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SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES-!
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SUMMARY

Farms inthe United 3tates maybe divided ipto two broad groups
from the standpoint of the purpose of the agricultural operations--
farming units and other wnits, Most of our 5,860,000 farms are
operated to provide a livelihood for the farmer and his family and
can be characterized as farming units. In many regions, however,
small part-time farms and rural residences are numerous. About
1,590, 000 or slightly more than one-feurth of all the farms were

' Submitted for publication Moy 1%, 1950.
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ciassified by the 1945 census as part-tirme and nominal units. The
proportion of farms so classified varies from nearly 40 percent in
the Morthcast to less than 10 percent in the Northern Plains,

The 4,270, 000 farming units cover a wide range of economic
conditions and scale of operations. About 160,800 were classified
as large-scale units; they reported, with some exceptions, a total
value of products of $20,000 or mare in 1944, Investments in
tand, buildings, and machinery, on these large-scale [arms aver-
aged neariy $100,000 and tabor resources averaged a little more
than 7 man equivalents. They 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 percent of the gross value of all farm products. In addition
there werc nearly ! million small-scale [arming units reporting a
value of products belween $300 and $1,200. All farms in this
value-of -product range with operators working eoff the farm 100
duays or more yearly were excluded frem ihis cconomic 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 farms but far only about
4 percent of the total value of products.

Capital requirements for commercial farming apparently have
acted as a deterrent to owner operalcrship on rnany of the larger
farms. Less than 40 percent of the large commercial-{amily and
farge -scale farms are operated by full owners. Full ownership is
most cornmon on the part-time and nominal units where considera-
tions of farm production usually are secondary to residential and
other considerations. Nearly three-fourths of the part-time
and norminal units are operated by {ull owners.

Incomes of large-scale farms apprar to be somewhat more vul-
nerable tc changes in prices and production conditions than are
those of commercial-family farms, partly because of their greater
dependence upon hired labor. Margins of nel income arg narrower
on large farms than on medium-sized commercial-family farms,
bul available data do not suggest that these margins are any wider
on small-scalefarms than onthe medium family {arms. Efficiency
in preduction apparently is considerably greater on the medium
and larger farms than on the small-scale ana small family farms.

Small-scale farms and, to a lesser extent, srmall family farms
have been bypasgssed in the process of mechanization and other tech-
nological developments that have coniributed so much to increased
agricultural productivity, Invesiments in machinery and equip-
ment on such farms are extremuely small, Produciion per acre
and per unit of livestock is comparatively low. Improvements in
agricultural machinery, practices, crop varielies, and ilvestock,
usually have benefited the larger [arms mare thin the small farms.

Operations of several sharecroppers and sometivnes tenants in
the South frequenily are handled as a unit from the standpoint of
farm organtzalion and managemeni. Numbersand sizes of manage-
ment units in the South differ ceonsiderably from the number and
sizes of census farms. Tor the multiple~unit area as a whole,
the number of census farms totaled 1.5 million in 1845, as com-
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pared with 1.1 million management units. Large-scale manage-
ment units are considerably more numerous than large-scale
census farms, but, even on a management-unit basis, only alittle
more than 1 pervent were classified as large-scale. Small-scale
and smail 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 of all the
management units in the area.

From the standpoint of the United States asawhole ,large-scale
farms are not numerous; they constitute about 2 percent of all
farms. They ave concentrated in certain areas and in particular
types of production, In 1944 more than 20 percent of all so-called
field crop farms in the Pacific States were large-scale, as were
neariy 15 percent of ali farms in this region that were classified
in the miscellaneous types (including fruit and nuts, vegetable,
horticultural specialty, and forest products). There has heen
some increase in recent decades in the number of large-scale
farms as measured either by total acres or by total value of prod-
ucts. Much of this increase has stemmed from technological
forces that have permiited the operation of large-scale, highly
meckanized farms in some areas, Trends in the number of farms
operated primarily by hired labor are less distinct, Available
data indicate a significant decrease in the numbers of large tenant
plantations in the South.

From nearly two-thirds to more than three-fourths of the farms
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 crmmercial-family farms. In the Northeast,
where part-time and niminal units are especially numerous, about
half of the farms were in the commercial-family groups. In the
Pacific region, commercial-family farms accounied for about one-
haif 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 generallyaretoo small to utilize modern
power and machinery effectively and in many cases available labor
is not fully employedeven with present types of equipment. Small-
scale larms are found in all regions but they are most common in
the Appalachian, Scutheastern, and Delta States, where they repre-
sent about Lwo-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
years 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 many 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, kinds of
power and machinery, and type of farming. Troublesome farm-
adjustment problems are found also an many of the small com-
mercial-family farms, although they may be presumed to be some-
wha* l=ss acute than the problems commonly found on the small-
scale farming units.
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Problems of the increasing numbers of part-time, residential,
and retirement units, counted as farms, are perhaps more closely
related %o 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 i{s characterized by technical, economic, and social pro-
gress? How many people should try to earn their tiving on them?
Can mechanization and relatively prosperous economic conditions
be expected to solve the problems of poverty which have becomne
imbedded in some scgmentsof agriculture? 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 cconomic and social
prablems. ln order to provide reasonably complete information on
agricultural operations, the 1945 census--iike previous enumera.
tions--included any tract of land on which agricultural operations
are performed except those of less than 3 acres which repaort less
than $250 total value of products. The resuiting "average farm, "
which finds its way into a multitude of uses, is a combination of
such widely varyinyg 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 changed oanly slightly in recent decades, striking
changes have occurred in the kinds and sizes of farms. As a
resuit 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 in 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 the first
time in presenting data from the 1945 Sample Census of Agri-
culture (19.pp. 15-16).2 This classification evolved from dis -
cussions of a joint committee formed by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Bure¢au of the Census in connection
with the 1945 census and an carly article on farrn classification
which appcared in the Journal of Farm Economics (3). It was
developed to provide a basis for the description, identification, and
analysis, of broad groups of farms similar in their characteristics
and problems., Toward this end the economic classificationdivides
the & million farms into seven broad classes; provides a basis for
a working separation of farming units and other units; and sepa-
rates the farming units into significant classes primarily from the

2 Numerals an parentleses r=fec Lo Literature Cited, p. 78,
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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. {1).

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: Largc-scale farms; large, medi-
um, and small commercial-family farms; small-scalefarms;
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 tand and build-
ings was used as a secondary factor, mainly asacorrection factor
to take account of unusual circumstances 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 cconomic classes except part-time
and nominal units may be characterized as farming units. With
few exceptions they are operated as a business or Lo provide a liv-
ing for the farm family. Approximately 4. 3 million furms 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 situnations where
the vailue of products for the single year appearcd to be abnormal.
Farms with a lotal value of products of $50¢ to $1,200, if the
operators did not work off the farm as much as 100 days, were
designated as small-scale farms. Part-time and nominal units,
in contrast to the farming units, gencrally do not furnish the major
share of the income for the farm families although sorme 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 Nomirpal Units

An important first step in understanding the structure of pres-
ent-day agricuiture is the separation of the farming wnits from the
other units. Many of the smaller units included in the census are
part-tiine farms, some are retirement units, others are rural
homes with oniy incidental farm production. More than one-fourth
of the total number of farms, or about 1-1/2 million farms, were
ciassified as part-timc 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
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from $250 to $1, 199 gross value of products in 1944, and the op-
erator worked 100 days or more off the farm. It was assumed
that the larger farms would ke operated as business units even
though considerable off-farin work was done, Approximately
three-fourths of the farms with cperators working off the farm 100
days or more were classified as pari-time and nominal units.?

Neominal units include all census farms that reported less than
$ 250 total value of products, farms with a total value of praducts
of $ 250 to $499 if the operator did not work olf the farm as much
as 100 days, and certain other farms thatl appeared tobe abnormal,

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-
scnts the primary vocational intercest of the operators. Included
in this category are farms which for any reason had a vory iow
value of products reported for the census year.

Liack of understanding of the many small part-time and nominal
units included in the census enumerations often gives rise to seri-
ous misconceptions. QOver-all figures on the characteristics of
farms include these units and this directly aifects averages of
farm characteristics, Far example, the average size of farm and
the average net income of farm operators {rom farming is more
than one-fourth larger for the farmirg units than for all census
units {tabics | and 18,pp 7, 55 Part-time and nominal units add
little to the production or resource totals but they increase sub-
stantially the numbers of farms. In considering income, in par -
ticular, il is necessary Lo recall that the farm income fram part-
time and nominal units generally is but a small part of the total
income of the familics operating them. Grouping the farming units
separalely from the part-time and nominal units provides a more
realistic statistical pictury of such characteristics as average
acreages and incomes,

The cifects of this separation are much greaterin some regions
than in octhers. In the Northeast, for example, where part-time
farming is rather common, the operator's average net farm in-
come from farming is about 40 percent 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 of farms in the United States a distinetion between [rrming
uniits and the other unics is especially helpful. Profit or loss frem
farming on part-time, vusidential, and retirement units has sig-
nificance only in relationto off-farm activitics and other considera-
tions. The problems as wrl)l as the opportunities for adjustment
on farming units and on part-time and residential units are suf-
ficiently distinct to warrant senarate study and to requirc different
methods of analysis.

? The percentage of the total nuber of aperators of farming unaits working
of f the form 100 dnys or mere by ceonomic class are: farge-scule § percent:
large commercinl-fumily 5 pereent; medium coumercanl - Mami ly A percent; small
commereial-Tamiiy 12 wreeat,
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TABLF. 1.--Farm ucrcage, value of machtnery, and net incomes per farming unit as
a percentage of averuge for all census farms, by regions, 19441

Operator’s
Yalue ol realized net in-
t'arm impl ements come {rom agri-
ACTeAge and culture and
machinery Government
payment s

Feginn®

f'ercent Percent - Percent

Northeast 1 145 139
Corn bBeltu 120 125 123
114 123 119
Appal achian 123 1R 134
Southenst........... 121 126 127
11 10 123
132 132 1246
Sorthern Ploins. . ... 7 W9 19
‘loutiLain 13 17 125
Pacific 140 140 133

Ui Lesd States, ., 127 (Bt 127

Vikerived (rom “Net income of Furm Qperators from Farming, by States, 1943-
44, (July 1948), and Special Heport on Sumple Cenyus of Agriculture (19, pp.
120-159).

2 States included in each region are as lollows, Northeast: Maine, N. M.,
Ve, Moss., H. [., Conn., N. Y., N. ., Del., ., M. Appaluckian: Ya,, W, Va,,
N. C., Ky., Yenn. Southeast: 5. C., Ca., Fla., Ala. Delta: Ark., la., Miss.
Corn Belt: Chio, Ind., 111, laws, Mo. lake: Mich., Wis., Minn. Northern ['loins:
N. Dak., 3. Dak., Nebi., Kans. Southern Plains: Okla. Texns. Mountatn: Mont.,
Iduhc, Wyo., Coelo., N. Mex., Ariz., Utah, Nev. Pucific: Wash. Oreg. amd Calif,

Changes in importance of Major Groups of Farms

Substantial changes have taken place in the numbers of farming
units and other units within the last few decades. Somc indication
of the magnitude of the changes that have occurred in the last 15
years are givenby the estimates of the numbers falling in the part-
time and nominal categories in 1940 and 1930 (fig. 1). 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
15-year period.

4 The estimates should he regarded as approximations, in viewof the nature
of adjustments required, variations in coverape, amd the lack »f information on
how the respective groups are affected by over-all changes in price levels and
yields, as well as the lack of strictly comparable information on tle number of
part-time farmers by incam groups, in 1930. Datn on number of farming units and
of part-time and nominal units for 1940 and 1930 were based on the estimated
number of part-Lime farms with omerators working 100 days and over and other very
small units by adjusted vwlue of product groups. Yalue of product groups in
earlier years were adjusted for changes in prices, yields, and other factors, on
basis of the votal*value of products reported by the cemsus as sold and used in
these years compured with 1944, This methad appeared reasonable since the level
of total inputs in agricultgre changed relatively litile during the period. For
the level n} pnputs in these years see Progress of Faurm Mechanization,{7, p. 67).
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MAJOR GROUPS OF FARMS
UNITED STATES, 1930, 1940, and 1945

FARMS (MILLIONS)
0 2 4 6 8
. i . | . .

FARMING UNITS E

1930
PART-TIME ALD P77 - 1940
NOMIENAL UNITS

‘Twas

TOTAL FARMS - B2

WAl ATIGE.

FIAKE 1. --Numbers of {arms counted by the census huve decreased only slightly
during the last 15 years, The more rapid decrease in numbers of farming units
has been partially offsvi by the marked increase in the numbers of part -t ime
and nominel units,

High levels of industrial employment and shortage of urban
housing recenily have addedto the numbers of residential units in ru-
ralareas. Evenmoreinfluentialover the longer run has been the
growing industrialization of our Nationtogether 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 for a large proportion of these peaple. The
part-time and nominal uniis are concentrated most heavily around
industrial areas, where topography and other conditions are resi-
dentially attractive (fig. 2).

Recent trends in the humbers of farming wnits and other units
probably will continue. Same further increase in the number of
small residential units seems likely, though fewer may be counted
in future census enumeralions, 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 full-time farms,

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) c:mmonly are parts of larger units from the standpoint
of farm organization and management. In such a system the en-

s Bee Scale of Agricultural Praduction. (5, pp. 323-370) for an early dis-
cussion of current tremds in sizes of farms,
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tire unit generally is considered as a single *'farm" by local stand-
ards. Under census definitions, however, each of the individual crop-
per and tenent operationsis reported as a separatefarm. A partofthe
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 decliined iess than has the total number of census
farms, probabiy averaging somewhat under | percent per year.

NOMINAL AND PART.TIME FARMS

Percentage of Total, 1945

PERCEMNT
{dUndes 10
T3i0-19
£33 20-29
30-44
BB 5 and ovar

Ak ATSRT.un

FIAHE 7. --Part-time and nominn! units are likely to he concentrated around

the industrial centern of the Northeastern, the Appalachian, and the Pacific

{onst regions where Lopography and other conditions are residentially attrac-
tive.

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 carry on a
much larger business than a 500-acre dry-land wheat farm. A
specialized poultry farm may produce more on 15 acres than a
livestock ranch does on 1,500 acres of grassiand.

Capital employed is another frequently used measure of size of
business. This is a goed 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 of size. No single input--land, labor,
or capital--takes accountof the various capital-labor combinations

956938 O - 50 . 2
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of different types of farms or of farms of the same types in dif-
ferent areas which make for differences 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, [t represents the most complete measure of size provided
by census datla.

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
preducts sold, and the farm products used in the houschold.

As a class, large-scalc farms are considerably different from
other farming units in the structure of their business organization
{table 2}. Far 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 verylarge capital investments
and other characteristics of a large-scale farm unit indicated that
incomea was unusually low Lecause of unfavorable yields or other
considerations. The approximately 100, 000 large-scale farms are
characterizedby large investments and much hired labor. Investment
in land, bulldings, machinery, and livesiock, averaged nearly
$100, 000, and laber resources averaged a little more than 7 man
equivaltents. About 60 percent of these farms paid wages that to-
taled more than $2,500, in 1944, The scale of the operations and
the amounts of hired labor reportcd indicate that the operators of
large-scale farms spend much of their time supervising other
workers and in other management activities,

The three classes of commercial- family Farms span a wide
range in the quantitics and kinds of zesourcus used. Most of these
farms are producing primarily for salc and are operated mainly
with family iabor. On the average, the large family farms in 1945
contained a little more than 500 acres, of which abou! 200 acres
were in crops. Medium family farms had atotal acreage averaging
about 240 acres, with about 100 acres of cropland., The comparable
averages for the small lamily farms were 125 acres of total land
and 46 acres of cropland, Variations in the valuc 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 rescurces vary much less; they range [rom an average of
[.3 to 2.5 man equivelents, Hired labor is most important on the
large family farms bul only 13 percent of these operators paid
more than 52, 500 in wages, in 1944,

The [arm business is the main occupation and the main source
of income on a substantizl number of small farms that contribute
relatively little to commuercial 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 smaif-scale
farms. Availablc evidence from surveys in selected arcas and
other sources indicates that most of the families on these farms
depend on farming for their livelihood. But it should be recognized
that there are exceptions, Farms in this group are very small,
having an average of less than 88 acres of land and only about 20




TABLE 2. --Nunber of farms, ond specified characteristics, average per farm by econonic class, lnited States, 1945 *

. All X Produc- Farm
Number land Cropland All Total Land Power tive products

of labor invest- and and live- sold
fa:ms resources ment b\nlgmgs machinery stock and

used ?

