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SUMMARY 

Farms inthf' United States maybe divided into two broad groups 
from the standpoint of the purpose of the agricultural operations-­
farming units and other tJn.its. Most of our 5,860,000 farms are 
operated to provide a livelihood for the farme.r and his (amil.y and 
can be characterized as farming units. In many regions, however, 
small part-time farms and rural residences are numerous. About 
l, 590,000 or slightly more than one -fourth of all the farms were 

1 Submitted for publication May 19. 19:.0. 



2 TECHNICAL BULLETIN IOI£>, U. S. DEPT. Of AGRICULTURE 

classified by the 1945 census as part-time and nominal units. The 
proportion of farms so classified varies from nearly 40 percent in • 
the Northeast to less than 10 percent in the Northern Plains. 

The 4.l70. 000 farming units cover a wide range of economic 
conditions and scale of operations. About 100,,000 were classified 
as large-scale units; they reporied, with some exceptions. a total 
value of products of $20, 000 or more in 1944. Investments in 
land, buildings. and machinery, on these large-scale farms aver­
aged nearly $100,000 and labor reSources averaged a little mOre 
than 7 man equivalents. T.hey accounted for nearly 22 percent of 
the gross value of products reported in 1944. Commercial-family 
farms, with a total value of production ranging from $20,000 to 
$1,200, accounted for about 55 percent of all farms and more than 
70 pe rcent of the gross value of aU fa.!" m prod ucts. In addition 
there were nearly I million smaU-scale (arming units reporting a 
value or products between $500 and $1,200. All farms in this 
va.be-of-prodl.lci .range with operators ""orking off the farm 100 
d.:)':.l 01' more yearly were excluded (rem this economic class. 
These small-scale farms were characterized by extremely small 
acreages and capital resources. Crops harvested averaged 22 
acres and total. investment about $3,000. These farms accounted 
for about 16 percent of the total .number of {arms but for only about 
4 percent of the total value of products. 

Capital requirements for commercial farming apparently have 
acted as a deterrent. to owner operatorship on many of the larger 
farms. Less than 40 percent of the large commercial-family and 
large -scale farms are operated by full owners. Full ownership is 
most common on thepart-tirne and nominal units where considera­
tions of farm production usually are secondary to residential and 
otherconsiderations. Nearly three-fourths of the part-time 
and nominal units are operated by full owners. 

Incomes of large -scale farms appear to be somewhat more vul­
nerable tt changes in prices and production conditions than are 
those of commercial-family farms, partly because of their greater 
dependence upon hired .labor. Margins of net ir;come are narrower 
on large farms than on medium-siz.ed COMmercial-family farms, 
but available data do not suggest that these margins are <my wider 
on small-scale fa.rms than on the medium. {amity fa.rms. Efficiency 
in production apparently i!> considerably greater on the medium 
and larger farms than on the small-scale ana small family farms. 

Small-scale farms and, to a le5ser extent, small family farms 
have been bypassed in the process of mech2ni7..ation and other tech­
nologlcal developments that have contributed so much to increased 
agricultural prod\,;ctlVity. Investments in machinery and equip­
ment on such farms are extremv~y small. Production per acre 
and per unit of livestock is comparatively low. lmprovements in 
agricultural machinery, practices, crop va.rieties, and livestock, 
usually have benefited the larger (arms more than ihe small farms. 

Operation5 of several sharecroppers and ,somett,n'!s tenants in 
the South frequently a.re handled as a unit froni the standpoint of 
farm organization and managemeni. Numbers and sizes of manage­
ment units in the South differ considerably from the number and 
sizes of census farms. For the multiple-unit area as a whole, 
the number of census farms totaLed L 5 rni.l.lion in 19... 5, as com­

http:medium-siz.ed
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• 
part~d with 1. I million management units. Large-scale manage­
ment units are con side r a bl y more numerous than large-scale 
census farms, but, ~ven on a management-unit b&sis, only a little 
more than I percent were classified as large-scale. Small-scale 
and small commercial-family management units are less numerous 
but they represent a large percentage of the total number. Small­
scale management units account for about one -fourth 0 [ a 11 the 
management units in the area. 

From the standpoint of the United States as a whole ,large-scale 
farms are not n u mer 0 us; they constitute about Z pe rcent of aU 
farms. They a~e concentrated in certain areas and in particular 
types of production, In 1944 more than ZO percent of all so-called 
field crop farms in the Pacific States were large-scale, as were 
nearly 15 percent of all far,ms in this region that were classifit!d 
in the mi scellaneous type s (including fruit and nuts, vegetable, 
horticultural specialty, and forest prod.ucts). There has been 
some increase in recent decades in the number of large-scale 
far.ms as measured either by total acres or by total value of prod~ 
ucts. Much of this inc rea s e has stemmed from technological 
forces that have permitted the operation of large~scale, highly 
mechanized farms in some areas. Trends in the number of farms 
operated primarily by hired labo.r are less distinct. Available 
data indicate a significant decrease i.n the numbers of large tenant 

• 
plantations in the South. 

From nearly two-thirds to more than three-fourths of the [arms 
in the Corn Belt, Lake states, and Northern Plains States, were 
classified in the commercial.-family groups but they are. relatively 
less important in several other regions. Less than one-half of the 
census farms in the Appalachian, Southeastern, and Delta States, 
were classified as cn-nmercial-hmily farms. In the Northeast, 
where part-time and n..>minal units arc es.pedally numerous, about 
half of the farms were in the commercial-family groups. In the 
Pacific region, commercial-family farms accounted for about one­
half of the farms and for only about two-fifths of the resources. 

Problems of adjustment are especially pressing on the small­
scale units. These farms genera1ly are too small to utilize modern 
power and machinery effectively and in many cases available labor 
is not fully employed even with present types of equ1pment. SmaLl­
scale farms are found in all regions but they are most common in 
the Appalachian, Southeastern, and Delta States, where they repre­
sent about l';"o-fifths of all farms. Operations on some of these 
farms may have been curtailed because of the operator's advancing 
age, but more than three-fourths of the operators were under 65 
year s of age when the. census was taken. Low levels of income 
and education, and training, are major obstacles to vocational 
adjustments and farm enlargement .for m3ny of the families on 
these farms. Farm adjustments on many of the small-scale farms 
would require complex changes in the size of the units, kind!. of 
power and machinery, and type of farming. Troublesome !.arm­
adjustment problems are iound also on many of the small com­
mercial-family farms, although they may be presumed to be some­
wha~ less acute than the probh~ms commonly found on the small­
sc:ale farming units. 
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Problems of the increasing numbers of part-time, residential, 
and retirement units, counted as farms, are pe:'haps more closely 
related to general employment and social security conditions than • 
to conditions of farm production. 

NUMBER AND SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES 

Diversity in present-day kinds and sizes of farm emphasizes 
several important questions. How many farms should we have? 
What sizes of farms are best fitted to the present environment 
which is characterized by technical, economic, and social pro­
gress? How many people should try to earn their living on them? 
Can mechanization and relatively prosperous economic condition!" 
be expected to sol.ve the problems of poverty which have become 
imbedded in some segments of agricul.ture? How do the differences 
among the broad groups of farms affect our analysis of economic 
problems of agriculture, such as farm tenure, income stability, 
and production efficiency? 

The nearly 6 million farms counted by the census in 1945 span 
an extremely wide range of economic conditions, interests in 
farming, kinds of production, and associated economic and social 
problems. In order to provide reasonably complete information on 
agricultural operations, the 1945 census--like previous enumera­
tions - -included any tract of land on which agricultural operations 
are perform(:d except those of less than 3 acres which rel>ort less 
than $250 total value of products. The resulting "average farm," 
which finds its way into a multitude of uses, is a combination of 
such widely varying situations that it has little meaning. 

Variations in kinds and sizes of farms have increased during • 
the last few years. Although the total number of farms in this 
country has ch?.nged only slightly in recent decades, striking 
changes have uccurred in the kinds and sizes of farms. As a 
result of mechanization and other technological developments in 
agriculture, full-time farms in most areas have been getting larger 
and fewer. Meanwhile part-time farms and rural residences have 
increased in numbers along with increasing industrialization and 
improvements i.n transportation and in facilities in rural homes. 

Study of the characteristics and significance of the important 
kinds and sizes of farms has been facilitated by the development of 
an economic classification of farms which was used for th>:. first 
time in presenting data from the 1945 Sample Census of Agri­
culture (19,pp. 15-16).2 This classification evolved from dis -
cussion~ of a joint comnllttee formed by the United States Depart­
ment of Agriculture and the Bureau of the Census in connection 
with the 1945 census and an early article on farm classification 
which appeared in the Journal of Farm Economics (3). I twas 
developed to provjde a basis for the description, identification, and 
analysis, of broad groups of farms similar in their characteristics 
and problems. Toward this end the economic classification divides 
the 6 million farms into seven broad classes; provides a basis for 
a working separation of {<Irming tmits and other tlnit,; and sepa­
rates the {"rm.inq units into significant classes primarily from the 
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• 
standpoint of the size of business. Data by these economic classes 
provide considerable new information on broad groups of farms 
that are similar in size and other characteristics. (I). 

In order to describe the broad distinguishing characteristics of 
the bulk of the farms included in each group the seven economic 
classes have been designated as: Large-scale farms; large, medi­
um, and small commercial-family [arms; small-scale far m s; 
part-time units and nominal units (table 16, p.54). 

Although three general measures were used in distinguishing 
the groups. the criteria on work off the farm and the total value of 
products are of primary importance. The value of land and build­
ings was used as a secondary factor, mainly as a correction factor 
to take account. of unusual ci.rcumstances that might affect the 
value of products in a single year. Only a little more than 2 per­
cent of the census farms were shifted through the use of the 
criterion regarding the value of land and buildings, but the number 
varied by economic class. 

• 

Broadly speaking, all of the economic classes except part-time 
and nominal units may be characterized as fifrming un.i ts. Wi t h 
few exceptions they are operated as a business or to provide a liv­
ing for the farm fa mil y. Approximately 4.3 million farms are 
included in these five classes and they cover a wide range in scale 
of operations and economic conditions. Most of the large-scale 
farms reported a total value of products in excess of $20,000, in 
1944. The large commercial-family farms are those reporting a 
total value of products of $8,000 to $19.999; medium commercial ­
family farms have a total value of products of $3,000 to $7,999 ; 
and the small commercial-family farms a total value of products 
from $1,200 to $2,999. In this classification certain additional 
adjustments were made in each of the classes for situations where 
the value of products for the single year appeared to be abnormal. 
Farms wit h a total value of products 0 f $ 500 to $1, ZOO, if the 
operators did not work 0(( the farm as much as 100 days, were 
designated as small-scale farms. Part-time and nominal units, 
in contrast to the farming units, generally do not furnish the major 
share of the income for the farm families although some farming 
is carried on. Farm people usually do not consider these places 
as farms and most discussions of farm problems implicitly ex­
clude these groups. 

Part-time and Nominal Units 

An important fi.rst step in understanding the structure of pres­
ent-day agriculture is the sf!paration of the fifrming lalits from the 
other units. Many of the smaller units included in the census are 
part-ti.ne farms, some are retirement units, others are rural 
homes with only incidental farm production. More than one-fourth 
of the total numher of farms. or about I-l/Z million farms, were 
classified as part-tim", and nominal, in the 1945 census. 

These part-time and nominal units represent a somewhat im­
perfect delineation of the farms enumerated by the Census of Agri­
culture which are not formed for a living but are used primarily 
as a place to live or for supplemental. income. The class 
designated as part-time includes, in general, the farms that had 

http:part-ti.ne
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from $ 250 to $ 1. 199 g ross va) ue of products in 1944. and the op­
erator worked 100 days or mc.re off the farm. It was assumed • 
that the larger farms would l:e operated as business units even 
though considerable off-farm work was done. Approximately 
three-fourths of the farms with operators working off the farm 100 
days or more were classified as part-time and nominal units . .) 

Nominal units include all census farms that reported less than 
$ 2.50 total value of products. farms with a total value of products 
of $ 250 to $ 499 if the operator did not work off the farm as much 
as 100 days. and certain other farms i.hat appeared tobeabnormal. 

Many in the nominal class are residential and retirement units. 
About two-thirds of them reported less than 10 acres of harvested 
cropland (table 17. p.54). But there may be a number of units 
classified as nominal on which the farm business actually repre­
sents the primary vocational interest of the operators. Included 
in this category are farms which for any reason had a v':;ry low 
value of products reported for the ce:1SUS year. 

Lack of understanding of the many small part-time and nominal 
units included in the census enumerations often gives rise to seri­
ous misconceptions. Over-aLl figures on the characteristics of 
farms include these units and this directly affects averages of 
farm characteristics. For example. the average size of farm and 
the average net income of farm operators from farming is more 
than one-fourth l.arger for the (,lrmi"g Irnits than for all census 
units (tables 1 and 18. pp. 7, 55). Part-time and nominal units add 
little to the pr6duction or resource totals but they increase sub­
stantially the numbers of farms. In considering income. in par­
ticular. it is necessary to recall that the farm income from part­ • 
time and nominal units generally is but a small part of the total 
income of the families ope rating them. Grouping the {arrll.;np un.its 
separatdy from the part-time and nominal units provides a more 
realistic statistical picture of such characteristics as average 
ac reages and incomes. 

The effects of this separation are much greater in some regions 
than in others. In the Northeast. for example. where part-time 
farming .is ,r.ather c6mmon. the operator's average net farm in­
come from fat'ming is about 40 pe'rcent larger for farming units 
than for all census farms. In the Northern Plains the difference is 
only about 10 percent. .In studying the farming problems of broad 
groups oC farms in the United States a distinction between {"rminp, 
units and the ()thcr U:lit:S is especiali.y helpful. Profit or loss from 
far,ming on part-time. 'CcsidentiaL. and retirement units has sig­
nificance only in relation ,1.0 off-farm activities and other conside ra­
tions. The problems as """,II as the opportunities for adjustment 
on farming units and on part-time and residential units are suf­
ficiently distinct ta warrant SL:')arate study and to require different 
methods of analysis. 

J Th.! percentage of the tot" I nu",I\t:I' or or.~rrltc>l'S of flll'nllll/( unit;::; working 
off the farm 100 days 01' more by economic cJns~' (Ire: Large-scale 5 percent; 
large cOII'I1f!rcial-f"lIIily 5 P"'I'Ct'lIt; IIIclhunt cOIII,.:rc):.I-falllil)· 15 percentj smal.I 
Cornme I'C' i II 1. - r""11 I)' J 2 I"" ,·(· •.·111" 

• 
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TABLE 1. - - Farm acreage, value of machinery, and net j"comes per farming unit as 
a percentage of avcrtige for all census farms, by regions, 19441 

~erotor's 
Value of real i zed net i.n­

2 fArm implements come from agri­lleginn 

I 
Acreage lind culture and 

lIlachinery Govenunen t 
pAyments 

Percent Percent Percent 

Northeast ........... I:.J 145 13IJ 
rOrrt licit. ........... I~ 125 l23 
Lake................ 114 123 119 
~Ipal achi lUI ••••••••• 123 138 13.~ 
.::5outheast........... 121 126 127 
Del tao .............. 1.1.1 IW 123 
Southern Pl.ains ..... 1.32 132 128 
Northern P1.lIin~ ..... 107 109 109 
\loulltBin ............ I~ 127 125 
Pacific....•........ 140 140 133 

f----- '~-'-"-.-~--~ . .--"........­
lin i ted Stlltes... 127 12) 127 

I I.leriv.!d frOIll ",'Vet income of Farm Operat.ors fn1m Furming, by States, 1943­
44," (.Jul.y 1(46). and Special Report. on Sumple Cen.'us of Agriculture (19. pp. 
120-159) . 

2 States included in .!lIch "egion are as follows. Nol'tiJeast: Maine, N. If., 
VI;. , Mass. ,H. r.. Conn .• N. Y.• N . .J., I.J.: 1., 1'"., ~\1. Al'l'a lachlan: Va" 11'. Va" 
N. C., Ky., Tenn. Southeast: S. C" Gil" rl"., Ala. Delta: Ark., 1.;1., Miss. 
CornBelt;Citio, lnd., HI., Iow II , Mo. Lake: Mich., lI'i~., ~1inn. Northern /'lains: 
N. Oak., S. Oak., NeLl'., Kans. Southern Plains: Okla. Texas. Mountain: Mont" 
Id"ho, lI'yo., Colo., i'/. Mell., Ariz., Utah, Nev, Puclfie: Wash. Oreg. ant! Culif. 

Changes in Importance. of Major Groups of F~rlTls 

Substantial changes have taken place in the numbers of farmint!, 
(mit.<; and other units within the last few decades. SOITIC indication 
of the magnitude of the changes that have occurred in the last 15 
years are given by th .. estimates of the nUlTlbers falling in the part­
time and nominal categories in 1940 and 1930 (fig. I). These esti­
mates indicate an increase of approximately 440,000 or nearly 40 
percent in the number of part-time and nominal units during the 
IS-year period,4 

• n,e f!stimatf)s should be regarded as approximations, in viewoftbe nature 
of adjustments requ:ired, variations in eOVerll!!e, alld the lack 'If inform.1tion on 
how the re!lpectiv.! groups are affected by over-lIll changes in price levels and 
yields, liS well a" the lack of strict!.y compurable information on t;);e number of 
part-tillE farllErs by ineaTe groups, in 1930. llata on number of farming units and 
of part-time and nominal units for 1940 and lQ30 were based on the estimated 
nuniler ofpurt-time farms wit.h operators working 100 days and over and other very 
sllla 11 units Ly adjus led va I Ue of product; groups, Va lue of product groups in 
carl ie r ),!!ars were adjus ted for changes in prices, yie Ids, and other factors, on 
bas is of t.he tota I' va lue of products reported by the census as sold and used in 
these years compared wit.h 1944. 1l,is method aplleared reasonable since the level 
of total inputs in agriculture chango:d relatively liule during the period. For 
tlte level of inputs in these years see Progress of Farm ~t!chanizat.ion,(7, p. 67). 
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MAJOR GROUPS OF FARMS •UNITE D STATE S, 1930, 1940, and 1945 
FAKMS (MILLIONS) 

o 246 8 

FARMING UNITS.flliI•••••F 
~ART-TiME AhD ~.;.;.;.;~ 


N,")MINAL UNITS ••• 


TOTALF ARM S "" _ ••••11•••••1'1 

·At 41508.,. 

flU,HE 1. --~urnLers of fllnns COlllltf·d by 1.11.: census huv(' de(:reased only slightly 

dur in~ the lust. 15 yell I·S. '11,~ more rapid decrf"lIse in numbers of farming un it.s 

has bef~1I purtillll.y offst'!, h)' the marked il,,;reasc in the numbers of part -t irre 

and nomillal ullits. 


High levels of industrial employment and shortage of urban • 
housing recently have added to the numbers of residential units in ru­
ral. area,s. Even more influential over the longer run has been the 
growing industrialization of our Nation together with improvements 
in rural home facilities and in transportation. Another indication 
of the growing importance of part-time and residential units in 
agriculture has been the increase, from 1930 to 1945, of 356,000 
in the number of part-time farmers and of nearly 200,000 in the 
number of farm operators who are more than 65 years old. Farm­
ing is rather incidental [or a large proportion of these people. The 
part-time and nominal units are concentrated most heavily around 
industrial areas, where topography and other conditions are resi ­
dentially attractive (fig. 2). 

Recent trends in the numbers of flJrm;n~ Imi t!1 and other un; ts 
probably will continue. Some further increase in the number of 
small residential units seems likely. though fewer may be counted 
in future censu,s enumerations. On the other hand, fewer workers 
will be needed in full-time farming as mechanization continues. 
This will mean a trend toward fewer and larger fun-time farms. 5 

The extent of the decrease in the number of farming units de­
pends somewhat on how a farm is defined. In the South the opera­
ations of sharecroppers (and sometimes those of some other kinds 
of tenants) (,·.;mmonly are parts of larger units from the standpoint 
of farm organization and management. In such a system the en­

• See Scale of Agrtcultural ProductIOn. (5, pp. 3'29-370) for an eady dis- • 
cussiOlI c,f curn:nl t.rends :1,11 s'izcs of fnrr,'l'. 



9 SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES 

• 
tire unit generally is considered as a single "farm" by local stand­
ards. Under census definitions, however, each of the individual crop­
pe.r and tenent operations is reported as a separate farm. A part of the 
change in the number of farming units since 1930 is explained by 
the declining number of sharecropper units. The number of "man­
agement units" has declined less than has the total number of census 
farms, probably averaging somewhat under 1 percent per year. 

NOMINAL AND PART-TIME FARMS 
Percentage of Total, 1945 

PERCENT 

• 
o Under 10 
D 10-19 
£E 20-29 
3l.J 30-44 
_ 45 and over 

'''1 .'511 .• 1 

F.I(.UiE 2. --Par~ -time and nominal units are likely 10 be concentrat.ed around 
the industrIal centen, of the Northeastern, the Appalachian, and the Pacific 
CoOns!; rt!~ions where topography and other conditions art! residentially attrac­
t ive. 

Sizes of Farming Units 

There are many ways of measuring size. Acreage in the farm 
is the measure most commonly used. But acreage alone is not a 
very satisfactory measure. Size of farm generally implies more 
than the acreage used. Primary interest is in the size of business 
carried on. A 50-acre irrigated vegetable farm may carryon a 
much larger business th,'in a 500_acre dry-land wheat farm. A 
specialized poultry Jarm may produce more on 15 ac res than a 
livestock. ranch does on 1,500 ac res 01 grassland. 

Capital employed is another frequently used measure of size of 
business. This is a good measure for farms having the same 
general type of organization. But some types of farms, as truck 
and tobacco farming, require relatively large amounts of labor. 
Cash-grain farms, on the other hand, use large amounts of capital 

• and relatively little labor. SimIlar difficulties are involved in the 
use of labor as a measure o[ size. No single input--land. labor, 
or capital--takes account of the various capital-labor combinations 

889938 0 - &0 - 2 
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of diHerent types of farms or of farms of the same types in dif'­
ferent areas which make for di,ffercnces in the size of the business. • 

In the 1945 economic classification, farming units are grouped 
by the size of the business operated. Total value of products was 
selected as the best available single measure of the size of busi­
ness operated for use in comparisons among areas and types of 
farms. It represenj.s the most complete measure of size provided 
by census data. 

Although it is a measure of outputs rather than inputs the total 
value of products is fairly closely related to the total input of land, 
labor, capital, and management. It includes the value of all crops 
sold or to be sold, livestock, livestock products, and other farm 
products sold, and the farm products used in the household. 

As a class, large-sca1c. farms are considerably different from 
othcr farming units in the structure of their business organization 
(table 2). For the most part, farms included in this class had a 
total value of products of $20,000 or more, in 1944. However, a 
considerable number of farms with value of products somewhat 
under $20,000 were included, where very large capital investments 
and othel' characteristics of a large-scale [arm unit indicated that 
income was unusually low because of unfavorable yields or other 
considerations. The approximately 100,000 large-scale farms are 
characterized by large invesl.ments and much hired labor. Investment 
in l.and, buildings, machinery, and livestock, averaged nearly 
$100,000, and labor resources averaged a little more than 7 man 
equivalents. About 60 percent of these [arms paid wages that to­
taled more than $2,500, in 1944. The scale of the operations and 
the amounts of hired labor reported indicate that the operators of 
large-scale farms spend much of their time supervising other • 
workers and in other management activities. 

The three cl.asses of commf'rcinl­ {nmi Iy {lIrm" span a wide 
range in the quantities and kinds of resourccs used. Most of these 
farms arc producing primarily for sale and a n' operated mainly 
with fami1y labor. On the average, the large family farms in 1945 
contained a little more than 500 acres, of which about 200 acres 
were in crops. Medium family farms had a total acreage averaging 
about 240 acres, wHh about 100 acres of cropland. The comparable 
averages for the small (amily farms we.!:e 125 acres of total land 
and 46 acres of cropland. Variations in the value of investment 
were even wider, ranging from an average of more than $30,000 
on large family farms to less than $7,000 on small family farms. 
Labor r.esources vary much less; they range from an average of 
1.3 to 2.5 man equivalents. Hired labor is most important on the 
large family farms bu: only 13 percent of these operators paid 
mare than .$2, 500 in wages, in 1944. 

The farm business is the main occupativn and the main source 
of .income on a substantial number o( small (arms that contribute 
relatively little to commercial production. Farms with $500 to 
$1,200 total value of products, where the operator did not work off 
the farm as much as 100 days, were designated as '~m<1J1-.o;ca/~' 
form". Available evidence from surveys in selected areas and 
other sources indicates that most of the families on these farms 
depcnc;l on farming (or their Livelihood. But it should be rccognized 
that there are exceptions. Farms in this group are very small, • 
having an average of less than 80 acres of land and only about 20 



• • • 
TABLE 2. --NUlllber of farms, and specified characteristics, average per farm by econOllic class, U,iiff!d Slales, J945 • 

All Produc- Fann 
Numl>er All Total Land PowerEoonolllic land Cropland tive products

of labor invest- and andclass in harvested live- sold 
I fanns 3 resources ment Luil1ings mach~"eryfarm ft stock and3 3 t• used 3 

Thousands Acres Acres Man equi- Dollars Do lIars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
IIalent I 

farming uni ts: CD 
Large-scale farms........ 102.1 2,906 384 7.2 95,835 78,449 6,992 10, ,\28 39,217 N 
Coomercial-fami ly farms: CD "" 

Large.......•.......... 408.9 514 193 2.5 33,203 26,067 3,264 3,870 10,484 o 

\I::.-dilG................. 1,173.0 236 104 1.8 15,135 11,134 I,H2!! 2,176 4,658 "I 


Snail .................. 1,661. 9 125 46 1.5 6,768 5,117 ! 783 870 1,874 ;: 

Small-scale farms ........ 923.5 72 22 1.3 3,029 2,305 349 375 825 '" 


Other uni ts: ~ 
Part- time uni ts.......... 602.2 43 10 .5 3,142 2.Sa7 281 278 574 i 
Nominal uni ts............ 987.3 65 11 .9 4,042 3,583 249 209 264 :i!All farms ............... 5,858.9 196 60 1.5 10,419 8,100 1,063 1,256 3,113 


"" c: 
I Averages of all farms in each class. z 

::;
2 ~or explanation 9f the economic classes see table 16, p.54. 

