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productive capacity of the farm by the farmer,

Ubjectives
This study was undertaken to study the adjusiments

and economic conseguences of those mdjustments for typical
Miasouri farm operations of various types in recent years,
Specifically, the objectives of this study are as followst

1) To examine the rate of change (adjustment) on
farms,

2) To examine adjustments of size, farm type and
group chenges for a known sample of operators
to gaein ineights into the adjustment process,

3) To determine changes taking place in resource
productivities,

The use of production function analysis is used to
analyze some of the changes in resource allocation that have
taken place in lortheast Kissouri betwsen the years 1liy62 to
1365, Thie indicates changes in efficiency of given inputs,
shows which inputs have become more important, and points
out the direction of the changes, By comparing the same
sample farme between the two years, the shifis among the
types of farming operations can be observed, Such changes
can be important in forsmulating policy recommendations for
agriculture in the future,
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land, labor, major equipment investment, livestock and orop
inventory, and cash expenses,

This function was fitted with data from ell 58%
sample farme in the 44 northern Missouri counties, The
farms were then broken down according to the three census
economic areas; Northeast Missouri, 222 farme; North Central
Kissouri, 174 farms; and Korthwest Xissouri, 188 farms,

This allowed for a comparison of the three areas, The farms
also were divided into cash-grain, mixed-livestock, beerf,
nog, and dairy categories, These classifications were made
acoording to the enterprise which accounted for fifty per
cent or more of gross farm sales, Harms were further clas-
sified according to sige, by dividing the farms equally into
emall, medium, and large categories on the basis of acres of
tillable land,

The first model was fitted with the cash expenses
variable including only feed and fertiliszer, The coeffici~
ents of determination were found along with the elasticities
of production, The marginal value productivities were
computed to determine how much the addiiion of one unit of
a particular resource would increase gross revenue,

The same computations were next made with the ad-
dition of purchased livestock to cash expenses, The find-
ings indicated that the importance of purchased liveatock
wae least in the northesst area, although its inclusion
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11
steepness of the slopes and the many gullies, less than
fifiy per cent of this soil type is suitable for
cultivation, However, most is suitable for pasture and an
estimated 15 per cent remains forested, Much of thisg soil
is difficult to improve through fertilization due to the
slope and resulting erosion problems,

Another common soil type is Menfro, found in the hills
surrounding the rivers and generally known g8 "river hilla”
soil, It has a thick mantle of loess but because of steep
slopes and permeable nature of the soil is subject to severe
erosion which greatly limits its use, It is highly respon~
give to fertilization and what small areas are suitable for
cultivation can be used for a great variety of crops, How-
ever, due to the severe erosion problems much of the Meniro
soil type can not be cultivated and is used for pasture,

Bottomland or alluvial soils are found beside the
rivers and atreams in Northeast Missouri, It is the single
most uniformly fertile soil area in the state and is in-
tensively cultivated, Its crop yields are high and it has
the capacity for even higher productiion and more speclalized
farming, A characteristic of this bottomland, sometimes
called "gumbo,” is its clay texture, DUrainage is often in-
sufficient and flooding may occur but this soil type
contributes an important part of the crop production in

North ¥issouri,
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A fifth 20il type, found in the western one~fourth
of Handolph County and the northwest corner of Howard
County, is known as Shelby or "rolling prairie® soil, It is
derived from glacial till and is inherently fertile, but
limited in use because of erosion on the steeper slopes,
Corn and oats are the major crops with much of the land in
permanent grass pastures, Erosion is the main limiting
fector in its use,

Thus, the lortheast Xissouri counties are dominated
by glacial and loess soil types which generally have a high
inherent level of productivity, Therefore, the region has a
fairly high ferm production potential, The main factor
limiting the productive capacity of these soils, once ade-
quate fertiliger ie applied, is the rolling nature of the

ground which tends to cause erosion,

Changes in Parm Numbers

The following changes, based on the Census of Agri-
culture, occurred between the years of 1359 and 1364 in the
16 counties of the Northecast Missouri economic area, The
number of farms in this area dropped from 22,060 in 1959 to
19,383 in 1964, & 12 per cent decrease, The average size of
farm increased from 226,4 acres in 1959 to 252,5 acres in
1964, a 12 per cent increase, The number of commercisl

farms has gone from 15,200 to 13,745~-a 10 per cent
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docraaae.s

In the State of Kissouri, the nuwber of census farme
declined from 168,672 in 19353 to 147,315 in 1364 for & 13
per cent decrease, The average size of the census farms
increased from 136,6 acres to 221,9 acres, a 13 per cent
increase, The number of commercial farms decreased from
106,678 in 1959 to 95,085 in 1364 for a 10 per cent

decraase.e

Changes in the Semple Segments

The number of commercial farms in the sample segments
dropped 13 per cent from 223 to 194 between 1962 and 1965,
which ie close to the 10 per cent decrease in the Agricul-
tural Censue, However, the average size of commercial farms
in the sample did not change at all, being 341 acres in both
time periods, This may indicate, assuming that the 13962
survey wes accurate, that some farmes were classified as com-
mercial farme in 13965 when they should have been only census
farme, thus the average acres were not as high as they
should have been in 136%, On the other hand, the 1962
survey may have screened out some smaller cosmmercial farms

whioh would have brought the average down--which seems

“United States Census of Agriculture, op cit., P. 2.
®Ibid., ». 2.
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likely since the average size of farm wes large, If both
surveys were accurate, the same size in both years would
tend to indicate that in this area the size of the commerci-
el farm is staying relatively stable while the land from the
farms going out of production is, for the most part, lying
idle or bvecoming part of noncommercial ogerationa.7

Examination of the 130 farmers operating from the
same households in both 1562 and 196% revealed that they
did increase their average ascreage from 343 in 1962 to 361
in 136%--a 3 per cent increase, The newly interviewed farm
units in the segment were smaller, averaging only l41 acres,
Since there were 64 of these units, they tended to hold
down the average increase in farm size for the survey area,

