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ENTRY AND EXIT 'FROMFAR.Mn~JG. 
JNNORTH CAROLINA, 1.978"1,987* 

Summary 

Th.is report provides estimates of th!ll ~uin\1al .nuroP!lIr of .ent;r~nt" •. ;~n!i 
eKits .from· farming for each county in North CarOlina during 1978"'0198 .. 2 ;and 

~:982-19::87 ~ ,AlflO, characterililtics of the !lIntrant,s intof.rming ar.e~Oql~are.d 
to thosewitbcontinuing op!llrationsto learn more ab.P\1·t t.he nat,urthQ.f 'tb.e 

~2~, 7'OD .farmsthat beganop.erating in ,North Carolina iP.etwe,!lIn 197~8and J987,. 

'Ev:en though the annual decrease inthetotalnlln\berof£armfl ;.i.n 

'North Car,olina :pet'ween·198.2 t.O 1987 was 24.4 pe.rcent gr.eater ~han~tw§\e.n 
197.8anO .19.82., ,the annual nwnb!llr ,of exits trQlll fARling w.il.sgr,eater ,~'!-+i.Q9 

the earlier period. Thus, more of the farms goingol,lt ,otb"'flin!ll.es 1.0:19:16 ... 

19'82,werer.eplacedby new .eotr.ants than .between 1982 and 19:87·.~bis ,~~~ 
:"', ":Oests ~:hat :)mOI:8 ·eo.nsoiidatio.n" of farmin.9 oper;ati.Q.ns o.cc\J.~:J!ed .:b.tw~.en· ."l'9!S2 

"and'1987 than in the earlier period. 

'\Between 1'978 and 1982, th!ll number o'f 'new faJ;lming. ~p!llr.ati.pn .• ·w'a~ 

$lufficientto .result .in a net increase in the,tota..l 'll);lnlba.rQtfatJn.~ ,~n 

t';"enty-foureounties in North Carolina. -However ,fpr .1982-1987;aJ,~ 
counties iilthestatehad .a dec;rease in totall'l:I,unberof .farqlS.,alile~J;t~ 

exceeded entrants. Variation in ·thepattern:o,t .. eha·nge in,fa~n"'mPeri' 
among counties foreae.h 1.periodls, ',.cOns:li.lilte'nt ,with .the diversity 9f North 

Carolina' s agriculture and rur.ale.c.onomy.Contpar,lsonso:f :mor!ll.re.ce.nt 
,'0: !"Changes withethes,e :histprical .pat·terns wil.l,b,!lI ,PQs!5Il-b.leas 'soQn,a."d:a\t~ 

from the 19\9:2 iCensusofJ\grieulture .be.cQmeaVcai.labl.e. 
The 2'1,700 farms.that began operating in :NG.lit.hq~ro;l:1-l'la b!ll~waen l,97.8 

'and 19,87 represent.alittle .overone-third .of thetot.alt,a~s :inN(n:t~h 
Carolina asreport.edby ·the 1987 C!lIl'lSUS ofA9ricultur:.a.Approx!.J1Ia~el:,y .~O 

percent of (tne .. 'new ,!lIntrants .li.sted f.armin9:asthe,i.rprin.c.1.p.a"lpc.q~~,a~~Q.n 
and .reported ,$ales of farm products of $10,000 'ormo.re per year •. :~argliilr 

shares o.fnewentrant.swithsales .above $10, OOO.were cla:S.,st.fie.d(a.s··t,en:~nt!51 

* . The author a.cknowledgel;lth!ll'exce.l.lent .assistance of .Johnt;ogl.e, ·W'ho 
assembled the basic :data.set and developed :the·spr.!lIadshe.etapplipatJ(l)p~ 
requ'irea 'for 'the comp,utat.ions. Also, special thanks are ;extended 'to :j)r. 
'Steve Lilley in the Dep.artment of Sociology .and-Anthrl;)pplogy :,.,tNpr;t·h 
Carolina state Univers,ity ,who provided acees:s ',to.aCD.,;:aoMYe.r!iJion .o'ft:he 
Census information that greatly facilitated the analysis. "Bditorialsug"" 
gestions and comments by G. Benson, D. Hoag and. ,c. Mooreaboute'ariier 
versions of the manuscript ar!ll appreCiated. 
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than was the case for farms that had operated for longer periods. Never­
theless, over 75 percent of the new farms reported owning some or all of 
their land. Around 60 percent of the new operators were on farms with less 
th21n 50 acres. New farms were involved in all kinds of agricultural 
enterprises consistent with the diversity of North Caroli04's rural 
economy. The proportion of new farms that were livestock oriented or 

, producing horticultural specialities was a lit.tle greater in 1982-1987 " 
thiln in tl1e earlier period, but almost half of all new farms obtained mOst 
of)their income fr~ cash grain or otl1er field crops, especially tobacco. 

The large number of new farms indicated substantial opportunities 
for new entrEtpreneurs, replacing those retir1.ng or leavinq farming for 
other reasons. New operators may be potential Clients for economic and 
technical information required for successful management of agricultural 
enterprises. 

Introduction 

A continuing decrease in the total number of farms in North Carolin~ 
and throughout the united states has been occurring for,many years. These 
changes have occurred as part of the adjustment process associated with a 
steady stream of new agricultural technology that has increased produc~ 
tivity and reduced costs of production. Consolidation of farming opera-

'tionshas resulted in each farmer, on average, managing an increasing, 
number of acres and/or more animal units. Simultaneously"an increased 
quantity of marketing services th~t transform agricultural products into 
higher valued products desired by consumers has resulted in an expanding 
agribusiness'sector. Also, there has been a continuing increase in nonfiilrm 
economic activities providing valuable inputs and services like feed, 
fertilizer and financial services purchased by farmers. Farm families also 
have been earning increasing amounts of money from off-farm employment 
opportunities to supplement farm income. 

COmparing changes in the number of farms over time can be ,a little 
misleading ,and confusing because there have been nine changes since 1850 
in the definition of what constitutes a farm for purposes of the Census of 
Agriculture. The latest definition, used since 1974, considers a farm ~o 
be any place from which $1,000 or more of agricultural products are 
produced or so~d (or normally woul'd have been sold) during the survey 
year., The current definition, unlike some of the earlier definitions, does 

,not ~nvolve any minimum physical size or acreage requirement. 
In North Carolina, the total number of ,farms deClined from 

approximately 82,000 in 1978 to 59,000 in 198,7 (perrin and Sappie). The 
decline in farm numbers in North caroiina averaged about 2,250 per YEu~r 



3 
;' 

between 1978 and 1982, and accelerated to about 2,.8o,o,~r YeaJ:' for tbe 
1982 to 1987 peJ:'iod. The loss in the numbeJ:' of farms per yeax in NOJ:'th 

Carolina between 1978 and 1982 occurred at approximately the same rate as 
during 1974 and 1978, whe.n total farm numbers declined from 91,0,0,0, to 
82,00,0,. 

