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The basic informatiocn presented in thls publ1cat10n comes fro

Central New York farm famrlles who kept records of thelr famlly llVln

expenses during 1965. The records were kept 1n cooperatlon thh the

Cornell electronlc accountlng system. The data are presented,ln the

‘hope that they mey prove useful to other New Ycrk farm famllles and

those who coungel w1th then on bu31ness management matters.E These data

can serve ag & frame of reference through whlch to v1ew estlmates made
Cin planning in those cases where accurate or complete 1nformat10n for
the family in question is not availeble: It may also be of use to thOse

famllles who keep records on family expendztures by prOV1d1ng them<W1t

g bagis for comparlng their expenses Wlth those of 51m11ar famllles
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FPARM FAMITY DIVING DALENLLTURES
and FARM BUSINESS PLANS

Over time, a farm business must provide the operator a return for
his labor and management which is large enough to:

. Pay cash living expenses

. Repay debtg in a manner satisfactory to the creditors

. Rebturn a reagonable rate of interest on the owned capital
. Maintain his net worth

Fw N

If these conditions are not being fulfilled, the farmer will feel
pressures to modify the operation or find another type of employment.

For short periods of time, a farmer gometimes elects to continue
with a smeller gross margin than is described above simply because of
Tuture anticipated profits. That this is, in fact, the case has been
borne out meny times in field experience. Many businesses "eat up"
aasets for a short time or forege a return on owned capital because of
a high debt repayment schedule. Sometimes when the creditors believe
fubure profits justify the move, debt repayment schedules are lowered
or postponed.

It is difficult to aveoid paying cash for living expenditures.
Especially in cases where a farm family is experiencing difficulty in
meeting business obligations, it is unlikely that credit in any sizeable
amount will be furnished for current living expenses or for capitsal
expansion in the home. Therefore, any operating plan that fails to
provide for the amount necesgary for farm family living expensges is
doomed to failure, For this reason, in planning, it ies essential that
the family have a clear picture of what it costs them to live,

Need for a Study of lLiving Expenditures

In working with farm familieg in the intensive farm business
management program carried on by the Cooperstive Extension Service, it
became evident that many Tamilies greatly underestimated their living
cogts., Families often made offhand estimates of $3OO to $350 per month
only to find later that these fell far short of what the actual ex-
penditures were. Many of those who counseled with the familieg in
planning accepted these low estimates because they "sounded realistic.”
It was cnly after apparently "sound” farm family plans began to run into
trouble that Cooperative Extension pergonnel began to observe that the
farm family living expenditures actually were being met by allocating
diseretionary cash funds for that purposge or by allowing open accounts
for farm inputs to increase.

Based on these experiences, some Extengion workers began to en-
courage Tamilies, esgpecilally those already heving financial troubles,
to keep records of what they spent for family living. It was emphasized
that this was done not so much with the thought that the families would

--------------- be-likely—to—Find places—to—eeconcwize; butFor the reagon—that they — e

should know the amount needed to meet the major geoals they set for
themgelves.
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In the farm business mansgement program, zgents continually en-
counter new families who lack information on their living costs. In
order to help the new families with their initial planning, the figures
from the few families who have keplt records are used as rough guidelines
for families without records. Until they have accumulated records of
their own, this at least enables the new family to compare their estimates
with the actual experiences from similar familieg and, in turn, make
their planning more realistic.

Tt was decided to summarize the family records being kept by
families enrolled in the farm business management projects in a few
Central New York counties. This procedure was initiated in 1962 and
continued in 1963 and 1964. The number of femilies was small bub this
was a beginning. The data obtained ig shown in table 1. It should be
stressed that these figures simply represent the expenses reported by
thoge Tamilies whe elected to keep records of their family living ex-
penditures for use in their farm family business planning and are not
a representative sample of 8ll farm families in the area.

