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PREFACE

Cha.nges in numbers and sizes of farms are subject to varied inter-
pretations, This is largely because of differences in concepts and defi-
 nitions, It stems also from failure of many persons to recognize and
- understand the changing role of agriculture in a dynamic environment,

- The study reported here is an analysis of changes in number and size of
~ farms as related to technological advances in agriculture and growth of
‘the economy generally, An attempt is made to clarify the definitions
and concepts that have tended to obscure these relatlonsmps and to de-
~ velop a more meanmgful classification of farm size through time. The
changing size structure of farming is examined from the standpoint of

 classifying family farms as they have existed during the quarter-century

ending in 1954 in respect to levels of farm output, relative size of farm
operations; and levels of real farm income., This report of the study is
‘expected to be useful to those who formulate agricultural policies and pro-
~grams, For those with a more general interest in American agriculture,

it will contribute toward ‘a clear understanding of the process of adjust-
- ment by farm people to a constantly changmg economic environment

The author wishes to express appreciation to Kenneth L Bachman

~ _and Robert B. Glasgow, Farm Economics Research D1v151on Agrlcul-

tural Research Service, for assistance in developing the concepts and

- discussion presented here and to a number of colleagues for reviewing

~ the manuscript and making helpful suggestions. Special acknowledgment
~ is made to Barbara J, Grindstaff, Farm Economics Research Division,
~Agricultural Research Serv1ce for carrymg out the statlstlcal phases of

- the work,
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FAMILY FARMS IN A CHANGING ECONOMY
By

Jackson V. McElveen, Agricultural Economist
Farm Economics Research Division
Agricultural Research Service

SUMMARY

During the 25-year period, 1930-54, farms have become larger and
fewer in number. The total number of census farms has declined by 1.5
million, and there has been an even greater decrease in the number of
commercial farms. At the same time, numbers of part-time and resi-
dential units have increased rapidly., These part-time and residential
farms, which comprised 15 percent of all farms in 1930, accounted for
nearly a third of all farms in 1954, o

Commercial farms - those from which the farm families derive their
major source of income from farming - decreased from 4.7 million in
1930 to 3.1 million in 1954, More than half of this decline took place
between 1944 and 1954,  Commercial farms comprised 75 percent of all
census farms in 1930 and about 65 percent in 1950 and 1954.

The decrease of almost a million in the number of commercial farms
in the South was a much more rapid decline than was recorded in other
broad regions of the country. This decrease in the South is reflected
largely in reductions in the number of cropper units., On the basis of
management units rather than census farms, the decrease of a half mil-
lion for the South is roughly comparable to the decrease shown for other
regions of the country,

Noncommercial farms, as defined in this analysis of trends, are com-
prised of part-time and residential farms and subsistence farms. Part-
time and residential farms are those farms with total farm sales of less
than $2, 500 where the major source of money income or employment is
from off-farm sources. Subsistence farms are those on which farm sales
of less than $250 are the major source of cash income of the farm fam-
ily. Part-time and residential farms have increased by nearly 600, 000,
Subsistence farms, which numbered more than a half million in 1930 and
1940, declined steadily for the next 15 years. In 1954, they numbered
less than 200, 000.

The increase in part-time farming is associated with growth of the
nonfarm sector of the economy and the greater availability of jobs in
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ﬂf’local mdustrles trades and serv1ces. The number of part-tlme and
f}res1dential farms as classified in this report reached a numerical peak

dine 1950 The absolute numbers of these farms dechned between 1950

~ and 1954, but the proportlon they comprise of all farms 1ncreased shghtly
—;because of the reductlon in the total number of farms. -

: Most of the 1ncrease in part-tlme farmmg has been m the South, where
part-tlme and residential farms nearly doubled between 1930 and 1950,

~ In 1954, these farms comprlsed two-fifths of all farms, In the rest of

~ the United States, about a fourth of the farms were class1f1ed as part-
t1me a.nd resadentlal S RN ,

Commerc1al farms Were fewer m number but larger 1n size in 1954

f—_r, fthan they were 25 years ear11er. ~ Mechanization of farmmg operations
-~ and other technologlcal 1mprovements in- farm productlon practices have -
;_ﬂ;resulted in substantial increases in the size of farms, This is true
~when farms are measured by e1ther volume of farm sales or acreage
er;f;fhandleel ‘The average value of farm sales per commercial farm (valued
~at 1954 prices) increased from $3,400 in 1930 to $7, 500 in 1954, The

- average acreage per eommerclal farm rose from 220 to 336 acres dur_
img this perlod : ErE ,

At the upper end of the s1ze scale, there has been a threefold in-

fcrease in the number of farms with sales of $25,000 or more (valued
- at 1954 prlces) ~ These larger units in. commerc1al agrzculture are not

'V"VVnumerous. In 1954, they comprlsed only 4 percent of the commerc1a1 !
farms but accounted for about 30 percent of the farm marketmgs.

o The number of smaller un1ts in commerc1al agriculture (those W1th
—' ’;ffarm sales of $250 to $2 499, valued at 1954 prlces) decreased from

" r—f'nearly 3 million in 1930 to 1 m11110n in 1954, Many of the farms in-
~cluded in this category in earlier years increased ‘their market sales

B and were grouped in hlgher sales categorles in later years. Others
'}itook up part-tlme farmmg or. left farmmg ent1rely B

A Commercral farms between these two extremes in size of busmess
'(those ‘with farm sales of $2,500 to $25,000, valued at 1954 prices) -
'”_-’compmsed a higher proportion of commercial farms 1n 1954 than at any

'ftlme in the prevmus 25 years. : :

Of partlcular 1nterest in the current setting are changes in the number
- of commercial family farms. The trend toward larger commercial farms
~ has been viewed with apprehensmn by many who fear its effect on the
- family-farm structure._ Increases in farm size are ‘taken by some per-
: ,sons to forebode an increase in the use of hlred labor in farming and
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: an assoc1ated increase in a farm populatlon without equity in farm own-,;'
ership or management ‘decisions. This would conflict with 1ong-held SO=
- cial values of the American people, who regard the fam11y farm as one
of the bulwarks of a stable and prosperous rural economy '

The study reported here also views growth in farm size in relation
" to changes in the productive work capacity of the farm family labor force.

- A major premise is that comparable growth in farm size was to be ex-

~ pected during a period in which improved farmmg methods nearly doubled
~the work capacity of farm labor. The question of growth in farm size

- as it relates to the family farm in this approach is whether this growth

in volume of business has been more or less consistent with the extent
to which new farming techniques have meant greater control by the farm
family over other productlon resources,

When viewed in this Way, family farms appear to be holding their own.
The number of operatlons that are larger than family size has decreased.
~Although their number ‘decreased, along with the overall decline in com-
mercial farm numbers, family farms and large-scale farms made up
about the same proportion of commercial farms in 1954 as they had a
quarter of a century earlier, Moreover, there has been no tendency
toward increasing concentration of farmland or market sales on the larg-
er units. Farmland and market sales were divided in approximately
similar proportions between large-scale and family farms in each of the
years for which data were available for making these estimates. Since
1940, there is evidence that operators of family farms have made a slight
gain over those of large-scale farms in controlling land resources and
market sales, However, this evidence is not conclusive,

Recent trends indicate that the number and importance of family farms
have been affected largely by the many adjustment problems that are
found on the smaller units in commercial agriculture rather than by the
encroachment of large-scale farming. Technological improvements in
farm production practices have been associated with increasing disparity
between the largest and smallest sizes of farms, The substantial shift
of farm families from commercial to part-time farming, and migration
of others from agriculture to nonfarm occupations have resulted in no
appreciable improvement in the farm organization and income of many
small units that remain in commercial agriculture. The proportion that
small-scale farms are of all commercial farms has increased over the
years., From the standpoint of real incomes from farming, the prob-
lem of low-income farms is a chronic one,

Realizing the difficulty of defining the family farm in concrete terms,
the author of the study reported here has attempted to separate, so far



e
as can be determmed on the basis of gross farm sales, those farm units
that would generally be considered larger thaza famlly size, Also sepa-
~ rated are those farms on which incomes ‘are very low. It is believed
- that in each year the remaining numbers of farms may represent the

trend in what is-frequently referred to as "the adequate fam11y farm" or
"the family farm 1deal "o . o :

It is apparent 'th’at‘the number and proportion of the commercial farms
that meet these specifications have varied - conmderably through time,
- Scale of operation imposes an upper limit that has held fairly constant-
~ over the years. But determination of the number of family farms with
medium to high 1ncomes introduces varlatmns concerning the extent to
‘which their numbers depend on external economic factors over which the
- farm families have little centrel Prices. for farm products, the rela-
tive cost to farmers of items used in farm production and for family
living, and the availability of profitable job alternatives outside agricul-
ture have an essential part in determmmg the number and 1mportance of
rfam.lly farms with medium to high 1nc0mes.
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THE BACKGROUND

Changes in numbers and sizes of farms in the United States have always
been of general interest. This is natural for a Nation whose economic
history is tied closely to an agricultural origin, This interest may have
been kindled in the earliest settlement on the Atlantic seaboard. It was
nurtured in the basic philosophy of an infant government, which visual-
ized widespread private ownership and control of land. This philosophy
shaped the settlement of each succeeding land frontier and largely deter-
mined the present structure of American agriculture, The pattern of
farming that evolved - the predominance of family operations - remains
a dominant characteristic of agriculture in this country. What and how
much to produce, when to market, and the entire range of production
decisions, for the most part, are vested in several million highly com-
petitive farm units. In the modern economic environment, farming re-
mains the stronghold of small enterprises, which function in an almost
classically competitive agricultural market.

Much of the current interest in numbers and sizes of farms stems
from concern over the ability of this basic structure to withstand the
stresses and strains of a changing world, The apparent growth in farm
size in recent years and the reduction in farm numbers have caused
many persons to wonder whether family farms are giving way to large-
scale employer units, '"'Factories in the field,'" with their attendant sep-
aration of management and labor, and accumulations of land into rela-
tively few large holdings are feared by some persons to be a probable
result of the technological revolution that is taking place in agriculture.
The increasing investment needed and the larger cash costs that are as-
sociated with modern, highly specialized, commercially oriented agri-
culture have raised questions as to the ability of operators of family
farms to compete in the adoption of new techniques intended to raise ef-
ficiency and output., The continuing problem of low farm incomes in a
substantial segment of agriculture points to the fact that many farm fam-
ilies have not shared in the technological gains that have characterized
recent decades. It is in this setting of apprehension over the future of
the family farm that attention is focused on changes in the size structure
of American agriculture,

Changes in numbers and sizes of farms are subject to varied inter-
pretations. This is largely because of the differences in concepts and
definitions, It stems also from the failure of many persons to recog-
nize and understand the changing role of agriculture in a dynamic envi-
ronment, Certain terms used in descriptions and discussions of farm-
ing have different meanings to different people. The definition of a
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rlzirrger or small farm, for example, depehdsr Qh the perspective in which
it is viewed. Similarly, the phrase "family farm' has connotations that
may imply one thing to some people and something quite different to

- others. In addition, these terms are subject to the modifications of

time. They have taken on new meanings under the impact of social and
technological changes. o ’

Farm size is a relative term. What may be a large farm to a per-
son in the Eastern United States, especially if measured in acres, might
- well be thought of as an operation of only modest size to someone reared
in the Great Plains or the Far West. What this same easterner thinks
of as a small farm, his parents may have thought a larger operation a
generation ago. The diversity of agriculture, as well as its constant
change, reduces the terminology of size to relativity in both place and
time, ' '

The term 'family farm" has also meant different things to different
people in different places and different times. To one person, it may
mean the farm on which he was reared; to another, it may mean the
farm he aspires to own. On the one hand, the term "family farm'" is
used to describe the several million farms on which farm families work
and live, This may be thought of as the family farm in reality, On
the other hand, the term is used to express a number of implied values
and goals to which farm people aspire, In the interest of definition,
this concept is referred to as the "family farm ideal.'" This dual use
of the term has resulted in confusion, In reality, the family farm fre-
quently differs considerably from the family farm ideal.

As a Nation, we are convinced that the family farm is a desirable
objective of public policy. It is cited frequently as symbolic of the Amer-
ican way of life, Even so, the family farm has never been defined pre-
cisely, If we as a Nation have decided that the family farm is to be
preserved as the basic unit in our farm structure, it is essential that
the tYpes of operations we wish to encourage be defined and classified
(8). 1/ 1t is necessary that we know the impact of recent changes on
the numbers of operations and their relative stability.

There are no compelling reasons why the family farm should elude
definition, as it is a structural characteristic of our farm economy.
Farms of this kind furnish homes and occupations for several million
farm families. The ideals and the goals for which these families strive
probably do not differ from the ideals and goals of those who earn their

1_/ Figures in parentheses refer to Literature Cited, page 73.
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living in other occupations, The structure has changed however, and
~no doubt the common goals are sub;ect to mod1f1cat1on as each unfoldmg
horizon holds new promlse '

- Economic progreSS in _the United States is associated with a continu-
- ing need for adjustments by farmers to ‘meet changing cond1t1ons. The
course of economic progress has had a double impact on farm famllles.
~.They are constantly confronted by new techniques intended to increase
yields and decrease their needs for labor. At the same time, largely
-as a result of their own increases in agrlcultural productlon farm fam-
ilies are faced with the fact that fewer people are needed on farms to
- produce the foods and f1bers for an expanding nonfarm population, Farm
- products constitute 1argely the necessities of life, As real incomes of
the population increase and the basic needs for foods and- fibers are met,
~ consumers do not increase their purchases of agricultural products in
proportion to their purchases of other commodities. In an expanding
“economy, it is thus that economic activity is directed toward the other
goods and serviees that comprise overall levels of l1vmg. “This is the
essence of economic progress, which depends on the capac1ty of a suc-
_cessively smaller proportion of the work force to produce the necessi-
ties of life, thus releasing workers to fabricate the luxuries. '

During the rapid economic growth and development experienced by the
" United States in recent decades, pressures for adjustments on the part
- of farm people have been acute. An understanding of the magmtude and
- direction of changes and their effect on the overall farming structure is
~essential to the setting up of policies and programs to assist farmers
~in making orderly adjustments in the interest of a sounder and more

- profitable agriculture. If there is a family farm ideal that is shared.
by rural and city people alike, it is the desire for an agmculture in

- which farm people can share fully in the increasing levels of living pro-
vided by an expandmg economy, '

Early Trends in Numbers of Farms

When the first count of- farms was made in the census of 1850 farms
~ were located within the boundaries of all except 11 of the present 48
‘States., Settlement of the Nation's land frontier was well underway., Ex-
~ plorers, hunters, then farmers and settlers had already ventured to a
tier of States west of the Mississippi River. They were in the process
~ of settling the west coast, having bypassed the less humid plains regions.
In the decade that followed, more than a half million new farms were-
 added and the acreage of farmland increased by a third (table 1), The
~ westward movement was slowed somewhat in the 1860's, The War Be-
tween the States pulled mto m111tary service many young men ‘who Would

420422 -0 -57 -2



Table 1 - Farms, land m farms a.nd populatlon Umted States Speclﬁed
e years 1850 1954

oo I

D R ix:Nﬁmbe’f Db La.nd Average :.,kPobulati'on’
 Year ' of ‘' in ' sige
~ farms © farms  of farm | Total | Farm 1/

E ~ Million =
Thousands  acres ' ~Acres ~Millions  Millions

| 1850 emmom-----t 1,448 204 203 23 2/

1860 mm----e----i 2,044 407 189 32 2/

o,
12

1870 cmeec-eceoo? 2,660 408 153 40

N
~

1880 mmeomcemem 4,009 536 134 50

“l“m‘w h
) —

1800 —--ooeooo-i 4,565 623 137 63

NG
~

1900 EREEEEIN, 5,731 839 466
1916 ........... % 6, 362 879 138 .92 32
1920 —cccmmmmee f 6, 448 956 148 107 32
1925 ----------_E 6,372 924 145 115 31
1930 -_____;L_-_§ 6, 289 987 157 - 123 31
1935 —mcmcccmme- ; 6, 812 1,055 155 127 32
1940 —mcococaaan : 6, 097 1,061 174 132 31
1945 mmcmmmmmee : 5, 859 1,142 195 140 25
1950 3/ —cmmemen g 5, 382 1,159 216 152 25

1954 3/ —mmmmmem Po4,782 1,158 242 162 22

1/ Agrlcultural Marketing Service (13, 18).

2/ Not available.

3/ Not entirely comparable w1th earlier censuses because of a change in
the census definition of a farm, -See appendix for discussion of changes in
the census procedure,

Bureau of the Census (ﬂ), except as otherwise stated,
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‘have gone west, but increasing conflict with the Indian nations in the

~ plains regions was also. important ‘The acreage of land in farms was
“about the same in 1870 as a decade earlier, but the number of farms in-
ecreased as an aftermath of the war, partly because of the breakdown of
- the southern plantation system '

- With the successful prosecution of the Indian wars, and. aided by con-
gressmnal enactment that encouraged the homesteading of farms the last
3 decades of the 19th century saw both farm numbers and land in farms .
" more than double. In 30 years, 3 million- farms and 450 million acres
of farmland were added. By 1910, the settlement of the western land
_frontier was virtually complete, climaxing what is a historical marvel in
mass migration. The number of farms continued to increase until 1920,
- which may be considered the turning point in respect to numbers. In-
‘creases in total farmland after that date were due mainly to- the transfer
- of public grazing lands ‘in the ‘mountain region to private ownershlp Land
flfrontlers were g1v1ng way to even greater technologlcal frontlers. .

o By 1930, the trends in farming that have characterlzed recent decades

;j were well underway. The census of 1930 showed that the number of
farms had declined for the second consecutive 5-year per1od from the
‘peak reached in 1920. For the most part, the economy of the 1920's

- was one of general prosperity and high levels of employment. The auto-
~mobile, and other technological and social innovations, hastened, perhaps,

by World War I, lessened the isolation of rural areas. Gasoline trac-

‘tors and related equipment were becoming available in s:.zes and types

- adapted for use on family-size operations. As a result, fewer workers
~ were needed, The rural farm population decreased by more than a mil-

~ lion during the decade ,of,the 1920's, '

 Between 1930 and 1935, farm numbers 1ncr<§ased as a result of many

_ factors associated with the depression years, Unemployment in non-
~farm sectors and subsequent lack of nonfarm job opportunities slowed
'V'm.lgratmn from agrlculture. “Many who had m1grated from agrlculture '
- during the preceding decade lost their jobs and returned to the farm,

- The pressure of populatlon on the land created a tendency toward subdi-
vision of farms into smaller units, Many rural residents who had not
done so in the previous decade raised farm products for home use to
supplement reduced incomes. Low farm prices and meager expectations
for profit halted temporarily and in some respects reversed adJustments
toward a more efficient agrlculture.

2 / The exact extent of the increase in farm numbers between 1930 and
1935 is difficult to determine, The enumeration of farms in the census of
1935 was probably more complete in respect to coverage of small opera-
tions than either the 1930 or 1940 censuses. )
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By 1940, the economy was working its way out of the depression that
lingered throughout most of the 1930's. Unemployment was well above
the 8 million mark, but this was substantial improvement over the nearly
13 million unemployed in 1933 (appendix table 26). Many of those un-
employed earlier had returned to their jobs. The farm population, al-

- though it numbered about the same as in 1930, was down 1,5 million
from the 32 million reached in 1932-35. The number of farms decreased
by 700,000 between 1935 and 1940 but, because of the temporary rever-
sals of the midthirties, there were only 300, 000 fewer farms in 1940
than a decade earlier, R ' o

Economic conditions improved in the early forties, then boomed in
an economy geared to the World War II effort. The drain from agri-
culture of young men into the Armed Forces and of persons to work in
defense plants and 1nsta11atlons ‘resulted in an unprecedented movement
of people from farms, Between 1940 and 1945, the farm population de-,
creased by 6 million and the number of farms by nearly 250, 000,

The decade since World War II has seen a further reduction of nearly
1 million farms, The exact extent of this decrease is difficult to as-
certain because of a change in the census definition of a farm, which
excluded many small units with nominal production that would have been
counted in earlier censuses, Of greater significance in respect to num-
bers of farms are the internal changes in structure that have tended to
be obscured by overall numbers., Commercial farms have become larger
and fewer in number. At the same time, an increasing proportion of
farm families do not depend primarily on farming for a livelihood.

Growth in the agricultural sector has been accompanied by change in
the nature and purpose of individual farm units. In general, this change
has taken two directions. Many farmers have increased the scope and
efficiency of their farming operations by applying improved techniques.
At the same time, the pull of job opportunities in the nonfarm sector in-
duced others to reduce the size of their farm operations and to take up
work in nearby towns and factories, Now that electrification and farm-
to-market roads have brought city conveniences to most rural areas,
many city workers have moved to the country. Some of these rural res-
idents raise farm products for home use and may have a little left over
to sell. Merging of farm and nonfarm sectors created a zone in farm-
ing that is in contrast to commercial agriculture. In this zone, farm-
ing provides only supplementary income and plans for farm production
are likely to be influenced by the considerations that affect nonfarm em-
ployment,



- 11 -

The Economic Classification of Farms

The economic classification of farms developed by the Bureau of the
Census and the Department of Agriculture grew out of the need for a
better means of viewing the diversity and change that characterizes farm-
ing in the United States. It has proved to be useful in clarifying the con-
cept of a farm. The present economic classification was used for the
first time in the census of 1950, and its use was continued in the census
of 1954, Its primary objective is the separation of commercial farms
from those operated mainly as part-time or residential units,

Commercial farms may be defined broadly as those operated as busi-
ness units for the purpose of providing the major source of income for
the operator family, The basis used for separation was the value of
farm sales, the extent of the operator's off-farm work, and other non-
farm income of the farm family, All farms with sales of $1,200 or
more were considered commercial farms (table 2), Apparently most of
these farms are operated to provide a major source of income for the
farm family. In addition, farms with sales of $250 to $1,199 were clas-
sified as commercial, provided the farm operator was not employed at
an off-farm job as much as 100 days during the year and provided the
gross income from farm sales exceeded other income of the family,

The category, other farms, is comprised of farms that are not oper-
ated primarily on a commercial basis. '"Other farms" include residen-
tial, part-time, and abnormal farms. Residential farms are those having
farm sales of less than $250, The small size of business on these farms
precludes the likelihood of their being operated to provide the major source
of income and employment for the operator. Part-time farms are those
with farm sales of $250 to $1, 199 but whose operators work 100 or more
days of the year at an off-farm job or report that income received by
the family from other sources is greater than sales from the farm. Ab-
normal farms include mainly public and private institutional farms, such
as college, prison, community, and experiment station farms, and graz-
ing associations.

