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FARM TEKgRE, IHHERITAHCE, AND LEASES IB TEMBESSEE

Farm tentire In Tennessee Is discussed from the standpoint of distrl*

bution and trend, hy oolor and tenure of farm operators* The effect of

inheritance of farm vealth on operators' tenure is associated with age,

oolor, net worth of operator, and with time in relation to the business

cycle* A method for detensiining the equitabllity of a farm lease, with

exan^les of three general iypes of leases, is accoi^anied by a brief

stud^ of the provisions for farm iB^rovements on tenant farms* The study

of distribution and tr nds of tenancy is based upon United States Census

reports, idille the data on inheritance and leases were secured from a

random san^le of faras in selected counties* Inheritance of wealth in

creases farm ownership even though the amount of inheritance be smll*

The equitabiliiy of farm leases is leas a problem than is the sise and

profitableness of the tenant's business*
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DlSiRIBU^ZON, XKSK) AMD m:ASV9 OF FA3£ SENVBS

Xrena, 1880 ̂  1935

Farm tao&noy is a vary old zaethod of aoouring tho uaa of land with

out first aoounulating enough oapital to pnrohaso it. Xhe Fedaral Burofttt

of ths C«DL8a8 reported 34.5 percent of all farm operators in Tennessee as

tenants in ISSds and 25.6 peroent in the United States* Ho eompraken-

sive data are available for an earlier date* hut it is generally believed

that farm tenancy began, in a given looality^ soon after the most desira"

ble fttrm lands had been taken up.

Since 1880 there has been an increase in tenancy in Tmneesee to

46«2 peroent in 1935 (Fi^^re 1). The inorease has not been oontinaoas^

almost all of it ooourring from 1890 to 1900 and from 1925 to 1930* The

rate of inorease trmi about tijs same for these two periods* although there

was a greater total oliange in the first period due to the longer time*

There ms a deorease from 34«6 to S0»8 peroent in fSrm tenancy from

1880 to 1890* in Tennessee, luring this period there ms an inorease in

the East South States as a idiole* and in the United States*

TmuuKy in Temesaee was praotioally stationary, in peroent, fiHMa

1900 to 1925. During this period there was a alow but steady Inorease in

the United States, and a more irregular inorease in the Bast South Con*

tral States. A decrease ooourred la the East South Central States from

1.
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7ABLE X* 0? fim oPEmom wo ask xmahis,
XSS11S3SSE, 1880 TO 1936

Tear Tennessee United Kaat South
States Central States

1956 4642 42,1 54.8
1930 46.2 42.4 55.9
1926 41.0 38.6 50.3
1920 41.1 38.1 49.7
1910 41.1 37.0 60.7
1900 40,6 35.3 48.1
1890 30.8 28.4 38.3
1880 34,6 25,6 36,8

Source: U, S, Census of Agrloulture#

1930 to 19354 A nuoh smaller Aeerease occurred in the United States as

a shole^ irtaile f enneesee remained constant during this time# This de»

erease may be ̂ ae beginning of a deoliiae in tenancy, or it may be an un*

usual condition aoetmqpsnying the general depression*

In Tennessee, the increase in pereentage of tenant farmers has not

been unifom in all sections* Pairt of the Cumberland Plateau and the

Unaka mountains hare rflrasined zaearly ooaurtaut fxt»a 1880 to 1936, mhile

some othsr paarts of the State hare increased rapidly (Figure 2). The

greatest changes were in West and Middle Tennessee.

Platrlbution of Farm Operators, by Tenure and Color

Tho proportion of fhrm operators in Tonnessoe differs nidely betwoon

totmro groups, color of operator, and from one section of the State to

another (Table II). Wy far tho lai^est group is that of idiito full omners*

There are about one-half as many cash and share tsnants as there are

fsttor aerators, and two thirds as mny oroppers as other tenants



SABLE n. PAISi Cfi'EBAlOBS: VmsSSSAm BT tSmSB AIR} COLOR, BT
SYPE OF FAmm Mm, SEKRESSEB, 19S6

Type of Total Tenants Ovmers

Paraing All Croppera Tenants Port Owners Managers and
Area * Opera liiite Col Virhi'ta Col lull Owners

tors ored ored b'hi'te Colored bhito [Colored

1 100.0 16.6 2.2 66.7 6.8 6.1 0.3 13.3 m

8 100.0 18.8 1.4 33.5 0.7 9.3 0.2 40.9 0.2

3 100.0 13.1 22.6 20.7 16.2 4.1 l.l 19.3 3.9

4 100.0 12.7 3.4 28.4 1.5 10.4 0.9 41.3 1,4

6 100.0 12.1 6.6 51.9 4.2 7.9 0.7 34*4 2.2

7 100.0 24.0 7.9 17.6 2.6 7.4 1.1 36.9 3.6

8 100.0 10,2 0.6 29.0 0.8 10.7 0.6 46.8 1.3

9 lOO.O 12.5 0.4 40.8 0.7 7.6 0.3 37.4 0.8

10 100.0 12.7 4.3 25.7 2.6 5.0 0,9 44.9 4.0

11 100.0 11.9 0.4 27.1 0.6 8.3 0,2 60*4 1.2

12 100.0 6,8 0.2 20.9 0.2 7.4 0.5 63.9 0.3

13 100,0 16.2 0.8 26.8 0.5 4.5 0.3 51.2 1.7

14 100.0 13.2 0.3 18.4 0.4 9.6 0.3 56.8 1.0

14B 100.0 9.4 0,6 26.0 1.1 7.5 0.6 62.6 2.2

14C 100.0 13.6 0.4 23.0 0,4 6.5 0.1 66.1 2.1

14D 100.0 8.6 0.3 19.0 0*6 8.7 0.3 61.3 l.S

14S 100,0 10.4 0.2 18.3 0.1 10.5 0,2 59.7 0.6

14F loo.o 16.8 0.3 15.8 0.2 10,7 0.2 56.2 0.8

16 100.0 ^5.2 0,0 12.2 0.1 10,4 0.1 71.7 0.3

State 100.0 12.9 6.9 23.6 3.8 7.3 0.6 43.6 2.3

100.0 18.8 27.4 7.9 46.9

Sources OenBUs of Agrlcultur©, 1936

• for typo of f)&nnlng aroas oeo Plguro 4 and oaqp^lanatory noto^

(Figure 3). In all tenure groups «hlte (^orators constitute tiie greater

proportion of all iSsim opemtors. Only 12#6 peroeot of all farm iterators

in lomeesee are oolored, and less than one third of all oroppere are eolored*

(fable II). She conoentration of negro t&m operators in oonparatirely

limited areas often leads one to overestimate their true relationship to Tea-

(1)
nessee agriculture*

(l) 6fi.6 percent of all colored operators are located in lU-8 percent of "tiie
area of the State. They operated 66#9 percent of all crop land har
vested by edored operators in 1954.
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Source: - Baaed on Census of culture, 1935.
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I Colored

Figure 3. Farin Operators "by Tenure and Color, Tennesaee, 1935
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Figure 4, Adjusted Type of Farming Areas in Tennessee, by Counties

(The type of faming areas do not follow county lines in the majority oi"
cases, but the counties are shoim here according to the predominating type
of faming in that county. It will be noted that area 5 has been complete
ly eliminated because of this grouping of the counties,)

if^'-
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Croppers constitute 46*8 percent of all colored farm operators, and

colored tenants make up 50*4 percent, leaving 22sB percent in the owner groups.

Although there are more than twice as umiay white as colored croppers in Ten

nessee, the white croppers are only 14,6 percent of all white farm operators.

Twenty-seven percent of all white farm operators in Tennessee are share and

oash tenants, leaving 58,2 percent in the owner groups.

The distribution of farm operators, as to texjure grovips, varies greatly

from one part of the state to another, but seems to be fairly \miform be

tween the counties of any type of farming area. Different types of farming

have different propoz^ions of tenanpy, and of colored and white operators.

There is no apparent race distinction based on tenure of the farm operator.

The type of fanning areas in Tennessee^^^ (Figure 4) are sometimes

well defined geographic areas based on soil type, topography, elevation,

native vegetation, and other natural phenomena, while in other instances

they merge more or less gradually over a fairly wide territory.

Tenants make up over 80 percent of all operators in area 1, most of

wdii<^ are share and oash tenants. Area S is also higih in percentage of

tenancy, 76,2, Areas 6, 7, and 9 are the only other areas having 50 percent

or more temnoy (Figure 5), Bast Tennessee, including the Cumberland Pla

teau (area 12), the East Tennessee Valley (area 14), the Ihiaka no\m-

tains (area 15), and Southeastern Tennessee (area 13), is lowest. Farts

(2) The type of faxrming areas are briefly discussed in Invenfcory of Land
Use in Tennessee, Allred, C, E,, et al. Monograph Ho, 5, pp. 15-21,
feinnessee Agricultural Experiment Station, February 1956,

A revised study is now being made by the Department of Agrioultm-al
Economies, Agricultural E3q>eriment Station, University of Tennessee,
Xnoxville, lexmessee. This study follows the general outline of the
areas shown in Figure 4 but does not follow county lines.

Area 6 was eliminated when county units were used instead of civil
divisions, in determining the type of farming.
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•f th« Bwit SennMttt* T«ll«7 aro fklrly hlnjhi in of toooiMqr

oonparod with aurrouodizig araasji but aro bolov ttw Stato avorago* A largo

propor^en of the tenants of this area aro iriilte croppers (Piguxo 6)*

Colored Croppers# Colored ortfppora ore most heaTily eonoentrated In

area S« in the southnestem pert of West 1 ennesses (ligure 7}. ihis is

the leading cotton produelng oeotion of the State (Figure 8)« Araao 8

and 10 are also hl^ In sundMBrs of eolored oroppers* iheae arsas are

also hl^ in eotton but it is of less redative io^rtanoe thttre than in

area 3«

Azu>thar eoneentrabion of oolored oroppers occurs In arsa 7# where

dark firo-cured tobaeoo la the leading cash crop* Exempt for this area^

oolored oroppers can he said to follow cotton production in Tennessee

(figures 7 and •)*
(3)

fhe f enneaaee State Planning Comisalon has corapared cotton pro

duction and oolored tenant mo^eiiients from 1900 to 1930, and has found

that negro ero^^ers followed ootten production very closely since 1880,

the earliest date for which information la available.

A few oolored erofgiere are found in the East Tennessee Vulluy (area 14)

but are widely scattered. The OuaberXand Plateau (area 12) and both the

Baatem and Vfestem Highland Hlia (aireoe 8 and 11) are alaest cosq^letely

dewold of eolored oroppers.

TRdte Croppers. White oroppers are found in all sections of the State,

and anko up more than two thirds of all oroppers (Figure 9). Th«y appear

in considerable mnhasrs throui^ut West f emieesee, the Central SMin (area 10),

(3) TennMeee State Planning CosBidsslon, Preliminary 8^ort, See* ITD and
See* V, January 14, 1935*
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Nerthom Bighlana Rta (ar«& f), and the Suit fmaeesee Talle^

(urea 14). ficeeft for the Uaaka nouzxtalna (area 15) the OtiBberliad

Plateau (area 12), and the Western Hl^land Blm (area 8), ehite oroppers

are distributed fairly anifomly orer the State (Plgure 9). fh^ seem

to be found dhlefly in areas hating ralue oash crops aiddi require

a large amouat of hand labor.

VSdte oroppers exoeed colored oroj^era in all parts of the State ex.

eept the seven oounties in the southwestern corner (Shelby, fbyette, £bur«

denan, lipton, Heyvraod, liadiscn, and Lauderdale), In parte ef HardesHua,

Lauderdale, and Madison oounties idiite oroppers exoeed colored oroppers.

White Share and Cash ienants. White share and oash tenants (tenants

ether then orc^pers) oocq^ee the largest olass of farm tenants in fen<*

neeeee, asking up 23.6 porcent of all fam operators, and over half of

all tenants, l^iants of this group are more widely distributed than white

oroppers, tmt in quite similar areas of oonoentration except in regions

liMdtng in tobaoeo aoresge, where white oroppers are more numerous (fig

ure 10).

A large piroportion of this tenure olass are related to their land

lords. As a group they present a auoh less diffioult, and a far different,

problm than other tomnt groins. Shey more nearly compare with the ten-

ants of northeastern bnlted States and of the oorn and wheat belts*

Colored Share and Cash Iwumts, l'l»ro are ooj^ratively few colored

share and oaeh tenants (tenants other than oroppers). they are distributed

in the State in about the same way as colored oroppers, with the greatest

oonoentration in Fayette and Haywood oounties (figure XI). Colored share

and oash tenants are aometlaes said to be lees stable than eroppera in that
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Figure 9, Number of flhite Croppers, by Counties, Tennessee, 1935

Ik".

♦»<!

U»
?

•••

'V.

^ -tenants'• •-» 4. rV t .t« '» ^ > ■'» •• •_»

Vv;.•♦.;• ir% t•;

Source: Appendix Table I.

Figure 10, Number of White Share and Cash Tenants, Tennessee, 1935
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Figure 11. Number of Colored Share and Cash Tenants, Tennessee, 1935



their status fluotuates with th« raluo of eortton produwsdjo

Slsa ef fsms b^, Temre of Operator

Crop Land Harvested* la gwaeral^ harvested aores Of orop isatl fo3U>

Xofws the saias diatrihutio&« among the various tenares| as the farm opera*

tOrSf with rei^ot to the proportion in eaoh tenure gretq^ (Figure IS)«

fhere are, however, soee signifioant differences, the most ixq>ortant of

idiieh are: (1) croppers harvest a lover proportion of the total harveeted

erep land than is their pzoportion of all farm operatozw; (S) oolered

operators have less proportionate harvested tarop land than their proportion

of all operators (iable III)*

SABLS ZIZ, CfiOP L&HD HASmZED, SZ COLOR AAD ZQIHRS 07
OPERASOR, samsssss, 1934

(Perccmt of Zotal)

fenure All Operators White Golorsd

Croppers 16*6 11.0 4*6

Other tenants 29,2 25*6 8.6

FUll owners 10*6 9,9 «6

Pert owners 44*7 43*3 1.4

All eparators 100,0 89*8 10*2

Souroes tJ, S. Census of Agrtoulture, 1936.

the distribution of total farm land, and harvestsd orop land, is net

in pr^rtion to the number of farm i^eratore in the different tenure

groups* Gripers operate slightly more than half as many acrra aa other

tsmfits (fable III) although thsre aretwe thirds aa many orsppers as wthnr

teiutnts (page This seems to fbZZow otmam observatioa aad gsoeivji
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V/hite Colored

Figure 12» Crop Land Harvested, by Color and Tenure of
' Operator, Tennessee, 1934

Croppers
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Share and
Cash Tenants
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Source; Table IV, IVhite Colored

Figure 13* Crop liond Harvested; Average Acres per Operatorr
by Tenure and Color, Tennessee, 1934
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 mtm ft fKH^sristm is mi» with ths mn» of orop liotd harvssisd

per eiMMratorp thsre Is aweh i«ss diffarwnos tflsaurs groups

(fsbls |Y)«

fABxa m CHOP imi mmBtwi Armm &cms pbk onmoM
m TEHUffiS AJIB OOIiOR, tESHESSEE, 1994

Tenure JOLI Operators Ihite Colored

(Acres) (Acres) (Acres)

Croppers 19#! 19.T 18.0
dhare aM esuih
tenants 24,6 25.1 22.0

PUll waters 22*4 22.9 14,7
Part emers • 30.6 31.4 22.3

All eperators 29.1 23,7 18.8

» Indttdss naoMtgers

Souresf OeiuiBs of ̂ ^rioulturo, 1935.

fhere is igprootsr disparity emong idiiio fana operators than snoag

oolorod opstrater groups^ idth vbito pazt: osn^s far in the lead in aores

of orop land harvested per operator^ Sinoo they are in position to farm

atoro land than they eon, it is to he ospeoted that part ooners oould have

laore aores of crops (Hgoro 15)*

Bull osnors harvest susre aares of orop land per operator than crop*

perSj, hut the dlfforenoe is not vory great« esily 9»9 aoroe* Colored

emers aotually harvest fewer aores of orops than do eolored eroppers*

Kind of orcqps grown seems to he of more io^rtanoe thsm tb» dtfference in

the nandier of aores of crop land harvested, with all tenants following the

pro(hiotlon of cash orops, primarily* In all temre groups whits farmers

harvested more aores of oyops than colored <^erators» only those

€
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•etmiiat having vary fm eolorad fkurmam da llie oolorad oparatora ax»

eaad idilta «p«r«tora In aerea of erop laxid harvastod par operator*

Oro^ers* share and (Mish tenant and oaners* in the different

typ9 of faming areas* shovs a wide range in orop land harvested per

operator* It varies from a low of 9*9 aores for tenants in the Unaka

nsuataiiHi (area 16)« to a high of 107,1 for owners in area 1, the avaxv

age for all «^erat«rs for the State was 93,1* with oroppars harvesting

19,1 aores* share and oa^ temnts 24,6 aores, and owners 29,7 aores per

operator*

Snm though wide differences ooour in aores of orop land harvested*

between type of fazming areas* and between tezure groups* the greater

part of the State oonfome fairly elosely to the average figure,

Yalue of Barms, Shs differ^oe in the number of aeree of harveeted

erep lend between twmre groups is* at least partially* oompensated fUr

by the greater por aore value of farm real estate in the orc^er grca^,

(Figure 14 and Table V), This is of real importance in view of the fhot

that ereppers generally have less valuable buildings than omers.

TifilS T. TAICE OF FABtS FER AGBE ASD PER OPERATOR* BY
TiaiRE ABD COLOR* TBIRESSEE* 1996

Tenure Yalue per Acre Value per Operator
mte Colored Wilto Colored

Creppora
Share and cash tenants

Owners

All operators

961,18
26,65

90,16

87,31

930,88
26,47
23,34

26*97

91179,41
1826,19
2S93,46

2177,16

9800.51
1221,08
1136,84

1006*04

Sourest 9, S, Census of Agjd culture, 1996.
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Croppers

Share and

Cash Tenatxts

Ovjners

Source: Table Y.

(Dollars per Acre)
JUi 20

\

ViTiite Colorod

Figure 14. Value of Farins: Land and Buildings, per Acre of Farm Land, By
Tenure and Color of Oparator, Touuessee,

1935
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Colored eroppers and colored share and cash tenants praotioally

eqpial sAiite croppers end ehite share and cash tenants In per acre value

of farm real estate. Though croppers form the hi^est per acre value

land, their entire farms are of less value than farms in other tenure

groups, duo to the smaller sise of farms.

Taking the state as a ahole, colored farmers have more homogeneity

than nhlte farmers, the difference in county averages being four hundred

dollars, in the case of the colored farmers and fifteen hundred dollars,

in the case of vdiite farmers. This situation is strengthened by coaacen-

tration of most of the rural colored population into a relatively small

portion of the state. Better buildings, especially houses, aocounts in

part for the greater value of farm real estate among white than among

colored farmers j also in the tenure groups more nearly approaching unin-

cumbered ownership,

leal estate values appear to be high in scsne counties among colored

operators. This oocurs only in eoimties having but a few colored operators.

There Is wide variation in per aore value of real estate, by tenure

and oolor of the operator! but counties highest in per cent of croppers

and other tenants are also highest in per aore value of real estate in

those tenure groups.

Value of Implen^nts and Maohinery» l^lements and machinery owned

ly the different tenure groups varies in value from f&S for colored

eroppers to $255 for white owners, IShite operators onm 2*4 times as valuable

farm machinery as colored operators (Table VI).
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SABU TI. TiUUE Of IMPLMENTS £]ID MACHINERt P£!R VAM
OPEEalOH, BT TEW]RE AJID OOLOR, BT STPE OP PAIBiXWI

ASBk, tafflBSSSE, 1930

(TftXtt# In Dnlliuni)

Type of Total Tenants Owners and Managers
Faming for Croppers Share and Cash Ten*

Area Area ants tote Colored
tote Colored tote Colored

1 230 89 69 861 148 799 UO
S 248 85 70 223 183 822 192

8 181 82 53 208 116 413 178

4 174 91 48 126 67 231 87

$ 156 59 48 133 97 226 137

7 187 82 44 144 60 311 83

8 169 64 24 122 75 216 72

9 141 43 16 114 56 201 103

10 222 99 62 190 86 302 95

11 142 65 85 104 69 177 74

12 185 81 63 75 82 154 65

IS 234 98 m 105 293 112

14 205 111 101 136 85 242 93

15 157 82 8 86 67 172 57

Are* 186 86 53 155 106 255 122

Ave. i 75 146 248

bhite •208 Colored. 85

Souro«t Compated from Conaos of Agrlailtttre4( 1980*

Ihogre Is leas proportionate rarlatlon In the 'value of InplsBiaaks and

aaehinary owned hy oropp«rs between type of fanalng areas than between ten-

(uxta and owners* those who rent land In addition to their own holdings have

less valuable farm mcdiinery than do fanoora who operate their own ferns imly*

It Is ooBBBonly thought that eroppers own nothing In the way of fa*m equlpnent*

but this is untrue, as raai^ own all, or nearly all, of the ii^lenents and

maohlnery needed for their fain i^ratlons. Sh^ do not, however, own the

worlostooh*



th» ef faming pracrtload in variou* peu^s of the State affeota

the ooowt ef aaehinery needed for operatlog the farm* la all areas the

eroppere have leee in-vested than tcmnts, and twmnts less than esners*

lil/hlte operators have more InTested in implotaenta and maoMnezy in each

toaure group, in all areas of the State, than colored operators*

tenants lelated to landlords

tenants who are related to their landlords are usually considered to

have a more ad-van-tage<Mui position than onreleted tenaxts* By relatimshlp

we mean those who are cdoss enou^ akin to be in line fer inheritanoe,
(4)

ei-thwr in whole or in part. the related landlord and tenant are mere

inelined to give something to the other, to the end that both have a similar

standard of livii^. Such a syst«& makea for a more stable tcomre, and thus

a mere desirable social systoa* In some oases this would be undesirable as

it would tend to kesp a tenant from mewing to a more desirable farm.

Inheritance has played en in^ortant part In acquiring fhrm eimerahip

in the past, azid may be ui even more impor-tant factor in the future. With

a declining birth rate there will be less heirs to share in the division

of -the home estate, -thus mGJclng it unnecessary for a given fam operator to

pass through the various stages to oitnership, and vdll make it unneoessary

for the heir lAio oontinues to operate the farm to pay departed heirs se

large a portion of the -value of the farm. With barren families and a de*

oreasad movement of youths to -villages and cities, -there may be correspondingly

less aovsnest of fkm wealth to dties, and an opportunity for children of

(4) Illation • Parent, grazul^parent, brother or sister of either the man
or woman.
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ptmtmA tinaat fŷ rmm to tsuy fkrai, taseti i&<s>MUlng the pn^eHlon of

t^tm*

SuHCtary

X« tananay in tenneesae Inereaaed trm S4.5 paroant in 1880 to 46.2

peroent in isse.

2« The prinolpal inoraaee In tananoy occurred In Weat aad lUddla Tmw

n«n«e*

2* thsra la no apparent raoa dlstinotion baaed en tenure of fUrm

eporatora*

4* Conoentration of tananta In lannaaaee la aasoolated with hi^h

laboz>-requiring oaah oropa^ paurtloularly cotton and tobaeco.

8* Colored oroppai>8 are distributed in about the aaaw localities as

oett^f^ except thoaa looated in dark tobaooo area.

6* Whita oroppara are widely dlatrlbutad ever the Stata^ being aoma-

itet fewer than colored oroppare in the isost intenaive oottmi area of

aouthweatern Tenneeaee.

7* Ifhlte share and cash tananta are mere go&erally diatrlbuted^ and

make up a greater portion of all twmnts than all other groups oomblned.

8« Colored share and oaah tarusuita are distributed about i^a aeaa ae

eolorad croppers, except that they constitute a leas important tenure group*

9. Cro^era hajrreat a lower proportion of the total hairveated orcp

land than la their proportion of all farm operators.

10* Colored operators have le«a proportionate hanreated crop land than

their proportion of all ̂ eratora.

11. Croppera operate land of highest per acre ynlue.



 

 

 

 

 

12* Cropper# OMa nearly as Tralual)le iofleoMmte aid machinery a#

•liare and twoanta, hut da not oan the aotkatodc.

13* %dte K^aratora have a greater inveaiaiiart in Inplementa and

aaehlnery than colored operators, Irreapeotlve of tenure or area of

the State*

14* Wilte tenants are iBore often related to their landlords than
)

colored tenants*
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GHAFIER n

IMHERnANCE AHD ZSS REUSION TO FABU OWIERSBZP

3oop» «ad Method

Since the develt^paent of the Institution of private property, inheri

tance has bem a factor In the aoounuiXatlon of sealth by individuals. It

is g«serally recognised that the receipt of wealth through gift, Inheritanee,

homesteading or other fortuitous souroea plays an important part in the eiow

ership of farms The entire farm need not be Inherits to aid the re

cipient to eventual full ownership. Sometimes a small amount, at a critical

time in one*s career, may have more aignifleanoe than a much larger amount

at another tisMi.

For the sake of oonvenienoe all fortuitous wealth is here referred to

as inheritanoe. In some cases the receipt may be land while in other oases

it may be money, personal property, or other resources having a definite

cash value. In all oases, unless specifically stated otherwise, the amount

of the fortuitous wealth is referred to in its dollar value, though it su^

not have be«a oash.

Inheritanoe is one way in which farm owner operators eome into posses

sion of the land they cultivate. It is also a means of scouring ownership

^ persons idio hold the land as a form of investment. This latter situation

(1} Hibbard, B. J., and Peterson, 0. A., "How Wisconsin Farmers Become Vuxn
Owners", Wisoonsln Agricultural Si^riment Station Bulletin 402,
August 1928, p. 15.

22.
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helps mke it possible fw those iribo dU» not osn land to sialce & li-vlng lay

tillltts the Boll« tor shi^ they pay rent* that the rratlng of land is

desirable is unquestioned* the question arises as to the extent to shieh

it is desirable In a given society, oosipared vith possible alternative

tenures* tenanqr in Tennessee varies sldely from one part to another

(Chapter I, pages S to 10). Conse<!uently inheritanoe is a bigger Iheter

in the seouring of farm land in some plaoes -than others*

A survey sas made in three oounties idd<di throws some light on the in*

flttsnee of inheritanoe on farm ownership* figure 18 shows -the looatioa of

-the oounties In whieh the surv^ was made, Uadisna, Mdn-tgosuny, and Wil.

liamson*

Individual farm reoords were taken as a random sazqple of fan&s in eaoh

of -the -three ooinxties* £a<h change of tenure or oeeiq>atlonal sta-tus -mui ro*

corded, giving age, reason for ohanging, new stains, amount of fortuitoua

wealth reoei-ved duxing eaoh period, and other information ooncerning the

-sell-being of the operator at that time* Beoords were taken from, tenanta

and ownara alike, irreapactive of color or preaent tenure statua, exoapt

■that the reeorda were taken from actual fUrm cgteratora, omitting wage wsi^efs

and non-operating ownera*

Althtmgh entmera-ted separately, the weal-tfa received gratutlously by

either wife or hudband hae been treated the same, -thus eliminating the pes-

aibill-ty of securing ownership throu^ marriage* Tsnants, as herein referred

-te, applies to all farm rqperators who do not own any portion of the land they

opera-ts) owners ineludes both full owiers and those -rtio own part of the land

the^ operate end rent in addition* In some eases they own only a small por
tion -shilo in o-tiier oases they may operate but very little additional land.
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$mm rented out sen* of their lend end rented additional fer their ova

farming operatlone.

Color of Operatere Surveyed* There were 467 eaaee In the eunrey,

of idiioh 525 or 70,7 percent, wore etoite and 154 or 20#5 percent,, were

colored (Table VII), The percentage diatributlon of operatora Indloatee

TABLE VII. DISIRIHJTIOS OF 467 FAIW OPERAIOBS BY COLOR AID ARB,
SELECTED CX)DRTIES, TESRBSSEE

Claaa number

of Oaaea

0*26

Tears
26*36
Tears

56*46

Tears

46*56

Tears
56 and Over

Tears

Total all eases 457 5,5 16,4 24,3 28.4 25,6

Total idilte 529 4,6 18,8 29*2 26*3 29.1

Total eolored 194 6,7 17.9 24.6 53*6 17.2

—

Source} Appendix Table III,

an elder aTerago age for idilto than fer colored*

Each age group eontaina a higher peroeatage of adilte operatora, than the

preeooding younger group, "ahilo the age group 46 to 65, In the oaae of eel*

orod operatora, ecmtained the higher percentage (Figure 16),

Oxily a small peroentage of operators, both eolored and iriiite, are in

the ago group under 25 years,

TABLE VIII. DISIREBCTIOH OF 467 FABI OPEHATORS BT COLOR ABD CODKTIES,
THREE COtJRTIBS OF TBRIESSEE

Class Ihiaber of
Caooo

Por-

oent
Total Madiscm Uontgomery WllliMiomn

Total
Hfhite

Colored

467
523
134

100
100

100

100.0

70.7
29*3

81*6
26.9
42.6

35.9

31.3
47.0

32.6
41.8
10.5

Souroet i^pendlx Table XIX,
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The 457 fanas studied were fairly evenly divided between the three coun
ties, Madison, Montgomery, and WilliaioBon (Table Vlil). There was consider
able difference between the distribution of colored and idiite operators in the
counties.

