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This publication is one of 12 proposed reports dealing 

with the problems of migration and settlement on the Pacific 

Coast. Report No. 4, "New Farms on New Land", was issued 

January 1941; report No. 5, "Cut-Over Land of Northern Idaho", 

in February 1941; report No. 6, "Cut-Over Land in Western 

Washington", in August 1941; report No. 7, "Land Clearing 

with the Bulldozer", in August 1941; and report No. 8, "New 

Settlers in Yakima Valley, Washington", in August 1941. The 

studies have three major segments: State-wide surveys of 

migration to the Far Western States, detailed field surveys 

on a sample basis of the economic situation and prospects of 

migrants who have relocated in these States, and an appraisal 

of the more important public policies affecting the settlement 

of the migrant group. 
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Total disbursements of county governments in California increased 

approximately 30 percent from 1940 to 1940, varying between individual 

categories from 14 percent for Health and Sanitation to 300 percent for 

Charities and Corrections. (A decrease of 22 percent in Public Works 
was due to a transfer of a large share of highway construction and main- 

tenance to the: State.) This over-all increase of 30 percent in county 

disbursements was accompanied by a 2l-percent increase in population. 

In the decade 1920-30, population rose 65 percent and county disburse- 

ments 198 percent. 

Growth of public expenditures is related to the increase in the 

number of people served and the type and quality of services extended. 

Migration to California has contributed to this growth by increasing 

the numbers served. It is virtually impossible, however, to measure the 

effect which interstate migration has had on local policy with regard to 

quality of service. Counties differ greatly in this respect. An examina- 

tion of ene county alone or all taken together offers no adequate basis 

for generalization. The detailed examination of the experience of Kern 

and Yuba Counties emphasizes this point. 
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It is estimated that in Kern County interstate migrants since 

1930 numbered 46,410, or 2), percent of the 1940 population of 135,1eh, 

and that these people were responsible for public services costing 

(3,335,486, or 28 percent of the total 1940 expenditure of 912,079,061. 

In Yuba County, interstate migration since 1930 accounted for 

25 percent of the total 1940 population of 17,034, or 4,210 persons, 

and was responsible for public services costing 257,513, or el percent 

of a total expenditure in 19];0 of {1,2l4,036. Froperty taxes did not 

increase in proportion to increases in disbursements due primarily to 

the growth in State and Federal subventions. In the State as a whole, 
property taxes collected by the counties actually decreased 6 percent, 

whereas subventions increased 251 percent. 

In Kern County, property taxes increased 3,029,068 between 1930 

and 190, -and it is estimated that interstate "igration was responsible 

for »1,629,577 of this rise. In Yuba County, property taxes were actu- 

ally “317,89 less in 1940 than in 1930. 

State and Federal supventions have served effectively to cushion 

the impact of migration on the local finance structure of both counties. 

These subventions have also made possible the maintenance of a higher 

quality of service than woulda otherwise aave prevailed. The 1940 aver- 

age tax rate in Kern County, though slizhtly higher than that of 1930, 

was probably no more burdensome tnan the slightly decreased 1940 aver- 

age tax rate in Yuba Vounty. 

Although county disbursements were hirher because of interstate 
migration, it appears that in general the increase ascribed to the mi- 

grants is no more than the increase in expenditures ordinarily accom- 

panying population frowth. 

Interstate migration, the chief source of population increase, 
has clearly contributed to the rise in business activity in both counties. 
This has increased the total capacity to pay taxes. Assessed valuations ~ 

have not completely reflected this increase in business activity. . ' 

Large expenditures for welfare activities and unemployment relief 

cannot, from the individual county standpoint, be looked upon as a seri- 
ous hardship in view of the fact that these functions are generously 

financed by State and Federal subventions. ts) 

The most acute as well as the most anparent financial difficulties 
brought about by a large influx of people are those that arise in school 
districts where the growth in enrollment frequently dears -no relation to 

the growth in assessed values. This, however, is an indictment of the 
district system of school financing rather than a cause for alarm at the 
rate of growth. F F 
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INTRODUCTION 

The investigation of migration and its relation to county govern- 

ment finance is a part of a broad study of migration and resettlement 
problems in the Pacific Coast States. The study was initiated by the 

Bureau of Agricultural Economics in 1939. Other phases deal with such 
matters as sources and magnitude of migration, adjustments made by mi- 
grants in settling, employment opportunities, and income obtained. 

In this report of one phase of the study, attention is focused 
on the impact of a large population increase through migration on the 

disbursements and revenues of California counties in general, with par- 
ticular emphasis on the experience of two valley counties - Kern and 

Yuba (fig. 1). 

The major impetus for a more detailed investigation of county 
finances can be traced to the widespread belief, held by local citizens, 

officials, and business organizations, that revent increases in local 

government expenditures and property-tax levies were attributable largely 
to the necessity of extending public services to migrants. The obvious 
inference is that some justification exists for distinguishing between 

a migrant and a resident with regard to the provision of public services. 

However questionable this distinction, the great influx of Dust Bowl 

migrants has raised a serious problem of the capacity of local govern- 
ment to take care of their obvious needs. Knowing the degree of depend- 

ence of local government on the property tax, many persons have felt 

that immigration resulted principally in a painful and unjustifiable 
increase in local property taxes. 

Interest in this general problem has been greatly accentuated 

in recent months by the new so-called "defense" migration. Although 
exhibiting certain differences, the same fundamental problem of impact 

on local government facilities and fiscal capacity is presented in 
both cases. 

The legitimate concern of the older residents in a community 

when faced with a sudden demand for an expansion of public facilities 

is readily understood. Because of shortcomings in existing procedures 
for financing local government, such a situation presents many possibil- 

ities for inequitable distribution of the increased tax load attendant 

upon expansion. It is important, however, to avoid two common errors - 

overlooking the more favorable aspects of the new situation, and refus- 
ing to go beyond a conveniatt scapegoat in the search for basic causes. 

The fact that a number of independent elements have all had an 

influence in creating the present fiscal situation complicates a clear 
presentation of the problem. Some of these elements can be said to 

function independently of population growth; others are more closely re- 

lated. The size and composition of the population increase in the two 
counties of Kern and Yuba are examined in the section of this report 
dealing with population growth. 
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An understanding of the migration of the 1930's requires a re- 

cognition of the fact that it took place during a period of economic 

stress. That the migrants to California were in search of better 

economic opportunities was not unusual, for such searching has almost 

always taken place. However, in the migration of: the 1930's, in con~ 

trast to that of the 1920's, the difficult economic conditions in the 

State of origin had relatively greater influence. A more desperate 

search for employment was forced upon large. numbers of people by the 

nearly complete disappearance of such opportunity in the place of 

origin. This difference in the economic environment within which the 

migration of the two decades took place helps to explain other differ- 

ences, such as the cordiality with which migrants were received, the 

rate of assimilation, the effect on public costs, and the effect on 

local capacity and willingness to finance expanded services. . 

The present heavy migration to areas of defense industries is 

probably more comparable to the movement that took place during the 

1920's. Both are characterized by excellent employment opportunities 

in urban centers. The analogy might be carried a.step further by” 

indicating the possibility that the post-war period may be characterized 

by a decline in the normal flow of population to the industrial centers 

and the return of many thousands to rural counties. 

In any of these situations, regardless of the motivation for 

migration or the characteristics of the migrants, the problem of pro- 

viding local governmental services is always present and must be met 

in some way. 

The fact that a large and growing proportion of funds disbursed 
by counties is being raised from State-wide sources is significant with 

regard to the fiscal capacity of county government. The more important 
legislative changes affecting the size and direction of county disburse- 

ments and the shift in source of funds is discussed later. 

, Another factor, which defies separate treatment in any one sec- 

tion but which calls for consideration throughout the discussion, is 
designated, for lack of a better term, local policy. Whether a commu- 

nity increases expenditures for public services in response to popula- 

tion growth often hinges on the degree to which it is willing to dis- 

charge certain recognized social responsibilities rather. than on local 

fiscal,capacity. There appears to be no fixed relationship between 
fiscal capacity and actual performance. The degree to which capacity 

is used undoubtedly differs greatly from county to-county in view of 
which an ex post analysis of disbursements alone is misleading. Be- 

cause of the important influence exercised by local policy,it is nec- 
essary to approach the problem on an individual county basis. The 

two counties selected for study, Kern and Yuba, experienced large popu- 

lation increases between. 1940 and 1940. In other respects they offer 
an interesting contrast which serves to throw into sharp relief the 
Similarities and differences in the impact on county finances in - 

California of large population increases resulting from migration. 
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The period examined is the decade 1930-l\0. The sélection of this 

decade is dictated by the availability of data, particularly census data, 

and by the fact that only during the last 10 years have Californians 

questioned the beneficial effects of migration. It is interesting that 

from 1920 to 1930 the population of the State increased 65 percent, with 

an accompanying increase in county disbursements of 198 percent. Yet 

the 30-percent increase in county disbursements accompanying the cl-per- 

cent increase in population from 1930 to 19]\0 has caused much concern 1 

and has even moved some persons to question the right of recent arrivals 

to receive the benefit of certain public services. 

The nature of the study has called for several estimates, the 

results of whicn have. an important bearing on the analysis: and conclu- 

sions. It has been necessary to estimate population growth during the 

intercensal years. A detailed explanation of the pn enee ueepu is re- 

served for a note in the appendix. 

The obvious necessity of distinguishing between migrant and re- 

sident presents a problem of definition. The choice of definition de- 

pends upon the, point of view and the nature of the problem. Thus, from 

a legal standpoint concerned largely with questions of franchise and 

jurisdiction, in California a resident is a person who has lived in 

the county 1 year. The provision of many State services, however, is 

predicated upon different lengths of residence. Before i9hl, State un- 

employment relief, for example, was unavailable to persons of less than 

4 years residence. Since 1941, 5 'vears has been required. Presumably 

persons with less than the reguired. residence are regarded as migrants, 

despite the fact that they may be electors in the State. 

_ The view is widely held that interstate Meet aii of Dust Bowl 

refugees was responsible for many of the problems of county finance 

. during the 1930's. In this study, therefore, attention is focused on 

interstate migrants defined as persons who arrived in the county from 
outside the State after 1930, plus offspring born in the State. 

Intercounty migration constitutes another important element in 

‘population increase and has likewise contributed to the problems of 

county finance, but it has occasioned much less concern. 

Three groups in the. population are thus distinguished: (1) 

interstate migrants as defined above; (2) intercounty migrants defined 

as persons mirrating to the county since 1940 from other counties in 

the State, plus offspring born in the county; and (4) residents defined 
as persons who were living in the county in 1930 and continued to reside 

there, plus offspring born since 1930. 

In the examination of county costs for the purpose of relating 

their growth to migration, it was necessary to group the various items 

into convenient categories based on the functional nature of the expendi- 

1/ The so-called “Okie” law passed in 1947 by the California State 

Legislature making it.a misdemeanor to bring or assist in bringing into 

_the State any indigent person who is not a resident of the State is a 

reflection of this. attitude. ‘This law was declared unconstitutional by 

‘the United States Supreme Court on November eh, 1941. The decision af- 

fects similar regulations in some 27 other States. 



~6<« 

tures rather than accepted budget classifications. Only by so doing 

was it possible to observe the important internal shifts that have taken 

place in the relative emphasis on various functions and to relate these 

changes to interstate migration. 

An additional reason for such a breakdown is the fact that State 

and Federal subventions are not extended to local governments as such 

but are regarded as aids to particular functions. These aids are SO 

important that they must be taken into consideration in any examination 

of the fiscal capacity of county government. 

In the examination of separate categories an attempt was made to 

determine, insofar as possible, the actual use made by interstate mi- 

grants of the various services. Monetary values were then assigned on 

the basis of derived per unit costs. 

Per unit costs are composed of two elements - fixed or overhead 

- costs and variable or.added costs. If, during any period under consid- 

eration, migration has reached such proportions as to require expansion 

in the capacity of existing facilities, thereby calling for an increase 

in overhead costs, it obviously must bear some responsibility for this 

increase. If, on the other hand, migration necessitates no expansion 

in facilities, it can hardly be said to be responsible in a causal sense 

for the overhead cost which presumably would have remained at about the 

same level with or without interstate migration. 

