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INTRODUCTION RS

Scope of report mStatlsmcs by type of ferm are’
presented in a detailed way for the first time in the

1930 census. - In the 1900 census a somewhat similar
classification was made, but: on a different basis and
in considerably less detail.

census reports.

The followmg data, elassaﬁed by bype of ferm, ere

presented in this report: Number of farms; farm
acreage; value of specified farm property; value of
farm products sold, traded, or used by operator’s
family; receipts from boarders; lodgers, and camp-

ers; specified livestock and livestock products; size of -

farm; specified value (groups) of farm products sold;
tmded or used by operatm 8 femlly 5 tenure of farm

.There ars, therefme, no::
comparative figures.for thls. cl&sslﬁcatlon in previous

operator, ‘and speclﬁed fzum eXpendﬂures (ieed ferlE

tilizer, and labor).

The Bureau of the Census employed the ‘same’

‘methods of énumeration in, the census of 1930 that,
were used heretofore the ﬁgures are, therefore, the

results obtained from Lhe tabulation. of the information

given 'census enumerators by the farm operators in" 4’

personal canvass of the 1nd1v1dua,1 fmms end mnges ‘of

the United States. - :

~In the presentemon of these statlsblcs t.he Stetes are
arranged by geographic: divisions ‘to facilitate thelr'
study by broad agricultural regions. R

Census date.~The data for inventory items rela,te-
to April 1, 1930; and for livestock products; * family -

l1v1ng”, expenses, and: seles, for-the year 1929.

EXPLANATION 01‘ TDRMS

Farm.—A “farm
land which is dn‘eotly farmed by one person, either by
hlS own labor alone or with the assistance of members
of his household or hired" employees.
operated by a partnership is likewise cons1deled a

“farm. A “farm’”’ may consist of a single tract of land.

or of a numbel of separate tracts, and.these several
tracts may ‘be held under different tenures, as when

one tract is owned by the farmer and another tra,ot is’

rented by hin.
When a landowner has one or moré tenants, 1ente1s,

croppers, or managers, the land operated.by each is

considered a farm.” Thus on a plantetlon the land
opereted by each cropper or tenant was reported as a

separate farm, and the land operated by thé owner 01';
manager with or without wage hands likewise was

reported ‘as a separate farm. The enumera‘tors were
instructed not to report as farm any tract of land of

less than ‘3" acres, unless its eguoul’ouml products m’

1929 were valued at $250 or more. ‘
'Farm operator,—A “farm operator eecording to
the census definition, is s person who operates a farm,

either perfoxmmg the labor hlmself or dlrectly super-'

vismg it
Farms reportmg ———The telm “farms reportmg,

used in ‘thé tables, means the number of farms’ for‘

” for consus purposes, is all the‘

The land‘

which were reported the pertleuler item, or 1tems,‘

shown in the particular table. TFor example, if only

vy

one-half of the farms in a State or county reported .
sheep on hand, the other half did not have sheep to

report.

Tenure.~—Farm operators are classified, accordlngf
to the tenure under which they operate their farms,

into four general classes, as follows:

Full owners are farm operatms who own all the land Wlnch
they operate.

Part owners are farm operetors who own parb of the land’

whith' they operate, and rent and operate additional ‘land.

Part owners; thérefore, have some of the characteristics of full-

owners and some of the characteristics of tenants.
Managers are farm operators who operate farms or ranches

for the owners, receiving wages or salaries for their services.

"“Tenants are farm: operators who-operate hired:land only.
In this report separate figures are shown for three. classes.of
tenents~—namely, (1) cash tenants who _pay a cash rental, as
$7 per acre for crop land or $500 for the use of the whole famr ‘

(2) croppers (réported only for the Southern 'Statesy, who are
defined as share tenants, to whom landlords furnish &ll' the
work animals;-and: (3) all other tenants, including those giving:
" a share of the products for the usé,of the land or a share for
‘pmt and ca,sh for part

Lend in farms.— “Tho a,creege des1gna,ted a8’ “All
land in farms” iricludes considerable areas’ of land not
actually under cultivation and some not even‘luse'd for

: 1



2 ' EXPLANATION OF TERMS

pasture, since each farmer was asked to report as a
unit all the land under his control, or rather all the
land which he thought of as a part of his farm. Iso-
lated tracts of timberland and other areas not con-
nected with the farm were not included.

Crop land harvested in 1929 comprises all land from

which hay was cut (including wild hay cut within the

limits of the farm), and all land in small fruits, orchalds, ,

vineyards, gardens, nurseries, and gr eenhouses. A
given acreage was counted but once, even though two
or more crops were harvested from it.

Pasture land.—The total pasture land consists ‘of
three classes of land, only two of which are shown in

this volume, the third being designated as woodland“

pasture. _The classes shown are:

1. Plowa.ble pasture, comprising Iand used onh f or pastule in
1929 which could have been plowul and used f01 c10ps w1thout
clearing, draining, or irrigating. ‘

.2, ““Other”’ ‘pasture, comprising all land: used: for pasture in:
1929 -which was not included. under “Plowable pasture/! ,or .

“Woodland pasture.’’

Value of specified farm property ——Thc falmev was;

asked to report, first, the total value of his farm (land
and buildings), including all the land which he-oper-
ated, both owned and hired, whether operated by him-
self or managed for others. He was asked to give the

current market value—that is, the amount foriwhich:
the farm would sell under normal conditions, not . at:

forced sale. The tabulated results of this inquiry are
shown as value of “Land and buildings’ and repreésent
the total value of farm real estate.