Table 1. LIVING EXPENDITURES OF SCME NEW YORK FARM FAMILIES ENROLLED
IN BUSINESS MANAGEMENT PROJECTS, 1962, 1963, 196h

Year 1962 1963 1564
Number of families 31 2l 58
Expenditures:
Food $1,430 $1,207 $1,301
Clothing 378 321 Lo2
Medical and dental 358 356 334
Household operation 650 1,028 1,032
Pérsonal auto 221, 270 245
Recreation ; 236 272
Bducation ) 379 9l 360
Gifts 3596 452 398
Pergonal care 125 TG 73
A1l other 350 5L 101
TOTAL LIVING EXPENSES $h, 327 $4,088 $h,608
Insursnce premiums ) 716 836
Investments §=813 397 534
Taxes 346 158 435
TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $5,486 $5.659 6,413

SOURCE: A. E. Res. 120 and 175 and A. E. Ext. 302



-3-

A examiratior ot —inmdividual fani Ty expenditures revesled @ wide
variation in the cost of fulfilling familieg' needs and goals. They
also brought into focus the problems irvherent in using estimates as a
bagis for planning Tarm businesses, which would meet family needs. For
example, sn estimate of family living costs which was $2,000 below what
the family really needed might indicate the need of ten additional cows,
if the farm enterprise were dairying. Changes in farm organization of
this magnitude often require complete replanning of the use of the
physical regources as well ag some revision in the thinking of the farm
Tamily involved,

In using the 1962, 1963, and 1964 data, it became clear that these
figures, as guidelines for planning with farm families, would be more
useful if sftudied by various factors usging such measures as sgize of
family, age of children, family Iincome, or net worth position. Accord-
ingly, in 1965, the Extension agents in the Central New York counties
of Cayuga, Onondzga, and Oswege working with staff members in the
Department of Agricultural Econcmicg at Cornell University, decided to
cbtain selected information from the families in the electronic farm
accounting program who were keeping a record of their living expenses,
80 that the family living expenditures of the group could be studied in
further detail.

The agents visited the familiesg to check on the records and deter-
mine if they were being kept in a reascnably accurate and complete
manner and to get suppiemental dats on the family situation. The field
staff visited all families involved at least twice during the year %o
obtain the needed information and check on the records. No attempt was
made to change the marmmer in which the cooperating families classified
their entries, since it was felt that these records were being kept
Primarily to help the families find out what they wanted to know aboub
their own situations and not to satisfy someone’s notion of accounting
procedures. The general figures obtained in the 1965 study are shown
in tabie 2,
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Table 2. FARM FAMILY LIVING BEXPENDITURES
L2 Cayuga, Cnondaga, snd Oswego County Femilies, 1965
Number Average of Percent
Expenditure reporting 42 families of total
Food 42 $1,436 32
Clothing : HEs) 57 10
Medical and dental ‘ b2 370 8
Home furnishings and appliances 39 435 g
Household operation Yo - 30k 7
Utilities _ 23 164 L
Perscnal auto 29 1hh 3
Recreation 38 352 8
Education 34 200 Ly
Non~-tax deductible gifts 4o 223 5
Tax deductible gifts he 166 Y
Pergonal care 36 €5 1
Domestic help 18 L1 1
Eouse and grounds repair 33 137 3
A1l other 25 pl 1
TOPAL LIVING EXPENSES $U, 558 100
Tnsurance premiums ho 879
Investments 35 590
Taxes 33 513
TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $6,540
Renge in total family expenditures $2,737 to $1k,029

It will be noted from table 2 that the difference vetween the Jow
and the high was $11,000, a rather wide range. The available information
gives no basis on which to judge as to whether the low family spending
$2,737 was meeting minimum standards or whether the $14,029 family was
spending unwisely. Field experience would lead one to generalize that
the "low" families spend only that much because that's all the money
there is to spend, and that families in the higher ranges usually were
there because of sickness, educational needs, or other special gituations
of family members.

