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AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
AND FUTURE LAND VALUES

In the foregoing pages it has been shown that in the 1920’s there had been

a rapid increase in the California acreage of intensive crops, a sharp rise in the
‘.‘proportion of those crops irrigated, and an increase in the proportion of small
. size farms. All of these resulted in a level of farm real estate values which was
- ‘higher than earlier peace-time values and which had a certain degree of per-

- manence.

Before 1930, expansion of orchards and vineyards had come to an abrupt
stop, and increases in the expansion of intensive field crops had been checked.
The proportion of the total cropland acreage irrigated increased thereafter at
" a greatly reduced rate, and the percentage of small farms in the total ceased to
increase. Rates of development were somewhat increased again by World War
. II and may be a partial explanation of the more rapid rise of California land
values compared with those of the United States. However, no such expansion
took place as was characteristic of the 1920s.

As we look forward to future land values, this difference in agricultural
development in the two war periods is important. As a great and lasting influ-
ence upon land values, agricultural development cannot be expected to be as
important during the period immediately following World War II as it was in
the corresponding years following World War I. The completion of the Central
Valley Project may create such an influence, but at a later time.

LONG PERIOD CHANGES IN FARM REAL ESTATE VALUES
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D BY FARMERS
ICES?

Commodity Prices are basic in accounting for changes in farm land values.
The relation between farm commodity prices and land values, however, is not
precise. The reasons are complex but are about as follows:

Gross Returns from farming are made up from commodity prices and the
physical volume of production. A portion of gross returns is used to defray
cash costs of production. (At the end of October 1947 gross marketings of
California farm products were still increasing rapidly as shown in table 8).

Costs of Production including wages and prices of materials and equipment
which farmers buy, tend to lag behind the rise and fall of farm commodity
prices. Costs often reach their peak after farm commodity prices begin to fall.
In the later stages of a period of inflation and during price decline, therefore,
costs of production tend to become a larger and larger proportion of gross
returns.

Net Farm Income is the remainder after cash costs of production are paid.
It is the return to the farmer for his own labor and management, interest on
his operating capital and payment for the use of his land. Net farm income
temporarily becomes a greater-than-normal proportion of the gross return
when farm commodity prices are rising. When farm commodity prices are
declining, the opposite happens and net returns may be entirely eliminated.

Net Land Income is the most important basis of farm land value. It is sel-
dom measured statistically, however, except where land is rented. In the case
of owner-operated farms, buyers and sellers can make only rough estimates of
the portion of net farm income that can be considered as net income of the
land and fixed improvements. That they do make some such estimate, however,
is indicated by the fact that only a\portion of the large net farm incomes of
inflationary periods has been reflected in land prices.

Other Factors tend to bring land prices into line with commodity prices.
In times of high prices, money for the purchase of farms becomes plentiful
from both agricultural and nonagricultural sources. The general purchasing
power of money declines and farm land price trends tend to resemble those of
commodity prices. However, buyers and sellers of farm real estate probably
recognize the temporary character of extremely high and extremely low com-
modity prices, and in the later stages of such extreme periods tend to become
more conservative in real estate transactions. As a result average land prices,
though following the same general trend, are inclined to be less variable over
a period of time than are commodity prices. Farm land prices, thus, tend to be
based more upon expected future returns than upon current abnormal com-
modity prices.

[11}
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A T
SELLING PRICES OF LAND Table 6: CALIFORNIA FARMS—THE RELATION OF SIZE TO VALUE F lzn' mik

COMPARED WITH SELLING PRICES OF PRODUCTS

(PER CENT OF THE 1935 - 1939 AVERAGE) Class of farms by size Average size Average value Number of
(acres) of farm (acres) per acre farms
l
VINEYARDS CITRUS GROVES T R A 5 $1,559 27,673
i i { DY) SN S RN e 16 853 37,223
Land Price —aa__ I e e A E e Ak R 38 503 16,314
o TR AR R N S L 58 453 7,246
600 200 7L o I e s SO - 81 335 8,262
L A RTINS P S 115 299 5,648
: V‘ RIS, = b v s 6 Wit 5 s T e B 157 201 5,442
Commodity Price —al ! 1 8021 .. s s A A e 197 216 2,535
N E B 1 \ =By . s it el B aens o 237 190 1,988
n \ DBOESTONL T AT L e 314 157 4,113
n 1 STt e I SRR ENE RGBT e et 3 433 126 2,333
n f 500-699. ... ... T =l L Pl 587 107 2,533
N “" 500 1001, Vs R 826 85 2,019
h i " 1500041899 .. .0t v siaisie oo v s o 2,030 47 4,869
HH L\ commodity 5,000-9,999. ... ..................... 6,774 27 653
[T ® = Price 10,000 8HAOVOL . . - <o s wosius v . oot 24,835 18 417
1l e
: || [] : Totaknmaberol f8yms. ... cisssmesdalll o Giania o d b aseses 129,168
]
RHE
— .1k 400 0 Source: United States Census of Agriculture 1945,
] : 1935 1940 1945 Mk et
: 1 The relation of size of California farms to their average 1946 value per acre
] - 4  DEecipuous I is shown in table 6. Farms of three to nine acres averaged in value $1559 an
: ORCHARDS ',1 acre; the per-acre value decreases as the size increases until farms in the 700-
: r' |‘ t0-999 acre class were valued at $85 an acre, while farms of 10,000 acres aver-
1 300 300 ] 1 aged only $18 an acre.
1 ; ! H This development of the smaller farm was a trend of the first world war
1 Commodity I : Ye OpiK : : d !/\/
] i ] period, but not of the second war period. In the period 1910-1920 the percent-
: age of farms under 50 acres increased from 49 per cent to 56 per cent. During the
! decade 1935-1945 the percentage of farms under 50 acres, 66 per cent, did not j
change.
200 200 " Table 7: NUMBER OF FARMS BY SIZE IN CALIFORNIA
1910 1920 1935 1945
Y Size of farm Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent | Number | Per cent
of ol of of of [0 of of
farms |allfarms | farms [allfarms| farms |allfarms| farms |all farms
100 100t Under 10 acres. . ....| 10,593 12\‘(49 16,697 14“‘56 34,076 23‘\66 37,422 | 27 66
10-49acres......... 32,546 | 37| 49,093 | 42/ 64,752 | 43/ 53,537 | 39/
50-99acres......... 10,680 | 12| 15,034 13] 17,121 11} 15,508 11‘
‘ 100499 acres. . .. ... 24,566 | 28| 51 26,888 | 23 :_44 24,243 | 16 34 21,959 | 16| 34
- 7] | 500-999 acres. . ..... 5,119 | 6| 5,052 4“ 4913| 3 i 4,552 3‘
‘ 1,000 acres and over..| 4,693| 5) 4,906 | 4 5,255 | 4 5,939 | 4
i Source: Calculated from data in the United States Census of Agriculture, Dept. of Commerce.

(0] 0
1935 1940 1945 1935 1940 1945
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farm land values iwmmmw
California, stimulated by population growth and increased industrialization.
“In 1947 average citrus fruit prices declined sharply and citrus farm land
prices also turned downward. There has been much local variation from the
general trends described above. This variation has been due to many causes
including differences in the behavior of the prices of lemons, grapefruit and
oranges. The price of each of these fruits has deviated considerably from the
general average.

Prices 'of Intensive Field Crops were still rising in the closing months of
1947—as were the prices of field crop and dairy farm lands. The final character
of inflationary trends within this type of farming may not have been completed
at that time. The upward trends were similar, however, to those of other types
of farming. If prices of intensive field crops and their effect upon land prices
follow the same pattern as that of fruit crop prices, the land prices would con-
tinue upward for a time after the crop prices begin to fall. But there seems
to be a shorter lag of field crop land prices behind field crop prices than has
been indicated for the fruit industries.

Trends in the combined average prices of orchard and vineyard fruits and
of intensive field crops are presented in. the charts on this page. The trends in
the prices of farm lands on which these commodities are grown are also shown.
These charts emphasize the fact that certain dominant relations between land
and commodity prices indicated for the different types of farming pertain in
general to all types.

COMBINED A 'F| DAIRY AND INTENSIVE
A\é%zﬁg%ss OF ANl 11300 300t FIELD CROP LANDS
0 AND || _
VINEYARDS 'l \'I : (PER CENT OF 1935 - 39AV,) '1
(PER CENT OF I 4 s
1935-39 AV.) I il - H
] 1 Field Crop 'l
1 Commodity Price
Commodity i N/

?’200 300

100 100 1

1935 1940 1945 o 1935 1940 1945

—— ey

-

per acre. In 1944 the average per-acre value of the crop produced on orchard
and vineyard lands was $385, on vegetable lands $251, on intensive field crop
lands $105, and on grain and unirrigated hay land $28. High returns per acre
serve to raise the value of the land. As the agriculture of California has matured,
the proportion of the more highly productive and therefore more valuable
lands has increased.

Table 3: VALUE OF CALIFORNIA’S MAJOR HARVESTED CROPS

Mo cops varvesed 1006 | PO | T | TN | TR | R
1,000 dollars dollars
INTENSIVE CROPS:
Fruitsandnuts............ 578,534 54 1,503 20 385
Vegetablessold........... 136,048 13 543 i § 251
Intensive field crops:.... ... 268,181 25 2,554 35 105 CM—-",
EXTENSIVE CROPS: “"""‘.q
Small grain and grain and aan, >
WAADEYD ... o e 79,752 8 2,855 38 28
TOTALY Li. | il ovibatci sl 1,062,515 100 7,455 100

Source: Calculated from data in the United States Census of Agriculture, 1945. = Includes all corn and
sorghums. ' Includes mixed grains and oats cut and fed unthreshed. —

The period during and after the first world war was marked by a shift to \/1/\-
more-intensive farming not equaled before or since. This shift was more than
three times greater during the World War I period than during the World
War II period. The total acreage of orchards, vineyards, and eleven intensive
field crops, highly representative of California agriculture, increased 59 per
cent in the decade 1910-1920, but just over 18 per cent in the decade 1935-1945.

Table 4: TRENDS IN AGRICULTURAL LAND UTILIZATION IN CALIFORNIA

Census year

Type of crop
1910 1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1945

(Thousands of acres)

Small grains and wild

and grain hay...... 3,730 3,502 2,156 2,668 2,664 2,676 2,578
Eleven intensive field

CYOPEY . o Kt 1,060 2,016 1,662 1,861 1,778 1,993 2,426
Orchards and vine- .

YATAS New e el 949 1,168 1,386 1,603 1,561 1,415 1,503
Other Cropland. . .. .. 5,451 4,972 6,231 5,333 5,628 6,811 4,856
Total Cropland.......| 11,190 | 11,658 | 11,435 | 11,465 | 11,631 | 12,895 | 11,363

Source: Calculated and estimated on the basis of the United States Census of Agriculture. Minor deficiencies
have been supplied from other sources. Land utilization for any given census year is representative of the
previous year. = The eleven intensive field crops are: Corn harvested for grain, sorghums harvested for grain,
gax, tiﬁ:e' beans, cultivated hay crops excluding grain hay, potatoes, cotton, sweet potatoes and yams, sugar

eets, hops.
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Increase in Irrigated Acreage

Irrigation of California farm lands has accompanied the increase of intensive
farming. The decade 1910-1920 saw an increase in irrigated acreage of 140
per cent, whereas in the decade 1935-1945 such an increase amounted to but
27 per cent. Much of the increased irrigation of the earlier period was of the
highly intensive crops, such as orchards and vineyards, while the smaller recent
increase has been primarily an expansion of field crops, also intensive, but not
so much so as the expansion of orchards and vineyards during the earlier period.

A study of selling prices of farm land in seven western states clearly points

Table 5: SAMPLE COUNTIES OF SEVEN WESTERN STATES—AVERAGE SELLING
PRICES PER ACRE OF RANGE LAND AND CULTIVATED LAND

Selling price per acre
Range land Cultivated land
Year
Non-irrigated Irrigated
Per cent
Dollars of 1941
Pise | Dors |SSSf| Doars |Jarsemto

OB, o s s erssiny A 11 100 60 100 148 100
T982. % i s mas R S 11 100 70 117 171 116
212 5 RRTG T SUL SIPNY Rp 15 136 88 147 243 164
TO44:s - TN . s 16 145 106 177 324 219
IMD. .. s e 21 191 112 187 386 261
YA 105 ol oty dornsd Sleeidi vt 25 227 137 228 444 300

Source: Farm Real Estate Market Activity, United States Dept. of Agr.

out the relationship of irrigation to selling price. Results of the study, tabu-
lated below, show the large difference in market price between irrigated and
non-irrigated lands, and also show the more rapid rise in market prices of
irrigated lands compared with non-irrigated lands. In the early years of the
period studied, irrigated land in the seven western states was valued by the
buyers and sellers at about two and one-half times that of non-irrigated culti-
vated land. During the last two years, when land values had more than doubled,
the value of irrigated land had increased to three and one-half times that of
non-irrigated land.

Subdivision of Land

Smaller farms increase in number with intensification of agriculture. They
have an important effect upon the average price of farm land. Each of the
smaller farms requires an individual set of buildings, wells, and all the other

improvements. Spread over the smaller acreage the value of these improye-
ments adds to the per-acre mvaiug. For these and other reasons, small farms
in general sell for higher prices per acre.