The average age of the farmers in the whole of
¥issouri was 51,6 years in 1359 and 52,5 years in 1964, The
farmers in the 16 county area of northeast Missouri had an
average age of 52,1 years in 1953 and 52,4 years in 1364,
This comparea with an average of 43,7 years in 1962 and
50,6 years in 1965 for the sample taken, The 130 farmers
out of the sample of 194 who operated in both time periods
averaged 51,8 years of age in 1365, The 64 farmers who were

interviewed for the firet time averaged 48,5 years of age in

Trand operated by farm units in the 1962 survey also
could have paseed to ferm unite with the household located
outside the segments included in the survey,






CHAPTER III
SAKPLE SURVEY CHANGES, 1962 TO 1964

In this chapter the changes that have occurred
between the 1962 sample survey and the 1965 sample survey
with respect to the aize of the commerciél farms are
examined, Then the chengese between the types of farme are
compared and, finally, the changes within the representa-
tive farm classes for the two time periods are examined,
The criteris used to divide the sample farms into size,

type, and class were discussed in Chepter II,

Chenges in Farm Size Groups

The changes in the numbers of farme for the small,
medium, and large size groupe between the 1362 and 1965
survey in the sampled sree are shown in Table I, The 1962
survey covered 223 farme which were broken down into the
three size groups, The 1365 survey covered the sams ares
but only 194 farme were classified as commercial operations,
The farms were broken down using the same criteria for

small, medium and large size classifications,

Small Farms
In the 1362 survey, there were 77 small farms in
operation compared to 63 in the 1965 sample, The 6} amsll

farmes were [further broken down into 24 small farms which had
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TABLE 1
CHANGES IN FARM NUKBER BY 3IZE CATEGOKIES, 1962-1365

‘Small Kedium Large

lNumber in Category in 1965 63 61 79
Number in Category in 1962 i 67 70
Number of Perms in Same Size Group 24 28 32
Kumber of Farms Changing Fromi
Kedium to Smell 6 —-— -
Large to Smell 4 w— —
Small to ¥Medium - 10 —
Large to Medium ——— 12 —
Small to lLarge — - 9
Madium to Large — - 16
Farms FPirst Interviewed in 1965 29 11 13
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Changes in Parm Types
Farms from the survey were classified as cash grain,
mixed livestock, beef cattle, or hog farms on the basis of
their major source (or sources) of income, Considerable
shifting in the classifications occurred between 1962 and 1965,
These shifts are descridbed below by type of farm,

- In the 1962 survey 38 commercial cash grain farms were
operating and in the 1365 resurvey 67 were in operation
(Table II), This increase of 23 ferms was the largest for
eny type of farm in the area, Only 14 of the 1365 totel of
67 farms were cash grain units which had operated in both
time periods, Twelve had been mixed livestock farms, seven
had been beef cattle farms, six had been hog ferms, and four
had been dairy farms, There also was a total of 24 cash
grain farms interviewed for the first time in 1965,

The cash grain farms are unique among the different
types of farme in that there wae a total increase of 23
farms in the sample, A resson for this is the realization
of farmers that the higher returns on labor actually used
is most frequently odbtained from cash grain operations,
This iz only one explanation of the shift toward this type
of farming in the sample area, Technological advances
which permit a farmer to handle & larger acreage and others
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TABLE II
CHANGES IN NUMBERS OF CASH GEAIN OPERATIONS

Cash Grain Parms in 1965 67
Cash Grein Farms in 1962 38
Cash Grain Farms which operated both

in 1962 and 1365 14
Mixed lLivestock Perms which moved to

Cash Grain Farms 12
Beef Parme which moved to Cash Grain Farms 7
Hog Farms which moved to Cash Grain Farms 6
Dairy Parms which moved to Cash Grain Farms 4

Cash Grain PFerms which were firet inter—
viewed in 1965 24






TABLE III
CHANGES IN RUMBER OF MIXED LIVESTOCK CPERATIGNS

22

¥ixed Livestock Farms in 196%
¥ixed Livestock Farms in 1962

Mixed Livestock Parms which operated both
in 1962 and 1965

Cash Grain Farms which moved to
Mixed Livestock Parms

Beef FParms which moved t0 Kixed Livestock Farms
Hog Farms which moved to Mixed Livestock larms

Mixed Livestock Ferms which were first
interviewad in 1965

42
69

20

14







TABLE IV
CHAKGES IN NUMBER OF BEEP CATTLE FAIMS

24

Beef Cattle Farms in 1965 25
Beef Cattle Farms in 1962 31
Total Beef Farms which operated in 1362

and 136% 9
¥ixed Livestock Parms which moved to

Beef PFarms 2
Hog Parms which moved to Beef Parms 1

Beef Parms which were first interviewed 13

(S0 A A S T



TABLE V
CHANGES IR NUMBER OF HOG FARES

Hog Parms in 1365 48
Hog Farme in 19362 70
Hog Parms which operated both in 1962 and 1365 24
Cash Grain Farme which moved to Hog Perms P4
Xixed Livestock PFarms which moved to

Hog Parms 11
Beef Porms which moved t0 iiog Farms 2

Hog Parms which were first interviewed in 1965 9
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TABLE VI

CHANGES IN DAIRY PARM WUMBEK

Dairy Parms in 1965 12
Deiry Farms in 1962 15
Dairy Parms which operated both in 1962 and 1965 4
Nixed Livestock Farms which moved to Dairy Parms 1l
Beef Parms which moved to Dairy Marms 1l
Hog Parms which moved to Deiry Parms 3

3

Dairy Parme which were first interviewed in 196%
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cash grain farms from the following classes: two small
mixed livestock farms, one small hog farm, two medium cash
grain farms, and one large beef farm, Ten farms, inter-
viewed for the first time in 1965, were classified as small
cash grain farms (see Appendix Table IV),