The family expenditures have been divided into two classificaticons
in this study. The first is designated as the "living expenses” and
ircludes the consumption items such as food and clothing. The second
group includes taxes and invesgtmentsg in insurance and savings. The
consumption items accounted for 70 percent of the total and investment
items 30 percent.

Food was the largest single item in the congumpticn group and
accounted for 32 percent of the total living expensges. It 1ls recognized



grocery store and that may lnclude non-food 1tems Such ag household
cleaning items, paper goods, and toilet articles. Clothing was second
and home furnishings and sppliances were third, each accounting for aboub
10 percent of the total. Medical and dental accounted for eight percent.

Analysias of Data by Selected Groupings

Information about the family obltalined during the family visits and
data on the farm business from the electronic acccunting records made it
possible to analyze thege family expenditureg on the basis of selected
factors. The factors chosen were those that it seemed likely might have
some effect on the amount of the family living expenditures.

The relatively small number of famllles in the study (42) pubs
limitations on the amcunt of sorting which is feasible and alsc on the
validity of the resulbts. This iimitation must be kept in mind in using
the regults. The major purpose of this analysis was to study likely
factors which seem to affect family living expenditures. These must be
taken into consideration when meking estimates for use in farm business
rlans.

There are factorg, other than those studied here, which may affect
family living expenditures. Bome of these such as the age of the
children, wife working cutside the home, and age of operator were not
analyzed here for lack of data cor because of difficulties in classifying
the factors. It would be well to include these in planning future studies.

Food Expendifures per Member in Household

The number of persons living in the family was used as one factor
on which to gtudy the living expenses. No adjustments were made for age
differences.

The food expenditure per pergon was obtalined by dividing the total
food expenditures by the number in the family. The Tamilies were divided
into four groups on the basgis of the amount of money spent for food per
person in the household., The majority of the families (81%) spent between
$200 and $400 per person (tzble 3). About half spent between $200 and
$300 per person, and one-third between $300 and $LOO.

Table 3. FOOD EXPENDITURE PER MEMBER IN HOUSEHOLD

42 Cayuga, Onondaga, and Oswego County Families, 1965
Food expense Number of Percent of Av, number
per person Tamilies families in househeold
$100 to $199 6 1k 6.7
$200 to $299 20 L3 5.6
$300 to $399 14 33 4.8
$L400 & over 2 5 2.0
Yo 100 53
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This information can be used by families as a general guide in
egtimating their focd expenditures. However, each family should make
adjustments for special situationg which they may have such ag need for
gpecial dietary foods, not having any farm-produced foods, or the age.
of children, which might affect the cosgt per person.

It is interesting to find the families with the lcwest food expense
per person had the largest number of members per hougsehold. The re-
Jationghip between number of pergong in the family and the food expense
per pergon is congistent for the groups studied here,

In considering these results, it should be remembered that the
- 'food expenditure” often includes some non-food items purchased along
with the food. The nature and amount of these non-food items can vary
widely among families.

Total Expenditures per Member in Household

The tctal expenditures for family living were divided by the number
of members in the household to get this measure. This gives ancther
general. guide on the amount spent for family living purpeses by farmers.

The range of total expenditures per persgon, while digtributed over
o wide range, shows the majority of the families (55%) were in the $600
to $1,200 range (table 4). On the other hand, there were five families
or 12 percent of the total that spent $2,400 or more per person. If a
family's records or their estimate is outside the $600 to $1,200 range,
it might be useful for them to identify the reasons for differing from
the majority group. For any specific family in a particular year, there
may be a Jjustifiable reason why their expenses per person are outside
the usval range. An exsmple of this would be a family with a couple of
children in college. Another example would be a year when a family took
an extended vacation trip.

