
40 Larger firms, less
Conc..output/lond.

output> cone.
A

}

#



p.64

Poli & Engstrand.
p. 356. Jap. spec. in

Interplanting, clouble

intensive crops w. hi returns per acre

& much hand laber, evacuees gotcroppis.
theresmallfarms often comparableproduction & incomes on

to those ofotherfarmers,w. larger acreages ofsimilar crops."
(&ofcourse much more than those growg less intensive crops.)

Evas had c. 20 % veg acreagesprobly a higher % oftheoutput.tod

5405
5Millis, H.A. "Someofthe Ec. Cxpects ofJap. Immigration ." AER 5(4):

781-804 (1915)
p. 800. Hi ouiput/acre, hencepary

hirents.



Nat.Def.Mign-n Uslong, H. Haigs before theselecttitcomm . investig nat.defense
mignün. tilk, 77th, 2d, pursuant to H.Res. 113. (Part ?2)

5406.

Date?

p.64

p. 11341. SpecifiedSpecified areas around Portland, Ore. Ims op.by

Japanese, citizens & nationals. Theseare all thereare in Ore. u.of Cascades.

No.offins 304
No.offamilies 405

No.ofpeople. 1782

9,583

% of crops raised

by finnsof thisarea

Acres

Value ofcrops, $2,111,836 ;1941

6090

Carefo..

p.

(owned & leased,mostly latter)

raising tricky crops.
Jones of Brooks, Ore, says
or onions, easy.

Ave.fm, 9,583
304

p . 11313, & also 11341ff., comments on

11815 Truckcrops,

2.7m
perace, .009

enough ling. Jap. raise celery.
celeryoutput "materially ".

9,583 = 31 aces

great skillofJapanese,
Others haven't bothered- E.g., 11313, Ronald

good land cangrow celery, tricky,on

Caucasians content w. onions, getgood
Evac. ofJap. wd. reduce

$32.4m onp. 11824 re Cal. Japsgren

$160/acre.) Quite a come down from Ore.figure. Howcome?

Remember, theseare prewar prices.
$30-35m
200,000 acres

2,700
9

on 194,000 acres.

30
2

300
2

$300

or 32.320
~ 2

$/50/acre.



Fange, mech.for gets lessper (from B. Brown)Jr)

Beets, machine harvester rips upgreens so notusedfor pigfeed,etc.

harvester, the he stomps clown much. InsteadofCattle, cow as

cutting hay I brings

use

it to
bring it

acre :

to him

Japs gross several thousand $/acre from gladiolas, etc. Callin
relativesetc. to do it.

Tomatoes.



Poli, Ucken. "Japanese Farm Holdings on the Pas. Coast. " BAE. Berkeley: "44
5404 Somewhere:Jap tntfr cwe.bigger than owners. (mimes)

pb4

I 1940. Cal, One, Wash. Op. 6, 118fms,p.
$12.6m .

0.4070 landinfins

1.59⁰
p.2 Ove.42acres, of. 231 a. state ave.

intensively than other from."
10 % were Ents

more

2.29⁰ " ofthenumber &value ofallfons " -1.9₁, issamefor both.
they have assetsofSo

ave,value? No,for theyhave
only 0.49⁰ area.

cropland hustd.

p.20

hustd; on allfm, 2040.
1940, Cal.Ge.Wash.

2.2 %0 of fins
0.4 70 landinfis

84070 in Cal.

p.10 More intensive . OnJap forms, 1640 grossfor acreage was7690

258,074 acres, valuedat

"
Ingurl,Jap.fint of their land

1.5070 cropland hustd

2.290 valueof land & bletigs.
1.4070 value ofbldgs. (so they

value of 2&M2.990

were land intensive)(besmobile
(ents)

42.2 acres, ave size
32 aner

$12,000 ave.value, samecuscoustawe.
cropland histed, of. 47a.coast are.



$ 339

Carpenter, &. Alim.
mimes.

Cotton

Poultry

Fruit

p.

Truck
StockRanch

30

etc.

Family laber. Intense cap,

p. 42, Table 9, from '30 Census Vol. III Pt. 3., for Calif.,
Aces/from

167

27

60

77
2,920

90
71

42.
1671 7,100.

678
320

137:
21/3,600.21

190
189

Typical smallacreage highoutputfor is poultry.

little space.

• Valueofproducts
sold, trackedor used

per for.
$1.1 t
3.6t
4.2t

"Farm Size in Calif.

8,9t
10.5

70...
60/420.

115
71 /8,900

7 7
20
77
430
385
450

Calif. " BAE,Berkeley, '40,

Value/ane
and &beigs

123

345

419

A

376
18

p. 31 :
coops

actpul
acre.

(computeal)
$42

$137

70

aves.

116

This value is mostly
Iruns.



Stokedyk, E.A. " Corporation Farms."
1929-30.

Biennial Rept PP
5398

pts

p.80, Table &II LI

Year

1919
120

21
22
23
24
25
26

Inc.per
corp.fom

7,670

-713
-3,913

24
3,167
-200

77-84 (1.1)

1,347

thatcoup
pessInc.

therfor fors
shouldhave to be
comparable to allfirms.

11,300

-1,920
180

3,540
4,100
5,740
6,960
5.500

Ks . State Bel.ofAg, 27th

(bundonass. Thatcorp.fons. ave. 20x larger)

rpts.
Journ: CropslMlets, July 1428; & B.R., statofinc.apti



Adams:
25 acre cotton alloimeni

13 bales, 1955

Smith
1800 acres
700+" alloimeni

150 bales

DeltaPined Lond

"Operates " 38,000 acres

1954,put 1, 292,412 cotton undergon'tfoom
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Cotton Contrast
Big Farms Fare Best,
Small Units Struggle

or Under Price Supports
ir

ep .
by
tą
a
of

OS
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From Bott..

ne
ch Deep in Debt , Farmer Adams

Hunts a Job; The Smiths
Buy Two New Tractors

are
re .

rns

ght
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10 CENTS

"A- Rock and a Hard Place"
i

in U. S. Territories
and Possessions

B

BY JERRY BISHOP
Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

ges
are

ast
"You just wouldn't be able to raise enough

cotton on 25 acres to pay it back , Lloyd, ” ex
the plained E. M. Wallace , the bank's vice presi
ted dent. $

OW

cu

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

ns . west was watching seven tractors drag four
ti- row plows through 1,800 acres of red sandy

soil on Texas' high plains 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

rs.

les

he
nd bring in a profit at least equal to the $33,000

they netted in 1955 .la
es , Economic Contrast A

WAXAHACHIE , Texas Cotton farmer
Lloyd Adams was turned down the other day
for a $1,200 loan by the Citzens National Bank
here. It was the first time in 25 years the
bank had refused Mr. Adams , who needs the
money to pay farming expenses until his crop
comes in next fall.

