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TYPOLOGY AND POLICY FOR SMALL FARMS

Luther Tweeten, G. Bradley Cilley, and Isaac Popoola

The trend toward larger and fewer farms has over time. "Consistency" is not entirely com-
alarmed many persons who view the small plete, however, because inflation shifts some
farm as an integral part of American society. farms with constant real sales volume from one
Advocates of the small farm have called for pecuniary sales class to another. The effect was
policies to halt the continuing decline in the minor in the 1959-69 period when the index of
number of small farms in the United States. In prices received increased only 11 percent. How-
evaluating the merits of potential policies, ever, between 1969 and 1974 the index in-
understanding the composition of small farms creased 79 percent, making comparisons
in the U.S. is critical. between 1974 and other years difficult. Nearly

Appropriate public policy would be very dif- as many farms entered as left the small farm
ferent if small farms were operated solely by category; hence 1969-1974 inflation decreased
households with substantial off-farm income farm numbers in the $2,500-20,000 sales cate-
and who need no public assistance, solely by gory by only 1.9 percent (Lin and Emerson,
households pursuing an alternative to urban- Table 1).
industrial society's lifestyle and who want no We classify small farms into three basic cate-
public assistance, or solely by households who gories: part-time farms, defined as units
are aged and disabled and who want and need where the operator works 200 days or more per
public assistance to avoid absolute year off the farm, farms operated by an aged
deprivation. head (65 years of age or older), and "bona fide"

Carlin, Carlin and Crecink, Lewis, and Lar- small farms, approximated by the difference
son and Lewis provide data on the composition between the number of all small farms and the
of small farms. The purpose of our article is to number of farms with part-time and aged oper-
present additional information on the composi- ators. "Bona fide" small farms tend to be ocu-
tion of small farms by state and region using a pied by operator households who depend on the
typology designed to be helpful in research and farm for their livelihood but with breadwinners
public policy formulation. The data (from the who are not aged.
U.S. Census of Agriculture for years 1959, The typology is designed to render small
1964, 1969, and 1974) suggest hypotheses for farms relatively homogenous within and
public policy as well as further refinements in heterogeneous among classes. Suggested
the way data are collected and classified in sub- public policies for each class, chosen to raise in-
sequent Censuses. comes of households to at least the poverty

Farm size has been defined by various criter- threshold in the most efficient or cost-effective
ia, including acres of land, units of livestock, manner, can be viewed as hypotheses and are
value of farm products sold, total assets, total set forth in the concluding section. Tests of
inputs, total output, level of farm income, and these hypotheses await improved data, not
amount of labor supplied by the operator. For only on the classification of small farms but
the purposes of our article, we define small also on the impact of public policy on the sub-
farms as those having annual sales of farm pro- classes.
ducts greater than $2,500 but less than
$20,000. This definition has shortcomings, but RESULTS
has the advantage of data consistency and
availability over time. Census of Agriculture Tables 1 through 4 contain basic U.S. data
(U.S. Bureau of the Census) data are confined by region and state on the number and percent-
to the years 1959, 1964, 1969, and 1974 to age of all small farms and of small farms in
maintain continuity in the definition of a farm each of the three categories.

Luther Tweeten is Regents Professor, G. Bradley Cilley is Graduate Assistant, and Isaac Popoola is former graduate student, Department of Agricultural Econom-
ics, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater.

Journal article of the Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station.
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All Small Farms farms decreased by 303,842 or 58.7 percent be-
tween 1959 and 1974. The region with the
fewest small farms for the entire period was

The number of small farms in the U.S. New England, where the number decreased by
dropped from 1,752,429 in 1959 (Table 1) to 18,397 or 73.9 percent over the 15 years, the
888,710 in 1974 (Table 4), a decline of 50.7 per- highest percentage decrease in the number of
cent in 15 years. The largest decrease in the small farms in any region for 1959-1974. The
actual number of farms occurred between 1959 East South Central region had the smallest
and 1964 when 339,333 farms disappeared. percentage decrease (26.7) of any region in the
However, the largest percentage decrease in number of small farms between 1959 and 1974.
the number of small farms took place between Table 5 shows the relative ranking of regions
1969 and 1974 when the number of farms de- in terms of their contribution to the total num-
creased by 24.6 percent, of which 1.9 percent- ber of small farms in the U.S. for 1959 and
age points were due to inflation. 1974. The West North Central and East North

The West North Central region had the larg- Central maintained the first and second rank-
est number of small farms during the 1959- ings, respectively, for the two periods. The
1974 period. In this region the number of small third place ranking which was held by the

TABLE 1. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ALL SMALL FARMS, SMALL FARMS
WITH OPERATORS WORKING MORE THAN 200 DAYS OFF THE FARM,
SMALL FARMS WITH OPERATORS OVER 65 YEARS OF AGE, AND BONAFIDE
SMALL FARMS FOR 1959.

FARM '3PERATOR WORKS

STATF ALL SMALL FARMS MORF THAN 200 FOURS FARMS WITH AGED BONAFIDE SMALL
A&ND (SALES $2500-$19999) OFF THE FARM CPERATCRS (65+) FARMS

REGIrC' NUMBER P CF US NUMBER % OF US NUIJMBER % OF US NJUMBER % OF US

MAINE 6346. 0.36 1094. C.50 1104. 0.58 4148. 0. 31
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2542. 0.15 456. 0.21 479. 0.25 1607. 0.12
V7P'[CNT 7253. 0.41 908. 0.41 992. 0.52 5353. 0.40
T'SSSACHI.SFTTS 4856. 0.28 1056. C. 48 933. 0.49 ?867. 0.21
c'Hr-CE ISLA'on 652. 0.C04 163. 0.07 90. 0.05 402. 0.03
COhNNECT ICUT 12 . _ _j1. .. 5,J ._ __..26 ___5. 5.. ._2.00301. -- 1J5
NE, FNrLANr) ?74986. 1.4? 4255. 1.93 4253. 2.23 16378. 1.22

