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Late 19th little
town factoins all over
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tedders, rakes, harrows,

tractors : Penia
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Poughkeepsie . Hoosick balls
ven . ille was
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Dongtea, 2-5323
(pp.

22796-9)
SP has 4m acres. 268,000 of these

648,000 timmber

39,000 cutone

Valley.

1,705,000 grają
1,70 5,000

In Riverside,Kern, Imp. & Fresno Ctys

are agric.

am
desent (figs desplic. in text,probly an even)

are itsfrom lands. & Antelope

Mostforsale, save w.sideofS.J., oilprospects.

Does nofrig. Holds landsforsale. Leaus some forgrazig meantimes.



Splitting

22199
P.
5323 Spreckels sugar.

For a while tried to op. directly, but abandoned. 37 tnts,
Owns 14,800 acres. Rentsallout.

9590

sugar. Owns 14,800

45-800 acres. Rent c.Rent c. $40/acre, Salinas

beets comeofit's beets from other land, under contracts

End Donelas



5323

Splitting

Extribit 9581. Selected Large Scale Firing Enterprises in Cal. by Keetharina

Douglas.)
p. 22774 Earl Fruit,grower-shippen, 21 diff forms, by leavus

def.
Cal Pak has 10

Cal Lands Inc

SP & Cal Lands

growingSpreckels are

leases aut 1,700 fum, 396,000 acess.aps cr

sell's, small tracts. Callak, EarlFruit,are



Datu on Ownership & Op-n.

1. All landholdigs us all op-ns, Cone.

~Rumania) Basch,on Cz, lage rent to small,good quote to begin

Sweden] include o -opne, Diff.of2 C1 isdeff.of tat&l-ld- to complications

(Timber)
BenMot..getsdata on minutiae, notlandholdj.

In file
Roleof

credit in

det-scale

2. a.Larger holdigs, higher to rentedout ?)
(Horton's regionalstudy,shows they &lage hilegsassor

187., might work it out.
~1910 plantation data(infileon Langenholdgsmorevible)

~b. Langer heldige, split into more units (E&W tidbitsaysbiggest on bestland,art.)

~ Clawson 111 5107, p 12-13, for 1920 |||Chicago Foop, 1844|||/Tidbits,Jacoby||||TNCC,good

1910 Plnt-n"data (Longer heldige more obléfile)
acreage

·)
190⁰ rentedfirms study ( Larger holdigs, mored by value, have higher 90 offorms thom ofowners)

come. ofrentedfour 4 offorms ibn 90ofowners,classified by neo-offms/owner)
In "merg cons: file.

3. Rented land vs somtnt cone.Į
op-ms,

1900 study ofrented firms ? Nothingon trtopns.(How handellept. connors anyway?

1910
Plantation study& relevant,butneedn't repeatit.

987., cf. ave holdigof rented fin us ave. op-n. Willtake a little workyet to

5.
Regional

Contracts

o-op-ns. ( Include ingrs
Wcone.

~4. Tnt op-ms less
them

my

1945 census data.
1900 census, by valueofproducts; 1950, gross sales, dubions

o -op)

firitup.

Horton,shows largetofun
inv., holdigsgoodlland makesa

on cottonpl, showssame
use. (Tnt&landlord.

assoc.W eney, regionally. Might deduce that where

become lange, they resorted to. Dubious -probly don't

thing)

trtfrs thatare especially large, so mustbe the o-opms. Plantation study

Weknow it is not the
as

e.g.



6. Holdigs agglom w/o op-nl advantage

Warriner; Wilson ; 539(Wiecking). Poli-scattered hild'gs, Ants must agglom, the total
item

Davidson bandto Poli
ned's laze. absenteeism , cf. Clausen, too.

Large assor. In

showsgoodingent not causeof
ison spot.iizeIgoodmor

Fimbor? bom muckwithmoinettet ?
Impl.s & Mach., low item in assets, can't explainsize

Fetter, etc ? Orstick tofing?

Rumania,goodquote

Larger no.oftnts, worsepractives.

7. Where own-, freeofop-n,great come. -e.g.

585 (minor) & major
Breand

Davidson Found Co.
Ely -urbem; & hay, 555

Timber?- 15 items

8. MISC.

CP ^^

Hibbard

Gates-2
578-Banks

whenholdforfuture.

556
Cincinnatus - bon mot

Escape tofuture -bon mat

Oldch. 3, pp
33-4

on Gu.
-85184

Data on absentee holding -Tumner,JIPUE: 1900BlackBelt
Ho

1900,furovs US ; 1946,564, farmer owners tend to mediumsizes, of. bus
prof.

Heady say riskref.dersforsize. Savefer ch.8



4. (Splitting.
some picture for U.S. as whole, 1920, gainedfrom this.

38 % allfod tnt-opfis

1390

5107, Table 5&6 p12-1

were heldby lords with 3 or more,more,
20

whower

97%lords

5 % bords.



Split
holdgo

5107, pp

No.offms

1

2

3 a more

5°

10 " "

20 .. "

12-18. Landlad holdingsofrented from onts, 1920

to centedfins
no l-lds

19.2

11.8

9.0

3.5

1.3

0.5

41.9

14.2

37.9

21,0

18.1

12.8

CR = 36



Jacoby,
P 143

2

Cochin - Ch

180,000 frums - 1290- (so totalfarm

5151

6,200

> 50 ha
Large hildign

are 6,200 such farms', fewer

250,000

Holding >

are

owners, as

180,000
.72

have 45 % area

many

2.48 % holders, or lessprobly, have 45% area.
5-10ha.

h are split aming
oftnt units

2.2.5.
72/180.

144
360

250,000)

(of 2090 in Tonkin, 10 4⁰Annam)

inallareas.have same owner. In



ch3
p87 Land cone,has no

landlords have preferred

1



1910
study lientation/N.8:

Larger holding of.Ent frus

better land. But ch. 3

}

N.B: thelarger theholdig,the higher % rentedout.

only o -op. fms. Careful
inelevant .

concerns

Careful not tobe

Int from ownership figs show
endny of ownership
exceed unit.

are on

opj

show that com .

883

ownership wnit as such toIthat larger thirdheldigs areon

But do not

is greater by value than
1..., that langer o -op

better land.

of po -op. units

better land.

by
units are o

area.

figs show larger demesnesp.
alone had maybe less valueparaure

trend not clear. While larger
heldigs had been higher value/go aire.

That shows 2 conflictingtrends neatly!

tut



Table 5

5178 -b, pz Larger heldigson better land.
883 Valuable data. (But larger op-ms,notso muchso)

p.

all tnt antations 325 selected cti ll
10-19 Ants

pl |fl |TntPl

Ave. tacresper pl.
or tnt fm.
To"improved"

(1.9 .good land)

ave.valueper
aire.

all
""L-l Int

Pl.s fino" fins

1

5-9 tnts

pl. ll Tntpeoporopejse

7242 330.9 38.5 495/221 42

56,0 26,2 81.0 55.328.7 78.0 / 55.4 24.4 /81.9

4.15

953 438 40 11,688 1185

3.51 4.64 4.235 4.00 4.43 3.91 3.20 4.51Ï

20-44 tnks
pl | Ll | tnt

aire.

-n.states. 1910

57.8 23.9 81.3

4.16 3.08

32

ī
~

15.90/2289Land 19.77 16.27 22.1118.8415.96 21.28 19.64 15.40 22.83 21.13 17.08 24.66 24.33 19.00
1/19.00

5.09 4.81 3.41
Blidgs.

as heldigs get bigger,
BUT NB : natio of livsledsBlus

are

50 Lover
pl ill

3,535 1,375

59.0

slightly
increases

+

21.3

fine 1: N.B, as holdiggets bigger, tntfins get smaller; & L.l.'s
demesne gets bigger.