The greater proportion of the colored operators wore located in West Ten
nessee (Madison County), and in north central Tennessee (Montgomery County)
(Figure 17). Williamson County, in Central Tennessee, had only 10.6 percent
colored farm operators, l&dison is chiefly a cotton producing county, and Mont
gomery is the second highest county in tobacco production. Williamson is in the
general farming areai

Si Surveyed. Distribution of the farm operators indicates
somei^t less difference in tenure than was the case between colored and idiite
(Figure 18). In Montgomery County there was only a slightly greater proportion
of tenants than owners) the Madison County sample had fewer owners than tenants)
and Williamson more owners than tenants. For the three counties combined there
was 66.8 percent owners and 46.2 percent tenants (Figure 19).

TABLE IX, FARM OPERATORS BY TQfURE AID COOHTIES, SELECTED CODKTIES
TENHESSEE *

(Percent)

Class
Number of
Cases

Per

cent Madison Montgomery Williaaason

Total

Owners

Tenants

457

246
211

100

100

100

31.5

24.0

39.3

36.9

35 .0
37.0

32.6

40.2

23.7

Sourcet Appendix Table III.

A coa?)arison of colored and mdiite operators, by tenure, shows a hi^
(2)degree of correlation between white operators and owners, and between ool-

ored operators and tenants (Figures 17 and 18). This distribution Is in

(2) Pearaonian coeffici^ of correlation between white operators and owners
18 and between colored operators and tenants is .D70.
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aoooHano* with papular belief. Colored operators are mostly tenants^ irtdle

white operators constitute the higher proportion of owners*

Distribution* Age distribution of fana operators raries between

owners and tcsiants. As the i^e of operators increases the proporticm who are

owners inor eases (table X). Owners 66 years of age and over snke up over

one-third of all farm owners* There is a relatively low proportion of osner

operators in the age groups below S6 ywars, and from 26 to S6 years. Only

tmS X* FEBO^ACBI OF 467 fPM. 0PEHAT013 BT ACffi AID TQfURE,
SKL£CT£D OOUSTIES, TERHESSEB

(Pero««t)

T^nire Muaber
of Cases

Per

cent
0-26
Years

26-36
Years

36-45
Years

46-66
Years

56 and Over
Years

Total 467 100 6*3 16*4 24*8 28.4 26*6

Owners 246 100 1*6 9*3 23*6 31*3 34*2

Tenants 211 100 9*5 24*7 25*1 26*1 15*6

Sources Appendix Table HI*

1*6 percent of the owners were 26 years of age or under*

Zn the lesrer age groups there are more tenaste thim ownere« while in the

upper age groups there are more owners than tenants, bolh in number and per

cent of tho total* Sudh a situation is dosirable. The younger fhm s^erators

have not had time to ao cumulate enough to \iKxy a fam, or are too young to

inherit from rolativea, as vdll be seen later*

A further desirable factor in the sitvntion is that these younger

operators are gaining in experience, iridoh will aid them in improving a farm

whoa th.9y boosHas owners* Alldiou^ the data are insufficient to warrant a

eonclusion, it has been observed that mahy who lost tho farms they inherited
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mm into poisMsioa nhilo quito young. Ko oases sere found shore there

sas a recession in tenure by these idte had inherited their fam8(or capital

to buy a ̂ im) at mitklle age, or older.

fhree fourths of the tenants are found in the age groups from 26 to

68 years of age. As age inoreases there is an inorease in proportion of

osners. Sone of these tenants are heirs and sill eventually inherit ea]^»

tal, CHhers reaeh ovtiership by acoumulating sealth. Still others never

beeoBM owners, but nay mjoy a better place In society as a tmant than in

any altematire position for vMoh they are fitted.

laherltaiiee of Operators

Inheritance of property or money, or the receipt of other fortuitoue

wealth, maJces possible a larger perosntage of farm osner#iip than would be

the oaee among an equal niad^«r who inherited nothing. At the time of

telcing the reoorde 44.4 percent of the farm operators had reeeived some

inh«ritanoe (table XZ)«

tABUS n. PSRCBKrAfflS; OF TAM OPEIblXOFS WHO BECEI7ED XHHEItltAlICE,
SKLSCTED OOOKtllS, TSMHISSBE

County HtuBber of

Cases
Kmtber Who
Had Inherited

Percent Who

Had Inherited

total 46T 203 44.4

Madieon 144 86 98.9
Montgomery 164 83 32.5
Williamson 140 04 63.1

Source: Appendix fable III.

Since a portion of the operators wore young men there remained a

probability that some would reeelTe an inheritanee at a later time, the
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portion^ 63*1 p«ro«nt, of th« operators enuBaratod In MllicoBSon

County rooeivsd soao inheritaaoe« S6«9 percent in iladleon^ and 32*3 peroent

(3)In Hontgoaeiy* Bonsmn indloated that 41«6 peromt of the ovner«operators

reporting in iDelaeare had Inherited all, or part, of their farms, ranging

froa 25.2 peroent In the East Dotot area to 54*1 peroent in the Kenten

area, fhe landlords reported having inherited a hlj^er peroontage of their

farms,

fhe differenoe in findings laay be due to the differmioe in terns, as

this study inoludes all fortuitous oealth reoelved by both oener-operatora

and tmnts. the Inheritanoo of landlords has been entirely omitted from

this study, as eell as the Inheritanoe of those oho have migrated to urban
(4)

areas* Re doubt those are important groups of holrs to farm vsalth*

Inheritanoe of Oenere vs* lenanta. BSam omor-operatora, at the tiiae

of taking the cammeration, had received some inheritanoe in 64*2 peroent of

the eases, idille 21*3 pwoent of the tenants had received an inheritanoe

(Table ZII}.

TABLB m. COUPABXSOH OF 246 QMEBS AKD 211 TESASTS MO miKPfW
EAHCE, SEIZED COTJHIIES, SEBHESSEEtaaiM»u

County Owners Tenants

Suaber Kniber Ihb ^Uho lumber BUmber Who i Wbo
of Cases Bad Zidter- Inher of Cases Had Inher Inher«

ited ited ited Ited

Total 246 158 64*2 211 46 21*3

Ifodlson 61 88 62.5 83 18 21.7

Moirtgomery 86 43 60.0 78 10 12.8

Mlliaason 99 77 77.8 60 17 34.0

Souroei Appendix Table III.

(S) Battsaan, R* 0,, Farm Tenancy in Delaviare, University of Delaware Agricul
tural Exporl'nent Station, Bulletin Uo* 178, August 1932, Table 12, p* 63*

(4) Totrau, E. D,, Migration of Agricultural V/ealth by Inheritanoe, Ohio
Countlea, Department of I^ral Eoonomlos, The Ohio State University and
Agricultural Ezporlmsnt Station, Coluoibus, Ohio, Mimeo* ifol* 66, Sept* 1983*
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Hot all of thoao eases had inherited a fam ar etutcigh to boy a fam,

but their inheritanoe is&s an aid in their adTanosBtsnt in tenure status* Ihe

pro|K}rtion of (^rators, both omers and tmunts^ idio received sobs inheri*

tanee wm loeest in Mont^aaery County* and highest in ̂ ailisason (Figure 21)*

In all oQUntiee the percentage eho had reoeivad an itdieritanoe eas large

enough to be of oonaiderable iagMirtance* '

Inheritanee of Miitos vs« Colored* It was eeea (fable TS^ that'70*7

percent of the operators enumerated were TRhite and 29,5 perosot oolored. Of

the 323 white operators 55,1 peroaot had received some inheritanee (fable

ml), A lesser proportion, 18,7 peroent, of the oolored had reoeived an

inheritanee, about (»ie*third as groat as of idiltoa (Figure 22)* This is to

be espeoted in view of the greater oemerahip emeng shite opearators.

SABLE nil* OaiPARISOH OF 323 TiilS'E AKD 134 COLOEED FAIM OPERAIORS
WHO RECEIVED IHHiOTffAHCB,, SELECTED COBHTIES, TEHHESSEE

County White Colored

Htad>er lUaher K l«xe Hhmber Number % mto
of Cases Who Inher of Cases Who Inher

Inherited ited Inherited ited

Total 323 178 56.1 134 25 18.7

Ibuilaon 87 45 51.7 6T 11 19.3
Vontgonery 101 42 41,6 68 11 17.5
Williamson 135 91 67.4 14 3 21.4

Williamson County, high in osners, is also high in proportion of shito

operators irtio had reoeived some iidieritanoe* Montgosbsry ie lesest in oimerk*

•hip, in the saiiple studied, and ia losest in proportion of shite operators

she had reooivod an inherltanoe. There sas muoh less difference betssen eoun*

ties in proportion of all oolored operators she had reoeived Sine inheritanee
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than In proportion of colored temnte. Indicating that a fairly large

pereent of the colored operator* had not yet beeone owners, even though

th^ had reoeiYed some Inheritanee. 7he amount and kind of Inheritance,

a* well as the time it was reoeiYed, are factors influencing progress

toward oimership throui^ inheritance* (Changes in tenure at time of re»

oeiYlng inheritance, and the tenure stages passed throu^, will be dis

cussed later*)

Probability of future Inheritanee

In axty irandora sas^le of farm population Yarioua ages of f^rm operators

are to be found* An analysis by age group shows only the present situa

tion, and not the effect of time on the entire sample. Ihere are two pro

cedures possible in studying deYelopnent, or change ower a period of time*

One method is to follow the changes of a giYsn number of the same age from

year to year oYer the desired period of time* Ihe other method Is to take

a easq»le as it is, with the history of each oaas. By recording the changes

that have tak«a plaee in the past in the oases, in each ago group, it is

possible to determine the likelihood that those who are in the lower age

group will inherit idton they reach the older age group. Ihls latter method

has many practical edYantages in use, and is used here*

In the s^lo taken, 254 cases had not received any inheritance at the

time the schedule was taken. Since these oases varied in age, and the age

at whi<di inheritance ms received by inheriting operators (203 operators),

it is apparent that some of the 254 non-inheriting operators may receive

aa inheritance when they are oldw* Some would die before reacdiing the

next age group, and so could not inherit anything* After adjusting for

deaths It has been determined that 29 of the 145 white, and 10 of the 109
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smM xrr. PBooiaxiBi is galculasihq ixniBSB Ymmxrm iHBEsii

Whit®

Age

total 0-25
Tears

26-35

Years

36-45
Tears

46-55
Tears

56 Trs.
axui

Over

1« Suober at proa«st are in
eaoh ago group 323 15 61 78 85 94

£• SuiBber at present in eadh
age group irtio have inheri
tor 178 4 16 39 65 64

3« Age at inheritanoe * 250 87 73 S3 38 19

4* Fercent who had Inherited at
epeoifie age 100.0 26.8 29.2 21.2 16.2 7.6

5* Kunaiber who had not inherited
to present tiae (Itssi l»2) 145 11 35 39 30 SO

6» Amber idio had not inherited
to pr«i€Bt time sdto should
lire to suooeeding age
group »• 10.15 41.2! 72,74 85.24

f • Punher idio should yet
inherit 29.25 2.98 8.75 11*06 6.48

Colored

!• XiuBiber at present idm are in
eaoh age group 184 9 24 33 40 23

2. Bdnber at present in eaoh
age group who haire inheri
ted 25 4 8 6 7 3

8« Age at inheritanoe e 27 11 9 3 4

im Perocmt who had inherited
at spooifie age 100.0 40.7 33.3 11.1 14.8

5* Amber who had not inherited
to present time (item 1-2) 109 5 18 28 38 20

6* Sumbor sho had not inherited
to present time idu» should
lire to suooeeding age
group •• m 4.61 20.6' 45.50 67.62

7. Amber who should yet
inherit 10.28 1.54 2.S( 1 6.44 *

Sooroet Aptpondlx Iftbl® ZZ1»

fhotnot®# ••• bottffla of following page*)



colored eases nho have not inherited at present will probably receive

scaae Inheritexioe irtien they are older (Table UV)* Considering those who

TABLE JN, PERCEHT OF GPERATORS TOO HAVE OR WILL IHEERIT, BT
COLOR, SELECTED COUHTIES, TEMIJESSEB

Item Total White Colored

Humber of cases 457 323 134

Number who have or should inherit 242*53 207,25 35.28
Percent vdio have or should yet inherit 53*07 64.16 26*33

Soiaroej Table XIV,

(Pootmstes for Table XIV, on preceding page*}

* Greater than the Tnimber idio Inherited (178 white end 25 colored) because
soiae received more then one inheritance. Age of inheriting was ustwdly
lower than present age*

Those aho are in the specific age groups and have not yet received any
inheritance may still be heirs. Only those who live to the next age
group will be in position to reoelve an inheritance, as they have not yet
inherited at their present age. The number who will live to the next
age group is computed from mortality tables using 20, 30, 40, 60, and 60
as median ages for each group. To illustratet there were 11 oases under
26 years of age vdio had not yet received en inheritance* Assuming their
median age to be 20 years, the question arises as to how many of these
11 oases will live to be 30 years of age, the median age for the next
group. This was computed from the American Experience Table of (insured)
Mortality (The World Almanac, 1937, p* 276) by use of the foinaulai

Mumber living per 100,000 population
for older age group x number in age group
Number living per 100,000 population
for initial ago group

number who are now in
initial age group who
will live to succeeding
age group

Substituting, 85,441 x 11 ^ 10.15
92,637 " * *

The number given for each age group is the accxaaulated total of all who
are in the younger age groups at present, but who will normally live to
the older age group. Out of the 145 white cases 115 will live to bo 66
years old or over. This is higher than for a similar number of cases,
all of Tshom started at 20 years of age, because a larger percentage are
already in the older age groiq)S thus eliminating part of their proba
bility of death.
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hsre Already reoeired an Inherltanae and tltoae «ho nill inhoerit at a

later date it la found that 53.07 percent of the total have been, or

will he« the redplenta of an inheritanoe (Xahle X7). It la apparent

that nearly two thirds of the white operators are affected by inherltanoe«

while slightly over one fourth of the oolored hawe this advantage (Figure

23).

Although a hi^ proportion of the white operators, and a smaller pro*

portion cf oolored operators, are reoipioits of inherited wealth ttoy nay

not reoeive enough to beeome full ownere at the time. The effect of the

anotaxt of Inheritanoe on ohanges in t^mre will be discussed later. It

appears, from the reoords of sobm eases, that the term of tenancy may be

a period of waiting until something will be inherited, with whi oh an ad*

TaneenMixt in t«mre may be effected.

The greatest proportion, 57.76 per cwxt, of tho inhoritanoes reported

were reoeived diile the heirs were under 36 years of age, the percsait

inheriting deoreasing with eaoh ten year inorease in age over 35 years

(Tsble xy).

The dlfferenoe In a^e of inheriting between white and colored opera*

tors is very noticeable (Figure 24). In the ease of whitee 56.0 peroent

reoeived their inheritanoe under the age of 35, while 74.07 percent of

the oolored operators rooeived their Inheritanoe during this period. There

WM a steady decline in tho peroent. inheriting over 36 years of age, tho

white operators inheriting more in thv upper ages than the colored. Ae

the age of the operators inweased, the percentage la eaidi age group who

have inherited inoreased.
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Amottnt of lahftrltanct *

A study of tlio NMNtRt of inheritano* slmm a vide Tariation^ raaalw

ing as hl^ as ISO^OOO^ with 4d*7 percaut of those inheriting reoelTlitg

balcnr #1000^ and 70*4 perooat raoeivixig below ̂ ^>00 (Table X7X« Figure 25).

As the aaount of inheritanoe inoreased above IIOOO, the niOBber receiving

it decreased rapidly*

TABLE xn* mjsm op llJHBm ARCE OP 209 PAIBt OPER^OBS}
SM.BCTED COI7BT1E3, TSffilSSSSB

Dollars Percent Bunber of Oases

0-249 18*2 57
260 - 489 12*5 25

500 - 999 19.2 39

9 - 999 49.7 101
1000 .1999 20.7 42

2000 -2999 9.9 20

3000 -8998 3.4 7

4000 and over 16.3 35

Source; Appendix Table lY*

these eho received more than $4000 ihheritanee were either onwers at the

time of inheriting or beoasMi mmers upon i;id^»rlting« exoept two men idio

had not yet found dMlrable faras to purohase, tmt who expeoted to purchase*

Of the 101 oases who inherited less than $1000* 86*S percent received

less than $250* and 24*8 percent received between $250 and $500* Belatlvely

small inheritances may not bo considered of ouch significance in ac^lrlng

a flurm but* as will be seen later, tlioy aae quite important in effecting

othw olmngcs in farm tenure status.

ihaeoat of Inheritanee of Owners and twiants* Considerable difference

exists betwsMii those sdw were owners and those who were tenants, at the
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of taking tho record. In general^ it oan be said that those aho

Here still tenants had not reoelYod enough to buy a fam» or to make

ft sufficiently laz^ deen payaont to secure a fam. Of those who were

t«unts at the time of taking the records, 66.7 pwoait had inherited less

than $600, sMIe only 20.2 percent of the orniers had received tliis

amount (Figure 26). As the amomt of the inheritanee increased over |600

TAK£ Zm. IHHEHIfMCE OF 168 0MER3 AliD 46 T^AFIS;
SELECi'ED COUMIES, TENEBSSEB

Xntervftl (Ocllare) Ownere^^^ Tenants

0 « 249 10.1 46.7
860 • 499 10.1 80.0

600 - 999 20.3 15,6

0 • 999 40.5 88.3
1000 » 1999 23.4 11.1
8000 • 8999 12.7 we

SOOO • 8999 3.8 2.8
4000 and ever 19.6 4.4

Source} Appendix Sable IV.

1. Owners at tine of taking the record, disregarding status at time
of inheriting.

8. tenants at time of taking the record.

there was a greater pri^rtlou of owners than tenants Involved. Companu.

tively lew Inherited a whole faim, or enough to buy a Iftm laxge enou^ for

an eoonomieally produotivo farm unit. The greater proportion of the larger

inheritances (over |4000) were in WHIianson County^ in idiidh inheritance is

a more important factor in farm otnership due primarily to the greater

capital investment required. The inheritance of tenants was also more
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lii^rtant In WllXiamaon In tho largwp woounta of the Inheritaneee^ but

the greater proportion of an&ll inheritanoee (under $600) of tenants

im.B fottid In lIodlsMx County, The nid-point of inheritaiice uma about (XOOQU

Aiaount of Inhoritance of Milte and Colored, The aaiount of inheritance

of colored and 'riiito opezutora repoirting an inheritance is Btore widely dilW

ferent than between oimers and tenants, Beth the laadian and node appear

between 11000 and $1999 lidiaritanoe fOr the shite operators, and under $800

for oolored (^orators (Table XHII).

TABLE Xmi. BEERITAKCE OP 178 WHITE AHD 96 COLORED
OPERATOBSi SELECTED COU!lXlES« ISS9ESSSS

iBtersal (Dollars) White Colored

0 . 249

280 « 499
800 » 999

0 * 999
1000 • 1999
2000 . 2999

3000 » 3999
4000 end ever

Sotnroei Appendix Sable XT,

11,2

13,5

20.2

44,9

22.5
10,7
3,9

18,0

68.0
4,0

12,0

84.0
8.0

m

4,0

Changes in fronre at Tine of Iidzertting

Advanoencnt in tenure status is usually brought about by the aoqpisi*

tiwi of wealth. This wealth may be aoouonlatad through the saTinge of tho

family or nay bo gifts, discoveries, or Inhwitanoe. That inheritance la

one of the major factors in advaaoenent of tmure is undoubtedly true. The

extent to which InheritaiUMi influences <dumgee of tsnure depends upon status

at the time of inheriting, and on the amount inherited.
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TABLE XIX, CHAHUES lU TEITURE AT TIME OP IlifHEfilTIKG, TENNESSEE
(Percent la Each Class)

Status at Time

of Inheriting
Percent Change in Status of Tim® of

.nheritanoe
Total
Percent

No
Change

To
Tenant

To
Owner

Bought Store
Land Other* •

Wage worker 3.1 47.9 46.9 XX 2,1 100,0
Tenant 9,4 XX 71,9 XX 18.7 100,0
Owner 25,8 XX XX 69.7 4.5 100,0

Source I Appendix Table IV, » Principally changes within the same classj as
cropper to cash tenant.

Changes in tenure at the tijas of inheriting is shown in Table XIX. In

addition to those given in Table XIX there were 16 or 5,8 percent of the 277

inheritances, acooBg>an4ed by a loove from non-farm to farm at the tix» of in

heriting. Three (or 1,1 percent) mad© other changes, such as retiring from

active farming or moving off the farm.

Wage Workers, Thirty four and seven tenths percent of all who inlier-

Ited were wage workers at the time of inheriting. The advanoertkent of wage

worlcBrs (including those who received compensation for labor on the paternal

farm) at the time of receiving an inheritance was divided as follows j to

tenant 47,9 percenti to craners, 46,9 percent. Only 3,1 percent remained as

wage workers, and 2,1 percent nade some other change, or did not indicate

the change made at that time (Table XIX),

The amount of the inheritance was an important factor in the changes

of tenure mad® by wage wortera. Those who received the larger inheritances

made the greatest advance. Of those who Inherited llOOO or more 85,2 per

cent advanced from wage workers to owners without intermediate temtre stages,

ccHig)ared with 31,9 percent of those vdio received less than #1000 (Table

XX and Figure 27), It was also found that those receiving less

TABLE XX, CHASIGES IN TENURE OF WAGE WORKERS AT TIME OF INHERITING,
BT VALUE OF INHERITAITOB, TENNESSEE

Changes in Tenure Status
from Wage Workers tos

Percent of Those Who

Received Less Than

liooo

Percent of Thos®
Who Received
llOOO or More

No change 2,9 5,7
Tenant 63,8 7,4
Owner 31,9 65.2
Other 1.4 3.7

Sourcej Appendix Table V,
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ielum llOOO adTanoed to t^oants predondnately, or in 63»8 poroont of ilie

(HMioo* Sooeipta of loos than 1250 resulted In advancement to t^iants

mere than all other amounts combined. Advanoament was often to differeiit

olassea of toaant8» sane becoming l/& tenanta« some ̂ 2 tenazdis, idiile

others beoame eash tenants* IdkeHise* those idzo beomne owners often

boug^ small farms and rented additional land*

the wage woxkers of Madison and Montgomery oonoties aaore freqiieiitljr

ttdranoed to owners than in Mlliomean store the majority advanced to

tenants, this differmnoe in ftdvanowttsnt in tenure Is due to the greats

value of farm property per farm in Williamson County, the value of Implameots,

madiinery and livestock being 1»4 times grmzter than in the other oounties.

(5)
and all farm property 1,6 ttaee greater. The relation of the tnorunt of

inheritance in each county to advanoemmxt in temnw of wage workers was

about the same as that indioated for the act ire sample (Figure 27).

More tauui half the colored operators were wage workers at the time of

inheriting. Ihey more frequmtly advanced to tenants than to owaers, and

received smaller Inheritances than white operators.

yenants. Ihe proportion of inheritances reported for tenants wa.s the

same as for wage workers, 34.7 percent, fhere were more who advanoed from

tenant to owner than made other changes, or no change* at the tine of in

heriting (table XXI)« A hi^er percentage of tmaants made no advanesmooct

in tenure than did wage workers, and more made other dhanges. these oti»r

(s) Census of Agriculture, 19|0.
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msim IV 'smm oi tmms ai tim q? zsB£Rnii»»
BT TAXAJB Of IKHEBITAVCS^ TEBRSSSBE

Changes in iemre Status from Percent of Those 'ffiio Paroent of Those
Tenant tei Heceired Less Than Mho RsoelTOd

#1000 #1000 or More

Mo ohsnge 14*0 2,6

Owner 64.9 82,0

Other • 21*1 16*4

* Chiefly oluuages in type of leasoj aa croj^er to cash rant«
Sottroe: A^^pmdlx table V»

mnre diiefly adrancimestfl in the tasMit Xerel* i«a»« idumgea to a

fora ef leaee that neeesaltatedl gn ater Inireetmont in liteeteek, iaple*

BMMota and aMohtneryt and working eapital* In this respect those listed as

haTing made "other" changes in status admnoed tomrd ov&er8bip« although

th^ had net yet became oeners*

the amount of the Inheritanoe had a similar effect on advaaoement to

fhrm oenership for tenants, as uell as for sage wozkers, but it mae some-

iriiat less pronounoed (fl^ire 29). The inheritanee of tenants sas someihat

more in Mlliaason County than In either Madison or Montgoasry, sith a oor*

respeadingly greati^ proportion of the tenants of YdUiamson OeuAl^ advanc*

ing to osnershlp rather than making no ohange, or changing from one type

of teaaat to another.

DifferM.oec in adrenoement of colored tenants approximccted that of idiite

tenants, althoui^ there ms a slight tendeney toward less advanoement of the

eolored tenants*

Owners* Owners, at the time of reoeiTing an inheritanoe, mode up

23,8 percent of all who inherited, compared with 54*7 peroexd: of wage

workers and tsnants* As was pointed out earlier, owners sere mostly in the
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older ege group&« They appeared lese f^equeirtly in the ixdierltanoe of

anoiucts over |1000« eztd of amounts under $260*

A higher proportion, 25.8 percent, of the oimers made no change, at

the time of inheriting, than either uti^o workers or croppers. Most of the

owners seerured additional land (Table AAII). A higher percentage of those

reeeived |1000 or more secured more land than those who reoeired less

TABLE mi. CBABGES MADE BY OSSHERS AT THE TIME OF INHERITIBa, BY
VAUJE OF INHERITiHCE, TENNESSEE

Chsnges Ifauie by Owners at Tims
of Inheriting

Pereont of Those

Who Receives Less

Then $1000

Percent of Those Ifho
Received #1000 or
More

No change 59.4 12.1
More land 57.6 81.8

Other 5.0 6.1

Sources Appendix Table V.

than llOOO (Figure 29). Other changes included retirement from active fens*

ing, but continuing to supervise and manage, and partnerships with son or

8on»in-law.
<

Non-Farm Fwdliea. The balance of the inheritances, 6.3 percent of the

total, went to non-farm operators, or to families whose true tenure status

could not be definitely ascertained# These latter, however, made up only

1*0 percent of the total# Those idio changed from ncm-farm to farm operators

jtcended toward the groups receiving the greater ixdieritances# Over one

third had reeeived less than $1000, while an equal number had received

#4000 or more# The balance were distributed between #2000 aM #4000.

V' A
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Staamary

X* Ihite farm oparatora itttr* older* on the average* thiua colored

operatore.

2« Oimere averaged older than twoanta* tenants thus having an op*

pertunlty to seonre expeHenoe before beeoiBing onners*

8* In WHliamaon County more of the farm operators were owners

while in Ifadison mere were tenants* In Montgomery they were about eqpxaU

4* Of all operators* 44*4 pere«xt had received an inheritanoe at the

time of taking the record* and an additional 8*6 paroent will probably yet

inherit* raiklng inheritance a factor in the farm buaizusaa of 55*0 percent

of ell oaeea*

5* Sixty-four aikl two t«ith» perewnt of the owners had Inherited at

the time of taking the reoorde* ooiq^ared with 21*3 p«roent of the tenants*

this difference is due partly to oge and partly to eolor* as well aa to ten-

ux^#

6* Fifty-five and one tenth peroeat of the iMte operators had in-

heidted* oMpared with 18*7 percent of the colored operators.

7* there was less variation bstweiBi oountles in the proportion of

ooloied inheriting than in the ease of white operators*

8* A greater proportion of the white operators (8*0 peroent) may yet

expect to Inherit than of colored operators (7*8 peroent).

9* The greater proportion (57.8 percent) of the inheritanoe were by

operators 38 years of age and under, the proportion decreeing with each

ten years increase in age*
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10. KThit# ftjstfsitors reoelTed their Inherlteao# at an elder airerage

than oolored o|»eratora,

11. the arerage Inheritance ma about #1000, tending toarard nwre

saall Inherltanoea*

12. Inheriting tenanta noedied leas, on the average, than inherit#

lag omere.