, ,*,eclal J1eporl 1945 Sumple (;ensus 0/ At,ncullure (19, laole '29, JlJl. 1'2!1-15!J). "" 
tl 

• Estimated. .Includes estimated family labor available for farm 14urk and estimatcoi man equivalents of labor hired. 

ft Includes value of land and buildings, power an... machinery, and productive livestock. 
 S 
6 Estimates based on value of implements and machinery and .>stimated value of IIOrkstock by economic class. en "" 
7 Estimates based on numbers of Ii vestock and average prices per head, January I, 1945 by States and economic class. 

-
-
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acres in crops. Total investment averaged about $3,000 in 19-!4. 
Power and machinery were valued at less than $400. 

Labor resources ?re particularly large in relation to the land, • 
livestock, and machinery on the small family and small-scale 
farms. The capital resources per man equivalent, in 1945, aver­
aged approximately $7, ('00 for all farms but small family farms 
had an average of only a little more than $4,000 per man equivalent 
and the small-scale farms only $2,0('0. 

Measurement of the labor resources on each of the classes of 
farms is based on the estimated man equivalents of operator and 
family labor available for farm work together with the other labor 
hired (table 19, p.56). On the basis of these estimates available 
family labor is relatively constant on all e::cept the smaller farms. 

The small amount of capital per worker is reflected in the low 
value of product per man. As small farms provide limited oppor­
tunity for utilizing available labor resources their operators often 
employ inefficient combinations of labor and capital, or they use 
labor incombination with kinds of capital that have a comparatively 
low productivity. 

The amounts and kinds of capital used on small farms are sig­
nificant indicators of the selective nature of the technological 
changes that have occurred in recent decades. The small invest­
ment in power and machinery on these farms includes few of the 
tractors or other modern implements and machinery that have so 
much inereased agric.:ultural productivity. Generally these farms 
are too small to warrant the purchase of labor-saving equipment. 
Further, the labor on these farms is supplied by members of the 
family and often no other productive t'mployment would be available 
for those relea3ed by a shift to more mechanized operation. Less • 
than 10 percent of the small-scale farms have tractors although 
the percentage varies considerably among regions (table 20, p.57). 

Small size of business, and a relatively high proportion oflabor 
in relation to capital, also characterize in a lesser degree the small 
family farms. But t.his class covers a wider range of conditions 
from the standpoint both of volume of business and of pl.-oduction 
characteristics than is found on small-scal·:: fa.ms. There is con­
siderable variation b. the volume of business and in the kinds and 
amounts of equipment and other capital among regions and types of 
fa rms. Some of these farms are in a stage of transition from 
smaller to larger units and from horse to tractor power. 

Large numbers of the small-scale and small family farms 
also lack the modern facilities that make farm life more enjoyable. 
Thirteen percent of the small-scale farms reported runnins water 
and "bout H percent reported mechanical refrigeration. Often the 
earnings from these farms are not enough to obtain these facilities 
and the concentrated low-production farming areas usually have 
been slow to acquire such community services as telephones and 
electricity. 

Impor ;ancc of Broad Groups of Farms 

Present numbers and sizes of farming units reflect in part the. 
technological developments in farming over the last half-century. 
Mechanization and otl.er technological developments have been ac ­ • 
companied by an inc rease in the size of farming units. Although 
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• 
there has been ageneral increase in the size and ageneraldecrease 
in the number of farming units, not all farms have been affected 
materially by these changes. Many tobacco and cotton farms, for 
example, continue to be oFerated with mules and half-row equip­
ment. In many other areas mechanization has increased substan­
tially the size of farm that can be handled by the family. Present­
day American agriculture is characterized by a wide variety of 
farm sizes. The importance of the various classes of farms varies 
greatly from the standpoint both of numbers of farms and of farm 
production. Comparison of the numbers and resources of large­
scale, commercial-family, and small-scale farming units provides 
a measure of the extent of these differences and helps to explain 
why research and farm policy must take account of both the number 
of farms and the production involved. 

TABU: J. - - PUcen tage of farms, spec ified\ resour'ces I and va iue of farm produc ts, 
by economic clas.~. UnIted States, 1945 

Value of allNumber Fa nn Be reage1 
~:Conomie of Total All farm rroduets 1 

t~ 1RSS carital I nbor faims .<:old ,~
1 AI1 Crop 2 resources Sold1.0no land 2 used 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percen t Percent 
Farming Unl.ts: 

Large-scllie farms L7 25.8 11. .I \6.0 B. .1 21. 9 21. 2 

• 
Commercia.!­

family fams: 
Large .......... 7.0 18.3 22.3 22.3 .11.5 2~. 5 25.2 
\leJium......... a).0 24. I 34.4 29.1 N.2 30.0 2Q.6 
5nall ..• , ...... 28.4 .18 . .I 21. 7 18.4 28 . .I l7. I 15.4 

SmaJl-scale fllnns 15.8 5.8 5.7 .1. 6 13.7 4.2 3.0 
Other uni t.s: 

Part- tirre uni ts .. W.3 2.3 1.7 3.1 3.6 1.9 .9 
Nominal units 16.8 5.6 3. I 6.5 10.6 1.4 .7 

\11 farms ..... , 100.0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0-
I SpeCIal Rqlort .1.945 Sample Census of Agriculture (19, table 29, pp. 120­

159) . 
a EstiMted. 

Large-scale farms, as defined hy the economic classification, 
are not numerous- -they represent less than 2 percent of the total 
number of farms. But from the standpoint of total production and 
land use they are important; they account for more than one-fifth 
of the production and nearly one-fourth of the farm sales (table 3). 
From a national standpoint the comme.rcia.l-family farms account 
for the bulk of the farms and .farm production. Together, the three 
clas ses of family -commercial farms include 55 percent of the farms 
and 71 percent of the total value of lJroducts sold and used. Nearly 
1 million farms, or approximately 10 percent of the total number 
of farms, were classified as small-scale and they account for only 
about 4 percent of the total value of products "old and used. 

• 
The small total of farm producti.!:-n contributed by small-scale 

farms is due partly to the relatively small quantities of land and 
capital resources on these farms. The small-scale farms, and to 
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so-me extent the small family farms. utilize a relatively large pro­

portion of the farm labor force on a relatively small part of the 

land and with a relatively small part of the capital resources. • 

Small-scale farms have (m.ly 6 percent of the cropland and 5 per­
cent of the total capital in agriculture. but they accounted for nearly 

15 percent of the estimated total labor resources. 


Production Conditions and Variations in Sizes of Farms 

Production conditions. including density of farm population. 
opportunities for off-farm employment, topography, suitability of 
land for particular enterprises, and related aspects. have influ­
enced greatly the! present pattern of numbers and sizes of farms. 
Institutions and some aspects of public policy also have been influ­
ential. 

The process of technological development in agriculture has 
>"'rved to increase materially the prodl!ctive efficiency of many 
farmers. and to reduce the cost per unit on their farms. But small­
scale farms and to a lesser extent the small family farms have 
frequently been bypassed in this process of mechanization. This 
is indicated not only by the low amounts of capital and the few kinds 
of farm equipment found on the farms but also by the characteris­
tics of the areas in which they are concentrated. Although con­
siderable numbers of these farms are found in all sections of the 
country they are more important in the South. where progress in 
mechanization has been slow (fig. 3). They represent aparticulady 
large proportion of the total number of farms in most of the eastern 
Cotton Belt in the Appalachian and Ozark areas. and in eastern 
Oklahoma and Texas. 

When farms with agricultural disadvantages are located near •urban centers the operators can more easily find off-farm employ­
ment and these farms often are sold to those who wish to live in the 
open countryalld work in the city. A little farming may be done but 
it usually is not the main source of income. Such changes often 
represent a desirable adjustment to the changing economic condi­
tions. Automobiles. improved roads. and rural home facilities, 
have made country living attractive to many city workers.6 

When the farms are located a considerable distance from cities 
or towns the opportunities for off-farm work by the operators are 
fewer and purchases for residential uses are less common. To 
expand significantly the size of these small farms often requires 
complex changes in the type of farming rather than a simple sub­
stitution of capital for labor. Many continue to be operated without 
benefit of the developments in farm practices and machinery that 
have helped to raise the general level of agricultural productivity. 
Resulting low levels of incomes. savings, and schooling. tend to 
limit the opportunities for farm adjustment and for off-farm em­
ployment. 

Difficulties in mC'Chanizing cotton, tobacco. and other crops 
grown in some of these areas have been a part of the problem of 
farm enlargement and development. but a large farming population 
and limited opportunities for off-farm work frequently have re­

6 For .. discussion of this trend in New rork, see Rural Ilo/dings in Dryden 
(24) . • 
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PE RCE NTAGE OF ALL FARMS IN 
SPECIFIED CLASSES, BY STATES, 

1945 

LARGE .SCALE 
FARMS 

PERCENT 

o Under 1.0 
~ 1.0-2.9 
IIIIIIII 3,0 - 4.9 
IIR 5.0 and over 

COMMERCIAL. 
FAMILY FARMS 

PERCENT 

• 
o Under 45 
E3 45-59 
Emi 60-74 
IIIH 75 and over 

SMALL·SCALE 
FARMS 

PERCENT 

o Under 8 
E3 8-14 
mil 15 - 24 
QIiII 25 and over 

lUI .&7se8 .• 

flGlJ1lE 3. --The relative importance of large-scale, commercial-family, and 
smal.l-scale farms varies significantly by regions. 

tarded the making of desirable adjustments and the adoption of im­
proved methods of farming. When the changes in mechanization 
came before the areas were completely settled or stabilized, 
changes in size of farm were made much more easily. This hap­
pened in some pa rts of the Great Plains, for example. 

At the other end of the size scale, the numbers of large-scale 
• farming units are influenced by special production conditions of a 
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somewhat differe!"t kind. The large-scale farms are concentrated 
in particular localities and in particular types of production. The', 
are most important in the Western States. Many of the large-scale 
farms are of specialized types. Nearly one-fifth of all large-scale 
farms in the United States were classified in "miscellaneous 0 r 
other types, " which includes fruit and nut, vegetable. horticultural 
speciality. and forest-product farms (table Zl, p. 58). 

Other important specialized types include livestock ranches. 
irrigated crop farms. and large-scale wheat farms. Variations in 
the numbers of large-scale farms suggest the influence of special 
market and production considerations and the nature of the man­
agement and supervision required. 

Commercial-family farms as a group comprise the great bulk 
of the farms in the Corn Belt and the Midwestern areas. Adapt­
ability of family farms to changing levels of price and 'field, the 
valuable savings from supplementa.ry and complementary relation­

'{ABLE 4. -- Value of land and buildings per acre, by economic doss, by regions, 

19451 


Fan:ting units Other units 
llegion 

Large- Commercial-family farms 5nall- Part- Nan­
scale scale time inal 
{anns Large Medium 5nall Canns uni ts uni ts 

Dollars DoLlars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
Northeast.... 156 80 56 55 48 69 104 

Corn Belt .... 143 122 82 59 42 75 77 

Lake••.•..... 90 77 62 49 39 63 63 

Appal ach ian .. 92 71 56 -16 35 52 53 

Southeast.... 35 32 33 32 27 .t8 36 

Delta........ 58 48 42 :rr 27 37 32 

Southern 


Plains..... 16 31 37 34 28 53 38 

Northern 


Plains ..... 23 33 30 27 22 43 33 

Mountain..... 7 13 17 18 15 .tS 20 

Pacific...... 66 75 85 81 79 147 121 


lhi ted St atfls 27 51 47 ·u 32 60 55 


I Special HeporI1945,sa"'l>le Census of A/Sricullure. (19, table 29, pp.120-159) 

ships among enterprises on diversified farms under close manage­
ment and supervision. and the management problems of a highly 
mechanized and div.ersified agriculture. seem sufficient to check 
the expansion of extremely large farms in these regions. Small 
family farms follow a somewhat different pattern than the medium 
and larger farms. They are of greatest importance in the Appa­
lachian. Corn Belt. Southeastern. and Delta States (table ZZ. p.59). 

In many regions the larger farms are likely to be located on the 
more fertile and productive lands. as indicated by the average value 
of land and buildings per acre (table 4). In the Corn Belt. for ex­
ample. available data indicate a concentration of larger farms in 
the fertile level areas of the central Corn Belt, whereas small 
family and small-scale units are more frequently found in such 
areas as southern Indiana and Illinois and the Ozarks of Missouri. 

• 

• 


• 

http:supplementa.ry
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• 
In the Western and Plains States the average values of land and 
buildings p'!r acre are often somt:what less on the large-scale and 
large family units than on somewhat smaller farms. Large cattle 
ranches and dryland wheat farms arc numerous in these regions 
and the value of land and buildings per acre on these types of farms 
is usually much lower than on farms of other types. 

Production per acre and per unit of livestock is higher on the 
larger farms than on the small farms (table 5). Improvements in 
agriculture practices frequently have benefited thr farmers on the 
good land more than those who have some physical disadvantages, 
such as Tough topography or only smaU acreages of cultiv<!.!able 
soils . .In additIOn, the larger capital accumulations and incomes 
ofkn provide the operator.s who have farms above average in size 
with better opportunit.ies for adopting improvements in production 
methods. The usc of improved varieties and cultural mdrods are 
often refleded in higher yields. Operators of large wheat farms, 
(or example, are able to plow and prepare the land more nearly at 
the proper limp, they commonly uSe improved varieties of seed, 
and they axe more likely to apply phosphates if needed. Operators 
of large Corn Belt farms arc more likely to usc hybrid seed corn, 
commercial fertilizer, and legumes, which make for higher yi.elds 
per acre. These improved production practices bring substantial 
i.ncreases in yi('lds per acre and per unit of livestock on larger 
farms as compared with those that are smaUer. Mo.eover, there 
is some tendency for the farms that happen to have a highe.r yield 
in the census year to be classified in the larger size groups. Al­

• 
though apparently it. is not significant enough to influence matedally 
the general levels of value of products or lhe characteristics of the 
farms, in any attempt to devel..:.p precise measures of net income 
or productivit.y reLat.ionships di reclly (rom d a tab y economic 
classes, it becomes much more important. 

F'ARM SlZES AND F'ARM PROBLEMS 

Many of t.hl; economic problems confronting farm operators and 
thl'ir families are n'lated closely to the size of their farm opera­
tions. Somc' of these problems are peculiar to particul.ar classes 
of farms. Others aS$umt~ Significance when viewed as compari­
sons among the economic classes. Chief of these arc certain as­
pects of the t·frlCicncy of farm production, financial stability, and 
farn) tenure. 

F'n rn1 Tenure 

\'-arm ownershlp sometimes is discussed without particular 
n'gard for other production conditions. For example, lhe fact t.hat 
the number of full Owners increased 15 percent from 1930 to 1945 
sometimes has been taken as evidence of a rapid increase in farm 
ownership. But more than one-third of the full owners enumer­
aled by n.! 1945 census we r(! operating part-time or nominal units 
(tabU:, 2.3, p.60). Thus some of the recent inrrease in farm 0 wn e r­
ship is accol1nted for by the large increase in tht.' nurnbersof 
residential units. Tenure probh'ms on reSidential units should be 

• 
considered from a different standpoint than those 01; dlt: fa rming 
units ...:her(- the far.m IS n business as well as a hom.:. QUestions 
of family security a.ncl stability arc of primary concern when the 
tenu.re status of p'sid\'ntiaL units is analyzed. Tenure problems 

889938 0 • 50. 3 
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TA8LE 5. - - Yitdd per acre of major crops, .. ilk per cOfD and eggs per hen, specified 
type of farming regions, by econogic class, 1944 1 

Crop and region • 
Corll 2 IIbelll; Cotton Tohacco 

Economic class 
('.orn North"rn Southern South- Appa­

Il!I ta
brdt. Phins Plains east .lachian

StatesStates States States Stlltes States 

Bush.: Is Bushels Bushe I.s Pounds Pounds Pounds 
Farming uni tS! 
Larl\e-sclllt: fanns ... 52. B 19. J 3).8 42J 464 1,326 
t~rcial-fwnily 

ranlls 

Larf(t:.............. [i). 1 I 16.7 17.6 0\03 410 1,2J2 

\!edium..... '" .... 'l4.4 14.2 Hi.O 394 43.1 I, .161 

Snail ............. 35.5 11.8 13.3 352 390 .1,041 


Small-scale farm.'.( .. . 29.2 1.I. ·l 11.0 ~2 301 945 
Other uni ts: 
Part-time units..... :~.2 9.6 n.5 284 240 945 
Nominal units ....... 31. 6 ILl J3.8 215 212 785 

All fanns ............ 46.9 15.3 17 .4 3.w 370 1,092 


Li vestock product and regioll 

Mi!kper cow :I ~~gs per hen' 
fconomie class 

North- r£lm North- Corn
Lakl: Paei fict'ast 1:\.,1 t east Belt 

State" StatesStat.:,; Stat.:s Stlltes States 

GaUons (.a I, Ions (.a I Lons (.a Itons DOli!" Dozen •
farmln~ units: 

Lar/ll'-scIII t! farm,; ... 873 1164 798 96.1 10.9 8.3 

VlITf1lI!rcutl- flWl1i I Y 


farlll$ 

Largt· ...........•. 7116 634 731 793 10. l 8.1
I I
\h~dium........... , j 682 569 656 716 9.4 8.0 

Snal.l. ........ , ... 538 5·l2 610 8.5 7.7 


Small-sea It, farm!; .•. 422 459 600 1.0 7.0 

Oth .. r uni ts: l:iJ

I 
Part- time units ..... 442 420 ,.58 579 7.5 6.9 

Nmlinlll units ....... 420 377 .180 494 S.S S. 5 


All farms ........ " .. 679 5t2 624 783 9.3 7.7 


I Posed 011 unpuh1. i Sflf:d data frolll t.he 1045 S,.n,,1.<: Census 0 r AgricuJ tu I'e , used 
bv P" rmis.~l(lfI 0 [ the ,'\ire"u "f Celis us. 

. , Itarvested for/(r"l n. 
• Per COW mi Iked durin~ :1944. 
• Per chicken. over 4 months old on I"vld .'IUluary I, .1945. 

of farming units need to be viewed from the standpoints of both 
security and production efficiency. 

Tenancy often represents a means of increasing the size and 
the levels of income from the farm operations on the farming units, 
although the conditions under which this occurs may give rise to 
some degree of insecurity. The greater number of farms by part ­
owners in the .large.r size groups explains how a great many farms 
become larger {fig. 4). In this group of part-owner farms :1 little 
more than half of the land (about 52 percent) is owned by the op - • 
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• TENURe OF OPERATORS BY CLASS OF FARM 
PUCEN! 

0 20 40 60 80 100 
t---,-~ r~~r-"II 	 'T '--'-':J 

lARGE SCALE 	 ':"'1 

I I I ! I f 

lAR.GE COMM FAMilY 	 V/////~ J 
I I I I ! ; 

MEDIUM COMM ·fAMllY W///U/A' j 

I I I I I I 
I 

SMALL COMM fAMll),· ······1 
I I I 1 I I 

SMAll SCAlE 	 VA':':'<'j 

I f I ! I I 
PAA.l liME UNITS 

I I I ,; I j 
NOMINAL UNIIS 

L J. I IJ. ..,.", 

• 	 Full owners • Pari owne.. II Managt'" 

~ Shore tenon"" EZI Other tenon" 

·'I~Cll/DI""G HhU,C.t.jl'f 4";0 C'O"'11 

tOUte; U~'U'lUH'D bAr ... '.0.. ,tf, IV.j ." .... '" e''''SUi 01 "G'j~ll1rU" 

• 	
U( .t7!!""'). 

nQ.Rt: .I.--Fu!l own.,rshlp d,'Cl'cas ..s r.s size of farm increases blJ~ about the 
SitfTr proporUon of farmers on a II ".lasses of fllnnil\~ lin; IS ,"m sOOl~ of the land 
th.,y Or~.·l'ale, About thrc •.'-foul,ths of t.he part-LIme and nomInal units are 
Olkrr.t,·t! 1,\, fuJI Qwn... rs. 

erators. Farmers who own some land often rent adjoining farms 
or separate tracts that can be combined with their own for operation 
as an efficH!ni. unit. Pad ownership is most common on the large 
farms, In some cases a choice is made between greater production 
efficicnc;>' and full ownership when thes.c farms are enlarged, The 
choice may be bdw!:en owner operatorship of a small unit and the 
usc of capital for machine.ry and equipment. to operate a larger unit 
as a tenant. Over-all inforn'ation is not available on the amount 
of mortgago:d debt by economic class, but related data seem to in­
dicate that a somewhat larger percentage of the larger owner-op­
erated farms are mortgaged. 

Financial Stability 

Farm operators' incomes available for family living character­
isUcaUy fluctuate widely because of the highly variable nature of 
[arm pric(;'s and crop yields on individual farms and the tendency 
for many farm costs to remain .relatively fixed, Expenses for fuel, 
.repairs, taxes, fan11 supplies, and debt service, for example. 
seldom change in proportion to changes in farm incomes so rela­
tive changes from year to year .in nel 'incomes available for family 

• living gencrallyarc gr('at<.'rthan are the changes in gross incomes. 
This tS parlic'td.ttrly tr,Ue 1n caseS where the expenditures for re­
50tlrCvS and other inputs not owned by the family constitute a large 

http:machine.ry
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part of the gross income, so that margins of nd income per unit 
of product are narrow. 

J:n appraising the degree to which operators of various sizes of 
ullits are affected by changes .in economic conditions, particular •
attention must be given to the proportion of the resources in each 
group that is owned by the operator; for margins of net income ,are 
affected materially by payments for hired labor, interest, and land 
rent. When farm prices increase or decrease more than do unit 
costs, the effects on net incomes will vary materially, depending, 
in part, on the margin of net income per unit of product. If the 
margin of net income is narrow, changes in prices will affect the 
net Incomes ,more than when the margin is wider. The relatively 
greater dependence on hired iabor appears to be one of the major 
rea,sons why the margin of net income is narrower on the large 
family and large -scale farms than on the medium family farms. 

The higher percentage of rented land on the larger units also 
decreases the a'J'erage margin of net income on these farms. Ex­
pensesfor share rent sometimes may influence decidedly the vari­
ations in net farm income, even though the amount of share rent 
varies with changes in conditions. For even though the value of 
share rent decreases in the same proportion as farm prices it re­
duces the margin of net income; consequently, where substantial 
amounts of other expenses remain ,relatively fixed, the per.centage 
reuuction in net income is likely to be considerably larger than it 
would have been if no share rent were paid. 7 It is true, on the 
other hand, that the farmer who is enlarging his farm, especially 
i, ,I times of high prices, will probably be less vulnerable to fluc­
t.uations i,n farm-product prices if he rents additional land instead 
of borrow1ng the money to buy it, since interest and loan repay­
ments would not only decrease operating margins but would also •
add another item of fixed expense. 

Hired 1aborrepresents a particularly large part of the expenses 
on large-scale farms. Most of these units are above a size that 
can be handled with family labor using modern machinery. Nearly 
40 percent of the total farm wage bill is paid by the large-scale 
farms (table 6). Their labor cost averaged more than $7, ODD, or 
nearly one-fifth of their gross incomes, in 1944. On other classes 
of farms the wage bills are relatively small, ranging from 11 per­
cent of total value of products on large commercial-family farms 
to less than 4 percent on small-scal~ farming units. 

Operating ma.rgins are affected by other production expenses as 
well. Data on these other e.xpenses are not complete, however, 
and the patterns among economic classes of farms are not clear­
cut. But there is no apparent general tendency for the production 
expenses, other than hired labor, to represent a larger proportion 
of gross incomes on large farms than on small farms (table ;:'4, 
p. 61). Selecied expenditures reported by the census in 1944 for 
the United Sloltes are influenced considerably by diHerencQs in 
regional and geographic concentrations of the diHerent classes of 
farms. For example, the expenses for fertilizer and lime are 
largest on the small family and small-scale farms which are con­
centrated heavily in the South. Many of the miscellaneous expenses 
that were omitted--such as fruit and vegetable containers, costs 

7 See data ill tab1e 10 for all illu.slrotiofl 01. this situati.on. • 
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TAll..E 6. - -Perantage of all labor h trt!d, cash ..ages po td per fora, rutd ~rcrntage 0 { faras repor t ing spec tf ted cash wages paid, by eco" 

nCIIIle class, lhll red States, 1945 

Man equiva. 
Cash wages Percental!" of fanns reporting!lent" of 

Cash wages paid per fann ~ci {ied cash .. a81's paidhired labor 
Economic paidas percent­

class percent AU Fanns 11,000 12. !DO IS,OOOage of all Sl~of lotal farms reporting None 3 to to &labor re­
2 1999 f2.499 14,999 OYt!1'..a~ssources 

Percent Perc.,n r lXIllars Dollars Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent CD 

Fanning uni ts: E
Lar81' scale Jarms...... 79.8 38.7 7,262 7.696 5.6 12.5 22.3 21. I 38.5 oCtmnerciai-fsnily fams: ... 