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 inefficient . 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
a up this way by Dr. Arthur A. Smith, vice

of president and economist of the First National
1- Bank in Dallas :
W "If the Government supports prices (di
1, rectly or indirectly) so that the average or
st below-average farmers get what they should,'
e then the best and above-average farmers are

In going to benefit far out of proportion.'y If supports are keyed to costs of efficient
e- operators , the 'problem ' remains bad statisti
or cally, because the less efficient are in trou

ble."
Of course, even the 1,800-acre Smith farmar

ne is small besides some cotton operations . For
e- example , Delta Pine & Land Co. of Scott, Miss. ,
d . operates 38,000 acres . It won't say what profit

it makes , but in 1954 this British -controlled
er company put $1,292,472 of cotton under Gov
no ernment loan .

m
10 Import of Acreage Cuts

A good part of Mr. Adams ' difficulty stems
from acreage cutbacks he has had to make
to qualify for price supports . Federal allot

a ments for 1956 are 30% below 1953, the last
y

'e- year cotton was grown without acreage re
? strictions . The Smiths nave nad to curb their

ld plantings, too, but the economic pinch has
se hurt less on their sprawling acres .
re In addition to cutbacks , farmers like Mr
ne Adams have been getting less for the cotton
el , they did grow . In mid-December , prices re

ceived by cotton farmers averaged about 31
Id cents a pound , down nearly a cent and a half
e from a year earlier and only about three

ht
of quarters of the peak 1950 price.

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

1

Hovering over the cotton market is , of
n. course, the 11-million -bale surplus stacked up

in Government 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 father helped make their home
county , Ellis , one of the top cotton producin
counties in the nation.

But in 1954 , Mr. Adams , which isn't his
name , turned up in the farm census as

t
1 real
p one of the 936 Ellis County farmers each of
e whom had total produce valued at less than
d $2,500 . The number of such Jow -income farms

in the county increased 50% from 1950 to 1954,
mostly because of acreage cutbacks that left
farmers with less cotton to sell .

18

re
es Lubbock County Contrast
y In sharp contrast are the Smith brothers ,
i- whose farm is fairly typical of the vast irri
le gated and highly mechanized cotton operations
it in parts of the Southwest and West . Lubbock

where the Smith farm is , has becomes County,

at the top cotton producing county in the country
1- in less than 15 years.

The Smith place was among the 615 farms
re in Lubbock County which sold $25,000 or more
al off the land in 1954. These 615 were about a
s . third of the county's commercial farms and
of represented a 25% increase over 1950.

S Mr. Adams lives with his wife and two
e sons in a four-room house on his 65-acre farm
d near Waxahachie . The farm was bought by

Mr. Adams' father , who migrated from Ten
h nessee in the late 1800's . The black land has

fertile , producing 250 to 300 pounds ofy proved
cotton to the acre year after year.W

Last October , Mr. Adams brought in hisor
s. 1955 crop- 13_bales of cotton off a 25-acre

ot 1953, when
at farm

n- allotment and several bushels of grain sorghum
le and corn grown on the least productive acres.
10 The cotton brought a gross profit of a little net
n- more than $1,200 , after Mr. Adams paid such
it. costs as hoeing ( $5 an acre ) and picking (about 1
es $35 for each 500-pound bale ) . The $1,200 was
e less than half Mr. Adams ' cotton return in

he was able to plant his entire

*

m

in the fibre.

The day arter Mr. Adams sold his cotton ,
Turn to Page 9 , Cólumn 1Please

in
1



why can'the dobetter ?
Cotton is highernow,

Cotton Contrast : Big Farms Prosper , '5
While Smaller Units Have Struggle I

Continued from First Page
he handed over almost all his $1,200 of cotton
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," sighs, 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. Adams 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. A

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
nomics at Texas A. & M. College and the
school's specialist 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
to tractor power , Mr. Adams' farm should be
at least three to four times as large as it is in
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
equipment fully occupied."

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

"We had a little less than half the cotton Ra

/handpicked this year by Mexican contract la fol
bor," recalls J. C. "The handpicking costs us
about $32.50 a bale . The other half
stripped . That costs us about $5 a bale . in
cluding maintenance and depreciation on the pr
machine . "

was
re
ar

ex

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 .

Their yields ran as high as 1,000 pounds an
acre in some sections.

fo
he

The irrigation wells , for which a pump and m
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 19
nearly 31 inches at Des Moines , Iowa, in the ye

JɛCorn Belt.

By the time the cotton was sold , the two
brothers had a gross income of $112,000 , about
90% of which came from cotton . After ex
penses and $28,000 paid to their father 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 .

'On irrigated land we make one and a half al
to two bales to the acre J. C. noies. On the ol
180 acres of dry land cotton we have, we make ri
about a half bale to the acre . a

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

al
ot

"In the ditches we used to lose 30% to 40%

of the water through evaporation and seepage , '
J. C. explains. "We should save that with the
pipe , and the water we save is worth more M
than the $ra foot the pipe cost." pi

al

Such labor-saving and cost-cutting innova- A
tions are out of the reach of Mr. Adams . Con- of

sequently, he can't produce cotton nearly as in
cheaply as the Smith brothers.. at

Cotton prices now are at a break-even point

for Mr. Adams ; income from his small crop by

is just enough to meet expenses of the next de
crop .

The Smith brothers, in the arid southern
end of the Great Plains , are in almost com

areplete contrast to Mr. Adams . They farm 1,800

acres of land their father began building up in
1926 when he moved to the plains from a 100
acre farm in the Texas " Blacklands ." The
brothers and their familles 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 .

By

"I certainly couldn't break even if the price B
ir.goes below 30 cents a pound ," he says .

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

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

The fact that Government price supports
have kept U. S. cotton prices as high as they

has been of dubious advantage to such I
small farmers as Mr. Adams , some economists
argue.
"Prolonging the Agony"

aj
SI

"You might say the relatively high prices th
have prolonged his agony, ' comments one tr
bank economist. "The prices are just high
enough to keep him on the farm but not high S
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 , is going out now ," says Russell Bryant,
editor and publisher of the weekly News- P
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."

ya
th

a

UPPS

C

re

Windows of empty red-brick buildings stare g
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 ti
glass meat cases still sit in one abandoned

tl
A big advantage the Smiths have over

Adams is their $50,000 worth of farm ma- grocery store.
chinery- seven tractors with accompanying "The small farmer is dropping out mighty li
plowing and cultivating equipment , 15 irriga- fast around here," observes George Couch , N
tion wells, a self-propelled combination har president of Italy's First National Bank . st
vester and thresher for grain , five trucks and , “We've actually got fewer people than we had s
most important , three mechanical cotton har 25 years ago." Mr. Couch's deposits have sunk
vesters , known as " strippers ." These ma- to $1,190,000, down about $500,000 from 1953.
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fast as

extremist-miscalculators?
tas
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ChapII Fig. 4: déi'sXAMAP ofland in netof depreciation & turnam?

