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FOREWORD

Most of the farms in the Midwest were established during the
last 75 to 125 years. The people who came into the region wanted
to own the land they operated, and in the early days a very high
proportion of the farmers had an equity in the land on which they
were living, From the beginning it has been the general policy
of the federal and state agencies to encourage a pattern of owner-
operated family-type farms. Public opinion has favored this policy.

Mechanized farming has made it possible for a farm family to
operate larger acreages, and as a result many farms have grown
in size. Likewise, there has been a large increase in the capital
invested in the land, buildings and other improvements. Acquiring
ownership of a good farm in the Midwest in 1949 is far more com-
plicated and expensive than it was a century ago.

The 1945 Agricultural Census seemed to offer an unusual opportu-
nity to obtain the additional facts which would explain what has been
happening regarding ownership changes. Through the cooperation and
generosity of the Bureau of the Census, special arrangements were
worked out between the Census officials, the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics of the U. S. Department of Agriculture, and the North
Central Land Tenure Committee, whereby many new and significant
data were secured on Midwest farm ownership.

This report summarizes these data and tells us' who owns the
farms in the Midwest, how they were acquired, and the form in which
they are now held. We believe it will interest those who are con-
cerned with such matters as land valuation, land tenure and the
financial status of farm people in this North Central Region.

The authors of this report, John F. Timmons and Raleigh Bar-
lowe, have won the gratitude of the North Central Land Tenure
Committee for their skilled and effective work in compiling and writ-
ing the report. Acknowledgment also is given to the subcommittee on
farm ownership which gave guidance and assistance. The study would
not have been possible except for the special arrangements and serv-
ices provided by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. S. De-
partment of Agriculture, and the Bureau of the Census, U. S. De-
partment of Commerce. Special acknowledgment goes to the more
than 17,000 land owners throughout the North Central states who
filled out and returned the questionnaires which provided much of the
information on which this report is based. The Farm Foundation
has prov1ded financial assistance and highly efficient technlcal aid
in the research reported in this bulletin.

Very helpful statistical advice on the analysis and tabulation of
the information was given by the Statistical Laboratory of Iowa State
College. The Iowa Agricultural Experlment Station has rendered a
much appreciated service to the entire region by printing the report.

NosLE CLARK,
Administrative Advisor
Nortk Central Regional Land Tenure Committee
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Farm Ownership in the Midwest’

By Jonnx F. TimMoNs? AND RALEIGHE BArRLOWES

INTRODUCTION

THE STRUGGLE FOR OWNERSHIP

Midwestern farm families have a strong desire to own the land
on which they live. This desire has been the backbone of a long
and continuous struggle for land ownership throughout the region. In
the struggle, many farm families have been rewarded by the satis-
factions that come with paying off the mortgage and achieving com-
plete ownership of a farm. Others, less fortunate, have experienced
the despair of losing their farms, together with years of toil and
savings, The struggle for ownership has seldom been easy. But it
has always been characterized by the determination of farm people
to achieve farms of their own.

Over the years, farm ownership has become generally accepted
as the top rung on the agricultural ladder. Farm ownership has
also been a cornerstone of land policies affecting the region’s agri-
culture. Long before midwestern states were formed, the famous
ordinances of 1785 and 1787 outlined a land system for the North-
west Territory. These ordinances set up a land survey, forbade
feudal land practices and began to pave the way for the settlement
of the region by independent owners of family farms. The lands of
the region, originally in public ownership, were transferred to private
ownership as rapidly as possible. Land transfers, at first for cash,
soon gave way in the early nineteenth century to credit sales more
in keeping with the desires and needs of the settler. Land sales in
large tracts were later changed to sales in smaller acreages more in
line with the settler’s ability to pay for and improve his purchase.
The Pre-emption Act of 1841 gave settlers priority to buy the lands
they were developing ahead of the federal survey. Finally, the
various homestead acts beginning in 1862 gave land to settlers upon
condition that they improve and live upon it for a period of years.

When the supply of free land in the region became exhausted
toward the close of the nineteenth century, attention turned to the

1Inecludes the states of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Min.
nesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota and Wisconsin.

2Professor of Economics, Iowa State College.

3 Agricultural Economist and Cooperative Agent, Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
USDA, and Michigan State College.

This report was prepared in consultation with other members of the North Central
Subcommittee on Farm Ownership, including Joseph Ackerman, John Bondurant, Buis
T. Inman, O. G. Lloyd and Rainer Schickele. All other members of the North Central
Regional Land Tenure Research Committee reviewed the report. To these members,
as well as other associates in the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and agricultural
experiment stations in the region, the authors are deeply indebted. However, the

authors assume full and sole responsibility for the analysis and interpretation of all
data presented in the report.
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problems of achieving ownership of land already in farms. Credit
legislation setting up the Federal Land Banks and later the Farm
Security Administration, now the Farmers’ Home Administration,
was enacted to help remove financial obstacles to ownership. Within
the states, special home-ownership credit, settlement programs, home-
stead tax exemptions, debt moratoria and similar laws were effected
at various times, particularly during the depressed 1930’s, to throw
public support behind farm ownership.

Despite individual desires and public support, midwestern farm
families have experienced many difficulties in becoming farm owners.
Although millions of acres of free land were transferred to farmers
under the homestead acts, one farmer out of each four in the Midwest
was a tenant as early as 1880. By 1935 two farmers out of each
five were tenants, and over 50 percent of all farm land in the Mid-
west was owned by landlords. Following the inflation in land values
after World War I, farm mortgage debt jumped to almost 7 billion
dollars—about one-half the total value of mortgaged farms. Owner-
ship passed from farm families back to the public through tax delin-
quency, thus forming a new public domain. Much more land passed
to corporations and other holders of mortgages. An equivalent of
one farm out of each four was foreclosed or transferred under distress
between the two World Wars. The rungs of the ladder leading to
ownership seem to have become barriers rather than stepping stones.

During the past decade, however, owner operatorship of mid-
western farms has been strongly reinforced by the good yields and
higher prices of the war era. By 1945 more midwestern farmers than
ever before—over 174 millions—owned part or all of their farms.
There were fewer tenants than at any time in the past_quarter cen-
tury. Mortgage debt of farm operators in the reglon dropped from
the high of $6.8 billions in 1923 to $2 3 billions in 1948—the lowest
amount since 1913. .

EMERGING PROBLEMS AND NEEDED INFORMATION.

Despite the apparent strength of the current ownership situation,
certain trends are under way which presage trouble ahead. Prac-
tically no unsettled farm land remains in the area. This means that
prospective owners in the region must acquire farms from present
owners. Land prices in the region have increased steadily until the
average 1949 price per acre is about double the 1935-39 average
price. If farmers pay cash for farms, high land prices probably will
not seriously affect future ownership. The real danger arises when
farm buyers go into heavy debt to acquire land at inflated prices
which they expect to pay for out of uncertain future earnings.

Only about one-half of the farm sales in the region have been cash
transactions during the past few years. The remaining one-half were
combination cash and credit. Of the credit-financed sales since 1944,
over 45 percent involved mortgages amounting to from 50 to 74 per-
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cent of the sales price. Over 25 percent of the credit sales involved
mortgages averaging 75 percent or more of the sales price. Judging
from past loan experiences, there is some evidence that the period
for which many new mortgages are written is far too short to permit
liquidation of the loan. Nearly one-half of the farm loans (made for
land purchases) in the North Central States in 1948, for example,
were for periods of 5 years or less. About one-third of these short-
term loans have no provisions for amortization.

Farms in the region are getting larger in size. The average Mid-
west farm size has increased from 122 acres in 1880 to an all-time
high of 188 acres in 1945, an increase of 54 percent. To the extent
that increased size means more efficient operation, ownership should
be more easily achieved. But, increasing size of farms means fewer
farms and correspondingly fewer opportunities for farm people to
operate farms of their own. As acreages and farm prices increase,
it becomes increasingly difficult for prospective owners without out-
side help to accumulate the necessary capital to purchase, equip and
pay for a farm. Because of these increases in both size and price,
the capital needed to achieve full ownership in some Midwest areas
may run as high as $50,000 to $60,000.

Some of the most serious farm ownership problems grow out of
transferring farms within families from one generation to the next.
The average midwestern farm family has three or four children all
of whom are prospective heirs to the home farm. Yet most farm-
owning parents have only one farm, which cannot be split up among
several children without seriously disrupting its operation. If one
of the children takes over the farm as owner, he has to buy out the
others. During periods of high land prices like the present, the per-
son remaining on the farm may find himself hopelessly in debt in
buying out his brothers and sisters. Furthermore, midwestern farm-
ers generally use their lands as their “savings bank” and possess only
limited outside investments. Thus, it becomes necessary for many
farm parents to maintain ownership of the family farm to provide
themselves with economic security during their declining years. Faced
with these problems which are aggravated by inertia and lack of
information, farm parents frequently fail to make wills or other
property transfer arrangements needed to bridge the gap in farm
ownership between generations.

OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY

The purpose of this study is to obtain and present information
needed for a better understanding of farm ownership conditions in
the Midwest. More specifically, the study is concerned with (1)
who owns midwestern farms, (2) how these farms are owned, (3)
how farms are acquired and transferred, (4) owners’ plans for trans-
ferring farms to the next generation, (5) characteristics of farm
owners in terms of sex, age, occupation, residence, kinship to operator
and amount of land owned and (6) interrelationships of these vari-
ous factors.
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NATURE AND METHOD OF SURVEY

In order to obtain this information, the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, USDA, in cooperation with the North Central Regional
Land Tenure Committee and other regional tenure committees,
developed a survey of land ownership. Questionnaires* of needed
ownership information were prepared and mailed to a random sample
of owners throughout the nation during 1946 by special agent
employees of the Bureau of the Census. In obtaining this sample,
names and addresses of owners were drawn at random from the list
of owners as reported in the 1945 Census of Agriculture. Every
county in the nation was represented in this sample. As shown
in table 1, 48,158 questionnaires were mailed out to owners in
the 13 North Central States, and 36 percent, or 17,420 of them,
returned usable questionnaires.

The high proportion of farm owners who returned questionnaires
indicates a genuine interest of owners in the study, as does the
large number of letters and comments from respondents going
into greater detail than was requested on the questionnaire. This
interest was stimulated in part by the members of the North
Central Regional Land Tenure Committee who explained the pur-
pose and nature of the survey in their respective states through
press releases, radio broadcasts, and letters to county extension
agents and vocational agriculture teachers.

All answers to the ownership questionnaires were edited, coded,
punched on I.B.M. cards and tabulated by the U. S. Bureau of
Agricultural Economics. Further tabulations and analysis of the
data were carried out at the Iowa State College Statistical Labora-
tory, Ames, Jowa, under the sponsorship of the North Central

4See appendix (page 952) for copy of questionnaire sent to landowners.

TABLE 1. NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES MAILED OUT AND PRO-
PORTION OF THEM RETURNED FOR EACH STATE INCLUDED
IN THIS STUDY, 1946.

State Qltl::i'll:c‘lm:&?s Questivnnaires returned
(Number) (Number) (Percent)
4,357 1,551 36
3,862 1,326 34
4,034 1,564 39
4,149 1,235 30
3,916 1,246 32
3,599 1,283 36
3,993 1,574 39
4,148 1,313 32
3,272 1,236 38
2,769 1,153 42
4,056 1,334 33
2,654 1,070 40
3,349 1,535 46
48,158 17,420 36
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Regional Land Tenure Research Committee in cooperation with
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the Farm Foundation. In
addition to the questionnaires, certain U. S. census data and
information drawn from local ownership studies in the region
were ‘used. )

SOME QUALIFICATION OF METHODS USED

Although this study is based upon 36 percent of all question-
naires mailed out, the question arises as to who were the 64 per-
cent of the farm owners who failed to return usable answers. In
other words, did biases arise because of differences between the
farm owners who responded and those who did not? To deter-
mine this, certain checks were made. In the first place similarities
and differences between the two groups were tested by using
census data available for both groups. This information included
tenure status, sex, type of ownership and -age. In the second
place, a small sample of non-respondents was interviewed in person
by representatives of state agricultural experiment stations to deter-
mine whether their responses to the questions differed from those
of owners returning the questionnaires. These two comparisons
failed to show material differences between the two groups on
most of the items. In those instances where differences were found,
appropriate qualifications are made in the interpretations of the
information affected. Results of the analysis of respondents and
non-respondents are summarized in the appendix on methodology.

THE LAND OWNERSHIP SITUATION

The 13 midwestern states cover a land area of 509,274,240 acres,
slightly over one-fourth of the total land area of the United States.
The region accounts for over one-half of the nation’s cropland
acreage, about one-fifth of its non-forested pasture and range land
and almost one-sixth of its forested area (appendix table 1).

EXTENT OF PUBLIC LAND OWNERSHIP

Except for Kentucky, parts of Ohio and a few small areas
patented to fur traders, all of the Midwest was once part -of the
nation’s public domain. Approximately one-sixth of this public
domain area was granted by the federal government to the states
for various public improvement and educational purposes. Through
land sales, homesteading programs and grants for the construction
of railroads, roads and canals, the federal and state governments
have long since turned most of this public domain over to private
owners.

In 1945 only 65 million acres, approximately 13 percent of the
land in the region, were in public ownership. Of this area in
public ownership, a little over 24 million acres were owned by the
federal government while an established 41 million acres (includ-
ing roads, airports, etc.) were administered by the state, county
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and local units of government. However, distribution of land
area in public ownership is not evenly proportioned among the
states (table 2). For example, in Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Jowa
and Kansas, public lands account for only 2 to 4 percent of the
total land area while in North Dakota and South Dakota and the
three Lake States—Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin—between
16 and 30 percent of the total area is in public ownership.’

Over nine-tenths of the federally owned rural lands in the region
are administered by four principal agencies—the U. S. Forest
Service, the Office of Indian Affairs, the Army and Navy Depart-
ments, and the Soil Conservation Service (appendix table 4). Of
these agencies, only the Army and Navy Departments have lands
scattered throughout all the states. National Forest holdings are
concentrated primarily in the three Lake States, South Dakota
and Missouri. Almost three-fourths of the Indian reservation
lands are in South Dakota with other large holdings in Minnesota,
North Dakota and Wisconsin. Land holdings of the Soil Con-
servation Service are concentrated mostly in the four Great Plains
States—Kansas, Nebraska, North Dakota and South Dakota.

Lack of detailed inventory data relative to the ownership
holdings of the state and local units of government makes it
difficult to classify these lands by administering agencies. Land
in highways and public roads, however, accounts for most of the

§ For further information see: Raleigh Barlowe, Public land ownership in the
IAake Stalts_i,s North Central Regional Publication 12, Mich, Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 351,
ugust, N

TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL LAND AREA BETWEEN PRIVATE AND
PUBLIC OWNERS,* NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1945,

i Approximate proportion of total area in
States and region Total land
area*® Private ownership Public ownership
(acres) (percent) (percent)
Illinois oo 35,806,080 96 4
Indiana - 23,171,200 96 4
Towa ____ 35,831,040 97 3
Kansas ________ 52,552,320 97 3
Kentucky ._____ . 25,669,760 95 5
Michigan ______ 36,494,080 78 22
Minnesota - 51,205,760 70 30
Missouri —__ 44,332,800 : 95 5
Nebraska 49,057,920 93 7
North Dakota 44,834,560 84 16
Ohio ____.____ 26,318,080 97 3
South Dakota 49,983,040 70 30
Wisconsin  ___ 35,017,600 81 19
North Central Region... 509,274,240 87 13

*Cf. appendix table 2 for a more complete state breakdown of the areas held in
public ownership (including areas held in highways and highway rights-of-way) by
the federal government and by the state, county and local units of government.
1A;’Lppt:ndlx table 4 reports the holdings of the principal federal land-owning agencies
y states.

** Total area as reported by U. S. census.
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state administered lands in the region except in Michigan, Minne-
sota, North Dakota, South Dakota and Nebraska.® School grant
lands account for the large state holdings in Nebraska, while grant
lands and lands acquired through foreclosure by state-controlled
credit agencies represent the bulk of the state-owned lands in both
North Dakota and South Dakota. School trust fund lands are
also important in Minnesota and to a lesser extent in Wisconsin.
Except 'in the four Plains States, parks, forests and conservation
areas account for the majority of the state-owned lands not in high-
ways and roads. Michigan and Minnesota have more than 4 million
acres each in state forest and conservation lands. State institu-
tions (colleges, hospitals, prisons, etc.) account for a moderate
amount of state ownership in all states.

. In most of the states comparatively small acreages are held by
county and local units of government. But in Wisconsin, Minne-
sota, North Dakota and South Dakota, county ownership has been
particularly important in recent years because of the nature of
state tax reversion laws. Much of the large acreage acquired by
counties in these four states through tax forfeitures during the
1920’s and 1930’s has been returned to private ownership. In
the northern counties of the Lake States, however, a large propor-
tion of the tax-reverted land has not proved well suited for farm-
ing. In many of these counties, public policy enforced through
rural zoning ordinances and public forestry programs has favored
the retention of these lands in public ownership. In 1945 the
counties of northern Wisconsin held almost 3 million acres of these
lands, almost 2 million acres of which were in organized county
forests. At the same time the counties of northern Minnesota ad-
ministered almost 5 million acres.

LAND IN FARMS

Approximately 82 percent of the land of the region is in farms
(table 3). This accounts for practically all the lands in the Mid-

61In some states the land used for highways and roads is publicly owned. In other
states the public has (easement) rights to use the land for road purposes. In either
case, the land is publicly administered and is subject to public control.

TABLE 3. PROPORTION OF TOTAL LAND AREA IN FARMS,
NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1945.* .

State - Proportion of land State Proportion of land

in farms in farms

(percent) (percent)
[linois oo 88.3 Missouri ___.._____ 79.6
Indiana __. 86.4 Nebraska __.______ 97.3
owa _____ 96.2 North Dakota__.___ 91.4
Kansas __ 92.5 Ohio  w e 83.3
Kentucky .__ 76.8 South Dakota _____ 87.9
Michigan ________ 50.4 Wisconsin . ______ 67.4
Minnesota .- 64.7 —_—
. North Central Reglon 82.2
United States_____. 60.0

*Data from U, S. Census of Agriculture, 1945,
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west not covered by forests, parks, urban properties, roads and
highways, and other special public use areas.

The proportion of the total land area in farms by states
ranges from slightly over 50 percent in Michigan to 97 percent
in Nebraska. This wide range reflects the varying climatic and
topographical conditions found in the region.

The remainder of this report is concerned almost exclusively
with the 82 percent of the land of the region now in farms.

WHO OWNS MIDWESTERN FARMS

For more than a century and a half, the concept of widely dis-
tributed owner operatorship of family farms has been generally
accepted as a principal goal in national land policy. This popular
concept implies that farm operatorship should be closely associated
with farm ownership. But frequently no identity exists between
operatorship and ownership. This fact is shown by the census
data on the rise of farm tenancy. How far away from this goal
are farmers in the North Central Region? Census data give a
very incomplete picture of the farm ownership situation. To answer
such questions as “Who owns the farms in the Midwest?” “How
do they own them?” and “How did they acquire them?” it was
necessary to go beyond census data.

TYPES OF OWNERS

Farm land is owned by several different types of owners. Own-
ership rights can be held by single individuals or by groups of in-
dividuals. They can be held in unsettled estates, by corporate
bodies, by private institutional owners such as churches, colleges
or benevolent societies, or by units of government.

Approximately 94 percent of the farm land in the region is
held in individual ownership. (Table 4.) The bulk of this area
is owned by single individuals or jointly by husbands and wives. "
Some of this area, however, represents farms owned by groups of
individuals and farms held in unsettled estates.”

In addition to the 94 percent of the farm area owned by in-
dividuals, approximately 3 percent is owned by public agencies,
2 percent by corporate and private institutional owners, and 0.5
percent by a miscellaneous group of owners made up mostly of

7An attempt was made to separate the farms held in unsettled estates from those
held in individual ownership. This classification showed that around 2.5 percent of
the total farm area—approximately 10 million acres—was held in unsettled estates.
After this separation was made, however,. it was found that many farms listed as
individually owned were actually held in estate. Very little special attention has been
given to these farms in the analysis that follows, estate ownership being on the whole
a transitional form of individual ownership. Were one to compute the area held in

?states, however, it would be necessary to add the totals for the two groups of estate
arms,
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TABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION OF LAND AREA IN FARMS BY TYPE OF
OWNERSHIP, NORTH CENTRAL STATES AND
UNITED STATES, 1945.*

Percentage distribution by type of ownership
State and Total farm
region land area Individual | Corporate** |Publict [ Othert+
(acres)

1 31,602,186 97.6 1.4 0.1 0.9
Indiana 20,027,015 98.4 0.5 0.9 , 0.2
Iowa ___ 34,453,936 96.4 1.9 0.2 1.5
Kansas - 48,589,418 97.2 2.0 0.1 0.7
Kentucky 19,724,834 97.7 1.4 0.5 " 04
Michigan . 18,392,227 99.2° 0.4 0.1 0.3
Minnesota 33,139,997 96.8 2.0 0.7 0.5
Missouri 35,278,251 98.0 1.2 0.2 0.6
Nebraska . ____.__.___ 47,752,941 95.2 2.3 2.3 0.2
North Dakota __.____ 41,001,158 89.0 4.1 6.6 0.3
Ohio —______________ 21,927,844 98.8 0.5 0.6 0.1
South Dakota 43,031,964 74.7 4.0 21.0 0.3
Wisconsin .________ 23,615,031 97.7 1.5 0.5 0.3
North Central Region 418,536,802 94.1 2.1 3.3 0.5
United Statest —_____ 1,141,615,364 85.4 5.6 7.9 1.1

*The total farm land area is from the regqrts of the 1945 Census of Agriculture.
Percentages have been computed from unpublished data obtained from a special tab-
ulation f_ll'ogz the census for the farm owners to whom the special questionnaires
were mailed.

**Includes farm lands owned by private institutional owners (colleges, churches,
fraternal groups, etc.).

+Includes Indian tribal lands as follows: Nebraska 0.1 percent, North Dakota
0.8 percent, and South Dakota 6.3 percent. C

. t4Primarily lands held in partnerships which approach corporations in organiza-
tion. Also includes some land not readily classified. ‘

tUnited States totals present in this report are taken from: Buis T. Inman and
William H. Fippin, Farm land ownership in the United States, in process of publi-
cation by the BAE, USDA. :

partnerships which approach corporations in organization.®

As individual owners are the most numerous of these four
owner types, they provide the subject for most of the remainder
of this study. Before focusing attention entirely on this group,
however, brief consideration will be given to public farm land
ownership and to corporate and private institutional ownership.

PREVALENCE OF PUBLIC AND CORPORATE OWNERSHIP

The state data on public farm land ownership reported in table 4
show that only around 0.1 to 0.2 percent of the farm land was
owned by governmental units in 1945 in Illinois, Jowa, Kansas,
Michigan and Missouri. Most of this limited area was used for
public institutional purposes in connection with colleges, state and
county hospitals, poor farms, asylums and prisons. In some states,
sizable tracts of federally owned lands, particularly lands acquired
early in the war for prospective military use, were rented out to

8This “other” group includes many, but not all of the farm partnerships. It proba-
bly includes most of the more formally organized partnerships. It seems probable,
however, that many cases of farm partnerships were reported as individual ownerships.
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farmers in 1945 and 1946.°

South Dakota has the greatest concentration of public farm
land ownership in the region; there more than one-fifth of the farm
land area is publicly owned. Most of this area is Indian reserva-
tion lands leased for grazing purposes. The leasing of school
grant lands in Nebraska, North Dakota and South Dakota and
the leasing of state-foreclosed lands and county tax-reverted lands
in North Dakota and South Dakota also help to account for the

extensive areas of farm land held in public ownership in these
states.

The extent of corporate farm land ownership in the region in
1945 followed an east to west pattern of increase in importance.
Only around one-half of 1-percent of the farm land was reported
in corporate ownership in Michigan, -Indiana and Ohio. A little
farther west in Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri and Wisconsin, slightly
over 1 percent of the farms were held in this type of ownership.
In Iowa, Minnesota, Kansas and Nebraska, around 2 percent of
the farms were corporate owned, while in North Dakota and South
Dakota more than 4 percent of the farms were reported held by
this type of owner.

Subclassification by type of corporate owner shows that almost
two-thirds of the more than 10 million acres held by these owners
were held by loan and investment companies. Here again there
were wide differences between the eastern and western states of
the region. The loan and investment companies held relatively
small acreages in Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin and Kentucky.
In Kansas and Minnesota they held a little under half of the cor-
porate-owned lands, while in Illinois, Iowa and Missouri they owned
over half of these lands, and in Nebraska, North Dakota and

South Dakota they held over three-fourths of the corporate-owned
land.

Recent data on corporate farm land ownership largely reflect
the effects of major business cycle trends upon the holdings of the
loan and investment companies. Most of these companies are
primarily interested in loans and mortgages, not in the ownership
and operation of farms. Many of them acquired farm ownership
during the 1930’s when they took over heavily mortgaged properties
and decided to hold them until they could sell at a price sufficient
to redeem their equities.

An indication of the effect that mortgage foreclosures and quit
claim deed transactions had upon corporate ownership in the region
during the 1930’s is suggested by studies made in Iowa and Minne-

9Alvin T. M, Lee, Acquisition and use of land for military and war production
purposes—World War II (USDA—BAE, War Records Monograph 5, August 1947),
p. 115, repotts 507&361 acres of War Department lands leased in 1945 in the North

Central Region and 549,681 acres leased in 1946. Approximately two-thirds of this
leased acreage was in South Dakota.
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sota.’® In Towa the amount of corporation-owned land increased
from 7.9 percent of the total farm land area in 1933 to 11.9
percent in 1939. In Minnesota corporate ownership reached a peak
of 10.4 percent of the farm area in 1938. In both states corporate
ownership accounted for almost a third of the farm land in some
counties.

Legislation in some states, limiting the time corporations can
hold lands or the acreages they can hold, forced some loan and
investment companies to dispose of their lands. But, since 1940,
rising farm land values are mostly responsible for the big reduction
in this type of corporate ownership. Practically all of the fore-
closed lands held by corporate owners in the region that lies east
of the Mississippi River had been returned to individual ownership
by 1945. Since then most of the remaining corporate-owned lands
in the western part of the region also have been sold.

The one-third of the corporate and institutionally-owned land
not held by loan and investment companies was owned by land
and realty companies, industrial owners, churches, private colleges,
fraternal organizations, charitable institutions and a group of mis-
cellaneous and unclassified owners. Of these owners the land and
realty companies and the industrial owners each held around 10
percent of the corporate and institutionally-owned total in 1945.
The largest land and realty company holdings occurred in Iowa
and the four Plains States. \

Holdings of industrial owners are largest in Kentucky, Illinois
and Indiana where large areas of farm land are owned by coal
mining companies, and in Michigan and Minnesota where copper
and iron mining companies own considerable areas. Lumber com-
panies and various manufacturing companies also own numerous
farms. Many of these industrial owners expect to hold their lands
permanently or until they are ready to use them for mining or
other non-agricultural purposes. Few of these owners attempt to
operate their farms.

CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUAL OWNERS

The individual owner group owns and controls approximately
394 million acres of farm land in the region. 'This is held in about
2 million separate individual ownerships. It is with this farm
land area, and particularly with the individuals who own it, that
this study is primarily concerned.

