I.
INTRODUCTION.

The problem of farm tenure, as it appears in the United States,
presents two distinct economic aspects. On the one hand, it has
to do with the relation between the farm operator and the land
which he operates. On the other hand, it concerns the distribu-
tion of the wealth produced by farming among the several factors
of production, or more specifically the shares of that wealth re-
ceived by those who furnish the land, those who furnish the capital
(machinery, live stock, supplies, etc.), and those who perform the
labor. From the first point of view we compare the status of the
farm tenant with that of the farm owner. From the second point
of view we ought also to compare the status of the farm tenant
with that of the farm laborer working for wages.

OWNERSHIP AND TENANCY.

Agriculture is one of those industries in which land occupies a
dominant position as compared with the other factors of production;
that is, with capital-goods and labor. ‘The amount of money in-
vestment required to provide the land for a farm is very much
greater than the amount required to provide all the working capi-
tal, including live stock and machinery. Further, the land for a
farming enterprise of a given type must ordinarily be acquired as a
unit, all at once, while the stock and equipment may be built up
gradually.

Since the absolute purchase of a farm requires so large an amount
of money, the alternative methods by which a prospective farm
operator whose money capital is Hmited may obtain control of the
land which he needs are of great significance. T'wo such methods
are available. He will usually find it possible to purchase farm
land by paying a small part of the purchase price in cash and giving
a mortgage for the balance; or he may hire a farm, either for a
stated cash rental to be paid annually, or for ashare of the crops.
In the first case the farm operator becomes nominally a farm owner
and participates in any speculative profits that may arise from in-
creasing land values—and likewise runs the risk of losing all that
he has invested, in case of a considerable decline in the price of
farm land. In the second case, where he hires the farm, the farm
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operator avoids the speculative features of ownership «_’md Pay dS
directly for what he gets, namely, the use of the land for a state
period. Further, the method of hiring a farm is available fco many
men whose money capital is not sufficient even to make a first pay-
ment toward the purchase of land.

During a period of stable land values the annual cost of the pos-
session of the land for the owner (whether he owns it free or su.b ject
to mortgage) is the interest on the money which is invested in the
land or on the amount for which it could be sold at current prices.
During a peﬁod of increasing land values the annual increment
in value must be deducted from the interest charge; and during a
period of declining land values the annual depreciation must be
added to the interest charge. The annual cost of the possession
of the land for the tenant who farms without supervision or other
service from the landlord, is the amount of rent which he pays each
year to the landlord. ‘The tenant’s cost is not affected directly
by the trend of land values, though, as explained in Chapter VI,
the rent is likely to be lower in a period of rising land values.

The owner's cost for the use of the land (except for the amount,
if any, which is actually paid as interest on a farm mortgage or
other loan) does not represent an actual money payment, and for
this reason it is often lost sight of in the computation of profits.
The tenant’s cost, on the other hand, since it takes the form of an
annual payment, is always prominently in view, And yet the
owner’s costis just as real as the tenant’s; for if the owner’s money

- were not tied up in his land he could invest it in safe securities and
receive therefrom an assured income equal to the interest on the
amount, .

Theoretically, then, one might figure out the economic or finan-
cial advantage of ownership or tenancy by comparing the annual
cost of the possession of the land under the two forms of tenure.
As a matter of fact this is seldom done, partly because farmers
have not yet learned to compute their costs accurately, but even
more because of the very strong preference for ownership which
prevails in the United States. It is accepted as a foregone conclu-~
sion that ownership is preferable. This preference is based in part
upon conditions purely accidental and having little connection
either with the net income of the individual farmer or with the -
productivity of agriculture in general *

1 The.three “accidental” conditibus or factors which are presented herewith are suggested by Prof. T\ N,
Carver in his Principles of Rural Bconomics, p. 226,
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In the first place, the method adopted by the Federal Govern-
ment for the distribution of the greater part of the public land
was one designed to put the land directly into the possession of
the men who would cultivate it. These men, either forthe pay-
ment of a nominal price per acre or by virtue of having spent a
certain number of years upon the tract and having made certain
specified improvements, became the owners of the land. There
was no alternative. -The men who first cultivated the public land
after it was distributed were bound to cultivate it as owners.

Second, the tendency of farm land to increase in value, which
has been manifest for the greater part of the last half century, has
formed a strong argument in favor of ownership. This increase
in the value of farm land, which has been commonly considered a
part of the profits of farming, could be secured, of course, only by
the man who farmed as an owner. '

Third, the lack of an efficient system of leases for farm land has
indirectly added greatly to the preference for ownership through
increasing the disadvantages and annoyances connected with
tenancy. The customary short leases, frequently with numerous
restrictions and with no' satisfactory provision for renewal or
extension, offer little encouragement to the tenant farmer who
wishes to plan his work for a period of years—as a farmer must
plan, if his farming is to attain a high degree of success. The
faults of the existing system of leases are partly a result of the
hit or miss fashion in which the system has grown up. To a
large extent, however, they seem to be an outgrowth of the specti-
lative aspect of the ownership of land, which is discussed in some
detail in Chapter VII.

In addition to the preference for ownership which is based on
those more or less accidental conditions, there are certain real
advantages, both economic and social, connected with the owner-
ship of the farm which one operates. First, ownership gives the
cultivator a more permanent interest in the farm and in the com-
munity than even the most stable form of lease. Second, it
gives him a sense of responsibility which tends to increase initia-
tive, and in other ways makes for progress. Third, the owner-
ship of the land does away with all disagreement and contention
with regard to the terms or interpretation of the lease contract
and frees the farm operator from the dictation and oversight of
the landlord.
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The last-named advantage could be gained to a great extent,
to be sure, under a sufficiently improved form of farm”tenz%flqlr.
In fact, it is quite possible to develop a g09d system of a.g1.1cu -

. ture without placing the ownership of land in the hands of 'tho§e
who cultivate it. One of the best systems of general farming in
the world has been developed in England, where go per cent of 'the
land is operated by tenants and most of the remamder. by hired
managers, leaving only a very small fraction operated directly by
the owners. These results have been obtained, of course, only
by a careflilly devised system of lease contracts, giying. tl’le tm‘lant
a reasonable assurance of permanent tenure and also giving .Ium a
claim for compensation for any improvements he has made in the
land, the benefits of which remain at the expiration of his tenancy,
Under such conditions the better farmers will simply strive to get
possession of the better farms among those that are available
for lease.

Under the unsatisfactory lease conditions prevailing in the
United States, however, the better farmers will strive to become
owners at the first possible moment, if only in defense of their
own self-respect. They will even prefer to hecome owners when
they know that it is more expensive to purchase land than it is
to hire land of the same quality.

THE FARM TENANT AND THE FARM LABORER.

In the discussion of farm tenure it is usually assumed that
the only alternative is between farm tenancy and farm ownership.
As a matter of fact, the real alternative is, in very many cases,
between farm tenancy and working on a farm for wages.

If the renting of farms were prohibited on and after July 1,
1927, by an amendment to the Federal Constitution, then a large
fraction of the two and one-half million farm tenants now in the
United States would become, not farm owners, but farm laborers ;
and very many of them would remain permanently in that class.
These are the men for whom the tenure question relates mainly
to the distribution of the wealth produced in farming rather than
to the control of the land. They are farming now for a share of
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hands rather than owners in case there were only these two
alternatives.

With one group of these tenants—namely, the southern crop-
pers—the payment for their services in the form of a share of the
production rather than in the form of a stated weekly or monthly
wage is a part of a plan whereby the landlord is able to assure him-
self of their continued services throughout the season. If these
men received wages for their own labor and that of their families,
they would doubtless be better off financially, in addition to being
free to come and go as they chose. It is essential for the landlord,
however, that they remain on the land until the crop is harvested ;
hence the advantage of giving them a share of the crop in payment
for their labor in place of paying them wagesin the ordinary fashion.

TENANCY AND THE FARM,

So far we have considered the question of farm tenure from the
point of view of the farmer. If may be considered also from the
point of view of the farm, and in this connection, too, the main
shortcomings of tenancy may be charged against the shortness or
uncertainty of the tenure of the typical American farm tenant-——
against tenancy under the present form of leasing rather than
against any essential feature of tenancy as such. A man who
rents land on a short-term lease is interested primarily in his
immediate returns, without regard to the future welfare of the soil.
In fact, tenancy in the United States has been characterized as a
conspiracy between the owner and the tenant to rob the land.
The reason for this cynical characterization is that without
security of tenure the tenant has no incentive to preserve the
quality of the land but, on the contrary, has every incentive to
extract as much plant food as possible.

American agriculture in geseral (including farms operated by
their owners as well as tenant farms) has in another instance been
described as being in the mining stage of development, because
plant food has been extracted from the soil as rapidly as possible,
leaving the land exhausted, in contrast to husbanding the resources
of the land so as to make it yield an annual return without ditin-
ishing its fertility. It is no longer true, however, that our agri-
culture is of the mining type, though traces of this condition are
still to be found among owners as well as among tenants, espe-
cially in sections where a one-crop system prevails; and there is
no doubt that insecure tenancy is conducive to this undesirable
exploitation of the soil,
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THE SOCIAI ASPECT OF TENANCY.

Again, we may consider fa:rm tenure from the point of view of
society—as a social problem. And once more we find many of
the differences between farm. ownership and farm te.nancy t.>ased,
essentially, not on tenancy as such, but on the partlcu.lar kind of
tenancy which we have, namely, a short-term, upcertam tenancy.
Such a tenancy affects the spirit of a community. A group of
farmers who are permanently settled on the land take a greater
interest in civic affairs and are more willing to contribute to good
roads, schools, and churches, than are farmers who know not from
year to year whether they will remain in the same locality.

The migratory tenant is not the most desirable member of a
community, but there is nothing inherent in tenancy as such
that would prevent the development of permanent residence on
the land. This is largely a matter of working out lease contracts
which will assure the tenant of continued occupancy so long as
he gives satisfactory service, and will also grant him an interest
in such unexhausted improvements as he may have put on the
land and not used up at the expiration of his lease. ‘The landlord,
too, if he is to lease his land for a long period, may demand addi-
tional safeguards for his interests. As the terms on which farm
land is leased in this country become more satisfactory, the bad
effects of tenancy on social institutions will become less and less
pronounced. There are even now many cases in which the land-
lords and tenants have solved the problem, the land being leased
on such terms that the tenants take no less interest in community
affairs than do their neighbors who operate farms of their own.

- It is difficult to consider farming from a strictly business point
of view, as one might consider a factory industry, for example,
partly because the affairs of the farm family are so closely bound
up with the affairs of the farm. - ' :

An eminent preacher has said that the unpardonable sin is
“mixing things,” and many a business man has learned to his
sorrow that it is usually unwise to mix business affairs with family
or personal affairs. For the farmer, nevertheless, this mixing of
business and family affairs seems to be inevitable. The farm
home is a part of the farm, and the members of the family usually
perform a considerable part of the work required on the farm.
Conversely, o considerable part of the supplies cotisumed by the.
family are taken from the products of the farm. The farm also
supplies a place for the family to live, and thus eliminates from



INTRODUCTION. 17

the farm family’s expense budget the item of rent, which is one
of the largest items in the city family’s budget. FEven where the
farmer keeps some sort of production or cost records, no account
is kept between the family and the farm. The farm is not debited
with the value of the family labor, nor is it credited with the
value of the farm products consumed by the family.

Nor is this close relation between the farm and the farm family
a transitory condition, peculiar to the present stage of agricultural
and social development, On the contrary, it seems likely to
persist, with modifications, to be sure, but with most of the
essential characteristics of its present form. Farming is prac-
tically the only gainful occupation in which a man can engage
where, under wholesome and socially approved conditions, his
wife and children may render services of direct economic value
to him—where a family is really an asset and not a liability.
This condition is largely responsible for the greater number of
children found in the families of the native white stock in farm-
ing communities than in families of the same stock in the cities
and towns.! It is not evidence of a mercenary motive, either;
the urban families are small because the urban income is not
sufficient to bring up children according to accepted standards
where their every need must be supplied by the expenditure of
cash. It is rather testimony to the effect that a farm is a good
place to raise a family—a fact that might be taken into con-
sideration by a man in process of deciding whether to take up
farming or some urban occupation as a life work. Indeed, one
writer * has gone so far as to suggest that all the farms in the
country should eventually be reserved for those who wished to
use them as places where they might bring up families of children
and that other persons be not permitted to operate farms.

. That particular aspect of the question of farm tenure which will
most affect the welfare of the farm family is again the question of
permanency and certainty of tenure. If the family is to prosper
and become an integral part of the community, so as to share in
the community life, then it must remain for a long period in one
location. TFurther, if the social standing of the farm owner is

tin the native white population of native parentage in 1ga0 there were rzo children under 15 years of
age Lo every roo persons [rom 2o to 44 years of age in rural territory, as compared with & ratio of 77 to rooin

urhan Lerrigory.,
2 Thomas Forsytlh Hunt, dean of the College of Agriculture, University of California; The Relation of a

Permanent Agriculture 1o Social Welfare, 1913,
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higher than that of the tenant, it may be better for the enterprising
farmer, even at some apparent financial sacrifice, to become g
farm owner., For the sanctions of society, particularly of rurajy
society, are firmly fixed, so far as concerns any single generation ;
and the stimulus of social approval may readily enable a man to
overcome by more efficient management the disadvantages of that
economic arrangement which has the social approval.

It is apparent, then, that the problem of farm tenure, though
primarily an economic problem, presents in its larger aspects
many sides for discussion, appealing to the sociologist aud the
statesman as well as to the economist and to those scientists work-
ing strictly within the field of agriculture. It would be presump-
tuous, therefore, to expect to cover the whole field in a study
based, as this one is, primarily on the available statistical data.
There is to be found, however, in the results of the decennial
censuses and in numerous special studies of selected areas which
have been made, especially those undertaken by the Department
of Agriculture,a great bulk of very definite statistical information ;
and it has been the purpose in the following chapters to present
this material in convenient form, with sufficient explanation,
comment, and interpretation to make it of interest to the general
reader as well as to the special student of farm tenure,

The most important of the census data are presented by States
in the general tables at the end of this volume and certain items
are also shown by counties.

.1 In connection with the use of material from the Department of Agriculture, the writers wish especlnlly
to a_cknowledge theirindebtedness to O, E. Balker, of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, who placed at
their disposal manuscript materials and many graphs and maps, and to W. J, Spiltedan, formet chicf of the
Office of Farm Management, in collaboration with whom sevetal of the interpretationy here presented were
first developed.




II.

THE GROWTH OF FARM TENANCY:
1880 T0 1920.

In the expansion of the agricultural industry in the United
States there has been a fairly close relationship between the stage
of its development in any particular part of the country and the
prevalence of farm tenancy. In general, it has been true that
when a given area was newly settled, especially so long as free land
was to be had, there was little tenancy; and that the practice of
renting farms grew more common as the section became older and
its agriculture mote thoroughly established. This feature in the
development of tenancy is to be noted especially in those parts of
the country where a large proportion of the present-day owners of
rented farms are themselves retired farmers. In a new country,
obviously, thete are no farmers ready to retire; and it is only when
the pioneers or their immediate successors have grown old that
they offer their farms for rent.

These conditions do not prevail, however, in all parts of the
country. In the South the great source of increase in the number
of tenant farms has beeun the breaking up of the old plantations.
In Oklahoma and in some other States of recent settlement, specu-
lators obtained possession of considerable areas of farm land which
they very soon offered for rent. Hence we have, in limited areas,
the development of tenancy following very quickly upon the
settlement of the land, Again,in the Atlantic Coast Statesas far
south as Virginia, an area including most of the earliest settlements
in the country, we find that there has been a general decline in the
percentage of tenancy in recent years.

Where tenancy has thus grown up with the development of a
permanent system of agriculture, it may, up to a certain limit at
least, be considered a desirable part of the economic progratn.
“Few young farmers,” says Taylor,! “‘are financially able to own
the amount of land they can operate to best advantage.” And
again, ‘Farm tenancy is an institution which provides for getting
the land into the hands of those who are in a position to cultivate
it, but who are unable to buy farms.”

1 Dy, H, C. Taylor, chicf of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U, S. Department of Agriculture:
Agricwliural Economics, 1931, p. ajo.
19
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The whole number of farms in the United States in 1920 was
6,448,343, of which 2,454,804, or 38.1 per cent, were operated by
tenants. Table 1 shows the number of farms, by tenure, and the
number of tenants per 1,000 farm operators, for each census fro;n
1880 to 1920, together with the increase, actual and relative, in
each item,

Incidentally it may be noted that in all data from the census
of agriculture the number of farms and the number of farmers is
identical, since a farm is defined as all the land operated by one
person, either as owner, as hired manager, or as tenant. For
convenience, then, the terms may be used interchangeably. The
percentage of all farms operated by tenants, for example, is the
same as the percentage which tenants form of all farm operators.

NUMBER or FARMS IN THE UNITED StarEs, BY TENURE, WITH INCREAST
AND NUMBER o TENANTS PER I,000 FARMERS: 1880 TO 1920,

TaBLE 1,

[Figures for divisions and States in Tables 15, 16, and 53.]

g P D BY—
FARMS OPERATE } Nume-
- bet of
" . tenants
ITEM AND ; All Tenants. per
CENSUS YEAR, arms, Owners ) 1,000
and Owners. 3@:?5- er D‘I‘:(’;ﬁ
Toanagers. Number. | cent || tory.
of total,
Number of farms: .
6,448,343 || 3,993,539 || 3,025,000 68,440 | 2,454,804 a8. 1 381
6,361,502 || 4,006,826 {| 3,048, y22 58,104 | 2,354, 696 370 3re
5787372 1 3,752,408 || 3,653,323 | 59,085 | 2,024, 964 35-3 353
4,564,641 || 3,269,728 ;204,913 28, 4 284
4,008,007 | 2,084,306 T, 024,601 | 125.6 256
86,841 —1x3,287 —23,632 10,345 00,128 |,..,,.., b3 4
T.4 —0.3 -0 6 7.8 A3 Jevinans, 3.0
624, 130 204,418 || * 208,300 —o8z 320,712 [, .uuyus, b1/ 4
10,9 7.9 8.1 —1.4 1663 |ovvenon, 4. 8
Number....,.,........ 1,142, 731 442,680 ... viuon s, e 730,081 |.\vuuins 69
Per cent, ..., ITTTOTN 25,7 L1 | PR R Cos64 [veie., 24. 3
Increase, 1880~18g0: :
Number............... 555,734 285,422 [.....,.. PR PO 290,312 [vvuu, s 28
Per cent.,,,,,,........ 3.9 96 i, 2004 |..uu., .. 0.0

! A minus sign (~) denotes decrease,

The rate of increase in the number of farms operated by tenants
pas not been regular. During the decade from 1880 o 1890 the
mcrease amounted to 26.4 per cent; from 18g0 to 1900, it was.
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56.4 per cent; from 1900 to 1910, 16.3 per cent; and from 1910
to 1920, 4.3 per cent. Except for the most recent decade, there
has been a considerable increase during each period in the total
number of farms, which has accounted for a large part of the
increase in tenant farms. To eliminate the effect of this general
increase;, the percentages of increase in the number of tenants
per 1,000 farm operators have been computed. ‘These rates of in-
crease for the respective decades are as follows: 1880 to 1890, 10.9
per cent; 1890 to 1900, 24.3 per cent; 1900 to 1910, 4.8 per cent;
and 1910 to 1920, 3 per cent.

There is no statistical information on American land teuure prior
to 1880, but there is evidence that farm tenancy in the United
States is neatly as old as the settlement of the country, though the
number and proportion of tenants doubtless remained small, so
long as free land was abundant. It was during the last 1o years
of the nineteenth century that the greatest increase in farm tenancy
oceurred, as shown by the percentages quoted above. The notable
inerease in tenancy during this decade (1890 to 19o0) was due in
part to the fact that the.free land was practically exhausted by
1900, and in part to the hard times which prevailed in the nineties
and caused a large number of mortgages to be foreclosed, making
it necessary for many farm operators to rent farms in order to
continue farming. :

During the 40 years from 1880 to 1920 the total number of
farms increased 2,439,436, or 61 per cent. This increase may be
subdivided into an increase in tenant farms amounting to 1,430,203
and an increase in farms operated by owners and managers
amounting to 1,009,233. (Farms operated by owners alone were
not shown separately until 1900.) During the 4o-year period the
number of tenant farms increased 139.6 per cent, while the number
of furms operated by owners and managers increased only 33.8
per cent, and the number of tenant farms in each x,000 of all
farms increased from 256 to 381, or 49 per cent.

‘I'he percentage of all farms operated by tenants at each census
from 1880 to 1920, inclusive, is given, by geographic divisions,*
in “L'able 2 and is shown graphically in Figure 1. Both table and
diagram show the relatively great increase in the tenancy per-
centage hetween 1890 and 1900.

1 For houndaries of geographic divisions, see imap on p. 8,
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F1G.. 1.~~PERCENTAGE OF ALl Farms OPERATED BY TENANIS, BY GEOGRAPHIC
Divisions: 1880 10 1g9z0.
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e —
T ABLT 2.~~PERCENTAGE OF ALl FArMs OpPERATED BY TENANTS, BY GEOGRAPHIC
Drvisiong aNp Srcrions: 1880 10 1920,

I Figures for divisions aud States in 'Fable 53.]

=
DIVISION OR SECTION. 1020 1410 1900 1890 1880

TINITED STATEB ivr i ivrcorvronarsnsnssrsna 8.1 37,0 35.3 af. 4 25.6
Aew EEngland. ..o 74 4.0 9:4 93 By
neiddie Atlantic. oo, PE 22,3 253 PP 19.2
Fast Morth Central. oo, P10 7.0 26,3 22.8 20. §
West North Central. .o, 34+ 2 30,0 29. 6 a4.0 2o §
South Atlantic, ..o 4. 8 45D 4402 as.s 36. 1
East SouthCentralo o, a4y 5o 48,1 a3 3t 8
West Sonth Centrali, .o, 52.9 [TH 1 491 R 6 384
MLOUTIEAIIL L by e X4 4 1007 1.2 7 704
PPACTEIC, (e e e s ath 1 17, % 19,7 147 16.8
‘T'he Nortb 28, 2 20,5 26.2 aat 10,4
The South 49.6 40.0 LR 385 36,3
THEe Westeeenaaaaroniosun . 7.9 4.0 16. 6 131 14.6

Inn the New Ingland and Middle Atlantic States the develop-
ment of farm tenancy has not gone so far as it has in the rest of
the country. New Lngland has a much lower percentage of farms
operated by tenants than any other section of the country, and
botlr the New England and the Middle Atlantic divisions showed
the maximum number and percentage of tenants in 1goo. The
decline of tenancy in these States has been to a considerable
extent a corollary to the decline in the number of farms. The
record of these two divisions for the last 4o years appears in
‘Table 3, which shows, by geographic divisions, both the absoclute
and the relative increase or decrease in the number of farms, by
tenure, for each decade from 1880 to 1920.

Although the number of owners operating farms in the New
England and Middle Atlantic States had begun to decline as early
as the decade from 1880 to 1890, the decline in tenaucy did not begin
until after the year 1900. In general, however, what little increase
in tenancy there has been within the 40 yearsin this region has ap-
peared in the States of New York and Pennsylvania, which account
for x7,380 of the increase of 19,349 tenants in the Middle Atlantic
division during the decade from 1890 to 1g90o. It is worthy of
note that in the State of New Hampshire the decline in the num-
ber of tenants apparently started before the first comparative
figuires for farm tenure were obtained (in 1890), as the number of
tenants has shown a decrease at each enumeration since that time,
This is the only State with such a record. (See Table 53.)
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TaBLE 3.—INCREASE OR DECREASE IN NUMBER OF FArM OPERATORS, .
BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS anD SECTIONS: 1880 10 1920.

[A minus sign (—) denotes decrease.

INCREASE, 1910-1920.

Actual numbers for each census year in ‘I'nl

INCREASE, 1

DIVISION OR SHCTION. Owners, Tenants, Owners.
Number. cle:xf{. Number. c;:;{ | Nymber. CI;K N
UNITED STATES., ..... | —23,632 | —o0.6] 100,128 43 205,399 81| 3
New England.,.......coeunoi| —28,248 | —~16.8 | —3,413 |, —2207 —786 | —o.5 | -~
Middle Atlantic, ........... | —am032 | —1no| —16,08z | ~15.4 625 oa | =
Fast North Central, ..........| —42,258 | —s5.2 8to o3 I —17269 | —z.x
Wﬁt North Central, ..... —47,790 | —6.3 32,401 o3 21,036 2.9
South Atlantic...............] 13,938 2.3 31,650 6.2 65,642 12.4
East South Central.,.........0 15,356 30| —6,452{ —r1a 46766 | 0.1
‘West South Central..........] 23,423 53 29,162 59 61,62y [ 6.2 | x
Mountail,cocviveeniaianennea.] 41,671 259 14,488 90,3 751343 | 8.1
PacifiC.eiseecrirsiiiriinieneid] 28,211 8.6 14254 435 42,421 38, 7
The North,,.......... Cievessi|~146,228 | =70 13417 1.8 3,606 0.2 ;
TheSouth........,vvveenen. 52,714 304 54,360 38 174,029 1. q | a¢
The West. ... 69,882 | 22.3| 32,042 6r.x |l rvn46a | bo.4 3
INCREASE, 18901900, INCREASE, 188¢
Ownersand QOwners and
DIVISION OR SECITON. managers, Tenants. ‘mangagers.
. Per Per Per
Number. cent, | Number. cent, || Number. cent. |Nu
UNITED STATES........| 442,680 13.5 | 30,081 56.4 285,422 9.6 | ay
New England. .\, ...ioevuine. 1,68y 2.0 240 4\ —tnaze { —o.x
Middle Atlantie, ....... vevees] =2,330 ) ~0.6 19,349 18,7 || —30142 | =76 ,
East North Central...........| 59,020 76 &9, 772 20.4 —5265 | —o. 7 2|
West North Central el 50,733 "3 95,218 434 129,126 22.8 n
South Atlantic...............] 75,570 6.4 | 137,055 413 49,384 1.0 I3
East South Central,.,........ 64,032 15.8 | 183,518 43,0 44)04T 1%.2 a4
- West South Central...........! 119,616 45-2 | 204,231 | xaag 50,375 8.9 Be
Mountain . ..eiv,eininiais..] 43,003 037 8,006 | 254.2 22,696 97. 8 :
Pacific.,..oonrvviinieerannsd] 31,336 38.1 13, 768 974 331536 68. % P
The North,......... Ceidescess| T0g,TO3 54| 1Ba,s90 320 76300 39| 11
The South......... ey 259, 218 22.9 ] 524,801 4.3 || 152,800 15.6 | 152
The Westuewoviiieinnerare ] 74,350 8.0 22,691 | xaB.5 56,232 w8 x 5
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Farm tenancy, as the figures show, is most prevalent in ‘the
South Atlantic, East South Central, and West South Central divi-
sions, Before the Civil War the agricultural land of the South
was owned and cultivated chiefly in large areas by white planters.
But the Civil War, in which nearly all the able-bodied white men
of the South were engaged, made an immediate and radical change
in the agricultural system of that region. The large plantations
could not be cultivated, as before, by slave labor. The problem
of taking care of the freedman and of working out a plan for cul-
tivating the land was complex, in view of the difficulties inherited
from the past and the economic upheaval caused by the war.
Gradually a system developed whereby the owner provided the
land, seed, a team, and often rations, and in return received a
share of the products. This system was slow in developing and
appeared in slightly different forms in different parts of the South.
It resulted in a form of tenancy quite different from that repre-
sented by the independent tenants of the North. 7This develop-
ment of the tenant system, with the breaking up of the old planta~
tions into small tenant farms, has been the principal factor in re-
ducing the average size of farms in the South from 335.4 acres
in 1860 to 109.2 acres in 1920. The average size of farms in the
North increased considerably during the same period, as shown
in Table 4, while the average for the West made but little net
change. '

TapLy 4,-~AVERAGE ACREAGE OF ALl LAND AND oF IMPROVED ILAND PER FARM,
roRr ‘g Nowrti, South, aND WEsT: 1850 TO 1920,

AVERAGH ACRBAGE OF ALL LAND PER AVHRAGI) ACRIAGE OF IMPROVED
YARM, LAND PHER YARM.
CENSUS YEAR,

United The [ 'The The United The The The

States. Narth, | South, West, States, North, | South, | West,
TOMh v aranrervrinrarin 1482 150. 4 100, 9 aba.y 4o 108 7 19.0 1130
1) L T 23801 X43:0 X144 4 200, 9 75,2 100 3 48.6 1L, 4
TG00 asses corrirvanees 24602 133.3 x38. 2 386.1 74-3 [ 481 5.8
18000 v eiss v eirnianies 130, § 1337 139+ 7 324 X 78.3 87.8 58.8 157, 8
h1:5 - PN 1139 1409 153:4 312,09 710 6. § 5002 185. 9
b3 1 . 153+ 3 17,0 Y42 3364 750 69. 2 69, 2 168, ¢
IBOO.crerv s ervrrinine 199 4 Yab, 4 3354 306, 9 79. 8 68. 3 16X 3 106, 4
IBEO i i 202, 0 tay 3331 . bvge o 8.0 650 4 001 51.8

Since 1860, although there have been no great additions to the
total farm acreage in the South Atlantic and East South Central
"divisions, the number of farms has increased to such an extent
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that the average acreage per farm has shown a decrease at each
succeeding enumeration since 1860; and in the West_ Sou.th Cen-
tral division, where there has been a rapid expansion mn farm
land, the average size of farms in 1920 was only 174.1 acres, as
compared with 445.6 acres in 1860. The figures for improved
land show a similar tendency.

There were 553,848 tenant farms in the South in 1880, 706,34}3
in 1890, 1,231,144 in 1900, 1,536,752 in 1910, and 1,591,121 1.n
1920. ‘The most important increase took place, then, here as in
most other parts of the country, in the decade between 18go aud
1900; and during the last decade, from 1910 to 1920, the increase
was almost negligible. The figures representing the increases,
both in tenant farms and in farms operated by their owners, are
shown, by geographic divisions, in Table 3.

The East North Central and West North Central divisions have
shown an increase both in the number of farms operated by ten-
ants and in the percentage of tenancy from census to census since
1830. The East North Central division has actually reported
smaller numbers of farms since 1900, but the decreases have been
almost entirely in the owner class, and consequently the increase
in the proportion of tenants is due not so much to the increase in
tenants as to the decline in the number of owners. In parts of
the West North Central division, especially in the Dakotas, the
country has been but recently settled, and is therefore somewhat
behind the Fastern States in the development of tenancy. Nev-
ertheless, the percentage of tenancy for the division as a whole
has increased from 20.5 in 1880 to 34.2in 1920, a figure decidedly
higher than that shown for any other division outside the South.

It is significant to compare the increasing percentage of tenancy
shown for most of the States along the northern border with the
decreasing percentages of tenancy shown for the Dominion of
Canada. Data for Canada and for the principal border States
are presented in Table 3.

TABLE 5.—PERCENTAGE OF TENANCY AMONG FARMERS 1 Canapa AND IN SELECTED
BORDER STATES: 1880 TO 1920.

Cfé"f:_ S | Canada, i’fgfg S | Maige, %‘E Michigan, l\ggi::_e' Dﬂﬁ;‘ég_ Montana. ig;%z}:l"‘
E— o
I92I.,,,., 7.9 1920,.,,,, 42 19,2 7y 349 25.6 1.3 18. 4
19IL..,... I1.4 || T9rO.,,... 43 20.8 15.8 21,0 4.3 8.9 3.7
I90L....., 12.9 1900...... 4-7 23.9 15.8 17.3 8.5 9.2 4. 4
13or1..,.., 154 || 1800..,... 5.4 20,2 Ifio 12.9 6.9 4.8 8.5
p2::) SPTN R 18%0,...,, 43 16. 5 10.0 [} 2.1 5.3 a
\Mw
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In the Mountain and Pacific divisions tenancy has not yet
developed to any great extent. ‘The number of farm tenants in
the Mountain division in 1920 was 37,478, as compared with
19,690 in 1910; and the number in the Pacific division in 1920
was 46,987, as compared with 32,733 in 1910.

‘The pioneer is not likely to be a tenant. A man is not willing
to break in land unless he owns it. It is of interest to note,
however, the increasing speed with which tenancy is developing
as the most recently settled sections of the country are becoming
more fully developed. :

In connection with the question of farm tenancy in the Pacific
division, mention should also he made of the situation arising out
of the Alien Land Act, which makes it necessary for the Japanese
and Chinese who desire to farm to become tenants rather than
owners.

Although the four decades under consideration have all shown
increases in the proportion of farms operated by tenmants, the
growth has not been by any means uniform, either in its nature
or in its extent and geographic distribution. At the beginning of
the period under consideration, in the year 1880, farm tenancy
was already firmly established in the United States. During the
decade from 1880 to 1890, the first decade for which actual quanti-
tative measurement is available, the proportion of farm tenancy
increased generally throughout the country, except in the Mountain
and Pacific divisions.

It was in the decade from 1890 to 1900, however, that the great-
est inereases recorded in the q4o-year period were shown., very
State in the Union except three—Maine, New Hampshire, and
Vermont—showed an increase in the proportion of farms operated
by tenants. ‘T'he increase for the country as a whole was from
28.4 per cent to 35.3 per cent. ‘This increase was especially pro-
nounced in the South, and within the South, in the West South
Central divigionn, ‘The South as a whole showed an increase from
38.5 per cent in 1890 to 47 per cent in xgoo. But this rapid rate
of increase did not continue, and during the next decade, from
1900 to 1910, the proportion of farm operators who were tenants
had actually declined in four of the nine geographic divisions.
The New Iingland and Middle Atlantic divisions had apparently
passed their maximum percentage of tenancy and had begun a
decline which has continued to the present time. The increase in
the number of owners in the West was again sufficient to reduce
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the proportion of tenants in that region, althc?ugh the rz'y,te of
increase in the number of tenants was actually higher than in the
North or the South. . -

Tn the last decade, from 1910 to 1920, the increase ln.tenancy
wasrelatively small. In this decade the most important increases
took place in the West and in the North Central S‘tgtes. The
New England and Middle Atlantic States continued their decrease
of the previous decade, and even in the North Central States
the continued increase was found mainly in the newer States. In
the South the percentage of tenancy remained approximately
stationary.

In New England the increase in tenancy practically came to an
end as early as 1890; in the Middle Atlantic States it continued
to 1900. In the Eastand West North Central and South Atlantic
States the increase still continues but is not very marked except
in the West North Central States. In the Fast and West South
Central States the changes during the last decade were small,
but in the Mountain and Pacific divisions decided advances were
recorded. The slight increase in tenancy shown for the last
decade for the United States as a whole is thus an average covering
a group of States in which tenure conditions have apparently
become stable, another group in which tenancy is still on the
increase, and a third group in which a decline in tenancy has set in.
There is no evidence of a continuous widespread growth in tenancy.
On the contrary, there is clear indication of an approach of stabi-
lized conditions in this respect, particularly in the older settled
portions of the country.




IIT.

SIGNIFICANCE OF INCREASE IN TENANT FARMS AND
IN LEASED LAND.

In the discussion of farm tenancy it is important to distinguish
between the number of farms and the farm acreage operated under
the different forms of tenure. Table 6 shows, for each census year
from 1900 to 1920, inclusive, the acreage of all land in farms
classified according to tenure and the improved acreage likewise
classified, together with the amount and percentage of increase or
decrease from census to census. Similar figures for the number of
farms are given in Table 1.

TapLy 6~—AcrBacr or Aun FLawp anp or ImprovED LAND IN FArRMS IN THE

Unrren STATES, BY THNURE, Wit INCREASE, AND PERCENTAGE QPHERATED BY
TENANTS: 1900 10O Iy20,

[For number of {armsy, by tenure, see ‘Table 1. Acreage figures by divisions and States in Table 54.]

FARMS OPBRATED Dy-—

Tenants,

E ]
(‘nmm ‘Qﬁf{x All faems, Orwners and fr—— e gg
Ywners
Owners. | Managers, Y
MBTNECLs. wiers MLgers Acteage. ‘Ie;“t 3
otl a
total. &

ALL LAND IN FARMS;
1920, oo, fieres, . 955883, 715 || Goos004, 172 || 636,775,008 | s4.100, 157 | 364,979,543 | 2T 7 a7y
IOI0 . v as RCEES, .| BB, 708,325 || Ogay 285, 480 || s08.554.6%7 | 53,730, 865 | 226,512,843 | 25.8 258
X000 (v v uue. o 0eres, | 838,508,774 || 643,558,237 || 556,040,051 | 87,518,186 | 105,033,537 | 233 233

Increase, 1910-1920

Anmount, ..., acres. .| y7no85,300 | 38,618,690 || a8 230,308 308,292 | 38,466,900 |....,.. 1w
Ler centovoonna..., 8.8 59 6.4 -] IO [ernnes T4
Increase, 1goo~1gto:!
Amount,,...acres. .| 4o, 306, 35t 8,737, 248 42, 504560 |~33.987.321| 3T, 47_6, k1= 25
" Per cent....... Seies 4B T4 7.6 -3 6 278 3 I Jiorouy
IMPROVED LAND 1IN
FARMS!
1020 . suvenes acres, .| 503,073,007 [| 327,318,482 || 314,107,483 | 13,950,009 | 175,734,525 | 349 349
17} [ PR acres, .| 478,451, 750 || 323,164,436 || 300,850,428 | 12,314,015 | 156,987,314 | 337 327
IGO0 e v rrens acres, .| 4x4:408, 487 || 280, r40,752 || 298,231,952 | 10,000,500 | 135:350 735 | 30.2 301
Increase, 19io~1920:
Amount.. ... acres, .|  24,6ax, 287 51 154,046 41357063 806,984 | 10,4632t |ovvenn. az
Per cent...., PRI (13 1.0 .4 73 T2e8 [vrvrees 6.7
Incrense, 1900~19to:
Amount,, ., ,acres, .| 63,953,263 33,023,684 31,010,169 | 1,404) 888 | 30020, 870 Jover s 25
Pereent...oioin... 154 11,4 I 4 2.9 2807 [ecenins 8.3

! A minus sign (—) denotes deereage,

29
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It may be noted that while the number of farms operated by
tenants, as shown in Table 1, increased 4.3 per cent between 1910
and 1920, the acreage of land in tenant farms increased 17 per
cent. During the past decade, then, the acreage of the tenant
farms increased more rapidly than their number. This may be
explained, however, by the fact that most of the new tenant
farms were in the Northwest, which is a region of relatively large
farms and low-value lands. In the preceding decade (from 1goo
to 1910) the increase in the acreage of tenant farms was 16.1 per
cent, as compared with an increase of 16.3 per cent in the number
of tenant farms. - :

In addition to the farm land operated by tenants, a considerable
area of land is hired by farm owners and operated in connection
with the land which they own. A summary of some unpublished
figures obtained in the census of 1910, recently made by the
Department of Agriculture, shows 46.3 per cent of the total acreage
operated by part owners to have been rented, and 46.6 per cent of
the improved acreage. No data are available relative to the
rented acreage in the farms operated in 1920 by part owners,
but it probably formed as great a percentage of the total as in
1910. Table 7 shows the number of farms operated by part
owners in 1920, 1910, and 1900, together with the acreage of all
land in these farms and the acreage of improved land.

The number of owners renting additional land actually declined
between rg1o and 1920, but the acreage of all land in their farms
increased 31.4 per cent, and the acreage of improved land increased
3.8 per cent. All of the increase in the acreage of part-owned
farms took place in the four divisions west of the Mississippi River,
however, while the acreage in the eastern part of the country
declined nearly 20 per cent; and the greater part of the increase
consisted of unimproved land (mainly grazing land). The figures
are shown by geographic divisions in Table 8.

From some points of view the question of the acreage hired by
these part owners is relatively immaterial, while from other points
of view it is important. "When the subject is approached from the
point of view of the economic status of the American farmer and
his chances for acquiring economic independence, the figures
showing the amount of land operated by owners who rent addi-
tional land are relatively immaterial. The part owner is an owner,
nevertheless, and the fact that he is able to operate additional
rented land, as well as the land which he owns, does not make his
economic status worse, but possibly improves it.
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TapLy 7.~NUMBER AND ACREAGE OF FARMS OPERATED BY T'ENANTS AND BY PART
OWNERS: Igoo TO 1920,

[Part owners are owner-operators who rent some Jand in addition to what they own,]

VIEM, 1520 1910 1900

Number of farms operated hy—

Tenausts. ..., 2, 4543 Bod4 2,354, 676 3,024,964

Part OWHETH. cvivivaieiiinn, PPN 558, 580 593, Bag 451,376
Acreage of land in farms operated by

Tenunts, cov i i 264, 0703 543 226, 512,843 105,033 537

Part OWBCIS. .o i it e 195, 524, 882 133,631,302 124,778, o2
Acreage of improved land in favms operated by

Tenunts, . ooveuivinss Ry 175y 7584 528 156,287,314 128553871 135

Part owners, 78, 930, 010 96,041, B4 5617425335

INCRISASK, 1910-1920, INCRIEASE, 1900-1910, 1
ITIM.
Number or S Niumber or —
amount. Percent, amount, | Tercent.