Farm bmldmgs —The fa.rmcr was also. asked to- mpox‘( tho

value of all farm buildings on his farm and of his dwelling

house -alone. - These values were necessarily estimated,” and

the figures obtained are ‘probably somewhat less satisfactory

than the figures for the total real-estate value. The question-

ealling for the value of the farmer’'s dwelling appeared. on the
general farm schedule for the first time in, 1980.

Value of land, excluding buildings. -Tlns value was obt'uned )
by subtracting the value of all buildings from’ the basic va,lue=

of land and buildings together.

Implements and machinery,—The value of fm i} lmplemenis
and. machinery is the combined. value of automobiles; trucks;
tractors;. tools; wagons;, harnesses; dairy equipment;. cotton
ging; threshing machines; combines; apparatus: for making

cider, grape juice, and sirup,. and for drying fruits; and .all,

other farm machinery. .The value of commercial mills and
factories located on the farm was not included.

Value of farm products sold, traded, or. used by
operator’s family.—Five questions relating to ‘the’
value of farm prcducts sold, traded, or used by bhe?
operator’s family, and one question lelatlng to 1ece1pts .
from boarders, lodgers, and campers, were. included in .
the general farm schedule of 1930. These questlons

covered the following items:

Value of crops sold traded, or to be sold, lncludes the valuo

of ‘grains, cotton, ‘tobaceo,. bay, vegetables, fruits, ‘plants,

flowers, and all other crops harvested in: 1929 which: had been:

or were to he sold or traded. S

Value of livestock sold or traded, includes only the value of
domestic animals, sold or traded in 1929.

Value of livestock products sold or traded, ineludes the value
of milk, cream, butter, butterfat, meat, poultry, eggs, honey,
wool, mohair, and other livestock products, sold or traded in

1929.
Value of forest products sold, includes the value of saw logs,

which cultivated crops wete harvested, al’ Nand from ’“'y’uveueer logs, firewood, pulpood; fence posts, railroad ties, poles,

piling, bark, turpentine, gum, ete., sold in 1929.
Value of farm products used by operator’s family, includes

_the yalue of meat, milk, poultry, eggs, honey, vegetables, fruits,
" firewood, ete., furnished by the farm for the use of the family

of the operator in 1929 (rent of farmer's dwelling excluded),
ag reported by the farm operator.

{‘Receipte from boarders, lodgers, and campers, includes in-
come received from boarders, lodgers, and campetrs (but excludes

‘the value of board and lodgmg for porsons woﬂung on the

farm).

" The total value of all products is the sum of the value
of crops, livestock and-livestock: products, sold or
traded, forest products sold, dand products used by
the operator’s family; ‘but -excludes lecelpts from
bo&rders 1odgers ond eampels "o

o TYPE oF FARM ‘
The following types of fmms bascd on pzmcmu,l
sourge. of income have been. dlﬁelentmted General, .
cash-grain, cotton,. crop-specialty, fnut truck, dairy,
animal-specialty, stock-ranch, . poultlv self-suflicing,"
abnormal, and unclassified, o
The abnormal type is d1v1ded into ﬁve subtypes

‘Institution or country estate; part-time; boarding

and lodging; forest-product; and horse ffLI‘lll Icod lot,
or hvestock dealer. :

Bas1s of. cla,sslﬁcatlon;—The 1nclus1on, on tho g,on— \
eral fzum schedule, of the questlons on. the value of
farm pr oducts sold, tr sdod or.used by oper ator’s Imuﬂy :
plov1ded the basis for class1fy1ncr the farm by type.
The value of products from a pormculal' source in rela-
‘mon to the value of ploducts from all sources was Lhc '
primary basas used in the class1ﬁcatxon “Source”
relates to the product or products from which the
income is derived, resulting from the sale of a smglo'
product in certain cases and from the sale of a group
of products in other’ cases. Products used on, the farm
itself are not included, ‘except those for iamll‘f con-
sumptmn the value oi Whlch Was 1epoitcd by tho
farmel .

In celtaln cases, notably fm crops and hvestock;
plOdUCtS, the values 1eported on, the gcncml farm
schedule were for thq entire group of such produots :
instead of for each separate crop or hvestock produc,t
sold, ~1Insuch cases, bef01e the farm could be classified
by type, it was necessaly to b1 eak down these totals to

‘ -determine the- &mount or: proportion, &ttmbutnble to,
each product or group of products which comprlsed

each type. = This was readily done by applying avemge‘
prices to. eaoh of tho products shown on the Schedule
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as sold, or to those in excess of farm requirements for

feed, seed, etc. and for the use of the farm operator 8

family. ,
Having the i income semegated by different sources,

the next problem involved in the:classification had to

do with the selection of the exact percentage of the

income which each source should represent of:the total :

income before the farm could be classified under a
particular type. Affer a study of the various per-
centages, it was. finally decided to classify a.farm
under a particular type if it received 40. per cent or
more of its income from "a particular source. -This
percentage is arbltrary, but'its final selec tion was based
upon a number of conmder&tmns
‘It was -important, in ‘the first place, - to select a
~ percentage which would reflect satisfactorily the domi-
nant enterprise and at the same time not show too
many farms in a "geneml” farm class. * Furthermore,
an examination of farm income by source disclosed,
for most of the 1mportant agrwultuml reglons of the
country, that the ma3011ty of farms in:such . areas
received not greatly in excess'of 40 per cent of their
income from ohe source. "The use of a percentage
greater than 40 would have resulted in segregating
farms into a parmcular type group which received a
very high proportion of their income from one source;
but the classification would have been less satisfactory
for all farms in that the bulk of the farms would have
been putin a ‘‘general”’ farm’ gioup. . The use of & per-

centage less than 40 would have ialled to dlﬂerentmtd

clearly any one particular group of: farms, but would
have thrown all farms into a very few large groups,
thereby defeating the pu‘rpose”of the classification.