13. M.lliaiB8oa County had jnore operators inheriting over @1000, and

more inheriting lar|e onounts, while Itadlson led in those inherltli^g '

under fgOO. Montgooiery was about midway between the other counties.

14. Wiite inherititig ^rators reported a wider range in the amount

Inherited than oolox*ed operators.

15. the extent to which inheritance Infltwrnoea changes of tenure de»

prods ohiefly upon atatus at the time of inheriting, and on the amount

inherited*

16. Wage workers inheriting over llOOO more often advaheed to owners

than to othffiT tmnires, while those Inheriting less than IIOGO advanced to

tenants, usually one half share or loss.

17* Mwaaoes of wage workers were greatest in Williamson Cmnty.

18, Senants made less advanoroent when iidierltlng than did wi^e

workers.

19, Eighty-one and ei^ tenths percent of the owhros who rwoolved

over @1000 secured more land sdsan Inheriting^ ooepared with 57.6 perorot

of those who reeeived loss than @1000.

80, Soowfam operators were aostly found In the Inheriting groups

reporting the larger Inheritanoes (an indioatiro of the effect of inheri*

tance on moving from non-farm oocupations to farm operation).



CHAPIER III

SFPBCX OF IHHEEETAHCE OH IESD8E OP FABM OPERASOSS AHD THE

AOCOMULATIOW OF WEAiaH

Tenures

The rate at idiloh wealth inas aoctoaulated, by the 457 farm operators

in the study, varied (1) between tenure classes, (2) between white and

colored, (s) between those who received an inheritance and those who re

ceived no inheritance, and (4) between oountiea. Likewise, the number of

years spent In the various tenures, and the losses sustained, varied be-

twewi elasses. The total wealth accumulated in any tenure, Irrespeotlve

of the number of years spent, seems to have seme effect on the rate of ao-

cianulation of wealth in succeeding tenures*

Tenures Ea^lained* In order to show the variations that exist be

tween tenures, all of the years of the fam operators' life have be^ ao*

counted tor* The tenure "at hcaae" accounts for all the time the operator

was with the paternal farm but not himself the operator of the fam. Some

of this group received mnall cash mges, others a small share of the fam

products, and some received none of the income as coir^imisation for their

labor* Others left home as soon as they were old enough to cosmand wages*

The wage workers include only those vdio worked for definite wages in

proportion to the work done* They were designated in the schedule as

"hired man"* In all oases farm labor only was included, although any operator

51*
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may haye becone a wage worker in nonvfarm oooupations on seyeral oooasions*

The one-fourth and one-thiitl tenants are pxdnolpally corn and cotton

oroHJere idio reoeiye one-fourth of the com and one third of the cotton for

their labor, S«ae oases were recorded in this tenure in which either cotton

or corn was raised exclusively.

One-half tenants are those who received half of the crops grown, but

who had their own livestock. They usually furnished all or part of the

implements and machinery, woikstock, and cash operating expense for their

farm business.

In the two-thirds tenant class the tenant furnished everything re

tired to operate the farm, except in some cases where grass seed and fer

tilizer was provided wholly, or in part, by the landlord. Cash tenants pay

a definite mm of money as rent for the farm.

Non-farm opemtors includes all those wiho worked at some occupation

other than farming, irrespective of their place of residence. Public woric

was reported moat frequently, but merchant, lawyer, textile worker, and

other occupations wore recorded. This is not in reality a farm tenure but

Is included to complete the personal history of the operators.

Those listed as owners include both part-owners and fUll-owners, and

are divided aocor<S.ng to debt or freedom from debt, irrespective of the

equity they iiold.

All tenures not otherwise classified are grouped as "other tenures".

This group is dominated by partnerships, principally betwom father and stm

or son-in-law. Other tenures reoorded here Include managers, adinlnistrators,

no-rent operators, share-cash tenants, standing rent, two fifths or three
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fifths tenants, and oozabinatlons of vazdous tenures.

tenures Held Operators. The proportion of farm operators who

had been In the different traures indicates the relative is^ortance of

each tenure. If an operator had been in four different tenure grocps

daring his fhriti experlenoe he was counted in eaeh group. He was oounted

in each respective tenure only onoe althou^ he may have returned to the

same tenure several times. The distribution of operators by tenure then,

will indicate the relative importance of each temre in the general agricul

tural program, rather than tenure of the operator at the time the record

was taken. The order of the array of the tenures is based, first, on the

theory that there is greater advantage in the approximate order listed,

except possibly "other tsnures" and "non-farm"j and second, in the average

date at idiioh wealth was accumulated. The significance of a glvw tenure

differed between inheriting and non-inheriting owners and teimnts

(Table XSIII), between colored and white operators (Table XX lY), and be

tween the areas studied (Table XX7).

TABLE mil. DISTRraJTIOK OP 467 FAM OPERATORS, IKHERlTIHO AHD
HON-IHHERITIHO OINERS AND TMAHTS, SELECTH) CGUHTIES,

TENIIESSEE

(Percent 18ho Were, or Had Been, in Each Tenure)

Tenure Owners
Inheriting l^on-inheritlng

Tenants
Inheriting Bon-inheriting

At home

UMage woricers
One-fourth and one-third
tenants

One-half tenants

Two-third tenants
Cash tenants

Other toiures
Non-farm

Owner with debt

Owner no debt

99.0*

20.3

13.3
51.6

10.8

22.2
22.2
28.5
61.9

67.7

100.0

54.1

12.5
60.2

14,8
27.3
13.6
S3.0

70.5

50.0

100.0

24,4

31.1
86.7
20.0

46.7

13.3
33.3

13.3
4.4

100.0

59.0

27,7

81.3
11.4
28.9
12.0
40.4
5.4

3.0

♦Hot all were farm reared, and the age of beginning farm operation could
not be determined in all oasM.
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fh0 lower tenure groups (w«ge workers, one-fourth end om-third ten

ants, and ozi0"*half tenants) had a greater proportion of non^inherlting

operators than isheriting operators (Flg\tre 30) • This was true of both

white and colored operators (Table XXIY) and of owners and tenants (Table

IXIII). Madison County had a much greater proportion in these lower tenures

TABLE mv, DISTRI3UTI0K OP 467 FARM OPSRATORS, INEERITING AND
HON-INHERITING WHITE AND COLORED, SELECTED COUNTIES,

TMNSSSEB

Tenure White Colored

Inherit Non- Inherit Non-

ing inherit- ing inherit

ins ing

At home 93.8 " 100.0 100.0 100,0

Wage workers 18.0 37.9 44.0 67.0
One-fourth and one-third tenants 18.0 23.4 12.0 21.1
One-half tenants 41.0 65.5 64,0 85.3
Two-third tenanta 13.5 13.8 8.0 11,0
Cash tenants 27.5 29.7 28,0 26.6
Other tenures 21.9 17.2 8,0 6.4
Non-farm 26.4 44.8 52.0 28,4
Owner with debt 47.2 37.2 16.0 15.6
Owner no debt 54.5 26.2 48.0 10.1

♦ Not all were farm reared, and the age of beginning farm operation could
not be determined in all oases.

than did either Montgomery or Williamson Counties (Table X27). The greater

proportion of tenants in the older ago groups who have little wealth to pass

on to their heirs probably aocounts for the I&idison County situation, and

for tho greater proportion of non-inheritizag operators in the lower tenures.

The higher tenure grozzps were zaore nearly eqpial in percentage of in

heriting and non-inheriting operators, exoept in unenouobered owners, in

idiioh the inheriting operators were nuoh more important (Figure SO).

The lower tenure groups contained more colored operators, and a greater

proportion idio never became owners. This was more iaportant in Madison sod
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TABLE XXV. DISTKCBUIION Of 4e7 fAM OPERAIORS, SELECTED GODHTIES,
TENNESSEE

Tenure Madison Montgomery Williamson

Inher

iting
Nc«i-

inher-
iting

Inher

iting
Non-

inher

iting

Iniier-

iting
NO]!!-

inher-

iting

At home 80*4* 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0

Wage workers 10,7 42.0 41.5 58.6 16.0 47.3
One-fourth and one-
third t^iants 14.3 30,7 5.7 2.7 25.5 49.1
One-half tenants 41.1 79.5 49.1 82.0 42.6 49.1
Two-third tenants 10.7 15.9 13.2 13.5 13.8 5.5
Gash tenants 35.0 51.1 20.8 12.6 53.0 23.6
Other tenants 12.5 5.7 32.1 18.9 18.1 10,9
Non-fara 26.8 36.4 32.1 35.1 29.8 45*5
Owner with debt 28*6 28.4 39.6 23.4 54.3 36.4
Owner no debt 37.5 9.1 79,2 27.9 48.9 18.2

Source: Appendix la,bl© VI« * Not all were farm reared, and the of
beginning faarm operationg oould not "be
determined in all cases.

Momtgonery Counties ndiere a change of tenure does not necessarily mean a

change in net wealthj some indioation of penaanent, or longj tenancy* The

maaber of changes in tenure, in the lower t«aure stages, in^liew a restless

ness, or dissatisfaction with existing oonditions, either snoong the tenants

or their landlords, or bothj with little reel difference in the economlo ad

vantages of any of the lower teexures, as the rate of accuaulating wealth iii

the non—inheriting operators in these tenures does not vary greatly. This

situation is influenced by the colored operators of Madison and Montgomery

oounties, idiose social status seesis to be more dependent on their tenure,

and the position of their landlord, than on their own income wealth*

Colored tenants aoctsmilated more per yoar, on tlie average, than colored owners,

indicating that they hacv© little to gain by becoming owners except social

dlstlnotiQn*
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Ififtge irorkers and one>half share tenants "mre the t«o tenure classes

In which non-inheriting operators were of much greater inportance than

iiheriting operators (Figure 30). This is especially true of oolcared opera-

tors^ idio were mostly tenants. A greater proportion of non-inheriting ten

ants had been wage workers than of inheriting tsnants, indloating the fre

quency with vhich colored opemtors are likely to hare reverted to wage

workers.

Non-farm ocoupotions were more often enumerated aioong non-inheriting fam

operators than by inheriting operators. This situation may be dae to the

probability that the inheiiting operators were reared on farms large enough

to allow thsm to aocuaulate some wealth before leaving the home fam. An

other fhctor increasing the non-fam oooupations among non-inheriting opera

tors is the greater frequency wiih which they were dependant on publlo work

for aubsistanoe in poor seasons. Since many non-inheriting operators were

sons of tenant fhmeirs they probably received less from their paternal

homes idien starting for themselves^ making it to their advantage to woik at

non-fam oooupations before becoming fam opemtors.

Owner oporstors free of debt were found in 53.7 percent of the oases of

inheriting iterators and only 18.9 percent of the non-inheriting operators

(Table XXIlO. This difference may net be entirely due to the inheritanee

of oapltalf as the advantage of managerial training, more advanced eduoation,

and wider professional contacts may be of considerable Importance; more so

among idiite than among colored operators.

The two-thirds temnt stage was of least importance for both inheriting

and non-inheriting operators, while the one-half tenant stage was icportant

for all operators both fmm the standpoint of the peroentage who were one-
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h&lf tfltuuxtdf and the aui^er of years they remlned one-half tenants.

All conceivable changes of tenure ivere recorded, ohanges being more

frequent among the non-in};ieriting operators. Maz^ regressitms <sq>peared

both in net wealth md in desirability of tenure status; thus is recorded

the olimblng up and down the proverbial agricultural ladder, as measured

by tenure, in an attempt to secure a more desirable position. This coin-

(1)oides idth the findings of Spillman. idiose study indicated oonsidei*able

changing of tenure in the west north eentral states. He showed that ln«

heritance was an iBq>ortant faotor in the extent of the ohenge*

Years Spent in Eaoh Tenure

Non-inheriting fazm ̂ ratora spent more time in the lower tenures

than the inheriting operators, considering all oases studied. Conversely,

the inheriting operators spent more time in the higher tenures (Figure 31).

The owner group had been in the higher tenures longer than the tenants

TABI^ X2VI. AYERACfE IBBIBBR OF YEARS SPENT IN EACH lEHHHE lY
457 FARM OWSBS AND TmNTS. SELECTED COUNTIES. TENNESSEE

Tenure
Inhei•itlng Uon-Inhe riting

Owners TenazA/S Owners Tenants

At home 22.4 20.5 19.6 18.7

Wage workers 6.4 6.4 8.4 8.2

One-fourth and one«thlrd
tenants 6.2 8.8 7.7 8.5

One-half tenants 8.2 8.5 8.2 U.5
Two-thirds tenants 5.2 4.4 5.4 7,3

Cash tenants 6.4 4.8 9.0 8.2

Other tenures 9.2 10.0 7.8 4.8

Non-farm 10.4 6*4 9.4 6.4

Owner with debt 14.8 6.0 11.2 6.1

Owner no debt 15.9 9.5 9.8 7.6

Source: Computed from Appendix Table 71.

(l) Spillman. W, J.. The Agricultural Ladder. Tables X and III, Papers on
Farm Tenanqy, Amerioan Economic Review, Supplement Nbroh 1919.
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(Table XXVI). The greatest difference in the owaer group appeared In

Madison County, being mostly the inheriting oeners eho Imd ̂ nt but a

fvm years In the lower twiures. A sioillar, although less marked, situa

tion was found in both Montgooery and Williamson counties as well.

The ttistber of years sp«r»t in each tenure was quite different between

vdilte and oolored inheriting and non-inheriting operators (Table XXVII),

The most striking differenoe was found in Madison County, but was well

supported in both Montgomery and naillaason counties.

The average number of years spent In each tenure was •verj'^ similar for

the inheriting and non-inheriting oolored operators, and the non-inheriting

white operators. The inheriting sdiite operators, on the other hand, showed

for Hiore years spent in the hi^er tenures tlmn in the lower tenures, par

ticularly in Madison County, The earlier age at which the white inheritii^

TABLE XXVII, AVERAGE NUMBER OP YEABS SPEHI IN EACH TENURE BY 457
liffilTE AND COLOHED FAHM OPERATORS, SELECTED OOTJNTIES,

TENNESSEE

Teomre Inheriting Non-inheriting

White Colored White Colored

At home 22.2 20.4 19.6 18.4

Wage workers 5.8 8.2 6.8 10.2
One-fourth and one-

third tenants 7.2 8.3 6.9 10.6
One-half tenants 8.7 6.7 9.2 11.7
Two-third tenants 5.0 4.5 7.2 S.6
Cash tenants 5.6 7.5 8.2 8.9
Other tenures 9.6 S.S 6.0 B.7
Noxwfarm 10.3 6.3 7.8 6.1
Owner with debt 14.4 10.8 9.2 14.6
Owner no debt 16.6 9.4 9.2 10.9

Source: Computed from Appendix Table VI.
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operators) principally oonerS) reached the higher tenureS) and the greater

proportion of all non-inheriting and colored inheriting operators iiho had

not reached (and prohahly would not reach) the higher tenuroS) largely

aoo<Hint8 for this difference. The average of 30*2 years spent as uu«i-

cumbered owners among the white inheriting operators in Madison County in

dicates early ownership with inheritance being a major factor in the ac

quisition of farm real estate.

In l^elaware "about one-sixth [of the owner-operator^ had worked at

home for mgeS) about one-fourth had worked in cities or towns for wmges)

and the gre&t majority of them had hom tenants. The some tendency was

true for the tenants except that a larger portion of them had worked away

« (2)
from home for farm wages .

The average age at which young men left home or became the operator of

the home fhrm was 19.0 years for non-inheriting operators and 22.0 years

for iidieritlng operaterS) the average being 20.3 yeeurs for all cases. The

average age of making the first change in tenure is older for owners than

for tenants in the case of both the inheriting and»n-inheriting grocps

(Figure 31). The inheriting owners of Madison County remained on their

pobernal fUnas until reaching the average age of 27.8 years, while the non-

inheriting tenants of Williamson County remained only 18,7 years.

Colored ttim operators left their paternal fhrma at an earlier average

age than the white operators. Inheriting colored operators .c-

(2) Bausman, R. 0., gam Tenancy in Delaware , p. 67-68, University of
Delaware Agricultural E^eriiaent Station, Bulletin Bo. 178,
August 1932.
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ramained at hoao longer than noxulnherlti:^ oolorod operatora, "the aame

being true for the ndiite operatora (lable XXVII).

Thia later age for leaving home appears to be correlated with the

age of becoming a faxn owner» and the number of years spent In the various

{3)tenures. Spillnan found that, "in general, the longer these men re

mained on the home farm, the earlier the age at whioh they ao(|Ulx*8d ownexv

■hip". He also found that the size of the home farm was a ifeotor in deter

mining the nuBd>er of years spent on the hone fhrm and the number of years
(4)as wage iTorkera. McCord'e stmty showed that landlords spent fewiar

years as wage workers, either at home or away from hme, fUwer years as

tenants, and more years at other ^oiv.faxi^ oooupations (exoept for central
Pennsylvania) than is found to be true of all oases in this study.

/g\
In Delaware, Bausman^ found that the period of ownership was shoxter

than is the oase in the Tennessee counties studied.

Pew changes of tenure were recorded without moving to another farm.

However, moving to another farm was net necessarily aooompanled by a change

ef tenure status. It is estimated that about half of the moves from farm

to farm were aooompanled by ohan^ s of tenure, some of whioh were advame-

ments and seme recessions. The Census of Xgrioulture 1935 shows that 41.4

percent of the tenants and 4.9 percent of the owners had lived on their

presont farm less than one year, in the counties studied.

(3) Spillman, op. oit.
(4) MoCord, J. a«,''Wrm Tenanos'' and Lease Farms in Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania

State College, Division of Agricultural Extension, State College,
Pennsylvania, Circular 151, Hay 1934.

(5) Bausman, op. oit., p. 66.
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Wealth Aoouaulated per Operator In Eaoh Tenure

The aco\muIation of wealth per operator in the various tenures gives an

indication of the desirability and popularity of eaoh tenure. Generally the

acoujBulations are greater for each theoretical advancement in tenure (Figure

32). That is, as the farmer receives a greater share of the products of the

farm, and owns a greater share of the farm business, he is said to advance in

tenure. This is found to be true in the tenures adopted for the 457 oases

in this study except that unencumbered owners aocumolated less than encumbered

owners, and twa-thirds tenants accumulated less than one«half tenants (Table

AXVIII) • The more advanced age of the unencumbered owners and the greater ex

penditures for family development and advanoement miy account for a large part

of the difference between encumbered end unencuabered owners. The differenoo

between the one-half and two-thirds tenants is due chiefly to the groater nianber

TABLE XXVIII. WEALTH ACCTJISULATED PER OPERATOR WHILE XH THE VARIOUS
TENURES, 457 OPERATORS, SELECTED COUivTIES, TENNESSEE

(Dollars)

Tenure

All

Cases

Those Who

Inherited

Those Who

Did Not

Inherit

Accumulations
of Those Who

Inherited Less
Amount of In

heritance

At home 174 S54 38 85
Wage workers 159 308 110 216
One-fourth and one-third tenants 426 498 382 109
One-half tenants 786 1625 389 1128
Two-thirds tenants 571 759 418 554
Cash tenants 1387 2570 466 1399
Other tenures ♦ 1493 4265 504 723
Non-farm 1730 3737 476 1753
Owner with debt 2799 3882 1457 3233
Owner no debt 2057 2381 1338 1511

♦ All tenures not otherwise classifiedSource! Appendix Table VI

of years spent as ono-half tenants, even though the rate of accuBBilatlon was

less for the one-half tenants, as will be seen later. The slight difference

in tho amount of accumulations of those at home over the wage worker group is
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ftoooimted for by th© greater amovoat of inheritance by the former group*

The amount of irealth accumulated In the totIous tenures differed greatly

between inheriting operators and non«inheriting operators (Table XXVIII). In

all tenure classes* except one-fourth and one-third tenants* the inheriting

operators accumulated more than non-inheriting operators, even alter the amount

of the inheritance had been deducted from the total for the tenure claas in

which it TWLS received (Figure 32). Two in?)ortant faotora contribute to this

situation, the first being the greater managerial training received by inher

iting operators! and the second factor being that inheriting operators had

more net wealth accumulated from preceding tesaures. This greater operating

capital makes for larger returns than for labor alone, hence a continued great

er accumulation by inheriting operators.

Inheritance accounts for a greater proportion of the total aocuamlation

in some tenures than in others, ihe greatest difference being in the class

designated as "other teniires". This tenure class includes all tenures that

could not bo classified in any of the other groups. Partnerships were pre

dominating in this class, but managers, administrators, no-rent operators,

share-cash tenants, and several combinations of tenures were also reported.

In many oases this tenure appeared to be a transition stage between living at

home snd ownership — a period during which the operator received his living

but little else.

TABLE XXIi. LOSSES INCUHEEO PER OPERATOR TSHILE IN THE VARIOUS TENURES,
457 OPERATORS, SELECTED COUNTIES, TEKHBSSEE

(Dollairs)

Tenure Inheriting
Operator

Non-Inheriting
Operator

Tenure Inheriting
Operator

Non-In

heriting
Operator

At home « Cash ten 70 20

Wage workers 5 13 ants

One-fourth end one- Other ten

third tenants 41 2 ures 122 -

One-half tenants 43 10 Non-farm 151 90

Two-tbirds tenants 6 12 Owner with

debt 27 29

Owner no debt 22 3
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It oan be noted (Fipire 32) that the non-farm years in the operators

experience served as an important -wealth accumulating period* This period

my have been at any time during the operator's life, or msty have appeared

more than once, as -was found in a few cases. During this tenure over half

of the total accumulation of net wealth -was from inheritance.

It was also found that more frequent and greater losses were reported

idiile engaged in Bon?-farm pwsuita than in any farm teniare group. These

losses were greater emong inheriting operators than among non-inheriting

operators (Table XXIX).. Althou^ the total losses per operator were greater

for the Inheriting operators while engaged in non-farm pursuits the proportion

ate loss was greater for the non-inheriting operators, based on -their wealth

-whan entering the non-fam pursuit*

Inheritance seems to have been an important factor in the returning -to

the farm of farm reared families after engaging In non-farm oocupations, as

only a oonparatively few non-inheriting operators reported non-farm aooumu-

lations* Further study would be enlightening on this point* Some work has
(6)

been done on the migration of agricultural wealth by inheritance, ^ but the

effect of inheritance on the migration from city or village to farm is not

fully established.

Effect of Inhoritanoe on the Yfealth Aocuaulated per Operator, ty

Tenure, Color, and County

Inheriting farm operators accumulated over four times as much -ireal-bh as

non-Inheriting operators, and two and one-half times as muoh after deducting

the amomt of -their inheritanoe from the total aooumulations (Table XXX).

The fact that the inheriting operators had more capital contributed toward

their more rapid rate of acoumulation of wealth* Since the inheriting

opera-tors were sons of farm o-wners they -were able to benefit by a more stable

tenure, better managerial training, and, very likely^ a better financial

(6) Tetreau, D, E*, Migration of Agricultural Wealth fey. JnhRritBwnft, Dept.
of Rural Economies, Ohio State University end Ohio Agricultural Ex
periment Station, Mimeograph Bulletin Ho* 65« Columbxis, Ohio,
Septeiid>er 1933.
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TABLE XAZ. EFi^ECT OP IMERITMCE OH THE ACCUMULAIIOH OP WRAT.TH qf
457 OWBRS MD TENANTS, SELSCTSD COUNTIES,

TETINSSSBE

(Dollers per Operator)

Tenure
Accumulations per
Inheriting Operator

Accumulations per Inher
iting Operator Less
Amount Inherited

Accumulations per
Non-Inhe riting
Operator

All oases 6,526 3,973 1,561
Owners 8,043 6,007 3,295
Tenants 1,199 344 641

Sourcet Based oa Appendix Table VI,

start for themselves.

Owners accumulated more then tenants in both the inheriting and non-

inheriting groups, the inheriting owners accumulating two and one-half times

as much as the non-inheriting owners (Pigture 33). Inheritance accounted for

the greatest part of the differenoe between these two groups, but the elements

mentioned above were also important factors.

Inheriting tenant operators accumulated far less than idie owners, a

great portion of their wealth being due to inheritance (Figure 33). This

group of tenants made up less than one fourth of all tenants, and included

moat of the tenants who had at (me time been owners but had lost their farms.

About one-half had spent some time at non-farm pursuits. It was during the

higher tonuros, including non-farm occupations (see Figures 30, 31, and 32)

that the inheriting tenants received such heavy losses (particularly in Wil

liamson Couaty) that the average wealth accujBulated per operator (after de

ducting the amount of their inheritsnoes) was lower than for the non-inheriting
tenants. The fact that the non-inheriting tenants lose money in the tenures

where the total accumulations per operator was greatest indicates the relative

inefficiency in management of this group of tensupcts.

The effect of inheritanoe on the accumulation of wealth by white

and colored oporatord did not differ greatly, in proportion inheriting
and not inheriting, from that of owners and tenants, -aie white operators
accumulating somewhat less than the owner group (Tables XXX and XXXI),

The effect of inheritanoe was greater for the tenant olassification
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for the colored olass*

TABLE Xm. EFFECT OF IHHERITAHCE OH ACCTJMUIAIION OP ISfEALIH BT 457
UHITE AHD COLORED FARM OPEPATORS, SELECTED COUNTIES, TENNESSEE

(Dollars per Operator)

Color Accumulations per
Inheriting Operator

Accumuletions per Inherit
ing Operator Less the
Amomt Inherited

Aocmnulations

per Non-Inheriting
Operator

All oases $ 6,526 $ 3,973 $ 1,561

lOiite 7,261 4,398 2,418
Colored 1,293 951 421

About the sase propoirbion of the accumulated -wealth of both ̂ dilte and ool«>

ored operators was received by the inheriting operators, the inheritance itself

accounting for a greater portion of the wealth of white operators than of the

colored operators (Figure 54)#

The accumulation of w-ealth was greater, per farm operator# in Wllliemson

County than in either Madison or Montgomery counties (Table XXXLI), both for

inheriting and non-inheriting operators, "the effect of the inheritance being

grecter in the latter counties# After deducting the amount cf the inheritance

from the inheriting group, it is evident that there is little difference In the

variation between the amount accumulated by inheriting and non^inheriting opera

tors in the three comities (Figure 36)#

TABLE Xmi, EFFECT OF IHHERITAHCE OK ACCUMULATION OF imiTH OF 457
FARM OPERATORS, SELECTED COUITIIS, TENNESSEE

County Accumulations per
Inheriting Operator

Accumulations per Inherit
ing Operator Less the
Amount Inherited

Accumulation per
Non-Inheriting
Operator

All cases $6,526 $3,973 $1,561

Madison 4,592 3,046 1,138
Montgomery 5,722 3,293 1,295
Williamson

II II 1 1' I I I I I IJI IBBB

8,131 4,909 2,773

The probable difference between the aooumnlations of the farm operators

within these counties is due to the aiaount of capital invol-Tod in the farm busi

ness, the -^rpe of farming practiced, end the extent of the education and training#
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Wealth Aoounnilat^d per Operating Year

the aocxjonlation of eealth per year inoreased with adTanoeinent in ten

ure until the ownership stage was reached* Here there was a leduotion in

the wealth aocuisulated per year of form operation (table XJCXIlIand Figure 36),

The higher tenure groups uoouiaulatod wealth much faster than the lower

tenures.

Wages paid for labor accounts for a portion of this disorepanoy*

Helatively low wages in oociparison to total fajrm inoome makes it more ad-

Tantageous for the wage workers to beoome tenants as soon as possible^ than

to r«nain a wage worker. They are, virtue of their position, at a

gTMiter disadvantage in bargaining, with the land-owners, than is the oaise

of the tenants. The tenants do not enjoy as good a bargaining position as

they would if wage labor were leas abundant. Because of this labor situation

TABLE XXXIII. WEALTH ACCDMJLATED PER TEAR, BY TENURE GROUPS,
457 OPERATORS, SELECTED COUNTIES, T£»N5BSEE

(Dollars)

Tenure Average
All Cases

Those Who

Inherited

Those Who
Iziherited

Less Amount

of Inheritanoe

Those Who

Did Not

Inherit

At home 9 16 4 2
Wage workers 20 46 33 13
One-fourth and one-

third tenants 54 69 15 46

One-half tenants 61 195 136 37

Two-third tenants 98 173 112 64

Cash tenants 190 443 241 55

Other teimres * 191 242 77 85

Non-^m 215 397 186 65

Owner with debt 223 274 228 138

Owner no debt 148 151 96 140

e All tenures not otherwise classified.