Table 4. TCTAL EXPENDITURES PER MEMBER IN HOUSEHOLD
42 Cayuga, Onondags, and Oswego County Families, 1965
Total expense Tumber of Percent of
per person families families
Under $600 1 2
$600 te $899 12 29
$900 to $1,199 11 26
$1,200 to $1,499 5 12
$1,500 to $1,799 3 7
$1,800 to $2,099 2 5
$2,100 to $2,399 3 7
$2,400 to $2,699 3 7
$2,700 and over 2 )
Lo 100
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Number in Household and Average Family Expenditures

It might ceem that ag the gize of family increased the amount of
total expenditures per family would likewise increase. For this group
of families, this was true for the living expensss but not for insurance,
investments, and taxes (table 5). The. larger families spent more 1o
provide the basic food, clothing, and shelter needs but gpent less for
taxes and investments.

Table 5. NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD AND AVERAGE FARM FAMILY EXPENDITURES
L2 Cayuga, Onondaga, and Oswego County Families, 1965

Number in Household

Ttem -2 -4 - 5 -6 7 -8
Number of families _ 14 17 11
Food - - - $1,126 $1,449 $1,811
Clothing _ 370 Loz . 561
Medical and dental - : 267 322 : 321
Home furnishings & appliances 253 541 ; 511
Household operation 359 293 251
Utilities ' . : 109 208 16h
Other _ ' 1,659 1,577 1,486
TOTAL LIVING EXPENSES S $h,al3 $lt, 852 $5,105
Insurance premiums 538 938 LW&0
Investments TE3 548 78
Taxes S 760 - 517 126
TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $6,60h $6,855 $5,969

The lower expenditures for insurance and investments for the larger
families may be an indication that thege families have recognized the
large amounts needed for consumption items and have, therefore, not
taken on commitments for the investment items. It wowld be interesting
to investigate this item in more detail.

Taxeg as reported here include the personal income faxes. Since
exemptions are based on number of dependentg, it is logical that the
larger families pay less tax.

Grogg Farm Income

Faprm family living expenseg are usually paid out of the game funds
as the farm operating expenses. This meang that the grosg income must
be used to cover these two Types of expenses. It is sometimes gaid
that the more a family has the more they spend. To examine this propogi-
tion, thege families were grouped according to the total income ag
meagured by the "gross farm income."”
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When the 42 families were grouped by gross farm income, the logically
expected pattern emerged {table 6). Those families having the higher
grosg incomes had larger family expenditures. Some items varied more
+han others. Insurance was an item with a marked variation.

Cbservationsg in the Tield would indicate that cne must use caution
in interpreting this table. The question can be raised whether the
higher gross income ig a ceuse or a result of the higher family expendi-
tures. It appears, in some cases, that expected higher expenses such
ag for educational needs, is the cause of gome business expansion which
in turn provides the higher income. The nature of this reiationship
may need further study.

Table 6. GROSS FARM INCOME AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES
42 Cayuga, Onondaga, and Oswego County Families, 1965

Gross TFarm Income

$13,000 $23,000 $31,000
Item to $22,000 to $30,000 and over
Number of families 1h 14 14
Food $1,282 $1,367 $1,660
(lothing L78 378 516
" Medical and dental 245 276 388
Home furnishings & appliances 325 W52 534
Kousehold operation 390 236 286
Uhilities 1h1 89 262
Other 1,142 1,279 1,941
POTAL LIVING EXPENSES $4,003 $h, 077 45,587
Insurance premiums 545 938 1,352
Investments 727 L46 502
Taxes 353 581 A11

TCTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $5,628 $6,0k2 $7,9k2




Net Cash Farm Income

Net cagh farm income is the difference between the cash farm receipts
and the cash Tarm expenses. Thig might be congidered as the cash avail-
able for family living. With this in mind, the families were grouped on
the basis of net cagh farm income (table 7).