The degree of detail required to distinguish between fixed and 
variable costs for each individual item of expenditure and the relating 

of changes in these costs to growth in a particular segment of the 

population is beyond the scope of this study. The method chosen re- 
presents a compromise between a meticulous distinction between variable 
and fixed.costs for each individual item on the one hand and complete 

disregard on the other. It involves the division of the main functional 

categories of expenditure into two groups based on the importance of 

overhead costs in each category. 

In the case of Education, Health and Sanitation, and Charities and 

Corrections, the variable costs are of primary importance. An extension 

of these services to a growing population invariably requires simultane- 
ous additions to cost. In contrast to these are the categories of Gener- 

al Government, Public Works, Protection,to Persons and Property, and 

Miscellaneous, in which overhead costs are predominant. Without changing 

the quality, these services can usually be spread over a considerably 

larger population before it is necessary to add to total costs. When 

such additions are found to be necessary in order to maintain the same 

quality of service for a larger population, the assignment of responsi- 

bility to the added population would seem to be clear. The question of 
the distribution of the original overhead costs is not so clear. 

. From a strictly technical standpoint the responsibility of the 

added persons served should extend only to the amount of the added costs. 

This situation is roughly approximated in the case of the first group of 
categories. A strict application of this method of imputation in the 
case of the predominantly overhead functions is not possible. For this 

reason, the overhead costs are distributed on a simple per capita basis. 
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It is admittedly impossible to assign an exact dollar value to 
that share of the increase in county disbursements which can be specifi- 
cally traced to interstate migration. On the other hand, there is a 
real need for avoiding vague generalities and purely subjective descrip- 
tion in connection with such a problem. The approximations that follow 
are made at the risk of presenting quantitative material that might be 
used without the necessary qualifications, but with the hope that they 

will facilitate more careful analysis of a perplexing problem. 

POPULATION GROWTH 

Population change has two major aspects, the most easily under- 

stood of which is change in numbers. No less important but less easily 
comprehended is the change in the age and sex composition of a popula- 
tion. This change, as well as the change in numbers, has an important 

bearing on the size and character of governmental expenditures. A 

county, State, or nation which passes from a situation in which there 

is a low ratio of dependents (children and old people) to the working 

population to one in which there is a higher ratio, will find a shift 
in the type and extent of the total disbursements which it is called 

upon to make. é 

There have been marked changes in the size and composition of 

the populations of Kern and Yuba Counties, as shown in table l. Kern 

County increased in number in every decade; while Yuba County declined 

from 1860 to 1900 and then increased gradually to 1930, with a marked 

increase between 1940 and 1940. The astonishing increase of 129 percent 

in Kern County between 1900 and. 1910 accompanied an oil boom. Times 

were good and the major concern of the community, as evidenced by con- 

temporary files of local newspapers, was the shortage of housing and 
the social disorder resulting from the large population increase. As 
most of the immigrants to the county were men in the economically pro- 

ductive age groups and as employment opportunities were excellent, the 
problems of education, unemployment relief, and old-age security were 

relatively unimportant. In contrast, the migration to Kern County 

during the 1940's, occurring during a pericd of restricted economic 

opportunity and including many children, increased the total demand for 
schooling and sharpened the existing problem of unemployment relief. 

Although the relative increase in population during the 1930's was only 

half as great as during the first decade of the century, the impact on 

the county was much greater because of the changed circumstances under 
which in-migration and population increase occurred and because of the 
large numbers involved. | fick 7 

In Yuba County, too, the impact of population increase during 

the 1930's tended to intensify problems of education and unemployment 

relief. As will be discussed in greater detail later, the manner in 

which the two counties met these problems differed considerably, indi- 
cating that population increase as such has had no uniform or invariable 

effect. 
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The increase in numbers which occurred in California and in Yuba 
and Kern Counties during the 1930's was a result both of net natural 
increase and net in-migration. 

Kern and Yuba Counties not only received population between 1930 

and 190 from other counties within the State and from other States in 

the Nation, but also contributed population to other areas. The popu- 

lation count of the census in 1940 represents the net difference between 
(1) any out-migration of the population which was resident in 1930, (2) 
the excess of births over deaths in the county, and (3) the in-migration 

of persons from other California counties and from other States. 

The specific techniques, methods, and assumptions used in arriving 
at the estimates of interstate migration, intercounty migration, and 

resident population in the two counties, are discussed in detail in an 

appendix note. The results are given in table 2. 

Table 2.~ Place of origin of 190 population, Kern and Yuba Counties, 

California 

Mey : 7 Wigrants since 1930 in 1940 ~: vene 
: :population, plus offspring since ;Residents in 19ho0 

2 arrival :who were resident 

19h0 ; From out of :From other coun-;in 1930, plus off- 
County: popula-; the State ; ties in State :;spring since 1940 

tion ; yugpereemes) js 4.) apercents;)) ~ | percent. 
: :of 19,0: :of 190; : of 190 
: Number ;popula-; Number :popula-; Number ; popula- 

TALON oie x teen t i: ; tion 

Kern s125,17), 6,410 4h, 17,834 13 70,880 52 

ee ros, 12h. 125 abled Sih aaa wie af x 4/ 
No data available. 

In Kern County population increased 52,554 between 1930 and 190. 

The number of persons in 1940 who had entered the State after 1930, 

plus children born since arrival, was 46,410 or 88 percent of the increase. 

In Yuba County the increase was 5,703. In-migration of persons from other 

States accounted for ),210, or 74 percent of the absolute increase. 

SHIFTS IN COUNTY DISBURSEMENTS AND THE SOURCE OF FUNDS 
IN CALIFORNIA 

The effect of a sudden increase in population on local public 

finance, particularly with regard to local capacity to meet the situa- 

tion, depends to a considerable extent on the existing pattern of inter- 

governmental financial responsibility for the various functions of local 
government. No recent development in the field of government is of 

greater importance than the rapid growth of State and Federal grants-in- 
aid to local government. In California this development has been 
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particularly significant. The chief motive has been the desire.to re- 
lieve the tax burden on common property which a broad expansion of 
governmental services made particularly onerous. Although positive 
efforts have been made to retain local administrative control, there is 
little doubt that much has been lost to the agency granting the aid. 

Basically, therefore, this trend represents a shift in responsibility 

even though funds are still channelled through county offices. 

As a result of this situation it would be a mistake to draw any 
conclusions relative to the financial difficulties encountered by local 

government simply by. comparing population increase with growth in’ total@ 
county disbursements, for the disbursements now include large amounts 

of funds daper on a State-wide basis. 

Some of the.more si gniftcaht: charatteristics of the Pebalt acti= — 
vities of California counties during the last 10 years are the followings 

| 
(1) An increase in over*all county disbursements of 30.5 

percent, or from %359,57,868 in.1930 to %69,168,299° | 
in 190. : 

(2) Pan increase’ in expenditures on & county-by-county basis 

of. only slightly more than the proportionate increase in 

population. - 

(3) An increase in all major categories that was less than the 
proportional increase in population, with the exception of 

Protection to Persons and Property, and of Charities and | 
Corrections, where large disbursements. under’ the Social 4 
Security Sroeram greatly increased county disbursements. | 
A decrease of 22 percent in Public Works reflects the’ trans- | 

fer of a large share of road construction and maintenance A 

to the State. (See table 3.) | 

(4) An actual decrease in the amount of property taxes raised | 
by the counties themselves and a tremendous: increase in 

subventions or grants-in-aid. 

It is Ly tie cake accepted that the magnitude of rot ioneetae 
expenditures bears a close. relationship to population. numbers. A> 
county with a large population will naturally spend more money than 
one with a small population, although the relationship between the two 
is seldom directly proportional. The larger counties on the other hand, 
with their more complete utilization of service facilities, will gener- 
.ally operate at lower costs per capita. In a study of:California county 
expenditures made in 1934, Dr. J. K. Galbraith found that for the 3- year 
period of 1929-30 to 1931-32 expenditures per capita varied considerably 
with the population of the county. Using seven arbitrary classifications 
he found the following variations: sie 

: 

4 
i 

Galbraith, Je Ke, Galetorata CRT ‘-Bxpenditures, Cal. Agr. Expt. 
Sta. Bull. 582, At of Cal., Berkeley, August 193, D467 
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Counties Expenditure per capita 

6 with pop. of 0 to 5,000 $77 85 
8 with pop. of 5,000 to 10,000 5995 

‘10 with pop. of 10,000 to 20,000 64.27 
10 with pop. of 20,000 to 0,000 55470 
12 with pop. of 0,000 to 80,000 55.21 
8 with pop. of over 80,000 5378 
4 metropolitan counties 51.78 

Table 3.- County disbursements in California, 1929-30 and 1939-0 
Beare, Katy ate) 

: Expenditure : ixpendi ture : 
Category : 1929-30 : 1939-LO : Change 

‘ Dollars Dollars Percent 

Charities and Corrections: 25,080,001 100,327,222 300 
General Government : 17,194,490 20,592,909 19 

Education : 136,354,794 162,428, 32h 19 
Protection to Persons : 

and Property |  ¢: 1,296,532 20,454,765 3 
Health and Sanitation :  5,e90/0h7 5,922,074 se 
Public Works : 26,458,393 20,614,447 -22 

This would seem to indicate that, within limits determined 

largely by the capacity of existing facilities, county governments | 

can serve an increasing population at lower costs per capita. On the 

other hand, the historical trend of costs per capita has invariably 
been up. In California the experience has been as follows; 

County Disbursements per Capita 

192 #25219 
1920 35.21 
1930 63.31 
190 67.92 

During this same period, California's population rose from 

2,377,549 in 1910 to 6,907,387 in 1940. This upward: surge ,in costs 
per capita, in.spite of the recognized tendency of increased population 

density to lower them, indicates that governmental costs are rising 

chiefly because the public is demanding more and more services and not 
alone because the same services are being extended to an expanding 

population. 

The 30-percent increase in county disbursements from 1930 to 

1940 represents only a 7.2 percent increase in costs per capita from 

$63.41 to $67.92. However, this examination of .the collective experi- 
ence of all counties tends to overemphasize the significance of certain 
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large counties. A much msre accurate picture is obtained by plotting 

the individual experience of all counties. 

Figure 2 shows the percentage increase in disbursements by county 

gevernments between the fiscal year 1929-30 and the fiscal year 1939-0 

plotted against the percentage increase in population between 1940 and 

19h0 fer 56 counties in the State. The straight line’ extending from the 

lower left corner to the upper right cerner represents the average rela- 

tionship for all the counties. The less populous mountain ‘counties shew 

particularly striking increases in disbursements owing to the incidence 

of the old-age security program. These counties tend to have propor- 

tionately more old people than scther counties and the disbursements for 

old-age security are a larger part of their total county disbursements. 

The slope of the line shows that, on the average, for every l-percent 

increase in population there was an increase of 1.025 percent in dis- 

bursements during the period. The fact that the line of average rela- 

tionship crosses the Y axis above the zero point indicates that with 

no increase in population, county disbursements in 1940 would have 

tended to be greater than in 1930, primarily because of the increases 

in services rendered through county governments. It is of considerable 

importance to keep this fact in‘mind with respect to the influence of 

migration on local government costs. a » (ey 

. A dramatic increase in county expenditures for Charities and 

Corrections, so entirely out of line with the roughly proportionate 

rise in other categories (table 3), is the most unusual feature of 

recent fiscal experience. ‘This increase is unique for several reasons. 

In the first place, ‘most of the increase is accounted for by the growth 

in disbursements for old-age pensions which, because of long residence 

requirements, have little if any relationship te recent interstate 

migration. In the second place, about two-thirds of the $75,000,000 

increase in Charities and Corrections is acccunted fer by State and 

Federal subventions so that ‘the increased burden on local taxpayers is 

greatly exaggerated by citing only the 300-percent increase. 

Another transfer of responsibility, of a slightly different 

nature, explains the remaining exception to the otherwise rather uni- 

form tendency for total costs to increase in propertion to population 

increase. The Public Works item includes expenditures for roads and 

highways. During the last 10 years much of the responsibility for this 

activity has been shifted to the State, administratively as well as 

financially. This explains the 22-percent decrease in county disburse- 

ments for this item in 19h0. 