For each of the major types here listéd, sales (or
antlclpated sales) of products, or groups of ‘products,
had to represent 40 per.cent or more of the total value
of “all products” of ithe farm before the farm was
cl&ssﬂled under a partlcular type as follows:

. Cash- gra.m ———Com, wheat, Oﬂtb, balley, flax, rye, emmer: &nd
spelt, buckwheat, rice, and grain sorghum, : k

Cotton.—Cotton (lint) and cottonseed.

-Crop-spécialty,—Sweet sorghum for sivup, sugarcane, sugar
beets, maple: sugar and sirup, soybeans, cowpeas, velvetbeans,
ripe field peas and beans, tobacco, hay, peanuts, potatoes (Irish
or white); sweetpotatoes, mu'ahroomq, hops, broomeorn, und
other field crops. : i

Fruit.—Small fruits; tree frmtq nuts and grapos

Truck,—All vegetables sold; ‘

Dairy. —].VIlll\, cream, bu‘ntufat bnttel, and dalry LOWS. aml
calves.:: .

Poultry.——Clnclu,ns, ducks, g(,ese tmkeys, and eggs. .

~Animal-specialty  and: stock-ranch.—All classes of = meat
animals, such as beef cattle, sheep, and hogs;-also woel, mohair,
and slaughtered animals; for both types. . ‘

.. The chief distinction between ;“stock-ranch” and “ammal—
Bpecmlty” farms lies in- the, ratio. of the pasture land to the
crop land. . A “stoek-ranch ”.is a bype of organization in vshmh
chief emphasis- is placed upen the production of livestock. by
grazing;.while ian: “animal-specialty ”’:farm is one in which more
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emphasis. is plnced upon the productzon of crops and feeding of.
livestock. ‘

In the case of either type, sales of beef cattle, sheep, and
hogs, or wool-and 'mohair, had to représent 40 per: ccnt or more
of the total value.of all products of the fa.un : S

In differéntiating  “‘stock-ranch’  from a,mma,l-specmlty
farms it was found necessary, because of variation in the
quality -of pasture in different parts of the United States, to
use two limits for this ratio of erops to pasture, one for the
territory lying, roughly, east of a line, extending north and
south through the approximate nncldle Pf the States of Ncnth
Dakota, South Dakota, N mesl\a, Kansqs, 'Oklahioma, and
Texas, and’ the other 1mn‘u applvmg to thc area - west of this
line. ‘

Thus ‘east of this line, where the acreage in. pasture was ﬁvo
times the acreage in. crops, it was classified as o ‘‘stock-ranch,”
aud where less than five times the acreage in crops, as an

anmml—specmltv” farm. West of the dumgndted line, a larger

ratio apphed 80 that where the acrea{.,e 1n ‘pastire’ wag ten
times that in crops, ‘it was classified as a “stock-ranch,” and
where l(-ss than ten times the acreage in crops, 1t was-classified
a8 an “‘animal-specialty” farm. .

In the western United States, farms reporting conmdomblu
numl)els of eattle ot sheep and little of no pasture land, but
whieli were ‘evidently using . public land for grazing, were
classified as stock ranches.

+ The basis for, elassifying the remaining two major zm(l the
abnormal types. was as follows:

General—TFarms were classified as “general” where the

value of products from any one source did not represent ay
mueh as 40 per cent of the total-value of all products of fhe
farm, If the value of pxorlucts from each of two sources repre-
&um,d 40 er cent or more of the total, the farm was clnssified
‘general,” except 1‘01 specialized eombination types, such as
cotton Lobaceo, fruit-truck, dairy-pouliry, and other Bunllu,r
comlmmtmns, when jt was classified as.one or the other of “l(‘HL
types, depending ypon which was dominant, in the Jocality.

Belf-sufficing. -Whu<, the value of the farm ,products, uyed
by the family was 50 per cent or more of the total value of ull
pxoducbs of the farm it was elassified. as “self-sufficing,”

Abnormai »«I’m convenignee, fzums of unusual = types,
wlugh dlfTLlO(l markedly, from or dmzuy farms, were demgnutcd

abnounal This- class wag d1v1dod into five subtypes, which
are defined spoclﬁcallv as follows:- -

_INSTITUTION, OR COUNTRY BSTATE. ~——Immulzou —~Whm(, tho
fﬂ,un was owned or operated by.a publle or scnnpubllc ageney,
for e\amplc—u achool, college, ghureh, Ioundu,txon, or abylum
CouwMy estale, -—~Wlmre the value of the residence was $25, 000
Or more; on, farms consmtmg of 10 acres and over,

I’AR’r-TxME.mWhme the uperator spent 150 days or more uL
Wml\ for pay n.t 30bs not connected with his fmm, or reported
an occupauon othm than farmer, provided the value of prod-
ucts of the farm did not exceed $750.

BOARDING AND LODGING, -—Whele the receipts from bomdm s,
lodgcrs, and campers repu.sentud 50. per eent or more of the
total value of all products und 1ece1pts of the farm.

