the only place where the
tenant could shop. Wen the country store was the only option and
the planter would supply credit there, the tenant was reasonably
happy to shop there. Cooperatives would give the tenant anot her
option and make the country store a | ess appealing alternative
even if the landlord continued to provide credit there.

A second and perhaps nore subtle way that cooperatives
struck at paternalismwas by denonstrating to tenants that they
coul d help thensel ves. They did not need the planter to intercede
at the store or in the marketing of the crop or in the | egal
systemif they had cooperative organi zations. Tenant cooperatives
to buy supplies, sell cotton, and provide group services such as
| egal counsel would have made sone pl anter-supplied benefits
redundant. |If they could secure these things thenselves, tenants
woul d have been disinclined to get assistance fromtheir
| andl ords, paying for it over time in deference, loyalty, and
hard wor k.

Cooperatives al so represented a potent threat to the
Sout hern social system qua system The anobunt spent by the FSA on
these ventures was only a trivial share of the agency’ s total
budget, yet this aspect of the rehabilitation program soon
provoked virul ent opposition in the South and directly
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contributed to the eventual downfall of the FSA 2?° The threat to
t he Sout hern social system and the planter dom nation thereof,
posed by FSA cooperatives was clearly at |east as inportant to
pl anters as the direct effect of such ventures on the
profitability of their country stores or the noney wages they
paid to their agricultural |abor.

The | ast nmethod enpl oyed by the FSA in rehabilitating
tenants was direct intervention in the |andl ord-tenant
rel ati onship, by negotiating better terns for the tenant’s debt
and pronoting nore equitable, standardized rental agreenents.
Again, the FSA was getting itself into a very delicate area.
Direct intercession on the tenant’s behalf did nore than just
show the tenant that he could turn to soneone other than his
| andl ord for help; it opened to negotiation and outside scrutiny
what had previously been a process steeped in tradition and
unspoken but inplicitly understood nutual obligations. In
attenpting to nediate this process, the FSA was opening a true
Pandora’ s box.

Sout hern tenants and | andl ords nade oral rather than witten
| eases nore often than their counterparts in the North, despite
sonme di ssatisfaction with this customin the South. This
di ssatisfaction is indicated by the differences in the
proportions of Northern and Southern tenants who indicated a
desire for a witten |lease (Table 9). Mst Northerners already
had witten agreenents. Only half as many Southern as Northern
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| andl ords reported witten | eases with tenants. ??° Sout hern

| andl ords favored the oral or traditional |ease because it
fostered paternalismby making the |andlord-tenant relationship
| ess businesslike. Landlords |iked to believe that they were not
exploiting their tenants but instead | ooking out for their
interests and preventing their exploitation by others. There was
consequently no need for a witten | ease.

The FSA debt adjustnent and tenure inprovenent program woul d
have changed this situation by requiring the landlord to put the
terms of the lease in witing. This change woul d have nade the
rel ati onship nore businesslike and given the tenants the chance
to put on the table a long list of grievances that it was
poi ntl ess to voice when the | ease was oral and |acked third-party
observation. Tenants in the South wanted a nore equitable
di vision of incone with the landlord, a different node of
paynment, a fairer settlenment, and better credit arrangenents

(Table 9).

V. The I npact of the Farm Security Adm nistration

Thus did the FSA threaten the system of paternalism A
weal th of evidence seens to confirmthe worst fears of Southern
| andl ords and planters. Were the FSA nade noti ceabl e inroads,
tenants and farmlaborers did transfer fromtheir landlords to
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the FSA the loyalty that was the raison d etre of paternalism A
few exanples will show this effect and at the sane tine
characterize the qualitatively different |abor response elicited
by provision of in-kind benefits—+n this case, the new governnment
paternal i sm provi ded by the FSA—+that we have argued was the
source of that loyalty.

In a study of a “black belt” plantation, Rubin found that
bl acks recei ving governnent benefits viewed the benefits as a
sign that “sonmeone way off yonder” cares for them?* This
attitude on the part of benefit recipients manifested itself in
| oyal behavior toward the agency and its representatives. In
practice, such loyalty translated into a willingness to render
servi ce over and above the expected norm because the FSA was seen
as either “good” to its tenant-clients or willing to be “good” in
exchange for those tenant-clients’ “good” behavior.

As a result of these |oyal feelings engendered by the
perception of FSA concern, tenants were nore diligent,
consci entious, and hard worki ng under the FSA than they otherw se

woul d have been. In Texas, the FSA observer noted:

There are indicators that the placating attitude that had
been used toward a | andlord or nmerchant is sonetines
transferred to the supervisory personnel. Some famlies feel
that they are doing sonething to pl ease the supervisor
rather than thinking of a practice as helping their own
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wel f ar e. ???

This attitude was shown by a woman adnoni shed by an FSA offici al

for a mnor violation of the terns of their agreenent. She

responded, “Wuy, |’ve canned 200 quarts of green vegetables for
you!” In the sane way, to show his gratitude toward the FSA,
another recipient told the | ocal supervisor, “I try to reason

wi th ny neighbors that they ought to show their appreciation to
t he governnent by attending neetings [wWwth the FSA
representatives].”??

To ensure that they rather than the FSA woul d benefit from
such |l oyal responses to the provision of paternalismand continue
to receive deference fromtheir workers, |landed interests in the
South were willing to expend consi derable resources. W now turn

to the battle they waged agai nst the FSA

VI. Opposition to the Farm Security Adm ni stration Takes Shape

The FSA had been in operation for just over a year in 1938.
Yet even at that early date, the FSA's Director of Information,
John Fischer, could report that “within the |ast few nonths .
power ful opposition has been encountered in areas where the work
of the FSA runs counter to the established econony.”??* Nowhere

were the prograns of the FSA nore at variance with the
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“establ i shed econony” than in the South.

Sout hern opposition to the FSA intensified steadily after
1938. Increased opposition, however, was al so apparent in other
regions, as a result of the expansion of FSA prograns and
conti nued FSA usurpation of the powers of |ocal agricultural
establishnents. This devel opnent was clearly part of the story
behi nd rising Southern opposition; but given the nodesty of the
expansi on in FSA prograns and funding relative to the tenacious
opposition the agency aroused in the South, it was clearly but a
very small part of that story.

A nore inportant reason for increasing Southern opposition
to the FSA over tinme was the nounting conflict between the
phi | osophy of the FSA and the Sout hern social systemthat rested
upon paternalism deference, and cheap | abor. Opposition had
undoubt edly been nuted in the early years of the FSA s exi stence,
when many big planters were struggling for their survival. By
1938, when planters had begun to get back on their feet, their
concern for the Southern social order pronpted themto take an
increasingly hard | ook at what the FSA was sayi ng and doi ng.

This trend was part of a nore general shift toward
conservatismthat occurred throughout the nation in the late
1930s and early 1940s as the recovery progressed. At nmany New
Deal agencies, this political shift led to a retrenchnment of sone
prograns and a rethinking of sone goals. The FSA, however, was
unwilling to bow to these pressures. The agency refused to bend
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to the new political wi nds bl ow ng across the country by 1940. As
aresult it was increasingly seen as radical, at least in the
Sout h, where the FSA program had al ways represented a distinct
departure fromthe established order.

This reception contrasts nmarkedly to that of the AAA at
roughly the sane tine. The AAA made every effort to accommobdate
pl anters and | arge | andowners and to avoi d upsetting the existing
social order, particularly in the South. One evaluation of the

AAA’' s performnce concl uded:

The AAA was never conceived for the purpose of equalizing

i ncone or restoring freedomof initiative and equality of
opportunity anong different tenure classes within the farm
popul ation. That a problemof this sort exists in acute form
in certain sections, and particularly in the South, was
recogni zed by sponsors of the act; but solution of this

probl em was not included as an objective of the AAA 2%

The FSA attenpted to deal with just these problens and conti nued
to do so even as opposition to such reforns was increasing.

The FSA was thus increasingly viewed as a radical,
di sruptive force, just when the political climate in the nation,
and in the South especially, was beconm ng | ess tol erant of such
forces. Wth the start of the nation’s preparations for war after
1939, a general econony drive in Congress provided further
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justification for Southern opposition. Southerners, taking
advantage of the climte of austerity conditioned by the
country’s preoccupation wth the war, could give vent to their
opposition to the FSA. The result of the Southern perception of
the FSA's radicalismwas strident, stinging Southern rhetoric

t hat condemmed the agency as “un-Anerican” and a threat to the
Southern way of |ife. As the preparations for war proceeded and
Sout herners gained a congressional forumfor their views, they
successfully transformed their rhetoric into actions.

Even earlier, though, Southerners had actively worked to
control the FSA's damage to their system Since the FSA enjoyed
at | east sone support in areas where it was not so disruptive of
| ocal socioeconomc relations as it was in the South, Southern
opposition initially expressed itself in the field where the FSA

oper at ed.

A. Qpposition in the Field

The negative effects of sonme FSA prograns on paternalismin
the South could have been greatly mtigated if |andlords and the
agricultural establishnent had been able to obtain sonme control
over them The erosion of paternalismthese progranms would
ot herwi se have caused m ght have been prevented if | oans to allow
tenants to purchase their farns had to be approved by the big
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| ocal planters or if the rescheduling of tenants’ debts was done
at the discretion of the |ocal county conmttee. For exanple, if
a county commttee controlled by the large planters in the area
had to pass upon FSA | oan applications filed by tenants, those
tenants woul d have had to continue their |oyal behavior to secure
the loan. Likewi se, if such a conmttee was responsi bl e for debt
adj ustnment, tenants woul d have had to do the sanme to obtain
favorable terns. In both cases, loyalty to the planter woul d
persist. Further, such planter control mght not nerely prevent
the erosion of paternalism it mght actually buttress it. Such
buttressi ng woul d have occurred where planter control allowed
themto nete out FSA-supplied benefits and receive in return the
| oyalty that recipients would feel toward their benefactors.

The first formthat opposition to FSA initiatives in the
Sout h assuned, then, was the attenpted co-optation of the | oan
prograns and the debt adjustnent process. Sone of this co-
optation was probably inevitable: |iving and working and deal i ng
wth the people in an area, it was only natural that “many of the
county supervisors [of the FSA] tended to mrror the established
pattern of comunity | eadership.”?® Southern planters and their
agricultural establishnment al so shaped FSA policy nore actively
at the local level. In fact, “the seduction of their supervisors
by extension officials and county agricultural agents” was a
source of constant concern to FSA officials.?’ Though such
seduction coul d have happened wherever the FSA went into a new
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community, it presented a particularly vexing problemin the
Sout h, where the established conmunity | eadership had a greater
stake than nost in seeing that the FSA reflected the val ues of
the community.

The subtl e and al nost natural co-optation led in the South
to a reluctance by FSA representatives to pursue policies that
m ght upset community | eaders. Big planters enjoyed an inplicit
vet o power over the decisions of the local FSA adm nistrator. In
adm ni stering the tenant purchase and rural rehabilitation | oans,
t hough official FSA policy directed that such assistance be
extended to all regardless of tenure status, “many county and
di strict supervisors ‘skimed the cream "??® Assistance was given
to those farther up the agricultural |adder, to tenants nore
likely to be able to make it on their own. In the South, this
selectivity neant that those nost dependent on their |andl ords
(poor bl ack croppers, for instance) were frequently denied
assistance and left to obtain such help frompaternalistic
pl anters.

FSA | eaders in Washington were well aware of the opposition
they m ght provoke in the South. In attenpting to adjust to such
realities while seeing that necessary credit was extended, the
FSA formalized the seduction of its |ocal representatives by
count enanci ng significant |andlord control over the terns of its

| oans:
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In situations where nmany of the program objectives were
opposed, but where the credit facilities were needed, an
accommodati on was sonetines arrived at. Landlords m ght
encourage their tenants to apply for a loan, but they m ght
al so negotiate the | oan, nake out the farm plan, and adj ust
the home plan to coincide with the customary “furnish”; or
the Iandl ord m ght set aside a plot for garden although the

t enant might not have tinme to work it.?®

The effect of such an accommodation in the South was to renove
the FSA fromthe picture alnost entirely. The planter could
provide funds to his tenant and appear to do so of his own
volition and in conformty wth traditional arrangenents. The

| andl ord could continue to be seen as the protector by his tenant
and enjoy that tenant’s continued loyalty in return.

These arrangenents for Southerners were frequently
informally ratified in Congress through “regional treaties
negotiated in the Capitol cloakroomand in the privacy of
committees. . . .”"2% Such was the case with FSA prograns |ike
tenant purchase and rural rehabilitation |oans that did not
i mredi atel y endanger paternalismif carefully managed and pl anter
controlled. Prograns | ess anenable to adjustnment such as the
pronoti on of cooperatives and fornalized | eases were dealt with
| ess subtly.

The final area of co-optation involved the exercise of what
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little local control had actually resulted fromthe conprom se
over the original Bankhead-Jones Act. The one FSA programt hat
explicitly provided for oversight by nenbers of the community was
the FSA's debt adjustnent effort. Here the | ocal county commttee
had responsibility for negotiating a new schedule for the
tenant’s debts.?! In the South, where |arge planters usually
dom nated these conmttees, this arrangenent |left the tenant
dealing with many of the sanme planters as he had dealt with
before the FSA arrived. There was no inpartial third party
deci ding upon a nore equitable debt burden and thus no threat to
paternal i sm

The tenant m ght have actually | ooked nore favorably upon
his landlord if sone small adjustnents were nmade and seened to
result fromthe landlord s generosity. The FSA recogni zed this
dynam c of local control: “Once an adjustnent had been nade
according to the recomendati ons of a |ocal group, the farner
whose debts have been adjusted is nore likely to look to this
group for financial advice in the future. This provides a basis
for a neasure of continuing informal supervision by |ocal
peopl e. " 232

Mai ntai ning the status quo in the South in the face of other
FSA progranms was nore problematic. Certain prograns threatened
paternal i smregardl ess of how they were nanaged. For exanpl e,
tenure i nprovenent was ainmed at formalizing the | andl ord-tenant
relationship. It would have greatly limted the scope for the
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i nformal give-and-take and the unspoken agreenents that were the
very essence of paternalismin the South. Pronotion of
cooperatives was simlarly inherently subversive of planter
control -such enterprises provided viable substitutes for planter
paternali sm Southern opposition to these prograns had a nuch
nor e aggressive character: co-optation was abandoned in favor of
outright coercion of tenants and suasi on of public opinion.
Qpposition to tenure i nprovenent was apparent fromthe very
outset. Planters put nunerous inpedinents in the way of the
programi s inplenentation. These problens were readily admtted by

t he FSA:

Landl ord objections to provision for dividing Governnent
benefit paynents with tenants were reported. Not uncommonly,
the | ease was considered just “another fornmi which was a
condition for the | oan and was not read, nor taken seriously
by either landlord or tenant. . . . Basically, where the

| ease was a threat to landlord control [as it nost certainly
was in the South], it mght be disregarded by tacit

agreenent or through coercive neasures. 3

In short, landlords often could prevent FSA interference by both
maki ng the | ease-witing process difficult and ignoring its
results.

The FSA's cooperative prograns net still nore virul ent
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opposition in the South. That opposition, though, was not
confined to the actions of planters trying to subvert the
prograns in the field. It extended to editorials in the Southern
press and resolutions in the Southern | egislatures. Planters’
W I lingness to use these other neans in their struggle wth the
FSA (and the willingness of these instrunents to be so used)
i ndicates the extent to which this particular programran agai nst
t he Sout hern grain.

A representative editorial, in the Birm ngham (Al abama) Age-
Heral d, after voicing sone support for the tenant purchase

program charged that the FSA

has gone beyond the two things it was created to do [pronote
the famly farm and reduce tenancy] and in directions of a
collectivismexactly contradictory to the ideal of its
creation . . . pronoting socialistic dreans, dreans of

t hi ngs nearer revolution than reform dreans of a

governnental paternalismthat goes beyond good sense or good

234

policy.

The crux of the matter, then, was this new “governnental
paternalisni that was |ikely to underm ne the foundations of

Sout hern soci ety.
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B. OQpposition in Congress

The fight against the FSA in Congress had two distinct
conponents. As noted above, the nobst inportant was the attenpt,
| ed by Southerners, to limt FSA appropriations after 1940.2%° A
slightly |l ess well-known form of opposition appears to have been
the attenpt to alter in small ways, either through |egislative or
adm ni strative nmeasures, the rules under which the FSA woul d
oper at e.

A nunber of such seem ngly m nor changes were nmade even
before the larger battle over FSA appropriations opened in 1940.
We have di scussed the shift in responsibility for rural
rehabilitation from FERA to the U S. Departnent of Agriculture.
This was nore than just a change in the location of the FSA s
offices. It indicated “a shift from being adm nistered by a
public assistance agency performng a relief function for
rural people . . . to being adm nistered by an agency carrying
out primarily an agri-cultural programw th social welfare
obj ectives.”?* The difference signals the direction in which
Sout herners hoped to nove the agency if they could not yet
dismantle it.

The county commttees had initially been given no nore than
an advisory role in prograns other than debt adjustnent. A
conmbi nation of |egislative and adm ni strative actions gave them a
great deal nore power after 1937. In the rural rehabilitation and
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tenant purchase | oan prograns, they cane to exercise “certain
adm ni strative control functions through passing upon the
eligibility of applicants and deciding the action to be taken on
cases active 3 or nore years.”?’” As planters in the South
controlled such conmttees, this action further formalized the
accommodati on previously reached with themin this area.

This seem ngly m nor change al so signaled a nuch | arger
shift with inportant ramfications for the success of the entire
FSA agenda in the South: “increased del egation of judgnent
determ nations to the | ower adm nistrative |evels, and provision
t hrough such neans as the ‘agricultural area’ adm nistrative
| evel and special area prograns to neet |ocalized needs.”?%
Recogni tion of such “localized needs” played right into the hands
of Sout hern planters.

A final change in this area m ght seemthe nost
insignificant of all: a shift fromthe use of both cash and in-
kind | oans and | oan repaynents in work, kind, or cash to an
excl usive reliance on |l oans and repaynents in cash. ?*® Cash | oans
and repaynents were certainly easier to adm nister than in-kind
accounts. Sone of the notivation for such a change may thus have
been a desire for admnistrative sinplicity and accountability.
But the inportance of noncash exchanges between planters and
tenants in the South may have provided another notivation: a
desire to distance the FSA | oan program from pl anter paternalism
Under the newrule, the tenant in receipt of an FSA | oan could no
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| onger help to pay back the agency by canni ng sone vegetabl es or
diligently attending neetings with FSA representatives. The | oan
woul d have to be a straight business transaction, paid and repaid
in cash. Tenants intim dated by the inpersonality of such an
exchange were left free to seek help fromtheir |andlord, who
woul d gl adly accept repaynent in kind or in hard work.

That these m nor changes and adjustnents had the effect of
turni ng back sonme of the FSA's attack on paternalismis not in
doubt. That they were solely the work of Southern | andhol ders and
their agents cannot be proved. These actions nonet hel ess bear the
unm st akabl e stanp of Southern influence.