Numbher of fnrms aperated by-—

Tenants., ... . 100, 128 43 330, 712 16.3

Part OWIEIS, . v e ev iy e rarnes ~—38,845 —.e© 142y 449 316
Acreage of land in farms operated by—

Tenants covinenes e ererens e 38,466, 700 157.0 41,479 306 161

Tart owners.... 41,803, 580 3%.4 8,852, 500 ™1
Acreage of iproved land in forms operated hy-—

MYOTTTH N PO Pem v res et i e 10,467, 211 2.5 30,070, 579 2447

B AT < T T T T =, 888, 195 a8 19, 209, 48y 340

U A mtinus sign (-~ denotes decrease,

I'rom the point of view, however, of the land which is operated
by owners and by tenants, with reference to the difference in the
type of farming and the degree of care and quality of husbandry,
the problem of the amount of land operated under lease is an im-
portant one. It is probably true that the land rented by a part
owner is likely 1o be adjoining his own land, and since the land is
bound to remain there year after year he is quite likely to wish to
rent it repeatedly. Even under these conditions, however, e
will hardly take as great care of the rented land as he does of his
own, though he will surely take better care of it than would a tenant
who expected to use it for a single year only.

While there is not sufficient information available for a con-
clusive judgment, it may be said in general that from the point
of view which is believed to be the most pertinent for American
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agriculture and which is largely followed in this study, namely,
the social point of view, the most significant figures are those rep-
resenting the status of the farmer rather than the status of the
land, or the number of farms operated under the different forms
of tenure rather than the proportion of the land so operated.

TaBLE 8,—NUMBER, ACREAGE, AND IMPROVED ACREAGE OF FARMS OPERATED BY
Parr OwnERrs, BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920 AND 1gI0,

[Part owners ate owner-operators who rent some land in addition to what they own.]

INCREASE.!
DIVISION. 1920 1910
Amount. Per cent.
NUMBER OF PARMS.

UNITED STATES........ Cevenes 558,580 593, 823 —=35,245 —5.9
New England, ...........,. eratr ey, 6,319 5,869 450 Ty
Middle Atlantic. .., . eveveseasaay 22, 50T 25,613 —3,112 ~12.2
East North Central,..........., 106, 839 131, 805 —24, 966 —18.9
West North Central. ..., ... Ve 167,507 178,880 —10,973 6.1
South Atlantic.......... Cheerneas . 6o, 526 71, 596 —15,070 “I5.§
East South Central, .,............. s 57,754 91,475 || —13,72% =10, 3
West South Central.......... Crreees R 73,183 73,050 1,133 1.6
Mot}ntam,.” ..... e it aaearaes Cereees 37421 15,815 21, 606 136.6
Pacific.,,,........... [ Cerreaeaaa. 26,130 20, 722 5,408 26.%

ACREAGE, OF ALL LAND IN FARMS,

UNITED STATES,.............. Cereeens 175,524,882 133,631,302 41,803, 580 31.4
lb;’?(;:i!Eng];\nd:, ..... [ 832,083 834, 723 —2,642 0. 3
Ex t:I\t;Atantw ......... seresseesineeninnnn| - 2,952,251 3,207, 856 =453, 6og ~I4e2
“;;s - North Central, ,,,, 14,078,448 16, 445,954 —1, 367, 506 —I4: 4
So&sth Sﬁlgeutral‘ et i tirreienae, 66, 028, 983 55,682,972 10, 346,011 8.6
Eal;tS thnCm' . 1 - 4,860, 577 6,567,369 —~1,607, 792 —35-9
o S(;u o Centtra 1 e e, 41545, 703 6,496, 12y —X,950, 424 —30.0
Mountai; entral. i, 29, 533, 19T 23,361,144 6y 172,047 26.4
- L 38, 761,520 9,884, 746 28,876, 174 292« T

e, FE e 14,133,126 11, 150, 409 2,972, 717 36.7
ACREAGE OF IMPROVED LAND IN FARMS.
m 9
NITED STATES.............. 48,930,019 76;04x, 824 2,888, 195 3.8
New England.................
Middle Atlantic. o - 647 o
Fast Btt Centm.l. reeenes 1, 809, 120 2,228, 086 ~—418, 966 —18. 8
b, i eerereaans 11,038, 667 13,175, 580 2,136,922 16, 2
‘West North Central. . . ,, 38, 801, 6oo 38,672, 1
South Atlantic, ., S 219,456 >0
East South Central, .. N 31205, 820 Too%as | s
West South Contag T ees 2,704,998 3,630, 161 —915, 166 ~25. 5
Mountain...,,,,.... L . 61949567 832,754 -0
Pacific............ oo, zés 21308 56 67100 | a5y
5,838,528 5,496, 451 342,017 6.2

! A minus sign (—) denotes decrease,




IV.
TENANCY AND TYPE OF FARMING.

‘here is a close relationship between the type of farming pur-
d in a given community and the percentage of tenancy in that
wmunity. It is rather difficult, to be sure, to secure statistical
aon this point, but studies made by the Office of Farm Manage-
at i the Depactment of Agriculture bear out the general con-
sion. A suggestive table published in the Twelfth Census Re-
ts shows the percentage of tenancy in 1goo among farmers
ssified according to principal source of income. The results are
amarized in Table o.

134 O.0—PREROENTAGE OF TENANCY AMONG FARMERS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO

Privemean Sourcs oF INCOME! 1900.

R

] 3 N 3 o
SINCIPAL SOURCT I“(,‘g‘c"" prINCIDAT, SOURCE | T “(ffc“‘ PRINCIPAY, BOURCE cho;:enc
u i . X N G . ”
O INCUBLI tenaney. O INCOME tennuey. OF JNcoME tenaney.
17 ¢ TN Gye 7 I Elay and graitt, oo a0 3903 || Daity products. .. ..... 233
[T TP 4700 || SwEAL Crops v iviesan 35: 1 || Tivestock, ..o . 20. 3
 eieennes errererees 457 || Vegetables.., ..., veues so.4 || Truits....... Crerieees 16, §

Ine relation stands out prominently in this tabulation, namely,
.t the higher percentages of tenancy are found on farms whose
ef products are ecash crops, involving a relatively small invest-
nt in working capital and providing a relatively rapid turnover.
e aunual crops are the tenant crops; cotton, tobacco, rice,
4in, and vegetables show high percentages of tenancy. On the
wer hand, fruits, live stoek, and dairy products show low per-
ttages of tenancy. ‘The line of demarcation is quite clear.
is the type of farming which requires a large investment and a
g Lime to realize on the investment that is shunned by tenants
1 undertaken mostly by owners. On the other hand, an annual
p, readily marketable, and requiring little investment that will
L be returned within a year, is what attracts the tenant.

Ihese statements must be made, of course, with a certain degree
qualification. There are places, for example, where a system
partnership between landlords and tenants has heen worked
ton dairy farms which makes it possible for the tenant to engage
this business without undue risk. In general, however, the

50087 —24 3 33
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percentages given above are suggestive and the conclusions tc
which they point are borne out by intensive studies of local areas
and by the knowledge of experts in farm management.

A bit of evidence on this point is available from a tabulation of
tenancy by zones in the twelfth Federal reserve district, which
includes the States of California, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Utah,
and Washington, and most of Arizona. The Federal Reserve
Bank of San Francisco has divided each of these States into
economic districts or zomes, in accordance with the principal
products, and has courteously furnished the writers a list of the
counties included in each zone and a general description of its
economic characteristics.

Table 10 gives for each of these zones the number of farms, the
number and percentage operated by tenants, and a brief state-
ment as to the prevailing type of agriculture in the zone.

TaBrg 10.—FARM TENANCY AND TYPE or FARMING IN 'HE TwEL¥'H FEDERATL
REgERVE DISTRICT: 1920.

Total TENANT FARMS.
STATE AND ZONE. number Type of agriculture or principal product.
of farms, Number, | Fr cent
of total.
3,930 1,010 z5.7 || Cotton.
598 81 13.5 || Cattle,
582 90 15.5 || Stock.
630 148 23.5 || Cotton.
1,150 97 8.3 || Stock,
2,843 1,403 49.3 |l Cotton, cantaloupes, and live stock,
3,200 646 20.2 || Diversified.
4,188 496 11.8 || Farming and orchards,

3,049 594 15.0 || Oranges and general farming,

4544 386 8.5 || Oranges and general farming,

12,444 3174 25.5 || Oranges and general farming.

35028 972 32.1 || General farming and beans.

10, 563 1,842 17.4 || General farming, oranges, and grapes,
5274 I, 453 20-4 || Diversified.

6,585 1,232 18.7 || Diversified,

10,393 1, 565 15-1 | General farmiing, {ruit, and cattle,
7779 Iy 723 22.1 || General farming, fruit, and cattle,
7478 2,132 28.5 || General farming, fruit, and cattle,
4 527 1,399 309 || Diversified.

8,656 1,584 18,3 1| Diversified,
2,991 890 30.0 [} Diversified.
;239 1,158 18.4 || Rice,
4,036 762 18,9 || Orchards,
4,914 684 13.9 || Stock.
4,022 940 23.6 || Stock,

1 ;

Includes the city of Los Angeles, ? Includes the city of San Francisco,
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PapLe 10—Farm THNANCY AND Tyre or FarmiNe 1N raE Twrrrrn FEDERAL
RESERVE DIsTRICT: 1g20—Continued.

T
— Fotal TENANT FARMS, ' . '
STATE AND ZONI. ;1{!1{1[;!:_111];3: Numher. },}e:&%‘t Type of agrienlture or principal product.
[ —
Inamo:
ZOME Toyyruranevrs 51 647 A%3 75 || Sheep,
4r 435 673 5.3 [} Sheep.
41574 623 13.6 || Sheep,
4314 870 20. 4 || Sheep,
3, Bab 638 16,7 {| Sheep,
31723 644 17.3 || Sheep and apples.
. Gy 105 1,022 6. 7 || Sheep and apples.
ZONE 8. renersaesn- 35 504 H42 23.6 || Wheat, hay;and live stock,
ZODE Q. avrreassns 2,990 01y a0, § || Diversified,
ZONE IO\ o viv e rasnr 2,040 338 1.5 || Diversified,
NEVADA!
Zone<x..... evesres 2,102 a14 10.2 || Stock,
ZONB 2. eyrvenronns 3, ofix 8a 7.7 || Stock,
OREGON:
Zone 121, .0 er e €y 543 1,307 20,0 {| Diversified,
ZONE 31t vairnesanen 2,330 352 150y | Diversified.
ZONE 4uyyerinsoannn 5, (82 1,049 18,5 || Diversified.
ZODE B erirennrann 51442 X,037 19.x || Diversified.
ZOTE 6. srnnsnens 8, 407 1,921 20.5 || Diversified,
ZONE 7.\ vy e e s 31453 633 1.3 || Diversified.
ZONE 8. siree e 2, PG 461 16. 5 || Diversified.
Zoneo..... e 34083 R38 22.8 || Wheat and live stock.
ZOME IO s s ee s e nnns 3,858 842 21.8 || Wheat and live stock,
ZODE I suvreravans A, 605 238 15.8 | Wheat and live stock,
ZONe I2-13 .. 0 v e v e vn 31453 443 r2.8 || Wheat and live stock,
Uran:
Zone 1-22, ..eneonns 4,037 501 14-7 || Wheat, hay, sugar beets, potatoes, and frait.
ZODE 3. s srracnrenn 2,247 a82 1.5 || Wheat, hay, sugar beets, potataoes, and fruit,
ZOBE 4. o1 varevarans 43325 Ay 1.0 || Wheat, hay, sugar beets, potatoes, and [ruit,
ZONE S . vutieananan 4,003 584 1.7 || Sheep,
ZoneG.....oevannnn 3,414 a6a 8.2 || Sheep,
Zone 7..... PR 4, 208 320 79 || Sheep,
ZoneB.......ciaann 2, 449 a6y 1.8 || Sheep.
WASHINGTON:
Zonex-28, ,,....... 4> 830 1,004 20,8 || Wheat,
ZONE 3. cyrinannnna 21538 2,313 arr || Wheat,
ZON@ 4vvvvservnnna- a, 537 816 az a || Wheat, barley, and live stock,
ZODE 5\t cuinnunann X933 326 16.9 || Whent, borley, and live stock,
Zoneb,. v annnn 2,044 X, 036 a5 .2 {| Wheat,
ZONE Toevuvinnnsvnn 4,043 488 12,1 || Diversified,
ZonesB......ouun . 43 951 615 12.4 || Apples, hay, and sheep,
ZONE Qe s v aannnas 2,433 550 a0.1 || Wheat,
/0 T (- P 5) 755 1,344 23.4 || Apples, hay, and sheep,
ZOnE T, v, 5,066 798 x3. 4 || Diversified,
ZONE I2. 4 iiv v v an, .. Ay 490 561 12,5 {| Diversified.
Zomer3..........,, 7,679 1,013 3.2 || Diversified.
Zone i4~xs .. ..., 45 720 1,133 a4.0 || Diversified,
3, 858 446 11,6 || Diversified.
&, 308 976 15,5 || Diversified.

!Includes the city of Portland, ¥ Includes the city of 8pokane,
?Inclades Salt Lake City. {Includes the city of Seattle,
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It will be noted at once that in Arizona, zones 1 and 4, which
are cotton-producing regions, have a much higher percefltage 0‘.;3
tenancy than the remainder of the State, whose agnculturz'!.
activities consist primarily in the raising of live stock. I1.1 Cali—
fornia the situation is considerably complicated by the variety of
products and their overlapping. Nevertheless, zoue 1, whiclz
includes the Imperial Valley with its cotton production, .ShQWS
the highest proportion of tenancy anywhere in the district,
namely, 49.3 per cent, o

Though the figures are not altogether consistent or convincing,
they do support in a general way the conclusions based on th:e
tabulation made in rgoo for the country as a whole. Tenancy is
higher where general diversified farming is practiced and particu-
larly where one annual cash crop, like wheat or cotton, is raised.
On the other hand, where live stock is raised, or where fruit is
the principal product, tenancy is less common. In the State of
Washington, for instance, the highest percentage of tenancy is
found in zone 3, which is devoted to wheat; zone 4, whose principal
products are wheat and barley; and zone 6, which also produces
wheat. It is true that there are some wheat zones in the State
with lower percentages of tenancy, but zone 8, which produced
apples, hay, and sheep, has only 12.4 per cent of tenants, which is
third from the Jowest percentage in the State. -

FARM LAND BY TENURE.

There is no census information as to the relative productivity
of farms operated by owners as compared with farms operated by
tenants, since the production of crops has not been tabulated by
tenure. In so far as any evidence on the subject is available
there appears to be little difference in the yield per acre for the
two tenure classes, the average for owners probably being slightly
the larger. It might be expected that tenants, operating as they
do the better grades of land, would produce higher yields than
do owners, whose farms are, in general, somewhat lower in average
value per acte. ‘This is not the case, however, for various reasons,
In the first place, the yield per acre is related only to that part of
the land which is cultivated, so that the waste land which tends
to reduce the average value of owner-operated farms per acre
is not included. In the second place, many of the small farms
operated by ownets without assistance receive greater care than
do the larger farms operated by tenants.
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Table 11 shows, by geographic divisions, for farms classified
according to tenure, the percentage of the farm acreage that was
improved in 1920, and Figure 2 shows the same data in graphic
form for selected States. In the table, separate figures are given
for full owners (those who own all the land they operate) and
part owners (those who hire some additional land).

16, 2,—~PERCENTAGE OF IMPROVED LAND IN FARMS OpErATED BY Tnnants, OwN-
ERS, AND MANAGERS, FOR SELICTED STATES! 1920,
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TaBLE 11.—PERCENTAGE OF FARM ACREAGE IMPROVED, BY TENURE, BY
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920.

{Rigures for States in Table 56.)

FARMS OPERATED BY—
Owners. Tenants.
DIVISION, faﬁ}}s.
Man- Other |
Full Part ) than 0P~
Total. {l \orners, | owners. Totele | crop- | pers.t
pers,
UNITED STATES.,.eivvvns 526 49:3 §1.0 45.0 24-4 66.3 656 7349
New England,..ocovvinnnins 360 35-9 358 381 33.0 302
Middle Atlentic.....ovveen.s 655 6447 64.6 65.7 534 qo.2 {{ ..
FEast North Central,....,.... . 7477 72.0 4.6 98.4 63.8 8.7 |1
West North Central.......... 66.7 63.5 66. 5 58.0 470 746
South Atlantic.,.......0ve0n 496 45-4 447 52-7 334 [
East South Central,......,,. 56.3 51.3 50.6 50-5 44.8 68. 4
West South Central,......... 37.0 32.2 34.6 26.4 8.1 557
MOUNTAIN,  vrvinsrnrrransine 25,7 26.0 30.0 20,6 11.8 36,9
Pacific.,,oeanenns PP A 42.6 40.2 30.6 41.3 3%.2 554 Neovevrrnrforsnoces

! Reported in Southern States ouly.

That the percentage of land improved is uniformly larger for
tenant farms is significant; that croppers have a proportion of
improved land even larger than other tenants is to be expected
from the nature of their farming operations. It is among man-
agers, many of whom run large farms or ranches, that the propor-
tion of improved land is lowest, particularly in the West South
Central and Mountain divisions, where most of the ranches are
situated.

Table 12 shows, by geographic divisions, the average acreage
of all land and of improved land in farms operated under the dif-
ferent forms of tenure.

For the country as a whole full owners had a larger average
acreage than tenants—i37 as compared with 107.9. A-large part
of the difference, however, is due to the inclusion of the croppers,
with their 4o-acre farms, the average for all the other tenants
being 128 acres. The part owners and managers had much larger
averages, 314.2 and 790.8, respectively. The significant com-
parisons, however, are to be made between the full owners and
the tenants, and in all the divisions of the North and West the
tenant farms are larger in average acreage than are the farms
operated by full owners.
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In the South, even after eliminating the croppers, the owners
have much larger farms than the tenants, because many of the
tenants are Negroes and because the tenant in the South in very
many cases operates a part of a broken up plantation consisting
mainly of a tract of land adapted to the raising of cotton, while
many owners still hold large plantations and estates, only portions
of which are under cultivation. In the South Atlantic and Fast
South Central divisions the farms operated by part owners are
smaller than those operated by full owners, while in the West
South Central division, as in all the rest of the country, the part
owners’ farms are the larger—frequently two or three times as
large. ,

TaBLE 12,—AVERAGE ACREAGE AND AVERAGE IMPROVED ACREAGE PER FARM,

BY TENURE, BY GROGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920,
[Figures for States in. Table ss.]

FARMS OPERATED BY—
Owners, Tenants,
DIVISION, ia‘ggs.
Man-
agers. Other .
Total. Full Part Total. than | Crop-
owaners. | owners. crop- | pers,!
pers,
AVERAGE ACREAGE OF ALL
LAND PER FARM.,
TUNITED STATES....... 148, 2 162. 2 137.0 314, 2 790. 8 10%. 0 128, 0 40,2
New England,,..... e 108, 5 104. 9 103, 6 131 7 204. 2 E 32 N | O
Middle Atlantic. ... sevenes 05. 4 88. 4 86. 2 122, 3 195. 2 109.2 {l,veriannn PRETPIN
Hast North Central.,,,...... 108, 5 09. 8 o4. 6 130 8 2IX. 6 12600 Jlienniindfirinian,
West North Central.,....... 234, 3 237.0 188.8 393. 3 564. 210, 8 (Joereienaifunnn iy
84. 4 101, 8 104 2 8a. 5 449 .2 58. 2 67. 7 42. 4
750 102, 7 1085, 7 78.7 436. 0 447 53.7 30.4
174. 1 225, 7 102, 4 403.6 | 3,293. 6 99.0 119, 8 49.8
480, 7 448. 8 315.7 | 1,035.8 | 3,152.0 356-8 ||cvoreener]barsnies
Pacific,..voniiiiiiiniiienns 239.8 201. § 135 1 540. 5 976. © 27207 Jlev v edeninnas
AVERAGE ACREAGE OF IM-
PROVED LAND PER FARM,
UNITED STATES....... 78.0 8o.0 69. 9 1413 193. ¢ 71,5 84.0 20.%
New England, ., .......000000 39.1 2y 37T 50. 2 67. 3 P7TS 3 | FOURTURIN
Middle Atlantie............. 62. 3 574 55.7 80. 4 104. 3 6.6 4l viuriins e
East North Central.......... Bro 719 66. 8 103. 3 135. 0 0L 6 [lceansiins ves
‘West North Central,........ 156, 2 150.6 125.6 2316 265, © 263 8 [|evervnns e
South Atlantic,...........,. 419 46, 2 46,6 42. 4 150. © 35T 383
East South Central.......... 42,2 527 53.5 46. 8 95 4 0.6 34.4
West South Central..,....... 64. 4 #2. 8 G6. 5 106. 3 267. T 8.2 63. 1
Mountain,,,..,.coveiruneeenes 123. 3 116, § 4.6 213, 3 373. 3 1328 |leveerrvan|onrens .
Pacifice.s.,iviiiiininsina, 102. 2 8r s 574 223. 4 3%4. 9 LSS AN | N, P PPN

1 Reported in Southern States only.
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE FARM INVESTMENT.

A significant index of the difference in type between rtenan.t
farming and ownership farming is found in the difference in distri-
bution of the farm investment for farms of the two tenture classes.
The total farm investment, in the case of the tenant farms, of
course, includes the landlord’s investment in the land, as well as
the tenant’s investment in stock and tools.

Table 13 shows, by geographic divisions, what percentage of
the value of all farm property in 1920 was represented, respectively,
by land, buildings, implements and machinery, and live stock.
Figure 3 shows graphically, for owners and tenants in the North,
South, and West, the same distribution of farm wvalues. ‘I'he
data in Table 13 are presented for tenants and owners, and also
for the two classes of owners which have already been distin-
guished, namely, full owners, who own all the land they operate,
and part owners, who hire some additional land, The most
significant comparisons are to be made between tenants and full
owners, since the part owners, in some sections, partake some-
what of the characteristics of tenants.

F16. 3.—PERCENTAGE OF ToTal VALUE OF FARM -PROPERTY REPRESENTED DY
Eacm Crass, POR OWNERS AND TENANTS IN THE NorrH, SourH, AND WrsT:
1920,
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TABLE 13.—PERCENTAGE OF Toraly VALUE or FArM PROPERTY REPRESENTED
BY Face Crass, BY TENURE, BY GEOGrAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920,
[Figtires for States in Tables 59 and 6o.]
PER CENT OF VALUE OF ALL FARM PROPERTY
REPRESENTED BY—
DIVISION AND TENURE. Imple- ‘
Fondaad| Xond | puidiags BE | Eive
chinery,
: UNRITED STATES:
: OTREIS.tue s v vrrrrnnnrranrerenes . 83.7 672 16. 3 (13 1.1
Full owners. ... 83.4 65-3 8.1 503 11.3
Part OWRErS. .o 0iuvrairrivenrornesen 85.0 73. 6 IL. 4 4.5 10, §
Tenatits..,. ... Ceeeabieaanaa, 873 73.9 11, 6 3.8 8.6
Ngw ENGLAND:
Owners,...... .. ra 40. § 36.7 8.4 14 4
Full OWDers. ou ivevnvaerviieseees 772 40.3 36.9 8.4 T 4
Part OWILIEIS, . .ot iiiienirnirsrniniieniaes 6.7 434 344 8.4 14.9
Tenants. .. vvavrrenrrnvaninnvrieres 75T 443 32,8 6.6 - 16.3
MIDDLE AtLANTIC:
OWNETS.es v ienerirserseine 4.6 30- L 355 99 15.5
Full owrers. .. vvverviansiriniririiarinnss 946 387 359 9.9 15-§
Part owners,.......... PN eveaseen 750 437 3.4 0.6 154
Tenants. ..., 7o 47.8 20.2 8.1 148
EasT NowtH CENTRAL:
OwWners......o.. 85.0 65 4 19.6 52 9.8
TFull OWIers . viiieuyenroneeniaiens 84.4 63.5 20.9 > §.4 I0.2
Part OWIeIS, c e ovservunrrrrnrersrerenneens 8.3 737 x4.6 4-4 8.4
Tenamts.....vueriieriniiianinis 88.9 46, 5 12,4 37 7.4
WEeSsT NorTH CENTRAL!
OWIErS. s yvisrinnne FETPRINN 86.4 3.9 123 45 9.
Full owners, phraees Ceireas 86,3 92,8 13.6 4.5 0.1
Part OWIEIS, s cvvenrrisnrnosrnss 86.5 765 10.0 44 9.1
“Lenants,........... 2 8a.0 9.1 7 7.2
SotTH ATLANTIC!
L8 1) 4 S R R R 83.7 62.x ax. 6 52 i1.0
Full OWDErS, .o vvvervrrrrneninones 83.7 61.0 ar.9 53 Lo
Part OWHEIS. s cyuvsrirrsorsirssssrassns 83.6 64. 2 9. 4 47 1.9
enANntS. s v yuenrsnrrmonrersrnrsenniracaes el 86,1 69-0 16.2 3.7 0.2
Tenants, excluding croppers... 85.3 68. 9 x6. 4 40 10,6
(83 ¢ o307 - TR .88.0 732 5.8 30 9.0
EAST SOUTE CENTRAL!
OWIEIS, s v v st rerornsatnrvetnasacees RPN 81.9 63. 5 18. 4 44 13. 7
Full OWDerS, vovrurrrsrinnrsnineens e 81.9 633 8.7 45 3.7
Part OWIers, ,covvvirireeernins 82,2 66. 3 16.0 4 13.6
TONATIES: 4 v etrannnrrnirnnirseirsisiaraenine 8405 q0.1 X404 3.2 12.3
Tenants, excluding croppers.....ccvvav..n 825 68. 2 x4 4 3.6 13.8
CropDerS,.veeeeeecnnnios e 8g.0 74+ 6 144 2.3 8.8
‘West SourH CENTRAL:
OWILETS, 414 v sy euaneenrereerinreisrasionnansres 8o0.6 67.6 13-0 4.7 4.7
Full oWners. . cvavererenrens 8o.7 66.6 141 4.8 145
Part oWRers. ....ovevels s e eeaans 80.3 |” i1 9.2 42 15.5
TenAOLS, cuururirrienrrrerneenss 8.5 7542 10.3 3.5 .o
Tenants, excluding croppers..vevevsini e B4.5 74-3 x0.2 3.7 18
Croppers, vueeees.. P, 89.9 79- 1 10.8 2.5 7.6
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TarLe 13.—PERCENTAGE OF Torar Varur OoF FARM PROPERTY REPRESENTED
BY FBace Crass, BY TENURE, BY GHEOGRAPHIC DIvISIONS: 1920—Continued.

PER CENT OF VALUE OF ALL FARM PROPERTY
REPRESENTED BY—

DIVISION AND TENURE. Tmple-
Londand| Lot |muaings| Jents | Live
chinery.
MOUNTAIN!

OWILEIS, 4 nvanivnasassnantsosoronsnsrnisanense . 76.8 67.4 94 5.0 18.2
Pull OWHEIS. v vevmrreruivarsacionrecnss 76, 2 65.-0 10.2 5.2 18,6
Part OWHELS. vty ererererennernvnernnnsens 481 70,7 4 44 17.4
TeAntS. . v evurrreinerrecerrtnrrrinnes PR 83. 1 753 X 42 12.%

PAcCIFIC ]
OWIETS, 1o vvrurrisrrroianiontenyeraiaiioseanes 87.4 76.4 1.0 4.8 7.8
Full owners. ..., 87,4 ¥ T 12.3 49 7.8
Part OWHers, ..oovvvivieenaien. 87.8 8c.0 "5 4-6 7.9
Tetlattts, ...\ivnerss 88. 7 82,1 6.6 Ha 14

Figure 4 shows graphically, for selected States, the average
value of farm property per farm for owners and tenants and the
percentage of the total value of farm property represented by land.

F16. 4.—AvEracr VALUE of FAarM PROPERTY PER FARM, AND PERCENTAGE Rup-
RESENTED BY LAND, FOR OWNERS AND TENANTS IN SELECTED STATES: 1g20.

[Pigures for all States in Tables 58, 59, and 6o.]
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Uniformly throughout, land represents a larger proportion of
the total value of farm property in the case of farms operated
by tenants than in the case of farms operated by owners. Crop-
pers are shown separately in Table 13 for the Southern divisions,
and for them the difference is even more pronounced. ‘This is in
accordance with the fact that a larger proportion of the land in
tenant farms is improved (sece Table 11). On tenant farms
huildings constitute uniformly a smaller proportion of the total
mmvestment than on owner-operated farms. ‘The tenants have to
have good land, but they need not have good buildings. More-
over, expensive buildings go with live-stock farming, which is
not a type of farming commonly practiced by tenants. Tenants
also have a smaller proportion of their investment in machinery
and live stock.

Table 14, on page 44, shows the average value per farm and per
acre of the different classes of farm property in 1920 and 1910,
for the different tenure classes.

The average investment in machinery on tenant farms in 1920
was $425, as compared with $624 on owner- opemted farms. In
the case of live stock, also, the difference is decided and is in
agreement with the fact already noted, that tenants do not engage
in live-stock farming to the extent that owners do.

Figure 5 shows the average value of all live stock per farm and
the average value of specified classes of live stock in selected
States, on owner-operated farms and on tenant farms,

I'tg. 5.—Pur Crent DisrrimiioNn or VaLur or Live Srock, ny CLASSKS, AND

AVERAGT VALUE PER FARM, ror OWNERS AND TENANTS 1IN SHELECTED STATIE:
1920.
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TaBLE 14,—AVERAGE VALUE OF FarM PROPERTY PER FARM AND PER ACRE, By
TENURE, FOR THE UNITED STATES: 1920 AND I9IO.

[Figures for divisions and States in Table 58]

LAND AND BUmDINGS. | Imple.
ments

Altfarm and | Ldve
TENURE. property. ) a Build- | ma- stock,
“Lotal. Tend. | “ngs, [chinery.
AVERAGE VALUE PER PARM:
ANSAIIOS, . ot vivrviinnsrsnssnssannes 1920..] $12,984 !| $10,984 $8,503 | $1,781 $557 | 81,243
: 1910, . 6,444 51471 4476 94 199 774
OWHELS, o cvvvvverrisrarsnisinnns 1920..) 12,130 10,156 || 8,149 2,007 624 1,350
1910, . 6,754 51664 45509 1,158 228 862
Full owniers, ,....u0e Ceaenes JI920..| 10,942 0,122 7,146 1,976 582 1,238
wre..| 6,10 5,160 aoor | 1,153 218 8ot
Part OWHeIS. ., .vvvainsnsees 1920, . 19,288 16,387 14,190 2,197 817 2,088
1910..( 10,001 8,515 7,349 1,165 384 1,202
MARAROS. v v v v resrnrnerrintiones 1930..) 45,761 38,037 32,252 6,685 | 1,516 5,307
1910..] 20,260 25,075 20,977 4,098 738 3,455
Tenants,......o..vs fevvresrenens 920..] 11,072 9,650 8,407 | T,283 435 958
1910.. 5,360 4,662 4,014 648 137 562
AVERAGE VALUE PER ACRE!
PN R, T OO 1920..) $81.32 $69. 38 $57.36 1 Si2.03 ) 83.96 $8.38
1910.. 46. 64 39. 60 32.40 7. 20 T.44 5. 6o
OWIEIS. . oy vanrvvraracnennranas 1920, . 7477 62. 60 500 23 12.37 384 8.32
1910, . 44- 56 37:37 20. %5 7. 62 1. 50 5.68
Bull owners........ Vevirreas 1920, , 79.86 66, 58 52,16 14.42 4.23 9.04
ro..l  44.59 3723 28,01 8.32 157 5-78
Part OWNerS. .\ evrrrernnnes 1920,.  61.38 52,14 45.16 6.op| 279 644
1970, . 44+ 44 37.84 32.66 5. 18 1.26 534
Managers...,...... PR 920, 598y 49.24 4078 8.4 .93 6.9z
1910, , 31.65 2912 232,68 443 o. 80 394
TEnamtS. oo vetreieriininiennrens 1920.. 10258 89, 7y 77.88 | 15.80 | 3.04 8.87
1910., 5572 48.46 41- 92 6. 74 I.42 5. 84

It will be seen that in these States tenants have a larger pro-
portion of their live-stock investment in horses and mules; that is,
in work animals rather than in cattle and sheep, which are raised
for sale. The difference in the case of cattle is clearly pronounced
except in Pennsylvania, where tenants have a larger proportion
of their live-stock investment in cattle than do owners. In the
case of swine the difference is not pronounced or uniform for
the reason that hog raising is closely connected with the corn-

raising industry and tenants engage in it to the same extent that
owners do,

P
B
i




V.

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OFF ‘TENANCY.

The percentage of tenancy for the United States (38.1) is the
result of averaging widely varying percentages for different parts
of the country, ranging from 4.2 per cent in Maine to 66.6 per
cent in Georgia, and incidentally counting on an equal basis the
small cropper farms of the South and the large tenant farms (larger
than the owner-operated farms) of the corn helt. Again, the
figure for the United States as a whole is an average of widely
differing percentages for the different race and nativity groups—
18.9 per cent for the foreign-born white, 33.2 per cent for the
native white, and 75.2 per cent for the colored farmers. (See
Table 62.) Most of the colored farmers are in the three Southern
divisions, where the percentages of tenancy are highest; most
of the foreign-born white farmers are in the Ifast and West North
Central divisions; and yet, outside of the South, these two divi-
sions show thehighest percentages of tenancy, It is evident, then,
that any real understanding of the tenancy situation in the United
States must be based upon an analysis in some detail at least
of the figures for different parts of the country and for the dif-
ferent elements of the farm population.

The number of farms and the per cent distribution by tenure,
for 1920 and 1910, are shown, by divisions and States, in ‘T'ables
15 and 16, together with the increase during the decade in the
number of farms operated by owners and by tenants. IFurther
data for individual States are to be found in the detailed tables
at the end of this volume (Tables 53 to 62, inclusive); and certain
itemns are also shown by counties in T'able 63.

The map on page 46 (Fig. 6) indicates the proportion of tenants
among all farmers in each county in the United States in 1920,
and the map on page 47 (Fig. 7) shows corresponding data for

1880,
45
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553 Less than 10 per cent.

FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES.

EZ 20 to 30 per cent.
30 to 40 per cent.
74 40 to 50 per cent.
: to 60 per cent.
B2 60 to 70 per cent.
W7 70 to 80 pex cent.
ERIE 20 to 90 per cent.
5 50 per cont aud over.

ESSY 10 to 20 per cent.
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TABLE 15.—NUMBER OF FARMS, BY TENURE, BY DIVISIONS AND STATES:
1020 AND IQIO.

TOTAL NUMBER OF
FARMS.

