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Productivity• of Resources 
USED ON COMMERCIAL fARMS 1 

B,r EDWIN G. STllAl\'1), a.gricllltllraL eCOl/omi-st, A griClllt II I·al. Resca·rch Service, 
and EAHL O. HEADY, J}I'otcs80r, and J.u[ES A. SEAGRAVES, graduate a88i~tarzt, 
Departmcllt. of Economies anu. Sociology, 101CIL State College 

SUMMARY 

Striking dill'erentials exi~t in l'etlU'llS (0 the production resonrces 
that are used on cOlUmercjal farm:; in this country. Analysis of the 
68 procluetiYit~c regions delineated in this report pl'ovldes a basis for 
appraising the mngnirude of these c1ifferences as they existed in the 
relatiYely prosperous year of 1949. 

• 
Along with data on the eharncteristics and interrelationships of the 

resources used. three principal meftSUres of the productivity of specific 
resources OJ' groups of resource:.; werE' c1ewlopecl. These are. residual 
returns per man-eguiyalent workE'r. residual returns per dollar of in­
YE'stment, and the ratio of the value of total output to the value of all 
inputs. 

From tlle standpoint of both alUllyticnl a11d "'e]fare considerations, 
difference.::. in returns per llHlll-eqni\,ltlent operator and family worker 
for labor and management are significant. Among the regions here 
delineated, this return ranged fronl less than $300 to almost $16,000. 
The average for the United States ,\as $1,156. 

Regions characterized by 10"\\ awrage returns to operator and family 
workers are l1ighly ('oJleentrated in the Southern States. But this 
characteristic is not confined to the South. 

In the Great Lakes l'egion, in t11e regions that encompass New York, 
Pennsylvania, West '~il'ginia: and much of Maryland. and in eastern 
Ohio, southE'ustern Indiana, and the Ozarl;: region of Missouri, returns 
per operator and family workE'l' are substantially below the national 
awrage. This is true also :for foul' scattered l'egi011s hl the \Vest, 
which are located in north"-('sterJ) K ew ~:fexico, western Oregon and 
\Vashin,lrton, northeastern ,Yashington, amI nort.lrweatern l\Iontana. 
In a11, 15 regions show('d aye!'age l'etul'llS in 1(14fJ of less than $600, and 
29 of Jess than $1,000. 

In 10 regions return:; of more than $3,000 per operator and famiJy 
worker are indicated. Four of these are 10cated in California, 2 in 
Texas,l in Arizona, and 1 in \Vashington-Orcgoll-Idaho. The final 
two regions are at the northern and southern extremities of the east­
ern coast-Aroostook County, }\:fail1e, and the Florjda Peninsula. 

• 
The picture of av('rage l'C'sidual return per dollar of investment in 

the various regions has much in common with the situation which 
pxists with l'C'sPE'ct io I1YPl'a!!(' 1"ehll'ns PE']" opC'l'n.tor n.nd fami.ly worker. 

I ~lIhmiHrcl fnr pllhll('ntion Aprj] lfl;;;;. 
1 
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In 1949 the range among areas in the instance of residual to investment 
was from minus 4 percent to plus 24 percent; the national average was 
4.9 percent. 

Twenty-five regions indicate returns of less than 3 percent per dol­
lar of investment (7 of them show negative returns). Twenty-four 
of these are among the 29 regions having less than a $1,000 return per 
operator and fmnily worker. 

On the high-return side are 12 regions which showed residuals of 
S percent or more per .:lolJar of inyestment; S of these are among tIle 
10 regions in which tIlE' residual pel' operator and fmnily worker was 
$;),000 or more. The 2 ]ligh-]abOi:-returll regions that are not among 
the 12 with highest returl1S to investment had investment residuals of 
more than 7 percent. 

An indication of possible opportunitv for adjustment in the combi­
nations of resources used on eOl11mercial farms in many regions is to 
be found in the fact that in 40 of the GS l'C'gions the fl,verage annual 
wage per hired farm worker ex(',"eclecl the l'esic1ufI,l return per operator 
[md family worker. The 2;'5 ,.<,[dons in which return to investment '''as 
less than :3 percent, and 28 of ~'h regions having less than $1,000 resid­
ua]~ per operator and family worker, are found among these 40 
reglOns. 

\~allle of farm production expressed as a percentage of all cash and 
imputed costs is a signifieant measnre of relative eHiciency among re­
gion!". In computing these ratios, prices 0:1' products and input factors 
that pl'eYailed in eneh region were used. Operator and family labor 
,W1'e evaluated at pxisting rt'Qiollall'ates for hired farm Jabor. 

A ratio of 1.0 or bE'tter'indIcates gener::tlly efliciellt farm operation. 
Ratios below 1.0 would suggest that many :I'arms in the region would 
profit 11'0])1 adjustments in pattprns of resource USe or combination, 
assllluing cOlltimHl.tiol1 of 194fl cost-price relationships. It SllOUld 
be remembered that the (lata on which these ratios are based are esti­
mates and are :1'01' 1 year ollly. The (legree to ,yhic11 ratios-of less than 
1.0 suggest iJ1(,fIjeiPllt ntilization o:f reSOlll"es is, tl]ere10re, dependent 
on the extent. to ,\'11ic11 the ratio falls b('lmY this fignre. 

For 28 r('Qiolls. ratios of 1.0 or better are indicated. Included 
Itl110ng these 'are an of the 14 rpgiol1s t11at acco11l1ted for the 10 highest 
regiOl"all'etnrns per operator and :fumily ,Yorker, anrl t1le 12 regional 
l'esidua]s to inwstmellt which exceeded 8 percent. ,Yith 4: exceptions, 
these 28 rpgions showe<1 r(,j l11'11S pel' operator and in.mily worker W11ic11 
were sllbstnntially aboye the national aY(,1'Ilge. Exceptions ,,-ere the 
Virginia-Carolina tobacco areas, the peanut-tobacco aren of Alabama 
anc1 Georgin. and the d('lta cotton area of Arkansas, :Mississippi, and 
l.Jouisianft. 

In 2~ regions, yalues of j·otal ou/·put were less than DO percent of the 
,·alues of all inputs. These 22 ar(' among both the 2D regions haying 
lowest returns pel' operator and family worker, and the 25 region's 
sho·wing residna1s to investment o1'1('ss than 3 percent. 

THE PROBLEM 

Efficiency of ngliellltllre ill 0111' country varies in different areas and 

• 


• 

• 

with different segm('nts of the agrirnltuJ'al ('collomy. In some areas 
and wHh some farming systems, emcirncy is high; in othen; it is low. 

I 
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How carr we increase the efficiency of our agriculture ~ One way 
is to emphasize, more than has been done in the past, opportunities for 
production and to encourage shifts in resources in areas where effi­
ciency of production is currently low. The consequent improvement 
of incomes of people in these areas ,yill make for a healthier farm 
economy. 

'Yorkers in the field of research, extension, ana credit, and others 
who direct State [md Federal agricultural activities, call. greatly TIIl.­
prove present conditions. To be ,Yell formulated, such a program 
must be based on rather extensiye knowledge of the relative magni­
tude of differences that exist and tlle ecollOlnics of the problem. 

Ayerage incomes of farm families in the United States differ greatly 
TIl yarious parts of the country. Most persons ,\"ho are familiar with 
our agricultul'E") can point to areas TIl ,,,.hioh farm incomes usually are 
rather low and to others in which they usually are relatively high. 
Reasons for these variations in level of illcome are understood in a 
general way by those who wmIt with farm l)cople and fll1'l1l problem.s. 
It is known that soil, clTInllte, and other geographic charactel'is6cs 
affect agricultural production. It is generally understood that these 
factors limit types of production in pa.rticular areas and that they af­
fect returns to labor and other resources, The in:fluence of social in­
f::titutions in bringing about existing patterns of farming in some 
areas is also appl'ecinf-ed by many who are concerned with farm in­
comes ancl rural i . 'e. Less widely understood are the economicI 

aspects of these cL .::rences. Techniclll COJlJbinations 01' proportions 
of land, machinery, tend other factors of production with 'which labor 
is used are of paramount TInportance. 

For an individual farm, efficient production. is expressed in the rela­
tive level of income, and hence in standard of liying, for the farm 
family. Its achievement is determined by the way the fal'mer 01' ­

![anizes his capital, labor, and land, .A.11Y shift in llse of giuen re­
sources between cuflerent crop and liyestock enterprises, or between 
different techniques of production, which hlCreases the v[tIue of sales, 
must incl'en.se the net income of the farm. It also increases the quan­
tity of goods and services the family can buy and thus boosts the poten­
tial'living st[mdard, Farm planning and organization to ful'ther 
these individual goals represents [t step toward more efficient use of 
the Nation:s resources. 

Other aspects of resource organization are important also. Capital, 
labor, and land must be used efficiently in all farming areas of the 
country; they must be distributed efliciently between opportunities in 
farming and those in llonfarming industries. 'Vith individual pref­
erences for particular living locations considered, efIicient use. of re­
sources is attained when each additional unit of labor and capital 
produces approximatE']Y the same returns in difl'erent locations or in 
different industries. Under these conditions individual families can 
attain maximum incomes; production also is organized to permit a 
maximuJll national income. 

Variations beb\'een farming rE'gions in productivity of labor and 
efficiency of resources used closely pal'allelregional differences in in­
come per farm. Henee, fmalysis of l'eSOUl'ce pl'odurtiyity can help 
to build an efficient agriculture with a fayorable level of income for 
farm ·.famiJjes. This complex is the major problem in our agl'icul­

http:incl'en.se
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rural economy. In some regions, the quantity of resources used pel' 
farm is too low and the combination of the various kinds of resources 
does not allow fa:vorable incomes to farm families. These are the basic 
long-range problems of the particular farming regions discussed later. 

Until the problem is more widely recognized and measures are taken 
to alleviate it, inefficient use of resources ,vill continue in many regions 
for the reasons listed below: 

(1) In many instnnces fnrming methods used nre out of date and 
combinations of labor and capital are inefficient; (2) resources llm\' 
used in one farming location could add more to national production 
and to family income if they were used ill anotl1er location or in 
another industry: (:1) soili;; 'exploited and conseryation discouraged 
as families with 10'" returns to resources press their land for sub­
sistence; aud (4) part of the potential product :md skills of human 
resources are lost because many hrmers l1ave too little capital to go 
with their labor: they lack adequate training for full clevelopmellt of 
:-:kills; or they are lUlcert::tin as to the course of action to take. 

Short-run progra,n1s bu}lt on price supports and supplem_entary 
measures may contl'lbute lIttle to solution of long-range resource ad­
justments. Further research is needed to explain lUlique facets of the 
producti-dty problem and to permit l'emeclialmeasnres to be put into 
effect in critical areas. 

WHY THE STUDY WAS l\fADE 

The study reporte(l here was intemled to tletel'mine differences in 
leyels of income and to }Jl'Oyill(' information on proc1uctiyity of re­
sources in ditrerent segm('nts of om ngl'ieu lture. Information on 
composition of and interrelationships iJ\ agricultural resources and 
proclucts in the various regions is also ]11'oyi declo 

Specific reasons for undertaking the study were: 
(1) Comparatin>ly little is krtmYll concerning the procluctivity of 

or the returllS to capital ancllabor l'(,SOl1rces used in l'eJatiy('ly homo­
geneous farming l'('gions of the country. Previons stuclies aggregated 
clissimilur proclucing regions, and thu's ('C'l'tain differences in'i-esource 
productivity YI'ere aYel'nged out or coycrecl up. 

. (2) In clesigz:illf!: methods and programs to illcrease farming effi­
CIency and to l':llse llH'Olll(';-; that are helow clC'si.mble stalldards, infor­
mation on reSOllrc(' proclucth'ity and returns is essential. 

(3) Information is llee(le(l to gui.de allocation of labor ancl invest­
ment towal'cllocatiolls ]n "hic'11 possibilities for farlll production and 
income are 1'aYo1'lIbJ('. Hitherto, emphn~is in agricllltnral extension 
education has clC'aH mainly ,yith how farmel's clln organize their re-
Sources more eJllciently on incliYiclual farms. ­

(4) Information is'needed to sC'rYc as a guide for the most effective 
use of agl'iculturalresources at all times. Data tlutt. indicate gains or 
Josses in J~ation.al; procluctj~m, a~ lahor anc1 capital nre shifted. among 
areas hav1J1g chflel'C'llt agl'lC'llltul'al potenhals or bet.ween ngnculture 
and industry, can be guides to increased efficiency. In times of na­
tional emergency, guides to increased efficiency are especially im­
portant; they should be ready when the emergencies arise. 

It was intended to measure only the average productivity of farm­
ing reSO\1J'('ps lIfwcl in di1l'el'(,llt regions. Xo attempt was made to pl'O­

• 


• 

• 
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PRODUCTIVITY OF RESOURCES USED ON CO:WIMERCIAL FARMS 

vide better approximations of marginal resource returns, as regional 
data necessary for such estimates were not available. Estimates for 
68 different productivity regions of the cOillltry were made. These 
productivity regions were delineated in terms of crops produced and 
basic soil and Jand resources. This was done to eliminate discrepan­
cies which arise when entire States are grouped together. 

CONCEPTS AND METHODOLOGY 

Limitations of the Data 

Dahl obtained by the study reported here refer only to resonrces used 
on commercial farms (Ind to the product of these resources. Not in­
cluded is the product of or income from off-farm work. Off-farm 
employment represents Ull important use of resources in some regions, 
particularly in industrial regions sllch as parts 6f the Southeast, New 
England, and metropolitan areas. In some of these regions, addition 
of the income -rromlabor used in off-faTm employment to the value of 
producboll from farm-used resources can bring the average return for 
all farm-originatinf? reSOurces above that of other regions that have 
fewer off-fann empLOyment opportunities. 

Data obtflil1ed flppJy only to 1\)49, which >yus a benchmark year in 
certain l·espects. It fc.>11 between l'Vorld IYflr II and the Korean out­
break, and prices reflectNl throughout tIle economy mainly expressed 
consumer desires for ch-i1ian !Loods flncl sen-ices. Hence, the basic in­
formation provides 11 framc.>-\\~ork fOl' measuring the relative values 
placed (by consumers) on the products pl'oduced~ amI on the quantity 
of resources used :in pmticu1al' ft1l'ming l'egions. It suggests, more 
nearly than CRll data from a war period or frOl1'1 an earlier period when 
consumers were fewer and had somc\yhat different tastes: the direction 
111 which resources nov;, in arrriculture might best flow if the national 
Jevel of income is to be at ;maximull1. Benchmark studies such as 
this need to be l11tlcle for subsequent pointf' in time when economic 
orgtmizat10n is ":lPl)l'oaching an eqllilibriunt state.:: 

The year 1949 is perhaps 'as goo(l as any that could haye been se­
lected for the study of farm product.ivity in this country. Generally 
spcflking, it ,YaS a fairly good year for farming in most areas. The 
season rrtngc.><1 between sati~ftlr.tOl"y and iclelll for pltll1tiug and early 
development of crops. TIll' 'weather was not equa]Jy ftlyorable ill all 
l'<'gions, although, in gc.>l1c.>ral. the vnrintions 'vere perhaps less than in 
most years. Total J1fltional production of principal crops was second 
only to the record production of 1948. 

The study was focused on regional c1iffprentials in productivity. No 
attempt was made to examine differell6als within the productivity 
reg-iOlls outlined. Bnt di{Yerc.>ntials in procluctiyity of resources do 
e:nst between farms in the same region. Results of other studies sug­
gest that productivity on S0111e farms is high, even in regions where 
the tlverage 11roell1ctivity of all units is low i anel that productivity 
on other farms is low, even in regions where the [tn-farm a.verage is 
high. These inter£arm differences exist everywherej they are perhaps 
explained by the snme genernJ phenomenH, which deseribe differences 
between regions. 
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LIMITATIONS OF AVERAGE PRODUCTIVITIES 

:MoSt of the data presented here are single avemp:rs for productivity 
regions. The analysis of resource productivity is ' . terms of average 
products of the resources in question. Average pruducts are the total 
product, or one of the residual incomes, diyiclecl by the value of the 
mput (fig. 1, P II). A limitation of single axerages as estimates of 
productivity is that they cannot show the effects of smaU changes in 
inputs upon the agricultural production of a region. 

TOTAL, DERIVED AVERAGE AND 
MARGINAL PRODUCT CURVES 

Total 
TOTAL ,­ I t~ productPRODUCT 

curve 
J 'AIF 

I 

*-'­
o \ 

---1---[-" .­4 

AVERAGE Wir INPUTS ____ Average 

AND '-.: '~N: I productMARGINAL J I 
PRODUCT~ ~~_JMarginal 

INPUTS product 
u. s. DEPART:UfHT OF AGRICULTURE ).lEG. SA (1)-S22 AGRICULTUR.I.,L RESE~RCH SERVicE 

J.:J:Gt.:nE 1.-Wlwn some inputs are increas('(1 in the IJl'OceSs of production at the 
same time that other inputs are held constant, the adde!l product resulting 
from ('uell additional nnit of inlHlt may at first incr('ase, but eyentually it will 
decr('ase. This idea of a diminishing marginal product is fundamental in the 
study of rehll'ns toresourcps used in agricultural production. 

IdeaUy, we should be nble to study many production and input 
possibllities for each region in order to find the most profitable pro­
gram, or combination of prodncts and inputs. In a very simple 
example, one l1lay haw lJ1foTmation 011 the possible production of one 
commodity with Yarion!:> l('vchi of one input ·when aU other inputs are 
constant. Snch information could be expressed graphica.lly with a 
total product Cll1'Ve, as sllOwn in figure 1, nnc1 also wi.th curves for the 
average and mnrginal products. The ma.rginn] product is the ratio of 
addedJ)roc1nct to adc1('d inpnt for small increments of input (change 
in pro uct/chnllge in input, or 6.PI 6.1 in fig. 1) . . 

Mnrgillnl productivities provide (L basis for alloc.ation of resources 
to the product or region "\vhere they will enrn the most. Although a 
series of inputs al1cll~esulting total products is needed to find marginal 

• 


• 

• 



7 PRODUC'l'lVl'l'Y OF RESOURCES USED ON CO]lyIl\IERCIAL }'ARMS 

• productivities exactly, indirect ways of estimating them from single 
uverao-e products can be used. 

Under special conditions the marginal product is equal to the aver­
age product, as at the point where the curves intersect in figure 1. 
These conditions are: (1) Constant returns to scale, and (2) the 
imputed payments to each of the inputs equals thbir marginal value 
products (4, pp. 4.o2-J,14).2 (It is believed that condition (1) is 110t 
fulfilled for all productivity regions, ancI especially not for those in 
the South which have many small farms.) This is sometimes called 
the residual 01' imputational method of computing the marginal 
proc1nct of one input. 

Average products are sometimes used as approximations of mar­
ginal products, but this is advisable only ,yhen other information is 
available for use as [t check It is gooc1 to know the general shape 
of the average andll1nl'!!inal product curves when this is done. If the 
average curve is rising, the marginal curye is above it; and if the 
former is falling, thEl marginnl curve is below it. ,Yhen the average 
product is highest, the margU1a1 product is equal to it. Also, the 
steeper the average-product cun-e, the farther a,way from it is the 
marginal product. 

• 
Limitations hwolYed in productivity recommendations that are 

based on average products often arise from the fact that it is not 
known whether the marginal proc1uct is greater or less than the aver­
age product. The typical small farm has a surplus of labor and a 
shortage of land and cnpital. This situation makes the average prod­
uct of labor vcry low and that of capital quite high. If more land 
and capital are added, some of the labor works fun time and it is 
possible that the nvera&e product of land and capital rises. In this 
case thc marginal proll1.tct of lane1 a11(1 capita,l is greater than the 
n.verage product. Larger farms have more land and capital per 
worker, and the average products of both In.bor and other resources 
are pl'obn.bly high. Perhaps both of these average products decrease 
as more of each input is used, though not necessarily at the same rate. 

l)pspite these diHicuUies, lLyerage products a,re valuable in pointing 
ont big diJl'erences in productivity and in directing further study. 
Anlllysis, by regions, of the separate inputs and products stands as a 
worthwhile synthesis of the data. The productivity framework of 
this analysis should be yaluable in directil1g attention to this impor­
tant context in which census datR can be used and understood . 

• 

.An ideal study of resonrce productivity in the United States would 
inclmle detailed analyses o:f differences related to siz0 und type of 
farUl. Prices [lud crop yields, for eXllmple, might be adjusted on 
the basis of Rverages for several years to make them 1110re representa­
tiyc than daht :£or 1 year. Greater attention might be given to 
::-:ituatiol1s characteristic of multiple-unit (cropper) farms and differ­
ences cansed uy tenancy. More complete data 011 inputs such as 
family labor, irrigation, ancl miscellaneous e~penses would make esti­
mates of net income more reliable. Finally, the estimation of mar­
gilHLl procluctivities from samples of fttrl11S Rnd from experimental 
data pl."esents possibilities. Such analyses represent a separate and 
perhaps a more promising approach to the detai1ed problems of 
efficient use of resources. 

~ Italic figures in parentheses refer to Hternture cited, p. 64. 
345705 -·:H';--2 
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Farms Included in the Study 

The study of commercial farms, as clistjngl1ished from all farms, 
was made possible by the breakdown of dab presented in reports of 
the 1950 Census of .A.griculture (11;.). Prevjotls to this census, data 
were not available separately for commercial and other fa1'll1s.3 

The 1950 Census of Agriculture reported a total of 5,379,250 farms 
in the United States! The fnrms were classified into foul' gronps: 
(1) Commercial farms, (2) part-time farms, (3) residential farms, 
and (4) abnormal farms. 

In 1949-50, according to the 1950 censlls, there were 3,706,412 com­
mercial farms in the United States. Commercial farms thus made 
up 69 L)ercent of the total number of farms. But the role of these 
farms In the agricultural economy of the Natjon is even greater thau 
is indicated by their relative numbers. Commercial farms included 
88 percent of the land in a11 farms and they accounted for 98 percent 
of the total value of fn I'm. products sold in 1949 (table 1) . 

j\£ost questions and problems relating io efficiency of production and 
use of resources in agriculture apply primarily to commercial farms­
those on which the major part of family income is obtained from sales 
of agricllltural products. National policies and Federal and State 
legislation relating to agriculture are usually developed ,,-il:h com­
mercial farms iuminc1. ~Operntors and tl1eir families on these farms 

TABLE 1.-NlImber of 	farms, acrea{Je, lLnd '/.·allle of products 80ld, by economic 
class of farm, United State8, 19.~9 ' 

\'altw of fann products Economic c1nss of farm Farms soh! 

SUl/Iber Pattllt .lerM ,PeTrelli ])o/lars Penfllt 
\ommerrinJ1. 3,700.412 fili.O ).O~I,ar.·l.iiO~ I' hR.) 21.7Ia.21ii.1:Q2 97.;, 
Pnrt-time '. !i3n.2;;0 I 11.9 .IS. ~9R. fltl() 4.2 301. 10:!. Dii4 1. .. 
ReslrJ~ntinl '... 1.029.302 1D.I 51.·13S.IHO I 4.4 S·t. 71·1. 7U7 .4 
Abnormnl'. __ . 4.2!1i.1 38. nos, 418 3.3 !JO. 437.246 .4 

'1'otaL••.. ________ •___1-5-,3-,9-.2-,.0-'--1-00-.0-1--1-.-I,-,0,-,-8(-',-02-0 --J-OO-.O- -2-2.-279.56-2.-50-9 --JOO-.-o 

I Di\ta from U. S. C'rnsuso[ Aj(rirnltllr~: 1950 (14. v.EI. 
I All farms, cxc,'pt those cl'1l'sified ns ahnormal, with n mlu~ of salt's o[ farm prnducts amonnting to $1,200 

or morc. Also includ~d arc farms with a mlue of farm produCts gold of $250 1.0 $J,199 thUt dit! not qualify
lIS parl·time farms. 

'All farms with a valul' DC sail'S of farm products of $250 to $1,J99 JJroyiclrd (1) the farm operator worked 
olI tilt' farm 100 or morc dnys in 1040, or (2) tlll'nonfarm income neell'!',l by the O!'l'rtllOr Ilnd melllbers of hi~ 
family was grcntl'r than the mlue offarm protiuetssold. 

• All farms, cxc~pt abnormal farms, with a LOtal valm' of saIl's of farm proullcts o[ 1"5$ than $250. 
• 'Public anu private institutional flirrus, romtllunity ~lItl'r[Jrisls, cxpcrinll'lIt station forms, grnziul( associa· 

tions, and similar ugriculturalunits. 

3 A. special report on the 104G Samllie Census of A.griculture included a brenk­
down of ynrious illt'ome nnd expense datn for farms grouped into ench of seven 
economic clnsses. But these classes were not clenrly distinguishable into com­
mercial nnd other fnrllls. Also, dnta were reported on a Stnte bnsis and could 
not he broken down nlllong diITerent farming areas within States (18, taule 29). 

• Counted as .farms, in this census, were all places of 3 or more acres that 
reported a value of ngricultural products in 1940, exclusi\'e of bOllle gnrdens, 
amounting to $IGO or more. The agricultural products could haye been for home 
use or for sale. Also ('ounted as farms were places of less than 3 acres that 
reported sales of agricultural proclucts in IMO nmounting to $150 or Illore. 
Included also were plnces operated in 1!)49 for which the yalue of agricultural 
products in thnt yellr "'liS less than $150 because of crop failure or some other 
unusual Situation, and places operated in 1D50 for the first time if normally 
they could be expected to produce these minimum quantities at farm products. 
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are the ones that are most vital1y affected by agricultural prices, Gov­
ernment regulations and programs, and available agricultural infor­
mation. The possibilities of,~or the opportunities for, economic profit 
from farming are generally Jess important to operators of part-time, 
residential, and abnormal farms tlum t.hey are to operators of com­
mercial farms. 

The absence, prior to the 1950 cellbus, of dllta fol' types and economic 
classes of farms, hus limi.ted the possibilities of analyzing the organi­
zation and efficiency of fal'lning in different sections of t.he country. 
Economic st.udies of farming ill areas, States, and regiolls must use 
totals 01' aggregate daht on lfiond use, agricultural production, ex­
penses, and other economic items. IYhen data for all farms in an 
area nre totaled or flyeraged, the resulting pictnre may not be a very 
goodl'epreselltation of commercial farming in the arelL Inclusion of 
numbers of noncommercial farms and of economic data, for these farms 
usually results i].1 aVel'ilges, pel'centagrs, or other I-igures that are not a 
trllE' repre;;entatloll for commercial i'nl'l11:-;. 

If the proportion of noneOll1mereial farms is large, disi:ortions may 
nl~o he large. Data in uppendix tables 17 and 18 slww that in 26 of 
the Ci4 regions outlined more thnn a third of an farms tlre in the n011­
("oll1merclal part-tillle~ H'si(ll'ntin1. ant] abnormal classes. Distribution 
of farmland among ("OllllllPrcial and llonconnnereirll classes and [lver­
age sizp of farms iiI thesl' e1ass{'s nre shown, respectively, in appendix 
tables 20 and 21. Comlllercial farms ftverag;e much smaller than 
abnormal farms in nearl), all l'Pgions, but they'consistently run larger 
ihnn pitlH'r part-time or resitlt'lltial farms. 

ECOXOullC CL.\SSES OF CO:i.\[MERCIAL FARMS 

~\lthol1gh the seale of operations of -.farms classified as commercial 
nU'ips C'om.;idernblv. the,:;e farms have the ('ommon characteristic that 
farming is u busilipss entl'rprise and products are proc1ueed primarily 
for sale. III the lD50 CpJ1sns of .\gl'icnlture (14), commercial farms 
nrc cli,-jdpd into six gronps, or elassl's, on t11C basis of the total nt1ut' 
of farm products 1301(1. as follo,ys: 
Class: Value o//arln products sold 

L____ ___ __. $2fi,000 or more.
IL_________________________________ . _________ . __ $10,000 to $~4,!JDO. 
UL______ .______ • _______________ .__ .. $5,000 to $O,OOD. 
HT_ _____________ ___________ _____ $2,500 to $4,990. 
V _______ ______________ ____________ ___ • _ _ $1,200 to $2,400. 
\'1'________________________________ . __________________ $2UO to $1,190.' 

, ProYi(ll!\1 the farlll Ol)('rll tflr worl{('(1 off the farm l('~~ thnn lOO days and pro­
dded til(' iu('onlt' tlll! farlll ojlprntor a11l1 ll1l'llllwt"s oJ' his J'amily rl'ceiYed from 
nonfarm 1'Olll'('P" \\,:lS le~s thall tilt' "alne of nil farm llroducts 'iOld. 

In general, mo~t COllllllE'reia1 farms in tl particular reg.ion are fairly 
simila.r in size, as measured l'itlH'r in acreage or in volume of produc­
tion. The number of i<trms in ('nell commercial class (classes I 
through VI) in each pl'oc1l1ctiyity l'e~ion outlined in this bulletin is 
shown in appendix htb1e 2::1. A tendency townnl concentration of 
-fn.rms into 2 or;) classrs can be noted ill most regions (appendix t,ab1e 
24). This bulletin sho\\"s how this Irndency is'related to geographic­
locntion fl1H1 ntilillnt.ion of resoll]"('ps. DislTibntioll of lnnd and HWl"­
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age size of farm among the six economic classes of commercial farms 
are indicated in appendix tables 2'5 and 26. 

Analysis of data for individual classes of commercial farms is left 
for a future study. Data for individual classes of commercial farms, 
shown in appendix tables 23-26, should be consulted in evaluating the 
rep~esentativeness of data based on all commercial farms in specified 
regIOns. 

Notwithstanding limitations due to differences in size of commer­
cial farms within regions, use of data for commercial farms as a 
group is a significant improvement over use of data for com.mercial 
and noncommercial farms together. Comparisons between regions, 
of factors that indicate levels of efficiency in use of resources, are 
more meaningful when limited to commercial farms than when made 
on the basis of all farms. The representativeness of the data and the 
validity of the comparisons are increased by grouping commercial 
farms by regions that are highly homogeneous in regard to agricul­
tural characteristics. 

Productivity Regions 

In this bulletin the aggregate production and input relationships 
in farming in specified regions are analyzed and comparisons between 
regions are made. 

The degree to which the aggregate data reflect the prevailing char­
acteristics of farming in a region depends on the degi·ee of similarity 
among farms included in the aggregate. In a broad study such as 
tllis, a considerable range in sOJne of the characteristics of farms i11­
chIded in the aggregate must be tolerated. The means used to reduce 
the dispersion or differences among farms grouped together is two­
fold: First, as e~"plained above, the study is limited to commercial 
farms; second, commercial farms are grouped by regions within whkh 
agricultural resources and farming conditions and practices are rela­
tively uniform. 

Regions used in the study are not identical with those used in any 
other study or report. They were outlined expressly for this study 
on the basis of internal homogeneity in factors that affect or reflect 
the productivjty of farm labor and other resources used in agriculture. 

A startinO" point in outlining productivity regions was provided by 
the map of State economic areas, prepared by the United States Bureau 
of the Census in cooperation with the former Bureau of .AgriculturaJ 
Economics (93). State economic areas are subdivisions of States; 
they consist of single counties or groups of counties that have similar 
economic and social characteristics. The 3,101 counties, or equivalent 
subdivisions, of the 48 States were grouped into 501 State economic 
areas. These geographic units were used for tabulating and publish­
ing mU9h of the data in tl~e 1950 Census of Agriculture (14). Some 
economlC areas were combmed for the tabulatlOll of agricultural data, 
thus reducing the number of areas to 361 for agricultural purposes. 

To reduce the detail of tabulatjon and analysis in the present study, 
and to present the findings in fairly concise form, an effort was made to 
group all State economic areas into a limited llumber of productivity 

• 
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regions showing relatively great dinerences in productivity or produc­
tion conditions, or both. 
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In doing this
1 
several measures were used as guides. Chief of these 

were the prevluling type of farming; average value of agricultural 
production per farm; proportion of commercial farms ill the two 
lowest income classes rv and VI combined-see list in section titled 
"Economic Classes of Commercial Fanns") ; value of implements and 
machinery per acre of cropland; average farm-operator level-of­
living index (3) ; and dominant physiographic features, such as soil, 
topography, and ·weather. The [lim. ,,,as to outline regions that were 
highly homogeneous in regard to these factors. Data on classes of 
commercial farms were obtained from tIle 1950 Census of l\.gricul­
ture. Data on value of production and v[llue of machinery, and on 
the level-of-living index, were obtained from State Economic Areas 
(53). Other sources of information included the report describing 
economic regions :ll1d subregions, prepared by the Scripps Foundation 
(1) ; a slightly revised edition of the map of economic subregions (13, 
v. 5, pt. 10) ; and the report including the map of generalized types 
of farming in the United States, preplu'ed by the former Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics (9). Professional workers familiar with 
farming and agricultural resources in specific areas were also con­
sulted. As a result of this work, 08 productivity regions and sub­
regions covering continental United States were outlined. These 
regions hl'e shown in figure ~, which shows also the distributioll of 
cOlllmercilll farllls within each r<.'gion. 

Regions 50 through 04 were formed from residual territory after 
the first 49 regions Illld been outlined, tllld this accounts for their 
scattered locations. Some of these regions, particularly 51, 53, 57, 61, 

UNITEQ STATES TOTAL 


3,706.412. 
 1 DOT· 500 FARMS 
(COUNTY UNIT SASIS) 

FlGUR8 2.-C'0ll1lllerl'i(Ll farms are most ciensely conc(>utrated in the eastern half 
of the United SbItt'S, especially in the south central, southeasterll, and east 
north central Tegiol1s. There lIre lwary cOllcentrations nlso in somc 10caliUes 
ill the Far 'Vcst. 'rIle productivity rrgions used ill this stndy are relatively 

. homogeneO\ls Janning arens, nlld most of them extend across State boundaries. 
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and 62, include a rather wide variety of types of farms and of economic 
situations. Results of the analyses for these regions are therefore less 
reliable than th.ose for most of the others. 

The rroportions of the total.land area included in all farms, in com­
mercia farms, and in other farms ,are shown (table 2). In about 
two-thirds of the regIons, commercial farms occupy more than half of 
the land. In some regions, more than 90 l?ercentof the lanel is ill 
commercial farms. At the other extreme, m 2 regions less than 15 
percent of the land is in commercial farms. 

Throughout each productivity region, the dominant characteristics 
of the agricultural resources and the prevailing type of farming a.nd 
economic development are quite uniform. Each region differs from 
adj acent regions in at least one significant economic factor. 

The approximate total area of each proeluctivity region, along with 
the acreage of land in commercial farms in each, is shown in appendix 
table 19. 

TABLE 2.-Percenta!le of totaL Zand, U1'ea in. all farms, in, commerciaZ farms, and in 
other fanl/s, ay prod.1tcl:ivity 'I'egions, 191,9 

Land area Land area 

Producth'ity Prodnctivity


region All commer-' Other region AU I commer·1 Other 
farms cial farms farms I farms cial fUl"nlS farms I 

------I----I-----,----,------,'--------!---
Percent Percent Percent I i Percent Perce'nl, PercentL _______________ _ 

22.1 14.3 7.8 i 3G..___________ • __ 92.9 91.5 1.4
2____ ._.__________ 25.3 10,4 37.... _____________ 87.3 85,8 1.535.7 13____• _______ ._. __ 46.5 8.1 38..___________ ,__ ' 85.2 83.9 1.354.04.__ • _____________ 28.6 !l.U 39..______________ 1 88.5 86.1 2.4 
5.. _______________ OIi.1 ~'. ~ 10.4 4011.________• _____ i 37.8 36,3 1.5 

40.5 _ 
6___......_______ _ o 27.1 40B______________ 1 46.4 41.5 1. 9 
7________________ _ 49.9 

41.4 ' 17.4 400____________ ._ 56.9 41.1 12.858.88____ • __________ _ 55.0 16.8 40D ______________ ! 75.6 i3.8 1.871.8 19______•_____• ____ 62,3 ~~ .. 73 8.6 40E_______ •______ ! 08.6 66.0 2.0
10__•____• ______ __ 24.5 4L..______________ j 54.0 28.6 26.068.811_.____________ _ 

71. 6 61. 8 9.8 42________________ 26.3 19. 9 6.412________________ 68.2 10.8 43..______________ 1 H.7 67.8 6.979.013__•____________ _ 
69.4 49.7 19.7 41.._________ _____ 33.5 28.6 4.9

14__ •________• ___ _ 73.2 54.2 ' 19.0 45 ...____• _________ 1 56.6 54.6 2.0
15____________• __ _ 

87.3 75.0 12.3 46..______________ 76.2 73.9 2.316__•____________ _ 62.1 13.8 47________________ ! 22.4 17.7 4.775.917________________ 184.5 I 6.7 48________________ ! 44.6 30.0 5.091. 218_______________ _ 55.2' 18.8 40________________ 1 77.1 75.1 2.0 
19_____• _. _______ _ 70. :{ 55.1 15.2 50______ ._________ 19. 7 18.7 1.0

74.0 
20.______•_______ _ 88.9 83.9 5.0 5L_.____________ 40.6 33.8 0.821..___________• ___ 

73.0 62.3 10.7 52-__ • ___ • __ ••___ 32.7 25.8 6. 9
22____________• __ • 17.3 4.8 53___________.____ 52.'1 48.7 3.722.123.___ •__________ _ UO.8 5.1 54___ .____________ 24.3 16.0 8.374.024_______._._____ _ 89.8 87.4 2.4 55____ _ __ __ •• __ 70.2 64.7 5.5 
25_.____________._ 93.3 1.1 56____ ••__________ 90.3 91.0 5.391.4
20_._.________._ 91. 2 2.4 57_______•• _._.__ 79.2 71.6 7.693.6
27_______________ _ 95.1 1.0 58______•• _____ .__ 70.7 62.1 8.600.128...._________• __ _ Ill. 3 85.8 5.5 59__•____• ___ ._. 00.0 83.2 6.8
29 _______________ _ 

58.2 41.1 17.1 60_______________ 86.7 83.5 3,2 
'04.130________•______ _ 56.8 7.36L______________ 19.5 ]7.5 2.0 

3L__• ____________ ,j9.5 35.4 14.1 62...__ ._._________ 71.1 67.8 3.3 
32________•______ _ 77.5 8.7 63_______ • __ ••____ 26.2 21. 3 4.9 
33__•••______•____ 61.3 15.9 64__ .____________ 15.8 14.3 1.1'

86.2 
77.2

34_____ • ___••____ 93.9 91. 6 2.335____ • _____• ____ _ 89.5 1.1 United States_ 00.9 fi3.6 7.300.6 1 

I Part-time farms, residential farms, and abnormal farms, as defined in footnotes to table 1. 

How Value of Product Was Computed 

This bulletin is concerned with gross and net returns from farming 

• 


• 


• 

l'ather than with total value of agricultural production. Farmers 
realize thejr returns fro111 iarmil1g through both sales and household 
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use of products from their farms. The value of farm products used 
up in other production (such as feed crops fed to livestock) is covered 
by the value of products ultimately sold. As a measure of gross re­
turns, therefore, we are interested in the value of farm products sold 
plus the value of farm products used. in farm househo1U;;. The sum 
of these products constitutes "total product," as the term is used 
here. 

Net retUrllS to labor or to other specified resources used in farming 
can be computed or estimated as residuals if the value of the total 
product is known. and if values can be determined or estimated for 
lnput items other than the one in question. 

The 1950 Census of Agriculture (14.) gives the tobl value of all 
farm products sold from commercial farms in each Stllte economic 
area. Separate figures are also given 011 the value of all crops sold, 
all livestock and livestock products sold, and forest products sold. 
These data are reported for commercial farms, for noncommercial 
farms, and for all farms. The 1950 census does not report the value 
of farm products used in farm households. 

The value of total product on commercial farms in each produc­
tivity region was computed hl this study by f1l'st adding together the 
value of products sold in each State economic area within each pro­
ductivity region, then adding to tlus an estimated value of farm prod­
ucts used in farm households. value of services furnished by farm 
dwellings was not estimated. To fiDCI the yalue of products sold, 
census figures for the State economic areas in each productivity region 
were totaled. Estimating the value of products used in farm house­
holds required certain assumptions and computations; these are ex­
plained in the appendix. 

How Value of Inputs .Was Computed 

For this analysis it was necessary to know tIle cost or estimated value 
of all major groups of input items for commercial farms in each pro­
ductivity region in 1949. Expenditures Tor seyeral groups of inputs 
are reported in the U)50 Census of Agriculture (14.). TJlese are listed 
for each economic class of farm and are totaled for all commercial 
fanns in each State economic al'ea. Expenditures reported in the 
census are those f01" hired labor ; feed for livestock and poultry; live­
stock and poultry purchased i seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees pmchasecL; 
gasoline and other petrolelUll fuel and oil; tractor repairs; other farm 
machinery repairs; and machine hh·e. 

Other important input items for wh.ich costs or values had to be es­
timated were fertilizer and lime used, clepl'eciatjon of machinery and 
eqlupment, deprecitLtion of buildings, interest on investment in land, 
interest on investment in buildings, interest on investment in machin­
ery and equipment, interest on investment in livestock, value of unpaid 
famj]y labor, and value of operntor's labor. 