Large.........•...... 42.8 24.4 1,143 1.319 13.3 47.2 26.0 10.1 3.4 ... 
>Medium............... 27.9 22.5 368 494 25.6 63.3 9.6 1.3 .2 = l!:Snail. ... '" ..•...... 10. i 9.6 III 215 48.4 ~.O 1.5 .1 • 
ctI 

Snail-scale fams ...... 3.8 1.5 32 106 69.9 29.9 . 2 • • 
ZOther uni ts: 

Part-tUne units........ 6.5 .9 28 95 iJ.2 28.6 .2 • • ;! 
Nominal uni ts.......... 6. 5 2.4 46 223 79.4 19.6 .7 .2 .1 1'1 

c: 
Z 

All farms ............... 22.2 100.0 327 675 51. 6 41. 3 4. 7 1.4 1.0 ::j 
1'1 o 

I Basedonunpublisheddatafram thel!)45 Sample Census of Agriculture. used by pennissionofthe Bureau of Census, except "man equiv- ~ 
alents of hired labor as percentage of all labor." See table 19. p. 56 for basis of this estimate. :: 

D Average of all fanns in each class. !:i 
I Assumes that fanns "not reporting" wages made no cash lIIal!" payment6 in 1944. 
• Less than O. I percent. 
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of cotton ginning, and costs of irrigation- -are especially note­
worthy in particular areas and types of farm. 

Power and machinery operation and depreciation and building 
expenses are of general importance on all classes of farms but no 
estimates art: available from the census and these expenses are 
difficult to estimate by economic class from the data that are avail­
able. In general, power and machinery expenses perhaps would 
not be expected to be as large a proportion of the income on large 
farms as on small ones. Increasedcobls for gasolim: and motor 
fuel, for example, oftt!n are more than offset by the output from 
the larger acreagl!s that. can be handled by tractor power. Tenta­
tive estimates have been prepared of total farm production t!X­
penst!s (t!xcludingrent and interest) by economic class for the Corn 
.Belt States. In this region these data indicah: that expenditures 
represent a somewhat higher pt!rcentage of gross income on very 
small farms than on medium-sized farms (table 25, p. 62). Ex­
penditures take the largest proportion of gross income on thelarge­
scale farm. 

In.::omes on the small-scale and small. family farms may be 
considered to be more stable because of the high percentage of the 
total fa.rm production used in the home. An average of sl.ightly 
mort! than one-third of the total value of products on the small .. 
scale farms was used for family living (fig. 5). In contra~t, less 
than 5 percent of the total value of farm products on largt! family 
and large-scale farms was for home usc. This may be a rather 
misleading indication of financial stability, however, since cash 
farm expenditures frequently arc almost as large as the cash farm 
income on the small-scale farms. Consequt!ntly, a small decline 
in farm prices or yields may cause a larger dt:cline in the net cash • 
income on these farms than on larger units. Furthermore, the 
reported value of farm products used in the homes is less on the 
small farms than on the larger farms . 

.A large part of the sales on small farms are from crops whost! 
price variability has been large in the past. Dairy, poultry, and 
livestock, arc especially important on medium and large family 
farms while fruit and vegetable products are a major source of in­
come on many large-scale farms. It should be nott!d, however, 
that these differences arise primarily from the variations in geo­
graphic distribution of the respective classes of [arms, 

A frequently cited advantage of small farms is the relative sta­
bi1.it)'in their levels of riet income. But tht! characteristics of 
farms by economic class raise some questions as to whelhe.r the 
small-scale and small famUy farms in American agriculture are, 
in general, subject to appreciably less financial stress than are the 
somewhat larger units. Available evidence indicates the probability 
that there has been a considerable increase in fluctuations of in­
come on large-scale farms. 

Differences in Production Efficiency 

Larger [arms generally are considered more efficient than 
smalle.r ones, The combinations of farm res~urces by economic 
class reveal many charactl;"rlstics that would make for greater 
efficiency of production on the larger units. Most nott!worthy are • 
the differences in the amount of land and capital available for com­
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SOURCES OF INCOME BY CLASS OF FARMS 

fiRCENT 
40 100....".--..,~,""-~~T" '-T'-'"' 
FARMING 
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f .. iL.... ; 

MEL-tUM 

SMAIL 

SMAll SC,AlE 

• PAU liME 
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*,.• j ,_L" 

_ Field crop' • Live,lod • Dairy 

IBII8I Poultry t@ Other ,01., D U,ed on farm 

, .. " ,7100 •• 

FIGUU-; 5. ··Inco"., from LIvestock ""d Ilves\,ock proouct5including dairy and 
poult.ry ar.. /IIost; imporL..nt 011 conrrr:rcinl f .. mily farms. Only 011 large-scale 
farm... are fruilS, nUls, and vegetables, " rmjor sourCe of inconr.. 

bination with the available labor resources, differences in the kinds 
of machinery and equipment. and diHerences in management, al ­
though management does not lend itself easily to statistical measure­
ment. 

The combined dfeds of these diff'!rences in the characteristics 
of the production combinations can be e"pected to result in marked 
differences in efficiency. These can best be measured in terms of 
the relation of changes.in fal:m inputs to changes .in farm outp u t s .8 

Some notion of the extent of the differences in efficiency by eco­
nomic classes of farming units in the Corn Belt can be gained from 

• 
• Pllrt-l.ifll! and 1I0000illlli unit.s lire 1I0\' suhject. to t.his kind of alia lysis. Farm­

ing operations of this 1.)'1": lire frequent.ly ulldertnken more for pleasure t.hllll for 
prof i t. and _ou 1.1 lIt;cd to be COllsi.!r. ro:d ,ill relatj'lll to I.ota t incooe. 
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the illustrative 1 of net farm returns in 1941. 9 (table 7). 
Census information .ncome and expenses. supplemented byes­
timates of farm e.xpcnse items not ,reported. provides a crude 
measure of the differences in the efficiency of production among th'c: 
severalc1asses of farming units. But interpretation is complicated 
by the lack of a common denominator for the inputs of capital and 
labor. the lack of a measure of management. and the' diffe rential 
effects of the unusual price relationships in 1944. as well as by 
difficulties in estimation. Neverthel.ess the wide diffe,rcnces in 
income .in relation to capital. and labor inputs, at least between the 
medium family farms and the small family and smalt-scale farms. 
appear too large to be attributed entirt!ly to errors of estimati.on. 
They also are consistent with the decided diffe rences in the kinds 
of capital available on the respective farms and the fuUe r employ­
me,r.t of available family labor rt;sources. Marked differences 
also may be noted with respect to differ,'nces in n,'t farm income 
in ro::lation to capital inputs on the large family and large -scale 
farms, But. the favorable relation bet.ween wages of hired labor and 
farm-product prices in 1944. the lack of information on the man­
agement inputs. as well as certain othe r problems of estimation, 
should be consi.dered carefully wht';n drawing a conclusion from 
these data. 

T11e indicated low level. of productiun efficiency on small farms 
is consistent with other research results and with general obser~ 
valion. The tendency toward an increas.ing effidency on the larger 
sizes emphasiz(,s the beneficial influences of mechanization and 
other improved farming methods which are found to a 'greatcr ex­
tent On l(ager farms. SlIch increascs in returns rest lIpon a com­
plex of improvements. For example. the use of mechanical power 
.and improved equipment pc rmits all expansion of the size of the 
farming units withollt requiring large increases in hired .labor. 
Th~' investment and the cur'rent operating expense for power and 
equipment often .are .less per unit ofprodllction on the larger [arms 
thai. on the small. f<lrms that art:" operated mainl.y by' animal power. 
At the same time. production per acre may be increased by using 
better vadclies and improved tillage. In total, these improve­
rnents can resuLt in substantial increase in production per acre. 
per unit of livestock. and per worker. In many individual instances 
the total cost may b(· less for a larger output than for a smaUer 
volume if conside rable shifting in technology is involved. 10 

How much reliabi.lity can be placed upon returns to land, .la-bor. 
and capital. as measured directly from available information from 
the census and other SOurces, poses a dUficult question. The il.­
lusLrativedatafortheCorn BeHshownin tables 7and 25. pp. 25,62. 
will focus 50O"le of the prOblems involved. It should be borne in 
mind. however. that the p,robh:rns of estimation are somewhat 
simpler in this region than .in many others. 

~ III tIllS COIlIlt"C'lIOI1 sl'e: Iltiferent LU Is tn Pradu('r l,IJuy (lru! In farm .Inc-o"", 
of Agrtculr.ura! lIot'ker.~ by 8lH oll:'nterpnse and by Re{!.Lons (8). ProducrLOn 
funcoons fr'om a Rnmlom Sam,. Ie ojForms flU). Foro'anl 1'nces. for Agncul.ture (1J). 

10 So:., SI.·1.111un E. .Johllsol1, Technolop.,lC(ll Chilnl'~s tlTld the Future of Hura 1 I,lf~, 
,JOilll M'~~'l:il1f:: Hurf.! Soclolof!l('ttl :)oC\.!ty lind tIll" Farm ~:collonlic ,\.'soclall0n, 
I\:cemh.,I' 1!J4q (llnpllhlisl"'d) for furtl,,: ... discussio.1 d tIns point, Sec also 
Capt/a I, 1.llbor Subsl dur tOTl In Cot ron Far"nng (2) for i\ disC'ussloll of such 
slnfl~ Oil ('otlon fll.rms. 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 7. __ lndUf!S of est ilia ted net farll incolle, capital and lc:bor rf!sourCf!S fa, 
fart4ing units by econolJlic class, Corn Bell Statf!s, J944 I 

Indexes of net. fann 
incane and resources 

F.conomic (Average of ail fannillfS uni ts = 1(0) 
clas.. 

Net Cann Capi tal Fmnily labor 
income resources resources 

Percp,nl Perc*,." I PerCf!nt 
Lorg.,--"Cale............. '" ....... -181 481 III 

Commercial-familY Canns: 
Large....•.............•......... 2.11 211 III 
~tedium..........•.....•......... , 109 Cf') 103 
::mall ........................... , .j.() ·W 95 

Small-scal\:....•.................. III 23 87 


• 

I See table 25 for details of ,:stimates. 

The first series of problems are encountered in estimating the 
gross income and the farm-operating expenses. In the aggregate, 
census totals for both the income and the expense items are below 
the official estimates of the Bureau of Agricultural. Economics, but 
no suitable basis is available for ascertaining the degree of under­
reporting by size of farl!'>. Such expenses as machinery operation, 
machinery depredation, and other miscellaneous items were not 
covered by the census and so must be estimated. These apparently 
total about two fifths of the expenses in several cof the classes of 
farms. Estimated totals (or all farms have been compiled by the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics but no generally applicable basis 
is available for breaking these down by size of farm groups. Con­
sequently, various assumptions were .made in estimating these ex­
penditures for each class of farming unit in the Corn Belt. 11 

Some of the expense items reported by the census may also be 
misleading [rom the standpoint of ,~f£iciency analysis, sinc!! no in­
ventory data were available. 

In measuring differentials in production effici(!ncy serious prob­
lems of methodology arise when gross income minus operating ex­
pense on the different groups of farms is compared to the resources 
used. Obviously, the absolute amountr. will vary greatly, depend­
ing on price -cost relations. For instar.ce, such returns were much 
larger in 1944 than in 1939. Therefore, the relation of the in­
c rease in net outFut to the inc rease in inputs by size of farm is the 
best indication. If either the prices of some products or the items 
of expenses that are especially important on some groups of farms 
ha:· .. ~, to be in a favorable or unfavorable relationship the resulting 
relati.)nships of' input and output by size of farm will be affected 
accordingly. 

II Misc'lilaneous operat.ing expen<;es, for example, were distributed ac;r;ord­
in@' to the proportion of the sales on various classes of farms. In view of the 
.. ide variation ill. type-of- forming amonK tlte size groups these estimates probably 
have a considerable margin of error. Expenditures for c'l'erating motor vehicles 
were esdmated on the basis of number of tractors in each doss adjusted for 
·variations in fuel consumption by size C)f farm. Depreciation on motor vehicles 
anti ... intenance expenses for other machinery were distributed on the basis of per 

• 
form, value of machinery and equipment in ellch class of farm. The estimate of 
del'redadon does not I;ak., Account. of di fferences in composition of machinery 
items in anilllal use of t.hese machines on various sizes of farms nor variations 
omong c.lasses in value of farm use of the automohile. 

889938 0 • 50 - 4 
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The relative level of net returns, especially on the large -scale 
units, may be affected by some of the assumptions mentiont:d 
previously and by the tendency [or [arms that have high yields or • 
that hav~ subslantiallivestocksales out of inventories tobe classi­
fied in larger size groups than similar farms that have low yields 
or a low volume of Livestock sales in the particular year.12 The 
smaller size groups contain considerably more farms than do the 
la.rger size groups. The number of farms shifted to larger size 
groups, therefore, will not be fully compensated by shifts from 
the larger size groups. This will tend to increase the ratio of 
output to inputs on the I ar ge r size -of - fa rm groups. Although this 
tendency may nol be 8rea~ enough to affect significantly the quan­
tities of resources by siz(' of fa.rm, it becomes much more im­
portant in analyses thl'll require precise measurement of efficiency 
relations hips among lhe si zc 8 roups. 

The calculations of di rect returns to .labor, management, and 
capital, necessarily require many assumptions and are subject to 
some bias. Although the large increase in production efficiency 
between the small family and medium family classes is consistent 
with the rciatively large differences in the extent to which these 
groups of farmers have mechanized lheir production, the nature o[ 
the calc ulation o[ net r<?tu rns leaves cons ide r abl e doubt regarding 
the exact extent uf this increase as wdl as the relative eHiciency 
of large family and large-sca1.e [arms. Direct calculations o[ re­
t.llrns by economic class may prove to be more generally useful in 
analyzing problems of economic structure and stability o[ net in­
comes than in the analysis of p.roduction efficiency. A more satis­
factory--aLthough mOrt! expensIve--approach to the analysis o[ 
efficiency prcblcms that require rather precise measurements of • 
net rclurns perhaps would be somewhat as follows: 

(1) Uscthe economic cIassification as a framework [or drawing 
a sample and developing information on farm acreages, land use, 
acreages or c.rops, and similar cha,"actcristics by economic class 
of farm. 

(2) Make a field survey, collecting adequate information on 
usual input and output. relationships on farms having resour.ce 
characteristics similar to those in each economic class. 

(3) Ocvclup est.imates of average income and expenses by eco­
nomic class of farm on the basis of these dala. 

I~. Sel' !llsa L/lbol' i'roc/uctLVtty and SlU of Farm, a sr.t1ttstlccd pitJul1 (13)" 

• 
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Research into the production efficiency of different sizes of 
farms must go beyond a description of prp.sent levels of efficiency. 
Solution of problems confront.ing operators of specific groups of 
far ms requires information on the particuLal' adjustment oppor­
tunities that may be available to them. Adjustment problems and 
opportunities of operators of large farms differ decidedly from 
those of the operators of small fal'ms, Opportunities for off-farm 
employment, for example, would appear to be of major interest in 
the study of adjustment opportunities on small farms but may be of 
minor interest in analyz.ing problems and adjustment opportunities 
or. large commercial farms. Opportunities for farm adjustments 
on small farms are much more likely to require a t:omplex of 
changes in type-oC-farming, farm acreage, and kinds of production 
equipment, than do the adjustments that are desirable on larger 
farms, A meaningful. siz.e classification of farms can add to the 
effectiveness of the analysis of these problems hy providing a 
framework for the focusing of significant problems and a basis [or 
developing valuable conc1usions, 

MANAGEMENT UNITS IN SELECTED AREAS OF MU.LTIPLE 
UNITS13 

• 

A pattern of farm operation prevails in southern agriculture 
which is uncommon in other parts of the United States. Under this 
arrangement the operator usually provides the land, power, equip­
m.::nt, and general management fot the operation, and pays a share 
of the crop to the tenant for his work. The enti re operation is 
handled as a unit from the standpoint of farm organization and 
management. Although this type of agriculture sometimes has been 
caned "plantation agriculture, II m<Il1Y of the units are small, em­
ploying only one.or two croppers or tenants, 

Since. under th1S arrangement the operations include the home 
farm and on(: or more subunits (whl,'h under census definitions 
would be called farms) th,:y have been designated by the census as 
mull Ip/C' 11/1;t". Farms in the South that are operated with family 
and h-hed labor only are called sillg/!.'! units, Throughout the rest 
of this report, single and multiple units, taken together, are re­
Cerredtoas m'lnngf'IIIt'llt IIlli/s: a management unit thus includes 
all of th(> land managed by an operator whether operated as a single 
\1nit or as a multiple unit. Management units may be compared 
within the same al'ca, and with operating units elsewhere in the 
United States. 

The concept of th .. management unit is important in the analysis 
of the probLems of [;;.rm organization, production efficiency. and 
opportunities for farm adjustments, Opport.unith:s fol' adopting 
technological deveLopments, for example, will tend to vary with the 
size of the management. 1l1·.. ·.H rather than with the size of the com­
ponent subunits. The ope,:~tor makes such decisions on the basis 

l3 '111t~ data :ill LIdS 5.,(,1' ion n"t' lWlw.! on n speci III lal,uJttt i.oll for t.h..~ !jllrt'nll 
of A!!rirllllllf'nl J-:'nnolll.ics by till' }.II,,'II\I of (:.-115118. "11 IliIlLL.ipl,~ uniL:" and II swn­
1'1,> of th,' :>in~:lf.' 1I11i tfl i.1I th,· St·leeL..rI n.I't·tI "''''''' dnssif:i,-d ~nd tabulated. 11,,,, 
"lassificAlio" 1"'O('('rhll''' Ii..r ,mdlipi" units dir(,'rs slightly frolll the procedure 

• 
USt,d for sil1f;\(' units II lid. (urllls in. "d\('!' tl ..('as 'ill tlHtI,. lh,' v(llu., of' .land <,.,t! 
build.illl!s WIlS not .lllduded as OIW of tilt' cl'itel':in of' clnl;l<i 1';,'111,1011, ,'L II l.,ter 
dilt(' n '10in! OM;--G'IlSIII< t(·il'n~H· IS plnl)Jlt-c1 1'0 [lr(''''-llt tll<' d"tflii,'d informal,ion 
by Stnt'"s, 
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of his estimate of their effects upon the net income from the entire 
operation. The decision to buy a cotton picker or to make a shift 
toward a livestock system of farming usually changes the organiza­
tion of the entire management unit. Some croppers may be no 
longer needed and the status of others may change. 

Multiple units are associated closely with the production of the 
major cash crops in the South, especially, cotton, tobacco, and 
peanuts. On these units the machinery and work power are usually 
furnished by the operator. Arrangements of this sort are found in 
othe r areas of the united States but they occ ur much less frequently. 

Complete data are not available on management units in the 
South. Data were tabulated from the 1945 census for multiple-unit 
operations in areas of heavy concentration accounting for 80 per­
cent or more of all multiple units in the South. Tennessee, Ken­
tucky, Texas, and FLorida, are the southern States for which such 
data a re not avail able in the 1945 tabulations. 

Numbers and Sizes of Management Units and Census Farms in 
the South 

The numbers and sizes of management units in the South are 
considerably different from the numbers and sizes of census farms. 
The number of units is reduced from 1.5 to 1. I million, or approxi­
mate�y one-fourth for the selected multiple-unit area as a whole. 
Changes in the numbers of part-time and nominal units are relatively 
small. The largest dec reases occ ur in the economic classes de­
signated as small family and smaLL-scale farms. Numbers in each 
of these classes are decreased by more than one-thii'd (table 8). 

The largest change occu.rs in the numbers in the smaLL family 
class, Numbers in this class were reduced from 563,000 to 354,000 
- -about one -half of the total reduction. This is a further indication 

TABLE 8. - -Compar is 011 oj lIumber oj marlJlgemellt UII its and census farms, 
by ecollomic class, selected areu, 1945 

Economic Census Management 
class farms uni ts 

Thousallds Percent Thou s alIds Percent 
Farming uni ts: 
Large-scale farms •..••....••••.• 0. 7.7 0.5 12.5 1.1 
Comnercial-family {arllls: 

Large ................... , ....... 24.5 1.6 39.8 3.5 

Medium .......................... 146.7 9.5 145.5 12.9 

Small ........................... 563.3 36.6 353.6 31.4 

Small- sca Ie farms ................. 413.6 26.9 264.8 23.5 
Other uni ts: 

~Part-time units ......... ......... 135.4 8.8 119.8 10.6 

,Nominal units ..................... 248.4 16.1 191.9 17.0 


All farms .......................... 1,539.6 100.0 1,127.9 100.0 


Unruh1 ished do to 1945 Census 0 { Agricu I tu re, used by permls~ 1 o~ 0 ~ t~e 
Bureau of Census. Selected area includes Alabama, Arkansas, MISSISSIPPI, 
Louisiana, Georgi .. , North Carolina, South Carolina, and the selected muitipl{, ­
unit areas in Virginia and Missouri. Data for multiple units in Arkansas and 
North CaroEna re'!ate only to the area included in the rnultiple-unit s.tudy. 
See Multiple Ullit Operations, U. $. Census of Agriculture, 1945 (20, ftg. 5, 
page 14). 

• 

• 

• 



29 SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES 

• 
that many of the subunits had a total value of products above $ 1,200 
in 1944. 

Numbers of large and large -scale farms are inc reased, but 
even on a management-unit basis the proportions of all units in the 
large and large-scale classes in the South are somewhat below the 
national average. The change in the concept of a farm also has the 
effect of increasing the amount of land and other resources in the 
larger sizes of farms in the South. 

The combination of subunits into management units has the 
effect of materially decreasing the number of farms and increasing 
the proportion of farms in the large and large -scale classes. Ef­
fects on the average land and capital resources per farm by economic 
class, however, are less noticeable (table 26, p. 63). The charac­
te ristics of the farms byeconomic class in te rms of land and capital 
resources are not materiaUy changed. The classification on the 
basis of management units has the effect of slightly increasing the 
average land and capital inputs in most of the economic classes. 
This is due in part to the general tendency for the multiple units 
to be larger. But there is some reason for believing that several 
of the multiple units that fall in the small commercial-family and 
small.-scale classes represent cases in which incomes were poorly 
reported. It is often hard to get income data for individual sub­
units that are farmed by croppers. 

Characteristics of Multiple Units and Single Units 

• 
Multiple and single units differ in several important respects. 

Numerically single units are much more important. However, the 
multiple units account [or a substantial part of the resources and 
production. Approximately two-thirds of the multiple units are 
classifiedas medium, large, and large-scale. Only about one-tenth 
of the single units fall in these classes (table 27, p.64». 

Nearly three -fifths of the single units are in the small-scale and 
small family classes, characterized by small acreages of land and 
low capital invesilncnt.s and small volumes of production. Another 
one-third of the single units fall into the part-time and nominal 
classes. The relatively small number of single units in the larger 
size classes is related in part to the prevailing type of farming and 
production methods. With the prevailing techniques only small 
cotton and tobacco farms can be operated with operator and family 
labor alnne. Partly because of the financial risks involved in an 
organization that requires much hired labor, cotton and tobacco 
farmers who operate the larger units tend to use cropper labor and 
so are classed as multiple units. 

Morc than 90 percent of the medium, large, and large-scale 
multiple units were classified as field-crop types in 1945 (table 
28, p. 64). The percentages are somewhat lower for the multiple 
units that fall in the other economic classes, primarily because 
of the increase in the number of farms classified as family living. 

About half of the 987,000 single units in the selected area were 
classified as field-crop farms. Another 165,000 or approximately 
one-third of these farms, were classifiedas subsistence or family­

• 
living farms. Most of these are in the economic classes designated 
as part-time, nominal, and small-scale. The few large -scale 
single units are predominately types other than cotton and tobacco. 
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The organization of labor on single and multiple units is of course 
quite diHerent since the multiple unit, by definition, depends partly 
or entirely on cropper or tenant labor. The best available repre­ • 
sentation of the amount of this labor is the number of subunits in 
the multiple units. It must be remembered, however, that sub­
units usually include the home farm of the multiple -unit operator. 
The number of subunits operated by tenants and c roppe.rs, the refore, 
would be approximately 14 on the large -scale units, 4 on the large 
farms, 2 on the medium family farms, and I on the other classes 
of farms (table 29, p. 65). In addition to the labor provided by these 
tenants and croppers considerable wage labor is hired on the larger 
farms. 

The term "large family farm" is not a very suitable description 
of many of the multiple units in this class. As now organized, the 
operator's labor constitutes a relatively smilll part of the total labor 
force on many of them. In general, the labor requirements are 
considerably larger on the multiple units than on the single units of 
comparable size. A much larger proportion of the multiple ~nits 
follow a cotton or tobacco system of farming. 