In a very real sense the growth of subventions represents a 

transfer of responsibility to the State while perpetuating the myth of 

complete local autonomy. The shift in the case of highways, however, 

has been positive and clear-cut. The State has assumed that function 

and the financial transactions involved no longer appear as county 

disbursements. Both of these developments result'in a decreased empha- 

sis on real property taxes levied directly on local property, and yet 



Figure2.— Relation between relative growth in population and total 

county disbursements 1930-1940, California counties 

in Disbursements 

~ ro) 

100 
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3 80 
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see table 4. 
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Table .- Percentage increase in total county disbursements, 1929-30 to 

1939-0, and percentage increase in population, 1939-0, 

| 56 California counties 

: yPercent increase:: AR - 3Percent increase 
: ' 4 sDisburse-;Popu- :; : ; Disburse-; Popu- 

Num-; County : ments ;lation;;Num-:; County : ments ;lation 

ber ; : 1929-30 :1930- ::ber : . + 1929-30 :1930- 
: : 1939-LO ;19L40 :: : + 1939-0 :19h0 

pr Livi. (|), Aiiuy gq eercenc, Percent: vets : Percent Percent 

Ol :Sierra Wii ba MEV 2.9 :: 29 :Napa LAO hah 20.0 
02 ;Amador :., 116.3 5.6 :: 30 :Sacramento Seok pee 25 
03 ;:Shasta ¢ 10016) | T0608 2 51) sSieki you tin 190 we ese 
04 :Trinity di QOse 58.9 :: 32 :Alameda foe aae 8.0 
05  ;:Mono swine OO. 8 h1.3 :: 33 :San Diego : 31.8 38.0 
06 ;:El Dorado arr. 69.0 :: 34 :Lassen 5 Aa 15.0 
O7 :Mariposa 1 abe) | Hees 73.4 :: 35 :Santa Barbara : 29.5 8.3 
08 ;:Tuolumne 1 O69 17.4 :: 36 :Ventura 1 peo eed 26.8 
09 :Kern Soko mn els a 64.6 ::°37 :Butte ine. aO 27.8 
10 :San Mateo thet ah perecs bh. 2: 38 :Contra Costa : 28.1 obit 
11  ;Modoc we 734 8.4 +:: 39 :Merced : ated 279 

Te, Kings a ne 38.5 :: LO :Orange sh Mela es 10.2 
14 :Madera : 66.5 35.8 :: 1 :Mendocino : aoee 18.5 
14 :Stanislaus > 64.3 32.2 :: he :Los Angeles : 22.6 PO») 
15 ;Santa Crus ; 59.4 20.4 :: 43 :Yuba aloe gh yh. REE 50.3 
16 :Calaveras : 55.6 36.8 :: ly :Monterey oh caked 36.0 
17 :Inyo Suey 16.3 :: 45 :Humboldt ce eG 414 6.0 
18 ;Sonoma Soe: 11.0 :: 46 :Marin fy eldest ETO 
19 ;Placer eens | 14.9 :: 47 :Yolo S  wabl ee 15.2 
20 :Tulare arnt se: 38.4 :: 48 :Imperial sii SAT viet 1 O) 
21 Solano Si er 20.3 :: 9 :Lake iwwtlielt 12.6 
22 ;San Bernardino; 4U8.1 20.4 :3; 50 ;Alpine aes sei 3.0 
2% :Fresno LES go 23.7 :: 51 :Colusa : L.8 =li.6 
2h ;Santa Clara Aiki SPELL 20.6 :: 52 :San Joaquin : 4.8 20.4 
25 :Tehama as ie Eee 3.2 :: 53 :San Benito ; es) Oa? 
26 :Riverside Sida als 30.2 :: 54 :Glenn iiugiaiiocte ge 11.5 
27 +:Plumas oh ued aie h5.9 :: 55 :Sutter : -25.5 2760 
28 :San Luis Obispo: 37.9 eat 25.9 Gl :: 56 :Del Norte we ae 
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they tend to cancel each other in any statement of the counties! total 

financial transactions. The shift in the method of financing roads 
has reduced "county disbursements" because the functicn in large mea- 
sure has been transferred to the State; the growth in the social-we1- 

fare program, on the other hand, has increased county disbursements, 
even though it is largely a State-financed program. The latter influ- 
ence has been greater in absolute terms than the former; but both, have 

had the effect of lessening the burden on property taxes because the 

State, with its increased responsibilities acquired either as the re- 

sult of a complete transfer cf functions or:as a growth in grants to 
the counties and districts, must depend for financing on State-wide 
taxes other than the property tax. The shift in the relative emphasis 

on the two most important sources of county funds well illustrates thi. 

Significant trend; 

Percent 

1929-30 1939+l0 change 

Property taxes “$216,545, 647 $20,470,644 6 

Subventions 42,091,617 147,768,706 e51*. 

- Although county disbursements for Education increased oniy 19.1 
percent from 1930 to 190, it is to this function, along with Charities 

and. Corrections, that we: must look for an explanation of the big increase 
in subventions. In 1929+30: the counties and districts received 

$2,251,401 from the State for’ education; in 1949-0 they received 
$73,040,680, an increase of 401 percent. : The absolute. increase. of 

$48,789,279 is nearly as impressive as is the proportional; it amounts 
to only slightly less. than the total expenditure by all counties in 
1940 for the well-established: local functions of General Gevernment, 

Protection to Persons and Property,’ and Health and Sanitation. This 
great shift in financial: responsibility came about as a result of the 
enactment of the Riley-Stewart. Amendment of 1933 which was motivated 

mainly by a desire to lessen the. tax burden on general property. The 

act. provided for a system cf State education finance, similar to that 

prevailing in many other: States, whereby the State's share is based on 

the average daily attendance with certain variations between the dif- 

ferent school levels. Some equalization of: educational epportunity has 

been one of the results of this legislation. In a more fundamental sense, 
however, the change represents a shift from an ad valorem property tax 

to a consumer's tax. In California (as in many other States) it has 

been made possible by the introduction of a retail sales tax. 

Indirect effects of this shift, arising out of the way in which 
funds are distributed, should not be overlocked. In general, rural 
counties tend to receive more moneys from the State in subventions for 
education than are collected in sales taxes within these counties. 
This should not imply any form of inequity; it simply means that funds 
based on State-wide sales, raised for the purpose of financing a State- 
wide system of education, naturally must be collected chiefly in the 
urban centers where transactions occur in greater volume. 



Of greater significance, perhaps, is the fact that the subven- 
tions for education, since they rise in close conformity with the 
growth in population, go a long way toward financing any new costs 
that might conceivably be associated with migration. Counties that 
have experienced heavy immigration have also definitely experienced 

larger subventions. To this it can be answered that these same coun- 
ties that have experienced heavy immigration have also definitely ex- 
perienced larger subventions. To this it can be answered that these 
same counties have also contributed more to the State sales- and 
income-tax funds. In some cases, notably in connection with the Social 
Security program involving the functions of extending aid to needy aged, 
blind, and dependent children, the county must match funds so that any 
growth in subventions necessitates additional, but seldom equal, con- 

tributions by the county. 

These recent changes in local-government finance have an impor- 

tant bearing on the question of capacity to finance the additional 

costs associated with migration. They suggest that: 

(1) It is no longer true that a large addition to population 

Will lead to additional costs for public services which 
rest exclusively on a local-tax base. On the contrary, 

most of .the costs which are likely to be sensitive to 
migration are. those which are now collected, in part at 

least, on a State-wide basis. : 

(2) ‘An exhaustive analysis of the shifts in burden resulting 
from a growth in population would call for a detailed 

study of the shift in incidence of established taxes and 

the incidence of the newer forms. An artificial classifi- 
cation of individuals based on length of residence would 

further complicate what would necessarily be an intricate 

analysis of individual readjustments to the "new" situation. 

(3) The great difficulties involved in such a study and the 

questionable validity of the distinctions in population 

suggest the advisability of an approach that would center 

attention on the relative capacity of the county as a 

whole to support its share of additional boss incident 

to population growth. 

The contrast between Yuba and Kern Counties in so many respects 
(with the exception of population increases), including the direction 
of expenditures, the general economic capacity of the area, and the 

willingness to make larger and larger outlays for the welfare functions, 

presents an excellent opportunity to examine these factors that have 

been so important in determining the response of the county to the 

problems presented by large in-migration. 
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MIGRATION AND COUNTY FINANCE IN KERN AND YUBA COUNTIES 

Total county disbursements increased in both Kern and Yuba 
Counties between 1930 and 1940, but disbursements for different serv- 

ices varied greatly in the way they changed. For some services they 
increased in both total amount and amount: per capita; for other serv- 
ices they decreased both in total amount and per capita; and in still 
others, disbursements per capita shrank but total disbursements increased. 

County governments disburse money for an astonishing range of 
services varying from the education of children and adults to payments 
of bounties for the destruction of predatory animals. It would be an 
almost impossible task to follow the course of every individual item 
of expenditure and for that reason the disbursements for similar serv- 
ices have been grouped together to form categories that are more 

manageable and more readily understood. This procedure is used by the 
_ State Controller in publishing the financial transactions of the munic- 
ipalities and counties of California. The major greups used’ in the 
ensuing discussion follow closely those used by the State Controller ) 
with the following exceptions. A combination of expenditures for _ 

highways and bridges, lighting districts, parks and recreation, and 
bond service and redemption, plus expenditures for new construction 
of county buildings other than school buildings, is grouped for the 

purpose of this study under the heading Public Works. The group of 
expenditures collected under Health and Sanitation includes the expend- 
itures for public health and hospital services, whereas in the Control- 

lerts reports, the county physician and hospital. are included in the 
groups called Charities and Corrections. 

The seven groups of expenditures used and the specific services 
included in each group are shown in table 5. The order in which the 
groups of expenditures are discussed is based on the relative importance 
of overhead and variable costs as discussed on page 7. As each group 
is taken up its general nature’ will be discussed and the course of dis- 
bursements described. The movement of each group from 1930 to 190 is 
pictured in figure 3, which is based on tables 6 and 7. 

The most striking increases in disbursements, as was the case 
for the State as a whole, are for Charities and Corrections and for 
Health and Sanitation. Equally significant is the fall in the disburse- 
ments for Public works. Total disbursements declined in both counties 
between 1929-30 and 1933-4), and then began a rise to 1939-0. Figure 
illustrates the, proportional expenditurés for each county in 19430 and 
1940. Education continued as. the major expenditure. Public works de- 
clined both relatively and absolutely, whereas Health and Sanitation, 
and particularly Charities and Corrections, increased greatly. General 
Government and Protection to Persons and Property remained relatively 
unchanged. The specific changes and the major factors effecting the 
changes are discussed in the following sections. Attention will be 
focused on those disbursements which seem to be most directly influenced 
by interstate migration. 



Figure 3 — Percentage change in county disbursements, 

Kern and Yuba Counties 1930-40 
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Figure 4-— Percentage distribution of county disbursements, 

Kern and Yuba 
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Table 5.- Classification of county disbursements 

General Government IV. Education 
Board of supervisors . Elementary schools 
County clerk i: ie Me High schools 
Auditor | Superintendent of schools 

Treasurer Me a Board of education 

Assessor County library 

Tax and license collector School library - 

District attorney 

Corcner & public administrator 
Surveyor V. Public Works 

Planning commission ~ Highways & bridges 

Purchasing agent ° , Recreation 
General county garage Airports 

Election Special districts 
Superior courts Bond redemption & interest 

Justice courts . | _ (other than school bonds) 
Grand jury Work relief department 

Law library 

Courthouse & grounds 
Hall of records & grounds VI. Charities & Corrections 
iliscellaneous buildings & grounds Welfare department  —_— 

Burial & care of indigents 

Protection. to Persons and Property | Inmates of State institutions 

Sheriff Department of rehabilitation 
Bureau Cr Adenvirticatien, 2 ¢ Probation officer 

Sheriff, liquor control Juvenile home 

Constables Juvenile forestry camp 

County jail 
Industrial road Sas & farm 

_ Recorder _. VII.. Miscellaneous | 

Scale of weights & measures Chamber of commerce 

Fish and game warden . iS Fairgrounds & buildings 

Agricultural commissioner & Revolving funds 

extension service | of Court deposit fund 

‘Livestock & milk inspector Other trust funds 

Predatory animal control Other special and irregular 
Fire warden : disbursements 

Insurance ; Miscellaneous not elsewhere 

| classified j 

Health and Sanitation 

General hospital 
Health department 

Vital statistics 

T. Bs. hospital & Lretanteriiun 
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General Government 

Services included under the heading General Government are of 
an overhead nature. Many are required by State law, such as the boards 
of supervisors, the office of the county clerk, the superior and justice 

courts, elections, and district attorney. The complete list of services 
is shown in table 5. For most of the services the total costs are 

nearly constant. Hence large counties tend to have lower costs per 
capita than small counties, and increases in population usually result 
in a lowering of costs per capita. On the other hand, such items as 

elections tend to have constant or increasing costs as population 

increases. 

