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INTRODUCTION 

This publication reports the organization, investment, produc- 
tion, costs, and expenses from 1930 to I950 on commercial family- 
operated sheep ranches in the Intermountain region. 2/ 

1/ Asslstcmce and cooperation of the Utah Agricultural Experiment 
Station is acknovledged« Assistance was also obtained from the 
Colorado, Idaho, and Nevada Agricultural Experiment Stations • 
2/ This report is a portion of a Nation-wide study of commercial 
farms and ranches by types and sizes in important farming regions of 
the United States, conducted by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
under the supervision of Wylie D. Goodsell* Objectives, methodology, 
procedure, and terms used in these studies are comparable« A 
statistical sTimmary of these data for various types-of-fanning regions 
waa reported in Bureau of Agricultural Economics publication TM.  55, 
"Typical Family-Operated Farms, I930-U5. Adjustments, Costs and 
Returns," The latest publication in this series is FM.  82, "Farm 
Costs and Returns, I950 with Comparisons, I6 Commercial Family- 
Operated Farms in 7 Major Farming Regions." F.M. 71 reports data for 
cattle ranches similar to the data in this report* See map on inside 
of cover page for location of types of farms studied. 
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Data presented here deal specifically vltb one-8irmoer*band 
sheep ranches« In this area these one-hand ranches are coomon 
operating units• Usually they average about 1^500 head of breeding 
animals^ although the sheep ranches In the region range In size 
froD 300 to 3^000 head« Of all sheep ranches In this region^ h^ 
percent fall vlthln this size range^ and kl percent of the stock 
sheep In the region are found on these ranches« ^   Data collected 
In the study upon vhlch this report Is based deal exclusively with 
ranches In this size range« However^ the results apply primarily 
to the average ranch vlthln this range and no attenpt Is made to 
adjust the costs and returns data to the extreme limits of the 
range« 

The western range sheep Industry has changed greatly during 
the 21-year period Indxided In the study« Total sheep numbers 
declined drastically, a disastrous drought occurred, prices received 
reached the lovest and highest points In history, experienced 
herders became scarce, and the Taylor (adzing Act became lav« These 
and other forces aare reflected In the costs and returns here 
reported« 

The objectives of the study upon vhlch this report Is based 
were to measure and describe the changes In organization of sheep 
ranches, the costs and returns, ranch size, investment, and other 
Items for the 21-year period« In addition, the study and resultant 
data can be compared vlth similar studies In other types-of«farming 
regions« Data In these series are kept current and published each 
year« 

ISSCRIPnOI OF THE AREA 

The Intermountaln region has been described as ''that area 
vhlch separates California from the rest of the United States«" 
The eastern resident vfao travels vestvard from the (Sreat Plains may 
be Inclined to agree vlth this statement« He sees mountain and plain, 
desert and salt flat, pine and spruce, sage brush and Juniper« With 
the exception of Irrigated eireas and high mountains, the region seems 
one of vast improductive space« However, this apparently barren area 
supports vegetation that Is the foundation of the rang^ livestock 
Industry« 

The Intermountaln rcmge-llvestock area covered In this report 
extends south from the Snake River plains of Idaho to the southern 
borders of Utah, and vest from the vestem slope of the Rockies of 
Colorado to the Sierra Nevada mountains of California (fig« 1)« 

¿/ From an analysis of the Sixteenth Census of Agriculture (1939 data)« 
Preliminary data for 191^9 Indicate that this size range has a greater 
percentage of all sheep ranches than the I939 data« Many larger and 
smaller ranches have converted to cattle« The one*band sheep ranch, 
hovever, remains a stable operating unit« 
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Figure 1.- The Intermountaln region and Burro\mding areas comprise a vast pastxire for range livestock« 
Sheep graze over most of the region In seasonal migrations to obtain the yeeo-ly forage requirement. 
The general novenents of sheep to summer range outside of the study area are to the East, North, and 
west. 
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This region Is cbaracterlied by vast stretches of grassland and brusb- 
covered areas siirroundlng occasional mountain ranges that support 
tlnber of varying densities« These grassland and brush areas furnish 
winter and spring-fall grazing; the mountains furnish the summer graz- 
ing. Among or adjacent to the mountains are small fertile valleys In 
which crops are grown by Irrlgpitlon. 

The climate varies from subtropical In southern Nevada^ where 
the elevation Is less than 1,000 feet, to subartlc In the high 
mountains of Colorado and Utah. Rainfall generally Is spcurse except 
In the high mountains where aimual precipitation may exceed ko 
Inches« In desert areas annual precipitation may average only 
^ Inches« 

Water In Its various forms Is the tey to crop and livestock 
agriculture In this region« Storage of water by snow pack, by dams, 
or a combination of both, permits crop farming to flourish under 
Irrigation« Without crops the range livestock Industry could not 
survive In Its present form on large areas of range land« Water 
helps to grow the feedstuffs that tide livestock over the winter 
period when forage Is gone or Is covered by snow« 

Rain or snow Is **llquld gold" so far as the rancher Is con- 
cerned« The scant range vegetation produces only a small unit 
volume of forage, even under favorable conditions« In periods of 
less than normal precipitation the volume of forage declines to a 
low level and a disastrous shortage of forage faces the rancher« 
In this situation his only relief from calamity Is rain and more 
rain« 

Geography cuad topography and their effect on precipitation 
determine to a large extent the type of grazing economy In the 
Intermountaln region« Topography and precipitation are the 
principal factors that determine seasonal ranges and seasonal range 
use« Range grazing Is segregated Into three fairly well-defined 
seasons of use« The summer range In the mountains has more than 
20 Inches of precipitation and summer forage Is lush« Deep snows 
prevent grazing at other seasons« In the arid areas, winter range 
Is at the lower elevations« This range Is little used at other 
seasons mainly becatise of lack of water« In the winter months, 
water for sheep Is obtained from melting snow and temporary water 
holes « 

Spring-fall range In the foothills lies between winter and 
summer range« Here in the spring, after water Is gone fron the 
winter range, the sheep herds pause for a few weeks to lamb, to be 
sheared, and to await growth of forage In the high mountains« Again 
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In the fall, the herds pause on this range after leaving 
range« At this tine Isabs are sold and ewes are bred« When snow 
cônes to the desert the herds are again trailed or shipped to the 
winter range« This completes the yearly cycle of operation and 
the sheep rancheras adaptation to topography and climate« 

Irrigated fields of a wide variety of crops occupy the 
valley floors« Most of the specialty crops are produced on other 
types of operating units and are not a part of the ranch livestock 
organisation« They nake up the "crop-specialty" farms and part of 
the "general" farms that are found only in the valleys« Some hay 
land and small acreages of grains, however, are included in the 
sheep ranch organization« These lands supply pasture and winter- 
feed sxipplements for the herd« The range-livestock economy of 
this region is based upon the interdependent relationship of ir- 
rigated hay and pasture lands and the large acreages of private 
and public range lands« 

soDRCsa or jaok 

Data for this publication were drawn from many sources« 
Chief among these were: Crop and livestock correspondent records 
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, farm-and-ranch-management 
records including production rates from studies by the LandpGrant 
Colleges, livestock trend sheets of the Production Credit 
Associations of the Farm Credit Administration, licensed and 
permitted use records and commensurate property records of the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service, the many 
agricultural statistics compiled by the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics and other agencies of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, and data relating to individual ranches classified 
by type and size from the United States Census of Agric\ature and 
from special field surveys« 

RANCH SIZE AID TÏPE 

In the many types-of-farming regions in the United States 
various measures are used to determine farm size« Measures of 
size used in cropping areas include, for example, crop acreages, 
numbers of cows milked, and gross income« In the range-livestock 
region and particularly for sheep ranches, crop acreage as a 
measxire of size cannot be used« In the public range States, 
total ranch acreage is not a good measure of size« The proportion 
of private to public land, the type of range, and the considerable 
differences in gra^zing capacity combine to make acreage comparisons 
for size unusable« 
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Much forage is obtained from extensive use of open public 
graslng lands* Sheep graze by permit on public lands and the size 
of the permit may not be directly related to the acreage of land 
owned* Grazing privileges on public ranges are allotted on a per 
head basls^ and the acreage over which the sheep graze Is not 
easily measured« Allotments for public range use vary In acreage 
per head because of the greatly varying grazing capacities of range 
lands* In addition, grazing capacity may vary each year because of 
varying climatic conditions« 

The size of the public grazing permit may be due to prior 
use of open range, location of ranch, control of water, demand for 
public grazing permits, and land commensurablllty« kj    In the case 
of sheep ranches, use of public range before I93U may be the deter- 
mining factor In the number of sheep presently permitted on grazing 
district lands« llierefore, the past history of public range use Is 
a factor In the size of ranch and the method of operation« Sheep 
ranchers lAo wish to Increase their size of operations usually must 
obtain culdltlonal use of public lands« Normally this can be accom« 
pllshed only by purchasing private land or livestock, either of 
lAlch may carry grazing permits for public land« 

The basic measure for size of sheep ranches Is the number of 
sheep that are operated by the Individual rancher« Cash receipts 
are associated to a high degree with the number of sheep on the 
ranch« The principal products produced are lamb, mutton, and wool« 
Very little Income Is derived from other sources« 

Some ranches In the Intermountaln region have both cattle 
and sheep enterprises« The sheep enterprise may be family sized In 
numbers but the combined sheep and cattle enterprises may place the 
ranch well above family size« These ranches did not meet the re- 
quirements as to size, and thus were not Included In the study« 

The region has many small mixed cattle and sheep ranches, 
with 50 to ICX) head of cattle and perhaps 250 to 500 sheep« These 
ranches are family units In size but they did not meet the criteria 
for Inclusion In the study, because they have no definitely defined 
single major enterprise« 

The commercial fcunlly-operated sheep ranch may have a few 
head of beef cattle and some cropland« Hay and grain are the chief 
crops grown« Feed crops grown on the ranch are fed to the livestock; 

kj Commensurablllty Is used In the public lands range States as a 
measure of the complementary relationship between public and private 
lands« A seasonal range must complement another seasonal range or use, 
Private lands have coonensurablllty when a portion of public range Is 
necessary for successftil operation of the private lands« 
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generally none le sold« As a rule^ sbeep ranches do not groirall 
of the feed and supplements they require« Each year sons par- 
chases of protein and mineral supplements are necesscLry and normetl« 
In years of adTsrse climatic conditions, large expenditures for 
feed are mandatory and these expenditures may force the ranch into 
severe financial stress« 

numbers of sheep ranches in the Intermountain region in 
191^0 vith specified numbers of sheep and proportion of total in- 
come per ranch from livestock are given in table 1« Because sheep 
numbers are the best single measure of size, they are used in con- 
Junction vith gross income to set the lover limits of family-sized 
ranches« Ranches classified as sheep ranches in this study must 
derive at least ^0 percent of the gross ranch income from sales of 
lambs^ mutton, and vool« This combination of income and size 
limitation eliminates the mixed cattle and sheep ranches« 