Economic
class in harvested
' 3

farm
3

Thousands Acres Acres Man equi- Dollars Dollars Dol lars Dollars Dol lars
valent
Farming units:
Large-scale fams 102.1 2,906 384 .2 95,835 78,449 6,992 10, 428 ‘39,217
Coamercial-family farms:
eeenan 408.9 514 193 . 33,203 26,067 3,264 3,870 10,484

1,173.0 236 104 . 15, 135 11,134 1,828 2,176 4,658
1,661.9 125 46 . 6,768 5,117 783 870 1,874
Snall-scale farms........ 923.5 72 22 . 3,029 2,305 349 375 825
Other units:
Part-time units 602.2 43 10 . 3,142 2,587 281 218 574
Nominal units B 987.3 65 11 . 4,042 3,583 249 209 264
All 5,858.9 196 60 1. 10,419 8, 100 1,063 1,256 3,113

Averages of all farms in each class.

For. explanation ¢f the economic classes see table 16, p.354.

‘Special Heport 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture (19, tavle 29, pp. 120-153).

Estimated. Includes estimated family labor availabie for farm work and estimated man equivalents of labor hired.
Includes value of land and buildings, power and macliinery, and productive livestock.

Estimates based on value of implements. and machinery and estimated value of workstock by economic class.
Estimates based on numbers of livestock and average prices per head; January 1, 1945 by States and economic class.
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acres in crops. Total investment averaged about $3,000 in 1944.
Power and machinery were valued at less than $400.

Labor resources are 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, P00 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, 000,

Measurement of the labor resources on each of the classes of
farms is based on the estirmated man equivalents of operator and
family labor available {or farm work together with the other labor
hired (table 19, p.56). On the basis of these cstimates available
family labor is relatively constant on all encept the smaller farms.

The small amocunt of capital per worker is reflected in the low
value of product per man. As small farms provide limited appor-
tunity for utilizing available {abor resources their operators often
employ ineflicient combinations of labor and capital, or they use
labor in combination 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 technolagical
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 inureased agricultural productivity. Generally these farms
are too small to warrant the purchase of labor-saving equipment,
Further, the labor on these farms is supplicd by membzrs of the
family and often no other productive employment would be available
for those released 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 of labor
in rclationto capital, also characterize in a lesser degree the small
family farms. But this class covers a wider range of conditions
from the standpoint both of volume of business and of production
characteristics than is found on small-scal: fa:ms, There is con-
siderable variation in the volume of business and in the kinds and
amounts of equipment and other capitai among regions and types of
farms. 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 [arms reported running water
and about [t prrcent reported mechanical refrigeration. Often the
carnings [rom 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,

fmporiance of Broad Groups of Farms

Present numbers and sizes of farming units reflect in part the
technological developments in farming over the last haif-century.
Mechanization and otler technological developments have been ac -
companied by an increase in the size of [arming units. Although
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there has been ageneral increase in the size and a general decrease
in the number of farming units, not all farms have been aifected
materially by these changes. Many tobacco and cotton farms, for
example, continue to be operated with mules and half-row equip-
ment. In many other areas mechanization has increased substan-
tiaily the size of [arm 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
greatiy 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-acale 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.

TABLE 3. .- Percentage of farms, specificd, resources, and value of farm products,
by economic cluss, Uhited States, 1945

. i Value of all
Fronomic N of v | Fom screage Total Ald {arm products

2] ass ] i | abo
B hlms All €rop capa;t.al reaolur:es Sold &

land | land 2 used

Sold

Percent | Percent| Percent|Percent| Percent [Prreent | Percent

Farming units:

farge-seale farms - 25.8 .1 | 5.0 8.1 219 24,2
Commercial -

family famms:

Large.......... . L3 l 25,2

l 4. 30. .6

3 3. . 15.%

1 4, 2.0

Snall. . ... ...

Small-scele farms
Other units:

Parc-time unius,,

8

.3 3. .9
Nomine! units 16, .6

G

1
13, 1. 7

g
{

ALl farms . 100 89.0 1100.0 60.9 100.0 § 100.0

! Special Report 1945 Sumple Census of Agriculture {18, table 25, pp. 120-
159)

3 Estinated,

Large-scale farms, as defined hy the economic classification,
are nol 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 rational standpoint the commercial-family farms account
for the bulk of the farms and farm production. Together, the three
classes of family-commercial farms include 55 percent of thefarms
and 71 percent of the total value of products 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 sold and used.

The small iotal of farm productisn 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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some extent the small family farms, utilize a relatively targe pro-
portion of the farm labor force on a relatively small part of the
land and with a relatively small part of the capital rescurces.
Small-scale farms have only 6 percent of the cropland and 5 per-
cent of the {otal 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 dersity of farm populiation,
opportunitics for off-farm cmployment, topography, suitability of
land for particutar caterprises, and related aspccis, have influ-
enced greatly the present patiecn 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
served to increase matcrially the productive efficiency of many
farmers, andto reduce the costper uniton their farms, But smali-
scale farms and to a lesser extent the small famity farms have
frequently been bypassed in this process of mechanization. This
is indicated not only bythe low amounts of capitaland the few kinds
of farm equipment found on the farms but alsc by the characteris-
tics of the areas in which they arc 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
mechanizationhas becn slow {fig. 3). They represent aparticularly
large proportion of the total number of farms in mostof the eastern
Cotton Bell in the Appalachian and Ozark areas, and in eastern
Oklahoma and Texas,

When farms wilh agricultural disadvantages are located near
urban centers the operators can more easily findoff-farm employ-
ment and these farms often are sold tothose who wish to live in the
open countryand work in the city, A little farming may be done but
it usually is not the main source of income. Such changes often
represeat a desirable adjustment to the changing economic condi-
tiens. Automobiles, improved roads, and rural home facilities,
have made country living atiractive to many city workers.®

When the farms are located a2 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 agricuitural preductivity.
Resulting low levels of incomes, savings, and schooling, tend to
limit the opportunities for farm adjustment and for off-farm em-
ployment,

Difficuities in mechanjzing cotton, tobacco, and other crops
grown in some of thesc areas have becen a part of the problem of
farm enlargement and development, but a large farming population
and limited opportiunities for off-farm work frequently have re-

& For a discussion of this tremt in New York, seec Rural Holdings in Dryden

(24).
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PERCENTAGE OF ALL FARMS IN
SPECIFIED CLASSES, BY STATES,

COMMERCIAL-
FAMILY FARMS

PERCENT
[ Under 45

&0 - 74
75 ond over

SMALL-SCALE
FARMS

PERCEMNT

Under 8
B-1i4
1524

25 and over

ol 47395-x
FHAHRE 3.--The relative importance of large-scale, commercial.family, and
small-seale 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 parts of the Great Plains, for example.
At the aother 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 different kind. The large-scale farms are concentrated
in particular tocalities 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 ali large-scale
farms in the United States were classified in "miscellanecus or
other types, " which includes iruit and nut, vegetable, horticultural
speciality, and forest-product farms (table 21, 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 sugpest 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 i{n the Corn Belt and the Midwestern areas., Adapt-
ability of family farms to changing levels of price and vield, the
valuable savings from supplementary and complementary relation

TABLE 4.-- Yalue of land and buildings per acre, by economic class, by regions,

19451
Farming units Other units
Regi
“gion Large- | Commercial-{amily famns { Smali-| Part- Nom.
scale scale timas inal
farms | lLarge | Medium | Small farms | units units
Doliars | Dotlars| Dotlars § Dellars| Dollars| Dollars Dollars
Northeast, ... 156 80 56 S5 48 9 104
Corn Belt..., 143 122 82 59 42 75 7
Lake.,....... 90 17 62 49 K 63 63
Appal achian. . 92 71 56 15 35 s2 53
Southeast. ... 35 32 33 32 27 A8 35
Gelea,....... 58 48 42 k1) 7 37 a2
Southern
Plains, .. .. ) 31 a k! il 53 »
Northern
Plains,.... 23 33 k'] 27 22 43 33
Mountain.. ... 7 i3 i7 I8 15 A5 20
Pacific....,. 66 75 85 81 9 147 n
United States n 53 47 141 32 60 55

P Special Heport 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture, (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 diversified agriculture, seem sufficient to check
the expansion of extremely large farms in these regions. Smalil
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 22, p.59).

In many regions the larger farms are likely to be located onthe
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, availabie 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
areasas southern [ndiana and llinois and the Ozarks of Missouri.



http:supplementa.ry

SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES 17

In the Western and Plains States the average values of land and
buildings por acre are often samewhat less on the large-scale and
large family units than on somewhat smaller farms, Large cattle
ranches and dryland wheat farms are numerous in these regions
and the value of land and buildings per acre on these types of farims
is usually much lower than on farms of other types,

Production per acre and per unit of livestock is higher on the
ltarger farms than on the small farms (table S}). lmprovements in
agricullure practices frequently have benefited the farmers on the
goad land more than those who have some physical disadvantages,
such as rough topography or only small acreages of cultivatable
soils. In addition, the larper capital accurnulations and incomes
often provide the operators who have farms asbove average in size
with beiter opportuniiies for adopting improvements in production
methods., The use of improved varietics and cultural methods are
often reflected in higher yields. Operators of large wheat farms,
{or example, are able to plow and prepare the land more nearly at
the proper time, they commonly use improved varicties of seed,
and they are more likely to apply phosphates if needed. Operators
of large Corn Belt farms are more likely to use hybhrid seed corn,
commercial fertilizer, and legumes, which make for higher yields
pec acre, These improved production practices bring substantial
increases in yiclds per acre and per unit of livestock on larger
farms as comparcd with those that are smaller. Moereover, there
is some tendency for the farms that happen to have a higher yield
in the census year to bhe classified in the larger sizc groups. Al-
though apparcntly it is not significant enough to influence materially
the general levels of value of producls or the characteristics of the
farms, 1n any attempt to develop precise measures of net income
or productivity relationships directly fromdata by ecconomic
classes, il becomes much more important,

FARM SIZES AND FARM PROBLEMS

Many of the ¢conomic problems confronting farm operators and
their Tarmities are related closely to the size of their farm opera-
tions. Some ol these problems are peculiar to parficular classes
of farms, OQthers assume significance when viewced as compari-
sons among the economic classes, Chief of these are certain as-
pects of the elficiency of farm production, [inancial stability, and
farm wnure,

Farm Tenure

Farm ownarship sometimes is discussed without particular
regard for other production conditians. For example, the fact that
the number of full owners increased 15 percent from 1930 to 1945
somelimes has becn taken as evidence of & rapid increase in farm
ownership, But more lhan one-third of the full owners enumer-
ated by the 1945 census were operating part-time or nominal units
(table 23, p, 60). Thus some ol the recent inrreasein farmowner -
ship is accounted for by the large increase in the numbersof
residential umits, Tenure problems on residentral uniis should be
considered from a different standpoint than those on the farming
units where the farm 15 4 business as weill as a horne. Questions
of family sccurity and stability are of primary concern when the
tenure status of residential units is analyzed. Tenure problems

BAGYIEL O~ 50 -4
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TABLE 5.--.Yield per acreof major crops, milk per cov and cggs per hen, specified
type of farming regions, by econamic class, 19441

Crop ard region

Corn® Wheat, Coteon Tobacco

Economic class
Corn Northern| Southern | South- 0 Appa-
Heiv Plains | Plains | east qh‘“" Lachian
Srates States Stutes |States Sates States

Bushe l 5 Bushels | Rushels | Pounds Pounds |  Pounds
Farming units:
Large-seale fatms. .. .8 9.1 LU 421 464 1, A%
Comercinl-fan by
farms
IT.6 #1 410
16.9 kX! 433
25, 1L 13,2 352 390
Small.scale farms. .. . 1.0 m?2 301
Other units:
Part-time wmits 3. . 13,5 284 240
Nominu) units 3l. L. 13.8 215 212
All farms . . 17.4 340 370

Livestock product and region

Milk per cow?d Fggs pur hent

Fconomie ¢lass
Nocth- Com - gs | North- Corn
rast Relt ‘I‘"k"' Pacific| " o Belt
States | States States | States | Suaces | Seaves

Gallong | (milons {allons | (milons| Dozen
Farming units:
Large-scule farms. .. B73 Hid 790 961 10.9
Commercial-family
farms
) 63 il 793
fi82 569 656 1
L 538 464 542 610
Small-scale farms. ., 123 387 459 600
Other units:
Part-vime units. . ... 442 120 A58 519 7
Naminal units,....,. 420 337 K1 494 5.
All farms 679 542 624 83 9

La LT L= &, -,

' Based on unpublished data fromthe 1945 Sangle Census of Agriculture, used
by permission of the Mureau of Census.

® Harvested for pruan.

1 Per cow milked during 1944,

* Per chicken over 4 months old on hand Junuary 1, 1945,

of farming units need to be viewed from the standpoints of both
security and produciion cfficiency.

Tenancy often represents a means of increasing the size and
the levels of incometirom the farm opcrations on the farming units,
although the conditions under which this occurs may give riseto
some degree of insecurity. The greater number of farms by part-
owners in the larger size groups explains how a great many farms
become larger (fig. 4). In this group of pari-owner farms a little
more than half of the land {aboui 52 percent) is owned by the op-
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TENURE OF OPERATORS BY CLASS GF FARM
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FIARE 4. --Full ownership decreases as s12¢ of farm increases but about the

same: proportien of farmers on all clusses of forming units own some of the land

they operate, About three-fourths of the gart-time and nominal units are
operated by Full owners,

trators. Farmers who own some¢ land often rent adjoining farms
or scparatetracts that can be combined with their own for operation
as an eflicient unit, Part ownership is most common on the large
farms. In some cases a choice 1s made between greater production
¢fficiency and full ownership when these farms are enlarged. The
choice may be bitween owner operatorship of a small unit and the
usc of capital for machinery and equipment to operate a larger unit
as a tenant, Over-all information is not avatlable on the amount
of mortgaged debt by economic class, but telated data scem to in-
dicate that a somewhat larger percentage of the larger owner-op-
erated farms are mortgaged.

Financial Stability

Farm operaiors’ incomes available for family living character-
istically fluctuate widely because of the highly variable nature of
farm prices and crop yields on individual farms and the tendency
for many farm costs to remain relatively fixed. Expenses for fuel,
repairs, taxes, farm suepphes, and debt service, for example,
seidorn change in proportion to changes in farm incomes so rela-
tive changes from year to year in neilincomes available for family
hiving generallyare greater than are the changes in gross incomes.
This 15 parucularly true 1n cases where the expenditures for re-
sottrcvs and other inputs not ownced by the family constitute a large
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part of the gross income, so that margins of net income per unit
of product aré narrow.

