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Abstract:

The average total money received from farm operations, rehabilitation loans and other sources,
exclusive of the non-cash income from the farm, by 145 rehabilitation clients, distributed throughout
the state, in 1937 was 1454.38. Of this amount 51.4 per cent was from the farm business, 24.3 per cent
from Resettlement Administration Loans, 9.5 per sent from rehabilitation grants, 9.8 per cent from
miscellaneous receipts, 1.3 per cent from other loans and 3.7 per cent from work relief Including
income from C.c.c. The average total money paid out by these clients in 1937 was $1455.42 or $1.04
more then the total average receipts. Of the total money paid out 53.4 per cent was for farm business,
30.7 per cent was for family living, and 15.9 per cent was for payment on Resettlement Administration
loans and other debts. It should be recognised that the cash family living expenses does not include that
portion furnished by the farm.

The total average cash expenses for family living for 163 clients in 1937 was $431.26. The total
expenses compared very closely with the state budget for the different size family groups. However,
there was con-siderable variation of the distribution of expenses between the estimated budgets and the
actual expenses.

The range in labor income of 97 individual operators was from $2,212 to a minus $2,303 with an
average of minus $68. Labor income as used here represents the labor earning of the family from farm
operations exclusive of non-cash farm income. Factors associated with the larger labor incomes were:
large form, more acres in crops, more acres in wheat, larger wheat yields and more animal units per
farm.

Undoubtedly many of the rehabilitation clients are capable farm managers who, if given the
opportunity and backing, could become fully established permanent operators in their communities.
The best way for them to achieve self-sufficiency is to expand their operations from year to year. This
may be done by moving to better land or by enlarging their farms on the present quality of land. This
will enable them to keep more livestock, raise more cash crops and utilize their marginal abilities
somewhere near their capacities. Educational work with the class of clients who do not have
managerial ability to handle larger units will perhaps contribute more to their ultimate success then any
attempt to increase their units. The best single method of locating farmers who have managerial ability,
or those who do not, is through good farm business records accurately and conscientiously kept and
analysed over a long period of tine.
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the average total money received f*en fi.m operatitma, rehf.blll-
tatiun loons and other sources, exclusive of the non-caeh inooiae from the
f«em, by 146 rehabilitation alients, distributed thzeu”nottt the ateto. In
1937 Wte <1454.38. Of title amount 51.4 per cent was from the farm Lueinesn,
84,3 per cent from Keeettlenent AAtinletmtlon Lome* 9.6 per aent from
rehabilitation gr?mto, 9.8 per cent frut mSeeellBueoue reeol; ta, 1.3 per
cent from other loens and 3.7 per cent from work relief Including; Inoone
from Q.C.O. The average total money paid out by Lheee olleuUi in 1937 ma
1465.42 or #1.04 more then tlxe total avwmg# re elpte. Of tlte totrl mney
*id out 63.4 per cent was for faro Kueinesa, -=>.7 per cent tmm -or f.nily
11vin. , and 15.9 per cent vae far peiymect on iietiettlerent dminletrotlon
loans rnd other debts. It should fee recognised that the cash i~tnily living
ex, vases does not include fchnt portion fiumished % th» turn*

The total overage ooah expenses for family living for IW clients
In 1937 ms 1431.86. The total expenses compered very clonely eltli the
state budget for the different alto family groups. However, there ma oon-
alaeroble variation of the distribution of expenses between the estimeted
budgets and the iotunl expannes.

the range in labor lasers* of 97 individual open? torn oh* from
2,212 to a minus 38,303 with an iveroge of minus 368. Labor Incom- «« used
here repreisants the Ivbor earning of the family from farm operotions exclu-
sive of non-cash faro income. laetore associnted '‘lth the ler”™ir I- bor In-
etwsee were: large farm, mro acres in crops, iwrc acres in sheet, larger
Aihest yields and more onlm| unite per faro.

Undoubtedly many of the rehabilitation ellento are capable faro
imagers who, if given the opportunity and backing , omil  tcoma fully ea-
tabliehe permanent operators In their oomunltles. fhe rest “ny i.or them
to achieve self-sufficiency la to expand their operation- from ye r to .w. r.
This roy be done by moving to better land or by enl >rgin tlwlr faros on
present quality of land. This will enable thee to keep mors livestock,
raise more cash crops and utilize their marginal abilities somewhere neor



their cnpeolties. duc- ttonal work with the slews of silents uho do not
have Managerial ability to handle larger unit# nill jwrhape contribute
more to Uielr ultlsmte auoeeaa than any attempt to Inore so their unite.
The bent single method of leenting farmers who have Ramiasrinl ability, or
those who do not. Is throwh mod farm bualnees meorda aeounttely and
eonscli b! UBly kept «n<, mtlyised over * loiv period of time.
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Jd7rleultuze i» e rmry diversified laduatrye It la carried on
uotler the Ttost v- ried nmd et>?aNin<k ouM Itlona possible# It It; not only
*|[AjeeSed to changing eeonowle oondltlons toot lo eebjeeted to the risk of
natural and biological oonditlomt iaont then any other In uotrial weWr-
prlee# Bwre are, within the induetrial division of agriculture, people
end fselllee who ere eontlnunlly opwntinf at ell lovela of euosesa and
failure# Olliaetie conditions, rwovy fan# aortgaga debts, Inpropmr use of
lard, poor mnagerial ability and prenaure brought by general aoonojiie oon-
dl*lons are in general the recognized raaladJuntaanta onusin?- low Inoomea
and disadvantaged farm families#

m’l: M A : Vii.- ¢ | |j ;m: -1 iin
families in the United dtstoe. Ithowh there has Lotui eonsldersMe fluc-
tuation In numbers from time to time. It la almost certain that the number
has Increaaad in each succeeding enaration# Ffcr more than u Centuiry the
United -states curried on a liberal piogram of rural relief under the culm#
of free land. Today we crux not use this easy solution as a Hrutna of our-
in, the agricultural and In matrlul ills# .roe luni, capable of producing
a decent living, has disappeared and «e have at JLaBt been forced to cope
with the problem of rura. relief in a new manner.

In 193*, the Keclernl Oovem;Tent, In rwswer to the demands of tne

disadvantaged farm fam ilies, decided upon a ethod of fum relief. he
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adniniiitrafcloB ndoptad the policy oi* helping tlile unier-prlvileged fltroup
to gain a aelf-supixartln, aUstutt by woana of a Miaitam of financial uld
>id too ,ale, | ,iulivutoe.

Kami re)nhbill tatlon first beotate tm activity of the Ictderol
Govenaemt in Aprlle 19.>4, hb a part of the Federal Ter”eney Tielief A-
ministration. The asettlwcnt Ubainletratlon replaced the /ederal .*aer-
renoy elief Jdnlnlatretlon rb an ap.imoy roapsmaibl* for the rural rehabili-
tation pro~nm on July I, 1935. inc# that tine, thio raepnnelblllity hna
been dele«ntwl to the Tnm oovrilty W Iniatnitlon.

"Tiding destitute and lo«-i:;Coree fem fE ".lliea, thuurii a ayatcu
of aup rvlaed credit, fomo the basic elcnonta of tt;e rehabilitation protprmi.
jtber anaoaiated activities in this field include tom-debt adjustment end
extension of group loans to farmers and relief of victims of drought, flood
and other din stera.™ X/

The one idee b*ok of the rural rehabilitation program tms that by
extending aid to torthyt ra families In nerd by providing thean with seeds,
fertilizers, tools, livestock end perhaps oven land, they could keep off the
relief rolls and work their way out of esrar~cuoy-dole situations. Ca able
farmers or those who eaera tbou# ht to be capable, were advanced lo ns that
ni~ht be used for one or another of the to lowim specific purpocca; "(I)
to bay food tor livestock, (B) to toy seed, fertilisers, livestock end
ecttlpawnt to produce corps, (3) to provide oomaodltiee for subnistenoe

j/ lesnnder, ill . s ort of*"the ~inlstrRtor of 'hut ¢ ttlo vmt <i-
ministration, 1937, Inge 3*



until sufricient food atuffs could be raised for household uses, (4) to
obtain nodlcnl care and other special family-living gaods or ervloohs
mi (b) to r. «t prenetiir. cxtetlr. - obligation** ‘"s=» lomms exten ted at e
re; noonble rate of Interest, were to he re eld within « 6-year period;
limited grants for eubalatenoe were WLeo wide ~iumover necon ary until
the client eoul achieve n self-help Btnndiiv, ”

Hie method of r-iHkln,- loans wee discontinued «hen the eaettle-
rtent Adninletrntlon in July 1931, (succeeded by the Fera uncurlty dndn-
lattrition, epterber I, 1937) took over the duties of rural raimbilltfitlcm,

Ihe new program provided for feucm end home rmnagerent pl&ns «md oremlaed

supervision to loan ollrnts. 11» old lorsna adv.-mood fcefori he new program
went Into offcot and ere centlnwtd temporarily, eedy families era Ivon
direct-relief grants to help ttitha until other arrangements could be mad# to

care for them under the na projyrom. Under the new program, the standard

fpra and home plan loens ./ere, la many cases, euppl<vented by subslatenoe

grants.

Supervised credit Is based upon the realization that farm families

In the less advantaged groupe cannot improve Uieir condition without a com-
bliu-tlon of financial help wad teclialoal euldanee, 1/ Hie ftim md home
nsw femant plans are formulated by the rehabilitation aup- rrisor in cooper-
ation with the clients for the meet economical use of their Vmd, Imbor,

I/ KlApatrick, k. 1. - ~elysis of ,

u.j.d.a. tbfc Farm ~ourity Administration end the Bureau of dgrtoultural
.v,iioniee Ocoperating, Joel* | Kesenjpah «&rt W. | o
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Ilreetotit, and erope mad are rin-mcod wiH ahort-tera loan# of Hto S
yearts. Toamm In the Uhlted Jtetee haoe ateraged approximately e
loans curry a 5 per cent Interest rate. Llerun on the client's chattels
and cropy are required so sec urity for rehabilitation loans but the meet
Inportmmt security Is Imeenme s ulty. dhs typical farm and terns management
planB provided, first of «11, tor the production of fam eo noditlcso to
RK#t the fwaillna own s« iltitnnoe needs. Feed production tor tht livestock
la the next consideration and the reminder of the farm la devoted to the
production ot cash oropa, Diversification Is encounmed and highly apuo-
lallzed one-crop syat iw* of f«raln(> ere fro$mnd upon by he ktelrilstrutlon.
The total motive camem reported by the? Rewttleeent /tdninlatrntlon,
Jwte jO, 1946 WW W6.3D8. Of these 104,444 were active great cases; 189,06b
mere standard rural rebabllltmtlon loans; 39,168 standard >tmte Oorporation
loans; 166,009 were emergency rural rehabilitation lomna, nnd 1u6,iX)7 were
emergency State Cooperation lows, the total'active coses In MtmtMM at
the sere tine vers 8,959. Of these 8,890 were motive srmnt Oauem; 1,418
standard rural rehabilitation loans, 48 ctaruianl State OorporatlM lomb#,
534 CdifiJTgBrey rural rehabilitation loans, and 3793 emrgtmey Jtate Ooopnr-
atSon lof.ua. j/ Die total money dvtmoed tor loam ind ~jmmts in antuna
from J ne Xjt 19JB to June 30, 1936 tua 31,441, 84. Hw dtinlstratlen
has continually been addinr clients to its roll both grant and standard

I pmcntiea. The uxmnt of money advanced has Inoxeoaod ate illy. Ilihwevmr,

j/ *TUgweH, Hextord 0. - -1~t av*ail e.wrt of the' hese™ xi@at Imlaia-
tration, 1936.
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ther® *till a Itirge mmijer of fanmnrs in tte state eligible for rehabili-

tation lonna tAo, beomsie of limitation of funis and of Personnel, could nut

bo helped-

'lho Piaaoen of lhiw

The chief purpose of a tnxm business analysis Is to reveal Infor-
KHtior which will assist those responsible for the euooe a of the business
to make the fare more profitable. The combination of Hm various factors
of productle»i. on the saoot profitable form Shtwld serve as a iulde in re—
ol; 1 K] e it I e fur =

nothor objective of this study in to portray the situation during
1937 end, in a broad may. Indicate what the farm Security Administration,
through its rehhbtlltetlon process is doing for amt to the fanlllem lav lved.

The differences In organisation Md the status of the fare Security
clients by tenure cl asms end type of farming areas will be pointed out.

This Btwly should be of value to the rural rehabilitation super-

visors in providing basin for the estimate# In preparing the farm- and Home

ilasgememt flans.

The importance of the farm family record and Its advantages to
tl.e s na family will be emphmslred. Seems of improving tiu> quality of re-

cords kept will »lso be su( eated.

If this study stimulates an interest in farm end Hone accounts

and results In any way to induce the fans clients to Icaep better records*

it will be felt that a very worthwhile purpose has been Mooa”ilished.
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J*mctKiure Xt -wilyata

T ?urR Security fteilnlstration Baie available fbr this study 326
~arm Faslly Record Bueke kept by WatTi eeuarlty clients In Mcmtana. ;nly 148
of these reoorAs were selected tor tills tumlyala. 11 reoorda that had a
Conrlete record of inctme und expenses for the year 19,57 were used, -tuny
of Iff clients failed to keep ooaplet* records and atom kept ?pod records
for only a part of the year.