Table T. NET CASH FARM INCOME AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES
42 Cayugs, Onondaga, and Oswego County Families, 1965

Net Cash Farm Income

Under = $5,000 $9,500

Ttem o $5,000 to $9,500 and over

Number of families 1 14 14
Food : $1,336  $1,403 $1,569
Clothing ' L&8 k1o Loz
Medical and dental ' _ 208 284 u17
Home furnishing & appliances 214 347 7L9
Household operation Loo 313 198
Utilities 110 151 233
Other 1,598 1,166 1,607
TOTAL LIVING EXPENSES $4,336 $h,076 $5,265
Ingurance premiums 1,097 Shls 9ol
Investments 675 L8l 608
Taxes 717 199 62&
TQTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $6,825 $5,303 $7,491

When the families were grouped according to net income provided
from the farm business, again the expected cccurred, i.e., the higher
net cash income Tamilies spent more money for family living. However,
the relationship between the net cash farm income and living expendi-
tures was not consistent. The group with the medium net cash farm
income had the lowest living costs. The .data were not sufficiently.
detailed to explain this.
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Tctal Non-Farm Income

Farm families frequently have income from non-farm sources. This
may be returng from savings or non-farm investments, or it may be from
work off the farm. It is not uncommon for the farm wife to have a non-
farm job which provides income for the family to use. In the electronic
accounting program, the families record this income. Tt is used here
as a sort factor (table 8).

Table 8. TCTAL NCN-FARM INCOME AND FAMILY EXPRENDITURES
L2 Ceyuga, Cnondaga, and Oswego County Families, 1965

Total Non-Parm Income

Under $1.,000 $2,100
Ttem $1,000 to $2,100 and over
Number of families* 1L 10 10
Food $1,437 $1, 407 $1,345
Clothing 546 353 509
Medical and dental 267 289 32k
Home furnishings & appliances 350 Hle'rs 34k
Household operation 231 315 15
Utilities 139 125 211
Other 99k 1,449 2,228
TCTAL LIVING EXPENSES $4, 004 $h,h35 35,376
Ingsurance premiums 648 662 1,128
Investments 1ho 836 1,052
Taxes 160 | 386 ' 1.337
TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $h,952 $6,319 $8,893

¥ Eleven families reported no non-farm income

In grouping the families according to non-farm income, those
families having the largest non-farm incomes spent more for Tamily
living. The difference between the total expenditures of the high and
low groups was $3,941.

In studying this relationship, there comes the question of which
is cause and which is effect. As shown in the table, one might generalize
that when there is more non~farm income the family spends more. However,
from practical experience, it is known that in many caseg the wife seeks
a non-farm job because of anticipated larger expenses for education or
other purposes.
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Availabie Cash Family LIcome

A farm family has available for its use both the farm and non-farm
income. For purposes of this study, the net cash farm income and the.
non-farm income have been combined and give the "available cagh family
income.”

The fourteen Ffamilies with the largest available cash family income
had the largest average total family expenditures {table 9). The group
with the next highest living expenseg, however, were those with the
lowest cash family income. The data obtained were not sufficiently
detailed to afford any insight intc this apparent deviation from what
would seem to be a logical pattern., Had information on debt repayment'
schedules been cbtained, for example, an explanation might have emerged.
There is need for more study in this area.

Table 9. AVAITABLE CASH FAMILY INCOME AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES
42 Cayuga, Onondaga, and Oswego Cowity Femilies, 1965

Available Cagh Family Income

Under $6,500 $11,000
Ttem $6,500 to $11,000 and over
Number of Families 1k il 1k
Food. $1,39% $1,433 41,481
Clothing u8e - Laee 471
Medical and dental 227 297 o 386
Home furnishings & appliances 246 470 596
Household operation . 3k2 272 298
Utilities 85 191 21h
Other 1,493 1,161 1,712
~ TOTAL LIVING EXPENSES $h, 269 $h, okl $53158_'

Insurance premiums 1,044 666 926
Investments ' 629 357 781
Taxes L5 © 208 858

TOTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES 86,417 $5,475 o $7,723
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Net Worth

Net worth is the difference between the family's assets and their
liabilities., Thig includes both farm and non-farm aggets and liabilities.
This information was available for 25 of the 42 families. The families
were grouped according tc the amount of net worth to zee how this might
relate to family expenditures (table 10).

