
UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Jesse H. Jones, Secretary 

BUBEAU OF THE CENSUS 
J, c. Capt, Director 

Cooperative Report 

-UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Claude R. Wickard, Secretary 

BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONCMICS 
H. R. Tolley, Chief 

AGRICULTURE 
CENSUS 

CASH RENT 
PAID, OR PAY ABLE, BY CASH TEN ANTS 

AND BY PART OWNERS RENTING 
ON A CASH BASIS 

UNITED STATES 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON : 1944 

This cooperative report makes available, on a county and crop-reporting 
district basis, Sixteenth Census data on cash rent paid or payable by 
tenants and part owners renting entirely on a cash basis. The Bureau 
of the Census is responsible for the collection and compilation of the 
data; the Bureau of Agricultural' Economics is responsible for the analysis 
of these data • 

. For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U. S. Government Printing O£fica, Washington, D. C. 



Volume I. -First and 
Part 1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

SIXTEEN'111 <»!SUS OF '111E UNITED STATES: 1940 

Reports on Agriculture, Irrigation, and Drainage 
(For Sale by the SUperintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington 25, D. C.) 

second series State reports with statistics for counties (see bulletins below) 
New England, Middle Atlantic, and East North Central States----------------------------------~----.---------------
West North c antral States---------------------------------------------------.------------------------------------­
South Atlantic States---·---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­
East South Central States---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­
West South Central States-----------------------------------------------------•---------------------------------­
Mountain and Pacific States---·----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Volume II.--Tbird series State reports with statistics for counties (s~e bulletins below) 

Prioe 

$2.75 
2.50 
2.25 
1.,50 
2.25 
2.25 

Part 1. The Northern States--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2. 75 
2. The Southern States--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2. 75 
3. The Western States-----------------------~---------------------------------------------------------------------- 1.50 

Volume III.--General Report, with statistics by subjects (see separate chapters below)------------------------------------------------- 3.00 

Volume.--Te=itories and Possessions--Reports on Agriculture in the Territodes of Alaska and Hawaii; and the following Possessions: 
Guam, American Samoa', Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands of the United States (Separate reports for Hawaii and Puerto 
Rico. See below)----------------c------------·····-··--------·-------·---·------·--·----------------·--·---·-------------·· 1.50 

Volume.--Drainage of Agricultural Lands--State reports with statistics for counties, and with summaries for the States and the United 
States. (see bulletins below)--··-·-·-·------------------------------------·----·---·------------------~--------------------- 2.00 

Volume.-Irrigation of Agricultural~ands--State reports with statistics for drainage basins and counties, and with summaries for the 
states and the United States (see bulletins below)-·--------------------------------------------------------------------·-·-- 2.25 

TECHNICAL AND SPECIAL REPORTS 

Special Poultry Report--Chickens and chicken egg production by number of chickens on hand; farms reporting chickens and turkeys raised 
by number raised-------------------------------------------------------------------·-------------------------·-------·---------------

Special Cotton Report-Farms reporting, acreage, and production, and value of products; by number of bales harvested------------------­
Cows Milked and Dairy Products--Number of oows milked, and dairy products, classified by number of oows milked; with summary for 

other 11 vestock and products---------------------------------------------------------------------------·-----------------------------
Cross-line Acreage-A Special Study--Farms reporting and acreage by place of enumeration, with relationship to all farms---------------

Abandoned or Idle Farms--A Special StUdy--Number and acreage, with classification of those reporting acreage by cause of nonoperation 
and by year of abandonment------------------------------------·----------------------------------------------------------------------

Handbook--Census of Agriculture: 1940-Descriptions and illustrations of the uses of Agriculture Census statistics in education, 
business, research, and visual analysis; with explanat~ons of the technique of tabulation and procedures (see separate chapters 
below) -'""'- ---------------- ---------------- --------------------------------- ------ -----------.-- ----"1"- ------------------------- ---- ----

Technical Monograph--Cooperative Study--Analysis of specified farm characteristics for farms classified by total value of products 
(based upon a 2-percent sample)---------------------------·-"--•---------------------------------------------------------------------

Ranking Agricultural Counties--The rank of the leading counties in agriculture and .agriculture products, 1940 and 1939, with com-
parisons for 1930 and 1929-----•------------·--- --------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------•-

Drainage of Alluvial Lands--A comparison of agriculture within and outside of drainage enterprises in the alluvial lands of tqe 
' lower Mississippi valley-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Irrigation of Agricultural Lands--Tabular and graphic presentation of specified irrigation census statistics--------------------------­
Cooperative Study--Cash Rent--Cash rent paid, or payable, by oash tenants and by part owners renting· on a cash basis, by crop-

reporting districts and counties (est. ) ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

BULLETINS AND SEPARATES 

Agriculture Bulletins: 

Prioe 

$1.50, 
,60 

1.25 
.55 

.45 

.45 

.45 

.20 

.25 

.15 

.35 

Prioe 
First series--Number of farms, U~es of Land, Values, Principal Classes of Livestock and Livestock Products; and Specified Crops 

Harvested. Eaoh State and a Summary for the United States------------------------------------------------------­
Second series--Farm Mortgages, Taxes, Labor, Expenditures, and Miscellaneous Farm Information; Goats and Mohair; and Fruits, 

Vegetables, and Minor Crops. Each State and a SummarY for the United States---------------------------------~-­
Third series--Value of Farm Products, Farms Classified by Major· Source of Income, and Farms Classified by Total Value of 

Products. Each State and a Summary for the United States (3d series U. S. Summary same as chapter X, volume III) 
Separate bulletins for: 

$0.10-.35 

~=~~-;~~~-(~;~~~~-~~-;~~~~~~i==================::::::::::::::::::=================~===================~===::::::::::::::::: 
Separate chapters of volume III: Price 

Chapter I.--Farms and Farm Property----------------- $0.15 
!I.--Size of Farms--------------------------- - .15 

III.--Color, Tenure, and Race of 
Farm Operator------------------------- .25 

IV.--Farm Mortgages and Farm 
Taxes--------------------------------- .20 

V. --Work Off Farm, Age, arid 
Years on Farm------------------------- .30 

Three separate chapters of Handbook--Census of Agrioul ture1 19401 

Chapter VI.--Cooperation, Labor, Expenditures, 
Machinery, Facilities, and Residence­

VII.--Livestock and Livestock Products------­
VIII.--Field Crops and Vegetablee------------­

IX.--Fruits and Nuts, and 
Horticultural Speoialties------------

X.--Value of Farm Products (same as 3d -
Series of u. s. Summary)-------------

Chapter II.--Uses of Agriculture Census Statistics Price 

in Education---------------------.·------ $0.15 
III.--Uses of Agriculture C~nsus Statistics 

in Business and Researoh---------------­
IV .--Visual Analysis--A Means of Explora-

tion in Statistical 'Research--------•--­

.10 

.10 
(Chapter I.--Technique of Tabulation and Procedures, not published separately) 

