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IRTROVUCTION

Thare are grest variations in returns to Aifferent t&m for a given
year, dus to differences in (1) size of business, (3) lador effieiency, (3)
rates of production, and (4) mlof the farm business. The dominant
factor is sise of business, since it exerts influenes on each of the otheyr
factors, ' ’ '

‘The problem of the smal) farm has been mmeh diseussed, but 1ittle
studied. The problem becomes more and more pronounced as each generstion
passes on and leaves smaller estates to be divided among descendents,

Small forms have usually been stuidled in comparisons with large ferms,
seldon being given attention as separate problems, Previcus studies have
shown that smell farms are less efficient vsers of labor and uvlm than
large farms. The small farm has diffienlty in furnishing productive work for
the labor force throughout the yesr, The small farn cannot afford as smch
equipment as a large farm, and has 4ifficulty in using effielently that
equi ment which 4t can afford, With its equipment inferior to that of the
large fagm the small farm 1s handieapped in the strugsle $o keep retes of
production up and costs of production dowa.

The smell farn cannot diversify its sources of income to the extent
that a large farm ean, because 1t must specialize in a small nmunber of entere
prises in order to be at sll efficient in any. There is a limit to the re-
esipts that & smell farm can make, Just as there is a limit to the receipts
that ean be had from a single eow, from a flook of 10 hens, or an acre of
tobacoo.

The nsed for a study of smell farms was given consideration in 1940,
when greduate students in sgricultural economics at V.P.J, took records of
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the 1940 farm businesses on 300 farms seattered throughout Pittsylvenis
County. The records used for this study gave itemized 1ists of all receints
and expenses, erop m livestock production and sales, iunventories of proporty
on hand at the end of the year, other sources of income, and other information

necessary to make an analysis of each faru business,

In the tobasco section, the tobacco aereage is a gvod indiestor of the
size of the farm business. A stuly of the farms in the Banister River Draine
sge Basin of Pitteylvania County showed an average of 7.3 acres of tobacep per .
farn, and a range of 1.0 to 45,0 noves of tobacco. 1/ For the purposes of
this study a small famm 1s defined as one that has 6,0 mcres of tobaseo or
less. An average of 2.9 acres of tobacco was grown by the farms included in
this stuly, vith a vange of Os1 %o 5.0 acres of tobaceo. |

This study covers only the year 1940, Relationships that held true for
that year mey or may not be valld for subsequent yeers due to changes ia
economie conditions, The purpose of this study is to deseride the 300 small
farms and %0 show the effect of factors that affect the returns %o a famm
business, ‘

The writer wishes $o exoress his appreciation to Dr. H. M. love, for
meking the fara records available for this studyg and for his helpful guide
snoe in, and patient supervision ef, this study., Thanks are due W, L.
Gibson, Jr. for valuable suggestions, information, and emsmples, to Miss
Georgia Croy for typing the thesis, and $o other menbers of the Department
of Agricultural Feonomios who were of assistance,

| s Do, I¥es  Beouomios of Plus Gured Tobseeo Farming, Virginia
Agricultursl Feperiment S¢ation Bulletin, 66, April 1940, .



DRPIHITION OF TERG

Productive mem work unite The work unit messures men's accomplishment,
not how hard they work., The work unit is used to reduce man lsbor %o & cowmmn
denominator, A work wnit 1¢ generally considered to be 10 hours of productive
work by one muan using wodern equipment and methods, or the time required %o
raise and cut an acre of hay once. It is possible to do 2 unit of work in §
hours working rapidly and with extenaive operstions, whereas with intensive
operations, 20 hours or more msy be requived, However, under aversge Cole
ditions with methode of avernge intensity and aversge efficilency, a unit of
work can usually be done in 10 hours.

Hen equivalent. JFach man equivalent represents furm labor by an adult
male for 12 months of 26 days each. The work of women and children is cone
verted to the equivalent of s man if the rate of work is different, A 14 yesr
old boy might be able to do § the work of » men at some tasks, and an amount
equal to the work of 2 men at other jJobs, A men equivalent of 2 for a fam
might consist of one men equivalent for the operstor, § & man equivalent of
hired man labor, mgammmmammmuuh&

Farm incowe- The Aifference between total fara receipts and total famm
expenses. Sources of receipts include sales of crops, livestock, livestoeck
products, inoreases in inventories, and receipts from offethe.farm sources.
Tara expenses include expenditures for fertiliser snd lime, livestock purchases,
pover equipment operating costs, equipment purchases and repairs, feed and
seed purchases, real estate revairs, and general expenses., Unpald family
labor and losses from decreases in inventories must slso be countoed 28 ene
penses, Theoperator's labor is not counted as a farm expense, hﬂ income
is the retura to the operator for his year's labor and menagement and the use



Lof all his eapital.

Labor income~ That part of farm income thst is left efter a 5 pereent
interest charge has been made on the average of the begimning and ending
capital investment. If a farmer does not own his esplital he has So borrow in

ovrder to ugunA the use of the necessery capital and pay interest rates
spproximeting 6 percent per pear. Labor income is the wetum %o the operator
for his lsbor on and mnagement of the farm, exelusive of farm products used
from the farm by the farm family.

deturn on eavital. Farm income minus the farmer's estimate of what

his work on and management of the farm should be worthe This is not & retumn
in addition to labor income. Instead of charging a fized rate of interest on
eapital, =28 in determining labor incomes, the operator estimates the walue of

his labor and management, subtracts it from the farm incoms and fiuds what

his capital has earned, The mate of retwn on capital is found by dividing
the return on eapital by the average total eanital investment, and expressing
the result in percents.

Zara products furnished the family. The valus of the house remt, milk,
butter, pork, beef, poultry, egge, vegetables, fruit, cora, wheat, and fire.
wood used from the farm by the farm family., These products are an addition
to the real income of the farmer,

Labor earnings. The wvalue of ths house rent and fama produsts furnished
the family added to the labor income. Labor earmnings correspond generally to
the wages of a man employed in industry, or to the salary of a professional

AT smuuauurmwmmm«mwmw_
the family can be sald to have esrned the egual of a $1,000 wage or salary,



ECOWOMIC CONDITIONS DURING 1940

The year covered by this stuly wvas after the Country had partially
recovered from the depression, and before the boom of World War II. The
index nwaber of Virginia famm prices for 1940 was 108, and that of wholesale
prices of all commodities in the United States was 115, vhen 1910<14 eguals
100, The purchasing power of farm prices was, therefore, U1 percent of pree
World War I (106 ¢ 116 = 91). ol

Virginis farmers received an average of 13.8 cents a pound for their
bright tobacco in 1940, the lowest sverage price sines 1933, (Figure 1).

