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1 Data Appendix

Construction of Agricultural Income 1880-1930

Wages of Farm Laborer: Wages for farm laborer are available for the years 1880–1882, 1885,
1888, 1890, 1892–1895, 1898–1899, 1902, 1906, and 1909–1930 from several sources (see below).
Monthly wages are transformed into yearly wages. Wages for farm laborer are reported for men
only. We assume that female farm laborer received 2/3 of a male wage (see Young Report 1871,
p.218). Since fertility data from IPUMS are only available every decade (except 1890), we only use
the data for the years 1880, 1900, 1910, 1920 and 1930.1 We assign farm labor wages to individuals
with occupation 820 and occupation 970 if the household’s location was rural following the IPUMS
classification “OCC1950” and “URBAN”. Wages for farm laborer are denoted in constant prices
using 1900 as reference year. The following information is used to construct wages of farm laborer:

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Statistics Bulletin 99, 1912 (Holmes data): Table
11 contains the average wage rates of outdoor labor of men on farms per month without
board for the years 1879-1880, 1880-1881, 1881-1882, 1884-1885, 1887-1888, 1889-1890
and 1909. Table 14 contains the same information for the years 1891-1892, 1893, 1894,
1895, 1898, 1899, 1902, 1906 and 1909. Table 17 contains average wage rates of outdoor
labor of men on farms per day for day labor in harvest work without board by states. The
years covered coincide with Table 11 and Table 14. All wages are reported by states.

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Statistics Bulletin 26, 1903 (Blodgett data): Table
12 contains wages of farm labor per month without board for the years 1898, 1899, and 1902
by state and by race. Table 14 contains the same information for wages of farm labor per
day in harvest.

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Statistics Farmers Bulletin 665, 1915: Table 11
contains wages of farm labor per month and per day at harvest without board for the years
1909, 1913, and 1914 by state.

• Crop Reporter (May 1889-June 1913); Monthly Crop Report (May 1915-January 1919);
Monthly Crop Reporter (February 1919-): Wages without board of male farm labor per
month and per day at harvest by state for the years 1911, 1912 (see March 1913, p.21), for
1915 (see March 1916, p.25); for the years 1910, 1916, and 1917 (see March 1918, p.27);
for 1918 (see December 1918, p.157); for 1919 (see December 1919, p.135); for 1920 (see
December 1920, p.147); for 1921 (see December 1921, 159).

1We use the 1899 wage data for the census year 1900.
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• Agriculture Yearbook (1925): Contains quarterly data on wages of male farm labor by states
for 1924 per month and per day without board.

• History of Wages in the United States, Bulletin of the United States Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, No.604, 1934: Table D-3 contains information on male average wages rates without
board per month and per day (other than harvest) at the state level for the years 1922, 1923,
1925, 1926, 1927 and 1928. The supplement Table D-3 contains the same data on male farm
laborers for the years 1929 to 1933 by state.2

Farmer Income: For farmers, we obtain farm income from county-level measures of farm rev-
enues and expenditures from the Censuses of Agriculture provided by the ICPSR file 35206
(Haines et al. 2015). The calculation of farm income is based on Abramiztky et al. (2012, On-
line Appendix Table 3, p.8). Farm income is denoted in constant prices using 1900 as reference
year. We assign farm income to individuals with occupation 100 and 123 following the IPUMS
classification “OCC1950”. The following information is used to construct farm income:

• The following measures are used to calculate farm output: the variable “FARMOUT” for
the Census years 1879 and 1899; the sum of the variables “CROPVAL”, “LIVSLVAL”,
“WOOLVAL”, “HWAXVAL”, “POUPRVAL”, “DAIRYVAL" for the Census year 1909; the
sum of the variables “VAR114 (Value of dairy products)”, “VAR121 (Value of chickens &
eggs produced)”, “VAR125 (Value of honey & wax produced)”, “VAR128 (Value of wool
produced)”, “VAR138 (Total value of all crops)” for the Census year 1919; and the variable
“VAR1112 (Total farm products sold, traded, or used by value)” for the Census year 1929;
see the ICPSR 35206 codebook for more details. Farm output per farm is multiplied by the
factor 1.265 to account for the value of house rent and food/fuel produced on a farm and
consumed by the farm family. This ratio is taken from Goldenweiser (1916).