[wy yroK 45213. 2.58 6491. 2. 94 6695. 3.51 32027. 2.39
KEW JF.S

T
Y 7488. 3.43 1143. 0.52 1362. 0.71 4983. 0.37

Pr , 'SVLV N I A . . 5 i -. j2 ... . -212_. ._ 21 __. 6036. __11 6 2__. —3256. _2-.
I9'NLF 3TLANITIC 69208. 5.66 14847. 6.72 14093. 7.39 70268. 5.24

H I
r

7JOO30. 3.99 11948. 5. 41 8513. 4 .4 b 49539. 3.69
1 NI S NA 67765. 3.87 11886 . 5.38 8311. 4.36 47568. 3.55
ILLINC IS 94213. 5.38 9714. 4.40 9915. 5.20 74584. 5.56

MICHIG AN 53789. 3.07 11378. 5.15 5980. 3.14 36431. 2.72
.I slnN005'. _ _ -__1 Lo6 .__,1 .% -6 a., 2..-. . / — . __ —— 5

rAT NRTU C'ENTRAL 381354. 21.76 55066. 24.93 41085. 21.54 285203. 21.27

KFtCTUCKY 50666. 3.23 6008. 2. 72 7035. 3.69 43623. 3.25
TIPNFNSSEF 5C632 . 2.89 4357. 1.97 5991. 3.14 40284. 3.00
AtL aA' 297703. 1.70 5113. 2.31 2660. 1.39 21997. 1.64
MI ISSIPP I p __ 2Ll . . Z. . — -- Qf. __ 22 ___ 3l383 -1..1 _ 2-_2131 , __2.
FA0ST S"UTH "EI RAL 172778. 9.86 2J488. 9.27 19069. 10.00 133221. 9.94

." K. NSAS 3 1590. 1.80 2934. 1. 33 2846. 1.49 25810. 1.93

L'"ISII\NS 18307. 1.04 3374. 1.53 1532. 0.80 13401. 1.00
<r K aH 7Fi

'
43333. 2.47 8036. 3.64 4542. 2.38 30725. 2.29

T~- R ~s . .___-12 ..2 —,232 2 _LA__21M-__, __ — — —2- ..--6L5..- __:
rST SrUT CFNT PAL lfi4832. 10.55 31876. 14.43 22345. 11.72 130611. 9.74

-NTAh k 16981. 3.97 1485. 0.67 2340. 1.37 13456. 1.00
l"Itin 19097. 1.09 2328. 1. 05 1855. 0.97 14914. 1. 11
yr, I T 5549. 0.32 621. C.28 807. 0.42 4 121. 0.31

C[,'L[ P' A 17696. 1.31 2 073. 0.94 2340. 1.07 13583. 1. 01
.EW WVFXICr 5581. 0.32 944. 0.43 5581. 0.48 3718. 0.28
P ! CN 2228. 0.13 763. 0.34 357. 0.19 1111. 0.08

'ITAH 8537. C. 49 1933. 0. 87 932. 0.49 5675. 0. 42
,FVsDo ___A --o..S , __-3;. —i0l .- __ 582. __-.35

I NT AIN 6547. 4.37 13307. 4.67 9380. 4.76 57160. 4. 26

I ;NEF S ITA 101197. 5.77 5721. 2.59 6521. 3.42 88955. 6.63
l I'N' 1 19003. 6.79 7484. 3.39 9941. 5.21 101575. 7.58
I Sn!R I 83242. 4.75 10389. 4.70 10150. 5.32 62703. 4.68

NfcTH AK0OTA 42296. 2.41 1627. 0.74 2535. 1.33 38134. 2.84
SnIITH AKr^TA 40C81. 2. 33 1517. 0.69 2856. 1.50 36508. 2. 72
NFRPA nSK 64555. 3.68 3146. 1. 42 5602. 2.94 55808. 4.16
K NSA S 64 S ... ,4179 _ .5. . 2- __536 _ _5/21L 3.71

[FST NP"TH CFITRAL 517643. 29.54 37762. 17. 09 45927. 24.08 433954. 32.37

rFt ',W AP F 2446. 3. 14 450. 0. 23 356. 0.19 1640. 0. 12
NFVLANrT! 11607. 0.66 1880. C. 85 1661. 0.87 8066. 0.60
\/ IrGI NT 3J930. 1.76 421 . 1.91 4864. 2.55 21848. 1.63
WEST VIRGINIJA 6930. 0.40 13E7. C.63 1331. 0.70 4212. 0. 31
NqFTH CAROLINA 88945. 5.08 7759. 3.51 6586. 3.45 7'600. 5.56
0.T'ItH C ROL INA 26331. 1.50 3549. 1.61 2311. 1.21 20471. 1. 53
GFERGI" 4 1840. 2.39 7099. 3.21 4327. 2.27 33414. 2.27
F CL.IOA. . . /_ ___1 _i .-. __]- -.43 . ___2' __ l ,23 _— _ . Z.i5. __0._L58
SC'TH ATL NT IC 223492. 12.75 30352. 13.74 24164. 12.67 168976. 12.60

WASHINGTON 18732. 1.07 3554. 1.61 2261. 1.19 12917. 0. 96
r EGrN 15679. 0.89 3064. 1.39 2125. 1.11 13490. 0.78
C S LIF CE ' ____ ZI ..2. i 2- __ _9346. __9.2 -2 . . 6336*. —.3Z ____ 21..L2.L ___L*61.
PAIIFIC 71689. 4.09 15964. 7.23 10722. 5 .62 45003. 3.36

iJ. S. TrT0L 1752429. 100.03 220917. 1CC. 00 190738. 100.00 1340774. 100.00
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South Atlantic region in 1959 was taken over sector. We initially categorized the number of
by the East South Central region in 1974. The part-time small farms according to four
large decreases in the number of small farms in alternative criteria: (1) small farms with
the New England and South Atlantic regions operators who define their occupation as other
are further emphasized by this table. than farming, (2) small farms with more than

Interestingly, in 1959 the three states with $5,000 of annual off-farm family income, (3)
the largest number of small farms were Iowa, small farms with operators working 150 days
Minnesota, and Wisconsin whereas in 1974 the or more annually in off-farm jobs, or (4) small
three states with the largest number of small farms with operators working 200 days or
farms were Texas, Kentucky, and Missouri. more annually in off-farm jobs. By these re-

spective definitions, 40.0, 43.6, 36.3, and 31.3
Part-Time Farms percent of small farms were part-time in 1974.