Crop-sharing Contracts--Memorandum regarding legal relations and rights of parties when land owned by one is cultivated by the 
other under agreement to share the crops. The memorandum embraces 14 southern States (Appendix aection of Special Study--

Prioe 

$0.25 
.30 
.30 

.15 

.35 

Plantations) ------------ -------------------- --------------· ·-•------------·--------------------• ---------"-------- ---------------

Irrigation a~d Drainage bulletins• 
Irrigation State bulletins--18 reports each cove~ing one or more States----------------------------------------------------------
Irrigation Summary for the United States-----------------------------~-----------------------------------·-----------------------
Drainage State bulletins--36 reports eaoh covering one or more States------------------------------------------------------------
Drainage Summary for the United States------------------------------··--··-------------------------------~----------------------­
Synopsi s of Drainage Laws--------------------------·---------··---- • ··----·· ·----·-----·--·--------------: •------- ------------ ---

JIAPS 

.10-.35 

.10-.35 

.15 

.20 

.15 

.10-.15 
.30 

.10-.15 
.20 
.40 

Minor Civil Division Outline Mapa--Each State------------------·--·-·---·-·-·--··--•---------;--·--------------------------------~---­
Separate Irrigation State Maps (three colors)-----·----------------·--------··-------------------------------------------------------~ 

Except California and Texas (in 2 parts) each part-------------------------------------------~--------------------·---~--------------

Prioe 
$0.15 

.15 

.15 

.35 

.15 
A Composite Irrigation Map (three oolors) showing irrigation by drainage basins for 17 western States, Arkansas, Louisiana, and ~dB­
Drainage Map of the United States (three colors) showing location of land in drainage enterprises---~------------------------.----------

II 



LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

SIR: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS, 

Washington, D. C., 
February 18, 1944 

I transmit herewith for publication a special report on cash rent 
paid or payable by tenants and part owners rentjng entirely on a cash 
basis. The r~port presents by counties and crop-reporting districts 
the amount ot rent with totals for all land, cropland harvested, value 
of lana and buildings, and value'of buildings. The data are a compi­
lation from the Census of Agriculture returns of the Sixteenth Decen­
nial Census. 

Provision for the Sixteenth Decennial Census was made in the Act 
providing for the Fifteenth. and subsequent decennial censuses which was 
approved June 18,.1929. The information contained 1~ this report was 
secured from farm operators by census enumerators in a pe~onal canvass 
of the individual farms. 

'!his r.eport was made possible through the cooperation of the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Dnited States Department of 
Agriculture~ The Agriculture Division of the Bureau of the Census pre­
pared the tab~lations, While the responsibility for the interpretation 
of the data rested with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, united 
States Department of Agriculture. 

This study was made, principally, by Elco L. Greenshields,Sen­
ior Agricultural Economist, Bureau of• Agricultural Economics, United 
States Department._of Agriculture, and Hilton E. Robison, Principal 
Agricultural Statistician, Farm Economics and Finance, Agriculture 
Division, Bureau of the Census. 

Respectfully, 

Hen. JESSE H. JONES 
Secretary of Commerce 

J. C. CAPT, . 
Director of the Census 
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CASH RENT PAID, OR PAYABLE, BY CASH TENANTS AND BY PAR1' <MNERS REM'ING ON A CASH BASIS 

INTRODUCTION 

The publication by the Bureau of the Census of this spe­
cial report, presenting statistics relating to cash rent paid 

, for farm- real estate, was made possible through the cooperation 
of the-Bureau of Agricultural Economics, of the United States 
Department of Agr~culture. In this report, Which is the first 
to present county figures on cash rents for ~he 1940 census of 
Agricultl;lre,. the data -are arranged and sUllllllarized by United 
States Department of Agriculture crop~reporting distr~cts. 1 

, This arrangement h?.S been used in order that broad relation­
ships between cash rent, type -of land, kind of farming, and 
economic conditions may be more readily indicated. In present­
ing figures by· crop-reporting _districts, totals are shown for 
each of the 304 districts into Which the States are divided; 
also for the District of Columbia and the independent cities 

· o'f -V1l1ginia. 
Uses of cash-rent stattsttcs.-cooperation between the 

Bureau of the Census and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
1n the compilation and -publication of these data was- under­
taken ~rimarily because of the need tor a better pre-war base 
from Which wartime, trends in farm rents could be measured. 
Because of the impending danger of' inflation created by war 
·conditions,· an endeavor is being made to follow more closely 
than formerly the trends in rents and market values tor farm 
real e·state. The complete census bench mark, which will be 
provided by the data contained in this report, Will make pos­
sible a more accl;l.Tate measurement of current trends, and will 
be helpful in a~praislng these trends in the _light of condi­
'tion.s existing immediately preceding the war. 

In addition, the publication of the rent data appears to 
be _warranted because qf its probable usefulness to the public. 
These data sho1:1ld be of considerable interest to those who are 
contemplating the purchase of real estate for inv~stment pur­
poses. The cash-rent statistics otitained through the 1940 
Census are considered. to indicate· a more normal rate of income 
tor· farm-1and investments than current rental rates. Those 
who a~;qu1re farm real estate at this time might well take cog­
nizance of the differences in current rents and those existing 
before the war. The National and State. t.igures that are avail­
abie through previous. Census publications are helpful in this 
respect; but, tor the most part, these data are· too general 
for· use by individuals who are usually interested in land in­
vestment only in particular localities. The county data pro­
v~ded through this report are considered to be of sufficiently 
localized character to serve as a guide to these investors. 

'Furthermore, these data should be helpful in connection 
With the· problem of land evaluation. fuose concerned with mak­
ing appraisals of land values for farm-mortgage and related 
Pl:l:rposes should find these data useful. In this connection, 
however, the average cash rents presented cannot be accepted 
as repre?entative of -gross rental returns to landlords. 

Present"-ttori of datll.-Thif? report consists primarily 
of a presentation of cash-rent data by counties and by United 
States Department, of Agriculture crop-reporting districts, 
w1 th sUJillilaries for the United States and diVisions and States. 
The data are arranged to show the amount ~f rent paid in re­
lation to the total acres of land rented and to the value of 
tl:ie land -and buildingf?. The cropland harvested and that part' 
of 1;he total value represents-a by the buildings were also .in­
cluded in the tabulations, as thel'le two 1 terns often have con~ 
siderable bearil!lg on the amount of rent paid. Figures are 
sJ:ioWl!l.not only for cash tenants but also for P!U't owners 

• See Appen,u;. tor deaCr:Lption of Cl'Op-reporting diatrlcto. 
.a'Soe Appendix under Hl.atorical CoMUII <lata relating to c&ah rentina for. aw.il­

abil1ty of data for' otbor 70Bra. 

renting on a cash basis. 
included :ror 1930 2 

Available comparative data are 

Statistics by color of operator are presented for the South 
on a crop-reporting-district basis. Figures for irrigated and 
nonirrigated ·farms are shown by states-for 20 States. In pre­
senting summary and State data, cash-rented farms are also 
stiown in their relation to farms of other tenures. 