• The following measures are used to calculate total cash expenditure for farm labor (with
board): the variable “FARMLAB” for the Census year 1899, the sum of the variables
“FAWAGES” and “FAREBORD” for the Census year 1909, the variable “VAR308 (Total
expenditure for labor)” for the Census year 1919, the variable “VAR1007 (Farm expendi-
tures for: farm labor, exclusive of housework (cash))” for the Census year 1929. We use
the average share of cash to total expenditure for hired labor over the period 1910-1920 to

2Farm wages for Kentucky were added to the wage series collection at a later stage of the project. The data for the
census years 1880-1930 are retrieved from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1927, Statistical Bulletin 16, Table 62
(for the years 1880-1920) and the History of Wages in the United States, Bulletin of the United States Bureau of Labor
Statistics, No.604, 1934, supplement Table D-3 (for the year 1930).
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obtain total cash expenditure for 1929. For the year 1879, we use price adjusted total cash
expenditure for farm labor in 1870 due to missing data.

• Expenditure for fertilizer is constructed from variables “FARMFERT”’ for the Census years
1879 and 1899, “FERTEXP” for the Census year 1909, “VAR312 (Expenditure for fertil-
izer)” for the Census year 1919, and “VAR1003 (Farm expenditures for: fertilizer (including
commercial fertilizer, manure, marl, lime & ground limestone)” for the Census year 1929.
The sum of expenditure for farm labor per farm and expenditure for fertilizer per farm is
multiplied by the factor 1.765 to account for expenditures for feed, seed, and threshing. This
ratio is taken from Goldenweiser (1916).

• Tax costs per farm is based on the information on the average value of farmland and buildings
per acre (“FAVAL”). Following Abaramitzky et al., we assume a tax rate of 0.6 percent on
the total value of the farm.

• Depreciation costs are based on the value of equipment and machinery (“EQUIPVAL” in
1879; “FARMEQUI” in 1899 and 1909; “VAR25” in 1919; and “VAR125” in 1929) and
buildings (assumed to be 15% of the value of farmland and buildings per acre). The depre-
ciation rate for machinery is assumed to be 15 percent and 5 percent for buildings.

• In addition we subtract expenditure for unpaid farm labor from farm income—a common
source of labor in the Cotton Belt of the American South at that time. We use the county-
level number of unpaid farm family workers (derived from individuals reporting occupation
830 following the IPUMS classification “OCC1950”) multiplied with the occupation-based
income score for unpaid farm labor from IPUMS (in constant prices using 1900 as reference
year) per farm in 1910. The 1910 unpaid farm worker expenditure ratio is also used for all
other Census years.3

Unpaid Family Wage: Unpaid family laborer are assumed to receive a constant fraction of farm
income as a wage. The fraction is based on the ratio of the IPUMS “OCCSCORE” for “OCC1950”
code 830 (farm laborers, unpaid family workers) and “OCC1950” code 100 (farmers). We assign
this wage to individuals with occupation 830 following the IPUMS classification “OCC1950” and
to spouses living on farms without occupation.

Overseers or Foremen: Wages for overseers/foremen are retrieved from the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Bureau of Statistics Bulletin 26, 1903 (Blodgett data). Table 17 contains wages of

3The 1910 Census included specific instructions to enumerators to record unpaid family labor which tended to be
understated in the other Census years (Goldin 1986, p.574).
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overseers or foremen per month without board for the years 1898, 1899, and 1902 by state and by
race. We assume that the female overseer/foremen wage is 2/3 of a male overseer. For the year
1900 we use the actual wage data of white overseers/foremen. For all other census years wages of
overseers/foremen are constructed as a fraction of farm labor wages (for a given Census year, farm
labor wages are multiplied by the average ratio of wages for overseers/foremen over farm laborers
for the years 1898, 1899, and 1902). Wages of overseers/foremen are denoted in constant prices
using the year 1900 as reference year. We assign overseer wages to individuals with occupation
810 following the IPUMS classification “OCC1950”.

