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SURVIVAL AND FACTORS IN SURVIVAL IN FARM OCCUPANCY

IN SHERMAN COUNTY, OREGON

INTRODUCTORY

Agriculture in America seems to have gone through the first
stage of evolution usually associated with the development of a new
country. The migratory nomadic exploitive phases of agriculture in
8 new land seem to have run their course, and in recent years with
the exhaustion of the supply of new land and free lands in the west,
the restless, feverish pushing westward of the pioneer has come to
sn end.

In other words, agriculture is settling down. Inventory of
gains and losses is being taken, and the tiller of the soil is taking
& more permanent tenure and setting himself for the long pull in an
establi;hed developed system of agriculture.

This is good. It is socially desirable that we have a permanent,
developed, firmly established, prospering agriculture that has gradua-
ted from the exploitive destructive types of farming characteristiec
of new land countries.

What now shall make agriculture endure in its established
placés? The lessons learned from the accummlated experiences of the
past and the analyses and findings of the new science of agriculture
of today must find a way to a permanent and enduring husbandrye.

Little or no analyses have been made #s yet of the permanence

of occupancy of the land in regions where agriculture has passed the




trial end error stage and become established in a system of farming
that seems to fit the existing conditioms.

In a region where sgriculture has settled down on what appears
a permanent basis, these questions neturally erise: How long do the
seme farmers remain in occupancy of the land in that region? What
percentege remain in contimmed possession of the same land? What
becomes of those who do not survive a reasonable temure, and why do
they fail to survive?

A long depression in agriculture, such as the period 1920~1935,
applies a searching test of the permanence of an edopted system or
type of agriculture, and provides an opportunity 'Eo learn its weak-
nesses and their effects upon the continued occupancy of the land.
If recorded and comparable date covering the economic conditions,
the investment, cost, income, and farm organization of a substantial
group of farmers at the beginning and again at the end of such a
test period as the years 1920-1936 were available, an analysis of
survival in ococupancy of the land would be possible.

Fortunately, the past research of the Department of Ferm
Manegement of the Oregon Experiment Station has provided a complete
record of the economic situation, farm orgenization, costs and
incomes of & number of large groups of farmers engaged in different
types of fa.rming in different regions of the state as far back in
some cases as the years 1813, 1914, and 1915.

One of the most in‘beresting groups covered by these records, so
far as the study of farm occupancy is concermed, is a large group of
some 184 farms in the dry farming wheat producing area of Shermen

county, Oregon.




In the years 1920, 1921, and 1922 a yearly study of the wheat
farm organization and the cost of producing wheat in Sherman county
wes made by the Department of Farm Management of the Agricultural
Experiment Station ka.nd the Extension Service of the Oregon State
Agricultural College, in cooperation with the United States Depart-
ment of Agricultufe. This study was based on 450 complete farm
records obteined over the three~year period from 184 different wheat
farms in that region. These records were obtained by personal inter-
view directly from the farm operators for the purpose of determining
the cost of producing wheat and the important factors in the wheat
farm organization.*

These records furnish basic materiel for a study of changes in
farm occupancy in that region and reasons therefor. The wheat farms
of the counktry have suffered severely during the long depression
beginning in 1920‘, and a suffieient period has elapsed to warrant
expectations that a re~-survey of the same farms in 1936 would supply
evidence as to the effects upon permanence of occupancy during the

period, and the weaknesses in this type of farming.

* U, S. Department of Agriculture Bulletin 1446, "Cost of Producing
Winter Wheat and Income from Wheat Farming in Shermen
County, Oregon," by R. S. Washburn, Bureau of Agricultural
Economies, and H. D. Scudder, Oregon Agricultural Experiment
Station,

U. S. Department of Agriculture Bulletin 1447, "Cost of Using
Horses, Tractors, and Combines on Wheat Farms in Sherman
County, Oregon,"™ by R. S. Washburn, Bureau.of Agricult ural

. Economics, and H. D. Scudder, Oregon Agricultural Experi-
ment Station.




At the suggestion of and under the guidance of H. D. Scudder,
Professor of Ferm Menagement, with the assistence of A. W. Wheeler
end Charles Ross, graduate students in Farm Menagement ,in teking the
field records, and financed by the Department of Farm Management of
the Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station, the re-survey project om
these Shermen county farms was undeﬁ:aken. as a subjeet for this

thesis. (Refer to sample of field record in appendix)

Objectives of Study

It was thought feasible in the limited time available for thesis
study (6 credit hours) to secure information of wvalue as to the
following questions:

1, TWhat has happened to the original farmers covered in the
1920-1921-1922 records?

2. How many are still farming and what is their present status?

3. TWhat have been the changes in farm organization on these
' same farms between the years 1920 and 19367

4, How many of these farmers have left their farms and for what
reasons?

5. What is the present status of farmers whose occupa.ncy' hes
expired?

6. What have been the factors in farm organization and manage-

ment thet have led to the survivel of some of these farmers
and the failure of the others?

Cther Studies in This Field

After fairly extensive library research, no study similar to

this could be found. It appears that as yet this field remains umex-

plored.




Though the required research for this study in itself is
relatively simple in method, yet answers to the questions raised

should be of considerable interest and value.

Source and Charscter of Data

The date on which this study is based has been obtained from
the individual records teken during the survey of 1920-1922 as
previcusly mentioned, plus records teken from the same farmers in
the fall of 1936. For the 1920-1922 survey complete information
pertaining to the cost of producing wheat as well as td the farm
organization was obtained. For 1936 only information felative to
farm organizetion was solicited.

