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INTRODUCTION

In recent years much has been written and said concerning the economic
status of Negroes in the South Atlantic States. The conclusions of sach
diascussions have often been conflicting and based upon insufficient infor-
mations This study represents an attempt to obtain detailed factual
information as to the amount, sources and utilization of cash income of
Negro families in a selected county in North Carolina, as a basis for
analyzing the economic status and needs of Negro farm owneré and tenants
in this region, and suggesting adjustments which may be made in the inter-
ests of improved living standards.

The county selected for the survey, Vance County, is one in which the
writer lived for a period of five years, serving as a teacher of vocational
agriculture at Henderson Institute, the local county school for Negroes.

It was during this period that the writer became interested in the economic
welfare of Negroes in this area, which prompted him to attempt this study.
" The primary data for this study were obtained by the use of question=
naires®, which were taken directly at the farm homes, in order to procure
the desired information. Data for twenty of the 88 famms in the study
were secured by the writer, while data for the remaining 68 were secured
by two agricultural workers in the county, who were practically as familiar
with the county as the writer. The data collected on these questionnaires
were procured from such sources as farm records, ledgers, commercial

accounts, receipts, daily record sheets, bills, and by estimates. Errors

have been greatly minimized due to the care of the two field assistants,

*Appendix,
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The secondary data were secured from the following sourcess
l. Bureau of Census, Washington, D. C.
2. Department of Commerce, Washington, D. C.
de North Caroliﬁa Township Farm Census, 1936,
4., Studies of Southern Agricultural Experiment Stations.®
5. County Agricultural Extension Program=-Reports.®**

6. Booklet, Buck, John E., "Vance County, 1881-1931."

Purpose and Scope of Study. The primary purposes of this study are to

determine the sources and utilization of cash income of Negro farmers in
Vance County, North Carolina, and to arouse interest in the keeping of
better farm and household records.
The scope of the study includess

1. A description of the county and farms studied.

2, Cash income from farm and non-farm sources.

3. Utilization of cash income and saving practices,

4. Analyais of cash income and expenditures on the basis of tenure.

5, The effects of size of farms, education, composition of family,

and number of adult workers on cash income and expenditures.

Terminology. In order to avoid possible misunderstanding, some of the terms
employed in this study are defined as followss

l. Gross cash income includes cash receipts obtained from both

farm and non-=farm sources.

*Includes studies from Kentucky, Alabama, Virginia, South Carolina and
North Carolina.

s*Includes program=-reports from the files of H. E. Webb, County Agent,
Vance County, North Carolina, 1936.
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4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12,

Se

Net cash income includes that money which remains after
subtracting from gross income farm expenses incurred in pro-
ducing the income, and represents what is available for family
living, improvements and savings,

Farm expenses includes expenditures incurred in crops, live-
stock, feed, labor, taxes, cash rent, crop rent, interest,
machinery and farm improvementse.

Family expenditures iﬁcludes cash spent for home repairs, food,
clothing, fuel and general living costs. |
Investments includes money used for building new homes, persomal
insurance and taxes on otler property.

Apparent savings includes the cash which remains after sub-
tracting farm, family and investment expenditures from the
gross oash income, This sum also includes money held in
saving accounts. .

Personal taxes includes poll taxes.

Personal insurance includes sick benefits, life and endowment
policies.

Farm=-Owner Operator means a landlord who operates his own land
whether it is mortgaged or not.

Cash-Renter Operator is a tenant who pays a specific cash
amount for the lands he cultivates.

Cropper=Operator is a tenant who farms on two-thirds cash
share basis,

Tenants include both stralght~croppers and cash renters.
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Review of Similar Studies. The following studies have been reviewed in the

preparation of this studys

1.

2.

Se

4.

S,

6.

A study of Organization and Management of Farms in Grayson County,
Virginia, 1931.

An Economie Study of Ssumter County, South Carolina, 1933.
Economi¢ Status of Tenure Groups in Tallapoasa and Chambers
Counties in Alabama, 1935,

Cost of Living and Population Trends in Laurel County, Kentucky,
1930,

Living Conditions Among White Land=-Owners in Wake County, North

Carolina, 1926,

Farm Income and Taxation in North Carolina, 1929,

The studies listed above cover different size samples in the particular

counties named in the various states with the exception of the study con=-

ducted by the State Tax Commission of North Carolina which included a se=

lected group of 25 counties in the state. The procedure used in collecting

the data in these studies was somewhat similar to that used in this study.

None of the studies reviewed atteumpted to analyze the sources of all cash

incone and the clasaified expenditures far both farm and fanily living.

Another factor which may be mentioned is that only one of these studies

made an attempt to 1m1ud; Negroes, that one being, the Alabama study.



I, DuSCRIPTION OF VAINCE COUNTY

Historye Vance County wus created by the General Assembly of North Caro-
lina* on Llarch 5, 1881, and was named for Zebulon B. Vance, who wes
Governor at thet time.

Considerable opposition was incurred during the struggle for the new
county, ler_ely due to the fuct that the county was to be comprised of
certain portions of the three edjoinin,; counties, Granville, franklin and
Warren (Fizure 1). The county as orgunized at that tine was desicned to
be Republican s a result of existiny conflicts cetween a laurge nwuver of
Republicans living near Henderson, and Democrats, who were livins in other
sections of thie three counties. Both White and Nesro Republicans fought
desperately for the creation of tnis new county. The favoravle relations
existing between the races is siiown vy the fact thet tlie late Dr. Plwmer
Cheatham, a MNe:ro, was Re:;ister of Deeds in Vaace County for more then

twenty years.

Location and Tonographye Vunce County is a northern border county of North

Carolina (Fizure 2). It is bounded on the north by the state of Virginia,
on the south by Frunklin County, on the east by Warren County and on the
west by Grunville County. The county lies in the Piedmont Region which
extends between the Blue Ridie liountains end the Coastal Plain Region.

The tonography of the land ran _es from nearly level to rolling, hilly

and broken, with many isolated renges of hills in the vicinity of 1its lower

*A more detailed historicel description of the county is given in a Ubooklet,
The History of Vance County from 1821 to 1931, by John 3. Buck, Henderson,
North Carolina,
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8.

streams, The northern portion of the county is drained by numerous small
creeks flowing into the Roanoke River, while the southern portion is drained

by the Tar River.

Climate, The area has a mild climate. The average date of the last killing
frost is usually about the tenth of April and the first killing frost about
the twenty-fifth of October*. This gives the county approximately 200
growing days, which makes it suitable for a diversified agricultwral pro-
duction. The average annual rainfall of about 48,5 inches is usually well
distributed throughout the entire year. This heavy rainfall has caused ocon-
siderable so0il erosion and consequently affected the cash imcome of farmers

as a portion of the land previously cultivated has become unfit for crop use.

Soils. Since Vance County lies within the Piedmont Region of the state, its
upland soils were formed from weathering and the decomposition of underlying
rocks. According to a soil survey** these rocks varied widely in chemical
and physical composition. The resulting soils (Figure 3) which vary con=-
siderably in texture, color, and structure, are grouped into the following
series: (1) Cecil, (2) Durham, (3) Appling, (4) Davidson, (5) Iredell,
(6) Wilkes, (7) Georgeville and (8) Alamance. In addition to these upland
soils, there are three types of lowland or alluvial soils known as, Roanoke,
Congaree, and Meadow,

These 80il types make Vance County a suitable area for production of

the food, feed, and cash crops commonly produced in the county.***

*Beattie, J. H., "The Farm Garden®, U. S. Department of Agriculture, Farmers'

Bulletin 1673, pp. 13-18.

**For a more detailed study of soils in Vance County, see "Soil Types in
N. C%? prepared by Dr. Carl Williams, Soils Department, N. C. State College,
Raleigh, North Carolina.

ssspgricultural Extension Staff, "Agricultural Program For N. C."™, Extension
Circular, No. 208, February 1936, pp. 71=72,



10,

The Cecil loams and clays are adapted for general farming, the Alamanace

.- |
clays such as |

in, cotton,

crops are
prlies are

y one-fourth

using 74.2
al land area.

extremely

ircent , dai

Iclassified.







10,

The Cecil loams und clays are edapted for general farming, the Alamanace
geries for tobacco end truck crops, and the heavier loams and clays such as
Wilkes, Durham, Iredeli, and Davidson are best adapted for grain, cotton,

and hay cropse

Crops and Livestock Production. The most commonly grown cash crops are

tobacco and cotton, while the most important.crops for home supplies are
corn, oats, wheat, hay and potatoess Crop land occupies nearly one=fourth
of the totul area of the counfy, with corn, cotton and tobacco using 74.2
percent of the crop land, and 17.8 percent of the county's total land area.
The average production per acre on most farms in the county is extremely
low. (Tavle 1). The production is higher on those farms which have engaged
in the asricultural planning programs of extension and vocational workers.

Livestock production is of minor significunces. However, work-=stock
including horses and mules is of considerable importance because they are
almost the only source of furm power used in the cultivation of cropse The
low nunber of only 1.2 horses or mules per farmm is due largely to the fact
thut the average farm contains only fifty=five acres of which about fifty
per cent 1s cultivated,

The nunber of food snimels is insufficisnt for & balanced live=at=home
program a8 the average per fam wass hoss, l.4; chickens, 10,93 cows, 2.8;

and sheep only 0.08,

Type and Size of Farms. The 1935 United States Agricultural Census for North

Carolina shows that at least eight types of farms were operated in Vance
- County. It wus estimzted that 78.09 percent were tobacco farmsy 9.81 percent,
cotton; J.45 percent, genersl; 0.82 percent, part-time; 0.28 percent, dairy;

0.12 percent, truck; 0.07 percent, forest; and 7.23 percent, unclassified.
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1
Table I+ == Crop Acreage and Production, Vance County, 1935( )

Average production

lame of crop Acreage Production per acre _
Unit  Amount General Improved
practices(2) practices(3)
Corn 30,088 Bu. 213,893 14 .47 37.50
Tobacco 9,343 Lb. 6,878,903 747.00 1,000.00
Cotton 6,988 Lb. 2,695,230 385,00 625,00
Hay 5,250 Ton 4,821 1.08 2.50
Wheat 2,508 Bu. 20,322 8.15 44,00 ¥
Sweet potatoes 800 Bu. 63,391 79.24 260,00
Oats 503 Bu. 693 .158 15.86 30,00
White potatoes 356 Bu. 18,808 52.82 140,00

(1) North Carolina Farm Census, 1935,
(2) General average in the county, 1935,
(3) Farmers enrolled in extonsion and vocational classes, 1932-1935,
Approximately eighty-eight percent were tobacco and cotton farms,
The average sisze of farms in the county was only 55.5 acres as compared

with the state average of 66.2 acres.

Farm Tenure Groups. Sixty-seven percent of the 2,561 in Vance County were

operated by White farmers, and the remaining third by Negroes®*. It is of
interest to note that 784 were operated by full owners, 131 by part owners,
S by farm managers, 760 by croppers and 833 by cropper renters and cash
renters, Thus, only 34. percent of the farms in the county were cultivated
by farmers who possessed any equity in the farm unit.

The five distinct types of tenants in North Carolina, as well as in the
state of Virginia*® ares straight croppers, cropper renters, standing renters,
stock share reﬁtera and cash renters. These types vary to & considerable

extent in regards to differences in agreaments made by both landlord and

*United States Agricultural Census, 1935.
**Taylor, Clifford C., "Renting Farms in Virginia“, Virginia Agricultural
Experiment Station, Blackburg, Virginia, Bulletin 249, May 1926,
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tenant. The most important differences are revealed in the following
explanations: (1) Straight croppers receive twé-thirds of the cash income
from cash crops and furnish all labor, work=stock and equipment. In some
instances the landlord may share in fertilizer expensess (2) cropper renters
receive either one=third or one=half of the cash income depending upon the
amount of work-stock and equipment furnished. Landlords pay a share of the
fertilizer, seed and feed used by their tenants; (3) standing renters receive
one~half of the cash income, vhile landlords bear all expenses of fertiligers,
seed and marketing. The tenant furnishes all the labor, work-stock and equip-
ment; (4) stock share renters gererally receive one~half of the cash income
from crops and livestock. The landlord furnishes the farm and one<half in-
terest in the dairy herd, swine, poultry and other livestock excepting work=
stock, while the tenant furnishes the work stock, machinery and one-half
interest in the other livestock. The landlord also pays one-half of such
expenses as fertilizer, seed, transportation and other operating expenses,
while the tenant pays the other half of these expenses and furnishes all
labor; and (5) cash renters furnish all of the work-stock, machinery, equip-
ment and feed; they receive the entire crop and pay all of the expenses
excepting the usual expenses of the landlord such as land taxes, building
insurance, repairs and depreciations. A fixed money rent is paid by the
tenant to the landlord for the use of the farm.