Kentucky Farm Prices

Farm prices of tobacco for Kentucky are retrieved from the U.S. Department of Agriculture for the
decades 1880-1920 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1927, Statistical Bulletin 16, Table 58) and
for 1930 from the magazine Crops and Markets, Volume 7(12), p. 474.
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2 Appendix Figures and Tables
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Notes: This figure displays the evolution of nominal and real farm prices of tobacco for the state of Kentucky for the years 1880-1930. See the
data appendix for a reference to the data sources.

Figure A1: Annual tobacco farm prices, 1880 to 1930
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Appendix Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

(1) (2) (3)

Sample of 16-49 year old married women N mean sd

Own children under age 5 in household 13,509,865 0.781 0.914

Age 13,509,865 31.51 8.632

White 13,509,865 0.648 0.477

Black 13,509,865 0.352 0.477

Household Income 13,509,865 601.4 408.0

Agricultural Income 13,509,862 691.4 500.2

Cohort Age 16-19 13,509,865 0.062 0.242

Cohort Age 20-24 13,509,865 0.194 0.395

Cohort Age 25-29 13,509,865 0.201 0.401

Cohort Age 30-34 13,509,865 0.168 0.374

Cohort Age 35-39 13,509,865 0.157 0.364

Cohort Age 40-44 13,509,865 0.120 0.325

Cohort Age 45-49 13,509,865 0.097 0.296

(1) (2) (3)

Sample of 20-39 year old married women N mean sd

Own children under age 5 in household 9,730,437 0.933 0.949

Age 9,730,437 28.92 5.600

White 9,730,437 0.643 0.479

Black 9,730,437 0.357 0.479

Household Income 9,730,437 605.2 409.1

Agricultural Income 9,730,435 691.9 500.9

(1) (2) (3)

Individuals of working age (10-65) N mean sd

Works/Lives on Farm 61,089,255 0.587 0.492

Works in Manufacturing 61,089,255 0.057 0.232
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(1) (2) (3)

Sample of children of age 10 to 15 N mean sd

Child works 7,641,595 0.228 0.420

Child regularly attends school 7,490,359 0.678 0.467

Child idle 7,490,359 0.089 0.285

(1) (2) (3)

IPUMS Linked Sample (Household Heads) N mean sd

Leaves Farm (from 1880 to 1900/1910/1920) 6,140 0.199 0.399

(1) (2) (3)

County-Level Variables N mean sd

Boll Weevil Incidence x Cotton Share 1889 3,574 0.189 0.247

Cotton Share 1889 3,574 0.383 0.212

Boll Weevil Incidence 3,574 0.468 0.499

Corn Share 1889 3,574 0.429 0.140

Share Working in Manufacturing 3,574 0.046 0.045

(1) (2) (3)

County-Level Variables (including Kentucky) N mean sd

Boll Weevil Incidence x Cotton Share 1889 5,693 0.118 0.216

Tobacco Share 1909 5,693 0.015 0.042

Tobacco Price x Tobacco Share 1909 5,693 0.128 0.401

Agricultural Income 5,693 273.0 277.9

Share Working in Manufacturing 5,693 0.043 0.040

(1) (2) (3)

Mother Panel N mean sd

Birth 63,124,543 0.213 0.409
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(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES White Sample Black Sample White Sample Black Sample

Boll Weevil Intensity -0.030** -0.048***

(0.014) (0.015)

Age 20-24 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.000 -0.071***

(0.014) (0.016)

Age 25-29 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.040*** -0.059***

(0.015) (0.018)

Age 30-34 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.047*** -0.030*

(0.015) (0.017)

Age 35-39 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.040*** -0.022

(0.014) (0.016)

County FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

State x Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 6,260,038 3,470,395 6,260,038 3,470,374

Appendix Table 2: The Impact of the Boll Weevil Infestation on Fertility by Race

Dependent Variable: Number of Children under Age 5

This table displays the boll weevil's effect on fertility by race. The dependent variable is the number of own children in the household

under age 5. The sample consists of married women age 20 to 39 for the decades 1880 to 1930. Boll Weevil Intensity is the interaction

between a dummy variable that equals one if county c was infested at time t and county c’s acreage share of cotton planted in 1889.