0f the years 1920, 1921 and 1922, the year 1921 was selected
as the most typical both as to physicael and economic factors. In
1920 the cost of production of wheat was still considerably affected
by wer prices for land, labor, and material, causing valuations to be
higher that year than normal. On the other hand, in 1922 the yield
per acre was more and the agriculturel depression had set in, for
these reasons making this year unrepresentative.

Although the yield in 1921 was perhaps slightly higher than the
average, price and other factors were more nearly normal, which brought
sbout the selection of that yeer ag the most representative to use in
this study. The 153 records tekem duriﬁg the year 1921, thereforse,
have been used as the basis for making comparisons with the records

obteined from the same farms for the year 1936.




SUMMARY OF RECORDS TAKEN

Original Records

In 1920, 1921, and 1922, 450 farm records were taken from 184
different farms. Of these 145 records were for the calendar year

of 1920, 153 for 1921, and 152 for 1922.

Records of Surviving Farmers

Uf the 1920-1922 cooperating farmers 84 were contacted in 1936;
59 of those contacted gave complete records for 1936. Of the 59 who
gave complete records for 1936, there were only 43 for whom there
were available data for 1921. Thus for 43 surviving farmers, records
were available at both the beginning and the end of the period
1921-1936.,

It is the records of these 43 survivors that furnish the basis
for the anslysis and conclusions reported in this study as to the

factors involved in survival in occupancy.

Data on Non~survivors

Ninety-five of the 184 farms cooperating in the 1920, 1921, and
1922 survey were no longer farming in Shermen county in 1936. Seventy=
six of the 95 non-survivors had either sold out or were forced to
leave their farms. Five out of the 95 had retired. Fourteen of the
95 farmers died. Out of this group of 95 farmers, there are 1921
survey data available for only 79.

It is the records of these 79 non-survivors that supply the

data to determine factors involved in non-gurvival in occupancy.




TABLE I. SUMMARY OF AVAILABLE DATA

Original Records

450 farm records taken in 1920-1921-1922 survey

184 farms cooperating in 1920-1921-1922 survey

Records of Survivors in the Year 1936

89 of the original farms were still farming in Sherman county in 1936
59 of these gave complete records for 1936

43 of the 59 were covered by the records of the 1921 survey

Status of Non=survivors

95 of the 184 original farmers were no longer farming in Sherman
county in 1936

76 of the 95 sold out or were foreclosed
5 of the 95 have retired
14 of the 95 have died

79 of the 95 were covered by the records of the 1921 survey




THE ORGANIZATION OF THE SURVIVOR FARMS

AS AFFECTING CONTINUED OCCUPANCY

Our discussion deals first with the farms of the 43 farmers who
survived the period 1920-1936,

A compearison of the 1921 and the 1936 farm records of these
farms discloses interesting changes in certain factors in the farm

orgenization which bear upon the permsnence of occupancy.

Size 2!. Farm and land Utilization

As shown in Table 2 there has been & rather marked increease
in the size of the farm during the l&~year period under discussion.

The total acres operated increased from 1125 in 1921 to 1424 acres in
1936. Characteristic of the Columbia Basin dry ferming wheat area,
the number of farms in Sherman county has tended to decrease and the
size of farm to increase. The farmers included in this study are no
exception to this rule. This tendency has been prevalent for the last
35 years at least. (See Table 3.)

No importent changes in the utilization of the land in the farms
included in the study are noticeable, although with the increase in the
size of the farm there has been an associated decrease in the percentage
of the total area in crops, and a larger percemtage in pasture. Most

of the cropped land is still used for wheat production.



TABIE 2. LAND UTILIZATION ON FARMS OF SURVIVORS

A Compsrison of 1921 with 1936

43 Survivor Farms

: ~ tPercent 3 : Percent
Average acres per farm ¢ 1921 sof total : 1936 : of total
 Acres in crop 452 40% 559 39.2%

Acres in fallow 459 41 532 37.4
’Total acres cropped 911 81 1081 76.6
Acres in wheat 384 34 532 37.4
Acres in tillable pasture 8 | 5 25 1.8
Acres in non-tillable land 208 18.5 308 21.6
Total acres operated 1125 100% 1424 100%
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TABIE 3. SIZE AND NUMBER OF FARMS IN SHERMAN COUNTY, OREGON

1900 - 1936

U. S. Census of Agriculture

: Tumber : Total
Year 3 of farms H A0Tes
1900 545 555
1910 ’ 4éé 799
1920 460 887
1925 417 1,006
1930 369 1,179
1935 367 1,194




11

Tenure

Two important changes have occurred in the temire of these
farmers during the period 1921-1936 (Table 4): First, ownership
has increased and tenesncy declined. One-quarter of the 1921
tenants have become land owners during the period. This is rather
remarkable in view of the fact that the wheat farmer suffered
severely in the great price decline beginning in 1920 and again
becoming acute in 1930. Such severe depress(ions as these usually
greatly increase farm tenancy.

Since these former renters are bart of the group who have
survived after 15 years of depression fami#g, it is probable their
more efficient management has enasbled them to stabilize their situ-
ation by putting their earnings in a fa.rm of their own.

Second, the number of part-owners has increased, while the
number of full-owners has decreased. Apparently some of the 1921
full-owners have rented additional land and have become 'part-ownexs .
This mey be exblained by the fact already discussed, that the
tendeney in dry lend wheat farming has been for farms to increase
in size. The necessity for producing wheat at a lower cost duriiig
the depression period has forced the farmer to develop a larger
volume of business, one of the most important means of reducing costs.
The use of improved mechinery for kh rge scale operations has aided

greatly in increasing the size and the efficiency of the operation.