[81

RELATION OF COMMODITY PRICES TO FARM
REAL ESTATE PRICES IN CALIFORNIA

The important effect of commodity prices upon farm land prices has been
explained. Now it is necessary to observe the actual relationship existing be-
tween trends of commodity prices and trends of land prices in California.

California land prices followed roughly the trends of farm commodity prices,
but land prices increased later than, and in general did not increase or decrease
so much as did farm commodity prices.

DIFFERENT TYPES OF FARMING have shown in general similar re-
sponses of land price to commodity price. Both have been rising sharply. There
have been differences, however. The charts on pages 12 and 14 show how prices
both of farm lands and of commodities produced on them have moved upward
under the influences of inflation. They also show how commodity and land
prices have differed in their relations to each other in the different types of
farming.

Grape Prices in 1946 were nearly six times as great as the 1935-1939 average.
Vmeym d prices on the other hand, had reached in that year a level just

over three times their 1 age. A part of this difference between

the rises in commodity price and land price is explained by the fact that land

prices lag behind commodity prices. On the other hand, grape prices increased
at a much greater rate than did land prices. In 1947 grape prices had turned
sharply downward. Up to the middle of 1947 a corresponding downward turn

in vineyard farm real estate values had not taken place. Aps nes~sv fvi'vp o ‘1’0 Econgs

Prices of Deciduous Fruits, like those of grapes, incre

Pt - o
1940 more J,.,’.m

rapidly than did the pri ced. Like grapes, tv,w
deciduous fruit prices turned sharply downward in 1947 but not to such an th {i\-w..(
0 1rnety/

extent. Like those of vineyards, prices of deciduous orchard lands had not up
to the middle of 1947 indicated the pending drop which may be expected if
commodity prices continue to decline.

Prices of Citrus Fruits from 1939 to 1943 increased more rapidly than did
prices of citrus farm lands. The trends of commodity and land prices during
this period were similar to those of grapes and deciduous fruits and the lands
on which they were produced. During the period 1944-1947 the relation of
farm land prices to commodity prices in the citrus industry was quite different
from that in the grape and deciduous fruit industries.

Average citrus fruit prices reached a peak in 1944 nearly double their pre-
war average. Citrus farm real estate prices, on the other hand, continued sharply
upward to a peak more than two and a half times the pre-war average. This
peak was reached in 1946. Thus, relative to pre-war averages, citrus land values

ln;wmmummmmu Although average
§ fruit prices were lower in 1945 and in 1946 than they were in 1944,
they still remained at a sufficiently high level to support continued increases
in citrus farm real estate prices. Factors contributing to these increases in citrus

{13}




Price Trends Summarized

A SUMMARY OF THE RELATION of changes in prices of farm commod-
ities to changes in prices of farm lands can now be made.

I Fruit prices have tended to increase and decrease relatively more
rapidly than have prices of fruit lands.

P Trends in fruit prices are similar to subsequent trends in fruit
land prices.

P Fruit prices, with a notable exception in the citrus industry,
have tended to reach relatively higher levels in times of inflation than
have fruit land prices.

/-14/ B Fruit prices without exception have tended to reach relatively
lower levels in times of depression than have fruit land prices.

B Ficld crop commodity prices were the only major group of Cali-
fornia crop prices that had not turned downward before the end of
1947. Increasing field crop land values at that time were supported by
increasing commodity prices.

Commodity Prices as a Barometer

Commodity prices are an important aid where judgment must be made with
respect to future trends in the farm real estate situation. Such judgments are
limited in accuracy by the fact that the future trend of commodity prices itself
is uncertain. There is some advantage in the fact that commodity price changes
usually precede those of land prices. The lag of farm land prices behind those
of commodity prices, however, is not invariable. Accuracy in judging future
trends may be increased by taking into consideration the similarities and dif-
ferences noted in the discussion above between trends of commodity prices and
those of farm real estate prices.

Abnormally bigh land prices, supported by abnormally bhigh commodity
prices, are quite certain to be temporary.

THE TREND IN FARM FINANCING....

The Decrease in Farm Debt

The farm mortgage debt increased tremendously in World War I; in the

World War II period it has decreased. In 1920 the farm mortgage debt in Cali-

fornia was 376 per cent of that in 1910, while in 1945 it was only 69 per cent

of that in 1935.

_//On January 1, 1946 the downward trend appeared to be at an end, for the
decrease in 1945 was less than a million dollars—the least of any year since

1940. The total farm mortgage debt on January 1, 1946 was $317,962,000 com-

{16}

Table 1: INCREASE IN SELLING PRICES OF CALIFORNIA FARMS,
SHOWING VARIATION BY CROP

Expressed in percentages of the 1935-1939 average
Year ?;g:: D;;;:f%{&ls Vifl;g:srd aﬁg{g%’g;gd gz}gi&e inttyf%g;:e
T933 % AT 143 107 90 121 103 111
0 12 17 SIS S 107 112 91 106 92 100
2980 i o s 103 99 80 98 103 100
2 S ) 124 104 96 112 99 105
1Ly B S o 11F 105 116 109 114 110
FOBB. o ds e 76 93 106 87 93 9%
HBEDL 2. e, 86 100 99 93 91 92
1940 .ot s 108 86 92 97 92 96
S N SR 104 97 127 105 100 99
k12 D S 117 106 122 114 120 119
198 o Sl ) 166 146 183 161 146 157
LE S e R 218 167 224 200 170 188
198G - < ins: e 257 200 256 235 194 220
2946 2w i) 266 247 302 264 225 249
1947 (Jan.-June) . 257 292 350 285 251 261

Source: Calculated from data of the Farm Credit Administration. » Excludes dry grain farms. b Excludes
dry grain and range lands. Table 2: Calculated from data of the Farm Credit Administration.

Table 2: INCREASE IN SELLING PRICES OF CALIFORNIA FARMS,
SHOWING VARIATION BY AREA

Expressed in percentages of the 1935-1939 average

Year Com- Com-
monto | Joaquin | oined | Coage |‘Coustar | bined | Tmperial| g

Valley Valley Valley area Plain A
DR b, S e 78 98 95 113 124 121 145 111
bt 1 SRR SN 80 93 91 114 105 107 90 100
BB e e 86 90 89 104 106 106 80 100
3 61 b A T T e 92 96 95 112 112 112 104 105
IR b e e 3 110 114 113 102 110 108 102 110
s 1051 108 109 109 82 82 82 107 91
193D ek 106 94 96 98 88 90 109 92
RO 0L i s s 91 100 99 90 99 102 117 96
i L: " i i AR ORI S 102 115 113 89 99 102 96 99
2 L1 A ) SR 115 123 122 106 120 117 122 119
AR s s 129 159 154 144 163 158 144 157
i A SR SR e S oy 147 190 183 165 200 191 176 188
15 L NP S = S 168 225 216 201 231 224 211 220
A0 Y s S TN s 203 254 246 264 247 251 211 249
1947 (Jan.-June)....| 219 279 269 278 235 245 206 261

national situation together with plans for aiding foreign countries, the public
monetary policy, legislative supports to agriculture, and, perhaps most impor-
tant of all, the general level of national employment and income.
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FACTORS THAT ADD PERMANENT VALUE TO LAND

. . and that held California’s farm land prices up after World War | Table 8: GROSS RETURNS FROM FARM MARKETINGS
IN CALIFORNIA 1935 TO 1947

Improvements in Farm Real Estate

. Percentage
Land improvements have increased the productivity of California farm land o Sy o g
many-fold. New vineyard plantings, orchards, irrigation systems, and other s
2 . usan: ollars
improvements have brought a higher gross and net return per acre. During TO8B: L 566,177 90
the decade of World War I, compared with that of World War II a relatively TOBEN . ol e S B b e 653,493 104
greater part of the total rise in land prices was represented by land improve- " 1937. ..o 726,113 116
ments Iti from'i rtant shifts in the use of 1 i TO8B s s sivim & s o s s LSS S S i 579,472 93
. A o mAR B o e ; 606,007 97
. " p I i diihti i s s W | 651,116 104
Shift to More-Intensive Farming ’ o W A S 860,437 137
- . > % ) TOADE. . T s ninrs o5 R T S Te! S a e 1,148,351 183
The shift from less- to more-intensive farming has been a shift from low to e N 1,575,165 2592
high gross returns per acre. Intensive farming produces more valuable crops i 7. ¥ S P P 1,726,347 276
116 1153 M e o S SN o S P e 1,832,668 293
BOBE. . . oo o vom s i g e o e e o 2,075,557 331
TRENDS IN AGRICULTURAL LAND UTILIZATION B 2,131, 597* 340*
IN CALIFORNIA -
4 4 Source: 1935-1946, United States Dept. of Agr., Bur. of Agr. Econ. * 1947, Estimated for the year on basis
SMALL GRAINS AND ORCHARDS. VINEYARDS AND of January—-October figures, and their percentage applied to 1946 receipts.
1
WILD AND GRAIN HAY ELEVEN INTENSIVE
FIELD CROPS
| | | Table 9: PRICES OF CALIFORNIA ORCHARD AND VINEYARD FRUITS
| , AND FIELD CROPS 1933-1947
2 Prices by crop group Percentages by ci‘op group of
/ . in dollars per ton the 1935-1939 average
Nonirrigated Decid- ool Decid- o _
Citrus ':l?:: Grapes fruits Citrus ‘:;_):: Grapes fruits frlem
2 and : and ops
n fruits grapes fruits grapes
18]
E:) 1938 5555 32 25 16 24 78 97 103 92 90
< 19348.....:. 50 29 18 31 121 112 115 118 100
w 1930 - . dsnn 35 27 13 25 85 105 83 95 98
) o 2 . 1936....... 54 29 19 33 131 112 122 126 119
1] 1997........ 62 29 19 32 150 112 122 122 110
g | 1938 i vveies 28 18 13 19 68 70 83 73 84
0N i | 1989 . . c 27 26 14 22 66 101 90 84 89
Nonirrigated =) ¢ 1940 . oo 34 25 15 24 83 97 96 92 90
s 1941....... 37 38 22 32 90 147 141 122 121
1942. . .. ... 44 59 33 45 107 229 212 172 158
3943 . . ee o 72 83 61 71 175 322 391 271 189
I | 98 . ... 82 85 i & § 81 199 329 494 309 202
194D . - 5o 72 86 57 71 175 333 365 271 204
1946....... T4 89 91 85 180 345 583 324 2522
1947....... 51 61 35 48 1242 236 224> 183 291»
Source: From compilations of S. W. Shear and G. M. Kuznets, Giannini Foundation of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, Univ. of Calif, = Preliminary estimates.
0 (ol PRt Eir

1910 1920 1930 1940 1910 192 .1930 1940
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Records show that the size of loan held by individuals has more than doubled
in recent years. In California in 1940 the average size of loans held by individ-
uals was $3476 and in 1946 was $7274, an increase of 109 per cent. This is borne
out in studies of farm loans in certain counties. In Tulare County, for example,
mortgages represented 76 per cent of the sale price of encumbered farms in both
1941 and 1946. Inasmuch as in this period land prices have doubled, the amount
of the average mortgage has doubled also.

What would be the attitude of individual lenders in case of a collapse of
farm land values? It often happens when depression comes that the seller who
holds the mortgage is unable to be as lenient as he had intended and the buyer
had expected. The terms then are apt to be more severe than those of a credit
institution. Many of these loans have to be refinanced on a falling market when

‘/Il credit is hard to get and the credit institutions also are less lenient. /. ¢, iy migg,

Should You Buy?

This discussion indicates that this is a poor time to buy land even though
earnings are still good. Net income margins are decreasing. It usually takes
many years to pay for a farm, and most of the price has to be paid out of future
earnings. As farm commodity prices rise and earnings increase, farmers tend to
misjudge the prospects for long-term average earnings from the farm. To pur-
chase now means a shrinkage of capital as well as income when the price level
falls. Even where the farm is too small to be an economic unit this principle
may still apply. A farmer may find himself in a much stronger bargaining
position in a few years if he has accumulated his funds with a view to future
land purchase.

Should Yov Borrow?

Purchasers of land who borrow more than the normal value of the land
should realize that they are gambling on their ability to repay the difference
before prices fall. If 1942 values be considered normal, the California market
price of all land has already advanced 91 per cent. Since credit institutions can
lend but 60 or 65 per cent of normal, the purchaser must have an equity of 65
to 70 per cent of the present market price before he can be sure of refinancing
when prices fall.

Values of fruit and truck land have advanced much more than the average
value of all land, and farmers who have borrowed to buy this land must have
an even larger equity in the property to be sure of refinancing later if necessary.

If good progress in paying for the land has not been made, sale of part of the
property may be desirable to protect the owner’s equity in the balance. Sale
should not be delayed too long, for real estate activity is decreasing. The num-
ber of sales per thousand farms is fewer each year. This tends to make the sale
price lower the longer the delay in selling.
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SITUATION......

during two wars

FARM REAL ESTATE

e VALUE PER ACRE OF
CHARLES H. WEST* §

3
~—

180

~

IN RECENT YEARS California
farm real estate values, again in com-
mon with United States farm real
estate values, have climbed to even

6’;— United States

HH
higher levels than before. On March 140
1, 1947, farm real estate values in HH
California were 45 per cent above 120 —HHH
their World War I peak, a greater H
increase than in any other state. Up 100 Pad=s

to the closing months of 1947, land
values were still rising but there
were signs of an approaching end
to this rise and some indication of a
probable decline. 80940 1945 1950 1955

PER CENT OF 1935 - 1939 AVERAGE
Participation

o]
Q
EUVS.