Although the numbers of part-time farms were
Part-time farms are usually defined as small fewer under definition 4, the shares of part-

farming units characterized by operator-house- time farms among states and census divisions
holds whose income is derived mostly from as a proportion of the U.S. total were similar
labor or resources devoted to the nonfarm under each of the four definitions. Because of

TABLE 2. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ALL SMALL FARMS, SMALL FARMS
WITH OPERATORS WORKING MORE THAN 200 DAYS OFF THE FARM,
SMALL FARMS WITH OPERATORS OVER 65 YEARS OF AGE, AND BONAFIDE
SMALL FARMS FOR 1964.

FARM OPERATOR WORKS
STATE ALL SMALL FARMS MORE THAN 200 HCURS FARMS WITH AGEE BONAFIDE SMALL

A l) (SALES $2500-$19999) OFF THE FARM OPERATCRS (65+) FARMS
Rfr, In

1N

NUMBER % OF US NUMBER % CF US NUMRER % OF US NUMBER % OF US

!A INF 33 72. .24 979. 0.43 600. 0.35 1793. 0.18
NEW AIRFSHIRE 1626. 0.12 364. C.16 301. 0.17 961. 0.C9
VC

-
MCNT 4947. 0.35 693. C. 31 703. 0.41 3551. 0.35

MA SNACHI SFTT S 333358. 3.24 717. 0.32 686. 0.40 1955. 0.19
RHC9E !SLMP, 400. 0.03 73. C. 03 76. 0.04 251. O.C2
C NNE CT I OUT .Z_.. ..2.a _Q. 2.0 ___,21. 5 --
NFW FNGLANr) 15795. 1.12 3273. 1.45 2790. 1.61 9732. 0.S6

'JEW YORK 33115. 2 .34 5836. 2.59 5231. 3.02 22048. 2.17
NT F JEP SEY 4442. 0.31 776. 0.34 870. 0.50 2796. 0.28
PENNS YLV ANt I A ... 620~.2f 2 __.. 99 4L 5 ..2..ta s_ _2642
RIDOLE ATLANT IC 73761. 5.22 13353. 5.91 11034. 6.37 49374. 4.87

"H', HA172?47. 4.05 13913 . 6.16 8021. 4.63 35316. 3.48
I NTl AN A 153833 . 3.81 137339. 6.09 8391. 4.84 31700. 3. 13I LLI NI S 70307. 4.98 11694. 5.18 9645. 5.57 43968. 4.83
ICHI CANY 44520. 3. 15 13043. 5.78 5624. 3.25 25853. 2. 55O SCTOES I N 3GJ.12. . 5. .5&"L3_7 .. 2.L -iaiJ -ifi10-8. -.bk.S2FAST N:?RTH CENTRAt 3C6516. 21.69 64070. 28.38 39551. 22.84 202895. 20.01

KENTUCKY 54573. 3.89 7454. 3.30 6405. 3.70 41114. 4.05
T FNk-ESS FE 43031. 3.04D 6810. 3.02 5498. 3.17 30693. 3. 03AL -aBA AMA 25263. 1.79 5202. 2.30 2499. 1.44 17562. 1.73MJ55 150 S PP I l .2a 1762. 1o-.2 SQ3

FAST SOUTH CENT PAL 152527. 10.79 23671. IC.49 17551. 10.13 111305. 10.98

SAK ANSAS 21538. 1.52 3 037. 1.35 2136. 1.23 16365. 1.61
LIIIS IAT A 14416. 1.02 2532. 1.12 1271. 0.73 13613. 1.CS
OK LANTCMA 35749. 2.53 7456. 3.30 4484. 2.59 23809. 2.35T F x A S . . . S1i, __. __Az ~28a --,, __2_1299 -L. 52,~ . ... 44."hFST SnUTH CFNTRAL 141386. 10.01 27)53. 11.98 19190. 11.38 95143. 9.38

MONT ANA 15615. 1.11 1666. C.74 1897. 1.10 12052. 1.19
I OAHn 15170. 1.07 23 85. 1.06 1646. 0.95 11139. 1.10
Vwyrm 1 4P86. 0.35 596. 0.26 613. 0.35 3677. 0. 36
CC nLOR AC, 14238. 1.01 19S11. 0. 85 1637. 0.95 10690. 1. 05NEW MFXICO 4856. 0.34 879 0.39 4856. 0.44 3211. 0.32
ARIT!NA 1749. 3. 12 539. 0.24 280. 0.16 930. 0.C9
11 T Al 6792 0.48 1 8 60. C. 82 853. 0.49 4079. 0.43NE/RAN~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~5 ·-~7±l Oi.3 ½9i $ i79. 0~ · L 4&06~u'\.~D oPCl a ..... --.,~ __0, ....ONT EA ! A 45 . 45 go
'N 01 T AI N 6 41 54. 4.54 9990. 4.43 7799. 4.50 46365. 4.57

