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PREFACE

The purposes of the studv repocted heve were:
Fust, to deseribe the faom Tennre sitwion in the
United States from 1550 ro 1034, the Tatest year for
which the necessary data ave availuble; und, seeond,
to explain the forces thae operated during this pe-
riod to vield the favmetenwre conditions and trends
that oeeurred,

The study extends and T oadens the analysis pre-
sentedd in Trends in the Toenure Status of Farm
Workers in the United States Since 1580, by (. (.
Taylor. L. 1. Ducoll. and M. .. Lagood, piblished
by the 1750 Department of Agevicalture in 1948,
‘The prinary purpose of the 1945 study was to
analyze the operation of the so-calied agrieuitural
tenure ladder, utilizine 1 method of analvsis sug-
gested by Juhn DL Blaek and R Allen in an
article published in the Quarterly Journal of Feo-
nomies for Mayv 1937 wnd entitled, = The CGrowd of
Farm Tenaney o ile United States.” In the study
reported  here, data from the 1950 Censuses of
Populatton and Agricultwe are used to extend the
slabistical zevies on farm-tenure fronds presented in
the 1o study. The study also hroadens the anady-
sig of crrsal relations belind ohserved tenure trends
to inchde Faetors and detils not covered in the
earlier report.

The barkground seetion was prepared by Frank
T Mader and Sheridun T, Masiland. The latier
wis adso primarlly vesponsible for the seetion on
teniee (rends sinee 1550, The seetions on long-run
Lictors in the fem temnre siruntion. recent im-
provement= in the furm-tenure sitwiion. and foem
tenire o the Tuture were prinaeily the work of
Frank TL Maier. Gladys 10 Bowles direeted (he
preparation of the cobort anel othee statistical dac.
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THE TENURE STATUS OF
FARMWORKERS IN
THE UNITED STATES

By Frank H. Maier, Sheridan T. Maitland, and Gladys K. Bowles !

SUMMARY

At mid-century, the people of the United Slates are closer to their
farm-tenure goal of owner-operated family farms than ever before.

During the last 73 years, however, the farm-tenure situation first
worsened steadily for many vears and then began to improve (fig. 1).
From 1880 to the 1930, for the country as a whole, the tenure status of
farm people stowly but continuously moved away from the ideal of
farm-owner-operatorship. In 1880, about 53 percent of the adult
male agricultural work force were owner-operators. By 1930, the
comparable figure had dropped to 40 percent. During the 1930%, o
dramatic reversal occurred in the half-century frend away from
owner-operated family farms. By 1950, owner-operators again made
up about the same proportion of the adult male farm work force as
in 1880. DBetween 1950 and 1955, apparently, the proportion of
owner-operators increased further.

These data suggest several questions about the forces behind the
farm-tenure conditions that existed during the peried and the trends
thar developed. The study reported attempts to answer these major
questions: Over the years why have owner-operators not made up a
larger proportion of the adult male agricultural work force? Adfter
the 1930's, what forces reversed the previous half-century trend
away from owner-operated family farms? TWhat favm-tenure de-
velopments may be expected in the future?

Since 1880, the proportion of farm owner-operators among the
adult male agricultural work force has averaged between 40 and 33
percent. Why has it not been higher? Altematively. why have ten-
ants, sharecroppers, and farm laborers constituted so large a part of
the agricultural labor force? The study reported here concludes
that certain long-run considerations have boeen responsible for these
phenomens: (1) Tor many years, the amonnt of capital required Lo
own the land and equipment and to meet the operating expenses
necessary for an cfficient family farm has heen large relative fo the
enrning potential of a typical farm family. (2) AL times, recurring
business depressions have seciously reduced farm incomes and forced
furm families to dip into their savings. (3} Tor more than half a
century, agricilture has had more humun resourees than were needed
fo carry on production.

t Frank ., Maier, Agricaiturnl Beonowdst, Farm Heonomies Researeh THvision
Amvicultural Research Service: Sheridan P Muaithind, Labomr Teonomist, and
Gladys K. Dowtes, Amalytical Staeisticinn, Furm Populadion and RHueread Ll
Branch, Agricultural Marketing Serviee,
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Migure I

This tmbalanee of agricultuea] ubor resulied from certain wnder-
Iying developments thal had heen going on for several deeades. One
ol these long-term developments was the slow downward trend of
exports of Luim products. Another and even more important long-
rn change was the secular increase tn productivity per person worle
Ing . ageiculture. This increase in productivity per farmworker
ontstripped the increase in domestie denmand for farm products that
resilied Jointly from (i) geowth In our population (and therefore
in the member of domestic consumers ) and (2) increases in per capita
cdlomestie demund for Eum products as renl ineomes per person ad-
vanced.  Phns, the number of persous weeded in the agricultueal
Iabor foree has declined slowly but steadily.  Meanwhile, the numbers
ol children reared by farm people have more than rveplaced their
parents’ nnmbers.

Hence for many decades, farm communities have maintained o
continuous net migration of substantial numbers of their mombers
into other worl,  But the combined ellfect of the leng-term forees in
agriculture has heen of sueh magnitide that the actund net migreation
of agricultural workers into other pursuils bas not been rapid
cnotgh,  As o consequence, the fenure siafus. incomes, and living
levels of Tirm people wore lowered, and the difliculty of aecumulating
the capital necessary for ienure progress was inerensed.

Adrer the 1930%, whad were (he Torees that reversed the frend
away from owner-operated family farug that had been underway
Tor hadf o centwry? - Cerfain new developnients appeiwr to have pro-
dneed this ehange i o farm-tenure stiuation: (1) Emprovements
were nide in publie and privale farm-credit institutions. (2) Better
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transpertation and communication made voecational mobility easier
for tarm people. (3) After their experiences during World War 1T
and the Korean war, these who remained in agricultuee adopted
improved farming niethods move rapidly, and those who left farm-
ing were better able to find ofher work and to it nto city Life. ()
Perhaps most impovtant, the long period of business prospevity and
full employment after (he early forties not only provided nonfarm
joby opportunities for those farm people who chose to seelk other
worlk; 1t also meant greatly tmproved mcomes and Hying levels for
those who remained in agriculture. AF (he swme thne, individuoal
farm families found it easter to accumulate the net worth necessary
for tenure progress.

What about farm (enure in the fufure? Two considerations are
likely to be critieal for fufure farm-tenure developments. (1) In
the coming vears, will a substantinl movement of favm people into
other pursnits be requived? This will depend on whether techno-
logical Imaprovements in furm production continue to outrun the
growth in the total populaiion and whether farm fantilies coutinue
to have numbers of children that more than veplace their parents.
(2) Wil our country avold severe and protracted depressions that
would close off nonfavn job opportunities for ofl-Farm migrants and
depress the incomes, living levels, and capital-aceunutdation oppor-
tinities of those who remain in farming?  The study veported here
also points out that severnl widely held attitudes about Turm tenure
need to be reexamined. The popular idea of the “agvienltural lad-
der” needs Lo be changed to recognize that in agriewlture theve is no
Tonger economic opportunity for ¢/ the children of farm fumnilies.
Furthermore, we cannol assume ifoe close o relationship between
farm-tenure status and (he watesial wellare of farm famnilies,

THE BACKGROUND

The discussion i this bulletin is divided o five paris. Tt ve-
views (he Lackground of farm-tenurve institutions in the [Tnited
States: describes tenwre trends—-national and regional—From 1550
to the 1950%s; explaing why farny owner-operators=hip hins nol heen maore
generul through the vears: analyvzes the drunatic reeovery sinee the
1930% from the previous half-century frond awny from ownec-oper-
ated family faems: and Hsts the farne-tenure developments that may
Le expected in the Fuiure,

LAND TENURE DEFINED

Land tenure is the relationship belween persons in respeet (o their
rghis in the use of hand,  AMhourh the Slate veserves to itself for
all fime several of the various rights reluinge (o the use of land, most
of the rights te Tand are Tield by individuaks unaer various tenure
arrangements.

The owner of o prueel of land controls s management and ose
until he sells or feases 3 fo another. Dt the owner's effective laki-
tude of decision-making may be Timited considerably. if the land is
heavily mortgaced or 1f he s otherwise heavily i debd,

A tenant exereises many of the munngertal funetions regavding the
operation ol the Turmy during the limited period of the lease. Usu-
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aly, he supplies some of the main capital items with which the farm
is operated, but the landlord refaing the right to make or participate
in certain managerial decisions. Depending on the terms of the lease,
the uncertainty resulting from vaviations in prices or vields may be
shared jointly by laudlord and tenant or borne largely Dy the tenant®

A sharecropper has the right to make only the move routine deci-
sions._ Usually, he supplies none of the capital goods used in farm-
mg.  Ifis only important contribution te production is his own and
hig family’s Inbor.” Typicaily, the sharecropper bears part of the un-
cerfainty as to prices and vields that is incidental to farm production.

A lived farm laborer usually works under the divection of the farm
operator, Flis period of emplovmeut is only as fong as his services
are destred by the operntor. His rate of pay is that jointly agreed
upon by himself and his employer.  An increasing number of hived
laborevs, particulavly the migrants, work for a crew leader or labor
contractor who burgains with the grower on rates of pay, housing
accommodations, working conditions, and so en. Family labovers
are members of an owner-operator’s or tenant’s family who work on
the farm, often as a part of the routine of family living and without
specific money wages as such.

Lenure of land is important in agriculture because land is limited
in supply so far as one or more productive nttributes ave concerned—
location. fertility, or fopography, for example. The ways in which
Tand, Jabor, and capital ave combined under varying tenure arrange-
ments affect all members of society by influencing the efficiency of
production and the cost of farm products. DBui farm peeple are
aftected even more divectly. Tenure arrangements affect not only
their incomes and social status hut also the whole character of farm
life and rural institutions.

THE TRADITION OF OWNER-OPERATED FAMILY FARMS

As The ideal of agriculture in the Tnited States, the Family-sized
owner-operated farm has its roots in our past. Colonial land policy
in general allowed the settler as much land as his financial position
or husiness ability would permit. Tt tended, therefore, to place land
in the hands of farmers of moderate means who were dependent wpon
family labor (29, pp. 194, 297} Thus the colonial patterns of dis-
(ributing land vesulted mainly, though with notable exceptions, in
landholding setflers who were in sympuathy with the family-farm
iden. Adfter the Revolutionary War and the founding of the Tie-
public, our Federal land policy seught consistently to hielp squatfers
and homesteaders establish family farms from public lands.

In the Tnited States, most of the advocates of family-sized owner-
operated farms have emplasized that these farms should be o means
of achieving a hetter snciety rather than wn end in themselves. Al-
though reverence for agrienlture as the most noble of human occu-
pations goes back to antiquity, Thomas Jefferson gave it o uniguely

*In populir uenge, the meanings of the terins “tenant” and “tonaney' vary
between geographic regions. In the South, the word “tenant” is commonly used
to include both sharecroppers and what people In other parts of the country
refer to as tenants. In this report, the term "tenants” excludes shnrecroppers
unless otherwise indicated.

*ltalie numbars in parentheses refer to Liternture Cited, page 76.

4




Aamerican inferpretntion,  Ile saw the Trnited States as a nation of
small landholding farmers, In Jefferson’s view, enlightened self-
government was based on the independence and self-reliance ot the
individual, which in turn vested on soeinl equalify and cconomic se-
eurity.  Only one who tilled his own land could have the pride of
possession and the sense of economic security of an independent
farmer. Hence, ngravianism and private property in furmland were
for Jeiflerson not ends tn themselves but the means to demoerney and
individund freedom 44 pp. [18-46).

Although the charactevistic view of Inndownership as the optimum
tenure relitionshup was expressed in terms of (e influence of the
socind envivomuent on the individual, underlving this view was an
puplictt assumphon concerming the impuct of the individunl's actions
ou society, With land af first in appareat abundance, it was vasy to
assume that in pursning their best interests, lwnd-owning family
farmers would nutomatically fulfill thelr ebligations to society. 1t
was Lhought that under fee simple ownership with freedom (o make
economic decisions. the Iand would be utitived, improved, and con-
served satisfactorily, farm units of optimum size would be set up.
production would be cflicient. and wealth and income would be dis-
tributed widely {29, p. 9).

T the ease of tenancy, however, divergence letween freedom of pri-
vate eontract wind personal responsibility (o soclety has long been vee-
ognized. According to the traditional comparison het ween ownership
and tenaney, fenant farmers are more likely (o waste land resources
than are owners. This disfinchion between owner-operators and ten-
atls is even rellecled in common Taw, in which o landlord may bring
court action to stop wastage by his renant bul 1n which society has
only limited recourse apainsi o wasteful owner-operntor (20, p. 70).

THE “AGRICULTURAL LADDER”

(Mosely velited o the deal of the owner-operated Tawnily-sized
farm is the coneept of an armewdtural lndder. According to the idea
ol the aervicultwral ladder. o Fara vouth elimbs to owner-operator-
ship throngh a succession of all or most of these steps: (1) Working
an his parents” furncto get his initind faeming experience: (2) work-
ing as o hived hand on @ neighbor’s Tome Lo get more [arming expe-
pience and to aceumulate enoueh eapital (o set humself up as w len-
ant; (3} reniing a fnem on bis own Toe several vears, fo got experi-
enee as n faem operator ik (o save enoagh for a downpaymeni on
a farm: (1) buving a morteaced D and (59 eventually nehieving
unencwmbered Farm ownership, by paving oft the worlgage over o
nmber of vears.

Athough the idea of an agrieultura fadder = parc ol American
Peaglition, the ferm Hsell Grst came 1nlo use about the time of Worlkl
W I (47,40, 200 100, The Censas of 1840 Tuad revealed that 1in 4
Fam op{\r:u ors was it tenant, wnd the ceususes that {ollowed showed
that thus proportion was inereasing.  ‘I'he vusetiled frontier was dis-
appearing and mozt good homestead Tand bad heen taken vp: henee,
voung people were finding it dpereasingly diflienlt fo stake ont a
Fiems on (he reuaining publie Tand= This siiuation encouraged ex-
awmwttion of he diflically of attaining Mo ownership and a seaech
For somw wiy i which (o counternet the brend tonward teminey (28).
5

TSN



http:tlutol1latictLl.ly

Tmproving the agricultural Tadder was conceived as a means of im-
plmnentmw the policy of owner-operated Tanily- sized favins.

In the section that follows. the general trends in tenure status,
national and regional, since 1880 are deseribed, and an attempt ig
made to extend the appraisal of the functioning of the agricultural
ludder contained now 1948 study (44).