Calculations from table 1 shov that ranches in the Inter- 
mountain region vith less than ^00 sheep constitute 38 percent of 
all ranches vith sheep emd h percent of the sheep numbers« 
Similarly, ranches vith 300 to 3^099 sheep make up h^ percent of 
all rcmches and contain î^l percent of all stock sheep« Ranches 
vith more than 3,100 sheep per ranch comprise I7 percent of the 
total nmches in the region and have 33  percent of the total stock 
sheep« 

This study deals vith the middle group of ranches that 
have a yearly average of about 1,^00 sheep« Sheep ranches largßv 
than this have a gross income and investment considerably in 
excess of the practicable income and investment limits of com- 
mercial family-operated farms« 5/ Ranches vith less than 1,000 
sheep ana particularly those vith less than ^00 sheep generally 
are mixed cattle and sheep ranches and do not obtain the majority 
of income from sheep« 

¿/ The range in size limits of commercial family-operated, part- 
time, and large-scale farms and ranches vas determined by a 
comprehensive analysis of IÇi^^ census schedules classified by type 
of farm in a large number of type-of-farming areas and for the 
United States« Three important criteria (value of products, 
value of land and buildings, and days of operator vork off farm) 
vere used to set the limits of the various economic classes of 
farms« In 19^^, commercial family-operated farms generally in- 
cluded those farms vhich met the qualifications for type, had 
value of products ranging from $1,000 - $19>999# and on vhich the 
operator vorked off the farm less than 100 days« Farms vhich 
begEm or discontinued (sold out) operations in the year 
enumerated vere omitted« 



WbiM 1*-   Number of 8tae«p faro« by nunber of stae«p In flock and parcentage Income from livestock, 
Intermountaln region, l^ko 1/ 

Ranches vltb flock of- Incom   : : 
from     xRancbes:^, . __^_^___ 

live-     :    In     i      :      1      i      i i i : i ; x : t i : i i ï i 
stock     tsainple : 0-: 100:300:500:    7OO:l,10O:l,5OO:l,90O:2,3OO:2,70O:3,10O:3,50O:3,9OO:^^,3OO:U,70O:5,100:5,500:5,900:6,300 & 

(percent): : 99:299:'^99:699:l,099:l,'^99:l,899!2,299:2,699:3,099:3,'^99:3,899t'^,299:'^,699:5,099:5,^^99:5,899:6,299: over 

1-35 

36-ltO 

IH-lf5 
J*6-50 

51-55 
56-60 

61-65 
66-70 

71-75 
76-80 

81^5 
86-90 

91-95 

96-100 

Total 

: : 
No.    :No. No. No. No*   No.     No.     No.     No.      No.      No.     No.      No.     No.      No.      No.      No.      No.      No.       No. 

1 

2 
9 
8 

10 

15 
21^ 

22 

29 
50 
29 

52 

1 

2 

1 
2 

1 

5 

1^ 

3 

6 

k 
5 

7 

8 

8 
11 

8 Ik 
2   11 

5   U 

1 

1 

k 

6 
k 
2 

5 
3 

9 

1 

1 

1 

k 
6 

6 
2 

2 

519   : 26   7k   37   23 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
k 

7 
5 

5 

60 

2 

3 
3 

9 

55 

1 

3 
1 

k 

U2 

1 1 
1 

_2I 21. 21 

2 

8 

2 

17 

770   : 60 159   72   l^7     86      75       52       29       3** 23 11 17  19 

3 

A. 11 

11 

OB 

I 

Ji2. 
h9 

1/ Obtained from a sample of livestock farms in tbe region, U. S. Census of Agriculture 191^0. This table includes all farming 
units in the sample on wtaicb tbe major source of income vas from Ùvestock and tbe dominant enterprise was sbeep. 
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The lower limit of size of range sheep operations has addi- 
tional rigid limitations other than income* Range sheep are herded 
on the open range and the unit labor cost is high if the herd is 
snail« Experience, and sometimes the requirements of public land 
agencies, dictate the minimum and maximum size of the herd* 

Range sheep are usually herded in bands of 2,000 to 3,000 
ewes in the winter and 1,200 to 1,500 ewes in the summer* The 
summer band also contains the lambs. This makes the total number 
of sheep in the summer band about the same as the winter band* Two 
s\jmmer bands usually are combined after selling the lambs and cull 
ewes to form a winter band. A band of this size is considered the 
practicable number that one herder can handle satisfactorily, and 
from the viewpoint of labor cost it is the more economical. 
Operators who have herds of less than band size usually combine their 
herds with other small herds on the range to reduce herding labor 
costs. If they do not combine on the range with other operators, 
they operate under fence as a farm flock. 

A major ob;}ective of these studies of costs and returns on-- 
commercial family-operated farms and ranches is to compare direct- 
ly the income, costs, and related items on farms of given types 
within an area and among type-of-farming areas. This particular 
report deals with only one group of ranches in a series of several. 
Within the size limitations of this group of sheep ranches, the 
income and cost data here presented are comparable to data in other 
reports in the series. 

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 

The range sheep operator depends mainly on range lands to 
sui^ply annual feed and forage requirements for his sheep. Feed 
from the cropland is used for supplemental feeding during the lamb- 
ing and breeding seasons and on the winter grazing grounds. Feed 
grains and other concentrate feeds are bought to supplement farm- 
grown feeds during years of adverse climatic conditions and reduced 
crop production. 

This program suffices for most years. However, during 
periods of extreme cold or heavy snows a sheepman operates under 
severe handicaps. The 19U8-if9 winter is an example of near disaster 
which a sheepman occasionally faces. Sheep on isolated winter 
ranges were unable to graze in the deep snow, and feeding was neces- 
sary. In some cases, hay dropped from low-flying aircraft was the 
only way in which some bands could be saved even though the cost 
was almost prohibitive. 

210866 O—52 2 
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Heavy winter feeding of sheep Is costly and vben this Is 
necessary^ a sheepman makes little or no profit ftoo the year's 
operations« Climatic conditions alone cem vary death losses from 
the normal or usual average of 10 to ^0 percent or more» In good 
forage years lambs may average as much as 6o pounds or more when 
sold, and In poor forage years they may average less than 60 pounds 
per lamb« 

The success of a sheep ranch depends to some extent upon the 
weather and the volume of range forage produced* Although temper- 
ature and other climatic factors are Involved, precipitation Is the 
rancher's principal weather Interest« From 1930-36 the Index of 
precipitation was below the 1937**^1 average« This was a period of 
great stress In the ranch country« Since 1937i precipitation has 
been necLr or above the average except for the adverse year of 1939* 

The Index of range feed condition Is a measure of forage 
production« The level of this Index generally Is associated with 
variations In precipitation« Range feed condition, like precipitation, 
was below average during the 1931-35 period, and generally near or 
above average from 191^0 to 19^« The Index declined In 191^9 and 1950 
owing to the adverse winter weather of those years« 

Two additional measures of general production conditions are 
the Index of sheep condition and hay yields« The Index of sheep 
condition Is closely associated with range feed condition and has 
about the same pattern of departure from the average« Production of 
hay Is not a major enterprise on sheep ranches, but to some extent 
the feeding program Is based on the quantity of hay produced« Much 
of this Is native hay and the amount of precipitation In winter and 
spring affects Its production« Abimdant spring water aids yield, and 
lack of run-off water reduces yield« Stored Irrigation water further 
affects the yield of hay« Yields of hay were low during 1930-35 but 
for most yeaurs since 193^ they were well above average« 

Net production, or net txnm-off of livestock and livestock 
products. Is directly affected by the lamb crop and by death loss« 
The effect of these two factors on net production Is apparent In the 
year of occurrence and In one or more subsequent yeeirs« The level 
of the lamb crop Is Indirectly related to the level of precipita- 
tion« The high precipitation In I9U1 was associated with one of 
the two highest reported lamb-crop years« The lowest average death 
occurred In 19*^1« However, other factors, and particularly temper- 
ature, during the lambing and shearing periods. Influence the lamb 
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crop and death losses« Adverse veatber after spring shearing in- 
creases the death loss In eves* When cold weather occurs during 
or foUovlng lambing, additional losses of lambs are to be 
expected because most lambing Is accomplished on the open range« 

The years of less than average precipitation In the early 
1930*s were also years of less than average lamb crops« The 
greatest death loss occurred In 1932« In later yecurs, the death 
loss lessened somewhat because drought brought forced sales and 
severe culling« These factors all combined to produce the 
disaster years of 1932-3^ when net production declined to 72 per- 
cent of the 1937-Ul average« 

RAHCH ORGAHIZATIOH 

Methods of Operation 

Sheep ranching In most of the Intermountaln region Is high- 
ly extensive In character« Much of the range land Is low In 
productivity as compared to croplands« Seemingly It has no 
higher economic use than for grazing by livestock, storage of 
water, and protection of the watershed« Except for large expanses 
of so-called winter range, many areas on the range are grazed In 
common by cattle and sheep« Winter range Is generally restricted 
to use during the winter season because sufficient stock water Is 
lacking during the simsier« In the winter, sheep can graze the 
winter range by watering from snow or standing water resulting from 
melting snows« 

Extensive migration is necessary so that sheep can graze 
the winter, spring-fall, and summer ranges« As a general rule, 
ranch headquarters are located in or near the spring-fall range 
area« The yearly cycle consists of lambing and shearing on spring 
range, migration to the high mountains for summer grazing, and 
thence migration to fall range« In the fall, lambs are sold, the 
breeding herd is culled, the ewes are bred and then moved to the 
winter ranges for 6 month's grazing« A return in April to spring 
range completes the cycle« 

Some ranchers have private lands and public range grazing 
privileges so arranged that extensive migration of the herd is not 
necessary« Other ranchers must trail, truck, or ship their sheep by 
rail a one-way distance in excess of 100 miles« In recent years, 
trucking or rail shipment of sheep between seasonal ranges has 
Increased« This has increased each costs but in return the death 
loss is reduced and the lamb crop and gain per animal are greater« 
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Operators of faally-slzed one-band sbeep ranches usually buy 
most of the breeding eve replacenents• Operators of ranches of 
this size and smaller find It dlfflcxú.t to operate on a dual basis, 
vblcb requires raising tbe eve replacements• Because eves are kept 
for a dual purpose, that is, to produce botb vool and market lambs, 
they must be crossbred« Breeding eves are kept for their shearing 
and vool-producing qualities« Hovever, vool-type breeds such as 
Rambouillet or Corriedale do not produce large, meaty-type lambs un* 
less crossbred to mutton^type rams« Therefore, the eves are bred to 
rams of such breeds as Suffolk, Hampshire, and Lincoln« The lambs 
produced are inferior for replacement of eves and production of vool 
but they have the desired qualities for meu:ket lambs« 