Pigure 1 -
Average prices paid Virginia faruers for bright tobaceo 1910-1942,1/

el I i A G Y R L ) LAY 28 (057 kot
N R | N " }' ’.“%%ﬁ_wh';@}\?v P o i 1 At PR ! UL 1 3 f i’» b § i N ﬁ l.(' e 7 K Wi
R coa e Y A BN e 1 (R YR VAL e "b e R ST [ T

-

0
1910-14 1920 1925 1930 - 1935 1940

1/ Virgints Farn Reonomies, Department of Agricultural Nconomies snd Rur
_ﬂnhhu, Virginia Agricultursl ¥xtension Division, July 1931-Anril 1944,



The total 1940 tobaeso erop in the United States was 1,241,700,000
pounds, a deeremse of 32,8 percent from the record 1939 erop of 1,848,700,000
pounds, 1/ The largest part of the decrease in the tobaveco crop was in fluse
cured tohacco, whieh totaled 1,159,300,000 pounds 4n 1939 but wae only
643,000,000 pounds in 1940, a decrense of 44,5 percent. Nevertheless o seme.
blance of a surplus existed dus $o abnormally smell exports and leftovers
from the record 1089 erop. The 1940 supply of flus-cured tobacco was
2,053,000,000 pounds, a reduction of more than 50,000,000 pounds from the
record 1939 supply of 2,106,000,000 pounds,

DESCRIPPION OF YHE ARWA
Location and Topegravhy

Pittsylvania County is situnted in the south central part of Virginia.
It is bounded on the north by Bedford and Campbell Counties, on the west by
Franklin snd Henry Counties, on the south by North Carolina, and on the east
by Halifax County, from which 1% was formed in 1767, The county extends 40
miles north to south and 28 miles east to west, measuring 1,012 square miles,
or 647,860 seves,

The county lies wholly within the Piedmont Plateaw, the genersl tonograe
phy being that of a high plateau vhich has been so dissected by numerous streams
uuummmlmg.y The general range of elevation is from 400 to
800 foot above sea level., Distinetive physiographie festures include Smith
Mountain, which attains an altitude of about 2,000 feet, and other pesks lmown
locally as Brushy, Jasper, Wheeler Knob, Turkey Cock, Parmers, and White Osk
Mountalins,

1/ The Sovacco bituation, Bureau of Agricultural lconomies, United states
Departuent of Agricul ture, September 1940,

2/ Soil Survey of Pittsylvania County, Virginia




The avea is thoroughly dissected with rivers and ereeks of revid

current, so that surfece drainage as a whole is goods The drainage is pree
dominantly towards the south and esst., The Dan River drains the southern
part of the County, the Banister River dmains the Central part, and the
Steunton River dreins the northern part. |

Climate and Soils
The summers in Pittsylvania are long and hot and the winters are not
usually severe., The growing season averages about 6} months, There is an
average of approximately 42 inches of rainfsll anmuallyj which is gemerally
well distributed throughout the year (Table 1). 1/

Table l.« Average temperature in degrees Fahrenhsit and precipitation
in inches at Chatham, Virginia, 1940 *f

Honth

J amanry : .

l‘obmrr 39,0 43,1 9l.4 2420 30186 100.6
Harch 4446 47,0 94.8 2,06 3,75 54.9
Aoril 548 563 97.3 288 3038 85.9
Hay 65,4 6547 99,5 407 3.80 107.1
June 74.8 74.1 100,9 3.57 3,77 G446
M’ 75,0 78.0 1 96.1 242 4,23 80.8
llpmr 67.0 712 94,1 le94 Bed2 567
Cetober 57.0 57.8 98,6 0.84 292 288
levamber 47,8 478 98,9 Be4l D653 2138
Decenber 41,9 41,9 100.,0 2047 Zed? 71.1
Annusl 66,7 58.2 95,7 48,00 42,06 107.0

#/ Climtological Data. United Sgates Weather Bureau, Virginis Seetion,

Vol. ‘t’lq 194041 .

1/ (imetologieal Data. United States Weather Bureau, Virginis Seetion,
Vole 60-61, 1940w4l.



Hormally, PAttsylvania 12 wettest in July, with a preeipitation of

4023 inches; end driest in Novembor, with & preeipitation of 2,53 inches,
However, in 1940, August was the wettest month with 12,22 inches of mainfall,
39404 peresnt of morual, and October the driest, with 0,04 inches of rainfall,
28.8 pereosnt of normale

Pittaylvanie is normally hottest in July vit:i an average 'mntm of
78.0 degrees, and coldest in January, averaging 40,0 degress. In 1940, July
was cooler than novmal, averaging 75,0 degrees and the Jamuary temperature
avernged 27.0 which was 67,5 pereent of normal, Onm the whole, Pittsylvania
was eooler and wetter than normal in 1940,

The upland solls of Pittsylvania County are residual in origin, derived
from granite, gneiss, schist, diorite, sandstone, and shale., 1/ "hey are pre-
dominantly grey to yellowish grey in color and guite sandy. The subsoils, for
‘the most part, vary from red to yellow.

Soils of the Oeell series sccount for B7.8 pereent of the total acrenge
of the comty (table 2). Avppling accounts for 8.6 percent, Granville for 6,1
peresnt, and Durham for 3 percent of the Sotal acrenge, These soils are nﬁd-
high for bright flus-cured tobacco. In 1940, Pittaylvanis County rated 7th in
the United s&m in tobacoco hervested on farms, 2/

Population and Publie FPacllities
The population of Pittsylvania County numbered 66,498 in 1920, 61,424
in 1930, and 61,607 in 1940, 3/ "The people are largely the descendants of
the original settlers who were of Inglish origine The total rural farm poyue

y Soils Survey of Pittsylwania County, Virginia,
2/ HNenking Agriecultural Counties, U.S. Department of Commeree, Buveau of
~ the Census, 16th cemsws of the United Sgates, 1940.
3/ Population, Piret Series, Virginia, U.S. Department of Commeres, Buremm
of Osnsus, 16th consus of the United Sgates, 1940,




Table 2.« Areas of different soils im Pittsylvania County )/

Cecil sandy loam 171,456 2301

steep phase 17,984 23.1
Ceell gravelly fine sandy losm 104,876 16,1
Cocil fine sandy loam 89,728 13.9
Appling fine sandy losm 44,800 8.9
Louiss gravelly fine sandy loam 25,984 4,7

steap phase 4,864 4.7
Ceeil clay loam 29,184 4eB
Granville fine sandy loam 20,032 Jed
Grauville sandy loam 19,264 20
Durham fine sandy loam 15,938 2ebH
Meadow (congaree material) - 15,808 2.4
Wadesboro fine sandy loam 13,6804 2e1
Appling sandy loam 11,136 1.7
Iredell ssndy loam 10,688 1.6
Wilkes sandy loam 10,432 1e6
Congaree fine sandy loam 9,866 1.5
Wadesboro stony fine sandy loam 8,320 1.8
Louisa fine sandy loam 7,936 1.2
Davidson clay loam 7,104 1.1
Congarvee silt loam 8,976 1.1
Penn fine sandy loam 6,336 1.0
Lehigh stony silt loam 5,888 0.9
Penn loam 5,568 0.9
¥White stone fine sandy loan 4,928 Qe
Wilkes fine sandy loam 4,664 Oe?
Rough stony land 3,968 0.6
Lehigh 811t loan 3,008 DeB
Turham sandy loam 2,944 0B
Altavista fine sandy loam 1,920 0.3
Iredell loam 1,408 0o
Wickham lonm 1.280 02
Total 647,680 100,0

1/ Soils Survey of Pittaylvsnia Cownty, Virginia.



lation in 1940 vas 40,392 of whon 26,151 were native whites, 17 foreign

born whites, and 14,225 negro. 1/ The eity of Danville had a populstion of
32,749 in 1940, and Ohatham, the county seat, 1,230, 2/

The county is adequately served by rallrcad and highway facilities,
The serviees of the Southern and the Virginian rallvoads are available. United
States highways 29, 58, and 380 cross the county, the first in an east to west
direction, the second in a north to south divection, and the third in & northe
east to southwest direction. State highways 40, 41, and B7 together with
numerous secondary roads serve the ecounty. The oity of Dmaville affords an
excellent market for the tobacco produced in the eounty.

