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AN APPRAISAL OF CURRENT FARM MANAGEMENT DATA
1IN THEIR APPLICATION TO THE LOW INCOME FARM PROBLEM

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The Problem

Farm income hae declined in the past several years. Net
ferm income in the United States iz almost 25 pereent below the
19471949 level, yot our National ineome is slmost 50 percenmt
above the figure for that period. Per capita income of peopls on
ferms changed from $655 for the period 19h7-L9 te $606 in 1955
(15, p.1).

The deoline in farm income can certainly be partially attribe
uted to the fall in the ml prices of farm products, or the ratic
of prices received by farmers for goods sold to the price farmers
pay for producste used. It should be noted, however, thet a large
pereentage of our farms had low incomes even during the periods of
reletively high farm pricess

In the past, shanges in farm product prices have been stressed
as the major determinant of the differences in farm inecomess Deterw
minants other than prices, however, must be found to explain the
economic situstion on these farms with insdequate incomes during
perioda of high agrieulture prices. More information is needed te
understand the influence of these determinants or combinations of

them on Oregon farmse



Farm families with low incomes are foumd in all parts of the
states Certain aress have a more soute and immediante problem than
do other sectionss large farms ere generally inereasing in mumber
throughout the state, Lut in highly pepulated areas there has been
& tendency for average farm size to deorsase. In these sreas there
has been a gradual tendency for large farms to be divided and sube
divided into smaller unitse Under such conditions, amaller farms
have trouble providing adequate levels of’;ixmem‘a for the operator
and hig family, using the same practices and methods used in the
comaunity prior to the divisions.

Ia studying the low income farm situations snd the problems
they crente, gomls and attitudes must be considereds Not all
farme or rursl residents are intended to produce food or fiber,
nor are they intended to show profits. Some so oslled low income
farms are simply homess of people emgaged im other occupationss
Seme are places of retirement for older people, end others can be
considered as only hobbies for urbsnitess As such, these farms
camot be properly judged by commereisl standerds, mor should they
be acnsidered merely as agricultural production umitss FPeople live
ing on such farms may not be at a dissdvantages In fact conditions
existing on some of these farms may represent a good adjustment to
the needs and situations of the individual families involved.

After excluding these large groups of rural residents, many

of whom mre included in agricultural cemsus deta, there are still



many full time and pert time farmers who do not have a high enﬁugh
inocome for an adequate family living, but who do not inmtend %o
leave the farme It is this group which is af primary concera to
this studye |

This group of farms has many problems both within and outside
of the field of agrioulture. Some of these problems might be as
follows: (1) Farm too small for an esonemio unit; (&) lack of
capitel to expand acreage or develop enterprises; (3) A1l of the
produotion and mensgement problems assoociated with intemsive farms
ing such as the effective use of labor, use of machinery on small
acreages, insect and diseass control, and the full field of produe=
tion problems; (L) laok of opportunities for diversifiocation; pars
tioularly in being able to meke effective use of acmplemanﬁary a&ﬂ’
supplementary enterprise relationships; (5) Poor soily (6) In the |
case of part time farms, the integration of menagement of the farm
and available lsbor with the outside job; end (7) High taxese

These can far the most part be clessified as organizational or
farm managoment problemse As many of these low income farmers are
not trained im the field of agrioulture, they turn to agrieulturel
field men and agricultural institutions for assistance in solving
their problems. Such aid is generally in the rurm of educntiomal
programs, farm plans, and production and eeeﬁonie informations As
e result there is a great demnd for agrieulturel economic informe=-
tion to aseist smll and pert time farmers inorease their incomes

and standards of livinge



YMost of the owrrent interest in the low income farm problem
centers about that part of the low income farm population that can
becoms more productive with appropriate guidance and sssistance.
Part of the problem of furnishing this assistance lies in the adapte~
bility of awilable information to the problems of this partiocular
group of farmss Much oritieism has been mede in the past of some
agrioultural agencies because of their poliey of ewphasizing produce
ticr. problems and disregarding the organizetional and menagement
phases of agriocultures This poses the question whether the farm
managerial data now released by the Agricultural Bxperiment Station
and Federal Cooperative Extension Serviece permit the development of
reasonable understanding and reasonmsble solutions to problems of the
smsll and part time farmers.

In order to answer this question, certain basic informetion
mst be prooureds The characteristics and gevgraphic location of
these low inoome farms must be known to ewvaluate the megnitude of
the problems Informetion is needed sbout costs and other determin-
ents and differences in their impeot on small farms as compared with
units with higher incomese The extent ef the usefulness of current
farm management dets to agriculbure workers in the field in ausist-
ing low income groups in organization problems must be eppraised.
The serviaes aveilable to small operators in market outlets, custom
machinery work, teehniocal assistance, and fastors of production

should be determined. When the information on these points is



- awailsble there will be a much better understending of the low ine

come farm problem in Oregon.

Objeotives of the Study

It would be diffieult if not impossible to solve all of the

problems of the low inceme farmers in one study; however, sinee

there has been very little work dome in this field in the past, it

iz feasible to isolate some of the problems, analyze pertinent date,

and to poimt out needs for future research.

With this in mind, the following five objectives were designed

to set the scope of this study:

1.

2.

3

bs

5+

To define and loeate geographioally in the state the low
income farms.

To determine the problems end characteristics of these
farms that place them in the low income classe

To determine if the Oregon State Agriaulmmi Expsriment
Station erd the Cooperative Extension Servisce recognize
the problems of this group of farmse

To determine whether these egencies have been providing
satisfactory economic data to use ag & basis for farm
menagement decisions on these low income farms.

To determine the mature of additional econcmic deta needed
to develop effective reorgenization plans and other HARALe=

mont decisions on these low income farmse



CHAPTER II
METHODS OF STUDY

To acocomplish the objectives this study was divided into three
main parts: First, establishment of the intensity of the low inw
come farm problem in the different regions of the state; second, &
survey of the established eriticel counties and analysis of the data
collected, and; third, analysis of selested ocurrent farm management

publications.
Losating the Problem Areas

The first step in this study was the identifieation of the
areas in the state with most acute farm income problems. This was
accomplished by two methods. First, current census data were used
to generally locate these farms by sreas within the state. Second,
e questiomnaire type survey was sent to all County Agricultural Exe
tension Agents, Soil Conservetion Service Work Unit Conserwationists,
and Farmers Home Administration County Supervisors. |

Location of farms by using eensus date was based on frequency
distributions of farms in the counties according to amount of gross
incoms. Percentages of low income farms in the entire state were
used as a basis of comparisons 4All counties that had a higher pers
centage of low inocome farms then did the whole gtate were considered
as criticals These counties were selsoted as the areas for further

study.



To ecorroborate the census data s quaatiamire was sent to
agents working with farmers in all counties. This survey provided
data concerning the extent of the problem, and helped to establish
eritical ereas within the ocounties. These field men were selected
becsuse they work with farmers on problems of corgamization and plane
ning whioch should familiarize them with the problems of low income
farms and the suitability of current farm menagement datae In addie
tion t:o these questionmnmires, the Assooiate Direstor of Extension,
an Agricultural Economist trained in Farm Management, the Extension
Service Farm Managemsnt Specislist, and the Stete Agricultural Exe
tension Agents were consulted on the lceation and extent of the

problem.
Survey of Selected (ritical Areas

The use of & mailed questicmneire to obtain deta from persons
working with farmers was chosen for two reasonss (1) limitations
of time and finances, and (2) the need to interview at least one
suthority from each county in the state early in the study to
determine the 1écation snd extent of the problem.

The questionnaire was compiled after a preliminery study of
published data and informed opinions on the small farm end low ine
come farm probleme. Personal interviews were conduoted with the
Associate Director of Extension, an Assistant Professor of Agricule
turel Economics at Oregon State College, the three State Agriﬂuituni

Extension Agents, end with County Extension Agents from three pilot



sounties. Inforsmtion received ag s i'esult of these interviews was

used as & basgis for the quaations asked in the gquestionnaire. The

questionnaire was cheeked by an Agrisultural Beonomist and the Farm

Menagement Extension Specislist for content and for walue in meeting

the cbjectivese As & further test, the final draft was sent to one

vital county to determine the clarity and resdability of the quese

tionse

Information adked for in the survey ineluded:

1.

24

3.
L.
Se
6.

Te

location and extent of the small farm problem in the
particular aresa.

Influence of eertain physical factors on smell farm
income.

Extent of finance problems.

Farm labor and off farm labor problems.

Hature and extent of marketing problems.

. Data on machinery problems.

Usefulness of available Experiment Station and Extension

Service farm mansgement publicabtions inm planninge

Date from the gquestiomnaires served to verify leestion of oritie

eal sreas. After these areas were established, only the questione

maires pertaining to oritical areas were used to study the above

points. Dats from the selected surveys were tabulated; and the ree

sults of a detailed snalysis of these resords will be presented in

this paper.
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Avalysis of Selested Current Farm Mansgement Publications

A survey of the users of agrioulbural information is not suffi.
eient to determine the usefulusss of current published farm manage-
ment date in its application to plamning on the small farm. For this
reason several publications available to farmers, extension agenty,
and other mgricultural field men were analyzed to determine their
adaptability to the anslysis of problems sconfronting managers of
smell farms.

Selesation of the studiea uaed

The publications to be used in this malysis were selected from
the ocurrent Agricultural and Home Economics Bulletin List of the
Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station and the Pederal Cooperative
Extension Service (32) and the Federal Cooperative Extension Service
Agrieulture and Home Eeonomies Ciroular List (16). The results of
this review show that the cost of production type of study has been
published in sbout & four to one ratio to other types of farm mane
agement deta in the bulletins. All farm menagement studies reported
in the ourrent list of Extension Ciroulars are of the cost of proe
duction type.

Since the emphasis in the farm mensgement field has been on
oost of production studies by the Agricultural Bxperiment Statiom
and the Federal Cooperative Extension Service, two sﬁudiea of this

type were selected for analysis. These studies are: “Cost of
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Producing Red Raspberries for Processing in the Willamette Valley,
Oregon” by Kuhlman and Mumford (26); and the "Cost of Produeing Pole
Beans in the Willametts Valley, Oregon™ by Davis and Mumford (13).
For comparison with the sbove two studies a third study, "The Yamhill
County Poultry Mansgement Study" by Beoker and Neely (6), will be
useds It is 8 cost study of a different nature,

These studies were chosen because they are representative of
the types of cost of production work that bave been done by the Ex~
poriment Station end the Extension Service. They represent differ~
ent suthora and thus varied styles in making a cost of production
studys These studies deal with enterprises that are well adepted
to many sections of the state, and all are still current. They rep-

resent different approaches in gathering and presenting datas

Edthodology of Anslysis

In order to ewaluate the selested studies in an expeditious
mmer, all of the field and office notes were acquired and studied
to determine methods of ssmpling, methods of survey, snd to check
onlculatibﬁ.. Interviews were made with persons cenneated with the
publications to verify the field notes. The recormendations of the
publications were studied to swaluate their usefulness to the smsll
farms. To further check the utility of these studies on the smsll
farm, certain other data were osloulated from the origimel raw date

a8 a oross check to that in the publieations.
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The final step was to test statistically the size fmotors
expressed in the publications to determine their effects on the
cost of production. The waricus size factors sre treated as ipw
dividual omses and not as multiples. The statistiosl method used
in this case ias the simple linear correlations This method was
selected because of the nature of the data analyzed:s there are
only two varisbles; and the relationship oan best be dassrﬁbaﬁ by a
straight lines The first oondition results in simple correlationg

the second in linear oorrelation (33, p.396).



CHAPTER II1I
DEFINITIONS OF FARM SIZE

Farm gize has been a topic of dissussion among agrieultural
writers since the days of the earliest farm menagement studiese
The chapters on size of farms in G. F. Warren's "Farm Managemsnt"
(39, pp-239+269) and in Henry e; Taylor's "Outlines of Agrieulture
Eoononios” (36, pp.170-183) both speak of the difficulties in meagur-
ing farm size, and both of these early writers atiempt té determine
an "optimum size of farm".

There is still a mejor problem in studying the 1ow'inaomt
ferm problem in Oregon to find a useble definition or to standard=
ize terminology dealing with farm size. Many measurements of farm
size do not completely cover the difficulties involved, particularly
when trying to compare farms from different sections of the state
or those with different types of organiszations.

Some confusion exists in the terms "size of farn” and “size
of farm business”. These terms are often used interchangeably and
are measured in many different ways. Size of farm generally refers
to physioal inputs such as acres of land in a farm unit. Size of
farm business refers to the combined i»;ut:yof land, labor, capital,
and mensgemerts Size of farm business as defined above is the term
with which this paper is mainly concerned.