In appraising the degree to which operators of various sizes of
units are affected by changes in economic conditions, particuiar
attention mmust 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, inferest, and land
rent. When farm prices increase or decreas¢ more than do unit
costs, the effects on nef incomes will vary maierially, 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 ihe
net incomes more than when the margin is wider. The relatively
greater dependence on hired {abor appears to be one of the major
reasons 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 alse
decreases the average margin of net income on these farms, Ex-
penses for share rent sometimes may influence decidedly the vari-
ations in net farm income, even though the amount of share rent
vari¢s with changes in conditions, For ewven 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 percentage
recuction in net income is likely to be considerably larger than it
would have been if no share rent were paid.”? It is true, on the
other hand, that the farmer who is enlarging his farm, especially
i+ times of high prices, will probably be less vulnerable to fluc-
tuatiens in farm-product prices if he rents additional land instead
of borrowing the money io buy it, since interest and loan repay-
ments would not enly decrease operating margins but would also
add another item of fixed expense.

Hired labor represents 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 modere 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 $7,000, 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 commerciai-family farms
to less than 4 percent on small-scale farming units.

Operating margins are aflected by other production expenses as
well, Data on these other expenses 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 z4,
p. 61}, Selected expenditures reported by the census in 1944 for
the United Swates are influenced considerably by differences in
regional and geographic concentrations of the different 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
thal were amitted--such as fruit and vegetable containers, costs

? See data an table !0 for an illustration of this situation.
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TABLE ~6.--Perc¢ntage of all labor hired, cashwages paid per fars, udpercénrage o
namic class, United States, 1945

{far.s reporting specified cash wages paid,. by éco-

Man equiva-
lents of
hired labor
as percent-
age of all
iabor re-

sources

Cash wages
paid
percent
of total

Cash wages
paid per fam

Percentage of farms reporting

specified cash wages paid

‘All Farms
farms reporting
2 wages

None ?

$1 w0
$999

$1,000
to

$2,199

$2, 500
to
$4,999

$5,000
&

over

Farming units:
Large scale farms
Commercial-family famns:

Other units:
Part-time units
Nominal units

All farms

Percent
79.8
42.8
21.9
10.7

3.8
.S
.5

22.2

Percent

Dollars Dollars

7,262 7,696
1,143 1,319
368 494
111 215
32 106

28 95
46 223

327 675

Percent
5.6
13.3
25.6
48. 4
69.9

71.2
19.4

S5L6

Percent

12.

413

Percent

Perceﬁt
21.1
10.

Percent
38.5

3.4
.2

L3
4

4

X

1.0

! Based on unpublished data fram the 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture,used by permission of the 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.
Average of all farms in each class.

) Assumes that farms “not reporting'' wages made no cash wage payments in 1944.

4 Less than 0.1 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 are available from the census and these expenses are
difficult to estimate by economic classfrom the datathat 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, Increased costs for gascline and motor
fuel, for example, often are more than offset by the outpui from
the larger acreages thal can be handled Ly tractor power. Tenta-
tive estimates have been prepared of total farm production ex-
penses (excluding rent and interest) by economic class for the Corn
Belt States. In this region these data indicate that expenditures
represent a somewhat higher percentage of gross income on very
small farms than on medium-sized farms {table 25, p. 62). Ex-
penditures take the largest proportionof gross income on the large-
scale farm,

Incemes on the small-scale and small family farms may be
considered to be more stable because of the high percentage of the
total farm production used in the home. An average of slightly
more than ong-third of the total value of products on the small«
scale farms was used for family living (fig. 5). In contrast, less
than 5 percent of the total value of farm products on large family
and large-scale farms was for home use, This may be a rather
mislcading indication of financial stability, however, since cash
farm expenditures frequently are almost as large as the cash farm
income on the small-scale farms. Consequently, a small decline
in farm prices or yields may cause a larger decline in the net cash
inceme 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 arefrom c¢rops whosc
price variability has been large in the past. Dairy, poultry, and
livestock, are especially important on medium and large family
farms while fruii and vegetable products are a major source of in-
come on many large-scale farms, It should be noted, however,
that these differences arise primarily from the variations in geo-
graphic distribution of the respective classes of farms.

A frequently cited advantage of small farms is the relative sta-
bility n their lcvels of net income., But the characteristics of
farms by economic class raise some questions as to whether the
small-scale and small family farms in American agriculture are,
in general, subject to appreciably less financial stress than are the
somcwhat larger uniis, Awvailable evidence indicaies the probability
that there has been a considerable increase in fluctuations of in-
come on large-scale farms,

Differences in Production Efficiency

Larger farms gencrally are considered more cfficient than
smaller ones, The combinations of farm resources by economic
class reveal many characteristics that would make for greater
cfficiency of production on the larger units, Most noteworthy are
the differences in the amount of land and capital available for com-
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bination with the available labor resources, differences inthe kinds
of machinery and equipment, and differences in managemecnt, al-
though management does not lend itself easily to statistical measure-
ment.

The combined effects of these differences in the characteriatics
of the production combinations can be expected to resuit in marked
differences in efficiency. These can best be measured in terms of
the relation of changesinr farm inputs to changes in farm outputs ?
Some notion of the extent of the dilferences in efficiency by eco-
nomic classes of farming units in the Corn Belt can be gained from

® Part-tim: and romina! units ure nol suhject to this kind of analysis. Farm-
ing operations of this !.y"r. are {reguently undertaben more far pleasure than for
profit and would necd to be considered in relation to votal income.
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the illustrative 5 of net farm returns in 1944.%  {table 7).
Census information «come and expenses, supplemented by es-
timates of farm expense items not reported, provides a crude
measure of the differences in the efficiency of preduction amongthe
severalclasses of farming units. But interpretationis complicated
by the lack of a common denominator for the inputs of capital and
iabor, the lack of a measure of management, and the differential
effects of the unusual price relationships in 1944, as well as by
difficulties in estirmation. Nevertheless the wide differcnces in
income in relation to capital and tabor inputs, at least between the
medium family farms and the small family and small-scale farms,
appear too large to be attributed entirely to errors of esilmation,
Thuey also are consistent with the decided differences in the kinds
of capital available on the respective farms and the fuller employ -
ment of avallable family labor resources. Marked differences
also may he noted with respect to differences in net farm income
in relation to capital inputs on the large family and large-scale
farms. But the favorable relation between wages of hiredlaber and
farm-product prices in 1944, the lack of information on the man-
agement inpuls, as wcll as certain other problems of ustimalion,
should be¢ considered carefully when drawing a conclusion from
these data.

The indicated low level of production efficiensy on small farms
is consistent with other rescarch results and with general obser-
vation. The¢ tendency toward an increasing efficiency on the larger
sizes emphasizes the bencficial influcnces of mechanization and
other improved farming methods which are found to a greater ex-
tent on iarger farms. Such increases in relurns rest upon a com-
plex of improvements. For example, the use of mechanical power
and improved equipment permits an expansion of the size of the
farming units without requiring large increases in hired labor.
The investment and the current operating expense for power and
cquipment often are less pur unil of production on the larger [arms
thas, on the small farms that are operated mainly by animal power.
At the samc time, preduction per acre may be increased by using
better varicties and improved tiltage. in total, ithese improve-
ments ean result in substantial incercase in production per acre,
per unit of livestock, and per worker. In manyindividual instanaes
the total cost may be Jess for a larger output than for a smaller
volume 1if considerable shifting in technology is involved, 1@

How much reliability can be placed upon returns to land, labor,
and capital, as measured directly from available information from
the census and other sources, poses a difficull quesiion. The il-
tustrative data for the Corn Belt shownin tables 7 and 25, pp. 25, 62,
will focus some of the problems involved. It should be borne in
mind, however, that the problems of estimation arc somewhat
simpler in this region than in many others.

# In thas connection sews efferentinls tn Productivity and wn Farm Incore
of dgricaleural Workers by Size of Enterprise and by Repeons {&8). Preduction
Functions Fromaflandom Sapptie of Farms {14). Forward Prices For Agriculture (11).

18 See Shermun B, Johwson, Technological Changes and the Future of Rural Life,
Joint Meetiog Fural Socielopicsl Socrety und e Farm Foonomie Association,
lecember 1949 {Unpublished) for further discussion o thay point. See also
Caputal, Lebor Substitution in Cotton Farming (2) for n discussson of such
shilts on cotton Farms,
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TABLE 7.--fndexes of estimated net farm tncom:, capital and lebor resources for
furming units by economic class, Corn Belt States, 1954}

Indexes of net. farm
incame and respurces
Fronomic (Average of ail farming units = 100)

Net farm Capital Family lahor
income resources resources

Percent Percent Percent

Large-scale 81 481 111
Commercial-family farms:

21 2]1 111
109 ® 103
40 49 95

18 23 a7

' See tabie 25 for details of estimates,

The first series of probiems are encountered in estimating the
gross income and the farm-operating expenses. In the aggregate,
census totals for both the income and the expense iteras 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 farsn. Such expenses as machinery operation,
machinery depreciation, and other miscellanecus items were not
covered by the census and so must be estimated. These apparently
total about two fifths of the expenses in several of the classes of
farms. Estimated totals for ail farms have been compiled by the
Bureauof 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 CornBelt, 11
Some of the expense items reported by the census may also be
misleading from the standpoint of cificiency analysis, since no in-
ventory data were available.

In measuring differentials in production efficiency serious prob-
lems of methodology arise when gross income minus operating ex-
pense onthe dilferent groups of farms is compared to the resources
used. Obvicusly, the absolute amounte will vary greatly, depend-
ing on price -cost relations. For instarce, such returns were much
larger in 1944 than in 1939, Therefore, the relation of the in-
crease in net output to the increase 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
ba;, vy to be in a favorable or unfavorable relationship the resulting
relationships of input and output by size of farm will be affected
accordingly.

'Y Miscellaneous aperating expenses, for example, were distributed acenrd-
ing to the proportion of the =ales on verious classes of farms., In view of the
wide varintion in Lype-of- farming among the size groups these estimates probably
lave a consideroble margin of errar. Expenditures for cperating motor vehicles
were estimated on the basis of number of tractors in eanch class adjusted for
variations in fuel consumption by size of farm. Daprecistion on motor vehicles
and mointenance expenses for other machinery ware distributed on the basis of per
farm, value of machinery and equipment in ench class of farm. The estimote of
depreciation does not Lake account of differences in composition of machinery
items in anhuol use of these machincs on various sizes of farms nor variations
among classes in value of farm use of the automobile.

BOOBIE G - 50 - 4
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The relative level of net returns, especially on the farge-scale
units, may be affected by some of the assumptions mentioned
previously and by the tendency for farms that have high yields or
that have substantial livestocksates out of inventories tobe classi-
fied in larger size groups than similar farms that have low vyiclds
or a low volume of livestock sales in the particular yearl? The
smaller size groups contain considerably more farms than do the
larger size groups. The number of farms shifted to targer size
groups, therefore, will not be fully compensated by shifts {rom
the larger sizve groups. This will tend to increase the ratic of
cutput to inputs on the larger size-of-farm groups. Although this
tendency may not be greal enough to alfect significantly the guan-
tities of resources by size of farm, it becomes much more im-
portant in analyses that require precise measurement of efficiency
relationships among the size groups.

Thu calculations of direct returns to labor, management, and
capital, nccessarily require many assumplions and are subject to
some bins. Although the large increase in production efficiency
between the small {farmily and mediem family classes {5 consistent
with the relativiely large differences in the exient to which these
groups of farmers have mechanived their production, the nature of
the calculation of net returns leaves considerable doubt regarding
the exact extent of this incrcase as well as the relative efficiency
of large family and large-scale farms. Direct calculations of re-
turns by cconomic class may prove to be more generally useful in
analyzing problems of veonomic structure and stability of net in-
comes than in the analysis of productiion ¢ffliciency. A more satis-
factory--although more cxpensive--approach to the analysis of
clficiency preblems that require rather precise measurements of
net returns perhaps would be somewhat as [ollows:

(1} Uscthe cconomic classification as a framework for drawing
@ sample and developing informaution on farm acreages, land use,
acreagaes of crops, and similar characleristics by econaomic class
of farm.

{2} Make a field survey, collecting adequate information on
usual input and output relationships on farms having resource
characteristics similar Lo those in each economic class.

{3} Develop estimaies of average income and expenses by ceo-
nomic class of farm on the basis ol thesc data.

'* Ser slso Lubor Productivety and Sice of Farm, a statistrcal potjalt {13).
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Research into the production efficiency of different sizes of
farms must go beyond a description of prasent levels of efficiency.
Solution of problems confroniing operators of specific groups of
farms reguires information on the particular 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 farms, Opportunities for off-farm
employment, for example, would appear to be of major interest in
the study of adjustment opportunitics on smail farms but may be of
mincr interest in analyzing problems and adjusiment opportunities
or large commercial farms. Opportunities for farm adjustments
on small farms are much more likely to require a complex of
changes in type-of-farming, farm acreage, and kinds of production
equipment, than do the adjustmuents that are desirable on larger
farms. A meaningful size classification of farms can add to the
effectiveness of the analysis of thesc problems by providing a
framework for the focusing of significant problems and a basis for
developing valuable conclusions,

MANAGEMENT UNITS IN SELEETED AREAS OF MULTIPLE
UNITS

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-
ment, and general management for the operation, and pays a share
of the crop to the tenant for his work, The cntire operation is
handled as a unit fromwm the standpoint of farm organization and
management, Although this type of agriculture sometimes has been
called "plantation agriculture,® many of the unils are small, em-
ploying only one or two croppers or tenants.

Sinee, under ihis arrangement the operations include the home
farm and on¢ or more subunits (which under census definitions
would be called farms) they have been designated by the census as
metisple units. Farms in the South that are operated with family
and hired labor only are called single units, Throughout the rest
of this reperl, single and multiple units, taken together, are re-
[crred Lo as management units; a management unit thus includes
all of the land managed by an operator whether operated as a single
unit or as a multiple unit, Management units may be compared
within the same area, and with operating units elsewhere in the
United States.

The concep! of the management unit is important in the analysis
of the problems of f{arm organization, production cfficicacy, and
opportunitics Tor farm adjustments. Opportonities for adopting
technological developments, for example, will fend to vary with the
size of the managernent wi#s rather than with the sizc of the com-
ponent subunits., The opergior makes such decisions on the basis

13 e dntn in Uiig section mre based on @ special tatalaeion for the Hureaw
of Agrienltural Eeanpmics by the {ureon of Ceasns. Al mltiple units and o saw-
nle of the single anits o che selncled apes were clussilied and tabulated. The
elassifyentton procedure fur onltiple wnits differs shighely from the procedure
esed {or single wis snd farws in other areas in that thie value of land and
builgines was met included as one of the crateein af elnssiltcarion. At a tarer
al:m; a goint DAE--Consns retense os plamed vo preseat the decailed inlormat ion
by States.
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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 cntire 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
other areas of the United States hut they occur 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 ol 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 are not available in the 1945 tabulations.

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

The numbers and sizes of mamapement 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. 1 million, or approxi-
mately 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 decreases occur in the ecconomic classes de-
signated as small family and small-scale farms. Numbers in each
of these classes are decreased by more than one~thiird (table 8).

The largest change occurs in the nurnbers in the small family
class. Numbers inthisclass were reduced from 563, 000 ta 354, 000
--about one-half of the total reduction. This is a further indication

TABLE B.--Comparizon of number of manapement nnits and census farms,
by economic class, selected urea, 1945

Feotamic {ansus Mansgement
class farms units

Thousands | Percent] Thousands | Fercent
Farming units:
Large-scale farms 7.7 0. i2.5 L1
Commercial-family farms:

24.5 1. 39.8 9

3.
146.7 9. 145.5 12.9
563.3 36. 353.8 3l1.4
Small-scale farms ........... .. ..., 413.6 26, 264.8 23.5
(ther units:
Pert-time units ......... P 135.4 8. 119.8 10.6
Nominal unies 248.4 16.1 191.9 17.0

1,539.64 100.0 1,127.9 100.0

Unpublished date 1945 Census of Agriculture, used by permission of the
Bureau of Census., Selected area includes Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi,
Louisiana, Georgia, Narth Cnrolina, Sputh Csrolina, and the selected mulciple-
unit areas in Virginia and Missouri. Data for multiple units in Arkansas and
North Carolina relote only to the area included in the wultiple-unit scudy.
See Multiple Unit Operations, U. 5. Census of Agriculture, 1945 (20, fig. 5,

page 14).
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that many of the subunits had a total value of products above $ 1, 200
in 1944,

Numbers of large and large-scale farms are increased, 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 inte 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 onthe average land and capital rescurces per farm by economic
class, however, are less noticeable {table 26, p. 63). The charac-
teristics of the farms by economic class in terms of land and capital
resources are not materially 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 te the general tendency f{or the multiple units
to be larger. But there is some reason for belicving that several
of the multiple units that fal} 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 unils are much more important, However, the

muliiple units account for a subsiantial part of the resources and
production. Approximalely two-thirds ol the multiple units are
classificd as medium, large, and larpge-scale. Only about one -tenth
of the single units fall in thesc classes {table 27, p.64)).