TENURE STATUS AND SEX OF OWNER

The individual owners can be divided into four owner tenure
groups: (1) owner-operators, (2) part-owner operators, (3) owner-

10 Cf, William G. Murray, Corporate land, foreclosures, mortgage debt and land
values, Towa, 1939, Iowa Agr., Exp. Sta,, Res. Bul. 266, 1939; A. A. Dowell, Cor.
porate owned farm land in Minnesota, 1936-1940, University of Minnesota, Bul. 357,
1942; and William G. Murray, An economic analysis of farm mortgages in Story
County, Iowa, 1854-1931, Iowa Agr. Exp, Sta., Res. Bul, 156, 1933.
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operator landlords and (4) nonoperating landlords.! The first of
these groups is made up of those who operate all the farm land
they own and own all the land they operate. The part-owner
operators operate all the farm land they own but rent in additional
land. The owner-operator landlords operate part of their farm land -
but rent out part of their land to others. A few of these operator
landlords rent in additional land at the same time they are leasing
land to others. The nonoperating landlords are those owners who
rent out all of the farm land that they own. This group includes
a few cases of tenant landlords, tenants who rent in all the land
they operate, but who own land that they rent to others.

The relative importance of these four tenure groups in the North
Central States is indicated by table 5. This table shows that 47.7
percent of the owners reporting were owner-operators, 14.2 pet-
cent part-owner operators, 12.6 percent operator landlords, and 25.5
percent nonoperating landlords. The distribution of these owners
by states is far from uniform. In Wisconsin, Michigan, Kentucky,
Ohio, Missouri and Minnesota over half the farms belong to owner-
operators. In the Plains States, on the other hand, a much smaller
proportion of the ownership holdings belong to owner-operators
while a considerably larger than average proportion belongs to the
part-owner operators. In North Dakota and South Dakota the
number of part-owner operators actually exceeds the number of
owner-operators. This situation reflects both the large amount of
public and Indian-owned land in these states and the popular prac-
tice of leasing range land. from its public or private owners.

Further examination of the state tenure data shows that the
proportion of all landlords is relatively low in the three Lake States,
that there are more than twice as many operator landlords as non-
operating landlords in Kentucky, and that the highest proportions
of nonoperating landlords are found in Illinois, Iowa and the four
Plaing States. Compared with the nation as a whole, the Midwest
has a higher proportion of part-owners and nonoperating landlords
and a lower proportion of owner-operators and operator landlords.

Table 5 also shows that 11.5 percent or approximately one-
ninth of the owners are women. -The highest proportion of women
owners is found in Illinois, Jowa, Kansas and Nebraska, the same
states that reported the highest proportion of nonoperating land-
lords. The lowest proportion of ownership by women occurs in
the three Lake States and Kentucky, the states with the lowest
proportion of nonoperating landlords.

Separate classification of the men and women by tenure reveals
that over two-thirds of the women as compared with only one-fifth
of the men are nonoperating landlords. Between three-fourths and
seven- elghths of the women in Iowa and the four Plains States are
nonoperating landlords.

Kt This classification of owner-tenure groups is different from that used by the -
U. S. census in describing farm operators,
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NUMBER, SIZE AND VALUE OF HOLDINGS

Operator landlords own more farms, more acreage, and have
larger farms in relation to their numbers than do the owners in any
other tenure group. (Table 6.) By the same standards of
measurement the owner-operators have the lowest average num-
ber of farms or farm tracts and the farm holdings of the smallest
average size and value.* The nonoperating landlords rank next
to the operator landlords in average number of farms owned and
in average reported value of land. The part-owner operators, how-
ever, due to their concentration in the Plains States, ranked next
to ‘the operator landlords in average acreage owned.

12 The data reported on number of farms or farm tracts are based on answers to
the question, "Hg)w many farms, ranches or plantations do you owni” It is real-
ized that this question left considerable room for individual interpretation as to what
constitutes a farm unit. Some owners who acquired and consolidated adjoining
farms may have answercd that they had but one farm. Others who acquired two
or more tracts at different times or by different methods may have reported the
ownership of two or more farms even though they now constitute but one operating
unit. Similarly some landlords may have counted each rented tract as a separate
farm while others counted adjacent tracts as parts of the same unit. The fact that
table 6 shows the average owner-operator and part-owner operator owning 1.1 farms
suggests that many farmers thought in terms of farm tracts rather than farm oper-
ation units, Despite this, however, it is felt that the data reported in the North
Central Region on number of farms owned are generally reliable.

TABLE 6. COMPARATIVE IMPORTANCE OF OWNER TENURE GROUPS
MEASURED BY NUMBER, ACREAGE AND VALUE OF FARMS
OWNED, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Average number of farms, acres or value
owned and percentage distribution by
Items Number owner tenure groups
reported reporting
Owner- | Part-owner| Operator Non.
operators | operators | landlords | operating
landlords
Farm owners __.____..__ 14,355 47.7% 14,29 12.6% 25.5%
Farms (farm tracts)
owned . .. _____ 14,442 43.8% 13.2% 15.9% 27.1%
Acreage owned ________ 14,442 - 32.5% 18.6% 19.5% 29.4%
Value of land owned____ 13,395 36.9% 13.1% 17.6% 32,49,
Average number of farms
(farm tracts) per
owner .., | e 1.09 1.11 1.49 1.26
farms farms farms farms
Average owned acreage
per owner. 127 245 286 215
acres acres acres acres
Average value of land
per owner ______.____| ._____ $9,198 $10,871 $17,714 $16,159
Average size of each
farm (farm tract)
owned 117 227 193 188
acres acres acres acres
Average value of ‘each
farm (farm tract)
owned ... __________| ______ $8,439 $9,794 $11,889 $12,825
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The distribution of the owners by number of farms owned and
by states is reported in table 7. This distribution shows that 93
percent of the owner-operators and 91 percent of the part-owner
operators, as compared with 66 percent of the operator landlords
and 83 percent of the nonoperating landlords, owned only one farm
or farm tract. In contrast, only 1 percent of the owner-operators
and part-owner operators, as compared with 9 percent of the operator
landlords and 5 percent of the nonoperating landlords, reported
ownership of three or more farms (or farm tracts).

The state comparisons show that approximately one out of
every four owners in Kentucky and one out of every five in Nebraska
owns more than one farm (or farm tract). Multiple ownership
varies between 23 percent in Kentucky and 7 percent in Wisconsin.
It averages about 13 percent for the region. In Michigan, Ohio and
Wisconsin, multiple farm ownerships were reported by less than.
10 percent of the owners; in fact in Wisconsin only 1 out of every 12
owners was in this class. The data show that over 80 percent of
the owner-operators have only one farm in all the states except
Kentucky.

With the two landlord groups, however, the story is different.
More than half of the operator landlords in Kentucky reported
‘owning more than one farm (or farm tract.) Above average propor-
tions of operator landlords with more than one farm also were re-
ported in Illinois, Iowa, Nebraska and North Dakota, while con-
siderably less than average proportions of operator landlords report-
ing multiple farm ownership are found in Michigan, Ohio, Indiana
and Wisconsin. These four states also reported the smallest propor-
tion of nonoperating landlords with more than one farm, while
above average proportions were reported for Kentucky, Kansas,
Nebraska and South Dakota.

Comparisons based on average acreage and average value of
farm real estate owned show that the two landlord groups almost
invariably have holdings of larger average size and higher average
value than those owned by the two owner-operator groups (ap-
pendix tables 3 and 5). For the region as a whole the average
farm operated by an owner contained 127 acres and was valued
at $9,198. This compares with average holdings containing 245
acres and valued at $10,871 for the part-owner operators, 286
acres worth $17,714 for the operator landlords, and 215 acres valued
at $16,159 for the nonoperating landlords.

These regional averages hide a number of important state-to-
state differences. The large farm acreages reported by the part-
owner operators in the four Plains States, for example, bring the
regional average up to more than twice the average size of holdings
reported by this group in the nine eastern states of the region.
Similarly, the large holdings reported by the operator landlords in
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the Plains States cause the regional average to suggést a greater
difference in the size of the holdings of the two landlord groups
than actually exists in the eastern part of the region.

Even with these differences, however, the data show that the
two landlord groups had holdings of larger average size than ownet-
operators in all of the states except Nebraska, North Dakota
and South Dakota, and in these states the operator landlords rank
first in average acreage owned. A similar situation applies with
regard to average farm values. Only in North Dakota did both
of the two landlord groups fail to report ownerships of higher value
than those reported by the owner-operator groups; and here again
the operator landlords reported average values far higher than
those reported by either the owner-operators or the part-owner
operators.

AGE OF OWNERS

Forty-eight percent of the men and 72 percent of the women
owners of the region are 55 years of age or older. (Table 8.) Gen-
erally speaking, the women concentrate in the older age brackets
to a much greater extent than the men.

Comparison of the tenure groups shows that the part-owner
operators are slightly younger on the whole than the owner-operators.
The median for both groups, however, falls in the 45 to 54 age
interval. The operator landlords average several years older than
the owner-operators, and the nonoperating landlords on the whole
are still older. The median for the.operator landlord group falls in
the 55 to 64-year interval while the median for the nonoperating
landlords falls in the 65 to 74 age bracket. Only 28 percent of
the part-owner operators are over 54 years of age; yet they hold
next to the largest average acreage per owner (see table 6). This
figure compares with 41 percent of the owner-operators, 64 percent
of the operator landlords and 74 percent of the nonoperating land-
lords. One out of every eight operator landlords and one out of
every five nonoperating landlords are 75 years of age and over.

Altogether, approximately 71 percent of the owners in the two
landlord groups were over 54 years of age in 1946. This propor-
tion can be compared with the 63 percent of the landlords (owners
of rented farms) in this region who were reported in the 55-year-
and-over age bracket in the 1920 study of farm land ownership.'®

. 18Cf. Howard A. Turner, The ownership of tenant farms in the United States,
U. S. Dept. Agr. Bul. 1432, 1926. p. 30. Percentage data calculated from figures
reported in table 17.
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TABLE 8. DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OWNERS BY SEX AND TENURE
. BY AGE, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by age groups

Number
reporting 75
Sex and tenure age, sex Under and
groups and tenure 25 25-34 | 3544 | 45-54 | 55-64 | 65-74 | over

(umber) | (%) | (%)| (B)| (%)| (%] (B)| (%)

Men owners

Owner-operators ____ 6,388 1 10 22 27 24 16
Part-owner operators 2,190 1 13 27 31 19 9
Operator landlords-_ 1,672 * 4 11 20 28 37
Nonoperating land-

lords ___________ 2,581 . 2 9 16 24 49
North Central Re-

gion _____________ 12,831 1 8 19 24 24 24

‘Women owners
Owner-operators ____ 305 * 4 12 26 28 30
Part-owner operators 39 2 __ 13 41 31 13
Operating landlords - 148 _— 5 10 24 22 39
Nono erating land-

ords .___________ 1,018 2 _— 6 14 23 56
North Central Re- .

gion e 1,510 1 1 8 18 24 48

All owners
Owner-operators ____ 6,693 1 9 22 27 24 14 3
Part-owner operators 2,229 1 13 27 31 © 19 8 1
Operator landlords__ 1,820 * 4 11 21 27 25 12
Nono erating land-

(i) ____________ 3,504 1 1 8 16 25 29 20

North Central Re-

BIOM oo 14,246 1 7 18 24 24 18 8
United States _______ 35,948 1 8 18 25 24 18 7

* Less than 0.5 percent

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS

As a part of the study every owner was asked to indicate what
he regarded as his principal occupation. The occupations reported
were classified into the five major groups reported in table 9. From
the data summarized in this tabulation it appears that almost two-
thirds of the owners are farmers, while an additional 10 percent
are retired farmers (owners who have retired by turning over most
or all of their farm work and management to others). These data
raise the question, when does a farmer consider himself “retired”?
As shown in the table, 20 percent of the nonoperating landlords
called themselves “farmers,” 17 percent of the operator landlords
called themselves “retired.”

An additional 3 percent of the owners reported that they were
housewives, while 9 percent were business or professional workers
(merchants, salesmen, doctors, lawyers, bankers, teachers, etc.),
and 12 percent were classed as laborers (or others). This last group
includes a wide variety of workers ranging from unskilled to highly
skilled technicians.
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TABLE 9. DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OWNERS BY TENURE AND SEX BY
OCCUPATIONS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by occupation
Business
professional,
Tenure and * Owners Retired| House- publie Lahorer
sex groups reporting | Farmer| farmer wife service or and
. retired other**
other*
(number (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
All owners_____ 12,708 65.9 10.0 3.2 9.3 11.6
Owner-operators 6,202 79.7 1.4 0.8 4.9 13.2
Part-owner
operators ____ 1,893 95.0 0.9 0.1 1.3 2.7
Operator
landlords ___.. 1,714 61.4 16.8 2.2 7.6 12.0
Nonoperating
landlords ... 2,899 19.7 30.5 11.0 25.0 13.8
Men owners _._ 11,491 69.0 10.1 — 8.8 121
Women owners 1,138 35.0 9.3 35.3 o132 7.2

* This group includes merchants and salesmen, professional men (doctors, law-
yers, bankers, etc.) public servants (government employees and teachers) and re-
tired nonfarmers. For convenience sake, it will be referred to throughout this
manuscript as the “business and professional group.”

** This group includes unskilled workers, white collar and factory workers and
skilled technicians (carpenters, railroad engineers, plumbhers, etc.) as well as a few
cases of owners who did not fall into the other classifications.

More than one-fifth of the owners are nonfarmers. These owners
hold their farms for a wide variety of reasons. The importance of
some of these reasons is illustrated by the following comments
made by nonfarmers in answering their questionnaires:

Profitable investment—* I have been a banker most of my life but
have owned considerable land and have kept sheep for the past
25 years . . . . This was mostly profitable and I enjoyed it as
a side issue from my banking duties.”

Home and garden—1 live here because I don’t like living in town.
I think this [5 acres] is more just a lot than a farm. I garden a
little for myself but don’t intend to make it a business unless I
should leave my job in industry.”

Job security-—“This land is in my wife's and also mother-in-law’s
name with right of survivorship. Am leaving the land (70 acres)
lay idle at present. Have worked in the shops most of the time
but farmed when times were slack.”

Holding land for future use—“These 23 acres are highway frontage
‘[near a. large city] and not suitable for farming. It is now idle
except for some hay crop. It is my intention to divide this among
four children.”

Legal technicalities—*1 only have a 20-acre farm [located almost 800
miles from the owner’s urban residence]. Inherited from an uncle
and cultivated by a nephew. I can sell in 2 years when my son
reaches maturity.”
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Sentimental reasons—"Keeping farm only for sentiment. Always has
been in the family.”

Family considerations—"This property [40 acres] was purchased with
the sole purpose of restoring the health of our son. We've tried to
make the land show even a slight gain, but so far it’s failed to do
so . . . for this reason it is necessary for me to work in the city
for an income.” '

Ninety-five percent of the part-owner operators regarded them-
selves as farmers. (Table 9.) In contrast, about one-fifth of the
owner-operators indicated that they were not full-time farmers,
Approximately one-sixth of the operator landlords reported that
they were retired farmers, while close to 20 percent classified them-
selves as business or professional men or as laborers rather than
as farmers. Only one-fifth of the nonoperating landlords considered
themselves as farmers, Almost 40 percent were retired farmers or
housewives, while 26 percent were business or professional men,
and 14 percent were laborers or members of other occupations.

Slightly over one-third of the women owners—roughly the
same proportion as reported themselves as owner-operators or
operator landlords—indicated that they were farmers. (Table 5.)
About one-fifth of the women claimed nonfarm occupations, while
the rest were either retired farmers or housewives. Approximately
one-fifth of the men reported nonfarm occupations.

The state data on occupational status show many interesting
variations and inter-state differences. (Table 10.) The proportion
of retired owners, for example, is highest in Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska
and Illinois, and lowest in Kentucky, Michigan, Wisconsin, Indiana
and Missouri. The proportion of owners who are business or pro-

TABLE 10. OCCUTATIONS OIF FARM OWNERS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES,

1946.
Distribution by present occupation
Business | Laborer

States Cases Farmer | Retired House- |[and pro- and
reporting farmer wife fessional other
(number) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Illinois _ 1,087 57 13 5 12 13
Indiana 1,000 58 8 2 13 19
owa __ 1,167 65 16 4 9 6
Kansas _ 821 62 15 4 12 7
Kentucky ___ 1,231 71 6 2 8 13
Michigan ___ 1,036 65 6 2 9 18
Minnesota -_ 1,221 72 10 2 7 9
Missouri 1,313 69 8 3 11 9
Nebraska 630 66 14 .5 10 5
North Dakota .—.——-- 423 78 10 3 6 3
Ohio —______________ 1,327 54 10 3 10 23
South Dakota —______ 426 68 11 5 10 6
Wisconsin .. _._.._ 1,026 77 8 1 5 9

North Central Re- -
gion 12,708 66 10 3 9 12
United States ____.. 32,667 65 8 3 10 14
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TABLE 11. RESIDENCE AND TENURE OF FARM OWNERS BY
OCCUPATION, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946,

‘ég Distribution by tenure and residence
g .
§'.g Distribu- Non-
Occupation B tion by Owner- Operator operating
groups 5 5 residence operators landlords landlords
E¥ | Ona| OF | Ona| Off [Ona | OF |Ona | OF
o farm| farm| farm | farm | farm |farm | farm |[farm
MNo.) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%)
Farmers _._.______ 8,199 94.6 | 5.4 78.1 2.6 11.6 0.9 4.9 1.9
Retired farmers__ | 1,230 66.6 | 33.4 7.8 0.5 | 20.7 2.1 38.1 30.8
Housewives —_____ 398 39.2 | 60.8 | 100 1.7 5.8 3.3 | 23.4 | 558
Business and
professional .._| 1,142 35.9 | 64.1 16.3 10.4 6.1 5.1 13.5 | 48.6
Laborers and
others ________ 1,429 68.0 | 32.0 | 48.6 9.6 | 11.3 3.1 8.2 | 19.2
All owners ______ 12,398 81.5 18.5 59.8 3.9 11.8 1.8 9.9 12.8

fessional men is highest in Indiana, Kangas and Illinois, and lowest
in Wisconsin, Minnesota and North Dakota. The proportion who
are skilled or unskilled laborers or technicians is high in Ohio,
Indiana and Michigan— all states with numerous well distributed
industries—while it is lowest in the largely rural states of North
Dakota, South Dakota and Iowa.

RESIDENCE AND EXTENT OF ABSENTEE OWNERSHIP

A considerable proportion of the owners, particularly those who
reported nonfarm occupations, did not live on farms. As table 11
indicates, only 82 percent of the owners reported that they lived on
farms.® Nearly all the farmers and about two-thirds of the re-
tired farmers lived on farms. But considerably over one-half of
the housewives and the owners in the business and professional
occupational group did not live on farms. The great majority of
the owner-operators and operator landlords lived on farms, but 56
percent of the nonoperating landlords reported off-farm residence.
Almost one-half the retired farmers, over two-thirds of the house-
wives, nearly four-fifths of the business and professional owners
and over two-thirds of the laborers who were nonoperating land-
lords reported nonfarm residences.

While a majority of the nonoperating landlords do not live on
farms, less than one-half of those living off farms live in counties
other than those in which their farms are located. Table 12 in-
dicates that three-fourths of the nonoperating landlords live in the
same counties as their farms, while 11 percent live in adjoining
counties and 7 percent reside in other states. More than 10 percent

14 As part of the study, all owners were asked whether or not they lived on a
farm. In most cases, an affirmative answer means that they lived on their own farms.
Some of the retired farmers and others, however, lived on farms owned by others.
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TABLE 12. DISTRIBUTION OF NONOPERATING LANDLORDS BY
RESIDENCE, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1945.*

'

All
County of residence in Owners nonoperating
relation to farms reporting landlords ‘Women Men
(number) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Same county —____________ 2,412 74.9 71.8 76.3
Adjoining county, same state 344 10.7 1.2 : 10.5
Non-adjoining county, same
state _ . ____________._ 202 6.3 5.9 6.4
Same state, county unknown 21 0.6 1.0 0.5
Other state___ oo . 242 7.5 10.1 6.3
Total . ___________. 3,221 100.0 100.0 0.0

* Residenice data derived from unpublished data of U. S. Census of Agriculture.

of the women nonoperating landlords as compared with 6 percent
of the men lived in states other than those where their farms were
lTocated.

" TENURE EXPERIENCE OF OWNERS

The. owners have very different backgrounds of farm and non-
farm experience. An indication of the scope of these differences
is suggested by table 13, which summarizes the tenure expenences
reported by the men farm owners of the region.’®

Almost three-fifths of the owners had some nonfarm experience.
Not all of this nonfarm experience involved off-farm work, how-
ever, because the term “nonfarm experience” was interpreted very
broadly to include many types of experience besides nonfarm em-
ployment. The report of one Indiana owner illustrates the error
one might fall into if he assumed that all the reported nonfarm
experience represents immediately remunerative employment. He
explained that his 12 years of nonfarm experience included 4 years
in high school, 4 years in college, 2 years in the army during World
War I and 2 years in an army hospital. In spite of this data
limitation, the fact that only 45 percent of the part-owner operators
reported nonfarm experience as compared with 67 percent of the
nonoperating landlords suggests that nonfarm employment and ex-
perience has some effect upon ownership.

The data on tenure experience reported in table 13 show that
the basic agricultural ladder experience (experience as a farm worker,
a tenant and an owner-operator) was reported by over one-half of
the part-owner operators, but by only about one-third of the owner-
operators and operator landlords and by only a little over one-

15 The tenure experience reported by the women owners sometimes reﬂected the
personal experience of the owner herself and sometimes that of her husband., Be-
cause of this confusion, no ‘attempt was made to analyze or to report the tenure
experience data for the women owners,
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13. SUMMARY OF TENURE EXPERIENCE REPORTED BY MEN
TABBEVNERS BY TENURE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.*

Tenure groups

& =
W =]
=] w [ - ] =2
, & 5 5 85| .% | ®%
Tenure experience w g L g9 | 88 o2
groups ow | & |. %8 | 88| gg | S%
Qg g t e u & £
«.8 = s ] g 5
e - o [ < Z
(No.) | (%) (%) (%) (%) | (%)
Owners reporting nonfarm ex-
perience __________________ 5,619 59.1 62.2 45.2 55.8 67.2
Owners reporting farm experi-
etice only ————________ 3,890 40.9 37.8 54.8 44.2 32.8

Combinations involving:
Basic agricultural ladder ex-
PErieNCe e 3,479 36.6 34.0 53.2 35.1 26.9

Other patterns of farm experi-
ence previous to owner-

operatorship ______________ 4,761 50.1 55.4 43.4 55.9 37.2
Owner-operatorship without
previous farm experience._._ 755 7.9 10.6 3.4 9.0 4.5

Nonoperating landlord with
previous farm experience but
1n0 experience as an owner-

operator - 390 4.1 b e i 23.8

Nonoperating landlords withno

previous farm experience__._ 124 1.3 ¥ *x b 7.6
Number reporting o ___ 9,509 9,509 4,757 1,820 1,293 1,639

* For a more complete discussion of the data contained in this table see the section
on “Ladders to Ownership.”

** Not applicable.

fourth of the nonoperating landlords.'® When the cases of those
owners who had some farm experience previous to becoming owner-
operators are added to this group, it is seen that 97 percent of
the part-owner operators, around 90 percent of the owner-operators
and operator landlords and 64 percent of the nonoperating landlords
are accounted for. The remaining owners for all the groups, ex-

16 To many people the term “agricultural ladder” implies steady progress toward
farm ownership. Data were not collected in the study relative to the exact order
in which owners had experience on the home farm, or as farm laborers, renters, off-
farm workers, owner-operators or landlords. It is assumed that the vast majority
of those with basic agricultural ladder experience were farm-reared or had worked
as farm laborers first, then were renters and finally became owners. Many of the

owners also have had nonfarm experience somewhere along the way, and many of
them have become landlords.

Some of the owners have not followed the exact steps outlined above. Many
broken patterns of experience are possible, though only a few are likely. The broken
sequences usually involve individuals who have dropped down the ladder a rung or
two after once becoming renters or owners. These cases do not undermine the basic
agricultural ladder classification. The important point with this classification’is that
every individual is now an owner and has had each of the types of experience
represented on the basic agricultural ladder. In the discussions of the agricultural
ladder, the various tenure experience groups are made up of all owners reporting
the combinations of tenure experiences listed, regardless of the sequence in which each
type of experience occurred. :
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cept the nonoperating landlords, are individuals who became farm
owner-operators without any previous farm tenure experience.

In analyzing tenure experience of nonoperating landlords, con-
sideration must be given to two other tenure combination groups.
The first of these groups accounts for almost one-fourth of the non-
operating landlords and is made up of owners who have had some
farm experience, but who became landlords without ever being
owner-operators. The final group representing 8 percent of the
nonoperating landlords (1.3 percent of all owners) is made up of
individuals who became landlords without ever having had any
farm experience.

DEPENDENCE UPON RENTS FOR INCOME

Another important characteristic of the owners—more particu-
larly the two landlords groups—involves their relative dependence
upon the rents from their lands for income. Table 14 shows that
97 percent of the women and 63 percent of the men nonoperating
landlords who are over the age of 50 are dependent upon the rents
from their lands for the major portion of their incomes. Approxi-
mately 59 percent of the women and 49 percent of the men operator
landlords are similarly dependent upon rents for income. The
fact that more than half of the operator landlords expressed this
dependence upon their rental receipts suggests that many of them
have turned the active operation of their farm holdings -largely
over to tenants.

Of the landlord occupation groups, the retired farmers are most
dependent upon rents for income. A majority of the housewife
nonoperating landlords, the women farmers and the men non-
operating landlords who reported that they were farmers also re-
ported dependence upon rents for most of their income. Among all
the landlord groups except the men operators, the farms held by
owners who are primarily dependent upon rents for income .tend
to be slightly larger than average.

TABLE 14. DEPENDENCE OF LANDLORDS WHO ARE OVER 50 YEARS OF
AGE UPON RENTS FOR INCOME, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946,
DISTRIBUTION BY SEX AND TENURE.

Landlords over 50 years of age
dependent_ upon rents from their land
for major portion of their income

Sex of landlords Cases All Operator uplgga::ing

reporting landlords landlords landlords

(number) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Women_____________. 697 87.7 59.2 96.6
Men . 2,931 57.6 49.3 62.9
Total . __ 3,628 63.4 50.2 70.3
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WHO ARE THE OWNERS?

Who owns the farm land in the Midwest? The data reported
above show that about 94 percent of the farm land in the region
is owned by individuals. The rest, for the most part, is held by
public agencies and by corporate and private institutional owners.
Of the individual owners about one out of every nine is a woman.
Almost half of these owners are owner-operators, while 14 per-
cent are part-owner operators, 13 percent operator landlords and
25 percent nonoperating landlords.

While the owner-operators are most numerous they tend to
average several years younger in age than the two landlord groups;
on the average they hold fewer farms and farms of smaller size,
and their holdings are of lower values than those of the land-
lord groups. The landlords, and particularly the nonoperating
landlords, account for a larger proportion of nonfarmers, a larger
proportion of owners who have had nonfarm experience, and a larger
proportion of owners with limited pre-ownership farm experience
than do the owner-operator groups.