Effects on Farm Size in United States and Selected Regions 

Shifting from a census -unit basis to a management-unit basis 
does not change materially the over-all United States picture of the 
relative proportion of the farms in each economic class (table 9). 
But there would be a slight increase in the proportion of the units 
classified as medium or larger and a decrease in the proportion 
classified as small commercial-family and small-scale. On a 
regional basis the classification of farms on a management-unit • 
basis has a substantial effect in the Delta, the Southeast, and the 
Appalachian region. A few multiple units were tabulated in Missouri 
but the number was small and would have a negligible effect on the 
numbers and sizes of farms in the Corn Belt. 

Appraisal of the nature of the regional effects of this change in 
the concept of a fa rming unit is complicated by the fact that in some 
areas, especially in the Appalachian region, information is not 
available on management units. Approximately two-fifths of the 
cropper units in the Appalachian region are located in these areas. 
Consequently, no comparisons are shown for the Appalachian region 
as a whole. Effects on the numbers and sizes of units inthe South­
eastern and Delta areas are similar to those for the selected area 
(table 30, p. 66). The proportion of multiple units are somewhat 
highe r in the Delta than in the Southeast and so the extent of change 
is somewhat greater. 

LARGE-SCALE FARMS 

Much has been written about large-scale farming. The term 
"large -scale farm, " however, has somewhat different meanings 
among different people. Some use the term as synonymous with 
"factory type" farms to indicate those farms t hat employ many 
workers on highly specialized operations. Sometimes the term is 
usedto cover any farm that uses agreat deal of hired labor. Others 
use the term to designate unusually large farms regardless of the 
labor employed. It is in this last-mentioned sense that the term is • 
used in this publication. Large -scale farms are defined in terms 
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TABLE 9. -- Efj~ct of uung management 

Economi c cl ass 

Forming Wli ts: 
L"rge-scale fanns................... 
Ccmnercial-flSl1ily farm,,: 

Large............................. 

Medium. ........................... 

Small .................... _........ 


Small-scale Iarms ................... 

Other Wlits: 

Part-timP. units..................... 
Naninal units....................... 

All farms ............................ 


1 Management wlits for selected area. 

• 

un,r on rhe number oj jurms ,utli ar,r~u!;e <)J jurm [ulld, by econO!lltc c/uss, ('rllteli States, 1945 1 

~unlt:.; r 0 r fa IlllS Pf!'rCf~tla~t; of fanns Percentage of farm acreage 

l sing 
management 


Census units ill t.he CA:nsus 

sdected 


area 

1housIlruis Thousaruls Percent

I.,102. J 106.9 

408.9 424.3 7.0 
1.173. 0 1,171. 7 20.0 

J, 66.1. 9 1,452.2 28.4 


923.5 774.7 15.8 

602.2 586.7 10.3 
987.3 930.8 16.8 


5,858.9 5,147.3 100.0 


Based on unpublished data J945 Census 

Using 
managmwnt 

uni ts in th~ Census 
sel"cled 

area 

I'erc~n t Per'Cent 

2.0 25.8 

7.8 18.3 
21. 5 24. I 
26.6 18. J 
].t.2 5.8 

10.8 2.3 
17.1 5.6 

100.0 100.0 
~--------

of Agncu]ture, l7. S. 
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tiple-unit study. See ·\lultipleLlnitOperatiOlls, U. S. v.,nsus of A~ricultl:!Ce, 1945 (20, flf!.. 5, p. 14). ~ 
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of the total size of the business. not in terms of the amounts of 
particular inputs such as hired labor. This definition is consistent 
with general usage of terms such as scale or size of farm. 

Large-scale farms. as classified in the 1945 census. includes 
primarily farms reporting a value of products of $ 20. 000 or more 
in 194,4. In addition. certainotherfarms wereincludedwhencharac­
teristics indicated that they normally would be classified as large­
scale on the basis of value of products. The transfer of farms on 
the basis of the value of land and buildings criteria and individual 
e)(aminations of special characteristics had much more effect on 
the numbers of large-scale farms than on the numbers in other 
economic classes. 

The large -scale farms covered by the regular census include 
only the farms operated by family arid wage labor. In most of the 
South. howeve r. the special tabulation of management units in the 
multiple-unit area makes information available on large-scale 
tenant plantations. 

The increase in the average size of commercial farms in many 
areas. over the last few decades. has alarmed many people. Ques­
tions a,re being asked about large-scale farms. as: How important 
are large -scale fa,rms? Whe re are they found? What types of 
products are grown? Are they more efficient? What conditions 
encourage and discourage lal'ge-scale farming? 

Some of these questions are difficult if not impossible to answer 
fully. on thl:; basis of available information. In some cases facts 
can be provided which will help whEn the questions are studied but 
the conclusions drawn also will depend on attitudes toward farming 
as a way of life. It is extremely important when appraising these 
questions. therefore. to keep in mind the limitations of the data. • 

Production Efficiency and Financial Risks 

The comparative efficiency of large-scale farming is an espe­
cially difficult question to evaluate. We know that returns may vary 
with size of farms because of such things as: 

(I) Differences in physical efficiency of different kinds and sizes 
of machinery. equipment. and farm buildings. 

(2) Extent to which some key items in production. as machinery 
or buildings. require large quantities of land or labor fO'1 efficient 
operation. 

(3) Difficulties in large operations due to an inc rease in the re­
quirements for supervision and coordination. as well as gains from 
the specia,lization of labor. 

(4) Marketing. financial. and research advantages. of the larger 
units. 

In respect to the diffe rences in kinds and sizes of machinery and 
equipment on farms and their requirements. two points deserve 
emphasis. In the first place. gains from these sources continue 
over a wide range of size of units. but gains above a size which 
permits the use of a reasonably efficient combination often tend to 
become small. In the second place. there is considerable varia­
tion by geop,raphic areas and type of farm in the size of farm at 
which increased efficiency. due to better utilization of these pro­
duction items., becomes relatively small. Shifts from horse to 
tractor power. from binder to combines. and other shifts in • 
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technology, have been the most notable source of gains in physical 
efficiency. With few exceptions, however, principal machines are 
made in sizes that are suitable for use on commercial-family farms. 

In most areas. howeve r. some furthe r gains are possible 
through using large r sizes of machinery. Farme rs and agric'"l,tural 
technicians often find the small tractors. combines. and I)ther 
similar items of equipment. are less efficient than somewhat larijer 
machines. On a large wheat. farm, for example. two large trac(,ors 
may be considerably more efficient than three smaller ones. 

With respect to the corn-livestock farrns of eastern Nebraska, 
Scoville concludes that per acre investment in machinery and 
machine-operating costs decline with increasing size of farm, 
Although the rate of decline in costs is high with small ac reages, 
a full-sized family-operated farm is large enough to permit rea­
sonably efficient utilization of equipment. Decreases in machinery 
cost'! per acre become relatively insignificant for farms that are 
larger than a two-man unit.'· 

• 

The variations in the size of farm at which increased efficiency 
due to better utilization of productive factors becomes relatively 
small is often associated with the nature and size of the machinery 
and equipment needed in production, In some cases the size of a 
major machine or other item of productive equipment calls for 
relatively large inputs of other resources. For example, efficient 
utilization of the modern cotton picker in the Mississippi Delta 
would require. perhaps 200 or more acres of cotton (22, p. 37). 
Such a unit would employ several laborers or tenants. In other 
situations the units of machinery are small relative to common 
sizes of farms, Until recently. in many cotton areas. for example • 
increasing the size of business commonly entailed simply using 
more mules, more half-row equipment, and more hoe.s. 

The production conditions --inc luding type offarming. technology. 
climate and soil conditions. and topography--all affect the kinds 
and sizes of equipment needed, Advantages from better utilization 
of machinery and equipment items, lor instance, probably are 
important over a wider range of farm size on wheat than on tobacco 
farms, In cotton areas in which the conditions are suitable for 
using a cotton picker. the advantages to be derived from better 
utilization of machinery will be important over a wider range in 
farm size than in areas where the only practicable method of har­
vesting is by hand. 

In industry. and to some extent in agriculture. the expertness 
that comes from concentrating upon a limited number of processes 
often leads to inc reased productivity. In many types of agriculture, 
however, this is soon counterbalanced by the difficulties of manage­
ment and controL Difficulties of coordination vary materially with 
production conditions .. But these relationships are difficult to meas­
ure quantitatively. It is known, for example, that the ease of plan­
ning and managing large operations is materially affected by such 
things as the extent to which operations can be standardized, the 
stability in farming practic;;,o,l, the yields and prices. and the acre­
ages over which the superv',.:.ion is spread. Management of lar8e­
scale operations, for instance, is perhaps somewhat easier on a 

• I. Scovilk, 0, J. Size of Far. and Utilization of Machinery, Equipaent, and 
Labor. Bur. !\gr. Econ. p. 136 (unpuLHshed>. 

88e938 0 - 50 - 5 
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cotton farm in California where the practices do not need to be 
varied greatly from year to year and labor is concentrated on a 
smaller acreage than is the management of a large-scale farm in 
the general-farming areas of the Midwest, where the acreage per 
unit of labor is much larger and the farm organization and practices 
are often more va'riable and complex. 

Ope ration of a large - scale unit frequently means that the farmer IS 

net income will be somewhat moresubject to external conditions than 
would be the case if he ol-nrated a smaller family-sized farm. This 
is particularly true where large increases in payments for hired 
labor. interest. and rent. arc involved. The distribution of large­
scale farms may be presumed to be related to the relative degree 
of fluctuations in income by large-scale units and to the level of 
capital accumulation and education of the farm operators in the 
area. On the commercial-family farm, the farmer generally looks 
on his farm as a home and a vocation as well as a business, which 
accentuates the disagreeableness of facing the losses that might re­
sult in business failure. 

The variation in farm incomes due to changes in yields and prices 
varit,>s materially with the production conditions in the different 
areas and on different types of farms. The variability in the risks 

TABLE 10. --Eff~cts of IS-percent reciuctlon Iflfan" pnces receIved onoprrator's 
net, fara Iflcoae, couu:rClal-flUlily and I,arge-scale fara, IJIneat-saaUgrain-live­
stock type, Northern Plal,ns, 1947 I 

C,nmercial-fami ly • Largo:-scal" 3 

15 p"r- 15 per-
Item V.. i,t cent re- Percent- cent re- Percent­

19·'1 ductioll llge 1947 duct ion age 
III fonn chlUlge In form chang.. 
prices prices 

(iross farm i n­
coroe •• ~ ...... (,hi lars 13,355 11, ·168 - 14 38,09·. 32,590 - 14 

farm f!xp~n.ses. dQ. 2,06,\ • 2,052 - J 11,6.12 • 11,578 0 
'let farm 1,0­

cane........ do. 11. ::91 Q,416 - n 26,4Il2 2.1,0.12 - 21 
~lIt and In­

t" r('Sl plnd. do. 2,509 2,075 - 17 13,018 11,051 - 15 
(»erotor's n,,"t 

farm incnme. do. R.7H2 7.339 - .16 13.464 9,961 - 26 

I Assum"s all. 1alld "bov" the 230 acres own.,d on the fami Iy-operated farm 
is 0l'"ratt·d on .share relltals basis. and addit.ional capital is borr""'~. 

• !'as('d 011 ultpubl ish,·d dat." on farmreturlls !lnd costs, conmercial- family 
operated ~'II!'al-smtill f(rrsill-liv"SlOck fal·",5. Nort.hern Plains. This farm had 
532 acres of land, 302 acrt!S of harve"t.,d .:ropland. and paid '328 for hired 
laiJQr in 19·n. ::;"c !-<.,'m ProductIon Practlces, Costs and Returns (15. p. 104). 
for definitIons of t.erms. 

'Unpublished data Bureau of Agricultura,1 Economics. Data on farm 01'­

gani~"tion, yields, and production were based on schedules of representative 
large-scale units t.aken in SUI'Vt;y of this area in 19-.8. This farm hod on 
average of 1.500 a('res of land, 950 IIcres of harvested crop.1and. and paid 
S..,015 in hired wages. 

Assumes farm-KrOll" s"cds used for sma!! Krains. Expenses for other seeds 
were retktced 10 p,·rcent., prices of livestock purchased by IS percent. feed con­
cetltrates by 5 IlI:l"'·III., ...d oth~r farm proOuction ~xpenses remained unchanged with 
the 15 percent rt-Jtlction in form price,.. 

• 

• 


• 
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of large-scale farming helps to explain why large-scale farming is 
more important on some types of farms than on others, but it is of 
most significance in areas where large-scale farming represents 
mainly an enlargement of family farms. 

Fluctuations in farm prices or production are reflected in some­
what larger changes in operator's net farm income, if costs remain 
relatively fixed. The individual who has limited resources and who 
is increasing the size of his unit is particularly affeded by changes 
in prices. For example, on a commercial family-operated farm 
devoted to wheat, small-grain, and livestock in the Northern Plains, 
a decltne of 15 percent in farm prices, with cost rates remaining the 
same, would reduce net incomes about 16 percent (table 10). On 
this farm most of the capital. and two-fifths of the land is owned; the 
remainder of the land is operated on a share rental basis. But on 
a large-scale unit in the same arcathc operator's net farm income 
would be reduced by more than one-fourth if there were a 15-per­
centreduci.ioll in farm prices, and additional labor is.hired, ad­
ditional land Ope rated on a share rental basis, and othe r additional 
capital is borrowed, 

It wi.ll be noted that on the large-scale farm the relative reduc­
tion "Operator's net farm income" is greater than the reduction in 
"net farm income." Although the net .rent and interest paid by the 
operator in this example woul,d be reduced slightly more than in 
proporl1on to [alom prices or gross farm incomes, the operating 
margins arc decreased substantially. 

• 
The wt.dt;' variation in productton conditions in the United States 

and the associated differt;'ntial effects of farm size. and such things 
as production efficiency and financial risks. may be regarded as 
influencing deCid.:c1ly therclative number' of large-scale farms . 
But it is t.o be ·remembered t.hat a range in the size of farms is de­
strable in every area 1.0 fit t.he varying abilities of the individual 
ope rato r s. The n' is no one size of fa.rm that is most efficient from 
the standpoint of all farm operators in an area or locality. Fur­
thermore. the most eff1cientsize of unit generally will val.'ythrough 
the life of the individual farmer .1.5 

Large-Scale Wage-Operated and Highly Mechanized Units 

In analyzing the kinds of large-scale farms and their distribution, 
the availability of data makes it convenient to discuss the large­
scale unit as classified by the census and then to supplement this 
with a discussion of tenant plantations and single units .in the South. 
Largc-scalt: farms may· be groupeci into three broad types from the 
standpoint of labor organization. 

(1) Large-scale highly mechanized units using relatively little 
!abor. 

(2) Large-scale wage-operated units. 
(3) Large-scale tenant plantation or multiple units. 
The regular census data pertain generally to the farms that are 

operated as highly mechanized or wage-operated units, although in 
the South they may sometimes include also parts of tenant planta­
tions operated by hired or family labor. Large-scale farms, as 
classified by the census, are most common in the Mountain and 

• I~ For 11 diSCUSSIon from tll<l stllnrlpoirot of fllct:ors "ffectirol!:!l[,..vai1ingsi",!s 
of fnrno, s...t: Farm .llam8"1II~/1t (4, pp. 423.4.13). 
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Pacific regions (table 31, p. 67). In the Pacific regiontarge~scale 
units represent about 9 percent of the total number of farms and 
they account for nearly three-fifths of the gross value of farm 
products. In the Mountain region they represent about 5 percent of 
the farms and account fox 38 pe.J:'cent of the value of products. In 
other regions both the proportion of the [arms c.lassified as large­
scale and the amount of resOUrces concJ:'olled by these units arc 
much sma 1.1'·.r. 

The PaCific r('gion has the hlghesL percentage of farms class.i ­
fied as large-s('ali~ in each of i.ht:' speclfied types (table II). How­
ever, nead)' onl'-halJof the lan;f:'-sc:nJe farms in the Pacific region 
areo! the vl'g"lable, fruit andnut, and horltcultural types. Another 

TABLE 11-- Su,.ba oj l(jI'/("-$c(jL~ jllrms lly Lyl'" 0/ jorm Will by legIons and th~ 

pa('etlt'l/(e tlwt lar/l.,'-sc(I/,' jnrms O't'o{all f(lrms oj thai Iyp" In each of the 

SP<:(,IJ L~cI rt.'gwns, 1945 t 
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• 
one-fourth al"c (~l<lssifit:das "field crop farms, I( manyof these are 
irrigated colton, sugar beet, and potato farms. In the Mounta'in 
States more than 85 percent of the large-scal.c units arc of fidd­
crop and Uve ..,tocl<; types. These farms wQuldinc1ude sheep and cattle 
ranches and farms growing wheal, potato, sugar beets, and other 
irrigated crops. It would seem probable that production conditions 
on these types of farms are more conducive to large-scale farming 
than is true i.n some other parts of the United States. 

About three-fifths of the large-scale farms paid cash wages of 
$2,500 and Over, in 1944, for the United States as a who!.c (table 
32, p. 69). Many of the remaining two -fifths--or approximately 
40, 000 large-scale units--were operating high.ly mechanized farms. 
ThiS type of organi?aUon was most common. in the Corn Belt and 
the Gn'at Plains wh~'re most of the targe [arms are: of the general 
livestock and cash-grain types. The pe:rce:ntagc of the: large-scale 
til11tS paying tess than $2., 'i00 in cash wages, in 1944, varies (rom 
70 percent and 62. p(·rccnt in the: Corn 13dt and Northe:rn Great 
Pla.ins to 26 percent or less in the Northeast, the Southeast, the 
Delta, and the Pacific region. The ['easons[or the smaHproportion 
of l.arge-scale units using large amounts of hired labor in the Corn 
Belt. and Northern Gn,at Plains is partly technological. Less labor 
1S requlr'ed to Opt' rate large farms of the types common in these 
reglolls than is 'reqtllred to operate the types of [arms most common 
in the Pacific region, 

• 
Tn gelleral, the large-scale farms differ materiall.y .from the 

large and me d i tI rn commercial-family farms in respect to the 
proportion of them that C'mployJarge amounts Of hired labor. About 
60 percent of the large-scale farms paid $2,500 o.r more for hired 
labor, in 1944, In contrast, only 13 percent of the large com­
mercial-family [arms paid more than $2.,500 in wages that year. 
:But these percentages should not cover up the wide variation in 
both groups in respect to the type of labor organization. The num­
be.r of farms pay.ing mOr(' than $2,500 in wages was about the same 
111 both groups. Further, the variation among regions and types of 
farms is great. The labor organization varies matenally with the 
degree of 111t!chal1lzation of the production process forthe particular 
agncullu.ral product and area, 

La rge-Scale. Management Units in the South 

In the Southern States it is necessary to consider the .large-scale 
tenant ~Iantation as we II as the .large -scale wage and family -operated 
units, when appraising large-scale farming. The recent tabula­
tiOns of farms On a management-unit. basis provide this information 
for most, of the Souihern States. The classification of farms in the 
South on this ba.sis increases substantially the number and percentage 
of farms c.lassified as large-scale, especially in tht:: States where 
the plantation system i.5 most common. The proportion of the farms 
classified as large-scale remains low, however, in comparison with 
othe.!' areas. 

In Mississippi, for example, only about 1.5 percent of the man­
agement units were classified as large-scale, and in other States 

• 
of the South the percentage was even lower. This is accounted for 
partly by the low productivity per man, which means that many 
plantations having several croppers failed to classify as large­
scale units in terms of the value of the output. Most of the large­
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scale units in the South are multiple units that use cropper or tenant 
labor (table 33, p.69). 

The multiple or tenant plantation units generally are organized 
to produce cotion or tobacco. Until recently at least, the produc­
tion requirements of these crops have been of a type that is rela­
tively susceptible to centralized planning. The machinery has been 
simple, the practices have fluctuated little from year to year be­
cause of climatic conditions, and crops have been relatively in­
tensive in their use of labor and land. In addition, the payment of 
wages in the form Of a share of the crop has reduced the financial 
risks materially. Technological changes that encourage diversifi­
cation and mechanization are gradually altering this picture and in­
creasing the advantages of mechanized farms operated primarily 
by family labor. 

Trends in Large -S-cale Farming 

There has been SOme growth in the number of .large-scale farms 
counted by the census whether measured by acres or by total value 
of products. Fq~ure 6 indicates the trend in numbers of very large 
farms as measured by total acres of land and adjusted value 0 f 
products,a This increase has stemmed largely from technological 

NUMBER OF LARGE FARMS 

UNITED STATES, 1930,1940, and 1945 
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., fO(,U\'dfNt IOlAt 0110,000 DOt-tAli O' .. Olf If'J 1044 
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FlCl.Hl-; 6. - ..'IIuml...,rs of lurge farrn.~ cowlted by the census hltvl; increased sorrewl:3t 
oYf!r the IIlSl 15 )'t'ars WIth the pro!(ress of ""chanization Illhl Olhf!r tech­
nol0l:pca I Inlpron'nw:nts. 

I. I:l!,r ived fnwo l!. $. CellSus dalll on lIu..,)""r of farll\'S by acreagt' and va lue of 
praJu.;\. groups, ra] ueof pl'(lluct frouJ'~ .... re adjust.:d to 1944 leve Is on the basis 
oftl-: t~tal value of pn.lucts n'ported for nil farms ill these years. See foot­
nolO! .. P"!t(' 8. 
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changes favorable to the operation of large - scale, highly mechanized 
units in some areas. The trends in farms operated primarily by 
hired labor are less distinct and apparently vary by regions. Avail­
able evidence indicates that there has been a long-term downward 
trend in the number of large-scale units operated primarilyby wage 
labor in the Corn Belt and Great Plains and an upward trend in 
the Pacific region. Production conditions and the economic struc­
ture of large-scale units in areas where a high degree of mechaniza­
tion is possible perhaps discourage an increase in size of farm 
much above that which can be operated with family labor. Not only 
are management and coordination relatively difficult under these 
conditions but the possibilities of losses from unfavorable condi­
tions a re accentuated when the labor to ope rate the additional units 
of machinery must be hired. 

A significant decrease in the number of large -scale tenant plan­
tation umts is indicated by available data (table lZ). Comparison 
of the number of tenant plantations having six or more subunits in 
1910 in selected area.s with the number having five or more sub­
units in 1945 in similar areas indicates a decrease of approxi­
mately two-fifths. Although the data are not strictly comparabl<-, 
it would appear that they perhaps understate rather than overstate 
the rate of decline. The decline has been most rapid in the South­
eastern States. 

COMMERCIAL-FAMILY FARMS 

• 
The commercial-family farms span a wide range from the 

standpoint of size. They include units from $1, ZOO to $ZO, 000 total 
value of products sold and used in 1944. From a national stand-

Tr\lUJo:. 12.--Number of pl.<Jlltatwns reporting speCIfIed numbers of tenants in 1910, 
In selected areas and numbers of mul.ttple UIIlt,· reporting five or more subunits 
tn 1945 ttl S im t/ar areas I 

3
$elected \:ounties 1910 Simi lar areas 1945

Ii or 11 or 21 or 5 or 10 or 20 or 
mure more more more more more 

subunl ts subunits subunits sub- sub- sub­
2 2 2 units units units 

Area 

Three Southellst Stat'!s.. , .,. 19,019 5,519 1,lti6 P.,B37 1,686 281 
'Ihree Del.la Stales ., '. . '.. , 1;\,11J 5,442 1, <)32 11,067 4,497 1,804 

Total si.x States ......... 32,133 10, fllil 3,09R 10 ,90 4 6,183 2,085 
~ ~ 

I I~rived from data I:. S. Census of Agriculture .lOW (lG) and Mtiltiple Unit 
Census Ifl45. (~) 

a The classi fication USI:lI by the IQIO census was on the basis of p\wlta­
lions having 5 or more tenants, bit since each plantation included a home farm 
the multiple unit included Ii or more suhunits. Similarly, plantations with 10 
or more tenants would have II subuni ts and thosfl wi t.t. :J) or IOOre tenants would 
have 21 or more subunits. Area included 3~ l;ount.ips in South Carolina, iO 
counlies in Georllia, .li' counties in Alahamo, ·15 counties in Mississippi, 20 
parishes in IDuisiana, and 23 counties in Arkansas. 

3 Based on data hy type-oi-farminK areas within States. Although the 

• 
areas are genera II y simi lar, some add i donal coun ti es were includeclin the 
1f)45 tahulations in cases where a considerable part of the type of farming 
area was included in lhe 1910 survey. 
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point the bulk of both the number of farms and the farm resources 
are included in the three classes of commercial family farms. 
These classes correspond to the general concept of a main body of • 
farming un its which remain after elimination of the relatively few 
large-scale units and the extremely small farming units:' 
A considerable part of agricultural research and farm policy is 
directly related to these middle groups of farming units. 

Importance by Regions and by Type of Farm 

Although the general concept of commercial-family farms is 
useful it has limitations and there are significant variations in the 
relative numbers by regions and type of farm. In some regions, 
as the Corn Belt and the Northern Great Plains, there is a pro­
nounced tendency toward the concentration of farms in the com­
mercial-family group. These three classes include the bulk of the 
farms and the bulk of the resources in the Midwestern areas (table 
34, pp. 70-71). But thisisnottrue in several other regions and in 
some smaller areas even in the Midwest. In the Appalachian, 
Southeastern, and Delta .regions, for example, less than half of the 
farms were classified as commercial-family farms--one-fourth 
were classified ".s small-scale. Although the figures in table 34 
are based on census farms, about the same proportions of manage­
ment units were classified in the three classes of commercial­
family farms. 