Nearly three-filths of the single units are inthe small-scale and
srnall farmily classes, claracterized by srnall acreages of land and
low capital invesiments and small volurnes of production. Another
one-third of the single units fall into the part-time and nominal
classes. The relatively zmall number of single units in the larger
size classesis related in part to the prevailing type of {arming 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 [linancial risks involved in an
organization that requires much hired laber, cotton and tobacco
farmers who operate the larger units tend to use cropper labor and
50 are classed as multiple units.

More 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. Mostof 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 organizationofiabor onsingle and multiple units is of course
quite different since the multiple unit, by definition, depends partly
or entirely on cropper or tenant tabor, The best available repre-
sentation of the amount of this labor is the number of subunits in
the multiple units, [t must be remembered, however, that sub-
units usually include the home farm of the muitiple-unit operator.
The number of subunits operated by tenants and croppers, therefore,
would be approximately 14 on the large-scale units, 4 on the large
farms, 2 on the medium family farms, and | on the other classes
of farms {table 29, p. 65). In additionto 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 ctass. As now organized, the
operator's labor constitutes a relatively small 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 muitiple anits
follow a cotton or tobaeco 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 cach economic class (table 93,
But there would be a slight increase in the proportion of the uaits
classified as medium or larger and a decreasc 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 BDelta, the Southeast, and the
Appatachianregion. 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 a2 farming unit is complicated by the fact that in some
areas, especially in the Appalachian region, inforrnation 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
higherin 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 that employ many
workers on highly specialized operations. Sometimes the term is
usedto cover anyfarm that uses agreat deal ofhired labar. Others
use the term to designate unusually large farms regardless of the
labor employed. I is in this jast-mentioned sense that the term is
used in this publication. Large-scale farms are defined in terms




TABLE 9.-- Effect-of ustng ‘management unrt on the number of farms and acreage of farm lund, by economic cluss, Inited States, 1945°

Number of fams Percentage of fums Percentage of fam acreage

Economic class

Ci.'nsus

Using
management
units in the
selected
area

Census

Using
management
units in tha
selected
area

(ensis

Using
managenent
units in the
selected
area

Farming units:
Large-scale fams
Commercial- family farms:

Thousands

Thousands
106.9

424,
1,171.
1,452.

774,

586.
930.
5,447,

Percent

10.
16.
100.0

Percent

21,
2%,
1402

10. 4
17.1
100.0

Percent

25.8

Percent

100.

!"Management units for selected area. Based on uapublished data 1945 Census of Agriculture, 1. S. Bureau of Census,
Selected area includes Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi, louisiana, Georgia, North Carolina,:South Carolina, and the selected multiple-
.unit areas in Virginia and Missouri. lata for multiple units in Arkansas and North Carolina relate only to the area included in the mul-
tiple-unit study. - See Multiple Unit Operations, U. S. Census of Agriculture, 1945 (20, fig. 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, 800 or more
in 1944, In addition, certainother farms were included whencharac -
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
examninations 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 and wage labor. In most of the
South, however, 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 arms in many
arcas, over the last few decades, has alarmed many people. Ques-
tions are being asked about large-scale farms, as: How important
are large-scale farms? Where are they found? What types of
products are grown? Are they more efficient? What conditions
encourage and discourage large-scale farming?

Some cof these questions are difficult if not impossible to answer
fully, on the basis of available information. In some cades 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:

(1} Differences in physical efficiency of different kinds and sizes
of machinery, cquipment, and farm buildings.

{2) Extent to which seme key items in production, as machinery
or buildings, require large quantities of land or labor fo1 efficient
operation.

{3) Difficulties in large operations due to an increase in the re-
quirements for supervision and coordination, as wellas gainsfrom
the specialization of labor,

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

In respect to the differences in kinds andsizes of machinery and
equipment on farms and their requirements, two paints 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 rcasonably elficient combination often tend to
become small. 1In the second place, therc is considerable varia-
tion by geopraphic 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, however, some {urther gains are possible
through usinglargersizes of machinery. Farmers andagricultural
technicians often find the small tractors, combines, and other
similar itemns of equipment, are less eflicient than somewhat larger
machines. On a large wheat farm, for example, two large tractors
may be considerably more efficient than three amaller ones.

With respect to the corn-livestock farms 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 smail Acreages,
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 resocurces. 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 smali 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, rmore haif-row equipment, and more hoes.

The production conditions - -including type of farming, 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, for instance, probably are
important over a wider range of farm size on wheat than ontobacco
farms. In cotton areas in which the conditions are suitable {or
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
oftenleads to increased productivity. In many typesof 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 practices, the yields and prices, and the acre-
ages over which the superv..ion is spread. Management of large-
scale operaions, for instance, is perhaps somewhat easier on a

" Scoville, 0. J. Size of Farm and Utilization of Machinery, Equipment, and
Labor. Bur. Agr. Econ. p. 136 {unpubiiahed),.
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cotton farm in California where the practices do not need to be
varied greatly from year to year and ilabor 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 andpractices
are often more variable and complex.

Operationof alarge-scale unitfrequently meansthalthe farmer’s
net income will be somewhat moresubjectio external conditions than
would bethe caseif he op.~rated a smaller family-sized farm. This
is particularly true where large increascs in payments for hired
labor, interest, and rent, are 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 cducation of the farm operators in the
arca. On the commerciai-family farm, the farmer generally looks
on his farm as a home and a vocation as well as abusiness, which
accentuates the disagreeableness of facing the lossesthat might re.
sult in business failure,

The variationin farmincomes due to changes inyields andprices
varies materially with the production conditions in the different
areas and on differcnt types of farms. The variability in the risks

TABLE, 10 --Effects aof 15-percent reduction wn fare prices recewved onoperator s
net fara income, commerciel-fawily and large-scale farm, vheat-smallgrain-{iue-
stock type, Northern Plawns, 1947

Commercial - family Large-scale ¥

15 per- 15 per-
veat re- | Percent- cent te- { Percent-
duction upe duction age

in farm chage in farm changs»
prices prices

{ross farm in-
iolinrs| 13,355 1t 458 ; 38,0941 232,590
Farm expenxes, . 2064 | Y 2,052 612 |* 11,578
\Jcl; fa!‘!n PR
do. 13,3 G416 . 2%, 4821 21,012
Hent and n-

terest paad, [ 2,009 2,075 13,018 11,03]
Qperator's net

farm income, do. R,182 7.3% . 13, 454 9,961 -

" Assomes all land wbove the 240 acres owned on the fam: ly-operated furm
is operated on share rentals basis, and additional capital is borrowed.

© Based on wnpublished date an farm ceturns and costs, commercial- family
operated wheat-soall gramn-livestock Farms, Northern ?lains. ‘This farm had
332 neres of Lund, 302 acres of harvested cropland, and paid $3% for hired
labor in W47, See Form Production Practices, Costs and Returns (15, p, 104),
for definitions of terms.

Unpublished duta Burcan of Agricultural Econemics. OData on farm or-
ganization, vields, and produclion were bussed on schedules of representutive
large-scale units taken in sutvey of this srea in 1948. This farm had an
average of 1,500 acres of lund, 950 scres of harvested croptend, and paid
$1,045 in hired wages.

Y Assumes farm-grown seeds used for small geains. Expenses for other seeds
were reduced ) percent, prices of livestock purchased by 15 percent, feed can-
centrates by § percent, mid other {amm production expenses remained unchanged with
the 15 percent reduction in farm prices,
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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 ¢nlargement of family farms,

Fluctuations in farm priges or production are reflected in some-
what larger changes inoperator's net farm income, if costs remain
relatively fixed, The individual who has limited resources and who
t3 inereasing the size of his unit is particulariy affected by changes
in prices, For exarple, on a commercial family-operated farm
devoledto wheat, small-grain, and livestockin the Northern Plains,
a dechineof |15 percentin farmprices, with cost rates remaining the
same, would reduce net incomes about 16 percent {table 10). On
thisfarm most of the capital and two-fifths of thi land is owned; the
remainder of the land is operated on a share rental basis. But on
a large-scale unit in the same area the operator's net farm income
would be reduced by more than one-fourth if there were a 15-per-
¢ent reduction in farm prices, and additional labor is.hired, ad-
ditional land operated on a share rental basis, and other additional
capital 1s borrowed,

it will be noted thal on the large-scale farm the relative reduc-
non "operator's net farm income" is greater than the reduction in
net farm income, " Although the nei rent and interest paid by the
gpvrator in this example would be reduced slightly more than in
proportion to farms prices or gross farm incomes, the operating
margins are decreased substantially.

The wide variation in produciion conditions in the United States
and the associated differential ¢ffects of farm size, and such things
as production ¢fficiency and financial risks, may be regarded as
influencing decidedly the relative number of large-scale farms,
But it is to be remembered that a range in the size of farms is de-
sirable in every area to Fit the varying abilities of the individual
operators. Thervisnoone size offarmthat is most efficient from
the standpoint of all farm operators in an area or locality. Fur-
thermore, the most e¢lficient size_of unit generally will varythrough
the life of the individual farmer,*

l.arge-5Scule Wage-Operated and Highly Mechanized Units

Inanalyzingthe kindsoflarge-scale farms andtheir distribution,
the availability of data makes it convenient to discuss the large-
scale unit as classiflied by the census and then to supplement this
with a discussion of tenant plantations and single uniis in the South,
Large-scale farms may be grouped into three broad types from the
standpoint of labor organization,

(1) l.arge-scale highly mechanized units using relatively little
labor,

(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, aithough 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

'® For a discussion from the standpoint of factors affecting prevailing sizes
of farm, sex Farm Mamgement (4, pp. 423.433),
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Pacific regions {table 31, p. 67}, In the Pacific regionlarge-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 for 38 percent of the value of products, in
other regions boih the proportion of the iarms classified as large-
scale and the amount of resources controlled by these units are
much smaller,

The Pacific region has the haghesl percentage of farms classi-
fied as large-scale in ecach of the speciflied types {table 1), How-
éver, nearly one-halfof the large-scale farms ip the Pacific region
are ol the vegetable, fruit andnut, and horticuitural types. Another

TAWLE 11l-- Number of forgrescale forms by tvpe of jurm and by :segions and the
percentage tha! lorge-soule porms aceof all Jarms of that type wn each of the
specifred regrons, J9a5 ¢

Al Froavs [Other

Hegon LYpen Breld [ o Poulveyl laves [ Goneral] and  juypes
2 Crops storh veg,d .

Mimber | Sumber Numfier [ Number [ Sumbier] Mumber | Aumber [Aunber
Northeasl Suites & hHT T,681] 2,4658] ), 120 552 TS| 2,72 3R
{orn el hrates 1%, hap 5,062 438 ARZ| 0,087 1217 1,003 B
Lake States..... 1,073 400 am 1914 £n) 138 753 i)
Appal achian

R T S 1,00 1,0y 813 281 goo 73 135 12
Southeast States 1,97 BE3 £72 g 499 3| 2,115 56
ivlin Suntes,,,. 3, %5 3,151 186 43 94 37 194 S8
southery Plains
11,548 4,05 571 ; 5,528 123 119
Necthern Plians

SLALES . v aas e ¥ 510 4,080 16 4, 2 98 Ha
Mot aLn Suates, 10,61 3,741 396 - 5,470 5 69
Pacifie Stawes. . 25,01 i RS 2,77F 1] 2,503 A5 | 1,984

Uneted Staces.. Ik, 01 ¢ 30,2321 8,592 | 4,0560 32,551 4,740 1 19 413

Peteent | tercentPereent nt]Percent| Pereent | Percent
Northeest states LB ] I.R 2, M- 1.h H.5
{orn telt States 1.9 1.2 R ] 1. R 5.4
Lake Statrs, ..., R i1 W1 . B 3 5.5
Appalachiun
BLBLES i
Southerst SLntes
Ihlua States....,
Southern Mains
Pl R R SR
“orthern Plans )
St.:nt'.t's........ . . . .3
Mounvain Staben, 5. £ . 9.4
Pacific Hunkes.. . X ¢ 0.0

Laited States. . 1. L7 1.5 5 1.0 N3 R. 1

~ 'Whpublished dain 045 Sample Census of Agriculiure, used by permission of
3. Hareau of Crnsus,
*Fxeludes Targe-seale farms nov classi feed by tvpe.
dineludes froats and nots, vegetable and horticnltural speaialey wypes of
farms.
orest produces and subsstence types of lamms,
3less than 0,05 pergent,
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one-fourth are ¢lassificdas "field crop farms, ' many of these are
irrigated colton, sugar beet, and potalo farms. In the Mountain
States more than 85 percent of the large-scale units are of field-
cropand livestocktypes. These larms would include sheep and cattle
ranches and farms growing wheat, potato, sugar beets, and other
irrigated crops. It would seem probable that production conditions
on these types of farms arv more conducive to large-scale farming
than is {rue in some other parts of the United States,

About threc-fifths of the large-scale farms paid cash wagesof
$2,500 and over, in 1944, for the United States as a whole {table
32, p. 69)., Many of the remaining Lwo -fifths--or approximately
40,000 )large-scaic units--were operating highly mechanizedfarms.
Thig type of orgamzation was most common in the Corn Belt and
the Grent Plains where most of the large farms are of the general
livestock and cash-grain types, The percentage of the large-scale
units paying less than $2,500 1n cash wages, in 1944, varies from
70 percent and b2 percent 1n the Gorn Belt and Northern Great
Plains to 26 percent or less in the Nartheast, the Southeast, the
Delta, and the Pacific region. The reasonsfor the small propertion
of large-scale units using large amounts of hired labor in the Corn
Belt and Northern Great Plains is partly technological, Less labor
18 required Lo operate large farms of the types common in these
regions than is requiredio operate the typesof farms most common
in the Pacific region,

in general, the largc-scale farms differ materialiy from the
large and mediurn commercial-family farms in respect to the
proporiion of them that employlarge amounts of hired labor. About
60 percent of the large-scale farms paid $2, 500 or more for hired
labor, in 1944, In contrast, only 13 perceni of the large com-
mercial-family farms paid more than $2, 500 in wages that year,
But these pereentages should not cover up the wide variation in
both groups 1n respect to the type of labor organization., The num-
ber of farms paying more than $2, 500 in wages was about the same
u both groups, Further, the variation among regions and types of
furms is great, The labor organization varies materally with the
degree of mechamzation of the production process [orthe particular
agricultural product and area,

Large-Scale Management Units in the South

In the Southern States it is necessaryto consider the large-scale
tepantplantationas wellas 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 Southern States, The classification of farms in the
South on thisbasis increases substantially the number and percentage
of farms classificd as large-scale, especially in the States where
the plantation systemis most ecommon, The proportionof the farms
classified aslarge-scale remains low, however, in comparison with
other 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 croppuers f{aited to classily as large-
scale units in terms of the value of the cuiput. 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.é&9),

The multiple or tenant plantation units generally are organized
to produce cotton or tobacco, Until recently at least, the produc-
tion requirements of these crops have been of a type that is rela-
lively susceptible to centralized planning. The machinery has been
simple, the practices have [luctuated 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, Technojogical changes that encourage diversifi-
cation and mechanization are gradually altering this picture andin-
creasing the advantages of mechanized farms operated primarily
by family labor,

Trends in Large-Svale 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. Figurebindicatesthetrend in numbers of very large
farms as measured by total acres of land and adjusted value of
products.’® This increase has stemmedlargely fromtechnological

NUMBER OF LARGE FARMS
UNITED STATES, 1930, 1940, and 1945

FARMS (THOUSANDS)
4] 25 50 75 100 125
‘ ‘ l ( ! - lVall.u of

I
:4////.////////////////.//’///////% o products
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VZZ 7777722 1 basis®
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FIAKE 6. - Numbers of large farms counted by Lhe census have increased somewlat

over the last 15 veary with the progress of mechanization amd other tech-
nological improvements.

e Derived fram 1. 5, census dats on number of farms by acreage and value of
prafuct groups, Value of praducl proups were adjusted to 1944 levels on the basjs
of the total valw of praducts reported Tor all Tarms in these vears. See foot.
note 3 pape B.
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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 distinctand 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 unitsinareas where ahigh 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 [rom unfavorable condi-
tions are accentuated when the labor to operate the additional units
ol machinery must be hired,

A significant decrease in the number of large-scale tenant plan-
tation umts is indicated by available data {table 12)., Comparison
of the number of ienantplantations having six or more subunits in
1910 in selected areas 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 comparable,
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-fTamily farms span a wide range from the
standpoint of size. They include units from $1, 200 to $20, 000 total
value of products sold and used in 1944. From a national stand-

TAHIE 12.--Number of pluntations reporting specified nunbers of temants in 1910,
tn selected areas and numbers of multiple units reporting five or more subunits
wn 1945 an samilar areas !