Lili's
This shows large op-ns are due tofnel
It is as a holder is able to havestrength, not op. ees.

gut gets more land in demesne.Setargetsomewhathigher
gets layer, somewhat higher 90 is basedout. p.885gives To

allpls: 62.190; 3-9 tnts, 60,39⁰ ; 10-19, 62,190; 20-49, 62,940; 50bug, 70,1%

ofgetstntfins

more

Int

30

tists that he
valueoflomdebilding,

Line 2 : NB, let best landto ents. (But ambiguity in " improved"probly

also confusedsome enumerators &respondents, so results ambiguous)
NB. Larger, had higher to improved, the- slight, but

consistent. (p 884, they commenton it, opine it is different elsewhere, vaguely-I wonder?)

holdigeget langer, insred

Op.
Line 3: NBS, as hondmore But ifwemoedvble.

units,rather than holdings, wd. have opposite conclusion. So CensusEmilyis

Lines 3&4 : NB, Ford's dememe had fewer simple manté valce,
acre than tntfors. &about same ratio offldip tolev.

misleading.
eper

per

82.9

slightly.

27.72

5.10

more

blogvaliusfaux.



state

178 -b
SEE ANY

Under p.880. If 5ormore "ents in"same locality" reportedtame
landlord, assumed itwas same landlord. But ifnot

it

' contiguous "; or where even"if "contiguous " was no returcone.

ch. XII of state Plantation in the South."178
St

5178-b, p.
Diser, to
scale

from landlord, assumed themseparate.
(So here is partial revelation only

conc. is ownership than opin)more
ofhowmuch

881 TheFassalarger the plantation, themore euxfons.

Here is e.g. ofsplitt'j. (ifwe considerpl.as lop unit)

Tably3

1.881.""Fendlord gmrhy kept about as muchland in his ownfrom ashe

Ave landlordfrom"-
leasedout. Kept 12.9m.a, leasedout 15.4.

the
bepart ofpl. retainedby landlord- was 3310.; are entfor, 38.

fertile land they leaveout.
5178-6,0881 The most

langer opins
wd. show upas less valuable; but

(Thusin data on com.

larger holdings mightbe more valuableface. I have seennothing

on that)

Ownip vs. open.
Samples

( Present Turner, contrast to 1920 Census data, toshow

understate sample umeliable_ this discredit 187.)(But 187 usedbetter

cone. ea. owner contacted

technique, tried totried togetall the holdigsofea.



Musilimintinaitan in love.

There may be men who can op. very large form esly. But, ifso,
they are not the ones who hold title.carly. Everylikely thelarge

are on
op-n's cheaper land than large holdgo!

have more

So. San Joaquin Valley dope.
Clawson & Lee

1.

2. Me If figo. show you

> 5,000a.

land in op-ns > 5,000

holdige
thing. For they may be, &probly

are, diff. lands, to some extent. And the opins may

opens

5,000, the holdigs away over it. Of figs show ferver holdige

5,000, that is the more
(except arefewer ofallhlegs

gurly bigger than op ns. thamopine. So take abs.no.of
then heldigs > 5,000 are
over likeley. If prayfewer hildigs them acres,

wedge> 000)

Natch, when opt. op-n is big, will tend to have op.s renting some.I
So natch, if take

hleigs are big, tend to have leasg out.
rent much in; iftake big heldigs, they rent out much.

you
hle

it doesn't move

where

big op-ns, they

Neitherfact contradicts other.
******

3. National figs show # 390 hlegs & 419⁰ land above 1,000 a.

270 op'ns 40 %

a

a.

b.

theSpare
ready to meet attacks.

than in

So can't say are mou big opins, hence big op'ns smaller

Probly ignore thesefigs. Or, ifuse them, point out why they

conclusive, many reasons:

c .

be just over
Tham

not

29u op'ns may be as many as 3 % heldigs.

Hldigs fromsamplestudy, not reliable to low %0.
from 3 rounded " 1 "s, maybe diff."390 " is

Isn't same land,etc reasons above.

reader that wading. Justgive the conclusive stat, be
-1.2., be sure you'renight.

Ithink_
clawson even has more land in opins 7 2500 them in heldigs,

But all this is tenuous, nanow igns.
course that justofbut I didn't take clown figs.

Conclusivefact is: larger bildis more split up.
bigger than opt. op. scale. Not that they

proves that largest holdigi that there is a force
But that is all I want toprove.

gmilyare.
are

other than ofdr
big heldigs are not just ofcheap land.economies that makes heldigs big, (& op-ns big), & that

Allow op. ee.. some influence. But they only partofstory,perhaps

not most imp.part.



from
Only 5 % ofall hilding units were split into 2or more op.units. But

course
units rented addinI land. Ofcourse some of that was

(&some of 5 %⁰ went topure tats)
of it were, then we cd.

32 %0 op.
cd. say'non

own-punits rented w/o splittig! Butif
all the land borrowed by 327 was loaned by 590. Gurly, the 5%

was much more a device to

->

were bigger, 32% smaller. So ency

split up big heldigs tham/to consolidate small ones.

ofwe assume the 2 unknowns to cancel, which they roughly

above cond
Sclusion OK.

wait. Those,pent's
for others wereall op.as units.

tend to, a
addril land had toget it from those splittig,

But table has noplace for those holdigs letout to others,

who added them to their opins. They must be included with those

hld'g's op.as units.
So thoserent's addn'l landgetfrom splitters, & an undet. no.

ofstraight renters. & Figs tellus nothing atallof thosewho

Justrent. So N.G.
We know in lowerunits. i mF. 4. We know there are more op. tham hldg

opins.or more heldigs than
brackets there are as many

upper brackers, mustbe more opins than holdigs. Is that not

conclusive? Collect data.

the thereare more of hlegi

holdige. (p.41)

In Clawson area that trend clear,
brackets, more op'ns tham

tham opins. Upper

Watch that upper heldig brackets contain as much land. as upper opg; or at

fewness ofop.i.it Aldigimits.
least enough

to be prop.or more to

water. But
5. Clawson's big hildrs had only slightly worse land,

probly much worse water than helets on, others being inin ?.D.S.

So his come. too greatfor U.S.,probly. He had upper 3 % hold 55% area

10.) ; & 41 %0 cropland; &
come. Tham U.S., where 3% hold 41 %0.

(reuter
c.2£ % hlehrsof irrigable hold c . 47% irrigable.

Imperial: 69⁰°hold 42 %0,

G. Polion

upper lesscome.



"Returns on inv.

6. Lee's study

7.

area includes Fresno & King's Cries.

Summer field crop fins, Lee took net

Large $32.04

Medium Large $36.334

Medium $53.68

and medium we had 40 %⁰ more expenses/acre thanlange.

1.e. hi netfor inc. went with intensity. ( Why did Weeks bridle at

-?)
statemn't that "fmine".! weights gross

more than net

my

per aire?

fainfor ins: (more reliable Thom otherdara,
biggersample)

8. Not clear how hehandles water -fails to separate I.D.& non-1.P. land.

so whole thing dubious.

11.

is on which they figure returns as % ,

9. Not clear what the " investm't "

when10. Subtracts $1,000/from for op's labor. Ridic. On smallerfins it wd.be more.

(the on larger, wd.be higherpriceper hrou ) On allfins, wd.be muchmore

than $1,000/y₁. Thus he biasses results for smallfis,

subtracts op's labor cost to get inc.of assets.

neglect's psychic

Perhaps this is compensatesfor

income.

Leeguityfails to handle waterquestion adequately - &many others.



Wilson & Claurson .

581 Table 19 pb3

??

Acres per

160

ownership Unit , own-p units

808 less

80-160

320
480

640

1280-1920920

1920

2560

of"allland"

5/20 .

