


Pt P 3T o e o e
7”W A Lot w. hi nedanng
anding, ookl onapy, ‘W/&Mj i’
aca—wﬂco{

/rvav/avlww 4 y B ”f/&"'
A corres m"%u'—
o thowe % =
of rChin fromn . g “W%%M{;&M

J )
az MW. UHW

i /w(c- 207 wveg M
aauaf
4%05//&'/24: /’7/4 “ Z,.,;»‘/;VA & | K/M %k/f/é W
G . €/ij(‘6)f

787-804 (19/5)
P.(YUU. :
H:' otk Jacne, homes he
Aol ybaeh

4




4/w?f /3'/% - aJConJ bfora 1o s e 1ol not oo
%, 71+, 24, Fe f//?u 1 3. Prte)

06
;W sl 3'%/ Wm piviid Pl ol G A o Ly
#ﬂfafw, 6&%),“4 £ nw@mwél ﬂq_,_aM /4 f’Auua/uz m Bu. w.q/fa.“a_‘(u

‘,.o"f ;
S N >
M«/W #ps

No.of prople /782
A cres q, 583 (mw/f/ém{w’/%)

Ledm = R0 __
CT tmes ; poa £ 3 5
/

Value
. 007

/7%'”"”77‘"}% YO X

p- 11313, ¢ aloo /154 4, mwmwwv//ﬂfmw
AWU i’ 04«7 cops. 0 Fhews émwf bothand = -7 /(5173, Femald

Jlmwgfwé’uxwy MWCMWW%{’MC%
ke e Couc atrary WWWWW
by, Lop noien colony.  Evac. of fop. wil. neclns
ot el
n. ey /ﬂf,fw, M9 il SENTO, U0 Bihes e Sl B

v 2 Z

= f/[@/a,o\_,_ MG Co»wp{o—w’-%wm %%}a/u %/W/‘”‘“7

ﬁw/«. fAmW/nwxm /«u'ow,
TN ' see (/570
R T Rk B e i
4 v 200,000 @acres | *% ¥




W/W/A'“M/é“/mm o /?./?’W)%)

ij WWM/I&WVM», #ho A...M/M own muek. W»/
by & Sy
Aewvered DR 5 f/a,m %«MWMI edZ " o

plibides 52. fo clo SE.
J srmatoes.




Pos. fikm. %M Faom Hold s on Fhe Pe Const. " AA€ % 4o

.‘NfoT W/Al/u :M fh/tf"‘“ cwe. 51(?5«"\ téaw\ owretd . g‘{oy‘“‘ﬂ il (/”1/.”1.0,,)

%12 4m.
U %/%me/éu p/a/dfw/ o5 it ,3sm/4néd.

0410 Land m frns awe. valia T Mo, fon Hhogh
[.$Fe Vl/b/'a/(onw/ hwstd, ' ;

[0 Yo wew t(nly

PO Mow indomiiva . 6n Jig from. T4 70 prost fom acreage iy
/Lstél,‘mevM/ 2o

s

42.1 acws cure Si

J,?a
37 acu /Wffvé % 4 7a.corgt ave .
$/Z,0'0‘0 ou/e.(/wé«z/mw: CZW(’.




5334

CW § dlon  Famdiye n Gl BAE Bt 5o

p- 30 %wzmaﬂaw f{%m%«n M
Lamity Loken, Totomnse cap, Aclile spoce

06 p 72, Tabte 4, foom ‘70 lmius VoA, L P33, fon (w&% Anes

WWM

T

é/ 3/ Thir vatu <o M

&
W1 1,00, 70,

618 {8/ 4 zo.
~/_’-._
320
[1S
/___.’_ll'____ 77W
27 3/50’04 7 7
% o g
g0 o
T7o T
J
1 €7 '7%0



A t A Copeadin Tarme " s, 5/7,/&&/,,/Qj/ 274
Jg29-3%
5346 B lermnial f?qw/f/,/, 77 54 W

0-80, Tabt X4 LT

L L S BIR., G of 1nc. 4p




25 acw collin allotmnt
13 MI (455



A L L
AP TN S e v
35 (56

i Trem BT,

-
er at U. S. Territories
‘eéa?i.f. 10 CENTS mand Pos:gnssigu:

re
re.
ns
xht
ive

Cotton Contrast
Big Farms Fare Best,
Small Units Struggle
Under Price Supports

Deep in Debt, Farmer Adams

Hunts a Job; The Smiths
Buy Two New Tractors

“A- Rock and a Hard Place”

BY JERRY BISHOP
Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

WAXAHACHIE, Texas — Cotton farmer
Lloyd Adams was turned down the other day
6T a 31,200 loan by the Citzens National Bank
here, =TT"Was the first time in 25 Jears the
bank had refused Mr, Adamis, who needs the
mofiey to pay farming expenses until his crop
comes in next fall.

“You just wouldn’'t be able to raise enough
cotton on 25 acres to pay it back, Lloyd,” ex-
plained E. M. Wallace, the bank’s vice presl—
dent.

About the same time Mr. Adams was try-
ing to get a loan against his next cotton crop,
another Texas farmer some 400 miles to the

. |west was watching seven tractors drag four-

row plows through 1,800 acres of red sandy
soil on Texas’ high plaing near Slaton. To
that farmer, J. C. Smith, Jr, and his brother,
Elton, the roaring tractors marked the start
of another cotton crop—one they hope will
bring in a profit at least equal to the $33,000
they netted in 1955,

Economie Contrast |

The contrasting situations of Farmer Adams
and the Brothers Smith point up a purely eco-
nomic aspect of the ‘“‘farm problem’”—a prob-
lem which has historically gotten political ‘‘so-
lutions.” The Smith farm is big, mechanized;

efficient and probably would be profitable
Whether there were price supports or no. The
Adams farm is small, requires lots of hand
labor because Mr. Adams can’t afford ma-
chines, and is inefﬁciem. Not even price sup-
ports have enabled Mr. Adams to make a de-
cent living as a farmer.