Sources Appendix Table 71 .
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tho higher groups are aided in aoounailating wealth much more rapidly

than the lower tenures. It is granted, howrrer, that the higher tenures

i^ould be entitled to a somewhat higher annual aoeuiaulatien of wealth than

those in the lower tenures, due to their greater investment.

The aeoumulation of wealth per year was greater in all tenure groups

for inheriting operators than for non»inheriting operators (Figure 37),

In some tenures the inheritance included the greater porticm of the total

annual aocumulation*

For the most part the inheriting operators aocusulated more wealth

per year, even after deducting the amount of the inheritanoe, than waa the

oaae of the non«inheriting operators. Exo^ions were the one»fourth and

one-third tenants, oth«r tenures, and owners with no debt.

The non-inheriting one-fourth and one-third tenants were older, on

the average than the inheriting tenants in this group* They usually re

ported a somewhat greater net wealth, and were in the age most likely to

have available Easily labor* ^his greater capital and labor supply more

than offset any advantages of the Inheriting group.

The "other tenure" group showed only a slight difference in aooumu-

lations per year betwem inheriting and non-inheriting operators* This

differenoe is most probably due to the young partners, among the inheriting

operators, whose total eamlnge were used for tho undivided family living

of the paternal partners, leaving very little as aocuaulations for the

operators.

In the oaae of owners with no debt, the gzeater accuBUlatlon of

wealth is disproportionately influenced ty the Madison County fkrmers, who

aoouaailated nearly four and cne-half times the «vei>age amount for the grot;|>*
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Thia aoovmBliition "wm all in the world war period, and accrued from

land apeoulation of a few of the farmers eixuinerated. With these few

eases e^sluded the trend for the owner no-debt group is the same as for

the other tenures.

The tenures in which the aocuraaXatlon of wealth per year was greatest

did not necessarily correspond with the tenure having the greatest total

aoounnlation, duo to the difference in the average number of years spent

in eaoh tenure.

Owners and Tenants Compared. Owner operators showed a tendenoy to

stay fewer years in the tenures where they aocuxBulated wealth the fastest,

whereas there was little relationship between the accumulations of tenants

the number of years spent in the respective tenures. The owner group

did not yet own their land at the time they aoowaulated the greatest average

amount per year. Cash tenants, one-half tenants, and non-farm operators

were the most favorable tenures for aocuimilation of wealth of inheriting

operators. After adjusting for the effect of inheritance "encxnnbered owner"

was of equfld importance to the tenures listed. Among the non-inheriting

owners the two-thirds tenure was more inducive to accumulations of wealth

than the cash-tenant texmre.

Non-Inheriting tenants shewed less difference in the rate of aocumu-

lation of wealth than inheriting tenants, their greatest aooumulations

being while they were encumbered owners. This is eiqplalned by the fact

that most of" the non-inheriting teaaants who had been owners had sold their

farms and wrere at the time tenants expecting to buy again idien they foimd

suitable farms.
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The Loheilting tenants aeoumulated mioh less per year after deducting

the amount inherited (Table ..MIIY), They ropoirted freqiumt and hea-vy

losses in the higher tenures, as contrasted with the gains of the non».

inheriting tenants in those tenures* The net loss of the inheritix^

teimnts was r^oi^ed tdiile operating as cash tenants, owners with debt, and

owners without debts* After deducting the amount of their inhexdtance

a loss was shown for the non-fam group as well*

TABLE JZXXIV. AVERAGE AMUAL ACCIMJLASIOHS OP VffiALTH OP IHHERniNG
AHD HON-IHHEmiHG OVVNESS AND TENANTS, AND THE ACCDlfiJLAIIOBS
OP IHHERITINO OPERATORS AFTER DECDCTIHO THE AMODNT IN

HERITED, SELECTED COUNTIES, TENNESSEE

(Dollars per year)

Tenure All Inheriting
Operators

Inheriting Operators
Less the Asiount In

herited

Non-Inherit ing
Operators

All oases 134 82 35

Owners 158 98 68
Tenants 30 9 15

The annual aocumulations of wealth 1:^ Inheriting tenants was muoh

greater in Williamson County than in either Madison or Montgomery counties*

After deducting the amount of their inheritance their aocumulations were

less than the non-inheriting tenants. The same tendency was true for the

inheriting and non-inheriting owners except that there ms less difference

betwemi oounties for the owners*

White and Colored Compared* Colored noifc^inheritlng operators (all

tenures) accumulated an arerage of only nine dollars per year of farm

operation, with an average loss of one dollar per year, as compared with

thirty-one dollars, with one dollar loss, for the inheriting colored

' t J
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operators (Table XXXY), HonneTer, after dedluoting the amount of the

inheritance only thirteen dollars per year was aocumulated by the

inheritir.g operators; an indication of the homogeaielty of the colored

fam operators* The colored inheriting operators wore able to aeounu*

TABLE XXXT,, AVERAGE AHBtL^L ACCDMBLAI'IOBS OP V^EAIIH OP 467
MITE AHD C(K*OSED PAM OPERATORS, SELECTED CODHTIES,

TENNESSEE

Color

miimi li' i' i" iiai; jjii .ili r j.'ffflgaaawBaKt

Average Aooumulations
of Wealth of Operators

Average Aocimiulat iotis
of Operators Less the
Amount Inherited

Non-Inherit-
Ing Opera
tors

All oases 134 sa 38

White 146 S9 86
Colored 31 13 9

late more per year in Uadiaon County than in Montgomery, and more in each

of these ooimties than in Williamson County* There was pi*aatioally no

differanoe between the counties for the non-inheriting colored opemtors*

Mite operators suooeeded in aooumulatlng about 60 percent more wealth

per year of farm operation in bllUamaon County than in either Madison or

Montgomery oounties irrespectlTe of their inheritance* The same relation*

ship existed between both the inheriting and non-inheriting operators*

Hd.de differences exist between the rate of aecuoulating wealth bs-

tween the white and oolored, favoring the white. Individual oaisea were

found to vary greater amcmg the sddte than among the colored operators*

It may also be noted that only a few of the better colored operators ae*

cumulated as nuoh as the average for all oases, and only a small propor

tion of the idiits oporatora were in the lower brackets*
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County differencoa indioato & graatar influano® from iahoritanoa

of farm waalth in WlUlanaon County than in Moatgomory or Unison, Ifadi-
aon boing influonoed loaat (Table um), the differenoe in ability of
the Inheriting and non-inheriting operators is associated with rate of

aeoumulating wealth between the counties,

TABLE XXX71, AVERAGE ifllifllAL ACCTDUDLATION OP WEAIffH OF 467 PAW
OPERATORS, SELECTED GO0NTIB5,. TEHHESSEE

Cotnty
Average Aoounulations
of Wealth of Operators

Average Aocumnlations
of Operators Less the
Amount Inherited

Bon-Inherit
ing Opera
tors

All oases

Madison
Montgomery
Williamson

184

102
112
165

82

88
84
72

36

28
29
62

Summary

1. The rate at which vwalth was acouiaulated, by the 467 ftirm operators
in the study, varied (1) between tenure olasaes, (2) between white and col
ored, (3) between inheriting and non-inheriting operators, and (4) between
eounties*

2. The signifioanco of a given tenure differed (l) between inheriting
and non-inheriting operators (2) between owner ̂  operators and tenants,
(8) between white and oolored operators, and (4) between the counties studied.

8. The lower tenure groups had a greater proportion of non-inheriting
operators than inheriting operators, the greater portion of these non-

inheriting operators being located in Madison County,
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4. ¥he hlglier tonure groups mre nsarly ocpal In the pei^jentage of

inheriting non>inheriting operators, except in the case of tlM un«

enounibered oimors of whoa there were approximately Z \/Z site had ii^eri>«

ted to 1 non-inheriting*

8* 7he lower tenure giroupa oontained more colored operators, and

fewer who had at one tiae been owners*

6a Colored tenants accumulated more per year than ooloied owners.

7a More of the non-inheriting farm operators had been engaged in

non-fam oooupations than had the inheriting operators.

8a Hon-inheriting Aurm operators spent more years in the lower tenures

than the inheriting operators*

9a Colored farm operators left their paternal farms at an earlier

age than vhite operators*

10a The izOieriting operators of eaoh tenure class aooumlated more than

the nan-inheriting curators even after the amount of their iidieritanoe

had been deducted.

11a The non-farm years in the operators experience sirred as an im

portant wealth aociaailating period* Over half of the net wealth accumu

lated during these years was from inheritanoe. More frequent and gzeater

losses were r^orted while engaged in non-farm pursuits*

12* Inheritanoe seems to have been an important factor in the return

ing to the fUrm of farm reared fEodlies after engaging in non-farm ooou

pations*

13* Inheriting fhrm operators accumulated over four times as much

wealth as non-inheriting operators, and two and one-half times as muoli stfter

deduoting the amount of their inheritance from their total aoouiaulations*



80.

14. Owners acounulated more wealth than tenants in both the

il^orlting and non>»inheriting groups, the Inheriting owners aoouanlating

two and one-half times as nuoh as noxi-inhorlting owners*

15* Inheriting tenants aoounulated far less than the owners, a

^ater portion of the taiants wealth being due to InheMtance,

16. The aooumulation of wealth was greater per farm operator in

Willlanson County than in either Sladlson or Montgozaery oounties*

17* The amual aoeujoulation of wealth increased with ad-vanoezaent in

tenuzme until the ownership s tage was reached. The higher tenure grot;ps

aocuanlated wealth zauch faster than "tiie Icirer tezaires.

18* Because of the zi^latiyely low Talue of labor the hi^lMr tenure

groups are aided in aocuznulsting wealth itaioh more rapidly than the Xowor

tenures*

19* Owner opemtors shaved a tendezzoy to stay fewer years in the

tmzures where th*^ aoouznulated wealth the fastest, lidiezeas there was

little relatiozzahlp betweim the aootaaalationa of tezzanfcs and the nuaiber

of years spwt in the respective tenures*

20* After deducting the amount of their inheritance, the acouznula-

tions of irheriting tenazits was Isss than that of zion-iziheritlng tenants*

21* Ifiilte opezrators suooeeded in aoouzoalatizzg about 60 peroent more

lesalth per year of farm operation in Williamson County than in either

Ifaidison or Montgomery, irrespective of their inheritazioe.

22. Colored operators showed more hcaaogoieity, between both teimres

and oounties, than did white operators*



CHAPTER I?

EFFECT OF TIME AMD ACE OF FARM OPERATOR ON ACCUiffiJL&TION

OF TISEALTH

Effect of Time on Accumulation of Wealth

The accumulation of wealth by farm operators is influenced by several

factors, among which are (l) the age of the operator, and (2) the period of

time in relation to the economic cycle. The most productive period of a

nan's life is while he is in middle age. His wealth nay, however, be aocianu-

lated much faster during either youth or his old age, Spending on the eco

nomic conditions affecting his business. Considering an ever-nonnal situation,

a farm operator should aecumilate more after passing middle age due (l) to

the returns on the ceqpital which he has saved, and (2) to the lesser demands

for living after his children have established homes for themselves. With

these points in mind, we may examine some actual records of farm wealth ao«

ousulation to determine idiat effect the economic conditions of a given period,

and the age of the operator, had on the wealth accimiulation.

Trend of Wholesale Prices of Faihn Products and WeaJ.th Accumulation, Changes

in price level are closely associated with the rate of accumulation of wealth,

when measured in terms of money. An index of wholesale prices of farm products

makes possible a direct ocmrarison of different periods of tin® with respect to

the rat© at which wealth may be accumulated by all farm operators (Figure 38),

The abnormally high prices during the World Wiar period were aoccmpanied by much

81.
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greater aocumulatlons of wealth by all tenures of farm operators than

during aay other period covered by this study (Table XXX7II). About the

SBioe percentage increase was fovoad for both inheriting and non-inheriting

operators at this time. The years 1886 to 1890 were also more favorable

TABLE JJCmi, ACCUMDLATIOII OP FAEM TOUuTH AS IHFLUENGED BT
TIME, 457 FARM OPERATORS} SELECTED COUHTIES, TENNESSEE

Average Accumulation per Operator for
S-Year Period

Period Inheriting Non-Inher iting All

Operators Operators Operators

1866-70 175 #110 |92
1871-75 212 77 144

1876-80 471 211 346

1881-85 1123 147 623

1886-90 1556 226 861

1891-95 1014 201 603

1896-00 747 309 491

1901-05 902 264 554

1906-10 1940 399 1013

1911-15 2027 606 1145

1916-20 4808 1157 2859

Sources Computed from Appendix Table VII.

for wealth aocusnilation than earlier periods, although not as favorable as

the ten years previous to the outbreak of the World War.

Wealth accumulation of ncm-inheriting farm operators was more sensitive

to short time fluctuations of economic conditions, as indicated by the whole

sale prioe of farm products, than was the wealth aooumulations of inheriting

operators. This la beoause the aooumulations of wealth by non-inheriting

operators represents the difference between their farm incoaae end their

family living expenses. There is a slight lag, however, between the wholesale
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priea of fftrm products loid the uocujaulaticiiB of wealth of nott'^iaheriting

operators. It was farther noted that the changes in the aoouBulation of

wealth by non-inheriting operators were not as great as the fluctuations of

sfliolesal© prices of farm products (Figure 39).

The average wealth aociunulated hg- inheriting fsrni operators greatly

exceeded that of the noib-inheriting operators (Table IXXFII and Figure 39).

The only period in ehich non-inheriting operators acounulated more than

inheriting operators was from 1866 to 1870. This figure is duo to the small

BUBber of oases represented in the non-inheriting group, and to the rela

tively large aocumulation by one operator at that time. The period ianaedi-

ately following the Civil was characterised in Tennessee by small savings

of farm operators. As the operators gradually aooiaaulated wealth they were

able to leave some for their deoendents, who in turn were able to use this

for increased aoctmulations •

A peak in wealth accumulations per operator ooourred during the period

1886 to 1890, about five years following the peak.in 1880 to 1885,of whole

sale prices of farm products. A lag of five years is noticed continuously

in a oon?)arison between wealth accumulated by inheriting operators and the

wholesale price of farm products. This lag is due to the time between its

accumulation and when it is passed on to the heirs.

Acousttilations of Hflilte and Colored Operators. It was shown in the

proceeding chapter that colored farm operators were more similar in ten\jtre,

accumulation of wealth, and between counties, than were the vdiite operators.

It is also found that they showed muoh less change in the accumulation of

farm wealth from one period to another (Figure 40). Accumulations of wealth

by white operators increased from an average of J75 per operator for the
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five-year period 1866 to 1870 to #3787 per operator for the five-year period

1916 to 1920 (Table XXX7HI)* White and colored inheriting operators show

a similar trend in rate of aconaailatiag wealth, but the colored operators

always accumulated less than white operators^

The rate of accumulating wealth by the oolcMred farm operators,' in ocaar*

parison with idiite operators, indicates that they are making progress in

improving their economic position. Colored operators have accumulated more

with each sucoeeding five-year period frtan 1876-1880, but their gains have

not been as great proportionally as those of white operators*

TABLE XXmil, ATERAGE ACCUMOLATIOUS OP WEALTH Hf COLOEEB
AND WHITE FARM OPEHATORS, BT FIVE-YEAR PERIODS, 1866

TO 1920

Period Colored White

Inheriting Non- All Inheriting Non- All

inher col inher white

iting ored iting - -i.

1866-70 ♦- $110 $110 $75 $ - $75
1871-7B mm 77 77 212 - 212

1876-80 200 S3 66 496 274 403

1881-85 100 64 69 1180 108 791

1886-90 42 112 100 1718 417 1152

1891-95 70 95 91 1104 273 772

1896-00 143 133 135 823 466 661

1901-05 206 91 112 1025 469 807

1906-10 154 154 154 2208 571 1383

1911-15 1075 182 340 2159 831 1430

1916-20 899 268 394 5327 1775 3787

Average $529 $168 $232 $ 2730 $919 $1914

Soxiroes Based on Appendix Table VII.

Aoouaulations o£ Owners and Tenants. Owner-operators were able to ao-

ouBiulate more wealth than tenants in all periods considered in this study
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(T&bl0 XXXIX). Following 'the eloso of "tho CiTil War tho disrupted cozi~

dition of Tennossee Agrioulture was such that no group of fanaers nwre

able to save much, in spite of the fairly high prices for farm products.

But in spite of the declining prices of farm products from 1866 to 1890

the inheritixig farm owners accumulated more with each succeeding five*

year period, while the non-inheriting owners showed no appreciable gain in

accumulations lootil after the upturn in price of farm products about 1896

(Figure 41). This difference in wealth accumulations is attributable to

the inheritance of the owner operators. It is also evident that those

TABLE 23CXIX. AVERAGE ACCUMBLATIOH OF WEALTH BY OWUERS AND
TENANTS, BT FIVE-YEAR PERIODS, 1866 TO 1920

Owners Tenants

Inherit Ron- All Inherit Hon- All
Period ing inher own ing inher- ten

iting ers iting ants

1866-70 $ 75 $ 110 $ 93 # - # - $ .
1871-75 212 100 180 62 62
1876—80 471 203 404 189 189
1881-85 1191 250 916 550 99 164
1886-90 1779 27 1290 48 197 173
1891-95 1079 261 837 705 170 280
1896-00 892 442 709 195 224 216
1901-05 1076 508 909 336 163 199
1906-10 2365 769 1744 642 219 301
1911-15 2750 1467 2280 318 322 352
1916-20 5810 2530 4662 1086 348 516

Average #2973 #1276 #2383 # 629 #261 $335

SourceI Computed from Appendix Table VII.

receiving the inheritance had to be in position to use it to advantage | that

is, they had to be reasonably good managers. It was pointed out in the pre-

ceeding chapter that part of the difference in aocunulations ly inheriting

and non-inheriting operators is probably due to training as well as to financial

assistance.
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Inheriting tezianta did not show any definite relationship to prices

of fans products as indicated by their accwnnlations of wealth, fhey did,

however aoeuBulate more than non-ijoihsriting tenants in all periods exoept

1886 to 1890, in which period only a very few inheriting tenants reported

any acoumalations. As oosq^ared with non>inheriting owners, the inheriting

tenants showed greats irregularity of wealth aooumulations and less de»

peiuienoe upon the prlee of farm produota.

The non^inheriting tenants were the inost uniform in wealth aooumulations

from period to period. This groups is dominated by the colored tenants of

Madison and Montgomery counties,

Aocranulations of Wealth ty Ctounties, Wbalth accumulation of white

inheriting owners (Figure 40*41) is responsible for the difference existing

between Inheriting and non-inheriting operators (Figure 59), between colored

and white operators (Figpre 40), and between owners and tenants (Figure 41),

Non-inheriting operators of Madison County depended largely on ootton

for their farm incomes, as shown by the correlation between the farm value

of ootton and their aooumulation of wealth (Figure 42), It was shown earlier

(Figure 59) that the aooiamilatlona of non«*inheriting operators inereased

with an increase in the vdiolesale price of farm products. In Ibtdison County,

agrioulture during the period studied consisted primarily of oottcm produotion.

With a one-crop typo of agriculture the accumulations of wealth of farm opera

tors would natiarally follow the farm value of that product,

A situation similar to Madison County's relation to ootton might be

esqjeoted in Montgomery County in relation to tobaooo. There is, however,

little relation between the farm value of tobaooo and the aoovaaulation of

farm wealth in Moirtigomery County, This is attributed to the fact that tobao

oo had not reaohed suoh a relatively important position in Montgomery Coun*^
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as had cotton in Madison during tho period studied.

In Williaatson County the acouauXation of farm mealth by non-ixdieriting

operators folloeed closely the ■wholesale price of farm products, except for

the period after the Civil liur, which was one of read^stment in the a@ri*

culture of the region.

Losses. Losses were reported for farm operat<n>8 in all tenures, and

for all periods studied. The amount of losses per opera'tor showed no uni

formity between texmres for all periods studied (Figures 43 and 44). The

avwrage losses for non-iriheriting operators was 'iwmnty-seven dollars for

owners and thirty dollars for tenants. No losses were reported for ei-ther

non^infaeriting owners or non-inheriting tenants prior to 1880.

Average losses for inheriting operators was sixty-fi-vre dollars, com

pared with twenty-nine dollars for non-inheriting operators, inheriting

owners lost an average of "thir"ty-eight dollars per operator, coa^iared 'with

twenty-seven for noxt-inheriting owners.

Inheriting tenants showed an average loss of one hundred sixty-four

dollars per operatcsr. This loss was about equal per operator for William

son and Montgomery Counties, being |231 and $227 respectively. Madison

County averaged $117 loss per inheritizxg tenant.

White operators had more frequent, and larger, losses per operator than

colored operators. Inheriting white operators showed a 'wide range in losses

from one period to another (Figure 46). Nozv-iaheriting operators lost more

uniformly than isheriting operators, although they reported zio losses earlier

than 1880 (Figiare 4S).

Conditiwas Affecting Aeouaailatlons and Losses of Farm Wealth; The fore

going discussion izidioates the inadequacy of available data for a complete
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analysis of losses of farm operators. Sereral factors are suggested as

possible reasons for the losses to farm operators during this period*

The years following the Civil lar were abnormal in that there was consider

able readJustffleHb neoeasary arising frwa the freeing of the slaves, and the

reoapitallaing of farm operations with limited credit available. The agri-

oultural expansion of the entire country resulted in changes in the type of

farming in all areas. The wholesale prioe of farm products fell tuxtil 1896,

then rose until 1920, Losses were more frequent and larger from 1896 to

1920, for the operators studied, but their gains were evwa greater, so the

net resiilt was an iaorease in aoovoBulaticas, The Granger movement, followea

by the Farmers Allianoe, is indicative of the taarest that acoompanled the

period of falling prices, from the Civil l&r to 1896.

It should bo remeabered, in making coaqjarisons of the fanaers enumerated,

that they may not have been truly representative of the agricultural situa

tion at any given period except for the period in which the schedules wore

taken. It is possible that the m<sre industrious and adventurous individuals

in the areas considered moved on to the expanding agricultural areas of the

west. Then too, these farm operators wiio were unable to compete suooessfully
with their neighbors may have been coirpelled to cease farming before the re

cords of this study were taken. A third reason for the possible non-compara

bility of the data for the various periods is that in the early periods all

of the farmers studied were youzq; msa. Only those who were young during the

early periods of the study would have lived to be enumerated as farm operators

in 1920-21.

With these points in mind, it is suggested that a further study of losses

and gains in the accumuli^tioa of farm wealth is desirable, using the same farm
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operatora at suooeeding intervals, in order that a ooaaplete history of all

operators entering into, or ceasing to fans be secured, and -shich would be

truly representative of the farming situation in a given area.

Effect of Age on the Accumulation of Farm Wealth

Effect of Age on Labor Income. Records of farm operators have been studied

to determine the relation of age to earnings. MoCord^^^ found in a Pennsylvania
study that "The younger men tended to make the higher labor incomes, idiile those

65 years old or older made less than average ineosms. Ihose 70 years old or older

were able to about maintain themselves} that is to pay all e^qpenses, inberest at

5 per cent on money invested, and have a few dollars for their year's labor. In

few other lines of activity could one find men 70 years of age and older able

to make a living and earn inberest on their investment in the business. The

interesting point, however, is that the younger men were able to make

materially larger incomes". McCord's study shows a decrease in labor income

with each ten years increase in age of the operator (Table XL). A similar

TABLE XL. THE EELATIOH OP AGE OF THE OPERATOR TO LABOR INCOME}
670 FARM OPERATORS, TIOGA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

Age Group Labor Income per Farm

Under 30 jrears 1788
30 - 39 633

40 • 49 446
50-69 434

60-69 210
70 years and over 94

Average $442

Sourcet MoCord, page 18 (see Footnote 1),

(l) McCord, J, E», A Farm Management Survey of Tioga Coimby, Pennsylvania,
The Pennsylvsnia State College, School of Agriculture and Experiment
Statical, State College, Pennsylvania, Bulletin 262, Nov. 1932, p. 18.
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rejLation«hi{» mui fouad in Livingitozi Coiintyi^ Senr Tork, by S. W. Warren

(Table XLI),

TABLE XLI. RELATIOE OP ASE OP OPERATOR TO LABOR INCOME, LIVIHGSTON
COUOT, NEW YORK

Age 1908 1918 1928

Under 50 years #694 #283 #779
80 » 39 687 416 755
40 49 633 286 617
50-59 636 136 141
60-69 485 - 60 184
70 or more 314 -222 - 98

Source I Warren, S. W,, An Economic Study of Agriculture in Northern
Livingston Coimty, New York, Cornell University Agriculttiral Experiiaent
Station, Ithaca, New York, Bulletin 539, Bay 1932, p, 171.

A study of tmpublished data at the Tennessee Agricultuiral Experinient

Station, on 150 fame Indicates a greater earning oapaoity from 41 to 50 years

of age than for either older or younger farm operators, with younger operators

earning more than those in the under grov^a (Table XLII),

TAHLB XLII. RELATION OP AGE OP OPERATORS TO LABOR XHCCaSE, CBDCKETT
COUNTY, TENNESSEE

Ago of Operator Labor Income per Operator

Undor 80 years #197
51-40 158

41-50 261
51-60 160
61-70 59
71 and over 129

Souroet Crockett County Perm Management Survey, 1936, unpublished data,
Tanaessee Agricultural Esiperiment Station, Knoxvllle, Tennessee.

There is some difference in the times at which these studies were made,

vdiich makes the parallel fiiuiings even more eignifioant than they would have
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beea had all atudies been made at« or ziear the earns timsf the dlstribu->

tlon of the oaeee orer a period of years teods to give a more accurate

iudioation of the relation of age to income than would be the case at a

giTsn time. A change in eoononie cycles wo\iLd be expected to effect

the inoome of farm operator8« varying somewhat according to the time

the operator began farming.

The earning power of industrial worksrs has been found to decrease

with increasing age. "It is a fact that the earning power of modwn in*

dustrial workers is, on the average, virtually lost at an age betsraan

sixty-ei^t and sixty-nine| and that nearly half of those over eixty-five

are wholly inoapacitated."

The aocumlation of farm wealth is a reflection of the operators

labor income, and of the use of that inooms. lihlle the operator is young

he accumulates more from his labor inooms than frcaa the interest on his

investment. As his capital is increased the interest is added to his

labor Inoome, making his total wealth greater.

A rising or falling prioe level will laaterially affeot the aoouaula-

tions of wealth through the ohangos in inventory. During a period of

rising prices interest rates tend to rise, because of the increased desmnd

for capital. Hlhges are last to rise, but when prices continue to rise over

quite a period of time the effect of the higher wages is felt in oooparing

two periods. Rising prices, interest, and labor tend to have a oumulative

(2) Denby, Charles, Jr., ̂  We Reed State Old Age Pensions? Yes. The
Annals, Vol. 170, November losis, p. Sl5. "
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effect on the accumulation of farm wealth.

The Effect of Age on the Accumulation of Farm Wealth per Year. In this

Study the eomibined effects of rising prices, increasing Interest rates and Ixb*

creasing labor are showa (Table ZLIII). Assuming a decrease in labor ln»

coma, as evidenoed by McCord asad Warren in Pennsylvania eind Hew York, with

increasing age of operators, the greater accumulations of wealth with

eaoh sueoeeding ten year increase in age, to 60 years of age, is probably

due to an increase in the value of the inventory and an increase in the

amount of interest reoeived from invested capital.