As we have seen, the early congressional battles over the
fate of the FSA anobunted to m nor skirm shes: changes in rules or
adm ni strative procedures, worked out in the agricultural
comm ttees where Southerners w el ded great power. Wth the start
of America’ s involvenment in Wrld War 11, however, Southerners
gai ned an opportunity to open hostilities on a new and nuch nore
prom sing front, the appropriations process. Though Sout herners
were in the mnority on the House and Senate appropriations
comm ttees, the preparations being nmade everywhere for war and
t he support they received fromrepresentatives of other regions
where FSA encroachnent upon the bureaucratic prerogatives of the
| ocal agricultural establishment was feared gave Sout herners the
chance to voice anew their criticisns of the FSA. The Atlanta
Constitution reported that the fight to cut the agency’ s funding
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was the work of “organizations of |arge owners and producers.”?®

The crucial difference now was that the appropriations
commttees could delete funding for all FSA prograns, whereas the
agricultural commttees had to content thenselves with nerely
tinkering with the rules under which the FSA operated. Moreover,

t he charges of waste, inefficiency, and socialization took on a
new urgency after 1940, because even representatives from outside
the South and the agricultural establishnent were now prepared to
listen in the interest of helping the war effort by weedi ng out
such profligacy.

During 1940-1942, one of the nost prominent in the drive to
cut FSA funding was Rep. Ml com Tarver of Georgia. At various
times, he described rural rehabilitation as “norally bad” for
needy farners because it raised their standard of living “too
rapidly”; he criticized FSA supervisory activities as detrinental
to farners’ self-reliance; and he characterized resettl| enent
projects as “col oni zati on and un-Anerican.”?* He sponsored an
amendnent to the FSA appropriation for 1941-the Tarver
Amendnment —+hat greatly limted the scope of the tenant purchase
program O her Southerners prom nent in opposing the FSA through
t he appropriations process were Rep. Cifton Whodrum of Virginia
in the House, Sen. Carter d ass and Sen. Henry Byrd of Virginia,
Sen. Kenneth McKellar of Tennessee, and Sen. Ellison Smth of
South Carolina in the Senate. %%

The anmmunition these Sout herners used agai nst the FSA was
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usual Iy supplied by the parade of anti-FSA | obbyists that cane
before the Appropriations conmttees, |obbyists either directly
enpl oyed by the cotton interests of the South or representing
nati onal organi zations such as the Anmerican Farm Bureau
Federation (AFBF), which, as we have seen, had their own reasons
for opposing the FSA and were generally quite synpathetic to the
views of their Southern nenbers on this issue. Oscar Johnston,
presi dent of the National Cotton Council and a major cotton
pl anter, and the | eaders of the Southern farm bureaus were vocal
in opposition to FSA prograns even before 1940.2* After 1940,
they were joined by Ed O Neal and the AFBF. O Neal was also a
cotton planter in Al abama, so although his organization
represented farmers in every state it is not surprising that he
felt particularly close to the Southerners on this issue.?*

The findings of a “painstaking and thorough” investigation
of the FSA's activities in the South, conm ssioned by the
Nati onal Cotton Council and presented as part of the testinony by
its president, Oscar Johnston, best summarize the various charges
| evel ed agai nst the agency by these | obbyists (and given a

synpat heti c hearing by the Southern representatives):

[ The FSA] is so functioning and so conditioning its
activities as to pronote gross inefficiency in the matter of
culture and production of cotton and cottonseed; to
seriously inpede the cost of production of cotton and

168



cottonseed; to lower the norale of farm workers engaged in
the production of the comodities under consideration; to
threaten, disturb, and di srupt econom c and soci al
conditions and rel ationshi ps throughout the Cotton Belt; to
t hreaten those who produce cotton and cottonseed on a
comercial basis; to depress the norale of cotton farners

t hroughout the belt, and ultimately to destroy the business
of farmng as a free enterprise and a respectabl e neans of

earning soci al and econom ¢ security by Anmerican farners. 2%

The nost serious charges, therefore, were waste and the erosion
of the Anerican free enterprise system both potentially volatile
issues as the U S. was preparing for war. These charges were
echoed t hroughout the hearings on the FSA appropriation each year
after 1940.

Oten the indictnent was straightforward. The FSA was
perform ng many of the functions of the Extension Service and
such duplication was costly. FSA activities therefore should be
transferred to the Extension Service and its | oan prograns
assuned by the Farm Credit Administration.?® But frequently the
br oadsi des of FSA opponents conbined all three thenes: waste,
soci alization, and the need to concentrate on the war effort
rat her than such prograns as the FSA was operating. A letter
i ntroduced by Senator Richard Russell of Georgia, addressed to

Senator d ass of Virginia by one of his constituents, used this
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shot gun approach. It reads in part: “I amwiting to say that |
hope you wi Il use your influence to uphold the action taken by
the House [cutting off FSA funding]. Surely in fighting such a
war as we are now fighting, all such socialistic matters should
be stopped.”?’ Virtually the only thing that this letter and
others like it did not do was accuse the FSA adm nistrator, C. B
Bal dwi n, of being a Comruni st and his associ ates of being
synpat hi zers. This task fell to Senator MKellar of Tennessee.?*®

For the nost part, however, the debate over the FSA was far
| ess focused than we have suggested. The hearings generally
proceeded wi th Southern | obbyists |ike Johnston and O Neal free
to rail against the failings of the FSA either real or inmagined,
w th sweepi ng generalizations and all egations from sources
unnanmed . 2*° When Bal dwi n appeared before the conmittee, he was
usual ly queried on alleged irregularities in one or two of the
FSA' s estimted 700,000 cases, rather than allowed to respond to
t hese general charges. ?*® The supporters of the FSA on these
commttees were | ess persuaded by these one-sided presentations,
whi ch the Sout herners engi neered, than they were worn down by
them year after year.

Finally, after the third full year of these attacks, FSA
supporters gave in or lost: on April 13, 1943, the House
Appropriations Conmttee voted to abolish the FSA. The full House
followed suit a week later. Though the Senate took | ess drastic
action by reducing total FSA funding by 5 percent—nost |likely the
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result of Senator Russell’s support—the final conference report
produced what cane to be known as the “death appropriation bill.”
Rural rehabilitation funding was sl ashed 43 percent, pronotion of
cooperatives and | and | easing by the agency were outl awed, and
severe restrictions were placed upon the few remaining | oan
prograns. 2!

The FSA |inped on for another three years, but on August 14,
1946, President Harry S. Truman signed into |law the Farners Hone
Adm ni stration Act of 1946. The Act officially abolished the FSA,
anended the original Bankhead-Jones Act, and transferred the FSA
tenant purchase programto the new Farners Honme Adm ni stration.
The FSA was dead at | ast.

Looki ng back on the battle in the field and in the Congress,
one former FSA official was not entirely surprised by the extent

of the Southern opposition:

Those Sout herners who were bitterly opposed to us were
opposed for understandabl e reasons. W were in many ways
subversive of the status quo. . . . The prograns of the FSA
represented a serious threat to the dependence of the farm
tenant and sharecropper on his |l andlord, the store-keeper,
and the court-house gang. . . . It didn't take many FSA
clients in a Southern county to prove the fact that the FSA
was real, that it was there, that the poor farnmer need not
be so entirely dependent on the rules of this conmmunity. ?*?
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The opposition of the Southerners, then, was expected. But by the
| ate 1950s and early 1960s, forner supporters of the FSA may have
been surprised to see Southerners speaking up in support of
expanded funding for the FHA, even as that new agency was

begi nning to support cooperatives and energe as the rural
cornerstone of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s Geat Society. By
that time, however, a tenacious defense of paternalismno | onger
made sense to Southern |anded interests. As we shall see in
Chapter Six, nechani zation had cone at last, and with it the

dem se of plantation paternalism a socioeconom c systemthat had

endured the better part of a century.
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Chapter 5
The Bracero Program

and Wartinme Farm Labor Legi sl ation

| . I ntroduction

The South’s system of paternalismand social control was

t hreat ened, as we have seen, by federal prograns |ike Soci al
Security and the initiatives of the Farm Security Adm nistration
that involved direct governnment intervention in the relationship
between | andl ords and their tenants and workers. But the system
was vul nerable in another respect: if workers perceived that they
had better prospects el sewhere, the option of mgration out of
the South woul d have made workers less willing to accept
paternalistic arrangenents. The increased demand for |abor during
the Second World War created just such an option. Mich of the

| abor | egislation enacted during the war, particularly the
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Bracero Program for the inportation of Mexican | aborers, reflects
the influence of Southerners eager to prevent mgration out of
the South and maintain the viability of paternalism and soci al
control

The Second World War was a tine of unprecedented dislocation
in all sectors of the U S. econony. The federal governnent
transforned whol e industries overnight, nobilized civilian arm es
of workers to man them and inposed a systemof price controls
and rationing that prevented the price nmechanismfromallocating
many resources. ®® One result of such wenching change was that
sectors of the econony that stood to | ose under such a regine
resorted to non-market neans to protect their interests. The
Sout h was no exception and, as we discussed in Chapter 2, also
had the political clout tolimt intervention in its |abor
mar ket s.

In this chapter we discuss the efforts of the agricultural
interests in the South and the Southwest to ensure the
availability of a supply of cheap | abor. Through a variety of
legislative initiatives, these agricultural interests initially
fought to protect a status quo in the agricultural |abor market
based on cheap | abor and paternalistic relations with workers.
Their later goals and victories went well beyond that status quo,
however. The result of their actions was a farm | abor program
t hat hel ped assure the continued viability of |ow wage
agriculture in the South and Southwest into the early 1960s. %*
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Farm | abor | egislation during the Second Wrld War served
specific regional needs through the restrictions it placed on
| abor nobility. Legislation limted the novenent of workers from
| abor surplus regions into either the arned forces, war
i ndustries, or higher-paying farmenploynent in | abor deficit
regions. This occurred despite convincing evidence of a
consi der abl e excess supply of labor in sonme regions: in a report
to Congress in March, 1940, a congressional conmmttee concl uded
that the nation’s agricultural sector harbored a reserve of at
least 5 mllion workers who were either “unused or inefficiently
used,” roughly half unenpl oyed and hal f underenpl oyed. 2°°
Subsequent | egislation was apparently designed, at least in part,
tolimt the reallocation of unenpl oyed and underenpl oyed workers
across regions.

By the spring of 1942, only a few nonths after the official
entry of the U S. into the war and only two years after the
congressional study finding a surplus of farm | abor, warnings
were sounded in Congress (often by representatives fromthe
relatively labor-rich Southern region) of the dire consequences
that would follow froma failure to address a farm | abor
shortage. Though nuch wartine | abor |egislation was enacted in
the name of alleviating this supposed shortage of agricultural
wor kers and assuring a continued supply of crucial foodstuffs and
non-food commodities such as cotton, the crisis may not have been
as severe as congressional critics contended.
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G ven the pre-war distribution of unenpl oyed and
under enpl oyed farm workers, it is unlikely that the extent of
| abor depletion that existed in fact was either as uniform across
regions or as great as the proponents of wartinme |abor
| egi slation nmai ntained. Even if we concede that their description
of the farm| abor situation was accurate, however, the solution
offered in nost of the legislation enacted early in the
war—virtual ly bl anket defernent for farm workers—aould not have
been hel pful unless all farm products were equally inportant to
the war effort. The renedies they offered appear to have been
designed less to pronote a nore efficient allocation of scarce
| abor resources in agriculture than to preserve the existing
regi onal distribution of farm workers. 2°®

This is not to say that the sole or even principal goal of
t hose who supported these prograns was to assist |arge planters
in the South and Sout hwest in naintaining their regional economc
hegenony. On the contrary, we suspect that many people were quite
sincere in their belief that agricultural |abor was desperately
scarce in sone areas, and that any reasonable plan for national
wartime nobilization should address such problens of scarcity. At
the sane tinme, however, an understanding of the extent to which
t hese prograns served the economc interests of the Southern
elite is additional evidence of the inportance of cheap and

dependent | abor to Sout hern | andl ords.
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1. The Farm Labor Shortage

As can be seen in Table 10, rural unenploynent varied across
regions: in the Southern states it was slightly bel ow the
nati onal average of 12.9%in 1940, while in the Muntain and
Pacific states it was well above the average. These figures,
however, understate the anount of avail able |abor to the extent
t hat under enpl oynment exi sted. %’

Though it is difficult to estimte the extent of
under enpl oynent, one useful neasure is average wages, Wwhich were
| owest in the South. A second neasure, suggested in a 1942 study,
is the fraction of full-time farmers with gross farmincone of
| ess than $1, 000.2® The | abor necessary to produce $1,000 in farm
products was considered to be less than the | abor required in a
full-time non-farmjob. Using 1940 Census figures and 1939
earni ngs data, the Hammer and Buck study found the greatest
under enpl oynment by this neasure was in the South (Table 11). A
measure of available | abor that coul d take account of both
unenpl oynment and under enpl oynent woul d probably rate the Sout h,
wher e under enpl oynent was presumably greatest, and parts of the
Sout hwest, where unenpl oynent exceeded the national average as
regi ons best able to contribute manpower to the war effort and at
the sane tinme to maintain or increase agricultural output.

Though a | arge reserve of unenpl oyed and under enpl oyed
workers was initially available, that reserve was depl eted over
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the war years, as the farm population fell and wage costs rose
considerably. For the U S. as a whole, the farm popul ati on fel
by five mllion (17% from 1940 to 1945 and farm wages in 1946
stood at 2% tines their level in 1939.2° The greatest percentage
decline in the farm popul ation cane in the West South Central
region, while the greatest increase in wages occurred in the
G eat Plains states. %%

The increasing tightness of the farm | abor market through
1942 expl ains much of the subsequent wartinme farm |l abor
| egi sl ati on. Wen | abor nmarkets heated up, support for
controlling wages and mi gration energed. That support was
strongest in the South, where wages had been the | owest before
the war. The rising direct wage costs of production in
| abor-intensive agriculture and the indirect effect of tightening
| abor markets on the cost of supervising agricultural workers
noti vat ed opposition fromagriculture to the free nobility of
farm | abor during the war. Labor nobility probably concerned
Sout hern enpl oyers nore than enpl oyers el sewhere because Sout hern
enpl oyers used nore | abor intensive production techniques, so
wages and supervision costs were a | arger percentage of total

costs in the South than el sewhere.
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I11. Early Wartinme Farm Labor Legi sl ation

Worker nmobility during the war could have resulted fromthe
i nduction or enlistnment of workers into the arnmed forces, their
mgration to sites of war industries, the reallocation of farm
wor kers by the governnent, the recruitnent of workers by agents
froml abor-deficit regions, or the self-initiated novenent of
workers to | abor deficit regions in response to hi gher wages.
Farm | abor progranms during Wrld War |11 addressed all of these
possi bl e sources of |abor depletion.

The induction of farmworkers into the arned forces or their
easy mgration to sites of war industries was |argely forecl osed
by the passage of the Tydi ngs Anendnents in 1942. |ntroduced by
Senator MIlard Tydings (D-MD) as an anendnent to the Sel ective
Service Act of 1940, this legislation provided defernents to
everyone found by their selective service board to be “necessary
to and reqgularly engaged in an agricultural occupation or
endeavor essential to the war effort” for as |long as those
persons remai ned so enployed in agriculture. A great deal of
di scretion was left in the hands of the |ocal selective service
boards, however, since they were |eft to determ ne whet her one’s
work was “essential” to the war effort. Especially in the South,
t hese boards were dom nated by the rural agricultural elite,
whi ch had an obvious interest in seeing as many of its workers as
possi bl e excused frommnilitary service. ?*
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The Senate passed the Tydi ngs Anrendnents as part of a
package of anmendnents to the Sel ective Service Act of 1940. The
amendnents survived a conference with the House of
Represent ati ves, and becane Public Law 772 on Novenber 13, 1942.
In the following nonths, the Sel ective Service Adm nistration
i ssued a series of guidelines to assist local draft boards in
determini ng whether a farmworker was in fact essential.?? Each
worker’s potential contribution to the war effort was neasured in
“war units,” wth one unit corresponding to the | abor required
“for the care of one mlk cow or an equival ent anmount of work on
crops or other livestock.”?%® The original guideline used for
determ ning whet her a worker was “essential” was sixteen war
units. Though this was quite | ow by the standards of nost
regions, it was considered too high in the South, because of the
| arge nunber of underenpl oyed farners. As a result, Senator
Bankhead (D-AL) advocated both changing the war unit standard
froma requirement to a goal and |l owering the m nimum standard to
ei ght units. This was acconplished in January, 1943. 2%

Though these guidelines allowed even the | east productive
agricultural workers to secure defernents, sone politicians
t hought the criteria were still too stringent. Consequently, a
further amendnment was proposed in 1943 which woul d have
considerably relaxed the | oose criteria for defernent contained
in the original Tydings Anrendnents: the continued enploynent of a
worker in agriculture would only have to be deened “in the best
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interest of the war effort” rather than “essential to the war
effort” in order for the worker to secure a defernent.?® Though
this 1943 anendnent never passed in the House of Representatives,
it passed easily in the Senate (by a vote of 50 to 24) under the
gui dance of Senator Richard Russell (D GA).

From 1943 to the Spring of 1945, Congress did not attenpt to
change the criteria for defernent. However, Congress noved to
reinforce farmdefernments follow ng a review ordered by the
Director of the Selective Service on January 3, 1945 which
resulted in the drafting of many previously exenpt farm
workers.?®® I n the Senate on March 2, 1945, Senator Tydings
inserted | anguage into the MIlitary Manpower Bill (HR 1752) which
strengthened farmdefernents but the bill died on April 3, 1945.
Earlier in the Spring Tydings had proposed an anendnent that
woul d have i nposed $10,000 fines and five year prison sentences
on deferred farm workers who left their jobs w thout the approval
of their draft boards. The anendnent passed the Senate Mlitary
Affairs Commttee but Tydings withdrew the anmendnent. A bill
reinforcing the farmworker draft defernment (House Joint
Resol ution 106) passed on February 27, 1945. The original bil
woul d have frozen farmworkers in their jobs even if they were
not eligible for the draft but Rep. Halleck (IN) proposed an
amendnent striking out such a neasure. Follow ng Senate and
conference action the bill was sent on to President Truman who
vetoed the resolution on May 3, 1945.
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The reall ocation of farm workers across regions through the
operation of governnent prograns was effectively barred by the
Pace Anendnents, which prevented the expenditure of federal funds
for the transportation of agricultural workers out of a county
wi t hout the permission of the county agent.?’” Rep. Stephen Pace
(D-GA) proposed these anendnents to The Farm Labor Act of 1943
(Public Law 45), and Senator Richard Russell (D GA) and Senator
Alvin Barkley (D-KY) shepherded themthrough the Senate.?® Like
the Tydi ngs Anrendnents, the Pace Anendnents received the backing
of nunerous representatives from New Engl and and the North
Central states, but the principal regional beneficiary was the

Sout h. As one observer has noted:

[ The amendnent] was designed to hold | abor in the South

wher e under enpl oynent was conmon and wage rates notoriously
| ow. Both the short-termand |ong-termnational interest |ay
in noving sonme of the | abor out of such areas, but such out-
movenent was not | ooked upon with favor by enployers in the

areas that would thus be deprived of part of their |abor

269

suppl y.