- ForEsT-PRODPUCT —Where the value of forest products sold
reprcsanted 50 per cent or more of the total value of all products
of the farm. .

Horse I‘ARM, FERD LOT, OR lexus'roclc DEALER ——IIm s€
Jarm. ——Whele thc, value of horses or mules sold representod 50
per cent or more of the total value of all. products of the Iarm,
or when from lIlVClluOl‘y items on the schcdule it was wld(,nt
that the pringipal husiness was the production of horses ov mules.
Feed 1ot —Where the value of beef catile, sheep, and hogs sold
represented 50 per cent or-more of the toml value of all products
of the farm and where the acreage in the farm was small, little
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or no ¢rop production, and expenditures for feed large. .- Iive-.
slock dealer.—Where large numbers of livestock were reported.
under both purchases and -sales, little or no-feed being either
produced or:purchased, little or no. pasture: reported, and.the
. operator reported an occupation other than farmer, or spent a.
number of -days at work for'pay at jobs not connected, with his

Tt

METHOD:OF HANDLING: SPECTAL CASES

farm, and where the value:of livestock sold repyesented; 50 per
cent or more of (thel total value of all p1'odgc‘bs ,Qf the_‘flarm. 3

" Unclassified. — Where the farm was not operated in 1929, or
where there was an incomplete report of the quantity 91’ Crops,
livestock raised and sold,  'of where :other information. was
missing o1 inecomplete, the farm was hot classified hy type.: G

I

" 'METHOD OF HANDLING SPECIAL CASES - "'~ | . ... . . .. ... .

The use of income alone as a basisfor type classifica-
tion had to be modified somewhat to take certain pecul-
iar situations into aceount. Gross income alone does
not give a correct index of type—for example, where
there is a total or partial crop failure, where the income
from & particulsr enterprise is indicated only by an
increase in inventory, or where there has been & liqui-
dation of inventory items. Likewise, for such abnar-
mal types as institution farms, country estates, and
part-time farms, income alone is mot -sufficient -to
determine the type classification. “These ‘and other
conditions led to the development of special rules for
handling unusual cases. . The more important of these
follow: . « .

Small summer places owned' by nonresidents,—On small
summer places owned by nonresidents where o_nly hay was
grown, or where production of other crops was negligible and
the value of products did not amount to $250 or more, the farms
were classified as “part-time” farms. = = o

Cropper and ‘‘home’’ farms on plantations.—0On cropper
Jarms in the cotton and tobacco sectibns of the South the
operator fréquently reported spending 150 days or more at work
for pay at jobs not connected with his farm. - Such farms were
not classified as “part-time” farms since it was assumed that
the time spent off the farm really was the time spent in working
for the plantation owner. The “‘home farm” of 'the plantation
was classified as a “cotton” farm even though no sale of cotton
was shown on the schedule reporting the operatioﬁs of the plan-
tation owner, except in unusual cases, where the value of some
product other than cotton represented a larger ‘proportion of
the total income than did the value of cotton from the éntire
plantation. It is characteristic on such- plantations for the
plantation owner'to rent all 'or most of the cotton land to crop-
pers, or share tenants, while the owner on the “home farm™” pro-
duces, largely, the feed for the work animals.  The plantation
owner also frequently buys all the fertilizer and materials used
and keeps the livestock in a central barn. *This'situation gives
rise to a difficulty in computing the averages per farm for items
such as expenditures for feed, fertilizer, ahid labor; ‘and for the
number of animals; since the averages are computed on a farm

reporting basis, in cases where the plantation owner reports such
expenditures for the entire plantation tlie averages necessarily
would be higher than would be the ease weré all the croppers to
report expenditures for their units separately. ‘ i
Self-sufficing farms in the vicinity of cities.—Farms frequently
were found adjacent to urban centers which apparently were
occupied by people usually well past middle age who had retired
from active business pursuits. " It was evident from the ‘value
of the residences and character of improvements that these
farms were not actually ““self-sufficing” farms. . It was obvious
that the operator did not depend entirely tipon the farm for a
livelihood, but relied in part upon savings, or income from other
sources. Although such farms were not true’ “gelf-sufficing

farms they fitted in with this classification better than ‘any
other available and were 50 classified. IR

Farms with land in summer fallqw\.”—"—Iri certain of the dry-
land-farming wheat areas of the ‘west and southwest a cu‘si;om-‘
ary practicé is to rotate the wheat crop with fallow. .. On small
farms it oceasionally happens that the entire farm. will-be in
wheat one _ve'ar and fallow the.next year, . The usual practice,
however;‘ is to have onefha:l’f‘ or, one-third of the crop J\and] in
grain or fallow each year. Whenever such a'farm was entirely
in fallow, or reported crop failure, ‘and it was apparent from
other inforination on the schedule that the farm was a grain
farm; or-would be in'grain the next year, it was classified ag.a
“‘cash-grain’ farm... In the new; combine-harvester areas in
the western section of the Great Plains where land formerly in
range was being put ui;dér the plow and fall_owed prepnmto;‘y
to eropping, the farm was classified as a “cash-grain” farm. *

Nonbearihg orchardsi~On farms ‘where ‘new orchards were
being developed and it was ‘apparent that the care-of the orchard
was the main. business, 'such farms were classified ag “fruit”
farms. When such orchards were § acres or less in size, or
cotton, truck, or other erops were grown between the fru’it
trees, the farm was classified aceording to tlic source of income
which reported 40 per cent or-rhore of the total receipts. - In
the lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas this situstion was par-
ticularly in evidence, but was true more or less in all areas where
intercropping is praeticed, . . . ‘ o o ‘

Crop failure.—If a crop that failed could be reasonably identi-
fied and it a,pparently"repreéeriltg‘zd 'the major crop of the farm,
the farm was classified according to the type that represented
the crop failure; similarly, if there was only partial: crop failure
as evidenced by a low yield, the farm, was classified according
to the type representing that crop, provided the farm would
have been so classified had there been a normal yigld.