A mOJ:'e current estimate of total farm nUnWeJ:'s wUl be available to 
analyze chang.es since 1987 as soon as data from the 1992 Cen$US of 
Agriculture are available. The N.C. Department of· Agriculture eatimat.es 

that farm numbers decreased an additional 14.3!i between 1987 and 1991, 

with no furth.er decline between 1991 and 1992 (1990, and 1992 N.C. "9ri ... 
cultuJ:'al statistics).l 

A~thC?~g.h the total number of fa1'Ul$ haS decJ:'eased substantially over· 

. time for the United States as well as foJ:' NOJ:'tb CaJ:'olina,. changes J..n ~be 
total numbeJ:' of farms do not J:'eveal all of the significant aspect.s. of ",bat 

bas occurred. For example, t.be total numbe.r of farms actually increased in 
twelve s.tates between 1982 and 1987 (Gde. and HendeJ:'son). Seven of these 
twelve states were in tbe Pacific OJ:' We.stern regions of t.he United, S.tate$:. 

Texali! and F 10J:' ida were tbe only two states in the South that had an 

increase in number of farms between 1982 and 1987. Increases in faJ:'m 
numbers also occurred in. Maine, New Jersey, and Nebraska. Decreases. in the 

number of fa1'UlS in 38 states., however, mOJ:'e than offset the incJ:'e·ase in· 
farm numbers for the above set of 12 atates. 

Gale and. HendeJ:'son also reported that approximately 75,0,0,0, new 

farming operations in the United States weJ:'e initi.ated each. ye.ar between 
. , 

1982 and 1987 •. Many of the new farms likely replaced eome of the Qver 
10,6,0,0,0, farms that. ceased operations each YeaJ:' during the same. pexiod. 

Gale and Henderson's estimated annual rates of entJ:'y and exit into faJ:'ming 

,are ba$ed on combining information from the Census of Agriculture 
regarding changes in total number of farms and the the number of years 
respondents reported operating any part o.f their current faJ:'m. Ac:col"ding, 

to their estimating procedures, anyone who changed location of farming. 
operations was considered an e.ntJ:'ant as well as an exit. Therefore, their 
estimated entry and exit rates overstate, to a degree, rates at which 

operators initiated and terminated farming operations. Similarly, a change 

in ownership of an existing farm that maintained continuous operatione 

would be considered an exit as wel'l as an entry. Thus, the entry. and exit 

lAnnual estimates for North Carolina for intracensural yeareare 
prepared by the N. C. Department of Agriculture based on: sample surveys. 
D.ifferences· in the total number of farme based on sample surveys and tho.se .. 
identified through Census data have existed in the past, even though both 
use the same definition of what constitutes a farm. 
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rates include changes in the number and composition of farming operations 
as well as in the ,number initiating and terminating entirely separate 
f~rming operations. 

The purpose of this study is to present and analyze estimated rates 
of entry and exit from farming for each county in North Carolina between' 
1978 and 1982 as well as between 1982 and 1987. Entry and exit rates 
provide useful information about the changing structure of agricultural 
production. Entry and exit estimates are based on Census of Agriculture 
data using procedures similar to those used by Gale and Henderson to 
qa1culate entry and exit rates for· each state. The procedu~es used to 
compute entry and exit rates are described in the following section of 

,.,. ·\; .... this report. Annual estimates of entry and exit for North Carolina 
counties for each of the two periods are presented after theseetion 
describing the procedures. Sim!.larities and contrasts in entry and 'exit 

, 'i'rates from farming between 1978-1982 and 1982-1987 and among geographical 
.: areas of North Carolina, are noted. A subsequent section compares 
::ch~racteristics of entrants with those who had been farming for longer 

" periods of time. A final section of the report contains some conclusions, 
and implications • 

. , 'COmparil)g changes in entry and exit from farming in North Carolina 
,between 1978 and 1987 is especially relevant, because of substantial 
differences in real income trends of farm families that occurred during 
these years. B.etween 1978 and 1982 total farm income (in 1982-84d~llars) 
gsnerally declined, continuing a trend that began in 1973 (Table 1 and 
Figure 1'). Most of the decline in income of farmers during this period 

, . 

resulted from decreases in farm income, although off-farm income also 
decreased slightly. Between 1982 and 1987, real net farm income as well as 
off-farm income in North Carolina generally increased. Net farm income 
reached. a very low level in 1983 but has been substantially higher since 

"then. Real off-fa,.rmincome for 1985-1987 averaged 15~3 percent higher than 
for 1982-1984. The general increase in ·farm income during the latter 
period and the continuing decrease in total number of farms produced 
dramatic increases in average real income per faJ;'m (Figure 2). In 1987, 
average income per farm (in 1982-1984 dollars) was at almost the same 
;level as in 1973 before agricultural incomes began declining. 2 

2caution must be exercised in interpreting changes in net farm income 
and average income per farm, however, because the value of farm marketings 
and total costs of production are not adjusted to account for changes over 
time in production arrangements such as vertical integrati9n or production 
contracts. For example" the total net value of poultry a,nd livestock pro,.. 
duction ia included as part of net farm income even if producers are paid 
on a contractual basia instead of receiving the total value of live 
animals and paying all costs of production. 



Table 1. Incbme sources for North Carolina farms, 1970-1990.a 

Nominal dbila:ts 

Off farm Net farm Off-farm Net farm 
Year ihcbIile income irtcbme income Total 

-~------- (million $) --------~ ----~----~ (million $) --~-------
1970 567 57? 1,144 1,461 1,487 2,948 
1971 598 549 1,147 1,411 1;356 2;833 
1972 648 696 1,344 1;550 I j 665 3,215 
1973 132 1,133 1,865 1;649 2,552 4,201 
1974 SOl 1;04:2 1,843 i;624 2;114 3,138 
1975 690 997 1,681 1;283 1;853 3,136 
1976 774 1,oi9 1;793 1,360 1,791 3,151 
1977 161 120 1,481 1,255 1,188 2,443 
1978 869 1,033 1,902 1,333 1,584 2,911 
1979 994 622 1,616 1,369 857 2,226 
1980 1,019 516 1;635 1,237 626 1,863 
1981 1,051 1,008 2,059 1,i56 1,109 2,265 
1982 1,028 927 1,955 1,065 961 2,026 
1983 1,045 472 1,517 1,049 474 1,523 
1984 1,099 1,315 2;414- 1;058 .• 1,266 2,324 
1985 1;424 988 2;412 1,323 918 2,241 
1986 1,381 1,048 2,435 1,266 956 2,22:2 
1987 1;409 1,434 2,843 1;240 1,262 2,502 
1988 1,407 1,636 3,043 1,189 1,383 2,512 
1989 1,411 1,810 3,221 1;138 1,460 2,598 
1990 1,649 1,968 3,617 1,262 1,506 2,768 

Average 
income 

per.farm . 
in: 1982-1984 

dbllarsc 

(thousand $) 

26.0 
26.3 
31.5 
43.5 
41.1 
35.3 
36.4 
29.0 
35.6 
27.9 
24.0 
30.1 
27.8 
22.0 
34.5 
34.'1 
36.0 
42.4 
44.9 
47.4 
53.0 

aSoureesof Data:1970-1984data frornR. K. Perrin and G. J? Sappie, North Carolina Farm Income 
and Production. 1950-1989, EIR No. 83, Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, N. C. state 
University, November 1990. 1985-1990 data from 1989 and 1990 .issues of Farm lric.ome Indicators. 

bCPI values used forc.Hculatiorts obtained from 1991 statistical Abstract. 

cPrevious columrtdivided by total number of farms. Number of farms interpolated l.ineariy between 
values reportee! in 1969, .1914, 1978, 1982 ~ 1987, census of Aqr.iculttire, Perrin and Sappie (1990) 
and percentage ehanges from 1987 reported in 1990 and ~ !L.. C. AgriculturalStatietics. 
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Estimated entry and exit rates between 1978 and 1987 will provide a 
base for analyzing how changes during the late 1980s and early 1990s 
compare to those of earlier periods when 1992 Census of Agriculture data 
become available. As noted above, annual entry and exit rates for various 
geographical areas of the state indicate the extent of turnover in farming 
operations that are not obvious when considering only changes in the total 
number of farms. Entry rates into farming may be especially useful in 
identifying the locations of potential clients for economic and technical 
information required for successful management of agricultural enter­
prises. Comparing the rate of entry to exit also provides information 
about the relative stability in the number and size of farming operations 
in a given area. The extent to which operators leaving agricultural 
production are not replaced by new entrants indicates that resources have 
been consolidated into other farms or removed from agricultural 
production. 