DESGRIPTION OF THRE PARMS STUDIRD
Porn Agreage

The landlord of one farm yented all his land So tenants. The average
size of the other 209 farms was 81.7 mcres (table 3). lLend used for crops
aecounted for 28,08 acres per farm, over one-third of the total farm ares.
An average of 1,64 acres of woods was pastured per farm and 43.87 acres was
not pastured, Other land, most of which was idle during 1940, was roported
on 240 farms averaging 8,33 acres per farm, |

Tobaeso was grown on 294 of the lu-i. averaging 2,92 aeres per farm,
An avorage of 7.73 acves of corn and 3,34 acves of wheat was grown per fmenm.
Lespedesa was the most important hay crop, sveraging 2.23 aeres per farm.

Two hundred and forty-one farms had open pasture, averaging 7.01 acres
per farm, An sverage of 4 acres per farm was double or intereropped.

1/ Population, Second Series, Virginia, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau
of the Consus, 16%h Census of the United Sgates, 1940,
2/ Population, First Series, Virginia, U.5, Department of Commerce, Buresu
- of Census, 16th sensus of the United States, 1940.



Table 3.~ Use of land on 200 small farms in Pittsylvania

county, 1940 y

Tobasces 294
Corn 295
¥heat 166
Oats z Oe04
Lespedesa 120 214
Truck Cpops 88 Oedd
Mixed hay 4 Oed2
Lespedesza hay n7 2423
Alfelfn hay 4 002
Other hay 110 1.12
Other erops 76 068
Open pasture 241 7,01
' Total all erops 28,08
Woods pastured ' a7 1.64
¥oods not pastured 294 43687
Othey land 240 8.33

81,70

Total land eperated

Lsnd doudle or inteyevopned '

Oe0
246
Oe8
GeB
2.7
0.0
Lo
a8
Be6

3468

2.0
53.5
102

1000

4e®

17 T veahet v Seaaite:

Slightly over one-third of the farms had less than 50 acves of land,
vhile apnrozimately another third were between 50 and 90 seres in awea (table 4).

Table 4.« Distribution by sise of 300 smell FParms in

Pittsylvania County, 1940

Avea in Acves  lumber of Tarms Percent of farms
Less then 50O 108 3840
H0=08 99 33.0
100=149 87 19,0
150=199 19 B2
200=249 9 3.0
250299 - B 0?7
300=349 2 0e?
FB0=399 b 0l
400 or more 3 1.0
Total 300 100.0




Nearly one-fifth of the farms were Letween 100 and 149 acres in avena.

Eighty-eight pereent of the farms contained less than 150 acres, Only 3
farms contained 400 acres or move,

S1ightly over one-third of the farms were owned by their operators.
(table B).

Table Se- Land Tenure on 300 small farms in Pittsylvenis County, 1940

“TanbeT “Peroent

of of total

Penure _ iy farms Acres BETES
Owned y , 1 8,070,8 3245
Share vented 1685 14,819,0 59,8
Cash rented 6 260.,0 1.0
Partly owvned and partly rented 28 L1662.6 8.7
Total 300 24,802,1 100,0

1/ Seven owners rented a total of 305 meres to obthers.

Farms owned accounted for 8,070.5 acres, or 32,5 percent of the total
acreage. There were 165 share rented farms, accounting for 14,819.0 acres or
nesrly Sthree-fifths of the total acreage. mmtmnmmm
was one whereby the landlord paid } of the expenses and received § of the
erops prodused, Six farms were ¢ssh rented, Twentyesix farms were partly owned
and partly rented., In 7 instences, owned land was rented out, aceounting fop
308 seres, or slightly more than 1 percent of the total acreage.

Farm Gopital
Capital investment was elassified as (1) fimed eapital, which imeluded
investments in land snd buildings, emd (2) working eapitsl, which included ine
vestments in livestock, emuipment, and feed and supplies. The total eapital
iuvestuent was 32,663 por farm (tgdle 6). OF the total faram eapital 81 percent
was in fized capital and 19 pereent in working eanital.



Table Be= Yistribution of Capitel investment on 300 smell farme
ia Pittsylvania County, 1940

dtene

Pized eapitals
Budldings 50g $ 788 20,6
‘Land 300 2368 —ted
Total fixed eapital $2,100 Bl.0
Working eapitaly
Livestoak 298 & 268 10,1
Power equipment 110 a1 1.6
Other sguipnent 208 96 BB
¥oed and supplies 203 98 3e7
Total working espital § 503 19,0
Al espital $2, 653 100,0

The total livestock imvestment constituted 53,3 pevesnt of the woridag
cepital and slightly over onestenth of the total capital. An average of
$785 per farm was invested in bulldings and $1,365 ia land,

Less than $2,000 was invested in total farm eapital on 45 perceat of

the farms (table 7).

Less than $4,000 was invested in total farm capital om

81,7 percent of the farms, Yourteen farms had $6,000 or more invested in

total fara eapital,
fom ”‘m.

24 000=3, 906
49 000=H, 990
6, 0007, 999
8, 000=8, 099
10,000 or more

Total

Cnly ome farw had move then $10,000 invested in total

Table ?.w hruuon in m.x tm upzm oa 300 small farms

ot Catliat Tavestasat —— Husl
Less than $2,000

300 10060




Crops
Bright flue-cured tobacco was by far the wost important cash crep
grown on the farms of this study. Tobacco sales aversged $451.37 per farm,
scoounting for 96.4 percent of the total evop sales (tadle 8). Truck erops
aceounted for $10.40 of erop sales per farm, Corn sales averaged $2.77 per
farn and vhest sales §1.67.

Table 8.« Cash sales of crops on 296 small farms
]

in Pittaylvenia 1940 *

i Fercent

Tambor of total
of Cash sales arop

Srop K farms _ _ per farm recoipts
Tobaoeo 294 $ 451,37 96.4
Corn 28 ReT? G.8

Whent 11 1.67 Oed
Lespedeza 4 QeB4 el

Trudic crops 24 10,40 22
Hized hay 11 0.08 0.0
Lespodesa hay 5 080 De
Other hay 2 Ded Oel
Other orops 2 009 2
Total ¢ 488,22 100.0

#/ TFour farms had no erop sales.

The average tobacco yleld was 889 pounds per sere (table 9), The
average corn yleld vas 16,5 bushels per acre, and wheat 10.2 bushels per
pore. Alfalfa was the highest ylelding hay, averaging 1.48 tons ner acre.
mhwmmmu1fm.mMmunw'»mmmm
4 farms, Only 3 farms grev cats,



T A

Tobaeoo 204 889 1bae
Corn 295 16,5 bu.
Wheat 166 102 Bu.
Oats a 27.8 .
Lespedena 120 18 1vs. )
Himed hay 41 0e88 tons
Lespedezn hay nv 0.97 tons
Alfalfs hay 4 148 Sons
Other hay 110 0.92 tons

&/ One farm rented to tenants, .
J Only 4 farss hapvested 1 s seed, Other
lespedeza was (1) grased, (2) idle, or (3) fale

Liveatock

The average investment in livestock was $268 per farm (table 10). OF
the total livestock investment, §181 per farm, or 67.5 percent was in workstoclk.
Vorkatock was kept by 282 farms, averaging 1.6 head per farm.