Wdltlcmal Information wib obtained from the fHea of the county
rural rehabilitation supervisor to supplement the Inforaation contained in
the Tntm amlly Hccord '-.oka. For the most part, the far Invcnh-rleu vers
ot Ined fro* the farm plena as Uiey ere seldom e. lets In the record books.

Saw of the zMoxds of the cash Wgmnmum fbr family living ware
obtained frof a previous study by the For* Security #Wilniatrritlon. Tbace
records were sup I;msnted with records of the cash expenses for f mlly Ilv-
in, obtained from the record hooka.

All of these records were not cor lete enough to use for oil phases
of this analysis so, in sons oases, the number of records used sill be ULf-
fcrent from the mvnber used in other phases of the analysis.

insofar «e it ms poattlh e, a standard procedure was followed In
EttkiiH', tills analysis. The Cwwninf wd distinction bat men such terns as
(roes O>nh fer income, net c;,sh fern income, inoom to Ir,tor and capital,
tmd labor Income must be kept in mind at all times -hen such ter-.-s ere beln,

used.
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Ttoe data for the part of thin maalyeim dm,11% es -eclally with
rent cto-ma In Demon Oounty tsaa obt*tImd from the fum security drilnle-
tration fro* a atatlatical mummery oonplled by Pbyllis & JuUlraa and

Hayrond Ce Barnett#

IAmIltotlons of this tudy

The number of records need In this study w&a too small to make

Hiy IWieml oonolnaion «$ to dlfferenoes between eouatlee, type-of farming
areas or tenure gmupa. Hmn results of this Analysis ¢ m only serve to
Indicate, In a brood ay, these Ifferences. wty results obtained from a
Halted anemic will naturally have a larne probable error of estluate,

Th* farm included In this analysis ere distributed over all parts
of the state and Include small farm, large far,a and «ediun~cl?cd fama
as ell nj some Irrigated end stsiie dry land farms# ‘lhe records were select-
ed at random; the only requirement being thet tlio rucord selected be com-

plete for the year 19#.

Tho value of this Rnolysia la also limited by tite time covered#
tat records Inolu e only the records for the one year’s buulnesa, 19J7#
It Is realised th;t variations In Inoorae are affected by natural conditions

Wyond the control of men am ell as tho organic tion of production feetore#

therefore, la considering the results obtained fro* this roalyele, consider-
ation and allowmoes for the natural conditions prevailing at that time,

nust be rode.



there -po considerable variation in the quality ox’ records kept
by the clitmta. rt.oordn ero very #%od «nd accun tely kept hile othere
«ere very p or. Wwre woe a. mnrut of elieekIinft on tim Individual clients
It nut be Nrtaursnd that onoh client has llatod all of hits Income «md ex-
peaces aa instructed. In oreh record used the individual item entries ***#
t» see that they were properly recorded, the eieeeny tables of Ihe

records used vere carefully checked with individual Itea entries.

A complete concept of all the variations In farm ort~utlAution and
operations of the farm Jocurlty clients in Hontona cannot be had from this
study but it Is believed that this study has accomplished the p rpoae of
portreylm the RemerHI situation in 1937 end in a broad way Imiloatin®
«*e* the Aum Jeeurlty Adminletrotltsu, through Its rehabilitation proeewi,

is doln<. for end to the families involved.
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Yearly <Jwm»ry of *mey Received and
Miwiey Pnld QCeS by "elected
Frra .Security Ollenta In
MonSeno, 19.57

This unelyeL’' K«a mode from 145 Fnra Fmlly IWrmrda kept by
Ra* Wourlty clients In Hmiteee 1» 1937. All of the records cover the
com. lite ye reo transectl ne from J jai zy I, 1937 to Jttmmry I, 19;>. lost
of the clients Inclu ad In this analysis are at nd' rd fora loan eases al-
though, ee 111 be seen from tills analysis, direst relief in the Ibra of
Keaettlement grants amounted to a considerable sum.

Stt Ptitry Table I In the Fkrm Fkmlly Record Ixmks was used for this
analysis. The money received Is classified nai ISaney received from the
sale of fterr products, Mesettlemnt administration loans, and other e urcers.
Th* Money eld out is classified ea: <mey paid out for far . business, fam-
ily living, and payments on Reeottlament Adnlnletratlon loans and other debts.

Table I shots the yearly sternary of money received nod money paid
out by m Jiourlty clients in :A>nuuia for 19.57. the Utrratry 1« » He by
type-of-fnrmin, wureas In the state. ( We fitv-Ufe I). 1/

The average total amount of money received by nil the clients ms
11,454. M. Ac averw Incoise from the fnm business snmted to e little mre

then 50 per 7ent of the tot #1 ta-tney received. The amount received from Fe-

2/ Hbr a stswtry of the characteristics of the tejor types of farming areas
In Montana, see Appendix a, IWgo 79. On mnsrnry woe taken from an un-
jttbl1Jhei study of the types of faralng in Montana Witrte by the -Snntaw,
AgrlcsilturHI Erperlment station In e-operation with the Furiwu of /Agri-
cultural i. oermloe, U... > .



DANIELS

GLACIER TOOLE
LINCOLN
BLAINE
VALLEY
CLATHEAD ROOSEVELT
PONDERA
PHILLIPS
TETON CHOUTEAU RICHLAND
SANDERS LAKE MC CONE
CASCADE GARFIELD
LEWIS FERGUS PETRO-
AND JUDITH LEUM DAWSON
MISSOULA CLARK BASIN
POWELL MEAGHER
WHEAT MUSSELSHELL
GRANITE LAND
BROAD- GOLDEN" ROSEBUD
WATER VALLEY TREA-
JEFFER- 1SURE
DEER
RAVALLI, LoneE
YELLOWSTONE
SWEET
SILVER, GALLA- GRAss 1STILL-
TN WATER
PARK CARTER
BIG HORN POWDER
RIVER
BEAVERHEAD MADISON CARBON

Figure | Type-of-Farmlng Areas

Ref: Mont. State College Agri. Expt. Station
Bulletin 367. Types of Farming in Mont.
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(Average Per Family for Jtete end Type-Of-Famlep nretie)

Thbtel #t.
of Muney Sale of
Keoorda Heoelved For* Pro- mont .dam. other

$1464.38

1398.00
1616.56
1773.63
1127.75
1843.68
1278.6#
1626.36
1381.93

k u;t J"QLiVE) FH U

rtucta 1/
*748.06

653.86
767.00
851.45
333.35

542.33
574.30
1:15.43
981.44

Reaettle-

Lonna Soureaa

$362.89 $353.43
271.57 473.16
449 .64 Hit» .o
398.15 54.03
442 .36 382.05
303.14 398.21
309.58 394.10
636.71 174.21
161.05 239.44

llotnentN find Cowerv tlon Payrietttae

total Mt.
of JJoney
Paid Out

$1*58.42

1419.98
1476.30
1695.64
1110.73

1260.22
1268.02
2000.00
1457.41

Fax*

N) W« Y P ID OUT

i .ID ,UT

Ikielneea Living

NTT77.33

761.00
816.90
819.90
314.16

HHEH*H#
706.79
1005.00
844.33

»446.52
442 .44

463.60
414 .43

446.96
430.38
593.35
437.69

Peywll on
Resettle*t

FOmlly Adam. Leana

» Other Deta
$£31.57

216.54
239.89
412.14
182.14

160.88
134.91
401.27
175.49
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settlement dminlstration loune end other soureee emoh amimted to about
one-fourth of totel m ney receive i.

The nvtiTfifrm total waount of » ney paid out per ftwily we
#1,485.42 or #1*04 more them the total amount received, the total money
paid out for farm huelneea amunted to nova tWm total Inoune from farm
bu®iaei;n (Vfible 11.) Illte average amount paid out far family llvla , ,44<i.biJ,
wa about JI ,ior cent of tlv) total money paid out. Itee urount x Id out on
debts wue 65.8 per sent of the money received fmn Heeettlo <nt loime.

type of famine «mi*«e I, VI, 711, and Il m- ,rted ‘hr. even$re
total amount of money received to be less tun the nvemge total amount
paid out. TItnre rare no records from rou V.

ihe yearly siamary of money received aid mney paid out by counties
la shown In Appendix Ba lItebln 1X271. Bmitc were very few records from m et
of the oounties > some countlis had no reeorde. |Ilia aver v ajtown In

this table my or nay not be typical for the counties TCpreaented because of

the ItRItitlon of the alze of the sample.

Income iind Fot the farm Bualneaa

Only three type-of-farmin*. areas In the Vto, vraea IlIl, VIII and
I , had a net cash Income fru> the far* buslneaa (Table I1). The averoro for
all the clients whose records were analysed was a net loss of { 19.87. re*-a

VIl and IX had the lIcrf;eet iwt Incoeo from farm busineae. Over SS per cant

of all clients tend « net loan fro"™ Uia fum business (Table I11). liner



family living

30.7%
REiEHLL%'\AENT FARM51B}1J(§'NESS FARM_BUSINESS
6L ><5 470 53.47.
OTHER LOANS
137.
CCO 5%
MONEY RECEIVED MONEY PAID OUT

Figure 2.—Distribution of Money Received and Money Paid Out by
Farm Security Clients in Montana - 1937



TAWA 11.-TOtAL C vi RBGHIjT*, frUl »0iD bHT 0 b HiJi-JiTJ -W KMT L-08 RK UFWW BUIKV »0
OF «1KTBIP VAliii OSOUHITY CUJtKTJ Ul MWIMWLv . 1937

(jvernge Per F»«« for Jtete «04 Type-of-ferminr Arena)

itfite fc Type Tbtel Oaeh QOaah -xpenae Met Ceah Re*
of Farming Reoelpta from for Farm ovipta or Hat loea
() — Byslnaea from hsm Pualneae
Jtate S 946.06 I 777.33 I -29.27
I 663.86 761.00 -107.14
X 767.00 816.30 -49.80
11 061.46 819.90 31.58
v 333.36 614.16 -180.81
V J—
— v 64ti»SS 688.39 -110.16
\VAU) 674.90 706.79 -134.89
VUI 1218.43 1006.00 HO.43
U 901.44 844.33 137.11
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iitate and Tyjie of
Ffer tor. rena

State

re* |
irmm 11
Ame |11
Area IV
ree V
Area VI
me VII
Area VIU
Area IX

TABUS IV___DMTBIBUNCK OF 145 F.Jdd FAMHJUIti CLALtIIFJTO OK T tt

Met IneoRe from
Ffem LAisIneao

All Ffeme
Aet Lossee, nil

S1e0 - $1,999

500 - 999
400 - 499
300 - 399
300 - 299
100 - 199

Lesa tliim ICO

Aet Incuraes, />11

| O -S 99
100 - 199
200 - 299
300 - 399
400 - 499
500 - 599

1ISet Looses

txanmxi

for

)

liet Ineom

. BAtilti OF HXT <WM BiCtilB ETRCH FARH WiilHXtiJi
by TYfB-OF-Fjaamro ARILU - 19.37
Stete Tl A-072-: k .VI-m
Tfetal I 11 HI If V VI
145 21 39 13 7 - m
76 13 22 5 g - 14
3 2

9 - 3 | - 8

7 I 3 2 |
14 3 B - | 2
12 3 3 - | 3
17 3 3 2 2 3
14 2 8 - - - 4
69 8 17 a £ - 8
16 2 8 2 | 4
19 2 8 | | |
7 | | | - |
9 | | 3 |
4 I B I
) 4 I - - -

|

1,000 - 1,999
2,000 2,999

13
|
|

VH fill

13

8

— () m—'

11

6

m'l\)

Ix

19

16

W =m0 N O N
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per cent of the clients h-d a net loho in Aren IV than in any other mreo.
rena Il nd la were tlko only arena th- t hud More elient# with a net In-

oome them tltono iiavtn#? e net lone.