"Output "is value added, onsite, usually, I imagine. But in fig 4, does it

matter? Have fixed complements, only landvaries.

hiAP&MP ofland there cd. refer either to value added, grass. In either

less intensive,
case, wd still hold true that if MP ofland was as

AP wd. be higher there. So choose whichever more convenient for data .
Ok ? But this implies 2 diff. conceptsof MP.Gross is.

Simile : take a

as traingoes by.

tur ! Jo bridge, trainspass over. Figure input & output



Jawby, 5

p186 Phillipine Census gives somfarm

ch3
Owners

18,000

diff. tenure groups. Marked contraste. For 5

for Pampunga! Hä.
Mars

Area controlled

area cultivated

900
77,000

1,300
12,600

area

Part Owners

17,000

15,400

controlled by, lused by,
provinces.

Ints
63,000

59,400

Total
120,700

177,000

88,700

Note mgns worst ofall. Tots & Pt owners use to hilt. Full
5151

owners not too hot.

Below is typical,



Lafollette pt. 62, cont.
9592

Exhibit 22050 , pp

Inel date onon m

5323

22850 85.
lagefor corps, show'smany corps, show's immense range of

gross sales to lev.
But figsprobly not reliable, source not clear.

But if ingod is smallerfinns.



1940 Census,Special Cotton rept, p. 2-3

Classify fors by balesof output. Give yield

forform so classified. It rises

as tales rise
per acrefor fore

greatly & concertently.
From smallest to largest.

Output(bales)
offin

Ia less

40/ 45

over 500

Is the 'fm ' the

Yield/acre (baks) plan or the
cropper's 40a.

0.1646

0.5927

1.1216



Absentees larger,
lessused1th

farge
c) Ais less

intensive

ch.3

p.28 Private resident ind, had more smallholds, corps& absencees the large.
593[592,p2, corroborares]

roughly.
p.

"'field crops on larger.
31 'Permanent crops'RondonEngranden ore concentratedon smalloa holdige,

593
Garden crops prety evenlydiscrib.

syn.w. absentees)
Corpshavepoorer land tend toward liverrock. (probly betterlandmore

residentially desirable, affairs)

Big op.s 593
do

morespec. crops, shift rapidly. Soflexibility is oneoftheir

advamiages. Orif instability, as Policallsit.

There is certainly aplace in agrice for this type, who can movein fourquickly,

giving supply more flexibility than family farmede. Diseconomienof bigspeas

problyare matched by thisbig ec. I and never predier that lut wd drive

them from existence.
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595

smatteriter
better

pay moretaxes

Get T
quote

Cafter
using to show

large unused)

more
resid.

values

Chap 7 , pp . 91-96 , cfson of farms over & under 40 acres .The group was all the farm
Hey were intermine .

LIFE Sma

cronped .

Broup aver WE

He says land was all same quality . Two conflicting tendencies
to reconcile , re this : poorer land , used less intensively , would
go to bigger units ; better land , requiring more capital to buy ,
would go to bigger units . How to know which prevailed ?

un small farms , uch higher Tand Was IYT

res .

acre .

Small farms are assessed & taxed about twice as much peracre . He recognizes this may be because they have more improvements .
They go in more for fruit , which of course takes more capital perCritics of small farms also stress that they take more
unnecessary capital per acre , items of large opt . size , due to
being so small . But this may be just another way of saying thatthe land is used more intensively . The machinery may not be so
productive on the small farm , because working down to lower margin .
But this is not to say the total use of resources is less co

Molcher , 2

Large farms go more for potatoes , row crops .

Alfalfa , with dairying , also small farm specialty .

Largerfarms go more for crops producing high m returns ;

smaller farms go less for these -- I presume because they are
so much more for residential satisfactions , they choose types

Fewer row crops esp . , whi hof crops they enjoy producing more .
are the ones producing more income per acre .

In result of this , crop values , in terms of explicit money

yields , are slightly larger per acre cropped on large farms
f large faaltho smaller per acre in the farm , as much

cropped . Also smaller per irrigable acrē, as much irrigabl
irrigated on larger farms .

The smaller farms have more capital per acre in farm

Z



1. class I fim,

Understate

bron lagerfor?

Lagafos V
M

9
75990

3.

gogo

1506.0

.65

64142.0
384

ave.

360

2,422 a.,
400 a. croplendhused rhommgre

$56,000ooo perfarm, annual output. (or almost 50 % the
declared value. Unlikely.
Even ifnet is to gross.)

Ave. vluffon gurly high where arehi % fins in this classes.

Belying my hyp. that they
hi in w.

4. Water than kizvaluefache histel .except . Miss

Declared vlu, $46/0. That is $110,412. perfon.

I fam op byyouts.

76

42/32.0
294

280
252

fallfpt.
many, 9 presisheby

suorade-you

owe.

ellynothingAayage
volume

justbes few very small there.



c)

Unilevoloped

Kelc

55 Kern Cry land, 4owns 49,000 acres out

North Kern WSD '.
58,000 in'Mostof this landis still undeveloped. The

water supplyis concerned.favorable position, so for as water

It owns the water nights Posa Creek, & Kern R.
Excheverry cited

that N.Kern WSD has three existing nights nearly an adequate supplyfrom
the lemn R., w/o acquiring

CVPwater,

is ina favorablecorp. is in a

590

To meet its fullultimate

Packard observes KCFC then hasplenty ofwaterfor its ownwater requirements,!.
land, as it doesn't own all land in NKWSP, butonmall water, &not boundto serveother lands,



d
Come. not just

due to original
pattern

d

Large Indhldgs SC , 3

of WPA,Cal,
p.416, on

MayK.Rindge

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

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

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

pl4 " The dominant form of the lrg hldg is the
tract which has held the greater part of its boundaries
undisturbed xi from Mex times .

Nevertheless , there has been enough ' loose land¹
---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
bth conc & div , ea on a considerable scl . "

Com.
Typesofbig hlogs. Ancestral inheritance of the old Cal families .