The remai ning notivations for the mgration of agricultural
workers were recruitnment by private agents or the lure of higher
wages. A nunber of state em grant agent |laws (and the stricter
enforcenent of existing statutes in the early 1940s) required
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that agents enployed to recruit workers fromone state to work in
anot her state be licensed by the state fromwhich the workers
woul d be renoved; violation could result in steep fines and
prison terns for the offending agent. O the twelve states with
such laws on their books in 1942, eleven were in the South.?° As

Kauf man has not ed,

these laws . . . were presumably enacted in order to

regul ate the recruitnent of |abor for use outside the state.
But, with the exception of Pennsylvania, they were obviously
i ntended to di scourage the novenent of |abor outside the

state.?t

Legislation to keep agricultural |abor in the South cheap
and avail able was only partially successful. Wages in the South
rose, but except for Florida, Olahonma, and Texas, they rose |ess
than the national average. Moreover, Southern wages started at a
| oner | evel than el sewhere, so the North/ South wage gap
i ncreased. ??2 I n absol ute nunbers, nore agricultural workers in
the South received defernments than el sewhere but this was a
reflection of the |abor intensity of the South. In ternms of
def ernments per nunber enployed, the South fell below the rest of
the nation, reflecting greater underenploynent at the start of
the war.?® Another indicator that the South’s success was only
partial is reflected in the decline in cotton production over the
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war years. ?’* Neverthel ess, despite the nixed inpact of
| egislation, the South still energed fromthe war as a | ow wage,
| abor -i ntensive region.

The war-time prograns di scussed so far directly curtailed
the outmgration of labor fromagriculture. The effect of these
prograns was to | eave but one avenue through which farm workers
eligible for the draft could | eave enploynent in a state w thout
risking induction into the arned forces: self-initiated mgration
to another agricultural region. Unlike the other direct controls
on | abor mobility, however, the legal inportation of Mexican
| abor, though begun during the war as a tenporary neasure,
continued for nearly two decades after its conception.?® The
political history of the Bracero programis further evidence of
the South’s econom c incentive and political ability to maintain

cheap | abor in the South.

| V. The Bracero Program 1942-1964

The arrangenent for the inportation of tenporary Mexican
farm | aborers—the Bracero program+that began in 1942, limted the
| ast avenue by which | abor-surplus regions could | ose
wor kers—self-initiated mgration. But, unlike the other wartine
initiatives, the Bracero programcontinued for nearly twenty
years after the war. The programwas initiated at the behest of
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cotton growers in the South and Sout hwest in response to
purported farm | abor shortages.?® By bringi ng Mexi can workers
into areas where donestic | abor was scarce, this programgreatly
reduced the range of choices confronting farmworkers in

| abor - surplus regions and made their mgration less |ikely.

A. A Brief Legislative H story of the Bracero Program

The Bracero program began as an international agreenent
bet ween t he governnents of Mexico and the United States on August
14, 1942. The initial statutory authority for the 1942 treaty
cane through the discretionary authority of the Comm ssioner of
lmMm gration to waive the provision of the Inmgration Act of 1917
t hat excluded contract | abor. There was a |l arge fl ow of Mexicans
into the U S agricultural |abor market in the 1920s.
Unenpl oynment in the 1930s, and the enforcenent by the
Comm ssioner of Immgration of the literacy test, head tax, and
contract | abor provisions of the Inmmgration Act of 1917,
prevented the use of Mexican | abor throughout the 1930s and early
1940s. 27

The new i nternational agreenent did not permt open
m gration, however. U S. agricultural enployers recruited
Mexi cans, but the contract was between the individual Mexican and
the U S. governnent. The U.S. considered any Mexicans entering
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the U S during this period without a contract as illegal aliens.
The Mexican governnent’s role was to supervise the program and
bring grievances to the attention of the U S. The agreenent

f or bade Mexi cans from nmeki ng contracts in any state, such as
Texas, where they were subject to discrimnation.

Southern farminterests played an early role in the Bracero
program by voicing their demands to their representatives and
the Comm ssioner of Immgration. In June, 1941, Rep. Kl eberg of
Texas wote to President Roosevelt advocating the inportation of
Mexi can | aborers.?® Ot her Southwestern |egislators followed suit,
so that by the tine of the negotiation of the treaty, the South
and Sout hwest were firmly aligned in support of a Bracero
program

At Mexico' s request, the initial inportation of Mxican
| aborers was done under the auspices of the Farm Security
Adm ni stration. As we have discussed in Chapter 4, farminterests
in the South and Sout hwest were opposed to the pro-|abor attitude
of the FSA, and consequently they | obbied and succeeded in
shifting the adm nistration of the programto the War Manpower
Conmmi ssion in June, 1943.27°

The initial agreenent with Mexico was given |egislative
approval in 1943 when Congress passed Public Law 45, which
al l oned the governnent to admt tenporary agricultural |abor from
Central Anerica, South America, and islands in the Caribbean. The
Bracero programwas conceived strictly as a wartinme measure, but
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through a series of bills it was extended until Decenber 31,
1947. The farm bloc’s continued demand for cheap reliable |abor
seens to have been the primary notivation for extending the
program beyond the end of the war.

Wth the expiration of wartine |egislation, the only
statutory authority for the adm ssion of Mexican | abor from 1948
to 1951 was the Inmgration Act of 1917. Inmm gration was
restricted and regul ated by international agreenents made in
1947, 1948, and 1949. 2% Perni ssion for workers to enter the U. S
was required fromthe U S. Enploynent Service. The |ack of a
formal agreenent between Mexico and the U S. during this period
is not a sign of the weakness of the farmbloc. In fact, the
agricultural enployers favored the stipulations of the
| mm gration Act to those of the wartine bilateral agreenment with
Mexi co. ! The agricul tural enployer was now consi dered the
contractor as opposed to the U S. governnent.

The direct recruitnment of Mexicans by U S. enployers under
the Immgration Act was criticized by the governnents of both
Mexico and the U.S. A report by the U S. President’s Comm ssion
on Mgratory Labor (1951), coupled with an increase in the demand
for | abor due to the Korean War, pronpted further action in
Congress. In January 1951, the U S. sent a delegation to Mexico
to discuss creation of a program anenable to both sides. The
Southern farminterests were well represented in the del egation
by Senator Allen J. Ellender (D-LA), Chairman of the Senate
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Commttee on Agriculture and Forestry, and Rep. WR. Poage (D TX)
of the House Agriculture Committee.

Foll ow ng these international discussions, Senator ElIlender
i ntroduced in February, 1951 the |egislation which eventually
resulted in the passage of Public Law 78 on July 13, 1951, which
institutionalized the Bracero program Wth nore or |ess mnor
changes, the Bracero programrenained in effect until 1964. P.L.
78 did not allow open immgration of Mexican |abor. Instead, U S.
farmers expressed their demands for |labor to the U S. Depart nent
of Labor, which in turn requested | abor fromthe Mexican
gover nnment whi ch oversaw recruitnment in Mexico. Tenporary Mexican
| aborers who did not mgrate under the auspices of P.L. 78 (the
Bracero Program) were considered illegal aliens.?8

In addition to shaping the initial |egislation, Southern
representatives remai ned solidly behind the program In Table 12,
we list the voting preferences in the House of Representatives by
state on the renewal of P.L. 78. Only two Sout hern states,
Arkansas and Texas, were mmjor Bracero using states. Yet 97%
92% and 79% of all Southern representatives (including Arkansas
and Texas) voted in favor of renewing P.L. 78 in 1953, 1961, and
1963. The correspondi ng percentages for Bracero States (excl uding
Arkansas and Texas) are only 80% 72% and 64% Initially, no
group of states opposed the Bracero program but by 1961 the
Non- Bracero States as a group voted against renewing P.L. 78. In
the defeat of P.L. 78 in 1963, both the Non-Bracero States and
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QO her States in the aggregate opposed P.L. 78. But even in 1963,
no Southern state had a nmajority of its representatives voting

agai nst the Bracero program

B. The Mbdtivation Behind the Bracero Program

In the previous section, we argued that Southern and
Sout hwestern farminterests acted out of self-interest in
establ i shing and mai ntaining a programfor the inportation of
Mexican labor. It is often assuned that this self-interest was a
desire for |ow wage | abor. Wirry over the escal ation of farm
wages (or shortages of farmworkers) early in the war no doubt
notivated the initial demand for Mexican | abor. After the
enact nent of Public Law 78, however, cheap | abor—+n terns of
wages al one—o | onger seened to be the only notivation for
support of the Bracero program because the total cost of bracero
| abor exceeded that of donestic farmworkers and nost |ikely the
cost of illegal Mexican workers.?® |f direct |abor costs did not
noti vate Southern and Sout hwestern support for the program what
di d?

In the eyes of agricultural growers, Mexican |abor differed
fromdonestic |abor in their willingness to work harder. What
differentiated the braceros fromillegal Mexican workers was the
dependability of the braceros. Both attributes are desirable in
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agriculture because of the high supervision costs associated with
agricultural |abor and the inportance of timng in the harvest.
Braceros were nore dependable than illegal Mexican workers al nost
by definition. Wth illegal workers, it was difficult to

negoti ate contracts prior to their arrival. Mreover, enployers
were never certain if and when the U.S. Immgration Service woul d
crack down on illegal entrants.

It has been suggested that Mexicans wor ked harder than
donestic | aborers because they were nore accustoned to stoop
| abor and long hours in Mexico.?® This may be in part true, but a
better explanation for their greater willingness to work hard was
that the opportunity cost for Mexicans of losing their jobs in
the U S. was greater than that for donestic |aborers. For
Mexi cans, the Bracero programrepresented an opportunity to earn
enough noney to purchase |and in Mexico. The fact that the nunber
of Mexi cans who wanted to be braceros exceeded the nunber of
avai |l abl e positions suggests that Mexicans were not indifferent
bet ween donestic and U. S. wages. Hancock estimates $5.80 as the
daily bracero wage in 1957 and $0.63 as the daily wage for
simlar work in Mexico.?® This indicates that bracero wages were
nine tines greater than what a Mexican could earn at hone.

The above argunents suggest that support for the Bracero
program shoul d have cone fromrepresentatives of states that used
braceros. This was the case, but as noted above, solid support
al so canme fromthe South where few braceros were enployed. In
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1959, for exanple, twenty-four states used braceros, but 94% of
them were enployed in Texas, California, Arkansas, and New
Mexi co.?®® OF the Southern states, only Texas and Arkansas
enpl oyed many braceros, yet representatives from other Southern
states consistently supported the program

Support for the programfromrepresentatives of the Southern
states that did not use braceros appears to have been the result
of a desire on the part of agricultural interests in those states
to protect their own |local sources of farmlabor. Gven that the
Deep South had a | abor force experienced in cotton cultivation,
Sout herners may have feared that in the absence of a Bracero
program the expandi ng cotton regions of the Sout hwest and
California would draw away their |abor and bid up wages. Their
fear nmay have been well-founded. Musoke and O nstead have shown
the close integration of the national market for cotton picking
| abor. They find that fromthe m d-1920s to the m d-1950s, wages
for cotton picking noved together across all cotton picking
states.?’ In response to the fear of losing their |abor to the
Sout hwest, Sout herners becane and renmai ned strong supporters of
t he Bracero program 228

Though econom ¢ interest notivated grower support for a
program of inporting Mexican | aborers, |andowners preferred a
programthat did not entail nuch participation by the governnents
of Mexico and the U S. One manifestation of this desire was the
continuing attenpt to place control of the programin agencies
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synpathetic to agricultural grower interests, rather than in the
FSA where it had originally been placed. From 1951 to 1964, the
Departnent of Labor was in charge of the Bracero program yet
there were periodic attenpts in Congress to shift sone or all of
the authority for the programto the Departnent of Agriculture
whi ch was nmuch nore synpathetic to the interests of growers.

The U. S. governnment wanted a hand in the programin order to
appease donestic |abor interests, but nore inportantly for
di pl omatic reasons: Mexico argued that it wanted the U S
governnent’s active participation to safeguard Mexi can workers
fromexploitation. The Mexi can governnent was the nost vocal
proponent of a formal inter-governnental program Wat did Mexico
gain fromthe progran? Wether the programrequired the
participation of the two governnents, Mexico m ght have
benefitted fromthe financial and human capital and foreign
exchange brought hone by returning braceros. ?®® Hancock esti mates
t hat braceros brought back into Mexico no | ess than $120 million
annually in the late 1950s.2% In addition, the program generated
a steady stream of bribes to the Mexican bureaucrats who oversaw
t he program 2%

Bribes resulted fromthe fact that the supply of braceros
exceeded the demand. This conmes as no surprise given the ninefold
differential in wages. Bribery, or nordida, nost |ikely anmounted
to at least $7.2 million in 1957.2%°2 Aspiring braceros paid
approxi mately 7% of their net incone in bribes.?® At first blush,
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this figure may appear rather |ow, but not when one recogni zes
that the next best option of braceros was not necessarily work in
Mexi co but agricultural work in the U S as an illegal worker.
The realization of bribes gives a notive for why the Mexican
governnment tried to stemthe flow of illegal workers. Oficials
in the federal governnent probably did not receive nuch direct
financial reward fromthe existence of nordida, but they may have
enhanced their political support by controlling the initial

al l ocation of bracero contracts. ?*

C. The Longevity of the Bracero Program

Though the Bracero program origi nhated as an energency
wartime neasure, it remained in existence nearly twenty years
after the war ended. The program survived the years i mredi ately
after the war despite a national concern over unenploynent. Part
of the reason for this was that there was not a strong political
constituency opposing the program In addition, many returning
veterans preferred jobs in the expanding industrial sector to the
jobs in agriculture they had left. Mre inportantly, however, the
program survi ved because of the political power of the interests
it served.

The Bracero program was consi dered an agricultural issue
rather than a | abor issue, and therefore canme under the
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jurisdiction of the House and Senate Agriculture Conmmttees.
Throughout the lifetinme of the program the chairnmen of both
commttees were known supporters of the program as were nost
comm ttee nenbers; furthernore, Southerners were the nost senior
menbers of both committees.?® From 1951 through 1964, Rep. Cool ey
(D-NC) was the ranking Denocrat on the House Agricul ture and
Forestry Commttee, while Senator Ellender (D LA) was the ranking
Denocrat on the Senate Agriculture Conm ttee.

In addition to controlling the commttees responsible for
bracero | egislation, proponents of the programwere able to
portray the programas being in the national interest. They
claimed that the programwas good for national defense, would
reduce the nunber of illegal Mexican immgrants, and was good for
Mexi can- Aneri can rel ations. ?*® Whether valid or not, these
rationalizations made it easier to logroll votes to assure
passage of bracero legislation, particularly in the early years
of the program

Congress extended Public Law 78 six tinmes. Throughout the
1950s, these extensions passed wi thout nuch difficulty, but they
becane increasingly difficult to secure after 1960. Several

expl anati ons m ght account for this:

(1) by the early 1960s, the Bracero programwas | ess
inportant to its advocates than it had been earlier because
the demand for agricultural |abor in the South was declining
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with the wi despread adopti on of the nechanical cotton picker
(made possible by the introduction of inproved gins and

chem cal defoliants);

(2) non-nechani zed fruit and vegetabl e growers now had
established relations with Mexican workers who woul d
continue to cross the border illegally in the absence of a

formal program

(3) the donestic forces opposed to the program particularly

| abor groups, gained | obbying strength;

(4) the “national interest” argunent becane increasingly

i npl ausi bl e over tineg;

(5) the Kennedy Administration in general was at best
indifferent to the program while the Secretary of Labor was

openly opposed.

It is difficult to assess the relative inportance of these
expl anations, but a | ook at the changing pattern of votes for and
agai nst extendi ng the program sheds sone |ight on the issue.
Wthin states, changes in voting behavior could arise from (1) a
change in representatives within the sane party; (2) a change in
representatives acconpani ed by a change in party affiliation; (3)
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a change of mnd by the sane representative; or (4)
reapporti onment and hence nore or fewer total votes within a
st at e.

Bet ween 1953 and 1961, the nunber of yes votes on P.L. 78
fell by 40, the nunber of no votes increased by 58, and the
nunber of abstentions fell by 16. The single nost inportant cause
of this change appears to be increases in Congress in the nunber
of Denocrats from outside the South. Denocrats from states
outside the South that did not enploy many Braceros had opposed
the Bracero programfromits inception, while Northern
Republ i cans had aligned thensel ves with the Southern bloc and the
partisan vote in the Bracero States in favor of the program
Bet ween 1953 and 1961, Republicans |ost 47 seats in the House to
Denocrats. O these 47 seats, 41 were lost in the Non-Bracero
States and Other States. O these 41 seats, 10 Republicans had
voted no in 1953. O the remaining 31 yes Republican votes or
abstentions in 1953, when party affiliation changed to Denocr at
in 1961, 26 votes changed to no.

Bet ween 1953 and 1961, Denocrats |ost 8 seats to
Republicans. In Non-Bracero or Other States, they |ost a total of
5. O the 5 seats lost in the Non-Bracero and Qther States, in
one case the Denocrat had voted yes in 1953. In the remaining 4
cases, 3 no votes changed to yes with Republican representation.
Thi s suggests that the alliance between Northern Republicans and
Sout hern Denocrats held through the 1961 vote.
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Bet ween 1961 and 1963, the nunber of yes votes on P.L. 78
fell by 61, the nunber of no votes went up 29, and abstentions
went up 30. This tinme the deciding factor was a change of m nd by
the sanme representative. For those representatives who changed
their mnds fromyes to no, we present the breakdown by region
and party in Table 13.2° Regional support fell along the |lines
expected: Non-Bracero States and O her States shifted the nost.
What seens to have happened is that Northern Republicans changed
their allegiance. Northern Republicans were not aligned with the
Kennedy adm ni stration but rather were voting partners with
Sout hern Denocrats, in what was known as the conservative
coalition. This suggests that change in Southern agriculture was
responsi ble for the change in the Republican votes. Wth the
i ncreased adoption of the mechanical cotton picker, Southern
Denocrats now val ued the program | ess and were no longer willing
to pay the price in terns of logrolling to ensure its passage. 2%
In addition, because of increased opposition fromunions and the
Secretary of Labor, the price of a vote for Northern Republicans
may have been i ncreasing. 2%

It is suggestive to see how the nechani zation of the cotton
crop changed over this short period (Table 14). In all Southern
states, over a third of all cotton was nechanically harvested by
1963. By 1964, nore than half of the cotton was nechanically
harvested in each state. The corresponding figure for 1965 is
two-thirds. In the early 1960s, Mexican | abor for the cotton
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harvest was becom ng substantially less inportant than it had
been in earlier years. Braceros accounted for 27% of the seasonal
| abor force used in the cotton harvest in 1958, but accounted for
only 2.8% by 1963. 3%

The nechani zati on of cotton should not be viewed as
conpl etel y exogenous to the Bracero program Beginning in the
| ate 1950s, the Labor Departnent began rigorously to enforce
conpliance with P.L. 78.3%" Housing and ot her conditions of
enpl oynent were now regularly inspected. In 1962, Secretary of
Labor Wllard Wrtz, backed by a federal court decision,
establ i shed and enforced state-w de nini num wages. **? Meeting the
now nore stringent standards of the Bracero program made bracero
| abor less attractive to sone agricultural enployers and on the
mar gi n woul d have increased the adoption of cotton pickers.
| ncreased enforcenent and the general hostility of the Labor
Departnent to the Bracero Program naturally nade the program| ess
attractive to agricultural interests and reduced the costs of
| osi ng the program

Whet her the dem se of the Bracero programwas the result of
a decline in the economc benefits of the bracero programto
Sout herners and Sout hwesterners or whether it was a result of a
loss in political power is difficult to assess. The case of the
expansi on of the welfare state in the 1960s, which we address in

t he next chapter, is |ess anbi guous.
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Notes to Chapter 5

253. The nost conprehensive source on the nmechanisns and effects
of wartine price controls is Rockoff, Drastic Measures.