The other or noncommercial farms are numerous. In 1954, they ac-
counted for approximately a third of all farms, That activity on these
farms is not oriented to commercial agriculture may be seen in the rela-
tively small volume of farm sales, which in 1954 amounted to only 2 per-
cent of all farm products sold.

The economic classification of farms is a stride forward. Defining
farms as to major purpose or activity has removed many of the cobwebs
that in the past have obscured trends in farming. It has given new form
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“Table 2, - Number and percentage of farms and proportlon of market sales,
5 by economic class, Umted States 1954

Value Number Percentage Percentage

 Economic class ~of : _‘ - of : “of all  of market -
N ' © sales : farms X ':,farms " sales
7 | 7'Do'711,ars, Theusa—nds Percent Percent
 Commercial farms: i e - , R
Class I —commmmaceen 25 000 and over: 134 2.8 31.3
Class II ----ooo-o-- :10,000-24,999 @ 449 9.4 26,9
' 7C1ass Il ---ceeeeme= : 5,000-9,999 : 707 14,8 .20, 5
Class IV coceeocooao @ 2,500-4,999 : 812 17,0 12,1
. Class Veoooomoeoooo : 1,200-2,499 @ 763 16,0 5.7
 Class VI--ooooooo-o 1/ 250-1,099 @ 462 9.7 1.4
 Totalemmesmmmcmoes b aan 3, 327 69.6 98,0
Other farms: . .
Part-time----caea-. :1/ 250-1,199 . 575 12,0 ‘1.5
Residentiala=—aeaa-2 Under 250 878 18.3 .3
Abnormal 2/ —aeee-a : - : 3 .1 .3
Total == ——mmmommmm e f o C 1,455 30. 4 2.0
All census farms - —— | 4 782 -100.0 100. 0

1/ Farms with sales of $250 to $1, 199 were classified as part-time
if the operator worked off the farm as much as 100 days, or if other
income of the operator family exceeded farm sales.

g_/ Public and private institutional farms, experiment stations, and
so on.

Bureau of the Census (_1_7).

-and meaning to comparisons of income and of efficiency both within agri-
culture and between the farm and nonfarm sectors of the economy. Com-
mercial farms are the going concerns in agriculture, They produce
most of the products for sale and account for about two-thirds of the
total number of places enumerated as farms, The separation of com-
mercial farms from part-time and residential units defines two distinct
sectors within agriculture with marked differences in economic interests
and environment,
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E'eohomic ClasSes of Corrim’ercial Farm’sz '

. Dividing commercial farms into economic classes prov1des a useful
measure of the relative importance of different sizes of farm operations.
S1x size classes of farms are designated on the basis of value of farm -
sales. Class I farms are the relatively few units that had sales amount-
ing to $25,000 or more, In 1954, there were only 134, 000 of these farms..
Nationally, they comprlsed only 3 percent of the farms in 1954, but they
,produced nearly a third of the market output. As a group,. they are
characterized by high investments per farm and per worker and- by rela-
tively large expenditures for hired labor.

Farms in economic classes II, III, and IV comprise the bulk of com-
mercial agrlculture in terms of both number of farms and volume of
sales. By and large, these represent the family-size farms long con-
sidered to be the backbone of American agriculture, Half of the com-
‘mercial farms are ‘included in these classes, and they produced about
two-thirds of the farm products sold in 1954, Class II farms reported
sales of $10, 000 to $24,999; class III farms had farm sales of $5,000
to $9,999; and class IV farms sold farm products valued at- $2 500 to
,$4 999,

Appr0x1mate1y 1 ‘2 million of the commerc1a1 farms had sales of less
‘than $2, 500 and are in classes V and VI, These small commerc1al
farms produced only around 7 percent of the farm products in 1954. At
ﬁthe same time, they accounted for 40 percent of the number of commer-
cial farms., Most farm families with chronically low incomes are found
on these farms. The small size of the farm business ord1nar11y does
not provide adequate employment for the family labor force. Class V
farms reported sales of $1, 200 to $2,499 and class VI farms had sales
‘ranging from $250 to $1,199. By definition, the operators. of class VI
farms did not work at an off-farm job as much as 100 days in the year,

and farm sales were greater than the income received by the famlly
'from other sources. )

~As mentioned prev1ously, ‘the census economic classification of farms
has proved useful in analyses of the structural characteristics of farm-
ing. As this classification of farms is available only in the censuses
of 1950 and 1954, however, its use in analysis of changes in farming
has been limited, In the study reported here an economic c1a531f1cat10n
of farms was developed for the period 1930 to 1954. ‘This was done
with the objective of examining the structural changes in farming that
took place during this period. These changes are interpreted in respect
‘to their mterrelatzons with technological developments in agrlculture and
growth of the economy generally -



- 14 -

Value of Farm Sales as a Measure of Size

Classification by value of sales admittedly has shortcomings as a
measure of size. Most important perhaps is that classification on the
basis of gross rather than net sales fails to take account of the differ-
ences in purchased inputs. This is particularly important when compari-
sons are made between different types of farms, Poultry farmers, for
example, ordinarily have expenses for feed that amount to a considerable
proportion of their sales, whereas cotton farmers characteristically have
low purchased inputs relative to sales. Classification by gross sales
does not take account of the relative difference in productiveness of the
‘two enterprises,

In addition, the classification of farms by value of sales in any given
year gives a distorted picture because of farms that, according to fac-
‘tors of chance, have higher or ‘lower than normal production or sales
from inventories. The market output of individual farms may vary con-
siderably from year to year, even though in respect to capital, labor
and enterprises, the farm organization may remain relatively stable over
a period of years. This may be because of fluctuations in yield that
arise because of weather or other conditions of production, or because
of larger or smaller than normal sales from livestock inventories. Thus,
if classification is made in any one year, farms with similar levels of
production over a period of years may not fall into the same size class.

It is difficult to measure the exact effect of these transitory factors.
Production conditions in a particular year frequently affect certain size
groups more than others. Farms affected by abnormal conditions in pro-
duction of wheat, for exainple, differ in size from those affected by ab-
normal conditions in production of cotton. Similarly, cycles in produc-
tion and sales of beef cattle may affect a different size of farm than cy-
cles in production of hogs.

Classification of farms by normal product added would perhaps ap-
proach an ideal measure of size for grouping farms of differing types
under diverse conditions of production. Normal product added would
correct both for differences in input-output relationships and for annual
abnormalities in conditions of production. In the absence of data avail-
able for such a classification, however, it is believed that classification
by gross value of sales is the best alternative for measuring farm size.
It is probable that for large groups of farms, distribution by value of
production and value of product added would not differ substantially. The
effect of classification by product added would be to decrease the total
dispersion, Likewise, classification by normal production rather than
by production in any one year would result in some decrease in dispersion.
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To sum up, the major limitations in use of farm sales as a measure of
size are that (1) it exaggerates the number of extremely large and ex-
tremely small farms, and (2) it does not permit minute comparisons of
size differentials between regions of markedly different types of farming,
unless the different input-output relationships are recognized.

Use of farm output as a measure of size has the advantage of both
convenience and availability of data. A farm's contribution to the total
production process may readily be reduced to terms of constant volumes
of physical production by taking account of price changes. Also, dollar
values are adaptable to deflation for changes in overall levels of farm
output, an essential element in making relative size comparisons in dif -
ferent time periods. Use of the economic classification of farms as a
base point has as an advantage the widespread acceptance of this classi-
fication by professional agricultural workers as well as the general public.

Classification of Farms Used in This Report

Developing an economic classification of farms for earlier years was
essentially that of (1) adjusting the value intervals for changes that have
taken place in price levels for farm commodities, (2) interpolating to
determine numbers in similar physical output size groups, and (3) sepa-
rating commercial farms from part-time and residential units on the ba-
sis of off-farm work of the operator and other income of family mem-
bers (table 3). :

In the process of developing an economic classification over time,
some modifications were made in the census classification of 1950 and
1954. This was done to obtain a better measure of changes in the num-
ber of commercial farms as compared with part-time and residential
farms. The census economic classification included as commercial all
farms with sales of $1,200 and over, In the classification developed in
the study reported here, farms with sales of $1,200 to $2,499 were
classed as commercial only if the farm operator did not work off the
farm as much as 100 days and if farm sales exceeded family income
from other sources. As a result, more than 200,000 farms included
as commercial in the census classifications of 1950 and 1954 were clas-
sified as part-time in the classification developed here.

To obtain a better measure of changes in part-time and residential
farms, the census category of residential farms (sales’ of less than $250)
was examined to provide a category of subsistence farms. Subsistence
farms are those on which farm sales of less than $250 apparently rep-
resent the major source of income for the operator family.

420422 -0 -57 -3
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Table 3.,{7Value of sales intervals used in the 1950 and 1954 census eco-
~ nomic classification and their equivalent in current dollars for specified
- earlier census years, United States 1/

——

7 trtEconomi:c, T ' o Value of sales
- class of | - - - — — —
commercial. 4950 53 1954 . 1930 . 1940 : 1945
- farms | . ' .o . '
' Dollars  Dollars  Dollars Dollars

7 Class I----'f'2,5,;0’00 and over 14,850 and over 9,550 andr over 19,775 and over
Class II ---710,000-24,999 5,940-14,849  3,820-9,449 7,910-19,774
Class III --15,000- 9,999 2,970- 5,939 1,910-3,819 3,955- 7,909

Class IV --° 2,500 4,999 1,485. 2,969  955.1,009 1,975~ 3,954

Class V---© 1,200- 2,499 715- 1,484  460-954 950- 1,974
‘Class VI --)  250- 1,199  150- 714 95.459 195- 949

: y ;Co'mpui:fed{ by div;idiné the 19 50 and -_.1954 “class Entervals by a_rrindex
‘of prices received by farmers for farm commodities, See appendix for
- explanation of procedure used in determining numbers of farms, 1929-44,

- In ,additi—rdn, an estimate was madé of trh_er: number of farms tha’f would
~ have been excluded in earlier censuses had the more restrictive 1950
and 1954 census definition of a farm been used.

Commercial farms were examined for ch’ainges in relative size and
in real net income from farming. An attempt was made to separate
large-scale farms from those that might be considered family size. Also,
family farms were examined to separate those that in the current setting
- ordinarily would be thought of as inadequate in terms of productive em-
ployment and income. These modifications and estimates are discussed
later in this report and explained in detail in the appendix.
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TRENDS IN FARMING BY ECONOMIC CLASS 1930 54 3/

The years 1930 to 1940

. Between 1930 and 1940 ‘the total number cif farms decreased by
--300,000. More spectacular than the decrease in number of farms dur-
~ ing this period was the even greater decrease in number of commercial
- farms and the growing importance of part-time and residential farms :
(fig. 1). The number of commercial farms - those on which the farm
~ families derived their maJor source of income from farming - decreased
" by nearly half a million. The number of part-tlme and re51dent1a1 units
~ increased by 250 000 (table 4) ' o

i The decrease in number of commerc1a1 farms consmted ‘mainly of a
- reduction in the number of smaller farms and occurred chiefly in the
South (table 5, appendix table 26), The number of class V and class VI
 farms (those with sales of less than $2, 500 in terms of 1954 prices) de-
creased by half a million. The number of class IV farms (sales of
$2,500 to $5,000) also decreased slightly, but this was compensated for
by increases in the larger output groups. With implementation of acre- -
age and production controls and with the increasing mechanization of
farming operations, fewer workers were needed. Sharp cutbacks in
acreages of cotton and tobacco displaced many cropper operators through-
out the South and changed the work status of others. The number of '
cropper units decreased by more than 200,000 (table 6). This accounted
for much of the decrease in the number of small farms as well as the
slight increase in the number of larger farms in the South during thls
period.

The adjustment process in agriculture operates in response to many
factors. It creates what is often described as the push of people from
the farm and the pull of people from farming to other o occupations. The
push is composed “of factors that decrease labor needs and, for a given
organization, decrease returns to the human agent. The pull depends
on the availability and attractiveness of nonfarm employment. . Both
forces are conditioned by the standards of value and the psychological
attitudes toward change held by the persons involved. By necessity,

3/ The censuses of 1930, 1940, 1945, and 1950 were taken in the
winter or early spring of those years. The total number of farms was
taken as of the date of enumeration, but production and, hence, classi-
fication by value are based on the preceding calendar year. As the
census of 1954 was taken in the fall, both farm numbers and value of
production relate to the calendar-year 1954.
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Table 4. - Number of farms by economic class, United States, specified
years, 1929-54

Economic ’\(TIa;élZ of .sale)S' : Numbfar of f?rms .
class Il’I/'lceS 1929 1939 1944 © 1949 ' 1954
Dollars Thou. Thou. Thou. Thou. Thou.
Commercial farms: : :
Class I —c-ccccccee : 25,000 and over : 47 - 60 91 103 134
ClasS Il -=—cccmmu- : 10,000-24,999 : 205 252 347 381 449
Class ITI ccceceeca: 5,000~ 9,999 : 560 585 723 721 707
Class IV ccmmceaam: 2,500~ 4,999 :1,078 1,015 976 882 811
Class V —comccmmma: 2/ 1,200- 2,499 :1,274 1,070 867 661 536
Class VI —c—cceea 2/ ,250- 1,199 :1,559 1,283 937 717 463
Total 3/ -----nnn i - ‘4,723 4,265 3,941 3, 465 3,100
Noncommercial
farms:
Part-time and
residential -=--~- :g_/Under 2, 500 924 1,181 1,345 1,670 1,507
Subsistence =----- :2/Under 250 * 556 - 504 393 247 175
Total mwecececcama-= ) - 1,480 1,685 1,738 1,917 1,682
Excluded by rev1sed :
definition 5/ --=--- ) -—— 86 147 180 --- _———
All census . )
farms ------- X _— 6,289 6,097 5,859 5,382 4,782

1/ Value intervals in early years deflated to 1954 level of prices received
by farmers for farm products. See appendix for details of method used.

2/ With operator not working off the farm as much as 100 days and farm
sales greater than income of family members from off-farm sources.

3/ In this and subsequent tables, 4,000 farms classified as abnormal in
1949 and 2, 000 so classified in 1954 are included. These farms, public and
private, institutional, experiment station, and so on, were not separated
in earlier censuses. They are therefore included in census data for earlier
years also.

4/ With operator working off the farm 100 or more days, or other income
of family members exceeding sales from the farm.

5/ Farms listed in earlier censuses that would not have met the minimum
criteria used in the censuses of 1950 and 1954. See appendix for details of
.procedure for estimating.
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Table 5. - Number and percentage of specified economic classes of commercial farms, United States
and major geographic divisions, specified years, 1929-54

NUMBER OF FARMS-

G hic divisi
e?i:pecgnolr‘:xlicmn Value of sales

(1954 prices) @ 1929 © 1939 1944 ' 1949 } 1954

class of farm : 2/
1/ : = , 7

: Dollars © Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou.

United States: ) . .
Class I wecmmm e © 25,000 and over : 47 60 91 103 134
~Classes II, III, and IVeceecacaanaa- : 2,500-24,989 ° 1,843 1, 852 2,046 1,984 1,987
Classes V and VI ccccccmmamcacaoo .3/ 250-2,499 ;2,833 2,353 1,804 1,377 = 999
All commercial farms —e-eeaeec-- ——— 4{7723 4, 265 3,941 3, 465 3,100

North and West: 7 : , :

- Clas8 T mec i ° 25,000 and over R 44 71 75 98
Classes II, I, and IVeecmaccoaoaoo : 2,500-24,999 1,386 1,340 1,461 1, 429 1, 364
~ Classes V and VI--------------f--- : 3/ 250-2, 499 * 1,050 907 595 468 354
All commercial farms -ee-e-eme-- : ~——— 12,473 2, 291 2,127 1,972 1,816

South: : B
Class I oL ‘25,000 and over : 10 16 20 28 36
- Classes I, III, and IVecoccamcacao- : 2,500-24,999 : 457 512 585 556 " 603
Classes V and VI =========me=auua- ‘3] 250-2,499 : 1,783 1, 446 1,209 909 645
All commercial farms —-emm--mem- : - 12,250 1,974 1,814 1,493 1,284

PERCENTAGE OF FARMS
Dollars ‘Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

United States; . .
Class I - e ¢ 25,000 and over ° 1,0 1.4 2,3 3.0 4.3
Classes I, I, and IVececacccaaaa- : 2,500-24,999 ‘39,0 43.4 51,9 57,6 63.5
Classes V and VIeaccammaae oo $ 3/ 250-2,499 ‘60,0 55,2 45,8 39,4 32,2
All commercial farms —eca——-co-- —— 100, 0 100.0 100,0 100,0 100, 0

North and West: i
Class I =emcommc i mcmmc e aeaen ° 25,000 and over 1,5 1.9 3.3 3.9 5.4
Classes II, III, and IVoeaoaoooooa . 2, 500-24, 999 T 56.0 58,5 68,7 72,7 75.1
Classes V and VI -—-cccmcccccccaaan 3/ 250-2, 499 * 42,5 39.6 28,0 23.4 19,5
All commercial farms ——coceccaa- : — : 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100, 0

South:
Clags I —eemmmmm ool . 25,000 and over ° .4 .8 1.1 1.9 2.8
Classes II, III, and IVeoacocacccacaan : 2,500-24,999 7 20.3 25.9 32,2 37.3 47.0
Classes V and VI cecceccaacaaaoooo 3/ 250-2,499 © 79,3 73.3 66, 7 60, 8 50, 2
All commercial farms meecacecaa-- : ——— 100,0 100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0

1/ The geographic divisions include the following regions and States: North: New England - Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut; Middle Atlantic - New York, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania; East North Central - Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin; West North
Central - Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas; West: Mountain -
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada; Pacific - W?hi'ngton, Oregon
California; South: South Atlantic - Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida; East South Central - Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama,
Mississippi; West South Central - Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas.

2/ Value intervals in earlier years deflated to 1954 levels of prices received by farmers, See appendix
for method used.

3/ Excludes farms on which the operator worked off farm as much as 100 days or the income of the op-
erator and family members from off-farm sources exceeded sales from the farm,
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Table 6. - Number of cropper farms, geographic divisions of the South,
specified years, 1930-54

Geographic division Number of cropper farms

1/ ' 1930 © 1940 © 1945 © 1950 @ 1954
‘ Thou. Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou,

" South AtlantiC —===emcemeaea= 245 177 177 142 - 112
East South Central —mmeemmee-= : 281 232 180 144 115
West South Central-=-ace-==== ¢ 250 132 90 61 46
SOUtH —cmmcmmm——————— © 776 541 447 347 273

_}_/ For a list of States in each geographic division, see footnote 1,
table 5, page 20.

Bureau of the Census (17).

orderly adjustments in agriculture require that the pull and push operate
simultaneously. A poignant commentary on the process during the 1930's
is that the push continued undiminished while the pull was virtually non-
operative, The reduction in numbers of small farms, which had never
~ provided socially acceptable levels of income even with favorable farm
prices, might have been hailed as progress if nonfarm employment had
~ been generally available, '

The increase in numbers of part-time and residential farms during
the 1930's and the slight reduction in the number of subsistence units
indicate that some local alternatives were available, The Works Prog-
ress Administration and the Public Works Administration helped to ease
the hardship, It is probable that some of the small commercial farms
became part-time because their operators were on a relief-oriented gov-
ernment payroll.

The economic stagnation of the 1930's and the subsequent recovery
may be likened to a dam that impedes, overruns, then collapses in a
surge of pent-up energy. At a time when advances were being made in
the science and implements of farm production, the combination of de-
pressed farm prices, a gloomy outlook, and rigid farm costs retarded
adoption of these new techniques by farmers. Lack of alternatives to
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farrnmg resulted 1n an- actual 1ncrease 1n number of persons per. farm
~and a decrease in income per capita at a tlme when improvements in
‘transportation and communications were bringing rural people 1ncreas-
,/mgly under the 1nf1uence of urban tastes and customs. '

The World War II Years

The World War II years are generally cons1dered to be some of the
~ more striking years in terms of changes in farming., This is true in
- contrast with the 1930's. During the 1940's, the total number of census

farms decreased by only 238,000 but the number of commercial farms
L decreased by 324 000. The decrease in number of commercial farms
- was partly offset by an increase of 164 000 1n the number of part_tlme
and re51dent1al units, : -

~In the 1940-45 pemod farmers stepped up productlon on ex1st1ng
acreages. The period was marked as well by consolidation of farms
~into larger ‘units, An all-out need for productlon of food stimulated the
rap1d adoption on farms of a variety of production innovations. Improved
varieties of seed and increased use of commercial fertilizers boosted
~crop yields. Profitable investments were made in better strains of breed-
ing stock to upgrade herds and flocks. In conjunction with modern ma-
chinery and mechanical power, these developments enabled a shrinking
farm-labor force to respond with a tremendous surge in production.
The physical volume of farm products marketed for sale increased by
slightly more than a fourth (table 7). As the number of commercial
farms decreased by 324,000, this meant that, on the average, the phys-
ical volume of marketings per commercial farm increased by about a
third, Measured in terms of business volume, this was an unprecented
increase in the size of farm operation’s.

Farms with sales of $5,000 or more (measured in terms of 1954
prices) increased by 30 percent; those with sales of $10, 000 or more by
40 percent, This was accompanied by a decrease in numbers of class
V and class VI farms of nearly half a million, and a slight decrease in
numbers of class IV farms (fig, 2).