Cattle, which included cows, heifers, veals, bulls, and other eattle,
wvere second in importance among livestock. An average of 1.0 head valued at
$60,64 was kept per fam, The number of farms keeping cattle decreased from
260 at the beginning of the year to 263 et the end of the year. 1/ The muwber
of farns keeping hogs ineremsed from 140 at the beginning of the year to 184
at the end of the year,

Poultyy ranked third among livestock, accounting for an average of
$17.67 of the livestock inventory per farm. Worlk stoek purchases accounted

1/ A single fara far outstripped the rest with an inventory of Gl head of
eattle at the bYegimning of the year, 50 of which were sold during the
year., They accounted for $4,000 in the begimning livestosk inventory,
$4,000 of livestock sales, and §4,950 of sales of livestoolk produsts,



Table 10.= Sumssry of livestock per farm on 298 small farms in Pittsylvania County, 1540 &/

Taven | “Tnventory g
W . Purchas 2 wﬁ.&___—.
of of
ferms farme

of
: farms
re- lo. Pilon
POPE=

Pihe Bo. Ho.
Kind of port= of port= of : porte of of
Alvestogk  ing  head | Velue  ing  Thead Valus ing  head Value  dng |Thead TValug
Workstock 282 1.6 $177,62 32 0.1 $ 18,42 202 1.6 $185,20 18 0.1 § 6,42
Cattle 200 165 66,42 29 0u2 442 253 1.6 5535 119 08 2498
Hogs 140 1.1 6,38 257 1.8 9.30 184 1.6 10,40 20 0,3  2.26
Poultry 286 24,0 1778 13 5.2 0,31 283 24,0 1761 159 8.4 7.4

Total $263.16 $ 2.4 $268,46 $41,07

#/ wo farms had mo livestock.




for $18.,42 of the $32.48 expenditure for livestoek purchases per farm, and
eattle sales accounted for §24.98 of the $41,07 of livestock sales,

Livestock Produsts Sold

idvestoock product sales averaged $33.,54 per farm (tadle 11)., ik
was the most fmportant livestock produet sold, sccoumting for $16.88 per fawrm,
slightly over one-half of the total asales of livestoek products. Rggs Panked
second among livestock products sold, mecounting for $7,61 of sales per farm.
Only 7 farms sold milk, while 220 farms sold eggs. DButter was sold fyom 90
farms, avereging $2.59 per fars.

Seles smounting to $1.85 per farn wers unclassified, it being under-
#tood that the majority of these sales were of dairy products. Of the 300
farms, 238 sold livestock produsts of some lind,

Table 1l.~ Livestock nroducts sold on 238 farng
in Pittsylvania Comty, 1940 j’

~Peroent
Humbey of
.of Gales livestook
_ farms por farm product

PNMM reporting (a1l farms sales
Milk k4 $ 16,88 503
Orean 4 Oed4 1.3
Butter 90 4,19 12,5
Rezs 220 7.61 22,7
Haat 40 288 %4
Unclassified 6 1.86 Do
Total : $ 33.54 1000

e T

¥/ Sisty-two farms sold no livestock products,



Farm Reeeipts
The average total receipts were §676.55 per farm (table 12). The
sale of erops ascounted for $468.22 per farm, or 68.2 percent of the total

receiptse,

Table 12, Distribution of rececipts on 300 small farms
in Pittaylvania County, 1940

Crop sales 208 :

Idvestock sold 213 41,07 Gl
Livestock produets sold 238 33.54 409
Inerease in inventory 118 47.22 7.0
Miseollaneous 188 e 56,80 el

Total $ 676,55 100.0

The second most iuportant souree of receipts was miscellansous ve-
ooipts, which averaged $88.,60 per farm, or slighSly over one-sighth of the
total receipts. One hundred and eighty-elght farms had miscellansous ro-
ceipts. The most lmportant souree of miscellsneous receipts was dsy labor
off the farm, sccounting for $36.11 per farm, or 41.7 percent of the total
misesllaneous receipts (table 13).

Table 13.~ Sources of miscellsnecus receipts on 188 smll farns
in Pitteylvania County, 1940 *

“Famber of Average . Poesiote Parcont of

Source 4t WL e

Day labor off farm 96 $ 38,11 Q.7
Jury duty 9 040 Ceb
Tean 4 24856 3e1
Hauling é 1.84 Zel
Machine work 2 0.15 0.2
Lumbey i4 Pe18 10.6
HRent 20 8.72 10.1
Achohie 74 BGe 39 Ted
Relief B 212 2.8
Ponsions 2 1 l.O'f 1.2
Insurance ? 2488 ded
Other a8

’ 7
T S T T R R m..lﬁimm S o



Inoreases h_tmtoﬂu ronked third as & souree of receipts. Ine
sroases oceurved on 118 farms, and avernged $47.22 per farm, or 7 pevcent of
the total reeceipte.

ummmnmmmm together aceounted for receipts of
$74.61 per farm, or 11 poreent of the total receipts.

One third of the farms had total receipts of less them $400 (table 14).
Anpther third had between $400 and $799 of veceipts, while one £ifth had bee
tween $800 mnd $1,199 of reesipts, Five farms had total veceipts of $2,000
OF HOTS. '

Table 14« Variation in Sotal farm veceints on 300 small farms
in Pittsylvania County, 1940

Fumber of “Peroent of

Beocetnts farns forms _
Less than $400 100 33.3
$400 - 799 110 367
$600 « 1199 63 2140
$1,200 - 1,899 20 8.7
g.m - 1..” 2 00'
+000 or more 5 ks
Total 300 000

Purm Bxpenses

Total farn expenses averaged $4569.24 per farm (table 18). Unpadd

labor was the largest expense item, amounting to $108.858 per farm, or nearly
ons=Tourth of the total farm exponse, Oenersl expenses ranked second, average
ing $104.26 per farm, OGeneral expenses consisted of expenditures for hired
help, insurance on erops, bulldings and livestock, hired machinery and hauling,
spray, poison, twine, canvas, fence, threshing toll, feed grinding, horse shoee
ing, breeding fees, Sawxes, farm share of $elephone and electrieity costs, fuel,
and other exvenses.



Table 1B.« Iteus of expense on 300 smell famms
in Pittsylvania County, 1940

Tumbe

Items
Fortilizem

For tobaceo
l‘ormatmmtom

Total fertilizer

Livestock hought
hpnu lsbor

General expenses
Povor equipment opernting costs
Other sguinment repairs
Bauipment bought
leerense in inventory
Seed bought
Poed Yought
Real estate vepairs

Total $469,24  100.0

50605 10.9

NREeBEERE B3 Ea

An average of $46,97 was expended per farm for tobacco fertilizer, and
$14,62 for crops other than tobacco, making the total fertilizer expense
$61,69. Seed purchoses amounted to $10,50 per farm, and feed purchases $23.77.
Power equipment operating costs were §18,97 per farm, The smllest item of
exponse was equipment repaire, which smounted to $7.66 per farm,

Inventories decreased on 182 farms, an average of $50,03 per farn.
About one-tenth of the total farm expenses pesulted from deecressing inventories.