Total

Madera,Tulare &Kern, volley floor.

(bysubtractionfrom100)

4
1 No.ofsuch| No. ofthere No.renting |No. split into11units additional 12 or more op.

units.
op. as wnit! land |90

Emine
6,307 67 2,952 31

900'55 628 37
45 651 36
118 40

80u. & less

80-160

160-640

640-2560

Over 2560

9,559
1,708

928+

p. 39.

271

146

208

51

22
23
25

12,941

1,600

1,260

250

70
1

This explains

66 46

74 37
2312.3

6

6

2.12

7,941.

1,400

1,240

27

27

300

100

339

92 38

47

62

16

4 18

30

6 24

7

33

301

32

4+
4,153 132

mystery for U.S.
abizz

177
135
125

60

30

69

23
12
10

16

657

1
Holawh Diffep. 41. Chant, Fig.6, showingfollowing,roughlyEne of1 1 2)its 17Town-p Units Op. Units

9,600 7,400

ij
% ofown-punits split
into 2 or more op. units.

Conclusive
%

(mine)
2
8

13
22

( For all U.S., 9.&7. show bigholdings more letout. See

33
45
55
43
64 %

5%

(

letour. See sheafI.)

Breakingpoint

inthe
stresses.

Siseen the
(pade. Above it,
most holders sent
more land. Prelow
itlon sheet,1.4.),
most split up.

Totals crosswine
are a little less
thangiven totals
because some
were unknown. He

gave those, originally

In area, are more op units than ownership units above thesoime

&2,500 a.; include more land. This not counter to
they

hypoth , evidently. ( They do not include as much more land, prop-ly, as

fins ?)

p . 36. Slight tendencyfor large holdigs tohave lessgood land. Does norgivedato,

but have studied, butstudy osvolumimams to present.



581.

Refer to
this, toshow
Clawson's
large holders

were largeby
value, too.

80

160

808less

320

480

Ijudge muchofarea has no water now available.

Butfact that langer units splitup is signif.

p.29. Data on present inrig, not available. Only on "vi " "inigable" us

"non-inigable "

640
1280

1920
2560

p.30-31 Study

land now

Istal

Tables 385

over 5120

3/4leand in study

Acresofland..."ofallleond

includes land irrigated, &not inigated. He believes is less conc. on

inig. themon allland. But exact data unknown.

do
1.of inigable

per oun-punit landper ownp

allland cropland,
unit.

fers
Johodl

14 116

1/3 |11

7 11

6

4

2

2

100

9
4
3

21

14

13

6
5

10

5

7

132 18

3
5

area is inrigable.

Toholdand

76

13

1

2

21

13

13

6

21
108

4.
9

5
3

Same no.ofunits
included.

areaShows that big by
had less to cropland &
iniguble land thamof
all land. But not
much less.

Basic fact remains, much ofthis land lacked present

irrigation. & Clanson admits the inig. land wasinsmallerunite

less conc.".

com , vs

G.his

Poli study significant because allland has water supply.
Clawson's. Imperial, 6% hold 42 % , those over 1440. Not so

much cone.



a
Big holders

rent outmore

~
1

1

(

(

1

1

a62-15 'Inter -relation of fand Ownership& Farm Operation.! Showing

them different. 581

Over some•"figure64.

start renting. ".. a shift of importance fromfarm opera:

rental to others occurs as the size

Conclusion from data.

137 & Table 11, p. the larger the ownership units, themore

likely owner is to be absenter. (extreme case: Kern Cry fand Co.)

Smallest ownerships 10 % w/in cry; largess, 44 % ; moderately large, 60%.
581

etc.

Table 19, pik3

(There correlations allmade by acreage. Ifby vature, wolshow

pts much stronger, I v.below

unitsthe

between 640 - 1,280 acres owners stop operating,
operation toland

ofthe ownership unit increases!
581

~ p. 99 Many

they are splitinte

venzene.) V.
re pi

Thebigger theownershiplangits,themore operating

"Many
operatorsalso accumulate from

Lovers, anotherdisecondary.

p.23

land outside studyarea. So rep't

separfire
981

many own

581owners marked separate arereally affiliaired; &n

has conservative biaſ.



Conc.
overstated I

onc.nö
overstated.

32 %⁰ all land ownedby
cropland18 %10.23 Table 3.

Lover 3200.).
e

581

So some 'comentration due to using acres instead ofvalue.But

-much remaini

haveV

under 80

owners ofo

169

over

area, 2 %

5,120 .

21 %

a.

581

Lowver 14070

12, 941 ownersimall. (valley flon ofMadera, Tulare,&Kern)

Pop?

(Pro. 160 low --smaller ownership units canbe combinedin larger op. units.

f
more intensive use.
344 fmaller landownerships andto have beter lend, because of 581

se. (Bynature,or make it beter) (Isuppose one finds

thishere, as vs 9a, because ofnon - uniformity. In Cal, it is either

or very large caxle, to
intensive inrigated fing, small opisize;

Ja. tendency swamped. There, uniformer

almost neutralizes other)

very

uses, itshows. Even in Cal,it



Too small p. 41, Fig.
holders

Bea

Toosmall
premature

subetw.

Too small
make cone.,

Opr.size

700.

39

m

6. Thereare more ownershing units

But in lazer holdings,

than operating units.

showing toch kindsof diseconomies.
reverse.

orprema

Excesssubdiv. accountsfor small non- op-g owners. Absentees,many,
581

renting to larger operator.[Narch no. ofsmaller units swamps big, moreofthem. But

significant (except whenon myside, seriously)]

581

ave. not

( fact that ownership drage opy units down as wellasup, reinforcesmy

for that involver making small,
generalization that onnersting As cone.--

as wellas large. Dragsaway from mediumsizes)

41 & 39 Intermediare sizes, 160-640 a, opn
& own writs about = 581



Conc.
Imp.V.

Spec &
com.

Op.unit <

ownership

25. 40 % un
593

1200 a
Ch. 3, stress. Maybe complete.

quotation!
711

}

by 6% owners, 440 a lover, are
Imp.

comparable.

&not tog 593AThe largeprop ofthefarmland concentrated in afew large ownerships

appears To be due to im:purchasesofland
Lefficiency he clearlystates, p 25, being scattered in smallparcels leasedout.

das
on thelargerunits,the

593

U.S.,
p.27. Rapply to bigforan u.s, which are

manyof the crops,even

are not nec grown in extremely large orfields.

size

tracts or



Land Ownership & Op's Tenure, Poli
I

#



In of

thay

In ofSyria & Trag,
many areas,absentees who " are rarely farmers &may not 5176

Ownership way offeers
4

operation, nothing more.

p.22.3.
even visit the villages they

methodof cultivation;..... Landownership

own.
is a

in no

credit

the



Large holding,
small op.
units.

&
V. V.

Wrongshape

Wrong

size

sim

thnay.

too big |pz

are scattered, many, parcelsofrem

smallto operatece, time toare leased ·Sessee often onmor dickerThere largeholdings

with many, to getgood op unit makes ineff. op,

Are also many holdings

wpederie xp.25
too small, are leased tooperation p.21

593

Diseronomies
of absenteeism

(Here something besicks operats

high for laredo Obviously owner widn

operator than hewould get himself. What other

comenience is afacro
he

virves ment. On theotherhand,if
ipaunits are too small,or consistofseveral smällnon-comniguoustours,

The op,of
problemin leais &imop.g theland areoftenin

encountered.
largeunits consists ofsmall derached cracts . creceres ineff., resulting

costs, excessive

primcipectly from inconvenience in ingor &supervision, hi fanig

useless

(Too small) travel forfarm laborons, uncles movement ofequipment & similarproblems
593

concerned withfarm mgmt & op.