The price-prop problem has been summed
up this way by Dr. Arthur A, Smith, vice-
president and economist of the First National
Bank in Dallas:

“It the Government supports prices (di-
rectly or indirectly) so that the average or
below-average farmers gat what they should,’
then the best and above-average farmers are
going to henefit far out of proportion.
If supports are keyed to costs of efficient
operators, the ‘problem’ remains bad statisti-
cally, because the less efficient are in trou-
ble.”

Of course, even the 1,800-acre Smith farm
ig small besides some cotton operations. For
example, Delta Pine & Land Co. of Scatt, Miss.,

. | operates 38,000 acres. It won’t say what profit

it makes, but in 1954 this British-controlled
company put $1,292,472 of coffon under Gov-
ernment loan.

Import of Acreage Cuts
A good part of Mr. Adama’ difficulty stems

from acreage cutbacks he has had to make
to qualify for price supports. Federal allot-
m—mﬁu_m the last
year_ cotton was grown without acreage re-

strictions, The Smiths have 0 curb their
R

plantings, too, but the economi 8 W

 hurt less on their sprawling acres.
— In addition to cutbacks, farmers like Mr

Adamgs have been betting less for the cotton
they did grow. In mid-December, prices re-
ceived by !cotton farmers averaged about 31
cents a pound, down nearly a cent and a half
from a year earlier and only about three-
quarters of the peak 1950 price.

The price decline, nowise limited to cotton
farmers, is reflected in the skidding national
farm income, which in 1955 dropped to an esti-
mated $11 hillion, down $1.3 hillion from 1954
and off a whopping 26% from 1951.

The Big Surplus

Hovering over the cotton market is, of
course, the 11-million-bale surplus stacked up
in Govemmeht warehouses, This lofty pile is
expected to rise even taller—to a record 14
million bales by next August,

Mr. Adams, 49 years. old and graying, is
typical of the small farmer who has culti-
vated much of the cotton-producing South since
the end of the 19th century. His farm is the
traditional ‘“small family farm.” In the 1920’s,
he and his Tfather helped make their home
county, Ellis, one of the top cotton producing
counties in the nation.

But in 1954, Mr. Adams, which isn’t his
real name, turned up in-the farm census as
one of the 938 Ellis County farmers each of
whom had total produce valued at less than
$2,500, The number of such Jow-income farms
in the county increased 509 from 1950 to 1954,

mostly because of acreage cutbacks that left P\/’

farmers with Tess coffon to sell.
Lubbock County Contrast

In sharp contrast are the Smith brothers,
whose farm is fairly typical of the vast irri-
gated and highly mechanized cotton operations
in parts of the Southwest and West. Lubbock
County, where the Smith farm is, has become
the top cofton producing county in the country
in less than 15 years.

The Smith place was among the 615 farms

e [in Lubbock County which sold $25,000 or more

off the land in 1954. These 615 were about a

. [third of the county’s commercial farms and

represented a 25% increase over 1950,
Mr, Adams lives with his wife and two

- | sons in a four-room house on his 65-acre farm

near Waxahachie. The farm was bought by
Mr, Adams’ father, who migrated from Ten-
nessee in the late 1800’s. The black land has
proved fertile, producing 250 to 300 pounds of
cotton to the acre year after year.

Last Octobér, Mr. Adams brought in his

. 11955 crop—ws of cotton off a 25-acre

allotment and several bushels of grain sorghum

and corn grown on the Teast productive acres.
THe cotton brought a g¥ess profit of a little
more than $1,200, after Mr, Adams paid such
costs as hoeing ($5 an acre) and picking (about

: $35 for each 500-pound bale). The $1,200 was
e|less than half Mr. Adams’ cotton refurn in

1953, when he was able to plant his‘entire
farm in the fibre.

~The day after Mr. Adams sold his cotton,

Please Turn to Page 9, Column 1
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: he handed over almost all his $1,200 of cotton
t money to the bank, This was to pay off the loan
he had made at the beginning of 1955 to meet
that year’s planting and growing expenses,
Since October, Mr. Adams has run up an-
| other debt to the bank of $525, money bor-
rowed to meet grocery bills and other living
! expenses while he seeks a job in town. Although
} Mr. Adams was refused a $1,200 cotton loan,
the bank did extend him $200 cash to pay taxes
and insurance now due and seven cashiers
checks for $85 each, one to be' cashed each
month to carry Mr. Adams’ farm until picking
time,

“I'm just too small,’”’ sighsy Mr. Adams.
’ “You've got to have machinery to get by the
’ way these cotton allotments are today and I
| don’t grow enough cotton to buy machinery.”
[ His only equipment is a small tractor, barely
large enough to plow two rows at a time. When
he needs a larger tractor for spring planting,
he borrows one from a neighbor.

Mr. Adamg is caught, as he puts it, ‘‘be-
tween a rock and a hard place.” In order to
buy machinery and use it efficiently, he would'
need more land. The only way he can expand
is to rent land. But, as he explains, no land-
lord will rent land unless the tenant has the
| machinery to farm it. !

li * Farm economists say Mr. Adams has pretty
| well pegged the reason for his difficulties —
smallness.