The question of whether to include taxes on real estate, persona1 
property, and farmers' incomes was considered. It was decided that 
taxes would not be countec1 as farm inputs in the present analysis, as 
these expenses are determined to a large extent by factors outside the 
farm business. 
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Rent paid by tenants is not included as &..'1. input item. r.rhis bulletin 
is concerned with the productivity of groups of farr-;::;, by regions; 
it covers all types of tenancy. It does 110t attempt to show the differ­
ences in returns to farmers in various tenancy classes within a region. 
~Jl analysis of the effects of tenancy arrangement on farm income 
might well be the subject of a separate study. ·With charges included 
for depreciation of buildings and for interest on the entire £arm in­
vestment, as is done in the present study, all farms are on the same 
input-output basis, and interregional comparisons are in terms of total 
productivity. In a sense, all commercial farms ill a region are treated 
as though they were ow·ner operated and the capital ·were borrowed 
at commercial rates. 
It is assumed that most of the cost of ilTigation by indvidual farm 

enterprises is covered by the input items of labor, petroleum fuel, 
machinery repairs, depreciation of machinery and equipment, and in­
terest on lnvestment in lanel. Expenditurl's for ,Yater obtail1cd from 
public or commmuty iuigation enterprises, howeyer, are not covered. 

After the analysis was completed, data on cost of water obtained by 
farmers ITom multiple-farm enterprises became available for C'ountics 
in 20 States (14, v. 8). rsing these data, cost of water iTom such 
sources was estimated for commercial farms in10 proc1uctivity regions. 
These 10 regions, all of wl)ich are in the ,Yestern States, include most 
of the areas where irrigation with water IT'om large surface sources 
or from other group-irrigatioll enterprises is important. Average 
expendlture per commercial farm for water from multiple-farm en­
terprises in these Tegions ranged from a high of $J .300 in region 44 
in Arizona to a low of SOO in region 40B in Utah. Second high was 
Tegion 56 in Texas, with an awrage of $46l. 

In region 44: expenditure for water nmounted to 5.7 percent of the 
total yalue of all other inputs; in rep.-ion 5G it amollnted to 4.1 per­
cent; while in the other regions it was less tban 2.5 percent. These. 
figures are not large enoup.-h to affect the relative ranking of regions 
based on the input-output analysis reported on following pages, ex­
cept possibly to a minor extent in a few instance::;. Estimated cost. per 
commercial farm in each of the 10 regions is shown in appendix 
table 28. 

No reliable data on miscellaneous minor expenses of proc1uction are 
available. Because of the irregularity with which certain minor ex­
penses occur in farming, regional ttlmual averages for snch items 
would be difficult to estimate. Frequpntl)', c('ttain hanestinp.-, hanlinp.-, 
and marketing charges are deducted by farmers before they repOl"t 
value of sales. It was believec1 best to avoid attempts at estimating 
miscellaneous mi.nor expenses, as it was thought that their omissiOll 
would not weaken the ana1ysis. 

"Tota1 input," as the term is used here, is the sum of the annual 
values of the 8 expenditure items reported in the 1050 census and the 
9 input items mentioned (p. 13). Brief explanations of tbl' census 
items, and of the methoels used to estimn.te other input items, are gjYen 
in the appendix (pp. 67-(3). . 
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VAL1JE OF TOTAL PRODUCT ON COMMERCIAL FARMS 

For pUl'Poses of this bulletin, ;·total farm product': means the value 
of an farm l)l'oduets sold plus the yalue of farlll l)l'oducts used in 
farm households. Yahw of products sold was obtained from the 1950 
Census of .Agl'icultur~ (i.n. Yalue of farm products usee} in fann 
households ,~as p;;tilllntt'd from data £r1n'n ill the 10·j.5 Census of 
.:\.p:rieu1tul'f.' (1...». mul in more wcent ~r\>port" on farm income and 
jiricI's issued hy the JOl'JlIer Bureau of .Agricultural Economics. The 
llletbod 0:1: <-'Hinmt1ng the ,,<lIne 01' farm products used in ial'lCl house­
holds is expJaiJll'(l in tIll:' npP('ndix. ~\ Iso included in the appendix 
is u. disen;:sion of \,I:'US11S tlata on tll\;' vltlue of sales. 

Estimated Value of Farm Production, 1949 

The HJ~)(l censns shows that the total value of farm l)l'oducts sold 
from aU fnrllls ill the Cnite<l States in lU,J,!l ,yas approximately $22.3 
billion. J:f to this. j~ {HIded :111 estimate of S~.3 billion for value of 
farm products used. in :farlll hOllSE'hoJd;o;, tIle total "alu(>- of farm pro­
<h[(,tion in tlmt Y('ttl' \\'oul(l he 8:2·LG billion. 

~\.ppl'OxjlllatE''I~· 8~:~.:1 billioll, ()J.' 9.i PPl'CPllL of the total vnlue of 
ftu'Jll production '''as. uccollutpd Jot' by COJl1l1lPl't'inl farms. Value of 
farm IH·()tll1l't~~ ;.;old f1'om ('0l11111P1Tinl fnl'l11s was 8:21.7 billioll. Esti ­
lllat('(l .. aIll(> of farUl lll'(){lul'is n;;pd ill hous!;'hol(1::, on th('sp farms '\,:IS 

81.0 billioIl . 
Of the total YHluE' of farlll product,.; sold in ID-Hi on commercial 

fll]'lIlS ill thb l'Olllltl'}" 4-,], p!;,J'cent ,nlS :from el'oil;o;, :i;) percent ,vas from 
liY('stod( nnd linstock products. :tnunbont ] pCl't'cnt waS from forest 
products. To,!!ptllPl'. ,.::alc::, crf nIl products nc('olllltpd :1'01' 03 percent 
Qf t 11(> yallle of farlll produetioll. Farm p1'oductR llspd in fal'lll house­
hold;; llHUlp IIp 'lJ('rq>Jlt. . \ wrage yahl£> of prod1lction per COlOmel'­
(·ial i'ul'lIl WHH'::,tillWt(,cl at $G.:!!J(; (tabI£> :l), 

T.\HU; :1.--1"111111' II/ IJl'o£1uC'/ioll all ('oIl!1IlCI'('iIlT tlll'l/l.~, rnUcri Stlltc~, 1949 

']1)1;11I Jro!JI~ 

])uIlClT.v . Dollar& . PtrcwlFarm l'r",]uc-ts wl'l: , 
!1,.i(J:!~O(J7,~i7 2.fJYl: 41.2 

Al11iV<'wJ('J.: u.u!l hww'{'k l,ro,lu('{;
AUt'wps _ 

11~ mn. IjtH. 746! 3, ~35 ; 51~ 4 
l-'off'st l,ro<iUt'ts . 11:-,5-Hi,\l70 32! .n 

-;;J,7;a:;Hi.li02 .~i--;i3.jTotllL - .. 
Farm proc!UNs us,·,j 1IJ l"rllJ )JI<us('ho1·1"" .- ],1\21.045,\l54 ' ·)3S i b.1l-- -.--.'---

Tntal, ull hrm j.wduf'I,_ •. _2~:;j3.1. ~Iil. u:iG , 6,2Uti I lOO._~ 

J 1Jata ((OlU l' < ~ C.'l.J~US "r ,\ ~rH'l1Huft\~ Itl50 t14. v. &). 

, Jo;SIlUlut .. ·l. 


Regional Differences 

AYel'nge Y[LIne of ]ll'rHluction per fnrlll nll'it,(] widely among regions 
(fig. 3). The upper map hI the ligul'e shows total gross value of 
product; tIl(' 10\\,('1' map shows the total va] ue after deducting tl1P 
value of livestock and feed pUl'chai:ied. In genel'ul, the regions that 

345705-55--3 
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rank highest in average value of production per farm, were in the 
Western States, while those ranking lowest were in the South and • 
Southeast. 

VALUE OF TOTAL PRODUCT 
Per Commercial Farm, by Productivity Regions, 1949 

$ THOUSANDS 

2.00. 3.99 
Cl 4.00. 5,99 
El 6.00· 7.99 
Q B.OO. 9.99 

U. S. AVERAGE PER !lffil! 10.00· 14.99 

COMMERCIAL FARM 1m! 15.00· 19.99 


56.296 	 _ 20.00 ·29.99 
_ 30,00 & over • 

$ THOUSANDS 

CJ Under 2.00 
r:.l 2.00. 3.99 
D 4.00.5.99 
o 6.00·7.99 
Ii!i:l! B,OO. 9.99U. S. AVERAGE PER 
tIS 10.00.14.99 

$4.914 
COMMERCIAL FARM 

IIII! 15.00.19.99 
_ 20,00 & over 

I'IGCltE 3.-Gross \'ulue of llrotluct In'('rag-es more than $10,000 llel' farm in man~' 
regions; ill others it is less than $4,000. Data on )!rOSS sllil's [('IHI to exaggerate 
actual production in regions that imy larl{e quantities of HYPstock and feed. • 
The adjusted yaille of the product ('l'P,,) wnli found. by subtracting purchases of 
llvestock and feed from the g-ross yniue ['1'1'.). On th(' adjusted bnsis, rela­
tively few regions show a yalue of product excl'ediug $10,000 per furIll; and in 
most regions the a\'eruge is less than $6,000. 

http:15.00.19.99
http:10.00.14.99
http:6.00�7.99
http:4.00.5.99
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In 22 of the 68 productivity regions, the gross value of all products 
averaged higher than $10,000 per commercial farm. Of these 22 
regions, 17 "ere in the western huH of the country. Top rank was 
held by region 44 (southwestern ATiz0l1a), with an average gross 
value of product per commercial farm of $38,473. In second place 
was regio)) 45 (the central vaHey of California), with an average of 
$22,509. Ranking third and fourth, respectively, were regions 61 
and 62 1n southern ,md west cel1tral California. The Florida penin­
sula, region 53, ranked 6th with an average value of $16,514 per 
commercial farm. Re~!ion 25 (the central Corn Belt) v,as in 18th 
place with an average of $10,375. (See table 4.) 

TABLE 4.-T'aZu6 am(/, (wera.qe comp08ition of production on commercial farlll8, 
by productivity regions, 19-'19 

-.- ...-..,~ 	 . .-'. 
CompOSition of productionYulup of farm 

prodUction Sold 

CommerCial Used
l'rodurtivit;- region fnrrus 	 A,wage Li\·cst.ock In farm 

Jlcr Cdn· and Forest house·
Total CroJls·.nercinl livcstock products holds 

fllrm products
1 ---"'---.---'---

l/XiO 
l-ttl111ber dollars [Jolla," PeTCeTlt Percellt Percent PLTCt!1lt 

L 14.1(18 SS.SJU 6,271 17.2 iO.7 4.3 7.8 
2__ ~ .. ~ _ 2·1. JOO 273.005 11.34" a1.5 04.,2 .3 4.0 
3.... . 	 111.38) Boa. 755 i,21G 16.(; in.l .9 6.4 
4.... " ;IY.r'/~ 200.623 5,n57 Ill. 5 71.9 1.0 10.1\ 

1;5,4)8 I5••. ~ .. _ I [JJ2.040 S.132 27.4 65.3 .3 7.0 
6••.• 52~ 551 127. 50S 2.420 24.\) 50.0 2.0 21.9 
i_ ... ~ 53.702 tr.4.121 3.056 22. i.1 5t. 7 1.4 19.:1 
8."_. liZ.SiO 197.;;011 3. Hii 50.J 20.8 1.8 18.3 
D. __ " 143.800 I ·IU!I.S\li 3,-175 79.2 7.3 1.1 12.4 
10_," 109, U84j :107.5t1l 2.71lti 4-1.fi 35.4 2.9 17.1 
11 .. 70.51iO 2;m.'i"i7 3.2iO 18. .5 5.1 13. G 
12 • 54.ams 192.271 3.5:H ~~:g I 15.3 2.7 13.4 
13•• 24\1.G"19 5,.C\Of""737 2~;)fl2 ,.1.5 27.0 2.1 10.4 
14 8~.OI7 2,217 35.1 41.4 1.0 21. 9 
15 • i~:M~ I 182, 687 :1.:12\1 35.0 m.o .7 12.7 
16•• " !H.~23,1 222,31i9 3.~52 30.3 .17.1 .7 n.9

1 ~5. !l-hl 	 -17.. -; 43.0 .2 8.5H •• 	 2IG.lilii I 4.7411 
18.. 42,072 171.09\1 3.9b2 20.7 68.8 .6 0.9 
10•. :H t 6HO l lS7,655 5,425 :lO.;; 61.2 .7 7.6f I 1.li6,320 il.408 32.5 !\l.G .1 S.&20. 	 1~3. ~~~ i 

392,20H 4.052 :l\I.O li:l.l .:1 7.H 
22 __ c~_ 45.308 150.213 3.3Hl ()9.5 2.4 1 J.li
2L 	 ,II, ••0 

Hi.•'; \
23•.•• ( H!I. \10!) .JOS.Oill 4,538 7.8 81 • .J .7 10.1 

24 "."._ 197,7US , 1,51S.5i5 i. (,77 In. Ii n.s .1 5"8 
25". t WO. J20 I 2, n2.ft2~O 10.375 :l2.0 U3.3 (ll 4.7 
26 Hll.3Ht s·w,mll; b,3R5 2l.U ;2~ 7 I') .5.. i 
27. ~ lI2.oN} i 7~5. 2SIJ 6.977 :1:1.1 M1.7 (II I 7.2 
~'\ , 123 •. 147 tM.U:13 5, [~';O 22.0 iO.2 .1 I ... 
29. KS.I~(l 1, 2/(J,u:m 3.0i5 IEi.7 liS. 5 .0, lUI 
ao 14k,Hl7 t 510,5:i5 \ 469 1 5:1. 7 7,5 S.6: 	 :1. 

; l:~ I31 Iili.(lbS ' 204. o~m ! :1.0-16 19.r. 3"1.9 1:J.g 
j7t~1~ 3UH. a07 j B.Il!! fi2. ~I t 311.2 .1 7.1' 

<13 :1l.O31 113,15-1 ' 3.G4G :l3.5 52~ i .,1 1:1.7 
;j·1 4Il.9:1Q :mO.4:11 0.318 fiG. 5 28.4 (I) 5.1 
35••• _ - 12. UlH 215, aso 1Ii,5Sh 8l:i.5 8.G I') 2.9 

32 

36 ___ ._ 107t ~.Hl 1.091.3:1" 10.177 5(j~4 :lU.4 (I) 4.2 
25,253 lllO,4jO 7) {)ota Gil.S 27 • .4 <I) 5.8 

~~::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: 1 S4,U27 ' 000.·150 7,on5 fil.S 41.0 <.) 6.6 
2(},457 ::!H7,820 , 10.123 20.5 75.4 0.1 4.0

~~A:::::::::::::::::::::':' • 2.5,051 227,51£1 : U,OS2 52.7 t 4:\.3 (') 4.0 
40B •••••••••••.• " 1I.ii1U OS. 71~ • 8,:llG 07.·1 t'l 3.7

"H U I·IOC......_. ___•••• " ,,()():! 'jjt 2.~X i 10,179 iii;G n:l. G (') 4. ti 
4011._•••••.•••••.•.. , __ 9,,152 1.5,7a:! ati.fi lH.U (Ii 2.5 
40E.............. ". ___ .. ~.:l1·1 ),- 11 Ij~~':.r~ i l'..!.7S5 ·\(t51 [1O.n .1 2.8 

a,lJ20 17,UH5 i n,mH 20,11 I Oli.o4 .4 i. a!L:::::::::::::'::::::::::i 'IO,UfH ·lIlt,·ISO ' JO.:115 , OK.:! .Il -l.Z20.9 
43............... ",,-- ...... 2J,5bfl ;120, ,0:1 I 13.0,12 an_2. ; 57.7 (I) 3. I 
44.................... _" ••• 4.0:H lii5.202 , as,"7!, ;0.4 ! ~2.n (') .S 
45......................."••• 20, nH!:~ ·t52,!H7 22,5(Y,1 j.l.!) 2"1.0 <'l I.J 

46................. _•••• - 0- :!,l.Jla :JU!l,Ii:H 11),325 60. () as. 2 } <.> 1.7 


I I,e~, than 0.05 Jlrrl'enl 
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T,.ffiLE 4.-T'aIUe an!f, a·verage composition oj procl1lction on comm.c-rciul rurll1.~, 
by productivity 1'egions, 19.}9-Continued 

--------- --.--,---~----:--------.---~-- .-If Cum position oC productionYnlue ofJarm 
production 8cid 

Produetlvity re~ion Icommr.rCiJ, ' Used 
farms I Averngc 'Lh·pst.Qck. In farm 

. Pl'r com- C ! imd ~ Forr..st hOllse·
Totnl mercinl rops! 1ivestock Iproducts holds 

farm Iproducts I 
---------1-----1----1--- ---------_,___ 

1,000 
;:"'u7nbcr dol/ars Dollars Percent Percent Percc1lt PerceTlt 

47.__._..., ..".,........... 44,386 299,202 6,741 36.1 55.4 2. f.\ Ii. 9 

48....., ................ ,.,. 10,6]S lin, 010 ]0,925 IiO.n 20.S .2 3.4 

49....._.___....___._....... 14.906 220,302 14.7~0 ,7.8 18.S .3 :1.1 

50.__...__..__________. ___•• 4,080 59,528 14,590 S9.0 4.5 • S 5. i 
51.___ , ......_••••• , ... __ •• _ ·n,072 472, n07 11,260 36.·1 59.5 .4 3.7 
.;2 ••, .,... . .. j 9,166 31,1'77 3,477 50.0 26.6 11.31 12.1 

~,fi71 ~_;_~=_:~_~_~.~~_:_:=_. ~_~~,.;,.,~:_::.- ,.~:.~.:;.:_;:.~,~~.~.~.:l,. ~H1i ;~n~ J~J. ~n ~j ]~: ~
(1}2: r 
.. , 50,015 201,155 5,222 51.2 40.2 ,3 8.:\ 
55 - -- "'J Ii. 3·10 :l2,4:1:1 n,07:! &1.6 Soli .1 7.S 

r.6~gl,:=_=,=,=.:'==,:,=_:,:.=.=.==.. :_=,:.:.:=.:.:.::.I 2g:~g~ 1~~:~r 19:~¥~ ~~:~ l.?:~ I:l(I) .1!I 
. . . .. 2S, BuS &16, 035 18, 6n9 I 55. 2 .\:!. 9 (1) , 9 

62••• _....,_..... , ... , __ ••. 1 IS,lll3 314,279 17.303 M.O 43.2 .1 I. 7 

66~.-_-••,.,',., •• '_ •• _...., •• ,. '.'.','•• '.'.•',--,'.,'1, I, R!l9 7,755 4. O~l I IS, 3 n5.3 -I. -1 12,0
• __ 4.1Sfi --=~,~i~, (l~__I_.7_1_~ 

rnlt~d~tllt~5 .... , .. I 3,70r.,412; 2.1.334,Sm H,29Q i 41.21 51. 4 1 0.51 !l.9 

1 L('ss than 0.05 pcrcpnt. 

Large acrenges of land per fnrm contributed to the relatively high 
gross ;'alue of product p('r farm in most oJ the westrl'll half of tlle 
country. In most regions ,,'est of the DRtll lll('l'idial1. which runs north 
from t"he southern ti'p oi' Texas t1n'ough east('rn North Dakota, com, 
mercia1 farms averagetl ;Jon l1ereS 01' larger, compn.red with averages 
of less than 20D acl'E';:'; ill most oj' the country east of that line. But 
ir.dgation, type of farming. and other :factors ,Ycr(' also important ill 
Ill'oducing R In.!'ge totalllrO(ll1C't. lITigation facilities were reported 
on from 68 to !)[i percent of tIlE' comnH'l'cinl farms in 1() of the 11 
westN'n regiolls in ,,·hidl gJ'O}'S pro(luC't. llY(lragl'\l highrl' than $J.().()()O 
per farm. In I'he l'pmnlniJlg T regions, from D to !H) percent of the 
farms r('portccl il'rigation. ' - . 

Types of :farming ill tlw IT r('gions yal'Y ,,·jtlt loeation nnd other 
dHll'actel'isti('s. Fruit. ('otton, nt1wl' fielrl I'1'OPS, poultry, and (hirr 01' 
(In)('!' Jin'siock ar(' 111(' le:t(lillg type~. .An jJ1(licalioll ('hat farming in 
ll1any of these l'e!!:iolls is int<'l1siy(' as ,wll a~ lnl'ge seale is :-e(,H hI the 
fact "that in R of ill(> 17 rpgioJls. the aYHag(' yahl!.' oJ produ(·t 1)('1' acr(' 
of all land in (,Oll1melTinl :fal'I11H wa~ lligher OWll the ayel'nge 1'01' all 
C'ommercinJ hrlTls in !:lJe country. 

In 10 pl'oc1U<'tiyity )'('giol1sthe nllul' oj' total product pl'l' comm!.'rcia] 
:farm awrag('c1less than $-:l-.O(J(). .\11 tbes(' region;; ,,'('1'(, in th(' ('nRt('l'Jl 

half of the' count!'y. :.\10:'( oj' t11('111 '\\"('1'l' eaBt of Ow Mississi ppi alld 
south of Ole Ohio Hiwl". Low('st 011 the list wus ]'('giol1 lcJ, 'which 
includes the e:u·;t('I'Il nml ,\"est('rll JIig]llalld Him s('etioll 0-[ Tenllessee 
and the KIlobs s('('( ion (J f soul h central K('ntul'ky. In this region, 
the yahll' of' total farlll ]lJ'odul't :Lwl'ag('(l only S~,:n7 pCI' cOJltmercial 
:fnrm. Tln'Pl' Oth('l' regions ]Iad n. total \'a111(' of produC't :lyemging 
Jess than $3/100 per Tal.'m. Th('se ,yere l'(·gion 1:) least south centntl 

• 
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Cotton Belt), region G tCumberhmd Plateau amI southl'I.'Jl Appa]a­
chians), and region 10 (southern Piedmont). ..A.mong the low pro­
ductiyity regioiis outside the Sontheast ,,,ere region 29 (Ozark­
Ouachita) and region:2~ lGreat Lakes Cnton'r), ranking seyenth and 
tenth from the I., ,ttom, respectiYely. Xineteellth from the bottom, 
with an ayerag(' y[due of product pel' farm of S:1,flS4, wns region 5:1: 
(the Louisiana-.\labmna-Flol'ida Coastal Plain), 

The percentage compoBitioll of the total produ<:tion of (,Hch l'('gion 
is ShOlYll (table ...1:). Croll sales are 00 pereeut 01' the total in region 
33 I\'hel'e a large proportion of the farlll:' are large-scule mecha­
nized units empbasizing ('oUon, whpat, and othpl' ca:;h CI'OpS; they are 
as high as H2 percellt ill ngioll ;)0 which specializes ill ypgetnbl('l:) tllHl 
:fruit. Crops account for less than 8 percent of total l:'Hles ill region 
~3 ,,-here ('rop produdion mainly repre;:ents feE'd for dairy spedaJizu­
tion in thp easterll part amI for dairy and general liye~to('k in the 
,yp,.:tel'Jl part. :::-1:\11''': of liw"tock lllak(' 11p as much aSIG pt'l't'ent of 
t1ll total prochH't in region ;) ,,·hieh ~[JecializC's ill dairy and poultry' 
pl'OdnetE for thC' C01H'C'lltl'nh'(t l)Opulntion ('('ntC'l'S of the East. 

HOllle llSl' of i'al'lll pro(lu('(,: is l'platinl)" gl'eatC'st in l'Pgiolls 0, 7, ~, 
10: 1:~, alHIl.:!:, in tl1(' ~\p[lnln('hiull ~Ionntnill:; and the Southeast, where 
:'lllall-scale an<l su11"i,,(e])('e farms an' COII('(,lltl'ate<1, Home consump­
tion of prO\lucts. ill ('olltrast to their sa1(' on the llHll'ket, rp]>resents less 
(h,lll :3 pe]'('('])( of total fnrm production ill regiolls 35, 40D, 40E, 4-:1:, 
-:1:5, 4G, 1)3, 5G, Gl, and (i:.!-]'('gions which specialize mainly in crops fot' 
sale. 

Regions that sl](nY a high tlYl'l'age gross nllue of product per farm 
generally also show the r('latinly hlrgpst llPt returns to operators' 
labor, after COYerillg othPr ('osts. For ('xlUllple, the 10 regIOns that 
rank highest in tlwrage gross yalue of product per farm had output­
illpnt ratio:: of 1 to 1 or ltig-lIp!.'." But onl)' .J: of tllP ] U ],pgiolls that 
rallk 10ln.';.;t ill nYCl'nge gI'oss ntlup of product pel' farm had outpnt­
illJlllt ratios ns high as 1 to 1. ]n 10 of the http!, 10 regions, the 
olltpnt-inpnt ratios I\'pre !l.U to 1.() or 10\\·p1'. These relation::;hips are 
(lisc\1s::ed lllOrl' fnlly in a latPl' section. 

r.ll pa~;-;illg, j( ShOlll,d ])p,note(l that llOIll'0ll1111Prei:tl farllls (mainly 
l'eS](LplltHll amI part-tllll\' f,ll'lllS) are l'('lntin~ly mlIch more llumerous 
ill l()w~ than ill high-pl'()(lu('th'jty r('gions. 

From the data in appendix tnblps 2:1 and 2-1-, it call he seen that 
I'Pgiotlnl lignl'('s al'p wl'ighfplI mainly by the p('ol1omic class of C0111­

lIlc]'('inl Jan)}s ",hi('h ))l'pdoll'ina(ps ill H.llarticlllar area. For examplp, 
~1Il'h regiolls as (i, 11), awl 1-1 ill tllp :::-Iouthp:tst lutYc Io\\" income (uHI 
low labell' ]lI'odl1divity hC'I'au:-p tllpy 11:1\'1' ::;0 mallY slllall farms (class 
Yl). Suth l'PgiOlls :I::; ~:i~ 4-]., and ·1:i han reltttively Smallll1ll11bers 
of JnrJlJS in this class, hnt thl'v l!:t\'P llWll\· lllOJ'l' in classes J, 11, and 
JI L ~\s data lJl'(lsl'lItp(1 ou thl~ following I.'mgl's reflect partielllar)y tIle 

. t'l'OllOmic. class ",hid! )ll'p(lolllinates in n l'Pgion (awl h(,lll'(~ the :;izc 0:1' 
fHrlll and quantity of' ('apitnl). (Itt' lig-nl'pc- llIay Ill' misl\'a(ling unit'S:; 
this point is I'eIllPlllIH:l'E'(l. 

Although l'11('1l J.'Pgiolls as -1, lll, amlt:) han' ]cJ\\' iUl'OIl1CS per farm 
llnd Jow pl'odl1diYity prl' Pl'l'SOIl, im'oJl]p and. TH'O(tucti\'ity "'ould prob­
ably be ]lIst as gl'PlI( :IS III othel' :\J'('as jf faJ'llls \\'Pre l'porganized to 

• 'l:he output-inpnt ratio i>; !lIP raUl! oC till' gross nll\w of (lirm ]lI'otlul't to the 
lotn] yulue of furn! ('Ost it('IIIl-l, 
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become units in economic classes I, II, or III. It has been shown 
that for the same economic class, income per farm and product per 
worker may be even higher in such regions as 9, 10, and 13 than in such 
regions as 20, 24, 25, and 28 (4,1)1).7fI}-7¥1j 5). 

Farm Resources 

Figures sho,Yn above and those that follow for different ])roduc­
tivity regions are only for farms andl'eSOllTCes used 011 farms.' They 
do not inc1udenonfa1'll1 resources 01' segments of the regions that are 
not. llsed for agriculture: For example, figures for regions 42, 47, 
and 49 do 110t incl!.lcle natJollnl forest lands and the products sold frol11 
them. .t'..verages for regions 61 and 44 do not include areas repre­
sented by the )Iojave Dp:-;prt, ('alif., and tlw Hal'quahala Plains, Ari:-:. 
All resources used in farming, hov,-ever, are included in each region. 

VALUE OF INPUTS 

In order to facilitate analysis, commercial farm. inputs were grouped 
Into five categories: Livestock and feed purchases, cash expenses on 
crops andmachinel'Y, depreciation, interest 011 investments, and labor. 
Total inputs pel' :l'al'1ll and the perccntllg-e composition of thcse inputs 
are given in table 5. Inputs per i'u1'1l1 nre g-iyen in greater detail in 
appendix table 27, and it is believed that 90 to 100 percent of all rele­
vant farm inputs "'ere included.a Such items as farm shares of ,Yater 
charges and electricity were not available. 

TABr;E 5.-l'al'llc of totali1l1J1lls prJ' cOllllllrrcial. farm, and perce1l/age 

COli/Positron, by pl'OdIiCtit'ily regi011s, 1[}4,c} 


Ynlue of inputs 

Percentage composition 

!'rOduct!vity re~i()n 

'I'ut,,\ 


p~r [:lrtlt t.it·,-t(lrk 

:lud ft~l'd 


I'urrb!l'~'\ 


, 

lJo/laT~ ParmI Parmt Percellt . '-~:rrr:lt r-;;;;;;;. 
t),:ill ! :)7.6 I 10.3 7. 7 ~ 11 .. 5 32.9 

11.1115 • -10.0 111.1 n.5 : 11. G 31. S s.ma i 2(1.0 ! 12.1 111.'. ~_; 15. -t :lI.nG.42.1 ; 21.0 : la.!} i. 

• 15.1 :H.2
\1.151· ;U. u ' 13.7 10. Ii 111.0 2S.1 
3.0111 ~n.1 i 9.2 10.·1 IR.n 41.7 
:1,599 HI. \I 1' In.:l ll,S 22.1 3.5.9
:1,1].'; lUi 1 10;.0 R R la.2 47.5a,Jar, I 5.S 21.0 8.4 15.·1 49,·1
'1 '23s lS. ·1 18. a 9.S 15.51 as. a:1::)[/5 ' !:i. I '23. !l 10.5 15.·1 -12.7 

!l,mna,·131 I 7.2 i !!SA 11.3 15.2 :17.9 
12.4 I 15.7 11. 7 18.1 ·12. I 

2,511; 13.3 f 11.:1 1l..1 19.5 44.4. 
~,.j3!! I' 19. ;- 1·1. -I 10.~ 21.0 34.1 
,1,031 18.-1 I 15.1 ' '1.:1 17.6 :\9,6
-I,3fl8 12.:1 ' ~~:a ; to. °I 2·1.3 3:1.0-1.79:1 j 9.0 JS. 5 :17. I 
11,212 • ~I.a I lk~ I lUI lH.2 33.1 

• Total yalue of products as reported by tile cenSllS is understood often to 
exclude the part of production that is associated with certain expense Items, 
such as milk hauling, commiSSiOn charges, lind cotton ginning, which nre included 
In Agricultural Marketing Service estimates of yaIlie of sales. 
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T_-I.BLE 5.-Value of totaZ inpu.t8 pel' commercial farm, and percentage 
com.p08ition, by productivity region8, 1949-Continuec1• -----------------,------------------------------------------

YnIue of inputs 

Percentage composition 

Productivity region 
TottlI Deprecln­

per farm Lh'cstock Cash ex· tion, Interest Labor.
nnd feed ~:o~;Sa::~ buildlngs on In· nIl kinds,"cstment• purchased machinery mngt:i~ery 

-----------------I-------\(~------!-------!·------·i--·-----I-------
DoUaTS Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 

20•••__ ••.•• ____ •• __ •__• ___ ••_. 6,590 20. i 18.1 11. 0 23.1 27.1 
21 __•__. ____• __• ___ •• _••_. _. _._ 5,663 1-1.3 16.3 14.1 20.2 35.1 
22.__._. '_" __ '" •___......... . 4.529 13.S 12.2 10.4 15. i 47.9 

23._____ ._ ............ __.... _.• 
 5.555 16.0 12.9 10.9 li.4 42.8 
24.__........_..._. __ ••_.... __ • S,1(iS 2l.2 14.1 11.0 22.9 30.8

25____ .... ____ .. _.. _.... __ .. ____ ~ .. ~_ 10,047 I 26.S 14.6 9.4 25.3 23.9
26•._____ •__ •__•____•••__ •.•.•• 8,7nu 32.7 12.6 7.5 20.6 26.6 
27_____ ••. _____ ._••••_.._•.• '" ,_554 l 20.3 15.7 9.0 2L5 33.5 
28.________..•"" .••••••••__ •. 5,820 25.5 13.9 7.8 20.2 32.629__•._________•___ •__ ._ •__ •• _. 3.8Tl 21:).7 8.2 8.2 ]5.8 311.1 
30.____ .•_••.•• __ ._. ___ ._.•._•• 46.33,230 5.·1 20.2 ll.l 17.0 

10.3 44.5 
5,452 7.0 20.6 39.]
3.556 S.7 18.8 

13.3,
'1.690 11.7 7.3 1i.8 43.034__________.._•. __•__•______ .. 


35___________• ____ ••••.• _••_... 

~====::=:=:::=::::=:::==== :::1 ~:bl20_2 ! 

7,G071 16.8 17.3 6.S 22.7 36.4 
11,6GS 0.7 6.5 21.5 43.5 

36.____ ._... ••• __ ._._ ••.• _. __ _ I S.G 24. i_ 9,7:l1 26.S 
37_____ . __ iiJ \' 12.4 20.0 38.37.362\ ~:~ i 20.S 
38.__ ._ 7,493 9.3 ' 20.0 11.0 22.3 36.3 

l 25.2 ' 

• 
39••___ .• 10.376 i 12.6 G.9 27.2 28.1 
40,1...•• • r 9.324 i Ig.0 I 14.9 , 11.0 ! 21.0 34.1 
40B.. .1 9.177 ~ :n.5 10.1 I to.S 30.7 
40C___ .. 10, GIS j 2:1.5 b:g, 2:1.5 :lO.9 
40D_.__ 14.f>31 ; 42.3 1UI 7~ 1 15.7 21.5 
40E_.. 11.,5;'1 I 2;1.11 , J~. ~ I S.l 22.:~ 28.6 
41..... 6,94; , 1~.01 1.0 10.6 2U.2 :14. ]
42___ _ U ••10. iBri ! 22.3 11~5 1 25. U 31.1 
43._••• _ ~i.S 10.6 5.7 33.0 26.9!2.~~1 j44.__._ . 1•. 8 21.3 '\'(; IG.6 a9.7 
45____ . j'h2.~ I 17.0 lG.g 42.517.~ Ii.S 
46_.__ ]4~ ',27 ! 21.5 Hi. 7 7.2 20.7 34.9 
47_... 7.848 24.2 n.5 R.·I 18.8 39.1 
48____ . 10.564 i 13.S 12.2 8,9 17.3 47.S 
4!L__• 13.226 : fl. 1 18.0 14.5 I 30.3 28.1 
so.__... 12,001 3.7 35.9 1l.4 :18.710.a \' 

I51_.__ 11, 451 I 36.S I l4.5 8.0 12.4 28.3 
.12.__••. 3.927 t 11.4 i 1R.O' 18.5 40. i 
53•• _ ••. 18.4 j 22.-1 5.8 20.1 3:1.3JI.4!12.1·194.3,,, I54.__.. '. 22.1 i 14.7 U.3 17.8 :l4. J 
55.__ 74625 H.7l 17.6 S.6 24.1 35.0 
56._._. l1.lDS ~.2 . 21.8 6. !l 23.4 43.7 
ij7. ___ 17.4 0.6 I 19 . .1 38.05, ];4\58.__ 10.9j5.0S4 6.4 25.6 18.2 36.6 
S9.__. (i, U57 30.6 n.7 li1:~ I 2O.:j 31.J 
60-__ . 12.2 27.6 2412IO.3lR ' n.~ 1 
61••__ . ~:~ f 12.4 ·I.n I lU.7 :10.0H>.505 II02.__ 6.1 ,16,113 27.6 i 11.5 20.3 34.5 
63•• _ n.223 l3.1i I 10.4 10.8 ! 2O.S 44.4 
64.... O.24S! 15.5 I 10.n W.4, 23.6 39.1; 

- - O,.i:iSl . - 2Cir 15.2r nUcd Stnt~S•• 

• 

Although total inputs average $6,448 per commercial farm for the 
United States, they vary widely between regions across the country 
(fig. 4). Total inputs per farm, including the value of labor, vary 
from $2,548 for region 14 (central Tennessee and southern Kentucky) 
to $24,276 for region 44 (Arizona). Regional differences in quantity 
of total inputs follow much the same pattern as diil'el'ences in total 
value of product. 'With these large differences in quantity of re­
sources used, similarly large cliiferellces are to be expected in farm 
mcome. 
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VALUE OF TOTAL INPUT • 
Per Commercial Farm, by Productivity Regions, 1949 

S THOUSANDS 

;- Under 300 
3.00 - 3.99 

,-~: 4.00 - 4.99 
'::: 5.00. 6.99 
CJ 7.00 - 8.99 
i2li! 9.00 - 10.99U. S. AVERAGE PER 
!I?d 11.00 • 14.99COMMERCIAL FARM 
~l5.00 & overS6,448 

I<'IGrrtE .f.-Tolal inIluls IH'r farm are lti~h in Jllo,:t of tIl(' rl'iiiulls that bayp II hi.~h • 
yalue of )!ros,; pr(l(!uet (fi.!!:. a). 'I'll(' rplatiYl'ly liup diffpl'PlI('('" l1l't\\'pll YallH' of 
in]1l1t and YHIlll' of Otltput art' tIll' (lilfl'l'(,Jl('PS \Jptw(>!'ll Jlrofit HIHIlo,:", allil tlH'Y 
reflect till' Pl'o<ll1l'til'ity • f re!"oUl'CI'S ill pneb regioll. 

~\. chief dNC'l'J1liunnt of inpnts l1:,ed in 'funning is the type of en­
t.erprisl.' that ])l'l.'tlomiuatl':::. 'Yhl.'ll farming in a region is highly spc­
cinlized. it is easy to relatp rhr inpnts 1ISI.'<I to t11(> OM mnjor ("rop, The 
size, OJ' scale. of fanlling opl'l'ations fo!' all~- giYC'l1 crop 01' liYC'siock 
I.'nterprise abo has llllWh to do \1'it11 the inpnts USI.'!!. FOI' exmnplE', 
small 'farms 11un- lind it 11P(,(,S":,11'\' to 11:"1.' l'('Jatiyeh~ mo1'(, labor than 
lnrger farms in- on1!'r to mnxiJlllzP pl'Olits. Hut iLyernge fal'm size 
(loe:; not !!iYC' tlll.' ",holt' pictnrp nlHl ,,0 (li"trihl1tion of commercial 
farms on 'thE' basis of gro:;;s salE'S is prl.'sentE'd hl nppemlix tnble 2+. 
rc is lIPC'(':o:oan to ]'(.1'1'1' to "Ill'll a di,.;('ribntioll of farms Iwl'ol'P (lpci{ling 
that fal'lll:' oJ n certain sizp Pl'P<10l1lillatp ill tl ('Pl'tnin ]'<',!.doll. ' 

Labor 

Labor is thr chief inpnt 011 ('0111 Ill('reial farJllS} It amount:" to 
$2,158, or a third of t11(' totnl inputs for the l~nitell StatC'~. In l'Pgions 
ti and fl, ill Yirginitl :11111 XOl'th ('arolillH, it tUl101ll1t:" (0 nearly' half 
of nll input!:'. I{eg-i()lls 11. 1;~, l·J, :10, ;n, ;:\:L all(l 52 ill thC' SO\l(h also 
haye labor illPuts of JIlO),P than -to PPI'(,Pl1t of thp total. Thp cntOYC'l' 
r('gion of nOl'rlH'l'll ,ri,:cOl}sin and ~IinlH':,ota nlld reg-ion (i3 in nOl'th- • 

'ValliI' of np('rnl'ol' (1nll family Jabor was ('stimatNl on the basis. of wa;::(> rates 
for hired farm wOI'k!'l's in 1':\('11 l'Pg:ioIl. rs!'(' np]I!'mlix for dptnils.) 
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• eastern Wasbinoton also use relatively high percentages cf labor. 
In these regions income is geared particularly to productivity of labor. 
Labor inputs are not large in an absolute sense, but they are 1'elatively 
Jarge because other resource. inputs are low. 

Areas that )laye the smallest percentage of labor inputs are highly 
mechanized or have large investments ill li\~estock. Examples of the 
latter are the regions wllere livestock feeding predominates, including 
25, 26, and40D. Region 49 ill """ashington, u.long 'with some of the 
other drylancl wheat arens: uses large machines and little labor llS 
u. rule. 

The question of )10" much the farm labor in each region earns wIlen 
compared with industrial labor, or ,vith farm labor in different parts 
of the COUll try, 'ms a major ('onceI'll of this study. Regions in which a 
large percentage of all farm inputs are in the form of labor frequently 
~how relatin:')y low rpturns to labor. But returns to labor can be high 
in some rpgioJls in whieh labor is a large percentage of total lllput. 
Examples an? the highly slJPcialized fruit and vegetable regions, such 
as 44 and 45 (.\rizolla lllHl California») 48 (\Ynsliingtol1)} and iJ(j 
(SO}l tIl ern Texas). 

Purchases of Livestock and Feed 

• 
Pun'hases of liyestoek nnd feed ,U'l' ;':;('('onel ill importance: they make 

up 21.4 percent of all inputs on comlllercial farms in this country. 
In some cattle-feec1ing regions. th(lse are eyell h?gher than ll'tbor inpnts. 
.\.8 would be expected. the percentages of these m])uts vnr.r mOre (froIn 
3.7 percpnt in region 50 ()(aine) to 4:2.:3 pPl"cent in region ,WD (Colo­
rado» than those of labor or any other input group shown in table 5. 
The yariation in <lollar amount,: is from $175 p(lr farm in region 30 
tu $6,195 in region 40D. Feeding of caitle usually requires relati\Telr 
small nmounts 01' labor. aml th(ll'pfore the l"pdons of high-liycstoc](­
:md-fppcl input ar(l :.rt'lll'rally tllt' rpgiolls of lo,,:-percentagelabor input. 