In Yuba County, while total disbursements for General Govern- 
ment rose between 19%0 and 19);0, disbursements per capita declined from 

$5.77 to wh.77, following the tendency noted above. In Kern County, 
both total disbursements and disbursements per capita for General 

Government rose between 1940 and 1940, the latter moving from 4.99 
to y5.77. The explanation of the rise in disbursements per capita in 

Kern County is found in a large expenditure for elections in the fall 
of 1939 and the addition of some new services under General Government. 

Unlike, some of the services to be discussed later, the expenses 

of General Government do not lend themselves to allocation except on 

an average or proportional basis. On the theory of proportional shar- 

ing in the general expenses of running the county government, an esti- 
mate is obtained as to the amount of expense that may be imputed to the 
interstate migrants among the 1940 population. This does not mean, of 

course, that total disbursements for General Government would have been 

smaller in 1940 by exactly this amount had there been no interstate 

migrants in the 1940 population. This is readily demonstrated by exam- 
ining the experience of Yuba County. 

The disbursements for General Government in 1940 in Yuba County 

‘were 380,745, as given in table 7. Interstate migrants are estimated 

to constitute 25 percent of the 1940 population, as given in table 2. 
Twenty-five percent of the 190 disbursements yields an estimate of 

(20,186 as the share of 1940 disbursements imputed to interstate mi- 
grants. The actual increase in disbursements for General Government 

between 1930 and 1940 amounts to only ,15,4342. The population added 

by interstate migration, although it tended to increase disbursements 
for General Government, did not increase them in the same ratio as 

population was increased. It is for this reason that the proportionate 

share of the General Government expenditures attributed to migrants in 
1940 is greater than the actual increase in total disbursements between 

1930 and 1940. It cannot be said, therefore, that the interstate mi- 
grants had increased costs of General Government by the amount of their 
share of the 1940 disbursements, so the $15,432 actual increase between 

1930 and 1940 will be used as an estimate of the amount by which dis- 
' bursements were increased as a result of migration. 
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In Kern County, on the other hand, total disbursements for 
General Government increased $30,761 between 1930 and 1940, and the 
share of the 1940 disbursements (3h, percent) imputed to interstate 
migrants amounts to 255,862. This figure is somewhat less than the 

increase in total disbursements because part of the increase went to 

supply additional services to residents and intercounty migrants in- 
cluded in the population in 1940. The estimate, therefore, of the 

approximate amount by which total disbursements were increased in 

19h0, owing to the presence of interstate migrants, amounts to 

weed5,862. Again it must be emphasized that the total disbursements 
in 1940 for General Government would probably not have been less by 
this amount in the absence of interstate migration because some of the 

services supplied would have cost just as much. Therefore, decreasing 

the population would not correspondingly decrease the expenditures. On 
the other hand, had the 190 population been smaller by 6,000, consti- 

tuting 90,000 teens of 45,000, tne totar “disbursements for General 

Government in 190 would certainly have been somewhat smaller than they 

actually were. This suggests that 0255,862 is a generous approximation 

of the amount by which disbursements for General Government were in- 

creased by the presence of interstate migrants in the 19,0 population. 

‘AS an approximation of the minimum amount by which total disbursements 
were increased by interstate migration, the 1940 expenditures per 

capita multiplied by the number of interstate migrants in 190 yields 

a figure of 4231,586. 

Data are available for Kern County as to the amount of property- 
tax funds spent for General Government which permit making of estimates 

concerning the amount of tax moneys required to provide General Govern- 

ment services to interstate migrants in 190. The difference between 

disbursements and tax moneys required is made up of the fees, fines, 
and other nontax revenues received for specific services or lewied for 

particular irifractions of the law. Property-tax funds spent for General 

Government in 1940 were 281,490 greater than in 1940. Thirty-four 
percent of the 1940 tax funds spent amounts to $162,400, and it is 
estimated that property taxes were increased by this amount to supply 

General Government services to the interstate migrants among the 190 

population. A similar estimate is not available for Yuba County. 

Protection to Persons and Frroperty 

Services included under the heading Protection to Persons and 
Property are enumerated in table 5. Total disbursements for this group 
of services rose between 1930 and 19];0 in both Kern and Yuba Counties. 

Disbursements per capita declined in Yuba County and rose markedly in 

Kern County. The major cause of the rise in Kern County was a thirty- 

fold expansion in disbursements for the fire-warden service. As this 

service is primarily related to protection of forest lands, it is omit- 

ted as irrelevant to the effect of migration on costs. 
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Employing the method used in the preceding section for estimating — 
the interstate-migrant share of the 19/)0 disbursements yields a figure 

of 114,822 in Yuba County and $748,106 in Kern County against an actual 
increase of 1940 disbursements over those of 1930 of 49,21) and 

£h34,43h, respectively. Enploying the same reasoning as used for — 
General Goverment results in an estimated increase in disbursements 

for Protection to Persons and Property in Yuba County of ¥9, 21h, and 

in Kern County of vlhS, 106, due to interstate migration. 

Property-tax funds disbursed for this group of services in Kern 

County increased 3392, G1, between 1930 and 190. Exe} updng the tax 
funds expended for forest protection gives.an estimate of 118 1k as 

the amount of tax money used to defray the costs. of services to inter- 
:» ‘State migrants among the 190 population. Similar data are not avail- 

. able.-for Lube Liiiomei in 

Public Works 

Services included under the heading of Public Works include 
expenditures for county highways and PRAweaey parks and recreation, 

ios aes ie: osha ok ck (table a) wore a bh. 

Total disbursements for this group arth services jah ittaet chan a 

in Yuba County between 1940 and 1940, whereas in Kern County they were 

only slightly lower in 1940 than in 1930. Disbursements per capita 

declined in both counties. As the decline in disbursements in Yuba 
County and the lack of: incoréase in Kern County took, place despite the 
increases in population, the change that occurred appears to have been 
independent of: population change. The possibility exists that greater 
declines might: have occurred had the population not been augmented by 
interstate migration, but this possibility is slight, for most.of the 
expenditures - in this angen are not directly variable with neh ees 

On the Paksia of a prépertional shire of the 190 ox pena nena 
interstate migrants are ‘allocated. 25 percent, or $41,909, in. Yuba County, © 
and 34 percent; or 4l8;245, in Kern County. On the same basis: inter- 
state migrants are allocated 4h, percent of the property-tax moneys dis- 
bursed., for Public Works in Kern: County, or $237, 482. 

An estimate of any increase in costs: roauicing from interstate 
migration, as contrasted with an estimate of a pnoportionate. share of 
19,0 expenditures, is complicated by the. fact that a large share. of 
the functions in this category were’ transferred to. the State. during the 
period under consideration.:- The resulting decrease in.disbursements | 
by: the county cannot be credited to interstate migration. . By the same 
token. AUC OR Sibe Ue a catia cannot be said to. have. Sti aeheal any increase, 
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Miscellaneous 

Disbursements included under. the heading Miscellaneous are made 
up of an assortment of trust funds, irregular expenditures, and odds and 

ends. which appear in the counties! books and which are included in the 
total figures on income and outgo, as shown by the counties' financial 
statements. They are included here for the sake of completeness and 
consistency. 

Total disbursements for this group of items increased slightly 

in Yuba County and declined in Kern County, between 1930 and 190. 
No significance with regard to interstate migration or population in- 

crease can be attached to the changes. On the basis of a proportionate 
share in the 190 disbursements, however, interstate migrants are allo- 
cated 14,148 in Yuba County and $96,969 in Kern County. No significant 
property-tax moneys are involved. 

-Health and Sanitation 

Services included under the heading Health and Sanitation are 

functionally much the same. They include preventive and curative medi- 
cal services, sanitation programs, public-health programs, collection 

of vital statistics, and operation of tuberculosis sanitoria. They are 

Supported almost exclusively by property-tax funds; subventions from 

the State and Federal Governments are minor. 

The contrast between Kern County and Yuba County with regard to 
local decision is very evident here. In kern County expenditures per 
capita for health and sanitation rose from %.07 in 1930 to £9.58 in 

1940. In Yuba County they rose from 4.13 to 64.05 during the same 
period. Kern County has a broad and comprehensive health and sanita- 

tion program, while Yuba County has a very limited program. Kern 

County maintained a higher level of service in 1940 than Yuba County 

did in 1940, and Kern County more than doubled its expenditures per 
capita between 1940 and 1940. Interstate migrants were able to benefit 

by the expanded program in Kern County, whereas no such opportunity was 

afforded either migrants or residents in Yuba County. It may be con- 

cluded, therefore, that migration as such did not cause disbursements 

per capita to rise in Kern County, but rather that the migrants settling 

in Kern County were able to take advantage of a fine service made avail- 

able to all people of that county whatever their origin. 

The major element of expenditure in this group of services is 

that for the county hospital and county physician. For this reason 

detailed attention has been given to the county-hospital records in 

both Kern and Yuba Counties. The detailed procedure employed in the 

analysis of the records will be found in an appendix note; only the 
conclusions are given here. 

In Kern County, both interstate and intercounty migrants were 

found to be more heavily represented in hospital cases than in the 
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population. They made more use of the hospital than residents. This 

is explained by the fact that an unsettled person or family has more 

occasion to use a hospital in case of illness than does a family or 

perscn with a home in which care may bs given. On the other hand, 

residents were making more use of the hospital in 19,0 than in 1930. 

This does not indicate that this group was less healthy in 190 than 

in 1930 but rather that when members were ill in 190 they were more 

likely to use the hospital facilities than in 1930. In 1930, 25779 

residents used the nospital; in 1940, 1,301. The number of cases per 

1,000 population, regardless of length of residence, rose from 45 in 

1930 to 77 in 1940, or 120 percent. The proportion of babies born in 
Kern General Hospital of all oabies born in the county rose from 14 
percent in 1930 to li percent in 1940. These figures demonstrate the 
marked increase in the service provided the people of Kern County 

through the General Hospital. 

‘In Yuba County the number of hospital cases per 1,000 of total 
population rose fron 13 to 69 between 1930 and 1940. The average cost 
per case in Yuba County in 190 was .40.05, whereas in Kern County 

the average was 96.53 per case. af The average cost per case roughly 

approximates the difference in quality of service rendered in Kern 

County and in Yuba County. . 

Interstate micrants end their children in 19];0 accounted for 

ho percent of the cases discharged from the dern General Hospital; 

intercounty migrants, 19 percent; and residents, ll percent. In 
Yuba County the corresponding percentages were 47 percent, 22 percent, 
and 41 percent. 