(wrongsize)principally fromI shape)

~~

700

ror in der who bicks

andfrumo
wor? 4 Landas

gers more rent



p . 14. Large landholders collected rents thru intermediaries ,

" tenants " they are called , who in turn leased the land to working
peasants and collected rents . (So census data doubtless overstate
the antxxf size of the large "exploitations " , which are subdivided

Under these conditions theinto many operating units . ) p . 15:
distinction between large - scale and small - scale farming was blurred ,

and it was characteristic of the latifundiary cultivation pre
vailing in Rumainia that the size of an undertaking was not
determined by an organized integration of the productive factors of
a given area but was rather the arithmetical sum of a large number of
peasant cultivatioAS . sist.It

p. 48 ...in most cases large properties are more extensive than
1 Llarge exploitations , an indication that a portion of the large

properties is being leased . 5154, Rumania

·



A

K

S(

I



r

7
r

Wilson volunteered the informa
tion that his wife owns 10,472
hares of GM stock (worth $678 ,
80 at current prices ) , 10,000

shares in the La Gloria Co. of
Texas , 19,989 in the Texas -Illinois
Pipeline Co. , 1200 in the National
Bank of Detroit , 7500 in the Grey
ound Company , 100 in the Kro
er Grocery Chain and 1200 in
nited Electric Coal Co.
The industrialist listed his own

oldings , in addition to GM , as
ollows :

9272

Thirty-seven thousand six hun
red and fifty shares (worth $753 ,
00 at current prices ) in the La
loria Company , a Texas oil and
as producing company ;
hares in the Texas-Illinois
ral Gas Pipe Line Co .; 303 shares

'n the Anderson (Ind .) Banking
0.; and 15,000 shares in the Na

ional Bank of Detroit.

Nat

He said he also owns Govern
ent bonds with a maturity value

f $79,799 , a 'few miscellaneous
mall overrides (assorted stocks ) ," r

and "two or three small farms s
f that I am sort of fooling around a
d with ." ci
S OTHER HOLDINGS S
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ew picture-perfect Zenith has

e new "K-53" chassis to bring

ter lon distance rece . on



9.
Disee,of

ofproblems.
1"Eu servisifacrony mingineof many smallscatteredpropriespresentsa no.

are considerednome 700 satisfactions fromo
ennery Tename results generally.

income &property
has not

&property-maince pt.ofview, & op-n by meansofhiredlabor under

alway, gielded satisfactory resules. Difficntry of

financing are also reported.
-romeition gettinggood tenants & necessity ofrenant

mgmt

A

Refile to

Bighlegs
worsented

Place,100

co .

Satisfactory handlingofforeclosedprop-ties particularly forsmall, individual

&.frequently absenter holders, is conceded totherepresent aproblem.... 539

p.31, repeats. & cites legalrequiremosforfim. insi.s todisposeofland,quickly.

Ins. co. , stare lam, bur extensions maybegranted. 539
2-5yrs,

n.e.

31 'Problems ofsatisfactory op`n arenot conducive to holding acquired

commonly repeated statement(is)true,
any longer thom o co

539nec.-y.

generally speakis, that' no mortgager women lamel"?.



own.yop.

p.7.
5107

chap.2,appendic

33 Censusnegood - Takes opg size for stare 117.50, 1900.
Iave ownershipunitof

Banks got ownerships, by 2 mois work in Ja. cap, gor ave 518

264.8 for 31 rypicalcties,p.

Rentedfarms. Us

units. Their ave. size forsto

1900

1920 1.65

35

1.54 farmsper landlord ; 147 acres :
; 169

$3,597 value

12,590
$19,438 value

of the 1920 rentedfarms
had Ad in value only & all
farm land&bldges, wouldbe
worth $12,590



564 p.7 .

Est. 5,025,000 individuals own·farm land , ¹46 ; of 5,859,000 ops,

(Better change conclusion on own. Y op, generally) 145 censusof ag.

6 %⁰ farm landarea us compheld - mostly New., Aziz, Wyo, Txs, Fla.
p.6



187 up shot

No.of op-nsper

To

owner ofrented land.
•figure trond ofcone ofrentalforce.

Is aflopforthat use to showa-are more op-ns than owners, oneyear.are

I 1900 1 1920 1946

Aires of leased land

~
Justgive

present
nothing
else.

No. of op-rs.

Theupshot) op-13
owner

After all

18+give
nodirect

thisfigure;

data on

this, &

ers ofleased
No. of
land 564,p. ²1

owners

2.33 tnts ea.

1.54 . Justpure!
5.107.6

7.5%

computations fromtheir dubious data

figue for 1920.

Aufent LEEF.

2.33, counting

1.65, justpure,ents.
SIST,P-6A

are dubious too.

later trend to imagination

431 m.a. ?
434 m.a. ?

Pure 1-lds: 18x5m = 900,000
10-op : 15 x 5'm 150,000

Total : 1,650,000

1,650,000 ?
1.81m pure tnts
.66m provi

2,520,000 mok

5107, p.6. finte. 24,313 landlows, in 184 sample cties, reported ave.of

(just w-in the cities

Ave. 265a.per
holder

Sample by mail, respondents probly misunderstood, mayberatedall

land-1... tuts wife&kids (ormaybe failed torpt.

people livg

pt owners as tuts; besthey lived offland?)

w.
Angver, w, allthese imperfections, theygot 2.33 cutsper landlord,

countingpt. owner as ents. l-ld.
Omittingpt. owner, 1.65 ents per

•

564 &

5136

2.67, conving

1.53, countingpt owners

1.13.justpare tests

=

Also, 1.54for 1900 & 1.65for 1920, forjustpuretuts,

Justgive 2.33 as dubious

leave



19.00 Cens. Ag.p.xc.
Show Cone of ownership.

of rented firms, by residenceof
owner. By no.offrom be

&by acreage classes

On all counts, the
for residents are much

cone, thom U.S.
as whole,auctej

210001-200/-500/-1,000/ - 2,500|over 2,500)
16.6 25.2 29.0 /11.3 7.4 10.5 USres

14.7 /28.1 Fn res.6.8 15.0 23.012.4

Also show valuedate,fonsequally
whead there.



Supplementary

1900 Censen, Happl. Anahpis, p. 537et

seg, goodclopeinparton absentee

ownership in black belt.
p.537. Most owners in belt; but most

land ownedby thoseoutside telt. ?...,

lager -Just ahint, mightnon -res.
pursuepewe later.



C. Cone.
?

op us, tnt ?



Non residents

larger TNEC, M-guph 23, ag.& the Nat. Ec., AlbertMeyers.

p.ll Cites exhibit 8904of La Follette Committee."
Imperial I.D., '38, 81 owners held 141, 727 acres. Over $40a.

65 % were nonresident owners &corps. - they held 7790 ofthe 141,727 a.8

Wone intava mNew
Owners were

Imperial
Add to Poli

5 195

in
stiers, handlers, puckers.



ch.8
fand morecome? p .50-51
Come.

Turner

Check

JIPUE

STAT. from 1900 showed absentee holdings larger than holding ofresident

outofstaters more than in -stare, outofcry-ers; in county-ers
159a.

544
landlords

smallestofally (owner-opsprobly smalleryer.)
85a. (fand+ impr.?)

Absentee owned was slightly lower value/are, $19, $21, $26. for 3above

categories in study. enough to offer diff.ofsize,&, ifvaluations

rendency, no mag.544affectedby usualregressive ass.my

? mayofdorea. Centus dara.
this probability

chat absentees owned stillmore outside o
Add to

particular counties beingstudied. For it wasjustin figures only refer to

holdings w/in & czy by & individualo

The more absenteehe is a more motive is inv., not op-7-g
more concentrated

o not en

over

be fact regivartos:so

544) anyofadjoing
samplareas,

ees.

by
51, figures showing 1920 conditions & tame,& breakingcounty areas uniformlyto

over Thosenot residinginto a
ties owned 7.540from 12.4 % acreage,1920

...&0



5184 p. 22-23. Absentee owners bigger rented fms. No- Central
States 1920

?I1900

ū

size offrame,
by owners

a. Resident

in Cty.
1

120acres

1920

ave.

b. Outof
State

183acres.