M IKIf!FSPT A 86f250. 6. 10 63 97. 2. 83 7001. 4.04 72852. 7. 18IOWA 93223. 6.60 9888. 4. 38 9513. 5.49 73822. 7.28'I SS{}IRI 66515. 4.71 13199. 4.52 9201. 5.31 47115. 4.65
58?RTH rtK'TA 36890. 2.61 1730. C. 77 2703. 1.56 32457. 3.20SITH OaKCTA 35896. 2.54 1909. C. 85 3210. 1.8S 33767. 3.03
NFPRASK A 2445. 3.71 3457. 1.53 5459. 3.15 43529. 4. 29KANS AS --- 3 Iu .JlL51 7 3,63 _LL5AA 1.4...8 -- A±3 Q.9 -.3..SWEST NORTH CENTRAL 4270(19. 30.22 41327. 18.31 44841. 25.89 340851. 33.61

DOCL AW AR F 1733. 0.12 409. 0. 18 339. 0.20 985. 0.13
MACYL ANT C 8939. 0.63 1717. 0.75 1514. 0.87 5708. 0.56
VIPSINIA ? 7 P8 0 . 1.9S7 4565. 2. C2 4367. 2.52 18948. 1.87WF1T VIRG[INIA 5069. 0.36 1328. 0.46 953. 0.55 3088. 0.30
NORTH CAROL INA 70476. 5.13 9156. 3.61 6050. 3.49 58270. 5.75
5'll TH Or CL 14 IN 2C071. 1.42 7962. 1. 31 2072. 1.23 15037. 1.48GRGIA 30521. 2.16 6334. 2.81 3892. 2.25 20295. 200F LOS I DA __ 1I38J2~~~~~ ~.13 633. A.3a ~ ~ 3892.622 5i 202 5. 2.0
SnmITH ATLANTIC 178369. 12.62 28609. 12.67 21341. 12.32 128419. 12.66

WASHINGTON 14499. 1.03 34K9. 1. 54 2067. 1.19 8963. 0.88
0-a FOOT 12613. 0.89 3173. 1.40 2023. 1.17 7420. 0O 73CAL .FOPS 1 · __3.26l 1,144 .. J].,89 __ Q .132l,,PACIFIC 53569. 3.79 14413. 6.38 9134. 5.26 33055. 2.96

Ii. S. T'TAL 1413096. 100.00 225756. LCO.00 173201. 100.00 1314139. 130.33
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this pattern and because only data based on percent, the largest increase taking place be-
the 200-day off-farm work criterion are avail- tween 1964 and 1969. During the 1964-1969
able for each census year, only definition 4 data period the number of part-time farms increased
are shown herein. by 83,369 farms or 36.9 percent. Between 1969

We caution that the data do not, but ideally and 1974 the number of part-time farms ap-
should, exclude age or disabled farm operators. pears to have decreased by 30,475 farms or 9.8
Definition 4 of the part-time farm category is percent. Because of alleged undercount in the
expected implicitly to exclude most part-time 1974 Census, we cannot be certain that the
farms with aged and disabled breadwinners, number of part-time farms is actually decreas-
but census data are not suitable for testing this ing. We await data from the 1978 Census of
hypothesis, nor do they allow us to exclude dis- Agriculture to resolve the issue.
abled operators from the bona fide farm class.
One advantage in eliminating the off-farm The largest decrease in the number of part-
income category is to reduce the effects of in- time farms between 1969 and 1974 occurred in
flation on the number of part-time farmers. the West South Central region where 10,938

Between 1959 and 1974, the number of part- farms (21.6 percent) were lost. This percentage
time farms increased by 57,733 farms or 26.1 decrease in the number of part-time farms was

TABLE 3. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ALL SMALL FARMS, SMALL FARMS
WITH OPERATORS WORKING MORE THAN 200 DAYS OFF THE FARM,
SMALL FARMS WITH OPERATORS OVER 65 YEARS OF AGE, AND BONAFIDE
SMALL FARMS FOR 1969.

FARM OPERATOR WORKS
STATE ALL SMALL FARMS MORE THAN 200 HOURS FARMS WITH AGED BONAFIDE SMALL
An) ({SALES $2500-$ 19999) OFF THE FARM OPERATORS (65+) FARMS

RP-IC"; NFMRBER % OF US NUMBER % OF LS NUMBER % OF US NUMBER % OF US

v0INF 2482. 0.21 510 . .16 655. 0,34 -1317. 0. 19
0NEV. H'APSFIRE 915. 0.08 242. C. C8 190. 0.10 483. 0.07

VFR MONT 2123. 0.18 423. 0.14 379. 0.20 1324. 0.20
FASS ArHUSETTS 2011. 0.17 547. 0. 18 401. 0.21 1063. 0.16

4F,:)E I SL'NO 251. 0.02 69 . C.02 42. 0.02 140. 0.02
CINN F' CT T CL 4122.. -. __.2LJ2 I ____ _ 5. .. l . 2.Q-
NFW EkGLMND 9214. 0.78 7257. C. 73 1981. 1.02 4976. 0.74

NFW YrcK 1E252. 1.55 4777. 1. 55 3481. 1.80 9994. 1.48
NF\' JFSEY 2957. 0.25 874. C.28 610. 0.32 1473. 0.22
PFNIS YL VSON IA .____29J -. 22 -. . . . . —. ____ 3586, J,5 .... ,2889L __1921
InnLF AITLANTIC 44706. 3.79 12673. 4.10 7677. 3.97 24356. 3.60

OH I: 4E727. 4. 13 17364. 5.62 7393. 3.82 23970. 3. 55
1 N! I AkA 46850. 3.97 17695. 5. 72 7449. 3.85 21 706. 3.21
ILt IN OIS 5 7997. 4.92 16323. 5.28 9349. 4.83 32 32 5. 4.78
M.CHIG^A 32741. 2.78 12665. 4. 10 4477. 2.31 15599. 2.31
WI T ONSTN _ 4.. .30 _iAS __LZA- 2-- _Q.L. __362 __ ii, ~28.9
!:AST '"!TH CENTRAL 239383. 20.31 764CO. 24.71 35689. 18.45 127294. 18.83