Unclerused

d

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

p15 " Some tracts , of which the hldg of the Orena
fmly in S Barb is ( sic ) are the

5104

' the

5104

5104
On the assessor's books vs ea of the fmly hds is ass .
undivided 1/5 or ' the undvdd 1/8¹ of many prels of
lnd 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
little 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 perpetual
discord . Its conflict 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
of possession .

Thr is the highly centralized co which carries on
fmg op - s by modern methods . Sometimes it is overcap - ed
& oversystematized , & its ops are carried on at a loss ,
as ws th case of the Timken Ranch Co , oi Imp Cty.of Imp Cty , whose
absentee owner , a wealthy mfr , has finally decided to
partition his hldgs . In other cases , as in the instance of
the T.B. Bishop Co , of Sta B Cty , it is conducted under
practical & efficient methods at a profit . "

Other types : stock raising , Mendenhall Cattle Co of
SD cty

Tract offered for subd sale , meantime farmed : Patterson
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 trees , then offered for
sale , Orange & Riverside cties .



Cone &
unclerure

d

5104p29 "Of ld nt dvtd to its mst prdctv use thrar also
extensv areas. Lrg hidgs do nt k lend thmslvs to intnsv
cltvtn . Whr th sml hldr is thrfty w his opps th lrg hldr is
prdgl ; & wht is tlbl under th mst modern cndtns to th mn who
owns 20 a.s is either untlbl or unirrgbl to th mn who owns
10,000 a . An expert on 1nd 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 exstnc & cnvrtd into th mst vlubl
lnd ; & this est ws rsd to 25,000 a.s by the fld agnts of th ag
inquiry of Apr , 1917. .....One may fnd these insncs , tho in
varyg degree , in every cty . Lrg areas wch wd sprt in cmfrt a
grtly incrsd rrl pop & adi enormsly to th riches of th

cmmnwlth are withheld frm thr best use or frm any bnfcl
use whatever . 11

!

1



Idle,& conc.

Diff,mrs- idle.

p7 116 . That a considerable part of this tillable land
lies idle , & tht another cons pt of it is not dvtd to its mst
bnfcl use ; tht tho thr are mny 1,000s of persons eager to get
access to this lnd , much of it is not for sl under any
circumstances , & tht sch prtns as are fr sl ar hld under ps

whch_mn grt hzrdusly beyond th prdctv vlu & on tms of
or ruin to the prchsr. "

1

2

5104
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Write Corvallis, en Dept. of Soils;on

Soil Survey Rep't.

ar Supt Due.; for local

focalRates in GB'
Hicks, John R& Ursula K.,...The Incidence ofLocalRates

Cambridge, U. Pr., '45
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I

I

1

d
Conc.&
non -intensive

use

d
Concentr.&
idle land

p30 :
"It frthr apprs tht a consid pt of the lnd in these

lrg hldgs lies idle , tht another considerable pt of it is not
dvtd to its bst use , & tht much of tht pt of it which is
for sl is p - d far abov its prdctv vlu & offrd under cndtns
which mk its purch by th ave landseeker hzrds & by the
poor man imposs .

p4 36% Siskiyou Cty held by CPr.r. Kern Cty by4 owners : KCLC , M & L , Tejon Ranch , SP . "There does seemto be ample evidence , however , that today the largelandholders find it to their advantage to hold on tothe vast acreage of unimproved lands in their possession . ""That it wd be to the grt advitg of our stt to brk up thslrg hdlgs thr cn be no dbt . "

Stigler,

5104

GER suppl.
...n A FALES

5104

Says Interna studyofUSS showed consims,
June 42, pp8-13 short run. Burhow about theextra landured?

If left thatour ofcort,asprobly did, then real
Agcostiare wseale.

IfMCare const,must be in decr.costs,shows undernse ofland
and/or mapy .

•
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Michaelson , Leon C. , Some size , income & organization characteristicsof the ranches of 46 Montana Cties , 1938 , Bozeman

Simpson, H.P.; "The Incidence ofR.E. Taxes", A&R June '32 -distshand&

imp.s.
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BookI
jsJS Mill, Principles ofPol. Ec. ^ ChapIX, TP 4, (pp 144-54, London,

Longman Freen, 1926 ed) 5165

Asserts smallfarms produce more

arre. He thinks also very litily more net.
gross, he shows ever,p.

(But

1

More netperacreſhe says. Some havestressed"netper

oss, no one clensies, pergross,

150.

songs 0 of disproportion offactors)

the immense amount
p.149 appeals a

ofgross producewhich...

Eng. laborers gomly obtain from their little allotments;

produce beyond ofson greater them a largefarmer extracts...

from thesamepiece ofland.
p 150. Largefrom, by employing

return ind to the outlay."
less laber, gets ce "greater

1
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5173 p . 304 : Cites Bachman , KL , & Jones , RN ,
BAE Tech Bul 1019 , July 1950 , Tables 2 ,Class No. of farms

Large scale farms 102,000

Commercial family
Large
Medium
Small

Small - scale farms

409,000
1,173,000
1,662,000

923,000

?

" Sizes of Farms in the J.S. "
19

Investment per man equivalent$13,400

13,500
8,300
4,560

2,320



p . 933-Gites tables=2.819,but1019 05469
of $168

Value of
Productsper worker 1944

5,447

Investment per

|Worker 1944
(n.e.&pers.prop)

Large-scale $13,381
Comm. Fam:

Lange 13,451
8,330,

small 4,562

Small Scale 2,324

4,019
2,588

1, 249

635



Hast·124ofwe

TotalValue
ofProducts

>$20,000 " Large -scale "

$8,000 -19,999

$3,000-7,499

$1,200-2,999 DE

H.L.Bushman&RomodedW.Jures, 195071.

Commercial-Family:

Large
Medium

Small

Total

$169,
HSD4 Tech Bul 1019,

500- 1,199 small-scale

250-1,194 Part- time unit's

(sic) (100

< $250
Nominal Units

work

msne

*Tobler 28.3. Figefor1944

% ofall
No.of7ms gofall7Fis %

5,858,889

1.7

ta

7.0

20.0
28.4

15.8

10.3

16.8

100

16.1

22.3

34.4

21.7

5.7

1.

3.1

100

07⁰ of totalv
and ofproducts sold

24.1 53(314)7.2

25.3

30.6

15.

3.0

0.9

0.1

100

77=19505

31

Inp. 62, Table 25, 5169, shows large scalefors

mired bygross output, have better land. So acreage

more of lend, above, understates what "lange" have.

~

Recheck laber densities fromoriginalsource

Or else the large ones had much laber working

other lound not "croplend husze " Ordid they

family laber? Orwere thelargescalemen seasonal?