Building up or liquidating livestock inventories.—In the ranch
areas of the West, farms reporting no sales of livestock and on
which it was apparent that the normal ‘increase’of livestock
was being kept to build up the herd, were classified as stock
ranches. Conversely, when dairy and livestock . farms were
liquidating the herd preparatory to going out of business or
shifting to other lines of production, the value of such animals

" was not considered or was discounted in classifying the farms

by type. : ‘
Grazing farms showing 1o livestock on hand of sold—Farms
were found occasionally throughout the country, but par-
ticularly in the “Flint Hills” of eagt central Kansas; which re-
ported receipts from the sale of pasture, but showed neither sale
of livestock nor livestock on hand; in such cases the farms were
clagsified as stock ranches. “The income received from: the
rental of the pasture on these farms was considered income
derived from crops., - o e
Determination of kind of cattle sold.—In classifying dairy
farms the sale of dairy animals was sdded to the sale of dairy
products to-obtain the total income from dairy sources. Tre-
quently it was difficult to determine the: kind of -eattle -sold.
In such cases the procedire was as follows: -Cattls, of course,
‘were considered as dairy cattle when' there were no-beef eattle
shown on the schedule; likewise, when beef cows were reported
milked and their number was one-fourth or less of the. total
number of cows milked, the’ cattle sold. were -considered as
dairy cattle, provided that no beef catitle were fattened and sold.
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Veal calves were considered as dairy animals and their value
was added to the value of dairy products in; classifying, dairy
farms, In New York and Pennsylvmua paltlculmly, the
sta,tlstlcs show more farms classified as “dairy” farms than the
mumber '6f “dairy’’ farms reporting cows milked. This resulted
from the fact that:the cows on certain farms were not milked,
but the milk was marketed. through veal calves. ‘

Poultry farms with small number: of chickens. —I‘requently
farms were classified .as poultry” farms even though they
reported but few chickens. This situation obtained where the
sale ot chickens, turkeys, baby chicks, ducks, and geese were the
predominant source of inicome. This fact, also, seriously affected
the relation of egg production to the number: of oluckens on
farms April 1, 1930, . = '

.Wild hay on ranches -—In dlstlngmshmg “stock-ranch”
from “ammal-speclalty” farms the acreags in wild hay was
considered ag pasture land in calehlating the ratio of erop land
to pasture land. Furthermore, if it ‘was apparent from the
schédule that roughage was used for feeding the livestock
through the winter (little, if any, being sold) the farm wasg
classified as & stock-ranch, provided it was a ranch in oll other
respects.

Family living discounted in special cases.—On small cotton
or tobacco farms in the South where the prineipal source of
income -and the value of family living were of about equal
importance, the farm was classified either as ““ cotton’ or “crop-
specialty.” Ordinarily, for example, a farm reporting as much
ag 5 acres of cotlon or producing at least 2 bales of cotton, or

'

APPRAISAL OF

Type of farm.—In interpreting the statistics by
type of farm it is important to remember that a
classification of farms by type was made in a detailed
way for the first time in the 1930 census. The results,
therefore, probably do not constitute as finished a
" piece. of work as would. have resulted . with  more
experience as a background. The work was of a
pioneering nature, Considerable ‘difficulty was en-
countered, at the outset, in formulating the exact
meaning of each type of farm. In order that there
would be no difficulty in identifying the type, from
the data on the general farm schedule, it was necessary
that the definition for each type be as precise as pos-
sible and not subject to misinterpretation. It was
also impossible to foresee all the difficulties which did
arise. The farming systems, in the United States, are
so diverse in character that broad general rules of
classification did not accurately cover all cases.  Ex-
treme cases had to have careful individual study to
determine just what problems were involved before
the type could be determined.

Apart from the usual careful analyms made by the
Bureau of the Census of all its statistics, numerous
additional checks had to be devised for venfymcr the
accuracy of the classification used. It is believed
that as a result of these precautions, the major portion
of the possible errors in classification was eliminated.

The way in which the.classifications for adjacent coun- -

ties and States fit together and harmonize with studies
made by other investigators confirms the belief that
they are substantially correct. :

harvesting 3 acres of tobacco, was; ¢lassified as a ‘“‘cotton” or
a “crop—specmlty” farm even though the value of cotton or
toba,cco may have boen somewhat less than the value repmted
f01 fmmly 11v1ng

Large numbers of livestook w1th httle or no sales—In the

Southern States particdlarly, faring Were frequently found
‘which reported relatively large' numbers: of livestock on hand

though: but few animals were reported as sold. - This situation
usually was accepted since the general practice.in this section
is to allow the stock to range widely unattended. The values
of livestock sold, . also, were sometimes rela,twely low when
compa,red with the number on hand.