TENURE TRENDS SINCE 1880
THE COUNTRY AS A WHOLE

By 1950, the proportion of tevancy and sharecropping among farm
operators, whicl rose as high as 42 pou‘oni i the 1930%s, had declined
to the level in 1850, the frst year in which information on tenure
was obtained by rhe census (5J). Considering the entive adult male
agricultural work foree (which includes farin laborers as well
ewners. tenants and shareeroppersy. in 1950 (e proportion of owner-
operators was auain af ils 1850 level—-3L7 percent of all male farm-
workers aged 20 and over. During these 70 yenrs. the proportion
of tenants and shavecrappers increased by LG percent of all acduly male
farmworkers, while the propottion of fuem laborers decreased by o
correspending 1.6 pereent of the adult male farm work foree. The

ategory of ~farm laborers™ ineludes hired luborers, wnpaid family
workers, and foreign nationals working as seasonal migrants.® The
trends in the pmprnrmna of owners, tonants, shar ecroppers, and Tarm
laborers in the adulr male apcicaliuen] work force from 1850 to 1950
are shown in table | and Rguree L.

Tanrt 1. - Teyvee reexes: Male egricultural workers aged 20 and
prer, [iited States, {880 10501

Uhwners Tenunts and shareerappers ;

‘ I'nrm

lubyire-

Tuoinl l'mmuis Sh'ua- ors?
TOPPeTE

Total © Full § Part

{

| Pereent

L 260
a7 1

i 2. G

| 30. 2

ol BT

230

1880, .. .. .. LT
221813 I A7
20 .. . a1
1930 ... . M3
3
7

5.7 0 .
"':.(:' -
245, 2

T 3
2905
|

| f
!’mr.ﬂm Fereent - !mﬂnf ! Pr'rruif 'p H"rwuf Devecni
i

5017 |1,
1950 . . .. BEN

X0 i
A2 . 27
2

! 200,

b

1 Bee Methodolugy, p. :SD
2 Daty for 1890 wed 1910 ot conpuaahie,
3 Inctudes lifved farmworkers and unpeid famity workers.

'TFoareign nidisunls working on Goans in {he spreing of 1950 were enumerated
i U 1950 Census of Popnlation o325 and ware ecounted in the 1800 Consus of
Arrictliyre (32 el oemiboers therelfore aflect data on the tenare composi-
{ion of the aerieullueal work Foree for 1930 for fhe country as 2 whole and
vapecinlly For certadn regions and Stades,




Loss of ownership stalus and the corresponding rise in {emuicy
were almost continuous from 1880 to 19430, "The Tow poinl in owner-
ship status since 1880 was reached in the 19305, Although inter-
censal information does not provide the ratio of ewners to all tarm-
workers, we know frons the agricalivral censug of 19335 thal the nwm-
ber of tenant and shareeropper farmers inerveased unbil 1935, We
Imow alse that it has declined rapidly stoee that tine. The uptuen
m farm ownership probably came in the middle thiriies.  Belween
1880 and 1930, the proportion of owners among male faemworkers
20 years oid and over declined from 567 {0 405 poreent. This 144
pereent decline was disivibuled ag follows: 723 pereent between 1850
ancl 1900 2.3 percent between 1900 and 1930 and 4.8 pereent between
1920 and 1930, Expressod in similor ferus the rise o owoership
status between 1930 and 1950 was 4ok pereent. Thus, the relative
decline in ownership that oceurred in the hall-century between 1830
and 1930 was reversed by 1950,

Trom 1880 Lo 1930, the proporiion of feunnts and sharecroppers in
the adulf male agricultural worle foree inereased Trom 187 to 205
pereent, an increase of 108 percent. Trom 1930 o 1930, the deeline
in the proportion of fenants and shareeroppers wnounted to 9.2 per-
cent of the adult male Tarm work Toree. leaving the proportion
glightly above the 1830 level, The proportion of farm laborers io
the adult male aericultural work foree continued (o increase frrecu-
larly until 18L0, when it reached o high ol 313 pereent, A Fer 1840,
the relative importanee of far Tahorers 1o the farm work foree de-
clined moderately (o the 1830 level of 250 percent of adult male
agricultural workers,

Estimaies of tenure statug of the entive adult male furm work foree
after 1950 cannot be dervived from the 19540 Census of Apricolture, as
estimates of this kind requive information from censuses of hath
population and agrieuliure.  Aecording fo the 19531 Census of \gri-
culture. the upward trend in Twrm-ownership stafus i3 continuing
(1able 2. Considering commereial, pact-time, and residentind farms
together, between 1950 and 1954, the number of farms declined by
abont GOONO, continuing (he long-run downward trend in number
of Tarm unils. ‘The proportion of tenanl farms dropped fo o Tittle
less than L in 3, Hat of shaceeropper Tfaorms (o abowr 1o s, and the
number of farms operated by fenants and shavecroppers deelined iy
874,000, Pavt-owner lomse the only lenure elass that showed an
inerease in 1%L had 27000 more units in FGE than in 1930, Share-
cropper Tarms declined by TLO00. or 21 pereent helow the munboer
in 1850, Noncommercinl farms decreaged by 217000, or ahoutl 13
percent.  Parvt-time farms declined by 65,000 and residential T
by more than 130,000,
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TapLe 2.—COMMERCIAL AND OTHER FARMS: Number and percentage
distribution, by economic class of farm and tenure of operator, Urnited
States, 1950 and 1954

1930 1954
Economic elass of farm Percentnge dis- Percentage dis-
and tenure of operator | Num- trihution of— Numn- tribution of-—
ber of ber of
farms farms
Al Specified Al Ppecified
farms oroLp farms group
Commercial farms: Thous, | Percend | Pereent | Thous. | Prreeni | Percent
Full owners_ ...t 1,813 |__.____. 18, 0 Lot i, et 7.9
Part owners.._.___. TR0 L. 19. 7 A6 ... Rt
Munngers. ... _.__. 30 L ] 18 ... ! s
Tenaniso oo, . .ooo. 866 | ... 23,4 TEXE L 217
Sharecroppersi. . ____ X 7.8 238 R 7.2
Total . ___ ... 3,706 i 05. 04 100.0 3,328 GiL G 1K), O
Part-time farns: E . B -
I'ull owners. - 2.8 12X 0
Part owners, _ .. g9 07 L7
Tenanis. - . __ .. [ G5 L&
Sharecroppers. _ AL : B
Total..__... . 1.9 100, L0100, 0
Residentinl farms: N o
Tull owners. . T 834
PPart owners. .. A 30
Tenanis_. . _. .. 12, H) G
Sharecroppets .. 2, L ¢
Tolai ... 9.1, 100§ W7s 18, - 100, 1
Abnormal farms. L AN _ 3 : 1y .
All forims 3,370 100, 0 . 4, 783 i, 0

1 Less then 000 percont.
U.R, Cersus of Agriculture 033, 1850, v, 2, p. 850; 16854, r.
0858-989),

2, pp. HES-TRG:

Tenure Status by Type of Farm

A promising approach to analysis of the Tactors that underlie
farm-tenure status 1s 1 classification of tenure by tvpe of farm. But
trends in tenuve status hy {vpe of farm are diflicult to trace from
census data, because of changes in clugsification from one agricultural
census to another.

In general, tenants and sharerroppers are more numerous on Farms
that (Tepond heavily on production of field crops (fig. 2 and table 3).
Conversely, tenaney is lowest on dairy, poultry, and other livestocl




farms. According to the census of 1950, owners operated 92 percent
of all commercial pouliry faurms. This was the highest percentage
of owners for any type-of-farm group (83, 1950, v. 5, pt. 5, p. 41).

In 1950, however, tenant and sharecropper furms made up about
62 percent of all commercinl farms producing cotton, about 38 per-
cent of those producing cash grains, and 47 percent of those producing
other field crops. The lowest percentage of tenancy and sharecrop-
ping among all types of commercial farms was reported on fruit and
nut farms. But in 1950, this group made up only 2.2 percent of all
comunercial farms. A more detniled discussion of tenure by type of
farm appeavs W the seetion on regional frends, in which area and
State data are presented.

Tante 3. Comdurciar Panus: HPoecnlage distribution, by type of
Juran and icwire of oporator, Undted States, 1950

; Distribution by tenure of operaior
Prrgpent-
age of i
Type of fairn all eoun- | Muan- | Tenunts:
wiereind Fall @ Part ugr- and ; Total!?
Iofarms D owners ] awiers v share- §
i ! STLPIPDUTS i
| I - - i i
Field-crop furms; c Pervent D Pereent o Percent | Pereeal | Pereent | Pereend
Cash-grain_.___ . .! .6 306 30, 4 0.3 37T (00,0
Cotlon_ .. . .+t 4 254 18] .2 67 1000
Other fold-crop._| 110 387 14 .2 46,7 100.0
Al Geld-grop i ' :
farms 'L .. L i 30,1 : By 18. G 2 a8l i 100, 0
Vegetahle farms. .3 .35 5. ) 24, £, 0 2i. 5 106, 0
Fruit and nut farme, | 220 BLU A 3.0 G, ) 100. 0
Diniry farms_ _ .. . _ . 16,2 61, 6 it 8 LB 15, & 100, 0
Poullry farms__. . .., LT 882 4 4 . a 3 100, ¢
Livestoack farms, other i
than dairy and _ i |
poultey ... ..., 2LT 53 226 8 241 100, 0
General farms: : ! t
Primarily crop.__ | 2.3 | da.t b 2008 .5t D85 100. ¢
Primarily livestock L6, a1l ooy .2 19. 8 1. 0
Crop and livestock. ! T4 4.3 0 260 .2 26, 4 100, 0
A ronernd farnes1t 15,4 i M8, 2y i .3 25 10 0, n
P N g U O
Miseellancous f:trms-..: 4l ostal a6 21 180. ¢
Total . WO0.0] .. ¢ Lo b e ]

! Beeause of roundiag, fgures do nol add Lo (elals shown,
TR, Census of Apricuiture 1450, {55, ». 2, p. 950).




COMMERCIAL FARMS

By Type of Farm and Tenure of Operaior, 1950
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figure 2
Commercial and Noncommercial Farms

Aboul two-thirds of the farms counted in the 1930 census were
comuercial Tarms,  (See table 2) A connnercial farre is defined
broadly as o furn operated as a husiness Tor the purpose of providing
the nuiin source of livelihvod for the operator and his family.® Al
other farms ave mainly pari-time and residential vnits®  Although
the number of noncommercial farms was about 1% million in 18580,
these farmns produced only 2.3 percent of the value of all farm prod-
vets sold.  More than seven-tenihs of all purt-time farms and nearly
eight-tenths of al) residential farms were owner-operated. Thus,
data on Farm fenure that include both commercial and noncommercial
Ffarms show higher proportions of owpers (han data based on com-
mercial farms only,

Part Owners

A signifieant development in farm-tenure status has beew the in-
creasing incidence of part-owner Tavns, The growth of agricultursl
technology and miore cfficient farm-munagement practices have given

FAveording fo the 1950 Census of Agriculiure, in general, commercial farins
are those with value of sales of famn produclts amounting (o $1,200 or more.
Forme willn volue of sales from 3230 (o ST wore nlso classtlied as comnier-
il i the farm operafor worked off the Farm less than 300 doays and if the
ineonte which ihe operator and other members of bis Lamily received from non-
o seuress was less thiao the Lolad value of produects sold.

AN other Dnrms” include also abuormal farms, such as public and privale
instilniional farms, comunni y enferprises, experiment skadion Tarms, graziog
assecintions, and 8¢ on.
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many favmers a choice between outright ownership of land and
buildings on o small unit, or greafer investment in machinery and
equipment on o larger. rented unit. The acreage of Tand farmed by
part owners, that 15, Larmers whe own w farm and rent additional
land, has increased steadily since the Burean of the Census began to
collect information on part owners in 1900. Tlis increase represents
largely an increase in size of units opevated by part owners, ns the
nnmber of part owners incveased only moderately during the 40 years
after 1900, or from about 40,000 to 615,000. But in the decade atter
1940, the number of wnits operated by part owners rose by more than
200,000. In 1950, these favms made up 15 peccent of all farms. The
trend in proportion of part owners in the adult male agricultural
work force is shown in table 1. This proportion inerensad from 6.3
percent in 1920 to 12.2 pereent in 1950.

The spectacular increase in part-ownership status since the 1940
census provides part of the explanation for the decline in total num-
ber of farms that began about 1935, For the country as a whole, the
average part-owner farm in 1950 (512 acres) was 4 times the size of
the average full-owner farm and more than 3 fimes as large as the
average tenant farm.” A recent study of size of farms in the United
States by the T.8. Department of Aeviculture showed that in 1945
the percentage of part-owner farms was lowest among nominal and
part-time units and highest among lavge-seale farms: it vanged from
less than 10 percent of the former to more than 30 percent of the
latter (3. p. 19). In 1954, the modal economic class for full-owner
farms was class V with income from farm products sold ranging
from $1,200 to $2499: the modal cluss of part-owner farms was
ciass TIT. whicl includes farms with value of farm products sold
ranging From $3,000 fo 89,999,

The changes in favm management and technology since 1900, so
fur as they arve related to furn: size, may be seen in the rvise in impor-
tance of part-owner units (fie. 3). In the 50 years after 1900, the
average size of full-owner farms remained the same (133 acres)
while the uverage size of part-owner farms increased from 276 to 512
acres. During the same period, the avevage size of tenant farms in-
creased from 96 to 146 acves (53, 7950, v. 2).

REGIONAL TRENDS

From 1880 to 1980, the net shift iu some aveas of the couittry was
from farm ownewship mainiy to tenaney or fo tenancy and share-
cropping. In other areas, it was muainly 1o a furm-laborer status.
The general trend for the country as a whole veveals only one signi-
ficant conclusion: As it operated up to the 130°%, the traditionally
conceived agricultural Iadder did not result in a rising or even a
stable proportion of owners among adull male agriculiural workers.
The trend was towurd increasing renaney, shavecropping, und farm-
laborer stuatus (table 4).

“Managers were included in all data reperting fufl owners. Because of the
relatively small numher of managers, the propockion of full owners was not
unduly affected,




AVERAGE SIZE OF FARM, BY TENURE OF OPERATOR, FOR
THE UNITED STATES AND REGIONS: 1900-1954
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Tasue 4.—TEexURE composiTiON: Male agricultural workers aged 20
and over, United States and regions, 1880—-1950*

Region and tenure of operaior ilSSO 1600 | 1920 | 1930 | 1940

UNITED STATES . Per- | Per- Per- | Per-

b orent ceid ceni cenl

Full owners and managers._.. . ... .} b7y . 33 342
Part owners A . 7. ¢ 71
Tenants ! 56 A 21, 21,1
" ) . 8 6.3
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t Bee Methodalogy, p. 80.