The substantial increase in the number of farms in the large volume
of sales categories between 1940 and 1945 may need some explanation
at this point. The reduction in commercial farm numbers and the shift-
ing of farms into higher output categories might give the reader an im-
pression that during this period there was a strong tendency toward con-
solidation of farms and concentration of farmland into larger acreage
units, Some enlargement of farms took place through.consolidation, but
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Table 7. - Index numbers of farm production, farm output, farm labor, and
farm output per man-hour, United States, specified years, 1929-54

(1947-49=100)

Feed . Man- :

: : All live- : used by : :hours of : Farm
. : Al :stock and: farm : Farm : labor : output
Year . .

: crops :livestock: horses : output :used for: per

: :products ; and : : farm- :man-hour

: : ___: mules : : work
1929 cmmcaeaa i 79 77 2217 74 136 54
1939 -t 82 85 171 80 121 66
1944 cecceee : 96 105 140 97 120 81
1949 coceaaaa : 101 103 90 101 97 104

1954 cmeccna- : 101 117 51 108 86 126

Changes in Farm Production and Efficiency (15).

indications are that increases in output were predominately a result of
increased output per acre. Production was intensified on farms by put-
ting more of the land into harvested crops and pasture and obtaining
higher yields per crop acre and per animal unit,

A simple portrayal of this is obtained by picturing the 25-percent in-
crease in output as applying equally to all farms. It is obvious that
there would be a substantial movement of farms into higher value cate-
gories. In reality, however, the assumption of equal increases in in-
tensity per acre among size groups is not sufficient. Indications are
that considerably greater increases in intensity of farming operations
took place on the smaller units (6). Operators of these unit had lagged
in adopting new techniques, and their response to high farm prices was
a rapid assimilation of modern practices. The larger farms, which
were more up to date, did not have as far to go. In fact, labor short-
ages affected the larger farms more than the smaller units, which de-
pended primarily on family labor., This may have resulted in shifts to
more extensive enterprises on some of the larger units. In the attempt
to explain and develop a dynamic measure of size, these and similar
developments are discussed more fully later in this report.

420422 -0 -57 -4
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From War to Peacetime - Production

The high levels of production brought forth by World War II were sur-
passed in the years that followed. The slogan, ''food to win the peace"
supplanted the slogan, 'food to win the war'" and farm prices were high
because of the demand for food by the hungry peoples of Europe. Mech-
anization of farms continued at an even more rapid pace as farm machin-
ery, scarce during the war, became available in increasing quantity.
Farm population, which had declined by 6 million during the World War
II years, increased in the years immediately following as many service-
men and defense-plant workers returned to farms. This increase was
only temporary, however, and by 1950 the farm population was back to
about the same level as in 1945,

The trend toward larger commercial farms continued because of fur-
ther increases in production per acre, as well as consolidation of farms
into larger acreage units, The preceding decade had seen the accumu-
lation on farms of a great quantity and variety of mechanical equipment,
and by 1950, horseless farming was well on its way to becoming a real-
ity. Farmers who had bought tractors and related machines often found
that they could handle additional acreages with the same equipment and
with the same or a smaller labor force. Many obtained additional land
nearby to enlarge their farms and others rented or bought larger acre-
age units. It is probable that the trend toward larger sizes of business
during these years was due more to enlargement of the acreage in farms
than to increased output per acre. Farm output increased by only 4 per-
cent. Compared with the phenomenal increase of nearly a fourth during
the 5 preceding years, this was a small increase.

Data on number of farms by size of acreage groups bear this out to
some extent (table 8). Increases in numbers of farms in the larger
acreage classes have been at a fairly constant rate since 1940, The in-
crease in size of acreage between 1940 and 1945 resulted partly from
an increase of about 80 million acres in land in farms. A major part
of this occurred in the grazing areas of the West through sales of public
lands to private owners, The average size of all census farms increas-
ed by about 20 acres in each 5-year period between 1940 and 1950, but
the average acreage per commercial farm showed a slightly greater in-
crease during the later forties than during the World War II years
(table 9).

The decrease in total number of farms, when allowance is made for
the change in the census definition of a farm, was about 300, 000 be-
tween 1945 and 1950 as compared with 270,000 in the 5 preceding years.
The number of commercial farms, however, decreased by nearly a half
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Table 8, - Number of farms by size of acreage group, United States,
specified years, 1930-54

NUMBER OF FARMS

Item © 1930 7 1940 ° 1945 1950 1954 1/

Thousands Thousands Thbusands Thousands Thousands

‘Under 10 acres -- 359 506 595 485 484
 10-49 acres _--_-; 2,000 1,780 1,654 1,478 1,213
50-99 acres ----- 1,374 1,291 1, 157 1,048 864
100-179 acres ---;l/l, 388 1, 279 1, 200 | 1,103 953
180-259 acres ---;l/ 476 517 493 487 464
260-499 acres ---: 451 459 - 473 478 482
500-999 acres ---;f 160 164 174 182 192

1, 000 acres

and over------- 81 101 113 121 130
All census ’
farms ------- . 6,289 6,097 5, 859 5,382 4,782

AVERAGE SIZE OF FARM

Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres

All census

farms —-—------- : 157 174 - 195 215 242
Commercial .

farms ——aceeaaa . _2_/ 220 255 E/ 300 2/336

l/ Corrected for comparability with more recent census data.

2/ Not available.

3/ See table 4, page 19, for definition,

Bureau of the Census (H), except as otherwise stated.



Table 9. - Number and percentage of farms in specified economic classes, United States and major geographic
divisions, specified years, 1929-54

Geographic division' : 1930 : 1940 : 1945 = 1950 : 1954
and : : Per- . : Per- . : Per- . Per- . .  Per-
economic class 1/ : No. . centage ; No. : centage;. No. : centage . ‘No. : centage . o centage

* Thou. Pct. * Thou. Pct. * Thou. Pct. * Thou. Pct. *° Thou. Pct.
United States: . . : : :

Commercial —-me-aax . 4,723 75.1 . 4,265 69.9 . 3,941 67.3 . 3,465 64.4 . 3,100 64. 8
Part-time and resi- . . . . .
dential 2/ ———cecmeee . 924 14.7 . 1,181 19.4 . 1,345 22,9 .1,670 31,0 . 1,507 31.5
Subsistence 2/ -—----. 556 8.8 . 504 8.3 393 6.7 . 247 4.6 . 175 3.7
Excluded by N . . . .
definition 2/-----—=-; 86 1.4 . 147 2.4 . 180 3.1 . - —— s e ———

All census farms -® 6,289 100.0 ‘6,097 100.0 ‘5,859 100.0 ‘5,382 100.0 4,782 100,0

North and West: T : : : :
Commercial —-eaeeaa: 2,473 80.7 : 2,29 74,1 : 2,127 71.4 : 1,972 72,3 :1,816 73.17
Part-time and resi- : : : : :
dential 2/ ccemmeaeam : 406 13.2 : 543 17.6 : 630 21.2 695 25.4 601 24,4
Subsistence 2/ ——=--- : 159 5.2 : 180 5.8 : 123 4,1 64 2.3 : 47 1.9
Excluded by : : : : :
definition 2/--acuaex : 28 .9 76 2.5 : 98 3.3 . .- —— e ——

-Lz-

All census farms -* 3,066 100.0 * 3,090 100.0 *: 2,978 100.0 - 2,731 100.0 : 2,464 100.0

o eelfee

South: : :
Commercial --memmen 2,250 69.8 ‘1,974 65.6 - 1,814 63.0 ° 1,493 56.3 - 1,284 55, 4
Part-time and resi- | . ) . .
dential 2/ cccceeeeo . 518 16,1 . 638 21.2 . 1715 24.8 . 975 36.8 . 906 39.1
Subsistence 2/ ------ . 397 12,3 ., 324  10.8 . 270 9.4 . 183 6.9 . 128 5.5
Excluded by . . . ) :
definition 2/---—--—- .__ 58 1.8 . 1 2.4 . 82 2.8 . --m ——— . =mm ---

All census farms - 3,223 100,0 - 3,007 100.0 - 2,881 100.0 - 2,651 100.0 * 2,318 100.0

-
.
-
- oy

l/ For a list of regions and States in each geographic division, see footnote 1, table 5, page 20,
_2_/ See value of sales criteria- and footnotes to table 4, page 19.
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million, This decrease was partly offset by an increase of more than
300,000 in numbers of part-time and residential units. The decrease in
the number of commercial farms was almost entirely among the small
farms in classes V and VI, Obviously, many of these farms did not
disappear from agriculture, They became part-time farms by virtue
of the operator or family members having off-farm sources of income,

Decreases in numbers of small commercial farms occurred along
with increasing numbers of part-time and residential farms in each geo-
graphic region of the country., In terms of numbers, however, these
decreases were of greatest importance in the South (table 9, appendix
table 27). Most of the small farms in classes V and VI are in the
South, and families on these low-income farms have had the greatest in-
centive to supplement their incomes through off-farm work. Also, the
number of cropper units in the South (which fall predominantly within
the class V and class VI groups of farms) decreased by another 100,000
during this period.

The unprecedented growth of part-time farming was the result of fac-
tors associated with the general growth and development of both farm
and nonfarm sectors of the economy., The benefits from improved tech-
nology in farming were not shared equally by all areas or by all types
and sizes of farms. Hilly land and small plots limited the adaptability
of machines in some areas, Operators of many small commercial farms
did not find it economical to use even the smallest sizes of tractors
and machines, At the same time, retail and other services in rural
areas increased tremendously, because of the increasing proportion of
farm inputs purchased by farmers and the larger disposable incomes
of farm people, This, along with continued expansion of industries in
- rural areas, provided local alternatives to farming that had not existed
before. Earnings from farming on some of the smaller units in agri-
culture could not compete with nonfarm wages, and many farm opera-
tors and members of their families took advantage of attractive job
openings nearby. Many servicemen, whose horizons had been broad-
ened by outside contacts, returned to the farm to live, but frequently
took jobs in town,

In 1950, the number of part-time farms was larger than ordinarily
would have been the case because of the number of veterans who were
taking on-farm training under the laws administered by the Veterans
Administration. In the 1950 fiscal year, more than 300,000 veterans
were enrolled in the on-farm training program under Public Laws 16
and 346 (table 10). In addition, many veterans lived at home on the
farm while taking other types of vocational training or schooling under
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Table 10. - Average number of veterans enrolled annually in institutional
on-farm training under laws administered by the Veterans' Administra-
tion, United States, 1945-55 1/

i § g | M | Rme | Fame | Fw
year © 346 ° 16 894 550
rIr‘hcsrusands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands

1945 <o . 0.2 0.1 0.1 . -
1946 —cccmceea 12,0 11,5 . B - ———
1947 emcemeeme e 99, 8 91.7 8. 2 - -
1948 - 232, 4 208. 4 24,0 _—— _—
1949 ccoeoao 309, 2 272, 6 36,7 - _—
1950 cmcmceeem 348,17 305. 6 43,1 _—— _——
1951 cmcmeeeaa 320. 8 285.0 35. 8 _—— -———
1952 cccaeeea 252,3 229, 8 22,5 E/ ———
1953 —ccmceeee 135.1 122,1 11,7 .2 1.1
1954 ccmaeee o 70.6 53. 2 5.5 .5 11.4
1955 cmmeeae 47,5 16. 6 2.6 1.1 27,2

1/ Public Law 346, 78th Congress (Servicemen's Readjustment Act of
1944), is popularly known as the "GI bill" for World War II veterans. Pub-
lic Law 550, 82d Congress (Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952),
authorized education and training benefits to veterans of the Korean emer-
gency period, Public Law 16, 78th Congress, authorized training benefits
for disabled World War II veterans found to be in need of vocational rehabi-
litation, Public Law 894, 8lst Congress, authorized an extension of Pub-
lic Law 16 benefits for disabled veterans of the Korean emergency period.

g/ Less than 50 veterans.

United States Veterans' Administration,
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the GJ] bill, Payments to veteran trainees, in many instances, were

a more important source of income than sales from the farm, and this
met the criterion for classification as part-time farms,

Contrasting the Early with the Late Forties

Both the total number of farms and the number of commercial farms
decreased more rapidly between 1945 and 1950 than in the 5 preceding
years, This offers a contrast to the trends in farm population. From
1940 to 1945, farm population decreased by about 6 million, but during
the years that followed the war many persons returned to farms. In
1950, the farm population numbered about the same as it had 5 years
earlier., Employment of persons on farms, however, declined at about
the same rate during both periods (appendix table 25), The rapid move-
ment of people away from agriculture during the early forties was partly
a catching-up process., Many persons who would have left the farm dur-
ing the previous decade had probably been prevented from doing so by
the lack of employment opportunities.

It is also likely that other factors of the World War II years worked
to prevent a greater reduction in numbers of commercial farms, Farm
prices were good and farming was profitable as it had not been for a
generation, To some extent, this offset the lure of attractive nonfarm
wages and salaries. Retirement of older people from farming was de-
layed because of the good returns from farming, the patriotic urge to
participate on the home front, and the desire to 'keep the home fires
burning'" for sons away in the service. The census of 1945 counted a
higher proportion of farmers 55 and older than was counted in the census
of either 1940 or 1950 (table 11).

The war years were years of caution on the part of many farm peo-
ple. Psychological attitudes governing change were conditioned by the
fairly recent experience with a '"boom or bust' economy and the insta-
bility of nonfarm jobs. Much of the outmovement of persons from farm-
ing during these years was to jobs directly connected with or created by
the war effort. Many who left planned to return after the war, Even
when whole families left, they were reluctant to sell the land as it rep-
resented a degree of security not associated with employment in the
city. Ordinarily, movement of people from agriculture is accompanied
by a decrease in number of farms and consolidation of farms into larger
units, Although some consolidation of farms occurred during the war
years, apparently it was slower than the rapid movement of people out
of agriculture would ordinarily have indicated.
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Table 11, - Proportion of farm operators in selected age groups, United
States, specified years, 1930-50

Age group © 1930 * 1940 ‘ 1945 ° 1950 ° 1954

‘Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

Under 35 mmmeecmmecmmeeeeee . 23.4  20.3 17.2 18,9  15.1
35254 ccm e e e i 48.0 45,9  47.6 46,5  48.0
5564 mmmmmmmmmmmmm e mm § 17.5 19.6 20,2 19.8  20.3
65 and OVer —ec—cmccaco——-- 11,1 14, 2 15,0 14, 8 16. 6

All 8g€S ~mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0  100.0

Bureau of the Cehsus (_l_El).

Farm prices doubled between 1939 and 1944 and net cash income of
farm operators from farming more than tripled (table 12). It is char-
acteristic of agriculture that increasing incomes from farming tend to
be reflected in higher prices for land, but land values rose by only a
third between 1939 and 1944, Mortgage indebtedness decreased by a
fifth, This probably indicates some reluctance on the part of farmers
to buy land with which to enlarge their farms. The scarcity of farm
labor was also an important factor.

The years 1950 to 1954

The relatively small decrease in total number of farms coupled with
the rapid shift from commercial to part-time farming is a curious phe-
nomenon of the period between 1945 and 1950, It makes more startling
the decrease of 600,000 in total numbers of farms since 1950, as report-
ed in the 1954 Census of Agriculture, Between 1950 and 1954, com-
mercial farms decreased in number by 365,000 and noncommercial
farms by 235,000, The farm population declined by 3 million. The de-
crease in number of commercial farms was slightly less than the de-
crease from 1945 to 1950, but the reduction in number of farms and
the exodus of farm people, when taken together, are unprecedented in
United States history. To say that a decrease of this magnitude might
have been expected would be largely hindsight, Farm to nonfarm mi-
gration is an integral part of the process of economic adjustment, but
too little is known about the actual steps involved to explain this

420422 -0 =57 -5
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~ Table 12, - Farm prices, income, value of real estate, and mortgage
debt, United States, specified years, 1939-54

(Index, 1939 = 100)

. Net cash : Value
Prices X
- : income of : of farm : Farm
received
Year : by : farm opera= real : mortgage
! farmers tors f?'om : estate per : debt
' : farming acre :
1/ : 2/ : 3/ : 4/
1939 oo oo . 100 100 100 100
1944 w207 355 136 80
1949 cmccmcceeee : 263 322 210 78
1954 —ccccmmmeee . 262 315 246 113

1/ Agricultural Prices (10).

2/ Farm Income Situation (11).

3/ Farm Real Estate Situation (16),
—é/ Agricultural Finance Review (—l@'

phenomenon completely. Instead, an attempt is made here to analyze
and explain some of the underlying forces that have apparently had great
impact on agriculture in the 1950's,

The major factor that cannot be ignored is the strength of the pull
of nonfarm alternatives during the early fifties. At first glance, the
increase in total employment of only 1 million between 1950 and 1954
is not impressive in terms of economic growth, This increase was ac-
companied, however, by a decrease in farm employment of 1 million,
making altogether a net increase in nonagricultural employment of 2
million. In addition, expansion in the Armed Forces, which began with
the Korean conflict in 1950, kept 2 million young men out of the civil-
ian labor force. In terms of opportunities for migration, the pull was
stronger, perhaps, in the 1950's than in the 5 preceding years.

In the late forties, ''full employment" was a familiar term. Non-
agricultural employment increased by 6 million between 1945 and 1950,
But during these years the economy was in process of conversion from
war to peacetime production, At the same time, it had to absorb more



than 10 million returning servicemen into the civilian labor force. In-
creased competition for jobs may have meant fewer opportunities for
farm people of the type that would encourage complete migration rather
than partial dependence on farming,

The rapid outmovement of farm people and the decrease in the num-
ber of farms between 1950 and 1954 have resulted in considerable spec-
ulation as to what these trends imply. Apprehension about changes of
this magnitude in so vital a sector of the economy is the rational reac-
tion of an informed public. Anxiety has stemmed largely from concern
over the family farm during a period when rising costs and falling farm
prices have contributed to serious production problems in commercial
agriculture, It is understandable that many have taken the decrease in

farm numbers and farm population as evidence that the family farm is being
displaced in American agriculture,

The decrease in commercial farms between 1950 and 1954 was al-
most entirely among the farms in classes V and VI that have a volume
of production of less than $2,500, These farms disappeared rapidly
from agriculture in this country in the quarter-century ending in 1954.
The decrease in the number of these farms continued unabated under the
depressed economic conditions of the 1930's, as well as during the last
15 years of unparalleled prosperity in the economy at large (fig. 3).
Indications are that the adjustments that brought about the decline in the
number of these small farms were made in response to more attractive
job opportunities outside agriculture and opportunities for increasing the
size of the farm business within agriculture.

In addition to the decrease of nearly 400,000 in the number of farms
in classes V and VI, subsistence farms decreased by more than 50,000
between 1950 and 1954 and part-time and residential units decreased by
almost 150,000, Decreases in numbers of part-time farms probably re-
sulted partly from discontinuance of food production for home use and
from incidental sales by some families who had increased their earn-
ings in nonfarm jobs. This would retire their places from the census
~ count of farms. Also, by 1954, most of the World War II veterans
who were enrolled in on-farm training under the GI bill in 1949 had
completed their courses and were no longer eligible for payments under
the program,

Fairly extensive shifting from small commercial to part-time farm-
ing has been a characteristic of recent decades. If, as is often as-
sumed, part-time farming is a step in the process of farm to nonfarm
migration, it is likely that a focal point in the exodus of farm people
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was among those already engaged in part-time farming. It is probable
that there was a substantial shift in classification from commercial to
part-time farming, although the number of part-time farms decreased.

In analyzing the decrease in the number of small farms, the effect
of technological and social innovations on the customs, attitudes, and
capabilities of farm people should not be ignored. A rural generation
reared in an environment of radios and automobiles, educated in consol-
idated schools, and accustomed to an increasingly higher level of living
is more cognizant of outside opportunities and also possesses greater
mobility, So long as there remains a substantial part of agriculture with
incomes chronically below incomes both from the more adequate family
farms and from nonfarm work, and so long as alternative employment
opportunities exist, the number of small commercial farms is likely to
continue to decline, This is not to imply that small commercial farms
are doomed to extinction. There will always be persons with limited
capabilities - elderly and disabled persons and those who lack suifficient
training for other occupations - to whom a small farm represents a better
living or at least one comparable to the living that might be obtained
in other occupations. But as a business to provide the major source of
income to able-bodied farm-operator families, it is probable that nothing
short of serious economic recession could reverse this trend of fewer
small farms as measured by volume of output,

Trends in Management Units in the South

Changes in the numbers and sizes of farms in the South are related
closely to changes in the number of cropper operations and the result-
ing effect on management units. As mentioned previously, the number
of cropper units had decreased from 776,000 in 1929 to 273,000 in 1954.
This decrease in the number of cropper operations accounts for a con-
siderable proportion of the overall decrease in farm numbers in South
since 1930, As the cropper units are not farms from the standpoint of
management, the indicated decrease in number of farms in the South is
not comparable to statistics of changes for other regions of the country.
Decreases in the number of cropper units do not indicate corresponding
decreases in the number of management units, Instead, these decreases
represent reorganization within management units to more mechanized
operations and to systems of farming that require less labor.

Excluding cropper units from commercial farms in the South results
not only in fewer farms but also in a substantial change in the trend in
numbers of commercial farms (table 13). On a management-unit basis,
commercial farms in the South numbered 1,6 million in 1930, Between
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Table 13. - Number of commercial farms on the basis of management units,
United States and major regions, specified years, 1930-54

United States Number of farms 2/
and . — — - -
major regions : * : ‘ :
Jrllg ©: 1930 : 1940 : 1945 : 1950 : 1954

fMilliQns Mil,liohg Millions Millions Miliions

Commercial farms: 3/

United States ----n---on-- ‘41 3.8 35 3.2 2.9
North and West -------- -- 1 25 2.3 2.1 2.0 1.8
SOUth == - = m e mome Le 1.5 1.4 L2 1.1

1/ For a list of States included in each geographic division, see foot-
note 1, table 5, page 20, »

2/ Adjusted to a management-unit basis by estimating the number of
commercial farms exclusive of cropper units in the South.