~\ppel1c1ix table 27 >-:bows ",iell' clill'erellcP;'; ill f<'('el purchases relatiye 
to liYrstod>: pureha~ps ,'('ross the ('ollntry. Hegiolls 1 to f) in the Xorth­
enst, along with adjoining region 51, haye considerabJc, dairying and 
poultry procilletioll. ~\s this is a Jepcl-deficit ar(,:t, most of the ;~live­
stock n ml fPl'cl [llllylmst's" are pUl'el!as(ls of 1'eed. l{egiolls S to 12 and 
;"):! on t11(' J.tl:1ll11C ('Otl!"t haw lJIllch sl1lallel' purchases of livestock 
aml Jced tbfL1l X('w En:.rland, 1ml' the proportioll ~p(,llt on liY('stock is 
higher. 

Central lmd north central re:.riolls 1:i to ~l and 2:1 to 29 have sizable 
pllrclHt~eS of lin':-{-oek. Hegion:, il!l find Gil in the southern Plains also 
h:~\"'e high liv(l;:toek p,l,relll~"l's. Th(' pattem of cattle grazing in.t)le 
,\ pst alld cattle fatten Illg 111 areas n('al'('1' the pastern markets tYPlfles 
the mid('onti~:('nt from ~,~('xko 1I1most to C[~,l1adn. The dahl. however, 
show J~lnny Iom-bet,\'een . arpaR and PXCPptJOIlS to the rule. 

• 
ReglOl1S 30 to 43 C()v(-r a y[t;;t area lUlll show n. gl'Pllt c1pal of variety 

in type of farming and inpnts llsed, but fill lULYe high livestock pm­
chases. Investments ;n, ljv('st()~k are esp(lC'ially 11igh in regions 39, 
400, 40B, 41, 4,2, anrl·J.3 In the" cst, as may be expected) because these 
are the Tange and eatHe-raising ar('as. Again. much of the west coast 
is a feed-deficit area. . , 

3·Hi705-5l'i-'---4 
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Interest on Investments 

Interest on :investment makes up about a fifth of total farm inputs 
for the country as a whole, or $1,327 of the total $6,448 per farm.s 
Region 43, in southern Texas, New :Mexico, and Arizona, has the high­
est interest charge both in dollar amount ($4,248) and in percentage 
of all inputs (33 percent) for the country. Generally speakillO', the 
'westerllranching and cash-grain areas have high il1Yestments reTative 
to labor and other 1nputs. The large farms and rich soil in the west­
ern Corn Belt (region 25, for example), help to expIain its relatively 
large interest on investments and its low labor inputs. 

The eastern and southeastern parts of the country appear to have 
the lowest interest charges pel' :farm, because of the relatively low 
investments. Here one ,vonld expect the productivity, or efficiency, of 
added land 01' machinery pel' farm to be quite high, especially for the 
smaller farms in the Southeast. But increases in size of far111 in these 
regions involve increases in both fixed and operating capital. 

Cash Expenses on Crops 

Cash expenses on crops are highest in intensive Cl'op-producing 
regions such as 44, 45, 46, 50; 53, 56, and 35. '1'he low cash expenses 
for some southeastern regions are to be expected-a good deal of what 
is spent there goes for fertilizer. For the country as a whole, crop 
and machinery cash expenses are, $975 pel' i::trm, or 15.1 percent of 
total inputs. 

Depreciation 

Depreciation of buildings and machinery makes up l1, significant 
9.4 percent of total farm inputs for t11e United States. More than 
14 percent of the inputs in regions 21 and LH) are allocated to de­
preciation, while in regions 43, #, and 45 1,11e proportion is less than 
6 percent. Depreciation l'Xpen!'0S are closely related to interest on 
investment. Building depreciation (estimated at 21./2 percent of 
building im'estment) is j list half 0:[ the interest charge on buildings 
(5 percent), while machine deprecin.tion (estimn.ted at 15 percent of 
the 104·!) v:l.luc), shows a. positive relationship to interest on machinery 
innstment (eslimated at 'j percent). 

It has been pointed out tlmt t:ype :llld size of farm. are two impor­
tant factors in determining the inputs that are used. Other con­
siderations that n.ffect both farm size and inputs used are supply of 
capital, mobility of labor, and education. Low levels of education, 
cultural handicaps, lack of knowledge of alternative employment, and 
lack of funds with.which to move are associlLtl'd with the problems of 
farmers in some regions wbere relatively small farms anellow labor 
returns persist. Cn.pitallimitations by lenders arc possible anywhere 
and for many reasons, but poverty-stricken areas anel places ,that have 
suffered "wh1dfall" losses flTe Ii leely to have the most re] uctant lenders. 
CaI?itallimitations normally mean that farmers must rely more on 
theIr own labor and lanel. 'Ph",y bny fewer things and have fewer 
opportunities to specialize. 

S The method llspd in computing interest charges is explained ill the appendix 
(PD. 71-72). 

• 


• 

• 
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In a few instances, the choice of inputs is rigidly fixed for a single 
farmino- enterprise, but in agriculture one input may usually be 
E'ubstitl~ted for another, within limits, as machinery for labor, or 
fertilizer for land. A farmer must find the least-cost combil1ation of 
inputs if he is to obtain the highest possible profit, and roughly the 
same conditions must be fulfilled in each region if the Nation is to 
maximize the welfare of its citizens. 

AVERAGE FARM INCOME 

In this report, farll income is computed as a series of l'esiduals by 
deducting, successively, various groups of cost items fro111. the value 
of total product. Average residual incomes per commercial farm in 
this countl'y, based on each of t11ese ('omputations, are listed opposite 
the various income measnres. The income measures, TPa through 
1-7, are explained immediately after the tabulation. Residual in­
comes per conunercial fal"ln :1'01' each productiyity l'egion are shown in 
table 6 and figure 5. 

Gross Income 

The first income measure, TPn, is simply the estimated gross value 
of total produots-the sum of the valuBs of crops sold, liyestock and 
Jivestock products sold, forest products sold, and farm products used 
in farm households. The second income measure is designated 
"TPb": this is the value of total prodnct adjusted for livestock and 
feed purchased. This adjustmel1t has little effect on the total-prod­
uct figures for regions in which inshipmellts of feed and livestock are 
relatively light, thongh for some heavy-feeding regions it is significant. 
Average values in different regions are shmvn i11 figUl'e 3 and dis­
cussed on pages 15-20. 

Average gross value of production and estim!tted lwemge residual 
income per commercial far111. after payment of specified portions of 
production expenses, for the Lnited 8tntes, 10+9, nTe shown in the 
tabulation below: 
Income measure: 

L1 vcrnge PC1" 
commercial farln

TP,__________ , ________ -- _____ . _______ . ____ _ _____ ... _____ $6,2!lG 
'l'Pb_____________ - _________________._ ___._________ .. ______ 4,< 1)14 
1-1__________________ __ _____________________ _______ ______________ 3, 931)
1-2_____________________________________________ .. _______________ 3,30!l 
I-3__________________________________________________ ~___________ 2,70R 
1-'1;____________ - _______. -_________ .. ______________________________ 2,26!) 
1-5___________ ----. _________ . ______________ ., _________.. _ __________ 1, 376 
1-6___________ .---------________________________________________ 808
1-7_____________________________________________________________ --152 

Income measures lIsed in the foregoing tnbubtion are computed as 
follows. Their applicatjons Rl'e explained in the section "Residual 
Income," in connection with table G. 

'/.'P.-ValUe at totlll tarnl, pro(luct (all I'arlu (Jrouuet,.; ::;oltl pIllS farnl llroduets 
used in farm ilonseholcls) . 

TPb-Va1ue Of total tarm proll/lel (nner d('(lucting the> yallle of lin;>sto('k ana 
feed purchased). 

I-I-0r088 t(l1"I1~ -incomC' upni[au71' for }i1/!lillY 1111 70,bur, r7e{J1'eciation. onri 
interest on investment in farm cnpital ('[,p" minllf; (·afih pxpenses 011 (·'·Ojl8), 

1-2-}i'arm-incomc residual tor opcrator and /u,mily 7'(luol" U11(/' for ({l'jln'l'ia/ion 
(In,T. inlerest on inrcstlllcnt (T·l miullS ('xpenditurc [01" hi,'(>(l lahor). 
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1-3--Farm-inaome re8idttal tor operator ana family labor ana tor intere8t on 
inve8tment (1-2 minus charge for depreciation of farm machinery, equipment,
and buildings). 

1-4--Farm-inaome 1'e8idual tor operator a.na fam'ily labor and tor intere8t on 
inve8tment in land a.1td bltUding8 (1-3 minus charge for interest on investment 
in machinery, equipment, and livestock). 

1-5-Farm-'inaome residual for operator ana family labor (1-4 minus charge 
for interest on investment in land and buildings). 

RESIDUAL INCOME 
Per Commercial Farm, by Productivity Regions,1949 

DOLLARS 

Under 500 
500· 999 

1,000 - 1,499 
1,500 - l,y99 
2,000 - 2,999 
3,000 - 4,999 

IlIiIil 5,000. 9,999 
III! 10,000 & over 

DOLLARS 

o or less 
1 - 499 

[@ 500 - 999 
lID 1,000 - 1,499 
I!ffilll,500 - 1,999 
m 2,000.2,999 
IlIIIil 3,000 - 4,999 
IB! 5,000 & over 

V.S. DU'AIf,IoO[tH or "'(oRICUl-HIII:( 

Fmmm 5.-Hi~h fmnily il1eome is the prime goal of most commercial farms, yet in 
only 3.2 reg-ions did the j'amily really net more than $3,000 from the farm 

• 

• ' 

•

business (upper map). 'l'he picture is still less bright from the standpoint of 
income .residual for operator labor after allowing prevailing wages for .family 
labor (lower map). 
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1-6--Farm-income re8iduaZ jor opera.tor la.bor (1-5 minus estimated value 
of unpaid family labor) . 

1-7-Net jarm profit or loss to operator (after deduction of imputed value 
of his own labor and. aU other specified costs) . 

Residual Income 

The g1'OSS fal'n1-incmne available f01' payi.ng all labor, depreciation~ 
and inte1'est on investm,ent in fan1U capital is shown for each region 
iJl column headed "I-I" (table 6). TIlls iJ1come measure WRS computed 
by subtracting cash expenses on crops andmaclllnery from. the ad­
justed value of total product. Oash expenses include total expencli­
tures for seed and plants, fertilizer and lime, gasoline and other 
petrolemll fuel, tractor repairs, other farm maclllilery repairs, and 
machinery hire. In most l'egions this residual income avera~es less 
than $6,000 per farm. In the southern Appalachians, the ventra] 
South, and the Ozark-Ouachita nIolU1tains, the aTerage is less than 
$2,000 per fa1111. These are regions of relatively small fa11ns, much 
hilly or steeply slDping land, and generally low percentages of hmc1 
in crops. Regions in which the a;verage per farm exceeds $8,000 are 
mainly those along the southwestern friJlge of the country, region 50 
in northern Maine, and region 53 in Florida. 

The larm-incmne 1'esid~bal 101' operato]' a1ul family labor wul fo), 
dep1'eciation and interest on investment is ShOWl, for each rel;?ion in 
column heac1ecl "I-:r' (table 6). After deducting the cost of hired 
la.bor in addition to the expenses deducted ill computing residual in­
come I-I, many other regions-particularly those in the South-also 
fall below the $2,000 level. Again, the regions along the southwest­
ern fringe, as well as southern FJorida, northern ~:Iaine, and region 49 
(Washington-Oregon-IdahoL show th~ highest average returns per 
farm. But the reduction from the I-I residual is substantial in most 
of these regions because of the large expenditures for hired labor. 

The farm-incom.e 1'esid1ull for opel'ator and family 7abol' aneZ fo), 
inte1'est on investment is shown for each region iJl col lUun headed 
"1-3" (table 6). This is a sif:,'1.1ificant measure of farm income. It 
represents income available for farm family living as well as for pay­
ment of interest on farm inYestment. It is the residual after payment 
of the necessary cash expenses and after deducting the estimated de­
preciation of mac-hinery and equipment. 'rhe depreciation charge 
may be considered a, "must" expenditure, ns it is the only a110wance 
made for the maintenance of bulldings [[11(1 replacement of machinery 
necessary to stay in busil1C'ss. Payment of interest on borrowed cap­
ital may be deferred in adverse years in any region; actual allo\,1[tnce 
for interest may regularly be yery nOl1linal for o,,'ner-operators in 
low-income regions. 

From the standpoint of expendability) theref01:e, the 1-3 j)lCOme rep­
resents the approximate maximum ayailable for farm family liYing 
during the year. BeCltllSe of special circumstances of incuviclual farm 
families as to indebtedness, tenancy, and other factors, the sif[nifieance 
of this income m~asure varies from farm to farm. As an average for a 
region, it represents a significa11t basis for comparison with other 
regions, ·where aJJowanee is lnade for major diJferences ill tenancy and 
capital ownership. 
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TABLE 6.-Residual farm income per commercia,l fann after deducting specified 
'items ofpl'oduction empenses, by product'ivity regions, 1949 

----~-----,-.~"--

H"""''''";I,"",, 	 1-",-- I ,-, I H "'~I':(' ,-, I H 

,Dollars DOllars/'-;;:;;::; -;;:;;::;1-;;:;;::; Dollars I Dollurs'I' 

1.... ".". ' 3,154 2.351 1,848 1,523 1,097 714 I -240 
2 , 3.7S7 3.00Z 2,650 ",778 1,324 2405,7771
3 	 I 3,899 3, 000 ! 2.007 1. -1:17 822 204 ! -~,!~ 
4 	 ! 2,58[;, 2.084 1,~99 821 I :IZS -a!~l -I.,ll', 
ii • f 4,OaG I 2,963 1.997 1.421 480 -51 -1.021 
G ! 1.5-14 i gr~ I 1.055 ' S4S 1i:1 ! H! -5\10 

S~.~.,~ _ 1 ~:~~¥ ; 2.1251 }:~ j 1~~~~ f 1,~tl 1 ~~i t -r.~~ 
9"" 2.634' 2.374, 2.111 1.9SI, l.ij~-IJ 1 1.10:1 :tlll 
10 ,., j l,tiOS ; 1.37~' 1.0G! SSI . 5511 : !.'O2 -442 
11 .. " I 2.205 1,805 II 1.448 1.244 925 ' 543 , -121; 
12 ", 	 'I 2.313 1,9S5 1.597 1,374 1, 073 1 763 1 100 
13, ...... , 	 1,027 1.450 I 1,IH 950 ~,'X~ 3114 :?I'a'41 
14 I, SIlO U!l4, 1.202 99!! '" 3~0 I 
15..... , 2,158 1,939 1.566 1,2!lS 844 57!! ! -110 
16........ ,. 'I 2,101 1,!Ill 1,535 1.204 ! 8271 406 -570 
17,... .• 3,342 2,916 2,456 2,14:1 1,3U2 1,142 :1',8 
IS .. ,.... •. 2.313 2.UlO 1.551 1,227 Gr.1 171l 1 -SlI 
19 ..... 3, OS! 2.50U 1, S26 1,414 n92 158 I -787 
20 .•• ,." , .. " 3,S4V 3.505 2,783 2,359 1,2f>3 i 835 -182 
21 I a,221 2.745 I, 94~ 1,.102 bill i 3;)0 -71l 
~; ... ,.... 2,136 ~.9<!~ ~_I'.04:6~2, 1,007 7Wl -;~~ -1,213I". 

..., 	 2,930 .,u", 1,5Hl l,IU~; _'"I -1,017 
24 	 4.791 4.315 3,414' 2,74ii 1.;;-/4 I ~M -491 
25 ... 6,210 5. 7~1 4. S3G I 4.209 2, !!lIS ' I, ,Gil i 32~ 
211 4.40S 4.052 :l.303 2, ~r,c; II'. 05,~.~2 .'. 9'3 , -:l-~11., ~ 	 ~. 256 3. 2U9 9233. !lin 2.762 ~ -5i7 
!!8 iii 23S :1.010 2,552 2.125 1 ai·" f sur, I -!WO 
29 1.649 1. 477 1.159 SUI ' r>4-1 103 ..7lk)
:.10 2. 63!1 2, !l43 1. (,~5 1,·196 I, is;' !Jtil) ; 2:131 
~~ ", 	 gg~ },'11~ ~:i~~ II U~ 1,~~3 il~ : :~~~l 
33:.. 	 2.149 i:~2ii I.N l,W, •."t!"J·;.:~) I ll2 -1,044 
3-1 ~. 	 5. j"2~ 4. 340 3, ~~2 f :i. 3GO v t ,!,', ;.')~,~ I, 711 
3:; , 13.2n:3 9. 47!1 8.'.0, '.2,:\ 1i.2I11j· u 4.!l2U 
36.............................. D,297 5,f>47 4,810 I 4,lf,q ~,~~ 1,&.;5 I 4.1~.'(11 
37......................"...... 5,384 4, 657 ~,?4:! I ~. ~29 i:ii3S 1,077 ., 
33,98. .•.•, •••. ,'.' ........._.',...."..••..••••. '.'.' ..... ".! 4,S07 4,376 3,,,0, I ~,l.J I 1I',11~S:?11 ::~2~

6,197 5,412 4,697 I' 3, ~59 I, S,7 I ­
4400~-.=.·.·.·.·.,·..',··.·.·.·.·.·.·.".·,.·,·.·••,'.,.·.·,·.·.1, .5,923 4.877 3,i;.17 3~JlS l,S92! l,21}2 -242 

u , 4,501 3, fil3 2,754 2,107 96n 1 344 -SIU 
40(' .. , '",....... ' 6,293 5,123 4,lf., 3,073 I,O('O! 1,009 -4:19 

j~~~~.. ' ...... '... ~:g~ ~:~~. ~:~' j:iri~ I ~:~ i ~);1~ U~b 
41.. .. " 3,~13 3,16ti 2,·13ni 1,580 400 -206 -1,296 
42..... .. .. n, r,S2 5,32S I 4,335 :l, 129 I, [>43 r 9,13 -~50 
43....... S, m. tl.4f>0, 5,725 4.490 1.477 i 1,137 151 
44........ 2'-;,9h3' ~l(], 923; 19, .97 IH.931 15, .72 15,3t.:! 14,197 
45 ... ,."" 15,994 I 9,OH! B.82O: k.151 5,r.1O ~.c',!.~,,>~.'! 3,784
4{L .. ,~~ .. ~~ __ ~ ]0,845 j i?61fl ~.55~ 1 ;;~~26 3,fi04 u" ],595 
47.... '. -l,Ofl!; 3.073 .,41.\ 2,004 9:19 275 -1,107 
48....... 8,J'2 I 5,1l14 4.;j"S: 3,817 2,5M I,OGO 361 
40...... 11,1411 n.llln j 7,090 G,'OJ :1,f>80 3.121 J,494 
50...... , \/, SIO G,.'i:1O j fi, !!7i: i 4,734, 3,901 a,591 2,1>09 
51,",~,,,<~_~ 	 5.370 ;i.t;:~ f 2,7·t·1. 2,277 1,32.1 R45 -191 
52 .. "... ..... 2,3!!:l 1,745 1,2\1, 1,035 571 r 158 -450 
6:L_ .. ~" .. _.~"~. ~." t 1~.5{j5 i ~,.102 (,(j9 l 7'OI:Oi7 5.~21! 5,O·Ul 4,aru.,

.,:r;3 ],9(~1 0 1,)4 0.:5 262 o54 .........."". 1,47 -·12 

~56·.-_·•• ·.'·.·.· •• ·:.·.·' •• ·.·.'.", .. ,., 5.037 i 4,277 3.G20 3, rHO 1,7S4". l,3Ql 3,.,~~~ 
v, 11.0,,9 i 7.956 7.178 6,830 4,55·1 -I, .295 "00 

57..__........... , :1,499 I 3,04i 2.04'\ 2,2-11 l,oliO 1,115 48 
58" ...... '" .. , 4. ·150 i :l. fiS9 2. 9G~ 2,625 2, ().to I 1, $24 989 
59, __ ........... a,I52 2.S7tl 2,43S 1,958 1,02-1 3il -S6l 
60..............."...... 5,W'; »,2-19 I 4,!;52 3,671 !,~?,~ 1 1,l!H 02 
61............................. , 11,011 1 7,724 ' 6,970. 6.501 3.••• , 3,2S6 2,0(1.1 

62....................... "..... ' ll,005 I 7,301 0, ;l75! 5, G77 3,OO!! I 2,li62 1,100 

63 ............ ".".......... 2,50l, 2,337 1 1,663, 1,149 371 -584 -2,140 

rH ........................ ' 3,421 I 2,941 I 2,~>jJ2 i 1.750' 817 183 -1,177 


UnIted st!ltes __ ....... __ ·I~; 3.309 i=~;- 2~~~ 1_.1,376 1_...SDS . -1~ 

IF'or explanation of incQIl1~ measures, se~ p. 25, 
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In many regions in the eastern half of the country, the income 
residual for operator and family labor ancl for interest on investment 
averaged less than $2,000 per flu'm in 1949. In most regions through­
out the country, the aTerage ,,'as Jess than 84,000. The central Corn 
Belt, witll an average of $4,800, was at approximately the same genera1 
level as northern :M:aine and many regions in the Great Plains and 
intermountain 'Western States. 

The ja1'm-income 1'esiaual fol' operator Wt{Z family labor ana for 
interest on investment in la1td and buildings, after deduction of 
interest charges on operating iIwestment (machinery, equipment, and 
livestock), is shown for each region in ('olunm headed "1-4" (table 
6). This income measure represents the return to fixed or relatively 
fued factors-land, buildingc;, and Opel'lltor and family labor. In 
most regions, this residual a\-erages less: than $4,000 per commercial 
farm. 

The farm-income residual fo7' operata]' and family labor (after pay­
ment of all other iIlputs, ineluclinp: interest on bn-estment in land and 
buildings) is shown for each reQ'ion in the column headed "1-5" 
(table 6). The geogmphic pattel:n of this residual income is shown 
in the upper map in figure 5. Inmost pnrts of the cOlU1try, the aver­
nge was less than $2,000 per farm. This includes most of the westen! 
l'ange regions~ whf~re most of the farmland is in large units but where 
lnrge-scale farms are a reIatiTely sma1l percentage of the total number. 
In many regions, especially in the eastern half of the ('ountry, average 
farm family income was 1(,8s than $1,000. In some regions in the 
Appalachians and in regions 41 and n3 in tlw West, it 'vus less than 
$500. 

A ('ompa.l'iSOll of the llv(,l'ag(' returns to operator anel flUnily labor 
and to interest on investment with the farl11 income residual for oper­
ator and family labor (1-5) reveals th(' large proportion of inputs 
that are in the form of inn~stment (fixed and operating c:tpital) in 
many regions This is ('specially tru(' in the central Corn Belt and 
ill the range country and irrigated regions of the ,Y('st (table 6). 

The farrrb-in('ome T(wfduaZ for operator lal)o1' (after allowil)(T for 
wages to unpnid family labor) is show]) for ('ach region in cojuTl1n 
headed "1-()', (ttl ble G). The geowaphic pattern of t1llS average­
income residual j;:; shown in the lcnwl' map in JiQ'lu'e 5. AgaiJl, the 
relatively low returns in many reQ'iolls in the Easf 'command attention. 
A n~lJ1)l:i'er of regions in tl1(, ,~~est abo show very low operator's 
parlllJlp:s. 

The- leyels of operator's l'etul'l1s-that i~, the net jW'Jn profit or Z'()8S 

to operator (after dedllc60n oJ iJnputNl Ylll ue oJ his own laJ)or and 
aJ] other speci/led costs) is shown foy par'}) region in column 11eacled 
"1-··7" (tabl(' 0). The positin iit,rures indicute that the :l\'erage :f'arm 
income ,yas sn1lipif'!!t to pay a11 input itf'1Tl:-;, including imputed "ages 
for family ilnd ope]'ui"c)l' labo!' nt ]H'eYailing hired w~lge rates, an(f to 
leave a proHt. I'll(' IlPp:nti\'e figures indieate the ('xtent to "'hich farm 
returns , ....e1'e lnsuffi('ient 1"0 pay all inputs. Regional clistribution of 
surpluses and df'fi<'it:-; 8110\Y~ re1atively low retlll'l1S, not only in the 
Appalachian nnd Great Lakes areas but in st'YeJ'alregions in'the cen­
tral par!- of thp COlmtr.y find in seattel'ed rpp:ions in t11e ,Vest. 
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It should be remembered that the gross and residual income esti­
mates shown in table 6 and in figure 5 include only farm income. 'They • 
do not include income to the farln family from nonfarm sources or 
occupations, such as wages for work in to,Yn, mine, or forest, or earn­
ings from a sideline occupation or business cal'l'iecl on by the farmer. 
On many farms, especially in low-income regions, e[u'llings from ofl'­
fttr1l1 sources are ilr~]Jortant in supplementing the farm. famiIy income. 

Total values for each group of products and input items on all com­
mercial farms in the United States in 'H)49 are listed in appendix 
table 22. Also shown in this table is the residual to labor aJter deduct­
ing the estimated cost or yalue of all inputs except labor. The l'esidual 
may be thought of as the yaltle of proc1urt adclC'd by lnbol': assuming 
that all other inputs are paid first. In practice, labor is not llC'(,l'ssllrily 
the residual clrtimant, hut the rOllc(>pt i~ u~Nl here for til(> purpose of 
summarizing the <1i fferC'l1cC's beL\Y(,C'1I total ynluc of prOtluci and esti­
mated "('osts" of production. _\.n'l'ages 1>(>1' -fann :for thl' yarious 
itE'l11f': and thE'ir pl'l'eentage (li:..;j-rilmtioll; are also 8110,,'n in appendix 
table 22. 

LABOR PRODL"CTIVITY 

. In t~le major part of ollr agricultura] eCOllOm},. labor is the chief 
sUlgle mpnt item. Priced at market wag-e rates, Jabol' has a great!?)' 
ynlul' than the :111l1lHtl sel'yiep~ of land 01' other capital items. Labor 
also is the a!.,TJ.·ieuHUl'ltl l'l'SOUl'l'e that has thl' ![l'eatestf1l'xibil ity as to 
USl'. Except for industrial ]o(,lttiollS. lana (,linnot- be transfel'i:ed for 
the pl'oduetion processes of noniarm industries. Once capital has hl'C'n • 
pllt into lllu('hilH'::; and oth('l' tools of agriculture, it has few alternative 
useR elsewherl', Certain l'estrktions also apply to alterllatiw 
uses of labor. These iJl('l nell' ilHli yi<lllal skills and p1'efe1'(1)(,('s for 
partic'ular locations and typp::; of wod" Bnt as OJ(' lahol' ill!Hlt is so 
gl'C'at. analysis of jis nsl' '''as Ollt' of 111(' main parts of the study l'e­
port('(l here. Many fann :familie::; ean attain a de::;il'ttbll' Ip\'",1 0 f lidng­
onl)' if thC' pl'odnetiYity of thl'1.1' Jabo1' inputs iR increased. 

In g'('nel'nl, areas of low labo!' pl'OlluetiYitY an' thosl' of high ('apital 
]lJ'()(ll1('ti\,it~·, aR 1alloI' is l1!"ed in larg-e amminh;; l'l'Jatiye to t-lIl' capital 
used ,,'iU1 it. All increase in thc amount: (rf capital use<l ,,,itb the 
pxistiug labot' of low pl'()ducth'jt~· areas ,nl1ll(l illC'I'C'as(' re( 1I1'J1R to 
Jabol' and 10\\'£'1' l'ptllrns to eapital; a l'l'<ludioll of the labor :force. 
becallse il" ,yolllcl also d('c'I'eas(' tlll' lahoI'/en.pital rntio, would haxe a, 
similar efl'l'ct. The chm'lIcterisf'ir::; of labol' supplies ancl1H'oduc,tiyi­
ties which follow suggf'!'t how '!l'l'nt the diJfl'l'l'lltia]s in lahol'-eapitaJ 
l'atios are and, ('oJ1&>quently; "ny the pl'()(lurtivity oJ hbor Yal'ies so 
greatly betwecllregion:;. 

Supply of Labor Per Farm 

The majority of Jabor inputs for the agricultl1re of this country 
are, furnished by 1:al'm opcrators and their :families. In most regions 
the labor of tIl(' farm ojl(>l'ator constitutes one-half to two-thirds 
of t11C totnllabor used. Except in rclatiycly few regions, the average • 
annual labor input amounts to Jess than 2Jh man-years; jn tIle greater 
number of regions, it amounts to Jess than 1%, man-years. (See table 
7.) Labor inputs pCI' farm are small('st mainly in regions of small 
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farms where sojls and topography are not particularly favorable 
to production and mechanization of field crops. Region 63, in north­
eastern Washington, has a labor input of only 1.33 man-years per 
farm. ~fountainous terrain and the unfavorable cHmate discourage 
large farm units. 

T.\IlLE I.-Average numoer of all farmworkers alld average annllallC(!fle rates, 
on commercial f(ll"llls, bll prodllclit'ity 'regions, 1949 

-------------~,--~----, ---- --,--,-------------------
Average_"vernge • .'\xeragc~~~~,~Y~ IProdueU,-ity regIon number or wage per Productl"ity region number of annual 
wage perworkers 1 worker 2 workers 1t, 

worker'1 I II-----_______I_____i_____ ---------,---t 
Number Dollars 'I 1'tumber DoUan 

1 ,~. ~7 j 1. 370I'r' 36 1.66 1.458 
1.672 a . __ i: ;:ll {:1~~ ~~. ],687 

.j 1.57 1,728 
5 _ J.7:i 1,6821.1);1 I, :H5 i 39 _ 

I. CoS ],888r. U~ 1.~~ ;l!~~ __ _ , J. 6S ],674 
i; 1.45, 892 1/400• .---- __ 1..90 1,726 
9 1.99 1,580 
10 1,580 
l\ 

U~, l.~tlll !~~::-" -:::: :::::::-::=1 2.]0 I 
].7;1 • 1,38Q

1. S8 ' 7721 42 _.. • • <­ 1.91 1,74912 1.69 7(;:3 43 ___ • __ ......._•• 
 2.72 1,2731:1 1 46 -0" I, 4-l ' 
1-1 6.07 1,588 

4.28 1,85715 H~ f ~ Ii]' ~f _ -:-:::::::::1 ~ -­_.11 1,85716 2291.29 i 1'93"0 4 -' -- ... ---- ••• 1.56 1,96817 J. 55 1 4S 2.44. 2,On18 1.35, 1.:U4 II 49.... ______ .. _.. "_ 85 2,00319 
a.50 1 1,3331.54 1,337,: 50_ 1.

2(J 1.36 1,3lJ :: 51 2.42 ., 1,34021 
22 

].40 ' 1,419 :, 52 2.21 I ,72"'2 
l.45 ' 1.0lQ Ii ~:I 1.0052:1 1. 52 . 1,54, :: 54 ___ • _ 

24 i:~~ I 817
1.00 1,565; 55 _ 2.45 ! 1,09025 

26 II.·44~ , 1.621 Ii 56 - 4.00 ' 1,222
• 1,568 ii 57 _

27 1.551 1,265
1.5~ 1.66a :: 58 1.07 9462S II·.33:~ 1.391 ( 59_ 1.41 , 1,53329 " l.ml6 Ii 60 .. 1. 80 . 1,38Q30 

:il _ 2.07 t 1,857U~ l,~:f g~32 • __ 2.99 I 1,857
I. 74 1,2'22 il 6:1 1. a;! 2,073:l3 • _. 1.44 l.aOS ,I 6-1 _ 1.40 , 1,77534 •• _ 
2.1<1 1.294 'i --~- ---_35 •. 4.W I,m ,i r:l1ij~u "talcs _....; 1.66 , 1,29·1 

I Average number of nIl farll1work~rs (operators. unpaid (amill', and hir~d) on full-lime equivalent basis, 
on commerclnJ farms, 1040. 'rill' lU!'thod used in estimating the number oC [ull-Lime equ!"alellt workers Is 
described in the appendix, Pll. 72-7:l. 

1 Estimated 011 the bllS!s o[ dnln for hir(!d workers obtained from;tbe former Dureall of Agricultural Eco.
nomles and [rOtll otber sourcrs. 

IlegiollS 16, 1H. ~B, and :W form n lOll£! stri p along thc southern 
I'dgc of tl1e N"orth CC'ntral States where 'farms al'e relatively small 
a.nd labor inputs per farm IU'e low. This strip has less productive 
soils tItan the main corn-producing area to the north. It is an area 
of transition in which slow changes are being made away from the 
pioneer farming pattern originally imposed on it. Its general topog­
raphy ]1as not encouraged large-sca.1e and highly mechanized farming; 
its products requirc smaller labor inputs than do the crops of the 
Southeast proper. A somewhat similar situation exists in region 6 
which is mainly in the Appalachian Mountains. 

In contrast, labor input exceeds 4 man-years per farm in region 
35, which is composed largely of the High Plains of Texa.s. Here 

http:large-sca.1e
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the large mE'C'hanized units, spE'C'ializing in rotton, but with some 
grain sOr!!lUUll and '\'IhE'nt. hayE' largl' labor inpnts. Only a fomth 
of this labor is supplied by opprators and their families. Other 
regions vlith largE' labor inputs ppr farm include the Florida penin­
sula, south C'PDtra1 C'aliforniu., the southE'rn tip of TE'xa:>, and south­
western Arizona. These areas arp ehararteriz.E'cl mainly by 
large-scale YPgetablE'-, fruit-, and ('otton-producing units. The aver­
aQ"e input of more than ± men per farm is composedlanrelv of hired 
,,:orkers. Prodndivity per man is considerably nbow' the national 
a,erage in all t11C.'SP nrpas. Labor input:; corrrsponclin,.!!' to :2 mall­
years of labor are founel in ll10:-:t of thE' intermountain i\l'eas of thr 
",.est:. in the maj or market mil k area of the X ort hea.st, anel in s('attE'red 
areas of the Soutlwast. 

Composition of Lahor Input 

E,en thongh it:-: prmlneti"ity iii low. labor often 1'(,111ain5 on a farm 
because it is proyidpd by thr farm family. For thE' Xation as n 
whole. tl1C.' farm family ::upplip:,; ronghly thrrr-fourths of the total 
labor input (1'::t1Jle 8). Ahout t"'o-thirc~s of the family labor input 
iii proyidl'd by tIll' operator and the rest lyy the hOl1::ewjfe and chi]­
ill·en. HirE'(l 11E'1p pro'lide5 the !!reatr>:-:t'pen:('llta!!'t' of the 1a.bor 
input in rrgions thM haY(' the greatest labor input 'per farm. (Sep 
pre,iou;:: sE'ction.) In rE'gion:: of large lahor inputs per fnrm, OVP]' 

TABLE S.-E.¥timaica pcrr,,"tfl!]" compo-MtiO'n O'f totallfloor inputs by IJI'O(luc/il'iiV 
r('!!iOll,~. 19,,9 

Tot'l11sbor input Tot-:>llabor input 

1Producti"ity m:il)n 
IIir~d . rnpald IIired 'npairl 0 

. workers; family Operator workers family perator 

. l',renlt l'rrrm[ Percent Pucmt PITernt P<reen!. 
1. .. .... 37. fi 17. ~ 44. i\ 36. 27. n 22. -\ 50. fj 
2. .• .. [;fl. 4 129 30. , 37 2'i. S ~l.l .>3.1 
.,... 3" H 21. .. 43.:J 3~.. IS.0 2.;. ii 5f'1. 5 
4,.... :!:!.n 32.7 14.4 ag. 2iI.9 23.,. 49.3 
5..... il.7 206 ~... -; 40A _ 32.9 1~.9 -\,.2 
6... 13.~ 27.), !,~.4 40B.. 35.1 22.1 42.S 

;c:: ~~:~ ~.~ ~t~ :gg '... ~tK i"]:~ ~g 
9.... Iii. 7 3i,~. 53.;; 4liE.. 44.9 Iii. 1 40.0 
1(1 1~." ~ n ;i:!3 41.. 2S.fi 25.11' 4;;.9 
ll... 27r. ::Jr..il 4fil 42. 40.1> 18.0 41.;; 
12. 2'•. 2 23 " :'1. 0 43. rot l'i 9. S 2"- 4 
13. Itt I :!C•. 0 -",s. \! 44. 53. .. 4.2 121 
H.... ld, 2'1.7 Ii:!'" 4f. 7~.5 6.0 17.4 
15.... 1'. .. 22. fi , r,<;. .. 46. 6:! 9 10. 1 27. 0 
10... .. 11. n 211. -\ tH." 47. 33.3 I 21.6 45. J 
17... 2O.ft, 17.4 53.0 4L 00.6 11.6 31.R 
IS..... 17.11 27.5 55.5 49. 41.2 15.0 43.S 
~:'. ~:g ~'~ 'i&g 50. 70.2 n.6 23.2 

21.... 23.9 23.,' 52.4 ~L" ~t~· MJ 3~~ 
:!:!. .... II).{I 3·1: 5 • 54.6 [..3. 7!5. 1 .~. 1 In S 
23. In.7 34.3 • [.).0 54.. :.~11·.i' 24,<,.. 3 t,.43·.·~ 
21. lU. (f 27.4 I 53. 6 55. " " 1 J " " 

~L }~~ ~:i I ~:~ ~=-- ~3S·.n~, 2"1~1'.~,· H:~
27•.._ no 2O.6! 59.4 f>~.... .,. n , .. " 

28"....... .. .. ' I:! 0 27.6\ 60.4 59........ 12.9 30.2 00.9 

21L. lUl 29.!l I 59,4 , rA).... ...... ~~,.. ~,2-l6 45.4 
30 .... __ . 3Q.S 11.;-: 4~.5 HI. ,. u S.B 2·l.( 
3L......... __ ...... 20.0 23.1' 00.3 m... 65.6 9.7 24.7 


• 

• 

•

32...................... 36.2 17.3 46.6 63....... 9.2 34.5 00.3 
33........." ............ • 16.0, 26.7 57. a OL ..............,.. 19.4! 25.6 55.0 
34, .................... 1 <00.1 12.11 37.8 ------ ­
35... , ............... =! _~~__.~,,'. __ -enlted Stat.e,_S_ . ..:.:_2S._3..;...._22._4~__4_9._3 




P1WDn"rl\Trf OF HEBOl"J{('f.;" l'BIW ()~ CO,;\[,\1EIWIAL l~AR1\lR :~:~ 

• three-fourths of the totul ('onws from hil'NI lahor. Farm:; that em­
ploy n. hi~h pPl'centage of hirpd labor al"l~ n~ore flexible in ac1j~lsti~lg 
to price l'httll'!1;es than ar(' farms that U:-ie maml.v ojlt'raten' and fanuly 
labor, Family labor often hm; no a1tt'l'llat h'e but to l\'main on the 
farm enm tho1.l!!h its retUl"l1~ are low. 

EX<'l'[ll for ni:l'u:; of lal'gl' lallOl' illPtl(~ IllPlllj().ue(~ ill the preceding 
paragmph. the proportion of lauot' IJl'O\'H[pd by fallu]y llH'lllhel's other 
tbtm' tIt(' O(J('l'tltor i~ lowest ill regioll": when' farms aTe of about two­
mall size, ::;ncll as l'PgiOllS 30, ;\-:1:. ·lllE, 5;\ alltL ;)~. (ienernlly, these are 
regiolls that ;;pcl'ializl' in cX(Pll"ive Cl'OP or liypstock production with 
l'elatiYely fc,,' chores that are !l!lapLNl to labor by children and honse­
,Yin~s. ()w'p a Yl'Ur-ronlld. IUl'P(l lUan has h('en added, only n small 
all101l11t of farm labo!' i~ left to he performerl by family ,Yorkers other 
thall tItt' Ollt'rator. Production (lepem1s 011 family workers to the 
grt>a t('st ('xl ellt ill tobu('('o 1.11ld ('olt01l l'Pgi(lll~. :"nell n~ D. 10, and 13. 

Product Pel' ,,'orker 

• 

.\Jl itllj10I'tallt llll'U:'lll\' 01 l'1lh-il'lll'Y ill n!!Ticultlln~ I::; labor prodl1c­
tidty. .\s labor illPlll~ l't']ll'PH,'J1t tl 'large i)l'OpOrlioll of all inputs in 
llzril'lllt 111'('. It'\'pl 01 il,(,Ollll' b lllainl" tl function of the ynIne of 
p'roduct ]>rotllLl'l'(l per labol'Pl·. (il'o~~ iabol' ]lI.'oduetiYity is Olle meas­
lire of lab()r 1'(,{ llJ'U:-:. It is compllh·(l lJy diYi<ling total product per 
l'aI'lll by (o{al lllllllhl'l' of work('r,.: Pl'1' :farm. '1'11i:-: quantity, showu 
by regjoll!' ill tlw IIp1)1.,'l' lllap ill Jip:nrp {I, imlir'atl'''; tIll' total product 
that l'(';;tlll::: 11'0111 tlIP '.'qllintlpllt of IJllP lllall and the capital he uses i 
It impute:-; HOllp of thf~ total \·aItH.:' (If pl'!Hlu('t (0 ('api!a!. IIl'Il('p, it:, 
mH,!rllilW[(' dl'fJll)J(b ('~p(ll'ially npOll the anlOUllf of ['apitnl used pl'r 
IlWlI. 