In hght of the sharp reversal in tenure status indicated by the
data from the censuses of 1940 and 1950, can we conclude that oppor-
tunities for achieving farm ownership are greater than formerly and
that the agricultural Jadder is functioning? A look at some of the
shifts in fenure status within States and regions since 1880 and at
other aspects of farm tfemure muy provide some answers to this
criestion.

In 1880 in five of the major geographic divisions, the proportion
of owners among adult male farmworkers was 60 percent or more.
Three divisions had fewer than 30 percent {table 5). The highest
proportions of owners were in the Mountain and New England
States; the lowest were in the South Atlantic and Fast South Central
States. By 1950, the pattern of farm tenure had changed. In only
two divisions, the East North (entral and Middle Atlantic, did
owners make up more than 60 percent of the adult male farm work
force. In the South Atlantic, Pacific. and West South Central divi-
stons, owners made up less than 30 percent of the farm work force.
The net overall effect of these trends during the 70 years was to
narrow rvegional diffevences in tenuve status. In 1880, there was a
difference of aboul 34 pereent hefween the divistons with the highest
and lowest proportions of owners in the adult male farm work foree:
by 1950, substaniial declines in the four highest divisions, coupled

T B 13
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Tanre 5.—~TENURE comrosivioN: Male agricultural workers wged 20
and over, magor geographic divisions, 1850-1950"

Geographie division and lenure of | 1830 | 1000 2 1930 | 1910
operator

Per-
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~1See Methodology, p. 80.

with moderate mains among the lowest, had natrowed the differeace
to wround 16 percent,  Purt ownership has lucreased since informa-
tion was first obtained for this clags of furm., Duaring the 19307,
howevee, the number of part-owner farms declined slightly in most
areas. The highest proportions of part owners among adult male
farmworkers ave found i the Great Plains and the Corn Bell. The
wreeatest galn in proportion of part owners was made in fhe 1940%.
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Detailed information on tenuve status by States for ol census years
from 1880 o 1950 is contained in appendix tables 17 throngh 22.
The rvegional shifts in tenure status that have occurred during the
three-quarters of a century arve discussed in greater detail in the
pages that follow.

The Northeast

Until 1930, the shift in the New Englund and Middle Atlantic
States was_chiefly foward farm-laborer status. The gradual com-
mercinlization of agriculture during fhis period increased the demand
for hired farmworkers and tended to incrense the vatio of furm lu-
horers to operators—both owners and tenants. The proportion {hat
tenants were of all male agriculturn] workers vose slighrly belween
1880 and 1900 but. in general. the trend in tenancy was downward
from that time on. The shitt from subsistence to a predominantly
commercial agriculfure oceurred relatively early in most aveas of the
Northeast. Concentrations of population und Improvement in trans-
porfation provided markets for truck crops. most of which requived
much hired Inbor.

Whatever shifts occurred among the three tenure classes during
the 1930°s were erased hy 1940, as the consuses of 1030 and 1940 reveal
almost no differences in proportions of owners, ienaunts. and farm
Inborers in the Northeast. Mfter 1940, rising farm prosperity en-
couraged farm ownership, and increased productivity tended (o
fower the demand for farm laborers. The renting of additional land
as @ means of inereasing farm aperations has not been as common #
practice among farmers in the Novtheast as in other areas. In 1920,
this region ranked below the rest of the country in proportion of
part-owner operafors.  Although part ewnewship more than donbled
in the New Fagland und Middle Atlantic States during the 1940%.
these States were siill below the natienal average in 1950,

The North Central Region

The decline in ownership status in the Midwest from 1880 ta 1930
wag accompanied by gains in tenaney and farm-laborer status of
almost equal magnitude. Increnses in proportions of tenants were
particuiarly large in the West North Cenfral aren in the 20 vears
preceding 1900, This period was characterized by wide swings in
Tarm prices and land values. Thlike the Northeast. where the pro-
portion ol tenants among farmworkers reached o peak in 1900, ten-
ancy confinued (o increase m the North Central States until 1940,
Ownership status in these States showed a deeline in each consus
from 1880 to 1930, Between 1930 and 194, a small decline in pro-
portion of [arm laborers was offsel by an identieal vise in the pro-
portion of tenants, but there was no change in proportion of owners.
The proportions of hoth farm labevers and tenants declined sharply
between 10 and 1950, This decline was aecompunied by a rise in
proportion of owners that almost crased the decline tn ownership
status of the preceding 60 years. Part-owner furms wre more prova-
lent in this region than in any other. Tn 1950, they numbered morve
than 360,000, and part-owner operators made up 16.3 pereent of the
adult male agricultural work force.
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The South

In 1950, more than 890,000, or more than half of all tenants and
sharecroppers in the country (fig. 4) were in the South. Thirty-
eight percent of these were sharecroppers (fig. 5) who produced
chiefly cotton or tobacco. Statistics were first collected on share-
croppers in the 1920 census, Shurecroppers (or eroppers) ave de-
fined by the Burean of the Census as tenants who are paid a share
of the crops but no share of the Tivestoclk or livestock products, and
for whom all work power is furnished. The institution of share-
cropping developed after the close of the Civil War. The former
slaveowners needed to obtain labor with which to operate their land;
und the freedmen needed Tand und tools with which to work, Paying
workers a share of the crop divided the enfrepreneurial visk between
landlord and cvopper and motivated workers fo stay on the farm
wntil the crops were harvesied. danwgement decisions, however,
were made by the plantation owners. The cropper system was ex-
tended gradually to white farmers, and by 1930 more than 16 percent
of all white farm operators in the South were sharecroppers.

Shavecroppers were not classified seprrately in the censuses before
1920, but were listed ns tenants.  Tostumates were developed sepa-
rately for sharecroppers in the South for 1320 and later consux yvears
{tables 6 and 7).

TABLE G.—Sharecroppers as percentage of wmale agricultural workers
aged 20 and orer, Southern States and geographic divistons, [120-50"

b P
State and geopraphie division . 1620 1830 190410 ' 1030
i
Pereend Pearecnt Perennt Pereent
Drelaware. .. e .. 1 1.3 1,4 1.5 )2
Maryland.____ o mm m—— o 1.7 2.0 3.4 1,4
Vivednta. ... . ___ | 5.2 6.6 6.0 F 4.6
West Virginin. oo . .. . ____ 1.+ .4} L8 e
North Corolina. oo ___... ; 1.8 184} 15,4 16. 3
Sowth Carelinn. o _ . ___...__. ; 17. 8 [ 232 . 16,0 5.2
Genrgiag oo 202 28. 7 18, 7 . 2
Flocida . oo} LT o2 2.4 1.4
Suuth Atlantie. ... .o _. i3, 1 16. 2 12,3 Ll
. i'_._'._'J _— oI '““:ﬁ: STt il .'.{'.'" o -
I\(‘ntuck_\'_,_._,.,_-_______h_____'l 8 G gl 68 a b
Tennessee oL oL 11.8 1540 123 n v
Alabama, oo oL . (.. 15. 0 [HNG 15, 1§ H
Mississippioo. o .. ooeo Ll - 206,49 KIvAN| E 354 254
I2ast South Contral._____| 15. 4 20. 5 | 17. 5 12, 8
T Fir——— ey == e :' - ———r
Arkansas . oo oo . | 1. & S, 4 15. 8 1 12, -1
Lowisiann, ____ ... el i 1o 6 21,4 17. G i, 2
Oklahomn. - ... . _.._. ] 36 0o 210} I 1
Texas. o oomeivine e o I3 L. 0 { G0 2.8
R N ST A
West Sonth Cenfral..___. i LG 16, G 1 %4 0.8
South. o .o .. !‘_ HT BT rﬁ_i'_ R q 10,1
{

1 Bee Methodology, p. 80.
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FARMS OPERATED BY ALL TENANTS
NUMBER, APRIL {,1950
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TABLE T.~~Sharecroppersas percentage of white, nonwhite, and all farm operators, southern geographic divisions, 1920-54

Gleographiv divisipn and race 1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1945 1950 1954

T Sovru

Percent Percent Percent Pereent Percent Percenl Percent Percent

White operators. .o . ) 10, 0 12,1 16. 4 13,3 10, 4 8.0 7.1 5.
Nonwhite operators. . .. .1 36,2 414 44. 6 +45. 441 0 40. 6 35. 4 34.

All pperators. - ..o ... e 17. 5 199 24, 1 20.°¢ 18. 0 15. 13. 1 1L

TeEoarAPITIC DIVISIONS

South Atlantic:
White operators - .
Nouwhite operaturs
All operators.

1ast South Central:
White operators. ...
Nonwhite operators
All operators. .-

West South Central:
White operators ...
Nonwhite operntors .
Al operators

4. ¢
34,
I7.
0.
40.
18.
4.
REN

(SR ee o]

=113 ~1

UK. Census of Agriculturg, 1950 and 1954 (35,




The number of tenant and crapper furms in the South increased
shurply befween 1890 and 1800, Some of the increase in the reporfed
nimber of such farms may have resulied from recopnition of more
shareeropper unis as farms i 1900 fhan in earlier census yenrs. 1
is doubtful whether (he consuses immedintely Tollawing the Civil
War fully rounted sharecropper mnits as fnrms.

The possibility of classifying shuvecroppers cither as “farm opera-
Fors or “hired Tarm Iabarers™ probably guve rise fo some errors in
enumeration.  Beenuse sharecroppers arve supervised closely and
rarely enfer inlo m;m eement decisions, heir fenure siatus is usually
closer to that of Tarm Iabovers than of farmi operatous. Many land-
lords shift their method of operation Lrom wage laboy to shirecrop-
ping, depending upon which is more plohlublo in a given yvear. Ob-
\'501151‘\', it 1= daflienlt to avrive at estimaies of the numhm of farm
aperators T, for example, 1 plantation ean be classified as 20 or more
farms when operated with shavecvoppers, or us only one farm when
hired laborers are employed.

The decline in proportion ol sharecroppers was move rapid than
the decline in proportions of ofher tenants in the 14930 decade; i
wis matehed by an inerease in laborer status in all divisions of the
South.  With the supply of Tubor 1}I(=11t|1u1 throughout the South
during the depression of the 1930%. hudliords could operate their
holdings more ])I ofitnbly with wage laborers than with shareeroppers,
s wigre rates for hired lnborers were less rigid than the shave frae-
tion veeeived by croppers.  Moreover, Fodernl praduction-control
programs, whieh reduced catton aerenge and prorated part of the
Lepelit paymenis to tenants and shareeroppers but nove fo hived
workers, similarly encownged the trend from tennnt-aperaied and
shareeropper-operated farms fo wage-lubor-operated tfarms,

By 1050, the proportion of shareeroppers wmong souwthern adule
malde agriculieal workers had deelined to nbout 10 percent: the (otul
munther of shareeroppers deelined about 36 pereent between 1940 wnd
L9350, AE the samie time. imereased mechiumizaiion and improved eco-
nomic conditions brought about a eorresponding drop in farm-
lnborer stafus. along with a vise in ownership status, throughoul the
Sonth., The greatest dmlmv in proportion of thlv(ltl[l[u'l‘% in the
adult. male farm work foree during the last deeade was vegistersd i
(he cotton arcas of the Southeasl. paretienlarly in the lflhhlhhlppl
Delta.

Some additional insight info tenure siatus in the Sowth may be
esained Dy comparing {he fenure patterns of white and nonwhite
Farmworkers (tables 7 oand 81, Data on owners and tenants are
avirlable Tor 1945 and TS0 and for foem labovers for 1950 only. To
ench of the hree regions of the South, there were marked difforences
in tenure palivrens hetween whife and nonwhite agricaltueal worluers,
More than half of all white male furnworkers hui less than o thied
of the nonwhile furmworkers were owners in 1930,

Similar regional differenees o proportion of whites nnd nonwliies
were evident amonge farm laborers, bui the rreeatest varinfion existod
i the shirecropper ealegory where the pereentagee of nonwhite shre-
croppers winong farmworkers ranged from aboul 3 to 6 times the
prreenfage of Hll.lll‘fl(]])]lt‘l% among white male 11[!“\\()![\(‘]‘- T'he
sivatest ])1l>|](l|[lf!ll£- af owners among nonwhiie agriculfural warkers
were in Georgie and Flosida, Faem liborers aceounted  for more
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Tanre §~PENURK AND RACIAL © osrosiTioN: Male agricultural woMm s aged 20 and over in the South, by States and

major geographic divisions,

Blate and geographic division

Delaware. o -
Maryiand.
Virginip._ ... ..
West Virginia. ...
North ¢ arolina |
South Caroling |
Georgin_.. .
Flovida ...

Sputh Atlantie. ..

Kentucky R
Tennessee. oo
Alnbama, .
Nississippi..

East South Central .

Arknnsas_ ..
Lounisiana . .
Oklatioma. _
Texns. . .o -

West South Central -

The So’uth ,,,,,

s
-

Foll owners and

NuENAEErs

White

Percent

43. 5
5. 6
87,3
57.8
44, 2
A7 Y

by

I

s oe
= &l
Rl

Non-
white

Percent

(-

16,
31
22.
15,
16,

SL— OIS

—
=

»i

Lo SIS |y

Part owners Tenants

White | Non- [White
whife

Percent] Percent |Pereent
7.4 ™ 10,

6.3 3.8 0.7
7.3 Q0] 6.4
4.7 3.2 6. 6
W5 8.8 18.2
10, 0 8.3 1 145
84 3061150
6.5 3.3 4 6
8.3 6.8 | 11.2

07l 57| 163
8 9 A1 168
20.1] 132|219
w7l a7
13, 6 71182
10. 7 6.5 14.5

Shareeroppers

Laborers

Totnl work furee

Non-
white

Percent
(*
67, 4
41, 3
68. 4
20. 5
30, 6
35.3

SL.2

30.2

T oot

=
=t

—
=

B A 2 R
, B |
!

bode e s ny

w2

E

SE——
White 1 Non-
white
Percent | Percent
100,01
00,0 | 100.0
100.0 {1000
100.0 | w00
100.0 | 1000
0.0 | 100
1000 ] 1000
10006 | 100, 0
100.0 | 100, 0
100.0 | 100.0
100.0 [ 1000
100.0 ] 1000
1000 [ 100, 0
100.0 | 1000
100.0 | 100.0
W00 1 100, 0
100,00 | 10000
1000 ] 100.0
100.0 | 100, 0
10001 100.0

1 Bee Methodology, p. 80.

2 Tneluded with white.

3 Less than Ma of 1 pereent.




than four-fifths of all nonwhife T rmworkers in Florida, where the
demand for hand labor in the ciirus and vegetable crops is heavy;
almost half of all nonwhile farmworkers in reorgia were tenants in
1950 and more than a third were farm labovers,

The largest proportions of shavecroppers among nonwhite farm-
workers in 1950 were found in Mississi ppl and Arkansas, although
between 1945 and 1950, these two States showed fhe most rapid de-
¢line in numbers ot sharecroppers.  In the same period, substantial
mereases in numbers of sharecroppers were reported in North Caro-
lina, the Coastal Plains of South Caroling, and the cotton counties
of southenstern Missouri. The increase in number of croppers in
Alissouri was accompanied by an expansion of about 200,000 acres in
the acreage of cotton planted in the deeade before 1950.