All Farmer Could Handle

“Before 1940, a 65-acre farm, using horse-
drawn two-row equipment, was about all one
man and his family could handle,” says A, C.
McGee, associate professor of agricultural eco-
nomic exas A. the

§chool's speclalist in farm management, ‘At
that time a man could make a good living on
$- a farm that size”
, ~“But now, with the shift from horse power
y = to tractor power, Mr. Adams‘ farm should be
-+ at least three to four times as large as it is in
g\ order to make efficient use of the land,’ Mr.
McGee explains. ‘‘His farm right now.is too
; %% small to keep him or any modern farming

r & equipment fully occupied.”
The Smith brothers, in the arid southern
end of the Great Plaing, are in almost com-
\ plete contrast to Mr, Adams. They farm 1,800
acres of land their father began building Up I
1926 when he moved to the plains from a 100-
acre farm in the Texas ‘‘Blacklands.” The
i ¥ brothers and their families live in two separate
} six-room houses, both recently remodeled.
Their wives enjoy such modern conveniences
’ . as home freezers and automatic washers and
dryers, appliances not found in the Adams

home,

A fraction over 700 acres of the Smith farm
| is allotted to cotton this year, the remainder
| is usually sown in grain sorghum.

Last October, the gins at Slaton processed

750 bales of cotton for the Smith brothers.

eir ylelds ran as high as 1,000 pounds an

acre in some sections.
‘ By, the time the cotton was sold, the two
3 brothers had a gross income of $112,000, about

B0% of which came from cotton. After ex-
Penses and $28,000 paid to er for rent

on the lands (one-fourth of the cotton income
and one-third of the grain income), J. C. and
Elton netted $33,000. :

A big advantage the Smiths have over
Adams is their $50,000 worth of farm ma-
| chinery—seven tractors with accompanying
| plowing and cultivating equipment, 15 irriga-
: tion wells, a self-propelled combination har-
| vester and thresher for grain, five trucks and,
. most important, three mechanical cotton har-
’ vesters, known as ‘‘strippers.” These ma-

chines, costing $1,200 to $1,400 each, strip a
matured cotton plant of its cotton, bolls and
leaves in seconds.

“TWe had a little less than half the cotton
handpicked this year by o)
bor,”’ recalls J. C. ‘“The handpicking costs us

ut $32.50 a bale. The other half was
stripped. at costs us about_$5 a bale, in-
cluding maintenance and depreciation on the

achine.” -

The irrigation wells, for which a pump and
motor alone cost more than Mr. Adams’ trac-
tor, provide the life blood of the farm. Rainfall
here averages slightly less than 19 inches a
year compared with over 34 inches in Dallas
at the north end of the Texas blacklands and
nearly 31 inches at Des Moines, Iowa, in the
Corn Belt. ‘

““On irrigated land we make one and a half
to two g to _the ac A or b n

80 acres of dry land cotton we have, we make
about a half bale 1o the acre.

With The exception of two new tractors
bought in December, the Smiths’ latest capital
outlay was for three-quarters of a mile of
aluminum pipe, costing about $1 a foot. The
light, portable pipe is used to carry water
trom irrigation wells to the fields. Previously,
open ditches were used.

“In the ditches we used to lose 30% to 40%
of the water through evaporation and seepage,
J. C. explaing, ‘‘We should save that with the
pipe, and the water we save is worth more
than the $T a foot the pipe cost.”

~Such labor-saving and cost-cutting ‘innova-
tions are out of the reach of Mr. Adams, Con-
sequently, he can’t produce cotton nearly as
cheaply as the Smith brothers.

Cetton prices now are at a break-even point
for Mr., Adams; income from his small crop
is just enough to meet expenses of the next
crop.

“I certainly couldn’t break even if the price
goes below 30 cents a pound,”” he says.

For the Smiths, the break-even price for
cotton is 20 or 21 cents a pound.

\ “You couldn’t make a living off 21-cent
-cotton, but it would be enough to pay farming
expenses,” says Elton Smith.

The fact that Government price supports
have kept U. 8. cotton prices as high as they
are has been of dubious advantage to such
small farmers as Mr. Adams, some economists
argue, g
“Prolonging the Agony”’

““You might say the relatively high prices
have prolonged his agony,’”” comments one
bank economist, ‘‘The prices are just high
enough to keep him on the farm but not high
enough to provide a living. He probably would
have left the farm long ago if it hadn’t been
for the price supports.”

Declining income of farmers like Mr.
Adams is dragging down other businesses, too.

‘““About two years ago we lost six concerns
inside of 18 months and another one, a drug
store, i3 going out now,’” says Russell Bryant,
editor and publisher of the weekly News-
Herald in Italy, a town of 2,500 people 10 miles
south of Waxahachie. ‘‘There hasn’t been a

new business started here for three years.”
Windows of empty red-brick buildings stare

out on the four-block-long main street, built in|r

the 1920’s. In one block alone, three of eight
buildings are vacant. White enameled and
glass meat cases still sit in one abandoned
grocery store.

t
“The small farmer is dropping out mighty

fast around here,” observes George Couch;
president - of Italy’'s First National Bank.
“We've actually got fewer people than we had

25 years ago.” Mr, Couch’s deposits have sunk
0 $1,190,000, down about $500,000 from 1958.
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He says land was all gsame quality. Two conflicting tendencie
to r“co;cilo, re this: poorer land, used less nuclsively, would
go to bigger units; better land, “ecL' ring more capit al to buy,
e would go to bigger units. How to know which ; 1ovaLTe
S

omall farms

are g

LvWlCe as

ssessed & taxed apbouv mucn D
T &xes acrece. He recognizes this may be because they have more improvements.
. They go in more for fruit, which of course tal fes moTe G&) S5
acre. Oritics of small farms also stress that they take more
= mnnecessary capltal per acre, items of large opt. size, due to
a‘ffw being so small. But '"(lls may be just another way of saying that
(., I thO_T and is used more in S"lSl\Tev'T The l.i&iji”‘_el‘d' may not be so
waimg tos productive on the small 1aym, because working down to lower margin.
t;iﬁ 1s not to say the total use of resources is less good,
Large farms go more for potatoes, row crops.
Alfalfa, with dairying, also small farm specialty.
Largerfarms go more for cI ops producing high m reﬁu?nfﬁ
i s;aller farms go less for the -- I presume because t&o{-ufe
resd. so much more for residential satisfa0ulons, they c1o ose types :
o vatices of crops they enjoy producing mores Fewer row cCr espe., WAl n
are the ones QHHCLn; more income per acre.