Selegted counties 19} Similar areas 19453

6 or 11or| 2l or |5 0r 10 or 20 or
hore nore more [ mere Gaore mare
subunits] subunits|sybunits sub- sub- sub-
2 2 2 units units units

Three Southeast States...... 1% 019 5,519 0 1,166 | B,RIAT | 1, 6BG 281
Three lelts States 13,111 5,442 1 1,932 [L1,067 | 4,497 1,804
Total six States 12,133 | 10,761 | 3,008 19,904 { 6,183 2,085

! Perived from data 1. 5. Census of Agriculture 1210 (16) and Miltiple Unit
Cenaus 1745, (0}

? The classification used by the 1910 census was on the basis of planta-
tions having 5 or more tenants, bul since each plantation included a home farm
the multiple unit included 6 or more subunits. Similarly, plantations with 10
of more tenants woulid have 11 subunits and those with ¥ or more tenants would
have 21 or more sulmnits. Area included 35 counties in Sonth Carolina, 70
counties in Georgia, 47 counties in Alabama, 15 counties in Mississippi, 29
parisbes in louwisiana, and 23 counties in Arkensas.

? Bused on data by type-of-farming areas within Siates. Although the
areas ore wenerally similar, some additional counties were included in the
1945 tabulations in coses where a considerable part of the vype of farming
area was included in the [210 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 units which remain after elimination of the relatively few
large-scale units and the extremely smali 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,
a3 the Corn Belt and the Northern Great Plains, there is a pro-
nounced tendency toward the concentration of farms in the com-
mercial-famiiy 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 thisisnotirue in several other regions and in
some smaller areas even in the Midwest. In the Appalachian,
Southeasiern, and Delta regions, for example, less than half of the
farms were classified as cotnmercial-family farms--one-fourth
were classified as small-scale, Although the figures in table 34
are basedon 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 commmer-
cial-family farms but they account for only about two-fifths of the
land, Many of the large-scale units in this region are livestock
ranches 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 inflyences, 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 th e
advantages oforganizationsthatare adaptable to changing condi-
tions of price and yield have been sufficient to €ncoiirage a con=-
centration in the rniddle sizes. Commerciai-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 number of
family-operated farms have prevented a rapid growth in the size of

17 For studies of commerciel family farms in selected areas see: Fara
Froduction Practices, Costs end Returns (15 pp. 75 to 101), and Typical Faaily
Operated Farms 1330-45 (9), for a more detailed discussion of the organization
amd operstion of these farms.
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FARMS IN SPECIFIED CLASSES
Percentage, by Regions, 1945

PERCENT
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— All classes
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Small-scale farms
Part-time & nominal unike
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FIGURE 7.--Significant geographic concentrations characterize the distributiona
of large-scale, commercial-family, and small-scale farms,

commercial-family farms in these regions, With modern power
and machinery, wheat and corn producers in many areas, for ex-
ample, are able to handie 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 clagses, In
the South, on the other hand, where mule power and handlabor 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 farr:s in thege 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 farms, are considered. But, even on
a management-unit basis, more thantwo-thirds of themare 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 stemmmed mainly from the adop-
tion of labor-saving machines and techniques, favorable weather,
use of better seed and improved fertilizing and cropping practices,
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and improvements in breeding. care, and feeding, of livestock,
But gains in productivity have varied widely among areas and types
of farms, Output per hour of man labor increased most on crop
farms, except for cotton and tobaccofarms on which progress in
mechanization has been slow, Combination crop-and.livestock
farms made somewhat smaller advances. Production per man
hour of labor .on livestock farms, in 1947, was still smaller, but
averaged about 20 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 jabor in the organization of commercial-
family farms varies greatly among regions and types of farms,
Estimates of farmorganization, 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 farms,
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 characteristica of commercial-family cotton
farmsinthe 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 mule 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 units 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 capitalinvestment 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 differentregions isoften 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 iliusirate the
importance of selecting a measure of size that will give the greatest
degree of comparability and indicate a need for perhaps greater
attention inthe selection of comparable measures of sizes in studies
in which results indifferent areas and types and sizes of farms atre
to be generalized,

The best measure of the relative size of the farm business of
each of thesetypes of farms is the netreturn to land, labor, capital,
and management over a period of years, Such a measure is espe-
cially desirable because it avoids assigning an 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 differences 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 iimitations,
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 unugual situations in regard to
prices and yields.

Data that are strictly comparable to the census value of product
sold, or to the total vilue 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 closcr 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

Smali-scale farms and part-time and nominal units share a
common characteristic--small volume of farz preduction. 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 10 percent of the total
farm preduction, however, and only 4. 6 percent of the sales.

Families with noother income than that obtained from such farms
probably would be considered as low-income families by almost
any standard.t Generally speaking, farms that produced less
than $ 1,200 worth of products in 1944 also would be too small to
employ efficiently the full time of an average operator family.
But by nc means all of the famiiies who operate low-production
farms depend primarily upon their {arming. 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 ol their operation, is one of
the more important problems invelved in providing a framework for
analyzing agricultural resource use and adjustment needs. The
economic classification, developed in connection with the 1945

U9 Fur an interesting discussion of "low-income families and economic stabil-
ity” see Materials on the Problens of Louw-Incom Families (23).

* See p. 23 of this report for a discussion of the relation between farmsize
and efficiency of resource use.
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census, marked considerable progress in this direction. Neces-
sarily limited to characteristics available from the Agricuitural
Census, the distinctions between small-scale, part-time, and
nominal units, inthis 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 majar 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, wherever located (table 38, p. 75). Although many of these
farms are found in every region, nearly bhalf 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 Deita 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 farnily farms, for exarnple, are 8
and Z percent, respectively. It seems significant that in the areas
in which small-scaie farms are concentrated rmost 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 presumablypro-
vided the principal source of incorme and employrnent 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 emmployment.?® 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 te nonfarm jobs, either full or part-time. 21 QOnly
one -fourth of the farms classified as small-scale, in 1945, con-
tained as many as 30 acres of cropland.2? Merely to add capital
in the form of machinery and livestock to so smalia land base offers
little promise for improving the net incomes of small-scale farmers

™ Estimates for the Corn Helt summarized in takle % indicate that the aver-
age neL farm income from small-scale farms in 1944 was about $400--about 20 per-
cent of the average for all larming wnins,

?! Secretary Charles F. frannan, in his statement December 15, 1940 before
the subcomittee on Low-Income Families of the Joint Committee on Lhe Economi o
Report. (6} proposed several lines of public action to stimulate such adjustments.
el. p. &ff.

B <pecial Report, 1945 Sample Lensus of Agriculture (18, table 79},
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generally. Andonlyifasubstantial number ofthe now underemployed
farm{amilies arec absorbed into nonfarm occupations will oppaortuni-
ties be available for those who remain to increase their efficiency
and income by enlarging or reorganizing their farms.

Some small-scale farmers, although perhaps in economic dis-
tress, cannot change advantageously te another occupation or ¢n-
large their farms because of advanced age, physical handicap, or
othetr rcason. These specialcases require separate consideration.
Only detailed case studies, however, would reveal their numbers
and particular needs. Such individual farm analyses would reveal
also som¢ small-scale armers to be neither in poverty circum-
stances nor undcrempioyed. But then, many families on small
[amily farms and on nominal uniis would be found to be under-
employed and in financial straits, or both, if they were appraised
on an individual basis.

Noilwithstanding apparent qualifying circumstances, small-
scale (arms reasonably may be considcred the heart of the twin
problems of underemployment and poverty in ngri-::ul.tun';2 There
ts every rcason to presume that low-income families and ineffi-
ciently utilized labor resources are concentrated heavily on small-
scale farming units, Thus, this class of farms is a logical pri-
mary {ocus for research on ways and means [or improving the al-
location of resources between agriculture and the rest of the econ-
omy. Progress on this front would strike hard at the roots of the
persisient disparity between farm and nonfarm incomes.

Part-time Units

Part-iime farms arc even smaller, in terms ol farm produc-
tion and rescurces, than are the small-scale units. From the
standpeint of income and resource use, however, they represent
a different situation. Their limited farming operations presumably
arc not the primary intercst nor source of incame for the 600,000
part-time [armers. Atl of them worked 100 or more days off their
own farms in 1944, [t seems reasonable to expect, therefore, that
most of these families receive considerably higher incomes than
do those on small-scale larms.

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

22 A parageapl Trom Uhe report on Agricultnral Adjustwents Toward An Eff -
crent dgrienfture n the South is revenling in this context: “o . . the size of
many eperntiag units must be inereased JF the Tenefius of more efficient farm
negamration and operstion and the advantages of mechanized preduction are to be
attained . . . {me of the conditioning Facters Lo an inerease in the size of
sawll uneconomic wnits am! the adnption of more officient practices is thac aof
easing the pressure of fam popalation on vhe land.  Even though farm population
hod beerr redoced congiderably by 1843 o . . 1t 15 suggested that the nunber of
workers on Torms should Le stoll Further reduced Yy 31 percent over the 443
level, The sxcess population 18 more than S0 percent ower the 1943 level.  The
excess popnlotion s mere than S0 percent 10 sooe rreas,’ (23}

2y Reflections an Poverty in Aprienltare, T. W Schult: (12) advances
sevnral thonght-pravokiur propositions reparding the concepts and causes ol rural
pove Ty,
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income farm families. The 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 sericus 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 standpeint of employment
and income conditions, they apparently are a rtaixture of the ex-
tremes 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, ? Their
“farms'" are essentially rural residences. Among the 280,000
aperators who wereover &5 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 aper -
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 incame from less than $ 250 worthof farm products that
led to the exclusion of all "nom.inal units" 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 would be a mistake, how-
ever, to exclude all nominal units from consideration in any pro-
gram aimed toward improving 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

** See tuhie 17, page 5! for source ant for other characteristics of nominal
umIts,
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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. Stady 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 farming have two major points
of significance in the present context. One relates to nonfarm
jobs: What kinds of nonfarm cmployment 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 Irom those who ieave farming completely for a nonfarm
Job? Answers to these and related questions would sugpgest 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. Rescarch in this field could be more mean-
ingful il more were known about the development of 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 incormes with nonfarm work, It is thiz group
which has the most direct significance to the study of adjustments
in farm population,

This reportcannot answer allthe questions raisedin the previous
paragraphs. In fact, results of research to date will not answer
fully any one 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 matihkaed population, agriculture, and housing, taken from the
1340 ¢+ sus schedules for 2, 045 classified low production farms in
the |4 counties surveyed for the monthly report on the labor
forcg.#® How nearly the characteristics in these counties con-
formte 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 {940, can be only guessed,

281 1943, the Burean of Census and Bureauv of Agricultural Economics pre-
nared cards lor a sample of household living on farms and nonresident. Tarm opers-
Lor lineseholis in the 123 counties surveyed Tor the Monthly Heport on the Lakor
Force; the total sample comprising approximately the equivalent of household per
1,000 in nbree categories in the United States. Fach of the cards studied con-
tained the principal ttems avuilable from the schedules of the Populavion, Agri-
culture and Housing Census of 1940, respectively, for one farm; that is, the
Lhree schedules wers matched for each farm in Lhe sample. This ceoperative study
is discussed briefly in Estimates of Farm Population and Farm Households: Apred
1344 and April 1940. Series Census - BAE, No. 1{21).

Tab.les 13, 14, 15, and 40-43, inclusive, of this report were derived from
information oh tbe cards in this sample for farnns reporting less than %520 voual
value of products in 1939, classified on the bases indicated by table 40, foot-
note 2. Fach card was reviewed carefully in the process of classification and
all questionnhle cases were eliminated [rom subsequent snalvses., (f the 2, 465
farms with a value of products of less than 88520, a total of 2,042 were classi-
fied hy major groups.
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No more recent basis is available for a broad-scale study of the
characteristics of families whao operale particular kinds of low-
production farms,

The groups of tow-production farms used in the study of 1940
census dataare notentirely comparable withthe small-scale, part-
time, and nominalunits, defined inthe 1945 economic classification.
Consideringthe increase in the value of farm products between 1939
and 1944, the upper limit of low-production farms in 1948 was
roughly comparable tothat of the smalt-scale and part-time classes
in the economie classification. However, with the help of available
specific informaticn on nonfarm wages of all family members, and
other characteristics of the individual families and farms, nominal
units were separated into the appropriate constiluent 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 wili b¢ noted that the term part-time farm refers to
all low-productic + -ms that had aperators who reported 100 or
more days work ¢f' the farm. The residential units included in
this group were not identified scparately in the 1945 economic
classification,

"Small-scale farms' were reviewed more closely, to separate
out the units used for farming purposes, than was possible on the
basis of 1945 agriculinral census data, All famifies reporting more
income from wapges (that is, all family members) than from farm-
product sales were remgved to a miscelianeous category ‘'other
low-production farwm. .. °* it is significant that the combination
of rigorous appraisal L.r apparent incompleteness and apparent
abnarmality in impor ar. details and this separation on the basis of
major source of cast ' 1=ifv income did nol eliminate nearly ail
of the very small farm< which were classified as nominal units
in 1945,

Low-nproduction ~harecropper units?® have been considered
separately from small-scale farms because of their unique wvul-
nerability to technological displacement. Furthermore, thes ¢
tracts usually are parts of larger operating units. Small-scale
farms operated by persuns more than 65 years old were carried as
a subgreup throughout tias analysis but the information usually i s
not shown separately ir this report,

What significance ..n be attached to the characteristics of
families on "“other low pnroduction farms” is a moot gquestion. As
it now stands, this gro- - spans an exceedingly wide range of em-
ployment and incormne ¢ -Liions. But il can be said that the classi-
fication as a whole produ ¢ three reasonably homogeneous groups:
part-time farms, smail-scale farms, and low-production share-
cropper units. Each hds peculiar signilicance to the study of
opportunities for resourve adjustments,

Education Status, --Perhaps no other characteristic has such
significance in the study of population adjustments as the edu.a-
tional attainment of the peopic who needto make these adjustments,
Education furnishes s poweriu’ stimulus to migration, particularly
of younger people, out of ov. , spulated rural localities, it is likely

°1 Also operators wha rejorten. . v other land,  See notes to table 40,

¥ Beparting less than $520 i .4 value of producis at 1939 prices, about
half of the toral number of Thrme  amersted Ly the 1940 Census of Agriculture
were apparently i this group. {17
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to awaken both an awareness ol job possibilities and a wish for the
kind of living which the income from such jobs would support. In
addilion, schoolingusually increases a person's productivity, hence
inereascs his earning power and ability to compete successfully for
renumerative nenfarm jobs, Conversely, lack of education im-
pedes natural migration and limits the eifectiveness of programs
that are designed to encourage vocational adjustments, Low edu-
cational attainment unguestionably is botha cause and a conseguence
of low productivity and low income. In assigning cause and effect,
however, one should not overlook the selective nature of the educa-
tion progess itself, Advancement through the higher grades is
limited to a considerable extent by a person's natural ability to
learn and to use scheoling profitably.