To portray the data more effectively the tabulated matffi1al 
is supplemented by a'number of shaded and dot maps. Maps show­
ing the distribution of the number of farms by tenure are in­
cluded to present the relative geographic imporUL~ce of tenant 
farms and part-owner-operated farms. Other maps are presented 
to show the geographic distribution of the major methods of 
renting, including cash renting. A final set of maps shows 
the average cash rent per acre and the average per $100 of 
value. 

Other sources of tnfonaatton on farm rents.-In addi­
tion to the Federal farm census, other sources or information 
on farm rents are available. The Department of Agriculture 
through its crop-reporting service obtains reports annually on 

- farm rents. Reports on cash rents were obtained for the first 
time in 1921, and an annual report has been obtained each year 
since. Beginning in 1925, these data were supplemented for 
the 11 Western States by separate reports for irrigated land, 
for dry farming land, and for nonirrigated pastUl'e or grazing 
-land. The average rent per acre for rarms or ranches rented 
entirely for cash and the average cash rent per acre for plow­
land were obtained continuously in all States through 1935. 
Starting in 1936, the separate report for plowland was dropped 
for all States, and in all States other than the 11 Western 
States a separate report was added for pasture Qr grazing land. 

Beginning in 1943, the Department of Agriculture obtained 
re-ports on share-cash rents from the real estate dealers who 
for a·number of years have been reporting on farm real estate 
values ~d market·activity. No attempt is made to obtain-per 
acre rentals through these reports. The questions are designed 
to ascertain year-to-year changes in fractional shares and in 
the amount of cash paid in addition to shares of crops and 
livestock produced. Reports of these rent data are made avail­
able regularly by the Department of Agriculture through occa­
sional news releases and periodic publications. 

INHERENT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DATA 

In using the cash-rent statistics presented in this repor4 
the special nature of census data should be considered. Tne 
most important of the characteristics peculiar to census data 
that are pertinent to this report are covered by the defini­
tions and explanations of terms given. in the Appendix. It is 
essential first of all to know the types of rental arrangement 
that are classed as "cash." Statistics other tlla.~ the count 
of farms are·gt~en for only .those farms of cash tenants and 
part owners paying their entire rental in cash, and for which 
the amount of rent was reported. If the cash rent paid or to 
be_ p~id represented only a part of the total rental, as in 
cases in which a portion of the farm was rented tor cash and a 
portion for a share of the crops produced, then no cash-rent 
data were included. 

As rents are reported to census enumerators on a farm-unit 
basis, or, in the case of part O\\'Ilers, on the basis of 'that 
part of the farm that is rented, the concept of the farm used 
by the Census is especiallY significant. A canvass is made of 
all farming operations, no matter how ~11, on tracts of land 
of 3 acres or more, also on tracts smaller than 3.acres if the 
total products are valued at $250 or more. This means that 
many farms enumerated by the Census are primarily places of 

1 



2 CFJISUS OF AGRICULTURE: 1940 

residence, and that the operators thereon are not necessarily 
farmers by occupation. For instance, in 1939 one operator in 
every seven (15.5 percent) worked ott their farms 100 or more 
days, mostly at nonfarm occupations, As indicated by the 
schedules a large proportion of the operators of these small 
and part-time farms Who rent their places pay cash rentals. 
Thus the cash rents Which they report represent a rental which 
is chiefly for a place tQ live rather than for a farm. Espec­
ially around metropolitan areas where many of these farms are 
located, the cash-rent figures tend to present an unrealistic 
picture or· rents paid for agricultural lands. 

In addition to the need for making allowances in these 
cash-rent statistics for place~ where the farming .operations 
have little or nothing to do with the amount of rent ~id, 
cognizance should also be taken of the extent to which land 
belonging to the farm is not used by the operator. Many farms 
include idle and waste lands and woodland that have very little 
bearing on the farming operations or on the amount of rent 
paid. · 

Another significant characteristic arises out of the pro­
cedure used by the Census for determining the land included in 
a farm unit, in that public land grazed on a permit basis was 
excluded whereas public land leased for grazing was included 
in a farm unit. Thus, in some areas of the western-grazing 
region, the cash-:rent statistics are affected to an appreciable 
extent by the rates of rent set by the agencies administering 
public lands. In other areas of this region the data represent 
largely the rentals that are charged by private owners under 
competitive conditions. 

In comparing the amount of rentals with the value of land 
and buildings·, it is important to keep in mind the procedure 
followed in enumerating !ann real estate·values. The value 
for an individual farm -represents the opinion of the farm 

__ operator given at the time of the emnneration. When a total 
represents only a few of these individual opinion~ the averages 
should be scrutinized carefully as they may have been thrown 
out of line by one or two somewhat erratic reports. Average 
values for large numbers of farms represent a composite of 
many opinions and can be considered d-ependable. 

I 

LIMITATIONS IN THE USE OF THE STATISTICS 

Extent of completeness.--The figures presented for cash 
rent paid or payable do not represent totals of all cash rents. 
The 1940 figures do not include . cash-rent payments made by 
29,002 cash tenants·ror whom information as to the amount of 
cash rent was incomplete or not reported, 278,605 tenants who 
paid cash rentals in addition to a share of crops or livestock, 
and 10,823 croppers Who supplemented their share rentals with 
cash payments. Also excluded are cash-rent payments made by 
part owners who paid a share of crops or of livestock in ad­
dition to cash, or who, though renting solely on a cash basis, 
failed to report the amount or rent. No tabulations were made 
which provide a measure of the incompleteness for part owners. 

An additional loss in coverage, although inconsequential 
in most areas, resulted· through the occasional failure·of an 
enumerator to obtain any information on rent payments for some 
of the tenant operations he enumerated. 

Rents consisting of specific quantities of products were 
excluded, even though somewhat in the nature or cash rents and 
though cash equivalents could have been readily computed. 
Standing renters are unlike cash tenants in many respects. 
Therefore, as noted in the definitions (.see Appendix), stand­
ing renters were classed as "other" tenants. 