The net Inoone from the fnm bualnesa for the individual clients
varied from a net Inoome of 2, V7.09 to e net loss of ,Me796.28e Tnfclo
IV aliown the dintribiition of the farm families elaselfied on the basis of

net cash income from farm busineao by type-of-fart-,in, arease

Income from other -kmrceo

The income fron other souroea shoun in Thhle I includes income
from rehabilitation grants, eaenenoy ork relief, 0.0.0., otimr It oor und
rfilacellinneoua receipts, and lonne other then from the Resettle; iont s.toinla-
trtitlon. Table V shows the olnssificetion of the cash receipts from other
souroea. Qremts make up the greatestportion of this Income. The average
amount of grants received during 193V by nil the clients was [1JB.Oil. The
average Inooro fron grmta received by clients In reus VI Itd 11, the
1 i~ nf -M Jr «.t r c toifs U.v ri : - -
lively. It le significant to note that the clients in reea VIII end la
received less income from (grants than the other areas end that Htey Ino

ul the 1 nver.-ftt net incotm fn mthe fern Lxmineaa



tAWA v,—OLAdjmOAnw or Qajh uirasim hiok omut * obhcbs
FOR a JLWTKD FAKX JFCUKIIY CUNTJ IR MORT-N - 1937

(Avomge Per Fimlly t vV ~ate find Type-Of-Ftimlng >rens)

Ibtal Money mm? iwiLiviw HICM
Jtate & Type Lumber Keoolvad Reheblll- Other Labor Lowm Other
of Feralng of from Other tation Government & 'lacl. than W settle-
reee Tocords Oouroes Grunts uzk 0.0.0. Receipts £/ lent Jjr-li.
state 148 § 353.43 $ 138.08 $ 47,7 S b.64 S 143.88 $ 18.86
Area | Sl 473.15 175.13 41.16 9.34 198.94 88.88
Area |1 39 899.58 133.79 27.13 1.77 120.40 16.83
Aree 111 13 824.03 96.18 128.29 7.69 282.89 ::9.01
Area IV 7 352.05 181.73 199.33 — 1.00 —
Area V - - — — — -
Area VI 82 398.21 05.18 80.34 9.09 82.46 11.14
Area VIX 13 394.10 264.85 6.77 19.33 97.10 6.1b
Area fill U 174.21 39.49 1.15 126.39 7.18
Area 11 19 239.44 10.68 8.89 MI2.40 7.47

I/ lheae figures are relatively low eonpared «lth the outside labor and mlseelluneuua Inoome as
reported by Dr. Catl F, Kiwmwl In hie recent study. HIla study shoes the avexege Inoow from
Jlde Labor end Miscellaneous “ervloee as $436.95 for all families studied, $410.38 In MiCone
K , rer, 3451.98 In Flathead, and 8505.05 In Lake County. ™"-opulBtion
bUIllty In elected tantona Fam Oorramlties Montane ~trieultuml Xjorlnent >atlon, Bul-
letin Mo. J71, 1939.
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the avemmry of tlie OiOh oport tions for 19.57 la shown In Thble
VI, Sw avexwiw farm operations resulted In a net lose of #23#27. Other
earnings# Incltnlin, Imtom from toverm-wit tirk, other labor nod mincel-
lineoua receipts nd income fru-n J.J.J. “~H y196.49 lenwirM Vte net e.>m-
Inva as $167*22# The other receipts mt eloaolflev ne earnin a eueh «sj
Haettlenant dmtBlstratlon grants und loans, M other Icmw .n-untod to
509.8,). The net receipts from cash oper tions m 677.Ub, tnla vns the
Amount left fron «hioh the family liwInt expenaee and p&yesent on debts
mnet be made. The eowblned amount paid cm debts end $ar family llwtng ess
678.09 or 1.04 i-xire then Ub net receipts ilnm cnrh opentlooa. Hils

Innlcnteu that some of the wash expanocea are paid by money on hrnid «t tiie

sevinniTt of Uio ye r.



trtJSLu Vle-JtA D ftirliT Oi OTtit TlaBJ
jitiau FAIBi JfcOtiRm ousra ® hubtaHa - mjv

(Average per FtMlly)

l. ra Upermlions:

Cask Inooae S 740.06
Oeah &xp«noee 777..33
Het Inooae

2#  Other wtmlik s:

GoveriMent -ork S 47.27
Jthtr Ifl or end ‘'Inc. ee# 142.86
OeCeGe 6.64
Ibtel 196.49

Je Jthmr Reoelptes

le Jrttnts S 130.06
- Inane ’ = o»ifd
Other loene 16.06
Yotel aoe”aa
4. TJtal lieoelpta from all Opemtlcma: 677.0ti

5. Caah -aid uuti

FmAIly Living 3 44 '.b~
-iyiacnt on debts )leb7
Total ,° 676.09

6. -ount ptild out over total renelp-til 1.04
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ax, oases for Hviwr

It would be latoresting to know the total value of the family
living, laoluding all foods end services used whether they were obtained
by direct purchase* or produced on the fern. The value of the family liv-
ing furnished by tin fern could not be obtained from the clients Those
records were studied, j/ This analysis le limited to the cash cost of

family living secured fnw the recorde of 163 fnm Security Clients in

fcnteju* tor the year 1937.

Thnee records indicated considerable variation in cash coot of
fi~ily living »r family; the total cost ranging from #70,00 to nearly
1,000 {T,bio m ). The JLangeot proj rtlon of all families, 88.2 per cent
had * dash cost of family living ranging between #3*0 end $470. Over 64.4
per cent of all the ellesite had ft total cash cost of family living less
th»n 470 per family. lienrly IS per cent of the Amilles hml ccah expenses

less than *870 tor family living.

Ihe cash expenaee tor tomlly living Ineludea expenses for food,
household operation, olothln. , hewing, furnishinra end ec Ipoent, medical

core, personal expenditures, end expenses tor education, recreation, church

A study made of the dost of 'LIVInr of Jdontena" Fsm famlITlee by hr. Jessie
£+ Hlehnrdeon of the Department of Home iLoomsiloe shcna the contribution
of tim farm to family living na follows: Food - 1604.32, housing - ; 86.
or e total of $830.38. ‘The tsality of Living In %ntene Farm Itama*,
-kmtana rrloulttmil JSwnHmeet station, ISilletln No. 260 - 1933, p. 19.
The families represented In Pr. Rlichardson*e study were In the more suc-
cessful higher Lncown ,groups end would not bs ecenwruble to rehabilita-
tion clients.
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ttiiuSsﬂViI,—iJi-rrTibq'Tl M Or isa r*ai r .Jlikj

Cseh Ooet
of

r uUvuttt
70 - 169.99
170 - 269.99
270 - 369.99
370 - 469.99
470 - 569.99
570 - 669.99
670 - 769.99
770 - 869.99

HTO w 969.99

kSIMD oN m

F ullLY

O cafiB GX\t Or
LIVING _ 1937

LttRbor
of
FeRlIlligp

4

20

30

46

30

17

Percent

2.4
12.3
21.5
28.3
16.4
10.8

3.1

2.4

1.2



T.fels m i.—Civiii SLIUSStaBi you t.om X umiG ok isammo farm aaounm cuehtj in akwt™u
| ;* DF FMIOLY GHOUIU - 19a?

Total
Size Nwber  Ceeh Kx-
of of pensea for
Family  Femlllea Family Liv-
ing
All Fam
ilies (4.9} 1GJ | 4)1.88
I I 193.36
S 19 891.03
3 31 364.99
4 38 419.01
8 84 486.89
6 16 490.18
7 14 439.11
8 6 4,6.19
9 18 543.44
10 I 870.69
U I 626.34
18 3 84 .14

Food

9,38.97

49.00
1&A.38
197.18
wl.H
258.98
882.61
L64.98
211.85
279.98
313.93

41.50
488.32

AVBROB PKR FaMILT BY

TOSalL OAIKI  KViikim FGOi -

Housing
Furnlah-
Ing end
Lausohold Bquip- Medioal
Operetiom Clothing aernt Cere
I 29.16 # 70.82 I 31.16 $ 34.93
39.00 104.36
31.07 2.7 m 16.36 26.46
26.41 81.18 31.33 19.30
£0.83 68.97 31.88 27.56
29.40 83.67 32.91 26.55
32.19 67.74 38.64 38.68
29.81 84.16 18.21 13.08
28.31 66.13 82.06 13.63
35.74 HF,.54 39.99 44.56
14.11 169.44 32.60 19.48
94.91 94.68 72.85 6.78
80.43 15...94 54.00 86.58

Sersonal
Sxpeadl-

turea

13.21

m

9.33
13.28
14.30
15.31
14.32

7.79
16,28
17.44

6.70

14.60

BAueetloni

Beoreattoni
Ohurehi #1-
farej Olfte

t «6.10

e
11.59
36.3L
24.96
.49.57
34.06
84.13
38,23
13.27
84.26
15.65
28.27
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welfare and gifts. |Ikble fill shows the sunitary of the oesh expe”ea for
family living by size of fmIly groups. In general, the cost of family
living Increoaes with an Inerenae in the size of the family, hut does not
Increase In proportion to the increase la else of family. %a increase

la due largely to the increased cost of food and clothing. Iho ¢ ah coats
of other Iteae of family living tended to be txjut the mme for the differ-
ent size families me e group, but as la show In table IX as the size of
family increased there me a tends ey for cost per person to decrense. Varl
atlona In the amount of ~goede produced on the farm and the purchase price
of ookmditieii that were purchaoed ere feetom that influence the cash
oost of family living.

There »3b a general tendency for cash oost per person to decrease
ns the si e of family Increased (Thble Ix). Tills tcndoncy was true for
ell Items except clothljw expenses.

Cash expenses for food were 54.7 per cent of the total expensuw
per family for all the clients (Table There no some Varla--lon by else
of family groupa of the per cent distribution of the cosh expenses. There
was a tendency for the per cent of the cash expenses per person for food
and clothing to Increase as the else of family Increased. Food and clothing
mere the two largest Items of expense.

The average total expense for family living by size of family
gmups Mi< very close to Idie state budget (Tuble XI1). H*over. In the

distribution of the expenses there *as considerable variation between the



FOOD 27.8%

FOOD 55.2%

ESTIMATED BUDGET ACTUAL EXPENSES

Figure 3.—Comparison of the distribution of the Cash Cost of Family
Living of Farm Security Clients in Montana - 1937 with the
Estimated Budget, for the size family of 4 (See Table XII)



TWBLS I Xe-G 3  vVdv>e f ' V . SILY UVNWS 0# IXUttHD FARMISXCARITT CUXRW 0; H MIAA
AVRAOX SIR m<sm BT | 4 or F MiLY oaoura - 19S7

Total TQTTNL GAXL XAPWISW FOR
Slae liilaebor  Oeeh Ix- Hoyslog
of of penaee for Furnlah- Muaatlong
Family Families Femily U t- Ing and Pereonal Recreatioa;
In« Household Squlp- Medleal  Xxpendi- Obureh; .el-
Food  JgKiratioa OlotbilljR ment Oare turee fare; Olfte
All Fem-
Illee(4.9) 183 $ 88.01 »48.14 | 595 11448 1 636 $ 6.09 | 869 1 5.33
I I 192.3# 49.00 39.00 104.36 m
X 19 148.81 79.19 18.54 18.91 8.18 13.23 4.66 5«80
3 31 121.66 66.73 8.80 17.06 10.44 6.43 4.43 8.7?
4 38 104.76 87.78 5.13 17.17 7.97 6.89 3.87 6.84
8 84 97.SB 61.78 5.88 16.73 6,68 5.31 3.06 7.91
6 16 83.03 47.10 8.36 11.29 6.44 4.77 8.39 5.68
7 14 62.73 37.88 4.86 18.08 8.1? 1.87 1.11 3.45
8 6 83.2? 26.44 3.84 8.37 8.81 1.69 8.04 4.78
9 IS 60.41 31.10 3.97 12.00 4.45 4.97 1.98 1.47
IU I 67.07 31.39 1.41 15.94 3.28 1.98 .67 8.43
U | 36.94 31.08 8.63 8.61 6.62 .61 1.42
IS 3 70.18 40.63 6.70 12.74 4.50 2.13 1.28 8.36
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([
of
Family

BeNs
of
Families

All FamUloa (4.9)

10

1S

163

|
19
a
36
4
16
14
6
IL
I
I
3

(Bused on Avernfie Costs Fer Fsmlly)

F cg
84.7

35.8
54.4
54.0
58.8
63.8
56.9
80.3
49.6
81.5
56.0
54.5
57.7

Household
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ClinthInf
16.4

64.2
13.0
14.0
16.4
19.8
13.6
19.1
16.6
a0.9
29.9
15.1
18.2

KhKCaiT:OK TIJTtUBUTI3

BswiflS

FtaSBISh-

Infi end

Equip- Medloel

rent Jire
9.8 8.8

—*

5.6 9.1
8.6 5.4
9.6 6.6
8.8 6.6
7.8 6.9
3.5 3.0
18.8 3.2
9.4 8.8
5.7 3.4
11.6 1.1
6.4 3.0

1Orscmnl
Fxpeodl-
tnrea

3.1
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Gifts
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YniitB opM M smam of yh* cash

oodT or family liybio *
IN WOKTAKA aim tHS ACTUAL ¢ m RCPKiUias - 19.37

CfUH C UT CF F IILY LIVD U

Uiae AOtual
of letfete™* Avweeae Tbtal
Fefiily u<b*et for Cost from
the Uttite 1/ 16 Kc«$eorto
| I 213.00 I 192.36
8 590.00 291.02
3 »«.00 .564.99
4 414.00 419.01
8 470-00 406.29
6 Sil-00 498.18
7 572-00 439.11
8 62,5-00 426.19
9 6»4.00 8*3.44
10 736.00 570.69
U 791.00 6386.3*
1S 842-00 842.14

katlmted by the Form Jeoxzrity “feiiuiatration.
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eXitimtefl end the uetenl «j;en,‘Ha (Yohie til ami liguxw J). ‘ilie amount
spent for fbod am twlee the aaousit eatimtteti. ne explf netlon of this
could be that the elleaats did not produce as mob fbod on the farm am had
been estimated. Expenses for medical care nnd for eduoatlin, recreation,
church, welfsro and «ifts sere about the same as the eotimtee, Ihe
other lteass of expenses, boumehfild operation, hcuBtn, , Aimlahlnr» and
eculptaeet, and personal expenditures e over estim ted In the budget.