Hsthods of determining the size of a farm business can be

olassified in three broad categories. These are: (1) in terms
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of the fixed plent; (2) in terms of input, snd; (3) in terms of oute
put (11, p.538)s Examples of each of these can be oited snd the 1ime
itation of oach category should be pointed out.

The Fixed Plant

The fixed plant cen be measured in terms of total acres, orop
aores, or in musber of livestocks Total sores is the most oommen
measurement of farm size; end is in peneral use by the farmers and
laymen alikes This measurement is adequate within a limited soope
vwhen compsring ferms with the same orgeanization in the seme location
or commnity; however, outside of this sphere total sereage does not
offer a good means of comparing farm size as changing physiocal, ecoe
nomis, and technologiosl conditions will echange the acreages noeded
for similar operations.

A ecompsrison of the following farm businesses will show the
diffioulty in using total hux'ac a8 & moasure of size of different
types of farm M§imss. |

30,000 aocre cattle yanch
3,000 acre wheat farm

300 aore general farm

30 were berry farm

3 aore shicken farm

+3 aore greenhouge
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Such an illustration may seem extreme, but it is not impossible to
£ind all of these types in the same general geographic location in
Oregon.

Mossuring size in terms of orop ecres has about the same limie
tations as does measuring gize in totel acres. The crop classifi-
eation does bring the problem oloser to what can be, and is being
used by the farmer; but it eliminates potential e¢apmeity which is
the faotor to be considereds When measuring farm size in terme of
numbers of livestook, loocation of the farm and type of product are
neeessary considerations. Loeation is important sinee in some
regions it is the preactice to keep enough animels to market foramge

and grain orops through livestock, while im others, usually near
metropolitan market areas, all feed is purchased and much larger
herds are kepts As & result of these differences, number of live~
stock is only & suitable measure of size when comparing like farm

businesses within a given looslity.
Farm Size by Inputs

Examples of farm size measured in terms of input are: labor
inputs or productive man work uﬁit;, the sise or type of machinery
it takes to operate; or the amount of capital it takes to operatee. |
¥easuring by inputs is probebly one of the best single measures
for comparing size. As an example, in using productive man work
units it ie possible to work out s size comparison in terms of

labor that is stendarde Such a measurement is of walue when trying
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to oompare different types of farms, as it puts one important input
used by ell into a common term. The disadvantage of using labor as
a oomparison lies in standardizing the labor inputs for each enters
prise. 4As in many other memsurements of size, records have to be
kept and averages ocomputed to get a standard figure for comparison.
This will differ in localities ss topography, soil and westher will
change the labor requirements; however, it is very satisfaotory
within a given economic area such as the Willamette Valley (see
appendix B). In terms of machinery, farms sre often classified as
a onee-tractor farm, ngtor farm, and on up, or ascording to
tractor horsepowers This classification also has real limitations.
Capital menaged is & zood measure for comparison of farms in
different areas end of variations of enterprises within sress, The
limitations are in the estimmtion of charges for capital and the
varistions in cepitel requirements between enterprises. Some enter-
prises require s large initial capitel outlay and a comparatively
small annual ocash expenditure, while others have just the opposite

capital requirements.
Size in Terms of Outputs

Size in terms of output can be measured in number of physical
unite produced, in value of gross income, or in wvalue of net income.
It is easy to understand that volume of physical output is inadequate
a8 a measure of size when no mention is made of the volume of the

required inputs. If production alone were the goal of agriculture,
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this would be the oase, but the highest physical production is not
the most economic nor alwmye the most feasible. Two similer farms
operated by different managers may have s very different output bew
sause one farm msy be operated at nearsr meximm capeocity or with
greater efficiency.

Gross incoms is a waluable messurement of the size of farm
business when comparinz farms over a large area such as the state
or the natione Such data refléatt managemont and effioiensy, but
does not ahéw capaoity nor does it reflect in any way actusl income
from the business. It does, however, put size in berme of dollars
which can be ocompared in a heterogensous ares; it zives a basis of
comparigon, omitting the irregularities foumd in estimating costse

Net income is a good measurement of sizg of farm business, but
it is diffioult to determine due to the lack of good cost daisg.
Mony farms do not keep ascurate records for vericus remsons. BEven
when records are kept, estimstes must be made on many oritical
items such as interest and depreciation sharges. Such estimates
are sometimes inacourate; therefore, they limit the value of cost
and net income dstae

in determining the true size of farm businesses, several
ﬂifferenﬁ measurements are needed. It is advisable to use at least
one meagure from each genersl classifieation, thet is: (1) the
physical planty (2) input, and (3) output. To illustrate: the will-
amette Valley farms shown in Table 1 were chosen from the study by

Becker, Hyer, and Mumford (5) to show how wvarious measurements of
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ENTERPRISES OF SELECTED WILLAYETTE VALLEY FARMS/)

i cows
20 heifers
149 ewes and bucks
hens
L sows
61 hogs

13 deiry cows
6 heifers
1 gteer

22 dairy cows
1 heifers
60 ewos ond busks
135 hens
sovg
29 hogs

37 deiry cows
13 heifers

PARM A

95 acres
Ll aores
5% acres
19 acres

FARM B

18 aeres
30 acros
116 sores
8 acres
22 aores
20 acres

FARM ¢
103 acres

32 mores
170 acres

150 acres

L8 aores
9 acres
FARE D

26 nores

FARM B

20 aores
30 acres
10 asores
10 neres

8 sores

wheat

oata

barley

oate and votoh hay

onts end veteh hay
alte fescue seed
comnon ryesrass seed
corn silage

onts

barley

small grain

cate and vetch my
ooMmOn ryegrass
peremial ryegrass
cshewinga fesoue
walmuts

irrigated ladino pasture

pole beans
besta
strawberriss
filberts

[1 From & study by Becker, Kyar; end »Mené (5).
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size will olassify the same farm differently, but how the same
mesgurements ocombined will clsesify the mmé into more relisble

size categoriess It should be noted that four of the five ferms

ere general farme, and one is a dairy farme Those with smaller aore-
age tend to specialize to some degree. See Table 2, In olassifying
these farms acoording to size, five oriteris are used, they sre: (1)
total aores, (2) erop seres, (3) productive man work unite or PIU's
(see mppendix B), (i) total investment, and (5) gross income.

Table 2
DATA TOR BIZE CATEGORIES OF PIVE SEIBECTED WILIAMETTE VALLEY m:m@

Tobtal Crop Fotal ‘ @éaﬁ
Farm Aores __Aores PiWits  Investment Income
A €6l 210 L29 - #62,5% $14,576
B aa 21 2g2 L3,294 12,510
¢ 686 512 45l 108,442 30,565
D 23 26 hie Lé,646 26,000
E % 78 232 65,000 L3,a2

/1 From a study by Becker, Hyer, and Mumford (5).

Each farm is ranked mumeriocslly from the largest (1) %o the smalle
est (5) under sach olassification. See Table 3. Weighting these
classifications equally and taking an mﬁr&ge. it is interesting %o
note that the final or average classification does not mateh any of

the single olassifications, but they do indicate size of business
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to the extent thet thoss that are high rumerically throughout are
the small farm businesses; those that are low numerically are the
larger businesses. It can also be noted that those farms that are
largest in the physical plant category sre not necessarily the lergest
from an over-all business stendpoint. The comparison of these farms

also shows that farms of similar aoreage can be organized differently,

end thus be oconsidered as different sized ferm businessese

Table 3

RANKING OF FIVE SELECTED WILIAMETTE VALLEY FARMS ACCORDI NG
10 NUMERICAL ORDER BY DIFFERENT SIZE MBASURES

Total Crop Total ﬁrﬁu Overall

Farm Aores Aores FPMWU's  Investment  Tnoome  Reding
A 2 3 3 3 b 3
B 3 2 5 5 5 h
¢ 1 1 2 1 2 1
D 5 5 h L 3 5
B L b 1 2 1 2

In the discussion of size of farm business some mention should
be made of seale ns some egonomic writers refer to size in terms of
scale. Somle as gonerally used in economios refers to different
sizes of physical plant that result when all proportions of inputs
are increased at & constant rate. It is poasible for a farm business
to be enlarged by inecressing the inputs of all agents in fixed pro=
portions; however, it is unlikely that this procedure will be
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follewed by operstors. In sctual farm produotion meny practices are
used in producing e single product. Increased volume of predustion
is likely to arise from changes in several practices, each of which
empleys different proportions of land, lebor, capital, end manage~
ments As & result, to talk in terms of constant proportions in age
riculture is unrealistioc.

Size of farm business as it has been defined in this study
actually deals with the ivholc of land, labor, capital, end managew
ment that a given operator has st his disposal as used in the proe
portions dicteted by the teshnology adopted. Changes in size san

be made by eltering ome or more of these provortions or inputs.
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CHAPTER IV
CLASSIFICATION AND LOCATION OF LOW INCOME FARMS IN OREGON

Throughout thie study certain terms are to be used dealing with
farm size. To accurately deseribe farm size, several messurements
or eriteria must be used. Data for these measurements can be cbtained
when working olosely with individual ferms or groups of farms; but id
is very diffioult %o obtain empirical data to olassify farms in such
8 mamner when dealing with the entire sgriculturel imdustry of the
state.

Some farms that are large by physical standarde are very exten-
sively operated and 'hava s smll income, while some smell farms {wat
are very intensively operated have large incomes. “Gne of the most
significant moasures of size is the value of produsts (7, pe21)e
Data from the Census of Agrieulture provide this value of produots
in the form of average gross farm income for Oregon farms, and will

be used as & basis for placing fearms into size categories.
Current Census Classifiocation of Farms

The Census divides farms! into two ecategories based primerily

IFor the 195l Census of Agriculture, places of three or more acres,
were counted as farms if the amnval walue of sgriecultural products,
exelusive of home garden products, amounted to $150 or more« The
agricultural products could have been either for home use or for
sales Places of less than three acres were counted a farm only if
the annual value of sale of sgricultursl products amounted to $150
or mors {37, psXII}). '



on amount of income-~vommercisl ferms and other farme. See Table L.

"Commercial" farms are further broken down into six sconomis
classes agocording to gross income, they ares Class I, $25,000 and
overy Class II, $10,000 to $24,,999; Class I1I, 95,000 to $9,99%;
Class 1V, $2,500 to $4,999; Class V, $1,200 to $2‘,h993 and Class VI,
$250 %o $1,199. Farms in the $250 to $1,199 range were classed as
commercisl only if the operator worked off the farm less than 100
days or the velue of the farm produce sold was greater then other
family inm‘

"Other" farms are classified as: “"part time" farms when farm
inoome is from $250 to £1,199 and the operator works off the farm
100 days or more or when other family income that exceeds farm sales;
"residential” farme include ell ferms other than sbnormsl farms on
which the total value of farm products sold was less then $250; and
"sbnormal" farms include publie and private institutiomal farms and

commmnity projects.
Definition of Low Income Farms

In the clessification of farms in this study, two things sre
importants (1) the gross income of the farm, sinee this study is
conoerned primarily with the "low income group", which is a term
arbitrarily used to define an income below that required for an averw
age standard of living for the ferm family, and (2) the intentions or
goels of the farmer.

One importent question at this point is, what level of income



Table L

PARMS BY ECONOMIC CIASS
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Census Value of Degigration Used
Designation Sales in This Study
W@i&l Fum
Class I $25,000 and over ) lerge Forms
Class II 10,000 to $2,999 g
Class IIX 5,000 to 9,999 Upper Medium Parms
Class IV 2,500 to 4,999 Lower Medium Farms
Class V 1,200 to 2,499 ) Small Ferms
Clasgs VIl 250 o 1,999 ;
Other Farms
Part time® 250 to 1,999 Fart time2
Residential Under 3250 Residential
Avnormal? . Abnormal3

1the operator worked off the farm less than 100

were greater than other family income.

days and the farm sales

2%he operator worked off the farm 100 or more days during the year and
non=farm income received by the operator and his family exceeded

form asales.

3Publio end private institutional farms, commmnity projects, etee
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is to be considered low? Many faotions of agriculturs in the state
will argue to the effect that the differenses between prices received
for agriculture goods and the prices paid by farmers for cepital and
eonsumption goods is so great that even s large gross income does not
nedessurily mean a high net income. Thisz may de true; however, it
oan be answered for purposes of this ﬂi@uuiun that everyone below
8 certain level, regardless of the relstionship between gross and ned
income does not have an adequate family living. The figure selested
to be used in this study is $2,500 ammal gross incoms.