[ World War T

BEFORE WORLD WAR II

After recovering from the depression, farm land prices moved upward to
1937, then showed little change except a slight depression until America’s
entry into the war.

DURING WORLD WAR i

Even after the entry of the United States into the war, California increase in
values got under way slowly. Finally California farm land values overtook
those of United States, then after 1942 rose more rapidly. By the end of
hostilities, California values reached 69 per cent above prewar average, while
those of the United States reached 64 per cent above.

AFTER WORLD WAR !

Both the United States and California values continue their upward trend.
By March, 1947, California values reached 102 per cent above prewar level,
while United States values had advanced 92 per cent.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN NEXT?

1 Professor of Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Economist on the Giannini
Foundation and in the Experiment Station.
2 Formerly Director of Research, Farm Credit Administration, Berkeley.
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WHAT AMAKE
FARM LAND.YALUES

Definitions of VALUE and PRICE

In this circular we are concerned with the market value of farm land and

RISE?

all of its fixed improvements which together may b&more precisely described
as farm real estate. For any indicated time or area the market value of farm
real estate has the same meaning as the average price per acre of improved
farm land. (For the sake of brevity, where the intended meaning has seemed
clear, these longer and more precise expressions have been indicated by only
a word or two.)

ALL FARM LAND VALUES ARE
AFFECTED BY INFLATION

IN ALL TYPES OF FARMING inflation is present, but different types of
farming have shown different rates of increase in land values. Up to 1947
orchard and vineyard lands have increased the most in price; dry farmed grain
lands and range lands the least. Field crops and dairy lands have experienced
an increase intermediate between these extremes. Table 1 shows how the dif-
ferent types of intensively cropped lands of California have increased in value.

IN ALL FARMING AREAS inflation is present, but the various areas of
California have shown different rates of increase. In table 2 it will be seen that
for the period tabulated, selling prices in the central valleys began lower and
increased farther than in other areas, and continued their increase in 1947. On
the other hand, Imperial Valley began at a higher point, showed less over-all
increase, and even shows a decline in 1947.

PERMANENT RISES are caused by—
CW‘MI,W I"’W{

® Farm real estate improvements

® More acreage put into intensive crops More e + Fhom cavee
° Increase in land irrigated, PuFR'c n-evin

[ Subdivision of land into small farms,

-] Fall s interest Paﬁc‘ ete. Fall 7¥ wages,
TEMPORARY RISES are caused by—

® Commodity prices, through their relation to land income.
These are the factors we are able to measure.

THERE ARE OTHER INFLUENCES at work which are more difficult to
measure. Among these are California’s population increase, cost-reducing
improvements in methods of farming, and construction of the Central Valley
Project. In addition to these influences there are the uncertainties of the inter-

{4]

pared to a peak of $615,322,000 in 193], although

in 1946 was considerably higher than at the earlier date. By January 1, 1947 the

In Cﬂl‘f' W

e total v.

debt had increased to $342,608,000 as shown in table 10.

f farm land

Table 10: CALIFORNIA’S FARM MORTGAGE DEBT, BY TYPE OF LENDER

Land bank Joint stock | - Life Insured |Individuals Farm Total farm
Jan. 1 ax!d com- | 104 pank | iBsurance commercial and Security mortgage
missioner companies banks others Adm. debt
(Thousands of dollars)

1930......... 29,373 29,185 22,809 (®) . 533,443 | ..... 614,810
1 oo U et 28,869 27,655 22,280 (2) 536,518 | ..... 615,322
1882 o inirins 28,236 26,166 22,126 (=) 518,322 | ..... 594,850
108 e 27,242 23,565 20,884 (®) 4B7:869 | :i-- 559,560
1934......... 44,953 20,098 19,414 (®) 419933 | .. 504,398
1935......... 129,036 10,280 16,809 115,563 | 189,047 | ..... 460,735
1936 ... . ... 144,859 4,658 15,675 109,986 | 170,129 | ..... 445,307
i 0 5 i (IS 148,897 2,633 15,197 107,078 | 166,031 | ..... 439,736
1938, . ... 148,452 392 17,371 105,602 | 160,985 | ..... 432,802
1 s U e 146,133 1 16,366 105,416 | 154,931 91 422,938
1940......... 139,312 1 | 15,241 103,471 | 149,237 323 407,585
10410 o o srns 137,168 1 14,810 97,231 | 148,197 679 398,086
b 7 . 131,368 (®) 14,067 86,910 | 147,863 1,208 381,416
1943.......:: 118,992 ®) 13,869 72,769 | 148,374 1,643 355,647
1944 . ....... 94,929 0 11,766 53,718 | 165,902 1,843 328,158
1945.. ....... 77,267 0 14,099 48,007 | 177,700 1,772 318,845
1946......... 67,556 0 16,246 49,383 | 183,150 1,627 317,962
11{: iy Wt SIS A Tl S e TR [l O et T S e S | R S | 342,608

Source: Data in Agr. Finance Review, and later revisions in Farm Mortgage Debt, both published by United
States Dept. of Agr. = Included in “individuals and others.” b Less than $500.

One characteristic difference in the situation is that in World War I most
farmers were going heavily into debt and expanding their operations. Not
only mortgage, but short-term credit was greatly expanded. Farmers still re-
member the price drop which followed World War I and have made a serious
effort to get out of debt while prices were good. This fact is evidenced by the
great number of loans paid off during the War. Most of the loans now out-

standing are new loans, just beginning to be paid off. Earlier in the 1940’s the
farm mortgage debt was larger, but a far greater proportion of the loans had
been paid down below the danger point.

The Swing to Individual Loans

Asan inflationary period advances, financial iastitutions can handle a smaller
anwww&ecause the amount required to
finance the purchase of a farm is too great a proportion of the normal value of
the security for them to lend. As a result, more of the financing must

more and more of the financing mug
be handled by individuals, usually the sellers. In 1939 individuals held 37 per

cent of the farm mortgage debt in California and in 1946 they held 58 per cent.

{17}
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The table below presents the source data from which charts on pages 2, 3, and 10 were , . RUARY. ‘]"9 48
drawn. Farm real estate values associated with World War I have been calculated as per- o i L
centages of the 1912-1914 average. Those associated with World War II have been cal- o 2

culated as percentages of the 1935-1939 average. Long period changes in farm real estate
values through both wars and the intervening years have been discussed in terms of per-
centages of the 1912-1914 average.

.

Table 11: FARM REAL ESTATE VALUES OVER THE PERIODS OF TWO WARS

Changes in average values per acre as of March 1 of each year
Expressed in percentages of Expressed in percentages of
Year 1912-1914 average 1935-1939 average
California United States California United States ,‘ . 3
M 93  These 97 77 117 " DAVID WEEKS and CHARLES HAWEST
ARG 99 are 100 82 121 : : > i
b5 S A 108 plotted 103 90 124
BB 111 on 103 92 124
30 - S e bR O 116 page 2 108 96 131
L R 130 117 108 142
TR - e s 136 129 113 156
AGEAR < s Tor o 142 140 118 169
ikt | R A 167 170 139 205
1o e RS R 168 157 139 190
15 2 LS R Y 166 139 138 168
12 TR U 165 135 These 137 163
1 7 1 e OO 164 130 are 136 157
k5 | R et S N 164 127 plotted 136 153
100 R S e A 163 124 on 135 150
TR . e e 162 119 page 10 134 144
2 40 S S O S 161 119 134 142
i) RPN S 160 116 133 140
RIS Lo e 160 115 133 138
3 Ey b R e A ER 158 106 131 128
1605V L RS L 133 89 110 107
FODO e o o liads rorsl e 109 73 90 88
L : L G SIS 110 76 91 92
i e B P A, 115 79 96 95
b - S Sl B 119 82 99 99
98T 0l i e 124 85 103 102
1988 .0 v 123 85 102 These 103
89 . s SO, 121 584 100 are 101
27 PR SN S 121 84 100 plotted 102
1100 Rt M 122 85 101 on 103
L2, . . mers st « 128 91 106 page 3 110
BIAR . T e 141 99 117 120
i R b 168 114 139 138
49ah .. L e 193 126 160 152
2 | AN Rl 219 142 182 b
IR St 244 159 202* 192*
19?3382::1 E;lgeg‘gt‘ates Dept. of Agr., Bureau of Agricultural Economics. * Data calculated by writers from i T HE C Ot L EG E O F R CULTUR 5%’
[203 Sk o | UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA . BERKELEY




CALIFORNIA’S FARM REAL ESTATE

A study of land values

BEFORE WORLD WAR i

At the outbreak of World War I in 1914, land values in California and in
the United States generally were rising.

DURING WORLD WAR |

Under influence of military action in Europe, inflation of United States
real estate values set in before this country entered the war. Rate of increase
of values in California paralleled those of the United States. After six years
of inflation, California values had risen to 68 per cent above their prewar
average, the United States to 70 per cent above.

AFTER WORLD WAR |

California differed greatly from the United States in behavior of land prices.
United States prices dropped abruptly during the first two years, then con-
tinued downward until in 1930 they were only 69 per cent of the 1920 peak.
California prices dropped very slightly until 1931 when values were still
95 per cent of their 1921 peak.

From 1930 to 1933 land values in the entire country fell to the lowest point
reached between the two wars. At this low point in 1933, California values
were but 65 per cent of their 1921 high, still 9 per cent higher than their
prewar level. United States land values in the same year were only 43 per
cent of their 1920 high point and were 27 per cent below their prewarljlel.

{2}
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VALUE PER ACRE OF
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\} o .
S 1402 know what will happen next. In the
. 5
HH L \ S early twenties, California real estate
~, - . .
-« W 120 & values had climbed to new heights.
> '.‘ \ E Within two years after war’s end,
2 S 00 & United States real estate values tum-
Q'
4 2] \ EJ bled abruptly and to new lows, but
4 5\ California farm real estate remained
{72} . . .
57 G nearly on its war-time high level for
World War 1 ten years, dropping then with the
e == . T o ST U T Sk 60 H H
S s T i major general depression.

WHAT CONCLUSIONS MAY WE DRAW?

Forecasts are hazardous. The future always is uncertain. The facts of the
foregoing discussion lead to these conclusions:

- The factors making for permanent increases in land values, which were
so notable after World War I are present in far smaller degree in the present
situation.

B Fruit prices, a factor of major importance in California farm land prices,

have turned downward. Prices of other farm commodities in California are
abnormally high compared with those of historical experience. If fruit prices
should remain at 1947 levels, and if field crop prices should turn downward,
then California farm land prices undoubtedly would decline.

B There are certain factors at work in California’s economy which might,
however, tend to work against a sharp drop in farm land values. These may
be enumerated as follows:

® Increased demand for California farm products and therefore for
farm land, through population increase; (California’s population in-
crease is greater than that of any other state. The rapid growth of
population is causing also an increased use of California farm lands
for residential purposes.)

® Cost-reducing improvements;
® Increased irrigation development;
® Continued aid to Europe; (Direct benefits to California farmers from

this source will be less than for the other states because California
products do not enter to such a great extent into foreign relief.)

® Legislative props to agriculture and to the general economy; (Here
again, California does not enjoy the same protection from price sup-
ports as do other states. Only 25 per cent of the commodities pro-
duced in California are included in price-support commitments,
while 60 per cent of those in the United States as a whole come under
such protection.)

® Maintenance of a high level of employment throughout the United
States—the most important market for California products.

P California farm land values in certain areas late in 1947 were leveling
off and even showing a slight decline.

B The present is clearly not the time to buy farm land, especially if a large
part of the purchase price is to be borrowed.

{191
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‘54 Census Shows . . .

NUMBER OF FARMS SHRI

KING

The previous Census of Agriculturej taken on April 1, 1950, revealed

that nearly half a million farms had

since 1945. What will the current cen
—~) being released for particular counfi

changes may be disclosed in the late

Not until after a three-year delay did
the government release the final returns
of the 1950 Census of Agriculture. The
latest enumeration was made in the
WM — a different

ate from previous counts, thereby mak-
ing comparisons more difficult — and no
date has been set for the publicati
of final figures on a national, state and

regional basis.

Full Returns Not Available

On a county basis, however, some of
the tabulations are now being made
public, but almost no county returns
have yet been issued for the South or
the West Coast. While recognizing the
inadequacies of the available figures,
Facts for Farmers has reprinted some
of these preliminary county figures be-
cause the trends are so striking.

In reporting the drop in the number
of farms from a TU.S. total of 5,859,169
in 1945 to 5,382,162 in 1950, the Census
Bureau argued that the shrinkage “re-
sulted panff_Brl a change in the
d?iﬁon\dr%ﬁzmi It estimafed “that
150,000 to ,000 of the decrease of
477,007 was the result of the change in
the definition.”

Instead of what appeared to be an
8% drop in the number of farms from
1945 to 1950, the Census Bureau there-
fore held that the actual decline was
only 5% or less. If this argument is
taken at face value, then the 1954 fig-
ures are even more startling, for the
shrinkage is by official admission much
larger than the figures themselves in-
dicate. Irrespective of differences in in-
terpretation, however, the figures cer-
tainly show that the number of farms
has continued to shrink and the size
of farms to increase, perhaps at a more
rapid rate or on a larger scale than
ever before.