Small Mixed Livestock Farms

In 1362, there were 31 small mixed livestock farms
operating in the sampled area but by 1965 there were only
five—e decremse of 26 over the three~year period, The
small mixed livestock farms of 1962 shifted in the following
ways: three remained small mixed livestock farms, two be~
came small cash grain farme, two became small beef farms,
four became small hog farms, two became medius mixed live-
stock farms, one became & medium hog farm, one became a
large cash grain farm, two became large mixed livestock
farms, one became & largs hog farm, one became & large dairy
farm, one was screened out as a noncommercial farm, six
were screened out as noncensus farms, one refused to be
interviewed, and four were nonexistent by 1965,

No farms were added to the small mixed livestock
clessification which had operated in & different classs dur-
ing 1962, fTwo farms, classified as small mixed livestock

farme, were interviewed for the firet time in 1965,
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Small Beef Parms

In 1962, seven small beef farms were operaiing in
the sampled area and in 196%, 16 farms were classified as
small beef farms--aon increase of nine during the period,
The seven small beef farms of 13962 shifted in the following
ways: one remained as a small beef farm, two were screened
out &8 noncommercial farms, three were screened out as non-
census ferme, and one was nonexistent in 1965, A total of
four farms shifted to the small beef from the following
classes: two small mixed livestock farms, one medium beef
farm, and one large beef ferm, Eleven farms, interviewed
for the first time in 1965, were classified es small beef

{farms,

small Hog Farms

There were 24 small hog farme operating in the

sampled area in 1262 and 19 such units were operating in
1965--a decrease of five farms for the three-year period,
The 24 small hog farms shifted in the following ways: eight
remeined as smell hog farms, one became & small grain farm,
one became & medium grain ferm, one became a medium mixed
livestock farm, two became medium hog farms, one became a
large hog farm, one became & large dairy farm, four were
screened out as noncommercial farms, one refused, and four

were nonexistent in 1965, A total of eight farms shiited
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to small hog farms from the following classes: four small
mixed livestock farme, one medium beef farm, two medium hog
farme, and one large beef farm, Three farms, where inter-
views were taken for the firet time in 196%, were classified

as small hog farms,

Smell Dairy Farms
In 1962, eight small dairy ferms were operating in
the sampled area and in 1965, five--a decrease of three,
The eight small dairy farms had changed in the following ways:
one remained a small dairy farm, two became medium cash
&rain farms, two became large cash grain farms, one was
screened out as a noncensus farm, one refused the informe-
tion, and one farm became nonexistent in 1965,
Only one farm, a lerge dairy unit, shifted to a small
dairy farm, Three operators who were interviewed for the

first time in 1965 were classified as small dairy farmers,

Medium Cash Grain Farms

In 1962, 16 medium cash grain farms were operating
in the sampled area and in 1965 there were 23, for an in-
crease of seven during the three-year period, (See Table
VIII,) fThe 16 medium cash grain ferms had changed in the
following ways: one remained & medium cash grain farm, two
became small cash grain farms, one became & medium hog

faerm, three became large cash grain farms, three were
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screened out 28 noncensus farms, and six farms were non-
existent in 1965 (see Appendix Table II), A total of 16
farms shifted 10 the medium cash grain farm classification,
They were from the following classes: one smell cash grain
farm, one small hog farm, two small dairy farms, four medium
mixed livestock farms, four medium beef farms, two medium
hog farms, one large mixed livestock farm, and one large
beef farm, Six farms, whorse interviews were taken for the
first time in 1965, were classified as medium cash grain

farms (see Appendix Table V),

Medium Mixed Livestock

Nineteen medium mixed liveatock farms were operating
in the sampled area in 1362 and 18 in 1965-—a decrease of
only one in the three year period, The 19 medium mixed
livestock farms of 1962 changed in the following ways:
three remained medium mixed livestock farms, four became
medium cash grain farms, three became large mixed livestock
farms, one became & large hog farm, one was screened out as
a noncensus farm, and two were refusals, A total of 14
farms shifted to medium mixed livestock farms in 1965 from
the following classes: two small mixed livestock farms, one
emall hog farm, six medium hog farms, two large cash grain
farms, two large mixed livestock farms, and one large hog
farm, One farmer who was interviewed for the first time in

13€%5 was classified &2 having & medium mixed livestock farm,
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In 1962, ten medium beef farms were in operation and
in 1965 only three—a decrease of seven, The ten medium beef
ferme had changed in the following ways: two remained
medium beef farms, one became & small beef farm, one became
a small hog farm, four became medium cash grain farms, one
became a large beef farm, and one refused to complete the
questionneire, There were no medium beef farms in 1965
which had operated in & different cless in 1362, Only one
farmer was interviewed for the first time in 1965,

In 1362, there were 22 medium hog farms operating in
the sampled area and in 1365 there were l7--a decrease of
five for the three year period, The 22 medium hog farms of
1962 changed by 196% in the following ways: three remained
medium hog farms, two became small hog farms, two became
medium cash graiﬁ farms, six became medium mixed livestock
farms, one became & large cash grain farm, one became @&
large mixed livestock farm, one became a large hog farm, two
became large dairy farms, two were acreened out as non-
census farms, and two became nonexistent, A total of 1l
farms shifted to become medium mixed livestock farms in
1965, They were from the following classes: one small

mixed livestock farm, one small hog farm, one medium cash
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cash grain farm, two medium mixed livestock farms, one large
cash grain farm, two large mixed livestock farms, and two
large hog farms, Three farms, where interviews were taken
for the first time in 136%, were classified as medium hog