Tn result of this, crop values, in ter¢§ of explicit mone
yields, are slightly larger per acre cropped on Waﬁ”§ fe rm% -—
altho m smaller per acre in the farm,
cropped. Also smaller per irrigapte
L,rﬁduueg on larger farnse.

The smaller farms have

per acre




/- C&(AJI/I/W, cve. 7—,‘42204,/

G0 a. c/wTM/'w:N( N
. F{ém fl/l-/ﬂ/‘/"'\, a/nnuw( oﬁf/yu,f (01- Gx:ﬂn" SO 7e 7’/\1..
W'L“h . Aeclarnad vatue, (//m(vﬁd?,
Lvor W%’"? Even :7144/‘}5 ;l.-'ra—yt)
Wvlu' i‘fé/o ‘/_Aaf‘;, f//gl ‘l“/l_ fmf""‘
\
R LX I op by PAPs. T by myrhingd lon@ o
\ Z, LTy B ‘7 e, 4 Cft ‘ Va g \
neR A .. T, e by skdtrie’y;

3 Qe L//“//w\ M ﬁ% w hee a/u,‘4,' %o

MWV 017 /1,7/ f"Aqf fk7 owe. hi mw /'/‘Mf'é\'—i %W V0\7 small Mm
o




55 [fewn (7/7 /M;ﬁmm#zmmo«r s§ooo
C)_ Noth Kewn WSD', //7,;7‘/%»,4«/‘@ 47l widbvelyed. The 570
%&W cop. U ina Z/m&m/%/ywi/wn,/o S wate #ipply is corncened, ...’
T oowns the woalen n%z/ . Posa Creek, & foan I &WW ikl
thar N Ko WSD ' hay o en1sTng n/u mwv?% Wﬁwa‘a W/ém
the len R, who acguining CVPuatn, 1 praer s Y A .

Walenr /@ﬁqwr" _/~ paz/W obseves KCLC ehon A //é»? o/mm /4- % oy
/d/mf as i} cloeens own g/ Lard in VK wsD bvir e @l water, 5/}07 WwMeo%M




. not J‘%f
Ah¢f00m§wwl

Comne
riprd bs bl
Undlorured

@’

of WPA, Cad
Pt b, o
/%W/(Rhw%b

Large 1lndhldgs SC, 3

U'Neil hldg is Santa Margarita ranch (now camp Pendleton, I
presume) :

Irvine Ranch fommed by consolidating several Mex. s 10
grants (as if they weren't already too big)

B
Malibu Ranch, held by Rindge family, nw of Santa
Monica. c¢. 16,000 a., also an increase over the Sp.
grant.

plly "The dominant form of the lrg hldg is the
tract which has held the greater part of its boundaries
undisturbed ximzmr from Mex times.

Nevertheless, there has been enough 'loose land!
---fragments broken off from th orgnl estts & lesser indep
areas--- to frnsh nt only mst of th sml hldgs but also new
consoldiations into large hldgs. In modern tms thr hs bn Slo¥f
bth conc & div, ea on a considerable scl."

Sta B. cty, grtst persistence of old estates;
LA Cty, grtst dismemberment & also reconsolidation.

pl5 "Some tracts, of which the hldg of the Orena
fmly in S Barb cty is perhaps typical --- (sic} are the
ancestral inheritance of the old Cal families. S/o4
On the assessor's books vs ea of the fmly hds is ass. 'the
undivided 1/5' or 'the undvdd 1/8' of many precls of
Ind whch together make a grt area. Some of the land is
cult, but not to the best advantage, & the estate is held
together thru family sentiment. Another extensive hldg,
like that of the Rindge fmly, in LA Cty, reps an Am succession to
a Sp-Mex ownership & the est of a manorial estate. This
instance is, however, extreme; it is the instance of a
1little principality, defiant of law & of public sentiment,
det to live its indep life regardless of the demands & the
interests of a society with which it is in nerpetuai
discord. Its conflicn with the outside world is an ever-
recurring issue in the courts. It holds to its land, of
which it makes small use, merely thru an obstinate pride
dfipossesslo .
Thr is the highly centralized co which carries on
fmg op-s by momdern methods. Sometimes it is overcap-ed
& oversystematized, & its ops are carried on at a loss,
as ws th case ol the Timkermr Ranch Yo, Of Imp Cty, WHOSe
absentee owner, a wealthy mfr, hag finally decided to
partition his hldgs. In other cases, as in the insTance of
mmhorev—of Sta B Cty, it 1s conducted under
rac & ent methods at a profit."
Other types: sTo ralsing, Mendenhall Cattle Co of
SD cty
Tract offered for subd sale, meantime farmed: fatterson
Ranch Co, Ventura Cty
Tract bt solely for subd & sale, w/o dev other than of
wtr res.s, common type in San Bern, Riverside, ¢ LA cties.
Tracts developed by planting trces, then offered for
sale, Orange & Riverside ctiles.