About 56 percent of the nonoperating landlords do not live on
farms. Approximately half of this 56 percent live in counties or
states other than those where their farms are located. About 70
percent of the nonoperating and 50 percent of the operating land-
lords who are over 50 years of age reported that they were dependent
upon the rents from their farms for the major portion of their in-
come. :

HOW MIDWESTERN FARMS ARE OWNED

_The kind and extent of rights in Iand held by an owner are im-
portant factors affecting how the land is used and the stability of
the ownership. For example, when ownership is limited to the life-
time of the owner with the owner not permitted to name the heir,
it becomes difficult to develop a long-term system of farming in-
volving capital expenditures for terracing, buildings and other kinds
of major farm improvements. When the holder of life interests is
well along in years, the uncertainty of ownership may become serious
to the tenant operator, who is never sure when the land will change
hands due to death of the present life estate owner. In order to
find out how midwestern farms are owned and some of the char-
acteristics of various kinds of ownership, it is important to try to
answer the following questions: What kinds of interests do owners
have in the land they own? How are holders of these various in-
terests distributed throughout the region? What is the tenure, age
and sex of holders of these various interests? Information obtained
from the census and ownership survey pertinent in answering these
and closely related questions is included in this section of the
report.
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FARM OPERATORSHIP AND OWNERSHIP

Some indication of how farms are owned may be obtained from
the United States census. This information on tenure of farm
operators divides farm operators into the following four groups
primarily on the basis of whether or not they own land: full-owners,
part-owners, managers and tenants. According to census definitions,
full-owners own all the land they operate; part-owners own part
and rent part of their farm land; managers operate farms for others
and are paid wages or salaries for their services; tenants operate
land hired or rented from landlords. Thus, the ownership of all
land in the latter two groups is completely separated from opera-
tion of the land. This is also true of the rented portion of part-
owner farms.

For the entire region, 55 percent of the farms were operated
by full-owners in 1945 (table 15). Yet these owners operated
only about 35 percent of the farm land acreage of the region. In
value this land represented 39 percent of all farm real estate in the
Midwest. On the other hand, part-owners, who made up only 16
percent of the farm operators, operated 33 percent of the farm
land in the Midwest. Managers operated less than 1 percent of
the farms in the Midwest, but 2 percent of the land. The remain-
ing 29 percent of the operators were tenants who operated 30 per-
cent of the region’s farm land, which was valued at 35 percent
of the value of all farm real estate.

As a result of unusually high farm incomes during the World
War II period, many farm tenants have become owners and many
mortgaged farm owners have paid part or all of their debts. The
1945 census reported an all-time record number of operating farm
owners in the Midwest. Altogether more than 114 million mid-
western farmers owned part or all of the land they operated. Farm
owners constituted 70.6 percent of all farmers in the Midwest, of
which 54.7 percent were full-owners and 15.9 percent were part-
owners as stated above.

TABLE 15. FARMS, ACRES AND VALUE OF LAND OPERATED, BY TENURE
OF OPERATOR FOR NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1945.*

Proportion operated by
Total for
Item North Central Full Part

Region owners owners | Managers | Tenants

(number) (percent) | (percent) | (percent) |(percent)
Farms o 2,224,291 54.7 15.9 0.5 28,9
Acres - ________.____ 418,536,802 |, 35.5 32.9 1.9 29.7
Dollars o ________ $23,089,616,393 390.1 23.7 1.9 35.3

*U. S. Census of Agriculture.
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When ownership is considered from the viewpoint of farm acre-
ages, part-owners become one of the most important tenure groups.
Although only 16 percent of the midwestern farmers are part-
owners, they farm one-third of all the farm land. About 45 per-
cent of the land they operate is rented from landlords. Although
7 out of every 10 farmers in the Midwest own part or all of the
land they operate, ownership varies from a low of 52 percent in
Nebraska to a high of 88 percent in Michigan (appendix table 6).
The proportion of farmers owning all of the land they operate
(full-owners) varies from 25 percent in South Dakota to 72 per-
cent in Michigan; the regional average is 55 percent. Similar
variations are noted among the part-owners. They account for 40
percent of the operators in North Dakota but only 6 percent in
Kentucky. The Midwest average is 16 percent. Tenancy has de-
creased materially in all states. Michigan is low—only 12 per-
cent of its farmers are tenants. Nebraska has the largest propor-
tion of tenant farmers—almost one-half of all farmers rent all
of the land they operate. While there is some variation in the

,proportion of farms operated by managers, in no state does this
_proportion exceed 1 percent.

Farm acreages in the several tenure groups also vary materially
among states (appendix table 7). Almost three-fourths of all farm
land in Michigan and Kentucky is owned by the operator, although
the proportion drops to 40 percent in South Dakota. Or, stated
another way, 56 percent of all farm land in South Dakota is rented
as compared with only 24 percent in Michigan and the Midwest
average of 45 percent. The proportion of farm land operated by
tenants also varies significantly from a low of 14 percent in Wis-
consin to a high of 46 percent in Towa. Altogether, 230 million
acres of farm land in the Midwest—S55 percent of all farm land
in the area—are held by owner-operators. In addition, 124 million
acres are rented by tenants and the remaining 64 million acres by
part-owners, The proportion of land operated by managers ranges
from less than 1 percent in Minnesota and Iowa to 3.9 percent in
Nebraska and accounts for 1.9 percent of the farm land of the region.

NATURE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS

In using the census information, there is a tendency to lump
all owners together into owner-operator and landlord groups. Yet
there are important differences in kinds of ownership interests.
Some owners, both owner-operators and landlords, hold complete
interests in their land. These ownership interests may be subject
to mortgage claims of 'a mortgagee or other specific claims such as
mineral rights, but the basic ownership rights are held by the
owner. In order to find out the prevalence of complete ownership
interests in the Midwest, all landowners in the survey were asked
this question: “How many farms, ranches, or plantations do you
(and your wife or husband) own? (Do not include land held under
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purchase contracts, partnerships, undivided interests, and life
estates.)”

Other owners may be in the process of buying their farms through
purchase contract arrangements. These owners have fewer rights
in their land than complete owners (even though there may be
mortgage claims against the complete owner farm), since the title
to contract-purchased land remains with the seller. In order to
find out the proportion of contract purchase arrangements in the
Midwest, the following question was asked of all owners included
in the survey: “How many farms, ranches, or plantations are you
(and your wife or husband) buying under purchase contract ar-
rangements?”

Another group of owners share interests in land by holding un-
divided interests with several individuals. In order to find out the
prevalence of this kind of ownership, all owners'in the survey were
asked: “How many farms, ranches, or plantations do you own with
someone else other than your wife or hushand? (Refers to land
which you hold in partnership or in which you own undivided in-
terests with other people.)”

Still .other owners may hold only life estate interests in land
which last only for the lifetime of the owner and cannot be sold
or otherwise transferred. To obtain information on life estates the
following question was asked of all owners in the survey sample:
“In how many farms, ranches, or plantations do you (and your
wife or husband) own life interests only? (Refers to land which
you use and control during your lifetime, but which you cannot
sell, trade, or otherwise transfer.)”

PREVALENCE OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS

About 84 percent of all farm owners answering the question-
naires reported holding complete ownership interests. Seven per-
cent reported undivided interests, 6 percent had purchase contracts,
and the remaining 3 percent held -only life estates. An additional
4 percent of all those reporting held various combinations of owner-
ship interests which are not shown in table 16. This includes those
individuals who held interests in estates pending court settlement.

Table 16 shows that the kinds of ownership vary considerably
among the North Central states. This variation is particularly
noticeable with purchase contracts, which account for 12 percent
of all the farms owned in Michigan but only 3 percent in Kentucky
and Missouri. North Dakota and Minnesota also have a relatively
high proportion of purchase contract farms—10 and 9 percent,
respectively. Some variation also exists in owners of undivided
interests. Ten percent of all owners in Nebraska and Kentucky re-
ported holding undivided interests in their farms. Wisconsin was
low with only 4 percent of the owners reporting undivided interests.
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TABLE 16. KINDS OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS REPORTED BY FARM
OWNERS, NORTH CENTRAL .STATES, 1946.

State C:rvlvtr;;:ltlslp Complete Undivided Purchase‘ Life

R reported ownership interests contracts estates
(number) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Tllinois «occocoonn 1,519 851 7.4 3.7 3.8
Indiana _________ 1,324 85.1 6.0 6.6 2.3
Towa ____________ 1,560 82.7 ) 7.8 6.9 2.6
Kansas .___..._._ 1,222 83.3: 8.4 5.7 2.6
Kentucky ———_____ 1,804 84.1 9.5 3.1 3.3
Michigan ________ 1,286 80.8 4.9 11.7 2.6
Minnesota _______ 1,574 81.6 6.9 8.8 2.7
Missouri .. 1,740 87.2 6.4 2.7 3.7
Nebraska .. 979 81.9 10.4 3.7 4.0
North Dakota ____ 569 79.8 7.9 9.8 2.5
Ohio —cce e 1,665 86.6 5.9 5.2 2.3
South Dakota ____ " 623 817 8.7 6.4 3.2
Wisconsin  _______ 1,232 90.5 3.9 4.4 1.2

North Central Re-

gion __.__________ 17,097 84.3 7.1 5.8 2.8

Considerably less variation was reported in life estates. Illinois,
Missouri and Nebraska were high with 4 percent and Wisconsin
low with 1 percent.

The different kinds of ownership interests did not vary greatly
in size. Except for the undivided interest group, around one-third
of the properties in all groups were between 70 and 139 acres in
size. Between two-thirds and three-fourths of the properties were
between 30 and 219 acres in size. (Appendix table 8.) Properties
held as undivided interests averaged slightly larger than those held
in other kinds of ownership interests.

TENURE OF OWNERS HOLDING VARIOUS INTERESTS

Owners reporting various ownership interests were grouped ac-
cording to tenure of owner as summarized in table 17. These group-
ings show that of all the complete owners, 63 percent were owner-
operators, 25 percent were landlords, and the remaining 12 percent
were both operators and landlords of farm land. With life estates,
the situation was reversed—landlords held 53 percent of all life
estates reported and the owner-operators only 37 percent. On the
other hand, 85 percent of all purchase contracts were held by owner-
operators and only 10 percent by landlords.
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TABLE 17, KINDS OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS BY TENURE
OF OWNER, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Proportiott of various interests
held by owners who are

* Nona
Kind of ownership Cases All owner- Operator operating
interest reporting operators landlords landlords.

(number) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Complete ownership oo _____ 11.984 62.5 12.3 25.2
Purchase contract —.__.___.___ 776 84.7 5.5 9.8
Undivided interest —_____._____ 610 521 10.8 37.1
Life estate __________..______ 352 36.9 9.9 53.2
Combination of interests_______ 633 46.2 311 22.7
All 14,355 62.0 12,5 25.5

Variations in ownership interests according to tenure of owner
suggest certain explanations regarding the origin of particular in-
terests. For example, purchase contract interests were largely con-
fined to farm operators. These were largely the younger operators
who were beginning to acquire land. Since they apparently did not
have sufficient capital to buy land under mortgage arrangements,
these farmers had to begin ownership through the purchase con-
tract route. Most life estate interests were held by landlords and
particularly the older landlords. This situation arises out of the
nature of life estates, which come into existence mainly through
wills and operation of state laws of descent. Life estates in terms
of tenure and ‘age of holders suggest instability of operatorship as
well as ownership of the life estate land.

The high proportion of landlords indicates that most of the
life estate land is rented. In addition to the usual problems which
may accompany tenant operatorship, life estate land may involve
additional problems. Ownership rights of the landlord are limited
to use privileges during his lifetime, since he is not permitted to
sell, bequeath or materially change the nature and value of the
land. This limitation is necessary to protect the remainderman
who will succeed the life tenant in ownership. Consequently, the
landlord with life estate ownership interests is limited in his use
of the land. Occasionally this type of landlord may be interested
in exploiting the land during his lifetime, since he has no basic
interests in the land to bequeath or otherwise transfer. Further in-
terpretation of these and similar implications must await additional
studies concerned with the effects of ownership interests upon the
use of land and stability of ownership.

AGE OF OWNERS HOLDING VARIOUS INTERESTS

When grouped by age of owner, 80 percent of all owners of life
estates are over 54 years of age, and 58 percent are over 64 years.
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TABLE 18. KINDS OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS BY AGE OF OWNER,
ORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Owners
Ownership | Under
Kind of ownership interests 25 25-34 | 35-44 | 45-54 | 55-64 | 65 years
‘ interest reported years years | years | years | years |and over
(number) (%) (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%)
Complete ownership__ 11,421 1 6 16 24 25 28
Purchase contract —._ 754 2 19 35 28 12 4
Undivided interest___ 567 1 9 22 23 23 22
Life estate ————______ 314 — 3 5 12 22 58
Combination of '
interests . __.______ 604 1 8 17 27 23 24
All e - 13,660 1 7 18 24 24 26

(Table 18.) As indicated previously, the life estate group is an
extremely uncertain kind of ownership since the life expectancy
of over one-half of these owners is not over a few years at most.

The situation is different with holders of purchase contracts.
One-fifth of them are less than 35 years of age, and an additional
35 percent between 35 and 44 years of age. Undivided interests,
many of which arise out of estate settlements, are quite evenly
distributed among the last four age groups beginning W1th the 35-
to 44-year-old group.

OWNERSHIP INTERESTS OF MEN AND WOMEN

Ownership interests were next grouped by sex of owner to dis-
cover whether particular kinds of ownership interests were associated
with women or men. These groupings, summarized in table 19, show
46 percent of all life estates were held by women even though women
accounted for less than 12 percent of all owners reporting ownership
interests. Approximately four-fifths of these women owners of life
estates are nonoperating landlords.

The chief differences in interests between men and women owners
are found in the purchase contracts, undivided interests and life
estates (table 20). Purchase contract arrangements were about three
times more prevalent among men than women. One possible ex-
planation suggested earlier was that purchase contracts were used
primarily by younger farmers to get a start toward ownership. The
women owners were considerably older and fewer of them were farm
operators, so few women owners held contracts to purchase. It is
possible that the few who did hold purchase contracts may have
taken over the contracts at the deaths of their husbands.

Life estates were five times more prevalent among women than
men owners, and undivided interests were twice as numerous. Since
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SHIP INTERESTS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946,

SEX OF OWNERS HOLDING VARIOUS KINDS OF OWNER-

Various interests held

by owners
Cases
Kind of ownership interest reporting Men Women
(number) (percent) (percent)
Complete ownership . ________________ 11,984 89.3 10.7
Purchase contract oo o o __ 776 95.8 4.2
Undivided interest ______________.____ 610 78.9 21.1
Life estate .. 352 54,5 45.5
Combination of interests.____________ 633 90.1 9.9
All 14,355 88.4 11.6
TABLE 20. PERCENTAGE OF KINDS OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS HELD
BY MEN AND WOMEN, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946,

Ownership interests held
by all owners

Kind of ownership interests Men Women

(percent) (percent)

Complete ownership 84.3 76.9
Purchase contract ... 5.9 2.0
Undivided interest ___. 3.8 7.7
Life estate 1.5 9.6
Combination of interests 4.5 3.8
Et-al_numher reporting . _.__.__________________ 12,687 1,668

TABLE 21.

PERCENT OF MEN AND WOMEN NONOPERATING TLANDLORDS

HOLDING VARIOUS KINDS OF OWNERSHIP INTEREST,

NORTH CENTRAL REGION,

1946.

Ownership interests held by
nonoperating landlords

Kind of ownership interest %:;?c?x!g;? Men Women

(number) (percent) (percent)
Complete ownership 3,026 72.2 27.8
Purchase contract 76 72.4 27.6
Undivided interest ____________._._.__ 227 55.5 44.5
Life estate 187 34.2 65.8
Combination of interests . _.._ 143 74.8 25.2
All 3,659 69.3 30.7
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husbands generally precede their wives in death, it seems probable
that women acquired their life estate interests through the settle-
ment of their deceased husbands’ estates.

Approximately two-thirds of the women owners are nonoperating
landlords, and as table 21 shows, they account for 31 percent of
the owners in the nonoperating landlord group. This tabulation
also shows that women land owners hold 66 percent of all life estates
and 45 percent of the undivided ownership interests. Women land-
lords, however, have only 28 percent of the complete ownership
and purchase contract farms.

Within the men landlord group, complete ownership interests
appear most numerous with little differences noted among the other
kinds of interests (table 22). The same general pattern of owner-
ship interests held by women landlords discussed earlier in the
case of women owners also prevails. Life estates and undivided in-
terests account for about one-fifth of all ownership interests held by
* women landlords.

TABLE 22, PERCENTAGE OF KINDS OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS HELD
BY MEN AND WOMEN NONOPERATING LANDLORDS,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Proportion of men and women
landlords holding various
interests
Kind of ownership interest Men landlords | Women landlords
(percent) (percent}
Complete ownership . 86.1 75.0
Purchase contract . 2.2 1.9
Undivided interest o ____ 5.0 9.0
Life estate .o o _____ 2.5 10.9
Combination of interests____._______________ 4.2 3.2
Total number reporting. — 2,536 1,123

MORTGAGE CLAIMS AGAINST OWNERSHIP

All of the foregoing kinds of ownership interests may be subject
to certain claims of a mortgagee or creditor who lends funds to buy
land. These mortgage claims stand between the owner and full and
free ownership of his land. Although data are not available on
mortgage debt of farms owned by landlords, their debts may be
expected to be lower than debts against farms operated by owners.
Estimates of owner-operators’ farm mortgage debt for the North
Central Region since 1910 show two major trends (appendix table 9).
One trend of increasing mortgage debt began in 1910 and 1911, the
earliest years for which mortgage data for the region are available.
This trend ran through 1923. Beginning in 1924, farm mortgage



882

debt has shown a steady decline with the exception of one year, 1928,
when the amount remained constant. This trend of decreasing
mortgage debt is still in progress although there is some indication
a new upward trend may be in the making. In 1947, farm mortgage
debt in five North Central States (Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Missouri
and Kentucky) started upward. In 1948, all of these states plus
Wisconsin continued their upward trend in farm mortgage debt.””

Thus, for the past quarter century, farm mortgage debt in the
Midwest has followed a general pattern of reduction. Of course part
of the decrease during the early 1920’s and again in the early 1930’
was due to foreclosures or assignments of farms to creditors. During
the past few years, however, the decline in mortgage debt has meant
greater equities in farms by their owners. The peak years of farm
mortgage debt in the Midwest were 1923-24, when midwestern
farmers owed over 6.8 billions of dollars on their land. By 1948
high farm incomes and yields enabled midwestern farmers to reduce
their farm mortgage debt to 2.3 billion dollars—the lowest amount
since 1911, In terms of dollars of similar purchasing power, the
1948 debt was about one-half that of 1911,

In 1948 there was only a 4 percent decrease in mortgage debt
under the previous year. As stated earlier, six states showed a small
increase. Thus there are indications that the mortgage debt may
be close to the bottom and may again be rising following increased
land prices. But averages may cover up differences in the actual
situation. Current information does not show how much beginning
farmers are going into debt and how fast older farmers are paying
off old debts. However, available information indicates that about
one-half of all farm sales are on a cash basis. This reduces the likeli-
hood of later credit difficulties. Down payments on farms purchased
on a partial credit basis average 40 percent of the sales price.
Despite both debt reductions and the large cash down payments on
new farm purchases, an increasing number of farms are carrying
heavy encumbrances. More people went into debt to buy farms
during 1946, for example, than any time since 1920. And in one-
third of the credit-financed purchases, mortgages amounted to
three-fourths of the purchase price. With land prices double the
prewar average it is not difficult to see how these owners would be
in serious difficulty if farm product prices again drop appreciably
while farm costs tend to remain relatively high. -

Certain financial weaknesses are suggested by the kind and
amount of credit used to finance new purchases of farm land. An
increasing proportion of short-term mortgage loans are being used
to finance farm purchases.”® For example, in recent years, about
three-fourths of all farm mortgage loans in the Midwest are for

17 Farm mortgage debt in the United States, 1940-47. BAE, USDA, \V:ishington.
D. C., November 1947. Also, 1elease of May 1948, by same agency.

18 Data on file in the USDA Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Ames, Iowa.
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terms of 5 years or less, and about one-third of these have no
provision for amortization. Unless these types of mortagages are
paid off rapidly while farm profits are up, the mortgages may fall
due when net farm incomes have declined. In this event, farm
owners may be faced with problems of refinancing their mortgages
under unfavorable credit conditions.

HOW OWNERSHIP IS ACQUIRED

The problem of how farm ownership is or can be acquired is
always of great importance to farm people. The problem often is
simplified by gifts, inheritance or considerable family assistance.
Usually, however, the process of acquiring full ownership involves
many years of work and capital accumulation.

METHODS OF ACQUIRING FARM OWNERSHIP

Farm ownership in the North Central Region has been acquired
through: (1) purchase, either from relatives or from non-relatives
or possibly from both; (2) gift, marriage, or inheritance through
will or estate settlement; (3) foreclosure or transfer under threat
of foreclosure; (4) homesteading from either the federal or state
governments; or (5) some combination of these methods. The data
summarized in table 23 indicate that all of these farm ownership
acquisition methods have been used extensively throughout the
region.

TABLE 23. DI.STRIBUTION OF FARM OWNERS BY METHOD OF FARM
OWNERSHIP ACQUISITION, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Method of acquisition All owners Men Women
(percent) (percent) (percent)
Single methods
1. Land purchase 67.1 70.8 38.0
. —From relatives only __ (11.0) (11.5) (7.0)
. —From non-relatives only (52.0) (54.8) (29.5)
c —Both relatives and non-relatives . (4.1) (4.5) (1.5)
2. Gift or inheritance 11.7 8.1 40.2
3. Foreclosure _________ 0.6
4. Homesteading _____.__ 2.0 0.8 3.5
5. Other or undetermined method . 0.4

Combinations of methods

6. Combinations involving gift or
inheritance _________________ 16.2 16.2 16.2
7. Combinations involving purchase |+
from relatives but no gift or

inheritance _._______________ 0.7 0.7 0.3 -

8. Combinations involving no fam-
ily assistance —__________.____ 2.3 2.4 1.8
Total — 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number reporting —_________________ 12,237 10,863 1,374
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Most of the farms owned by men have been acquired through
purchase, primarily from individuals (or corporate or public
owners) not related to the buyer. The majority of the farms held
by the women, however, have been acquired either by gift or in-
heritance or by a combination of methods involving gift or inherit-
ance. The high proportion of the women with farms acquired
through gift or inheritance reflects the tendency for farm women
to outlive their husbands and the usual practice of husbands to
bequeath the major portion of their estates to their widows.

Table 23 also shows that 71 percent of the men purchased all
of their land and 24 percent acquired all or part of their land
through gift, will or inheritance, as compared with 38 percent and
56 percent, respectively, for the women. TFurthermore, only 2 per-
cent of the men and 3.5 percent of the women acquired their farms
by foreclosure, homesteading or some undetermined other method.

These proportions are not surprising. It seems probable that
most of the individuals who received farms through foreclosure dur-
ing the 1930’s have long since found an opportunity to redeem their
equities by selling their land. Fifty or sixty years ago homestead-
ing would have accounted for a large proportion of the farms in
the western part of the region. Today, however, very few of the
original homesteaders still survive.

Combinations of land acquisition methods were reported by
18 percent of the women and 19 percent of the men. These com-
binations can be divided into three groups: (1) those involving some
element of gift or inheritance, (2) those involving purchase from

TABLE 24, DISTRIBUTION OF MEN OWNERS BY SINGLE AND JOINT
LAND ACQUISITION METHODS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Proportion of men owners who acquired

All of their
land by All or part
. All of their | combinations | of land by
Method of acquisition land by a of methods methods
single method| involving the| involving the
single method |single method
(percent) (percent) (percent)
1. Land purchase 70.8 16.8 87.6
a. —-From relatives ___ (11.5) (15.3) (26.8)
b. =From non-relatives — (54.8) (12.8) (67.6)
c. —From both relatives and non-
relatives _______________... (4.5) *) ™)
2. Gift or inheritance__—____________ 8.1 16.2 243
a, ~Gift only —____._____________ s (1.5) (4.4) (5.9)
b. ~Will or estate scttlement..___ (6.6) ™) ™
3. Foreclosure . .. _____________ 0.6 0.4 1.0
4. Homesteading —____ S 0.8 1.4 2,2
5. Other or undctermined method___ 0.4 2.0 2.4

* Not compitted,
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relatives but no gift or inheritance, and (3) those involving neither
gift or inheritance nor purchase from relatives. The proportions of
the men owners who used each acquisition method singly or in com-
bination with other methods are compared in table 24. This table
shows that approximately 88 percent of the men owners pur-
chased all or part of their holdings. Almost 27 percent bought
all or part of their land from relatives, and 28 percent acquired
at least part of their lands through gift or inheritance.

The state data on the methods of farm acquisition reported
by men (appendix table 10) show that the proportion of men
ownerships acquired all or in part through gift or inheritance is
highest in Illinois, Nebraska, Kansas and South Dakota. Two-
thirds or more of the men who used this method- of acquisition in
all states except Wisconsin, Michigan and Ohio reported using their
gifts and inheritances in combination with other acquisition meth-
ods. This situation reflects the steadily increasing average size of
farms during recent decades as well as the tendency to divide farms
among several heirs. Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota had
the smallest proportions of owners reporting land acquisition through
gift or inheritance. But these same states, Wisconsin in particular,
had above-average proportions of men owners reporting purchase
from relatives. This suggests that father-to-son land sales ar-
rangements have been worked out in many cases as alternatives
to transfer by inheritance. Iowa, Nebraska and Kentucky also
reported above regional average preportions of owners acquiring
land all or in part through purchase from relatives.

The data on the acquisition methods reported by the women
are somewhat confusing (appendix table 11). They often refer
to the methods used by the present owner’s deceased husband or
to the methods used by husband and wife as joint owners of the
land rather than to the acquisition methods used by the woman
owner herself. Even so, these data show numerous state varia-
tions. Over 60 percent of the women owners acquired all or part
of their land through gift or inheritance in Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky,
Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska and North Dakota. Less than one-
half of the women owners reported this method of acquisition in
Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin and Minnesota. So far as the data
on acquisition by homesteading and foreclosures are concerned, the
data for men and women owners alike show the largest proportions
of acquisitions by these methods in Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota
and South Dakota.

CHARACTERISTICS OF OWNERS USING VARIOUS
ACQUISITION METHODS

The distribution of owners by method of acquisition by tenure
and sex reported in table 25 indicates that a higher percentage of
the owner-operators, both men and women, than landlords pur-
chased their farms.. Of the men almost 35 percent of the operator
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landlords and approximately 30 percent of the nonoperating land-
lords as compared with about 20 percent of the two owner-operator
groups acquired all or part of their land through gift or inheritance.
At the same time 62 percent of the women landlords, as compared
with 35 percent of the women owner-operators and 47 percent of
the women who are part-owner operators obtained land through
gifts or inheritances.

These distributions strongly suggest that many operator land-
lords would still be owner-operators and that many nonoperating
landlords would be nonowners if they had not received a farm
through gift or inheritance. This theory is supported by the fact
that many owners do not receive their land by inheritance or gift
until they have already established themselves on farms of their
own ot in nonfarm businesses. A farm obtained under these condi-
tions makes it possible for the new owner to become a landlord by
merely retaining his already established farm or business while he
leases his newly acquired farm.

This suggests that many of the owners who did not report farm-
ing as an occupation may have acquired their lands through gift
or inheritance. Table 26 lends a certain amount of credence to
this view. Approximately 31 percent of the business and professional
men, as compared with 26 percent of the farmers, 30 percent of
the retired farmers, 63 percent of the housewives and 21 percent
of the laborers, acquired their farms all or in part through gift or
inheritance.

The high proportion of housewives who acquired their farms
by gift or inheritance suggests that most of the members of this
group are either the widows or daughters of the last male owner.