farus,

large Cssh Grain Farms

Pifteen large cash grein farms were operating in the
sampled area in 1962 and 26 in 1365--an increase of 11
farms, The 15 large cash grain farme of 1962 changed in the
following ways: five remained as large cash grain farms,
two became medium mixed livestock farms, one became & medium
hog farm, one became a large hog farm, two were screened out
as noncensus farms, three became nonexistent (see Appendix
Table III), A total of 13 farms shifted to become large
cash grain farms from the following classes: one small hog
farm, two small dairy farms, three medium cash grain farms,
three medium mixed livestock farms, one medium hog farm, two
large mixed livestock farms, and one large beef farm, Eight
farms, where interviews were teken for the first time in
1365, were classified as large cash grain farus (see Appendix
Table VI),

iarge Mixed lLiveatock Parms
In both 1962 and 1365 there were 13 large mixed live-
stook farms operating in the sampled area, The 19 largse






cash grein farms of 1962 changed by 1965 in the following
ways: five remained as large mixed livestock farme, two
became medium mixed livestock farms, two became medium hog
farmg, one became a medium cash grain farm, two became large
cash grain farms, one was screened out as & noncommercial
farm, three were screened out ms noncensus farms, two were
refusals, and one became nonexistent, A total of 13 farms
which had operated during 1962 in a different class shifted
to become large mixed livestock farms, These were f{rom the
following classes: two small mixed livestock farms, three
medium mixed livestock farme, one medium hog farm, two large
beef farms, and five large hog farms, There was only one
farmer who was interviewed for the first time in 1365 with

an operation classified as a large mixed livestock farm,

large Beef Farms

In 1962 there were 14 large beef cattle farms in
operation in the sampled area, The 1965 survey results
showed that there were only six such farms remaining--a
decrease of eight during the three year period, The 14
large beef farms of 1362 had changed in the following ways:
three remained as large beef farms, one became a small cash
grain farm, one became & small beef farm, one became a emall
hog farm, one became a medium cash grain farm, one became a

large cash grain farm, one became & large mixed livestock
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numbers, probably as & result of more semi-retirement type
units where older farmers tend to specialize in beef cow
operations since they require relatively little labor, Cow
herds increased on other farms as a supplemental or forage
ueing enterprise, Cattle feeding does not appear to have

incressed appreciaebly if at all,
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x3 = mejor equipment investment in dollars
14 = liveatock and crop inventories in dollars
x5 = cash expenses in dollars,

Gross Hevenug

In 1962, gross revenue was determined by multiplying
physical sales of livestock, crops, and other products by
standard prices, In 1365, gross revenue wags that actually
received by the farmer from sales of livestock and crops,
In both cases, returns from custom work were added and cost
of purchased livestock deducted, giving the gross revenue
figure in dollars, The 136% dats was obtained directly as
dollar sales rather than in physical units, An attempt was
made to adjust the 1965 data to 1962 price levels by
multiplying the 1362 standard prices timee the 13965 physical
sales of livestock, crops, and other products, This produo-
tion function using this proved to be unrealistic in terms
of the regression coefficients and the coefficient of
determination in comparison with the 1962 results,

Tillable land
The land resource in both perliods was measured in
"tilleble acres,® In 1962 this was land plowed in the last
seven years, The 1965 survey asked for all the land which
the farmer considered to be tillable and this figure was
used, This could perhaps result in a small error because of
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the difference in the way the gquestion wes presented to the
farm operators, Also it does not include permanent
pastureland which is an important input for beef and dairy
farming, It should, however, be a good measure of the

productive land on the different farms,

labor
Labor in both time periods wes messured in weeks of
labor for all kinds of labor used on the farm, All full-~
time, part-time, and family labor was included and summed
with family labor adjusted to man-equivalents to arrive st
the figure, No perticular problems were encountered and
the datae for the two years should compare very favorably,

The major equipment investment was measured as the
present value in dollars of farm equipment owned by the
operator, In 1963 this figure was taken directly from the
schedule, However, in 1962, for the farmers who had com-
pleted the schedule in 1962, & depreciated value of all
equipment they had listed in 1362 had to be computed, It
was determined by use of the straight line depreciation
method over a ten year period, To obtain the adjusted
figure thus ,70 was multiplied times the 1962 figure and
the current value of sll machinery puxchased from 1962 to
196% was added to obtain the value of the 1465 equipment on



47
each farm, This could cause some difference between the two

sampla results when they are compared,

Iivestock and Crop Inventory

The crop end livestock inventories were measured in
dollar values of livestock on the farm and crops held for
sale or for livestock feed at the beginning of the year,
The 1362 analysis used the closing inventory of 1962 to
obtain thias figure, while the 1965 inventory value was
obtained from the inventory held at the beginning of the
year, The beginning inventory was chosen in the belief
that the inventory in the beginning of the year would have
more effect on the gross income (dependent varieble) than
would the ending inventory,

Cash Expenges

Cash expenses were measured in dollars, In 1962
physical quantities of feed, fertiliger and purchased live-
stock were multiplied by adjusted prices to obtain the ocash
expenses for the model, It was considered the weakest
independent variable used since only a part of the total
cash expense outlay of a farm was used, The model was set
up with this variable once with only feed and fertiliszer as
the ¢assh expense and a second time with purchased livestock
added to the cash expenses, A large number of farms did not

purchase livestock, and therefore a separate variable using
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grain farms, 63 mixed livestock farms, 31 beef farms, 70
hog farms, and 1% dairy farms, enabling & look at the over-
81l changes within these classifications during the three
year period,

Next, the sample data for 130 farms whose household
head operated units in both 1962 and 1965 were fitted to the
rodel, Por 1962, models slso were estimated for 18 cash
grain, 43 mixed livestock, 19 beef, 43 hog, and 8 dairy
farms, These results were compared to the 13965 data from
35 cash grain farms, 34 mixed livestock farms, 10 beef farms,
38 hog farms, and 10 dairy farme, This allowed comparisons
of the changes betiween the different types of farms which
had the same operator over the three year period, The move~
ments observed from this latter analysis should be more

representative of the commercisl, full-time farmer,

Hesulte and Comparisons of Models
The models were fitted and the arithmetic means, co-
efficients of determination and regression coefficients were
computed, The results and comparisone between 1362 and 1965
for the (1) arithmetic means, (2) coefficients of determi~
netion and (3) regression coefficients are examined in the
following section of this chaptewr,















declines of 115 secres (significent at ,05) and 102 acres
(significant at ,02%) respectively, The reason for the
increase in crop acreage for the mixed livestock farms was
the decline in the numbers of smell farms in the category,
In 1962 many farms were in the emall category whereas in
1965 almost all were of the medium or large categories,