Trends In Sample Counties

In Marquette County, Mich. there
were only 387 farms in 1954 as com-
pared with 1,030 in 1940, and the av-
erage size of farm had increased 80%
in this 15-year period.

In Sawyer County, Wisc., the number
of farms in ’54 was little more than
half the 1940 total, and the average
size of farm had increased 69%.

In Pine and Cass Counties, Minn., the
number of farms has shrunk 30% and
409, respectively, while the size of farm
increased 40% and 50%.

In Burleigh and Benson Counties,
N.D., the number of farms has dropped
about 20% since 1940, and in Divide
County the drop is over 30%.

Concentration Growing Rapidly

Perkins County, S.D., has lost 242
farms since 1940; Gregory County,

275; and Edmunds County, 225. The av-
erage size of farms in these counties
has increased 60%, 33% and 30% re-
spectively.

In Glacier County, Montana, the num-
ber of farms has dropped only 20%

sappeared in the five-year period
show? Prelimi

> :

enumeration.

doubled — from 1,661 acres in ’40 to
3,555 acres in ’'54.

Another example of the arithmetic
of dry land farming is that of Campbell
County, Wyoming. More than 40% of
its farms have been swallowed up since
1940, and the average size of farm has
increased from 3,400 to 6,520 acres.

ital Investment Has Increased

n a recent study titled ‘“The Growth
of Physical Capital in Agriculture, 1870-
1950,” Alvin S. Tostlebe estimates that
rm capital “rose by 172 percent be-
tween 1870 and 1950.” Speaking of U.S.
agriculture as a whole, he says, “In
1870 capital per worker (in 1910-14
dollars) was valued at $2,900; by 1950
it had risen to $7,800.”

Figured in 1950 dollars, the value of
capital per worker in agriculture rose
to $15,600 at the end of the period
under study. However, the number of
persons engaged in agriculture reached
a peak in 1910, and by 1950 was only
1% above the 1870 level.

Changes Not Uniform

These changes have not been uniform
for all regions of the country or for

all farms, large and small, within a
particular region. Although the Pacific
Coast had the highest ratio of capital
investment per worker at the turn of
the century, it is now in fourth place
with the Great Plains, Mountain and
Corn Belt regions ahead of it. In recent
years, the most marked expansion of
capital in agriculture has occurred in
the Mountain region, which in 1950
showed an average investment per farm

Doane Testifes for Chamber

of $42,800, the highest in the U.S.

Especially marked has been the ex-
pansion of farm capital invested in
machinery, and with the trend toward
larger and more efficient machinery, big
farms have been buying up or renting
more land in order to increase their
size of operation. Most of the farm land
which has been sold in recent years,
according to the Department of Agricul-
ture, has gone to buyers seeking to con-
solidate and enlarge their existing op-
erations.

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce testi-
fied against a return to mandatory farm
price supports at a fixed level and en-
dorsed the Administration’s flexible pro-
gram. D. Howard Doane of St. Louis,
speaking in behalf of the Chamber of
Commerce, told the Senate Agriculture
subcommittee that fixed price supports
should be rejected as ‘“too expensive,
amounting ultimately to a subsidy in in-
come” and resulting in a “waste of
human and natural resources.”

Agriculture is “out of balance,” Doane
reportedly stated, ‘“because it has not
yet made the adjustments that the situ-
ation requires of it.”

County

COMPARISON OF COUNTIES, 1950-54

Marquette, Mich. ..........cccceeveverennnnnn.
Dickinson, Mich. . w
Alger, Mich. ............
Washburn, Wisc.
Sawyer, Wisc.
Cass, Minn.
Pine, Minn. ............
Clearwater, Minn.
Sioux, N. Dak. ...
Burleigh, N. Dak.
Benson, N. Dak. ....
Divide, N. Dak. ....
Lawrence, S. Dak.
Perkins, S. Dak. ..
Edmunds, S. Dak.
Washabaugh, S. Dak.
Gregory, S. Dak. .....
Pratt, Kans. ............
Ellsworth, Kans. ....
Richland, Mont.
Hill, Mont. ..............
Madison, Mont. ...
Glacier, Mont. ........
Washington, Ida. ..
Lewis, Ida. ..............
Park, Wyo. ..

Uinta, Wyo. ......
Sheridan, Wyo. ......
Campbell, Wyo.
Conejos, Colo. ...........
Huerfano, Colo. ....
Douglas, Colo. ........ .
Chelan, Wash. .........c..cccocceviiiiennnennnn,

Source: Preliminary Reports, 1954 Census of Agriculture

No. of Farms Av. Size, in Acres
1954 1950 1954 1950
387 584 184 136
420 483 174 145
290 429 160 122
999 1175 192 179
739 1016 169 140
1487 1948 193 172
2452 2941 160 146
1305 1516 208 183
318 419 2022 1461
1026 1136 972 883
1331 1531 607 539
907 1047 852 31
339 389 686 494
855 933 1946 1808
978 1020 28 668
173 223 3190 2583
1086 1165 597 563
860 941 520 468
858 953 496 449
1004 1057 1239 11538
899 959 1910 1711
508 630 2325 1754
385 452 8555 2257
6 926 716 629
391 437 597 518
891 978 1015 746
301 349 2897 1962
760 830 2031 1478
509 584 6520 5299
32 872 691 504
353 459 2228 1662
350 410 1041 871
1875 1924 131 99
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Farm Opinion Opposed . . .
UMT BECOMES LAW

FACTS FOR FARMERS

For the first time in its history, the U.S. now has what is unmistakably
a program of Universal Military Training. In spite of widespread opposi-
tion, Congress suddenly jammed through the President's compulsory mili-
tary training and reserve program, the excuse given for the pell-mell
speed being that Eisenhower should go fully armed to the peace con-

ference “at the summit.”

Farm opinion has continued to run
heavily against UMT, as indicated by
the strong stand taken by rural churches
and farm organizations in opposing the
President’s latest measure. Also signi-
ficant were the thousands of letters
written by individuals who protested
strongly against UMT. Several congress-
men admitted that the outpouring of
mail on this issue was greater than on
any recent piece of legislation.

National Grange Position

Roy Battles, assistant to the National
Master of the Grange, declared:

“This much is now certain — taking
the ‘U’ out of UMT is not a simple
matter. It may take years. Farmers
and others who feel that a Universal
Draft smacks of militarism of the
Hitler type, now find themselves
fighting the technique of the mili-
tarist and the dictator.”

National Grange Master, Herschel D.
Newsom, charged advocates of UMT
with “being willing to inject confusion
and uncertainty into the life of every
young man between the ages of 18 and
35 years, and keep(ing) it there per-
petually.” The Grange had asked Con-
gress “to remove the universal feature
of the law’” and substitute “a system
of selective service.”

National Farmers Union

The National Farmers Union also op-
posed the compulsory military service
and reserve law. James G. Patton, presi-
dent, said in a statement presented to
the Senate Armed Services Committee
by his assistant, John A. Baker, that
action should be delayed ‘‘until adequate
study can be made of means other than
compulsion for building a reserve force.”

The Farmers Union urged a ‘volun-
tary reserve program’ and told the Sen-
ate Committee that, if legislation is
needed, it should strengthen the present
voluntary reserve plan instead of turn-
ing to “an entirely new program based
on compulsion as a means of increasing
the number of reservists.” It stated:

severely handicapped under the man-
datory or compulsory reserve provi-
sions . . . ; 48 drill periods coupled
with active duty fraining for 17
days annually would seriously in-
terfere with farm work . . . ”

Labor Groups Voice Objections

Patton stated that “universal mili-
tary or compulsory reserve training
would begin gnawing away at our most
fundamental and vital democratic pro-
cesses.” “It would almost surely weaken
the political structure of the U.S.” he
added.

/‘\/}/ “Qperators of family farms would be

The CIO opposed the Administration’s
measure saying that ‘“steps toward uni-
versal military training actually weaken
our national vitality by imposing arbi-
trary military jurisdiction on young men
during a period in their lives when they
should be awakening with their ma-
turity to the fuller dimensions of Amer-
ican life.”

The United Mine Workers Journal
charged editorially that “military brass
hats want more and more power to dic-
tate to free Americans.” Although none
of the national labor and farm organ-
izations specifically supported the
Powell antisegregation amendment,
which had delayed the House’'s passage
of UMT for a month and a half, the
United Mine Workers did, pointing out
that Rep. Powell, Harlem Democrat, “is
simply agreeing” with the Constitution
and that the Dixiecrats are opposing it.

Jim Crow Fight Called “Key”

The New York Times (July 2) called
“the racial issue” the “key” to the
whole fight in Congress. Although the
Dixiecrats supported UMT, they would
not vote for any bill that provided for
ending jimcrow in the National Guard
units.

To placate the Dixiecrats, President
Eisenhower intervened and denounced
the antisegregation amendment as ‘“‘ex-
traneous,” demanding prompt passage
of the UMT measure without it. In a
maneuver pre-arranged by the leaders
of the Democratic as well as the Repub-
lican Party, the House introduced a new
bill (HR 7000) which did not mention
the National Guard, and when an anti-
segregation amandment was again of-
fered, the House rejected it by a vote
of 156 to 105. It did this on a teller
count, with no record taken of how in-
dividual congressmen voted.

After riding roughshod over the
rights of Negroes, the House lost no
time in enacting UMT. Party whips
were cracked in bipartisan unity and
with such vigor that no roll-call vote
was taken — just a voice vote, without
even counting how many ‘for” or
“against.” It was quite apparent that,
with the 1956 elections coming, con-
gressmen did not want to stand up and
be counted.

Bipartisan Steamroller At Work

Acting swiftly to head off protest,
the Senate passed the measure just one
day after it was reported out by the
Senate Armed Forces Committee. The
vote was 80 to 1, with Senator William
Langer (D-N.D.) casting the only dis-
senting vote.

Senators Herbert H. Lehman (D-
N.Y.) and Wayne Morse (D-Ore.) raised

the antisegragation issue during the
debate but offered no specific amend-
ment. Lehman said the measure was
filled with “injustices and inequities,”
?ut _}t1e as well as Morse later voted
or it.

While the fight against jimcrow in
the National Guard got its chief sup-
port from Negro groups, particularly
the NAACP, other organizations — such
as the Church of the Brethren, Quakers,
United Mine Workers and Americans
for Democratic Action — also joined
in. If the major farm and labor or-
ganizations had taken a similar stand
and done so at the outset of the fight,
some observers believe that UMT could
have been defeated.

Protests Force Concessions

Even so, Congress was forced to
soften the provisions priginally sub-
mitted by the President. Chief compro-
mises were: (1) Making reserve service
voluntary instead of compulsory for men
already in the armed forces and (2)
Allowing youths from 17 to 20 to vol-
unteer for a special six-month active
training program to be followed by 7%
years in the reserves, instead of 17 to
181 as the Administration wanted.

The new law is nevertheless another
big step in the direction of militariza-
tion. It is intended to increase the size
of the present ready military reserves
from 800,000 to 2,900,000 in four years,
and of course the top brass in the Penta-
gon will be constantly trying to boost
this figure.

Meanwhile, the youth of the nation
are being forced to turn over six
or eight years of their lives to the mili-
tary. If drafted, a young man must
serve two years in the armed forces
and four years in the Ready Reserves,
while if he volunteers, he must spend
six months in the armed forces and
7% years in the Ready Reserves. His
time is no longer his own, for even in
the Ready Reserves he must be pre-
pared to attend 48 drills a year and
spend 17 days in camp, making himself
available whenever the bugle blows.

The Friends Committee of National
Legislation said of the act, “Passage
of such a measure at this time would
raise serious doubts as to U.S. sin-
cerity in regard to peace and possible
steps toward disarmament . . . ”

School Lunch Program Hit

Though Sec’y of Agriculture Benson
says that his department is trying hard
to find uses for surplus commodities,
the figures show a one-third cut in the
value of surplus foods made available
for the school lunch program. During
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955
schools received $66.8 million of surplus
foods as compared with $94.2 million
the previous year.