Range eves are usually culled and sold if they have survived 
6 years on the range« Aged eves survive the trying range conditions 
only vith difficulty« As they grov older, their teeth become 
defective or fckU out ft*om feeding on the harsh, dry, vinter forage« 
Consequently, aged eves become thin ftom improper nutrition and soon 
die« In recent years, aged cull range eves have brought excellent 
prices« When placed on irrigated pasture or shipped east of the 
Rockies to softer feed they may have several more productive yecurs« 

Land and Crops 

Total private land in the average family-operated sheep ranch 
decreased from 2,987 acres in 1930 to 2,29"^ acres in 1935> a decrease 
of 23 percent (table 2)« Since 1935j the acreage of ovned and leased 
land has more than doubled and in 19*^ it totaled 3f^57 acres, a 
record high« During the 21-year period, the proportion of land ovned 
to total land operated increased from a lov of U6 percent in 1930 to 
a high of TO percent in 19'*9# In 19*^8, total land in the average 
ranch vas I96 percent of the 1935-39 average and sheep numbers vere 
106 percent of the 1935-39 average« 

It is not practicable to calculate the total acres per animal 
mit grazed by sheep ranches, as almost tvo-thirds of the animal- 
unit months of forage are obtained from public lands« Hovever, an 
estimate of the acres per animal«unit month of use obtained from 
private lands has considerable meaning« Acreage per animal unit on 
these lands more than doubled during the period 1935 to 1950 
(table 3)« The peak of range ovnership vas reached in 1950 vith 
17«2 acres per animal unit« Since I9W, hovever, acres per animal 
unit have remained relatively stable« 

One might expect that, vith better range conditions and in- 
creased grazing capacity in the 19*K)*s, animal units per acre of 
range land vould increase« Hovever, this has not been the case« 
There vere several reasons for the decreased stocking rate per acre 
during the 19ÍK)'s« Some reduction in intensity of use of public 



Table 2.- Land vise, livestock numbers, and distribution of income and expense, family-operated sheep ranches, Intermountain region, 1930-50 

Item Unit 1930 ! 1931 i 1932 ! 1933 i 193'* i 1935 i 1936 ': 1937 ': 
: 

1938 : 1939 ': 19U0 ! 19UI ': 
I 

I9U2 i 19U3 ! 19UU ; 19U5 5 19U6 ; 
: 

19U7 1 19UÔ i 19U9 i 
: 

1950 

Total land In ranch Acre 2,987 2,881 2,707 2,572 2,U56 2,29U 2,U96 2,68U 2,88U 3,062 3,258 3,U92 3,705 U,016 U,189 U,U8U U,606 U,852 5,257 5,190 5,161 

Proportion of ranch land In: 

Cropland harvested Percent 1.5 l.U 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 l.U 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 

All other land do. 98.5 98.6 9e.u 98.U 96.5 98.3 98.li 98.U 98.5 98.6 98.7 98.7 98.9 99.0 99.0 99.1 99.1 99.1 99.2 99.2 99.1 

Crops harvested: 

Oraln Acre lU 12 12 11 9 11 12 12 Ik 12 12 15 13 13 12 13 12 13 12 12 lU 

Hay do. 31 28 29 28 26 28 28 29 29 30 29 30 28 28 28 28 28 30 31 P 29 

Other crops do. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Hay yield (Index numbers 1937-'*l-10O) Percent 93 81 93 89 81* 9U 97 100 102 92 101 105 102 100 100 96 101 100 103 105 107 

Livestock on ranch January 1: 

Cattle Number 13.»* 13.9 13.7 13.6 I3.U 12.U 12.3 11.6 11.2 11.8 12.5 12.6 12.6 12.5 12.7 12.5 12.5 12. U 12.3 12.2 12.2 

Hogs do. 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 l.U 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.U 2.5 2.U 2.2 2.1 2.0 1.9 

Poultry do. 18 17 16 16 18 20 2k 2k 2k 2U 23 26 25 30 29 28 26 30 32 28 25 

Horses do. 6.9 7.9 7.9 8.0 8.5 8.0 8.0 7.9 7.7 6.9 7.5 7.9 7.9 8.0 7.9 8.0 7.9 7.7 7.7 7.5 7.U 

Sheep do. i,ue6 1,'*9U 1,U63 1,'*53 1,U53 1,U3U 1M3 1,^51 1,^49 1,U51 1,UU8 1,U37 1,U25 1,U19 1,U20 1,U28 1,UUU 1,U93 1,537 1,5U0 1,U96 

Ranches vlth tractors Percent 12 12 12 12 13 13 Ik 16 18 19 23 31 UO U3 U5 UÔ 50 53 56 57 57 

Proportion of cash receipts ftrom: 

Livestock Percent 71 69 70 U9 51 59 59 59 66 62 62 63 62 62 65- 63 69 7U 71 68 69 

Livestock products do. 29 31 30 U8 ki 36 38 38 29 32 3U 33 35 35 31 3U 28 23 27 30 30 

Other do. 0 0 0 3 8 5 3 3 5 6 U U 3 3 U 3 3 3 2 2 1 

Proportion of cash expenditures for: 

Feed and seed Percent 19 2U 20 26 32 28 25 22 20 20 16 15 19 18 18 16 15 lU 17 16 lU 

Livestock do. 32 19 20 20 19 22 28 31 27 29 37 32 31 30 30 29 33 37 28 19 31 

Labor do. 23 27 23 20 19 18 18 17 19 18 16 19 22 26 28 29 26 25 27 31 2U 

Power and machinery do. 9 10 11 13 11 13 11 13 16 17 16 20 lU lU lU lU 13 12 lU 18 18 

General ranch do. 9 11 16 10 9 9 9 9 9 0 8 7 7 5 5 6 8 7 8 10 8 

Miscellaneous do. 8 9 10 11 10 10 9 8 9 8 7 7 7 7 5 6 5 5 6 6 5 

H 



Table 3»- Anljual tinlts (AU) of sheep, acres of deeded land, and acres per animal unit, family-operated 
sheep ranches, Intermountaln region, 1930-50 1/ 

19^*5 
I9U6 
19^7 
19*^8 
19>»9 

1950 

; Animal 
: units 

;   ^ 

• • Cropland harvested : Range and pastiire; 
Idle 
and 

waste 

: Total land 
Year t 

: Grains 
: 

: Hay 
; Other ; 
I  crops * 

Total 
: Crops 
: per 
: AU 

; Per 
* ranch : AU : 

; Per 
'ranch : AÜ 

: Bvmiber Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres 

1930 s  297 14 31 46 0.15 2,890 ,9.7 51 2,987 10.1 
1931 !  299 12 28 Ul .14 2,790 9.3 50 2,881 9.6 
1932    ! !  293 12 29 42 .14 2,619 8.9 46 2,707 9.2 
1933    ! 1  291 11 28 40 .14 2,488 8.5 44 2,572 8.8 
193»*  i 

4 

Î  291 9 26 36 .12 2,378 8.2 42 2,456 8.4 

1935   S 287 11 26 40 .14 2,215 7.7 39 2,294 8.0 
1936  : 289 12 28 41 .14 2,413 8.3 42 2,496 8.6 
1937   : 290 12 29 42 .14 2,596 9.0 46 2,684 9.3 
1938   : 290 14 29 44 .15 2,791 9.6 49 2,884 9.9 
1939  : 290 12 30 43 .15 2,967 10.2 52 3,062 10.6 

191^0   : 290 12 29 42 .14 3,161 10'.9 55 3,258 11.2 
19'H  : 287 15 30 46 .16 3,387 11.8 59 3,492 12.2 
19î»2   : 285 13 28 42 .15 3,600 12.6 63 3,705 13.0 
19^3   : 28U 13 28 42 .15 3,906 13.8 68 4,016 14.1 
l^k       : 28U 12 28 41 .14 4,077 14.4 71 4,189 14.8 

286 13 28 
289 12 28 
299 13 30 
307 12 31 
308 12 30 

300 

42 .15 4,366 15.3 76 
41 .14 4,487 15.5 78 
44 .15 4,726 15.8 82 
44 .14 5,121 16.7 91 
43 .14 5,059 16.4 88 

14 29 44 .15   5,029 16.8 88 

1/ Includes all deeded, owned, and leased lands but not Federal lands. 
"2/ Januaxy 1 sheep num|2ers converted to AU on basis of 5 sheep per AU. 

■tï- 

I 

4,484 
4,606 
í^,852 
5,257 
5,190 

15.7 
15.9 
16.2 
17.1 
16.9 

5,161 17.2 



-is- 

lands occurred but this vas not a major contributing cause« Tbe 
chief cause was tbe Tsiylor Grazing Act vltb its coHBiensurabllity 
standards vblcb required increased ovnersbip and leasing of 
private lands to form stable ranching units* 

Before 193^ many sheep operations of one band and larger 
were entirely nomadic in character* Sometimes they obtained 100 
percent of their forage from nonovned lands* Througjh the adminis- 
tration of public lands this type of operation has disappeared 
fZ*om the western scene* Homadic ranchers vho did not obtain ranch 
bases and private lands upon vhich to operate during a portion of 
the year discontinued operations* The Taylor Grazing Act was in- 
tended as a step toward greater stability of ranch operations and 
ccmservation of range lands and it has proved successful in these 
respects * 

Ranchers have become more conservation minded and memy have 
instituted a policy of reduced stocking on their range lands* This 
requires a larger acreage per cmimal imit of grazing* In additiony 
a rancher now feels a greater degree of security if he owns or con- 
trols larger acreages of private reinge lands* 

Sheep operators are concerned principally with two types of 
Federal land ownership (table k).    These major divisions of 
Federal lands are: National forests administered by the Forest 
Service of the United States Depeortment of Agriculture ana grazing 
districts administered by the Bureau of Land Management of the 
United States Department of the Interior* The  bulk of grazing 
permitted on the national forests in the Intermountaln region occurs 
during the summer^ although some grazing on other seasonal range 
types is available* On the other hand, grazing districts contain 
large acreages of winter range land and lesser acreages of spring- 
fall and sxnner range* All of these types of seasonal range, 
regardless of ownership, are necessary for the yearly operation of 
range sheep* Most one-band and larger sheep ranches In the Inter- 
mountaln region use both types of Federal lands in their yearly 
opérations* 