The comparisong in table 13 highlight some of the more signif-
rcant relations between education and resource adjustments,
Farmilies who operate part-time farms have received considerably
more formal schooling than have those on other kinds of low-pro-
duction farms. This is partly attributable, no doubt, to their
proximity to urban centers. Unfortunately, there is no way of
learning from these data how much of this apparent difference in
eduycaiion represents a tendency for the better educated low-pro-
duction farm families to supplement their farming with other em-
ployment. [t is only this positive influence of schoeling which is
dircctly significant to a study of resource adjustments.

Indications are that part-time farming provides its youth some-
what better educational oppartunities than farm boys and girls have
gencrally., On balance, the educational attainments of part-time
farm youths 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.

TABLF, 13, --Schoe! years cumpleted, classified fore operutors and family members
of spee tfred ages by proups of low-production forms, with comparisons, [nited States,
154G

Median school year completed

Clazs of Tarm
! Persons Persons Personx

and population growp 35 - over 0 - 3t 14 - 10
years of age | years of age | years of age

¥Years Years Years
All classified Jow-production farms.
Purt-time farms

Small-scale Tarms. ..oy ive v ioaanan
ShuTeCTopper URILS. oo vvasinssanan
Mher tow-production farms

Fural famn pepulavien......., P
Rural nonlarm pupulation
U'rban populstion L] 0. i,

_ ' Datn for classified |ow-production farms from a specral tabulacion of
informetion for a sumple of 7,000 households from the 1940 Census of Popula-
tion, Honsing and Agriculture used by permission of the United Staves Bureau
of Census,  See Lext p.47. Data on rural famm, rural nenfarm, and urban based
on published dats Bureau of Census,
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Two rather discouraging facts are apparent from the data on
education of families on small-scale farms and sharor ropper units
(21). First, the generally low education status of the clder mem-
bers suggests considerable inertia to -« . ational adjustrments,
Second, the relatively low levels of educat.i.n of the younger mem-
bers together with indications provided .u the sarnple data that a
substantial number of the youths on thuse farms have not acquired
as much as 4 ycars of formal schooling, sugpests the stagnating
influences of underemployment. Low income itscif handicaps the
educational advancement of children in underemployed farm fami-
lies, Some may [ai1l to attend school regularly because they have
inadequate clothing or arve in poor health. Bul far more apparently
discontinue their schooling at an early age in order to huelp bolster
their family's meager income,

Smiall-scale farms and sharecropper units in the South present
somewhat diffe rent adjustment problems. Familics on smali-scale
farms appear to be rooted rather firmly. Technelogical progress
in the past often has nol displaced them but il has tended to worsen
their relative cconomic position. The primary problem is how to
encourage those who want to make vocationai adjustments which
would improve their productivity and income. Their education
status isa significant indicator of their ability to make advantageous
adjustments and of effective incentives., Sharccroppers, on the
other hand, stand more directly in the path of technological im-
provements in cotton production, A great many of them almost
certainly witl be displaced over the next several years 2? How
<an they be absorbed into other cccupations ? What kindofatraining
program would benefit them? Here we can do he more than to
point cut the problems created by lack of educational opportunities,
They are real and complex and warrant high priority in rescarch
dealing with the small-farm probiem.

Stability and Security of Tenure. --From the standpoint of sta-
bility and sccurily of tenurc, part-tirne farming is by no means an
undesirable social institution, According to table i4, about half of
the part-time farmers had been on the same farm for 6 or more
years preceding 1940. This marked 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 counterpari of this stability of tenure is the high proportion
of part-time farms that are owned by those who operate them (table
41). It would be interestingto know how and why part-time farmers
acquire their units. Which comes first, farm ownership ar non-
farm employment?

Insecure tenure scarcely can be considered as primarily re-
sponsibie 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
66 percent of the small-scale farmers under 65 vears of age had
not changed farms for at least é ycars prior to 1940. Two-fifths
of them had operated the same unit for 10 or more years. This

* e total nomber of sharceroppers declined from » peak of 776,278 in 1930
1o G, 956 an 1945, Mare than balf of this reduction, 175,000 out of the total
330,060, came Letwees 1935 and 1940, 1943 Census of Agreculture (18, V. 11, ch.
3. table 5).
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suggests that there may be substantial inertia toward any adjust-
ment that would neccessitate changing their residence, These
people gencrally do nol have the habit of making changes, Their
characterist:c immoebility probabily is both a cause and a conse-
quence of the high proportion of farm ownership "mong  these
familics.

These data suggest several significant questie: al warrant
further study; first, why have so many of these fa..ercs remained
for a decade or more on the same inefficient farm? Perhaps the
facren has nol always been so small. But this wue do not know,
Second, why do apparently healthy, able-bodred farmers begin
operating units which will provide them with 50 littie employment
and incorme? Who arc they? Where do they come from? This
group warrants particularly carcful consideration, Many of them,
perhaps, could be influenced relatively easily to make a more de -
sirable voeational adjustment than beginning the full-time opera-
tion of an inndequate -sized farming unit,

And why did not morc than one-sixth of the small-scale farmers,
who owned some land, rent additionalacreage ? Much of the present
discussion of adjustments toward more cificient operations in over-
peputated areas is premisced upon the assumption that smalil-farm
operators will enlarge their units as migration progresses, But
will they, unless 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 Agec Compeosition, --Only the more direct im -
plications of the rclation between family size and age composition
to adjustments on low-production farms can be covergd in this
report, Twe characteristics scoem particularly significant in this
regard {tables 15 and 42).

{1} Roughly one-half of the sharccropper families and of those
on small-scale farms wilth operaters under 65 years contained four
or more persens; one-fifth of them had six or more persons.

{2) Families on cach of the general groups of 1o w ~production
farms had an age compesition roughly similar to that of the total
farm population,

TARLE 14, --Classcfred part-time and small-scale farms, by length of residence
of present operator, 1940

Snall-scale Tarms

Yeurs an present Part-tine i
farms ALl Fanus with
farms operator ander 65

Percent | Percent Percent
13.9 0. 120
P 36,4 27. 31.0
B - 9 veurs 15.3 12.. 15.0
W or more YeRrS. i aiiin s i aa s 31,2 Sy, 42.0

Al years *® . i%.0 WG.0 .8

' Oatn from » specral tabulation of intermation for a sample of 7,000
households From the 190 Census of fopnlation, Housing and Agriculture. Used
hw peraizssion of the i1, 8. Purews of Census.  See Lext page 47,

T Ppems with operutors begisning oprration of present farm in 1940 were
aol classsfied. Ser footnole 3, table 20,
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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 underemployed farm
familics. in addifion, these families bave had little chance to ac-
cumulate the necessary savings, This combination of circum-
stances suggesis that in the abscnce of assistance, a great many
farm children will have limited opportunity to acquire the education,
the health, and the associations which would enable them to earn
an income that would support an "Amvurican standard of tiving. ™
The size distribution of sharecropper f{amilies assumes spucial
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 are to be found in families on
small-scale farms operated by persons over 65 yearsof age. This
probability further cmphasizes the importance of inquiring into the
particular circumstances of all low-production farm families when
adjustments are being appraised. Knowledge that underemployed
farm famiilies 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, generally speaking, the operators of unproductive
small-scale farms are not retired and are not young men just get.
ting started in farming. Acquired skiils, {inancial resources, ed-
ucation, and the other products of private and public investment in
people apparently mark principal points of difference in comparison
with the characleristics of the farm population as a whole, lm-
provements on these points should contribute most directly to
progress toward the elimination of underemployment and poverty
among farm people,

Off-Farm Employmeni of Part-Time Farmers, --This brief
survey of low-produclien farms and famili¢s should not be left
without & 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
source of supplemental income. And relatively few part-time

TABLE 15, -« Classifsed low production farms by suze of farm operator famuly !

Saial 1-seale Carms

Part- Other
Persons in Tanily Farms with | Share- Lime |low pro-
All opecator | Stoppers [ pone | duction
furms wniler /5 farms

Yercent ! ereent Percent | Percent| Percent
8,2 b 2.0 3.1 5.0
28,5 23,6 23.0 6.1 m.
F.5 0.0 2.7 0,3 19, :
i1.h 6.0 I7.! A 17.:
0.6 12,7 in 14,3 13,
7.k LI 9.t 2.4 3.7

All sizes.. ... . 0.0 600 00.0 100.0 100.0

! Data from a special tabulation of informetion for a sample of 7,000 house-
bolds from the 1040 Census of Population, Housing and Agriculture, used by per-
mission af the 1. & Bureau of Census, see text p, 47 .
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farmers, in 1939, werc cmployed as "laborers' in nonfarm in-
dustrics., This is particularly true of those who devoted essen-
tially their full time to nonfarm jobs. Most of those engaped in
other occupations were craftsmen, operatives, and other related
kinds of industrial workers.

Indications are that a high percentage of the "laborers' {except
farm) were employed on emurgency public works projects. It would
be helpful from the standpoint of encouraging vocational adjust-
ments to know how many of these persons had been cngaged prev-
iously in nonfarm work. Did they scek W. P_A. jobs because they
were "unemployed!" in their nonfarm occupation or to supplement
their lfarm carnings? The low entry-skill requirement would have
buen gonducive to the latter movement. But, probably, many were
experienced workers temporarily out of work.

A comprehensive study of the nonfarm jobs of part-time farm-
ers could provide real insight into the development of part-time
farming. But much of th¢ supplemcental information neecded for
such a study is not now availablc. A part of it could be obtained
from a survey covering a period of years which would be aimed
toward cxplaining existing situations in terms of changes through
time. Recent developments in part-iime farming apparently have
been of two kinds: (1} Movement of people employed in industry
into rural residences with a small farm acreage, and (2} increased
numbers of small larm operators supplementing their farm in-
comes with off-farm work., Knowledge of the relative importance
ol cach of these developments and the kinds of nenfarm accupations
associatued with cach becomes particularly important in appraising
part-time farming as an adjustment alternative for underemployed
farm familics.

The conditions conducive to the development of a stable and el-
ficient part-time farming cconemy well may differ significantly
between parts of the country. Characteristics of farming, the
pcople themselves, and the concentration of industry undoubtedly
are among the chiel factors influencing the develoepment and de-
sirability of part-time farming in a particular locality., Compara-
tively little specialized rescarch has been done on the economics
of part-timce farming--too little, cortainly, to answer many of the
questions being raiscd with increasing frepuency as the course of
economic developrnent brings agriculture into ever closer relation
with other scgmonts ol the cconomy.
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TABLE 16, -- Number of farms and infornation used inclassifying farms by ecemenmic

class, 1945

. .
Ecanomic
eluss

Number of
farms

Information used in ¢lassiCying farms

Value of
products

Vielue of
land and
tmildings

Work off
farm by
aperator

Faming imits:
Large- scnle
Tamms_. ... .,

Commercial -
family tarms
Large. ... ...

Yedinm

Small-scale
farms, . ... ..
Other units:
Part-time
units, ...

Neminul units®

Thensands

02,1

08,9

1,173.0

1,661. 9

92x5

Dollars

. 20,000 and over

8,000 - 19,999

8,000 - 19,009
3,000 -« 7,999

. 20,000 and over

3,000 - 7,999
b, 200 - 2,999

.. AL and over

1,0 . 2,90
%0 - 1,199

0 - 1,199

25 - 1,199

a, Under 300
. Under 250
. Under 500
. lnder

1, 200

Under

Dol lars

15,000 and aver
10,000 and over

Under 70,000
X, 000 - 43,999
5,000 - 1t,999
Under 30,000
o,000 - 29,999
Under 5,000
Under 2,000
8,000 - 19,999

Ihder 8,000

Uneter #,000
Under 8,000
linder 8, 000
8,000 - 14,99
20,000 - 69
30,000 - 69,959
70,000 and over

Days

Under 100

100 and over
Lnder 100
X)) and over

' Tn addition certain farms were selected for individual examination and clas-
sifiention. For detuils see Special Hepore 1045 Sumple Census of Sgreculture (10

p. i6).

* Catepories a, b, and ¢ account for nbout 96 percent of the larms classified

s nominal.

TABLE 17, --Selected characteristics of nominuf units, United States, 1345

Number
ol
Tarms

I'nder 10 acres !

Operators repurting work off farm * Y
Operators reporting 100 days or more work of[ furm”

Operators over 63 years of age®

Nonresident operators

All nominal units!

Thousand s
651
06
233
26]
121

amy

! Special fleport 1943 Seaple Census of Agriculture {18, table 29),

7 Unpubl ished data, 16945 Sampie Census of

the Census.

Agriculture, used by permission of




TAILE 18.--Comparison of average farm acreage, valug of implements and machingry, andnet. income of furm operators from farming for all
census farms and for farming units, by regions, 1944

Operator’s realized net
sncome from agricultire
and Government payments

Value of 1mplements,

Farm acreage and machinery

AlL Farmming Al Farming Al Farming

uniLs § units uniLs
census farms census lurms

census farmms 3 ! 3 3

: Acres Acres Lollars Tollars Lollars
Northeast 09 12¢ 1,290 1,874 ; 2,495
Corn Belt .... . 136 163 1,156 1,443 2,778 3,110
Lake ... i i i 139 152 1,501 1,842 59 3,083
Appalachian . . <4 a7 304 119 , 335 1,915
Southeast 102 123 326 ) 410 2800
a0 R 371 348 ) : 1,675
Southern Plains a2 132 715 223 2,610
Northiern Plains 463 197 1,719 1,866 3,350
Mountain 1,160 1,487 1,473 1,877 , 4,205
Pacific . 257 361 1,365 1,914 +, 67 6,225

United States ......... P R 196 248 899 1,163 2,21 2,810

1 Derived from. "Vet Ircome of Farm Uperators from farming, by States, 1943-44," (14, July 1946) and Special ReportSumple Census of
Agrlculture (19, pp. 120-159).
2'States included in reglons are as follows: =~ Northeast: Maine, N H., Vu., Mass., K. I., Conn., N. Y., N. )., Del., Pa_, Md.
Appalachian: Va., W. Va. . C., Ky., Tenn. Southeast: S. C., Ga., Fla., Ala. Delta: Ark., La., Miss. -Corn Belt: Qhio, Jnd._ 111,
fowa, Mo., Lake; Mich., WIS Minn. Northern Plains: N. Dak., S. Uak., Nebr., Kans., Southern Plains: Okla., Texas: Mountain: Ment. s
ldaho \Wyo Colo., N. Mex \ru.‘, Utah, Nev., Pacific: Wash Oreg‘ and Calif.
3 Includes largt_ -scale; large, medium, and small commercial- f'mul) farms, and small-scale farms.
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United States, 2954 !

TABLE 19.--Estinoted mon equivalents of available operator and fa.miiy."l.gbor and
of labor hired, ond capital per man equivalent of all labor by economic class,

Economic
class

Family
Labor

Wuge
Lahor
bired

Total
lubor

resources

Investment
pr.r
wan

equivalent

Farming unita:
Large-scale farms
Camercial-fmmily farms

Large

Other units:
Part.time units
Nominal units

Man
equivalents

1.4

Man
rquivalents

5.8

Man
equivalents

e =4

Daotlars
13, 87

13, 457
8,330
4,562
2,324

5,914
4,292

L.

i e Ln (SR =R, [~

[

5,945

! Estimated.