Families with the largest net worth ($57,000 and over) had the
largest total living expenditures. The congumption or living expenses
were slightly larger for the high net worth group, $4,976 vs. $4,739;
but the greategt difference came in the tax, investment, and insurance
items.

Table 10. NET WORTH AND FAMILY EXPENDITURES
L2 Cayuga, Onondaga, and Oswego County Families, 1965
Net Worth

Under $41.,000 $57,CCO
Ttem $39,000 to $57,000 and over

Number of families* 9 8 8
Focd $1,5445 $1,521 $1,530
Clothing Lk Ll 515
Medical and dental 285 26k 292
Home furnishings & appliances 439 525 486
Household operation 318 289 175
Utilities 125 212 255
Other 1,592 1,487 1,723
TCTAL LIVING EXPENSES $4,678 $h,739 $h, 976
Tnsurance premiums 895 886 973
Investments 784 o7 1,229
Taxes 291 250 713
TCTAL FAMILY EXPENDITURES $6,643 $5,972 $7,891

* Only 25 families reported net worth

The gize of the net worth may be interrelsted with the amount of
debt cutstanding and the debt payments. The gize of debt payment may
very likely have an affect on living expenditures. This might be
included in fubture studies in this area.
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General Summary

In any complete farm business Tinancial planning, provision must be
made for the family living expenditureg. It has been gaid that family
living has the first claim on any farm income. Conseguently, any plans
that omit the living expenditures are not realistic. In order to include
family living expendifures in the farm busginess plans, it is best to use
the past experience asg ghown by records. If records are lacking, then
estimates must be made, :

Relatively little published information is svailable on the actual
living expengeg of farm families. This means that cone is often handi-
capped by not having guideg based on the experience of others. This
small study of L2 Central New York farms, which were in farm business
management projects, ig a beginning step toward meeting this felt need.

The living expenges of this group of 42 farm families varied
directly with the number of members in the household. Fifty-five
percent of the families spent between $600 and $1,200 per person. Food
was the largest single item and about half of the families spent between
$200 and $300 per person in 1965.

There gseemed to be several factors that were closely associated
with the level of family living expenditures. These were examined in
this study. A major item affecting living expenditures seemed to be the
amount of income available. Another item related to living expenditures
wag the net worth cf the family.

In several tables, a rather intriguing departure from a logically
expected pattern seemed to emerge. The "middle group” behavior in
tables 7, 9, and 10 would suggest that further gtudies might profitably
be undertaken tc ascertain whether this pattern would repeat itself,
Should this prove to be the case, it might prove interesting to attempt
to determine the cause or causes.,

Good records of the individual farm family's livirng expenditures
are the best source of data for use in farm business plang. TFamilies
ghould be encouraged to keep these records and use them in their farm
business planning. The information presented in this study can be used
as a general guide in making estimates when individual records are not
available.
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APPENDIX

It is presumed that the information in this publication will be
uged by farm families and perscns counseling with them in thinking
through farm business management problems. Ag previously pointed out,
ascertaining farm family financial needs and objectives are key factors
in establighing plans for the necesgary crganization and size of the
farm business. In planning the farm business, one needs the besgt
information svailable,

Recognizing that the data presented on the New York farm families
does not represent a general sample or cover a large number of families,
it was felt that family living expenditures accumulated in other states
might prove helpful. Information from other states is also limited.
However, a few examples were gelected and are shown on pages 15 to 18.

Good information about family living expenditures is recognized by
farm management men asg a key factor in planning the farm business but in
general is not readily available. It is hoped that this publication of
the New York data, as well as that from other states, will stimulate
further research on this subject utilizing more sophisticated sampling
end statistical technidues which ghould in turn yield more useful data.