A phrase which will not be used in the definitions in this peper
is "the family farm®™s This term by popular definition is & farm run
by the operator and his femily without extre labor exospt for brief
periods in time of harvest. Although this is & popular definitien
of farm size, it boils down to a designation of sigze based on labor
inputs and sll labor inputs are te be termed in productive man work
units in this study. |

Congldering the qualifications set up, the following olassifie
eations vriil'ba used in tris paper: large emmiai farns, medium
commeroial fam,, swall farms, snd others. A bremkdown of those
according to gross income is as follows: large commereial farms are
those with & gross income of $10,000 snd over; upper medium commere
oial farms are those with a gross income of $5,000 to $9,999; mediwm
farms are those with a gross farm income from $2,500 to $4,999; the
spall farms from $250 to $2,499. Other farms are part time farms,
residential farms, and sbnormsl farms as eclassified in the Census.
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L
See Table L« In this case, however, some of the part time farms are
of special interest and will be included in the smalysis with the small

farms.
Classifiontion of Farms by Goals and Ciroumstences

A further refinement of the classification of farms must be
made. Smell or low income farms can be broken down into three gene
eral olasgsifications that are centered saround goals or circumstances
that have put them into this cetegerys In elasgsifying these farms
the mein interest is im those farmers whe derive all or most of their
incomes from farming, and whose objeective is & full time business for
the present or in the foreseeable future. This objective will immediw
ately eliminate suburbanites, rural residences, and part time farmers
who receive most or all of their family income from a primary cocue
pation other than farminge It is felt that these rural residents,
although olassified as farmers by the Census definition, wre not
primerily en sgrioultural problem; therefore, they are eliminated
from consideration in this studye

The farms to be comsidered are: (1) those that were purchased
a8 "small® units primarily to supplement the income from an outside
job, but with the intent of expanding into a full time farm business.
This also includes farms that are large smough units to have real
agrioulture problems even though they are essentially part time; (2)
farms that have beoome “sml1l" or "low income" farms because of

social or culture ressons, and (3) ferms that are "small" or have



besome "small® because of esonomio change.

Farm Small by Intent

Ferms in the first classification, presently too small dut the
intent of the operator is to develop them imto full time operations,
are generally purchased as a result of limited capital on the part of
the operatore. Such businesses have problems that are both complex
and varieds These farms depend to a greet extent on the loocsl area
and the industry where the people work, if they have 2 jobe Their
problems sre economio, industrial, egrioultural, and political. It
is difficult to separate one type of problem from snother because
they are interdependent and related. Nor will these problems be
solved by doing & piece meal jobe All aspects of the over-all prob-
lem must be considered in their proper relationships

§ooial and Institutional Reesons

The seaond group to be oonsidered gonteins those farmas that are
small because of s:risl or institutionel reasons. These farms have
been full time unita at one time or another; for reasons gonerally
beyond their control, they ere too small today. Such ocultural forces
as inheritance laws heve split up farms among heirs and reduced the
original unit into small uneoconomic wnits which in turn have been sold
and rescld because they are not large emough to provide en adequate
femily livinge Farms in the fringe areas of cities, where constant

subdividing is going on, and those divided by highway right of ways
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and other sush developments fall in this categorys G@Wﬂ&l prom
grams, such as rehebilitation progrems and irrigstion reclamstion
projects have contributed to the number of farms in this class by
making the original units so small that they have not been mble to

romain eoonomio units.

Changing Beonomic Feotors

The last class inoludes those farms that were at one time an
sconomie unit; but due to chanpes in eoonemic fastors, have since bee
ocome too asmall for an adequate income for the operator and his family.
Suoh farms have suffered because of price ohanges in their mein prode
uets or beosuse of techmological shanges that have eliminated thom as
competitors: This group of farmeé mey have altermatives that will
again make them economis units, but at the present they are in the
low inoome categorye 4n exmmple of this type of situstion is found
in the Northern part of Merion Coumty. At one time many farms in
this area were high income hop farme« Because of the decline in dew
msnd for aops by brewers and the advent of expensive hop pleking
mchinei. these farns can no longer compete as hop production units.
Howsver, since they are on good soil and are well losated geographiw
oally for markets and supplies, these furms cen again become high inw

ocme soonomlc units with & reerganization progras.
Geographie Locatien

The second step in determining the extent of the low insome farm
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problem in Oregon is to losate these low inoome farme in the geo-
graphical and sconomiec areas of the states

There are no available income figures thet are wholly satise
factory for setting out §he low inooms areas and low inecome popu-
lation groups in Oregem. Chronie low inoomes in certain parts of
the state's agriculture, however, are not just statistioal impere
fectionse By sny of a large variety of indlcators of incomss and
welfars, low levels of living are typical of some segments of agrie
oulture in the gtate end have been for many years.

To establish the problem arees in the state the farm olassifi~
cations set up earlier in this Chapter will be used. Since it is |
diffioult to select the farms by goels and attitudes, two classes,
the smell farm and the pert time farm, will be considered together.
This is done because many of the problems of the small commercial
farms are similar to tiae problems of the part time farm.

The basioc income figures used im this geotion are those reporied
by the 195L Census of Agrioulture (37). They inslude the gross
money inoomes for the classes of farms studied. The survey of County
Agrioultural Extension Agents, Soil Conservation Service Work H&xﬁ
Conservationists, and Farmers' Home Administration County Supervisors
is used to losate these low income farms within the counties.

Farms with low incomes are found in all perts of the country,
but such farms are most numerous in aress of dense rural settlement.
The abundance of hand labor has tended to reduce the imenf;iw f‘m"*

making adjustments that would give farms higher earning power per
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worker. In many areas there are few outside jobs to supplement the
farm income (28, p.6).

Oregon is not considered a serious low income problem® ares by
the U. 8, Ecpartma§ of Agz?iaultum in its report on problems of 1ow
inoome farmers to the Secretery of Agriculture (38, pp+6=T)y however,
certain parts of the state are classified as having moderate? low in-
come farm problems. | |

With the above situation in mind it can be dbserved that of
Oregon's 1,661,000 people, 163,906 or 9.9 percent are classified as
farmers or farm workers by the 1954 Census of Agriculture (37).
About 57 percent of the farm femilies bhave a gross income of less
then $2,500 per year, This figure includes part time, residentiel,
and sbnormal farms, which scoount for sbout Ll percent of the farms
in the state. ’

Only 32,138 or 59 percent of the state's farms are classified as
sommercial farms. Of these commercial farms, 27 percent had gross

ingomes of less than $2,500 per year, See Figure l.

2Classes set up by Us 8. Department of Agrisulture (38, p.7) are
"Sericus®, which imolude all three sriteriay "Substantial”, any twe
ariterias and “Moderate", amy one oriterim. Oriteris (1) less than
$1,000 residual faym inoome to operator and family with level-of=
living index below the regional average eand twenly«five porcent or
zere of oommeroial farms classified as low production. (2) levele
of-living index in lowest Fifth of the natiom. (3) Fifty pereent
or mors of commereial farms classified as "1ow production”.
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Counties with Low Income Farm Problems

Many small farms are found in most countiss of the state, but &0
percent of these farms are léﬁted in eleven of the ﬁﬁMﬁﬂ in Oregon.
The scounties with 30 percent or more of all of their commercial ferms
in the smell ferm slass are; Columbia, Washington, Multnomah, Clackw
ames, Morion, lane, Douglas, .rmpmm; Jackson, Deschutes, snd Coos.
8ee Figure 3. | |

S8ince the entire low income farm problem does not center around
the commercial ferm §1m.. another gystem of imﬂing the problem
arees wes used. This consisted of adding to the amil i’nm number,
tha nuubur of pm time farme in ’t:ha counties.

Fifteen counties fell into the category with more than 30 percent
of thn.tr total farms classed as small or part time. Seventy~twe par- |
gent of the farms in the two classes are in thess fifteen counties. |
The oounties sre Columbia, Clataop, Lincoln, Washington, Multnoham,
Clackawas, Yawhill, Marion, Benton, lane, Josephine, Jackson, Dege
ehutes, and Bakers B8ee Figure 3.

To further locate the low income farm preblem the peroentage
wag lowersd to 25 peroent of the totel farms that had sn income of
less than $2,500 per year. This added ten more counties, which are:
Polk, Hood River, Linn, Coos, Umatilla, Wasco, Klamath, lake, Unien
and Wallown. The addition of these counties raises the total counw
ties to 25, which would inslude 93 percent of the tetal small farms
end part time farms in the state. See Figure 3. |



Over 30% of commerocisl
farms below $2500
gross income

113
Over 30% of commercisl
end part time farms
below $2500 gross in-
come

25-30% of commereiel
farme below ‘2500 ,
gross income

Figure 3. Map showing distribution of low income farms in Oregon by counties.
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Specifiec Problem Aress

Study of these dute on location of the part time and small farm
areas indicates that certainm areas of the state have zreater comsen=
trations of these part time and smll farms than do others. See
Figure L.

¥illametie Xallg

Results of the survey show that in the Willamette Valley counties
of Maltnomah, Clackemas, Washington, Marion, Yemhill, Polk, Benton,
Lirn, and part of lane, these farms follow the Valley floor between
the mountain ranges. It is diffioult to locate these farms in this
ares because in all esses they are seattered througheut the county,
and are digpersed emong the more prefitable commeroial farms. This
diffioulty was well expressed by ome of the County Sxtension Agents
who said, "The Census firvres indicate there are meny small farms in
my oounty, but I don't know where they are."

Coast and lower Columbis

In the Comst and lower Columbia cowbies of Clatsop, Columbia,
Pillamook, lLincoln, part of lane, Coos and Curry, these part time
and swmall farms are gemerally losated along the Columbis River and
Coagtal harbor aress. The exception to this is in Linceln, Western
lane, and %rry‘matisa where these farms are scattered throuchout

the agricultural areas of the counties.
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Sm;tham Gmg an

The Southern Oregon economie aree consisting of Douglus, Jose=
Phine, and Jackson counties has its small farm problem seattered
throughout the agrioultural districts. The survey of this area does
show & conseviration to the extent that the small fam are located

aroumd the more heavily populated centers.

Other Boonomie Am,q

In the three remaining economie ..rmi of Oregone-the Columbia
Basin, the Sneke River Basin, and South Central Oregone~these farms
are gensrally located in definite eenters of each county. In the
ecunties bordering the Columbie River, they are generally clustered
in irrigated communities along the Columbis River or along oreeks
and rivers that have been developed for irrigation. The survey
shows thet not all the ferms within these specific region are low
income ferms, but those low income farms are seattered smeng the
more profitable farmss This same situatiom is true within the Snake
River and South Central Regions where the preblem farms are located
within definite irrigation projest regionse

Several points can be made in summarizing these data on lecation
of low inocome farme in the stetes (1) Smell commeroial farms and low
income farms are most heavily oconcenmtrated in the more heavily popu=
lated parts of the state. (2) As s genersl rule they are seattered
among the more prosperous farms. (3) In the eastern and southern
Oregon areas they tend toc be consentrated in irrigated aress.



CHAFTER V
AVALYSIS OF THE RESULTS OF A SURVEY TAREN I¥ PROBLEM AREAS

Analysis of the rbmlts of the survey sent to agrieulturai field
men provides inforration on the adeguacy of ourrent farm management
date in the development and understanding of questions and problems
of the low inocome farm groups.

Two questions to be answered in finding the extent of the agria
cultural problem of these farm groups are: (1) What characteristios
common to these farms cause them to be in & low income group? ()

Do agricultural field men have the data they need te adequately
sssist small farms or enterprises?

A prelimimary survey of sgricultursl leaders helped te point
out some of the agriculbural problems confronting the low income farm
gEroups.

From this preliminary study, the follewing emerged as important
determinents of the prableﬁa of the low income farms: acresge and
productivity of land, level of soil menagement, organisation of farm
enterprises, availability end management of caspital, availability
and use of labor, mechinery problems, quality of produce for sale,
and aveilability of market outlets. Opinions obtained from profession-
sl agricultural field men on the seriousness of the above problems,
the extent of present programs designed to assist the low income farm
groups, and the adequacy of available farm menagement data will alse
be summariged im ﬁhia chapter.
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ﬁntn solected for enalysis were taken from the answers received
from County Agriculturel Bxtension Agents who work in the twenty-five
counties that have over 25 9oreen’€ of their totsl farms falling in
the low income farm groupss The deta were verified by checking ae
gainst the snswers received from the Soil Comserwvation Service Work
Unit Congerwationists and the Farmers Bome Administration County
Supervigors whe work with the farmers in the same counties.

Since warious sections of the state have similar problems, coun=
ties in the same general geographic location with comparable types of
farming were grouped into economic areas. Percentage figures used
for sconomie areas are the averages of t he estimated percentages given
by the county sgents representing seleoted counties somprising each
economic areas The reference made to p&amt&g&s for all areas is
the average of the estimated percentages of all twenty.five of the
eounty agents questioned. Pooling of opinions of those persons worke
ing close to the low income farm groups in this memmer, gives a good
indication of how much influence is mﬁﬁriba%ﬁ by these persons to
esch seleoted factor determining the inoome status of smell and part
time farms.