Methodology 

The estimates presented in this paper are calculated from Census of 
Agriculture data for the years 1978, 1982 and 1987. As noted above, two 
kinds of information from the Census were used to estimate the number of 
entries into and exits out of farming for each county in North Carolina. 
The average number of entrants per year for each county was based on the 
number of farmers who reported that they had not operated any part of 
their farm prior to the previous ~ensus. Exits from farming were estimated 
by subtracting the number of farms in the latest census from the combined 
total of new entrants and number of farms reported in the previous census. 
This procedure excludes any farm that started operating after one census 
but did not survive until the next census. To some extent this omission 
would offset some of the overestimation of entrance and exit rates attrib­
uted to farmers changing locations that was noted earlier. 

Two kinds of data adjustments were required before making the above 

calculations. The first adjustment was necessary because of the less than 
100 percent response rate to the question about what year farmers began 
operations. It was assumed that nonrespondents to this question would have 
answered similarly to respondents. For example, in 1982, 21,041 out of the 
72,792 total number of farm operat'ors did not respond to the question 
about the number of years they had operated their current farm. There were 

8,580 operators in North Carolina who indicated they had 0 to 4 years of 
experience operating their farms. Consequently, the total estimated 
entrants between 1978 and 1982 was calculated by adding. a fraction of the 
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nontespondents based on the pro.portion of new entrants among those who 
responded to the qUestion as follows: 

8,~80 + 21,041 * 8,580 I (72,792 - 21,041) = 12,084 

The total number of exits from farming in North Carolina between 
1918 and 1982 wa$·then calculated as follows: 

{Ef;timated {Bstimated 
{Total number nUmber of total number number of exits 

of farms, 1978} + new entrants} - of farms, 1982} = from farming} 

81,706 + 12,084 72,792 = 20,998 

The average number of exits per year between 1978 and 1982 was therefore 
estimated to be 20,998/4 • 5,250. 

A second adjustment was necessary for the 1982-1987 data because 
responses to the question about the number of years of farming experience 
at a given location were reported by 0-4 and 5-9 year intervals. Conse­
quently, it was assumed that after adjusting for nonrespondents, one~fifth 
of the operators with 5-9 years on the present farm began farming in 198.3. 
That number was added to the estimated entrants with 0-4 years o·f 
experience to estimate the total number of new entrants between 1982 and 
1987. 

The same procedures were applied to data for each county in the 
state. Some of the totals of county data reported in the tables in the 
following sections differ slightly from the above numbers because of 
rounding involved in the adjustment procedures applied to the county data. 
To facilitate comparisons among major subareas of the state, individual 
county statistics are listed alphabetically within crop-reporting regions 
of the state. 

Statewide data presented in Tables 4 and 9 were corrected ·for non­
response rates and years of experience in the same manner as described 
above. 

ChanQes During 1978~ 1982 

Between 1978 and 1982 the a~erage nurnberof exits from farming. per 
year in North Carolina exceeded the number of new entrants byapprox.i­
mately 74 percent (Table 2). During this period, the number of exits from 
farming averaged a little more than 100 per week. On the other hand, the 
estimated nUmber of new farms averaged 3,021 per year during this period, 
or about 58 per week. Thus, the ratio of entrants to exits averaged .5.8 
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Table 2. Estimated annual entry and exit of farms in North Carolina for 
1978-1982. 

No. of No. of Ratio of Percenta 
Region entrants exits entry to 
and county per year per year exit Entrants Exits Change 

Central Coastal 
Beaufort 33 91 0.37 14 39 -25 
Carteret L,:~ 14 0.64 21 33 -12 
Craven 30 65 0.47 19 41 -22 
Greene 25 56 0.45 14 31 -17 
Hyde 8 14 0.59 16 28 -12 
Johnston 76 210 0.36 12 33 -21 
Jones 14 40 0.34 15 44 -29 
Lenoir 38 83 0.46 16 37 -20 
Pamlico 6 16 0.41 16 41 -25 
Pitt 42 110 0.39 14 36 -23 
Wayne 51 128 0.40 14 34 -20 
Wilson 30 82 0.36 12 32 -20 

Total 362 909 0.40 14 35 -21 

North Coastal 
" Bertie 40 96 0.41 19 4.6 -27 

Camden 4 13 0.32 11 ~5 -24 
Chowan 13 26 0.49 18 36 -18 
Currituck 5 6b 0.82 14 17 - 3 
Dare 1 0 NAc 73 0 73 
Edgec~mbe 22 58 0.39 13 34 -21 
Gates 6 32 0.20 7 38 -31 
Halifax 24 64 0.38 15 40 -25 
Hertford 16 38 0.42 '16 39 -23 
Martin 28 64' 0.43 14 32 -18 
Nash 53 107 0.50 19 39 -20 
Northampton 21 59 0.35 14 40 -26 
Pasquotank 12 21 0.56 18 31 -13 
Perquimans 7 21 0.36 8 23 -15 
Tyrrell 10 18 0.55 26 46 -20 
Washington 14 24 0.60 15 26 -11 

Total 276 647 0.43 15 36 -21 

South Coastal 
Bladen 41 130 0.32 15 47 -32 
Brunswick 15 64 0.23 11 45 -34 
columbus 70 189 0.37 15 39 -24 
Cumberland 37 71 0.52 21 40 -19 
Duplin 73 170 0.43 14 33 -19 
Harnett 46 101 0.46 15 32 -17 
Hoke 13 29 0.44 22 48 -26 
New Hanover 4 5 0.84 20 25 - 5 
Onslow 26 66 0.39 16 40 -24 
Pender 24 59 0.41 17 41 -24 
Robeson 93 190 0.49 17 ·36 -19 
Sampson 72 196 0.37 14 38 -24 
Scotland 4 12 0.35 10 30 -20 

Total 518 1282 0.40 15 38 -23 

North Mountain 
Alleghany 22 29 0.74 15 20 -5 
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'rable 2 (continued) 

No. of No. of Ratio of Percenta 
Region entrants exits entry to 
and county per year per year exit Entrants Exits Change 

Ashe 54 57 0.96 14 15 - 1 
A'tery 12 17 0.74 15 20 - 5 
Caldwell 1$ 9 1.66 13 8 5 
Surry 65 124 0.53 15 29 -14 
watauga 45 43 1.06 21 20 1 
Wilkes 48 52 0.92 14 16 - 2 
Yadkin 51 89 0.57 15 26 -11 