Farms on Indian reselvatlons.f«r‘mmmg on Indmn reserva-
tions ordlnarlly was 80 inconsequential' that the farms were
classified as “self-sufficing” farms even though relatively small
values for:family living were shown. Occasionally; however,
an Indian farm operator would be found whose operations. were
of such magnitude as to make him a bona fide farmer. In suech

cages his farm was classified according to the dominant source
of income, I‘mms operated by Indians riot on reservations
Wwere clagsified like other farms aceording’ to tlie dominant
gource of income. . Many such farms were found in the ranching
areas. ' : ‘

Greenhouses, nurseries, and apiaries,—The original intent
was to make a separate type classification for the greenhouses,
nurgeries, and apiaries, but physwal limitations made it
necessary to ineclude them with those ‘‘unclagsified.”

THE STATISTICS

In addition to the question of accuracy, certain other
considerations should be given attention whon inter-
preting these results.

In the first place, the exact basis of clamsmﬁca.tlon
used should be kept clearly in mind, With the excep-
tion of some of the ““abnormal” farms, and certain
unusual cases, income was the primary basis used for
classifying the farm, and furthermore, a certain defi-
nite percentage (40 per cent or more) of the total
income had to come from a particular source before
the farm could be so classified. Although income is
probably the best single measure for determining type
of farm that has yet been devised, in that it provides a
common denominator to which the relative importance
of all enterprises may be reduced, its use for a particu-
lar year may be open to the ob;]ectlon that the normal
relationship between prices of partxoular products may
be temporarily out of balance, or yields for a particular
year may be out of line due to climatic disturbances.
To the extent that such situations existed a different
type classification obviously resulted than would have
been the case if normal relationships had prevailed.

Probably the most stable type classification that
could be obtained would be th&t of applylng long-tlme
average prices to long-tnne average production on in-
dividual farms, - Such detailed data, of course, were not
available for the 1930 census classification, which had
to be made on the gross value of products sold traded,
or used by the operator’s family for the one year (1929),
as reported by the farmer. An examination of the
1929 price 1‘elat10nsh1ps for . different agricultural
products, however, reveals no greater distortions for
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that one year than obtained during the precéding 5
years. It is probable, therefore, that the resulting
classification of farms by type is not greatly different
from that which would have been obtained had the
average values for the previous 5 years been available,
 Were the classification used for another year, under
somewhat different conditions, most marked changes
probably would be found in the ‘“general” farming
areas. No doubt farms which would classify as “gen-
eral”’ under one set of price relationships, might con-
ceivably classify under a different type, such as,
“dairy,” “poultry,” or “cash-grain,” were the prices
of the products for these particular types to change
relative to the prices of other products found on these
farms. However, in intensive ‘“dairy,” “cash-grain,”
“cotton,” ““fruit,” ‘“truck,” and ‘‘crop-specialty’’
areas, it is probable that little change in the present
type classification would result. This arises from the
fact that in such areas the income from the one source
is usually outstanding in relation to the income from
other sources. : ‘

The use of 40 per cent as the division point for
classifying farms, by type, resulted in a situation
peculiar to “general” farms which should be given
consideration. Farms were classified as ‘‘general”
farms if they did not receive as much as 40 per cent
of their income from any one sotirce. In certain areas,
however, farms were frequently found which received
40 per cent from each of two sources, and the problem
arose as to which type group they belonged. Such

farms were particularly prevalent in the cotton, pea~ -

nut, and tobaceo areas in the South Atlantic States, in
western New York, and in other areds, whenever most
of the income came from two sources which were of
about equal importance. Such specialized combina-
tion types were not classified as “general”’ farms, but
as one or the other of the types shown by the combi-
nation depending upon which type was dominant i the
locality., o

In interpreting the results of the classifications in
such areas, therefore, it should be kept in mind just
what was done and recognize the fact that some of the
farms found in the dominant type group areé not strictly
of that type, but are combination types. ‘

Were the classification repeated it probably would
be desirable to change the method of classification
somewhat so as to recognize more adequately these
specialized combination types. This could be accom-
plished by using two percentages for the classifica-
tion—one to segregate the highly specialized farms,
and the other to apply to the combination types,
with income from two sources amounting to possibly
60 or 70 per cent or more of the total income.

Cognizance should be taken of still another factor in
interpreting these results. Ina general way, farms of a
given type in the same county or ares will have the
same broad characteristics, but may differ considera-

APPRAISAL OF THE STATISTICS

bly from those in some other county or area. In
making numerical comparisons of farms of a given type
by selected counties, or by geographic divisions, or
by States, therefore, recognition should be given to this

fact. - The characteristics. of “crop-specialty’” farms,

particularly, vary quite markedly in different parts of
the country. ‘This arises from the fact that there are
so, many. different crops grouped under this type.
While for the United States, as a whole, this type may
Jack definiteness, in particular counties or local areas
it is quite definite and distinct.

Similarly, the products comprising the source of
income on general farms vary widely. For example,
in most of Ohio the principal products on ‘‘general’’
farms are -dairy, poultry, livestock, and grain; in
Michigan, dairy, poultry, beans, and potatoes; and in
western New York, beans, potatoes, cabbage, fruit,
poultry, and dairy.

Likewise farms of the same type vary widely in
size, so much so that care must be exercised in inter-
preting the relative importance of a particular type in
different parts of the country simply on a numerical
basis. ‘ ‘ '

- All of these varying characteristics should be kept
in' mind when. interpreting statistics by type of farm.

Value of products.—The'accuracy of the statistics on
value of products, as reported in this volume, should Lo
judged from two viewpoints—as measuring the relativo
importance of the different producing groups, and as
measuring the gross agricultural income of particular
counties, States, or the United States as a whole.