Acraase

The phrase that “the farm is tco small for an economic unit®™ is
commonly heard when referring to farm income.
Respondents from the problem areas of the stete named laock of

sufficient erop scres as a contributing factor to the low income



39

problem on 78 percent of the farms in their countiese The county
agents loomted in the Willsmette Velley economie area estimmted this
to be & problem on 9 pereent of the low income farms. See Tabls 5.

By breaking this down inte two classes, the writer was able to
determine the relstionship between this acresge problem and mensgere
isl ability. A# averags of the estimetes from oounty sgenta ques-
ticned shows that 58 percent nmell and part time farms in the counw
ties studied do not have a auffician§ nﬁﬁb&r of scres to carvy om
the type of farming thet is best sdapted te thelr own commnitiess
A umnlleé nunber, 20 percent of the emell and pert time farms, lacked
sufficient acreags for enterprises thet best fit the menagerisl aw
bility of the preseni eperators. Checking the litems by state ecoe
nomic areas, the Uolumbia Basin Counties reported the highest per=
centage with insufficient acresge te £it im with local oropping pre-
gramse In contrast, this same e¢onomic area has the smllest per-
centage of the low income farms with aqveages not best suited to the
level of mansgemert. In other economic areas a lower percentage of
the low insome farms were too smell for principal loeal erops, bub
the percentege of presenit mamagers needing more asreage to best use
their mansgerial ability was higher.

Possibilities of expansion of soreage as & solution to ﬁhs low
income status wers suplorede The answers indicated that an avwk:gs
2y percent of the 4otel low income farms are unsble to expand acree
age because adjoining land or land that would be femsible to comhine

with thelr present unit is not available at a reasonable price.



Table 5

PERCERT OF IX@GW FARMS WITH AN ACREAGE PRUBIEM
BY ECONOMIC AREAS IN OREGON '

Economie Percent Peroent Percent

Area of Parms with sn with Aoreages
Lacking Insuffieient toc Low
Suffieient  Aerecage for for Present
Crop Aeres Looal Crops Hansgewent
Willamette Valley o 6y 30
Coast 66 L8 18
South Central 80 60 20
Southern 73 55 18
Columbia Bagin &y 77 7
Sneke River 52 35 17
All Areas 78 58 20

Other reasons wers given by the coumty agents for not expanding
acreage. Those cited most often were: the isolation of farming
areas did not meke expansion feasible; the adjoining lands not for
sale for agricultural purposes; sand failure of farmers to develop
aoreage they already own. These faotors were estimated to be pre-

sent on L7 percent of the low income farme in the selected sountiea.



S0ils

Soils problems contributing to the low income status of the

small end part time farm groups will be considered nexte.

Table 6

PERCENT OF 1OW INCOME FARMS WITH A SOILS OR S50IL MANAGEMENT
FROBLEM BY BECONOMIC AREAS 1IN OREGON

Boonomic Ares Percent with a Peroent

 Seil with Soils
Hanagement Problem Resource
. Problem

VWillamotte Valley 22 37
Coast and Lower Columbia 23 | 58
Ssuthern Oregon 28 37
Columbia Basin Lo 35
Snake River Basin 35 17
South Central 16 58
A1) Areas 27 3 - e

S0ils problems are divided into two groups, level of soil man=
agement, and seils resource problems. fho level of seil mgmﬁ%
refers to prastices carried on by the individual farmer in m&ging
his soils as compered to those practices recommended and used by

farmers in the loeal community. 8oil resources refer to physical
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properties of the aaiis of the individual farm that are ocumon te
mighbqring farme or farms in the imedi:atﬁ vieinitys Soils rescurce
problems are considered as being problems of low fnrtility. peax'
dnimgo, ‘801l depth, water problems, site, and soil strueture.

In the counties surveyed, the county agents reported an average
of 27 persent of the low ineome farms had a level of soils management
that was below the average of the commmnity. The average percentage
for low income farms with a soils resource problem was estimated by

the county mgents e be L2 persent. See Table 6.

'Orggiwsian

Organization ocan be construed to mean many things in farm mene
agemﬁ. In this study it is used to msan the eemﬁm,tims of entere
priaaé; The various enterprises on the farm in different combinae
tions make up the farm m"gmaizut&m’ In some orgenizations certain
antarp#is‘as are needed to ﬁtpplmnt} the main enterprites while

others have ocomplementary wtarprisouh Some enterprises actually

%upplemnury enterprises are those with such a relationship thet

when resoursces are oonstant, output of cne produst gexn be increased

with neither gain nor seorifice te another. Enterprises supplement

auch other when ecombined in such a menner they are best able to use
& given resource (19, p.83)

birwo enterprises are complementary to each other when en inorease in
total output of one alse results in an inoresse in total output of
the other, from a fixed land ares or & given resource. Vhen enter=
prises are complementary, use of resources for enterprises makes
possible a greater produotion of one or of both enterprises than if
each were produced independently. This relationship exists only
when one enterprise furnishes an element of productien required by
the other (19, p.8i).
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scompete against one another for available resources. Gimnging, the
sombinations of various types of enterprises would changs the gross
inoome of the farm businesse

To determine the extent to which the scombination of snterprises
contributes to the low income status of the gmall farm and pert time
groups, three questions wers posed. These questions aret (1) To
what ext.ﬁt do low incems farmers have the wrong combination of enterw
prises? (2) How often is there sn impropsr selssction of enterprises
%o Pit in with those best adapted to the local area? (3) Is there
anr improper seleotion of enterprises to f.w the individual manmgerts
ability?

Table 7

PERCENT OF LOW INCOME FARMS WITH CERTAIN ORGANIZATIONAL
PROBIEMS BY BCONOMIC AREAS IN OREGON

Economio Area Percent of Farms Percent of Farms FPercent of Farms
with Wrong with Enterprises with Enterprises
Combinations of Not Adapted to Hot Proper for

Enterprises Aree Menager
Willamette Valley 13 | 15 15 |
Coast 10 1 6
South Central 17 1k 7
Southern , 12 9 11
Columbie Basin 20 11 23
Snake River Bagin 8 13 23

411 Areas 13 13 15
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Those questioned answered that 13 percent of the low income ferms
had a wrong combination of enterprises. ~County agenits expressed an
improper selestion of enterprises to £it those best adapted for the
loenl community was evident on 13 percent of the farms. Wrong enter=
prises related to mamagerial ability wes given as a reason for 15

percent of the low incoms farms. Ses Table 7.

Iabor

e b

Proper allocation of laber inputs on different sizes of ferms
has been s point of dissention among agriculture economists for some
time., To determine the extent of labor probleme and thelr effect on
small farms is the goal of this section of the studys In addition
to the effective use of operstor's and family labor, other labor probe
lems to be analyzed are the availability of needed hired labor and
the awvailability of off ferm employment as an nlterﬁatiw to inoomw
pPlete use of the operator's time on the farm. |

& mawber of the elements of the farm business affect labor
efficienoys Crop and livestock combinations; field and farmstead
layouts; planning work and ohores; replacing labor with mschimery;
and the amount of cspital combined with a piven amount of labor
oen all influence the degree of labor efficiency. The county uysnia
questioned expressed lebor efficiency was a faotor influencing in=
comes on 23 percent of the small snd part time farms in their ooun=
ties.

Certain enterprises mey be eliminsted from plans or limited in
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seope because of the lack of available hired labore. 7This was doemed
8 limiting faoctor in only 1l percent of the ra.ms in the areas sure
veysd. Several references were made to the quality of the labor
evailable. This was true in isolated areas where irrigated row creps

are prevalent. See Table 8.

Table 8

PERCENTAGE OF LOW INCOME FARMS WITH A LAEOR PROBLEM AS A
CONTRIBUTING FACTOR TO INCOME PROBBEMS
SHOWN BY ECONOMIC AREAS OF OREGON

Economic Area Peroent of Farms with  Percent of Farms with

Inefficient use of OGutside labor not
Labor Available
Willamette Valley 26 15
Coast 7 17
Southern 33 3
South Central ' 25 5
Columbia Basin 32 ¢
Sneke River - 23 8

All Areas 23 1

Off farm jobs for the operator or his family were considered to
be awailable in 80 percent of the counties. The areas where there
was 8 lack of such jobs as an alternative to labor intensive agriocul=

turel enterprises were in the Snakc River oounties, the South Central
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counties, the Southern Oregon counties, and in the Columbia Basine
Certain counties had problems of this nature because the part time
farmer's alternative occupation was in the lumber induetry where
mach of the logging activities are seasonale In these areas the
part time farm problem is of & more sericus mature becsuse sgricule
ture must provide a greater share of the operater's inecoms than it

does in areas where more constant off farm work is awailable.

Capital or Credit Problews

Failure to obtain through borrowing all of the capital that
appears %o be profiteble is often termed oapital retioning, Capitel
ratianing oan be divided into two general types, External and Intere
nal. |

External Capital Rationing is desoribed es the limitations put
on the amounts of capital made available by outside sources or lend=-
ing agencies. These limitations may be imposed either in the form
of rates of interest that are excesaive in relation to expected rate
of return on the money borrowed, or in the form of lending a lesser
emount of money than is needed to develop other resources fully
enough to maximize returns.

Internal Capital Retioning is defined generally as the failure
of the operater to return or put into the farm bnai@n the necessary
psapital to develop other femurees even though the apparent rate of
return might exceed the interest ‘coat of borrowing. Causes of Inter-

nal Capital Rationing mey result from a preferensce for liguidity,
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uncertainty, unwillingness to assume debts, and the strong relatione
ship between the farm business and the household which exists in age
riculture.

Both types of Capital Betioning are influenced by uncertainty.
The lender is uncertain of the intentiens and cepabilities of the
operator as well as fluctuations in price and natural elements. The
farm operator is wncertain as to price fluctuations, netural foroces,
and the amount of capital to be needed by the family and household
in combination with the farm business. Capital Rationing may affect
the effielency of resource allocation in two ways: (1) by affesting
the combination of factors used, and (2) by sffecting the size of
farm business (2, p.&4).

The extent of this problem in the eyes of the Agricultural Ex.
tension Agents in Oregon was determined by asking two questions, whisch
were: (1) What percentage of the small and part time farmers were un-
sble to get credit at remsomable rates from regular lemding agencies?
(2) Wnat percentage of these farms hed capital which they would not
return to the farm business?

BExternal Capital Rationing affected about 30 percent of the low
inoome farms in the problem sress. By regions the range was from 53
percent in the South Central counties to a low of 17 pereent in the
Southern economic sres. Other economic areas are shown in Table 9.

Internal Capital Rationing was estimeted to be practiced on 23
peroent of the farms in the problem aress. Ihs high in this sase was

the Snake River section with 36 percent, and the low was in the
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Willamette Valley area with 15 percent of the low income farms prace

tieing Internsl Capital Rationing. See Table 9.

Table 9

PERCENTAGE (F IOW INCOME FARMS WITH A CAPITAL OR CREDIT
P FROBLEM BY ECONOMIC AREAS IN OREGON

Beonomic Ares Perocent External Pareent Internal

Capital Capital
Rationing Rationing
Willamette Valley 21 15
Coansat %8 29
South Central 53 17
Columbie Basin 22 32
Southern 17 16
Snake River 33 36
All Areas 30 23

Credit problems sre the least serious in the areas where alter-
native oocupations are more readily sveilable, and in the arees m'm
est urban centers where the lﬁd may have altermative uses. This is
true because part time farmers with steady cutside jobs can repay
loans or invest part of their sslary into the farm business mors
readily. VWhere land may be subdivided it is worth more as collate

eral than it would be for agrieultural uses.
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!lnrketinﬁ Problm

Marketing has been termed as part of the modern produstive pro=
cesse The goods that are grown on farms must be stered, transported,
processed, and delivered in the form, at the time, and to the place
that consumers desires. Farmers in the past have performed mmny of
these functions themselves; however, in resent years with specisli-
zation teking over many of these fislds there are more steps in mare
keting between the farmer and the consumer. |

This brings up the question, "How does the farmer on & small
unit with @ emll lot to offer in the market place, fare with todays
complex marketing system?" In order to determine this, several gques=
tions were asked in the survey. These questions are: (1) Are the
small or low ineome farms in your sres too far from regular markets
for economiosnl merketing of the products they could best produce?

(2) Are the products in small lots greded inm a manner that the mars
ket demands? (3) Do the small producers have:ﬁtii"’n;ts outlets to
provide competitive bidding on their products? (L) Are tuyers inters
ested in the amall lote produced by these smell farms?

Distanee from market was not considered a major problem in very
many sections of the state. It is considered s serious limitation
on farm organizations throughout the ‘Gmnul Area. All counties, sx~
eept one, reported that this was & major problem that affested 61
pereent of their small and part time farms., Other aress reported this
a8 & problem only in certain counties, but in these areas it resches

major proportions. The most seriously affected are: Deschutes County,
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€0 pervent of the ferms with the problem; Vaseco with 50 percent
affeoted; Union, 100 pereent affected; and Jackson with 70 percent.