Total 312 420 0.74 15 21 - 6 

west Mountait1 
Buncombe 70 30 2.31 19 8 11 
Burke 20 19 1.01 20 19 1 
Cherokee 15 7 2.22 20 9 11 
Clay 9 8 1.17 16 15 1 
Graham 1 8 0.85 14 16 - 2 
Haywood 53 38 1.40 21 15 6 
Henderson 26 36 0.73 17 23 - 6 
Jackson 11 7b 1.73 17 11 6 
McDowell 13 0 NAc 22 0 27 
Macon 18 5 3.,38 18 5 13 
Madison 75 87 0.87 20 23 - 3 
Mitchell IS 9, 1.95 17 8 9 
Polk 11 7 1.68 22 14 . 8 
Rutherford 22 23 0.97 14 15 - 1 
Swain 5· 2 2.07 24 10 14 
Transylvania 8 4 2.30 17 8 9 . ' 

Yancey 51 43· 1.17 24 20 4 
Total 432 333 1.30 19 IS 4 

Central PiediDot1t 
Alexander 23 18 1.27 14 11 3 
Catawba 27 18 1.49 17 11 6 
Chatham 40 56 0.72 15 21 - 6 
Davidson 39 52 0.74 13 17 - 4 
Davie 26 22 1.21 16 13 3 
Iredell 49 59 0.83 15 18 - 3 
Lee 16 28 0.58 13 23 "'10 
Randolph 68 76 0.89 18 20 - 2 
Rowan 36 20 1.78 16 9 7 
Wake 59 106 0.55 17 31 -14 

Total 383 455 0.84 15 18 - 3 

North Piedmont 
Alamance 38 48 0.79 15 19 - 4 
Caswell 37 65 0.58 16 28 -'12 
Durham 13 24 0.52 16 29 ... 13 
Forsyth 42 51 0.82 18 22 - 4 
Franklin 35 87 0.41 14 . 35 -21 
Granville 44 81 0.54 16 29 -13 
Guilford 59 81 0.72 17 23 - 6 
Orange 22 13 1.67 15 9 6 
Person 30 74 0.41 14 35 -21 
Rockingham 52 109 0.48 15 31 -16 



Tab~e 2 (continued) 

Region 
and county 

No. of 
entrants 
per year 

Stokes 81 
Vance 23 
Warren 15 

Total 491 

South Piedmont 
Anson 17 
Cabarrus 22 
c~eveland 33 
Gaston 12 
Lincoln 23 
Mecklenburg 13 
Montgomery 11 
Moore 29 
Richmond 6 
Stanly 28 
Union 51 

Total 246 

Horth 
carolinad 3,019 

No. of 
exits 

per year 

122 
62 

45 
862 

29 
13 
34 
19 
25 
10 
19 
53 
19 
35 
89 

346 

5,254 

12 

Ratio of Percenta 
entry to 

e~it " Entrants E~its Change 

0.66 
0.37 
0.33 
0.57 

0.60 
1.68 
0.98 
0.62 
0.91 
1.25 
0.57 
0.55 
0.29 
0.81 
0.58 
0.71 

0.58 

20 
16 
11 
16 

17 
16 
14 
12 
16 
12 
15 
13 

8 
16 
15 
14 

16 

30 
43 
34 
28 

28 
9 

15 
19 
18 

9 
25 
23 
25 
20 
27 
20 

27 

-10 
-27 
-23 
-12 

-11 
7 

" 1 
- 7 
- 2 

~ 
-10 
-11 
-17 
- 4 
-12 
- 6 

-11 

apercentages were calculated using the total number of entrants and 
total exits for the entire period relative to the average number of farms 
for each census period. 

bEstimated entrants were les~ than the increase in total number of 
farms and consequently estimated exits were set to zero. 

cNA = Not Applicable. 

dRegional and state totals may vary because of rounding. 

over the four-year period, indicating that approximately 6 of every 10 
farmers who went out of business were replaced by new operators. 

The number of exits exceeded the number of entrants in 76 of the 100 
counties in North Carolina and in all regions except the West Mountain 
area. Thirteen of the 17 counties in the latter region had a net increase 
in the number of farms between 1978 and 1982. Many of the other eleven . 
counties for which the number of entrants into farming exceeded exits were 
located in the Northern Mountain and Central Piedmont areas. Cabarrus, 
Mecklenburg, Orange", and Dare were the only counties outside one of the 
two Mountain and Central Piedmont areas of the state that had a net 
increase-in number of farms between 1978 and 1982. 
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The greatest number of exits from farming relative to entrants 
occurred in the Eastern part of the state. The nUfRber of exits for all 
three of the Coastal Plain areas of North Carolina were approximately 
2 1/2 titnes greater than the number of entrants. 3 These three areas had 
decreases in total number of farms of over 20 percent between 1978 and 
1982. 

The largest percentage decline in total nUfRber of farms between 1978 
and 1982 occurred in Brunswick County with a 34 percent decline. The 
county with the greatest number of exits from farming during this period, 
however, was Johnston county, which averaged 210 per year. A little more 
than one-third of these farms appeared to have been repJ.aced by new 
farming operations, as suggested by a ratio of entry to exits of .36. 
Eight counties had even lower entry-to-exit ratios than Johnston county. 
Gates and Brunswick counties had th$ lowest ratios of entrants to exits in 
the state, with .20 and .23, respectively. The latter values indicated 
these counties had appJ;'oximately only one new farm for every five that 
ceased operations between 1978 and 1982. 

The. relatively larger decrease in number of exits relative to 
entrants during this period likely reflects the continuing response to 
income changes and other force", leading to a smaller nUfRber of larger 
sized farming operations. In some of the western parts of the state, 
ho.wever, there were more new entrants than exits during this period, 
indicating that factors affecting changes in farm numbers did not operate 
uniformly across the state. 

Changes During 1982-1987 

The average number of exits per year from farming between 1982 and 
1987 in North Carolina was substantially lower than between 1978 and 
1982. The rate of entry into farming between 1982 and 1987, however, 
decreased even more rapidly, thereby resulting in the larger annual 
decline in the total number of farms noted earlier. The average number of 
exits from farming in North Carolina between 1982 and 1987 averaged 4,.618 
per year, or about 89 per week, Table 3. This was approximately 11 per~·ent 
less than what occurred during the late 1910s and early 1980s. On the 

3percent changes in Tables 2 and 3 were calculated using the mean 
value of the total number of farms for the period being compared as a base 
reflecting an average rate of change over the entire period. For example, 
the percent change in farms for North Carolina between 1978 and 1982 was 
calculated as follows: 

(72,192 - 81,706) / «72,792 + 81,706)/2) x 100 = -12 
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Table 3. Estimated annual entry and exit of farms in North Carolina for 
1982-1987. 