Family-operated sheep rcmches obtain an average of about 
2,^00 animal-unit months of grazing fl*om public lands* Rational 
forests furnish 3^ percent of this use and 63 percent is furnished by 
grazing districts* National forests, which are generally at higher 
elevations, have a comparatively short grazing season of 3 to U 
months* Here vegetal growth starts late in the spring after the snow 
has melted and is rapid in the summer until it is halted by eeurly fall 
frosts and snows* 



Table 1^.- Amount of sheep-grazing permitted on Federal lands per ranch, family-opez^ted 
sheep ranches, Intermountaln region, 1930-^0 

Year 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
193»* 

1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 

19*^0 
19'»1 
19'*2 
19^3 

19«*5 
19^6 
19i»7 
19'*8 
I9U9 

1950 

National forest 
: Average : Sheep- : Sheep 

Sheep   : grazing ;months of: owned 
permitted : season ; grazing t  
Number 

l,ktík 
1,386 
1,377 

1,352 
1,355 
1,357 
1,352 
1,351 

l,3»»7 
1,335 
1,322 
1,315 
1,315 

1,321 
1,33»* 
1,377 
l,4l4 
1,»*15 

1,378 

Months       Months 

U.OO 
3.97 
3.93 
3.88 
3.83 

3 »76 
3.70 
3.62 
3.55 
3.1*8 

3 M 
3.39 
3.37 
3.36 
3.3»* 

3.32 
3.30 
3.28 
3.26 
3.25 

3.25 

5,761* 
5,725 
5,518 
5,378 
5,271* 

5,08U 
5,011* 
l*,912 
4,800 
l*,701 

l*,580 
1*,526 
l*,l*55 
1*,1H8 
l*,392 

l*,386 
1*,U02 
l*,517 
1*,610 
l*,599 

Number 

1,1*86 
1,1*91* 
1,1*63 
1,1*53 
1,1*53 

1,1*31* 

1,1*98 

Grazing districts ;    Total 
Average : Sheep- : sheep-months 
grazing :montbs of: of grazing 2/ 
season 1^ grazing :  
Months Months 

5.5 8,239 

Sheep-months 

5,761* 
5,725 
5,518 
5,378 
5»27l* 

5,08»» 
1,1*31* 5.5 7,936 12,950 
1,1*51 5.5 7,980 12,892 1 

1,1*1*9 5.5 7,969 12,769 K 
1,1*51 5.5 7,980 12,681 

1 

1,U1»8 5.5 7,961* 12,544 
1,1*37 5.5 7,903 12,429 
1,1*25 5.5 7,837 12,292 
1,1*19 5.5 7,804 12,222 
1,1*20 5.5 7,810 12,202 

1,428 5.5 7,854 12,240 
1,VUU 5.5 7,91*2 12,344 
1,1*93 5.5 8,211 12,728 
1,537 5.5 8,453 13,063 
1,51*0 5.5 8,470 13,069 

12,717 

1/ Grazing district administration began in 1936. The length of grazing season has not 
changed but in some instances sheep ranches have nonuse permits and do not graze all 
their permitted numbers on the grazing districts> 
2/ Includes only National forest use prior to I936. 
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Grazing permits for sheep on grazing districts at lover 
eleratlons average about 3.3 months In length« Hovever, national 
forest ranges with a shorter season and lesser acreage probably 
produce as much or moire forage per anlmsl grazed than do the graz* 
Ing districts« In addition, eves on the sximmer range are accompanied 
by their lambs and consumption of forage by lambs Is not counted In 
anlmal-unlt months of forage consumed« 

Public lands furnish the greater part of the yearly feed and 
forage requirements of family-operated sheep ranches (table 5)« lu 
recent years, public lands have furnished 71 percent of the annual 
feed and forage requirements, vhereas private lands supplied 29 
percent« About 8 percent of the total comes from cropleuid and 21 
percent from private range and pasture« These data do not Includt 
the supplemental feeds bought« 

A gradual but small decrease In use of public land by sheep 
of the ranches Included In the study has taken place since 1930« 
Some of this decrease comes from the shortening of the grazing season 
on national forests by the Forest Service to protect and Improve the 
range« Hovever, much of the change can be credited to the signifi- 
cant Increases In private land purchases and leases by sheep 
ranchers« Present data Indicate that family-sized sheep ranches 
vhlch remained In operation over the 1930-50 period vere not greatly 
affected by reduction policies of public land agencies« These data 
do not apply to sheep ranches that have discontinued operations or 
have changed to cattle« In total, use of public lands by sheep has 
declined greatly because of the large reduction In numbers of sheep 
In the Intermountaln region« 

Acreages of cropland on family-operated sheep ranches 
changed very little In the 21-year period 1930-50 (table 6)♦ About 
k2 acres are In cropland« All of this Is Irrigated or sub-Irrigated« 
The 12 to Ik acres of grains account for about 29 percent of the 
cropland« Principal grains are wheat, oats, €md barley grovn as 
feed for ranch stock« Hay Is produced on the remaining 30 acres of 
cropland« About a third of the hay land Is In alfalfa and two-thirds 
Is other tame and vlld hay« The yield of hay averages about 1«5 tons 
per acre« In drought years when spring run-off vater Is short, hay 
fields may yield less than 1 ton per acre« The average ftually-slzed 
sheep ranch produces from 1^0 to 50 tons of hay each year, all of 
which Is used for spring cmd fall feed and to supplement range forage 
through the winter« Cropland furnishes less than 10 percent of the 
annual feed and forage requirements and Is less Important than range 
land In the operating scheme of a sheep ranch« 

1 
210866 0—52- 



Table $•- Distribution of animal units of feed and forage for sbeep by^ types of land, family- 
operated sbeep rancbes, Intermountaln region, 1930*$0 

t    ADM* 8 of feed and forage per ranch 1/ :     Percentage distribution of AUM's :   Private 
i    Crop 
;    land 

:         Range i land 
Total *    Crop 

:    land 

:     Rcmge land       : 
Total 

:      range 
Tear :    Public 

Î       2/ 
: Private ' •Public * Private * :per anlnal 

• •                                          a :             : :unlt Bonth 
!    AUM AHM AUM AUM Percent Percent Percent Percent Acres 

1930     i 282 2,788 U96 3,566 8 78 Ik 100 5.8 
1931     ! !      231 2,788 567 3,586 6 78 16 100 5.7 
1932      ! 268 2,712 531 3,511 8 77 15 100 k.9 
1933     s 251 2,67^^ 562 3,»^87 7 77 16 100 k.k 
193«^     : 222 2,653 612 3,W7 6 76 18 100 3.9 

1935     : 261 2,596 585 3,l*U2 8 75 17 100 3.8 
1936     : 266 2,589 608 3,'*63 7 75 18 100 k.O 
1937     : 283 2,577 622 3,1*82 8 7k 18 100 k,2 
1938     : 288 2,553 637 3,^78 8 73 19 100 k.k 
1939     : 

: 
275 2,536 671 3,1*82 8 73 19 100 k.k 

191*0 t     288 2,509 733 3,530 8 71 21 100 1*.3 
191*1 :     305 2,U86 658 3,1*1*9 9 72 19 100 5.1 
191*2 :     276 2,1*59 685 3,1*20 8 72 20 100 5.3 
191*3 !     276 2,1*1*3 687 3,1*06 8 72 20 100 5.7 
191*1* i     276 2,1*1*0 692 3,1*08 8 72 20 100 5.9 

191*5     i t     271 2,1*U8 708 3,1*27 8 71 21 100 6.2 
191*6     ! 1     276 2,1*69 721 3,1*66 8 71 21 100 6.2 
191*7     i !        295 2,51*1* 71*1* 3,583 8 71 21 100 6.1* 
191*8     i 1     312 2,613 761* 3,689 8 71 21 100 6.7 
191*9     î .   305 2,615 776 3,696 8 71 21 100 6.5 

1950     : 296 2,51*1* 755 3,595 8 71 21 100 6.7 

forage as used JBere does not Imply the quantity or quality of forage but It Indicates a time basis 
only* 
2/ Includes only Federal lands« State lands considered as private« Use on public domain prior to 
T936 considered as ^.3 months grazing season. 

& 



Table 6«> Harvested acres, yield and production of small grain, and hay per ranch, family- 
operated sheep ranches, Intermountain region, 1930-50 

19*«) 
19**! 
19'»2 
19»^3 
19»^U 

:   Small grains Alfalfa Other hay _: Total : 
": hay : 

All 
:     : Pro- ' • Pro- ' Pro- hay 

Year : Acres : Yield : 
• • • • 

duced : Acres : Yield 1 duced Î : Acres : Yield ! duced : pro- : 
: duced : 

yield 

; Acres Bushels Bushels Acres Tons Tons Acres Tons Tons Tons Tons 

1930   ¡ 1 Ik 27.6 389 8 2.12 17.0 23 1.16 26.7 k3.7 IM 
1931   ! t      12 21.6 259 8 1.87 15.0 20 1.01 20.2 35.2 1.26 
1932   Î 12 25.1 301 8 2.08 16.6 21 1.21 25.h U2.0 1.1*5 
1933  Î -  11 22.8 251 8 1.99 15.9 20 1.16 23.2 39.1 1.39 
193^  : 9 20.1 181 8 1.88 15.0 18 1.05 18.9 33.9 1.30 

1935  1 11 25.0 275 9 2.10 18.9 19 1.15 21.9 U0.8 1.U6 
1936  : 12 2l^.9 299 9 2.22 20.0 19 1.18 22,k k2.k 1.51 
1937 : 
1938 : 

12 26.3 316 10 2.16 21.6 19 1.23 23 .u U5.0 1.55 
lU 27.2 381 10 2.19 21.9 19 1.25 23.8 ^♦5.7 1.58 

1939  : 12 26.3 316 10 2.07 20.7 20 1.12 22.k 43.1 Ukk 

12 26.U 317 10 2.20 22.0 19 1.2U 23.6 U5.6 1.57 
15 30.9 46U 10 2.29 22.9 20 1.32 26.U U9.3 1.6U 
13 30.1 391 9 2.21 20.0 19 1.27 2U.1 hk.l 1.58 
13 28.8 yrk 9 2.23 20.1 19 1.23 23.1* »»3.5 1.55 
12 29.5 35k 9 2.26 20.3 19 1.23 23.1* »»3.7 1.56 