( *29t”*€fhidfnt/&$t&'€o'1ts mst prictv use thr ar also S /o¢
Lglricre extensv areas. Lrg hldgs do nt kmid lend thmslvs to intnsv
cltvtn. Whr th sml hldr is thr fty w his opps th lrg hldr 1is

prdgls & wht is tlbl under th r 1st modern cndtns to th mn who
owns 20 a.s8 is either untlbl or unirrgbl to th mn who owns
10,000 a. An expert on lnd cndtns asserts tht 18,000 a.s

on th grt SJoaquin ranch, in Orange Cty, now dry fmd, cd be

wtrd frm wells alrdy in exstne & cnvrtd into th mst viubl

lnd; & this est ws rsd to 25,000 a.s by the fld agnts of th ag
‘ inquiry of Apr, 1917. .....0One may fnd these insncs, tho in
J varyg degree, in every cty. Lrg areas wch wd sprt in cmfrt a

grtly incrsd rrl pop & add enormsly to th riches of th
crmmnwlth are withheld frm thr best use or frm any
use whatever."




p7 "6. That a considerable part of this tillable land
lies idle, & tht another cons pt of 1t is not dvtd to its mst
bnfel use; tht tho thr are mmy 1,000s of persons eager to get
access to this 1nd, much of it 1is not for sl under any
circumstances, & tht sch prins as are fr sl ar hld under ps
gl h prdetv vlu & on tms of p4gmmt wi q grt hzrd

S

Slo4

T.re & NON  Sjo4
e census

R s & - (Y - o -2 FOTT »,
"land in farms" in the 8 cties of SC.

32 of these holdgs exceed 15,000 acres; largest is
183,399 a.

Besides this, SP holds 2,598,775 a

v < 7 £ &
More esp., it refers to 606,886 a.s, or 29% of the
2,295,110, which are "now or potentially tillable".

. : Figures for 1917.

Not presented clearly enuff to be sure ol seeming
conclusion that just 4 land held by owners with under
2,000 acres. Maybe SP gob mentioned is much desert?

p 11, they break down by cties. & l.37m a.s they
include are in San B ernardino Cty. So take all with salt.

pl2, 1list 32 largest nonr.r. hldgs., give cty & acreage.
y Jerome O'Neil (Inc James Flood) 183,399 a, SD & Orange
James Irvine, 101,000, Orange
ete

‘ ’ ¥X3 pl2 Make it clear that they mean 50% of land in

_;fcmlsisin these c. 155 large hldgs over Xfxxf 2,000 a.
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o p30:
"Tt frthr apprs tht a consid pt of the 1lnd in these
| Cb”‘-g’ . lrg hldgs lies idle, tht anothe¥-considerable pt of it is not e
‘ non -imlenive dvtd to its bst use, & tht much of tht pt of it which is 7
wre for sl is p-d far abov its prdetv vliu & ofird under cndins
which mk its purch by th ave landseeker hzrds & by the
PooOr man imposs.
\ &’
| o
d(: Z pli 36% Siskiyou Gty held by CPr.r. + Kern Gty by
Unf;zm %502262351§CL€fdM & L,hTejon Ranch, SP.  "There does seem
cle Komd évidence, however, that today the large
s landholders find it to their advantage 'to hold oﬁ: to By

the vast acreage of unimproved lands in their possession.”

"That it wd be to the ,
grt advutg of ou t
1rg hdlgs thr en be no dbt," ° EE e i

‘s Ynm 5‘“”‘70/ USS de consT ing

! /6;77 ' Y2, pp&13 | shorr wn. urhow akour the excrn Lovd wred >
51?/0#‘ a gﬁ }lum‘ /7 9/‘/r that oat o/mf,au/w%, did, then real_
Aoy JTHEEX costiae dy wical,




Michaelson, Leon C.y
of the ranches of 6

Some size, income 2

Montana Cties, 1938,

e

g
ot
B

thyw”m

B

orzanization characteristics
Bozeman

g e e b el L
| . £ Tawes | AGK A”'
WD, “The Dreidims of £

m/yz_ 2 &



. P/lmc:/‘aﬁd /2"/
“/,/JL/// /(/7/
) W

e, ko) i
Dadents M ;
o M7 ; N0 o
ks oy A&JZ‘MD 1Y :
are sw
mﬁ/% B

g3, he ghovs
i p. 1570
w% ~ % o -——7{2
p 171 ,?M Mﬁhh
ro U A |mperie GO ; )‘W)

;
T st
f tAe dorme pI ;ww s /ﬂ/?i W%)‘Mﬁ;
p 150 ﬁ“yﬁ - )

14 i

A gk fu@«‘&/\_—

SNelbuan #
m ol F
o )‘/A&
MF/&oy d



5173 p. 30L: Cites Bachman, KL, % Jones, RW,

Bak Tech Bul 1019, July 1950, Tables 2, 19
Investment per man equivalent

Class No. of farms

Large scale farms 102,000

Commercial family
Large - 1,09,000
Medium 1,173,000 ks
Small 1,662,000 P

Small-scale farms

923,000 4%

M

"Sizes of Ferms in the J.S,"
$13,400

13,500'
8,300
)4-’ 56'

2,320
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69 cites Dewing, QJE V 36 pp 8l £f, NWov 121, showing
resul%sgof 35 mergers,’earnings less by 1/5 after consolidation
for 10 years. _rf

Pl
— Ll

>

36 "..owing to the profit in merely holding tlmber, many of the
largest holders in the country manufacture either no lumber or an amount
in no way commensupete with the amount of timber they own." 549
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Pe Th. Very Take total "invested capital" -- S

g g R R < Rt | t ot > o 1 . vatnt
1e€es SOMe estimatce divide into gross sales oI recelptse.
- 2 ” 3 - ap ¥ 1 & ] mr » £ 1 ¥ 1 1 5 T ~ 1 ~ 1 « Y € q
Fina vhatv larger C ir capital over much slower tian small .
£ c T o . r \ « ¢ v 3 1 o - - 1 +r ) . 1 1 -
e vaguedldy ays c. once a year for largest, up ULO 4 for smaller.