No- this is just natural resultof choosing gross outputas
used mediumsizedfins as

ofsize
include intensively

1:22

ave.aires,
of crops huste
per worker

(computed
fromdatain

text, p.125)

I suspect an error.
on pasture landI

46

account nothisfor

also, resuteof rakiyjust cropland-for thesedata includegrazz

units.
Ilso on smallfons,menprobly workedjustparttime.

large-scale",



Headyetal

p. 428, costsper acre. For 7 machinery combor. Envelope curve, they

tend tofall, but flatten out at c . $15/acre after 640 a.

(These based on whatfirs can do notnee.whatdo do.)
Hence getp.431, At last, recognizes output/acre falls. Hence

1

Hisfigs based on techn.possibilities,not
Ag after apt.
actual experience. Lets LRC/output virtuallyflatfrom
320 1440 acres , at c. $30/400 ofoutput";"cropproduct "

this $50/acre gross cropproduct.
output & $15 costs ! What a spread! Ofcourse there

give

just machine costs. Other inputs must be added to

fullpicture)(Heady cloesn't adequately acknowledge whata

smallpartoftotalpicture he is converg)(Risingcostofowner-mgmtatmanging

esp.9
above, w. segue scale returns

to contrachit
to reconcile. Butpp. 434-42, appear to contrachist above,

fromsomesmallsamples. No effert

summary, p.442, only mention first conclusion . "... the

characteriske U -shaped ATC curve is obtained."

$50

5461

costs

(Note, imeid,

are

means

•

is C.



Th.is

J

Berte&Means

Book !, Ch.3
Concentration of Ec lover

1927, 7/3 caps < 5000Jemnum inc. 22,000 are inc,

$ 100,000,000 gross
the 200 are everit.

oss assets approximate division of large from small

But Use of'gross' probly permissable, for

The assers, even thetheybe partly covered by

But, ofwith nat debts the $816 gross

$165b totalof all cerp assets, c. 300,000 corps.

debors.

of 200 largest is not so impressive.
How do corp assers ofmrh

all assets ? Doubthess props &prisps have another $806 or more. Financial

corpsprotlyown much small-whit sovers, which they ventout,butin ofeniral less solidassets.129, the 200 had 43 40 carping, smalther than their assets warranty,perhaps
3 be cause - morebecause this is netinc, bend int suttracted, I qrantsh

more bends. five separate returns.
of depr. stability, etc.

These figures understate semewhat, for controthed co.s

Paci, NE & Maintain T&T are later acquisitions ofAT&T. -Itown's majority

farms, probly
stock.

c - 789⁰ bes. assets are corp, est. This excludes farms,

128 nat wealth est $7606, 22% 'controlled by 200. This from adding

farms, residences, goutprop, pers.prop

So : 200 have:

F

F
F 29 some

stamben (4 grouchnotes

500 cop assets
38 %0 bers

2240 nat

Larger co.s

2000 individuals in control.
also lead inpricing etc, influencebeyand controleren,

$100,000 gros. asset and
3½/2 % return?

increasing200 est. Incred

Rapid growthof investimin't trusts, 20s.
5/3 as

200 have been growing about
as allothers. & this in boom,when smallgrow well.33-43 % total carping,

1820-9, inc of 200 from

In 1921, 200's inc. fell for hess than others,
next boo

stayed at 19 10.
to 37% .

Mostof

they control

3 × faster than not wealth.x

122-7, 7/3 new issues

to stockholders incidentally.

corp.

fastas average , Iceasfast

Big corps some more oftheirinc.s. -₁.38 %0, 122-127, of 2890 are.
was from earnings. ž fromgraph new sec., for200) Not that

small carps pay more lib. dividends, but that net losses are included in rexinc . Regine, it is

forallco., when small corps mathe profit, theypay no more dindends. Than large.
200 orsubsid. which maltes them be nice

were by



F

F

B & Meams, ch 3 GK1, cant.

# groush by merger. As this is different, 3/3 realexp. isby
ofcourse itis the earningsreinv.

by
new sec.

1.12 7.

49 at cropswho were on 200 once,
119-129

mire merged, disappeared.

it hardlyjibes
Apprendix 11; income from Property. & M, value ofprop.

with the idea onegets from tablesof inc.distr., which indicate upper 1090get

1 £ inc, &it ispresumably mostly frompop,but proponlygets c. $8.36 in '22, 816 in

1922
Bus 216 corp stock

bands17
Allfigures for those

reperting inc. carly,
exemption ?

4

1922

1,0 'other'
1.2 rent&royalty } crealestate?

1.0 int empobre debt
"1 local "3

even thoa small 90.
land

that is an

1

•There aresourceofprop.

all govt

This grossly
understates inc. of course. Implicit resid incis

great. Non corp lentrepreneurialwithdrawals'
£I looked.

proben.
4-8%

This

income. Undivided
aregreat. farm

Ifnot wealth was 3006 then, &ir. c. 4-5
Probly more ! anyway

version. this is onlythose reporting ing
incorre which issaid tobe so significant;

ofrents one needonly showsharAnyway, This is the property
prove the

appreciable portionof land- impr- ratto ingeneral,for

Agne re&impr

res
"bus "

book value ofcorps

debts

53
48
24

to

Ratio ofcerpsel/total, 54.90122, 6240¹27

r.e
gerts

102
29

pop

income

which allow reim. thatpromote

34
11

new see, tos

8126

28
8

only, whatwas

Idoubt accuracy. Scurve notgiven.

corps 'engagedin trade' hold 36
financialcorps

12



Į

"

Leg.

:

369 cites Dewing , QJE V 36 pp 84 ff , Nov ¹21 , showingresults of 35 mergers , earnings less by 1/5 after consolidationfor 10 years .

36 " . owing to the profit in merely holding timber , many of thelargest holders in the country manufacture either no lumber or an amountin no way commensurate with the amount of timber they own . 549



p. 63

Sutter Buttes Land Co.

152 gross
10.9.

2,000 1219,00€

over

1, 2,5.0 M ,EUR

.56_

BobKleberg, ofNapoleonic energy & ambition, is& ambition, is chissipated

$100/acre; # Kleberg, 56414 macres. Di Giorgio grosses

Di Giorgio's landisworth ? At $200/ane, wd be c. 4,000,000. & that is

generous. Kleberg's worth c. twice that, conservative.

(recheck valueofdigstock? no.

125/70.0
625

rev.

750

ag. land, $250/acre.

$219t ; op,gml8achm. 148,000

$109./acre, gross.

2000 a.