Total lll'otllll't {lCI' w!lrkp), i:-: hi.!!h ill (lip Pl'{J(]lldin> ('om arpa=", 
whieh iW']lIdl' llJainly tIll' ('i.O'j()ll- 'YP1l:-;tt'J'. TUlll:t.}II1~('uti1l('. and 
DI.'lUlIlIlpr-Fhlllll!.!.',m ;-'oib of' tite }li(l\H':.-t. It j" hi!rh ill (he hl'art oj' 
the willrt'l' whl'at' :U'Ptl ",hidl ,..lrp1<'lll'" from Tpxa,.; tlll'011,zh Oklahoma, 
K:lll:.;a;;, ('o]orndo, alld HlIlIIl\\,{,:-tPl'Il ~pbl'a;;ka. It is great also in 
sOlltlLPl'll ('alif(ll'llia. ;;ollt h \\'(';-It'l'Il .\.l'izon:l. !lll(l l'ezjoll 'HI, which 
111t'llldt'H jll'orllldin' wlH'at. irrigat iou, :m(l frnit ftll111S in PUl'ts of 
\'"tlshiUgi,oll, IdHlw, allli ()l'l'goll. Thp,.;p art! IIIP ttl'l'a:-; that hun; n. 
hiJIh i,m::(,,.:tllH'll( or a high I'lll'l't'llt I :ulll,.ual) ('xPt'lI:-!P illput,I,)(,')' WUl'kel.·, 
aIt hOll.!!h thl'sl' t WI) ~llput,.: Hrt' llO! llPriPI'rly ('0 l'J'l'11I (t'<t. Large' gt'oss 
protllll't 1)('1' work,,!, ill"'Ul';; not ouly Ill'I'1m:,\' lalall' pl'Olllll·tiyity is high 
1m! al,.:!) },('\'HlI:-:l' till' alllOlllll of pl'OdUd alll'ilmtall]p (0 eapitnl if; high 

• 

1)(~1' wOl·kl'l'. 

Xext ill g'l'O";": (ll'()(IUd 1WI' WOl'kl'l' j,.: thp Jal'p:l' agl'i"I1I( ural 
:1l'Ptl bpI \\'('Pll tIll' :--ipl'I'a Xp\'ada }lolllltaillC' aud till' Ho('ln' }Iollu­
(nilts awl I'xtplltiilJ!r l':\,..t of 111{' Ho(·ln· ~Il)lllltajll"; to im:lluh, IIll' 
1IJ1I i 11 1'<LJwhiul2: arl'il"; 0 r \W~( 1'1'11 X('bl'll,.;lm. Sorl h Dakota, Bouth 
Dakota. and (:a ·,lp1'1. \\' \'()]lIilll2:. • \,.; a ",hoh., t hi,,; Ittn~'(\ a l'Pll ranks 
~l'('!llld i.ll total iIlW:-llll('iJt :LlHi IOlal tlllllll:tl illpnt:; ((~t1i'rl'\lt expPJl::;es 
pX{'PIJ/ labol' iU]>llt:;,l Pl'l' wOl'kl'l'. III n ";/Jl)JPwlmt ::;illlilal' position 
\\'i t It I'P:-Pl't'( t f) gl'O--' (l.l'fJ\hwt }ll'l' Wlld,PI' and e:lpita lillflllt::; per 
workl'l' j:-; l'p.doll :.!!i on tIl(' \\ P;-il'l'U fringp of the ('orn Bplt. H('gioll 2 
ill ~('\\, 	 ElIgluud lIa,. a similar IH'ocluct 1ll'l' \\,Ol'k('l" although it. has 
a 1111\1'11 111\\,.1' ,'apilaI ill\'(,~t 111!'11l In'!.' \\ ol'l;,!'!'. Hltl it" llllllUid capil'al 

http:IllPlllj().ue
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input Tor current expenses (which include large purchases of feeds 
for dairy herds and poultry fiocks,fertilizer, and spray materials :for 
potatoes and vegetables) is higher than that for most other regions 
shown in figure 6. 

Product per worker is yery low in at least part of each South­
eastern State and in parts of some South Central States. Prodnct 

VALUE OF TOTAL PRODUCT 

AND RESIDUAL INCOME 


Per Worker on Commercial Farms 
by Productivity Regions, 1949 

S THOUSANDS 

CUnder 2.00 
C2.00 - 2.49 
02.50 - 2.99 
03.00 - 3.49 
E§ 3.50 . 3.99 
!!1m 4.00 • 4.99 
a5.00 - 5.99 
_6.00 & over 

S THOUSANDS 

o Under .60 
C .60 • .79 
Cl .BO ••99 
CJ 1.00 • 1.39 
Emil 1.40 • 1.79 
.. I:BO. 2.39 
.. 2.40.2.79 
.. 2.BO 8. over 

FIOURE 6.-Total product per worker is generally high where the yalue of re­
sources per worker Is high. Net productivity of labor, or the income residual 

• 


• 


•

for labor per worker, also tends to be high in such regions, but there are excep­
tions, as explu ined in the I ext. In many regions the income resid ual per worker 
was less than $600 for the year. 

http:2.40.2.79
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per workel' is less than $2,000 in regions 30, 13, 14, 6, 10, 11, ancl 52, 
Included in this overall area is the heart of the AppaJacllian Moun­
tains, which stretch from Pennsylvania through eastern Kentuc1..-y 
and Tennessee, It also includes' major parts ~of Mississippi, Ala­
bama. Georgia. Korth Carolina. and South Carolina. Parts of 
Louisiana~ Ark;1l1sas, and Florida also al'~ included, though most of 
Florida, falls in productivity region 53 which has a gross product 
1)(>1' ,yorker of 1110re than $+,000. Annual expenses pel' worker aver­
a~e less than $,sOO in most of this broad area, while capital investment 
grne,"lllly is less than $6,000 per worker. 

Gi'OSS product per worker is only sli~htly hi.g}J(\l' in the, rest o.f this 
,t!'('ne1'al area. iyjth Florida excluded. (Srf' fig. n, regions 7, R. V, 12, 
Hi, 20, 31, aJl(l f).k) HE'gioll~:! (the (heat Lakes eutO\-er) is similar 
iyith l'Pspert to pt'oclnC't pel' workpr, althol1gh illYCstment and expense 
prl' WOl'krl' are' rOIl"it1erahly hi,t!'ll(\1'. ;'Islands" with greater labor 
proclllctiyiti('~ exi"t within tlle,,(' r('~ioJl;:; of ImH';:;t productivity. Ex­
a1Jlpl~s arc the specialized rice and sugarcane regions, 55 along the 
gulf eoast of Texas and Louisiana, 58 in central Arkansas, [Lnd the 
lJl llP,!!Tass-1Hu'h'y tobacco :,('C'tl0Jl of Kelltneky (refrion 17). 

The ,L'l'C'utC'l' part of the Korth ('eutrill Stuh,,s, Xcw England, the 
rxtl'el1le PneiJir Xortlliyest. nucl the SonLhwe;:;t are in an intermediate 
po:,ition. (~r()ss pI'Ollnet per 'worker ayel'nges between $4,000 and 
8+.!)!)!) per farm. 

_\. some,yhat similar IlIpa:'tU'C' of ,t!'ross lahor productivity is pro­
,.idprl b~' gross prod lwtiol1 milll1S the ya 1He of ]iwstock and feed 
pnr('11a~('c1. Tlri~ adju"t('<l total product fliyjdec1 by the ]111mbe1' of 
lllal1-rqniyujPlIt!' ill eaell rt'!!ion .!!iws "Olr adjusted grOFS productivity 
])('1' worker." This I11pn~llr(' is better than the gross-produrt measure 
ill "OlllP I'l'giOil::; IW(':I m:e tlw JlUl'('!Ja;:;(' ya1ue of livestock and feed 
J'('IJl'(>H'II(~ :In ap:l'i(,llltural jlJ'oduC't thnl is not produced on thc feed­
ill!! farm, 

'This C'aklllaHoll e]wll.!2'p:, ;;nmewhat the relative rank of thc pro­
ducth'ity !'('gioJls. H('.!!i0I1" ~,-). +t.. nncl 49 remain at the, top with 
fin ndjn"trc1 !!"l'():'''' prochl!'t of more than S5.000 per worker. :Most 
of Ihe W(I;::trl'll balf of the country nlergeR into a s('{'oncl category with 
all ful,iw.;(rcl ~1'(}~" ]ll'oc1ud IJ('r worker ranging from $4,000 to $4,DDV. 
Hp.!.!'ioll 2 (:::ontllPl'll )\P\Y En!!"land), b('('llllS(, of its hea"." pllrchasHS 
of 'l'N'r1, cll'ops jnto a fom(h ('ate~Ol'r in whkh the nmgc is from 
::::~,()O() to ~:LcI!Hl. Lowpst again is the major part of the Southeast, 
with PX('PptiollS of f!J(' kiJlrI pointed out previou~ly. In New IDngland 
lIlHl in largr "pc'lions of 111(> )\ol'th Central States, most of the agri­
c'lIHllre Ita;; all a<ljn"t<'fl gro;;::: lll'oc1ud prJ' worker of only $2,000 to 
S:!.(lOfJ ]>el' farlll, 
lo\\', 

.\.!!.'ain. l'C'gioJl :!2 along the (iwnt Lakflsis second 

Product PC"l' OperaLor 

(;l'()~:- jll'mIl1d 1)(']' JlJHIH'qnintll'nt of Tal'lll 0PPI'Hiol'S is nIRo a 
III('H:-III'(' of i11(,I'P:-1. Thi:- ratio i;; cOlllpn(pd 'froJll gl'O;;'<; production 
lI'j(hollt ;;l1l>t rH('ting pttl'('ha~p;.: of f(lPcl nncI lin'stock. To some ex­
/pnt it jll,O\·jdr:.; t'OIlH' (':-(IIlIa[p of Ih(' ;':('<111\ of outPlit l)('l' i\!1l-timc 
lllnn:t,!!prinl lIlli[. (lm:-;; pl'odlidiOl' pH oJlC'ratol' i::; not idelltical 
with gro..;" jll'ocltW( ion J)('I' farlll b('(',llIHC "0)]1(' 0lwntrors arc on their 
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farms only part of the year, This 1I1('(1.sure is comput('cl by cli­
yic1ing- tlle gross product oJ ('aell r(>ginn by the 11111nbc1' of fn~l-tjn1(' 
( 12-111011(11) operators in the l'l'giol1, Regions that rfl1lk Ingllest, 
",ith JllOl'1' than $:20,000 per operator, ar(' those that use large amounts 
of capital and of hirl'cl labor per farm, In 51'('011(11)1ace, -with a gross 
prod tlct 1)('1' opl'mtol' of $l:}.OOO to SHUll)!), is most of i"l1(' area -£rom 
the' Si(,lTH Xeyacla :\[olllltnins (,Hsl war(l th],ough (11(' Rocky ~\r(llml-a1ns 
Hlld t11(' hard "'i11(,1' whpal nrp:l. The' Xol'th (\'nl1'n1 Stat(>s and 
Northeastern States fa1l11('xt in lin(', -\YWl the sOllth('ast('rll area. and 
tllp Lak(' l'l'ui(m uuain Im\'('''l. 

,"hpJ) 1'p(:(1 a])(l liYl'slock )lllrehasl's a1'(' sllbtract('cl, acljnstecl gross 
pl'odnet ])('1' ojll'l'atol' is tlw t'{Junt('rpnlt of a<1just('d grns;; pro(lrlC't 
1)('1' w'ork(']', Comparisons bas('(1 OIl this Jl1('aSlll'e SllO\\' t1wt l'('giol)s 
1;,.1-1, aI1<l ii:} [soulh ('PIlfl'll1 Cal; fornia. ~ontlny('!-'t·('rn ,\rizolla, a11(1 
j.'lol'idal J'Plllnill at a high Jpnl. 'fbis i~ hpcat1:::(' prodlletion 111 111('''(' 
H',uions i1lC'iJldps mainly ('rops that dl'}l(,1l(1 l'(']ati-nJy littlp upon liw, 
~l(j('k. TIll' dHlJl,Ul' j" !"mall also ill tIll' (}rl'nt Plains (r('!-,rlOll 38 sontll 
(hl'oll!!h l'l'!!,'iol1 ;~C}) foJ' 1hl' :':lllll' l'l'nsoJl, It j;-; ",mal1pst in flip SOllth­
l'a:-! and !lIP Lak('" I'p!!,'ioll !JP('Hll:-'P of 111(' cropping ('('OIlomy in Ihe 
iOJ'Il}!,}, :11111 tla' typ(' of :-uh;j"(P]H'(' liw,.:loeJ;: p]'()(lndinn.in ('ombi­
Ilut-ion -with snllW (,l'()P":~ jn Ih(' 1nti('!', R(>gioJ1 :iO. ill(' Aroo~took 
('Ollllty po(a(o-,Q'I'OWillg :'I'('(i"n of :\fainp,fnll,.: in th(' SIS,onn to 
~l!J.fHl!1 rHllg(' I1ml!']' pit I!!'!' llIP:tSlll'!' of pl'()(lm·t pl'1' o]wra!ol'. 

.\1thOl1gh lISl'flil for ('(,l'tain l'ompnrisolls, th(' figl1l'l'R ('xplaiJl(\(l in the 
1l1'('('('(1ing c1i;-;I'II:-,,,jnll:' han· (llI(' limitation: TlIpy rl0 not ('ollsic1(']' tll(, 
pl'()(ln<'t of capital ill P.\pl'(':-,:-~illg ],pl:\fin' labor J'('tlll'n~. ,\sidp from 
('Pl'taill ('x(,pptiolls poillt('d !lut (,]"(,,,,11('1'('. !-,'1'OSS ]11'()(liH't of lahor i~ 
g'J'pa[(·:,t ill typps of HUl'icllllnl'(, thai l1S(> nl(, U1'('ntl'st :Imount of 
(·:tpital. ('\'('11 if lallor pro!lndid!y clol's 1101 a('lnall~' <1iJl'pl', 

For (>XfUllpl!\. :-.nppo;.:(' ('apitallH'()(lu('l'!'\ a )'PtUJ'J1 of fi P('l'C(,llt P(,1' (Jo1· 
lar llJl(l1nlull' p]'orlll!'PS n l'!'tUI'll of S~,()O() })('1' ~'(,:lJ'.l'ol1nc1 labOl'('l' in 
(,:Icb of' 2 I'Pgioll'" A awl H. Hpgioll B 1\:::('S $SOJ)(1(J HlHl 2 \\'orkpl's p('l' 
farlll: l'Puioll .\ H;;PS S:;,OP() nIHl 1 ,,"ol'k['I' p('r -farm. Thl' gro;;s prod­
lH't 11('1' far))) inn'don H ,dB hI' SUHHl frolll rnpitai and B,U)(]() -frOIll 
labor. it toful pl'o(l1l1't of $S.£1I1I1, If th(' $CUlOO i~ (1i\"i(1('(1 hy tllP llUJl1­

lj('1' oj' ,\'01'kl'l'" '~). 01(' gJ'()~:- ],1'O(1n('( pl'l' ""01'1;:(>), is $+,000, Tn l'('gioJ1 
..-\. HlP gross pJ'orlud ]IPI' 'fnrm will h(' 8~:;() from ('(1pita1. plus $2~OOO 
1'1'0111 InJ,o)', 01' a iotal of 82,~S(I. Thp gl'O;;S product P(,1' worlWl' is 
~~,~J(:. 1.11'1)('(> ),pgioll B appp:n:s to haw a highl'l' gJ'()~S labor prO(lllci. 
1111~ 111nsloll ,!!! ow:-, Oil! of the> lad that 1lO prodllcf hn~ \;('('11 Impl1tl't1 
to thf' I·apitnl tllltt pro(hJ('(>d it. If w(' ~l1htrad-, tltl' ('apital 1'('t\11')1 

n!:Xfl,(J(lIl at ,-. 1'(,1'('Pllt) hom Ill(' totallll'nc\l1et ill "('gion B. WP 1w\'p n. 
IPlllaiJlclPl' fm'lal '01' or onl.,· $1 ,(JOIl, TIc prod n('( 1>('1' labol'('r is $2,000. 
jusl as it i;; illl'Pgioll.\ wlH'll $:!;iO j;; allocated 10 (·npital. 

TIH' 101\'(>1' Il\Up I fig, (j) show;; rll(, l'Psi(lnal illl'ol1l(' PPl' wo]'kernftel' 
n ;;hnJ'e of tlH' lotn] pl'odl!!'l h:t,.: 1J(1('J\ implItt'Cl to ('apitaiin each region. 
Thi;.: ;;tP}l hns b('(''1 tnk('ll to ('liminal!' partially llll' c1illiculty outlined 
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abov-e.9 It "as computed, first, by subtracting from gross product the 
value of rumual expenses on crops and livestock, and depreciation and 
interest on working and fixed capital; second, by dividing the re· 
mainder by thp number of man·eqUIvaJents (12 months) of labor. The 
figures for eaeh rE'gion are shown (table 9, first column). 

'J:Ailr,F, (l.-R(\~idlllll illcome per 1col'ker on commercial farms, b/I prodllctivit11 

regi.01l8, 1949 


'-~~sid~nl income per worker 11'- , Residual income per worker 

Prn<lurtivity . I I prOdUC'LidlY '/ I I
rrJ!;ion , Oprrator I r~gion ' Operator 
.\Il1.,bor and fam., Oprrator! II Al1labor Iand fam· Operator! 

: iJy labor i1y labor I 


J)ol~-;:l J)ollars I J)olum 11- ~------- Do/wet IDollars Dolla,. 
1 1.210 t l,lJU, 1,020 j36 ..... ,......... 1,720. 1,822 1,9S2 

2 .... ~ 1.705, 1,852 1,947 37.............. ~ ... 1.7001 1,832 1,884 

.3 •• ~ • 9<;9 i ,2S 1 353 38............._... 1,483 1,425 1,285 

·L•• ~ ... Ml9 I 260 I' -53-1 39.•••. _••. _........ 1,&19 1,400 1,391 

~:;--- .. ~.-~~. - !80? 414 -6.~ I 40A .•. - ........-... 1,749 II 1,674 1,59.

6.•• ~ ....•• ,~ ;iIl. 430 185 140B .•••••_......... 1.16.3 SS6 I 478 

I->""TW. 517 426! 19" .,' 40e••_........._... 1,39'\'1 1, 368 1 1,201

IL.•. ~ 1.0;0 1,0;5 1,095 40D................1 2,13.3 2,487 2,858 

9 ••. 1,!31 I 1,172 1,307 40E................ 2,158 2,628 3,034

10 __ • ~.';(){jO.; i 440 246 " 41............ ...... 6221 322 -257 

ll.~ .. ~_ ~ " 680 6241'.. 42.................. 1,517 1,354'1 1,179

12.• __ 830; S-3S S<7 1·13........ _.. : __ •••• 1,330 1,420 1,476 

13 .•_•. [>'>0: 545 458 144.___ ,............ 3,926 15,931 21,045 

140 •. r><J2 : 577 452 jl 45 .............._•. _ 2,746 , 5,649, 6,983 

15'R __ ~ ,5\1' 7401 706,46.......-. ""'" 3,4311 3,4021 3,983

16...... _...... ~ 7;"<; 725 50S Ii 47•••_.............., 1,258 9'13 ' 393

Ii. ~. __ 1,173 I,m 1,393 d4L.• _•••••• _•• _.__ 2.218 2,4091 2,524 

18.. .•. 71f> ; 593 235 q 49.•••••. " ••••• _•• _ 2,817 3,376, 3,8&3 

19 •••. ~ S23 6231 222 'I' .50•••_" ...... _..... 2,051. 3,751 1 4,43.3

2(L .•. 1,IS2; I,Wi 1,0841 51. ••• ~............ 1,2>j() , 1,172 1,097 

21-. .• 912, 756 452 152_..... __ ........., 520 4051 188 

22.... _ 65", 557 -37ll.53·-···~ ....••· 2,088 5,968 i,421

23 ..•. ,9:1 , S10 344 1 5-1................. 59S 500 323 

24. 1,2G3 1,15S !l93: ;;'5 .••. _." ...... ,1 1,283 1,487 1,664

2.'; • 1.&,;' l 1,899 2,000 f>6 .................! 2,064 4,695 ->,651 

26. 1.S0G 1,262 1,130" 57..................; 1,29S I 1,311 1 1,327 

Z; ,._ 1,2'>2 1,235 1,026 .'>'L_........... ~ ..., 1,+17' 1,838 I' 2,0;:;

2IL .• 1, !S! 1,148 1,043 ! 59. _............1 924 &32 464 

:''9 ..••.. "J. 445 126 ,: r,o ................... ! 1,419 1,435 i 1,456 

30...•. !If>; I,O~l 1,103 : 6~.............! ~!?25 4,1361 4.9i9 

31 •. iH 654 1 469 6............".__ .....'5 3,009 i 3,462 

32.. ~. 1,03{: 927 ',' 815' f,L ........... ~.I 47030i; -779 

33..•. r"r, ,,3, 135 64•.•• __ ............ I lI26 i23 : 238 

31 •. 1.627 1,9561 2,169 ,-------- ­
35 .• !!, -l01 5,567 ; 6,!J.!S t:nlted states••. .! .1,208 r 1,156 1 1, 095 


I Rpsidual IX'r ful1·tim~ ~'1l1i\'alent operator after deducting the estimated "alue of unpaid family labor 
aud all otb~r inputs. 

The two l'!'giOJIsh:l\'ing the highest l'Psidual product or income pel' 

worker arE' 'H jn the SOlltJnwst ancl4D hl the Northwest. Region 44 

is fai'orcd by a (>omhination of factor~. including an almost year-round 

;:''1.·mdng sens:oll 1'01' ('itru~ fruits, cotton, Yegetubles, and grass seeds; 

iJ'rigation; large JanllS: and laJ'gr alll1ual c;ipital inputs (current ex· 

pensE') pel' WOrkpl'. This rpgioJJ~ )HnYPyer, is in an intermediate posi­

tion jn ]'('slH'et to ('apital ill\~(';:;tll1('llt ])(>1' worker. ;\. somewhat simi­

lar situation pxi:·;!s ill l'Pgioll '.w wllPl'E' l'OI11P irrigation, favorable prices 

:for fruit, soils fnTOl'uhlc :for whpat, anel PI'0c111etion of forest products 


"It pliminut(':'; !lIC" Clif/iC'l1lty OIlI)" pllrtially b('caU.;;e the share imputed to capital 
is an a\'ernge market priee for capital reSOurces rather than DIe marginal product 
of caJ,lital l'(,SOllrces. 
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give a very high residual income per worker. Regio1l49 has not only 
a large crop acreage per ,yorker but also very high ratios of capital in­
vestment and current expenses per worker. 

Second highest in residual income per worker are the fruit, vegeta­
ble, and general cropping areas of Califon'Jia (regions 45, 46, and 61) 
and region 35 in Texas. In the third highest category are regions 48 
in Washington, a large part of the harc1 winter wheat area, the pro­
ductive prairie f'oils of the Corn BeH, the peninsula of Florida, and 
the intensive potato region in Maine. Largely, these are regions that 
specialize in cash (,1'Ol)S and that have farms on a medium-to-large 
scale, fa,orable capital/labor ratios, and soils and climate fa­
yorable to the particular crop specialties. Next come the rest of the 
Great Plains (and bOI'(lering regions) and also most of Connecticut, 
Rbodo Island. and :;)Iassacll11setts: these regions haye a residual income 
of $1,400 to $1,799 pel' worker.' .-

The greater part of the Corn 13<.'1(-, region 1 in the Northeast, the 
Atlantic seaboard to SOllth Carolina. southern Texas and New Mexico, 
a1lCl the Pacific No1'lh,Y<.'st are in the SI,OnO to SI,3DD group. Lowest on 
the income scale are l'e§rion 20, ronring parts 0:[ Oklahoma, )lissouri, 
and Arkansas: senra1 re§rions in the Appalachian )Iollntains and the 
Southeast; and region (l:~ ill northeastern 'Yasl1ington. Residual in­
come per worker if' Ie:::::; than SGOO in these regions. The capital in­
yestment of less than SG,OOO 1)('1' worker is low, but it is 110 lower than 
that in othe!' S01.1t11east<.'1'l1 re§rions, snell as 11, 12, ancl30, These latter 
regions have incomes pel' ,yorker a:: hi§rh as those for regions 15,16, 18, 
and 19, stretching from JlOl'tlH'1'l1 Ohio to T<.'nnrssee, and for regions 
~2 and23 in the upper Xorth Centl'n lregion. This is true eYen though 
('apital per worker is c(lllsi(lel'ably lower in this second category of 
sOlltheastern re![iolls. Tn other ',:o1"(ls. areas 01' low l'psidna1'income 
per worker are 'found thl'OIl![hollt the rlltire rasterll haH of the coun­
try, and they are intel'11lixrd with arras of considerably higl11'l' incomes, 

Residual Income Per Operator and Family Worker 

Residual incon1!.'s figured on a P<.'J'-,,'orker hasis f'ho,,,. the anllual 
product per man-eqlllyalt'nt employrrl in agriculture after capital has 
recei,ed a return rqlla] to irs aY<'l'ag<.' price or return in each region. 
Thus, the figures slIg§rest not- only the average l'<.'sicIual product of 
labor in each region: thry also sugg(>st disposable income per worker 
if a]] capital wrr(> hirrrl or rente(1. 

Perhaps morr usef111 in the latter Trsp<.'d are the data in the second 
column of tahlr D. This ro11111Hl sl!mys rrsirlnal income per operator 
and family 'Yol'j{rr ((hlt. is.lWl' nonlJirrc1 wOl'hr) in eachl'egion after 
the fol1mving W(,l'r slIhtrndrrl.fl'OllI gross product: (1) Livestock anrl 
feed pUl'chas<.'s, (2) CllJTPnt 01' alllll1ll1 rn"h rxp<.'Jlses, (3) a rapita1 
rharge on all working 3n<1 fixrd ('apitn], and (.1:) the yalllc of hired 
lahor. 

The. reslllti ng ]'rsirlllH 1 in('olll(> pr1' operator and :family ,yorker 
suggest, rough 1y. thr c1isposnblr income P(>I" :tam i]y worker aHel' Jabor 
is paid 'when an capital 1'('"OIlI'('rS werr hOITOW(><1 01' l'rntc·c1. Residual 
income. per opera tor :mel I'n III i]y ,\'or];:('r is gl'eat<.'l' thn 11 l'<.'sidual in­

• 

• 

• 

come for all workers (hired as well as Opel'[lt01" and iamily workers) 
when the value of product produced per hired worker is greater than 
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the wages paid. Operator and family residual income is less than 
residual income per worker when the wage rate is greater than the 
value of product produced by a hired worker. 

The greatest residual incomes per operator and family worker are 
found in regions 35, 44, 45, and 53, where the averages are more than 
$5,000. This high figure is due to a combination of forces which in­
clude (1) the high productivity of all labor in these regions, (2) the 
fact that the value of product was higher i111949 than the wage rate, 
and (3) the relatively large amount of hired labor used. 

Next in rank are the regions that make up most of the remaining 
crop area of California, region 49 in 1Vashington, region 56 in Texas, 
and region 50, Aroostook County, Maine. Following these are central 
Washington (region 48) and the wheat-irrigation-vegetable regions of 
Colorado (40D and40E). Much of the ·West and Midwest and most 
of the eastern seaboard from Maine to South Carolina fall in the $1,000 
to $1,999 range. Lower than these regions is the heart of the South­
east with a residual family income of $500 to $1,099. This "income 
belt" also stretches up through Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New York 
and borders all of the Great Lakes. Only regions 4, 7, 52, 41, and 
63 ha.ve lower residua.} operator and family retUl'llS. 

Region 63 is mountainous, and the climate and rainfall do not en­
courage efficient commercial farming. :Most farms in the area are 
smaIl subsistence units. 1,V11en the value of hire(llabor on large farms 
is subtracted fronl the region'S total product, the operator and family 
worker's residual income (weighted mainly with the incomes of small 
farms) is extremely low. This.is true also to (I, large extent in region 
41 where some of the farms represent subsistence units of Indian 
families.~o Also, in region 41, production in 1949 '.vas not particularly 
favorable; and although capital per worker was fairly high on many 
farms, the product of capital was relatively 10'Y. 

Residual income per operator and family worker is low in region 
52 because the small capital gives (1) a low return to labor relative 
to the wage rate and (2) a low return to capital relative to the interest 
rate assumed. Somewhat similar statements CfU1 be made about re­
gion 7. In region 4 the residual income per operator and family 
worker is low because the ratio (productivity of hired labor to wage 
of hired labor) is evidently lo\v. 

Residual Income Per Operator 

In estimating l'esidual income per operator, shown in the third 
column of table 9, the return subtracted for family labor was com­
putecl at the wage rate for hiredlnbor. Hence, residual income per 
operator will be higher or lower than residual income per operator and 
family worker as discussed in the preceding section, depending on 
whether the value of product per family workel',is greater or smaller, 
respectively, than the wage rate. . 

In most of the country, operator residual income is less than the 
hired ·wage rate. This does not mean that most farm operators had 

10 Income from Government payments was excluded flS were incomes from non­
furm employment und investmen ts in all regiolls. 

34G70u-uu-G 
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losses during the year; actually, they had some positive returns from 
their own capital and from the labor of family workers. It does mean 
that (1) had the operators in these areas loaned their capital out at 
market interest rates; and (2) had they and their family members 
worked elsewhere at wage rates for hired labor, they would have had 
higher average incomes. It is, perhaps, true that not all family 
workers in the particular areas could have found employment at the 
market wage rate for hirecl farm workers. As mentioned previously, 
many family members have meager off-farm employment OppOl'­
tunities for their labor, so it is used on farms even though returns 
are low. 

Extreme highs and extreme 1000ys in residual operato!' income follow 
a regional pattern, as pointed out in the preceding paragraph. Most 
of the western half of the country and the Oorn Belt have residual 
operator incomes that are lower than hired wages; so also have 
most of the Northeast and the Southeast. The greatest expanse of 
operator residual incomes averaging above wage rates is in the region 
that stretches southward along the coast of On,1ifornia into southern 
Arizona) ancl ill western Texas northward through the hard red 
winter wheat belt. The Mississippi Delta region also stands out from 
the surrounding territory. ~1:any scatteredlu'eas have residual opera­
tor incomes higher than even the most productive diagonal of the 
Oorn B~lt with its high capital ilwestment per worker and jts pro­
ductive soils. This differential, as compared to the differentials of 
gross productivity, explained in a previous section titled "Product Per 
Operator," has this meaning: While th!3 00l'll Belt diagonal has a high 
gross product per worker (including operator, hil'ed, and family 
labor), its return is not particularly high when its large capital in­
vestment and heavy input of nonoperator labor are considered. 

Capital Input in Relation to Labor 

Labor productivity nncl farm incomes are strongly affected by the 
amount of capitul available per worker and pel' farm. In the eco­
nomic environment which exists in the United States today, an average 
family with only a small amonnt of capital cannot, as a 'general rule, 
obtain an income from its farm comparable to that wlllch could be 
earned if the family's resources (including labor) ·were remunerated at 
their market value in other economic uses. Although there are S01111" 

offsetting forces, labor ol'Clinarily can produce only tL small product if 
it is combined with a smaU amount of eapitul resources. In this sec­
tion certain ratios are presented ·which inclicatc the amount of capital 
available per llHLll-equiv!Llent of bbor in the various regions. These 
data help to explain the labor productivity and income differentials 
which were presented in the prececling section. 

The first two columns in t~ble 10 show, respectively, the acres of nIl 
land and cropland per ·worktl' (man-equivalent) in the various regions. 
These land/labor input ratios are relatively unimportant, except that 
they suggest the intensity of agricultural production at vn,rious loca­
tions. 'l'heir value in explainll1g how capital invested in land may 
relate to differentials in bbor productivity is limited, because they 
do not include the productivity and the capital value of the la,nd. 
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TABLE lO.-Specifi,ed input factor8 per worker on commercial farms, by 
productivity region8, 1949 1 

CurrentAll land Total AllexpensesProductivity region in commer· Cropland invest· capitalexceptcial farms ment' inputs ,labor I 

Acres Acres Dolwrs DollarB Dolwrs 
L .........................._., ..... , ....
2 _____ ... ___ ~_~~~ , ... ~~_~_~_~_ 
3•••••....•.. _' .. "' ... , .•...•. _.•..•.•••• 
4•••.••.•••• _•..•.•. _..................... 
5.......... . ...... _ ................. 
6.••_••..... ___ . "._,,,,._•... 
7 ___ .. _... ._"_ .. W __ ~ ___ • __ .~ .. _ ..... _ 

8•.•.•. _.••• __ ........... . 
9................ .. 
10...... __ ._ ...... _. ... __ . 
11•••..•• __ . _._ 
12•.•. _. 
13... .. .. 
14..... , .. _ 
15.... . ••. , 

l~:=:::.::... ':. . .. :::::! 
18..... ..... .. .... __ ,_, ••1 
19........... ___ .... .. .. ... _••____1 
20_____.~_.~.~ ____ ~__ .-.~. -.~----l 

2L...... ""_"" __ ................. / 
22.... ........... . ­ '"'' I 
23........... ............. . ___ '" 
4................-­ --.. ..... · .....1 

~~::::::::::::::::::::::: ':. ::...... 
27..................... __ 
28.......... __ ._ •.•. _.. ' .• , .••••. ,. 

~::::::::::::::: .. -­ --. -.::.' .... 
31. .•••...••....••..•.•••••_.. 
32••.••. _.... _ .•.. ...... --. I 
~:::::::.:: .. -::: .. ::­ .......... 

35•.••••••• __ ......_ .-:-:­ ... -•. 136._.__ • .... __ . 
37. __•••• _ 
38•..••.. '' ­ __ .. 
39..•_... ". .. ..._. - ­ •• t 
40A..._. __ .--. .•. -.. '_"140B........... __ .. " __ 
40C...... ... .. 
40D... . .... _. _•. 
40E.___....__ . 

41._•.. __ __ .• _ .. "'.42~._ _ . 
43.•__ 
44.. __ 
15.•• 
46.•_. 
47..• 
48•.. 
40••. _ 
50._. 
5L•... __ 
52..__ _ 
53_.. .. 
54._... .. 
55._•.. 
56._•. 
57..., 
58..... 
59._. __ 
60•.• _ 
61.__ . 
62._.. " 
6.1 •• _•• _ 
64 ••••••• 

-, 

123 
43 
98 
83 
67 
93 
00 
73 
42 
81 
83 
91 
76 
82 
83 

110 
71 

106 
75 

106 
00 

122 
107 
97 

127 
135 
220 
150 
133 
44 

139 
141 
183 
248 
183 
422 
219 
555 

1,462 
189 
273 
764 
277 
674 

1,357 
828 
110 
184 
92 

108 
105 
178 
547 
57 
47 

113 
160 
83 

162 
57 
96 
95 

255 
1,505 

66 
J24 
328 
364 

36 
17 
48 
46 
41 
32 
35 
27 
19 
37 
38 
44 
3.5 
42 
52 
71 
49 
55 
45 
81 
65 
49 
57 
69 

104 
102 
144 

89 
55 
29 
51 
61 
69 
91 
75 

228 
179 
303 
226 
84 
59 

108 
121 
147 
51 

108 
42 
36 
39 
56 
37 
46 

270 
28 
27 
26 
22 
31 
65 
37
n5 
65 
96 

158 
:10 
42 
79 
86 

8,428 
10,541 
12,217 
10,216 
13,623 

7,560 
9,791 
6,489 
5,394 
5,793 
4,944 
5,408 
5, no 
6,558 
9,224 
9,723 

12,598 
11,742 
13,237 
20,501 
14,558 
8,561 

10,809 
20,023 
31,876 
22,281 
19,395 
15,437 
7,735 
5,532 
8,159 

11,765 
10,316 
14,950 
11,443 
29,319 
15,861 
18,750 
28,455 
20,743 
19,526 
22,992 
20,577 
22,12i 
20,780 
25,580 
28,623 
12,451 
13, G26 
20,563 
17,395 
13,657 
40,181 
6,972 

10,630 
5,878 

11,317 
7,473 

13,671 
12,616 
11,509 
8,433 

18,091\ 
28,388 
23,412 
20,581 
17,182 
18,943 

2,306 
2,848 
2,443 
1,998 
2,544 

900 
1,043 

.791 
661 
965 
756 
952 
713 
691 

1,103 
1,339 
1,203 
1,576 
1,964 
2,412 
1,806 
1,139 
1,458 
2,367 
3,476 
3,111 
2,238 
2,022 
1,272 

664 
007 

1,264 
1,277 
1,452 

980 
2.342 
1,840 
1,973 
2,683 
2,493 
2,705 
2,549 
'1,622 
2,703 
1,470 
2,422 
1,003 
1,749 
1,777 
2,360 
2,119 
1,512 
2,972 
.1,723 
2,806 

724 
1,404 
.1,151 
1,275 

921 
1,434 
1,164 
2,396 
2,766 
3,111 
2,436 
1,628 
1,642 

2,784 
3,428 
3,158 
2,593 
3,306 
1,322 
1,591 
1,145 

950 
1,287 
1,03S 
1,262 
1,038 
1,06., 
1,618 
1,888 
1,889 
2,233. 
2,700 
3,530 
2,625 
1,629 
2,093 
3,536 
5,203 
4,321 
3,308 
1,487 
1,732 

971 
1,371 
1,007 
1,856 
2,260 
1,583 
4,411 
2,721 
3,036 
4,313 
3,6."
3,787 
3,863 
5,773 
3,930 
2,644 
3,884 
3,46., 
2,412 
2,518 
3,462 
3,063 
2,259 
5,140 
2,117 
3,392 
1,053 
2,010 
1,579 
2,024 
1,577 
2,071 
1,636 
3,399 
4,346 
4,.330 
3,532 
2,600 
2,696 

Untle(1 States•.•• , ... __ . _. 165 71 14,413 1,785 2,581 

I Totnls [or specillnd items per commerclnl fnrm divided by tbe average number of full·time man· 
equivalent workers. 

, Totnl vnlue of land, buildings, mncbloory, eqnipment, and livestock. 
3 Livestock nnd reed purchased, cnsh expenses on crops, and depreclatiou of bulldlogs nnd machloerr. 
, Current exponses excopt lnhor, plus Interest on fixed and operating capital. 
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Acres of aHland or cropland per worker are few in southern Cali· 
fornia and in Aroostook County, Maine, even though capital invest­
ment per ,vorker is hi~h in these regions. Acres per worker arc also 
relativelY few alon~ the :Mississippi Delta. The land/worker ratio 
is also low in eastern seaboard regions, "here farms are smaH and 
intensive with resources devoted to poultry, dairy products, vege­
tables, and fruits. An land and all cropland per "orker are relatively 
low throughout the Southern States that lie east of the :Mississippi 
River. Land per "orker is also low throughout the Appalachian 
regions. All land pel' "orker is high in the Great Plains and in tIle 
intermountain ranching area. Bnt cropland per "orker exceeds 120 
acres mainly in the hard red "inter and spring "heat produciu/! 
regions. 

Total capital investment per workpr-in('lllcling lalHl, hnilclings. 
and all working capital-is highest in the diagonal across the Corll 
Belt (region 25) an(1 in region 40 in the XortlnYest, as sho'1']1 in ('01­

umn 3 of table In. It. is onlv slightlv lower in the yast area tll(tt is 
devoted mainly to ranching 'but 'has'a sprinkling of other types of 
farms (regions 39, 42. ancl43), and in the specialized ,Yheat area of the 
central and southern Phdns (re~ion 36). Concentrated regions of 
low labor producti,-ity and inconles are also those which haye a small 
capital investment per worker. These regions include par6cularly 
those stretching from southern Yirf!illia through th::> South Atlantic 
States to the border of Texas. Onlv slightlv higher are the Great 
Lakes region (region 22) and parts ot'Texas. Arkm1sas. and Louisiana. 
These regions rank sO!l1ewllat similarly in labor productivity. The 
high inYestmellt per worker in region 40 is ('onsistent Wit11 the high 
hbor productivity of the region. lJl1t this is not true for the Corn Belt 
diagoual with its high inl'estmpnt. Similarly, regions 35 in Texas, 
44 and ~5 in the Sou tImest. and 50 in l'faine do not haye especian:v high 
capitalmvestments p(lr worker. 

Some areas t11at haye only sma]l or medinm-sized capital invest­
ments (real estate. machinery, hreeding stock) have relatiyely large 
annual capital outlays in the form of Cl1l'rent (lxpens(>s.l1 Thus, a 
region may have a large total capital input, eYf:>11 thougll its continuing 
c.apital investment is sma11. 

For example, crnfral California (regioll 'Hi) i" not llif!ll in capital 
investment per w01:ker hut it is nbollf aY(>ra,ge in ClllTent. exppnses 
(table 10). The c1ifi'erence is p,"en more markrrl in region 2 (southern 
New England) where capital investment on dairy, poultry, crop, and 
'vegetable farms is relatiyply smull, bllt the annual outlay for f(>ed, 
fertilizer, and other expense'items is one of tIle largest in ti1P cOllntry. 
Consistent with their lo,y labor producth"jty und loW' capital invest­
ment per worker is tl1e. ]O\Y ratio of (,Ul'l'ent expeJlses per ,yorker in the 
southeastern regions p:xtending eastward from T(lxu::; through tlle 
Southern States, exclusive of 'Florida, and northward throll!!11 tll(l, 
Appalachian area.. The pattr1'l1 of totaJ prodnct p(>r operatoI' in thest' 
regions is highly correlated "ith CUI'l'pnt lnw::;rm(lnt pt'I' ,yorker. 

The last column jn table 10 shoW's all capital input!" per workrJ'. 
These data represent the total current expen;;e plu::; fht' interest eO'll' 

11 Current expense, as the term if; used in this stllcl~', dors nol ilH'llHlr hired 
labor because of the d('sil'ahility of haying- f;eparntc claJ a on (,llpitaJ IIml labor 
in the analysis, and in order to compute capital/labor ratios. 
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of allfued and working capital in each region, div-ided by the number 
of man-equiyalent workers in each. In effect, the ratios show the 
alllmal sen-ices of all capital used per worker. Although some differ­
ences exist, the geographic pattern is similar to that of current ex­
penses except hiredlubor (table 10, next-to-Iast colul1m). Highest 
nltios are found in parts of the maiul'orn and wheat areas (regions 25 
anel 36) 1 in region -19 in the ~orthwest. anel iu southern California 
(region Gl). Ratios are 10WE'st in the Appalachian and Southeastern 
States. Those iu the Lake State; cutoYel' area (region 22) and tbe 
Ozark-Ouachita ~fonntains and sllrrolmding areas (region 29) are 
only slightly higher. Region 5± on the gnU coast is also relatively 
low. This region of specialized -vegetable production uses largE' 
amounts of labor l'elati,c to the total of anllual capita.! sen-ices. 