254. U.S. House of Representatives, “Destitute Ctizens,” p. 4083.
See Wight, Add South, New South, for nore on the results of the
conti nued dependence on | owwage agriculture in the South. Though
he dates the onset of recent Southern econom c devel opnent
earlier than we have, Wight suggests as we do that the end of
the region’s dependence on cheap | abor was a key step in that
devel opnent.

255. Kaufman, “Farm Labor,” provides an inval uabl e di scussi on of
the issues raised in this report, and indeed of the entire farm
| abor “problenf as described here. Kaufman was the first to note
t he di screpancy between the figures used by politicians to
justify many farm | abor prograns during the war and the true
magni t udes of those nunbers.

256. This has been pointed out in great detail in Kaufman, “Farm
Labor.” Both Rockoff, Drastic Measures, and Hi ggs, Crisis and
Levi at han, al so note the power of the farmbloc in w nning

di sproportionate concessions fromthe governnent during the war,
particularly fromthe Ofice of Price Adm nistration.

257. By “underenpl oynment,” we nean the enpl oynent of workers
where their productivity at the margin was well bel ow the
econony-w de aver age.

258. Hammer and Buck, “l1dle Man Power.”
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259. Wlcox, Farnmer in the Second World War, pp. 46 and 99.

260. Despite the dramatic increase in wages, the war years were
good tinmes for farnmers: the index of prices received to prices
paid increased nearly 50% U.S. Census Bureau, Historica
Statistics, p. 489.

261. The elites in the South al so dom nated the Farm Bureau and
the Agricultural Extension Service and, as we shall see bel ow,
they were instrunental in securing the passage of further wartine
farm | abor | egislation.

262. A summary of the guidelines is contained in U S. Selective
Service System “Selective Service,” pp. 111-118. Evidence of the
| axness of these standards is contained in Kaufman, “Farm Labor,”
pp. 135-136.

263. Benedict, Farm Policies, p. 438.

264. W/l cox, Farnmer in the Second World War, pp. 85-86.

265. The proposed anendnent, as well as a survey of county
extensi on service agents that purports to show the severity of
the shortage of agricultural workers resulting frommgration and
i nduction, can be found in U S. Congress, Senate, Commttee on
Mlitary Affairs, Report on Defernent.

266. The information contained in this paragraph all comes from
Rich, US. Agricultural Policy, p. 77.

267. The prograns operated by the federal governnent that
affected farm | abor and were the target of these anmendnents are

described in Rasnussen, “Energency Farm Labor.” Rasmnmussen al so
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provi des a good introduction to the informal arrangenents with

t he Mexi can governnent that evolved into the Bracero program
268. The bill to which the anendnents were attached was an early
attenpt to rein in the Farm Security Adm nistration (FSA), which
many representatives of agricultural |andowners felt was overly
concerned with the welfare of farmlabor. This attitude was
characteristic of the Farm Bureau Federati on (which actually
wrote the Pace Amendnents and nuch of the rest of the bill) and
representatives in Congress fromthe South and California.

269. Benedict, Farm Policies, p. 439.

270. The twel fth, Pennsylvania, charged only a nom nal |icensing
fee and provided no penalty for violation. For a discussion of
the particular provisions of the various state | aws, see Kauf nman,
“Farm Labor,” pp. 139-140. For a discussion of the origin of the
em grant agent | aws see Roback, “Southern Labor Law.”

271. Kaufman, “Farm Labor,” p. 139.

272. Wlcox, Farnmer in the Second Wrld War, p. 96

273. Ibid., p. 87.

274. U.S. Departnent of Agriculture, “Statistics on Cotton,” p.
81.

275. Throughout, we will refer to any |legal arrangenent by which
Mexi can | abor was permitted into the states as the Bracero
program Sonme schol ars use the term*“Bracero prograni only for
the |l egislated programfrom 1951-1964.

276. For background on the initiation of the Mexican | abor
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program see Rasnussen, “Energency Farm Labor,” p. 200; Scruggs,
“Mexi can Farm Labor”; and Craig, Bracero Program

277. Scruggs, “Mexican Farm Labor,” p. 141.

278. Ibid., p. 143.

279. Craig, Bracero Program p. 47.

280. Ibid., p. 53.

281. 1bid.

282. For a detailed discussion of the legislative debate which
preceded the passage of Public Law 78, see Lyon, “Mgratory Farm
Labor.”

283. Craig, Bracero Program p. 80. This is true on the margin
for an individual enployer, but in the absence of a Bracero
Program wages for donmestic workers nost |ikely would have been
considerably higher. There is still sone debate whether Braceros
recei ved direct cash wages equal to the cash wages paid to
donestic workers. Galarza, Strangers in Qur Fields, argues that
Braceros were paid | ess than donestics, but he does not include
the cost to enployers of Mexican |abor of providing
transportation, housing, and work guarantees.

284. Craig, Bracero Program In the 1950s and 1960s Cali forni ans,
in areas enpl oying braceros, believed that braceros were farm
enpl oyers in Mexico. W thank Cark Nardinelli, a native
Californian for this anecdote from his youth.

285. Hancock, Role of the Bracero, p. 29.

286. Craig, Bracero Program p. 130.
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287. Musoke and A nstead, “Rise of the Cotton Industry,” pp.
397-398. In addition to show ng the regional integration of the
| abor market for cotton, the data presented by Misoke and

O nstead indicate the trenendous inpact of World War |1 on wages
for seasonal |abor. Over the course of the War cotton picking
wages increased threefold; p. 398.

288. Naturally, all enployers would like to limt job nobility
and prevent wages fromrising, but few have the political power
to do so.

289. In the initial 1942 agreenent between Mexico and the U S.,
enpl oyers wi thheld 10% of bracero wages and deposited themin
Mexi can banks. This provision was only in effect from 1942 to
1948; U.S. Congress, House, Adm ssion of Aliens, pp. 29-35.

290. Hancock, Role of the Bracero, p. 37. Hancock’s estimte is
based on data for 1957. In 1957 enpl oyers hired 440, 000 braceros
for an average stay of 100 days. After deducting for expenses,
room and board, and days off, Hancock estinates that the average
bracero brought back at |east $275. This anount times the nunber
of braceros hired for 1957 yields $121 mllion.

291. Craig, Bracero Program pp. 13-109.

292. Ibid., p. 134. On the basis of interviews with braceros,

Gal arza states that braceros paid between $12. 00 and $25.00 in
nordida to obtain their contracts; Galarza, Strangers in Qur
Fields, p. 36. Taking the mdpoint of this range tinmes 440, 000

(the nunber of braceros hired in 1957) yields $8.14 million in
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bribes, which is close to the figure estimated by Craig.

293. The real cost exceeded 7% because nordida was paid up front.
Assum ng a reasonabl e di scount factor of 15% would raise the cost
of nordida to closer to 8% For our calculation we used the
estimate of bracero take-hone incone of $275.00 in Hancock, Role
of the Bracero, p. 37, and the m d-point estimate of nordida,
$18.50, in Galarza, Strangers in Qur Fields, p. 36.

294. Federal officials assigned bracero quotas to the Mexican
state governors who in turn assigned themto nmunicipalities. In
addition to paying a bribe, it was al nost a necessary condition
that aspiring braceros be registered as voters in the official
Partedo Revol ucionario Institucional (PRI); Hancock, Role of the
Bracero, p. 66.

295. On the inportance of congressional commttees in shaping

| egislation and directing the subsequent course of the
bureaucracies it creates see Chapter 2.

296. Craig, Bracero Program p. 90.

297. This table includes only representatives present in both
congresses. The difference between the total of 39 votes
swtching fromyes to no in Table 13 and the net increase of 29
no votes between 1961 and 1963 in Table 12 is accounted for by
representatives who switched fromno to yes or abstain and by the
departure of representatives who had voted no in 1961 and the
arrival of new representatives who now voted yes or abstained in

1963 as a result of reapportionnent.
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298. Hawl ey, “Politics of the Mexican Labor |ssue,” p. 173,
argues that as nechani zati on proceeded the cotton interests
becanme | ess concerned with braceros. It is instructive to note
that in 1963 Senator Ellender (LA) the Senate architect of the
P.L. 78 declared that he would not support a further extension of
P.L. 78 if the programwere allowed to continue for one nore
year; Ibid., p. 174. Reapportionnent between 1961 and 1963
resulted in no net change in Southern representation, though the
states that | ost representatives (Al abama | ost one, Arkansas | ost
two, M ssissippi |ost one, and North Carolina | ost one) were
probably nore favorably inclined towards the programthan Florida
whi ch gained four of the five seats |ost by these states. Texas
al so gai ned one seat.

299. Hawl ey describes the increased strength of the reform bl oc
in the early 1960s and their efforts to paint the bracero program
as imoral; lbid., pp. 172-174. He suggests that they had the
nmost i npact on urban Congressnen.

300. U. S. Departnent of Agriculture, “Term nation of the Bracero
Program” pp. 17 and 21.

301. G ove, “Cotton Econony.”

302. Hawl ey, “Politics of the Mexican Labor Issue,” p. 174. The
enforcenent of m ni num wages pertai ned to donestic and foreign

| abor .
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Chapter 6
Mechani zati on and the Di sappearance of

Pat er nal i sm

| . I ntroduction

The tenaci ous opposition of the white Southern elite to
interference in its dealings wth Southern farm| abor was, as we
have seen, consistent with a desire to naintain a system of
paternalistic relations with those workers. As |long as the
cultivation and harvest of cotton required a |arge supply of
cheap, dependabl e | aborers, |anded interests had a strong
incentive to prevent or Iimt both the governnent prograns that
woul d have been seen by workers as substitutes for the benefits
of fered by planters and the mgration of workers out of the
South. But, by the 1960s, many of the prograns originally opposed
by the Southern rural elite had cone into being wthout solid
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Sout hern opposition, and mllions of farmworkers had left for
the cities of the South and North. W believe that mechani zation
of cotton was the major catalyst for bringing about the rapid
expansi on of the federal welfare state and the massive
outmgration fromthe rural South.

Mechani zati on and t he appearance of acconpanyi ng
sci ence-based technol ogy reduced the econom c incentive to
provi de paternalism The advances in science that acconpani ed
mechani zation i ncreased and stabilized yields, nmaking the farm
speci fic know edge of tenants | ess val uable. Because | abor
turnover was no longer as costly, the benefits of supplying
paternal i smwere reduced. Mechani zation also directly reduced the
costs of |abor and generating |abor effort. Wth mllions of farm
wor kers di spl aced, the threat of unenploynent was sufficient to
generate work intensity. Furthernore, nechanization directly
reduced the costs of nonitoring |abor by standardi zing the
production process and reducing the variation in the marginal
productivity of |abor. Paternalism becane an outdated contractual
devi ce.

One mght think that the nechani zati on of Southern
agriculture that displaced | abor pronpted changes in the
interests of politicians because of changed political
constituencies. Then, one could ignore the economc interests of
the rural South in explaining the | ack of Southern resistance to
Great Society welfare prograns and | ook only at the interests of
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t he new urban constituents. Such thinking is erroneous. The

di spl aced workers in the Sout h—sany of them black—for the nost
part did not vote and as such did not forma new constituency, at
| east not until the Voting R ghts Act took effect, and this did
not occur until after the passage of the Econom c Qpportunity Act
(which we di scuss bel ow)—+the heart of the nodern welfare state.
The nost influential constituents, the wealthy rural elite, did
not di sappear. Gavin Wight, discussing the South’s receptivity
to Gvil Rights legislation in the 1960s, enphasized the

i nportance of the changed attitudes of this elite: he suggests
that, though the desire of business interests to nmarket the
region to outsiders was inportant in transformng attitudes
toward race, “it is even nore inportant to recognize the basic
contribution of the voices that were not heard on the other side,
the planters and other protectors of the old isolated | owwage
Sout hern | abor market.”3% | n exanining social welfare

| egi sl ation, we believe that changes in the attitudes of the

exi sting constituency, the white rural elite, were nore decisive
than the birth of new constituencies. Furthernore, relative
seniority in Congress insulated Southern congressnen somewhat
fromthe changes, if any, in constituent interests. Southern
congressnen who stayed in office after mechani zati on were on
commttees that could serve the interests of the rural South,
like the Agriculture Commttee, and as such nost |ikely continued
to cater to the interests of the rural South. Sw tching
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commttees to serve the interests of a new constituency did not
make political sense.

Evi dence in support of our view that political
constituencies did not change immediately with the onset of
mechani zation cones from exam ning the Congressional el ections of
the 86th (1959-60) through 90th (1967-68) Congresses and the
reveal ed preferences of Southerners for conmittee assignnents. 3%
Sout hern congressnen were not turned out of office wholesale with
the onset of mechanization. In the 86th through 90t h Congresses,
the South el ected 32 new Denocratic representatives, a rate of
turnover |ower than that outside the South in the sane peri od.
Nor did the new representatives seenmingly cater to a new
constituency. O the newly elected Southern Denocratic
representatives, none whose predecessors were on conmttees nost
concerned with social welfare and agriculture requested a
different commttee assignnent fromhis predecessor.

To test our hypothesis that nechani zation eroded the
econom c incentive to provide paternalism we would ideally Iike
atinme series on paternalismthat we could correlate with
mechani zati on. None exists. Instead, we will take a different
tack and rely on several pieces of circunstantial evidence, as
well as the limted direct evidence that does exist.3%

The first pieces of evidence are the associ ati on between
mechani zati on and tenancy and the associ ati on between tenancy and
paternalism |f nechanization reduced tenancy because of a
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decline in nonitoring and turnover costs, it is likely that
mechani zation indirectly pronpted a decline in paternalism The
second piece of evidence is a proxy for the extent of social
control: perceptions by blacks of race relations. One of the
hal | marks of the South’s system of social control was a certain
formof race relations. Blacks were expected to show deference to
whites in general under the system of social control, but in
particular to enpl oyers who provided paternalistic benefits. If
mechani zation pronpted changes in race relations, these changes
woul d have signaled the erosion of the system of social control.
Because paternalismwas |inked to the system of social control,
changes in paternalismwould have taken place as a result. The
third piece of evidence is the use of Southern political power.

| f Sout hern Congressnen retained their dom nance in the commttee
hi erarchy and yet the welfare state expanded in ways previously
thwarted, this is consistent with the hypothesis that Southerners
retained their power to limt welfare nmeasures but chose not to
do so. Moreover, if paternalismwas still inportant to the South,
the wel fare prograns of the sixties had a paradoxical bias: they

encouraged rural outmgration fromthe South.
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1. Plow ng Up Paternalism

The causal connection between nechani zati on and the decline
in tenancy in the South has been established by a nunber of
schol ars. As the adoption of the cotton-picker clinmbed—42% of
upl and cotton was harvested nechanically in 1960, 82%in 1965,
and nearly 100% i n 1969—nechani zati on caused a conti nuous decline
in tenancy. 3® Tenancy began to fall before conplete
mechani zation. Schol ars such as Street and Day contend that
partial mechani zation (i.e. the introduction of the tractor)
caused both a decline in the nunber of tenants and a decline in
the ratio of tenants to wage workers. Plowing with a tractor
resulted in | ess | abor demand t hroughout the season, as
significant anounts of |abor were now needed only for weedi ng and
har vesti ng.

As a result, Day argues, the “maintenance of sharecroppers
the year round becane uneconom c. Instead, a conbination of
resi dent wage | abor and | abor hired fromnearby vill ages was
favored.”3%’ The logical difficulty with this viewis that it sees
sharecropping as an inflexible arrangenent rather than a
contractual formin which several nmargins can be adjusted. For
exanpl e, just as the share could be adjusted, so too could
i n-kind benefits such as housing or nedical care. Neverthel ess,
t he observation that tenancy fell with partial nechanization is
correct. We contend that the rationale for the decline in tenancy
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with partial nmechanization is the sane as the rationale in the
case of conplete nechanization: nonitoring costs fall with
st andar di zed techni ques and with the increased unenpl oynent or
under enpl oynent wrought by a decline in the denand for |abor. 3%

Street argues that partial nechanization pronpted a variety
of changes in contractual arrangenments: 1) during the war, when
mal e | abor was particularly scarce, females would receive a smal
sharecrop plot for hoeing and picking, and nal es, when hone from
jobs in war industries, would be hired on a part-tine wage | abor
basis; 2) sone | andlords continued to use sharecroppers but
charged croppers for tractor operations; 3) the landlord s share
increased in recognition of his increased inputs; and 4) the
| abor force was divided into two parts, enough sharecroppers for
weed control and the remai nder wage workers.3® For the South as a
whol e, tenancy peaked in 1930 and fell thereafter. Wage | abor
al so declined from 1930 to 1960 but not by as nuch as tenancy. 3
Hence there was a relative shift out of tenant contracts and into
wage | abor

Street argues, as have others, that sharecrop contracts
secure | abor better than wage contracts. The argunent is that
sharecroppers stay through the harvest for their share while wage
wor kers are paid by the day, week or nonth. But this ignores the
fact that sonme wage workers are contracted for the year.
Furthernore, there seens to be no | ogical reason precluding the
wi t hhol di ng of sone wages until after harvest—-say as a bonus.
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Furthernore, as Wodnman has noted, sharecroppers are |legally wage
workers paid with a share of the crop.3?! The reason a sharecrop
contract holds workers better is because sharecroppers earn nore
on average than wage workers. Therefore, given that |andl ords
advance subsi stence to both wage workers and croppers and
w thhold the rest until the end of the season, sharecroppers
woul d forfeit nore by |eaving before the end of the season.?3? In
t he sane way, tenant contracts secure | abor better than sharecrop
contracts. Though data is scarce on the incone of croppers and
tenants, Ferleger reports data that is consistent with our view
in 1913, in the M ssissippi-Yazoo Delta, sharecroppers earned an
annual incone of $333 conpared to $398 for share tenants and $478
for cash tenants. 33

Because tenant contracts were for the year and the |ength of
wage contracts varied, a direct conparison between the nunber of
tenants and nunber on hired | aborers is inappropriate. An
alternative is to conpare the ratio of tenants to real wages
pai d. For the cotton South (the former confederacy mnus Virginia
and Florida plus Cklahoma) the ratio of tenants to real wages
paid fell fromO0.0141 to 0.00018 between 1930 and 1960, a decline
of nearly 100% The variation across the cotton South in the
rel ati ve use of tenant contracts al so declined between 1930 and
1960. 34 Tenants nunbered close to 1.8 nmillion in 1930, fell to
under one mllion by 1950, and then plumeted to three hundred
sixty thousand by 1959. In the next decade, the nunber fell in
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hal f agai n.