Table XII also aham a eonparleon of the distribution of caeh ex-
pense* for family living between farm security cllenta and farm families
studied In 1929-30 by the department of Hom Beoacmloa of the tgrloultarnl
Hbtperleent station, ‘kintnna Jteto College. I/ 1t la noteworthy that the
eaah expenses for family living for the ftsellles studied Sn 1929-30 were
over t lIce the amount sjimt by 3im ieourlty Clients in 199®. b ever, it
should be rom*™oered Idtot the families studied In 1929-30 were acre success-
ful and could not be eonsldered typical of are ocurity Clients.

there wee m Indication free the records studied that the higher
labor Income groups amjo efi a higher level of living (Table alll). 2/ It

could fee argued the lower income grouse usually Iwwe larfrer Anllles

I/ Richardson, Jeaslc . - The uallty of Uvliv In ».ma.
Mentaua Experiment Utaticm Etolletln Ho. 1jdQ

g/ Hm higher ItWr income groups bed more livestock <m tluslr faxes end
it is quite possible that a larger amount of the family living wte fur-
nimhd by the form than that of the lower labor Income groups, however,
there is no nvl encc to support this oamrtptlon. for a definition of
labor income see footnote on page 44.



than the Mjhor Inoome roupa and that the total onah ex erusea for family

living would naturally be hither. Bit, this is not true for the mvorda
studied as is nhowt in Table XIII8 the average sl -e of the families in

the higher Insone groups were about the une as those In the lower Income
groups, lheee records Indieete that the level of living of fere families

is largely influenced by habits and customs of the community.
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tasls m .—o0»% es orm* 01/ r , |

# or 5m o”at

couT or r™iLT tm so or JSLeerao fAm Jsaumw eumru m

wok ni 19J7 am am ./Tik/n 2nmsT; /m m ruuoau*
c ai Cu? or FJILY uvBsC m 1929-19jo
,veruee
veroee XStUfll C oh
otmal (fdih iixr>encea for
Itea of SatWited Expenses lbr ven>se las
JLqorooe Budget for Average Ixe Ftoilly of 4.5
jinemfiB 31TC FoMily of 4 free 40 Rec-
Fimlly of 4, f*o« 35 Rec- ords, 1929—
1937 j/ ords. 1937 n/ 195» &
=k tmt MBW .. wom t & ..
Ibtal 414.00 100.00 3419.01 1GO00 *1006.94 100.00
Food 115.00 27.0 231.11 53.5? 141.37 31.3
Juusehald Operation 70.00 16.9 20.5.1 4.9 157.54 14.6
Clcthing 80.00 30.5 68.67 16.4 109.37 17.4
Housing, Fuzsiishtoga
end Lqulpaant 69.00 16.7 n.m 9.6 11499 10.5
Helical Care 30.00 7.3 527.86 ()
110.91 10,8 j
Peraonal 80.00 4.0 14.30 3.4)
Education, FectTCstlon;
Church; dfmrc; Gifts 520.00 6.0 34.96 5.9 17496 16.1

I/ sstlastod bj the Fima Joourity .~slInlstrt tion
2/  Theae 35 records "a# Fam Jeeyrity ellentu IncludmJ only the fnjlli.ee
ith 4 in the htJtwelk Id.

3/ Flchnraatm, Jataie K. - The unlit of LivW to Montoa. Fem lionea -
MMrtew EtperSnwit Jtatlen Bulletin Mi. MO. These figure# TCHiMMILL
the averse onah erfmostee for ell feetilles.

£/ the coal: exp<mse« for pemonel end Kedieel care ere sho e tG Othor,
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LAXK IKUdfis Grf-Uto - 1937

(. Ven fie per /teaUy)

Ltibor luoofik

Jtverttfw
SleG3D and over #1,495
B3D ~ $99# 675
1-499 194
O- -499 -246
S3D- -999 -721

-1 eG3D nnd over -1,619
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PART 1?
Patw Uramal Tatloa on F ma by
Farm security Client* in . 196%

lhe r«m organl ntlon varies tilth the general con.iltiona and
typen of femlag throu#Ueout the state, Ihe Halted aunber of re<k>rd»
available fbr this analysis otm do zm sore then she* the organisation on
the fezes studied fdid Indicate, In a breed ay, the Meneral conditions In
the state under which Fbzw eourlty Cllmta operated in 19.57.

'lhere era only 97 complete fnm records available ft»r this anal-
ysis. The casli reoeipte and expenaeo were obtained fror. the actual records
of the clients while all Inventories and acres and yields of crops ere ob-

tained from the iara Plane prepared by tee Comty oh* hilltutlon supervisors.

i& asLtiLhm

the average size feze operatel by the clients studied ,yna 743
acres (Table JV). This Is somewhat smaller than the average size T m of
940 acres reported by ell timers in the state in the 1936 Agricultural
Cemms. e ah 11 also see from the analysis of rural relief clients In
Oeason County that the farms operated by r lief clients are smaller than
the average el e farm.

The clients In typemf-fareInM rm.n VIII, 111, ami VII re/rteu
the larger feraas. The clients In zee IX reported tee amUer fi-.ms ever-
Hgint only HO acres.

Tbe average acres In posture we 489 and the total crop land we

259 acres. Ibere eam more variation In the neree In pasture by type-of-
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State 97
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varea Anres Thbtal Acres
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M m FziBture area heat
743 459 339 73
96b 717 238 8»
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1534 1098 391 123
uo 60 48 8
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feurrilng a ttian tlwpe was in tottil cropland* Ibe clients in re* fill
re-orted an average acres;# In pasture as 1,038 acres, the larpeet report-
ed by any area. The olleittn In Area VII reported an --Verore of CW crop
Mnw being nearly twice the average acres eported by all the clients*

The variation# in size of farm by tenure elaaae# -Ithln the type,
of-fermlIntt area# is shewn la Appendix 0. The records do not indicate any
definite tendency of relationsblpe existing between Uss tenure cla«>sea*

ores In heat and heat Ylelda

The average acre* In wheat reported by all the clients studied
wee only 73 acres and the avert*# yluld per acre ns 4*3 bushels* Jho lar-
gest average acreages of rSieut reported by cllanfet in any are* ms 186 acre*
for rea fll. The smallest acreage report*? by any are* was only 8 eras
for ren i The Inrpoat averore yield per acre tms Ib.2 Jishels obtained
by clients In ran 11, The clients In Area VIII re;orted th* smallest aver-

yield per acre of only 1*6 V-unhela*
fonseaml m of Livestock

Dm sMfsgc investment In llveeteeit for ell ulleoto studied see
#833* (Table V). In term of animal units the avenu# Incrmue frtsa
J nuary I, 1337 to January I, 1939 was *6L. 3/ - re med In term of ma-
ture equivalents the everege weibers of livestock reported by all clients

were: 4 horses, 16 cattle, 66 chic «ms, g turksys, E hog* and 7 sheep.

\j ' se ani%#l unit oawjls' one 'aafeire” hors# C3 leow," "fbur mlves, two ywr-
ling heifers, steers or colts, five market bo*#, oi ht shotets, one sow
with pigs, four sows, seven sheep, fourteen Imbs, fifty turkeys or one
himdred h#ts*
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IM TOTNL MIMaL UNIT ;, ,VKHAOg V UJK W ALL LIVLITOSK,

AVD HUtii iikd OF MUMOIPAL KXSDd OF LIVKATOCK FOR SStiMtBD TMU dSMUTY CLIKNTti Bi WST.'MA -

Jtete and
Type-of-
Fanalng
Area

State

Area |
|
11
)Y
Vv
TI
VIX
\VAR1
IX

I/ Leee than

Sueber
of
Records

97

18
38
9
4
e
10
6
13

Net Ohenge
in Tot.Ani-
sal Units
during the
Xeor

/ .62

/1.10
- .84
-0.68
-2.00
/7.38
/ .38
13.23
/.89

(Avemge per Farm tor Jtete end Type-of-Faming Areea)

verage Nunber of Llveatook

value of (Mature Kquivelent)

all live-

stock lioreea  Cnttle Ohlckena  Turkeys JfokB

S 838 4 10 65 2 2
984 4 11 a7 3 I
894 4 9 49 4 8
867 3 14 43 3 |
298 3 3 18 - X
867 3 10 82 V i
378 2 6 47 I i
1683 7 24 121 a 2
604 2 7 136 2 2

1937



fbe Hvert,tee JUnreeteient in liveetoek by clients in Area fill was
#1,663 and mm the lizyat reported for any area, the amilent average
investment in livestock ms reported by clients in Area If and see only
#2*8* The average numbera of livestock mportel from Area IV Mere 3 hor-

ses, o sores and 18 chickens.

Ihs variations in numbers of principal kinds of livestock sad
investments in livestock Uy tenure classes within the typs-of-faraln#
areas are shoun in Appendix 9.

the importance of livestock In the forts orgnnl ~ticnu and their
relation to the success of the farm operator in Montana will U discussed

later,
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yipanolal JwmaXT of Fana and
Fmatorm ,Wwgitited %lth Labor laooiaa
Hie sticoeaa of eiyr Vmtinesa enterprise tdmiher it 1« famine,
bankl» , manufacturing, mereaoadleiag or any other, is ju ged by its
ability to produes an Inatmt' to the operater, Ibtai <teah roeeipta or net
eash receipts from faming are In io tl rm of atont the operator receivoe
for his labor, but there are also other Imuortont Considemtlona to be mode.
The operator could Inoiwiae hie cash receipts by deertmelng hie inventory,
or, on the other hand, ho mi lit during the year accumulate capital atook
Mhloh should bo conaliered as an Income, Inventory Increesea mist be r-tfclded
to the net each receipts an! inventory dereaope must be subtracted to ob-

tain the returns to labor and capital. The charge ft»r the use of Capital

la eternised by the going rate of interest, S per cent in this o ae, and
la Roaputed on the average total investment. lhe interest on investment
Is subtracted from tiw returns to capital sad labor and the reminder is
lebor income. I/ Labor Inoosae ran be used to determine the financial

J/ labor income usually refers to the operators labor earniirns only. It
Is computed by first coding together the cech fans receipts, fora per-
guisites, nd any increase In net fara capital; from this total is de-
ducted the sun of cash farm expenses, any decrease In net farm capital,
cost of boardIn? hired labor, a charge for the uae of net farm capital
figured at b per cent, and a charge for the services of unpaid family
labor other thun the of eui tors. 1lhe value of the fur p r Isitca was
not available for the farms included in this study and neither wo there
say expenses deducted for the cost of boarding hired lebor, or a charge
for the ereices of unpaid family labor. Labor incone, hs used here,
represents the labor ramingn of the operators ttm well as that of ottier
wsbere of the family mho worked on the farm, e elusive of th« value
of oods “uralahnd by the farm.



&>45 %

sueoeae of the fern organization. harm the rvtunm to oispitiil and labor
are weedier then the ehfirge for the ure of Oupltel, lebor Inctomi will be e
alnua quantity.

The flmmolal ewmery of the fum busineae by type-of-fcrming
areas le ehoee la Thbl# Xfle The average total far# receipts for all
the olienta studied wee #21. Total o sf farm expenecia averaged 3809,
leaving a net lose of *68. The 155 net Inoreese in ftura enpital when add-
ed to thl-3 amount gives an average return to capital and labor of 17.
Interest eh,rgen of SISS deducted from '87 leaves a Binus 368 labor income.

let cash receipts wire higher in area VIII averaging 3119 end
were lowest in area VI av*rifiln#| e minus 020d. OQttly three areas. 111,
VIIX and IA had positive net Onah receipts. Moat of the clients Qtulled
had e net inorenae in fax# capital, the largest average net increase being
in area VI of t68d. Areedl IV and VIII were the only areas having a net
decrees* in fare Capital wi'h 114 end 46 uvonige ieeronae reapmectivaly.
The everges returns to capital and labor ~re hlgheat In ares VIs 479,
and lvweat in rue IV being a minus 316. Vmly thrw ereaa led a positive
average labor income, areas I, Ill and VI with #5, Sb? and $384 respective-

ly*
The financial suwaary of the fax# business by tenure classes Is

shown in Appendix K
The ranee in labor Inoone of the individual operators as from
12,218 to a Rimm 32303 (dee Fi ure ft). Ten operators had a lebor inoow

of more than V1,000; ten with labor incomes from J500 to 999; t-onty-five
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Figure 4.—Financial Summary of the Farm Business of Farm Security Clients
in Montana, Average Per Farm - 1937
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Jteto end
"Vpe-Of-
ItiTRing
Areas
dt«te
Aree |

|
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FttOT In-
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Figure 5,—Labor Income from Farm Business of 97 Farm Security Clients
in Montana - 1937
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l« the 1 to ~439 Kmup, t»enty-«lae to the 40 to atone 3499 ,group, four-

In the nines 1860 to nines #999, «n4 nine with Inbor Ineowe of *lraie
1,000 fmd ItiQti.

the toportent fnetors show to thble m i am that the fnmem

having ti e lergest lebor toeomee, ope -tt; the largest ft$ms, htrtof' more
acres to pasture find to cmpa. The met profitable ftma also have the
I rgeet wheat yields and wire antral units per farm, the tends, ey was tor
tétewit yields to be smaller on the tntm having the smalleat labor inooRo.
the no t profitable group of fansa had an average= vitont yield of I.»,4
fcuAhela per acre, while the lest profitable had an evere e yield of 1*9
bushels par acre. Ilhe mmit profitable fhma lied a.dB aninnl units per
fare and the lettst profitable had only 11*752* there aas a tendency as the
labor Inor=CTe increased fro* ero for the average slxe of the farm and the
seres to wheat to be <rex»ter and as labor tocome dserenood from zero or
increused to s minus quantity the size of tor* end acrtta in wheat, also
Inoreansd« the feet that toe tons Shewing toe largest Xoesss were larger '
to acreage than the groups making small tocoiaee is signlfioont and yet
easily explainable. %en the tor* toocrw is insufficient to meet expenses,
either because of poor mnmtgamnt or inescapable loan from natural ceuses,
toe larger toe fen heelness toe larger tlie loss is likely to be* the lur-
. T than average tons were more profitable but they also laa the possibility

of larger losses in event of crop failure or other disnotera.
the classification of fans by size end Inoor j illustrates fur-

ther that small farms tend to have small labor Incomes or small minus labor
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( tvemge per fan)

Ibtal theet
xaaber Ifibor laccme ore* Acres t-vcree  Acres Yield Thbtal
of In in In In Per ucre ABIsra
Heoorde 2nm >aMture Orope Ztoet Jhushele \ sits
10 S11000 fc over 11,498 1,758 1,408 386 94 13.4 29.32
U 500 ~ 999 678 748 304 234 74 6.8 16.34
28 1-499 194 826 348 167 40 5.7 14.74
29 0 - 7499 -248 688 336 199 67 2.9 13.11
14 -SO0 - -999 -721 628 200 311 97 3.0 11.93

9 -1000 and lees  -1619 778 478 299 141 1.9 11.72
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inoomm while more of the larger fama have large labor Inoonee there are
Riao more having large elmts Isbor Inesones {Tnble VIII).

feo eight turn the picture around and look at the fnm or,«mizR-
tlon and labor inoowt an related to the eisse of the farm (Table H e).
The 14C to 179 more fans had the largest per sent of the land in crops,
cres in wheat Increased as tee »i$e of form in're aed. heat yields
were higher on the small fare® and lowest on the forma in the 180 to JJO

acre group. Labor income .-~s largest on the farms of more than 1,000

ecres. the fere® leas than 60 aeree k?d the cert largest Inbor income and
those from 60 to 99 seres ranket third. The fmrms Pnngiiu: fron 100 to
1,000 seres in size averaged s Minus labor inseme, tee group from 100 to
1.39 acres had the Imrgoot minus income of 8386 per farts.