TABLE XLIII. RELATION OF AOE OF OPERATOR TO ACCUMJLATIOH
OF FARM WEALTH, SELECTED COUNTIES, TENNESSEE

Age of Operator Aocumulation of Wealth

per Year

0-50 $101
31-40 275

41-50 349

51 - 60 541

61 - 70 442

71 and up 415

Soviroet CoE^>uted i^om Appendix Table VIII

After reaching 60 years of age the labor inoone is reduced, as shown

earlier (Tables XL, XLI, XLII)} yet acoumulations have continued to in

crease, though not so rapidly as before the age of 60 (Table XLIII). The

greater the rate of increase in prices of farm products the greater will

be the accumulations of farm wealth in the older age groups, compared with

the younger farm operators, due to their already having a larger inventory,

and more oapital invested, with wages being the last to increase. Figure 47
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•hflws the Mtxiaftl aoounulatlons of trealth per operator in relation to agd

of operator, in seleoted oounties of fenneaeee*

The aootnoulationa of wealth given here la more indloatlve of the

relation of age of operator to the aocuDulation of fana wealth than would

he the case if all records covered only one year# The nmaiber of ohangea

of waalth of farm operators was greatest for the lower age group, and de»

oreased with succeeding ten-year average inorease in age# There were 406

ohangea in wealth, hy the 467 oases studied, befoi*e the operators reached

the age of 50 years# The nuii>er of changes in wealth for suooesdlng age

groups were 366, 246, 158, 58, and 14 changes for each ten year inorease

in age#

Effect of Age on Aecmmlation of Farm Wealth ty Inheriting and Non-

Inheriting Operators# Inheriting farm operators aecumulated more per year

for each age group than non-inheriting operators, the differsnoe being

greater in the age groups over 50 years of age (Figure 48)# It was shown

in Chapter II that a large proportion of inheritiixg operators reoeived their

inheritanoe before reaching fifty year# of age. With the receipt of farm

wealth in the form of inheritanoe, interest and increases in inventory tends

to increase irrespective of the operator's ability as a laborer* His ability

as an entrepreneur will influence the amount of wealth ooming from in

terest and inventory diiaiage. When the influence of a rising price level

is also considered, the significance of inheritanoe is shown# It should

be kept in mind, however, that more advanced training and better oppor

tunities are often afforded those idio have inherited, or sdio are yet

likely to inherit#

Considering that half of the Inheritances recorded were uadnr j^lOOO

(Figure 26) and that they were mostly received during the first twenty
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years of farm operation (Flgore 24) it miQr be oonoluded that the advaxK

tages gained, by eren the s^l inheritanoes, over farm operators nfao

reoei-ved no inhmrltanoe, was the most i2^>ortant factor in the differenoe

in aocuaulation of mealth lay Inheriting and non-inheriting operators*

Colored operators shoaed greater homogeneity in aocnmulations of

vsalth betveen age ©roups, for both inheriting and non*inheriting opera

tors, than did idiite operators. The average annaal aocumulations of

inheriting oolored operators was greatest (|190) from 31 to 40 years,

and dropped rapidly with eaeh suooeeding ten year inorease in age* No

appreciable differences wore noted Wtween the aocumulations of wealth,

by age of operator, for the oolored operators in the three counties

studied.

Hon-inheriting tenants aeoumolated less per year than inheriting

tenants, and showed greater uniformi-ty for the various age groups. In

heriting tenants showed no xmifonaii^ of wealth aoouamlatlona, by aga,

due in all probability to the naall nimbers represented in the older age

groups.

bosses at Various Ages. The Inheriting tenants reported greater an

nual losses than any other group, most of their losses occurring between

the ages of 40 and 60 years (Table XLTT, Figure 49). The leases in

TABUB XblV* LOSSES INCUHEED BT FASH OPERATORS, BY AGE AT TIME
OF LOSSI SELECTED CODNTIES, TENNESSEE

(Dollars)

Age All Operators Inheriting
Operators

Non- Inher it ing
Operators

Dnder SO 26 29 25
31-40 36 52 24
41-60 56 70 44
51-60 36 37 36
61-70 216 398 18
71 and over 3 - 6

Source I Based on Appendix Table VIII.
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age groups aaeerly equalled tlie total oouaailatloas, leaYiug only a eiaall

net gain*

The inheriting operators between 61 and 70 years of age shomd an

abnonsally large average loss due to the unusually heavy losses of a few

operators, A differwioe of a year or two in the ages of these heavy

losing operators would have distributed the losses over the higher and

next lower age groups* It will be noted that no losses were reported for

inheriting operators over seventy years of age. The inheriting operators

showed greater variation in the amount of losses from one ago group to

another than the noia-iahsrlting operators.

Sinoe idle inheriting operators aoouaulated muoh more -than the nan-

irhoriting operators (Figure 48) it was possible for thorn to lose more

heavily* The same percentage leas would* therefore* be grea-fcer* as

measured in dollars* for the inheriting operators than for the non-inhsr*

iting opera-tors. In all likelihood the losses of inheriting operatM's

•would not 80 materially affect -their standarde of living as -would the

losses of non»inheriting operators.

Ihite farm operators in all age groups i^ioaed greater losses than

eolcnrod operators. Apparently -they took greater risks* as they had more

to lose* Colored operators lost most hea-rily from 41 to 50 years of age*

showing a similar trend to that of the vhite opera-tors (Table XLV),

Owner opera-tors experienoed fewer and smalls losses -khan •keriyTy%

operators, -the inheriting operators generally losing more than noa-luheritiag

operators (Table ZLTI), ]3bn*inheriting -tenants showed greatest uniformi-^

of losses in -the various age groups. This class included the majority of

eolored operators* and tha white operators who had reaobed the older agea
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without having beooiae emmvB, or probably wera not heirs.

Inheriting tenants lost more than any other group* These tenants

usually inherited amounts insuiTicient to malce a very large ps^nsent on a

farm* or to more or better livestock end fai*m equipment* thus subjecting

TABLE XLV, LOSSES OP WHITE AND COLORED FARM OPERATORS AT
TEH YEAR AVERAGE AGE PERIODS* SELECTED COUNTIES, TENNESSEE

wkte ' Colored
Age Inherit Non-Inheriting Inherit Non-Inheriting

ing Op Operators ing Op Operators
erators erators

Under 30 |35 #37 1 9 1 4
31-40 55 31 17 15
41-50 75 62 31 21
61-60 39 52 12 18
61-70 425 23 25 1
71 and over «» m m 8

Source! Appendix Table VIII.

themselves to greater risk of nonp«payaent of additional capital borroned

and to greater livestock losses and equipimeat maintenance*

The inheriting tenants that experienced the greatest losses were adiite

operators (Table XLV and XLVl), Some of the tenants in this group at

TABLE XLVI. LOSSES OF OWNERS AND TENANTS AT TEH YEAR AVERAGE
AGE PERIODS* SELECTED COUNTIES* TENNESSEE

Age Owners Tenants

Inheriting Non-Inher Inheriting Non-inher
Operators iting Opera Operators iting Opera

tors tors

Under SO 83 32 20 22
31-40 21 14 178 28
41-50 37 54 209 57
61-60 15 9 214 53
61-70 223 1 1538 36
71 and over mm

- 13

Appendix Table VIII
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one tiae been owners but had lost that status. Others included were young

tenants who may yet become owners at a more advanoed age. Some operators

had reverted to lower tenures but had regained their tenure status. There

are apparently several reasons, to bo fo\md in such irregularities, for the

increase in the amount of losses of inheriting tmiants with each ten year

increase in age. The fewer cases reported in the older age groups makes

direct <Ksi^»ari8on ing>raotical fir«aa data now available.

Summary

1« Aootmmlation of farm wealth is influenced by age of operator, the

decade in relation to the economic cycle.

2. A farm operator normally aoouaculates more per year after passing

middle age, due to returns on the capital idiich he has saved, and to lessened

demands for family living.

S. Abnormally high prices during the World War period were accompanied

by much greater acouaulations of wealth by all tenures of farm operators

than any other period covered by this study.

4. Wealth aocumulations of non-inheriting operators were more sensitive

to short time fluctuations of eoonomic conditions than were those of inher

iting operators.

5. White and colored inheriting operators are similar in their pat

terns of wealth acoumulation, but colored operators always accumulated less

than aMte operators.

6. Colored operators aooumulated mcare with each succeeding five year

period after 1876-1880, but their gains were not as great proportionally

as were those of white operators.
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7* Owner operators t»re to eeotoaulate more than tenants in

all periods considered in this study*

8* Wealth aocumulations of the mhite inheritixig cnmers are probably

to a large extent responsible for the difference in net vorth existing

between inheriting and non«>inheriting operators} between colored and white

operators* and between owners and tenants*

9« Losses were suffered 1^ farm operators in all tenures* and dvuring

all periods studied.

10* White operators had more frequent and larger losses* per operator*

than oolored operators and showed a wider range in the amount of losses

frtxa one period to another*

11* Younger men were able to earn materially larger inoomes* their

earning capaoii^ decreasing with increasing age*

12* A rising or falling price level will materially affeot the aooumu*

lations of wealth through changes in inventory*

IS* Bising prices* higher interest rates* and higher wages tend to have

a Gomalative effect on the aooumnlation of farm wealth.

14* The greater the rate of increase in prices of farm iToducts the

greater the accumulations of farm wealth in the older age groups* ooiq>ared

with yovmger farra operators* due to their already having a larger inventory*

and more capital invested* with wages being the last to increase*

IS* Considering that hsilf of the inheritances recorded were under llOOO*

and that they were mostly received dxaring the first twenty years of farm

operation* it may be oonoluded that the advantages gained* from even the

small inheritances (over farm operators who received no inheritance) was

one of the most important factors in the difference in aocumulation of farm
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wealth inheriting and non-inheriting operators,

16, Colored operators showed greater hcoiogeneity in acouBulation

of wealth, 'botwooB age groups, for both inheriting and non»inheriting

operators, than did ■»diite operators.
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CHAPTER Y

FARM LEASES
4 '{t'd

Frovlsiena for Farm iBgrovomantg Coirfcalned la

Texmeasee Farm Leases

Farm leases on Tennessee farms, contain a wide variety of provisioxis

relative to la^ovements and maintenance of the farm, not directly asso

ciated with the tenants' business. Of 210 farm leases studied in three

counties, liadison, Montgcmeiy, and Williamson, 65 had soaas agreemient be-

tneen landlord and tenant regarding in^rovements (Table ZLTII)*

SABLE XLVII. PROVISIONS FOR FARM IMPROVEMENTS CONTAINED IS
FARM LEASES IN THREE TENNESSEE COUNTIES, BT COLOR, AND

TYPE OF LEASE

County Share Lease Cash L<̂ ase Cropper Lease

Number With Number With Number With

of Leases Pro of Leases Pro of lioases Pro

visions visions visions

Madison 25 4 17 3 39 1

White IS s "T s JS 1
Colored 15 2 10 1 23 -

MontgoDsry W s. 4 1 ez

White 7 7 5 I 29 18
Colored 8 2 1 - 33 16

Williamson 24 5 10 2 19 7
iJiiite ir r lo J r§ T
Colored 8 m «e

• 4 2

Source: Sxirvey Schedules.

More cropper and share tenants have provisions for is^rovements than oash

tenants. A greater proportion of the tenants in Montgcsoery CouM'^ bad some

110.
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under steiading with their landlord as to intproveinents than in either Sbdiaon

or Williaaaon Counties.

ProTiaions for ia^roY^Bients varied greatly as to who was to nake tlie

iBprovenents. Variations from requiring the tentant to work a given nvonber

of days free, to Improveaents being made entirely by the landlord were found.

The prevailing principle seems to be for the landlord to furnish the material

and the tenant to perform the neoeesary workf the tenant *s reward being the

use of the inqirovearat. In sane oases, however, the tenant was paid for his

labor. In the case of cash tenants deduotions of part of the rent was

smaetimes made by the landlord, tor ii^rovements made by the tenant with

the landlord's permiSBion.

fmcing was the most fVequently mentioned improvement, but building re*

modeling end construction, roadmy building, lend clearing, and other ii^rove*

aents were rnextioned. indicating that almost azQrthing contributing to the

betterment of the farm be included.

The most significant point in this situation is that the landlord and

tenant are oonsidering laprovementa when entering into their contractual

relaticmships. If they are accustomed to oonsidering inq>rove»snts now they

asy he expected to consider soil conservation, land utilisation, and other

long-time agricultural isprovemeirt practices in the future.

Provisiona Hegarding Speolflo Farm Practices and

Ihuaagesient

Managmasat and specific farm practices are often considered when drsEW*

ing up leases on leimessee farms. In some eases the management is not

speelfioally mentioned hut is iaplied by oustom. and by the terms of the
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rontial oonrtrRot. Of iidie 211 oontracbs •'budied 152 reportod soias form

of nanagemairt proTisioUf or same specific feurm practices to be follomid«

or not to be folloired. There was no significant difference in proportion

of all colored and white teziants for adiom some proTision regarding atanage-

aent or farm practices were made (Table XLVIII) • A higher percent of the

cropper leases for the colored operators than for the white operators oon^

tained provisions regarding mungMMuat or farm practices.

TABLE XLVIII, PROVISIOHS BBSlSDING SPECIFIC FABM PRACTICES
ABD MAMGEUEHT ON lU WHITE AND 97 COIORED FABMS IK
THREE TENNESSEE COUNTIES, Bf COLOR AND TIISE OF

LEASE

All T^aanbs Share Lease Cash Lease Cropper joase

No • Re*" No. Re
0
•

1

No. Re

County porting Percent porting Percent porting Percent porting Peroeni

Provi Provi- Provi Provi

sions sious sions sions

Madison 47 22.3 15 7a 7 3.3 25 11.8

White 21 18.4 9 7.9 2 1.8 10 6.8

Colored 26 26.8 6 6.2 8 S.2 15 15.5

Manbgomery 88 32.2 10 4.7 2 0.9 56 26.5

White S2 28.1 7 6.1 1 0.9 24 21.1

Colored 56 37.1 3 3.1 1 1.0 32 SS.O

Williamson 37 17.8 16 7.6 6 2.8 16 7.1

White 30 26.3 13 11.4 6 5.3 11 9.6

Colored 7 7.2 3 5.1 «s
- 4 4.1

All white 83 72.8 29 25.4 9 7.9 45 39.5

All colored 69 71.1 12 12.4 6 6.2 51 52«6

Sourcet Survey Schedules.

VsriatiozuB from ooii^Iete control by the tenant to ooxq>lete control of

all operations by the landlord are to be fotind. In aMuay oases only a few

points are mentioned, suoh as spreading of manure, time to cultivate, crops

to raise or not to raise, or time to quit work in the evening. Other oases
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•r« reported ta tbere it siatual agreement, after torn disouesion,

of the ̂ aotioea to be followed* It is indicated that mitbar landlord

nor teiMBt haa eomplete authority In atttoh oases. Sooetisms the landlord

only makes suggestions, addle in other oases the tenant Is practically re

tired to accept i^t -taie landlord revests.

Landlords exeroised a greater degree of superTisioa o\rer i3aa farm

business and labor of cropper tenants than over the share or cash tenants.

Cash tenants more often had eoaQ)lete oontrol of the farm than share tenants.

This supervision ty the part of the landlord indioates greater experience

and ability, whleh aoorues to the benefit of the tenant, and is reflected

in the type of contraot used* u

These speoifio farm laractioes and managsmenb provisions are an indi-

cation of the desirable flexibility of farm lease provision, wiHng

greater equitableness between landlord and tenants.

iiathod for CcmpMring Ciontributiona and

Beoeipta of Landlord and Tenant

A study of the contraot between a landlord and tenant is one of the best

methods of determlnlag whether or not the lease is equitable. A value should

be placed on each item entering into the farm business, either the w»««n

value or a fair estimate. Below is a form for use in planning an equitable

lease or in reviewing the year's business to determiae its fairzmss to each

party.

All figures should be entered ly mutual agreement, and should represent

a fair allowance tcr each item. It Is desirable to have the Itmas aeparated

to facilitate analysis. Bbt all itsos will appear in any given situation.
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80 itill be disregarded after it tuu been detenalned that the item in

question does not enter the oontraot* For exaaqplea a given farm may

have no woodland pasture, no eo^ense for traetor fuel, <xr no income

from honey*

Probleioa of valuation of property, interest, depreciation, repairs,

Insuranoe, taxes, wages, management, and others are discussed 0a

pages 120 to 132 inclusive.

The totals of eaoh party's oontributions and reeeipts will serve

as a oheok for determining the fairness of the oontraot between land*

lord and tenant* mien the total contributions and receipts have been

calculated, the proportion of each party's receipts should equal the

proportion of his oontributions. If they are unequal, adjustment oan

be made either by changing the proporti<m of torn items of the contribu

tion, or by changing the division of certain receipts.
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OPmSISG COSTEIBDTIONS

Item

8uppli»s
Fertiliwir
Idaw
Soed (li«t estth IdUad u««d)
Plttxta

GreftM
Oil

Traotor fttal
Twin®

Baling «lr«
BoxaSa eta«
S^nray Materials
Stook dipt
Bisiafaetanta
Salt

Feed for team
Feed for otker liTestook
Feed bought
Bedding
Other auppliee >

Desoription

w,: r « -V- .■

-'-y. "• '

1 ..! . •. .•f'j, . ,.•'

• ..

.:J

SerYioes

■ >

Veterinary
Shearing
Sioeing
XTse of auto

' iJ f

Telephone
Mar lasting
Freight
Hauling
Storage
Credit endoraesnnt
CoBaissions
hdYortising
Begistration fees
Service fees
Thrashing
Hulling eeed
Soarifying
Cleaning
Pinning
Silo filling
Peed grinding
Baling
Seed testing
Seed treatsent
Other eeirvlees

. V*.

|ft .. V . \ *4 ■

4^' .
^

■ .

%

: »■■ .
f :

" JJ

1 ' f 'f

• ■■■•«

'■-

^ !■ -'i'

■ ■■

-i \ •■

ST}

..i
\. S

i,^5p
- ,•

^ytr'. - ■:

, {T i ' •■■' ■

^ • V-

vNL

• '.f

. ' s'"^* V
\'■ ''f/'.'.yiWv.

Carried forward
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-y». n^iiiiiirriffi''if''
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OPERATIBG COmiBDTIOFS (Brougjit forward)

Item Deaoriptloa f

iabor aad
MBXttgemoat of f«ra Imslneas
Superrision of labor
Perforaaaeo of labor
Hired labor

Team labor
Eisk (Hiail« flood, droxight, eto>)
Other items

Total

OTB^ cmmmim

Item Description Use of

Eqctip-
aant

Hater*

ials
LabfflJ Total

iPraiaage
Irrigatioa
Erosion control t

Usohaaical

Crop & field arrangezaeat;
Cover crop planning

BarzQrard manure
Green manure
llbed control and eradication
Land clearing
Fam road improvement &
maintenance

Pasture improvement
Trees planted
Ia5>roved crop rotation
In^roved seed used
Other similar itama

c

I

f'V'V L

■'i wlm

'v'v I
«• I w ' T /..« .

L T L T

Total

- '-r . ■ ■

•« % ' »- • ''•■ ■■■ ; ■ ■ -
. ,''■■■ ■.)'■ ■

I
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RECEIPTS

Crop Receipts
Grain (List each separately)
Seed sold
Pasture

Hsy
Straw

Bedding
Cotton and cottonseed
Tobacco
Fruit

Vegetables
Peanuts
Other

Livestock Receipts
Cattle sales

Hog sales
^eep and land) sales
Goat sales

Itorse k mule sales (including
jacks and jennets)

l£Llk or B,F.
Bggs
Veol
Meat

Poultry sales
Receipts of service fees
Others

Other receipts
Labor (On crops & not othezwise

listed)
Team labor
Machinery & equipment hired out
JULi pi^^ments
Hon^
Timber
Others

Total

Bescriptioa

4' :'i.'1'

V:.

,,v^.

f'-
^ • r« . • vO'SinV

• ^ \A'r

'4^.
■•» • V'W ,

vmh ■ ■■ ' ^ , ,' ' ; ,»■"■

■ ,■ ■ V f. ' >■ V ■■i' > -
, , ■■ • ' •' H. :V:c-- .

' ' " * •• ,"•• *• • . "J:'- . 4l .

•' " . V" ' •■• - -'-J v i

- 'f A- lfy'i' ^ '••'•'W •- " »'w'

. :. -.r. .- .?.''■

' i ; v • r) . A", \ .' ■%' . •»«• ■J'JLvWU^T^ajfiSQ' ^ ■-'

-■' '''■- ' ' ■ ' •■■ ■ ^■"■^' '■ ■■V;v-, .
■ . . ■ . f*'' ■>*■-V- , . ■■ ■ -. ■ ■ 1 ." r ■;. " ,■>

■ ^■ ■■ ■ r- i.j.y.y.s'i ,• - ■ ■ "f,*//,- .- . ' "X^. '' T-""-'• V , ■ ' ■ ■ "' ■
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SUMMABT

Item
Receipts Contributions

L T L T

Crop Receipts X X

Livestock receipts X X

Other receipts X X

Total receipts X X

Capital contributions X X

Operating contributions X X

Other contributions X X

Total oontribxxtions X X

Reoeipts less contributions

Hwr Certain Ite— Shonld Be Valued

Valuation of Property. - Farm real eetate la yarlously valued, depending

to some extent, on the purpose for ahlch It is eppraleed. Tax asseseed value,

selling price, capitalised rexib, speoulati've value, and agricultural value are

types of valuations used for various purposes.

Tax assessment of farms vary greatly from farm to farm depending on slse

and value of the farm, assessmrat at previous appraisal, and the influence of

the ovner vlth the assessor. Tax appraisals in this locality average aboxrt

two thirds of the values estimated by the farm owners. This appraisal Is

sometimes used In comparing the values of similar farms rather than as a value

(1)for actual farming.

Selling price Is quite variable, depending on the terms of sale, adver

tisement, location, reasons for selling, number of buyers, and the bt;yers*

(1) Farm Management Study of 131 forms In Overton County, Tennessee,
unpublished data, Tennessee Agricultural Eaqjoriment Station.
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tihla. Caih sales are usually losrest. easier teras ooaBuaidlzig higher prices.

Ovw a period of tiaie, ia aa agricultural coioaaaity the selliag price t«ida

to equal the true ralue for farailag. but may be very differeat for a gi^ea

farm at aay stated time, aad therefore is uarellable idiea used aloae.

Taltiatioas may be figured by oapitaliziag the rest received mhea the

sasu rental had been paid for a considerable period. A small change in rent

-will materially change the valuation, fhis method of appraising farm real

estate is unsatisfactory i^ere a share of the crop is paid as renb. due to the

vride fluctuations in yield from year to year • On this basis values may be

high one year and lov the next.

In soBie places land values change rapidly, irrespective of abilliy to

produoe. Such influencing factors as nearness to urban centers, alternative

uses, prospects of nev roads, eleotrlo poser lines, railroads, or governmental

land purchase waiy cause changes in land values from the standpoint of possible

resale.

The aotual value of the land for the ptnpose for ehich it is to be used

should be the basis of determining the valuation. On the fanss under oon-

sideratlon the land is being used exclusively for agriculture. The productive

capaci^ of the land is the determining factor in the valuation# Hormal

aeasans and prices should be used, rather than the yields and prices for any

one year.

Interest. Interest is the value of the contribution of invested

cubital in the farm business for the jrear. The rate of interest to use mi^ be

figured from several points of view, all of uhloh have merit, and all readh

aboirt the same conclusion ufaen all factors are oonsidered. The rate of interest

is dependent on the risk involved in the Investment, the frequenty of rein-

vestizig. the abundance of oapital. o(m!q>arative advantages of alternate invest

ments. the 00 st of administer log. and vhether or not they are taxable.
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Investmeata that ara waply aaoured, with little likelihood of lo»f,

eoBBnazid lover interest rates than adien Idiere is a greater eleewnt of r&ak

involved. The greater the risk, the higher the rate of interest nnst be

to ooB^floasate for the risk* An investment that is oontinuons over a

period of time attracts lover interest rates than short tisw investments*

The necessity for finding nev investments, and the intervening time

with no interest accruing, make the more frequent turnover of oiq>ital less

attractive as an investment, thus denmwding a higher rate of interest* Farm

investments may be divided into long and short term, for the purpose of de»

twrmlulng a fair rate of interest, the Imog term investment being real es>

tate and the short term being chattel property*

a new eouatry oapital is relatively scaree, with a high rate of in

terest, but as the country grovs older savings and aoouaulations of capital

reduce the gains to be secured from investments, with a corresponding reduc

tion of interest* Present interest rates are muoh lover than they vere in

the earlier days of this country* With a ohoioe of several places to invest

a given sum the oapitalist will choose the investment yielding the greatest

return* As fewer suitable alternatives are available the rate of interest

is lowered, (hi a given farm there may be limited oapital, but the rate al

lowed should approximate that for similar oapital in the oommmi-ty.

The oost of administering oapital may be quite variable, depending upon

the above items, method, time, and plaoe of payment of interest end principal,

influence the oost of admlnistratiozLik Xmrge cash payments at infrequent

intervals are usually more desirable to the creditor than frequmst psy-

mests* Payments in kind are less desirable* an they require time and expense

V'-
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for llquidftti^.

Wslghiag the above poiiztB, «e aay eiseae that the interest rate for

farm real estate should be coiqE>arable vdth other conservative investments*

If the tax on the farm is considered as a separate item of eapcsasef the

interest rate should be more nearly that of tax exsDf^t securities• The

mortgage rate of interest normally includes some allowance for administra

tive costs, alternative investments* and risk* and is therefore higher than

justifiable for the invesianent alone* if these factors are otherwise com-

pensated for* In no case should the allowed interest rate be greater than

the mortgage rate* A rate approxlxaating the tax exempt bond rate seexas

fair for estimating the value of the contribution of the owners real estate

to the farm business. The personal property Investmonb* having a higher

rate of turnover and oonseqaently a greater administrative cost may well be

allowed a soaesdiat hlghmr rate of interest.

Depreciation. « Aeeuming that the land itself is stable in value* de^

preclation can be limited to is^ovmaeats and ohattels* the most important

of which are buildings* fsnoes* machinery* and livestock* The depreciation

of buildings varies greatly with the type of eonstruotlon* use* and amount

and kind of repairs* The materials used* the souxidnass of oonstruotion*

and the solidness of the foundation greatly affect the length of life of

buildings * The original cost of construction from which the value of the

building materials at the end of the useful life has been subtraoted* may be

divided by the years of useful life to determine the ennual depreciation*

For exesple a building msy have cost tS00«00 to construoti its estimated

useful life is 26 years, and its value at the <md of -that time may be $25*00*

The annual depreciation will be or $19*00*
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fhe use to uhleh a buildlag Is put iuflueaoes both the rate of depre<-

elation and the smotuit of repairs* Buildings used for housing liyeatook

are subjected to greater uear than buildings for storage ccaly* Ihen the

buildings are naintainsd in xtearXy their original oonditlaa a low rate of

depreciation should be oharged, as the added cost of repairs will tend to

offset the depo-eoiation*

Qft&xk the crlginal cost of oonstruotlon Is unhnoen* A fair appraisal

•value be teJcen to substitute for the original cost* Cost of replace*

asnt is hardly accurate, as the building in question is no l<»ager new, or

oould not be replAoed at its present utility ralue* The cost of replace*

loenb is also quite Tariable from year to year, depending upon the price of

materials and the wages paid*

Fences normally depreciate at a more rapid rate than bulldingsi the

kind of fence, oonstruotion, and stock fcmoed against being the more isr>

portent factors in determining the rate of depreciation* The sane method

is used in estimating the depreciation on fences as on buildings* Due to

the shorter life, and the more constant ralue of materials, the cost of

replaoeaflnt aiqr be used to better advaatage for fenees -than for buildings.

If cost of replaeemmt is tised as a base, allowanee mast be made for -the

difference in eondltion, and probable length of life, between a new fence

and -the one beiztg appraised* Little or no allowance tor scrap value is

made for fences, depending to some eatent on -the kind of material* Steel

posts depreoia-te but little, if they do not rust*

The depreciation of farm implonents and equipment waries greatly

from farm to farm, and -with different Inplmsents* The amount used, care

age, and kind of xoaohlne ha-ve a imrked effect on -the length of life.
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« (2)oa«« saya of iMwhiiwry depreciation, "A depreciation of 10 per cent

annually on the coat of new machinery la uaually considored a fair charge

to cover depreciation of machinery aa a Tnhcle, Certain types of machinery y

wear out laore quickly i^ian othersf also the amount of use, of oare,

and age of machines will determine the actual rate of depreoiation. It

will normally vary from 7 to 16 per cent on different farms, Suoh laple-

meats aa gaa engines and tractors uaed heavily will have a heavier depre

ciation charge,*

If, after a few years, it can be seen that the mohine will last longer,

«r will wear out more quickly than was at first estimated, the

preoiaticn can be ad^sted accordingly. Depreciation, then, is the actual

decrease in value during the year, and is chargeable to the business of

that year.

Repairs» • Repairs should be distinguished from depreciation. Repairs

are usually considered as the cost of keeping the items in question in a

useful condition, aside from normal wear. Ixss^lea of building repairs are

new window panes, replaoament or renailing of aiding boards, or fixing a

hole in the roof. Fenee repairs include the replaoeasnt of brolten posts,

restaplizig the wire, restret(diing the barbwire, or mending broken line

stay wires} machinery repairs are suoh items as a new plow-share, sharpen

ing oultivator shovels, a new section bsr for the mower, or & new gear for

the grain drill.