TABLE 26. DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OWNERS BY OCCUPATION AND BY
METHOD OF FARM ACQUISITION, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946,

Distribution by method of acquisition-
0 &5 5 R
'.Ea & .;‘ﬁ nd N g’
E | 2| B B8y | o5
Occupation o = 2 b g S8 38
groups - 5¢ R=R-t = E£5% e,
o g 25 g B2 ¢ SEC
% =8 £ E E%E | 55%
4] &= o= & o= AR
(number) | (percent) | (percent) | (petcent) { (percent) | (percent)
Farmers _________ 7,191 8.9 17.0 69.7 2.1 2.3
Retired farmers___ 1,072 8.5 21.4 62.6 3.2 4.3
Housewives —_.___ 354 49.4 13.3 30.8 2.3 4.2
Business and pro-
fessional ___.__._ 1,078 14,5 16.5 65.6 1.7 1.7
Laborers and
others __._____ 1,262 10.7 10.4 76.3 0.6 2.0
All owners ______ 10,957 10.9 16.5 68.1 2.0 2.5
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Almost one-third of the business and professional men and slightly
over one-fifth of the laborer group reported land gifts and in-
heritances. This helps to explain the presence of these nonfarmers
in the ownership class. Equally important, however, is the fact
that two-thirds of the business and professional men and three-
fourths of the laborers who own farms chose to invest in land by
purchasing all of their holdings: Some of these investment farms
are probably held for strictly economic reasons, others because of
the owner’s affection for the old home farm or a nostalgic feeling
toward rural life. A fair proportion of these owners, particularly
among the laborer group, have farms that could be used as rural
residences or for part-time farming. Often their purchase of farms
has been prompted by plans for escaping from the congestion of
the city and by the desire for such security as comes with farm
ownership.

A higher proportion of retired farmers than of active farmers
indicated that they had acquired land by gift or inheritance. Part
of the reason for this is that some women owners classified them-
selves as retired farmers rather than as housewives. Age also is an
important factor because retired owners frequently are older than
active farmers and so have had a longer period in which to acquire
land through inheritance or gift. Too much significance should
not be assigned to this factor, however, because it seems likely that
the receipt of gifts or inheritances has made it possible for many
of these owners to retire—often at a younger age than they other-
wise would have done.

Although the retired farmers are older, there is no evidence to
indicate that they could have proﬁted from a ‘higher rate of land
transfer through gift or inheritance in the past than at present.
The proportion of the landlords in the region who received all their
farm land by gift or inheritance increased from 11 percent in 1920
to 17 percent in 1946 (table 27.) The proportion who received
all or part of their holdmgs by this method mcreased from 33 per-
cent in 1920 to 38 percent in 1946.

These data, limited as they are, suggest that more rather than
less land in the Midwest is now being transferred from one genera-
tion to the next through the processes of gift, will and inheritance.
As the farm economy of the North Central Region becomes more
stable and as the days of settlement and homesteading become
more remote, it seems plausible to expect an even greater reliance
upon gift, inheritance and other intra-family transfer arrange-
ments in the passing of farm land from one generation to the next.

The data on ages at which the men in different acquisition
groups first acquired farm land show that the median age for all
methods except gift or inheritance falls in the 25 to 35 age interval.
The median for this group falls in the less than 25-year age interval.
Though a significant proportion of the owners who obtained land
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TABLE 27, COMPARISON OF PROPORTIONS OF LANDLORD-OWNED
FARMS ACQUIRED THROUGH GIFT OR INHERITANCE,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1920 AND 1946.*

Landlords acquiring farms through gift,
marriage or inheritance

All of farm by gift or All or part by gift or
inheritance inheritance
" Area 1920 1946 1920 1946
‘(percent) (percent) ' | (percent) (percent)
Men 7 T 28 31
Women / 34 44 62 62
Region 11 17 33 38

* The data for 1920 are from Howard A. Turner, The ownership of tenant farms in
the United States, U. S. Dept. Agr., Bul. 1433, 1926. These statistics are based on a
study of all landlords in 85 counties located in Illinois, Towa, Kansas, Michigan, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota and Wisconsin.

from gifts or inheritances did so at an early age, it does not mean
that they acquired their farms at an earlier age than those who
obtained farms by purchase or other methods. Actually a large
proportion of the owners in all the acquisition groups acquired
ownership at an early age.

" The owners who received gifts and inheritances were widely
distributed over all the age groups. While 27 percent of these
owners acquired land before they were 25, only 6 percent did so
entirely from gifts or inheritances, and 3 percent who used this
method of acquisition in combination with other methods reported

TABLE 28. DISTRIBUTION OF MEN OWNERS BY METHOD OF FARM
ACQUISITION ACCORDING TO AGE AT FIRST ACQUISITION,
NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Percentage distribution by age at first land acquisition

Method  of Cases
acquisition report- Under |- 55
ing 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 and over

(number) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent)

Purchase from rel-

atives ____.____ 1,248 19 46 24 9 2
Purchase from non-

relatives _______ 5,964 19 39 27 11 4
Purchase from both 489 29 53 15 3 —
Gift or inheritance 878 27 26 25 16 6
Homesteading, fore.

closure and other 198 27 35 17 14 7
Combinations with

gift or inherit- .

ance _________. 1,751 27 40 21 9 3

Combinations with-
out gift or inher-
itance —___.___. 335 33 46 15 5

All groups —_____ 10,863 22 40 25 10 3

-
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acquiring their first land after they were 55.

Two other methods-of-acquisition groups, the individuals buy-
ing from non-relatives and the foreclosure and homesteading group,
reported significant proportions of owners first acquiring land at
late ages. Many of the older buyers in the first group are non-
farmers who either buy land as an investment or purchase rural
residence sites or small farms. The few owners who first acquired
farms by foreclosure or homesteading after the age of 55 probably
represent non-farm investors who acquired their lands through fore-
closure.

USE OF GIFTS OR INHERITANCES OTHER THAN LAND

At the time the questionnaires were mailed out, it was realized
that gift and inheritance of land and favorable purchase arrange-
ments from relatives were not the only measures of family assistance.
Accordingly, every owner was asked: “Have you used money or
proceeds from property acquired through gift, will or estate settle-
ment to purchase, improve or operate any of your land?” Some
18 percent of the owners reported that they had used moneys
from inheritances other than land in this manner. Relative to
their proportionate distribution, almost twice as many women owners
as men in this group reported using funds from inheritances other
than land for this purpose. (Appendix table 12.) Similarly .con-
centration of women in the two landlord tenure groups is almost
double that in the owner-operator groups. Recipients of non-land
gifts and inheritances account for above-average proportions of the
housewives, retired farmers, and business and professional men.
The active farmers, representing two-thirds of all owners, reported
use of less than their pro-rated share of these non-land gifts and
inheritances. The laborers reported the least use of these “other”
inheritances.

The fact that the landlord groups, and the housewife, retired
farmer, and business and professional groups received more than
their proportionate share of these inheritances is partly explained
by the large proportion of these receipts going to the women owners.
Even with this explanation, however, one is justified in asking:
How many of the landlords who benefited from gifts or inheritances
or from inheritances other than land owe their tenure status to this
family assistance? How many of the retired farmers retired as a
result of their receipt of these inheritances? How many business
and professional men are in their businesses today because of family
assistance, and how many obtained their farms by inheritances?

The relationship between method of farm acquisition and the
receipt and use for farming purposes of inheritances other than land
is tabulated in table 29. Almost one-third of the men and almost
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TABLE 29. PROPORTION OF FARM OVVNERS REPORTING RECEIPT OF
GIFTS OR INHERITANCES OTH LAND, BY SEX AND BY
METHOD OF FARM ACQUISII‘ION NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Method of acquisition of farms' Men ) ‘Wormten
(number) (percent) | (number) (percent)
Gift or inheritance 742 327 431 48.0
Combinations involving gift or inheritance 1,507 28.9 183 - 41.0
Purchase 6,670 10.3 408 18.4
Combinations involving no gift or inher- '
itance 290 14.1 23 17.4
Homesteading, foreclosure and other_____ 166 10.2 35 20,0 -
All groups 9,375 15.2 1,080 34.1

one-half of the women who received their land by gift or inheritance
also received other inheritances. A slightly smaller proportion of
those who acquired their farms by combinations of methods in-
volving gifts and inheritances reported using moneys acquired
through gift or inheritance in purchasing, improving or operating
their farms. Between one-tenth and one-seventh of the men and
between one-sixth and one-fifth of the women dependent upon other
acquisition methods reported the receipt and use of inheritances
other than land. Apparently the beneficiaries of gifts and inherit-
ances of farm land also benefit most from other inheritances,

HOW THE FARMS HAVE BEEN ACQUIRED

How have the individual owners in the Midwest acquired their
farms? About two-thirds of them, 71 percent of the men and 38
percent of the women, obtained their farms directly by purchase.
Some element of gift or inheritance entered into 28 percent of the
ownerships; 24 percent of the cases involved men and 56 percent
women. Homesteading and foreclosures were responsible for only
2 percent of the ownerships.

Comparison of the .groups shows that the landlords benefited
more from gifts and inheritances than the owner-operators, while
housewives, business and professional men and retired farmers bene-
fited more than the active farmers or laborers. The data on age
at first acquisition show that the recipients of gifts and inheritances
often acquire land at a slightly earlier than average age. Many, how-
ever, inherit or are given farms late in life and long after they
have acquired farms by other means.

Approximately 18 percent of the owners reported using gifts or
inheritances other than farm land to buy, improve or operate their
farms. A high proportion of these other inheritances were received
by owners who also were given or inherited land.
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LADDERS TO OWNERSHIP

If there has been a theory of farm tenure progress in the United
States and more particularly in the midwestern states it has been
the theory of the agricultural ladder. The concept of the agricul-
tural ladder, long recognized in a general way by students of farm
tenure, is that one gains experience and accumulates the necessary
funds to purchase a farm and the working capital to operate it by
advancing from an unpaid family laborer or hired hand to tenant,
mortgaged owner and finally full owner. About 30 years ago the
concept of the agricultural ladder was formalized and described
by W. J. Spillman.’ Since then it has been used and elaborated on
by a number of students, including L. C. Gray® and B. H. Hibbard.*

The agricultural ladder offered a fairly realistic explanation
of the farm ownership process in the Midwest a half century ago.
Does this relationship still exist or is it true—as many people have
asserted—that the ladder concept now has little relevance? Data
on this general subject, showing the tenure experiences-of the owners
and indicative of the ladders or processes they used in climbing
to ownership, were collected as a part of the agricultural owner-
ship survey.

THE AGRICULTURAL LADDER

Basically the ladder concept has involved four fundamental steps
or rungs. These rungs are often characterized by the letters P-H-R-O:
“P” for a period (usually counted after the age of 14) when the
individual is on the home farm doing unpaid family labor for his
parents; “H” for hired hand; “R” for renter (sometimes designated
as “T” for tenant); and “O” for owner. Other rungs to the ladder
have often been recognized and used in descriptions of the func-
tioning of the ladder. For instance, the tenant group is sometimes
broken down into different types of tenants. An “N” classification
is sometimes used to cover periods of nonfarm employment, an “MO”
group is used at times to designate the mortgaged owners, a “PO”"
group may be used to indicate part ownership, and an “L” group fre-
quently is used to designate time spent as a landlord.

The concept of a ladder with a number of separate rungs rising
from the P and H rungs to the O and L rungs suggests a definite
gradation of tenure status groups and implies that each successive
group has higher tenure status than the preceding one. This
concept is highly artificial and cannot be accepted without numerous
reservations. As was observed in the 1923 Agrlcultural Yearbook
article on “Farm Ownership and Tenancy’’?%:

19W. J. Spillman. “The Agricultural Ladder,” A i Ec
ment otk oo oo 36 eE d merican Economic Review, Supple-

» 20L. C. Gray, C. L. Stewart, H. A. Turner, J. T. Sanders and W. J. Spill
“Farm Ownership and Tenancy, Yearbook of 'Agrlculture, 1923, pp. 54715 piman.

21 B. H. Hibbard and Guy A. Petersnn How Wi f
owners, Wis. Agr. Exp. Sta., Bul. 402, 1928, isconsin farmers become farm

22 Op. cit.,, p. 548,
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“In the first place, the various successive stages may not always represent
progress. It is probable that the various stages do represent some progress
in independence of control, although not always, for an owner under heavy
mortgage may be less independent than a tenant who is out of debt. More-
over, progress in independence does not always mean progress in well-being.
Many a tenant who is subject to the supervision of a capable and honest
landlord may be better off than a farm owner who has not sufficient experience
or capital to operate his farm efficiently.

“Those who employ the ladder analogy frequently have in mind that
each succeeding step indicates higher financial standing, or net ‘worth. It is
obvious, however, that 2 mortgaged owner farmer may have a smaller equity
in the farm capital than a tenant or part-owner free of mortgage. More-
over, a tenant in some parts of the United States possesses more property on
the average than an owner in other parts.”

Although written more than a quarter of a century ago, the
above quotation presents important problems in current considera-
tion of the agricultural ladder concept. In Iowa, for example, the
average valuation of machinery and livestock per farm (usually
owned by the tenant) was reported by the 1945 Census as $5,507.
This is more than the total average value of the land, buildings,
implements and livestock held by owner-operators in a number of
other states.

Another problem arises from the fact that the ladder concept
implies constant progress toward ownership. In actual practice
many of the would-be owners who start out to climb the ladder
never achieve their goal, while some of those who have climbed
even as high as the top rung sometimes find themselves slipping
to a lower rung. Except in studies involving limited numbers of
cases, it is difficult to give much attention to the cases of those
individuals who have climbed down the ladder, as well as up, or to
the number of years of experience they reported on each tenure rung.

In studies involving all groups of farmers, both those who have
succeeded and those who have failed to acquire and retain owner-
ship should be considered. In studies involving farm owners only,
however, less concern need be felt for the exact sequences in farm
tenure experience. The fact that all of the individuals studied are
farm owners suggests that those who did slip down the ladder did
so only temporarily. In any case they are now owners, and one
can assume that they have usually moved upward even though they
may have had temporary reverses.

Despite its limitations, the concept of the agricultural ladder
provides a useful tool of analysis for studying the farm ownership
process. The testing of the ladder hypothesis usually involves
one of two methods. One test involves an examination of the age
distributions of the farmers found in the various tenure groups.
The other test calls for examination of the tenure histories and
experiences of the various farm operators.
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AGES OF PEOPLE IN VARIOUS TENURE GROUPS

The agricultural ladder concept of the farmer beginning at
the bottom and gradually climbing the ladder implies the pass-
ing-of time. This gives each of the tenure status groups its own
particular age distribution. The average age of the owner groups,
for example, is older than that of the tenants. This is illustrated
by table 30, which shows the proportion of the farm operators
and workers in each age group in 1940 by tenure groups and sub-
groups for the North Central Region. The underscored figures in-
dicate the most dominant age groups for each tenure class. By
following these underscored figures across the table it soon becomes,
obvious that the average age of each group increases as one climbs
the ladder.

The arrangement of tenure group age data in this order tends
“to exaggerate somewhat the impression of movement from group
to group.”® The steady increase in the percentage of the farmers
in each age group who are owners is not due entirely to the rise of
farmers from the hired hand and renter stages. Many farmers
remain on their parents’ farms for several years as paid or unpaid
workers and then become owners without ever going through the
renter stage. The high proportion of owners in the older age
groups also is affected by the acquisition of ownership by persons
with no previous farm experience and by the movement of many
of the younger non-owners from farm to nonfarm employment.
It has been further affected during recent decades by the increase
in the average age of farm owners. (Appendix table 13.)

While there have always been a significant number of owners
in the younger age groups, the proportion of owners who are over
45 years old increased from 57.3 percent in 1900 to 72.3 percent
in 1940. During this same period the proportion of owners over
55 increased from 32.5 to 45.0 percent. This upward trend in age
reflects both the increasing difficulties associated with the acquisi-
tion of ownership and the movements of thousands of rural youth
who were raised on farms and who have some farming experience,
from agricultural to nonagricultural employment. By thus taking
.care of the majority of the tenants and wage hands who do not. be-
come owners, this population movement helps to explain the higher
average age of the men who do buy land and continue as farm
owners.

Further evidence of the working of the ladder is presented in
table 31, which shows the proportnon of the total number of farm
operators (owners and tenants) in each age group who were classi-
fied as full or part-owners in the decennial censuses between 1890
and 1940. This tabulation indicates a concentration of tenants in

23 Ibid., p. 550.
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TABLE 31. PROPORTION THAT OWNERS ARE OF .(.\LL_ FARM OPERATORS
IN EACH AGE GROUP CLASSIFIED BY THE CENSUS,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1890-1940.

Operators classified by census as owners

Age groups - 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940
' (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent)

Under 25 ______ 37.9 34.4 28.4 27.7 19.2 22.6
25-34 55.3 50.4 48.9 44.8 35.7 35.5
3544 . 71.3 70.5 70.0 66.1 58.2 55.1
45-54 o 81.2 79,1 81.2 79.2 74.3 69.8
55-64 . 88.5 86.9 86.5 86.7 83.5 79.4
65 and over______ 88.5 915 92.1 911 89.9 88.3

the younger age groups and a concentration of owners among the.
older farmers. The rate of change from group to group or the
rate of climb up the ladder, however, seems to have slackened
during the past half century. In 1900, for example, 50.4 percent
of the operators in the 25-34 age group were owners as compared
with 35.5 percent of the operators in 1940 (table 31). Similarly
in 1900 only 20.9 percent of the operators in the 45-54 age group
were tenants as compared with 30.2 percent in 1940.

These data suggest that it took longer about 1940 for the average
farmer to accumulate enough capital to buy a farm than was for-
merly the case. The reasons for this longer pre-ownership period
were numerous and included such factors as higher land values, the
disappearance of the homestead frontier and the longer periods spent
in school by most farm youths. These reasons do not tell the
complete story; for while the pre-ownership period was getting
longer, the period of mortgage ownership also remained long. Since
the owner does not have full ownership until his mortgage is paid
off, this period together with the years required to accumulate the
capital used as a down payment constitute the period spent in pay-
ing for the farm. This period can be short under favorable con-
ditions, as it has been for many farmers since 1940. But when
farms are bought with the use of liberal credit at high prices and
are paid for out of reduced farm incomes in less favorable times,
the period required to pay for the farm can be long indeed.

TENURE EXPERIENCE OF OWNERS

The general tenure experience of the men owners of the region
was briefly summarized in table 13. From this tabulation and the
more detailed breakdown of the tenure experience data reported in
table 32 it appears that 37 percent of these owners had the basic
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agricultural ladder experience (P/HRO and P/HNRO groups).*
That is to say, 37 percent of the men started as unpaid workers on
their parents’ farms or as hired hands, then climbed to the renter
rung of the ladder where they spent some time gaining experience
and accumulating capital before acquiring ownership. Another
41 percent of the owners passed almost directly from workers or
boys on their parents’ farms to ownership (PO and PNO groups).
More than half of these owners reported nonfarm experience and
some of them had worked as hired hands. But the fact still re-
mains that more of them skipped than used the tenancy rung of
the ladder.

The difference between these two tenure experience groups is
not always significant. The farmers who go directly from parental
farm (or parental farm plus hired hand) experience to ownership
frequently go with family assistance and after a period of farm
internship that gives them close intimacy with the problems of farm
operatorship. This point can be illustrated by the following four
cases, in which the owners themselves described their tenure ex-
periences. ‘

(Indiana owner—PHRO group) “When I was married 53 years ago I went
to work for $200 a year for 2 years, rented 2 years, then I worked 10 years

for $200 per year and then I rented till I bought part of this farm and I
kept working and buying more till now.”

(Kansas owner—PHO group) “Worked for father on farm until 21,
Father gave me two horses. Worked on a farm one year and came to Kansas
in 1885 where I now live. Worked as farm hand for S years when I married
and settled on homestead. Two years later purchased adjoining 160 acres.
This 320 acres I still own but rent. By 1904 we had accumulated'two
sections (1280 A.) of land when we rented it all out and moved to our
town . .. and built a home where I still live.”

(Michigan owner—PO group) “We are the third generation to live on
and work this farm. I have never received any regular wages, but only
a share in the produce sold. I stayed at home and worked. I saved the
place from foreclosure during depression, After my father’s death 3 years
ago I was given a deed to the farm.” )

(Illinois owner—PRO group) “Inherited 240 acres from my parents, lived
on same 44 years. Paid rent to parents till about 10 years ago. Land willed
to me for my lifetime, then to go to my children. . . . Bought 60 acres some
25 years ago, joining the above 240, Been renting land from neighbors the
past 10 years, farming about 500 acres.”

Only one of these four owners touched all four rungs of the
ladder. *Yet except for the element of inheritance their tenure ex-
periences are very comparable.

Between these two tenure experience groups there is -a third
group representing 9 percent of the owners (H/RO and H/RNO
groups). The men in this group reported pre-ownership experience
as either renters or hired hands, but not as both. None of these
owners reported initial experience on parental farms. In addition

24 Cf, footnote 16, page 871,




898

to the above groups 8 percent of the owners reported that they
had become owner-operators without any previous farm tenure
experience (NO group). Their nonfarm backgrounds suggest that
many of them may have acquired part-time farms.

The four experience groups described above account for over
94 percent of the men who reported their tenure, histories. The
remaining owners are nonoperating landlords who skipped over the
owner-operator rung of the ladder. Slightly over 1 percent reported
experience as farm renters, with or without other farm experience
before becoming nonoperating landlords (RL and RNL groups).
Another 2.5 percent reported experience on their parents’ farm or
as hired hands, but not as renters or owner-operators before be-
coming landlords (P/HL and P/HNL groups). Only 1.3 percent
reported that they were nonoperating landlords without any previous
farm tenure experience (NL group).

In addition to the above classification on the basis of farm tenure
experience, tables 13 and 32 indicate that 59 percent of the owners
reported nonfarm experience, which includes all the time since
the individual owners were 14 years of age that cannot be classified
as farm experience. With such a broad definition, this experience
includes time spent in college, in the army and in other miscellaneous
nonfarm work as well as actual employment on a non-agricultural
job. The scope of this definition makes it easy to explain the large
proportion of the owners who reported nonfarm experience. Even
s0, however, it seems probable that a large percentage of those who
reported nonfarm experience have worked at nonfarm occupations
and have in many cases used funds derived from such employment
in their farming operations.

TENURE EXPERIENCE GROUPINGS

Before attempting to interrelate tenure experience with such
other factors as occupation and method of farm acquisition, it is
first necessary to identify the tenure experience groupings that will
be used in this analysis. Basically, these groupings involve two
types of owners. The first set of groupings applies to the more
than 94 percent of the owners who have had owner-operator ex-
perience, while the second set applies to the nonoperating.land-
lords who have never been owner-operators. Both sets apply only
to men because no attempt has been made to classify the tenure
experiences of women owners,

The group with owner-operator experience can be divided into
the four principal groups described earlier: (1) the basic agricultural
ladder group — referred to in the table headings as the P/HRO
group; (2) the owners who have been hired hands or renters but
not both ~—the H/RO group; (3) the owners who have jumped
from what appears to be parental farm experience to ownership-—the
PO group; and (4) the owners who had nonfarm but no farm
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TABLE 32. PATTERNS OF TENURE EXPERIENCE REPORTED BY MEN
OWNERS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Propor- Propor-
tion Tenure experience tion
Tenture experience groups* of total subgroups of total
(percent) (percent)
. Basic agricultural ladder expe- .
rience
a. Without nonfarm experience 20.4 PHRO and PHROL 6.8
(P/HRO grouping) —.________ PRO and PROL 11,5
. HRO and HROL 2.1
. 'b. With nonfarm experience
(P/HNRO grouping _________ 16.2 PHNRO and PHNROL 7.1
: PNRO and PNROL 6.2
. HNRO and HNROL 2.9
, Farm experience previous to own-
er-operatorship _ ... __
a. Without nonfarm experience
(H/RO grouping) ___—______ 2.0 HO and HOL 1.5
- RO and ROL 0.5
b. With nonfarm experience
(H/RNO grouping ... 7.2 HNO and HNOL 5.0
RNO and RNOL 2.2
. Owner operatorship without pre-
vious farm operating experience
a, Without nonfarm experience
(PO grouping) e _ 17.7 PHO and PHOL 4.4
PO and POL 13.2
and 0.1
b. With farm and nonfarm expe-
rience
(PNO grouping) eeeeeo____ -+ 23.2 PHNO and PHNOL 7.8
PNO and PNOL 15.4
¢. No previous farm experience
NO grouping) —cee—ee____ 7.9 NO and NOL 7.9
. Nonoperating landlords with pre-
vious experience as farm operators
but not as owner-operators
a. Without nonfarm experience
(RL grouping) ——ceee—ee ____ 0.4 PHRL 0.1
PRL 0.2
HRL 0.1
RL 1]
b. With nonfarm experience
(RNL grouping) o ceou . __ 0.8 PHNRL 0.3
PNRL 0.3
HNRI, 0.1
RNL 0.1
. Nonoperating landlords with no
previous experience as farm oper-
ators X
a. }?\If;/t}ﬁ)ﬂt nonfgrm) experience 04 PHL o1
rouping) —————___... X 3
groupine PL 0.2
HL 0.1
L +
b. farm_and nonfarm experience
(P/HNL -grouping) - ______ 2.5 PHNL - 0.8
' PNL L1
HNL 0.6
c. No farm experience
(NL grouping) ——— oo 1.3 NL 1.3
All cases 100.0 100.0

* Each of the code letters used in describing these tenure experience groupings
represents a period spent by the owner since his fourteenth birthday:

P- on his

parents’ farm, H- as a hired farm worker, R~ as a farm renter, N- in nonfarm

experience, O- as an owner-operator, and L— as a farm landlord.

In these groupings

the landlords who have had owner-operator experience are combined in all cases
with the owner-operator groups that have the same pre-ownership experience,

** [ess than 0.05 percent.
+ No cases reported.
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experience previous to ownership. When these groups are divided
again according to whether or not the owner has reported nonfarm
experience, seven tenure experience groups emerge. These groups
can be described in simplified code as P/HRO, P/HNRO, H/RO,
H/RNO, PO, PNO and NO.

These code descriptions are meant to be suggestive, not all-
inclusive. Actually they represent groupings of the 35 different
possibilities in tenure experience patterns detailed in the first ‘three
parts of table 32. The logic of most of these groupings is obvious.
A word, however, should be said about the two basic agricultural
ladder groups. The concept of the ladder has usually involved
the four rungs, PHRO. According to table 32, 14 percent of the
owners reported this combination, while 18 percent reported a
PRO and 5 percent an HRO pattern of experience. In actual
practice both the P and H rungs represent periods during which the
would-be owner accumulates farming experience and some capital.
It seems logical therefore to assume that either type of experience
might be substituted for the other as a part of the first rung on the
ladder. This assumption plus the necessity for limiting the num-
ber of tenure experience groupings explains the composition of the
P/HRO and P/HNRO groupings.

Groupings similar to those mentioned above can be used in
classifying the smaller group of owners who have never been ownar-
operators. The first major group includes all those who reported
experience as renters—the RL group—regardless of whether or not
they had any other pre-ownership farm experience. The second
group concerns those with either parental farm or hired hand ex-
perience but with no experience as a-renter. This is the P/HL
group. The final group reported no pre-ownership farm tenure
experience. When these groups are divided according to whether
the owner reported nonfarm experience, five groups emerge—the
RL, RNL, P/HL, P/HNL and NL groups.

The classification of tenure experience groups outlined above
provides a meaningful approach to the study of the agricultural
ladder. This grouping scheme, however, represents only one of
the many ways in which the 48 different patterns of tenure experi-
ence reported by the owners can be classified into a smaller number
of groups.

The importance of many other factors or combinations of factors
can be determined by rearranging the data reported in table 32.
For instance, the data show that 76 percent of the owners had
parental farm experience while 40 percent had experience as hired
farm workers and 27 percent had both parental farm and hired
worker experience. Only 40 percent of the owners reported renter
experience, while 59 percent reported nonfarm experience. This
last fact is particularly significant in that it jndicates that half
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again as many owners have nonfarm experience as have renter ex-
perience.