The nost precipitous drop in tenancy cane during the 1950s,
the period when scholars contend that out-mgration fromthe
agricul tural South becane dom nated by push rather than pul
factors. Heinicke disputes the claimthat push factors al one were
responsible for the rural black mgration in the 50s, but
nevert hel ess concludes that “labor demand in agriculture fell at
| east as fast (and in the cotton harvest |abor market faster
than) as | abor supply.”®® Even if pull factors played a ngjor
role in outmgration in the 1940s and 1950s does not necessarily
mean that paternalismwas a failure in securing |abor. W need to
know t he counterfactual: how nmuch m gration woul d have occurred
in the absence of paternalisn? W do know that planters responded
to the tight |abor market of the 1940s by individually offering
nore paternalistic benefits and by collectively fostering state
and | ocal governnent inprovenents in schools and other soci al
services. For exanple, the plantation elite were instrunental in
encouragi ng state governnments to provide better schools as a
means of di scouragi ng out-mgration.

It could be, as Day contended, that the initial push off the
farmwas fromrural farmto rural nonfarm 3 | ndeed, between the
1950 and 1960 censuses the rural nonfarm population in the Delta
i ncreased by 93% while the rural farm popul ation fell by 54% 3/
The fact that during the 1950s the nonfarmrural South absorbed
sone of the farm di spl acenent suggests that planters would not
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need to rely on paternalismas nuch as previously. Neverthel ess,
because di spl acenent varied considerably across the South, and
| abor supply was not honpbgeneous, paternalismwould still have
been inportant in some regions during the 1950s, especially to
secure the nost val uable | aborers. Though tenancy began to
decline in the 1930s, paternalismdid not fade away i medi ately.
It appears as if paternalismbegan to wane in the 1950s with
rapi d mechani zation and the decline in cotton acreage.

Cotton acreage in the South increased by 1.4%from 1940 to
1950 and decreased by 51.8% from 1950 to 1960. 3% Cotton acreage
decreased the nost in non-delta states. Adoption of the cotton
pi cker on the other hand was negligible in the non-delta Southern
states (excluding Texas): the percentage of acreage harvested
mechani cally did not exceed 8% in any non-delta Southern state
(except Texas), while it ranged from 36%in Arkansas, to 38%in
M ssi ssi ppi and 50%in Louisiana in 1959. 3%° Though both the
absol ute nunber of tenants and their nunber relative to the size
of the agricultural |abor force peaked in the 1930 census, there
i s consi derabl e anecdotal evidence that paternalismwas stil
used in the thirties and the war years. Paternalismdid not begin
to decline inmmediately with the decline in tenancy for several
reasons: 1) the unenploynent that in part led to the substitution
of wage workers for tenants was not expected to be permanent and
paternalismnore so than tenancy represented a |l ong-term
contract; 2) the Agricultural Adjustnent Act (AAA) that led to a
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reduction in | abor demand and thereby a reduction in tenancy was
initially an enmergency neasure whose future |life was uncertain,
as denonstrated by the Suprene Court’s ruling it initially
unconstitutional; and 3) the cost of using paternalismwas in
part subsidi zed through the funds of the Resettl enent

Admi ni stration, which the local elites controlled. *° W present
direct evidence on the disappearance of paternalismin the late
1950s and early 1960s at the end of Section II1.3%

The decline in the nunber of tenants and in the ratio of
tenants to wage workers pronpted a reduction in the provision of
a variety of in-kind goods and services to workers—Apst notably
f ood and housi ng—because of econonies of scale.?®? Previously, if
pl antati on owners provided their workers with food and shelter,
they had nore contact wwth them becane nore famliar with them
and coul d thereby provide paternalismat a | ower cost. This is
because contact and know edge all owed themto identify “good”
workers nore easily and provide themw th greater paternalism
reinforcing in the mnds of workers the causal |ink between
performance and the recei pt of paternalism Wen fewer in-kind
goods were provided, the reduced contact between enpl oyers and
wor kers raised the cost of providing paternalism

We are advancing a supply-side story for the decline in
paternalism but there was no doubt a decline in the demand for
pat ernal i sm caused by rising incone and education | evels which
woul d have di m ni shed the val ue of planter intercession in many
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comercial transactions and in |egal and social difficulties.
However, unl ess one advocates a threshold nodel for the inpact of
educati on and incone on paternalism the steady clinb in these
factors woul d have had only a nodest inpact on the decline in
pat ernal i sm because educati on and i ncone had been rising over the
course of the twentieth century with little discernible inpact on
paternalism An alternative denmand expl anation for the decline in
paternalismis World War 1. After seeing how the rest of the
worl d worked, forner tenants were reluctant to conme back to a
system of paternalismwhich they found deneani ng. W suspect that
Wrld War 11 did change tastes for sone in a way that mde
paternalistic arrangenents | ess appealing, but this could not be
the whol e story because many tenants never had any war
experience. The mpjority of Southern tenants did not |eave the
farmfor work in war-related industries or mlitary service in
part due to the efforts of Southerners in limting outm gration
t hrough enmigration | aws and draft defernents.3?® In addition,
returning veterans fromWrld War | had not ushered in a period
of dim nished paternalistic relations in Southern agriculture.
The onset of nechani zation and declining acreage, that
pronpted the rapid decline in tenancy in the 1950s, ushered in a
period of relative |labor surplus and with it an increased
l'i keli hood of unenploynent.3* Unfortunately yearly state |evel
unenpl oynment figures are not avail able. Neverthel ess, the
increase in rural nonfarm popul ati on and decrease in farm
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popul ation is consistent with a relative surplus of labor in
Sout hern agricul ture.®® Day argued that the as mechani zation
proceeded it first caused a displacenent fromfarmto rural
nonfarm whi ch woul d have rai sed | ocal unenploynent rates in
agriculture or nore likely increased underenpl oynment
dramatically. The data on wages is consistent with this; real
cotton harvest piece rates fell during the 50s while real daily
wages i ncreased only slightly.3*® As |ong as workers were not
i ndi fferent between unenpl oynent and wor ki ng, then higher
unenpl oynment rates enhanced the nonitoring effectiveness of any
gi ven wage. %*" Hi gher unenpl oynent, by reducing nonitoring costs,
substituted for tenancy and paternalism pronpting enployers to
negoti ate wage contracts with their remaining | aborers. Al ston
found a negative rel ati onship between unenpl oynent rates and the
rati o of the nunber of tenants to the dollar val ue of wage
expenditures in a pooled tinme-series cross-section regression for
data fromten Southern cotton grow ng states for the years 1930
to 1960.3%8 |f the expenditures on wage contracts went up relative
to the nunber of tenants, this suggests that paternalismfell,
because wage workers were sel domthe beneficiaries of paternalism
—pat ernali smwas not necessary, as wage workers either were
closely nonitored by human supervisors, were already nonitored by
the nature of the technol ogy, or were reluctant to shirk because
of the threat of unenpl oynent.

Monitoring costs also fell because nmechani zati on reduced
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variation in the marginal productivity of |abor. Mchines by
their very nature standardi ze work output and Iimt the scope for
shirking. For exanple, plowing or cultivating with a tractor
provi des | ess scope for shirking than plowng with a nmule or
cultivating wwth a hoe. Wth the tractor technol ogy, enployers
coul d evaluate | abor effort after a given task better than they
could with the nmule technology. The ability to nonitor | abor
effort ex-post reduced supervision costs and thereby part of the
rationale for share contracts and paternalism This created an
additional incentive to negotiate wage contracts with the
remai ni ng | aborers. Using the ratio of tractors to horses plus
mul es as a proxy for nechani zati on and supervision costs, Alston
found that nechani zati on was negatively correl ated over tine and
across space with the relative use of tenancy contracts in the
ten maj or cotton producing states in the South.3*° Mnitoring
costs may have fallen for another reason as well. Unlike nules,
tractors or cotton-pickers were sel dom owned by workers. Wen

| andl ords owned the capital equipnent, they had an incentive to
monitor its use. If they were present for this reason the
mar gi nal costs of nonitoring |abor fell and so too did the
incentive for tenancy and paternalism 3 The fact that

pat ernal i sm and tenancy went hand in hand and that both were
driven by supervision costs inplies that if nmechanization
pronpted a shift into wage contracts, then it also reduced the
use of paternalism
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So far we have di scussed the inpact of mechanization on the
supply of paternalismby white | andowners. But nechani zation al so
af fected the demand for paternalismby primarily black farm
workers in two ways. Paternalismwas an inplicit contract between
wor kers and enployers: in return for “good and faithful” |abor,
enpl oyers offered protection and ot her services. The tim ng of
t he exchange was inportant. “Good and faithful” |abor cane first
and then the | andlord delivered. This rel ationship was nai ntai ned
as long as workers expected planters to uphold their side of the
bargain. If, during the 1950s, workers foresaw the incentive of
pl anters to renege as nechani zati on proceeded, the incentive for
themto toil in the present di mnished as the demand for |abor
declined. To stinulate work effort, paynent had to be nmade nore
coincident with | abor effort. Paternalism wth its prom se of
paynment in the future, becane |ess effective.

Mechani zation al so affected paternalismless directly. To be
effective, paternalismrequired a | ack of either well-defined and
enforced civil rights or governnent-supplied social services. In
such a world, it made sense for blacks (and for that matter poor
whites) to obtain a white protector. Wth the advent of G eat
Soci ety prograns, poor Southerners would have had a substitute
for planter paternalism Mechanization increased the |ikelihood
of Great Society prograns in two ways: one via the supply of
| egi sl ation (which we discuss in greater detail below), and the
other via the demand for |egislation. By causing outmgration to
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t he urban North, nechanization increased the size of the Northern
bl ack constituency.*! Northern Denocrats seized the opportunity
to win the augnented urban black and poor white vote by
satisfying their demand for Great Society prograns.®? Wth a new
federal safety net in place, black and white workers in the South
could do without paternalistic relationships, which may have

hast ened the dem se of paternalism

I11. Tenancy, Deference, and the Provision of Paternalism

For the 1930s, Charles Johnson found that the best indicator
of social conditions in the South—education and race rel ations
anong ot hers—was cotton cultivation.?3*® Qur analysis suggests the
reason. Under paternalism in addition to providing “good and
faithful” |abor, agricultural tenants showed deference to their
| andl ords, while the system of social control required that black
tenants show deference to whites at |arge.** Enpl oyers may have
i nsi sted on deference because of its inpact on production, even
t hough many tenants detested it: deference may have reinforced
the hierarchical relationship between | andl ords and tenants and
i ncreased the effectiveness of authority and supervision. 3%
Tenancy facilitated the mai ntenance of deference and of racial
etiquette in general.

In the 1920s and 1930s tenants received much of their incone
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i n-kind. Most notable was the purchasing power advanced at

pl antation stores or designated stores in the country or town.

Bl ack tenants and croppers frequently did not have discretion
over where they shopped. To nerchants, they were a guaranteed
clientele. This enabled nerchants to treat blacks differently
fromwhites without cost. For exanple, nerchants did not permt
bl acks to try on clothing and woul d even stop waiting on a bl ack
custoner to wait on white custoners who subsequently entered the
st ore. 3%

For black agricultural workers, the decline in tenancy
brought with it a rise in cash inconme relative to kind, both
because of a reduction in econom es of scale in supplying in-kind
goods and because wage workers were generally paid in cash and
not gi ven advances. Displaced tenants, if they found enpl oynent,
got jobs that paid cash wages. In addition, inconme |evels were
rising in general, further increasing discretionary cash
incone.®’ In a cash econony, if treated disrespectfully by a
mer chant, bl acks could take their business el sewhere. Merchants
had an econom c incentive to yield concessions to blacks not only
because of econom c pressure from bl acks who stayed within the
Sout h but al so because the outm grati on acconpanyi ng
mechani zati on was causing a scranble for econom c survival.

Receiving better treatnent in commercial transactions gave
bl acks increased self-respect that was continually reinforced. As
early as the 1930s, Raper noted,:
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[ T] he dependent fam |y began to acquire training in personal
and famly responsibility and in discrimnating buying. The
famly seened to take on a sense of self-direction: when
furni shed through a comm ssary, the head of the house and

ot her nenbers went several tinmes a week to get this or that,
each tinme acknow edgi ng their dependence and usual ly
stressing it in order to get what was wanted. \Wen a cash

al | onance was given a tenant, he reported to the | andlord at
the first of the nonth to get what was his by agreenent.
Wth this noney he went forth to buy where he thought he was
getting the best values for his noney, and where he was

treated with the nost consideration. %3

As a result, race etiquette and deference to whites at |arge,
whi ch had been enforced in part through tenancy and the absence
of cash, were being threatened as tenancy decli ned.

Better treatnent of blacks in commercial transactions pronp-
ted demands by bl acks for better treatnment in society. Paynent of
cash and fewer personal dealings with enployers divorced sonmewhat
work and social life. Blacks were not independent econom cally of
whites, but the frequency with which they were required to
denonstrate dependence through deferential behavior declined as
tenancy declined. If this was true, blacks would have perceived
race relations as better where tenancy was | ower. And they did.

As part of a study of Southern politics in 1961, Matthews
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and Prothro collected data on the perception of race rel ations by
bl acks in comunities across the South.**° Al ston used these data
to test for the influence of tenancy on race relations.?*? In an
anal ysis controlling for other influences—redi an bl ack incone,
degree of rural ness, the ratio of black population to total
popul ati on, education and exposure to television-Al ston found
results consistent wwth the hypothesis that tenancy was
correlated with traditional Southern race etiquette: a high |evel
of tenancy was the only variable that was consistently and
strongly associated with perceptions of poor race relations. This
suggests that as tenancy rates fell, the institution of social
control was weakened. Because paternalismwas |inked to the
system of social control, the use of paternalismwould have
declined as well. Even before the novenent for civil rights at
the federal |evel, then, technol ogical forces were working to
underm ne the South’s traditional system of race rel ati ons—what
we have called its system of social control—-and the paternalistic
relations that it fostered.

A study of plantation life in the Mssissippi Delta in 1968
docunents many of the changes we contend were occurring
t hroughout the South in the |ate 1950s and early 1960s.*! The

study states that

For the nost part, the plantation systemand the relation of
tenant to planter remained basically the sane fromits
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begi nnings until the late 1950s. Then, the forces of the
first hallelujahs of the civil rights novenent, of a
northward mgration, and of a new idea in agricul tural

ef fi ci ency —nechani zati on—onverged on the plantation
country and began to alter the systemin such a way that

sone day its back will be broken. 32

The i nportant underlying change that occurred with nmechani zation
was the destruction of the dependent rel ati onship between the
pl antati on owner and his tenants and workers. \Wen nechani zati on
arrived, planters began to treat their workers nore as workers

t han as dependents:

A poi nt perhaps not yet overstated is that when peopl e spend
their lives dependi ng upon others, the “others” do not feel
i ke oppressors; they feel paternalistic. And, in fact, what
made the plantation different fromlabor canps was that the
planter tried to respond to the needs of his tenants as he
saw them . . . The kindness that m ght once have played a
part in the relationship between planter and tenant is

di sappearing; it is being replaced by the call ousness

bet ween managenent and | abor. 33

The benefits that paternalismprovided to workers were w t hdrawn

as nechani zation renoved the econom c notivation for planters to
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provi de paternalism W have suggested that these benefits

i ncl uded ol d-age assi stance—giving a plot of |and and sone
occasional work to tenants too old to toil in the fields. By the
end of the 1960s, this aspect of paternalismwas fast

di sappeari ng:

It isin the tradition of the plantation systemthat a
tenant who had spent his life working on the place would be
guaranteed a little bit of work here and there as |ong as he
was able and a mnimal sort of ol d-age security—a house to
remain in until he died, occasional |oans to see himthrough
the wnter, and help in paying nedical expenses.

[Now] no tenants not working can believe the boss who

says, “You can live here as long as you need to.” They have
seen too many famlies, believing the sane prom se, who were
told one afternoon to | eave by the next norning so that the
house into which they were born could be burned and pl ant ed

over in cotton. 3

Even for the abl e-bodi ed, the system of paternalismwas wthering
away by the late 1960s. Benefits |like the provision of a snal

pl ot for growi ng vegetables, calling the doctor when the tenant
is sick or injured, and naking sure that enough work was provi ded
even in bad seasons to tide tenants over until better

ti mes—benefits that were once part of the “plantation tradition,”
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t he unspoken protocol of paternalisnmwere now sel dom of f ered:

The last years in the Delta have seen tenants go honel ess,
truck patches on plantations prohibited or restricted,
peopl e dying or being permanently di sabl ed because the

pl anter woul d not send for a doctor. . . . There is nothing
predi ctabl e now about life on the plantation. No man knows
if his honme is secure, or if he wll be given enough work to

support his famly. 3

The author of this study concludes that these changes have
occurred “not because the planters have decided to starve the

bl ack man out of the Delta, as sone have said, but rather because
pl anters no | onger care, except as it affects their own

operations, what happens to the tenants on their farms.”34°
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V. Political Ability to Resist the ‘Geat Society’

| nspector Gregory: “ls there any point to which you woul d
wish to draw ny attention?”
Hol nes: “To the curious incident of the dog in the
night-tine.”
| nspector Gregory: “The dog did nothing in the nighttine.”

Hol nmes: “That was the curious incident.”?3*

The point to which we wsh to draw attention is the curious
behavi or of Sout hern Congressnen in the 1960s. They no | onger
bl ocked or Iimted the expansion of welfare activities as they
had previously. The 1960s w tnessed both the expansion of already
exi sting progranms such as Aid to Famlies with Dependent Children
and the creation of prograns such as the conmunity action
prograns initiated by the Econom c Qpportunity Act. Direct
expenditures by the Federal governnent for public welfare
—excl udi ng social security, unenploynent conpensation and ot her
i nsurance trusts—+ncreased dramatically during the 1960s (Figure
2). Transfers fromthe federal governnment to state and | ocal
agencies are a larger share of total federal expenditures for
public welfare but we want to highlight the increase in the
direct federal role in welfare.?®*?® The nunber of recipients under
AFDC increased from3 mllion in 1960 to 4.4 mllion in 1965 and
to 9.7 million in 1970. 3%

234



Two expl anations are possible. Either Southerners |ost
political power or they no | onger had as nmuch incentive to thwart
t he expansion of the welfare state. W argue that Southern
politicians did not | ose conmttee power in the 1960s, which
suggests that paternalismdid not die froman inability to
sustain it, but rather froma declining economc incentive to
enploy it.

As we discussed at length in Chapter 2, political power in
Congress fromthe 1920s through the 1960s was exercised through
commttees. Deering and Smth argue that the period from 1947 to
the md-sixties marked the zenith in power of commttee chairnen.
Before the reforns of conmttees in the early 1970s, chairnen
could withhold |l egislation fromthe floor singlehandedly. 3°
Knowi ng the power of the commttee chairnmen, other commttee
menbers shaped | egislation to neet the approval of chairnen. In
addition, in the House, commttee chairnen catered to the
chairman of the Rules Committee in order to get legislation to
the floor. %!