K FNTi CK 530 81. 4.50 13352. 4.32 8360. 4.32 31369. 4.64
T r NIESS FE 43166 . 3.41 6779. 2. 19 11381. 5.88 22006. 3.26
ALASAMA 21223. 1.80 6699. 2.17 3287. 1.70 11237. 1.66
MISSISSIPP I .. ____1311 _66 __ _5567. l __L... 3368. __113 .. 182 __ 1,.61
FAST SnLTH CENTRAL 134267. 11 .39 32397. 10.48 26396. 13.64 75474. 11.16

/K.ANS A 21495. 1.82 5199. 1. 68 2805. 1 .45 1349 1. 2. CO
L II[ SIA NA 13068. 1.11 3508. 1.13 1732. 0.90 7828. 1. lb
FKLAHC 'A 41196. 3.53 13427. 4.34 7177. 3.71 20592. 3. C5
T PX AS _ -_2911J1.x _- 1 5 ___ .__1.25 2-..2L8 --__L95. — 2-L f___A2 ·L __ _4
J4FST n7JTH CENTRAL 166956. 14. 17 50728. 16.41 30109. 15.56 86119. 12. 74

MrNTANJ 12207. 1.04 2156. 0.70 1748. 0.90 8303. 1.23
I"1A)Q 1Ž102. 1.03 3138. 1.02 1682. 0.87 7282. 1. C08
,,YrM ING 4133. 0.35 930. 0. 30 677. 0.35 2526. 0. 37
C 9L nRAn r 1 3122. 1 .11 301). 0.97 2037. 1.05 8075. 1.19
NFW EXS ICC 5051. 0.43 1351. 0.44 5051. 0.48 2781, 0.41
P IZ C r 2044. 0.17 842. C. 27 291. 0.15 911. 0.13

I'TA H 5938. 0.50 2246. 0.73 937. 0.48 2755. 0.41
,rVAD __. .. _ - .- --- — ..- _J 2 0.Qa..- __.. 1,

'nr
T

NTA N 5552 9. 4.71 13973. 4.52 8440. 4.36 3311 6. 4.90

HIT iE S"I'TA 62201. 5.28 10302. 3. 33 7558. 3.91 44341. 6.55
1 WA 64802. 5.50 13606. 4.40 8810. 4.55 42386. 6.27
MISSOURI 67096. 5.69 17610. 5.70 12342. 6.38 37144. 5.49
NCFTH TPKClA 3J050. 2.55 2818. C.91 3140. 1.62 24092. 3.56
SC''TH C0KPT^ 2 5584. 2.17 2 923. 0.95 3448. 1.78 19213. 2.84

F qR ASK/A 36913. 3.13 5495. 1. 78 5669. 2.93 25749. 3.81
KANSA S S .__. _3.532 __9.22.7 __02 1tl 8 ___Z11.6.. .i02
WEST N-PTH CENTRAL 334042. 28.34 63667. 2C. 60 50014. 25.85 223361. 32.59

EEL AW AC F 1335. 0.11 471. 0.15 284. 0.15 580. 0. 09
RAPYL AN 689 2. 0.58 1943. 0. 63 1257. 0.65 3692. 0. 55
V I C, I GIT A 24740. 2.10 6767. 2.19 4801. 2.48 13172. 1.95
VrST VIRGINIA 5590. 0.47 1763. 0.57 1163. 0.60 2664. 0.39
NORTH CA^CLINA 50971. 4.32 10575. 3.42 6936. 3.59 33460. 4.95
Sr~ITH CARCLINA 13384. 1 .14 3658. 1.18 1926. 1.00 7800. 1.15
GC

r
G OGIA 23996. 2.04 6 87. 2.23 4008. 2.07 13091. 1.94
FLCI c_ _ !i __L-A _____01-5 - J__A11 __.. .. 21L- ____ -AiP...9 _ _.=81i
SnUTH ATL/NTIC 140350. 11.91 37375. 12.09 23046. 11.91 79929. 11. E2

6ASH I N TCN 12604. 1.07 4388. 1.32 2084. 1.08 6432. 0. 95
'FOGCN 1C849. 0.92 3568. 1.15 2038. 1.05 5243. 0.78

r. LI F ONI A __3QL. __Z.6 ____11999. __X2.. 3 . -- 9_0 __ 2 —__lL, J2hL --L0.
PACIFIC 54194. 4.60 19655. 6.36 10102. 5.22 24437. 3.61

i. S. TOTAL 1176641. 100.00 309125. 100.03 193454, 100.00 676062. 100 .00
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matched by the decrease in the New England of part-time farms in each of the three inter-
region. These two regions were followed by the mediate periods between 1959 and 1974.
East South Central region which had a de- The number of part-time farms in the United
crease of 20.6 percent between 1969 and 1974. States increased as a percentage of all small
The New England, Middle Atlantic, and farms between 1959 and 1974. The number of
Pacific regions deviate from the remaining six part-time farms in relation to the number of all
regions in that they had decreases in the small farms was largest in 1974, but the great-
number of part-time farms for the whole period est census year-to-year increase in this percent-
1959-1974. Between 1959 and 1974 the number age occurred between 1964 and 1969.
of part-time farms decreased in the New Although the number of part-time farms in the
England region by 58.4 percent, in the Middle New England and Middle Atlantic regions de-
Atlantic region by 18.6 percent, and in the dined sharply throughout the period 1954-
Pacific region by 1.3 percent. The Pacific re- 1974, the number of such farms as a percent-
gion realized an increase of 5,245 part-time age of all small farms increased. Thus, any de-
farms, or 34.6 percent, between 1965 and 1969. crease in numbers of part-time farms was at-
However, the New England and Middle tended by a larger decrease in numbers of other
Atlantic regions show decreases in the number small farms.