TABLE 4. CHANGES IN TENURE ON FARMS OF SURVIVORS

A Comperison of 1921 with 1936

43 Survivor Ferms

3 1521 3 1936
: Number : : Number 3
Tenure H farmers ¢ Percent t farmers : Percent
Omners 14 32% 7 16%
Part-owners 12 28 23 54
Total 26 60 30 70
Renters 17 40 13 30

Total 43 100 43 100
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Probably the former full-owner in some cases has leased the
farm of a mneighbor who has lost out.

Comparison of these survivor farms with all farms in Sherman
county (Table 5) shows general harmony in findings except that the

percentage of renters in the county as a whole hes remained station-

ary.

Capital Investment

Notwithstanding & considerable increase in the size of farm,
the study shows that there has been a marked decrease in the total
capital investment per farm during the period (Table 6). This is
due chiefly to the lower value per acre of the land in which the
major portion of the total capital is invested. This lower value
per acre is not due to a larger percentage of pasture land alone as
is indicated by the lower value per acre of the cropped land itself.
The cropped land has declined $10.56 per acre, a decline of 28
percent in velue. The value of the land and buildings declined
from $54.09 to $35.56 per sere or a decline of 34 percent. This,
of course, is characteristic of all agriculbural land during the
period of depression, and particularly of wheat land. The éensus
shows a decline during the period 1920-1935 in value of farm real
estate in Sherman county from $50.46 to $21.26 per acre, or a 58

percent decline in value.
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TABLE 5. CHANGES IN TENURE ON FARMS IN SHERMAN COUNIY

1920 - 1935

U. S. Census of Agriculture

: 1920 t 1935
¢ Humber $ ¢ Number :

Tenure ¢ farmers ¢ Percent ¢ farmers s Percent
Owners 144 31% 88 24%
Part-owners 111 24 113 31
Total 255 55 201 55
Managers 4 1 2 -
Renters 201 44 164 45
Total 460 100 36% 100
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TABLE 6. CAPITAL INVESTMENT ON FARMS OF SURVIVORS

A Comparison of 1921 with 1936

43 Survivor Farms

Investment per farm 1921 1936

Size of farm (acres) 1126 '1424
Real estate investment $26,951 $24,579
Value per scre (real estate) $54.09 $35.56
Machinery investment $5,278 $3,916
Livestock investment 3,129 2,615
Investment in horses 2,558 1,062
Investment in cattle 425 1960
Investment in sheep 12 333
Investment in hogs ' | 66 145
Investment in poultry 68 115
Total investment $35,358 $31,311

Investment per crop ACRE $37.46 $26.90
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The marked decline in value of machinery on these farms during
the period is probably due to the inability of the farmers to purchase
new machinery freely because of depression conditions, and the conse=-
quent depreciated value of the machinery on hand. This has led also
to a higher duty or greater efficiency in the use of machinery.

The reduction of the investment in work horses is due to the
replacement of horses by tractor power.

The increase in productive livestock, cattle, beef, hogs, and
poultry is of consideresble importance as indicating a desirable increase
in diversification in the search for additional sources of income,

forced by the low prices for wheat.

The Livestock Factor

The distribution of different kinds of livestock and their
equivalent in animal units is shown in Table 7. There has been a
. decided increase in the number of animal units on these farms since
1921. The 43 surviving farmers reported 29 snimal units per farm in
1921, and 45 animal units per farm in 1936, an increase of 16 animal
units., This is especially significant when it is known that there
was a decided decrease in the horse population due to replacement with
tractorse.

In 1921 every farm had horses, averaging ebout 18 head per farm.
In 1936 only 79 percent of these farms had horses, averaging 1l head

per farm for those reporting.




TABLE 7. DISTRIBUTION OF LIVESTOCK

A Comparison of 1921 with 1936

43 Survivor Farms

t H Average number t Average number
: Number of farms reporting tof animals per farm t of animel units

Kinds ] each class 3 reporting t per farm reporting

of H t Percent t Percent 13 H : ]

stock s 1921 t$ of total 3 1936 s of total : 1921 t 1936 s 1921 3 1936
Horses 43 100% 34 79% 18.3 11.0 18,3 11,0
Cattle 43 100 40 93 73 27.7 73 27.7
Hogs 27 63 33 77 6.0 14.7 1.2 2.9
Sheep 6 14 10 23 9.2 186,8 1,3 2647
Poultry 42 98 24 79 75.4 112.0 o8 1,1
Total A.U., per farmw* 29 45

* Average of all 43

farms.

4T
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Horses elither for replacement of work stock or for sale
apparently looked promising to some of these farmers. In 1921
79 percent of the farmers raised colts, while in 1936 only 30 per-
cent were engaged in that business. However, the farms still pro-
ducing colts were maintaining almost the same rate of production
as in 1921,

As to tractors, of these 43 farmers 25 farmed with tractors
in 1936, using some additional horses; 14 farmed with horses alone;
and one of these had changed from traﬁtor to horses; and three
farmers hired all their field wbrk done with tractors.

The most important change in the livestock factor was in the
number of productive livestock of different kinds, particularly
cattle and sheep. Of the farmers reporting in 1921, 100 percent had
cattle, averaging 7.3 head per farm, while of those reporting in 1936,
93 percent had cattle, averaging 27.7 head per farm. There was also
a marked increase in the sheep enterprise. Fourteen percent of the
‘farmers had 9.2 head of sheep per farm in 1921, and 23 percent had
186.3 head of sheep per farm in 1936. An appreciable increase in
hogs was reported. Sixty-three percent of the farmers had hogs, with
6 hogs per farm in 1921, while in 1936, 77 percent had hogs averag-
ing 14.7 hogs per farm.