3/ All farms (excluding cropper units) with sales of $2, 500 or more
‘and those with sales of $250 to $2, 500 prov1ded the farm operator did
not work off the farm as much as 100 days and farm sales were less
than other income received by the family from off-farm sources. Value
is expressed in terms of 1954 prices for farm commodities, The value
intervals were adJusted to take account of changes in prices received
by farmers.

1930 and 1945, the number decreased by about 200,000, In the decade
‘that ended with 1954, the decrease was more rapid; it amounted to ap-
proximately 300,000, On a management-unit basis, the trend in the
number of commercial farms in the South is similar to that for the rest
of the United States., This is in contrast to the more rapid decrease
in commercial farms indicated for the South if all census farms rather
than management units are considered. (See table 5 for comparison,)

Management units in the South also differ in size from census farms.
Comparisons were made of the number of management units and census
farms, by economic class, in selected areas in 1945 (2). When farms
were grouped on a management basis, the number of larger farms
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increased substantially and the number of smaller units decreased.
There were nearly twice as many management units as census farms

- with sales of $20,000 or more and half again as many with sales of

- $8,000 to $19,999. On a management-unit basis there were correspond-
ingly fewer farms in the smaller size groups. On this basis, total num-
ber of farms was a fourth less than the count of census farms.

The trends in the number of management units in the South are im-
portant in any analysis of the problems of farm organization, production
efficiency, and opportunities for farm adjustments., Much of the appar-
ent trend in recent decades toward decreasing numbers and increasing
sizes of farms in the South has resulted from changes that have taken
place on multiple units. Mechanization of these farms decreased labor
needs and as a result, fewer croppers were needed, Frequently, also,
mechanization was accompanied by substantial reorganization of the en-
tire management unit. This changed the work status of other croppers
to that of hired laborers, Changes in farming that have shown up in
other regions than the South in extensive reductions in the number of
hired workers have been reflected in the South by reductions in the num-
ber of cropper farms and a somewhat greater emphasis on hired labor
on the larger farms,

Changes in number of management and cropper units in the South
have significant implications for future development, Opportunities for
adopting technological developments have, perhaps, been greater on the
multiple units. By and large, these farms were in areas suited to
mechanized operations and, when the land in subunits was taken together,
they were of sufficient size to use tractors and related equipment effi-
ciently, Operators of these farms have been able to adjust to labor
needs by adjusting the number of croppers, On the multiple units, ad-
justments to a more efficient agriculture have been comparatively sim-
ple compared with the difficulties encountered in consolidating many of
the small single-unit farms into more efficient producing units,

Future changes in number and size of farms in the South will in-
creasingly involve ownership aspects, With only a quarter million crop-
per units classed as commercial farms, further reductions will not be
as large a factor in the future as it has been in the past,

Trends in Size of Acreage by Economic Class

Changes in the distribution of land in farms have an important bear-
ing on the size structure of farming, Acreage of land is a traditional
measure of farm size that is based on what is perhaps the chief single
physical input in farming. In contrast, the size groupings of farms
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made in the study reported here are based on the value of farm sales,
which is a measure of output. As such, it is a product that results
from the use of all inputs of farming, including land,

Changes in the average acreage in farms are followed closely by
those interested in farming, Farm acreage is the only measure of size
that dates back to the earliest censuses. Number of acres is the stand-
ard unit for measuring land area, for comparing sizes of crop enter-
prises, and for measuring yields, As the total supply of land is rela-
tively fixed, number of acres is a means of appraising the distribution
of a limited natural resource. Much of the interest in size of acreage
is probably traditional, in that it dates from earlier years when land
was the major source of agricultural wealth, Farming techniques were
simple and farm size could be measured fairly accurately in terms of
so much land and labor,

Because of the general interest in farm acreage as a major resource
and, also, because of the need to show the relationship of acreage to
value groups of farms, the trends in average acreage by economic class
are shown in table 14,

Commercial farms, as a group, were half again as large in 1954 as
in 1940, This trend toward increasing size does not show up by indi-
vidual classes of commercial farms, however, Within each class of
farms, except for class I farms, the average acreage remained virtu-
ally unchanged between 1940 and 1954, Class I farms (those that grossed
$25,000 or more) decreased in size of acreage by about a third.

In order to understand the changes that have taken place in farm
acreage by economic class, one must keep in mind the tremendous shift
in farm numbers. There were more farms in the larger economic clas-
ses in 1954 than in 1940 and fewer in the smaller classes. The fact
that class I farms have declined in average acreage can be attributed
to the increase in production from smaller acreage units, which boosted
farm sales above the $25,000 figure, This does not mean that class I
farm operators have reduced their acreages. It means that in recent
years an increasing number of smaller acreage units have been included
in the class I category,

The data in table 14 are useful in showing the acreages associated
with farms grouped according to the value of gross sales. Use of the
data for other than descriptive purposes, however, could lead to unwar-
ranted assumptions regarding the relationships between classes of farms
and between the different years.
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Table 14, - Average acreage per farm, by economic class, United States,
specified years, 1940-54 l/

Economic class 2/ : 1940 . 1945 : 1950 . 1954

Acres Acres Acres Acres

Commercial farms: :
Class I —----mcmcmmimeeeeeo * 2,900 2,480 2,422 1,939

ClasS Il meccmaccmccmcccmme e : 536 585 567 538
(O R-Y-7- N 1 | [ 292 299 298 312
ClasS IV ccmmmmm e e 8 189 184 191 201
ClasS V emmmacmcmmmeme e : 118 112 131 133
Class VI cammmcmmace e ————— 90 89 85 97
All commercial farms------ 220 255 300 336
: ,
Noncommercial farms----------; 80 74 65 71

All census farms ——-a—ea--a- : 174 195 215 242

1/ Estimates based on reports of the Census of Agrlculture (18).
2/ For definition, see table 4, page 19,

The larger average acreages, relative to gross sales, on the small-
er economic classes of farms come about, to some extent, because the
classification is based on farm sales in a given year rather than on
normal or average sales, Farms with higher or lower than normal ylelds
‘or sales from livestock inventories in a given year tend to be classi-
fied in higher or lower than normal sales groups, even though acreage
and other farm inputs remain unchanged. This is a limitation of the
economic classification discussed early in this report. The net effect
is to exaggerate the acreages of farms in the smaller classes and to
mihimize the acreages of those in the larger classes.

The similarity in the average acreages of the different economic
classes of farms in different years is coincidental to a large degree,
Over the time period under consideration, the volume of farm sales
per acre increased by a third. The average acreage per commercial
farm increased also by 50 percent, The increase in acreage plus the
increase in production per acre adds to an increase of approximately
four-fifths in average sales per commercial farm, A substantial shift
of farms into larger economic classes took place from 1940 to 1954,

420422 -0 -57 -6
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Farms shifted into large economic classes on the basis of the sum of
the increase in efficiency (output per acre) and in acreage. The average
farm increased its volume of sales by about 80 percent and was classi-
fied accordmgly.

/ As mentmned prevmusly, when grouped on the bas1s of gross sales,
the larger farms show progresswely higher average sales per acre, The

~ rate of this apparent increase in efficiency associated with increasing
gross sales is at about the same ‘rate as the average increase in effi-

~ciency of farms that shifted upward in the classification. Because of

- this statistical coincidence, farms that shifted into larger economic clas-

‘ses averaged almost the 1dentlcal acreage averaged by the farms in the
classes mto which- they shlfted :

THE RELATWE SCALE OF FARM OPERATIONS

The volume of busmess has 1ncreased substantlally on farms in recent
years, There were nearly three times as many farms with sales of
$25,000 or more (both calculated at 1954 prices) in 1954 as in 1930,
Also, there has been an increase in the size of farms, as measured in
acreage. Farms of 1,000 acres and over increased in number from
81,000 in 1930 to 121,000 in 1854. This apparent growth in farm size,
coupled with the rapid decrease in the number of farms, has been a
chief cause for concern over the status of the family farm in recent dec-
ades. What do these trends portend? Are family farms giving way to
large-scale enterprises that depend primarily on hired labor for their
operation? Is the farm family losing its identity as the dominant pro-
duction unit in agriculture? These questions are basic considerations
in public policy as it affects agriculture, 7

Analyses of recent changes in the size structure of farming have re--
sulted in conflicting conclusions. This has been due partly to differences
in concepts and definitions, In itself, the term ''family farm" represents
a somewhat intangible concept that has defied definition in purely mate-
rial terms. But misunderstanding has resulted also from the multiplic-
ity of usages of the term '"farm size" and from the failure of many per-
sons to-recognize the inadequacy of traditional census size classifica-
tions to measure comparative sizes of farms in different time periods,

The Meaning of Farm Size

Farm size is a familiar term and one that, on the surface, might
appear to need no explanation, Few terms, however, are used more
frequently in farm economics with greater ambiguity., This is not due
so much to misunderstanding of the term as to the various ways in
which it is used.
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- The. general use. of farm size is in reference to classﬁlcatlon - the
Separation of farms into size groups for relative comparison., The cri-
“teria used in classification depend both on the purposes for which com--
‘parisons are desired and on the availability of pertinent data to form a
basis for classification. Frequently, the purpose of making a size group-
“ing of farms is to descr1be the distribution of a particular farm resource
or to measure differences in the efficiency with which particular resources

are used at a given place and time. For example, farms may be group-

~ed by number of acres for the purpose of describing the distribution of
“land among farms. The groupings of farms by size of acreage in pub-
lications growing out of the census of agriculture fall in this category.
Also, groupings of farms on the basis of acreage might be made pri-
“marily for the purpose of holding acreage constant in order to measure
the efficiency with which other farm resources are used in relation to
land. These are restricted uses of size; they have validity and mean-
~ing only in respect to the Spe(:lflc purpose for Whlch the groupmgs Were
made, i , i

- A more general use of the term farm size, and one that has partic-
ular relevance to the overall structure of farming, is to denote the rel'-—,
ative control over all resources of production exercised by groups of
“farms. This measure of size relates to the bundle of productlve fac- B
tors - the quality, quantity, and combination - that go to make up a man-
“agement unit. It has reference to the tangible physical resource serv-
- ices, which are usually referred to as land, labor, and cap1ta1 ~and to
“the less tangible - factor of management that determmes the1r use and '
,composnlon at any g1ven tlme. : ' ' ' '

- Although control of the resources of productlon as defmed mlght rep-
;’resent an ideal measure. of size, its use has seldom been realized in
~ practice. This is because of the obvious dlfﬁcultym obtaimng ‘the many o
‘inonadditive material and intangible - values ~as well as the virtual im-
*lpos51b111ty of comp11mg them into one measure, Instead, the general
~indicators of control over resources of production have been used. A,,. :
- wide variety of phys1cal characteristics of the farm. plant are avallable ,
as a means of delmea‘cmg size groups. ~ Among those commonly used -
“are total acres of land or land in Speciﬁc crops, - livestock numbers,

‘value of capital investment, and number of workers employed An ad- SR

~ditional popular criterion for measuring size is the value of market

~ sales, This ‘latter criterion is our basis for the economic classifica-

~ tion of farms currently used by the Bureau of the Census, - It is a meas-
~ure of farm output rather ‘than the 1nput of labor, land, and other capl-
~ tal resources. v ' ,

: Each 1nd1cator of size has its merlts ahd use ofioneor the ;other'”
is influenced by both the purpose and scope- of the compamson of size,
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. as well as by the availability of data. Value of sales is used here for
‘three reasons: (1) In dealing with aggregative data pertaining to farms
~of different types and different parts of the country, farm sales repre-

sent the best readily available common denominator for measuring the

‘different kinds and qualities of resources. (2) Asthe total of farm sales

is a result of all production inputs, it is believed that farm sales pro-

B -vidé a better measure of the extent of resources controlled than does

any single input. (3) Farm sales - a numerical value - may be adjusted
by use of available indexes to take account of changes in the nature of
inputs. This is an essential factor in defining relative size through
~time, ' ' S : :

- Farm Size as a Relative Measure

It is generally accepted that comparisons of size are relative, For
~example, acreage of land as an indicator of size is relative to climatic
and geographic consideration. Capital investment is relative to the kinds
of capital represented. Value of farm sales as a measure of size is rel-
‘ative to cost-price changes and the widely varying input-output relation-
ships of different types of farms. Although relative factors are usually
considered, in comparisons of size at a given time, the general tenden-
cy has been to ignore relativity in comparisons between different time
periods. Farm size is relative in both place and time. Extension of
the time dimension to farm size is not merely an abstraction; it is a
necessity for comparisons of relative size in different years. In sim-
ple form, it is recognition of the technological innovations that have in-
creased man's control over other resources of production and of the ex-
~tent to which these improved techniques in farming have periodically en-
abled new factor combinations to produce an increased product. y

Improved techniques in farming, if adopted uniformly over the years
by all farms, would not alter any farm's relative share of control over
the resources of production, that is, its relative size. Obviously, this
has not been the case with agriculture. Different rates of progress
have been characteristic in the invention of new techniques as well as
in their adoption. Traditional concepts of size when applied for the -
purpose of comparing farm size in different years inevitably compare
these growth differentials instead. In a dynamic and expanding economy,
technological progress is normal, During a period when the total farm
output has increased by more than a third, growth in physical produc-
tion per farm is to be expected. Likewise, during a period when me-
chanical power and equipment have endowed man with expanded control
over other resources of production, particularly land, increases in size
of acreage are normal. In examination and analysis of changes in the
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size structure of farming, the question is not whether there has been
an actual increase in the physical production of, or the number of acres
in, individual farms, but to what degree these increases have been more
or less consistent with the technological progress enjoyed by agriculture
in general (1), In a sense, this is a matter of holding the factor of
technology constant statistically.

The question of size of operation, as it relates to family farms, has
been associated closely with the work capacity of operator families. What
is thought of as a family-size farm is usually an operation for which
most of the labor needs, except for some peak seasonal operation, can
be met by the operator and members of his family. The line of demar-
cation between what is a family-size operation and what is thought of
as larger than family size, although not specific, is some pointat which
hired labor becomes a more essential element of the day-to-day opera-
tions than the family work force.

At the level of the individual farm, this concept is fairly easy to
visualize. It is apparent, also, that the concept is relative through
time to the productive capacity of the prevailing size of the family work
force. If a farm business carried on predominately by family labor in-
creased its volume of sales on the same acreage through the use of
commercial fertilizers and other improved practices, most persons
would agree that it remained a family farm regardless of the volume
of sales. A farm that increased its market sales by reorganization
toward a more intensive use of land or toward a more specialized type
of operation, if still centered around the work capacity of family mem-
bers, would similarly be conceded to be a family farm. Is it not true
also that an increase in the acreage under operation, if handled by the
operator and members of his family by virtue of the greater capacity
for work afforded through mechanization, does not violate the concept
of a family farm?

Trends in Farm Labor

Total farm employment in the United States decreased from 11.3
million in 1929 to 8.5 million in 1954, a decrease of 25 percent (table
15). The number of hired workers decreased at the more rapid rate
of 35 percent during the same period. Between 1929 and 1944, the de-
crease in hired labor was at a greater rate than the decrease in fami-
ly labor, but between 1944 and 1954, the two decreased at about the
same rate,

The decrease in family labor has been at about the same rate as the de-
cline in total farm numbers, The number of hired workers has decreased
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Table 15. - Farm employment: Average number of persons employed and
indexes, United States, specified years, 1929-54 1/

Average number Index, 1929-100
: of persons : )
Year : Total :Family : Hired : Total : Family : Hired
:employ-:workers: workers:employ-:workers:workers
ment 2/ 3/ : ment : 2/ : 3/

Thou, Thou. Thou.

1929 cmmamameeee 11,282 8,302 2,980 100 100 100

1939 cocmommenen ‘11,338 8,611 2,727 100 104 92
1944 mmcmccomeeem 110,219 7,988 2,231 91 96 75
1949 co oo 9,964 7,712 2,252' 88 93 76
1954 cmmmmcmm—eeeem ; 8,451 6,521 1,9307 75 79 65

1/ Simple averages of monthly employment during the last full calen-
dar week ending at least 1 day before the end of the month,

2/ Includes farm operators doing 1 hour or more of farmwork and
members of their families working 15 hours or more during the survey
week without cash wages.,

3/ Includes all persons doing 1 hour or more of farmwork during the
survey week for pay.

Farm Labor (1_2_).

at a somewhat faster rate than total farm numbers (table 16). As prac-
tically all of the hired workers are employed on commercial farms, the
number of hired workers in each year was divided by the number of
commercial farms, When expressed as the number of hired workers
per commercial farm, there was little change between 1929 and 1954,

Census data on the expenditure for hired labor, when adjusted for
differences in wage rates, indicate that the amount spent per commer-
cial farm did not change substantially between 1939 and 1954 (table 17),
The average of $700 to $800 per commercial farm represents about half
a man-year of farmwork, or slightly more, at prevailing farm wage
rates. This substantiates to some extent the data on number of hired
workers per commercial farm shown in table 16,
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Table 16, - Average number of hired workers per farm, United States, specified
years, 1929-54 1/

Item © 1929 1939 © 1944 1949 © 1954
Average per census farm -----------; 0. 47 0. 45 0.38 0.42 0. 40
Average per commercial farm---—---; .63 . 64 . 57 .65 .62

_1_/'The numbérrof hired workers from table 16 dividedrby Vthe numbef of
farms appearing in table 4, page 19,

Table 17.- Average expenditures for hired labor and percentage distribution, com-
mercial and noncommercial farms, United States, specified years, 1939-54

'Economic class * 1939 1944 © 1949 ' 1954

f-Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars

- Average expenditure per farm: 1/

Commercial farms 2_/ e —————— : 700 715 795 715
Noncommercial farms g/ ------------ : 84 82 51 38
All farms =-e--e---o-mmecooomammoot 512 503 528 477

: Percent Percent Percent Perecent

Percentage of expenditure:

Commercial farms 2/ =====-=====u--- : 95.5 95. 2 96,6 97.2 .
Noncommercial farms 2/'--’ ---------- : 4,5 4,8 3.4 2.8
All farms --cc-mmmmmcccmmemmmeeaee *100.0  100.0  100.0  100,0

1/ In terms of 1954 wage rates. Estimates from appendix table 29 were de-
flated by an index of composite wage rates published currently in' Farm Labor
(12). The index numbers based on 1954=100, are as follows: ~1949.85, 1944-
65, 1939-25, Index numbers for 1939 and 1944 are not directly comparable
with earlier years because of a revision in the procedure for estimating wage
rates,

g_/ See table 4, page 19, for definition,
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Although the amount of hired labor used per commerc1al farm did not

ﬂ,}change s1gn1fzcantly between 1939 and 1954, this is not true for commercial
~ farms grouped by physical volume of farm sales (table 18), On each class
- of commermal farms, the expendlture for hired labor decreased by about
~ half between 1939 and 1954, when expressed in terms of 1954 wage rates,
':*f;(Current wages by economic class are shown in appendix table 29,) This
e means that commercial farm ‘operators in each economic class were using
 only about half as much hired labor to produce a unit of farm production in
- 1954 as 15 years earlier, It means, also, that the average farm in each
~economic class depended less on hired labor and was geared more closely
S ,to the labor furnished by the farm operator and members of his family,

o Table 18, - 'Average cash expendlture for h1red labor per farm in terms of
1954 wage rates ‘economic classes of commerc:.al farms, Unlted States,’
’ 1_ spec1f1ed years 1939 54 1/ : g

_Econgmicclass 2 »f "19’3;9. R 1944 T loag ‘1954
T | | ;i»'Dollar;S Dollars ~ Dollars DOHérs
 Class T et 16,520 11,660 10,765 8,300
;Class R R T 2 060 1,865 1166
Class III _-.-'.--"-,";-----—/---":.f .' ‘1‘:0(}»‘0 ' "715'7' 655 142‘257'
B ,V::Class v ------i-;j-----------:-; 40 30 300 214
G Vo 0 0 10 05
 Class VIt w0 s sa 4

o All commer01al farms —----- 700 7':1:5 o 1}795: 715

1/ In terms of 1954 Wage rates See footnote 1, table 17, page 45 f -
2/ See table 4 for deﬁmtlon of econom1c class
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- A Measure of Relative Size

The family farm concept is fairly easily viewed in perspective from
the level of the individual farm, but this is not true at the aggregative
level, Groupings of farms made on the basis of specific resource char-
acteristics or distributed according to value of output give an impression

of homogeneity in resource use that tends to obscure both individuality
and change. Although the number of farms with volume of physical out-
put valued at $25,000 (1954 prices) more than doubled between 1939 and
1954, it is apparent that somewhat different resources are represented.
‘In terms of both acreage and number of workers employed, farms that
~grossed $25,000 were smaller in 1949 and 1954 than in 1939, The av-
erage acreage decreased from 2,900 acres in 1839 to 1,939 acres in 1954,
‘When adjusted for differences in wage rates, the average wage bill de-
creased from $16,500 in 1939 to $8,300 in 1954, This represented a de-
cline of almost half in the average number of hired workers per farm,

In using the traditional census classification of farms to measure
trends in family-size farms in contrast to large-scale enterprises, the
major difficulty lies in adapting a concept oriented around the individual
farm for use in classifying farms in the aggregate. At the level of the
individual farm, the measure of the family-size farm is applied by re-
defining the upper limit of family-size operations consistent with in-
creases in the productive work capacity of the farm family labor force.
It is believed that an index of productive capacity may be used to sepa-
rate the broad group of family farms from those that are family size.