Proper grading of products is considered a limitation only in
scattered arsas. liany of these merketing diffieulties depend upon
the location and the products grown. Poor grading of products does
appear in certain sesticnz of the Willamette Valley and is in all
counties in thisg seetion on 11 pereent of the low income farms. The
Cosst section is again high with Ll percent of the smll and part
time farms having this marketing situatiens In other geotione of the
state this was not oonsidered to be too impertsnt by the perasons
guestiored.

Lack of alternative markets and competitive bidding are not
igolated in areas away from marketing and transportation centerss
This is e problem in all eoonomic sreas of the state; but not pare
tieularly in all ocounties. The counties that reported a shoriage
of alternative markets are Clackemas, Multnmomah, Clatsop, Iineoln,
Deschutes, and Wallowss The explanstion for this is that in the
ecounties near marketing centers lots sre too small or speeialty
erops are grown that have caly a limited demends. In other areas
such as Lincoln County there are too fe'é outlets and poor transe
portation facilities exist.

Abgence of buyer interest in small lots is a problem om 16
percent of the smell farms in Oregon. This problem ig greatest in
the Const Region area where it affects 30 percent of the small and
part time forme. Tan Willamette Valley it affeots 23 percent of the
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farms; Southern Oregon, 7 perosnt; Columbia Basin, 8 perocent; South
Central, 7 peroent; and the Snake River srea only 3 percent. MNach
of this is due to the type of produets grown.

Cther problems in marketing mentioned méw small producers
don't take advantege of market ix&'am@im to market at the best price
level; some producers produced “off brend" wvarieties that were diffie
cult to sell; one area complsined of too many markets for one partio=
ular product; end some eomplained the price in their srea wes too far
below the general price level of the state.

Texes

Results of the preliminery survey indicated that taxes were a
problem to the low inoome farm groups. The more extensive survey
shows, however, that high farm property taxes are pmv;lmt mainly |
in the more densely pepulated arees of the state. In matima of the
state generslly considered “agrisultural areas” pragér#y taxes are
not excessive compared to other property taxes except in isolated
oages where wrong sssessment values are made., Counties with taxes ’
considered high are mostly in the Willamette Valley areas They aret
Clackamas, Miltnomeh, Washington, and Marion counties. Other coune
ties with & lesser problem are: Clatsop sxd Uoos of the Comst ares
and Vasoo of the Columbia Basin. |

Machinery problems

There is some public diseussion of the extent teo whish families



on small farms can afford to own snd operate modern laber seving mmche
inery. It is not uncommon for & smll or part time farmer to have new
machinery snd to be fully equipped beyond the spparent needs of the
enterprises he has in his farm organisation. To determipe the mature
and extent of these machinery probleme, seversl guestions were aasked
in the survey. They are: (1) Do these low inoome farms heve too much
mchinery for the size of the unit? (2) Are these small farmers use
ing new machinery when used mschinery would suffice? (3) Is used mache
inery available? (4) Are there opportunities for mechinery pools?

(5) Are mechinery pools used? (6) Is sustom work availsble at the
proper time end at & reasonsble price?

Results of t he survey did not reveal the extent of the mechinery
problem on individual farms or by areas, but it did stimulate thinking
along these lines aml opens areas for future researche. Of the inter=
views made, Bl percent of the County Extension Agents in the problem
ereas indlcated that thers was & problem of too much machinery en
small wmite for the enterprises in the farm organiszetisn. Those who
indieated that there was not such a problem were generally from spedw
ialized farming ereas where types of equipment are standardized and
equipment pools or partnerships were used and good eustom serviece
available.

8ixty-eight percent of the persons interviewed in the survey
stated that new equipment was purchased where used egquipment would
have been sufficient., Part of this situation developed as = result

of pride in ownershipe The problem lies in more heavily settled
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areas where alternative epportunities for ssquiring equipment exist.
The areas that are primerily sgrisultural areas do not report this

is a partioular problems Part of this diffieulty lies in the availe
abllity of used equipment as only 56 pereent of the persons questioned
answered that good used equipment is available 85 an alternative to
buying new machinerye.

Pogsibilities of mechinery pools were indicated in 80 percent of
the areas; however, limitations were expressed. Partuerships were the
most common method of pooling eguipment, with specielized harvesting
machinery mentionsed ss the type that was used in pecls. Only 56 pere
cent of the County Agzents reported that any type of pooling was being
practiced in thelr aress.

Custom work at reasonable prices is available in only 52 percent
of the areas surveyeds A4 large mumber of the cooperators in the aress
where it is not avellable reported that the difficulty in using cuse ’
tom work is getting work done when it is needed. |

Ninety~two peroent of those questioned answered that more studies
are needed in this field of farm machinery. There is & need for more |
data on the problems pointed out by this studye

Programs Aveilable to Iow Income Farm Groups

This section is directed to determining what programs the Exten~
sion Service has for the small and part time farms snd what edditiomal
data these Agrioultural lesders feel is neceseary to help relieve the

presgure of the low inecems farm problem.
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To determine the extent of present county ;s:mgmma, the follow=
ing questione were posed: (1) Has your office kept resords on farm
management data? (2) Do you have a separate program for smell or low
income farms? (3) Do you believe thet a separate program for smell
farms is desirsble?

Answers to the above questions determined by the survey indicate
less than half or L8 percent of the problem farm counties have kept
&ny records on sny type of farm mensgement data. Only 36 persent of
the County Extension Offises have s separate program for smell farms.
Forty-four percent believe that s soparate program for small farnms
is necessary.

Reasons given for not bhaving a separate program are generally
‘threefold: The first is thot the Agent's Office does not have enough
menpower to have = separate program to meke sll the personel calle a
separste program would requires The second ressen given for not have
ing a seperate progrem is that many egents and small farmers oonsider
that their problems are similar %o larger ferms. In many instances
the small farmer does not wish to be classified geparately. Programs
were tried in two counties for smll and rert time farmers, but
failed because these people did not recognize their own statuse The
third reason, not given too often, was that the agent considered this
problem to be & *lost ocause”.

Generally speaking, in the counties where the problem is most
severe the Extension Agent expressed s need for a separste or inten

sified program for the low income units. Agents in oounties with
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less pressing low income farm problems believed that these people
neoded special help, but thet it oould best be given through their

regular type of program.
Additional Data Needed

Before any program oan be developed to sssist low ingome farm
groups, data mst be aveilsble to aid in the éous.aim‘ making processe
Seventy-one percvent of sgriecultural field men reported that farm men-
agoment date presently aveilable are not adequate for them to use in
assisting the small or low inoome farmers: seventy-six percent of
those questioned stated that additionsl data would be benefioial to
them in working with these people. Several of the field men mentioned
that elthough present date were adequate, they had trouble dissemin-
ating them and several mentiomed they had problems of getting people
to use what had been disseminated.

Agricultural field men who recognised the need for additiomal
date in the field of farm menagement indicated seversl types of
studies that would be benefioial to them in assisting low income
farmers. The types of aééitimi dats needed that were most frege
uently mentioned were data for enterprises produced in local commine
ities, special studies for smell unit orgenization for local areas,
and marketing studies for grmr# with small lots of produce to sell.

The following questions were asked in the survey regarding }‘I*:,_M
need for additional data: (1) How could present .mmnt station

studies be conducted to be of greater use to you in assisting small
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and part time farms? (2) Whet additionsl date do you need im farm

management studies? ‘i‘ypiaal answers to these two questions are as

follows:

1.
2.

3e

L

Se

b

T

8.

"More informetion on basic Farm Management is needed."
"Date ewaluated in terms to rit economis arsa.”

"Offer suggestions in enterprises that suit a small opere
ator such as helly, poultry, or raspberries; also need
cost of preduction studies for loeal products in comparie
son to costs for the same products in competing aress.”
"Studies should cover a wider range of commodities end be
brought up to date more frequently. Also need cost data
on local enterprises taken under local conditions.”
"Information is needed on the best use of out over tizber

lend, partioularly for grazing in cowbination with tree

 farming.”

“Enterprise studies are nesded for local areas. Studies
made on small or low income farm units and marketing studies
for farmers with small lots are needed.”

"Heed a step by stey} method of amalyzing e farm situstion
to enable agents to make individual management studies en
individual farms. Selection of enterprises on small farms
is very limited. Production and marketimg problems entirely
different from the volume pre&uwn"

"Present date are not suffioient to cover desirsble enterw

prises for small units. Data are needed on vegeteble, small
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10.

1l.

12,

1%

e

15

16.

1T

18.

fruits, snd similar products. Need marketing information
and market development for these intensive cropss”

Need specifis recommendations for fesding, seeding, and
fertilizations A program for small units is also m&éaﬁ,"
"Key the studies to losal aress in the following factors;
all phases of merkebting, 'brmaycrﬁwim facilities, and |
intensification plans for small units.”

®Gost of production studies om vegetebles fer local ares
and studies on organiszation, partisularly on alternative
crops for small farms are desired."

"Make farm studies >tm sosts and returns in specifiloe areas
each year." |

RCost analysis on small oﬁtwpriwa are rnseded; ulso some
studies on the optimum sise of enterprise for specifie
areas.” ,, |

"Studies an mmrketing procedure are needed.”

"Data on local emterprises are nesded.”

"Gost of production studies m‘v'a’riwu local orops and farme
ing procedures, including 1&1@%% and mensgement studles
for small units." |

"Additional zl.ni‘mﬁim en alternative orops and enterprises
for looal areas is needed.” |

"Studies made are not always applicable to this ares, locel
menagement studles are needed on enterprises practiced in

this ares. This is sn isolated ares with linited market
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20,

2l

22.

23,

2?!;..

25,
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outletse These farmers have merketing and trﬂnsporia%ioab
problems.”

"Need to know optimum size for various local enterprises.”
"Cost and return date for local enterprises are needed.”
"Need mostly studies on ocost of production om some local
vegoetable orops. Current studies should be brought up to
date.”

"Need studies to determine "what is an economic umit in
this areal',.®

"More pilot studies for small farms are needed om the small
farm basise This information is needed within the county
end should be taken on a county pilet fnrmfbasis.*

"More deta sre needed on individual prectices of good land
uses"

“More emphasis on studies for enterprises on small units for

locel area.”

These answers from the queatiomaires indicsted that more deta

are needed. Some éther persons guestioned indicated the need for adde

itional memagement date but did not specifically state the nature of

thess datas Some persons questioned did not think any additions were

needed to present data.

It can be noted from the list of angwers that many of the field

men rscognize the need for studies teo inelude the whole farm organi=

gatbion.

They also express needs for finding alternative orops, and

for studies to be stratified sc that data are spplicable to small
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units. A fow of the answers al'sov indicate that data sre needed to
determine "optimum” or esonomic units for their specifis loealities
for specified enterpriscse.

Agents having Farm Home Development prosrams in their counties
were the ones wmost aware of the limitations of present data and
offered the best construetive eritieisms County Agents who said that
the problem had ne solution or indicated apathy towards small snd
part time farms in other ways, were the ones to assert the sufficiency
of present menagerial data.



CHAPTER VI
ANAIYSIS OF SELECTED FARM MANAGEMENT STUDIES

Comments from egricultural field men regerding the need for more
farm mapagement data of specific types lead to questions about the
eppliocability of current data to problems of low income farms.

The small farm operator end the part time farmer mey have simi~
lar mpagement problems to those of the large more profitable farme;
however; in meny imstansces their problems very widely because of goals
and attitudes, resource combinatiens, changes in econwmic conditions,
or advances in technologys As & result of these differences, all eco=
nomio data available to farmers may not £it all sizes of farm busine
esses oqually well. This seotion shows how well selected studies fit
in their application to the small and part time farms.

The following perts of this peper are an analysis of pre~selected
farm mansgement studies to determine whether the conolusion of these
studies would be applicable to small and part time farm operators in

plamning or reorganiszing their operatiomse.
Red Raspberry Study

In the study on the “Cost of Producing Red Raspberries®™ (26),
the sampling method was & stratified sample based on total seres of
producing berries at the tine the study was taken.5 The data were

5The stratification in this study was by county on a total moreage
basise Fifteen percent of the total acresge of each county was takene
Fumber end size of farms was not considered. Aeres of planting of
individual farms observed ranged from 2 to 3 aores.
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colleoted by the survey method. Bach cooperating grower was visited
at the end of the year for the purpose of obtaining a complote buse
iness record on the bearing red resgberry sorsage. Analysis of the
data was made chiefly by grouping and oross-tabulatinge. Many of the
details entered om the schedule were the farmers' estimetes. Tims
was spent with eamch grower to work out all the faets pertaining to
the ysarts operatien.