I 

19»»5 i     13 29.9 389 9 2.23 20.1 19 1.20 22.8 1»2.9 1.53 
19U6 !   12 30.5 366 9 2.23 20.1 19 1.26 23.9 kk.o 1.57 
19U7 :  13 31.1» U08 10 2.35 23.5 20 1.17 23.1» 1»6.9 1.56 
19W >  12 31.1» 377 10 2.38 23.8 21 1.23 25.8 l»9.6 1.60 
19U9 !  12 30.9 371 10 2.41 2Í».l 20 1.25 25.0 U9.1 1.6U 

1950     S '',      lU 29.U U12 12 2.28 27.1» 17 1.22 20.7 U8.1 1.66 
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LlTestock 

The average number of ebeep per rcmcb on faolly-operated 
sheep units has not varied greatly over the 21-year period 1930-50« 
Average numbers per ranch on January 1 reached a lov of only 1^^19 
bead in 19^3 and a high of 1,5^0 in 19*^9f a variation of 121 head 
(tehle 7).   There are definite reasons for stability of size in 
range sheep operations. Sheep are herded in eve bands in a certain 
size range, Uisiially 1,000 to 1,500 eves per band for summer range 
and 2,000 to 3,000 ewes for winter range« The sise is determined 
by the land-tenure pattern, public-grazing privileges, and over-all 
investment requirements« Once a band size (number of breeding ewes) 
is adapted to physical production factors, the operator seldom 
varies his numbers greatly except to add or subtract units of band 
size« This is not so true of small sheep ranches with less than 
band size or farm flocks« These ranches operate mostly under fence 
and on private lands« The size of these units depends almost whol- 
ly xipon available feed and forage and alternative opportunities« 

Labor also ctffects the size of range sheep units, accounting 
for about 25 percent of the cash costs« A large share of the labor 
costs are fixed« Sheep must have at least one herder and if the 
number of sheep in the band is greatly reduced, the labor cost per 
head becomes almost prohibitive« This factor alone accounts for the 
relative stability in number of sheep on family-operated sheep 
ranches• 

Although the number of sheep per family-operated ranch has 
remained fairly constant, the total number of sheep in the Inter- 
mountain region has declined« This reduction in numbers has been 
particularly precipitous since I9IH (fig« 2)« The number of sheep 
in the region dropped from 16«*^ million head in 1931 to 7*3 million 
head in 1950,a decline of 55 percent« During this period the number 
of cattle increased steadily« 

Prices of lambs and wool rose during this period« Lambs 
averaged $2U«73 per hundredweight In 1950 compared with an average 
of $5«U6 per hundredweight in 1930-3*^* Wool sold at 56 cents a 
pound in 1950 and about I6 cents in the 1930-3** period. Since 1938, 
prices of lamb have increased in about the same proportion as 
prices of beef« However, the ratio value per head of cattle to 
value per head of lamb and wool indicates that cattle had a slightly 
better price advantage compared with sheep in the postwar years 

(fig- 3). 

Although in recent years cattle have had a slight price 
advantage over sheep, this in itself cannot account for the great 
reduction in numbers of sheep« Sheep units that have maintained 



Table 7«~ Livestock Inventory i>er ranch January 1, family-operated sheep ranches, Intermountaln 
region, 1930-50 

:               Sheep 

: Total - 

Other livestock 
; Breeding ewes • • Other sheei) 

! ^^^ ! • Chick-; ; All ' ' Cows 
: : Total :' 

Year : Year- 
: lings 

: 2-5 ! 
tyeare : Aged 

: breed-: 
: Ing : 
: eves : 

Lambs ÎBucks ;WetherB; : sheep ! ; hogs 1 i  *^* [horses ' Imllked] : Other 
! cattle 

: No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

1930 r 230 eui 170 l,2lH 200 30 15 1,U86 1.3 18 6.9 1.7 11.7 
1931 ! 209 881 179 1,269 180 32 13 1,1*9»* 1.2 17 7.9- 1.5 12.1* 
1932 ! 161 878 205 1,2UU 17»* 31 Ik l,k63 1.2 16 7.9 1.5 12.2 
1933 ! 163 832 221 1,216 192 30 15 1,1*53 1.3 16 8.0 l.U 12.2 
1931* ' ! 17»^ 8lU 203 1,191 218 31 13 1,1*53 1.1* 18 8.5 1.3 12.1 

1935 i : 20U 793 189 1,186 20l» 30 14 1,1*31* 1.5 20 8.0 1.2 11.2 
1936 : 216 836 I7U 1,226 173 31 13 1,1*1*3 1.5 21* 8.0 1.3 11.0   • 
1937 ! 189 68k 17»^ 1,2^7 160 31 13 1,1*51 1.5 21* 7.9 1.1* 10.2   {2 
1938 Î I7U 912 160 1,21*6 159 31 13 1,1*1*9 . 1.6 21* 7.7 1.5 9.7   • 
1939 : 203 899 131 1,233 I7U 31 13 1,1*51 1.7 21* 6.9 1.7 10.1 

I9U0 : 232 825 1»^5 1,202 203 30 13 l,Ul*8 1.8 23 7.5 1.9 10.6 
19»H : 259 776 158 1,193 201 30 13 1,1*37 1.9 26 7.9 2.0 10.6 
19i>2 : 256 770 185 1,211 171 30 13 1,1*25 2.0 25 7.9 1.8 10.8 
19^3 : 213 863 18U 1,260 113 32 Ik 1,1*19 2.2 30 8.0 1.7 10.8 
19'*'* : 185 905 199 1,289 85 32 Ik 1,1*20 2.1* 29 7.9 1.7 11.0 

19»*5 ! 11^3 953 200 1,296 86 32 lU 1,1*28 2.5 28 8.0 1.6 10.9 
19^6   : 159 950 202 1,311 87 32 Ik l,l*lfU 2.U 26 7.9 1.6 10.9 
19»^7 : 1U9 953 22k 1,326 119 33 15 1,1*93 2.2 30 7.7 1.6 10.8 
19'»8 : 169 905 2U6 1,320 169 33 15 1,537 2.1 32 7.7 1.5 10.8 
19'*9 : 210 830 272 1,312 180 33 15 1,51*0 2.0 28 7.5 1.5 10.7 

1950 i 195 822 255 1,272 179 32 15 1,1*98 1.9 25 7.1* 1.1* 10.8 
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Figure 2.- Total sheep on farms In tne Intermountain region in 1950 were less than half of the I931 
nuabere while sheep numbers on family-operated ranches in the regions remained relatively stable 
from 1930 to 1950« Lamb and wool prices were almost six times as great in 1950 as in 1932« Lamb 
and beef prices closely paralleled each other throughout the 21 years« 
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Figure 3«* Sbeep numbers have decreased and cattle numbers have Increased since 1933« The ratio 
index of cattle values to lanb and wool values has shown a general increase from 1933 to 19^8, 
indicating a more favorable gross price relationship of cattle over sheep. 
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nuBbers bave received fair to good retuxus In recent years* These 
units did not ccmtrlbute to the reduction In sheep numbers« The 
reduction can be attributed to conblnatlon cattle and sbeep units 
that ellnlnated the sheep enterprise and to larg^ sheep ranches 
that have converted completely to cattle» 

The difficulty of obtaining good labor and herders Is the 
paramount reason given by most ranchers for converting fï*om sheep to 
cattle* Sheep herding Is a specialized type of animal husbandry» A 
poor or untrained herder can destroy a large Investment In a matter 
of hours by poor Judgment or lack of Initiative« The younger genera- 
tion of native-born Americans are not attracted to sbeep herding as 
an occupation* Herders usually are recruited from Spain and Mexico, 
and from the Indian tribes of the Intermountaln region and the 
Southwest* 

Additional but little stressed reason for reduction In sheep 
In the Western States Is the large Investment required to maintain a 
range band of sbeep* Total Investment for a ranch grazing 1,200 to 
1,^00 sheep at postwar prices Is usually not less than $30,000 and 
may exceed $7^,000* Toung men vho wish to enter sheep ranching 
usually do not have sufficient credit or capital to buy a unit al- 
ready In opex^tlon* The day has passed when the enterprising could 
start vlth a fev head of sheep 6uid build Into an economic ranching 
unit* Existing ranch units are sold off as the older generation 
relinquishes control because the heirs do not wish to enter the 
business of sheep ranching* Purchasers have been Inclined to sell 
the sheep and stock the ranches vlth cattle* 

The depreciation rate on range eves Is high, varying from 1Ç 
to 25 percent among ranches* The normal life of the breeding ewe In 
the breeding flock Is about 5 to 6 years* Average death losses of 10 
percent, plus toughj harsh forage that damages teeth, €md long trails, 
contribute to the relatively short productive life of the range eve 
(table 8)* Old ewes are sold either for mutton or to farmers vlth 
farm flocks* The old eves may have tvo to four additional years of pro- 
ductive life If given proper care and 90ft or more suitable feed* 
Aged eves from the western range are a good source of breeding stock 
for farm flocks of the Great Plains and the Com Belt. 

Sales of lambs on family-operated sbeep ranches do not vary 
greatly from year to year because fev replacements are kept* When 
sales of lambs are dovn In any year, the cause Is usually a combina- 
tion of poor production conditions or poor management* In some years 



Table 8»- Sheep production, aales, and purchases per ranch, family-operated sheep ranches, 
Intermountaln region, 1930-50 

*Inven- :          Purchased L • • Sold Died • 
Year • : Eves    : .Inren- 

* tory 
¡Jan. 1 

1 Lambs 
I bom : Lambs : Eves : Bucks: Lambs 

! 
: and      : 
tvethers: 

Bucks : Lambs ! Eves : Other ; 
\ sheep 

[ Slaugb- 
;    tered 

•'. tory 
JDec. 31 

t    No. Ho. No. No. No. No« No. No. No. No* No. No. No. 