In the area of this study, the two types which predominate are
stralght croppers and cash renters. In the former system, a practice exists
which is peculiar to the area, namely, that of allowing tenants to receive
cash income from fruits, livestock and livestock products up to a certain
proportion, providing the tenants plant at least one=fourth of the crop land

in tobacco and cotton.
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Polgulation. The population of the county was 27,295 in 1935. Of this number
56,14 percent were White, while the remaining 43.86 percemt were Negroes,
The rural population comprised 76,77 percent, while the rural farm population
formed 50,22 percent of the coﬁnty's population. Thus, sixty-five percent of
the rural population are farmers,

Approximately thirty—-six percent of the Negroes who lived in rural
areas were not engaged in farming. These rural Negroes secure their liveli-
hood through such work as cement workers, stone workers, bag makers and
other seasonal work available in Henderson anml surrounding territories.

Henderson, which is the only town in the county had a population of
6,345, Thus, 23.0 percent of the total population of the county lived in

this urban center of which Negroes comprise 45.0 percent,

Marlets and Transportation Facilities. Vance County is located near a large

number of thriving cities and towns. Henderson, the county seat is one of
the largest tobacco marketing centers in North Carolina. It is also the
largest seed cotton market in the state and pr'ovides two large cotton
mills which consume a large proportion of the lint cotton produced in the
county and surrounding arcas. Most of the corn, cotton, wheat and vege-
tables are conswned in the local area, while tobacco and truck crops move
into other markets., Two curb markets in Henderson provide an outlet for
vegetables and livestock products. A number of smaller as well as larger
markets within a distance of fifty miles also provide readily accessible
outlets for products grown in the county. The most important of these are
Durham, Oxford, Louisburg, Franklinton, Warrenton and Wilson, the largest
tobacco market in the South.

The main line of the Seaboard Air Line Railway from New York to Florida

serves the county (Figure 4). This railway operates a branch line from
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Henderson, North Carolina to Norfolkx, Virginia. Tne Southern Rallway
operates a branch line from Henderson to Durham, North Carolina, a tobacco
menufectuaring center.

There are three hardsurface highways which run through the county,
one of which is the United States Highway Number One. These highways
radiate from the principal cities of the state and furnish connection with
all counties of the state and other states both north and south of the
county. Over this network of highways, fa.ét freight and express truck
lines operute among the »rincipel cities of North Carolina, South Carolina,

Georgia, Florida, Virgsinia, and many of the eastern statese
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II. DISCRIPTION OF FARIIS AND FARM FAMILIES STUDIED

Location of Ferms. The 88 farms included in the study were located in

seven of the nine townsiiips in Vance County. The distribution was as
follows: Henderson, 19; Townsville, 193 Kittrell, 183 Williamsboro, 14;
Middleburg, 123 Nutbush, 53 and Dabney, 13 (Figure 5). Since Negroes are
sparsely settled in both Sandy Creek and Watson townships, no samples

were taken in these two areas,

Tenure of Farms., Of the 88 farms, 64 or 72.8 percent, were operated by

owners, while the renaining 24 or 27.2 percent were operated by tenants,
of which 21 or 23.8 percent were operated by straight croppers and the
remaining 3 or 3.4 percent by cash renters. The sample of farms selected
contained more thun twice as large a percentage of owner farms as did the

entire county.

Sige of Farms. The farms studied renged from 10 to 400 acres, averaging

63,1 acres per farm, which was 3.1 acres less than the average for the
state and 7.6 acres more than the average for the county. Sixty percent
of the farms were less than 50 acres in size, while the average was 72.7
acres on farms operated by owners and 37.6 acres on those operated by
tenants. Thirty-six percent of the farms cultivated by owners and sixty-
six percent by tenants were less than 30 acres in size. Six farms had ten
acres or less (Zable 2), and only four farms or 4.6 percent had more than

200 acres.

Utilization of land. The average number of acres in crops for all farms

was 34.2 acres (Table 3), or 54 percent of the total acreage.
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Table 2,~~Sige of Farms

Acres in Owners Croppers Renters All farms
farms No. Per- Noe. Per- . No. Per= Noe Per= Cum-
cent cent cent cent lative
0-10 6 9.4 0 - 0 - 6 6.8 6.8
11-20 6 9.4 2 9.5 1 AP 10 11.5 1843
21=30 11 17.2 12 57.1 1 33.3 24 2743 45.6
31=40 6 9.4 2 9.5 0 - 8 9.0 54,6
41=50 6 9.4 0 - 0 - 5 5.7 60463
51=60 5 7.8 2 9.5 1l 33 ed 8 9.0 69,3
61-70 2 3.1 0 - 0 - 2 2.3 71.6
71-80 4 6.2 1 4.8 0 -- 5 5.7 773
81-90 2 3.1 0 - 0 - 2 23 79.6
91-100 6 9.4 1 4.8 0 - ? 7.9 87.5
101=200 6 9.4 1 4.8 0 - 7 749 95.4
200 and over 4 6.2 0 - 0 - 4 4.6 100.0

Total 64 100,0

N
-
[
3
.

o
(2]

99,9 88 100.0

Woods occupied nearly 25 percent of the total land area, while idle crop
land consisted of about 12 percent of the area which is due in part to such
factors as, reduction in tobacco acreage and the low productivity of some
8oils on most farms,

Pasture land was exceptionally low on most farms with the average being
only six acres. However, farmers in this area of the state are starting to
replace soil depleting crops with temporary pasture crops, evidenced by the
fact that plowuble pasture increased from 3,795 acres in 1930 to 5,061 acres

in 1935.*

Livestock., The livestock production program on the 88 farms studied was of
little significance in providing cash income from livestock and livestock
products. However, animal power was of importance in that it provided the

power necessary to produce the crops from which farmers received most of their

cash income.

¥United States Agricultural Census, North Carolina, 1935,
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The average number of horses and mules amounted to only 2.1 per farm
(Table 4)e The largest number of mules on a single farm was five, with
only two families having thet number, Most farms used mules instead of
horses, the ratio being five to one, as they are a cheaper source of work
pover in the area.

The average number of cows of only l.l per farx;x and the fact that 15
families or 17.0 percent of them were without any cows, indicate that
families are consuming a very small amount of milke.

Poultry flocks averaged 72.9 birds per furm, which was two-thirds
larger than the average size flock in the county. The largest flock was
250, while the smallest flock was eight. One fam did not have any poultry.
On the whole the flocks were larger on owner farms as the size of poultry
flocks was limited by landlords on most farms operated by tenants, a prac=
tice which 18 common in most sections of the South.

Hogs were raised on most farms as a source of food, although they

furnished a limited source of cash incoms,

Table 4.~=Livestock on Farms

Rind of Owners Croppers Renters All farms
livestock Total Ave., Total Ave. Total Ave. Total Ave.
Horses 23 043 7 0.3 (+] 0 30 0.03
Mules 125 1.9 27 1.3 5 1.7 157 1.8
Cows 67 1,04 25 1.2 5 1.7 97 l.1
Calves 62 0.96 16 0.7 (o] 0 78 0.08
Swine 318 4,9 67 S.1 4 4 397 4.5
Poultry 5285 82,6 747 3545 390 130 6422 72.9

Size of Families. Thirty-six percent of aull the families studied had at

least five persons per family, the average family consisting of 6.8 persons.
Of the sixty=-four owners, 37.0 percent had from six to eight persons

in their families, vhile 47.6 percent of the croppers had the same number,
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On the whole, the croppers had larger families than owners, as 33 percent
of the fommer had families of over eight, as compared with 21,8 percent of
owners (Table 5). The foregoing data include all persons living on farms,
even though they are supported not only from the cash income available

from various farm sales but also from other sources.

Table S.~~Sigze of Families

Owners Croppers Renters All farms

Number in

family No. Percent Noe. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

0=-2 1l 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1l 1.2

3=5 25 39.1 4 19.1 2 66,46 31 35.2

6-8 24 37.6 10 47.6 1l 338 35 39.7

9-11 14 21.8 6 28.6 0 0.0 20 22,7

12 or more O 0.0 1l 4.7 0 0.0 1l 1.2
“Total 84 100.0 21 100.0 K 99.9 68 100.0

Ages of Family ilembers, Nearly seventy percent of the persons in the

families studied were less than 21 years of age (Table §). Approximately
44 percent of the persons were less than 15 years of age, while 15 percent
were less than seven years of age. The age composition means that most of
the farming operations are erried on by about fifty-six percent of the

fanily membership.

Table 6.=--Composition of Families by Age and Tenure

Owners Croppers  Cush Renters All farms

No. of Per- No. of Per- MNo. of Per- No.0l pPer=-

Age groups persons cent persons cent persons cent personscent
0=6 56 13.7 31 18.0 B 21.5 S0 15.1
7-14 110 26.8 60 3449 2 14.2 172 29,0
21 and above 143 34.9 38 22,1 6 42,8 187 3143

Total 410 100.0 172 100.0 14 100,0 596 100.0
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Ases of QOperators, Far.a oparators included in this study are in the most

productive period of 1ife siace 71.6 percent of tihe ¢roup was between thirty-
five and forty=-four years of age (Table 7). Hinety-two percent of the total
were less than sixty years olde. No faria operator was over 64, and only two
who were cash renters were less than 25, The average ace of all fara
operators was 47.3 years, the average among owners being 47.9 years and

45,6 years among tenants.

Table 7.--Ages of Farm Operators

Owners Croppers Renters - All Farms
Age group No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent
20-24 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 6646 2 2.3
25=29 0 0.0 1 4,8 - - l 1.2
30=34 3 4,7 1 4.8 - - 4 4.5
$5=39 4 5.2 1 4.8 - - 5 5.7
40-44 15 2346 4 19.0 - - 19 21,6
45=-49 11 17.1 6 28.6 - - 17 19.3
50-54 18 28.1 4 19.0 - - 22 25.0
55=59 8 12.4 2 9.5 1 3343 11 12.5
60=~64 5 7.9 2 9.5 - - 7 79
65 and over O 0.0 0] 0.0 - - 0 0.0
Total 64 100.0 21 100.0 3 99,9 88 100.0

Zducation of Operators, The relation of education to farm income is signi-

ficant. It is generally agreed that education in its broader sense has the
effect of raising the stundard of living. However, there is no definite
methodﬁof reasuring ite Formal education i1s more easily measured than gen=
eral education. The school grade completed by farm operators is used as a
measurement in this study. Of the 88 farmers in this study only one had
attended college, while three had received no formal schooling {Table 8).
The average number of years spent in school by farm owners was 4.5 years,
while the average for the entire group was 4.4 years. Only 30 percent of
the farm operators had attended school beyond the fourth grade. However,

at least fifty percent had attended vocational agriculture and extension

classes,
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Table 8.==2ducction of Farm Operators

. Owners Croppers Renters All farms
Grades

completed No. Percent No. Percent Noe. Percent No. Percent

0 0 0.0 2 9.5 1l 33 -] 3.4

1 2 3.1 0 0.0 0 - 3 2.3

2 11 17.1 2 9.5 0] - 13 14.8

S 9 14.0 5 23.9 0 - 14 15.9

4 15 25,6 4 19.0 0 - 19 21.6

5 5 7.9 1 4.8 0 - 6 6.8

& 10 15.0 S 14.3 0 - 13 14.8

7 5 7.9 2 9.5 0 - 7 7.9

8 3 4,7 0 0.0 o) - ] 3.4

9 1 1.5 2 9.5 o] - 3 3.4

10 2 el 0 0.J 2 66,6 4 4,5

11 0] 0.0 0 0.0 0 - 0 0.0

12 0] 0.0 0] 2.0 0 - 0 0.0

Attended 1 1.5 0 2.0 0 - 1 1.2
college

Total 64 100.0 21 100.0 S 99.9 88 100.0
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IITI. ALOUNT AYD SOURCESS OF Casd INCOwd

The amount of cash income largely determines the standard of living
of farmerse It sets the limits to possible expencditures, and the manner
in which these incomes are expended provides an index to the standard of
living maintained by a farm family. Cash income as used in this study
includes all the mdﬁey earned or received by the entire family during the
year, 1936, 1t does not include the value of commodities such as food and
fuel which ure produced on tiw farm and used in the home nor does it in-
clude the rental value of the farm home occupied by the family. Home pro-
duced products enabled many of the fumilies included in this study to live
more comfortably and enjoy & degree of economic security which they would

not have otherwise obtainede.