In the Northeastern States the part-time and nominal units are 
numerous. Only about half of the farms were classified in the 
three groups of commercial-family farms. In the Pacific States 
the commercial-family farms account for less than half of the farms 
and only about two-fifths of the total value of products. In the 
Mountain States the bulk of the products are produced on commer­ • 
cial-family farms but they account for only abClut two-fifths of the 
land. Many of the large -scale units in this region are livestock 
ranche s with large range lands. 

The relative importance of the commercial-family farms in 
particular regions and in particular types of farms is influenced 
both by the conditions that tend to set an upper limit to size and the 
conditions encouraging a large number of small farming or resi­
dential units. 

It is significant, in view of these influences, that the Corn Belt, 
Lake States, and Northern Plains States, account for more than 
two-fifths of the total number of commercial family farms (fig. 7). 
Residential units are relatively few in these areas, and progress in 
mechanization, the diversified nature of farm production, and the 
a d van t ag e s of organizations that are adaptable to changing condi­
tions of price and yield have been sufficient to encourage a con­
centration in the middle sizes. Commercial-family farms are 
most important in the livestock, dairy, general, and field-crop 
types in these regions (table 35, p. 72). 

None of the circumstances that make for a large n umber of 
family-operated farms have prevented a rapid growth in the size of 

., For studies of commercial family farms in selected areas s~e; 1-a.re 
Production Practices, Costs and Returns (15 pp. 75 to 101), and TYPIcal Falluly 
~erated Faras 1930-45 (9), for A more detailed discussion of the organi~ation 
ani operation of these farms. • 
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FARMS IN SPECIFIED CLASSES 

cia.... 
-.ul. 'IIrm. 

mm.rcilll-'lImily 'IIrm. 
II-Ical. 'IIrm. 
-tim. (;. nominlll unitt 

'A' .,101 .•• 

FIGURE 7.--Si@nificant geographic concentrations characterize the distributions 
of lorge-scale, commercial-family, and smalJ-scale forms. 

• commercial-family farms in these regions. With modern power 
and machinery, wheat and corn producers in many areas, for ex­
ample, are able to handle decidedly more land than they were a 
few decades ago. 

The bulk of the commercial-family farm!.. in the Corn Belt and 
Northern Plains States are in the medium and large classes. In 
the South, on the other hand, where mule power and hand labor still 
characterize farm production in many areas, and where the off­
farm migration has not been sufficient to relieve a substantial 
pressure of population on the land, the small commercial farms 
are the most numerous. This is especially true of the field-crop 
types which are made up largely of cotton and tobacco farms. A 
high proportion of the farms in these regions are small commer­
cial-family farms. Numbers of the medium and large commercial 
farms are increased somewhat in the South if management units, 
rather than regular census farn'ls, are considered. But, even on 
a management-unit basis, more than two-thirds of them are classi­
fied as small. 

The remarkable growth in the scale of operation of family farms 
in some areas in recent years has been associated with significant 
gains in efficiency. A study made by the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics that summarizes information on 15 types of commer­
cial-family farms, for example, reports that, in 1948, "Productivity 
(per hour of man labor) was more than 70 percent higher than the 
prewar 1935-39 average," (15 p. 68).

• Increases in productivity have stemmed mainly from the adop­
tion of labor-saving machines and techniques, favorable weather, 
us.e of better st!ed and improved fertilizing and cropping pra(:tices, 

mailto:7.--Si@nificant
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and improvements in breeding, car e, and feeding, of livestock. 
But gain:5 in productivity have varied widely among areas and types 
of farms. Output per hour of man 1abo r increased most on crop • 
far m s, except for cotton and tobacco farms on which progress in 
mechanization has bee n slow. Combination crop-and-livestock 
farms made somewhat smaller advances. Pro d u c t ion per man 
hour of labor .on livestock farms, in 1947, was still smaller, but 
averaged about ZO percent higher than a decade or so ago. 

Characteristics of Commercial-Family Farms 

Under present conditions the scale of operation and the relative 
importance of capital and J".bor in the organization of commercial­
family farms varies g rea t 1 Y among regions and types of farms. 
Estimates of farm 0 r g ani z a t ion, income, and expenses, of dif­
ferent types of commercial-family farms have been prepared for 
15 type-of-farming areas (9). The characteristics of these far:ms, 
in 1944, illustrate the wide differences of production and incomes 
among regions and types of farms. 

At one extreme are the small cotton farms in the South. The 
general organizational characteristics of commercial-family cotton 
farms in the Mississippi Delta are, in many respects, similar to cot­
ton farms throughout the eastern part of the United States. Invest­
ments in land and buildings and working assets are rather small 
compared with farms in other areas. Capital investments also are 
low relative to labor inputs (table 36, p. 73). With m u 1 e power 
and hand labor, commonly used on such farms, about 150 hours 
are required to harvest and grow an acre of cotton in this area. 
The typical commercial-family farm in the Black Prairie area of 
Texas represents in many respects a transition stage from small 
cotton farms in the eastern part of the Cotton Belt to the large • 
mechanized unit.s in the Southern Plains and of the western irri­
gated areas. Most of these farmers use tractor power for planting 
and cultivating but use considerable hand labor in hoeing and pick­
ing. 

At the other extreme are the large cash-grain and hog-beef­
fattening farms of the Corn Belt. Capital investment on these 
farms is several times larger than the capi talinvestment on small 
cotton farms. Differences in income are somewhat less extreme 
as the labor used per unit of capital is much higher on the small 
cotton farms. 

The comparison of commercial-family farms of different types 
and located in different regions is often needed in an analysis of the 
nature and kinds of problems of production adjustment. Such com­
parisons pose difficult problems because of the varying combina­
tions and kinds of land, other capital, labor, and management. 
Data on these 15 kinds of commercial-family farms illustrate the 
importance of selecting a measure of size that will give the greatest 
degree of comparability and indicate a need for perhaps greater 
attention in the selection of comparable measures of sizes in studies 
in which results in different areas and types and sizes of farms are 
to be generalized, 

The best measure of the relative size of the farm business of 
each of these types of farms is the net return to land, labor, capital, 
and management over a period of years. Such a measure is espe­
cially desirable because it avoids a·ssigning all arbitrary value to • 
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the land, labor, and management, which may not reflect the actual 
productivity of these factors. Because of wide diHerences in the 
combinations of labor and capital used on these farms, neither 
capital invested nor the labor used serves as an accurate guide as 
to the differences in the size or scale of operation. 

Frequently it is desirable to develop a measure of the size of 
farm business from data available for only a single year. Any 
index of the size of the farm business that may be available from a 
cross section of characteristics in a single year has limitations. 
Strict comparability is impossible. But such a measure should 
reflect, more than labor or capital alone, the places where wide 
variations in types exist. But measures of returns for a single 
year, may be unduly influenced by unusual situations in regard to 
prices and yields. 

Data that are strictly comparable to the census value of product 
sold, or to the total vulue of products sold and used, are not avail­
able, but the gross incomes are similar to data on the total value 
of farm products sold and used as given in the census. The major 
differences between these two measures is that the gross income 
is adjusted for changes in the inventories of livestock. Under the 
conditions that existed in 1944, the relationship between gross in­
come and the long-term returns to labor and capital is closer than 
the relationship between specific inputs, such as labor used, or 
value of land and buildings, or total capital, and the long-term re­
turns to labor and capital. 

• 
SPECIAL PROBLEMS OF SMALL-SCALE FARMS 

AND OTHER UNITS 

Small-s<;ale farms and part-time and nominal units 5hare a 
common characteristic - -small volume of fann production. To­
gether these three classes comprise some 2 1/2 million farms or 
more than two-fifths of all units enumerated by the 1945 census 
(table 37. p. 74). They contribute less than lOpe rcent of the total 
farm production, however, and only 4.6 percent of the sales. 

Families with no other income than that obtained from such farms 
probably would be considered as low-income families by almost 
any standard.IS Generally speaking, farms that produced less 
than $ 1,200 worth of products in 1944 also would be too small to 
employ eHiciently the full time of an average operator family.19 
But by no means all of the families who operate low-production 
farms depend primarily upon their farming. Many have substantial 
income from other sources. Some of these small farms probably 
are retirement units whose operators live from their savings. But 
others furnish the primary source of income and employment for 
a farm family. 

Development of a comprehensive description of significant groups 
of low-production farms and the purpose of their operation, is one of 
the more important problems involved in providing a framework for 
analyzing agricultural resource use and adjustment needs. The 
e con 0 m i c classification, developed in connection with the 1945 

18 For an interesting discussion of "low-income families and economic stabil­

• 
ity" see Materials on the Problems of Low-lncom Families ('23). 

10 See p. 23 of this report for a discussion of the relation between f8rmsize 
and eff i c iency 0 f resource lise. 

http:family.19
http:standard.IS
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census, marked considerable progress in this direction. Neces­
sarily limited to characteristics available from the Agricultural 
Census, the distinctions between small-scale, part-time, and 
nominal units, in this classification, admittedly are rather arbitrary. 
Nevertheless, this classification provides a concrete basis for 
appraising the kinds of circumstances and adjustment problems 
confronting the families who operate each of the major groups of 
low-production farms. 

Small-Scale Farming Units 

As 	their comparatively low value of production ($ 500, to $ 1,200 
in 1944) suggests, small-scale farming units are small in every 
respect, whereverlocated (table 38, p. 75). Although many of these 
farms al-e found in every region, nearly half of them are in the 
Appalachian, Southeast, and Delta States. In these regions, small ­
scale farms comprise from 20 to 30 percent of all census farms. 
Surprisingly perhaps, only about one -fourth of these units are share­
cropper tracts. In fact, only in the Delta States does the percent­
age 	of cropper units classified as small-scale farms exceed that 
for 	all farms in the same region. 

Judging from their operators' ages, relatively few of the small­
scale farms appear to be retirement units or the operations of be­
ginning farmers. Only one-fourth of these operators were over 65 
years of age (table 39, p, 75). Another 3 percent were under 25. 
Comparable figures for large family farms, for example, are 8 
and 2 percent, respectively. It seems significant that in the areas 
in which small-scale farms are concentrated most heavily, the 
percentage of small-scale farm operators who are more than 65 
years old is considerably below the national average. 

Most of the 923,000 small-scale farming units presumably pro­
vided the principal source of income and employment for a farm 
family although, in some cases, considerable nonfarm income may 
have been received from sources other than off -farm work. Few 
of their operators supplemented their meager farm incomes with 
other employment. 20 This indicates that most of the families on 
small-scale farms apparently are living on comparatively low in­
comes and their incomes generally are low because output per 
family is small. 

Any lasting improvement inthe relative income status of under­
employed small-scale farm families must come from adjustments 
which will increase their productivity. For many this will mean 
transferring to nonfarm jobs, either full or part-time. 21 Only 
one-fourtl. oi the farms classified as small-scale, in 1945, con­
tained as many as 30 acres of cropland. 22 Merely to add capital 
in the form of machinery and livestockto so small a landbaseoffers 
little promise for improving the net incomes of small-scale farmers 

20 Estimates Jor lhe (.orr> Bell summarized ill tahle :s indicate that. lhe aver­
age neL farm in<;(lIlle from small-s;ale f.arm!> in 1044 wa!> about J4CO--al.,out 20 per­
cent of the averB/(e for all farmln/l unIts. 

2' Secretary CJlades F. Brannar~, .in his st"t;e~enl. Dec,;mber 15, JQ4~ Irefo~e 
the subcommi Ltee on Low-.I ncome Parnt! J es of the .101 nt C0I1l111 CLee on the EconomJ C 

Report (6) proposed several J'ines of public action to stimulate such adjustments. 
d. 	p. Rff. 

32 .~peclal Hepor·t, .1945 Sample Census oj Agrt CII I lUre (19, table '29). 

• 

• 

• 
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generally. And only if a substantial numberofthe now underemployed 
farm families arc absorbed into nonfarm occupations will opportuni­
ties be available (or those who remain to increase their efficiency 
and income by enlarging or reorganizing their (arms. 2J 

Some small-scale farmers, although perhaps in economic dis­
t re ss, cannOt. change advantageous 1 y to anothe r occ upation or en­
Large their {arms because of advanced age, physical. handicap, or 
other reason. These special cases require separate consideration. 
Only detailed case studies, however, wouLd reveal their numbers 
and particular n.;-eds. Such individual farm analyses would reveal 
a1.so some small-scale farmc rs to be neither in poverty circum­
stances nOr unde rempLoyed. But then, many families on small 
family farrns and on nominal unils would be found to be under­
employed nnd in financial straits, Or both, if they were appraised 
On an individual basis. 

Notwithstanding appurent qualifying c.ircumstances, smal1­
scale farms reasonabLy may be considered the head of the twin 
problcms of underemployment and pove rtyin agdculture?4 The re 
is r:very reason to presume that .low-income families and ineffi­
ciently utiHzed .labor resources a.re concentrated heavily on small­
scale farming units. Thus, this class of farms is a logical pri­
ma ry focus for research on ways and means for improving the al­
location of resources bdwcen agriculture and the rest of the econ­
omy, Pr,ogrcss on this front wouLd strike hard at the roots of the 
pcrsi.&tcnt disparity between farm and nonfarm incomes. 

Pad-time Units 

• Part-time (arms arc even smaller. in terms of farm produc­
tion and resourCe'S, than are the small-scale units. From the 
standpoint of income and resource usc. however .• they represent. 
a different situation, Their limited farming operations presumably 
arc' not the primary interest nor source of income for the 600.000 
part-time farmers. AU. of them worked 100 or more days off their 
own (arms in 194,1. It seems reasonable to expect. therefore. that 
most of these families receive consirie rably higher incomes than 
do those on small-scale farms. 

Research interest in part-time farms centers upon the nature 
and stnbility of the associated employment, and the income pro­
vided by the combination. Part-time farming generally is con­
sidered a desirable means for improving the welfare of many low­

~3 " paragraph frnlfl tht' 1'('I"','r on Agrtcul.tIlral Adjustments 7owan! An Effl­
C(~II( Apn("lIiwre '" the 'South is rt'v,'nlinl! ·in thil< context: " •• , th.. sil.e of 
man\' op{'rlttinf' unIts I11USt he '.ncreused if rht' lell"fits of IIlare .. friciell!, farm 
or,,'"l111.tiol1 and OIWrntl.on and th!.' advantuW's of "".'chanizcd pt'cxluction are to be 
Ilt tHilli'd, • , One of the comli lI0nl,,., rUClors to a,\ increase ill the size of 
srnHIl u"economlC: '"Hts and t.ll" adop:.io'll of llIor,' efficient l'ractict~s is that of 
"lISIIlI! tilt' pressll("{' of £ann 1"'I.. dal.lon nn d,,' .land. Evt'n thourl! farm population 
had bt'('11 r ..duc('d ('onsici.'rahly by PM3 •.• it is slI!(gested that the number of 
"'(lrk"rs 011 fnrms should 1.,. stIll [l,nher rt·dllced I.), 11 IwrC"nt OVt~r t.he 1043 
I",·!·!. Th., ")«("'55 l'o!,1I1"t ion IS mor,' thall ')(J pf'rcent over thel Q 43 .leveL Th... 
('xc..ss popll.lat iOIl IS ilion' I han 50 pt'rCenl I.n SO".. areas," ('22) 

• 
o. 111 H!!nr~tions OIl POlleny til Ap.rIcu!tllre. To lI', ~chultz (J'l) advances 

St'w'rnl d'OIl!:lll-P"OWlkllw P"OPO"l t ;'01\1; rey"rtlin~ tIl(> COIlCt'ptS and ('allst's of runt.! 
pOV"I't I'• 
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income farm families. Tbe impact of such adjustments upon per­
sons and institutions would be less severe than if transfers were 
made directly from farming to nonfarm employment. Relatively • 
little is known at present. however. about the incomes of part­
time farmers or how part-time farming develops or expands. 

Stability of the nonfarm employment of part-time farmers be­
comes particularly important when considering agricultural ad­
justments. over a, period of time. Underemployment probably is 
not serious among the operators of small farms who spend half or 
more of their time at nonfarm jobs. But they could find them­
selves entirely dependent upon their farming activities in the event 
of a major depression. 

Nominal Units 

The approximate million farms which reported very low 
value of products in 1944, and were classified as "nominal units" 
are something of a puzzle. From the standpoint of employment 
and income conditions, they apparently are a mixture of the ex­
h'emes of small-scale farms and part-time units, discussed in the 
previous sections. About one-fourth of the operators of nominal 
units reported working 100 or more days at other jobs. H Their 
"farms" are essentially rural residences. Among the 280.000 
operators who were over 65 years of age would be found many who 
have retired from active work. Probably there are far more 
residential and retirement units than these two characteristics in­
dicate. In their present use, residential and retirement units 
present no serious problems of resource use. But the next oper­
ator on one of these tracts may try to earn his living entirely from • 
its output. 

It was the improbability that a, typical family would be able to 
live on the income from less than $ 250 worth of farm products that 
led to the exclusion of all "nominal units 'l from the broad groups 
of "farming units." But some families probably do live on such 
an income. How many are, in fact, as underemployed as their 
farm output and reported off-farm work would suggest cannot be 
learned from the 1945 census data. It wOllld be a mistake, how­
ever, to exclude all nominal units from consideration in any pro­
gram aimed toward improv:.ng the efficiency of resource use and 
the economic well-being of low -income farm families. 

Family Characteristics and Adjustments 

The personal characteristics of these farm families provide a 
primary insight into means for facilitating adjustments which 
would improve their productivity and income. And even the most 
detailed description of groups of families cannot answer adequately 
the crucial question: Why do not underemployed farm families 
move into higher paying jobs? If asked, each family probably 
would give a different reason- -real or imagined. 

This personal factor in vocational adjustment severely limits 
the effectiveness of programs that aim to attack the broad ob­
stacles to off-farm migration. Nevertheless, knowledge of their 

25 See table 17, page 5" for source and for other characteristics of nominal 
units. • 
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age, education, and other characteristics, which influence the de­
sire and ability to make occupational adjustment, can indicate 
lines of action that would enhance the opportunities for these farm 
people to move into more productive employment. 51 udy of the 
origin, personal characteristics, destination, and the nonfarm 
occupations and earnings, of persons who migrate from farms is 
an equally important aspect of research on resource adjustments. 

Families engaged in part-time farm:ng have two major points 
of significance in the present context. One relates to nonfarm 
jobs: What kinds of nonfarm employment are suited to combine 
with limited farming operations? The other concerns people: Why 
do some low-production farm operators supplement their meager 
farm incomes with off -farm work while others do not? How do 
they differ from those who leave farming completely for a nonfarm 
job? Answers to these and related questions would suggest ap­
proaches to an expansion of part-time farming as one means for 
reducing underemployment in agriculture. 

• 

But is an expansion of part-time farming actually in the public 
interest? Here we need to inquire into the employment and income 
provided by the combination, the stability of nonfarm employment, 
and particularly the opportunities provided for the children to ob­
tain the schooling and associations conducive to their moving into 
gainful employment. Research in this field could be more mean­
ingful if more were known about the development 0 f part-time 
farming. Urban workers who move to "a place in the country" 
surely represent a different cultural group than do farmers who 
supplement their incomes with nonfarm work. It is this group 
which has the most direct significance to the study of adjustments 
in farm population . 

This rep.ort cannot answer all the questions raised in the previous 
paragraphs. In fact, results of research to date will not answer 
fully anyone of them. But they can throw some light on a few of 
the major aspects by drawing upon a study of data from a sample 
of m.at~ned population, agriculture, and housing, taken from the 
1940 c,." ,\lS schedules for 2,045 classified low production farms in 
the l' 1 counties surveyed for the monthly report on the labor 
force. ,,6 How nearly the characteristics in these counties con­
form to a cross section of the United states and how the character­
istics of low-production farm families would appear today, com­
pared with those of a similar group in 1940, can be only guessed. 

261n 1943. tt.e Bureau of Censlls anrl Bureau of Agricultural Economics pre­
par!:d cards for a sample of t.ousehold I ivillg 011 fam.s and nonresident. farm opera­
tor ho"seholds in the .123 coullt.ies survt'ycd for t.he Monthly I~"ort on the Labor 
Force; t;ht, total sample comprising approximately tl. .. ",quivalent of household per 
1,000 in three categories in tloe Unit.ed Stat.es. Each of the cards studied con­
tained the principal i t .. ms avai lable from the schedules of the Populat.ion, Agri­
cul~urf: and lIous;n!' C..e!lSIIS pf 1940, respectively, for one farm; that. is, the 
l.h~ee schedules were mat.ched for each farm in t.Ile sample. This cooperative study 
is ,Hscussed briefly in I:stimate.s of Farm Population find Farm 1I0useholds; Aprd 
1944 Md Aprd 1940. Series Census - BAt:, No. 1(21}. 

T.. h1es 13, 14, IS, and 40-43, .inclllsivO", of this report were derived from 
informat.ion un t.hO" ('ards in t;his sample for fanns "eporting less than ~S20 total 
value of pro<lucts .in 1939, classified on the bas"" indicat.ed by table 40, foot­

• 
note 2.. Each card WIIS reviewed careJully in t.he process of classification and 
1111 CJuestionahle cases were eliminated from subsequent analyses. Of the 2,465 
farms with a va!.ue of products of less than !520, II total of 2,042 were classi-, 
fi.,l hy major groups. 

http:indicat.ed
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No more recent basis is available for a broad-scale study of the 
characteristics of families who operate particular kinds of low­
production farms. • 

The groups of 10w-productiQn farms used in the study of 1940 
census data arc not entirely comparable with the small-scale. part­
time. and nominal units, defined in the 1945 economic classification. 
Considenng the Ulcrease in the value of farm products between 1939 
and 1944, the upper limit of low-production far m s in 1940 was 
roughly comparabl ..... to that of the small-sca.!e and part-time classes 
in the economic dassification. However, with the help of available 
specific informatic,n on nonfarm wages of all family members, and 
other characteristIcs of the individual families and farms, nominal 
units were separated into the apprQpriate constituent groups. Table 
40 indicates the composition of the resulting groups and the rela­
tive number and geographIc distribution of farms in each group and 
subgroup. It wIll bt: noted that the te rm part-time farm refers to 
All 10w-productH' • -mS that had operators who reported 100 or 
more days work d' t.he farm, The residential. units included in 
this group were not identified separately in the 1945 economic 
classification. 

"Small-scale farn1s" were reviewed more closely, to separate 
out the units usee' [or farming purpuses, than was possible on the 
basis of 1945 agnc:ulL:ual census data. All fAmi I i,.~ reporting more 
income from wages (that is, all family members) than from farm­
product sales w(;'re re"loved to a miscellaneous category "qther 
tow-production farn.•• ' 27 It is significant that th e combination 
of rigorous appratsdl t ,r apparent incompleteness and apparent 
abnormalityin impOt".<1,H details and this separation on the basis of 
major source of cabt· ')"'; Iv income did not eliminate nearly all • 
of the very sma 11 farm ... which were classified as nominal un its 
in 1945. 

Low-production ;-!.arpcroppe r units 28 h a v e been considered 
separately (rom small.1,cale farms because of their unique vul­
nerability to technological displacement. Furthermore, the s e 
tracts usually are p<trt:. Qf larger operating units. Small-scale 
farms operated by perslln!, more than 65 years old were carried as 
a subgroup throughout t:Llb analysis but the information usually is 
not shown separately tr. this report. 

What significance ,dn be attached to the characteristics of 
families on "other lov. vroduction farms" is a moot question. As 
it now stands, this gro" spans an exceedingly wide range of em­
ployment and income ( ,'Ll:'lIls. But it can be said that the classi­
fication as a whole produ (.( t.hree reasonably homogeneous groups: 
part-time farms. sm&.ll'l>t;1tk farms, and low-production share­
cropper units. Each hd~ peculiar SignifIcance to the study of 
opportunities for resour...:t' adjustments. 

Education Status. --p,,'rhaps no other characteristic has such 
significance in the study of population adjustments as the ed4-:a­
tional attainment of the peupi< who need to make these adjustments. 
Education furnishes a powe~f\l' stimulus to migration, particularly 
of younger people. out of o'\;, I' lpulated rural localities. It is likely 

27 ,\Iso opf;'rators who rC!><J1'L"L " HIlt olh"r land, s,:<! no\,'s La tabl .. 40, 
2. 11.-port;illg less Lhan ,$520 I' '>.J ~'al\l" of procillC!.s at 1939 prices, about 

half of th .. total niullber of flll:ml- "I1''''I'ntd I.)' the 1940 (',,;,nsIl5 of Agricul lUl:e 
"'cr" ap!,arend)' 111 tIllS grollI'. on • 



49 SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES 

to awaken both an awareness of job possibilities and a wish for the 
kind of living which the income from such jobs would support. In 
addition, schooling usually increases a person's productivity, hence 
increases his earning power and ability to compete successfully for 
renumerative nonfarm jobs. Conversely, lack of education im­
pedes natural migration and limits the effectiveness of programs 
that are designed to encourage vocational adjustments. Lowedu­
cational attainment unquestionably is both a cause and a consequence 
of low productivity and low "income. In assigning cause and effect, 
howevc r, one should n.ot overlook the selective nature oCthe educa­
tion process itSelf. Advancement tht'ough the higher grades is 
limited to a considerable extent by a person's natural ability to 
lea rn and to use sch( oling profitably. 