The decline since 1040 in percentage of farms operated by shave-
croppers represents a stviking change in farm tenure in the United
States. The demand for industrind labor accompanying the World
War IT boom, the invoads of farm mechanization on the demands for
hand Tabor first felt in the Souih during the last deeade. and increas.
g farm prosperity, all contribated (6 the reduction in nwnber of
sharecroppers. However, the decline has not been uniform with re-
spect to race of operators. The pereendage of all nonwhite farm
operators who were shareeroppers in 1954 was still higher than in
1920 in the South Atlantic States f#lthough down from the 1933
peaks). whereas in 1954 the pereentave of white farm operators who
were eroppecs was down substantially from the 1920 level in all parts
of the South. Tn the Tast South Centru States, the peal n percent-
age of nonwhite farm operators who werp sharecroppers occurred
in 1833, five vears later than the peak in pereentage of white farm
aperators who were sharocroppers.

Ina recent study by Anderson and Bowman (2}, if was found that
dilferences in rate of movement up the (enure ladder befween Sintes
are uof as great as might be assumed.  Toenuro progress among
southern whites ix alimast conipitirahie to that ameng northern whites,
The significant differences in tenure progress appear when tenure
stalus 1= shown hy ruee,

The West

Betwern 15s0 nnd 1940, 1he W experienced the greatest Joss of

cnirepreneirship of any part of the country. {nlilke the experience
e ihe Midwest during thix peviod, the drop in ownerslip status in
the far West was neeompanted by g simail deeline in proportion of
tenants and a tarae inerease in proportion of laborers amnng the
adult male Taent worls foree. At (he heginning of the period. sotile.
meid of fhe land wae stifi underway: labor was senree pelative fo
fane s most Farming aperaiions were of the froptier-subsistonce type;
and a hish proportion of the male faro work foree had ownership
status,  Tn (he Pacific State<. setidoment wis e aedvaneed and
about 2 iu 3 farmworkers were owners,

Swee 1910, the region with the la raest proportion of laborers in
the adult Tarm work foree has hoon § e Wost. This pattern was in-
flueneed Ty the movement of popuilation into the Pacilic Siafes: by
growth in the importanee of eif rus Frubts, vegetables, and other s
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cially crops in West Coast agriculture; and by the development of
large-scale corporation-type farms. In the Mountain States between
1840 and 1940, increuses 1n the proporiions of tenants wnd farm Ia-
borers resulted in a 38-percent decline in ownership status. The ten-
wre shitt in the Mountain States was encournged by the rapid exten-
sion of the range-livestoel system and the expansion of such specialty
crops ns sugar beets awnd others that require large wmounts of lubor.

Only in the West did the downward trend in ownership stutus
continue until 1940, The ¢ Siates in which the proportion ol owners
declined by as much as 30 percent of the adult male farm work foree
between 1580 and 1940 were Nebraska, Colorade. Idaho, Arizona,
Wyoming, and Montana. A} except one are in the Moun!ain region.
Between 1880 and 1940, the greatest decline ol owners occurred in
Nebraslka, which is adjacent to the Mouniain region, Unlike the de-
cline m other States, however, for Nebrasica wost of the loss was
Dalanced by an inerense in tenants.  In cach of the Mounntain States
mentioned. the Targer part of the shiff wag 'rom ownership o farm-
laborer status. By 1950, the trend had been reversed in all Stuates
excepd Avizona.

Despite the reversal of the downwaed frend o Tarm ownership in
the West after 1940, only a little more than halk or 31.7 percent, of
the adult male agricultural workers were owners i 19300 0.7 percent
were tenants: and 0.6 percent were farin laborers.

Tenure Status by Type-of-Farming Areas

A bredkdown of national totals into homaogeneous arveas offers evi-
dence of the variation in tenure stwius by type of farm. Table 9
shows the fenure status of farm operators in the various type-of-
farm cajegories within each geographic division.  Alrhough most
types of farms Follow a distinctive pattern of tenure statos, within
the same type of farmy, vaviations between geographic divisions are
sometimes considerable.  For example, the percentagre of cash-grain
farms tlat were owner operated in 1950 ranged frow about 57 per-
cent in the Kast South Central States to 20 pereent in New England.
Livestock farms ranged from T4 to 96 percont owner operated.
Bighty pereent of all cotton growers in the DPacilic Stales were
owners compired with less than 30 percent in the West North Central
States.”

Adthough type of Taem influenees the tenure structure fo o con-
siderable degree, local socioeconomic factors are equaily importan{
in shaping the regional tenure pattern.  Of course, some variations
tenure stalus of Farm operators wmong geographic divisions can e
attributed to differences in kinds of crops or livestoek within (be
admitiedly genernl tvpe-of-farm classilicaiion and (o the facd tha
fhese datz do not inelude infornation on ferm laborers, As the rela-
tive Frequencies of hired workers within a given type of farming
vary belween regions, statisties on the tenwre of farm operators
whieh exelude daia on farm laborers do not hwdieate the feprre comi-
posttion of the overnll Puan work foree,

S AQ eolton Surms in dhe West North Centraf dividon were in sotit heastern
Missourt.
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TasLe 9.—Percentage distribution of farms in each type-offarm group, by tenwre of operator, major geographic divisions,
1950

Type of farm

General, primarily—
Geographie division and tenure i

of operator Cash- Other | Vege- | Fruit Live- ] AMiscel-
grain § Cotton] field | table Jand nut] Dairy |Poultry| stock Crop | laneous
erops Crop | Live- | and
stock [ live-
stock

New Lingland; Percenl| Percent | Percent| Percent| Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent| Percent | Percent | Pereent | Percenl
Full owners ! 0. 0 78, 4 66. 6 88. 0 70. 0 91,1 85. 89.4 1 79.7 | 82 .6
Part owners .. ... . _.... . -0 17. .0 10. ¢ 23,1 . 6 10. ¢ 5, 18.3 15. 6.
Tenants..o.ooveeoon. 1 4.6 5.5 1. 49 .3 3. 5. 2.0 2,

Middle Atlantic:

Fall owners ¥, .. . . 57. ¢ 84 08, ¢ L 80. 73.
Part owners 6. 6 27, 11, ¢ 21. . 11, 18.
14, 0. . 7. 8,

65.
18.
15.

44
28.
26.

33.
29.
37.
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-Iast North Cenfral:
Full owners !
Part owners oo o.
Tenanmts. oo o e
West North Central:
Fulbowners Yoo oo oo oL.
Part owners. ... L. __.
Tenants. ..o o n. ...
South Atlantic:
IPull owners !
Part owners
Tenants and sharecroppers...
See Tootnote at-end of table,
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TanLe 9.—Percentage distribution of farms in each type-of-farm group, by tenure of operator, major geographic divisions,

1950—Continued

Geographic division and tenure

Type of farm

General, primarily—

of operator Other | Vege- | Frait Live- Miscel-
Cotton | field table |and nut| Daivy. { Poultry] stock Crop | laneous
crops srop | Live- and
stock | live-
stock
Bast South Central: Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percenl| Percent | Percent | Percent
Full owners ' oo . 9 24, 4 49,0 47.1 779 65. 7 79.6 70. 0 40. 4 69. 9 62. 6 81. 8
Part owners- o oo oo . 5 9.7 14 5 17. 9 89 -16. 4 9.3 155 18. 5 17.1 19. 0 9.7
Tenants and shareeroppers. .71 65901 36.5| 350 13.2 17.9 Lo} 5] 322 13.1 18.3 8.6
West South Central:
Tull owners ¥o . . __ .- 6] 257 285 4531 789 | 57.4| 77.3 |- 585 36.1| 61.2| 47.4 79. 7
Part owner. - .. -__. .4 17. 1 27.1 24 6 10. 2 24. 9 10. 5 25.7 27. 1 23.7 28. 1 13.5
Tenants and sharecroppers. 01 5711 4431 30,0 10.9| 17.6| 122] 158| 36.8] 151 244 6.7
Mountain: . )
Full owners Yo co oo oo LS5 40,4 ) 445 | 48,5 84. 11 66.7 ) 832 5.8} 49.1 651} 5L 7 82.2
Part owners. oo oo vecamaen . 9 28. 2 20. 9 21, 5 9.0 21. 2 11.3 38.3 20. 5 24 6 28. 0 10. 1
. _t'..l’vmmts .................. 61 3.4 3L67 301 6.9 12. 1 5. 4 9.8 30.3 ] 10.2 ]|  20.4 7.8
acifie:
Fullowners ' ... 5l 52,1 46.1| 8.0 66.1| 8951 65.2| 549 | 77.0| 641 76. 8
Part owners.__.._.__.__.. 28, 2 28,2 25. 5 9.9 17. 9 6.2 25. 5 28. 2 16. 2 24.5 11: 4
TenantS o Cccio s 20, 2 19.7 | 285 6.0 16.0 44 9.3 16.9 6.8 1.4 1L 8

LIncludes manngers.

U.S. Census of Agriculture: 1950 (53, v. 2, p. 1286).




A further refinement of the analysis by type of farm was made by
grouping States into ronghly similar type-of-farming areas without
regard to the usual regional and divisional classifications, Most
States do not fall readily into a single type-of-farm classification.
However, two groups of States appear to be reasonably homogeneous.
Tenure data were combined for'the 13 States in which, in general,
dairying is the major farm enterprise and for the 7 States in which
cotton is the chief crop. By using State data, it was possible to
regroup the available census information and obtain tenure ratios
of owners, tenants, and farm laborers by type of farm from 1880
to 1950,

A striling contrast in tenuve trends by type of farm is shown be-
tween the dairy States in figure 6 and the cotton States in figure 7.
I 1880, ownership statns in the dairy States was higher than the
national average. From 1880 to 1950, it remained above 50 percent
of the adult male agricultural work force. But ownership status
among the cotion States was below the national average in 1880 and
also from 1880 to 1950. The reversal of the downward trend in
ownership status was first noted for the cotton States in 1930, while
the decline in the dairy States continued until 1940.

Diffevences in tenancy and sharecropper status between the two
groups of States are even more striking. The proportion of tenants
in the adalt male agricnltural work force in the dairy States was
refatively low and vavied little during the 80-year period. Tenancy
and sharecropping in the cotton States was at a high level in 1880
and rose rapidly until 1980. In these States, the decline of tenancy
and sharecropper status since 1930 has been swift. In goneral, trends

DAIRY STATES: FARM WORK FORCE
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COTTON STATES: FARM WORK FORCE
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Figure ¥

in proportions of laborers in the adult male farm work force in the
cotton and dairy States divecged until 1940, Between 1940 and 1950,
declines in proportions of farm laborers of about the same magni-
tude were noted in each group of States.

CHANGES IN AGE AND TENURE OF FARM OPERATORS

The changing age structure of farm operators i relation to tenure
siatus hins held the attention of researchers for some time. In 1916,
Spillman and Goldenweiser noted that in rvecent censuses the per-
centames of tenants among farm operators grouped by age had been
highest for these under 235, diminishing with successively older age
groups. They concluded that *, . . by far the greater proportion of
young men who start out as tenunts succeed in becoming owners”
(41, p. 323). Goldenweiser and Trucsdell found the same pattern
from their study of 1920 census data. Although they pointed out
that tenancy percentages for all age groups of farn operators had
tended to increase from census to census, they conciuded that the
great majorily of farmers still spend the latter part of their lives as
independent. owners (22, p. 174). On the basis of census data fo
1940, Dr. Black and his associates concluded that because the pro-
portion of tenancy has increased in the younger ages {23 to 4+ years),
“onr tenants on the whole are therefore getting younger rather than
older . .." (70, p. 74).

Cox, writing in 194, criticized the use of census age data in
analysis of tennre changes and contended that the fignres show only
that” the obder men left on the farm were predominantly owners.
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“They do not take into acconnt the possibiliiy that many former
feants may have failed to establish themselves as owners, slipped
down the ladder to the status of furm laborers, songht a hrighter
future in the cities, or been eliminated otherwise™ (15, p. 1),

In 1948, Tuyvlor, Duacoll, and 1agood showed thal from [880 until
L, the miedian ages for all tenure elisses rose move or fess steadily
(table 10}, Despite the general aging of the population, however.
the 1950 census showed that the median age of farm operators and
farn laborers had declined during the preceding deeade.  Laborers
partenlarly were substantially younger as a group than in 1940,
But the recent decline in the median nges of tenants, shavecroppers,
and farm laborers does not prove that greater nwmbers of persons i
these groups are now advancing to ownership status thun tormerly,
Further, the fact that over the vears tenants have had a median agre
approximately 10 to 12 years below that of owner-operators does not
doctment the Jadder theory.  (ross-section statistics of this kind fail
to provide information as to the chief ways in which individuals
achieve owner-operatorship.

Pavre W.--Median age of male agrieuliural workers aged 20 qnd arer,
by tewure of worker, nited States, 18H1-1950

Farm opevalors

. Furm wnue
: - " oand splary
o Uhwiers Foenanls and | workers
: surecroppers’

: Years ' Vewrs

19500 ... . . L 3 B N 34,
iGdn. . . L 4. al G Epd
1940 a7

1934 . al.

1920 4N .

1910 47,

L300 . TIR2
1894, 1347, 7 |

ol Sl —

f Ineluddes manngers.

FThe 1920 consus was taken in GJanoary, wheress the 1030 o 105U consises
were Liken in April. The median age of woge and salary workers shown for
1920 is probably somewhat highor than would Bave Been the epse bad Use census
been taken i April. Seasonal aceossions Lo farn wige workers melnde larger
proporiions of younger workers than is the case for those einployed in midwiner,

® Consiats of heads of honseholds of owned wnd rented faom homes: not precisely
comparaile with other medinns.