Increases in the productive work capacity of farm labor may be
summed up as (1) those that served to increase the market sales of
farmers and (2) those that resulted from the increased work capacity
arising from mechanization of farm operations. Two series of data are
available to reduce these to numerical terms., The former may be ex-
pressed by changes in farm output; the latter by changes in farmwork
requirements in man-hours. Dividing the former series by the latter
gives a composite series of farm output per man-hour of labor which
is expressed as an index. (See table 7, page 23.) This index provides
a basis for viewing productive capacity in perspective. It may be thought
of as an index of technological growth that can serve as a common de-
nominator for redefining the concept of the family farm over time., It~
is used here as a device for deflating the value of market output on
family farms to levels of business volume that are consistent with the
increase in the productive capacity of the farm family,

The index of output per man-hour of labor is an indicator of the ac-
tual or realized increase in productive capacity of farm labor for the
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country as a whole. It is an average for all farmworkers. Use of
farm output per man-hour of labor as the indicator assumes that the changes
in man's control over resources have been general throughout the United
States. Admittedly, this is not entirely true, but it is believed to be
true enough to measure the general direction and extent of these damages,

Operators of the larger farms have generally been much more up to
date in adopting new techniques than the average of all farm operators.
The time lag between invention and utilization has tended to be fairly
short on the larger farms. Also, new techniques and machinery have
varied in their adaptability to production conditions on different types
of farms and in different geographic environments. In general, this
has worked to the advantage of operators of farms that are character-
istically larger in size and of regions of the country in which larger
sizes prevail. The increase in labor productivity on tobacco farms, for
example, where machinery has not been forthcoming to mechanize com-
pletely the peak labor needs, has been less than the increase on wheat
farms. Also, although most regions and types of farms have benefited
by improved varieties of seeds, few can equal the increase in produc-
tivity realized from use of hybrid seed corn, which has taken place pri-
marily in the Corn Belt,

To this extent, use of an index of the average increase in output per
man-hour of labor would appear not to allow for sufficient growth on
the larger operations. However, there are compensating factors. Much
of the increase in labor productivity in recent years resulted from a
catching-up process, as changing conditions, financial and otherwise,
enabled many operators of smaller farms to share more fully in the
~ benefits of new techniques., In contrast, increases in production on the
larger farms have probably tended to be geared to horizons of research
and invention,

In the selection of base points for computing the trend in the number
of family farms, some subjective considerations are involved. In order
to define the size limits of the family farm through time relative to the
productive capacity of labor, it was necessary to select in the base year
a size that might be thought of generally as representing these limits,
As the 1954 census economic classification of farms is used here as a
base point, the upper limit of family farms is set, for purposes of this
computation, at $25,000 gross sales in 1954, This is the breaking point
between class I and class Il farms in the 1954 census economic classi-
fication. Selection of this upper limit is a convenience. Admittedly,
it is somewhat arbitrary,
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~ Defining the upper size limit of the family farm more precisely in
terms of gross sales would necessitate much detail and.would obviously
cover a fairly wide range of values that vary with production character-
istics, Many farms with sales of $25,000 or more would be considered
family operations. For example, livestock-feeding, dairy, and poultry
farms with gross sales of more than $25,000 may be thought of as fam-
ily size, These farms use large quantities of purchased inputs relative
to labor. In some other types of farming in which fewer purchased in-
puts are used in relation to the labor employed, farms with sales of
$25,000 are thought of as fairly sizable operations.

Use of the $2,500 sales figure in 1954 as the lower limit represents
an attempt to separate the farms that are smaller than those usually
considered adequate to provide productive employment for operator fam-
ilies, These may be thought of as smaller than a 1-man unit when ac-
count is taken of current levels of farm technology., Selection to de-
fine low-production commercial farms of this value limit is also based
on recent publications of the United States Department of Agriculture
(7, 19).

As an average for the United States, it is believed that $2,500 to
$25,000 gross sales in 1954 are fairly realistic limits for approximating
what might be thought of as a family-size farm. But even so, the ma-
jor purpose of these computations is to show trends rather than precise
- number of farms in a particular year. The objective is to show the
direction of changes in farm size and how this has affected the overall
size structure. For this purpose, defining the exact sales limit for
family farms in the base year (even if this were possible) is less im-
portant than redefining the concept in relative perspective in the years
for which comparisons are made.

In applying this concept of the relative scale of farm operations to
earlier years, the value limits for 1954 were adjusted to reflect changes
in farm output per man-hour of labor, as well as changes in levels of
prices received by farmers for farm commodities., The numbers of
farms in relative size groups were determined by interpolation within
the economic classes of commercial farms established earlier in this
report, A more detailed explanation of the procedure is given in the
appendix,

Large-Scale, Family-Scale, and Small-Scale Farms

According to the definition of size developed in the foregoing discus-
sion, the trends in the relative scale of commercial farming operations
are indicated in table 19, = Large-scale farms are fewer in number now
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',;'Table 19, - Number and. percentage of commercial farms in major size cate-
~gories equlvalent to constant levels of farm output per man-hour of labor
Umted States, spec1f1ed years 1930-54 :

Scale of operation 1/ © 1936 1940 1945 f 1950 ¢ 1954

- 'Thou.'—:fT:hO“- Thou, Thou. Thou.

'Number of commercial farms;: = ¢

Large_scale farms e mm——— -- 205 195" '17'75 155 134
Famllyfarms e . , f
- Family-scale ----eemewoeeeo-- 3,118 2,680 2,516 2,180 1,968
Small—scale -,,---,--,,,-,_'..-'-_".7..7-1..7.;. ;3'71',;4,0,0 1,390 1,,72:5'077 1,130 998
All family farms-==--mm----- 14,518 4,070 3,766 3,310 2,966
All commercial farms —---- 34,723 _4,265 3,941 3,465 3,100
Pet.  Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet.

: Percentage of commerczal farmsf, . . : 77
Large-scale farms —ccemcccmceee- : 4,3 4, 6 4.4 4,5 4,3
Fam11y farms: X - L ET EE ' N
Famlly-scale e 66.0 62.8 63,9 62.9 63.5

Small-scale-i-i'-----,-'-:-----,--,-- :.29.7 32,6 31.7 32.6 32.2
All family farms------------ . 95.7 954 95.6 95,5 95,7
All commerc1al farms -- ..i_’;.f’:;foo.r_() IOOO 1100’.*0 100. 0 1'00';"0 '

1/ The value of sales hmlts used in classifymg, farms by scale of op-

,:'}eratlon in 1954 were as follows: Large scale farms - $25,000; family-

~ scale farms - $2, 500 to $24 999; small-scale farms - $250 to $2, 499,

7,',7’,,The value of sales limits for earlier years were deflated to reflect
~ changes in pr1ces recewed by farmers and changes in farm output per

~man-hour of labor., Numbers of farms in equivalent- ‘scale-of-operation

7,,:"—‘,:groups were obta.med by 1nterpolat10n ‘made from the census classifica-
~ tion of farms by value of farm sales and total value of farm production,

AAAAA

See ‘the appendlx for a more detalled descrlptlon

' :,than they have been at any tlme in the last quarter century. The dechne

:j'jjhas proceeded at a falrly steady rate of about 20,000 farms in each 5-
- year period since 1940, Even though they are fewer in number, large-

o scale farms -account for about the same proportlon of commerc1a1 farms
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~now as 25 years ago (fig. 4). The number of family-scale operations
 has decreased by more than a million, These farms account for a

"’shghtly smaller proportion of the farms now than in 1930, The propor- o

~tion of these farms to all commercial farms decreased from 66 to 64

~ percent, Small- scale operations, even though their number has declined,

" now account for a -slightly hlgher proportion of all commercial farms.

- These small operatlons which numbered nearly 1 million in 1954 ac-
counted for a thlrd of all commerc1a1 farms,

In explaining these trends, it must be recalled that the concept of
‘scale (size of business) used here centers on the productive capacity of
~ the farm family labor force, Large-scale farms are those with a size
- of output larger than would ordinarily be handled by an able-bodied farm
- operator and members of his family, when account is taken of the rela-
~ tive productivity of labor in the different years, Small-scale farms re-
- fer to operations that under ,these conditions would be-too small in vol-
~ume of business to employ productively a full-time able-bodied operator.
In the relative concept of size used here, growth in volume of business
is taken to be normal durmg a perlod of technological progress., Fail-
~ure to progress is to regress in terms of relative size, The reader
- should bear in mmd that the procedure for making these estimates re-
~ sulted in setting up different value intervals in each year; and therefore,
 that changes in number include substantial shifting between size catego-
‘ries. They do not necessarily indicate entrance into or exit from ag-
~ riculture of farms in any partlcular group., :

Many farms Whlch in earller years would be -thought of as large-'

~ scale on the basis of labor requirements are now no more than large

~ family-size units that employ family labor predomma.n’cly in mechanized
;ioperatlons.' In other words, many of the former large-scale units in -

- commercial agriculture have not increased their volume of business to ,
~ the full extent of labor's increased capac1ty to produce, ,,Substan,tlal

~ shifting also took place between the family-scale and small-scale cate-

~ gories of farms, Some farms that would have been considered small-

~ scale in earlier years. probably increased the scope of their farming op-
erations enough to move into the family- scale category. Some of the

-~ family-scale- farms, at least the smaller ones, shifted into the small-

~ scale category if they did not increase their volumes of busmess com-
 ‘mensurately with the overall gains in productivity of labor. Most of
the movement of farm units from commercial agriculture probably oc-

- curred among the family-scale and small-scale farms. Some units :
---were consohdated with other farms. Other units became part-time and
~ residential units. o - Co
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An additional indication of the relative importance of the different
size categories is found in the proportions of farm sales that originate
from these groups (table 20). Again, the most striking feature is the
similarity between years., In each year, large-scale farms accounted
for approximately a third, family-scale operations for roughly three-
fifths, and small-scale units for about 6 percent of the market sales.
Within this general similarity in the distribution of market sales since
1929, however, two directions are noticeable, Between 1929 and 1939,
large-scale farms increased their share of the farm sales from 30 to 35
percent, fi_/ During the same decade, the proportion of sales that orig-
inated from family-scale farms decreased from 64 to 59 percent. Since
1939, the direction has been reversed, The proportion of production
from large-scale farms decreased from 35 to 31 percent while that of
family-scale operations increased from 59 to 63 percent,

The substantial increase in volume of business that has taken place
among these size categories is shown in the average value of sales per
farm (physical production for each census year valued at 1954 prices for
farm products). On commercial farms as a group, the physical output
has more than doubled since 1929, Rates of growth have varied by size
'jgroups. On large-scale farms, growth has proceeded steadily since 1929,
The volume of business of these farms increased 2 1/3 times in the 25
years that ended in 1954, The famlly-scgle farms have averaged a slightly
smaller increase in growth since 1929, Average sales of these farms
in 1954 were about 2 1/5 times those of 1929. But since 1939, growth
in volume of business has been more rapid on the family-scale farms.

These averages show the wide range in size of business that charac-
terizes American agriculture. The average large-scale farm had a busi-
ness volume in 1954 that was more than 40 times that of the average
small-scale farm., The last quarter century has seen an increasing dis-
parity in size of output between our largest and smallest commercial

~ farms. But, except for the reverses suffered in the depression years

of the 1930's, family-scale operations have narrowed this differential
slightly.

Some indication of the 1tnpértance of land as an element of growth
in volume of business is found in the distribution of land among the three
size categories (table 21). Large- scale farms accounted for a slightly

4/ Changes in output between 1929 and 1939 cannot be determined pre-
cisely because the census of 1930 did not compile total sales on a compara-
ble basis with later censuses. See the Appendix for a discussion of these
differences and the procedure used to estimate farm sales by value groups
for 1929,
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: ;Table 20, - Average sales per farm and proportlon of sales by scale- of-oper-
- atlon groups United States spec1f1ed years 11929-54 '

" Scale of operation y B 1929 1939 41944 B -1949 P 1954

fDollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars

o Average sales per farm 2/

~ Large-scale farms-—-acceaa-® 23, 700 30 300- 38,200 44,700 56, 200
Famlly farms: ' LI - e
- Pamily-scale farms------ " 3 300 3,600 4,700 6, 000 7,300
Small-scale farms -------° 700 800 950 1,000 1,300

All commercial farms --. 3,400 4,000 5,100 6,100 7,500

: Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

~ Percentage of sales: 2/ A -
Large scale farms-*---'_r,_...;,..r.':; -~ 30 - 3 3 33 31

- Family farms: LR e B :
~ Family-scale farms ====-=’" 64 59 60 61 - 83
Small-scale farms ..:r-".,-;_.i,i: .6 -6 6 8 _ 8
Al commerc1al farms __::;; - 100 91'1'(),0 ' 100 100 100

1/ For defmltlon of groups see footnote table 19 page 50
- 2/ ‘Physical productlon in earller years converted to 1954 level of pr1ces
,_;recewed by farmers. R S ST i

o ,smaller proportlon of the land 1n farms in 1954 (29 percent) than they

accounted for 15 years earlier, Famlly-scale farms - 1ncreased ‘their pro-
- portion of land durmg this perlod from 57 to 63 percent. ~ A decrease.
~ from 14 to 11 percent is 1nd1catec1 for small-scale farms. In terms of

:,,average acreage per farm, large scale -and’ famxly-scale operations have
- enlarged the1r acreages by about half Small-scale farms “have not changed
o s1gn1f1cantly : o

: Thus desplte the decrease of a- thlrd in- the total number- of commer-
- cial farms, the proportion of farms in the relative size groups (large-
~ scale, fanuly-scale ‘and small-scale) ‘has changed very little in the last 25

years. Although mechanization and related ‘technology have not resulted

in increases in large-scale. operatmns neither have they served to in-

 _crease the size of business on many small-scale units in agriculture,

, "W:The changes in proportional numbers that have occurred ‘indicate that a
- rquarter- century of technolog1cal progress has been assomated W1th a shght



- 55 -

Table 21, - Average acreage in farms and proportion of land in farms, by
scale-of-operation groups, United States, specified years, 1950-54

Scale of operation 1/ ‘1940 © 1945 ' 1950 © 1954

* Acres Acres Acres Acres

Average acreage per farm: :
Large-scale farms-------cecee---- . 1,350 1, 695 1, 870 1,939

Family-scale farmsg---=--==ecee---- ;200 235 275 318
Small-scale farms —a---e--a-eae-—- : 95 94 97 116
All commercial farms --=-=----- © 220 255 300 336

‘Percent Percent Percent Percent

Percentage of land in farms:

Large-scale farmg-aea-—ce——cmaumax 29 30 29 26
Family-scale farms —-acecacca-a-- 57 59 60 63
Small-scale farms —meeeeoeacamaaaa 14 11 11 11

All commercial farms ---------- . 100 100 100 100

1/ For definition of groups, see footnote 1, table 19, page 50,

increase in the proportion of farms that are smaller than '"{-man units."

Family-scale operations have declined both in total numbers and as
a proportion of commercial farms, Between 1929 and 1939, family-
scale farms accounted for a declining proportion of market sales and a
corresponding increase is indicated for large-scale farms, Since 1939,
however, the volume of business on family-scale farms has more than
doubled, and these farms have accounted for an increasing proportion of
the market sales from commercial farms., Also, a slightly higher pro-
portion of the land in farms was in family-scale farms in 1954 than in
1940, Since 1940, it appears that these farms have had a somewhat
greater rate of growth than large-scale farms in terms of market sales

as well as size of acreage.

The Nature of the Increase in Volume of Business

Explanation of these trends is largely that of interpreting the proc-
esses by which farmers have increased their volume of business, This
increase in volume of business on farms in recent years, although it



- 56 -

was related to economic growth and expansion of the economy generally,
resulted from the many technological improvements that have been made
in farm production practices. These improvements, as they have affect-
ed farm size, are (1) those that brought about higher yields per crop
acre and per head of food livestock, and (2) those that served to decrease
labor needs.

The former group of technological improvements relate to the in-
crease in production from existing acreage that resulted from such things
as using more commercial fertilizers, higher yielding varieties of seed,
and improved strains of livestock. These improvements are frequently
referred to as improved simple techniques, as they do not involve large
capital expenditures or changes in the relation between enterprises,

The latter group of improvements deal with the mechanization of
farming that enabled a larger output to be tended and harvested with
fewer workers. Mechanization was frequently accompanied by substan-
tial reorganization of the farming system, Use of mechanical power
and equipment probably had no appreciable effect on yield (except that
attributed to greater timeliness in performing crucial tasks) but the re-
sulting decrease in labor needs had a far-reaching effect on the size
structure of farms,

Changes in the size structure of farming are closely related to the
complex techniques that revolve around the mechanization of farm oper-
ations but that vary considerably in their applicability to different types
and sizes of farms, topographic conditions, and financial situations of
individual farm families. Much of the current concern about the family
farm stems from an awareness that increased mechanization of farm op-
erations tends to induce larger operating units,

Under the concept of relative size used here, apprehensions concern-
ing the shifts toward large-scale operations in which hired labor is em-
ployed in agriculture have not been borne out, Although this matter
needs further study by areas and types of farms, the data contained in
this report indicate that apparently family farms are holding their own,
Despite the apparent tendency toward increasing the size of farms, the
number of large-scale farms has decreased by a third, as measured in
table 19. The 15 years (1939-54) have seen a slight decline in the pro-
portion of production as well as in the acreage of land controlled by
these larger-than-family-size operations, This direction of adjustments
may indicate the tempering effect of many factors that, both directly and
indirectly, have influenced rate of growth, Within the peculiar nature
of the production process in agriculture, it is likely that built-in social
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and economic checks have worked to modify many of the so-called ad-
vantages of scale,

The advent of the tractor as a practical source of mobile mechanical
power has not affected agriculture in the same way that power inventions
a century or more earlier affected the manufacturing industries. The
growth of the manufacturing industries and the concentrations of workers
and tools of production into large management units were based on cer-
tain inherent efficiencies of large-scale operation, which apparently are
not found to any great extent in agriculture (3). These efficiencies.are
(1) standardization, (2) division of labor, and (3) division of manage-
ment, Standardization relates to simplification or routinization of tech-
niques to turn out a product of specified quality. It implies exacting
control and predictability throughout the production process. Division of
labor refers to the breaking down of production into different and sepa-
rate stages that may be carried on simultaneously. This permits work-
ers to achieve the efficiency and skill that come from specializing in one
or a few tasks, The division of management allows the supervisory
function to be concentrated on a few given processes. This increases
the capacity of management for supervision of a large number of work-
ers engaged in similar tasks,

For the most part, these efficiencies have been nonexistent in agri-
culture. One complexity of management, and one that ordinarily has
been a limiting factor in the size of farm operations, is the supervision
of labor in a variety of different production processes, These processes
are usually dispersed within as well as without the physical boundaries
of the farm, Specific farm tasks vary with seasons as well as enter-
prises, and day-to-day modifications are the rule rather than the excep-
tion, Mechanization has not decreased the number of specific tasks, but
it has combined some of them into fewer operations and has standardized
to some extent the quality of work performed, Of greatest significance
to management in agriculture, however, is the fact that mechanization
has not increased its capacity for supervision of more farmworkers,
Rather, it has decreased the need for farmworkers and thereby has en-
abled management to supervise more acres as well as to farm more in-
tensively on existing acreage.

In general, mechanization in agriculture has been accompanied by one
or more of the following: (1) Enlargement of the acreage base of the
farm operation; (2) an increase in the intensity of production on existing
acreages; and (3) a decrease in the amount of labor used in similar
farming processes, Which of these took place, either singly or in com-
bination, depended largely on the motivation from which mechanization
proceeded.
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On the larger units in commercial agriculture, as a rule, mechaniza-
tion has more nearly kept pace with the rate of invention of new machin-
ery, Operators of these farms, with their more favorable financial sit-
uation, have had greater freedom of choice in this respect. The motives
involved were, for the most part, purely economic. As these operators
depend mainly on hired labor to operate their farms, the rising farm
wages that have resulted from the pull of nonfarm occupations stimula-
ted their adoption of mechanical equipment as a substitute for scarce
labor, Indications are that movements of labor from agriculture gener-
ally preceded the introduction of machinery on farms, in contrast to the
theory that machinery displaced hired workers., In fact, the much ear-
lier advent of mechanical equipment in the North and West than in the
South was due partly to the expansion of resource-based industries that
created a pull of persons from the farm at the same time that labor-
saving machinery was becoming available to agriculture (5). To the ex-
tent that machinery was substituted for hired labor, mechanization prob-
ably did not affect the size of units to any great extent,

On these larger farms, the pressure for increasing the acreage under
operation may have been less than on smaller farms, The operators of
larger farms have had more flexibility than the small farmers in respect
to size of machinery used as well as to number of workers employed,
By and large, these farms are of a size to use the largest and latest
machines efficiently, Their larger size has also afforded more com-
plete divisibility of machine inputs and combinations of sizes to achieve
maximum efficiency on existing acreages. An operator of a smaller
farm, for example, may have to decide between using a small tractor
and equipment that lacks the needed capacity for peak workloads or a
larger tractor and related equipment that cannot be utilized at maximum
efficiency on the acreage he operates. In respect to labor, large-scale
farmers have had more leeway in adjusting labor inputs through reducing
the number of hired workers, This greater flexibility in resource com-
binations no doubt made for easier and more complete adjustments on
large-scale farms, without the necessity of changing the acreage base or
reorganizing the farming system to use the land more intensively,

Operators of the larger farms generally have had greater financial
ability to make profitable investments in land, buildings, and equipment,
Higher disposable incomes to operators of these farms have provided
investment funds as well as greater cash reserves, The more general
use of regular commercial credit channels has provided additional funds
when needed.
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Part of the financial advantage of large-scale farms over the smaller
units, however, probably lies in the differences in outlook of their oper-
ators. The larger operations are oriented more to a commercial envi-
ronment and investments are made on a rational economic basis of the
long-range expectations for earnings. Frequently, farmers on the small-
er farms have not used even the more limited credit facilities available
to them. Although this may be partly because of less informed manage-
ment, it may result more from the smaller incomes received by these
operators. Risk taking is easier when one is certain of adequate cash
or credit reserves to tide over a few years of adverse prices or weath-
er., Adverse conditions that might mean temporary losses to large-
scale operators could easily result in bankruptcy and loss of farm, home,
and occupation for operators of smaller farms,

During the decade from 1929 to 1939, large-scale farms increased
their volumes of business substantially, and in 1939, they accounted for
a greater proportion of market sales than in 1929 (table 20, page 54).
It is apparent that even during the period of low prices for farm prod-
ucts and reduced incomes to farming, large-scale operators continued
to apply the fruits of scientific advances in production techniques. Fail-
ure of smaller farmers to make similar investments to increase their
volumes of business can probably be traced to their more limited finan-
cial and credit situations, Incomes were low and this was met by a
virtual curtailment of investment for capital items and by holding cur-
rent cash operating expenditures to a minimum,

Family farms are affected by many of the economic incentives for
mechanization that affect the large-scale units., The slower adoption of
mechanization on family farms, however, has been due largely to the
more limited capital available to these farmers and the economic reality
that mechanization, as such, can increase yields and incomes very little
unless it is accompanied by either increases in the acreage handled or
reorganized systems of farming, Operators of family farms, who are
faced with a more or less fixed family-labor supply, lack a strong eco-
nomic incentive to substitute machinery for labor,

Past trends indicate that family-size farms make their greatest in-
vestments for improvement in yields and decreases in labor needs in
years of reasonably good returns to farming., These investments are
probably made largely from current income. In a study of the savings
and debt-paying abilities of a selected group of Georgia Piedmont farm
families on family-size farms, Hendrix concluded that 'incomes large
enough to provide at the same time a reasonably good living are essen-
tial to either very modest savings or safe credit transactions' (4).
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The increase in mechanization on family farms has been associated
closely with the rise in disposable incomes of farm families, which be-
gan in the early forties, Indications are that motives were social as
well as economic, Many farms that were operated primarily by family
labor were mechanized to remove some of the human drudgery from
farming - to shorten working hours and relieve wives and children from
fieldwork. To family farmers, tractors and mechanical equipment have
brought about an improvement in working conditions of family members
similar to the improvements that electrical appliances and facilities
have brought in levels of living in the household,

Mechanization of family farms, however, unless accompanied by a
substantial decrease in the number of family members remaining athome,
created a tremendous potential within the family for stepping up produc-
tion through farm enlargement, This was because of the need to utilize
family labor more efficiently and to justify, -economically, the high cost
of machinery, Much of the increase in size of acreage in recent years
was probably of this nature, as the steady pull of people from farm to
nonfarm occupations made land available for farm enlargement.