NUMBER OF FARMS OPERATHD BY—~

DIVISION AND STATE. Owners, Managers, ‘Lenants.
1920 1910 1920 1010 1920 1910 1920 1910
UNMED STATES.. | 6,248,343 | 6,361,502 |[3,025,090 3,048,722 | 68,449 | 58,104 12,454,804 12,354,676
GEOI\?RAP]I:IIC]IJIdeONS:
ew England . A 156,564 188,802 || 140,160 | 168,408 | 4,802 ) 5,379 II, 602 15,01
Middle Atlantic.,..| 425,147 | 468,379 [[ 327,704 | 355,036 9,853 | 0,072 88, 190 mi' 275
East North Central,] 1,084,744 | 1,123,480 || 766,786 | 809,044 |} 13,55T | 10,848 | 304, 407 | 30 :
West North Central| 1,006,951 | 1,109,948 911,156 | 738,046 | 10,796 8’ 84 375’ ox H 2‘ ggg
South Atlantic. . 1,158,976 | 1,111,881 || 6oy, 08y | 503,154 9’ 799 8’2 8 342’ ch 3»: 4
East South Central, 1,051,600 | 1,042,480 | 525,808 | 510,452 3’ 506 3,290 522’ 286 : g’“g
West South Central| gg6,088 | 943,186 64, 328 0, 90 , e vy phos
e s , 464, 3 440,905 | 5,013 | 4,696 | 526, 747 | 497,585
Moumtait, ... 244, xgg 183,446 || 202,515 | 160,844 | 4,116 | 3,012 37,478 19, 6ga
evevereerenes] 234,764 | 180,801 {| 180,144 | 151,033 | 7,033 | 5225 | 46,087 37733
NEW ENGLAND:
Maine. . 8
48,227 60, 016 451437 56,454 786 9
" 5 99 2y 004 a, 56
§§?ml(;!::npshne.... 20,223 27,053 18, 604 24,493 546 681 1: 373 1;373
Massachtiséiéé EERRER) gx ogs 3-’8- 709 25,121 28, o5 568 636 3,386 4,008
i 32,001 36,017 28,087 | 32,075 | 1,627 1,863 2,287 2,979
Island,...... 4,083 5,202 35245 4,08y 208 251 6,
\fmgggﬁ;f\‘;qtﬁ}:ﬂm‘ 22,655 26,815 19,666 23,234 | 1,070 919 1, 9‘3; 2 2§:
A + ]
g Eromen M it d R AR B R b
P y 332 ;889 24,133 087 [ 1,060 6,826 8, 2
Ease “ﬁ%i‘;‘;’“é’n‘;‘m{ 202,250 | 210,295 || 153,408 | 1641220 | 4rag0 | ay061| 44,262 ey 1?):
Qhdo. . 256
O..0us 56,605 | 272,045 I} 174,086 | 102,10, off
Tadiana. s 92,104 | 3,065 | 2,753 | 75:Ga4 | 77,188
Hisnoss 202, ;zst;z 21?‘&55 137,210 | 148,501 | 2,320 | 2,207 65, 587 64’, 687
Michigan 36' 2:536’ éz 132,574 | 145,107 | 3,411 | 2,386 | xo1r, 196 | 104,379
‘Wisconsin, , 196,447 | 206,080 1) 150,400} 372,370 ) 2,319 | 1,961 | 34,722 2,68g
Wrsr Nonte CEN 189,205 | 177,727 || 150,610 | 151,022 ) 2227 | x,451 27,258 24:654
ﬁwfes?tj - ;ZS’ 478 | 156,137 ) 132,744 | 122,104 | 1,596 | 1,222 44,138 32,812
Missouri. ... 2ndio | hokd | wanE ) amoes | 2y ) 5026 | Bo,004 | Buiig
North Dakota. Boooa| comagall sBgoso| xgnals | aaar | moor| s 727 | 32,958
South Dakota. Tg 743 36,917 63,212 835 484 19, 918 10, 664
0 . 74,637 71,644 || 27,815 57,08 I !
Nebraska.....,,. 124,41 678 4 I 429 | 26,041 *9: 231
So Kagsas. . o 162128% ‘;‘;?/;SL g?/’g;i ;Z?”gg 1,315 087 | 53,430 40, 441
UTH ATLANTIC! ’ [ 1,495 | 1:335 66 7oL 65,398
Delaware. 10, 140
IETITRTIpN 6 6 6
Maryland. ,,... o g one 1178 I44 23 86
District of Colux'rit}xa 47 528 48, g§3 32,803 33,519 | 1,202 088 z';: gu xi; iig
Virginia. , . 186,242 | 184 ng 5 lgo 18 19 15 85 84
West Virginia. 87,289 468s || ooy 135,604 | mia4 | nbes | ar,7a8 | aBigzo
North Caralina. . 260,76, 293, 703 72100 | 75978 | 1000 821 14,008 19, 833
SehSrnen ) gl sy el ubae| Ced) wg| wiam | ronae
) [ 350
Son ) S| il el ) Bl ) Shons ) e
EASI‘ESOFT?{CENTRAL 1005 | S 38,487 | 35,309 { 1,820 | 1,275 | 13,68p | 13,342
entucky 270, 626 8
Tennes 9,02 259,185 179,327 | 170,332
ﬁlam;fﬁe A 240 osa 143, ofi | xan1zs gg? 82 | 103, B8¢ IEZ: o
ississippi, . ? 107,089 | 393,929 X 646
Wrst i%mpcummx sizen | amnta | onua| ‘shose| oo 325 iﬁj ggg ig%; ,3;;?
rkansas, 4 232,60, (21
Louisiana. 32,004 } 214,898 ) 332,647 | x06,649 | 36 3 ’
Sl | me) k) b B ) | Hi
exas, . . P ’ 1 51404 935 651 B36 o
M°§}‘§“:‘{;“n 435,033 417,770 201,210 | 193,863 2,514 2,332 ,gz:a‘gg :Ig: ;‘?I;
0
(IR 57,677 26,214 30,271 p
43,106 | 30,807 || 34, 617 23’§25 8og | 505 6, 507 2,344
s oaB 71169 758 450 6,570
5174 10,087 | 33,4031 o7r9 |  a77|  art g S
s34 46,170 | 45,201 | 36,003 80 | : 4 8 897
0, 844 35,676 25,756 | 33,308 3,703 5 390
9,975 AP 4 ’ 433 321 3,655 1,0
7,869 8,203 o %6 -+
| . 25, 662 21,646 305 3 1, 801 861
Nevada,,,.... e 22,579 19, 762 206 19, 8
Pacirie: Cheeaees 3,163 2,680 2,609 2178 208 184 2757 1,720
Wk 1 296 333
Orem’;mon........ 66,288 $6,102 || 52,701 150 B
g 50, 206 45,502 39’86 47505 | 1,168 961 12, 419 7,726
ornia,..... 117, 6 2 ©03 37,706 16 8
| mnee) 88397 || Bys8| 66,630 4 d ey 1859
1949 | 3,417 25, T4X 18,148
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TaBLE 16.—PErR CeNr DistrisurioN oF ALL Farus By TENURE, 1920 AND IGIO;
AND INCREASE IN NUMBER oF Farms OPERATED BY OWNERS AND TENANTS,

1910 TO 1920,

PER CENT OF ALL FARMS OPERATED

INCREASE, 1910-1920.1

BY—
DIVISION AND STATE, Qwners, Managers, | Tenants, Owners, Tenants.
Per Per
1920 | 1910 | 1920 | 1910 | 1920 | 1910 |{Number.| o |N umber. | ent,
UNITED STATES........| 60.9 [ 621 | 12| oo |381]|37.0| —23,632 | —o. 6| 100,128 4.3
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS:
New England,...........| 80.5{8.2| 31| 28| 74| 80| —28,248 | —16.8 | ~—3,413 | —az.7
Middle Atlantic, . .| 7691758 22| 1.9{209 | 203} —27,932| —79]|—16081 | ~15.4
Yast North Central. ... .| 70. 71920| 2| 1no|2B.1|z27.0f 42,288 | —5.2 810 o3
West North Central 64.8168.4] ro| 08 |342)|300]| —47,790| —6.3 32,401 9.5
South Atlantic...,... 52.4 | 53.3| 08| o07]46.8|4as.0 13,935 2.3 31, 659 6.2
East South Central s0.049.0] 03| o3 |497 | 507 15,356 z0| —64as2| —1.2
‘West South Central.. 46.6 | 46.7 | 05| og|5290]538 235423 5.3 29, 162 5.0
Mountain,,...,.... .| 80 |8n9| 7| 1.6] 154107 41,871 25.9 17, 788 90. 3
Pacific..ivvvvrvennrnens.] 75.0 | 800} 3.0] 2.8|z20.1 | 172 28, 211 18.6 14254 43-5
NEwW ENGLAND:
aife. . ... i ioiiiveen | 942 (04T T6) Ty 421 43| —IT,017| —I0.5 —550 | —21.8
New Hampshire Joo6loas| 27| 25| 67| 69 —5,88 | —24.0 —506 | —26.¢
Vermont....... 8641858 200! 1.9 711.6] 12.3 —2,944 | —10. 5 —622 | ~15. 5
Massachusetts. . 878|869 | s.x| 50| 71| 81 —3,088 | —12,4 —692 | —a3«2
Rhode Island.. 9.8 | 772 | 80| 47 |255] 180 ~—B842 | —20.6 32T | —33.6
Connectieut. . 86.8 1866 47| 35| 85| o8 —~3,568 | —15. 4 —q13 | —a27.1
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
New York, . o.oien 8.5 773| 23| 19192 | 208 —14;087 | =90} —ny0| —10.3
New Jersey..... 737 72 ¢ 33| .32|2301] 248 —2y244 —9.3 —~1,468 | —17.7
Pennsylvania, ... 759 | 749 22| 1.8 | 2159|233 | —i0,731 —6. 5 —6,843 | —13.4
East NorTH CENTRAL:
i 69.3 | y0.6| 12| wola0o.5|a8 4| —~24,118]| ~0.3| —1,544| —20
6691689 r.x| 1.x{32o0|300| —11,200| —7.6 oo 1.4
55.0]57.6| ra| oo|427|414 | —12:533 —8.6 | ~3,183 —3.0
81.1 | 83.3 2| 09 |I7.9 ] 158 | —12,904 —4e 5 2,033 6. 2
‘Wisconsin, . 843 | 8s5-3 .3| o8 |14.4 | 13.0 8,588 57 2, Go4 10.6
WEsT NORTH CRNTRAL
Minnesota, .oovveranen.ns v4-4 | 782 | 09| 0.8 247 | 210 10,640 8.4 11,327 34-5
Iowa. . sz |63 1o2| o9 427|378 —3n115 ) —8.4 6,949 85
Missouri, | 70.4]|60.4{ 09| 07 |28.8 200 —7,285 | —3.8§ —mna23r| ~Bg
North Dakota.....,.v...| 73.3 | 8506 .| 07| 256|143 —6,295 | —10.0 0,254 86. 8
South Dakota...........[ 642 | 949 1.0| 0.6 | 349 | 24.8 | —I0,160 | —1%.8 6,810 354
Nebraska, . veteneee.| E60 (63| T.T]| 0.8 420|381 —0,578 | —12./x 3,980 8.1
Kansas, .., vvrvenqveeees| 589 { 6205 09| 08| 404 |368]| —14,018 | —12.6 1,303 2,0
SourH ATLANTIC
Delaware....... sessanve.]| 593 | 57-© T.4f T.I|[393]|4L9 - 168 2.4 540 | —12.1
Maryland. . ...1685|685)| 26| 20289205 —q14 | —a.x —575 | —4.0
District of Columbla. veir| 400 | 544 93| 69417387 —18 | —15.3 I T.2
Virginia, . . o 7321926 r.1| o9 256|265 2, 699 2.0 —984 | —2.0
West Vn'gmla vevreneis| B2.6 {486 1.2 0.0 {162 | 205 —3,877 ) —g51| —s5937| —28.9
North Carolina,...,.....} 561 | 573 ©3| ©4 435|423 6,056 42 10,172 0.5
South Carolina. . 351|365 04! o5 |64.5] 63.0 3,374 5z 13,010 L7
Geotgia....... 329 |33.9]| o5| o5 |666] 656 3,495 3.5 15,974 8.4
Florida. ,,,.... vevead 713 | 708 34| 2.5 | 253|267 3,088 8.7 347 2,6
EAST SOUTH CENTRALS
Kentueky. ,.ovoeuvsenaa.| 66.3 | 657 o 4 o4 | 334|339 8,995 5.3 2,470 2.8
T'enfiessee, . vvvvenvyrer..| 586 | 58.6 | 0.3] o3 |41 |41 3,957 2.7 2,824 2.8
Alahama, , Cearreenane 41.8 [39-.5] 03| o259 | 6oz 3,160 3.0 | —I0,057 -6, 4
Mlsstssnppx ........ veeers| 336|336 04| o3 {661]6061 —yg6 | —o, 8| =1,680"] —o.9
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL:
Arkansas,...ovennenese..| 48041 40,7 o3| 04|53 |50 5,008 X 16,958 . TL.I
Louisiana..... svivases| 42.3 | 440| 06| 08| 571|553 4,208 80 10, 774 16, 2
Oklahoma,.....ovvvveee | 48.6 | 44.9| 05| o3| 550|548 iy 813 9.1t | —630r| —6.1
T eXAS 1 eyrrrvarsonnrenneer] 4601 | 46,0 | 0.6 06| 53.3 | 52.6 5,347 2.7 I2)%34 58
Mounram:
Montana, veer| B2 | Boux 6| T.g| 1.3 8.9 26, 906 I15.2 4y 263 179.6
Idaho.,.. 82.3 |8B.2| .8 n35|159] 103 7,478 27. 3 3,813 |, 110.2
Wyoming, 851|800 24| 28|12.5] 82 3,624 371 1,070 | 119.4
Colorado.,ieevivsevesesed] 756 | 801 | 1.5| 1.9} 230 182 8,208 22. 4 51373 64-0
New Mexico 86.3 [03.-6] r.5| o9|12.2| 5.3 —#4,642 | 229 1,608 86.8
Arizona 8.0 | 88.9 | 31} 1.8118.1| 93 ~—334 —4 T 940 109. 2
Utah, 88,0 01.2| 1.2} o0g|{r05| %0 2,817 I43 1,007 62,0
Nevada..... 85.3 | 8.0 53] 67} 04124 524 41 —37 | —tnz
PAciric;
Washington......e.e0v..] 79-5 | B4a5 | 8| 1.7 {28.7 [ 13.7 5, 196 10,9 4,693 6o. 1
Oregon, ..ovuis el 7604 [ 831 | 7.8} 1.9 | 18.8 ] 251 2,067 5.5 2,568 374
Califormia, . .vovnievnnons) 744 | 75-5 | 42| 39| 21.4 | 206 20,948 31. 4 6,993 3k s

50687°—24——4

1 A minus sign () denotes decrease,
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As indicated by these maps and by the figures in Table 15, the
North Atlantic States, including the New England States, New
York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, have relative.ly ffew tenants.
Generally speaking, the topography of this section is hilly and the
soil is thin as compared with the great level lowland stretches and
the deep soil of the Mississippi Valley or the Prairie Sta’cc_as.1

Owing to the fact that it is not practicable to use machinery for
large-scale operations on the stony, hilly soil in these North
Atlantic States, the farms are relatively small, the average
improved acreage in 1920 being 39.1 in New England and 62.5
in the Middle Atlantic States, as compared with 156.2 in the West
North Central division, and with 78, the average for the United
States. The dense population of these sections encourages inten-
sive agriculture, dairying, vegetable growing, and fruit growing.
On the whole, all of these circumstances tend to encourage owner-
ship and to discourage tenancy. Fruit farming, which is quite
important in the North Atlantic States, is adapted to tenancy
even less than is dairying. A large proportion of the tenants
in these States are engaged in the raising of vegetables. Hibbard ?
sums up the situation in regard to tenancy in this geographic
area as follows: -

The low proportion of tenancy in the North Atlantic States is the result of a combina-
tion of circumstances, the most important of these being, first, the low price of land
pet acre; second, a set of circumstances resulting in comparatively small farms, these
two factors combining to give a low value to the farm as a unit ; third, the relatively
small amount of farming such as leads easily to a system of tenancy, and in its stead a
type requiring ownership of the land in order to insure good results, ‘That there are
other factors involved can not be doubted, but these appear to be the decisive
factors, ’

The East and West North Central divisions form a large section
of the country, extending from the eastern boundary of Ohio to
the western boundaries of Kansas, Nebraska, and the two Dako-
tas and comprising 12 States. Taken together these States have
an area of over three-fourths of a million square miles, com-
prising 25.4 per cent of the land area of the United States, They
had a population in 1920 of 34,019,792, or nearly one-third of the
United States total. In this section were situated about one-
ﬂnrd' of all the farms of the country, valued at more than the
remaming two-thirds. These farms had 46.6 per cent of the

!Much of the discussion of tenancy in the different regions of the United States is based ont studies of
tenancy by B, H, Hibbard, published originally in the Quarterly Journal of Economies and reprinted in
T.’ Ig Carver's Selected Readings in Rural Economics, p. 498, et seq.

p. cit.
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cattle, 55.9 per cent of the horses, and in value 54 per cent of the
agricultural implements and machinery. This section raises
about two-thirds of the wheat crop of the whole country, about the
same proportion of the corn crop, seven-eighths of the oats crop,
and nearly six-tenths of the hay and forage crop. The great bulk
of the grain foods and a large part of the dairy products come from
these States. ‘There is a great diversity in the character of the soil
and other conditions in the different parts of this great district.
As a consequence there is a decided difference in the type of
farming. Portions of Ohio are engaged in sheep raising; Illinois is
a cereal-producing State; Wisconsin is a dairy State; Iowa, a cattle
and swine raising State; Minnesota and the Dakotas grow chiefly
wheat, barley, and flaxseed; and Michigan is noted for fruit and
sugar beets. The dissimilarities are not confined to a comparison
between the States but can be found within one State, so that the
conditions are not by any means uniform, even though certain
broad characteristics may prevail. The proportion of tenants in
these States is somewhat closely related to the value of the land
per acre and also to the recent increase in the value of the land.
Generally speaking, the character of the farming in these States is
well adapted to tenancy. Grain production, as has been stated
before, is well suited to the needs of the tenant, and of the different
types of live-stock farming hog raising is the least difficult for a
tenant, because the process can be completed in one year. The
raising of cattle is not well adapted to tenancy, but an important
branch of the industry in these corn States is to feed the cattle
raised on the western plains, an operation which does not involve
a long period of time or a very large investment.

In some of the northern States of this general region tenancy is
relatively infrequent, partly because the land has only recently
been settled. In North Dakota the proportion of tenants in rgzo
was 25.6 per cent, as compared with 42.7 per cent in Illinois and
41.7 percent in Towa. InSouth Dakota, 34.9 per cent of the farms
in 1920 were operated by tenants, a proportion considerably
higher than that shown for North Dakota. In Minnesota, how-
ever, .the percentage of tenancy was only 24.7, being slightly
lower than in North Dakota, though the latter State was the more
recently settled. ‘ : R ~ : :

It may perhaps be said that in this great agricultural region
tenancy in the United States has found its approximate level
under present economyc conditions. Tt is in these States that the
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tenant graduates into the owner class at middle age, and it is also
in these States that the general type of farming is such as to per-
mit a considerable proportion of the farms to be operated under
lease.

In the South tenancy is much more common than in the North.
In 1920 the proportion of tenants in the South as a whole was 49.6
per cent, as compared with 28.2 per cent in the North and 1.7
per cent in the West. It is true that the difference is partly a
matter of definition, because the croppers, who are numerous in
the South and are defined as tenants, are in many respects more
like farm laborers. A cropper is a tenant who works the land for
his landlord without supplying any of the working capital, but
he might almost as well be regarded as a laborer who accepts a
share of the crop as hiswages. The landlord furnishes the land, the
house, the mule, the plow, the fertilizer, or part of it, and receives
in return half of the crop, which is mostly cotton. Many of these
croppers work on plantations under the supervision of overseers
and differ but slightly from wage hands, except that their pay is
a share of the crop. In some legal cases in the South it has been
held that the status of these croppers is, in fact, that of laborers
and not of tenants.

The census of 1920 was the first in which croppers were sepa-
rately reported, and according to this census there were 561,091
croppers out of a total number of 1,591,121 tenants in the
South. If these croppers are eliminated, as is done in Table 17,
the number of tenants in the South is reduced to 1,030,030 and
the percentage of tenancy to 38.9, which is still very much higher
than the rate for the rest of the country (26.6). The elimination
of the croppers affects the colored farmers and the white farmers
almost exactly alike, relatively speaking. Among the white
farmers the percentage of tenancy in the South, which is 38.9,
including croppers, drops to 32.1 when they are excluded, while
among the colored the percentage is reduced from 76.2 to 62.8
by the elimination of the croppers.

The raising of a very valuable cash crop, the presence of a large
number of colored farmers, and a fertile soil are conducive to a
high percentage of temancy, such as is found in the South. In
the States where the proportion of Negroes is smaller and where
agriculture is not so closely related to cotton growing, the per-
centage of tenants is much lower. This is true of the border
States—Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, and Kentucky. Florida,
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which is south of the cotton belt and whose agriculture is de-
voted chiefly to the production of live stock, fruits, and vegeta-
bles, also shows a low percentage of tenants. If the States are
arranged in descending order of percentage of tenancy (see Table
19), the first nine States are Southern States, and in all of these,
except North Carolina, the percentage of tenancy is more than 50,
a proportion which is not reached in any State outside the South.
TABLE 17.—NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE oF TENANTS (INCLUDING AND EXCLUDING

SourHERN CROPPERS), BY COLOR, FOR THE UNITED SYATES AND FOR THE SOUTH:
1920.

UNITED STATES. THE SOUTH.
ITEM. : .
All ‘White Colored All White | Colored
farmers, farmers. | farmers. || farmers, farmers. |farmers.
ALL FARMERS, ...0vvvvrnens 6,448,343 5,498,454 | 940, 889 3,206,664 2,283,750 | 923,914
Tenants;
Number...ocovvveversvnniiens 2,454,804 1y 740, 363 14,441 I, 501, 12T 887,566 | 703,558
Per cent of all farmers.......\ 38,1 317 752 49-6 38.9 76,2
FARMERS, EXCLUDING CROP- .
PERS i ocvvvnernarsronas 5,887,252 5,271,076 | 616,176 2,645,573 2,056,372 | 589,201
Tenants, excluding croppers:
Number, ooviiisereiisennrnnes 1,803, 713 1,512,085 | 380,728 1,030,030 660,88 | 369,842
Per cent of farmers, . ......... 32.2 28. 7 61.8 380 32,1 62.8

In the Western States the proportion of tenancy, generally
speaking, is low. In California the grain and vegetable farms are
more frequently operated by tenants, while the fruit farms are
generally operated by their owners. The large ranches in the
Mountain States are not adapted to tenancy because they involve
a long period of waiting for returns.




VI.
TENANCY AND FARM VALUES.

Fiven a casual examination of the statistics of tenancy and farm
values brings out the fact that a high price of farm land per acre
and a high percentage of tenancy are frequently associated, as in
the State of Iowa, and that, conversely, areas of low-priced land
are very often of infrequent tenancy, as in the case of New Hamp-
shire or Montana. Further, it is a generally accepted theory
that high-priced land and a high rate of tenancy usually or always
go together. In explanation of the relationship it is stated that
the high price of the land (with the consequent difficulty of pur-
chase), on the one hand, makes tenancy necessary, while the high
productive value of the land, on the other hand, makes tenancy
possible, for a farm in order to be rentable must produce sufficient
income to enable the tenant to pay his rent and make his own living
besides. In fact, the statement has frequently been made thatin
order to be a tenant farm a farm must be capable of supporting
two families—that of the tenant and that of the landlord. This
is an overstatement, to be sure, since few landlords depend for
their whole income upon the rent of a single farm; but it gives
effective expression to the idea that a tenant farm must produce
decidedly more than what is required for the support of the oper-
ator’s family.

Two methods of statistical approach to the problem of the
relation between temancy and high land values have been found
available, one which confirms the idea that the correlation above
mentioned is general and fairly consistent and one which, while
indicating that the correlation exists in a majority of cases, never-
theless shows that the number of cases in which high land values
are coupled with low tenancy percentages, or vice versa, is large
enough to constitute a substantial and by no means negligible
minority.

The first is based upon a special tabulation of selected items
from the 1920 farm census for the nine geographic divisions, which
was designed to show the relation between tenancy and a number
of other factors. The counties in each division were first arranged
in descending order of percentage of tenancy—that is, of the
percentage which tenants formed of all farmers. The list of
counties for each division was then divided into four groups, the
first group comprising the first quarter of the total number of coun-
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ties—that is, the quarter having the highest percentage of tenancy;
the second group, the second quarter; the third group, the third
quarter; and the fourth group, the last quarter. The results of this
tabulation are presented in Table 18, the figures shown represent-
ing aggregates or averages for the counties in each group, regard-
less of their location within the geographic division.

TABLE 18.—MIsCELLANEOUS FARM Dara ror CouNTiES GROUPED ACCORDING TO
PHERCENTAGE OF TENANCY, BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS, WITH FIGURES ALSO ¥OR
Towa anp KANSAS: 1920,

[Group 1in each division comprises the first one-fourth of the countiesin the division, arranged in descend-
ing order of percentage of tenancy; group 2 the second onefourth; and so on, Group 1 thus contains the
counties in which the percentage of farms operated by tenants is highest, and group 4, those in which
this percentage is lowest.]

PER CENT
AVERAGE OF VALUE
PER CENT OF VALUE OF LAND VALUE PER QF ALl
TENANCY. ALONE PER ACRE. FARM OF— FARM
Per || PROPERTY
A;gér- cent -
DIVISION (OR size of
STATE) AND of farm
GROUP, 7 {arms land len-
' Per || Al | Land [|(acres) bt ol B0 )
Mexi- | Mini- ff 1909 | 3910 | cont [| farm | and and | Live
mum, | mum, of in- || prop- | build- ma- |{stocks
crease || erty. | ings, chin-
ery.
NEW ENGLAND:
Group r......| 36.7 0.4 || $28-99 | $21.07 | 37.6 || $8,565 | $6,576 1194 | 40.6 .4 | 15.8
Group 2...... 9.0 7.0 36,08 | 22.96] 5%7.x 8,023 | 7,198 106.4 | 35.x 70| 1204

Group 3...... 6.9 407 28.88 | z20.60 | 40.2 7,290 | 35,600 99.7 | 33.8 7.9 13.9

Group 4...... 4.6 2.% 22,62 14-38 | 5%.3 5:820 | 4,458 112.1 | 35.5 04| 141
Mip. ATLANTIC: .

Groupx......| 61.7| 26,0 63.27 | 52,96 | 19.9 || 11,405 | 9,01z 84.3 76.8 8.6 3.0

Group 2......| 25.4| 18.8 4053 3343 a2tz ©:373 7,085 gb. 2 68.8 .4 I5.0
Group 3......| 182 | 13.8 3440 | 27,27 | 26.1 8,961 | 6,530 100.5 | 63-7 g.2 16.2

Group 4......| 137 47 28,60 | 25.32 | 13.2 7,549 5 48x 300.6 52.9 9.3 16, 2
E. N. CENTRAL:

Group r......| %05 | 3o.1 || 179.03 | 10297 | 747 || 29:460 | 36,544 128.5 | 86.0 3.4 6. 5
Group 2......| 39.1 26.6 || 103. 71 62. 81 65.1 || 15,139 | 13,070 100. & 8o, 3 45 o
Group 3...... 26,6 | 16.5 6o.23 | 38.37| 570 || 10,503 | B,656 103.0 | 41.1 58| 1.8
Group 4......| 16.3 o8 4734 | 29.23 | 61,7 8,695 | 6,003 103.T 55,0 .o | r2.4
‘W. N. CENTRAL: .
Group r......| 761 | 42.8 || 142,36 | 63.57 | 123.6 || 372747 | 33,740 215.9 | 835 3.8 6.8
Group z...... 42.8 | 35.1 OI. 43 46.13 08.2 || 28,151 | 24,707 236.3 94.0 4-1 81
Group 3......| 35-r] 23.8 69,01 | 37.60| 855 || 21,794 | 18,801 230.4 | 66,3 43 9.4
Group 4......| 23.8 1.9 35-93 22.32 | 6r.x || 13,645 | 1,293 259.8 45-2 5X T T
SoUTH ATLANTIC
Group z....,.| 87.8| 629 49.63 | 18.19 | 192,8 4,864 | 4,352 66.0 |- 577 4.8 0.9
Group 2...... 6a.y | 34-9 40+ 29 16.31 | 1470 ‘5,052 4301 82.6 450 48 IC. T
Group 3...... 34.8| 183 3495 18.0r | 94.1 5,361 4 502 94+ % 46. 0 48 I1.2

Group 4......| 182 1.0 3nss | 20.80| Bo.g 86,477 | 5,471 100.85 | 4944 40| 1.3
E. 5, CENTRAL: 1

Group r......| 954 | 54-2 4250 | 16.81 | 152.8 3,047 | 3,287 63.4.] 6o.5 4t | 12.6

Group 2......| §3.2| 40.0 36.12 16,36 | %20.8 4,403 | 3,663 99.6 | 543 40 12.9

Group 3...... 40.0 | 20,4 38.62 | 1B.23 | Irz.8 4,809 | 4,004 Bx.7| 559 40| 12.8

Group 4, ... 29.3 4.0 2754 13.13 | r0. % 35718 3,011 84.7 5a. 4 39 153
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TABLE 18.—MISCELLANEOUS FARM Dara vor CoUNTIES GROUPED ACCORDING 1O
PERCENTAGE OF TENANCY, BY (GEOGRAPHIC DIvISIONS, WITH FIGURES ALSO FOR
Iowa anp Kansas: rgzo—Continued. ‘

[Group 1 in each division comprises the first one-fourth of the counties in the division, arranged in descend-
ing order of percentage of tenancy; group 2 the second one-fourth; and so on, Graup r thus contains the
counties in which the percentage of farms operated by tenants is highest, and group 4, those in which
this percentage is lowest,

PHR CENT
AVERAGE OF VALUE
PER CENT OF VALUE, OF LAND VALUE PER OF ALL
TENANCY, ATONE PER ACRE. FARM OF— PARM
PROPERTY
Aver- CP & ;§_
. ent
DIVISION {OR age of
STATE) AND SEE | larm
GROUP, [a?ms land || Tm-
im- | ple-
Per All Laud |[i(acres). roved|lments} -,
Maxi-( Mini- {| 1900 | 1gyg | cent | farm | and P and | Live
mum. | mutn, of in- || prop- | build- ma. [stock.
crease || erty. [ ings. chin-
ery.

W. 8. CENTRAL:
Gronp1......| 93.0] 574 | $57-83 | $24.50 | 135-2 || $7,127 | 96,123 or.8| s0.1§f 37| r0-4

Group 2......| s7.3| 46.6 || 33.9t| 17,07 88.7 | 7,098} 5,840 | 145-7| 453 43] 130
Croupz......0 46.6 1 3441l 28,881 x5.25) 80.4 ) 8372 6,987 || 201.6| 38.414 48| 142
Group4......0 340| a7 il 1337| B24| 623) 0587) m3or| 475.0| 50| 3.6 203
MounTam:
Group 1..... J 3681 1002 3746 | 28.40 1 31-5 | 20,203 | 16,546 || 302.1 | 30.4 45} 13.9
Group 2., .... 19.0 | I2:9 24.99 | 20.33 | 22.8 || 16,706 | 13,007 464.6 1 a6.90 47 1703
Group3......] 12.9 [ %3 19.-87 | 14.85{ 33-8 Il 15,074 | 11,285 g00.9 | 26.2 481 2003
Group4......| n7 .6 13.29 | rr.oz | =20.6 || 13,065 | 9,106 || br1.4| 10051 4.8] 24.8
PacFic: '
Group 1.....:] 63.3| 23.4 || 8p.30] 5041 | %6.8 || 29,500 | 26,201 267.4 [ 551 4.1 6.7
Groupa......d 23.3| 163 || 63.10| 38B.06| 62.2 || 19,742 | 17,200 || 237.5| a0g |} 48 8.1
Groupa......| 6.3 | 131 73.98 ( 4r.07 | 79.6 || 21,230 | 18,566 225.1| 357 4-4 8. x
Grop4.....| weo| 54| 59.75| 3999 | a9-4 || 16,805 | 14,638 || 215.0| 279 || 4.2 8.7
Jowa:
Group z......[ 62,7 | 49.9{| 235.78 | 83.39 [182.02 52,328 | 47,220 179.9 | 89.5 35 6.3
Group 2... 497 | 42.5 |{ 228.2t | gs.00 (140,22 |} 44,181 | 39,744 154-5 | 88.5 35 6.6
Group 3... 42.3 | 355 || 185,07} 82.08 |rz3.03 || 36,048 | 31,Bp0 || 140.4 | Bs2 |l 36| 7.9
Group 4......| 3531 20.6 || 140,46 | 66.01 |zo9.02 || 24,742 24, IO 1453 | 177 4T 9.0
Kansas:
Group 1......] 53.0} 43.6 69.54 | 45.56 | 52.6 23,480 | 20,410 260.4 1 %8.4 4.8 8.3
Group 2...... 434 | 39.7 50.38 | 32.33 ( 35.8 18,825 | 15,983 2772 | 6401 46| 108
Groups.....} 39-41 3441 5366 33.73 | s0.T [ 18,233 | 15,363 || 250.3 | 9.2 | 4.7| 300
Group 4...... 343 | 18.2 4023 | 26,44 | 72.7 18,235 | 15,444 3322 | 5404 4.6 | 109

An inspection of this table shows that, with one exception, the
value of the land in 1920 was highest (in each division) in the
county group having the highest percentage of tenancy. ‘The
one exception appears in New England, where the average value
of the land per acre in group 1 was lower than the value in group 2.
It should be noted, however, that tenants comprise only a small
proportion of the farm operators in New England in any case.
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And with only a few other unimportant exceptions the average
values show a decrease from group to group for all of the nine
divisions. -Figures worked out in the same way for the counties
of Iowa and Kansas, taken separately, show similar relations.

In some cases the correspondence between the temancy per-
centage and the value of the land per acre is very close and
striking. In the East North Central division, for example, in the
first group of counties, comprising those with a percentage of
tenancy above 39.1 in 1920, the average value of farm land was
$179.93 per acre; in the second group, with tenancy from 26.6 to
39.1 per cent, the value was $103.71; in the third group, with
tenancy from 16.5 to 26.6 per cent, the average value was $60.23;
and in the fourth group, with tenancy ranging from 0.8 to 16.5
per cent, the average value of the land per acre was only $47.24.
In the West North Central division the averages for the four
groups were, respectively, $142.16, $91.43, $69.01, and $35.95,
showing again a rdpid and consistent decline, following the
decline in the percentage of tenancy from group to group.

Taking the State of Towa alone, while the difference between
the values in the first and second groups was not as great as in
the two divisions just noted, the 1920 figures show a very satis-
factory trend, as follows: Group 1, $235.18; group 2, $228.21;
group 3, $185.07; and group 4, $140.46. In Kansas, a State in
which there is a very wide range in agricultural conditions, while
the values do not show quite the same regular progression, the
average for the first group was $69.54, as compared with $40.23
for the fourth group. ‘

The results of the tabulation just presented are in the form of
averages, and, like all averages, they tend to smooth over the
variations of the individual items within the group. A further
study of the same statistical data, following a method which puts
more emphasis upon the correlation of the individual units con-
cerned, indicates that while tenancy generally stands in close
relation with high land values, the exceptions to this relation are
rather numerous. In ‘Table 19 the 32 States of the North and
West and the 16 States of the South are arranged separately in
descending order of percentage of tenancy, and the four columns
show, respectively, the percentage of tenancy, its deviation, plus
or minus, from the average for the total area, the value of farm
land per acre, and its deviation from the average.
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TABLE 19,—PERCENTAGE OF I'ARMS OPERATED BY TENANTS, AND AVERAGE VALUE
of LAND PER ACRE, wItH DEVIATIONS FROM AVERAGE, BY STATES, FOR THE
Norra ANp WEST, AND THE SQUTH: 1g920.

o AL, FARMS || AVERAGE VALUR oF AL, pARNS || AVERAGE VALUT
OFERATED BY ACRE, OPERATED BY ACRE.
TENANTS. TENANTS.
SECTION AND SECTION AND
STATE. Devia- Devia- STATH. Devia- Devia-
per | tion tion Per | Hon | - tion
cent, | from JAmount.| from cent, | from JlAmount, from
aver- aver- aver- avet-
age. age. age, age.
Teg NorTH ) ‘Taz NorTa
AND WEST, .} 26,6 |..iu.... $70.17 |orvarnan AND WesT—Con,
0.9 [~ 15.7 | $41.78 {—828.30
Nehraska.,.,... 42.9 |+ 16.3 18. 9.4 |~ 172 25.18 | 44.00
Illinois. ..., .. A 4qz.7 |+ 161 §64. . 8.5 |— Bz &3.28 |— 16.89
Towa...o.eus R P N £ S 195, 52 {t129.35 Massachusetts. .. R §1.17 |~ 10.00
Eansas.......... 40-4 1+ 138 )| 54-50 | 15.67 | Now Hampshire] 6.7 |[— 1.0 || 8.3t |— 51.06
South Dakota 349 |+ 83 64-42 1™ 575 Maine,,,........ 402 |~ 22.4 21.09 |~ 49.08
Indiana..,...... 320+ 5.4l rog 57|+ 34-40
i 20.5 |+ 2.9 85. 69 |+ 15.53 THE SOUTH...| 40.6 |s.evo... 35:20 [ 0o unans
28.8 {+ 2.2 74-60 {+  4-43 .
25.6|— 1.0 35-33 |— 34.84 Geor.gu?.... ...... 66,6 |+ 17.0 35.28 |-+ o0.08
2407 |— 1.9 or.ao |+ 20.83 Mississippi,..... 66,1 [+ 16. 5 35-27 [+ o0
South Carglina,.{ 64.5 |-+ 149 52.08 |+ 16.88
New Jersey..... 23.0 |— 3.6 62,29 (— .88 [| Alabama........ 570 |+ 83 31.24 [~ 13.96
Colorado. ....... 23,0 |~ 3.6 31,23 [~ 38 95 || Louisiana s7.1 [+ ns 3820 [+ 3.09
Pennsylvania...| 21.9|— 4.7 A41.12 {— 29.03
California,..,...| 2t.4|— 5.2 94 77 |+ z4.60 Texas. ...or..n 533 [+ 37 #8.46 |~ 6.74
New York......] 19.2|— %4 38.43 [— ar. 72 Arkansas........ 513+ g 34-82 | = 0.38
Qklahoma,..... st.o |+ .4 36.66 |+ 1.46
18.8 |— %8 43,29 |— 26,88 || North Carolina..| 43.5 |[— 6.1 42.84 [+ 7.64
8.7~ 19 Go.22 |— g.05 [| Tennessee......, 41— By 41,40 |+ 6.20
8.1 |— 8.5 26.98 |[— 43-10
1.7 |— 8o 50040 |— 10077 Delaware. .. ,... 39.3 |— 10.3 44-59 |+ 9.39
15,9 |- 10,7 6r.11 |— geob Kentucky.......} 33.4 [— 162 48,62 |+ 13.42
- Maryland,...... 28.9 |~ 20.7 54.62 1+ 19,42
RhodeYsland. ..} 15.5|— r11.1 43.75 |— 26.42 || Virginia......... 25.6 |— 24.0 40.75 [+ 555
Wisconsin.......| 14.4 |~ 12.2 43.09 [+ 2.0z || Florida......... 25.3 |— 24.3 3718 [+ 2.58
Wyoming...,... 12.5 |~ 14.1 17,86 |~ s2.31 || West Virginia..,| 16.2 |~ 33.4 32,11 |~ 3.09
New Mexico, ...| 12.2 |— 14.4 8.04 |— 62.13
Vermont,.......| 1.6~ 15.0 19.58 |~ s0.50
Montana........ IL3 |~ 133 19.43 (— 5044

The first significant feature of a table of this kind, considered
as a general indication of the correlation between the two items
represented, is the correspondence of the deviations in the two
columuns, first, as to agreement of signs—a plus against a plus or
a minus against a minus—and, second, as to approximate agree-
ment in relative magnitude of deviations—a large plus deviation
in one column against a large plus deviation in the other.
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In this table there are 27 agreements in signs and 5 disagree-
ments for the 32 States in the North and West; that is, in 27 States
both percentage of tenancy and price of farm land per acre are
either above or below the average, while in only 5 States is one
item above and the other below. There is, therefore, a fairly close
correlation between tenancy and high land values in these sections,
which comprise the whole of the United States, exclusive of the
Southern States. Among the 16 Southern States themselves, how-
ever, there are 10 disagreements as against 6 agreements, ‘That
is, in almost two-thirds of the Southern States, the percentage of
tenancy is on one side of the average for the whole South and the
average value of farm land per acre is on the other side. For
the South, then, this arrangement of the data does not show a very
close relation between tenancy and high land values. But
the tenancy of the South differs in other respects also from
that of the North, mainly because of the effects of the breaking
up of the old plantation system and because of the large number
of permanent tenants among the Negroes. Hence we may
assume that in this area the working out of the normal relation
between tenancy and land values has so far been overshadowed
and ‘‘swamped’’ by these other factors.

Another tabulation of tenancy percentages and land values, with
their deviations from the average, is presented in Table 20, which
gives the data for the States of Iowa and Kansas, by counties.
These States were chosen as typical of those Northern States
where there is considerable tenancy, the first being a State with
fairly uniform conditions throughout its area and the second a
State presenting considerable variations in agricultural conditions.
This table indicates the correlation between tenancy and high land
values within a small area, just as Table 19 does for the larger
areas.
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TaBLE 20.—PERCENTAGE 0F FArRMS OPERATED BY TENANTS AND AVERAGE VALUR
oF LAND PER ACRE, WITH DEVIATIONS FROM AVERAGE, BY COUNYIES, FOR
Jowa anND KANSAS: 1920,

O 411, ¥ATAS || AVERAGE VALUX o ALY, TARMs || AVERAGE VAL
OPERATED HY ACRI. OPERATED DY ACRE.
TENANTS, TENANTS,
STATE AND STATE AND
COoUNYY. Devia- Devia- COUNTY. Devia- Devia-
Pper | Hon tion per | Hon tion
cent, | from {lAmount from cent, from [|Amount.| from
aver- aver- aver- aver-
age, age. age. age.
JOWA,..ovin] AT 7 Jovus.n..|l $1909. 52 ...l . Jowa~~Con.
Lyvon...........| 627+ 2r.0 {f 270.30 [+879.78 || Dallas...........| 46.1 [+ 4.4 || $234. 63 |+835.21
Osceola .. .ovivnn] 62,4 [+ 20,4 || 233.40 |+ 33.88 || Adaie...........] 460+ 43 187,59 |— 11.93
Dickinson.......| 587+ 17,0 19342 |~ 6.10 || Baone..,........| 450+ 4.2l 24506 4 46.44
Cherokee........| 582 [+ 16.5 273.83 |+ 44.01 |} Pottawattamie,.} 45.8 [+ 4.1 224,67 |+ 25.15
Grundy.,......,| 580+ 16.3 & 24771 |4 48 g || Crawlord,..,.,..| 45.3 {+ 2.6 1| 228,10 |+ 28.58
Sioux,..ov0uuin. 576 4+ 15.9 | 300.83 H1io.30 || Black Hawk...| 45.3 [+ 3.6 209004+ 0.48
Plymouth....,..| 87t |+ 35.4 | 237.56 1+ 38.04 || Scott,...........| 447 4 30 203.47 i+ 3.95
O’'Brients.. vvv..] 566 [+ 74.9 i) 285.35 |+ 83.83 || Shelby.......... 4.4 17 29 2%9.61 {4 8o.0p
Calhout,s..,....[ $6:2 |4 34.5 1| 285,08 |4+ B5.356 || Fremont.....,..| 44-1 [+ 2.4 | 20835 4+ B8.83
Ida...vieveerees 362 14+ 23.4 | 270053 |+ 71,01 || Buchanan.......| 43.1 {4+ 1.4 | 15703 |~ 41.58
Palo Alto.....,.| 543 [+ z2.6 [ 203.06 |+ 4.44 f| Tama...........}] 430+ 13l 222,03 |+ 22.51
Greene,,......,.| 340 [+ 12.3 271.46 [+ 471.04 || Montgomery....| 42.8 -+ 1.1 231.68 [+ 32.16
Franklin,.......| 53.5|+ 11.8] 203.49 [+ 3.07 | Guthrie.. 427 |+ xoll 19508 |— 4,44
Wright..........] 533 |+ 25.6 || 220,06 {+ 20.54 || Polk..... 426 |4+ 0.9 || 251.80 |+ 52.28
Emmet..,......| 53.x |+ 13.4 )| 200.00 |4+ o.48 || Harrison....., o 425 4+ o8|l 185.32 |— 14.20
Sac.. ciivviense| 52.0 [+ 1103 || 303.59 |[+104.07 || Winnebago.. ... 42.3 4 ©.6 166,88 |~ 32.64
Kossuth,.,.....| 35.3 |+ 5.8 20202 (+ 3.40(] Cass..ocv...ns veo| 4203 |+ o 236. 25 |+ 36,73
Clay....ovoevnvi| 5.5 |4+ 0.8 21845 |+ 18.93 || Worth.......... 42.0 4+ 0.3l 132.28 |— 4% 24
Butler...,,.....] st.3 [+ 9.6 174-19 |— 25.33 || Poweshiek......| 4.2 — o5 || 24423 [+ 4471
Buena Vista..,.| 5.3 (+ 9.6| 277,76 |+ 18,24 i| Cedar...... . 411 |— o6 | a3r.04 |+ 37.52
Hancock.....,..| stz {+ o5 190.46 (— g.0f || Muscatine ,.,.,.| 407~ mo| 20555 |4+ 603
Cerro Gordo.....| 5.3 {4+ o 5| 18747 |~ 12.05 || Delaware.......| 401 [~ 1.6 154.16 |[— 45.36
Monona.........| 50.8 [+ 0.1 165. 48 |~ 34.07 {| Union........, vof 40T j— L6 148. 49 |— 5T.03
Woodbury......| s0.0l+ 8.3 205: 87 {+ 6,35 || Jasper.....oo..) 400 (— ny 224. 37 {4+ 34.8s
Hardin.,,.......] 49.9 |+ 8.all 224.97 |+ as.45 || Audubon.......] 39.3 |— 2.4 2303z |4+ 30,79
Story..civvenensl 4007 |4 80|l 299,63 |+ 8o.1x |} Clarke.vaivu..| 300~ 24 140.21 |— 50.32
Pocabontes,....| 40614+ %ol asrez |+ sy90 i Clinten.. ..., 39.0f— 2.9 170,40 |~ 20.72
Carroll.......oon| a9t 1+ 404 963.93 |+ 63.71 379 |— 3.8( I15.46 |~ 84.06
Webster........} 4729 [+ 62l 24767 [+ 4835 370 |— 3.8 168.29 |~ 31.23
Floyd....c.ovons| 46814 s.3 }t x6p.ox j— 20,61 378 |~ 39 172,45 {— 27.07
Hamilton.......] 46.6 |4 4.0 25294 |+ 53.22 || Page......euvee| 3%a|— 45| 237,69 |+ 3817
Humboldt......} 46.5 |+ 4.8 | 355.28 |+ 56,76 | Mahaska........| 371 |~ 46| a1570 |+ 16.18
Mills, \iiinnenn 4 4641+ 47l 23291 |+ 33.19 || Favette.........| 360~ 48| =x40.02 |— 5860
Benton....eeuv.] 46:3 1+ 46| 23586 |4 36.34 || Louisa..........| 363 |[— 541 8197 {~ 17.5%
Marshall,,......) @6z |+ 441 243,95 |+ 44.23 || Tdom....oveevved] 3602 1= 35051 103321~ 620
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TABLE 20.—PERCENTAGE OF FARMS OPERATED BY TENANTS AND AVERAGE VALUE
or LAND PER ACRE, WITH DEVIATIONS FROM AVERAGE, BY COUNTIES, TOR

Towa aAND Kansas: 1gzo—Continued.