The 130 farmes which operated in both years had an
average decline of only about 8 acres (not statistically
significant) during thie time and operated farms which had,
on the average, 20 more crop acres than for all farms in
the sample, Each of the different farm {ypes which had
opereted aleo in 1962 averaged & greater number of c¢rop
acres than for the total of the reaspective types in 1965,
but followed essentially the same pattern of change in
average size beiween the different farm types as the total
farme did,

labor, The biggest surprise in the resultis occurred
in the use of labor which had an aversge increase of five
weeks of labor per foarm (significant at ,10 level) for all
farme in 1965 over the 1962 levels (Table XII), The largest
average change wae a 24 week increase (significant et ,00%)
for the mixed livestock farms, The cash grain, beef and
deiry farms actually had decreased average amounis of labor
used, which could be expected their crop acreage also

declined,
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TABLE XII

NEAN AND STANDAED DEVIATION POR WEEKS OF LABOR
USED PER FARN IK ¥AN EJQUIVALEKRTS

Kean ~2eviation

Parm Type 1362 1965 Change 1962 1365
All Parms 686 T3 + 5 33 46
Cash Grain 64 62 -2 27 33
¥ixed Livestock 63 87 +24 29 57
Beef 67 62 -5 34 33
Hog T4 81 + 7 37 52
Leiry 83 81 -2 44 42

S Operators in 4 136

All Parms 70 82 +12 35 439
Cash Grain 69 70 + 1 34 33
Kixed Livestock 64 390 +16 32 60
Beef 73 76 + 3 39 36
Hog 76 86 +10 R Y 56

Dairy 73 93 +20 20 35

e e s 1 7t 1 it
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The 130 farms with the same operators in both years
had an increese in labor used for all the different types of
farms with the largest increase on the dairy farms, One
factor accounting for thie was the increased amount of
family labor used on the farms with more of the farm
children becoming older and working more and with increased
usefulness,

The overall inecrease in the use of lador combined
with a decrease in crop mcres and without substantially more
livestock would meem to indicate a loss of efficiency of
labor in this area between 1962 and 1965, The additional
family labor used, however, comes at an essentially zero
cost since it is available whether used or not,

Major Equipment Investment, The average value of
farm equipment used per farm declined by $1,269 (eignificant
at ,10 probability level) for all sample farms between 1962
and 1965 with only mixed livestook farms showing an increase
(Table XIII), The 130 farms with same operators also had
about the same decline, Relatively little new machinery
was obtained by the farms in the area during the period 1962
to 1965, Depreciation of the older equipment more than off-
set the increased value from the newer equipment,

This decline in value of equipment could mean that
&ross income wae increased more from the incressed use of

labor and other inputs in the area between 1962 and 1365



TABLE XIII
¥EAN AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS PFOR IRVESTHENT
IN KAJOR EQUIPMENT

7

Fean ation

Parm Type 1362 1365 Change 1362 136%
All Farms 8535 7266 -1269 8889 7159
Cash Grain 3640 T063 -25T77 8411 €455
¥ixed Livestock 6925 8619 +1634 6877 8553
Beef 8322 6321 -2001 8485 9819
Hog 9219 7592 -1627 83868 1785
Deiry 11503 4326 -T177 15350 6692

Same O toreg in 2

All Parms 9663 8331 -1272 8786 7988
Cash Grain 11563 8989 -2574 7842 7164
¥ixed Livestock 8307 8994 + 687 7883 8637
Beef 9439 8532 - 847 8910 11972
Hog 10444 7877  -2567 9541 1227
Sairy 9156 5346 ~3610 1148% 7533
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instead of from the increased use of capital for equipment,
Also the flow of inputs from the older equipment would not
have diminished, Incremsed capital usually is associated
with increased acreages but the average farm in the sample
actually decreased in size,

Livestock and Crop Inventory. A very large increase
in livestock and crop inventory per farm occurred with the
average per farm being $19,850 (significant et ,005) from
1365 to 1362 (Table XIV), Parmers who operated in both 1362
and 1365 increased their inventory by $22,60% (significant
at ,005), These increases were accounted for by an increase
in both livestock and crops held for feed and asale, The
largest increase was found in crops held for feed which
accounted for more than half of the inventory value, Lower
prices for soybeans, corn, and wheat combined with higher
prices for hogs and cattle for 1965 could account for the
farmers' inclination to hold their crops and &t the same
time add to their livastoaklinwwntory. They feed their
grains to take advantage of higher livestock prices,

Peed, Fertilizer, and Other Cash Expenses, Due to
the addition in 1965 of other cash expenses to the feed and

fertilizer expense 8 large increase between 1962 and 1965 can
be observed (Table XV), The average farm in 1965 shows &
$7,199 increase over 1962, The largest increase comes from

mixed livestock and hog operations which ahowed an incroase
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TABLE 2V

MEAN AND STAKDARD DEVIATION FOR FEED, FERTILIZER
AND OTHER CASH EXPENSES (DOLLAES)

Kean Deviation

. Farm Type 1362 1965 Chenge 1362 13965
A1l Parms 23C0 3493 + 7199 2514 13060
Cash Grein 1466 €161 + 4635 1163 5445
¥ixed Livestock 2081 12216 +10135 2307 14628
Seef 2278 7527 + 5243 2463 9535
ilog 3054 13402 +10348 2924 13426
Deiry 1333 7122 + 5723 930 6186