DIFFERENCES IN PATTERNS OF TENURE EXPERIENCE

Table 33 shows the distribution of the 12 tenure experience group-
ings by states and reveals a number of significant interstate varia-
tions. The number of owners reporting nonfarm experience, for
example, is much higher in the eastern industrialized states of the
region than in the western Plains States; the proportions in Ohio
(73 percent) and Michigan (73 percent) are almost double those
in Nebraska (42 percent), North Dakota (43 percent) and South
Dakota (46 percent).

The basic agricultural ladder was used by almost half of the
owners in the Plains States and Iowa as compared with less than
a third of the owners in Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio, Kentucky and
Indiana. The PO and PNO groups account for a significant propor-
tion of the owners in all the states, but especially so in Wiscon-
sin (56 percent), Kentucky (49 percent) and Michigan (47 per-
cent). -The PNO group, which is made up primarily of farm boys
who worked for a while in non-agricultural occupations and then
returned to take over their home farms or to buy farms of their
own, accounts for more than one-fourth of the tenure histories
in Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Missouri and Kentucky.
The NO group is relatively important in Ohio (17.5 percent),
Michigan (15 percent) and Indiana (13 percent), but of only
minor significance in the Plains States (2 to 5 percent). The non-
farm investors (NL group) account for about 2 to 3 percent of
the owners in Ohio, Indiana, Illinois and Iowa, but for only around
0.5 percent of the owners in Minnesota, Missouri and Wisconsin.

RELATIONSHIP TO TENURE AND OCCUPATIONAL STATUS

The relationship between owner tenure status and tenure ex-
perience is reported in table 34 and appendix table 14. These
tabulations indicate that a high proportion of the part-owner
operators (53 percent) and an above-average proportion of the
operator landlords (35 percent) have had the basic agricultural
ladder experience. While a lower than average proportion of the
owner-operators reported P/HRO experience (34 percent), a higher
than average proportion reported H/RNO, PNO and NO experi-
ence. Altogether 62 percent of the owner-operators as compared
with 45 percent of the part-owner operators reported nonfarm ex-
perience. This fact together with the wide difference between the
proportions of part-owner operators and owner-operators reporting
basic agricultural ladder experience reflects (1) the large number
of part-time farmers in the owner-operator group and (2) the heavy
concentration of the part-owner operators in the Plains States where
industrial and other nonfarm work opportunities have had less effect
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TABLE 34, TENURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN OWNERS BY TENURE GROUPS, -
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.*

Distribution by pattern of tenure experience

Tenure experience Part- Nonoper-
groups : All Owner- owner Operator ating
. owners operators operators landlords landlords
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
20.4 17.8 32.7 21.0 13.8
16.2 16.1 20.5 14.1 13.1
2.0 2.2 1.9 2.5 1.4
7.2 8.8 5.5 7.0 4.3
17.7 17.8 20.2 19.6 13.1
23.2 26.7 15.8 26.8 18.4
7.9 10.6 3.4 9.0 4.5
Landlords without
owner-operator
experience .____ 5.4 31.4
Total ________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Owners reporting.__ 9,509 4,757 1,820 1,293 1,639

* The distribution of owners in each tenure experience group by tenure status is
reported in appendix table 14.

** The symbol “R” applies only to periods when the operator was a full-time
renter or tenant. It does not apply to rental operations carried on by part owners.

upon tenure histories than in the eastern states of the region. Aside
from the fact that almost a third of the nonoperating landlords
had had no owner-operator experience, there were no marked differ-
ences between the tenure experiences reported by the two landlord
groups.

The owners are classified by occupation and by tenure experience
in table 35, which shows that 42 percent of the farmers and 38 per-
cent of the retired farmers have had basic agricultural ladder experi-
ence. Another 42 percent of the farmers and 46 percent of the
retired farmers reported PO or PNO experience. Both groups are
fairly evenly divided between owners reporting nonfarm experience
and those reporting no such experience.

As one would expect, most of the owners in the business, pro-
fessional and laborer groups reported nonfarm experience while
only a relatively small proportion of them (12 to 15 percent) re-
ported basic agricultural ladder experience. More than half (52
percent) of the professional men who own farms and 39 percent
of the businessmen had either PNO or P/HNO patterns of tenure
experience. Inheritances and early associations with farm life ex-
plain many of these ownerships. Another 28 percent of the busi-
nessmen and 21 percent of the professional men’ are found in the -
NO 2nd NL groups—the groups whose members became owner-
operators or landlords without any previous farm tenure experience.
Over half of the laborers (56 percent) reported PNO and NO pat-
terns of experience.
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TABLE 35. TENURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN OWNERS BY OCCUPATION,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.*

Distribution by pattern of tenure experience

Pro-
Tenure experience | Farmers Retired Business- fessional Laborers
groups farmers men** workers+
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
24,5 21.1 3.8 3.9 3.6
17.8 17.2 11.3 7.7 .4
2.2 2.4 0.3 0.3 1.3
6.7 7.1 8.7 3.2 10.7
20.2 24,2 3.8 . 5.5 4.8
21.7 22.0 223 28.5 33.7
5.5 4.1 18.0 8.7 22.6
0.5 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.1
0.4 0.4 1.7 4.9 2.2
0.1 0.5 2.6 1.9 0.4
0.3 0.5 16.5 23.2 7.9
0.1 0.3 10.4 11.9 3.3
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Owners reporting .. 6.679 1,005 345 310 938

* The occupational distribution of the owners by tenure experience is reported in
appendix table 135.

** Includes merchants and salesmen,
+ Includes professional men, public service workers and retired nonfarmers.

Classification of the tenure experience groups by occupational
status (appendix table 15) shows that more than two-thirds of the
owners are farmers in all except the NO and the last four non-
operating landlord groups. Almost half of the owners in the NO
group are nonfarmers, the largest number being laborers. This sug-
gests that a major proportion of the laborers, two-thirds of whom
are classified as owner-operators, are in reality part-time farmers
or the owners of rural residences and gardens.

The occupational data for the last four of the five nonoperating
landlord groups that reported no owner-operator experience show
a heavy concentration of ownership in the hands of the business
and professional men and the laborers. It is understandable that
some of the landlords who had farmed as renters or who had been
raised on farms before becoming nonoperating landlords may have
regarded themselves as farmers. A small proportion of nonoperating
landlords who reported no farm work or operator experience also
described themselves as farmers. '

TENURE EXPERIENCE AND METHOD OF ACQUISITION

Going from occupational status to method of acquisition, it ap-
pears from table 36 that the owners without nonfarm experience
benefited somewhat more from gifts and inheritances than those
who reported this type of experience. Of the owners with owner-
operator esperience, a larger proportion (33 percent) of those who
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went directly from parental farm experience to ownership bene-
fited from gifts or inheritance than did-any other group. An addi-
tional 23 percent of the owners in this group bought all or part of
their farms from relatives. Next to the PO group the PNO (26
percent), the P/HRO (24 percent), and the H/RO (22 percent)
groups benefited most from gifts and inheritances.

The importance of inheritances or gifts as a method of acquisi-
tion for the PO and PNO groups might easily be supposed. It is
surprising, however, that this method accounted for only 33 per-
cent of the PO group when it was accounting for 26 percent of
the PNO group. While the owners in this first group often stay on
the parental farm until they either receive the farm or find it pos-
sible to buy a farm—frequently with family help—many of the
owners in the second group look to nonfarm employment for part
or all of the savings they need to start as owners.

Much the same situation applies to the P/HRO and P/HNRO
groups. Many of the owners in the first group stayed on the farm
because of their prospects for receiving farms by inheritance or
gift. Many of the owners in the second group, however, deliberately
turned to nonfarm employment in the hope that they could ac-
cumulate savings faster there than in agriculture. Although most
of the NO group reported acquiring their farms by purchase, 15

TABLE 36. TENURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN OWNERS BY METHOD OF
. FARM ACQUISITION, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by general method of
acquisition
J W 8 v
b 1] o= o
£ | £ 822 §82 | 48
. R} 8 R © T LB aD.
i %5 = 8 wg 4 g59 282
Tenure experience S8 H § '.'5;"3 £ 3.3§ 3-9 g
= w8 | BEE | 5 | Bfc | By
[CR 8 o & o 0 m-o- Q
(number) | (%) (%) (% )t (%) (%)
Owners with owner-operator
experience 8,065 6.7 16.5 72.5 2.9 1.4
P/HRO 1,739 5.7 17.9 72.5 2.8 1.1
/ 1,422 4.4 12.9 80.5 1.4 0.8
H/RO 165 8.5 13.4 72.1 4.8 1.2
H/RNO _. 597 5.7 6.5 81.7 3.6 2.5
PO . 1,495 10.1 23.2 61.2 3.7 1.8
PNO ___ 1,971 7.0 18.6 69.6 3.2 1.6
NO 676 6.5 8.9 81.1 2.5 1.0
Owners without wowner-oper-
ator experience oo __ .. 520 12.1 17.1 66.4 1.3 3.1
RL 77 16.9 9.1 71.4 * 2.6
RNL L 71 12.7 22,5 60.6 1.4 2.8
P/HL 34 17.6 26.5 47.1 8.8 *
P/HNL .. 222 8.6 20.3 67.5 0.4 3.2
Nl e 116 13.‘8 10.4 69.8 1.7 4.3

* No cases reported.
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percent reported inheritance of all or part of their land.

According to table 36, 29 percent of the nonoperating landlords
who have never been owner-operators, as compared with only 23
percent of the owners who have had owner-operator experience,
were given or inherited farm property. Of the nonoperating land-
lord groups the P/HL (44 percent) and the RNL (35 percent)
groups reported large proportions of their ownerships acquired in
this manner. Approximately 24 percent of the NL group, the land-
lords with no pre-landlord farm experience, acquired all or part
of their farm land by gift or inheritance. Over 4 percent of the
NL owners reported acquiring their farms by foreclosure.

The data on inheritances other than land (appendix table 16)
show that these inheritances were distributed between the various
tenure experience groups in approximately the same proportions
as were the inheritances of land. Among the owners with owner-
operator experience, the P/HRO group (17 percent) benefited
slightly more than the PO and PNO groups and considerably more
than the H/RO, H/RNO and NO groups.

Among the five special nonoperating landlord groups without
owner-operator experience, the NL group reported the highest
proportion (20 percent) of owners using nonfarm inheritances. for
farming purposes. Since this group is largely composed of non-
farmers with available capital for investment, it is not surprising
that a high proportion of its members reported inheritances other
than land. Except for the P/HL groups a high proportion of all
the other groups also reported use of non-land inheritances. The
lack of other inheritances received and used by the P/HL groups
is largely compensated for by the inheritances of land reported
by the members of the group.

Table 37 reports the ages at which the owners in the various
tenure experience groups first acquired ownership. For the groups
with owner-operator experience, the median age in all cases falls in
the 25 to 34-year interval. There was considerable variation be-
tween groups, however. Approximately 87 percent of the PO group
and 65 percent of the PNO group became owners before they were
35. This compares with 58 percent of the P/HRO, 47 percent of
the P/HNRO, 77 percent of the H/RO, 54 percent of the H/RNO
and 56 percent of the NO owners. These data suggest that non-
farm experience retarded rather than helped the men to acquire
ownership at an early age. The data hint, however, that at
least some of the 42 percent of the PO group and the 35 percent
of the H/RO group who became owners before they were 25 prob-
ably were able to do so as a result of gifts, mherltances or other
special family help.

For the five special nonoperating landlord groups, the median
age at which land was first acquired falls in the 35 to 44 age in-
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TABLE 37. TﬁNURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN BY AGE AT WHICH LAND
OWNERSHIP WAS FIRST ACQUIRED, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by age group intervals

Tenure expetience Cases Un- 55

groups teport- der and
. ing 25 25-34 35-44 45.54 over
(number) | (%) (%) (%) | (%) (%)

1,920 11 47 30 10 2

1,516 39 33 16 4

189 35 42 18 4 1

676 14 40 27 14 5

1,676 42 45 10 2 1

2,191 17 48 24 9 2

2 17 39 29 12 3

36 3 22 39 30 6

73 7 19 40 23 11

36 53 22 14 5

243 11 35 31 16 7

124 12 27 35 20 6

9,432 19 43 25 10 3

terval for the RL, RNL and NL groups. The median falls in the
25 to 34 age interval for the P/HNL group and in the under-25-year
interval for the P/HL group. In many ways these last two groups
mentioned are comparable to the PO and PNO groups in inheritance
and family assistance. A few of the owners in the PNL group may
have grown up on farms, have gone into nonfarm work and later ac-
quired farms which they hold for investment, security or sentimental
reasons. Some of these owners have had plans for becoming farmers
but have never got around to returning to their farms as owner-
operators. Data such as those presented in tables 35 and 36, how-
ever, suggest that the majority of these owners acquired their farms
at an early age, frequently by inheritance or gift.

IMPORTANCE OF THE AGRICULTURAL LADDER

The data on tenure experience suggest that the basic ladder
concept still has considerable meaning for a significant proportion
of the farm owners. This is particularly true of the operating
owners who reside in the areas least affected by contact with the
industrial and nonfarm labor market. Nonfarm employment is a
decidedly important factor in many areas, particularly in the eastern
states of the region. Data are still needed, however, to show the
cexact importance of this nonfarm experience factor. Is it a step-
ping stone to ownership, a stumbling block that retards the owner-
ship process, or merely an incidental item?

. Family assistance and inheritances in ownership acquisition are
the principal factors now competing with the basic agricultural ladder
concept in explaining the road to ownership. As the agricultural
economy becomes more stable in the North Central Region, it is
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reasonable to assume that family assistance will become a still
more important factor in helping young men to become owners.
This will be particularly true if the capital investment costs of
ownership continue to rise and if new means are not provided for
helping farm boys to become owners of going farm units without
relying on nonfarm employment.

EXTENT AND CONCENTRATION OF OWNERSHIP

In a study of agricultural land ownership one must consider
the number, acreage and value of the farm properties held by
various types of owners. While the census has regularly reported
data on the size of farm operating units, it has collected no data
relative to the extent of ownership holdings since 1900. This lack
of factual data on ownership has made it difficult to give reliable
answers to the many questions involving the extent and concentra-
tion of land ownership.

So far as the Midwest is concerned now, it appears that the more
important cases of land ownership concentration involve holdings
of forest or wild lands, mineral lands, or range lands rather than
farm cropland. Instances of concentration in farm land owner-
ship nevertheless do exist. The collection and reporting of data
on this situation constitute one of the purposes of this study.

LAND HOLDINGS BY TENURE AND OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Consideration has been given to the distribution of the number of
farms, the farm land acreage and farm real estate values among
the four owner tenure groups (table 6). These data indicated that
relative to their numbers the operator landlords own a larger propot-
tion of the farms, acreage and value than does any other tenure
group. The operator landlords are closely followed in relative im-
portance by the nonoperating landlords, with the owner-operator
group accounting for the smallest average holdings per owner.

Part of this concentration of ownership in the hands of the
two landlord groups can be attributed to the fact that they are
older age groups than the owner-operators. As was indicated in
table 8, the median age for the two owner-operator groups falls
in the 45 to 54-year interval, while the median age of the operator
landlords falls in the 55 to 64-year interval and that of the the non-
operating landlords in the 65 to 74-year interval. Many of the older
owners have used the additional time represented by their more ad-
vanced ages to advantage in accumulating and building up their
farm holdings. The operator landlords around 65 years of age have
often reached their lifetime peak in farm property ownership. Many
of the nonoperating landlords who are 65 years of age or over,
especially those who are retired farmers, have probably passed this
peak.h Many of these owners have transferred part of their holdings
to others. '



909

Another reason for the larger holdings held by the landlords
than the owner-operator groups is that the landlord groups con-
tain a significantly larger proportion of retired farmers and busi-
ness and professional occupation owners than do the owner-operator
groups (table 9). As table 38 indicates, these two occupational
groups reported farm ownerships of larger than average size and
higher average value than those held by the other occupation groups.

The distribution by states of the total farm acreage by occupa-
tion groups (appendix table 17) tends to verify the regional find-
ings reported in table 38. The farms of the largest average size
are held by either the retired farmer or the business and professional
group in all the states except Nebraska and South Dakota. In these
two states the largest farms are held by owners who classified them-
selves as farmers. In eight of the states both the retired farmer
and business and professional groups have farms of larger average
size than the farmer group. In every case except South Dakota,
the laborer group holds the farms of smallest average size. Some
indication of the range in farm sizes across the region is suggested
by the fact that the laborer-owned farms average less than 50 acres
each in Michigan, Indiana and Ohio as compared with over 200
acres each in Nebraska, North Dakota and South Dakota. Sim-
ilarly the average farmer-owned holding contained only slightly
over 100 acres in the three easternmost states of the region as
compared with average holdings of over 500 acres in Nebraska,
North Dakota and South Dakota.

The distribution of ownership holdings by acreage intervals
tabulated in table 39 indicates a wide but relatively consistent dis-
tribution of farms by size for both men and women owners and

TABLE 38. COMPARATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF FARM OWNERS,
ACRES AND VALUE OF LAND OWNED BY PRINCIPAL OCCUPATION -
OF OWNER, NORTH, CENTRAL REGION, 1946.*

Distribution of acres, value and owners
o
» =3
v & g a
g 4 @ E 2.2 3_'2
s o o 1 La us
Owners, acres and value oh g = ] =R 6o
22 | g5 5 |gE | 2w
8¢ £ | <8 | ©§ | &a | 5%
(number) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Oowners e 12,708 65.9 10.0 3.2 9.3 11.6
Acres owned _—____________ 12,695 70.4 11.7 2.8 10.1 5.0
Value of farm real estate____ 11,933 66.4 12.9 3.3 11.3 6.1
Average acres per owner._.. 12,699 198 218 164 201 80
: acres acres acres acres acres
Average value per owner_.. 11,933 | $12,247 | $16,583 | $13,146 | $14,926 | $6,393

* Cf. appendix table 17 for a distribution of acreage data by occupations by states.
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TABLE 39. OWNERS BY SEX AND OCCUPATION, BY ACRES OWNED,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

@ Distribution by acreage intervals
Occupation 3"5 Un-
and sex 23, | der 30- | 70- | 140- | 220- | 500- | 1000- { 1500-
o | 30 69 139 | 219 | 499 999 | 1499 | over
S ) No.) [(%B) [(%) [ (%) | (%) [(B) | (%) |(%) |(%)
ex
Men. oo — |11,492 1113 (156 ([31.1 |20.6 |15.7 39 | 09 0.9
Women___._____ — 1,134 9.2 [15.9 |31.3 |24.0 |15.2 3.5 0.8 0.1
Both .o _____ ——— [12,626 |11.1 |15.6 |31.2 {209 {156 | 3.9 | 0.9 | 0.8
Occupation groups
Farmers___________ 8,323 6.7 | 154 |33.7 | 222|162 4.1 0.9 0.8
Retired farmers__..__ 1,260 4.1 9.7 |32.4 |[25.6 |21.5 4.7 1.2 0.8
Housewives.————__ — 402 (10.2 |16.4 [28.1 [26.1 |14.4 | 3.5 1.0 | 03
Business and )
professional____ 1,168 [16.1 [13.9 [24.4 |19.3 |18.7 5.3 1.0 1.3
Laborers and others.. 1,473 |38.5 |23.2 [21.8 9.9 5.0 1.0 0.3 0.3

for all of the occupation groups except the laborers. A relatively
high proportion of the farms owned by the laborers are com-
paratively small in size,

The acreage data for the laborer (and other occupation) group
suggests that at least two types of laborers are involved. The larger
size of the laborer-owned farms in the western portion of the region
hints that most of these farms are owned by skilled workmen (car-
penters, railroad engineers, etc.) who are nonoperating landlords.
On the vther hand, the small size of the average laborer-owned
farm in the industrial and mining areas of Indiana, Kentucky,
Michigan, Ohio and Wisconsin, suggests ownership by laborers who
are part-time farmers. The data reported in table 40 tend to sub-
stantiate this hypothesis. The largest concentration of laborers is
found in the eastern group of states, and almost two-thirds of the
laborer-owners in these states are owner-operators as compared with
about half of the laborer-owners in the middle group of states and
a little over a third in the four Plains States. This concentration

TABLE 40. DISTRIBUTION OF LABORER (AND OTHER) OCCUPATIONAL
GROUP BY TENURE OF OWNER, BY SUB-REGIONS OF
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Indiana, Kentucky Illinois, Towa, Kansas, Nebraska
Tenure gtoups Michigan, Ohioand | Minnesota and |North Dakota and
Wisconsin Missouri South Dakota
(percent) (percent) (percent)
Owner-operator groups___ 65.5 508 - 38.5
Operator landlords —. ... 15.8 11.9 7.4
Nonoperating landlords__ 18.7 373 54.1
. 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number reporting —_.___ 920 437 122
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of small laborer-owned holdings in the owner-operator tenure group
helps to account for the smaller-than-average size and value of the
farms owned. by this group.

. INCREASING SIZE OF THE AVERAGE FARM

Increased mechanization and other technological advances in
farming during recent decades have made it both feasible and
desirable for many midwestern farmers to expand the scale of their
farming operations. According to the census, the size of the average
farm operating unit in the region increased from 140 acres in 1900
to 188 acres in 1945 (appendix table 18). The largest increases
in average farm sizes are reported in the four Plains States. But
some increase in average size since 1900 is reported for all of the
states except Kentucky; and even in Kentucky the average farm
(census farm including croppers) was larger in 1945 than in 1920.

While there has been an increase of 48 acres in the size of the
average farm in the region since 1900, many owners still operate
farms that differ very little in size from those operated by their
grandfathers in 1900 or by their fathers in 1920. It is a marked
increase in the size of the units held by a small proportion of the
farm operators rather than a smaller general increase in the size of
most farms that explains the higher average farm sizes of 1945.

According to table 41, the proportion of census-enumerated

TABLE 41. PROPORTION OF FARM OPERATING UNITS IN DIFFERENT
SIZE GROUPS BY CENSUS YEARS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION.

Size groups 1920 1930 1940 1945

(percent) | (percent) (percent) (percent)

Under 10 3.2 3.8 .0
10 37.9 35.0 35 3 32,6

100 31.0 30.8 28.9 _ 283

175 12.7 13.6 13.1 13.8

260 11.2 12,2 12,1 13.4

500 3.0 3.6 3.6 4.2

1000 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

farms in the 175- to 499-acre groups increased from 24 to 27 per-
cent between 1920 and 1945. The proportion of farms having more
than 500 acres increased from 4 to 6 percent., During this same
period there was also a significant increase in the number of farms
containing” less than 10 acres. Meanwhile the proportion of farm
operating units containing from 10 to 174 acres declined from 69
to 61 percent of the total.

The increase in the proportion of very small farms indicates
a trend toward parcellation of holdings. This trend is an outgrowth
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of the suburbanization movement and reflects the activity of many
urban workers in acquiring rural home-sites where they sometimes
practice part-time farming. The increase in the proportion of large
operating units, on the other hand, suggests a trend toward more
concentration in ownership,

CONCENTRATION OF OWNERSHIP

As has been pointed out, ownership concentration appears where
ownerships involve several farms (or farm tracts) or large acre-
ages. The acquisition of these large tracts and the equipment needed
to operate them usually requires sizable amounts of capital. This
being true, it is not surprising that the well established farmers and
nonfarm investors have often been responsible for the trend toward
increased concentration in ownership. This competition in the land
market is seldom appreciated by the less favorably situated farm
operators who are striving to acquire farm units of family size.
Their reaction is reflected by marginal notes such as the following
from the questionnaires:

(Illinois farmer) “The conditions in this locality find the ‘city man’ own-
ing and buying all the land. Doctors, lawyers and retired businessmen are the
only ones who can pay from $300 to $500 an acre for this land.”

(Kansas farmer) “What is wrong with the set-up over the state, 15 suit-
case farmers hogging section upon section. No poor boy has a chance, Laws
should be passed so no one man could own or farm but a certain amount
of land; then all would have a chance to live.”

As has been pointed out, the two landlord groups own more
than their proportionate share of the farms, the acreage and the
farm property values of the region. On the basis of the data pre-
sented in table 7, it appears that the 13 percent of the owners who
are operator landlords and the 25 percent who are nonoperating
landlords each control approximately one-third of the multiple unit
ownerships. The remaining one-third of these multiple ownerships
is held by the 62 percent of the owners who are owner-operators.

) Very similarly, the data showing the distribution of ownership
holdings by size (appendix table 19) show that a higher propor-
tion of the landlord groups have large holdings than is true of the
owner-operator groups. For the region as a whole, less than 4
percent of the owner-operators, as compared with over 12 percent
of the operator landlords and 7 percent of the nonoperating land-

-lords, hold more than 500 acres. Concurrently 34 percent of the
owner-operators, as compared with 19 percent of the operator land-
lords and 16 percent of the nonoperating landlords, hold less than
70 acres.

These data indicate that the two landlord groups are most respon-
sible for the concentration of ownership found in the region.
Actually, however, only a minority of the landlords are involved.
Altogether only one out of every four landlords—as compared with
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TABLE 42, DISTRIBUTION OF LANDLORDS BY NUMBER OF FARMS OR
TRACTS OWNED AND BY ACREAGE AND VALUE OF FARMS
OWNED, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by owners having—

I

Number, ” i " 5}
. red acre::ige g g £ ] E o,

t o) =)

ems reporte ve;?ue & & & & 5 g
- o ~ - m‘“
DA (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
OWners oo 5,745 77.3 16.0 4.4 1.3 1.0
Farms . . .. 7,575 58.6 24.3 8.7 3.8 4.6
Acreage in farms__________ 1,751,082 61.3 20.8 8.5 3.9 5.5
Value of farms___________ $85,322,460 58.9 23.7 9.7 3.1 4.6

1 out of every 12 owner-operators—owns more than one farm. In
studying the landlord groups, one should also remember that it is
the graduation of the owner-operators and part-owner operators into
the two landlord groups that accounts for many, if not most, of the
large holdings.

More data relative to the extent and concentration of landlord
holdings are presented in table 42. This tabulation concerns only
the holdings of the operator landlord and nonoperating landlord
groups and reports the proportion of the number, acreage and value
of the farms owned by number of farms (or tracts) owned. For
example, the data show that the 77 percent of the landlords who
owned only one farm (or tract of land) controlled only 59 percent
of the farms, 61 percent of the farm acreage and 59 percent of the
farm real estate value. The 16 percent who owned two farms con-
trolled 24 percent of the farms, 21 percent of the acreage and 24
percent of the value. The 6 percent who had three or four farms
owned 13 percent of the farms, 12 percent of the land and 13 per-
cent of the value, while the 1 percent with five or more farms had
4.6 percent of the farms and the value and 5.5 percent of the
farm acreage.

These data not only show considerable concentration of owner-
ship in the cases of multiple farm ownership, but also suggest that
any of the three measures—number of farms, acreage in farms or
value in farms—may be used as a measure of landlord ownership
concentration in the North Central Region.