TABLE 4. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ALL SMALL FARMS, SMALL FARMS
WITH OPERATORS WORKING MORE THAN 200 DAYS OFF THE FARM,
SMALL FARMS WITH OPERATORS OVER 65 YEARS OF AGE, AND BONAFIDE
SMALL FARMS FOR 1974.

FARM OPERATOR WORKS
STATF ALL SMALL FARMS MORE THAN 200 I-OURS FARMS WITH AGED BONAFIDE SMALL

AN0D SALES $2500-$ 19999) OFF THE FARM OPERATORS (65+) FA 3MS
RFCION NUMBER % OF US NIJMBER % CF US NUMBER % CF US NUMBER 2 OF US

MAINJF 1664. 0.19 441. 0.16 415. 0.21 808. 0. 20
NEW HAMPFSIRE 691. 0.08 205. C.07 156. 0.08 330, O.08
VEP MONT 1422. 0.15 373. 0.13 349. 0.17 703. 0.17M

ASSACHUJSFTTS 1479. 0.17 393. C.14 384. 0.19 702. 0.17RHPDE ISLAND 189. 0.02 54. 0.02 51. 0.03 84. 0.02CONNE CTICUT .20. .-_i. . ..Q.J.. 0 f.... 2-1 ... _'
NFW ENGLAkC 6489. 0.73 1769. C.63 1614. 0.80 3106. 0.76

NEW YORK 12798. 1.44 4356. 1. 56 2933. 1.46 5509. 1.35
hCW JERSEY 2668. 0.30 875. C. 31 701. 0.35 1092. 0.27PFNNS YL VANIA ---_L86 2. __L Z6 ...37 . L.88 . . . . .
vIDOLE ATLANTIC 34139. 3.84 12091. 4. 34 7397. 3.69 1 651. 358

CHIO 41688. 4.69 18132. 6.51 8535. 4.26 15021. 3. 67I NOT ANA 39425. 4.44 17092. 6.13 8165. 4.07 14168. 3.46ILLINCIS 39091. 4.40 13385. 4.80 8977. 4.48 16729. 4.09C H I C AN 29063. 3.27 12248. 4.40 5823. 2.90 10992. 2.68WI SC NS I __36452. 41J0Q -1D_4.6. _ 386 .2 l4.o 17.1.36" -1 A86aFAST NOrTH CENT RAL 185719. 20.90 71503. 25.66 38960. 19.43 75256. 18.38

KF'TUCK Y 52874. 5.95 15437. 5.54 11609. 5.79 25828. 6.31
TEIESS FF 38843. 4.37 11977. 4.30 9231. 4.60 17635. 4.31ALABIRA 18346. 2.06 6364. 2.28 3928. 1.96 8054. 1.97MISSISSIPPI [ __1538 _L 52 94. ].- . 1....1 bbA _.Lf82.EST SOUTH CENTRAL 126661. 14.25 39072. 14. 02 28604. 14.26 58985. 14.40

ARKANSAS 15989. 1.80 4596. 1.65 3181. 1.59 8212. 2.01

WFST SnIJTH CENTRAL 125486. 14.12 39793. 14.28 30511. 15.21 55185. 13.48

WINTANA 792'4. 0.89 1764. C.863 1500. 0.75 4660. 1.14I AHO 8555. 0.96 2965. 1.06 1630. 0.80 3990. 0.97
WYOMING 3184. 0.36 778. 0.28 649. 0.32 1757. 0.43
CC11RAD" 9241. 1.04 2502. C.90 2003. 1.00 4736. 1.16
NRFJ MEX IC2 4432. 0.50 1201. 0.43 4432. 0.48 2276. 0. 56ARIZONA 1842. 0.21 741. C.27 343 0.17 758. 0.19UTAH 5359. 0.60 1971. 0.71 1228. 0.61 2160. 0. 53NFVa _ __8 2 022. .O... 1 0 0_Q8 729 0n22o
MTUN TAI N 41302. 4.65 12149. 4.36 8435. 4.21 20719. 5.06

IRINFESJTA 37865. 4.26 8823. 3.17 7443. 3.71 21599. 5.27IW4A 36549. 4.11 10794 . 3.87 7293. 3.64 18452. 4.51
MISSOURI 52690. 5.93 15934. 5.72 12443. 6.20 24313. 5. 9NOPTH CAKCTA 14059. 1.58 1552. C.70 2 53. 1.327 9354. 228SCUTH DAKOTA 15897. 1.79 2384. 0.86 3504. 1.75 10009 2.44NF M ASK A 23391. 2.63 4316. 1.55 5667. 2.83 13408. 3.27KANSAS —12A1 —jD —- 6 S3,LB. 4.58 --J6i AWEST NORTH CENTRAL 213801. 24.36 536 71. 19. 25 48291. 24.08 111839. 27. 31

R LAWARF 1111. 0.13 397. 0.14 269. 0.13 445. 0.11
M^ARYL A 5593. 0.63 1900. 0.68 1355. 0.68 2338. 0. 57V!RGINA 232403. 2.52 6554. 2.35 5843. 2.91 13006. 2.44
WFST VIRGINIA 4P27. 0.54 1103. 0.40 1261. 0.63 2463. 0.60NORPT CA CLINA 38892. 4.38 9219. 3.31 8860 4.42 20813. 5.08SrI'TH CAPCLINA 11065. 1.25 3432. 1.523 2631 1.31 5002. 1.22CEnDRlA 18157. 2.34 5695. 2.14 4304. 2.15 8158. 1.99

SNDTH ATLANTIC 14071. 12.84 32851. 11.79 27521 1372 53699. 13.11

WASH'INOGTON 8958. 1.01 3498. 1.26 1854. 092 3606. 0 .88SUON K T 9194. 1.03 3373. 1.21 2083. 1.04 3741. 3.91CALIFCANIS ___ 328.5. 2. __I 7 ... ,, ___- ~_9. 5_ 1 .S PACIFI 410426 . 4.6 15755. 5.65 9206. 4.59 16081. 3.93