Employing the percentage of cases of interstate migrants, inter- 
county inigrants, and residents in Kern County to obtain the 19h0 costs 

allocable to each group, we impute to interstate migration $517,750 of 

the disbursements; to intercounty migration, «245,952; and to residents, 

%530,694. This assumes that the average cost per case is the same in 

“each group. Thus we may say that if no interstate migrants had entered 

Kern County after 1930, the disbursements for health and sanitation 

would have been $517,750 less in 1940 than they were. On the other hand, 

if the county had decided not to increase the quality and variety of 

services rendered for health and sanitation, and had made the same 

average expenditures per case in 1940 as were made in 1930, interstate 

migrants to Kern County would have increased disbursements by only 

$267 , 541 

These considerations fairly raise the question as to how the 
factor of expansion of service is to be handled. In kern County a 

2/ These averages are obtained by dividing the total costs for the 
hospital and outpatient department by the number of hospital patients 

discharged. Hence these average costs per case are overstated because 

outpatient costs are included in the disbursements but not in the 
number of cases. 

| 

—————Ewe 
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25-year hospital plan was established in 1923 which called for continuous 

expansion. In no year has the hospital met all the needs of the popula- 

tion, although it was more nearly meeting them in 1940 than in 1930. We 
may say, there, that migration has not caused the expansion, but migrants 

have pugeyed the benefits of the expansion. The difference between 

$267, 541 and $517,750, or $250,209, approximates the extent to which 

interstate migrants participated in the expanded service in 1940. Inter- 
state migrants to Yuba Gounty did not have the excellent services avail- 

able to those in Kern County, even though their medical needs were prob- 

ably no less. The same was true of residents in both counties. 

The actual increase in disbursements between 1940 and 190 for 

Health and Sanitation was $958,804 in Kern County and $33,598 in Yuba 

County. The increase imputed to interstate migration is $517,750 in 

Kern County and “42,458 in Yuba County. 

In Kern County, ¢l 7290, 391 of property-tax funds was spent for 

Health and Sanitation in 190, an increase of $947,177 over 1930. Of 

this increase, §500,156 is imputed to interstate migrants (4O percent 

of 1940 tax funds disbursed); $247,537, to intercounty migrants 
(19 percent of 1940 tax funds disbursed); and $209,484, to residents 
(difference between l,l percent of 1940 property-tax funds, or *51le ,098, 

and 1930 property-tax funds disbursed, or $303,21). 

The increase of {209,)8, (69 percent) in property-tax funds dis- 
bursed for residents indicates the independent nature of the policy 

of providing a higher quality and a greater variety of services for 

health and sanitation. Had the county pursued a policy of limiting 
its expenditures for health and sanitation to the per capita level of 

1930, the disbursements in 1940 would have amounted to &S9,935 instead 

of the “1,294,377 actually spent. Because its continually expanding 

program coincided with a considerable growth in population, total ex- 

penditures for Health and Sanitation rose 285 percent. The $517,750 

imputed to interstate migrants in 190, therefore, represents a very 
liberal estimate of the additional costs incurred by the county as a 

result of interstate migration. 

Education 

Disbursements for Education include capital outlays and debt 

servicing as well as the operating and maintenance costs of the elemen- 

tary and high schools, the junior college, the county superintendent of 

schools, the board of education, the county iibrary, and the school 

libraries. 

Leone disbursements in Kern County increased between 1930 and 

1940 #2,438,061, while property-tax funds for education increased only 

C681, ae In Yuba County, disbursements in the same period increased 

£189, 267 and property-tax funds for education increased 32,425. The 

Diner ened Veineat disbursements and property-tax collections is made 

up mainiy of State subventions for education. Although these subven- 

tions come from the general fund, it is recognized that their source is 
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“the State sales and use tax levied on the retail sales of all nonfood 

‘items. ‘ 

.As rural counties tend to have more children and fewer money 

transactions subject to the tax in proportion to population, they tend 

to receive more money in school. subventions than is collected in sales 
taxes. The larger the proportion of children in school to total, popu- 
lation, the less is the cost of support of schools from local property 

taxes, other things. being equal. what a county or school district de- 
cides to spend in the way of local property-tax funds, however, greatly 

influences the effect of these subventions. Thus in 190, Yuba County 

disbursed only $82.96 per pupil out of property taxes, while Kern 
County spent 70 percent more, or $112 sper pupil. Although in Kern 

County the average total. cost per pupil in.the elementary schools was 
$151.87 in 1940, the range extended from a low of $58.87 per pupil for 
Richland District with the highest proportion of interstate migrant 
children of any district: in the county, to 4329.77 for the Midway 

District with no interstate migrant children enrolled. This contrast 
indicates that the children of interstate migrants, as a group, prob-. 

ably are educated at lower costs than are the children of residents. 
The explanation of this difference lies in the fact that in those school 

districts which gained children through migration, expenditures did not 

increase in proportion to enrollment; while. in districts which had no 

migration or which actually experienced declines in enrollment, expendi- 
tures failed to move in proportion. 

With this brief description of the complex nature of the shifts 
that have occurred between 1930 and 1940, attention is turned to esti- 
mates of the extent to which interstate migration has affected school 

disbursements and property taxes. The ideal approach to this, problem 
would be to agsregate the added costs of each migrant child, school 

district by school district, but such detail is beyond the scope of 

this study. . Instead, it will be assumed that the average costs. for 
-Migrant children are the same as for resident children. In 19hO ap- 

proximately 7,915 children from interstate mig grant families were in 

average daily attendance in the elementary ui high schools in Kern 

County - 30.e percent of total average daily attendance in the same 
Schools. On the basis of this proprrtionate use, interstate migration 
may be said to have increased educational disbursements by $1,923, 38 

in 1940. In Yuba County approximately 791.children of interstate 
migrant families were in average daily attendance, or 28 percent of 
the average daily attendance in elementary and high schools. Applying 
this proportion to disbursements for education in 19ho0, it may be said 
that interstate migration accounted for a 156,260 increase in. 
disbursements. 

‘Increase in enrollment, arising from interstate migration, in- 
creased tax levies greatly in some school districts, and in others not 
at all, depending upon where the migrant families: happened to. settle. 
The increase arose principally in response to the need for new buildings, 
although much assistance was obtained from Public Works Administration 



grants for this purpose. Had settlement occurred in such a fashion as 

to maintain enrollments in schools which actually declined in enrollment 
' between 1930 and 1940, less taxes would have been required for building 

purposes. As settlement actually occurred, however, some districts 
gained large enrollments of children from interstate migrant families 

and found it necessary to expand their school plant. The tax burden 
imposed on local property in these districts was augmented by the in- 

crease in enrollment, but the underlying cause of the burden lies in 
the inequitable system of taxation. The superintendent of schools in 
Kern County has the following to say: 

"We feel that the first and primary reason for having free, 
public education is to guarantee the educational rights of 

every child residing within the boundaries of this great 

State and we are dedicated to this service in Kern County. 

"We recognize that the tax burden for support of schools 
is unevenly distributed. Districts located in the oil- 

field areas have an over-abundance of facilities while 

other districts depending primarily on real estate for 

Support are undersupplied. A county-wide tax base would 

do much to equalize educational opportunities in Kern 
County." 1/ 

Interstate migration has complicated the problem of uneven dis- 
tribution of tax burden for education, but it did not create the problem 

and should not be confused with it. 

On the basis of proportionate use of educational facilities in 
1940 it is estimated that .1,226,579 in property taxes should be as- 

Signed to interstate migration in Kern County and 475,660 in Yuba 

County. Actually property taxes for education did not increase this 

much. If the effect of interstate migration is assumed*to be no 
larger than the actual increase, the figure for Kern County is $681,123 
and for Yuba County, 02,425. 

Charities and Corrections 

‘Under the heading Charities and Corrections are included the 

disbursements made for what are commonly spoken of as Federal-State 

categorical aids - aid to needy aged, aid to dependent children, and 

aid to needy blind. In addition, the disbursements for county indigent 

aid, for inmates of State penal and mental institutions, for the -proba- 

tion officer, and for other welfare activities are included. Disburse-_ 

ments for unemployment relief are omitted because the county disbursed 

no money for this purpose in 1940 or 190, 

L7 Hart, Leo B., Financial and Related Data Concerning Kern County 
Elementary and High School Districts, 1929-1949, “New Year's Report 
of the County Superintendent of Schools,” p. 1, Bakersfield, Calif. 
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Charities and Corrections disbursements show the greatest relative 

rise of any group of services provided by the counties in California. 
At the outset, it can be said that interstate migration has had rela- 

tively little influence on this increase. The explanation of the rise 

is to be found in the acceptance by the government of a responsibility 
for the support of the needy aged, the needy children, and’ the needy 
blind in the community. In 1930 these aids were extended but in a very 

limited way; by 1940 they had assumed major proportions in the State 
-and county budgets. . 

To arrive at a reasonably accurate picture of the effect of 

interstate migration, each of the. so-called categorical aids is con- 

Sidered separately. 

Disbursements for aid to the needy aged increased $736,358 in 
Kern County and $208,698 in Yuba County from 1930 to 1940. Property- 

tax funds used for old-age assistance increased 16,322 in Kern County 

and $50,296 in Yuba County. .An examination of the case load of June 
19h0 in Yuva County revealed that of the 524 cases receiving old-age 

assistance, 5 or 8.6 percent were interstate migrants who had entered 

Since 1930. Applying this percentage to disbursements for aid to the 

needy aged in Yuba County shows that interstate migration increased 

disbursements by $18,080 and increased property taxes by. $4,326. No 
count of cases was obtained for Kern County, but on the assumption 

that the proportion of interstate migrants receiving old-age assistance 

in Kern County was the same as in Yuba County in 1940, the proportion 
which they bore to the total case load would have been 27.2 percent in 

Kern County. The difference between 8.6 percent in Yuba County and 
e7.2 percent in Kern County is explained by the fact that in Yuba 
County a higher proportion of residents and intercounty migrants were 

in receipt of aid to the needy aged than was the case in Kern County. 

Following this line of reasoning it is estimated that interstate migra- — 

tion increased disbursements for aid to needy aged in Kern County by 

$201,922 and increased property taxes for this purpose by $5,511. 

Aid to needy children is the next largest categorical aid dis- 
bursed by counties. In Kern County there was an increase of $191,274 
and in Yuba County an increase of ¢32,506 for this purpose, from 1940 
to 19h0. Property-tax funds disbursed for aid to needy children in- 
creased $46,)8 in Kern County and 97,135 in Yuba County during the 
Same period. An examination of the case load in Yuba County for June 
190 revealed that 30.6 percent of the case load was made up of children 
of interstate migrants. Applying this percentage to disbursements indi- 
cates that disbursements in Yuba County were increased. by {10,780 and 

property taxes by 42,183 over what they might have been had there been. 
no interstate migration. ‘In Kern County, on the basis of the same pro- 
portion of interstate migrants receiving aid to needy children as in 
Yuba County, the proportion of the case load represented by interstate 
migrants is 58.7 percent. Applying this estimate to the disbursements 
Bor aid,to depandent .children in 190 results in an estimate of an in- 
crease in disbursements of $126,953 and an increase in property taxes 
expended for this purpose of $27,265. 



- 29- 

Aid to the needy blind, the smallest aid progran in terms of 
money disbursed, increased in Kern County by “60,896 and in Yuba County 
by $10,9l,. Property-tax funds disbursed for this purpose rose «16,02h 
in Kern County and *2,613 in Yuba County. No enalysis was made of the 
case load in either county, and for want of evidence the assumption is 
made that the interstate migrant population is represented-on the rolls 

of aid to the needy blind in the same proportion as they are represented 
in the total population, 3l, percent and 25 percent in Kern and Yuba 
Counties, respectively. On this basis, interstate migrants accounted 
for an increase of $21,921 in disbursements and 95,668 in property 
taxes in Kern County, and 2,921 in disbursements and #838 in taxes in 
‘Yuba County, over what they might have been had there, been no inter- 

ere migration to these counties between 1930 and Igo. 

Bringing together the results of the examination of the three 

Federal and State-supported categorical aids gives. an estimate of the 
extent to which interstate migration increased disbursements and local 

property taxes in Kern and Yuba Counties. In Yuba County disbursements 

were higher by $31,781 and property taxes by $7, 37 in 190 because of 

the aids given to interstate migrants. In Kern County disbursements 

were {450,01 higher, and taxes $78,ul); higher as a result of interstate 

migration. 

County indigent aid is extended to needy unemployables who do 

not qualify for any of the categorical aids. Disbursements for this 

aid come from property taxes; no subventions from either the State or 

Federal Governments are received. The disbursements for this type of 

aid increased by $162,205 in Kern-County and by $15,912 in Yuba County. 

