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Rising Inequality and Falling Property Tax Rates
Mason Gaffney, 10 June 1992

To be Chapter 10 in Gene Wunderlich (ed.), Land Ownership and
Taxation Survey, 1992.

It is a common belief that property tax relief is "good for
farmers." It certainly raises the private share of economic rent.
That in turn raises the investment grade of farmland and
encourages its purchase as a store of value, a place to park
slack money. This may be at odds, however, with using it as a
vehicle for enterprise and an outlet for workmanship. Lower farm
property taxes are associated with lower ratios of capital to
land, and labor to land, both over time and among states. They
are also associated with bigger mean farm size and less equal
distribution of farm sizes.

In the sections that follow, I first document the rise of
inequality in the distribution of farmland that followed a sharp
drop in farm property tax rates after 1930. Then I show, by
cross-sectional analysis, a positive relationship between higher
property tax rates and more intensive use of farmland, which in
turn is associated with more equal distribution of farmland.
Conversely, I find property tax relief associated with underuse
and underimprovement of land.

A priori, a tax on buildings works to suppress building and
to penalize smaller farmers, whose building to land ratio is
higher than that of bigger farmers. The findings seem to show,
therefore, a stronger countereffect, procincentive and pro-
subdivision, of the other part of the property tax, the part
based on land value.

PROPERTY TAX RELIEF AND THE MARCH OF CONCENTRATION, 1930-1988

The national average of farm property tax rates peaked in
1930 at 1.32 percent. It fell to 0.77 percent in 1945, and
stabilized at about that level--it was 0.85 percent in 1987."

'The rates for 1930 and 1945 are from U.S. Department of
Agriculture, The Economic Almanac (New York, 1960): 33. The 1988
rate is from Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture,
Vol. 3, Related Surveys, Part 2, Agricultural Economics and Land
Ownership Survey (AELOS) (Washington, D.C.: 1989): 179, Table 50.
Earlier information is fuzzy, but before 1930 there were no state
sales taxes and few state income taxes. In 1920, half of all
state government revenues were from property taxes, as well as
90% of local revenues (particularly counties and school
districts). The levies of special improvement districts, e.g. for




Sales and income taxes, which bear heavier on urban activities,
replaced the missing property taxes as sources of revenue.

Vanishing Farmers and Unaffordable Farms

Mean acres per farm had remained fairly constant for 65
years (1870-1935) at about 155 acres, despite two major
industrial merger movements. After 1935 the mean took off and had
tripled to 462 acres by 1987. As the number of farms was falling,
national populatlon was on the rise. In 1900 there was one farm
per 11 Americans; in 1987 only one per 113. Farms became
unaffordable. Real wage rates have not risen as fast as real land
prices since 1955, and not at all since about 1975,2 which has
raised the labor—prlce of land. Coupling this with rising acres
per farm, the labor-price of a farm roughly tripled, from about 6
years' wages (before ?ayroll deductions) in 1954 to about 17
years' wages in 1987.

The Vanishing Middle Class
In 1900 the Census Bureau began publishing farm data ranked

by acres per farm. Using those data, the Gini Ratio (GR)* was
.58 in 1900, and it rose only slowly, to .63 in 1930. After that

irrigation and drainage, are not legally "taxes," but "benefit
assessments,”™ and were in addition to the numbers given.

2 In constant dollars, average hourly earnings of
nonsupervisory production labor in U.S. manufacturing peaked in
1975, and had dropped about 7 percent by 1988. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Handbook of Labor Statistics, Bulletin 2340
(Washington, D.C., 1991):312, Table 80.

3Average hourly earnings (before tax) of nonsupervisory
production workers were $1.71 in 1955 and $8.57 in 1985. The
value of land and buildings per farm was $20,400 in 1954 and
$289,000 in 1987. Using 2,000 as the number of working hours per
year yields the labor-cost of a farm in yearly wages. I have
understated both the rise and the years by using "earnings"
instead of disposable pay after payroll taxes, which have risen
sharply. Also, I did not allow for layoffs, sickness, injury,
unemployment, etc.

“The GR is a measure of unequal distribution. It is a pure
index that sums and standardizes large amounts of disparate data
in one number. A rise in GR means the big got bigger and/or the
small got smaller. It ranges from .00 (complete equality) to 1.00
(complete inequality). Its essence is explained in many basic
texts on industrial organization. See, e.g., D. Needham, The
Economics of Industrial Structure and Performance (New York:St.
Martin's Press, 1978):424.




it rose faster, to .70 by 1950, plateaued there for 15 years,
then rose again to .76 by 1987.° (By comparison, GRs for
personal income are much lower, about .40, and are much more
stable over decades.) The accelerated rise since 1930 coincided
with the rise of mean acres per farm, and both followed the fall
of property tax rates.

As a measure, GR deals only with concentration among
existing farms. Industrial econcmists fault it for not reflecting
the loss of farms. Acknowledging the critics, GR can be modified
to combine both effects. Simply add the ghosts of 4.5 million
farms that died between 1935 and 1988 to the lowest bracket, as
farms with zero acres in 1988. This raises GR for 1988 from .76
to .92, a radical rise of inequality since 1930 (.63).
Calculating the GR this way gives one a better sense of how
concentration shot up after 1930-1935. In the Great Depression
(1930-1941), millions of small farms provided a refuge for the
jobless and homeless. Today, that refuge is closed, with
explosive social consequences in urban slums.

The Rise of Land Quality in Vast Farms

The concentration of the value of farm real estate is
growing faster than that of farm acres. The value of land and
buildings ($I+4B) per acre in the top bracket (farms of 1,000
acres and over) has risen relative to all farms. For easy recall
and reference, I label this ratio GAMMA. Gamma is the top bracket
acre value divided by the mean acre value. In 1910, Gamma for
$L+B was .35. By 1930 it had dropped to .29, after 20 years of
high farm property tax rates.® By 1987, after 57 years of low
property tax rates, it had doubled to .61.7

Accordingly, the share of $L+B in farms of 1,000 acres and
over rose faster than the share of acreage from 1930-1987. The
share of acreage rose from .28 to .62, a rise of 123 percent. The
share of $I+B rose from .08 to .38, a rise of 375 percent.

‘calculated from the census of agriculture for various

years. The full set of GRs is: 1900 = .58; 1910 = .57; 1920 =
.60; 1925 = .62; 1930 = .63; 1935 = .65; 1940 = ,.67; 1945 = .70;
1950 = ,70; 1959 = .71; 1969 = ,71; 1982 = .75; 1987 = .76.

‘calculated from Bureau of the Census, 1940 Census of

Agriculture, Vol. 3:78-79, 82; and 1950 Census of Agriculture
Vol. 2:776.

‘calculated from 1987 Census of A riculture, 93, Table 51;
1940 Census of Agriculture, Vol. 3:78-79, 82; and 1950 Census of
Agriculture Vol. 2:776. In 1940 and 1950 the "top bracket" was
1,000 acres and over; in 1987 it was 2,000 acres and over. I
adjusted for this by combining the top two brackets in 1987.




The land share of real estate value (LSREV) in the top
bracket (1,000 acres and over) has probably risen faster than
overall. LSREV is an acronym for $L/($I1+B), that is the value of
land as a fraction of the value of land and buildings together.
Gamma for $L alone always stood higher than for S$IL+B during the
years 1900-1940 when the census published separate data on $L and
$B for all farms. There is no comparable later data published to
test directly whether Gamma for $L has risen even higher over
Gamma for S$L+B (for 1988, AELOS separates $1, and $B only for
owner-occupied farms, not for all farms.) There is indirect
evidence, however, that LSREV in the top bracket may have risen
faster than overall.

One indicator is the share of harvested cropland, by size of
farm. This share in the top bracket has risen relative to the
share for all farms. This ratio in 1925 was 8.5 percent over 37.3
percent, or .23. It rose to .37 in 1950 and to .69 by 1987.8

Another confirming indicator is the rising concentration of
irrigated land. When irrigation was young in Anglo-America (1890-
1914), it was the recourse of small farmers struggling for land
against bonanza wheat farmers and ranchers (the familiar grist of
horse operas). Then, vast spreads were subdivided to create small
irrigated farms. There was drastic subdivision and
intensification (1900-1930).% Land in farms of 1,000 acres and
over actually dropped (nationally) by 15 percent from 1900 to
1910, the only drop on record. Now, however, 34 percent of all
irrigated land is in the top bracket, farms of 2,000 acres and
over.' control of irrigated land means control over water.

8pata for 1925-1950 are from the 1950 Census of Agriculture,
Vol. 2:780-782; for 1987 from the 1987 Census of Agriculture, 90-
91, Table 51. To maintain comparability it was necessary for me
to consolidate the top two brackets in 1987.

For example, the number of farms in Stanislaus County,
California, quintupled from 1900 to 1920. Subdivision for more
intensive culture by small farmers was the dominating trend there
then. Heavy land taxes were levied there (by irrigation
districts) to finance public irrigation works. See B.F. Rhodes,
"The Thirsty Land," Ph.D. dissertation, University of cCalifornia,
Berkeley, 1943; available from the university's Main Library and
on microfilm, HD1740, M6R4. See also A. Henley, 1969, "Land-value
Taxation by California Irrigation Districts," in Arthur Becker,
ed., Land and Building Taxes (Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1969).

YFrom 1987 Census of A riculture, 16(Table 8) and 84 (Table
51). The movement in California is separately studied by R.
Fellmeth, Politics of Land (New York: Grossman Publishers, 1973);



Control of water gives control over arid lands roundabout.
Ownership and control based on water have become higle
concentrated. For farms with irrigated land, GR = .82,"
substantially higher than the GR of .76 for all farms.

An independent study by Villarejo illustrates the trend from
1940 to 1982 in a specific area intensively studied by Wilson and
Clawson in 1940. The study area was the irrigable and irrigated
land in Kern and Tulare counties, California. Replicating the
study in 1982, Villarejo found that "land ownership has become
more concentrated as more land has been placed in irrigated
farms, "2

A last confirming indicator is concentration by sales. Data
for this are available from 1950. GR for farms ranked by sales
has risen faster from 1950-1987 (.67 to .80) than GR for farms
ranked by acres (.70 to .76). Sales were less concentrated than
acres; now they are more concentrated. That is consistent with
the hypothesis that land quality in large holdings is rising.”

Rising Land Share and Rising Ratio of Price to Cash Flow

The LSREV almost certainly rose from 1940, when land prices
were depressed, to 1987. By splicing disparate tables to get

M. Goodall, "Property and Water Institutions in California,"
draft, 1991:1-18, Claremont Graduate School; P. Roberts, "Power
and Land in California," a summary of the Nader Report chaired by
Robert Fellmeth, 1971 (available California State Library,
Sacramento, and various University of Califonria campus

libraries); P.S. Taylor, Essays on Land, Water and the Law in
California (New York: Arno Press, 1979); D. Villarejo and J.

Redmond, Missed Opportunities --Squandered Resources (Davis:
California Institute for Rural Studies, 1988). Re: concentrated
control of water in Hawaii see P. Philipp, The Diversified
Agriculture of Hawaii (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press,
1953) :18-20.

Ycalculated from 1987 Census of Aqriculture, 16, Table 8.
Because of the peculiar arrangement of data, this figure needs
cautious interpretation. For other confirmation, however, see
below.

2p, villarejo, How Much is Enough? (Davis: California
Institute for Rural Studies, 1986):108.

BData on sales for 1930 are not available, but going back
to 1900, GR by sales was .50, while GR by acres was .58.



comparable data, I estimate LSREV rose from .69 to well over
.80." As noted above, it rose most in the top acreage brackets.

Higher LSREV means a higher price to cash flow (P/C) ratio.
That is because cash flow (C) from buildings and other capital
includes allowance for depreciation (D). Depreciation is part of
cash flow, but not part of earnings; price is capitalized only
from earnings (C-D). Thus, the price of capital is capitalized
from less than its cash flow. The price of land, oppositely, is
capitalized from more than its cash flow. It is from cash flow
plus the current appreciation (C+A)."™ Land price also captures
expectations of cash and service flows from various nonfarm
elements, many of which are deferred and speculative.

High ratios of farm price to cash flow are another barrier
to farm entry. Direct data on farmland P/C ratios are not
available, but a rough surrogate (to show trend, not value) is
the ratio of farm real estate values to gross farm revenues. This
ratio was low (2.56) in 1945, when a gloomy market locoked for
another postwar farm depression and land buyers got lucky. It
rose to 4.0 in 1954, and to 5.9 in 1982. Farmland prices dropped
sharply in the mid-1980s, but still left the ratio at 4.35 in
1987, much higher than for 1945-1950.'®

A high P/C ratio shows a higher share of $L in farm wealth.