Same Operators in 1962 and 1965

All Farms 2547 10929 + 8382 2563 14803
Cash Grein 1819 6535 + 5076 1168 4848
Nixed Livestock 2542 12829 +10287 2571 15276
Beef 2598 9153 + 6555 2641 3602
Hog 2959 14426 +11467 3044 21718

Usiry 1736 8608 + 6872 1112 6505
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310,135 and §10,348 respectively, Thg farmers who operated
in both years followed essentially the same pattern with &
slightly larger increass in expenses due to their larger
operations which have greater total costs,

Because of the addition of other cash expenses to the
1965 survey & comparison betwsen the average means of 1362
and 1965 cannot be made, Only the relative increase betiween
the different types of farms should be noted,

Feed, Fertiliszer, and Purchased Livestock Expense,
This variable was obtained by adding the value of purchased
livestock to the feed and fertilizer expense previously
calculated and because 0f the addition of other cash expenses
to the 1365 figures only the relative increases beiween the
different farm types should be noted (Table XVI), The
average value for purchmsed livestock expense actually held
very stable with an increase of only 5104 (not stetistically
significant) over 1962 with mixed livestock farms showing
the largest increase, 32,106 (significent at ,30), The
amount of purchased livestock on beef cattle farms declined
on the average $2,068 (significant at ,30) while the other
farm types were relatively stiable, The changes would be due
more t0 the changes in size of farming operations which oc~-
curred in these two types of operations, whereas mixed
livestock farms increased in size the beef farme decreased

greatly in its size of operations accounting for the
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TABLE XVI
FEAN AND STANDAKD DEVIATIOR FOR FEED, FERTILIZER

AND PURCHASED LIVESTOCK EXPENSES (DCLLARS)

Fesn Deviation

Farm Type 1962 1965 Change 1962 1365
All Farms 4379 11682 + 7303 7474 15754
Cash Grain 1732 6777 + 5045 1774 5T17
¥ixed Livestock 4002 16243 +12241 5887 17198
Beef 10144 12525 + 2381 15441 17977
Hog 4384 15138 +107%4 4953 216890
Dairy 1452 7513 + 6061 363 €317

Same Operators in 1962 and 1365

All Farms 4846 13321 + 8475 7509 17054
Cash Grain 2027 1797 + 5770 1354 5376
¥ixed Livestock 4709 16952 +12243 6243 17414
Baef 10642 14257 + 3615 15227 16220
Hog 4242 16478 +12236 4389 24273

Dairy 1847

9122 + 7275 1018 6546

o it o -l P e < A ORI RT3 e T B
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changes in value of livestock bought,

Coefficients of Determination Without Purchased Livestock

The percentages of variation in the gross revenue
explained by the variadbles in the models are the coefficients
of determination shown in Table XVII, In 1962, these
variables explained ,6641 per cent of variance in gross
income received by the 223 farms in the sample while in 1965
these variables explained ,6196 per cent of the gross in-
come received by the 194 farms operating in the sumple area,
The change of explained variation could be due to many dif-
ferent things some of which could be the change in techniques
of production, different weather conditione, errors in the
survey between 1962 and 19€5, and the change in the way the
data was collected, The coefficients of determination for
the different farm types decreased except for the beefl
cattle and hog farms which had small increases, The results
of beef and dairy farms cannot be considered very amcourate,
since there were insufficient observations in the sample
and hence the degrees of freedom were low, This is parti-
cularly true of the dairy farms where there were only 15
observations,

For the farms which operated in both years the co-
efficients of determination changed from ,6724 in 1962 to
«5664 in 1965, The coefficients for the different farm
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inferrsd from their coeificienis, which generally were not
slavistically significant, The cash grein larms total
elasticity of production changed from 1,0234 in 13962 to
8476 in 196%, Lland remained as the most important variable
though it decreased slightly from ,59996 to ,51328 (not
statistically significant), Cash expenses showed the
largest increase going from ,06857 to ,27843 (significant
at ,00%)., A surprieing change was the negative coefficient
of -,00501 in 1965 for major equipment investment as opposed
to ,15650 in 1962 (significant at ,01), '
the mixed livestock farms elasticity of production
changed from 1,2108 in 1362 to ,9105 in 1965, Land remained
as it moet important variable while labor became & negative
coefficient in 1965 and major egquipmen! investment went from
-,02435 in 1962 to ,24522 in 1965 (significant at ,001)
#While these farms increased in size, the input of labor in-
creased at an even greater rate,

The elasticity of production for the hog farms chang-~
od‘very little between 1962 and 1365, Cash expenses
remained as the most important input end all the variables
remained approximately the same between 1362 and 1965,

The elasticity of production for asll farme with the
same operator in both 1962 and 1365 changed from ,8257 to
7687, The coefficients were somewhat lower than for all

faras in the sample, which could result from more intensive
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farming in 1965, The main difference beiween the individu-
el varisbles in 1962 and 1965 for the sume operator group
compured with the total furm sample was an increase in the
coefficient for land of ,18998 in 1962 to ,27348 in 1365
(significant at ,00%),

Purchased Livestock Included in the Expense Variable,
when the models included purchesed livestock in the cash
expenses variable, the changes in the elasticity of pro-
duction between 1362 and 1365 for all sample farms went from
«3233 to ,8581 (Tables XXI snd XXII)., The values changed
in approximately the same pattern as when purchased live-
stock was not included except the coelficient for cash
expenses which inoreased & little more than for the other
variables,

Coefficiente for the different ferm types changed
similarly to those models which did not include purchased
livestock in almost &ll cases, The numbers of sample farms
for the beef and dairy farms were still too small for the
results to be of any statistical significance in the model,