Varintlcms is size of business are usually closely assocl*ted
with variations in the efficiency of utilization of labor and overhead
investment, larger than average fare® are usually more efficient in oper-
ation than smaller fmres. me difficulty encountered in usin#? acres in
farms as an IMieatlon of slam is that all land la Mt the same quality
SMd is sot operated under tee sees conditions. An Irrigated tmm of 80
acres might be a much larger farm business from the standpoint of Invest-
ment and labor requirements timn a smch larger dry land far .

It la significant to note that the group receiving the lowest
labor Incomes also received smaller grants on the nven ce than did the

other ineome groups, (Table LX). Tte clients having a labor Inooas of
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100-139
140-179
180-339
340-499
800-999

1,000 fc over

OL~xiinSD BY 8BS or IWU* AND

193?

Ibtnl
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loras & over 999 499
97 10 10 85
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TAWUT AIJU-FAIRL (m  rtl p CTOfJ aM) LABOR afIDHB AS KaUTIJO f) JtUE OF
FOK SMJitiTBD FAltM JttiURITT CUIXTO Cl MOMAKA - 193»

( ver~fie per Farm)

tir>D Lanfl h Ibul

Group of (WermaT Per cent Per cent Animal
Itacorda I me* AwnMB Aeree of total eores of total Mree Yield

| 8 T&m than SO 36 T9 82.8 6 17.8 8.89

1 12 60 - 99 81 83 38.4 64 68.7 6 34.3 11.80

in 4 100-139 1S2 66 45.1 88 48.6 U 10.0 11.06

IT 16 140 - 179 150 45 88.1 no 68.8 21 9.4 13.69

T 6 180-339 315 146 46.3 161 8l.1 60 o4 10.80

TI a 340 - 499 463 245 54.8 190 4L.0 73 14.0 11.04

™ 89 SOC - 999 694 406 88.5 299 43.1 97 4.4 13.76

Till 81 1,000 & over 1872 1388 73.8 476 38.4 136 3.0 34.77

Inoome

142

184
-386
-161
-174
-169
-800

1528
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nore than 1,000 received on m» even ;# 72.00 in gnaata. Th vSOO to
999 labor Incoae ,-roup remoire,; tiie I .r oot ancamt in -rento uver Jn
178. lhe relationship between labor inftome and fronts aeem uposite

to t*et it slu-uld liivtt been. 1t le true that increase in fun- Inventor-
ies may have been lonely responsible for the larger labor Ineooee but
femere who hod labor iner»me$) grenter than ~SOO at least h<td the socarlty
to offer for eubelateiuM lonee rather thee be given ee&eieteeee grants.
It la evident that there was not an equitable distribution of grants oa
the besie of rtisiily needs.

It is noteworthy that the group receiving the largest labor In-
eoema rep id a larger per cent of their rehabilitetion loans ttmn the
group# with lo er labor Income (Table a). ‘'%#re was a general twsiiency
as the labor income* decreased for the per cent of the repny— ite on re-
settlement loans to decreese. However, the group having the lowest IWMr
InctMes repaid 1 largsr per oent of their loan* than did the average of
all client*. This roup also had the largest average Investment in farm
property am the rwiettlnmnt loans represented a emll# r per cant of the
vhlus of the property. Dte total resettlemnt lcwns does Mt reproomit
the total liabilities of all the clients. No doubt many of the client#
have other bills outstanding such as delinquent taxes, grocery bills, &d
emergency feed and seed loans that were end# before the eaettlenent pro-
gram wwit Into effect. It Is alee quite probable that many of tee eeeer-

operetors and part o- nere have real estate mortgagee with agencies other
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than the am Jeourity 4ninl8tretion.
Thbe relstlonahipe of labor Ineone to rehabilitation loans pre-
sented in Table JLI are significant, not because they show to Mwt ex-

tent the variations in labor income are associated eith variations in

reiirittleeent loans, but that variations are present.
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lievly all Tnmera keep acrete kind of records, but very few
Tnnnera keep a complete set of records. TJie extent of mme of these
recorda Id the recordInc on the aide of the bum, of breoiln,; (Inten of
liven took or marking on the onlendar tlte date e hen In to hitch, ions
farmers keep e record ef cosh expenses end receipts and others keep only
a record of whet they owe or whet others owe them.

The amount of details desirable for n fnmsr to keep In bin
records should be governed for the most pert by whet he wants to know
about his business. This naturally presents tbs questiont hot should
a farmer know about his business? Yooountin; is but a tool of ;mnoge-
nent, made to serve Amagenentl/ If this tool Is to be of Its ;*rsat-
eet use It should do two things: Vlrste it whould show whet the profits
and losses era end .share they come from; Second, it should shot, the de-
tails of Die looses mi why they occur. |If the record Is to reveal these
W) objectives It fust contain four things:

I. Ac inventory at the beginning of the year .vhich ~ho a

the value of real estate, machinery, Ilvastook, feeds,
crops, end supplies on bead.

2* All farm receipts fbr the year.

3. AIll farm expenses fbr the year.

Inkier, d. M. - Perm counting from the viewpoint of the «ra Manager,
Jourael of the inerlenn Joolety of Jfera Kenagera and Rural Appraisers
Volume 11, Humber I, April 1936.
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4« in Invwnt--Jry at the close of the year >hleh ahn n
the value of real estate, mol.Inory, livestock,
feeds, crops, end sup lien on hand.

An accounting plan to five this info!Motion le not herd to Htaln-
talii or A filcult t tinderstnnd. -iany farmers carry on a great deal of
accounting detail as a matter of habit end for no purpose anti without ob-
jective. Then, uhen detail is glv«i an objective, the clerical \x»rk is

often reduced because of the ellmjUiation of non-essentials and duplica-
tions. Thus, it in OftMi foun that the actual work r* uired to show
facts in the proper maimer is less than was required to slim; meaninglens
bwlanees.

farm uooountin, mas beyond the mere recording of the Invmtorlea
at the beginning and end of the year and the recording of expenses and
receipts in their proper places. There mist be a careful analysis Bude of
the record to show the manager what he wishes to know about the farm.

The following re acme have been Riven for fumero keepiiu* re-

cords.

I. TO determine the degree of profit that the business
i nakin# o

8. Tb suggest ways of incre sing profits.
3. To provide an argument vittm soliciting loans.

4. Tb determine the details of farm investment, receipts,
expenses, and net Income.

8. Tb determine the net returns from individual farm enter-
prises tor the purpose of detecting losses or indicating
sources of greatest profit.

| 7 l..am, U Farm ISanaeeeent. First edition page SM.



6. To furnish a nemoKmrtura of bills oi.ed by or to the
Arm.

?e Ib provide a written record of operations for future
gulrtenee.

8. |Ife Amlah opn;Ifio Inforaatloa, as the amount of
feed fed to Ilvmtook, mount of production end
efficiency of methods used In production.

the successful farm manager is not only Interested in his In-

dividual fare Wslnesa but he In also interested in other farm businesses
in his county and community, for by comparing his profits and his orgunl-
satloe with the profits and organisation of other farm, faf Is able to
discover his itetumesses and strong points end ulli be <uided to the com-
bination of productive factors that .111 give him the greatest profits.
Ifer this reason it la very desirable to have all farmers use a standard-
ized system of uocountin,. This facilitates analysis and ocnparlaon of
the records. In order that each record will be on a comparable basis
they should ell cover e complete year’s transactions. Fenemre should be
careful to follow all detail Instruetlens listed in whatever kind of re-
cord Is chosen Ar use. The analysis should be entrusted to someone
experienced end familiar mth the work*

Svery farmer who has been poked to prepare a form plan and

every farmer who has bees asked to provide production records for crops

and livestock, has undoubtedly realised none of the advantages of farm
records. Rehabilitation supervisors perhaps realize the value of good

farm records more then anyone else. Good records are essential to the
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fan* Security »<tmnlfitmtlon If It le to flake the nupervlaert farm plans
effective, the sn ervlaory capacity of the rehabilitation supervisor
puts him In the position of a farm eeneper ami as such he should be fully
gualified to instruct farmers as to the proper method of keeping farm
accounts. He should also be able to make a complete analysis of the farm
records and interpret his findburn to the farmers and tjulde them to the
most profitable combination of their productive resources.

Many farm Jecurlty clients have been required to keep records
that have been of little value to them. She objectives of keeping a
record should be fully understood and when the objectives ore accomplish-
ed in the final analysis, the clients will be more enper and more enthusi-
astic ol-out keeping a good farm record.

the beat single method of locating farmers who have managerial
ability, or those who do not, la through good farm business records, ac-

curately and conscientiously kept ond analy -e-t.



PART VI

KMInl FrwlH os On Relief X
Dawson Ctnmty. '« Ujv-

Thm ujutlyol'. of Dowsob County Ineludes 492 rural families on
relief In 1937« The Infonaetlon oonteined in this ennlyula ,.as supplied
by the relief clients when they node application for relief. AIll of the
clients are grant oases. Bus purpose of presenting this notarial is to
describe the eharaeterlatlo of rural relief families and to reveal some
of the prevailing conditions among rural relief families that ,as not
sho n in other parts of this thesis.

Of the 492 eases studied, 230 were owners, 100 were tenants,

138 were classified as share croppers, 1/ and 24 fare laborers.

*Die 1936 Census of Agriculture shows the total number of farms
in Uawson County as 1,018 in 1930 end 1,017 in 1936 which indicates a very
staple condition insofar as the number of farms era concerned. Assuming
then that there were approximately the same number of farms in 1937 as
there were in 1936, this analysis Includes 46 per cent of the farm operators
in the comity. f the 330 tenants and share croppers reported in 19®,
this analysis represents 72 per cent, and 33 per cent of the owners are
represented.

I/ Tke term ’share cropper'™ as usoi here, although not fully explained,
differs from the usual meaning and distinction made between share
croppers and tenants in the Uouth. It Is h liered that Hte distinc-
tion implied here is that tenant refers to cash tenants while share

croppers refer to share tanasto.



TA#L* XILU»—aVXRAQS mMSSK Cf TIAto 1* OOCRTTt JMD HOflUBI AU
CUSITd IN QuMTY BT WbQiriMD KilfliltR Oi TBLOd BT TSIWA CL<k,Bd,
DIVnjOH GiMTY - 1937

Average Number and Per Cent of Clients in County Specified
Tenure Thbtal Number liMaff HF Tnnrii
Claeaee Number Tears In fees 1C &

Renortlna  County Than & 5-9 10-14 15-19__ 20.24 85.29 30-39 Over

All ellenta

Number 498 81.0 83 67 40 28 125 , 167 47 6

Per Cent 100 XX 4.7 11.6 8.1 5.7 35.4 33.9 9.6 1.0
Ownere

Number ee) 23.2 3 IS 1§ 13 51 93 P9 4

Per Cent 100 XX 1.3 6.8 6. 5.7 36.5 40.4 18.6 1.8
Tenante

Number 100 19.0 10 19 9 5 19 37 10 |

Her Cent 100 SC 10.0 19.0 9.0 5.0 19.0 27.0 10.0 1.0
Shnre Croppere

Number 138 19.4 7 SO 16 8 37 42 8

Per Cent 100 XX 5.1 14.5 11.6 3.8 £6.8 30.4 8.8 -

Farm laborers

Number as ic.a 3 3 3 8 8 5
Per Cent 100 XX 12.8 12.5 12.5 8.3 33.4 30.8 -
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Lexyth of Reeiwwe Ut Coimty
For the henrte of houaehnlds reportUk;, the «ver?t#ae length of

realdenee In the county oe El ye re. (IVble OCZ<{. About 46 per cent
he# HueS In the county for more then 34 years and W per cent 30 or

eore years. Leee than B per cent had lived 1st the county for less than
8 years. The average length of residence of the owners were 4 yera

longer ti n the tenants end shi re cropper# while the share croppers and
tenants average limgth of residence In the county was more than B years
lon# er than the even ge residence of the farm laborers. Tliia difference
was naturally expected since there was a corresponding cdiffemnoe in the

aver e a#ee of these tenure clasaes. (Table UIV).

rreTondenmoe of Male Heads of suuanholds

ore than 97 er cent of | ¢ heads of households ere ,vie.
there ere more female heads among the owners than there were in any other
tenure class (we Table XXII'l). There was only one female head out of
the 138 share croppers and there were no female heads in the tenants or
farm labor olusaen.