Now this tells us that larger have assets wnich turn over slower.
(=]

That means land of course. If you have 1,000, and put it into
inv ntoxis , your gross sales are $1,000 or so, and you net
say 5% of that. u«t put it into lonu, and your gross sales are
just say 5& of $1,000 each year, all of which you can keep.

o

So if sales are high, relative to total assets, that means a
corp. or farm with much capital.

Incidentally, there 1is a big reason why the retired
m into land. 1,000 in land involves only a small gross sal

man puts his
sal )
U*AP much less mvvt involved than $1,000 put into vegets ables

.
=

[0

ret your 5% from the vegetables you must gell them all

, do $1,000 worth of buslness. To get your 5/ from the land, do
$50 of huq1ne<o.




Fortme, 7

Eitvada Wam 2 Vsl , Stos 000,
I3 #
ftb(/t'oy{/\’?ummu 500, 000 | (Mf/f@m,’ WW/%M

Tt 5 OB

Toted epansas Yo, poo (M0 lepreciadion )
r"” ?‘WW to i A /

Cap-pase i Soinidock (00, 002

0w, ovo

pof0 A bt Tass, Y, Tom udm s Bimg Aiedd

P92, (0 8t fiom s very govd. US. awe. pgan 5. (O
oy e )
o Cach o oo Afff copaiity L vanies . acin, Moo moar

S ‘e I 7
f. J L%Q/lew [maw, (ho/fww

v cattl thel) p—



T s

0 G Howe rash iy pcmh L ST, e

T n, nclude Hah Lovd, qichat ~ [ex Ao h Aomd irmproned,
Snle W ‘/S‘o-wo/am, At t&7 /fm V15 75 fa o, 7o o

doei, I LW, 509

@Wf;’j{o/ rsov0 of this to Chiggmam fordh, s
paivie, @ BEE  Oh. puk 0 o iy (b, cudiing)

{ Vo /f VW«% 7f/da/do\,c
of rhe 907« Hach Lomdl 8 14 K”Z’FA‘”WX

cudt. /4090.
il L nbitil a2 g

Do ts: m% B (M%oi
(zf'ﬂ/afm

C ottt - Wa@mﬁww
Lo

- (108 /YWIZIW Vmw S A /CWJ
”‘//‘M (kA""éWmmca/&/)



& chl( i Th
5’7 ”, j'zmqf:a(y/

5207, ptss-54 (
s " The L«m/l/my SJZL)
passim, (473, a{ s bt
Crtes /pZ/ /MfA”W, g”j 'z"g:
/.‘fﬂ/, /912, ~e "M’&"’/é"j .
“pnsid” bt amdersnd," L
Gitoc.s w AR /7«7«« ~c4 3



p. 295

dnell
S

, n Femnstie,

8202

p. 29I, Denmark, Small holders much more labor intensive than
large, and accordingly choose labor intensive crops, which give
much higher yields per acrc. Root crops, winter feed for dairy herds.
Also buy much food concentrates off farm (higher turnover hence);
concentrates and feed grain. "The large amount of livestock on small
farms also entails heavier investment in buildings per unit of land.
The largey number of horses, however, is a disadvantage due to the fact
that the horsepower cannot be adjusted so as to be fully utilized as

on larger farms." (so tnis problem is nothing new with mechdnization)

p. 296, Tables 13 & 1l
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g 8202y ps 2

p. 297 Large farms specialize in cereals, to economize on labor,
mechanize. (Now why should they want to economize on labor when
there is labor so much more crowded elsewhere? Must be due to dis-
economies of using hired labor)

Large farms have grain surplus, sell to smaller farms, for feed.

p. 305: eastern coast sections, which have fertile soils, have

1igher %» of land in grain.
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S/// pé A8 Distribution of farm area classified b, use & farm size
AT
W\'u'f' Sige of F'arm(ha.)/% of farms/% eard .% all land
(of-;wmfs) cultivated land/ in farms
Under .2 23 0.1 - 1+9 - 7”’/” .
2 - %.o 0.5 (5 5 | 0.l
A - i | 1.2 0.2 0 |
.0 - 10.1 3.1 0.8 845
1.0 - 19.0 8.6 18 T-0
1i5 = 10.9 7.0 2.1 5.5
2.0 - 18.7 16.4 5.5 333
.0 - 10.1 12.2 5.0 9.9
a'o e 508 807 5.}.‘,. /r 7.)_‘,.
5.0 - 8.7 18.3 19.1 [ 17.8
10.0 - 3.0 9.7 23.0 / 12.0
20.0 - and over 1.3 ___];,LL,,‘_L-——- \’92’9_‘) 21.3
S ialibesias i ooz g ) 1] §
G el 50 hlol} abiwirs AP Lt .., 5 99




‘relevant to

nej 18S€ The




¢) ~whete i
; P //‘7; ( Mffm?f@% %WW 3 the M/co/ MW Werwe allained
‘ // ot aﬁm%a% /00 W,W% -97/{0/ /a/vm,’
Py / four W/ﬂ/ww Mw//wf mehmy/m sene, 670\%%
(D'um}fuw/w "mM}mwy”/W L PTG PP %/hhg,
\ /ﬁcm%m‘m/( a/(z/(/7
T naciens: /00 a. A}WT'MWW W/W-f"l-c TCeezon,
/ ﬁw";:f/""s,;ﬁf economnits al [O0a, o/ﬂm‘ SO0,
il

1 /Wm/” /60-70
| W MW howe advamtage. Uiy machine %‘Wfd/fé/é/
& Lok porprachine. (52 highen wages rreace whet offect o beal? - .. )

( ﬂuué/zy The Largen, %MM/M‘“”"" (bur ;,,’//ooo[n howe %Mx—nm
/a/vht.’ )?«m'r oSS -~ &Wm%nh,,u WW,///'%’VW
589