As no subventions or other types of income are received, taxes were: 
increased by the same amount. No examination of the rolls was made in 

either county so, assuming that disbursements were made in proportion 

to population, there ete to have been an estimated increase of dis- 

bursements and taxes of €63,730 in Kern sl jane and $7,385 in Yuba County 

as a result of interstate migration. 

e:" Disbursements. for Stet pee “between 1940 es: 190 increased 

859, 748 in Kern County and declined $477 in Yuba County. While there 
is no direct evidence that delinquency among migrant children was 

greater than among other children, it may have been for migration is 

likely to involve family disorganization and thus tend to increase the 
delinquency rate. .In the absence of concrete evidence, therefore, it 

is assumed that the disbursements for corrections were higher by the 

proportion which interstate migrants bore to total population in igho, 

3h percent in Kern County and 25 percent in Yuba County. This results 

in an estimated increase in disbursements for corrections of $26,60 

in Kern County and ¢2,498 in Yuba County, and an estimated increase 

in taxes of $24,810 for this WPUEP ESS in Kern County. 

Combining the estimated increases attributable to interstate 

migration for the separate items results in the following totals for 

Charities and Corrections: in Kern County disbursements were increased 

$90,384; property taxes, $166,984. In Yuba County disbursements were 

increased $1 ,66); property taxes, $17,240. 
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Summary 

In the previous discussion the seven groups of disbursements 

each were examined in terms of the estimated use of the services made 

in 1940 by interstate migrents. For four groups - General Government, 

Protection to Persons and Froperty, Public Works, and Miscellaneous, 

where the character of the services is of a general nature and where 

disbursements are not made to or for individuals, the estimated share 

allocated to interstate migrants was based on the proportion they bore 

to total population in 1940. For the three groups of services = Health 

and Sanitation, Education, and Charities and Corrections - in which 

use by interstate migrants in 1940. could be more closely estimated, the 

share of the disbursements allocated to them was based on such estimates. 

The distinction between the first four groups and the last three 
is particularly important with regard to the effect of interstate mi- 

gration on disbursements. Yor the first four groups the proportionate 
Share of use by interstate migrants in 1940 does not necessarily repre- 

sent the actual amount by which 190 disbursements were increased over 

what they would have been had there been no interstate migrants among 

the 1940 population. For the last three, the 190 use is the approxi- 
mate actual amount by which disbursements would have been reduced in the 

absence of interstate migrants, since the disbursements involved - 

hospital and medical care, education of children, and social-security 
payments - are more directly assignable to individuals. ; 

In view of the difficulty of ascertaining the effect of inter- 
state migration on the disbursements in the first four groups, in con- 

trast to the measurement of their proportional share, it is assumed 
that where total disbursements declined between 1930 and 1940, inter- 

State migration did not cause them to decline, nor did it prevent a 

further decline. where the increase in total disbursements between 
1930 and 1940 was less than the proportionate share of the 1940 disburse- 
ments allocated to interstate migrants, it is assumed that the actual 

‘increase approximates the amount by which interstate migration increased 
disbursements. Where the increase in total disbursements between 1930 

and 1940 was ‘greater than the proportional share of the 1940 disburse- 

ments allocated to interstate migrants,. it is assumed that the propor- ; 

tional share of the 1940 disbursements approximates the amount by which 

disbursements were increased as a result of interstate migrants among 
the 1940 population. 

Table 8 summarizes the changes in disbursements between 1940 and 

1940 for the seven groups: ef services, showing the proportional share 
of 1940 disbursements. allocated to interstate migrants, and the esti- 
mated increases in disbursements between 1940 and 190 which are due to 

the increase in population between 1940 and 1940 as a result of inter- 
state migration. It should be clear that the method used tends. to 
maximize the effect of interstate migration on county disbursements. 
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A similar summarization of changes in property taxes disbursed 
for the seven groups of services for Kern County is given in table 9. 

Table 9.- Summary of change in property taxes disbursed and esti- 
mated increase due to interstate migration, 1930-0, 

Kern County, California 

a a en ne ne ee en te ee ee ae +. 

Interstate » Bstimated 

: migrants! ; increase 
Type of : Change : proportional ; dua to — 

disbursement : 1930-40 ; share of : interstate 
: 1940 tax. : migration 
: disbursements : 1930-0 

ah rig y 3)oDollare» | Dpolhars Dollars 

General Government : 281,490 162 , 4400 162,400 
Protection to Persons : 

and Property 2 © A02 61h V8 Oily 118,910 
Public Works : =330,677 ‘237,782 On 
Health and Sanitation ©; ~ 947,177 500,156" 500156 
Education 2 ool) Ts 1,226,579 681,123 
Charities and Corrections: 532,07) 166,984 166,98 
Miscellaneous : 6) O ) 

Total : 2,503, 801 2,412,815 1,629,577 

MIGRATION AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN KERN AND YUBA COUNTIES 

The increase in county disbursements imputed to interstate 
migration in Kern and Yuba Counties and the increase in property taxes 
required to finance the disbursements in Kern County have been consid- 
ered at some length. Attention is now directed to a consideration of 
some of the benefits which interstate migration may be said to have 
brought with it, with emphasis on Kern County because of the availability 
of a larger body of information from which to draw conclusions. 

In the following discussion no attempt is made to determine 
whether or not the revenue systems of these two counties did or did 
not comply with any particular taxation ideal, such as the ability-to- 
pay theory. Strictly speaking, such a standard has relevance only in 
terms of the experience and capacity of individuals. To evaluate 
recent changes in the revenue system on the basis of such criteria 
would involve an-examination of the effect of all of the many revenue 
changes that have taken place since 1930 on individual taxpayers, 
grouped for convenience and by necessity with respect to their relative 
ability to contribute. , 

As pointed out in the introduction, we are not ina position to 
examine all of these recent shifts in the individual incidence of taxes, 
nor need we be particularly concerned. Of more importance is an 
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examination of the changes that have taken place in the economic capa- 
city of the county as a whole. This does not mean that the increased 

property taxes in Kern County or the introduction of consumer taxes 
by the State are assumed to have been distributed equitably between 
taxpayers. They undoubtedly were not. But this situation is not new 

and certainly cannot be said to have stemmed from the migration of the 

1930's. <A better distribution of the tax burden was needed in 1930 
as well as in ‘190. The same inequities are likely to continue so 
long as the property tax is relied upon for purposes to which it is 

not adapted and so long as the search for a substitute is limited to 

consumption taxes. It is impossible to measure the degree to which 

migration accentuated these inequities. On the other hand, the effect 

of population increase on the economy of the area within which redis- 

tribution of the tax burden takes place is more measurable and pertinent. 

Clearly, migration and population increase are not completely 
or invariably undesirable, thougn they may be accompanied by difficult 

problems of individual and community adjustment. There is considerable 
evidence to indicate that definite economic benefits accrue to areas 
to which migration brings population increase. Many instances in 

American experience, and that of California and the West in particular, 

point to the fact that simple population increase has been the strate- 
gic factor and the motivating force behind rapid economic development. 

Certain economic indices available for Kern County and for the 

State as a whole present an interesting picture of recent economic 
development in this county (table 10). None of the individual indices 

is in any way conclusive, but taken together they offer strong support 

to the hypothesis that, to a considerable extent, population increase 

was an important factor in the development of the county. 

To hold that population increase per se was exclusively respon- 
Sible for all the increase in economic activity would be as invalid as 
to hold that it was responsible for all the increase in county disburse- 

ments. Other important forces were at work. It is equally inaccurate, 

however, to maintain that the same or greater increase in economic 

activity would have occurred had there been no increase in population 

as a. result of interstate migration. 

Interstate migration to California during the 1930's consisted 

principally of persons seeking employment, eager to contribute their 

labor to the development of resources. Employment opportunities in 

both Kern and Yuba Counties are predominantly agricultural. Harvested 
cropland in Kern County increased 57 percent between 1929 and 1939, and 

cash farm income increased 8 percent. The increased acreage in labor- 

demanding crops increased the total labor demands and the labor ex- 

penses of the operators. From the operators' standpoint wages are an 

expense, so that although gross income increased 48 percent, net in- 

come may not have increased so rapidly because money wages paid out 
took a larger part of the gross in 1940 than in 1930. On the other 
hand, wages are income to the agricultural laborers to be spent for 
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food, clothing, rent, etc., and these expenditures provide business 
and income for the grocer, clothier, and landlord. 

Both Kern and Yuba Counties are characterized by a type of 
agriculture in which seasonal labor demands are marked by sharp 
peaks. Before 1930, these peak demands were met principally by itin- 
erant migratory workers who came to do harvest work and left after 

the harvest. In 19]}0 this migration continued to take place but on a 

_- much diminished scale. A larger share of the agricultural-labor de- 
mand in Kern County, and to a somewhat lesser extent in Yuba County, 
was met in 1940 by labor resident in the county. 

This development is of great significance. In 1930, because 
the harvest laborers tended to nove on when employment diminished, the 

county was not obliged to provide for the education of the children of 

migratory workers. In a like manner, other costs were avoided or were 
shifted to the counties of southern California where migratory families, 
mostly Mexican, maintained residence. By 1940, because much of the 
agricultural labor. supply had settled down in the county, it was nec- 
essary to provide school facilities for the children and to dispense - 
relief to’ the unemployed who, unable to earn sufficient income during 
the season, could not be left to starve the rest of the year. 

From one viewpoint, much of the agriculture pursued in both. 
Kern and Yuba Counties may be said to be operating under subsidy, 
insofar as it requires assistance in maintaining the labor supply) 
necessary for its continuance. From this standpoint, the conclusion 
is inescapable that the relief disbursements to the unemployed agricul- 
tural workers in Kern and Yuba Counties are indirect subsidies to 
agricultural employers, inasmuch as the funds are not raised by prop- 
erty taxation, much less by taxation on agricultural land alone. 
Moreover, as the relief of unemployment is a State and Federal function, 
a county with a high relief load, such as Kern and Yuba Counties, ac- 
tually receives an economic subsidy in the form of the purchasing power 
‘put in the hands of the unemployed. . 

In 1940 the Federal Government spent more than 31,500,000 and 
the State spent nearly the same amount for unemployment relief in Kern 
County, a total of more than 3,000,000. In addition, State subven- 
tions for education of interstate migrants! children amounted to 
$610,000 in 1940. To the extent that this money was spent for rent, 
food, clothing, etc., landlords and retailers in Kern County benefited 
from this flow of payments. 

These considerations lead to the conclusion that the larger re- 
lief disbursements made to interstate migrants in Kern and Yuba Counties, 
rather than constituting a burden on these counties, represented, from 
the individual county standpoint, actual benefits. The increase in 
total employment in agriculture and in income going to agricultural em- 
ployees from whatever source, between 1930 and 1940, is reflected in 
the growth of retail sales in Kern County reported in the decinnial 
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census. lor the whole State of California, the dollar volume of net 

retail sales was 1 percent higher in 1939 than in 1929. For Kern 
County it was 53 percent higher. 5/ As a result of the increased popu- 
lation and the less-than-proportionate increase in dollar value of 
retail sales, the retail sales per capita in the State as a whole was 

17 percent lower in 1939 than in 1929. In Kern County, the 1939 figure 
was only 6 percent lower. The increased agricultural-wage employment 
is not responsible for the entire increase in volume of retail sales; 
it merely contributed to it. 

There are other evidences of an increased capacity to pay taxes 

in 1940 as compared with 1940 (table 10). In addition to a differen- 
tial increase in net retail sales, cash farm income, and cropland har- 

vested in Kern County as compared with the State, other economic series 
indicate differential advances. In 15 pringipal cities in California 
for which information is available, annual bank debits declined 14 per- 

cent between 1930 and 1940, whereas bank debits in Bakersfield, the trade 

center of kern County, rose 46 percent. The number of Federal income 
tax returns filed increased 7l; percent for the State and 167 percent 

for kern County, between 1940 and 1948. Net income reported for State 

income-tax purposes increased 54 percent for the State and 78 percent 

for Kern County, between 1945 and 1939. Passenger-car registration 

increased 28 percent and 17 percent, respectively, between 1930 and 

19ho, and the number of residence telephone connections increased 

45 percent for the State and 98 percent for tern County between June 40, 

1929 and January 1, 190. 