Capital per ,yorker helps to explain producti-,'ity and income per 
person. This point is illnstrated in figure 7, in which residual in­
('ome per "'orker is plottt'cl against all annual capital inputs per 
worker. Annual capital inputs include expenses for the year pIn:: 
illterpst on ,"orking and fixed capital. All capital inputs account 
for about 25 percent of the yariation in residual income per worker; 
no other single variable is so important in determining labor pro­
ductivity. But capital inputs pE'r ,yorker do not account for all 
variations in residual jn('ome 1't'1' worker. If this ",-ere true, the 
Llnt for ench region \\-o1l1d lie exuctlyon the regression line (fig. 
7) . 

Per Worker, on Commercial Farms, 1949 

RELATION OF INCOME TO INPUTS 
INCOME ($ THOUS.)* • 

3 ! • 	 • 
• I • •• 
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2 ·~-r. · ~ ~~. 
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1 • ._. · ·-·Fi:......~~.. :... 
~:: l.'i • 1
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INPUTS ($ THOUS.)o 

FIGl7RE I,-The prodlJ('th-lty, or rpsi(!ual npt im'omp, of lubor is correlated with 
the quantity of ull other inputs wit.il wilieil la\)or CUll work. In SOUle cases, 
ilow('\,pr, IlR indicat(;'d hy thr distrihutloll of dots in this figure, r(>gions show 
sizable r!el'iation from the line of l'xpp(~ted relat[ou!>11ip. 
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Improved estimates of productivity mig11t show that capital in­
puts account for more of tlle vadation in labor productivIty than 
is indicated in fi~ure 7. For example, the return imputed to capital 
has been its marj~et price. vVhen this market price is greater thal1 
the marginal productivity of capital, the product or income imputed 
to labor is decreased; when the market price is less than the marginal 
productivity, the income to labor is increased. Additional factors, 
J10wever, cause yariations between regions in productivity and income 
to labor. The large fruit, yegetable, and cotton farms of Arizona and 
California are of a size to lise labor efficiently. 

Besides farm size, and pconomip:'i to scale (which favor fnlit and 
crop farms and permit efficient production and fun use of hired labor), 
the specHic natme and combination of other inputs nsed with labor 
also are important. One consideration is crop acres per worker. The 
regions in 1vhich farms specialize in rrops nclaptecl to mechanization 
tend to have high labor prodnctiyjty. Regions 44 :md4,5, for example, 
have very high residual incomes per worker. 

In very specializpc1 regions, management is highly efficient, and 
farms are organized a('corclingl~' to giye a large output of product 
per lmit of labor and capital. For example, management is highly 
specialized in regions 44, 45, 50, and 61 and eYen in much of region 
30. Emphasis given to management and efficient farm organization 
:is considerably greater in sud) regions as 25, 35, 36, 40D, 49, 53, and 
56 than in such regions as H, 7, 10, 29, a11(l 52~ Also to be kept in 
mind is that figures for a single year are affected by ,veather varia­
tions between rep:ions. In 11)49, the year of tl1e basic data, ,veather 
was quite favorable in the Corn Belt and in much of the ,Vheat Belt; 
it was somewhat less favorable in the Southeast and in many smal1lo­
calities elsew]1ere. . 

INVESTMENT PRODUCTIVITY 

Capital investments are not inputs in the sense that they are 
completely transformed in production. R[tthcr~ they give services, 
which may be practically non exhaustible as in the case of Jand, or 
slowly exhaustible as in the cnse of machinerr. Linstock must be 
held for a fairly long period in order to produce for market or for 
home use, and in this respect animals. too. are a capital investment. 

This bulletin includes analyses of both farm income and input 
productivities. For the latter purpose, an interest charge on invest­
ments should reflect the relative importance of investments as an 
input group. For computation of farm income, the interest charge 
should reflect the customary rate charrred or earned on inycstment 
capital. These are not necessarily in' conflict: but in this study, 
a market-rate approach was fol1owed in n llorating an interest charge 
of 5 percent to Jand and buildin,rrs, and; percent to machinery and 
livestock. The larger firrure was used for mac1JiMry and livestock 
to reflect the diffei'encp 'in rates usually demanded lJY lenders, this 
difference being caused largely by the'difference in ·risks involv.ec1 
with investments in these items as compared ,dth investments in land. 
~fachinery and livestock are often classified as "working" invest­
ments in contrast with "fixeel" investments in lanel and buildings. 

"Total capital investment," as the term js ~lseel here (5('e table 11). 
is Elle sum ofthe yal ues ofland, buildings, machinery (incl1lding other 
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• 
TABLE 11.-Value of capital investment on commercial farms, per farm. an4 

per acre, anit percellta,ge composition of investment, by productivity regions,
1949 

'.-."--"'-'-----------­
'Total capital inwstmem l'ercentage t'Omposltion of lll'l'estment 
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equipment), and livestock on commercial farms. On the more pros­
perous farms, capital investment is generally relatively large. In 
most types of farming, considerable capital is necessary so that the 
productivity of labor, and consequently the returns to the operator' 
and his family, may be at a maximum. 

To attain high levels of productivity in agdculture, it is importallt 
rIOt only that the total capital be adequate in relation to the labor 
supply, but that the kinds of capital be in proportion to their poten­
tialities in different environments. Data presented in the tables and 
maps that follow indicate capital investment per farm and per acre 
in various regions, the proportions of different kinds of capital used, 
and the returllS to the farm family and innstment in different re­
gions. These data, together with data on residual incomes and labor 
presented previously, indicate combinations of capital and labor that 
are profitable in various regions; they indicate weaknesses in the 
capital-labor structure in some regiollS; and they suggest adjustments 
that would tend to maximize productivity. 

Total Investment and Its Percentage Composition 

The average capital investment on commercial farms of the L;Jli{p(l 
States in 1949 was $24,044. This amount ,yas distributed as follows: 
54 percent for land, 21 percent for buildings, 13 percent for machinery, 
and 12 percent for liyestock, as can be seen from the last ]i11e of tablp 
11. Value of inyestment ranged from $8,3GO in region 13, to $77:H,J.:\ 
in region 43. In general, the largest investments per farm were ill 
the Southwest, including western Texas; isolated areas, such as ~.i, 
49, and 53, also ranked high. Lowest investments "were found in tJ,p 
eastern half of the country, especially in the Southeast. 

Total im-estment amounted to $87 per acre for the country as (l 

whole; it ranged from $355 per acre in southern California to $15 per 
acre in northwestern New Mexico. Inyestment per acre was high ill the 
more densely populated areas, that is, ill the Northeast, on the Pacine 
eoast, and in some isolated areas with highly productiye lanel. Low­
est i~1Yestment per acre was found in the southern part of the coulltry 
Rnd 111 the western range area. 
l~and makes up more than 70 percent of the total iIlYestment in re­

gions 35, 44,45, 5G, Gl, and G:2. The warm climate of these southwest­
(:1"n regions eliminRtes much or the need for buildings, andmachil1ery 
has not replaced labor for many of tbe specilllty crops grown. '1'11'(, 
Jligh relative importance of Jand typi1ies most of the ,Yes!. 

Buildings account for 21 percent of the total farm il1Yestment 011 

all commercial farms in the country. The range is from Dpercent ill 
region 41 (northwestern Ne'" Mexieo) to 4:1 pereent in region ~. 
(southern New EngJand). In the latter region, farm acrenges are 
smaJl, and substantIal builclin.6rs flre u"<,,d for dairy flncl poultry pro­
duction because of the northern clinmte. In genera1, the proportion 
of investment ill buildings is related to type or Jarmi]lg, kind of liY(~­
stock production, and climRte. 
~Iachinery accounts for a high percentage of total illYestment in 

such specialized crop regioJ)s as 50 (Aroostook County, :Maine) and 
58 (rice-growing section of Arlmnsas) and also in ma.ny other re~iolls 
where farms are reJatiYely sma]] in acreage. The yalue of mnchmery 
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exceeds the investment in buildings in no less than 16 regions-8 in 
the South and 8 in the West. The relatively lowest investment in 
machinery occurs in the same regions that have the highest percenta~e 
investment in land. These include the specialized fruit, vegetable, 
and cotton regions, along with ranching regions 39, 43, and 60. In­
vestments in livestock makes up relatively high percentages of total 
investment in dairy and ranching areas, especially in regions 23, 39, 
400, 41, 42, and 60. The}- are~correspondingly low in the crop­
specialty regions. 

Net Income Per Dollar of Total Investment 

Ket income is a residual computed by subtracting cash expenses, 
hired labor, and depreciation from gross income. In figure 8 it is 
expressed as a ratio to the total in'estment. The greatest significance 
of this measure lies, perhaps, in the implications that can be drawll 
from a,erage productivity of capital with respect to jts marginal 
productivity, 'where labor is ample to operate the additional capital. 
In 1949 the a,erage net income per dollar of total inve:::tment for the 
United States was 0.112. which means that the return to investment 
plus family and operator labor was 11.2 percent of the yalue of the 
investment. 

The Southeast, especially regions 8 anel9, has higher net incomes per 
dollar of investment than many other parts of the country. This may 
be explained partly by the low ilwestment in this area and partly by 
the ilnportant place of family and operator labor ill total farm inputs. 
In most of the Southeast. a large proportion of the residual income to 
investment and family lubor is attributable to family labor when such 
labor is valued at e,en the relatively low farm 'wage rates that prevail 
in these regions. 

1Vhen the value of operator and family htbor (priced at local farm 
wage rates) is deducted. the only southeastern regions, excluding the 
Florida peninsula, that SllOW residual returns per dollar of ill,estment 
that are higher than the national ayerage of 4.9 percent are the Vir­
ginia-Carolina tobacco area. regions (8 and D), the Kentuc'k-y Blue­
grllss a.nd burley tobacco region (17), and the Georgia-Alabama 
peanut-ancl-t.ohncco area, (re~rion 12). 

The fact that these areas show much higherreturns to capitfLl than 
adjacent areas 1S probably accounted for by their fa"orable position 
with respect to acreage aI10tments for tobacco and peanuts, the high 
support prices for these commodities. and a local shortage of capital 
sufficient to preyent a ri~e in lnnd ,a1u('s that would reduce inYCstment 
returns to a\'erage rates. 

Other regions that have high net farm incomes per dollar of all 
investment are 35, 44, and 50. The unusual1y hig-h profitability of 
farming in these regions in 1949 is the main explanation of this high 
investment productivity, but the fact that investment is a relatively 
low percentage of all inputs is also important. 

The western range regions, region 47 on the Pacific coast, and regions 
4,5,63, and 64, all had less than 9 percent net income to all investment. 
In some of theS(>. regions the explanation for this ]0"" J'etul'l1 to in­
vestment lies in tl'~high illw'stment ill relation to labor used. In 
others, like 4, 111,63, and 64, the low :farm income is mainly responsible. 
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RESIDUAL INCOME FOR OPERATOR AND •FAMILY LASO R AND INVESTMENT 
Per Dollar 01 Investment, on Commercial Farms 

by Productivity Regions, 1949 

DOLLARS 

Under .090 
. .090 - .099 
r- ..100 - 109 
r'·.110,.119 
['• .120·.129 
r:::J .130 . .lA9 
~:;::: .150 ' 179 
~ .1SO 3. over 

• 
DOLLARS 

r-- Undec 100 
~. .100. 107 
r .110 .119 
r'. ,120 _ 129 
"1.130 147 
G 150 169 
~::::j 170 ' 199 
~~ 200 & over 

Frm.'JtB k.-The rpsillUul IIPt IU'OIlm·th'jjy "I' all im('''tllH'llt is ~I'upr:llly high in 
thosp rp):!ions with rplnti\ ('!~' low iuypsrnwnr. ,,'jH'Jl nIP resi(lnul for iny!;'st. 
HlPnt is !'omiJinp(] with tIll' l'p,.:jt1nal [or ol1l'rll{or and fumily lahUl', m:lllS' rl'p;ioJ1s 
withr(>la!iyely low rplllrns 1)('1' ('lIIllJlIl'rr'jal farm aI'\, ;;(,('11 to Ill' rplatiyp!y high. 
This is fmrticularly 11'IJP in ml)('ll of tllP ~()llIh awl }<olllhf'nst. ;)rol<l rpgioIlS in 
th(' S(lutllPllst l!!lV('a hid! !H't 1'1'11lI'!l II) thp r!'ia{i\'I'I~' fixl,(1 f:lI'torl" ill prodllC'tiol1 
(fUntily labor. lan!l. amI bllillling~.q 1)('1' ciollal' or irly!'st1ll('llt in land nnd 
lJuilding~. • 
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Residual to Fixed Investment and the Farm Family 

This residual is the return to factors in farming that are most fixed­
land, buildings, and family and operator labor. Expressed as a ratio 
of the value of land and buildings (fig. S,lower map), the areas lowest 
in such investments genera1Jy show the relatively highest rates of 
return. 

The Southeast shows up even higller than whh the pre­
vious ratio, and the same e~q)lanations are valid. In most of these 
southeastern regions, the hi~h residual returns to family labor and 
investment are absorbed when an imputed wage is assigned to family 
labor. The high ratios of retUl'n to investment and family labor per 
dollar of investment su~g-est that opportunities exist in these regions 
for increasing- farm income by increasing the quantity of other re­
sources comblnecl with labor, prodded additional invClstments are 
made in technically efficient combinations of farm resources. General 
improvement of farm family incomes in these re,{,rjons would also neces­
sitate an increase in off-farm employment, both full- and patt-time, for 
some of the people now on farms. 

New England also has a hi~h percentage return to land and build­
ings, as do regions 35, 37,44, and 45. Again, there are many e~-plana­
tions, but the relative importance of family and operator ]nbor as com­
pured with land and bui]dinrrs is fundamental. 

The Oorn Belt has only ail axerage return to fixed investment and 
family and operator labor per do]]al~ of fued inyestment. The range 
livestock regions haye eyen lower returns. The relative scarcHy 6f 
labor tends to pull down the productivity of investment in land and 
bujJdings in the \i:rest. In (,OJltra~t to the South, parts of t1le Corn 
Belt can be calleel "capital ;;llrplus" areas. 

Residual for Capital Per Dollar of All Investment 

If the residual i11('ome or value of product remaining after payment. 
of costs or imputed ya]ue of all other input factors is credited to 
capital, this residual can be expressed as a rate of return on capital 
investment (table 12). In a sense, these data represent the earnings 
(interest or dividends) on farm capital nsed in the yarious regions, 
assuming that capital is the la5t Or residual claimant in the allocation 
of returns. In computing this residual. the valne of an other inputs 
Jinc~uding operl~tor and family labor at hired wag(' rates: but ('xc1ud­
1l1g 1l1terest on lllvestment) was dedncted from the .rrr055 yalne of 
product; the residual ,,·as then diyi<1ed by the Y(llne of the total capital 
invested in Irmd, buildings. JUllchinery, :mcl liwstoek. . 
Itmay be argued that capital shc)l1]cl not be ('oJ1sic1el'ed the re~icllln1 

claimant becan~(' of the ]aek of llIohility and the limited n IterlllLl i n' 
uses of the basic inveslment-]llnd. But'aside from this possible argu­
ment, this methocl of allocatioll of residual income is C'onYeIJienf in 
showing the relation of residual pl'oduct to C'apital inyestment jn 
different regions. . . 
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TABLE 12.-Farm income re8idual for capital per dollar of total investment on 
commercial farms, by productivity region.!!, 1949 

Residual ResidualProductivity regiou ProductI\"ity region for capital I for capital I 

Cent. Cent. 
I ..."'" .............................. 3.9 36..................................... 6.3 

~ 6.5 37..................................... 6.2
3===:::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::: 1.9 3S..................................... 4.3 

4 ••••••••••• » ........................ . -2.4 30. __ . ____............................. 1,.2 

5.................................... .. 1.8 40A.•.__.. ............................ ~. 0 

6........................ " ............ -0.3 40B................................... 2.9 

7,._ ..... ., .... ~ .. _..... __ ~~ .. ~ ....... w .. ~ .. ", ... _", ~,,~. ~ _~. 1.8 400................................... 1.7 

8..................................... , 6.0 40D.................................... 8.3 


0.2 40B.................................. , 8.2
YO:::::::::.:::' .:~::::: ::::.::::::.:::[ 0.7 41........................ ............. 2.0 

4.3 42..................................... 4.8
It:::::::::::::::::::::::::.:' ! 6.S ·13.. .. ............................ 5.6 


H::::::::::~:::': :.:.::::::.:.::::1 
it:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::1 
19.....................................1 
 ~I II ~:::;;:::;.i::i~:;;i:~[~\i::i~:ii\i:! 1! 
~:::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::=:':::::1 -4.1 .53..................................... 14.9 


-0.3 5-L ................................... 2.8
~t::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::! 4.1 55..................................... 6.9 

6.1 56.................................. __• 11. 0 

·1.3 57..................................... 5.7
~::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::I 

~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1 JJ 1~:==:::::::::::::::::::::::::=::===::: l~J 
30............................... . 7.9/ G1 ........................_............ 8.5 

3L................................... . 1.3 62..................................... 7.2 

32............................... .. 3.S 63..................................... -3.7 

33..................... . -j:t ;,10.1 .............._......... _•••• --_ ..... ___1._1 

M ................................__ •. , 1 

35...................................... ' 15.6 !I United Statt's................... 4.9 


I Avcra!(c farm int'Ome residual for ropltal after deducting nil cost items except interest per commercial 
farm, divided by t1w, 3\"crage vnlue of total capital investment per commercial fnrm. 'J'bese data indicate 
the ratc oC interest actuully earned on total capital in'<"rstmcnt, wben interest is tbe reslduul claimant. 

There is no established reason why the surplus that remains after 
all input factors are paid for sllOuld be credited to one resource ratIler 
than another. In the previous discussion of the l'esidual to operator 
labor (pp. 29-30), the surplus was credited to the oJ?erator (column 
headed "1-7," table 6), and it could have been thought of as a labor 
and mal1llgement l·eturn. In blb1e 12 the surplus is allocated to in­
vestment, as ulllllternatiyc method of comparing earnings in different 
)·egions. 

The surplus is large in some regions and negative in others. In 
some regions it exceeds substantia]ly the market rate of interest. It 
is apparent that in these regions farmers, on the average, make It profit 
on their investments, labor, 01' management. In regions with figurE'S 
Jower than the market rate of interest, it is apparent that farmers did 
not make a l)l'ofit in the usna.l :::en;;e. But tl1{~ actual level of eal11ings 
.indicated for individual regions 1S Jess signiiicant than the relative 
1eye]s. 

Percentnge returllS greater than G pel'cent are fOllllel in 24 regions 
which perhaps haye greater opportunities for returns on investment 
than are available to most farmers. In line with indications from 
other measures of ,return already discussed, highest, earniJ1gs are gen­
erally found among regions ]n the Soutlrwcst alld southern Plains; 
northern ~bine and the Florida peninsula aho sl)ow high returns. 
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Four regions in the Corn Belt show returns of less than 5 percent. 
Earnings of less than 3 percent are shown for 25 regions, most of which 
are in the eastern half of the couutry, but some scattered regions in 
the ",Vest and Northwest are also included. In scattered regions, re­
turns froHt farming apparently are not sufficient to pay all other 
costs plus regular -wages to family workers and operator, and nothing 
is left to credit to inyestment. 

Many of the areas in the South where residual returns per worker 
are low also show low residual returns for capita1. In contrast, the 
combined residual for family labor and investment per dollar of in­
vestment is high. This would indicate that investments to utilize 
existing labor supplies more effectively would bring good retul'lls, but 
that investments which mean hiring additional labor might not be 
successful in many instances. 

THE LAND RESOURCE 

Land is of basic importance ill agl'ieul Lural production. Because of 
iis role hl determining Or explaining the level of :farm productivity, its 
eharacteristics in different regions should be examined. Land is usu­
ally the least flexible of a farme1')s resources; most farmers find it difH­
('nIt to change the acreage of their lanel. Possibilities for changes in 
quality of land are eyen more limited. 

Quality of land is affected by topography; drainage; soil type; pro­
portion in cultiyation; nature and extent of improvements, sllch as 
buildings, fences, and irri![ation facilities; and climate. Qual ity often 
yaries greatly from one region to another. These differences should 
be taken into account in eyaIuating data on inpuU; and returnR, such 
as those presented in this bulletin. Quality or Jand also \'al'ieR from 
farm to farm -within the same re![ion. 

Investment inland is a smaller proportion of the totnl tImn it -was 
hefore the relatively large increases in investment in machinery, build­
inhrs, and livestock, which have OCCUlTed in the last Hi years. Land 
!'till accounts, however, for more than half the total value of invest­
ment on commercial farms in ·11 of the OS regions. In se\'el'al regions 
it represents more than two-thirds. In very few regions jt is less than 
:t. third of the totlll iuvesbnent. Characteristics of lnnc1limit its us(' 
and the kinclal1cl quantity of other inputs that can be combined with 
it to ('('onomic adyalltage. 

Land Composition of Farms 

The ;lVeI'Hgt' ('()JlIl1l(>J,(,jal fat'llI in illi" (,Ollllll'.\' ('ontain:; 2'j'(j acrcs. 
This is a eOll!posite of the i:iizes lhat J?revai 1 in diil'eren t regiOll!-l. 
DiJl'cl'ences in [lVerage size between the eastern nn~l western halves of 
the country are especially great. In much of the ,Vest, farms ill1d 
ranches average more than 1,000 acres; Md :in some regions, more 
than 2,000 aCres. In most of the eastern part of the country, ho,yevcl', 
the average is less tlwn 200 (Len's. A('reage pel' farm in each region is 
shown (table 13, column 1). 

The prevailing size of farm l'(·!lcds an Rdjustment to climate, soil, 
wpography, density of population, and other factors. Type of :farm­
ing also lS related. to 01' affected by the;.;c and similar factors. 
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TABLE l3.-00mp08ition of farmlana ana land used tor crop8 and lJast'llre, 
showing average acrea,ge per COl1H1~el'cial fann, by 1Jrocluctivity region8,
1949 • 

Farmland compOSition Land used tor crops and 
pasture 

Productlvlty region 

AIlIHnd Cropla11l1 Woodland Other lund Croplund
harvested 

'l'otal lam! 
pastured 

--.~-

Acres Arres Acre.., Acres ..ticTP.8 Acres 
2L _______ •••..... ._. 	 ---- -. 191 50 109 20 as 53 


--. 90 37 42 17 23
3__ •____ ... ... 	 31 .. ... . .. .. .. 170 84 43 43 60 71 

5______ .. 54 37

4••____ •.. -. -.- -+-- .' 1:J6 76 38 22 

... ... 134 82fl____ ... _. 	 27 ~5 60 39 .. ... - ~ -~- 123 42 50 317____ .~ _~~_ 	 21 58.. .. .. 	 .. ... 1308____ . ___ . 	 51 H 35 29 63 
~ ~ ~ + + , - ~ .. ­ .. 104 as 639______ ••• 	 J3 23 24 ... .. 69 :n 35 3 27 6lO.____ .... ... .. 	 ..- 126 57 5711 __ •__ .• -	 12 39 33 

HiS 	 ;3 7G 7 54 3912_ ..... ~_~ .. .. 155 75 7l 9 59 4513 .••.•... 110 51 43 10 34 4314. ., III 57 ·10 1-1 31 36
15 .. 
 Uti 	 7::3 25 IS 41 5016 .. . 	 I 143 92 28 2:1 58 4717.... . 	 110 ';tj 13 21 28 6818 .•.. 	 IH -4 • 26 44 48 6519•.•. _ 	 115 I\S t 21 20 55 3720.... 	 J.l4 llU I 15 19 91 3421.._ 	 121; ( 17 18 69 3322,. 82 23 52 7417r, I 	 £112ii. 	 IIl3 48 28 70 6424. 	 151j I I~T IU 20 95 -1425 •• 	 I.Sa i 154 10 25 139 :1726... 	 "00 I 152 i 	 10 3S 127 51 
334 I 5 109 191 107~~ ~~ ~. .. 	 220 I205 121 25 59 93 8S29_ 	 ! IS4j 75 70 33 3U 110

30 .•. 	 I 
I SO 52 i 20 S 41 173!". 	 199 1 ;;~ i 84 42 as 127 •

32.... 1 21G ! 
107 I 72 67 84 144:13.0. 2tH! 11K) GO !l8 Ii-! HiS340.. 	 i ;,:)0 ' I~S 84 2ljl 104 23935.__ 7lin I 314 I I,j 431 284 448

3fi•••. 	 i li9, I 371; I 11 :lJO 27·1 318
37•• ; •. .. ! 300 ' '298 30 38 2:1·' 45as..... 

~ . 
~,G I 47S 13 385 339 379:J9 .. 2.534 : :19l I 2,0~0 I 301 2,130

·lOA•••. ... I 31S 14.2 j 1i3112 97 163·!OB •. ... 1001 52 aOiW! I 	 07 :154400._ .. . 	 ~~J5 , lill, 1,1SO 13-1 1,233l.m'400 .. _ 	 . . 551 15 ' 29li 163 302·tOE .. .. 1.410 : ~6~ I IOU f IU, 1,087
-H .. ::.33·! : '),1) ~ flg.! I I, g~~ I ·IS 2,HH4L .• 

"' .. 1,5l;5 207 I Z!S 1,130 I 131 1,364
I;L. 	

I 
2,BOI ' 113 510 2t 2aS sa 2, ;30

44. "' •• 	 1.llG ' :!lS i 45 853 
f 

171 	 SOL-t5•. 	 aH:! ; 41 1S3 112 23541; _ ;Ilnl ' 168 I151) 	 .J9 95 93 17247 	 1Ii! 5l; ht! 37 35 91-lS._ .. 	 431 ; 112 litl 2,r,.a 68 314
49 .• ... ,. I 1.015 51H I ·101 21;5 482
50 109 , lIl11 : 16 7l 2:l51. .. 113 	 'H; :i5 15 r.o lG~I52.. ... 	 250 In 20 36 92
,SJ '" 	 1069 ~r 378, 20=1 .J.J i>l5
54 •••. 	 151 5S I ~l > 22 33 6955 	 lliO •avo I~.I I 112 97 263
5li 	 ~'2\J HsI ·17 t :J.! 123 8157 1m 101 30 IU ~O 4158 12."( , 43 16 91 3S59 ~~~ I 1:151 32 192 105 2J7
tiO 	 ., ~I" ! J1S!; ~ ;m 2, IO~ 2O! ~, 368III 	 -. i76 ! 79 I 13 8·\ 51 9262 ... a70 ' 	 177 09 246121 I 69 

~ ~ 1l3. .-. 4;~~ I 105 27a (i(J 69 275r,1 •. .. , 
0123 t Jl9 Jas J(j{j 70 301 

[rnited ~tutcs~. -.. .. -·-~"wq 
- .. ll~ 1-- ·--:~r· III S9 140 •.. ! . 
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Of the total acreage in commercial farms, 43 percent is cropland, 17 
percent is woodland, and the remaining 40 percent is mainly pasture 
and range. Composition of land in commercial farms (average acre­
age of cropland, woodland, and other land) is shown for each region 
(table 13) . Acreage of cropland per farm follows somewhat the same 
pattern as average size in terms of all land, but differences between 
East and West are less extreme. The eastern part of the cOlmtry has 
4 regions that a,erage less than 50 acres of croplancl per farm; the 
West has only 2 regions in which the average is more than 400 acres. 

In many regions of low farm income, not only is the acreage of crop­
land per ~farm small, but the percentage of cropland harvested is 
relatively low. This is true, for example, in southeastern and southern 
regions 6, 7, 14, 15, 29, 31, and 54. A low percentage of cropland 
harvested, hOlYever, is not always associated with low farm income. 
In region 17, for example, only 3·7 percent of the cropland is harvested, 
but a large percentage is in highly productive pasture. In regions 
53 and 62, only 50 percent of the croplal1(1 is hn,rvested, but much 
cropland is in orchards. 

Pasture and ran£("e are important uses of farmland in most of the 
country, and espeCially in the ·westem and southem Plains and in­
termountain areas. Acreage of all land pastured exceeds the acreage 
of cropland harvested in 43 of the 68 productivity regions. In many 
regions, much of the cropland is used alternately for pasture and for 
harvested crops. 

In many low-income regions east of the :.\Iississippi Ris"er, acreages 
both of cropland htUTested and of pasture are small. But acreages 
of cropland hn.ryested as well as of total bnd pastured are large in 
many higher income regions in the \iTest. Deyelopment. of irrigation 
has helped to increaEe the acreage of cropland in many parts of the 
West; itllas also gi,'en such cropland versatility for use in production 
of a wiele choiee of crops. 

Arerage Value 

Values of lanel and buildings on commel"cial fal"lUs in this country 
in 1950 ranged from an ayerage of S5,589 in region 13 (east south 
central cotton area.) to an average of $6:3,171 in region 44 (Eouth­
western Arizona) (table 14), and n.veragecl S17,696. Investment in 
land and buildings exceeded S::'O,OOO pel' farm in most of the \Vest; in 
() western regions it exceeded $50,000 per farm. In many Tegions in 
the eastern part of the country (in the South, the East Central States, 
northern New England, and the northern Lake States) the ayerage 
value ranged from $5,000 to $10,000 per farm. Value of farms is a 
reflection of number of acres per farm as well as of avera.ge ya.Iue of 
la.nd and of buildings per acre. 

Value per a.CTe is a rough index of the quality of land, or of its 
productiyity for farming. In the vicinity of metropolitn.n areas, the 
value is affected also by the demand for land for residential and in­
dustrial uses (fig. 9, upper map). The relatively low yalues per acre 
in some regions are largely a reflection of the small proportion of land 
that can be used for crop production. This is true, for instrtnce, in 
northern New England, the Appaluehian nrC'tls: pm-ts of the South, 
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TABLE 14.-Value of land and building8, per farm and per acre, on commercial 
farms, by productivity region8, 1949 

Value per I Value per Value per Value per Productivity region Productivity regionfarm acre farm ncre 

Do/lar3 .Dollar. Dollars Dollar.L ___ .___________________ _ 
8,517 44.49 36________________________ 39,265 56.362__ ____________________._~ 

17,456 182.73 37._______________________ 19,130 52.:133________________________ _ 
12,298 72.31 38________________________ 20,078 22.93L _______________________ _ 
9,858 72.31 39________________________ 31,628 12.495________________________ _ 

18,819 140.50 40A______________________ 24,517 77.096________________________ _ 40B __ __ __________________ 24,028 52.337,085 57.65 
9,956 76.57 400______________________ 28,084 19.35

7 ________________________ _ 
8________________________ _ 

6,996 67.31 40D______________________ 28,787 52.24
9_____------ _____________ _ 40E ~___________________ 33,031 23.437,042 101.67 

6,445 51.12 41._______________________ 23,590 10.10
10________________________ 
lL______________________ _ 

6,371 41.04 42________________________ 31,733 20.0212_____________________ ow. 

6,032 38.92 43________________________ 60,387 21.1113_______________________ _ 
5,589 50.58 44________________________ 63,171 56.6014_____________ •_________ _ 
5,004 53.33 45________________________ 50,057 127.57

15____ • _______ . __ • ______ ow U,081 78.41 46________________________ 46,440 155.00
16_________ " __ .. __ •• ___ __ 8,751 61.15 47________________________ 21,290 130.0217_______________ • _______ • 

15,036 136.95 48________________________ 25,259 58.1818 _______ • ______________ __ 
11,255 78.24 49__________________ ______ 60,434 59.57

10 ________ .. ____ •_________ _ 50. _______________________ 16,655 83.51 
20__ . ____________________ . 14,445 125.31 

51. _______________________ 19,044 169.0221,013 151. 96 21_____.... ~., ... ____________ _ 14,026 111. 02 52._______________________ 9,263 37.10
22________ ...... ______ ., "" __ • __ 7,554 42.90 53________________________ 37,703 56.33
23 ________ • __ . ___________ _ 54 __ ______________________ 8,784 58.039,785 59.87 

24,016 154.49 55________________________ 25,238 63.7824,__________ • _____ • ______ 
~25. _____ _____ . __________ .. 38,217 202.58 56________________________ 45,514 199.11 

26________ • ____ ow ______ • __ 25,564 127.48 57________________________ 13,621 90.95 
27 _... ____ .. __ .. __ ~ .... _.. ., .,. ___ .... 58________________________ 11,688 62.5521,800 65.17 

14,946 72.99 59________________________ 18,687 52.0128. ___________ .. ___ . _____ _ 
29 ____________ • __________ _ 

6,872 37.38 60________________________ 37,254 13.71 
____________ . _________ • 61________________________ 55,566 316.243~. 7,226 00.6831 ____________ •• ________ __ 

7,661 38.45 62________________________ 51,571 139.1i632 ____ •. ________________ _ 
15,877 64.49 63________________________ 15,566 35.5633 ___________ . ___________ _ 
10,369 30.21 64._______________________ 18,663 44.0834._______ •__ • __________ __ 
25,526 48.17 ----1---­35__________ . ___________ __ 
41,289 5·1. 34 I United States______ 17,696 65.10 

the cutover rE'gion of the Lake States, and the ranching areas of the 
West. The relatively high values per acre in some western regions 
are largely a reflection of the high value of irrigatecl acres. In general, 
the highest average values are found in the central and western Corn 
Belt and on the Pacific coast. Lowest in -value per acre are the ranch­
ing areas of the West, the southeastern coast, northern New England, 
the northern cutover regions, and the Ozark-Ouachita mountain areas. 

Production Per Acre 

The total value of product per acre in 1949, adjusted by subtmcting 
the value of livestock and feed purchased to represent more closely 
the actual nroduction in each region, is shown (table 15). This 
measure incUcates the gross productivity of farmland in the various 
regions. On the basis of value of product per acre, several regions in 
the eastern part of the country ranI;:: very high. All of those in the 
eastern ;part rank above the Great Plains and above most of the inter­
mountam regions of the West. Regions along the :Mexican border 
and in southern and central California show high value of production 
per acre, but the contrast between these regions and those in the east­
ern half of the country is less extreme on a per-acre basis than on a 
per-farm or per-worker basis. But the low-farm-income regions in 
the South and in other vu,rts of the country are relatively low, even 
on the basis of productIOn per acre. 'These data present a general 
picture of the intensity of agricultural production. 
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VALUE OF LAND AND RESIDUAL INCOME 

Per Acre, on Commerciol Farms, by Productivity Regions, 1949 

DOLLARS 

Under 20.00 
20.00 - 29.00 
30.00 - 49.99 
50.00 - 74.99 

mill! 75.00 - 99.99 
!ZIll00.00 -124.99 
a 125.00 - 149.99 
!lB150.00 & over• 


DOLLARS 

Under 2.50 
2.50 - 4.99 

r:-.l 5.00 - 9.99 
CJ 10.00 - 14.99 
!2i 15.00 - 19.99 
g 20.00 - 24.99 
Ei:l 25.00 - 29.99 
l\lI\l 30.00 - 39.99 

at.rCLU"'ft0' "UIL"'JotC:1 
O,O.O,u."'Ol'l.l'Io,.••".r'U.O.... l'lfI"uD/H...'n..(Hr 

• 
FIGURE 9.-1"[111(1 "nlnes al'e closely relatpc1 U) the income residual for the family 

aml for the fixed im'pstlJ1Put per ucn'. This indicatps tbat the leyel of net 
earnings from all resources is ('lIflitalized into and rellect('(l in land value Oil 
commercia 1 farms. 
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TABLE l5.-Estimated, income per acre on commercial tU1'11l8, by prodllctivity 
region8, 1949 

Residual I l,!Residual 
Productivity region TPb I 1-4' for land Producth'it'- region I TPb I I-4' j for land , and • ., and 

--------1---1 buildings' ! 1 1___lbUildings 3 

L __________________ D~g~971 DO~~g~ IDollO:~7 !36. ____ ._•. ____ •___ -' D~q~~ IDo:tg~ !DOll'3.'46 
2____________________ 72.17 I 27.75 t. 11.64 37________ .----------1. 18.93 f 8.83 i 3.113____________________.1 28.67 8.45, -1.36 3S_______________ ...__ : 7.31 3.24 I .69 
4_____________________ 25.53 6.02 j -6.40 I 39.____ ..... __________ : .;.90 1.37 ! .52 
5____________________ 39.53 10.61 -.60 40A_ ... _______________ _2.99 9.80 1 3.09 
6..___________________ 14.82 6.90 -1.92, 40B ---.. ------------: l1.S1 I 4.72 j' - 74 
7_____________________ 17.9S 7.63 -.35 40C_____ .... ________ 1 5.30 2.12 .66 
8.._______ • ___._______ 2!.Q4 16.~O. 3.S4140D•• _...... ___ ..... , lI·.31 8.071 4.61 
9.___________________ 4/.aG 28.08 I 9.97 40E_____________ •___ , 1.11 3.33 2.04 
10__________ .... ______ , 17.46 6.99 -.95 41__________________ .. , 1.87 .e.s: -.05 
11 _____ •_____________, 19.30 8.01 1.25 42. ____ •____ .. _.... ___ 4.99 1.971 .72 
l!L___________ .______ 21.21 j S.se. 2.59143_______________ . __ .1 3.49 1.57 1.11 
13_________._.________ 18.45 S.60 .24 44_____ •• ___ . _. _______ : 30.60 16.96 ' 15.55 
14.------------------/16.98 9.02 -.33 45___________________1 49.24 20.77 J6.02 
15 __________________ . 22.91 11.21 2.97 46______ . ___...... ____ ! 43.93 19.44 13.08 
16___________________ 18.92 8. 83 I -.99. 47____ ... ____ ______ oj 29.57 12.24 -.26 .17 ________ .__________ 35.32 19.52 10.28 48.____ " __ .._. _____ I 21. 80 8. 79 3.74 
18_______________ . ___ .1 2O.S1 8.53 -1,72 49_____________ .• __ .• 1 ]3.33 6.rlO 4.45 
19____________________ 35. flO 12.26 -.56 50______________......! 70.92 23.74 16.762IL__________________ 34.97 16.36 6.34 51..__________________ : 62.52 20.20 6. 75 
21.____________ ._____ 32.80 I 11.89 -.08 52____________________; 12.14 4.14 .06 
22____________ ._______ 15.27 I 6.23 -4. 74 _________ " .. __ .___ 21. 34 10.66 9.345.~ 

23__ •________ .________ 22.321 9.74 -3.23 ~______ • __ .....•• ___ 1 19.92 7.03 .~4 

24.... __ • ________ •• ___ , 3S.24. 17. r.s " 4.57 55__________...... __ •. ,' 17.64 7. ill 4. ~O 
25.____________ •______ 40.71 22.32 11.87 156_______ ....... __ •___ . 61.67 29.88 24.69 

26.______________ ..___ : 27.51 14.30 4.47 57____................. 29.37 14.96 4.87

27..----.-------------1 

' 

16.27) 8.26! 1.53 58______ ......... : 30.7S 14.05 8.43 

28.--------.----.. ----) 19.77' 10.3S, 2.23/'1' 59______ .• ____ ....... 11.03 5.45 .20

29.._______ •__________ 10.69: 4.85 , -2.46 f,(L_______ ....... __ , 2.67 1.35 .7l 

30.... ________________ 1 41.32 18.77: 7.45 61....______ ....... __ 74.33) 37.00 27.56 

31.___________________ 1, 12,13,. 5.66 -.64 i[ 62..______ ......... ___ : 34.771 15..36 10.20 

32.______ •____________, 16.36' 7.40 1.87 jt63._______ .......... __ 7.40 2.62 -3.11 

33.. ______ •______ ..___ ' 10.21, 4.42 -1.99 tl64_____ ...........____ ' 9,69 4.13 -,58 
34____________________ 13.29 6.36 3.751' 1 
35..___________________ 20.80 10.90 9.10' United stutes_; 17.831 8.231 2.69 

I Average \'alue of toLt\1 product por romIDPrcial fl,rID nfter dedurtiQu or "nltw or U\'estork nnd fl'('d pur­
chaSed, divided by nyern~l> acreage o[Jand ppr commerrial farm. 

, A ,'era!:" income fe.sidunl for famil,' and Oller(ltor hlbor nnd for inter('st on im'estmpnt in land and huild­
Ings pcr commercial farm, dh-idpd by Il\'ern~" lIrreugr of land pl'r commercial farm. 

, A ,,"rag~ income residual for land nnd huildings prr CQmIDrrcial farm nfter dcduNing all cost ~toms rXCl'pt
interest on in\'cstment in land nnd buildings, di,ided by a,erage acreage oflnm! per commercial farm. 

The income residual to operator and famHy labor and to interest on 
investment in land :md buildings (income measure 1-4) is S})OWD on 
a per-acre basis by regjons (fig. 9~ lower map). On this basis seyera1 
regions along the Atlantic coast, in the Corn Belt, and on the Pacific 
coast rank relatively high. These data reflect the return per acre in 
the various regions to the factors usually regarded as fixed-land Ul1d 
farm operator-family labor. The similarity of the geographic pat­
terns of this measure of productivity and of the patterns of land value 
is apparent.

It should be kept in mind that 11jgh productivity per acre is only one 
of the elements of farm prosperity. Net retuuls per worker or per 
farm family are not always in line with productivity per acre, A 
study of the interrelations and differences in the geographic patterns 
of the'3e measures, howeyer, should suggest adJustments that will 
increase efficiency. 