PROPORTION
OF ALL FARMS
OPERATED BY

AVERAGE VALUE
OF LAND PER

PROPORTION
OF ALL FARMS
OPERATED BY

AVERAGE VALUR
OF LAND PER

TENANTS, ACRE. TENANTS. ACRE.
STATE AND STATE AND
COUNTY. Devia- Devia- COUNTY. Devia- Devia-
per | ton tion per | tion tion
cent. from [{Ashount.| from cent. from |[awnonnt. from
aver- aver~ aver- aver-
age. uge, age. age.
Towa~-Con. Kansas—Con,
Towa......ov.e o 36.1 |~ 5.6 $103.15 [— $6.37 || Kiowa,.......... 49.2 {+ 8.8 $42.37 |—$12.13
Chickasaw. ..... 359 1— 5.8 134-40 |~ 65.03 | Pratt, .... IR 49.0 [+ 8.6 66.38 [+ 11.88
Taylor. ., 358 |— g9 182. 11 [— 19,41 [} Sedgwick........| 48.0 [+ 8.3 98 21 |+ 43.71
Mitchell.. 356 |— 6.1 155.55 [~ 43.97 || Barton........... 48.7 1+ B3 68. 44 |+ 13.04
Madison........ 35.5 |— 6.2 178,76 |— 20,76 || Ford...., vereren| 487 4 8.3 4070 |— 13.80
Warren.........| 353 |~ 6.4 16768 |~ 31.84 | Stafford,......... 48.2 [+ 4.8 71,13 |+ 16.63
Wapello.. | 382 [~ 65 167,27 |— 32.a5 || Ottawa.. o] 4B+ g 63.19 [+ 8.6
Jones, .....u.n.. 34:6 |— %1 166,81 [— 3a.4z || Mitchell..........| 476 [+ 7.2 62.20 4 7.0
Wayne..........| 341 |~ 76 142.38 |~ 57.14 || Cloud........ ool 474 1+ 0 69.83 [+ I5.03
Bremer...., 340 (= .y 133.40 |— 66,03 || McPherson.......| 47.0 [+ 6.6 o7.60 |+ 43.10
Henry..,.......| 33.5[|— 8.2 194.22 |— 3.30 || Cherokee,,.......| 46.0 [+ 6.5 61.34 [+ 6.84
Washington.....| 33.3|— 8.4 23165 [+ 22,13 || Rice............f 469 |+ 63 80,17 [+ 25.69
Decatur,,...... J| 33.3{— o5 124045 1= 75007 || Clay..vovvivnnd 458 4+ o2 7491 [+ 20,41
Ringgold........| 31.9 [— 0.8] z29.27 |— 70.25 || Rush, .. 45-3 |+ 49 45.03 |— 947
Keokuk......... 3.9 |— 10,0 || 194.70 [— 4.8a | Barber...........| 45.2 |+ 48 3319 |— 2531
Lu_cas...l....... 3.2 {— To.5 128.05 |= 73.g7 || Brown.........o.f 447 |+ 43 199,52 |+125. 02
Jefferson...... | 804 j— 113 162.87 {— 36.65 || Marshall.........| 44.4 |+ 4.0 98.98 [+ 44.48
Lee,.oooininnnns 2g.5 |— 2.2 118,75 [— 8o.73 || Kingman........| 442 [+ 3.8 54.46 |— o0.04
Johnson.......,.{ 29.3 |~ 12.4 || ¥93.16 [— 6.36 || Republic......... 442 |+ 3.8 82.67 |+ 28,17
Des Moines, ..,,| 28.9 |~ 12.8 170.89 |~ 28.63 || Haskell.......... 441 |+ 3.7 18,46 [— 36.04
Monroe, ...,....| 285 [~ 13.2 1008z |— o8,z i| Edwards......... 43.9 |+ 3.5 5515 |[— 335
Clayton......... 28,1 |— 13.6 || x16.62 [— 8a.90 || Reno,......cvvue 43.6 |+ 3.2 79-96 |+ 25.46
Vau Buren,...,,| 26.3 [~ 15.4 115.64 |— 83.88 || Marion,..........] 43.4 %+ 30 83.26 [ 28. 76
Jackson, ... 26,0 |— I5.7 111,29 |~ 88,23 || Comanche........| 43.2 |+ 2.8 34.02 |— 20.48
Winneshiek.,...| 24.8 |— 16,9 || x15.34 |— 8418 || Clark. .. .....vv00| 43.1 [+ 207 28,73 = 28,97
Davis....... . 24,3 |— I7.4 || 203.64 |— 93.88 || Gray............. 43.0 |+ 2.6 24.835 |— 290.65
Appancose. 23.81— 170 || zo7. 95 [~ o197 | Wilsom........ 42.7 1+ 2.3 $1.91 |[— 2.50
Dubuque....... 21,9 |— 19.8 || z21.80 [— 77.63 42.5 i+ 2.1 59‘58. + 508
Allamakee. . ..., 20,6 |~ an1 8y.29 |—112.23 . 42,3 1+ 1.9 1904 {— 3546
Wo0dsotz,,vives. ) 419 [T  T.5 47-46 {— 9.04
X ANSAS..... 4004 [erieian 54050 [o0uvensn
Salime,.,,....v .| 4571+ 1.3 88.23 |+ 33.73
53.0 |+ 12,6 75.65 |+ ar.15 || Washington......} 41.6 |+ 1.2 yz2.50 |+ ¥8.00
51.4 |+ 1.0 61.26 [+ 6.46 || Chautauqua,.....| 41.6 |-+ 1.2 31.34 |— 23.16
50.4 |+ 0.0 80.48 |+ 34.08 || Ellsworth,....... 4t.4 |+ . 10 54-93 [+ ©43
494 (+ 9.0 51,58 |— 2,92 || Sheridan......... 41-3 |+ o9 26.34 |~ 28,16
49:3 |+ 8.8 59-19 |+ 4-69
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TapLg 20.—PERCENTAGE OF FARMS OPERATED BY TENANTS AND AVERAGE VALUE
or LAND PER ACRE, WITH DEVIATIONS FROM AVERAGE, BY COUNTIES, FOR
Towa AND KaNsAs: 1920—Continued.

on A pamts | AVETAGE VA o au1 xarats | AVERAOK VAL
OFERATED BY ACRE. OPERATED BY ACRE.
TENANTS, TENANTS.
STATE AND STATE AND
COUNTY. Devia- Devia. COUNTY. Devia- Devia-
Per | ton tion per | Hon tion
cent. from ||Amount,| from cent. from [[Amount.| from
aver- aver- aver- aver-
age, age. age. age.
Kangas—Con, Kansas—Con.
Cowley........ 41.3 |+ o0 $6r.09 [+ $6.50 || Trego....... voerdd 350 |— 45| $26.45 |—$28. 08
Neasha. ., 4.2 |4+ 0.8 56-11 |+  1.61 || Hodgeman,......| 35.9 [= 45 25.06 |~ 29,44 !
Jewell,..........{ 4r.2|}+ o8 62.32 [+ 4.82 || Atchison,........{ 359 |— 45| x133.77 |+ 68.27
Greenwood......| 40.8|+ o4 4596 [~ B.94 | Dougles..........| 44|~ 60| or1.82 |+ 37.32
Crawford,.... 40.8 |+ 0.4 5793 |+ 3.42 || Wyandotte......| 34-3|— 6.1 148,86 |+124.36
Chase, ,... veeins| douq |t o3 50.82 [+ g3z || Linn,............| 342 |~ 6.2 54425 |— o.25
Smith,,..,..,...| 40.6 [+ o2 §8.53 [+ 4.03 || Finney,.........] 34.0{— 6.4 10.60 |— 34.90
Nemaha.,....,.| 40.5{+ o1 114,42 -+ 59.92 || Pottawatomie....| 33.8 (— 6.6 64,37 [+ o.81
40.4 |— o0 41,76 |— x2.74 || Riley.,... oo 337~ 679 67.24 [+ 12.%4
d0.4 |+ o0 44.04 [= T0.46 || Geary.....,...... 333 |— 42 50.85 |+ 5.3%
Graham,........ 46.3 |~ o1 25.17 (— 29.33 || Meade,..........| 32.9 |— %5 23,36 |— 31.14
Norton...... vei-] 400 |— 0.4 34.67 |~ 10,83 |{ Franklin,,...... d 329 |— 43 72.66 |+ 18,16
ROOKS, .\ ovnreeief 39-9|— o007 38.37 = 6,13 || Ness......oovvnn.] 329 |— mw 2. 60 |— 26.90
Seward, ...,....| 39.-4 | o 2535 |— 33-15 || Gove,.vvovvevntlu| 325 (— o9 18.88 [— 35.62
Elk.,......o00ne| 3001 |~ x3 39.54 |— 14.96 || Shawnee......... 32.3 |— 8.1 102.65 |+ 48.15
Coffey.......oc..f 30:1 |— X3 58.67 |+ 4.17 || Leavenworth....| 32,2 |~ 8.3 89.23 [+ 34.73
Thomas..,......| 38.8|— =6 26.84 |— 27,66 || Osage............| 30-4 |— 0.0 61.85 [+ 733 :
Morris, .. .......| 388~ 56 67.33 |+ 12.83 || Rawlins,,........ 29.-8 |— 10.6 28. 58 |— 23,92
Phillips. ........ 38.6 |~ 1.8 41.80 |[— 12,70 || Sherman.,....... 2046 |[— 10.8 24. 40 |— 30.10
Doniphan. .,,..] 386 |— =8| 240.88 |+ 86,38 || Jefferson.........| 28.8 |— 11.6 02,21 |+ 37,91
Dickinson.......| 385 {— o 96.63 [+ 42.13 || Kearny.,,.......| 289 [~ 11. % 18. 55 [~ 35.95
Labette. ........ 38.4 |— =20 55-33 [+ o83 || Hamilton,....... 28.2 |~ 12.2 I1.97 |~ 42.43
Stevens......... 38,3 |~ ax 25.85 [— 28.65 || Edlis............. 276 |— 12.8 36.88 |— 14.62
Montgomery....| 38.2 [— a2 52,13 [— a.37 (| Wichita..........| a7.2 [~ 13.2 14. 38 |— 40.32
Anderson. ,.....| 380 |— 2.4 s7.0r [+ =2.51 || Cheyenne,.,.....| 26.7 [— 13.% 3324 |~ a1.26

Lincoln,,,......| 879~ 2.5 §4:47 |[— o.03 || Wallace.,.,,.....| 25-5 |~ 14.9 16.37 [~ 38.33

Lane,...... 378 |~ 2.6 20,84 |~ 33.66 || Morton.......... 2007 |— 19.7 16.80 |— 37.70
Bourhen..,.....[ 375 |~ =209 58.67 [+ 4.27 |} Grant,,...,...... 20.6 |— 19.8 16.00 [— 38.50
Jackson,,,,.....| 36.9 |~ 3.5 84.73 |+ 30-33 || Greeley..........| 20.3 |— 20.7 13.03 |— 4057
Wabaunsee.....| 36.5 [— 3.9 54.63 [+ o.13 || Stanton,.......... 18.2 |— 23.2 17.39 |— 37-1I
*
Johnson.,,..,...[ 36.4 |~ 4.0 130.07 [+ 76.47
Lyon,..........| 36.2|= 4.2 68. 40 {+ 13.90
Miami, ......... 36,0 [— 4.4 45.07 |+ 20.57
Yogan,..........| 359 |~ 45 1408 |~ 40.42

Decatur.,....,..| 359 {— 4.5 29.66 |— 24,84 4
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Of the 99 counties in Iowa 79 show both percentage of tenancy
and value of farm land per acre either above or below the average
for the State, while 20 counties show one of these items above
and one below. In this State, therefore, where agricultural condi-
tions are relatively uniform, the comparison of the individual
county figures shows a considerable degree of correlation. In
Kansas, however, where there is a great variation in agricultural
conditions, the correlation is not so close. Out of the 105 counties
in this State only 64 show both percentage of tenancy and value
of farm land on the same side of the State average, while 41
counties show a plus variation for one item and a minus variation
for the other. And in a number of cases the disagreement is con-
siderable; that is, a very high percentage of tenancy is found in
connection with a very low land value, or vice versa. We may
conclude, then, that the correlation is fairly close within limited
areas where general conditions are relatively uniform, but that
for larger areas, and especially for areas where conditions vary in
many important respects, the correlation is less evident.

The price or value of farm land per acre is based, in large part
at least, on the productivity of the land. Some interest attaches,
therefore, to a tabulation which was made for a number of indi-
vidual States on the basis of the 1910 census figures, in which the
average value of farm products per acre was compared with the
percentage of tenancy. The counties were arranged in descending
order of average value per acre and divided into four groups from
the top, somewhat as in Table 18. The results of this tabulation
are presented in Table 21, which shows that for the four States
included (Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina) the
percentage of tenancy diminished directly with the average value
of farm products per acre. .

In Illinois, the percentage of tenancy in group 1, with products
valued at $12.55 per acre, was 50.1; in group 2, with products
valued at $9.98 per acre, 45.5 per cent of the farms were operated
by tenants; in group 3, with products valued at $8.03 per acre,
the tenancy percentage was 38.9; and in group 4, with products
valued at $s5.77 per acre, the tenancy percentage was only 29.6.
In Ohio, the tenancy percentages for the four groups were, re-
spectively, 34.5, 33.3, 26.8, and 18; in Pennsylvania, 31.9, 22.7,
18, and 14.4; and in South Carolina, 69.3, 67.4, 66.1, and 43.1.




64 FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES.

PsnLE 21,—VarLug oF FARM PRODUCTS PER ACRE AND PERCENTAGE OF TENANCY,
ror Counties IN Four StarEs, GROUPED ACCORDING T0 VALUE oF PRODUCIS
PER ACRE: 1970,

Average | Per cent Average | Per cent
xf/.'fxlue fof all }ﬁfxlue fof all
of farm arms . of farm arms
STATE AND GROUP, products | operated STATE AND GROUP. products | operated
per by per by
acre, tenants. acre. tenants.

IrLINOTIS: PENNSYLVANIA:
GroUD Tovervreesenacvnnes $12.55 50-I GIOUD Terueivneeinenanarns $14. 71 3L9
Group 2.e.eeeeinriniiunens 9.98 455 Grotup z....ccveviniivrnenns 817 22.7
8.03 38.9 Group 3.,.. 6. 20 180
5077 29.6 Group 4....... 470 144
SouTH CAROLINA;
GroUp Teevvaserirneennsee, 12.83 34-5 GIOUD Tuivnererevrnersires 13.18 69.3
Group g...ccvcvvevisrinen. 10. 39 13.3 Croup 2...c0vverenieieen- 10. T4 67.4
851 26,8 Group 3.... .. . 8.03 66. 1
Group ge.eviveeer s, ‘5047 18,0 Group du.vvvvnvenineniin.s 5.58 431

The relationship existing between the quality of agricultural
land and the percentage of tenancy is illustrated by the maps
below, which show for four counties in Pennsylvania the general
character of the soil and the percentage of tenancy in r9ro. The
soils are arranged in ascending order of quality from Volusia,
which is represented by dots, to Hagerstown, which is represented
by heavy, black squares. A comparison of the soil map with the
tenancy map shows in general a correspondence between the
lighter and the darker areas, the lighter areas representing poorer

F1e. 8.—RELATION BEIWEEN QUALITY OF SOIL, AND PRRCENTAGE oF TENANCY:
MonroE, NoriEAMPTON, LEHIGH, AND CarBoN CoOUNTIES, Pa.

SoIlLs TENANCY
8 o PER CENT &

SOIL AREAS
OLUSIA
ey

BEKALB.
EZ%%7]
TCHESS
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soils and small percentages of tenancy, while the darker represent
better soils and larger percentages of tenancy. This supports
the view that tenants dre likely to lease farms situated on better
land, while the farms on poorer soil are more likely to be operated
by their owners.

RELATION BETWEEN RENT PAID AND VALUE OF FARMS RENTED.

While the primary object of this study of the relation between
tenancy and land values has been to discover to what extent high
land values might be considered in any sense a cause for a high
percentage of tenancy among farm operators, the possibility that
tenancy might be one of the causes of high prices for land should
not be overlooked. As an indication of the returns to landlords
from the rental of tenant farms, there is available an interesting
tabulation made by the Department of Agriculture on the basis
of the 1920 census figures, which shows the percentage return on
capital invested in farms rented for cash in a number of States.
This tabulation covered 567 counties, located for the most part
in those States where cash tenancy is important, and including
32.9 per cent of all cash-tenant farms in the country. It was
therefore sufficiently extensive to be accepted as representative.
The results of this tabulation?* are presented in Table 22.

These representative figures show that the average return on
the farm valuation, where the farm was rented for cash, was 3.54
per cent. ‘The lowest rates are shown for South Dakota (2.52),
Nebraska (2.59), Minnesota (2.86), Iowa (2.88), and Tllinois (2.97).
In these important agricultural States rents are so low that to
buy a farm is almost a business blunder, as well as a difficult
undertaking; for where the purchase price represents a capitaliza-~
tion at so low a rate, the purchaser can have little hope of deriv-
ing a reasonable profit on his investment if he buys the farm.

Throughout the North and West, and especially in the corn
belt, a considerable proportion of the tenants—perhaps as high as
40 per cent in some States—are relatives (most frequently sons
or sons-in-law) of the landlord, and for this reason may rent the
farm on especially favorable terms. Hence the very low rates
for some of the Northern States can not be taken to represent

1 See Hearings before the Subcommittee of the House Comimittee on Appropriations, in charge of the
agricultural appropriation bill for 1923, 67th Congress, second session, p. spa. ‘The figures are further
discussed in Department of Agricutture Bulletin r2z4, Relation of Land Income to Land Value, by
C. R, Chambers,

50887°—24—5
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exactly the amount of return on rented land under competitive
conditions.

The highest rates of return ate shown for the Southern States,
where land values are relatively low and where cotton farmers pay
high rents. In 1920 cotton prices were high and were no doubt
reflected in the rents, while the translation of these prices into land
values would be a slower process, even if the high prices were
maintained.

TaBLE 22,—PERCENTACGE WincE CasH RENT FORMED OF VALUE OF RENTED
Farus (I,AND AND BUILDINGS) IN SELECTED COUNTIES, BY STATES: rg20.

[Column 1 shows the number of counties covered by the investigation and column 2 the percentage which
the cash-tenant farms in these counties represented of afl cash-tenant farms in the area.]
Num | S2000 | age cest Num. | TECO | agecash
STATE. cotmn- aéi cas!t- re?ft was SEATH. conne a%l castfx:- rc}nft was
Hesin | forme | Safuar tesin-| firme | Vatua
chuded. | inofuded.  tion. cuded. | ;7 juded.| tion.
UNITED SPATES... 567 32.9 3.54 2 1.2 456
7 13.5 6.03
5 1) 403 4 6.3 7,63
[ 389 422 32 26.0 6.94
13 26. 7 491
9 10.3 3.68 12 9-3 447
14 16. 4 6.01
34 46.3 3.66 19 49.8 58
18 250 3.88 18 48-9 10. 04
42 436 2.9% 15 50.6 r0.66
10 22,4 293 ’
1z II.0 7.02
8 18.9 3. 63 25 40,0 4-81
43 58.6 2. 86 35 20.4 4:82
44 501 2. 88 17 50.9 6.33
25 23. 2 338 15 35:3 5-31
4] I5 2 314 T 43-6 8.37
9 377 2,32 5 25.9 4.01
23 4AT.9 259 1 48. 4 3-37
2r 334 3-36 335 36.9 446




VIIL.

TENANCY AND THE SPECULATIVE ELEMENT IN LAND
OWNERSHIP.

There is usually a close relation between the rise in the value of
farm land and the percentage of tenancy. Wherever land increases
rapidly in value the owners are inclined to hold their land in order
to realize the profit; and since they depend for part of their returns
on the rise in value they can afford to rent their land at a com-
paratively low rate. In their eagerness to make the land pay some-
thing while they hold it for a higher price the owners underbid
each other in the matter of rent, but they will not sell. ‘Thus, it
becomes difficult for the tenant to buy, since the purchase price
is high, and at the same time it becomes profitable for h:lm to keep
on renting, since the rent is low.

The data in Table 18 show a general correspondence between the
percentage of tenancy and the increase in the value of land per
acre. ‘Take, for instance, the East North Central and the West
North Central divisions, which together comprise the corn belt.
For the West North Central division, in the group showing the
highest percentage of tenancy, the average value of land per acre
rose 123.6 per cent during the decade; in the second group, 98.2
per cent; in the third group, 85.5 per cent; and in the fourth
group, 61.1 per cent. In the East North Central division the cor-
respondence is nearly as close, the percentages being, respectively,
74.7, 65.1, 57, and 61.7. The difference is just as pronounced in
the Southern States but not so clear in the Mountain States or in
the Pacific States, where local conditions, such as irrigation, the
opening up of new land, mostly of poor quality, etc., constitute
disturbing factors.

Where the value of farm land is high, a longer time is required for
the tenant to accumulate the capital necessary for making the first
payment on a farm. Further, where the value of land is increasing,
there is a tendency to capitalize the annual rate of increase in
establishing the price at which the Tand is held. Where this condi- -
tion exists, it becomes exceedingly difficult for the man who buys
a farm on deferred payments to succeed. He must not only make
the farm produce a living for himself and family, but he must
make it pay interest on a purchase price based partly on rental

67
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value and partly on an expected annual increase in valuation, in
addition to saving enough to pay off at least a part of his mortgage.

This matter may be illustrated by the results of a survey made
in 1914 by the Office of Farm Management of the United States
Department of Agriculture, in Ellis County, Tex. The average
value of the land in the farms included in this survey was $139 per
acre, ‘The rental income from this land amounted to 3.7 per cent
of this valuation. The rate of interest on borrowed capital in this
section averaged about § per cent, but those owning land were
usually content to accept a smaller income on their investment in
the land. They were justified in this because of the greater
security of the investment and the other advantages that arise
from land ownership, in particular the expectation of an increase in
the value of the land. If we assume that 5 per cent was a satis-
factory income for real estate investments in this region, while the
rental income was only 3.7 per cent, then the price of the land
included the capitalization of an annual increase in value amount-
ing to 1.3 per cent; that is, the man who bought this land at the
average price of $139 per acre looked to the direct income from
his investment in the form of rent for a return of 3.7 per cent and
to the annual increase in value for 1.3 per cent. As a matter of
fact, the increase in the value of land in Ellis County in recent
years has been at a higher rate than 1.3 per cent per year. This
shows that only part of the expected rise in value is capitalized,
but this part is sufficient to discourage the purchase of land by
farmers of limited means, and thus to encourage tenancy in the
States where farm values have been rising rapidly.

The speculative element in land ownership is therefore directly
responsible for the high and increasing proportion of farms
operated by tenants in many localities. It is also directly
responsible in large measure for the short-term tenure, which is
in turn accountable for most of the undesirable features in
American farm tenancy. As long as the owner of a rented farm
is holding his land either primarily or incidentally for the sake of
selling it at a higher price, so long will he be unwilling either to
give a long-term lease or to make any positive agreement with

regard to the renewal of a lease running from year to year; for

in order to realize his speculative profit he must be in a position
to sell the farm on short notice when offered an attractive price.

This factor, of course, operates also to make the owner-operator
less likely to remain a long time on the same farm. While there
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is some disadvantage in this from the point of view of good
agriculture, it is much less serious with the owner, since any
improvements which he makes on his farm add to its selling
value, while improvements made by the tenant add nothing to
his financial interest so long as he has no assurance of staying on
the farm long enough to make a profitable use of the improvements.
In fact, the more the tenant improves the farm the more likely
it is to be sold, with the consequent loss to him of his improvements
and the inconvenience and economic loss attendant upon removal
and the establishment of his business on another farm.

Many farms have been leased in recent years, as shown in
Table 22, for a cash rental amounting to less than a fair rate of
interest on the market price of the land. Such a rental must be
explained, of course, either by the speculative advantage in holding
the land or by some other advantage, economic or social, accruing
to the landowner. TUp to the year 1920 the increase in the value
of the land possibly constituted a sufficient advantage. Since
that time the value of farm land in many localities has declined,
and the present indications are that the very rapid increase which
prevailed from 1900 to 1920 is not likely to be experienced again,

If the price of farm land should remain stationary or should
commence a period of slow decline (there seems to be no likeli-
hood of a rapid decline) running over a period of years, then the
advantage in farm ownership which depended on the continued
increase in the value of the land would disappear; and, further,
with the disappearance of the chance for speculative profit in
owning farm land would disappear one of the principal reasons for
landowners insisting on short-time leases. In fact, if there were
a downward tendency in farm-land prices it would be to the
advantage of the landlord to obtain a lease contract running over
a long period of years, since he might thereby obtain a higher
rental than he could obtain by making a new lease each year.

As already stated, there are twd ways in which a man without
sufficient funds to purchase the land outright may obtain the use
of land for farming purposes. He may hire the land, either for a
fixed rental or for a share in the products, in which case the land-
lord takes all the risk of possible changes in the value of the land,
both the chances of gain from an increase in land values and the
chances of loss from a decrease in land values; or he may pur-
chase the land, paying a small amount of cash down and assuming
a mortgage for the greater part of the purchase price, in which




70 FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES. |

case he must assume all the risk of loss fr?r.n falling lal}d prices
together with the chances of gain from rising _land prices. S.o
long as there was a practical assurance of Cf)ntmued ncrease in
farm-land prices the method of purchase subject to mortgage was
the more attractive to an enterprising young farmer, and the
enormous increase in the amount of the farm mortgage debt from
1910 to 1920 * was probably due largely to such purcha§es.

On the other hand, if there were no assurance of higher land
prices, and especially if land prices were likely to decline, the
method of hiring land would appear in a more favorable light.
Under this plan the young farmer would be a farmer pure and
simple, instead of partly a farmer and partly a speculator in land.
This elimination of the speculative idea might be profitable, even
at a time when the chances of gain were greater than the dangers
of loss; for after a man has once or twice made by speculation a
sum greater than he would be able to make by a year’s diligent
labor, he is no longer as willing to devote himself to the actual
work of farming as he would be if he had never had a taste of the
profits of speculation. If, therefore, the .speculative element
could be removed from American agriculture, then the whole
industry would be greatly stabilized and one of the principal causes
of short-term tenancy would be retnoved.

The speculative element will persist, in all probability, so long as
land values are increasing. And even with a gradual decline in the
general price level the price of farm land may not decline, since the
supply of desirable land is limited. If there should be g general
and continued decline in farm values, however, a new element
would be brought into the situation. One effect of such a move-
ment would probably be to force many recent purchasers who had
bought subject to a heavy mortgage to give up ownership, just as a
similar movement operated in England between 1875 and 1895,
Such an experience would bring into the foreground the disad-
vantage or danger of the speculative element in land ownership
and would doubtless resultin an increase in farm tenancy. After
the time of stress was over, however, the country might find itself

with a type of tenancy very much better than that which it
now has. '

! The debt on fully owned farms (excluding those operated by part owners, managers, and tenants)
was $4,003,767,102 in 1910, a3 compared with $1,726,172,851 in 1910; the total debt on all farms has been
estimated at $7,857,700,000 for 1920, a5 compared with an estimate of $3,320,470,000 for 1g910.




VIII.
RACE AND NATIVITY OF FARM TENANTS.

Among the factors affecting the percentage of tenancy in the
United States none is more important than the racial composition
of the farming population. Table 23 shows the number of owners,
managers, and tenants and the percentage of tenancy for the prin-
cipal color and nativity classes, together with the acreage of land
and of improved land operated by each class, distributed by tenure.

TaBLE 23,—FARMS aND FARM ACREAGE IN THE UNITED STATES, BY COLOR,
Narvrry, anp TENURE oF FARMER: 1gzo.

[Number of farms, by divisions and States, in Table 62.]

FARMS OPERATHED BY-—
COLOR AND NATIVITY. All farms, Tenants,
Owners. Managers.
Number or | Per cent
amount, of total.
NUMBER OF FARMS.
Allfarmers.......ooveiviiannss 6,448, 343 3,025,090 68, 410 2, 434, 804 381
‘White farmers 51498, 454 3,601,868 66, 223 1,740,363 31,7
Nativel,........ . . 4,917, 386 3,227, 528 59,035 1, 630,830 33-3
Foreign hot, vvvrerrserrierenses 581,068 464,347 7,188 100, 533 18.9
Colored farmers. ..o.cvviviaaniaas N 949, 880 233,222 2,226 714, 44T 752
ACREAGE OF ALL LAND IN FARMS,
AN farmmers..ooieivrannsensss 955,883,715 || 636,775,015 | 54 T20, 157 | 264,979, 543 277
‘White farmers 910,039, 194 620,070,823 | 53,653,478 | 237, 214,803 26,0
Nativel,...,.... coo| 799:767:140 || 534r507,308 | 48,956,204 | 216,303, 547 a7.@
Foreign born IIT, 192,045 83, 563, 515 4,604, 184 20, 9LI, 346 18.8
Colored farmers. . ......c.opeeiiaraenas 441944, 52T 16, 704, 192 475,679 27, 764, 650 61.8
ACREAGE OF IMPROVED LAND IN
FARMS, -
Allfarmers. ..o i, 503,973,007 374,107,483 | 13,210,099 | 175,754,525 34:9
White JATIIETS. . v errnnrronenrnesnn 4735 774, 566 306, 029, 220 13,000, 436 1541735,910 | ° 32.7
~ Native .. ..ooviiiviiviiinadd ...l 41%,266,350 259,480,553 | 1x,674,897 | 140,110,000 34.1
Foreigh borfl, .., oveeverernrianes 62, 508, 216 46, 548, 665 ¥,334:530 14, 625, 010 23.4
Colored farmers, ..o v.vvvvvivinerennis 29, 298, 441 8, 078, 263 201, 563 a1, 018, 615 717

! Includes farmers with country of birth not reported.

The average of 38.1 per cent of tenancy among all farmers in
1920 is the resultant of an average of 31.7 per cent for white farmers
7L
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and an average of 75.2 per cent for colored farmers. Thus, while
less than one-third of the white farmers were tenants, more than
three-fourths of the colored farmers were working as tenants. In
the South alone, where most of the colored farmers are found, the
tenancy percentage for white farmers was 38.9, and for f:olored
farmers, 76.2, with an average of 49.6 for all farmers, .white and
colored together. Of the land in farms operated by white farmers
in the United States as a whole, 26 per cent was in tenant farms,
while of the land operated by colored farmers, 61.8 per cent was in
tenant farms.

Of the colored farmers the great majority were Negroes, among
whom the percentage of tenancy was 76.2. Among the Chinese and
Japanese, who in some States are not permitted to purchase land,
the percentages were still higher, being 84.4 and 87.8, respectively.
Among the Indians, many of whom have acquired land by inherit-
ance under treaty rights, the percentage of tenancy is extretmely
low, being only 16.8 per cent, ’

Among the white farmers the natives had a much higher per-
centage of tenancy than the foreign born—33.2 per cent as com-
pared with 18.9 per cent. This difference is due partly to the fact
that the foreign-born white farmers as a group are considerably
older than the native white farmers, and partly to the fact that
the immigrants of a generation ago had a very strong desire to
acquire the ownership of land and found it relatively easy to do so.
The percentage of the land in farms operated by foreign-born
white farmers which was in the hands of tenants was 18.8, or
almost exactly the same as the percentage of tenants in the number
of farmers.

Table 24 shows the number of farmers by tenure and by race
and nativity, for 1920 and 1910, with the amount and percentage
of increase.

During the decade from 1910 to 1920 the number of farms
operated by owners declined 0.6 per cent, while the number
operated by tenants increased 4.3 per cent. Decreases for owners
and increases for tenants are shown for both white and colored
farmers. Among the native white farmers, however, there. was
an increase in the number of owners as well as in the number
of tenants, while among the foreign born both classes of farmers
decreased in number, the decline for owners amounting to 14.8
per cent and for tenants to 7.3 per cent. Among the colored
races the N. egroes showed a slight decline in owners and an increase
of 4.8 per cent in tenants, while the Indians showed a decline in
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owners amounting to 36.9 per cent (due mainly, however, to a
change in the method of reporting Indians on reservations) and
an increase in the number of tenants amounting to 21.3 per cent.

TaBLE 24.—NUMBER oFf FARM OPERATORS IN THE UNITED STATES, BY RACE,

Narrviry, aND TENURE: 1920 AND 10I0.

INCREASE.!
RACE, NATIVITY, AND TENURE. 1920 1910
Numbet. Per cent.
ALL FARMERS, 4 0vrstusineinsennsonnnns 6,448,343 6, 361, 502 86,841 .4
White,,.oovvverviiinninn D 5,498, 454 5, 440,619 572835 I.T
Native 2. it insnciiniesneenenaennns 4,917, 386 4y 771,003 146, 323 3T
Foreign born.......... . 581, 068 669, 556 88,488 —13.2
Colored, ., vovvvnveenn - 049, 889 920, 883 20,006 3.1
NEGro.. coverenvnsnns 925, 708 893,370 32,338 3.6
Indian... 16, 680 24,351 7y BT —3I.2
Japanese. . 8, 892 2,502 45390 175. 5
Chinese............ 6o 6o —151 —19.9
FARM OWNERS........ reees veanrees . 3,923,050 3,048, 722 —23,632 —0.6
White.......... i eberiienen eeeen 3,601, 868 34707, 501 —15, 633 —0.4
Native d, o\ iiiiiiniineinenens Sarreres 3227, 521 3,162,584 64,937 2.1
Foreigh DO . ove i viiiiiinrareeeenans 464,347 544,017 —80, 570 —14.8
Colored......covvveiineeninnenn, ey 233,232 241,221 —7,009 —3.3
NEErO. . v vvrnvennivanrnsis dearasaseesd 218, 612 218,972 —360 0.2
Indian,.... eveiirana 13,821 21,892 —8,07L —36.9
Japanese. ,....... PERPRTS 7317 04 423 T43+9
Chinese........covvveviiininnnnes ya 63 9 143
FARM MANAGERS, 1 vvvvvnrnnarersonses 68, 449 58, 104 10 345 17.8
2 L - 66, 223 56, 560 9,663 7.1
Native 2. .., uiuiiiiiirereeerinnnonarisiss 50,038 50,087 8,048 1.9
Foreign born, Ceeaviieaniaiiiiens 7,138 6,473 718 It.0
Colored.......... . [ . 2,226 I,544 682 442
Negro.....ocuv.. wevreeeeits 2,026 1,434 597 | 41.3
Indian,.,...000... B beeeneis 54 47 7 4.9
JAPANESE. .. vvuyiviiiriir i ianrernaie 123 45 78 173:3
Chinese.:..cooevienn.. RPN e . 23 ?8 5 a8
FARM TENANTS....cavsiivtsransaarsons 2,454, 8o 2,354,676 100, 138 43
White........ e T, 740, 363 1,676, 558 63, 805 3.8
Native?,.,........ 1,630, 830 1,558, 302 72,438 4.6
Foreign born, ........ 109, 533 118, 166 —8, 633 ~7.3
Colored, .. Ceene 7Idy 441 648,118 36,333 5.4
NERTO v irevriessivreeaenasrininnan " 705,070 672,964 32, 106 4.8
Indian.. ..y v v vririannnrernnrererronies 2, 8o 2,313 - 493 253
Japanese. .. ..., i e 6,052 3,163 3,88 179.8
Chinese........opvevvrneevinanens e 514 679 —~165 —24.3
! A minus sign (—) denotes decrease. ) '
2 Includes farmers with country of birth not reported as follows: For tg20 (all farmers), 99,540; for

1910, 7,807.
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Among the Japanese both owners and tenants increased at very
high relative rates, though the total numbers even in 1920 were
small, comprising only 717 owners and 6,052 tenants.

Table 25 shows, for the native white and the foreign-born
white, the number of owners, managers, and tenants, and the
percentage of tenants.

TanLy 25.—NATIVE AND FORHIGN-BORN WHITE FARMERS IN THE UNITED STATES,
BY TENURE, BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920.

[Figures for Statesin Table 62.]

| TENANTS.
Man-
DIVISION, Total, Owmers, { Joers. Per
Number, |centof
total,
NATIVE WHITE FARMERS.!
UUNIEPED STATES .. v vrrr it iveaecarvnrenrrons 4,919,386 |} 3,227,521 59,035 | 1,630,830 33.2
New England,....o.iiiiiiinrnnnieireriiensnis 128,028 114,804 31754 9,470 7-4
Middle Atlantic,.,......0u00 346, 401 287,821 8,478 80, 402 21.3
EBast North Central.......... 935,492 641,233 12,086 282,173 30.2
West North Central 883,809 345,283 o 599 329,017 32
767,771 498, 214 8, 508 261,049 34.0
740, 862 467, 447 3,045 279,370 363
' 724,301 382, 668 4,407 337,226 46.6
197,678 163, 248 3,592 30,838 15.6
162,744 126, 803 5,656 30,285 18.6
FOREIGN-BORN WIITE FARMERS,
UNITED STATES . o cvvriinerenseaianaranens 581,068 4643347 7,188 109, 533 8.9
New England, ....o.vvviivererirenrirseennenns 28,263 25,138 1,030 2,007 704
Middle Atlantic................ 46,910 38,308 1,283 73ty 15.6
East North Central.. . 144,978 122,460 1,394 20,912 14-4
West North Central.. 206y 223 160,997 1,183 44,043 254
South Atlantie....... 7,393 6,212 334 827 P
Hast South Central.,. 3,506 2,821 54 631 18.0
‘West South Central 391937 22,274 200 17,463 437
MOUntAIN, .o uiiitiriiaiiaeeiera e aa e 40,984 34,908 497 5,582 13.6
Pacific....ceuunvnn AaereararirEeeoreariarerreaian 63, 005 51,223 1,212 10, 661 16.9

* Includes farmers with country of hirth not reported,

It will be seen that the percentage of tenancy in 1920 was smaller
among the foreign-born white farmers than among the native
white in every division except New England, where there was no
difference. In the West South Central division the percentage of
tenancy among the foreign born was high, evidently because a
large number of Mexican tenants were included.
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In 1910, 17.6 per cent of the foreign-born farm operators were
tenants. In 1920 this proportion had increased to 18.9 per cent.
Out of a total decrease in foreign-born operators amounting to
88,488, the owner group lost 80,570 during the decade, while the
tenant group decreased only 8,633 (see Table 24). The result of
these changes was the increased proportion of tenants noted above.

This increase in the proportion of tenants occurred in the face

- of a sharply checked immigration. Because of the World War,

immigration after 1914 was very slight. This decrease in immi-
gration, preventing as it did the influx of young persons into the
foreign-born group, resulted in an increase in the average age of
the foreign born in the United States. In accordance with the
tendency discussed in Chapter X, for the proportion of tenants to
decrease with increasing age, such a development ought to have
resulted i a decrease of the proportion of tenancy among the
foreign born. In this case, however, there were modifying condi-
tions.

Although the decade from 1910 to 1920 showed little actual
change in the total number of foreign-born persons in the United
States, there were considerable changes in the actual constitution
of that group. Even before the opening of this decade the so-called
“old’’ immigration had given place to the enormous influx from
southern and eastern Europe. Variations in regard to age and
death rate, in the strength of the call for war service, and in the
number of immigrants entering the country during the first five
years of the decade resulted in the important shifts among the
nationalities which were revealed by the 1920 census of population.
These shifts were reflected in the constitution of the foreign-
born farmer class as well. The changes by nationality during the
decade are shown in Table 26, which gives both the number and
the percentage of increase or decrease between 1910 and 1920.