The changes per capita show a differential in favor of Kern 

County as compared with the State for all the indices except passenger- 

Car registration. In those instances in which per capita figures fell 

between the earlier and the later date, they fell less in Kern County 

than in the State; where they advanced, they advanced more. 

None of the indices provides in and of itself the suggestion, 

nor do all the indices taken togetier suggest, that population increase 

after 1940 was the sole cause of the striking differential advance in 

economic activity in Kern County compared with that of the State. They 

do certainly disprove any contention that population increase resulting 

from net in-migration seriously inhibited economic development in Kern 

County. They also point strongly to an increased capacity in the 

. county to pay more taxes in support of local government, whatever the 

reason for the increase. 

An examination of recent experience in assessed value of property 

in the two counties under consideration is revealing, both because of 

the light that is thrown on the direction and volume of the economic 
activity of the area and because of its value. as an index of capacity 
to finance increased public services. The need for caution in the use 

567 The raw figures on dollar volume should be adjusted to changes in 

the value of the dollar, if an adequate adjusting device were available. 



of assessment data is well known, and is repeated here; nevertheless, 

such data are useful. 

The tax base of assessed values subject to local taxation in 
Kern County increased 52 percent between 1940 and 1940, somewhat less 

than population increase, whereas in Yuba County assessed valuations 

subject to local taxation increased only 1 percent. Part of.:the 
increase in both counties is due to the addition of public utility 

property valuations to county tax rolls in 1945. . However, improved 

economic conditions and increased demand for land and buildings re- 

sulting from population growth due to migration also contributed to 
the rise in assessed valuations. However, it is impossible to ascer- 
tain whether taxes raised from levies against such increased valuations 
were sufficient to offset the increase in demands for property-tax- 

supported services extended to interstate migrants. There is reason 

for believing that, fot areas large enough to include the urban trading 
centers as well as the agricultural hinterland, the growth in property 

- values would bear a REP CAEL Tay close relation to the expansion in public 

services. 

However close this relation might be in larger areas, it breaks 

down completely when applied to the fragmentary and arbitrarily defined 
School districts upon which responsibility rests for financing the one 
function most sensitive to population growth - education. This situa- 
tion may be illustrated by the hypothetical case of two school districts, 
A and B. District A experiences a large increase in enrollment requir- 

ing the erection of new buildings, and an increase in the tax rate to 
raise funds for this purpose, without a corresponding increase in as- 
sessed valuations. District B has a large inérease in:assessed valua-~ 

‘tions arising from.an expansion of intensive agriculture or the intro- 
duction of a processing industry which relies heavily on the available 
labor power of the residents in District A. The lands of District A 

have to bear a disproportionate share of the social costs incident to 
maintaining the labor supply upon which the economic activity of 
District B is dependent. From the narrow viewpoint of the property 

owner in District A, the population increase constitutes an uncompen- 

sated burden; whereas from the viewpoint of the property owner in 

District B, it is a fortunate’ circumstance. 

This unsatisfactory. situation cannot be attributed to migration. 
It is, rather, a commentary on the inappropriate nature of arbitrary 
and meaningless school-district boundaries for: taxation purposes, a 

Situation which is within the province of local action to correct. 

Tax collections and amount of. services extended to residents 
and migrants alike were higher in Kern County than in Yuba County in 

both 1930 and 1940, primarily because of the fortunate circumstance 
that Kern County boundaries enclose entensive oil-bearing lands, the 

development and exploitation of which made possible relatively larger 

tax revenues.for county disbursements than were available in Yuba 
County. A clear demonstration of. this condition is found in table ll. 

2 
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Table 11.- Assessed valuations subject to local rates, average tax 
rates and taxes collected, Kern and Yuba Counties, 

1930-0 

‘ fs i eas ULM An ers oP Perce: 
_Iten _: County ; 1930 : 190 : change 

fas S : + Dollars ~~ Dollars Percent ~ 

Assessed... ; Kern : 173,005,775 262 , 285,060 pe 
valuations : Yuba ; 17,112,685 19,578,950 © 14 

Assessed ; 
valuations ; Kern :; 2,095 1,941» 
per capita ; Yuba ; 1,510 1,149 -2h 

Average tax : Kern; 2095 : 3.10. , 
rate po Yuba os 537 >: 2.86: -15 

Tax collected : Kern : 5,106,630 8,135,718 59 
fyaevubar <: 576,216 560,127 =p 

Tax collected : Kern ; 61.84 60.21 -3 
per capita > Yuba. ; 50.85 Ze. 88 ap, 

A a A eR i Ry Or em 

Assessed valuation per capita in oes County~s was 39 percent 
higher than in Yuba County in 1930 and 69 pare ent higher in 190. The 
average tax rate increased in Kern County 5 percent, whereas in Yuba 
County it fell 15 percent. Property: taxes collected in Kern County 
increased 59 percent and in Yuba County they fell y percent. 

It would be a mistake to infer that the higher tax collections 
per capita in Kern County necessarily meant a heavier tax burden on 
the people of Kern County than on the people of Yuba County. It would 
be an equal mistake to infer, from the higher assessed values per 
capita in Kern County, that there was necessarily any better distribu- 
tion of wealth represented by these values than prevailed in Yuba 
County. As much of the taxable wealth of Kern County is held by oil 
corporations and other absentee owners interested in speculative gains, 
and as the discovery of oil under the surface of any property is so 
purely a matter of fortune, it is necessary to use great caution in 
speaking of the tax burden on the "people" of ern County. The fact of 
the matter is that Kern County has, in the form of its petroleum wealth, 
a large tangible resource to tax which Yuba County lacks. Much of the 
explanation for the 59-percent increase in property taxes in Kern County 
can be traced to the relative ease with which taxes could be raised to 
finance a liberal policy in the matter of extending and improving services. 

The experience of two counties adjacent to Kern County in the 
San Joaquin Valley is of interest here. Kings County, a small county 

~ 
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with a population of 35,000 in 1940, like Kern County, contains a rich 

oil field - the Kettleman Hills. Tulare County, a large county lying 

east of Kings County and North ef Kern County with a population of 
107,152, has no developed oil fields. The agriculture of the three 

counties is very similar. 

ities County had an assessed valuation per capita in 190 of 
¢2,642, more than three times as great as Tulare County's $849. This 

fact more than any other, explains why disbursements per capita in 
Kings County for the county hospital in 19)}0, to cite one example, were 

$4.27 and in Tulare County only $1.42. Tulare County spent only 
Slightly more for this service than did Kings ate although its~ 
population was more than three times as great. : j; 

The average tax rate for Kern County daanmneeld foi G2. 95 to 
$3.10 per hundred dollars of assessed valuation (table 11). This © 
figure is arrived at by dividing the taxes collected, both current 

and delinquent, as reported in the county's annual financial statement, 

by the total county assessed valuations subject to local tax rates. 
The change in the average tax rate from aad to year is frequently used 

as a rough index of changes in tax burden. » However, property-tax col- 

lections in a given year may exceed or fall short of actual disburse- 
ments of property-tax moneys, resulting in the accumulation or deple- 
tion of fund balances. In Kern County, property-tax collections were 

$8,135,718 in 1940. Expenditures from this source, as nearly as can 

be determined, were $7,663,62. Employing this latter figure, an in- 
dication is given that an average tax rate of {32.92 would have been 
sufficient to finance the actual expenditures, assuming 100 percent 

collection of current taxes and no collection of delinquent taxes. 

The same gee for — would have’ been $2. Ak: 

This an koe Ad that a lower tax rate would have been required 

in 1940 to finance the actual expenditures on the greatly expanded pro- 

gram of county-supported services than was required in 1930. The in- 
crease in tax yield at the lower rate was made possible by the increase 

in assessed valuations, which in itself is an indication of improved 

economic circumstances’ and ‘ability to pa public services. — 

Theresisi-no basis for the presumption that these valuations © 
would have been the same in the absence of interstate migration; on 

the other harid, there is evidence that migration has very definitely 

improved property values by contributing to the acceleration of econo- 

mic activity. This contribution has been made chiefly by furnishing a 
- labor supply for the expanding industries of the county and by stimu- 
lating new economic activities of all kinds, and, indirectly, by 

. bringing to Kern County a larger’ share of public funds which are col- 

lected without dikes to SOURS Y lines and shared on a ge of need 
or per capita. 



sn] Lipo 

a ee Ue APPENDIX 

Method of Deriving Population Estimates 

The population of Kern and Yuba Counties is known as of April l, 

1930 and April 1, 1940. In both counties it increased during the period. 
How did it increase year by year? To answer this question it is neces- 
sary, Since no actual counts are taken, to obtain a series of data ex- 

tending over the period which has some close relation to population. 

Such a series is found in the average daily attendance in the elementary 
and high schools of the two counties. School children are part of the 

population; hence there is a relationship bétween school children and 

_ total population. Annual average daily attendance reflects number of 
children in a reasonably adequate manner, although frequency of attend- 

ance introduces a variable factor which is difficult to measure pre- 
“Cisely. For example, in any one. year an epidemic of influenza may result 
in closing some or all the schools in a county, and thus reduce attend- 

ance without reducing in any significant degree the number of children 
in the population. On the other hand, over a 10-year period, custom 

and school law may result in extending the period during which children 

are in attendance in school, and may thus increase the number of days 

of attendance without any increase in the number of children in the 
population. There may be also an actual decline in the proportion of 

children in school to total population, but this factor can be measured 
since the ratio of average daily attendance to total population can be 

computed for the years 1930 and 190. 

In both Kern and Yuba Counties average daily attendance increased 
between 1930 and 1940. In Kern County, population increased more rapidly 
than enrollment, with the result that there were fewer children per 

hundred population in 1940 than in 1930, whereas: in. Yuba County the 

Opposite was true. As no independent evidence is available by which to 

estimate the change in the ratio from year to year, it is assumed that 

the change occurred gradually, and was equally distributed each year 
between 1930 and 1910. 

The average daily attendance figures are given on a school-year 

basis running from September to June and, in order to put them on a 

calendar-year basis, it is necessary to take a 2-year moving average of 

the annual figures. This has the further advantage of allocating in- 

creases or decreases in enrollment in the fall of the year to the year 
in which they occur. If the average daily attendance figures for 

September 1935 to June 1946 are taken to represent the figure for 1936, 

and there was a large increase in enrollment in 1945, its effect would 

be attributed to the year 1936, whereas if the 193-45 and 1935-36 
figures are averaged, the increase is allocated to 1945 when it actually 
occurred. 



ple 

Tables 12 and 14 give the intercensal estimates of population 

for Kern and Yuba Counties and their derivation from the average daily 

attendance data. The estimates first obtained are for April 1. From 

these are obtained January 1 estimates, and from the January 1 esti- 

mates the average yearly population is derived. The average yearly 

figure is required because for any one year which shows a large in- 

crease, the January 1 and December 31 figures may be considerably dif- 

ferent, and a figure is needed for yearly cemparison which reflects the 

_ increase and at the same time is somehow characteristic of the whole 
year.- In Kern County, accurate birth and death statistics are available 

for the period 1930-0, inclusive, and further refinement is possible. 

by isolating natural increase as a factor. Similar data are not avail- 

able for Yuba County. 

The data for Kern County are shown in table 12. From the esti- 
mated annual increase .in population, the increase due to excess of 

births over deaths is subtracted to obtain the estimate of the number 

-of in-migrants each year on the assumption of no out-migration of the 

resident population. The natural increase is then divided between’ the 

‘estimated resident population and the estimated migrant population in 

‘proportion to their share of the total estimated population. This is 

not entirely satisfactory as it tends to overstate tne share in natural 
increase. of the resident population and to understate the share of the 
in-migrants because of the assumption of uniform birth and death rates, 
for it is probable that more of the deaths occur among the resident 

population, and more of the births among the in-migrants, but the dis- 

tortion introduced by this assumption is not large enough to cause 

concern. 