Gross Cash Income. The operators of the 88 farms in this study received

during 1936, a total of £143,214 in cash, or an average of §1,627.09 per

farm (Table 9), as compared with an average of $1,894 on 311 farms in the

Piedmont Region of North Carolina, duriag 1928.* Eighty-seven percent

came from the sales of crops, 5.8 percent from livestock and livestock pro-

ducts, 2.2 percent from fruits, and the balance of 4.7 percent came from

other sources such as labor off farm, sale of firewood and rent from farm

property and fr;m relief, benefit payments, gifts, boarders and fair premiums,
The average cash income on fams operated by owners was $1,814.39,

while the average on tenant farms was $1,131.03 (Table 10). Crops con=

tributed 86.6 percent of the total cash receipts received by owners and 89.9

percent of that received by tenants.

*Farm Income and Taxation in North Carolina, Tax Commission of North Carolina,
June 1929,



Tuble 9.-=Sources of Gross Cash Income

Sources Total cash Ave. cash Percent, of total

income income per cash income
farm

Dollars Dollars

Crops (1) 124,996 1,420.07 87.3

Fruits (2) 3,104 35.95 2.2

Livestock (3) 8,312 94.45 5.8

Other sources 6,742 76.62 4,7

Total 143,214 1,627.09 100.0

(1) Includes potatoes, melons, and vegetables.
(2) 1Includes tree and small fruits.

{3) 1Includes livestock products,

Table 10.~=Sources of Cash Income of Owner and Tenant Farms

Sources Average per farm Proportion of total
Owners Tenants Owners Tenants
Dollars Dollars Percent Percent
Crops 1,671.68 . 1,017.00 86.6 89,9
Fruits 46,89 6,79 2,6 0.6
Livestock 94,65 93.95 5.2 8.3
Other sources 101.17 13.29 5.6 1.2
Total 1,814.,39 1,151,03 100,0 100.0

Gross Cash Income Groups. About two=fifths of the fams studied had

annual gross cash incomes of less than {1,000, another two=fifths had
incomes from {1,001 to {2,000, and the incomes on the remaining 17 farms
were over {2,000 (Table 11).

Of the low income groups, one farmer received less than $400, while
two in the extremel; high group for the area studied received more than
$5,000, Almost 32 percent of the owners and 63 percent of the tenants
received cash incomes of less than {1000, while 26 percent of the owners
and only 8.4 percent of the tehants received incomes above $2,000,

From such a distribution of incomes one can obviously conclude that
tliere is a wide range in the standard of living among Negro farmers, from

poverty at the lower extreme to a relaetively high standard among a few



farm families.

Table ll.,==Distridbution of Gross Cash Income ty Groups

Owners Tenants A1l Farms
Income groups No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent
Dollars
1-200 - -— - - - -
201-400 - -— 1 4.2 1 1.2
401-600 5 7.8 4 16.6 9 10.2
601=-800 10 15,6 4 16,6 14 16.0
801-1000 5 78 6 25.0 11 12,5
1001-1200 8 9.4 1l 4.2 7 7.9
1201-1400 8 12.5 4 16,6 12 13.6
1401-1600 6 9.4 - - 6 6.8
1601-1800 5 7.8 2 8.4 7 749
1801-2000 2 32 - - 2 2.3
2000 and over 17 26,5 2 8.4 19 Rl.6
Total 64 100.0 24 100.0 88 100.0

Cash Crop Sales The fect that 83 percent of the cash income of the

farms studied was from tobacco and cotton shows that the prevailing type
of agriculture in the area is the raising of tihese cash crops which are
produced on small farm units by the use of considerable family labor
{Table 12).

All but one of th:s farms studied sold tobzcco as a cash crop. The
total sales of $95,588 amounted to 76.5 percent of the cash income from
crops and to two=thirds of the total cash income. The average cash in-
come from tobacco on those fams making sales was £1,098,71.

Cotton sales which were made by 82 farmers amounted to 22,984 or to
approximately one=fifth of the crop sales and a little over one-sixth of
the cash gross incouee. On those farms selling cotton, the average receipts
were $280.29.

Although thie farms as a group produced considerable amounts of corn,
wheat, votatoes, cantaloupes, watermelons, sorghum and vegetables, these
items accounted for oaly 16.1 percent of the crop income and &.6 percent

of the gross cash income. It is apparent from a comparison of tables 1
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and 12 that these yroducts were consumed mostly on the farms where grown.

Table l2.==Cash Income from Crops

Crops No. of DPercent Total Ave. Ave. Percent Percent
farms of farms crop sales of crop of crop of
gselling selling sales farms sales of sales gross
crops crops selling 88 farms cash

crops income
Dollars Yollars Dollars

Tobacco 87 98.8 95,688 1,098.71 1,086.11 76.5 66,7

Cotton 82 93.1 22,984 280.29 261.14 18.4 16.0

Corn o5 29.7 1,678 47.94 19,06 l.4 1.2

VWheat 26 29.5 690 26,53 7.84 0.5 0.5

W. potatoes 25 2844 857 34.28 9.70 0.6 0.6

S. potatoes 15 17.0 438 32,53 5.54 0.4 0.4

Cantaloupes 24 27 .2 1,190 49,58 13.52 0.9 0.8

Watermelons 17 19.3 253 14.88 2,87 0.2 0.2

Sorghum (1) 34 8.6 852 25.05 9.68 0.7 0.6

Corn (2) 13 14.7 153 11.76 1,73 0.1 0.l

Vegetables 14 15.9 263 18.78 2.98 0.3 0.2

Total - m——me 124,996  ==~e=-= ]1,420.17 100.0 87.3

(1) Sorghum for syrup.
(2) Corn for meal (market)

Table 13.--Cash Income from Crops of Owner and Tenant Farms

owners Tenants

Crops No. of DPercent Ave. No. of Percent Ave. sales

farms of farms sales of Cfarms selling of farms

selling selling farms selling crops selling

crops crops selling crops crops

crops -
~Poltars Potiars

Tobacco 64 100.0 1,195.43 23 95,.8 829,56
Cotton 60 93.7 307.22 22 91.6 206,68
Corn 31 48.4 50.03 4 16.6 31.75
Wheat 18 65.6 30.61 8 338 18,25
W. potatoes 23 35.9 34.21 2 8.3 356.00
S. potatoes 14 21.8 34.28 1 4.1 8.00
Cantaloupes 19 29.6 48.15 5 20.8 565.00
Watarmelons 13 20.3 15.46 4 16,6 13.00
Sorshum 4 53.1 25,05 - ——— ————-
Corn 10 15,6 12,80 3 12.5 84,33
Vegetables 9 14.0 19,77 5 20,8 17.00

Although crop sales were considerably larger on owner than on tenant
farms, crops constituted &bout the same proportion of the total sales for

each group, namely, 86 and 90 percent, respectively. All of the owners sold

-
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tobacco averaging 1,135 per farm, while &ll but one of the tenants made
tobacco sales averaging 829.56 per faurm (Table 1Z). The owners also re=
ceived about {100 more per farm for cotton than did the tenants. Tenants
received less cash income from other crops thaa did the owners, probably
due in @ large measure to the fact that restrictions placed on the acreage

of minor cash crops on tenant farms wrohibited sales from such being larger.

Cash Frult Sales. Cash income from fruit sales was insignificant, amounting

to only $3,164 for all farms, which was only 2.2 percent of the gross cash
income (Table 14).

Less than a third of the farmms sold fruits, with peaches, pears, and
apples accouanting for more thun two=-thirds of the cash income received
from fruits by thie farms nsking sales.

Small fruits, including dewberries, strawberries and grapes provided
only §298 in cash, but it was an indication of the fact that Negro farmers
are beginning to enter into this faurm enterprise as a source of cash income,
an enterprise carried on for many years among German farmers in Vance County.

liost of the fruit sales were made on the local Wegro curb market,
orgunized in 1933 and located in Henderson, the county seat. However, a
number of tnhe farmers are still engaged in selling fruits by peddling from
house=to=house.

Almost all of the fruit sold was by owaners, as only five tenants made
fruit sales (Table 15). There are possibilitics of an expsnsion of small
fruit oroduction by some tenant fermers as shown by the fact that one
tenunt received {100 from strawberries. About one-half of the owners sold

tree fruits in the local markets.

Cash Income from Animals and Animal Products. Total cash receipts of

$8,312 from anims:l and animal products amounted to only 5.8 percent of the
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Table 14 ¢~=Cash Income From Fruits

"TNo. of Percent Total Ave. Ave. Percent Per-
Fruits farms of farms sales sales of sales of fruit cent
selling selling farms of 88 income of gross
selling farms cash
income
Dollars Dollars Dollars
Apples 23 37.5 662 20,06 7.52 20,9 0.46
Peaches <5 39.7 679 19.40 7.71 2l.5 0.47
Pears $2 26,3 730 24.68 8.97 24.9 0.55
Plums 4 4.5 $2 8.00 0.36 1.0 0.03
Cherries 8 9.0 136 17 .00 1.54 4.3 0.09
Dewberries 6 6.8 107 17.83 l.21 3.4 0.07
Strawberries S 3.4 110 36406 1.25 S5 0.07
Canned fruits 15 17.0 567 37.80 6.44 17.9 0.39
Grapes 8 9.0 8l 10.12 0.92 2.6 0.05
Total - —— 3,164 ———— 25,92 100.0 2.2
Table 15.==Cash Income From Fruits of Owner and Tenant Farms
Owners : Tenants
Frults No. of Percent Ave. sales No. of Percent Ave,., Sales
farms of farms of farms farms of farms of farms
selling selling selling selling selling selling
. Dollars Dollars
Apples 3l 48.4 20,87 2 8.3 8.50
Peaches o4 53.1 19,97 1l 4,1 15,00
Pears 2 50.0 24.68 - ——- it
lens 4 602 8.00 - hastnand haamindeesd
Cherries 8 12.5 17 .00 - —— - ——
Dewberries o 9.3 17.83 - ——— ———
Strawberries 2 4.6 5.00 1 4.1 100,00
Canned fruits 12 23.4 47,25 S 12.1 10.34
Grapes 8 12.5 10.10 - —— ——ene

gro;s cash income (Table 18). Thus, cash income from this source was of little
significance on nost farms. However, Negro farmers in the area studied are
becoming inclined to diversify their production prosram in order to secure
a8 much cash income as possiole, without depending on a single source.

Swine and cattle sales contributed more thun two=thirds of the cash
income received from animul and animal mroducts on those farms meking such

sales, which was only about four percent of the gross cash income. Swine
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sales also constituted about two=-thirds of the animul sales for Both owner
and tenant farmers, averagiﬁg $60.59 and y45.31, respectively (Table 17).
¥ost of the farms produced unimals and animel products but they were
primarily used to supply home demands for meat end animal products, although
approximately one-third of the farms made sales of their surplus products

on local markets.