Under most conditions, enlargement of the acreage under one manage-
ment operation is a slow process, which depends on whether land for
‘rent or purchase is available within reasonable proximity to the farm
headquarters. The rate at which land becomes available for farm con-
solidation at economically feasible prices is usually through the normal
process of division of estates and bankruptcies and retirements, as well
as the voluntary movement of whole families from farming to other oc-
cupations. Outmigration, in turn, depends on the avallablhty of profit-
able alternatives to farming,

Nichols (9) has shown that in the South, for example, it is not at all
uncommon to find heavy pressure on the local land supply by a popula-
tion lacking alternative non- agricultural employment, When this occurs,
the price of even very poor land is bid up to levels comparable to those
- of the Nation's most fertile lands,

Under these circumstances, the cost of land may virtually prohibit
needed adjustments in acreage. But even availability of land for farm
enlargement at economically feasible prices does not assure reorganiza-
tion into effective mechanized units, Often the land is hilly, rough, and
unsulted to mechanized operations in the types of farming carried on,
Consolidations of small cotton and general farms in the southeastern and
Appalachian regions into more efficient operating units have freq_uently
required complex changes in enterprises, Under these conditions,
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adjustments are more difficult, as they require new or different manage-
rial skills as well as large investments in capital items.

Since 1939, the increase in volume of business on family-scale farms
has been slightly more than was indicated for large-scale farms. Family-
scale operations accounted for successively higher proportions of the mar-
ket sales in each 5-year interval between 1939 and 1954, These gains
were apparently the result of a phenomenal ''catching-up" process as rising
farm incomes stimulated the rapid assimilation on family-scale farms
of a variety of production innovations whose adoption had been seriously
retarded during the depression years of the 1930's. Growth and develop-
ment in the nonfarm sector and high levels of employment and income
created an economic environment that facilitated these adjustments in
agriculture,

INCOME OF FARM OPERATOR FAMILIES

In an economy dedicated to steadily increasing levels of living, the
problem of low incomes among large numbers of farm families is of
concern, Low incomes are a chronic problem among operator families
on many of the smaller commercial farms. It has been shown that
these small farms have disappeared rapidly from American agriculture
in recent years. Many of these operators enlarged the scope of their
farming operations. Others improved their financial status by taking
up nonfarm jobs, Some continued to farm on a part-time basis while
others left the farm completely. Fewer farms have meant a larger re-
source base for those who have chosen to remain in agriculture. This
has resulted in a substantial increase in size of farm when measured
in terms of acreage and volume of business, These developments have
worked toward a more efficient agriculture, At the same time, the
fewer persons in farming have obtained a larger share of farm income
per person,

Adjustments of this kind, however, are not necessarily reflected in
actual improvement in the real incomes from farming of farm operator
families, Net cash incomes from farming are comprised of the quan-
tity of production marketed times the price per unit received minus the
cash costs of production, Real cash incomes, in turn, depend on the
relative purchasing power of the farmer's dollar for the goods and serv-
.ices used in family living.

The physical volume of farm marketings has increased steadily since
1929, except for years of adverse weather. In 19854, it was half again
as large as it was 25 years earlier (table 22). Real incomes of farm



Table 22. - Cash receipts, expenditures, and net cash income from farming, United States,
selected years, 1929-54

: Cash receipts :Operators' real

: Cash receipts : Operators' Operators' net: from farm :net cashincome
v from farm : cash cash income : marketings from farming
ear marketings : expenditures : from farming : valued at (purchasing
1/ : 2/ : 3/ 1954 prices : power in 1954
R . P | 4 dollars) 5/
Million Million Million Million Million
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars
1929 e 11,312 7,393 3,919 19, 044 6,973
| RER §¢ T —p—— 7,872 5, 994 2, 641 20, 607 6, 030
. ]
1944 oo 20, 536 11,943 9, 369 25,949 14,662 R
]
1949 —ccmcmmee - 27, 864 19, 540 8, 510 27,753 9, 594
1954 cocmcee 29,714 21,664 - 8,307 29,714 8, 307

1/ All sales of crops, livestock, and livestock products.

Z/ Includes current operating expenses, farm capital expenditures, property taxes, farm
mortgage interest, and net rent to nonfarm landlords.

3/ Cash receipts less cash expenditures plus government payments.

4/ Cash receipts deflated to 1954 level of prices received by farmers for farm products.

5/ Operator's net cash income deflated to 1954 level of prices paid by farmers for family
11V1ng items,

The Farm Income Situation (_1_1).
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families (from farming), however, have varied because of changes in
price levels for farm products, the composition and cost of production
items, and the cost of items used for family living,

Between 1929 and 1939, farm prices fell off substantially, while the
cost of items bought by farmers for production and family living did not
decline proportionately, In contrast to the 1929-389 period were the years
1939-44, during which prices for farm products more than doubled and
costs of production and of family living rose more slowly. Farm prices
continued to rise in the years immediately following World War II, but
by 1948, rising costs to farmers for production items and for family
living had reduced real incomes from farming to nearly a third below
the peak years of 1943-47, In 1954, farm prices averaged about the
same as in 1949, but the continuing increase in costs of production and
of family living items brought about a further decline in the purchasing
power of farm income, The average real net income per farm was only
slightly less in 1954 than 5 years earlier because of the continuing de-
cline in farm numbers,

Since 1929, the composition of production resources used in farming
has changed considerably, The increases in total farm production are
associated with increases in purchased inputs, such as fertilizers and
seeds, Mechanization of farm operations entailed increased cash costs
for upkeep and replacement of machines and for fuel and o0il, The chang-
ing nature of farm inputs increased total farm output and output per unit
of labor. But at the same time, it increased farmers' vulnerability to
changes in the prices of goods and services produced in the nonfarm sec-
tor, The overall result is that relative to prices received, the cash
costs associated with producing a given quantity of farm production have
increased.

Low-Income Farms

A major aspect of the structural changes that have taken place in
farming has to do with changes in the relative income groups in agricul-
ture, The phenomenal increase in total farm output in recent years and
the growth in average market sales on commercial farms do not reflect
the relative income situation of farmers., The economic classification of
commercial farms, discussed previously in this report, is intended pri-
marily to show the rate of growth in farm size based on numbers of
farms that were producing at specified volumes of physical output. Use
of these classes in analyses of income changes in agriculture would be
misleading., This is particularly true with reference to the small class
V and class VI farms whose numbers have decreased so rapidly in recent
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decades, In fact, the apparent decrease in the number of small, low-

income farms could lead to a complacent attitude regarding this serious
problem, It is not that the million farm operator families who in 1954
received their primary source of income from gross farm sales of less
than $2,500 are likely to be taken as a minor problem; but that the de-

~ crease in the number of farms producing at this level of physical pro-

duction creates a false impression that the low-income problem in agri-
culture is being rapidly cured through time (see table 5, page 20).

, For the purpose of providing an approximate measure of the low-in-
- come farm problem in perspective over the last quarter-century, two
concepts of income are taken into consideration: (1) Low income on a
real income basis and (2) low income on a relative income basis, The
former concept relates to the determination of low income on an abso-
lute basis and deals with the establishment of the number of farm oper-
ator families with real incomes from farming that are below a constant
value, The latter concept views low income as relative to incomes
throughout the economy at large.

Farms in classes V and VI - those with farm sales of less than $2,500 -
are taken to represent low-income farms in 1954, Operators of these
farms did not work off the farm as much as 100 days, and farm sales
exce€eded the incomes of the operator families from off-farm sources,
Low-income farms in the earlier years are related to the gross farm
sales required, on the average, to realize incomes equ1va1ent to those
on class V and class VI farms in 1954,

In determining the number of low-income farms on a real income
basis, it was necessary to establish for each year the gross farm sales
that were required to return to the operator a constant real net cash in-
come from farming., Account was taken of changes in prices received
by farmers, changes in the composition and costs of farm production in-
puts, and changes in the cost of items purchased for family living., In-
terpolations were made of the number of farms having gross sales below
this established amount, The groupings on this basis mean simply that
if the classification of farms in 1954 by gross value of sales is used to
designate low-income farms, comparable groupings on a real income ba-
sis for earlier years would be as indicated, For a more detailed ex-
planation of procedure, see the appendix.

- It is apparent that real incomes from farming, as measured in this
way, have been subject to violent fluctuations during the last 25 years
(table 23), The magnitude of this change is illustrated in the gross
sales equivalent used to determine numbers of low-income farms on a



Table 23. - Low-income farms; gross sales equivalents and numbers of farms on two bases, United
States, selected years, 1929-54

Real income basis : Relative income basis
Low-income farms 2/ : : Low-income farms 2/
Year : (s}zla.'(l):ss Percentage C;z?esss Percentage
: equivalent : Number of . .2 equivalent: Number of .
. 1/ . . commercial | 3/ _commercial
; — farms - farms

31954 dollars Thousands Percent 1954 dollars Thousands Percent

1929 ccmmcmcmeeee © 1,905 2,320 49.1 1,295 1, 690 35. 8
1939 cmcmcmcmeeee P 2,390 2, 290 53.7 1, 585 1,670 39, 2
L R ——— ©1,235 960 24,4 1,275 1, 000 25, 4
1949 —cmcmooooo- . 2,020 1,140 32,9 1,830 1,050 30. 3
1954 mmmmmemme o . 2,500 998 32, 2 2, 500 998 32. 2

1/ Gross sales (valued at 1954 prices) required to return to farm operators a real net cash
income from farming equivalent to that received from gross sales of $2, 500 in 1954, when ac-
count is made for overall changes in the composition of farm inputs, price-cost relationships,
and family living costs. See the appendix for a more detailed explanation.

2/ Number of commercial farms in each year having gross sales of less than the amounts
specified in the adjacent gross sales equivalent column. See the appendix for a more detailed
explanation,

3/ The gross sales equivalents of real income were adjusted by an index of United States
av-e_rage real income per capita. See the appendix for a more detailed explanation.

L
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real income basis, In 1949 and 1954, it took nearly twice the volume
of farm marketings (valued at 1954 prices) that it took in 1944 to pro-
duce a unit of real income. Between 1944 and 1954, a farmer needed
to double his physical volume of market sales in order to maintain the
same purchasing power,

The reader is cautioned that the several components that go into mak-
ing these estimates are based on averages for the United States for all
farms. Changes in the kind of inputs, the proportion of gross sales
that is net, the prices farmers receive for farm commodities, and even
the items purchased for family living vary considerably by types and
sizes of farms, It is believed, however, that variations of individual
farms from the average would introduce a generally similar bias in each
of the years for which estimates are made. The approximations are per-
haps more useful to indicate the direction of changes than to define ab-
solute numbers in any given year.

On a real income basis, low-income farms comprised nearly half of
the commercial farms in 1930. Despite the decrease of a half million
in the number of commercial farms between 1930 and 1940, the number
of low-income farms increased, The greatest improvement in the in-
come position of farmers was in the 1940-45 period, when farm prices
were high relative to costs and during which total production increased
by about a fifth, The number of low-income farms declined by more
than half to comprise only a fourth of the commercial farms, Between
1945 and 1950, low-income farms as indicated by this measure increas-
ed as a proportion of all commercial farms from a fourth to a third.
The actual number of these farms increased between 1945 and 1950 and
in 1954, the number was only slightly smaller than 10 years earlier,

What is happening to the number and proportion of farms that make
up the low-income problem in commercial agriculture as defined by this
measure depends largely on the time periods selected for comparison.
Selection of an appropriate base for comparison would involve arbitrary
determination of the price-cost relationships deemed equitable to pro-
ducers and consumers of farm products alike., Use of 1945 for com-
parative purposes selects one of several World War II years in which
price controls were in effect. Price ceilings for farm products were
fixed at levels that were higher in relation to ceiling prices of commod-
ities used in farm production and family living than is characteristic of
these relationships during peacetime years, The economic pricing mech-
anism was favorable to farmers during the World War II years. If 1940,
1930, or possibly any earlier year is taken as a basis for comparison,
it is apparent that there has been substantial improvement in the low-
income farm problem,
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As the base year is moved farther back into the past, however,
another concept of income must be considered, Progress, over time, is
based on increasing, not constant, incomes. Increasing levels of living
are associated with a rise in the real incomes of families and individuals.
The comparison shown here of the numbers of farms having constant
purchasing power is not sufficient as a relative measure if it is extend-
ed over a prolonged period of years, The question of income in agri-
culture, as it relates to time, is whether the increase in farm incomes
has been consistent with the rising incomes and levels of living of per-
sons in other sectors of the economy,

It is looking toward this latter concept of what constitutes low income
that estimates are made of the number of low-income farms on a rela-
tive income basis., The gross sales equivalents of real income, discussed
previously, were deflated by an index of average per capita real income
for the United States. Interpolations were made to determine the num-
ber of farms with sales below these adjusted amounts, The number of
low-income farms on a relative income basis is also shown in table 23,

When low income in agriculture is viewed relative to incomes in
other segments of the economy, it is apparent that the contours of the
problem differ somewhat from those indicated by numbers of low-income
farms on a real income basis, In a comparison of the two series of
trend data, the most noticeable difference is that there were considera-
bly fewer low-income farms in 1930 and 1940 on a relative income bas-
is than was indicated by the measure based on real income (fig, 5).
The proportions of the commercial farms that are low-income farms
according to this concept of relative income show surprisingly small
variation, Only a slightly smaller proportion of the commercial farms
were classified as low-income farms in 1954 than 25 years earlier,

Relative to average real income per capita for the United States as
a whole, the proportion of low-income commercial farms increased be-
tween 1945 and 1950 and between 1950 and 1954, However, the abso-
lute number remained at approximately 1 million in each of those years.

NUMBER OF FARMS BY INCOME AND SCALE OF OPERATION

The foregoing discussions of changes in the farming structure were
based on three approaches: (1) Changes in the number of farms in con-
stant physical output groups; (2) changes in the number of commercial
farms grouped by physical output levels associated with constant levels
of employment through time; and (3) changes in the number of low-in-

come commercial farms grouped by physical output levels associated
with estimated net cash income from farming.
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No attempt has been made to define what is frequently referred to as
'"the family farm ideal.' It is believed, however, that most of the in-
gredients of a generally useful approximation of the goal are found with-
in the concepts of scale of operation and income of operator families,
Scale of operation is a measure of control over resources of production,
The terms ''large-scale,' "family-scale," and "small-scale'" are used in
this report to define broad groups of farms which, throughout the years
under consideration, represent similar levels of productive capacity of
labor, Scale of operation, as applied to the family farm concept, has
particular reference to the separation in each year of the farms that
would be thought of as larger than family size - farms with a volume of
business large enough so that hired labor is an important element in the
day-to-day operations; farms that, even using current levels of technol-
ogical efficiency, had productive work requirements in excess of those
that ordinarily would be handled by the operator and members of his fam-
ily with only supplementary use of hired labor.

Many social and cultural values commonly associated with the family
farm ''ideal" are difficult to define or measure quantitatively, Farm
operator income levels are rather closely related to these goals. Hous-
ing, diet, education of children, home conveniences, and all the other
indexes of levels of living depend in part on family income, as does the
development of such community facilities as churches, schools, and roads.
Associated closely are such things as security in old age and conserva-
tion and improvement of the land, The attainment of these goals also
is related to the levels of income that farmers receive,

As used in this report, measures of income are oriented primarily
toward defining trends in numbers of family farms on which incomes
from farming would probably be too small to permit realization of these
goals. Gross farm sales of $2,500 were taken to represent the mini-
mum gross farm sales required, on the average, to provide a reasona-
bly acceptable cash income from farming in 1954,

This level of income is arbitrary. As a matter of convenience, the
breaking point between class IV and class V farms in the 1954 census
economic classification is used, Cash income from farming on farms
with $2,500 gross sales would range, perhaps, no higher than $1,500 to
$2,000, The average would probably be considerably less, This cash
income does not take into account the farm-produced products used in
the home, the rental value of the farm dwelling, or other sources of
nonmonetary income usually referred to as farm perquisites, Additional
cash income to most of these families from off-farm sources is not
large in view of criteria used in separating these farms. This supplemen-
tal income has probably increased through time, however, Classification
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criteria for this group of commercial farms exclude those with a major
source of employment or income from off-farm sources,

The measures of income and scale of operation have been merged to
give some general indication of changes in the structure of farming when
farms are viewed as large-scale farms, medium-~ to high-income family
farms, and low-income family farms (fig.. 6, table 24), The income-
scale approach to approximating the trend in number of medium- to high-
income farms consists of separating out the large-scale and the low-in-
come farms., The level of real farm income relative to income in other
segments of the economy is used to determine the number of low-income
family farms. The residual approximates what might be thought of as
medium~ to high-income family farms.

These estimates are based on the concepts and procedures developed
in foregoing discussions., They are subject to the limitations inherent in
the application of these concepts to broad groupings of farms., The pur-
pose of the estimates is primarily to show trend and direction. As such,
the estimates of farm numbers are more useful in showing the compara-
tive change between years than in indicating the actual number of farms
in the different categories in any particular year,

By this measure, the number of family farms in commercial agricul-
ture with medium-to-high incomes decreased by half a million between
1930 and 1940, In the depression years of the 1930's, the combination
of low farm prices, fairly rigid costs for items of production and fami-
ly living, and limited opportunities for farm-nonfarm migration reduced
the proportion of medium- to high-income family farms, as defined, to
the lowest ebb of the last 25 years. In contrast, World War II ushered
in some of agriculture's most prosperous years, Family farms with
medium-to-high incomes comprised more than two-thirds of all commer-
cial farms in 1945,

Between 1945 and 1954, the number of these farms decreased by
800,000 and as a proportion of commercial farms, from 70 to 64 per-
cent, Rising farm prices were more than offset by still higher costs
of production., Real net cash farm-operator income dropped by more
than two-fifths. As mentioned previously, the move toward part-time
farming was particularly noticeable during this decade. No doubt, the
move toward part-time farming was influenced somewhat by the price-
cost squeeze in agriculture and the need to supplement reduced farm
earnings, )

It is apparent that the number and proportion of commercial farms that
are medium- to high-income family farms according to the concepts and def-
initions used in this report have varied considerably through time, Scale of
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o 'Percentage of commercial .