Boll Weevil Intensity is further interacted with age cohorts in columns (3)-(4). All specification include county fixed effects, time fixed

effects, and state x time fixed effects. We further control for a rural dummy and the interaction between rural and time. Columns (1)-(2)

include fixed effects for age and fixed effects for age cohorts interacted with time and county are added in columns (3)-(4). Robust

standard errors clustered at the county level in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

VARIABLES

Number of Children 

under Age 10

Dummy if any Child 

under Age 5

Boll Weevil Intensity -0.061*** -0.019*** -0.042*** -0.048*** -0.033** -0.038*** -0.048***

(0.019) (0.005) (0.012) (0.014) (0.015) (0.011) (0.012)

Placebo Boll Weevil Intensity 0.010

(0.020)

Boll Weevil Intensity (Corn) -0.005 0.007

(0.015) (0.016)

Boll Weevil Intensity x High Corn Suitablity 0.008 0.015

(0.011) (0.011)

Boll Weevil Intensity x Plantation -0.016

(0.023)

Age 20-24 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.069***

(0.011)

Age 25-29 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.059***

(0.011)

Age 30-34 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.035***

(0.010)

Age 35-39 x Boll Weevil Intensity -0.032***

(0.008)

County FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State x Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

County x Time FE No No Yes No No No No No No No

Age Married FE No No No No No No No No Yes No

Observations 9,730,437 9,730,437 11,352,843 4,069,039 9,730,437 9,730,437 9,620,489 5,937,251 9,626,781 9,730,437

Appendix Table 3: Robustness and Placebo Tests

Dependent Variable

Number of Children under Age 5

This table presents various robustness checks of the reduced form effects presented in Table 1. The dependent variable is the number of own children under age 5 except for columns (1) and (2). The sample consists of married women of age 20 to 44 in

column (3) and of married women of age 20 to 39 in all other columns. Boll Weevil Intensity is the interaction between a dummy variable that equals one if county c was infested at time t and county c's acreage share of cotton planted in 1889. Placebo 

Boll Weevil Intensity is constructed as Boll Weevil Intensity but the actual boll weevil infestation is backdated 20 years. Boll Weevil Intensity (Corn) denotes the interaction between a dummy variable that equals one if county c was infested at time t and

county's acreage share of corn planted in 1889 instead. High Corn Suitability is a dummy that indicates if a county had above average suitability of growing corn (the main effect is absorbed by the county fixed effects). Plantation is a dummy that equals

one for plantation counties according to Brannen (1924). The control variables are the same as in column (2) of Table 1, except for columns (3), (9) and (10). Column (3) also includes county-by-time fixed effects. Column (9) adds also age at marriage fixed

effects based on the IPUMS variables "DURMARR" (available for Census years 1900 and 1910) and "AGEMARR" (available for Census year 1930); we further include a category for women where the age at marriage is not reported. Column (10) also

controls for the interaction between plantation and time (not reported). Robust standard errors clustered at the county level in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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VARIABLES βk=med βk=high

Boll Weevil(τ<-10)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.000 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ-9)ct
 
xCotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ-8)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.002

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ-7)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ-6)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.000 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ-5)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ-4)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ-3)ct
 x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.002*

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ-2)ct
 x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.000 0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ+0)ct
 x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.002** 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ+1)ct
 x Cotton(k)c,1889 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ+2)ct
 x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.001 -0.000

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ+3)ct
 x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.002 -0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Boll Weevil(τ+4)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.002* -0.004**

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ+5)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.001 -0.006***

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ+6)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.002 -0.007***

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ+7)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.002 -0.006***

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ+8)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.005*** -0.006***

(0.001) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ+9)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.004** -0.007***

(0.002) (0.002)

Boll Weevil(τ>+10)ct
 
x Cotton(k)c,1889 -0.004*** -0.007***

(0.002) (0.002)

County FE

Birth Year x State FE

Birth Year FE

Observations

This table shows the corresponding regression output for the event study displayed in Figure 3. The

sample draws on information from the complete count Census records of 1900-1920 and includes the

fertility history of mothers that were of age 15-44 when giving birth. The outcome variable is an indicator

variable equal to one if a child was born in a given year t. Boll Weevil(τ+j) is an indicator equal to one

when t = τ+j and τ is the year in which the boll weevil entered county c. The variables Boll Weevil(τ< -10; 

τ>+10) capture all leads τ<-10 or lags τ>+10, respectively. Boll Weevil(τ+j) is interacted with the following

indicator variables: Cotton( med; high)c,1889 if the cotton share in county c in 1889 is "medium" (2nd to 3rd

quartile) or "high" (4th quartile), respectively. Cotton (low)c,1889 is the omitted category. The year before

the boll weevil arrived in a given county c is the base year (omitted). The specification also includes fixed

effects for county, birth year and the interaction of birth year and state. Robust standard errors clustered

at the county in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).