Hows Dznenses
The farms were divided into B glouns te study home expenses on the
basis of the operator's race and temwre statust (1) white owmers, (2) colored
owners, (3) white share venters, (4) colored share renters, and (5) miscellae
neous, Twenty six farms that did mot Fit intc any of the firet four groups

were classed as miscellaneous. (table 16). The miscellaneous group contained



Table 16.- Howe Expenses on 300 smell farms in Pittsylvania Comty, 1940

Average

Opsrator Number smounts : Iife

Raee of and Doctor's Insur- Tele- Tlse= Autpe-

Status farms percents Clothing Croceries Dbills ance vphone tricity wmobile Fusl Other Total
Average : ’

. expend, $61.38 $68,16 $25.25 $15.70 $0.15 $7.78 $13.44 $7.,40 $6.45 $207.69
¥hite 86 Percent
ownars

Coleved 30

White
renters

Hisesle 26

All 300
faras




farms (1) for which the operntors rece was mot lmown, (2) that were cash
rented, and(3) that were partly owned snd partly vented.

| The average total howe expense was $184,07 per farm, Of this, $65.40
or 35.7 percent was spent for groceries, and §68.43 or 30.1 pereent, for

elothing. The total home expenses wanged from $138,91 per farm for colered
shave renters to $207,69 for white owners.

Colored owners, white share renters, and colored share venters had no
telephone expense. Coloved share renters had no elestriecity expense. OColoved
‘ownars paid most for 1ife insursnce, and white shave renters paid most for
doctor's bills.

Incomes

Farm produets valued at an average of §307.41 per farm were furnished
the families on these farms (Sabdle 17). An average of $60.51 worth of farm
products was furnished each of the 5,08 persons per household. House remt
was the largest valued produet furnished, averaging 566,67 per farm. Vege-
tables and fruit, ranking second, were valued at $60.88 per farm, Milk and
butter, raniing third, were valued at $87.30 per farm, These large amounts
of faym products fumished families are in keeping ¥ith the fact that in 1940
Pittsylvania County ranked second in the United States in farm produsts
furnished householdse 1/

The $676,55 average total receipts exceeded the $459.24 average total
farm exvenses by $217.21 per farm {toble 18). The operators had this to vay
then for thelr labor and the use of all eapital. VYhem $132,66 was chewged
as interest on the m gapitel investment, $84.66 wes left per farm to
pay the operators for their labor and mansgements Had 1% not been for

1/ Ranking Agricultural Gounties, U.S. Department of Commeree, Buresu of
the Census, 16th Census of the United Sgates, 1940.



miseellanecus receints averaging $88.50 per farm, labor incomo would have
averaged minus $1.84 per famm.
Table 17.~ Parm products furnished families on 298 smel)l farme
in Pittaylvenia County, 1940 */
of Velue Value
farns per farm per
Hilkebutter 258 $ 87,30 $11.28
Pork-boal ave 37,01 729
: 281 31.88 627
Vegatables-frult 2985 60,68 11,98
Cornewhant 263 23,21 4,57
Firewood 208 30648 6,00
House rent | 294 0567 a3a2
Total Tedl $60.81

&/ Two farm families were furnished me farm produsts.

Table 18.,« Pinaneial summery for 300 small farms
in Pitteylvania County, 1940

Average
nor

dten Sarm
Capital investment 42,663.00
Total recsipts 676,656
Total expenses 459,24
Farm income v 217.2%
Interest on average capital 132,66
Labor insome B4.68
Farm products furnished the family 307.41
Labor earnings i 302,07
Value of oporator's labor N2.90
Heturn %o eapital - 95,59
Porcent return on capital - 3,60

When $307,41 of farm products furnished the family was added to the
labor income, m»mwmhvm.wmrm The aversge farm
income falled to pay the $312,90 average value of cperator's labor by $95.59



per farm, Thie muuﬁd to a rate of minue 3,60 pereont Petwm on all
eapital,

mmmmwvmmmoflunMMMQMum)-W
one-third of all farms, or 37,2 pereent, had minus labor incoues. Nearly
four-rifths or 88,6 percent of the farms had labor incomes of less than
$400,00. Only two farms had lsbor incomes greater then $1,000.

Table 19.,« Variation in labor income on 300 small farms
in Pittsylvania County, 1940

Humbey Percant

of of

Zabor ingows Larus Jaxms

Jollars

Less than 800 2 0.7
800 « «601 1 0.3
800 » «401 5 1.7
=400 « «201 7 7.0
«200 - 3 84 28,0
0« 1 107 3546
200 « 399 48 162
400 « B9C 23 7.7
600 « 799 8 2.7
800 « 999 1 0.3
2 0.7

E
3

i




FACTORS AFFECOTISG RETURES

Previous sections have shown that thers were grest wariations in the
suecess of individusl farms, It 18 the purpose of‘tla remining sections %
deternine the factors affecting the returns to these forms and show thedr
significancs, Sinee these fectors do not set independently, it is Lmpossible
to discover exactly how much of a given offect is dus %o on individusl fasctor.

- Size of Business

hs h size of busineus increnses, there are greater opvortunities %o
use eapital and lebor efficdently. Incressed eapital and labor efficlency
mlwdntyﬂlmmudprm. resuliing in insreased retums,

Zelation of productive men work unite per farm other measures of sige
of business. As the sise of business inersased when measured by productive
man work units per farm, the size of dusiness measured by four other factors
also increased (table 20). '

Table 20.- Relation of productive men work units per farm
hcmrmafuudmtmammlm

Froduetive
man work

uni ts
m : i LI A IXVERE
Less then 100 18 k4 Ol 11 0o mm
100 » 199 118 6 1.2 is 240 - 3,834
800 - 299 104 246 1.6 3 . 2,748
300 - 399 50 336 1.9 42 3.8 4,018
400 and over s 468 S8 B 40 22880

ALl forme 300 232 1.8 28 269 $2,663

As the number of productive man work units per farm increased from
less than 100 %o 400 and over, man oquivalent inereased from C.8 to 2,3 per



farm, acres of erons increased from 11 to 53 per farm, acres of tobseco ine
erensed from 0.6 %o 4.0 por farm, and sapital investment incressed from
$1,368 to $4,880 per farme The consistent incresses in other memsures of
size of business with incresses in productive man work wnits per farm fndie
cates the reliability of the preductive man work vnit as a measure of sise
of business.

m&mmmwmnmmm

agtorse Incwvesses in productive mon work wusits ner farm brought cone
eistent mu in returns (table 21).

Table Zle= Rglation of productive man work units per farm to returns and
various other factors on 300 small farms in Pittsylvania County, 1940
Productive
man work Thanber %
units of P Total farm Intere Laboy
per farn farms farm N per acre receints income est Aincome

Less than 100 18 k4 d o8 789 $ 189 $20 $69 § -4
100 = 199 115 16 134 818 414 132 81 4
200 - 299 104 248 154 880 N 24 137 104
300 - 399 50 336 177 923 988 330 208 137
400 and over 16 485 202 852 1,838 470 245 234

154 889 & 67 7 $132 § 685

All forms 300 232

As the mumber of productive man work umits per farm increased from less
than 100 $o 400 and over, total receipts incressed from $189 %o $1,835 per
farm, fara income incressed from $29 to $479 per farm, and labor income in-
ereased from mimas $40 to. plus $234 per farm despite intersst charges that ine
creased from §69 to 3248 per farm,

Labor efficiency, as indieanted by p::oamtu man work units per man,
incressed consistently with inoreases in Wmm man work units por farm,
Quantitative mates of production, as iadissted by pounds of tobaseco produced
per acre, also ineressed consistently with ineresses in nroductive man work



waits per farm. The conbined effect of inereased labor and eapital efficiency

with incressed size of business was sufficient to raise labor income hWy $274
per farm, ‘