The elesticity of production for all ferms with
the same operator in both 1962 and 1965 chaunged from ,5221
to 8774, The principle cause for the increase came from
the cash expenses variable which increased from ,29042 1#
1962 to 57106 in 1965 (significant at ,005), This implies
that purchased livestock for the farms which stayed in
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TABLE XXIV
MARGINAL VALUE PRODUCTIVITIES TOTAL FARME
(x5 = Peed, Fertiliger, and Purchased Livestock)
A362
lana Kgjor L.§5. &

tillable Labor eqguip, crop Cash
acres wgeks invest, 1nyent. expensaes

XL %3 KJ 14 Xﬁ

Cash Grain 24,21 30,5% 25 .02 «39
¥ixed Livestock 23.02 33,58 =,03 «20 1,51
Beef 33,17 -16,56 .84 -.05 «17
Hog 22,48 8,20 05 020 1.3
Dairy 8,66 80,15 47 -4,01 3.29
4265
Land Kejor L.,S5, &
tillable Labor squip, crop Cash
acres weeks invest, invent, expenses
X; xg X}V X4 Xﬁ
Cash Grain 50,59 = 9,12 =,01 -.04 37
Hixed Livestock 23,80 =32,27 04 07 .82
Beef 15,37 =-26,28 «39 .11 «65
Hog 16,79 =1E,74 17 15 57

mxm 139‘70 =200 042 "2.37 193 "081
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80 for cash grain end mixed livestock farms, Dairy ferms
showed & very high NMVP for land but due to the lack of
numbers it cannot be interpreted with confidence, The in-
crease in productivity for land over ithe three years, how-
ever, probably hae been offset by the rise in land prices,
taxes, and interest through this time period,

KYP Labor, The marginal value produetivity for labor
was measured by ithe dollars returns per week of labor, The
merginal productivity of all farms when purchased livestock
was not added to the expense variable changed from §24,77 in
1962 to §-,65 in 1965, and from $26,12 in 1962 to §-,02 in
1965 when purchesed livestock was added to the expsuse
variable, This reflects the increased amount of labor
used on & emeller number of crop acreg which implies that
more labor has been added to an already excess amount of
labor, heturns to & week of labor in 1962 were already
very low,

The marginal value productivity of labor on all the
different farm iypes decressed, Only when purchased live-
stock were not added o the expense variable for the cash
grain and hog farms did the 1965 MVP stay above a negative
figure, However, very few labor coefficients were statis-
tically different from zero, which indicates that there is
room for much adjustiment, However, most of the labor in-

put increase came from family members, Thus the variable



8t
cost of ithe added labor wus swmall or nonexistent, as-
suming that the family members had no satisfectory
clternative use for their labor,

EVY Major zguipment, The marginal value product
for equipment was measured in dollar returns per dollar
invested, The marginal productivity for all farms without
purchased livestock added to expenses went from $,18 in
1962 to §.,24 in 1365, PFor all farms when purchzsed live-
stock were added t0 expenses the marginal productivity went
from $.,24 in 1962 to §.,22 in 1965,

The marginal value products for the different farm
types decreased in all cases except for mixed livestock
ferme which incressed from §-,04 in 1362 to §,89 in 1365
when purchased livestock was not added o cash expenses and
from §~,03 to .84 when purchased livestock was added,
These changea reflsct the anraaaed size of the mixed live-
stock farms while the other farm types had decreased in
size, |

Assuming the only costs to be covered were five per
cent interest and straight line depreciation for 10 years,
the yearly factor cost would be §,15 per dollar investment,
Where the marginal value product egquals the marginal factor
cost ($.15) is the optimum point of allocation, so it would
appear thet increases of machinery and equipment investment

could be justified,
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HYP Livestock and Crop Inventory., The returns to
livestock and crop inventories were measured in dollars
per dollar of investment, The marginal productivity for
&«ll farms went from §,11 in 1962 to §,05 in 1965 without
purchased livestock added to the expense variable, and
changed from §.14 in 1962 to §,04 in 196% with purchased
livestock, This probably resulted from large increases by
farms of all types in the inventories of crop products and
livestock,

The marginal value products for the different farm
types deelined in most cases, The beef and deiry farms did
have increased marginal value products for livestock and
crop inventories,

If one assumed a five per cent intereet change as the
only cost, the yearly factor cost would be §,05 per dollar
of investiment, It would then appear that in most cases for
the individual farm types further use of this resource also
would be justified, |

XVP Cash Expenses, The marginal value productivity
for expenses was measured by the dollar returns per dollar
spent for feed and fertilizer in one model and feed,
fertilizer and purchased livestock in another model for
1962 and for all cash expenses, with and without livestock,
for 1965, The marginal productivity for all farms where
purchased livestock were not added went from 51,84 in 1962
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to §,97 in 1965 while the marginal productivity for all
farms where purchased livestock were included in cash
expenses went from §1,23 in 1962 to $.89 in 1965,

In all cases the marginal value products for the
farm types decreased from 1962 to 1965, being in all cases
less than §1,00, This implies that further use of this
input would actuslly increase gross incomes for the average
farm by less than the cost of the inputs, Part or all of
the change between 1962 and 13%6% could have resulted from
the inclusion of more expenses in the 1965 variable, Thus,
few inferences can ba drawn from the interyeer comparison,
However, the low MVPs for 1965 do imply o relative misal-
location with too =many cash expenses on an aggregative

basis,



CHAFTER V
SUMMARY AND COHCLUSIONKS

The Cobb-Douglas function provides, at best, only
rough approximation of resource efficiency and, by compar-
ing data {rom different time periods, of ihe changes which
have occurred, It can provide suggestions as to the direc-
tion of resource allocation Sut the resource categories
usually are t00 aggregative to allow specific recommendations
for adjustments to be made, The results, however, can be
used for genersl recommendations as to the ecbnomlc af-
ficiency within the sample,

A major difficulty in trying to compare the functiions
end arithmetic means for two separats years for the current
study was the different methods of obtaining the data used
for some of the same variables in the different years, This
could cause blases which would be reflected as changes even
though there msy not have been any, Also, the variables
used in 1962 may not be the best that could have been used
in 136% and this could cause different relationshipe
between the veriables as they changed between the two years,