Repairs are usually the small replaceable parts, but may include itesis

80 large ttiat the maehine, fence, or building is worth more than it was

before the repairing was done. It will then last longer than originally
(2) Case, M Analysis ̂  Fam Leases frar the Corn Belt States,

Report of theFara Lease Coinmittee of Financial Section, iSeiFTcan
Life Convention, St. Louts, Mo,, October 1, 1952.
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estimted^ because of repair* If the cost of idte repair urns about

equal to the usual coat of repairs plus the allovaxuse for depreolation*

ao depreolatloa need be charged for that year* If the amount exoeeda

this expenditure there has probably been an appreciation in value irlth a

correspondingly longer life* In such a ease the usual oost of repairs

and allowance for depreciation should be allowed^ and the additional ex-

panditures treated as an invevhaent* In tiate ease of buildixigs^ repairs

are not made every year and may be proportioaially larger ̂ riien -they are

made* Xhe average annual oost of repairs should bo used in arriving at the

oon-bributlon of the onmer to the farm business for any one year*

Insurance* ̂  Insurance is payment for the risk of loss* Investments

in buildings and their contents, fences, and chattel property are subject

to complete loss by fire, wind, flood, -tornado, eto* Ihese losses may

never ooour on a particular farm, but miy oauso eomplete loaa em another

fara* Beoaiise of Ihe possibill-ty of loas -the owner is entitled -to eeanpen*

sation in proportion to the risk invol-ved. In some cases the o-ener does

not care to assume this risk, and pays an insuranoe company to do so* In

either case it is a contribution to the form business fcr which the landlord

ihould be oompensated*

The rate of Ixurursace will vary ooosiderebly. As the ohanoe of loss

inoreases the rate will inoroase* If the insurance is carried with an in*

suranee oonpany -the actual cost to the landlord should be allowed as his

oon-tribution to the farm business, provided the full -vnluo of -fch© proper-ty

is covered by the insurance* If the landlord assumes the risk himself hs

is entitled to -the same rate of eaBq>en8ation as he would have to psy the

insursaoe eompasy -bo take -the risk*
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Balldix^s imd their contests are generally insured at a greater

cost per #100 of value than fences and mchinery, because of the greater

chanoe of destruction. Howsver, when the machinery is stored in the

buildings for the greater portion of the time it should tafce the same rate

as the buildings themselves. Fences may be insured at a low rate ehere there

is little danger from fire, but in ccmmBmities idiere there Is lauch burning

of fcnrests, grass, or old debris the rate of insurance will be higher.

About two thirds of the rate paid for building insurance may be paid for

the insurance of fences.

tax. - Usually all, or the greatest proportioii, of the tax aiost be

paid by the landlord from his share of the farm receipts. Hhea the inter*

est rate is allowed at a similar rate to that of tax exempt securities,

the tax should be considered as a oonfcribution of the Iwidlord. If, on the

other hand, the interest rate is as hi^ as is paid on non~tax«>exeBq;>t

8eov\rlties no allowance need be made for tax in estimting tdie landlord's

contribution to the farm business.

On a few farms the tenant mi^ pay the taxes as a part of the rental

agreesnent. If such is the case the tax should be considered as a contri*

bution of the tenant similar to cash rent.

Feed Bought. « Farms heoping livestook often buy a portion of the

protein feed. This is particularly true in feeding dairy cows, poultry,

and hogs. Feed of ihis kind represents adding fertility to the farm through

the manure. If the tenant buys each feed for his otm livestock he is

enriching the land by adding to its fertility. If the landlord keepe

livestook to which hs feeds more than is produced on the place he is entitled

to credit for the fertilising value of the feed.



tot Labor* • labor is one of the largest contrllRitlons of

the tenant to the farm business. Ihe fact that a man is a tenant Instead

of a farm laborer is, in part, influenced by his experienoe and ability*

In spite of any superior ability, the allowance for labor should be ths

same as the prerailiaag wage for farm labor, Inoome above this amount is

creditable as entreprenaur's risk rather than labor.

Bje landlord's labor is worth no more as labor than the tenants. If

allowance is made for his oonbributitm as a aanager. For the same work

done, the value of the labor required is no greater if performed by one

person then by another.

There is often some differ enoe in the daily wage between saBner

wlirfcer, but the length of day is a factor. For purpfcses of estimating

the value of the labor contribution to the farm business, the wage paid

for an average day's work is reasonable.

Labor. - Two bases for ostiioating tlui value of the work dons

by horses or mice arei first, a proportionate share of tl» cost of main-

tenanoo} and second, the amount commonly paid for use of teams in the

eoBBBmity. The cost of maintenance will include the cost of the feed,

proportionate share of tlie annual building oosts for housing, veterinary

expense, interest on investment, labor for care, depreciation due to in»

ereasing age, and insurance against loss or unsoundness.

It is quite difficult to estimate the cost of maintenance of a team

because of variations in the elements involved. Feed prices often are

doubled in the oourso of a year, A favorable winter may lower feed require*

mffiots, where pasture is available. Housing costs will rsomin about constant

trcm year to year. Veterinary expense is erfcremely variable and oannot be
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ftoourately estimated for a few animala m oae farm for axQr but

can be fairly well eetimatad oTar a period of yaars^ or for a large

noBber of livestock. Interest, depreciation, insurance, and care are

fairly uniform from year to year.

Factors determining the oost of mainteimnioo are estimtes, so a

-value for team labor, based on these estimates, can be no aoourate

than the estimates themselves. Mother dlsed-vantage of using the cost

of maitttenanoe as a value of horse or mle labor ie that part of the time

they are idle. The question here is what portion of this idle time is

chargeable to tho tenants crops, and what portion to the work they do

that is not oonneo-ted with the Iandlord*tenant relations?

The ourrent price paid for team hire is a simpler method for deter

mining their ooxxhribution to the farm basinoss. Here it is neoessazy to

tho smeizer of days actually worMd and multiply by the daily wage.

The principle is that the team is worth the same as the amount for ndiich

another teem could be hired. In some sections a mam works two df^s for

the use of a team for one day, thus establishing the team wage at doable

the amount paid for a man*8 labor.

Value of Sfenageaent. - It is generally accepted that the ability

(3^to manage well should receive cco^ezuiation. Bausmaa^ * found from a study

made in Delaware that the experience of the landlord made considerable dif-

ferono© in the value of the superviaicm he oould render to the tenant*

Visits made to the farm by the landl<n*d for his owa personal satisfaction,

or to look after other interests, can hardly be classed as supervision.

(3) Bausman, E. 0., Farm Tenancy in PolaTmure, University of Delemre
Agricultural jSqierimexit Station Mlletin No, 178, August 1932,
p* 61.
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"If, on tho other hand, the ptarpose of ths visit "Rrar© to advise ■with ■^is
(4)tenant relative to 'the farm business, it nagr be termed supervision"*

In cases where the landlord has csHy a lhaited knowledge of farming it is

<g^0stionablQ if the supervision is of atioh valu® as a oortribubloa -to the
(5)farai business. Bausman concluded that, "T)-!® active and retired fanasr

landlords and the professional landlords, by virtue of their experieaee,

were in a position to giv® their tenants useful supervision".

Any allowanoe made for the sxxporvision and manageiasnt gi'ven by ths

landlord la neoeaaarily an estimate. An ad^s'tmaaxt must be made for eaeh

individual, as the returns for rocnageaent -would be ai'fsoted by -the ability

to manage. On some farms ths landlord may spend his entire time managing

the fans and overseeing the worh of the tenants and laborers. Such a land*

lord should be eos^ensftted aaoordingly.

Some tenants my be more capable of managsaaent than their landlords.

Others, thou^ not skilled managers, are able to make more as a tenant

ixndsr their own menagssKmt than -they could make as a farm laborer. Whan

such is the case they too should be alioeed scmia ooBi^pensation for their

ability as managsrs.

With a low interest rate for the landlords izrves-tment, some allowanoe

should be xaade for mazusigemsnt. This oan be estima-ted at the cost of se*

curing a disinterested party to look after the landlord's interests and

to direct the -work of the tenant,

(4) Ibid, p. 25.
(5) Ibid, p. 111. V
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Bisk* •» Bl»k i« the ohenoe t&ken In fermiag* There may be loss

£rcm floodf hniX^ droughty inseots^ tQriiado,^ or other netural phezuaosae*

"Siexi one engages in farming he Invests oapital and Xabor« with the ex

pectation that it will yield a suitable return on his Investmenbf pjus

a sum for his williagiiess to engage in a business lAiioh may result in a

loss. The risk msy be entirely with the landlord, or with the tonarrfc#

Usually there is a cm® risk on tlie part of oeoh, but it ia not always in

eqjial proportions ♦ On cropper farms the landlord takes a greater cdutre

of the risk than the tenant, n^ile cm cash rental forms the tenant assumes

much of the risk*

Ifiseellaneous Items* - Sometimes the landlord furniahea transporta

tion in order to expedite the farm work. A repair part for the tnowor or

corn drill msy make a big difference in the harvest, depending on -Uie

weather# If the landlord goes for lAe repairs, or takes the tenant he

should be allowed ccaipensation siaffident to repay him for his trouble#

Landlords are often in better bargaining positions than tenazits, and

can bt^ fertilisers and supplies for less than the tenant. This is a

saving to himself and to the tenant as well, and is a service to the tenant

idiieh the tenant oould not render for hirnself. Credit is often advanced

the tenant by iiie landlord in any of several forme, such as payment for

fertilisers and supplies, endorsing notes, or guaranteeing accounts. At

times cash is loaned.

These, end other laleoellaneous items ere mostly in the nature of a

service for which the landlord is entitled to compensation, ».nd they should

not be overlooked when the landlord's returns are figured#

Pistribution is Between Cropper and Laborer. - In a oontraot between

a landlord and oropper, where the cropper works s<naa for the landlord in
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addition to in>3dng a crop« the (jaestlon arises as to hoir saioh of the

landlord's contrilwtion. is given as pert consideration for producing

the crop, and how inuoh is in part pajmsnt for labor* It anst be deter**

mined whether the landlord gaTS Mm s<»Be land to farm* and "furnishing*,

eo ae to have en available labor supply when needed, or id»th«r he hired

the cropper part tins aS a contribution In addition to his orop*

Inasmuch as tliese two are often so inter-related, it is difficult

to say what the true situs.tion really is* To avoid confusion, a divi

sion may be made, if desired, according to the smovuxt of the tenants

receipts as a cropper, and the amount received as a farm laborer* Items

of the landlord's contribution applying directly to the orop shoidd be

excluded when dlvldljftg the items chargeable to the tenant as oroppsr and

as a laborer*

To illustrate, a landlord provides a tenant with a house, bam,

garden, tmok patch, pasture, and fuel valued at #150* In addition he

^ovides the requisites for a crop, valued at |75* He hires the tenant

for ei^[ity days dwing the year for #60* She tenant receives #120 from

his share of the orop. On this basis the tenant received one third of

his income from labor for the landlord, and two thirds as a cropper* The

t?5 is a direct ocntribution to the crop so does not eater the problem*

The |1£0 is divided on the basis of two thirds (#100) to the tenant as a

oropper, and one third (#60) as a laborer*
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Analyglg of Contributions and Receipts Under Three

Types of Lenses

Following nre three exnQ>le8 of the oontributions and reoelpts of

landlords and tenants on three farms, each with a different -t^e of rental

oontraet. These fanas are looated in the northeastern part of Middle Ten

nessee, on irihat is known as the Eastern Ei^land Rim (Figure 60)* The soil

of this area is mostly of limestone origin. The region shows oonsiderable

erosion beoause of hilly topography, and the cropping system. Com is idae

principal crop. The area is above the state average in percentage of im

proved farm land, with 46 per cent. Eighty per cent of the area is in

(6)
farms* The three farms included in this study are of about average

agricultural value for their oomnjanities •

The records, from which the suraoaries and analyiea are made, were

tajton on the farm for the 19S6 crop year. Since 1966 was a year of severe

drought, an estimate of a normal year is given in each case, based on

average yields and prioes. Some ooimmmities received a local shower or

two in 1956, iriiich gave them a slight advantage over the Siirrounding terri

tory, The landlords were contacted first, followed by an interview with

the tenants. Collateral data was secured by neighborhood visitations.

Rental contracts vary froni farm to farm, and from one locality to

another, Ihat may be a fair distribution of Inoome in one ease may be

unfair in another, depending upon the contributions to the farm business

by each party. The joint working of a cropper and landlord is considered

of Land Use in Tennessee, C, E, Allred, et al*, p« 20«
Tennessee Agricultural Experiment Station Monograph No, 5,
February 1936. » V

! V
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as a farm unlt( separate from the other farm operations of the landlord#

The analyses of these throe farm leases points out the degree of

equitability for both landlord and tenant* under the situations in ahich

they are in operation*

Esmaple of a Cropper Contract

This cropper farmed on this place in 1956 and is making a orop in 19S7,

but -will move at the end of the 1937 crop year* The topography of the farm

is rolling* for the most part* rising at the rear of the farm to a small

fltountain# Most of the farm is cleared and in crops*

TABLE XLIX. STATEMEHT OF CONTRIBOTIONS AMD RECEIPTS

Contributions
Isme of Item Description Landlord Tenant

Land

Interest
Tax

Buildings
Interest
Tax

Insviranoe

Depreciation

Repairs
Fences
Interest
Insurance
Depreciation

Repairs

Machinery and
equipment

Operating sup
plies & expenses
Team Labor
Work on orop
Other work
for tenant

Management
Labor

1320*10 & Bfa
#2*30 per llOO Taluation

$121 &
$2*30 per $100 valuation
$2*25 per $100 valuation
Present value less junk value
divided by estimated unused
length of life
Materials ozily

$25*54 value S 5^
$1*50 per $100 valuation
Present value divided "by
unused length of life
Materials only

Value of use on tenant orop

Saed* fertiliser, etc*

55 days @ $1*50 per day

4 1/2 dsys ® $1*50 per day
Entirely by landlord
88*8 days O 75^ per day

$16.01
7*36

6*05
2.79
2*32

6.30

4.00

1*28
•38

2*18
1*25

4*00

9.75

62*50

6.76
10.00
•SO

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

•50

14.35

0

0

66,30
$81.13

(continued)
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TABLE XLIX. STATEMEBT OP COlITRIBimONS AM) RECEIPTS (oont.)

Hsme of Item Descnription Landlord Tenant

Com
AAA psyments

200 bushels @ #1.00
One half eaoh

#100.00
6.59

#100.00
6.59

Tenants mark tor
landlord for pay

Gross fera izusome
9 1/2 days ® #1.00
64 days » 75ji

#106.69
0

#106.59
9.60

48.00

Tenants income trim labor alone 0 # 57.50

PlBtributlon of Contrlbtttlons and Reoeipts. - The total oontributioa

to th® farm busiaesa was #214.56, of whioh #153.23, or 62 par coat, mas ooa-
tributod by the landlord, and #80.13, or 38 per oeat, by tho teaaut. The

gross farm iacosae vas #215.18, and mas diTlded equally between both parties*
This division of reoeipts represents a return to the landlord of #0*80 per
dollar of contribution, and #1,31 to the tenant, idiile the return for the

farm business as a stools mas #0.99 per dollar of contributioa (Figure 31).
To be more equitable the reoeipts should be divided in the same proportion as
the contribution. If such mere the ease, tho landlord would have rooeived

#152.17, a gain of #25.58, and the tenant would have received #81.01. On
this basis tho return per dollar of coaiaribution mould have been #0.99 each
for both landlord and tenant, the same as for the farm as a itoole. Tho net

return for the landlord mas a net loss of #26.64, or 20 per cent, and for

the tenant a net gain of #26.46 or 51 per eent, mhereas an equitable distri
bution of the reoeipts, in proportion to the contribution of each party,
vreuld have shared the net loss of #1.18, the landlord losing #0.73 axd the

teziant #0.45.

In addition to tho farm business as a cropper, the teziant morked as a

laborer for tha landlord a total of 73.S days, yielding him a cash mage of



Cont ribution

Receipts

Return per
dollar of

ccntribirtion

(Per cent)
60 80 100 120

137,

ISO20 40 140

le fi -|-fi I ■! Viii - ^ ^

Rf«.<

Logend

Landlord Tenant

The landlord contributed more to the fdra business than the tenant,
but received less return on his contribution, due to the division
of the receipts with respect to the contributions.

Figure 51. Percentage Distribution of Contributions and Receipts of
a Landlord and Tenant on a Cropper Pam, 1933

Cont, ribut i ona

Receipts

Rotuni per
dollar of
contribution

(Por cent)
^ 100 120 If 280 30Q20 40

s

m &

Legend
Landlord• Tenant

The landlord contributed nearly two thirds of the total contribu
tions to the farm business and received less than half of the total
receipts, thus making his return per dollar of contribution far
less than for the tenant.

Figure 52, Percentage Distribution of Contributions and Receipts of
a Landlord and Teuiin+ on a Cropper Farm, 1937
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#67«50« The value of the tenants total receipts from the farm and his

labor combined Knas $164.OS*

Estimated Returns for an Average Year* • Since the 1936 crop year

K&s one of severe drought* an estimation of the returns for a normal season

(7)
is given. Based on the ten-year average yield of corn, and the 1956

avsi'age yield^®^ the yield for this field vould be 19 bushels per aore.
This yield would have returned 266 bushels* an increase of 66 bushels. At

the average price^^^ of 75.1^ per bushel the return would have been $199.76,
S4 oents under the actual 1956 return.

Probable Changes for the 1937 Crop Year. « For the crop year 1957

some changes were to be made in the oontributions and division of receipts

of eeoh pajrty. Instead of fourteen acres of corn on land appraised at $18

per aore* the tenant is putting out 18 acres of corn on land valued at $20

per acre. He also has three acres of wheat on land valued at $20 per sore.

The tenant reoeives all of the i^at raised. This year the tenant will

probably work only half as much for the landlord for pay. All other contri

butions are estimated to be the same.

These changes in the farm business will increase the landlords contri

bution $43.12* as followst land $15.33* team labor $21* siachinery and

equipment $1.14* operating supplies and expenses $2.79* and management $2.86j

and will increase the tenants contribution 113.84* as followst machinery

and equi]|C8ttsnt $0.14* operating supplies and expenses $3*20* and labor $10.&0»

The receipts will be increased $127.67 for the landlord and $163.67 for the

tenant. With this increase* the contributions to the fsurm business will be

(7) "Ten Year (l925-19o2) Average Acreage and Yield by Counties, Tennessee**
U.3.D.A.* Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates* cooperating with
the University of Teianaesee* August 20* 1936.

(S) "Farm Management Survey based on 151 Farais** Department of Agricultural
Eooncmios* University of Teimessee* xmpublished data.

(9) "Regional Differences in Texmessee Price of Corn* Teimessee and United
States** Departnent of Agricultural Eoon<mio8, University of Tsnnessee.
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$176.35, or 65,0 per oent, and $94.97, or 55.0 per oent, for landlord and

tenant respectively. The receipts arill lilcevise be inoereaeed to $234.26,

or 46.4 per oent for the landlord and $270.26, or 63.6 per oent for the

tenant (Fi^e 62). This mtarlced increase in receipts is due to the per acre

yield of corn. In 1936 it was 14.2 bushels, while the estisated yield for

1937 on the better land is SO bushels per aore.

Since the landlord contributes 65 per cent of the total to the farm

business he is at an even greater relative disadvantage than for the year

1936. A more equitable distribution of the reoeipts would be $327*94 for

the landlord and $176.58 for the tenants

It is evident from a study of this farm that the tenant is receiving

more than his equitable slmre of the farm receipts, based on the porcertage

of the total contribition supplied by the tenant. The farm business, iY<m

tho standpoint of the texiant, is not a well balanced enterprise for the

efficient use of his labor over the year, or over the growing seascm. The

tenant's orop is too small to provide a good living, if depended upon alone,

hence such units are usually operated as a part time business, the operator

being ea^Ic^ed either by the landlord or at seme other business duri3ag the

remainder of the year.

A three fifths, two fifths distribution of receipts between landlord

and t^iant would have been more equitable for 1936, but would have someidiat

favored the tenant. This division would have prevented part of the land*

lords heavy loss of 20 per cent of his contribution, while the tezuint was

sial:ing a profit of 31.4 per oent.

An increase in the sise of "the farm business is desirable in order to

decrease the overhead expense per luoit of product*
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Eaaniple of a Two Thirds Crop-Share

A typical teziazrt farm operating on a verbal lease is analysed, for the

crop year 1956* An estimate for a normal season is given for oomparison.

In this case the tenant rented the farm as a idiole, and is charged with all

of the land, including waste and idle land which he might cultivate or pas

ture if ho chose# This tenant sublet three acres for com# The return for

these three acres was distributed one third to the landlord, one sixth to the

tenant for use of his workstock and eqpiipment, and one half to the cropper#

The cropper was related to the tenant. This farm was severely affected by

the drought#

TABLE L# STATEMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS AND RECEIPTS

Contributions

Name of Items Description Landlord 1 Tenant
100 acres

Interest #956 @ ̂ $47,60 0
Tax 12,50 per $100 valuation 21.99 0

Buildings
Interest 1357 @ 5^ 17,85 0
Tax $2,30 per $100 valuation 8,21 0
InsTirance $2,25 per $100 valuation 8,03 0
Depreciation Value at end of useful life - $40 16,47 0
Repairs Ibiterial only 6,00 0

Fence

Interest $161 @ 8,05 0
Tax $2,30 per $100 valuation 3,70 0
Depreciation Will last about 12 years 15.41 0
Repairs Materials only 5,75 0
Insurance $1,50 per $100 valuation 2,42 0

Implements and
equipment Landlord owns $108, tenant $66
Interest at 5^ 5,40 4,25
Tax $2,30 per $100 valuation 2,48 1,96
Depreciation J\ink value $23 6,00 8,00
Repairs Not including labor 3,00 11.70
Insurance $1,50 per $100 valuation 1,62 1,28

Operating sup
plies and ex
penses Seed, fertilizer, etc# 31,95 76,60
Team labor 86,5 days ® $1,50 per day .29,75
Labor 170 days @ $0,75 per day 1.50 :.26,00
Management Both parties contribute to mgt# 15,00 10,00
Hired labor 36 days at $0,75 per d«y 27.00

Total contributions $226.63 : 396,54
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TABLE L. STATEHEHT OF CONTRIBUTIONS AND REGBIfTS (oontlmed)

Receipts

Naito of Items Description Landlord Tenant

Corn 300 bushels ® #1.00 22* 100.00 200.00
Corn on sub
leased land 24 bushels @ $1.00 3a 16.00 8.00

TOieat 22 1/2 & #1.00 11.26 11.25
Sorghum 16 gal. 76^ 4.00 6.00
Sweet potatoes 16 bushels @ 85^ 4.26 8.50
Immber Prooeeds divided equally 14.26 14,25
Wood 30 riok 6 #1.00 - less labor

20 days » #0.75 0 15.00
Produce Poultry & garden produce given

landlord 5.00
Bay 6 tona of weeds cut from sdieat

stubble 0 45.00
Tohacoo 308 poiuids 15*00 30.00

Gross form income #169,75 #340.00

Diatribution of Cojatritutions end Receipt a» - On this fauna the landlord

contributed |226«63« or 36*4 per cent, and the operator #396*64 or 63«6 per

cent of the total contributions to idie fam business. They receiyed in return

#169.75, or 33.3 per cent, and #340.00, or 66.7 per cent, respectively. This

retvirn is equivalent to #0.75 per dollar of contribution by the landlord and

#0.86 for the operator, or #0.82 for the farm business as a tdiole (Figure 63).

The net loss is mostly attributable to the drought rather than poor manage

ment, as the tenant appears to be about average for the oomraunity. The re-

oeipts mere divided one third to the landlord and two thirds to the tenant,

exoept T^eat which was divided equally. The tenant was given half of the

income from lumber as payment for his labor of cirbting and hauling. The tenant

was also given his wood by the landlord, and what forage he could out from

the wheat stubble for hay* Ordinarily the landlord would receive one third

^
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(Per oont)
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Contribvtlona and recoipta both apprcjdmted the tuo-tiilrds, one-third
distribution but the tenant lost less than the landlord due to the
slight difference in the distribution of contributions between the tv«)
parties.

Figure 53. Percentage Distribution of Contributions and Receipts of a
Landlord and Tenanl- on a Tw Thirds* One Third Crop-Share Leased

Farm, 193d«
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Landlord Tenant.

This distribution of receipts and contributions betiiTOen landlord
and tenant is nearly equitable to both parties, but favors the
landlord slightly.

Figure 54. Percentage Distrib»rti on of Contributions and Receipts of a
Landlord and Tenant on a Two Thirds, One Third Crop-Share

Leased Farm, for a Norml Year
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of the hagr* Althou^ the lendlord lost only 84 eents more than the tenant,

$56.88 and $56«64 for landlord and tenant respectively, the landlord's loss

represented 25.1 per cent of his contribution ishile the texiant's loss vas

only 14.3 per oenb.

Estimated Retunis for an Average Year. • A normal crop year would have

returned a profit to this farm business instead of a loss. The corn crop is

the only enterprise that yielded a greater return in 1936 than it would yield

in a normal season. Even here the difference is too saall to be significant.

The greatest difference is in the case of aheat, which was a near failure in

1936, but yields an average^ of about 8.7 bushels per acre. There is
xiomally a hay orop harvested, which is divided between the landlord and ten«

ant. In the year 1936 the hsy crop was a coo^lete failure on this farm.

The landlord would receive $804.36, or 38.7 per cent of the total re

ceipts in a normal season, and the tenant $481.30, or 61.3 per cent (Figure

54). In a normal season then, the landlord would have a sli^t advantage over

the texxant, idxereas in a poor year the tenant lost less than the landlord.

If the landlord would furnish the grass seed his coniaribution would be in-

oreased to $247.11, or 39.8 per cent of the total, thus his contri

bution approximately two fifths of the total. Ee would then bo entitled to

two fifths of the receipts instead of one third.

Example of «i Half and Crop-Share Tenant

The general terms of rental of this farm resembles that of "»ie preceedlng

farm. It differs chiefly in the faot that the landloxd does not contribute Koy of

tho iaefiemxAa mad eqaJ^pBsnt aid ha tbs distributloQ of loeana. 3hls farm has more

(10) Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates, op. cit., p. 19i
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genbly rolling topogrBphy than the nirerBgo of the ooaaBuaity. This retards

erosion and oBkies far easier cultivation. Ko important changes have been

made in the contract between landlord and tenant since the original rms

drawn fifteen years ago, either as to crops grcnm or acres operated^

TABLE LI, STATEKEST OF COliTRIBUTIOHS iHD RECEIPTS

Contributions

Haae of IteiBS Description Landlord Tenant

Land 183 acres

Interest #3445 6 e% $172*25 0

T&x* $2*30 per $100 assessed valua
tion ($1600) 34.50 0

Buildings
$625 valuation & Sj^Interest 31*25 0

Depreciation
$2*25 per $100 valuation

26.50 0

Insurance 16,04 0

Repairs Average snnual cost 5.00 0

Fen^ 470 rods used by tenant
Interest $188 ® 6^ 9*40 0

Depreciation j^esent value divided by
remaining years 11.40 0

Insxurenoe $1«60 per $100 valuation 2*82 0

Repairs Materials only 2.75 0

Impleaeats and
equipment

$95,50 m 8^Interest 0 4*78

Depreciation
|1*50 per #100 valuation

0 9*60
Insxu>ance 0 1.43

Repairs All repairs excluding labor 0 11*35

Team labor m,5 days ® $1*60 0 183*76
Labor 217*2 days ® 75#^ l.SO 161*40
Operating supplies
and expenses Reed fertilizer, eto* 19*50 35*85

Ifanagement 20.00 5.00

Total contributions $ 350*93 $413.06

Reoeipts

Com 875 bushels ® $1*00 $ 437*60 $437*50
Bay 8 tons @ $20 80.00 80.00
Peas 3 bushels ® $2*00 0 6.00
Ibod Value of wood less labor of cutting 0 12*25
AAA payments

Oross farm income
22.00 22.00

$ 539*50 $567.75

* Includes all tax on land, buildings, and fences.
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Cont rl"but Ions

Ti;oc->lots

(Por cont)

^—^2—tap, isp.