Limitations of analyses based on ares totals.­
County, crop-reporting-district, and State summaries .of cash­
rent statistics which are presented in this report do not 
necessarily exhibit the same relationships as would be shown 
by an analysis of the data for the individual farms in a par­
ticular area. Area totals represent the composite results or 
large numbers of forces, some of Which have tended to be off­
setting. Comparisons or area totals give emphasis to those 
variations in characteristics of farms which result from ge­
ographic. differences. These may or may not be the same as 

those which would be associated with variations in cash rent 
within a particular area. Thus the statistics may·appear to 
indicate some relationships Which may be divergent from those 
that would be shown by an 8:!lalysis based ·on individual farms 
within a particular area. 

Use of cash-rent statistics as an indication of land 
income.-In the introduction, the suggestions ot possible 
uses of cash-rent statistics included several which implied 
their use as a general indication of land income. When so 
used the limitations ot the data must be kept in mind. It is 
0t ·particular importance to take into account the stability ot 
the averages, the homogeneity ot the airiculture within the 
areas·ror which averages are given, the differences in charac­
teristics or cash-rented and other farms, and the limitations 
of cash-rent as a measure of investment returns. 

Relative significance of State, crop-reporting-dis­
trict, and county figu·res._:crop-reporting-district figures 
may be expected to be more useful generally than either State • 
or county figures; Each district covers an area relatively 
homogeneous with respect to agriculture. Also, most of the 
districts include eno1:1gh reports to provi<le considerable sta­
bility in the averages as each district usually comprises sev­
eral counties. State figures are likely to be less significant 
because ot the diversity of agriculture-in different sections 
ot the State, whereas county· figures may not· tnclude a sUffi­
cient number of reports to glve stability to the figures. The 
totals and averages may be appreciably affected by one or more 
outstanding reports. However, all unusua~ and outstanding re­
ports were examined with'espec1al care, as were the reports 
involved where the county totals or averages were not in ·line 
with those in adjoining courttl.es. Limitat-ions of the data for 
such individual ·reports are discussed under the definitions 
and explanations ot the several 1 terns. ·· 

Differences in chare.cterfsttc~ of cash-rented and 
other farms.~All conclusions with respect to cash rent as 
an indication of Ja'nd Income must· necessarily take into ac­
count the differences between cash-rented farms and other 
rented farms. Some of these d1tferEmce·s are shown· by the data 
presented ·-in ·this· report. Selected data showing these dif­
ferences tor the United States in 1940 are as follows: 

CASH TENANTS 
Tenants 

All Reporting othe<r than 
I'l'EM tenants amount ot cash 

To~al rent tenil.nU! 

Number or farms---- 2,361,271 514,486 485.436 1,646,633 
Percent distribution- 100.0 u.s 20.6 78.2 

Land in i'arms (acres)-- 3ll,B98,526 74,SB8,54l 70,072,002 237,009,985 
·Average per farm--- 152,1 145.8 144.3 12e.3 

Vail.uo or land and 
2,103,5BB,lS7 buildinas (dollars)--- o, 789,398,595 2,227,608,406 ~.sal, 7BB,J:B9 

Average per fa..,._,.- 4,569 4,330 4,333 4,636 
Average per acre---- 54,59 29,75 30,02 56.12 

Cropland harvested 
17,110,999 109,632,028 (acres)--------- 128,442,418 1S,Bl0,390 

Farms l'8porting---- 2,243, '7;58 454,522 428,752 1,789,216 
Percent reporting-- , 95.0 88.4 ee.s 98.9 

Average per farm 
41.4 41.3 61.3 reporting------- 57.2 

Value or buildings 
623,102,195 2·,06$,858,508 (dollars)----- 2, 'Tl53,505,896 663,647 ,see 

Farms reporting---- 2,249,715 495,230 467,412 1,754,485 
Percent reporting- 95,3 98.3 96,5 95.0 

Average per tann 
reporting------- 1,215. 1,540 1,355 1,180 

The differences shown by the preceding United States sum­
mary figures should be discounted somewhat because they are 
partially a result of geographic variations in· agriculture. 
However, differences of similar magnitude, although not always 
in the same direction as shown by'the National summary, may be 
noted by referring to State and county data. Cash-rented 
farms, as will be noted from this· tabulation, comprise roughly 
one-f1fth ot all tPnant~operated farms. The average size of 
cash-rented farms is 13.5 percent greater than the average 
size of tenant farms rented by methods other than cash. The 
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average value of land and buildings per acre is 17.6 percent 
less than that for other tenant farms. A. significantly 
smaller proportion reported cropland harvested, indicating 
that many cash-rented farms are primarily places of residence. 
Furthermore, the average acreage of cropland harvested per 
farm reporting is one-third less for cash-tenant farms than 
that for other tenant farms. The value of buildings alone is 
13.5 percent greater on the average than for other tenant­
operated farms. The value of land alone in cash-rented farms 
is ~uch less than that of other tenant farms. 

Part owners renting for cash leased 420 acres per farm on 
the average as compared to 1~8 acres for those renting on 
other bases. The value of land rented for cash is less· than 
one-half that of land rented on other bases by part owners. 
This indicates a predominance of cash renting by those part 
owners who rent· large acreages of grazing land. 

Total part Part owners Other part I TEll renting on a. Oli!Uiro cash baol.o owner:.: 

Number ot farms------------ 615,039 152,201 462,838 
·Porc6nt distribution----------~- 100.0 24.7 75.3 

Ronted portion (acreo)------------- 155.686.276 63,910,785 91,775,491 
Average per !arm------- 253.1 419.9 198.3 

Value ot land and buildings 
(rented portion) (dollar•)---- 2,549,206,381 624,040,906 ,924,187,4!5 
Average per tarm--· -------~ 4,14S 4,100 4,157 
Average pt:tr acrt~---':-~---___: 18.37 9.78 20.97 

Cash rent as a measure of Investment returns.- In 
order to appraise properly the cash-rent data as a measure of 
income from farm land, the conditions that make cash rent non­
representative of investment returns inust be taken into consid­
eration. In the first place, the cash rents reported are gross 
rents. Landlords' expenditures for taxes vary considerably 
from an insignificant fraction of their rental returns. to even 
more than ·the rent in individual instances. In addition to 
this tax expense, landlords of cash-rented farms have other 
expenses in 'the upkeep of ttre farm Which likewise vary con·sid­
erably from region to region, depending upon the nature of the 
bul.ld;ings .and· other improvements, the suscaptibili ty of the 
land to erode or to become depleted of its fertility, and 
other conditions requiring extra maintenance expense. Depre­
ciation is another variable cost depending upon the nature of 
improvements and type of farming. In irrigated sections, 
water charges are borne by landowners in varying amounts. 
9ra1nage-district assessments are also usually borne by land­
lo·rds who rent their land for cash. All of these fixed ex­
penses of landlords renting on a cash basis by no means repre­
sent a consistent proportion of the.rental return for the many 
vastly different areas of the country. 