Hdoubtedlye the premmce or ab enoe of a male be d wtmli be an
Influential factor in determining the policy of Farm Security Administra-

tion towird an individual faxaily.

.un of Ueuda of laaiisel™lda
ietids of households were middle-aged, aver»gin#? 4.5.7 years for

ell clients (T?ble XIV). The owners aven ged 47.8 years Ooitynred with
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tm~< Xmxew”™ B ti W H)t BifbLUS or KUILL rkiccf
ALHSTS] ArxUIfliw BY GB8K KD TSHURS,
Oii iISOH OXKTT - 1937

Tenure Ulsse dumber tmt Gent
Both Both
Oex ifeile Feiaale 8 « Male Femle
All Client® 492 489 13 100 97.4 2.6
Owners 230 218 12 100 94.8 5.2
Tencmts 100 100 100 100 -
Oh»r# Croppera 136 137 I 100 99.3 T

am Lab-rare 24 24 - 100 100 -



Tenure
Oleeeeo

AU Ollente

ZTuoteer
Per cent

Oenere

Number
Per eent

Tenantn

Zbnaber
Per cent

Share Creep**

Kxesber
Per cent

farm Laborere

Swber
Per cent

TnfcLE XXIV.—AVHVLIS ACC AKD KlAtodi tiKl/ P1H Ctkt W HStiU of 8V QIuLDS
JK MOB ACS CROW, AIMNO RBXISF OUQm, PT TttVHS OLaSMB,

Thbtal
Kwbey
iie; TortInfi

498
100

too
100

100
100

138
100

24
100

ILiitiCK ootamr - ids*

Avemge
ATO Of timber and mr Cent

Head (In
years) 80-a* 30-3*
43.7 89 49 58
XX 5.8 10.0 10.6
47.8 8 8 17
XX .9 u.b 7.4
41.5 U 11 7
Xz 11.0 11.0 7.0
38.7 n 29 84
XX 8.0 80.3 17.4
38.5 5 K 4
XX £0.8 8.3 16.7

180
84.4

61
28.2

38
38.0

27
19.6

10
41.7

148
30.1

91
39.6

21
21.0

36
26.4

92
18.7

69
£5.6

18
18.0

13
« 94

68 &
Over

> o

©
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41.b for the tonfuita, 58.7 for the ahure oroppora and .55J6 for the fern

laborers.

It la noteworthy th.it the largest proportion of the hetsds, 39.S
per cent, of the owners were In the nge groups ocmprlulii( 4S-64 years, the
largest portion of the Iweda In the tenants end farm laborers classes ware
In the 35-44 years age group, the fnm laborers have a larger proportion
of Its heads less than 3b ye. re old tivtn any other tenure el -y=i. lhe oMy
tenure class having heads 65 years of ago or older wee the owners an* less
than | per cent were In this group.

4 a of inusehnld
The avert{je size family %mws 4.E persons (Table iV). Tlie largest
r,girtlon of the clients, 20.5 per oeit, hud a size family of 4. ‘there
*re 38,3 per cent of the clients with families smaller than 4 rm 41.2 per
cent Ith families larger than 4.

the average size family of the owners was slightly Imrger than
the «v«m.iw sirs farlly of the other tenure groups. About 31 per cent of
the farm Ir;borers had only S In the fussily and 18.8 per cent h i only one.

Mncatlonfcl .i.tta limfflBta

the greater per cent of the Heads of households, 40.5, completed
the eighth grade in school. Only 4.7 per cent finished high school with
an additional 8 per cent pursuing a high education. Lesa than one per cent
finished four years In collet* (Table &.71). The per cent reporting no

formal schooling was 5.6.



Ibtal
Tenure No. Re-
oortlne
All Cllente
Lueber 498
Per Cmt 100
Owners
Luaber 830
Per Cent 100
Tenante
Number 100
Per Cent 100
Jbftre Crop; er
Number 138
Per Cent 100

Fnm Laborers

Nwmber
Per Cent

tabu XIr.—AtsiiAca Jim w wmmiw

34
Ifio

Average
si%e In

28

13
6.6

80
16.3

36
16.6

12
12.0

27
19.6

20.8

D

80
16.3

15
15.0

88
18.1

12.6

101
20.5

42
18.3

17
17.0

38
27.8

16.6

wmbsk h» *.howt 0? ?mu.*
ih IAfIBam ohjup, AMNHG HSLmr OLD-;itj, Br Tmm olas ss
ICB COUKTT, 19UT

76 41 36 17
158 0.3 7.3 3.5

34 28 16 9
14.8 109 7.0 3.9

16 11 11 3
16.0 11.0 11.0 3.0

Si 8 8 4
15£ 3.6 5.8 3.0

18
3.7



fciBLB V(VIiw TI)Hita. SCiiOOUDG OF IIKAIKIi OF imoStOJ)
AtSIO iiim™NU HKUKF CLIKtTJ, LY TK URKOW J/i,
D -Xil OOUHTY - 1937

J PKR CKIT
UrFde FinlslwA Jhere Ftvrn JUaw S
In Jnhool All Crop- Labor- All Crop- Ltibor-
Cllenta O-new MTVN18 gsew ... Clients Qijeww Teaiwite oers
Thtnl Reporting 492 830 100 138 34 100 100 100 100 100
Jo Formal Johool-
Ing 18 8 4 6 | 3.6 3.6 4.0 3.6 4.2
Iet - - - °
2nd 4 3 - | .8 1.3 - 4.8
3rd 19 12 3 4 - 3.8 8.8 3.0 8.9 :
4th SB 17 5} 8 | 6.0 7.4 8.0 3.6 4.8
Mb 30 17 6 6 | 6.1 7.4 6.0 4.4 4.2
6th 39 17 9 10 3 7.9 7.4 9.0 7.3 12.8
7th a 88 19 16 3 12.2 9.6 19.0 11.6 18.8
eth 289 104 46 72 8 46.8 48.8 48.0 58.8 33.3
1st jta* . . 14 10 | a 2.8 4.3 1.0 "
2nd year It, 3, 12 8 a S * 2.4 9 3.0 3.6 8.8
3rd yenr He J« 6 3. 8 | 1.8 1.3 1.4 .
4th year Pe 23 7 4 9 3 4.7 3.0 4.0 6.8 18.8
Walnaaa Co lege e 8 - - - 4 9 - - -
let ye«r College i - | - 2 - 1.0 -
2nd year Collala a 2 - I - .6 9 -
4th yerr College 4 4 .8 1.7
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th*re was wry little differwnoe In the edueetltmel attWameat
of heads of households within the different tenure olisses. A slightly
larger per cent of the owners had attained a higher grade in school than
the heeds in the other tenure olwmes.

the clients, with higher e uoetional attain mts should he nore
capable of wanHglng capital advances than the clients with only a small

HiYiiuit of formal schooling.

amber of Yemru *\ Nellef
the RWMitest proportion of the fanlllee, oK.7 ~r cent re$xirtett
being on relief 4 years, the fivenge number of yeorsi on relief for all
clients ns 573 (Table VU)* the ever ,e for the furr L borers, -5.6 years,
SBB slightly more than the average of the other tenure classes.
dune of the families reported belz+ on relief before the present
relief prom* beco*e effective. The fact that Bl.4 per cent of all the

clients reported being on relief for 4 or more years indie itea that they

have made very slow, if any, progress toward attaining a self supporting

status.
Condition cf JuHdImgi
The clients were asked to ntiort the condition of the buildings
as od, f ir or poor, .lie nnJorlty of tite clients, 56.9 wwr cent, reported

the condition of the buildings an fair; 17.9 per cent reported hnviiu' good

buildings, and 80.9 per east reported poor buildings, while 4.2 per cant did



Tenure Oleea

TMUJi x m i.—AVStirat HKIiSR YIWla (K RKUiy 4X0 NUXRa 4® Pm OBKT Of

oum a ox RSLXir kr Ufkoxfixd *uxmm of ixass, by tutors €ém a»,

DAFTah OGOMY - 1937

[totfll
iVBAT
Report-

ini'.

AU Cliente

Htenber
Per Omit

Uenere

Nunber
Per Cent

Tenanta

Hwber
Per Cent

Store Oroppora
Nurmber
Per Cent

Frm Laborers

K Taber
»r Jmmt

498
100

230
100

100
100

ice
100

24
100

AVIITIVF*
Hwber of
Yenra on
Relief

83
16.9

47
304

10
10.0

21
16.8

2

114
23.8

88
88.2

26
26.0

24
194

flea Kumer of Y_e."rg

3

42
0.8

4

161
38,9

7
33.5

36
33.0

46
32.6

46
9.1

16
7.0

19
13.0

12.5

>

6

4

11
4.0

?

21
4.3

10
4.3

Huwber nnd Per cent of Clienta on Relief Opeei-

>f

v

OH
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XXfme—Cwov U f|:* Uf BUH.-Sitw -i
IfiftuL EWUL? cuitrrn, B TamiL mj&ma
U, Xti C,UBTfe 19If7

/IfIKB Ifif

total No. of Cllonta Ra artlag Per Cent Reporting
Humber Conrtitltffi of Howe Ctsmiiti“m of fbtuie
Tbnure Olaee of Hot m - Kot re—
fame Onod Jblx
nil Ollente 498 88 390 103 a 179 56.9 30.9 4.3
Oiaieni 330 49 144 36 2 21.3 U3.6 15.2 .9
Ibnante 100 2D 46 39 30.0 46.0 36.0
ihiire Oto per 130 18 89 29 S 13.1 64.6 21.0 1.4
Ftim Lebomre 24 | 2 4 17 4.2 6.3 16.7 70.0
IAIILI J O X | - "M© %« QOSIT QF HKAL RWLIhF CLDtIfS HWIiRIIWf

ABS UntB HIiDUIOLB SDIFUNT BT TiGUHL CLSSfXS
BAtOOR CTUSITf, 19J7

T btal ITirWr
Tenure Clesa No.o f "1
‘arms Ves Ho Dprtinii . DIiL .
All Clieete 492 392 91 9 79.7
O tiers 830 191 39 — 83.0
Tenants IDO 89 Ib - 86.0
uhafe Cruiiper 138 108 a 2 76.0
Para leborere 8* 11 6 7 46.8

ler Cent

Set re-
10.5 1.8
17.0 -
15.0 -
23.6 1.5
28.0 29.2



1ot report thn oondltitm of the be:ldHwm CEnble xm il).

Sim IndieKtlona #$ni ticrt the otmera h re better :ulldinto on an
MfeiNge than the other tenure oliteoea. loor Wuuea are undoubtedly one of
the many r*o; ona for dlaeatlafie! farm Amlllea.

H i#ahold ~IUlment

Yhble CXIX cdatkm the eiraar/ of the repllee to the wuestlon,
iedtettmr or not they hnd adenmte household ernlpiaemt. A Inrger per oent of
the etmers reported herinc adequate Wuooteld oruipmnt than any other ten-
ure elfetuu ure-A urth of toe fan* lohorem reported not hnvl.ie adorn#te
hou.-oh .Id « ruipewit &Ue the other tenure elasaoo reported a umller per
oent. o etm also llet tiie look of ado unto hou”eh Id equlrxsent a* tm of
the eeuaee of tore toelllea being dleentlafled.

Inooea In 1046

the average total osh Inooae tor all rural relief clients re-
porting their ozito Ineoea tor 19:56 men $41* (Table XX). Jhls Included
In* He tom faming, tom private JUtor, ork relief, direct relief and
other eoureee. It to o, intoroat t. note tozit 4 Ut ohe-tolf of Sto total
oziah Inc m tor each to mro eli im vee tom iortt relief and that the onto
mediae torn Atmliw ooceprtoed all htly nore than one-fourth of ties total

OtiSh In* me.

Here U™snin tse notice a slight edvantotge of the omwra over the

other tenure oltuiaeo InooAxr as total cash laozret la comoemedu Ihla Is



Tenure Sleuie

All Clients
Omere
lemnta
Jhare Cropper

Fens Laborers

TABUS CvJU-XRa i" .

Niinber
Thbtal Reporting Ntmber
Htmber lubeie- Reorting
Reporting tunes Caah
Inoom Inoom
49a 99 403
230 44 186
100 IS 94
136 21 119
34 # 16

car RURAL

Thbtal
Imom

412

462

423

340

883

CUIIrtS, BYicm
DA-,:JOK COUNTY, 1936

verire o»«L

Ineone
from
Fnrnlnr

136
196
122

66

11

Inooae
from Rri-
vste Li-ty™ Relief

39

23

62

43

86

OuwlyMS

froM "hodc

Ineone
fron

209

217

212

204

134

Pvoftin--
Inw me

from

ork Dirwot
Relief

10

7

14

Other
Inoum

19
80
13
18

47
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due to the lerger Inoom of the ownen- from fnn .Im*. Ikiwver, If IUiven-

tories wre ooBaictored, depreciation end Interest aJ.nraa $i#ht reveal
the owners to be in e worse pil*Uit than the other tenure elneseo.