C.



asof largest form
~ 9. Okel Censi, note areas forsare areas

by value of totalfiassets

of land-intensive

fms.
Also, old 1900 Census isres from by valueofgross

thenoutput nobly hasclata on go that is land.
fol

So it does. 1900 census beg 5(1))/lix- lxvi, & 230-47. Largerare more land intensive,

Goth10 Cobb-Doughesproduction Timerions, tecrimique- Corrodationstotobed
Best haber

Lai lygis.
clearlyjustfor laber,

so is illuxitymostvariableofso is
so natch verysmallseem to havevery little, all,so thise-hrvatpatbrandtol laberintomive

over $2,500, thenAve,valuepraceofland tends to rise untilvery top group, Over

fallsa little. Probly very large brings in west, cattle,& other areas where control
ofgood land brings control ofallland.



Xana
Toy gross sol.langeare Canaintensive ? Bitter

What doesthisInes
fron has
chuk!!

Masson:joet's\in sts that

That tellsasyou com #outputmuchby adding like-, intentivocult-n.
This M.P lüberhi, hick 1950 census.



Prady, in Bus. asSystemofPower, cites reptof

Internal Rev. on

Corps saranked by assets, are 395 w.
Corp. Inc. & Excess Profit TaxReturns for '34

$100m

Had 4790 assets

Commissioner of

ver

3190 netprofits"

Paid 27.5 % of all coup.taxes, & only c.ts ept.

Paid 399⁰ of dividends

Cited in PLB. 13 ( 5) : 5 ( 143)



5324

The World's BiggestRanch. Fortune
8(6)

49 etseg. (1933)

1,250,000 anes, 125,000 head (whichspend 3mo.s in okla)

="Annual op.="profit" $400,000.000 more )
Rumorsof I'm a. ranch in Brazil, 8m in Rhoclisia, Im in

#149 Recently Klebery found ruins ofa village in a
Hadhn't known it was there.

p.
pasture corner.

p.50 In choughts, Mex. invade ranch, eat mesquite beans &prickly

pear fruit. Ranch "feeds " them, in exch. they clear land

about 500 of 1,250,000 a.pop

plus imltd. s/12,500

-- 350 Mex. Cowboys, $//day
2500 acusper mom .

agania.

p.51 Most ranch holders live in Som Antonio, hire mens.great

Klebergs stay on ranch.
1.54 1500 milesoffence, divrice ranch into 135 pastures.

cookedfromgulf.p.58 parts oftheyear allisgreen,
Partofthe land isverygood- Novias West Ranch.

60-1 abounds ingame. Let in hunters, I they support vs.

whose wd break itup.
P.



Take total " invested capital "
p . 74. Very meaningful .

divide into gross sales or receipts .i.e. some estimate of assets
Find that larger corps turn their capital over much slower than small .

He vaguely says c . once a year for largest , up to 4 for smaller .

Now this tells us that larger have assets which turn over slower .

That means land of course . If you have $1,000 , and put it into
inventories , your gross sales are $1,000 or so , and you net
say 5% of that . But put it into land , and your gross sales are
just say 5% of $1,000 each year , all of which you can keep .

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

Incidentally , there is a big reason why the retired man puts his
m into land . $1,000 in land involves only a small gross sales each

To
year , much less mgmt involved than $1,000 put into vegetables .
get your 5% from the vegetables you must sell them all

19 O wor
$50 of business .

N

}

5175

business . To get your 5% from the land , do



pb3

Fortime,2

Disec.of
scale~r

Est.value $19m

Direct op. expenses
Taxes

Total expences

Gross receipts

Cap-gain

comparable land?)

p.

29⁰ return, $400,000.

in livestock 100,000

$800.000

know ea. acre.

95

$300,000.
100,000

p . 90 Hi inheritance taxes. $1.7m when MrsKing died

p.92. 10 acres/con is

$100,000. per acre, thatis 1,250/Tire750
625

V

( Laber,$150,000; food, supplies. Nofeed)

$400,000 (no depreciation ? )

Each acre has diff. capacity, &varies

345 wells, (80 artesiam), others windpumped.
Immense xptnproblem, tending windmills.

over cattle there

verygood. U.S. ave. near 50. ( On

Little Pastine is 6,000 acres.4

-6¢ peace.

750

Man mustw. rain. Man

(not much control



~→

p.96 How much is ranch worth? (w/o mineralrts)

In n., includes black land, richest in Tex. Such land improved,
But they figue $23.15/ace, 90,000brought $150-200/ane.once

acres.) $2,137,500.
once sold 35,000 ofthis to Chapman Ramoh, unimproved

Ch.putin $48/ace improvs (grubbing, cultivats)
They

pairie, @ $22,50.acre.

& in '33 figs value of $100/ace.

of the 90,000 a. black lomndit kept, KingP.hasgrubbed.I
cult. 10,000.

2x4= st

Also: other land lessvaluable.
Improvemits:

Cattle

Kleberg figs cattle

p. 106 Klebery's recent improvements have cloubled

capacityofranch. ( think what more cdl.do)
1.6

Tutal, $8,8m , $4/ace

maybe

L
$4m (in last8

yes, only $2m

5.6m spent)(& thatwas

big improvement
campaign ! Lear
before)

are & assets, land 37, to any remeher.3

carry's



Eng, Idle. (mightstrain thisin.
Morthy, the, isferch.3)

5 207, p. 155-56 (Geary)
Cites " The Fand" (my 5:83.

passim, 1913, of "undercultivation".
Cites R. E. Prothers, "Eng. Fing","

"underfing "!p . 401, 1912, re

Actually he neversays
unused". but "underused,"I

size. Mayuse in ch. 3.assoc.s w



p . 295

Small
more

capital
intensive

s202

p . 294294 Denmark , Small holders much more labor intensive than
large , and accordingly choose labor intensive crops , which give
much higher yields per acre . 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 large 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 this problem is nothing new with mechånization )

p . 296 , Tables 13 & 14

Table 13. Livestock per 100 ha., 1923 (on Island)

Agris. land
(ha.)

3-5
5-10

10-15

15-30
30-60
60-120

120 Š 240

240 &own

Table 14 :

Under 25
25

75

Horses,Zyrs
old & omn

125
250 & own

33

25°

19

17

9

Cows Pigo

76

56

49

44
39

43

44

"I

1

167
141
128
109

92
65

43

25

Chicken1

3.5

1,878
1,236

863
569

From Danmarks Statistik. Statistiske Meddelelsen 4,18, 2
ne1923-24

size offarm lacred

388
214
120

56

Family's returnfor
work &'mgmt, $s per acre_

$44.0
18.7
13.5
10.5
7.4

f



2 s202 , p . 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
nigher of land in grain .



i

1

I

I

"

1

Sarge hold's - Muchoftheerrigable landnow unirigured isheld in onerships langer
$115lessused

tham 160 a! Referig idea largefarms are cured more intensively.c)



L

I

1

I

Intensive livestock output is compatible

hismuch land cultivated-- doesnot

nec. mean machpastura Denmik, 83 %

for land underplough, p.145. Ofcourse

they import feed, but that comes

psfromplowedland,too. 5201

essoutput~pasture ynrly indicates
lower

ng

W.