No. of No. of Ratio of Percenta 
Region entrants exits entry to 
and county per year per year exit Entrants Exits Change 

Central Coastal 
Beaufort 23 60 0.38 16 42 -26 
Carteret 3 11 0.29 11 39 -28 
Craven 11 42 0.26 11 43 -32 
Greene 14 46 0.3Q 12 39 -27 
Hyde 6 11 0.52 17 31 -14 
Johnston 52 160 0.32 13 40 -27 
Jones 10 24 0.44 18 43 -25 
Lenoir 24 58 0.41 16 39 -23 
Pamlico 2 12 0.15 9 54 -45 
Pitt 27 90 0.30 15 49 -34 
Wayne 36 91 0.40 15 38 -23 
Wilson 26 75 0.35 17 48 -31 

Total 234 680 0.34 14 42 -28 

Horth Coastal 
Bertie 23 55 0.42 18 43 -25 
Camden 5 11 0.48 22 47 -25 
Chowan 7 15 0.46 15 31 -16 
Currituck 4 11 0.34b 16 44 -28 

. Dare 0 0 NA 0 0 NAb 
Edgecombe 16 49 0.32 15 46 -31 
Gates 9 15 0.59 17 28 -11 
Halifax 13 40 0.32 13 40 -27 
Hertford 8 23 0.33 13 37 -24 
Martin 21 48 0.43 16 36 -20 
Nash 26 87 0.30 15 52 -37 
Northampton 18 30 0.59 19 31 -12 
Pasquotank 6 11 0.50 13 23 -10 
Perquimans 10 24 0.41 16 39 -23 
Tyrrell 4, 8 0.50 15 31 -16 
Washington 11 26 0.41 18 42 -24 

Total 181 453 0.39 16 40 -24 

South Coastal 
Bladen 21 61 0.35 13 37 -24 
Brunswick 11 43 0.25 14 55 -41 
Columbus 43 114 0.38 14 38 -24 
Cumberland 20 44 0.46 17 38 -21 
Duplin 55 120 0.46 16 35 -19 
Harnett 32 90 0.36 16 44 -28 
Hoke 9 12 0.74 22 30 - 8 
New Hanover 3 6., 0.48 21 41 -20 
Onslow 18 46 0.39 18 45 -27 
Pender 13 37 0.35 14 41 -27 
Robesori 65 158 0.41 19 46 -27 
Sampson 61 129 0.47 19 39 -20 
Scotland 6 10 0.61 23 38 -15 

Total 357 870 0.41 17 40 -23 

Horth Mountain 
Alleghany 15 26 0.58 14 24 -10 
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Table, 3.' (continued) 

, No. of No. of Ratio of ~ercenta 
Region entrants exits entry to 
and county per year per year exl.t Entrants Exits Change 

. Ashe 26 90 0.29 10 34 -24 
Avery 7 9 0.77 12 16 - 4 

'. Caldwell 12 30 0.39 . 1$ 36 -21 
, Surry 43 101 0.43 15 35 -20 
'. watauga 24 51 0.46 15 31 -16 
Wil~es 37 62 0.59 15 25 -10 

, Yadkin 29 80 0.36 12 34 ' -22 
Total 193 449 0.43 13 31 -18 

w.st Mountain 
Buncombe 41 ' , 106 0.38 15 39 -24 

. Burke 11 20 '0.56 14 26 -12 
, Cherokee 8 19 0.42 14 32 -18 
Clay '7 15 p.46 17 37 -20 
Graham 4 14 0.26 12 41 '-29 
Haywood 25 51 0.49 13 26 -13 
Henderson 19 22 0.86 16. 18 - 2 

, Jackson 9 18 0.54 18 35 -17 
McDowell, 7 16 0.47 14 32 -18 
Macon 8 30 0.27 11 40 -29 
Madison 41 77 0.54 15 28 -13 
,Mitchell 9 30 0.30 11 37 -26 
~olk 6 10 0.62 15 25 -10 
Rutherford 13 35 0.37 12 31 -19 
Swain 2 4 0.54 12 24 -12 
Transylvania 8 10 0.84 20 25 - 5 

'Yancey 24 52 0.47 15 33 -18 
Total 242 529, ' 0.46 14 31 -17 

Central Piedmont 
Alexander 16 29 0.55 13 23 -10 
Catawba 14 34 0.40 11 28 -17 
Chatham 28 41 0.67 14 21 - 7 
Davidson 25 59 0.42 11 26 -15 
Davie 22 34 0.66 17 ' 26 - 9 
Iredell 35' 55 0.64 14 22 - 8 
Lee 14 36 0.38 18 45 -27 
Randolph 41 76 0.53 14 26 -12 
Rowan 21 47 0.44 12 26 -14 
Wake 34 92 0.37 15 40 -25 
Total 250 503 0.49 14 27 -13 

Horth Piedmont 
Alamance 26 57 0.47 15 32 -17 
Caswell 22 55 0.41 14 35~ -21 
Durhcun 10 24 0.:40 19 45 -26 

'Forsyth 20 ,52 0.39 12 32 -20 
Franklin 20 62 O.3~ 13 40 -27 
Granville 34 73 0.47 18 39 -21 
Guilford 32 74 ,0.43 13 30 -17 
,Orange, 16 ,,32 0.52 15 29 -15 
Person 17 56 0.30 13 43 -30 
Rockingham 36 82 0.44 14 35 -20 
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Table 3. (continued;) 

'No. of No. of Ratio ;of Perc.enta 
Region entrants exits entry to 
and county per year per year exit Entrants Exits Change 

Stokes 40 123 0.33 15 45 -30 
Vance 11 41 0.27 13 48 -35 
Wa'rren 10 37 0.27 12 46 -34 

Total 294 768 0.38 14 37 -23 

Sout;hPiediaont 
AnSon 11 25 0.42 li6 35 -19 
Cabarrus 14 32 0.43 13 30 -17 
Cleveland .25 46 ·0.'55 14 26 -12 
Gaston .10 20 0.4.9 14 2,8 -14 
Lincoln 12 ,28 0.43 12 27 -1'5 
'Mecklenburg 11 28 0.41 .14 36 ~22 
Montgomer~ 7 16 0.41 .13 30 -.17 
Moore :21 42 :0.51 13 26 -.1:3 
'Ri:chmond 7 19 0.38 1,4 39 ...;'2'5 
stanly 17 40 0.42 14 32 -18 

.. Union 33 68 0.48 14 29 -15 
···!J.'otal 168 364 0.46 .14 30 -,16 

H.orth 
Caroliiilac 1,,919 4,,'61'5 '0,.41 1'5 35 -20 

apercentages,werecalculated using the total number of entrants and 
total exits for the 'entire .periodrelativeto 'the 'averagenumber·offarms 
for each census period. 

bNA = Not Applicable. 

CRegionalandst'ate 'totals may v'arybecause ·ofrounding • 

. otherhand,thenuniberofnew ·f·arms decreased to 1,917;perye·ar,orless 

than) 7 per week between .1982 and 1987.. Thi.s was.lessthant,wo-thirdso·f 

the :rateo·f 'entr.yinto.frarmingexpe.riencedduring1978to1982 •. Thes.e 

changes resulted in a netdecreaseinthet'otalnumDer.offarmso,f.20 

percent'fortheentire,f ive-yearperiod.,oraround 4.per,cent ',per ye·ar .• 

!J.'his .comparesto'anoverall decrease of 12 percent 'fort;hel'978tol'98'2 

period, orapproximate.l:y3 .percent ,per year .• 

Another significant contrast' in changes in the number .offarmsf'or 

the two time periods is ·that the number of exits :exceeded.the'numberof 

entrants in every county in the state for 1,982'-'1987. There also was ,more 

similarity in percentage changes in total farmnumbersamongallre.gl:ons 

of the state in 1982-1987 than in 1978""1982. However,thethree'coaata'l 

Plains areas again had the largest relative decreases •. Therateo,f .decl.ine 

in total farm numbers between 1982 and 1987 exceeded 10 percent for all 
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but eight counties. Seven of the eight counties with the smallest rates of 
decline in total farm numbers were located in the central or western parts 

of the state. 
Johnston County again had the largest number of annual exits from 

farming for 1982-1987, with 160 per year. Robeson county was not far 
behind with 158 per year. A little over 30 or 40 percent of the exits in 
these two counties respectively were offset by new farming operations. 
Ratios of entrants to exits were less than 30 percent in nine counties 
even thcugh all tho\iJ~ counties haq smaller numbers of exits per year than 
Johnston or Robeson counties. 