“In 1940, the last year in which the census of agriculture
separated $L and $B, LSREV was .69 overall, but was not reported
for owner-operators. In AELOS, 1988, the figure is reported for
owner-operators but not for overall LSREV. How does one compare
1940 with 19887 It is fair to assume that the owner-operator
LSREV was well below the average then, as now. From that, I
"ballpark" it at .60 for 1940. In 1988 owner—operator LSREV was
measured, and it was up to .79, a big jump. This implies a big
jump in overall LSREV, too.

®The standard capitalization formula (omitting the property
tax rate) is P = CF/[i-g], where P is land price, CF is current
cash flow, i is interest rate, and g is annual growth rate of CF.
Rearranging terms, P = [CF+Pg]/i. Pg is the current annual
increment to land price. The formula is simplified, but in the
market, brokers have been capitalizing and selling Pg for ages

using this basic theme and variations.

"“From 1987 Census of Agriculture, 7, Table 1, for 1954-1987
data; 1950 Census_of Agriculture, Vol. 2, Part 10:775-76 and Vol.
2, Part 9:753, Table 1, for 1945. The data for earlier years
require some piecing out, but are roughly as follows: 1900 =
4.55; 1910 = 5.56; 1920 = 3,85; 1930 = 4.17; 1940 = 4.17. Within
those spare numbers lie the stories, follies, hopes, heartbreaks,
delusions, labors, savings, and lives of millions of Americans.



A common belief is that high capital costs of machinery and
equipment ($M&E) are peculiar to modern farm technology and are
the main barrier to farm entry. That belief doesn't wash,
however.' Cyrus McCormick was mass marketing mechanical reapers
before the Civil War. Today, $M&E is about 10 percent of all farm
assets, much smaller than $IL+B.'® In addition, loans invested in
SM&E are usually self-liquidating from the excess of cash flow
over interest, but loans for buying land mean negative cash flow
for several years. Meeting a negative cash flow requires pumping
in still more outside capital, an added barrier to entry.

To sum up, rising acreages mean there are fewer farms
overall. Rising labor prices per farm mean aspiring farmers who
lack prior wealth can no longer buy in. Rising Gini Ratios mean
acreage is less equally shared among a given number of farms.
Rising Gamma factors mean the higher quality land is moving into
bigger farms. The Gamma data are confirmed by rising shares of
cropland and irrigated land in vast farms. Rising P/C ratios
reflect a higher LSREV, and they mean it is harder for a newcomer
to acquire any farm acres. The combination means the agricultural
ladder has been pulled up. Entry is nearly impossible for farmers
lacking outside finance; exit and latifundiazation proceed apace.
These changes accompanied and followed a 40 percent drop in farm
property tax rates.

THE LESSER_IMPROVEMENT OF BIGGER FARMS

A result of rising concentration is the separation of land
from capital. With some exaggeration, American latifundia are now
lands without buildings, but buildings cluster on smaller farms,
many without enough land. This implies at least three points.
First, building wealth is more equally distributed than land
wealth. Second, the property tax would be more progressive if
changed to a pure land tax, exempting buildings. Third, many
latifundia are not being used to their potential, while capital
on some small farms is undercomplemented with land. I support the

""Historians would not expect it to: Jlatifundia perdidere
Italiam two milleniums before modern technology. Veblen,
supposedly a technocrat, did not buy the farm technology story
either. A farm boy and an historian, he saw farm machinery
conforming to the Procrustean bed of speculative landholdings,
rather than the other way around. T. Veblen, "The Independent
Farmer," Absentee Ownership, (New York: B.W. Huebsch, Inc.,
1923):129-42., In 1916, after many giant farms had been divided,
Fordson came out with a new, smaller tractor.

8Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture, Vol. 3,

Related Surveys, Part 2, Agricultural Economics and Land
Ownership Survey (AELOS) (Washington, D.C.: 1989):58, Table 27.




case first using national data, and then by comparing states.

It is awkward that the 1987 Census of Agriculture defines
"farm size," and ranks farms, only by acres rather than value. I
used the acreage rankings above for intertemporal comparison
because they are comparable with each other over time and are all
that is available over time. Data on value per acre is available
by acreage brackets, but a proper data set to test my thesis
cross-sectionally would rank farms by land value ($L), rather
than acres. This would reshuffle and rerank individual farms.'?
For example, in the brackets from 260 acres to 1999 acres there
are now more farms worth $1 million and over than there are in
the top bracket (2,000 acres and over).?® Half the farms in the
top bracket are worth less than $1 million each. If all farms
were properly reranked by value, the degree of inequality and the
effect of "size" on factor proportions would change. In what
follows, I use available data to simulate what those changes
might be. One available data set, although partial, is ranked by
value, and it confirms my thesis with startling force.

National Data
Concentration of irrigated land

The yield per acre of most crops stays level or rises with
harvested acres per farm.?' The most likely reason is that the
quality of harvested land rises with quantity. There is, to be
sure, a trade-off between quality and quantity, but there is also
a bond. Whoever can afford more can afford better. Which effect
is stronger? The question must be resoclved by data.

The 1987 Census of Agriculture does not provide overall
land-value data (separate from $B), but it does provide one
surrogate for land guality: land irrigated. Irrigated land is
generally flatter, lower, and warmer; in addition, the water
supply itself is an easement over more land (the watershed, whose
acreage is not counted with acres per farm). Farms of 2,000 acres
and over have 34;Percent of all irrigated land, but only 24
percent of $IL+B.? That indicates higher land quality coupled
with lesser improvement.

YFailure to observe this point is "regression fallacy."
See A.E. Waugh, Elements of Statistical Method (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1943):387-389.

20I.e., 56,355 farms versus 35,484 farms over 2,000 acres;
1987 Census of Agriculture, 93, Table 51.

211987 Census of Agqriculture, 36, Table 44.
21987 Census of Agriculture, 16(Table 8) and 84 (Table 51).
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The 1987 census ranks farms by "acres harvested,™ not in the
aggregate, but crop by crop. For almost all crops, the share
irrigated rises steeply with acres per farm.?® Alfalfa is an
example. Sixty-seven percent of acres in the top bracket are
irrigated, compared with 23 percent for all farms producing
alfalfa. The ratio of those percentages forms an index, Zeta
(share of land irrigated on vast acreages, relative to all
farms) .?* For example, for alfalfa Zeta = .67/.23 = 2.9. The
Zetas for other crops are given in the end note.® This finding
is very strong because it runs against the ranking bias. These
farms are ranked by all acres harvested; this bias alone would
make Zeta < 1 if the scatter of points was perfectly symmetrical
about both axes. If the census ranked these same data by acres
irrigated, instead of acres harvested, the Zetas would be much
higher.

Comparing different crops, high values of GR go with crops
that are mostly irrigated. For example, 85 percent of tomato
acres and 14 percent of silage corn are irrigated. For tomatoes,
GR = .91; for silage corn, GR = .52.%

It is easy to presume that in a state of extremes, like
Callfornla, high GRs result simply from consolidating high-priced
irrigated land with vast arid ranches, "the cattle on a thousand

231987 Census of Agriculture, 36, Table 44. G. Wunderlich
has made the same point in a brilliant (but, ruefully,
unpublished) note, "Wetter is Better," Economic Research Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1985.

®This is the counterpart of Gamma, used above.

Bzeta values by crop, calculated from 1987 Census of
Agriculture:36, Table 44. Cash corn = 2.1; silage corn = 3.3;
sorghum = 0.8; wheat = 1.0; barley = 1.3; cats = 3.2; cotton =
1.4; tobacco = 1.8; soybeans = 2.0; dry edible beans = 1.5;
potatoes = 1.1; sugar beets = 1.5; peanuts = 1.8; alfalfa hay
etc. = 3.3; other hay = 7.5; seeds = 1.4; vegetables = 1.3;
tomatoes = 1.2; sweet corn = 1.6; berries = 0.9; orchards = 1.2;
rice = 1.0.

%®Those who find GR index numbers too abstract will find
more meaning in these raw data. For tomatoes, the top acreage
bracket contains 1.1 percent of the farms, 45 percent of the
harvested acres, and 52 percent of the irrigated acres in
tomatoes. For silage corn, the top bracket contains 1.0 percent
of the farms, 11.3 percent of the harvested acres, and 26 percent
of the irrigated acres in silage corn.



10

hills." Several of the older Wright Act? irrigation districts
are strikingly egalitarian, it is true, with small mean farm
sizes.® These older districts have become, however,
exceptional. An intensive study of the huge Westlands Water
District, 100 percent irrigated with cheap, subsidized federal
water, shows GR = .77.% Villarejo and Redmond consolidated data
from 10 districts receiving among them 48 percent of all Central
Valley Project water, for GR = .69.30 These high GR values come
from 100 percent irrigated lands.3' These and other data® on
irrigated acres support the thesis that gquantity and guality of
cropland are mates more than alternates. The vaster farms also
get more water per acre.

Land Concentration for Farms Ranked by Sales

The census of agriculture now also ranks farms by sales per
farm. This yields higher GR values: .80 in 1987, compared with

*Wright Act irrigation districts in california are special
improvement districts whose governing boards are democratically
elected (in most others, voting is by property value). Wright Act
districts were the major vehicle of rapid settlement and
subdivision, 1902-1930, before there were any outside subsidies.
During this period, tax assessments on land in several districts
were extremely high. These districts levy exclusively on land,
exempting buildings.

#series of Factual Reports on specific irrigation districts
(I.D.), U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento office, ca. 1947.
The reports give data for calculating the following GRs: Lindsay-
Strathmore I.D., .31; Ivanhoe I.D., .46; Madera I.D., .45. These
data are from 1947, before the districts began getting political
rent from federally subsidized (Central Valley Project) water.
They are less egalitarian today.

¥calculated from data in D. Villarejo and J. Redmond,

Missed Opportunities, Squandered Resources, (Davis: California

Institute for Rural Studies, 1988), 45.

Scalculated from Villarejo, How Much is Enough? (Davis:
California Institute for Rural Studies, 1986), p.28.

These lands are also subject to a "160-acre limitation®
that nominally accompanies federal water. Enforcement is
toothless, but sporadic attempts have some effect. Other vast
districts, not in these data, get state-subsidized water free of
any acreage limitation, and their GRs run higher,

A good general source for California is Department of
Water Resources, Bulletins 23 (a series).
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.76 by acres. Sales are a measure of dollar values. This
suggests, without proving, that GR-by-$L > GR-by-acres.

In 1950, the top class (at that time, farms with sales >
$25,000 per year) comprised 1.9 percent of all farms, 26 percent
of the sales, and 41 percent of the 1rr1gated land.? Again,
this finding is very strong because it runs agalnst the ranking
bias, which is to put a higher share of sales in the top bracket.

I used 1950 above because the current census does not
consolidate this information. It does, however, show it on a
crop-by-crop basis.’ For example, for cash-grain corn, in the
top group (highest sales per farm), 37 percent of the acres are
irrigated versus 14 percent for all groups. It goes on like that
for all crops (except rice, all of which is irrigated). This
finding is unaffected by ranking bias, pro or con.

Lack of buildings on latifundia

The 1940 Census of Agriculture was the last to separate 3$L
from $B, overall. In 1940 the bulldlng share of real estate value
($B/[$L+B], or BSREV) was .69 in the lowest acreage bracket, .31
for all farms, and .12 for farms of 1,000 acres and over.3*

AELOS (1988) gives no comparable comprehensive data, but it
does give two series that test the point and have the advantage
of disaggregation. One is for "owner-operators" and one for
"landlords with debt." For the owner-operators, ranked by acres
per farm, BSREV was .63 for farms under 10 acres; .29 for all
farms; and .12 for farms of 2,000 acres and over.> Building
values are much more equally distributed among these farms than
land values.

331950 Census of Agriculture:1118, Table 1.
%1987 Census of Agriculture:120, Table 52.

$There is no ranking bias because neither acres nor
irrigated acres is the ranking variable. Sales is the ranking
variable, and gross acres are compared with irrigated acres.

31940 census of Agriculture, Vol. 3:80. An earlier
insightful article on the subject is D. Weeks, "Factors Affecting

Selling Prices of Land in the 11th Federal Farm Loan District,"
Hilgardia 3, no. 17 (1929):459-542,

Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture, Vol. 3,

Related Surveys, Part 2, Aqgricultural Economics and Land
Ownership Survey (AELOS) (Washington, D.C.: 1989):229, Table 70.
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For "landlords with debt,"® the BSREVs are lower overall
(.11) than for owner-operators (.29), but the immediate interest
here is how the shares fall with size of holding. Ranking by
acres per farm, BSREV is .11l overall, and falls gently to .07 in
the top bracket. These data, however, are also ranked by $L+B.
Ranklng thus, BSREV is stlll of course, .11 overall, but--here
is the shocker-—BSREV falls to an astonishingly low .01 in the
top bracket.¥

A share of .01 is breathtaking in any such scatter, blt more
s0 here because the ranking variable includes $B. When a scatter
of points is loose, the choice of ranking variable (i.e., the
definition of "size") biases the findings to show the share of
the ranking variable rising with size. However, the present data
are ranked by $L+B, which is neutral between $L and $B. Thus,
BSREV = .01 in the top bracket is free of ranking bias and fully
significant without adjustment. This is an uncommonly strong

relationship. The biggest landlord holdings, in dollar value, are
99 percent pure land.