The part that this increase in productive animal units plays
in the farm income and its relatiomship to survival will be brought

out in later discussions.
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Income

Gross income from farms was $1,061 less per farm in 1936 than
in 1921 (Table 8). This can be attributed largely to the lower yields
and prices received in 1936 (Tabls 9). The average yield in 1921
was 30 bushels an acre and the average price received was 99 cents
per bushel, whereas in 1936 the average yield was 20 bushels an acre
and the average price received was 90 cents per bushel. With yield and
price the same the farmers would have received a larger gross income
in 1936 than they did in 1921. |

There has been a very noticeable shift in the distribution of
this income from 1921 to 1936 (Table 8). Govermment payments made
up 8.9 percent of the 1936 gross income. Of the 43 survivors, 34
received 1936 AAA payments and 8 received 1936 Soil Conservation
payments. The average total government payments for the group wes
$809 per farm.

Wheat represented 89 percent of the gross income in 1921 and
in 1936 only 75.3 percent. The income from livestock and products
doubled durixig the period. Livestock and livestock products were
4.9 percent of the total income in 1921 and 10.5 perceent in 1936, an
inorease of 6 percent. The income from govermment peyments end live-
sbock ;:ombined represents 19.8 percent of the total income. This
government aid plus a change in farm orgenizetion toward more livestock
is no doubt a major factor in the survivael of these farmers through
the depression. It should be noted that there is minimum amount of
cash cost to be deducted from the livestock income, which would mean

that the income from livestock, plus govermment peyments, constitute
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TABIE 8. INCOME PER FARM, 1921-1936

43 Survivor Farmers

) 1921 3 1936

: Average @ 1 Average ¢

t of all 1 Percent st of 21l ¢ Percent
t farms : of total: farms ¢ of total

Total income (exclusive of

government pay) $10,165 - $8,298 -
Government payments AAA ¥ - - 660 7.3%
Government payments SCS ** - - 149 1.6
Total income (inclusive of

govermment pay) $10,165 - $9,10¢ -
Wheat income : 9,006 89% 6,859 75.3%
Other grain income » 30 2 31 3
Hay incomé 8 0 11 0
Other crop income 5 0 - -
Livestock income 408 4.0 733 8.0
Livestock products income 21 9 270 2.9
Total livestock income | 499 4.9 1003 10.9
Machine work income 508 5.0 282 3.0
Pasture rent 9 0 1 0
Other income - - 108 1.1

* Agricultural Adjustment Administration

** Soil Conservation Service
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TABIE 9. COMPARISON OF COST, YIELDS AND PRICES

1921 and 1936

t H t Nonw

: Survivor t Original igurvivor
H farms : farms : farms

3

1921 '+ 1936 ¢ 1921 : 1821

Number of farms 43 43 153 79
Average acres in wheat 384 532 352 377
Average yield per acre 30 20 29 27
Average cost per bushel $1.05 $.62% $1.07 $1.22
Average eash cost per bushel «50 «20 - -
Average price received . 99 «90 «99 «99

* "An Economic Study of Dry Land Wheat Farming in the Columbia Basin,
Oregon,” by A. S. Burrier, Economist, and Wm. W. Gorton, Research
Assistant, Department of Farm Manegement.
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quite a large portion of the labor income.

Cost of production

The average cost of producing wheat in Sherman eounty for 1921
was $1.07 a bushel*; in 1936 the average cost was 62 cents**, That
farmers in the dry land wheat regions have been able 'l';o lower their
cost of production undoubtedly has been the chief factor in their
survival. Failure to lower these costs has, by inference, been the

chief cause of non-survival,

Mortgagze Indebtedness

There was very little change in the mortgage indebtedness
from 1921 to 1936 (Table 10). In 1921, of the 43 survivors, 21 or
43.8 percent had an average mortgage indebtedness of $12,580, whereas
in 1936 the average mortgage was $12,476 for 20 (or 46.5 percent)
of the survivor farmers. There was a slight lowering of the interest
rate from 6.9 percent in 1921 to 6.2 percent in 1936, due to

inecreased Federal Land Bank lending.

* U, S. Department of Agriculture Bulletin 1446, "Cost of Producing
Winter Wheat and Income from Wheet Farming in Sherman County,
Oregon," by R.S. Washburn, Bureau of Agricultural Economiecs,
and He D. Scudder, Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station.

Ue. S. Department of Agriculture Bulletin 1447, "Cost of Using
Horses, Tractors, and Combines on Wheat Farms in Sherman
County, Oregon," by R. S. Washburn, Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, and He D. Scudder, Oregon Agricultural Experi-
ment Station.