Table 16.,~=Cash Income From Animals and Animal Products

No. of Percent Total Ave. Ave. Percent Percens
Kind farms of farms sales sales of sales of Live- of
selling selling farms of all stock gross
selling farms 1income cash
income
Dollars Dollars Dollars
Swine (1) 60 68,1 3,407 56,76 38,71 40,9 2.37
Cattle and Calves(2) 34 28.6 2,356 69.29 26,77 28.4 l1.64
Horses and mules 4 4.5 378 94.50 4.25 4.5 0.26
Poultry (3) 30 34.0 678 22,60 7.70 8.3 0.48
Other animals (4) 5 5.6 112 22,40 1.27 l.4 0.08
Eegs 34 38,6 474 13.94 4,38 5.7 0.33
Milk 21 23.8 504 24.00 5.72 6.0 0.35
Butter - 21 23.8 &7 17.95 4.28 4.5 0.27
Honey 2 2.2 26 13,00 0.29 0.3 0.01
Total - wmee 8,312 we—e= 93.37 100,0 5.8

(1) 1Includes young pigs and market hogs.
(2) 1Includes butchered calves and cows.

(3) 1Ineludes chickens, turkeys and guinesas.
(4) Includes hunting and pet enimals.

Table 17 =~Cash Income From Animals and Animal Products
of Owner and Tenant Farms

Owners ‘ Tenants
Kind No. of — Percent  Ave. No. o Percent  Ave.
farms of farms sales of farms of farms sales of
selling selling farms selling selling farms
selling ' selling
Dollars Dollars
Swine 44 68.7 60,59 16 66.6 46,31
Cattle and calves 26 40,6 63.30 8 33.3 88.75
Horses and mules 1l 1.5 80.00 3 12.5 99 .33
Poultry 21 2.8 25.47 9 37 .5 15.88
Other animals 1 l.5 22,00 4 16.6 22,50
Eggs 29 45.3 13.89 5 20.8 14.20
Milk 15 23 .4 22,13 6 25,0 28,66
Butter 20 3l.2 17.35 1l 4.0 30.00
Honey 2 3ol 13.00 - m—— et
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A greater proportion of the owners, as would be expected, made live=
stock and livestock products sales. ﬁowever, the proportion of tenants
making such sales was also high, indicating that temants are seeking to
increase their cash income from those sources which would receive no de=
ductions from their landlords, and thus, be in a position to spend more

for family living as well as for the operstion of the famiing business,.

Other Sources of Cush Income. Cash income from sources other than those

discussed above contributed & total of 6,742 in cush, from at least
fourteen different sources (Table 18).

Table 1l8.-=Cash Income from Other Sources

No. of Percent Total Ave. Ave, Percent Perccat
Items farms of farms cash sales cash received of
receiving receiving income of income from gross
income income received farms received other cash
selling from all sources income
farms
Dollars Dollars Dollars
Labor elsewhere 12 13.6 1,247 103.91 14,17 18,56 0.87
Firewood 42 47.7 1,989 47 .35 22.60 29,5 1.39
fent from lend 6 6.8 1,288 231.33 15,77 20,6 0.97
Rent from bldgs. 12 15.6 362 30,16 4,11 5.4 0.25
Rent from team 4 4.5 14 3.50 0.16 0.2 0.009
Rent from trucxs 2 2.2 29 14.50 0.33 0.4 0,02
Benefit payments 3 Sed 285 95,00 323 4.2 0,20
Boarders 2 2.2 600 300.00 68.18 9.0 0.42
Fair Premiunas 2l 2.8 136 6.47 1l.54 2.0 0.09
Gifts 5 5.6 185 37.00 2.10 2.8 0,13
Relief 2 2.2 25 12,50 0.28 0.3 0.02
Bonuses 1 l.1 125 125.00 1.42 1.8 0.09
Miscellaneous (1) 6 6.8 257 57.82 4,05 5.3 0.25
Total - ——— 6,742 m———== 137.94 100.0 4.7

{1) Includes day boarders, litter and vegetable plants,.

Firewood i3 a more or less definite source of additional income for
wost farmers in Vunce County, primarily bec:use of the available supply of
growing timber and the large number of families who use wood &s a cheap

source of fuel for cookiiny; and heating purposes. Avout one=half of the
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families sold firewood and received an averuge of $47.35 per fam.

firewood, rent from farm land and labor of £ the farm accounted for more
than three=fifths of the cash income received from ot her sources while cash
income from boaurders, rent from farm buildings and miscellaneous receipts
figured quite heavily in the remal ning'two-fifths.

Only three farmers received benefit payments from the Agricultural
Adjustment Administruation, which mskes it anparent thaet Negro farmers in the
area of the study failed to make application for purticipution in the Agri-
cultural adjustment Program,.

Approximatel y one~fifteenth of the owners receivgd income from rent of
land not used by themselves, amounting to over one=fourth of the cash income
derived from other sources of income, waich indicates that a fair number of
farmers, especiully owners, Lave made investments in farm property as a
means of securing a better standard of living due to. this additional income,
(Table 19).'

Very few families, either owners or tenmants, had an opportunity to secure
employment off their own farms as a source of additiooml cash income, This
was due in part, especially among owners, to the intensity of tobacco culture,
a crop which requires femily lavor about five=sixths of the entire year. It
would have been almost impossible in most instances foxf tenants to have
secured employment elsewhere, &8 they are more or less obligated to have their
lavor consumed on the furms which they have g'reed to operate for their land=-
lords.

Cash income and the numbers receiving such from other sources on farms
operated by owneré, as would be expected, were far above that of tenunt farms,
Of the twenty-four tenants included in this study, only six different families
received any cash income from other sources. Of the {287 received from other
sources by tenants, one family received $144 of that amount which shows that

only the very progressive tenants who are favorably located are able to
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Table 19.-=Cash Income froa Other Sources
of Owner and Tenant Farms

Owners Tenants
Items
Noe. re= Percent Ave. re- No. re= Percent Ave. re=
ceiving receiving eived ceiving recelv- ceived
income income income ing
income
’ Dollars Dollars
Labor elsewhere 10 15.6 122,00 2 8.3 13.50
Firewood 39 60,9 50,61 3 12,56 5.00
Rent from land 6 9.3 23133 -
Rent from buildings 8 12,5 40,00 4 16.6 10.50
Rent from team 4 6.2 3.50 -
Rent from trucks 1l 1.5 20,00 1l 4.2 9.00
Benefit payments 2 3.1 120.00 1 4.2 45.00
Boarders 2 3.l 300,00 -
FPair premiums 20 31.3 6,70 1 4.2 2.00
Relief 1 1.5 15,00 1l 4,2 10.00
Bonuses 1 1.5 125,00 -
Miscellancsous 5 7.8 53.60 1 4.2 92,00

procure income from sources other than the major and minor cash crops of the

aresa.



IVe UTILIZATION OF CASH INTQE

The total cash income is utilized to pay current farm and living ex=-
penses; and if there is any remainder, it is used Jor investiment in the farm
or home or for some other tyve of savings. The difference between total cash
income and farm business expenses detemines the balance available for family
living, and consegueatly the standard of living, and also any residue which
mey be invested within or outside the farm.

Of the totel cash income from 88 farwus, 50.0 percent was used to pay for
current farm expenses, 21.5 pvercent for family living expenses, and thLe re-
mainder or 28.5 percent wus invested within the farm or home or held as

apparent savings (Table 20).

Table R0,==Utilization of Cash Incomse

Items

using Total Ave,., used Percent of

income used per farm total cash

income
Dollars Dollars

Farm Expense 71,568 814.40 50,0
Family living (1) $0,722 336,61 21.5
Investment costs 7,228 824,20 5.0
Apparent savings (2} 22,586 381.66 23 .5

Total 142,214 1,614.87 100,0

(1) Includes home, food, clothing, fuel ani miscellaneous expenditures for
living.
(2) Includes saving accounts and cash held on farms.
The total amount of cash income expended a:mounted to $109,628, The
£ross cash income from the 88 furms studied was {147,214 (Table 9), which
wag a difference of (32,5856, Of this difference, 10,230 was held in saving

accounts with banks, leaving an apparent balance of {23,355, or an average

of {£265.,40 per farms. This sum seems surprisingly large, and therefore, it
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is highly possible that some of tlie faruwers failed to report all of their
cash expenditures, or underestimasted certain items. An undetermined amount

may have been used in paying off or reducing past indebtednesse

Cash Income Used by Owner and Tenant Farms. Farm owners used 46.8 percent

of their cash income for the farm business, while the tenunts used 64.9
percent for the same purpose which included {56,085 paid to landlords as

their cash shure of the harvested crops (Table 21).

Table 2l.--Utilization of Cash Incane by Owner and Tenant Farus

Owners Tenants
Items Motal  Ave. per rercent ‘Total Ave, per Percent
using used farm of cash used farm of cash
income income income
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
Farm Expense 54,877 857.45 46.8 16,791 699,63 64.9
Family living 24,733 386.45 21.0 5,989 249,70 2342
Iavestument costs 7,173 111,05 6.1 65 27.08 0.4
Apparent savings 30,672 480,81 26,1 3,014 121,51 11,5
Total 117,355 1,835.76 100.0 25,859 1,097,92 100.0

Living costs, absorbed more than one~fifth of the cash income received
by all farmers. However, the owners spent about {140 more per year on family
living and consequently enjoyed better living conditions. Cash income from
tobacco and cotton was higher in 19236 then in any year since 1929, The
practice 6f keeping money at houe for safe keeping is common to the area, as
most furmers wlo make profits are more or less reluctant about revealing such

information,

Cash Furm Sxpenditures, Cash furm expenses in this study have been classi-

fied into the followling groupss:® Crons, livestock, feed, labor, taxes, cash

rent, crop rent, interest, achinery, and improvements (Table 22).

*As used in the Farm account Book, lichigan State College, Farm llanugement
Department, Extension Services
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Teble 22.==Cash Furm Bxpenditures

Items of Total amount Ave. anount Percent of fercent of
cost used by all used per furm cash in-
farms farm expenses come
Dollars Dollars ,

Crop 27,436 311.77 38.4 19,3
Livestock 802 9.12 1.1 0.6
Feed 3,274 27.20 VAR 2.3
Labor 2,124 24.14 2.8 l.4
Taxes 2,102 24.56 3.0 1.5
Cash rent 459 £o.07 0.6 Q.3
Crop rent 6,085 69.15 8.5 4.2
Interest 810 9.21 1.3 0.6
Machinery and

equipuent 24,081 273.55 3346 15.8
Improvements - 4,395 49.94 6.2 30

Total 71,668 8l4.41 100.0 50.0

The crop expenses which included expenditures for seed, fertilizers,
sprey materials, cros insurance, twine, containers, lime and miscellaneous
croy items {(Table 23) constituted iB.4 percent of the total farm expenses
and 19.3 perceat of «ll cash incomes The aversge crop expense for all farms
adounted to 811,77, Cron expenditures were siynificant on all farms since
87.%5 percen’t (Tuble 9) of the .ross cash income wes derived from the sale of
cropse All farms purchased complets fertilizers which totaled more than
four=-fifths of the crop exvenses, and anounted to an average of $234.34 per
farme Seventy-seven of the funns used nitrute of sods for side=dressing
crops. Fertilizers consumed sbout one=fifth of the cash incoie received
by all farmers. Iorth Carolina uses more couwarcial fertilizer than any
other stete in the Unione.® During 19c1, the stete expe:ndea for fertilizers
an amount equivalent to more than tlhe entire ¢ross cash inco:ue from the

state's cotton crope.