1930 i 1,486 1,067 73 105 4 855 183 . 92 94 2 15 1,494 
1931 : 1,494 1,079 61 90 1 855 189 - 96 105 2 15 1,463 
1932 : 1,463 833 48 101 2 607 140 . 67 162 3 15 1,453 
1933 : 1,453 851 ?9 110 4 590 177 - 69 150 3 15 1,453 
193»* : 1,453 953 42 61 8 702 181 7 74 102 2 15 1,434 

1935 ; 1,434 878 13 118 10 626 176 7 79 106 2 14 1,443 
1936 : 1,443 993 38 118 9 770 161 7 87 109 2 14 1,451 
1937 : 1,451 998 51 161 10 795 206 7 81 116 3 14 1,449           , 
1938 ! 1,449 1,072 23 116 7 820 186 5 87 102 2 14 1,451           ro 
1939 ! 1,451 1,073 104 104 5 877 208 4 83 101 2 14 1,446          ^ 

1 

19*^0   ! ; 1,448 1,070 140 151 7 916 268 5 79 95 2 14 
• 

1,437 
19'H   ! ! 1,437 1,098 60 168 7 893 264 5 80 87 2 14 1,425 
19'^2    ! ! 1,425 l,04l 11 170 7 64^ 192 3 80 99 2 14 1,419 
19^3   ! ! 1,419 1,058 13 187 7 886 163 4 66 108 3 14 1,420 
19M»   ! 1,420 1,083 34 209 7 916 161 4 101 126 3 14 1,428 

19^5    ' 1,428 1,101 26 231 7 931 168 3 96 114 3 14 1,444 
19»»6   : 1,444 1,181 98 244 7 1,039 196 4 106 119 3 14 1,493 
19i^7   : 1,'*93 1,220 113 243 7 1,045 249 4 104 119 3 15 1,537 
I9W   : 1,537 1,201 35 171 7 935 231 4 106 117 3 15 1,540 
19^9   : 

• 
1,540 1,126 - 102 8 830 172 5 104 150 4 15 1,498 

• 
1950   : 

: 
1,498 1,119 - 137 8 847 126 4 95 129 4 14 1,543 
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cllnatlc conditions are such that the lanb crop is low and the 
deatb loss is bigb« Examples of great variations in ntmbers of 
lambs sold^ because of production conditions^ are the years 1933 
and 19if6« In 1933, ?90 lambs were sold from a herd averaging 
about 1,1*50 head January 1.    In 19'*6. 1,039 lambs were sold from 
a slie^tly smaller herd of about l,kkk bead» The lamb crop was 
low and the death loss of ewes was high in 1933* In 19^*6, this 
situation was reversed« 

Over the I930-5O period, the lamb crop varied from a low 
of 67 to a high of 92 percent, with an average of 8U percent 
(table 9)* From 1932 to 1937 the lamb crop was considerably be- 
low average« These were the years of poor production conditions, 
less than normal precipitation, scant range forage, and generally 
below-average condition of sheep« Low lamb crops, greater than 
average death losses, a reduction in the weight of Iambs, and 
depressed prices for lamb and wool almost spelled disaster for 
the sheep operator during the period from 1932 to 1936« 

The variation in the lamb crop is as great between in- 
dividual ranches as between good and bad years« Lamb crops on 
ranches with poor resources and poor management may average less 
than 75 percent« Generally speaking, these ranches also produce 
light-weight lambs« Ranches with consistently poor lamb crops and 
light weights are marginal producers« At the other end of the 
scale are range-sheep operators who have lamb crops of 100 percent 
and even more^and who are producing fat lambs at 85 pounds« These 
are the efficient producers with sound management and excellent 
arrangement of their land cmd capital resources« 

Except in years of abnormal climatic conditions, average 
death losses from all causes remain relatively stable on the aver- 
age ranch« The death loss of ewes on family-operated sheep ranches 
averaged about 9 percent with a high of 13 percent in 1932 and a 
low of 7^3 percent in 19*^1« Death loss of Iambs averaged about 8«U 
percent, with a low of 7*3 and a high of 9*3 percent« 

The income of any sheepman depends to a considerable extez^t 
on~the weight and condition of the lambs he produces« During the 
21-year period, the average weight of lambs sold ft^om family-operated 
ranches was 71 pounds« In 193^*, lambs were sold at an average weight 
of 63 pounds and in 19>*1 they sold at 79 pounds« Leunbs that weigh 
from 75 to 80 pounds or more can be sold directly for slaughter« 
Usiially lambs of lesser weights are sold for additional feeding or 
for fattening in feed lots before going to slaiighter« Most of the 
lambs in the Intermountain region are sold as feeders« Exceptions 
sire noted for early lambs raised in southern Idaho and lambs from 
ranches in areas that have high-capacity summer range« 
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Table 9#- Sheep production rates In current year, per ranch, family- 
operated sheep ranches, Intermountain region, 1930-50 

îBreeding! 
*    ewes 
îjanxiary ' 
:      1        ! 

Lanb    I 
crop    I 
y ; 

Death loss :    Weight 
: per bead 

lambs 
!        sold 

! Sheep ! 
'. shear-! 
;   ed : 

Wool 
Tear 

lAiDbs    : 
Other    ; 
sheep 

clip 
per 
bead 

: Number Percent Percent Percent Pounds Number Pounds 

1930 :    1,2^1 86 8.6 7.6 77 1,1*30 8.84 
1931 :    1,269 85 8.9 8.3 68 1,1*33 8.99 
1932 :    l,2Mf 67 8.1 13.0 71 1,368 8.17 
1933 • Í    1,216 70 8.1 12.3 67 1,363 8.52 
193** " :    1,191 80 7.8 8.6 63 1,391 8.31 

1935 i 1,186 71* 9.0 8.9 67 1,371 8.12 
1936 ! !    1,226 81 8.8 8.9 72 1,378 9.06 
1937 : :    1,2U7 80 8.1 9.3 71 1,381* 8.37 
1938 ! ■    1,2U6 86 8.1 8.2 76 1,390 8.61 
1939 ! •    1,233 87 7.7 8.2 68 1,392 8.76 

19^*0 : 1,202 89 7A 7.9 72 1,390 9.18 
19*^1 ; 1,193 92 7.3 7.3 79 1,385 8.9I* 
191*2 : 1,211 86 7.7 8.2 7k 1,367 8.86 
19^3 Î 1,260 8U 8.1 8.6 72 1,358 9.70 
19'*l* : 1,289 81* 9.3 9.8 72 1,350 8.1^6 

19^5 ': 1,296 85 8.7 8.8 73 1,365 9.81 
19^6 : 1,311 90 9.0 9.1 72 1,378 9.36 
19^7 : 1,326 92 8.5 9.0 71* 1,U26 9.52 
19»*8 : 1,320 91 8.8 8.9 70 1,1*69 9.66 
19^9 : 1,312 86 9.2 ll.U 67 1,1*52 9.19 

1950 i 1,272 88 8.5 8.9 68 1,1*31* 9.1*3 

1/ Lambs bom as a percentage of breeding ewes January 1. 
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Wool per bead of sheep sheared averaged 8«9 pounds for the 
period 1930-50• The lowest wool clip of 8*1 pounds per head was 
obtained In 1935 and the highest In 19*^5 vlth 9«8 pounds per head« 
The wool clip per head depends nalnly upon two factors: (1) The 
breed or breeds of sheep, and (2) the level of physical production 
factors« Sone relation Is foux^ between forage supply, sheep con- 
dition, and wool clip* The best of wool breeds will not produce a 
top wool clip If forage conditions are such that the nutritional 
level and vigor of the sheep Is lowered« However, this relationship 
Is not as pronounced €U9 Is the relationship between the weight of 
laabs and the sizpply of forage« 

The average fanlly-operated sheep ranch maintains about seven 
horses« The number of horses varies very little from year to year« 
The horses are mostly saddle stock but some are used for draft, 
principally to move the sheep camps from place to place« One team 
of draft horses Is kept to assist In haying and general ranch work« 

Minor livestock on the ranch Is mainly for home consumption« 
Most of the pork, poultry, eggs, and dairy products are consumed on 
the ranch« The average sheep ranch has about U head of combination 
beef-dairy type cattle« One to two cows are milked and about 9 head 
of cattle are raised to be eaten or sold as beef« The cash Income 
from this enterprise Is small« 

Labor Requirements 

Labor requirement rates did not change greatly on sheep 
ranches during the period I930-50 (table 10)« Some decrease In labor 
requirements for crops Is evident becaiise of Increased \ise of 
machinery« The labor rate for sheep shows only a slight decrease 
from a total per head of 6«0 hours In 1930-3^* to 5*7 hours per head 
In 191^5-49« Much of this decrease Is due to the shearing and winter 
supplemental feeding« Before the advent of power shears and mobile 
contractors with portable machinery one man migjbt shear 30 to Uo 
sheep a day« How the average Is nearer 70, and some shearers average 
more than 100 heeid a day« 

.    numbers of motortrucks per sheep ranch gradually Increased« 
Use of more mechanical power decreased the amount of man labor neces- 
sary to haul supplements to sheep on winter range« In addition, truck- 
ing of sheep between seasonal ranges Increased« This decreased the 
additional labor required to trail the sheep over long distances« 
Other labor requirements necessary to maintain the band remained about 
the same« The herder rate stayed the same because the number of sheep 
In the band did not fluctuate greatly from 1930 to 1950« Herding Is a 
full-time Job whether the herd contains 1,000 or 2,000 head. 



Table 10.- Man labor required per acre of crops and per unit of livestock, family-operated 
sheep ranches, Intermountain region I930-50 

• • Crops :              Livestock 
:   Snail grains Alfalfa 1   Other hay 

; All ; 
1 sheep; 

• Cows 
milked 

: Other 
:cattle 
: and 
:calves 
• • 

: All ': 
:horses: 

All - 
chick-! 
ens 

íHoes per 
Period '  Pre» 

; bar- ' 
vest' JTotal ' 

' Pre- " 
; bar- ; 

;     • Pre-' 
; Har-*     ■• bar-' 
' vest- Total' vest' 

Bar-; 
vest' ; Total' 

Î 100 
! pounds 
• pork 
¡produced 

; Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hoiurs Hours 

1930-3^! 8.2 9.3 17.5 7.0 19.^ 26.4 3.8 6.7 10.5 6.0 170 lU.O 27.0 1.5 U.O 

1935-39S 7.8 8.7 16.5 7.0 18.8 25.8 3.8 6.5 10.3 5.8 165 13.5 2U.0 l.lf ^.0  • 

19U0-Ult! 7.5 8.5 16.0 6.9 18.U 25.3 3.8 6.2 10.0 5.7 155 12.5 25.0 l.U U.O   • 

19'»5-50: 7.5 8.5 16.0 6.9 17.3 2U.2 3.8 6.1 9.9 5.7 155 13.0 25.0 lA u.o 
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Total labor requirements for family-operated sheep ranches 
show no great degree of fInctiiatlon over the period studied 
(table 11)» This Is to be expected as labor requirements have not 
changed significantly on these ranches and livestock and crop acres 
have remained nearly constant« The low In total labor required to 
operate the 1-band sheep ranch occurred during the war years* It 
required 950 man-days # The highest year vas In 1930 vlth 1^03^^ 
man-days* The var years vlth their attendant labor shortages forced 
ranchers to reduce use of labor vherever possible. Management vas 
forced to perform some labor that normally vould have been hlred^ 
particularly during lambing and shearing* 

IHVESTHBHT 

Total Investment In the average ranch varied ffon a lov of 
about $17#000 In 1933 to a high of $82,CX)0 In 1950 (table 12). The 
postvar years vltnessed the sharpest Increase In total Investment 
ovlng to great Increases In livestock prices (table 13)^ and the 
accompcmylng rapid upvard movement In real estate values. 