The data in this table afford the chief explanation for the in-
crease in tenancy among the foreign born during the decade. In
the first place, the nationalities showing decreases are mainly
those which reached the height of their immigration before 18g0
and which, therefore, have grown old in this country. Such
nationalities would naturally have a very high percentage of
ownership. On the other hand, most of the nationalities which
show an increase in the number of farm operators are those whose
immigration is in the main of recent years and whose proportion
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of ownership would be relatively lower. Such a shift of nation-
alities, then, because of the resulting change in the aggregate age
distribution alone, would result in an increase in tenancy in the
foreign-born group as a. whole,

TaBLE 26, —INCREASE OR DECREASE 1IN NUMBER oF FOREIGN-BORN FARM OpxRA-
TORS IN tHE UNrrEp Stares, sy COUNTRY oF BIRTH: 1910 TO 1g20.

DECREASE. INCREASE.
COUNTRY OF DIRTH. COUNTRY OF BIRTH. -

Number. | Per cent.| o Numbher. | Per cent,

Total. v oovviiennn, 151,010 26.3 CMotal, L uieeiennns 62,53t 65.8

Germany. .... e 81,133 36:6 Il Poland.............0vven,.s 10,124 140.T

Treland.......o.vvveeinns 16,018 soes J Ttaly. oo, 7,633 9.1

Canada. .......ooeveeenvins. 13, 210 2603 || Russia. .o iiiiiiiiiiona, 6,600 25.6

England............o0veese 13,114 330 | Hungary,......ooevuinnn.n, . 35208 86.x

NOEWAY . ot vvvvrsennennenns 8,143 13.6 | Netherlands.....,, [ 1,799 . 13.0

Sweden......, e neeaeaiaayas 6,002 10.4 || France......iviiviinnnn.,. 28y 449

AUSER .. i e, 3,164 9.5 {| Other countries?,........,,. 32,973 17,0
Dentmark., .....oopiiinennn, 2,810 0.9
Seotland. .. .o.vi el 2,615 25.6
Walese.coven oo, 1,638 39.9
Switzerland..............,.. 1,282 8.9

! Includes Finland, Rumania, Greece, Portugal, and Mexico, for which figures were ghown separately in
1920 but not in 1970,

No all-embracing conclusions can be reached on the basis of
this table, but some of the elements involved in it may be worthy
of mention. The immigrants who came to this counitry 20 or 30
years ago were more likely to go onto farms than are present-day
immigrants, and it is in the States of the East and West North
Central divisions, where the older immigrants chiefly settled, that
the great majority of the foreign-born farm owners are found.
In these divisions the percentage of tenancy among the foreign
born is decidedly smaller than among the natives, largely because
of the relatively high average age of the foreign-born farmers.
Further, while the native white group is being recruited year by
year as the sons of the older farmers take up farming (very often
as tenants at the start), the foreign-born group is growing older
each year without any material additions of younger men, for
the children of the immigrants are not foreign born but native,
and those of their number who do start their farming careers as
tenants only go to swell the percentage of tenancy among the
native white farmers,
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Significant data with regard to the general period of immigra-
tion and the tendency to settle on farms are presented in Table 27,
which shows, by country of birth, the foreign-born white popu-
lation in 1890 and in 1920, with the percentage of increase during
the go-year period, and also the number of farm operators and
the farm population for 1920, with the percentage which each
formed of the foreign-born white population.

‘TaBLE 27.—FOREIGN-BORN WHITE POPULATION, 1gzo AND 18go, AND FOREIGN-
BORN WHITE FARM OPERATORS AND FARM POPULATION, 1920, BY COUNTRY OF
BIRTH. '

TOTAY FORBIGN-RORN WRTH O oN DORN ToRMON RO

: OPERATORS: 1920, 1| popULATION; 1920,

COUNTRY OF BIRTH. m?;:rof ceﬁ%l;_» ;
Per cent foreign- foreign-

1920 1890 of Number, | bom. Number. | born

increase.! white white

popu- popu-

lation, fation.
Total?,........... 13,712,754 9,121, 867 50.3 581,068 402 i,47r,o4o 0.7
England.......... Cerere 812, 828 90g, 092 —10.6 26, 614 3.3 64,396 8.3
Scotland.......... Cheens 254, 567 242, 231 5.1 7,605 3.0 19,253 7.6
WaleS. . iveiriiiinnianns 67,066 100,079 —a3.0 2,472 37 6,258 9.3
Ireland............. veen 1,037, 233 1,871, 509 —44.6 16, 562 1.6 41,029 40
NOTWAY . . cnvvervrsnrnns 363,862 322, 665 12.8 51,399 T4 2 130,620 359
Sweden.......ooooidie 625, 580 478,41 30.9 6o, 461 9.7 153,004 2445
Denmark: .......uv... ‘e 189,154 132, 543 42- 7 25, 565 13.5 64,721 342
Netherlands (Holland): 131, 766 81,828 61,0 15,580 1.8 39,465 300
Switzerland. ........... 118, 659 104, 069 14.0 13,081 ino 33,040 278
France.........vut 152,800 133,174 351 6, 119 40 15,491 0.1
Germany..i,.eeennss . 1, 686, 102 2,784, 804 ~39:5 140, 667 83 356,114 20, T
Poland,........ [ETPTN 1,139,978 147 440 673.2 1| " 175352 5| 48920 39
Austria........... IPTTI 575,025 241,377 138. 5 30,172 5.2 76, 384 13.3
Hungary...coveeelvvenns 30%, 282 62, 435 536.3 7, I22 L8| 18030 45
Russiad..... 1, 400, 489 } 182, 644 .8 { 32,388 2.3 81,994 50
Finlands,.,..... . 149, 824 14,988 10.0 37,044 25.3
Rumania,..,, 702,823 {+eureirninnins]onns e 693 o7l 1,754 .7
Greece....... 175,992 1,887 | 9,225 5 846 o3 2,142 1.2
Italy........ 1,610, 109 182,580 |+ 781.9 18, 267 1.1 46,2458 2.9
Portugal.... . 67,453 15,946 321.7 41254 6.3 10, 769 6.0
MERICO. v vnnenanannl . 478,383 27, 853 514-5 12,142 2.3 30,739 6-4
Canada.. .\ .iveiiirenes 1,117,878 975,496 T4 6 48, 668 44 123,209 L0

1 A minus sign (—) denotes decrease,

2 Includes persons horn in countries other than those listed. .

3 In 1900, the first year for which separate figuires are available, the number of persons reporting Russia
as country of birth was 423,726, and the number reporting Finland was 62,641,




78 FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES.,

Since the foreign-born white farm population was not tabulated
by country of birth, the total for this item has been distributed
among the several countries in the same proportion as the farm
operators. ‘The total number of foreign-born white farm opera-
tors in the United States in 1920 was 581,068 and the total foreign-
born white farm population was 1,471,040, or slightly more than
two and one-half times the number of farm operators.

Two interesting classifications can be made on the basis of the
figures in Table 27. First, those countries from which the so-
called “older’’ immigration came are indicated by a low percent-
age of increase in the foreign-born white population between 1890
and 1920; and, second, those countries from which the immigrants
have settled most extensively on farms are those for which the
farm population represents a high percentage of the total popula-
tion, as shown in the last column of the table. The general
correspondence of these two classifications bears out the state-
ment made above, to the effect that the older immigrants went
more generally to the farms than the newer immigrants have done.
Of the total foreign-born white population in the United States
reporting Norway as country of birth 35.9 per cent (the highest
percentage for any country) were included in the farm population,
and the number of persons in the United States in 1920 who were
born in Norway represents only 12.8 per cent more than the num-
ber in 1890. Among the next six countries of birth, in order of
relative importance of farm population in total foreign born in
the United States, namely, Denmark, the Netherlands, Switzer-
land, Finland, Sweden, and Germauny, only two, the Netherlands
and Finland, show an increase of as much as 50 per cent in the
general population figures between 1890 and 1920. On the other
hand, Italy, Poland, Hungary, and Greece, with enormous in-
creases i1 the number of their contributions to the foreign-born
population of the United States between 1890 and 1920, show
very small percentages in the 1920 farm population.

Table 28 gives the number of farms, the number of owners and
managers, and the number and percentage of tenants among the
foreign born of different nationalities.
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TABLE 28.—NUMBER OF FOREIGN-BORN FARrM OPERATORS IN THE UNITED STATES,
BY COUNTRY OF BIRTH AND TENURE: 1920.

TENANTS, ;

COUNTRY OF BIRTH, Total, Owners, [Managers, !
Per cent

Number, | fiotal,

Total ot viiire e ereiniiieesrennss . 581,068 4645347 7,188 109, 533 18.9
England 26,614 21,840 858 3,016 147
Scotland . 7, 603 . 6,004 414 I, x8% 15.6
Wales,....oooveerrieenervres 2,472 2,071 53 348 14.T
Treland. . o) cyov i i s 16, 552 13,925 581 2,056 12.4
NOrWaY. ..ot i ririiiar e 51,599 434813 36x 7,423 144
BWedET. . 14 v vuiiiii ittt 6a, 461 - 50,114 622 9, 725 6.1
Denmark.................. 25, 563 19, 523 336 5, 06 22.3
Netherlands (¥olland) 5, 580 10,364 9y 5,028 32.3
Switzerland,............, 5 13,051 X0, 324 166 2, 61 19.6
6,119 41042 oo o 1,077 7.6
140, 664 116, 962 I,203 22, 502 16,0
17,352 14,874 114 2,364 13.6
30,172 24, 534 235 5, 403 17.9
71122 51439 8o 1,603 22.§
32,388 24, 244 179 7,965 24.6
" 14,088 13,730 46 1,212 8.1
693 533 7 153 22.%
846 540 3] 293 34:6
18,267 13,403 234 4,630 25-3
4,254 2,896 49 1,300 30.8
Other European countries. ., 20,207 135,238 180 4,680 23.3
MexiCo....ovvuverinn.ns . 12,142 T, 625 11y 10, 400 8504
Canada. .o ovviiiiie e e e e aaa s 48, 668 471, 864 910 5,804 3.1
Other countries. .. ....ooeviiiiiinrirnnannn. 7,463 51543 133 2,089 26,0
Country of birth not reported............... 99; 540 65, 298 X595 32,647 338

It is of some interest to see how the 109,533 foreign-born
tenants are distributed by country of birth. The largest number
of foreign-born tenants (22,502) were born in Germany and the
next largest (10,400) in Mexico. The percentages of tenancy
vary materially from country to country, the highest being
shown for Mexico (85.7) and the lowest (8.1) for Finland.




IX.
TENANCY AND FARM INCOME.

There are no recent census figures relating to the income of
farmers. There is available, however, a large body of information
collected by agents of the Office of Farm Management of the
Department of Agriculture who have studied the subject in
restricted areas in numerous sections of the United States. The
uniform conclusion of the farm management surveys on this point
is that tenants have larger labor incomes than have owners.

It should be explained that in farm management surveys labor
income is what is left when the net income of the farm is reduced
by an amount representing a fair return on the capital invested
in the business, including, in the case of a tenant farm, both that
furnished by the landlord and that furnished by the tenmant,
Labor income is not particularly significant as a measure of the
welfare of the farmer; it is merely an index by which the efficiency
of his labor can be compared with the efficiency or productivity of
his neighbor’s labor, regardless of whether the size of the farm or
the intensiveness of its cultivation is the same or not.

A tenant must live on what he earns with his own labor (plus
the profits from his superior management, if any), the return on
his investment being a relatively small portion of his entire income.
Consequently, the tenant in order to exist misst make enough by
his own efforts to cover his living expenses; whereas the owner,
and especially one who is free from debt, may earn little or noth-
ing with his own labor and still have a very satisfactory income
derived from the return on his investment in the farm. The
owner, therefore, has not the same incentive as the tenant to
raise his income to the maximum, and hence may not work as
hard. Further, taking the whole number into consideration, the
tenants are younger men than the owners and are doubtless
capable of doing more work for this reason.

Another reason why the labor income of the tenant farmers
averages larger than the labor income of the farm owners in some
localities is that the tenant, particularly the share tenant, receives
a considerable amount of expert supervision from the landlord
and therefore handles his farm business better than he would do

if left to his own resources. Without any question the farming
8o
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skill of the landlords taken as a group is much higher than that
of the owner-operators taken as a group. A part of this skill is
lost, of course, in transmitting it to the tenants through the medium
of supervision; but even with this loss the landlord-supervised
farms show the effects of better management as compared with
many of the owner-operated farms in the same locality.

There is a general consensus of opinion, however, among stu-
dents of fartm management, to the effect that tenants’ labor incomes
are larger chiefly because they operate larger enterprises in pro-
portion to the capital which they are able to invest. That these
conclusions are reached as a result of farm management surveys
made in different parts of the country under different types of
agriculture emphasizes the fact that tenancy is a wise method of
operating a farm so long as the capital at the command of the
prospective farmer is limited. The pioneer farm management
survey, made by E. H. Thomson and H. M. Dixon in 1911, in
three representative areas in Indiana, Illinois, and Towa, showed
that the average labor income of farm owners was $408 and of
tenants $870. Prof. W. J. Spillman’s classic survey of Chester
County, Pa., also made in 1911, shows the following results:

TABLE 20.—FARM MANAGEMENT DATA FOR, OWNERS AND THENANTS
1N CresTER CoUNTY, PA.: 1911,

TIEM, Owmners, Tenants.
Number of farms......coiviviaivierrens- 378 124
Averageacreage perfarm..........o.iuee % 106
Capital perfarmi. ...ooiviiriireriiernnnas $10,486 $12,030
Farm incorme, , ., ooovieiiiiiriiiiriirees $1,313 $1,617
Labor ineome, s o vv vy vrernnsaniiiiiireons $548 $739

Professor Spillman’s comment is as follows:

Approximately half of this difference ! is due to the fact that the tenant farms on
the average are more than one and one-sixth times as large as the average of the owned
farms, but part is also due to the fact that the tenant farms on the average have a
larger number of dairy cows, usually of somewhat more than average quality, While
these tenants make larger labor incomes than the owners, it must be remembered
that the owners have the interest on their investment in addition to this labor income.
This bulletin contains ample evidence that the young farmer who has relatively
little capital will find it to his best interest to become 2 tenant on & farm of consider-
able magnitude rather than to undertake the same type of farming on a much smaller
farm which his capital will enable him to own.?

1 The difference betweer labor incomes amounting to $548 for awners and $739 for tenants.
2 Department of Agriculture Bulletin 341, Farm Managemeni Practice of Chestey Couniy, Pa., by W. J.

Spillman, H. M. Dixon, and G. A, Billings,
50687 °—24——6
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Of the many surveys pointing to similar conclusions, those in
Ellis County, Tex., in a cotton region, and in Lenawee County,
Mich., a diversified farming and dairy region, might be mentioned.
But in spite of the larger labor income of tenants, most farmers
with considerable capital prefer to be owners. A large amount of
capital invested entirely in equipment necessitates the operation
of a large business which, in many cases, exceeds the managerial
ability of the average farmer. It is only within the limits of his
managerial ability that it is wise for the farmer with considerable
capital to remain a tenant for the sake of operating a larger farming
enterprise, ,

It is the conclusion drawn from a large number of farm
management surveys that while tenants derive a larger income
from their farms than do owners, after allowance has been made
for interest on the investment, this is true only within the limits
of what may be called the economic size of the farm business,
which varies from place to place and in accordance with the type
of farming pursued. A quarter of an acre of land under glass
devoted to the cultivation of flowers or hothouse vegetables may
be as large a business as a 4oo-acre wheat farm and require as
much care and ability for its operation. Apparently there is a
limit to the size of a farm that can be economically operated
under normal circumstances, and beyond that limit it does not
pay to operate a farm either as a tenant or as an owner; but within
that limit a tenant generally succeeds better with the same
amount of capital, because he operates a larger farm on which
labor, machinery, and horses can be utilized to greater advantage.




i

X.
THE AGRICULTURAL LADDER—FARMERS BY AGE.

A popular idea with regard to the relation between the farm
worker and the land finds expression in the theory of the “agri-
cultural ladder.”  According to this theory the typical farmer
starts his agricultural career as a farm hand working for wages
(or working at home on his father's farm); then, after he has
saved enough from his earnings to provide the working capital
for a rented farm, he becomes a farm tenant; and finally, he is
able to purchase a farm and becomes an owner. The fundamental
question involved is the question of a man’s progress from one
economnic status to another.

Three different groups of census data throw light upon the
question, namely, those relating to farmers classified by age and
tenure, which are available for four censuses, from 1890 to 1920;
those relating to farmers classified by age and by size of farm,
which are available for 1910 only; and the 1920 data on farm
experience.

Farm tenancy considered as one step in the process whereby
a man starting in life with a limited capital, or with nothing but
his own energy and enterprise, may after a time acquire the
ownership of a farm, presents a social and economic aspect quite -
different from farm tenancy regarded as a permanent status,
though permanent tenancy, if it be the right kind of temancy,
need not be placed per se in the category of the undesirable.
A certain amount of permanent tenancy without doubt exists in
the United States, especially in the South, and the amount of
such tenancy may be increasing slightly from decade to decade.
Nevertheless, both the available statistical data and the results of
__Qecral 1nvest1gauons indicate thatfor a large fraction of the fa.rm
tenants tenancy represents one of the normal _stages on the way
toward ownership.

FARMERS BY AGE AND TENURE.

The census data relative to farmers classified by age andtenure
are summarized for the United States in Tables 3o and 31, which
show not only the number in each group but also the per cent
distribution by age for owners and tenants and the percentage of

tenants in each age group.
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TaBLE 30.—FARM OPERATORS IN THE UNITED STATES, BY AGE AND ‘TENURE, WITH
Prr CeENT DISTRIBUTION BY AGE: 1890 TO 1920.

[Number of farmers by age and tentire for 1920 and 1910, by divisions and States, in Tahle 61.]

QCCUPANTS OF PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
FARM OPERATORS. FARM HOMES. BY AGE,
TENURE AND AGE.
1920 1910 1900 1890 1920 .| 1910 | 1900 | 1890
ALL PARMERS, total.., .| 6,448,343 | 6,361,502 [!5,649,008 | 4,767,279 |..........00s. Ciesees] TOOWO
Reportingage..........o.....| 6,364,163 | 6,339,476 || 5,635, 747 O] 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 |.....,
Under 25 years.......... o 3868 [ 4rgi330 || 275,008 | aBisr | b0l 66| 49| 46
2560 34 VeBIS..., ... 0L L., 11333,020 ( 1,413,876 || 1,104,482 | 7,082,620 || 20.0 | 22.3 | 212} 22,7
‘3stoqqvears.. .| 1,587,519 | 1,871,460 ([ 1,400,820 | 1,182,056 || 249 | 24.8 25.0 | *24.8
45t0 54 VeATS.....uu.en... 1,482,494 | 1,432,707 || 1,206,147 | 1,034, 702 23.3 | 22.6| 23,0 2L,y
55 years and ovet......... 1)577:450 | 1,502,004 || 1,460,101 | 1,249,180 || 24.8 | 33.7 | 25,9 | 26.2
35 to 64 years...... v 993,971 947,524 864760 [ 0vovivnnnd]l 156 | 1400 153 Jooian.
65 years and over,,,,. 583,659 554,570 5955422 leiiiiiiiaid]] o2 8.7 10,6 [ .0,
Not reporting age. ........... 84,180 22,026 13,261 ) PRI PO PPN PO
OwnNERS, total.. .......| 3,025,000 | 3,048, 722 3,638,403 | 3,142,746 |.... .. Ll veriss) TO0V0
Reporting age......... e 3,873,034 | 3,934,068 || 3,631,036 O] 100,00 | 100.0 | I00.0 |vs1s,.
Under z5 years, vere 87, 400 97,690 76, 419 71, 140 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.3
25t034 vears,..,,.....,.. 561, 442 620, 961 541,064 539, 470 45| 158 1400 7.2
35 to 44 years,, 938,174 “969, 850 908, 250 4956, 553 24.2 24,6 25,0 24-1
45 ta 54 vears., 1,021,445 | 1,036,493 916,375 748, 6og 26.4 | 26,3 25. 2 23.8
55 years and gver.,.,...,. 1,264,573 | 1,209,065 || 1, 188,028 | 1,026,972 327 307 319
55 to 64 years,,,...... 780,579 741, 614 683,475 |..... eveeanf] 2002 | 18.81 188 1,.,.
65 years and over,.,,, 483,904 468, 351 5055453 |oevreiinnnn I225 | 19| I3.9 [,.euun
Nat reporting age. ., ,....,... 52,056 13,754 7,367 ® e
MANAGERS .,..,....... 68, 440 58,104 ) ® O
TENANTS, total...,.... 2)454:804 | 2,354,676 || 2,010,605 | 1,624,433 [[..n.n. fiueo. Joverae] 100.0
Reporting age. ..., e, 254241493 | 2,347,062 || 2,004, 711 @ 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 [...,..
290, 706 316,820 198,649 147:39T || 12,0 | 13.5 9.9 Ov X
753, 595 777, 215 653, 418 543,150 | 3L.T | 33.%{ 32.6 | 33.4

630,588 | 585,308 SO1,579 | 435,501 || 26,0 | 4.0 | 25,0 | z6.a

45to 54 years.,,,..... v 446,986 384, 490 379,772 286, 183 8.4 16,4 | 189 6

§s years and over....,,... 302,528 283, 730 271, 263 222, 208 1z, 5 12.1 I35 3.7

55 to 64 years. .., .,... 205,066 200, 070 181,204 fouvyiu..a,. 8.3 8.5 90 [ieenan

65 years and over... ., 96, 562 83, 669 89,069 |...,.,... . 4.0 3-0 45 |ovenns

Not reporting age. ., ,,....... 30,311 7,014 5,804 O]

—
— 0
! Excludes 40,872 occupants of farm homes with form of tenure not reported.
* Not shown in the reports of the census of 18go, as the nwmber not reporting age was distributed among
the several age groups.
#Included with tenants,

The data for farmers classified by age in 1920 and 1910 are
based on the farm census and represent farm operators, while
the figures for 1900 and 1890 are hased on the population census
and represent occupants of farm homes. For general comparative
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purposes the difference should not be material, however, since
most farm operators are also occupants of farm homes, and vice
versa; and for 1900 the actual differences between the two sets
of figures are negligible. For 1890, however, especially in some of

~ the Southern and Western States, a considerably larger number

of farm homes than of farms was reported, and especially a larger
number of rented farm homes than of tenant farms. ~ Even these
differences probably have little effect on the distribution of the
tenure classes by age; hence the base figures and the age distribu-
tion are presented in Table 30 without modification. But in the
case of the percentages of tenancy shown for the several age groups
in Table 31 all of the percentages, both for 1890 and 1900, have
been so adjusted that the figure for all ages combined may agree
with the percentage of tenancy shown by the farm census.

TABLE 31.—PERCENTAGE OF TENANCY AMONG FARM OPERATORS
Iy Eace AGE GROUP: 1890 TO 1g20.

[Percentages for 1900 and 18gc based on data for occupants of farmz homes,
but adjusted to conform with total percentage of tenancy among farm oper-
ators, Data for the groups of farmers discussed on page 89 in bold-
fnc]ed type. Figures for 1920 and 1910, by divisions and States, in Table
63, .

AGH. 1920 1910 1500 1890
Total.. coviiiinensaiienns 381 370 35:3 28,4
Under a5 Years, covvvvnersrrennss 75. 8 75.6 7.8 56-2
2510 34 VOAIS v sneiiraniiians s6.5 1 7 350 543 42.1
astogqvears......o i, 39.7 373 35.3 301
450 54 VeATS (v innereninanis 30.2 26,8 29,0 23.0
sstoGavears....iiiiniiniiiiins 20,7 an T 20,7
4.7
65 years and over, .. .. .earsen.. 16. 5 I5-1 14.9

In Figure ¢ the number of farm tenants and the number of
owner-operators (including managers) are shown graphically, by
age, for the North, South, and West, in such manner as to bring
out the progression from tenancy to ownership as the age in-
creases. Figure 1o shows, for selected States, the decreasing
percentage of .tenancy from age group to age group-—a rapid de-
crease for the Northern and Western States and a slower decrease
for the Southern States, with a much larger percentage of tenancy
remaining in the older age groups.
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FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES.

Figure 11 shows, in consolidated form, for the United States
and for the North, South, and West, the percentage of tenancy
for each age group and for the four census years from 1890 to
The most significant feature of this diagram, perhaps,
is the relation between the bars representing the percentage of
tenancy in a given age group for the four censuses, a great
majority of the cases showing a continuous, though small, in-
crease from census to census, except between rgoo and 1910.

1920.

F16. 11.—PERCENTAGE oF TENANCY IN EAcH Ace GROUP, FOR THE NORTH, SOUTH,
aNp WesT: 1890 TO 1020:

B 1920 1910 221890 .
PER | PER
CENT UNITED STATES— THE NORTH |CENT
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For farmers of all ages the proportion of tenants in 1920, as
shown in Table 31, was 38.1 per cent, but among the younger
farmers the proportion was very much higher (75.8 per cent for
those under 25 years of age), and among the older farmers it was
very much lower (16.5 per cent for those 65 years old and over).
Both for 1920 and for each of the earlier years the percentage of
tenancy shows a continuous decrease from age group to age group
as the age increases. These figures alone would tend to support
in a general way the theory of the agricultural ladder, since they
show that relatively few farmers remain tenants by the time they
reach the age of 65. In actual numbers there were only 96,562
farm tenants 65 years of age and over in 1920, as compared with
483,994 farm owners in the same age group.,

Again, we may take a group of farmers roughly identical from
census to census, or more accurately a series of groups, each made
up mainly of the survivors from the preceding group. - Thus, the
farmers in the group 25 to 34 years of age in 1890, with 42.1 per
cent of tenancy, would most of them be in the group 35 to 44 years
of age in 1900, which shows only 35.3 per cent of tenancy. The
survivors of this group in 1910 would be from 45 to 54 years of age
and the figures show 26.8 per cent of tenancy; and in 1920, at the
age of 55 to 64 years, the tenancy percentage shows again a de-
crease to 20.7. This particular group of farmers (represented by
the diagonal line of bold-faced figures running down through
Table 31), most of them starting as farm operators between 1880
and 1890, appears to have been more aggressive than any of the
other groups, for, considering the United States totals alone, it
contains the only age groups showing in any census year a smaller
percentage of tenancy than the corresponding age group of the
preceding census year. Except where these farmers come in, every
age group shows a uniformly increasing percentage of tenancy
from 18g0 to 1920. ‘

The increase in the percentage of tenancy from year to year, as
shown for the several age groups, indicates that the general increase
in the proportion of tenants among farm operators is fairly well
distributed among the age groups. At first glance it might appear
that the increase was more marked in the younger ages. A careful
study of this point shows, however, that this is not the case. In
Table 32, the proportion of tenants is expressed in the form of the
number of tenants per 1,000 farm operators, and the percentage
of increase in this number is shown for each of the three decades
covered by the available statistics.
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%0 FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES.

TaBLE 32.—NUMBER OF TENANTS PER 1,000 FARMERS IN Eace Acy Group, WITH
PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE: 1800 TO 1920.

[Figures for 1900 and 1890 based o1 data for occupants of farm homes but adjusted to conform with total
percentage of tenancy among farm operators. Maximum percentages of increase for each division in

bold-faced type.]
NUMBER OF TENANTS PER 1,000 L
i FARMERS. PER CENT OF INCREASE.
DIVISION AND AGE.
1920 1910 1900 1850 1910-1920 | 1900-1910 | 1890-1900
UNITED STATES.

Total......... I, 381 370 353 284 3.0 4-8 24+ 3
Tnder 25 Years. .. vvveeieniennes 758 756 418 562 0.3 53 27.8
250 34 YEATS iivuuiaerinnas crvas 563 550 543 42t 2.4 1.3 29.0
3510 44 years........ [P 07| . 373 353 301 6.4 5.7 17,3
45 to 54 years., 302 268 290 230 12,7 —7.6 26.x

O 64 VEATS oot viiinriens terars 207 21T 207 ~I.9 I.
55 t0 64 ¥ ta7 9 aha
G5 yearsand Qver....vviieiiennns 165 131 149 0.3 1.3
NEW ENGLAND,

Totel.eeiviinnin s .. 74 79 o4 93 —6.3 —16.0 LI ~
Under 25 Years......ovivuneeran. 223 239 31x 271 —6. 7 —23.2 14.8
25 t0 34 years,.,....... s . 170 174 212 206 23| =179 2.9 -

. 103 r1o 132 137 —6. 4 ~16.7 —3.6 é
4510 54 VEALS i vviiainirnniienn, 63 66 8y 8o ~4.3 —24.1 . 8.8 :
550 64 VEATS... il st 37 48 54 —a2.9 ~11.1
48 —8.3
65 years and OVEr. . .ovivaiiaeen, 20 30 34 —3.3 —I1.8
MiobrLE ATLANTIC,

b 1 7} PN 207 223 253 221 —2 —II.p 14.8
Under 25 years...... Cerraeaiaaes 553 597 649 543 —7-4 —8.0 19,5
25 to 34 years,, 420 438 503 432 —4.1 —12.9 16.4
35to 44 vears......... 261 2498 330 289 —. T —15.8 142
45 to 54 vears,........ 161 146 21y 214 —8.5 —~18.9 1.4
55 to 64 years.. 102 120 137 " 150 ~I2.4 207
6z vearsand over........... 0000, 66 w2 %0 4 —8.3 —10.0 || )

East Norra CENTRAL.

Totalieiereerrrieerrrninins 281 270 263 228 41 2.7 15.4
Tnder 25 YeaTS . vvvvivracnrornss 668 |- 708 657 550 —5.6 7.8 19.5
25 t0 34 Years......... 523 5I5 492 420 6 404 7.3
35 to 44 years 324 204 298 257 10.2 —I.3 16.0
45 to 54 vears., 101 i74 196 156 0.8 —1I.2 25.6
s5to 64 years........ v iraeaeean 116 119 1y 86 ~2.5 I.7
63 yearsand over,............. - 3 6y 71 9.0 —5.6 4-0

WESsT NORTH CENTRAL.

Total.,ivesianan 342 309 206 240 107 44 23.3
Under 25 Years...ovveeevennennsn 730 696 659 539 49 5.6 22.3
25 to 34 vears. . ..oaials 574 498 50% 370 153 —1.8 37.0
35 to 44 years... . 347 203 286 236 18.4 2.4 21.3
45 to 54 years...... 212 101 214 166 IT.0 —I0. 7 28,9
55 to 64 years........ 41 I42 42 E- 1 3 R, .

113 - 3.4
65 years and Over.. .. iiienniinrs. 58 By 100 12.6 ~13.0

1 A minus sign (—) denotes decrease.
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TABLE 32.—NUuMBLER OF TENANTS PER I,000 FARMERS IN Eacu Acr GrROUP, WITH
PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE: 1890 10 1gze—Continued,

NUMBER OF TENANTS PER 1,000 S
FARMERS. 4 PHR uem oI INCREASTS!
DIVISION AND AGE.
1920 1910 1900 1890 1910-1920 | 1900-1910 | 1890-1900
Soure ATLANTIC.

LOtAL e i 467 450 442 385 1.y 3-8 4.8
Under 25 YeaT8, oo iiivieaeraeins Bos 800 952 Goy a6 6.4 39
25 tO 34 YOAIS. .o ioviiiinraies [H] Goy fog 483 2.5 o8 25.1
35 LO 44 yeurs.oo oo 478 458 414 303 4 10,6 5.3
45 tO 54 years. oo iiiiiiinn 410 ELT 384 342 12.3 -39 123

L0 6 1 ¢ T k 3 k = 3
55 o 04 yers 3on 313 330 265 3 52 3.6
65 years and over,, oo, 254 252 260 08 —3.1
Fast SourhH CENTRAL,

o T T A7 50y 481 283 —2.0 5.4 256
Wnder a8 YOS, ueeierriversiins 8op 826 e 507 —2 1 6.0 30.5
25 L0 34 VOO essrsaeiiarisionins 6an 637 61y 470 —13 3.2 31.3
3500 49 VOATS o v vavravrsrransas 498 499 460 37 2 8.5 22.0
45 B0 Bg YORTE v v viainnirerirnnrs A37 408 415 343 7.9 ~2.4 21,0
85 t0 64 FOOIS .. v 330 23t 340 s6a —013 —a.6 o
65 yours and Overo oo e are 275 283 Q4 w2, 8

Wesr Soury CHNIRAL,

Ot i 530 52y agt 386 o4 "3 27.3
Under 25 Yo, coviviniscisarss #18 823 758 518 -0.6 8.6 ar.r
25 10 34 FOUTS oo [ilit4 652 Grz 400 2.3 6.7 30.3
3510 44 VOIS oL viviiieiaiaianss 531 (34 469 3rr 3.0 9.0 afh. 4
4510 54 YOS, .o vveirrrirrrranire 452 412 4135 kX1 7.1 Iy a3 L
550 64 YOS, civisiaaines 343 347 340 253 —r.2 o3 9.2
65 years and over.., ... 278 204 a0 —54 1.0

MOUNTAIN,

Botal, e, 154 108 123 P2 42.6 —1n v, 8
Tnder 25 YearS.eiiiereeire. ETE] xy32 253 137 81.3 ~24 T 84.7
2510 34 YOATS..ci vt i s 211 147 x75 98 43-5 -16,0 78,6
3510 44 YRS o ii i, 158 1I0 124 ;) 43.6 —11.3 “0. 7
4810 54 YOS it i 121 86 101 55 40,7 T4 O 83.6
5510 64 YERrs,...oiiue... 87 67 8 ” 29,9 ~16.3 } 438
65 years and over.,, .o 60 47 6o 46.8 —a%. Y

Pacie,

b 2% ¢ 200 172 197 x4y 16.3 —12.7 340
Tnder 25 YEArs... oo vveioraiion 47r 434 396 272 8.3 9.6 45.6
2510 34 YRAS... . ciiiiiiiarinens 364 313 323 224 16. 7 —3 4 44+ 2
35 t0 44 YEATS. . ... 247 189 237 163 30.7 —16 5 36:3
4510 54 YEATS, o it 146 119 169 119 a3.q —29.6 4200
5510 64 YRATS... it iiviiiieniiaes 00 04 127 8 4.3 =26, 0 } g
65 years and over, .o 67 63 89 6.3 —29.2

L A minus sign (—) denotes decrease,
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For the United States as a whole the maximum increase from
1890 10 1900 was in the group from 25 to 34 years of age; for the
decade 19oo-1910, in the group 35 to 44 years of age; and for the
decade 1910-1920, in the group 45 to 54 years old. The figures
for the geographic divisions, and similar figures that might be
worked out for individual States, confirm the general statement
that tenancy is increasing among the older farmers as well as
among the younger, and increasing recently more rapidly among
the older than among the younger.

This means that the increase in tenancy can not be explained
altogether as a result of larger and larger numbers of young
farmers having recourse to tenancy as one of the stages on the
agricultural ladder, by reason of the exhaustion of the supply of
free land and the increase in farm-land prices; and the number of
instances where there has been a marked increase in the number
of tenants per 1,000 farmers in the groups from 55 to 64 years of
age and 65 years and over indicates that the explanation is not
to be found either in the assumption of a longer duration of the
tenancy stage. - ‘

So far as concerns the changes between 1910 and 1920 some
allowance must be made for the effect of war conditions prevailing
i 1920, when large numbers of young men who under normal
conditions would have been farming were still in the Army or in
manufacturing industries. The call to military service and the
attractiveness of the war industries must have reduced materially
the number of men who started farming during the three or four
years just preceding 1920; and granting that a high percentage of
the men starting start as tenants, these factors would reduce
somewhat the number of tenants per 1,000 farmers in the age
group from 25 to 34 years, and incidentally reduce slightly the
percentage of tenants among all farmers. They might also
reduce the number of tenants per 1,000 farmers in the group
under 25 years of age, though the principal effect here would be
to reduce the size of the group as a whole. . (There were 383,680
farmers in this group in 1920, as compared with 419,330 in 1910.)
With fewer competitors for the agricultural opportunities, how-
ever, it might well be that a larger percentage of the young men,
both in this group and in the group from 25 to 34 years of age,
would be able to acquire farms immediately, and a smaller per-
centage would make their start as tenants, simply as a result of.
the reduced number of would-be farmers. In any case, however,
the effect of the war conditions would not extend beyond the
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second age group (25 to 34 years) and would hardly affect the
tenancy percentagesfor either of these groups enough tomodify any
of the generalizations based on the figures in Table 32. ‘

Since the evidence at hand does not give a very positive support
to the claim that the increase in the percentage of farm tenancy
in the United States is mainly the result of the more extensive
use of tenancy as a step toward ownership, it must be assumed
that there has been an appreciable increase in permanent tenancy,
though as measured by the actual increase in number of tenants
per 1,000 farmers the increase has mnot reached very large
dimensions. Taking separately the figures for the different sec-
tiong of the country the evidemce does not lend itself readily
to any uniform interpretation. Hence one may reasonably con-
clude that in this question, as in a number of other respects, it is
not possible to formulate a single explanation which will fit all
parts of the country, and that generalizations based on the figures
for the country as a whole must partake somewhat of the nature
of a compromise. In the Southern divisions, for example, there is
no doubt that the increase in the tenancy percentages since 1890
represenits mainly an increase in permanent tenancy. In the
New England and Middle Atlantic divisions there is a tendency
toward a lower percentage of tenancy. In the Mountain and
Pacific divisions there have been enormous increases in the num-
ber of farms, largely acquired in the first instance under the home-
stead laws, thus leaving little room for tenancy as a stage in the
process of acquiring ownership of a farm. In the East and West
North Central divisions—the corn-belt States—there is the best
‘evidence that the increasing number of farmers operating tem-
porarily as tenants and the increasing period of tenancy preceding
ownership have been important factors in the increase of the
number of tenants per 1,000 farmers. And even here, in the last
decade, the highest relative increase in the numbet of tenants
per 1,000 farmers in any age group is shown in the group from
35 to 44 years of age, and the oldest group—65 years of age and
over—shows a greater increase in tenancy than the average for all
ages combined. o

The theory of the agricultural ladder does not lose its interest
or value, however, simply because this application of it fails to
explain away, or to make of merely temporary significance, the
indicated increase in tenancy in the United States. It is of par-
ticular interest when the tenure figures are taken in greater detail
than that involved in merely separating the owners from the
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tenants. This greater detail is given in Table 33, which shows
for each age group the percentage in each of five tenure classes
for 1920 and 1910. The most significant aspect of this table is
brought out, perhaps, by cousidering the age group which shows
the maximum percentage for each of the several kinds of tenure.
For convenience these maximum figures are printed in bold-faced
type. '

‘TanLy 33.—Prr CENT DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS IN EACH AGE GrOUP BY TENURE,
ARRANGED TO SHOW PROGRESSION FROM ONE TENURE 7O ANOTHER, BY GEo-
GRAPHIC DIVISIONS: I920 AND IQIO,

[Bold-faced figures indicate the age group in which the tenure reaches its maximum importance.

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION BY TENURE, PER CENT DISTRIBUTION DY TENURE,
1920, - 1910,1
DIVISION AND AGE. | Share | Cash Share | Cash n
Sl??]’d&- un&sggci- Part OV:VF;;;II}S, ovgllg!s sl‘;gfe- unzggd Part ovfn'-:zlgs, 5;11111_
X -
cash | fied |[TWDErs moer(i_:i' free. || cash | fied [OWRETS mog.‘- fers.
tenants.jtenants. gaged. tenants.[tenants, gaged. ree.

UNITED STATES.
Under 25 vears, .. ... 63. 4 12. 4 5.0 7. 6. 10.2 56.4 19.2 45 5.4 130
25 t0 34 years......,. 42,7 13.8 8.9 7.1 16.2 EL 31 17.8 9.3 13.6 25,0
astogqyears........ 28. % I X 10.5 22.0 26. 6 33. § 13.8 1.5 19.2 arn.o
45 to 54 years, 2T, 1 9.0 9.8 21.6 376 16. 2 10. 97 10.9 20.1 413
5510 64 years, .. 14.2 6. 5 i 0.7 §L.2 124 8.7 83 18.2 51.8
65 years and over,...| 10.8 87 a4 4.1 64.1 8.1 7.0 Ay T4:4 65.4

NEW ENGLAND,
Under 25 years... ... 8.1 14.2 45 3nxl . 272 6.5 17.3 3.4 327 314
25 t0 34 Vears, ....... 4% 2.2 4.8 45.0 2.9 39 13.6 3.8 40.5 33-3
3sto 44 vears........ 2.6 94 48] 4s.3] 3By 2.1 8.9 37) arv) 438
4510 54 vears, . 1.4 A0 44 348 51.6 I.2 54 3.4 31.9 $5-4
sstobgyears........ o7 501 3% 25: 9 64 3 c.8 40 2.9 25+ 5 6.0
65 years and over..., 0.4 2.4 25 .4 75.9 0.4 2.9 20X 192 76.4

MIDDLE ATLANTIC.
Under 25 years...... 39.4 15.9 50 20, % 139 375 22,1 40 " 16 ° 4.5
25to gq years.,,..... 2o 150 504 300 | 1709 25. % 8.1 58 26. 5 2I. T
35to g4 vears........ I5.2 16.9 6.2 33-3 36l 334 1244 6.7 30.1 331
4stosqvyears.,,..... Cgex 7.0 5.8 28.9 47T 93 8.3 6.3 28.6 45.8
s5tobqyears........ 55 47 48 24T 503 6.0 6.0 5.0 252 567
65 years and over, ;. 2.9 37 35 14.6 71.4 28[ 44l 30 20,4 | 68.8
BAST

NORTH CENTRAL,
Under 25 years...... 53.2 13.6 6.8 47 8.9 5,07 167 6.9 Ir.3 9.0
2510 34 years. ...,... 38.0 14.3 95 24.6 1.8 354 16,2 5 20.6 4.9
3s5toqq vears......., 24 10.0 12.0 29.9 24:3 192 002 14.7 26,7 28,0
45t0 54 years, .. ..., 131 6.0 I 4 28, 5 39.9 I3 6.1 13.5 27,1 41.2
55t0 64 years..,..... 79 37 &7 24-2 549 77 43 w.al 244] 33-2
65 vears and over. ,,. 46 2.8 51 .80 69.4 381 29 szl 1831 69.5

1 Percentages based on total number of farmers in age group, including managers, for which class no
figures are presented in this table, :
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FABLE 33.—Pur CEnT DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS IN BEACH AGE GROUP BY TENURE,
ARRANGED TO SHOW PROGRESSION FrROM ONE TENURE T0 ANOTHER, BY GEo-

GRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920 AND 1g9ro—Continued.