Because of the dom nance of the Denocratic party in the
Sout h, Sout hern Congressnen were nore seni or on average than
Congressnen in other regions. Consequently, they
di sproportionately chaired and occupi ed the senior seats on
commttees in the postwar period, the era of strong commttee
chairs. In Chapter 2 we docunented the strength of Southern
Congressman on commttees fromthe 1930s to 1960. Here, we argue
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that their strength on commttees did not fall in the 1960s. In
Tabl es 15 and 16, we present evidence on the continued dom nance
of Sout hern Denocratic Congressnen on conmttees in the House and
Senate. The conm ttees exam ned were the sane as earlier and were
chosen because of either their inportance in overseeing
| egislation in general or their jurisdiction over agriculture,
wel fare, labor, or civil rights. W consider three eras, all in
the period of strong conmttee chairmanshi p: from 1947 through
the el ection of President Kennedy in 1960; the New Frontier years
and the first spate of welfare legislation from 1961 to 1964; and
the years 1965 to 1970, which saw the arrival of nore G eat
Soci ety prograns under President Lyndon Johnson and their
conti nuati on under President Richard Nixon, by which tine cotton
cultivation in the South was al nost fully nmechani zed.

In the House, in the first period, a Southerner chaired the
Ways and Means and Agriculture Commttees every year Denocrats
enjoyed a majority. In addition, Southerners disproportionately
occupi ed the other senior ranks. Southerners averaged 3.4 of the
top five Denocratic seats on the Ways and Means Commttee and 4.7
on Agriculture. Their dom nance did not significantly change on
these commttees in the second and third periods: nost
inportantly they chaired the commttees from 1961 to 1970, while
their senior representation increased slightly on Agriculture and
fell on the Ways and Means Committee.*? On the Education and
Labor, and Rules Conm ttees, Southern Denocrats controlled the
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chai rmanshi p from 1955 through the end of the first period. They
al so occupied nore than their share of the senior ranks on Rul es
and two of the five nost senior positions on Education and Labor.
From 1961 to 1964 Sout herners continued to dom nate the Rules
Commttee as they had since Congressman Smth (VA) assuned the
chai rmanship in 1955. After 1953, Congressman Col ner (MS) was the
second ranking Denocrat on the Rules Conmttee, followed Smth to
the chairmanship in 1967, and held it through our third period.
In the Education and Labor Conmm ttee, though their senior
representati on stayed constant in the early sixties, Southerners
| ost the chairmanship in 1961.

Appropriations and Judiciary were the only commttees in the
first period on which Southerners were not well represented.
Sout herners | acked i nfluence on the Appropriations Commttee
until 1965, when Congressman Mahon (TX) ascended to the
chai rmanshi p. From 1965 on, Southern Denocrats occupi ed nore than
three of the top five seats, and Congressman Jones (NC) was the
second ranki ng Republican from 1965 through the remai nder of the
decade. On the Judiciary Conmttee, Southern Denocratic
representation was weak throughout all three periods and roughly
constant. However, from 1959 through 1966, Southern Republican
Congressnen Poff (VA) and Craner (FL) held two of the top five
mnority seats.

In the Senate, as in the House, Southerners had
di sproportionate power in commttees. In the first period,
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Sout herners held sway over the Agriculture and Fi nance
Commttees, chairing themevery year that the Denocrats held a
majority. A Southerner chaired the Labor Conmttee after 1954 and
the Judiciary Commttee beginning in 1957. In the first period,
Sout herners were weakly represented as chairnen only on Rul es and
Appropriati ons. However, despite not having the chairmanship of
Appropriations, Southerners were well represented in the senior
ranks, averaging alnost three of the first five senior Denobcratic
positions. In the sixties, Southern Senators reigned virtually
suprene over the commttee hierarchy: they chaired the
Agricul ture, Labor, Finance, and Judiciary Conmttees in every
year; they chaired the Rules Commttee from 1963 to 1970; and
al t hough Senator Russell (GA) chaired the Appropriations
Commttee only in 1969 and 1970, he was the second ranking
Denocratic nenber of the commttee after 1953, and because he had
been on the commttee since 1933, he had considerabl e influence.
Overall, there is no evidence that Southerners lost their
control over commttees in Congress in the sixties. Indeed, as
j udged by the nunber of chairmanshi ps, by 1965 Sout hern agenda
control had never been greater. Gven the essentially static
power position of Southerners in the House and their increased
power in the Senate in the sixties, it is extrenely unlikely that
the wel fare prograns of the sixties could have energed from
Congress w thout the countenance of Southern Congressnen. Not
only did Southerners have the agenda control which commttee
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power and their inportance within the Denocratic Party produced,
but as we will see bel ow, both Kennedy and Johnson needed the
Sout hern vote in order to pass welfare |egislation. 32 Schl esinger

descri bed the dependence of Kennedy on the South:

[ Kennedy] coul d never escape the political arithnetic. The
Denocrats |lost twenty seats [in the 1960 election] . . . |,
all fromthe North, nearly all |iberal Denocrats. . . . Mny
tinmes in the next two years Kennedy desperately needed these
twenty votes. Wthout them he was nore than ever dependent

on the South. . . .3

Donovan notes that Johnson faced the sane situation as Kennedy. °
Sone schol ars have suggested that the G eat Society would never
have cone into being w thout the application of the particular
political skills of Johnson. W do not dispute this view, but
rat her suggest that perhaps the presence of Johnson was a
necessary though not sufficient condition for such legislation to
have passed. In the presence of Southern opposition, even
Franklin Roosevelt, a president as politically astute and as
successful in pushing other aspects of his |egislative agenda as
any, was unable to pass a Social Security Act which encroached on
the South's paternalistic |abor relations. 3%®

Ornstein, Mann, and Mal bin assenbl ed data simlar to ours

and reached a sim /|l ar concl usi on:
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In the 1950s and early 1960s, Denocrats fromthe Deep South
constituted a near majority of their party, but they held an
even greater share of commttee chairmanshi ps. Their overal
strength in nunbers, however, discouraged any challenge to
the system of selecting chairnen by nonsout herners who
opposed the systenmis unrepresentative results. By the late
1960s, the South’s share of the Denocratic party was on the
wane, but its hold on chairmnshi ps of conmttees,
especially the nost powerful commttees, was nore

t enaci ous. 37

Furt her evidence for the view that Southerners retained
consi der abl e power throughout the early 1960s through their
control of key commttees is provided by the various attenpts to
[imt the power of commttee chairnmen in the late 1960s and
1970s. We are not interested so nuch in the effect of these
measures as in the tenacity with which Iiberal Denocrats pursued
reform The types of reforns passed only make sense if Southern
Congressnmen hel d consi derabl e agenda power throughout the
1960s. 8

Frustration over attenpts to pass nore |iberal |egislation
lead to the formati on of the Denobcratic Study Goup in 1959, 3°
For a brief time (1964-1966) House liberals believed that by
sheer nunbers they m ght be able to push through | egislation, but
conservative Southerners still had substantial gatekeeping power.
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Furthernore, after the 1966 election resulted in Republican
gains, the liberals knew that their only hope in getting their
agenda enacted was to dimnish the power of conmittee chairnen. 3°
They succeeded in doing this with reforns begi nning in 1970. 3¢
Under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, the al nost

absol ute power of commttee chairnmen was di m ni shed sonewhat: 1)
if the chairman was absent, the nost senior mpjority nmenber coul d
presi de over the conmttee; 2) roll-call votes in commttee were
now publicly disclosed; 3) a mpjority of a conmttee could
overrul e a chai rman and push | egislation onto the floor, provided
it had clearance fromthe Rules Conmttee; and 4) votes woul d now
be recorded on anendnents to bills in the Commttee of the Wole
making it easier for constituents to see how their |egislator
voted and nore difficult for commttee chairnmen to influence the
votes of conmm ttee nenbers.

Wthin the Denocrat Caucus, reforns to curb the power of
commttee chairnmen began only in 1971: 1) Conm ttee chairnen
could now be subjected to a vote of approval if ten nenbers
requested; 2) Denocrats could only hold one subcommttee
chai rmanshi p; and 3) all subcomm ttee chairman now had the right
to hire at | east one staff nenber. In 1973, the House Denocratic
Caucus adopted what cane to be known as the “Subcommittee Bill of
Ri ghts,” which substantially reduced the power of conmttee
chairmen by reducing their ability to control subconmttees. The
Denocrati c Caucus now guar ant eed budgets for subconm ttees,
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establ i shed bidding for subcommttee slots and ceded conpl ete
authority for staff hiring decisions to subcomm ttee chairnen.
The House at large further dimnished the power of chairnmn and
strengt hened the hand of the majority party by passing
legislation in 1974 that all owed the Speaker to refer a bill to

nore than one committee sinultaneously. %2

V. The South’s Role in Shaping the War on Poverty

The Great Society “VWar on Poverty” was in practice a war
ai med principally at urban ghettos. Piven and Coward, as well as
ot her schol ars, argue that the reason for the urban bias was an
effort by the adm nistration to capture the Northern black urban
vote, which if successful, would have enabl ed the Denocrats to
avoid a close call like the 1960 el ection. 3?3 W agree that there
was a | arge constituency that denmanded wel fare | egi sl ation, but
in light of Southerners’ control over the Congressional agenda
and control of the marginal votes needed for passage of G eat
Society welfare prograns, a |ook is warranted at why Sout herners
al l oned prograns ained at alleviating poverty in urban ghettos.

| f paternalismwas still valuable to the South, Southern
| egislators would have limted wel fare prograns ai ned at
all eviating poverty in the urban North, because the option of
wel fare benefits in the urban North woul d have encour aged
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outm gration, which in turn would have rai sed | abor costs. But
i nstead of remaining val uable, paternalism becane burdensone with
t he advance of nechani zati on because pl antation owners nay have
felt a noral obligation to uphold their side of an inplicit
contract. Even if plantation owners felt no guilt over not caring
for displaced workers, as long as the |ocal community felt an
obligation to provide sone—al beit | owtevel of welfare assistance
to displaced workers, the burden would have been felt nost by the
local elite in increased taxes. A way to avoid the obligations of
paternalismor taxes was to encourage outnigration. 3¢

Per haps nore inportantly, civil rights were comng to the
Sout h whet her white Southerners wanted them or not—and many white
Sout herners vehenently opposed them But by the sixties, the
threat of civil rights to the white South was no | onger its
i npact on labor relations. GCvil rights were actually benefici al
to the business comunity and seen by nmany busi nessmen as such. 3%
Rat her, civil rights were a direct assault on white suprenacy, a
cornerstone of the institution of social control in the South.
G ven that federal welfare was no | onger seen as a threat to
| abor relations and that civil rights were on the horizon, the
white Southern rural elite chose to encourage bl ack outm gration
tolimt the inpact of civil rights.

Evi dence fromthe birth and Iife of the Econom c Opportunity
Act is consistent with our view that mechani zati on destroyed the
econom ¢ notive for supplying paternalismand that Southerners
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worked to limt the anticipated inpact of civil rights in the
Sout h by pronoting outm gration and assuring that control of new
federal prograns remained in their hands. The Econom c
Qpportunity bill was conceived in the Wite House as the
centerpiece of the Johnson adm nistration’s war on poverty. The
bill consisted of six parts, only the first three of which were
controversial. Title | dealt with youth unenpl oynent and was
essentially a redraft of a bill that had previously stalled in
the House Rules Commttee, which was chaired by Representative
Howard Smth (D-VA). The nost radical part of the bill was Title
1, which established urban and rural community-action prograns.
What nmade the prograns radi cal was that they gave no role to
state and | ocal governnents. The goal was to invol ve the poor
directly and nake an end-run around urban bureaucraci es. Because
poverty had previously been nostly a |local issue, the biggest
threat was to mayors of large cities. Title Ill, rural economc
opportunity prograns, included grants ained at |and reform
principally Southern land reform the goal of which was to
purchase tracts of land for resale to tenants and sharecroppers.
The inportant distinction made in Title | was that a new
“enphasis [was] placed on large ‘urban’ training and renedi al
education centers rather than on conservation canps.”®° In Title
|1, Southerners ensured that governors were given the right to
veto the placenent of Job Corps Centers and Community Action
Prograns in their states.3®’ Southerners were al so concerned that
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community action grants would be disruptive to the Sout hern way
of life. Their concern was that the grants m ght go to groups not
under the control of the |local power structure. To limt this
threat, Southerners “nodified the legislation to require grantee
organi zations either to be public agencies or, if private
nonprofit agencies, to have an established record of concern with
the problens of the poor, or else a link to such an established
record by being created by an established agency”*® It was not

t hat Congressnen outside the South favored the adm nistration’s
attenpt at by-passing |ocal control, but rather that Southern
Congressmen were in a better position to do sonething about it.
Grants for land reformin Title Il were struck fromthe fina
bill as well.

Sout herners continued to have disproportionate influence
over the actions of the Ofice of Economc Opportunity (OCEOQ . At
t he behest of Senator John Stennis (D-MS), the Senate
Appropriations Conmittee began an investigation in the autum of
1965 into a Head Start programgrant in Mssissippi. As a result
of the investigation, the Senate tightened its controls over the
OCEO in Novenber of 1965. In 1966, the House Education and Labor
Commi ttee placed additional constraints on the CEQO

The House passed the Econom c Opportunity Bill by a
roll-call vote of 226-185. Sixty Southern Denocrats voted for the
| egislation. In the Senate, half of the Southern del egati on voted
in favor of the bill. It is inportant to remenber that the votes
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were taken after the bills were altered in conmttee. The
Econom ¢ Qpportunity Bill that enmerged was ained at fighting
poverty in Northern ghettos by allow ng |ocal conmunities to
bypass | ocal urban bureaucracies. Fromthe South’s viewpoint, the
bill as anmended and passed posed |little threat to the Southern
way of life. In fact, it seens to have been part of an
unsuccessful last ditch effort to maintain the Southern way of
life by encouragi ng outm gration of blacks. Before nechanization
and a shift toward | ess | abor-intensive crops, outmgration would
have threatened the Southern way of |ife because it would have

i ncreased | abor costs. After nechani zation and the dem se of
paternal i sm encouragi ng outmgration was seen as a way of
limting the anticipated inpact of civil rights. In fact, black
wor kers di spl aced by nechani zati on “were frequently given a bus
ticket, a token anmpbunt of cash, and the address of the welfare
office in New York.” Former New York mayor and congressnman John
Li ndsay recalled that “his Southern coll eagues would clap hi mon
t he back and say, ‘John, we’'re sending 'emright up to you.’ "3
The final shape of the Economi c Cpportunity Act was one nore

pi ece of evidence denonstrating the death of paternalismin the
Sout h.

Schul man argues that Southerners were opposed to welfare
prograns in general.?3° Southerners, however, were not unani nous
in their opposition, while they had been al nost unani nous in the
past: as we noted earlier, 60 Southern Denocrats voted for this
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| egislation in the House, while in the Senate, half the Southern
del egation voted in favor of the bill. Schul man’s evi dence on the
opposition to welfare is consistent with our hypothesis that

Sout herners retained sufficient political power to shape welfare
prograns to encourage rural out-mgration and thereby |limt the

i npact of welfare in the rural South.

Addi tional evidence on the extent to which Southern votes
changed as the economc interests of the rural Southern elite
changed cones from an exam nation of the Food Stanp program The
overall |evel of Southern cohesiveness in voting on al
| egislation over this period is consistent with a clear change in
Sout hern interests. Southerners in the House attained a 90
percent or higher degree of unity on 41 percent of all roll calls
in the 1933-1945 period; by the 1950s, they did so on only 19
percent of all roll calls, while in the 1960s, they achi eved such
hi gh cohesion on only 6 percent of all roll call votes.?®?* The
birth of the Food Stanp programis consistent with our hypothesis
that with access to mechani zation and with civil rights on the
hori zon, Southern congressnmen encouraged rural outm gration.

Ferej ohn docunments the legislative history of the program He
shows that though the bill was clearly a piece of urban welfare
legislation, it was actually sent to the floor by the House
Agriculture Commttee, a stronghold of the rural Southern
Congressi onal del egation. In 1963, when the Agriculture Commttee
reported the Food Stanp Bill, the commttee was chaired by Rep.
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Cool ey (D-NC) and the seven senior Denbcrats on the commttee
were fromthe South. Though many Sout hern Congressnen voted
against the bill on the floor of the House, the votes of those
Sout herners who favored it were decisive—they provided the bill’s
mar gi n of passage and continued to do so throughout the programns

early life.3?

VI . Concl usi on

In the 1960s Congress passed | egislation that increase the
scope and scale of U S. welfare activities. An inportant part of
the story of this period was what went on behind the |egislation—
how changes in economc relationships led to the evaporation of
opposition to nuch of that |egislation. W have focused on what
we believe was an inportant such change: the end of paternalistic
relations in Southern agriculture.

For the first half of the twentieth century, the South
represented a form dabl e obstacle to the expansion of the welfare
state. In response to the constraints of technology, planters
fostered the institution of social control, and adopted a
paternalistic systemof |abor relations that reduced |abor costs
by reducing the cost of nonitoring | abor effort and di scouraging
| abor turnover. The inportance of Southerners within the
Denocratic Party and the commttee structure of Congress ensured
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t hat seni or Southern Congressnen could block or significantly
limt legislation that threatened that system

Bef or e nechani zation, social control in the South and the
rules of the gane in Congress shaped not only the paternalistic
relati onshi p between Sout hern plantation |andlords and their
wor kers, but also the devel opnental pattern of the Federal
wel fare state. The conpl ete nmechani zati on of Southern agriculture
reduced the econom c incentive of Southern politicians to oppose
uni formy Federal welfare prograns and nade possible the

expansi on of the welfare state in the 1960s.
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Concl usi on

We have used the nethodol ogy of the new institutional
econom cs to understand paternalismand the forces that shaped
it. Qur work, then, is a case study in institutional analysis, an
area in which the literature is still longer on theory than on
enpirical work. We believe that theoretical developnent in this
area will conme through the insights provided by the aggregation
of case studies such as ours. W hope that our work will be a
met hodol ogi cal aid to other scholars in the enpirical analysis of
institutions and institutional change. In conclusion, we offer a
recapitulation of the main argunent, a brief discussion of the
| essons we | earned that may be of use in the study of other
cases, and an anal ysis of how our argunent neshes with the
existing literature on the gromh of the welfare state in the
twentieth century U S

In the Introduction, we provided a general framework for
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anal yzing the interaction between institutions and contracting.
In the remai ning chapters, we used that framework to help us
understand the econom cs and politics associated with paternalism
in Southern agriculture. The framework highlights the inportance
of transaction costs in notivating the devel opnent of contractual
relations. In our case study, we focus on the transactions costs
associated with the use of |abor in pre-nechani zed cotton
production. W anal yze the steps that | and owners in the South
took that reduced the supervision and turnover costs associ ated

W th pre-nechani zed cotton production after the abolition of

sl avery. They negoti ated sharecrop and tenant contracts, provided
paternalismto sonme workers, and nmintai ned the val ue of
paternal i sm by nmaintaining a discrimnatory class and raci al

soci o-econom c climate through their political agents. Though

t hese actions were not solely undertaken to reduce the
transaction costs of cotton production, our analysis indicates
that this was the dom nant notivation. After nechanization and

ot her science-based technol ogi cal changes reduced the transaction
costs of cotton production, we find that sharecropping and
paternalismvirtually disappeared in the South. As a result, the
political position of many Sout hern Congressnen changed
dramatically. Intransigent opposition to the welfare state was
transforned into grudgi ng acceptance, renoving an inportant
obstacle to the expansion of the Anerican welfare state on the
eve of its greatest expansion in the Geat Society.
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The precedi ng chapters contribute to our understandi ng of
the use of paternalismin agricultural contracting in the U S.
South for nearly 100 years. The evolution of paternalismover
time and its ultimate dem se in the 1960s were shaped by econom c
and political factors wthin and outside of the South. The
pl antation elite val ued paternalismbecause of the high | abor
turnover and nonitoring in pre-nmechani zed Southern agriculture.
Agricultural workers in the South val ued paternalism because it
of fered sone protection fromthe prevailing discrimnatory racial
and class conditions in the South. Thus, we argue that
paternalismoffered benefits to both plantation owers and
workers. This is not a nornmative judgenent; rather, it is a
recognition that given the prevailing distribution of econom c
and political power and the resulting socio-economc climate,
both parties woul d have been worse off w thout paternalism But
we enphasi ze that both parties did not have equal access to
mai nt ai ni ng or changi ng the soci o-econonmc “rules of the gane.”
Here only the rural elite were players.