UW. S1. TTL 888713 103.00 278653. 10.00 200539. 100.00 409521. 100.00
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TABLE 5. RELATIVE RANKING OF Between 1964 and 1969 the number of farms in
REGIONS BY NUMBER OF this category decreased by 29 percent in New
ALL SMALL FARMS England and 30.4 percent in the Middle At-

Year lantic region. However, between 1969 and
1959 1974 1974, the number of such farms decreased only

Region % of U.S. Total Region % of U.S. Total 18.5 percent in New England and 3.6 percent in
West North Central 29.54 West North Central 24.05 the Middle Atlantic region.
East North Central 21.76 East North Central 20.89 With the exception of the New England,
South Atlantic 12.75 East South Central 14.24 Middle Atlantic, and East North Central re-

West South Central 10.55 West South Central 14.12 gions, each regionhad increases in the number
of farms with aged operators between 1964 and

East South Central 9.86 South Atlantic 12.83
1969. The East North Central region is unique

Middle Atlantic 5.66 Moutain 4.65 in that the number of farms in this category de-
Moutain 4.37 Pacific 4.62 creased between 1959 and 1964 as well as be-
Pacific 4.09 Middle Atlantic 3.81 tween 1964 and 1969, but increased 9.2 percent
New England 1.42 New England ..73 between 1969 and 1974.

Although the number of farms with aged
Few operators who work 200 days or more operators increased little during the 15 years

off the farm are expected to be aged or dis- between 1959 and 1974, the relative importance
abled. Nonetheless, a precise statement re- of this category in terms of all small farms in-
quires yet unavailable data which cross-classify creased. Nationally the number of farms with
small farms into aged-disabled part-time sub- aged operators as a percentage of all small
categories. It would be helpful to be able to farms increased from 10.9 percent in 1959 to
divide part-time small farms (excluding those 22.6 percent in 1974.
operated by the aged and disabled) into sub- We hypothesize that programs to improve
categories of those with operators above and productivity and human and material capital
below the poverty line as well as other income of this category of small farms have low
thresholds. The hypothesis is that the propor- benefit-cost ratios because of high costs of pro-
tion of part-time farmers in poverty is small. grams and limited work life expectancy and
The capacity of part-time farmers to respond present value of increased productivity. Data
profitably to research-extension programs is are needed to identify two subclasses of the
restrained by intense claims on their time and aged-disabled category: those with adequate
by limited farming resources and output. income and net worth and those without. The

former are of low priority for additional public
Farms With Aged Operators programs. The latter can probably be helped

most cost effectively (most income generated
In the period between 1959 and 1974 the per Treasury dollar spent) by social welfare

number of small farms with aged operators in- (transfer) programs.
creased by 9,801 farms or 5.1 percent. The
largest increase, 20,253 farms or 11.7 percent, Bona Fide Farms
occurred between 1964 and 1969. As in the
case of part-time farms, the increases in the The final category of "bona fide" small
number of farms with aged operators appear to farms is ideally defined and measured by the
have slowed between 1969 and 1974. The number of farms occupied by operator-house-
number of farms in this category increased by holds who depend on the farm for their liveli-
only 7,085 or 3.7 percent between 1969 and hood but with breadwinners neither aged nor
1974. disabled. However, published data do not

Regionally, only four areas had increases in identify the number of disabled operators. This
the number of farms with aged operators be- third category of small farms is approximated
tween 1959 and 1974-the East South Central, herein by the total number of small farms less
West South Central, West North Central, and the number of small farms with aged operators
South Atlantic regions. Of the four, the East and with part-time operators. Problems of
South Central region had the largest increase. over- and undercounting are unavoidable.

The New England and Middle Atlantic re- Double counting of some aged part-time farm-
gions showed losses in the number of farms ers causes undercounting of the number of
with aged operators throughout the 15 years. bona fide farms. Inability to identify the phys-
The number of farms in this category de- ically and mentally disabled causes overcount-
creased by 62.1 percent and 47.5 percent be- ing of the number of bona fide farms, other
tween 1954 and 1979 in the New England and things equal. It should also be kept in mind
Middle Atlantic regions, respectively. The de- that the use of the most restrictive of the four
creases in the number of farms with aged oper- definitions of part-time farms results in the
ators in these two regions appear to be slowing, greatest number of bona fide farms, a residual.
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The number of bona fide farms decreased by ideologies of organic farming or energy conser-
931,253 or 69 percent between 1959 and vation, seek to escape urban-industrial culture,
1974. As in the case of part-time farms and and have no plans to increase the size of their
farms with aged and disabled operators, the operations or to obtain off-farm employment?
largest adjustment in the number of bona fide How many have adequate basic management
farms occurred between 1964 and 1969 when skills, potentially can obtain competitive rates
the number decreased by 338,077. However, of return on use of additional capital, and
the largest percentage decrease occurred be- desire to expand in farming but lack credit to
tween 1969 and 1974 when 266,541 farms or do so? How many desire or plan to obtain off-
39.4 percent disappeared. farm employment? How many have not taken

The smallest numbers of bona fide farms off-farm employment for lack of marketable
were in the New England and Middle Atlantic skills and/or local off-farm job opportunities?
regions. These two regions also had the largest How many are new entrants into farming
percentage decreases in the number of bona and/or in young and prime age groups with
fide farms between 1959 and 1974, an 81 per- potential for growth into commercial farming
cent decline in New England and a 79 percent units?
decline in the Middle Atlantic region over the A number of the foregoing dimensions can be
15 years. The decreases in the number of bona measured with data from sample surveys. Ana-
fide farms in these two regions appear to be lytical issues requiring in-depth research in-
slowing. elude the extent to which operators are using