Investment In land, buildings, and livestock averages from 
90 to 93 percent of total Investment. Investment In land usually 
Is greater than Investment In livestock. Hovever, during the period 
1936-38, livestock prices rose more rapidly than did real estate 
values and Investment In livestock exceeded Investment In land. Dur- 
ing the 5-year period 1930-3*^ 1 Investment In land, buildings, and 
Improvements averaged 51.9 percent of the total Investment In the 
average ranch. The Investment In livestock averaged kl.3 percent of 
the total (table ik,  fig. k).   During the 1935-39 period, prices of 
livestock Increased 39 percent, values of land Increased only 8 per- 
cent, and Investment In livestock exceeded slightly Investment In 
land and buildings. Under the Impetus of excellent production condi- 
tions and price control on livestock, real estate values climbed 
rapidly during the var. During this period. Investment In land and 
buildings again exceeded Investment In livestock. In 19*^5-^9^ prices 
of livestock Increased about I08 percent and values of land rose about 
50 percent. Hovever, sheep ranchers Increased their holdings of land 
to the extent that total current Investment In land and buildings rose 
to 53.7 percent of total Investment, as compared to Uo.2 percent for 
livestock. 

Average Investment In land and buildings on family-operated 
sheep ranches In the Intermountaln region varies from 50 to 55 percent 
of the total current Investment. Since 1935, stock sheep ranches have 
gradtially Increased their holdings of land, both ovned and leaded. The 
Taylor Gärazlng Act accounts In part for this trend. Permittees on 
grazing districts are nov required to maintain certain ranch holdings 



Dable 11«- Average labor requirement per rancb, family-operated sbeep ranches, Intermountaln 
region, 1930-50 

: Crops Livestock 
:    Total 
:    labor 

:    Total 
mem 

: days 1/ 
Year 

;     Hay i   Other :    IMal 
!   crops •   Sbeep 

• 
:    Other :   Total 

• 
t    Hours 
• 

Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours   ' Hours Days 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
193U 

:     '^55 
:     U23 
s     431* 
I     U23 
;      U02 
9 

295 
260 
260 
2U2 
208 

750 
683 
6^ 
665 
610 

8,916 
8,961^ 
8,778 
8,718 
8,718 

671 
672 
667 
654 
652 

9,587 
9,636 
9,445 
9,372 
9,370 

10,337 
10,319 
10,139 
10,037 
9,980 

1,034 
1,032 
1,014 
1,004 

998 

1935 I 
1936 ! 
1937 1 
1938 ! 
1939 J 

(     U28 
k26 

t     1^5»^ 
U54 
k6h 

232 
2U8 
2U8 
281 
2k6 

660 
676 
702 
735 
712 

8,317 
8,369 
8,1*16 
8,U0U 
8,416 

575 
595 
598 
602 
623 

8,892 
8,964 
9,014 
9,006 
9,039 

9,552 
9,640 
9,716 
9,741 
9,751 

955 
964 
972 
974 
975 

1 

19'*0        i 
19'»!        t 
19>f2        : 
19^3        : 
19W»        : 

kh3 
i*53 
Ulfi 
U18 

2U2 
290 
258 
258 
2U2 

685 
71*3 
676 
676 
660 

8,254 
8,191 
8,123 
8,088 
8,094 

652 
682 
653 
649 
648 

8,906 
8,873 
8,776 
8,737 
8,742 

9,591 
9,616 
9,452 
9,413 
9,402 

959 
962 
945 
941 
94o 

1 

19»^5        i 
191^        : 
19^7        : 
19>^        : 
19«*9        : 

U06 
U06 

258 
2U2 
258 
2U2 
2U2 

66h 
6h6 
698 
692 
682 

8,l4o 
8,231 
8,501 
8,761 
8,778 

639 
632 
632 
618 
606 

8,779 
8,863 
9,133 
9,379 
9,384 

9,443 
9,511 
9,831 

10,071 
10,066 

944 
951 
983 

1,007 
1,007 

1950        t 1^58 27U 732 8,539 589 9,128 9,860 986 

1/ Ten man-boure per day. 



Table 12.- Inveetment, Income, and related factors per ranch, conmerclal family-operated sheep ranches, Intermountaln region, 1930-50 

Item Unit 1930 ': 1931 i 1932 ! 1933 i 193'* '• 1935 : 
: 

1936 i 
: 

1937 •• 1938 ! 1939 ': I9U0 : 191*1 i I9U2 ': 19U3 : : 
19UU ; 19U5 ! 19U6 ; 19U7 ': 19U8 i I9U9 i 1950 

Land In ranch 
• 
Acre 2,987 2,881 2,707 2,572 2,1*56 2,29»* 2.U96 2,68U 2,88U 3,062 3,258 3,U92 3,705 U,016 U,189 U.UÔU U,606 U,852 5,257 5,190 5,161 

Cropland harvested do. U6 Ul U2 ko 36 ko Ul U2 Ul* U3 U2 k6 U2 U2 Ul U2 Ul UU UU U3 UU 

Labor used: 

Operator and unpaid family Hour 5,337 5,279 5,219 5,187 5,130 5,072 5,0U0 5,006 U,98l U,951 It,921 U,736 U,562 U,U13 U,232 U,053 U,051 U,021 U,051 U,io6 U,080 

Hired do. 

do. 

5,000 5,0U0 »*,920 S850 '*,850 U,U80 U,600 U,710 U,760 U.800 U.67O U,880 U.89O 5,000 5,170 5.390 5.U60 5.810 6.020 5.960 5.780 

Total 10.337 10,319 10.139 10.037 9.980 9,552 9.6U0 9,716 9,7Ul 9,751 9,591 9,616 ?,U^2 ?i'*13 9,U02 9,UU3 ?i?l^ ?|Ô31 10,071 10,066 ?,860 

Investment: 

Land and buildings Dollar 16,665 15,591 12,282 9,68U 9,358 9,185 10,15'* 11,078 11,609 i2r,iu6 12,902 13,991 15,682 18,250 21,859 25,9U8 29,U06 3U,U16 Ul,951 38.885 39,527 

Machinery and equipment do. 1,318 1,262 1,192 1,1U1 1,1'*3 1,138 i.m 1,250 1,329 1.383 l,U6l 1,665 1.965 2,063 2,202 2,281 2,333 2,633 3,05U 3,UU2 U,399 

Livestock do. 18,U37 10,522 6,765 6,027 8,853 8,055 11,262 12,125 12,062 11,002 12,672 13,133 16,102 18,2U2 17,U71 17,OU7 18,772 25,05U 32,895 33,809 37,079 

Crops on band do. 

do. 

UÔO 1*56 368 368 5'*2 393 U85 U90 372 UlU Ul6 U25 555 933 86U 885 969 1.091 1.330 l.liiO 1.129 

Total 36,900 27,831 20,607 17,220 19,B96 18,771 23.075 2U,9'*3 25,372 2U,?U5 27,U^1 2^,21U 3U,30U 3?,U88 U2,3?6 U6,l6l 51,UÔ0 6311?»* 7?|230 77,276 82,13U 

Cash receipts 8,U68 5,'*5'* 2,998 •+,566 5,89U 5,678 8,569 9,611 7,526 8,333 10, pu 12,511 13,U22 1U,692 1U,519 15,892 18,5U7 2U,659 25,230 20,832 25,605 

Cash expenditures do. 6,818 5.159 3,788 3,371 ^,173 '»,305 >*,969 5,992 5,008 5,557 6,628 6,809 7,751 9,222 10,765 ll,6lU 1U,296 17,U70 17,615 15,20U 18,993 

Net cash ranch income do. 1,650 295 - 790 1,195 1,721 1,373 3,600 3,619 2,518 2,776 3,676 5,702 5,671 5,U70 3,75U U,278 U,251 7,189 7,615 5,628 6,612 

Value of perquisites do. 1.69 35U 291 282 29U 395 U12 kk2 U02 U03 U22 515 600 703 708 772 878 1,123 1,215 1,050 1,29U 

Net change in inventory and depreciation do. 35 - 232 - 205 - IU3 - 366 107 106 -   37 - 29 3U 9 60 20 - 275 - 310 -  6 650 781 - 7 - 82U 1,017 

Net ranch Income do. 2,15'* kn - 70k 1,33U 1,6U9 1,875 '*,118 l*,02'* 2,891 3,213 U,107 6,277 6,291 5,898 U,152 5.0UU 5,779 9,093 8,823 5,85U 8,923 

Charge for real estate capital Dollar 1,000 935 737 581 5U3 505 518 5'*3 5U6 559 593 630 690 903 962 1,168 1.353 1,583 1,930 1,789 1,818 

Charge for working capital do. 

do. 

Dollar 

1,376 832 566 U90 685 60U 788 818 78U 70U 800 822 1,006 1,1U7 1,109 1,092 1,21U 1,583 2,050 2,112 2,3U3 

Total 2.376 1,767 1,303 1.071 1,228 1,109 1.306 1^361 1|3?0 1,263 1/3?? 1,U52 1,696 1,?50 2,071 2.260 2.?67 3,166 3,980 3,?oi U,l6l 

Return to operator and family for labor 
and Danagement - 222 -1,350 -2,007 263 U21 766 2,812 2,663 1,561 1,950 2,71U U,825 U,595 3,9UÖ 2,081 2,78U 3,212 5,927 U,8U3 1,953 U,762 

Return per hour to operator and family do. - .Ok - .26 - .38 .05 .08 .15 .56 .53 .31 .39 .55 1.02 1.01 .90 .U9 .69 .79 I.U7 1.20 .U8 1.17 

Index numbers ÍI937-U1-IOO) 

Gross ranch income Percent 90 57 32 k& 60 62 90 99 79 87 106 129 1U2 15U 152 167 200 265 26U 211 279 

Net ranch income do. 53 10 17 33 kO k6 100 96 71 78 100 153 153 lUU 101 123 lUl 222 215 1U3 218 

Net ranch production do. 106 91 71 72 73 77 91 90 98 95 106 111 99 102 99 109 117 123 108 90 102 

Net production per hour of man labor do. 100 85 67 69 71 78 91 90 97 9U 107 112 102 105 102 112 U9 121 lOlf 87 100 

Operating expenses per unit of production do. ni 95 90 78 9'* 92 91 109 86 97 lOU 103 13U 158 189 .18U 210 2UU 275 279 315 