The data from other gtates include the following:
A. 1965 Family Livirg Expenditures of Iowa Farm Families:

1) Comparison by Years of Farm Family Living
Expenditureg, page 15

2) Farm Family Living Expenditures by Size of Family,
page 16

3) Farm Family Living Expenditures by Age of Operator,
Page 17

B. 1967 Annual Report, Southeastern Minnesota Farm Management
Association:

1) Household and Personal Expenses for Those Farms
Which Kept Complete Accounts of These Expenses,
page 18
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The pattern of living expenditures of ITowa farm families from whom
records were cbtained during 1962 through 1965 is shown in the table
below. 1In 1965, these families used 40 percent of their net income for
living. The percent of the net income used for living in 1965 was the
lowest since 1950 when 38 percent was used. The net income reported in
this summary was computed on the accrual bagis. Because the value of
crop and livestock inventories increased during 1965, part of the higher
income reported was not reflected in casgh inccme.,

COMPARISON BY YEARS OF FARM FAMILY LIVING EXPENDITURES

1965 196kL 1963 1962
Cash expenditures for living
Food purchased $ 1,096 $1,034 $1,033 $ arh
Clothing and personals . 582 565 530 489
Household operations S 439 ko7 Loy
Repairs 1k3 149 138 132
Health Lok 387 376 345
Recreation 172 149 148 153
Eaucation 130 122 122 i35
CGiving 300 258 266 270
Auto-operative 263 217 200 228

TCTAL cash living expense 8 3,574 $3,325 $3,242 $3,147

Investments for living

Home improvement $ 101 $ 64 $  Th $ 82
Home furnishing 262 216 172 203
Auto 175 122 101 172
TOTAL investments for living $ 538 $ Loz $ 3h47 $ Lsy

Life insurance W32 4130 391 . 358
TOTAL cash expenditures $ L, 5hy $4,137 $3,980 $3,962
Farm produce used 312 311 339 352
TOTAL used for living $ 4,856 $4, 448 $4,319 $h, 31k

Net farm income (accrual basis)  $12,050 $7,839 $5,915 $7,095

Available for income tax

and investment o $ 7,19 $3,391 $1,596 . $2,781
Size of family 5.0 5.0 5.1 4.8
Size of farm - acres 208 283 270 282
Percent owners or part owners 529, Leq, 439 - 38%
Number of families 219 195 187 183
Percent income used for living 409, 57% 73% 61%

SOURCE: Towa State University, FM-1501
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The effect of family size on living expenditures during 1965 is
shown in the table below. Total expenditures rosge az family size
increased. Femilies with two or three members spent $4,298 which was
the lowegt for all groups. The largest familieg averaged nearly eight
pergons and spent $5,9%1. Family size differences influenced some
expenditures more than others. Total food costs, including both
purchased and farm raised food, ranged from $1,020 for the small
families to $1,814 for the large families. In contrasgt, expenditures
such as household operations, repairs, recreation, giving and auto-
operative were not closely related to family size.

When all costs were included, the living cost per person declined
from $1,535 for the small families to $782 for the large families.
Althovugh the larger families have higher total living expenditures, the
cogst per person is lower than in the smaller families.

FARM FPAMILY LIVING EXPENDITURES BY SIZE OF PAMTLY
219 Iowa Farm Families, 1365

Total Number in Family

2 of 3 L 5 6 7 & over
Cash expenditures for living
Food purchased $ 778 ¢ 962 $ 1,071 $ 1,398 § 1,319
Clothing and personals Leh 503 529 710 793
Household operations 500 Lo 416 490 540
Repairs 136 101 152 1k2 210
Hezalth 355 399 372 538 501
Recreation 2p2 143 1L7 216 175
Education 59 70 115 232 211
Giving 286 316 239 357 345
Auto-operative 276 270 050 224 309
TCOTAL cash living .
expenses $ 3,076 $ 3,206 $ 3,293 $ 4,307 $ 4,403
New housing, auto, furniture '
and egquipment _ $ 649 $ 551 § 519 § k2§ 607
Iife ingsurance 331 391 LLg 534 436
TCTAL cash living
expenditures $Lh,056 $ 4,148 § L,261 $ 5,253 $ 5,4h6
Farm produce used ' 2ho 255 326 279 e
TOTAL income used
for living $ b,298 ¢ L. ko3 $ 4,587 $ 5,532 $5,0uL
Vet farm income $12,164  $12,734  $11,288 $12,170 $12,223
Percent used for living 35% 35% b9, 459, hod,
Acres per farm 335 283 201 313 286
Size of family 2.8 L.o 5.0 6.0 7.6
living cost per person# $ 1,535 $1,300 $ 917 $ 922 § 782