** "An Eoonomic Study of Dry Land Wheat Farming in the Columbia Basin,
Oregon," by A. S. Burrier, Economist, and Wn. W. Gorton,
Research Assistant, Department of Farm Management.
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TABLE 10. BORROWED WORKING CAPITAL AND MORTGAGE INDEBTEDNESS

43 Survivor Farms

Percent Percent
of of
Per farm 1921 total 1936 +total
Average borrowed working capital
(43 farms) $2,846 $900
Number of farms reporting 39  90.7% 23 53.4%
Average borrowed working capital for
farms reporting $3,138 $1,682
Average interest rate 8% 7.6%
Average mortgege indebtedness
(43 ferms) $6,144 $5,803
Number of farms reporting 21 48.8 20. 46.5
Average mortgage indebtedness of those
reporting ) $12,580 $12,476

Average interest rate 6.9% 6.2%
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Borrowed Working Capital

In 1921, 39 or 90,7 percent of these farmers borrowed an
everage of $3,138 anmielly for working capitel. In 1936 only 23,
or 53.4 percent borrowed money for working capitel, and the sum
borrowed was $1,682, only about half of that borrowed in 1921
(Teble 10)s The depression made it very difficult to borrow, but
also farmers were more reluctan£ to go into debt., There was a
slight lowering of interest rates on these seasonal borrowings,

8 percent in 1921 and 7.6 percent in 1936, Farmers in this ares
continued to use local bank credit rather than federal production

credit, which would have afforded them lower rates.
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DIFFERENCES IN THE ORGANIZATION OF SURVIVOR AND NON-SURVIVOR

FARMS AS AFFECTING CONTINUED OCCUPANCY

The farmers who have left their farms since 1921 are designated
es the non-survivors. In a study of this nature ouly an incomplete
explanatioﬁ can be given for the success or failure of certain
farmers. The limitations of this stndy made it impossible to pursue
the history of the non-surviving farmers and bring their records up
to 1836, Only limited \ini’ormation could be secured regarding this
group after the year 1921.

The very fact, however, that some fermers have survived this
difficult period would indicate that their farming operations were
more or less successful. On the other hand, it is not true in every
instence that because & farmer leaves his farm he has been a failure.
However, taking the farming occupation as a whole, the successful
farmer is not very likely to quit farming. So in a general way it
can be said that survivel means success while non-survival means

failure of omne sort or another.

The Non-survivors

This much was learned regarding 95 out of the original 184
Sherman county farmers who had left their farms since 1921: five

hed retired; fourteen had died. Whether this group of 19 were

successful as farmers was not learmed.
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The remaining 76 out of the 95 had either sold out‘or been
forced to leave their farms--in most cases it is believed because
of unsuccessful operations.

Of these 76 farmers 36 are engaged in other occupations, 17
are farming elsewhere, 5 had died after leaving the farmm and the
remaining 18 could not be accounted for.

Of these 76 farms again, 30 had left the farm before 1930 and
10 after 1930. It was not learned when the remainder left their
farms.

There are several groups of factors that must be considered
in an attempt to explain why farmers discontinue farming.

First, theré aere the physical factors or local conditions,
which include the part that soil, rainfall, etc. may have in
production. These are especially importeant factors in dry-lend
wheat ferming.

Second, there are the economic factors in the individual farm
set-up which inelude farm organization, operation end management.
These factors we know to be of tremendous importance in the success
or failure of any farm bugsiness. The data on that subject which
will be presented here will give certain information about some of
the factors by which the efficiency of a farm orgenization can be

measured, and the effect of those factors upon continued occupancy.

The Effeect 9_{ loeation and Yield

By use of the Major Land Use and Types of Farming Map of

Sherman county prepared by H. D. Scudder end B. B. Hurd, the rela-



28

tiomship of location to survival was determined. This map élassi-
fied the wheat land of Sherman county according to the average yield
per acre into the following grades: 5 to 1O bushels an acre, 10 to
15 bushels an acre, 15 to 20 bushels en acre, 20 to 25 bushels an
acre, and 25 to 35‘ bushels an acre. The location of survivors and
non-survivors in each yield aree are indicated on the map (Figure 1,
page 25). Teble 1l computed from the map gives the percentage of
survivors and non-survivors in each area. From this table it can be
seen that there is a definite relationship between survival and
location and yield. There is a gradual increase of suwiﬁors and
decrease of non-survivors from the low yield area to the high yield
area.

Table 9, page 21, also shows that though there is a difference
between the average yield of the survivors (30 bushels per acre) and
the average yield of the non-survivors (27 bushels per aecre) it is the
last few extra bushels of yield that usually constitute the margin
of profit. Certeinly the better yielding land favored survival.
However, location and yield do not tell the whole story, since there

are both survivors and non-survivors in all yield areas.

Leand Utilizetion

There was some variation between the survivors and non-survivors
in the mumber of acres operated (Table 12). The survivors operated
a larger acreage and it is well known that volume of business is an

importent factor in successful farming.
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TABLE 1l. PERCENT OF SURVIVORS AND NON-SURVIVORS IN EACH YIELD AREA

‘ Non~
Area Survivors survivors
5 to 10 bushels 14.0% 16.4%
10 to 15 bushels 30.2 44.3
15 to 20 bushels 37.2 22.8
20 to 25 bushels | 16.3 : 15.2

TABIE 12. LAND UTILIZATION

Comparigson Between the Survivors and Non-Survivors

Records of 1921

Average per farm, 1921 " Survivors surs?tg';rs
Average total acres operated 1126‘ , 950
Average total acres cropped 911 750
Average total acres wheat 384 319
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Temure

In 1921 32 percent of the survivors were owners, 28 percent
were part-owners, and 40 percent were renters; while among the non-
survivors 28 percent were owners, 29 percent were part-owners, and
43 percent were renters (Table B, Appendix). These figures show
that there was no particular disparity between the survivors and
non-gurvivors as far as tenure was concernmed, indicating that tenure

wes not an importent factor in survival.