The average number of entrants per year during 1982-87 exceeded the 
average number of new farming operations that occurred during the previous 
four years in only five counties. In all of these cases, however, the 
changes were rather small (10 or less in each period). 

Even though the average number of exits per year for the entire 
state was smaller during 1982-1987 than 1978-1982, this was not the case 
in every county. In forty counties the average number of exits from 
farming during 1982-1987 exceeded the average number of exits during the 
previous four years. Most of these counties were located in the central or 
western parts of the state. Nineteen of the twenty-five counties in the 
two mountain regions had a higher average number of exits in 1982-1987 
then during 1978-1982. The same situation occurred in half the 34 counties 
in the three Piedmont areas of the state. This pattern suggests that some 
of the new entrants in some of the counties responsible for increases in 
total farm numbers during 1978-1982 may not have survived through the mid-
1980s. Only four of the counties in the Coastal Plains regions had 
increases in numbers of exits per year during the mid-1980s compared to 
1978-1982. Thus, the composition of changes in total farm numbers appears 
to be quite different for various parts of the state as well as for the 
two time periods examined. 

The decrease in number of exits between 1982 and 1987 relative to 
1978 and 1982 is consistent with having a smaller base number of farms in 
19.82 than in 1978 and with the improvement in farm income conditions 
during the 1980s. The larger decrease in number of entrants into farming 

. ,between 1982 and 1987 despite improving income conditions may reflect a 
degree of uncertainty about continuing income prospects after a decade of 

generally declining farm incomes. The extent to which continuing 
improvements in incomes of farm families in recent years has affected farm 

numbers will become clearer when the 1992 .Census of Agriculture data 
become available. 
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Characteristics of New Farms. 1'978 .. 198_7 

Ba,sed: on' th~ estimates presented' above, approximately 21,7.0.0 new 

f.arming. operations: were, initiated in, North Carolina between 1978 and 1987', 

while an even higher number of f'arming operations ceased. operating_ 

Add'ftional, data from. the Census of Agriculture permitt.ed some comparisons 

of the characteristics of, the new entrants with those who had' been farming 

for longer periods of time. Characteristics of. the latter group wer.e 

obtainedt by eliminat,inq the charac;:teristics' 0.£ new entrants for each 

period~ fl:'om' the, characteristics. of all farms, in 1982 and 1,987.4 

One of the most significant differences abo,ut the> new f:arms in each 
period, was that a much higher fraction were, operated: by tenants: compal7ed 

to farms that had' operated for longe'r periods of time (Table 4). Part,. of 

this difference' may reflect how measurement 0,£ new farms" is a,ffected by 

mobility of tenants, among locations, as discu's,sed earlier •. Ne'Vertheless;, 

75 to nearly 80 percent of all new f.'arm operators' re.ported: owning: s,ome or. 

all of. their land' at, the time; of the 1982; or 198,7 Census· of Agricu,lture,. 

Ownership (either full or part) tendencies were higher among farms with 

less than $1.0,.0.0.0 of sales than among farms, with greater sale's' •. Near'lY all 

of the decrease in the number'of new farms with sales of $1.0".00.0 o,r more 

between 197:8-19&2 and; 1982-1~87 was, attributed to farms; operat,ed by 

tenants. The number of new; farms with sale",: under $:1.0".00.0 decreased among, 

all three ownership; categories but especially' in the, case of part ownera, 

where a 5.0 percent. decrease occurred'., 

Data in Table 4 alao indicate, that mQst of, the t.ota1 number of new 

entrants into farming in each period had s'ales o.f less' than $1.0".0.0.0,. 

Approximately 6.0 percent o·f the entrants, in: eac,h pe,ri.od r.eport,ed, sales 0,£ 

less tha'n $1.07,.0.0.0. in: 19&2' and 1987. This proportio.n is only a little 

larg,er than' that observed for farmers: who had, been. in business for longer 

period's of time·. 

Distributions of new, entrants' by type o,f business Qrganization. were 

very s'imilar for both 1978-19&2 and 19,82:-1987 (Table 5). Indi-vidual or 

family-owned' businesses accounted for 86 or more perc.ent of all new 

farming enterprisea in each period1- with partnerships. being the' second, 

most popular kind of bus,iness organization. Diistributions of new entrants 

by type of business organization were also quite similar to the relativ:e 

frequencies observed for continuing farming' operations for bo.th periods. 

The number of n~w farms per year organized as cOrporations w.as 

~inor differences in the total number of entrants for 1978-1982 and 
1982-1987 in Tables 4 through 9 result from adjusting for varying response 
rates .to different questions in the Census of Agriculture. 
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Table 4. T$nu~ecba~act·eri8tica of entrantsa'nd continuing farming 
operations in North Carolina, 1978-1987. 

AU farms 
·:Full. O\olnel'S 
pat"towners 
Tenants 

Ttital 

'amil with sal, •• ·t)·f 
$10;000 ot' more 

'·ull owners 
Part 'b\<mer:s 
Tenants 

Total 

'arms with aales -of 
. less t'h .. n :$J;O;~Oo.t) 

Full owner. 
. Part ownQril 
Tenant:s 

Total 

All farms 
Full owners 
Part bwners 

·.Tenants 
total 

Farms with ·8 .. 1e8 .. of 
'$10,000 or more 

Full OWllers 
Part owners 
'Tenant's 

Total 

Farms with sales ··of 
less ;than $10,'000 

. rull Owners 
Par,tOwners' 
Tenants 

Total 

. 1978-1982 
continuing 

Entrants operations 

49.8 
25 .. 9 

...2..LJ. 
100.0 

36.6 
31·.4 
32.0' 

.100.0 

58.2 . 
'22.5 

. ...J.2J. 
100.0 

Percent 

57 .• '5 
33.0 

-L1 
100.0 

37.9 
4.8 .•. 8, 

-ll.s.1 
100.0 

Number Q.f. Farms 

5,988 
3,1'16 
2·,912 

1'2,01:6 

1,7.08 
1.·,464 
1..4:92 
4,66.4 

'4,280 
1,652 
1.420 . 
1,352 

.. 34,·898 
20,058 
5,179 

60,135 

:1.0,'84:1 
1.3,'926 
. ~3, 79'7 
2:8,:5:64 

24,057 
6,132 
1.982 

32,171 

19:8:2-1987 
Continuing 

Entrants operations 

55 .. 8 
23.3 
20.9 

100.0 

40.5 
3c6 ... 1 
.23,.4 

100.0 

:66.5 
14.4 

.J:i:.:1 
100.0 

'5,445 
2,275 
2,:035 
9,,755 

1,62:5 
1,.45.0 
~ 
,4,~Ol'5. 

3,8.20 
82:5 

1,09'5 
'5,740 

59 .. 0 
33 .• 5 
7.5 

100.'0 

40,,3 
49.,0 
.10.7 

'100.0 

73.6 
21.4 

5.,0 
'1'00.0 

29,219 
16,599 
.'3""1.U 

49,,529 

'8,745 
1:0,,£.35 
, .2,32'6 
:2.1,7.06 

.20,·4"74 
:5,9:64 
1,3'85 

:27".823 
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Table 5. Type of business organization of entJ:'ants and continuing farming 
operations in North Carolina, 1978-1987. 