/"&A&, Ve on

jr

PULW .. 7— /%;,1 mcome/ma,(/w, Mrms Lo ea/wmy/mm & neturrs 7
all WW/«LW chocrearsed as mg-e%/ﬂ/’/mﬁ/ @Tﬂﬂmm

2 (ANEI TP LEr77 M W, /ad/é. (/kemhy.? o@wm it SO 0/1057 ,@,(5 “?/“/”/;9
- 5‘37

A7 Jf/xzb/uw %’WW Ao, 70/7%/?{/07%%75, 5849
/’7e/;¢m5¢.,— 4 Ml MM/M MZ Aaim, g/ﬂz/ém—,%g,& %Mf/é/m? Aﬂ{"gv_ﬁ‘g
most net mc/am, ﬂm'ﬁ/w Wﬂ, e outp/a, €7 e Ta. 557
%uuﬁ“f i moadsion L/? WW”’VH /e M/'/:'Z %,}‘d ireszed (W’y /Wé/
L pia? Of 43 meam cheape ™ by Lol i Jorgze % el deate s
7{ st Sk e ,0/% §5 7o oy MW”M a%t/cmr%;@ wf@{?@/ im0 vl

7.5’ ma_a,u ¢ : 2 X 5 3 ;
Zo«?}j’:{?«wﬁ Wu‘%&ﬂ “‘f’fw/M W’[ ¥ @% WW’% M&/amn?ge




/ ?‘7 M /44»%4%« DR 4 fond [ fecarste famd’

, i efrs s ey e
s %/wﬂ@ < M/ﬂ/af mw@m% /a’?‘/ emﬂwr/mmfmx&/w.

. /”""/me machines o % /L(/nudge, e anve

%T,%%//tm W——— WA«V/ %7 WW W %7/47/;///%//;:’
becante M/\Zd/«/z—roﬂ/an% cap. - £ WW‘MW”“’”&VWW' in Konge ;
L Troudle with il Lond s, 7

: 7*/42/9% “?”/”/[m /44'4, % %@Md/\ww

7%%%7/4; TAQ
he whes - becarie e




- ey
Luwird €ark Fo

dn 110 v

/a/(l CK r3 XJ?)) oecrsiche k“/( \
f//l& Vs i/% 7o

P

f i o4 )S.E855 alim

B; Dvaie a7
Myg Zd«rw(/, (f/e /W t/!e ownen,

19/.///1'm( L4 STD o bans - g
' ; e dAToNTS Yo p
own m ,’7’)&%71/7 /)'Qua/ -- S0 /r’( % WM

L =k f//
~ bomd & irm Sl 3 T
i e il $5.0, fotomds

/7&”1//7 af(/z,a'w own 4/941”
Owna /O/a,a{,'y,? pheds . 7, qs 7 K Larmath Lovnnfer &30, Sore

W vren es

He arings o Lobon, mign, €.




s
T%n, Framd / " The Feopd //,4».47 Wongg.” St & Pret
214 45! 24 + ( 1142)
pe 25 On 2,000 acre, T ahee Yuch, :4'0'( élaf/"m %Mw
villy, haa $0 ok, 1F coudks, § picbups.  Oven 200 frmilia
edte a /&"""a’ "f’*’»\ '(‘/ﬁwu/vn

o A 5‘4 2—0.00 Q. ¢0
SO ¢a Bde aM/tnn«&:;

7% &

/7/'{%‘1’—'; [ ““"’"/\‘:Mcé







Cites study by Stanley Hamilton, of ﬁaral Life Xm association,
"Employing the latest official 1nformgtlon cfd 2 I diana cties,
Benton % Elkhart. BEach has c. 250,000 acres in farms. Benton,
hi 1.v., $209/acre ave. Elkhart, land valued at $160/acre. (is it
really land alone value?) Benton, 1,138 farms, ave. 223 acres.

Elk art, more diversified % intensive farming, small farmers, 57//
ave. 86 .cres.

Benton: Elkhart:
Ave. value, $209/acre yloo/acrc
ave farm, 223 facres 86, %cres

No. of fms, 1138
Cash income #14.8 millionkaxkxprax 20.7m$
Rural churches3? 91
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Book Reviews

ification of our results. But if we wait for all
the facts to be discovered, the kind of work
so ably represented in this volume would never
be produced.
D. GALE JOHNSON
The University of Chicago

Agrarian structure and productivity in devel-
oping countries. By. R. ALBERT BERRY AND
WiLLIAM R. CLINE. A Study Prepared for
the International Labour Office within the
Framework of the World Employment Pro-
gramme. Baltimore and London: Johns Hop-
kins University Press, 1979. Pp. x, 248.
$17.50. JEL 79-1094

This is an important book. It is more out-
standing as a useful contribution to a “consen-
sus of informed opinion” than as a scintillating
or original treatise. In fact, very useful portions
of the book consist of concise summaries of
previous work by Berry and Cline on Colombia
and Brazil respectively. The issues examined
are so important and still so embroiled in con-
* troversy that this systematic marshaling and
analysis of a great deal of pertinent evidence
is to be applauded as a major contribution to
the literature on agricultural policy in less de-
veloped countries.

Chapters dealing in turn with “Theories on
the Relationship of Farm Size to Productivity
and Technical Change,” “Cross-Country Tests:
Extensive Data,” and “Intensive Hypothesis
Tests for Selected Countries” constitute the
core of the book. The first of these chapters
provides a good review of the relevant litera-
ture as well as a concise analysis of the issues
of wm farm size and factor utiliza-
tion, and the dynamic effects of farm size on
technical change and savings.