In chapters three, four and five, we chronicle the political
actions undertaken by Southerners to nmaintain paternalism The
three legislative acts that we anal yze are the Social Security
Act of 1935 and its subsequent revisions, the Farm Tenancy Act of
1937 whi ch established the Farm Security Adm nistration, and
Public Law 45 in 1943 and subsequent | egislation and
i nternational agreenments which fornmalized the Bracero programin
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1951 and afterward. The actions of Southern politicians and their
allies had profound effects outside the South. For exanple, al
agricultural |abor was excluded fromthe initial Social Security
Act, not just Southern agricultural labor. Simlarly, when the
actions of the Farm Security Admi nistration turned to reform the
appropriations were slashed for the entire nation, not just the
South. Ironically, though the Southern region enployed few
Mexi can wor kers under the Bracero program the South was the
st aunchest supporter of the program which enabled mllions of
Mexi can workers to cone legally to the U. S.

Just as the literature in industrial organization
illustrates that different outcomes wll result from an unequal
di stribution of econom c power, our analysis illustrates the
i nportance of understanding the political institutions (e.g.
commttees or parties) that give rise to the distribution of
political power in order to understand policy outcones. Wthout
an understandi ng of the levers of political power, it is
difficult to understand why the nore popul ous North could not
“reformi the South or how the South could successfully Iimt the
expansion of the welfare state until the 1960s. Wen | andmark
changes in welfare did cone to the nation in the early 1960s, the
underlying political institutions had not changed. Southern
| egislators still dom nated the senior positions within the
Denocratic party and consequently held the nost senior positions
on the commttees fromwhich welfare | egislation enmerged, which
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gave the South agenda control. W argue, therefore, that nuch of
the change in welfare | egislation cane about because econom c
conditions within the South had changed sufficiently to allow the
expansi on of the welfare state in ways that they woul d have
fought to limt in earlier years. Though the role of Northern
politicians was crucial in that expansion, we contend that the
South first had to change fromw thin before it could be changed
fromthe outside. The nost inportant change within the South that
underm ned paternalismin Southern agriculture and led to an
accommodation to welfare | egislation was the nechani zati on of
Sout hern agricul ture.

Because our work has inportant inplications for
under standing the growh of the Anerican welfare state in the
twentieth century, it is worth considering briefly how our work
fits in with existing theories of welfare state devel opnent.
Though the inplications of this study for that |larger story are
i ncidental to our nain purpose—expl ai ni ng how transaction costs,
social control, and politics interacted to produce the South’s
system of paternalismin agriculture—these devel opnents in the
South played a role in how the welfare state devel oped in the
wi der American context.

Recent surveys of “theories of the welfare state” have
suggest ed several broad though not nutually exclusive typol ogi es
of such theories.?® Though nost of these theories were devel oped
to explain why the welfare state grows, in the American case,
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because the Anerican wel fare state’ s underdevel opnent is often
the thing that needs to be explained, the questions they address
have often been forned in the negative rather than the positive.
As Piven and Coward note, the question becones “Wy was ‘the
great transformation’ of nineteenth century market societies into
wel fare states which Pol anyi thought had becone literally
essential to human survival inpeded in the United States?”3%*
Though our study is not a “theory” of welfare state devel opnent,
it is nonetheless consistent wth nuch of what other scholars
concl ude regarding the forces that have shaped the U S. welfare
state. After briefly considering theories of the welfare state’s
growh, we will explore the simlarities and differences between
our work and these theori es.

The earliest theories of the growh of the welfare system
(apart fromthe often self-serving explanations of its expansion
offered by early social welfare professionals who saw their own
actions as the principal notive force in this epic) focused on
the role of such systens in providing support for individuals
suffering econom c hardship in industrial societies that have cut
themoff fromtraditional sources of support like famly, church
and community. In this view, the forces pronoting the welfare
state’s growth are increasing urbanization and industrialization
and the social dislocations they produce. In this approach—eften
termed “the logic-of-industrialisnf viewthe causes of welfare
state growth are inferred fromthe structure and functions the
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wel fare state has historically assuned. Unfortunately, this view
is unable to account for the fact that nmany of the first welfare
states were considerably |ess industrial than countries |like the
US in which the welfare state devel oped only slowy and
partially. 3"

The precedi ng chapters have offered another reason why this
approach is less than conplete: even in the rural U S. South
(neither urban nor industrial), rudinentary social welfare
benefits were offered by enployers, outside the context of the
famly, church, or community. This suggests that the need for a
“safety net” nmay exist even in non-nechani zed agricul ture but
that the channels through which that need is net nay bypass “the
state” altogether. The “logic-of-industrialisnf approach, at
| east for the U S., may tell us nore about why the provision of
benefits shifted fromprivate enployers to the state than about
why such benefits were offered in the first instance. If the term
“industrialisnm is taken to include both the gromh of |arge-
scale, factory-oriented production in urban centers and a
correspondi ng noderni zation in agriculture and | abor mgration
fromfarns to cities, this approach captures the essence of the
process we described in Chapter 6: nechani zation reducing
Sout herners’ demand for unskilled, dependent workers, industrial
and urban grow h creating a demand for welfare services in
cities, and the burden of caring for the poor, aged, unenployed,
and disabled shifting to the federal governnent, as Southern
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agricultural interests abandoned the system of paternalism and
encouraged the out-mgration of workers by allowi ng the growth of
wel fare prograns in cities, which were mainly in the North.

The role of enployers in offering early versions of what
| ater becane standard welfare state benefits (unenpl oynent
i nsurance, ol d-age pensions, health care) is enphasized in the
“corporate |liberal” approach to the welfare state’s growth. Wrk
inthis tradition focuses on the role of businesses that offer
benefits to workers and the conpetitive di sadvantage they face
from enpl oyers who do not offer benefits.3® The assunption of the
role of benefit provider by the federal governnent would put
t hese “enlightened” businesses on an equal footing with |ess
enlightened firnms. Though there is anpl e anecdotal evidence for
the crucial role played by sone business interests in the
formation of the early U S welfare state in the New Deal, this
approach has been criticized for ignoring the roles of the state
and nore broadl y-based forces in the econony as actors
influencing the welfare state.

The “corporate |iberal” approach also does not fit the story
we have told for the Southern U.S. W have shown that the actions
of the region’s nost powerful economc actors (the plantation
ol i garchy) reveal that absolutely the last thing they wanted was
for the federal governnent to step in and assune the burden of
provi di ng social benefits to their workers, at least until the
mechani zation of the cotton harvest in the late 1950s and early
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1960s. Before then, federal welfare benefits woul d have provi ded
a substitute for the paternalistic services they offered to
wor kers in exchange for “good and faithful” |abor. Paternalistic
services were provided to strengthen the ties between planters
and their workers, ties that Federal benefits woul d have
| oosened. The federalization of benefits would have put al
pl anters on an equal footing, but it would have done so by
renmoving a crucial device planters used to extract |abor from
their workers: the discretion to bestow non-vested, plantation-
specific benefits on their “good” workers.

The “corporate liberal” viewis a subset of a |arger, neo-
Mar xi st approach to the welfare state’s growmh in which the
wel fare state represents a response to the needs of both workers
for basic protection (from sickness, ol d-age, or unenpl oynent)
and enpl oyers for control over |abor. Though this approach m ght
seemthe least closely related to the devel opnents we have
sketched in the precedi ng chapters—the term “advanced capitalisnf
is seldom associated with the system of production and soci al
relations in agriculture in the Southern U.S. early in this
century—this view s enphasis on the “labor control” functions of
wel fare benefits is nonethel ess consistent with the behavior of
Sout hern planter interests. Though that control occurs in the
Sout h through the provision of benefits by enployers rather than
by the state, the outconme it produces in the South is quite
simlar to that observed el sewhere. For exanple, Skocpol and
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Amenta note that “state-socialist authorities in centrally-

pl anned econom es closely tailor social insurance and housing
policies to the exigencies of |abor discipline and control of
mgration.”®’ Substitute “southern planters” for “state-socialist
authorities” and “rural South” for “centrally-planned econom es”
and the resulting description is a succinct sunmary of the
precedi ng si x chapters.

A particularly well-known variant of the neo-Marxi st
approach is the work of Piven and C oward, who suggest that the
wel fare state (the provision of relief in particular) serves a
crucial function in the capitalist system?®® The function is not
primarily the support of the poor or the provision of services
that had traditionally been provided through other channels;
rather, relief is provided to prevent |arge-scale, urban unrest
when econom c conditions are unfavorable for workers, and it is
wi t hdrawn to enforce work norns when prosperity returns.®° Like
ot her neo-Marxi sts, they focus on the “labor control” function
pl ayed by state-supplied welfare benefits, as opposed to the role
pl ayed by privately-supplied benefits |ike those provided by
Sout hern pl anters.

Several schol ars have recogni zed that, whatever the forces
pronpting the welfare state’s growth, an inportant inpedinent to
that growh in the U S was the attitude of rural elites in the
Sout h. %° These studi es recognize fromthe outset that the South
had a uni que system of social and |abor relations (which Piven
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and Cloward refer to as its “caste” system, and that as a result
Southern elites were particularly averse to the expansion of the
wel fare state. ! The crucial role of the mechanization of

Sout hern agriculture in the 1950s and 1960s in this process has
been wi dely recogni zed. 3%

One result of nechani zati on was massive mgration to
Northern cities.?®3 Piven and Cl oward suggest that, conbined wth
t he weakening of traditional systens of social control that this
m gration produced and the | ack of enpl oynent opportunities in
cities already being deserted by industry, the mgration created
an explosive situation that culmnated in riots throughout the
1960s. ** The governnent’s response was an expansion of reli ef
spendi ng. Again, our enphasis on the sane event is sonmewhat
different: we focus instead on the inpact of nechanization within
the South. W suggest that the need for paternalismwas reduced
when a | arge workforce of cheap, dependent |abor was rendered
obsol ete by the nmechani cal cotton picker

Piven and Coward note the ways in which | abor relations
within the South were transformed by nechani zation. %% They do so,
however, in the context of explaining how nechanization increased
poverty in the South, why the South’'s relief systemdid not
expand in response, and why there was no resulting social
di sorder in the South. They do not explore how this
transformation in | abor relations would have altered the
wi | lingness of the Southern rural elite to defend paternalism
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agai nst conpetition fromfederal welfare progranms. Quadagno al so
notes the transformation in the welfare system acconpanyi ng the
mechani zation of cotton cultivation, but focuses, as we do, on
the change in Southern attitudes toward federal welfare prograns
brought about by nechani zation. 3¢ Qur research explains the
econom ¢ basis of that change in attitudes toward federal welfare
prograns. The result was | ess frequent exercise of their veto
power over federal welfare |egislation by Southern
representatives. Conbined with the sort of pressures denmanding
wel fare services in Northern cities and the willingness of
entrepreneurial Northern politicians to offer them this resulted
in the expansion of the welfare state seen in the 1960s and early
1970s.

Quadagno sees Sout hern distinctiveness as one of three
forces retarding the gromh of the American welfare system the
ot her two being a weak organi zed | abor novenent and the heavy
hand of corporate interests (described above in discussing the
“corporate liberal” approach to the growh of the welfare state).
Her description of how the O d Age Security program was
transforned in the 1960s and 1970s as a result of changes in the
attitudes and political power of Southerners closely parallels
our owmn. Qur work differs fromhers in two inportant respects: 1)
in placing greater enphasis on Southern attitudes toward welfare
prograns than on changes in Southern political power as crucial
in this process of transformation; and 2) in show ng how the
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forces that pronpted Southern opposition to the extension of the
Social Security systemfromthe 1930s through the |late 1950s and
early 1960s was but part of a persistent Southern strategy to
prevent interference in the region’s paternalistic |abor
relations, a strategy that prevented tenure reformin
agriculture, shaped an inmm grant “guest worker” policy that had
an i npact far beyond the South, and oversaw an expansi on of urban
prograns in the 1960s that went far beyond anythi ng contenpl ated
in the New Deal

In addition, our work makes two inportant contributions
regardi ng the role of Southern uniqueness in shaping the growth
of the Anerican welfare state. The first is to explain how the
difficulty of nonitoring and retaining |abor in cotton
cultivation and the South’s system of social control conbined to
produce the peculiar system of |abor relations we have called
paternalism Qur second contribution is to show that the Sout hern
elite’s fear of the welfare state cane not so nmuch fromthe
effect of relief spending on their ability to attract workers as
fromthe effect of any intervention in their |abor system on
their ability to maintain a dependent |abor force. For exanple,
if the level and timng of relief spending through Aid to
Dependent Children (later, Aid to Fam|lies wth Dependent
Chil dren or AFDC) had been the only issue in the South, the
elite’s fears woul d have been all ayed by the retention of | ocal
control over the adm nistration of the program (including benefit
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| evel s) and the inposition of “enployable nother” rules |ike
t hose used in Louisiana (1943) and Georgia (1952). 3%

Local control and the power to force recipients to work at
ti mes of peak | abor demand (e.g., the cotton harvest) woul d have
allowed local elites to enjoy the benefits of relief spending
(subsi di zi ng the mai ntenance of tenporarily superfluous |abor and
preventing its unrest) and yet retain the ability to enforce work
norns when | abor was again in demand. To the extent that AFDC
paynments by states were suppl enented by federal natching grants
(within limts), such relief spending would have been an
i nportant subsidy to enployers facing | arge seasonal variation in
| abor demand. That such spendi ng was not wel conmed in the South
even t hough nunerous restrictions could be placed on it by the
Southern rural elite suggests that far nore than federal noney
was the problem W explain why not just relief spending but an
entire range of federal progranms woul d have been uni quely
di sruptive in the South. The mechani smthrough which federal
prograns woul d have interfered in Southern |abor relations and
di srupted the South’ s system of paternalism al so explains
Sout hern elite support for progranms |ike the Bracero programthat
enhanced t he dependence of Southern farm workers on plantation
owners.

Finally, nore recent research has focused on politica
theories of the gromh of the welfare state. This work is |ess
concerned with the forces pronpting the demand for welfare state
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services than with the political nmechanisns that internediate

bet ween t hose demands (however they are forned) and the resources
that can satisfy those denands. % These theories have exam ned
the role of civic and worker-based organi zations (e.g. |abor

uni ons and | abor-based political parties) as vehicles through

whi ch demands for social welfare services can be articul at ed,
given force, and eventually satisfied, and have simlarly

exam ned the roles of nore narrow y-defined interest groups and
the effect of institutional arrangenents (e.g bureaucracies, bi-
caneral legislatures, parties, and committees) in that process. 3
Thi s approach recogni zes that different outcones (in terns of the
shape or scale of welfare prograns) can result where underlying
econom c conditions are identical sinply because of differences
in the degree of denocratic participation, the extent of pre-

exi sting bureaucracies, or the arrangenents in |egislatures that
all ow sone constituencies to weld disproportionate political
power .

O these views, the institutional perspective is the nost
satisfying: the role of working class organizations has sel dom
been found to be crucial in enpirical studies (and in any case,
circunstances in the U S., which never devel oped a broad-based
| abor novenent or a |labor party, require that a prior question be
addressed as well: why has the | abor novenent been so weak
historically in the US. ?), while interest-group based theories
fail to recognize that the distribution of political power may be
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quite unequal. The institutional view provides insight into these
shortcom ngs of other perspectives, even as it hel ps explain

ot her aspects of the system s devel opnent (e.g. how a systemt hat
is national in scope had to be nade to conformw th narrow
sectional circunstances).

The institutional approach fits well wi th our explanation
for how the South’s regional interests were translated into
national policy. It provides an explanation for how the
distinctive economc features of a single region can have a
di sproportionate enphasis on national welfare policy. W have
shown t he enornous power Southern representatives w el ded because
of institutional realities in Congress, in particular the
i nportance of the Senate (which gave influence to states
regardl ess of their populations), and internal arrangenents in
t he House whi ch gave senior nenbers and commttee chairs virtual
vet o power over |egislation. Wien nmechani zation arrived in the
1950s and 1960s, because there were no institutional changes that
woul d have weakened Sout hern veto power over welfare |egislation,
we infer that the desire of Southern representatives to bl ock
wel fare | egislation nust have waned. Because institutional
rel ati onshi ps in Congress had not changed, Southerners could have
continued to prevent nmuch of the expansion of the welfare state
(both in terns of overall spending on direct relief and later in
terms of Great Society prograns). That they no longer did so with
such tenacity suggests to us that nechani zati on had changed the
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econom ¢ environnent in the South and nade the defense of
pat ernal i sm agai nst the appearance of substitute benefits and
benefactors less salient. Piven and Cloward maintain, as we do,
t hat Sout hern congressnen were still powerful throughout the
1960s. They were able to shape the Econom c Qpportunity Act so
that its influence was felt nmainly in the North: “[T]he powerful
Sout hern congressi onal del egati on was wat chful and at | east
partly successful in curbing inplenentation of these prograns in
its honel and. " 3%°

The growth of the welfare systemin this period forever
altered the economc and political |andscape. Reform of the
system has been a point of contention for nost of the last thirty
years. In fact, the welfare state in its current manifestations
has now been with us so long that it is difficult for anyone born
since 1964 to imagine life in the U S. without it. What we have
tried to showis howlife in one area—the rural Anerican
Sout h—was consi derably different before its expansion, how the
need to keep | abor cheap and dependent |ed to the adoption of an
el aborate system of paternalismthat provided sone of what the
wel fare state |later offered, and how nmechani zation in the South
|l ed to the abandonnent of paternalism and hel ped pronpt the
extension to the entire nation of a welfare systemthat had been
opposed by a Southern rural elite defending the viability of a

particul arly Southern system of econom c and social relations.
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Not es to Concl usi on

373. Surveys of welfare state theories include Skocpol and
Amenta, “States and Social Policies”; Quadagno, “Theories of the
Wl fare State”; Skocpol, Social Policy, pp. 15-32; and Piven and
Cl oward, Reqgul ating the Poor, pp. 407-456.