Lack of family labor on latifundia

Lack of buildings reveals lack of family labor, because so
many farm buildings are operator dwellings, whose economic
function is to house operator labor near the job site. The census
of agriculture no longer publishes data on family labor.*’ As a
surrogate, one can assume that operator labor inputs are roughly
in proportion to operator housing, which the census reports
separately. In 1988 operators' dwellings were 48 percent of farm
real estate assets in the smallest acreage bracket, 16.4 percent
for all farms, and falling steadily, 4.4 percent on farms 2,000

3%1phid., 219, Table 64.

¥As $L+B per farm rises, $B per farm actually falls, which
is astounding. Like most extreme findings, this one results from
several concurrent factors: (1) these data are for ownership, not
operation; (2) these are all rented lands &(3) these data are
ranked by value, not acres/. aard (A% = ‘ e
baaé=vaiue*-wteheut—bueéd*agsa Thus, they are 1deal to test my
thesis in its purest form. They show, technically, how very
sensitive concentration data are to the choice of ranking
variable. Above all, they show substantively that the largest
holdings of farm wealth consist of land without buildings.

It is a wry commentary on modern attitudes that a farm
family's own work is no longer counted as labor.
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acres and over.*! For family-held corporate farms (of all

sizes), the share is 6.3 percent; for other corporate farms, 3.2
percent. These data support the common impression that smaller
and unépcorporated farms are better supplied with operator family
labor.

In 1950 the census reported more detail than it does now on
inputs used by farms ranked by sales. Class I farms (the largest)
had 22 percent of the land in farms, and 7 percent of the farm
labor (at that time, family labor was included). Class VI farms
(the smallest) had 5 percent of the land in farms, and 11 percent
of the farm labor.®® This contrast would be much greater if
farms were ranked by acres or $I+B, because sales reflect the
presence of labor inputs, as well as feeder livestock and
purchased feed. Those contrasts of people to land ratios were
brouaht out in many studies in that more socially conscious
era.

To sum up what national data show, there is evidence that
land quality rises with acreage harvested, using irrigated acres
as a surrogate for quality, and that BSREV falls. Ranking farms
by sales, the same rule holds. For all owner-operated farms,
ranked by acres, BSREV falls steeply with size. For landlords
with debt, ranked by $L+B, BSREV falls even more steeply with
size, nearly to zero. The last point distills my thesis to its
essence in one datum.

“Bureau of the Census, 1987_Census of Aqriculture, Vol. 3,

Related Surveys, Part 2, Agricultural Economics and Land
Ownership Survey (AELOS) (Washington, D.C.: 1989):229, Table 70.

¥Thig aleo implies that land in smaller farms is more
productive in terms of supplying the service flow of shelter,
pPlus the amenities of rural life, to families. To appreciate the
weight of this factor, consider that the 1990 Census shows 40
percent of American households pay more than 30 percent of their
income for housing. As discussed above and again below, land in
small farms is also more productive in purely cash terms (sales
per SL). The two kinds of productivity are additive.

“*1950 census of Agriculture, Vol. 5 (Part 6):51, cited in
M. Gaffney, "Land Speculation,” (Ph.D. dissertation, University

of California, Berkeley, 1956):207.

“see Gaffney, ibid., 203-209. Cited there are supporting
data from studies by C. Goodrich, J.A. Baker, L. Nelson, C.
Hammar and J.H. Muntzell, W.J. Cash, A.0. Craven, A. Raper, T.J.
Woofter et al., J.V. Rogers, D.G. Miley, H. Weaver, W.W. Wilcox
and W.E. Hendrix, S. Hamilton and D. Parker, D. Weeks, H. L.
Roberts, L. Gay, Jr., E. Jacoby, and R. Hardie.
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Comparisons Among States

AELOS provides a third set of separate land and building
values. These are aggregates by state.®” Grouping data by areal
units, as Reid did in her study of housing and income, is one way
to overcome regression fallacy.® The idea is to group data on
some basis other than the variables being studied and then to
compare those variables among the groups. States serve the
purpose, just as neighborhoods served Reid in her housing
studies.

Lesser Improvement of Land in States with Larger Farms

One method of testing how $B grows with $L is to compare
their dispersions. The result is unbiased because the two
variables are treated the same-~-neither ranking is given priority
over the other. The egg-shaped envelope of scatter points is
standing on its end if the y variable is more dispersed, and
leaning on its side if the x variable is more dispersed. Any
standard measure of dispersion is acceptable.*” I use two. One
is the mean deviation, dividing each by its respective mean to
standardize it for comparison with others. I also calculated
coefficients of variation (CV), which are standard deviations
divided by the respective means.

My results support the hypothesis that farmland values are
much more concentrated than farm building values. The CVs are .44
for land value, and .24 for building value. See Table 10.1 (in
Appendix to this chapter) for details.

“Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agqriculture, Vol. 3,
Related Surveys, Part 2, Agricultural Economics and Land
Ownership Survey (AELOS) (Washington, D.C.: 1989):230, Table 71.
These data are just for owner-operators. More coverage would be
better, and is stored, but this is all that is released in AELOS.

“Margaret Reid, Housing and Income (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1962). Discussion is in R. Muth, "Permanent
Income, Instrumental Variables, and the Income-Elasticity of
Housing Demand," (unpublished manuscript ca. 1971:1-40). Reid's
studies were in conjunction with developing the "permanent income
hypothesis," which was an extended exercise in offsetting
regression fallacy. See also the discussion in M. Gaffney, 1971,
"The Property Tax Is a Progressive Tax," Proceedings, National
Tax Association, 64th Annual Conference, Kansas City (published
at Columbus, Ohio: National Tax Association):408-426, at pp. 421-
424.

“’A. Wallis and H. Roberts, Statistics (Glencoe, IL: Free
Press, 1956):263 and preceding.
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My overall findings are displayed in Figure 10.1, a scatter
plotting of LSREV against $L per farm, by states. Land value per
farm ranges from $71,000 (West Virginia) to $630,000 (Arizona).
Arizona and other big-farm states have higher LSREVs than West
Virginia and other small-farm states. Overall, the scatter
displays a strong positive relationship between $L per farm and
LSREV, state to state.®® This supports the basic finding which
is, otherwise put, that land is much more concentrated than
buildings among farms.%

Urban Influence

Data by states also provide new insights into interstate and
interregional differences. I divide states into three groups: 9
small urban states, 7 arid ranching states, and 34 rural and
rural-urban states (See Table 10.1). For the small urban states,
the CV values for $L and $B are .42 and .16:; for the arid
ranching states, .32 and .29; for the 34 rural states, .67 and
.32.°% Thus, $L is more concentrated than $B among the states
within each of the three groups, but the difference is greatest
among the small urban states, where farm values are most affected
by urban speculation. This suggests that the effect of urban land
speculation is toward higher concentration of landholdings, a
point made earlier by Gray, and by Goldenweiser and Truesdell,?

“Using $L to rank the states would reintroduce an element
of ranking bias were grouped data not being used. Lunping data
causes extreme understatement of the relationship displayed, so
no net exaggeration 1is perpetrated by Figure 10.1.

“If that is not clear, think of it in extreme terms. It is
as though buildings were all of equal value, from farm to farm,
and farms differed only in their lands.

*’To sharpen these differentials, I have experimented with
dividing states synthetically into regions. Thus, it is
reasonable to impute the characteristics of Iowa to the northern
third of Missouri and the southern third of Minnesota, leaving
the residuals to the other two-thirds of each state. The result
is a steep jump in the mean deviation of $L per farm, with a
small rise in that of acres per farm and $B per farm. County-by-
county data processed in this way would make the points even
sharper. Several prior researchers have used county data to good
effect.

IL.c. Gray, "Land Speculation," In E.R.A. Seligman, ed.,
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (New York: Macmillan, 1931).
E.A. Goldenweiser and L. Truesdell, Farm Tenancy in the United
States. Bureau of the Census, Census Monograph #4, (Washington,
D.C.: U.S.Government Printing Office, 1924).
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and observable today around growing cities.?
Association of Property Taxation and Land Improvement

The specific contrast of two states, Wisconsin and Florida,
illustrates and exemplifies my general findings. In Table 10.2, I
rank the 50 states by LSREV. The complement of LSREV is BSREV.
Wisconsin has the highest BSREV, .47; Florida has the lowest,
.15. Yet, Wisconsin's farm property tax rate (PTR) exceeds
Florida's 4 to 1. Wisconsin, the high-tax state, leads Florida 3
to 1 in farm output per dollar of farmland value, 5 to 1 in farm
buildings per dollar of farmland value, and (surprisingly) 7 to 3
in machinery/livestock. Florida, the low-tax state, leads
Wisconsin in GR (2 to 1); in $L per farm (5.5 to 1); in acres per
farm (3 to 2); in $L per acre (4 to 1); and in real estate/all
assets (11 to 8) (Table 2).°3

2Florida, singled out below as a "bellwether" state, is not
a "small" urban state, but ranks high in urban sprawl, which
spreads urban price influence over farmland: 7.4 percent of
Florida is "urban and built-up," compared with less in other
states of comparable area and population--5.1 percent in
Illinois, 5.2 percent in Michigan, and 5.8 percent in New York
(U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United
States 1988, (Washington, D.C., 1989):187). Florida ranks low in
per capita income, but second among states in domestic travel
spending. The Florida land boom of 1926 is history, but the
dispersed settlement pattern that fostered it still stamps
Florida, and helps explain its farmland characteristics, viz.
high LSREV and high GR.

Philip Raup points out that recreation-retirement uses,
along with tax shelters, even dominate ranchland values in some
arid states. (Statement before Subcommittee on Moncopoly, Senate
Small Business Committee, Role of Giant Corporations,
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), Part
3:3969.)

Florida also outranks Wisconsin in many measures of social
and civic morbidity. Florida leads the nation in violent crimes
per 100,000 population, and it leads Wisconsin 5 to 1 (Federal
Bureau of Iinvestigation's Uniform Crime Rates, 1991 World
Almanac, p.848). That is the more significant considering its age
distribution, which is short on the vioclence-prone youthful
cohorts. Florida ranks 44th in voter turnout, to 4th for
Wisconsin, even though Florida ranks first in share of population
over age 65, the high-voting ages. Florida also leads Wisconsin
in infant mortality rate, 12.8 to 9.5; divorce rate, 6.7 to 3.6;
and prisoners per 100,000 people, 243 to 102. In a cultural
factor like patents issued per million people, Wisconsin leads
Florida 185 to 113. (Data from 1990 Statistical Abstract, pp.

xii~xxi, 535; State and Metropolitan Area Data Book, 1986; Annual
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Florida and Wisconsin are not exceptions or outliers, but
bellwethers. Extending the data to 8 states below Florida, and 8
above Wisconsin, the differences persist and accumulate
consistently. The "Florida 9" are Florida, Arizona, New Mexico,
Hawaii, Montana, North Dakota, Wyoming, California, and Texas.
The "Wisconsin 9" are Wisconsin, Delaware, Maine, Pennsylvania,
New York, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Ohio.
There are two contrasting Gestalts along the lines shown.

The Wisconsin 9 have higher PTRs overall than the Florida 9.
To the extent that the PTR is a cause of the effects with which
it is associated, its effect is not so much to abort farm
capital, as expected. It is associated with high BSREV. High PTR
is also associated with small farms (low $L per farm, low $L per
acre), low GR values, high ratios of M&E to livestock and to real
estate, low shares of leased land,”® and fuller land usage, as
measured by sales per $L.

The inverse relationship between PTR and GR is particularly
consistent and noteworthy. In this respect North Dakota and
Delaware, otherwise nonconforming members of their respective
groups, fall into line. Delaware has a low PTR and a high GR;
North Dakota the opposite. The egalitarian effects of a high PTR
seem stronger than its negative incentive effects, even though
buildings are part of the tax base. These egalitarian effects
would be stronger if the tax base was limited to naked land
value, because LSREV rises steeply with size of farm. Untaxing
buildings would also eliminate negative incentive effects.

One may at least firmly conclude that large farm units are
less improved and less peopled than small and medium-sized farms.
There are two possible interpretations. One is that big farms are
more efficient, getting more from less, but that is refuted by
their getting less output per $L. The other is that Veblen was
right, many of them are oversized stores of value, held first to
park slack money and only secondly to produce food and fiber, and

Reports, USDC, Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks; America
Votes 19, Washington: Congressional Quarterly, 1991.) These data
are only partial and exploratory: many factors, including urban
factors, contribute to such contrasts. A much-discussed treatment
is Walter Goldschmidt, As You Sow. Glencoe: The Free Press, 1948.
Also worth consulting is M.R. Greenberg, G.W. Carey, and F.J.
Popper, "Violent Death, Violent States, and American Youth," The
Public Interest No. 87, Spring 1987:38-48.