Fertilityct

Dependent Variable

Appendix Table 4: Regression output for event study (Figure 3)

Yes

Yes

Yes

16,257
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(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES ==1 if Birth

==1 if Moves out of county -0.113*** -0.112***

(0.036) (0.034)

Boll Weevil Intensity -0.032*** -0.014***

(0.011) (0.002)

Sample Linked Linked All Mother Panel

County FE Yes

Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

State x Time FE Yes Yes

Birth Year FE Yes

Mother FE Yes

Observations 2,626 3,120 7,485,932 47,432,960

Dependent Variable

Number of Children under Age 5

Appendix Table 5: Robustness to Migration

This table shows robustness checks with respect to migration. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(3) is the number of own children

under age 5. In column (4), it is an indicator variable equal to one if a mother gave birth in a given year. In columns (1)-(2) the sample

consists of linked men with a wife of age 20-39 in the terminal year (1900/1910/1920). The variable of interest in columns (1)-(2) is an

indicator variable whether the indiviudal moved out of the county between 1880 and the terminal year. The control variables are a

dummy for race, a quadratic in age, the cotton share in 1889, and fixed effects for state and time. The specifications shown in columns (3)

and (4) are identical to columns (2) and (5) of Table 1, but the sample is restricted to women who live in their state of birth. Robust

standard errors clustered at the county level in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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(1) (2) (3) (4)

VARIABLES Survival Ratio Child Mortality Stillbirths == 1 Childless

Boll Weevil Intensity -0.000 0.006 -0.017** -0.008

(0.005) (0.013) (0.007) (0.005)

Sample Individual Level County Level County Level Individual Level

County FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

State x Time FE Yes No No Yes

Observations 1,912,041 2,530 2,530 2,028,814

Dependent Variable

Appendix Table 6: The Boll Weevil Infestation and Child Mortality

This table shows the effect of the boll weevil infestation on child mortality. The dependent variable in columns (1) to (4) is the survival

ratio, child mortality per capita, the number of stillbirths per births, and an indicator variable whether a women remained childless. In

columns (1) and (4) the sample consists of married women of age 20-39 during the period 1900-1910. In column (4) the sample is restricted

to women who report to be married for at least two years. In columns (2)-(3) the sample spans the years 1921-1929 at the county level.

Boll Weevil Intensity is the interaction between a dummy variable that equals one if county c was infested at time t and county c’s acreage

share of cotton planted in 1889. Except for the county level regressions (columns 2-3) which only control for county and year fixed effects,

the same set of controls are used as in column (2) of Table 1. Robust standard errors clustered at the county level in parentheses: ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

14



Dependent Variable

Fertilityct

VARIABLES βk=high

Boll Weevil(τ<-10)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 0.00422

(0.00352)

Boll Weevil(τ-9)ct
 xCotton(high)c,1889 0.00386

(0.00354)

Boll Weevil(τ-8)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 0.00124

(0.00374)

Boll Weevil(τ-7)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00391

(0.00310)

Boll Weevil(τ-6)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 0.00735**

(0.00344)

Boll Weevil(τ-5)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.000801

(0.00320)

Boll Weevil(τ-4)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00254

(0.00315)

Boll Weevil(τ-3)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 8.47e-05

(0.00327)

Boll Weevil(τ-2)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 0.00230

(0.00362)

Boll Weevil(τ+0)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 0.000883

(0.00346)

Boll Weevil(τ+1)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00377

(0.00319)

Boll Weevil(τ+2)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00605

(0.00380)

Boll Weevil(τ+3)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.0104**

(0.00386)

Boll Weevil(τ+4)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00897*

(0.00453)

Boll Weevil(τ+5)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00867*

(0.00478)

Boll Weevil(τ+6)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.0168***

(0.00536)

Boll Weevil(τ+7)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.0109**

(0.00498)