Jolnt costs were considered as those farm expenses that were
inourred only inm pert for the red ragpberry enterprise, and were
charged to the berries only in the proportien to the benefit received.
The investment in machinery and buildings used jointly was apportioned
aoccording to use.

Renters were treated as cwners and were sharged interest, texes,
and depreciation in lieu of rent, in order to make all farms amn-
able according to use.

labor records were teken by emumsrators by recording for esch
operation the farmer's estimste of the work done by himself, his fame
ily and by hired labore lost of the estimates were on am hour basis,
80 the wagze rates were also expressed on an hourly besis. Wage rates
for family labor were based on retes paid to hired labor for compare
able work.

In addition, each operator wes msked to apportion his tobtal
year's time among his enterprises. From this estimte for th; ragpe
berry enterprise, the motual time spent on direct work was deducted,
and the remainder was then entered as supervision and miscellaneous
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Contract labor expenditures were divided betwsen wages for men
labor end the rental walue of the machinery involvede.

Interest on investment was based on estimates of the w*nﬁk ine
vestment and inventory. Interest was charged at a rate of 5 percente
Interest on the value of land was set at L percent.

Deprecistion on buildings and equipment was obtained by dividing
the present dupruutod walue by the number of remaining years of uses
fulness. Depreciation of the stand of red raspberries was prorated
over ten orop yearse

Mechinery operation sosts were determined by compubting interest
end deprecistion on these items separately from deily operation ocosta.
Total machinery costs were obtained by adding the operating costs,
interest, and depreciation.

In this study several conolusions were drawn sbout the differene
ces in the cost of production. These factors were considered as ﬁﬁm
per acre, size of planting, differenmces in soil, irrigatien proced=
ures, variety of plants, insect and disease pests, oxcessive wind,
and life of the stand. The two to be considered here are yield as s
factor influencing cost of prmatian and the size of planting.

A table taken from the raspberry study shows tha* tho farms wers
divided by yield per acre into three classes: less than 4,000 pounds
per aore; 1,000 to 6,000 pounds per sore; and 6,000 pounds per sere.
It further shows that oosts per pound for preducing ranged from 1645

cemts per pound to 113 cents per pound, with an average of 12.9 cents
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per pounds
Table 10

RED RASPBERRIES (FOR PROCESSING)s

RELATION OF YIEID 70 costl
Yield Group Aversge  Nuber Cost (exoept harvest Total
Productien of Gost

per sers per pound

sents gents
Less than L,000§ 2,87, 12 $250 87 1645
1,000 = 6,000 4,537 16 2l6 Sely 12.6
6,000 = 7:959 10 3l Le3 11+3
A1)l Plantings L,708 38 $269 547 1249

Myom & study by Kuhlman end Mumford (26)

Correlation analysis of the fisld data from whieh these dats

wore summarized indicetes that yisld ascounts for about L1 percent

of the variation in the cost of prmmim among these farms, and

that 59 persent of the difference is atitributed to other factors.

3ee Figure G.

References made to size in the origimal anslysis were in terms

of area of planting and pre-harvest labor and equipment. 4z a com=

parison, data from the field schedules in the original study were

uged to determine the effect thet different size messurements would
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have on groupings of farms end on average sosts of production.

Table 11 shows the cost of production and the data by farm groups
agoording to size of planting. The study concludes that the swaller
planting groups, less than L sorss, had the highest cest of products
ion per pound.

Table 11

RED RASPERRRIBS (FOR FROCESSING): RELATION BEIWREN SIZE OF PLANTING
YIEID, LABCR AND EQUIPMENT COSTS AND TOTAL COST PER POUND.1

Planting Aversge Mumber  Fre-Harvest  Yield  Total

Groups Area of of lebor and per Cost
Plarting Farms Equipment Aore per
Aore per Acre Pound  Pound
less than L 207 10 $17h.00 L,0%0  1Le5
agres ‘
h‘ = 7.9 acres 540 11 183,00 5.918 122
8 = 11,9 acres 942 10 167400 Ly966 1246
12 or more 1740 7 15200 L0 134

An | 740 38 165000  L,705 129

lProm & study by Kuhlman end Mimford (26, ps12)e

Using the original field data the fnrm from this study were
regrouped on a total farm labor input basis axpmuaﬁ in terms of
production man work units (PMWU's}. Using this measure, farms
fall into different size olassifisstions from what they were in

on the aocreage basise .hs a standard, pard time ferms were thoso
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with 250 FuWU's or 1“3,6 soall farms ran from 251500, mediunm farms
from 501 to 800, and large farms 800 and over. See Table 12. Class~
ifying farme inte PMWU's shows the ferms with the least number of
PMWUts had the highest cost per pound per production, but the pre=
harvest and eguipment costs for these farms were not the highest.
This oan be attriluted to the fast that total yield in the cost class

is lower thean in the rest.

Table 12

SPRERRIES (FOR PROCESSING): RELATION BETWEEN PMWU*S YIEID,
L&B& &Eﬁ BQUIPMENT COSTS AND TOTAL COST PER POUND.

PURU Average Noe Pre-Harvest Yield  Total
Farm Group Ares of lebor per Cost per
of and ,
Planting Plantings Equipment Aere  Pound

less than = ‘

250 2 3 176 he233 b9
2150 b 7 198 5,383 13.0
501 - 800 by 10 43 5,152 12.5
801 = d 18 19 ka9 12
T 27 B 165 705 1249

b1ne three farms with less than 250 PM#U's are part time farms.
Classifying by PMAU's includes harvest labor for berries; this
raises totml PMWU's for all farms higher than normally would be
expected on these farms.
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When those same size measurements were tested by correlation
analysis, the results show that none of the sta#&ar& physical sigze
meansurensnts used has any significance with reference to chenges in
sost of éradaaﬁién¢ Ag 8 reost this formule was applied Lo three
size measurements, they ere: aores of planting, total farm acres,
and PMAUYs per totel farms The correletions indiemte that asores of
planting sceount for only 0.09 percent of the change in the cost of
producing & pound of red respberries. Using totel acres as the ine
dependent warisble, the linear correlation equetion indicates this
size feotar accounts for 0.15 percent of the changee ZThe labor ine
put expressed in PMWU's hes a coefficlent of determination of 1.7
perecent., This can be seen grephieally by sbudying the scatier dise-
gram of the cost of produchion of each observation in relation to

“the individual measurements of sizes As the compubstions show,
there is no distinet pattern in the obserwation; therefore, it can
be eoncluded thet there is litile ralatienship between size factors
and the differences in production costs. BSes Table 13

These date indicate that there is no significant relationship
between physical measurements of size and cost per pounde Cost per
pound differences are attribubed meinly te production. The three
part time farms with the highest cost of production (ses Table 12)
do not represent snough of the saméla to be significent; however, if
the part time farms and smell farms ere combined, they represent a
eombined produstion that is ebove average. This indisates differences

in cost are in pre~harvest lsbor and equipment costs that should be



axplored further in their reletion to size.

The reasons for differences in yields mre attributed by the
writers of the publication te differences in seils, irrigetion,
practioces and plant verieties. There is no indication that aiu} of
ferm, soreage of planting, or any other physieal size determinmnt

had an effect on the yield of berries per scrs.

Table 13

COEFFICIENT FOR REIATIONSHIP BETWEEN SIZE OF OPERATIONS AND COST
PER POUND OF PRODUCING RED RASPBERRIES POR FROCESSING

Cosfficiant Coefficient Constants
of of for ,
Correlation  Determination Regression
(r) =2) Yea + bX
| e Y
Pounds Per Acre - 60 4l %&? - #0027 .
Aeres for Planting - 2095 009 U8 - 068
Total Farm Acres «039 ; #0015 1347+ L0085
PAWU* g - 2133 L0176 1541 = 40009

Findings of this study are equally useful to farms of all sizes,
exoept for the varieties in ocosta among the different size olasses
&8 represented in the publieation. Most of the findings in the rasp-
berry publication are epplicable t6 smell as well as to large farms.
Differences in costs cannot be proved to be a Mtwim of size of buge

iness with the data used in this study.
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Pole Bean Study

The sampling method used in the study "Cost of Producing Pole
Beans in the Willamette Valley, Oregon™ by Davis and Mumford (3.5);
involved stratifyimg? the been plantings on an acreage bmsis. The
wrious phntingt were then pleced in categories based on size and
growing area. A ten percent sample was drawn from esch soreage slags~
ification.

The study was then made by having a trained enumerator visit te
ocbtain the needed 1n£amtiom The costs for this ‘study inoluded
cash costs end nom-cash expensess Smmsh costs included the bean
orops share of: depreciation on equipmenty bean yerd equipment and
buildings; an interest cherge of 5 percent on the value of the bean
yard equipment; other equipment and workstoek; an interest charge of
Ly percent of the value of land and buildingss the grower's estimeted
charge for his own time and that of his family spent directly on the
bean orop; end in overhead expense for the indireoct time spent by the
grower in the production of beans.

All rented land and buildings used in the production of beans
wore treated as if they were owned by the grower. By doing this,

renters are subjeot to the same resl estate charges as owners, but

Tstratification by acres in this study was from date cbtained from
bean processors based on tons. When enumerators visited growers,
acreage did not always confirm to that specified in ths grower's
eontraste A4 ten persent sample was taken of growers based on conbract
aoreage not on actual acres of pole beans.
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the aotuml rent is ineluded as & cash expense.

Three factors were showm in this study as being responsible for
the difference in cost of preduction, they were: (1) ‘uu:na per bean
yard, (2) the hours of labor used per sore exoluding picking, and (3)
tone of beans produced per aoree |

Baoh of these factors was concluded as having an influence on
costs; but it was noted that the importance of vwrxa factor cannot be
adequately messured without éamiéari:ﬁg the :pﬁhoz?sg mwn thres face
tors will be analyzed as to the effect each has on the cost of produce
tions |

The size of bean plantings as a factor affecting the cost of pro=
duetion is shown in Table 1L« This ttmd;y indienates that grmr& with
under 5 aores had the highest cost per ton, which was $117.805 while
the lowest cost was in the 10 to 15 sere group, with a cost of $99.30.
Per ton, the largest acreage group does not have the lowest costs
Part of this is attrituted by the authors to the produotiveness of the
lande The meotion of this study which groups these farms into classi~
fications based on tomnage produced per acre (Table 14) also will show
that size of planting does not affect cost as the high and low cost
producers have about the same soreages.

As & ocomparative measure, the bean farms were grouped by using
PMWU's based on the total farm business. Teble 15 shows that the
smallest farms by this measurement did not have the highest cost, bub
the next smallest sategory of 251.500 PMWU'g, had the highest tetal

cost of production.



Table 1l

COST OF PRODUCING POLE BEANS AS AFFECTED BY ACRES OF BEANS PER
GROWER, WILIAMETTE VALIEY, OREGON, 1961

8ize of Average Number Total Yield labor Cost
Been Yard Size of Cost per  (Bxoluding Pioking)
{Acres) Aores Growers per Acre  Per Asre  Fer Ton
Ten Tons

Farms

Undsr 5 340 19 117480 Tk 28480 - | 28,60

5 te 10 Acres 6.5 20 107.50  B.1 25170 30490
10 to 15 Aores 1l 19 99.% 8.8 214400 2l020
15 Aores - B 9 10540 69 18400 26450

28 &
% %

a8 %

n %

100 %

Irron & Study by Davis end Mmford (13, pe2l)

L



Table 15

COSTS OF PRODUCING POLE BEANS AS AFFECTED BY FPH
VALLEY, OREGON

WU'S ON TOTAL FARM, WILLAMETTR

Size of Average  Number Total YTield labor Costs Fercentage
Bean Sise of Cost per (Exoluding Pioking) of
Farm Acres Growers per Aore Por Aore Per Ton Faras

- Ton Tons

less than 250 2.0 L $120.16 8.1 m.?s‘_ ‘ ‘58“?&7: 6%
251-500 T 9 ; 123.;2 649 269;63 36413 W%
501800 5.6 17 110.28 7.6 255.27  2A3 25 %

All Growers 93 67 104460 749 217430 210 10%

&l
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Part of the difference between orop scres of beans and PMWU'g
is attribuyted to the ssmple size. As in the case of acreages, 2B
percent of the study falls inte the smallest class of five acres or
less; in the PMWU study, only 6 percent falls i:a the lowest oategory.

Using the simple linear correlation figures omloulated for these
two phases of this study, the results signify that only 5.6 peroent
(Figure 9) of the difference im the cost per ton can be attributed to
size of bean plantings and 7.6 percent of this cost difference oan be
attriluted to size measured by total farm PMWU's (Pigure 10).