The changes which occurred in the sizes of the
opserations and the farm types seem to support the imasge of
the changing fece of agriculture, fThe small furms in this
area appear to be shifting towerd the enterprise typss
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which use lesz labor and obtain from the smaller amount of
labor, a higher return, Many of these are older farmers
and those with some off farm employment,

The livestock farws, particularly the mixed live-
stock and hog ferms, show a trend towardi larger enterpriees,
inereasing the scale of their operations to obtain & higher
income, The "in-and-outer® farm enterprise seemus to be
less important than in the past, If this is the situation,
the livestock farm will be able to control ite production
to a greater degree and will be less influenced by wide
awings in merket prices, Another important aspect of the
decline of the “in-and-outer" would be increased accuracy
of the prediction in livestock numbers for the future,
which would help in predicting prices and thus partislly
eliminate one of the causes for larger price fluciuations
{rom year to year,

The cash grain farm numbere have increased at all
levels in Northeast Nissouri, This is an important change
in today's agriculture, Many farmers are now looking for
the enterprise which returns the most for the amount of
labor supplied which in the past was not necessarily so,
The trend can be expected to continue in the future with
those farmers who do not become large livestock operators
turning to the cash grain farming as either full or part-

time operators,



























29¢eT
Ul S\8BT) Ul swrwj TBI0]

96T UT SmIY] U] STXI-UON
sTesnI®Y G961

83N USSIOS WIBJ SNBUID
SN0 UPRING WIW] TBIOISUWMOD

gurny Lryeg aFaxwy

surey Foy efxey

gures Jesy eFxwl

SUIBZ NJ03TRATT POXIX 8Fxug
SEIB UTRID UsB) oFxw]

suzrel Foy smipen

smIey Jeedq umibey
SEIBS MO018PATT POXTH UMTPa



SRIE XO03E9ATT
Po® TH umMIPOy

13ezed O 8SBYD 2961
s e e e et e e ]






104

GO6T uy 88w() uy SEIBJ VIO

4 31 9T 4 91
1% £ 1T A 0T GOET UT POMITAISIUY
18ITI suIn TVTOISWWOD
T o 0 0 0 guxey Liyeq edaxw]
o 0 0 0 0 suaud Poy edxey
0 1 1 0 T swxw, yoeg sireT
0 0 0 0 0 BEIBI YOO01SO0ATT DOXTH efre]
0 4] 0 0 0 gmIe, ] uIsxnH ysw) e¥IeT
0 4 0 0 0 suxey Foy wMIPeH
0 1 1 4} 0 SLYBy JOo{ uWMIpIH
0 0 0 o] 0 SERIBY NOO03}BIAYT POXIE wWnNIPeN
0 0 0 ) FA SWI¥y UTBID yee) wWniper
)¢ 0 ] 0 0 surey Lryeq TIwsg
0 8 0 0 1 surg] Foy TreEg
0 0 T 0 0 smIe jeeq TTeRs
0 b 4 ¢ 2 suIes JOO0383ATT POXTH TTERS
0 0 (3] 0 g BmIVy Ulex) USw) (TG
swxny Axyep smiuwy Foy emIvy Jj8eq SWIs3 esIn uyer? uworiwolyissey) LfeAms 2961
TTemg TTeug Y=g 201 88AYT qano 1remg
pexTRw ITVaMS

uotisrad( JO @SVTD G96T

SSVID 296T XH=—G96T HI SWHVJI TVIDUIRNOD TTVAS 40 HOTIVOIJISSYIO G961
Al ATAVE XTAWEIAY






18






(%) (%)

X Sx
awoout JD018OATY
8805 poswvydand puw
‘*3x01 ‘pesy

(

‘1
‘v

9.
&‘m

¥9

(sex0.



University Libraries
University of Missouri

Digitization Information Page

Local identifier
Source information

Format
Content type
Source ID
Notes

Capture information

Date captured

Scanner manufacturer
Scanner model

Scanning system software
Optical resolution

Color settings

File types

Notes

Derivatives - Access copy

Compression
Editing software
Resolution
Color

File types

Notes

Luciel968

Book
Text

Gift copy from department; not added to MU collection

12/16/2025

Fujitsu

fi-7460

ScandAll Pro v. 2.1.5 Premium
600 dpi

8 bit grayscale

tiff

N/A

Tiff: LZW compression
Adobe Photoshop 2025
600 dpi

grayscale

tiff, combined into pdf

Images cropped, straightened, and brightened to best ability.



	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0001.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0002.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0003.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0004.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0005.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0006.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0007.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0008.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0009.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0010.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0011.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0012.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0013.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0014.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0015.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0016.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0017.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0018.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0019.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0020.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0021.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0022.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0023.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0024.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0025.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0026.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0027.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0028.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0029.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0030.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0031.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0032.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0033.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0034.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0035.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0036.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0037.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0038.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0039.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0040.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0041.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0042.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0043.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0044.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0045.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0046.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0047.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0048.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0049.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0050.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0051.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0052.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0053.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0054.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0055.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0056.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0057.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0058.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0059.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0060.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0061.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0062.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0063.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0064.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0065.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0066.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0067.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0068.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0069.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0070.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0071.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0072.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0073.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0074.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0075.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0076.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0077.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0078.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0079.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0080.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0081.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0082.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0083.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0084.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0085.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0086.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0087.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0088.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0089.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0090.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0091.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0092.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0093.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0094.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0095.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0096.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0097.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0098.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0099.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0100.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0101.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0102.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0103.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0104.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0105.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0106.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0107.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0108.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0109.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0110.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0111.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0112.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0113.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0114.tif‎
	‎\\umad.umsystem.edu\mul\DigitizationUnit\Projects\DonatedTheses-DS-99 (TEMP)\#ReadyForFinalCheck\#DANIELLE\#COMBINE\Lucie1968\Access\Lucie1968_0115.tif‎