Type of business 
organization 

Individual or family 
Partnerlihips 
corporationsa 
others 
Total 

Individual or family 
Partnerships 
Corporations 
others 
Total 

1978-1982 
Continuing 

Entrants operations 

Percent 

86.3 88.5 
11.1 9.5 
1.9 1.7 

__ ._7 __ ._3 
100.0 100.0 

Number of Farms 

10,392 53,758 
1,340 5,752 

224 1,001 
84 200 

12,040 60,711 

1982-1987 

Entrants 

86.0 
10.3 
3.0 

--:.:J.. 
100.0 

8,235 
990 
285 

-.2.§. 
9,575 

Continuing 
operations 

88.8 
8.5 
2.2 

__ ._5 
100.0 

44,163 
4,248 
1,070 

228 
49,709 

aIncludes cooperatives, estate, trust, institutions, etc. 

fairly stable between the two periods but accounted for a slightly larger 
fraction of the new entrants in 1982-1987 than in the eaJ:'lier period. 

Smaller proportions of the entrants into farming in each period 
relative to continuing farming operations reported spending the majority 
of their time working on farm enterprises (Table 6). Around 40 percent of 
the new entrants in each period reported spending 50 percent or more of 
their time working on the farms, whereas more than half the continuing 
operations reported farming as their principal occupation. New entrants 
into farming also tended to be more highly concentrated among younger age 
groups. This was especially true for entrants during 1978 to 1982. The 

proportion of young entrants in 1982-1987 decreased slightly relative to 

that for the previous period, while many of the older groups accounted for 

increased proportions of new entrants. In poth periods, however, a higher 

proportion of entrants with farming as their principal occupation were 

under 35 years of age or 55 and ol~er compared to those who spent more of 
their time on nonfarm jobs. In 1978-1982, 45.7 percent of new entrants 

primarily engaged in farming were under 35 years of age. Similarly, 18.4 
percent of the new entrants were 55 or older. In 1978-1982, the same two 

age groups accounted for 30.8 and 14.9 percent J:'espectively of the new 

entrants who were not primarily engaged in farming. 
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Table 6. Principal occupations and ages of en~rants and continuing 
farming operations in North Carolina, 1978-1987. 

Principal occu­
pation and age 

F,arming 
< 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 and older 

Total 

Nonfarming 
< 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 and older 

Total 

Farming 
< 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 and older 

Total 

Nonfarming 
< 25 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 and older 

Total 

1978-198~ 
continuing 

Entrants operations 

Percent 

15.7 .8 
30.0 9.2 
20.5 14.5 
14.4 20.9 
13.9 28.6, 
5.5 26.0 

100.0 100.0 

5.8 .5 
25.0 8.1 
29.0 20.6 
25.2 25.0 
10.9 27.3 
~ ~ 
100.0 100.0 

Number of farms 

804 279 
1,536 3,183 
1,048 5,017 

740 7,257 
712 9,904 

--.l.rul 9,005 
5,120 34,645 

408 144 
1,748 2,097 
2,028 5,345 
1,764 6,489 

760 7,097 
---2.§! 4,82~ 
6,992 25,994 

" 

1282-1987 
Continuing 

Entrants operations 

8.8 .3 
27.1 6.8 
22.8 13.9 
17.1 17.9 
15.0 27.4 
9.0 - 33.7 

100.0 100.0 

4.1 .2 
23.1 6.5 
32.9 20.3 
22.2 27.1 
12.1 27.3 
~ 18.6 
100.0 100.0 

340 89 
1,045 1,813 

880 3,730 
660 4,797 
580 7',350 
~ 9,058 
3,850 26,837 

225 46 
1,270 1,493 
1,810 4,693 
1,220 6,266 

665 6,300 
--ll.Q. 4,299 
5,500 23,097 

A detailed breakdown of the number of new farms and continuing 
,operations by value of sales for the two time periods indicates that a 
slightly higher fraction of the new entrants in, 1982-1987 had sales either 
less than $5,000 or greater than $250,000 compared to those who entered 
farming during 1978-1982 (Table 7). The numbers of new entrants per year 
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Table 7. Value of sales of farm products by entrants and cOl;ltinuing 
farming operations in North Carolina, 1978 ... 1987. 

Value 
of sales 

$500;000 or more 
$250,000 to 499,999 
$100,000 to 249,999 

$40,000 to 99,999 
$20,000 to 39,999 
$10,000 to 19,999 

$5,000 to 9,999 
$2,500 to 4,999 

< 2,500 
Total 

$500,000 or more 
$250,000 to 499,999 
$100,000 to 249,999 

$40,000 to 99,999 
$20,000 to 39,999 
$10,000 to 19,999 

$5,000 to 9,999 
$2,500 to 4,999 

< 2,500 
Total 

1978-1982 
continuing 

Entrants operations 

Percent 

.8 1.1 
1.8 2.9 
5.6 9.2 
9.2 12.0 
9.4 10.1 

12.2 11.7 
15.2 13.0 
14.7 13.5 

..l.L..l 26.5 
100.0 100.0 

Number of Farms 

96 645 
212 1,786 
672 5,567 

1,096 7,302 
1,128 6,169 
1,460 7,095 
1,812 7,908 
1,756 8,202 
3,705 16,141 

11,936 60,815 

1982-1987 . 
continuing 

Entrant.s operations 

1.3 1.9 
2.9 3.8 
5.3 8.7 
8.0 10.0 
8.1 8.9 

10.7 11.4 
14.2 14.1 
16.4 13.9 
33 .• 1 lid 

100.0 100.0 

130 954 
280 1,897 
520 4,337 
775 4,951 
785 4,428 

1,040 5,624 
1,375 6,969 
1,595 6,866 
3,215 13,543 
9,715 49,569 

with sales greater than $250,000 were very similar for the two periods 
despite the decrease in total number of all new entrants discussed 
earlier. proportions for nearly all categories of sales over $10,000 were 
smaller for new entrants than for continuing farming operations. 

Comparing the distributions of entrants and continuing farming 
operations by acreage supports many· of the differences noted earlier even 
though acreage does not accurately reflect the scope of all farming 
operations (Taple 8). Basically, larger fractions of new entrants tended 
to have fewer acres and their farms tended to be smaller than those for 
continuing operations. For example, approximately 60 percent of all new 
entrants in 1978-1982 or 1982-1987 had less than 50 acres. This compares 
to less than 40 percent of all continuing farming operations in the state 
in 1982 and 1987 that reported less than 50 acres. On the other hand, only 
2 to 3 percent.of new entrants reported farming 500 or more acres. These 
proportions are less than 40 percent of the proportions of continuing 
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Table 8. Farm si~e ,by entrants and continQing farming operations in ~ort,h 
carolina, '1978-1987. '.! ., ,', 

1918-1982 1282-1987 
Value Continuing Continuing 
of sales Entr,ants operations Entrants operations 

Percent 

1-9 19.2 7.1 18.4 7.0 
10-49 41.3 30.0 39.3 28.7 
50-99 ' 18.8 23.4 19.6 22,.9 

100-219 13.7 21.5 13.3 21~6 
220-499 5.1 12.0 6.3 12.4 
500-999 1.4 4.2 2~1 5.0 

1,000 or more ----:..a --1...A -L..Q ~ 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0, 

Number of f§.~§ 

1-9 2,380 4,302 1,810 3,443 
10-49 5,140 18,146 3,870, 14,218 
50-99 2,340 14,137 1,930 1~,,326 

100-219 1,704 12,974 1,310 10,705 
220-499 636 7,243 615 6,131 
500-999 172 2,518 210 2,466 

1,000 or more 6~ 1,065 ---1QQ 1,185 
Total 12,436 60,385 9,845 49,474 

farms of this size in 1982 and 1987. There was also a decrease between 
1982 and 1987 relative to the previous period in the absolute number of 
continuing farm operat,ions for each category less than 1,000 acres. The 
decreases in numbers were much larger among farms with 10 to 10,0 acres 
than among other groups. 