374. Piven and O oward, Regulating the Poor, p. 408.

375. Piven and O oward, Regulating the Poor, pp. 417-419; Ol off
and Skocpol, “Wiy Not Equal Protection?”

376. Berkowitz and McQuaid, Creating the Welfare State; Quadagno,
Transformation of A d Age Security.

377. Skocpol and Anenta, “States and Social Policies,” p. 134.
378. Piven and C oward, Regul ating the Poor.

379. Ibid., 1-41.

380. Piven and O oward, Regulating the Poor; Quadagno,
Transformation of A d Age Security.

381. Piven and O oward, Regulating the Poor, pp. 131-134.

382. Quadagno, Transformation of O d Age Security, pp. 142-149;
Piven and O oward, Regul ating the Poor, pp. 200-220.

383. For an alternative to the view that the nechanization of the
cotton harvest was primarily responsible for mgration from South
to North in this period, see Heinicke, “Black Mgration” and
unpubl i shed paper, who enphasi zes ot her “push” factors (such as
cotton acreage reductions in response to changing world cotton

prices, the influence of governnent acreage restriction prograns,
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and the introduction of tractors) as well as “pull” factors (such
as wages in Northern cities).

384. Piven and C oward, Regulating the Poor, pp. 222-246.

385. Ibid., pp. 201-212.

386. Quadagno, Transformation of A d Age Security, pp. 187-188.
387. Bell, Ad to Dependent Children, pp. 46 and 107.

388. Skocpol, Social Policy, pp. 19-32.

389. Skocpol, Protecting Sol diers and Mthers; Hi bbs, Political
Econony of Industrial Denocracies; Korpi, Denocratic C ass
Struggle; Janowitz, Social Control.

390. Piven and C oward, Regulating the Poor, pp. 280-281.
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Table 1

Laborers by Geographic Region (1925)

Cash Wages and the Val ue of Perquisites of Farm

(1) (2)
Aver age Aver age
Mont hl'y Mont hl'y
Regi on Cash Wages? Per qui si t es®
New Engl and $63. 21 $25. 08
M ddle Atl antic 54. 07 31. 84
East North Central 46. 44 32. 37
West North Central 47. 41 31. 15
South Atlantic 32.78 26. 97
East South Central 31.53 24. 71
West Sout h Centr al 36. 05 27. 63
Mount ai n 56. 49 35. 13
Pacific 73.79 33.00
Total U. S 46. 31 30. 34
Not es: & Mont hly noney paynents to noncasua

| aborers.

[ Col

(3)
Col .

Col .

28.
37.
41.
39.
45.
43.
43.
38.
30.

39.

(2)/
(1) +
(2)]

I
=S

o W M O P NP

hired farm

b Mont hly farm val ue of perquisites of noncasual

hired farm | aborers.
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Table 1 (Conti nued)

Perquisites include: Board: table board in the enployer’s hone
or paid for by himelsewhere, lodging in the enployer’s hone or
bui l dings or paid for by himel sewhere, |aundry work done in
the farm house or el sewhere at the enployer’s expense. Shelter:
the rental value of the dwelling occupied by the farml aborer’s
famly provided or paid for by the enployer, wood, coal, gas,
electricity. Dairy and poultry: mlk, butter, eggs, chickens
for meat. Meat: pork, ham bacon, |ard, beef, and other neets.
Flour and neal: flour (wheat) and neal (corn). Vegetables and
fruit: potatoes, other vegetables, apples, other fruits.

M scel | aneous foods. Privilege of keeping |livestock: chickens,
pi gs, cows, horses, or nules. Feed for |ivestock. Pasture or
range for |ivestock. Garden space. Use of enployer’s horses or
mul es. Use of enployer’s farmtools and vehicles. Garage space.
M scel | aneous perqui sites.

Sources: Cash wages and perquisites from Fol som *“Perquisites
and Wages,” pp. 23-24, Table 17.
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Tabl e 2 Cccupancy on Present Farm By Race of Operator, Region,
Pl antati on and Non-Pl antation, and Agricultural d ass

(1934 and 1940)

Years on Present Farnf

Wi te Bl ack
Al l Farms®
Tenant s
New Engl and 7 8
M ddle Atl antic 7 6
East North Central 6 7
West North Central 6 6
South Atlantic 5 8
East South Centr al 5 8
West Sout h Centr al 4 7
Mount ai n 5 6
Pacific 5 7
Shar ecr oppers
South Atlantic 5
East South Centr al
West Sout h Centr al
Farnms on Pl antations®
Tenant s 9 14
Shar ecr oppers 5 7
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Table 2

(Cont i nued)

Not es:

Sour ces:

& “Present” is 1940 for “All Farnms” and 1934 for
“Farnms on Plantations.”

 Based on enuneration of all farms in U.S.

¢ Based on sanple of 646 plantations in 6 Southern
states: Al abama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana,

M ssi ssi ppi, and North Carolina.

b U.S. Census Bureau, Sixteenth Census, Vol. |, Table
14, pp. 392-399.

¢ Wofter, “Plantation Econony,” Table 41, p. 98.
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Table 3 Seniority of Southern Denocrats on House Conmttees,

1930- 1960
Aver age Number of
First Five Denocratic
Years Chaired By Seats Hel d By
Sout hern Denocr at Sout hern Denocr at
Committee 1930- 46 1947- 60 1930- 46 1947- 60
Rul es 2.9 3.0
Appropri ations 2.6 2.3
Ways and Means 15 10 2.8 3.4
Agricul ture 15 10 4.3 4.7
Educati on 1.6
Labor 1.4
Educat i on/ Labor 8 2.0
Judi ci ary 15 0 3.4 1.3

Not es: The Denocrats held a majority in the House from
1932- 1946 and 1949-1960. W enpl oyed t he Congressi onal
Quarterly definition of the South: the former Confederate
States plus Kentucky and Gkl ahona.

Source: Congressional Directory, various years.
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Table 4 Seniority of Southern Denocrats on Senate Commttees,

1930- 1960
Aver age Nunber of
First Five Denocratic

Years Chaired By Seats Hel d By

Sout hern Denocr at Sout hern Denocr at
Committee 1930-46 1947-60 1930-46 1947-60
Rul es 5 3.2 1.0
Appropri ations 13 3.4 2.7
Fi nance 13 10 3.4 3.5
Agricul ture 13 10 3.2 4.0
Educat i on/ Labor 1 1.5
Labor 6 1.
Judi ci ary 0 4 3.4 1.3

Not es: The Denocrats held a majority in the Senate from
1934- 1946 and 1949-1960. W enpl oyed t he Congressi onal
Quarterly definition of the South: the former Confederate
States plus Kentucky and Gkl ahona.

Source: Congressional Directory, various years.
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Table 5 Attitudes of Farnmers Toward Resettl enent Adm ni stration

Rehabilitation Loan Program by Tenure Status (1937)

Regi on and Favor Oppose
Tenure Status (9% (%
Nor t her n

Oaner s 68. 2

Tenant s 76. 4

Laborers 76. 8 .3
Sout hern Wiite

Oaners 64. 3 6.3

Renters 65. 8 2.5

Cr oppers 62.5 1.2

Laborers 71.7 7.5

Sout hern Bl ack

Oaner s 55.0 4.7
Renters 43. 9 0.8
Croppers 47. 8 0.0
Laborers 32.6 0.0

Source: Schuler, “Social Status and Farm Tenure,” pp. 82-83.
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Table 6 Nonowners Reporting Landlord to Have Control Over

Nonowners’ Qperating Credit (1937)

Nonowner s Reporting

Regi on and Landl ord Control of Credit
Tenure Status (%
Nor t her n

Rel ated to | andl ord
Unrelated to | andl ord
Sout hern Wiite
Rel ated to | andl ord 32
Unrelated to | andl ord 26
Sout hern Bl ack
Rel ated to | andl ord 61
Unrelated to | andl ord 66

Source: Schuler, “Social Status and Farm Tenure,” p. 172.
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Table 7 Sout hern Landl ords Reported By Nonowners to “Stand

Good” for Nonowners’ Debts (1937)

Landl ords Who St and
Good for Tenant's Debts
Tenure Status (9%

Sout hern Wiite

Renters 54
Cr oppers 54
Laborers 55
Sout hern Bl ack

Renters 69
Cr oppers 79
Laborers 60

Source: Schuler, “Social Status and Farm Tenure,” p. 172.
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Table 8 Frequency of Landlord’'s Visits As Reported by Tenants

(1937)
Sout hern Sout hern
Nor t her n Wi t es Bl acks
Frequency of Visits (% (% (%
Dai l y 5 27 38
Several tines per week 4 19 21
Weekl y 5 11 16
Every two weeks 3 4
Every three weeks 1
Mont hl'y 9 10
Several tines per year 49 19 9
Never 24 11

Source: Schuler, “Social Status and Farm Tenure,” p. 172.
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Table 9 Tenants Dissatisfied Wth Present Agreenent Who Suggest

Speci fi ¢ Changes (1937)

Wiite Bl ack
Nor t her n
Tenants Renters Croppers Renters Croppers
Suggest ed Change (% (% (% (% (%
Witten rental
Agr eenment 2.9 21.2 15.5 18.9 27.8
Longer | ease 50. 7 28.8 11.1 25.8 16.1
Better division of
i ncome W | andl ord — 1.5 2.2 0.8 1.4
Change node of
rent paynent 1.4 10.6 2.2 3.8 1.9
Better credit
arrangenents 1.4 1.5 — 4.5 5.7
Fairer treatnent or
settl enment — — — — 5.2

Source: Schuler, “Social Status and Farm Tenure,” p. 164.
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Tabl e 10 Unenpl oynent By Regi on (1940)

Regi on

New Engl and
Md Atlantic
E.N. Central
WN. Central
S. Atlantic
E.S. Centra
WS. Centra
Mount ai n
Pacific

Total U. S.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,

and 18.

Labor Force

788, 733

2,368, 712
3, 269, 224
2,691, 796
3,796, 419
2,512, 384
2,615,111

831, 046

1, 302, 405

20, 175, 830

Nunber

Unenpl oyed

106, 461
378, 220
441, 859
322,932
386, 451
283, 392
337, 651
144, 891
200, 457

2,602, 314

Si xt eent h Census,

312

Per cent

Unenpl oyed

13. 5%
16. 0%
13. 5%
12. 0%
10. 2%
11. 3%
12. 9%
17. 4%
15. 4%

12. 9%

11, Tables 17



Table 11 Full-Time Farmers with Gross Earned Farm | ncone Bel ow

$1000 by Regi ons (1939-40)

Per cent of

Regi on Nunber Full -Time Farners
West 97, 607 4%

G eat Pl ai ns 190, 038 7%

M dwest 474,520 17%

Nor t heast 124, 839 5%

Sout h 1, 829, 793 67%

Total U. S. 2,716, 793 56%

Sour ce: Hammer and Buck, “ldle Man Power.”
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Table 12 Votes on Renewal

of P.L. 78

Represent ati ves (1953-1963)

in U S. House of

State

Al abama

Al aska

Ari zona

Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Connecti cut
Del awar e

Fl orida
Georgi a
Hawai

| daho
[11inois

I ndi ana

| owa
Kansas

Kent ucky
Loui si ana
Mai ne

Maryl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a
M ssi ssi ppi
M ssouri
Mont ana
Nebr aska

Nevada

Type Tot Y N A

O OO0 OumwWw o w=z2zZz2Zznmw O OoO oo ooz ouw unun o Z2w w on w =z

1953

2 2 0 O
6 5 0 1
30 22 4 4
4 4 0 O
6 4 1 1
1 0 0 1
8 8 0 O
10 10 0 O
2 2 0 O
25 10 10 5
11 9 2 0
8 4 2 2
6 6 0 O
8 5 3 0
8 8 0 O
3 3 0 O
7 4 3 0
14 6 6 2
18 11 6 1
9 5 4 0
6 5 0 1
11 5 4 2
2 2 0 O
4 3 0 1
1 1 0 O
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Tabl e 12 (conti nued)

1953 1961 1963
State Type Tot Y N A Tot Y N A Tot Y N A
New Hanpshire N 2 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 2 0
New Jer sey N 14 5 8 1 14 5 8 1 15 2 11 2
New Mexi co B 2 2 0 O 2 2 0 O 2 1 0 1
New Yor k N 43 19 21 3 43 14 27 2 41 5 31 5
North Carolina s 12 12 0 0 12 9 0 3 11 9 o0 2
Nort h Dakot a (@) 2 1 1.0 2 2 O0O0 2 2 00O
Chi o O 23 14 8 1 23 14 8 1 24 9 13 2
Okl ahoma S 6 6 0 O 6 4 1 1 6 4 1 1
Oregon (0] 4 3 0 1 4 3 1 0 4 3 1 0
Pennsyl vani a N 30 11 14 5 30 6 23 1 27 3 22 2
Rhode | sl and N 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0
Sout h Carolina S 6 5 0 1 6 6 0 O 6 6 0 0
Sout h Dakot a (@) 2 2 00 2 1 10 2 2 00O
Tennessee S 9 7 2 0 9 5 3 1 9 3 4 2
Texas S 22 22 0 0 22 18 3 1 23 13 6 4
Ut ah (@) 2 1 01 2 2 00 2 2 00O
Ver nont N 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 O 1 0 1 0
Virginia s 10 8 0 2 10 9 O 1 10 10 O O
Washi ngt on (0] 7 6 1 0 7 4 3 0 7 3 4 0
West Virginia (0] 6 1 5 0 6 0 6 0 5 0 5 0
W sconsin O 10 5 4 1 10 5 5 0 10 3 6 1
Woni ng 0] 1 1 0 O 1 1 0 O 1 1 0 O
Tot al 435 284 112 39 437 244 170 23 435 183 199 53

Notes: The total vote in 1961 was 437 because, with the entrance of Al aska
and Hawaii into the U S., the size of the House of Representatives was
allowed to increase tenporarily fromits maxi mum of 435. After reappor-
tionnent for the 88th Congress (1963), the size was again reduced to 435.

These votes were based on conpilations in the Congressional Digest: yes if
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Tabl e 12 (conti nued)

the representative voted yea upon, paired for, or announced for; no if the
representative voted nay upon, paired agai nst, or announced agai nst. An
abstention was recorded if the representative voted a general pair or was
absent for the vote. Vacancies were also counted as abstentions. Each state
is placed in one of the followi ng four categories: Bracero States (B): The
seven states that enployed over 10,000 Bracero Months during any year

bet ween 1954 and 1964 incl usive. The number of bracero months in other
states falls off quite rapidly after these seven states. Mntana was the
next | argest user of braceros and averaged 3,000 bracero nmonths a year
Southern States (S): The twelve states of the old Confederacy plus Cklahona.
Non-Bracero States (N): The fourteen states that enployed no braceros

bet ween 1954 and 1964 incl usive, excluding Southern States in the above
category. Other States: The twenty non-Southern states which do not fal
into the above categories. Al of these states enployed sone braceros

bet ween 1954 and 1964 incl usive, although not enough to be considered a
maj or bracero using state.

Source: Votes are from Congressi onal Digest (various issues, 1953-1963);
data on bracero hours are fromU. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of

Enpl oyment Security, Farm Labor Market Devel opments and Farm Labor Mar ket

Devel oprment: Enpl oyment and WAge Suppl ement, yearly issues.
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Table 13 Party and State Affiliation of Representatives Wo
Changed Their Votes fromYes to No on P.L. 78 Between

1961 and 1963

Republ i cans Denocrats Tot al

Bracero States 2
Sout hern St at es 0 8
Non- Bracero St ates 13 3 16
O her States 8 4 12
Tot al 22 17 39

Source: Calculated from Table 12.
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Tabl e 14 Percentage of Upland Cotton Harvested Mechanically

(1961- 1965)

Year

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965

Sour ce:
Cotton,”

AL

20
29
37
55
73

AR

51
68
73
75
83

p. 218.

GA

32
39
53
62
78

LA

56
64
75
78
82

\%S3

48
58
65
68
76

318

NC

11
27
43
59
65

U. S. Departnent of Agriculture,

X

65
73
75
83
84

SC

23
32
42
63
73

TN

26
41
44
56
70

X

64
78
81
85
90

“Statistics on

u. S

59
70
72
78
85



Table 15 Seniority of Southern Denocrats on Senate Conmittees,

1947- 1970
Aver age Nunmber of
First Five Denocratic

Years Chaired By Seats Hel d By

Sout hern Denocr at Sout hern Denocr at
1947- 1961- 1965- 1947- 1961- 1965-
Conmittee 1960 1964 1970 1960 1964 1970
Rul es 0 2 6 1.0 1.3
Appropri ations 0 2 2.7 4.0
Fi nance 10 4 6 3.5 3.3
Agricul ture 10 4 6 4.0 5.0
Labor 6 4 6 1.4 1.7
Judi ci ary 4 6 2.5 3.2

Not es: The Denocrats held a majority in the Senate during the
periods 1949-52 and 1955-70. W enpl oyed the Congressional
Quarterly definition of the South: the fornmer Confederate
States plus Kentucky and Gkl ahona.

Source: Congressional Directory (various years).
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Table 16 Seniority of Southern Denocrats on House Conmttees,

1947- 1970
Aver age Number of
First Five Denocratic

Years Chaired By Seats Hel d By

Sout hern Denocr at Sout hern Denocr at
1947- 1961- 1965- 1947- 1961- 1965-
Conmittee 1960 1964 1970 1960 1964 1970
Rul es 6 4 6 3.0 3.0 1.7
Appropriations 0 6 2.3 2.0 3.3
Ways and Means 10 4 6 3.4 2.0 2.7
Agricul ture 10 4 6 4.7 5.0 5.0
Educat i on/ Labor 8 0 4 2.0 2.0 1.0
Judi ci ary 0 0 1.3 1.5 1.0

Not es: The Denocrats held a mpjority in the House during the
periods 1949-52 and 1955-70. W enpl oyed the Congressi onal
Quarterly definition of the South: the fornmer Confederate
States plus Kentucky and Gkl ahona.

Source: Congressional Directory (various years).
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Economic Performance

Costs of Internal Production Costs of Exchange
(Contracting & Production (Contracting Costs Between
Costs Within Firms & Firms & Between Firms &
Public Enterprises) Individuals)
Transformation Costs Transaction Costs

Property Rights

Technology Formal Institutions
(Laws of Society) Informal Institutions
(Norms of Society)
Government

(Result of Economic &
Political Constraints)

Figure 1. The Link Between Institutions
(Formal and Informal) and Econom c Performance
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expenditures ($ millions)

Figure 2. Direct Federal

Expendi tures for Public Welfare
Not e: Excl udi ng Soci al Security,
Unenpl oynent Conpensation, and
O her I nsurance Trusts.

Source:; U.S. Census Bureau,

Hi storical Statistics, p. 1125
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