The value of products sold, traded, or used by the
operator’s family, reported for the: different types of
farms, probably measures quite satisfactorily the rela-
tive proportion of the gross income derived from diffor-
ent producing groups. A somewhat different picture
of the relative importance of the different types of farms
probably would be shown, however, were the coni-
parison shown on a net rather than on a gross basis.
This arises because different types of farms represent
varying degrees of intensity of production. It is not
valid, consequently, to assiume that two different types
of farms receiving the same gross income would have
the same net income. = . .

- Thé total value of products sold, traded, or used by
the operator’s family for the different divisions, States,
or counties, on the other hand, is not a true measure of
the gross agricultural income for any of these areas.
The value of products as reported by the individual
farmer on the general farm schedule, represents the
gross agricultural income on that farm. When the
separate farm reports.are combined into State totals,
however, the resulting total does not measure
the gross income for. the county or State. This is
due to duplication arising from interfarm sales, which
In certain areas, particularly the feeding areas of the
Middle West, are of considerable importance. To
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the extent that farmers in one county or State sell |

grain or livestock to other farmers in that same county
or Stete, who in turn resell the livestock or remarket
the grain in the form of livestock, there is duphcetzon
or double counting.

The totals, also, do not include the value of products
for farms which were not classified by type. ‘For the

United States, 288,766 farms or 4.6 per cent of the

total were unclassified by type. If the value of prod-
ucts on these farms were added to the total,it probably
would be increased 4 or 5 per cent.

Furthermore, in analyzing results as reported on the
general farm schedule, there was noted a distinct
" tendency for farmers to be conservative in reporting
the value of dairy products. This apparently arose
from the farmer being unduly influenced by the prices
of dairy products prevailing at the time of enumera-
tion, April 1930. There was a decline in the price of
dairy products from the middle of 1929 to the spring of
1930 when the enumeration was made. In reporting
the value of dairy products sold in 1929, some farmers
apparently tended to apply the prices prevailing April
1, 1930, to the quantity sold in 1929, rather than to
apply the average prices prevailing in 1929, to the
quantity sold in that year. = This probably resulted in
a slight understatement of the value of dairy products
sold,particularly in the States bordering the Great Lakes.

In the cotton areas of the Southern States, it was

1mpess1ble to determine whether the value of cotton
sold also included the value of cottonseed. Probably,
in many cases, the seed was either par tly or totally
excluded. It is not anuncommon pracmce for farmers
to use the seed to pay the cost of ginning, or for feed,

fertilizer, or seed. Whenever a farmer used cottonseed :
for any one or all of these purposes, the likelihood is
that the value of cotton reported by him included only |
the lint plus such proportion of the seed not so used. :

There are certain, other limitations pertaining to
some of the items which should be kept in mind when
interpreting the value figures. The. value figure re-
ported for forest products sold, for example, is prob-
-ably. the least satisfactory of all the farm product
values shown While the intent of the question wag
to obtain only the value of forest products sold in
1929, which were cut in 1929, the inquiry was open to
possible misinterpretation. It is not possible, there-
fore, to determine whether the value of forest products
sold includes only those cut in 1829, or whether it,
_also includes those cut in years prior to 1929 but sold
in that year. In the turpentine:and resin areas and
the regions producing mining timbers, frequently a
value of products was shown with no forest products
reported as cut, there being no provision on the general
farm schedule for reporting the quantity of such items.
These values were usually accepted as reported but
were roughly checked against the land in woodland to
determine if they were reasonably accurate.

In interpreting the total value of products on
“animal-specialty”’ farms, particularly the value of
livestock sold, it should be understood that this value
includes the entire value of the finished animal sold
with no deduction made for the cost of the original
feeder. This probably, in the main, explains why the
average value of products on ““animal-specialty ” farms
is considerably higher than on ‘‘cash-grain” farms of
approximately the same size.

One other consideration which has to do with
changes in inventories, also, should be kept in mind
in interpreting these statistics; they do not take into
account net increases or decreases in inventory, hence,
they fail to reflect the gross agrieultural income to this
extent. ‘

Comparability with value statistics in Volume II of
the 1930 census agricultural reports.—The value of

products sold, traded, or used by operator's family as
shoWn in‘County Tuble ITT of this volume, is not

closely comparable with the gross value of crops hav-

vested, and livestock products sold shown separately in
County Table X, Volume 11 referred to above. In that
table values were obtained by applying average prices
to the total quantity of crops harvested, forest products
cut in 1929, and quantity of livestock pm(]lu‘ts sold ;

thus the totals include values for all crops Aarvested, of
livestock products sold, and butter churned, but
exclude certain products, such as animals sold alive

and those slaughtered for food (whethor sold or con-
sumed. by the operator’s

family), and. hides and skins
sold., The veluee in this volume, however, 1(‘])IC‘BOTLL
only the \mlue of products sold or to be s’old or traded
(including animals sold alive and slaughtered) as
reported by the fzumex they do not include the value
of feed and other producbs consumed on the farm,
except those. used: by the operator’s family, or. lhe
value of products of farms unclassified by type.

In the intensive fruit areas, par ticularly Californin,

‘there 18 some dlﬂerence between the value of the fruits
and nuts, ploduced and the value of the produots sold,

The dlﬂerenee is due to two main causes. The
values computed in the other volume cover value of
&ll fruit harvested. The portion produced but with-

held from the market and not sold, of course would not

be included with that sold. The other cause of diffi-
culty is the difference in values when computed on a
fresh-fruit basis and when computed on a dried fruit,
or other basis forsale.