When hearings on the school lunch
program were being held, however, the
Administration argued against proposals
for increased appropriations on the
ground that larger quantities of sur-
plus foods would be donated to the
schools this year.
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are smaller than optimum according to economic standards, the
average size of farm operated

” situation is far from hopeless. *ne
by a family on a full-time basis is increasing quite rapidly
in all sections of the JU.S. .... There are sound economic reasons
we should permit and encourage these trends toward larger
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Hedda Hopper's Hollywood

Karloff Doing Dr. Jekyll;
Then aJules Verne and T

Hollywoo

When Boris Karloff finishes «Apbott and Coste

Meet Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde,” he goes to England

star in a Jules Verne story for Michael Powell and Eme
Pressburger; then plunges into a series of television fil
e = ——|Boris made three TV films tit

.. s ¥ * \“Department of Queer Co
\ |SS1SSIpp| ',plafmts." based on -odd Scotl
g ‘ | Yard cases, playing a chief insp
R T | |tor. He says material for
|Ver a e \serics is ‘endless.
Tyrone Pawer’s “Mississippi Ga
At O rpheum \blcr" is U.1.’s biggest money ma
| since “The Egg and I,” Ty star
Tyrone Power will turn up on|to collect $750,000 for his percer
the Orpheum ‘screen today as an‘;&get'm]:-‘:, tur";gm down eTlc;e Catl
est gambler who plies his trade | SCLI?iDtS} Yfroam Di)sx';g}\gh;r: lgit ]
boats in Universal-|next picture will be “The Ben
“The Mississippi | Rifle” for 10 N B2
J

ﬁ’Girls in the |
Night' at |
Golden Gate |

By LUTHER NICHOLS ;

‘ “Clouds are made to dream on,
baby, not to live on.” \

This disillusioning remark, from|
a lower East Side mother to her|
daughter, sets the tone for the
crudely made, but honest and in-
| teresting, little film surprise now
running at the RKO Golden Gate.
‘Misleadingly titled “Girls in the|
Night,” - it very effectively substi-|
tutes unpainted realism for costly{
production gloss in showing the|
|hard times of a family in a New
3‘York slum area, and it brings to
|the screen some promising new

ﬂ‘talent. w
| The story isn't new. A family
\|is beset by poverty, accident and
| temptations to crime: tries to|
struggle free of the neighborhood|
that denies it opportunities for|
petter things, and finally succeeds

It’s the treatment that makes
this Universal - International film
different enough to hold your . in-| $

hon
| aboard, river
International’s
Gambler.” His leading lady in this | W :
aventure is| It pays to advertise. Luci

| Ball and Desi Arnaz are gettir

|a quarter of.a million for ma

ing “The Long, Long Traile
f the life|at Metro. Wonder if the pri
g qHincludes their baby boy? L
St.| sille  deserves her succe
PS| When picture jobs were scarc
| she went East to do ‘“Drea
he| Girl” on the subway Ccircut
ul\‘She told Metro’s Tom Roge
| she would take any radio sho
hg, | 10 matter at what hour
.| what price. She worked stea
~‘il_l/. and prepared herself 1o

| TV.

N
q

Technicolor river life a
young Piper Laurie.
The script is said to mount an|

|

engaging reproduction 0

Greer Garson‘s‘picture based 0
t,,?‘the life of Marjorie Lawrence hi
' |peen canceled. It was a story
'| courage; but the big boys decid
that a heroine cannot spend thre
_|fourths of & picture in a wh
| chair.

Chuck Connors, first base
Angeles, may forsake b
«1 figure I'y



States Farm |
Output Set
Record in ‘52

SACRAMENTO, Feb. 5 (£)—Cali-
fornians produced $1,796,394,000
worth of agricultural crops during
1952, more than ever before, the
State Agriculture Department an-
nounced today,

The figure is 2 per cent over the
1951 farm value crop total, said
George A. Scott, chief of the Cali-
fornia Crop and Livestock Report-
ing Service, The 1953 total ex-

7 N §

ceeded the 1947-51 average by 24
per cent and the 1942-46 average|
by 47 per cent.

The high total of the farm value|
of the crops, said Scott, does not|
mean farmers had a higher net
income.

“Costs of producing and mar-
| keting farm products have in-
|creased very rapidly during recent
years and continued to increase
during 1952,” said Scott.

“Other facts and figures on 1952
California agriculture:

The combined crop production
totaled 25,800,000 tons, more than
ever before and 1 per cent higher
than either 1950 or 1951.

US AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

AND PRICES 1940-52

PERCENT 1935-39 =100 PERCENT PERCENT
"| SOURCE U.$.DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
300 300
PRICES RECEIVED BY FARMERSy
250 —EE 1250
v i H
200 o — 200
1501 — e — 150
e, L% oy b
! 2 i g
100 b sy o 4 100
i el L s
DUCTION
50 RS 5 150

ham [orr ance 0

1944

1946

1948

1952

GHART 4y MERRILL LYNCH, PIERCE, FENNER & BEANK

Field crop tpnnage gained over
1951 , but was 8 per cent below
1950.

Fruit and nut production de-

clined 9 per, cent from the record||

high of 1951.

Vegetable production was 6 per
cent less than the 1951 record.

The value of fruits and nuts

declined 11 per cent from that of|§

1951,
The value of vegetables fell off
3 per cent from the 1951 record.
The combined value of all field
crops was up 1% per cent over the
1951 record and was twice the
1953-46 average.

Ram B. Stew
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Conce tion: FRBSF, Jun'52 mthly rev, pzxsf
56 1920-50, lanq area devoted to farming in
u.s. changed 11,L10, but.ne. of farms fell, 6.m to 5.lm.
Trend was onlr reversed in early dowresvion,?-x ck-to-farm
movement temporary. Ave farm size, 1920: 1}8; '50,
'577/5““ NG s S Consolidation.
ﬁqf One wd expect opposite, with extenbion of cities.
f&””“ lMore need for garden crops. Meal consumption goil ;

énmww? big ranches less ec. :
Higher wages, too, shd meke smalle (tho they say high

wages contribute to consolidation, no ving why) (7}3.%/ ﬁua“mg‘nm
Tovt oven)

oK

56 Census showed a grealt increase in XaxmyEzRLEEX
¥038868x in the land of farms which were over 10,000 a,
120-50, but this wasn!'t change in scale realW"; but domain
formerly used as open range, Or on perml s, now leased.
& when ]euoom, census includes it a arms. & most
of this incr. was rms over 10,000.

even so, that fa €
‘ causes) Ariz Nev & Utah mainly affected.

162]
-

] 1 - 1 ral 1.2 o (3
15, changed method of enumerating Indlan res.-
also tended to overstate increase in smXz®E land, in large un

G,'pe) Fo /:%m, Land in Farms, 12th FR dist, & U.S

1920 TT «Tm 9
cone. du +o rew 1950 1l5.2m a. 11°
1

Increacse

Motheral seys the increase of ave. farm size was due

to change in census practise in west. Could this increase of
67m a. raise ave farm from 148 to 211 a.? Suppose it added
nOt\Lﬂ” to no. of farms. By how much wd it increase ave?

6bm farms, split 67 m acres among them, about 10 per farm
Enough Lo note; but not to account for much. Motheral
trying to mislead.

et we clearly have is an increase in land in farms,
even not counting grazing lands; and iewer farms.,

‘ Remember, tho, that census data are ]uct for onerfgtlnp;
units. They do noL check size of owners ship units. 0
tell what I need to mow. So I must rely on

they don't
by ouhOPS.

local stndios
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FACTS FOR FARMERS

March, 1956

An Alarming Trend . . .

FARMING ON-AND-OFF THE LAND

Many farm operators in the United States are being forced to work
off their farms a major part of the time. The only way that they can stay
on their farms is by finding work somewhere else. Moreover, this highly

significant but little noticed trend
sharp increase.

Nearly one-out-of-every-four farm op-
erators works off his farm 100 days or
more a year, according to the 1950
Census of Agriculture. Only one-out-
of-nine did so fifteen years earlier.

Farm Operators Working Off Their
Farms 100 Days Or More A Year,

Number % of All
1934-49 Farms in U.S.
1984 ........ 760,772 11.5
1939 ........ 943,581 16.8
1944 ... 1,079,054 18.4
1949 ... 1,254,610 28.9

Source: U.S. Census of Agriculture

Formerly, it was the young people in
the farm family who went off in search
of work. Now, even the farm operator
must get work off the farm to make
ends meet.

The average size of these farms is
larger than might be supposed. Ac-
cording to the Census, 42% of them,
the so-called “residential” (value of
sales of farm products less than $250),
averaged fifty acres each. The “part-
time farms” (value of farm products
sold $250 to $1,199 and farm operator
worked 100 days or more off his farm,
or non-farm income received by him
and his family exceeded value of farm
products sold), constitute 31% of those
working 100 days or more off farms
and average 76 acres each. The remain-
ing 27% of farm operators working 1(_)0
days or more off their farms have still
larger average holdings.

Working off the farm has become
quite widespread. It is no longer limited
to New England and to the textile or
mining areas in the South. It prevails
wherever there is industry nearby, and
as industry has continued to push into
the rural areas, the trend toward off-
the-farm work has accelerated.

Most Prevalent in West

A larger percentage of farmers in
the West work off their farms than in
the other two Census-designated regions,
the North and South. Each of these
regions shows a marked increase in the
number of farm operators working off
their farms 100 days or more a year,
however, with the most rapid increase
occurring in the South.

In California, 33% of all the farm
operators work off their farms 100 days
or more a year; in Oregon 40%; and
in the State of Washington 41%.

Contrary to what many people might
suppose, it is not the tenant farmers

pers who most commonly work off the
farm. It is chiefly the full owners, the
tenure group tha;t. has long been re- =
garded as the backbone of U.S. agri-
culture.

Of the 114 million farm operators who
work off their farms 100 days or more

a year, 937,489 are full owners — about
three out of every four.

M//or part owners or even the sharecrop-

toward off-the-farm work shows a

The accompanying table shows the
percentage of farmers in selected
states who work off their farms 100
days or more and indicates that it is
chiefly the full owners who are affected.
In New York, for example, 31.3% of
all the farmers work off their farms
100 days or more, whereas 35.1% of
the full owners do so.

In absolute numbers, the effect is even
more striking. Of the 38,000 farm op-
erators in New York State who work
off their farms 100 days or more, 33,000
are full owners. In Minnesota, 16,000
out of 22,000 are full owners; in Ohio,
52,000 out of 63,000; and in California,
36,000 out of 44,000. For other states
the pattern is much the same, even
though the ratio is somewhat lower in
the South where tenant farmers also
do considerable off-the-farm work.

Percent of Farmers Working Off Their
Farms 100 Days or More in 1949

All Full Share-

Farmers Owners Croppers
Mass. 40.9%, 44.29, —
N. ¥. 31.3 35.1 —
Penna. 38.3 41.7 _—
Ohio 32.9 39.7 —
Ind. 28.1 36.6 —
1L 18.0 28.0 —
Mich. 33.1 37.6 —_
Minn. 12.3 15.6 —
Tenn. 23.9 30.9 11.29,
Miss. 1.7 26.7 9.5
N. C. 214 311 8.2
Wash. 40.9 46.9 —
Ore. 40.4 45.0 —
Calif. 33.0 37.1 —

Source. U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1950

Rapid Growth in South

In the South the trend toward work-
off-the-farm has in recent years accel-
erated at a particularly rapid rate. The
South has also been the region which
has been experiencing the greatest
shrinkage in the number of farms. More
than a quarter of a million farms dis-
appeared in the South between the
Census of 1940 and that of 1950. And,
the number of farm operators working
100 or more days off their farms has
nearly doubled in a 15-year period —
increasing from 345,181 in 1934 to 629,-
152 in 1949.

Sharecroppers in the South have been
the chief victims of displacement, but
relatively few of the sharecroppers do
much off-the-farm work. A decade ago
they did almost none, however. In
Tennessee where 30% of the full own-
ers work off their farms 100 days or
more, 119 of sharecroppers were also
reported as working off the farm 100
days or more in 1949. In Mississippi,
the figure is 26.7% for full owners and
only 9.5% for sharecroppers; and in
North Carolina, 31.1% for full owners
and 8.2% for sharecroppers.

Farmers Become Workers

The number of farms in the United
States has been rapidly diminishing.

The 1935 Census reported 6.8 million
but the latest Census found less than
5.4 million — a loss of nearly 1% mil-
lion farms. At the same time the num-
ber of farm operators working off their
farms 100 days or more has increased
almost half a million.

Both trends reflect the mounting
pressure on the farmers and show how
they are being pushed into the ranks
of labor, part-time or full-time. This is
true even though the growth of part-
time farming represents a double move-
ment: farmers taking jobs in industry
and workers, many of whom had farm
backgrounds, taking up a small plot of
land to supplement their meager earn-
ings.

The Census does not try to determine
how much of this increase in part-time
farming represents a movement “off”
the land and how much is “to” the land.
In any case, however, it discloses that
the overwhelming number (three out of
every four) of these farm operators
who work off their farms 100 days or
more actually work off their farms 200
days or more. In short, this hybrid
group of farmer-workers, irrespective
of origin, is predominantly of a ‘“work-
er” character.

In spite of all the ballyhoo about
workers buying up small farms and hop-
ing eventually to become full-time farm-
ers, it is evident that few indeed are
able to make the grade. The dominant
trend in TU.S. agriculture is from
“farmer” to “worker” and the rate at
which this has been happening is noth-
ing short of appalling.

2 Million Farms Lost

Some 2 million farms have according-
ly been squeezed out, or nearly so, in
the 15-year period, 1935-50. During this
same period, the large farms have con-
tinued to increase their holdings.

In its special study of large farms,
the 1950 Census reported that 71,328
farms comprising only 1.3% of all farms
in the U.S. operated 33.19% of the land
in farms. The land in farms of 1,000
acres or more increased from 220 mil-
lion acres in 1920 to 494 million in 1950.

A new census_is now bein
in™Vi€ e speed with which changes

are taking place in agriculture, marked
variations from the previous enumera-
tion can be expected. However, it is evi-
dent that the pressure on the small and
family-size farms has continued to in-
crease, while big agriculture has in-
sisted that federal farm programs be
designed exclusively for its benefit.