L Table 24, - Number and percentage of large scale commerc1a1 farms and
number of famlly farms by mcome groups United States SpeCIfled years
1929 54 '

Income and o BT 8
scale-of-operatlon 1940 1945 1950 : 1954

_group e . 7 s
ThouThou Thour  Thou. Thou,

~ Number of commercial farms: : , o '
- Large-scale farms 1/ --’--7--:7’:;7; 205 195 175 155 134
Famlly farms: 1/ T L SR : '
- Medium to high R S o
j income 2/-..-.;_;.,;.;_7.-;;,.}; 2,828 2,400 2,766 2,260 1,968
- Low income 3/.._-.'.1.‘.;.1_,:15 1,690 1, 670,} 1,000 1,050 998

All family farms ------ 4’,'5’1:8; 14,070 3,766 3,310 2,966

All commerclal farms- 4 723 g, 265 3,941 3,465 3100

' Percent Percent Percent Percent Pereent 7
farms: : O ,
Large-scale farms 1/..--5_;',-*- Too4.3 4.6 4,4 4.5 4,3
‘Family farms: 1/ R R , o S

' Medmm-to-hlgh- T e A T e o o
- income 2/ _-.—,..r....i_:j.','.—'_ © 59,9  56.3 70,2 65,2 63,5
Low-mcome 3/ —mmean ':’ 35.8  39.1 25,4 30, 3 32,2
All farnﬂy farms ---=--. 95.7 95,4 956 955 957

Al commerc1a1 farms- 100 o B 160"0_,7'10070—;,, 100.0  100.0

1/ For defimtlon see footnbte 1 table 15 page 44,

2/ Obtained by subtracting the number of low-mcome farms from the
number of all famlly farms,

: 3/ Relative income basis. For,-defmluon;-:see footno’tes to table 19,

"-—;page 50, L R ' '

- operation imposes an upper limit that has shown a fairly constant direction
- over the years but use of the income. eOncept reveals the extent to Wthh
~external economic factors, over which farm families have little control,
- determine the number and proportion of rnedlum- to high-income fam11y

o farms. Prlces for farm products ‘the relative cost to farmers of items

used in farm production and for family. 11v1ng, and the availability of profit-

~ able job- alternatives outside agrlculture have an essential part in determin-
T 1ng the number a.nd 1mportance of medxum- to h.tgh 1ncome famlly farms
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Table 25, - The labor force,

-7.5-

APPENDIX

United States,

1929-55

Persons 14 years of age and over
: Civilian labor force

: Total
: : : Employment :
labor : ) e ey
, : toroe : : : : :
Year : H : Armed : : : : ¢ Unem-
: Total :(m.clud-: Forces: Total : ¢ Agri- NOI}' : ploy-
. . mg . . : Tota scultural; 28~ . ment
. . Armed | . ultural
. . Forces), . )
* Thou. Thou. Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou,
1929 ccmmcmemm ° 87,910 49,440 260 49,180 47,630 10,450 37,180 1,500
JECL ]| S —— ‘89,440 50,080 260 49,820 45,480 10,340 35,140 4,340
JRCL ) R—— * 90,600 50,680 260 50,420 42,400 10,290 32,110 8,020
1932 ccccccee- 91,700 51,250 250 51,000 38,940 10,170 28,770 12,060
1933 mcmmmmem- 92,840 51, 840 250 51,590 38,760 10,090 28,670 12,830
17 S — ‘94,080 52,490 260 52,230 40,890 9,900 30,990 11,340
1935 coemmmmmm- : 95,350 53,140 270 52,870 42,260 10,110 32,150 10,610
1936 —ccmmmmm- 96, 580 53,740 300 53,440 44,410 10,000 34,410 9,030
1937 ccmmmm- -- : 97,740 54,320 320 54,000 46,300 9,820 36,480 17,700
JRCL T S ——— : 98,980 54,950 340 54,610 44,220 9,690 34,530 10,390
L S —— :100, 210 55, 600 370 55,230 45,750 9,610 36,140 9,480
1940 —cccceme- .101,490 56,180 540 55,640 47,520 9,540 37,980 8,120
1941 ccccecae .102,640 57,530 1,620 55,910 50,350 9,100 41,250 5,560
1942 cccmmeee .103,690 60,380 3,970 56,410 53,750 9,250 44,500 2,660
1943 cccmcacae . 104,750 64,560 9,020 55,540 54,470 9,080 45,390 1,070
1944 cccmceca- . 105,750 66,040 11,410 54,630 53,960 8,950 45,010 670
1945 ~mmmmm-m- 106, 620 65,290 11,430 53,860 52,820 8,580 44,240 1,040
1946 —ccmmmamm 107,590 60,970 3,450 57,520 55,250 8,320 46,930 2,270
JRC1- — .108,831 61,758 1,590 60,168 58,027 8,266 49,761 2,142
1948 mccmmmman 109,924 62,898 1,456 61,442 59,378 7,973 51,405 2,064
1949 —comccmme .111,095 63,721 1,616 62,105 58,710 8,026 50,684 3,395
1950 —cmmmmman .112,237 64,749 1,650 63,099 59,957 7,507 52,450 3,142
1951 cccmmcmm- .113,382 65,983 3,098 62,884 61,005 7,054 53,951 1,879
1952 —mmem ---- :114,589 66,560 3,594 62,966 61,293 6,805 54,488 1,673
1953 mmmmmmmm - :116,576 67,362 3,547 63,815 62,213 6,562 55,651 1,602
1954 —mmmmaean :117,664 67,818 3,350 64,468 61,238 6,504 54,734 3,230
1955 cmmmmmmmm 118,846 68,896 3,048 65,847 63,194 6,730 56,464 2,654

Economic Report of the President (20).



- 76 -

Table 26, - Number of commerc1a1 farms- by ‘economic class, United States and _major

geographlc regions, spemﬁed years 1929-54

Geograp}uc region T Value of ' Nixmbér of farms
and economic 1 sales s HEEE : :
class of farm = : (1954 prices) : 1930 : 1940 ; 1945 : 1950 : 1954
L 1/ s 2] - I T B o
- : Deuars - Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou, Thou,
~ United States: - ) - :

Class I wemmeommcmcccmmocccoaao © 25,000 and over ® 47 60 91 103 134
Class I memmccecmmcemaea ------ ' 10,000-24,999 ' 205 252 347 381 449
SRR o) -Y-T-T 1 QP : 5,000-9,999 * 560 585 723 721 707

 Class IV commcmcmmccmmmcmmaae 2,500-4,999 ‘1,078 1,015 976 882 811
 Class Vemmmmommcommoccceoeea-a © 3/ 1,200-2,499 ‘1,274 1,070 867 661 536
- Class VI-=--noa mmmmmmmmememean D3/ 250-1,199  F1,559 1,283 937 717 463
All commerc1al farms ——ee=-- ISR ;54, 723 4,265 3,941 3,465 3,100

~ New England . T : : o ' '
~ Class I ——--- mmmm=m=mcm-me-a--- © 25,000 and over ' 1 1 2 4 4
- Class I mmmecceommcmccccceao--® 0 10,000-24,999 ° 6 6 8 11 11
 Class I c-cemmeomccmmccccea== © 5,000-9,999  * 7 14 19 14 13
Class IV ecmoocccmmccmcmmccam= - 2,500-4,999 ° 30 19 12 14 1
~ Class v--.,_,.'-_-;--'.---.,__--:_-_—‘ 3/ 1,200-2,499 * 20 14 7 5 3
 Class VIecmmceomman ——— -m== 3/ 250-1,199 * 16 15 13 6 4
Al commermal farms --—---- - ——— : .80 69 61 54 46

Middle Atlantic: CeL T g : g ,

- Class I ~--e-cmmomcaccccaacaaa- . 25,000 and over ., 2 -3 5 7 8
- Class II mooammecmmocooeeeeeo—- | 10,000-24,999 , 16 17 22 30 34
- Class I =-meocecocmmccmocacamo . -~ 5,000-9,999 . 52 44 51 52 48
 Class IV accmceomocmmooeooooo . 2,500-4,999 ',;— 81 65 59 49 42
Class Voemmmmmeecmmmmcemmenooa- 3 3/ 1,200-2,499 . 65 49 28 22 13
_Class R et 3/ 1250-1,199 - . 49 43 31 19 14
‘All commercial farms ------- : —— :° 265 221 196 179 - 159

East North Central: - S : S , :
B 3 F-Y-7- 155 (S ===t 25,000 and over : 4 8 10 13 20

Class Il —acmccccecmmmccccooo-- @ 10,000-24,998 : 24 56 72 82 111

-~ Class I wmecmmcceccccaaoaoao--©  5,000-9,999 : 120 136 176 178 169
Class IV ecmccccmmccemcacaoeoo- i 2,500-4,999 : 250 257 207 191 - 158
Class Vemmmeomma- mmmmmmmmee--- 13/ 1,200-2,499 221 164 115 91 86
O : 3/ 250-1, 199 : 156 137 99 70 48

A11 commerc1a1 farms ------- K ) -—— 775 758 679 625 592

“West North Central; S o

~ Class I mememccmcmmcmcccaeoooao? 25,000 and over * - 12 12 22 21 26

Class II ~mmoccccmamem;cme—aoae © 10,000-24,999 : 65 79 126 121 143

O E-Y-TN § | S - 5,000-9,999 ‘ 214 194 259 250 236

Class IV mmmecmmcmmmmmmcmmeemam : 2,500-4,999 * 314 249 242 232 200

Class V ccccmmas mmmmmmmeeooce- G 3/ 01,200-2,499 ¢ 220 199 132 119 90

© Class VIememmcmmmcmccaeeeo e — 3/ 250-1,198 * 151 169 98 76 56
- All commercial farms ..... - ——a . 976 902 879 819 1751

- Continued



geographlc reglons 5
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'iTable 26, - Number of commer01a1 farms by economic class,
‘specified years,

United Sfateé and major
11929-54 - Continued

: Number—' of: i‘arms

142

4

21

64

30

Geographl,c regmnr Value of ,
and economic- : sales - i1 .
‘class of farm : (1954 prices)  : 1930 1940 1945 : 1950 1954
1/ : 2/ 1o : K
) Dollars * Thou. Thou, rrr'Thoﬁ:.j Thou. Thou, -
South Atlantlc o ‘ : : i
© Class I —cmcmmcmommcamdmmamosoo ‘- 25,000 and over 3 5 -6 8 11
 Class II —mccocmmmmmmcmmmmeeeee * 10,000-24, 999 13 1618 21 30
~Class I comcmmmcmcmcmmmmmeeae : 5,000-9,999  ° 34 45 44 50 71 -
- Class IV ccccmccmmmcmmm———————— ©2,500-4,999 104 124 145 136
Class Vemmmommcmmmomommmmmeeeo ©3/ 1,200-2,499 - ° 208 195 188 143 111
- Class,VI---,---,---,-___,---r-.r--.g_,'f 3/ 250-1,199 ' 336 259 218 160 102
Al commercial farms ---<---- . .ﬂ_-f -, 698 644 619 518 467
East South Central: ' e o N — - — B
g CIass:Ifi,-----,--gg------i-,—,-:--'- : 25,000 and over : 1 2 2 - 3
BEO) ET-T-1 | R —"— mmmmm=—m=== : 10,000-24,999 : 5 10 10 12 14
,,Cla,ss, Il cmmmmmcmmmm e e e 5,000-9,999 : 17 25 31 30 39
fClassr'IV SRR PR 2, 500-4, 999 74 78 107 82 106
Class Veocmoommmocmccmmomee---- 13/ 1,200-2,499 : 198 187 206 144 137
 Class VI-mmmm-mooooomomo---a-- 33/ 250-1,199 @ 434 347 261 239 146
‘All commercial farms ------- - S --- % 729 649 617 - 510 446
West South Central: : : R 7
~ Class I cemcmmmcmccmcmmane e H 25 000 and over : 6 9 12 17 )
"~ Class | memmme—mm--sie-= i 10,000-24, 999 37 27 36 46 44
EERT) TR 1 | QUSSR 5,000-9,999 36 57 68 72
© Class IV ccommccmmamammmemae—== ¢ 2,500-4,999° : 137 130 126 106 93
~ Class Veammmcmonm- S SRR 3/ 1,200-2,499 : 247 208 ~ 158 102 75
 Class VI-mmecmmmmemammoomcooo- i 3/ 250-1,199 : 360 250 178 121 74
1 All commercial farms —-=---- =} 823 681 578 464 371
Mountam - T - S
Class I __-',;__,;,;;,_;;;_;,;;,_;'_ . 25,000 and over , 6 7 10 12 13
. Class II mmmmmmmmmmmommocmcomoo ,  10,000-24, 999 17 20 28 27 28
. Class . AP P 5,000-9,999 . 39 3 37 38 34
-~ Class IV '2,500-4,999 . 50 41 34 35
~ Class V 1,200-2,499 : 50 30 - 20 17 = 12
- Class . 250-1,189 22 34 18 12 10
S Al - mam 184 ~ 166 145 141 127
Paciflc. R '
Class I coccmcmcmmmcmmmee e 25,000 and over . 12 13 22 19 27
, :;,Crlass,ll ecmmimsmamcSemae———— 10,000-24, 999 22 21 29 31 34
BT o ET-T 1 § QRS RS 5,000-9,999 41 36 38 37 33
~  Class 2, 500-4,999 38 52 - 44 37 29
" Class V mmmmcmmmmmccmcmmmmemee .3/ 1,200-2, 499 45 24 13 17 9
"Class VI —e-emmomoomomoeoaee - .3/ 250-1, 199 35 29 21 14 9
All commercial farms m—————- -—- 193 1‘751 :1677 155 7 141

1/ For list of States 1ncluded in each region, see- footnote 1 :
k ,"2/ Value 1nterva1s in earlier years deflated to 1954 level of prlces received by farmers

for farm commod].tles. See appendix for ‘method used.

table 5, page 20

-3/ Excludes farms ‘whose operators worked off the farm as much as 100 days or those
w1th other income of operator and famlly members greater than sales from the farm. 7
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Table 27, - Number of part-time and residential farms, United States
and major geographic regions, spec1f1ed years 1929-54

Number of farms g/

Geographic region 1/ . — . : T
' ' ‘ . 1930 0 1940 | 1945 | 1950 | 1954

‘Thou. Thou, Thou. Thou. Thou,

New England —m---m--mm---me-mcoo- 0 38 42 59 44 33
Middle AHANHE —mommmmmmmmmeeo S © 72 85 112 108 89
 East North Central -----------m-mex . 131 174 204 239 192
 West North Central-----------------; 81 123 116 146 140
‘South Atlantic ,---,._--j.---------_-_--;: 219 258 278 370 341

' East South Centrale—e—omememomomm- 171 207 222 329 293
West South Central ——--cememecamaoen 128 173 215 217 272
MOUtAIN momomomemecocmmemecocooo D 31 45 48 49 50
Pacific mmmmmmmmcmmmeeae m—iem i , _';_;;;f 53 | 74 91 108 98
United States total emmmmeemmmeeao-m: 924 1,181 1,345 1,670 1, 507

1 / For 11st of States mcluded in each reglon see footnote 1, table 5,

- page 20,

2/ Farms with sales of less than $2,499, prov1ded the operator worked
off the farm 100 or more days or the other income of the operator and

family members was greater than sales from the farm, Value intervals
in earlier years deflated to 1954 level of prices received by farmers for
farm commodities, See appendix for method used.
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Table 28, - Average cash wages paid per farm at current wage rates, by
economic class of farm, United States, specified years, 1939-54 l/

Economic class 2/ * 1940 ° 1945 ° 1950 ° 1954

:.Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars

Commercial farms: :
Class I —mmmmemmc e e s : 4,130 17,580 9,152 8,300

Class I mcmmmcmccecccceee-e——=—=-~: 690 1,325 1,548 1,166
Class I —ccmcmcmmm e ecmmmcmmmmm i 250 465 557 422
C1asSS IV maccmccc e e e : 107 220 253 214
ClassS V memcmcccccmac e : 42 92 121 106
Class VI cmmcmcmmc e cmccmcmmmem 20 51 46 43

All commercial farms 3/ -a=---~ © 175 466 674 715

Noncommercial farmsS—eceameccmccaaaax 21 50 44 38

All census farms —-e-eem-mm—e-~ . 129 326 449 477

1/ Estimates based on reports of the Census of Agriculture for the
yegrs specified,

2/ For definition, see table 4, page 19,

3/ Includes cash wages paid on farms classified as abnormal in the
censuses of 1950 and 1954, |

Procedure

The effect of changes in the census definition of a farm, - Over the
years, the total number of farms in the United States has been subject
to variations between censuses because of differences in the enumera-
tion of small holdings with negligible farm production, This is due part-
ly to differences in emphasis between censuses upon getting a complete
count of these small holdings, Also, variations have resulted from the
inability of census enumerators to determine uniformly which places to
enumerate as farms. The most marked differences resulted from changes
in the census definition of a farm and in census processing methods,
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Generally, in censuses prior to 1950, there were enumerated as farms
all places of 3 or more acres with any agricultural production and places
of less than 3 acres, provided the agricultural production for home use
- or for sale amounted to $250, ’ ' : -

- Beginning with the census of 1950, the definition of a farm and the
procedure for determining the units to be included as farms was changed
- considerably. The criteria used in the censuses of 1950 and 1955 called
for classifying as farms places of 3 or more acres, provided $150 worth
of agricultural products were produced, exclusive of a home garden, and
places of less than 3 acres if farm sales amounted to $150, Instead of
‘having enumerators determine which units to enumerate as farms, they
were instructed to enumerate all places that might qualify as farms,
The determination of which places to include as farms was made during
~office editing through uniform application of the criteria. This proce-
dure may have resulted in more complete enumeration of small holdings
than previous censuses, but the more restrictive definition reduced sub-
stantially the total number of farms, Thus, it affected considerably the
comparability of the censuses of 1950 and 1955 to earlier censuses.

, Comparison of the censuses _of 1930, 1940, and 1945, - In the censuses
of 1930, 1940, and 1945, the procedures and instructions used in enumer-
ation were similar, Enumerators were instructed to enumerate as farms
all places of 3 or more acres having any agricultural operations and
places of less than 3 acres only if production for home use and for sale
‘amounted to as much as $250. Probably there was very little difference
in the field handling of places of 3 or more acres as enumerators had
merely to determine ‘whether or not any agricultural operations were
carried on in the previous year or would ‘be carried on in the current
year. For places of less than :,3;;ac;rers, ‘however, the census field count
was subject to variations because of changes in the unit prices farmers
receive for their products, Farms of less than 3 acres were enumer-
ated only if production was valued at $250 or more. Because of changes
in farm prices, this required a ‘considerably larger physical production
in some years than in others, The net effect was enumeration of more
- of these small farms in years of higher prices than in years when prices
were somewhat lower, It may be well to note, however, that farms of
less than 3 acres account for a very -small proportion of all farms, In
the census of 1945, they accounted for a ‘high of 2 percent and in the
census of 1940, for a low of 0.6 percent,
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In edltmg schedules 1n the Wash.tngton off1ce of the Bureau of the Cen- )
’sus for determination of units to be counted as farms the procedures ,
used in the censuses of 1930 and 1940 appear to have been similar, Ques-
‘tionnaires were examlned for conformance with the same cr1ter1a that ,
‘were set forth in enumerators' instructions. The 1930 census ‘did not
‘publish a record of the number of questionnaires rejected because of fail-
~ure to meet- ‘the minimum criteria for retention as farms, A study of
iquestlonna1res regected in the census of 1940 indicated that of a total of
44,704 schedules reJected in the Washlngton office, less than 22, 000 were
';’reJected because they failed to meet the minimum requ1rements ofa farm.
‘In the census of 1945, however, the criteria for retention of- schedules ,
in the Washington ofﬁce were somewhat more restrictive for farms of 3
~or more acres than those used by enumerators in the field. Farms of
3 or more acres were retained, provided they comprlsed as much as 3
“acres of cropland or pasture regardless of the farm productmn in 1944
“but for places that did not contain 3 acres'of cropland or- pasture, pro-
duction amounting to $150 for elther home use or sale, was. requlred
~In the 1945 census, 149, 720 returns were reJected or combined, Most of
,them falled to meet the mm1mum requlrements for a farm.r -

The- somewhat more restrlctlve cr1ter1a for determmmg places to re-
“tain as farms in the census of 1945 were des1gned largely to cope with
‘the particular situation at the time the census was taken, War had im-
posed scarcities of certam foods, -and had stimulated produetlon for home
use and for incidental sales on many small acreages that had not pre-
5v1ously been used for farm production, Numerous v1ctory gardens located
‘in the environs of towns and cities were included in the enumeration.
Most of these gardens did not meet the usual concept of a farm, The
“more restrictive office edit of the 1945 census, as compared W1th those
~of 1930 and 1940, was oriented pr1mar11y toward obtaining greater com-
fparab111ty with ear11er eensuses rather than revising the defmltlon of a :
- farm, : B ' EREEEE : '

s The Census of 1950 _ In the census of 1950 ‘the instructions to enu-
 merators and the office ‘procedures were changed cons1derably. : Instead
~of determining which places were farms, enumerators were instructed to
~enumerate all places locally called farms and also all places of 3 or
~more acres, whether or not they were. considered farms, Determmatmn
~of the places to retain as farms was made in the central offlce on the
“basis of these minimum criteria: (1) For places of 3 or more ‘acres,
j,$150 productlon exclusive of a home garden was requlred ~This may
‘have been production for home use or for sale. In the case ~of incom-
_plete questionnaires, product1on was estimated from crops grown or from
- the livestock 1nventory. - (2) For places of less than 3 acres, sales of

' farm products to the amount of $150 ‘were required,




The procedure used in the 1950 census resulted 1n obtainmg reports
: for ‘more than a million places that were not counted as farms, There

‘were no agricultural operations on 785 000 of these places, and agricul-
~ tural production on the 247,000 w1th agricultural operations was not large

enough to permit counting them as farms, ~The Bureau of the Census
- estimated that 150,000 to 170,000 of these Would have been counted as
ffarms if the same crlterla had been used in 1950 as durmg prev1ous cen-
".suses. B E Tl T AT B

7 Applying the 1950 definition of a farm to earlier censuses. - In esti-
~ mating the number of farms that would have been excluded in earlier
years had the 1950 census definition of a farm been used, the midpoint

~ of the census estimate - 160,000 - is taken as a base point for the calcu-

~ lations mvolved ~ As the census estimate dealt with numbers of places

~ excluded in 1950 that would have been kept as farms under the 1945 def-
 inition of a farm, it is not entirely adequate to the task of applylng the
“more restrictive 1950 definition for the purpose of determining numbers
that would have been excluded in earher censuses, In addition, the es-
timates made in this study involve setting up the minimum requirements
in each of the earlier years in terms of constant physical output. The
census estimate of 160,000 farms, however, is taken as a general indi-
cation of the difference between the definitions used in 1945 and 1950,
The ‘estimates made during the study reported here were made largely to
adjust the census estimate for a somewhat different objective,

The minimum production requirements for retention of places as farms
~in the 1950 census and the equivalent production that would have been re-
quired in earlier years are set forth in table 29,

It will be observed that for places of 3 or more acres a larger value
of production would have been required in 1944 than in 1949, despite the
higher price levels that prevailed in 1949, This is because the censuses
of 1945 and earlier years included the value of vegetables used from the
home garden, Production from the home garden was not obtained in the
1950 census. For farms of this specified level of total production, this
production averaged about $37, $20 and $30, respectively, for 1944,
1939, and 1929. This resulted in setting a somewhat higher minimum
production value in 1945 to take account of the inclusion of the value of
the home garden, For this reason, the census estimate of the change in
farm numbers that resulted from the change in the definition of a farm
was revised upward to 180,000 farms.