Rotutris per

dollar of coirw

triliution

20 40

Vv: m •

' -•"»>-

- ?vvt*

Lsgond
^ Landlord Tenant-

The rotum per dollar of oontribu+ion is greater f.r the land''ori
than for the tenant due to the relative differ*;rencu between tlie
contributions and receipts of each party.

y^-gure 55, Poraontago Distribution of ContriUitions and Receipts
of a Half and Ealf Crop-Share Leased ihra, 1936.
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Distribution of Contribationa and RocelptSi, • During the 1936 crop

year the landlord oontributed |S50*95« or 45*9 per oent, to the farm buai-

neas« and received $339«e0f or 49*2 per cent of the total receipts, uhile

the tenant contributed $413*06, or 54«1 p^ cent* fhis distribution of oozt-

tributioms and receipts yielded the landlord $1*54 per dollar of contribution

and the tenant $1*36, uhile the farm as a mhole returned $1*49 (Figure 56)*

With such an even division of receipts, 49*2 per cent and 60*2 per cent

for landlord and tenant respectively, a more even distribution of the con

tributions of each party could mell be effected* If the landlord furnished

all of the fertiliser and seed hia ocntrlbution isould be inoreaaed to

$379*43 or to 49*7 per cent, and the tenants oontrlbution reduced to $384*66,

or to 60*3 per cent, adiloh ociresponda favorably with the present division

of receipts between the two parties, fhis is the olatnge suggested by the

tenant, when asked idiat adjustments could be made that would make for a

more equitable lease arrangement*

In a more average season the situation would be but little altered*

Even though the yield woxild be increased, a lower price would return only

$11*01 more for the landlord, and $11*00 additional for the tenant* So

small an increased return would not change the proportion of the receipts

going to each party* Since the increase is entirely in the value of hay,

it would save the tenant from purohasing additional feed, as was the case

in 1936.
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Simnary

1* • In detenninlng the respective contributions to a ferm business the

true agrioultursl value of the land for the type of fanaing followed should

be used*

2, - A rate of interest approximating the tax exeapt bond rate is a fair

valuation of the contribution of the farm real estate to the current year's

business. Interest on personal property be allowed at a higher rate than

for real estate.

5. - Depreciation represents the deorease la "salue of property used

during the year. It is determined by dividing the nus&er of years of useful

service into the estimated value.

4. • Repairs are the actual cost of keeping the item in question in

working condition.

6. - Insurance is a payment for the risk of losing. The landlord should

be compensated for this risk in an amount corresponding to the cost of in

suring through an insurance ooapany.

6. — Tax is p pairt of the landlord's contribution to the farm businesa.

If paid by the tenant it Should be treated as cash rent.

7. - Allowance for labor should bo the same for both landlord tenant,

and should bo the same as for hired labor of that oasaiuiity.

8. - The value of team labor may be estimated by determining the cost of

malntenanoe, or by the ntoaber of days worked anltiplied ly the local wage

paid for team labor.

9. - Management varies greatly between individuals and between different

types of farming. It may be evaluated as the cost of hiring a managar.
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10« • Sdnrioe Iteios of the luadlord which result in a saving to the tenant

should be considered in arriving at the division of receipts between landlord

and tenant*

11* » Landlords tomtima amploy their tenants part time* at work aside

trcm their farm operations* Others rent their hired help a smadl crop to keep

them available for labor when needed* It is scrastimes desirable to distinguish

between the landlords* contribution to the tenant as a cropper and as a farm

laborer*

12* • Peed produced elsoWhere and fed on the farm adds fertility through

the manure of the animals fed* The cash value of this fertility is a contri*

bution of the party buyizig ihe feed*

13. • On the cropper farm studied the landlord contributed more to the

farm business than the tenant* and received leas retxnru on his contribution*

This was due to the division of receipts in oompariBon with the contributions

of the landlord and texuutt*

14. • A normal season would have nmde no differenoe in the relative rela

tionship beteeen oropper and landlord*

15* - The ohanges to be put into effect on the oropper farm in 1937* if a

norxQsd season* will give the tenant an even greater relative advantage in the

distribution of receipts*

16* • On the two thirds crop-share farm* the oonbrlbutlons and receipts

are fairly equitable* but the tenant lost leas than the landlord* due to a

alight differenoe in the diatributlon of contributions between the two parties*

17* - A normal season would have changed the advantage from the tenant

to the landlord* but the difference would have been less than for the year

studied*
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18# - In the o&se of the half and half crop-share lease, the landlord

•sperienoed an adTantage over the tenant, receiving a greater return per dollar

contribution than did the tenant#

19# • On these three fanas some moall ad^Justnoents oould easily be made,

to make the rental ocntraot more equitable.

20# • The rental contracts in use are determined by custom, with some

modifications according to the btrgaining power of the oontraoting parties.

They are usually concerned with the current year's operations only#

21# «• Heither landlords n*^ texuuxts were entirely satisfied with the

rental contract, but did not suggest vrnxsy changes for permanent betterment#

22# - Tenants' cash inc<nM was usually considerably less than the yalnt

of his receipts# A fairly large portion of his crop was fed to livestock,

the products from which were used for horns oonsumptiim#



CHAPfER VI

RECQMUEIiDAriONS, AND POINTS MBE3}IN0 FURTHEH STUDT

Aspeots Needlag Furthor Study

Deflnitlona of Tenures« For a ooB^rebenslve etudy of land tenure

probleoBf and to make possible more direct ooo^arlsons of studies coTor*

Ing different parts of the United States, It Is desirable that tenures

be defined in the same lasy in all studies* At present each study must

state the conoeption of the tenures vhioh vill be used.

The United States Bureau of the Census gives the folloving defini

tions of tenantst "Tenants are farm operators mho operate hired land

only* In the present report (1930) separate figures are shoan for throe

classes of tenants - namely, (l) oash tenants who pay a cash rental, as

#7 per acre for crop land or #800 for the use of the whole farmi (2) crop

pers sdio are defined as share tenants, to whom landlords furnish all the

work animals} and (3) all other tenants, includixig those giving a share of

the products for the use of the land or a share for part and oash for

part."^^^
Farm Management researoh workers in various southern institutions de

fine croppers as agricultural workers irtio receive a part of the crop which

they work, as pay for their labor* Often tho aeme men, or their families.

(1) Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930, Agriculture, Tennessee.
First Series, p* 3*

160.
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«r« hired hy the landlord for work in addition to their crop, for which

they receive oash wages* With this disorepaapy in torminology it is dif

ficult to mke direct comparisons of data based on the two conceptions*

jfb mexition is made in the Census of farm operators who do not own the

land they operate and yet pay no rent for it*

Changes in Net Worth* Changes in tenure from one period to another

nay be an expression of changes in net worth of the operator, or caused by

a change in social-ooonomlo conditions during the period considered* It

sometimes happens -Uiat it is to a farm operator's advantage to rent the

land he operates rather than own it* UMer such conditions the farm operator

would seoure a greater xiet worth than he would as an owner*

fhis study gives some information on Xosaes inoxu'red ty tenure class,

by color of operator, and by the period sdien the losses occurred. However,

the data were too limited for a comprehensive study of changes in net

worth* The only reference at hand to any study relating directly to the

(2)changes of net worth of farm operators is a "Suxomary of Settler's Progress,

vdiioh is not complete enough, nor general enough in application to throw

muoh light on the problem.

A study of ohanges in net worth, and in the zmmhm: of na and horse

work units, together with ohanges in the number and kind of units

in the fai>m business, would be of xoore value in determining the advancement

of a farm operator than would a study of ohanges in tenure* "Tenure"

•ontains an element of social standing in smse seotions, oon^pariscma

on that basis of less significance than on the basis mentioned above.

(2) Black, J* D*, and Gray, L* G», Land Settlement and Colonisation in the
^eat Lakes States, United States department of Agrloulturej ijnTlAiTri
1295, pp* 67-70.
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H<m Mwny Tenaotea Are Desirable? It ia generally oonceded that aoma

teztan^y ia desirable la an agrioultural eatnaunlty* The percentage of farms

operated by tenants varies greatly batureen states, between oountlea within

a state, and between connunities• Hhat may be desirable in one coinmonity

my not be workable in another, with the result that a given percentage may

not be the desirable proportion for the entire agriailtural industry. Be»

fore a ooastniotive, long time program for tenant betterment oaa be xinder-

takffp it would be desirable to determine what proportion of tenants would

best serve the needs of each type of community. It tiiis determination

several points may be considered. It is evident that there may be some

overlapping, but ad^uatments oould be made to allow for that.

Tezianoy has long been labeled as one step up the agrioultural ladder.

In aoaae oaaea this has been true, sdiile In ethers there have been ehangea

teak end forth along the rung without permanent advanoement • For farm

operators who are able to use the tenant step as a means of advenoement

it is good. How vms^ famers are able to do this may be influenced by a

nxxmber of factors. Fran the standpoint of progress, it seesis that that pro"

portion of tenancy ia desirable which will permit the farm operators to ooxk*

tinue the aocumulation of sorasthing for old age, above the cost of living

for their families. What this proportion is may vary within a given county

but would help to determine the amount of tenancy desirable.

It often happens that youaag farm boys laarry and must start faiming for

themselves before they have had the benefit of managerial responsibility.

Although serving as a tenant is not the only way to secure such experience,

it is one good way. The proportion of farm operators who oould be benefltted

by a training period as a tenant may vary according to the type of farming



les.

praotloed, and in different ooaamunities* The longer the desirable training

period the greater will be the proportion of tenancy that will bo advait-

tageous to a given farm oommunity* What this proportion should be under

various conditions might well be given further study.

In some parts of the eounfcry tenants operate farm lands viiile the fana

estate is being settled among the heirs, after the death of the owner.

Except when operated by the administrator, executor, or other special agent,

it is naoessary that a tenant operate the farm to prevent complete financial

loss of overhead esqsenaes, and to prevent the land from deteriorating due

to idleness. It might be possible to devise some other method of operation

that would meet the above needs, but it seems better to use tenancy either

as it is, or in a modified form, than to disoard it wholly fear some other

form of farm operation, Situse only a few farm estates are settled per year,

and they are often settled before a orop can be grown, it is evident that

the tenants who operate these farmus, if even for a single year, are contrl*

butlng to the good of sooiety and themselves. These tenants oonstltute a

very small proportion of the total, brt it is believed that there is a de

sirable place for an undetermined number of tenants of this kind.

The position of part owners in an agricultural community has not been

studied as oon^letely as may be desirable. For the moat part their social

standing may be similar to that of full owners. However, sinoe they rent

land in addition to their own holdings, they are in business oonpetition

with tenants for the use of lazid, A fanner may thus rent additional

while his children are at home to supply more labor, and later lease his

onm farm to a tenant beoause of his children's having left the paternal



154.

home, and he is physloally unable to fax*ia as muoh as when he "nas yofuag.

Part omiers irlll alvaya hare some influenoe on the number of tenants de

sirable.

Oenership of farms by farm minded \urban morkers makes a desirable ar

rangement for some industrious farmers mho have insuffioient capital to be

come oimers. IQiere an urban diraller depends on his salary for his living,

and has the farm as an investment and a place for recreation, he is not

likely to demand large oash returns. In max^ such oases he returns his

share of the farm income to the farm in the form of improvements, mainten

ance, and restoration. He may also grant muoh more lenient terms of rental,

from the standpoint of finances, in exchange for reservations he mey wish

to make. Traants, in such casee, are able to maintain a position in the

ooasunity similar to that of omners. There ia no drain of farm wealth to

the oity in the form of interest, and no depreciation of the farm due to

demand for large principal payments, as would be the case if the operatore

were paying for the farms.

The standard of living is not necessarily dependant on the tenure of

the farm operator. Some operators have deliberately chosen to be tenants

rather than owners with limited capital. Still others wesrk more efficiently

under supervision than upon their own initiative.

During the past sixty years tenancy has increased. At the same time

there has been an increase in the number and extent of government servioes.

To what extent one is responsible for the other mi^t be worthy of study.

This point would also be important in determining what per cent of tenancy

is desirable*
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Other factors stay need consideration, and soioe of those mentioned may

overlap considerably, but they are points that need clarification before

are ivill be in position to set up a long tizoe tenure program to is^rove the

present system*

Effect of Inheritanee of Farm Wealth on Urban to Fam Migration*

Migration of farm population has been studied from various angles, and for

(3)various purposes* Migration of farm wealth inheritance has also been

(4) (3)studied^ ' and the probability of inheriting land has been touched upon,

but little has been done to determine the effect of inheritanoe of farm

wealth on the return of farm reared people to the farm* This thesis gives

some evidence of a relationship between the inheritance of farm wealth

and return to the farm frcnn xion-farm occupations, but a more detailed stu(i^

would be desirable to determine to what extent inheritance may be a factor

in urban-to-rural migration.

Migration of Wealth by Inheritanoe. The net migration of farm popula-

(6)
tion was fr<nn farms to city or Ullage in Tennessee prior to 1930*

This shift of population was accompanied by the movement of farm wealth by

inheritanoe. From 1930 to 1935 Tennessee had a net migration to farms from

(7)
cities. Under existing inheritanoe laws the heir is legally entitled to

(3) Beck, P. G., end Lively, C, E*, Movement of Open Country Population in
Cftiio, Ohio Agricultural Experiawnt Station, Bulletin 489, Sept* 19?r.

Lively, 0* E*, and Foott, Frances, Population j^bilily in Selected Areas
of Rural (&io, 1928-1955, Ohio Agr* Exp* 3ta*, 3ul, 582, Jtme 193?*

(4) Tetreau, El, 1)*, Migration of Agricultural Wealth hy Inheritanoe, Two
Ohio Coxintiea, Ohio Agr* Exp* Station, Mimeogra^ Bulletin Ho* 65,
Sept. 1933*

(5) Dickins, Dorotlqr, Oocupationa of Sons and Dmighters of Mississippi
Cotton Farms, Mississippi Agricultural Experiment Staiion Bui* ISo* 318,
May 1937, p. 52*

(6) Folsom, J* C*, end Baker, 0* £*, A Graphic Summary of Farm Labor and
Population, U,S*D,A* Miso* Pub*~Ho. 265, Nov* 19377 P# SO*

(7) Ibid., p*31.
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a share of the estate, regardless of residenoe* Mp. I* D» Tetreaw^®^ has

Bade a study of the migration of agricultural wealth by iaheritanoe in

two Ohio oounties, under oonditions soswwhat different frcoa those foxmd in

the greater pai*t of Tennessee* Sizioe migration is so significant in Ten

nessee, it is probable that wealth is also following the same trend. Tiis

extent to which this is true will probably vary between areas, awti muld

be expected to have a bearing upon the tenure of farm operators*

Effect of Time of Inheriting a Farm on the Likelihood of Later Losing

the Farm* The general econcnaio condition of the country, and the level of

the farm commodity price curve, are ii^ortant factors in the possibility

of an heir losing his inheritanoe* One might assume that if the inheritance

were received during a period of high prices, with interest rates fairly

hi^, and possibly oonsiderable borrowed eapital based on current values,

that the heir would be in ̂ eater danger of losing his inheritanoe than if

he were to reoeive it when prices were lowest* the amount of debt of the

parental estate, and the assuming of new debts by the heir at the time of

inheriting, may be expected to have some influence on future losses*

Seoonaendations

reeonwendatlons in regard to tenancy should be made with a view

to inproving all agriculture* Some of the ills conmonly attributed to

tenancy may be only associated with texuuny, and not dependent upon tenanoy.

The brighter aspeots of our tenure system may be obsoured by some of the

ills that are found in the seme agricultural region* A coi^rehensive study

(8) Tetreau, op. cit.
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of teztaiioy should iztolude an analysis of tenant sitaationf a eos^arlson

vith other twauras^ and the possibility of alternative opportunities for the

oases studied. There appears to be a greater range of opportunities todi^

for a fanssr to advanoe through his ovn labor and managerial ability than

at any time during the history of this country.

Training Young Fanners, Farm operators reoeive much of their funda*

mental knowledge of farming sdille at hcsae as boys on the paternal farm.

The ooopleteness of this training may depend on t]:» kind and size of the

home fez*m, the type of farming praotioed in the ooannanity« and the dlli-

genoe with ndiidi the father oonduots his farm business. It is not sur

prising that the son of a shiftless farmer often does not rise above that

level. On the other hand^ the son of a diligent, hardworking, painstaking,

thrifty, far sighted, farmer might be esipeotsd to advanoe farther up the

agricultural ladder, even though the father's misfortunes may hairs pre

vented his own rise in tenure,

AocaD^)anied by the home training that oreates progressive farmers

are some sooial and oivio aotivitles whioh supplement aod strengthen the

influence of the hcsae. The teachings of our churches, schools, clubs,

end other organisations oan be such that the rural youth will be better

able to solve the problems of operating and managing his own fajrm business*

B^gdiasis on thrift and vocational guidanee, with the youth participating

in the farm business, in which he gains or loses aooordlngly as he has

contributed in labor and in a managerial capacity, will be putting into

praotioal operation the principles of education mentioned. Such training

has the further advantage of giving the young married couple a better start,

as ihey will have had an opportunity to aocunulate some savixigs and e;:^erienc9
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before begiimlng to farm for themselvos*

More Diver e ifled Farming» The State of Tennessee la so located that

a wide range of farm enterprises ma^ often be oonduoted on a given farm»

even though a one-crop system prevails in sobs areas at present. A change

troBi a one-crop systea oannot be brought about in a single year, but mnqr

beeome a prograa for gradual ohaage, according to the individual farmr's

ability to aset the financial obligations involved, and his ability to

aanage the added enterprises.

A more c<mtinuou8 desand for productive labor is one iaqportant ad

vantage of diversified farming, whioh can be secured by adding enterprises

with peak labor reguirenent at a time when the major enterprise demands but

little attention* A crop with labor requirement coming after cotton has

been laid by, and before the pioking season, would utilise a farmer*8 time

to better advantage than would a greater acreage of cotton, heoause more

of his days will be spent in a type of labor that adds directly to his

farm inoome. It will also allow for a more continuous employmexzb of hired

labor, at lower oost beoause of its being continuous, and because of the

more productive nature of the erapltqnnsnt. The fam laborer thus enqsloyed

would have a greater total inoome per year, even though the rate per hour,

or per day, xalght be lower.

Also a greater net inocae may be expeoted from a diversified i^m

program than from a one-crop system, where the operator does the work,

since more of the work is productive and there is less idle tiaui. The

distribution of the inoome throughout the year is also more desirable, for

the average family, than for It to be received in one sum, sinoe an inocnae

distributed over the year can be budgeted to greater advantage, and eliminates
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oarrylng ohargee. The adding of Bovoral entorpriBOs to the farm buBineas

assures a greater distribution of the inooBW during the yeer.

Owned Farms. Many Teonesaoe fsrxoa are too small for a family

to earn more than a aubsistanoe. In some osisee this nay have been due to

subdividing the estate among the heirs. In other caseB the tenants desire

to operato only enough land to aB?>loy them duris^ the periods that the crop

demands attention.

It was found la this etucty that farm owners had inherited more than

talent operators^ and that those who reoeived some inheritance were more

likely to beoome own^s than those vHio did not, even though the amount of

the inheritance wao maall. Sinoo owners are more likely to leave an inheri-

tanoe to their children than are tenants, continuous family ownership of

farms is increased.

For the most part, ample credit appears to be available to meet the

needs of faimers who are capable of successful ownership, even though they

may now be farm laborers or tenants.

As long as ownership is not especially profitable the percentage of

taxwnoy is lii»ly to resmin hi^, or even inoroase. In order to increase

ownership of farms by their operators something should be done to make owner

ship by the operating family more desirable. One factor that would aid la

this objective would bo a revision of the farm real estate tax system. Some

arguments against this proposal are recognised, and it is suggested simply

beosuso it would be one method of encouraging ownership. Other undesirable

features mi^t possibly outweigh this advantage.

•i.!
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iPPEHDIX TABLE I. TEBASTS, B7 OOLOE, fSSHSSSSB, 1936
163.

Countlta Croipers I Tenants 1 Counties 1 Croppers Tenants
fcite Col

ored

tthite CoX»

ored
niihite Col.

ored

(Jhite C0l«e

ored

AaSmrtm 111 4 A AM
VMTA 10 iLauderdale 807 1007 847 492

Bedford 316 96 843 81 Lawrence 500 8 1604 24
Bmtozx 136 3 612 4 Lewis 44 m 206 2
Bledsoo 202 14 149 7 Lincoln 884 SOS 1386 101
Blount 370 16 427 14 Loudon 282 16 386 13
Bradley 260 26 534 9 434 10 612 20
Caaqpbell 161 1 463 1 MoHairy 383 51 1265 54
Cannon 274 6 442 6 Haoon 418 19 800 17
Carroll 669 226 1429 179 Madiscm 687 1170 850 616
Carter 89 2 331 2 Marion 96 7 266 12
Cheathaa 393 31 582 27 Marshall 199 62 639 37
Cheeter 287 137 721 70 Mauzy 437 158 1353 211
Clalbome 376 7 924 3 Meigs 99 8 219 9

CUy 190 8 444 5 Monroe 1 355 4 694 7
Co eke 590 9 657 10 Montgomery 1070 537 674 168
Coffee 210 3 606 5 Moore 224 26 273 11
Crooketfc 686 311 1152 161 Morgan 44 304 1
COaberland 67 «8 133 •» Obi on 471 46 1140 24
Daridson 171 16 726 68 Owertim 368 "• 1208 1
Deoatur 122 23 662 18 Perry 83 3 439 12
DoKalb 426 10 782 6 Piokett 12^ 217

Diokson 609 46 481 47 Polk 257 12 464 6

Dyer 961 191 1640 90 Putaua 446 16 1032 12
Fiqrette 429 2337 608 1914 idtea 167 8 375 7

Fentrees 96 mm 398 «» Roane 171 4 399 5

Franklin 364 34 822 42 Robertson 1173 420 760 89

Gibson 920 645 2104 270 Rutherford 804 425 972 133
Cfiles 746 408 1310 242 !Scott 37 0 471 «e

Gralngor 371 8 426 7 Sequatohie 42 m 68 m

Greene 1393 29 893 9 Sevler 413 m 694 7

Ghrundy 69 ■m 237
*

Shelby 496 2277 1146 1986
Hmblen 218 18 324 16 Ssiith 454 79 886 21
Eaioilton 231 26 848 55 Stewart 409 28 279 11
Baneook 391 8 240 2 Sullivan { 523 1 461 m

Hardeman 499 836 743 480 Sunner 663 89 U13 54
Bardin 260 14 1017 28 Tipton 833 1155 1007 669
Baidcina 746 12 687 11 Trcusdale 192 56 226 17
Hayeood 622 1797 616 1332 Uniooi 78 m 244 .

Henderson 461 70 1031 42 Union 214 mm 366 ■m

H«Mry 668 230 853 76 Tan Buren 78 1 141 3
HiokiBan 26 1 630 23 Vterren 2X4 11 738 SO
Hcuston 130 IS 174 6 >%ishington 515 9 635 5
Bun^hreys 91 « 597 8 Wayne 291 8 764 8
Jackson 259 11 788 1 Weakley 581 76 1698 62
Jefferson 617 8 374 9 Vttxite 217 3 384 6
Jolmson 153 182 4 \ll8Llliaiason 450 205 930 157
Knox 361 10 1184 291 Wilson 1 279 96 814 83
Lake 116 16 409 60| 'foial 1 353^1 16096 64681J 10449

Soureet Census of Agriculture^ 1935*



mwDix SABLi!; xz* psrcehi twrna is tsmmsBE, iseo jjm loss

m.

Counties 1880 1936 Counties 1880 1988

iUideraon 27.6 26.6 Landerdale 65.5 76.0

Bedford 37.9 42.9 Laerenoe 21.7 62.3

Benton 24.9 39.9 Lewis 24.8 45.5

Bledeoe 31.5 33.6 Linooln 86.8 58.2

Blount 21.9 27.7 Louden 87.9 42.1

Bradley 16.4 41.4 MoUinn 18.8 37.5

Caiopbell 31.6 26.3 MoBalry 59.9 56.0

Camon 50.0 37.8 Uacon 28.1 42.6

Carroll 31.8 50,9 Madison 34.0 65.7

Carter 26.4 14.1 Marion 22.3 29.2

Cheathaa 87.9 47.8 Marshall 32.5 40.4

Chester * 60.4 Mauiry 41.6 48.9

Clalbeme 29.6 31*0 Meigs 21.9 41.5

Clay 86.2 38.6 Monroe 85.9 34.8

Ceoke 83.7 38.4 Montgtnoezy 31.2 37.8

Coffee 16.0 36.2 Moore 40.9 53.1
Crockett 47.7 67.5 Morgan 9.2 24.1

Cttoherland 23.4 16.8 Obion 36.4 49.4

SftTldson 44.9 26.5 Orerton 25.6 46.5

Deeatur 42.0 49.5 Perry 42.6 46.9

SeKalb 29.4 41.8 Pickett * 30.4

Piokson 29.2 39.9 Polk 27.8 53.4

Pyer 37.8 71.1 Putnaa 22.0 41.4

layette 67.1 84.2 Ehea 29.0 40.8

Pnxtress 29.3 53,1 Roam 41.8 31.4

Franklin 80.1 46.2 Bobertson 18.2 56.8

Cibson 39.1 56.9 Rutherford 44.2 49.2

Ciles 28.8 56.2 Soett 25.5 27.6

Cz^nger 32.2 30.5 Seq^tdiie 30.1 22.3

Creene 22.6 37.0 Sevier 24.0 37.2

Grundy 20.6 30.7 Shelby 55.4 71.6

Haablen 32.0 30.7 Sioith 35.8 45.1

Eamilton 31.8 37.9 Stewart 35.6 41.3

Banco ck 88.3 31.1 Sulliwan 25.0 25.0

Hardenan 48.8 70.8 Sumner 20.7 39.9

Hardin 40*0 53.1 fipton 52.1 73.3

Haidcins 25.0 30.8 irousdale 80.2 46.6

Bayeood 87.9 80.1 Uniooi 23.6 26.9

Benders on 28.6 50.3 tJnion 19.6 26.7

Benry 28.6 45.3 7an Buren 20.1 39.9

Biolcxoaa 24.8 32.8 Warren 20.8 35.8

Houston 26.9 58.9 Washington 16.1 30.1

HuB^hreys 26.3 43.3 Wayne 83.9 68.3

Jaokstm 41.4 43.0 Weakley 38.3 46.6

Jefferson 19.1 35.3 White 29.7 30.4

Johnson 12.7 17.e Willlane on 44.2 48.3

Knox 24.8 28.9 Wilson 80.0 31.9

Lake 76.1 80.3 Average 34.5 46.2

Source: Census of Agrioulture. a Bo data available.
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APPBKDtX TABLE HI. IHHERnABCSj AOE DIS5'SIBUlIOlf, BY COUMTT,
TEHURE, AHD COI/)R OF THOSE WO DID AHD DID NOT IIEEEIT
MOBBI OR PBOPETTTj AOE DIST RIHITIOM AT' TIME OF

IHHERUIHO, TENNESSEE

Coti&% and
Color

Age
Class

15iB3>er in Each
Takin

Oroup at Time of
g Record

Ihusber in Each
Groi^ at Time of

Ko L̂ Inherited Inheritance ♦
Om-

er

Ten

ant lotal
Own

er

Sen-
ant Total Owner lenant Total

Ifedison

*hlto

0*25
26*35
36*45

46-56
56*

efti

4
9

9

12

m

1

4

5

1

5
IS
14

13

2

7
4

6

1
7
11
1
3

1
9

18
5

9

18
21

7
5
ee

7
3

1
••

ee

25
24
8

6
m

Total 34 11 45 19 23 42 61 11 62

Colored

0*25
26-35
36-45

46—55
66-

1
1
1
1

1

3
2
1
m

2
4
3

2
ee

e»

Ml

3
1

2
7

15
13
7

2
7
15
16
8

1
4
m

m

4»

5
2
«»

1
m

6

6

I

Total 4 7 11 4 42 48 5 8 13

Hontgomory 0-26 1 m 1 2 4 8 7 m 7

White

26-35
36-45

46-55
56-

Total

1

6

9
18

34

1
1
4
2

8

2

6

13
20

42

7
5

9
4

27

7
7
7
7

32

14
12
16
11
59

18
14
8
6

61

4

3
3

10

22
17
9

6

61

Colored

0-25

26-35
36-45
46-55
66—

40

1

2
4
2

2

s»

2
1

2
4

2

m

7
5

4

2
10
6

13
6

2
10

13
18
9

2
3

2
2
44

2
m

4

5

2

2
m

Total 9 2 11 18 36 52 9 z 11

William.

a«tt

White

0-26

26—36
36-45
46-65

66-

«»

5

18

26
28

S

4
2
2

3

3
9

20

28

31

m

2

4

5

7

4

10

5

4

3

4

12
9

9
10

25

25
27

21
12

10

2

1
3

1

35

27

28

24

13

Total 77 14 91 18 26 44 110 17 127

Colei^

0-26
26-35

36-45

46-55

56-

m

m

m

1
sie

1

1

1
m

1
1

s»

sm

Ml

2

2

1

1

2

2
I

1
1
2

4
3

«K

«»

SSI-

1
ee

1

1

1
m

1

1
ee

Total m a 3 4 7 11 m 3 3

457 oases 58 45 203 88 (166 254 226 51 277

total inheriting operators. Souroe: This survey.
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APPENDIX lABLE IV. XNHEHnAHCEs DIS7R1HI1I0K 07
IHOSE TSHO INHSmED, BY COUMnr, TENURE, COLQB,