In the last colunll of table 15, the income residual to land and build­
ings is shown on a per-acre basis. These data indicate the value of 
product that 'would be, left to cover interest on investment :in these 
fixed-capital factors if all other input factors Onc]uding labor and 
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interest on j1l\'pstn1Pllt in machinery alH1 ]h'estock) were paid first. It 
"ill be noted that ill:W of the 68 retciolls. the residual is a negati\'e 
quantity, This means that in these regions the gross product was too 
small or other input items ,,'ere too costly: on the average, for farmers 
to "break even" without daimiIu! anY return for their in,estment in 
lanel und Imi](ling8. ..:\.s may be pxpecte(l from clatu presented previ­
()lU;]~~, most of tllr delll'it regions arE' in the East ancl Southeast, and 
illelude the Lakp ~ratl':: t'lltO\'Pr awl {)zark·()uaehita regions. As 
:-:110W11 in Ji!!lIrf' 0 lU1(1 jn tahll' 1:;. eoluIllll ~. farlll fRmilies in these re­
!!iOllS recei,:ed SO!l1P net farlll incoiuf'. but thp"e income;:: ,,,ere small even 
Ll'forl' allY payments to fixed-eapital inYestment, 

III the ea....:tprn half of the coulltry. only foul' ngions-2, 17, :25, and 
;.()·--"lto\\'ed residuals to land aud building::; that exceeded $10 per acre, 
Of these. 1'1'gioJl ~;i had the hirrl1l'st YR]ue of lanel pel' acre (tRble H), 
111 tIl!.' \\:e~tel'll hRlf of the cOlllltry, residuals exceeding $10 per acre 
were fouml ill 0 l'egiou::=--:l:J. J:i, J(j, 50, 01. and G2. In these regions 
also, laml value.s al:e relatinly high. 

PRODCCTIVITY IN RELATION TO ALL RESOURCES GSED 

One of tl](., lll'st measures of awrage l'e::;oUl'ce productidtv and efli­
";eney i8 the J'elation~hil' of prodm'tion to a1l1'eSOlll'Ce::; usecL in farm­
ill~. .\. llleUHll'e of thi" kind. nlthoug-h it is lIOt perfect as it does not 
l'XPlbS difl'l'relltiuh: in margillal pl'oduetidty, has three deIi.nite a,d­
vantages: (1) The magnitude of the residual left to one category of 
1'1'SOUl'l'l'S ,loes not d(lP(11111 un o\'erpricing or underpricing another 
l'PSOllrl'e illl'l'~iltj()ll to ,it;,; a~ntall)l'odu('ti\'ity;; (2) tI~e.rt'~sjdual ~o any 
olle re"oun'e 1:- Ies:; It iUlletlOu of the scale of operatIOn 111 relatIon to 
OYl'l'pricillg or ull~le~'prieing a particular l'e~()urce; (3) it !neasul'es 
aggl'Pgatp lll'()dut'tlnty of all reSOUl'e('s tuget]wr, although It cailllOt 
Iudicate ,,,hiI'll l'P";Ol1l'C'P i:- tl";I'(1 ill PX('!'''''; and which ill too small 
(ILUllltities, 

Figure 111 pre~eJlts intel'regiGll:t I eOll1pari,.;ous. llatio::i nllow the 
ntlul' of out put for enc'It (Iollar of alllHta] il]]lllt of htlJol' antl capital. 
'-allH' of JallOl' WIIS ('omputed by Illultiplying the amount of all ])i1'ed, 
operator, and family labor uy tIl(' wap:(' l'<ltp 1'0]' hircd farm Jabal'. 
~\_llllltal (,ttpital inputs W('l'e computed by addillg (1) an current 01' 

tllll1uall'X]lt'llSP. HlI(1 (~) interest dlllrge~: at market intel'l'.st rates, all 
all woddug amI fixed eapita1.1

:! TIle tot.a.! nIne of Vl'oduct (total 
output) of each l'egioll was then dh'idetl by th£' sum of the "alue of 
labor llud eupHal ('XPPll"l':' (total illpnt), 

Thb output-inJlut ratio, a:' it i:-3 elllleu herc: th\1s suggests the eiii­
ejpucy of pl'odut'tion in e:tell region anu indicate::; whethel', if estimated 
llJarket pl'iee::; fo1' r('"OUl't'l' :'l'l'dee:-; had been paid in e(l('11 region, the 
Pl'OductlOll pl'oce,,:-; would llare l'f'Htlted in a llet 10:;:; or a net Pl'oJit . 
..:\. ratio or more than 1.11 indicates that the ntlue of production was 
~reatt'l' than th(' yahle of anllual input anel therrfol'c resulted in a 

" Taxe)-; amI il1terl;'st (J1l illlll!bt('dl1ess WE're llot includfHl in annual expenses. 
This pro('edure was foUo".-('!l to allow estimarion of resouree inputs only, Taxes 
do not directl~· represput a r(''soun'e input on farms. As interest was figured on 
aU capHlll, whether 01' not it was borrowed. interest paJ'Il1('nts Oll drbts and 
Ill()rt~uges ,wre not iuduued to a ,'oid double ('oullti~, 
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VALUE OF OUTPUT PER DOLLAR VALUE OF INPUT • 
On Commercial Farms, by Productivity Regions, 1949 

DOLLARS 

Under .800 
.800· .899 

; .900 ..949 
.950 ..999 

:::::11,000.1,049 
CJ 1.050 • 1.099 
;::Z 1.100 -1199 
~ 1.200 & over 

}'Wl'UE JO.-In ;) l"Pgjolls thc yuItH' (If till' j)l"J{ll1('t of ('ol)lI11!'rl'ial farJlls as (l groull 
i;; lp!'>1 thun so ('PIIts for PYP1")' 11ollm"s wortll of iJlpUts. Olll~' ~s n'~i()llS sllOW ll. 

Pl.'oOt wlll'u aetnal or l's(illlUtl'd C'o!'ts of all iUll11ts arl' ut'cltll'l(>(L TlJe output­ •input rntim, Urc highPst in thl' ":!l('('inJj;wd-erop arl·II~. n·jJ"etiug' bigh 01'(,l:n1l 

produelh·ity of l'esour('l's. 


profit to the. ay(>rage illrllH'l'; a ratio of h's~ than 1.0 imlieatC's that 
the yalue 0:1: pl'o(lu!'!ion was ]e:-'5 (hall tl)(' nduC' of tlIp r(';';Olll'('(' BC'.l'\-jees 
used and tlll'I'pfol'C' wonlu haw l'('su1teu iJl a los::, lwcl thC' farmers 
paiumal'ket prices for a11 inputs, 

But, as pl'('yiotlsly )llel1tiOIlt'(l. fnl'J)lPl's 0111illHl'ily do not pay ,yage 
rates on their own or hmily lahor nllll intp]'est Oll their own en.pita1. 
Hence, e\'(,11 when tIll' ratio is 1p:-,s than 1.0, 1'al1lilip~ ImYp >'onw net 
incOllw :for liviJlg exppll:ip:-,. The. amount of snell iuC'ome cleppnds par­
ticul::trly Oll (1) t11e magnitude of this ratio and (2,) the qUu.11tity of 
resources or the YOllll1le of pl'oduetioJ1\ or botb. 'flIP eOlll]>uted value 
of total input rmd the output-input ratio for .each l'l'gion are shown 
ttn1)le 16), 

The. patterJl of olltput-input l'utios throllgbout tIl(' lllilJ\Y J'l'giOllS is 
similar to some of the ]allol' produC'tiyit)' ratios discl1:-'se<1 parJiPl'. The 
two regions with tlH~ highest mHos arc ,1,1, in southwestern Arizona 
and !3;:.i'in ,,'pst ecnfral 'j'pxns_ '1'11ps(' t\\'o l'l'gioJls lw\'(' :t largpl' yolul11e 
of output 1)('1' 'farm thall JIlOst ot1)('1' ],pgie)Jls. ..:\.;-('rage ntlue of 
production 1>PI' -f:U'lll was $3:-i\4ia in l'l'gioJl 44 and $lG,GS8 in region
a5. At tIll' othpl' ('XfTPJl}P, l'!.'giOll na of 110rtllPlls(pl'.Il ,rllt:'hington htHl 
an output-input l'a! io oj' ouly O.fHj an<l n, YOlUllle of output pel' :fal'm 
of only $'},Og0; region 22. around the Great Lak(l\-) had (~ l'lltio or only •0.73 and n S:3,:llG YO]lIlne ofoutpnt pP]' farm; l'PgiOl1 33 hI. OklahomtL 
had an output-input ratio of only 0.78 and a yolume of output pel' 
farm of only $3,G46. 
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T.Al3LE 16.-Value of total inputs on all commel'cial farms anet ra,tio of value 
of output to 1:ulue of i1~PtLt, by prod,ltc/idty regions, 1949 

i I. 
Yulue of B:lIio of i Yulu~ of I RallO of 

Prooucli.ity region total OUtput to I'roducti.iLY r~gion : tolal I output 10 
input input +r input i input 

: (,000 dollars' , J ,I)f"/I d oI/ar> 
1"_....................... 92,248 , 1.043,523' 1.046 
2•••••••••••••••••••••••••, 26',"iM 1&5, 969 ~ 1.024 
3......................... S9S, 427 ,.34,370 . .946 

~-4 500 .9i6~~==:=::::::::::::::=::::: l ~~:~~b 233: 5SS , .9i4 
6.................... · ••• _1 158,4.3 i 105, f>41 ' .906 

7......................... 193,525: 'i4.~\72 .95& 

8.................... __... !! 194,446 : J38.292 1.075

9......................... 451,005 : 96,057 1.10u 

10........................! 356,125 i 20,988 i .8J3 

11. •• _. ...... ............. 2.19.424 , 437.818 . .95& 
l~~_~ ..... ,.~~~-<-,..~,,_. ~.~ .. ~ ...... t 1:0\';,.000 {. :1l6.983 ' L011 
13.......................1 652.'40 H7.928 1.585 
H........................ 103,;J.3R ; 3.6.079 1.202 

355,105 1.109~g::::::::~:~:::~:_~*::::~! ~~:f~~; 34S,H~ i .S59 
17........................ ' loY.H2 ~ 112,171 t 1.034. 

"j 197.956 1. JJ3 iL:::::::::::::::::::::'i ~~g~f ; 4JJ.2SS ! 1.208 
20"~ .... ~ ........ __ ... ~~", .. ~.", .. ! li209,02:~ t 480,640 ' .983 
21.. ............ 448,709 , 30,010 .SS5 
:22._ .. _.~~ ... _~_~~_~~~__ 205,230; 212,735 ; 1. 359 
23................ 499,395 li2.091 I • 90S 
24. .......... ' l.tlJ5.n;" 39~. 2~Q 1. 06:1 

25. .......... .. . I. 9f1O. filO : "S,OU( 1.301 
26 ..... _... S,'S.157 258, fiR, 1. 009 
27 . • .. . S50.40k 1.194 
28 ... __ .. ~w .. ~~._,~_. tJ.~.570 2~~: ~1t \ .876 
29..... ...... .. .... 3H.005 frl.603 ' 1.006 
30..... ..... .... 4"2.211 ......... ' -lili,549, 1.125 
3L~~", _~. "__ ,,"_ ~~ 23R.l'i7 292,672 i 1.074 
32 ...... ..... 424.354 11,1'21 ' .656 
33...... H5.r,:W 20,159 \ ,811 
:J4 .... :l.,•. 125 
35.... 151.505 ,'nited BIlIies..____ 23,901,539 0.976 

.__~___.~_,~_--,-l.___ 

A]so outstanding in output-input ratio is re~ion 5G at the. tip of 
Texas; region 45 in central California: region 50, .Aroostook County, 
~Iaine: ltl1(l re~ion 53, the Florida peninsnla. These regions are ~ade 
up mainlv of Jurge fanl1s that u:::e considerable amounts of l11'ecl 
labor, fertilizer, and l"l'Juted inputs. The. level of management also 
jf; quite high. These l'e~i{)ns, 11owe\,e1', are not homogeneous in Te­
Epect to vohlll1e of Olltput per farm. The :Jfaine and Texas ]'e~jons 
apPl'oached $1[1,000, and the Florida peninsula had $1 G,514, while 
central Californin, had an aWl'age output of $:22,500 pel' farm. Total 
capitaJ per workp]" was abon~ Sln,OOn in the California and Texas 
regions alJ(l hptm't'll BG,O()I) and SS,oon in Aroostook County, ~raille. 

The next l'nnking re~ions in l"esped to output per 'unit of input are. 
widely scattered o\'e1' the ('ountry, with ratios falling between 1.10 
Imcl 1.20 in l'P,!!ioJl 4U in IS"ashington and Ol'e~on, regions -Hi and G1 
in California, region 40E in Colorado} region iJR in At'kansas, an(l re­
gion flcoveriJlg tIl(' Constal Plain of Yirginia and thp Carolinas. 
'1'])p)'e Hl'P no l"PgiOllS of this rank ill tllt' ::\fifh'·esl'. 

It shollld be']'t'll1t'mhe)'C'Cl (hat this ratio if; 110t an expression of 
physica,] output pt'r uni t of phygj('al 1't'sO[11'('es: it JnellRUl'PS the value 
of output pel' dollar yalllP o£ input. ~\('c()rdil1gJy. 011e region ('an have 
a Jnl'gpl' physi('al output" per unit" of labor Or phYsical cnp.ital than 
another, a1Hl itenn gtiJ] ]1:1\,e a lower ol1tput-inpilt J~atio he('ause prices 
of l'Psources in thE' other' l'Pgion are relatively low. For 0xample, 
physical pl'oduet pel' workl'l' may be larger in region 25 than in region 
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9. Still, the output-input ratio may be gn~ater in region 9, partly 
because wage rates are Jower. 

Other factors also mlly help to explain thf?se differentials in output­
input ratios. One region may use more capital aud Jabol' per farm. 
Thus, as the marginal return of rf?s()uree:-: hf?comes low('r, the ayerage 
return, or output:input ratio. may also be lowe[·. TIlPse fnetors might 
be expected to explain such dUi'el"ences as those found iu rrgiom; ~j, 
36, or 37, as compared to region II. Ho\YeYer, the eflkiency with which 
resources are organized and Hutnnged must also be cOJlsidered. One 
might expect that some differencrs in uot11 capital and managerial 
inputs would cause dilrerellces sneh as those found in the Coastal 
PJain and Piedmont (regiolls !) (tlHI 10) 1 a1though ,wather and the 
fayorableness of tobacco prices may also account for a greater ratio 
in region 9. 

:Much of the eouutry was indllllpd in all ontput-input ratio which 
indicates that the ynIne of production ('x('C'('(led the markl't ynlne of 
the inputs, but not by IllOJ·l' th:lJl 10 ]w[,l'(>Jlt (that is, a rn tio of :from 
1.00 to 1.10). Thl' ned Hiwr Yalley (n'giou :37), tJ1(> diagonal of the 
Corn BC'lt (rl'gioll 2J J, l'l'g"iOll .fa in llorth ('('ntral ,YashiJl!!ton, most 
of the hn1"<1 ,,:intl'r ,,1.eat bp]t (rpgiol1 :Hi). HlP soutllwes(>rl1 'range 
area. of Texas and :Xe" ~rexi('o (n'{...'ions :3-1, -:lg, and (i0)1 the Tpxas­
LOllisinna gulf coast (region 55), nncll'egiolls iiT (southeastern Mis­
~ouri J amI 1:2 (Georgia-_\.labamn. peannt-iobuceo area) fell in this 
category. 

negion 12 had an outpnt.illpHt rat io of 1.03. t lip ~tlJlIP as diawmal 
l"Pgiol1 25 from Minnp":ota through Iowa awl Iniuois. III region 12, 
the volume of output P(>1' farm was only S:",J:3L wIlile ill I'Pgioll 25 it 
was $10,;3',0. negion 1~ eOlllparps fa\'ornbly in output-input ratjo~ 
]lot becanse Biz€' of :farJlJ is ('olllparah]p, bnt lIJHillly l)('canse of clifIer-
Pl1ees ill (1) mlge raft's l't'}ath'e to labor prodm·ti,·i6r, ttnd (2) amounts 
of capit:t1 uspd per farm. C'apltal inVl':-:!Illl'ut per workrr :tveragec1 
Ips~ than $G,OOU in rC'gieJll 12. all amount thnt would Hot permit as low 
n llIarginal or aw]'ug:p rptlll'l1 as ill r£'p:ion 25 where investment per 
worker i" more tha1l $;JO.OIlO. 

~\Iost of (h£' rrst of thp country wrst of the )Iississippi has a ratio 
of 0.95 to 1.UO. ;\. ratio of thi" magnitude 'vas also founel in regions 
1, 11, 15. 20, and 51. I3C'low this vast arp(l are those regions with a 
ratio of (1.1'0 to 0.0,), lllCludillg it dingonal strip ('t'utering OJ1 the Appa­
la('hinnq aJl(1 rnnning sOllth\\"pst from Yermont through Xew York, 
P£'nnsylnlllia. allel Ohio, all tllP 'wy to tIlt' gulf ('oast. In this cate­
vory also is th(' UPPPl" Parjjj(> ('oast: l'l'giem 4.013 in Ftah: 41 in north­
western XPW ~Iexic(): :18 in Jrontnnn. and the Dn.kot-ns: 27 ill the wpst­
prn Com BC'lt; 21, 23, anel 24: jn the Great Lakes arp[t; ::tnc1 52 along 
!he South ,Carolina-Georgia eo.ast.. EWJl UIO~lgh wage ratl'S are, low 
111 many o:l' thesC' areas n.1ll! ('n.pJhll Jllpnts )let' Jarm are slllall, valne of 
output is low rplatin' to tbe' price of rC'solU·{,t':;. 

?lrany factOl·s C'xplaill YHriutioJls in tlH' output·input ntli!), \\,11\('11 is 
the val Ill' of ontput product'd IJI:.'!" (lol1:u· of aII flml1W I J"PsOU1"('e inputs. 
ChieJ nlllong tht'sP appparR to JJ(l the ~('ale oJ inJlut. Thp fn.il'ly Closp 
relati~ns!li p betw(,Pll t!lP Old'pllt;~nput .I'ano all<1. thp yalue oJ illJ)ut per 
farm 1~ 111usfTatt'd (flg. 11). I I iii:; RIngle> yanable (sc·lde of input) 
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accounts for about 40 percent of the interregional variation in the 
output-input ratio. That is, the aggregate measures of production 
relationships Rppear to indicate some fairly large economies to scale; 
a $1 input produces R greater \CaIne of output when it is used with a 
jal'ge total qua:ntity of inputs or resource services. According to the 
data of figure 11, at the price lewIs of 1!l49, a total value of input 
smaller than $S.7iiO t('lJ(ls to result in an output-input ratio of less tlian 
1.0. A value of input greater than $8,750 tends to result in lL ratio 
greater than 1.0. The magnitude increases dil'Pctly with yulue of in­
put per farm. 1'11(.'se ligul'e:-l mean that gllillS in income for larger 
farms, in regio1H:i where agril:ulture is ol'g;anized O~l a relatively large 
:-lcale~ are morE' than proportional to the ll1crease III the size of then~ 
units. 

On Commercial Farms, 1949 

RELATION OF OUTPUT-INPUT RATIO 

TO THE VALUE OF TOTAL INPUTS 


o 1.6 I • "I _____ 
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INPUTS PER FARM ($ THOUS.) 
~EG. Sol {1l-!S3' AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

FIGt;ltE Jl.--'l'he output-input rutio, or PfJiCil'IWY. is highly related to tbe average 
size of farming- opPl'atiolll'; ill IDO<;t ("l'giow;. Hc;>gionR with rl'latiyely higb 
output-input ratios I1re iudieatNl by dnls In the upper ]lortiol1 of the disrributioll 
in the figure; regions with low output-input ratios n))pear in tlJr lower portion 
of the distribution. 

An obvious ,'a use of low ill(:OI1)(, and low productivity .in the mallY 
regions pointerl out above j-; the ~lll!lll scale of fal'Jll:; alld the few re­
sources used pel' unit. This is particularly true in the regiolls bounded 
jn tt general way by ]"C'giOllS -1 through (j and 7 OWl' to region 9 on 
the Atla.ntie ('oast, down to l'<'giOl1 fj~, and acroSs to region :30. It 
is true also fol' regiollS 22, :3:3, GH, and other scattered locations. Sub­
btantial inel'l.'tlses' in productivity of labor and farm family incomes 
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in these regions C!tn be brOll!!ht about ()lll~' liB farms use greater quan­
tities of resources other thnn labor alld attain a greflter y01ume of • 
output. Some of them can be 11I'olight ahout by usinp: more resotU'ces 
and improved techniqnes on giyen acreages, 

In the main, howeyer. the !!!'eatl':;t llllprO\"PJIH'tlt could OCCUl' only 
if there ,\"er(> fewer i"arnlS :lnd a nnwh lal'g('1' acreage p(>r farm, .At 
~ome point in combination, the thn>e rl'solu'ces--land, capital, and 
lnbor-nl'e l'itIler eomph'l1l(,lItnry, or they 1'U11 illto sharply lliminish­
ing returns jf nSe o:f 01H' is expalHj('<l !!reatly ",hilt, the amounts of 
the other two remain lixed. In a ft'\\" rt'giolls-53 ill Florida, amI 
45 and 01 in Calii"ornia. for l'xtlJllpl('-pr()(luelion is intensive, anc1 a 
few aCre" pt'l' ])(>I':,on ah:,ol'b lar!!c capital :Ul(l labor inputs to giyc 
:fayoralJle returns. IJI.'s::-; illtl'll,.;iw production (l'xcC'pL perhaps,' for 
tt few acres of toh:1('co, OJ' inlell,,!\"(' liwstock ('lltC'rpr.ist':.; such as rais­
ing broilers) do(>::; llOt gin:, tllp :'H1IJt' op]lortnnitil's ill !'uch Atlantic 
coast regiolls as 8, n, ;;1. and ;;~, E n'11 tllP :-:ill or l-O (TOP acres per 
,Yorker in region G!3 of ,Yn~hillgt()ll do Hot allow highly :favorable in­
tomes, because the products growll arC' not favorahle to intensive pro­
duction, or to the ab::;orptioll of laJ'.!!"l' eapital and labor inputs at 
:ftlYol'nlJle prorlnetivity len,l,.; on a !!h'(lJl ac'ren!!(> of ]nJl(1. 

Yoll1me o:f input. l!O\\"(.\,t'1', dot's lIot -rully ('xplain interregional 
cliil't'rC'll('p:,; in tlll' output-input ratio, 1:f it diet all the data for in­
cliyjdual rpgions woulel fn]] on tllp l'C'.!.!l't':'SiOll lillt' in figme 11. Some 
regiolls, ::\1C'1I as !l, :1:;. and fis , fall fur n},oY(' it; ot1H'l's. such as :2:2 
lllld G:3. :fall far helm,' it. '. 

~\.n important part of pr()(llldiyjly analysis is to C'xplaill why these 
yelT lal'!!e <l(>yjati()Jl~ ('xis! in tIll' ,1!Plll'l'allpIHjc'lWY of ]'('gJ'('ssion shown 
in figure 11. Dpyi:ttion:-; ab()w tll(> Jill(> oftplI ]'psnlt 1:rom dlicipnt 
mll1l:lgel~lpnt of given r~'~ollr('(',.:. tog(>[h('t' wiql l'P}atively larger econ­
omit's o{ :,{'a1p "for a gIven tYJH' of ]>roclu('{!On, ~\Il()tlJ('r ('ombina­
tion of J'aC'tol'S i~ thM HJIlH' 01' all r('~Olll'('(':-: Hl'{' prict'd at a 1(>\,t'1 much 
10w('1' than (hpir produ('tiyity. although this may he a short~rull phe­
llOllH'JlOJl pal'tly ju:-;tiJiPc] ill ri"k :11)(1 tillH' diseounfs. This complex 
of factor:' is appal'(']lt1~· illlportant ill ('xplnining th(' l'('latiwly hirrh 
output-input ratios of ~tl!'h l'l'gio)Js as D. 17, :lO. :}3, ;io, and ,iB.• AJ;m, 
it. wonlcl 8('e111 that t11(' pal'liC'Hlar :form 111l!ll1l'o]Jortiolls in which cap­
ital, land) :tnd lnhot' l'e~()Ul"(·l'S. nJ"e ('olllbill('cl help to l'xplaill the 
hig}l outpnt-illput ratios, ill l'('lution to the regression ]]Jl(', :for such 
reglOJlS as D, 35, lind 58, 

For several rt'HSOIlS, such l'('gions as 0:3, :}:3, .J, 10, and 2~ might han' 
an output-input ratio that is low in J"('lntiol1 to the l'ep:ression liM. 
These r('1\::-;on;.; ",mIld in(,]l1clp tlJ(' high price of l't'sourc('s l'eJntiw fo 
thpir productivity, a (ype of procJueriOll Hot particularly relntf'd to 
('conomi(' (It'nHllHl, ('('on o III 1(';'; of ::;('all' thut arr YPl'y :-:mnll for OJ(' par­
ticular products ancI t('elllliques, amI wratlH'l' 1e;.;s f:lvoralJ]p than in 
other n'gions. Fnrther studiC';.; o:f pmductivi{y !'hould attpmpt (·0 
isolate the variab]p:.; Owt Ul'(' important in ('xplailling clrviat.io)) of 
individual regions from the g(>neral trend line. ' 

• 
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• Efficiency in Relation to Prices of Resources 

Tfhen data Olll'eSOlll'Ce prodl1cth'it, are examined in figures 6 and 10, 
there app:nrs to be SOBle incon«istl'llry in t11r ranking of regions. In 
figure fl, !r!r exal~lple. l:et-r1011 :2;; has a large total gross product pel' 
worker whIle regIon !J IS lleal' the hottom of the s('ale. In contrasL 
region fl is higher than region :25 in output-input ratios. But elilfer­
(,W'ps ,",lwlt as the~p arl' pxplaill('cI by the qnantitie:-; and proportions of 
l'P"OI1l'!'p;o; n..;('(l tl" wpll tis fl.Y the pril'l' of tll(> re:'onn'e;,;. Total gros::> 
pl'Ochwt PPl' WOl'kPl' j,: high in :-11t'h l'PgioJls a:-; ~5 and in most of the 
l'l'giou« wp,,{ of I:llp :\Ii~::()lJri IH'cau:-,l' tIle amol1nt of cnpital 11",eel per 
iYo1'1;:('1' is lal'g(,. 

Part of tll(> tot il] gro"" prod m't pC'!' work('r is aetnally aitdbn tab](' 
10 capital. .\l1rwllliCJII of IHll'i' of Ihe rrross procl11ct to c'api!al ('auses 
tbp pid1lJ'p fo r-ll:lli,gp ",01l1l'wh<lt. U" j..: PX\ll·p,..,.;C'rl jn thr lowpl' map in 
firrnre G. Tit!.' l'C'latiyt' l'ankiu!! () f )·C'giol1:-:. how('vl'l·. l't'lllains abollt 
til(, !-'anH' a" ill thf' llppl'J' llHlp.' This is trup hee[tllO:p tll(' retul'll allo­
~at('cl IlP)' uuit of rupital I flint i:-:. tll(' lIHlrket IJrice of capital) was 
!!l'IH'l'alJy I!'",,, than tIll' aYPl':l!!p }ll'(JrllwtiYit,Y of c·!lpital. Till' 1'(';.;id­
oal prOthwt or iw'ollw lIP!' wor}.pI' ill JigUl'(' [j :' 1~() i" Jllainly ,l phy;.;i('ul 
l'e>[JP('tiOll ill the ";('ll~e that it (1r)('~ llot take> into consic1eratiol1 the price 
of labor. III thi~ l'e":ppl't. ,,11('11 l'PgiollS as ~.J and Wi rank abow snch 
regiolls as !l and 1, ill l'p~irllJal labor income OJ' }l1'odlH'tivit~·. 

• 
JJo\\' ('\'('1'. 'Y]WIl olltpm ('Xjll'ps-:('(l in l'e>lation to ya]u(> of all inputs 

Ifig:. 1(J) i,.. /'olll}larp(I with l'P,:irlual ]ll'Odud Jlp]' 'Workrl' (Jig. (i L the 
r('1atiYe> p()~it iOIl": of thp";l' l'Pgicm..: a1'(> 1'{,\·(,1''':(>I1. Til ('t'Jl]S o£ YflIne of 
output l'l'latin· to thp pri t '(' amI yaIt!!' of in}!llt~. r('giol\~ fl, 1" atld :30 
rank allOYl' "Iwh )'pgion..: :IS :2~ aIHl ~, H:-' wpl1 a-; dIP raJlg(' amI wheat 
an'a" \\"I';.:t of t hp :'\[i:-:":<lHri Tti\'p]', TIIP~(, SOl1tll!'Hst(,l'n r(·gi()II~. thert'­
fon'. arC' IJJ(Jl'1' I'flir'jpJl(" l'plnti\'p to tIll' prj('!' of all l'psolll'ces llSN1. 

I\'hiIp iIwolJJ{' j'!·.;jrll1al 10 lalHn' lIlay hI' 1m\' WItI'll ('olllpaJ'p<l 'with 
rllitP(t ;-;tatp:-: an'r:t!!!' farlll wag!''' ill: with w:lgp;-: in llonfarm ('111­
p]O~'lll(>lJt. l!lP }Il'ot!u<.'t lWI' HlIir .of inp.l1t is l'('lati,:p.}.\, high con"ide.ring 
nIP Jor'al 111']('1' of allI'P">fltll,(,(·",. lJwllHllllg l:t1ull'. } ltrlll Wil,!!P )'(lip>;. are 
1'!)II~iclPl'llbJ" ]IIWI'I' ill tllP ;-;rtlltl!",H 11mu in IlJ(' .\1iclw!'st. thp (i['(>at 
Plaills. or IilP Padlif' ('oa"t l'P,!,dIlIIS. ,Yitlt J1rie('~ of all l'('SOIU'(,Pf; ('011­

:-:iclPl'pd. l'C'!!iIJlt !l IIn-- a high!,!' :l\I'I':lg(, p/li('il']u'Y thall dol'S l'Pgiol1 25. 
,rith thp ]al'!!p l11!Jl1jll'l: of fami]i('~ PPl' 1.I11i" :1('1'(>:-:, tIl(' hlt'O'e size 

of flllllilil':-:. llllci 1111' hi!!h ,I!'!!!'!'!' of labot' illllllOhHitv ill t!tp ."'()1I7he>a~L 
flll'1IJ WH,gP 1'aI!',.. ill tIll, g!'lll'l'a] l'P!!ioll c':ln 1)(' (,xlH'('(pd to l'Pllmin low 
for some fillIP. {"wI!'!' IhI'''>!' low Wll.!!l' l'at()~.,(>lli(·J(,lIt fal'lIl prmllll'tion 
is (·()n~j,..I(·llt ,,,ill! a 10\\ ,gl'Il";'" 01' phy,..j(·all'l'odllt'i 1)(']' w01'1,p)'. Farm 
mnnrlgrl'S ('an alJ'c)J'(j to 11";(1 lahlll' with a low gl'()~S. "nhIP of pt'(J(ltle­
liYih~ WIIPll th(, prh·p of labol' i..; III\\'. .\ lllajO]' task of p('ollomic 
ol'gllni;;:a1ioll is! () d('\'l'loj) lJl'ogl':lIll"; nIH 1 pl'()('PClll],PR wlll'l'pby the> 
mobili tv of 1:1 bflr ('n 11 1)(· 1111']'(,:l":(,(1. ""it It !!l'pa( ('t' mobi] itv more 
'\'M]n'!'; ('Oltj(llljO\'C' 10 otlH'I' fat'llIill!! lo('ati()lJ~ or 10 inclu;';!l'ips where 

• 
hight>l' ilH'Ol1ll';; :n'P po,....;i\)]!'. Lahor pl'witwIiYi!y IWcl wage returns 
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could then be more nearly equalized, and resource prices would cause 
output-input ratios to bemore comparable between regions. The pref­
erences, customs, and ideals of workers as individuals must, of course, 
be taken into consideration, and these factors could result ill perma­
nent interregional diiferentials in resource returns. 
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• APPENDIX 

Estimation of Value of Products Used in Farm Households 

The value of farm products used in farm households on all farms 
in 1944 W!lS reported in the 194:5 Census of Agriculture (13). Fig_ 
ures for each ~tate are broken down by classes or farms within the 
State (13). In the present study, it was assumed that these data from 
the 194:1 census could serve as a ;;talting point i11 estimating the va]ue 
of fnnH products llsed in farm housC'hol<1i': on ('olnme1"cial ftll"lns in 
IlJ4lJ. 

_\.s a fin;[; stC'p, the an'ragC' ,oahw of hOlll(' C(1I1S11lllptioll 1'('1" farlll 
in J94:4: '"as ('omplileel for (>Hell ~tatl' ('collomit' al'('(t (:d). Then, within 
pach ~tate, the a\"(~1"Hge for each pcouolllie area was ('.xpl·p,;"ed as HIl 
index (percentage) of the State ayerage. This reflected the dijfer­
t'!lces in leyel of home consumpti.on among the arellS within each 
~tate. 

• 

The llext step was to com-crt these flv('rage Ylllul's 1'01' all farms 
into ayerage YaIu(>s for ('oJ1uYlercial farlllS. The yalue of home con­
sumption IS reported for each of ;;;eYell classes of farl1lt-; ,yjthin each 
~ta.te (13, table f!9). (T11e:.:e clnss('s arc not the sallle as those used 
ll1 the 1D50 CenslIs of Agriculture U.p, hut the combination of classes 
I, II, III, IV, anel VI ib"approximatel.r equiYalellt to the eombination 
of all classes of commercial farms, 1 through YI, of the lU5[) ('(lnsns.) 
The It,-el'nge yalne per cOllll1lPl"eial farm in ID·U was {'omplltl'<l :for ea<:11 
:-:itate hy using the daht for claSS(lS I, II, III, 1Y, anl1 YI in the 1!J.l:J 
report. The index of leVel of hOl1lP conslimption ill eaeh economic 
11.rea within the Btat(> (explained ill the pl'(>eeding paragraph) WtlS 

then applied to the Stat(' awrage for l'olllillel"("iai farJlls, (0 obtailt 
nn (>stinmted yalne of llOme tls(' per (,Ollllll£'l'cial fal'lll for eaeh ~tate 

• 

pconomic area in1D·l:,J. 
The 1D44 estimates of Yalu(> of farm products 1Is(>(l ill fal'lH hOll:'C­

]Iolds were thell adjusted fOI' changes in pl'iee. ]e,-pl lromlU.J:.J to W1D, 
to make. them applieable to lill!). III making this adjllstlll(lllt, C011­
sid(lration WHS giwtl to tll(' <1i11'('1'I'11<'(' ill <'hangl's ill J)l·jce len,l::; :for 
('rops find for linstoek alld llnstock produet:.:: .\]jowulJ('e abo was 
made :for the diIJ'(,],(,Il(,('s in proportions of (,1'Op lUHl linstock prod­
u('ts that lllak!.' up t 01::11 hOHll' ('011511111 pt ion in tIl(' \'n l'ious ~t a{es. 
Proportions oJ CI"OP antllh-estock pro<lul'ts in ill(> totalnthl!.' of farm 
products lIsed ill tllt' 1"111"1ll hOllle in (>nell Stnt£' w('!"(' <'Olll]llltl'd frolll data 
given by States (10). 

Indexes of ("hanges ill the pl'i('(ll('n~l of the prim·ip[\] ('rop and lin'­
f,(ock products llsl'd wcr(> ('olUptlll'd from priep (lata gin'll ill val'jOWl 
tables (15). The com po:-;ite index dew]oj>(ld for changc's ill tIw prle(' 
level of: liY(>st:ock anc1]j"(lst:ock products was 1.~7; 1'01' erop products 
the composite iudex 'was 1.0G. These indexes were uppJiecl io the esti­
j~atccl !f),t"1: val\l!.'s of Jivestoyk products tu~(l of ceop ]H'o(lucts, respec­
tively, III eaell ::-ltat(', (>('on0ll11C n.ren, to Qbtalll the ndlll'S at J!H!) prICl's. 

Estimatpd H)·!O vaIm's of: livestock pl.'odu(,tt-; and Cl'Op produets pel' 
commercia! farm \\"('1"0 then added together for euehecoJlomic area. 
This (LWl'HgC value of home consumption per ('ollllllel'elaJ fal'lll was 
mnItipl ied by til(' Ilumbf'l" 0 f commercial farms in the area in 10·J9, to 
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get the total value of home consumption in each State economic area. in 
] 9:1:9. The figures fOl: ecollomic areas within each productivity region 
wer3 then totaled to obtain the total estimatecl value of farm products 
used in farm households on cOl1nnercial farms in each producti\rity 
region. 

Census Data on Value of Sales 

In the H)50 Cel1~l1s of Agriculture (1.',), the yahw of farlll prodllel~ 
sold represents the npproximate total of tlw gI'(J~S eash inl'ollJe oJ 
farms. These data are gi \'en in the cenSllS for all farms and for com­
mercial farms, by 8taie C('onomic art'lIS. U 1'0:':; sa les for prodlleti \·ity 
regions in this report (trp totals of tl1(' l'l'portcd gro:,;s ,:alcs by com­
mercial farms hl ill(> State ecollomic nI'PitS j!leI 1Il1e(1 in each pro­
ductivity region. 

Gross sales by all fa rl1lt'r:::, as reported ill the H),')1l census (1.+), 
are greater thall gro::::: ineol1le to agriculture. because intedal'm sales 
are 111clllded. Feed crops. feNIer tattle, amI breeding stock bought by 
fanners contribute most to this duplication in gros;, sales. Inclusioll 
of intcrrarl1l sales. howen'l'. does Hot alrect the validity or the esti­
lfHltes of farm incolllP llla(k in the stud,. Farm income. or return to 
farm r('soUl'ees: is tlle dilJ'l'J'Pl1ce bet"eell gross income and cost. The 
Yllllle of an item :,old by OIlt' farm to another is l'eportpd as income OJ! 

one rarm and as ('ost 011 the other. Thus, in aggregative annlyses, 
farmcl's' rcceipts :from intt'rfal'Hl sah's are olJ'set by eqniyalent costs. 

Valuc of sales in the 1!l,iO (,(>t1su:! applies mainly to lU·Hl. In geneml, 
Y[llne of sales of lin'st(wk. livestock ]>roI11.1('t,:, 11ursery, gret'nhous~" 
[lllcl fore:-::t products is for the calendar ycar I9-Jn. Vfdlle of the Val'J­
ous crops soW is for pJ'o(luction of the crop year immediatcly preced­
ing the Ct'l1S11S cllllllleration. IllcllHled under crop sales 1S the 
ec;rjmatecl va]ne of lUl)' part of [l crop that was yet to be sold. Trades, 
such as trading eggs at a store, are ('oJlsi(1ered to Ill' cn:-:h sales. Fal'Jll 
products bought for inllnedintc. r£'~tlle (c1£'ale1' operations) nre not 
considered as farm produ('tioll and the1'£'1'o1'(, :ll'e not ('()unt('(l eithl'I' 
as far111 expen:-:('s Ol' as :;:t1('s. UO\\'('Y(,l', 1'('sale of fattened feeder 
cattle is COllllt£'c1 as farm production. 

For many farms the sale~ el1Um('mt('(l in the U)50 Census of Aul'i­
culture do llot rC'prcsent tlH,jl' total gross cash income. CC'l'tnin slilC'", 
were exchHlec1, and no 11l·O\·jsion was ma<lC' for P1l1ul1C'rMing ll1msun1 
source5 of in('ol1l£'. For (·xaJnple. sale::; of baby chicks, G(;YCl'nn1C'llt 
paYJ.l1.el1ts (sllc.11 as. O.lo.se for ~oil (·01IS(>lTn.tion). and il1(:0ll1e5 1'ec('.i\'('<1
by :i'nl'lll oPC'l'lltOl'S for oJi'-fnl'll. amI custom work, ltnd ns rent for 
land, arc 110t included. Fnrthp1'11lol'P, adual sales "alnes of pJ'(iduet::­
are sOllletimcs nnc1el'statp(1. Tn ::'OJJl(> ins(nll{'('s, l'£'llters did not l'<'POl't 
sales of products s1Jtll'('d wit It their land lords. I~nuJ1l(,TatoJ's and 
farmers were instl'uetl'd to report gross su,}es without deductions of 
nil)' kind, but Jull atlhl'l'C'Jlc(' to this rule COll1(1 not he obtained. This 
oitC'n rcsulted in 111l(h~rr('p()rtil1g of the gl'()~:; nlue of salC'R, par­
ticular]y with the O(,(,Ill'I'l'lIC(' of marketing <1Nllletiol1R for suell 
produets as Yegptahles. :fruits, milk, and li \-('st'o('!c 

8(11e5 of poultry ill important comnH'rci:tl hroilpl' an'as mny be 
fiommvhat incomplpt('. Some operatorI' who ,,"(,l'e produeilw broilcr;.; 
in 1949 had left the ('()mIlHmity before the ecnSUf; ('n\lI)1('l'~tion and 
could not be found. Also, thos'e Jfll'm operators who Jed broilers 011 

• 

• 

• 
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• 
a contract basis for others may not have reported the sales. as they 

c1idnot o'wn the broilers. 


In processing the farm schedules at the Bureau of the Census, 

before tabulation, adjllstments were made on individual question­
naires when errors in l'eporting ,yere detected. Thus, part of the 
nnderesthnation and of other errors wn.s elim.inn-ted. and the census 
was strengthened. But a clegrp.c of incompleteness of i'eporting re­
mains becftl1se of the missing of farms and of other conditions referred 
to in preceding paragraphs. 