Capital Investment and Distribution

The total average investment of the survivors was $35,358,
while that of the non-survivors was $30,170. This investment
amounted to $37.46 per crop acre for the survivors end $38.68 per
crop acre for the non-survivors. Not enough difference was noted in
the total investment to be responsible for the success or failure of
the farmer (Table 13),

The distribution of cepital investment, however, was to the
adventege of the survivor farmers. On a wheat ranch where farming
is highly specialized, the higher livestock investment has considera-
ble effect on the ability of farmers to withstand adverse wheat
prices or seasonal crop conditions. The larger investment in machinery
indicates & better equipment for handling the large crop acreage

more efficiently.

Mortgage Indebtedness

Faced with a long and severe price depression there is little
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TABLE 13. CAPITAL INVESTMENT AND DISTRIBUTION

Comparison Between the Survivors and Non-survivors

1921 Data
Non~
Per farm Survivors survivors
Reel estate investment $26,951 $23,752
Percent of total investment 76% 78%
Livestock investment $3,129 $2,654
Percent of total investment 8% 8%
Machinery investment $5,276 $3,765
Percemt of total investment 14% 12%
Total investment $35,358 $30,170
Average wvalue of land an acrs $54.09 $51.19
Average investment per crop acre 37.46 38.68
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question that e heavy mortgage is a most serious héndieap end a
common ceause of loss of title. The non-surviving farmers in
Sherman county were caught in the 1921-1936 depression period with
& heavier load then they could carry (Table 14 ), particularly so
when associated with a less effective farm organization. This group
hed 39 percent of their total investment in mortgage indebtedness

as compared with 22 percemnt in the survivor group.

Cost of production

The most coneclusive test for determining the success or
failure of a farm enterprise is the cost of production. Those farmers
who have & high cost of production cannot survive. The average cost
per bushel for producing wheatvin 1921 on 153 farms in Sherman county
was $1.07 (Tablé 9, page 21). The average cost per bushel for pro-
ducing wheat on 41 farms of the survivors in 1921 was $1.05. This
cost is below the a#erage for all farms. Of these 41 farmers 70 per-
cent reported costs below the average (Teble 15). On the other hand,
the average cost for producing wheat on the farme of the 79 non-
survivors was $1.22 a bushel. Only 41 percent of these 79 farmers

had costs at average or below.

Shermn‘ County Problems

The farmer's viewpoint is alweys of interest. Fermers contacted
were esked what they considered in their county the chief problems of
todey and the future to be. The universal answer, almost s Was

moisture. Of the 59 farmers who gave records 41 declared moisture to
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TABLE 14. MORTGAGE INDEBTEDNESS

Comparison of Survivors and Non-survivors (1921 Data)

Non-
Survivors survivors
Number of farms 43 79
Number of farms mortgaged 21 43
Percent of total fams 49 54
Amount of mortgage per farm $12,580 $16,171
(mortgaged farms)
Anmount of investment per farm $54,256 $39,868
(mortgaged farms)
Total mortgage $264,175 $676,046

(mortgaged farms)

Total investment
(on a1l mortgaged farms)

Percent mortgaze is of investment

$1,190,969  $1,731,239

224 39%




TABLE 15. VARIATION IN COST PER BUSHEL

Comparison of Survivors and Non-survivors (1921 Deta)

Survivors H Non~survivors

Number : Percent : Number : Percent
of farms: of tof farms 3 of
in group: total  :in group : total

a o o0 e

Cost per bushel

Below $.71 1 2% 0 o%
$.71 to $.90 14 34 10 13

$.91 to $1.10 15 37 25 32

$1.11 to $1.30 5 12 22 28

$1.31 to $1.50 3 8 8 10

$1.51 to $1.70 2 5 ) 6

$1.71 to $1.90 0 0 7 9

Over $1.90 1 2 2 2

Total 41 100% 79 100%
Average cost per bushel $1.05 $1.22

-
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be the chief obstacle to successful farming; 8, weeds; 7, erosion;
5, prices; 3, fer’bilify;, 1, lack of diversity. Five thought the
situation was improving, and 2 seid farming in Sherman county was as
good as ever,

It was the concensus of opinion among these farmers that
tillage practices had improved in the last 15 years and that this
improvement expleined why yields had not decreased more. In other
words, using the same tillage practices as before 1920, it would
have been impossible to survive. Loss in ferbili’cy has been compen=

sated for to a great extent by improved farming methods.
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CONCLUS IOKS

The Organization of the Survivor Ferms as Affecting

Continued Occupanecy

1. From 1921 to 1936 there was & marked increase in the size
of farms, but no importent chenges in the utilization of land on
the farms. Increase in size of farms or volume of business is an
important factor in success and survival.

2. There was a decline in tenency and & corresponding increase
in ownerkhip, indicating an inerease in permanence of occupaney of
the survivor farmers. An increase in part-ownership was noted,
indicating that farmers were renting additioml land--no doubt in an
attempt to cut the overhead charges incurred by the use of improved
machinery.

3. Capital investment decreased in >the period studied. This
was primaril& due to the decline in land value due to the general
decline in prices that followed the war boom. This wes advantageous
to survival and continued occupancy.

4. An especially significant increase in the emount of live=-
stock was noted=--45 animal units per farm as compared with 29 animal
units in 1921. This increase is marked despite the decline in the
horse population during the seme period. An increase in diversity
is believed to be a distinct factor in survival.

5. Due to the lower yields and lower prices for 1936, the

gross income from farms in 1921 was larger than in 1936. At the seame
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yield and price the 1936 income would have been larger than in 1921.

6. Offsetting the decrease in gross income is & considerable
decrease in cost of production per bushel--$1.07 in 1921 and 62 cents
in 1936~~a major factor in survival.

7. The percent of farmers having mortgeges and the‘ amount of
mortgege per farm was practically the same for 1921 as for 1936.