*Florida, my bellwether state, is an exception to this
rule.
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complement the owner's workmanship.® The Florida 9 may
represent a home grown rural "third world" of large,
underutilized landholdings that preempt the best land and force
median farmers onto small farms on low-grade land.

The issue cannot be settled in a few words, but the
implications for tax policy are the same either way. If large
units are more efficient, they can bear heavier taxes. If they
are less efficient, heavier PTRs will induce them to release
surplus land for others, which will tend at the margins to
equalize factor proportions, moving more states from the Florida
toward the Wisconsin model.

T, Veblen, "The Independent Farmer," Absentee Ownership,
(New York: B.W. Huebsch, Inc., 1923):129-42.
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TABLE 10.1 Dispersion of Farm Sizes, U.S. and States, by Type

Group LSREV $L/A A/Fm L/Fm B/Fm L+B/Fm
($k) ($k) ($k)
50 states .71 537 299 161 64.7 225
Mean deviation (MD) - - il & 70.9 15.7 -
MD/mean - - .59 .44 .24 -
Std. Deviation - - 319 102 23.2 -
cv = = 1.07 .63 .36 =
34 Rural-urban states .70 708 213 151 64.4 215
Mean deviation (MD) - - 67.5 66.9 13.9 -
MD/mean - —~ .32 .44 .22 .
Std. Deviation - - 97.1 101 20.8 -
cv - & .46 .67 .32 =
7 small urban states .70 3,186 106 337 143 480
Mean deviation (MD) - - 13.5 128 1B .5 -
MD/mean = - .127 .38 .129 =
Std. Deviation - - 15.1 140 22.7 -
cv = - .143 .415 .159 =
9 arid ranching states .78 201 879 201 56.3 258
Mean deviation - - 423 57.0 13.2 -
MD/mean = - .48 .283 .234 -
Std. Deviation - = 567 64.4 16.6 -
cv = - . 645 .320 .295 =
Notes:

The nine arid ranching states are North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, Kansas, Montna, Wyoming, Nevada, Colorado, and New Mexico.
(Arizona is surprisingly missing, because of its high $L/acre.)

The seven small urban states are Massachussetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland and New Hampshire. (New
Hampshire is surprisingly included, because of its small area and high
$L/acre. Ideally, northern New Hampshire would be treated separately
as rural, but then many other states should be split as well.)

The 34 "regular" states are all the others.

LSREV = land share of real estate value, i.e., S$L/(S$SL+B); SL/A =
land value per acre; A/Fm = acres per farm; L/Fm = land value per
farm; B/Fm = buildings value per farm; I+B/Fm = land + buildings value
per farm.
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TABLE 10.2. States Ranked by LSREV, Top and Bottom Nine

State LSREV L/Fm L/A GR PTR L+B/ M&E/ A/ I/ Leased Sales/
AFA LS Fm AFA Share L
FL .85 452 1686 .847 .54 .88 .75 306 .75 .26 .23
AZ .84 630 542 .870 .44 .86 .55 4752 .72 .77 .31
NM .84 329 137 .782 .37 .84 .52 3230 .71 .48 « 32
HI .83 366 1726 .962 .35 .85 4.57 353 o171 .51 .25
MT .80 304 180 .617 .85 .79 1.59 2451 .63 .32 .18
ND .80 229 279 .4867 .96 .73 4.02 818 .58 .51 .23
WY .78 274 118 .682 .81 .77 .70 2314 .60 .42 .24
CA .78 476 2318 .875 .55 .86 1.11 368 .67 .58 « 3L
TX .78 215 570 .782 .56 .84 1.19 376 .66 «B1 .22
OH .59 91 702 . 556 .95 .78 2.56 130 .46 .42 .33
OK .59 92 361 .649 .60 .79 .97 255 .47 .46 .43
NC .59 89 943 .621 .47 .81 2.94 95 .48 .49 .59
NH .58 183 1370 547 .97 .86 1.85 134 .50 .14 .15
NY .58 126 704 .506 1.58 .75 1.52 223 .43 22 .40
PA .57 118 945 .490 .80 .76 1.41 153 .43 .33 .40
ME .56 106 520 .528 1.17 .74 2.27 214 .41 .15 .70
DE .54 126 1299 .679% A4 .82 3.75 205 .44 .57 .85
WI .53 84 444 .436 2.13 .64 1.32 221 .34 .28 .72
Notes:
LSREV land share of real estate value, i.e., S$L/($L+B);

$L/Fm = land value per farm;

$L/A = land value per acre;

GR = Gini Ratio, intrastate, by acres;

PTR = property tax rate on real estate, de facto;

$L+B/AFA = land + buildings as share of all farm assets;

M&E/LS = machinery and equipment divided by livestock, dollar values;
A/Fm = acres per farm;

SL/AFA = land value as share of all farm assets;

Leased share = fraction of acres in state under lease; and
Sales/L = sales (of farm output) per dollar of land value (est.).
* 1982 data used, for want of 1987 data for DE.

Sources:

Data are from Bureau of the Census, 1987 Census of Agriculture,
Vol. 3, Related Surveys, Part 2, Agricultural Economics and Land
Ownership Survey (Washington, D.C.: 1989), as follows:
separate land and building values, p. 229, Table 707
other asset values, p. 61, Table 28;

Gini Ratios calculated from data in Table 5, (p. 179):

tax rates, p. 181, Table 51;

leased land, p. 5, Table 2;

sales, p. 20, Table 8;

$L+B, p. 61, Table 28. $L+B was converted to $L using the LSREV
factor in Column 1. This is an estimate because the LSREV factor
applies to owner-occupied farms, but the sales and $L+B data are for
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all farms. This approximation is necessary because fully coordinated
published data are lacking.
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' Fa1ling Property Tax Rates and Rising Inequality .

Mason Gaffney
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- INTRODUCTION YL
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It is a common belief that property tax relief is "good for
farmers." It certainly raises the private share of economic rent.
Th¥s in turn raises the investment grade of farmland and

encourages its purchase as a store of value, a place to park

slack money.ﬁﬁbweve?j]thﬁg.may be at odds\rith using it as a - Hf'*o
L e e @
hicle for enterprise and an outlet for workmanship. We—£ind . AAN? ﬁ
j)\‘ /\ﬂ" e P e Lo iy &\\ \)b
»heLEanthatA?igher farm property taxes are associated with higher gpN »
40 ‘ & . L‘ﬂ
ratios of capital&}and;r;nd 1abor§}and, both over time and among ;g}b%yﬁ
Thery- are Y
states. ﬁgxalso Eind—tlem associated with smaller mean farm size; : Aﬁ$§
and more equal distribution of farm sizes. )
. 4] ; -F‘:ﬂ’ . i
,Z—f\‘g‘_, ﬂ.é‘ . 14, AR ST .,L{f LA .,,f:{ f{‘/ﬂ'_’:} é'iﬁ.-;, e Mﬂ/ S

Wgﬂflrst document the rise of inequality 1nAdlstr1but10n of

farmland;rEOIIOW1ng a sharp drop in farm property tax rates after

"
1930. Lhen WE%FhOW' by cross-sectional analysis, a positive

A : '
relationship between higher property tax rates and more intensive
use of farmland, which in turn is associated with more equal

distribution of farmland. Conversely,awjkfind property tax relief

associated with underuse and underimprovement of land.

A priori, a tax on buildings works to suppress building,/ and
(]
to penalize smaller farmers, whose buildingiland ratio is higher



thanfﬁigger farmers The findings seem to shfw, therefore, a
u [ F F _‘-_‘_r,

stronger countereffect, protincentive and pro éubdivision, of the
; ’ et

other part of the property tax, the part based on land value.

M4
PROPERTY TAX RELIEF AND THE MARCH OF CONCENTRATION, 1930-88

ket ,\

Ty

/’ QJ \&, The natloual average of farm property tax rates peaked in

\ “// 1930 at 1.32 It fell to 0. 7%@)1n 1942; stabilizineg Aronmd that~
- //Lvét,&f:‘&‘j
Sales and income taxes,hbeariag

\level-- it was 0. 85‘ 1n 1987.1

heav1er on urban activities, replaced the missing property taxes

i ‘o~
,l'&ﬁ’ o Ao . Aptirree f?{/#“f‘w.‘;w»-z&.xw-‘s-t.ﬂéaﬁv 3

ki;EVanishing FarmerS/T;nd Unaffordable Farms
e

Mean acreséfarm had remalned falrly constant for 65 years}y

ClB?O 1939;kat arosnd 155 acres, reetst&ng two major industrial

e

merger movements. After 1935 the mean took Of€A tripl'a to 462 «

Aol Wag? ,,uﬂ? wiae. m%& Al g
acres by 1987, As -farm numberif » national. populatlon{geee In
A A ' ' A
1900 there was one farm per 11 Americans; in 1987 only one per fﬁéhﬁL
‘—;ﬁt:c; hﬁ-ﬁ&b fftn ‘!S ' 4 e i ‘%i}}' P &
5 i 3 e i ss}'_aL
/ : L{5 Eﬁ,‘(ml}im %[‘;;}fﬁc /»4‘.1‘-‘(({;, \ ’L?fs"j
L Mﬁw: §i930‘%?§ 1945-raﬁes-from~HSBAT-etﬁ{fThe Economic Almanac; \M .
lug G 1960@%?} 88 rate from 7 . Farlier information “”
Ms ZYr but before 1930 there were no state sales’ taxes and few ﬂab
state income taxes. In 1920, half of all state government 7_,ﬁ£,wé'
evenues were from properky taxes,.géﬁsiﬂﬁgfaf'local reévenues
4J»h££ counties and school districts). The levies of special
improvement districts, e€.g.,for irrigation and drainage, are not

legally “taxes,“ but “b¢nef1t assessments," and were en—%epnef"AMv&*ﬂi{””“
JD the ftgures given.
Sl bt ﬂi’{

ﬂUM&,j‘jﬁ.ﬁ L, 'f J“‘}’L{ [ fhf ﬁ{;ﬂew x_,é"?(. s ﬁ.‘-‘ f‘?g? _i’i‘f"
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113. Farms became unaffordable. Real wage rates have not fisen as
fast as real 1and prices since 1955, and not at all since about
1975,2 Arals tﬁ%hiabor~pr1ce of land. Coupling this with rising
acre§5f§;m, the labor-price of a farm roughly tripleq¢from about
6 years' Yages (before payroll deductions) in 1954 to about 17
years'wzﬁ'1987,3

n

(é;}The Vanishing Middle Class

@w s
In 1900 the Census an publishing farm data ranked by
JM’-"""'\
— acresff%rm. Using th¢si. the Gini Ratio (G.R 4 was .58 in 1900,
,‘ﬂéénf l/t /‘l’ L%a ;~ 9\

f&stng only slowlzhto .63 in 1930."After that it rose faster,to
d -

.70 by 1950, plateausd there for 15 years, then rose again to .76

i i .

, Acrcan of Lador SHedichic s 3
£ ¥ ; i
; “

i
by /
2 In constant decllars, average hourly eprnlngs of non?<
super ryegfoductlon lab in U S. manufac uring peaked iR
19753”4d5ri‘9‘oppmq about 7§) to[1988.

Handkbook of Labor
s tics, Bull 2340
tatiStics, Bulletin A a sl 4‘% 5 au /f}f): 302, Tabdtb &0, /W%ﬁf

Average hourly earnlngs(before non superv1sor_r?,é;3 }gﬂﬁ

production workers were $1.71 in 1955 an 8.57, uln 1985, Y farm
was_$20,400 in 195 and $289,000 in 1987, Ei 2, OOOEE%EEEEEMMM\
/ﬁﬁb hours ea;;ﬁﬁéﬂgé¥5£:: labor-cost of a farm in year wages. ave
under§tated both the the rise and the years by using earnlngs
’Wi§§ggﬁdwn£_dlspaa22i: pay after payroll taxes, which have risen ff
; 5 arply. Also, lloweéd-motiimy for 1ayoffs, sickness,
P;&b ) injury, usgﬂgloyment, etc. jé%mtewch}hééﬁézzz
‘The cini t is a measure of unequgd distribution.
It is a pure index that sums ap- and standai zes : ' of
disparate data in one number. A rise in @ means the big got
bigger and/or the small got smaller. It faﬁﬁés from .00 (complete
equallty) to 1.00 (complete inequality). Its essence 1s explained
in many basic texts on. industrial organlzatlon.¢s g. ,Deag&as
Needham, The Economics of Industrial Strupture and
Performanceoi@9?5t. Martin's Press, .p-rd-a-b-w { e—

T1978)awf. "3@‘?
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by 1987.° (By comparison, G)EAS for personal income zuas~much

lower, areound 40 and are much more stable over decades.) The
nf* B
accelerated rlse 193¢0 coincided with the rise of mean
T g p30maetey cotnei

acresﬁ?arm, and/followed the fall of property tax rates.