The short chapter on cross-country tests is
mainly devoted to a series of statistical tests
of some of the hypotheses. The regression anal-
yses in the chapter are based on data for 30
developing countries; interesting summary in-
formation about those countries is also pre-
sented, including estimated Gini coefficients
for the distribution of farmland based on data
from the Food and Agriculture Organization’s
Report on the 1960 Census of Agriculture. (In
an effort to make the analysis of evidence
meaningful to administrators and political
leaders, there is a concise and clear explanation
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of regression analysis.) The various tests con-
firm the familiar hypothesis that the intensity
of land use is higher on small farms than on
arge.

is no evidence of faster growth in agricultural

output in countries with large average farm
size, thus “casting doubt on the proposition /
that an agrarian structure based on large farms

will be more dynamic . . .” (p. 43).

The “intensive” tests of some of the authors’
hypotheses is based on more detailed data for
Brazil, Colombia, the Philippines, Pakistan, the
Muda River Area of Malaysia, and India. In a
number of instances the authors are able to
consider changes over time because of the
availability of survey data for two or more peri-
ods. A great many data sets are utilized; more
than 50 text tables are included in the chapter,
which makes it a bit tedious to read—but a
rich source of statistical information about the
six countries.

The statistical tests applied to data for the
six countries mentioned provide further confir-

T R . . .
mation of the negative relationship between

farm size and output per hectare. The evi-
dence Concerning changes over time in this
inverse relationship is especially interesting.
In Brazil, there appears to have been little if
any change; that conclusion is based on a com-
parison of findings from Cline’s earlier study
based on survey data for 1962/63 and data for
a survey of approximately 8,000 farmers in the .
Northeast carried out jointly by the World
Bank and SUDENE (the Superintendencia
para o Desenvolvimento do Nordeste). In Co-
lombia, large farms increased their intensity
of land use more rapidly than small farms dur-
ing the 1960s; but the evidence suggests that
the net farm income per hectare and labor
utilization are still much greater on small than
large farms (pp. 67-69). The evidence for India
suggests that the Green Revolution has moder-
ately reduced the inverse relationship be-
tween output per hectare and farm size; but
it still seems clear that yield per hectare, total '/

factor productivity, and labor inputs decline
as farm size rises (pp. 111-14). The evidence
for India summarized in this chapter draws
heavily on an appendix to the book. This is
an essay of 50 pages prepared by Surjit Bhalla,
which makes skillful use of All-India data
(mainly for 1970/71) from a survey carried out
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by the National Council of Applied Economic
Research.
Another important finding is that evidence
from Brazil, the Philippines, and India fails to
( show any support for the hypothesis that share-
_cropping reduces land productivity. On the
contrary, the authors note that their evidence
' appears to support S. Cheung’s theoretical
analysis, which suggests that sharecropping
does not reduce allocative efficiency (p. 115).
It is not possible to do justice to the summary
of conclusions and the discussion of policy im-
plications set forth in the final chapter of the
book. The major conclusion, which is of course
suggested by the inverse relationship between
productivity and farm size, is that_redistribu-
_tive land reform is likely to have a positive
effect on agricultural production as well as con-
tributing to more equal distribution of income
and fuller utilization of the farm labor force.
The authors even offer some interesting esti-
mates of the increases in output that might
result from land redistribution. Increases of 20
to 30 percent are suggested by their analysis
of survey data for Colombia, India, the Philip-
pines, the Muda River Area of Malaysia, and
Brazil, although their interpretation of the
1973 survey data for Brazil’s Northeast implies
a potential for an 80 percent increase in out-
put.
The authors rightly point out that “when a
country is developed to the point where the
K¢ opportunity cost of labor is relatively high, the
special efficiency advantages of small farms
tend to disappear” (p. 134). It might have been
added that the structural and demographic
characteristics of most of today’s low-income
countries seem to make it inevitable that the
opportunity cost of labor in the agricultural
sector will continue to be low for another two
or three decades at least (see B. F. Johnston
and Peter Kilby, 1975; Johnston and W. C.
Clark, forthcoming). Berry and Cline are no
doubt being realistic when they state that
“large-scale redistribution of land usually has
- severely limited political likelihood” (p. 137).
It is well to bear in mind, however, that the
political climate that determines the prospects
for adoption and effective implementation of
redistributive land reform can change rather
abruptly.
An important conclusion of the study is that

Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. XIX (March 1981)

even in the absence of a redistributive land
reform, “governments can still work effec-
tively toward the joint objectives of production
and equity through measures aimed at the
small-farm sector” (p. 137). Given the common
tendency to regard land tenure reform—at-
tempts to legislate ceilings on rental rates—
as a perfectly satisfactory substitute for a redis-
tributive land reform, it is also noteworthy that
they emphasize that it is “especially important
to preserve for small farmers and landless
workers at least that degree of access to land
which they already have through land rental”
(p. 137). All too often the condemnation of ten-
ancy, especially share tenancy, has led critics
to ignore the fact that for the landless and mar-
ginal farmers in developing countries, rented
land is better than no land at all.
BRUCE F. JOHNSTON
Food Research Institute
Stanford University
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Employing the unemployed. Edited by ELI
GINZBERG. New York: Basic Books, 1980. Pp.
x, 209. $15.00. ISBN 0-465-01957-9.

JEL 80-1134

For the seasoned researcher into manpower
policy, Employing the Unemployed provides
a well-written, compact summary of the vast
array of thinking in his field. For the less in-
tensely interested student of manpower policy
and research, it provides thought provoking
analysis generally not found in review antholo-
gies.

The first and last chapters provide the edi-
tor’s introduction to this massive policy area
and his conclusions regarding its current status
and future fate. The intervening nine chapters
are almost equally divided between the “mi-
cro” concerns for the efficiency and effective-