Res. in cty.-167 acres

OutofState:239



poss
P. D6 "With the exception of sugar production which is concentrated
among fairly large- sized farms operated with the benefit of modern

farm machinery and equipment , the production of other farm crops,
led by rice , even in the extensive land holdings , is accomplished

thru many hands operating in the same manner as small landowners
do , only with the additional burden that falls on tenants or share

croppers . Very rarely does the big landowner or hacendero
Extract from Philippine Agric

work his farm by administration . "

& Industrial Development Program , rev . 1950 by Philippine Ec . Survey
Commission , pp . 279-80 5166

P. 161 Cite Inman & Fippin : In 1946 there were
5,025,000 different farm owners (probly less of course ) and
5,859,000 operators .#1

5168



Where factoriesrives are leasing
space from Ind-1 Districts

10,000they

sq.ft (1 avre = c.42,000 sqft)
Herb. Silverson, headof Roosevelt

Field devient on Long Island, says

500,000 is top limitfor effic.
(c. 12 ans)

ove. 50,000

5-25-54 p.1za)

to land friezis what makes'em

so big!

(Eug.12-9.₁R



But such studies as have dealt in the relevant data have

shown a similar pattern in other industries and other places .

The monumental 1911 study of lumber industry , e.g. , showed

timber holdings to be immensely larger than the optimum sizc

needed to supply an uptimum sized mill operating size . Large

holders split up their operations into several mills of more or

less optimum size , and leased timber rights to small operating

companies . The TNEc studies in 1939 showed many industries to

be large aggregations of property ,property , far greater than optimum operat - ing

scale , held together for reasons other than operating economies ,

dividing actual operations among smaller units whose relation.
to the par central holding company is something like tenancy .

18 largest holders- those with over
had their holdigs split 223 separate "distinct

all holders, 1,198, hold 2,196 'distimer pieces, p. 196

1894 study Chi loop showed 500fintft.-
41. into

shad Z225perals amongthem
244-5."pieces" -571,p.



own v.
op.

Ch.3

Own-p

71

unit > op.

lumber .

No techn.
ec.

Leg.

B1

a

Weyerhaeuser Timber Co. , 2d largest holder in U.S. , saws no 549

5104
Lrg Indhldgs SC , 4

"Thr is the cs of the lrg trct , of whch the Irvine ranch , in
Orange Cty , is the mst conspic , on whch only minor fmg ops are

crrd on by the owner , the grtr prt of th ag lnd bng lsd
out under rigid restrictions to tnnts . p15-6

& the "cumulative " hldg , of banks , trust co.s , specs ,

of many scattered tracts .

179 TNEC showed " in important industries increases of output

have been taken care of by reduplicating productive units rather
(just like tenant farming )

than by building larger ones .

( indeed , with Am . Xtal Sugar , it is tenant farming . )

TNEC monograph 21 , p . 315 , on "Competition & Mnpy in Am

Industry " , concludes " in nearly every case in which monopoly persists

it will be found that artificial factors are involved .

TNEC , Final Rept &
Recommendations of the Committee , Doc 35 ,

p . 89 : " It is sometimes asserted , or assumed , that large- scale

production , uner the conditions of modern technology , is so much

more efficient than small - scale production that competition must

inevitably give way to monopoly as large establishments drive their
But such a generalization finds

smaller rivals from the field .

scant support in any evidence that is now at hand .

U.D. eon

Share tenant may work under close supervision from owner ,

as the southern "cropper " . "Large %" of share tenants , most

from langsamurship
cash tenants , are unsupervised , save from general provisions in

lease con tract , e.g. specifying the rotation to be fabowed , 1.e, no advantage



= No rechn. ec.

1

1

1

71

1

p33 No labor required to discover standing timber . 549

p33 , Sect . 3 : "Economies of large plants not the basis for 549
control of the lumber business . Detail .

tham
many very

Many mills very small , smallest 33,000 or 70.8% cut just 12.8% wood . 549

35

logs .

"To enlarge a mill beyond a capacity of 20 or 25 m feet a year
is to duplicate mechanical units , with small or doubtful advantage in

I manufacture , and with certain disadvantage in the cost of transporting
Lumbermen dispute whether 20m isn't about opt . size , better than

larger ones . 36 "If a single intere t wishes to cut a large amount
of timber , it is apt to build two or half a dozen mills , rather than
one of extraordinary size . Except in the few localities where cheap
& extensive water transporation makes it possible to establish a market
for logs , large mills have followed large holdings ; the large holdin s
have not arisen from any advantage of large mills . " 549

Table , p . 34 .p . 34. Largest 36 mills cut 5.6% of the lumber . 549
There are 46,584 mills in all . (no . of owners ? You might get more owners
mills, because in small owners, toe small.



(71)

No techn.
reason

Own-p more
cone than

op.

(

(

3 "The rapidly increasing concentration of control of the lumber
industry is not due to any particular economy of large manufacturing
plants . " "4/5 output comes from mills each cutting less than 25m
board feet , or about 1/20 of 1% of the annual cut . " 549

cf with ownership
P. 12 3 holdings , 11% prvtly owned timber in U.S. , 13/5% of that in
investigation area . S.P. , Weyerhaueser , & N.P. 549

5 next holders own 5.8% investigation area .
So 8 largest hold 19.4% inv . area ; 22 own 26.2% inv . area ; 549

195 own 48%

3-4 detail why opt size mill small . p.4 " In view of these considerations ,
& especially thegreat no . of sawmills & the absence of any one or any
few plants of dominating size , it is apparent that the economic conditions
in the mfr . of lumber (as distinguished from the ownership of standing
timber ) are not exceptionally conducive to concentration . 549



Fortune on Koppers,Jam 5.2

A disintegrated co.



A optsizeofmachinery
need not.A opt size offirm.
face 19th, opt size blastfurman(formakingpigiron).rose.
"But before, manyfirm
already owned 5! furnace.to didn't nee.Asize --save

__ofonefurnacefirms...

Levy?

|.



$50

divorcedfrom

opn.
Timbernts of
very large

14 " Some large holders , who are large lumber mfr.s as well ,
Timberholding hold their own timber in great part intact and supply their

mills from other sources . One mfr - ing co . which owns over 5 billion
feet has felled no timber for nearly 20 years , but has bought its
logs in the open market . Both in the West & in the South many co.s
make a practice of buying timber rights on small tracts available
for their mfr - ing needs , & , so far as possible , defer cutting their
own large tracts . Much of their current supply of lumber , therefore ,

is cut from holdings of smaller companies , from little individual
tracts , or from controlled timberland of small holders which the op

erating companies are now ready to buy On many of the matk
largest holdings no cutting at all is done . Even if such holdings
did not absolutely increase , they would , merely by being held uncut ,

form a larger & larger proportion of the diminishing timber supply .

Besides , large holdings are being added to constantly . 14

cm.8

Conc.Ag.

●

550



C. bee's stucty of Kern, Tulane,Maclers, valleyfloo

highest "netform inc/acre"
Are acreages inform with highest"net,

Summer-fuld, 45a.