Labor Also Has a Stake

Labor cannot afford to continue a
policy of ignoring the problem of the
farmers, and some of the trade unions
have already begun to realize this. The
fact that over 1% million farm opera-
tors work off their farms 100 days or
more each year indicates how closely
the problems of the two groups are
linked. Similarly, as unemployment in-
creases, the ‘job” problem is of no
less concern to hundreds of thousands
of farm families than to the workers
themselves.

he Department of Agriculture has
ignored the special problems of the
hybrid farmer-workers ever since the
Farm Security Administration was elim-
inated. As a result, it has also tended

more and more to disregard the prob-
lems of the family-farms and to con-
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FACTS FOR FARMERS

More for Military; Less for Agriculture

IKE'S NEW BUDGET

The President’s latest budget calls for sharp cuts in federal farm pro-
grams, chiefly in CCC's price support operations, but a big hike — $2.4
billion — in “cold war” spending. Two-thirds of the total $62.4 billion would
go for military or so-called “national security” programs, but in his Budget
Message Eisenhower said, "I am proposing a reduction in the total . . .

for all other government programs.”

Once again the nation is offered a
budget that sacrifices welfare needs to
the “cold war.” It proposes a cut in old-
age assistance benefits, ignores the
housing problem, cuts funds for the
conservation and development of na-
tural resources, and even the Presi-
dent’s much-publicized $100 billion high-
way plan is sidetracked.

Re-arming of Germany

Congress is asked to appropriate $3%
billion to re-arm Germany and to sup-
ply more ‘“military assistance” under
the Mutual Security Program. Of this
amount, $11% billion is labeled ‘non-
military,” but the budget clearly in-
dicates that the purpose is ‘“military”
even though the actual shipments might
consist of machinery and other capital
goods.

The President said

Message:

“During the past 5 years we have de-
livered more than 6,000 airplanes,
almost 900 naval vessels of all types,
36,000 tanks and combat vehicles,
nearly 200,000 transport vehicles, bil-
lions of rounds of ammunition, and
many other items.”

For the period ahead, he added:

“The mutual military assistance pro-

posed for the fiscal year 1956 will
further help our allies to complete
equipping and training the equivalent
of more than 180 divisions, 551 com-
bat vessels, 278 air squadrons and
related supporting units.”

Farm Funds Cut

The farm parity ratio sank to a 14-
year low before the President sent his
fiscal 1956 (July 1, 1955 to June 30,
1956) budget to Congress. Not a word
did he say about the farm crisis or
about the need for anti-crisis programs.

Further slashes in price support and
other farm programs are projected on
the doubtful assumption of “a stable,
prosperous and free agriculture.” Here
Eisenhower attributes the prosperity
outlook to ‘“‘the basic agricultural legis-
lation which I recommended and which
the Congress enacted last year.”

Somewhat more realistically, how-
ever, Eisenhower indicates that the sav-
ing on price supports will come as a
result of flexing and removing price
floors as well as shifting to a “mod-
ernized parity” base. He, therefore,
urges that net expenditures of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation be cut in
half, the most drastic cut in the agri-
cultural budget.

While the President’s Budget Message
did not deal with the problem of build-
ing more schools, he sent a separate

in his Budget

message to Congress on Feb. 8 recom-
mending that the federal government
purchase school bonds from local com-
munities. Senator Wayne Morse called it
“window dressing.”

Some Major Changes

Here are some of the major budgetary
changes recommended by the President:

CCC’s Price Support, Loan and Pur-
chase Program — Net expenditures
in fiscal ’56 would be limited to $968
million as compared with §1,934
in ’55.

ffederal Crop Insurance — Net ex-
penditures in ’56 set at $3 million as
compared with $12 million in ’55.

Disaster Loans and Emergency Feed —
Collections on old loans are expected
to exceed new outlays. Gross ex-
penditures amounted to $255 million
in '54 and are being held to only
$101 million this year, despite wide-
spread drought, but for ’56 would
be cut to $88 million.

FHA — Already much-slashed, its net
expenditures in ’566 would be pared
to $172 million as compared with
$178 million in ’55. Farm housing
loans to be completely eliminated.

SCS and Flood Control — Net expendi-
tures would be reduced to $74 million
in ’56 as compared with $76 million
in ’55.

TVA — Net expenditures would be
slashed to $2 million (a drop in the
bucket!) as compared with $214
million in ’55.

School Lunch Program —— Net expendi-
tures cut to $8 million as compared
with $84 million in ’55.

FBI Gets More Money

On the other hand, the new budget
would increase the FBI's funds from
$79 million to $91 million. It also pro-
vides a slight increase for the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service for
enforcing the hob-nailed McCarran-
Walter Act.

“No new appropriations have been
recommended for new power generation
units in the fiscal years 1955 or 1956
for the Tennessee Valley Authority,”
the President declared. He urged that
TVA’s net expenditures in ’'56 be limited
to $2 million on the ground that the
Dixon-Yates deal will take care of ex-
pansion needs.

TVA Under Fire

Eisenhower made it clear that he in-
tends to press the fight not only for
approval of the weakening of TVA. He
indicated that TVA has been denied
federal funds for further expansion and
that ‘“legislation will also be presented
to the Congress”’ compelling TVA to

pay interest on federal funds invested
in it. Lobbyists for the private power in-
terests have been pushing these pro-
posals in order to raise electric rates.

As a result of the stiff fight put up
by farmers in the REA co-ops, Eisen-
hower found it necessary to restore
some of the cuts previously made. For
rural electrification and telephone pro-
grams, he accordingly recommended
$233 million in ’56 as compared with
$217 million in ’55.

Budget Jolts Wall St. Journal

The Wall Street Journal, accustomed
as it is to arithmetic of high finance,
said that the new budget came ‘“as
something of a jolt.” Declaring that it
could see no reason for another boost
in foreign aid, which it terms “mostly
military,” it stated editorially:

“For these purposes the American
taxpayer has already put out some
$48 billion since the end of the war,
not counting the new requests. It
defies belief that nearly half a hun-
dred billion has not given the allies
enough political, military and econ-
omic strength to carry on. ... If it
has not, then it is extremely doubt-
ful that any amount ever will. And
if there is any thought of attempt-
ing to bring political, military and
economic stability to . . . Asia, then
it is questionable that $50 billion or
$100 billion or any figure will suffice.”
— dJan. 19

The Wall Street Journal (Jan. 18)
asserts that, if allowance is made for
obvious figure-juggling, the “real mili-
tary appropriation” sought in the new
budget is “almost $5 billion more than
the present year.”

‘“‘Slippages” Are Slippery

A new technique in budget-making
has been introduced by the President.
The sum of the parts does not always
equal the total. Thus, the sums listed
individually for the Army, Navy and
Air Force add up to $37,750 million,
but for all three, taken together, the
President fixes the total at only $34
billion. His explanation is that “slip-
pages” and ‘“changes” make it im-
possible to anticipate where the econ-
omies will be found.

A loud burst of laughter was evoked
at the President’s press conference on
Jan. 19 by the correspondent for the
El Paso Times who remarked that ‘“the
congressmen”’ say that even if “they
can find a copy of the budget to
read . . , they can’t understand it.”
“Particularly, they say,” added the cor-
respondent, ‘“the military budget is
couched in such general terms that they
can’'t find where the money is to be
spent.”

Even on the basis of such assump-
tions, described as “optimistic” by
Treasury Secretary George Humphrey,
the President’s 1,224 page budget adds
up to a forecast deficit of $2.4 billion
for the fiscal year ’56. Therefore, Eisen-
hower urged Congress to make no tax
cuts. notwithstanding election promises
to the contrary, but he did not rule out
the possibility of further tax increases.
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WHO GETS BIG PAYMENTS?

Safeguards for small farms or cut-off limits on big payments are not
being pressed in Congress by the Administration, the Democrats or any
national farm organization. Yet, the record shows that the top 1.9 percent
of the farms got 25% of the price support benefits, and the top 9% of
the farms got over half of the money paid out.

The figures below on the biggest ‘53 payments appeared in the

Congressional Record, May 5, 1955.

Biggest Wheat, Corn and Cotton Loans
Made on 1953 Crops

Wheat ° Amount
“Horrigan Farms,

Prosser, Wash. $354,339.00
U.S. Wheat Corp.,

Hardin, Mont. 348,646.20
Monoghan Farms Co.,

Derby, Colo. 338,5635.55
Cunningham Sheep Co.,

Pendleton, Ore. 270,607.00
H. B. and Allen Kolstad,

Chester, Mont. 232,627.90
Wesson Farms, Inc.,

Victoria, Ark. 209,034.31
Horrigan Investment Co.,

Seattle, Wash. 201,832.00
Marion T. Weatherford,

Arlington, Ore. 197,939.00
The Sheffels Co.,

Govan, Wash. 182,756.00
Don Damon,

Cunningham, Wash. 182,717.00
E. C. Hay,

Tekoa, Wash. 178,196.00
Hill Ranches,

Pendleton, Ore. 178,070.00
Waggoner Trust Estate,

Vernon, Tex. 175,660.71
Merrit Meacham & Sons,

Culdesac, Idaho 172,677.00
Box Elder Farms Co.,

Denver, Colo. 171,801.82
Jackson & Reinert,

Paso Robles, Calif. 147,007.24
Carl Smith,

Goodland, Kans. 189,237.00
Witteman Co.,

Mohall, N. D. 127,281.48
Fred Schields,

Goodland, Kans. 125,198.00
H. A. Miller,

Bond, Ore. 119,445.00
E. R. McCanse,

La Grande, Ore. 116,631.00
Ira MciIntosh & Sons,

Lewiston, Idaho 112,401.00
A. E. Bott,

Newdale, Idaho 109,158.00
Garvey Farms,

Colby, Kans. 104,263.00
J. R. Katzenberger,

Highwood, Mont. 101,982.80
Roy Killenbeck,

Scobey, Mont. 101,675.83
J. E. Cheek,

Pierre, S. D. 101,530.00
Corn Amount
Adams Bros. & Co.,

Odebolt, Iowa $190,944.00
Emil Savich,

Rensselaer, Ind. 116,289.76
Lester Pfister,

El Paso, IlL 116,173.44
Cotton Amount
Delta & Pine Land Co,,

Scott, Miss. $1,269,492.66
Giffen, Inc.,

Huron, Calif. 1,246,516.46
E. P. Coleman,

Sikeston, Mo. 643,993.37
Charles Schwartz,

Stratford, Calif. 604,321.89

Bogle Farms,

Chandler, Ariz. 503,908.11
Wheller Farms,

Bakersfield, Calif. 499,008.22
Roberts Farms,

McFarland, Calif. 456,1338.74
A. Shrier & Sons,

Delano, Calif. 440,695.56
B. C. Land Co.,

Leachville, Ark. 412,361.10
Bledsoe Plantation,

Greenwood, Miss. 894,351.03
Harbert & Co.,

Robinsonville, Miss. 859,204.39
Ralph Farms,

San Elizario, Tex. 323,686.78
B. F. Youngker,

Buckeye, Ariz. 298,129.46
McColl Realty Co.,

Bennettsville, S. C. 208,475.24
J. E. Porter,

Caldwell, Tex. 208,139.36
Carl Clawson,

Lubbock, Tex. 201,492.05
Dooley & Hendricks,

Roscoe, Tex. 201,007.43
J. G. Boswell,

Lichfield Pk., Ariz. 198,972.82
St. Francis Valley Farms,

Marked Tree, Ark. 192,072.16

Sturdivant, Yandell & Wilburn,

Vance, Miss. 191,256.48
Circle X Plantation,

Indianola, Miss. 183,371.69
J. B. Hain & Co.,

Sardis, Ala. 178,171.35
Hayner Ranch,

Las Cruces, N. M. 177,836.37
Collins & Wilson,

El Paso, Tex. 162,875.08
Ray P. Oden,

Shreveport, La. 153,339.43
Lee Wilson & Co.,

Wilson, Ark. 152,462.98
Thigpen & Funk,

Lake Arthur, N. M. 149,009.93
J. A. Minter & Son,

Tyler, Ala. 146,525.75
J. P. White, Jr.

Roswell, N. M. 139,704.31
Hal Bogle,

Dexter, N. M. 1381,510.28
Bowman & Son,

Artesia, N. M. 126,112.63
H. S. Mitchell,

Millington, Tenn. 109,2779.77
Roy Chaney,

Coy, Ark. 103,499.10
L. W. Rodgers,

West Memphis, Ark. 102,191.50

COTTON TENANTS EVICTED

As a result of cuts made in cotton
acreage allotments, widespread displace-
ment is taking place. Thousands of
sharecropper and tenant families, Negro
and white, have been forced onto the
highways, and many small cotton grow-
ers have been reduced below a sub-
sistence level.

Here are excerpts from letters re-
ceived by Rep. Jamie L. Whitten (D-
Miss.) which he inserted in a hearing
before the House Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations:

Stanton A. Pepper, Blytheville, Ark. —
Roads, are full of croppers and rent-
ers who don’t know where to go or
what to do. Please get us more cot-
ton acreage.

Ralph Redditt, Sidon, Miss. — Six to
seven hundred farmers in (Carroll)
County planted 5 acres last year and
will have from 1 to 4 acres this year.

Miss Josephine Goodwin, Sarah, Miss. —
I have been living on my 173 acre
farm for about 12 years. I was al-
lowed to plant only 6 acres of cotton
this year and can’t get by on that.

Ellis E. Randle, County Agent, Hazel-
hurst, Miss. — We have 1,199 farm-
ers whose cotton allotment is less
than 5 acres. These farmers are in
bad shape.

L. W. Maxwell, Pope, Miss. — Eight
people to make a living on 8.4 acres
of cotton. Just can’t do it.

Harry Turpin, Taylor, Miss. — Owns
184 acres of land, paid for by 12
years of sweat and muscle. Allotted
5.8 acres of cotton. Can’t live on
this.