*University of North Carolina, "jews Letter", Auz. 3, 1922, Vol. XVII,
No. 1o, Chapel Hill, Horth Carolina.
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Expenditures for maciiinery and equiprment which runkxed next in impor-
tance, constituted 23.6 percent of the fzri expenses snd 10.8 percent of
the ¢ross cash income, About 274 per farm was spent for new machinery,
machinery repairs, automobile and truck licenses, petroleum products, and
other farm equipment. New farm machinery accounted for nearly half of the
nachinery and equipment costs, as fifty-seven farmers spent an averagze of
$200.50 for meking purchases of new farm machinery. This fact, indicates
that Negro farmers in Vance Cqunty, especially owners are gradually purchasing
lator saving techinery for tobacco culture; with a view of reducing unit
production costse.

Gasoline and oil for eutomobtiles averaged $80.36 per farm for those
femilies puarchesing such products, or an average of $45.67 for all farms.
This sun was $7 per farm less than thst spent in 1933 by 46 rural families
in South Carolina.* Expenditures for gzsoline and oil were charged to the
farm business due to the fact that automobiles in the area of the study are
used primurily in the transportation of cush crovs to local markets rather
than for traveling for family pleasure.

Machinery and equipment expenditures in 1936 were far greater than
would usually be expectede This increase was no doubt due in part to the
increase in tobacco and sced cotton prices which durin; the depression had
declined to levels far below the average prices in 1929 of eigl.teen and
five cents per pound, resvectively, as maintained on the local "Golden Belt"
market for Franklin, Granville, Varren and Vance Counties.**® During the

recent period of low prices, farm machinery and eqaipment and motor driven

*Frayser, lary E., "A Study of Lxpenditures For Family Living by 46 South
Carolina Rural Families", South Curolina Agricultural Experiment Station,
Bulletin 299, September 1934, p. 26,

**North Carolina crop &nd Livestock Report, No. 68, February 1936, p. 5.



vehicles used in the fara tusiness nad beocore vedly depreciuted; and with
a rise in prices &nd a suvstantial increase in casii income, farmers spent
ratlier heavily for new machinery and for making necessary reoairs of farm
equipmeat ag well as for renovating many o0ld automobiles whiclh hud stood

in sheds for & period of about rive or more years.

Crop, machinery and equipment costs anounted to turee=fifths of the
farm expenditures and more than & third of all cush income. Such expense
items as crop rent, livestock, feed, laubor, taxes, cush reat, interest and
improvenents accounted for ¢8.0 percent of the farm exnenditures aud 1c.9
perceat of tlie cash incoue. O tliese exvenditures crop rent amounted to
ald averare of (289,76 for tie 21 tenznts puying such rent, which was 13
perceat less thun the third of thieir cash income.

The syst=2m of tenancy prevalent in this area allows one=third of the
cush income derived from touucco and cottoa; and the landlords ususlly grant
tenants the privilege of selling {ruits, livestock and livestock products,
and a few minor cush crops without any cesh deductions up to a stipulated
amount. Since at least a thudra of the tenunts included in this study took
advantace of this opportunity, their cron rent was less than one=third of
their cash receipts.

Expenditures for farm improvements amounted to only an average of
$49.94 per farm, which indicates thut most furmers failed to ueke the
necessary improvements on their artiually rundown farm buildini's and fences.
However, quite & few farmers sre skeptical ebout making many improvements
for fear such would raise their taxes and might reduce prices which they
obtain on the auction market for tobacco.

Feed costs umounted to nearly 5.0 percent of the farm expenses. This

anount was speat in general for feed concentrates as most farmers produced
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their own rougha;;es. However, approximstely one-third of the farms studied
purchased feed thut could ve produced on their own farms.

Tuxes cnounted to oaly {1,888, or an average of 25,51 for the 74 farms
naxing such pay.ents. Taxes oa the remaining 14 farms were not paid by the
end of the year for 19¢5. This anount was 47 percent less than the average
for farmers in Grayson County, Virginia in 193l.* ZFarms in North Carolina
are small and relatively poor with smull tax peying capacity.**

Fifty=four farms naid out & total of 2,124 for hired labor which was
only 2.0 percent of all cash income. It is generally thought that Negro
farmers perform all of the work on their farms but with tle type of agri-
culture prevalent in the area of tiis study, extra farm labor is often
necessary durin,; the rush ssason o021 most fzras. Tobacco priming, (harvesting)
requires rapid work in order to complete the curing process before the crop
is seriously damaged, thereby, reducin;; the potential umount of net cuash
income. A few furmers use additional lauor for picking cotton but since
cotton ucrea¢e is much smaller and work less technical, femily lebor in-
cluding children is usually sufficient.

The leading items of farm expenses on farus operwted by owners were
fertilizers, new machinery, petroleum products, repairs and taxes, while the
heaviest expenses for tenants were fertilizers, crop rent, micsellaneous crop

expense, unachinery repairs and p troleum products (Table 24).

*University of North Carolina, "ews Letter'", August 3, 1932, Volume XVII,
No. lo,

**Vernon, Je Jeop, "A Study of the Organization and Management of Farms in
Grayson County, Virginia"., Virginia Agriculturel Experiment Station,
Bulletin 304, June 1926, p. 2l.



Table R24e=-rarm xpenses of Owner «ad Tenant Farus
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Owners Tenants
HO. Percent  Avee. o rercent  Ave,
gpending spending spent speniing  spending spent
Crop: Dollars Dollars

Seed 17 25.6 6,62 9 27.5 7.88

Fertilizer 64 100.0 204.22 24 100.0 155.54

Hitrate of soda 56 87.5 58.18 21 87 .5 38.95

Spray uaterials 19 29.7 4.89 3 12.5 733

Insaruace 7 10.9 35.00 5 20,8 75.00

Twine 24 375 2.82 9 37.5 4,00

Containers 7 10.9 7.28 1 4.2 3.00

Lime 28 4347 27 .64 8 333 25.87

Other 16 25,0 18.50 12 50.0 S2.33
Livestock:

Veterinary fees 18 28.1 9.78 5 20.8 14.20

liedicine 33 51.6 5.03 10 41.6 9.10

Breeding fees o4 £3.1 6.18 10 41.6 5,50
Feed:

Hey 21 32.8 55.28 4 16.6 25.00

Dairy feed 29 40,6 &l.42 5 20.8 21.40

Poultry feed 24 37.5 11,02 8 363 7 .50

lule feed 14 21.9 3l 6 25.0 37450

Other feed 20 cl.3 2,30 4 lo.6 14.25
Taxes:

Property 04 100.0 3l1.65 10 41.6 13420

Personal o7 54.8 5.76 12 £0.0 5.08
Cash 2ent:

Land 2 3.1 62.00 3 12,5 125,00
Crop Rent: - —— o= 21 100.0 289.76
Labor:

Hired &b 68,7 39.89 10 41,5 23.90
Interest 10 15.6 64 .20 5 20,8 32460
lachinery and equlp.aent:

Machinery repairs 48 75.0 48,98 7 23,2 £4.14

Wew muchinery 49 76,6 212,63 8 30«3 1264825

Truck repairs 12 18,7 50.83 -

Truck licenses 12 18,7 19.25 1 4.2 20,00

Auto repairs o2 50.0 54,53 9 3745 70,33

Auto lice.ases 40 5245 12,70 10 41.6 10.90

Ges and oil, truck 15 R34 76,33 10 41.6 4.00

Gas end oil, auto 40 62,5 55,77 10 41.6 78.00

ther e uipment 18 28.1 58.69 6 25,0 27.16
Inprovements:

Burn repuirs S 70,3 67.13 -~ —— ————

r2nce repairs & 57.8 20,9 -

Iasurance 14 21.9 40,00 -




Cash Used for #unily Living. Zxsenditares for family living were relatively

v
low, the smount avers ing only ,49.00 per family, or ;5&?0 per capita.

(Table 22),

Table 20.==Cush sdxpenditures for Fumily Living

Items of Totul Ave., per rercent Percent
cost used faaily of living ol cush
costs income
Jollers Dolliars

Eome repairs 4,095 43,53 1.4 2.9
Food 7,843 €9.12 25.5 5.5
Clothing 12,004 136.41 39.0 8.4
Fael 1,280 14.54 4.2 0.9
General 5,500 62.50 17.9 3.8
Totel 30,722 349.10 100.0 21.5

dxpenses for clothi:g and food consumed more than three-fifths of the
cash utilized for fumily living, while miscelluneous expenditures and re-
pairs accounted for rost of tie reasmining two-fifths. Expenditures for fuel
costs emounted to only one-twentieth of the fanily living expense.

The low exnenditures for liviis purposes by the 88 families included
in this study, woald indicate thiut the standard of living on these furms
wag exceptionally low, but this meager outlay is probably due in part to
the fact thut most farmers engaged in producing food supplies; thereby,
conserving a portion of their cash income vhich would otherwise Lave been
utilized for food costs, un importznt item in fanily living.

Owners spent 21.0 percent of tieir cush receiots for family living,
while tenants spent 22.2 perceat of their aveilable cush income (Table 20),.
These fijures indicete tl.at owners and tenants speat approxim.tely the saume
proportion of their cash income for family living, but iaausauch &s owners

received cash iancomes ejuivalent to alimost twice =s mach as those received



by tenants; it i1s evideat tict owners spent on an average more than twice

as much for family living as cia tiae tenants.

Table 26.--Cash Zxpenditures for Fumily Living of Owner
aad Tenunt Faullies

43,

Owners Tenents
Items of Total Ave, per Percent Totel Ave. per Percent
cost used fanily of cash used fenily of cash
iacone igcome
Dollars Jollars Dollars Dollars
Home repairs(l) 4,095 63.98 3.5
food 5,899 89,05 4,9 2,144 83,03 8.3
Clothing 9,473 148.02 €.0 2,521 105 .40 9.8
Fuel 1,002 15.98 2.8 278 11.58 1.0
General 4,464 09.75 3.8 1,036 43617 4.0
Total 24,733 386.48 21.0 5,989 163.20 23.2

(1) Includes nddit ions.

Forty-nine families either made additions or repairs to their homes
anounting to (4,095, an avoruge of 63.98 per family,(Table 20). Thus,
77 .6 percent of tle furm owners provided their families with more comfort-
avle homes. This in an indication of the improvement of general housing

conditions anons owiners included in this study and is also in accordance

with the general "Better Home lLiovement™, as sponsored by the Negro extension

division of North Carolinae. This is in line with the improvement in
housings conditions which apnears to be taking place uall over North Carolina
at the present time. Expenditures for @ome improvaments weré nade oy
owners alone, us tenznts lived in homes owned oy their landlords and there=

fore, a3 would be expected, spent anothilig at all for home improvements,.

Exgenditures for Food,. Inasmuch as this study fails to include figures

for food produced on the farm and conswned by the furm faally, the cash
expenditures for food should not be regarded as a true wmeasure of the

general faumily living conditions with respect to food or family diets,



food expenditures umounted to & totel of ;7,845 or an aversge of $89,.11
per fanily wihich was only 5.5 percent of all cash iacome (Twble 27). This
would indicute a leck of vroper diet and in most instances sach would be
the case, especially with shure=croppers, s tlieir gurdeain: and home pre=
serving pructices are suzdly neglectede. IHowever, nost ol the fara owners
have a wide vuriety of pardea yroducts end therefore, carry on a home
caaning prograa during; the swimer months wvhich pfovides a Tairly suitzble

fuinlly diet during the winter rionths.

Table 27.-=Distribution of Food Zxpeanditures

No. of rercent Total Ave, for Ave. Percent
Kind farms of farizs amount farms for all of food
puarchas= purcias-  spent spending farms expen-
ing ing ditures
Dollars Dollars Dollars
Flour 82 93.2 3,560 43.41 40.45 45,9
Sugar el 92.0 1,386 17.11 15,75 17.7
Coifee 73 82.9 £35 7.33 6.08 6.2
Lard 47 53.4 546 11.62 6.20 6.9
leats 29 22.9 585 20,17 6.65 7.4
Beans 22 25.0 128 5.82 1.45 1.7
Cained oods 29 32,9 297 10.24 3637 3.8
Pustries 11 12.5 49 4.45 0.56 0.6
Fruits ' 26 23.5 245 9.42 2,78 3.2
Ve ctables 14 15.9 137 9.78 1.56 1.8
Other 22 2560 375 17.04 4.26 4.8
Total - —-—— 7,843 ———— 89,11 100.0

Flour was the most important food cost, with 82 families purchasing
gome flour during tie yeare Tue total spent by these rfamilies for flour
wu8 {3,500, or an avzrage of ;43.41 for those fumilies lhaving such expense,
while the averase for all families was 40.45. Thus, flour ¢ nsumed was
40,9 percent of the food costs, or 2.5 percent of 211 cuash income. Those
families tiiet did not purchase any flour at all utilized tleir oﬁn flouar
which was milled by local millers for a certain percentage of wheat. This
method of securing flour for fanily usuaze is a common practice anong all

farmers in Vance County.