The comparisons in tab.!e 13 highlight some of the more signif­
1 cant rdalions between education and resource adjustments. 
F'amibes who ope rate pa rI.-time farms have received considerably 
more formal schooling than have those on other kinds of low-pro­
duction farms. Thisispartlyattributable, no doubt, to their 
proximity to urban centers. Unfortunately, there is no way of 
learning (rom these data how much of this apparent difference in 
education represents a tendency for the better educated low-pro­
duction farm families to supplement their farming with other em­
ployment. It is onIy this positive influence of schooling which ·is 
directly significant. to a study of re.sOUl'ce adjustments. 

• 
Indications are that part-time farming provides its youth some­

what better educational opportunities than farm boys and girls have 
gene.rally. On balance, the educational attainments of. part-time 
[arm yOllths COmpare rather favorably with those in nonfarm resi­
dence. Therefore, onthe basis of the opportunity provided children 
for acquiring formal schooling there is no apparent reason to look 
with disfavor upon part-time farming. 

TABLE 11. --ScloooL years cDnrpLeted, claSSIfIed far., operutors and famtly members 
oj spec tf teel ages by croups of Lou'-product Ion farms, Wt tn COIllfJan sons, Ln t I eel Sla les, 
1940 J 

\ledian schoo.! )'ear completed 

Class of fann 
PerliOns Persons Personslind population group 

35 - oVer W - 3! 14 - .!9 
years of age years 0 f age years of age 

~'earS ~'ears rears 
All cl assified low-production farms. Ii. ,t 1.4 -; ~ ;1 
Part-t 10K' farms ................... . 7.3 8.6 8.9 
~all-scalt" farlTlS ................ .. 11.4 7.2 7.4 
~ltrecropper ulli.ts.•• , ........... ,. 4.1 5.7 S.6 
Other low_pro<luction farms••••••.•. 6.9 7.8 8.0 

Rural fann populat·ion .••••••••••. _., 7.2 8.3 8.4 
Rural non farm populat:ion ••.••••.•.•• 7.8 9.7 9.;1 
l~rban population................... . 8.1 .10.6 10.1 


I Data for cl assi fit-d low-production farms from a Spt.:CI a1 labul at.ion of 
information for a slImple nf 7,000 households from th~ 1940 Census of Poputa­

• 
tion, Housing and Agriculture used by permission of the Unit.ed ,states BUreau 
of Cnlsus. :)ee te)(t p. 47. Dat.a on rural [ann, rUI'al nonfarm, and urban based 
on published data I\,reau of Census. 



50 TECHNICAL BULLETIN 1019, U, S. Ot:PT. Of AGRICUl."UIU: 

Two .rather discouraging facts are apparent [tom Ow data on 
education of families on small-scale farms and shau'( ropp'::.r units 
(21). First, the generally low education statu,> of th(' oldrrmem- • 
bers suggests considerable inertia to ',' 'I. ;:Jtl(lOal adjustments. 
Second, the relatively low levels of educaL.,n of the young.::r mem­
bers together with indications provided ;11 the sample data that a 
substantial number of the youths on these farms have not acquired 
as much as 4 years of formal schoolIng, suggests the stagnating 
influences of underemployment. Low income its('jf handicaps the 
educational advancement of children in underemployed farm fami­
lies. Some may faiJ to attend school regularly because they have 
inadcquat(· dothing or arc in poor health. But far more apparently 
discontillll(' their' schooling at an early age in ordc r to help bolster 
their family''!' n1<·ager income. 

Sn1all-scttle farms and sharecropper un.its in the South present 
somewhat different adjustment problems. FamiIics on small-scale 
fa'rms appear to be rooted rather firmly. Technological progress 
in the past often has not displaced them but it has tended to worsen 
thei r rdative ~'conomic position. The primary problem is how to 
('ncourage those who want to make vocational adjustments which 
would improve their productivity and income. Their education 
status is a significant indicator of their ability to make advantageous 
adjustments and of effective incentives. Sharecroppers, on the 
other hand, stand more directly in the path of technological im­
provements in cotton production. A great many of them almost 
certainly will be displaced over the next several years.29 How 
,an they be absorbed into other occupations? What kind ofa training 
pl:"ogram would bendit them? Here we can do no more than to 
point out the problems created by lack of educational opportunities. • 
rh~~y arc real and complex and warrant high prio'rity in research 
dealing with the small-farm problem. 

Stability and Security of Tenure. --From the standpoint of sta­
bility and security of tenure, part-time farming is by no means an 
undesirable social institution. According to table 11, about half of 
the part-time farmers had been on the same farm for 6 or more 
years preceding 1940. This mal:"ked stability of tenure strongly 
suggests that if part-time farming is a step in the transition from 
farming to nonfarm employment, the process is a slow one. A 
natural counterpart of this stability of tenure is the high proportion 
oepart-time farms that arc owned by those who operate them (table 
41). It would be interesting to know how and why part-time farmers 
acquire then units. Which comes first, farm ownership or non­
farm employment? 

Insecure tenure scarcely can be considered as primarily re­
sponsible for the chronic economic distress that confronts many 
small-scale farm families. On the contrary, their characteristic 
stability and high percentage of farm ownership stand as major 
obstacles to effecting adjustments which require migration. Nearly 
60 percent of the small-scale farmers under 65 years of age had 
not Changed farms for at least 6 years prior to 1940. Two-fifths 
of them had operated the same unit for 10 or more years. This 

~. I'll" total IIIl111b... r of _,hllrecropp.:rs decH'If~d from" pt'"k of 776,278 in 1.o3() 
te) .146, 'i56 in 10 45, \Ion, Lhan half of d,i.~ reduction, 175,000 out of the total 
:)10, ()no, call1t' !'(·tIWt'l'rI 1935 alld 1940. 1945 C,,"SUS of Agr <cul lure (18, V . .11, ch. • 
3, table 5). 
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suggests that there may be substantial inertia toward any adjust­
ment that would necessitatc changing thdr residence. These 
people generally do not have the habit of making changes. Their 
characteristIc .immobility probably is both a cause and a conse­
qucnce of the high pro p 0 r t ion of farm ownership "mong these 
families. 

Thes.!.! data suggest seve ral significant. questiol at warrant 
furUH'r stud~'; fi rst, why have so many of these f". ; .. ers remained 
for a decade or more on the same inefficient farm? Perhaps the 
fa I'm has not alwt')'s been so small. But this we do not know. 
Second, why do appa renlly healthy, a b 1 e - bod led farmers be IIi n 
operating units which will provide them with so little employment 
and incom('? Who arc they? Where do they come from? This 
group warrants particularly careful consideration. Many of them, 
perhaps, cou1.d he infltll'nced relatively easily to make a more de­
5irable vocational adjustment than beginning the full-time opera­
tion of an inadequate -sized farming unit. 

And why did not mOrt:· than one-sixth of the small-scale farmers. 
who owned some land, rcnt additional acreage? M\lch of the present 
discussion of adjustmcnts toward more efficient operations in over­
populated areas is premis('d upon the assumption that small-farm 
operators will. enlarge their units as migrat.ion progresses. But 
wIll they, unkss given strong positive incentives? At least a 
partial answer might be found in the explanations offered by under­
employed owners for not expanding their units by renting or buying 
more land. 

Family Size and Age Composition. --Only the more direct im­
plications of the relation between family size and age composition 
to adjustments On low-production farms can be covered in this 
rt'port. Two characteristics seem particularly significant in this 
regard (tables IS and 42). 

(I) Roughly one -half of the sha recroppe r families and of those 
on small-scal.e farms with operators under 65 years contained four 
or more persons; one-fifth of them had six. or more persons. 

(2) Families on each of the general groups 0 flo w -production 
farms had an age composition roughly similar to that of the total 
farm population. 

TM'lI..~: H. --(.'I(JsSlJt~d port-Umr (uu/ Sma LL-scn Ie Jorms, by Length oj reSIdence 
oj present operator', 194U' 

."Tna 11- Sea l~ farms 
Yt·ar~ on prc.,<:nt Part- ti,,".- }----.-------- ­

[ann fanns All Fanns wi th 
farms operator under 65 

Percent Percen t Percent 
1 Veftr •••••.•••••••••....•••••••••.•• J:J.9 10.2 12.0 
2 - 5 \'t>i.1r·s........ f •••••••. "' ........... .. 31i.tl 21.1 :n.o 

I) - Q yl~ars ........................ .. 15.3 J2.-1 ]5.0 

]0 Or' 1l1Qrl' ""!Irs.................... . .'H.2 .''lJ.:l 42.0 


All ycars .100.0 100.0 100.0 

I Dat" (rom It special tabulation of information fOI' It samp1e of 7,000 
hOllsehold~ from the 19 W (' ....nsus of Popul ation, lIousin", and AgriCllltlire. l'sed 
lw P"!11llssi(l1l of the U. S. (lure ....l of (,,,,nsus. s,:e text; pa!'." 47 . 

.~ f-'1.rms with ()Pf,'I'''tors bt'l'innin~ op.:ration of present farm .in 1940 
not classi fi"d. S..." footnQt... 1, table 40. 
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Difficulty in making vocational adjustments undoubtedly varies 
directly with the size of family. The initial expense of moving a 
large family and getting established in another location stands as a • 
major obstacle to the migration of many unde.remployed farm 
families. In addition, these families have had little chance to ac­
cumulate the necessary savings. This combination of circum­
stances suggests that in the absence of assistance, a great many 
farm children will have limited opportunity to acquire the education, 
the health, and tho:: associations which would enable them to earn 
an income that would support an "American standard of living." 
The size distribution of sharecropper families assumes special 
significance in view of prospective technological displacements 
among this segment of the farm-labor force. 

The sample data upon which these tables are based also indicate 
that a. substantial number of children al:e to be found in families on 
small-scale farms operated by persons (lver 65 year.s of age. This 
probability furtht:;I' emphasizes the importance of inquiring into the 
particular circumstances of all low-production farm families when 
adjustments are being appraised. Knowledge that underemployed 
farm families have much the same age structure as farm families 
generally, tells us a lot about their ability to make the adjustments 
that would improve their productivity and income. These data in­
dicate that, g e n era II y speaking, the operators of unproductive 
small-scale farms are not retired and are not young men just get­
ting started in farming. Acquired skills, financial resources; ed­
ucation, and the other products of private and public investment in 
people apparently mark principal points of difference in comparison 
with the charactcristics of the farm popUlation as a whole. Im­
provements on thesc poi n t s s h 0 u I d contribute most di rectly to • 
progress towa.rd the elimination of underemployment and poverty 
among farm peoplc. 

Off-Farm Employment of Pad-Time Farmers_. --This brief 
survey of low-production farms and familics should not be left 
without a word on the other jobs that are associated with part-time 
farming. Several interesting facts are revealed in table 43. For 
example, WOrk on other farms was a comparatively unimportant 
sour:ce of supplemental i.ncome. And relatively fcw part-time 

TAULE 15. -- Classe/ted low I'roductlOn /arms by sue of je.rm operator fClmlly ! 

'ilnaJ I-seal e farms 
OtherPart­

Far!llS wi th tillleShan'- low pro-
All croppers duct-IOnO!ll:ratol' famls 

farms farmsIIl1del' 1J5 

I'e,'cent tatcTI ( PaceTl! Jl~rceTl t. Percent 
L........... , ........ " ... ~ .•.. ~ , .. R.2 (,.Ii 2.0 2.1 5,9 
2......•..•••..•• , ••..•••.. 28.S 2':\.11 23.0 J6. I 20.5 
3. ~ ....... f .... ••••• >I. A ••••••• 3).~ 20.0 26.7 lB. 'i 19. !l 

I. ..•...•........ , .•... , ... lUi lli.n 17 .5 20. J 17.5 

5...... _.. , ........... t ...... " ~ 10.6 12.7 J 1. 7 14•. 3 13.1 

6 or more.; ............... . 17,Ii 21.1 19. J 28.9 23.7 


All sizt·s.... , •...•.... ,. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .100.0 

I Data from II ""H.'cial tahulat">!1 of information for a sanple of 7,000 house­
holds frolll the)!).1I) ('.,"SUS of Population, lIoilsin~and Agriculture, used by per-. 
mission of the r. .:::. l'tlrcau of Census, sce text p. 47 . 
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farmers, in 1939, were employed as "laborers" in nonfarm in­
dustries. This is particularly true of those who devoted essen­
tially their fult time to nonfarm jobs. Most of those engaged in 
other occupations were craftsmen, operatives, and other related 
kinds of industrial workers. 

Indications are that a high percentage of the Itlaborers" (except 
farm) were emplOyed on emergency public works projects. It would 
be helpful from the standpoint of encouraging vocational adjust­
ments to know ho\A.' many of these persons had been engaged prev­
iously in nonfarm work. Did they seek W. P. A. jobs because they 
we re "unemployed in thd r nonfarm occupation Or to supplement" 
their farm earnings? The low entry-skill requirement would have 
been conduci.vc to the latter movement. But, probably, many were 
c.xperienced worke rs t('mporarily out of work. 

• 

A comprehensive stndy of the nonfarm jobs of part-time [arm­
e rs could provide real insight illto the development of part-time 
farming. Blil much of the suppLemental information needed for 
su<;,h a st.udy is not nOw available. A part of it could be obtained 
from a survey covering a period of years which would be aimed 
toward explaining existing situations in te rms of changes through 
time. Recent dcvdopmcntsin part-time farming apparently have 
been of two kinds: (I) Movement of p.;:ople employed in industry 
into rural. resicknccs with a small farm acreage, and (2) increased 
numbers of small fa.rm operators supplementing their [arm in­
comes with off-farm work. Knowkdge of the relative importance 
of each of these developments and the kinds of nonfarm occupations 
associated with each hecomes particularly important in appraising 
part-time farming as an adjustment alte rnative for underemployed 
farm families . 

The conditions conducive to the development of a stable and ef­
ficient part-time farming economy well may differ significantly 
betw('cn parts of the country. Characteristics of [arming. the 
people themselves. and the concentration of industry undoubtedly 
are among the chief factors influencing the development and de­
sirabil1ty of part-tim(' farming in a particular locality. Compara­
tively little sp~:cializ.cd research has been done on the economics 
of part-time Carming--too little, certainly, to answer many of the 
questions being .raised with increasing frequency as the course of 
economic development brings agr.iculture into ever closer relation 
with other segments of the economy . 

• 
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APPEN[)[X 

TA~LE .16. -- Number of farms and informat ion used in class ify ing farms by ecmomic 

class, 1945 I 


Informatioll used ill cl assi fyill/! farms 

F.conomic Numb~'r of 


Value of lI'ork offclass fllrms Value of 
lund und furm byproduct.~ 

bui Idinps operator 

'/'IlOusands Do l.lars Dollars Days
fanni ng tin its; 

Large- scal e 


[anns ...•.•. ]OZ. I (II. 20,000 lind OVer ]5,000 and over 

( h. B,OOO - 19,999 70,000 and over 

Gmfllel·c.i al ­
fami Iy fllnns 

Lurge. '" ... ·108.9 ( a. 8,000 19,999 Under 70,000
-

(h. :l,OOO - 7,999 lJ,OOO - 6;1,999 -­
(c. 20 ,000 lind liVer 5,000 - 11,999 -­\let! ium...... 
 1,173.0 ( II. J,OOO - 7,999 Uncle r l), 000 -­
(b. I, :~)Q - 2,999 21,000 - 29,999
( c. 21,000 'Uld ove r Under 5,000


~lIall ....... 1,661. 9 ( a. .1,20(1 ­ 2,999 Under ~),OOO -­
( b. SOD - ],199 8,000 - ]9,999 -­5nall-$calo: 


farms ....... 
 923.5 SoO - 1,199 Under 8,000 lind('r 100
OtlH'r uni ts: 

Part- Lime 
wlits....... 602.2 250 - 1,199 Under [1,000 .100 and over

Nominal. units" 987.3 (II. Under 500 Uuder n,ooo Gnder 100
(b. Undflr 250 tInder 8,0)0 100 IUItI over •(c. t.Jndf!r 500 n, (x)O - 19,999 
(d. Under I, 2OC) 20 ,000 - (if) , f)fl9 J -­
(e. 1,200 - 2,999 30,000 - 69,999 -­
(f. Under 8,000 70,000 and over --

I III nddition certain farms were sfllected for individual examination alld clas­

si ficution. For d.:tails see Specl,,1 /fepo/'t :191,5 SWIlfll" Cell5Us oj Agl'LclILture (19 

p. J6). 

2 Cllte~'Ories a, b, mid c account for about 96 percent of tlte fnons cLnssiJied 
itS nomi'lfIl. 

Tt\I~LE 17. --Selected chnr'llcter'istics of nominal units, United State.s, 1945 

Number 
I. tern of 

farm>,; 

'fhousnnds 
('nder .10 acrl!S I: ...................: ................. , .......... . 
 651 
Operators report~n!,· work off f ann "................... " .•........ .30(,
Operators reportlllg 100 days or· more work off fann- ...•...•.•... 233 
Operllt?rs over 65 yea~$ of age".•...........•................... 
 21i1 
Nonres.tdent operators ......................•....•.............. 
 121 

All no",inll] units l •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•••.••••••• '0. 9117 

I Special. Ileport 1945. Snmple Census of Agriculture (19, table '2.9). 
2 Unpublished ditta, 1945 Sample Census of Agricul.ture, us('d by permission of • 

the Census. 



• • 
'1:.\1]£ 18.--Comparlson of average farm acreage, value of implements fJTIJ.J maclllll!:r~1 <1w/llet 1I1cOme of jal'1II ope"afors }roo: farming jor all 

Census farms alld fo,' farming anlls, I,y reglOn", 1944' 

OtJ('ralor s r ..a ',zed netVa lUI! 0 r irnl'l.>rnents,
Farm acn''l{::e l/lC(ofIle from a/!riclIillln,I and Ulaclune ry 

and Govt'r ....nent payment.., 

Rel(ion 2 

Fannjn~ Farming Fannin/!.AU All I\lIlilS units All units 
census fa nns CellsuS fanns census lam.s 

3 • 
en 
NAcres ,lcr•.' Collars follars Dollars to! 

Northeast •............ _............. . 9Q 129 1.290 1.874 1,795 2,·~95 en 

Corn Belt ._ ......................... . 13u II):) 1,156 1,443 21775 3,HO o... 
l.ake .............•...•......•....•.•. 13'1 15? 1,501 l,R42 2,595 3,OR.) 
.~+,al"chi an ••.••.•....•...••.•..••... 79 II; 30 t 1]<) I.m 1,9.15 :: 

:rJ 

Soutllf'asl .•..............•.........•. ]02 123 326 ·UO 610 800 3: 
en

Del ta •.....•....•.••.....•.....••..•• P,(1 1\9 371 .t46 1,3J5(l 1,('75 
Southern I-' bins ..................... . 3T l32 715 Q?3 2,040 2,610 Z 

Northern Vlains .................... .. '163 ·IQ7 1,719 I,lltib 3,075 3,350 ;! 
Moulltain .......•.................•... 1,1(1) 1,187 I, fi 3 1,P.:-:- 3,365 -1,205 to! 

Pacific ............................. . 257 361 1,365 1,91.1 4,675 6,225 C 
z 

=i 

United States ...................... . 196 2113 899 I, Iii:) 2,21n 2,810 to! 

1:1 
en 

, Derived frolll "Net income of Parm Uperators from farming, by States, 1943-44," (14, July 1946) and ~peClalllepo,.tSumple Census of ;! 
Agriculture (19, pp, 120-159). ;;l 

2 States included in regions are as follows: .\'o,·theasl: Maine, N. II., VL., ~lass., H. I., lonn., iii. \., N • .I., DeL, Pa., Md. '" 
,Ippalachian: Va., W. Va., N. c., Ky., Tenn. Southeast: S. r.., Ga., Fla., Ala. Delta: ArL, Ln., Miss. Corn Belt: O.io, In.i., Ill., 
Iowa, Mo., Lake: \tick, Wis. 1 Milln. Northern Plains: N. IJak., S. Dak., Nebr., I\ans., SVlllhern !' laws: Ok! a., Texas: Moun tal/l: ~nt. , 
Idaho. Wyo., ('010., N. Mex., Ari1.., Utah, Nev., J'acific: Wash., Oreg., and Calif. 

3 Includes large-scale; J:,rge, medium, and small coornercial-farnily farms; ano small-scale farms. 

U1 
U'I 
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TABLE 19.--Estimated man equivalents of available operatol' and family"I(Jbor and 
of labor hired, alld capital per man equivalent of all labor by economic .class, 
United States, 1944 1 • 

InvestmentWageEconomic Family lotal per
class labor labor labor man

hired resources equivalent 

Man Man Man 
equivalents rquivalents equivalents Dollars 

Farming uni ts: 

Large-scale farms ...... 
" 1.4 5.8 7.2 13, 3A7 ' 
COmmercial-family farms 


Large...•.............. 1.4 l.l 2.5 
 13,457
Medium................. 1.4 .4 
 1.8 8,330
&nall .................. 1.3 
 .2 1.5 4,562

Snall- scale farms ........ 1.2 .] 1.3 2,324
Other ooi ts: 

Part-time units.......... .5 2 .5 5,9H
Nominal units............ .9 
 a .9 4,292 

All farms ............•.... 
 1.2 .3 1.5 6,945 

1 Estimated. Available operator and family labor based on population 
over 14 years of age on farms by economic class adjusted for nonoperator 
families, work off the farm by the operator, sex and age di fferences in aval l_ 
ability for farm work. Tn this calculation, operators over 65 years were 
estimated at 0.4 man equivalents; other operators 1.0 man equivalents minus 
man years of work off the farm; other males over Iii at 0.7 man equivalents, 
and females over 16 at 0.2 mAn equi valents. ~1an equivalents of wage labor 
hired are based on total wage bill by economic class and wage rates by States, 
adjusted for wage rate differentials by size of farm. • 

2 Less than 0.1 of one 'man equivalent. 

• 
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TAI3l.E 20.--Percentage of farms reporting specifIed facilities, by economic class, (hited States, 191,5 1 

F\mning Ki tchen ~!echani cal rOWel'
Economic class Tractor Auto Truck Electricity lelephone 

\\ater sink 2 refrigerator washer 

Farming uni ts: Percen t Percen t Percen t Percent Percent Percent Percent Percefl t Percent 
Large-scale farms .........•..... 86 91 H2 80 .- 76 f.4 7f 80"''' 

COmmercial-family farms: 


Large ......................... 86 91 Sf! i6 6i Sf! 75 64 81 

Medium ........................ 69 84 34 62 50 38 59 42 n 

Snall ......................... 30 62 III 41 Tt 22 34 24 4fl 
 '" Snall-scale farms: .............. 9 39 10 28 15 13 20 14 20 ~ 
enOther uni ts: 

oPart-time units ............... 14 6S 15 58 26 35 45 38 48 ... 

Nominal uni ts ................. 9 43 10 41 21 24 33 26 30 
 ;.!

All farms ........................ 34 62 22 4H 32 29 42 32 46 :II
s:: 
1 Tn farm dwelling. Special Report 191,5 .Sample Census of Agriculture. (19, table 29, pp. 120-159), except as noted. en 

2 Based on unpublished data from 1945 sample Census of Agriculture, used by permission of the fureau of Census. Cata for kitchen i 
sink with drain, mechanical refrigerator, and power-driven washing machine relate only to farms with resident operators. ;! 

to1 
c: z 
=i 
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I TABLE 21. - -Percentage distribution of farms by type, by economic class, llnited States, 1945 	 U1 
CD 

Type of farm 2 

All
fi:onomic cl assi fi ed

class field 	 family Otherfarms crop Li vestock General Dairy Poul try Ii vjng t~es 

Farming w.its: ... 
Large scale farms .•........ 100.0 31.0 32.3 ,t 2 Q8.5 4.0 0.5 19.5COmmercial- fami ly farms: z 

Large.................... 100.0 ~.2 28.9 II. 9 11. 9 5.0 .2 7.9.\tedium........ " ......... 100.0 31.9 22.0 19.3 18.0 3.9 .2 4.7 ~ 

Small .................... 100 .0 44.5 13.6 16.4 11.7 4.5 	 til
5.0 4.3 c:Small-scale farms .......... 
 100.0 42.6 8.8 9.5 5.6 5.1 24.6 3.8 1==Jther uni ts: 

Part-time umts............ IDO.O 10.0 ~ 7.2 4.6 4.4 6.7 6'2.6 4.5 zNominal Wli ts.............. 100.0 .13.9 6.0 
 2.6 1.8 	 4.5 67.5 	 3.6 (5 
jQ

All farms................... 100.0 32.3 14. I 12.0 9.7 
 4.8 22.4 4. 7 != 
I Based on Wlpublished data the 1945 S~le Census of Agriculture, used by permission of the Bureau of Census. 

-

. !" 
• for a discussion of the basis for classifying farms by type see "l'alue of Farm Products and TypeofFarm,"UnitedStatesCensus 1'1 

o 
of Asriculture, 1945 (18, V. '2, ch. 10). ~ farms that produce products primari ly for own household use. o..,• Includes fruit-and-nut fanTls, vel!etab,e farms, horticul tural-special ty farms, and forest· products farms. 