To get an estimate of the number of persons in the 1940 pepula- 

tion .who had come to the county from outside the State ‘since 1940, 

use is made of a survey of interstate migration conducted in 1939 
through the schools, by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. This 

‘survey found approximately 1,850 persons in Kern County in April’ 1939 

who had entered the State since 1940. By April 19,0, when the census 

was taken, their number was approximately 16,410, or 3.3) percent of 
the April 1, 1940 population. This figure is strikingly close to the 
"Average migrant" figure in table 12. It is so only by coincidence, 
however, and merely means that migration to’Kern County from other 

counties in the State offset the migration from Kern County to other 

counties. 1t does not mean that no out-migration occurred. 

Subtracting the number of interstate migrants from the 190 

population leaves the number of residents and intercounty migrants in 

1940. This figure reaches 85,71. 

An epee wines figure ,of the number of residents in 1940 can be 

obtained through the device of projecting the elementary and High-school 
enrollment which would have abtaintd in 1940, if only children born in 
the county had entered the first grade and proceeded through school. 

To do this, the first grade each year is augmented by the number of 
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Table 13.- Intercensal population estimates, Yuba County, Calif., 
1930-L0, inclusive ct 

RE A 

: Average ;Ratio of:bstimated :Estimated | : 
daily :A. D. A.:population: Sopalabtens Average :Increase 

Year sabbendance:to popu-; as of : as of :population; during 
: hele : lation sion : lite. Lo pd Ns yd 2/: 3/ ; year 

1930 ths 1,897 fe h/ 11,331 115 28o 11,465 510 

1931 1,994, VOT7 4 11,887 11,720 11,945 4,30 

1932 2,056 16.81 12,233 12,150 12, 405° 310 

1933 2,107 16.84 12,513 12,460 12,605 290 

193) 2,162 16.87 12,814 12,750 12,865 230 

5095 eB s205 16.91 13,0143 12.980 13,050 | 140 

1936 B08. 16.9 14,152 » 13,5120; 13,295 350 

1937 2,302 16.97 14,562 13,470 13,905 7 870 

1938 2,438 17-01 14,628 14, 340 | 14,970 1,260 

1939 2,716 170k). 4, 8155936 15,600 16,175 1,150 

19hOr.¥, F..2y90R 17 407. L/-17,03k 16,750 17,225 950 

191 eae a Tote .. LF 3700 “ | p 

ef Bear evans ‘average of combined elementary hi high sonoeh4 
average daily attendance figures. 

2/ Read from plotted curve. 
3/ January 1 population plus one-half of: increase during ll 
¢y Actual census figure. 
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births in the county 6 years previously. Thus the children born in 192) 
would normally enter the first grade in 1940; those born in 1925, in 

1931, etc. This provsss’ of projection results in an estimate of 14,176 

children in school in 190 whose parents were resident in 1930, or a 

total population in this group of 70,880 in 1940. Subtracting this sum 
from the total figure of resident and intercounty migrants (88,714 < © 
70,880) leaves a residual figure of 17,83 as an estimate of the number 
of intercounty migrants in the 190 population. It must be borne in 
mind that these figures are only approximations. 

The estimate of the number of interstate migrants in the total 

population in 190, based on the findings of the school survey in 1949 

for Yuba County, amounts to ,210, or 25 percent of the 1940 population. 
It has not been possible to obtain an: estimate of the extent of migra- 
tion to Yuba County of migrants from other counties in the State. 

Pa 

Analysis of Use of Kern General Hospital and 
i 

Yuba County He Hospital, 1930-40” 

Kern General Hospital admitted and discharged 81,555 cases, in- 

eluding babies born in the hospital, in the 1l years from 1940 to 190, 
inclusive. In the same period, Yuba County Hospital admitted and dis- 
charged 7,468 cases. ‘The volume of records involved precluded any case- 
by-case analysis, but it was possible to obtain yearly samples from 

which to derive estimates. 

The principal interest in the examination of the records centered 

on the amount of use made of the hospital services by persons of various 

lengths of residence in the county. Three categories of residence were 
established as follows; (1) those who were resident January 1, 1940 

(residents); (2) those who entered the county from other counties in 
the State after January 1, 1930 (intercounty migrants); and (4) those 

who entered the county after January 1, 1930 who came from some other 

State after January 1, 1930 (interstate migrants). Children born in 

the county were classified as of the residence status of their parents 

when this was possible, and when this was not determinable, they were 

allocated as of the proportion which the various residence groups bore 

to total hospital use as of a given year. Obstetrical cases were 

counted only once; that is, the mother was counted but not the newborn 

child. This was done for two reasons: first, because the use of case 

numbers rather than names in the sample to preserve anonymity precluded 

matching mother and child; and secondly, because obstetrical service 

is the only type of hospital service which involves two persons as 
the result of one illness. 
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The sample for Kern General Hospital cnnsisted of 100 cases 

drawn from the discharge records 6/ for each year from 1930 to 190, 

inclusive, or 1,100 cases in all. In Yuba County all cases were used 
for 1929-30, 50 percent of the cases for 194-55, and 20 ligt o> ‘of 

the cases for 1949+l0. 

The year-to-year changes shown in tables 1, 15, and 16.end 
figure 5 reflect certain local as well as general economic conditions. 
The increase after 1930 in total use up to 1933 reflects the increas~ 
ing demand for tax-supported medical care accompanying the depression. 
The drop in 1944 is a reflection of an attempt to curtail the services 

of the hospital to the citizens of the county by court action insti- 
tuted by the organized medical profession. The decrease in resident 
use in 1948 reflects the pressure of interstate migrants on the serv- 

ices, and the rise in resident use in 1949 reflects the relieving of 

this pressure as a result of the inauguration by the Farm Security 
Adninistration of its Agricultural Workers! Hea tae and Medical program 

for interstate migrants. 

An approximate picture of the rate of use by migrants as con- 

trasted with residents over the ll-year period is shown in figure 6. 

The rate, rather than the absolute number, is significant because it 
puts the absolute use on 2 comparable basis. The "mi grant” rate in- 

cludes both the interstate and intercounty migrants, and the popula- 

tion bases used are the figures from table 12. The rise in total use 
is also shown. This rise reflects the increasing proportion of use by 

migrants, and their relatively heavier use, despite the downward trend 

_in their rate of use. As estimates are available for the number of 
interstate and intercounty migrants and residents in 1940, we may com- 
pare, these three. groups with respect to their use of the hospital for 
that year. Our estimate of the number of interstate migrants in 190 
is 46,10, and our sample indicates thet there were 1,196 cases dis- 
charged from the hospital in 1940 who belonged to this category. 

Dividing 46,410 into 4,196 indicates a rate of gO cases per 1,000 in 
this population category. For intercounty migrants we obtain a rate 

of 112 cases per 1,000 by the same devise, and for the 19240 resident 

population surviving to 1940, a rate of 61 cases per 1,000. Throwing 
all the cases together gives an average. rate om 77. cases per’ 1 000 
population as shown in table 1. 

. 67 The: discharge records of the Kern General Hospital are kept in 
file books by months. The records staff of the hospital transcribed 
the material from the case records, giving the number of the case, the 
length of residence in the county, in the State, and the age, occupa= 
tion, and income of the patient. Grateful acknowledgment is made to 
br. Joe Smith for permission to draw the sample and assistance in ob- 
taining it. Henry Beye, vital statistician in the Kern General 
Health Department, was of inestimable aid during the entire study. 
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Table 14.- Number of cases in Kern General Hospital and relation 

to population, 1940-0 

7 :Potal cases: No. cases 

Total 6; Number of : excluding : Average ::per 1,000 

Year :cases dis-.; newborn ; newborn ;population : popula- 
:charged 1/: babies : babies 2/: 3/ : tion h/ 

~~ Wunber —~“Nunber— Namber" ~~" Wamber Number" 
1930 a 3,120 225 2,895 82,825 35 

1941 Rplate 302 A all of 84,445 38 

1932.) QosG yal 336 bel 85,895 +H 
1933 6,001 6h, 5537 88,900 62 

193) 5992 514 5,479 93,500 59 

1935 . 6,698 561 6,137 99,500 62 

1936 8,026 - 684 7,32 108,050 as 

1937 9,695 1,004, 8,691 117,400 | thy 

1938; 10,289 ia cish by Ons 125,h00 72 

1959 11,030 ee) 9,837 131,400 a, 

G6oho-;° aaijosn 1,501 10,490 taesa: + Hy 

17 Difference between serial discharge number January 1 and 
December 31 each year. 
2/ Total cases discharged minus number of newborn babies. 

3/ Teken from table 12. 
ty Total cases excluding newborn babies divided by averae 

population, multiplied by 1,000. 
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Table 15.- Number of cases in Yuba County Hospital, 1930-ho, 
and relation to population in 1940, 1945, and 19l0 

Bare sre ~~ 3 total, cases: TNo. cases 
Year ;Admissions. ; Number of ; excluding ; Average :per 1,000 

ee ss 

1/ : including ; newborn ; newborn ;population ; popula- 
he baths: 78 pbebdes ¢° babies! Ws le /sacte tion ae 

1930 215 | 8 207 MUPRSS” 4 18 

1931 : 343 mi - 11,935 ¥ INE 

igg2 + wea.gad hi/ ne 12 , 305 - 
1943 Hey b/ - 12,605 Sie 

193), 620 L/ : 12,865 © - 

1935 ; 617 23 504, 13,050  d6 

56:4 | 809 L/ - ijeo5 ; aree 

1937 : 927 / - 137905 ye 

1938 B84 L/ at aa 14,970 — rou 

1939 : 986 L/ = rays" Wee 
19,0 1,312 131 wpwe th 17,225 69 

, if Ending June 40. 

2/ Taken from table 13. | 
ay Total cases excluding newborn babies divided by average: 
population, multiplied by 1,000. ' ; 
L/ Information not available. 



General rged from Kern Discha Figure 5 —Number of Cases 

Status ospital, 1930 to 1940, by Residence 
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Cases per 1000 Population 

10 
1930 

Figure 6 — Hospital Cases per |O000 Population by 

Length of Residence, Kern County, 1930 to 1940. 

[oSh Pato oe 1955." 19 a4re 955 S1SsGnosi 1958" usa9 1940 
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Table 16.~ Distribution of cases in Kern General Hospital by residence status, 
1930-0 

pemeosi tion or See lr :; Bstimated distribution < of cases 1/ 

~; Inter- ; Inter- ; : suinberels inter! e 

Pecemidenta: county ; state ;Total met dha ates county : state : Total 

:migrants:migrants; 2s :migrants:m ogee ey 

<a ale Te Spi Ou os OOO et, eoMTTEHES Oe Oe 9 
: Percent — “Percent Percent Pct. : Number ~~ Num Number Number amber 

1930: 96 1 5 100 : 2,779 29 a7. Bags 

fai, 69 23 Br) any laa) a yee 729 acl:  S,390 

1932; 68 19 13 cee 4,295 920 630 h, 845 

1933: 77 Ly BOG dee 715 498 5,537 

193hi: 66 20 ik 100. 4k BLO 1,096 767 5,179 

1935: 6 27 Bu) pe ages ny 552 6,137 

fese, Sk 23 Peo A062 OGeN 4,688" hae, ae 

1937: 46 20 ah.) 800! “ng 95,998. |) Ays8. 2,958 se eee 

1938: ko 17 fig’ Ob 4; ) 3)6ee  Ayeag), 31892 oyees 

1939: Lis 17 381 Lod ey gle ey ere” © 3,75) pees 

19h0: hi 19 ho 100 ie li, 301 1,993 4,196 10,490 

L/ ren by app plying Tying percentages Ere in columns 2, 4, and q to column 

2 Taken from table 14, "Total cases excluding newborn babies.' 
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One of the reasons for the higher rate shown for intercounty 
migrants is that persons involved in automobile accidents on the through- 
State highways, although they may only have entered the county enroute 
elsewhere, are counted in the hospital data as intercounty migrants. 
The population base, however, does not include transients. Another 
reason is that intercounty migrants who settle in Kern County are less 
likely to be regarded as nonresidents, and therefore ere more readily 
admitted to the hospital in case of question than is an interstate 
migrants. The net effect:..of the way in which the population estimates ~ 
are arrived at, when they are applied to the’ hospital-case figures, is __ 
to tend to overstate the rate of use by migrants and to understate the 
use by residents, although probably not to any serious degree. 

“i 00 - 
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