[Bold-faced figures indicate the age group in which the tenure reaches its maximum importance.]

PER CENT DISTR{EFOT{ON BY TENURH,

PER CENT DISTngi'(d‘ITIION BY THNURE,

Shase

Cash

Share

Cash

DIVISION AND AGE. Full rull | Pt
and | and u Full || and | and n
share- lunspeci| Tart jowness, oy | chore. fungpeciy Fort OTuers) ol
cash | fied [ovwners | morte |57, cash { fied [OWners mord- crs,
tenants.|tenants, gaged. tenants. |tenants, gaged, | free,
WEST
NORTH CENTRAL.
Under ag years,..... 55.5 ETRS 81 10.0 6.4 49,9 19.6 Nt wex 4
2510 34 years........|  30.4 18.0 143 185 8.4 32,0 178 5.9 16,6 |  16.4
35044 vears......., 22,9 1.8 18,8 an. o 06 179 1.4 19.6 25.7 2405
45 t0 54 years. ... 4. X [ Ty 29.8 306 X%, 7 95 18. 6 27.0 3409
55to 64 years........ 9.3 4.9 13,2 a7 8 a4 7 8.6 56 X4 T 25 ¥ 46,3
65 years and over. . ,, 6.0 38 78 21, 3 60.7 48 3.9 ™y 20,2 63,2
SOUTH ATLANIIC,
White farmers.
Under 25 years,,....[ 38,5 13.4 4.0 50 17,2 52.2 20,81 g0 403 P IR
25 to 34 years........| 383 I%.7 509 12X 29. 8 33.3 16. 6 7o 9.8 32 r
35 t0 44 years, ... ... 256 0. €.3 13.9 45.2 21.3 x5y 8.3 12.0 A5 6
45 10 54 years........ 18.4 Ted 5.8 I3 X 54T 155 8.8 I3 1.6 5.6
55 10 64 years, ,...... 13.1 55 43 0.4 65. 5 12.6 75 5y o8 63.7
G5 vears and over.. .. 0.8 4.6 3.0 6.9 75.0 8.5 55 33 na 747
Colored farmers.
Under 25 years. . ... 4 76,9 15.5 .0 0.0 4: G 60,0 316 Iy T 5ed
25 t0 34 years, ......, 63. % 2T, 2 37 2.6 86 48.8 33.9 30 2.8 10, 4
astoaq vears.,...... 52. 5 2% 8 5.8 45 I5:1 395 33.2 Gi g s 15.8
45 to 54 years, ..., 44:9 23.8 6.1 5y 10,3 325 31 7.8 6 6 2r. 8
55 to 64 years..,..,...| aBo 21,8 6.3 6.5 'anr 28. 4 20,8 8.1 no 26,2
65 years and over....| 3209 20.1 Bl 5.9 35.6 2344 ae g 6.3 7.0 35.9
EAST
SOUTH CENTRAL.
White farners.,
Under 25 years,...,.| 63.0 10,8 49 7o 23.8 58,6 17,0 4y 4.8 45
25 to 34 years......,.| 42.0 10.3 [ 4 140 ab. 1 377 13 8 87 10.8 8.9
35to44years........| a7y 8.2 7.7 16.3 30.8 23.8 99 10.5 12,8 42.5
45 to 54 years........ 20,6 [ W "t 151 504 1704 8.0 9.3 13.2 2.6
55 to 64 years..,...., 14.8 4.8 5.3 21 62,0 I3.1 6.7 6.9 10:4 62.6
65 years and over.. ., 0.1 4T 3.4 8.0 74,2 8.4 4-9 3.8 [ 75,4
Colored Furmers.
Under 25 years...,..] 79.8( 1s5.% x4 o8 a1 62.5( 33.3 o9 2 2.0
28to 34 years,.......| 66.9 23.9 aa 2.3 46 40.0 41T 202 3.3 43
3510 44 years........| 58.3 ab. 4 3.0 3.8 8.0 393 44,6 3.9 50 (S
45tosqyears........| 472 30,9 43 5.3 %4 304 44-3 6.0 6 1.6
55t064 years....,...] 4.3 28.8 4.2 6.3 19:3 28,2 40.8 5.9 8.8 16, 2
65 years and over....| 3wy 26. 2 37 504 26.6 28. 5 379 48 8.7 23.5

1 Percentages based on total number of farmers in age group, including managers, for which clags no
figures are presented in this table,
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TABLE 33.—PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS 1v EacH Acr GROUP BY TENURE,
ARRANGED TO SEHOW PROGRESSION FROM ONE TENURE TO ANOTHER, BY GEO-

GrAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920 AND rgro—Continued.

[Bold-faced figures indicate the age group in which the tenure reaches its maximum importance,]

PER CENT DISTRIBUTION BY TENURE,
1820.%

PER CENT msrnig(ngN BY THENURL,

DIVISION AND AGE. | Share | Cash Share | Cash
and | and | pou O‘Sﬁﬂs Full || and | and 1 opp ovf:xlllclxlrs
share- |unspeci-| lowners, || share- lunspeci- e
cash | fied |owmers | mort Ty Tl “cash | fied [|OWRers.) mort.
tenants.|tenants gaged. tenants, tenants. gaged,
WEST
SOUTH CENTRAL,
White farmers.
Under 25 years......| 7L.6 6.8 55 6.0 9.3 68.8 1.4 44 43
25 to 34 years....... g 847 7 3 8.1 3.6 15.5 495 Ir. T 8.2 1o,y
35 t0 44 years,..... [ TR 6.3 9,7 18.0 25.3 35:3 9.3 10.5 1§00
45 t0 34 Vears. .. ..., 31.3 g2 9.6 19.4 339 .3 8.3 9.8 15.7
55 to 64 years..... ved| 229 45 7.6 18.x 46.3 21,7 70 78 43
65 years and over,,..| 16,4 4o 2 501 13.% 60,2 1505 50 4.9 1.3
Colored farmers.
Uunder 25 years...... 85.4 5.5 2.3 1.6 5T 76.2 13.7 .9 T.9
25 to 34 years...,....| 758 8.4 3.6 3.6 8.3 §4.o 7.9 35 3.9
35to4q years........ 66.3 10.4 44 5.6 13.0 5446 9.2 53 58
45tosqyears.,......| s8.5 1.0 5.1 7.5 17.8 449 19,9 6.3 7.9
55 t0 64 years....... J 407 10.0 4-6 8.3 2.3 40,7 71 55 8.5
65 years and over....| 42.2 4 3.7 74 37.2 36, | 158 3.8 "y
MOUNTAIN.
Under 2 years,.....| 26.2 8.6 12,2 7| 3tz 12.4 6.8 6.9 o
astogqyears........| 149 6.4 17.6 300 29,1 8.4 6.0 9.8 13.0
sstogavyears........| 102 5.6 7.5 3.6 30.4 59 [T} 9.8 18.2
4510 54 years, . ,.,... 7.6 4.6 15.3 32.8 385 4.3 4T 9.0 18.6
:5’[06437&;5......., 5.2 3.4 I12.0 30.3 479 35 3.2 [ 3 1.0
5 years and over. ... 2.8 3.1 8.3 23.7 60.2 2.1 2.6 45 I3
PACIFIC.
Under 25 years...... 28.5 18.5 10.% 22,1 140 24.8 18.7 95 142
25t0 34 years........ 18.4 18.0 13.1 29.3 .0 T4 1 .1 12,4 221
3stosqyears........| 1oz 14.6 12.% 33.8 25.2 7.6 IT.3 12.7 27.0
45 t0 54 years,....... 6.0 8.7 11.8 338 375 405 7.5 1.4 26.9
55to 64 years........ 3-5 .
: 4 55 93| 30r| 40.8 3-4 549 8.9 23,0
ea .
5 years and over, ... 2.3 44 6.1 2402 61.f1 2.0 43 6. x 18,1

0. 8§
0.9
29. 3
38.3
48.8
62.1

Gor
iy
4.9
20, 9
28. ¢
36.8

64.5
6o. 4
593
62.6
69. 2
78.5

26. 6
ao.a
383
41.6
56,1
68,3

! Percentages based on total number of farmers in age group,

figures are presented in this table.

including managers, lor which class no

In every case, both for the United States as a whole and for the
percentage of share tenants appears
5 years).

several divisions, the highest
in the first age group (under 2
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For cash tenants the maximum percentage based on the United
States totals falls in the second age group (from 25 to 34 years),
though for a number of divisions the maximum falls, with that for
share tenants, in the first group; and for the colored farmers in the
Southern divisions it is uniformly in the fourth group (from 45 to
54 years).

The third tenure class shown in the table comprises the part
owners—those owmners who rent additional land (the additional
land hired being somewhat less, in the aggregate, than the amount
of land owned). For the United States and for most of the divisions
(again excluding the. southern colored farmers) the maximum
percentage for this class falls in the third age group (from 35 to 44
years), coming in the second age group (from 25 to 34 years) only
for the New England, Mountain, and Pacific divisions. ' )

The fourth tenure class comprises full owners mortgaged; for
the United States and for several of the divisions the maximum
for full owners mortgaged falls in the same age group as that for
part owners. In other divisions, however, including the Middle
Atlantic, West North Central, West South Central, Mountain, and
Pacific it falls in the next older group. Hence it may be assumed
that the mortgaged full owner represents a later stage in the
progress toward full and unencumbered ownership than does the
part owner.

The final tenure class in the series, that of full owners free from
mortgage, uniformly shows the highest percentage in the oldest
group (65 years of age and over). ‘

FARMERS BY AGE AND SIZE OF FARM.

It has -already been shown that as farmers advance in age an
increasing percentage of them become owners of the farms which
they operate. There appear to be definite relations also between
the age of the farmer and the size of the farm which he operates,
though these relations are by no means uniform in the different
parts of the country. At the census of 1910 the farmers in the
several age groups were classified according to the size of the farms
which they operated. A summary of the results of this classifica-
tion is presented in Tables 34 and 35, which show for the United
States and for the North, South, and West the number of farms
in each size group classified according to the age of the farm
operator, and the per cent distribution by size.

50687°—24—7
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TABLE 34.~—~FARMERS BY AGE AND BY S1zE oF FARM, FOR THE NORTH, SOUTH, AND
WEST: 1g910.

NUMBER OF FARMS,

SECITON AND AGE, . 1,000
Potal Under19} 20to49 | 50 ta 99 |100tp 174} 17510 499 500 tpo 999 acres
v acres. acres, acres. acres. acres, acres, and
over,
UNITED STATES,
Totel .. ..eaes..-| 6,361,502 839, 166 {1,414,376 (1,438,060 (1,516,286 | 078,175 | 125,205 | s0/135
Reporting 8ge. ........| 6,339,476 || 831,082 [r,410,385 {1,434,942 |1,512,413 | 976,051 | 124,871 | 49,732
Under 25 years....[ 419,330 05,870 | 135,158 75, 508 71,907 35,112 4,258 1,517
25 10 34 years. ... .f 1,413,876 || ' 185,001 | 365,847 | 310,330 | 320,683 | 199,347 | 23,117 | 8,651
35 to 44 years. . ...| 1,871,469 || 168,962 { 332,878 { 3yx,193 | 390,383 | 255,138 | 35,430 | 12,677
45 to sq years......| 1,432,707 || 156,064 | 268,616 | 333,007 | 366,705 | 264,624 | 35,141 | 14,650
sstobqyears...... 047,524 x23,53% | 188,364 | 221,001 | 228,461 | ¥56,625 | 21,134 8,318
65 yearsand over..| 554,570 || 106,754 | rzgysez.| rzz,er4 | 116,494 741205 9,782 3,919
Not reporting age...... 22,026 8,084 3,661 35127 3,873 2,124 424 403
THE NORTH,
Tatal,....vvvenus| 2,800,618 246,042 | 401,332 { 609,417 | Bsz,051 | 582,798 | 64,313 | 14,68%
Reportingage. ., ......| 5,880,078 || 272,375 | 399,823 | 697,587 | 850,107 | 581,446 | 64,743 | 14,507
Under 25 years.... 124,882 7, 428 7,745 32,519 42,930 22,287 2,475 422
25 to 34 years..,... 573,806 34,633 66,678 138,670 | 104,212 | 123,013 | - 13,183 2, §1%
35 to 44 vears..,... 757,348 54,390 87,028 175,036 | 225,674 } 155,377 | 16,243 3622
45 to 54 years......| 6oy, 814 6r,122 | oI, 489 | 165,769 | zo1,839 | 154,773 | 18,700 | 4,713
s5lo 64 years......| 469,315 575335 1 7THO75 | 315,085 ) 127,046 | 85,426 | 10,043 | 2,405
6 yearsand aover. .| 296,913 snate | 59,810 70,528 | 64,397 ( 39700 | 4,000 918
Not reporting age...... 10,540 3,664 I, 500 1,830 1,044 1,332 170 88
THE SOUTH.
Totaliiva,.vonne.] 3,007,547 500,614 933,907 | 604,737 | 567,544 | 322,612 | 41,183 | 20,950
Reporting age, .. ......| 3,080,900 498,270 | 053,585 | 693;557 | 60,650 | 322,038 | 4x,020 | 20,480
Under 25 years.... 298,233 86,710 | 1155419 4%,316 23, 8or 9,222 1,083 682
25 to 34 years...... 762, 109 141,463 288, 580 x63,058 110,245 495476 5,863 3,418
35 toaq vears. ..., B 756, 499 89717 230,628 | 184,060 147, 216 Bo, 124 9,731 5,014
45 to 54 vears. ... 641,962 73,299 | 162,033 155,554 | 141,739 or, 837 | 11,656 5,864
s5todqvears..,.,.| 422,883 55,228 | you,050 | 99,377 | 93,680 | 61,450 | 8,346 | 3,843
65 yearsand over,, 238, 223 41,873 54,9066 50, 186 44,978 29,930 45341 X,959
Not reporting age,..... 7,638 2,344 2,322 1,18 885 574 183 170
THE WEST,
Total....ooovieil) - 33,337 62,510 57,137 43,915 | 103,601 | 72,785} 19,799 | 14500
Reporting age,........| abg, 489 60,437 56,977 43,798 | 101,647 72,867 | 19,708 § 14,355
Under 25 years, . .. 16, 215 1,735 1,904 1,673 6,067 3633 700 413
25 to 34 years, (... R 1773961 g, Bog 10, 80 8, 6oy 25, 226 16,958 4,071 2,416
351044 years, ... 97; 622 14,838 15,224 1z, 107 26, 293 19,637 | 51465 | 4,041
45t0 54 years...... 92,931 15,663 15,004 13,584 | 23,327 18,014 | 5,376 4073
55 to 64 vears,...., 55,326 10,968 9,339 6, 629 13,835 i 9,740 2y 743 2,090
65 yearsand over..| 29,434 9r 413 4,446 3, 200 71069 4583 1,351 1,042
Not reporting age....., 3,848 2,073 6o 117 1,044 218 or 148
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‘PaBLY 35.—PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS 1IN EicH AGE GROUP, BY SiZE .
oF FarM, FOR THE NorTH, SOUTH, AND WEST: 1910,

[Maximum percentages for each size group in bold-faced figures.]

Under | 20to | 50ta | 100to | 175to | 500 to | 1000

SECIION AND AGE. Total, || 20 49 99 174 499 990 " { ACrES

acres, | acres. | acres, | acres. | acres. | acres. | 8H
over.
UNIBD STATES.

Total .....veivvevivier...] 100,00 13 19 22. 23 22. 6o 23,83 15.38 Loy 0. 79
Under 25 years ., .vevvaveine.| 100,00 22,86 32.23 18. 01 17,15 8.37 1.0z ©.36
a5 to 34 years.. ... ves 100, 00 X315 25, 88 21,905 23.32 13. 46 1. 64 o. 61
35togayears........ V. I00. 00 Io. 78 21. 18 23.62 25- 40 16. 24 2. 00 0. 81
45tosqvears........ 100, 00 10. 47 18, 75 23. 24 25, 60 18, 47 2.45 1.02
55t064VeaArS. .o 100, 00 13,04 19. 88 23.33 24 11 16, 53 2, 23 o.88
65 years and over..........,.. Q0. 00 10,28 21, 55 22-34 21. 00 %3-38 1.96 o

THE NORTH.

" Motall,.iiieriiiereiees.|  100.00 955 13.88 24, 20 29+ 48 20,16 2,22 o. 31
Under 25 Vears...o.ovviyenenns 100.00 5.05 14. 21 26, 04 33 66 1. 82 1.98 0.34
251034 VeArS, . ciiviasiiinnias| TOD.OO 6,04 11, 62 24,17 33. 85 21. 59 2.30 |[© 044
35t044years. . oiiiiiininn s 100, 00 .58 12,13 24+ 40 35, 46 21, 66 2. 26 ©. 50
45t0 54 VEATS . v vrivruiirionus 100. 00 8, 46 I3.11 23. 45 28,02 | 22,18 2,60 0.68

55064 VEAIS. .. vttt i iens 100, 00 12422 16, 42 24+ 52 25.08 18, 20 2. 14 034
65 years and over.,,.......,...] Io00.00 19,36 20. 14 23,95 21, 69 13.3% 1.38 ©. 31
THE SOUTH.

Total. s vivverinneiiinnns 100, 00 16, 16 30.86 22, 43 813|100 42 1.33 0. 68
Under a5 YEATS .o vvvvviiensnen 100, GO 31,16 41.48 14. 85 8. 55 3031 0.30 ©. 25
2510 34 YORTS. . oguvuiinirayn. 100. 00 18. 56 3787 2T. 30 T4- 4% 6.49 a7y 0. 45
35togqyears.. ... viiininn. 100, GO 13- 18 3049 24.33 19. 46 10. 59 1.29 0. 66
4510 §4 VORTS. . iiviaiiineia, s 100, 00 IT. 41 25.24 24, 23 22.08 14: 31 1.82 0.91
55to6ayears. . vrrenuiniinn, 100, 00 13. 00 24, 1T 23. 50 21.92 14,53 1,97 .91
65 years and OVelr. .uauvins.s. 100, 00 18, 38 24, 08 2X. 90 10, 7T I3. 11 1. 90 .86

THE WEST,

Total.svvevvivruorersnns| 1To0.00 16,74 | 15.30 11, 96 27 51 19-50 | & 30 3.88
Under a5 years., ......uv.v...| 100.00 10, 70 12, 30 10, 32 37. 42 22,41 4 32 2.58
2510 34 VRIS, s v vrsvainsannns 100. 00 12. 58 T3. 57 11. 04 32. 36 23. %% 532 3.48
351044 YeATS. s ivivinariiiiins 100, 00 I5. 22 IS 59 12+ 40 20,93 20. 12 5+ 60 414
45tosaveRts. ... ivenniian, 100, 00 16. 85 16,24 12,47 24. 89 19. 38 578 4.38
551064 years..., iisiiivas.n,|  ToO.00 19, 82 16. 88 1198 25. X 17. 60 4. 96 3.74
65 yearsand over..........,.. 100. 00 25.18 16,12 10. 87 24, 12 15. 58 4 50 3-54

The most significant way of interpreting these figures, perhaps,
is to'consider the percentages in the several columns as represent-
ing the relative importance of the different ages in the proprietor-
ship of the farmg in that size group. To facilitate comparisons
on this bagis, the maximuum figure in each column has been printed
Roughly, these bold-faced figures indicate the
age group which is most important in the operation of the farms

in bold-faced type.
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of the given size—not absolutely, but in proportion to the number
of farmers in the age group. In this respect it is more significant
as an index of the progress of farmers in the acquisition of larger
farms than would be a simple distribution of the farms in each
size group according to the age of the operator; for this latter
figure would be governed largely by the proportion of all farmers
in the age group, and there would be no maximums for either the
youngest or the oldest of the age groups, since these are numeri-
cally much smaller than the groups in the middle of the series.

The relation between the age of the farm operator and the size
of the farm operated is shown most satisfactorily by the figures
for the Southern States.

For the South, as a whole, 16.2 per cent of the farms in 1910 were
under 20 acres in size; but among the farms operated by farmers
under 25 years of age 31.2 per cent were under 20 acres, the min-
imum percentage for any age group being 11.4 for farmers 45 to 54
yearsof age. Again, while 30.9 per cent of the southern farms wete
between 20 and 49 acres in size, this size group represented 41.5
per cent of the farms operated by farmers under 25 years of age,
with a constantly decreasing percentage in each successive age
group up to 65 years and over, for which group the percentage
was only 24.1. Among the larger sized farms, on the other hand,
the situation was reversed. Farms from 175 to 499 acres in size,
. for example, formed 3.3 per cent of those operated by farmers
under 25 years of age; 6.5 per cent of those operated by farmers
from 25 to 34 years old; 10.6, 14.3, and 14.5 per cent, re-
spectively, of those operated by the next three age groups; and
13.1 per cent of those operated by farmers 65 years of age and over.
In the figures for the South, therefore, there appears a clear-cut,
consistent relation between the age of the farmer and the size
of the farm, the latter increasing from group to group up to the
age group 55 to 64 years and showing, in general, a slight recession
for the maximum age group 65 years and over.

Conditions in the North with respect to the two size groups
comprising farms under 50 acres in size are radically different
from those in the South, the relative importance of these small
farms increasing generally with the increase in age. This may
be explained in part by the importance of market gardens and
residential farms. Beginning with the size group from 50 to
99 acres, however, the figures for this section indicate an increase
in the gize of the farms running along with the increase in age
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up to the age group, 45 to 54 years, which represents the maxi-
mum percentage in the columns for the three groups comprising
the largest sized farms. ‘

In the West, except for the farms of 500 acres and over, the
relation between age and size which prevails in the South is
almost reversed, the older farmers holding large percentages of
the farms in the smaller size groups, while the younger farmers,
even the group under 25 years of age, hold large percentages of
the farms between 100 and 499 acres in size. This is partly the
result of the fact that among the farms last taken up under the
homestead laws were considerable numbers of dry-land farms of
large acreage. Some of the most productive and otherwise most
desirable farms in the West, too, are fruit farms of relatively
small area and irrigated farms devoted to other crops. These
doubtless make up a considerable fraction of the small farms
operated by farmers 45 years of age and older.

In general, then, while the correlations are not exact or uniform
as concerns the different parts of the country, there is a satis-
factory indication that the larger farms are operated by those
farmers who have had comsiderable experience. In the totals
for the United States, for example, farmers in the age group
from 45 to 54 years, representing, perhaps, the most efficient
period of a farmer's active service, show a larger petcentage
than any other age group for all of the groups of farms over
100 acres in size, and the farmers in the age group from 55 to 64
show percentages nearly as large.



XTI,
THE AGRICULTURAIL LADDER—FARM EXPERIENCE.

The object of the farm experience inquiries which were carried
on the 1920 agricultural census schedule was threefold: First, to
show what proportion of all farmers climb the so-called agri-
cultural ladder, from wage hand to tenant and from tenant to
owner; second, to show the average length of time spent in each
of the preliminary stages; and, third, to show the relation be-
tween the age of the farmers and their status with regard to
farm experience. ‘The special inquiries, introduced for the first
time in 1920, were as follows:

How many +years, if any, did you work on a farm for wages?...... PPN
How many years have you heen or were you atenant?......... eieiaees
How many years have you farmed as an owner?. ... . e i e

Table 36 shows, by geographic divisions, the results of the
first classification of the farm experience data for farm owners
(owner-operators) and indicates the extent to which these men
reported previous experience as tenant or wage hand. Because
of the importance of age for another part of the classification,
those schedules on which the age of the farmer was not reported
were omitted entirely from the farm-experietice tabulation. ‘The
figures in' this and subsequent farm-experience tables represent,
therefore, those cases where at least the age of the farmer and
the number of years in his present (1920) tenure were reported,
comprising about go per cent of the total number of farmers.

The total number of owners for whom age and farm experience
were reported was 3,529,743. Of this number 724,801, or 20.5
per cent, reported experience as owner, tenant, and wage hand,
covering the three stages of the agricultural ladder. Inaddition,
837,746 farm owners reported previous experience as tenant alone,
making altogether 1,562,547 farm owners, or 44.3 per cent of the
total number, who reported previous experience as tenant. Both
of these groups, so far as tenant experience is concerned, may
safely be regarded as having made complete reports, though some
of the second group may have failed to report their experience as
wage hand.! In spite of this qualification, however, the classifica-

1Tt is apparent from a study of the complete tabulation that many of the 1,468,557 farm owners who
reported experience ms owner only, at any rate, had actually had experience as wage hand or tenant—
pethaps both—but failed to report it to the enumerator, (See discussion of this point on pages 105~107.)
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tion of farmers according to the variety of farm experience which
they report is significant, since the number of farmers reporting
earlier experience in any form of tepnure other than the present
one may be taken without hesitation as a minimum, and used as
such. It is important to know, for example, that out of each 100
farm owners in the United States at least 44 have previously
operated a farm as tenant and at least 35 have worked on a farm
for wages. ‘ : '

TABLE 36.—~FaRM OWNERS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING 70 VARIETY OF FARM
EXPERIENCE, BY GTEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS! Igz0.

[Owmners who did not report both age and number of vears as owner are omitted from this tnble.']‘

FARM OWNERS REPORTING EXPERIENCE. PER CENT OF
- TOTAL Ri- Pera
PORTING
. Number reporting experience as— | PREVIOUS Ce%tia“e
* DIVISION EXPiIS{XENCE tcnuuq’r
amon;
. m}‘xgtgér. Owner, | Qwner | Ownier | grer ol i
and wage tei?xﬁt mﬁiggge only. |l opopant.| Wage Armers.
and. T . | hand.

UNITED STATES...| 3,520,743 || 724,801 | 837,746 | 498,630 | 1,468,557 M43 347 38.1
New England......... 124,288 10, 792 72294 32,214 74,008 145 34.6 704
Middle Atlantie.,.,... 203, 494 61,074 42,039 58, 321 132,060 35T 4o % 20.7
Fast North Central....| 697,072 162,338 | 141,879 122, 269 270, 586 436 40.8 28.1
‘West North Central,, .| 650,033 182,030 | 158,148 | 104,756 203,979 52.3 44-1 34.2
South Atlantic,.... o] 842,460 93,066 | 127,961 50,479 250,003 3.2 22.9 46.8
East South Central,...{ 473,101 77,692 | 157,337 28, TOT 212,071 494 22.3 497
West Soitth Central,..! 409,584 80,8058 | 150,337 27, 45T 141,091 58.6 28.6 52.9
Mountain............. 181,408 || - 35,634 | 30y530 | 40,370 74,874 365 41.9 15-4
Pacific. .o ioviiriaeins ' 155,394 31,450 22,341 34,678 66,915 34-6 42.6 20,3

In the last column of Table 36 is shown the percentage of
tenancy among all farmers. Between this column and the
column showing the percentage of owners reporting previous
experience as tenant significant comparisons may be made.
In the Mountain division, for example, where only 15.4 per cent
of the farmers in 1920 were tenants, 36.5 per cent of the owners
(or more than twice the tenancy percentage) reported previous
experience as tenant. These figures, representing, so to speak,
a very rapid “turnover,” might indicate that a large percentage
of the tenancy in this division was of the transitional variety,
and that the time spent in the tenant stage was relatively short,
though in this case it is probable that many of the men had had
this tenant experience elsewhere before coming into the Mountain
division. In the New England division, also, the percentage
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of farm owners reporting experience as tenant was practically
twice the percentage of tenancy, and in none of the other divisions
outside the South was it less than one and one-half times as
great. In two divisions of the South, however, the percentage
of tenancy was greater than the percentage of owners who had
been tenants, and in the third (the West South Central division)
the percentage of tenancy was only a little smaller. In the
South, then, the turnover from tenancy to ownership is mnot so
rapid; or, rather, by reason of the existence of a larger class of
permanent tenants, it applies to only a part of the whole number
of farm tenants.

Table 37 introduces an additional element, namely, the classi-
fication according to number of years under present (1920) tentre
and shows also for both owners and tenants the average age and
the average number of years under the present form of tenure.

TaABLE 37.—AVERAGE AGE oF FARM OWNERS AND T'ENANTS IN THE UNITED
SrarES, AND AVERAGE TIME UNDER PRESENT TENURE: 1920.

[Farmers who did not report both age and number of years as owner or tenant are omitted from this table.]

OWNERS, TENANTS, nxé’fx{{rn‘g:;:gn.
DB PRESENT BoRM " A
DER PRESEN verage verage
OF YENURE. Number, Av:;: g tg::;;;s Number. A\:lr: e ?:ﬂ:;f Ownets, Tetn-
(vears). | SOTS5, (years). (vears). ants.
Total............ 35 520,743 48.8 6.2 2,203, 760 391 1.1 00,0 100.0
1 to 4 years....... reaaa 655,525 38.4 2.4 666, 215 31.6 2.5 18.6 30. 2
stoo years....... treaen 617,520 42.0 6.8 520, 008 340 6.4 7.5 23.6
0to 14 Vears.. .oy, 548, 668 45.9 I 6 346,634 39.6 II4 16 4 7.1
1560 IO VEATS, i vuur.n.. 437,821 40. 2 16, 6 226, 507 o 437 16.3 12.4 10,3
zotozqyears........... 382,009 52.7 21 I "~ 198,138 48.6 20.9 10,8 8. x
2580 20 VEATS. i ieiaaan 259, 006 55.9 26, 2 o1, 768 52.1 26.0 1.3 42
30t0 34 YeArS. iiusryann, 230,354 597 3L.o 71,853 56,9 30.6 6.5 33
astosovears..... .. eu. T4T,022 62.8 36.2 27,738 6o.0 36.0 4.0 .3
40t0 44 vears.ii.iinnn. 126,954 66. 3 40. 8 29,993 64,5 40.3 3.6 I 4
45 years and over......, 100, 684 72.4 49- 7 14,918 70,6 49- 1 2.9 o7

The average age of farm owners in 1920 was 48.8 years, while
the average age of tenants was 39.1 years. The owners, on the
average, had been farming as owners 16.2 years, or since the age
of 32.6 years, while the tenants had been renting 11.1 years, or
since the age of 28 years. Less than one-half of the tenants (46.2
per cent) had been renting for 1o years or more, while nearly two-
thirds of the owners (63.9 per cent) had operated farms of their
oW1 10 years or more
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For both owners and tenants the number who had been farming
less than 5 years under their present form of tenure was greater
than the number in any other s-year group. ‘This is what one
might expect. If a uniform number of men began farming each
year, then the number who started in any given past year would
at the present time be equal to the number who started minus those
who had since died or changed to some other occupation. Hence,
the present number of owners who started as owners in any given
past year would be less than the present number of those who
started in any subsequent year.

The rapid fall in the number of tenants above the first group of
5 years of experience as tenants, as compared with the slower
fall in the number of owners in the corresponding groups, would
indicate that while more men may enter the ranks of the tenants
each year than become owners, they tend to leave that class in afew
years, while the owners remain. The average age of owners with
less than 5 yeats of experience as owner was 38.4 years, while
the average for tenants in the corresponding class was 31.6 years,
or 6.8 years lower.

Table 38 gives for farm owners, grouped according to variety of
farm experience and according to number of years of ownership,
the average age and the average number of years of each kind of
experience. In this table may be noted the effect of the general
tendency to report periods of years as well as ages in round numbers;
that is, to report ‘‘ 20 years,” for example, not only where the num-
ber of years was exactly 20, but also where it was 21, 22, oreven 23.
The effect of this tendency is to make most of the averages shown
in this table somewhat smaller than the true average, Since the
variation from this source is in the same direction throughout,
however, and is fairly uniform. it ma- be disregarded in any gen-
eral discussion of the data.

A large proportion of the owners were reported as becoming
owners without previous farm experience or with previous farm
experience of ounly one kind. If the average age at beginning
farm experience, which is shown in the table for the first group
only, were computed for the fourth group, by subtracting the average
total farm experience from the average age, it would appear that
the farmers who reported experience as owner only were 30.8
years old, on the average, when they began farm work, as com-
pared with 22.2 years for those who reported experience as wage
hand, tenant, and owner. '
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Tanry 38—AVERAGE AGE AND FARM EXPERIENCE OF FArM OWNERS IN THE
UnirEp S1ares, CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF YEARS A4S OWNER: 1920,

[Owners who did not report both age and number of years as owner are omitted from this table.)

OWNERS REPORTING TIME AS—

Owner, tenant, and wage hand. O‘ng; :t’_‘d
N'UM‘]:g‘g ;;Eifz.ms Average {i’rexzxrs:'perxence E,};Ee
A;;‘;r' ageat Av-

Number, | present LI | Number, | 6188€
age As | As | As I PR (;f_:)
(yrs.). | Total. || (0. g;t‘l;- lxag(f work )

- (8RS (yrs.).
Total,....cevvnvennnaa] %24,801 49:3 271 13.3 8.0 58 22.2 || B3y, 46 47.6
T1to4years.. ..., 167, 102 40.3 7.0 2.3 89 58 23:3 193471 370
stogyears,........ 143,086 446 2. § 6.8 8.7 6.0 231 156,933 42.0
IO 10 X4 VOATS i1 v visarnee.| I3X,808 487 26.1 1.6 8.3 6.0 22.6 143,401 46.3
storgyears..c..ovineenns] 96,905 | 521 3004 16,67 79| 59 25.7 || 105,578 | 499
2010 24 VEATS. oo vvvvernrsan 42,093 55.% 34+ 4 2%.2 7.3 59 2I.3 83,443 53:9
2510 20 VEALS. s vivivrrrars 43,506 584 38.2 26,3 6.3 56 20, § 5Y,474 571
30 to 34 years, XERERITERETE 33,207 62,3 42.5 3T.0 6.x 5.4 19. 8. 43,151 6r.1
herees 18,090 65.3 46.5 36.2 53 50 18.8 25,965 64.0
4010 44 YEAIS. . ouiveaens . 1T, 755 68.9 50.8 40.9 50 49 18, 1 20, 814 67.6
45 years and over....'....,. 6, ar2 94 1 57.0 48.8 4.0 do2 7T 13,513 72,9

OWNERS REPORTING TIME AS—

Owaer and tenant—

Continued.
Owner and wage hand. Owner only.
NUMBER OF vEARs | _-Average farm
AS OWNER. experience (years).

Kl
Average (l'ﬂrm ) eA:_e
experience (years), - | crag
As | AS || Nym. |Avers ’ Y Num- eAave farm
Total. | own- | ten- {| "2 age ber ;i ex-
er, | ant, *f(yrs.). As As - gs) peri-
Tatal, || own- | wage YIS | ence
er. |hand. (yrs.)t
Total..oveunun| 2205 | 1401 | 8.4l 408,630 | 48.6| 23.8( 7.0 6.8 1,468,557 | 49.2| 184

rto g years........| 1.3 2.3| o0 77:482 | 36.% 93 25| 68 217,470 | 381 2.8
stogyears........| 157 6.8 80| 84505 40.8| 137 6.8| 6.9 232,006 411 6.8
20.3 .5 90 80,960 | 44.8| 18.7 1.6 | pr 222,502 | 44-3 | 1.6
1510 x9 years......} z5.0 16.5 | 85 63,556 | 48.5 | =23.7 6.6 71 71,782 | 474 16,3
2010 24 years,,....| 29.3 21,7 | 8.2 58,586 | 52.4| 28.3 28,2 x 167,077 | 0.9 21,1

25to 29 vears,,.,..| 334 26,2 | %2 42,735 | 558 330 '26.3| 6.4 121,20t | 4.3 | 26.2
3otoggyears......| 380 | 3to| 7ofl 37,947 seo| 3n7| srz| 66| 115050| 583 3009
35to go vears,.....| 42.3 36.3| 60| =3,060] 63.3| 42.31| 36.3| 6.0 73,808 | 61.7| 36.2
qotagqyeass......| 4661 40.81 5.8 17454 | 67.0| 46.6) 40.8| 58 76,968 | 654 | 407
a5 yearsend over..| 53.8 || 48.0| 4.9 12255 73:21 547 49.4 53 68,704 | 72.0| s0.1

1 Number of years as owner, no other farm experience being reported.
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While those men who actually became farm owners directly,
without previous experience in farm work, would doubtless show a
higher average age at beginning than those who began as farm
hands working for wages, the difference would hardly be so great
(nor the number of cases so large) as the figures in the table would
indicate. On the other hand, if a part of the owners who had
actually had previous experience as wage hand or tenant, or both,
failed to report such previous experience, the higher apparent age
at beginning would be explained. It seems probable, as already
stated, that this is what took place; and while the average agesat
beginning work, as computed in the same way for farm owners
reporting only one form of previous experience—25.1 for those
reporting owner and tenant and 24.8 for those reporting owner
and wage hand—are not by any means as high as for those report-
ing experience as owner only, it is probable that there was some
failure to report experience of another kind, even here.

A word of caution must be added with regard to the use of
this table and other tables presenting data classified according
to number of years as owner or tenant as a basis for what might
be termed ‘‘historical’’ conclusions. It might appear, for ex-
ample, that significant deductions could be made from the figures
in Table 38 with regard to changes from decade to decade in
the average age at which men began to work on farms for wages.
This average age, as shown in the table, for farmers reporting
experience of all three kinds was 23.3 years for owners of less
than 5 years’ standing, as against 17.1 years for those who had
been owners 45 years and over.

It seems proba.ble that the average age at beginning farm
work for wages is higher, as a matter of fact, than it was 40 years
ago, especially in view of the greater length of time which boys
spend in school; but the difference in the computed average
ages referred to can not be assumed to represent this increase.
In fact, a careful study of the situation makes it clear that no
conclusions of ‘such historical nature can be drawn from the
results of a single mvestlgatlon however reasonable the conclu-
sions may seem.

In this case the fallacy lies in falimg to take account of the
effects of mortality.. An investigation of the individual returns
for the ““1 to 4 years’’ group reveals a number of cases where
farmers were 25, 30, 35, and even 40 years old when they began
their farm experience.  These cases, of course, contribute ma-
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terially to the relatively high average age at beginning farm
experience for this group. The ‘45 years and over’’ group
doubtless had about the same proportion of such cases in the
early stages of its owner experience, but most of these men; by
reason of their greater age, have died in the intervening 40 years
or more, leaving only those who started out as very young men;
hence the average age at beginning is low for the present group,
largely by reason of the mortality among those members of the
original group who were relatively old when they began their
farm experience.

Again, the group reporting 45 years of ownership and over
shows a much lower average time spent as tenant than the group
reporting less than 5 years of ownership. It seems probable
that there has been some increase in the average time a man must
spend as a tenant before he can acquire the ownership of a farm,
since the price of farm land, even if computed in equivalent
labor or commodity units rather than in dollars, is decidedly
higher than it was 40 years ago. But, so far as concerns the
difference in the average time shown for the several groups in the
tables, that is due in part to the same cause which affects the
average age at beginning farm work and in part to the way the
classification is made. Of all the men who started in ownership
at the same time as the survivors who make up the present ‘45
years and over’’ group those who had had a long prior experience
as tenant are for the most part dead, by reason of their greater
age; and among men of similar age, or of approximately the same
date of beginning farm work, those who spent a long time as
tenant have not yet had time to complete 45 years as owner and
appear in an earlier group in the classification on this basis,
For these two reasons, then, the men who would bring up the
average time as tenant for the ‘45 years and over’’ group are
not in the group; either they were so old when they started that
they have now passed away, or they have not yet had time
. (after their long tenant experience) to attain the required 43
years of owner experience. The “1 to 4 years’’ group, on the
other hand, still retains practically its original make-up, including
many men of extended tenant experience who will die long before
the 5- years which now forms the maximum limit of ownership
in this group has become 45 years; nor will any new recruits be
added to take their places. It is the inclusion of these older
men, then, which is largely responsible for the higher average

AT
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number of years of tenant experience among those who have
been farm owners less than 5 years,

For a number of reasons the data relating to experience as farm
tenant appear to be more significant than those relating to experi-
ence as wage hand. The figures for farm owners reporting
previous experience as tenant are therefore summarized in
Table 39.