AND AUOUNT 07 IMHEHXTANCE, TENNESSEE

County
Amount of In* Ovmera Tenants Total Maaibw

heritaaeo

(Itellara)

White Col*

ored
White Col

ored

VSio Inherited
by Ataount ot
Inheritance

Ifakdison

0 * 260
280 • 499
600 - 999
1000 -1999
2000 .2999
3000 -3999
4000 and up

4
6
6

V
3
1
8

2

1

1

6

1
8
2

6

1

16
6
10

10
4

1

9

Total 84 4 11 T 56

llontgonery

0-260
260 - 499
500 - 999
1000 -1999
2000 -2999
3000 -3999
4000 and

3
2
9

9

3
1
f

T
1

1

2
4
2

2 14
7
11
10

3
1

7

Total 34 i 8 2 63

Nllliaason

0-280
260 • 499
600 - 999
1000 -1999
2000 -2999
3000 -3999
4000 and uqs

2

8

16
20
15
4

16

8
4
2
2

1
2

2

I

7
12
18
22
18
6

17

Total 77 0 14 3 94

Total by
eoler 146 13 38 12

ZOi

Total by
temre 168 46

203 OMM vho inherited

Soure*: Thie Airray.
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APPENDIX lABLE Via. 146 MITE OTSHESS RECEIVING SOME INHERITANCE,
SELECT SD COUNTIES, TEmfESSEB

*" ' ' ' r"Total Aver Wealth Wealth

Tenure Total Years age Total Aocvam- Ae cumu

Cases in Eaoi Years Net lated lated per
Tenure in Eaoh Wealth per Year Operator

Tenure

Uadlson

At home 29 669 29.1 #23475 # 45 #1021
Wage workers 5 84 6.8 2060 60 410

On«N> fourth & one«third tenantt 8 10 3.3 2800 280 933

One~half tenants 9 SO 6.0 3950 132 790

Two^thlrds tenants 2 15 7.5 850 57 425
Caah tenants 3 13 4.3 3150 242 1050

Other tenures 5 69 11.8 11515 195 2303

Hon-farm 6 104 17.5 25050 241 4175

Owner with debt 12 219 18,3 53910 246 4492

Owner no debt 18 644 30.2 107900 198 5994

Total 34 1697 1234650 #138 $6901

IfontgooMiy

At homo 34 706 20.8 #6575 # 9 #193
Wage workers 7 24 3.4 1600 62 214

One-fourth & one-third tenanti 2 8 4.0 800 100 400

One-half tenants 12 118 9.8 40750 345 3596

Two-thirds tenants 4 7 1.8 600 86 150

Cash tenants 7 24 3«4 15100 546 1871

Other tenures 16 133 8.3 39875 300 2492

Hon-farm 7 81 11.6 8550 106 1221

Owner with debt 17 222 12.3 62320 281 3666

Owner no debt 31 600 16.1 110680 221 3570

Total 34 1823 ^284750 $156 #8375

Williamson

At home 77 1652 21.4 #22500 # 14 #292
Wage workers 13 95 7.3 7250 76 558

One-fourth & one-third tenanti 15 109 7.3 8380 77 559

One-half tenants 28 222 7.9 87260 393 3116

Two-thirds tenants 10 63 6.3 8890 141 889

Gash tenants 23 168 7.3 127625 760 5549

Other tenures 13 126 9.7 28850 229 2219

Non>»fai*m 23 230 10.0 173650 755 7550

Owner with debt 49 729 14.9 220560 303 4501

Owner no debt 46 548 U.9 39775 73 865

Total 77 3942 ^724730 #184 #9412

(eootlnued)
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APPEHDIX tABLE Via. 33 imE tiWAlITS RECEIVIHa 3QBE IBKEEITAHCE,
SELSCIED COUMTIES, TEHKiSSEE

(continued)

Total Aver Wealth V/ealth
Tenure Total Years age Total Accumu Aooimu-

Cases in Badh Years Net lated lated per
Tezaxre In Each V/ealth per Operator

Tenure Year

Madlson

At home 11 233 21.2 11065 $ 6 $ 97
Wage workers 1 2 0.5 . m

OnawTourth k onoothlrd tenants 4 64 14.0 176 3 44

One>half twaants U 49 4.4 1285 26 117
Two-thirds tenants 3 18 6.0 1725 96 675
Cash tenants 6 29 4.8 -1525 -59 -264
Other tenures Z 17 8.5 1600 94 800

Son-farm S IS 4.3 1150 88 383
Owner with debt 3 IS 5.0 — 250 -IT — 88
Owner no debt -

m
- -

as
-

Total 11 430 $5226 $ 12 $ 475

Montgomery

Ag home 8 162 20.2 $ 26 $ .16 $ 3
Wage workers 6 31 6.2 600 19 100
One-fourth & one-third tenants 1 8 8.0 1200 150 1200
One-half tenants 8 134 16.8 3025 23 578
Two-thirds tenants Z 6 2.S «a m

Cash tenants 3 18 6.0 800 44 267
Other tenures - am «e m w* mm

Son-fam 4 14 3.5 - m m

Owner with debt 1 6 5.0 •• m -

Oimer no debt 2 19 9.5 -350 -18 -175

Total 8 396 $5300 $ 13 $663

Williamson

At home 14 289 20.6 $3860 1 13 $276
Wage workers • m - - - -

One-fourtii & one-third tomnts 7 40 5.7 3850 96 660

One-half tenants 9 82 9.1 2100 26 233

Two-thirds tenants S 12 4.0 7600 633 2533

Cash tenants 7 22 3.1 200 9 29

Other tenures 3 41 13.7 11000 268 4667

Son-fam 4 41 10.2 11200 273 2800

Owner with debt 2 16 8.2 -2000 -125 -1000
Owner no debt -

«»
- -

Total 14 543 '37800 $70 $2700

(continued)
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APFSSDUC TikBI^ TZb. IS OOLOBED OVVKEBS HECElTXHa SOm IMERIIMGEt
SELECTED COOKTIES. TENNESSEE

(continued)

171.

1Total Aver Wealth Wealth
Total lYeaiw age Total Aocuflu- Aocusai'

Tenure Cases 1in Each Years Net lated lated

1 Tenure in Each Wealth per per
Tenure Year Operat<

Ifedison

At home 4 81 20.2 1600 8 8 $125
ISiBge ivoricera - ee 4» . 4» m

One-fourth St one-third tenants I 4 4.0 100 25 100
One-half tenants I 6 6.0 2360 392 2350
Tim-thirds tenaxxts • mm m me

Cash tenants I 8 8.0 ISO 19 150
Other tffixures ee me _ m me -

Non-farm 3 14 4.7 2950 211 983
Owner with debt I 18 18.0 6600 361 6500

Owner no debt 3 25 8.3 1300 52 433

Total 4 156
- •

13850 $ 89 $3463

Montgomery

At home 9 191 21.2 $8226 1 49 8914
Wage woxicers 7 53 7.6 1015 19 145

One-fourth St one-third tenants - m m» «» .«» m

One-half tenants 4 32 8.0 1110 94 278

Two-thirds tenants 1 4 4.0 75 19 75
Cash tenants 1 11 11.0 276 25 275

Other tern res I 5 6.0 25 6 25

Non-farm 6 40 6.7 1300 92 217

Owner with debt 3 25 8.3 625 25 208

Owner no debt 9 88 9.8 200 9 22

Total 9 449 — ^12850 $29 1428

Williamson

At home
IGsge workers
One-fourth & one-tiird tenants
One-half tenanta
Two-thirds tenants N 0 N S
Cash tenants

Other tenures

Non-farm M

Owner with debt ' i , V.

Owner no debt ' .i

Total j

.. 1 .

(continued)
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jiPPEHDIX 5ABLE Via. 12 COLORED TEKAHIS EECEmKO SOi,iE ISHShB^CS,
SELECTED COUNTIES. TENNESSEE

(continued;

TctoJ
Total Aver Wealth Wealth

A w vcaj

Years age Total Aooucsx- Aociasu-
Ttmure in Each Years Net lated lated

Tcmure in Each Wealth per per
Tenure Year Opca'ator

ly[adison

At hone 7 137 19«6 $ 915 1 7 $181
Iffiage eoricers m an • e» mm

One*fotirth & one^thlrd tenenta m m - - m m

One.>half tenants 6 38 6.3 2010 58 335
fwoothizds tenants 1 S 6.0 ee '«» «.

Cash tenants 4 25 6.2 150 6 58
Other t«iures en «■» mm • en -

Non>f)am s 25 8.3 375 16 125
Owner with debt - m - en '«n '4»

Owner no debt - ee- m «• «e -

Total 7 230 em $3450 $ 15 $494

Hontgoniery

At hoBte 2 38 19.0 «» en

IKage w«»'kere 2 4 2.0 $72 $18 $38
One»fourth A one»third tenants - m m Mb m en

One«half tenante 2 8 4.0 303 38 151
Two-thirds tenants ee - ee «n m

Cash tenants an - - n»

Other tenures ■m • en ne

Non*faxm m - .. n» ee

Owner with deibt - . 'MM en en

Owner no debt - -
mm •e - 'en

Total 2 50 - $375 $ 8 $188

WiXliemaon

At hOBS 3 62 20.7 $760 $12 $253
Wage workere 2 33 16.5 465 14 233
One-fourth b one-third tenants 2 21 10.5 125 6 62
One-half tenants 9 21 7.0 445 21 148
Twx>-thirds tenants e» ee ~ - «n «

Cash tenants 1 7 7.0 - m m

Other tenures 1 2 2.0 m m m

Non-farm 1 3 3.0 5 2 s
Owners with debt . m we ■n en en

Owners no debt - m - - - •

Total 3 149 $1800 $12 $600

(continued)



 

 

 

mmu table TIa. 64 MIIE OHIEHS, SO IMEHITANGE,
COUKTIES, TESNSSSSE

(continued)

175.

SELECTED

Total Aver Kealth Wealth
Tenure Total Years age Total A.coumu- Aoomou-

Cases in Each Years Ret lated lated
T«iure in Each Sf/ealth }er per

Tenure fear Operator

Ifeidison

At home 19 391 20.6 1 8 1 .02 8 .42
Wage wwkera 7 38 6.4 942 25 135
One-fourth k one-third tenanta S 16 5.3 3460 216 ueo
Oxie-half tenanta 10 81 8.1 6775 84 678
Tvo-thirda tenanta 4 12 3.0 6800 587 1700
Caah twianta 9 112 12.4 8625 77 958
Other tenurea 1 2 2.0 350 175 350
Non-fam T 73 10.4 4860 66 693
Onmera with debt 16 160 10,0 L370G 86 856
Ownera no debt 8 30 3.8 L9400 647 3425

Total 19 91S - i14900 PI 1MXe

Montgomery

At home 27 522 19.3 ^3380 1 6 1125 .
Wage workers 2 7 3.5 1200 171 600
One-fourth 4 one-third tenants 2 16 7.5 3000 200 L500
One-half tenanta 14 78 6.6 8920 114 637
Two-thirds tenants 2 24 12.0 570 24 286
Cash tenants 4 10 2.5 2100 210 625
Other tenurea 7 53 7.6 1850 224 .693
Ron-farm 11 91 8.3 .5580 171 .416
Ownera with debt 14 132 9.4 1600 239 !257
Ownera no debt 19 204 10.7 .6680 82 878

Total 27 1136 - $ 1 »4880 ^84 1 : 614

Williamson

At home 18 364 20.2 540 1 1 30
Wage workers 6 26 4.3 1150 44 192
One-fourth & one-third tenants 4 21 5.2 1390 66 347
One-half temaats 11 110 10.0 2435 113 130
Two-thirda tenanta 2 11 6.5 300 27 150
Cash tomnts 4 21 5.2 8550 407 137
Other tenure 3 31 10.3 360 12 120
Ron-fam 9 102 11.3 6625 163 847
Omera with debt 16 154 9.6 8350 314 022
Owners no debt 6 77 12.8 5000 325 167

Total 18 917 - 1114700 126 1 < 372

(oonrtlnued)
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iPPEHDIX TABLE Via. 81 IHnE TEBAMTS, »0 IBEERISAIICE, SELECTED
COUrriES, TENNESSEE

(oontlnued)

Total Aver* Wealth Wealth

T«ittr« Total Tears age Total Aoouau Accumu
Cases in Each Years Net lated lated

T^ttire in Eaoh Wealth per per
Tenure Year Operator

Madison

At h(»a« 23 452 19.7 $2045 « 5 $89
Wage worker* 8 58 7.2 1100 19 138
Ona»fotxrth k one-third tenants 10 31 3.1 1800 52 160
One-half tenants 17 116 6.8 4680 40 375
Two-thirds tenants 6 56 9.3 1700 30 283
Cash tenants 11 86 7.8 2625 31 239
Other tenures 3 9 3.0 525 58 175
Non-fam 12 84 7.0 1350 16 113
Owners with deht 4 10 2.4 -200 .20 -50
Owners no debt ••

-
- -

m m

Total 23 902 - i 15425 $17 $871

llontgoraery

At hoBui 32 597 26.0 $ 465 1 1 $16
Wage wozkers 21 137 6.5 1440 11 69

One-fourth li one-third tenants 1 3 3.0 860 287 860
One-half tenants 31 370 11.9 14455 59 466

Two-thirds tenants 5 38 7.6 760 20 152
Cash tenants 6 48 8.0 3650 76 608
Other teiwres 9 49 5.4 1875 38 208
N(m-farai 12 86 7.2 755 9 63

Owners vrith debt 1 9 9.0 700 78 78

Owners no debt 5 38 7.6 3410 90 682

Total 32 [1575 - i 28370 $21 $887

Williamson

At home 26 497 19.1 $2500 $ 5 $ 96
Wage workers 11 52 4.7 535 10 49

One-fourth & one-third tenants 14 147 10.5 5225 36 378
One-half tenants 12 115 9.6 7880 69 657
Two-thirds tenants 1 2 2.0 m m aw

Cash tenants 9 75 8.3 4075 64 453

Other tenures 2 5 2.5 850 170 425
Won-farm U 74 5.3 4400 69 314

Owners with debt 8 34 10.3 6800 200 2267
Owners no debt «» sm

-
m

-
«s»

Total 26 1001 - 132265 $32 $1241

(ooutlnued)



 

175.

APPEHDIX TABLE Yla. 24 COLORED OWNERS, NO INHERITANCE, SELECTED
COUNTIES, TENfJESSEE
(oontlzmod)

Teimre
Total Total Aver Wealth wealth

Cases Tears age Total Accumu Accumu

in Eaeh Years Net lated lated

Tenure in Eaoh Realth per per

Tenure Year Operator

Ifodison

At home 4 80 20.0 ♦ 60 ♦ 1 ♦ 12
liage workera 1 10 10.0 100 10 100
Ooe-fourth & one-third tenanta - «■ • •»

One-half tenanta S 21 7.0 760 36 250
Two-thlrda tenanta - • - _ •

Cash tenanta 4 60 12.5 560 11 137
Other tenures e» m • - • ma

Non-farm m ■m • . m

Oimer with debt 4 57 14.7 m m

Oimer no debt -
«» m

- m m

Total 4 218 m ♦1460 ♦ 7 ♦863

Montgomsry

At home 16 291 18.2 1 60 ♦ - ♦ 4
Wage workera 12 147 12.2 1519 10 127
One-fourth & one-third tenanta «a* • ma m «»' m

One-half tenanta 12 124 10.3 3320 Zf ZTt
Two-thirds tenanta 6 23 4.6 2736 119 547
Cash tenants 3 23 7.7 250 11 88
Other tenures 1 8 8.0 «n» «»

Non-farm 2 6 3.0 -50 —8 -28
Owner with debt 11 154 14.0 2266 16 206
Qimer no debt 7 69 8.4 775 15 111

Total 16 836 110876 ♦13 ♦680

Williamson

At home 4 76 18.8 ♦300 ♦ 4 ♦ 76
Wage workers 2 24 12.0 600 25 800
Ooe-fourth & one-third tenants 2 53 16.5 1300 39 650
One-half tenanta 5 20 6.6 660 52 217
Two-thirds tenanta - • « am

Cash tenants «» m • m m

Other tenures - • m m

Non-farm - m m ■m m

Owners with debt 1 36 36.0 • wm mw

Owners no debt 4 61 15.2 300 5 76
Total 4 249 ♦3160 ♦is ♦788

( contlxmed)
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APPEHDIX TABLE Via. 86 COLORED TENABTS, HO IHHEREAKCE, SELECTED

COITTJTISS, TEHSES3EE

Tenure
Total Aver Wealth Wealth

Total Years age Total ACCUBBX. Aooumu-

Cases in Eaol' Years Het lated lated
Tenure in Eact Wealth per per

Tenure Year Operator

Madison

At home 42 778 18,5 $ 145 # 0 1 3
TSfege workers 21 138 6.6 1685 12 80
One-fourth Is one-third tenants U 127 9,1 3890 31 278
One-half tmants 40 699 14,0 8200 16 206
Two-thirds tenants 4 14 3,5 100 7 25
Cash tenants 21 147 7,0 3140 21 150
Other tenures 1 2 2.0 150 76 150

Ifon-farm 13 88 6.8 830 9 64

Owner with debt 1 2 2.0 200 100 200
Owner no debt •

s* we
-

m

Total 42 1866 #18340 # 10 #437

Montgomery

At home 36 666 18.5 1150 # 0 # 4
Wage workers 30 350 11.7 2825 8 94
One-fourth It csae-third tenants - m <m ■m es

One-half tenants 84 361 10.6 5012 14 147
Two-thirds tenants 3 29 9.7 415 14 138
Cash tenants 1 38 38.0 • mm

Other tenures 4 21 5.2 170 8 42
Hoiwfarm 14 94 6.7 1085 12 78
Owner with debt - « e» '«!» •mm ■m

Owner no debt m • 4S m ■m

Total 36 1669 #9657 # 6 $268

Williamson

At h<SD6 7 120 17.1 # - #• # —
IStaige workers 7 73 10.4 1036 14 148
One-fourth & one-third twaants 7 84 12.0 1050 12 160
One-half t«mnts 1 8 3.0 - - •>

Two-thirds tenants •» m - IS* ■m •

Cash tenants m m - mm mm •

Oiher tenures 1 9 9.0 m •Mr m

Hon-faim 2 2 1.0 500 150 150
Oiimer with debt m - «» •» m mm

Owner no debt -
m

•
■m

-
m

Total 7 291 # 2385 # 8 #341

(continued)
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APPEBDIX TABLE Tib. ACCtMJL/iTED ̂ mLTH LESS THE AMDmT HEERnED,
145 Y®ITE OWHEES, SELECTED COtJSl'IBS, TENNESSEE

(Those Wio HeceiTsd an Inheritance)

Total Wealth Wealth

Total Tears Accumu Accumu

Tenure Cases in Bach IVealth lated lated

Tenure per per
Tear Operator

Hadison

At home 23 669 14490 $ 7 $ 195
Wage workers 5 34 1660 49 332
One-fourth & one-third tenants 3 10 2050 206 683
One-half tenants 5 SO 2330 78 466

Two-thirds tenants 2 15 725 48 362
Cash tenants 3 18 3150 242 1050

Other tenures 5 59 8615 146 1723
Noni^farm S 104 17090 164 2848
Owner with deht 12 219 44610 204 3717

Owner no debt 18 544 73840 136 4102

Total 34 1607 ^68560 $ 93 $4664

Slontgomery

At home 34 706 295 $ 0 $ • 9
Wage workers 7 24 1600 62 2U

One-fourth & one-third tenants 2 8 70 9 35

One-half tenants 12 118 S7850 321 Sl54
Two-thirds tenants 4 7 525 75 131
Cash tenants 7 24 9160 382 1309

Other tenures 16 153 -3562 -27 .223

Non-farm 7 81 1150 14 164

Ovmer with debt 17 222 63390 243 3170

Owner no debt 31 500 60570 121 1954

Total 34 1823 1160858 $ 88 $4731

Williamson

At home 77 1652 $2575 1 2 I 33
Wage workers 15 95 3875 41 298

Ono-ft>urth k one-third tenants IS 109 -2736 —25 -182

One-half tenants 28 222 51125 230 1626

Two-thirds tenants 10 63 5265 84 526

Cash tenants 23 168 69325 413 3014

Other tenttres 13 126 20288 161 1561

Non-farm 23 230 90015 391 3914

Owner with debt 49 729 181607 249 3708

Owner no deibt 46 548 29576 64 643

Total 77 3942 450914 $114 $ 5856

(oontinaed)
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APPQtDIX TABLE m. ACCIMJLA,TBD VffiAIffH LESS THE iiMOUHT IHHERITH),.
33 liEITB TEBASTS, SEIBCTiD OOHHTIES, TMHESSEE

(Those Iho Keoelved en laheritanoo)

^otial 'Weallb
Twiure Eotal Tdars lAcciaaa- Aeoufflu-

Cases in Each Wealth lated lated
Tenure per per

Year Operator

liadison

At home n 233 $ 325 I 1 $30
Wage norkere I 2 » #•

One-fGurth 2> one-tlilcd tenants 4 64 178 3 44
One^half tenants 11 49 788 16 71
Tso^thirds tcmants 9 18 225 12 76
Cash tenants e 29 -1825 -53 -254
Other tenures 2 17 875 81 438
Hon^farm S 13 -350 -27 -117
Osner Tlth ddbt 3 15 -250 -17 - 83
Owner no debt m - - m-

Total 11 430 $ 260 $ 3. $54

MontgcEiery

At home 8 162 $ 25 $ 0 $ 3
Wage workers 8 31 600 19 100
One-fourth & oiae-third tenants I 8 1150 144 1160
Oneehalf tenants 8 154 1739 18 217
Two-thirds tenantv 2 5 . ■m mh

Cash tenants 3 18 240 18 80
Other tenures m •a* m m-

Hon-faia 4 14 -500 -56 -125
Owners with debt I 8 - 300 -60 -500
Owners no debt 2 19 -350 —18 - 175

Tetal
« 396 $2604 $ 7 $326

Mlliaason

At home 14 239 $1750 $ 6 $125
HHiBge workers m - ee m -

One-fourth & one-third tenants 7 40 2870 72 410
One-half tenants 9 82 2100 26 233
Two-thirds tenants 5 12 7600 633 2533
Cash tenants 7 22 -2300 .105 -329
Other tenures 3 41 5400 83 1133
Hon-farm 4 41 -3800 — 98 -950
Cbmers with debt 2 16 -2000 -125 -1000
Owaers no debt «« m -

Total 14 $543 $9620 $18 $687

(contlrued)



 

X79,

iUPPMDIX Ti^LE m. ACCtJMDLASED MALTE LESS TEE AMOlHiT lEEERITED,
13 CCLOSED OTOJEBS, SELECTED COUNTIES, TEHHESSEE

(Thoae Yfho Reoeired an Inheritance)
(continued)

Total Wealth Wealth
Total Years Aoouim- Accumu

Tenure Cases in Each Wealth lated lated

Tenure per per

Year Operator

Madison

At hcsae 4 81 1 * ♦ - f ••
Wage workers «e - m .«•

One-fourth & one-third tenants 1 4 100 25 100

One-half tenants 1 0 1950 325 1950

Two-thirds tenants - •0 «e m

Cash tenants 1 8 - m

Other tenures - m m - m

Non-farm 3 14 450 62 150

Owners with debt 1 18 6500 361 6500

Owners no debt 3 28 900 36 300

Total 4 158 $ 9900 $ 63 1 2475

llontgcsBsry

At home 9 191 #7086 « 5T # 787
Wage workers 7 68 990 19 141

One-fourth & oixe-third tenants - m - - -

One-half tenants 4 82 1010 32 252

Two-thirds tenants 1 4 75 19 75

Cash tenants 1 11 275 25 275

Other tenures 1 8 25 5 25

Non-fam 6 40 750 19 125

Owners with debt 5 26 465 19 156

Owners no debt 9 88 200 2 22

total 9 449 110875 $ 24 $ 1208

Williamson

At heane

Wage workers
One-fourth & one-third tenants
One-half tenants
Two-thirds tenants SONS
Cash tenants
Other tenures

Non-fam

Owners with debt
Onmers no debt

Total

(continued)
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^EHIXCX TABtE m. ACCUMJLAIED LESS THE moim IHHimED,
12 COLORED TEHAHTS, SELECTED COUNTIES, TENNESSEE

(Those l>^o Received an Inherltanoo)
(continued)

^otal -Ttosr
Total Tears Aooimsa- Aeoumu-

Tenure Cases in Each Wealth lated lated
Tenure per per

Year Opemtor

i^dison

At hone 7 137 450 $ S $ 64
Wage nioitiers e» - ee -ee ■m

One*fourth & one-third tenants «• mm m mm

One-half tenants 6 38 896 26 166
Teo-'thiirds tenants 1 6 - lea We

Cash tenants 4 25 35 I 9
Other tenures - «■ am mm -

Ron-farm 3 25 575 15 125
Owners with debt . . - ■mm m

Owners no debt -
m mm

- m

Total 7 230 11855 $ 8 $ 265

Montgomery

At home 2 58 3 - $ - $ •
Wage workers 2 4 72 18 38
One-fourth & one-third tenants - m m «» «•

One-half tenants 2 8 120 15 60
Two-thirds tenants - - - m

Cash tenants - mm m mm mm

Other tenures mm mm m • mm

Non-fUm - mm m m

Owners with debt - - mm mm m

Omers no debt - -
m m

Total 2 50 $192 $ 4 $ 96

m Lliotnson

At home 3 62 $ 10 $ 0 1 3
Wage workers 2 33 390 12 195
One-fourth & one-third tenants 2 21 125 6 62
One-half tenants 3 21 426 20 142
Two-thirds tenants 4m - M mm m

Cash tenants 1 7 m m

Other tenures 1 2 4m m mm

Non-farm 1 3 5 2 8
Owners with debt m 4m «• mm mm

Owners no debt -
mm mm m m

Total 3 149 $955 $6 $ 318

(continued)
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APPEHDIX tABtE Vlo. ACC0MJLAI3DD VfflALTH OF IlKEmiNG MD HOlfc.
IHHERITINO FAEM OPERAIOHS, TOTAL FOR SELECTED COUNTIES,

TENNESSEE

All Wio Inherited

Tenure

Total

Cases

Total

Years
in Eac}:

Tenure

Arer-

age
Years
in Eacl

Tenure

Total
Mot

Wealth

Wealth

Accum

ulated

per

Year

Wealth

Accum

ulated
per

Operator

Per

cent

of

All

Cases

At honie 192 4220 22.0 $67890 116 $ 354 94.6
TIftige mrkers 42 276 6.6 12 952 46 308 20.7
One-fourth & one-third tenants 95 254 7.3 17430 69 498 17.2
One-half tenants 89 740 8.3 144588 195 1625 43.8
Tvo-thirds tenants 26 129 5.0 19740 173 759 12.8
Cash tenants 56 325 5.8 143925 443 2570 27.6
Other tenures 41 383 9.3 92865 242 4265 20.2
Non-fam 60 565 9.4 224230 397 3757 29.6
Owner with debt 88 1249 14.2 341655 274 3882 43.3
Owner no debt 109 1724 15.8 259505 151 2381 53.7

Total 203 9866 $1324780 $134 $6526 ;.00,0
, 1 , .

All Reoel-ring No Inheritance

At home 254 4834 19.0 $ 9643 $ 2 $ 38 100.0
Wage worlrors 128 1060 8.3 14131 13 110 50.4
One-fourth h one-third tenants 57 477 8.4 21765 46 382 22.4
One-half tenants 188 1958 10.4 73077 37 389 74.0
Two-thirds tenants 32 209 6.5 13380 64 418 12.6
Cash tenants 72 610 8.5 33565 65 466 28.3
Other tenures 32 189 5.9 16130 86 504 12.6
Non-fam 96 700 7.3 45725 65 476 37.8
Owner with debt 71 748 10.5 103416 138 1457 28.0
Owner no debt 49 469 9.6 65565 140 1338 18.9

Total 254 11254 $396397 $35 $1561 100.0
cases

Accumulated Wealth Less Amount Inherited (All Who Inherited)

At home 192 4220 $16415 $ 4 $ 85
Wage workers 42 276 9087 S3 216
One-fourth & one-third tenants 35 254 3804 15 109
One-half tenants 89 740 100429 136 1128

Two-thirds tenants 26 129 14415 112 554
Cash teneintw 56 325 78360 241 1399
Other tenures 41 383 29641 77 723
Non-fam 60 565 105185 186 1753
Owner with debt 88 1249 284522 228 3233

Owner no debt 109 1724 164735 96 1511

Total 203 9865 $806593 $82 $3973
cases

i" I'l I'l m'v
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