The number of farms that would have been excluded from the censuses
of 1940 and 1930 was determined as follows: (1) Interpolations were made
to estimate the number of farms (exclusive of zero-production farms) in
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"'Table,29. - The minimum value requirements in the 1950 census definition
of a farm and the equivalent values in earlier years adjusted for changes
in prices received by farmers, United States, census years, 1929-49

Value of production :Value of sales required
: required for retention : for retention of places

Year : of places of 3 or more: of less than 3 acres
acres (1954 prices) : (1954 prices)
Dollars Dollars
1950 A 150 150
1945 --___--_-_--'.___5-3 ‘ - 1865 118
1940 ccmcmcem e e P 77 57
1930 SPRSAPCHPIE 110 : 90

each year that were retained by the census but had physical production
smaller than the minimum production criteria used in the 1950 census.
These estimates were made separately for places of 3 acres or more
and for places of less than 3 acres, (2) It was assumed that all farms
that did not report any production were new operations or incomplete re-
ports that would have been retained by the 1950 census as well. Each
census retained as farms some places for which the production reported
was insufficient but which had inventory items that indicated they nor-
mally would produce enough to be considered farms, (3) It was assumed
further that the proportion of farms having insufficient production that
would have been excluded in each of the earlier censuses is in direct
proportion to the relationship of the number of these farms in 1945 to
the 180,000 farms taken as representative of the difference between the
1945 and 1950 definitions, It is estimated that 285,000 places with re-
ported production too small to meet the minimum requirements of the
1950 definition were counted as farms in the census of 1945, Of these,
180,000, or 65 percent, probably would have been excluded. Thus, it is
assumed that approximately 65 percent of the farms for which insuffi-
cient production was reported in earlier years would have been excluded
by the 1950 census definition of a farm,

It will be noted that for places of less than 3 acres the requirement
of $250 production was more restrictive in years of low farm prices,
such as 1939, than in years of relatively high prices, such as 1944,
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' :Usmg the relatlonshlp of med1an value of production to average acreage,
the total distribution of these places was estimated for each year and the
numbers that would have been included by the 1950 census definition but
excluded in earlier censuses were estimated, The estimate of changes

farm numbers that resulted from the change in the farm definition does
' not affect the number of commercial farms, The estimates were made
for the purpose of improving the concept of residential farms and sub-
sistence farms developed in this report - farms with sales of less than
$250 at 1954 prices,

-The completeness of the census enumeration, - It is known that in each
census enumerators miss a certain number of farms. On the basis of a
- field quality check of the 1950 census, it was estimated that the census
~enumerators missed approximately 274,000 places that would have quali-
fied as farms. (See Introduction, Vol. II, Census of Agriculture, 1950,)
For the most part, these were small places with only a few acres of
land and nominal production,

A postenumerative survey taken to check the completeness of the 1954
‘Census of Agriculture revealed that approximately 419,000 places that
would have qualified as farms were missed by the census enumerators.
(See Introduction, Vol, II,- Census of Agriculture, 1954,) More than two-
thirds of the places that were missed had farm sales of less than $1,200,
Most of these farms would have been classified as part-time and resi-
dential in the census economic classification.

From the results of these surveys, it would appear that 145,000 of
the 600,000 reduction in farm numbers between 1950 and 1954 was due to
excess underenumeration in the latter census, On this basis, the net
reduction in number of farms would amount to 455,000 for the 1950-54
period,

No comparable data are available on the completeness of earlier cen-
suses, As each succeeding census has built upon the experience gained
from earlier ones, the more recent censuses were designed to obtain
more complete coverage, Improvements were made in the handling of
multiple-unit operations in the South for better coverage of sharecropper
farms, In the enumeration of Indian reservations, procedures were de-
signed to obtain better coverage of individual tracts assigned to tribal
members, Also, in the later years greater emphasis was placed on
coverage of specialized types of operations such as greenhouses, nurs-
eries and apiaries, which frequently are not considered locally to be
farms,
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On the other hand, the taking of the agricultural census has become
increasingly complex because of the increase in the number of small part-
time and residential farms, Many of these farms tend to be missed be-
cause they may not be considered farms by the enumerators. Also, the
increasing numbers of nonresident operators create a problem in obtain-
ing complete coverage. For example, the census of 1954 estimated that
about a third of the 419,000 places missed by enumerators were those of
nonresident operators.

The agricultural censuses of 1930, 1940, and 1950 were taken in the
spring of these years in conjunction with the censuses of population, Enu-
merators were required to call at each household to complete the popu-
lation schedule. For this reason, they were more likely to find and
enumerate small farms that might otherwise be missed. In each of
 these years, a question on the population schedules related to whether
or not the persons lived on farms. The census of 1950 had two ques-
tions on the population schedule designed to direct the enumerator to the
taking of an agriculture questionnaire. These questions were: (1) Is
this a farm? (2) Is this a place of 3 or more acres? Answers of "yes"
to either of these questions indicated that an agriculture questionnaire
might be required.

No attempt was made to correct for differences between censuses in
completeness of coverage, It is realized that the number and size dis-
tribution of the farms missed affect, to a small extent, the trends set
forth in this report. .

Estimation of numbers of farms by constant physical output groups.-
Trends in economic classes of farms developed in this report are based
on the classification of farms in the censuses of 1930, 1940, and 1945,
by total value of production, In order to set up groupings of farms with
physical outputs comparable to the economic classifications of the cen-
suses of 1950 and 1954, it was necessary to deflate the value intervals
" in earlier years to take account of changes in the level of prices re-
ceived by farmers for farm commodities. The first step was to set up
value groups of farms that represented constant levels of physical out-
put, Next, part-time farms were separated from commercial farms on
the basis of estimated numbers of operators working off farms 100 or
more days, or having other income that exceeded sales from the farm,

The index of prices received.,- As trends were developed at the geo-
graphic regional level, it was necessary to have an index of prices re-
ceived for each region of the United States. There is at present no
published index of regional prices. The Agricultural Marketing Service,
United States Department of Agriculture, publishes currently an index




- of prlces recelved at the national leve o In addltlon most States have
developed and publish currently State mdexes of prices received. When
. available, the State indexes were used to obtain regional” averages. Cur-
rent 1ndexes of prices recelved ‘were available for 34 States. Seven

- other States ‘had deve10ped price series but the data were ‘not current,

~ For the remalnlng 7 States, indexes were computed by Welghtmg Umted
~States commedlty prices by the total productlon of each commodity in in-

dividual States, The State 1ndexes were then averaged into regional in-

~dexes, ~using total productlon for the State in each year as a welghtmg
: factor. P B SR

B The mdexes of prices recelved by farmers that ‘were developed and
~used 1n thls report to determme constant physmal output groups are i B
shown in table 30 ST T

Table 30. - Index of prlces recelved by farmers for farm commodltles
S Um.ted States and geographlc reglons spec1f1ed years 1929~54 1/

Index, 1954 100 ;"

East : West : : East:West:

New ddle’ : S
¥ Ene j\ftllanle North : North : 21;1:1}: :South:South: Moun- ; Pa-.United
eaxn lan%l i 4. ¢ Cen-: Cen-: " ""7:Cen-:Cen-: tain ;cific;States

tral : tral : - itral :tral :

1954-: 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1949 | 106 106 96 97 101 94 96 103 8o 100
1944_ | 98 81 76 69 84 T2 68 74 89 79
1939--: 52 47 37 36 38 33 33 37 40 38

1929--: 76 64 60 54 55 56 54 59 63 60

1/ For hst of States mcluded in each reglon see footnote 1, table 4,
page 19, '

Establishing constant value intervals, - The economic classifications

- of 1950 and 1954 were on the basis of sales of farm products, The
value groupings in the censuses of earlier years were on the basis of
total farm production, for both -home use and sale. The census of 1945
made cross-classifications of farms on both bases, Thus, using the
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f‘—relatlonshlp of total production to sales of farm products in 1945 it was
v'f'possmle to set up total -value - of-product groups in 1945 equlvalent to the
~sales groups used in the censuses of 1950 and 1954, After estabhshmg -
- the value-of-product equlvalent for each value interval in 1945, value in-
~ tervals for earlier years were determined by deflating the 1945 mtervals

: Vto constant levels of prlces received for farm commodities, '

, " The limits of the class intervals by value of sales in 1950 and 1954
and their equivalent in total value of production in 1945 are shown for

i*ﬁther United States and geographic regions in table 31.

The value intervals used in 1940 and 1930 were determined by mul-

~ tiplying the 1945 values by the appropriate regional index of prlces re-
- ceived based on 1944 as 100, .

It will be noted that the value of sales groupings for 1950 and 1954

~are not changed in this report. While the level of prices received in

1954 was almost identical to that of 1949 for the United States as a

whole, this was not true for most regions. The price changes were
small, however, and it was decided that the effect on the groupings of

farms between the 2 years would be relatively insignificant. For this
- reason, the numbers of farms by economic class presented here for 1950

and 1954 are taken directly as they appear in the census volumes, ex-
cept for modifications made in the separation of part-time from com-
mercial farms and in the separation of subsistence farms from the group

~_classified as residential by the census.

Interpolations to determine numbers of farms in 1930, 1940, and 1945, -
Numbers of farms were determined by interpolating, Interpolations of
numbers of farms grouped by value of production is complicated because
of the characteristic skewness of the distribution to the extreme left,
That is, the majority of farms are concentrated in the smaller value in-

tervals, Thus, the density of farms per unit of value interval is many

times greater in the lower ranges of the value scale than at the upper

" range, In general, the density of farms per unit of value interval de-
~ creases at an increasing proportionate rate throughout the distribution.

This means that within each successively larger value interval, an in-
creasingly greater than proportionate number of farms is included below
any given percentage increment of the value interval.

The method used for each interpolation was determined for each re-
gion by plotting the cumulated numbers aga.mst the values on arithmetic,

 semi-logarithmic, and double logarithmic paper. Straightline interpola-

tion was then made by whichever method described the straightest line

. through the points to be interpolated. One of the following -methods was



Table 31, - Limits of the value of sales interv

als used in the census economic classifications of

1950 and 1954, and their equivalents in value of production, 1944, United States and geographic

regions 1/

D R SRR, e

Equivalent in total value of production, 1944

Value of sales

149 and 1084 New IMiddle! \ oS Nortn £ SO LS Soumh iMoun-. Pa- [United
= : land te Cen- : Cen-: tie : Cen~ : Cen-; tain : cific :States
S : tral :tral ; 77 :tral :tral ;0 ;0
25,000 ccmmmmmmemeee :2‘5, 090 20, 780 19,480 17,740 21,616 18, 675 17, 425 18,940 19, 565 18, 900
10,000 ccmmmmemee o ::10, 300 8,580 8,000 7,365 8,965 7,790 7,210 7,760 9,155 7,890
5,000 ccmmmme e 5,345 4,462 4,150 3,850 4,720 4,100 3,805 4,025 4,710 4,125
2, 500 —cmmmm e 2,845 2,400 2,200 2,055 2,535 2,220 2,070 2,135 2,185 2,245
1,200 ccme e 1,575 1,340 1, i75 1,105 1,395 1,215 1,120 1,150 1,350 1, 300
250 cmmme e 590 490 380 340 525 445 415 380 455 450

" 1/ For list of States included in each geographic region see footnote 1, table 5, page 20,

Z/ See table 27 for value-of-sales intervals,



- 89 -

used for each interpolation: (1) Arithmetic numbers against arithmetic
values; (2) arithmetic numbers against logs of values; (3) arithmetic
values against logs of numbers; or (4) logs of numbers against logs of
values, It is believed that this procedure for interpolation resulted in
reasonable accuracy and at the same time avoided the somewhat labori-
ous process of computing the mathematical regressions of the distributions.

Separating commercial farms from part-time, residential, and sub-
sistence units, - The criteria set forth in this study for part-time and
residential farms is as follows: Part-time farms - farms with sales
(valued at 1954 prices received by farmers) of $250 to $2,499 with the
operator working off the farm 100 or more days or with other income
of the family exceeding sales from the farm; Residential farms - farms
with sales of less than $250 and with the operator working off the farm
100 or more days or with other income of the family exceeding sales
from the farm, These criteria differ from the published census econom-
ic classification in these respects: (1) In the census classification, the
upper value limit for part-time farms is set at $1,199, All farms with
sales of $1,200 or more are considered commercial regardless of off-
farm work or other income of the family. (2) The census classifies all
farms with sales of less than $250 as residential, whereas in the study
reported here an attempt was made to separate as subsistence farms the
group that reports neither 100 or more days of off-farm work by the op-
erator or other income exceeding sales,

The number of operators who worked off the farm 100 or more days
were published by value groups in the censuses of 1945 and 1940, Thus,
it was possible to determine numbers in physical output groups by inter-
polation, The 1930 census did not publish the number of days of off-
farm work by value groups., Estimates of the number of operators who
worked off the farm 150 or more days were obtained from data showing
the number of abnormal farms by value groups. In the 1930 census, ab-
normal farms consisted chiefly of part-time farms - those with less than
$750 agricultural production and with the operator working off the farm
150 days or more - but they also included institutional farms, country
estates, farms on which income from boarders and lodgers constituted
the major income, forest-product farms, horse farms, feed lots, and
livestock dealers, Using as a general guide the distribution of abnormal
farms by value groups under $750, the distribution of operators working
off the farm 150 or more days was estimated for the entire range of
value, These numbers were then converted to numbers working off the
farm 100 or more days on the basis of the relationship for all farm op-
erators of numbers working 100 days to those working 150 or more days.
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As data shewing the extent of other mcome ‘of the operator family
- were not obtained in the censuses of 1930,1940, and ‘1945, estimates of

 part-time farms were made on the basis of those ‘working off the farm
- 100 or more days The numbers were then . ~adjusted to take account of

o the additlonal families who probably had other income greater than in-

~ come from sales. - In making this adJustment several sources of data

~ _were available to indicate the relationship of operators who worked off

~ the farm 100 or more days to families with other income greater than
~ sales, Unpublished tabulations ‘of the census of 1950 indicated that for

~ each 10 families ~whose operators worked off the farm 100 or more days,
‘an additional 5 families whose operators did not work off the farm as

~ much as 100 days had other income that exceeded income from sales.
;V'The relationship- of 1:1,5 was also observed in unpubhshed data from

- the 1947 Enumerative Survey. ‘Data from the 1940 census relating off-

;farm work of the operator to other income of the family have been sum-
marized (3 table 40). Again the ratio appeared to be 1:1,5, In -other

words, extendmg the criterion for a ‘part-time farm from 100 or ‘more
- s ;days of off-farm work to include also those families who reported other
o ~income greater than income from sales of farm products required an in-

— crease of a.pprommately 50 percent in each of the time periods under

S consideratlon. o

In order to portray better the reglona.l differences in the extent of

o ‘nonwork income other than that received by the operator from off-farm

- work, certain assumptions were made, It was assumed that the propor-

- tion of operators who worked off the farm from 1 to 99 days and who re-

- ported other income exceedmg sales in 1949 held in earlier years as
~well, Farms whose operator farmlies had nonfarm income were then

’;—computed as a proportion of the sum of operators who worked off the

- farm for 100 or more days and those who worked off the farm from 1

~ to 99 days and reported. other income exceedmg sales. The totals de-
~ rived for regions were then forced to add to a predetermined total for

~ the United States that was based only on operators ‘who worked off the
’farm 100 or more days expanded by 1 5. &

- Estimates of trends in commercial farms by relative scale of opera-
' ;,'tions., Accordxng to the concept developed in this study, farm size as

o ‘1t relates to the family farm is relative to tech.nological developments
~ that have (1) increased yields per crOp acre and per animal unit and

(2) decreased labor needs, thereby giving man greater control over other
~ resources of production. Under these conditions a family-scale farm,

f for example, is one which over the years under consideration produced
~a physical volume of farm production consistent with the increasing pro-
- ductive capac1ty of the farm family labor force, As a device for hold-

’ {;mg technology constant ‘the value intervals of the physical output groups



-9 -

‘were deﬂated further by an index of farm output per man-hour of labor.
The value intervals established as comparable for grouping commercial
farms by the relat1ve scale of operations are set forth in table 32,

Estimates of low-income commerc1al farms. - For the purpose of de-
‘termining what would be considered low-income farms, the commercial
farms were separated on the basis of gross sales levels that were es-
timated to reflect levels of net cash farm operator income, - As a base -
point for making estimates, it was assumed that commercial farms with
sales of $250 to $2,499 in 1954 were representative of what may be con-
;s1dered low-income commercial farms, By the classification criteria
used, farm sales were the major source of income to families on these
farms and the farm operators did not work off the farm as- much as
,,1()0 days during the year. ' :

" The numbers of low-income farms in census years prior to 1954
were estimated by (1) determining the gross sales required in each year
to return an income comparable to that received, on the average, from
sales of $2,500 in 1954 and (2) interpolating to determine the number of
commercial farms having gross sales of less than those amounts in each
of the years. :

In arriving at a comparable net income and the gross sales required
in years prior to 1954, two concepts of income were used - (1) real in-
come and (2) relative income,

The former relates to constant purchasing power, The latter relates
to a purchasing power that varies with the average purchasing power of
average incomes in the economy at large.

On a real income basis, low-income commercial farms are those
with gross farm sales of a value below that needed to return a real
net cash farm operator income from farming equivalent to that received,
on the average, from $2,500 gross sales in 1954, On a relative in-
come basis, low-income commercial farms are those with gross sales
below that required to return a net cash operator income from farming
that is relative to that received, on the average, from gross sales of
$2,500 in 1954, when account is taken of the changes in real income
per capita for the United States as a whole,

The procedure for setting up the gross sales equivalents used in de-
termining the number of low-income farms is shown in table 33, Cash
receipts from farm marketings computed at 1954 prices (col. 1) was
divided by operators' real net cash income from farming (col, 2) and
expressed as cash receipts per dollar of operators' real net cash



Table 32, - Value of sales intervals used in classifying commercial farms by scale of operation, United
States, specified years, 1929-54

Scale of operation 1954 : 1949 f 1944 : 1939 f 1929
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars

Value of sales in
current dollars: 1/

Large-scale farms ----325,000 and over 20,000 and over'12,750 and over 5,000 and over 6,250 and over
Family-scale farms ---f 2,500-24,999 2,000-19,999 1,275-12,749 500-4,999 625-6,249

Small-scale farms--~-- Under 2,500 Under 2,000 Under 1,275 Under 500 Under 625

Value of sales in
1954 dollars: 2/

Large-scale farms ----; 25,000 and over 20,000 and over 16,000 and over 13,000 and over 10,750 and over

Family-scale farms ---; 2,500-24,999 2,000-19,999 1,600-15,999 1,300-12,999 1,075-10,749

Small-scale farms----- Under 2,500 Under 2,000 Under 1,600 Under 1,300 Under 1,075

1/ Values were deflated by an index of prices received by farmers and by an index of output per man-
hour of labor,

2/ Values deflated by an index of output per man-hour. Using these values, interpolations were made
using the number of farms grouped by value of sales in 1954 dollars, table 4, page 19,

-86-



Table 33, - Cdinﬁutation of gross sales equivalents used in estimating the number of low-income farms, United States, 1929-54

: Cash receipts:Farm operators' :Cash receipts per dollar: Gross sales :Disposable personalf Gross sales

from farm : real net cash : of real net cash farm : equivalents : income per capita :equivalents of re-
v marketings : income from operator incomes : of real income: purchasing power :lative income at
‘ ear :valued at 1954:farming purchas-&C ol. 1+ Col, 2 Index ° at 1954 prices: at 1954 prices 5/ ; 1954 prices’
prices : ing power at 3/ 1 9541 00 :$2, 500 = Col, 4: 6/ : Index : (Col. 5 x Col, 7)
: 1/ : 1954 prices 2/ : 4/ : — :1954=100; 7/
: 1, 000 1, 000
dollars dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
1929 —emmeeem P 19,044 6,973 2.73 76. 3 1,905 1,069 68,1 1,295
1939 cmcmeeen 20, 607 6,030 3.42 95,5 2,390 1,041 66, 3 1,585 -
1944 e 25, 949 14,662 1,77 49,4 1,235 ' 1,621 103.3 1, 275
1949 ccceee 27,1753 9, 594 2,89 80,7 2,020 1,423 80, 7 1, 830
1954 cccmeea 29,714 8, 307 3.58 100, 0 2, 500 1, 569 100, 0 2, 500

1/ All sales of crops, livestock, and livestock products.

/ Deflated by the index of prices paid by farmers for family living items,

3/ Cash receipts required, on the average, to return each dollar of real net cash operator income from farming.

4/ Velume of sales valued at 1954 prices, required to return a real net cash operator income from farming equivalent
to that received on the average, from farm sales of $2, 500 in 1954,

5/ Economic Report of the President (20).

6/ Dollar estimates in current prices divided by the consumer price index on ‘a 1954 basis.

7/ Volume of sales, valued at 1954 prices, required to return a net cash operator income from farming relative to
that received from farm sales of $2,500 in 1954, when account is made for changes in real disposable personal income
per capita for the United States.

The Farm Income Situation (11), except as otherwise indicated,

-86-
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; f;:ir;irmcome from farming (col. 3). Tlus was computed as an mdex (col, 4).
~ The index (col, 4) was multlplled by $2,500 to give the gross sales re-
' fi;qmred to- return to a farm operator real net cash income equlvalent to

fthat realized on the average, from $2,500 gross sales in 1954 (coI '5).

1 In order to convert the gross sales equlvalent of real income (col 5)7

- }to ‘a relative income basis, the gross sales equivalent was multiplied by
;,,the index of real per caplta incorne (col. 7). This gave the gross farm
ales eqmvalent of relatlve income (col 8)

. Est1ma1te of the value of farm sales for 1929. - The census of 1930
",;dld not publish the total value of farm products sold from farms grouped

- -~ according to value of productmn. The proportions of farm sales origi-
- inatmg from specifled value groups of farms, as shown in this report,
- were estimated from the distribution of the number of farms grouped on
- the basis of the- total value of farm productlon. The average value of
lproductlon per farm was estimated for each value group and the aver-
- ages were multiplied by the number of farms to obtain the total value
 of production., It was assumed that the dlstrxbuuon of farm sales was

f*iifs;mllar to the dlstribuuon of the total value of production.
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