J. P. Sansing, Warehouseman, Newton,
Miss. — Small farmers in this area
getting cotton acreage of 1.2 acres
and 0.7 acres; banks cannot . . . lend
money.

C. E. Wingo, Cotton Plant, Miss. —
Allotted 8 acres. Owe $2,800. Can’t
possibly pay it off with this small
acreage.

Jack A. Warren, Jr.,, Magee Coopera-
tive AAL, Magee, Miss. — Many
farms with allotment of less than 5
acres for cotton. Present situation
in this locality will drive hundreds
. . . from farms, and ranks of un-
employed will increase.

Among the letters to Rep. Whitten
were many from cotton planters who
bluntly stated that they were passing
the cuts onto their sharecropper and
tenant families. One said that he was
letting the “majority” of his 26 renter
families go; another that Negro fami-
lies who had been on the farm for 15
years were being fired; and another that
evicted families face starvation.

The U.S. Dep’'t of Agriculture told
Congress that 55,348 renter families
would be forced out as a result of this
year’s cut in cotton acreage and that
293,101 farms would have an acreage
allotment of less than 5 acres in 1955.

Can You Introduce Us To A Neighbor?

If you send us a few names and addresses, we will be glad to mail a
sample copy of Facts for Farmers to each. Or, if you prefer to pass out
copies yourself, we will send you a bundle of 10 or more copies at a special
rate of 5c¢ each. Subscription cost $1 a year; $2 for three years.

FACTS FOR FARMERS, 39 Cortlandt Street, New York City 7
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Flexible Supports Lose in House . . .
A FARMER-LABOR VICTORY

Farmer-labor teamwork won the vote in the House to repeal the Ad-
ministration’s flexible parity program. It was the backing of the AFL and
CIO that lined up sufficient votes from city Democrats to squeeze through
by a vote of 206 to 201 the bill to restore price supports at 90% of parity.

This initial victory scored by farmer-
labor cooperation has thrown a scare
into the Administration. While it can,
of course, veto this particular measure,
it is afraid that farmer-labor unity may
become a habit, carrying over to other
legislative issues and extending into
the ’56 elections.

Republicans Attack Labor

During the House debate on price
supports, GOP congressmen bitterly as-
sailed the labor unions for daring to
make common cause with the small
farmers. Rep. Clare Hoffman (R-Mich.)
accused Walter Reuther, CIO president,
of plotting ‘“the domination of the gov-
ernment by labor organizations,” of ad-
vocating ‘‘the Russian philosophy,” and
of seeking to become ‘“‘the president. .,
or perhaps more accurately, a dictator
of the United States.”

Republican spokesmen were vexed be-
cause the House Committee on Agricul-
ture printed and distributed 58,000
copies of a 16-page pamphlet, entitled
“Price Support Program on Basic Com-
modities.” The pamphlet contained the
statements of labor leaders, including
George Meany of the AFL and Walter
Reuther of the CIO, who endorsed the
bill (HR 12) to restore 90% of parity
price supports.

Rep. Harold Cooley (D-N.C.) took
“full responsibility” for having invited
labor spokesmen to present their views
before the House Committee on Agricul-
ture, of which he is chairman. He chal-
lenged anyone to say this was “evil,
unholy, vicious, sinister or un-American”
and said:

“These labor leaders have ‘nailed to
the cross’ these wild and wooly argu-
ments to the effect that city con-
sumers are revolting against the
farmers of America.”

Rep. Cooley Defends Position

In defending labor’s right to speak
on farm and other legislation, Cooley
declared:

“Some people are so proud and some

are so arrogant and some are so

blind that they do not seem to under-
stand that the working men and

women of America are making a

contribution to the welfare and

prosperity of our nation.”

Cooley chided the Republicans, say-
ing that perhaps they did not “want
the industrial workers’” to vote for them
and certainly they ‘“did not want con-
gressmen from industrial districts to
vote for this bill.” Then, turning to an
analysis of Benson’s farm policies, he
concluded:

“All he wants to do is to plow under,

to starve out, and to bankrupt the
little farmers of America, and turn
over the agriculture of our country
to the farmers who have been able
to mechanize their farming opera-
tions, and to bring in mass pro-
duction.”

High-Pressure Methods Used
To offset labor’s support, the Ad-

lke on Drought Program
When asked at his press confer-
ence on May 12 whether the Admin-
istration had given any thought to a
long-range drought program, Pres.
Eisenhower replied:
“We have done what we can, and
I don’t really know how you can
take up really long-range plans
for — of such kinds, because you
hope that the drought doesn’t last
forever. A drought is supposed to
be an emergency.”

ministration got all-out editorial back-
ing from metropolitan newspapers,
which urged readers to write their con-
gressmen to uphold Benson’s program
for “low-cost food.” Farm Bureau offi-
cials also plied congressmen with letters
endorsing flexible supports, and |the
food trades sent an army of lobbyists
to Washington.

GOP strategists nearly defeated HR
12 in the House. By a vote of 186
to 150, they added an amendment drop-
ping peanuts from the list of ‘basic”
commodities.

Next day, however, the Democrats
displayed greater strength and reversed
the “anti-peanut” amendment by a vote
of 215 to 193. Then, by a vote of 212
to 199, they checked a GOP move to
send the bill back to committee and
thus assured its passage by the House.

Democrats Sitting on Hands

In the form approved by the House,
this measure would restore 909 of
parity supports for wheat, cotton, corn,
rice and peanuts. It would also pro-
vide 809% of parity supports for dairy
products instead of the present 75%
level.

Instead of quickly following up their
success in the House, Democratic lead-
ers have shown little disposition to
move in the Senate. Senator Allen J.
Ellender (D-La.), who is chairman of
the Senate Agriculture Committee, said
“it would be a mistake” to try anything
this year. :

With the help of the Republicans, El-
lender got the Senate Committee to vote
(8 to 7) against fixing any date on
which to report out the measure. Unless
pressure is applied, this means the bill
will be bottled up in the committee.

Ellender Blocking Hearings

It is wellknown in Washington that
Ellender is trying to arrange a -deal
with Benson to revise the cotton sup-
port program. Apparently this is the
real reason for his lack of interest in
HR 12, especially since the latter faces
a White House veto even if passed by
the Senate.

Most Democratic leaders in the Sen-
ate are keeping silent. Some, like
Clinton Anderson (D-N.M.), are taking
this occasion to knife the whole fight
for firm price supports. If the Repub-
licans succeed in blocking action in the
Senate, it will be no exaggeration to
say that the Democrats deserve a major
share of the “credit.”

Alliance Worries Administration

Irrespective of the immediate effect,
however, the threat of a farmer-labor
alliance is worrying many Republicans
and some Democrats in Washington.
The N. Y. Times (May 8) admits “such
an alliance . . . put the House on record
as favoring a return to high price sup-
ports.” It goes on to say:

“Now the CIO is trying to do what
only Mr. Roosevelt himself was ever
able to do — unite organized labor
pressure and organized farm pres-
sure into a single political force cap-
able of swinging a given number of
votes on Capitol Hill.”

The Times consoles itself with the
thought that Roosevelt is no longer
alive and that stable alliances are not
easy to maintain. Benson told a TV
audience on May 8 that he did not be-
lieve any farmer-labor alliance is “going
to hold.”

Benson’s wishful-thinking probably
will not be shared by small farmers.
Now that farmer-labor unity has been
tried and found effective, they have
every reason for desiring more of it —
not less. It is necessary if they are to
get the Democratic leaders in the Sen-
ate and the House to wage a more vig-
orous fight on price support as well as
other legislation.

SURPLUS FOOD DISTRIBUTION

In spite of the Administration’s com-
plaints over mounting “surpluses,” it
has been quite reluctant to make these
foods available to victims of drought
and flood or to unemployed families.
In fact, the Administration has given
out little information about the dis-
tribution of “surplus” foods and is cur-
rently trying to prevent Congress from
passing a bill that would authorize the
processing of ‘“surplus” grains into flour
for distribution among needy families.

True D. Morse, president of the CCC,
told a House subcommittee that the sur-
plus distribution program operates in
only 33 states and Alaska. He said that
during 1954 “about 2,620,000 needy per-
sons living outside institutions . . . had
been certified by states to receive com-
modities.” This means “about 655,000
families.”

Operation Is Uneven

The spotty operation of the program
is indicated by the information, meager
as it is, that Morse supplied to Congress.
He said:

“Pennsylvania had the largest number
of persons certified to receive food,
over 950,000. Mississippi, Alabama,
West Virginia, and Kentucky — in
that order — all had close to or
above 200,000 persons certified. Oth-
ers having more than 25,000 persons
certified were Michigan, Oklahoma,
{})tv;:;,”Virginia, Ohio, California and

A few states are extending surplus
food distribution to families that are
on public assistance rolls. However, ac-
cording to Morse’s statement, “three-
fourths of those (families) certified for
commodities receive no other form of
public assistance.” Only where the needy
families happen to hear about this pro-
gram and get their local or state offi-
cials to ask for it are surplus foods
made available.
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big boom in cotton production raised the state’s average,
but by 1950 the average size of farming unit was only 17
acres larger than the 250 acres of 1920.

Farm ownership increasing

The ownership pattern of farms in the West has long
been different from that for most other areas of the
United States. The original method of land settlement,
soil and climatic differences, and the variety of crops
which could be grown all tended to keep tenancy at lower
levels than in the rest of the country. The greater pro-
portion of large farming units in the District, particu-
larly ranching operations, has also resulted in a greater
use of managers.

Since 1920 the principal cause of shifts in farm owner-

e

ship patterns has been changes in economic activity. Dur-
ing a depressmn or when farm prices are relatively low,
farm tenancy increases and ownership decreases. Many

/farmers cannot keep up mortgage payments and must

v

give up their farms and become tenants. In addition,
most of those who move back to the farm during depres-
sion years do not have the capital necessary to purchase
a farm and must rent instead. From 1925 to 1935 the
number of farms operated by tenants increased in all Dis-

/rict states. Since 1935, however, both the number and

the proportion of tenants have dropped sharply. In all
states except Idaho farm tenancy was much less impor-
tant in 1950 than in 1920. The proportion of tenant-op-
erated farms in 1950 ranged from 7 percent in Utah to
18 percent in Idaho compared with 27 percent for the
entire country.

June 1952

ALL FARM OPERATORS—PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION
BY TENURE—TWELFTH DISTRICT, 1920 AND 1950

{
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The proportion of farms operated by either full or part
owners! has shown the largest increase since 1920 in

California, Oregon, and Washington, over 10 percent in’

each state. In 1950 between 85 and 90 percent of aitfarms

in these three Pacific Coast states were farmed by either
full or part owners. The increase in the percentage of
part ownerships in all District states would tend to indi-
cate that much of the expansion in operations in recent
years has been through renting rather than purchase. The
proportion of full ownership has decreased in Arizona,
Idaho, Nevada, and Utah even though full and part own-
erships combined increased.

1The Census defines full owners as those who own all the land they operate
and rt own ose owning a part and renting the remaining part of
the ey operate.

REGULATION X LIBERALIZED

On June 9 the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem and the Housing and Home Finance Agency jointly an-
nounced a relaxation in the terms of Regulation X and related
restrictions to be effective June 11. A brief summary of the
changes is given below.

The revision in mortgage credit controls applies only to resi-
dential properties. No change was made in terms affecting non-
residential properties, although changes in this area are under
consideration.

More liberal credit terms were authorized by lowering the down
payments required for the purchase of residential properties. No
change was made in the maximum time allowed for paying off
mortgage credit subject to any of the restrictions.

The lowered down payments apply in varying degrees from the
lowest to the highest priced homes. In the case of FHA and con-
ventional loans on 1- to 4-family residences, the down payment
has been reduced from 10% to 5% on houses costing $7,000 or
less. At the other end of the scale, the down payment has been
reduced from 50% to 40% for houses costing $25,000 or more.
In the range of $7,000 to $25,000 the new down payment schedule
represents a gradual curve rising from 10% to the 409% maxi-
mum.

No down payment is required on veterans housing costing up
to $7,000, although closing costs must be paid in cash. The down
payment required for houses costing $25,000 or more financed
with a VA mortgage is 35% compared with the previous maxi-
mum of 45%.

The minimum down payment requirements for multi-unit hous-
ing have been revised downward. The range is from 10% to 40%
for such housing as compared with a range of from 17% to 50%
under the previous schedule.

REGULATION X AND THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT

The existing terms of Regulation X and the companion real
estate credit regulations have not been changed by the provisions
of the Defense Production Act Amendments of 1952 that became
effective July 1, 1952,

The nature of the authority under which these controls operate
was modified, however, by the new amendments. The President is
directed to have estimates made of the number of permanent,
nonfarm, family dwelling units started each month. On the basis
of these data, estimates shall be made of the annual rate of con-
struction starts during each month, after making reasonable
allowance for seasonal variations in construction activity. If for
any three consecutive months the annual rate of construction
starts falls below 1,200,000 starts per year for each of the three
months, the President shall announce the beginning of a “period
of residential credit control relaxation.” Such a period shall begin
not later than the first day of the second calendar month follow-
ing such three consecutive months.

During such a relaxation period, the authority derived from the
Defense Production Act to impose credit regulations on residen-
tial property may not be used to requlre down payments in excess
of 5 percent of the transaction price.