The distribution of landlord owners by states by number of
farms owned is reported in table 43. Except for Kentucky (where
it seems probable -that some landlords listed cropper tracts as
separate farms—a definition that would agree with the concept of
a farm as used by the census) the highest concentration in owner-
ship is reported in the Great Plains States, and in Illinois, Iowa
and Missouri. The lowest ownership concentration is reported in
Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio and Indiana.
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TABLE 43, OWNERS OF RENTED FARMS BY NUMBER OF FARMS OWNED,
NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Distribution by number of farms owned
Cases 5
States report- 1 2 3 4 or mote
ing farm farms | farms | farms |farms
(number) | (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
THNOIS cmm e 584 75.3 18.8 4.5 0.9 0.5
Indiana . ________. 429 83.9 11.2 3.5 0.9 0.5
Towa 658 76.6 16.9 5.2 0.9 0.4
Kansas .o _______. 467 73.4 16.1 6.2 2.6 1.7
Kentucky . ____ 444 58.8 26.6 10.1 1.6 2.9
Michigan ___ 278 87.4 10.8 1.4 0.4 *
Minnesota 446 80.9 15.0 2.5 0.9 0.7
Missouri ____ 403 78.7 14.9 4.2 1.5 0.7
Nebraska ___ 518 72.8 18.0 5.6 1.9 1.7
North Dakota . _______. 370 79.5 13.2 3.5 1.6 2.2
Ohio 419 84.0 13.1 1.9 0.5 0.5
South Dakota _____________ 389 75.3 17.2 4.1 2.1 1.3
Wisconsin  — o _______ 340 86.5 10.6 2,0 0.6 0.3
North Central Region_______ 5,745 77.3 16.0 4.4 1.3 1.0

* None reported.

An indication of the trend in ownership concentration on land-
lord-owned farms (or farm tracts) in the Midwest is reported in
table 44. This tabulation refers to all of the states of the region
except Kentucky and indicates a pronounced tendency toward more
concentration of ownership on landlord-owned farms. By every
measure of concentration, the multiple farm owners were in stronger
positions in.1946 than in either 1900 or 1920.

The proportion of landlords with more than one farm climbed
from 12 percent in 1900 and 13 percent in 1920 to 21 percent in
1946. The proportion of the total number of landlord-owned farms
(or farm tracts) held by these multiple farm owners jumped from
26 percent in 1900 and 27 percent in 1920 to 40 percent in 1946.
Their share of the acreage increased from 26 percent in 1900 and
28 percent in 1920 to 41 percent in 1926. Their share of the total
landlord-owned farm real estate value climbed from 28 percent in
1900 and 32 percent in 1920 to 40 percent in 1926.

The landlords owning two farms account for much of this in-
creasing concentration. The proportion of landlords with three
or four or five or more farms, however, has also increased. The pro-
portion of landlords owning three or four farms has increased in
terms of number of landlords, number of farms, acres, and value of
farm real estate. The proportion of landlords owning five or more
farms shows little change for the same items.

METHODS USED IN ACQUIRING LARGE HOLDINGS

Is any one method of land acquisition more responsible than
the others for the large holdings of some owners? Table 45 re-
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TABLE 44. CONCENTRATION OF OWNERSHIP OF RENTED FARMS,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1900, 1920 AND 1946*.

Distribution by no. of rented farms held

g 3
12}
Cases g E < E 2 2
Ttem and year reporting 8 & 5 k5 5 g
bl
- ~ [ n =
(umber) | (%) | (%) | (%) | %) | (%)
Landlords
1900 . ___ 474,894 88.4 8.3 2.5 0.8 100.0
1920 __ 71,397 86.9 9.7 2.9 0. 100.0
! 5,301 78.8 15.1 5.2 0.9 100.0
570,195 73.6 13.8 6.9 5.7 100.0
85,472 727 16.0 7.6 3.7 100.0
7,046 60.3 23.7 11.8 4.2 100.0
0 o 72,928,715 73.5 13.7 7.1 5.7 100.0
1920 ___. 15,012,820 70.5 16.3 8.5 4.7 100.0
1,540,745 58.8 22.3 13.2 5.7 100.0
Value of rented farm
real estate .
190 $2,633,833,027 71.8 14.6 7.6 6.0 100.0
2,903,038,944 67.5 17.7 9.6 5.2 100.0
81,308,269 59.8 23.5 12.6 4.1 100.0

* The 1900 and 1920 data are from Howard A. Turner, The ownership of tenant
farms in the North Central States, U, S. Dept. Agr., Bul, 1433, 1926, table 1. The
1900 figures are from the 1900 Census tables on landlord ownership for all of the
North Central States except Kentucky. The 1920 data are based on a study of all
the landlords in 85 counties located in Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, North Da-
kota, Ohio, South Dakota and Wisconsin. Kentucky is not included in the 1946
totals because it was not included in either the 1900 or the 1920 data.

ports the relationship between number of farms owned and method
of acquisition and shows that gifts and inheritances account for
a substantial proportion of the larger ownerships. The use of gifts
or inheritances was reported by 21.5 percent of the men who owned
only one farm, 35 percent of those with two farms, 46 percent of
those with three farms, 49 percent of those with four farms, and
48 percent of those with five or more farms. This method of
acquisition was reported by 55 percent of the women with one farm,
73 percent of those with two farms and 54 percent of the small
number who indicated they owned three or more farms.

While the group of owners who acquired their farms all or partly
through gifts or inheritances accounts for more than its proportion
of the ownerships involving two or more farms, the owners who
reported this as a single method of acquisition account for only a
relatively small proportion of the multiple unit ownerships. Table
46 indicates that no more than 1 out of every 12 men owners who
acquired all their land by single methods had more than one farm.
As one might expect, most of the owners reporting multiple farm
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TABLE 45. DISTRIBUTION OF OWNERS BY NUMBER OF FARMS BY
METHODS OF ACQUISITION, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by method of acquisition
: £8 g |
g gug '@E'g ™
Sex and Cases a 2 w'h L5 |TEE
number of farms report- | = REG ¢ |58, |gad
owned ing 58 E'Z-E E: .E.E Sg| 7%
o - 1)

8 |Bz. £ |EgES E’EE

[Chal o [ &) i
(number) | (%) (%) (%> (%) (%)

Men
1 farm . __________. 9,275 8.8 12.7 74.4 2.1 2.0
2 farms o __.____ 1,337 4.2 31.2 56.9 7.3 0.4
3 farms ______________ 254 4.3 41.7 43.3 9.1 1.6
4 farms . 74 e 48.6 37.8 13.6 _—
5 or more farms_____.__ 54 1.9 46.2 42.6 9.3 .
Total (men) ___________ 10,994 8.0 16.0 71.1 3.1 1.8
Women

1 farm 1,198 42.2 12.6 40.3 1.4 3.5
2 farms 135 28.2 44.5 20.0 5.1 2.2
3 or more farms 37 24.3 29.7 32.4 8.1 5.4
Total (women) .________ 1,370 40,4 16.2 38.1 1.9 3.4

ownerships used more than one method of acquisition. Over one-
third of the owners who used combinations of methods involving
gift or inheritance reported multiple ownerships. Still higher propor-
tions of the groups using combinations not involving gifts or in-
heritances reported ownership of more than one farm.

Findings very similar to those reported in table 46 result when

TABLE 46. DISTRIBUTION OF MEN OWNERS BY METHOD OF
ACQUISITION BY NUMBER OF FARMS OWNED, NORTH
CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by number of farms owned
. Cases 5
Method of acquisition’ report- 1 2 3 4 or more
ing farm farms | farms | farms 1 farms
(number) | (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Purchase from relatives______ 1,367 88.3 11.6 0.1 — —
Purchase from nonrelatives._ 5,966 90.1 7.8 | 1.4 0.3 0.4
Purchase from both _______ 490 64.5 28.6 5.1 1.4 0.4
Gift or inheritance _.______ 879 92.3 6.4 1.2 _— 0.1
Homesteading, foreclosure
and other _. _____._____ 199 95.0 3.0 2.0 - —_—
Combinations with gift or -
inheritance ____________ 1,757 66.8 23.7 6.1 2.0 1.4
Combinations with purchase
from relatives but no gift
or inheritance __________ 76 52.6 36.8 4.0 6.6 —_—
Combinations with no family
ASSIStANCE  wmm e 260 61.9 26.6 7.7 1.9 1.9
All cases e 10,994 84.4 12.1 2.3 0.7 0.5
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the farm holdings of the various method of acquisition groups are
classified by acreage or value intervals. (Appendix tables 20A and
22.) For the most part, the farm holdings of every group are dis-
tributed over a wide range of sizes and values. The largest pro-
portion of the farms of small size and value, however, were acquired
by a single method. Concurrently, a high proportion of the farms
acquired by a combination of methods—whether they involved gifts
and inheritances, purchase from both relatives and nonrelatives, or
other combinations—were found in the groups having the largest
acreages and the highest farm values. These distributions suggest
that most of the larger and more valuable farm ownership hold-
ings have been acquired over an extended period of time, frequently
by using more than one method of acquisition.

EFFECT OF TENURE EXPERIENCE ON EXTENT OF HOLDINGS

The relationship between number of farms owned and tenure
experience is reported in table 47. This tabulation shows only
slight differences in the number of farms held by the seven groups

TABLE 47. TENURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN OWNERS BY NUMBER OF
FARMS OWNED, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by number of farms owned

- 5
Tenure experience i Cases 1 2 3 4 or more
groups reporting | farm farms | farms | farms |farms
(number) { (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
P/HRO ___________________ 1,942 83.9 12.9 2.6 0.2 0.4
P/HRNO . 1,537 87.3 10.1 1.9 0.4 0.3
R/HO 191 84.3 13.6 1.6 * 0.5
R/HNO . ___ . __ 680 91.9 6.2 1,5 0.4 *
PO 1,691 83.7 12.5 2.7 0.7 0.4
PNO 2,207 85.2 11.3 2.5 0.7 0.3
(e} 755 90.1 8.1 1.0 0.1 0.7
RL R 36 86.1 11.1 2.8 * *
RNL 73 74.0 20.6 2.7 * 2.7
P/HL 37 81.1 13.5 * 2.7 2.7
P/HNL i 243 76.1 12.3 6.2 3.7 1.7
125 76.8 14.4 3.2 1.6 4.0
Region________._____________ 9,517 85.4 11.2 2.3 0.6 0.5

*None reported.

with owner-operator experience, The greatest amount of multiple
ownership (16 percent) is reported by the PO, P/HRO and R/HO
groups, all groups reporting no nonfarm experience. The highest
proportions of single farm ownership (92 and 90 percent) are.re-
ported by the R/HNO and the NO groups, respectively.

In contrast to these groups a significantly larger proportion of
the nonoperating landlords with no owner-operator experience (ap-
proximately one-fourth of the RNL, P/HNL and NL tenure ex-
perience groups) reported the ownership of two or more farms. The
data on acreage and value distribution by tenure experience groups
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(appendix tables 23 and 24) substantiate the findings reported in
table 47 concerning the general relationship between tenure ex-
perience and concentration of ownership.

EXTENT AND SIZE OF HOLDINGS

Over the past half century the average size of farms in the Mid-
west has steadily increased. At the same time there has been
a tendency toward greater concentration of farm land ownership
in the hands of some owners. In 1946 1 out of every 12 owner-
operators and one out of every four landlords held two or more
farms. So far as acreages are concerned, 4 percent of the owner-
operators, 12 percent of the operator landlords and 7 percent of
the nonoperating landlords reported ownerships involving 500 acres
or more. This represents an increase over the amount of concen-
trated ownership reported in the region in 1900 and 1920.

The two landlord groups hold more than their proportionate
share of the larger farm ownerships. Among the occupational groups,
the retired farmers and the business and professional men reported
farms of larger average size than those reported by the owners who
classified themselves as farmers. A high proportion of the larger
holdings were acquired at least in part by gift or inheritance. Com-
binations of acquisition methods were used by»most of the owners
reporting multiple farm ownerships.

FARM OWNERSHIP TRANSFER ARRANGEMENTS

Since ownership rights in land are perpetual and outlast the
lives of individual owners, arrangements must be made to transfer
ownership between generations. These transfer arrangements may
be of three general types: (1) complete transfer of land during the
lifetime of the present owner; (2) transfer plans made during
lifetime of owner to take effect at owner’s death; and (3) distri-
bution of land according to the state laws of descent.

The first two types of land transfers involve voluntary action
by the owner., Within wide limits the individual owner can trans-
fer and plan for the transfer of land as he pleases. The third type
of transfer takes place when the individual does not take advantage
of his right to provide for the transfer of his property during his
lifetime, at the time of his death, or at some later date. Since
landed property in this country cannot be without an owner, state
laws stipulate how land is to be distributed and how succeeding
owners are to be ascertained. State laws also provide for probate
courts to carry out the law.

Although students of land ownership have long appreciated the
importance of ownership transfers between generations, only frag-
mentary and inconclusive ownership transfer data are available.
Based upon replies from farm owners cooperating in the owner-
ship survey, this section of the report is concerned with the follow-
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ing questions: What proportion of the farm owners have trans-
ferred part of their farm property to their children? What propor-
tion of the owners have made out wills? At what ages do owners
make wills and other property transfer arrangements? Are wills fre-
quently “deathbed” documents or are wills made out early in life
as part of a well-planned arrangement for continuing ownership
into the next generation? What are the relationships between
tenure experiences of owners and property transfer plans? Do meth-
ods of acquiring ownership seem to affect the owner’s transfer
plans? Is there a tendency for particular occupational groups to
make wills and other farm transfer plans? To what extent are
landlords related to their tenants? What is the prevalence of “father
and son” farm operating arrangements?

ALTERNATIVE TRANSFER PLANS

In an effort to determine how and to what extent midwestern
farm owners made specific plans during their lifetime for trans-
ferring ownership of their land, the following questions were asked
those cooperating in the study: “Have you already transferred own-
ership in any land to your children?” “Have you made definite
plans for any of your children or other relatives to eventually
acquire ownership of your land?” “Have you made out a will
covering your land?”

Replies to those questions as summarized in table 48 indicate
that about one out of five owners have either transferred land or
have made definite plans to transfer their land. Of the 10,499
owners replying to the question, “Have you already transferred
ownership in any land to your children?” 3.4 percent reported
they had. Of the 12,140 owners answering the question on whether
or not they had made out wills, 17 percent stated they had.*® An
additional 4.6 percent of the 9,095 owners reporting stated they
had made definite ownership transfer plans other than wills.

Table 48 shows that about 3.4 percent of the owners reporting
had already transferred land to their children. The proportion

25 In Towa, a detailed study of non-respondents showed that only 23.8 percent had
made wills as compared with 31.3 percent of the respondents returning questionnaires,
This study indicates an upward bias in the proportion of owners making wills.

TABLE 48, OWNERS REPORTING LAND TRANSFERS AND PLANS FOR
LAND TRANSFERS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

. Cases Reporting ownership transfers
Nature of transfer reporting* and plans for transfers
(number) (percent)
Have transferred ownership ___ 10,499 34
Have made out wills___________ 12,140 16.8
Have made other definite plans
to transfer ownership__..___ 9,095 4.6

* Not mutually exclusive categories,
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varied by states from a high of 6 percent in North Dakota to a
low of 3 percent in Indiana. (Appendix table 21.) It should be
pointed out, however, that no information was obtained from those
who had already transferred all their land, since such individuals
are no longer landowners and hence would not be included in a
sample of landowners. ’

As indicated earlier, all landowners have rights within broad
limits to determine by will or other means how their land is to be
owned and who the next owners are to be. However, only 17 per-
cent of the 12,140 owners replying to the question, “Have you
made out a will covering your land?” reported they had made wills.
Unless other means are used to transfer their land or unless they
make wills before they die, the property owned by the remaining
83 percent of the owners will be distributed according to the laws
of descent and distribution of the state within which their property
is located. (Table 49.)

TABLE 49. PROPORTION OF FARM OWNERS WHO REPORTED HAVING
MADE WILLS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

-
Owners
State Cases reporting reporting wills
(number) (percent)
IMlinois ._ 1,001 23.6
Indiana 927 13.3
Towa 1,093 31.3
Kansas 17.7
Kentucky 1,117 12.3
Michigan ! 942 10.9
Minnesota \ 1,093 11.3
Missouri —_____ 901 12.2
Nebraska __ . 738 22.4
North Dakota __. 747 130
hio e 986 21.5
South Dakota - 668 14.5
Wi in - : - 1,194 12,9
North Central Region . _______________ 12,140 16.8
United States 30,122 16.0

The proportion of owners reporting wills varies from a high of
31 percent in Towa to a low of only 11 percent in Michigan. States
above the regional average of 17 percent include Illinois, Iowa,
Kansas, Nebraska and Ohio. The remaining states were below the
regional average. From these data, there is no apparent regional
distribution of farm owners with wills. Information obtained in
the survey does not suggest any particular reasons for the con-
siderable variation in proportion of owners reporting wills in the
various states.

AGE OF OWNERS WHO HAVE TRANSFERRED OWNERSHIP
AND MADE WILLS

When replies to the land transfer questions are grouped by age
of owner, several important differences are noticed. No owners
under 25 years of age had already transferred ownership of land
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TABLE 50. OWNERS BY AGE REPORTING OWNERSHIP TRANSFERS,
NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Under 55 years 55 years of age
State of age and over

(number) (percent) (number) (percent)
Iinois oo 361 0.8 510 4.1
Indiana . ______________ 411 0.5 406 4.7
Jowa - 452 0.4 509 4.9
Kansas 237 _— 375 5.3
Kentucky 490 2.0 451 8.6
Michigan 420 1.2 411 7.3
Minnesota _ 496 0.8 513 6.2
Missouri ——__ _— 492 0.8 304 7.0
Nebraska .o oo eccme 255 0.4 390 5.4
North Dakota .o _.____.___ 303 2.0 312 9.9
Ohio . 354 0.8 457 5.0
South Dakota — . __.__ 173 1.7 382 3.9
Wisconsin < oL __. 525 1.0 512. 4.9
Midwest e 4,969 0.9 5,532 5.8

-

and only a few under 35 years of age reported such transfers. As
shown in table 50, only 1 percent of the 4,969 owners under 5§
years of age replying to this question reported transferring owner-
ship. The situation was considerably different, however, with
the owners 55 years of age and older. Of the 5,532 replies in this
group, 6.5 percent reported transfers of ownership. This is over
six times the proportionate number in the age group less than
55 years.

The same general situation exists among owners who have made
out wills covering the disposition of their land. (Appendix table
25.) A breakdown of the 2,030 owners reporting wills and age
shows only 2 percent of the wills were made by owners under 35
years of age. (Table 51.) On the other hand, 46 percent, or

TABLE 51. PROPORTION OF OWNERS REPORTING WILLS WITHIN
VARIOUS AGE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Owners with wills in ages
Cases |Under| 25~ | 35~ | 45- | 55- [65and
State reporting 25 34 44 54 64 over
(number) } (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%)
Ilinois . _______ 236 * 2 6 20 27 45
Indiana _—.___ S, 121 * 3 18 31 41
owa e 340 * 1 10 22 26 41
Kansas __ . __.___.___ 129 * 1 5 11 29 54
Kentueky . __________ 134 * * 19 23 26 32
Michigan . _______ 104 1 1 8 21 21 48
Minnesota _._..______.___ 129 1 * 10 12 25 52
Missouri ——__ 108 * 1 5 15 23 56
Nebraska __.__ 165 * 1 6 18 26 49
North Dakota 98 * 2 8 11 26 53
Ohio  _._——__ 218 1 4 8 34 14 39
South Dakota 95 * 2 7 10 23 58
Wisconsin oo ____ 153 * 4 9 16 20 51
Midwest o oooo oo 2,030 0.2 1.7 9.3 18.4 24.3 | 46.1

* Less than 0.5 percent.
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almost one-half of all owners having wills, were 65 years of age
and over. Table 51 shows considerable variation among states re-
garding the age distribution of owners reporting wills. On the whole,
there appears to be a strong relationship between age and wills.

TENURE EXPERIENCE OF OWNERS WITH AND
WITHOUT TRANSFER PLANS

Since age appears to be an important factor related to whether
or not owners make wills, this and several succeeding cross-classi-
fications are concerned with only those owners 50 years of age
and over in an effort to hold the analysis to a particular age group
—the older owners. Also, this group of owners accounts for over
three-quarters of all owners reporting farm transfer plans.

The tenure experience of owners appears to influence their plans
for transferring ownership. Table 52 groups all owners 50. years
of age and over who have made wills by tenure experience and in-
dicates that the nonoperating landlord groups with no owner-operator
experience have more wills in relation to their numbers than own-
ers with owner-operator experience. For example, 42 percent of
the owners in the NL group have made out wills, while as few as
18 percent of the owners with only farm work experience have wills.
It is possible that urban business experiences are more conducive
to planning land transfers than farming experiences. However,
other factors such as higher average age of the nonoperating land-
lord group make it inadvisable to draw definite conclusions on this
point. The data on transfer plans of older owners who have not
made out wills show that 9 percent of them have made plans for
transferring their property. (Appendix table 26.)

METHOD OF ACQUIRING OWNERSHIP AS RELATED TO
TRANSFER PLANS

All owners 50 years of age and older who reported wills were
next divided into two groups according to whether or not they had
received any family assistance in acquiring ownership. (Appendix
table 27.) TFor the North Central Region as a whole, little dif-
ference was found between the two groups. However, some of
the individual states showed considerable variation. The frequency
of family assistance was between one-third and one-half greater in
Kansas, Michlgan and Ohio. Missouri and South Dakota reported
a hlgher proportlon of owners with no family assistance.

OWNERS’ OCCUPATIONS AS RELATED TO TRANSFER PLANS

Closely related to tenure experience is occupation of owner.
Table 53 shows that almost one-half (48 percent) of all the owners
reporting wills are farmers. Of the remaining owners, 23 percent
are retired farmers, 9 percent retired nonfarm workers, 7 percent
merchants and salesmen, 7 percent laborers and others and 5 pet-
cent housewives, (Appendlx table 28.)
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TABLE 52. TENURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN OWNERS 50 YEARS OF AGE
AND OLDER WHQO HAVE MADE.OUT WILLS,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

. Cases Owners with
Tenure experience of owters reporting wills
(number) ercent)

P/HRO 918 N 20
P/HNRO - 810 18
H/RO 107 18
H/RNO 369 21
o 866 23
PNO 1,159 20
395 23

RL [ 18 28
RNL 40 33
P/HL 116 34
P/HNL 24 29
59 42

All owners : 4,881 21

TABLE 53. OCCUPATIONS OF OWNERS REPORTING WILLS WITHIN
VARIOUS AGE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Owners who are
E e |3
u o ] <
= bl W

L - - <] -

< w o - =g} = 0
2 5 gs E g | =8 | b
Age groups o g = g H T3 &% 55
of owners = 5 o8 S b 58 | 2%
< = e b+ = &~ - °
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | (%) (%)
Under 35 years__.____ . 2 3 — 2 2 2 6
35-44 years ______ 9 11 1 4 15 9 16
45-54 years ..-. 18 24 3 13 35 17 22
55-64 years ____.._____ 26 31 18 29 19 19 32
65 years and over_.._.__ 45 31 78 52 29 53 24
Number reporting _____ 1,859 892 437 90 130 174 136

KINSHIP OF LANDLORDS TO TENANTS

Farm boys frequently rent land from their parents or their
wives’ parents as a step in the process of acquiring a farm. This
working relationship between parents and children is commonly
known as the “father and son” arrangement. These children are
sometimes described as ‘“owners-in-prospect.” This relationship
between parent owners and related tenants not only is an important
step on the ladders to ownership as described earlier, but it is also
a significant kind of renting arrangement in the Midwest.

In an effort to find out the extent to which farm owners rent
land to their mature children, each owner in the survey was asked
this question: “How many of these tenants and croppers [pre-
viously listed] are your sons or sons-in-law?” Of the 5,513 land-
lords answering, 20 percent replied that they were renting land
to their children. These replies, grouped by states, are summarized
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TABLE 34. LANDLORDS REPORTING LAND RENTED TO SONS OR
SONS.IN-LAW, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Landlords renting to children
Non-

Cases All operating Operator

State reporting landlords landlords landlords

(number) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Illinois  —co 590 19 22 12
Indiana 435 21 24 16
Towa 665 27 30 19
Kansas 468 20 22 16
Kentucky o 448 17 27 13
Michigan 280 18 22 11
Minnesota __ 449 23 26 14
Missouri 543 15 17 13
Nebraska ___________________ 402 21 21 20
North Dakota _______________ 182 24 27 16
Ohio 534 19 24 12
South Dakota __.______________ 235 19 18 . 21
Wisconsin . ____________ 282 25 32 4
North, Central Region_._____.__ 5,513 20 24 14

in table 54. Considerable variation in the proportion of landlords
to tenants who are kin is found throughout the North Central
States. The highest proportion of kinship is reported in Iowa,
where 27 percent of all landlords reported renting land to their
children. The lowest percentage of kinship is in Missouri with
only 15 percent of the landlords reporting land rented to their
children.

When classified by type of landlord, the data show that 24 per-
cent of the nonoperating landlords and only 14 percent of the
operator landlords rented land to their children. An explanation
of this difference may be found in the larger proportion of non-
operating landlords who have retired from farming and turned
the farm operations over to their children. On the other hand,
operator landlords are still actively engaged in farming although
many of them are beginning to retire from the farm by sharing
operations with a son or son-in-law. Here again, however, the
survey does not provide sufficient information to show how rent-
ing land to children fits into the process of transferring land to
thednext generation. Such conclusions must await more detailed
studies.

OWNERSHIP TRANSFER SITUATION

In summary, only about one out of six owners reported having
made wills providing for the transfer of their farms; an even smaller
proportion reported having already transferred ownership of part
of their land. In analyzing owners making wills and other trans-
fer plans, age appears to be one of the most important factors on
which data were obtained. The proportion of owners reporting
wills, for example, goes up rapidly with successively older age groups
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of owners. Consequently, any cross-classifications of owners with
and without wills must consider the age of the groups being analyzed.

Experiences and occupations of owners appear to affect ma-
terially whether or not owners have made farm transfer plans. Non-
farm experiences seem to be more conducive to making wills and
other farm transfer plans than farm experience. Method of acquir-
ing ownership appears to bear little relationship to owners’ trans-
fer plans.

About one out -of every five landlords rents land to his son or
son-in-law. This proportion approaches one in four for landlords
who rent out all the land they own. Such rental arrangements
within families may constitute early steps in the farm ownership
transfer process. However, data obtained in the survey are not
sufficient to warrant conclusions on the precise role of father-son
rental arrangements in farm transfers. Such conclusions as well
as needed information on many other phases of ownership mentioned
in this report must await more thorough study and analysis. The
mail questionnaire type of survey on which this report is primarily
based does not permit the kind of analysis needed to understand
this and many other important basic relationships in the ownership
of farm land in the Midwest.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

*Farm ownership is generally accepted as the top rung on the
agricultural ladder of the nation and the Midwest in particular,
Throughout the development of midwestern agriculture, land owner-
ship always has been one of the top goals of farm people. It also
has been a cornerstone of land policies of the region. Soon after
the Revolutionary War when most of the region was still only a
territory, the famous Ordinances of 1785 and 1787 began to lay
the foundations for independent owners of family farms. Since
then, numerous land acts including the Pre-emption Act of 1841,
the Homestead Act of 1862, the Farm Credit Act of 1916 and the
Bankhead-Jones Act of 1937 have thrown legislative and financial
support toward ownership of farms by farmers.

The high prices and good yields of the recent war era have
strongly reinforced the ownership structure of midwestern agricul-
ture. More farmers than ever before now own part or all of their
farm land. Furthermore, there are fewer tenants than at any time
in the past 25 years. Mortgage debt of all farm operators in the
region gradually dropped from the high of $6.8 billions in 1923
to $2.3 billions by 1948, the lowest amount in 38 years.

Despite these apparent indexes of favorable ownership condi-
tions, ownership problems are emerging. It is becoming increas-
ingly difficult for young farmers without parental help to acquire
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farms of their own. Both higher land prices and larger size of
farms are adding to these difficulties. By 1948 land prices in the
region were double the 1935-39 average price per acre and neaf
the highs following World War I. About one-fourth of the farm
transfers in recent years have involved credit up to 50 to 74 percent
of the sales price. Many of these mortgages are for. short periods
and contain no amortization or flexible payment provisions. Such
loans may well come due at the wrong time for the owner to main-
tain ownership, judging from experiences during the first 15 years
after the first World War.