I



Guy, 2

Ley Sourdo,Efron&Wess, farin Ohm. in

4.260 Exporting, led to single cropping, encourages bigness. Govts encouraged,
5148

"gettigmost takesfrom export clutives.
215 Large units,poorly formed, much idle.

Chile Only2300 arable iscultivated.
Only2

Brazil, 500 landarea

1.2
Peru

Urug

Costa R.,

6

Fintrane World, b2 un lut 16, 20,352!?,Ï

10

arable

Is gmilpattern



Expos

Lee,p. 12.10.

70 % water supply

place toplace)
1.8. Study.

•

area : Madera, Kern, Tulare, Fresne, Kings Cries.

Table 41,p. 98., IndexofIntensity of feendure by Type & SizeofFm &Land

class, 1940. (fromAAAdata, developedby BAE)

Table 42, p.99

in area comesfrom pumps. (but costofpumps may differfrom

1

shows. Thoseover 100 acres less intense, alllandclasses

& all types offims.

IndexofIntensity offoundUneby type offim& landclass, 1940.

Generally, bester land used more intensively. Butnot much.

& with some striking exceptions. But keep 96, text, ignones exceptions.

All stat.on output/aureby sizeofform ambiguous: might show biggerhave better land;

Hence need theory.mightshow liggerune landbetter. Henceneed

p. 108-9. Shows largefons get more "perhour returns tolabor" &

"rate earnedon inv. " But that isjust to say they spread them

thinner. -yet-yet he allows asofsome importance.
combine thiswith data on intensity,

contrast ofbig Vigness

higher 'returns on 'in,' & to labor.

intensity, conclusively shows

& small on similar land, & this allowing

Table 48.
Water costs. In eachkind offm - specializedfruit, majorfruit, Summer-field

crop, & Daing,- thelarger thefarm, the less the costofwaterper

foot; & the less water they usedper acre.aire
By costof water

mean deprec., motuce, int. & faces onpumps, only. (Taxes includedas

they
costof land)

which seems
Meaningeither they neglected ?.D.s; or just stuckto costsperpump,

likely. Nota satisfactory stuchy... But this does

suggest allland they dealt with waspresently irrigable.



Lee, 8 114.

A In costs, by costofland they mean

same int.& turesforall sizes, & ass.same l.v.

allsizegroups. Ifso, shodgetbig landcostfor bigfors. Where is catch?

That is better than taking historical cost.

So they wod then be includig liv., infiguring 'returnson imv.' ? S.V. at about

kindoffing.
present level -orat leastsame,·leastsamefor all incre

p54-15 on castofwater. Gravity, no size advantage. Pumping, no adv. over c. 230a.

He garly implies water available to wholearea bypumps. Butnevers
reallygets into relationofsize to water cost!

p. 105-7, defs.
Netfarmine: Grossfor

-includinglivestrateproducts
consumedonfm.Nothingsaidof

Grossfor ine?minus allcosts external to owner. P.e, incomeof

$1,000perfarm
(doesn'tsayifnsubtracts rent)

Returns on imm. Subtract arbitrary valuefor op'slaber, EachRemainder is

incomeof "capital&mngmnt". "(incl.land, Isuppose)

Don'tsay how "the investmt" is det.

the open.

p.128

Seem to

int. &taxeson land.13.Assume

thusget identical lordcosto/acre,

Netfarm insome per acre, from summer

Large: $32.64

Mediumfange: 36.34

Medium 53.

Theyonlyhadsufficient data on

So theremore reliable.

p. 130.

p. 144

field cropfors. (caston,mostly)
fieldcropfans.

Mediumhadto expenses/are 40% higher tham

lange, 29% higher than mediumlangs. But

intensitygrows output,largerget, allowed

greater netfor inc.
summer-field cropfirms, heobserver.

To show how theyfail to accountfor land property:

medium
They subtructed int-on inv. from netfor inc. Remainder shouldbe

7790higherlabor inc.
laberine. But theygot
tham large. (maybe it was !)

acreper

tays large fors in area are
water .

(Maybe he assumedsame

assor.W
•table 48,

Contradicts earlier figh., that bigget

lifts forall then).
deep lifts &high costof

cheaper
water



5166
Phillip.

P. A8
& AT

Size of Farm ( ha . )/% of farms/% and
Distribution of farm area classified by use & farm size

( op-gunits)
Under .2
.2
.6
1.0
1.5
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
10.0
20.0 and over

2.3
11.0
6.1
10.1

19.0
10.9
18.7
10.1
5.8
8.7
3.0
1.3

cultivated land/
0.1
0.5
1.2
3.1
8.6
7.0

16.4
12.2
8.7

18.3
9.7

14.4
100.2

Existence ofidleloadin hild;shows MP londhas reached0.

idle land all land
in farms

0.1
0.2
0.8

at
1.9
2.
5.5
5.6
5.4
19.1

23.0
35.9

1.9 - Impossible
0.4
1.1
2.5
7.0
5.5

13.1
9.9
7.4

17.8
12.0
21.3

99.9



thein intro? Ch . 13 : XX e . Gy . Gerschenkron .

Morgenthau , "Gy is our Problem " , 1945 , p . 60 , says the Junkers
"have shown themselves unworthy 11cultivators of their land .

Gersh . amends

-

Too big, & Because about 2/3 their estates were uncultivated .so about uncultivated . ,
ardermond

p .
Then continues to say even less of it should be cultivated ,

due to protective tariffs . But of course that is irrelevant to
land economics . The tariffs were there ; why didn't they use the
land ?

5152



c) -whole

6)+

oprsize

?

1

1

1

1
at
-3= | substantially alleconomics in the useof machinery were attained

approximately 100 acres, regardlessof type of farm!
But larger farms used less farm machineryper acre, especially

field crop, &dairy farms. ( indicatingundernse of larger units)

Distinguishes "machinery" from tractors,pumps, labor hiring,

Mediumger 6
most net ineface

Efficiency

summer

managerial ability.
Tractors: 100a. big enough to fully

larger farms cd.usemore specialized ones.

measures.