The next point which was considered as a2 contributing factor te
the difference in sost of production of beans is that of the pra-
barvest labore. Tables 1 end 15 show the comparison of these figures
by acreage and by PiU's. Where acreage of planting is the msasure,
the small farms run the highest in labor costy but the largest farms
are not the lowest in cost of labor. Where PMHU's are used as 8
moasure of size, the costes run from low to high direstly socording
te size of farm, with the smallest farm having the highest labor cest.
In analyzing these faote, two sonsiderations must be kept in mind,
these are; (1) that indirect time spent by the grower and his family
is charged as sn overhesd non-cash expense against the beans, and (2)
that operator and femily laber is arbitrarily charged at o fixed price
throughout the study without regard to resl value or value for niter-
native usee.

The finsl consideration in this study is that of tons of beans
produced per scre. The following Table (16) shows the cost of
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producing pole beans as affected by yield of beans per aocres The
yield of beans per scre was shown as one of the most important facts
affecting ocosts High yields were associated with low costs per ten,
and low ylelds with high sostse.

Table 16

€087S OF PRODUCING POLE BEANS AS AFFECTED BY YIEID OF BEANS PER ACRE
WILLAMETTE VALLEY, OREGON, 19h6

Bean Yields  Average  Total  Average  Fuwber  FPercemt

per Aere Yield Cost 8ige of of - of
Tons per  Bean Yard Growers Growers
Ton Aores of Total
Under l; Tons 3y 162410 l1o8 L 6%
L to 6 Tons 543 113.90 11.8 10 15 %
6 to B Tons 742 107.10 112 21 31 %
8 to 10 Tous 88 101,20 8.2 13 20 %
10 to 12 Toms 1046 99,70 8.5 15 2%

12 Tons snd ever 12,8 88470 Lo L 6%

Using the linear correlation methed with the preduction per
asre of beans as the independent faotor, and the dost per ton as
the dependent fwtar; yield per scre of beans will aecount for Lib
perecent of the differences in produotion costs. See Figure 1l.

As en indication of the extent that sisze of aperation or futul
farm size has on the cost of produsing a tom of poie beans, a table
was constructed to show the size determinent, the cosfficient of
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correlation, the soefficient of determination, anmd the constants for

regression.

Teble 17

COEFFICIENT FOR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHYSICAL SIZE OF OPERATION
AND COST PER TON OF PRODUCING POLE BEANS

Size Cooffisimmt  Coeffiofent Constsat for

Determinant of of Regression
Correlation Determination Y5 8 + dX
(r) ) 'y o
Tons per | ' ,
Aecre - +680 o£$6 o 166.98 métm
Aores per | o
thing , 237 '956 1130&-3 0558
Total Farm | el o e
Acres .18 032 - 113,38 »0053

PMWD' 5 .21 076 120.8h 008l

The Poultry Study -

The nature of the ’!mhili ﬁmnty Poultry Magmnt Study (6) '
is aifferent fram the other m studies that have been disoussed.
This study was conducted by using nine selected cooperators, who kept
resords for ome yesr, under the méem:sian u! the County &gm‘kﬁ

The cooperators participating im this study had flooks which
produced above the state average, and all were from about the smme
locelity. Designing the study in this mamner simplified the analysis
68 cholos of markets, prices of faed used, prices of ocull products,
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hired labor costs, weather oonditions, and other costs were relatively
oasy 1o ocompares. Sush a comparison can be ussd by the individual
operator under similar conditions to modify his own prastices and
inorease his income.

Costs oharged to the poultry were only those costs asctually
acarued by the poultrys Actual labor put inte the cnmpri#a e
taken from the records so there was no ¢aloulated factor which had
to be divided ameng entsrprises. The cost of raising replacements
was charged to the laying flock to attempt to get the entire cest
picture.

Inberest was oaloulated at e fixed rate of 5 percent of the
average mlue of the laying fleck at the begimning and end of the
yeare Depreciation on buildings end squipment wes taken from the
farper's recordse. _

' fhe mein differences in costs of producing eggs in the poultry
study are attributed to: (1) the size of flock, (2) the amount of
feod used, and (3) the emount of labor expended. ‘

The sise of floock averaged 792 lsyers per operater for the yesr
studied. The range in flook sizes were frem 1436 laying hens te
26 laying hens. See Table 18. The sisze of flock was not given as
s foubur Ly the autheors as influemcing the expenses per bird. Sise
of flook was indicated as a factor when coupled with labor.

When the simple regression correlation amalysis was computed
with size as an inﬁepem!ént fastor, and expenses per hen as the

dependent faotor, the results of the computation express that size
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of flock mocounts for only .13 percent of the differences in expenses
between flocks. BSee Figure 13.

Teble 18
TOTAL EXPENSE PEE AH&) F&Q?QES mmm AB BCTING COSYS

Flock  Number  Eggs Pounds Pounds lebor Total
No. of per of Feed of Feed per Expenses
Hens Hom used Required Hen per Hen
per Hen per Hen  Hours Dollars

w36 261 186 133 2,00  11.06

1
2 5% 242 1k 117 2.33 8439
3 ére 23 Lo 178 Lehé 9402
L 8o 237 161 e 1.20 9468

5 n32 29 o 105 125 832
6 9% 20 126 107 LT3 7.0
7 &6 235 W5 123 sh2 1177
8 2L 252 117 ] k09 10.03
9 610 237 1k 115 2di7 10.02

Al 792 2 o 119 2.22 Qe

1faken from e study by Becker end Neely (6, p.7)

The results of the linear ocorrelation smalysis between amount
of feod used and its influence on the teotel expenses per hen shows
that the pounds feed used affeots the differences in expsnses aboub

£9.5 percent. Bee Figure 1.
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An average of 2.2 hours of man labor per bird was reguired for
21l flocks in the poultry studye The range was from 1.2 hourse per
bird to Liel hours per bird. lebor used was olassified by the authors
a8 being the second high item in the cost of producing eggs. Ne
breakdown of operations was made im an attempt ¢o analyso where laber
was expensive, but size of flock was listed ss an indicatien as te
the efficiency of labers Sise of flock nlone wes not a faoter, as
shown earlier in this Chepter, tut it may heve had an effect on the
use of labors In this study the operator with the smmllest flook
reduced the size of his floeck during the record taking year withous
reducing the size of the rest of his fixed plant. As & result of
this reduction in flock size, the same lsbor was reduired for the
smaller flock et the end of the year as was needed for the larger
flock at the beginning of the year.

Iebor used when tested statistically by the linear coeffiolent
mothod hed & coefficient of determinatiem of 27.7 percente This
indioates that there is some correlation between amount of labor used
and the differences in costs per hen in the production of eggs in the
pertioular area studieds See Figure 15. |

The summation of this analysis would show that size of flock as
an independent variable has little effect on differences im the cost
of production; feed used iz an important factor in costs, and laber
also influences differences in costs. Ses Table 19.

Velid conclucions may be drawn regarding the snalysis of these

three studies. It bus bDeen demonstrated that if the influence of
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physical size has an effect on the cost of production, other factors
not speecifically a funmotion of sise must be controlled.

Table 19

COEFFICIENT FOR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SIZE OF OPERATION AND 1@@8’1
PER IN PRODUCING EGCS IN YAMHILL COUNTY, ORIZGON

Size Coofficient CoePlfioient Conntent
Determinant of of for
' Correlation Mmi?tiea Regression
() (r2) Ys a + bX
~ a b
Humber of :
Eens - 40357 0013 (.13%) 9468 - #0001l
Amcunt of o : N ,
Feed Used «5hh 295 (29.5%) 1188 «033
labor per

Hen 526 211 (27.7%) 7495 72

1From & study by Beoker and Neely (6)

Analysis of the red naﬁhem study shows the size as steated in
the publieation is not & feobor influemecing differences in eost of
production among the farms im the ssmple. Further tests show that
other physical determinants of sisze do not influence cost differences.
References mede to size are not correct because of these reasons.
Sampling methods used did not inolude size factors when the sample
farms were selsoted, but references were made to size after the data
were collected. These points lemd to the conolusion that wrong

decisions would be made by farwers using this publieation because
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results of chence differsnces in yields méa related to size faotors.

Size of ferm business in the pole bean study hed a small effect
on cost of production; however, these effects are slight. ?Ml&i
are the influeneing factor in this study, end like the raspberry study
the influence of this factor overshadowed many factors of mavagement
that influence differences in ocosta.

The date in these two studies, bscause of relationship they
attridbute to size ere not adequate for the small snd part time farmer
in making his farm organisetion plans.

In the poultry study the farms studied hsd similer egg yields
and size ranges were not extreme. Size of flock was not considered
e fastor in this study, and tests proved it was not a feotor by ite
self. With variations in produotion end size held constant im this
manner, other messures of success were further studied and conmslusions
regarding menegement were drawn that are spplicable to other egg

producers.
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CHAPTER VII
'SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A large percent of Oregon's farms do not provide incomes
edequate to support a familye Some of these are merely rursl}
residences. Others are ogamted by individuals mttempting to earn
their entire income from fa.rming

The U.Se Census of Agriculture listed 5h,LL2 farms in Orsgon in
1%Le Of these, 32,138 or 57 percent were classed as commercial
farmse Of the commercial farms 8,677 or 27 percent had gross incomes
from the sale of sgrioultural products of less than $2,500 per yenr.
Another 8,640 or 6 percent of the total farms inm Oregon were classed
88 part time farms with $1,199 to $250 gross income from ssles of ag=
riculturel producte. Those farms with from $150 to $2L9 total value
of farm products produced for sale or home use in 1954 were classed
as residentiale This group included 13,613 or 25 percent of the total
farms. '

This study is concerned with those commercial farms that may be
ealled small farms because they do not provide an income adequate to
support a family, and the part time farms. More spscifically, the
study deals with those farmers in these two groups uh@,rely on agrie
sulture as a major source of income rather than nmerely having a farm
s & place to live.

The primery question to be examined in this study is whether
farm management data presently available to field men working with
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farmers are adequate to assist these low imome- and part time farmersg
to increase their incoms from sgricultures

This question required first a definition of the low incems farms
te be considered, and second their location within the state. Anale
ysis of current thinking on farm size leads to the conmelusion that mo
single measure by itself will give an adequate measurement of the size
of the ferm business. Several sizve determinants ineluding one frem
each of the three classifications based on fixed plant, inputs and
outputs must be combined to mesmsure realistically the true size of
the farm business.

A measure of output, gross farm income, is used to define the
specific group of farms to be studied. Census deta on distribution
of farms by gross incoms are used to Getermine size classes and me
bers of farms by ecomomic classe Commercial ferms with gross incomes
of less than $2,500 in 195l are defined as small farmse

These small farms plus the part time farms are located by counmty -
ascording to the Census data and within counties by date obtained in
& survey of County Agrioultural Extension Agents, Farmers Home Admine
istration County Supervisors, and Soil Conservation ﬂarvléa Work Unit
Conservationists. Those counties having over 25 perocent of their
total farms falling into the emall or part time al&sa are selected
for detailed consideration as critiocal asreas. The counties selected
for study on this basis arer Benton, Baker, Clackeamas, Clatsop,
Columbia, Coos, Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson, Josephine,

Klamath, lake, lane, lincoln, Linn, Marion, Multnomeh, Polk, Unien,
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| Umetilla, Wallowa, Wasoco, Washington, end Yamhille Smll commercial
farms and pm-t tims farms sre olustered in the mors heavily populated
areas of the counties, particularly in the Willamette Valley counties.
In southern end esstern regions they were gemerally located in irrie
gated arems, in the oocastal regions these farms were found scatbered
over the emtire county. On e statewids basis these problem farms are
not located by definite commmities, tut are in all instences dise
persed among the more profitable farm businesses. This leads to the
conclusion that locetien is not a primery factor in the status of the
low income farmse

A mailed questionnmire from County Agriculturel Agents in the
oritical counties was used to determine ﬁao problems snd charscter=
istios that cause farms to fall into the low incoms classes.

lack of suffigient moreage to carry on types of farming generw
ally precticed in the community, or to best suit the manegerial abile
ity of the aperstor, is considered by the ﬂmm?:y Agents to be one of
the major problems. These acreage aharhgeav are believed o be re«
sent on 78 percent of the low inaome fnrms§ Opportunities for allevw
iating these aaoreage problems by exps

nding are lecking in many areas
becauss of the present price of land, land not available for agricule
ture, or inability to develop land presently owned.

The lack of amoreage oouplsd with limited opportunities to expand
indicate that the basie problem of acreege lies in the inability of
these low income farms to intensify. This may be attriduted to a

shortege of information on ferm planning end on information aveilable



oconcerning adaptable alternative enterpriszes.