"’?_5‘--‘
ﬁ? \as a measure)deals only with concentration among

existing farms- 1ndustr1al economists fault it for not reflecting 4

=/ Mo GK ton bo. ey ;{i L
the loss of farms. Acknowledging the crltlcs,&iet—uemmodrfyﬂrt-to “

-
combin oth effects: simply add the ghosts of 4.5 m11110n farms
pa g g5 E
that dleqﬂn1935¥881\to the lowest bracket, as farms with zero

acres in 1988, This ralses for 1988 from .76 to .92, o, ;.
& }‘ C 630 é;écmﬁﬂlgwfj Ji%
revolutionary rise of 1nequa12£y €:g%mw6&“rm 1930. Be&nq~it this G

BT PR, SR Al B A I\
way_g:_get a better feel—for how concentration shot up after
49 %
1930- 35 In,mﬁe Great Depre551oeﬁ 930]5ﬁ, millions of small
«ﬁ%¢4ﬁ4ff¢*0“ A '
farmsnsefve&~a3~refuge for the jobless and homeless; todaynrhis

#
refuge is closed, with explosive social consequences in urban

slums.

Q’Q)‘J

i
o

13;)The Rise of Land Quality in Vast Farms

The concentration of the value of farm real estate is

[/ PR
growing faster than that of farm acresf/&he value of,ﬂg;d-@;ﬁ“

/ﬁﬁildings ($L+B) per acre in the top bracket (farms of 1,000

T fGnA
o Epactten Y e Jak

5Calculated fro\Eﬁenar of,ﬁ@rlculture{ The full set of 6 ks
is: 1900 = ,58; 1910 = 1920 = .60; 1925 = .62; 1930
= .63; 1935 = .65; 1940 = .67: 1945 = ,70; 1950 = ,70; 1959 =
.71; 1969 = .71; 1982 = .75; 1987 = .76,
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acres and ) has risen relative to ¥§%+B4&;cre~éer all farms. S
For easy recall and reference, I label this ratio ’éghMA.“%égﬁﬁg;i ‘&,$ﬁw
. - = ; O g S

is the_ﬁgg;«ﬁf;q&s&;ﬁﬁiegﬁélgsﬁﬁiﬁigedby.thg:Méén4§§%e<¥§}2?-“ﬁqxﬁﬁ Y =5

10, g LY
In 1910, GAMMA for $L+B was .35. By 1930 it had dropped to .29, E 'gﬁﬁf-@gi

after twemty years of high farm property tax rates.® gy 1987, ; o et

after 57 years of low property tax rates, it had doubled to .61.7

In addition, the,ﬁgnd‘ﬁﬁére ofaﬁgal Fstate ¥&lue (LSREV) in

S
the top bracket (1,000 acres andbup) has risen faster than

G
overall. LSREV is gur acronym for SL/. $L+B¢f‘that is the value of

N
land as a fraction of the value of land and buildings together.

At the same time GAMMA for $L+B was rising, $B was contributing

oy,

less to the numerator of the ratio, so $SL had to be contributing

npeier
i

more.” Accordingly, éAMMA for $L alone rose faster than for SL+B.

géﬂg%}for $L rose from .36 in 1930 to about .75 in 1988
8 .y

(estimated).” G (for $L alone, without $B) seems headed upJL“
/Sum‘- Chd A Cﬁf 'f'ﬁ&; \L@uu,w.a \elos

6Calculated frompal940 Census of Agriculture 3:78-79, 82; and

1950 Census of A-ricuIture\F:??G. -
At Lo lp Ldl Rt etnm 3)‘7\‘0&) 5?' i V&Q-'

987 Census of %—ﬁ—d’ : 1940 Census of (Ag)3:78-79,
82; and 1950 Census o éﬁ) 7776, In 1940 and 1950 the ""\cop
bracket® was 1, A6reg and ﬁ%?hin 1987 it was 2,000 acres and

up. I adjusted for this by combining the top two brackets in
1%87. ‘ . //E‘i’i;{ﬂz_»‘mf.”;?’; i

&/7m£. QM
#1930 values from 1940 Census of Agriculture,-égg::ggng’#
After 1940, the Censusgstoppe supplying separate data on pure $L.
For 1988, AELOS gives data on pure $L only for "owner-occupied

farms" (not for gll farms as in the 1940 sus ). For owner-

occupied farms, GAMMA of $L is up to .60/ Th ust mean it is ﬁ s
well above .60 Y a farms, because the EAMMA that—we—go-Raver JALLLAM K LN
(for SL+B) is-ﬁhéh;higher for rented acres = .65) than for

owned acres (EAMMA = .52). Reasoning from that cofiparison, GAMMA

for pure in 1988 would be about .75. To reprise, that means

the valuéi?%%é of land in farm operations of over 1,000 acres is
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towardzjl.oo or more, meaning there will be, if this long trend
Fuf

continues, no more drop-off of unit values with acre;%§arf;)

Thus, the value of land in farms of 1,000 acres and up’rose
ALl

by XX (930 87 compared ;o’a rise of xx% for all. farms.

A confirming indicator is the share of harvested cropland,
by size of farm. This share in the top bracket has risen relative
to the share for all farms.“;his ratio in 1925 was 8.5§V37.Q§, or

.23. It rose to .37 in 1950/ and .69 by 1987.%
) ;

Another confirming indicator is the rising concentration of
irrigated land /When irrigation was young in Anglo—Amerlci%<i890—
lQ%JL it was the recourse of small farmers struggling for land
against bonanza wheat farmers and ranchers;tZthe familiar grist
of horse operas). Then, vast spreads were subdivided to create
small 1rrlgéted farms. There was drastic subdivision and

1nten51f1cat10n7/i900 30 10 Land in farms of 1,000 acres and over
r"'}‘f{vi%ﬁ,ﬁﬂ‘” ka-fmf‘g‘é_/

probably -3/4 &4s high as the valuegacre for all farms.
933 .a,' ' A~ Vvl.Z2 5
A1925Y50 data from 1950 Census of (A §%¢780 ~825 1987, from -+
1987 Censud® of @WWQG—% To maintain comparablllty it
is necessary to c%rsolldate the top two brackets in 1987.
‘@:’?M l ?0"?{ }a.—m -glo )
ﬁkﬁ‘ 24%& number of, farms in Stanislaus County, California,
quintupled from 19005 0. Subdivision for more intensive culture
by small farmers was the dominating trend there then. Heavy land
taxes were levied in the .20unty ﬁgy rrlgatlon istricts)} to
finance public irrigation works. F. Rhodes, -&943{’“The, ~~/i§ﬁ3'
Thirsty Land,” Ph.D. dlssertatlon, e Berkeley,gﬂ?aiiable-ﬂﬂﬂ: -
Are™ T Main leraryffénd on microfilm, HDﬂ740 M6R4. See also,A

Eunﬂ%; Henley, &96%;:“§§nd-value.Tax ;Pby California Irrigation
i Districtsj" n Arehur Beckeg) d.7, Land and Building Taxes)\

N ittt o o g 4
BW.{,L&MLM{A/; 4!{' i 'Mgg%g#-&wmrlm a >
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actually dropped (nationally) by lqgg\IQOOJ}QIO, the only drop on
record. Now, however, 3q§>of all irrigated land is in the top
bracket, farms of 2,000 acres and over.:! Control of irrigated
land means control over water. Control of water gives control
over arid lands roundabout. Ownership and control based on water
hqs/Lecome highly concentrated. “for farms with irrigated land

5\9\— .82,"% substantially higher than JGsRy of .76 for all

farms,

o hﬁg independent study by ﬁon»Vlllarejo illustrates the treni}\
1940}823a}n a specific area intensively studied by Edwin Wilson
and Masdorr Clawson in 1940. The study area was the irrigable and
irrigated land in Kern and’Tulare %;unties, California.

Replicating the study in 1982, Villarejo found that "land

(Madlson- nlversz.ty of Wisconsin Press, ?&g‘gj
Y /el Tebbn 5) M,fgel(; ﬂ,&& §1)e
1987 Census of . The movement in

Politics of Land Grossman Publlsher 66dall, | Méxs ﬁ;/’/q?fe

1993, "Property an ater Institptions if California,” draft,fppu

1-18, Claremont Graduate School; Roberts,-BeAJggcééﬁkLr *Power and

Land in California," a summary o% the Nader Report chaired by ——m_

Robert Fellmeth, 1971; f%ylor, . » Essays on Land, 1% £
Water and the Law in CallfornlaSEgii Arno Press: ‘Vrilarejo,LDentéﬂ N

and J&e4 edmond, -+988, Missed Opportunities§/--Squandered ﬁﬁjuéﬁf
ResourcesﬁiDav1s' California Institute for Rugal Studies, R&¥ S ) 5
concentrated control of water in Hawaii, see Perry~Ph111pp, 853, S)
The Diversgified Agrlculture of Hawaii (Honolulu VUnlver51ty of

Hawaii Press) "18-20. i
ﬁf;’f&"' “"’M 2
12 .

¥
Calculated from 1987 Census of _fﬁﬁr&ﬂ"pmiﬁ Because of
the peculiar arrangement of data, this Iilgure needs cautlous

interpretation. For other conflrmatlon, however, see knéraf il

Califofrnia 1s se @ v stud:l.ed by Fellnﬁ _Reberty—307 3
87 ;
W




ownership has become more concentrated as more land has been

P e
placed in irrigated farmgﬂi wd3

L

i
4.} Rising Land Share and Rising Ratio of Price to Cash{flow LB#G+”§2”“
2
Ao |
LSREV almost certainly rose from 1940, when land prices were
depressed, to 1987. By splicing disparate tables to get
comparable data, I estimate LSREV rose from 69 to well over
14 Mmmwﬂw aﬁﬁ&weﬁf"‘mz{m;
80.7" We-hawe—already-seen—{Section™3) it rose most in the top

acreage brackets.

Higher LSREV means a highernPfgﬂﬂéfice to cash flow Aratlo.

That is becauseddg;h flow from buildings and oth capital
Depreciation

1ncludes allowance for a _ggbec1atlon (D). glfs part of/C/shfflow,

but not part of earnings; price is capitalized only from earnings

{C-D). Thgﬁ,'the price of capital is capitalized from less than

its,dﬁ;h flow. Thefﬁflce of landg, opp031tely, is capitalized from

more than 1ts/C/éh low: 1t is from,ﬂféhf%wgw plus the current

13D§n—V1llarejo, l@%&,fﬂow Much is Enough’(?av1s.$ba11forn1a

Institute for Rural Studies, InequpQ}OS

K ” ¥ b
14 Lgeah b it LA ’6 C'{}/"
In, 1940, the last pfev%eusuceasus{gepeft separat g ,$L and

$B, LSREVGas .69 overall, with na 53 ' )
operators. S5, 19 we—he H& ] “3ut.not
:ﬁg&é&i%&g&%g g% pare 1940 w1th 19882 It is fair to
assurm e¥- operato L REVwas well below the average then, as
now., From thatyI witl "ballpark® it at .60 for 1940.In 1988 Hu
ownerrocEupiers” LSRE was/ measured, and/Was up to .79, a big

jump.&wﬁls 1&5f1es a blg /jump in ‘overall LSREY too.
7 I

g ! ,f
\M LS BEV Wae al g e ed 40




i%ifeciation (c+a).15 rana price also captures expectations of
cash and service flows from various noj%?éxm elements, many of

which are deferred and speculative.

i ] #jj
High ratios of farm price tolﬂégh flow (P/€-raties) are
% it

another barrier to&ghtry.wgirect data on farmland P/C ratios are
LAl .

not available, but a rough surrogate (to show trend, not value)
is the ratio of farm real estate values to gross farm revenues.

(s U8
This ratio was low (2 56) in 194§hwhen the gloomy market looked

for another postwar farm depre951on/k/;d land buyers got lucky.

It rose to 4.0 in 1954, and to 5.9 in 1982. Farmland prices

19508
dropped sharply in the mid- e&ghttes but still left the ratio at

11
4.35 in 1987, much higher than51945-5¢,16

A
A high P/C ratio shows a higher share of $L in farm wealth.
. S o . . ,a(/ :
A common beljef hae—3+ that high capital costs of Machinery and

/Eﬁaipment ($M&E) are peculiar to modern farm technology;};;d are

The standard formula (omlttlng the property tax rate)}
is F/l[i- g], whereé is land price, CF is current cash flow, i
is interest rate, and « g is ‘annual growth rate of CF. Rearranging
terms, H=[CF+Pgl/i. Pg is the current annual increment to land
price.“The formula is simplified, but in the market,brokers have
been caplta11z1ng and selllng Pg for ageii using this basic theme

and variations.
1 i{n‘r\, 7, .'M;—&-»! fg’\&—agﬂaifﬂm .w‘:“

41987 Census oflgsy ANEvdy—pety for 1954—%7 ?ﬁta 1950 Census
of Ag @(105.775 -76 and 2(9) 753, T. 1, for 1945.-E§ri1er vears
require Eome piecing out, but are roughly as followsi 1900 =,

4.55; 1910 = 5.56; 1920 = 3.85; 1930 = 4,17; 1940 = 4.17, Within
those spare numbers lie the stories, follles, hopes, heartbreaks,

delusxons, labors, sav1ngs and lives of millions of Americans.