Serious problems-of farm ownership also develop in transferring
farms within families from one generation to the next. The average
midwestern farm family has three or four children, yet has only
one farm to divide among them. Generally this farm must con-
tribute to the support of the parents during their old age. Faced
with these problems, parents, who now live considerably longer than
they did several decades ago, frequently fail to make farm property
arrangements that will transfer the farm as a going concern to the
next generation.

These and closely allied ownership problems have been stressed
by the North Central Regional Land Tenure Committee through
reports issued during each of the past 5 consecutive years. Also,
the need for more complete ownership information has been em-
phasized repeatedly by the Committee. In an attempt to obtain
needed ownership information, the Committee worked with the
U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics on a survey of ownership
conditions in 1946. As part of the survey, 48,158 questionnaires
were mailed to a random sample of landowners throughout the 13
midwestern states. Approximately 17,420 or 36 percent of the
owners in the sample returned questionnaires containing the desired
information. The survey was directed specifically towards find-
ing out: Who owns midwestern farms? How are these farms owned?
How are farms acquired and transferred? What are owners’ plans
for transferring farms to the next generation? What are the
characteristics of farm owners in terms of sex, residence, kinship
of owner to operator and amount of land owned? Results of
this survey together with additional relevant ownership informa-
tion from other sources have been summarized in this report in an
effort to improve our understanding of the nature and characteristics
of farm ownership throughout the region. The information obtained
in the survey and summarized in this report should improve our
understanding of regional ownership conditions and also provide a
framework for further research -directed toward the delimitation
and solution of specific ownership problems.

_ In interpreting results of the ownership survey, it must be kept
in mind that the findings are based on questionnaires returned by
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slightly over one-third of the owners to whom questionnaires were
sent. This return is exceptionally high for a mail survey, and in-
dicates considerable interest in the study by farm owners. This
interest was further shown by the many additional comments and
suggestions written on the questionnaires by the respondents.
Despite this interest and high response on the part of cooperating
owners, the question arises concerning whether there were ap-
preciable differences between the two-thirds who did not return the
‘questionnaires and those who did. Census data for both groups,
including age, sex, residence and size of farm, were used to check
upon possible differences. Also, a few of the nonrespondents were
interviewed in person to determine other points on which the two
groups might differ. Slight differences between the two groups
were found. For example, the proportionate response of men own-
ers appeared to be slightly greater than for women owners, to be
somewhat greater for young owners than older owners, to be slightly
greater for owners living in the country than for those living in
town. In discussing information throughout the report for which
differences in respondents and nonrespondents appear to exist, ap-
propriate qualifications are made.

The 13 North Central States contain 509 million acres or slightly
more than one-fourth of the total land area of the United States.
Of this land, approximately 13 percent is in public ownership and
the remaining 87 percent is privately owned. This is the highest
proportion of privately owned land of any major region of the
nation. “

About 82 percent or 419 million acres of the land in the North
Central Region is in farms—a higher proportion'than any other
major region in the nation. Of this land in farms, only 3 percent
is in public ownership, leaving 97 percent in private ownership. Of
this area about 2 percent is owned by corporations and institutions
and the remaining 95 percent by individuals. Probably the most
significant change in type of ownership in recent years has been
the shift from corporate owners to individual owners. Only 9 years
ago, in 1939, as much as 10 and 12 percent of all the farm land in
Minnesota and Iowa, for example, was held by corporations. Most
of this land passed from farmers to corporate owners through fore-
closures or distressed transfers during the 1920’s and 1930’s. By
1945, much of this land had been resold to farmers again. By 1948,
only about 2 percent of the farm land in these two states was held by
corporations and institutions.

From the viewpoint of farm operatorship in relation to owner-
ship, the situation in the Midwest is as follows: TFull owners operate
55 percent of the farms, 36 percent of the acres and have 39 per-
cent of the value of farm land; part-owners have 16 percent of
the farms, 33 percent of the acres and 24 percent of the value;
tenants, who own none of the land they farm, account for 29 per-
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cent of the farm operators of the region, operate 30 percent of its
farm acreage and 35 percent of the value of its farm real estate.
Less than 1 percent of the operators are managers, and they ac-
count for the remaining 2 percent of the acreage and value of land.

In recent years, the number and proportion of tenant operators
have been declining. Full and part-owners have been increasing. A
notable trend in the farm tenure situation has been the increase
in part ownership of land—those who own part and rent part of
their farm unit. Although the number of operators in this group
make up only about one-sixth of all operators, they now operate
about one-third of all the farm land in the region. In terms of
value, the land operated by part-owners constitutes almost two-
fifths of the total value of the region’s farm land. .

Of all the individual owners (who own about 95 percent of the
farm land of the region) 48 percent own all the land they operate,
while 14 percent operate all the land they own and rent additional
land. Thirteen percent operate part of the land they own and
rent out the remainder., The remaining 25 percent of the farm
owners are landlords who rent out all of their land. This means
that about two-fifths of all the landowners in the region are land-
lords to the extent that they rent out part or all of the land they
own. The remaining three-fifths of the region’s farm owners operate
all the land they own and frequently rent some additional land
to round out their operating unit. A small number of landowners
reported renting in all the land they were operating and renting
out all the land they owned. Such owners are listed as tenants by
the census even though they may own more land than many farmers
counted in the owner-operator group by the census. More needs
to be known about the characteristics and distribution of this group
than this survey reveals in order to interpret tenure changes re-
ported by the census and to understand important changes in farm
ownership. :

In discussing ownership conditions, the question of multiple land
holdings generally receives considerable emphasis. Interest in con-
centration of land holdings grows, partly at least, out of our gen-
erally accepted policy of widely distributed ownership of land
among people who till the soil. According to this survey, 87 per-
cent of the owners owned only one farm while 10 percent owned
two farms and 3 percent owned three or more farms. Seventy-nine
percent of the landlord owners held only one farm. This land-
lord group held 60 percent of the farms (tracts), 59 percent
of the acreage and 60 percent of the value of all the land.
The two-tract landlord owners account for 15 percent of the land
owned by landlords in the region and for 24 percent of the tracts,
23 percent of the acreage and 24 percent of the value. Landlords
possessing three or four tracts account for 5 percent of the owner-
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ships, 12 percent of the tracts, and 13 percent of the acreage and
value of farms held by landlords. The remaining 1 percent of the
landlords own five or more tracts and have 4 percent of the tracts
and values and 6 percent of the acres.

Another important phase of farm ownership concerns the type
of ownership. Four kinds of ownership interests were used in the
survey to classify ownership. One kind, termed complete ownership,
included all owners who held complete title to their land including
titles subject only to mortgage claims. This group accounted for
84 percent of all ownerships reported. Another kind of ownership
interest, termed undivided interests, indicates land shared with other
owners (partly at least as a result of estate settlements). This ac-
counted for 7 percent of all ownerships. A third group of owners hold-
ing only purchase contracts for their farms made up 6 percent of
the total ownerships reported. The remaining 3 percent of the
ownerships involved life interests in land. This latter group consists
largely of women who received life estate interests as a result of
settlement of their deceased husbands’ estates.

Type of ownership is accompanied by important variations in
characteristics of owners. For example, over one-half, 56 percent,
of all purchase contract owners were under 45 years of age. In con-
trast, four-fifths of the life estate owners were over 55 years of age.
The nature of ownership interests has important implications for land
use and stability of ownership. For example, owners of life estates
are extremely limited in their use of the land. Since their interests
expire at their deaths and cannot be transferred to persons of their
own choosing, there may be a tendency for these owners to exploit
the land during their lifetime. Since the holders of these life inter-
ests are in the upper age groups, the instability of ownership, and
particularly farm operatorship in case the land is rented, becomes
important because of uncertainties of life of the owner. Full impli-
cations of the effects of life estates and the other kinds of ownership
interests upon land use and ownership stability, however, must
await further studies of a more detailed nature.

The age of owners indicates when ownership may be expected to
change hands. It also indicates .the relative success people have in
achieving ownership at certain ages. Of all the owners reporting
in the survey, less than 8 percent were under 35 years of age; about
18 percent were in the 35- to 44-year age group; 24 percent in each
of the 45 to 54 and 55 to 64 age groups; 18 percent in the 65 to 74
age group; and 8 percent in the 75 and over age group. As
might be expected, the landlord . groups were considerably older
than -the owner-operator groups. Almost one-half of the non-
operating landlords were 65 years of age and older. Of the
women nonoperating landlords, 56 percent were 65 years of age
and older. On the other hand, the youngest group of owners was
the part-owner operator group, those owning part and renting part
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of their farm land. More than two-fifths of the owners in this
group were less than 45 years of age.

Owners cooperating in the survey also were grouped by occupa-
tion. This classification shows that two-thirds of all owners con-
sidered themselves as farmers. Another 10 percent were retired
farmers, 12 percent nonfarm laborers, 9 percent business and pro-
fessional people, and the remaining 3 percent housewives.

A basic part of the midwestern philnsophy of achieving owner-
ship has assumed that it is feasible to climb the agricultural ladder
to ownership through the individual’s own strength and resources.
Difficulties experienced by owners in maintaining farm ownership
have raised some serious doubts about the validity of this assump-
tion. Of all the owners renorting in the survey, two out of every
five stated that they had either purchased their farms from relatives
or had received family help of various kinds in achieving owner-
ship of their land. About 15 percent purchased farms from rela-
tives; 12 percent received farms through gift and inheritance; 16
percent acquired ownership through combinations of means in-
volving some element of gift and inheritance, Within the non-
operating landlord group, 36 percent reported some element of
family help in achieving ownership. When grouned by sex of land-
lord, 62 percent of the women reported family help as compared
with 30 percent of the men.

The importance of the role played by family help in assisting
farmers in achieving and maintaining ownership has some signifi-
cant implications for the future of farm ownershio in the region.
Does this mean that farm ownership is being limited to those youths
whose parents possess land that is transferred to them with at
least some element of gratuity? If so, what is the ownership future
of young people trying to become owners but who cannot look for-
ward to receiving help from their relatives? If owner-operatorship
is to become widely available to all beginning farmers, what are
the implications for public nolicy in aiding them? This survey
does not propose to answer all of these questions. It does, however,
present some information needed to appreciate the importance of
the situation and to emnhasize the need for studying further the
implications raised by these questions.

Residence of owners in relation to their farms is another im-
portant aspect of ownership. Tn grouning landlords by residence,
the survey showed three-fourths of all landlords residing within
the same county in which at least some of their land was located.
An additional 11 percent resided in an adjoining county, 6 percent
in a non-adjoining county within the same state, and 8 percent
resided in a state other than the one in which their land was
located.

A large proportion of the landlords over 50 years of age (63
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percent) reported dependence upon rents from their farms as the
major part of their total income. As might be expected, a relatively
larger proportion of the women landlords—88 percent as compared
with 56 percent of the men landlords—reported "dependence upon
farm rents as their major source of income. The dependence unon
rent from the land for a living by the landlord may help explain
why rented farms sometimes have neither the farm improvements
needed for the conservation and proper use of the land resources
nor the home improvements needed for the welfare of the farm
family. If future studies find that landlords do not have the funds
to make needed improvements on their farms, then attention may
need to be focused upon ways of providing credit for such improve-
ments or means whereby the tenant may make the improvements
out of current farm earnings.

How farm ownership is transferred from one generation to the
next is exceedingly important. It is surprising to’ find so few
owners with concrete plans for transferring ownership to the next
generation. Only 3 percent of the owners reported completed trans-
fers to the next generation, excepting sales to people outside the
family. About 17 percent of the owners reported making wills
prescribing the disposition of their land. An additional 5 percent
reported various kinds of other definite plans for transferring land
to the next generation. As might be expected, there is a fairly
close relationship betweéen age of owner and plans for transferring
farms to the next generation. Less than 1 percent of the owners
under 25 years of age reported making out wills as compared with 46
percent of the owners 65 years of age and older. The proportions
of owners reporting wills in the middle age groups are as follows:
25 to 34 years of age, 2 percent; 35 to 44 years, 9 percent; 45 to
54 years, 18 percent; 55 to 64 years, 24 percent.

Although the survey does not show why land owners do or do
not make wills or other transfer plans, some inferences may be
made from the information. It would appear that more than one
out of every six owners would take advantage of the opportunity
provided by law and stipulate how their land is to be distributed.
Perhaps they are satisfied with state laws directing distribution and
descent. Perhaps the land owner is confused over the problem of
distributing a limited amount of land among several children when
the farm must continue to provide support for the father and mother
during their remaining years. Or, perhaps failure to make farm
transfer plans may be-attributed to inertia and lack of information
on how to do it, or lack of appreciation of the importance of farm
transfer plans. Further studies are needed to show more precisely
why farm transfer plans are not made and what remedial steps
should be takeén to help land owners with. their farm transfer prob-
lems, Further studies are also needed to show how present satis-
factory transfer plans may be extended to more owners.
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As part of the process of transferring farms to the next genera-
tions, an appreciable proportion—20 percent—of the -landlords re-
ported renting farms to their sons and sons-in-law. Many of these
undoubtedly are prospective owners of the farms they now operate.
The proportion of landlords renting land to close relatives varies
from 24 percent of the landlords who do not operate land them-
selves to 14 percent of those still operating part of their land.

Throughout this report emphasis has been placed upon “how
many” and “how much” types of ownership questions. The weak-
ness of such quantitative information is that it fails to provide ex-
planations of why certain ownership situations exist or the full
significance of implied relationships. The strength of this quantitative
information is that it provides an inventory of ownership condi-
tions. This provides a framework for further studies directed
toward specific ownership problems. Also, this report suggests
areas of inquiry for future studies needed to understand, appraise
and analyze ownership problems and their possible solutions. Some
of the more important ownership problems requiring additional re-
search include: How can family farms be transferred from one
generation to the next most advantageously to all concerned? How
can beginning farmers with limited capital and no family assistance
acquire ownership of farms? How do particular ownership in-
terests such as purchase contracts, life estates and undivided in-
terests come into existence and how do they fit into the process of
acquiring and transferring ownership? How do particular owner-
ship interests and transfer arrangements facilitate or obstruct the
conservation and best use of farm resources?

The limitations and contributions of this study are implicit in
the method of obtaining information upon which the study is largely
based. The mail questionnaire method used in the study is neces-
sarily limited to obtaining relatively few items of a quantitative
nature that can be answered easily with a minimum of instructions.
These limitations can be overcome largely by the use of personal
interviews and analysis of ownership data on file in county offices.
These methods may be used in follow-up studies of a more detailed
nature throughout the region. It is important that the studies
be planned and conducted in such a manner that the results will be
complementary and aid in analyzing major ownership problems of
regional significance. .

In this summary, an attempt has been made to point out some
of the highlights of the ownership survey from the regional view-
point. Many readers may be interested in data for particular states
of the region and in more detailed data than was feasible to in-
clude in this report. Much of this information may be found in
the appendixes of this report. :
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APPENDIX A—TABLES

APPENDIX TABLE 1. MAJOR USES OF LAND, NORTH CENTRAL
STATES AND REGION, AND UNITED STATES, 1945.*

by
5 & R
o & » o=
s = _*"_- « n hfn
g . B 3 g | 839
=4 = 3
& E I = |SFEEm
- = ? 2 8 T8 Y
State 3 & .%"é E u"‘g g §'§ E,“:'n':"i
[ S e = n iah s
(000 A.) |[(000 A.) | (000 A.) | (00D A.) | (000 A.) | (000 A.)
Illinois ————__.. 35,806 21,433 6,053 3,326 2,509 2,485
Indiana ______ 23,171 11,723 4,292 3,397 1,571 2,188
Towa __._ 35,831 22,330 8,371 2,224 2,055 851
Kansas .. ._—.___ 52,552 27,549 21,202 1,101 2,038 662
Kentucky 25,670 6,361 7,722 9,684 1,441 462
Michigan _._____ 36,494 9,424 4,073 18,821 2,443 1,733
Minnesota —_—___ 51,206 20,976 5,141 19,656 2,615 2,818
Missouti - _ 44,333 13,941 12,553 15,187 1,934 718
Nebraska . . _____ 49,058 22,486 23,315 892 1,774 591
North Dakota .__ 44,835 24,393 15,135 557 1,752 2,998
Qhio ___________ 26,318 11,435 6,419 4,820 1,960 1,684
South Dakota ___ 49,983 17,862 25,823 1,545 1,996 1,757
Wisconsin  —.—__.. 35,018 10,891 5,745 15,983 1,972 427
N. Central Region 509,274 220,804 145,844 97,193 26,060 19,374
United States ___ | 1,905,362 403,245 706,947 601,717 100,031 93,422

* From Reuss, Wooten and DMarschner, Inventory of major land uses in the
United States, U. S. Dept. Agr., Misc, Pub. 663, 1948, table 32.

** Data from U, S. Census, 19485.

+ Cropland harvested, crop failure, and cropland idle or fallow from U. S. Census,
1945. This total does not include cropland used for pasture.
t+ Exclusive of forest land area in parks, preserves, etc, and woodland area re-
ported as open farm pasture land. Includes grazed forest land. :

t Estimated area included in the following: farm roads and lanes, farmsteads,
rural public highways and roads, rural railroad right.of-way, parks, game refuges,
airports, military lands, etc.
t1 Estimated area of marshes, sand dunes, rock, desert and similar areas having
slight surface use value except for wildlife and watershed protection and recreation,
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APPENDIX TABLE 2. AREAS IN PUBLIC OWNERSHIP, NORTH CENTRAL
STATES, 1945.

Approximate Approximate

area in state, proportion
. Rural area county and of land in
State Total land in federal local public
area* ownership** ownershipt ownetrship
(acres) (acres) (acres) (percent) ,
IMinois woo 35,806.080 418,011 890,000 3.7
Indiana _ — 23,171,200 333,920 545,000 3.8
Jowa ___ _— 35,831,040 99,346 990,000 3.0
Kansas _-_ —— 52,552,32C 308,721 1,035.000 2.6
Kentucky —_- —— 25,669.760 947,444 423,000 © 5.3
Michigan ___ — 36,494,080 2,525,857 5,440.000 21.8
Minnesota _ _— 51,205,760 3,864,974 11,455,000 29.9
Missouri __ _— 44,332,800 1,600,261 695,000 5.2
Nebraska —_________ 49,057,920 739,420 2,485,000 6.6
North Dakota —_____ 44,834,560 2,165,188 4,825,000 15.6
Ohio ____ 26,318,080 181,973 605.000 3.0
South Dakota _____. 49,9R3,040 9,010,130 6,095,000 30.2
Wisconsin oo ____ 35,017,600 2,078,286 4,455,000 18.7
North Central Region 509,274,240 24,273,531 40,935,000 12.8

* Total area as reported by U. S. Census.

#* Acreage totals reported by L. A, Reuss and O. Q. McCracken, Federal rural
lands, U. S, Dept. Agr., BAE (mimeographed report), June 1947, .

t Data for Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin from R. Barlowe, Public land
ownership in the Lake States, Mich. Agr. Exp. Sta., Sp. Bul. 351. 1948. (Minnesota
and Wisconsin totals include extensive areas of federally owned Fish and Wildlife
lands administered by the states under long term lease.) Kentucky figures from
John E. Mason and John H. Bondurant, Land ownership and use in Kentucky,
Kiy. Agr. Exp, Sta.,, Bul. 519. 1948, The estimate for North Dakota is_based on
data reported by Northern Great Plains Agricultural Advisory Council, Improving
farm and ranch tenure in the Northern Plains, Mont. Agr. Exp. Sta., Bul. 430. 1946.
The acreage totals for South Dakota are derived from estimates based on state data.
Data for the other states, in the absence of specific public land inventory studies,
are based on Bureau of Agricultural Economics estimates of state-owned acreages
plus conservative estimates of the areas in county and local ownership.

APPENDIX TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF FARM- ACREAGE OWNED AND
AVERAGE ACRES PER OWNER BY TENURE OF OWNER,
NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Distribution by Average acres owned
tenure groups per owner by tenure
(] - pel
2 = e | B = wg =]
£ o lef | g | S8 581 (2| y 25 | E8
[ R U . ETE B =
Sk [o° |&° | o7 |2~ | &°|&° |2= (==
(No.) | (%) (%) | (%) | (%
Illinois 1,269 1 29.0| 11.7] 17.0| 42.3| 108 99 204 167
Indiana 1,166 | 37.3| 13.4| 152 34.1 76 90 113 138
Iowa - 1,297 | 31.4 8.0 18.4| 422 152 130 267 198
Kansas 957 | 19.0| 17.0| 21.7 7 42.3| 183 265 405 395
Kentucky 1,350 [ 40.4 2,91 414 153 80 54 218 174
Michigan 1,173 ] 60.5| 12.5| 10.0| 17.0 86 89 109 98
Minnesota 1,379 | 43.9| 15.7{ 10.3| 30.1| 137 156 188 203
Missouri __ 1,486 | 43.0| 10.5( 22.8| 23.7| 127 153 | 240 170
Nebraska _ 754 | 18.7| 34.4| 22.7| 242 400 850 931 320
North Dakota 472 23.01 30.6| 22.4)| 24.0| 421 429 1,072 414
Ohio . ________ - 1,495 | 46.7 6.8 151 31.4 80 85 11 134
South Dakota - 5121 18.7 37.6| 18.7 | 25.0| 351 545 671 328
Wisconsin  —__cea . 1,132 | 58.9 9.5 6.5| 25.1| 116 124 151 166
North Central Region 14,442 32.5| 18.6( 19.5]| 29.4| 127 245 286 215
United States ..______ 38,008 | 33 16 29 22 135 322 437 280
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APPENDIX TABLE' 6. PROPORTION OF FARM OPERATORS IN VARIOUS
TENURE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES. U. S. CENSUS, 1945.

/

Farm operators who are
Farm Full- Part-

State operators owners owners | Managers| Tenants
(number) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | {(percent)
Illinois 204,239 42.9 17.3 0.8 39.0
Indiana 175,970 61.5 15.3 0.5 22.7
Towa 208,934 45.3 12.1 0.4 42.2
Kansas 141,192 37.2 25.9 0.4 36.5
Kentueky . _______ 238,501 67.0 6.0 0.2 26.8
Michigan __ 175,268 72.2 15.5 0.6 11.7
Minnesota - 188,952 54.7 18.2 0.4 26.7
Missouri .. 242,934 59.9 13.0 0.3 26.8
Nebraska __ 111,756 30.1 22.0 0.4 47.5
North Dakota __. 69,520 31.9 40.0 0.4 27.7
hio 220,575 66.3 11.3 0.6 21.8
South Dakota —_ 68,70 25.2 36.2 0.5 38.1
Wisconsin —_____ 177,745 67.4 1.5 a.7 20.4
Midwest oo 2,224,291 54.7 15.9 0.5 28.9

APPENDIX TABLE 7.

PROPORTION OF FARM LAND OPERATED IN

. . . DIFFERENT TENURE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES.

U. S. CENSUS, 1945.
Farm land operated by:
Total
acres of J Part-owners
State farm Full- Man-
land owners Owned Rented agers Tenants
(nu(mber) (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent)
000
omitted)
Ilinvis 31,602 28.3 12.4 12.5 1.6 45.2
Indiana __ 20,027 44.4 129 11.8 1.7 29.2
Towa -___ 34,454 36.4 9.4 7.5 0.9 45.8
Kansas ____. - 48,589 22.6 21,0 22.6 1.6 32.2
Kentucky __ 19,725 68.2 5.0 3.0 1.1 22,7
Michigan ___ 18,392 59.1 14.5 10.1 2.3 14.0
Minnesota __ - 33,140 43.4 15.6 11.1 0.9 29.0
Missouri —___ 35,278 51.3 11.7 9.4 1.3 26.3
Nebraska ... 47,753 22,3 24.0 15.4 3.9 34.4
North Dakota 41,001 21.7 29.6 25.2 1.1 22.4
i 21,928 51.7 10.2 8.4 2.0 27.7
43,032 11.8 28.6 33.2 3.2 23.2
Wisconsin _______ 23,615 60.2 9.8 5.8 1.8 22.4
Midwest ———cme 418,537 35.5 17.5 15.4 1.9 29.7
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APPENDIX TABLE 8. PROPORTION OF LAND OWNED BY KINDS OF
OWNERSHIP INTERESTS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Size of ownership holdings in acres
= e
. a1 & & | &
Kind of ownership | Reported KH o o | B & e a |l ob
interests interests i a 2| =2 = =} S | 88
=) = sl e A ] 7| 8°
(number) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%)
Complete owners __ 12,645 4.9 7.6 16.2| 31.1| 20.8| 14.5 3.4 1.5
Life estates _______ 442 4.1 7.21 20.5| 314| 20.0| 12,4 3.2 1.
Undivided interests_ 1,081 2.7 53| 137} 259| 23.4| 2L.3 5.1 2.6
Purchase contracts. 934 6.6 59| 157 33.3| 22.3| 13.2 1.7 1.3
Al o 15,102 4.8 7.3| 16.2| 30.9| 21.0| 14.9 3.4 1.5

APPENDIX TABLE 9. ESTIMATED AMOUNT AND CHANGE IN FARM
MORTGAGE DEBT ON LAND OPERATED BY THE OWNER IN
TIE MIDWEST, ANNUALLY SINCE 1910.*

Mortgage Change Mortgage Change
debt from Year debt from

Year (000 previous (000 previous
omitted) year omitted) year

(dollars) (percent) (dollars) (percent)
2,120,248 |  _____ 5,769,616 —0.1
2,330,965 -14.6 5,570,143 —3.5
2,554,181 9.6 5,396,131 —3.1
2,767,931 8.4 5,189,085 —3.8
2,993,518 8.1 4,816,237 —7.2
3,212,729 7.3 4,350,529 —9.7
3,424,002 6.6 4,304,850 —1.0
3,829,622 11.8 4,217,564 —2.0
4,253,974 11.1 4,038,644 —4.2
4,567,567 7.4 3,919,068 —3.0
5,286,074 15.7 3,820,926 —2.5
6,485,489 22.7 3,708,758 ~-2.9
6,766,264 4.3 3,674,018 —0.9
6,844,404 1.2 3,660,031 —0.4
6,836,528 — 0.1 3,473,141 —5.1
6,317,030 — 7.6 3,164,571 —8.9
6,001,998 — 6.0 2,929,383 —7.4

5,774,034 — 3.8 2,780,808 —4.7
5, 775 439 0.0 2, 406 553 —10.2
2,313, 1858 —3.8

* For years 1910 to 1939 mcluswe see ‘‘Revised Annual Eshmates of Farm
Mortgage Debt by States, 1930-43,” issued April 1944, by BAE, DA, Washington,
C. For years 1940 to 1947 mclusxve, see “Farm M'ortgage Debt in the U. S.,
1940 47,” BAE USDA, Washington, D. C., Nov. 47.  For 1948, see “Farm

19
Mortgage Debt Shows a Further Rise in 1947 ” BAE, USDA, \Vashmgton, D. C,
May, 1948
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DISTRIBUTION OF MEN OWNERS BY METHOD

OF ACQUISITION, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

APPENDIX TABLE 10,
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APPENDIX TABLE 12. PROPORTIONS OF FARM OWNERS BY SEX, TEN-
URE AND OCCUPATION RECEIVING INHERITANCES OTHER THAN
LAND COMPARED WITH ALL OWNERS, NORTH CENTRAL
REGION, 1946.