Furthermore, the contributions that landlords-make to op­
erat1ng.'expenses vary from farm to farm, depending upon indi.:. 
vidual circumstances and to some extent upon the type of farm­
ing. Usually, it may be· rightfully concluded that landlords 
renting on a cash basis. supply none of the operating-expenses, 
but this is not always the, case •. In many instances, landlords 
furnish some operating equipment; also, particularly in the 
South, m;my landlords furnish power and fertilizer to cash 
tenants •. Personal considerations sometimes have a bearing on 
the kind and amount of contribution made by landlords to oper­
ating expenses. Some concessions, in the way of contributions 
to.operatlng expenses or in actual. cash rent paid, are made 
occasionally because the landlord and tenant are relatives 
or close personal friends. 

The risk that a landlo'rd bears in collecting rents under 
differing circumstances is a ft.~ther consideration that must 
be recognized When appraising cash rents as a measure .of land 
income. Whether the landlord takes a risk depends to some ex­
tent upon the .type or rental agreement. If the agreement 

calls for payment of cash rent in advance, the landlord 
assumes little or no risk in collection. If the rent is paid 
when the crop is harvested, the risk assumed by the landlord 
depends upon the fin~cial reliability of the tenant. In some 
sections of the South, for example, tenants have virtually no 
security collateral which the landlord can attach in case the 
tenant fails to make a crop and cannot pay his rent. Thls 
element of risk, no doubt, is one of the main reasons for the 
prevalence of the generally higher rates of rent in this 
region. 

This question of risk in the collection of rent should not 
be confused with the risks involved in production Which also 
have an important bearing upon rents paid. In those areas in 
which the tenant is faced with considerable risk in producing 
a crop each year, rents are lower. This situation is made 
-clear by the maps showing rents per acre and those showing 
rents per $100 of value. Beginning west of the lOOth meridi~ 
the rate of cash rent falls perceptibly. In this region, a 
tenant takes considerable risk, especially if he pays a part 
·or all of the rent in advance. Occasional crop failures are 
to be expected; cons~quently lower cash rents are the result. 

Another factor Which merits mention is the extent of man­
agement and supervision furnished by landlords in the operation 
of farms on which they have placed cash tenants. This 
affects the amount of rent they are able to charge and to col­
lect. Absentee landlords who do not manage their farms di­
rectly are probably obliged to accept less rent than those 
landlords who live close. to their farms and who take an active 
part in supervising their operations. Sufficient information 
is not available on this point to suggest the relative impor­
tance that should be attached to landlord supervision in 
arriving at net rental rates. 

Finally, a factor that enters into the amount of cash rent 
paid is the contribution made by tenants to the upkeep of the 
farm or for repairs. Many landlords,-who are interested pri­
marilY in protecting their investment and who are not much 
concerned about current earnings, enter into rental agreements 
calling for no rental charge except the proper maintenance of 
the farm. In many cases tenants make minor repairs and do 
other maintenance work which is recognized as a partial pay­
ment of rent. In interpreting the gross-rent figures pre­
sented, it should be recognized that the cases in which the 
cash rent reported is less than the actual rent paid tend to 
offset those cases in which landlords contribute to operating 
expenses or bear heavier costs than are normal for the average 
cash-rented farm. 

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF CASH RENTING 

Cash renting was the most frequent method of leasing farms 
in nearly.one-third (32.8 percent) of the counties. The coun­
ties in which cash rent is most prevalent correspond generally 
with those having a high percentage of owner-operated farms. 
These counties fairly well blanket several large regions (see 
maps). The largest of these cash-rent area~ includes most of 
Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, and Arizona, northern 
Idaho, and western Montana. Another group of cash-rel\t coun­
ties ·is situated in northern Wisconsin, the adjoining upper 
peninsula of Michigan, and the northeastern two-thirds of 
Minnesota. The New England States, together with New Jersey, 
northeastern Pennsylvania, and eastern New York, make up a 
third large group. Still another group consists of West 
Virginia and the Pennsylvania and Ohio counties that lie to 
the north. Moreover, cash renting is the most frequent method 
of renting farmS throughout most of Florida, southwestern 
Alabama, the ranching section of southwestern Texas, Wyoming, 
and Western South Dakota, and in counties in which are located 
the larger cities. This geographical distribution of cash 
tenancy indicates a predominance of cash renting for grazing 
lands, specialized fruit and truck rarms, specialized live­
stock farms, .and part-time or residence farms near cities. 

Counties in which a share-cash rent was more frequently 
paid than any other rent include only 12.2 percent of all the 
counties of the country, but these are a significant group. 
These counties are concentrated in Illinois and in the better 
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agricultural portions of the West North Central States. With­
in these counties ihe percentage of tenancy is high. These 
share-cash areas correspond approximat~ly.to the rich corn-hog 
farming belt;. 

Share tenancy was the principal form of farm tenancy in 
two-fifths or the counties of the country. Counties in which 
share tenancy is important are widely dispersed although im­
portant blocks do exist, among Which is one that has its core 
in central Pennsylvania and includes the Del-Mar-Va peninsula. 
A'1other block includes most of the State of Indiana along With 
nearby counties in Michigan, Ohio, and Kentucky. The largest 
share-rent area is located in the panhandle of Oklahoma and 
Texas, western Kansas, and eastern Colorado, an area that is 
largely devoted to winter wheat. 

Cropper-type rental agreements are important in the South,_ 
primarily on cotton and tobacco farms. Cropper agreements 
exist elsewhere in the country, but the number is insignif­
icant. Agreements of this type are most frequent in 14.7 per­
cent of all counties. These cropper counties are highly con­
centrated. The chief concentration is in the central valley, 
from the Missouri line south to include practically,all of 
Mississippi, eastern and southern Arkansas, and the northern 
half of Louisiana. Another large group embraces the south­
eastern Cotton Belt and covers nearly all of Georgia, the 
upper half of South Carolina, ano the southeastern portion of 
Alabama. In tobacco-growing areas along the Virginia-North 
Carolina and Virginia-.Tennessee borders and in central Tennes­
see and south ·central Kentucky, the cropper agreement is also 
the numerically outstanding method of renting farms. A few of 
these counties are in Florida and Texas, two in Missouri, one 
each in Maryland and West Virg.inia. 

In those parts of the country that have comparatively low 
ra·tes of farm tenancy, a larger number of the tenant farms are 
cash rented than is the case where comparatively high rates of 
farm tenancy are found. Of the tenant farms classified by 
definite tenure relationship, 37.5 percent were cash rented in 
the group of States in which less than two-fifths of the farm­
ers w"re tenants. In the States with two-fifths or more of 
the farm operators as tenants, 18.o percent were cash rented. 
The corresponding importance of cash renting ran as high as 
88.2 percent in the group of States in Which less than one­
tenth of the farm operators were tenants and·as low as 16.0 
percent where three-fifths or more of the operators were 
tenants. 