The President may terminate each such relaxation period at
any time after the annual rate of residential construction starts
for each of any three consecutive months exceeds 1,200,000.

June 1952

VALUE OF PERMITS ISSUED FOR OTHER NEW CONSTRUCTION

IN URBAN AREAS—TWELFTH DISTRICT, 1951-52!
Millions of
dollors
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the carpenters’ walkout this spring in northern Califor-
nia delayed the start of some projects. These factors tend

MONTHLY REVIEW 55

to obscure the effect that demand for nonresidential
building may have had on the level of activity. It ap-
pears likely that this demand may still be fairly good
though not so strong as in some earlier years. In fact the
dollar volume through May does not compare too un-
favorably with that of the same period in 1950.

As might be expected commercial buildings show one
of the largest decreases—55 percent—from last year
when materials were still being granted to projects on
which considerable planning and preparation expendi-
tures had been made prior to the introduction of restric-
tions on materials. Factories and office buildings also
were off sharply. Amusement places were off about 25
percent from last year’s level which was already low be-
cause of direct prohibitions by the National Production
Authority. In contrast, the volume of public buildings
increased 50 percent, and school construction continued
in large volume—just slightly ahead of 1951.

THE CHANGING PATTERN OF TWELFTH DISTRICT FARMING!

OF all the Twelfth District states, Arizona has the
largest total acreage in farms and ranches ; Utah has
" the lowest percentage of tenant- operated farms ; in Ore-
gon one-third of the total land area is in farms while in
Nevada only 10 percent is in farms; in California more
than half the total number of farms are under 30 acres
in size; and in Idaho a greater proportion of farms use
hired labor than in any other Twelfth District state. These
are some of the facts recently revealed by the 1950 Census
of Agriculture, and there are hundreds more. For each
county in each of the states or territories one can find
such diverse information as the number of farms that
have home freezers or electric washing machines, whether
or not the farm is located on a dirt or hard surfaced road,
how many farms irrigate with sprinklers, the total
amount spent by the county’s farmers on tractor repairs,
and the number of sheep shorn or cattle butchered. All
this is in addition to the usual information on the num-
ber of farms, land use, number and value of farm prod-
ucts sold, and classifications of farms by type of products
raised, by size, by tenure of operator, and by value of
products sold.

A census of agriculture is taken every ten years in con-
junction with the census of population, the first having
been taken with the 1840 Census. Beginning in 1925
mid-decennial censuses of agriculture were taken so that
data are now recorded for each fifth year beginning with
1920. Improvements, revisions, and additions have been
made from census to census, but these changes have not
destroyed the usefulness of the data in describing the
broad changes in the structure of American agriculture.
The 1950 Census is of particular interest since that date
marked the close of a significant decade for the nation’s

1A second article dealing with the present day structure of Twelith sttnct
agriculture will appear in the July Monthly Review.

farmers. From 1940 to 1950, and more particularly from
1945 to 1950, relatively full employment and prosperity
existed, mechanization was speeded because of labor
shortages, our agricultural plant was called upon for
maximum production, and record high farm incomes per-
mitted debt reduction,” expansion, and purchase of new
farms as well as new equipment and facilities.

Structure of agriculture differs in District

The seven western states have long been one of the
major farming regions of the United States. Last year
almost one-fourth of the agricultural output of the nation
and 14 percent of the cash farm receipts originated in
these states. In spite of the fact that almost every major
agricultural commodity is raised in the Twelfth District,
the structure of our agricultural industry is different
from most other farming regions of the country. In ad-
dition to range and pasture and dry land farming areas,
which are common to many other areas in the country, the
District has a much greater number of irrigated sections.
Because of the historical pattern of development, the nat-
ural resources available, and the types of crops grown,
the size and ownership of farms differ in the District from
most other areas. ‘

The Twelfth District has kept ahead of the rest of the
nation in many respects in the over-all progress and de-
velopment of agriculture. The present day structure,
which forms the base from which further progress will
be made, is extremely important to this District for two
reasons. First, a sound condition in agriculture is vital
to a prosperous economy in the District because it is one
of the major industries of each of the seven western
states. Secondly, and perhaps more important, the rap-
idly increasing population in the West will make more
and more demands on our western agricultural plant. A
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balanced and healthy farming industry will be necessary
to meet these increased demands for food and fiber.

Agricultural expansion from 1920 to 1950

The period from 1920 to 1950 was one of dynamic
changes in agricultural production and of pronounced
readjustments in the utilization of the nation’s land re-
sources. About 1920 agriculture was at the crossroads
between the old and the new. Prior to that date the ex-
pansion of agricultural production and the character of
the country’s farming were primarily influenced by the
extension of the physical frontier. By the beginning of
World War I, however, new land was no longer readily
available. As a result, agricultural expansion during the
last 30 years represented an extension within the new
technological frontier.

. The total land area devoted to farming in the United
T States changed Tittle from 1920 to 1950. Except in the
West there 'lﬁ‘v—;been no major irrigation pro;ects and
no new land available. The total number of farms in the
' United States, however, has shown a definite downward
* trend since 1920 except during the early depression yeéars
when the back-to-the-farm movement temporarily re-
versed this trend. Principal reasons for the reduction
from 6.4 to 5.4 million farms have been the movement
of population to cities and the scarcity of labor, consoli-
dation of farms because of drought, depression, mechan-
ization, abandonment of low-grade farms, and the ex-
tensmn of cities. With land in farms remaining relativel
"~ constant_and nummlmveragemzeé
_—/ farm in the country as a whole has increased since 1920
/ from 148 to 211 acres.

District farm land has increased

Changes in the number and acreage of farms in the
Twelfth District over the last 30 years have not followed

I the same pattern as that for the country as a whole. Agri-
cultural development in the West Tagged behind that in
other parts of the nation because the western states were
the last to become settled. In addition, there has been
some new land available and several major irrigation

\ projects have been developed. As a result, land area in

farms in the seven western states has steadily increased
since 1920. Though the Census figures report that land
in farms in the Twelfth”Disfrict almost doubled from
1920 to 1950, the actual increase in land used for agricul-_

Lanp IN FArMs—TwEeLFrHE District AND UNITED STATES
Selected Census Dates

(in thousands of acres)

1920 1930 1940 1950

BEBORE ¢ o0 svwosnnnns 5,802 10,527 25,651 39,916
Calloriin Y oci ot comisinaian 9,366 30,443 30,524 36,613
ST A e B TR 8,376 9,347 10,298 13,224
NEVEAR 6010006705500 5180000 & 2,357 4,081 3,78 7,064
CROEOR < sov6i0 3 saeioremives 13,542 16,549 17,988 20,328
I S 5,050 5,613 7,302 10,641
Y R e ST 13,245 13,534 15,182 17, 369
Twelfth District ....... 77,738 90,094 110,730 145,155
United States ......... 955,884 986,771 1,060,852 1,133,418

Source: United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
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1 CROPLAND HARVESTED—TWELFTH DISTRICT, 1920 AND 1950
Millions of acres
8

1920

21 1950

California Idaho Nevada Oregon Utah Washington

Arizona

tural operations has not been so great. Of the 67.4 mil-
Iion acre total increase, 4.5 million was added cropland,
developed primarily as a result of irrigation projects.
Most of the balance of the increase was in land pastured,
and it is in these figures that the false impression as to
the increase in farm land is created. This results from
the Census definition of grazing land to be included in
land in farms.* A change in the 1945 enumeration method
for Indian reservations also tended to overstate actual
increases in land in farms in Arizona and Utah.?

It is hard to estimate the percentage of the increase in
Twelith District land in farms that is accounted for by
these two factors. The 4.5 million acre increase in crop-

€ in-

land is undoubtedly accurate, and some portion of the in-
creaseﬁmw represents actual new

range land brought into use. But the increases in total
farming land from 1920-to 1950 as shown by the Census
for each Twelfth District state do overstate actual addi-
tions to a considerable extent.

'mr—n—l:;; of farms decreasing

ngrﬁr_to the United States trend, the number of
farms in the Twelfth District increased from 1920-1935.

The influences which caused reductions in numbers in
other parts of the United States—scarcity of labor, con-

solidation, extension of cities, and abandonment of mar-
ginal farms—were not present in the western states.
“Some of the increase may have been caused by the bring-

! According to the Census definition, grazing or pasture land neither owned

ased is not included as land in farms;~Fius;vast acreiges ol a-
3 s [ay] -owneJ‘ lands, and some railroad
privately owned land were not inchrded+ years because they

i
were operat range or on a ermxt basxs In recent years, how-
ever, cularly since more of this range land has be

lease h, thus included as land in farms. €au of the

€nsus estimates that most of the increase in land pastured is represented

by thi opefi Tange arrangeMents-to-teases amd-doesot-indieate.
fNicreases in the S1z€ O arming 10ns.

situation applies particularly
where most of this range land

of 10, a €.
e states o 120! >
exists.
2 Beginning in 1945, schedules were made for cooperative groups instead of
for individuals. As a result, land in farms registered an increase since
grazing land which may have been overlooked when returns were taken
on an individual basis was now more apt to be reported.

c—
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Numsers oF FARMS—TwELFTH DistricT AND UNITED STATES
Selected Census Dates

1920 1930 1940 1950
Arizona 9,975 14,173 18,468 10,412
California .. 117,670 135,676 132,658 137,168
aho ..... . 42,106 41,674 43,663 40,284
Nevada ........ . 3,163 3,442 3,573 3,110
CPRROB « 555006 4 5 s 50,206 55,153 61,829 59,827
RIEBR "0 i sani e s oo 25,662 27,159 25,411 24,176
Washington ......... 66,288 70,904 81,686 69,820
Twelfth District .... 315,070 348,181 367,288 344,797
United States ...... 6,448,343 6,288,648 6,096,799 5,382,162

Source: United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

ing of new land into production as indicated by the in-
crease in land in farms during this period. Much of it,
however, was probably the result of the breaking up of
\/ /ﬁrge holdings into smaller farmmg units. In the settle-
ment of the West the family size farms did not predom-
inate and original holdings were larger than in most
Otm‘m”whiﬁs to more intensive crops,
dev pment o irrigation, and the relatively low level of
? farm erces resulted in reductions in farm size and a con-
sequent increase in numbers.
After 1935 the number of Twelfth District farms be-
gan decreasing as more prosperous times and increasing
—?mechanization made larger units easier to obtain and
more efficient and profitable to operate. By 1950 numbers
of farms in Idaho, Nevada, and Utah had dropped below
their 1920 levels, and numbers in Arizona and Washing-
ton were only moderately above. In spite of decreases

NUMBER AND SIZE OF FARMS—TWELFTH DISTRICT
Census Years, 1920-1950

NUMBER OF FARMS

1950

1945

I9l0
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Sinmum&mwe-
fifth more farming units than thirty years previotsly.
Farms getting bigger

The average size of farming units in any area depends
primarily upon the type of farming enterprise, the extent
of irrigation developments, and the degree of mecha-
nization. Farms average the smallest in size where fruit
and truck crops predominate and the largest in strictly
grazing areas. The bringing of previously non-irrigated
land under irrigation tends to decrease the size of the
farming unit. With irrigation, farming becomes more in-
tensive and crops with higher unit value can be raised,
allowing a farmer to earn the same income from a smaller
acreage. In addition, the increased value of irrigated land
makes necessary a larger capital investment on the part
of a buyer if the land is sold and thus tends to decrease
the size of farming units in irrigated areas. Depression
and mechanization, on the other hand, work toward a
consolidation of farms into larger operating units. Dur-
ing the early years of a depression, from 1930 to 1935

for example, the average farm si reased slightly as
urban workers moverback to the country on small acre-

ages. After a few years, however, consolidations began

as the finapcially sound farmers mi those
&a zan

who longer. Mechanization increases
farm size because farmers find they can handle larger
units with less labor; in addition, many of the new ma-
chines are not economical to operate on small acreages.
Of Twelfth District states, the range states of Arizona
and Nevada have the largest average farm size and have
shown the greatest increase in size over the last 30 years.
Though a part of their phenomenal increases in average
size (from 582 to 3,834 acres in Arizona and from 745
to 2,271 in Nevada) represents actual increases in size of
operations, much of it, as previously mentioned, is ac-

counted for by leased grazing land which was formerly

not reported when used under permit or as open range.
Farms in Washington, Oregon, and California, where
crops predominate, have shown the smallest increases in
average size since 1920. In California, with its large num-
bers of fruit and vegetable farms, average size did not
increase appreciably from 1920 to 1945. After 1945 the

AVERAGE S1zE oF FARM—TWELFTH DistricT AND UNITED STATES
Selected Census Dates

(in acres)
1920 1930 1940 1950
7 o e EE R & e e e 582 743 1,389 3,834
CRIIOFRIN Lol sisimami e srumpisnasme 250 224 230 267
RURBD ' oissle eralaia oo s e e, § e 199 224 236 328
NEVBUAR o000l o vunbiviies’s Sonsissioleisre 745 1,186 1,059 2,271
(o £ e S RO R B TR L S e 270 300 291 340
RIERIX L G5 biadie cioinioes bbnieivisis o sralgsimiosio wein 197 207 287 440
WO <o ovowainysyewslons sem 200 191 186 249
Twellth Distriet ....p 0. csumonesioiels 247 259 302 421
TRIEed SIALes oo vvovsiscavsives s 148 157 174 210

Source: United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
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