Medinns for farin operstors compaited from datn in the 1930 Consus of Aprri-
enivare (33, v 2, po 85 medinns fer wiere g satury workers compmiied from
censuses of populution dain on ovenpations for apecificd vears 1509,




Age-cohori Analysis

A more revealing but still indirect approach invelves tracing a
aroup of farm opm.ltms from one census to the next. This is done
inferentially by comparing a 10-year age group in one census with
the age group 10 vears older in the nexk census. It is assumed that
each 104"&1,1 age group in one census is composed mainly of the sur-
vivors® of the nest younger 10-year age group from the preceding
census. A 10-vear age group of farm opemtms is identified by the
period during w hich its members were born. The tennre experience
of each homorreneous age cohort of £farm operators is traced from the
time of cntty into the farm work foree (o the end of ihe cohort’s
working life. Thus, indirectly, the changing tenure patiern is de-

P “Survivors” here incinde those who (1) do not die and (2} do noi retire or
move iuto either farm-laborer status or nepagricultural pursuits.

Tanee 11, Numbers af owners and of tenanis and shureeroppers in age
1880-14900,

i
Apes attained v cohorts ot stteces<ive census veurs

Untler 25 yenrs ' 25-34 years

Period in which ! Tonre : Tennre
cohort wis torn

Y Censns . Ten- b : i Ton-
Yoypar ants ; Cooants
angd ¢ Census | Own-  and

ioshare- ;o year P ers ) share-

| oerop- i : ©oerap-
L opees : Jrerrs

- L] : H
Thons. | Thons. | i Thans, | Thous,
185663 S 1880 3 1 1560 539 . 543
1860-T5 oo ... 1800 TI T fgon S 633
1876-85 . 06 TG 18y rgIn G211 T
R /7T 681 3T, g oAbl Thd
1896-1905... ... .. g i ST 2or! oqgo o 335 03
1906-15__... . . .. {930 470 g2 g0 0 333 609 |
101625 .. ... ....0 1840 B9 193 1950 ¢ a4 L
1926-35__ ..... S1ga T 1 .

1 Bxeludes managoers,
* Not available,

U5, Censnus of Agriculture, 1880-1930 (43},




picted during the working life of successive “waves” or “generations”
of farm operators. This method was used most extensively by Tay-
lor, Ducofi, and Hagood in their 1948 study {44, pp. 1721} in which
they used data through the 1940 census. Datn from the 1950 census
were included in the study reported here. The approach was first
used by Black and Allen in 1937 (9), althourh it was deseribed
briefly by Goldenweiser and Truesdell in 1924 (22, #. §9).

In table 11, for example, the group of furm operators under 25
vears of age in 1890 is the age cohort born during the period 1866-
75. The numbers in the cohorts may be traced through successive
decades by moving across the line to the next older age group. Thus
in the line Iabeled “cohort born during the period 1866-75" the en-
tries for “under 25 years" were taken from the 1890 census, and the
entries for %25 to 34 years™ from the 1900 census. Table 12, which
was derived from data in table 11, indicates the net tenure changes
that occurred in each cohort during each decennial period.

cohorts of male farm operators, by ages atlained ab successive census years,
United States
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The pattern of ownership by age groups revealed by the 1950 cen-
sus suggests a tenure situation more nearly in line with the ladder
hypothesis than those suggested by data from earlier censuses. From
1940 to 1950, a substantial increase in number of owners and a de-
crease in number of tenants and sharccroppers were experienced by
the two uge cohorts that were in their most productive years. These
were (1) the sge cohort born during the period 1896-1903, and pass-
ing from “age 35 to £t years” to “age 45 to 5+ years,” and (2) the
aga cohort born during the period 1%06-15, and passing from
“age 25 to 34 vears” to “age 35 to 4 veurs” during the deeade.  Ae-
cording to table 12, these favorable tenure changes were greater than
in comparable stages of the working life of any earlier age cohorts
about which data ave nvailable. However, the overall picture, as
presented by cohort avalysis, is not conclusive. This type of analysis
does not reveal the sources of various tenure shifts up the agricul-
tural ladder. Increuses in number of owners in a cohort may come
from farm laborers, tenants. or nonfarm workers. Some individuals
may make the shitt from favm laborer to tenant to owner in less
than a deeade, in which case the movements may have been obseured.

TasLe 12.—Changes in wumbers of owners and of fenents and share-
18801940,
i
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The changes in percentage of owners in each cohort during the
decades give additional insight Into the shifting patterns of farm
tenure. In table 13, only the group aged 65 and over show o constant
percentage of owners during the 60-year period. Trends for the
two youngest groups reveal the decline in ownership status from
1890 to 1930. Substantial losses also were felt nmong the 35 to 44
and 45 to 54 year age groups. The 55 to 64 year age group increased
its percentage of owners between 1900 and 1920, All age Zroups
showed an increase in ownership status in 1940 and except for the
oldest group a substantial increase in 1950, In 1950, for the first
time, the group of farm operators aged 55 to 64 had » higher per-
centage of owners than the group aged 65 and over. This reflected
the influence of continued farm prosperity on the ability of farm
owners to retire. Althougls apparently ihe prosperous 1940’s came
too late to infinence markedly the tenure stafus of those who neared
the end of their working lives during that decade, the proportion of
owners in the youngest group hus more than doubled since 1930.

creppers in age cohorls of male farm operalors during 10-year periods,
Lndted States t

.I Cohort progresses from Cohorl progresses from I Cohart progresses from
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Tanre 13.~-Pereentage of owners

1880-1950,

m age cohorts of male farm operators, by ages attained at successive census years,
United States!

Ages attained by cohorts at suecessive census yenrs

Under 25 years 25-34 vears 3544 years 4H5-54 years 55~04 years 65 years and over
Period in which | o N i
cohort was born
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In 1800, swhen land was relatively cheap and some public land of
Farm quality was available, about a third of all farm operators under
35 vears of age were owners.  No similar nge group has had so large
1 proportion of owners sinee that time. But in 1930, the cohort born
during the period 1006-15 had ondy about 1 favm owner in § opera-
fors. In 1950 (when its age apwad was 85 to 4}, it had reached =
level of ownership higher at that slage than any previous cohovt for
whieh data are available, Whatever considerations influence the pro-
portion of beginning farmers who ave owners, one may conclude that
such factors are largely outweighed by the changing social and eco-
nomie enviconment duving the working life of these farmers. In
ages 63 veavs und over. when most farm operators slow down or re-
tire. the percentagres of the vemadning farm operntors who own their
farms have been about the same for all cohorts during the vears for
which data ave available. It hag varied by no more than 214 pee-
centage points belween any 2 census vears duving that time,

several guestions ave sugeested Ly the plE‘('(‘dinf' description of
changes in the tenure stafus of farmworkers duving the lnst three-
guarters of a century, Fivat, what long-run forces operated in the
farm-temure situation so that during the years. owner-operators con-
stituted only ahout half of the adult male agriendtural worl force?
Second. what has been responsible for the improvement in the farm-
fenure Mtuation sinee the mid-1930=7  Third, what farm-tenure de-
velopments may be expeeted in the futnre?  Answers to these ques-
itons ave explored in the pages that foilow.

LONG-RUN FACTORS IN THE FARM-TENURE
SITUATION

The Barm-temure situation fn ihe ailed Siafes compares favorably
with tiatl In many sther eontutries. Qur gener Lll\‘ accepted icdeal for
Frm people 1= thai of owner-opertied Taumily farms, Why have so
many of onr firm people vot been able 10 achieve thiz goal? To
understand the Turm-tenure <iivation in the light of this question,
one nmust exaatine the llllt‘l‘ll iion of varions technologie and Se10-
economir factors within the farm =eene over (he lang pull. In doing
this, we congider hiere three phenonieni that bear on the question as
to why farm owner-operniorship lias not heen even more sencerally
attained: (1) The availability to onr farmers of tand and ecapital:
(2} the continuing supply of rueal manpower in excess of labor re-
qulmmom“- in avrienlitive, (]{"ﬁ[]l{(‘ constani migrafion inio other pur-
snits:and 13) fluetuaiions in huginessactivity.

AVAILABILITY OF LAND AND CAPITAL

The Disappearance of the Frontier

Owners have never ronstituted maeh more than hall of the agri-
enliurnd Yahor fovee sinee tennre staiisties were first colleeted, and
they declined in relative importanee for a number of decades after
1950, Could these phenonwann be ativibuted 1o the elosing of the
fronmiier arvound 1590 and the subsequent searcity of free or cheap
Tarmland/
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One might expect that in 1880 or 1890, the Western States would
have had a relatively high percentage of owner-operators among
their adult male agrienltaral workers, because these States still had
unsettled areas or had only recently passed out of the frontier period.
Also, as these original setflers died off or vefired during the next few
decades, the percentage of owner-operaiorship in these States might
have been expected to decrease. In a general way, State data reveal
some evidence of such developments.

It would be incorrect, however, to conclude that the disappearance
of the frontier inftuenced strongly the later tenure composition of
the male agricultural work force either in the country as a whole or
in particelar areas. The idea of an earlier abundance of good and
easily accessible agricultural land hevond the frontier should be
neither oversumplified nor overemphasized. To understand the in-
flunence of the frontier, one must consicder the sequence of events in
settlement, the paftern of population movement, the cconomic costs
and the physical difliculties of making forest or prairie land into
farms. and the large numbers of Tluropean immigrants whe were at-
tracted to rural America by reports of cheap land.

The so-cailed “frontier of setilement” was an imaginary line only,
For o time. substantial areas behind the Trontier were still largely
unsetfled. The census defined the “frontier of seftlement”™ as the
population-density limit of 2 settlers per squave mile, IFurthermore,
a frontier family could furm oniy a small acreage; the homestead
preemption limit was commanly 160 acres (o quarter-section, or one-
fourth square mile): und the houscholds of most settlers probably
contnined at least 2 persons. Thus, if only 1 quarter-gsection in 4
were farmed in an area. the population density of that area would be
more than 2 persous per square mile. s much as three-fourths of an
aren behind the frontier micht he unclaimed or unoceupied. THence
for some time. land settlement and development activities were prob-
ably more active bohind the Trontier than bevend it. For example,
from the time of the nominal closing of the fronticr in 1890, until
1930, four times as mueh Tand was homesteaded as in the three pre-
ceding decades (35, 736, p. 184).

The fronticr was not an ovderly Tine that moved steadily from the
Tast to the West. Rather. it was a ragged fringe of settlement,
Only in gencral direction was its expansion westward, In 1880, for
example, small parts of such “old™ States as Maine. New Hampshire,
New York. Michigan, Wiseonsin., and Minnesota were still “bevond”
the frontier, along with large parts of all the States on or beyond
the 100th meridian (/9. pp. 275. 289).

Farmmaking on or near the frontier was not as ensy or as inexpen-
sive as might he supposed. uch of the potentially more desirable
farmland was quickiy taken up by neighboring farmers and by spec-
ulators who, anticipating a future rise in land valne as the area of
settlement Lecaume move dense, sold it to late comers for as much as
they conld get (27).

The cost of improving raw farmiand—including ouf-of-pocket ex-
penses Tor both farm development and family subsistence—vas con-
siderable, when related to comparable wage rates on farms or in
towns. The pioneer had fo oblain transportation to the West for
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himself and his family and provide subsistence until the first crops
were in. If forested, his land had to be cleared; if prairie, the sod
had to be broken and rotied. If the pioneer did the work himself,
the period of waiting for his first harvest was lengthened and during
this period the family had to buy its subsistence. If he had the
work done on contract, the cash cost was substantial. A shelter had
to be built and fences raised, both of which were difficult and expen-
sive in praivie country. As in older agricultural regions, pioneer
farmers needed capital for implements, seed, draft animals, and
other livestock.

Frontier farmmaking was thus not an easy process available to all
(76, 38). In the 1830%, for example, the minimum copital required
to establish a farm was in the neighborhood of $1,000, and during
this period & man would have done well to save $50 a year, working
for prevailing wages either in town or on & farm (I6).

Exven before the so-called disappearunce of the frontier, the seram-
ble for new land was intensified by the steadily rising tide of immi-
grants from the Old World. Word of free or cheap land induced
substantial numbers of FKuropean immigrants to settle in rural
America. Both before and after 1890, their coming tended to in-
crease the difliculty of access to farmland (389).

Land near the frontier was never “free” and easily accessible to
all, and the closing of the frontier did not mark a drastic turning
point in our land-tenure situation. During fthe early 20th century,
the rapid decline in the proportion of ownerv-operators in the agri-
cultural work force of some of the more recently settled Western
States was doubtless caused partly by the closing of the frontier.
But other nationwide and local developments that tended to reduce
the relative frequency of owner-operators among the agricultural
work force were probably more important.

Land Less Scarce Than in Other Countries

Tven since the frontier was closed, available agricnltural land has
not been as scarce relative to the population as it has been in most
other countries. Ignoring variations in productivity of land, the
3.1 acres of arable land per capita of total population in the United
States at mid-twentieth century eontrasts with 1.28 for the world as
a whole, 0.64 for the continent of Asiw, and 0.29 and 0.20 for China
and Japan, respectively (79, ». 176).

These figures, however, do not take into consideration the level of
a people’s agricultural technology. When technigues of sgricultural
production and marketing are well advanced, one farm family can
produce the food and fiber needed for a number of families, thereby
releasing the other families for production of other consumer goods
and services and reducing the pressure of population on the land.*

¥ The level of industrinl fechnology is also relevant te the guestion of popu-
lation pressure on agrieultural land. A natlon may specialize in nonagrieul-
tural eommaodities and trade some of these for its needed food and flber. How-
ever, few countries with “baglkwar@” agriculturzl technigues possess advanced
industrial techniques.
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Besides possessing o relatively lavge acreage of nrable land per eap-
ita, the Tnited States is also fortunate in “havi ing advanced agricul-
tural techniques ihat reduce the cifnctive pressure of its population
on the land. Phus in this country, there ave 16.5 ncres of urable land
per capite of ¢ l“‘l icultural populm icn, contrasted with such compara-
hle ficures as 2.2 for the world as n \\'hole. 0.94 for the continent of
Asgla, and 6.7 tm China (79, p. 476). When agricuitural land is rela-
tively abuadant, Jand-{enure problems tend to be less pressing than
when land is relafively scarce. Nonctheless, in the United States,
land has abways been sufficiently scarce to make competition for farm-
fand leen.

High Capital Investment Per Farm

The amount of eapital needed for ownership of land, buildings,
livestoek. and equipment and to meet operating expenses for an effi-
cient family farm has always been large compared with the earning
potential of a typical farm family,

In 1857, for exumple. investment per Tarm averaged about $27.000
for the country as & whele, considering commercial farms together
with vesidential and parvi-time farms (fig. 8). TFor commercial
family-operated farms, investment per farm was somewhat higher;
it varied considerably among different types of faring and farming
aveas {[ig. 9).