Receiving .
inheritance Proportion
Classification other of
than land all owners
(percent) (percent)
Sex \
Men 79.6 88.5
Women o 20.4 11.5
Tentre
Owner-operator 31.7 47.7
Part-owner ——e 11.9 © 141
Operator landlord - 19.6 12.7
Nonoperating landlord 36.8 25.5
Occupation
Farmer - 62.3 65.9
Retired farmer 13.5 10.0
Housewife . _________ _____ 7.3 3.2
Business or professional 10.1 9.2
Laborer 6.8 11.7
All owners 17.9 100.0

APPENDIX TABLE 13. DISTRIBUTION OF FARM OWNERS AND TENANTS
BY AGE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1890-1940.*

Tenure and
age groups 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940
(percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent)
Owner-operators
Under 25 2.0 1.7 2.1 1.9 1.0 1.0
25. 17.9 14.6 15.2 14.3 9.1 8.3
24,2 26.4 25.3 24.5 22.4 18.4
24.3 24.8 27.3 27.0 27.4 27.3
}31 6 19.2 18.6 20.6 23.6 24.9
13.3 115 11.7 16.5 20.1
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0
8.5 8.5 12.6 10,5 8.1 6.7
39.3 364 37.6 33.0 31.0 27.8
26.1 28.0 25.7 27.0 30.5 27.4
15.1 16.6 149 15.2 18.0 21.5
Y110 7.4 6.9 6.8 8.9 11.8
31 2.3 2.5 3.5 4.8
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* Data from U. S. Census reports for 1890, 1900, 1910, 1920, 1930 and 1940.



APPENDIX TABLE 14. TENURE.OF MEN OWNERS BY TENURE EX-
PERIENCE, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946,

Distribution by owner tenure groups

. Part- - Non-
Tenure experience Cases Owner- owner Operator | operating
groups reporting | operators |operators | landlords landlords
(number) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent)
P/HRO ___ 1,942 43.7 30.6 14.0 11.7
1,537 50.0 24.3 11.8 13.9
191 53.4 17.8 16,7 12,1
- 680 61.6 14.7 13.2 10.5
: 1,684 50.3 21.8 15.1 12.8
PNO 2,206 57.6 13.1 15.7 13.6
NO 755 66.7 8.2 15.3 9.8
Landlords who have never
been owner-operators ____ 514 — —_ —_— 100.0
All men owners ______.____ 9,509 51.3 15.7 13.0 20.0

APPENDIX TABLE 15. OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIRUTION OF MEN OWNERS
BY TENURE EXPERIENCE GROUPS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Distribution by occupation

Pro-

fessional,

public

service
Cases Mer- or Laborer
Tenure groups report- Retired | chants or | retired or
ing Farmers | farmers | salesmen other other

(number) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent) | (percent)

1,907 85.8 11.1 0.7 0.6 1.8
1,516 78.6 11.4 2.6 1.6 5.8
185 79.5 13.0 0.5 0.5 6.5
658 67.9 10.8 4.6 1.5 15.2
1,668 80.9 14.6 0.8 1.0 2.7
2,150 67.3 10.3 3.6 4.1 14.7
712 52.0 5.7 8.7 3.8 29.8
36 83.3 5.5 5.6 2.8 2.8
70 34.3 5.7 8.6 21.4 30.0
32 25.0 15.6 28.1 18.8 12.5
229 9.2 2.2 249 31.4 32.3
115 6.9 2.6 31.3 32.2 27.0
All men owners__ 9,278 72.0 10.8 3.7 3.3 10.2

APPENDIX TABLE 16. TENURE EXPERIENCE OF FARM OWNERS RE-
PORTING RECEIPT OF INHERITANCE OTHER THAN LAND,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 194s.

- Those reporting

receipt and use

Cases of inheritance

Tenure experience groups reporting other than land

(number) © (percent)

P/HRO ___.__ 1,695 17.0
P/HNRO 1,366 15.2
H/RO - 166 11.4
H/RNO ———— —_— 590 i 8.1
PO — . 1,454 16.4
PNO 1,942 15.3
NO - 641 8.9
RL 30 16.7
RNL 67 19.4
R/HL 34 8.8
P/HNL 217 17.1
NL - 116 19.8
Men owners 8,318 14.9
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APPENDIX TABLE 18. AVERAGE SIZE OF FARMS BY STATES BY
CENSUS YEARS.*

State 1945 1940 - 1930 1920 1910 1900
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

Illinois —o——————__ 154.7 145.4 143.1 134.8 129.1 124.2
Indiana 113.8 107.3 108.4 102.7 98.8 97.4
owa ___ 164.9 160.1 158.3 156.8 156.3 151.2
Kansas ___ 344.1 308.2 282.9 274.8 244.0 240.7
Kentucky _ 82.7 80.2 80.8 79.9 85.6 93.7
Michigan -.. 104.9 96.2 101.1 96.9 91.5 86.4
Minnesota __ 175.3 165.2 166.9 169.3 177.3 169.7
Missouri _ 145.2 135.6 131.8 132.2 124.8 119.3
Nebraska .- 427.3 391.1 345.4 339.4 297.8 246.1
North Dakota 589.8 512.9 495.8 466.1 382.3 342.9
hio .. . _ 99.4 93.7 98.1 91.6 88.6 88.5
South Dakota 626.3 544.8 438.6 464.1 335.1 362.4
Wisconsin  —______ 132.8 122,5 120.3 117.0 118.9 117.0
North Cent. Region 188.2 173.8 170.4 161.6 149.5 139.6

* Based on U. S. Census of Agriéulture.

APPENDIX TABLE 19.

DISTRIBUTION OF OWNER TENURE GROUPS BY

SIZE OF FARMS OWNED, NORTH CENTRAL REGION AND
SUB-REGIONS, 1946. .
Distribution of owners by tenure and
acres owne.
Sub-regions and Cases | Un- 1000
tenure groups report- | der 30- 70- 140- | 220-| 500-| and
ing 30 69 139 | 219 | 499-| 999 | over
(number) | (%) | (%) | (B | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%)
Eastern group )
(Indiana, Kentucky,
Michigan, Ohio and -
Wisconsin)
Owner-operators® ______ 4,312 21.9| 24.2| 35.6| 12.8 5.0 0.3 0.2
Operator landlords ___. 807 11.0| 20.4| 34.4| 164 13.0 3.8 1.0
Nonoperating landlords. 1,157 7.8 18.6] 41.0| 17.6| 119 2.7 0.4
Middle group (Illinois,
Towa, Minnesota and
Missouri)
Owner-operators® _____. 3,164 12.14 15.1| 35.1| 23.6| 12.4 1.5 0.2
Operator landlords ____ 643 2.6 104 27.4| 23.3( 28.5 5.9 1.9
Nonoperating landlords__ 1,582 4.1] 10.7| 304)| 29.3| 21.4 34 07
Great Plains States
(Kansas, Nebraska, North
Dakota and South Dakota)
QOwnetr-operators® ______ 1,406 6.5 57| 13.3| 26.5{ 30.5| 11.9 5.6
Operator Jlandlords ___. 364 1.1 14| 124 17.0} 319 21.4| 14.8
Nonoperating landlords__ 919 2.0 3.0| 14.0| 30. 33. 10.8 6.3
North Central Region
Owner-operators* ______ 8,882 17.0( 18.0| 31.9| 188| 117 2.6 1.0
Operator landlords .___ 1,814 6.0| 13.1| 27.5|.18.9| 22.3 8.1 4.1
Nonoperating landlords__ 3,658 4.7 11.3| 29.6| 26.0| 21.3 5.0 2.1
All owners North Central
Region oeeocmee 14,354 11.9( 157} 30.8| 20.7| 15.4 3.9 1.6
United States ____—____ 38,008 19.0| 18.5| 259 15.9| 13.3 4.5 29

* Includes both full-owner

operators and part-owner operators.
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APPENDIX TABLE 20A. DISTRIBUTION OF MEN OWNERS BY METHOD
OF ACQUISITION BY SIZE OF ACREAGE OWNED,
NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.*
Distribution by acres owned
2| Bl 2| 8
] @ o o] -] 1 @
o | Bl B 5] 8| ¢8| 8|8y
- Q o ] [T
w © ] =3 o =3 L
-] [o.3 - (=) =2
Method of Cases XA 2 ] & T S | 89
acquisition report- 6| & 2 by e ] g |8g
ing =} - = ~ - ™ w -
Nine Eastern States
of region
Number reporting .. 8,261 4.5 7.2| 17.4| 355 20.3( 12.7 1.9 0.5
No. | (%Y (%)| (%) | (%)} (%) | ()| ()| (%)
Purchase from rela-
tives oo __ 1,027 3.4 7.4 16.0| 43.0| 223 7.8 - 0.1
Purchase from non-
relatives —_——___.__ 4,664 6.0 8.7| 20.1( 35.4/( 18.5 9.6 1.3 0.4
Purchase from both__ 365 1.4 1.9 88| 30.9| 23.6| 288 4.1 0.5
Gift or inheritance___ 651 5.6 84| 21.2] 34.2| 19.5 9.7 1.2 0.2
Homesteading or fore-
closure __________ 142 4.2 10.6| 19.0] 31.0( 27.5 7.0 0.7 .
Combinations with gift -
or inheritance ____ 1,257 0.9 3.0 10.8| 32.7| 23.6| 23.6 4.5 0.9
Combinations with pur-
chase from relatives
but no gift or in-
heritance ———______ 49 — - 20| 347 24.5| 327 6.1 —
Combinations with no
family assistance __ 106 —- 2.8 471 26.4| 23.6| 30.2( 104 1.9

* See appendix table 20 for four Plains States.

APPENDIX TABLE 21.

PROPORTION OF FARM OWNERS REPORTING
HAT THEY HAVE ALREADY TRANSFERRED OWNERSH
OF PART OF THEIR LAND TO NEXT GENERATION,
NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Proportion of
owners who have

Cases transferred

State reporting ownership

(number) (percent)
Tllinois 871 2.7
Indiana 817 2.6
Towa 961 2.8
Kansas 612 3.3
Kentucky 941 5.2
Michigan 831 4.2
Minnesota 1,006 3.6
Missouri 797 3.1
Nebraska 645 3.4
North Dakota - 615 6.0
Ohio 811 3.2
South Dakota §55 3.2
Wisconsin 1,037 2.9
Midwest 10,499 3.5
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APPENDIX TABLE 26, TENURE EXPERIENCE OF MEN OWNERS 50 YEARS
OF AGE AND OLDER WITHOUT WILLS BUT HAVING OTHER TYPES
OF FARM TRANSFER PLANS, NORTH CENTRAL REGION, 1946.

Owners with
Tenure experience of owners Cases reporting plans
(number) (percent)

P/HRO - 753 6.4
P/HNRO 691 9.6
P/HO e 90 10.0
P/HNO - 308 9.1
PO - 721 9.6
PNO 966 8.0
NO 319 10.3
RL 15 6.7
RNL 29 6.9
P/HL 87 11,5
P/HNL 21 14.3
NL - 45 6.7
All owners 4,045 8.6

APPENDIX TABLE 27. METHOD OF ACQUIRING OWNERSHIP USED BY
OWNERS 50 YEARS OF AGE AND OLLDER WHO HAVE MADE
WILLS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Owners with wills
reporting
State Cases Family No family
reporting assistance assistance
(number) (percent) (percent)

1llinois 506 - 29.3 25.6
Indiana 420 16.9 14.8
Towa 523 36.4 32.7
Kansas 366 26.7 19.0
Kentucky 420 16.6 16.3
Michigan 421 18.0 12.2
Minnesota 498 17.8 17.0
Missouri 394 13.8 19.3
Nebraska 376 24.2 27.4
North Dakota 326 16.1 18.3
Ohio 472 32,6 23.9
South Dakota 287 18.6 247
Wisconsin 559 18.3 16.2
Midwest — 5,568 22.9 20.3
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APPENDIX TABLE 28. OCCUPATION OF FARM OWNERS REPORTING
WILLS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES, 1946.

Owners who are:

=G D w

g 858 | 8 g

" [ = n'G S; oS

] =g | £ ¢2 |9 | 8°

Cases o & E| g £9 | 5B 8o

State report- 5 S8 | 2 a8 | %8 |13

‘ ing [ ~ ] A g |39
(number) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%)

Illinois o __ 225 46.3 20.4 5.8 8.4 12.0 7.1
Indiana _._ _— 110 48.2 17.3 2.7 10.9 10.0 10.9
Towa _.__. _— 313 48.6 28.1 5.1 7.0 6.7 4.5
Kansas ___ - 116 33.6 29.3 9.5 3.4 18.2 6.0
Kentucky - - 131 61.8 13.0 2.3 4.6 114 6.9
Michigan ._. W 92 45.7 14,1 6.5 8.7 9.8 15.2
Minnesota — -~ 115 44.4 | 33.0 3.5 1.7 6.1 1.3
Missouri - ——— 101 46.6 17.8 5.9 8.9 8.9 11.9
Nebraska, .. ——— 147 46.2 25.8 4.8 7.5 11.6 4.1
North Dakota S 87 42,5 32.2 3.4 8.1 6.9 6.9
Ohio ._________ ——— 204 49.5 17.6 4.4 10.3 8.4 9.8
South Dakota __ ——— 81 43.2 30.9 7.4 2.5 12.3 3.7
Wisconsin . ___________ 143 58.7 25.9 2.1 5.6 4.9 2.8
Midwest —coem e 1,859 48.0 23.5 4.8 7.0 9.4 7.3




10.

11,

12,

13.

14.

18.

952
LAND OWNERSHIP SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

How many farms, ranches, or plantations do you (and your wife or
husband) own? (Do not include land held under purchase contracts,
partnerships, undivided estates, and life interests.)

How many farms, ranches, or plantations are you (and your wife or
husband) buying under purchase contract arrangements?

. How many farms, ranches, or plantations do you own with someone else

other than your wife or husband? (Refers to land which you hold in

partnership or in which you own undivided interests with other people.)

(a) How many of these acres are in an estate under an executor or
administrator pending final court settlement?

In how many farms, ranches, or plantations do you (and your wife
or husband) own life interests only? (Refers to land which you use and
control during your lifetime, but which you cannot sell, trade, or other-
wise transfer.)

How much would you estimate your land would sell for?

How many acres of your land did you get entirely through: (a) purchase
from relatives, (b) purchase from others, (c¢) foreclosure, (d) gift,
(e) will, (f) estate settlement other than will, (g) inherited part interest
and purchased rest from other heirs, (h) homesteading, and (i) other
(please explain) ?

Have you used money or proceeds from property acquired through gift,
will, or estate settlement to purchase, improve, or operate any of your
land? . Yes—___ No If yes, about how much?

How many children have you? __________ Have you already transferred
ownership in any land to your children? VYes— No If yes,
how many acres?

. Have you made definite plans for any of your children or other relatives

to eventually acquire ownership of your land? Yes No.
Have you made out a will covering your land? VYes.__ No

At what age did you first own land? What is your present age? Since
you were 14 years old how many years have you spent: (a) working on
your parents’ farm without wages, (b) working on farms as a hired hand,
(c) working at nonfarm employment, (d) renting from others all the
land you farmed, and (e) operating your own land?

Do you live on a farm? VYes_____ No.
your principal occupation?

What do you regard as

Have you retired from farming by turning over most or all of the farm
work and management to someone else? Yes——___ No
(a) If yes, what year did you retire?

(b) If no, do you plan to retire within the next 5 years?

How many acres do you rent out to tenants and croppers? How many
tenants do you rent to? How many croppers? How many of these
tenants and croppers are your sons or sons-in-law?

How many of your tenants and croppers pay you rent in the form of:
(a) cash only, (b) share of the crops only, (c) part cash and part share
of crops, (d) share of the livestock and crops, and (e) other (please ex-
plain) ?

Are you depending on your rented lands as your principal source of in-
come? Yes . No.
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APPENDIX B -~ Methodology®

Selection of sample—The source of data for the land ownership study
was largely a mail questionnaire sent to a sample of land owners in the
region. A random sample of owners was prepared by special agent employees
of the Bureau of the Census from the records of the 1945 Census of Agricul-
ture. A systematic sample of every nth line in every kth book of the census
records was drawn. Each line contained the name and address of a farm
operator and owner(s) (if owner and operator were different). Sampling
rates in the several states varied from a 1/30 sample in South Dakota to a
1/60 sample in Ohio in order to get a sufficient number of farms in the sample
to support state analyses. Regardless of the sampling rate, every county in
the region contributed at least some schedules to the sample total. The rate
of sampling was determined by the number of farms per state reported in the
1940 Census since, at the time the sample was drawn for this study, summar-
ization of the 1945 Census data had not proceeded to the point where numbers
of farms per state were known.

Each individual owner in the sample was mailed a questionnaire, Upon
the lapse of sufficient time (from 2 to 3 weeks) for the respondents to
answer the first mailing, a second mailing was made to all of those who had
not answered the first request. This second mailing almost doubled the num-
ber of questionnaires returned. These mail-outs were made during 1946.
Approximately 35 percent of the schedules were returned.

Correction for sample bias—The procedure by which the sample was’

selected caused a bias for which approximate corrections were made. The names
of owners who owned all or part of only one farm appeared only once in the
listing. However, the names of those persons who owned two or more
parts of farms, or whole farms under separate operatorships, occurred ac-
cording to the number of farms or portions of farms they owned. This gave
the multiple-farm owners as many chances to enter the sample as they had
farms or portions of farms listed separately in the census books. This re-
sulted in a relatively larger proportion of multiple farm owners in the sample
than there were in the universe of farm owners.

The basic assumption underlying the method for correcting this bias was
that the census farm and the farm as reported by respondents were roughly
comparable except for part-owners, in which cases two or more ownership
units constitute one farm. Since.there were few part-owners, the unit re-
ported by the census and the unit reported by the owners as being a complete
farm tended to correspond.

Another ‘assumption made was that the several farms of any one owner
were scattered throughout the census enumeration books rather than listed
in consecutive order. The probabilities of multiple farm owners entering
the sample were adjusted as follows: for the two-farm owners, one-half of
the schedules were discarded, for the three-farm owners, two-thirds of the
schedules were thrown out, etc. This process tended to reduce the effect of
the multiple owners on such averages as acres per owner, value of real
estate per owner, number of tenants per owner, etc. This method of cor-
rection for bias was tested in several states, and it was found that considerable
improvements in estimates were made in all the states tested.

All data in this report based on the sample are corrected for the bias intro-
duced by the way in which the sample was drawn, with the exception of those
data in the section in this appendix entitled “Possible mail bias.”

1Prepared by Norman V. Strand, Statistical Laboratory, Iowa State College, and
Bureau of Agriculture Economics, and Buis T. Inman, Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, USDA, in consultation with the authors.
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Correction for variation in sampling rates—Adjustments in the sampling
rates used in the various states were necessary in combining state data into
regional totals, For regional totals, the adjustment was made by discard-
ing or duplicating the data from a portion of schedules in order to arrive at
a uniform sampling rate for each of the states within the region. For
example, the sampling rate for the North Central Region was 1 in 135
(figured on the return, not the mail-out), while for Wisconsin it was 1 in 111.
In order to give Wisconsin a sampling rate comparable to the rest of the
region, every fifth schedule was discarded after arraying them on the basis
of size of holding.

Nature of biases arising from misinterpretation of questionnaires—Repre-
sentatives from the Agricultural Experiment Station and the Statistical
Laboratory, Towa State College, visited a small sub-sample of respondents in
Iowa in order to check the respondent’s interpretation of the questions on the
mail questionnaire.

Findings from these interviews are summarized as follows: The prob-
lem of a respondent putting the same land in two or more cells in questions
1-4 (see questionnaire) was negligible. Purchase contracts could cause some
confusion, but the number of observations was insufficient to reach conclusions
as to the extent of possible errors. It is known, however, that sometimes
farms held in fee simple but mortgaged were classed as held under purchase
contract. The purchaser was not always sure if his farm was still under
purchase contract, or if the title had passed to him. Many deeds to property
are made out to both husband and wife (joint tenancy). However, even in
the absence of such joint tenancy, many owners feel that wives are in
essence co-owners. It was possible to interpret the questions on ownership
to include joint or understood co-ownership, which was intended, as well
as completely separate ownership of different tracts by each spouse. Replies
indicated room for doubt as to similarity of interpretation by all respondents,
The widow’s homestead rights are, in cases settled according to laws govern-
ing descent of property, a life interest only. A spouse may create a life
estate by will or the children may agree among themselves, either formally or
informally, to give their mother or father the use of the place until death.
Informal arrangements, while they may lack legal effect, may be as satisfactory
and real as those which are executed and recorded. It thus develops that
when respondents said they had a life estate they very probably had one
regardless of the record. In questions 1 to 4, it was not possible to answer
correctly the actual number of farms held if a single operating unit was com-
posed of tracts held in more than one way.

There were variations in the responses to question 5 ranging from reports
on the value of land and buildings to the value of land only. When no
value was given, the value shown on the corresponding census schedules was
inserted by the editors.

In answering question 6, some respondents failed to distinguish between
property acquired by process of law alone and that acquired by will. There
was lack of uniformity on reporting land acquired through will or estate
settlement; purchased from relatives; and inherited part and purchased rest
from other heirs. Homesteading was sometimes interpreted as “home place”
or “home farm.” Widows frequently indicated their husband’s method of
acquisition, and “other” was frequently used by a respondent when in doubt
or confused as to the exact method.

Question 7 was asked in order to determine the assistance in the form
of cash or other gratuities that owners used in acquiring farm ownership.
Land was to be excluded unless it had been sold to buy the present place.
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It appears doubtful that this question was answered accurately (as to amount
of gratuity) in a good many cases, but the small number of cases prohibits
making a categorical statement on this point. The proportion of owners re-
porting gratuities appears reliable.

Question 8 concerning transfer of land by parents to children could
have been answered only in the special case where the parent either had
two or more farms or fractionated his own farm.

Question 9 concerned plans to transfer land to children or other relatives.
An analysis indicated that plans from the majority really could not be ex-
pected. Many people have no children, or the children are established on
other farms or in other occupations. The small percentage who have made
plans is thus more or less to be anticipated.

Question 10 on years spent working at home, as a hired hand, etc., was
answered with various interpretations. A number of respondents failed to
answer altogether. Women {frequently gave their husband’s age at first
acquisition rather than their own. It is believed that editing improved this
section materially. Even though a large proportion failed to answer this
question satisfactorily and were edited out, .the large number remammg in
the sample yielded satisfactory data.

Question 11 relative to the principal occupation could have been based
upon past or present activity, or on major income. Through the editing
processes, consistencies in those data were improved.

Question 12 on retirement was quite difficult for the respondent to answer.
The analysis indicated that partial, as well as complete retirement, was in-
cluded in the term ‘“retired.” Thus, an older farmer who had reduced ap-
preciably his farming activities may have replied that he had retired.

Questions 13, 14 and 15 were quite easily understood and answered sat-
isfactorily.

The ownership unit and the census farm—As was indicated in previous
sections, some differences existed between ownership units as reported by
respondents and farms (or operating units) as reported by the census. In
the North Central Region, however, they did essentially correspond. In this
survey, the owner was the unit of observation and ownership units the primary
basis for analyses and discussion.

Possible “mail” bias—It is common in mail surveys for a considerable
proportion of those who were mailed questionnaires not to respond. In this
study, for the region as a whole, about 65 percent of those who were
mailed questionnaires failed to respond. Is there any reason to believe that
these 65 percent are different in important characteristics from the 35 per-
cent who did respond?

This problem was examined in some detail in Jowa. A random sample of
nonrespondents was drawn to determine differences, if any, which existed
between those who responded by mail and those owners who did not.?2 Per-
centages and averages derived from this sample were compared with similar
percentages and averages computed from the sample of respondents, (See
appendix table 29.) The figures in appendix table 29 are uncorrected for sample
selection bias and hence may not be compared with other figures given in the
main body of this report and in appendix tables. The figures in the two columns
of appendix table 29 are treated alike, however, and hence are comparable.

2Study was made by the Statistical Laborator Towa State College, in cooperation
with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. é Department of Agriculture.
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APPENDIX TABLE 29. CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN
COMPARISON WITH INTERVIEWED NONRESPONDENTS ‘
~ IN LAND OWNERSHIP SURVEY, 1947.

Non-
Items Respondents respondents -

Acres per farm — 152.2 159.8
Acres per owner 222.5 2241
Average number children per owner________________ 2.8 2.7
Present age of vowner. - — 56.9 54.9
Retirement age __ 60.0 60.0
Age first owned land 34.4 35.2
Live on farm, percent 70.8 71.0
Made will, percent _______ 36.6 23.8
Farms owned by men, percent . ____ . __.__ 87.3 85.3
Owner resides on farm, percent____._______________ 66.8 71.0
Acres per owner by sex

Men —_— 228.3 231.9

Women 176.9 186.6
Acres per owner by occupation

Farmers e 195.1 204.1

Retired farmers 256.2 238.0

Housewives _— 191.9 167.8

Professional and business .. ______ 323.5 663.6

Laborer - 63.2 145.2

* Based on a stratified, random sample of nvnrespondents in 20 counties of Towa.
Number of nonrespondcnts in the sample interviewed was 290. The estimates in
the nonrespondent column are based on these 290 interviews. 346 questionnaires,
the total returned from the same 20 counties, were used for the respondent esti-
mates.

Differences existing in the two columns may be attributed to sampling varia-
tion and to bias caused by nonrespondents and respondents being dissimilar
in the respects tested. Small numbers in the “professional and business” and
“labor” classifications for the nonrespondent group tend to limit the use-
fulness of the comparisons given.

For most of the items compared the table indicates very close correspondence
in the two estimates. It may reasonably be said that no appreciable mail
bias existed in Iowa for most items compared.

A study of a random sample of nonrespondents on a region-wide basis was
also undertaken in order to gain knowledge of the possible mail biases for the
area of study as a whole.® Sample nonrespondents were drawn in the states
of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, South Dakota, Missouri,
North Dakota, Minnesota, Ohio and Wisconsin. (The sample for Jowa in
this particular study is independent of that discussed in the preceding para-
graphs.) The results are summarized in appendix table 30. Since the sample
should have been taken in all the states indicated in order to be fully repre-
sentative of the region, the results given in appendix table 30 must be in-
terpreted with some care. However, by eliminating the states indicated for
the sample but not furnishing questionnaires from the respondent side of
the table as well as the nonrespondent side, a rough comparison is obtained
of the states represented. Like the more detailed data obtained in the Iowa
sample shown in appendix table 29, the regional data indicate few or no
appreciable biases arising out of respondents differing from nonrespondents.

3Study was made under the auspices of the experiment stations of the several states
concerned in cooperation with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture,
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APPENDIX TABLE 30. CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN COM-
PARISON WITH INTERVIEWED NONRESPONDENTS,
FOR 14 SAMPLE COUNTIES.*
(North Central Region)

Non.
Ttems Respondents respondents

Acres held per owner 198 191
Value of real estate per owner._ . ________ $16,878 $25,257*%
Average age (years) - 57 60
Percent of men 83.0 84.8
Percent by tenure:
Owner-operator
Owner-operator landlord
Landlord .
Percent by occupation:
Farmer
Retired farmer
Retired other
Housewife
Business or professional
Laborer_and other .
Percent having made wills for disposition of land..
Percent residing on a farm
Percent dependent upon farm income.___________._
Percent of owners by method of acquisition of land*
Purchase
Gift or estate settlement
Inherited part—purchased part.——_..___________
Other
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* These counties were in Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Ohio, South Dakota and Wis-
consin.

**These differences in values are accounted for in part at least by inflation in
land values taking place between the date questionnaires were returned and the date
interviews with the nonrespondents were made. X

+ These large differences are due largely to confusion over when a farmer con-

siders himself as retired. In reply to the questionnaire, fewer farmers_ considered
themselves as retired than were reported by the farmers who were interviewed.
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