Take I area.

daim

fuir
38

74

in heldigs under 80a.
Butomnesal90 croplandgode in heldigs

only



C
Poli,absentees

Np
Barger,
worsoused s

Tenarro
don't improve

1905-1 floodencouraged absentees. Absenteeismgrew until 1930

max, 62 % area. Hadbeen 50%⁰ counting SP, in 1910. Agderof

valley started 1902

pas

ied it. so absencse holdings

[595,p 28,corroborates] sqz592theowned

7/5 tingnes on non -resid. Kand made no

above
ave

s

592
improvemenes. 7/5 non res

Residents do better -muchmore improvemeres
owners made more.
Getquote

p.c Ownerships& op units crendbochup.
5. 7.uquent change ofthmanes, ofowners; showeleasepels. Over 60 %

farmed

by tenants, counting Edgertonmas tinamas.



71

Dr
Technology
not cause

ofsize

107 Fetter's testimoney . Says single business units did compete ,
& would again today , if single .

"It will be observed that combination ... gives unity to the owner
ship , but not to the productive processes of the subsidiary plants .
The physical plants & equipment remain largely under decentralized
management ; they still produce singly , while the officers of the con
trolling corporation are concerned almost wholly with financial &

general organization & commercial matters .
" ..financial size attained by horizontal combination is con

stantly confused by the apologists of bigness with increased size of
single plants ...It is apparent that the economy of large production¹ ... is
essentially a phenomenon of the single-unit plant rather than of plural
unit plants . It is a matter of internal arrangements & economies within
a single plant . It is technical or technological , not financial or
commercial ; that is , it is the sum of various economies of time , mater
ials , & wear & tear of machinery .... etc " 584

p . 108 : "A small factory employed on a few patterns of a
single kind of product may get a fuller measure of economy of mass
production than a much larger factory which produces a variety of
products .

584



2

INDÚSTRIES, INC.

BURLINGTON MILLS, PACIFIC MILLS, BURLINGTON HOSIERY CO . , PEERLESS WOOLEN MILLS , BURLINGTON DECORATIVE FABRICS ASSOCIATES, GALEY & LORD,
GOODALL FABRICS, BURLINGTON NARROW FABRICS, NATIONAL MALLINSON FABRICS , BURLINGTON EXPORT CO ., MOORESVILLE MILLS, BURLINGTON INTERNATIONAL

Burlington

Your against prov with

the purely opportunistic is the label of a reputable manufac
turer. Our label is the Burlington triangle . On it is the word
"Quality." Behind it is a scrupulous regard for craftsmanship
the proud practice of 50,000 employees of Burlington Industries.

4-1-56

py Easter Cele

t

tary Rapped; Alumin
Ala ; two plants at Bauxite,

Aluminum Pay Up
PITTSBURGH , March 31 (P)-An

between the Aluminum

; and Point Comfort and
Tex.

of America and the United
Workers on job classification

give 11,000 workers an aver

e 7-cents-hourly wage increase
ctive to Aug. 1, 1955 .

The agreement was announced

by David J. McDonald, pres
of the union . An Alcoa

esman confirmed it.

cDonald said the increases

e up to 30 cents a hour and

to $1,528,000 a year. An

6,000 employes already are
above the minimums and

not be affected by the pay

union and company, biggest
producer in the nation ,

been negotiating. on job
cations for nearly three
The issue was handed to a

special committee last year when

a wage increase was negotiated.

The agreement goes into effect
tomorrow but under previous
agreement all pay is retroactive

August.

Alcoa plants affected are :

Bridgeport , Conn .; Edgewater,

.S.; Badin , N.C .; New Kensing

Pa.; Detroit , Mich .; Rich
Ind .; Alcoa , Tenn.; Mo

ve

1

THE NEW YORK TIMES MAGAZINE
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No el. to

scale from

enney

No ee.
to

scale

p.71

71

Persia p . 18 Describe tenancy , its diseconomies " In such conditions it is
important to emphasize that the existence of large- scale property
ownership does not secure any of the advantages of large - scale
operation or investment . The tenants secure no benefit of working

their methods of workwith better equipment , or with better seed ;
are the same as those of the small owner . 559

99 Myron Watkins : "An intimate , first -hand , detail d study of
operations in different plants in a wide range of industries of the
character here discussed reveals no marked advantage for the large

Nor can it be
consolidation or so - called multiple -unit enterprise .

On the
said that the mergers have been technological pace - setters .
contrary , the new methods introduced from time to time have been initiated
by independent concerns at least as often as by the consolidiations .

que

584

Misce

Nonmes
concentr .

(71 )
own-prop size

Own

op.

Own.vs op.

Cotten

Nat.""Council ofAmerica,

(71)

Cotton Farms". Memphis, 1944.

p.5 Map of 'multiple units' in cottonfring - contrcel forhandles mktg, notation,
&

Esp.
in area

subunit doeswork. common Alluvial Ark -Miss-La area,
equipmt; 5290 cotton acreage mapped, which is

Ja & SC, belt belowfalltime.
is 'multipleun'r'

cotton. crescent of NC, SC, Ja, Ala, Miss, La, Ark, & s.e. tip Mor,

(Brandt says shdesim. hold`s as op.unit. Butdon't. &which is ? Not

opins. clearcut, 2&½)

Croppers in s . , ar e e more thanB1 W O appen
to be paid in crop shares , so close is supervision . Only

meselell numerous in s.numerous in s . , where breakup of plantations into tenant farms
7.T., untradicty caused & tenants in country to be there in 1880. But they were onlyself? farms in s .

pll-5 : most of the land in prict.area.ound by nn-res.s ,e.g. NPr.r. has 40-50,000 a r.r. land still .
$

5102

272 ff . Detail of pieces held by various big individuals .
Detailed study could show correlations of consolidation of holdings 571with improvements , etc. Many of their pieces are leased to others .

I mto

515

•scaleproduction ?p.55 Note ambiguity of

organization' & 'large scale operation', use lise,proven to comprise boch.l.sc.

I prefer 'ownership' for 'ory' isfinancial org, which is
ownership.

vs 'open'.

156 "1 .concentration exists above the size of holding nec
essary for the most efficient & economical use of land of a given
character .The investigation reveals a marked tendency
toward the speculative acquisition & holding of timberlands
enormously in excess of the amount needed to protect the economical
operation of mills . "

$50



fms.5201, p . 139, Dr.P. Mitnany -no

In E. Eur.,

thepeasomt holdings, and indeed mostly by thepeasemnts with their
infect

own animals & implements & seed. "(Thatexplainsthe concentration

required more means and
cereals, as other crops would have required

knowledge& care,)" .Large estates survived only due to servile

laber, "ec.fars & admin.punleges

on cere

small

asthe large extateswere cultivated in thesameway



1

3

4

5. "Thesize of Farm in the South"" XXX!JFE 582
(1949)unit

fins.
of"for tends to be same, regardless of ownership unit

Fm. has landtogrow the cotton thatone
chop & pick 8-17 acres, & besides needland togrow

feed nule. to cult. area ave. 25-30a, in most

creasofsouth

who own more land stilldivide itup

Because ofabsolute necessityofhis enough handlaber

tosreethandle thepeak laber loads at chopping&

Ifmech. someofno,must dependonmustdependonsioutuile

583: " Manyfrom her not be willing to dependon the

possebelty of securg this outside or transient laber

time.

when it is needed. "
Corn, oats, soy

p. 53 and • takes 150 ms of.man -laber for lave cotton.
Mech.picker & mech.weed control will and smallfor

system, is do`s so now.oj
(Cited,ch.3)
Delta, on

can befelly mech.

ownup

this

units lange. Hilly land,smaller



(
Howard Place, of Capral Co.,

ormed at one timesaid they
more
didn't have

than 3,000 paraels,
very good ,dea of

any
ofwhat the tenants did an

them....



Com.