Zelation of seres of tobacce per farm $o reburns and verious other
factors~ As acres of tobmeoco ver farm increased from an average of 0.8 %o
446, farm incone incrensed fyom $562 to $320 per farm, and labor incoms ine
ereased fron mimus $19 to plus 9121 per fara (table 22),

Table 22.« Helation of acres of tobaeco per farm to returns and various other
factors on 284 MI. l’um in Pittsylvania County, 1940 'l

o= ductive received

Agres Aeres duetive nan per @ Dol
of Fomber of Acres man Manm work  pound
tobacee d‘ h- et wﬂ: u\uv- mu m ine Inter- ine

123 1.2 107 'tm#nm

0l=10 21 0,8 15

ll=20 657 1.8 18 167 1.2 144 16 1864 6 o

Bl = 3.0 80 3.6 23 m 1.4 182 17 200 3107 o2

Blewdd 77 3.6 38 1.7 180 18 2580 164 94

M-M’.&M.ﬂm.&lm A8 220 A% A3

ALl ferns m 2.0 28 23 1.5 154 17  g¢em2 tau $ 88
s T orew no tobacco had an average T

mmrmw mmmmtmmmumm

S4ze of business, as indicated by aeres of crops per farm, productive
man work units per farm, snd man equivalent ver farm, ineressed with incresses
in acres of tobaseo per farme

labor efficlency, ss indiecated by productive man work wnits per man,
increased consistently with increases in aeres of tobacoo per farme Qualitae
tive rates of production, as indicated by price received per pound for tobacee,
inereased with inoresses in acves of tobacco per farm. The combined effect of
increased efficiengy in the use of labor and capital was sufficlent to raise
labor income by $140 per farm.



Helabion of eapital investnent por £arm %o fetwrns and ¥arious giher
factors- As capital investment per farm increased from less than §2,000 %o
$3,600 and over, total recsipts increased from $440 to $1,188 per farm, and
fara incoms increased from §154 to $342 per farm (table 23).

There wae a slight negative rolation between eapital investment and
lador incoms, As the value of real estate eapital per farm increased from
less than §2,000 to $3,800 and over, labor income decrsmsed from $90 to $61
per farm, Livestock veesipts per farm incressed with incresses in capital
investment per farm, Increased livestock brought ineressed farm expenses
and also incressed interest charges. Livestock d41d mot preve profitable oa
these farme as will be shown on $adle 32, The inersased advantages afforded
Wy the ineressed size of business were not sufficient to offset the inereased
interest charges on the larger capital investments, Another cause of lowsr
labor income vith larger eapital investments was increased age of operator,
lowering labor efficiency as will be shown on table 27,

Size of business, as indieated by acres of erops per farm, acres of
tobacco per farm, and nman equivalent per farn, inereased consistently with
increases in eapltal investment per farm,

It 48 very important that labor be used efficiently 4f the farmer is
to keep costs of production down and incresse veturns to the farm business,
Labor efficienay is move sasily obtalned with larger sized businesses, be-
cause there is more and better iq;nlmt for labor to work with,

Belation of productive man work yalts ner men $o yetums snd variouws
other factors- Inereases in productive man work units per man brought cone
sistant increases in returns (table 24),



hﬂc%.amsaaofupim imﬁ-mtmfmhummuﬂmothrfm

Capital from Labor
investament 1ive- e
Less than §2,000 136 18 $26 $154 ¢ 64 $90
$3,500 and over S8 534 48 3.8 1.9 208 1,88 & 260 8
All farms 300 $2,683 28 2.9 1.8 $7 $ e <17 fim  $8s

m‘” '_ L]

units of v

Less than 120 78 9 819 181 2 $494 $58 1056 $-47
120 = 179 139 148 883 228 27 653 302 a0 100
Mt 2 20 S /A8 L 28 24 28 An
ALl farne 300 154 889 232 28 $6m




umiwuvemmummwzmlm mmu
180 and over, total receipts inercased from $494 to $886 per farm, farm ine
mimmdfrumuﬂﬂanfmmuhrmmmemoafm
minus $47 to plus $186 per farm (table 24).

Size of business, as indicated by productive men work units per farm
and seres of orvops per farm, inoressed counsistently with inereases in pro=-
ductive man work units per man. Quantitative rates of production, as indi.
cated by pounds of tobacco produced per acre, alse increased mmiu%ﬂy
with increases in productive man work units per man, The combined effect of
inereased size and labor efficiency was sufficient to raise labor income by
$232 per farme ' _

Helation of acres of $obaceo per mam %o retums and various pther
fagtors- As acres of tabaeco per man incressed from less thon 1.5 to 2.5 and
over, farm income inereased from §70 to $301 per farm, and lador incoms ine
ereased from mimus $51 o plus 166 per farm (tadle 25),

Table 25.~ Relation of meres of tobacco per man %o vetums
and various other factors on 294 small famms

tobacoo of tabasco of of Parm Inter~ Ladbor
$or man favms _ por man _tobaccy tobaceo dncome o8 Rea1e
Lesa than 1.5 66 1.0 1.9 $278 é 7 fan $eBB1
1.6 = 1,9 78 17 BeD 487 ax 124 108
2.0 = o4 7 2.2 B2 616 268 140 128
246 ond ovor 79 el ~Se8 863 v 145 156
All farms 294 2.1 3.0 $460 $o22 $13¢ ¢ 88

Size of business, as indicated by acres of tobaeco per farm, increased
consistently with inereases in agres of tob,ooo per man. Sales of tobacos
per fara also incrsased consistently with increamses in seres of tobaecco per



man, The combined effect of increased size of bHusiness snd labor efficienay

wvas sufficieont to raise labor income by $201 ver favm,

Relation of seres of erops por mam %o Febwms sad various other
factors~ As acres of crops per man increased from less than 10 %o 20 and
over, hﬂnutpuwrnaauhmwfmrmima-
ereased from $176 to §263 per faru, and labor incoms ineressed from $72 to
$99 per fam (tadle 26).

Table 26.~ Relation of acres of cropns per man to returms

and varicus other factors on 299 smell farms
in Pittaylvenia County, 1940 ®

" Fro=
Asres Agres duetive
of Huzboer of Asves man Total Farm Labor
erops of erops of work P ine. Inten. ine
A KA A 43 CIES NeL max i 2. AT £275 TR o4 Ll
Less than 10 85 7 12 191 $8518 4176 $108 972
10 « 19 128 14 30 228 70 207 =7 80
20 snd over 109 -2 A4 268 738 268 164 99
ALl farus 299 19 28 232 $677 $219 4133 $8e

2/ Ome farm rented to tenants

S4se of business, as indicated by acres of crops per farm and produstive
man work units per farm, increased consistently with ineresses in acres of
erops per man. The conbined effect of inersases in sise of business and labor
efficiency was sufficient to raise labor income by $27 per farm.

Belation of age of operator to retums end various other factors |
the age of operantor ineremsed from less than 40 to 55 or more, capital invest
ment incressed from $2,390 to $2,872 per farm, and interest cherges increased
from $120 to $140 per farm (table 27).