Soils problems are present on a large percentege of the low
income farms. Ieck of manegement thet is comparable to that carried
en in t;hai- ?e@mmity is gonsidered to be present on 27 pwwxit_of
these farms. Soils resource problems such as fertility or drainage
ere present on 142 percent of the small and part time farms according
to ﬁie agents questiocned.

labor problems are alasaifisd by the aurwy‘u being: improper
usé of available labor, imability of pert time farmers to integrate
farm labor with their outside job, and lack of outside labor to mssist
in pesk sessons. At least one of these problems is estimated to be
present on 3% percent of the low income farmse ’

OQutside jobs of some nature are available tm 80 percent of these
farmers to be considered as an alternstive to some of the farm enterw
prisess The other 20 percent must reiy entirely on income from the
farm business. -

ﬁaﬁiiml and credit problems are evidont on over half of the farms.
leck of oredit or inability to borrow is a bigger factor than is the
failure of the operator to put available funds into the farm businesss
The two main reamsons for oredit problems aret (1) operators are poor
risks because of exeosn.’f,w debts already scerued, and (2) insuffiecient
collateral to back up a loan of sufficient size. This problem iz one
of policyy howsvor, a good reorgenization plan, based on long renge
operations would help to lessen this situation on many of these farms.

Marketing of products is considered a problem in areas away from



%

population oenters; however, grading problems were found in most
gountiess Buyers lack of interest in bidding on small lots is alse
8 problem that needs much consideration.

High texes are listed as a contributing factor to the low income
status of smsll end part time farms only in aress thet border om ure
ban or high population centers. Agents from other sections classed
insquitable agsessment as & greater factor tan high }ux rates for
agrioultural land. |

The persons questioned are not too aware of all the aspeots of
certein problems desling with farm machinery as very little has beem
done in the way of data or record keeping on this subjects The faot
that 8Y percent of the small and part time farms do have a machinery
problem of some type indicates the need for more data in this field.

Organizetional problems, particularly im the proper selection of
enterprises, is congidered & problem on about 15 percent of the small
and Jow incoms farms. It can be noted, however, that most of the
factors contributing to the low insome status of the small and part
time farms fall in the field of organizetion end menagement. In
order to overcomes thess problems, the farm orgnniukim‘ia ite :_an‘-
tirety must be oconsidered in tiza plamning or reorganisetion to ri;in
the income of these farms. | ‘ -

County Extension Agents sre divided on their views concerning
separate progrems for the smmll or part time farmers Those with the
biggest problems gemerally felt that a special program should be
adopted for the farms. It is noted that agents meving programs for
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small and pert tims farms recognized the xifeed" for separate programs
in their counties and were more aware of the problems invelved in re-
organizing these fermse Several agents show indifference to the low
inoome fsrm problem snd indicated that there is no solution exoept
for the operators to leave agriculture entirelys Other agents with
fewer ferms in their counties, or a lesser magnitude of the Jow income
farm problem, stete that a seperete program is not neededs

Seventy-one percent of the persons interviewed stated that prew
gent farm menagement informetion is inadequate to meet these farmers
needs. lore management dafa are needed to help operators to reorganw
ize their operations and generally raise their income statuss In
most cases it 1s not possible for these farmers to expand acreage, 50
additional data laaéing to grester intensification in enterprises
adaptable to local communities should be provideds Gtudies indicate
ing costs and returns on local enterprises as they are adapted to
various sizes of farm businesses should be mades Such studies must ,
be conducted in all regions so fermers operating under different olie
mates, topographic and esonomic conditions have information relating
to their loocal situationse Orgenizetional information imvolving the
entire farm would be of great value to these fﬁrm&rm

Additional date are needed in the fisld of farm machinerye
Recommendaticns as to size of equipment for verious size of farm
businesses are not availscle. Cest data on used equipment as an
alternative to the purchase of new equipment are I&QMQ Information

as to alternatives of custom work to owning equipment should be
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studieds Recommendstions, suggestions, plens, and agreements for
partnerships and equipment pools would be helpful to these farmers
in making decisions for their farm businessess

Other fields needing additionel research are in the altermative
merke ting opportunities of small lots for various sections of the |
state as well as studies on grading end hendling of oertein speciale
ized produce sdaptable to these farms. |

The results of the amalysis of the selssted farm management
studies show that the ﬁfaﬁiﬁiml cost u*budy is most épplia#hl@ to
farms having conditions similar to the "average farm" computed by
the :tudy-‘ The snalysis brings oub thet selecting ferms by seres of
planting in the Red Raspberry study and the Pole Bean study did net
acoount fer 2ll m? the variables so that conclusions relating size
of planting end cost were not entirely valids The detm in these
bulletins mey be usable to small end part time operstors when hﬁdﬁ
goting individual enterprises, bub the average of all farms in the
study should be used and mi: the figures olassified mecording te
size of enterprisess This is shown by the simple limnr mmzmién
~analysis which indicated that differences in yields per scre ex~
plained over L0 percent of the differences in cost. Yields apper=
ently were not si@it&ambly lower on the smaller plantings. The
same method pointed out that physical gize measures were not fectors
influencing differencea in production costs per unit.

In the Poultry Menagement study analyeed, the farms selected

were from the same commnity and had a narrow renge in production
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per hen. This study indicated thet within the range of sveragse size
of flocks of 28 to 11436, size of enterprise was not a limiting facw
tor except in its influence on labor. This study was able to point
out the influsnce of specific mensgement practices on costs more reade=
ily than did the other two studies because it was designed to analyse
manegement snd determine cost of production on a group of farms with
less varistion than the enmtire industrye. A study of this ty;;e is
usable in planning on these problem farms partioularly in communities
with similar conditions to the one where the study wes mades
Conclusions drawn from the enalysis of these studies are: (1)
Physlcal size of ferm or emterprise is not a factor by itself thet ine
fluences differences in costs of production per unity (2) Yields influ=
ence coét of production, but tests used in this study did not sstabm
1ish whether size of business affected yield; (3) Studies covering teec
lerge a population have too many minbles whose influence oannot be
determineds This leads to wrong aonelﬁs‘iénk about size as an influenc-
ing factor on ocost nf‘ production; (i) Studies to determine average cost
of production for all producers of a commodity within the state provide
useful informations However, they are not likely to be able to denl
with management zmaet:ieaﬁ i&; suffisient detail to make them the meosd
fruitful way of gsthering the data needed for plnxmmg purposes on
small end part time farme; (5) To provide the data requested by field
men sctively working with farmers, studies need to be oriented not to=
ward & specific item, such as cost of production, but toward the entire

farm business and the provision of information needed by menagement
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for the decisioms required in the organizetion and operation of a

farm businegs.
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE

The following is s questiomnsire to determine the scope, losa=
tion, and some of the individual problems of low income farms in
the states The purpose of the questionnaire is 4o try and define
the low income farm and to determine areas for researsh in the field
of farm mansgement whioh will offer better data than is now aveile
able in mssisting the farms to increase their inocome. This study is
principally concerned with the low income commercial farm, and those
part time farms whose primary interest is in agrioulture rather then
in their offwfarm works

Tabulated data will be available on this study as soon as all
oounties have replied.

1+« BKName of County or ares

2+ Vhat is the extemt of the smell farm problem in your County
or area?

8+ Are they losated in definite areas of the county or
area? (yes) (no) If they are, please indicate location
by & sketoh or map or a list of communities.

be Are they scattered among larger more profitable farms?
(yes) (no)

¢+ What type of farms are these low income fqmg? (general
farms), (dniry), (livestoek), (cash orops), (specielty
orop), (other), specify , ‘

3+ The following is a list of some of the factors contributing
to low inoomes on farmse Flemse check these items that
apply to the farms in your ares, and indicete the approxie
mate percentage of low income farms in the area, for each
fastors This is to determine the main or comtributing faow
tor to the low income status of farmae

8. Aocreage
(1) lack of sufficient orop acres

{2) To carry on t{po of farming adaptable in commne
1ty (yee) (o) %
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(b) For enterprise sdaptable to mamagerial ability
(yes) (no, ) %
(2) Alternatives for expanding acreage

{2) lacking becsuse price of surrounding land is too
high for agriculture use %

(b) Unable to purchase or rent because of other

ressons (spocii‘y) - , ’
bse Soil
(1) soil tut poorly memaged - " %
(2) Poor land adaptebility | . B
(a) Low lovel of fertility ‘ s 5
(b) Dreinsge problem | ; s %
() Shellow soil &
(@) Irrigation or water problem __ s 5
{e) site (slope, ete.) . . %
(£) structure of sodl ___ - — s &
(g) Other soil problems ; RS %

e Organization

(1) ¥rong um;inatien of enterprises

(2) Impreper selection of enterprises to £it im with
those best adapted for the ares ’ »

{(3) Improper selestion of enterprises to best fir mena~
gerial ability ; s %

(4) Other problems of organiszation

de Capital or credit
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(1) Unable to get proper credit " K

(2) Failure to put oapitel beck inmto the ferm business
¥ .

(3) Other

es Effeative use of labor

(1) Doesn't use own and family labor efficiently

%
(2) Pired labor not aveileble when needed %
(3) Alternatives for off farm work (are), (are net) availe
able.
{4) Other labor preblems
s &
fa+ Marketing problems
(1) Too far from market ereas , s %
(2) Poor greding of products ; s %
(3) Imck of competitive bidding by buyers er lack of
merketing alterastive ' %
(L) Buyers not interested in smll lots from small
farms s %
(5) Price variations | o . %

ge Taxes (is tax bese out of proportion to urban taxes,
industrial texes, taxes on timber lamd?) __

How effective is the use of farm mechinery?

as Too much machinery for size of enterprise

be Using or purchasing new mschinery when good used msch=
inery would do the job .
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o+« Yo opportunity for mﬁhinary pools with other farmers

L 3

d¢ HNo opportunity for purchssing good used machinery .

e+ Are machinery pools used in some cases? _How?

£+ Enterprise combined in sueh a manmer that s comsiderable
inventory of meohinpery is required apd idle a large share
of the time R

ge I there sn alternative to owning machinery by having
work custom done ?

he If custom work is aveilable is it
(1) Awailable when needed? (yes) (no)

(2) Priced at & rate favorable as sn alternative to
owning? (yea) (no)

ie Other comments on machinery

Je Do you feel research needed im this area concerning ferm
machinery? (yes) (no)

Is present farm msnagement data from the experiment station

adequate for you to use in amsisting the small or low income

farmer? (yes) (ne)

s How could these studies be conducted to be of more praee
tical use to you in helping farmers?

be ¥hat additional data do you need in farm maragement
studies?

Has your offioe kept eny records or made . studies in re~
gards to farm management problems? (yu)uae) Explaim

Do you have a separate progrsm for small farms? (yes) (ne)

Do you fesl n separate program for small farms is desirable?
(yes) (po) Explains
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ESTIMATED AVERACE ¥UMBER OF DAYS OF MAN LABOR REQUIRED ANNUALLY BY
FARM ENTERPRISES IN THE WILLAMETTE VALIEY (5)

TEem T PiRIYs per
head or aore
Livestook ,

Dairy cows 10,0
Dairy heifers (or steers) , 143
Sheep | 45
Lembs 2
Beef, cow and calf ‘ 340
S8ows & litters to weaning 30
Hogs, weaning to market age , 5
Chickens (layers) ‘ 2
Chioks (pullets .

Turkeys (layers &b
Turkeys (market) , ol

Field Crops ‘ .
Alfalfe hay ‘ 2.3
Clover hay 1.0
Votoh & Omts hay Lody
Corn 242
Vheat ' "
Oats b
ﬁarley b
Austrian winter field peas 7
Clover seed 1.0
Commen ryegrass seed ]
Common vetch seed «7
Heiry veteh seed 9
Highland Bent grass +3
Perennial ryeprass gsed o3
Alta fesoue seed 5
Chewings fescue seed 5
Flax seed _ ‘ 240
Flax fiber Bel
- Susculent srops

Corn silage Be7
Vetoh silage 24

Iedino clover, irrigeted pasture 1.2
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.-
 Item T  PHWUYs per
head or aore
Cannery Vegetables* :
Corn L0
Boets 10.0
Carrots 1.0
Tomntess - 19.0
Snsp (pole) beans - B240
Other Gmiw* L
Hops L240
Potatoes 640
Fats* ‘
Filberts 9:@
Walnuts 8.0
Tres Fruits+
Apples 300
Cherries (for processing) 32,0
Peaches %0.0
Poars , ﬁ;oﬁ
Prunes {Por processing) 12.0
S8mall Fruits* ‘
Boyeenberry 4o«
Logenberry 35.0
Raspberry (blmkmpa) 20.0
Red raspberry 5840
Strawberry Liw
Eetablishing New Planting
Hops (1 year period) 1740
Filberts (5 year period) 19,0
Walnuts (11 year perioed) 20.0
Boysenberry 1640
Logtmhnr 12.0
Raspberry (blackesps) 640
Red raspberry 12,0
Strawberry 1540
Alta fesoue :E
Chewings fesoue »l
Perennial ryegress o3

* Cortain orops not normslly done by operator himself.