- In Florida, in the fruit areas under qumuntmv he-
cause of the Medlterl anean fruit fly, farmers frequently
reported either no value for fruit sold, or a very low
value in relation to the quantity of the fruit harvested
or to the size of the orchard. This condition, prob-
ably, accounts for the difficulty encountered in this
ares in harmonizing the value statistics shown in this
volume with those shown in Volume II of the 1930
census agricultural reports.
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Type of farming regions in the United States.—The
map (fig. 2), page 10, shows type of farming regions in
the United States based on dominant number of farms
of a given type, 1980. That is, the limits of each
region are determined by the type of farm most fre-
quently found there. Obviously a somewhat different
grouping would result were type of farming regions
based on dominant ares in farms of a given type,

" dominant value of property, or dominant value of
products of a given type, or were other basis used.
This map, consequently, should not be construed as
presenting type ol farming regions other than those
based on dominant number of farms. ‘

An examination of this map discloses that dairying
is the dominant type of farming in the northeastern
section of the United States and along the Pacific
Coast in Washington, Oregon, and northern California.
Cash-grain farming is dominant in east central Illinois
and the adjacent territory of Indiana, in northwestern
Towa, Texas (the Panhandle), and Oklahoma, the
western two-thirds of Kansas, southern and western
Nebraska and the adjacent counties of Colorado, North
Dakota, and much of South Dakota, Montana, east-
ern Oregon, Washington, and west central Idaha.
Animal-specialty, or livestock farming, is dominant in
Towa, southwestern Minnesota, southeastern South
Dakota, eastern Nebraska, northeastern Kansas,
northern Missouri, northwestern Illinois, and central
Indiana and Ohio. Ranching is dominantin the *“Sand
Hills”* of north central Nebraska, western South Da-
kota, southeastern and southwestern Montana, Wyo-
ming, northern and western Colorado, central and
western New Mexico, southwestern Texas, the major
portion of Arizona, southern Utah, most of Nevada,
and local areas of California and Oregon. General
farming is dominant in Pennsylvania, much of Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan, southern Illinois, southern Mis-

souri, southeastern Kansas, and northeastern Okla-

homa. Crop-specialty farming is dominant in Ken-
tucky, northern Tennessee, southern Virginia, the north-
ern half of North Carolina, northeastern South Carolina,
southeastern Georgia, southern Louisiana, northern
New Mexico, central Colorado, south central Mon-
tana, north central Wyoming, and southern Idaho.
Cotton farming is dominant in the Southern States and
in some of the irrigated portions of New Mexico, Ari-
zona, and California. Truck farming is dominant in
the vicinity of many cities, in localities along the
Atlantic Coast, and in parts of California, Florida, and
southern Texas. Fruit farms, likewise, are dominant

in parts of Florida, California, Oregon, and Washing-
ton, and in scattered areas in other parts of the coun-
try. Self-sufficing farming is dominant in parts of West
Virginia, eastern Kentucky and Tennessee, north-
eastern Georgia, western North Carolina, and in parts
of Virginia. ‘ '
Value of farm products.—The value of farm products
sold, traded, or used by operator’s family in 1929, is
shown on the maps (figs. 3 and 4), page 11, Both
maps are based on county figures. The relative con-
centration of dots in Figure 8 indicates the regions
wherein the total value of products is the highest.
These regions are the better agricultural regions of
the United States. It will be noted that the heaviest
concentration of dots occurs in Iowsa, the northorn
two-thirds of Illinois and Indiana, northwestern, cen-
tral, and northeastern Ohio, southeastern Pennsyl-
vania, central and western New York, southern Michi-
gan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota, southeastern South
Dakota, eastern Nebraska, the eastern two-thirds of
Kansas, southwestern Oklahoms, the “Blaclk Belt’’
of east central Texas, the Delta region of Mississippi
and Arkansas, the “Black Belt” of central Alabama,
the ‘“Basin” region of central Tennessee, and the
““Bluegrass”’ region of central Kentucky. Other areas
of heavy concentration are found in the Salt' River
Valley of southern Arizona, in California, Washington,
and Oregon, and scattered areas in other States.
-~ The map (fig. 4), page 11, shows the average value
per farm' of farm’ products sold, traded, or used by
operator’s family in 1929. This map indicates, in
general, that the average value of products, per farm,
is lowest south -of the Ohio River and in the cut-
over land adjacent to the Great Lakes. The high-~
est value of products, on the other hand, appears
in the ranching and irrigated sections of the West.
Care must be exercised in interpreting this map since
farms vary greatly in size and in intensity of produc-
tion in different parts of the country. Furthermore,
in the South the cropper farm complicates the com-
parison. Considering every cropper as a farmer does
not give a satisfactory picture of the income, per farm,
in the South, since the cropper unit is only a part
of ‘a larger proprietorship unit prevailing. ‘

Notz.—To avold disclosure of individual operations when Ioss than 8 farms &re
reported for a given type In the first section of State, or County, Table I, the data
for these farms are combined with. those of other types, as follows: In Tables T and
II, with *“Unclagsified”’; in Tables I11, V, and VI, with “*Abnormal’’; and in Tables
I\? VII, and VIII, with gronp ‘“Abnormal and unclassified.”’

n the tables for geographic divisions and States only the District of Columbia
and North Dakota regulred consolidations o avoid disclosures. With thege two
exceptions, the State gures in these tables are the actual figures before any cone
solidations were made in the county figures, Therefors, the State figures In the
ggﬁéwsnaty will not, in oll cases, checl fo those of the State totals in the county
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