The farm lehoreere received a Mealier eeeh Income than eey other
tenure close. ,hey hud a larger income from private labor and alscellane us
sources then any other class. Ihe farm lehrirere also received considerably
leee from work relief then did the other claeeec. Apptmmtly, tiw else of
the f elly was an Inflaenclc factor in etemlnin. the amount of relief 1-
lowed for each family. If th t wuo true, it would partially ex lain the
difference in the umtmt received frena woxk relief by the fam latiorera mad
tiie otlier tenure dasacee.

Jnme of the clients did not report their cash Inoorm but reported
cubsIiBtenec relief. In aomn of the cased, the clients era tivim Oirect
relief in the form of cerwodltles, since no value was placed en these corv
modlties their cash income or their cash cuivalrmt could net be det#mined.
The number of clients reporting ®ubalstenoe incomes is shown for each tenure
elans in Table XaX

low income can. be singled out on being the moot ixiwrful condition-
ing factor operating to reduce farm fmiliefl to a low econoMlo onl social

status mitt eausiii $a dissatisfied oleas in agri ulture.

/ijomtlcm lorrowinga i|> 1%%

More than 40 per e«mt of the clients reported operation borruuin*»
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in 1936* (liiblo aXO}e Tho overage irount borrrrueri £br operation fbr
those reportlag HS - lugMr per cent of Hw oenere reported borrm.-
in,a then any other tojnuro clcao and the avenge amount bopro ed was also
ali#0itly larger. Otoly <aw of the farm laborers out of the 86 reported oper-
ation borrowing#.

It is ~orthtihlle, at thin time, to consider ugaln the total In om
Slkjim in Table 1U* ‘i total «wmgto InccMa waa 412. -lth an average
si 'O family of 4, Hiis amount lacked »8 of beinn enough to equal the budget
for the cash cost of family living prepared Igr the Fam Seourlty mlnietre-
tion. The client*# liabilities fbr the year then would be increased by the
amount of the operating loan plus 9# interest on 2h?.2h.

*& here not serried the analysis far enough yet. Zf wo consider
the client’s operations from » &urely business standpoint, the operating loiui
is a liability against the farm business and should he paid from the Ineme
from faming. The average income fr m fur-iln#:; wm only ml-li, .hich amounted
to little more than one-half of the operating loan. The total operating
expense* uld, no i>ubt In reality, e mt»,ter timn t e operating lo rn.

This very definitely indicates unprofitable far» operations in 19.16.

SlafcSLiteB.

The average size of furw reported for all cltwits was 6E2 Mires,

(Tbble TXXIIJ. The owners operated larger farms on the average than the

tenants, the tenants operated L rger farms than the ah re era>t “era, while
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TABtK m # * —OPSRATION BfFPCEINC ; AMCRO RgLIKt AU TTS, Bi T WRR CJAL -W\Wan
DMfison cofmrr - igse

Total Farms Reporting Operation  Average Operation
Tenure Number of Tiorrewiogs - 1936 I"'sorrowings Per
Clese Farms Number fW cent Term Pepemting
All Clients 482 196 40.2 I 246
O«er. 230 HO 47.8 282
Temmts 100 36 35.0 201
Shape Croppers 138 62 37.7 202

Farm Laborers 24 | 4.2 100
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the fam Ihborers operated relatively small ferns ooMpnred with the other
tenure Glasses. The avernro amunt of land In pasture wee sil, Mtly rwre
than the 'iorea of plow land. The share croppers hid more acres of plow
land than they did of pasture lend. %a average acres reported by the farm
laborers ma only 8 meres of plow land end 160 ueree of pasture.

Tbe licjfc Agricultural Census reports the Bveraie sine farm In
Deweon County as 960 aeree which is nearly twice as large as %w®e average
else farm operated Igr the relief clients. The relief clients had SSS as*##
or 48.5 per cent of the total farm Imnd aveliable for crops compared with
the census avora e for the county of MDacres or d7.> per cent of the total
acres In the farm.

The Indications are that the relatively snail farms era largely
responsible for the low Income of the relief clients, e shall see the ef-

fect the limited aerenge of Hteture has had on the number of livestock.

M. seaalon of livestock
Livestock la of greet eounomio Importance in Dewsoa County. Over
80 per cent of the farms in the county ra.ort™d horses, cows and chickens
In 1936 (Table 0X111). »3Jy 41 per cent reported swine and 19 per cent re-
ported sheep. |If we eompure the percentages with the per cent of relief
clients reporting the principal kinds of livestock (Tnble %XXXf) it Is In-

teresting to note that tlie per c«it of the relief clients reporting: the

different kinds of livestock wee smaller thisn the per cent of all the fmr”~ra



TABLE XXXI |, —ACPES PER IAPf & Tc vwu TFSUF QUMITS
BT thicrt: ciASSEn—jij& 'm coDirr, 1937

Tenure Class

All Clients
Ownora
Teeants
Share Croppers

Farm Leborers

TAM* ram .— r

T<:

Total
Rumber
of IrRrme

492

230

100

138

24

Average Acres In farm

Total

622

692

601

426

168

(] Iﬂ—l

Plcw
Land

253
270
236
240

8

OF LTVRSTOCT AH-D AVPRAOK HAVBER P R FARM R?>-PHRTITTO,

Kind of Livestock

Horses and Mules
Mileh Cows

Brmt Cowe

Seine

sheep

Chickens

DAL RCR GCSTWIT, 1935 1/

Number

of Fareai
Reporting 2/

881
6SS
859
420
195
829

Per Cent
of form
sporting

86.6
81.9
64.6
41.3
19.0
81.6

I/ United Cemsue of Agriculture - 1975, Vol.

2/ Total number of farms in County was 1017.

TWiber of
Livestock
Reported

8611
4187
13621
1190
32817

38828

Peeture
Land

269
322
266
186

160

KINDS

Average *o.
e H -
Feperting

10
6
16
S
170
47

I, table 2, pege 817.



In the ooTinty reportin/r in la:®. It ia »1-<» notable In Table XXUV that

a Inreor per cent of the owners reported the principal kin a of livestock

than :lid the other tenure olasnee.

llot only did a mailer per cent of the relief cllonta report the
principal kinds of livestock than did all the fomeni in the county, but a
eowparleon of the Average number per fam reporting revealed the relief
clients to have fewer of each kind of livestock per fain reporting (TftWe8
UCUII euu, XXX?).

AS has been pointed out in the previous dleommion, the average
ecrea of pasture land was less for the relief clients than the average of
fill farms In Ute county. Under this condition one would naturally expect
the relief clients to have fewer livestock than was reported by the average
of all Tamers in the county.

Ihe pcMiaeeaion of live#took, although Halted by the alee and
organization of the farm, is apparently m important factor influencing
the incorse from farm open.tors.

It ia significant to note that nearly SD per cent of the relief
clients did not rejjort milch cws nnd thnt over SO per cent did not retxsrt
chickens. Undoubtedly the cash cost of family livizn was HLher for these
clients than for those having coon end chickens. Ihe advantages at poa~

ecosion of milch oo a and chickens in helping provide for the living of

the f«m family ia generally millajaited.



Tenure Class

All Clients
Owner#
Tenants
Share Croppers

Farm laborers

table Xm v.—Ttmmist and m? ¢cm w &N I’ITn’mNFCTmm_m pg

CF Livmocr AV RKURF AIRRTH BY TRRORE CLASSES,
DARSOWN COUNTY, 1937

Total manber Peportin?: >er dent

%0. of Mlloh Reef ChioV- Viloh eef CKYelfT

Fanse —n Cows Cows flwtne Sheep era Foraee Cows Ccwe Swine

492 581 400 304 178 49 586 774 615 61.8 56.2 10.0 78.6
230 200 204 172 88 26 205 C70 88.7 748 383 115 885
100 76 BI 52 29 11 75 76.0 81.0 62.0 29.0 11.0 75.0
158 97 HO 79 61 12 106 70.2 79.7 57.2 442 8.7 76.1
24 8 6 I 5 355 208 4.1 — 20.8



TABLE Xm.--AVKRAQfi WIVBER OF PRIRCIP*

Tenure Claes

All Clients
Owners
Tenants
Share Croppers

Farm Laborers

Averare dumber of Principal Hnde of I IventocV for Hnre

Horses

Milch
Cows

4
4

SAKSOY COTRTY, 1987

Cows
10
10

8

10

"twine

8
4

Sheep
94
141

SS

fIvVBfi GF LIVRSTOOpr pop FARMVE RifiOPTIRC
AKCRQ RWAL RKLIfIF CU "' TS, BY TIWERg CTASRB

86

40

Sl

58
50
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AIfPmDix a

Jwipttry of the ~yM terlatiaa of
Nadoy iy, g~Qf-"Nir?-; . rena
In Wtnnc 1/

Area I# Honchliu .Ith only acattered ani mostly tmsii.;oes fvjL
try land RjmIn famin, In the pruoesa of reversion to nu”'e use. Sr uthe
and exploitation have resulted Ic low cerryln#7 eapecltlea ani re leeed
numbers of stock.

rea 1J. illeh Grade ranchInA In foothill area , low grade dry
land frein faming on bench londs, bisected by veil developed Irrimted
areas along Yellowstone, Booldort and Hg Bbm Blvwrs and Book Greek,
dfttlfa, suiter beets, and tmin are the Mjor I rl to crops vith field
pees itnd henna Imporinnt In localized areas.

Aree 111. Jwatly a low V.avda dry family and rwtoklag area
bisected ty the Lower Yellowtone Imlgstlon Project (alfalfa, sugar “eets,
grains}. blie abandonment af dry faming leend has been henry, Onah ruin
production continues as the Major enterprise over much of the area.

rea IV. Oite 0 the two major aheut ;roducln eroas o; the state.
Solis ere fairly good but there is e grant varla Ulty In ~dwmt yields.
Livestock numbers tend to fluctuate Inversely with tdiert production.

rtm V. a broken arm thinly Interspersed with low grade dry
farein* and ranching. Loceliaed dry farming arena resenble Areu IV while
much of the range land Is similar to tree |I. the area Is bisected by
Irrigated lands along the Milk River denoted to the production of nlifalfn,
*vain -lkt Btu tr beets.

.rea VI. The largest dwmt producing area In the state with
important ranching localities. Irrigated sections are mostly denoted to
producing each grains and key. the weetern and southern portions extend
into foothill areas which accounts for much of the variability In soils,

clL te nd toTOgrnphy.

j/  This SUWMry was taken from unpublWhed material of a study mode by"
Montana Agricultural Experiment Stntltm in cooperation with Hvialon
of Farm Sfenagmtni and Costs luroau of ~rieultursl Economics, United
states DepnrtSMttit of ~rdculture with assistance of the ortcs Pro rose

iimiInistrotlon.



B4 -

AW Vile Denoted larneljr to dry farmin# on ore unifora but,
cm the it)Xe, lower tcrnde fnminn land than ~ren VI* Llvoatoek production
confined largely to the -Sweet Qreee HULle and to the wore broken lands,
hileeale abandonment we# experienced during 1917-19;-J2 In » period of
proloeged drouth but the area haa suffered less tron drouths since 1930,
then lead# farther to Hw east.

-ree VIII. -imchin*! dominant rail based on irrigated fbngali
supplemented with range on Rational Herwet lands* Cweh grain production
Is elno IKiortent. ~grioulture la omflned to a furies of mountain
ealleys located on the seatorn slope of the Hooky fountains end leas
subject to drouth than the plain# area of the sttre. Hhe irrigated
Talleys produce cash grains and forage for beef onttie, sheep and In the
Gellbtin Valley, considerable numb re of dairy oows*

Area IX* Similar to -ree VIII but lyln6 on the western slope
of the Ttocky Range under climatic conditions permitting rre: ter div-
ersity of crape* Less range forage Is available and local arena special-
ized in dairying, general faming, cash grains and tree fruit production.



State
and
Cetmtiee

Bi# Worn
I rop-dwater
Carbon

Carter
Oneoade

Chjjutenu
Custer
DnMela
Fallon
Fevgua

FlIflthend
Unlintla
Cnrfield
Glnoier
G (ton Vallwr

Hill
Jeffereon
vuHth i 'vi-In
Lake

Lewie k Clttrtt

No, of

wWJ.

Thbtal
mount

—7

AfVjgtUIX B

[ Mitfti or HO*I-
dSLUSTSO JA<M dtUUHITY QUiitiTf IN MMTAKA

(ATer»#zi» Per Far* by Ommtiea - 1337?)

MMTr RXxizIVXD FROM

Sele of
Farm

Ri oorde of Money Products

0 © oo~ =-—

3014,78
3794.33
1431.38
2030.09
1683.83

364.89
667.59

1309.08
1904183
963.23

1347.00
1714.68
1787.94

139.03
1104.00

8198.60
1106.65
1347.83
1387.53
3818.14

I/

V 960.74
693.8E
m7 VvV
408.81
1184.08

260.90
194.06
266.46
683.19
300.96

778.99
1301.3»
980.38
948.70
382.00

1049.66
488.67
724.01

1170.99

u 60.64

Reset*
t | affiant
-dnn,

Other

683.3» %40.79

1907,00
469,83
980,00
274.50

96.67
80.00

667.83
381.00
231.00

199.99
876.00
427.60
783,33
480.00

828.00

574.78
367.80
180.00
494.00

191,70
238.33
704.86
288.30

207.32
423.83
424,76
470.04
40«!