Boll Weevil(τ+8)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.0188***

(0.00542)

Boll Weevil(τ+9)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.00969*

(0.00492)

Boll Weevil(τ>+10)ct
 x Cotton(high)c,1889 -0.0138***

(0.00366)

Parish FE Yes

Birth Year FE Yes

Observations 1,245

Appendix Table 7: Regression output for event study (Figure 4)

This table shows the corresponding regression output for the event study displayed in Figure 4. The

sample draws on information from the complete count Census records of 1900-1920 and includes the

fertility history of mothers that were of age 15-44 when giving birth in Louisiana. The sample only

includes parishes that are either classified as of "high" cotton intensity or located in the so-called

"sugar bowl". The outcome variable is an indicator variable equal to one if a child was born in a given

year t. Boll Weevil (τ+j) is an indicator equal to one when t = τ+j and τ is the year in which the boll

weevil entered county c. The variables Boll Weevil (τ<-10; τ>+10) capture all leads τ<-10 or lags τ>+10, 

respectively. Boll Weevil (τ+j) is interacted with Cotton (high)c,1889, an indicator equal to one if the

cotton share in county c in 1889 is "high" (4th quartile). Parishes located in the so-called "sugar bowl"

are the omitted category. The year before the boll weevil arrived in a given county c is the base year

(omitted). The specification also includes fixed effects for parish and birth year. Robust standard

errors clustered at the county in parentheses (*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1).
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A

Agricultural Income (log) 0.156*** 0.213*** 0.372*** 0.149*** 0.324*** 0.364***

(0.0435) (0.0474) (0.113) (0.0400) (0.0625) (0.0859)

Share Working in Manufacturing (log) -0.209*** -0.177*** -0.171*** -0.183*** -0.196*** -0.187***

(0.0420) (0.0397) (0.0646) (0.0367) (0.0493) (0.0570)

Additional Controls Baseline Population in 1890 (log)  x 

Time FE

Black Share in 1890 x Time 

FE

Corn Share and Crop Land 

in 1889 x Time FE

Tenant Share in 1889 x 

Time FE

FLFP in 1880 x Time FE

Observations 5,693 5,638 5,638 5,638 5,634 5,586

Kleibergen-Paap 12.52 12.93 5.909 15.28 15.45 10.06

F-Statistic Instrument 1 41.23 37.78 13.67 49.55 57.30 27.50

F-Statistic Instrument 2 26.58 27.56 13.04 30.90 32.30 22.74

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

PANEL B

Agricultural Income (log) 0.168*** 0.218*** 0.340*** 0.146*** 0.299*** 0.338***

(0.0502) (0.0487) (0.0897) (0.0400) (0.0536) (0.0688)

Share Working in Manufacturing (log) -0.194*** -0.164*** -0.156** -0.160*** -0.162*** -0.163***

(0.0516) (0.0458) (0.0661) (0.0429) (0.0536) (0.0626)

Additional Controls Baseline Population in 1890 (log)  x 

Time FE

Black Share in 1890 x Time 

FE

Corn Share and Crop Land 

in 1889 x Time FE

Tenant Share in 1889 x 

Time FE

FLFP in 1880 x Time FE

Fertility in 1880 x Time FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 5,578 5,523 5,523 5,523 5,519 5,578

Kleibergen-Paap 8.469 10.48 7.118 11.54 11.51 9.852

F-Statistic Instrument 1 23.23 29.44 18.65 37.68 72.04 44.03

F-Statistic Instrument 2 17.40 21.56 15 23.21 23.12 20.42

Appendix Table 8: Robustness of IV Estimates

Dependent Variable

Number of Children under Age 5

This table presents various robustness checks of the two-stage least squares estimates presented in Table 4. The sample, the dependent, and control variables are the same as in column (6) of Table 4. In Panel A,

column (1) shows the baseline estimate while in columns (2) to (6) we show that estimates are robust to controlling for pre-infestation values of population, the black share, the corn share and total acres planted in

crops, the tenant share, and female labor force participation at the county level interacted with a full set of time fixed effects. Panel B further adds to each specification the pre-infestation value of fertility (average

number of children below age 5 for married women age 20-39) interacted with a full set of time fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the county level in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

Dependent Variable

Number of Children under Age 5
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