INVESTMENT PER FARM
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INVESTMENT PER FARM

Selecled Commercial Fomily-Operated Farms
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Figure 8

Effect of Increasing Capital Requirements on Farm Ownership

The view is widespread that during the years increases in capital
requirements per tarm have made it more difficult for farm families
to accumulate the equity needed for ownership of an efficient farm
unit. Increases in prices of farmland and in farm size coused the
current dollar value of land and buildings per farm to quadruple
between 1870 and 1950 {45, pp. 32, 46). TUse of farm machinery
and equipment has increased and fhe prices of such items have risen.
Thus m 1950, the average value of implements, machinery, and work
stock per furm was 7 times the 1870 figure, each expressed in dollars
with the purchasing power current in the respective years, Consid-
ering all items of physical farm capital togeiher, in 1950 the current
value of physical capiial per farm was more than 4% times that of
1870 in current dollars (45. pp. 22. 96). Such secular increases in
capital per farm appear to be less pronounced, however, when com-
parisons ave made in terins of dollars of constant puvchasing power.

To throw light on the question as to whether it has become increas-
ingly difficnlt for a farm family te sccnmulate the capital for a
farm unit of eflicient size, capital requivements per farm should be
related to family income from farming and other sources. IFigure
10 shows the ratio of the value of wll physical farm assets (real
estate, machinery and equipment, and livestoek) to farm operators’
annual net farm income for each year, and also the ratio of twrm
real estate values to operators’ net furm incomes for the period

547826 60—8 3z
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FARM CAPITAL TURNOVER

Ratic Between Assets and Net Farm Incame
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1910-6T (49, p. 24). Off-farmn earnings of the operator or other family
members, however, were not included in these comparisons. A low
ratio during a period indicates that the opportunities for acquiring
farm capitol were favorable. A high ratio means that during this
period asset values were high relative to farm income. Although
wide fluctuetions in this capital-earnings ratio were conspicuous dur-
ing the four decades, a long-term increase is hardly apparvent. Since
the late forties, the ratio has risen, but the current relationship is
still well below the previous pesks nnd is only moderately above
that prevailing in 1925-29 and 1935-59.

It is not suggested that these data are definitive evidence that it
has become easier for a young person starting with only a minimum
downpayment to accumulate the capital needed for ownership of a
commercial farm unit. But these data do cast doubt on the widely
held view that during the last half century, it became increasingly
difficult for a young farm operator to accumulate with no appreciable
family help the capital for farm owner-operatorship. Further re-
search is needed to determine which of these alternative views is
valid. '

Whether or not the real amount of capital required to own and
operate an efficient family farm has increased during the years, the
amounts needed relative to the earning potential of a typical farm
family have been large enough to prevent wider attainment of the
goal of owner-operated family farms.
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HUMAN RESOURCES IN AGRICULTURE

A second phenomenon that has worked against the more wide-
spread attainment of the goal of farm owner-operatorship is the per-
sistence of a situation in which more persons are trying to earn a
living in agriculture than can find remunerative employment there,
a situation of long standing which has resulted in a continuous mi-
gration of large numbers of farm people from agricultural employ-
ments into other worl. Interacting to bring about the trek from
farm to city are the revolution in agricultural technology, the limited
domestic and export demand for farm products, and the relatively
high rural birthrates. Each of these factors is discussed in turn.

Revolution in Agriculiural Technology

For more than a century, our agriculiure has been undergoing a
technological revolution. During the present century, the pace of this
technological reveolution has been accelerated, stimulated partly by
the policy of Federal-State cooperative sponsorship of agricultural
research, education, and extension. Improved technology, both on
and off the farm, has enabled each farmworker to produce more
than ever hefore, In the early 1800°s, a farmworker produced only
enough foed and fiber to supply himself and 3 other persons. Neces-
sarily, therefore, most of the population lived on farms. In 1820,
for example, 98 percent of the population was classified as rural.
By 1900, one farmworker produced enough Ior himself and almost
6 additional consumers, and by 1957 one worker produced enough
farm products for himself and almost 23 other persons (fig. 11).
Furthermore, as output per man-hour increased (fig. 12}, the number
of man-hours worked on farms declined (&0, pp. £7. 38-38, 43).

The steady increase in efficiency of farm production and in total
farm output (fig. 13) has many facets. Machine power has largely
replaced animal power. The acreage formerly required to produce
feed for these animnls has been released for production of output for
human use. Between 1915 and 1955, more than 80 million acres, or
almost a fourth of our harvested acreage, was released in this way
(60, p. 14). The increased use of mechanical power also made pos-
sible increased use of labor-saving machines. Use of fertilizer has
increased fivefold since 1920; it will probably continue to increase.
Other improved preduction practices increase output with little or
no increase in inputs—improvements in breeds and varieties of plants
and animals; better tillage practices; improved rations; and new
and better control of w eeds insect pests, and diseases. Management
of farms has been improv ed because of technical research by public
and private agencies, improved general and technical education that
reaches more people "and better public and private channels of com-
munication. The impact of these developments on the efficiency of
agricultural production is snggested by Rgures 11, 12, and 13.
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Domestic Demand for Farm Producis Limited

The improvements in production techniques in agriculture, com-
mevee, and industry—the basis for our vising material levels of liv-
mg—have not aflected all indusiries in the same way. Whereas, for
most industries, the secular inevease in per capifa real Income has re-
sidted in proportional or grealer increases in per capita consumption
of the output of these industries. increases in per capita consumption
of farm products have been moderate.

Consumers have spont relatively little of their inereased real pur-
chasing power on farm products. In recent vears. increases in the
per capita physical consumption of farm produecls appear to have
been slight or nonexistent. The incomes of most consumers have
been considerably above the subsistenee level. and a healthy person
ean enf only so much. As a response to higher per capita real incomes
and better knowledge of nutritional needs. however. consumer shifts
from such traditional staples as polatoes and eereal products to the
“profective” foods meats, eggs, dairy products, and fresh and proe-
essedd fruits and vegotables). which requive more farm input per unit
of output. have {ended o increase the value of per capita consump-
Hon of Turm produets (31, 47, pp. 42, 45). Dut the tendeney of con-
suners {0 buy wore macketing and processing services along with
their food has eaused little or no increuse in per capita consumption
of what furmers produce.




Population Growth Means More Consumers of Farm Products

The Increase in sggregate demand for farm products caused by
growth in the total population of the United States {fig. 14) has
been more important than the increase in demand resulting from
small per capita increases in the quantity and quality of consumption
as consumers’ real per capits incomes increased. The population of
the United States about doubled during the last half century,

U. S. POPULATION AND FARM OUTPUT
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Figure 1}

Export Demand Uncertain

The export market has been a fluctuating and uncertain component
of aggregate demand for United States farm products. The per-
centage of harvested acreage used in producing exported crops indi-
cates roughly the relative importance of exports to United States
agriculture as a whole (fig. 15). From sn average of 12 percent in
the years preceding World War I, harvested acreage for export
products rose to 19 percent in 1921 as a result of war devastation in
Burope. During the rest of the 1920, however, exports were only
stightly above prewar levels, and during the worldwide depression
of the 1930's, the percentage of harvested acreage used for exports
dropped below # percent. The disruptions of World War IT and
the Korean conllict boosted our exports temporarily to a high of
16 percent in 1951. Thereafter, exports again turned down during
the early fifties, rose to a high of 18.4 percent in 1956 under the stim-
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U.S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS: HARVESTED ACREAGE AND
RELATION OF VALUE OF EXPORTS TO FARM INCOME
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Figure 15

ulus of the *“PL 480 Program,” 1! and declined again during the two
following vears. In 1958, production of exported crops required
only about 12.5 percent of the harvested acreage in the United States
(50, table 3). For some specific commaodities, however, exports were
relatively more important and their variations muoch greater. Ap-
parently, during the last 50 years, agricultural exports have tended
to absorb a declining share of U.S. farm production.

Thus over the long run, the trend of agricultural exports has not
bolstered aggeregate demand for our farm products. Furthermore,
the volatile nature of export demand for farm products doubtless
meant less stable prices for these produnets. Unstable farm-product
prices tend to affect the farm-tenure situation by making it more
difficult for farm people to identify and adjust to long-term changes
in agriculture and by making capital accumulation more difficult for
individunal farm operatoers,

Employment Opportunities in Agriculture

The increase in productivity per farmworker has been so rapid
that during the last 40 vears our farm labor force has decreased in
size, while our total agricultural production has kept pace with the
growing population and has continued to supply annually substan-
tial quantities of food and fiber for export (hgs. 14, 16). Almost
continuously since about 1916, each succeeding year’s larger output
of farm products have been produced with fewer farmworkers. Al-
though the number of job opportunities in agriculture has been de-
clining for four decades, rural birthrates have remained far above
rural death rates.

2 Public Lasw 480, enacted in 1934, is an Act “to increase the consumption of
U.5. agricultural commodities in foreign countries * * *" It provides “for the
sale of surplus agricnltural cominedities for foreign currencies” and for fur-
nishing “emergency assistance * * * (o friendly peoples in meeting famine or
other urgent or extraordinary relief requirements * * *" (78},
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Farm Families Have High Birthrates

Throughout the history of the United States, birthrates prevailing
among farm. women have greatly exceeded rural death rates, result-
g in a high rate of nalural incrense in the farm population (table
1L).

While the number of farms was expanding, agriculture was able to
abgorh a considerable number of farm young people who were in
excess of replacement needs,

The “replacement ratio” of rural-farm males—the ratio of the
number of entrants into the 20- to Gi-year age group per 100 de-

Tanne 14 Net reproduction rates, { nited States, selected years

Net repraduction rake, per 1,0001
Population
claszification

LOGE—10 1930-35 l 1935—10 L1217

037 ¢ . L, 085
e nonfarm . .. _. . 1,409 K M H I, 1635
Roral furn. .. .. : 2,022 . e, . GG L, 539

v A net reprodoction rale of LODD ineans that each generation would just repiace
itself, if birth and doath rates of the specified period were to continue indefinitely,
in the absence of net Immigeation. A rate above 1,000 implies o potentiadly
gaining population, and a rate below 1,000, a potentinlly deelining population.

Bratistieal Abstract of the United Stakes (74, 1254).
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partures through death or refirement, assuming no migration during
the decade—indicates how much vocational off-furm migration has
been required because of the high rate of natural increase of farm
families {/2). During the decade of the 1950°s, the veplacement
ratic of rural-farm men for the United States as o whole is 168
entrants in the 20 to 64 year nge group per 100 departures from the
group through death ov retirement. This means that 68 m 1068
{about 40 percent) of the male children of farm families who reach
the age of 20 during the decade must find employment outside agri-
culture, even it the number of job opportunities in farming remaius
constant. For the South, the replacement ratio for rural-farm males
is above 200 and in some Southern States, it is even higher {fig. 17).

REPLACEMENT RATIOS OF RURAL-FARM
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Figure IV

Thus both the secular decline in employment opportunities within
agriculture and (he high rate of natural increase amonyg farm fami-
Ties bave operated to require a continuous net movement ** of farm
residents info otlier puesuils, thus permitting farm people to expe-
rtence rising malerial levels of living.

BAlany individuals chanpge jobs for reasons other than lnek of employment
opportulily or desive to increase their earnings. From the viewpnint of loug-
run adjostments in the nuse of hman and other resources in agriculture, the
relevant fact is the ned change in the sive of the agrienlineal tnbor forec-—the
number of infdivitdiuals who leave the agrienlineal work foree for other employ-
ment minus the number whoe shifi to agricullure from other einployment.




Migration Out of Agriculture

For at least o century, large numbers of persons reared on farms
have continued to change to Tronfarm employment. By the time of
the Civil War, when Jand was less dear and agriculfural expansion
still rapid, substantial numbers of our farm-reared young people
sought a Livelihood clsewhere (29).

Accurate data on mobility are available only for net off-farm mi-
gration since 1920. These data are measures of residential mobility;
they do not reveal the occuputional shifts of farm residents who take
nonfarm jobs but continue to reside on farms. During the decade
of the 1920%, net off-furm migration averaged about G 50.000 persons
per yoar; during the 1930, the annual numbm dmpped to around
380,000, and in the 1940 , annual net oft-farm migration rose to about
950,000 persons. From .'Lpul 1, 1950, through April 1, 1957, net off-
farm migration apparently continued at an annual average of around
875,000 persons per year {40, 9. 9, 48, p. 6). TFigure 18 chows migra-
tion patterns by decades (7ia). I‘ln-me 19 shows the South to be
the region in which high vates of net off-farm migration were most
pte\‘a]ent duving the 1940%.  Considerable off-farm migration oe-
curred also in the Great Plains, the Mountain States, and the cutover
vegion of Wisconsin and Minnesota.

Rural Industrialization and improved Transportation

The traditional trek from farm to city has been modified in recent
decades as o result of developments in industry and transportation.
Industrial empiovment became more accessible to furm residents as
plants were established in towns and villages in predominantly rural
communtties. At the same lime, good voads and dependable auto-
mobiles extended the boundaries of the farm resident’s Inbor market.
Ilenee, it is not wneonunon for rarval vesidents daily to commute as
Far ag -H0 or 50 miles to nonform eriployiment.  An increasing number
of farm people have taken nonfirm jobs but remain on the farm. In
1930, only 14 pereent of the employed persons living on farms were
working at nonfarm jobs. By 1939, this proportion had grown to
10 pctcent (#6). Easicr access to nonfarm jobs has reduced the pres-
sure of population on the land by making it possible for farm people
to “migrate occupationally™ without having to migrate geographi-
ealiy.

A related developrient is the growing number of farmers who
worle at industrial or other nonfarm jobs. “but contmue to farm. Ae-
eording to the Census of Acriculture, between 1920 and 1954 the pro-
poction of farmers who worked off fhe farm 100 davs or more in-
ercased from 11 to 23 percent, while the proportion who worked 200
days or more off the farm increased from 6 to 21 percent {53, 71954,

2. p. 81). (Tlowever, these figures include some farm operators
who worked for wages on other farms.} Desides veducing the pres-
sure of population on farmland. pari-time faeming appears to be
associated adso with Tarm ownership. The availability of farm ten-
ants for off-farm work is limited beeause Inndlords are likely fo dis-
eourage off-farm worl that might interfere with eflicient operation
of the favm.
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Off-Furm Movement of People Continues

The movement of farm people iuto other employment has per-
sisted and will probably continue. Improvements in furm produc-
tion that reduce the number of workers needed in aericulture arve
part of a continuous stream of scientific developments. Similarly,
Tarm families continne Lo have numbors of children thal move than
veplace the parents.

For farm people. the difficudty is thet even while they ave adjust-
ing to past technological innovalions and rural reproductive rates,
Further innovations and continning high reproductive rates mean
additional adjustments in the future. Farm vourhs who come of
working age more than replace the older persons who leave the Tarm
worl toree because of retivement or death, and new improvements in
farm production cause a further shrinkage 1n mumber of job oppor-
tuntties in agrieulfure.