The bearing that type of farm has on the form of rental 
agreements was brought out by the census of 1930. Of all 
tenant-operated farms 18.4 percent were rented for cash, where­
as by type of farm the proportion rented for cash ranged from 
10.5 to 59.0 percent as follows: 

TYPE OF FARM 

All types--------------------------------

Crop-specialty---------"·-------------------­
Cash-grain----------------------------------­
Cotton--------------------------------------­
Sa lf -sufficing-•---------------------------•-

General----------------------------------~--­

Fruit--------------------~-------------------
· Animal-specialty-----------------------------
Poultry--------------------------------------

Dairy---------------------------------------­
Truck---------------------------------------­
Stock-ranch----------------------------------

Proportion of tenant 
farms cash-rented, 1930 

(percent) 

18.4 

10.5 
10.8 
10.8 
23.1 

23.3 
27.6 
31:.2 
42.9 

42.9 
44.3 
59.0 

GEOGRAPHICAL VARIATIONS OF CASH RENTS PER ACRE 

On a crop-reporting-district basis the average cash rent 
per acre paid or payable by cash tenants in 194~ ranged from 
$0.08 for· district 2 in Arizona to an outstanting high of 
$19.67 for district 9-A in New York. The next highest was 

$7.66 for district 8 in California. (See maps: Average Cash 
Rent Per Acre-Cash Tenants, Census of 1940; Average Cash Rent 
Per Acre-Cash Tenants, Cens.us of 1930.) The range in average 
rent per acre for part owners reporting amount of cash rent 
paid or payable was from $0.03 for district 2 in Arizona to 
$16.91 for district 9-A in New York, with the next highest. 
average, $6.61 for district 9 in Missouri. (See map: Average 
Cash Rent Per Acre-Part Owners, Census of 1940.) As shown by 
these maps, the geographical variations in cash rents per acre 
reflect the widely different grades and uses made of land in 
the United States. Because of the influence of many other 
factors which affect the amount of cash rent paid, the dif­
ferences in the levels of rents do not indicate without ex­
ception the relative grades of land nor the intensity of dif­
ferent farming enterprises. The productive efficiency of land 
and the in tens1 ty of the use made of 1 t, however, are the chief 
factors which account for the broad differences in levels of 
rents for the several major agricultural regions. 

Inasmuch as the cash-rent figures reported represent the 
entire rental payment for farms, including all building im­
provements, the extra rental value of well-improved places for 
residences increases the total rent paid above the level which 
would otherwise exist on the basis of land grade alone. Fur­
thermore', as the 1ntensi ty of land use does not vary uniformly 
and in direct ratio with the relative grades o·f land, the 
level of rent will not be entirely consistent with land grades. 
In some areas,· therefore, high rents indicate the use of farms 
as residences by city people whose farming operations may be 
only incidental to their occupation, and ~n other areas high 
rents may indicate intensive types of agriculture. 

In only a few areas is intensity of land use more important 
as a factor in causing high rents per acre than the inherent 
product! ve efficiency or the land. · These areas are located 
mainly around the large cities where special demand conditions 
warrant intensive use of poor grades of land. The areas where 

· the use of farm dwellings as residences for city people has 
tended to increase rents are also associated with the large 
metropolitan districts. 

In regions ~argely devoid of urban and industrial influ­
enc.es, demand conditions for cash-rented land lead to some 
underevaluation of building improvements as a consideration in 
determining the amount of rent to be paid. To a limited de­
gree the level of rent is fixed by custom and the customary 
rate is established on the basis of average impz:-oveinents. 
Therefore, the tendency to discount the value of buildings in 
contracting rent is particularly likely wherever the buildings 
are better than average, unless, as previously stated, the 
buildings are the primary consideration for residential pur­
poses rather than for· farming operations. The demand for 
additional land by farmers, both owners and tenants, who are 
already established on farms with satisfactory building im­
provements contributes to this tendency to discount the value 
of improvements in rent determination. These· established 
farmers have need for the land only and do not consider build­
ings in bidding for additional land to rent. 

In analyzing differences in cash reE.t per acre, 011e further 
situation with respect to building improvements on farms should 
be considered. In the North, principally in the dairy region 
and in the Com Belt, building improv:ements are a significant 
part of· the farm plant. The average rent per acre in these 
regions iE.cludes whatever consideration comes into rent deter­
mination on account of buildings. That is, the rent for build­
ihgs is distributed on ari acreage basis in these average rent 
per acre data. In other areas, particularly in the southern 
Cotton Belt and the western grazing ·regions, building improve­
ments represent a small part of the ·rarm plant. Thus only a 
small part of the average rent per acre in these areas is 
attributable to improvements. Therefore, in comparing the 
average rents per acre between these major agricultural' re­
gions, the difference.in the relative importance of building 
improvements should be recognized. It 'should not be assumed, 
for example, that the productivity and the intensity of use of 
land are similar in the Iowa section of the Corn Belt and the 
Delta section of the Cotton Belt although the averag~ rents 
per acre are similar. In the Com-Belt section a significant 
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portion or the rent · per acre is due to buildings, whereas 1n 
the cotton-Belt section building improvements have practically 
no influence on the amount of rent paid. 

The influence of building improvements on average cash 
rents per acre is indicated partially by the differences in 
the cash rent paid by cash tenants and that paid by part owners 
in the principal agricultural regions. The average cash rent 
paid by part owners, who for the most part lease land not in­
cluding building improvements, corresponds w1 th the relative 
productivity of the land more consistently than the rent paid 
by cash tenants. It should be kept in mind that land rented 
by· part owners ·may be of a different grade from that rented by 

· cash tenants. For example, in the Western States many part 
owners rent·o~ly grazing lands Whereas cash tenants rent com­
plete farm units that may include considerable cropland. 

As will be observed from a study of the maps showing av­
erage cash rents per acre, broad areal differences conform in 
general with variations in tne value of land. The ·areas or 
highest rent per ·acre are usuallY the areas or highest land 
v:alues.. Thus the high-rent areas consist of the Corn Belt, 
the Mississippi Delta, and the irrigated portions of the West. 
Also, as previously mentioned, high rents are .reported. in 
metropolitan areas wnere considerations other than agricultural 
product-ion determine the rental rates. The relation between 
the average rent per acre and the average value of land and 
buildings per !!iCre on a crop-reporting-district basis is shown 
by the following frequency distribution of the 304 crop-re­
porting districts in the united States, cross-tabulated by 

. speoifie!i rent and value intervals. 