Mthnpefmhrimmnéfmnimtmmwllornn.fm
incone decreased from $268 to 166 per farm, snd labor income decreased from



Table 27,« Relation of age of operator to returns and warious other factors
on 298 smll farms in Pittsylvania County, 1940 %/

Price

= received
of of of units for of

operator farms operator per man  tobacco tobaceo Iinvestmont come est song

Less than 40 a3 30 168 18 248
40 - B4 103 48 isé v Be2
55 and over 112 83 141 16 209
All farss 298 49 154 7 2,9

»/ iage of operator mot known for two farms




$148 %o 25 per farm,
Operators betwesn the ages of 40 and 54 grew the largest tobscm acres
ages., Labor efficlency as indieated by productive man work wnits per mas,

decressed consistently as sge of operator increased. Qualitative rates of
production, as indicated by price received per vound for tobaeco, decreased
consistently with inecreased age of operator. The combined effect of deersased
size of business and labor efficiency was sufficient to lower labor income by
$120 per farm.

Rates of Produetion

Size of business snd labor efficiency are more effective when rates of
production are high. Small sige of Business ean be supplemented to = considere
able extent by increasing intensity of mum.

Relation of Sobasoo yield per sere fo returas sad various gther fastorse
As Sobaceo yield per aserve inereased from less than 800 pounds %o 1,000 pounds
and over, total veceipts increased from $430 to $936 per farm, farm income
incressed from $04 to $324 per farm, and labor income incressed from $0 teo
$169 per farm (tabdle 28),

Sise of business, as indieated by acres of tobaceo per farm and pro-
ductive man work units per farm, ineressed consistently with incressed $e-
baceo yields per acre. Qualitative rates of production, as indicated by price
roceived per pound for tobaseo, also increased with inersased tobacco ylelds
per acre, Intensity of eperations, as indicated by valus of purchased ferti.
1iser per sere of tobacco, increased consistently with ineressed tobacco
yields per acre.

Belatien of value of purchssed fertiliser per asre of tobueco to Fetums
snd various other factors- As the value of purchased fertiliser per acre of



Table 28.- Helation of tobacco yield per acre to returns and various other factors
on 294 small farms in Pittsylvania County, 19-»;[

Price
Thes Value
celved of
To- per  purchased
bacco pound fertilizer Acves 4 ,
per acre of men Tobsl Tarm Labor
of to=  work

$15.37 2.7 ;2
1615 3.0 239
$16.40 3.0 28




tobsoco inereased from 1ess than $14,00 to $16.80 snd over, sales of tobacos

inoressed from $138 to $17¢ per acre, or 28 pereent, totel receipts inereased
from $8698 %o $777 per farm, farm income inereased from $171 to $263 per farm,
and labor incone increased from 30 to $133 per farm (table 29). |

Farms with smllest tobacco aereages used more fertiliszer per asre of
tobacco than 414 farus with larger tobaceo acrenges. Thus, size of business
was supplemented by intemsity of operations,.

Zelstion of prige recelved per pound for fobagco o retums snd various
Sther fagtors- As the price received per pound for tobaeco ineressed from
less than 14 cents to 22 cents and over, sales of tobacco increased from §216
to $702 per farm, total veseipts increased from $517 o $909 per farm, farm
income insressed fyom $66 to $470 per farm and labor incoms incressed from
nigus $43 %o plus $217 per farm (teble 30).

Sise of tusinese, as indicated by acres of tobacco per farm, increased
eonsistently with incresses in the prtql regeived per pound for tobameco.
Gusntitative rates of production, as indiested by pounds of Sobaceo produced
per acre, also incressed consistently with ineveamses in the price received
per pound for tobacco.

The 166 farms that received less than 18 eents per pound for their
tobacoo had labor incomes that averaged a minus $25 per farm. There was a
difference of $186 in labor income per farm in faver of the farme that ree
coived an average of 19 cents per pound for their tobacco over the farms
that received an average of 16 cents, There was a difference of $139 in
labor income per faram in favor of the farns Sthat received an average of
25 cents per pound for their tobacco over the farms that received an avere
age of 19 oents,



Table 29,~ Relation of walue of purchased fartilizer per acre of tobacoo
to returns and various other factors on 294 small farms in Pittsylvania County, 1940 */

“Value of Value of '

®/ Six farms grew no tobaeco.

Table 30, Relation of price received per pound for tobaceo
to returns and various other factors on 294 small farms in Pittsylvania County, lw:!
“Price “Price




A fars iz moat mﬁhbh when 1ts anterprises are so combined that
reburns are st the maximm,

Belation of pereentage of receipts Lrom grope to Fetumms

snd veriows
other factors. As the pereentage of veceints from ereps increased from less
then 50 pereent to 80 pereent and over, sales of tobucco imcreased from $227
to $826 per farm, and erop receipts ineressed from 3244 to 9538 per farm
(table 31).

As the pereentage of veceipts from erops incressed from less than 50
percent to 80 percent and over, livestook receipts decrsased from $243 teo
$27 per fam, farn incowe decyeased from $262 to $208 per farn, and labor ine
come decreased from §134 to 74 per farm. _

Sige of business, as indieated Ly acres of tobacco per faram, increased
consistontly with inereases in the peresntage of receints from erops. This
does not mean that crops were not profitable, but rather that they wers less
profitable then another souree of inecome, miscelisneous yeceipts (see table
33). 1n other words, erops were not profitable enough to justify dependence
on thom for all or a large part of receipts.

Jhabor efficimmey, a8 indieated by productive man work units par man,
deereased consistently with incresses in the percentage of receipnts from crops.

Relation of pereentage of seceiots from livestock o retume and warious
gthey factors- As the percentage of receipts from livestock inereased frow
less then 5 poreent %o 10 percent or more, furm income decreased from §247 %o
nwpnrfmnndhhrth!m#thMwhn(mﬁﬁ).

As the percentage of weceipts from livestock ineressed from less than
5 peresnt to 10 percsnt and over, Peceints from livestoek inereased from 20



Table Zl.- Relation of percentags of receints from erops to returns and various athtr: factors
on 296 gmall farms in Pittaylvania County, 1940 ‘!

Table 32.- Hglation of peresntage of receints from livestock to returns and warious other factors
on 255 small farms in Pittsylvania Commty, 19@:[

FPro- Average per farm
Percent Percant m» Few
of of Acres Siles Fee caipts
receivts Humber wreecsints vaﬁ: Han of of woaipts from Farm Labor
from of rm nﬂt Cgii'!b to- to- from 1live- in. Inter~ in-
Less than § @ b3 151 1.8 3.3 §$s527 $542 $20 8297 8230 $17
5=-9 80 7 156 15 2.9 447 453 39 193 130 63
10 and over 78 2 64 h& - 2e8 ..m .ﬁ S22 1% 143 47
A1l farms 255 10 155 3.0 $88 $213 134 § 79

3T Torty-five {mmmmmmt of Teceipts ﬁmﬁmﬁ




to $282 per farm, while sales of lobaces decressed from $527 to $378 per
faram, and peceipts from crops decreased from $642 to $415 per farm.
Size of business, as indleated by men eguivalent per faym and seres

of $obaeco per farm, decreased consistently with increases in the percente
age of receipts from livestock, ‘

labor efficlency, as indiecated by produstive man work units per men,
ineressed consistently with increases in the parcentage of receipts fron
livestock, Iivestock afforda aneven distribution of lebor throughout the
poar, and thus snable farms to carry a large mumber of productive mem work
units per man. Most of the work with crops is seasonsl, so that fever
productive man work wits per man can be oarried, It was shown in table 31
that productive man work units per man decreased with inerssses in the pere
contage of receints from orops.