Regarding borrowed working capital the change was more pro-
nounced. Over 90 percent of the farmers borrowed money for working
capital in 1921, and only 53 percent in 1936. The amount borrowed
in 1936 per farm was only one-half of that borrowed in 1921,
Apparently there was more conservatism in operators' expenditures

and greater operator labor efficienocy.

Differences in Orgenization of Survivor and Non-Survivor Farms

As Affecting Continued Occupancy

1. location of farms as to soils, rainfall, etc., as affecting
yield, showed a gradual increase of survivors and a decrease o‘f non-
survivors from the low yield areas to the high yield areas. Yield is
a major factor in farm organization and in survival.

2. The farms of non-survivors were somewhat smaller than those
of survivors, offering less volume of business with resulting loss of
efficiency.

3. There was no important difference between survivors and non-
survivors at the beginning of the period as far as type of temure was
concerned. Good farm orgenization was effective in aiding survival

whether the farmer was a tenant or an owner. At the end of the period
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a definite advance toward ownership had been made by the survivors.

4, The difference in total investment per crop acre was not
great enough to be responsible for success or failure. However, the
distribution of capital investment was significant in that the live-
stock investment on the survivor farms was considerably greater than
on the non-survivor farms, indicating the effect of greater diversity
in continued occupaﬁcy.

5. The survivor farms had only 22 percent of their investment
in mortgage indebtedness, whereas the non-survivors had 39 percemt.
Thé hazard of the latter group was therefore greater during the
dépression.

6. Survivor farms had a considerably lower cost ‘of production,
$1.05, than the non-sﬁrvivors, $1.22, in 1921. This is of paramount
importance, as it is the chief objective and result of & more effic-

ient farm organization.
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Summazry

The study indicates rather clearly that certain definite
factors in the internal orgenization of the farm stand out as
contributing toward the success or failure of these wheat farmers
in Sherman county and their survival or nom-survival in continued
occupancy of their farms against the trials of a fifteen-year
period of depression.

These factors were: size or volume of business, capital
investmenﬁ and distribution, diversity of enterprise, mortgage
indebtedness, yield, and cost of production. The farmers who sur-
vived were to a large extent those who observed these factors in
the organization and menagement of their farms to & greater degree
then they were observed by those who failed to survive.

The past research of the Depertment of Farm Management of the
Oregon Agricuyltural Experiment Station repeatedly has pointed out
the crucial importance of these factors in successful farming. It
is a source of satisfaction to find within the limits of this study
verification and demonstration of the effectiveness of these factors
in actual practical operation during a eritical and difficult period

of time.




APPENDIX TABLE A. INVESTMENT AND LAND UTILIZATION ON FARMS OF SURVIVORS

Comparison of 19521 with 1936
(43 survivor farms)

i Owners :+_Part owners i Total 1 Remters 1 Totel
£ 1921 ¢ 1936 ¢ 1921 ¢ 1936 : 1921 s 1936 : 1921 s 1936 : 1921 : 1936
Number reporting 14 7 12 23 26 30 17 13 43 43
Acres owned 1066 1509 443 833 824 991 - - 498 691
Acres rented - - 893 834 412 639 1023 973 654 740
Acres rented out - 46 93 - 43 11 - - 26 7
Total acres operated 1056 1463 1353 1667 1193 1619 1023 973 1126 1424
‘Acres in orop 439 478 528 674 480 628 409 401 452 569
Acres in fallow 395 474 575 623 478 588 431 400 459 532
Total cropped acres 834 952 1103 1297 958 1218 840 801 911 1091
Acres tillable pasture - 46 22 27 10 3l - 8 6 25
Acres non-tilleble pasture 222 465 228 343 225 372 183 164 208 308
Real estate investment $54597 $43424 $32878 $32736 $44573 $35230 - - $26951 $24579
Machinery investment 3037 4663 3208 4204 3116 4311 3149 3005 3129 3916
Livestock investment 5189 2747 6917 2778 5987 2779 4254 2238 5278 2615
Total working capital 8226 7410 10125 6984 9103 7090 7403 6243 8407 6478
Total investment 62823 51191 43003 39967 53676 42586 7403 5243 35358 31331
Velue of pasture 1281 2948 1442 2135 1356 2325 - - 1235 1921
Investment less pasture 61542 47616 41561 37577 52320 39919 7403 5243 34123 29136
Investment per crop acre 73.79 650,02 37.68 28,97 54.61 32.77 8.81 6.54 37.46 26.90

* To obtain investment per crop acre the wvalue of all pasture (§5.77 per acre) was deducted from the
Some of this pasture is rented and is not an actual investment for the part-ovwner.
Average walue of pasture, $5.77 per acre, was average of pasture values given by cooperators.

total investment.