Sugar was the second hihest iten of food costs, averaging {17.11 for
those 81 furms purciasing sucare. The amount of cash spent for sugur as
well a3 the nuuber of fumilies purchasing sugar indiczte that little sugar
is consumede. In other words, the muount spent for susar vas equivalent to
only 230 per cuplta for all families. This wus die in part to the fact
thaet a nwaiber of families, especially tlLose in the lower iacowme _roups,
use sorsghum syrup instead of susar for beverczes, vustries end sweets.

licats were next, with an averase of {20.17 for the 29 families pur=-
chasing neats, while the average for all fumilies was only {6.65 per
family. Lieat consunption indicutes that mure thun two-thirds of the fami-
lies gtudied, utilized only meats wiich were produced on the home farm.

Only l.6 percent of the food expenditures were for items other than
flour, sugar and neats.

With the naaver of cows being oaly l.1 per farm (Table 4), it is
readily seen that dairy products were insufficiently conswaned. Therefore,
with 15.0 percent of the persons ia the families studied being under 8
years of &gZe, it appears that most of the children suffer from under-
nourishnent,

On enaverage, a9 revealed in (Tgble 28), those owners who utilized
money for food spent approximastely the Same amount ss did the tenants,
even thoush in most instunces the Temilies of t:nunts were larger then
those of the owners. On the other hand, the amount of cesh income was
greater, and more money could be seant for foode. The abéence of & Negro

home demonstration agscont in the county may account for the types of food

gener=lly ourchased by both owners and tenants. Thus, the luck of sufficient

information on nutrition provably causes inadequate diets to prevail in most

farm homes in the areae

Clothing Expenditures. Zxpenditures for clothing amounted to an average of

§186.36 per farm (Table 29) or nearly 9 percent of the expenses used for



Tavle 28,==Distribution of Food Expenditures of
Owner and Tenant Farms

Owners Tenants I
No. of Tercent AVE e Ho. of Tercent Ave.
¥Xind furms of farms spent by farus of farms spent by
puarchasing purchusing farns purchiusing purchasing farms
- ‘ wollars “Dollars
Flour 62 96.9 42,22 20 833 47,10
Sugar 59 92,2 18.47 22 91.6 13.45
Coffee 54 84 .4 7.35 19 79.2 7420
Lard 32 50.0 10,90 15 62.5 13.13
lheats 16 25.0 21.94 13 54,2 18.00
Beans 14 21.9 350 8 $8ed J.14
Canned goods 20 S1.2 10.95 9 3745 3490
Pastries 10 15.0 4.70 1 4.2 2.00
Fruits 18 28.1 11.28 8 Sl 5.25
Vegetu.bles 7 1009 7.14 7 29 02 11.45
Other 15 234 19.40 7 29.2 12,00
Total - — 137.85 - ———— 138,66
Table 29,~-Distribution of Clothing Expenditures
Noe. of Percent Total Ave. amt, Ave. for Percent
Items farms of farus ent. for farms all of
purchasing purciasing spent purchasing farms clothing
expenses
Dollars Dollars Dollars
Shoes 87 98.8 1,573 18.08 17.87 13.2
Socks 84 S5.4 385 4,58 4,37 3e2
Suits 80 90.9 3,451 43.14 39.22 28,7
Coats 73 82.9 2,028 27.78 23.05 16.9
Dresses 79 89.7 1,532 19,39 17 .40 12.8
Undergarmnents 73 82.9 808 11.07 9.18 6.7
Shirts 78 88.6 615 7.88 6.98 5.2
Ties 6l 69.3 244 4,00 2.76 2.0
Bedding 38 4367 439 11.55 4,58 3.6
Other clothing 30 54,0 352 11,73 4.00 2.9
Total - e 12 .004 - 136036 100,0

fariily living. The averave annuul clotihing expenditures for 46 funilies in

South Carolina® wes 60 less thian the aversze for 88 funilies in this study.
Y o y

*rrayser, wary Se, "A Study of Lrpenditures For Fumily Living by 46 south
Carolina Rural Families.'", South Carolina Agricaltural Zxperiment Station,
Bulletin 299, September 1934, p. 19.
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This difrcrence mey be due in part to the rise in clothing costs during
1936 as compared witi tihe cost of clothing in 1952, the year when the

study in Scvuth Curolina vias comnletzde The wioants spent for clothing
runsed from 28 to (439 auong owners =nd from $18 to 184 wiong tenants,
These fisures indicate tii-t most of tiie owners were clothed feairly decently,
while most of tie %enants spent sums too small to be properly clid. Coets
utilized 16.9 percent of the clothing budget, while shoes consumed 13.2

varccnt of the

-

percent. Thus, suits, coats wnd shoes atilized neerly sixty
money spent for clothing and approxinutely 5.0 percent of the cusiu incone.
Dresses, undergzurments, shirts, hats, cups, socks and other clothing con=-
sumed the remaining 41.0 ,ercent of the cloiing budget in the order nemed.

Shoes were ypurchaged by all of the owners and all but one of the tenants,
(Teble 30)e

Table 30.,-~Distribution of Clothing Expenditures of
Owner and Tenent Furms

Ovmers Tenants
No. of fercent Ave. amte Noo Of Percent Ave.umt.
Itenms furas of furns speat by furms of farms spent by
purchxsing purchasing farus purchasing punhasing farms
purchasing purci.siis
Dollars Dolleurs
Shoes 64 100.0 17,33 23 95.8 20,17
Socks 62 96,9 4,70 22 91.6 4,23
Suits 60 937 49,90 20 83,3 37485
Coats 57 €9.0 29.82 16 6646 20,50
Dresses 61 9543 20.15 8 7540 15,72
Undergarients 59 92.2 10.73 14 £8.3 12.50
Hets and caps o4 100.0 7.22 15 66 .6 7.19
Shirts 53 92.2 8.05 19 79.2 7637
Ties 51 79.7 4.41 10 41 .6 1.90
Spreads < 50.0 11.66 6 25.0 11,00
Other clothing 20 3l.2 14.05 10 41.6 7.10
Total - ———— 178,02 - —— 145,53

The average wes {17.33 for owners and 320,17 for t-nants. The difference in

this averecze was nrobably due to differences in the size of fuwilies as well
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as the shopping ebility of tiie two groups. Zaite of'ten & nuwiber of items,
such 238 shoes, nuve to be repluaced by farmers ruther frequeatly due to the
low quality of the goods purchased.

A larger proportion of thie owners parchased clothing than tenants. In
most instances tliere was a relative increese in the waouat consumed for
clothing as the amount of cash income rather than the size of the family
increased. ilore money wes spent for men's than women's clothing.

el Zxpenditures. Tie total expenditure for fuel was 14,54 per farm.

Triis average included the one faurm which used electricity awmounting to
¢126¢ (Table 31).

The type of leating and sources of fuel kept fuel expenditures at a
very low level us all of the furins included in the study used either fire-
places or stoves for heating uvurnoses, and used firewood for heating, which
was procured from the woodlands of these farise

Kerosene was tie heaviest expense item for fuel representing 78.5 per=-
cent of tie cost of fuel, bvut it wus less than one percent of the total cash
expenditures. =Sxpenditures for Lerosene are usuully kept ut a low figure as
most fumilies use only one or two kerosene lamps for tiie entire house. The
early retiring habit also mukes it unnecessary to consume any lurge amount

of kerosene.
Table 3le==Distribution of Fuel Expendi tures

Noe of Percent Total  Ave. amt. Ave. Percent
farms of farms ant o for farms spent  of fuel
purchasing parchusing spent purchasing  for all costs

farms

Dollars Dollars Dollars
Kerosene 88 100.0 1,004 11.41 11.41 78.5
Electricity 1 1.1 126 126,00 1.43 9,8
Other (1) 21 23.9 150 7.14 1.70 11.7
Total -— ——— 1,280 e=eee= 14.54 100.0

(1) Fuel for gas lamps.
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On a few furms, gusoline was us2d in g:s lamps, s in recent years a number
of families have purchased such lanps in order thuat their homes might have
brighter light for tieir children to stuay their lessons, without affecting
their eyes seriously.

Tnere wus very little differeuce between tilie averagse amount spent for
fuel other than elsctricity by owners and tenants (Table 32),.

Table 32.=--Distribution of Fuel Zxpenditures of Owner
and Tenant Farms

QOwners ‘ Tenznts

ilo. of Percent Ave, Hoe of Percent Ave,

farms of farms spent farms of farms spent

parchacing purchuasing purchasing purchasing

Dollars Dollars

Kerosene 64 100.0 11.71 24 100.,0 10.58
Blectricity 1 1.6 126,00 -_—
Other 15 234 8.00 6 25.0 4.00

General Zxpenditures. General expenses s classified in this study include

expeases for educution, recreation, reading, chuarch and sgbbath school,
societies, donutions, fishing licenses, dog licenses, huanting licenses,
hunting suwplies, legal fees, postase and coafectionaries,

Of the 5,500 consumed for general expenses, educatioa accounted for
w2yR<0 or 4044 percent. This wmount was spens by 69 fanilies or 78.4 per-
cent of the fumilies included in this study. 3Zven thou h this sum is smell,
it 18 an iacdicution of thie fact thut Ifegro farm fumilics uré aviekening to
the need of assisting their children in securing at leust a secondary school
educatione Of the sixty-nine families utilizing moaey for educ:tional
parposes, five or 5.7 percent of them had children utteadinzg collee.

The second highest a.iouat spent for eneral expenditures went for
church and sabbuth school funds, or an average of {12455 per ferm for the

eighty={our coatriouting to these reli_ ious agencies. This amount was



50,

19.2 percent of tl.2 .zosrll cozaditares. Fands coutrivabted for church
ald sutbuath school reveal the :zasral attitude of lle;ro furuers toward
relizious activities wus baing fuvorable, as only Tour failed to nake

contribuations for tiiese uctivitiese

Tabls 33.==Distrivution of General Zxoenditures

Mo. of Percent Total Ave, ant. Ave., ant. TFercent
Items furing of ferms amount of farms for all of
speading spending  spent spending farns general
expenses

Dollars Dollars Dollars

Edacztion (1) 69 78.4 2,220 22.17 25,23 40.4
Recreution (2) 28 2l.8 596 21.28 6.77 10.8
Reading 63 71.6 236 5,33 3.81 6.0
Church (&) G4 95,5 1,054 12,55 11.98 19.2
Locieties 19 21.6 98 5016 1011 108
Donations 5 60,2 405 7.64 4.60 7.4
Fiahiag licenses 9 10.2 25 2.78 0.28 0.4
Dog licenses 13 21.6 44 2,32 0.50 0.8
Hantings sasplies < 2.2 220 7429 2.57 4.4
Huanting licenses &5 <J.8 71 2.03 0.61 1.3
Le;al fees 5 5.7 62 12,40 0.70 1.0
Postege 23 3745 129 3.90 1.46 263
Confectionaries 42 47.7 24 5.57 2,66 4.2

Total - ——— 5,500 ————— 62448 100.0

(1) Includes boois and tuition.
(2) Includes travel.
(¢) Includes sabbath school.