Ch . 3

145 Darrington,proposed betlementd'iscrict.," Wash.

hold 5,000
5,000

3 owners

6

75

44

Gurly, studies of come, we

bigSuggests the ones are

10,000

569

c. 1919

find holdjs ofvery diffsizes mingled on similar land.

far > opij opt.



in are 9
196 Ordinary private lands , 2,196 " distinct pieces1,198 owners . ( the "distinct piece is the operating unit , I shouldAve. of 83 ft frontage per owner , 9,965 sq ft , c . acre .million$, $250,000/ owner . --$30gm for whole area ,so is really less than 250m$ .

say )
Loop, eachholding But this is c .

& c . 350 acres
big.

Ownershipunit
> op. unit.

Ave, Ill.
farm. Ave Ill . farm , x2xxx 62 acres , at c . $32/acres with improvements , c . $2,000/farm .

571

511



Divided ownership in some form very beneficial
for flexibility etc , since there is obviously
no connection between the amount it is
convenient to own and the size or an optimum
productive unit , except as personal ownership
is an element of optimum size .

An important step , therefore , in status
to contract development .



Ommy

opon.

Leg.
$107

USDA bul 1432, pz
1900 censusgot data on who owned rentedfoms. v . 12ch am 1.5(og) pt 1,

pp lxxxx - xciti &pp
309-17

Anti
187

ownerofea. thx for writtenon slip, theslips sortedby

craced tohim. How to accurHow to actual4come.They did it right
criesofowner'srun to allowner's posses

1900-20 > theysaid, as '20 methodwas samples.



987 sample did not restrict

Iparticularland owned to /
area.

owners,first,But theygot owners,
basis of where a certain for was. Then

rep-telen cell his som holdingsowner

(maybe)

Gurly, clubions. But do not

themof Tumeiserror.
one reason theyfound

may have been their

accuse

Indeed,
more cone. may

avoids that ever.



Turner
more conc.

VS

more cone.

pl3 : explain how they had 274 names at first , since
they did it by cties . But many of the names duplicated ,
thus reducing it to " not more than 250 owners "
doubt of exact no . because man may own in own name in
one cty , in co.s name in another .

some

Anyway , this corroborates my analysis & criticism of
the Turner repts , 1926 , on census .

p13 They note that many of the big holders are closely
related , & a study by family units wd show even more
concentration , they seem confident .

5104

5104



ľAnti -Hammar
ch. 3

ed.s wrote

sišča
" Within nations , extremely large landholdings are fæfound side by side with small subsistence garden plots . "

p . 39
frequently

ed.s



1

Basic data from 18-7 564

size ofvarious& 145145Agag
Census on

kinds of opg

Asfigh

I ownership units.

not broken clown by

worth little, except to
sizegroups,
show thereare many

more

ssofrented land.
operators than owners



987 samplepoor.

187 say
& were 5m

145
Census

p.129

They say
landlords.

soo-op

sanj
145 Census.

1190of or

.550m pt.

But U.S. Censusfor 145 sep

11 x 5m
-P.2

/

owners

645 pt-owners.

quite a discrepaney.

56

owners werept. o -op,

No.ofpt owners :
No offull

56 %⁰ were o-op, & 15 % were o-op

P.Z1

"Census wd count o-opel-lds

owners :

in toto,

( Check it) That is

15
71 90 x 5m =

18Fare
3,55m

thereare 3.55m 0-0p,PARA check
o -ope

owners.

.660m

3,3m

as

187 have too

many fullowner,
notenoughpartowners.



To find:
Ave.per individual,

735a. 441a.
0-op l-ld. Total land

Portion o-op
+359.335 .201

Portion leasedout to 240a.

Pt owner Total land
Portion 0 -up

Portion rentedin

562 a. operated

291

Ave per c -up

271

.15 x 5ml-lch =
-45m 75m

No. of 0-0p

Landowned by o-opl.l. = •29 × 1,141ma = 331 m.a. (assumingsample rep.-
1 I don'tsee howit

l-l : 331m.a.
45mm l-l

.75

= €

Therefige, ifcorrect,l-lds
show that op44
on ave. Own #5acres,

# acres beandout by o-op l-lds

No. of 0-of
l-lds

while pt. owners own only

291 acres. Butptownersop.
w they"1.las op.only

*

5620; while o-op

bring their ofgini's
s . 201 aches.

together,to nearlysame

sige,bisownerbynentjout

smallby rentj in.

:

441.a.

Portion leasedout. To findit. a. Find all land under lease 431m.a.
251m.a.22x1,141 =

el-ld
b. Lend leased by pure

subtract.

really cd. be)(but they
did send games to all

are portion
leasidont

l-lcs ? Orjustpure ent's

l-leh ?)

180 m.a.

180m.a.

75m

240
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564, p.

1

al

Owners rep'tg.:
Pt-oup

0 -up

0-op-l-ld 15

1-ld

Their figures

32,038
Founters

PPTATT 3,765
IP-2

156 18,609

4,686

4,978

Theysay

Pt o.op,

0-op

18

All owners,

0-op

L-ld

are

l-ld

are internally inconsistent, OK

5m landowners

1,141m. acres infarms.

From that, compute acreages per owner

1,141 m.a.

5m

#

% ofacreage
p.58

100%

•

11 x 5m

x 1,1411

56x5m

-

169⁰
33 %

15 x 5m

2990

22%

33 x 1,141 m.a.

m.a.

•18× 5m

• 29x 1,141 m.a.

22x 1,141 m.a.

A

Acrease
per
owner

JA

-1.58

||

322
135

437

228.2 acres

280

182 m.a.
55m

311 m.a.

32.80 m

331 m.a.

175

251 m.a.
.90m

11

331 acres

= 135 acres

41.a.
=

735,55aces

279 acres.

the 437 - should have been 734

Looks likeof mispint figo

Excepton p. +Xay have broken down acreage/owner by regions &states, &

gmberrer- or
adjustment.

with the 437ffigue, seemingly. So must have been a

are consistent

58,



I To find no.oftats,pare, 145

Landin fritfins

b. are acres/tnt

c .

a .

Acres
acris
tnt

A

252 m

135

tnts

II To find no.of pt owners.
Land leasedby pt.

252 m.a.

Acres
acres
ptoommer

135a.

b. Are acres leased land

per pt-owner

1:87m tnts

owners

179ma

271a.
# =

119 m.a.

27/ a.

.661m
prownem



fdlch + L-les: .227.29
Acres owned by 0-op Idlch + L-lebs:

Acres under lease, 145 Census : 431 m. acres.

Oberes op. by 6 -op
l-les: 582

-431
151 m.acres.

* 1,141 = 582 m.a.



Ilack→

1945

•fours werefull tuts.32%

5136,p.158

full tuts.!!!22%⁰ land

op 169
#1

Mgr

Tnts

pt
( inges

Fullowners

pt

allfis

My Owned by op.
(Full owners, (

ownedptofpt.owners)

Rented by op

(+rtslpt owners)

Opbyfullowne

Op bypart

Ownedpart
Rented part

owners

-owners

op

153

op

op

Ave. finsize
195a .

171

125

562

291

271

2735

135

9 90

36 90

1790

%ofacres

100 %

1

36

53

38

33

16

9

17

22

53 %⁰ owned by

op.

~9%0 mgd.
38 % leased

by op



145

Allform

Full o.

Pt

owned

Rented

Mgns

Ints

Landin fins.

1,141m.a.

412

W-N

371

(192)
( 174)

106

252

o - op land 604 m.a.

Marland 106m.a.

Iam tryingto show o-op. landlords have lange homebase, o-op; while

part-owners have small homebase.

Leased land, 431 m.a.

In 2 areas, special
conditions are agin

West, landgrants of 160u., ops had to addagreat deal,where

land is cheap. So that means in area where landcheap,writs

very big
in acres, are who rent addn'lland.