% Includeg farm produce used and life insurance

SCURCE: Iowa State University, FM-1501
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FPARM FAMILY LIVING IXPENDITURES BY AGE OF OPERATOR
219 Towa Farm Families, 1565

Age of Operator
27 and 28 to 32 %o 36 Lo O to M4 and

under 31 35 39 L3 over
Cash expenditures for living
¥ood purchased $ 919 $ 1,00k $ 1,067 $1,235 $ 1,221 $ 1,151
Clothing & personals 454 529 509 606 705 808
Househcld operations 512 Lhg 39 L63 43k 502
Repairs 172 147, 113 14k 131 170
Health 321 349 L53 hea, 493 517
Recreation & educ. 234 252 232 306 430 50k
Giving 230 273 281 339 305 377
Auto 300 248 276 255 232 262

TCTAL cash liv-
ing expenses $ 3,142 $ 3,255 $ 3,370 $ 3,809 $3,971 ¢ L,291

New housing, autbo,

furn. & equipment $ 559 ¢ 619 $ ho1 $ 561 & 652§ Lel

Life insurance 206 39k Lo 78 525 521
Farm produce used 193 263 360 319 383 ko3
TCTAL income used
for living $ 1,120 § h,531 $L4,601 $5,167 $5,531 $ 5,679
Net farm income $11,202 $12,434  $12,629 $11,921 $13,3k2  $10,777
Persons per family 3.8 Ly - 5.2 5.4 6.4 5.3

SOURCE: Towa State University, FM-1501
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HOUSEHOLD AND PERSCNAL EXFENSES
FOR THOSE FARMS WHICH KEPT COMPLETE ACCOUNIS OF THESE EXPENSES, 1.967

12 high 12 dcw
Average 1in return to in return to
of 58 capital and capital and
Ttem farms family labor TFfamily labor
Number of persons - family b7 5.3 3.1
Number of adult eguivalent - family 4.0 L.3 2.6
- other#* .2 o2 .2
EXPENSES
Food and meals bought $1,231 $1,617 $ 978
Operating and supplies 391 375 419
Furnishings and equipment 371 463 La1
Clothing and clothing materials L3k €80 261
Personal care and spending 131 139 115
Education 303 695 158
Recreation 217 277 202
Gifts and special events 186 261 160
Medical and hospital expenses 626 594 60k
Church and welfare 375 466 3k
Personal share of aubto expense 248 250 2hy
Upkeep on dwelling 60 135 L3
Personal share of tel. & elec. exp. 166 188 132
TOTAL cash living expense $4,739 $6, 140 $h 212
Personal share of new auto 194 88 354
New dwelling 655 278 633
Taxes 670 1,542 302
ILife insurance 635 8h7 545
Other savings and investments 643 2,159 6ok
TOTAL household & personal
cash expense $7,536 $11,054 46,740
Family living from the farm $333 $he8 $207
TCTAL cash expenses
and perquisites $7,869 $11, 482 36,947
RECEIFTS
Return to capital and family labor  $8,948 $19,645 $1,399
Tncome from outside invesgtments Lhk 559 768
Other personal income 348 232 5h7

% Hired help or others boarded

SOURCE: ™1967 Annual Report, Southeastern Minnesota Farm Management
Associaticn. Fconomic Information Report R68-1, TUniversity

of Minnesota.