//’F“fww,www_
E,uf{« M JJL *'f —_\\

yar> Sher #Mﬂfﬂﬂf//
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the main barrier to farm entry.”That doesn't washjh Cyrus
McCormick was massfmarketing mechanical reapers before the Civil
War. Today, $M&E is about lof all farm assets, much smaller
than SL+B. A8 In addition, loans invested in S$M&E are no;ma&éyn/
self- llqu1dat1ng from the excess of ﬁash;};ow over 1nterest,
whiter loans for buying land mean negatlve/C/sh flow for several
years (éb meetrﬁg;;tlve,CESh flow requires pumping in still more

"
outside capltal, an added barrier to entry.

“

Let—us sum up)/;;f;ing acreages mean there are fewer farms
overallf/Rising 1abo;;¥;;ces per farm mean aspiring farmers‘/%fﬁo
1ackiagr;;ior wealth can no longer buy in. Rising Gini Ratios
mean acregée is 1e§§ equally sharéd among a given number of
farms. Rising AMﬁA factors mean the higher quality land is
moving into bigger farms., Tﬁe %AMMA data are confirmed by rising
shares of cropland and 1rrlgated land in vast farms. Rising P/C
ratios reflect a hlgher LSREV, and meaL it is harder for a
newcomer to acquire any farm acres?¥The combination means the

agricultural ladder has been pulled up. Entry is nearly

impossible for farmers lacking outside finance; exit and

o

L

17H15torlans quld not expect it to. latifundia perdidere
Italiam two mille before modern technology. Veblen, supposedly
a technocrat, didnfit buy the farm technology story either.~A farm
boy and aaé&ﬁh storian, he saw farm machlnerv'xgxh@r conforming..
to the Procrustean bed of speculative landholdings. £
Lite3—In 1916, after many giant farms had been divided,
came out w1th a new, smaller tractor.

B/MAffLQ¢uw9{¢&L Qﬁmmu4¢ /757 hénwxﬁﬁ jjéﬁﬂééuEZZ@if ‘ @bfbf ;
ey W ? Z&

’Vi}j’? %G’M.tl ’}Wp(:_,&,d-’#t A

2\ (p(gwso Ti e '69'
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latifundiazation proceed apace. These changes accompanied and

followed a 4%Ejdrop in farm property tax rates.,

THE LESSER IMPROVEMENT OF BIGGER FARMS

A result of rising concentration is so-have separatég?;and

from capitalf/%ith some exaggeration, American latifundia are now

lands without buildings, while buildings cluster on smaller

farms, many without enough land. This implies at least three

.j' ¢ l"ﬁhf ’ ﬂ o
points. I3 Building/wealth is more equally distributed than land;%ﬁ
D Secemdy '
wealthJ\Z*JEﬁe property tax would be more progressive if changed
* ' Tleerel

to a pure landAtax, exempting buildingSJ\sxrﬂﬁ’y latifundia are

not being used to their potential, while capital on some small

farms is undercomplemented with land. We-widd-support the case
. g L P
first using national dataj sesemnd by comparing states.

1957

It is awkward that the Census of Agriculture defines "farm
-—
size," and ranks farms, only by acres rather than value. We—could

‘ o
and—diﬂ-uséythe acre rankingsﬁfor intertemporal comparison
because they are comparable with each other over timq/};;d are
L
v ;
all that is available over time. Data on,valuezacre is available
Q6.4 ‘ ' ::;r.
byr?rac ets, but a proper data set to test e thesis cross-

sectionally would rank farms by land value ($L), rather than
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acres. This would reshuffle and rerank individual farms.l9 For

example, in the brackets from 260 acres to 1999 acreghthere are
7

now more farms worth $1 mllllon and wp than there are in the top
bracket (2,000 acres and 93).  Half the farms in the top bracket

are worth less than $1 million each. If all farms were properly

reranked by value, beth9:£e degree of inequality/ and the effect
; = 4
of "size" on factor proportions would change.v;n what follows, we—

use available data to simulate what those changes might be. We—
witl-see—+hat one available dataf/set, although partial, is ranked

by value, and/ﬁgnfirms'gzzrkhesis with startling force.
A

o/
(E}}National Data

A

u/‘"')
a.)Concentration of irrlgated land

Hocontt” ’, s

fﬂl&.ﬁrjeﬂ Y ST
kere-yiedds of most crops stayhlevel or rise w1th harvested

21"

acres/farm, The most llkely reason is that’quality of harvested

land rises with guantity. There is, to be sure, a trade-off
' - ' LUA&&W&%I
between quality and quantity, but there is also a bond: wirose can
P , :
afford more can afford better. Which effect is stronger? The

question must be resolved by data.

19Failure to observe this point is Ekéaressi n Iﬁjlacy.“/ézég
A.E. Waugh, 4943y Elements of Statistical Method Epew York:
McGraw—Hlll. P 387&99. . ék '

. Ll?43
fﬁ ﬁ') farms 39+ 35,484 farms over 2,000 acres5 1987
Census of @
7

ﬁS,pm St

1987 Census 0%f§9\pr44”**55'
236, Tt te S,
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57 flgigenctlin dsccm ol
Thejgensus(nﬁpp&éee—ne—everall land-value data (separate

_ﬁﬁ%Aﬁéﬁa
from $B), but does gtb}ish one surrogate for land quality: land
'\' E

irrigated. Irrigated land is generally flatter, loweghand warmer:;
/

in addition, the water supply itself is an easement over more
land (the watershed, whose acreage is not counted with
acre§§§;rm). Fnrms of 2,000 acres and over have 3q§)of all
irrigated 1and,'§§§£:only 2Q§>of $L+B.%2 That indicates higher

land quality coupled with lesser improvement.

The 1987 nsus ranks farms by "acres harvested," not in the
aggregate, but crop by crop.¢For almost all crops, the share

1rrlgated rises steeply with acresﬁfarm. Alfalfa is an example. ﬁ”w

,Lhd@«gt %MKc@$f

BTE of acres in the top(gi;;g\are irrigated, compared with 23@} L

for all farms producing alfalfa. The ratio of those percentages
I

forms an index, ZETA GSﬁ;re of ¥and &f?lgated on Vast Aé}eages,

.Réiative to ﬁil Parms .24 For example, for alfalfik BTA = .67/.23
v Lo retas i b 8 4 o

= 2.9./é%ner crops are given in the/n te. This finding is very

n ,

ié(mmﬁ)w gyc’m fﬂj .
1987 Census of Ag,h

22

231987 Census of ‘E}44 Pv36. Gene Wunderlich has made the
same 901nt in a br111 (but, ruefulily, unpubllshed) note, p
"Wetter, is Bet er, " 2988+ KCsusrmit Poitors ot A’,Mwee £, A<, &,&M.v;? en.x.--wii "Fm
Gapecnlblive, 198 g, |

At +
Thls is the counterpart of AMMA, used.§E§§g~anﬁer'“3““fh€“
; y e e o~

—sanpr—

ZSZET% values by crop calculated from 1987 Census of(rg'&\’1
44,

; “Cash corn = 2. l- silage corn = 3.3; sorghum = 0. ;
wheat = 1.0; barley = 1.3; oats = 3.,2; cotton = 1l.4; tobacco =
1.8; soybeans = 2.0; dry edible beans = 1.5; potatoes = 1.1;

sugar beets = 1.5; peanuts = 1.8; alfalfa hay etc. = 3.3; other
hay = 7.5; seeds = l1l.4; vegetables = 1,3; tomatoes = 1,2; sweet
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strong because it runs against the ranking bias.” These farms are
ranked by all acres harvested; this bias alone would make éETA <
1 if the scatter of points -were perfectly symmetrical about both
axes. If the)@g;sus ranked these same data by acres irrigated,

instead of acres harvested, the trend shews would be much

stronger.

N
Comparing different crops, high values of Géhéhgo with cezgﬁhx\

s 28
that are mostly 1rr1gated. For example, 83g>of tomato acres are’
d ?.g:___;.—am»m""""""‘"“"“ S . - P
1rr1gatedzgﬁié)of 51lage corn acres. For tematoes, G R .91;
| gl 5 Y

26
) r }_\; =

It is easy to presume that in a state of extremes, like
California, high G §§ result simply from consolldatlng high-

priced irrigated land with vast arid ranches, "the cattle on a

~<imy e

thousand hills." Several of the older(fﬂ;lqht Act"rfﬂrlgatlon

JBKEtrlcts are strikingly egalitarian, it is true, with small mean

farm sizes.27 These older»ﬁf%tricts have become, however,

corn = 1.6; berries = 0.9; orchards = 1.2; rice = 1,0, LB

26Those who find ﬁﬁ??yindex numbers too abstract will find
more meaning in these raw data. For tomatoes, the to i bracket
contains 1. of the farms, 45% Yof the harvested acres, and 5
of the irrigated acreg in 'tomatoes. For silage corn, the top
bracket contains 1 of the farms, 11. 3§}of the harvested acres,
and 2&§ ‘OF the irrigated acres in silage corn.
I. o
o Serles of Factual Reports on spec1flc‘2f§1gatlon

strlct§{ ureau of Reclamation, Sacramento,@fflce, ca.
1947 ive data for calculating the following GRs: Lindsay-

Strathmore Y¥.D., .31; Ivanhoe I.D., .46; Madera I.D., .45. These

data are from 1947, before : beqan getting political rent from
~Pederally subsidized (Centra}) Valley Project) water. They are

,=-f

geﬁm
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v
exceptional. An intensive study of the huge Westlands Water
District, 10‘ 1rrJ.gated with cheap subsidized .Féderal water,

shows Gﬁb?$u ST 2B wélllarejo and Redmond consclidated data from

/0
tenﬂ’f.str:.cts receiving among them 4 of all Central Valley

e A,

N
Project water, for'ng}H= .69.29 These high G.R
H«

lOirrigated lands.>? >

values come from

E Th%%e and other data31 on irrigated acres support the thesis

)

that quantity and quality of cropland are mates more than
alternates.“&he vaster farms also get more water per acre.

(E?ﬁland Concentration for Farms Ranked by Sales

aa‘}"‘*c ,g_;r {,{Yg 5@.,,,« g V/
The,Censush?ow also ranks farms by saleszﬁilm. This yields

il
higher Géﬁaﬁvalues. ,80 in 1987, compared with .76 by acres.

less egalitarian today.

28Calculated from data 1n-99u'V111arejo, 4884. Mlssed
Opportunities, Squandered Resources,

For—Rurat-Seudiesiy Pyt>.

Calculated from Deﬁ"V111arejo and Judith Redmond , ~3-386,-
How Much is Enough’w+Bav&s+~Gal&furﬁIa”TﬁstItutewfur*kural
~Stué&es+” 28. :
’P‘“W a,t:m &mﬁ_
These are also subject to a "160-acre limitation® that
supposedly acgompanies P&deral water. Enforcement is toothless,
but sporadlcggemmﬁnq»has had some effect. Other vast districts,
not in these datanpgey,sfate subsidized water free of any acreage
llmltatlon Aheir G s run higher.

A good general source for’j?llfornla is Department of

i

Water Resources, Bulletini\ZBA\L Léﬂkwmbw¢ﬁ ),
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Sales are a measure of dollar values.“éhis suggests, without

i that G -by-$L >’6H; -b
proving a y- y-acres.
' l;\ |

In 1950, the top class (at that time, farms with sales >
O gy st L
$25, Oﬁoﬁyear) were 1. qg}of all farmﬁﬂwithygqa of the sales, and
/ ;

4lé)of the irrigated 1and.32 Again, this finding is very strong

because it runs against the ranking bias, which is to put a

higher share of sales in the top bracket.

I used 1950/}gbove/%;;cause the currentiﬁénsus does not

consolidate this information. It does, however, show it on a

33

crop~-by-crop basis. For example, for cash-grain corn, in the

v/
top group (highest salesg?;rm), Bﬂ"of the acres are irrigated, 2"

-JAAAJLﬂJ
1{§)for all groups. It goes on like that for all crops

v
(except rice, all of which is irrigated). This finding is

unaffected by ranking bias, pro or con.34

c. \Lack of Buildings on latifundia

s tearecellicne.