TaABLE 39.—IFARM OWNERS REPORTING PREVIOUs EXPERIENCE AS TENANT,
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF VEARS A8 OWNER: 1g20.

FARM OWNERS REPORTING FARM EXPERIENCE AND AGEH.
Reporting previous experience as tenant,
NUMEER OF YEARS AS OWNER. :
Total. Total. ——
and wage Taerﬁ?}t
Number, | Percent.| ‘Band

B X0 -1 PN 3,520, 743 1, 562, 547 44.3 724, 801 837, 746
Tho 4 ¥ears. . oiiiiiiiiririnisiniinnee veen 655;525 360,573 55.0 167, 102 193,471
stogyears....... e rserareaneitriiereey 617, 520 300,019 48.6 743, 086 156, 933
OO0 I4 VEATS. L vi vttt inranrnnvrninarossns 578, 668 275, 206 4.6 131, 808 143, 401
IS EO IO VEATS, . vsyiteivorasronesrassosnss 437,821 202, 483 46. 2 96,905 105,578
2010 24 YEATS, . vvevvenns [T PPN Ve 382, 099 156, 436 40,9 72, 993 83,443
2510 20 WEATS. o\ vrerurveeasernniisisrors 250,006 95,070 36. 7 43, 506 5T, 474
3010 34 YBATS. . vvverirrnrenrsvenrorsssnsss 230, 354 76, 448 33. 2 33,207 43, I5T
3510 30 YeArS. .. iiiiinniiniiseriirrsrenes X451, 022 A4, 055 3Lz 18, ogo 25, 908
4010 44 VERTS, . vvuvenren er e eaear e 126, 954 32,532 25. 6 11,715 © 20,817
45 years and OVer. ..ovuviiirnerirenerieens 100, 684 19, 725 19.6 6, 212 13,513

The table shows that 44.3 per cent of all farm owners re-
porting farm experience had been tenants before becoming
owners. ‘Taking the groups into which farmers are divided on
the basis of length of experience as owner and reading from the
bottom of the column upward, the proportion shows a contin-
wous increase, from 19.6 per cent for the group comprising
those who had been owners 45 years or more to 55 per cent for
those who had been owners less than 5 years.

No historical inferences from this table are possible, however
for reasons already discussed in comnection with the subject of
averageage. A person who became an owner 45 years ago and is
still an owner would not be likely to have.been a tenant before
that. . Had he been a tenant over 45 years ago he would prob-
ably now be dead or he would have been an owner less than 45
years and would, therefore, appear in a higher group in the table.
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The operation of mortality and the natural limitations of the
classification on the basis of number of years as owner, therefore,
account largely for the rise in percentage from group to group.

MORTALITY AMONG TENANTS AND GRADUATION INTO OWNERSHIP,

Conclusions of especial interest can be drawn from the figures
representing farm owners who have been such less than ro years,
Data of this kind are shown, by geographic divisions, in Table 40.

TABLE 40.—NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OoF FarM OwNERs oF LEss THAN 10
YEARS’ SranpiNe WHO REPORTED PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE AS TENANT, BY
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: Igzo.

FARM OWNERS REPORTING FARM OWNERS REPORTING
PARM EXPERIENCE WHO FARM EXPLRIENCE WHO
HAVE BEEN OWNERS LESS HAVE BEGN OWNERS LESS
THAN 10 wears (1 170 9 THAN 10 vEARS (1 70 9
YEARS), YEARS).
DIVISION. Reporting pre- DIVISION, Reporting pre-
vious experience vious experience
as tenant, as tenant,
Total. Total,
Per
Number, | Per cent, Number, ceat.
UNITED STATES.[1,273,045 || 660, 502 51.9 || South Atlantic,,...| 178, 72z 84, 000 40
East South Central..| 154,352 92, 512 599
N?W England: """ 41, boy 7, 126 TP West South Central, 149,958 || 100, 716 67.14
Middle Attillautlc.;i.. 110, 812 43, 530 393 || Mountain........... 80, 844 35,423 5. 4
Bast North Central, .| 250,791 || 127,015 519 1 Pacific, ,...... veveen 66, 783 24, 002 359
‘West North Central.| azo, 197 || 145, 368 63. 7 .

According to this table at least 660,000 tenants became owners
between 1910 and 1920 and were still owners at the end of the
decade. This represents about 28 per cent of the total number
of tenants at the beginning of the decade (2,354,676). It may
be estimated, however, that of the tenants at the beginning of the
decade 305,000 died before 1920 and, therefore, that about 33
per cent, or one-third, of those who lived had become owners by
1920. Of those who did not become owners we do not know how
many were still tenants at the close of the decade or how many
gave up farming or went into other occupations or possibly be-
came farm laborers. ' ‘

If we exclude the South from' this comparison the percentages
become 47 and 53.6, respectively. That is to say, the owners who
had been tenants at some time during the preceding 10 years
represent 47 per cent of the total number of tenants at the begin-
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ning of the decade and 53.6 per cent of the 19z0 survivors of those
farmers who were tenants in 19ro.

These statements are based on the assumption that all the ten-
ants who had become owners by 1920 were included among the
tenants enumerated in 1910, but of course this was not the case,
as some of the tenants who had acquired farms by 1920 becatne
tenants later than 19r0; but since the total number of tenant
farms increased but little during the decade it is probable that
the greater number of these simply leased farms which had previ-
ously been leased and therefore took the place of previous tenants,

These interesting comparisons may be supplemented by certain
data based on the numbers of farm owners and tenants in 1920
and 1910 classified according to age, in combination with mor-
tality rates from the 19ro rural life tables, which are presented in
Tables 41, 42, and 43. '
TABLE 41.—NUMBER OF FarM OWNERS AND. TENANTS IN THE UNITED STATES'IN

1910 AND Ig20, WITH ESTIMATED MORTALITY DURING THE DECADE AND INCREASE
OVER I19I0 SURVIVORS.!

( MOR‘I‘AL!‘I‘Y)
ESTIMATED). . I
B . Number, | BCrease
Number Survivors . .} | over 1910
AGE IN 1910, in 1910, | ppen i 1920, AGE I¥ 1920, Le?gg; of |7 urvi’v-
. nial rate | Number, ors.
per 1,000, .
FARM OWNERS.
Total.. veevane| 3,048,722 [l 864,469 | 3,084,253 ||+ rerneiieairiiinans 3,925, 000 840, 837
Under 25 years.... 87,400 | _ 87,400
Under 25 years. . ... 97, 630 49:3 4, 816 02,874 || 25 to 34 years...... 56r,442 | 468,568
25 to 34 vears..,,..:| | 6ae, 961 60,8 37, 782: 583, 179 || 35 t0 44 years..,.. p 938, 174 354,908
35 t0 44 vears....... obg, 859 83.1 80, 593 839, 264 || 45 to 54 years......| 1,041, 445 132,181
45 t0 54 years....... 1, 036, 493 145.4 | 150, 706 885, 787 |i 35 to 64 years..... )| 780, 579 | —ros, 208
35 years and over...| 1, 209, 965 485.6 | 587,559 G212, 406 || 65 years and over,. 483,994 | ~~138, 412
Unknown. ..,.eeie 13, 754 218. 9 3 011 x0, 743 || Unknown....o.uus 51.056 41, 313
FARM TENANTS, : '
~ Total......... 2,354,676 | eviunnnn 305, 653 | 2,049,023 [|seeriaerrnanss Veaees 2, 454, Bo4 408,78c
. . ) . Under 25.years....| 290, 796 290, 796
Under 25 years..,... 316, 820 49.3 5, 619 301, 201 || 25 t0 34 years...... 753, 595 452,304
25 t0 34 YEArS.\.uuus a3 [ Gooa 46, 788 730, 427 || 35 to 44 years... ... 630, 588 | —oo, B39
35tosq years.. ... 585398 | . 83.1| 48647 | 536,751 || 4510 54 years...... 446,986 | —8g, 965
45 t0 54 years.... v 384, 490 I45. 4 54, 905 328, 585 || 55 to 64 years,.,... 208, 966 | —122, 619
55 years and over...| 283,735 48s5.6 |- 137, 784 143, 955 || 65 vears and over.. 96,562 | ~49, 393
Unknowt...,\,.... 7014 | 120.8 910 6, 104 || Unknown......... 30,311 24, 207

"1 Based on ngo rural life tables for males, 7 A, minus sign (—) denotes decrease,



112 FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES.

TAB];E 42,—NUMBER OF Wurre Farm OWNERS AND TENANTS IN TRE UNITED
STATES W IgI0 AND Ig20, WITH ESTIMATED MORTALITY DURING THE DECADE
AND INCREASE OVER I9Io SURVIVORS.!

(MORTALITY) .
ESTIMATED). ; Increase
i Number
Number Survivors : | over 1910
Aoy 1IN 1910, in 1910, Decen- in 1920, AGE 1INV 1920, census of strviv-
© ors.?
nial rate | Number.
per 1,500, .
FARM OWNERS.

Total........ 3,707,508 fiiiuiiian 800,325 | 2,898,196 [[vovveiirniiiiiienens 3, 6oz, 868 793, 692

) Under 25 years.... 80, 961 80, 961

Under 23 years.,... 91, BIO 49 3 4, 487 86, 523 {| 25 t0 34 years...... 534, 868 448, 345
25 to 34 vears..,..,. 583, 562 Go.2 35, 350 550,312 || 3510 44 years...... 888, 497 238,188
35to g4 years....... 914, 979 83.1 76, 035 838,044 || 45 to 54 years.,.... 953, 784 114, 840
45t0 sgvears....... 972,041 | 145.4 | 141,466 | 831,475 || 55t0 64 years...... 734,795 | 96, 68
55 vears and over..-| 1, 131; 942 485. 6| 349, 67T ‘582,271 || 65 years and aver..| ‘449,624 | —13=, 627
Unknowtl. .ovvueues 11, 06% 218.3 2, 416 8 65z || Unknown....ooeus 49, 339 40, 688

FARM TENANTS,
Total;,...... 1,676,558 | veuuanns 208, 8797 |2, 470, 68T || erveeereiniiaenien 1,740, 363 269, 682
Under 235 years.... 207, 535 20%, 535
Under 25 vears...,. 234, 866 49-3 11,579 223, 287 || 25 0 34 years...... 580, 841 366, 554
25 10 34 Vears...oeue 586, 575 6o, 2 35, 31T 581, 264 | 35 t0 44 vears...... 456, 382 —94, 882
35 t0 44 yeATS......, 413, 472 83,1 | 34,360 379 112 || 4510 54 years...... 279,275 | 99,837
4510 54 years....... 259, 392 145 4 37, 716 221, 876 || 55 to 64 years....., 131,096 | —g0, 580
55 years and over.., 177, B66 485.6 86,372 o1, 494 || 65 years and over . 54,535 |- —36,950
Unknowtl. .oy vvvvrs 4,387 122. 9 539 3,848 || Unknown,........ 21, 699 17,851
{ Baged on roro rural life tables for white males. 2 A minus sign (—) denotes decrease.

The first of these three tables (Table 41) presents data for all
farmers in the United States. It-shows that farmers who were
under 25 years old and owned their farms in 1910 numbered
97,690; that, according to estimates based on the mortality
tables, 4,816 of them died before 1920, leaving 92,874 survivors;
but in 1920 there were 561,442 farm owners, 25 to 34 years of age,
which is the group into which those who were under 25 yeats old
10 years earlier would fall, so that to the group of owners in this
period of life 468,568 were added during the decade. It is fairly
clear, therefore, that either from the ranks of farm laborers or
tenants, or from other occupations, 468,568 farm owners were re-
cruited during the decade. Additions to the numbers of owners are
shown also for those who were 25 to 34 and 35 to 44 years old in
1910. Only in the older age grotups has the number declined,
chiefly, it is to be presumed, through retirement of farmers or
their transfer to other occupations.

gy
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TaBLE 43.—NUMBER OF FarM OWNERS AND TENANTS IN THE UNITED STAYES,
EXCLUDING THE SOUTH, IN I9I0 AND Ig20, WITH ESTIMATED MORTALITY DURING
tHE DECADE AND INCREASE OVER I9T0 SURVIVORS.!

MORTALITY )

_— (HSTIMATED). ot Number. | I8 Crelasl %
AGE 1NV 1910, Number Urvivors AGE IN. 1920, census m'r over _9
in1910. | pacen- in 1920, 1920, surviy-
nial rate | Number. ofs
per 1,000.
FARM OWNERS.
Total,....... 2,404, 21T [i..iuenne 538,001 | 1,865,220 |[i...00 ETPIINN Veesena 2, 327, 865 462, 645
Under 25 years.... 38, 846 . 38,846
Under 25 vears..... 48, 172 49.3 2,398 45,797 || 25 to g vears......| 319,863 274, 066
25 t0 34 VEaTS, viuu. 344, Bs6 6o, 2 20, 760 324,006 || 3510 44 vears..,... 552, 201 228, 10§
35togayears.....,. 587, 040 83.1 48, 783 538, 257 || 45 0 54 vears,..... 616, 776 98, 510
45t0 54 vears.oo.. 651, 471 T45:4 | 94 724 556,747 || 55to 64 vears.,....| 484429 | —72;318
g5 years and over...| 761,727 485.6 | 360, 893 3901, 832 || 65 years and over .| 281,518 | —110, 314
Unknown.......... 10,945 224, 2 2, 454 8, 401 || Unknown....,.... 34,232 | - 25,441
FARM TENANTS, )
Total........ 817,024 [Lvieniannn 00, 949 9L, 05 [lovoirveareiiiniiias 863, 683 143, 708
Under a5 years. ... 76, 343 76, 343
Under a5 years..... 86, 473 49. 3 41 41T 85, 002 || 25 to 34 years...... 316, 545 231, 483
25t0 34 years,...... 295, 708 6o. 2 x4, Bor 277,907 || 3510 44 years..,... 238,056 | —39, 851
35 t0 44 vears....... 216, 136 83.1 17, 961 108, 175 || 45 to 54 years,..... 136,248 | —61, 927
4510 54 years....,.. 130, 754 145. 4 19, 012 111, 742 || 55 to 64 years...... 61,051 40, 79T
g5 years and over... 83, 308 485, 6 40, 453 41, 852 || 65 yearsandover. . 22,430 | —20, 420
Unknown.......... 2, 548 122, 1 31x 2,237 || Unknown.,...v..e 12, 108 o, 871
1 Rased on 1p10 raral life tables for males, 2 A minus sign (~) denctes decrease.

For tenants the story is different. Only in the youngest age
group is a recruiting of tenant farmers to be noted, mainly, it is
to be supposed, from the wage-hand class. In the older groups
the number of tenants leaving this status is substantial, indicat-
ing that these tenants have succeeded in acquiring farms and
have become owners or have left agriculture for other pursuits.
That most of them are still farmers and now operate their own
farms is suggested by the substantial additions to the ranks of
farm owners in the corresponding age groups.

Substantially similar conclusions may be drawn from the

figures shown for white farmers alone in Table 42z and for-all~ -

farmers outside the Southern States® ih Table 43.

1 Because of the lack of dependable mortality statistics for the colored race in the South, separate tables
have not been presented either for the South as a whole or for colored farmers as a separate class,

50687°—24——8
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These tables point to the conclusion that tenancy in the United
States, especially in the North, is largely a transitional status;
that farm owners are constantly being recruited from the ranks
of tenants and laborers; and that an agricultural career in the
United States is essentially an economic ladder rather than a life
of continuous endeavor. on the same economic plane, without
opportunity to rise above the status in which one began.

The general conclusions from the consideration of the age and
tenure figures are that a reasonable proportion of tenancy is a
normal and healthy condition of agriculture in a country that
has reached a state of development where land is not over-
abundant; that there is no evidence of an alarming increase in
tenancy; that the American farmer in a great majority of cases
still spends the latter part of his life as an independent owner;
and that the proportion who so finish out their lives is not mate-
rially diminishing.




XII.
THE AGRICULTURAL LADDER—SPECIAL SURVEYS.

Studies made by the Office of Farm Management of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture show that most American farms change
ownership about once in a generation, and a large number do so
several times during the average business life of the ordinary
man.! The percentage of farms that are acquired through
inheritance is surprisingly small. An additional percentage of
farms are purchased with capital derived from other industries,
but the great majority of farms must be more or less completely
recapitalized at least once each generation; that is, they must
pay for themselves, either wholly or in part.’  An indication of
the proportion of American farms which must be thus recapital-
ized, or, in other words, must be made to pay for themselves
either partly or wholly, may be found in the following data.

Studies made in three townships in Sedgwick County, Kans.,
showed that 5.9 per cent of the present owners acquired their
farms through inheritance, 13.7 per centobtained their land under
the Homestead Act, and the remaining 8o.4 per cent bought the
farms they now own, three-fourths of them on deferred pay-
ments averaging 44 per cent of the total purchase price, the other
one-fourth paying cash in full. In most of these latter cases
the purchase money was obtained from the sale of other farms,
though in a few cases it representéd capital taken from other
industries. The conditions under which approximately 6o per

18ee Farm Tenancy in the Uniled Stales, by W. J. Spillman and E. A.. Goldenweiser, Yearbook of the
Department of Apriculture, 1916, -

1 Phe statement that the great majority of farms must pay for themselves during each generation is sub-
ject to certain qualifications: First, where the land-owning class isalready established, a f. airly large fraction
of the value of farms passes by inheritance from one generation to another. - ‘This fraction will'be larger
as the average size of farm families grows smaller and as a larger fraction of the whole number of children
remain in agricultural pursuits, In the pest soyears the farm families have been relatively large, and the
movement of population from the farms to the cities has been very rapid, In the coming so years the
1novement to the cities will doubtless be less rapid and the farm families will without question be smaller.
Second, the proposition assumes that all mortgages are eventually paid off, leaving the farm free from:
debt. This has not been by any means the case even in times past, and in thefutureitis likely to be even
less frequently the case as farmers lose their inherited fear of debtand learn tolook upon a mortgage debtas
representing capital legitimately borrowed for productive uses. ' With this change of attitude farmers will
be content to operate on borrowed capital, just as railroads and manufacturing concerns are content to
operate on permanently borrowed capital.’ - ‘Third, even where the farm mortgageis paid off after a peried
of years, it is very frequently paid, not out of the surplus profits of thefarm, but out of the legitimateliving
expenses of the farmer and his family, The rapidity with which the mortgage may be paid off depends
in many cases not so much on the profitableness of the farm asit does on the willingness of the farmer to
skimp and get along on less than a reagonable allowance for the necessities and comforts of life,

I15§
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cent of these farms were purchased require that, in order that
full ownership may be acquired during the life of the present
occupant, each of the farms must provide not only a living for
the family upon it and interest on indebtedness, but an additiona]
income that will enable the average purchaser during his occu-
pancy to put aside 44 per cent of the purchase price.

Similar studies of five townships in a large agricultural county
in Illinois gave the following results: 15.5 per cent of the present
farm owners obtained their farms by inheritance; 69 per cent of
them bought on deferred payments, the average mortgage given
at the time of purchase representing 63 per cent of the purchase
price; and 15.5 per cent paid cash for their farms at the time of
purchase, In this case 69 per cent of the farms, in order that
their present owners may during their occupancy obtain full title
free from debt, must produce a living for the farmer’s family,
interest on the mortgage, and sufficient surplus to permit a saving
of 63 per cent of the total purchase price. |

In these studies a complete history of each farm owner was
obtained, so far as possible. In the great majority of cases
these men either began as hired men or worked on the home farm
for several years after attaining maturity. In this way they
obtained sufficient capital to become tenants. In the case of
young men who stay on the home farm, the usual course is for
the father, when the son marties, to establish him in business as
a tenant. In other cases, after accumulating some capital out
of their earnings, the young men start as tenants and aim to save
enough to make the first payment on a farm, giving a mortgage
for the balance. In the majority of cases these mmortgages are
slowly canceled, and the farmer reaches at an advanced period
of life the status of an owner free from debt.

While this process of acquiring ownership proceeds in a normal
manner, it is evident that a considerable proportion of the farmers
operating at any particular time must be tenants, and the pres-
ence of tenant farming under such conditions represents a normal
and healthful condition of agriculture. Not only that, but there
will be a-considerable proportion of mortgaged farms, and in so
far as mortgages represent progress from tenancy to ownership,
they are a desirable economic phenomenon.




XII1.
TYPES OF TENANCY.

The commonly accepted idea of farm tenure is that it is chiefly
concerned with the distinction between farm ownership and farm
tenancy—the status of the farm owner, operating his own farm,
and that of the farm tenant, operating land hired from a landlord.
As a matter of fact, the distinctions are by no means as simple as
this; and instead of two clear-cut and readily definable tenure
classes, thete are at least nine classes for which statistics are avail-
able in the form of census figures. And within each one of the
nine classes there are considerable variations in actual conditions,
especially within the several classes of tenants: And when the
cash tenants and the croppers, with all the intermediate classes,
are consolidated into one group under the general title of ““ten-
ants,” the variation is of course very much greater.

Theoretically, the operator of a farm is the man who directs or
controls the work which is done on the farm. As a matter of fact,
not all farm operators. are free to comtrol their own activities.
Sometimes the holder of a mortgage on an owner-operated farm,
and very frequently the landlord-owner of a tenant farm, will
insist that certain crops be raised or certain methods be followed
which the nominal farm operator might not choose if left to him-
self. Indeed, among share tenants in some localities the super-
vision of the landlord is a most important factor in the operation
of the farm. In most cases, to be sure, the landlord knows more
about farming than the tenant does and doubtless the tenant’s
work under the landlord’s direction is more productive than it
would be without such direction. The direction is therefore
actually profitable for the tenant (though he may not appreciate
the fact) as well as for the landlord. ;

In cases where the supervision of the landlord is very complete,
the status of the tenmant approaches more nearly that of a farm
laborer than it does that of an owner-operator or even that of the
more independent cash tenant. At thisend of the scale, then, it is
significant to compare the conditions of croppers and other much-
supervised share tenants with that of laborers working for fixed

1y
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wages. In other words, while tenancy in theory represents merely
a method of holding possession of land, in practice it sometimes
works out into a method of obtaining laborers to work on the land.
For while the cotton-belt cropper has possession of his little 30-acre
tract, his possession is hedged about with so many restrictions and
so much supervision that it does not amount to very much more
than the mere possession of a job. '

The decennial census returns provide by far the most valuable
source of information with regard to farm tenure in the United
States, though of course it is not practicable for the census to do
more than distinguish between certain broadly generalized classes
of tenancy. Hence, the infinite variety of terms under which
farm land is operated in the United States® are only roughly
reflected in the census statistics. The questions on the 1920
farm schedule referring to tenure were as follows: ‘

1. Do you own all of this farm? (Answer Ves of No).....oveiniineiiiiinas .

2. Do yott rent from others part but not all of thisfarm? (Answer Yesor No.)........
3. Do you rent from others all of this farm? (Answer Yesor No.) ..........covue
(a) If you rent all of this farm, what do you pay as rent? ................

(b) Does the person from whom yott tent furnish alf the work animals? (An-
SWEL VES OF NO) . v iet e e ieinen e citir e etsnrasrananssanssnnns

4. Doyouoperate this farm for others as a hited manager? (Answer Yesor No.)....

These questions are materially different in form from those
asked in previous censuses, the chief difference being that all the
questions except 3-a are to .be answered “VYes” or “No.” The
classification of tenants according to character of tenancy was
made in the Census Office, on the basis of these replies, instead
of being left to the enumerator in the field, as was done in previous
enumerations. The principle on which this method of ascertaining
the type of tenancy is based, is that it is easier to classify material
in a central office under trained supervision than to have it
classified in the field by 70,000 or 80,000 untrained enumerators.
The Census Bureau feels that this method has proved quite
satisfactory, the number of farms for which the kind of tenancy
was not determined being only a little more than one-half as
great as in 1910, when the enumerators were required to report
the tenure classification directly.

T Good descriptions of the different kinds of tenancy practiced in various parts of the United States may
be found in H. C. Taylor’s A griculiural Economics (1921), pp. 285-304:
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The tenure classes used in the 1920 census were as follows:

Farm owners, comprising-—

Full owners—Farmers operating their own land only.

Part owners—TFarmers operating, in addition to their own land, some land
hired from others.

Farm managers—Farmers operating a farm for the owner for wages or a salary.
Farm tenanis, comprising—

Share tenants—Those who pay a certain share of the produets, as one-half, one-
third, or one-quarter, for the use of the farm, but furnish their own work
animals,

Croppers—Share tenants whose work animals are furnished by their landlords.

Share-cash tenanis—Those who pay a share of the products for a part of the
land and cash for a part.

Casl tenants—Those who pay a cash rental, as $7 per acre of crop land or $s00
for the use of the whole farm.

Standing renfers—Those who pay a stated amount of farm products for the use
of the farm, as 3 bales of cotton or oo hushels of corn. :

Unspecified—Those tenants for whorn the character of the tenaacy was not indi-
cated on the schedule,

Two of the six classes of tenants were distinguished in 1920 for
the first time, namely, “‘croppers,” who are defined as share
tenants whose work animals. are furnished by their landlords;
and “ standing renters,”” who pay a stated amount of farm products
for the use of the farm. These classes of tenants are important
only in the South; hence, they are shown separately only for the
Southern States. And in very many of the census tables, espe-
cially those giving comparative figures for earlier censuses, a
condensed form of tenure classification is used. *

Table 44 shows, by tenure, the number of farms, the acreage of
land in farms, and the improved land, for 1920 and 1910, together
with the percentage of increase. This table shows only three
specific classes of tenants, croppers being included with share
tenants, and standing renters with cash tenants. Table 45,
Thowever, shows for the Southern States alone, the full classifica-
tion, including croppers and standing renters. Figure 12 shows,
in graphic form, for the United States and for the North, South,
and West, the tenure distribution of the number and acreage
of farms.

Of the total number of farm operators 6, 488,343) in 1920,

3,925,090 were owners, 68,449 were managers, and 2,454,804 were
tenants. Of the owners, 3,366,510 were full owners (including
1,217,234 mortgaged and 2,149,276 free from mortgage), and
558,580 were part owners, renting land in addition to that which
they owned. Of the tenants, the largest class comprised the share
tenants, and the next largest the cash tenants, the number of
share-cash tenants being relatively small.
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TABLE 44—NUMBER AND-ACREAGE OF FARMS IN THE UNITED STATES, BY
TENURE: 1920 AND IQIO.

[Figures for 1920, by divisions and States, in Table 56.]

NUMBER OF PARMS. ALL LAND IN FARMS (ACRES).

TENURE. Per cent, . Percent

1920 1910 of in- 1920 1910 of in-
crease,! crease,!
Total.eosaserrarienorans v.] 6,448 343 | 6,361, 502 1.4 || 955 883,715 | 878,798, 325 8.8
OWHELS....eieiianses [ETPTTIOU 3,025,000 | 3,048, 722 —o.6 || 636,775,015 | 598,554,617 6.4
Owning entire farm.......... 3,366,510 | 3,354,897 0.3 || 461,250,133 | 464,923,315 | —o0.8
Hiring additional land....... 558, 580 593, 825 -5.9 175, 524,832 | 133,631, 302 3L 4
Managers...ooveeess Vesesesasiananr 68, 449 58, 104 7.8 54,120,157 53, 730, 863 o.7
2,454,804 | 2,354,676 4.3 (| 254,979,543 | 226, 512, 843 .0
1, 678, 812 | 1,390, 923 19.9 || 60, 722, 551 | 123,083, 718 30.6
127, 823 128, 466 -0, § 24, 334, 428 19, 380, 868 25.5
583, cog 713,204 | —17.9 71, 481, 655 6, 846, 851 5.4
63, 165 113,993 | —44.6 8, 440, 909 16,222, 406 | ~48.0

| IMPROVED LAND 1N FARMS (ACRES). | AVERAGE ACREAGE PER FARM,

TENURE. Per centl Allland, Improved land,
1920 1910 of in—1

crease.” || 1920, | 1910 | 1920 | 1910
Total,ovoviiiiiiiiiiiniien 503,073, 007 | 448, 451, 750 sx|| 1482 | 1382 48,0 75, 2
Owners....... v cerares prereer 314, 107, 483 | 309, 850, 421 1.4 62,2 | 151.0 8o.0 78,5
Owning entirefarm.......... 235,197,404 | 233, 808, 597 0.6 | 137.0| 138.6 69,9 69. 7
Hiring additional land. ...... 78,930,019 ¥6, 041, 824 38| 314.2| 225.0| 141.3| 71281
Managers..... verarrena Crsaraseens 13,210,009 12, 314, 015 7.3 790. 8 924. 7 193.0 21L. 9
Tenants,.......eus earrressariens 175,754,525 | 156, 287,314 12. 5 107.9 96, z 71,6 66,4
1r2, 879, 950 89, 737 744 28. 8 9s.7| 879 62| 641
19, 933, 107 15, 923, 917 25.2 {| 100.4 | 150.9 | 1559 ¥24.0
38, 386, 404 41, 566, 162 -7 6 122. 2 95. 3 65.6 58. 4
4,554 974 9,050,497 | —49.7 || 133.6| w42.3{ 21| 79.8

L A minus sign (—) detiotes decrease, .
2 Share tenants include croppetsreported in the Southern States in 1920, and cash tenants likewise inelide

standing renters,

The whole number of farms increased only 1.4 per cent between
1910 and 1920, the number of owners actually declining by a
small amount (0.6 per cent), while the number of managets
increased 17.8 per cent, and the number of tenants 4.3 per cent.
The increase in the number of tenants was confined to the share
tenants, however, the other classes all showing a decrease. This
seems to indicate that the trend in the United States is toward
share tenancy, under which the risk of the farming business is
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divided between the owner and the tenant. It should be noted,
however, that while the share tenancy of the South is largely the
tenancy of the cropper and ‘‘near cropper,’’ the share tenancy of
the North is of a more independent type—the tenancy of the man
on the ‘“‘ladder,” who looks forward to becoming an owner in the
course of a few years,

TaBLE 45.—NUMBER AND ACREAGE OF FARMS IN THE SouTH, WITH AVERAGES

AND PERCENTAGES, BY TENURE: 1920.
[Figures for ro20, by divisions and States, in Table 56.]

Per cent
TENURE Numwberof | Alllandin Im%ofzglsand of farm
. {arms. farms (acres), (acres) land im-
: proved,
THE SOUTH, total. . ...couivivoranrinens 3,206,664 350, 121, 833 157,079, 624 449
OWIIEIS, Lt ivtvrarienasenvecnsnrrertenionies beas ' T,597,228 220, 6o1, 656 89, 545, 302 40. 6
Owning entire farm, .. ovieieunenervraroni 1, 450, 762 181, 653, 185 76, 490, 55T 42.1
Hiring additional land..........coveeivisnnn 107, 463 38, 948, 471 13,954, 751 333
Managers, ..o vverrrreiariiressaanitreriririnnes 18, 318 22, 441, 164 ' 3,494, 283 15 6
TEDANES. ..o vvrvanrnrrunnrsrsiieeaiiniinans veven ¥, §91, 131 107, 070, 013 64, 040, 039 59. B
Share tenants, including croppers. ..., . ... 1, 412, 31§ 73, 438, 165 48, 565,911 66, 1
Share tenants proper..,...ovevrvieeriens 651, 224 50, 897, 112 31,904, 197 62. 7
Croppers..... heteiaredaasianae RPN 561, 091 22, §31, 083 16, 658, 114 3.9
Share-cash tenants. ....oovvvvivrrsivriienses 22, 672 2, 116, 471 1, 416, 438 6.9
Cash tenants, including standing renters.. .. 324,184 28, 606, 520 13, 754, 123 44.6
Casl tenants proper. ..icoovvvesserssnre . 119, 188 22,219, 723 8,165, 026 59,4
Standing renters. . ... .oioiiiii it 104, 996 6,386, 207 3,989, o9y 62, 5
Unspecified tenants. c.oooiiievinines vereiey 31,950 2, 927, 848 1, 303, 567 4. 5
AVERAGE ACREAGE
PER FARM. PER  CENT DISTRIBUTION.
TENURE,
Improved || Number Tmproved
Allland. land, of farms. Allland. Iand,
TEE SoUTH, total............c.s 109. 2 49.0 100, © 100, 0 100.0
OWHETS. . cvveivaenririrarsnes 138. 1 56. 1 40. 8 630 she
Owning entire farm, .. 129. 2 54 4 43. 8 509 48.7
Hiring additional land........ Crtrreerreeiena 203. 4 68, a 6.0 S 784 8.3
B T T 1,225 I 190, 8 o6 6. 4 a3
Tenants. ..., S PN . 67. 3 40, 2 49.6 30. 6 4.8
Share tenants, including croppers. .. 60.6 |. 40.T 37.8 2.0 3.9
Share tenants ProPer, .. ..oeserverionsas 78 2 49.0 20, 3 L] 20,3
v CTODIDELS s cv it everitnarerninsrrorconnnrins 40,2 29. % 7.5 | ¢ 6. 4 10.6
- Share-cash tenants.......ooeiiiiiieiiiiiin .. 03 4 62. 5 ©. 7 0.6 ©.9
" Cash tenants,includingstandingrenters...... 88. 3 393 101 82 &1
Cash tenants proper, .. ..ovesvivrieriras 101, 4 40.0 6.8 6.3 56
Standing renters......... 6o. 8 380 3.3 8 25
Unspecified tenants,........... o1. 6 40.8 1.0 o8 o8

B
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Pro. 12.—PER CeNT DISTRIBUTION OF FarMS AND FARM ACREAGE, BY TENURE,
ror THE NoORrTH, SourH, aNnD WEST: 1920.

[[IMlownEers ZZZjPART OWNERS MANAGERS CASH TENANTS HMSHAHE TENANTS

PER CENT OPERATED ‘8Y OWNERS AND MAMAQERS ot PER OENT OPERATED BY TENANTS -
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The total acreage of land in farms shows an increase of 8.8 per
cent, and the acreage operated by share tenants, an increase of
30.6 per cent, which is exceeded, among the tenure classes, only
by the increase of 31.4 per cent in the land operated by part
owners (owners renting additional land).
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Of the to'tal number of white tenants in the South, 25.6 per cent
were croppers and 53.5 per cent were share tenants other than
croppers, Among the colored tenaiits, on the other hand, 47.4 per
cent were croppers, as compared with 25.1 per cent other share
tenants. The cropper system of tenancy thus appears to be of
especial importance among the colored tenants. In absolute
numbers there were 333,713 colored croppers as compared with
227,378 white croppers.

" The average size of the farms operated by croppers was in each
case much smaller than the average size of the farms operated by

‘other share temants. This is largely due to the fact that the

croppers are chiefly cotton farmers. The limiting factor on the
size of their farms is the amount of cotton a family can pick, and
that is usually not more than 25 acres. In the case of the colored
croppers the average size of farm was 30.4 acres, of which 25.5
acres were improved land; while among the white croppers the
average size of farm was 54.5 acres, of which 35.9 were improved.

The standing renters, defined as “renters giving a certain
specified amount of a crop for the use of their land,” seem to be
confined chiefly to the colored farmers, as there were 77,924
standing renters among the colored farmers, and only 27,072
among the white farmers. Among the colored tenants, the stand-
ing renters reported somewhat larger farms, the average being
55.6 acres, as compared with 40 acres for the tenants paying a
cash rental; while among the white ténants the farms of the cash
tenants were twice as large as those of the standing renters.

The croppers in the South numbered 561,091, or 35.3 per cent of
all the tenants. They cultivated only 21 per cent of the total
tenant-operated: land, however, and only 26 per cent of the
improved land. The croppers rent mainly ground devoted to the
production of crops, largely cotton, and the percentage of their
land that was improved was 73.9, the highest for any class. It is
of interest to note that the average size of all the croppers’farms
Wwas 40.2 actes, so that the old ideaof ** 40 acres and,a mule’’ seems
to be realized but not exceeded.

Tenure conditions in the South differ cons1derably as between
the white farmers and -the colored farmers. Table 46 gives the
principal data relatmg to each class of tenants in the South, by
color, . :
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TABLE 46.—NUMBER AND ACREAGE OF TENANT FARMS IN THE SOUTH, WITH
AVERAGES AND PERCENTAGES, BY COLOR AND Form or TENANCY: 1920.

: Per cent
Allland in Improved
COLOR AND TENTRE, Number of faxms) Ianzi infarms | offarm
(acres). acres). proved.
WHITE TENANTS . .yrvivveiiorissrereornns 887, 566 80, 204, 960 43, 692, 738 548
Share tenants, including croppers..,......0veeee 701, 891 55,472, 862 34, 436, 505 62.x
Share tenants Proper....c.cociiveessesrirenes 474,513 43,082, 502 26, 275, 314 61.0
CIODPEIE. v avrinrontsrsersesnasassartannas 229, 378 12, 395, 270 8, 161, 281 65,9
Share-cash tenants. , ... vocviireiiriesrsnisiinenn 14, 465 1, B44, 801 1, 179, 861 64.0
Cash tenants, including standing renters........ 145,985 20, 264, 057 6, 969, 701 34. 4
Cash tenants Proper......oociviinnsessranass 118,013 18, zog, 123 5, 852, 02p 321
Standing renters. . vuieressrireciiiiiieranas 2y, 072 2,053, 834 1, 117, 672 54.4
Unspecified tenantS, vo.ieviririirsorissasirronns 2§, 425 2, 622, 340 1, 106, 581 42,2
COLORED TENANTS «1vsvurerrersriineensse 703, 555 26, 874,053 20, 347, 301 751
Share tenants, including croppers.........oo00ae 510, 424 17,953, 303 14, 129, 316 48. 4
Share tenants Proper. .. v veviirsrrecrsnneen 176, 711 4, 814, 520 5, 632, 483 73,1
Croppers,......... 333,713 10, 140, 783 8,496,833 83.8
Share-cash tenants. s ererrreer et e 8, 207 2y, 60 236, 5§77 8.1
Cash tenants, including standing renters........ 178, 199 8,341,572 5,784, 422 69.3
Cash tenants proper.......... . 100, 275 4,010, 599 2,912,997 2.6
Standing renters,......... sl 77,924 4,339,973 2, 871, 435 66,3
Unspecified tenants, ,.o.vveviiieriiioiieniaannn 6, 725 308, 508 196, gB6 64. 5
Avnigiggmmmz PER CENT DISTRIBUTION.
., COLOR AND TENURE. P Y — . "
mprovi umber mprove:
Allland, land. of farms, Allland. and.
WHITE TENANTS o0vvvinannnn 9%. 4 49.2 100. 0 100. 0 100.0
Shate tenants, including croppers. .. covveviiones 79. 0 49. 1 79. 1 69. 2 48.8
Share tenants proper.......ooviveeivirirenas 90, 8 55.4 53.5 53.7 Go. 1
[070747 1 £ P PR 54. % 359 25,6 15.4 18,9
Share-cash tenants, . .........coviiiiiiniiiiienas 127, 5 816 L6 2.3 2.4
Cash tenants, including stending renters, ....... 138. 8 At 16, 5 25. 3 16.0
Cash tenants ProPer..vovu v eivierenserienann 183. 1 49.2 13. 4 22,9 13-4
Standing renters.. . viesrericrirrreriiiiiones 75.9 41. 3 31 2.6 2.6
Uanspecified tenants. . ...ovevsansaas AP 104 © 43.9 2.8 3.3 2.8
COLORED TENANTS . ...00vuuan PO A 382 28. 9 100. 0 100. 0 100.0
Share tenants, including croppers. ,..o..ovvvvvis 35 2 27. 9 725 66. 8 69. 4
Share tenants Proper....o.vviiiviiiniienieanas 44.2 3L.9 25, T 29. T 27,7
CrODDEIS. .. ivvuiiatiinsnrrriarienornseisnnes 36. 4 25, § 4. 4 37 41. 8
Share-cash tenants. .,..... P, 331 28: 8 1.2 0o 1.2
Cash tenants, including standing renters. ....... 46, 8 325 25. 3 30 28. 4
Cash tenants proper. . ,....covvvvevrenieaass 40.0 29, T 143 14.9 14.3
Standing renters. .. ....... 55.6 36,8 11 16, X 14 T
Unspecified tenants. ......v0nuus,. 454 29.3 1.0 LI 10

Table 47 shows the value of farm property in 1920, by tenute, in
detail, for the North, South, and Weést, while Table 48 shows the
value of land and buildings and the average value of each class of
farm property per farm, also for the detailed tenure classification.
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TABLE 47.—VaLUug oF ALL FArRM PROPERTY AND OF 18E SEVERAL CLASSES, BY
TENURE (DETAILED CLASSIFICATION), FOR THE NORTH, SOUTH, AND WEST: 1920,

Allfarm s Implements ; ’
SECTION AND TENURE. property Land alone. | Buildings. and ma- Y.ive stock.
: . . _chinery.
UNITED STATES.
Total........ b reraane, $77, 924, 100, 338|854, 829, 563, 050($12,486,439,543($3, 594, 772, 028/88, 013, 324, 808
OWIETS. ot iveerensrnnsnoess| 47,611, 545,944|| 31,.984, 78t, 634 7, 879, 441, 273 2, 444, 792, 781| 5, 299, 330, 256
Owning entire farm ,......| 36,837, 304, 279|| 24,058 745, 303} .6, 631, 975, 461| 1, 958, 178, Bz20| 4, 165, 494, 505
Hiring additional land.....| 10,774, 131, 965|| 7 926, 036, 331| 1,227, 465, 812] 489, 613, 96x| T. 131, 035, 66
Managers.. . ovrvieerneriennen 3,132, 273, 005]| 2, 207, 651, 020 437, 563, 445] 193,943, 902| 363, 282, 838
Tenants. . .urervererronsiennes 2%, 180, 281, 389|| 20, 637, 130, 405] 3, 149, 432, 825| T, 043, 206, 445] 2, 359 511, 714
SHAC. . vvrvivanerinornes .| 15,157, 085, 082|| 11, 360, 487, ogo| 1, 861, 186, 242| - 594, 777, 370| I, 340, 633, 271
4,030, 460, 602|| 3, 346, 643, 058] - 323,008, 724 132,613, 385] 229, 465, 435
71320, 236, 8xg|| 5,442,946, 372| 875,301, 124| 280,853, 058" 712, 136, 265
672, 197, 986 487,053, 876] 00,846, 735 - 25,962, 632|608, 334, 743
Total............ o 50, 350, 500, oz5]| 35, 536, 020, 183 7, 799, 722, 905| 2, 490, 554, 930| 4, 632, 203, Boy
OWIEIS .ot eneeeennenernanes .| 30, 522, 416, 42| 20, 447, 185, 455| 5. 367, 044, 370] 1. 621, 195, 137] 3, 076, 387, 460

Owning entire farm......,
Hiring additional land., ...