oy



TABLE B. INVESTMENT AND LAND UTILIZATION BY TENUKE

Comparison of survivors with non-survivors - 1921

H Owners 1 Part-owners Total : Renters 3 Total
: : DNon- 1 None- t Non- : t Non- ¢ Non-
$ Sur- 3 sur- ¢ Sur- : sur- ¢ Sur- ¢ sur- : Sur- ¢t sur- ¢ Sur- t sur-
t viv- ¢t viv- ¢ vive ¢ viv- 3 vive 3 vive § viv- ¢ vive ¢ viv- ¢ viv~
$ Ors $ Ors 4§ Ors § Ors $ Ors 4 Ors § Ors § Ors & ors i oOrs
Number reporting , 14 22 12 22 26 44 17 35 43 79
Percent of total 32% 28% 28% 28% 60% 56% 40% 449 100% 100%
Acres owned 1056 1039 443 539 824 779 - - 498 439
Acres rented - - 893 566 412 283 1023 826 654 523
Acres rented out - 44 93 - 43 22 - - 26 12
Acres operated 1066 995 1353 1104 1183 1050 1023 826 1126 950
Acres cropped 834 778 1103 845 968 812 - 840 673 911 750
Acres in pasture & waste 222 217 248 259 236 238 183 153 214 200
Real estate investment $54597 §$58404 $32878 $25719 $44573 $42646 - - $26951 $23752
Livestock investment 5189 2152 6917 3161 5987 2657 4254 2650 5278 2654
Machinery investment 3037 4226 3208 3520 3116 3873 3149 3629 3129 3767
Total working capital 8226 6378 10125 6681 9103 6530 7403 6279 8407 6421
" Total investment 62823 64782 43003 33568 53676 49175 7403 6279 35358 30170
Value of pasturex* 1281 1252 1442 1494 1356 1373 - - 1235 1154
Total investment in
pasture 61542 63530 41561 32074 52320 47802 7403 6279 34123 29016
Average investment per :
crop acre $73.79 8l.65 37.68 37.95 54.61 58.86 8,81 9,32 37.46 38.68

* To get at investment per crop acre the value of all pasture @ $5.77 per acre was deducted from the
total investment; however, probably some of this pasture in the case of part-owners is rented and is
not an actual investment. '

1%



TABIE C., AVERAGES RHPUKTING.

42

s 1921 farms

: All 13936 :+  with 1936

: records : records

: : Num- ¢ : Num-:

: t ber ber

t Ave- : of : Ave- of : All

t rage ifarms ¢ rage :farms : 1921

H of ¢ re-= : of : re-: re-

¢ farms : port- 3 farms : port-: cords

¢t re- : ing ¢ re- : ing : -

t port= ¢ the 1 port- : the : Age-

¢ ing : item : ing : item : rage
Acres operated 1287 85 1103 85 1040
Acres in crop 454 85 436 85 * %
Acres in fallow 599 85 438 85 *k
Acres in tillable pasture 14 85 6 85 **
Acres cropped (total 1067 85 880 85 828
Acres in non-tillable pasture 1272 85 224 2 212
Total investment - owners (42 records;  $42501 29 $54053 24 $66942
Total investment - renters (42 records) 7771 13 10432 18 6196
Total investment - owners & renters 27998 59 28988 **
teal estate investment - owners & renters 21805 59 22250 **
dachinery investment - owners & renters 3670 89 4150 3872
Livestock investment - owners & renters 2523 59 2588 2739
Total income exclusive of govermment pay 7751 51 10012 50 9291
Total income inclusive of govermment pay 8462 51 10012 &0 *k
Government payments - Agricultural

Adjustment Administration 794 38 - **
Government payments - Soil Conservation
Service 1672 9 - *k

wWneat income 6652 49 8950 50 8487
Uther grain 383 4 383 3 43
~ay - 140 3 ¥
Livestock 1027 35 473 38 274
Livestock products 614 30 168 29 90
sachine work 684 18 1007 21 314
{utside work 1517 4 65 9 *k
Investments income 50 1 - **
rasture rent 25 1 71 4 **
Uther income - 1112 6 83

** FPFigures omitted.
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Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station
Departrent of Farm Management Farm Noo _

Pres 1036) Status of 1920 Surve rators in Shemman Co
freseny (1938) S By Y Wik By 2 Sheman County

HECORD &
(1936 status of 1920 survey farmer still operating in Sherman county, )
Name Address
Loocation miles of . Township Sec.
Farm Acreage
Acres owned ' Aores in orop
Aores rented . Aoyes fallowed :
Total Aores pasture, tillable
Acres rented out Aores pasture, non-tilladle
"~ Aecres operated Total
Crop Incoms
Yl 0ld or or 9
Kind Aores or L. | Total | Amount 00 | Value
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2e
Livestook Ingome and Inventory

Kind of stook " Noe or ' 301d or Held for Jale
or product amount Prioe Value NosOr amt.| Price Value

Other Incons

Amount | Price Value

Machine work
Outside labor
Pastire rent

%ﬁmoﬁm‘h

e SR

Investment
Crop e Pa and Total
Land rop land asture 1 ‘ o
or A, Total Por A, Total
Owned land
Rented land
Total
Buildi_g;l When built] Cost Present value
Total 1T
lhchi.mg
Livestooks , )
Tctg Investmment . A
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e
Notes
Operator's age Total family e Under 16 ___ Nos on this farm
Boys who are farmers Girls who are farmers
Borrowed working ecapital § Months Inte %
Mortgage 3 Interest % Lender

Changes Since 1920

In tonure - Inorease in acres ovmed Crop acros Price
Inorease in nores rented Crop acres
}_13_ practices - Farn horses to tractor ] liake and size of tractor

Nos horses used with tractor Noe

horses used prior to tractor If horses only, No.

Changes in kinds of orops grown

In proportion of crops grown

In varieties of grain

In use of marginal or oontract land

In orop rotation or erosion practices

In kinds or types of machinsry

Other changes

Chief problems today or future
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4.
RECORD B
(1f operator has left oounty or retired)
Name Address
(Location of 1920 farms miles of Township Seos
{Present operator . . Address
Present seteup - Sige of farm . . Type

Finaneiel condition

When did he leave 1520 farm

It ﬁm sold, prize pezid

Prioe paid for preosent farm

Why did he leave 1920 farm

Remarks