:I­
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TABLE 22.--f,UJllberoffarmsbyec",omlc dass. by '·~glOns. J945 I 

Farming wlits 

AllRegion Large- Coomercial-family famls Small­
fa ntIS scale scale 

fanns Large .\1"tiiuJII Small farms 

T/tousQllii 7/tousand 7housanti 7housand 7110 usand Thousand 
Northeast ........ 548.0 9.7 45. IS 122. 1 1l0.8 48.0 
(orn He1 t. ....... 1,052.7 19.7 131. 1 287.7 267.8 106.0 
Lake.•.••........ 542.2 3. ] 33.5 194.4 jfi6.4 42.8 
AppAlachian...... 1,031. 0 4.8 21. 5 123.6 3H.3 200.7 
Southeast ........ 657.9 4.5 9.7 53.5 228.0 175.2 
Del tao .••........ 591.5 3.4 8.5 31.9 211. I 194.0 
Southern PI ains.. 5'~9. 7 11. 6 31. 2 90.5 159.1 99.0 
Northern Plains.. 391.2 9.5 59.2 159.7 101. 9 25.6 
Mountain.•....•.. 212.6 10.7 28.1 54.8 49.9 15.9 
Paci.fic.......•.. 282.1 25.1 40.5 54.2 52.7 16.3 

t.ni ted States... • 5,858.9 102. I 408.9 1,173.0 1,661.9 923.5 
- -- --_... _--

I Special Report 1945 Sample Census of Agricu1.ture. (19, Table 29). 

2 Region total swill not add to U. S. total in sme cases because fi I!,"ures have been rounded. 


Part ­
time 

Imits 

1housand 
86.8 
85. I 
41. 1 

113.2 
7Q. ~ 
46.0 
62.8 
11. 1 
.19.1 
41.6 

602.2 

Other uni ts 

Nominal 
units 

Thousand 
124.4 
155.3 
60.9 

227.9 
116.6 
96.7 
95.5 
24.2 
34. 1 
51.7 

987.3 

CD 
N 
I: 
~ 
;! 
:.I 
!C 
til 

Z 
:i!... 
c: z 
:j... o 
!!l 
~ 
!'I 
til 

\11 
-.t) 
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TABLE 23.--Percentage distribution of Janas by O:COnollllC class by tenure status of operator, United'States, 1945 I 0­
o 

TenantsAll Full Part.Economic class tenures Managersowners owners Share Croppel'sCash Share Other Scash 2 

Farming units: 
Large-scale farms ....... 1.7 1.1 5.0 28.4 I. 1 1.9 1.4 0.1 1.0Commercia} family farm~ ~ Large................. 7.0 
 4.8 ]6.6 27. I 5.0 :z:17.5 10.2 .8 5.5Medium................ z
aJ.O 16.3 34.9 24.1 14.7 41.2 29.4 10.4 16.8Snall ....•............ 
 ll.4 26. I ~.1 10.0 23.9 28.9 33.5 46.0 29.5 ~ Small-scale .farms....... r­15.8 15.9 8. 1 1,4 17.2 6.5 14,4 29.9 18.3 l!!Part-time units ......... Xl.3 13.9 r­

Other uni ts: 
4.4 .6 16.2 .9 2.9 3.0 8.5 r-Nominal uni ts.......•... 
 16.8 21. 9 4.9 8.4 21.9 ~3.1 8.2 9.8 :J),4 

iii 
All farms ................ 100.0 100.0 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 o100.0 100.0 

JQ 
I Eased on unpublished data from the 1945 Sanlpll! Census of AIOI·iculturc. used by permission of the Bureau of the Census. !=a Southern States only. 

!D
3 Includes unspecified tenants, Ulat is, those .nose method of payment was /lot reported. 

t:7 
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• 
TABLE 24. --&Iected fOl. e.&penaitures as a percentage of total value <if products 

and total value o/products sold, /araing units byeconoaic class, United States,
1944 I 

Livestock CoamercialFeedEconomic Hired and fertilizer. 
class labor pur-

poultry lime. andchased 
bought seed 

. Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Percentage of total value of products 

farming Wlits: 
Large-scale farms ............... 18.5 10. (j 9.1 3.3 
COmmercial-fnmily farms: 

Large ......................... 10.9 14. I 8.3 3.5 
Medium........................ 7.9 14.0 fl. 1 3.t) 
Small .......................... 5.9 12.3 5. I 5.1 

Small-scale farms ............... 3.9 11.7 .1.1 5.9 

Percent'!l!.e of total value of roducts sold 

farming uni ts: 
Large-scale farms ............... IR.8 10.8 9.9 3.4 
Commercial-family farms: 

Large ......................... 11.4 14.7 8.6 3.6 
\ll!'<lium ••••.••••.•..••••.....• 8.6 15.3 6.7 4.3 

Snail ......................... 7.3 15.2 6.3 6.3 
SnalJ - sca I e farms ............... 5.9 17.9 6.3 8.9 

• I Based on Wlpublished data from the 1945 Sample \~sus of Agriculture. used 
by permission of the Bureau of Census . 

• 




6Z TECHNICAL BULLETIN 1019, U. S. DRPI'. OF AGRICULTURE 

1'AII..E 25.--I:'stilllat~s of average farm InCOIII~ and espenses for farllling units, by 
econolllic class. Com B~lt Stat~s •.1944 

Lllrge- COllllll'rei II I. fami I Y farms •
I t<'ITl ::iIlOJJ­

seul., scale 
Large ,\l"diuIII STud I 


Numi.;-r of 
flll1l1s • J, (1()0 IQ.7 131. I 21l7.7 26i.1l J06.0 

AIl""US"'< per farm:! 
Total ]'",.! , acr(~s 462 257 .170 '119 79.C:roplllnd', 3 do. 301l 173 <18lotal eftl'.l.. l .52 2·1dollr.rs 10I,1I.1<l 44,703 :II, <leO 10,413 4, BI2family lallO" 

resourct:-s 3 mall .1.4
Net. fa,," incofllt" 
"'I," .1.1 1.3 1.2 1.]
dol I III l .11,400 5,0.1 J 2,571l %(1Gross farm anco'flf,' do. 32,020 ·137

10 ,54H 5,09fl 2,1,17Expera~~s: 973 
1.... I\<:s' do. 2,9RI (ilfl 22(i flR 31Feed • do. .1, 5~7 1,111/\ 7fl9 355 1112Li vesto"k aiHl 1'011 JU'\" do. 1i,27!l I, (1(16 356 .I4J (,2I'('ni I i1.cr, I i.m~, lt~ld 

seeds' 
 dl). fl59 :~50 1<15 qq II'\!a<;hirwn' o"t:r'~t .011 
and der~., bujldin~ 
maint('nafl(,(', tnXt's, 
m,d miscrJlaneous do. 5,C}~~ 2, .175 1,0'11 5(\1Total fr,nll (·~'I(p'~n.ses do. 20. ,,;:n 5, ~37 2,520 

217 
1, .1117 5,'I(j 

, /'~I;:",d Oil 1I11/>lI"l'I-oII..<I and p,d,1 ;;:hed data, /9 .•5 SarnpIt' ("Il$lI1; of Agr.ieliiture, 

used Ir,' 1l"/111i$$' on 0 r tilt' !lU"'atl 0 I ('t'IISU;:, 


"'\"':'r"t!T<' for' .. Il 1'''I'SI$ 'III {'tH'il {),IS!;. 


3 fst.ionrtteti, (';'p'tn1 Intl"d..s ,·;;li.II,att'(/ vallll' of worku,lt efll'ital. (C)Vern­
 •
lI~nl !lDYIIIt:lltS hns,'d 00 tOlill for til<' "f')rlon ,d locat,(·c1 to Ih(· '\'I,rious classes on 
tl,,· brlStS of frtrm ;l('I·("!If!t'. \l"ch'''t:''~' oIK'r"tioli and d",H't'('iatlon f'xlwnSeS h"I'",d 
on lOtllI<; ro,' r,,!!ion~ us 1'('1'01'1.,(/ bv IIA~:. ,\Iat'nr \'(·hid,> op.. r.tting f'XP"IISf'S 
alloel,t",,1 on hllsis of trnctOl' and auto nurnb.. r·$ ad,lllst('d for fll,,1 (:onsllmpt.ion. 
Machinery niaintt'1l1U,e.· lind lI.ll.()r', \'<'hiell' d"l'rt'CIa tH}/l ,'xl~'nSt'S flJ loeat,.d on basis 
of relut; v,· val lies af I/npl'~lIcr1ts and lIIaclrillt'r)', eXI>(·rI.5cs for' taxes hased on flA~: 
t:slilll"les of to\,al taXi'S allOC'tt.'d to tht.: c.l"ss,~s 011 tla' b;"HS of I't'lative 
""ounlS of total ('r!pill.!. I?uildill!! d~'prcc.ial.iOIl bas..d 00 rlAE t'stimat,.s of total 
building depreri'ttloll allQclIl{'d to tI't> var'ious <.'lkss.,;, on hasis of "~'tli ,tt ... d 
valu(' of farm hui Id.inJ.;s. \\isc,'II"l1eolls opcral,inFr !'xIJens.,s based 011 • "II "ted 
tOlltl alloclIt•.'d 'UIIQIlf' "C'onanic class"..,; lal'l'.,.]Y on tl1l' has.s of relative \''';1:" of 
fa rill products sol d. 

• ~sti",att:d. In<;ludt's reported ,·"Iu... of flll'lll P"Otill!'ts sold and us.. d in Ioolllt! 

and eS!.imatt·d G)v"rnrllellt "ayn~.'nls "nd r .. nUt! \'alu" of [(Inn dwelJint-:, 

• 


http:dollr.rs


• • • 
TAI:2.E2b....41!uage.Jar.. acreape, ~'lllueoflCJl1d (llld /)lIlldlngs nnel nd"t' 0/ I"l./em~tlts IJllIl}!taci!lnery, Census flUms nnd "<UtagementIUllis, 

selected urca, J9G5 1 

\alue of lam! \alu.. of IInpl"'llI:ntsLand 111 f01111 Cropland harvcsted 
find IJIII iLhllft5 and Ulach i lie I') 

b;'oll()fuic 
doss (~mH1~ M"IlHFt\Jn('u l rll>II~1"I~ \t(,jtag~mf.'n l vn;;ull MaJlagcm('n~ (':115,15 Malla!,elJlf!n~ 

fa mls unitts fl. nos lllUIS famls units farms UlIltS 

I'amlln!! un;. ls: 	 Acres Acres Acres Acres £.) Iturs Dol/ors Dollars I)) I lars en 
Largr··sca I,· fam,s ............. J,lRI.- 1,2.14,- 111. n 'j.q,.n ')Q,f!1)1) h,;, -O::! 'l, IT: 7,274 N 
COIl".. rcial-famtly J"nns: en '" 

t.ar!,,, •••• n ................. 12: .3 ,ll2. fJ 112,- 1[.,.q.- l>.l,f'11 r.!lO 2,31\.\ 2.290
---	 ..,{\1t"d i tun ........... * .. ~ .... ~ ................ IV~.I r-.:l 52.11 (·5. -:- 5, 01- - ,0.15 	 B,;3 
o 


t') ()"i-	 ."':>n.1ll ............... " ...... '76 .. 1l Qh.O 21),- 3~1, 'I .:...,. 'l 3.3-10 2(14 330 » 

Small-senlt> farms ............. 511.-: 6R.r Jr.. q 1<). -: 1,f/34 1. bR!, 112 145 = 
3:Otl..~,' un j ts: In 

Pa rt- Lime lIfll Ll> •••••••• , •••••• 11 1 ,IO.P r" i 'l.n 1,'l~~ 1. 7~2 11.1 133 Z 
\~Iinal uni t.s ................. 53.5 51.2 f)~h 9,1 J.961 1,317 1.13 l!)q 	 -! 

:t 

All fanus· ...................... RJ.7 .I 11. I 2:.: 3- ~ 'l,J3fJ <l,ro 331 439 '" 
c: 
z 

I l'npuhl ished dllta f,'O!u the lC),\'i (:'~nSlJ5 of ,\I!,·icultuI'I.'. USE'd hy I't'l1lllss'ion or 1I"., i"lrNIU of Census. St-lected ar..a indudt's Alabama, ::j 

Arkansas, ,\tississipl'.i, 1.0Ili<;i.1no, (~'orf!ia, \ol'th C,rolin8, ~uth r.."'oitlla, nnd tl.t.st'J'·cled,mtilipl ... ·tlJlIt art-as in \'ir/!inia and ~issouri. '" 
Data for rrnlidpJe Im'ilS in Arkansas and \arlh C',mJinll r("lal(' anh to Iltt' (II'PH illdml('d III ll,,' multlpl.t'·unit study. s,:l' .l/ultlpl.e Lhit " 
C,.,era t lOftS, C. ::.. (:eIlS/lS of JI~nculturt', .I[)I~ (ZV. fIg. 5, [. J:'j, 	 ~ 

• Aver"", .. or all. farms in encit ('lass. 	 ,.,-! 

en 

a­
I..l 
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TARtE 27. - - Single IJIlI t~· unci mul.t Ip Ie unl I.S by ec;onoml Cd(1$,~ i selected area, 1945 I 

•'f8!\8~nlf,~nt Mul tipl .. !-iin~l" 
unl ts lilli, oS UIlI tst.con(wni (' 

dAI'S 
1\· rcen t.agt· I\·rct:nta!(.: P..,rcell t a", •.' ....und),·r (If :"lumber :"Itullbertot".1 of toud of tntal 

7'j,ou~. i'e "cen t '!holls. Pcr('en [ '!hous. I'e,.cen I 
Fannini': units: 


l,ar,l:l'- $C nIe f,'rm~' 12.5 1.1 8,11 f,. !l .1 ~ O. t 

L'«IIm' I'C) (11- [nllll I.\- " 


fa rm: 
l~rgl:'~"'I"'~""'" 'IQ.S ~,5 2'i.1 1':.7 J1.H 1.5

\I..di llnt..... , , •• US.S 1!l.9 1i1.1 43.1 
 n·\. '1 0.5
.'1na II. ... '" ... 1S1.!> ~lJ •• \ :l8. J 27 ~O 11C;.5 32.0 


:-n.a I 1-S(' II.! l' fllrms 2M.8 23.S 5.8 
 -1.1 259.0 26.2 
Oth .. " un.! tS! 


P" rt - t line lIlll ts •• 
 IF/. R 10. tl 1. ·1 I.(J., liB. ·1 12.0
·,'omitt".! uni t$: ..•• 101. 1) 17 .0 1.0 190.q J9,.j..( 

,\11 rllons .••••••• , J,121.9 ]41. ]
- ._, 

.100.0 100.0 qSn.1i 100.0",""--. 

I [1,'s... d 011 \llIpuhl islt(·d d'tla fl'("'l lQ45 (A.'nsus of Al(ricul tun", lIs,.d I..y 1'(,1'_ 

ml:';SIOI1 of tll(' Burt'HlI of ("'·IISIlt;. ;';"1"(·,,,<1 an-" Includes Alaba",a, ,'rkaIlS"S, ~Iis­
.~issll'p.i.• (nuls.iani., G,,(lr~It., :'iol'th Cal'ollllA, !'<.>ulh C1rol ina, and the .~ .. le(,l~:t1 
n1UI 111'1 "-lInj, ar,·us in V:ir!(iniu and \I,ssourl. Uatu fell' multiple un;'ts ill Arkallsns 
lind \()rLh CIII'f)lIIHl n·ll1t(' only to 11,,· Hr •.,,, IlIrJud"d in the 1I~t1t.ipl"-\lIllt Sluth. 
,"," ,!JlIltl,d,! lInt (J1'i'rniWllS, I.S. Censlls (If Al"'icllltlu-e, 1945 ('20, it;: . .5, 
r. l:i). 

• 
TAI:V.f. 2fl.--I'i?/'C·rIlICl!e 0./ mllltl·rl,. UIILtS (U1(1 sl/1gle Wilts d(1Sslj,ed {If> f,el,{-crop 

[fll'mS />1" economIC dass, ~e l~c(erJ urea, nn:; I 

\\tlllpl,. UIl:ilS 

!'eret'lI I 
~ It rmi nj! un ItS; 
Larce-scale ["OilS .................. . Ill. I 11. f) 

C.£JI';!t!'T.ia].·Jnmily forms ........... . 
1...,.. rElt~ t,. ..... ~ ~ .. ~ .... ,. ........... ~ ..... t ........ .. oo.P :';Q.[> 


'~(i 'i lUll t .. _ '" ~ ••• ~ ....... ~ ............... , • M 110,5 -1>,0

St,!!].! ••••.••••.••••••••.••••••.•• 7'1.1) 
 -: I. 1 

:::fMd [. sc,.J,· fa 1111S ................. .. 57. - "':2. {i

Otlt,·" ullits: ...................... .. 


POI'I-, llIl,- IInitll "............. ...... ..t2,<l 1:,{' 

"onlltla 1 11111 IS· •..•••••••. , ••••••••••. f-____;;:2~;;.).:..1+---f-----_:1:,;7.=._';,I'---­

·'11 fan1\s ............................ B::;. _I, :;n.l 


I f);'St.t! 011 unl'tlLl'tsh ..d d(lta from [1145 (',nsus of J\grl('u.ltul·(', lIsed 1.,) 111'1'­
miSSion of t.1r" 1~lre;tll of t"'IlSllS. ."'-'I,·ct.,·d Itn'a i.ncludcs Alabama, Arkans"s, \its ­
sisslpp.', I.ouis.iulla, ('''·Ol'/.!.' " , '\01'\11 Carol ill", &u\b CarolUHi, and tit,· s"lcc-It'd 
multiple-will "r(';lS .in V.ir~i.nla Hnd ·'hssollrt. Data for lIIu ll.il'll' unilS .in ",·kansas 
and ;'1:0 I' til Carolllllt 1,.,lnu- only to Iht' H,·,,"1nc.i.udt'd ·in.lhe nlllltipl.--uni\ slud}'. 
~(' MullLflle C'nlt (}l'a(Itlon~, C. S. (:enSilS oj A~rtculwrc•.1IM:; ('.:(1, fIg. 5, 
p. H). 
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TAI3LE 29, - -AII~ro8~ numbl:r of subun i ts per mu I t II' Ie uni t by economic class, cash 
1/IQ8~S pOldforhired labor per multiple unit IDld per single unil, selecled area,
1945 1 	 . 

Econollic c1 ass "uhi pJ e units Single unit 

No, of suburlils 2 Cash .'ages paid ens/! ",niles paid 
Farmin/!. lUll ts; 
Large: scale fanns ... 15 , 4,800 ~ 1l,152 
loonler.:i .. I.. flUni I,· 

fanns; 
Larg.! ........•.... 5 1,100 1,545 
\'~Iium............ 3 339 359 
~all ..•.......... 2 105 87 

Small.scale fanns ... 2 ,Vi 21 
Oth"r uni ts; 

Part-time units .. '" 2 73 J9 
Nominal uni ts ...•..• 2 40 19 

All rarms•.........•. t 673 125 

I IIosecl on IInpllbl ish.·d daUI from :I0·tS (''''IISlI'' or ,\,'.riClIlt.ure, 1I",,·d hy per­
mission of the Hun'"u of (':IlSIIS. :-;'.. It'('I,,:d arca .illclud"$ AJabalfl8, ArkanslIs, Mis­
sissippi, Louisiana, (;','or~ilt, :';or'l:lI (;:11'01 ill", ~\l11t ("1'01 ina, and the seleclt!d 
lIlultiplt'-ul1it !In'lIs in Vir'r.i.nia and 'lissouri, 1)"l,a for n.dtiplt' units ,in Arknnsas 
and North Carolina 1'!,11t1., only t" til<' ,II','" .illl'lutic'" i,\ th•.' multiph:-unit study. 
See MuLtiple Unit (Jfl~r(lt,LOnsJ 1. S. Census oj Agriculture, 1945 ('20, fig. 5, 
p. 	14J. 

Includ..:; th" h<:K'W fanft . 

• 
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'1N.,t.t: '!JJ·--h.'ffect o/management unl ts on IlUml'er 0/ farms, by economic class, Delta 

and Southeast ~tlltesl 

1~:Colloflii c d ass C',-O S us fur'lns • 
Number Num/)er I'e rcen t

('Ihuusands) 'n'OllSall(]" ) 

H'l1nin,.: un its: 

Lar!'("S';1I1e farllls .•.•••• 3.4 o. () 
 5.6 J. ·1Cool1lf.'rei ,,1- fallli Iy f"rlTls: 

J.. argt" .• t. <I *" ... 'O ........ . 
 0.5 1.4 11.3 2.8M.:.lit,," ........... ' :12.0 
 5. ,1 'l.D5,,"11 ............... .. !lILO 15.7 
 110.(l 29.flSnal.l-SCIII." farllls ..... .. .19.1. 0 32. 'l 112.3 28.2Oth.. r uniu;: 

Part-lilll'! .......... t. -t ~,,"",'­ 16.0 41.6 1(1.\Nf,fni nitl tot i t.-s CJ6.7to ........... .. 


7:~. ~ IR. ·1All fanns ........... , .. .. SCJL!i 100.0 
 3CJfl.1l JOCI.Q 

~arlllin~ uni ls; 


Lar"e-sc"l.! flt"n" 1.5 .7 
 6.:1 I 2(oo.,Jercial. f!tlnily i:;,~~~;' 
I ..... rH... . ,. ~ . , ..... I ...... 4 • 9.7 .1.5 16. ., 1. q',,·d iurn •••••••••••• , •.• S:1.5 fl • .1 5il. ;) 11.1
SIIol.l •••••••.•••.•••.. 
 223.0 .11. 7 ,155. 0 30.5~1I11-seah' fa"II)S •.••••• 175.2 2(,. (. 121. r- 2.1. R
Oth~'r un its: 


Part... t'imt' uuits " ........ . 
 .10. -;' Id.1 12.0Nominal units tHH ...... . 17.7 qO",a r.B •Al,l fllrms ............... .. 
 100.0 5Hl.7 100.0 

I Based on unpuld'islll:d dllta, 194,'; (i.·Jlo5u$ of I\j!ricult.u,·t', used hy Iwrmission 
0/ tilt' Burellu of CensllS, S,·I,·('\(·d ar,'" ifJC'ludt'$ "Iat,omll, t\rkllnsns, 'Iississil'pi, 
Louis.iana, G.!orf{ia, North C,,,·olinlJ • .soulh ( .... ,·oJ inn, lind lht' selecl.:d 1JI"ll.ipl~.­
IHlit IIr.,as in Vir~inill and ,\hSSI)II,·i. DlIl.o for ""dtiple units ill ArkanSAS and 
j\ol'th ~:'Irol.inll relal,· onl" to till.' III','" illcluded in d,,· Irndnple-unll study. s,.", 
Mu[,tlple Fnlt Orlel'ations, '/., 'So Cellsus oj Agricu/.ture, 1945 (20, ri~. S, 1'. 1.1l. 

2 for seJect"d 111'('11; ('('IISIIS Janns lI,:;~·d fo,' cOllnti','5 outsi",> III1,lt.ipl"-II,Jll
.Iren. 

• 
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• 
TARLE 31. __ Percentages of all. farms, selected resources and value of furm prod­

uct,~, large-scale farm, by regIOns, 1945 I 

All (,ross
Nurnber All lIarvested

Ilibor vol ue of
11c/(IOIl of fa nils 1.lIlId cropland

rf:sourceS .1'0 nil products
2" " 3 2 

I'e rr.·cn t PerC~T1 f p~,.cent Pf··rlJ.t~Tlt Per'cent 
;"orth"aSL ':;latf.'S ...... 1.8 11.1 5.9 7.3 22. I 
Corn tit: I L 'st.IoLt·S.... , . .I. q 5. I 1i.3 8.0 15.4 
Lake States•.......... .11 3.2 2.3 2.h 6.8 
'\flJl II I:l('iI; lUi ~Ult('j,S •••• .5 2.n :1. (, .t,4 8. J 
1'i<,lull",,,~t. Strolf,s..•... .7 f,. () 1·1. ~l (J.6 19.0 
Illil 1.11 ,sl.hll·S•••••••••. J) 5.h 10. 'l 11. 5 ,U.8 
:-')lIlhf.'nt Ph illS 'st.atf~s 2. J fl.; 12.5 14.6 2·L9 
"0 rtllt' nt Plains Slltlf!S '1, I s.n 11.0 8.9 16.7 
\Iounl.llin ~t.ult·":i ••• j 5.11 I(].'l 51.0 22.5 38.0 
Pllcific SLaL~S ....... , 8.t) :'l{'. I S2.4 51.7 58.8 

lnllrd StaL~s, .. , .... 1.7 8.3 25.0 n. J 21.9 

, Datil !Jf"T'lfllll to rHI'II1S, ,'" c1n~s, I:ied hy 1,"'IIHll.~, 'Ihis corresponds to 
"'11tH' I~ Lt·r'l1It.',d l-ar'l!{"·:,;(,,tdp wal-.!J~ iai.lorJ, and J11f_~Cllallil.('d IlIlltS. 


~, "'[1erw/, n'/lQrt, JIJ.i:' '''IUTl[.!e L~nslls of Agr'l(ul,ture (.J9). 