The shOrtcoming's of the census do not serionsly aJl'ect use of the 
~tatistics as a measllre of the relative importance of different produc­
ing groups. Furthermore, incompleteness ill reporting products is 
usually linked with incompletenC'ss in reporting C'xpenses. In genC'ral, 
therefore, census data srlTe a~ n. snbsttl11tin.lly gooel basis for the 
ann.lysis in this bulletin. 

Estimation of Value of Inputs 

CEXSCS DA'[',\ ox EXI'EXDITUHES 

• 
Data 011 farm expe1Hlitmes were obt'lillC'd in the 10;')0 Censlls of 

-\.gl'icnlture (14) for se1edC'll itC'll13 onl r. Amounts reported for 
t.hc:;e items are total expenditUl'E's for tllC' -J'anl1. For far111:; that were 
tcnant operated: the tota.ls include C'xpE'Ilditnl'C's h}T both lanellord n.nd 
tenant. 

Expe,nc1itmes for hi1'e<1 luhor include only cash payments. ThC'y 
do not mcluclC' expenses for cnstol1)",ork, hou~('work, or contract con­
struction work. . 

Expcnditl1rc~ foy feed inc1n(lr lUl!(lllllts paiel for pa~turC', ha~', grain, 
eoncentratC'R, 11111]fC'rcl~, salt. and mmernl supplC'Il1enis. Al;:,o mcluc1ed 
are C'xpenses i'or grimliIlg ltnd mixing fE'('(ls. Expen(liturC's ma(lC' 1lY 
a tC'nant to his landlord for fppcl !frown 011 the land rented b," the 
trIlant are not included.' , 

Expen(li im'C's for rml'e1mse of 1iY('stock all<1 poul t I'Y incllHle. amonl1 ts 
lHli(t J'ol'baby (,hicks, ponlts. c11i('lwIlS, tlll'kC'y;;, llC'(':'~ dOJ11rstie rabbits. 
llnd flll'-lJefu'ing animals k('pt in ('(1pt11'ity, as well as for horses, mules, 
OXC'll, cattlC', hogs. sheep, anel gonts. 

EX]l<'1Hlitlll'es :1'01' se('(1;;. blllhs, plants. and h'eps inclllde 0111y tlw 
('n~h ol1nav for tllese ilrl113. . 

EXI1C'l1(l'iilll'es for gasolinC' and 0111C'1' l)('fl'olcllll1 furl n.nd oil inrlllclr 
('o~ts of' ol1ly tllOse qWllItitiC':; userl in -farm 11l1sinC'ss. PefTolC'uIll pl'od­
nds usr(l for ]l]eHS111'C OJ' USE-(l ('xc1usinh' ill t-llC farm hOlll(, are no! 

• 

i1)cln(](>d. .. 
Expenditures 1'01' trac'lo!' l'Ppnil's HI1(l for repairs to ol11C'r farIll ma­

(,hine,,,; include cost of 1n1>01' as well ns ('osb of paris. Inl'lmlC'(1 are 
allloullts spel1t. for tires and tubes i'01' iTn<'iOl'S and othC'rfn.rm ml1­
['hin('s, and pxpcnses for 1)lowshnTe;';, hlaeki-nnithing, a.l)(l the likE'. 
Hepai]'s to lllotoriTricks nl1<1 al1f'oIl)ohilC's al'('not incllHIC'<l. 

~fa('hille hirl' rdC'l'S to custom work 3neh ns thrC's11illg. ('ombining, 
silo filling, haling, ginlling. trac/or.' hirC', and hil'Nl plowill!f and sJH'a,'­
illg. Expcmlitul'Ps inr]lH1e HJl~' lahor i))rl11l1Pll in the ('osb of sl1('h 
lll11eli.inp hin'. This item (loes not il!f'lnd(' ('xpC'l1srs for iruekill,!!. 
fl'('ight} or ('xpr('ss. 
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COMMENTS ON MACHINE HIRE 

In computing the value of farm inputs, the cost of machine hire was 
included as an item of expense. To SOll1.e extent, expenditure for 
machine hire by one farmer represents income to another farmer. 
This is true when the machines or custom work are provided by 
!armer's-for example, plowing, threshing, combining, and silo filling 
done by some farmers for others in the community. To the extent 
that payments for custom work go to farmers in the region, there was 
a double cOlmting of mac1unery expense, as the cost of using farmer­
owned machines is covered by expenditures for repairs and by de­
preciation and interest charged against the estimated inventory value 
of all machinery on farms. If the amount of machine hire (not in­
cluding labor) paid to farmers had been lmown, it would have been 
excluded in computing the total value or cost of farm inputs; but 
separate data on amounts pa.id to farmers and to nonfarmer custom 
operators were not available. 

It is believed tluLt in some regions payments to nonfarmers for 
custom work account for the larger share of expenses for machine 
11ire. Custom work that is done ma.inly by nonfarmer operators in­
cludes such services as airplane spraying for weeds, airplane spraying 
and dusting for insects, ground-equipment sprayincr of orchards, 
baling alfalfa, picking cotton, combining 'wheat, app~ying fertilizer 
to cottonficlds, !lndleveling land for irrigation. These operations are 
important on many farms, especially those in the Western States and 
jn some southern truck-crop, fruit, and cotton areas. The cost of 
machine hire is highest in regions where such custom operations are 
most conunon. :M:achine hire amounted to an average of $400 or more 
per commercial farm in 9 regions, all of which are west of the 96th 
meridian. In 20 regions, mainly in the eastern and northern parts of 
the country, tIns expenditure amounted to less than $100 per comm.er­
cial farm. (See appendix table 27.) 

In the absence of data showing expenditures for farmer-operated 
machinery hired, and in the absence also of data incUcating the part 
of machine hire that represents hjrecl labor, the entjre amount of 
machinery hire was included as an input. The double counting in this 
item ~oulcl mean that the inputs shown are too high, U11d the fum 
incomE'S shown too low, by amounts not exceeding $100 per farm in 
20 eastern and northern regions, and not exceeduw $200 in most 
other regions. But this possible overestimating is probably more than 
·offset by certain miscelhneous items of expense wluch are not. included 
in the analysis because of lack of information. Inclusion of the enti1'e 
item as an input therefore affects relatively little the levels of residual 
income shown for the various regions. 

Il1come from custom w01:k done by farmers for others is in part a 
supplement to farm income. It is in about the same category as in­
come from other off-fa,rm ,york. For this reason it is not a part of 
gross farm income as computed in the study reported here. 

ESTIMATES FOR OTHER INPUTS 

Major input items for which vnJues were estimated aee: Fertilizer 

• 


• 


• 

and lime, depl'eeiation, interest, [md unpaid family and operator Jabal'. 

Fertilizer and li7n(J.-Esrimat.es of the value of commercial fertilizer 
and lime usecl by farmers in each State in 1949 were obtained from 
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• unpublished tabulations in the former Bureau of ArO"ricultural Eco­
nomics. These estimates included the value of mixee fertilizers, sep­
arate materials, and agricultmallime. The BAR figures were com­
piled from data on shi;pments or sa.les and prices of fertilizer materials 
assembled from indiVIdual States. These data lllc]uded the Talue of 
fertilizer and lime distributed by Government agencies. 

First, the BAE figures on fertilizer and lime for each State were 
adjusted to represent amounts e~'Pended by farmers rather t.lmu total 
values of materials used. This WilS done by sllbtmctillg the amount 
of the assistance provided farmers for fertilizer and lime under the 
1949 agricultural conservation program. 

• 

The ne.xt step was to distribute the estimated expenelitnres for 
fertilizer and lime among the economic al'eas in each State. This was 
necessary in order to be a,ble later to a,lTiYe at totals :Dor productjvity 
regions. In tIle absence of data on fertilizer for counties 01' other 
subdivisions in most Sta,tes, the most feasible a,JterlULtive appeared to 
be a distribution related to the values of crops harvested. Yallles 
of crops harvested in 1944 were already totaled by State economic 
areas; values by economic areas in 1949 wou1d have to be built up 
from county data. It was believed that a distribution of fertilizer 
based on the value of crops in 1944 would be a1most as r-eliable as ft 

distribution based on the value of crops in 1949. Therefore, to save 
time and clerical work the 1944 crop-value data, were used as a guide 
in estimating distrilmtion of fertilizer and lime ,yithin States. 

Data on. fertilizer shipments or sales by counties "were obtained for 
11 States. These county data ·.,yere tota,led by economic areas and 
then compareel ,vith clistributions based on yulue of crops. In most of 
these States, elistributions based on crop value agreed fairly closely 
with reported distributions. But in Kansas and OkhLhoma, the two 
Great Plains States for which county data "were available, the two 
distributions differed significantly. It was observed that in the Great 
Plains area of Oklahoma northward throughNorth Dakota, 1L distribu­
tion based 011 value of cr.ops llarvested resulted in a disproportionately 
large allocation of ferWizer expenclitures to the ,vestern parts of these 
States, because of the high proportion of the total yalue of crops ac­
counted for by "wheat. 

Accordhlgly, fertilizer distributions within five States were recom­
puted on the basis of acreages of crops generally fertilized or main] y 
grown in are.as in which use of fertilizer was hea:viest. Crop acreages 
used as guides for the revised distribution were those for corn and 
cotton in Oklahoma; corn and oats in Kansas, N ebraslm, and South 
Dakota i and corn, oats, and potatoes in North Dakota. The revised 
clistributions in these States agreecl wen with expectation:; based OJ) 

general information on fertilizer practices in these States. 

• 
The steps up to this point proyided estimates of the total expendi­

tures for fertilizer and lime 011 all farms in each State economic area. 
It was necessary to adjust these estimates to the commercial farm 
basis. For this adjustment the proportion of cropla,ncl harvested in 
1949 was useel as a guide. It was assumed that commercial farms in 
an area would have about the same proportion of total expenditures 
for fertilizer and lime as they had of the acreage of all cropland 
harvested in the area. 
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~en these computations were made, estimates for all State 
economic areas in each procluctivity region were totaled to give the 
estimated expenditure for fertilizer and lime on commercial farms 
jn each productivity region in 194f)' 

Depl'eciation.-To compute charges for depreciation of Imilclings, 
machinery, and equipment, it was necessary first to lutve fi.gures on 
value of inyestment in these items. Headv-to-use data "were not ayai1­
able. Hence. estimates "were 111a(le on the ba!iis of available (bta. 

The 1950 Census of Agricu1tme (14) lists the average value of land 
(md buildings per farm ancl pel' acre for commercial farms by State 
economic areas. But the census cloes not show separate values for 
land and buildings; nor does it show the total value of land a,nd 
buildings for all farms in an area. 

The first step, therefore, in estimatlllg depreciation of farm build­
ings, was to compute the total value of land and buildings for COll1­

mercialfarms in each economic area. This ,vas done b~y" llltlltiplYlllg 
average values per farm by number of farms. The second step ,ms to 
separate value of buildings from value of land in each area. This 
was done on the basis of the percentage that the value of buildings was 
of the total value of land and buildings in each State, estimatecl in a 
recent study by the Land Values Section of the f01"1ner Bureau of 
Agricultul'iLl Economics. l 

;; In the absence of estimates for smaller 
units, the pel'<:enta!!e for a State was applied to each economic area 
'within that State. ~ The separate values of land and buildings thus 
obtained for economic areas ,yere then totaled by productivity regiolls. 

The charge for depreciation of farm buildings in each productivity 
region ,vas computed as ~1'2 percent of the estimated value of the 
ImHclings. This charge may be regarded as either a depreciation 
charge or a building-maintenance cost. 

Computlltion of deprecilltioll charges for machinery and equipment 
required tirst the estimation of total value of machinery and equip­
ment. In making this estimate the totl.l Ylllue of implements and 
Jllllchinery on all farms in 1U-:l:3 'Was listed for each economic aren. 
These dllta "were HVHilllble in thp 1!JJ5 Census of Agdculture (lJ). 
i::)imilar Jigm'P6 ,wre llot reportpd in the 1U30 Censlls of Agriculture 
(14). The 1()43 nlues for each ll1'pa "wpre expanded in proportion 
to the increase in nnmbers of tractors on farms in the area :frolll 104.) 
to 1!J30. These nInes "'ere then al1jl1stt.'d IIp'Y(u'c1 to reflect the Chlll1ge 
in price leyel for fnl'mmachinery from 1U.;I:,) to 1U50. (t;nited States 
llyerage priees paid by farmer::; for nUl('hinery in Hl50 ,,-ere 15G.2 
pereent of the IP:l-;) Qyerage prices.) 

EstimatedlU50 figure:;; for value ()f machinery for eltch Stllte eco­
nomic area, were then adjust.ed from total::; for all farms to totals for 
commercial farms. This ,YllS done by referring to tIle ID50 census 
data, on yulue of machinery rep all'S on all farms and on t'olllmereial 
farms. It ,VllS a:-;sumed thllt commercial fftrm:; in an area, would han 
the same proportion of the total yalue of machinery on a,11 farms a,:; 
they had of the total value of fnrm machillery l'epllirs. 

10 'l'hese percentages, sligbtly reyised ior some States. nre published in tbe 
Mareh 1054 issue (relt'ast'tl l\lay 1954) or The Farm Heal E,~tate Mcwkct (7). 

• 


• 


• 
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• A. depreciation rate of 15 percent ,yas chosen for use in computing 
the depreciation charge for machinery anel equipment in all regions . 
This rate assumes an average length of life of about 15 years for all 
machines, anel it appears to -be a l:ealistic rate to apply to mmual in­
ventory values which include machines in all stages of useful life 
or obsolescence. This rate appears to be at about the right level for 
use in a constant percentage system of depreciation covering the ag­
gregate of machines in a l'egion, and tl1Us fits in with the inventory 
values used for this computation (6). In view of the lack of refine­
ment of inventory value estimates for the various regions, it was felt 
that there "as no l'eliable basis for applying c1ilferent rates of de­
precia60n in different regions. 
. Interest.---1n setting llJ) a basis for computing depreciation charges, 
the values of inyestment in land, buildings, and machinery and equip­
ment on commercial farms were estimated ancllisted for each proeluc­
tivity region. The computation of interest charges for these groups 
of factors consisted of applying the selected interest rates to the esti­
mated yalues of hwestment in each region. 

• 

The interest l'ateuseel on im'estment in land and builC!.ings was 5 
percent in all rpgions. This rate was considered a fair average and, 
for purposes of the study, served as a uniform rate to place this re­
source group on as equal a basis as possible in all regions. A study 
by the Farm Cr"dit Administration showed that ayerage contract 
interest rnh's on. Jal'm mortgages, recoreled in :Ufareh 19:1:9, ranged 
from 4 to 5 l)ercent in 28 States :ll1cl from 5 to 6 percent in 20 States 
(16) . 

An interest rate of 7 percent was usecl on ilwestment in machinery 
anu equipment. This is somewhat higher than the average rate 
charged on non-real-estate loans by banks in most States in 19'1:9. 
The uyerage rate for the. Unitrd States that year was 6.4 percent. 
Interest r<Ltes charged in the financing of machinery purchases tend 
to run higher than the [ty{~rnge for an chattel loans because of the 
·widespreael use, in buying tractors and other machinery, of install­
ment payment plans which include extra interest charges. 

An interest. charge iYUS also computed on yallle of hwestmel1t in 
Jivestock. For thi~ computation the total \Ulne of Jjyestock on com­
mercial farms in l'ach productivity region was first estimated. The 
United States Cemms of ~\.grjrultlll'e for 1050 did not report the total 
value of livestock Oll commercial farms, but it d1(l report llumbers 
anel total value for rllch class of livestock on all farms bv counties. 
For commercial :fal'lllS, numbers oj' horses and mules, 'cattle anel 
calves, hogs and pigs, and chiekl'l1s '\"('1'l' rl'portl'd by Stnte economic 
areas. The value of investment in li,('s(-oe1\:on commercial farms 
was estimated from these figures. 

• 
V\Torking from a .20-percent or Jargl'l' sample of counties in each 

region, average valncs per heud for 11.or)oes alld mules, cattle and calves, 
hogs and pigs, nnd chickens W(ll'e computed from county data on 
numbers and yallleS :foJ: pach of these speejps. Resulting I-ip:ul'es were 
weighted-average values pel' llCad on aU brms, but it was assumed 
that they i\'(.lld apply about equally well to commcrcia] farms. These 
average \'fLInes were then applied to the totalnllmber of head reported 
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on commercinl fnrms i.n the economic nrens. to obtnin the total value 
of these classes of livestock in ench productIvity region. 

For sheep nnel lnmbs and for turkeys) no data "ere reported for 
commercja] farms ns c1i.stingui:.:lH:'cl i'rom a]l farms. However) as 
very few of these livestock arc fouud on lloJl('ommercial farms, it "as 
felt that 110 signiiicaJlt error ,yollld result from crediting the total 
value of these species to commercial farms. The total value of these 
livestock in each pl'oductiyity region war;; found by adding together 
the values reported for e'"ery COllllty ,,,ithin ench productivity region. 

The interest charge 011 inn'stJlH'llt in ]iyesto(~k was computed by 
applying a rate of,. percent to the total p:.:timah,l<1 vnlne of horses and 
mules, cattle and cnjYes, hogs nJl(1 pigs, :.:heep amI lambs, chickens, 
and turkE'Ys in each l'E'!6011. TIlPT-pPJ"('Pllt rate if; higher than the 
usual ]iYestock lonn rateCin J1l0"t Sl atps. hut it {1m's ]lot seem too high to 
reflect the an1lual cost oj' im"l'stlllPllt in jiypsto(']c. Onl' reason for this 
is that tIle ilwentory Yahw as of .\.pl'il 1 (the ('PIlSnS date for liyestodc) 
is l'elatiye]~' low COl1lptu'pcl witlt thp aWI'age for the )-l'ar. AYerage 
yalues pE'l' IlPad tpnd to hl' low bpenu:-(' .\.pril 1 JigIU'PS include ft large 
proportion of young all iJllal~. S 1I1lIUl'l"S of 1i \'P:-;t (wk as WE'll as itwrage 
v~Jlll'S pE'l' head Hre generally l1i,[.'."11('1" ill tlie In::;! llttlf of Ow year. 
Another reason is that this Rtmly does not jn('] ucle l'1sewhere any allow­
arJ('e for mifi('e]]nl1l'OllS eX]lpl1:-(,~ ou liY('stol'k. . 

Lr(,bo}',-J.\.r;; l1wntioJ1ed prp\"iousl)'. <latn O1J (lX]>(lIHIitlll'l'S for hired 
labor 'were ayailabJe jll t11(' 1!J;)() ('PII:-IIS of .\.gl'i('ultllre (14). The 
}f),/() eellSUS also 1'eport('(1 a lllllIlUl'}' of itplll" l'plating to :farm ope.mtol's 
aJl(l ine1l1dpcl some informatioll ['E'lating" to hirp(l wOl'lwl'fi and unpaid 
:fnmil,r W01'k('1"S on farms in the wl'l'k prp('E'dillg t!lp ell11ll1l'ratiol1. 
These data, together ,,,ill! l'Pl"taill (lata itt til{' 1M3 ('eusus (M), in l"l'­
ports of tIll' fo1'l11P1' JiUl'PHU of' ;\.grknltll1'nl Eco]Jomies, and ill nn­
publislwd tabulations ('(J]l1pih'cl by that' Blll'C':tll, wrre 'used in esti ­
mating thl' total l111l11hrr .)f work!'!,;,; tln(l the total ,-allle of lahor on 
rommpl'cial farms in E'Hl'h pr()(lurtiyity l'P!,dnn. 

One oJ OlE' lin~t estiJlJatp,.; !'l'quiI'('cl \,'as dUd' of the annual 'sage ratl' 
for eadl p1"ocln('tiyit~, re.!rioll in HH0, This wagp rate '\Ytl.S clPYClopec1 
to expI'l'ss in ternlS of an Hllll1wl '\"age> thr ,ypi.ghtpcl average l'utes oJ 
pay for all hirl'd 'YOl"kt'I'S in iLl' rpgioll. Fil'st, H composite ayprage 
monthly "'ngp in In·j.!) was <'olllpulpcl for ('He'h ~tnU' on the basis oJ 
data in reports h.v 01(' fOl'lll('J" BlIl'enll of .Al!l'i(,lllil1l'al Economics 
(11,1:!). Thpse lnoJlthly WtlgPS \1"('1'1' tlwn JIIultipI1CCl b)'}2 to obtain 
the a"erage wngp in ear'l! ~tatf'. Tlw a \"('ragl' :nl1llJa1 wage ill ('[\c11 
producti,it~'l'(',!doll W:lS dl'l'iy",cl from figures for thp States by weight­
ing the wage> of paeh ~(ntp in proportion to its pl'l"('ellt':Lge of all com­
mercial farms :.'. tllP l'Pgioll. ;\vl'l'agp II 1l11llal "'a.I!Pf; \\"PI'P computed 
by four othel' meOlO(ls also. TIt£' Jlll'tho(l dps('l'ihed was chosen as the 
beRt. 

The total 1Il1l1lb.:l' of hirp(l \\'ol'kpJ"s. 1'1111-f'ill1P p(JniVllll'nt, ill p[tch 
pl'o(luctiyitv J'egioJl was pstinwtp(l hv (lh'i(lilll! thp total expellclitul'e 
j'or hil'E'cl l!i.iJOl: b~" t)H' ('stimate(lltlll'll1a1 !lY(,l':lge \"ng£' in the rel2:ion. 

Xumbl'rs of 11I1pai(1 :familY worhPr:-: \\'C'1'(\ C'stimatC'cl on th(' baf'is of 
data 'f!'om seYl'ml S011l'(,(,;:;. ' Th(' 1!l.'iO ('!')l:-'IIS pl'(Jvi(lpcl (lata on the 
nnmher oj' :fnmil~' nWllIl>p)";;; on C'OJJlIllt'l'('ial ·f'IU·H!i"l who wOl'kp(] If> ]101I1's 

• 

• 


• 
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• 01' more jn the week (generally in April) preceding the enumeration. 
A report by the former Bureau of .Agricultural Economics (8) pro­
yided data on the number of family workers employed each month 
during 194D in each State. Data in tllPse reports were supplemented 
by data obtai1ll,d from unpublished BAR tabulations on lLYerage 
number of hOlil'S worked pel' \yeek in dilfel"f'nt seasons by unpaid 
family workers. hh'ed \yorkers, anel op~\rators in different geographic 
.regions. The fun-time man-eqlliY[llent llUlllber of farnj]}" \yorkers 
in each productiYit~'region was estimated by counting each of the esti­
mated J1llmber of family workers as 65 percent of a man-equivalent 
,yorker. The value of unpaid family labor 'was estimated by multi­
plying tIle man-equiyalent J1t1J1l1Jer of family workers by the pstinJatpd 
[lverage aJ1l1lUl1 ,yage for the region. 

One assumption in this study was that the farm business should 
be charged a labor cost for unpaid family labor and operator labor on 
hand, ,,-hether 01' not such labor was fully or effectively employeJ. 
Unpaid family labor was judged to be on hand to the extent expressed 
by the estimate of full-time man-equivalent family workers explained 
in the preceding paragraph. Operator labor \YaS to be adj ustecl down­
ward to fLllow fOl; time spent on off-farm work and to anow for a lower 
potential workload by operators at the age of semiretirement. 

• 
Estimates for opemtor labor assumed that the number of operators 

equaled the number of commercial farms. This number of operators, 
howe\Ter, was adjr: ,ted to allow for differences in the tlmount of time 
spent on off-farm work and for the age factor. Data 011 ag& of 
operators ,yere obtained from the 1%0 Census of Agriculture. In 
computing the adjusted number of coml)1('Tcial farm opertltors il1 
each productivity region, a deduction of GO percent was made in the 
number of operators 65 years old or older. 

The amount of time ttiJ:mel's spend on off-farm work val'ies consider­
ably between r-egiol1s. The number of commercial farm operators 
who work off their farms from 1 to 90 days and the number ,vho work 
off theh' farms 100 d(lYs or more wer(' 'reported by State economic 
areas in the 1850 Census of ;\griculture. These data, together with 
c1ata. from the 10.;1.;) Census of Agriculture on amount of time spent 
on oif-farm work, were used in estimating the number of man-days 
of ofI-farm work by operators in each productivity region in 1049. 

The number of operators, as obtained from the count of commercial 
farms and adjusted j~or the age factor, was l'('c1uced by 1 fun-time 
operator for every 300 days of off-farm work during tJie year. The 
estimatC'cl total \"tlhlC' ~)f operator In.bol' in each pro~lt~ctivity region 
was computed by ll1ulbplymg the adJuste.d numher of Jarm operators 
by the average anllual ,,'age for the region. 

• 
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Additional Tables 
'l'ABLE H.-Number Of farm8 in each broacl economic cla88, by productivity 

region8, 1949 ' • 
!A.Jllarms IcommerCiall Part·time IResIdentIalIAbnormal
Product\yJty region . I I 
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64_...... __ ........ . 
 ~.~_f~ _..!~~~ __~.~f~~.i 5 


l..'olwd Staf.l~s ~.3'9.!l5O j 3,70r., ,112 , 1J30,230; 1,029.392 4,216 

~"r___ ~~~~_~' 1 
 •I Busad on dnta 1n1:. S. ('~nsus or Agriculture: lOW (14). 
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TABLE lB.-Percentage distribution of farms among broad economic clas8e8, by 

producti'Vity region8, 1949 1
• 

ProductivIty region IAll farms llcommerCinl Part·tlme ,'ReSidentiall Abnormal 
farms farms farms farms 

-1.-.-.-..-.-..-.-..-.-••-.-•.-,.-.-.--..-,.-.-.-.-..-.-- Perce~& Perc~:O perC1~.t21' perc~G\' percenJ.1 

2., •.••.... ~. __ ...__ ••. _.......... 100 57.4 14.2 28,0 .4 

3•••••••• "" ........... __ ......... 100 G9.S 12.1 18.0 .1 

4............... _••. ~ .••• --.-,.. 100 ii1.9 17.5 30.4 .2 

5•••.•• __ ... _._..... 100 63.6 14.3 22.0 .1 

6•••.•____ ....... _..... _.... 100 26.8 15.3 57.9 

7......__ ~ .•••• " ••.•.• __ . '.'... 100 40.2 18.0 35.1 .1
8••••.••. ~ .................. ___ . 100 65.4 9.6 24.9 
 .1
9............... _._ ...• __ . 100 84.4 5.1 10.5 


10.___ ., ........ _ .... -- .... ,. '''.'''1 100 49.ii 18.8 31.7 , ..••... --.
1l...___ ............. __ ... ~ •.. , ". 100 74.6 10.3 15.1 ...... ~ .... 

12... __ .... _._ ... __ ..... . .. 100 i7.4 9.7 12.9 ....... _•.. 

13...... " .•. -., .... -- 100 58.3 15.8 25. 9 

H ............. ~~... 100 58.8 10.2 25.0 

15._.. _•. ~ ....... __ .. " •... 100 iO.7 12.8 lOA .1 


.1 


.1
!i~~~~~~~~~~:~:~~::~~:~:::~~~::::·:. :<:! i~ ~u in IH 

li~~~:~:::~::~~::::;:~~~:::::·:.:~·::::-~::l !~ ~j ~H i~J 

.1 


.1 


2L __ .......... ~.~.... I' 100 88.S 6.4 5.7 
 .1 

26...__ :. 100 87.4 G.O 0.5 

25._....... __ . ___ .,~_ '100 92.3 3.7 4.0 


.1
21-..... .•. ...1 UX) 94,5 3.0 2.5 

28...... . I JlIO 81. (I 8.8 U 3 

2I!... .. ~ . 100 51. 0 IVA !!9,5 
 .1
30___ ~.... .:1 100 SO, I{ 87 Ie 5 

31......... I 100 46.11 18.3 35. i 

32..... ~'.i 100 72,2 11.1; 15.(1 .1 


~~:==:=:~=:~....::::::::::: . ! 1118 g~:F, 1[;:ij 2~:~ .1
• it~::::.:::.::::::::: ............:.....j i~ t~:~ H ~:~ l..........:~ 

38. __............ ~ ..........................1 )00 95.1 2.6 2,2 0.1 

39......................................... : 100 00.1 5.0 4.7 .2 

40A................. ,..... ~ ......... ' ...... ' 100 85.4 8.0 6.5 .1 

40B................... , ................... · 100, iO.r, 15.8! 13.3 .3 

40C................................ 100 I 82.0 8.9 8.7 .4 


:~~:::::::::~::::::::.:::::::::::::... l38 I ~b:~ ~:f 1U .1 

41............................ 100 ~ au! 11;,0 48.1 ,r. 

42........................... HID J i2.2 12.0 14.8 ,4 

43........................ '............ )00 1 7i.\I 9.8 12,0 .3 

44..... _................... , .... ....... 100 f OO.ii 11.5 lS.G .4 

45••• 0. ....... ........ • .... lUI) ., Sl. 7 1;\.6 6.6 • I 

46........ ........... 100 . 77.0 10.2 11.9 

41...... ................ 100 4B.1l 10.2 32.1 .1 

48.............. 100 I 73,8 12,/ 13.3 .2 

49............... ...... . 100 73.1 11.7 14.9 .3
50................... ....... 100 hll.2 4.;- 7.1 

51..... ................ 100 M.U 12.a 22.6 .2 

52................... .... 100 42.2, 15,·j 42.4 ........ '. 

53.................... 100 M.l 1ti.0 27.81 .1 

5-1. .............. ,.... 100 37.\1 20.2 41.0 .... .. 

55. ......... ........... WI) f,;J.6 11.·j 25.0 L .... .. 

56.................... 100 Si.O 9.5, 9.4 I 
 .1

57................ ...... lOO 77.5 9.8 i 1') I; 1 
 .1 

68.................... .. Jl()((){JI 'I')~·.P. , 11~·.95! 1(,1..'05 ..
59............. , ..• ~..... ....... ........... " "_ .2

W......................... .............. 100 , 72,0! 8.3 i IV.,j .3 

61 ...................................... ,.. 100; 67.8 13.1, lR.7 .4
17.5!62............................. ~............ 100! GIl. 0 13,3 .2 

63............................. _..... I lUO. tH.U 18,9,1 19.2 .......... ..
61.................... ... .... . ..... . 100 : 67.0" ]5,4 j 17.5 .1 


• 
.1
Unlted States .....................1--100-i--G8.9r..-1l.Oj-·w.lj 


I :Based on data in 'G. S. Census of .AgrlcuJtur~: 11150 (14). 

http:1l.Oj-�w.lj
http:1--100-i--G8.9r
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TABLE 19.-Appro;;,imate total lana area and· lClllain commercial farm8, by 
IJroductivity l'eyion8, 1949 

Productivity region APproximate' Land In com· Productivity region : Approximate' Land In corn· •
totnlland arro merclal farms, , totnlland area merclal (arms 

1. •••.••.••••... _. 
2. __ ~ .. _w~ ...... 
3•• __ .,.••. __ 
4 ..... __ __ 
5..... __ ... .. 
G......... __ 
7 w & ~ ..... __ 

s ...... __ . 
9 .• __ ... .. 
10 
11. ...... . 
12 " .... . 
13..... .. 
H .• _. 
IIi...... 
IG .•• 
17 ....... 

J!L .. ,
10. __ 
20.... 
21.. __ 
22 ... 
23 
21. .. 
25. w_, 

211~. *" + 

27 .... 
2~ . __ 
2lL 
30 • 
!ll. . 
32 .••• 
,'1.1. 
31 
35 

Acres 
18.074.720 
9.093.120 

40, 4il. 120 
lB. 01J, 3GO , 
15.744.000 i 
2B.3()U,IGO 
lv, ~GI. -HIJ I 

lIt ino, o~o f 

18.551,040 I 
31,250.000 I 
17.71;.;60 ' 
12,369.2;;0 
55.512. UGO 
S.2,S2,SSO 
1i.474.!,";O I 

H.'l39.IiSQ' 
5. n;IO. 210 

11.21),,320 , 
7. :!:l'. 4no ' 

:)1,5:12,"00 
In,OS;1. 71m 
41i.HO.Nm 
21. OI)fJ. ,',0 
35. 171i, OliO 
:m.·J33, mo 
''''"q 1m
3~: 5~.1: h.~f) 
2!U5Ii.OIlO : 
;1(1,;I~I.IW) , 
211. "9!1. 200 
ai.7fi1.liSt) 
2·1. 73-1.720 
n3!J1I.'2!1 
!!7.l!H.:}t}1\ 
II.OW.520 

Acru 'I
81, 6S1, 250 
10, 75~, G80 I 
liS, 309. 7GO I 
ii, Sai, 2SO l 
2I,082,OSO t 
ll. I;SO. 320 : 
ZI.031,tiSO' 

7,05S,3W I 
17, S~i, 200 i 
24.1i74,MlO t 

32~. 924. 450 I
10:). 70G. 1>,,0

1 15. 736. OW 
14,~2;,52Q I 

U, 774. O~O I 
41,0.0.0,0 ' 
ll. sir,. :120 1 
20.211'.320 ; 

4. ;i5.'i, 200 ~ 

J~:~~:~i 
2,I.Of>7.G!i1J i 
la. 415. 040 1 
!!!. 2a" ;~o t 

I.U:12. Jt;o , 
lQ. 4(;7. 200 

1. ti05••tiO 
l:!~.'ff;~~ 
21J.;N.4·j(} 
!!'~.9!lr;.4~o 

H. ()02, 720 
:1. ~9ii. !/flO 

12.430.720 

Acrts 
74.715,983 
9.230.284 

7,j, 116, 136 
liT. 029, 7)0 
7.967,74l 
5.285,225 

JO,Ifi4,I86 
5.20S.43~ 

11,716,788 
7,010,009 

64,459,269 
70.349.0GO 

4. WI. SIl 
i t Si9,92.'3 
7t 224, 5:J8 
7. 2GS.02S 
4.610,320 

15.1H5.oo5 
ii13. fi90 

4. 72~,920 
2,2.\.5,635 

JI, 721,802 
2,14:1.098 

IS.tiS7. w,
1 •. ~16, 730 
7, ·100. 57l 

997,700 
10, ,27,1&9 
17,011;,303 
5.0,2.445 
6.7)1,504 

R31,lOI 
1.772,117 • 


• 


http:5.20S.43
http:1(1,;I~I.IW
http:41i.HO.Nm
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TABLE 20.-AU lund in farms and percellta-ge distributiall among broad economic 
olasses, by productivity regions, 1949 1 

Distribution of all land In farms 
AU land 

• I 
Productivity region 111 farmS 

11 A,11 jlC'ommerctlllf PlIrt.tlme, InCShkfltl(lII·,Ahllo.rlll,8lfarms farms farms fnrm~ farms
-·1----------------_·_--_·,_··_- ---­

J"tfCcllt PeretTlt!i I'ertelit Percent P~n."eJll 
1 .• _. __ ._ 100 1>1.7 13.7 21. I O. .5 
2~M. ~ .. __ • __ 100 71.0 0.9 11.6 1.5
:L_...... _. 100 85.2 6.S 7.6 .4 
4•••••••• 100 70.6 13.8 1-1.8 .8 
5...•••.. ,. 100 84.2 7.3 7.7 .S 
6.... __ 100 45. i 16.1 37.9 •a 
i -~._ ~ 100 70.li 13.8 15.4 .3 
lS 100 76.6 8.3 14.7 .~ 
U "_M 
10_•• :~ I r1:~ If li:~ Ig:~ :~ 
Il. 100 ! ",6.4 5.0 7. I .CJ 
lZ ." 100 I 86.3 \),2 7.4 • .1
13._ .' 100 7,1.6, 13.0 Hi.O I .4 
14..••. 100 74.1 12.S 1a.1 ..... _ 
15 •••• _ 
16.•••... l~ ~U b'!; g:~ I :~ 
17_•• _ 1\)() I 92.7 3:; I :1.4.1 .5
18 • _ 

19... __ l~ I ~~:~ r~:F. tg:~ I :~

20... _. __ 100 04.4 3.4 2.0 .2
21... ___ _ 
.", 100 It~ I :~85.4 5.6
zi:::- l38 I ~~:~! 4.2! ~:; .r 
24 _ 100 00.9! 1.b: 1.1 .1 
25 .~._ 
!t(j ~ _. l~ I ~~J I d! :~ .2
2,.. _... . 

•

28.... . 
 um I. ~~:g I 3:~ ! ~d :tZJ__ '~"H 
30_•••. l~ i~:£ 19:~ I l;U :~ 
31.... _ 100, 71.5 ! 1~'2 ! 15.3 .2
32 IlK. I HU.8 "" 4.2 .:1 
3L_ .. 100 . 79.4 I 10.9 u. r. , .~ 
31- ••. )00 I 97.5 J.ij, :rr! .1
35 _" 
oG. 1991 ~~:~I :~i ·1 '1 
3738 •• i~~ I ~J I 1:; :1 :~ 
39 ... WI) . 9._3 i • ~ :~ : H 
·IOA.. 
4UB __ 18g i ~:g i:~ .7, j'~
40C_ 100 t 'i;,;) ~ . {J .7 ' 20. U f 

40D ... 100 97. 7 f 1. :I L 0 
.\0£ IOU ' 97.1 I 1. r, I 1. a . :i 
-11 ... _ lOO [,2.4, L3. JJ) 44,7 
42.. lOu! 71;, Cj T I.:~ ,.)0\ ~'2,;j 
4:1 ••• _ wn 00. Ii , 1.1 .!I 7.2 
44... 100 h.'j~!i \ •X ' .7 13,0 
4;... 
40•••__ Wg : ll\!:~ U U' r;g 
4;q.~_ .. lIHI 7U. U BUi lUi .Ii 
4~.... lfKI: "7.5' ~Ci l~. lUI 
49.•• l~m ' ~;,:j : 1.4 ~:~ j .250",~ .. 

, g " .5t... 100 X:l 3 r, : ~ 
52.... IUO, 7,,:8; !I. II 11.0' .3 
53 .• 1(10 ' U· 9 "4. ' 2. 7 . 2. U 
54... lOu [,5:7 t 11:J:; I 17.!i· l.ti 
55... IO() n.2 JA 4.. 1 :l 
fill ..... lflO w.n , u 2.fi L!J 
57 .. lOll i !lUA I .1. " 4 4 .4 
,,8 ... 100 ' ",,; 4,7 7.5 
5\1._ 1I~1 , \fl.·\ 4.1 . '.!.l\ 
&1, •• l!~I' !)(i.3 1.:; 1.1. ,0 " 
61 JOft ~V; :l.U 4.:; 2.'i 
62... 100 U5.4 'J .) Lli .5 
'~L._ 100 hl :1 Iii r. .~. :l 

•
64. 1!I(J ~1(t.4 r'.5 4. I 

United Stat~s __ , lIlO 4.2 '1.4 :u 

I Base,l Ott daUlltt r:. S. ('CUSlIS 01 AgrtcmiUlrc: wsu ([4J. 
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T.ABLE 21.-.t1:verage 8ize of farm8in each broad, economio cla88, by prod1lCtivity 

1'egio1l8, 1949 1 


Commer· l'nrt-tlme Inesldentlal Abnornml •l'roducth'lty region .-I.UflltnlS clnlfarms farms farms farms 

Acre.. Acr« 
1•••••.•••.•• " ••.••. '.". 136 191 

2.. _.. _.......... ~~J ................. ~~~ ••. ~ .. 77 00 

3............ "............... __ ." 139 170 

4............ __ .......... __ 100 136 

5•••••••••••••..••••....• 101 134 

6.......... . i2 123 

7...... __ .••.. _.•..... _.. S5 130 


89 . 104 

9............... . fJS 69 

10............... .. 97 120 

11.................. , 134 155 

12._.... .," .... _ 139 1M 

13 ..__ ....... ... .' 90 III 


S................. . 


14 •••••• __ . __ ••...• __ .................... . 
 88 I 111 

15 .••.•••••• __ . "'..0." • __ ••. 95 116 


112 J.l3t¥::::::::::·:::: ::~.::. 97 110 

18.__ ........ __ . __ J07 1·14 

19._•• _ ...... . S5 115 

20._••••. """"" __ ........ .. 120 144 

21. " __ ..... 'oO' , •• '" __ •• 102 126 

'>'> 

145 t~~ I
23':.::::.:::::::'::':: 
24 __ ............. _. 