2ecreation was next in iuportance maounting to an averae of {21.28
for tle 28 fauillies who revorted expenditures ror tiis purpose, or to &n
average of (6,70 for all fumus. On tha wiole, opportunities Ior wholesome
pleasures among Negro=s included in this study are exceeding:ly limited.
However, for about five ;ears, there has bteen & (rowing iaterest in recree-
tional tri.s for both udults and younger persons duae lergely to thie influence
of state c.mps, field days, «nd annual tours being sponsored vy the local

and sgstute workers in a. ricualatral educ:tione

The averace enoant consaied f.r recreation per fimily in this study



was (3 less than for tiie 46 raral frunmilies in Jouth Curolina.®

Sducution, charcies, and recreation accounted for 70.4 percent of the
general expenditures and 3 percent of all cash income which indicate that
tiie social aspects of rursl life anongst nearly two-=thirdis of the funilies
are not being eatirely overlooked.

Goneral exwenditures for riost itens on faras being operated by owners
were twice =8 great as those operated by tanants with the excevtion of
church and society funds. In both of tlhiese instances the average was a few
cents greater (Table 34).

Table 34.=-Distribution of General Exvenditures of Owner
and Tenant Farms

Qwners Eénania

Jo. of Percent Avee. amte Noo Of Percent  Ave. amt.

families of per families of per

gpending families family spending families famlly

spending
Dollars Dollars

Education 52 8l.2 36,62 17 70.8 18.59
Recreation 21 2.8 22,81 7 29.2 16,71
Reading 45 71.9 5.67 17 70.8 1l.12
Church 61 95.3 12.39 23 95.8 12,96
Societies 17 26,6 5.12 2 8.3 5.50
Donations 42 6546 7.86 11 45,8 4.09
Fishing licenses 8 12.5 3.00 1 4.2 1.00
Dog licenses 17 26,6 2.41 2 8.3 1.50
Hunting supplies 22 34 o4 8.23 9 375 5.00
Hunting licenses 27 42.2 1.96 8 3363 2.25
Legal fees 4 642 15,00 2 8.3 6,00
Postage 27 42.2 4.07 5 25.0 Sel7
Confectionaries 30 45,9 5,93 12 50.0 4,67

Investments. :xHxpenditures for investments as used in this study include money
spent for taxes on other property, life insurance and new homes (Table 35).

A total of only 7,238 wus invested for these purposes, or an average of
#8225 for w&ll farms, with more than four-fifths of this sum being used for

building new farm homes. These homes were built for seven owners for an

*Ffreyser, llary Z., "A Study of IZxpeaditures For Family Living by 46 Rural
Families in South Carolina.”, South Caroling Experiment Station, Bulletin
<29, September 1934, p. 23,




average amount of {804+26 p
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er farm (Table %4).

Table 35.==Distrivation of Investrents

Noe. of Percent Ant, Ave, for Ave. Percent
families of invested families for of
fuailies investinsg all investment
Dollars Dollars
Taxes on
other property 6 6.8 270 45,00 3.006 37
Insurance 12 13.6 918 75,50 10.43 12,7
Homes (new) 7 10.9 6,050 864 .26 68.75 83.6
Total — ——- 7,238 ——e———— 82,24 100.,0
Table 36.==Distribution of Investments of
Owner and Tenant Farms
Owners Tenants
li0e OF Percent  ave. ambte 1NOes O Percent  Ave. ant.
Items families of per fanily families of per
families investing families family
investing
Dollars Dollars
Tuxes on
other property 6 9.4 45,00 -
Insurance 10 15,6 85,30 2 8.3 32450
Homes (new) 7 10.9 864,26 —

This was exceptionally low,
low level due to the use of

mills for a certain portion

out the cost of building wunteriel wus kept at a
farm grown tlater wlhich wes dressed Uy local saw

of the dressed lumber.

Taxes on other property and life insurance preniuwns used the reusining

16.4 percent of the investuent costs. Tiese facts indicuie that the more

enterpgrising Ne_ro fumers

in Vunce County are followinz the investment

policies of most of the leading furmers in North Carolina, that of investing

money in other farm land.®

*anderson, W. Ae, "Living Conditions Anong Vhite Land Owner Operators in
Wake County™, North Carclina Zxperiment Stetion, Bulletin Noe. 258, June,

1928, p. 25,



However, it is to0 be noted thiat none of the farmers incladed in tiis study

nade investments in stocis and bonds, urban real estute, und other business
shures which show thaut all investuents were nede almost eutirely in farming
enterprises.

Apparent Savingse. As ureviously indicuted, the apruwrent cash available

after all expenditures liad bzen recorded was 3,585, or an average of
¢381,66 per funily (Table 20). This sum included 10,220 held by approx-
imgtely one=fourth of the furmers in the form of saving accounts. L.ost of
these accouuts were possessed by farm owners, as only five tenants had
saving eccounts which amounted to only {1,135 as compared with #9,095 held
by sixteen ownerse Only siall proportions of the cash earnings of either
owners or tenants were placed in saving accounts, primarily because most
of the farwers in the area of this study are more or less reluctant about
having other incividuals xnow about their profits, or accumulations of
funds. Thus, as shown in this study, many furmers fuiled to deposit any
money in banks, while others deposited wery little of their net cash incame.
This fact, may account in part for tiie large amount of a.parent suvings
beyond thut held in bank accountse. Doubtless some of Gthe apmrent savings

were used to pay olf previously incarred debts.



Ve FACTORS AFfmCTING CASH INCOLE

Cash income from ferming is prooably affected by as many factors as

any type of business enterprise. In general, farming is affected by &t
least four important groups of factors, rnanely; economic, plysicel,
biological and personale. However, this study includes only some of the
economic factors which aiTect the amount of cash income recelved by the

88 furms. Such factors as the size of farms, size of families, number

of adult workers und the education of farm operators are anelyzed in their
relation to cash farm expenditures and to ne£ cesh incoue availavle for

family living, investuents and apparent savingse

Size of Farms. The size of farms in total acres is one of the primary

factors in determining the volune of farm business, largely because it
usually affects the area, shape and location of fieldsi factors which
aid in determining the vrofitableness of the farm business due to their
effect on labor eiriciency. Ais the size of the farm increased the amount
of net cash income also tended to increase (Table 37)e The farm operators
who lived on the larger farms were able to utilize more effectively their
resources of labor, equipment, suplies and lande It is also probably that
the better farm operators tend to bLe located on the larger farmse

About two=fifths of the furms were capable of maintaining a standard
of living far above the average in the area due primarily to the fact that
these operautors had furms of sufficient size to obtain a net cash income
over three times as lar;e as that received by the other three=fifths of

the furmers,
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Size of Fumilies., The size of families is oftzn a Tuctor alfecting cuash

lubor costs tut thie cush incane per capita may not be sulfficient for
providing the living necessities in case of a large family, esfecially if
on a small rarm. The family lavor may be inefficient as well as too young
or old to contribute much actual furm labor, so that the amount of cash
income muy be low on & per cupitu basise In this study, the &5 fumilies
having from 6 to 8 wm=:bers per family recsived the best returns, with an
averace of 120.22 per cupita (Tuble <8). It is doubtful whether or not
such an incowe per person is safficient to provide satisfactory living
conditions. However, the cash income wus greatly augmented by the pro-
duction of home supplies which made it possitle {or these fanilies to
provide for their living expenses and also create savings. The families
with nine or more membars, which constituted about one=fourth of the

entire group had a very low income per cepitae

Adult ‘orkers. The number of adult workers affects the net cash receipts

from furming for if the nuambver is either too large or too small for the
volume of furm business, it is probable that tlhe amount of net cash incouie
per capita will be rateriully recduced. Therefore, it is necessary to keep
worxers employed a maximum amount of time on productive workx in order to
provide a satisfactory incane per worker and per family under normal economic
and ohysical conditions. Lore productive work per adult worker may be
provided ia this area by securing additional farm land, increasing the crop
acresag;e, improving soil fertility and by expanding the livestock entserprises.
About two=-thirds of the owner ferms and practically all of‘the tenant
furms were operated by one full=time faumily adult worker. The average net
cash income on the two-man farms was twice as large as that on the one-man
farms and about one=third larger than that received by the three-man farms.

(Table T9).
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This difference was partly due to the size of the furus, since the average
for all furms of 4.2 crop acres was too lari;:e for one adult aad too small
for three audults to operate successiully on account of tlie inteusiveness
of tobacco production. Fartliermore, such a difference indicutes that the
two=wwan farms are probably better alapted to tlie size of furws and type

of asriculture followed in the creu. aAlthioush the cush incoue per adult
worker was practicully the swie on both the oae-man wad two=mun furms,
there wus more net cash income per funily member, in case of the two-man
farmse Thuas, it is apsarent that the fwaily could enjoy & hilier stendurd

of living on the farms operzted by two adult workerse.

sducation of rferm Overztors. The education of farm operstors had negligible

effccts uvon the amount of cash income, except for those farm operators who
had conpleted tle tenth grade aid the one who hed attended colleze (Table 40).
Tais fuct 1s contrary to the rosults of a study mede in Grayson County,
Virginia® which found that on both full-time and part=-time farms, the farm
income increased with tlie nwaver of years the furm operators had attended
school. Iowever, this difference in eflect of formal eduacation on cash
incaune may have been due in part to the difference in tie type of egriculture
in the two arees, as yricticully nine=tentlis of the cash receists on the
Virginia farms were derived from livestock and suyplemeniuary occupsations of
farm operators &3 compured witii foar={ifths from totacco wad cotton on the
farms in Vance County. In cuse of the tyoe of a_ricalture followed in the

area of tiis study, it 1s probable thalt long experience has as mucihi effect on

cash receipts as does foruw.l educ=tion, as exverience in produciag totacco

*/crnon, Je Je, "A Study of the Orgenization and Liansgsement of Furms in
Grayson County, Virginia™, Virginia Agriculturel zxperiment Stution,
Bulletin S04, June 1936, pe. 65



60,

——————— 926 TL ==mmceew 889°TL  ==—==-==  PT2SHT 0°00T 89 18303
—————— 149 00°882°2 8822 00°6S6‘S  6S6°S 2°1 T 83871100
pepus11v¥
STAS Zeleidh 612°9 00°g52‘1 210%s 8L°L082 1221l Gy b 01
00° 68% Lo%*T  00°8G6 v.i8°2 00°LPPT 192°Y Al e 6
L9°220°T 860°e 0z°sgelt y10‘Y L9°048°e 21T¢L A e 8
T4°6%2 BPL‘T  PT1°049 169¢Y L1°SL0'T  68%‘9 6°L L pA
o1°866 046°2T GT1°608 6TS°0T 02°208°T Ge¥‘cz 8° %1 o1 9
L1°962°1 Gog‘s  g2°002‘t 202¢L 05°¥65°2  Locfst 8°9 ] g
89°%19 649°TT OT°2%9 00221 84°9G2°T 6.48°c2 9° 12 61 v
62°289 9066  TL°E94 202°0T  TL°¥P'T BoZfoz 6°G1 1 e
19°%29 0218  ST°¥¥¢ ¥.L0¢L LL°89T°T  ¥B1°CT 8°v1 21 2
00° 196 22T1°T  00°2T0°T 9202 00°¥4s‘T 8%T°¢ g2 2 1
00°69T°T G6¥‘S  L9°830°T 980°¢¢ L9°g6T1‘2  186°9 AL ¢ 0
8IBTTOX mhdﬁ.ﬁoﬂ. 8IBTTOQ 8IBTTOC mhdﬂ.ﬂom 8JIBTTOT
csosuadxse e9BUSGXS
wIsy wIBJ sqdteoax sqd1e08X Buiqe1dwod

8wWOdUT Ys®BO 8uI0dU yeso ysBO ys®wo ysro 3Jurleicuod sJIoWIBT poqo1dwod

48U °8AY US®RO 98N *OAY 13308 *BAY 181305 qusdxad JO °*ON apBIH

8WOOUT USBY) 39})T PUB 679G T20AY USS, 09 §J03%Iad) WIBI JO UOTQROTDT JO UOTGRION==°(QPH OT0B]






usually means higher prices on account of the superior quality of leaf
tobacco, generally marrzeted by the experienced grower. However, the con-
tact of farners in vocutional and asricultural extension classes may have

aided in overcoming the handicap of limited formal school training.