Available operatar and family labor based on population

over 14 years of age on f{arms by economic class adjusted for nonoperator
famiiies, work off the farm by the operator, sex and age differences in avail-

sbijity for farm work.

In this calculation, operators over 5 vears were

estimated at 0.4 men equivalents; other operators 1.0 man equivalepts minus
man years of work off the farm; other males over 16 at 0.7 man equivalents,

and females over 16 st 0.2 man equivalents.

Man equivalents of wage laber

hired are based oh total wage bil! by economic class and wage rates by States,
adjusted for wage rate differentials by size of farm.
Less than 0.1 of one man equivatent.




TABLE 20.--Percentage of farms reporting specified factlities, by economic class, (hited States, 1945}

Running | Kitchen | Mechanical Powei

Economic class Tractor] Auto Truck Electricity Telephone

Water sink? }refrigerator| washer

Farming units: Percent |Percent | Percent Percent Percent Percent | Percent Percent Percent
Large-scale farms ........: RN 86 91 A2 80 72 76 84 Te 80
Commercial-family. farms:

86 91 58 76 67 58 75 64 31

69 84 34 62 50 33 59 42 71

' 30 62 1R 4] 4 22 34 24

Snall-scale farms: 9 39 10 28 15 13 20 14

Other units: :

Part-time units 14 635 15 58 26 35 45 38
Nominal units 9 43 10 41 21 24 33 26
All" farms : 34 62 22 48 32 29 42 32

YIn farm dwelling. Special Report 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture. (19, table 29, pp. 120-139), except as noted.
2 Based on unpublished data from 1945 sample Census of Agriculture, used by permission of the Bureau of Census. Data for kitchen
sink with drain, mechanical refrigerator, and power-driven washing machine relate only to farms with resident operators.

-
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TABLE '21. - -Percentage distribution of farms by type, by economic class, United States, 1945 '

Type of farm °

. All
Economic classi fied Family
farms Livestock Dairy Poul try liv’ing

class

Farming units:
Large scale farms.......... 100.0 31.0
Commercial-family farms: :

Large 100.0 31.2
100.0 319
100.0 4.5
100.0 42.6

w
(2]
w
[=3

e 8D
comgqgﬁ
o OO0
—~NOO . o
4 whe~ B
~ A @WNO W

"~
o,

Other units:
Part-time un1ts 100.0 10.0
Nominal units 100.0 13.9

ey b\ONM wn

o
h~
o

a8
@i

A

&1 o

All farms ) 100..0 132.3

k.
—
™
~
[
-
'S

! Based on unpublished data the 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture, used by permission of the Bureau of Census. ) .
? For a discussion of the basis for classifying farms by type see “Value of Farm Products and Type.of Farm," United States Census
of Agriculture, 1945 (18, V.. 2, ch. 10).
Farms that produce products primarily for own household use.
* Includes fruit-and-nut fams, vegetabje farms, horticultural-specialty farms, and forest-products fams.
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TABLE 22.--Number.of farms by economic class, by regions,

1945 1

All
famms

Farming units

Other units

Large-
scale
farms

Conmercial-family famis

Large

Medi um

Small

Smal |-
scale
farms

Part-
time

Nominal
units

Northeast
Corn Belt

Appalachian

Southeast.......:

Southern Plains..
Northern Plains. .

Mountain
Pacific

United States. ..

Thousand
548.0
1,052.7
542.2
1,031.0
657.9
9LS
549.7

391.2 |

212.6
282.1

Thousand

.._
0 e 0D

—

[=N=]
i U ON B L OO b g

[ 3

Thousand

Q= B RS L—d LY

Thousand
122.7
2B7.1
194.4
123.6

53.5
319
90.5
159.1
54.8
54.2

Thousand
110.8
267.8
166.4
314.3
228.0
2111
159.1
101.9
- 49.9
52.7

Thousand

48.0
106.0
42.8
200.7
175.2
194.0
99.0
25.6
15.9
16.3

Thousand
124.4
155.3
60.9
227.9
116.6
96.7
95.5
24.2
34.1
517

% 5,858.9

el &

1

—
S

408.9

1,173.0

1,661.9

923.5

987.3

! Special Report 1945 Sample Census of Agricalture,
2 Region totals will not add to U. S. total in same

(19, Table 2).
cases because figures have been rounded.
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TABLE 23.--Percentage distribution of farms by economic class by tenure status of operator, lnited States, 1945 *

Tenant s

Altl Full Part
tenures owners owners

Economic class Managers

Croppers

Share 2

Farming units:
Large-scale famms
Commercial family farms:
Large
Medium

—
-~
-
-

1.1

4.8
16.3
26. 1
15.9

SN,
o @ oy Lo - JF e )
F2B5

Other units;
Part-time units
Nominal units

s

13.9 4.4 . 16.2 .
21.9 4.9 8.4 21.9 3.

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

[y

5
S &
< [CRYe] U e B

..
8 =

100,

All ‘farms

! Based on unpublished data from the 1945 Sanple Census of Agriculture, used by permission of the Bureau of the Census.
2 Southern States only.
® Includes unspecified tenants, that is, those whose method of payment was not reported.
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TABLE 24.--Selected far s expenditures as apercentage of tatal value of produces
and u'm:I valur of products sold, farming units by economic class, United Staies,
19464

Feed | l-ivestock| Commercial
Econumic Hired - and fertilizer,
class | abor Cll‘:l):;::d poultry lime, and

bought seed

Percent |Percent | Percent Percent

Percentage of total value of products

Farming unit s:
Large-scale farms . 0.4
Commerciol-fwrily farms:

14,
14,
12,
1

Percentage af total value of products sold

Farming units:
Large-scale fapms . 0.8
Comercial- family farms:
14.7
15,2
15.2
17.9

! Based on unpub)ished datas from the 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture, used

. by permission of the Bureau of Censs.
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TAHLE 25.--Estinates of averoge form ncome and expenses for farming units, by
econonic class, Corn Belt States, {944

Large- Conme rcial-fumily farms
Item 1

senle

Lurge Med b Sl )

Nombwr of farms! 1,0 18,7 1311 my. g 25.A

Averuges per farm?

Total tund' acres 52 a5y I ‘19
Cropland? a dor, it 173 a4 52
Total capitul tollars |10} 10 44,703 10, 080 ify, 413
Family labor
resources ? aE egs. 14 I 1.3 1.2
Net. favm incony dalin I, umn 5,01 2,578 gD
Gross farm income do. | 32,020 n 58 5,008 2,147
Expenses;
Woges ! dn, 2,981 [F91S 226 2R
Feed! do. 4,577 ), MK i 355
Livestock wid poslyry! do, 6, 27h 1,086 156 141
Feetibiver, lime, amd
seedsy i, 59 350 195 L
Machinery gperation
snd depr., building
WHENTOIANCE, Laxes,
and miseel Dneous do. 5,400 2. 175 1,01 5Ny 207
Tota! famm exponses do. | X 00 5,537 2,5M Lang 3%

' Hesed an wipiabliadyed snd pubdlished data, 1945 Sample Crasus of Apriculture,
used by perission of the busean of tensus,

Aversee for wil lsrws g eaen ¢lass,

PFstimted. Capital ine lades eativated value of workiog eapital. tovern-
wenl pavients based on teral for L repion allocated to the vorious elusses on
the basis of farm acreape. Vaclunery opetation and depreciation exprases hased
ot totals for regions as ceported by BAE Mator vehicle operating eXpenses
sllocated on basis ol Ursclor g auto munbers adjosted for fuel tonsumpLion,
Machivery mmintenznes und mtor vehicle depreciation expenses allocated on basis
of relative values of splonents and machinery, expenses for Laxes basud on #BAE
estinates of total taxss aliochied to the elusses on the basis of relative
wnoun bs of totul ecepital, Pailding depreciation based on Bar estimates ol total
but [ding depreciation alloculed to the various classes on basis of vsts, ated
value of farn bildings, Miscellaneous operating expenses based on L0y yred
tolal allocated wiong econamic classes Larpely on Lhe basis of relative vaive of
farm protucts sold.

Fstimated,  Includes repurted value of farm producty sold ond wsed in hronne
ad estivated Cove roment, payments antl renial value of fam dwe Ll ing,
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TAHLE 26, --Average farm acreage, vulue of lond ond butldings and value of “wmplements wnd machinery, census farms.and management uniis,
selected area, 19451

T

Value of land Value of umplements

Land an farm Croplandg harvested Y '
and buildings and machinery

Eeonomic
class Census Managenent Consys Management Census Maiagement (ensus Management
farms uniLs farms Counits fams units farms units

Famang unatis: Acres CAcres Acres Acres [ollars lollars Liollars ollars
Large-scale famis o.i.nae...ii, 11817 1,244.7 110 544,01 50,000 fi, 702 1,177 .24
Comnercial-family famms: : '
Large o ivivesnrienicnanren 127.3 412,10 142.7 158.7 T4 17, 40 2,884 2,290
MedIlin voivenressvnieesnansne 140, 4 52.48 05,7 N 7,045 o7 843
Small Lo, i, TBR U, 20,7 33.3 2,07 3,340 R4 330
Snall-scale forms oo, 56n7 18.9 19.7 S 1,686 132 145
Other units:
Part-time Units vovisvenaninenn 11.4 €@ 4 a.n 1,722 14l 133
Nomifal Units vevermveivnansu, 33.5 4. 9.0 9.1 % 1,817 113 199

ALL farms® .ot esininnernananiny RLT ik 1 nT 3.7 i 4,179 331 439

' Unpublished data frow che 1943 Upnsus of Agriculture, used by permission of the Wireav.of Census.  Selected ares includes Alabama,
Arkansas, Mississippi, lovisiana, Georpia, North Carolina, South Cavoling, and the selected milviple-unit areastin Virginia and Missouri.
Data for miltiple units in Arkansas and North Carolina relate only ta the area inchwied 1n the multiple-unit studv. See Nultiple Unit
Uperations, {' 5. Census of Agriculture, 1945 (2, fig. 5, p. 13),

: 2 Average of all farms in each class.
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TABLE 27 .- - Single untts und multiple anits by veonomic o loss, selected area, 1945 !

Yot wagement, Maltiple Sinels
Feoncmic nELs ity ITER S
claus )
o . Bercentigef Percentage | Pergentape
Numbes | g total Sunber | o6 o] | Nomber of totnl
Thous, § Percent Thous, | Percent ‘thius. fercent
Farmung onits:
Large-scale furmd 12,5 foi 8.8 L 1.3 [
Loane reral - b 1y
Tarme
Large. ciouieaa, 0.8 25.1 | 5 11.8 .5
Mediva,.....0. 115,86 12,4 Al 13,3 81.13 B.%
R LT PR B L5 S T4 i ann 8.5 2.0
“mall-scale Turms| 7648 3.5 5.8 1 267.0 R
Other unats:
Purt-gune units..| 1108 0.6 1A 1.4 iR 12.0
Nomaval univs,, .| Jvi0 7.0 1.4 .7 1909 JLNE
AL farms., .00 ) ER9 ne.n 11,3 180.0 G8h. A 169.0

" Rased on unpublished datg Tram 1945 Consus of Agriculture, psed by per-
misston of the Bureaw af Consus,  Selected nres inclides Alnbann, Ackongas, Yig-
sisstppi, lanisiana, Ceoargan, Noreth Caralinn, South Caroiina, and the selerted
amultiple-mdt arens in ¥irginta and Missours. aon for meltipte unwts in Arkansag
ardd North Cacolinn celate only to the area included in the umltapie-mnie study,
See Maltaple fnt perairens, [, 8. Census of Agriewlture, 1845 (98, fig. 5,
e da).

TAE 28, -Percentege of multyple wnits and swgle wriis classipred as fueld erp
farms by ecunomie class, selected aren, jU35 1

Feonomre class Wiltiple units Saple unnes
Pereent frercent
Farming unyts:
Large-seale Dnrs (..o oo ae.. a1, ] IRAL
Comerreial - {arily Tarms ..., ... ..
T U e . p
NI Ly i i e an, 5 Thoft
BT hon T
Smalt-seale fooms oo ol oL T T
Other unmits: | oo i
DAt o INILS el 12,4 ;.0
Somipal WIS oo e 251 174
MY famis oo e e Ba.y Ei]

" Based on unpublished data lrom 1945 Census of Agrrenliure, used by per-
migsion of the Huresu of Census, Selected area includes Alabane, Arkansas, Wis-
sissippa, Louisienn, beorpin, Dorth Carelins, Souih Carelinn, and che selected
multiple—unit areas 1o Vieginia and Missour:. aia tor wnlviple units in Arkansas
and North Carolinn relnte only 1o the oren tnchuded in Lhe multiple-uniy study,
See Muleeple Invt tperutions, . N, {ensus of Agriculture, 1845 (20, [ug. 3,
p. 14).
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TABLE 29.-.Average nunber of subunits per auityle unit by econsmic class, cosh
wages ’pn:dfor hired labor per multiple unit and per single untt, selected area,
185

Economic cf ass Muiziple units Single it

Na. of subunits * Y Cash vages pard | Cash vages paud
Farming wnits:
l.arge-scale fams. .. 15 ® 4,800 €3, 452
Lomurgin]-funly
farms:
Lacge.. ... o.... 1, 160 1,545
Med bam Ir 59
_ 105 BY
Smoali-scale famms. .. BT 21
Other imita
Part-tim: units.. ... 73 19
Nominsl wnits....... : 40 9

Ml farms. . .......... ! 613 _ 135

' Tased on uapublisted data frem 1045 Gensas of Apriculinre, wsed by per-
mission of the Buresy of Cousus. Relected prea includes Alabana, Arkansas, Mis-
s1s8ippr, Lowmisiana, Ceorgiu, North Carolinn, South €aroling, and the selegted
multiple-vnit aveas in Virginin sl Missouel, ata for suleiple wiits in Arkonsas
and North Carclina relute only to the arves toeluded o the milyiple-nnit study,
Ree Multsple Untt Uperations, (. S, Gensus of Apriculture, 1945 (20, fig. 5,
p. 14).

Tactwies the hoe farm,
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TALE 30, --Lffect of manugenent units on number of farms, by evonomic cluss, lelta
and Southeast States!

0 . L ) -
Economic class Consus farms Mutiagenent, units

Numbier Pergent Number Hercent
{Thousands ) Thousmnds)

Ieftn States

Farming units:
Large-scale Tarms,, 1 4
Commercin! -Cumily Turms:

Larpe
Medivm
Smll

Other ity
Part-time ... .., ¢ ;
Nosdnn!l wigts L 16,3

00,0 M. ¢

utheast States

Famming univs:
Larpe-scele famms . . fi.!
Commercial-fumily farms:

Lk . Lf t6.
Meddium 3.0 S,
Smull 23R, 3% 155,
Srall-scale furms Th A 124,

(ther units:
Part-tine wnits .. L . i,
Nomenul unats L0 T3 an,

Al farms...., M. . S0

P Based on unpuhlshed data, 1945 Census al Apriculimre, used by permission
ol the Hurew of Consus,  Melected ares soeludes Alabmma, Arkasnsas, Mssissippi,
Lovisiana, Georgin, North Caraling, South Carnlina, and the seleeced il 4 bpade-
utiL areas i Vieginin and Wissouri. Dats Tor meitiple univs in Arkansas md
Morch tarolian relate only to the aren ineluded in the mlaple-unse slody.  Sew
Miltiple Untt Operations, 1, 'S, Gensus of Agriculture, 1045 {20, fig, 5, p. 04},

* For seleeted aren; census farms used for connties outside multiple-uniy
area,
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TABLE 31.--Percentages of all farms, selected resources und value of form pred-
ucts, lurge-scale farm, by regions, 1945 °

Mumbrer All Al Harvested Lross

abor value of
e £ fams| 10 Lind srop lany
gron ¢ :umu resoneses ql E OP,‘ ' fapn products

3 2

Perceni ] Percent | Percent | Percent Percent
Northeasu States, . ..., .8 14 5.9
Corn bl StoLes.,, .., La 5.1 3
Lake Stutes,. ... ...... h L2
Appalachian Mates, ., N R
Mouthessl Stales, .. ... . 0
el L Stutes . 3.0
Syuthern Plans Staces .
Norther Plaans Suaves ]
Mol DLabes . L
Puei Mo Sustes . I

— D
B@;oe

=] S0 et WD 0O e T G -

—_— 3 —
>

2

Lanted States, .. ... 1.7 8.3

3

"Yata pertion ve Carms, as ¢ass fied by ronses, This eorrespomis Lo
whil 1s Lerned 1:!!'1_'('-.'4(‘11]:' witgt ]nlh‘)r, wndd i sed g LS.