Peracre 4 Netfarmy

&power
Pumps 160-70

use one.

Bower cost
Frompa.. most economies at 1004., all at 500.

generalpurpose cractor,

Handjobs, smallfarms have advantage. Uringmachines larger onestakeless

laborper machine. ( Sohigher wages mean what effectonscale? )
Buildings: Thelarger thecheaperper unit. (bus isitgoodto have blodgsallinone

largefarm? Xport
coses-- & theseare lesswhere community provideseven onplace,

good roads) 589

returnonNetfarm incomeper acre, operators labor earningper acre, & returns to

all workersperaire, decreased as size offarmAd. [Bur

investment Ad w.scale. (Meaning? Lower 1.1. To "big? Sess cap/a. forbig?)
589

589
5-6 Atributes largefarms, some, toAAA payments.

8
Medium summerfield crop & dairy, & medium-lage fruitfarms had highest

ner farm ing/acre, efarmn inc/aure, esergross ourque/a, employment/0. 589

If count land,
opr.size concealed

by capitalization probly

price? Ifso means
Large farms produced mussper unitofcapital inverted (including land)

cheaperto buylandin longe units. Suppose smallscale is

more productive, thenwhen landsubdivided advantage capitalized intovalue,
more than capitalized speculariely ...conceating advantage.



Lee, 2
or theyamay

higher yields per unitof capital, but less/acre.
mean capital less intensivelyfaire, thusgetting

Thelange& medium- large farms havea slightadvantage over
But medium

Lee

ambiguous. the medium sized farmsin outputperunitofcapital employed.
hine

produce more, ...more extended benefits, hestresses.

he uses

37, unambiguous,
is less farmmachinery
used/aire, thelarger che

p29 Smallfarmion somewher beter land. (because land,here is allmade?) 589

more,

š

etc.

So here is what makessome say large farms more efficiens'. Theyus

henceger &mgolproduct/mcm& machine.
ferver men & machines per acre,

Prut lessfrom land which they canafford because they buy itcheaper,

..& landshyster shenanigan-- in large blocs.
because cheaper to handle cap.
Sex trouble withsmall landspecs, Too

more are

Illustrating theparadox: themore capitalone has, the less capitalperacre

because he uses the cap.To buy. land.more



Ch.3

Underused
Di Giorgio land

Samplingunderstates.
cone.]

11481P
Di Giorgio FruitCorp

ofwhich 4,500 is 'bareland'.
own in manyplaces-

Di5. Corp land improvemence, Dec 31.38, $11m

Earl Fruit

Some Hearings

&

subsidiaries

,
Internar Fruit&Earl Fruit.

15,855 a. in Cal, & 13,833 ourside Cal,
likelyto(the bigger the owner, the more

Ida.&
Wash.sampling distants)50

on

Mainly operates

Iwns 10packing sheds, op. 7, 95% Klamach Sumber&Box, some

wineries

Labor,migr

tes own lands.

$5.8m forlands

Cal.

1.6m improvements, incl.irr.
works.
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Taylor, FrankJ.
214(45): 24+ ( 1942)

sto krafters

aferes

p. 25 On 2,000 acres, Takes Yuchi, biz Japfor ofSalinas

valley, has 50 tractors, 18 trucks, 6 pickups. Over 200 families

makea living "from thisop.a."opini

zood2

" The People Nobody Wants.

lit.
18/2000.

Nobody Wants." Sat. Eve Part

2000 a.
50 tn

40 aces/tractor

111 acres/truck



95 wochrgend.
251

Sat,Em Port kit(+5): 24

Country Goot. H₂64liy 4
Researchsubsequent thuis.

4.Lutist Cerius results,Larsi figures avaitable.

2. Thesis legenda file.

int ToTO



Less
extreme

Cites study by Stanley Hamilton , o Rural Life In Association ,
"Employing the latest official information " , cfd 2 Indiana cties ,

Benton ,

5161
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 .

MEISES

Benton & Elkhart . Each has c . 250,000 acres in farms .

Elk art , more diversified & intensive farming , small farmers ,
ave . 86 cres .

Benton :

Ave. value , $209/acre
Ave farm , 2238acres
No. of fms , 1138
Cash income
Rural churches37

#14.8 millionkakkxprax

Elkhart :

$160/acre
86,Sacres

20.7m$
91



Alaska

Hi output/man, but low

wages. Freemom, 6-40
Mp183-5

(Minerals, fish,etc)



Sarge
less/acre

p 37 Summer.field cropfarms, $69/cropaire

farmmachinary; of. $22/a. for largefarms.

589

9//croparre formediumsizedfarms, invested in

or 10 % less.

For dainy, 65%⁰ len. Fruil, less reduction, because smallfurnit

hipe machmachinery,curromwork, (allkinds ofsmallgrowers willtand

--so above figures understare actualdifference inuse
growers hipe

hire more machinery

intensity)

Size offarm ismajor factor affecting investment in machinery.
just

because lange Typeoffarm matters less.



Labor intensity, how vary w.grosssales,
37-9, show 1950 grosssales rankig, larger more land intensive.

But land is by acres, II shd concede that acre values fall.
Also, that "cap " is mored by individ. iterns, & on classI fins they

be better autos,trucks
may

ch.3, pp.

1900 Census strengthens this by show's samefor boligs -get that.
Recheck 1950 fign, be sure I includedall items, didn't select those

favoring me. v2, ch . 12 Table I

*On p.32, 1950 figeshow ClassI much more landlaber

check source v.5,pt.6 p.51



Conc.
Land > Inc.

Having shown thatland is more conc.

& rich have higher razio, land/improvemre.

Is

than income, even among

& ½/ have no lond.

very
clear land more come. tham income.

landowners;



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 returns to scale, farm size and factor utiliza
tion , and the dynamic effects of farm size on
technical change and savings.

143

of regression analysis . ) The various tests con
firm the familiar hypothesis that the intensity
of land use is higher on small farms than on
large . Another set of tests suggests that there
is no eyidence 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 short chapter on cross-country tests is
mainly devoted to a series of statistical tests
ofsome 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

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

•

+

3
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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
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

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

REFERENCES

JOHNSTON, BRUCE F. AND KILBY, PETER . Agricul
ture and structural transformation : Economic
strategies in late-developing countries. New York:
Oxford University Press , 1975.

AND CLARK, W. C. Redesigning rural devel
opment: A strategic perspective. Baltimore : Johns
Hopkins University Press , forthcoming.

800 Manpower; Labor; Population
810 MANPOWER TRAINING AND ALLOCATION;

LABOR FORCE AND SUPPLY

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