SU.ZARY AYD COITTLUSIONS

This study presents the findini's of a survey of the aiount, sources
and utilization of cash income during 1936, 8i100g 88 Nesro farm families
in Vance County, North Carolina. Sixty-fzrr or 72,7 perceat of these
farmers were owners, while the remainingfwere tenants.

In general, the tyne of farmine conducted by these €8 farmers was a
two=cro, system, consisting of the production of tobacco and cotton, from
which all faims secawred at least four-fifths of their cash income. This
type of rfarming is primarily due to a favorzble climate as well as
marxets for tobacco and cottone The low acreage of pasture land, the small
size of farms and the lack of proper markets mmke it uneconomic to attempt
livestock production a3 a major source of cash income, even though the
topogrephy of thie s0il in riost wreas of tle county is satisfactory for
livestock furming.

Farm prices received for tobacco and cotton were rising during the
period of this study, and were at levels above any year since 1929, This

fad

condition mede it possivle for furmers to secure cash incomes above those
expected and hisjher than inccmes in other years.

The prevailing type of tenuncy is that of straight-croupers where
the tenant receives two-thirds of tiie cash income from the cash crops with
tlie privilege of & limited income from other sources., This fom of
tenancy favors the tenant in that he is largely respoasible for the amount
of additionel cash income which he may obtein from sources other than
tovacco and cottone

On the whole, farms were relatively auall, averaging 63.1 acres per

furm, However, they were only Jl, acres smaller than the average size farm
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in orth Carolinw., wiile tier viere 7.5 acres lar e2r then the avera:e for
the county. The size of most furms was in accord vith the type of asri-
culture, inusmuchh as toovacco Turuers in the srea uwepead nesavily ucon funily
lavor end therefore, since tobacco reouires iantensive cultivetion, only a
few ucres ure necessury to coasuwie aveilable fixally labor on most farms.

approxinately nine-tenths of the cash incone obtained by the 88 farms
was aerived Irom the szle of crops. Cash income from sources other than
farm enterprises zccounted for less thun four pzrcent of the totul cash
reccelptse Thus, it is evident thet Ne,ro farmers in Vaance County depend
alwost completely upon ferming as tiweir mode of living.

Tue average £ross cash incoue w.s 1,814 on farms operated by owners,
while the av:rage was {1,131 on tenant Jerms, a uwifference of {683, This
difference lurgely accounts for the apparent wide variations in the stan-
dard of living maintained bty most of thz farmers in these two groupse
Wearly <2 percent of the owaners znd ¢3 perceat of tihe ftenants raceived ¢ross
cash incoues ol less thun ,1,000. IHowever, most of tie faruers in this
cash iacome group were able to maintain e decent stundard of living,
primurily because of the fact that es.eciallytlie owners end the enterprising
tenants produced large supplies of food vhich not only reduced fumily'
expenditures but ensbled thewn to mexe investirents and crsate saving:se

The average net cash income was about 813 per farm or an average of
3120 per capita, which indicutes that many families were unable to provide
most of the comforts of life.

These 88 families spent 50.0 percent of their cash income for the
furm business and 21.5 percent for family living, while the renainder or
2840 percent vas invested within the farmn or home, or held as apparent
savings. The avera;e utilization of cash income on all farws was {814

for the farm business, {33o for tfumily living, (82 for investments while
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the remainder or 331 was classiflied as apoarent savines,

fertilizers coastituted nearly 55 percent of the farm expenditures
or 280 per farm, which indicates the heavy applicution of fertilizers
for tobucco and cotion as well as the low fertility of most soils in the
areae.

Clothing and food which consuned niore than three-=fifths of the cash
speant 1Tor faumdly livin; pursoses averaged 225 per farme These expend=
itures were greatly reduced primarily uvecause of home produced farm pro-
ducts, while most of the clothing used oy many of the families was rela=-
tively inexpensive.

The coastruction of new homes wiong 10.9 percent of the2 fara owners
wccounted for 83.6 percent of the investment s made by furmers in this study.
This fact iandicutes that the nmore enterprising llegro furazsrs in Vance
County are keeping in line with the general imsrovements in farm housing
coacitioans turoughout Horth Carolina.

Apparent savings amounted to a total of ;33,583 or an averace of
$38le66 per family. This swa included ;10,220 held by approximately one=
fourth of the farmers in the form of savings accounts. Doubtless some of
the apparent saving s were used to pay off previously incurred debts or were
a part of the expenses which were not obtained in the questionnaires,

Cash inconie increased as the size of the ferms increased, which was
proc=zblr on «ccount of the fect thut on the larger farms the operators were
able to utilize more effectivsly their resources of labor, equipment, supplies
and lende.

Those Tumilies having from o to 8 members received the largest cash
incomes, averaging 150 per canita, which was low for maintaining comfortayle
living standurds a3 well as creating savinese.

Those rfamilies who had two rwle adult enbers worizing on the farms
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secured incanes twize as lar.e ag those with oanly ons and oune=third larcer
than those families with three male adzlt workers, whiich indicutes that
tlle averagce crop acrea;s2 of 4.2 acres per farm is better suited for the
two-nian farms thun either the one-man or thiree-izan farms.

Aducation of the farm overators in this study showed na,;lisible eifects
uson the anmount of cash income, except those who had coupleted the tenth
grade and tihe one who hau attendea college. This fact seemingly indicutes
that probably lons experience hus as much effect on cash receipts as does

foraal educatioa in this area of tovacco farming.

Recommendutionse. The findings during the course of this stuiy seemingly

warrant the followii; recorunendations:

l. The production of more soil improving crops such as legues is
necessuary %o rwmiutain aad improve the fertility of the soils as a
mcans of iacreasing the potential cash income.

2., The using of land for its best purvose would tend to increase the
cash income of farmers anc in removiag suomarginal or hich cost
lunds from Turm use. a State zoning law «nd a county zoning
ordinance woald aid in obteiania.; this end.

3. The participation in the present Asricultural Aujustment 2Program
of Soil Conservation will serva to iaprove soil fertility.

4, If owners and tenants would exn.n;e in tlhe production of wmore horti=-
cultural products, especiully small fruits, the risks iavolved in
the ares:nt two=-crop system of faruing would be reduced.

5. Lany far.ers should iacrease the number of dairv cows per farm as a
weans of providiag an adegqaute supply of dairy vroducts for the fumily
and some might secure an aduwitionsl source of cush income frowu the

sule of dairy prouucts.
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12,

furners Vil
insnts in T
investuent

Trhe mixing

ose rz2coras iadicuty woowrect 3.oviaos ol b sude invest-
arm lznd, bonds, life ianswanczs, cnd otler prifitutle

s as a u2ans of securin- ¢reater economic security.

[

of fertilizers by .roups of fur.ers will aid in reducing

expeaditures for couwcerciel fertilizers.

Ffarmers should be encouraged to regunize their own cooperative

associatio

narticinat

n to buy supnlies for tle fum eand the howe, and to

e in the selling of tobacco and cotton, cooveratively.

A thorough educational progrum niuy be necessary to show the adven=-

tages aad

S a local

o]

“he nrodac

linitetlons of cooperatives and to explain the feilure
Heoro murxetin zssociction some ten or more years afoOe.

tion and nerketing of high quality furm products should

be encouraged in order to secure gremiwa prices,

“hose farmers who lave falled to ieep furn: and houschold recordas

suoald est

ablish a system of rlurm record keeping as a means of

deterining more accurately the reiurns from the farm businesse

The system of tenauncy needs saue modifications on rany farus which

will resul

iag the te

t in meintaining the fertility of the soil ena in keep=-

nants on the ier:m for & loacer period.

The continued aand farther purticipuation of tle farman families in the

acricultural educetion prosrams will result in a steway improvement

of %he economic position of the farm people.

An expansi
educution

end other

on of the educational work in lLome economics and consuner
will improve the wietary habits, the standurds of dress

plhases of farm living.

G
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APCuDIX

QUASTIOAINS TO OBTAIN Call ILICULL il mXrilsosd OF JuGi0 FARTRS IN

VAISS COUll?

Neme

General Informction

Township

Jumber in family on fuarn

T, N0 CAlULIila, rOR 1936,

Adress

, adults (21 or older)

girls o ITumber children 0=6 years

Acres operated , owned

)e

Acres in crops , in pasture

fariastead .

Number mules » horses

chickens s turkeys

System of farming, ownership

» rented

» COWS
» ducks

, Share

67.

s 0DOYS

, 7-14 , 15-20

» Woods

{ouerated by others

, 1dle

[

s calves , hogs

s cash

s Suineas s other

(Record only products sold)

Describe
Cash Income
Crops

Corn, bu. $
Cotton, bales $
Tobacco, lbs. $
Vheat, bu. £
W. Potatoes, bu. ¥
Sw. Potatoes, bu. S
Cantaloupes, crates $
vatermelon, loads &
Vegetables, $
Seeds $
liolasses, gal. $
Other $

Total &

Tree and small fruits

Apples, bu. -~ $
Peaclies, bu. $
Pears, bu. $
Plums, bu. $
Cherries, gal. 4
uinces, ovu. $
Grapes, bue F
Dewberdes,crates $
Strawberries, " $
Canned fruit Y
Other 8

Total ¥




-p-
Livestock Other cash incomes
Hogs, o. lbs. » Firewood o
Pigs, No. 1lbs. , < Logs o
Cattle, No. lbs, s Fair premiums y
Calves, No. lbs. ’ Land rental, gov'te. ¢
mules, No. lus. » & Land rental, farmers §
Beel8, A0z & Rent, tobacco barn §
kilk, gal. o Rent, other bldgs. §
Sour milk, gal, v Rent, team ¥
Butter, 1D. ] Rent, truck $
Honey, 1lb. e . Labor elsewhere $
Hens, No. lbs, y U Boarders $
Fries, MNoe. lbs, s & Pensions $
Turkey, No. ‘ lbs. » Eelief $
Ducks, No. lbs. ’ v Gifts &
Guineas, !lo. lbs. ’ o Policies &
Dogs, Hoe & Other $
Others, N
Total o Total ]
Farn Cash Zxnenses
Crop expenses Livestock expenses frrm machinery and truck
expenses
Fertilizers b Breeding fees o
Nitrate of soda Lledicine & liachinery repair &
Line ¥ Veterinary fees New machinery $
Sceds “ fuel for breader ., Truck repairs &
Crop Insurance Hey 5 Licenssz truack ¥
Twine ¥ Duiry feed . Auto repuirs -
Threshing N roultry feed " License, sauto .
Containars . Lule feed - Treiler, repairs
Spray y Other fzed o License, truiler
Other Y Other Ly Gas and oil, trucky
Ges and oil, auto |
Total . Total 6 Other ¥
Total 5
fam inproveunents' erpenses Other farm expenses
House repairs e Hired lebor &
Burn repuirs H Cash rent &
Feuce revairs & Taxes (Personal) §
Insurance v Taxes (Property) ¢
Total E Total 9 .




-

Household and Personal iLupenses

Foods Clothing
Flour o Jhoes e
Suser “ Socks EH
Coffee Suits "
Lard *:.’ Coats q‘,
meat « Dresses $
Beans . Undersarments,
Caaned goods Huts and caps,
rastries w Shirts $
Candies ) Ties &
fruits v Spreads w
Vaietables
Other W Total 5
Total W
Fuel end lisht
Kerosene
slectricityy
v
Other w
Total b
Sau.Ty
Total Incoine &
Total Zxpense ¥
Balance <
Savings
Life insuraunce uyremiums g

Fzrm investment RN

"

Other savings(including bank)

Othier exrenses

Church and Sunday schooly
Lodg es and societies y
Truvel (other than cur) ¢
school expenses

| |

i

W
Pepers and recazines .
Tzlephones G
Postage and stationery .
Lesel fees T
Interest on loans .
Fishing license v
Hunting license S
Dog license $
Hunting supplies ;_,'-'
Donations ;:::

Total &
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