Managers.. overienienrinaenss
Tenants....... e
Share. ..oovveiiinonen,
Share-cash....ovveivinrnn
Cash, s uuuiiiinnnininnnns

Unspecified......oveiiin.

THE SOUTH,

Hiring additional land . ..,
Managers...........

Tenants,.... TP
Share, including croppers.
Share tenants proper....
Croppers, .vvvuuvvananasn.
Sharecash......,.....00us
Cash, including stand-
ingrenters............

Cash tenants proper. ....
Standing rentezs.. ... e
Unspecified ...............

23, 090, 105, 456
7. 422, 310, 956|

1, 429, 669, 832

18, 419, 414, 671!
8, ofio, 688, 300
3, 780, 472,019
5,210, 912, 7132

465, 341, 521

18, 174, 450, 024

14, 948, 886, 849
5,498, 902, 646

936, 6a1, 506

14, 151, 609, 092
6,718, 771,314
3, 153,927,979
3, 936, 820, 625

342, 980, 174

12, 324, 883, y51

4, 464, 628, 967
902, 415, 353

301, 8g0, 462

2, 121, ¥88, 213
I, 122, 113, 749
108, 626, 372
636, 672, 140
64, 373, 952

2, 831, 772, 156

I, 279,409, 779,
341, 785, 358]

53, 838, 508

725, 521, 195
375,088, 101
122,577, 833
209, 548, 148

18, 307, 123

7772 144, 533

2,397 179, 863
679, 207, 509

137, 319, 176

1, 418, 496, 171
744: 713,235
206, 230, 845
427, 81, 819

39, 67x, 273

2, 246, 650, 584

10, 605, 235, 862
9, 099, 251, 139
1, 505, 984, 723

796, 894, 078

6, 772, 320, 084
5,054, 014 420
3, 392, 565, 740
1, 661, 448, 680

181, 370, 964

1, 396, 245, 905
x, 027, 195, 230
369, 050, 675

140, 688, 755

6, 852, 424, 081
5 813, 704, 5%2
1, 03€, 719, 570

574, 160, 283

4,808, 298, 387
34 709,004, 584
2,457,932, 861
I, 251,071, 723

136, 869, 249

956, 784, 441
708, 656, 622
281, 127, 819

95, 640, 173

1, 847, 456, 083
1, 659, 673, 273
187, 783, 811

95, 236, 203

889, 079, 871
662, 693, 651
436, 173, 537
226, 521, 134

19, 220, 682

185, 902, 337
131, Gor, 478
‘54, 300, 849

21, 263, 211

508, 825, 552
444+ 294, 872
64, 530, 680

25, 531, 088|

236, 787, 803
170, 813, 044
'xa%, 395, 973
43, 47, 072
6, 754, 459

34, 187, 659
38, 020, 019
- 6, 167, 640

I, 396, 530, 146
I 179, 579, 484
216, 950, 662

ror, 966, 505

748, 153,933
513, 503, 141
371, 064, 390
140, 438, 751
18, 526, 574

199, 371, 478
151, 91%, 11T
4% 434, 367

51032, 731

18, 752, 740
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TABLE 47—~VALUE oF Al FarM PROPERTY AND OF THE SEVERAL CLASSES, BY
TrNURE (DBTAILED CLASSIFICATION), FOR THE NORTH, SOUTH, AND WEST: 1920—

Continued,
Implements
SECTION AND TENURE. A“;:rrf‘ Land alone, | Buildings. | andma- [ Livestock.
properiy. chinery.
THE WHST.

Motal . s e sevnssasssess] 89,300, 140, 390|| 86,068, 660, 125| $863, 944, 302 8423, 073, 465(81, 134, 47X, 417

. ...l 6,493,853, 670| 4 684, 568,058] 664,040,870 37,773,003  8af 612, 650
Owning catire farnt......| 4,648,037, 584|| 3,294,153,943| 527 674,2221 234,474, 2160 501, 735, 250
Hiring additional Iand ....| 1,845, 856,086 1,390, 414,115/ 137 266, 648 83,207,023) 234,877, 400

MANAZELS. . sirrerroroassnnssas 905, 709, 005 696, 869, 141 6o, 438, 181 24, 404, 016] 123,997, 157

ENANTS. 1evvsseeyeenevseeness| 1,000,546, 634/ 1, 587 222,926( 138, 564, 741 80, 897,357| 183, 861, 610

SBATE .. cvvrrrreeeneseasses| 1,142 383,363 932, 711, 201 76,376, 842 48, 876, 225 84, 418, Bos
Share-cash. .o vevivvenenes 68, 917, 619 56, 745, 830 .4 251, 670 3, 281, 103 4, 639, 016
Cash, v vererrniennaiionns 713,078, 182 549, 341, 306 52, 726, 657 26, 117, 251 84, 892, 968
Unspecified .........ov00e 66, 167, 670 48, 424, 589 5, 209, 572 "2, 622, 778 0, 910, 731

TasLy 48.—VALUE OF LAND AND BUILDINGS, AND AVERAGE VALUE or ALy CLASSES
oF PROPERTY PER FARM, BY TENURE (DETAILED CLASSIFICATION), FOR THE NORTH,
SoutH, AND WEST: 1920.

AVERAGE VALUE PER FARM.

AND Value of land Land and buildings. [Imple-
SHCTION ‘TENURE. and buildings. {| A1l farm ‘ n;g‘ldts Live
lé;(t)p- . ma- | stock,
Ve | spotal, || Tand | Build- | chin-
* | alone. | ings. ery.

UNITED STATES.

IPOEAL, s onvesensansnsensansansss|866, 316, 002, 602 || §12,084 || $10, 284 || 88,503 | Br, 78x $557 | $1, 243

Owners, ,..... vevasiressearsaerersssl 39 804, 222, 907 12, 130 10,156 || 8, 149 | 2,007 624 | 1,350

Owning entire farm. ..........40 [ 30 730, 720, 764 10, 942 9, 122 7,146 | 1,976 582 | 1,238
Hiring additienal land., ...,,....| 9 153 503,143 109,288 || 16,387 || 14,190 | 2, x97 8yy | @025
HTIARELS: cev e rverserssrsernsncnarnns| 2 065 216,465 || 45,761 || 38037 || 33,252 | 6,685 | 1,518 | 5,307
LenantS, v v vevssornsesianassessasss| 23, 786, 563, 230 I, 072 o 6oo || 8407 | 1,283 | 435 958

BHare.....ovivaeerarnnnenenesnes] 13,225,673, 341 9,028 7,876 || 6,767 | 1109 | 354 799
Share-cash, ..uuveeeiasnaaiinaies] 3,668 741, 782 31,534 || 2B 702 i| 26,182 | a,520 | T, 037 | 1,795
Cash..ovvvririnraviieorsansasens] 00318 247, 496 12, 513 10,800 || 9,304 1, 496 495 | rery

Unspecified. . ..iviuiiiisncinnsias 577, 900, 61T 10, 642 o, 140 || 7 7xx| 1,438 | 471 | 1,082

THE NORTH,
TOtales . isevrvrnensnrnsronsarss]| 43 326, 743, 178 1B, 224 15,670 || 12,860 | 2,8x9 869 | 1,676
OWRIETS. o+ vveeesseararnaronsesnasess| 25 814,833 815 || 15,686 || 13,271 || 10,512 | 2,759 833 | 1,58
Owning entire farm, ............| 19, 413, 515 816 || 14,065 || 11,826 | 9,106 | 2 730 779 | 10460

Hiring additional land..........| 6 40x,317,099' 24,450 || 21,087 || 18 114 | 2,973 | T, 226 | 2,237

MABBEEIS. .o vvevrveirasisinseisenses| T,238, 512,058 36, 673 31,771 || 24,027 | 7,744 | 1,382 | 3,523
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TABLE 48.—VALUE OF ILAND AND BUILDINGS, AND AVERAGE VALUE oF ALl CrLasses
oF PROPERTY PER FarM, BY TENURE (DETATLED CLASSIFICATION), FOR THE N ORYH,
SOUTH, AND WEST! 1920-—-Contmued

AVERAGE VALUE PER FARM.

Value of land Land and buildings. |1mple-
SECITION AND TENURKE. and buildings. || A1l farm ments .
prop- and | Live

erty. || o, | Lend | Builg. | 8- |stock,

alone. | ings, ';111_1;'

THE NORTH—continyed,

Tenants..voasevieneanrennnenssessss 816,273,307, 305 || $23, 636 || $20, 884 1i$18, 161 | §2, 723 | $par | $1,820
Bhare. ... oioiiaiiiisiaeeneises] 7,845, 887,063 ) 2r, 101 | 18,543 )| 15,880 | 2,634 88y 1,61
Share-cash.....ooiveaveeniiorens] 3,457, 654,351 || 36,677 || 33,487 || 30,500 | 2,807 [ 1,180 | 2,001
Cash........ Cevvessenverivseenes] 4 573,492, 768 || 23,112 || 20,285 1| 17,463 | 2,824 | 939 1,88
TUnspecified....ooviivevnecirnne. 407, 363 126 16, 426 14, 642 || 12, 328 2,314 658 | 1,426

THE SOUTH.

Total,c.ovivvveeressanasiersss] 18, 156, 654, 907 5, 668 4727 || 3,844 883 240 ot

Owners, . v.vvevnnnss Veenens veaeeeans] 8 699, 880, 164 6, 640 5447 || 4,290 1,157 319 874
Qwning entitefarm. ......,.o00 7,475, 376, 483 6,473 %318 1 4,127 | T,18x 316 839
Hiring additional land,.........] 7,224 503,381 7, 866 6,396 || 5 415 981 337 | 1,133

MBOAZELS. .o \uv s ianrsnnnnys 660, 396, 485 || 43,503 || 36,343 || 31,344 | 5199 | 7,394 | 57566

Tenants.,......... rerienaes veenend] 587,378,258 || 4256 |z 637 so79 | ssel e | ame
Share, including croppers........; 4,371, 698, 235 4, 269 3,606 || 3,059 54| 41 432
Share tenants proper.,......,.| 2,804,105 378 || 5,210 4444 1l 3704 by0 | 196 il

CrONDEIS. vvuneneevrvarracees| I, 477 592, 857 3, 961 2,633 || 2,230 404 kil 250
Share-cash. ....... Seeeineerens . 156, 089, 931 8, ooo 6,885 || 6, 037 848 298 817
Cash, including stand. renters...| x, 342, 686, 468 4,307 3,525 || 2,951 573 | 267 613

Cash tepants proper......,.... 837, 258, 100 4, 686 3,820 | 3,219 oo 173 693

Standing renters......c..viiii. 305, 428, 668 3, 515 2,900 || 2 392 517 154 451

Unspecified. ....ivinierveeened| - T36,003,324 || 4403 || 3,655 || 2,903 666 | 58| 5By

THE WEST.
Total...,oocovuvniinnnnns vesess]| 832,604 517 || 19,633 || 16,377 || x4 570 | 186 BB5) 23m
OWIETS. , ot eiinvrreannrnaanses vveeed] 340,508,028 || 16,070 || 13,080 || 12,242 [ T, 738 | B30 | 3,160

Owning entirefarm.............| 3.827,828,165 || x4, 566 || 11,977 |[ 10,323 | %654 735| =854

Hiring additionalland....,.....| T, 524 680,763 || 99,045 |} 24,030 || 21,879 | 2160 | Z,32r | 3,696
ANAGES.cv.v s errransrrensonaennens| - 459,307,022 || 81,237 67,926 || 62,505 | S)42r | 2,189 | 27,122
TLERANE. v s v o e revennienennerernnas] T, 725 987,667 || 23,567 | 20,432 || 18,79t | T bao | 958 2177

Share.....cvviecrvrerenncesnnass| T,000,088,043 || 26,179 || 23, 124.} 21,874 | X, 750 | T, %120 | %035

Share-cagh. . . .uiveevnierseeneend] - 60,007,500 | 33,233 || 20,206 || 27,347 | 2,049 | 1,581 | 2,336

Cash. ., . 6oz, 067, 063 || =20, 3167 || 17,028 || 15,537 | I, 401 739 | 2401

Unspec:ﬁed. T 53,634 165 || I9,4905 || 15,803 [l 14,268 ] T 535] Y93 297

‘Table 48, in particular, which presents averages per farm,
brings out in a striking manner both the significance of the more
detailed tenure classification and the necessity of taking separately
for analysis the three great sections of the country—the North,
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the South, and the West.  The average value of land and build-
ings per farm for all tenant farms in the United States was $9,690,
as compared with an average of $10,156 for all farms operated by
owners. ‘The average for farms operated by full owners, However
(omitting those which included some hired land in addition to
that owned by the operator), was only $9,122, or considerably less
than the average value of the tenant farms, even for the United
States as a whole.

For the North alone, the average value of farms operated by
full owners was $11,826, while the average value of tenant farms
was $20,884, or one and three-fourths times as much. The part-
owner farms in this section showed an average value of $21,087,
or a little more than the tenant farms. In all of the four kinds of
property for which separate figures are presented, namely, land,
buildings, implements and machinery, and live stock, the average
for the tenant farms was higher than the average for the farms of
the full owners in this section.

In the South, however, the average value of land and bmld_mgs
per farm for the tenant farms was only $3,637, as compared with
$5,318 for farms operated by full owners; and even omitting the
croppers, the average for the remaining tenants was only $4,184,
or decidedly less than the average for owner-operated farms.

In the West, the relations were similar to those shown for the
North, the average value of tenant farms approaching a figure
double the average for farms operated by full owners.

In all three sections, the highest averages by far are shown for
farms operated by hired managers, and the next highest for the
share-cash tenant farms. Both of these groups, however, are
relatively small in number. As between the two most important
classes of tenants, the share tenants and the cash tenants, the cash
tenants showed the higher averages in the North for all classes of
farm property, in the South for buildings, implements and ma-
chinery, and live stock, and in the West for live stock alone.

TERMS UNDER WHICH FARMS ARE LEASED.

A study of land contracts in typical counties of the wheat belt,
made by E. A. Boeger, in 1917,' describes six different methods of
renting land in the wheat area, comprising North and South
Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Minnesota, Idaho, and
Missouri.

1 See Department of Agriculture Bulletin 8so, Land Coniracts in Typical Counties of the Wheat Beli, by
E. A. Boeger.
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The first method is called the ““one-third share”’ method, under
which the landlord receives one-third of the grain and furnishes
land, dwelling, barn and other farm structures, fences, material
for repairs, skilled help for making repairs, and grass seed, and
also pays the real estate and road taxes. The tenant furnishes
labor, work: stock, machinery and. tools, and seed grain and pays
for the twine and the expense for threshing.

The second method is called the *one-half share” method,
where the landlord receives one-half of the crop and, in addition
to furnishing what he does under the one-third share system,
supplies all the stock and the seed grain, pays one-half of the
threshing-machine bill, and sometimes pays for half the twine.

The third method is called the *‘two-fifths share method,’’ where
the landlord receives two-fifths of the crop and both the landlord
and the tenant contribute the same as under the system in which
the landlord receives one-third; that is, the ounly difference
between this method and the one-third share method is that the
landlord receives a larger share of the products. The reason for
this better bargain is probably that the land is more productive.

Another method is designated ‘‘one-half share of both crops
and stock,” when the crops and stock are divided equally between
the landlord and tenant. The landlord, in addition to what he
contributes under the system in which he receives one-third, owns
one-half of the productive stock, except poultry, and bears one-
half of the general farm expenses, except those for labor and repairs
to machinery, while the tenant supplies all labor, owns all the
work stock and farm machinery, keeps the machinery in repair,
and owns one-half of the productive stock. Under this system
each of the contracting parties gets one-half of all farm sales,
except those from poultry or work stock, all of which go to the
tenant. When farms are rented for a share of crops and stock,
the lease provides whether the tenant’s work stock may or may
not be fed from the grain and hay owned in common and used to
feed the other stock.

Another method is the “two-thirds share method,” where the
landlord receives two-thirds of the crop and supplies everything
but man labor, that being the tenant’s only contribution. Under
this system the tenant receives one-third of the grain only, while
the landlord receives two-thirds of the proceeds from the sale
of grain and all the proceeds from the sale of stock.

50687°—24——9
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A few of the farms in the wheat belt are rented for cash, the
cash rent system thus forming a sixth class or method of renting.
In addition to these six types of tenancy, there are many modifica-
tions and exceptions which increase the complexity of the system.

Another example may be quoted for dairy farms in Green County, .

Wis:;, and Kane County, Ill, based on a study made in 1915.!
T'wo important types of tenure in this region are described. The
most common system is the half-and-half system, under which
the landlord furnishes land, buildings, a part of the seed and fer-
tilizer, and one-half of the productive stock, while the tenant
furnishes horses, machinery, one-half of the productive stock,
one-half of the seed, and sometimes ome-half of the fertilizer,
All stock on these farms is fed usually from the grain and hay
owned in common, and if feed of any kind is bought its cost is
shared equally by landlord and tenant. In general, each party
pays the taxes on all property owned by him, including the farm
road tax, though in many cases in the North Central States all
the farm road tax is worked out by the tenant. Under this
system the poultry is frequently owned by the tenant, who gets
all the proceeds therefrom; but with this exception each party
receives one-half of the proceeds of farm sales of all products.

In the best dairy regions of Illinois, from which milk is shipped
to the Chicago market, the landlord in most cases owns all the
cows, the tenant bearing one-half of the loss by death and paying
one-half of the net cost when cows are sold and others purchased
to keep up the herd. .

Less frequently dairy farms are share rented on the one-third
and two-thirds system, under which the landlord supplies every-
thing but the man labor, which is furnished by the tenant. The
landlord, under this system, gets two-thirds of the sales of all
products and the tenant one-third, and in case feed and concen-
trates are purchased the tenant pays one-third of the cost.

One could mention a vast variety of methods of renting land,
but one more illustration will suffice. ‘This refers to the Yazoo-
Mississippi Delta.? In the investigation of this region, which in-
cluded many large cotton plantations, there were three principal
systems of renting land, namely, share cropping, share renting, and
cash renting. The principal features of these three systems are
shown in the following statement:

1 See Department of Agriculture Bulletin No. 603, A Study of Skare-rented Dairy Farms in Green County,
Wis., and Kane County, Ill., by E. A, Boeger.

2 See Department of Agriculture Bulletin No. 337, A Study of the Tenant Systems of Farming in the Yazoos
Mississippi Della, by E. A, Boeger and E, A, Goldenweiser.
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Share cropping. Share renting. Cash renting.
Landlord furnishes ...} Land. Land. Land.,
House or cabin, House or cabin, House or cabin.
Fuel, Fuel. Fuel,
Tools, One-fourth or ope-third of ferti-
Work stock. lizer.
Feed for work stock.
Seed. -
One-half of fertilizer.
‘Tenant furnishes. ,...| Labor. Labor, Labor.
One-half of fertilizer, | Work stock. ‘Work stock,
Feed for work stock, Feed for work stock.
Tools. Tools,
Seed. : Seed.
Three-fourths or two-thirds of fer- | Fertilizer.
tilizer, :
Landlord receives,..., One-half of the crop. One-fourth or one-third of the crop. | Fixed amount in
) cash or lint cotton.
Tenant receives,...... One-half of the crop. ‘Three-fourths or two-thirds of the | Entire crop less fixed
crop. amount,

In connection with this study the interesting point brought out
was that the proceeds of the landlords and the tenants were atleast
approximately in proportion to the risks they assumed. This fact
is brought out by the data in Tables 49 and 50 and illustrated by
Figures 13 and 14.

TaBLE 49.—INcoMe oN LANDLORD'S INVESTMENT, IN RELATION TO TENANT'S

IaBOR INcOME: Yazoo-Mississiprr DELTA, 1913.

LABOR INCOME,
All
CLASS OF TENANTS.
tenants. || i, | Umder | $100to | $300to | $500to | $700to | $1,000
¢ 5100, $209, $499, $699. | .$599. landover.
NUMBER OF TENANTS IN BACH LABOR-INCOME GROUP.

All tenants, ..... 878 18 35 209 332 101 62 3t
Share croppets 445 12 180 204 38 8 2
Share renters. , 136 4 5 41 48 18 14 4
Cash renters,.,...... : 299 13 16 78 8o 45 40 25

AVERAGE RATE OF RETURN ON LANDLORD'S INVESTMENT ON HOLDINGS OF
TENANTS IN BACH LABOR-INCOME GROUP,

All tenants, . ,... 10. 6 7.0 5.8 8.2 12.% 13.2 9.6 Y0.2
Share croppers....... 13. 6 1.1 3.1 8.9 I5. § 19.8 18. 2 25,9
Share renters. ...... . i 8 201 o 9.2 12. 4 13.3 14. 8 15,6
Cash renters......... 6.6 8.0 6.8 6.7 6.4 6.0 .1




g

FARM TENANCY IN THE UNITED STATES,

132

Fro. 13.—RETURN ON LANDLORD'S INVESTMENT, IN RELATION T0 TENANT'S LABOR
Incoms: Vazoo-Mississterl DELTA, 1913.
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TaABLE 50.—I,ABOR INCOME, IN RELATION T0 METHOD 0F RENTING: VAZOO-
Mississteer DELTA, 1913. '

LABOR INCOME.

CLASS OF TENANYS, | Total. Defi-| Un- | $100 | $200 | $300 | $400 | $500 | $600 | $700 | $800 | $900 |$1,000
cit, | der | to to to to to to to to to | and
* | 8100, | $199, | $299, | $399. | $409. | §599. | $699. | $799. | $899. | $999. | over.

NUMBER HAVING EACH INCOME,

All tenants. ... 878 18 35| 108 194 | =200 133 62 39 34 19 9 3z
Share croppers. . ... 445 b 12 57 123 | 143 61 26 12 6 T P
Share renters, . ,.,.. 136 4 y 20 21 25 23 10 8 8 5 1| 4
Cash renters...,,.,. 207 13 16 28 50 41 39| 26 0 20 12 8 23

PER CENT HAVING BEACH INCOME,

All tenants..... 100. 0 20| 40120221 |23.8|140] 71| 44| 30| 22| 10 38
Share croppers. . ... 00.0f 0.2 2.7 |x228|276{321]|237] 58] 27| 4] os5f..... o5
Shate renters,,,,...| 100, 0 29| 51|y l154|18.4 (160 .4} 50| 590 3.7} 0% 2.9
Cash renters........ 100. 0 44| 54 94168 13.8| 13 x| 88 64| 6.9] 40| 2.9 8.4

AVERAGE INCOME FOR EACH INCOME GROUP,

All tenants,,... $392 $64 | $63 | $156 | $249 | $3a5 | $aay | $542 | $640 | $746 | $857 | $oso (81,344
Share croppers. ... 333 126 68| 162 | 250 | 342 | 447 | 536 | 648 | 52| BB7 |......| 1,455
Share renters,.,.... 308 77 62 | 154 | =256 | 348 | 447 | s42 | 626 ys0| 847 or0 | 1,220
Cash renters........ 478 56 59 146 | 245 354 | 448 | s47 656 743 856 | o956 | 1,355

The principal facts brought out by this study are summarized
as follows: The share cropping system is the safest for the tenant.
A share cropper is practically assured of average wages for his work,
but he rarely makes a large income. The share renter fails more
frequently to make even a bare living, but has a better chance for
making a good income than has the share cropper. The cash
renter runs still greater risk of failure, but also has the greatest
opportunity of receiving a labor income of a thousand dollars or
more. The average labor income for share croppers was $333, for
share renters $398, and for cash renters $478, the average for that
particular year thus varying directly with the risk.
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From the point of view of the landlord the matter is reversed,
He is assured a return of between 6 and 7 per cent on his invest-
ment where the land is operated by cash renters, no matter what
the yield or the tenant’s labor income may be. Where the land
is worked by shate croppers or share renters, the landlord’s rate of
return often falls below 6 per cent, but when the yield is good and
the tenant makes a good income, the landlord’s rate sometimeg
rises to more than three times that amount. It appears that the
landlord can make more money on the average when he rents hig
land on some system of shares. The average rate of return
received by the landlord from share croppers was 13.6 per cent,
from share renters 11.8 per cent, and from cash renters 6.6 per
cent. Again the returns vary directly with the risk,



XIV.
STABILITY OF TENURE.

It has already been stated that the most undesirable feature of
tenancy in the United States lies in the fact that tenants do not
stay long enough on their farms. To work out that form of lease
which will be conducive to the best results is ome of the most
important problems confronting American agriculture. Much
work is being done along this line, and much more work will need
to be done before the problem will be adequately solved. The
desirability of having tenants stay longer on their farms is fully
recognized by all students of the problem, and it is also understood
that it does not necessarily mean that the leases should be for
long periods of time. In some cases annual leases make for longer
occupancy than do long-term leases. When the tenant and the
owner know that they must please each other from year to year,
they make an effort to act in a satisfactory manner, if the relation-
ship is agreeable. On the other hand, a tenant who has a lease for
two or three years may think that the best thing for him to do is
to get the maximum returns out of the land during that period and
look for another location at the expiration of his lease. While
there is much information on the general subject, most of it is not
of a statistical natute,

Tables 51 and 52 show, respectively, by geographic divisions,
for white and colored tenants, the number and the percentage of
tenants in each of four groups based on the number of years they
had been on the farms which they were operating in 1920-—namely,
less than 2 years, 2z years but less than 5 years, § years but less than
10 years, and 10 years and over. :

It will be noted that 44.8 per cent of the white tenants had been
on the farm less than two years, while the number who had been on
the farm five years or more was only about one-fourth of the
total. ‘The proportion of tenants who had been on the same farm
two years or less was much larger in the South than in the other
sections of the country, and the number who had been on the
farm five years or more was somewhat smaller in that section.
The figures for the Mountain and Pacific divisions are not so sig-

nificant, in view of the fact that temancy there has developed
135
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largely within recent years.
material difference between white and colored tenants in regard
to stability of tenure, though in each of the Southern divisions
the colored tenants show a smaller percentage reporting less than
2 years on the farm than do the white tenants, and a larger per-
centage reporting 10 years and over.

The figures do not indicate any very

TaBLE 51—FarM TeENANTS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING T0 NUMBER OF VYEHARS ON
FARM, BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1920,

REPORTING NUMBER OF YEARS ON FARM, Not re-
porting
COLOR AND DIVISION. number
TPotal, Tess than 2to4 5to9 10 years || of years
2 years. years, years. and over., || on farm.
ALl TENANIS.

UNITED STATES. .01.vvies veeeld 2,318,292 || 1,006,783 422,829 | 337,552 251,128 136, 512
New England,...ooovvieiniininan, 11,002 3,938 3217 1,980 1,063 510
Middle Atlantic.......... 84, 828 28, 064 26, 440 135, 819 14,505 3,362
East North Central,..,. 295, 562 oz, 888 94, 063 59557 49,054 8,845
West North Central e 364,337 136,347 121, 747 64,934 41,303 10, 688
Sottth Atlantic......ovivieavinnn, 50T, 748 222,828 | 155,381 68,327 55y 212 40, 340
East South. Central, .. . 489, 459 231,000 | 147,736 61, 204 49, 519 32,827
West South Central............... 490; 432 253, 288 147,867 53,256 34,021 36,318
Mountain. ..., oovviiiiennn, 355 480 17,999 11, 665 3,902 1,914 1,998
Pacific, s vervrriiieineiiiiiiin., 45,360 20 431 14,719 6,573 3,637 1,629

WEITE TENANTS,

UNITED STATES........ cevveed] 1,648,036 738,785 | 495,850 | 242,055 | 172,246 o1, 427
New England......... eeieeeas . 11,058 3,930 3,107 1,073 1,958 509
Middle Atlantie,..,....... . 84,378 27,926 26,273 15 729 14,450 3,341
Fast North Central,.caiieeeeinen . 294, 275 03,492 03, 605 59,360 | 48,838 8,810
‘West North Central..,............ 362,458 135, 668 121, 109 64,645 41,036 10, 602,
South Atlantie........ e 240, 483 116,352 69,318 31,009 23,944 21,393
Fast South Central........... Ve 253, 504 147,044 67, 627 26,352 18, 571 175 407
West South Central.,...... PR 328, 512 185, 460 91,211 335502 18,330 26, 177
Moumtaift. o ovveviinenn e 345649 17,686 13,346 3,480 1,837 I, 771
Pacific, .vvviineinririirinienionns 30, 520 18, 198 12,364 5 685 3,282 I,41%

COLORED TENANTS.

UNITED STATES.,.0orerrairse. 669,356 267,568 226, 979 05, 497 8, 882 45,085
New England.....covvnvnrirnenn. 34 8 14 7 5 T
Middle Atlantic...... evhsa iy 450 138 167 13 55 21
East North Central,ius.evenrnn.... 1,287 416 458 197 216 35
West North Central..vvevnernan.nn 1,873 679 638 280 267 36
South Atlantic.......covvevvennnns 261, 265 306, 436 86, 263 37,208 31,268 18,947
Fast South Central,.v,........ veen 235, 863 89, 956 80, 109 34,852 30,948 15, 420
West South Centeal....oiviieen... 161, 920 67,819 56,656 2%, %54 18, 691 10,138
Mountaift, y svseeivirernanas [ 831 313 310 122 77 227

5: 831 2,233 2,355 888 ass ato

Pacific, ,oviriieriiiiiiaiianreiinn.
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TasLE 52.—PER CENT DISTRIBUTION OF WaITE AND COLORED TENANTS BY NUMBER
or YEARS ON FARM, BY GrOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS: 1g20.

[ Percentages based on number of farmers reporting number of years on farm,,

ALL, TENANTS. WHITE TENANTS. COLORED TENANTS.
DIVISION, Tess| 2 5 1 10 {Tess| 2 | 5 | 10 |Tess| 2 5 | 10
than | to to |years||than{ to to |years({than| to to | years
2 4 9 | and 2 4 9 Jaud | 2 4 9 | and

years,|years.|years.| over. {lyears.|years.|yeats.| over. [years,lyears.|years.| over.

UNITED STATES...... 4343121146 | 108 || 44.8 | 301|147 104400} 330 | 14.3] 2.8

New England.............. 35.5 280|170 177|355 289|178 17723 5] at.2| 206 1a7
Middle Atlantici.......o,oif 331 [ 30,2 | 186 rnx {33 [an1 | 18.6 |17z |307 | 371 ]| 200] 12.2
Fast North Central......,.| 31.4 | 31.8 | 20,2 [ 16,6 || 31.4 | 318 | 20.2 [ 16,6 | 32.3 | 35.6 | 13.3 | 16.8
‘West Nortl: Central........ 374334 |8ty 374334178 13263 341|154} 143
South Atlantic............. 44.4 | 31,0 | 13.6 | 17,0 || 48,4 | 28.7 | 12.9 | 10,0 | 40,7 | 33.0 | 143 | 120
East South Central.,......| 47.2 {302 [ 12.5 | 101 || 55.6 | 26,7 | z0.4 | 7.3 |38 1| 340]148] 131
‘West South Central........{ 5.6 | 30.2 | 11.3 | 6.9 |l 56.3] 27.8 | 10,2| 56 |41.0 350134 o7
Mountain.....ovovreenvsens| 507 | 32,0 { 1n 0| 5.4 510|327 0.9} 53305384147 9.3
PRI eurrevereenreiveneis] 45.0 [32.4 | 74.5| B0 || 46.0 | 31.3 | 144 8.3 1383 ] 404 152 6.1




XV.
CONCLUSION.

The farm operator, under present American conditions, enters
into production in several different ways, and it is difficult to
make a clear-cut economic analysis of his activities. Primarily,
he is manager of that unit of farm business- which is repre-
sented by his farm; usually he also furnishes the major part
of the labor required for carrying on that business; and in the
case of the farm owner, he furnishes all or a large part of the
capital employed, including that which is invested in the land,
These are the usual or typical relations. The hired manager and
the cropper, however, furnish none of the capital employed in
their farming operations; and the cropper at least works under
the close supervision of the landlord, so that only in a very limited
sense can it be said that he contributes to the management of
the farm. 1In fact, the cropper’s main contribution—and in many
cases his sole contribution—is his labor; and yet, because he has
nominal control of the area of land which he works, he is counted
as a farm operator. At the other extreme is the farmer who
owns his farm, free from mortgage, and thus has absolute contro!
of its operation. He may hire all of the labor required, and limit
his own contribution to that of capitalist and manager, in which
case he is only one step removed from the landlord renting his
land to tenants who operate the farm under his supervision.

From the status of the full owner, free from mortgage, there are
two frequent variations: First, that represented by the owner of
a mortgaged farm, who borrows a part of the capital invested in
his farming business; and second, that of the part owner, who
finds it profitable to hire other land, in addition to that which
he owns. In neither of these cases is there usually any sacrifice
of freedom in managing the farming enterprise.

The hired manager, of course, is expected to provide the detailed
management of the farm, and perhaps also his own labor. The
only variation in his status will depend upon the extent to which
the owner will direct the general plan of operations. ‘The manager
has no investment in the farm and often no direct interest in what
the farm produces, though his compensation and his chances for
advancement are dependent, in the final analysis, on his success
in making the farm a paying enterprise,

138
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Among those farmers who are classified as tenants, there is
even greater variation in actual working conditions than among
the owner-operators. The status of the cropper, who furnishes
practically nothing except his own (and his family's) labor, and
who is only nominally in charge of the farming operations, has
already been noted. At the other extreme is the large scale
tenant (found most frequently in the corn belt) who performs little
manual labor himself, but devotes his whole energies to the manage-
ment of the relatively large farm enterprise which he is able to
control, through hiring the land and investing his whole available
capital in stock and equipment. An American economist, recently
investigating the conditions of farm labor in England, asked a
prosperous tenant whose farm he was inspecting if he actually
worked on the farm himself. The tenant, somewhat indignant,
replied: ‘“When my time is not worth more than five bob a day,
I'll quit farming.”” This tenant, except that he found it more
profitable (vastly more profitable under English conditions of
stable tenure and low rent) to hire land than to buy it, was working
under conditions almost identical with those pertaining to the
American owner-operator. English tenancy, though, is generally
cash tenancy, while in the United States, the present trend is
decidedly away from cash tenancy and toward share tenancy,
under which there is less—often decidedly less—freedom of action
for the tenant. ' .

It should not be understood that tenancy always carries with it
the detailed supervision of the landlord. For while certain phases
of the farm operation—the crops to be grown, for example—are
usually specified in the lease contract, the farmer in many cases is
left otherwise largely to his own resources. Yet, taking the whole
number of share tenants, even in the corn belt, where they are
probably the most independent of supervision, there is evidence
that the supervision of the landlord—usually a more experienced
and skillful farmer—is of considerable value to the temant.

Numerous experimental tabulations of data from the 1920 farm

census indicate that the share tenant obtains slightly higher yields
per acre than the cash tenant, in spite of the fact that, theoretically,
the cash tenant should work his land more intensively, since he
gets for himself the whole of the increase above that required to
pay the fixed rent, while the share tenant gets only a part of any
increased production.
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The essential relation between the farm operator and the farm
is that the farmer should be assured of the control of the land, at
a reasonable cost, over a relatively long period of time. The fault
with tenancy under present American conditions is that the farrr.ler
usually has no assurance of long-time tenure. The f.ault with
ownership is that the cost is not reasonable, either with reg.ard
to absolute amount or with regard to initial demands at the time
when the farmer’s capital is limited. : :

It has been shown (see Chapter VII) that the desire for specu-
lative profits is largely responsible for both of these faults.. One
of the main reasons why the landlord is not willing to give the
tenant farmer a long-time lease Hes in the fact that he wishes to
be in a position to sell the farm at any time when a high price is
offered. This he could not do, if the farm were tied up under a
long-time lease. And so far as concerns the purchase price of
land, the expectation of speculative profits has been capitalized
in many localities to such an extent that the current market price
is far beyond the amount on which the rental-income will pay a
fair rate of interest. The values of farms in the United States
rented for cash were so high in 1920, that the rent paid repre-
sented an income of only a little over 314 per cent on the valuation.
Such a valuation makes it extremely difficult for a would-be
farmer to acquire ownership; and without doubt, the high valua-
tion is based mainly on the expectation of a further increase in
price—on the speculative element in land ownership.

It seems only reasonable, then, to assume that the increase in
the price of farm land has been one of the causes for the increase
in tenancy; and the figures for the four decades from 1880, when
the farm census data were first tabulated by tenure, to the present,
show a fairly consistent relation between the percentage of tenancy
and the rate of increase in the value of farm land per acre. It
appears, then, that as the attainment of ownership becomes more
difficult, men turn more and more frequently to tenancy as a
means of obtaining a farm on which to work. Tenancy is re-
cruited, then, not directly from the owner class, to any great
extent, but rather from the class of farm laborers, who become
tenants instead of becoming owners, or who spend a longer period
in tenancy as an intermediate stage between the status of wage
hand and that of farm owner..
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For in all parts of the country, along with a more or less exten-
sive class of what might be termed permanent tenants, are to be
found considerable numbers of tenants who look forward con-
fidently to the time when they will become owners. These are
the men for whom tenancy represents one of the stages on the
agricultural ladder—an intermediate stage between working as a
farm hand for wages and the ownership of a farm. In the North
and West, the tenants for whom tenancy is thus a stepping stone
to ownership are especially important and numerous, while in the
South, particularly among the colored farmers, permanent ten-
ancy—under which the tenant expects always to remain a tenant—
is more comimon,

It seemns probable that even in the North the class of perma-
nent ‘tenants is gradually, though slowly, increasing. This fact,
perhaps more than any other single result of the analysis of the
census statistics relative to farm tenancy, emphasizes the neces-
sity for improvement in the form of tenant contracts employed
in connection with the rented farms of the United States.

If it is less expensive for the farmer to hire a farm than it is to
buy one, as it certainly is in very many cases, with present prices
and present rental charges, then those disadvantages placed by
social attitude and customary practice upon the tenant farmer
ought to be removed, in the interest of the farmers asa class.

Tenancy appears to be largely stabilized already in many of
the older settled parts of the country, showing little increase or
decrease. Any change that would improve the social status of
the tenant and make his tenure less uncertain, would doubtless
bring with it an increase in the percentage of tenancy; but an
increase in tenancy brought about by any improvement in the
conditions of tenancy could hardly be looked upon as an evil.

The idea of starting with nothing and making it into something
was the typical idea of pioneer days. The original settlers in
what is now the great agricultural section of the country took a
piece of wilderness or prairie and made it into a farm; and for a
generation or two the supply of new locations in the farther
* wilderness or the more distant prairie was such that the estab-
lished farms did not attain a very great capital value, as com-
pared with their annual production. But the pioneer days are
now of the past; and the present-day idea is to take something of
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value—costly materials or opportunities—and proceed to increase
the value, or to make it productive of additional value. ‘
In this change from the pioneer idea, the importance of capital
(using the term in a broad sense, to include the land as well as
the buildings, stock, and equipment) has grown from a position
almost negligible to a position where it dominates the other pro-
ductive elements. Hence we find that the problems of farm ten-
ancy (and the related problems of farm credit), which are concerned
with the methods by which a new farm operator may obtain the
possession of those initial values which he needs, have become
more and more important. And with this changing situation—for
the change is still going on—comes the need, growing more and
more urgent, for a new attitude toward farm tenancy, based less
on inherited judgments and more on an exact analysis of the
economic advantages or disadvantages of ownership and tenancy.
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