For several deeades. thervefore. agricnlture has had more workers
than would have been nocessary if farmwork had been abowl as re-
muncrative as other employment.

Number of Farmworkers in Relation to Their Tenure Status

The persistence n agricwliuve of more labor than needed affects
the furm-tenure situation in several vespects, compared with what it
would be otherwise. When greater numbers of hired farm Inborers
and shavecroppers seck jobs in o particular farming comnnmity,
many rfarm laborers and croppers must aceept lesa desivable jenure
opportunities than would otherwise he necessary.

Sunilavty, when more persons—tenants, croppers. and form labor-
ers who want to become tepants—try to rent farms in a loealify.
probably many must be satisfied with the Tess atfractive tennre sitna-
{ions. Some hecome shareeroppers or remuin farm Inborers: ofhers
rent the smaller or poorer Tarms: and still others operate ander the
less appropriate 1ypes of renta) arrangements, Finally, some of the
excess number of persons in the farm weork foree are tenants and
owner-operators looking for land with which to enlaroe their Tavm-
ing operalions into anore efficient family-farm units.  The priees
and rvental rates for agricultural Jand are therefore higher than they
would be ofherwise. and the preecess of farm enlarcement is re-
tarded. o these ways, ton many workers tn agriculiure diveetly and
immediately worsen farm-fenure arrangements al all leyels.?

Number of Farmwarkers in Relation to Their Levels of Living
and Accumulation of Capital

This pressare of populalion on land affects the famn-tennure sifun-
fion in other ways also, depressing returns fo human effort in farm-
ing. It tends lo lower levels of Jiving of Tarm familiee. Tt fends
also to muke U more difiendt (o seenmulate the el weorth HeCERTY

FE N . . .
The process throngh witich farm-enure areangemens are iffecing is a

loeat one, The supply of dabur is sroater in sonte arricnlbural greas rhan in
n!h_vrs: and the ebirneteristios of (he agrienliural Iabor foree of nne inenlily
;hn:(;;l_fmm those of another.  Henee, the vesulls differ somewlnl in differont
oeatibios.
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to own and operafe an adeqguately sized, stocked, and equipped farm.

In our society, the necessary reallocations of labor, land, and capi-
tal Lefween agriculture and other emsployments arve brought about
largely by market forces. So long as agriculiure has more labor than
needed, the relurn attribufable to labor in agriculture fends to be
tlopm ssed—whether the return is received as the wage ol a hired
laborer or he labor part of a tenanl’s or owner-operutor’s net farm
income, This results from two considerations: Fivst, o weakened
compefitive position of farmworkers whose return—measured in
physieal units of farm produets—is decreased; and second, & lowering
of the prices of farm products as ¢ gerepate oulput js increased by
the larger labor supply.t onditiong in the various regions and lo-
calities of the T nited States ditfer as fo excess of labor in ngriculture.

The view that monetary rewards to labor in agriculture have been
lower than they would have leen if there had “been no surplus of
agricultmval labor is supporied by the empirical evidence available.
1'115r the long history of off-Farm migration in the United Stales
1 dfself strong presumptive evidence. Second, several compari-
sons of the estimy uvd veal earnings of faemworkers and of industrinl
and other workers tu the 17nited States show that returns to human
elfort in agriculiure have been below returns in other Industries at
all times for which these data ave available (23, pp. 220-222; 17 p.
5 G pp. ds6e-101)0% Thivd. an international eomparison of the
tmoa between agricultural and industrial wages for various ad-
vaneedl countries i selected years before World War IT reveuls that
rural wages were substanti tly Lelow industeinl wages for almost all
the instances studied (67 £4. pp. 226-221). Apparently, the United
States——some of its regions especially-—has not been alone in_expe-
rienctng lower retwens to human elfart in agriculture compared wirh
nnlullrlu'ulllnv {auses inoall instunees have been the relative supply
of labor in agrieulture whicrh resuhs from Bigh birthrates among
farm people, advanees in methods of agricuhural production whiclt
have outrun population growth, and the individual and social costs
and dilliculiies assorinted with the realloention of labor.

Outmigration Takes Capital from Agricuitural Community

The continniny movemem of huan resowrees oul of agriculture
has o fwether indiveer result. The migraton frself withdraws capital
frony the agricultural rommmnity, Withdrawal of eapital oreurs 1n
Two ways as T people Teave the ayodendiural community 2

T liapressed in the formal (erminology of eeonomies, when au indostry, suy
ngrtewliuee, I oversapplied with /& Cactor, say abor, the mechanism of merket
prives tends o depreess the vidoe retnen te Inbor employed in ageiealture: 1)
v deeroasing rhe marginal physical prodnet of ageivulooeal lahor while in-
creasEitge the mavgingl physteat) retarn 1o land, eaehl pespeelively eonpaeed wich
what it would hove heen wt an “enquilibeim” between aociealiure awd wonagzei-
ealtnre: and 2y Ly depressing the price per physiend wigit of the agricubiueal
comueritty produced. demand being price-inelic for mosr favin produets
The Joint resnlt I= thus o reduee the vaiue of the warcgingl prodnet of labor
i swreicultave velative to that o other tses,

“Thoupson, Proelor,  THEL PROBUCTISITY OF THE IIFMAN JGENT [% AGRICCL-
FURE D AX ISTLENATIONAL coneanison, Thesis, PPho T, Universioy of  Olenso.
| Cnpanblizhed. )

“UThis s not e Jmply that e foeome and eaphad pesitions of azrieniture
woold be Dmproved if suel oumrmbgraiion of labee Drom agriceliuee were Lo de-
CLEAEE 1 CPAse,
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DEPENDENTS IN FARM AND
NONFARM AREAS, 1950
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Pigure 20

First, the expenditures for food, clothing, housing, medical care,
recreation, education, and spending money for the farm children and
young people who later migrate to nonfarm employment are a con-

siderable financial drain on their families and on the farm commu-
nity {fie. 20). A relevant study of Tennessee conditions estimated
conservatively that in 1949 the farm family’s cost of rearing each
child to the age of 15 was between $3,000 and $5,000, depending upon
the amount of the family's income.** If public expenditures for
education and other services to children are added to family expendi-
tures on children, the local community’s total real net social cost of
rearing o farm youth is seen to be relatively great. In a real sense,
these expenditures constitute capital investments in young people.
If a farm family must spend money to bring up children who soon
leave the farm community to live and work elsewhere, however, these
expenditures represent money that could not be used either to in-
crease the capital with which the family operates the farm business
or to afford a higher material level of living. When a young person
leaves agriculture, the farm community may be said to have depleted
its capital by transferring to the nonfarm sector capital in the
amount of its share of the net social cost of rearing the individual.
This is why the stream of oft-farm migrants has been referred to as

Y Caleulations made by Erven J. Long and Peter Dorner (33) inciude among
the family's costs an interest charge at 2 percent of expenditures, They do
not include therein the community's costs of such public services as bealth,
recreation, and edvcation provided at taxpayers’ expense; nor do they deduct
therefrom the value of the youth's labor oo the home farm or elsewhere. These
caleculations may be compared with thoge made by 0. E. Baker (4); and James
. Tarver (43, 48).
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agriculture’s “great export” (25). From the viewpoint of the farm
community, farm families carry the costs of rearing more than their
share of the Nation’s children.

Outmigration results in capital being withdvrawn from the farm
community in a second way. Usually when farm-reared young peo-
ple who have left agriculture inherit their share of the parents’ ac-
cumulation of farm capital, they withdraw it from the farm econ-
omy.** When an off-farm migrant leaves his inheritance nvested in
agriculture, the retwrn to his shave of the land and capital usually
goes to the nonfarm community. Therefore, 1t is not available for
current Hving expenses or for accwmuiation of capital in agriculture.

The nonfarm sector of the economy, however, must provide the
new jobs for those who shift from farming to other employment.
This requires capital, But the formation and maintenance of capital
is probably more difficult in the farm sector of the economy than
elsewhere. In agriculture, the individual family is at the same time
the consuming and saving unit and the producing unit. For the
farm family as a producing wnit, the difficulty is that the labor of
1(s own members uses other productive resources provided at least
partly by the family itself. To be able to operate an eflicient farm,
o farm family must have a relatively large net worth. If the family
works a small, unpreductive and poorly equipped farni, the returns
to the labor of 1ts members will be meager. But in the nonfarm see-
tors of the economy, individual families usually do not own the par-
ticular capital goods their members use at their jobs. For the most
part, these capital goods are owned and provided by persons outside
the workers’ families. Compared with farm families, the produc-
tivity of members of individual nonfarm families depends less on
each purticular family’s financial net worth.

Long Duration of Agriculiural Adjustments

For many years now farmers have made the economic adjustments
to high rural birthrates and to redoctions in the agricultural labor
force that result from improvements in metheds of agricultural pro-
duction. The long duration of this adjustment process makes it espe-
cially important for the tenure situation of farm people. Tven cur-
ing the latter half of the 19th century when the agricultural labor
force was still growing, net off-farm migration was necessary, The
high rural birthrates provided more than the additions to the agri-
cultural labor foree needed to support the larger total population.
After 1910 or 1915, when improvemeunts in methods of agricultural
production began to oufrun the growing lotal population, the rate of
oft-farm migration was further increased. Fence, the pressure to
mantain a continuous migration of labor out of agriculture has been
continuous for at leust a centuvy.

The supply of Jabor in agriculture has tended to: (1) Increase
competition for tenuve rights in land and ihevefore to aflect farm

* Bome of the nonland productive respurees used in agriculture nve not spe-
cialized for farming, In the short run, they are transferabie to nonfarm uses.
Otlier nonland productive resources, althouwrh specialized for agriculiure, wenr
out and must be replaced; over time, these regources are transferable to non-
iarm uges. Therefore, reduction in the fodal of farin families” elaims to produc-
tive resources ig likely to result in a net reduction in Ehe stock of vonland capi-
tal used in agriculture.
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tenure arvangements; {2) lower the return to human effort in agri-
eulture and therefore the living levels of owner-operators, tenants,
sharecroppers, and laborers; und (3) increase the difficully of ac-
cumulating the net worlh essential to tenure progress. Off-farm iai-
gration tended also (4) to withdeaw capital from agriculture and
reduce the net worth of farmn families,

This continning process of adjustment largely explains why farm-
tenure problems in general became move acute after the turn of the
century and why they became especially ncute in certain areas. What
is remarkable is that in the country as a whole the faum-tenure situa-
tion has not become even more diflicult. Moreover, o speedy end to
the need for confinuing vocational outmigration of labor from agn-
culture cannot be expected.

UPrs AND DOWNS IN BUSINESS CONDITIONS

Unprediciable cyeles of ups and downs in general business condi-
tions have also intensified furin-tenure difficulties through the years.
During business depressions, (1) off-farm migration of population
is retarded and {2) farm-product prices and farm incomes are Jow-
ered. Duving periods of inflation, (3) farmland prices may advance
to Jevels dangevous for those who borrow heavily to buy farms. Also,
(4) Auctuations in business tend to obscure long-term agricultural
trends. TBach of these mfuences is discussed in turn in the pages
that follow.

Depressions Retard Off-Farm Migration

During periods of industrial and commercial expansion, nonfarm
jobs are available to those who wish to leave agriculture. In such
periods, farm people have continuned o change to nonfarm jobs in
large numbers; and the pressuve of population on the land has not
tucreased. Periods of unemployment and depressed business condhi-
tions result in a backing up of population on the land, because few
nonfarm jobs are available for the farm people who would like to
leave agriculture for other employment.

The influence of general business conditions on the rate of ofi-farm
migration, for example, is conspicuous in data of recent decades.
Duving the fairly prosperous twenties, net off-farm migration con-
tinued at an ennual average of about 63,000 persons per year, During
several years of the depressed thirties, however, the flow of net off-
farm migration was reversed. For the decade as a whole, the annual
average was only around 380,000 persous per vear. For the prosperous
decade of the 1940's and the favorable period from Apnl 1, 1950,
through April 1, 1957, the annual averages of net off-farm migration
were about 950,000 and 875,000 persons per year, respectively (40.
2. 9748, 9. 8).

Periodic increases in the pressure of population on the land resuit-
ing from business unemployment and depression mean jmmediate in-
creases in conpetition between farm people for tenure rights in land
and in the numbers of persons in the lower farm-tenure calegories.
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Depressions Lower Farm Incomes

Several considerations combine to cause farm incomes to fall dur-
ing periods of business depression. Demand for farm preducts tends
to wealken, because city people with reduced incomes cannot afford
to buy as much food or food of as high quality as in prosperous
times. The supply of farm products tends to be maintained, or may
even be increased, because mdividual farm families try {o bolster
their incomes by sustaining outputb and because more labor is avail-
able as a result of the slowing down of off-farm migration, In the
absence of government intervention, farm-product prices therefore
tend to drop greatly during business depressions. At the same fime,
the reduced farm income must be divided among the larger number
of persons in agriculfure,
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Figure 21

Declines in average net income per farm during depressions may
be seen in figure 21. The sensitivity of farm-wage rates to general
husiness conditions is reflected in figure 22.

Business depressions thus lower the levels of living of owner-oper-
ators, tenants, family workers, shavecroppers, and hired Jaborers
alike. Also, during these perinds, farm families find i difficwlf and
sometimes impossible cither to accrmwlate capital for the eventual
purchase of enough lind, livestock, and equipment for an chicient
farm or to pay ofl Touns on mortgaged farms.*?

® & recent Virginia study (27} shows how from 1923 to 1931, the opportunity
for a farm operator to accumulate capitnl varied with chianges in Lusiness con-
ditions.
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FARM WAGE RATES
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FARM REAL ESTATE
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Prosperity May Inflate Farmland Prices

Fluctuations in business conditions alse affect the farm-tenure
situation because of their effects on the price of farmland. During
periods of general prosperity and especially during periods of infla-
tion, the price of farmiand tends to rise; in periods of general de-
pression, it tends to fall.  Debts for the purchase of high-priced
jand contracted while prices for farm products were favorable be-
come burdensome or impossible to earry during periods of depression
when prices of farm products and farm incomes are low,

The general distress and the favm-tenure difficulties in agriculture
during the 1930's resulted partly from a situation of this kind. Many
operators had bought farms at the inflated veal-estate values that
prevailed around 1920, After farm-product prices declined, these
operalors found it difficult to pay off real-cstate Joans contracted
when farmland values and farm-product prices were at record Jevels;
and many were unable even to meet the interest charges on these
loans. The accompanying decline in farmiand velues caused opera-
tors’ equities fo drop sharply or vanish entirely. The decade of the
1930°s therafore witnessed an unprecedented wave of farm foreclos-
ares {fiz. 23). During this period of distress, many owner-operators
had no alternative but to become lenants or hired laborers.