The 1940 Census was the last to separate $L from $B,

W

‘i

overall. In 1940 the #uilding Share of Real Fstate ($B/SL4B, oL
5 ) LIS

321950 Census of(f.\'g 7?**** i /“Jy (.
m_.,—5-2-—p—£2-9— /?5}&«%4 ﬁ _gmr:mé”ﬁ“‘a% °f£0 Tabde 52,

34There is no ranking bias because neither acres nor
irrigated acres is the ranking variable. Sales is the ranking
variable, and then-we-eempare-gross acres,with irrigated acres.

ZMQ_, Cerpatis Ko
i
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,acxnny%}EEREV) was .69 in the lowest acreage bracket, .31 for all

o
farms, and .12 for farms of 1,000 acres and ppﬂ35

]
_AELO%}£i98@¢};1ves no comparable comprehensive data, but &t
does give two series that test the point}P;nd have the advantage

of disaggregation.ybne is for "owner-operator%}\ and one for
"1andlords with debt." For the owner-operators, ranked by
acresgfarm, BSREV was .63_for farms under 10 acres; .29 for all

36 Building values

farms; and .12 for farmsME,OOO acres and over.
are much more equally distributed among these farms than land

values.

For fé;hdlords with«ﬂgbgﬁg; the BSREVs are lower overall

{(.11) than for owner-operators (.29), but our immediate interest zibkﬁd

v
is éﬂﬁ;;w the shares fall with size of holding. Ranking by

£

-
acreséﬁarm, BSREV is .11 overalli\falling~gently to .07 in the

top bracket. These data, however, are also ranked by SL+B,
————

Ranking thus, BSREV is still, of course, .11 overall, bﬁ£’1~ here

351949 Census of Agriculture,3:80. An earlier insightful
articlée on the subject is Dawsd Weeks, 1929 "Factors Affecting
Selling Prices of Land in the 1llth Feder 1l Farm Loan District,"

Hilgardia 3412):459=b42+ 3, me /7( 1929) ¢85~ 592,
BGAELQS~?r4Hhth23&W°/?37 i&ha%&%:ﬁ{izﬁmcﬂzpﬁfg%ifﬁjV&é.%/ @ﬂ’iﬁ;
. 3 r— . LS L i n—— ~ = 5, ’
3 ABLOB 642 Tﬁ—e—;ﬁ.j 219, Tebde 6¥, ?Z-O*Cm‘g)f 221,

-1+
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o <—~1)/
is the shocker -~ BSREV falls to an astonishing .01 +*7 in the

top bracket.38

A share of .01 is breathtaking in any such scatter, but

moréso here because the ranking variable includes $B.” When
scatter of points is loose, the choice of ranking variable{j%; €.y

the definition of 51ze:)1%$uases the findings to show the share

of the ranking variable rising with size. Howevegﬁthe present
2
data are ranked by $L+B, which is neutral between $I and $B. Thaty,
. ; y ”
BSREV = ,0l1 in the top bracket is free of ranking bias; and =hua—

fully significant without adjustment. This is an uncommonly

strong relatlonshlp.f;he biggest landlord holdlngs, in dollar

-

value, are 9 pure land.

Lack of buildings reveals lack of family labor, because so

AR S B
many farm buildings are operator dwellings’(theif-economic

: J e
function is to house operator labor near the job site. Thejﬁénsus ﬁff

/y? RO longer publishes data on family 1abor.39 As a surrogate, -we S8 er

_maz}?ssumeygperator labor inputs are roughly in proportion to

38As S$L+BAfarm rises, SB;farm actuallyaii}ls, which is
astounding. Like mos extreme results, thisiresults from several

concurrent ctors’ )/ these data are for wnershép,

operation- fvpihes a nted lands:; the§ d% anked by
value, not Aacres; | theﬁl‘ “Fanked by p/’}:? land value, without
buildings. Thus, they are ideal to test éur/thesis in its purest

form. They show, among other things, how very sensitive
concentration data are to the choice of ranking variable,
N %
%?It is a wry commentary on modern attltudes that farm
famllyswork is no longer counted as labor. n v
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operator housing, which the €ensus reports separately., In 1988
operators' dwellings were 48é)of farmureal estate assets in the
smallest acreage bracket, 16.4éjfo;m£}l farmsz&falling steadilyb
te 4. 4@ on farms ewer 2,000 acres[: 10 por ""fgéffﬁily—held‘%grporate
farmg {of all sizeszﬁthe share is 6.3@; for other corporage
farms, 3.%9. These data support the common impregsion that
smaller and unincorporated farms are better supplied with

ocperator family labor.41

In 1950 the ensus reported more detail than now on inputs
used by farms ranked by sales. *Class I“};;rms {(the largest) had
qu)of the land in farms/%;itﬁ"qéﬁof the farm labor (at that
time, family labor was included). Class VI farms (the smallest)

¢ a L 42 .
had 5@ of the land in farms}\wrbh-) ¥ of the farm labor. This
contrast would be much greater if farms were ranked by
acres or $L+B, because sales reflect the presence of labor

inputs; as well as feeder livestock and purchased feed. Those

3 3 / 5 3
ifé?j_f_ié.«uﬁuo 4{ &_\ﬁeﬁguiﬁij ‘-:.5 Yy a«Q 3 y @mﬁ &ZA’EL{”QJ,? 224,

o - Aodle. To

r L r - .

4lThis also implies that land in smallgy arms is more
productive in terms of supplying the servic&¥flow of shelter, . _
plus the amenities of rural life, to families. We—hawe-seen dd dissaccd almt

it is also more productive in purely cash terms .
(saleskA5L). The two kinds of productivity are additive. 2
s T '
42 @ 3 .
1950 Census of(Ag.5 (Part 6):51, cited in M. Gaffney,
"Land Speculation,” p.207. ‘ : :
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contrasts of people/land ratios were brought out in many studies

in that more sociallyfconscious era.43

¢73' .

Led—ws sum up what national data show)-TﬁEQe is evidence
that land quality rises with acreage harvested, using irrigated
acres as é surrogate for qualitys and that BSREV falls. Ranking
farms by sales, the same rule holdsriFor all owner-cperated
farms, ranked by acres, BSREV falls steeply with size, For

w1 /wuﬁﬂ#
landlordsfwith+debt, ranked by $L+B, BSREV falls even stee
v .qAﬁ
with size, nearly to zero. The last point distills our/ thesis to

its essence in one datum.

2.} Comparisons among states
z T

ARELOS provides a third set of separate land and bulldlng
values. These are aggregates by state.44 Grouping data by areanw

units, as Margaret Reid did in her study of housing and income,

43 bl

See Gaffney, op»r—cit,.—pp~ 203 09 Cited there are
supportlng data from studies by Carter Goodrich, J.A. Baker,
Lowry~Nelson, Cbnrad Hammar and J.H. Muntzell, W.J. Cash, A.O.
Craven, Arthﬁf Raper, T.J. Woofter et al., J.V. Rogers, D. G.
Miley, Herbert Weaver, W.W. Wllcox and W.E. Hendrix,

Hamilton and Darryl Parker, Davr& Weeks, Henry-L Roberts, Lesiie-
Gay, Jr., Eiieh-Jacoby, and Rekert Hardie.

wAEL@S“@vmq4wmfwgé@w These data are just for owner-
operators. More coverage would be better, and is stored, but this

is all that is released in AELOS.

Foorn, 1957 Soicoe @ ;g{fsma., Vel , 3, Mct.z(ﬁ&._e e

. i %0! -‘7’;4,»{‘1,.# //,
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. Afﬂ# 45 . g
is one way to overcomedkégression allacy. The idea is to group
. S
data on some basis other than the variables being studiedjgihen
}@compare the resultsf/étates serve the purpose, just as

neighborhoods served Reid in her housing studies.

(gégiesser improvement of land in states with larger farms
C A = = = =

Rt 7 3
2

One method{is to compare the dispersion of $I with the

g

— - - e

o
dispersion of $B, The result is unbiased because the two
—_—
variables are treated the samé}\neither ranking is given priority
N

over the other. The egg-shaped envelope of scatter points is
standing on its end if the X_variable is more dispersed, and
leaning on its side if the ff%;;iable is more dispersed. Any
standardized measure of dispersion is acceptgble.46 I use two.
One.is the mean deviation, dividing each by its respective mean

N\

\

to standardize it for comparison with others. I also calculated
Tl oy

coefficients of variation (CV), which are standard 5eviations
divided by the respective means. The calculations were done by ,4L££&€MA-?

hand from the published data, and may be hand-checked by anyone.

t‘t&:?«)-

45Margaret Reid,—-LQ-GQ-{ ousing and Income?ZChicago: Ly
University of Chicago Press,| Discussion is in Richard Muth, ca. Y

71, "Permanent Income, Instrumegpntal Variables, and the Income-

lasticity of Housing Demand,",4%§published(ﬁS;:§§T—&réﬁd. Reid's
studies were in conjunction with developing the "permanent income
hypothesis," which was an extended exercise in offsetting
regression fallacy. See also the discussion in M. Gaffney, -1971,
"The Property Tax 1s a Progressive Tax,E,Proceedings,/ﬁTAg 64th
Annual Conference, Kansas City, pp. 408-26, at pp. 4fIﬁF4.

46ﬁiien-Wallis and HErry—Roberts,-&3563‘§tatistics]/élencoef
yo)% Bhe Free Press,, $263 and preceding.

K;QSG;\

7
!ma,pa&wiama.#;
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~_
ugﬁgt;esults support the hypothesis that farm land values are
much more concentrated than farm bulldlng values. The CVs are .44

for $£*f{/;d val d .24 Y.
ﬁp} o a a uef{ﬂ;n for ﬁﬁ~+fgi}d1ng value See
}p ww}fﬁ;pendlx Table 1 for details.

!"
d

)‘;,: Yo ;?5‘ wd %

-The overall findings are dlsplayed in Flgureh} a scatter

fé"‘

ﬁ% ¥ V at oafeit. B
g‘ plotting LSREV against $L4§arm, by whelte stateg. $&/farm ranges
P\ R’q\n% LA Ayt

from $71,000 (W¥) to $630,000 ( . Arizona and other big-farm
states have higher LSREVs than ﬁest Virginia and other émall-farm
states. Overall, the sca;ter_displays a strong positive
relationship between $L2§;;m and LSREV, state to state.47 This

supports the basic finding which is, otherwise put, that land is

much more concentrated than buildings among farms.48

' b.) Urban influence
7

¥

‘ M%Li@
Data by states also -g¥ new insights into interstate and
interregional differences. I divide states into three groups: 9

small urban states, 7 arid ranching states, and 34 rural and
D
rural-urban states (TableAl). For the small urban states the CV

ﬂb&tm CAM&Q 45:-

47Us:n,ng $L to rank the states would reintyoduce an element
of ranking bias were we—net—usimg-grouped data, Lumplng data
causes extreme understatement of the relationship displayed, so
no net exaggeration is perpetrated by Flgur%, .

481f that is not clear, think of it in extreme terms. It is
as though buildings were all of equal value, from farm to farm,
and farms differed only in their lands.
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N
;
3

60 . 5 ' o

values for SL andvﬁéB are .42 and .16; for the arid ranching
’ i
states, .32 andi.Z@; for the 34 rural states, .67 and .32.49 Thu%A\

\_./
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$L is more concentrated than $B among the states within each of
s
the three groups, but the difference is among the small

urban statesnghiefés where farm values are most affected by
urban speéulation. This suggests that the effect of urban land

speculation is toward higher concentration of landholdings, a

point made earller by Eela Gray;%git;~ﬁ Goldenweiser and TEow ™

50 51

Truesdell, and observable today around growing cities.

49To sharpen these differentials, I have experimented with
dividing states synthetically into regions. Thus,it is reasonable
to impute the characteristics of Iowa to the northern third of
Missouri and the southern third of Minnesota, leaving the
residuals to the other two-thirds of h state. The result is a
steep jump in, the mean deviation Lffarm, with a small rise in
that of acresyTarm and buildingsffarm. Given time, county-by-
county data processed in this way would make the points even
sharper. Several prior researchers have used county data to good

effect, i%’?ﬂ)
Gray, iaai{/“Land SpeculatlonJ" n E.R.A. Seligman,
4}3 Enqgclopedla of the Social Sciences/{New York:-%he

Macmlllan Gempany E.A. Goldenweiser and Ieer Truesdell, 0524
Farm Tenancy in the United States. ~U7Sy Bureau of the Census,
Census Monograph #4 Lﬂashlngton. gﬁmnP 0.3,1924 ).

51Flor1da, treated low as a "bellwether“ state, is not a
Small:@%ﬁ%ﬁg“State' but till ranks high in the sprawl of 1ts
cities spreads urban price influence ove far@_‘land' 7. of
Florldg is "wrban and built-up," compa dffzyﬁ%ss in other states
of comparable area and populatlonA 5. ]51:1 Illinois, 5. in
Michigan, and 5. q:>1n New York (Statistical Abstract, 1988, s, .. 0
p.187). Florida ranks low in per/capita income, but #2-dlong
states in domestic travel spending. The Florldafkﬁﬁd.ngm of 1926
is history, but the dispersed settlement pattern that fostered it
still stamps Florida, and helps explain its high LSRE.