Belation of percentage of receints from mscellanoous sourses %o Fe-

lurns snd various other factors- As the pereentage of receipts from miscel-
laneous sources inereased from less than 10 to 30 or mowe, Orop receints

decreased from $490 to $254 per farm, vhile farm income increased from $195
to $207 per farm, and labor income inerveased from §51 to $187 per farm
(tadle 38).

S4ize of Dusiness, as indlested by acres of tobacoo per ﬁ:m and
sapital investment por famm, decreased consistently with increases in the
percentage of receipts from misesllaneous sources. Iabor efficlency, as
indionted by productive man work units per msn, am eonslstently i th
ineroases in the percentage of receipts from miscellaneous sources.

Relation of porcentege of erep soreags in Sobacco to yeturns sad varl-
Sus other factorsw As the percentage of crop acrsage in tobac® incressed



Table 33.,~ Belation of porcentags of receipts Zrom miscellaneous sources to retums
and various other factors on 185 small farms in Pittsylvenia County, 1940 2/
Feroant - Fercont :
of of Pro=

receipts receipts ductive _ W

4
18
S
20

184 2.7 $2,6664 $017 $224 134 $ 90

*/ One bundred snd fiftesn farss had less than 0,5 pereent of reeceipts from miscellansous
BOUPCHD .




from less than 10 to 20 and over, farm income inereased from $187 per farm
to $285 per farm and labor ineome incressed from $28 to $185 per farm
(table 34).

Aores of tobacco per farm imereased, while acres of erops per fars
decressed, with inereases in the pereentage of arop acresge in tobaceo.

Labor effielenay ss indicated by acres of tobacoo per man, increased
consistently with incremses in the percentage of crop acresge in tobaceo.
Gualitative rates of production, ss indieated by price received per pound
for tobaeco, increased with increases in the percentage of crop acreage im
tobacoo.

Combined Nffeet of Three FPactors Above and Below Average

Farms which were above average in sige of business, labor efficlency,
and rates of produection made the highest labor m’. averaging $259 per
farm (table 35),

Farms which were belov average in size of business, labor efficleney,
and rates of production made the lowest labor incomes, averaging mimus $44
per farm, Of the farms with sime of Dusiness below the average 39 MQ
were below the average in both labor efficiency and produstion rates, while
only 13 pereent of the farme with size of business sbove ths average were
below the average in the two factors, Labor efficiency was below the average
or 68 pereent of the farus with size of business below the aversge, s Comm
pared to only 32 percent of the farms with size of business adove the average.



W&.—&hﬂudm@dmmkh&m%%
and various other factors on 294 small farms in Pittsylvania County, 1940 ®/

Foroent Foreent

of erop -of erop
acreage
in

Less than 10 97 6 1.8 16 2.7 4 f187 $1589 $ 28
10 - 14 88 12 2.0 17 3.0 26 24 130 84
18 « 19 85 17 23 18 B2 is 232 127 108
20 and over 24 %.. 228 28 -2 A2 28 92X 288
Al farms 294 TR 3.0 28 $222 $13¢ $ o8

*/ Six farms grew mo tobaecco.




Table 36.« Effect on labor income of having differeant factors
above and below average

Pounds
of Laboy

Humber ive men tobacco income
uni ta pro

VB0 B0 X PVe & LR ANR AT,

Vork units below, work units per

man below, tobaeco yleld below 85 158 m 649  $eda
Vork units above, work units per

man below, Sobacco yield below 17 322 128 756 1
VWork units below, work units per

man above, tobacco yleld below 30 188 183 691 60
Work units below, work umnits per ‘

man below, tobacco yleld above 48 169 12 1,008 68
Vork units above, woric units per .

man below, tobacco yleld above 25 N4 p b3 § 1,021 74
Work unites above, work units per

uan above, tobaceo yleld below A4 290 210 762 113
Work units below, work umits per '

man above, tobacco yield above 25 190 183 1,078 169
Work units above, work units per

man above, tobaceo yleld above 48 327 211 1,021 259
All farus 300 232 184 889 $ 85




The purchasing power of favrs prices in 1940 was 91 peresnt of pre-
World Var I. Virginia farmers were receiving an average of 13.8 cents &
pound for their bright tobacco, the lowest aversge price received sinee

1933, Hemvy August rains reduced both the quality and quantity of the
1940 tobacoe orep. ‘

Pitteylvania county is situated in the south central part of Vire
ginia, and lies wholly within the Pledmont Plateau. The climete is mild,
and there is approximately 42 inches of well distributed rainfall each
year, The growing season averages about 6} months., Ceeil, Apoling,
Granvilie, and Durhan are the predominating soll series. These solls are
rated high for bright flus.cured tobacco. In 1940, Pitteylvania County
ranied 7th in the United States in tobacco harvested on farus,

The average size of the 209 farms tended by thelr operators in 1940
wvas 81.7 acres, slightly over one.third of which was in erops. An average
of 249 seres of tobaceo was growa per farm, All farms except 6 grew tobacce.

The aversge espital investwent was $2,658 per farm, 01 percent of which
was ipvested ia fiwed, oF real estate eapital.

The average receipts from erops were $468.,22 per farm, Sales of tebace
amounted to an average of $451.37 per farm, 96.4 perecent of the total evop
sales. The average total receipts were $676.85 per farn. The sale of crops
accounted for 60.2 percent of the total receipts. Hiscellaneous receipts
were the second most importont source of receipts, averaging 586,50 per farm.

Total farm expenses averaged $450,24 per farm. Unpaid family labor
nccounted for 23,6 percent of the total farm expense. The operator's labvor
was not counted as a farm expense. The aversge home expenses for clothing,



mﬂn. doetor's bills, life insurance, telephone, electricity, auto-
mobile, fuel, and other howe eéxpenses were 184,07 per farm,

The aversge farm incoms was (217,31 per farm. After $132.65 was dew
dueted as interest on ecapital, $84.66 was loft per farm as laber income,
Adding $307,41 of farm products furnished the family to the average labor
income gave $392,07 per farm as labor sarmings. Whea $312.90, the aversge
value of the operator's labor, we. subtracted from the average farm income,

s minue $95.59 per farm was loft as return on eanital, & wate of minus 3.69
percante

As productive man work wnits per farm and acres of tobaeco prfmx
increased, there were consistent incresses in labor income per farm, As
capital investment per farm inereased, there was a slight tendency for lubor
income to decrease.

As productive man work units per man, acres of tobacco per man, and
acres of crops per man ineressed, there were consistent inecreases in laber
income per farm. Labor income per farm decroased as age of operator ine
eroased,

As tobseco yleld per acre, value of purchased fertilizer per acre of
tobacco, and price recsived por pound for tobaeco increased, there were cone
sistent increases in labor income per farm.

Labor income per farm decreased sonsistently with inereases in the pere
centage of receipts from erops and inereased minmuy with increases in
the percentage of reoceipts fron miscellansous sourees. ILabor income per farm
decressed consistently with increases in the pereentage of receints from live-
atocke The combination of enterprises that gave the best pesults for these
farue hllﬂo was one that nrovided less than 50 peresnt of receipts from



crops, and greater than 20 percant of receipts from off-the-farm sources.

~ There was a difference of $308 in labor imcoms per farm in faver of
farms that were above the average in sise of business, labor efficlency, and
rates of production over the farms that were below the average in the three
factors.
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