366,08
146.29
410.06
407.00
272.00

6L.3.94
848.33
366.01
88.54
67.80

Ibtnl ,Mt.

of Wkney
Paid Out

ItiNi-Y PAID QQTt

Fnm

Feelly Aden. lonni
L TV-

Payn*t on
Ueeettle*t

1878.90 £1039.51 S 5GO.U9 t :VI9.G1

3839.46
1366.76
1868.86
1687.23

624.09
837.34

1368.03
1264.60
995.48

1494.77
b m 1
1818.78
2168.71
993.70

6341.34
1247.91
1366.28
1410.88
3103.68

1237.88

1263.40
925.42

327.33
.381.46
610.47
893.23
421.79

868.67
766.44
1147.39
1499,23
616.30

1326.30
666.61
617.84
790.81

1869.16

633.16
394.61

413.94
467.85

843,64
44421
421.66
460.18
470.30

*10.03
690.28
MOetS
6,7.46
262.40

647.30
649.64
396.49
470.84
628.03

938.45
299.18
192.58
864.26

83.13
11.67

383.00
211.18
103.39

816.17
244 .48
310.63
132.02
116.00

367.74

31.66
341.98
149.20

1206.80



Thbla = -Vl (continued) ... -—-

Liberty | 1131«83 # 886.83 0 B40.00 338.00 1111.66 3 638.26 | 367.67 | 215.73
Maaiaom | 3178.43 8306.13 708,85 177.45 3230.90 2330.£2 698.18 202.60
Me*no I 784.00 74.00 410,00 300.00 976.80 641.00 315.50

vnezml I I' 117.91 80,00 808.34 991.85 470.67 491.18 30.00
ark 4 1298,19 668,24 >, 343.45 1377.39 873.21  444.89 59.89
Powaer Hirer 6 94V. » 481.37 115.00 360.93 1003.60 553.31 IUe v 136.42
Pmirle I 1123.00 106.30 360.00 696.70 1117.60 566.54 851.06

Kevalll I 1966.93 1686.93 300.00 2043.11 1805.74 305.17 234.80
Hloblena 6 8271.49 1848.42 448.80 579.57 2871.12 1077.80 476.59 717.03
Roeebud 7 1890.11 1067.18 248.29 874.64 1865.79 918.93 580.78 366.14
Sheridan 4 954.27 363.62 373.25 £97.80 905.01 441.93 409.0f 64.00
Stlllweter 2 630.70 280.70 136.00 148.00 636.66 219.02 299.19 18.46
Jeeet Graaa 4 1072.30 438.63 333.80 299.97 1005.27 425.25 378.59 201.43
Teton 2 1677.08 798.48 377.00 501.07 1697.28 784.19 844.29 368.80
Thbole U 1805.66 857.94 869.04 378.68 1177.67 668.79  405.39 106.39
-thentltimd | 661.11 177.49 98.00 388.62 860.04 201.80 812.39 145.86
Yellowetone 8 22088.00 1168.39 485.70 JG0.91 3061.03 1348.43 468.66 233.94

STAtB 145 1464.38 5 748.06 $ 352.89 353.43 $1455.48 $ 777.33 | 446.98 #831.87



TAfcL XXVIL.—VIRKri IWF iJ O O
AORto IM JEAT m>

iitate % Type-
o f. Pfirninp

State

Area |
1
U
v
V
TI
TH
Till
IX

Nxaeher
of

33

~ oo

O 0wWw

_pfr_

AK/SSDIjt C

Thbtel
-crea
In

858

1440
430
400

133
720
2840
07

- B> P.tiRtZKt, TfTiL CKILLANI),

-atBAT YIMUti PIR /8116 FOB
d&LSLTLI V.Am XcJURmM CUhhLLi I JfefliTIA

(Avernre per Fem for State end Type-of-
Smt in, ;, Oimer-Opwmt to only* - 1937.)

Iwre# Thtal
in Oomp

Peetrme - area
487 159
1113 Jic
Rfla 156
246 ISO
89 98
JAJ 336
8709 130
43 42

.heat
- Yield#
> Per ore
53 8.4
136 1.2
26 8.2
SO 1.7
36 8.2
140 1.6
8 -
8 12.1

TALLK XXiVIII-ACH 3 IH # «19, aCRW IM 1a"TO -K, OTAL VQJL JIB,

Jtate & Type-
of-enrrting

State

Area |
I
11
IT
T
VI
m
m i
IX

Soureei

AfIRBS IK XUnmT AND AHSAF YI 1iXi PR* XSUi
331L5T33 XM SgOUHITY CUBMW a MOMAILI

< vermg# iier ~nrn for
Famlni; Arena, :«rt Ovaiere only - 1937.)

Hxadber
of

14

I - @ == 5

Thbtel
Adree
in
FHB
796

624
480
640

1205
800
80

tnte and Tyjje-of-

Ibtal

< Crop
499 263
470 I1ISO
345 173
260 375
719 450
413 JBS
19 61

farm @ ey (D) Security Client#

'‘CH

Jwat

earem Yield#
in Per ->ore

8.9

JB M
90 Iti.4
107 3.5
190 1.1



Am ssix o

SUhLS xacaju—*auii %&torn, ~amu Bi i/UfUHX, tytnL okm**®,
ACRIJti Bi ®MT ,Jm 'JiiUT YIELIti PIffi ,UfiJS MR
AKLBOTS) RJEJ JoffiffilTY CLBffiTU Bl HtitHA

(Average per Ymbb for tote and Type-of-fara-
Ing -reaa, Tenant open tore only - 19J7. )

Total M at
Jtate & Type- Kuaber jvcres Uoree Y btal »eres Yields
Of-Ynming of In In Crop In Per «ore
g Fnm lHawt | |
State SO 729 429 880 73 7.0
urea | 4 690 433 236 73 1.8
11 M 609 283 219 44 16.4
i 5 1620 1263 344 93 3.7
v 3 640 227 406 S3
\ — — — * =
Vi 5 962 648 296 112 8.2
m 2 1450 806 562 Stt 2.2
\VARY 3 907 254 568 177 1.9
H 2 340 170 70 12 9.2

*raroe: ‘'am Plano of Ywm “eourJdty Clients.



TaDLB XL.—4

PRIDOIPAL KIHtU OF LI

AmMBIX D

average

Value of
All

I 871

1125
980
649

860
300
8538
610

Ket Ohnnge
State fc Type- ILtmber In Total
of-ierotng of Anlmel Unite
ree Records  During the
Year
state 33 - .66
Area | 6 [/ .87
I S / .45
11 * -8.46
v “
XV
Vi 3 11.67
Vil 3 -8.17
VIU S /4. N
IX 10 / .78
ource; Ferai Pleas of Farm iioourlty Ollente

j/ lesa tluan .6

Horace

w o1

N — —

Chlok-

88

48
53
38

131
41
94

149

KtaiBtit or UVKITOCK

TOr-

o — o

N— —

MHTjtva

ikMa

8
I

3
\Y

8
|
3
3

0 .WB ZN TJTIA JIKA WIT , AVKKWS MJUil OF ALL LiV.HVOK HO NIIILSK Of
PW okLeothD F AMsookiTT uLiwiu IN
ATSIALLE PKB F k  FOR STATS sKD WJINF«F«thUIHO ,JtvU, OK iU SLY

13
14

i/



AmKDjU D

T.. uva.—, -Twvi ;<. ; .., UNIT.Y, -Vr.; it V . U i.T | . I Q
MUNUIPAI KBIiKi Gii Uf&ITOOt, HXK tiELSOHsa R41% UAUURIIi OLIiKIS IK 4 OTfcKA
HAIKI FOR STAtS AVD T m - » -

1939
Net Ohenw
Stfitm & ‘iype- Number In Total Average KUMBSB Of LIVitiTOGK
Of-Fnrsing of Antoel Nnlta Velue of (Mature $' ulvnlent)
rea Reeorda  During the el Oblek- Tur- -
-, XWr,
Utete H / .28 I 676 4 8 52 I | S
/rea | 8 /1.20 981 4 11 51 e 15
1 I A.61 372 S 8 18 8 I -
11 - - - - -
v | -3.8D 392 4 4 40 -
v
VI © «© «, e m
Vil S -1.06 398 8 6 59 | I m
Vil | - .75 1480 9 12 100 4 2 m
IX | /12.04 370 3 3 24 - 2 -



APMMDIla D

tabls m i.—ear ¢, -imx n$ tot’d, ,mbial UsmM , valua 0/ ™1 livhyoex .4«» maosr uf
'HUMII'AL KUtKJ OF UVSJTUOK, SOR JjdJSOTSD FARM JgOURM ULIIMTJ JUl tiORtANA,
AVgRAGg PM* FARR FOR ut, % >MD TyPMJF-FAHUINO ARIW, TtaiAtiTU ONLT
193T

Net Chenpe

Jtute & Type-  Kunber In Thtel Average NUNBLR OF UVQ@JTOGK

of-Fuming of Animl Ublte Value of (imtur# jftiulTalxpt)
reoa ReoortB  During the All Tmlok- Tur-
Yuur JInrRtiil  J'tt.n: «r.n Wava i.n-q .hfwn
Jtate a /1.88 » 881 4 9 74 3 | 8
rea | 4 /1.30 776 4 8 37 | |
11 M / .as 903 4 9 80 8 8 U
11 B /1.40 1048 17 46 I I |
v 3 -1.63 266 8 2 U - S
\Y u -
in 8 -10.78 870 3 9 84 S I 19
m S /7.76 418 I 9 26 | VA
\ARE 3 /3.37 1134 6 10 149 8 8
IX 8 - .80 684 2 10 128 |

Uouroe: Fbie 3l»sna of FRm Jeourlty Ollenta.



Stete A Type-
of-leming
Areee

STATS

Aree |.
1.
in.
17.
v
V.
VII.
VIII.
1X.

TABLE XL1lIL~:r V A

APPENDIX B

IAT-TA ™

LA-.

Vv

¥ ‘m(, S| CTSD LAT,
AV/AfI? P3B FAPB, FOR STATE AD TY-E-OF-FARVIPO

CLtWtS IH NMDNTABA*
AREAS, OMBR-OPRRATOR™ ONLT - 1957.
Averafe
Number  Totel Net Change Total Total
of Fera In farm Cash Cesh Net Peturne
seconds Invest- Inventory Fare lera Cash to Capital
ment During Year Reeelpte nxpeneee Receipts A Labor
(») (») cl) (1 (1
55 8050 / 198 956 925 / 5 / 201
6 8678 / 415 770 1156 - 586 /27
5 4468 / 508 652 768 - 126 / 132
4 4841 - 209 1590 1570 / 220 /11
5 4445 | 455 1098 992 / 106 / 569
S 4872 /500 644 572 /72 | 572
2 11174 / 89 2002 944 /lose 11174
10 5990 /89 785 803 - 60 /59

Vv Tff

Int. at

on

Invest- Lebor

nent
- Cl)

252

294
223
227

222
244
569
200

O~~~

Income

Cl)
61

267

41
216

537
128
588
161



APPgHDIX B

TABLE XLIV.-FmHCIAL StTOARY COF TIIR PARK BUSIKISS OF SRLBCTBD PARIt SBCURITT
CLIKKTS IK VCHTAKAI AVLRACB PSR FARM, FOR STATR AKD TrPB-OF-FAFHIIM
AREAS, PART OANHRR3 OKLY - 1937.

Avenge
‘tate A Type- Kunber Total Bet Change Total Total Int. at
ef-B RfBing of Far* in Far* Caah Cash Bet etums on
Areas Records Invest- [Inventory larm Far* Cash to Capital Invest- Labor
merit During Year Reoeipts Expenses Recsipts A Labor ment Income
(N (1 (N 1») il (*) (N )
state 14 3377 / 1» 723 709 /| M /53 169 - 136
Area |. 6 3260 / 594 860 676 / 186 / 679 163 | 416
n . I 1346 / 218 262 296 - 44 | 174 117 /| 67
ITI# - — — — — — mmm
n . I 4912 / 862 628 1009 - 481 / 81 246 - 168
V. - — -- — — -* — -—
V1. - — — — — — —* ae—
VII. 6 3688 - 217 672 732 - 60 - 277 184 - 461
vin# | 3946 -1476 779 1096 - 317 -1798 197 -1990
IX. | 2336 /78 907 486 | 421 / 499 117 / 362



APPBMmu V

TABIB XLV.-FMARCIAI StROART OF THB FARM SUIIMBSS A SBLBGTED FARM SBCURItT
CLIHTITS IS MFHTARAIL AVRPACB PKR FARM, FOR STATS APT mS-OF-FARMIPO
AF AS, TSHAST OP,PATORS OSLT, 1957.

Average
State A Type- Humber Total Ret Change Total Total Tnt. at
of-farming or Fara In Fans Cash Cash Het Returne 8# on
Area* Feeorda Invest- Inventory Farm Farm Cash to Capital Invest- Labor
ment During Tear Peoaipta Expenaae Reoelpta A Labor sent Inoocsa
(N (N (1) (N m M) «) Cii
STATS 80 1732 [/ 164 775 910 - 157 [ 27 117 m 90
Area 1. 4 1418 /| 65 434 621 - 67 - 32 Tl - 105
1. 26 1783 /[ 98 868 945 - 77 /[ 21 09 - 68
in. 6 1960 | 465 689 667 - 1B [ 375 98 [ 277
\I/f. 3 1690 - 558 516 435 - 109 - 447 84 - 531
VI. 6 1526 / 816 466 874 - 568 [ 428 76 [ 362
VIl 2 1218 [ 559 785 1285 - 802 /[ 57 61 - 24
VIII. S 2669 / 539 1558 1698 - 560 - 21 145 - 14
IX. 2 1401 - 249 1228 1093 [ 152 - 117 70 - 187
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