Main fault:
groups. & by value.

me.

many by

While in s-n delta etc., pl-n lord has demune, small in acres

standards valuable.
we lack data on % of land rented Co-op, by size



A

K



9945 for ops

1946,for

564,p.21

otoofon

% ofland
ned

owners

owners.
Pto-up

11 %

16

0-op |2
56
33

part

15

29

1-ld Im

18

? No.offm
ops,
owners, 5.025,000 est.

5,859,000
s64,p.1

Excessof ops due to south entirety, to wy wew

more owners, due to "too smalloriginal
grants, hesays, p.7

22



Owned

564, p.22

56%

us90-p21

11 %

15 %

18 %

acreage/owner

ave. acreage,

Part-owner-op.
owner-of

Owner-op- landlord

Landlord

Value/owner

Part
Omner op

Lord

Valuefaire

Part

owner-of

Lord

0coin

lord

bondlord. If owned, part-ownerBut does this mean owned, or op? If op; part-owner-op. overlap
1-owner -up seem too big. (Thisawe.

is raised up, I believe,
by very large
rent just

W.

owners who
"a little land)value per

us

owner-op.
clearly means owned.

8per owner

322
135
437

280

15

$11,000

8

33

60

41

55

NE

106

148

105

9

6

9

9

86

13

58

87

percure
No. Central

253
133
300

16

216

1/

44

1946

73

61

75

6
16

14

1

28

46

36

36

So.

262
139
459

381

821
194
997
382

32
18

69

17

21

33

47

1



33 % owners rentout all rented land.
no land at all.6790

Wheredid they include mgrs ?

984

In 1945, 38% ofall for band was rented out. - & a littlemore, that % ofomge
land which was rented. bigger - despite fait.. the rented unitsare

they are owned, 15% ofthem, by thosewho own more which theyoperace

themselves. & despite having mgr -op units, very large, counted out
1.e. the 67% of owners who rentout noland, oprobly include
veryfew minged places which, being big, rent outsome land- so theyfarm only

about 53 % ofallband (as owners), & ofcourse int land
more vble.

even tsmall is. ġ > ave. op-n. aren'tIfour hyp. correct, are.
comanding o-opportion of lange holdige) and holdig more come. tham opins (

whichare gmaty o-op. Butwillbeasmall holdings,verytypethe are excluding the

few small holdgs consolidated via eney. I even w/o them, iflargesholdig
even if is 1-1are split into many op-ns, willget more cons ofheldigs,(smallest groups)of amplop units in



In mom & Fippin, PA#A

Cone.
of with data

2/p
on how much
land is tenanted,

show thatholdigs much

(Dec. 149)

land owners operate56 % farmland owners
18970

over

awn; + 11070 who

operate all land they.
none

15 07⁰ farm justpart holding, rentoutrest.
langer.

in some extra
rent

[g: to valuesofland owner-op,
see that I'mnt absentee own

564more.]

ef. Permutations. Probly



1945
1. Ownership vs op unit,

Op. 195 a.ave.

Ownership unit: Weighted ave

unit : -5118, p 96

Tut -owner-op

pure owner op

Owner-op- landlords

Pure Landlords

237 acres ave

280
1920 s

564,021-2

322

study,

135

437

280

Y

Y

X

10

56
100

15(1

100

3,5442

8560

6555

5040
23697 ÷ 100 = 237

over) (But note, is no(But note, is no `ingi' category -d thatis very largeave.size)&ownershipunit.
landlord own.unit this comparable to

to of itwithave entop-n., of 135 acres..

Takethe 1.65 figurefrom1920, thusshow;Acone.

attributing to Aadmin. ( 8 1.54, 1421900) Bothfrom p7, 5107

((
51188988)

hedge by



20
Aratio of about 12/2.4 = 2474 2

whichwith 564,pt,This jibes with says

ThereaThere are 5 owners to each

are est. 5m owners, 5.9mops.

6 opis.



MX

vs. 1.87.

8. 45-6, 26.3 % ofall
19

(And there were

At other extreme,

large.

op-ns
holdige

Maybe it meam

2 00 ofaltfor opins were over

hedge30%

were under

referrer heldigs tham opens ingurl.

♥

O acres.

1,000 ann

This suggests that the 40 % land in opins over 1,000 a. is divided amongferver.
4 % land held over 1,000 a.1,000 a. is among holders, so, over 1,000 a.,

opins than the
-are used to consolidate too-small hildjes into

op'nsi are bigger tham holdings..
holdigs

bigger opins!
Whicle under 30acres, thereare

holders pobly.
as units, even when split up often.

nothing to of. figs that way.

·few holdige,butmany op-ns

on 1.7+ 90 land)

(on 1.5 % land)

is against me.
But remember, op.fig.s include landleasedfromgovt

(on 40.390 land)

( " 41 %

But if it means something,

& corps, not in
1145⁰ census ovenstarted come of herop-ns, repid largefirs



Owner-ops,
smaller
farms.-
so largefarmsworstused.

Owner

op.fins
more

improved

p. 22 Owner ops, 5645690 owners, held 33 % farm acreage, 4/0 value.
U.S. (highestby their est..!!

theyprobly include improvements more) (p 27 had leasivaluable trealholdings,allareas....,their land having highest value/acre.23
above trendfor U.S. heldallover.

None of figuresin thisstudy canbe reallyreally accurate,
mailed out a
accurate?
knows?

sample of 150,000,gor 47,000 back

They tried to adjust forbis, checked consistency --butstill,who

tobe only studyofstudyofis to

for theyjust
& who knows how

This surports

his samplingmethod.

p23. Women, muchhigher % rentedout land, insteadofoperate.

: The

land would sellfor

value of improvements.

p. 76, Biblic, some

onners since Turnen, 1926. No commention

|

question they amamered: How much wouldyou estimate your

My experience is farmers, asked that include

Authon say, appendix, mannyto inzerp. it. -p74



Cone.

Cone.

p. 50

Under 10

10-29
30-69
70-139

140 -219
220-499

500-999

1000 - 1,499
1500 2.499

2500 & over

Much

howing some landless become small

no. ofowners)

3 % owners

states

held go farm area, when studymade.
grasime ,= but much concentrated holdings have best

(Follänyof considering just go ofowners notofallpeople shown by
land.

<.5 9018
1

inc., 100 )
Recurrent lensioflargefarmsshow cone. isAg.

p.50. it - proof.
He only

p 20 Most cone, S., 3 % onn 46 % farm acreage

Table 10 % farmarm
fromthe

acreage ormed, sizeof holdings,
@ 10,p .20; goofownersfrom Table 9,p.19)~good areafrom

us No.- Ea. No- Cent.{ 1 So.

<

4 119

26//

(Data thatlargeholdings underused willshow landmore come than
For come,hegives only
area, not value the he

gives value forother
classifications.

Figures!

19

13
6

J

7"

28,

1
161

| 13

4

1

Tolord! Toowner

(Of to op.

3|| | 21
301 28

5

1 114

231
f22 7

Holand

units)

13

3 : {, 5

2.5.

<.5

41
T16

19
26

14
5

owners

4

1

{

land I
(

4
6 I

15
31

22
16

4

1

< .5

up. held , 1945for corpcomp.held.land is

thusAs concentra

< .518(
5
9

10
16

13

8

5

!

331
1

(

1
13

22

24
13
12

concentration! by Ag

5

1

owners

< .5

land land

There figures justfor individuals, do not

not
comparable

1946 with tuners,for
T. lefront WHOSTof
W.Mr.states. Thistu
by area, notch bigger.

16

3

10 .
114

9

3.
(

I

44.

14

, 3

12

8
3

3

564

3

564

{

I owners

()

Include corps.
muchhigher conc., langer holdigs. 5.6 % US Farm35