Philip Raup points out that recreation-retirement uses,
along with tax shelters, even dominate ranchland values in some
arid states. (Statement,»&&#%y’before Subcommittee on Monopoly,
Senate Small Business Committee, Role of Giant Corporations,-Paxrt--

B 3969 | Uy antacr. Q\ﬁ,% Des USGea s, 1972), é%).,zf: 3 B?e?.
uﬁu: fgii}*w‘f éf_‘-‘:' el Vit LR 8 P‘ i v

-

/ i m, '1{ 3 :
f"’gg Ak o

",,}/mf. 157,

bt ,}1. ?‘% h’-{., f. fbﬂ g AL
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o

/c.' Association of property taxation and land improvement
; — P - -

" 2 i [ — Couii

S - e

The specific contrast of two states, Wisconsin and Florida, /
éy_u’“w‘% \eé«.wwf@&’ /’é-éj, ‘B’é
illustrates and exemplifies Y general findingszﬂﬂe-rankeﬁ 50

Hie.

states by LSREV,<{@eb¥e—2}y The complement of LSREV is BSREV, «he

ue;. Wisconsin has the highest
BSREV, .47; Florida has the lowest, .15. Yet, Wi7consin's farm
property tax rate (P)33533 exceeds Florida's 471. Wisconsin, the

high-tax state, leads Florida <%/} in farm output per dollar of

— 4 el ' ey
farm land value, -5/F in farm buildings per dollar of farm land
\—-«-‘ ¢ Mz
value, and (surprisingly) 973 in machinery/li:ggtock. Florida,

‘#w‘(ﬂ’,ﬁ:w“-“,\‘ Z " I ;

the low-tax state, leads Wisconsin in G.,R, (2/#1); in $L/farm
I NP A
(5.54}}; in acres/farm (3&?);_in $L/acre (4é;); and in real
: _ b
estate/all assets (11&?)'+Tahie“?1.52

N Y,‘.“ % ‘;EL_,E ok g{.{;;ﬁn{,f‘\.._ gt “'{f ,
. \g Thvestioe - ol
52Florida also outranks Wisconsin in many measures of social “
and civic morbidity. Florid%gleads the nation in viplent crimes
per 100,000 population, andjYeads Wisconsin 531 ( Uniform
Crime Rates, 1991 World Almanac, p.848). That is the more
significant considering its age distribution, which hort on 5
the violence-prong, youthful cohorts. Florida ranks j&i;ln voter 4, , . &
turnout, to *&%fg§&%isconsin, even though Florida ranks #ﬁﬁﬁf“
share of population over age 65, the high-voting ages. Florida
also leads Wisconsin in Zhfant Mortality ®ate, 12.8/9.5; divorce
, rate, 6.7/3.6; and prisoners per 100,000 people, 243/102. In a
; cultural factor like patents issued per million people, Wisconsin
| leads Florida 185/113. (Data from 1990 Statistical Abstradt i \[/

¢ Xii-xxi, 535; State and Metropolitan Area Data Book, 1986; Annual

14 Reports, USDC, Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks; America —

“Votes 19, Washington: Congressional Quarterly, 1991, Alsc worth e

s consulting are Frank Popper et al., "Violent Death, ***kx&w "~ '
/" Walter Goldschmidt, 1946, As You Sow. Glencoe: The Free Press,

» . and derivative literature, pro and con.} Many factors, including

~urban factors, contribute to such contrasts. Florida compares

better by some other indicators, and I have not assembled data on

other states. Here, however, is a worthy challenge for a rural

o
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Florida and Wisconsin are not exceptions or outliers, but
bellwethers. Extending the data to stateé below Florida,
and Wisconsin, the differences pex:sist and accunltulate
consistently.VEhe "Florida 9" are Florida, Arizona, New Mexico,
Hawaii, Montana, North Dakota, Wyoming, Californiﬁhand Texas. The
"Wisconsin 9" are Wisconsin, Delaware, Maine, Penn;ylvania, New

York, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahom@hand Ohic. There are
2

two contrasting Gestalts along the lines shown.

The Wisconsin 9 have higher'gg?;géf«%Propertym%axwﬁatesﬁ{w

;?;g}ﬁis a

cause of the effects with which it is associated, its effect is

overall, than the Florida 9. To the extent that the P

not so much to abort farm capital, as expected. It is associated

with high BSREV, or-Bullding.-Share-in-Real-Betate~Value. High

e

T

- £

’Pjakgkais also associated with small farms (low $L/farm, low
$L/acre), low'Gl?& values, high ratios of M&E to livestock and to
real estate, «widh low shares of leased land,53 and wish fuller

.land usage,as measured by sales/S$L.
2

A~ Y
The inverse relationship between P,T.R. and G.R. is
P SN ;v

particularly consistent and noteworthy. In this respect, North
: 4

Dakota and Delaware, otherwise non conforming members of their

socioclogist.
5

‘;‘}’ Hat
3Florida, paﬂ bellwether state, is an exception.to this
datum. : @ ‘
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respective groups, fall into line. Delaware has a low PBE&B&\and

Pl
a high GQF i North Dakota,the opposite. The egalitarian effects
s, 2 :
Al

of a high ?EE}E& seem stronger than its negative incentive

effects, even though buildings are part of the tax base. These

. . " A PN
egalitarian effects would be stronger if the tax base were-——

limited to naked land value, because LSREV rises steeply with

size of farm. Untaxing buildings would,»of"tﬁﬁrﬁﬁﬁmglso eliminate

negative incentive effects.

Ol
/We/ﬁay at least firmly conclude that large farm units are

less improved and less peopled than‘small and medium farms. There
are two possible interpretations. Qne ishfﬁﬁé are more efficient,
getting more from less, but that is refuted by their getting less
output per $L. The other is that Veblen was right, many of them
are oversized stores of value, held first to park slack money;}/
and only secondly to produce food and fiber, and complement the

owner's workmanship.54 The ’éi;;ida 9");;§ represent a homefgrown

8 ¥ »

-rural third orld of large, underutilized landholdings that
preempt the best land and force median farmers onto small farms
on low—grade land.

TR, At AﬁLcl
WE'cannotnsettle thet—issue-in a few words, but the

§ . -l
implications for tax policy are the same either way. If large

units are more effiéiengkthey can bear heavier taxes. If they are
7 ;

séﬂﬁsssteia-Ve?ien, &ﬂ@%{f“The American Farmer," -in his_
FAbsentee_Owaeﬁship§;@héeage@MBvamH&e%sch?#?ﬁis




less efficient, heav1er P s will induce t to release
3\}“&' H.-{»p‘-’&wz vﬂﬁ«&

surplus land for othershﬂténding~at the marglns to egualize

factor proportions, moving more states from the Florida toward

the Wisconsin model.

27
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L_ ?%ggeh{a\nlsper51on\éf Farm Sizes, U.S8./ and Stateiﬁby Tipe
Group LSRE: 5ﬂL‘/Aj," Ef/m 1k BfFm /{')IL/-_I-B /P
50 &tates .71 537 299  161; 64.7] 225
Mean eviation(Hb) - - 177 70.9 15,7 -
MD/Mean . ; - - .59 .44 24 -

Std. Devap - - 319 102 23,2 -
cv - - 1l.02 .63 .36 ~
34 Rural-urban Bfates .70 708 213 151 64.4) 215
Me%/Déviation(Hb) - - 67.5 66.9 13.9 -
MD¥Mean i - - .32 .44 221 -
Std. Devplafiow - = 97.1 101  20.8 -
cv - - .46 .67 .32, -
7 €mall Yrban States .70 (73,186 106 337 143 480
Mean Peviation (Hb - - 13.50 128  18.5 -
MD/Méan . - - .127 .38 .129: -
Std. De e - - 15.1  140° 22,7, -
cv - - .143 415,159 -
9 .Krid Ranching States .78 201 879  201] 56.3 258
Mei;’ eviation{Mb - - 423 570 13.2 -
MD/Mean , . . - - .48 .28 .234 -
Std. Devrafidn = - 567 64.4 16.6 -
Nottst The (9) arid ‘ranching states are ND, SD, NE, KS, MT, WY, NV, CO, and @'{’5‘;
NM. (Arjzona is surprisingly missing, because of its high $L/acre.) it
The(iismall urban states are MA, RI, CT, NJ, DE, MD,and NH. (New j@ﬁg

Hampshire'is surprisingly included, because of its small area and high .
$L/acre. Ideally, northern New Hampshire would be treated separately I
as rural, but then many other states should be split as well.) '

The 34 “"regular" states are all the others.

LS KEV = ot ‘;ﬂ’f{f{:ﬁ..ﬁ.c‘. af freal 2ol ati aleec. , Ao o s
:‘JL/ Bz fad acnbig és{‘ o ohl s /4/ Fom =
‘L\/F/M2 - ﬁgig .. ,(:; W& J.i’.;_w_‘éﬁg f{’;ﬁ-id.uﬁﬁ 6/15,/)‘?: -
j I £ £l are i FEek .

vy At B = fand - Asahdings o

= / AL+ B
w,—fg’(?.ﬁ--""& 'ﬂ’:’ F P :;
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LSRE 'X./Fm L/a GR  PIR L+B( M&gé _54_ Leased Sales)/

FL .85 452 1686 .847 .54 .88 wd-D 306 «15 .26 .23

AZ .84 630 542 .870 .44 .86 .55 4752 e .77 .31
NM .84. 329 137 .782 .37 .84 .52 3230 .71 .48 I )
HI: .83 366 1726 .962 .35 .85 4,57 353 .71 51 L
MT .80 304 180 .617 .85 .79 1.59 2451 .63 2 32 .18
ND .80 229 279 .467 .96 .73 4.02 818 .58 .51 wad
wYy - .78 274 118 .682 .81 .77 .70 2314 .60 .42 .24
CA .78 476 2318 ,875 .55 .86 1.11 368 .67 .58 = |
TX .78 215 570 .782 .56 .84 1.19 376 .66 .51 .22
ekt detdetedohedeteete Ao e
OH 51 91 702 .556 .95 .78 2.56 130 .46 .42 .33

OK D 92 361 .649 .60 ,79 9T 255 .47 .46 .43
NC 58 89 943 .621 .47 .81 2,94 95 .48 .49 «59
NH .58 183 1370 .547 .97 .86 1.85 134 .50 .14 .15

NY .58 126 704 .506 1.58 .75 1.52 223 .43 .22 .40
PA .57 118 945 .490 .80 .76 1.41 153 .43 .33 .40
ME .56 106 520 .528 1.17 .74 2.27 214 .41 «15 .70
DE .54 126 1299 ,679* .44 .82 3.75 205 .44 .57 .85

WI .53 84 444 ,436 2, 13 .64 1 32 221__ .34 .28 .72

e T M e e

rffﬁﬁhEV *ﬁ;nd/SHére of/R/él Eftate, i, e. SLAf?£+Bf}&

$L/Fm = Kand Nalue peraFérmc
$L/g_= %and Value per acre,’
G§/ Rg}nl Ratio, 1ntrastate, by acresg
T_g/ operty t rate on real estate, de facto,
$I+B/AFA = ¥and + Buildings as share of,Ail;Fhrm‘Afsets,
MSE/LS /Pﬁchinery and Eﬁglpment divided by —r}:i’t}estock dollar valuesgy
Aes/Fm = cres per -Farmg
$L/AFA = Zand ¥élue as share of A1l Farm Assets,
Leased .8hare = _Pfaction of acres in state under lease y &%
Sales/L = Sales (of farm output) per dollar of and ¥alue (est.)es

* 1982 data used, for want of 1987 data for DE. .
p.[p29, Tatls 70;

©ther -X8set ¥alues, pJ6l, Tadde As5 = ~
Gini Ratios calculated from da a 1n T Todbts, S (Zs /7‘;,:5’
SPax rates, . pf 75«»{\& 5l ¢

~Leased land, AELOS T prﬁ Tadle 22 Al T8 .

-Sﬁies.fxemwhEﬁeﬁwéir:Z- 20; $L+B ﬁiemumvaﬁ* p 61 $L+B was converted

to $1”using the’LSREV Factor in Solumn 1. This 1s an esglggte because
the LSREV factor applies to owner-occupied farms, rile/the sales and
$L+B data are for all farms. This approx1mat10n is

£ OXLEE—~ ORI BB
—+tael—ef- fully coordinated published data J\Q}L’; Jia T HALL A Walyg Lot i te v 4
& Mrv}

iy ‘1\{5{( Qe %L{"J pad /g{«ﬁ’h{?u, vy .;,ﬂ,*_ &a@&%%‘) )“?g L-ﬁ" M*’f M éj
%Mgm Vol . 2 ﬁ&f@ﬂ_{ ,.,g.,gmmu.gj i ;1 muum{&m{

I
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