Business Fluctuations Obscure Long-Term Agricultural Trends

The recurrence of fluctuations :n business tends also to obscure
the long-run trends to which ae  ulture is subject and the individual
adjustments farmers need to make. Farm incomes are temporarily
improved during periods of business prosperity and reduced during
periods of general depression. This vavintion makes it more difficult
for farm people to recognize that the average level of farm incomes
aver both good and bad times resulis from the long-term trends to
which agriculture is subject. These {vends have cansed agricultural
incomes {averaged over the business cycle) to have been unfavorable
compared with other employment and lower than they would other-
wise have been.

RECENT IMPROVEMENTS IN THE FARM-TENURE
SITUATION

The deseription of changes in the {ennve status of farmworkers
during the last three-gnacters of & conlury snggests a second question.
What forees caused the demmatic Jmprovement in the farm-tenure
situation that began after 1930, proceeded more wpidly after 1940,
and refurned the tenuve staius of farmworkers to s 1880 level? To
explain this change in the furm-tenuve sitnation. four pheromena
must be considered: (1) The cvolution of & sysiom of publie farm-
credit institutions: (2} the changes in transportation and communi-
cation available to farm peaple: (3) the wactime experience of form
people; and () the long period of general prosperity and full em-
ployment that began in the eavly fortics.
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EMERGENCY MEASURES DURING THE 1930's

In the evitically depressed period of the eacly thivties, farm people.
ke others, asked for and received varions kinds of emergency assist-
ance Trom the Federal Coverament. ‘Fhese were slop-gap activities
desigmed to dead with temporary hardships. Although they operated
for only a few vears, the beneficial effecis of these emeraoney meas-
ures doubtless continued o be felt thronghout the lives of the fami-
lies who were helped (o retain ownership of their farm Jand aud eapi-
tal during the eririeal period of the early thivties.

Tnder the Emergency Farm Mortgnge Aet of 1933, farm mort-
gaees were refinnneed through Federal Tand bank loais supplemenied
by emergey Land Bank Commissiouer loans.  Both were psoally
at lower rates of interest and with longer repayment periods.  Sone-
times. debr veadjustment was involved. Under the aet. the maximum
allowalie dize of land bank Toan was doubled: and loans were made
by the land banks diveetly to farmers who did nol have aceess to
locat Twrim-loan associntions {7, pp. 280-282: 35, pp. I0-21).

The Reseftlement Administraiion, which wag established by Exee-
ative Order in 1933, undertook to vorreet eectain chronie problems
fhat were associated mainly with margina) agrientweal aveas. Tt
bought “submareinal™ land, combined it into management units un-
ter government confrvol. and resettled displaced families on better
land: it attempted the rehubilitation of low-income farmers by ox-
tending them loans and osutright wranis. together with edueational
effort aad technieal supervision: and to a Timired extent, i attempled
to develop “subsistence homesteads --small homes on little plots of
aronnd (7. pp. 324320,

The Farm Seenrity Administvation. whieh was estublighed by
Executive Order in September 1937 to suceeed the Resobtloment Ad-
ministration. emphasized cevtaln types of assistunee: (1) Tehabilita-
tion Toans and grants (o farm owners. tenantz croppers, and farm
laborers who could not olherwise obtain  government-sponsored
evedit: (2) tenant-purehase Joans fo qualiied tenanis. eroppers. and
farm Iaborers at low fnlerest rates and with long repayvment perinds
and variable aimual pavments: (3) experbnental work to devise new
fypes of honsing and new boilding methods that would improve the
quaity and lower the cost of farm housing: and &H) temiporaey
camps to provide minhuum aecommeodations For displaeed and desti-
tute migrant farm Nunilies, Tn 1906, the Farm Sceavity Admings-
tration wns abolizhed by the Farners TTome Administintion et
nder the new ageney only ihe fenant-purchaze and rehabiliation-
loan programs were continued, bnd they eame to be aevopied ag rogn-
ar progmans (7. pp. 262, 482.394).

The emergeney mensores of the depressed thirties donbtless Tielped
to bring about <ame of the moderate lmprovemenis in she Tarm-
terre situatton that ovenrred during the deeade, despite the adverse
ceonomic condiions of the period. Furthermore, experinents made
during this period helped to develop the basie [ramework for
presepf-day Federal cvedit agenetes, Dl fhe CINCPUMTeY INeREH PeS
hat did not become permanent fealures of our public farm-eredir
policy probably bad little Jong-range effect on the farm tonure
sitnation.
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PUBLIC FAR M-CREDIT INSTITUTIONS

In 1916 and 1923, the fivst important sleps were taleen in Lae evolu-
tion of a publicly sponscred favm-credit system  (ther inportant
farm-credit developmentis came during the 1930%s, under the stimulus
of the acute Hnancinl distress experienced by farmers ar that thme.
The Farmers Home Administration and the system sapesvised by
the Farm Credit Administzation becune the bwo cluef {rovernment-
sponsored favin-eredit agencies. Their activities have helped to bring
aboul 1mprovement in the tenure status of furmnvorkers sirce 1430.

The Cooperative Farm-Credit System

During the closing deeades of the 19th century, farmers became
increasingly concerued about the movigage-credit facilities available
to them. Irom the time of settlement, the fast-growing western
farm arens had been short of loan funds. The private farm-morntgage
corporuiions that developed for buying and selling morigmges were
often inadequately capitalized and loosely supervised. Their methods
ol operation lefr much o be desired.  Interest rates were high, loans
were lintited o short periods. and lending practices were seinetimes
questionable. With the rupid rise in land values toward the turn of
the century and rthe scarvcity of good Tand for homestending, more
farmers became concerned over the seaveily and high cost of farm-
mortgnee evedit (7. pp 15-14G}.

The FFederal Tarm Loan dev of 1916 was the Hest important Ted-
ceal intevvention in the farm ervedit situation, This aet authorized
Lotlh a cooperative syvstem of Federal land banlks and national farm
Toan assovintions and 4 system of privately Gnanced joint-siock land
banks. Borh of thest systems were fo be supervised by the newly
created Federal Ifarm Loan Board and both were vequirved to adopt
the amortization plan of repauyment of loans. During the lat» twen-
ties. the inadequacies of ihe private joint stock land banks beeame
appavent, and U3 legislation vequired thenr lguidation. I the
jong view, the stenilicance of the Federal Farm Loan Aet of 1816
wag its establislunent of the Lurmer-owned cooperative sysiem of
regional Federal fand banks and locad furm Joan associations. which
ig now a peenmmaent Teatuwre of faem evedit facilities in the United
Seates (7. pp JH0-1IT 050602

The Intermediate Credits et of 1823 waz the ~econd wajor Fed-
eral legislation on farm eredit. It set up a system of 12 regional
intermediate eredie banks, whicl were assoctated with the 12 Federal
Tand hanks, eapitalized divectly I che Federnl govecnment, and sa-
pervised by the Federnd Ifurm Lonn Bourd.  Tlowever, these inter-
mediate credit banks conld not loan divectiy to farmers. They were
empowered only to make loans o cooperitdve aseociations and to
diseount the eommereial paper sidnnitied by agrienltard eredit cor-
porations, livestock loan companies, and loenl unks. When it devel-
oped that these Jocal ngeneies made velatively little use of the facili-
hies of the Federal injernuedinte eredit banks. the pecformance of the
new system for a time proved to be less helpful to famers than bad
been anbieipaied 7. pp. J85-187).

The final steps in the establishment of o badaneed and integrated
cooperntive eredit system for connpereinl fumily farms were taken
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during the acute financial distress experienced by farmers in the
early thirties. An execulive orvder of March 27, 1933, created the
Farm Credit Administration and the land banks and intermediate
eredit banks wera brought under its supervision. The Farm Credit
Act of 1933 established two new credit groups to operaie under the
supervision of the Farm Credit Administration: (1) A central bank
and 12 regional banks for loans to cooperatives; and (2) a system of
12 regionu! production credit corporations (merged with the Federal
intermediate credit banks January 1, 1957) to organize, supervise,
and finance local production credit associntions, thus providing a
broader outlet for funds from the Federal intermediate credit banks
(7. pp. 280=283: 61. 1955-56. pp. 35-38. 1956-57, pp. 36-39. 1i—47).

Sinee 1933, the cooperative Farm Credit System, supervised by
the Favm Credit Administration. has functioned effectively, not only
in meetlng emergencies nnd providing agrienltural credit in more
normal (imes but alse in introducing desirable procedures and stand-
ards later adopted by other lenders.  lis comprehensive credit pro-
grams for family farmers have tended to benefit the farm-tenure
situation. In recent yenrs, the laws have altowed both land bank and
production credit associntion loans {o part-fime farmers. From 1917
through June 30, 1953, wmore than 1.5 million Federal land bank loans
were mude. The total amount louned exceeded 57 billion. From 1823
through June 30, 1955, the Federal infermediate eredit banks made
loans to and discounts for the following {ypes of institutions in the
amoeunts shown: Production credit associations, $242 billion: other
finaneiny institutions. St bitlion: banks for cooperatives, $2.1 bil-
lion: md cooperalive associntions, 2L.1 billion. From their estab-
tishment 1 1933 throuch June 30, 1938, the banks for coeperatives
Toaned more than $8 billion to varions farmer cooperatives {67, pp.
$6.61.92).%

Although they were not crealed to serve any particular income
zroup of farmers, for the most part, the facilities of the cooperative
system sapervised by the Farm Credit Administration are used by
commercial farmers. Operators who might be classed as “low-
income! farmers use them very little. T.oan policies of the coopera-
five banks and assoeiations arve conservative, both because of legal
vestrictions on their lending practices and because of the necessity
to keep loan losses within the capacily of the system’s earnings {31,
Py bI=44 02, pp JO-16; 637 G4).

The Farmers Home Administration

The Farmers Home Adminisiration serves a somewhat diffevent
income group of farmers than that served by the Farm Credit Ad-
minisiration. The idea of a federally sponsored farm-credit system
especially designed to serve the disadvantaged within agriculiure
first grained prominence during the 1930°s. This system has two dis-
tinguishing featuves: (1) Iis credit programs serve those unable to
obtain eredit from other public or privaie ageneies; and {2) its credit
activities ave accompanied by programs of cducational and technieal
assistance fo individual farmers. The principle of supervised public
credit Tor farmers who ave otherwise unable to obtain credit was

® Data for fiscal 1938 from the files of the Parm Credit Administration.
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first put into effect on o small scale vnder the Resettlement Admin-
istration. Tt was enacted into law on a larger serle under the Banle-
head-Jones FFarm Tenant Aet of 1837, Shortly theveafter, the name
of the organization was changed to the Farm Security Administra-
tion. Since the Favmers Ilome Administration Act of 1940 was
passed, the program has been administered by the Famwers Tome
Administeation (7. pp. 324327, 358-364, 402490,

The oviginal provisions of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act
that are of Jong-range 1importance are the Lwo divect loun programs
for farm ownership and operating credit. In 1946, the Farmers
Home Administration was also empowered to insuve certzin farm-
ownership loans made by private lenders.

Diveef and insured farm-ownership louns ave mwade to enable per-
sons “to acquive, repatr or improve family-sized farms, or to re-
finance indebtedness against undersized or underimproved anits when
loans are being made or insured . . . to enlarge or improve such units.
Loans may also be made or nsured for improvements needed to ad-
just favming operations to changing conditions (2.}, FTitle 1, Nee. 1)
Low interest rates {not morve than § pereent per year) and long
amortization periods {up to 40 yewrs) are provided tor (T4 Litie §,
See. 3).

Real-estate credit and supervisory assislance may be extended to
farm owners, farm tenants, farm laborers, and sharecroppers, if afier
the loan they “will be owner-operators of Tamily-type farms that will
provide adequate mecone to weel hiving and vperating expenses awd
amounts due on their loans.” Persons in two special categories are
also eligible for IFILA rveal-estate credit: disabled veternns and other
owner-operators of “less than fanitiv-type forns" If furm income,
together with income from other sourees (ineluding veterans' pen-
sions}, will provide adequate income to meet Lving and operaiing
expenses and amounts cue on their Joans (62). To be eligible for an
FHA farm-ownership loan, an individual must meet certain other
requirements. Ele must: (1) “Possess the character. ability, industry.
and experience necessary to carry out successfully the proposed farm-
ing operations ¥ * ¥ (2} “he unable to obtain credit sulfeient in
amonnt to finance his actunl needs at vates * * * und {erms prevailing
in or near his community for loans of similar size and character
trom responsible sources:” (3} “have or be able to obtain the oper-
ating capital, incloding fivestock. machinery. and equipment, essen-
tinl for the successful operation of the proposed system of farming;®
{4} “plan to live on and operate the farm;™ (3) “be a citizen of the
United States:™ (6} “possess legal eapacily to eonivaet for the loany”
and {T) be an individual “who obtains, or recenlly ohtained, o sub-
stantial portion of his income from farming operations,” or be “a
veteran with previons farming experience or tralaing {69).7

Operating loans are wade by the Farmers Flome Administeakion
“for the purchase of livestock, seed, feed, fertilizer, farm equipment,
supplies, and other farm needs. the cost of reorganizing the furming
enterprise or changing furming praelices to accomplish more diversi-
fied or more profifable {arming operations, the refinanving of exist-
ing indebtedness, and for {amily subsistence (74 Tétle 20 See. 28).7

Such production eredit and supervisory assisiance may be ex-
tended (1} *“to farmers and stockmen who arve operators of family-
type farms,” and (2 to bona fide farmers of simaller than famnily-
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type units “who have historieally resided on farms and depended on
farm ineeme for their livelihood, * * * if the units are of suflicient
gize to produee income which. together with income from other
sources. meluding pensions In the case of disabled veterans, will en-
able them to meet living wd operaling expenses and the amouuts
due on their Teans (74, Zifle 20 Sees 2). Other eligibility require-
ments for receiving operating loans ave similar to those for farm-
ownership loang, except (e ~the amount of each toun will be lim-
ited io the necds of the applicant and his ability to pay.” normally
not te exceed a total principel indebteduess of S10.000. exeept when
type of proposed farming vpecation or unusual opevating needs ve-
quire an indebtedness in excess of $10000, but under no conditions
to exeeed ®20000 (77).

T addition 1o making operating loans and real estate loans, the
Furmers Iome Administration is empowered to make various kinds
of emergeney, farm-housing. and soil- awd water-conservation loans
(6. 77, 14,7572y, OF the three lnfter, etergeney fonns have draswn
the largest 2u