CROP-REPORTING DISTRICTS DISfRIBUTED ACCORDING TO DISTRICT AVERAGES OF RENTS AIID 
VALUPS PER ACRE FOR CASH-TI!IIANT FARIIS 

RENT PER ACRE (DOLLARS) 

Under 0.25- -- 14 
o;25-o.74-----------. -- .37 
0',75-1.24-----·------- 8 
1.25-2.24-------;---------
2.25-.3.49------'--------
). 5Qo-J0.99----------------
s.oo and over-------

VALUE PER ACRE (DOLLARS) 

56 
50 4) 

22 
2 

) 
16 
16 

4 

1 
9 
8 

5 
10 

CROP-REPOj!TING DISTRICTS DISTRIBUTED ACCORDING TO DISTRICT AVERAGES OF RENTS AIID 
VALUES Plm ACRE FOR PART-OIINER F~ RENTED ON A CASH BASIS 

VALUE Pm ACRE (JJ?.LLARS) 

RENT PER ACRE (DOLLARS) 

Under l.5 15-29 )Qo-49 5o--7.i. 75-99 10::: 
Under_·0,25---------'----- 44 
0.25-Q.74----------------- 46 
0.75-1:.24---------~-------- 15 
1.25-2.24-------------- 1 
2.25-3.49~-------------
). 50-4.99-------------~-
s.oo and over------------- . 

9 
54 
29 

) 

1 
3l 
21 

1 

l. 
19 1 
l) 10 

l. 2 

1 
2 
1 

Thus, as would· be. expected, the district totals show a 
hi•gh degree. of correlation between cash rents per acre and 
l!l-Rd values. per acre. Although a close relationship between 
land values' and, rents is shown, great variation occurs in land 
values for specified levels of rent,· particularly for the 
middle ranges. of rent. F'or -example, districts with average 
rents of $1.25 to $2.24 per acre ;fall into value per acre 
groups. ran,ging. from $15 to $50-$74 for cash tenants and from 
under $15 to $50-$74 for part owners. In· the next· rent rarige, 
$2.25-$3.49' per acre, the districts fall into value ·per acre 
groups .ranging f.rom $30 to $99 for cash tenants and from $15 
t0 $100 and ·over tor part owners. · 

The. level of rents and that of values, as would be in­
ferred from the broad relationShip that ex·ists between them, 
are largely the result of the same economic forces. However, 
as will be noted from the derived figures presented on rent 
per $100 of value of land and buildings, the correlation be­
twe.en rents and values is far from .uniform. This 1s not to 

say that the long-run tendency for the relative level of rents 
and of values to correspond is disproved by the rent-value 
ratios. It must be remembered that values are based on long­
time possibilities, but that rents, to a large extent, are 
based on the prospects for one season. For instance, pros­
pects for a favorable growing season, marketing, and prices, 
or a good period in crop rotation, as well as year-to-year 
changes in the demand for cash-rented farms may cause rents to 
be high relative to the value of land for any one year. 

GIDGRAPHICAL VARIATIONS OF CASH RmTS PER $100 OF VALUE 

cash rents per $100 of value for all cash-tenant farms 
vary from $3.02 for crop-reporting district 2 in Delaware to 
$10.91 for district 4 in Mississippi. For part owners renting 
on a cash basis, the lowest average rent per $100 of value is 
$1.88 for district 7 in New Mexico, Whereas the highest rent 
~r $100 is $11.18 for district.9 in Arkansas. The basic 
causes for these rather wide geographical variations in the 
rate of returns represented by gross-cash rents are only par­
tially covered by the data that have been assembled in this 
report. Therefore, interpretation or these geographic vari­
ations of rental returns for this report is limited to the 
use of the few related facts that are given and to comparisons 
with the general geographical features of farming for Which 
data are available elseWhere. When using these data as an 
indication of the variations in returns from investment in 
farm land, it 1s important tm.t reference be made to a preced­
ing section, Cash rent as a measure of investment returns. 

In the _South wh~n a separation is made between white and 
nonwhite farmers, a significant difference is indicated' in 
the rent per $100 of value. In general, the nonwhite farmers 
pay substantially more than the White farmers •. Thus it may be 
interred that color and race have some bearing on the higher 
rents per $100 found throughout large areas or the South. How­
ever, as noted later, the race of the farm operator is only 
one of the factors associated with relatively high rents in 
the South. 

The comparative levels of values of farm land appear to 
have some relation to the rent per $100 of value. The exceed­
ingly low rents per $100 of value are concentrated within the 
areas of low-valued land, except in metropolitan areas where 
the value of the land appears to be inflated considerably 
above the agricultural use value. In such areas, even though 
much of the land which was included 1n the em.imeration was 
rented primarily for residential purposes, it is evident that 
some of the land was rented for agricultural purposes at lev­
els commensurate with its agricultural productivity. The 
rates of rents above the average ordinarily occur in the bet­
ter land areas, but the higher valued agricultural areas are 
not consistently the highest rent are.as. Some of the highest 
rates of rental return occur in the Mississippi Delta where 
land values are lower, for example, than in the Corn Belt. 
For some regions the highest rentals per $100_or value exist 
in areas of the lowest valued land, but this relation ·is much 
less frequent than low rates of rental return in low-valued 
land areas. 

These data are not fully adequate for arriving at a def­
inite conclusion with respect to rental ret~s and the rela­
ttve value of farm lands. Broadly, the data show a tendency 
toward higher rental returns on the higher valued lands. This 
could mean an underevaluation of the better grades of land on 
a basis of rental return or, in a market sense, an actual 
higher rate of return for the better grades of land. That is, 
·as an over-all proposition and disregarding _possible variations 
in the landlords' ·contributions, demand conditions appear to 
be such that investment 1n the higher priced land areas brings 
a better. ~turn than investment in low-grade land areas. This 
tendency is only slight and many'exceptions can be observed. 
Furthermore, because cash-rent figures cannot be accepted as 
representative of the rental return for all farms, the actuai 
relationship between-rents and ~alues is not fully shown. 

The geographical variations 1n cash rent per $100 of value 
also indicate that the type of agriculture . has an important 
bearing on the rate of rental return. In those types of agri­
culture for Which the gross returns per acre are high and for 
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which labor is used intensively, rates of rental return may be 
disproportionately hf.gh when compared with the market value of 
the land. In these situations, the apparent high rental charge 
constitutes but a small share of the total production cost. 
Thus, as may be observed from the map showing the distribution 
of average cash rent per $100 of value, the high rates of 
rental return are generally most prevalent in the irrigated, 
truck-farming, and Delta-cotton areas. 