P hpectal Beport 1045 Sumple Lensus of dpricetoure (19),

? Estinmsted,
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TABLE 32.--Number of farms, cash wages paid per fora, and percentage reporting
specified cash voges paid, large-scale and large commercial-family farms, by re-
giens, 1945 ) .

Cash wages paid Percent of farma
er farm repartin,
Mumber P eporting
of Farms
forms | Al forms reporting | Aoy 1,000 | 82,500
wages wages |or more |er more

Number Dollars Dollars |Percent i Fercent | Percent

Large-scale fams

Northeast States. ., 9,687 w, 137 10,931 98.2
Corn Belt States.,, | 19,705 2,084 3, 187 93.7
3,013 8,585 8,919 96.3
Appal achian Stutes, 4,836 5,650 7,022 80.5
Southeast States, .. 4,476 11,236 12,044 93.3
3,380 9,817 10, 449 91.7

-] ]

FRRERS
[ [ WL |
£ FIEBVE
= B = « Y

11,635 4,950 5,202 95.2

—_
Rad
~J
oh

9,547 3,037 3,200 94.9
¥ountain States..., 10, 705 7,343 1.758 94,7
Pacific States...,. | 25,092 11,052 11, 546 95.7

o9 ~J
=~ k3
N

Lhited States...,. 102, 136 7,262 1,696

Large commercial-

Nertheast States,, . 45,639 1,634 1,865
Corn Belt States... |131,050 g1n 751
Lakhe States 13, 461 a979 1, 106
Appalachian Stetes, | 21,570 1,187 1,313
Southeast States. ., 9,716 2,013 2,362
Delva States B,5M 2,383 2,801

=h L k3 LN
[FUR o o Ry e [ FEREE]
oy fad e b
Hnsewd
=] [T =g - X

v
=
]
e

31,239 1,541 1,692

59,152 736 835
Mountain States..., | 26,08} 1,442 1,581
Pacilic Siates 10,715 2,009 227

Moo o

b
BER
=8
=R — N

(2]
o
w
—
w
w

tnited States 408,914 1,143 1,319

' Based on unpublished data 1945 Sunple Census of Agriculture, used by per-
misaion of the Bureau of Census.
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TABLE 33, - -Number of large-scale mullip!? and stngle wnits, speeified Southern
States

Multiple units Single units

Number Number
Cieeeeaen 1,431 544
Loudsiann, ovorvveivinreeevnnns R 94 754
Mississippi 2,190 120
532 no
1,136 756
South Caroiina 864 188
Noruh Carolina 1,610 143

8,357 3,495

! Unpublished dats from 1945 Census of Agriculture used by permission of the
Hureou of Cansus,
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TABLE 34.--Percentage of all farms, selected resources and velue of farm products,
commercial-family farms, by regions, 1945

Number of § All labor All Harvested Gross value
llegion farms resources | land cropland {of farm products
1 2 1 1 1

Percent | Percent |Percent | Percent Percent
All commercial-family farms

Northenst States . ... o, (2.7 67.
Com Belt States ... T4, 79,
lLake Stotes ......... . g2, 85.
Appolachian States .. . 35, fil.
Sonthesst States . 53 ab,
felts States . 5l 52,
Southern Pluins

States ...... . . 62. 45,
Northern Plains
States . K Bl
Mountain States ... .. . a4, 43.
Pucific States . 14, 40.

Lnited States . 63. &,

Northenst States ...,
Corn Belt States ...,

Appalachian Staves ..
Soutieast States ....
lelta States
Southern Plains
States

Northern Plains

Mountain States
Pacific States

United States

Northeast States ...,
Corn Belt States . ...
Lake States
Appalachian States ..
Southeast Stutes . ...
Delta Stutes e
Southern Plains
States
Northern Plains
States ........... .
Mountain States .. ...
Pacific States ......

(R R=_E A X

o

LA 3 S

United States




SIZES OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES 71

TABLE 34.--Percentage of all farms, selected resources and value of farm products,
. commercial-family ferms, by regions, 1945--Continued
! .

Number of | All labor Abl liarvested Gross value
farms resources Fand cropland | of famn products
s 2 H 1 L

Percent Percent | Percent Percent Percent
Small

Northesst States ... 20, 18.: 20. 19,
Corn Belt Scatex ... | 25.¢ 4. 22. iR,
Lake States 30. 29, 27, 24,
Appalachian States .;  30.° M. 34, Y
Sautheast States ... 4. ar. 31, 490,
Melta States ....... 35, Ki: R Ak 36.
Southern Platus

States . 28, . 23.¢
Northern Plains

States ............ L 23. .1 6.
Mountain States ., ., 1 i7. 7
Pugific Suates ..., . ik L1 7.

11,
1z,
18,
33,
34.
4.

XN

=]

18,¢

8.3
4,

[ R R i

Unitel States .... . 28.. A 2,7 7.1

' Special Report on $945 Sample Census of Agriculture, (19, table 29, pp. 120-
153),
? Estimated.




TAHLE 35. --Percentage of ‘all farms of specified types classified as commercial family farms, hy regions, 1945

All E:
Region types ield

crops Lairy Poultry Live- General banily Other
2

stock living Lypes

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent FPercent |Percent Percent

3>
=

| commercial - family farms
64.9 sl.5
35.6
50.
50,
62.
45.
4l.
f 4N,
73.0 56.
74.2

United States . 67.3 81.5 51.7

Northeast States 2, 51.5 90.
Corn Belt States . 78. 75.
Lake States . 58. a7.

63.
39.
64,
61.

b

.
Southeast States . 59.
Llelta States 54,
72.
Northern Plains States 3. 90.
Mountain. States
Pacifiec States

et DS aw O
PART- N

4 PO~ N TD O

=
0
f=aY
Chalatad il eubadhe it
2 TO b= (D 0L O RS

S LA LY LY N

<

v DB oI A

D5 b Dl N DN e BY U
BLRUedamun
DD AN IRy~

-, w o0
o0 .l‘.\)!.n&t/\ ¥ o
O3 1D i W B OO0 g b

S D =100
o PO DOO~NOD

=
&)
=
o
-3
<)
(=1
-~

-5
P

L=

-y

YUnpublished data f{rom 1945 Sample Census of Agriculture.

Used by pemission of the Bureau of Census.
? Excludes farms not classified by ‘type.
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TABLE 36.--Farm size characteristics of comaerctal family-operated farms, selected areas

Area and type
of farm

Total
lLand
in farms
1944

Acres
of
cropl and
1944

Toval
labor
used

1944

Land
and
buildings
1944

Yorking
capital
1944

Return to land,
labor and capital

1930-47

average

1944

Gross
1ncome

194

Corn Belt fams:

Cash grain

Hog-beef fattening

Hog-beef raising,................ ..
Hog-dairy g

Dairy farms:

Central New York

Southermn Wisconsin

Spring wheat fams (Northern Plains):
Wheat- corn-livestock. . X
Wheat-small grain-livestock

Wheat- roughage- livestock
Winter-wheat farms (SouthernPlains):

$heat-grain sorghums. .
Cotton farms:

Southern Plains

Biack Prairie

PDelta of Mississippi
Intermountain Hegion:
Cattle ranch

Acres

230
210
177
140

145
122

401
S8
644

5
685
221
142

44

1,697

Acres

180
139
93
90

5
71

243
285
250

266
133
153
112

33

195

Hours

4,128
4,915
4,000
5,589

5,179
5,514

4,066
3,865
4,497

3, 152
3,326

3,706
4, 304
3,491

5,122

Dollars

34,960
21,840
11,151
14,000

6,670
11,224

10,787
9, 187
1,8%

19,040
20, 550
9,945
9,940
4,224

20,706

Dollars

9,619
11,176
6,581
7,554

5,519
7.289

7,140
7,865
7,131

7,020
6,658

3,028
3,422
1,014

25,094

Dollars

7,276
6,428
3,422
4,251

4,382
5,353

3,643
6,164
5,081

7,403
11,924
4,458
2,475
2,229

9,242

Dollars

9,162
8,38
4,524
- 5,512

7,043
6,949

7,013
7,637
6,302

8,787
12,865
5,436
3,291
2,520

7,074

'Typical Family-Operated Farms, 1930-45 (9).
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TAHLE 37.--Percentageof all farms, selected resources, and value of farm prod-
ucts, specified economic clesses, by regions, 1955 °

So. of JAlL abor Al Harvested Gross ‘
Hegion {arms | resources land cropland value of
: a : . product ?

Percent | Percent | Percent ! Percent Percent
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! Data pervain to farms as classilied in the regular census.,
¥ Special Heport 1945 Sample Lensus of Agroenfture £19).
? Fatimated.
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TABLE 38. - -Number and tmportant characteristics of smail-scale farms, by regions,
1845

Average per farm °

Har- All {Value offvalue ofjValue of
vested | labor |land and| power | produe-
crop- re- pbuild- landme-| tive
tand |spurces in;.s chineryilsvestack
2 3 3 3

Total
value of
prodoects

*

i. | Doltlars {Acres Acres Men |Dollars |Beliars|Dollars

equ LU

47 12 23 . 3,435 662 516
826 ) 23 . 3,2 47 608
. 83 83 pat . 3,2% 506 676
Appalachies, . . . 212 63 16 2,197 311 273
Southeast. ., . 5. B34 63 22 . 1,706 326 154
Delta,..... ... 104, 845 53 18 . 1,461 2R 4B
Southern

P’lsins . 50 a9 . 2,488 325 511
Northern

Platns...... . 844 : . 3,536 505 48
Mountain...... .4 813 223 . 3,451 513
Paci fic . 791 45 L 3,917 59

United States | 923, 825 72 . 2,185 349

Average of all fams in each class.
? Special Report 1945 Sumple Census of Agrrculeure (19).
? Estimated.

TAVLE 39. --Percentogeof smali-scale farm operators reporting spcc:.fted years of
age and days work off form, by regtons, 1845 '

Age of operator | Work off farm by operator

Fegi on 65 ¥ Lnder | none® | ) - 49| 9 - 9

over 123 years days days

Percent |Percent |Percent | FPercent| Percent
Northeast...................... 36 87 8
Corn Helt 15 88 7
Lake States.. o ooiiinvean. . 23 82 10
Appalachian 23 89 6
Southeast., ......... ... 0 iy 81 7
6 83 4]
22 a6 -3
Northern Pleins................ 11 8% 13
Mountain 22 an 4]
Paci fic 3 83 9

[
o0 L Ch =R LA B LA LY

el L L L P FURY SN,

=]

United States 23 k] 86 a

! Unpublislied data fron the 1345 Sample Census of Agriculture, used by permission
of the Bureau of the Cansus,
. * Includes farms mot reporting on this item,
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TAHE 0. . -Nunber and percentoge of classified lov-production farms in sample, by
specifred groups, 1940 .

[tem Numbw r Percentape

All clussified luw-production farms? 2,042 100.
Part-tine farms? 61! 2.9
Small-scule larms* 78 15,
Sharecropper units?® 200 1.
Diher low-production larmes 412 0,

' Doty from u special tabulation of information for u sumple of 7,000
houseliolds from the 1990 Census of Pupulation, Nousing snd Agriculture. Ijsed
by permission of the U 8. Mireau of Consus. See text po 47,

Farms reporting less than $520 toval value of products sold and usea,
in 193, Corresponds approximntely to #1200 at 144y prices and vields; the
upper limit of economic clusses ¥ and VI, Aboul one-sixth of all farms in
sumple were ®not clnssiFied” because they reparted one or more of the follow-
ing characteristics: Nonresident operator; bewan operating in 1940: unusual
values of lanil and buildings, machinery, cash wages paid; unusually large
numbers of some principal livestock: apparent incompleteness; or would have
teen small-scale hut reported no sales or no value of hame-uged products,

? Low-production farms with opeTator reporting more than 1IN0 days work
of F the farm, in ]030,

*Low-production farms, except sharecropper units, on which: fa) opera-
tor reperted less than 00 duys work of f furm, {h) operator owned no other
land, and (c) wages and salary reported for all family members was less than
sales of famm products.

" Includes only sharecroppers reporting less Lhan %920 total value of
products, in 1939 and includes about half the total number enumerated by Lhe
1940 Census of Agriculiore (7).

® Low-production farms not classified ns small-scale farms by reason of .
(1) or {c) under looinate 4.

TABLE 41. --Pereentage distribution of classifred part-cime and small-scale forms,
by tenure of operator, 1940 !

Smell-scaje lams

' Part-time
Tenure of operator All Farms wiLh

farms vperator under §5

Percent Fercent
57.1 5.7
B.4 9.5

Ll 1

14, 1

All tenure 100.0 . 109.0

T ata froma special tabulation of information from a sample of 7,000 house-
holds from the 1940 Crusus of Population, Housing and Agriculture. Usel by pur-
mission of the . S Buresu of Census. See text p. 47.
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TAHLE 42.-- Age distribution of persons in farm operator famhes by groups of
clossified low-praduction farms, with comparison, 19401

Classes of farm and All 3% yemrs | 20-34 14-19 5-13 Under
population group ages and over | years yeRC K years 5 years

Pergent | Percent Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
Part-time farms... 109.0 ki 21.4 13 2.2 12,1
Small-scale farms. 00.0 45.6 7.9 i1 16. ¢ 0.}
sharecropper unlts 100.0 26.6 25.3 i3, w7 13.3
Other low-produc-
tton farms 60.0 42.8 2.8 4. L3 8.7

All classified
low- production
famms, oo, 106.0 37.8 0.8 13. i1

fural farmm popu-
i 100.6 3.1 .2 13. 19, o
Hural nonferm pop-

: 160.9 .1 25.0 11, 16. 9.1
Urban gepulation. . 0.0 3.4 26.5 10. 3.1 6.

Total population. 100.0 10.6 25.0 11, 15.2 B.0

"'Wan for classified !w -production farms fram a special tabulatvion of in-
formation from a ssmple of 7,000 ilouqthul(-‘; {rom the 194 Census of Population,
Hwsing and Agricolture, ls”tl by permission of the UL 3. Buresu of Census, See
text p. 47,  ilata on toial rural fara, rersi sonfarm, aod urban hased on
published datn, 1, 8, taresu of Census,

TABLE 43, -- Percentage distribution of closstfied purt-time farmoperators work-
tng specified number of days off fore, by principal cccupatien tn which off- farn
work was performed, 19401

Operators working of { farm

Occupation 100 days and 200 davs and

over over

Percent Percent
Fapn laborer 0.9 G4
laborers, except farm... ........... - 28.0 15.6
61.1 75.0

All occupations 00,0 in0. 0

"tats frae a tabulation of information from a sample of 7,000 households
5

)
from the 1940 (ensus of Popnlation, Housig ane Sgricultnre. Used by permission

of L. 3. wureny of Uensus,  See text p. 47,
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