Absolute and percentage reductions in the their resources efficiently; how many can be
number of bona fide small farms appear to be helped by research-extension programs provid-
slowing in several other regions as well. In the ing a favorable social benefit-cost ratio? A
East South Central region the number of bona hypothesis is that benefit-cost ratios can be
fide small farms decreased by 32.2 percent be- favorable for research and extension directed
tween 1964 and 1969 but by only 21.8 percent at small farm operators but that comparative-
between 1969 and 1974. The number of such ly few dollars (not enough to raise most target
farms in the South Atlantic region decreased families out of poverty) are added to income
by 37.8 percent between 1964 and 1969 but by before marginal net benefits fall short of
only 32.8 percent between 1969 and 1974. marginal costs. Additional research topics are

The number of bona fide farms is decreasing suggested by Madden and Tischbein.
in relation to the total number of small farms,
but the rate of decrease is declining. In 1964
bona fide farms constituted 71.8 percent of all SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
small farms. By 1969 this percentage had
dropped to 57.4, a decrease of 14.4 percentage Extrapolation of either the 1959-1969 or the
points. The percentage of all small farms that 1959-1974 trend in Figure 1, which would sug-
were bona fide farms was 46.1 in 1974, a de- gest that bona fide small farms will vanish in
crease of 11.3 percentage points from 1969. the 1980s, is not realistic and we predict a

The bona fide small farm class is of special major slowdown in the rate of decline in
interest to scientists and administrators be- number of small farms. The large decrease in
cause of potential benefits from agricultural re- the number of bona fide small farms indicated
search-extension programs. We hypothesize by Figure 1 cannot continue. With a slowdown
that the proportion of operators in poverty is in demise of bona fide farms and steady or even
high and that the prospects for efficiency gains increasing numbers of farms with aged and
from agricultural research-extension focused with part-time operators (see trend in Figure
on the entire class are favorable although much 1), the total number of small farms will tend to
lower than for commercial family farms (see stabilize or to grow! However, the sharp reduc-
Smith, Hall, and Simon, Ladiwig and Edmond- tion in the number of bona fide farms suggests
son, West et al.). Because of limited public that if efforts to retain substantial numbers of
funds, priority for such efforts within the bona this class by reversing the sharp downtrend
fide small farm category would be given to are to be successful, major public efforts to
farmers with low income but potential to in- that end must begin soon.
crease earnings. How many are in poverty and Projections of future trends in the number of
what are their socioeconomic-demographic small farms are obscured somewhat by the con-
characteristics? Fragmentary evidence founding of (1) the predicted slowdown in
suggests that poverty is very high in the under demise of small farms, (2) the 1974 Census
$10,000 sales class (Smith, Hall, and Simon). undercount, and (3) inflation moving small
How many are alternative lifestyle operators farms to larger apparent sales classes. Farms
with adequate human resources to earn much entering the $2,500-20,000 sales category
more in nonfarm employment but who are of solely because of inflation between 1969 and
nonfarm origin, accept low incomes to pursue 1974 totaled 250,700; farms exiting totaled



FIGURE 1. NUMBER OF SMALL FARMS We do not know the extent of Census of
IN THE U.S. BY CATEGORY Agriculture undercount in 1974 and have no
FOR CENSUS YEARS, 1959- reason to believe the undercount was especial-
1974. ly great for any one category of small farms.

1,400 Preliminary findings of the 1978 Census of
Agriculture reported to the Census Advisory
Committee (of which the senior author was a

1,200 member) provide a basis for expecting a more
complete count in 1978 and a foundation for
resolving concerns about the 1974 Census.

\^,~ \s000 The following hypotheses regarding effective
~1,000 "remedial measures are advanced for further

\ Bonafide study.

^800 \

1. Incomes of the small-farm households
600ve~~~~~ A~\ with aged and disabled breadwinners can

_ 600- \ be raised most cost effectively by public
assistance transfer payments.

aI^~~~ \^ ~ ~ 1 2. Incomes of part-time farmers are for the

400 most part above the poverty threshold
Irzg ~~Part-time and gains in farm output from public ef-

forts to improve their efficiency will be
-¢_____<Afged modest in relation to costs. Therefore,

200 -e such farmers are not of high priority for
public policy on either equity or efficien-
cy grounds.

o _', 3. Incomes of the bona fide, able-bodied
1959 1964 1969 1974 YEAR small-farm operators who depend on the

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. farm for their livelihood can be raised
with agricultural research-extension pro-

273,200 for a net loss of 22,500 or 1.9 percent grams within current fencelines as indi
of the 1969 total number of small farms. Bias cated in the text, but scopefor increased
is also present within the small farm category. income with favorable benefit-cost ratios
Farms with sales of less than $2,500 which under such programs is limited because

such farms have few resources and
entered the small category because of inflationexhi dsecom ies of size. sourcsan
had comparatively high proportions of part- exhibit diseconomies of ize. Significant
time and of aged operators whereas farms with gains are possible only by expansion of
sales of over $20,000 which exited because the size of farming operations, specialty
inflation had comparatively high proportions enterprises, or by off-farm employment.
of "bona fide" operators. Estimates of the
shares of farms by category as shown in Table
4 and as adjusted for inflation by use of infla- Though identification of subgroups and their
tion-adjusted economic class data from Lin characteristics is important for policy pur-
and Emerson for 1974 follow. poses, identification of regional trends also is

related to the success of policies. Regional
Percentage differences in numbers, composition, and

Small Farm Adjusted for trends of small farms, as shown herein, are
Category Unadjusted Inflation great. For example, nationally the decline in

number of all small farms showed few signs of
Part time 31.3 30.9 abating by 1974. However, the decrease in the
Boa fide 6 22.3 number of small farms for the second and third

~Bona tf~~ide _ 46.1 (46.8 largest regions in terms of farm numbers (East
Total 100.0 100.0 North Central, East South Central) leveled off.
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