These variations-- b¥ type of farming suggest a probable re­
lation between the rate of rent paid and the relative con­
tribution of land, .labor, and capital for different agricul­
tural enterprises. In general, higher rents per $100 of value 
were paid for intensive crops requiring larger amounts of hand 
labor. In these areas, rents· are high in comparison to the 
value of land but. low in comparison to the value of the ag­
ricultural production. This is not borne cut for all areas by 
the data summarized on a crop-reporting-district basi~. How­
ever, an examination of a random !'!ample of individual schedules 
revealed that rents were high relative to the value of land 
and buildings for types of farms having high gross income per 
acre. Apparently, farm operators engaged in the more intensive · 
types of agriculture are willing to pay higher rents than would 
be justified in types of less intensive agricultural production. 
Inasmuch as the rental costs are minor in relation to total 
gross fncome, these operators can pay somewhat higher rentals 
in order to guarantee tmdisturbed possession of land especially 
well suited for the more intensive types of enterprises and 
conveniently located with respect to market. 

A factor that enters into the determination of rental rates 
for the intensive as well as for all other t~es of farming is 
the relative bargaining position of landlord and· tenant. If, 
for example, landlords in general are in a more favorable 
position than tenants for bargaining on rents, then landlords 
with land suited to intensive types of crops Will be able to 
get relatively higher rents. When this situation exists, the 
result almost invariably will be an increase in rents and a 
lowering of the returns to the operator for his labor con­
tribution. The tenant operator Who follows a type of agri­
culture that requires relatively large amounts of labor will 
be able to absorb higher rental charges than the operator who 
undertakes a type of agriculture that requ1 res small amounts 
of labor. 

Another factor which apparently has some bearing on the 
return of rent per $100 of value is the contribution made by 
landlords to the farm enterprises. This contribution may take 
such form as the upkeep of buildings, the payment of high 
taxes, management, or the like. In the·south, for example, it 
is recognized that plantation bpepators contribute considerably 
in the way of management to those cash tenants who, for all 
practical purposes, occupy a tenure status similar to that of 
a cropper. Tb,is management contribution undoubtedly accounts 
for a part of the relatively high rental rate per $100 of 
value occurring throUghout the plantation areas of the South. 

In the irrigated sections of the West, it is usually the 
custom for the landowner to pay the major portion of the water 
cost. The cash rent reported paid by the tenant in these 
areas, therefore, includes a charge for the land and a charge 
for the water. Thus the total rent paid when applied to ~he 
actual value of the land results in a high ratio of rent to 
value. As the Census Reports do not show a separation of the 
total cash rent paid for .water and for land, it has been im­
-possible to reconcile this inconsistency in the data shown for 
irrigated areas. A composite picture of the effect of irri­
gation on the level of rents can be obtained from the summary 
of cash rents for irrigated, partially irrigated, and non­
irrigated farms for 20 States (tables 3 and 8). 

The comparatively high ratio of rent to value-in the Corn 
Belt, principally Iowa, seems to be· in contrast with the sit­
uation existing in 1920. (See Appendix, text table-Historical 
Census Data) Although in 1920, land values in this section 
had reached boom levels, rents were probably held in check by 
custom and kept more nearly in line with normal prices of ag­
ricultural products. This situation resulted in a relatively 

low rent per $100 of value. In 1940, land values and rents in 
the Iowa area apparently were in a more normal relat-ionship. 
The high rate of return in the Corn Belt in 1940, as compared 
to other sections of the country, appears to indicate the rel­
ative advantage that accrues to landowners who own highly 
productive lands. 

TRENDS IN CASH RENTS 

The relative levels of rents for 1930 and 1940, as pre­
sented in this report, should not be taken·as an indication of 
either the long-time trend in farm rents or the trend that 
occurred during the 10-year period between 1930 and 1940, A 
series of farm-rent statistics assembled by the United States 
Department of Agriculture makes possible a brief sketching of 
the trends in farm rents that have taken place.. As shown by 
this source of information, farm ~ents as well as land values 
rose steadily for a long period preceding World War I. During 
1917, 1918, and 1919 rents increased at a rapid rate and then 
leveled Off for a period continuing to about 1929. Following 
1929, farm rents declined sharply to the low level of 1933. 
Since 1933, rents increased rather gradually until 1942. In 
both 1942 and 1943, substantial increases have taken place.' 

Th~ average cash rent for the unite~ States, as shown by 
the census statistics presented here, was 38.4 percent lower 
in 1940. than the average shown by the 1930 Census. Thus by 
1940 cash rents had not recovered from the decline that took 
place during the first 3 years following 1930. But present 
indications are that the level of cash rents in 1943 is some­
what above that existing 1n 1930. 

The net results of the downward trends in the early thir­
ties and the upswing from 1933 to 1940 may be noted by ref­
erence to the two maps showing the average cash rent per acre 
by crop-reporting districts for 1930 and for 1940. · The rela­
tively high-rent areas, rents ranging from $3.50 to $5.00 
per acre, remained virtually unchanged for the two periods. 
The highest-rent areas, those with an average cash rent of 
$5.00 and over, however, narrowed considerably between 1930 
and 1940. The areas of southern Idaho, northern Utah, and 
southern Florida w1 th $5.00 and above average rent per acre 
declined to lower levels. The portion of the Corn-Belt region 
in which the average.rent was $5.00 or more had contracted 
from 28 crop-reporting districts to 10. The Mississippi Delta 
high-rent region remained above the $5.00 average level-during 
the decade beginning in 1930. The other high-rent areas--the 
eastern metropolitan sections, the Northwest; and southern 
Call.fornia--held their relative positions through 1940. 

The medium-rent areas, rents averaging from $0.75 to $3.50 
per acre, likewise were similar in both 1930 and 1940 except 
for a few crop-reporting districts. A few districts within 
the medium-rent range dropped to lower levels. These were the 
Ouachita Mountain area of Oklahoma, the Ozark area of southern 
Missouri, and the eastern portion of the spring-wheat area of 
North Dakota and South Dakota. Rents in these districts de­
clined to the level found only in the grazing regions. In the 
low-rent areas, average rents ranging under 75¢ per acre were 
confined exclusively to the grazing regions in 1930. In 1930 
the average rent was lower than 25¢ per acre in only 3 crop­
reporting districts in the intermountain-range region; 1n 1940, 
the 2516 level- prevailed in 15 crop-reporting dtstricts. For 
the most part, the less than 25¢ level~of rents in 1940 was 
confined to a large contiguous region comprising eastern 
Montana and Wyoming, southwestern North Dakota, and western 

· South Dakota. 
The trends that are indicated for cash rent are not con­

sistently parallel to all !arm rents. Cash rents are gen­
erally more fixed than the returns from share renting and 
during periods like the present, when prices are rapidly c~ 
ing, it may be expected that the returns from cash rent Will 
not correspond to other types of rent. Increases in share 
rents during the last 3 :years, as shown by surveys made by the 
Uhi ted States Department of Agriculture, ·have been substan­
tially greater than tho.se_ noted fCJr cash rents. 