25........... . 
 i~i I ~~~ II,

20.......... .. lliO 2Ul 

27••••.. 321) 3:J-l 
28 ... " ~ 
2lL ... .. H~i i~ , 
30..... , i3! % 
31... _... . 1~!l) j HJO 

3Z......... . HlB ' 24', 

33••• __ .. 1$1 2f~'i 
34 ....... . 
;1" ••..•. ~rA ~ ~Ji 
3t. r~l5 ! f.i91 
37 3-W, :lm 

3, )i·11l j lI71] I 

39 .. 2,M7 2'~i~ I

-lOA .••• 
-lOD..... ~l 'li;!!1 
40C.••• L f;3,1j ]~ 4!jl 
40I> 4!iil 551 

4Ur: _•• 1 117 1,·110 

41 1:55ti 2,3:H 

42 1.liH 1,SH5 

43 -\ 2. -lr,;~ 2, 8(;t 

44 ,,;)U l,l1G 

45 31·1 392 

4t, 2U 300
4, !O1 1&1 
4~ 3l~) -l34

•
I ';1;2 1)015·m 

IS;; 1!J9 

iii I l-S 113 

50 


52 . I 134 !l.'j{J 


ll3 

:1 
41f! GOU 

1>1 >;7 151 

55 ., 2;3 3!m 
511 lUG 229 

67 
 1~ 11;0 
6S lrl) I' lli7 
fig . ~ t ·"r) 350 

60 t 2,ii;;j I 2, 71~ 
61 I 133 171) 

GZ '>r~ 370 

G3 3:~1 'Ia" 
G4 " , 314 i -J23 


trnlled States r --"21;;'1- - -2ia 

" 

Acre.. Acru. Acre.. 
lOS 78 [H2 

[H 49 29!l

is 59 515 

79 49 448 

52 35 604 

i6 47 412 

63 37 437 

77 53 692 

55 60 908 

SO 60 817 

77 &I 2,]37 

8S 80 1,4G3 

7-1 52 978 

69 46 378 

57 36 415 

G8 47 941 

43 31 522 

77 51 258 

£.3 35 440 

38 22 438 

57 37 587 


107 72 512 

90 GO SSl 

44 26 310 

32 16 372 

46 21 492 


frl9ji! ii 831 


11 480 

39 ! ·1.5 2,217 

91 55. 1,142 


GgS00 ~;! I 
 576
117 "" 
I, J5'J 

H,003
110 ~ rm [HI 1,2"..8 

110 02 841 
 •
207 143 2,2-17 

4as ~'17 14,500 

47 24 4,801

:il 19 10,518 


152 120 R2,9S4 

99 55 1,910


991
f~ I 1~3 1-16,690 
152 52 92,-'508 

277 ]iO 57,007 

49 33 28,508

58 63 3,907 

3·1 2IJ 1,489 

55 31 r,33 

76 53 18,018 

SS ~3 604 

S9 70 490 

52 34 297 

78 3S 1,laR 

60 3~ 5,530 

rrj 37 l,llOO 

III 45 2,518 


175 55 5,1l4 

li-I 45 GaS 

72 83
S5 .1-1 .. ····1.277 


3&1 Iii-I 4, f.42 


301' 32 1,057719
·1Il 27
m' 1~5 ""'337 

- ~.~. .:6(---ool--9,i79 

IllllSCd on datllin (', S. C'enslls or Agriculture: 1950 (tt,J. • 
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TABLE 22.-Sllmmarv ot production, inputs, .and product added, for commercia.~ 
farms, Unitecl States, 19.49• Item IUnited Stales I

lotnl 1 

:---------1------1------­
,Tnlue oC Carm production: I 

Soldtrops......_..................................... ...... 9. &.ffX:i.Si7 

LI'I"~slocl< nnd Ii'l"estock products_..... . .............. 11. 991.661, i~~ 

Forest products._.............................-<...... lIS. MG.9i9 


Used in Carm households .._•••• __ .•. ....................... 1,621,&15,054 
1----------·1-------·1-------

TotaL.._........................ . 23.33~.S61.656 


Vlllu~ oC fnrm inputs:
Purchnscs: 

LI'I"\'stock nmi poultry •• _......... . 2,304,4.71.900 
F~d Cor Ii'l"cstock nnr.Jpoultry ...... " t 2,816. m5. 302 
Seeds. bulbs, p13nts,nnr.J trees. __ .......... I 009.326.861 
Fcrtilizer and limc....... ............ .., ! (jOO~ 792. 676 
Gnsoline nud other Pelroleum CU('I nnd oiL.... .... ..; 1,000, 71l7, HS

Repnirs:
'l'rnctor. _____ •. ...... .................. .... .... I' 37/j,415.8M
Other hrm mae1lin~ry ............... __ ...... . 3i·l. i67... 3!)7

1-fnehine 11Im••_................................ ... 579,047,088
I
Deprccintion; 

~raehincry nud equillmcnt•• __........... ....... ........ I, 7$li.307, i52 
Buildings....__ •••• "'" •.. " .................. _. • 457.853,203

Tnterest on iU\'cslmcnt: 

I.nnd....................................... .1 2,392.897,1:18 

BulJdiu!ls..... .................... . ............. I 915.i06.40S 

~fllchlncry nnd equifJm~nt............ .......... ..... . 833.139,431 

LI'I"cstock.............................................. \ 773.079.4(j() 


Total input excludlnglnhQr __ .. ........ 15-,000-·,-I-,-,.-99-S+'-----::-----­

• 
Estimatcd mlue of farm Inhor: 


lIlred.................. .. 
 2, 330. ~42. 3iO Ir npaid family ..... . 1. 771~ 927, .j01
Op~rntor_......... ... 3. S92. 091, 334 

Totallahor......... 
 ........ ) 8. 00.2,-~~1, 105 ! 
'I·owllaput•••••••• _ 1'2'3:001.53",103-1 

I==·~=I==Vsll1~ of l'Iro<iucL ndr.Jed~ 
R{'sldunll()-

Family Bnll o~rtlt(Jr Jahor. 1,3i6 ........... .! 6. O'JS. 241. 2SS I o(1('mtor Jahor.... .... ! 3.326.313.8871 898 ,............

All labor....... ! i.434.6S3,65S 2.006 .......... . 
,------ ,-- ­

D~tldt In fUrm Camily bllor I'nruings ... 566.677. 447 1 152 1............ 

---------------.-----.-------------------------.------~-------

1 For 3,iOr,..112 co/l)m~rdal farm... 

• 
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TABT.E 23.-Number of commercia~ 1armsin each economic class, bll productivity 
regiolls, 1949 ' •Commcrclnl farms 

Prodncti\"lty region t . . , - ­

___________1 Total I Class I IClass II l~i~i Class V IClass VI 

1l\'!I!,,~~ INum~r Il\'umger NU;r:'~r Number Numb!r Number 
I............................... , H, ''''' ;446 1,558 _.921 3,63, 3,513 2.033 
2••••••• , •••• •••••. .. ......... ".' 24. 1091 1,9ii I 5,195 5,517 5,086 4,116 2,218 
3............................. ' 111,380,' 2,763j 16,7J6 34,006 30,057 18.829 9,009 
4............................ , 39, &19 391\ 2,778 S,792 10,930 9,898 6,860 
5..... ........ . ......... 65,49S I 2,73S 1 11,601 15,639 14,518 12,767 S, 18.5 
6..... ... ........ I 52,551 186 976 2,2895.612, 15,195 28,293 
i...... 53, i(12 : 409 1,541 3.119 i,172 \ 15,963 25,498 
8.... 62,3iO I ~55 1,01$ 3, Z58 !6, ~J31 26,0!0 15,116
9..... 143,860 1 286 1,829 H, ,3J 06,234 49.418 21,302 
10....... 1m),9S,\ 6sa 3,0&\ i 5,869 13,6S0 36,592 I 50.096 
11.......... iO,560 5,4 1,731 I 4.292 15,Oi8 i 26.54J! 22,341 
12.......... 54, :JOS 380 1,5:33 I' 4,748 i 13,836 20.323 1\ J3,578 
13......... 249,64~ 1,095 3,S7l 8.5."3! 27,4,! 77,~i~ 131,05~ 
B ••".. ...... 40.,,.1, 43 406 1,43·1. 4,8'\0 13, ,5, 20,06_ 
J1i........ 54,873 347 I, i63 4,746! 11,704 19,503 113.805 
10....... IH,423 264 1 2, liS, 7. W2' 15,21H 20,057 I 19,15." 
17....... .5,644 536 I 2,722' 7,4iO 14,000 13,485 ! 7,431 
18..... 4~,972 271 I 2,116 0,23-1 11,628 13,230 I 0.492 
19..... .......... 34,589 442 2.461 7, iGS, 11,22.5 S,553 , 4,140 
20............. . .• 183.572 3,306, 2:1,614 51,2r06: 51,425 35,0(,0 I IS. 001 
2L.... ..... .. 79,225 779 5,111 li,448 , 21,851 21.170, 9.866 
22.... .... ......... 45, )8 240 RIG 4,080 t 13. ·141 17,291 I 9,40t 
23... ..... S9,.rtl0 306 3,07S 20,7:J9 , 35,93G 21,004 i,851) 
24.......... '.... 197,798 3,871 31,711 76,697: 54,r,03 i 22.371' S, i;.t5 
25 ••• ............... 195,120 9,826 r,s,062 70,429 I 3·1,2:1:1, 1.1,21;0 i 7.290 
26............. , 101,319 3.750 15,8·\0 32.089 I 27,026 15, ·ws i~ HO 
27................. 112,550. 1,782 H,624 ;W,2H, 3·1,$10 15,770 1).320 
28....... ........... 123,447 1,82:1 11,113, 27,WJl 35,004 28,800 17,7&<; 
z.J...... 88,120 542 2,410' 6.2i4! 15.858 29,t>37 ; 33.300 
30.... .. ......... 148,917: 2,~~3i 4,218' S,Jl.~~t 2:.,715 !U,667! ~~,355
3L. .... ...... r>6,98.~: "',6, 1,1>13 4,356 10,916 __.016. _"ml 

32... 77.S18' 1,259 5,S2S H.3.12 1 2'2.1121 21,0011 i 12,472 

3.3.. 31,031 2r':l 1,019 2.93;; I i,12'> , 10.336; 9,350 

34.•., 46, 936 2, 03.3 8, 3iO [ 12. 985 1 11. S93, S, 188 I 3, ·167 
 •
35.. 1~. 9&\ !,:roo ii.IOS, , 3, 261. !,305 i • Z12 ! 29~ 
36.... 10,,241 .,3-1-1 21,210 .10,2·\1 21,030 1",,33 I 5,6.');1 
37... 25, 233 ~l7 3.731 n, {)(,>6 7.7U7 4,100 ' 1~ 722 
38... 84.027 1. i:lll 12. Hit 26,829 21i,13S. 13, 13li I 4,586 

:19 _>. 211.457 1.929 ;;.321 n.96!1 n.7OO I 3. Sio 1,662 

4OA.. 2;',0.;1 1.:112' 4,357 i,I;S:; : 6.79·\ 3,SIS: 1,185 

40B.. 1l,:'IO' 1).';7 1.4112 2,86.5 3,21fi; 2.:ms, 882 

400.. • 7.003 .!Or, 1.;333 1.0:11 1,793 I 1.1l'J9 ' 442 

·\00 9.452 I. W) 2,:m 

I 

2,f.'i7 ' 1.ll,~~ , 9.');j I 434 

40B. ~.312 [/3, : 1.&;2: 1,9,13' l,eM 1,137! 777 

4l 3.~ 1'2 ~ : ~:;6 ,I~r, ~l j 1,1&'

42 _,. ·IO.fj(j4 3, HI 6.821 S,,89 n.r,;() 8,'\0'1, 3,803 

43_. 24,5.<;9 2,i18 4.41S '\,1'<;7 5,29:1 ·1.755.: 2,518 

4·1 • 4.03\ I.Oi4 742 ' (IJI ;'74 f,Q'J 'I 431 

45 2O,OS.1 ;3,I:J,; 'I,alt, . 4,I1S2 4,280 ; 2.1).\3 727 

·\11 2'1,113 3,293 4.r,Q9',I;,f,59 5.221: a.989 1,362 

47.. ·14.3,,11 l,mo !i,695 1l,!l&1 10,462 12,054 5.701 

4S 10.61S !Y.H l.O34, 2,4·\3 2, ·1S.1 2,002 8:12 

·19 14.9r.> :t.:JUI :1.OifJ 3,O:Ji 2,310 2,I05j 1.0-11 

50 • ·I,()SO :'77 1,313 I,Osa r.r~'j 2:10 r 215 

iiI ·j],072 :1,i\!15 a,ISO ;;'022 i.':"12 ••.I09! 5,68.5 

52.. • 9, 166 121i 203 ,.15 I, 7~>(J 2.!J\l2 . 3,581 

"I 17.511 2. Il'JI 2,109 2.S,1l) 3,4SS ' 4.177\ 2,70S 

54 •. 14, l.~ 230 ' filO 1,312 2, -\:;'1 3,051 5,512 

55 . 39. r,4r, t 2. 3iO ·jJ.32 6.439 11,0·12 10.120 : 7,142 

.'i6. 7.!1-I3 1,011 1,1).10' l,iJ.! I.M5 1"1D31 MO 

.57..... N,!,OI,'; r.o~ 3,~9~ l1,I~J(). 11,252. 12,-110 7,602 

58 .... ,•• 340 , 231 ' ,,'ii, r,.\ ,<;.\9 ' 1,4&\ I, :;'36 

59 ...... :!OJ. ~s i'·1 2.·141 Ii, -l7l S.057 i S. 17:1 I ,j. 9·12 

60 .. ,.. r,.2111, 4f,1 1.041) 1,51~ 1,:3;,;; 1.130! 7ftl 

61 ... 2R. nr..q . ·1.2ilil ~,11~ 6. H~ ?,:p;' 5, 32~ I 2.1f>6 

62 1~.lr.a 2,1;-10 ,1.3;~, 3,60S 3. ,is I 3,·1-\, I 1.3·\0 

6.1.... 1. HW , r. !Ii alO 526 (,00 35-> 

64 'I.l~ti : 72 300 789 1,101 J,191 frl3 


t'nUedSttltcs.... .:i;7ili;,:t12-;()3,231: 3s1.1c:t",- !.i(i1.3iii"1 717,201 
:-.-...._..;-_ ..-_ .....~---

'F. S. C'rnsus of Agrlrulturr: !fIr,o fI;" • 



PRODUC'l'IV1'l'Y OF RESOURCES USED ON COM.l"fERCIAL FARMS 81 

• 
TABLE 24.-Pe,·centage distribution of commercial farm<'J among ecollomic 

classe8, by productivity regiolls,19J,9 

Commcrcial (arms 
Productivity region 

Total' I Class I ClllSs II Class InIClllSs IVIClass V IClass VI 

-;;;;;;:' Percent Percent P"cent l~~ Percent . Percent 
L~~ ...... ~ •.• ,.--,.-,.~ .. '_'1 100 3 11 21 j 26 25 14 

~==:=::=:::==:::=:==::::::::::::. :~~ ~ i~ i~ ~i n ~ L _______..__ ••_.• _.._•• _._._ .. _ 100 1 7 22 28 25 17 
5___•• _.......... __ ••••• _••••.• ~ 100 4 18 24 22 20 12 
6••••• ~ ••••••.••...• ·.~- ••• - ••.. i 100 (') 2 41 11 29 54 

t:::::::::::::::~--:··· . I 199 ~;~ I 1 ~ 18 I ~g ~~ ~~ 
10..•••.. ~ . •... j 100: 1 j 3 5 ; 12 33 46 

n:::::·.:: ::::::: ....1 i88 IIi ~ gI ~1' ~ ~~ 
!3•• ~_ ..•... ~ ....•... ," . I 100 (ll:1 /f 2 31 11 31 52 
H. ......... 	 100 (') 1 4 12 34 50 

15._.....~ ........ __ ..... ~ . 100 3 9 21 36 31 
IG••••... ~ ............. ~.... 100 (') 3 12 24 31 30 
li........._..... ~ .............. 100 (i 16 31 30 16 
IS._••••.•. _.................... 100 5 14 27 31 22 
19._.___ •••••••••••• .•••••.•..•.. 100 7 22 32 25 12 
20..._••.•.••_.................. 100 2 13 28 2S 20 10 
21.................. ............ 100 1 0 22 31 27 12 
22._........ .•••••••.•••.•.•..•. 100 ('l 2 u 30 38 21 
23 .•••.•••••••••••.•.••_.... .••• 100 I (') 3 23 40,· 24 9 
24_ ••••.•••••_••• _•.•••.•. ~..... 100 2 16 39 28 lSI., -I 
25................. ~............. 100 5 :lO 36 IS -I 
26••••• _........................ 100 4 16 3352 / "3--1' I 15 7 
27... -- ••. ...... .•..••• ... .• 100 2 13 	 14 tl 

•
~3:.: ..:.:-::::::::::::::: ~~g i ~ 2~ i~ i.11 ~ 
~L:::::' ....:::::::::.. i8g T ~ ~ ~~ :U I ~l 
32.. . 100 2 8 18 30 27 I 16 
33..... .-....... .•..•.. 100 1 3 10 23 :13 :10 
3L_......... ••. ..••.••• !OO 4 IS 28 25 IS • 
35._... 	 •..••.•... :~O 18 39 25 10 G 2 
36...... . 100 7 20 28 25 15 ~ 
37•••.. _._ .••••. _... IOn 3 15 28 :II 17 7 
38..•.•.. " .• '._. ... 100 2" H 32 :JI 16 5 
39._._ ........... _ ••.• 100 7 20 26 25 15 (j 
40,1.._............... .. ... 100 5 17 30 2;' 15 5 
40B .• _•. _.. .................. 100 6 13 25 2S 21 8 
40C .••• 100 6 10 2S 26 11061 6'0, --,,- .. -......... 


,IOU._ ....._•••_.. .. 100 12 25 2S 20 . 5 
40E. ................... 100 11 22 23 20 H U 

jt==::::-:::::::::.::· ~~g A\1 If ~~ ~1 ~11 3~ 
43........ ...••.•••... 100 n 18 20 22 19 10 
44 ................__ ••. .•. 100 27' 18 15 14 15 11 
45••••••••.....•.•_••...••• ". 100 f~ i i~ Z{ 21 19 f ;. 
~~:=::.::::: ::::::::. 199 41 13 ~a ~~ 27! 13 

j~:::::............. l~~ I Ig I ~~ ~g fl l~ ~ 
50..... . .•. .••.. ..•. .•. 100 16 32 26 16 Ii 5 

gt:: 	 l~~ I 2~ l~ I l~ I' ~g ~~I I 
53....... 100 I 121 13 If) 20 2·1 16 

~:::::: .......... l~g , ~ i If 19 ~£ f ~ I r~ 
56._... ... ....•.• JOO 13 ! 21 22 20 I· J9 , i 
57.......... '" • 100 I , S 2Z 2S ?5 I 15 
58.......... 100·) II 12 16 28 t 29 
59... •.••....•. 100 ~ f ,~ 18 27 . 27 I lG 
lID ••..•. "'" ..••.. 100 15' j 171 24 22 18, 12 
61......... 100, Iq 21 20 11~j Ii 
£2.•.•.. ' .... ... ..•.•. ..••••• 100 I 16 I IS 20 20 u I 7 
tiL.. •. .••.• .••.. .. . •.•• 100 t (') I 5 i 16 2S :12 19 
6-1.. .•.•..••...•.•••... -. 100 1 2; 7.. 10 28 28 I 15 

• __ ~~~~~~.s~tcs.:_.._~_.. _.. 100 r--=3]~_ iOJ---~~J_. 2IL.__.~I= JS 

, 'rhc SUlD o( the percentuge ligures (Or lrHllvl;1uul classes In this table Is notalwnys exactly 100 percent
bCCUnbe or rOllndlng to tho noares); wholc perccntage point. 

Z Less thun 0.5 percen t. 
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'.r.A.BLE 25.-Perccntage iListriblttion of la-nil in. commercia,l tal"t11S among economic 
classes, by productivity reO-ions, 1949 1 

Oommorcial farms 

Productivity region 
Total' Olass I Olass U 1~;lass ill Olass IV Class V Class VI 

Percent Fercent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
L______________________________ 100 7 16 24 24 10 10
2_______________________________ 100 16 27 23 16 12 7 
3 _______________ ._______________ 100 6 23 34 22 11 41,_______________________________ 100 2 12 26 27 20 )2 
5_______________________________ 100 12 24 25 19 13 
6_______________________________ 100 3 5 8 16 30 38 
7__________ .____________________ 100 5 10 13 19 26 27
8_______________________________ 100 3 6 12 29 33 189_______________________________ 100 2 7 J7 36 26 11
10______________________________ 100 6 10 12 18 27 27 

14 

14_____________________________ 100 1 4 9 18 34 34~t===================:=======:15__________________ .,___________I ~gg100 I! i!10 i~ ~~ 25 28 

13 

4 ~~ 31 

16 17 
16______________________________ 100 2 8 19 27 25 18 
17______________________________ 100 7 14. 2;3 28 20 8 
18_____________ • ________________ 100 2 10 20 28 25 J419______________________________ 100 3 13 28 31 18 7 
20 _______________________ .______ 100 G 24 H~ 2:l 10 4 
2L__ ••-________________________ 100 3 12 29 30 19 7 
22. _______ ._____________________ 100 2 4 14 33 33 14 

2~t===~==============~==========25 __________ .___________________ i~~ ]0 2~40 ~6 :~ 4 

fi 

)100 ! 34 12 1~ 
26______________________________ 100 8 23 35 22 9 3 
27_____________________________ _ 100 Ii 22 36 25 9 
28_______________________________ 100 5 17 29 27 10 7 
29______________________________ 100 4 6 11 22 30 26 
30______________________________ 100 23 J6 13 16 20 12 
3L_____________________________ 100 0 HIli 20 24 19 
32______________________________ 100 10 17 23 24 17 R
33.__ ._________________________ 100 8 10 16 23 25 17 
34______________________________ 100 34 24 20 14 7 2 

35______________________________ 100 47 31 l4. 5 2 1 

36 ________ ....__________________ 100 30 27 22 14 6 1 
37______________________________ 100 10 24 30 24 JO 3 
38._____________________________ 100 12 20 32 21 8 2ao _____________________________ )00 30 ~8 )8 11 fi 2 
40A... ______________________ .. ___ )00 36 26 21 )2 4 1 
40B ___________________________ . )00 58 17 12 7 4 1 
40C____________________________ 100 46 26 14 9 3 1 
40D____________________________ 100 I 27 32 21 14 4 2 
40E____________________________ )00 45 26 14 8 4 2 
41.___________________________ 100 , 51 )8 14 7 G 4 
42.________________________ _____ 100 54 21 12 8 4 1 
4:l_.__________________________ 100 53 24 11 6 4_ 14.4.______________________________ lao 68 18 4 2 7 1 
45 _____________.. ______________ 100 70 15 8 3 1 
46___________________ )00 00 19 11 fi a 1 
47______________________________ 100 JIl 24 21 20 15 5
48 ____________ ._____________ __ )00 48 19 IG 9 5 2 
4~_______________ .. ___ ..________ 100 50 29 12 0 3 1 
60______________________________ 100 2!l 33 21 11 4 3
5L___________________________ )00 18 27 19 16 12 8 
52_____________________________ 100 20 11 1-1. 21 20 14 
53______________________________ 100 53 22 10 8 6 2 
54______________________________ 100 12 17 J7 19 19 16
55 ________________ .. __ _________ 100 41 20 14 12 0 4 
.16______________________ )00 58 22 11 fi 1 3 1 
57_____________________________ 100 5 15 27 27 17 0 
58_____________________________ 100 26 27 15 12 11 10 
59_________________ _ _________ 100 21 17 22 21 15 U
(10__________________________ _ 100 52 20 1:1 8 5 2
6l..___________________________ 100 50 In ]0 g 7 2 
62________________ ____________ 100 53 22 12 7 5 2 
oa .._________ •___ "_______ .. __ .. 100 4 7 23 :n 25 10_-=- ____ Ii64 __________________________ "___~I___~~ 21____1_7_____ 

United Stntes_______ .. " _ lOa 25 21 21 10 11 G 

1 Acrenge of land in all commercial fnrms is shown, by productivity regions, in table 19. 
'The snm of tho percentage figures for indl"ililllli classes in till" tllbltl is not; alwnys exuctll' 100 porcont 

• 

• 


• 

because oC rounding to tho nearest whole percentage ]1oint. 



-------------------------

______________________________ 

----------------------

PRODUCTIVITY OF RESOURCES USED ON COlYThIERCIAL FARMS 83 

TABLE 26.--Average size ot commercial farms in each econom,ic cluss, by 
prOd1tctivUy regions, 1949 

Oommercial farms 

Productivity region 

All 
 Class I Class II Class III Class IV Class V Class VIclasses 

L ______________________________ Acres Acres .tlcres Acres Acres Acres Acres 
)'91 4U 269 219 180 144 1402_______________ ......... ____________


3_______________________________ 96 182 120 96 72 64 69 
4.______________________________ 170 424 260 187 140 109 92 
5 ___________ •___________________ 136 317 228 161 134 111 97 

134 373 183 141 113 88 786_______________________________ 
7_______________________________ 123 1,027 351 238 182 127 86 

130 906 451 202 184 1158_______________________________ 73 
9_- _____________________________ 104 715 355 201 116 83 76 
10 ______________________________ 69 SlO 379 116 65 52 52 
11 ______________ . _______________ 126 1,120 471 286 177 104 75 

155 23') 36512______________________________ t) 798 159 104 70 
155 i; 826 744 298 146 10113______________________________ 82 

14 ______________________________ 110 1,645 669 331 164 93 66 
III 506 456 289 166 110 7715______________________________ 

16______________________________ n6 640 360 216 138 92 63 
17______________________________ 143 Sil 351 237 165 117 87 
18______________________________ 110 617 266 153 100 74 56 
19______________________________ 144 469 291 203 1~9 117 94 
20__________________________- ___ 115 244 204 146 111 86 64 
2L_____________________________ 144 490 265 173 118 76 53 

126 358 242 166 122 90 6722_____________ ... ____ ... _____ ... __ ... __
23______________________________ 176 669 402 263 197 153 119 
24. _____________________________ 163 552 326 207 157 125 104 

144 336 202 149 120 96 7525______________________________ 
26______________________________ 189 391 252 175 127 85 52 
27 ______________________________ 200 440 300 221 165 117 77 

• 
334 1,345 553 30G 266 ~,()528______________________________ 144 

29 ______________________________ 205 709 381 258 188 138 100 
30 ______________________________ 184 1,249 399 288 225 167 127 
31______________________________ SO 1 211 455 178 73 38 31 
32______________________________ 190 2: 138 985 460 245 143 92 

246 1,508 571 311 204 156 11533___________________ . __________ 264 2,632 776 453 269 202 14734 ______________________________ 
530 4,131 710 377 286 21235________________ .. _____________ 145 

36______________________________ 760 2,021 602 424 400 248 203 
37______________________________ 697 3,096 939 555 373 261 186 
38______________________________ 366 1,126 595 351 283 209 140 

876 506 1,557 872 591 453 338 
40A. ___________________ •_______ 
39. _____________________________ 

2,534. 12,623 3,536 1,763 1,J02 790 6S3 
318 2,166 485 217 138 0240B ___________________________ 65 
459 4,679 598 :"'28 121 87 7540C __________ • ____________. ____ 

40D _________________________•. _ 1,451 11,617 1,977 766 486 305 313 
40E ____________________________ 551 1,228 691 415 385 233 211 

1,410 5,575 1,670 850 576 390 313 
42______________________________ 2,334 31,929 6,284 2,699 1,193 570 208 
41._____________________________ 

43 1,585 11,034 1,960 917 510 304 228 
4.4____________________________ ._ 2,861 13, Gill 3,871 1, G28 854 555 379 

1,116 2,858 1,096 282 )78 535 5045"" ____________ .. ___ __________ ._~ 

46______________________________ 302 1, 757 268 130 82 08 72 
47_______________________ • ___ .._ 300 1,323 297 142 70 60 66 
48___________ . __ . _______ • _______ 164 690 300 171 137 02 67 
49____________________ . _. _______ 434 2,4Q5 445 308 174 120 127 
50 ________ 1,015 3, ..,,~ 1,088 575 3rlO 243 139 

199 .uS 202 158 132 131 110 
52________ • _____________ • _______ 

.. _¥ ----- ~ ... ~- - ... ~- ~ ~ _ ....5L___________________________ ._ 
113 223 140 113 96 78 62 
250 359 1,285 599 284 15153______________________________ 86 
669 2,038 1,153 392 254. 170 85 
151 1,165 553 273 162 103

54.____________________ . ______.. 
55______________________________ 61 

306 2,706 703 336 214 13356_____________________________ • 90 
57______________________________ 229 240 115 61 32 461,gir15(1 282 1M 140 105 88 
59______________________________ 
58____________________________. 

187 1,115 466 228 138 72 62 
00 ______________________________ 359 2,863 728 424 275 192 127 

2, il8 19,081 3,352 1,424 007 704 492 
62 ______________ ...___ • _______ . 
61. _______ • _____________________ 

176 709 150 78 71 63 40 
63__________ 

• 
370 1,262 443 222 123 90 75 
438 5,831 638 (il9 486 346 234 
423 3,414 1,156 502 309 253 176 

------------ ... -- - --­64 ______________________________ 

United States____________ 270 2,422 567 298 191 123 85 
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TABLE 27.-Value of inputs per commercial farm by productivity regions, 1949 

Purchases •Repairs 

l\Iachine 
Producti,ity region Otlwr hireGasoline 

Li,e- Seed and Fertilizer and other Tractor marhin-FeHdstock plants and lime petro­
leumlucl er~· 

--------1--------
Dollars Dolw.r. Dollars Dol/ar. Dollar. Dollars Dollars Dollars 

L ______ ..___________ 
360 2.088 9i 219 198 42 53 60 

2___________ --------- 765 3,684 203 339 315 87 86 89 
3________________ ---- 229 279 91 111 11245i 1,883 155 
4______ • ______ -- ----- 343 1,235 133 238 252 76 87 10i 

5______ -- -_ ----- ----- 958 1,879 103 365 305 109 129 158 
16 23 

7____ ____ ~ _-.- ~ ------ 331 387 69 118 83 
6__ '_' __ ' ____ - •••_--- 233 372 51 124 52 11 

22 32 48 
29 4fi8__ • ___ ..• __ •. -.- -- •.. 111 246 51 264 SS 21 

24 25 ';3
9--.-._.- _____ - -- .--.. 63 11S 45 :lS3 130 

6210__ • __ . __ -- 181 414 45 314 109 38 25 
91 158 51 31 76 

119 128 146 
I L __ •___ - --- --.-.-- 125 149 384 
12. ___ • _____ . __ 421 163 58 36 i50 
13________ . -- '-' - --.• 154 liO 19042 79 29 19 52 
14__ • ________ --- .-••• 205 133 61 85 62 18 22 41 

4i 40 8.3
15__ •• _ • __ ----. ------ 382 294 80 117 128 

58 95138 175 52 
Ii. ___ . _____ .-- .----- 504 364 83 183 118
16_______ ----- -----.• 317 427 89 

35 40 i7 
18 ____ ••__ • - ..__ ._. __ 348 f>lO 103 189 180 56 55 98 
19______________ • __ •__ 96 1343'i5 946 161 275 266 88 

569 i95 161 296 349 120 lli 152
20._••. - •• -•.-- ••-.- ­ 111 140134 170 274 9521._. __ -.__ .-.-••-.-. 309 498 
22. _____ •. __ •••_••__ . 180 447 is 75' 195 53 fi9 83 


240 650
23.___ . _____ • ___ • ____ 109 71 251 66 109 112 

24._ •.__ ._ •• ____ .---- 775 957 193 138 
 377 117 149 180 

25_____________ · ~ .--- 1,496 1,198 229 199 487 164 
 JiS 214 

26....___..••.•___ • __ 1,798 1,071 168 83 379 135 14.9 194 


27_____ ~ .------- ----- 848 687 
 170 :18 47.5 139 181 183 
28.••_. _______ ._ ----- 781 i02 116 110 257 90 86 150 


427 682
29_ •• _______ - •. ______ 52 52 93 27 30 63 

30._. ___ .-._•.____ • __ 85 90 80 148 169 80 145
3:j 

19 6431..•___ ..___ . __ •. _._ 49 44 09 35 •268 362 
32.___ . _____ ._. __ ._._ 484 608 99 48 234 101 49 19:1 

41 10433__ • __ • __ .-._.••---- 476 470 104 55 181 66 

3·L._ ...._. __ •.__ ·_ .. 805 469 148 80 384 16i 105 432 


35••__ ._ --_.-.-••.--. 412 371 231 151 741 306 173 940 

621 220 250 4181,438 609 188 46 


306 319 280
36•.• - - - ---.---.-.--- 207 17237.••________.._._· __ 4i r,52 176 

38..__ ..• - __ . __ • ___ •. 4J2 283 163 13 its 191 260 188 


9 578 160 212 2301, flO3 1,012 12239__ ._._. - - --"-'-'- ­ 145 194 272
40A ____ -- .••- .••-.-- 1,028 742 253 74 451 
40B.. ____ . __ ._•._•._ 1,217 1,676 168 36 315 87 107 209 

400 __ ._._.••___ ._._. 1,578 914 166 21 60G 
 199 210 192 
40D . ____ .•_•.• __ .•,- 4,311 1,884 284 66 710 223 282 404 

-IOE __ • ___ ._.__•••_._ 1,814 954 258 64 720 239 240 456 

41._. ___ • ___ ._.. _· __ • 725 56fi 77 34 228 60 42 77 


142 155 2061,292 1,108 !GO 80 48142.-------- -•.••--..- 32343. _________ •. _. __ ._. 2,065 1,003 148 63 542 175 116 
5i2 429 1,75744_. ____.•_.. -----.-- 2,905 1,419 594 557 1,257 

70045.__ "___ .. _____ ..... __ ~_ 1,344 1,845 418 653 795 441 319 
32·1 225 47946 __ ._. ___ . - -•. --.••• 1,379 It 784 235 470 584 

47.__ ..... _"_'" ... -- 42J 1,478 133 i4 256 87 76 120 
144 176 2()3186 161 42348••• ___ • -. _.----_••- 646 814 

727 382 432 249
49._ •._. __ - _-.••_-_--. 545 652 392 200 

:146 13950. ___ • __ -- _.•.•- ---. 204 2·12 1,075 1,911 632 231 
529 369 132 123 U551..__ •. · ____ -' -.--••- 835 3,382 306 

29 39 
451 106 130 256

52._. __ .... __• __ 158 288 124 308 158 50 
53_. __ . ___ ------ ---.. 84i 1,385 380 1,304 

30 54139 194 173 5354___ •• _----.---.-••- 275 693 
409 222 119 242

55.._.____ -- .•-- .••-- 4it 651 218 134 
149 431514 116 815 411 


57.••_._._.._••_· __ •• 355 468 120 171

56.___••.•• --••-._.-. 214 25i 

21il 103 86 159 
439 195 121 15858•.• ___ ._._ ••-- -._.- 98 225 207 180 

59_.________ ....•_•• _ 1,379 752 96 72 278 105 100 162 
149 28560••. _____ ._•••_.•••• 2,220 889 118 45 505 J62 

504 J96 169 303
6L. _. __ •• - •.••__•••. 2,071 B,43G 315 474 

438 -196 227 185 246
62•••••••_•••••_••••. 1,215 3,238 253 

272 74 74 J09
63•••_•• _••••••..••_. 373 471 89 30 

84 96 1029 :!'B64•••••••••••••-.-.-. 474 494 73 

186 29·1 .IOl 101 156
Unit~c States -..__ 622 760 137 •

.-~-~~~-~ ---.­
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• TABLE 27.-l'alue of inputs per commercial farm by prod'llctivUy regions. 1949-
Continued 

Depreciation! Interest on Investment I Labor 

1 TotalProductivity reg on Ma-! Bund- I IBuild-I Ma- ILive- IHired IUnpaid oper- input 
chinery ings I Land ings chlnery stock labor famUy ator 

--------' Dollars Dollar. DollarB Dollars IDollars Dollars Dollars Dol/arB ~ Dollar>L_________________ 38li 118 191 235 180 145 803 383 954 6,511 
2_____,,____________ 489 :136 401 471 22S 184 1,990 454 1,084 11,105 
3_____________ ..____ 756 177 261 354 353 277 89S 558 l,IJ~ 8,063 
4____________ ,,_____ 6.51 134 224 269 304 174 502 718 976 6,423 
5___________________ 729 :137 467 474 340 :136 1,073 531 970 9,153 
6___________________ 249 66 223 131 116 91 174 350 734 3,016
7___________________ 330 93 311 187 15-1 142 255 342 695 3,599 
8___________________ 1 207 68 214 136 96 60 186 413 882 3,ll8 

9--_-__--_:-_-__--_-_-_-_-_-_-__--__"!' 202 61 230 122 \14 36 260 466 824 ;!,136
10 _ 262 55 213 109 122 58 230 S57 644. 3,238n __________________ 1 306 51 216 103 141 63 4(}() 382 668 3,395 
12__________________ 336 52 198 103 157 66 323 310 653 :J,434 
13__________________ 265 41 197 83 124 70 177 276 648 2,616 
14__________________ 243 49 197 98 11;1' 90 96 324 711 2,548 
15__________________ 298 75 304 150 140 128 219 265 689 3,43916__________________ 310 66 305 132 145 126 190 421 9S5 4,031 
17__________________ 333 127 49S 253 155 J 58 426 250 7&4 4,368 
IS 339 1~0 323 240 158 166 303 488 987 4,793 

19====:============= 522 161 400 322 244 J08 1i75 534 945 6,212 

• 
20__________________ 518 204 688 408 241 183 344 428 1,017 6,590
21________ __________ 621 176 350 351 290 156 476 471 1,041 5,663 
22__________________ 382 89 200 178 178 155 235 74~ 1,184 4,529 
23__________________ 495 113 262 227 231 245 255 813 1,306 5,555 
24._________________ 672 229 744 457 314 355 476 690 1,345 8,168 
25__________________ 693 252 1,407 504 324 303 429 538 1,432 10,047 
26_____---__________ 522 137 1,003 275 2·13 282 356 607 1,364 8,766 
2/._________________ 562 118 854. 236 263 27<1 277 749 1,500 7,5M 
23__________________ 3M 94 559 188 170 257 228 523 1,145 5,82029__________________ 276 42 260 84 129 139 172 444 899 3,871 
30__________________ 3.13 45 270 91 146 43 SOC 175 727 3,236
3L_________________ 330 36 310 73 154 131 326 366 890 3,556 
32__________________ 316 67 659 135 H7 179 771 369 993 5,452 
33__________________ 304 38 443 75 142 174 323 538 1,156 4,690 
34 4]4 1M 1,069 207 1113 260 1,388 336 1,046 7,{l()7
35-----'------·----- 078 175 1,713 351 270 173 3,784 243 1,056 11,668 

~3?9~-.~_~-_~_~_~~~~~-_=~_~_~~_~-_~=_-_~(!: ~~~ i~f I, ~~~ fig !~g 1~~ !~ !g~ U~g H~~ 
____ _ ~ ill ~s m ~ m m ~ 1,~ ~m 

40A________________ 1 910 120 986 2-10 425 3041,046 600 1,534 9,324 
40B ________________ ! 620 109 98~ 217 289 328 988 U22 1,205 9,177
400________________ 837 121 1,161 243 391 I 701 1,170 660 1,448 10,618 
40D ________________ / 889 1451,150 289 415 4361,235 5511,35714,631 
40E 766 166 1,320 3321 357 567 1,483 500 1,319 11,055 
~~-__:.-=__==_=__==_=_-_-_==~====_!,' 654 82 1,016 1M 305 545 677 606 1,090 6,947 
,,;< _____ , 842 151 1,284 302 393 813 1,35,1 GOO 1,393 10,765 
J? I 495 246 2,526 493 23j 908 2,141 340 986 12, lJ9144------------------, 90S 218 2 723 ..36 423 443 8,060 409 1,166 24,276 

!4~85__==~-_=~_-_= -_==_==_-f=_- =_==_-_~=_=_~~_~_I! ~r~ m f; ~~ ~ll igr ~~~:~ ~~r Uig It~~ 
_ _ 786 150 962 :301 367 194 2,858 585 1, 608 10, 564 

49._________________ ! 1,574 346 03°9 692 735 254 1 531 559 1,627 13,226 
50 I 1,029 223·' 387 4'16 479 65 3: 280 310 1,082 12,081
51------------------', 672 238 477 475 314 153 1,725 480 1,036 11,451 
52_=_=-_-_=_=.==_=_==_=_==_=_==__=_= 3G9 78 308 1-,6 172 91 578 413 608 3,927
53 " _ " 525 IS6 1,514 371 245 309 ~,163 206 681 12,149
54__________________ 434 62 314 125 202 141 470 363 664 4,3861' 

55 536 121 I, 019 24:J 250 32'1 1,360 403 903 7,625 
56===============:==! 585 193 1,889 387 273 75 3,703 259 927 11,198
57__________________ 410 89 503 178 191 116 452 445 1,067 5,174
58___________________ 603 68 449 136 231 62 811 216 835 5,081 

6~09-_=-__--__-_-_-_--_=-__--_-__-_--, I, 365 70 795 - 139 170 310 279 653 1,232 6,957 
_ _ _ 468 129 J,60-1 259 218 763 747 6B 1,132 F!,316 

61 I 526 222 2,334 445 241l 229 3,287 4aU 1,222 I'J,505 
62=======:========== 780 206 2,166 1 412 364 334 3,644 537 1,372 16,113 

•
63 I 582 92 503 I 185 271 7-43 254 055 1,506 6,223 
64===::::====::::::i 567 82 770. 163 265 , 277 I 480 63<1 1,360 6,248 

UnIted states----i482"!124(646!247i225!209!630J-mfl.050I6;i8 
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TABLE 2S.-Estimated, cost of 1Va,ter to cOlnmercial farms troub mu.ltiple-farm­
irriga,tion enterprises for selected, prod,llcHvity regions, 1950 • 

1 I 
Estimated costs to commercial farms !Estimuted costs to commercial farmsil 


I Productivity

Productivity l 1 region Proportion

region \.Yern~c Proportiou \ Total .A. \~eragc of total 'rotal ' , of total per farm per farm inputs inputs 

1,0001,000 Percent 
44______________ dollars Dollars 1 Percent 40A______ • _____ dollars Dollars 

4,814 102 2.15, G09 1,390 5,7 40B __________ ._45________ ,. •• __ 1,145 1.13,466 .9
40______________ 1.6 4UO___________ 1 1,313 187 1.85,004 99161._____________ 40D ________ •__ , 1,320 140 1.0~~~ I9,918 3'13 2.1 56______________48______________ 1 3,G59 461 4.12,657 250 2.4 

• 


• 

U. s. G;OVEltNIIEHT PftU!TIHG OffiCII nil 
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