New entrants into farming in North Carolina were distributed among 
all kinds of agricultural enterprises and this pattern of distribution was 
quite similar to that of continuing farming operations (Table 9) .'Only two 
kinds of farms had a higher average annual entry rate in 1982-1987 than 
1978-1982. These were horticultural specialities and animal specialities. 
Decreases in annual entry rates were somewhat greater for farms special~ 
izing in cash grains or other field crops than for many of the other 
categories. This trend was consist~nt with the changing nature of 
agricultural production in ~c:irth Carolina. Cash grains 'and other field 
crops, however, accounted for nearly 47 percent of all new farms in 1982-
1987~ Among the various livestock classifications, dairy :farms hact the 
sharpest decline in entry rates between 1978-1982 and 1982-1987. 



Table '9. 'r.¥PEt. ;b:f ::tarilot '.rit~a:jlt;S,1lrid '(idntihii'i;nq ;£kriliil~b~f[t'tO'n'~ 'in 
'Nortihti:arOl;tna, ;1978;"1987'. 

. " ........ , .. ,. ,1:9~i1.8;.,i9'bi , .. , ... ,,," > 

Valuee 
of .sale'S 

conttliuing 
iutr~iitadp.r'at10ri8 

> ; '-._ .... v ".".,.,. ' •• ~ •• ' •• '~".''''''''' ,..-,' .... --., ... ,."' .... ~~"' ...... ('.,, •• , •• _._~ •• ,'.,~"_ •• ·: ... , .. ·c~" ...... ~ ........ ". 

Cash grain 
Field crop;s; dther 

than cash graln 
Vegetables & itlel~ns 
Fruit& , tree nuts 
Hort. specialt!es 
General f~rms; 

primarily crop 
Livestock, dthai' tihan 

dairy" poul:t:ty, etc. 
Dai.ry 
poultry a e9'<}8 
Animal. &',peci:alties' 
Giimerai farmS', . 

pr il'Ici.pally,' l~veSi;tidck 
Total 

20.1 

36.4 
2.9 
io4 
1.9 

4.5 
23;;0 

i·. 4 
5.,2 
2.7 

17.7 

38~8 
L& 
~.~ 
1.3 

3.6 
'26.8 

i.t 
$.0() 
1~1 

'. 

~ 
100.'0' 

Nil'riIOlii- of' -f:~_ 
Cas1tgrairt 
Field crop.8i~, dtliet 

than cash cJt'a:i;n: 
Vegetables & di8~i'on's 
Fruits & tree nutiii' 
Hort. specialt-ieis 
G~neral farms, 

4\.(~:6:' 
352' 
tali' 
:i28~ 

pd.mari.ly' c,rop~' 
Livestock,. other, th'an 

dairy, p:oult'r~, Etticf~ 2:,'~li~i 
Irail.!¥; l·n;' 
Poult'ry: &;. eg,gj1 . 63"2: 
~'nima:l;:. specia'l,tLei!f' 332: 
General' f'a-r.rtsi, .. 

principa1.1yr 1·ivefiftdek";,,,,,,,,.6:0, 
Total 12';200 

j6,~l:i:2;' 

2;3"4~6'!f , '.',' 
996' 
S:iu' 
'i'Ij')" 

2:, 17Ef 
.~. \., " . 

1'6', ~:2'lt 
1'· '28'7" 
2:lgg'K 

','- ),'" ',<. 

685 

· .. ·,4'17:: 
60',5'5'1" 

.-......... -l913i:;;.i9;87 .. ~-' ' ...... . 

Entrint:.g~~t~t~~! 
", ... ' ... "' ....... ~~ .... ,. ".- " .. , '-,.' .-. . ..... -~ , ... ;""., .. ,.., ............. / , 

14~5 

32;2 

1~9 
3;9 

4~i 

'2$;i 
1.t 
~'~~. 

£,'3jS: 

3'''~~;~: 
180: 
36'S 

400 

:i">5iq~ 
11:0 
6'6:S: 
5:6:5 

:"'4'5~" 
. 9J~62:5; 

.:( '1:· 

4~8 

31;6 
2.1 
6~'2 
2.cf 

:,.:,",;.g; 
100;0' 

.,:, iW":·",i.',' 

I7a'l~' .. 
, 8:91f 

aS4' 
9'45" . 

2:,'3~'1 

l~~i 
992' 

~:,::,2;~~~1; 
49',659" 

Condusions'and:lrriplicatibns'ic 
The. above;;~es'iilt&l\ indicate" consldet-ilbl:.,t; slin'il-atitieii';; aif;~~ni';' a'iI'\ 

differences':betweGjI'fthe;'ritej"'o!"'ehtry':into:afta:;'elH'f"otH:::;Of!'f~~t~~;:;iri:; 
North Carolina that· affect' cnangcrtlf'in the totalnu~it*of~:fi'tfu~':" Thi';' 
estimates confirm that changes' in total farm nuinbers'i'oftetirmii~"'cbni£'iirf th~; 
extent of turnover in fartnoperators~ As soon asmot'e recent' dita"f~biirth~ 
1992Censua of Agriculture become available, add1tionaicoinpat-'Uoils'wfih 
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tHe' earl,ier' periddsaitd analYii1is of the changes' itt Nbttth carolina over a 

long'e!l' t£me period will; be possible. 
New entrants .t,ntO' farming between 1·978 and 1987 diffe·red in many 

ways from those who had been farming . for longer periods o·f t.tme'. For 

exarnp;te', around 4d peraent of the new entrants listed' farming' as their 
princ'ipal occupation and reported sales of fa·rm prOducts of $10,000 or 
more per yea·r. Among. farms with continuing operations, nearly 60 percent 
listed; f'arming as their principa.l occu'pation, and closer to 50 percent had 

sales of' $lO,OOd 01.' more per year. Also, among t.he entrants listing 
farming as their priacipal occupation for both periods" a higher 
prC)pC)rtidn waS under 35 years o,f age Or 5,5 and older than among those who 

spentrtlore time'c)rf nonfarm joQs. 

A large number of new farmers may be important potential clients for 

economic and technical information required fo·r successful management of 

agricultural enterprises. Ofte·n the dynamiC and continuing transfer of 

ownership and management of reSQurces in agriculture because of finite 

life cyeles is overlooked, especially when the total number of farms 
decreases .oyer time. opportu.nities for new managers taking the places of 

those retiring or leaving farming for other reasons are not readily 
refleCted by ehanges in aggreg.ate farm numbers or average size of 

.operations. '1'heneed for training young people to be prepared to take 
advantage of farming and other agribusiness opportunities therefore is a 

continuing challenge for land grant institutions and other educational 
agencies offering various kinds of agricultural training. 
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