3 I'~~ ti ilia t~·d. 


• 

• 
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TABLE 32. - -Number of fa rIllS , cash wages paid per farm, and percentage report ing 
specified cash wages paid, large-scale and large cOllllllercial-f(J//fily farlllS, by re- • 
g ions, 19q5 I 

Cash wa/,oes paid Percent of fanns 
per fann reportingNumber 

llegion of ranns
fanns All f'anns reportinS J\Jy O::l,Oon 12,500 

wages wages or ovre or ovre 

Number Dollars Dollars Percent Percent Percent 

Large- scale Canns 

Northeast States... 9,6n7 10,7:17 10,931 98.2 95.7 85.1CCrn Bel t Statf;!s... 19,705 2,984 3,187 93.7 66.5 29.1
LokI;! States. '" .... 3,073 8,585 8,919 96.3 83.3 60.6
Appal achi an States. 4,836 5,650 7,022 76.480.5 59.9
Southeast States•.. 4,476 11,236 12,04(' 93.3 88.6 77.9
[lei to States.....•. 3,380 9,577 10,449 91.7 86.6 74.7Southern Plains 

States........... 11,635 4,950 5,202 95.2 
 81.2 56.0
Northern Plains 

States........... 
 9,547 3,037 3,200 94.9 72.3 37.6
.\iountain States .... 10,705 7,343 7,758 94.7 87.8 68.8
Pacific States..... 25,092 11,052 11,546 88.895.7 74. 1 

L'l1i ted States..... 102,136 7,262 7,696 94.4 81.9 59.6 

Large eOOlllereial-family fanns 

Northeast States ... 45,639 1,634 1,865 87.6 56.7 22.2
Com Bel t States ... 131,050 61fl 751 82.2 23.3 3.8
Lake States........ 33, 46'~ 
 979 1,106 88.6 37.0 8.0 •Appal achian Stotes. 21,529 1,187 J,313 90.4 44.0 13. 7
South('asL States ... 9,716 2,013 2,362 85.2 60.8 33.2
Delta States ....... B,529 2,383 2,801 
 85. I 6B.3 37.5
SouthcrII Plains 

Statf;!s.... " ..... 31,239 1,541 1,692 91. 1 53.9 22.2
Northern Plains 

Stotes. '" ....... 59, 152 736 835 88.2 26.0 5.5 
~tountain Stotes.... 28,081 1,442 1,581 54.091.2 18.0
Paei fie Slates ..... 40, :;15 2,009 2,277 88.2 9).2 31.0 

l~ited States..... 4-.')8,914 1,143 1,319 86.7 39.5 13.5 

I Based on unpublished dat.a 19.~5 Sample Census of Agriculture, used by per­
mission of the Bureau of Census. 

• 
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'. TAtlLf: 33. - -NWllber of large-scale IIIUIr iple and single units, specified Southern 

States I 


State MUltiple units Single uni ts 

NU/llber NUllber 
Arkansas........................... . 1,431 544 

wuisiana.......................... . 594 754 

Mi ssissippi ........................ . 2,190 120 

Alabama....•.............•.......... 532 390 

Georgia............................ . 1,136 756 

South Carol ina ..................... . 864 188 

North Caro I ina..................... . 1,610 743 


Total ............................. . 8,357 3,495 


I Unpublished dat.a frOOl 1945 Census of Agriculture used by permission of the 
&reau of Census . 

• 


• 
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l:'\BI..E 34.--Percentageofall farms, selected resources and value of farm products, 
commercial-family farllls, by regions, 194.5 

Numher of All I abo.' All Ifarvested Gross value •llegion farms resources land cropl and of farm products 
2 I 1• 1 

Percen t f'ercen t Percell t Percen t Percent 

All corrrnerci oI - fami j y farms 


Northeus t Stat.es 
.... 50.9 62. 7 67.fl H.7 71. 8Corn ~I t States " .. 7,t, 865. 1 79. A 85.0 80.3Lake States .,' ...... 72.7 82.4 85. 3 'JO.O 89.1Appal ach i an Stat.es .. 4Uj 55.7 fiO.3 69.2 74.7Southeust States .... 44.3 53. ,i 55.7 64.6 62.7fkl to States ... , .... 42.5 51.0 52.1 59.4 1\4.3Southern Pluitls 

States 51. j
••••• OJ, ••••• 62.0 46.7 75.2 65.!!Nort.hern Plains 

Stal;es ............ , 
 H2.0 fl5.3 Bl.4 81l. 0 81.5MouJltain SI.ates '" " 62.5 64.4 43.7 72. ] S9.0Paci fic Stal;es ...... 52.2 41J.7 40.5 43.7 38.5 

Ll,i ted States ...... 55.~ 63.8 ­60.5 78.4 70.6 

Large 

Northeast States 
'" . fl.3 15.9 15.7 lfl.8 28.9C{)rn Be It St.ates .... 12..~ 17.8 23.5 29.8 33.0Lake States ........ , 
 6.2 9.7 12.4 15.2 19.4I\ppalachian States .. 2. 1 ~.4 7.2 R.4 11. 4Southeast States .... 1.5 4.1 9.2 6.9 8.8I~l ta Stutes ........ 
 1.4 4.5 9. I 9.8 9.2Southern Plains 

States ............. 5.7 
 •l.l. .I .15.6 21. 2 20.4Northern Plains 

States •••••• " •• ,o. 15.1 F).·\ 26.0 
 7.ll 31. 4Mountain Stutes ... , . 13.2 ]9.3 2J.0 29.4 27.4Paci fic States .....~ 14.3 20.2 21. 2 24.0 21.7 

l'ni ted States ...... 7.0 1Il. 3 
JJ. 5 22..3 21. .) 

Medilun 
Northeast States .... 22. ,~ 28. (j 31.9 36.1 31. ')C{)rtI IlI'I t 5ta tf? S ., .. 27.3 32.3 34. .I 27.0 24.4Lake States '" ..... , 35.8 43.2 45.5 50.3 51. 0 Appalachian States .. .12.0 16.5 19.1 23. 5 2CJ. 5Southeast Stutes .. ,,, O. I 11.8 15. I 16.9 19.1Del ta States 5.4 8. 3 1].6 12.e 14.6Southern Plains 
States .. , ... , ...... 111.5 22.5 .15.9 ;l(l. J 26.5Northern Plains 
States . . ... . . . . . . . 40.8~ 42. (i il9 .. 3 ·\4.2 39.5Mountain States ..... 25.8 27.2 15.n 28. 7 23.3Paci fi c States .... " 19.2 17.5 11.1i .12.7 ]2.4 
Uni ted States ...... 20.0 24.2 34.424.1 30.0 

• 
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• 
TABLE 34.--Percentage of all farms, selected re.murces and value of farm products, 

commercial-family farms, by regions, 1945--Continued 

Number of All labor All Ifarve!<led Gross value 
Region farms resources land cropland of fann product.s 

I I I I• 
Percent Percent Perc en t Percent Percent 

Small 

Northeast. St.at~·s ... 20.2 IA.2 20.2 I9.R 11. 0 
Corn Belt States ... 25 ..~ 24.7 22.2 Ill. 2 12.9 
Lake Stales 30.7 29.5 27.4 24.5 IR.7 
Appa 1 ach i an St.ates ~O.5 34.13 34.0 37.:1 33.R 
Southeast States ... 34.7 37.5 31.4 40.R 34.11 
[\,lta States 35. 7 ~fl.2 :U.4 36.13 40.5 
Southern Plains 
Stales ••••••••.• 0. 2A.9 213.4 15.2 23.9 IA.9 

I'otorthern Plains 
States ............ 26.1 23.3 16.1 16.0 10.6 

\lountain States .... 23.5 17.9 7.7 14.0 8.3 
Paci fic States ,0' •• 18.7 .11. 0 7.7 7.0 4.4 

Uni tel States • '0, 2A.4 2fl.l lAo I 21. 7 17 .1 

I Special Report on 1!.1115 81unple Census of Agrtcul.ture, (1.9, table 29, pp. 120­
.159). 

• Estimated . 

• 

• 




'lAlLE 35.--Percentage of all farms of specified types classified as commercial faJltHy farms, by regions, 19451 ....J 
N 

All 
I'e/!ioll types 

2 

Fielu 
crops Cairy Poultry Li ve­

stock General loamily 
living 

Otber 
types 

Percen t Percen t Percen t Percent Percen t Percen t Percen t Perce,. t 

"" 
~orlheast States '" ....... '" ....... 
l~rn Bel t Sta tes .................... 
Lake States ......................... 
Appalachian States .................. 
Southeast States .................... 
Del ta States ........................ 
Southern Plains States .............. 
Northern Plains States .............. 
~iollntain States ..................... 
Pacific States ...................... 

52.2 
66.4 
73.9 
45.4 
,~5. 0 
43.0 
SJ. 9 
83.0 
64.1 
53.9 

51. 5 
711. 3 
58.9 
70.fl 
59.5 
SL7 
72.2 
90.4 
79.6 
62.fl 

All 
90.9 
75.3 
117.2 
63.0 
39.0 
64.2 
61. 5 
6R.!l 
73.0 
74.2 

conmerci 31 - fani! y farms 
64.9 51.5 
.35.6 81. 0 
50.5 [14.0 
~.5 59.7 
62.5 54.0 
4S.2 46.0 
41.5 S9.0 
.\fl. 1 ?4.9 
56.6 70.9 
67.9 60.6 

77.2 
PI. 9 
IVl.3 
64.9 
61.1 
55.2 
iLl 
90.P. 

P3. " 
i3.6 

5.5 
5.2 
6.·1 
6.6 
9.2 
7.7 
6.0 
9.1 
6.0 
5.9 

57.7 
52.4 
57.7 
49.8 
56.6 
46.2 
5.1.3 
38.1 
59.2 
67.3 

~ 
:t 
:z 
n 
:to... 
til
c:...... 
:!
:z 
o 
!ii 

Uni ted States ...................... 56.4 67.3 81.5 51. 7 74.3 79.3 6.7 5/l.3 
:: 
!" 

1 Vnpllbli shed data from 19·~5 Sample Census 
2 Excludes farms IIOt classified by type. 

0 f Agricu 1lure. Llsed by penni ssioll of the Bureau of Census. 
c 
'" ;!l 
o.., 
:to 
Ii) 
:tI 

nc: 
!:j
c: 
:tI 

'" 

• • • 
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TABLE 36.--Farm SllC charact~/'istics of c;ollJJ1lt:rClai famdy-opt:ral<:d fa"ms, selected areas' 

. IIcturn to I IUld, 
lotal Acn,s Totul Land \\Orkillg I al'lr alld cap i tal Gross 

Area alld t.ype land of Ia1:.or and capi tal .income 
of fann in fanns cropl and used bUlltiings 19,H 19lJ-47 19·14

19411944 19'~4 1944 19·H average 

Acres Acres /lours Dollars Do llars Do liars Do lIars Do liars 
Corn Bel t fHnns: 

Cash grain ......................... 22{l 180 4,121l 3·~, 960 9,619 4,531 7,276 9,162 
tlog-beef fauening...............•. 210 139 4,915 21,8'10 ] I • .176 3.776 6.428 8.3~ 

N'" tlog-beef raisin/(................... 177 93 4,000 11. 15J 6,58] 2,223 3.422 4.524 
 !:ltlog-da i ry....••.................... 140 90 5,589 H,OOO 7,554 2,902 4,251 5,572 
Da' ry farms: o... 
Central New York................... 145 54 5,179 6,670 6,519 2,371 4,382 7,043 ;!
S,uthem Wisconsin ..........•...... J22 71 5,514 11,224 7,za9 2,B28 5,353 6,949 :II 

$prin!! wheat farms (Northern Plains): 
IIheat- corn-I i vestock .•....•........ 40] 243 4,066 10,787 7,140 2,923 5,643 7,013 '" " zWheat-small grain-livestock..•..... 518 285 3,865 9,187 i,B65 .3,038 6,164 7,637 
Wheat- roughage-li vestock........ , .. 644 250 4,497 7,896 7,131 2, ·t93 5,OB1 6,lJ2 :c"" 

Winter-IOi,eat fanns (Southern Plains): '" c::
IIheat..•.....•••...•.•............. 595 266 3,152 19 ,040 7,020 3,808 7,403 8,787 z 

IIheat-grain sorghums............... 685 133 3,326 20,550 6,658 4,31<1 11,924 12,865 
 ~ 

Cotton fanns: o 
Southern Plains...................• 221 153 3,706 9,945 3,028 2,278 4,458 5,436 
Black Prai ri e..•.............•..... 142 112 4,304 9,940 3,422 1,736 2,475 3,291 ~ 
r.elta of Mississippi ............... 44 33 3"l91 4,224 1,014 1,361 2,229 2,520 "" !:l

InterlOOuntain Hegion: 
Cattll'; ranch .••................••.. 1,697 195 5,122 20,706 25,094 3,535 5,2l2 7,074 

'TYPI.cal. Family-Operated Farms, 1930-45 (9). 

..," 
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TAHl..E 37. --JlercentageofaL/ farms, selected resources, and value of [arm proJ­
ucts, specified economic classes; by regions, 1945 I 

"0. of All labor All Harvested Gross
Hegion farms resources IIUld cropland value of •2 3 2 ~ product 2 

P''''cen I P~rcen t. Percen t Percen t 

Small-seal t~ f"nlls 

'\ortheast States......... . 
 B.B 7. ] 6.4 5. :! 
u,rn &1 t Stales......... . 10. 1 B.6 S.B 3.3 

Lake St ateS.............. . 7.9 
 6.3 4.7 3. 2 
.-\pplt lachi lU\ States....... . 19.5 19.3 
 15.5 I·t 2 
Soud..,ast Slales......... . 26.6 23.B 16.4 19.2

De ILa Stat,!s............. . 
 32.8 29.4 21.9 21. 1 
Sollth,:rn Plains States... . 18.0 15.2 5.0 6.3 
Norlhern Plains Stalo.:s... . 6.6 4. 7 2.:1 1.9 
~k)untain Stat.!s.......... . 7.5 5.4 1.4 2.2 

Paci fie Stales .. '" ...... . 5.8 3.S I.l .9
I.i" i ted Stales ........•... .15.8 13, 7 S.B 5.7 


ParL- ti me un its 

NQrtheast States......... . 15.8 5.1i 7.2 
 5.3 
C£.m Bel t St.at.es......... . B. l ~.5
2.9 1.2 
Lake States.............. . 7.6 2.4 2.7 1.6 

Appalachian St.at..!s....... . 13.4 5.9 6.6 4.5 

$.Julheast Stat~s......... . 10.7 1.B .t. I 3.4 

llelca States............. . 7.B 2. i 
 Vi 
."XJulhern Plains Slales ..•. 1.1. 3. 5~ 1.5 1.2 
Northern PI.ai ns Sloat.es.... 2.8 • R A .3 
Mount.ain States........••• 9.0 2.4 .n 1.0 
Paci fie States........... . I·L8 1. ·1 1.5 1.2 

lini ted States........... . W.3 3.6 2.1 1.7 


,"aminal lIni.t;s 

Northeast Stllt.es ..•.... , .. 22.7 13.2 12.7 7.4 
C')rn Ad t States.....•.... H.B 8.6 5.6 2 ..'i 
Lake States.............. . 11.2 5. i 5.0 
 2.6 
t\ppalachi an Slales....... . 22. I 16.3 14.0 7.7 

&'utl...ast St.ates ......... . 
 17.7 12.4 9.5 6.2 
L\:lla States............. . 16.3 11.3 11.1 5.3 
SOulhern Plains St.ates... . 17.4 10.6 4.3 2.7 
Nort.hern Plains Slates. '" 6.2 3.4 1.9 .9 
Mountain States.......... . 16.0 8.5 1
3.. 2.3 
Pac.i fie Stat.. ,; ........... . IB.3 2.4
B.3 'L 5 

Uni l.:d States ...•........ 
 16.8 10.6 5.6 3. 1 

I Data pertain to fanns as classi fi.t:d '" lolle regu1.ar census. 
2 SpeclUl Report 1945 SlImple Census oj AGncul ture (19). 
3 Estimated. 

Percent 

2.0 
2.2 
2.0 
9.3 
12.3 

IB.O 

5.2 
I. I 
1.1 
.6 

,1.2 

·2.6 
1.2 
1.3 

.1. 4 

3.5 
3.0 
2.4 
.3 

•1.0 
1.1 
1.9 

1.5 

.9 

.B 

3.5 
2.5 
2.9 
1.7 

.4 

.9 


.1. 0 
1.4 
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TAIILE 38. --Nuaber and Important characterIStics of sflall-scale fanltS, by regions, 
1945 

Average per fann I 

Number Hllr- All ivalue 01 \-alue 0 \lIlue ofTotal 
IIe~on of value of Total. vested labor land alld pOlller produc­

farms land crop- rc ... bui Id- andma- liveproducts 
2 

2 3 3 ' 3 
:. land source. injS chinenl Ui ve,nQck 

'lhous. Do llurs At;/·cs AC/'es Man Do liars Dollars Dollars 
equ U}a 

lent 
Northeast... " 1.48.0 787 72 23 I.J 3,425 662 516 
Corn Be.1 t ..... 106.0 826 79 24 1.0 3,28.1 347 608 
Lake.•........ 42.8 839 83 29 1..2 3,226 506 676 
.-\Pl'al aeh i an... ~O.7 812 63 16 L -$ 2,197 311 273 
Southeast... , . 175.2 834 63 22 .1.4 1,706 326 194 
Del tao ........ ]94.0 845 53 HI 1.3 1,461 278 248 
Southtrn 

Plains ...... 99.0 810 f19 26 1.3 2,488 325 511 
Northern 

Plains ...... 25.6 B44 162 58 1. 1 3,536 505 848 
,",OUlltain ..... , 15.9 813 22:{ 33 1.3 3,451 514 B05 
Poei fi c ....... 16.3 791 41) I) 1 . .1 3,917 299 37B 

Uni ted State" 923. 5 825 72 22 1.3 2,305 349 375 

• 

I Averallt of aU fanlls -in each cIass. 

2 Special Report 1945 S(lmfll,~ Cellslls oJ Agl'lcuLturc (19). 

3 E,'lima!.e'!. 


TABLE 39. --Percentcgeofsmull-scale farm operators reporting specified years of 
uge arul days work off farm, by reg ions. 1945 I 

Age oC operator \\ork off fann by operator 

l'egi on 65 years 
L:nder 2 1 - 49 ~-99and None

25 years days daysover 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Northeast. ............ '" ...... . 36 I 87 8 5 

C'.orn Bel t .....•.....••.......•. 35 2 88 7 5 

l.ak.! Stlltes................... . 31 2 82 \0 R 

Appalachian................... . 23 3 89 6 5 

Southeast..................... . II' 5 87 7 6 

De] tao ........................ . 16 5 83 10 7 

Southtrll Pillins............... . 22 2 86 8 6 

Northern P.lains ............... . J] 4 82 13 5 

l\toulltain .. .................... . 22 2 80 10 10 


qPaci fic....................... . 31 I 83 8 


United States................ . 23 3 86 8 6 


I Unpubl i shed data fran tht 1945 Sample C'ensus ofAsrieulture, used by permission 
of the I:\1reau of the CA!nsus. 

• a Includes Canns not reportin@ on this item. 
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TAIJ£ 4O,.-Numberantipercellt~e of clasufled lou'·productlon farms ill 5/l111p/.e, by 
specIfied groups, 1940 1 ~ 

Item Su,"b~r Percent.. !\~ 

All 	c10ssi fi~d low·producti on fa ntiS 2 2,0.12 100.0Pllrt-tinoe forms' 61 I 	 29,9
~all-scul<: farms' 72(' 35.7Sharecropper W1i ts ~ 200 1-1.2Other low. )roduction f.. nns6 413 20.2 

II1"ta froll! II spec.iul talJIIlation of inforrnation for a sample of : ,000 

housd,olds froo, the 1°·10 ('ensus of Population, Ifousint; lind Agriculture. Used 

by pennission of the r. S, r\lreliu of ('en sus. &.! tex t p. 47. 


2 Farrns reportine. less than ~520 total value of products sold and useu, 

In 19;10, Corresponds approximat~ly to ~I, 200 at IQ 4,1 prices and yields; the 

llpper I imi t of ,!conomi c classes V and VI.. About one-sixth of al.l fanns in 

sample were 'not classi fit·d· because tilt:), report ... d one or rnore of the follow­

in/( characteristics: \1onr.!sident operator; be!(lIn operat.ing ,in 1910; unusut'! 

"alues of lund and boi Idi.ngs, muchinery, cash wages paid; unusually laq": 

numbers of SOlO'! principal li.vestock; "pparellt incompleteness; or would have 

been srnall-scale 1~lt report ..d no slt1es or no value of hom.. -used products. 


• Low- producti 011 fa rms wi lh ope rn tor report i ng more than 100 days work 

off the .farm, ill 1030. 


• tow.production farms, ex<:ept liloal'ecropper Iinns, on which: (a) opera­
tor report"d It'ss than 100 duys work off farrn, Cbl operator oWlled lip other 

land, and (e) wa!(es alld sal.ary reported for aLl famd}' members Was less than 

sales of fal'lll products. 

• Includes only shar{'<;;roppers rt'porLIJI/O less lhan !''j20 total value of 

products, ill .I9:J9 and includes about hal.f I'he total number enumerated by the 

)010 	C-:nslJs of ~riclJltun, (17). 

• Lnw-product i 011 fan1lS not cl assi fi ed as smll II -sea I e farnos b), renson 0 f • 
(bl 	 or (e) under footnote 4. 

TABLE ·U. -- Percentage dts tnbut tOil of e lass If ted part - t Ille and sma Il-sea Ie fa,..",s, 

by tenure of operator, 1940 I 


Small-scale fanns 
Part- tirn"

All Farms wi th (arms
farms operator under 65 

T""lJre 0 f op"rlttor 

Percent Percent Percent
Full O..l'er...•......•........... 
 57.1 51.7 69.6I)ar~ owner ......... ........... 
 8.4 9.SI. 	 5.3Cash l""llnt...............•• , •. 
 U.8 12.8 17.5:ilare ten all t .. , ............... . 
 J·t 7 17. 1 2.6Other tenant..••.• , ........... . 
 8.0 8.9 5.0 

Al I 	 It:lllJre .••.. , •...........•. 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Dala froo, 8 special tabulation of information .from 8 s~Je of 7,000 house­
holds from the 19·\l) 0.'11slJs of Population, tlousing and Agriculturo:. USt.,,1 by per­
mission of the t. ;:;. Bureau vf Census. See text. p .•n. 

• 
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TABLE 42. - - Age dis Ir ibut IOn of persons in farm operator famil ies by groups of 

class if led 10000-produc t ion farms, with compar ison, J940 I 

Cl asses of form and All 35 yeors 20-34 14-19 5-13 Under 
populotion group ages and over years yeors years 5 years 

Percr.nt Percent Percent Percen t Percent Jlercent 
Port- tilllt! farms ... \00.0 31.8 21. .. 13.5 21. 2 12. I 
Smoll- scalt: fllrm.s. 100.0 45.6 17.0 11.2 16 . .I 10.1 
!iaarecropper ulli ts 100.0 26.6 25.3 15. I 19.7 13.3 
Other low-produc­

tion farms ...... 100.0 42.8 22.8 14.4 11. 3 8.7 

All cl assi fied 
low-production 
f"nns .••........ 100.0 37.8 20.8 13. I 17.3 II. 0 

!'\trol fann pOplI-
I ation .......... 100.0 36. I 21.2 13.4 19.3 10.0 

Rural non fal11. pop­
ulation .....•... 100.0 38.2 25.0 11. 0 16.5 9.3 

Uruan popu I at.lon .. 100.0 n·t 26.5 10.3 13. J 6.7 

Total ()o()ulatioll. 100.0 40.6 25.0 II. 2 15.2 B.O 
I Il~l" for classified IO"'-product,ioll r~rms fl'('" a special tauulation of in­

fOr{tlHtlOlI frolli II sII",p1,' of' ;,000 households from the 1940 Census of Population, 
lIeusing Hml,\griclIl.ture. l.s!'d by permission of the li, S. Hureau of Census. See 
te,,·t p. 47. /lata 011 total rllral fll"Ill, "\Jral lIonfarm, ~nd urban hased on 
rubllshed datil, I. S. ],lIretlll of (~IIS"S. 

TABLE 43. --Percenta!!.!! distribution of clasSlfled part-time farm operators wor/;­
IIIg spec ifLed number of days off furm, by pr inclpa I occupat Ion ln tJoh Ich off-far.. 
work u'as perfor.."d. 1940 I 

l~erators working off farm 

Occupation 100 days and 200 days and 
over over 

Percent Percent 
Fann lahorl;'r .......•......•.......... 10.9 9.4 

Lahorers, except r"rm.............••• 28.0 15.6 

All other.............•.•............ 61. I 75.0 


All occupat.ions...•.............•. " 100.0 100.0 


'I~ .. t .. [,'00\ a tablliation of information from It sample of 7,000 households 
1.1'(111 the .1940 (,.. nslls of PoplJiaLiO'l, lIolIsin!( am! .\/!rjClII t.llre. rsed by pennissiOll 
0/ l. :3. liltrcnu of (~:"SIIS. S!.'" text p. '~7 . 
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