Total cost per unit of production do. 125 109 100 83 98 95 93 109 89 97 102 103 13U 160 188 183 205 236 275 291 311 

Total input per unit of production do. 92 99 U8 109 109 107 98 106 93 102 102 97 lOU 105 113 107 106 109 119 131 123 

Power machinery (quantity) Percent 96 100 97 9k 93 89 90 93 97 97 103 no 117 119 122 125 126 130 133 137 139 

Prices received for products sold do. 90 62 ^3 6k 7»» 76 98 110 80 89 101 120 lUU 150 155 157 175 221 2U9 236 265 

Prices paid including wages to hired labor do. 123 99 78 68 87 87 9U 102 95 95 101 107 125 IU5 158 16U 183 210 226 211 2U7 

ro 



Table 13•• Inventory value per bead of sbeep and minor livestock, family-operated sbeep 
rancbes, Intermountaln region, 1930-^0 

? • • Sbeep 1/ »              • 
; Horses : Hogs  : Cblckens 1   Tear : Ewe :Yearling t Eves  : Aged  : Bucks 

; lambs : ewes : 2-5   : ewes  : ;      : 

; Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930 !  9.12 12.00 12.78 6.25 23.56 51 17 0.67 
1931 ' I     5.32 5.88 6.89 3.20 22.55 46 12 .59 
1932 ! Í  3.11 U.50 U.36 1.81^ 11.91 37 6 .42 
1933 ) Í  3.26 3.6Í* 4.19 1.64 9.16 38 5 .38 
193»* ! •  U.53 6.21 6.25 2.M* 14.57 47 8 A6 

1935 i 3.T3 5.56 5.»*8 2.32 12.18 58 15 .63 
1936 ! -  5.98 7.1*7 7.50 3.73 15.99 75 17 .55 
1937 ! •  5.98 7.88 8.18 3.76 16.26 81 17 .63 
1938 Î 6.13 8.1U 8.05 3.69 18.31 73 12 .59 
1939 s 5.5»* 7.30 7.22 3M 16.71 65 12 .50 1 

19^0 S 6.23 8.58 8.57 4.29 18.04 60 9 .55 ( 
19"^ : 6.70 8.9»* 8.79 U.U4 19.75 52 15 .67 
19i*2 : 8.69 11.32 10,82 6.0U 24.65 53 25 .84 
19^3 : 9.56 12.22 12.61 6.32 23.95 64 29 1.01 
19^»» : 9.67 12.08 11.3»* 7.31 29.70 63 41 1.01 

1945 ' i     8.66 12.22 11.47 6.20 20.90 53 27 1.01 
1946 ! ! 11.12 13.34 12.18 6.93 26.57 47 36 1.05 
1947 i ! 14.34 17.54 15.76 10.10 35.05 47 45 1.13 
1948 i í 18.50 22.74 20.90 13.23 36.55 44 54 1.26 
1949 ! í 19.48 21.96 22.20 12.57 49.94 43 39 .97 

1950 1 ! 20.35 25.65 26.45 12.76 42.34 33 31 .97 

1/ Data for sbeep from Biireau of Agricultural Economics Special Western Sbeep Survey« 



Table 1^.- Investment per rancb Jemuary 1, famlly-operated sheep ranches, Intermountain region, 1930-30 

Land and buildings 
Tear 

Land 
Buildings 

Dwelling* Service : Total 
;buildingst 

Machinery and équipaient 

Trac- 
tors Tlrucks 

 :    :    : Total 
Other :     :Llve- .Feed . ranch 

Autos tnacbln-: Total :stock ; and ¡inysst- 
: ery ; t »seed . ^mt 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
193U 

1935 
1936 
193T 
1938 
1939 

191«) 
19»H 
19>^2 
19^3 
19'^'* 

19'*5 
19»»6 
191*7 
I9W 
19»*9 

1950 

Dol.     Dol« Pol« Dol> 

1U,606 
13,539 
10,506 
8,166 
7,838 

7,591 
8,U8 
9,396 
10,060 
10,562 

11,229 
12,306 
13,829 
16,338 
19,569 

23,230 
26,326 
30,811 
37,79^ 
35,032 

3U,289   3,376        1,862       39,527 

Dol.        Dol.      Dol.      Dol. 

1,132 927 16,665 
1,131 921 15,591 
1,065 711 12,282 

97^* 52h 9,68U 
958 562 9,358 

988 606 9,185 
1,023 683 10,15»* 
1,009 673 U,078 
1,007 51*2 11,609 
1,030 55«* 12,lU6 

1,070 603 12,902 
1,078 607 13,991 
1,11*8 705 15,682 
1,185 727 16,250 
1,328 962 21,859 

l,l*9U 1,22U 25,9W 
1,69^ 1,386 29,U06 
1,982 1,623 3U,Ul6 
2,286 1,871 1*1,^1 
2,196 1,657 38,885 

53 
55 
5«* 
51 
56 

62 
68 
77 
87 
92 

107 
líf9 
195 
202 
2U1 

236 
2U2 
231* 
230 
232 

235 
269 
335 
39»* 
l*U6 

506 
632 
829 
885 
951 

259 1,002 
303 1,033 
356 1,239 
U23 1,'*13 
»*69 1,525 

U69 1,673 

158 
15»* 
11*8 
11*6 
150 

l»*6 
1»*9 
157 
172 
17»* 

181* 
205 
21*1* 
267 
290 

291 
281* 
305 
3»*8 

871 
811 
756 
71»* 
705 

695 
688 
681 
676 
671 

661* 
679 
697 
709 
720 

729 
713 
733 
870 

397  1,051 

Dol. 

1,318 
1,262 
1,192 
1,11*1 
1,11*3 

1,138 
1,17»* 
1,250 
1,329 
1,383 

1,1*61 
1,665 
1,965 
2,063 
2,202 

2,281 
2,333 
2,633 
3,051* 
3,1*1*2 

Dol«      Dol.    Dol. 

18,1*37 
10,522 
6,765 
6,027 
8,853 

8,055 
11,262 
12,125 
12,062 
11,002 

12,672 
13,133 
16,102 
16,21*2 
17,'*71 

1*80 
»*56 
368 
368 
51*2 

393 
1*85 
1*90 
372 
Uli* 

1*16 
1*25 
555 
933 
861* 

17,01*7 885 
16,772 969 
25,05»* 1,091 
32,895 1,330 
33,809 1,11*0 

36,900 
27,831 
20,607 
17,220 
19,896 

18,771 
23,075 
2l*,9»*3 
25,372 
2l*,9l*5 

27,1*51 
29,211* 
31*, 301* 
39,1*88 
1*2,396 

1*6,161 
51,1*80 
63,19»* 
79,230 
77,276 

•^ 

1*39  1,798  »*,399 37,079 1,129 82,13«* 



INVESTMENT IN FAMILY-OPERATED 
SHEEP RANCHES, SELECTED PERIODS 

Intermounfain Region 

¡930-34 
6.8 %■ 

41.3X 

Oth 
1950 

1940-44 
7.3%" 

51.9% 

r935-39 
7.2% 

46.6% 46.2% 

44.9% 47.8% 

1945-49 
6.1% 

40.2% 53.7% 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE NEG.  48594-XX     BUREAU   OF   AGRICULTURAL   ECONOMICS 

Figure U.- Aboat halt of the sfaeep-rancfa investiDent is in livestock. OB the average tbls ratio Is 
slightly less tban for faally-operated cattle rancbes, but bas less varlatloo tban tbe ratio for 
cattle ranctaes. Moat otber types of farm bave considerably less Investasnt In livestock 
relative to land, buildings, macblnery, and related Items. 
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that veré not a requlrenent for grazing on pablic lands before the 
Taylor Grazing Act vas passed« In addition, the large reduction 
in sbeep nmnbers bas neide additional range land ayailable for sale 
or lease to sbeep rancbes tbat cpntlnue to operate sbeep« 

Inberent in tbe sbeep-rancb investnent is tbe effect of 
public land grazing privileges and grazing fees on inrestnent values 
of land and livestock« Per-bead grazing fees on public lands general- 
ly are  less tbem tbe cost of leasing comparable private range« Under- 
pricing of forage on public land bas tended, over tbe years, to 
transfer values of public land into capital values of private land 
for tbose rancbes baving grazing permits on public land« 

Sbeep owned by family-operated sbeep rancbes in tbe Inter- 
mountain region graze a major portion of tbe year on public lands« No 
doubt all, or a large peurt, of tbe value of tbese grazing permits is 
capitalized into tbe inrivate land investment« An erroneous plctxire of 
livestock investment would be given, bowever, if tbe value of tbese 
permits were added to tbe normal market value of tbe sbeep« In cases 
of permit transfers,grazing permits on public land are not property 
rights and cannot be legally sold; bowever, permits are frequently 
transferred in connection witb tbe sale of eitber livestock or com- 
mensurate rancb property« Tbe permit is frequently transferred witb 
tbe sbeep as an added cost per bead for tbe sbeep, but tbe actual in- 
vestment is tied to tbe land because of tbe commensurability require- 
ments of public land agencies« 

Investments in machinery on sbeep rancbes bave increased con- 
siderably during tbe postwar years« However, tbe percentage tbat 
machinery is of total investment has not changed to any great extent 
because other investment valiies also have increased« Tbe greatest 
increase in machinery investment is in power« Some increase in number 
of tractors is noted, but most of the increase was in nximber of motor- 
trucks (table lU)« Sheep rcmchers have increased their investment in 
trucks to stay abreast of changes in operating methods« Tbe practices 
of trucking lambs to shipping points and of moving tbe breeding herd 
between seasonal ranges are more common now than they were two decades 
ago« The average family sbeep rancher does not have enough trucks to 
move tbe total breeding herd, so he trucks only tbe weaker sbeep« 
When tbe entire breeding herd is trucked between seasonal ranges, most 
of the trucking is contracted« 

Total investment per sheep and per ranch have increased in 
about the same proportion (compare tables 12 and 15)« In 19'^5-^9, 
total average investment per ranch and per sheep was more than double 
tbe annual average during 1930-3^* Because tbe number of sbeep per 
ranch has remained about the same throughout tbe period, the increase 
in investment per sheep is accounted for directly by tbe increases in 
acreage per rancb, and by tbe values of tbe land and livestock« 



Table 15.- Average Inotaa and co«ti per sbeep, fanlly-qperated sheep ranebes, Inteirountaln region, I93O-5O 

Item 

Sbeep OD ranch January 1 

Land in ranch: 

Cropland harvested 

Other land 

Total 

Proportion of cash receipts from sbeep 

Investoent: 

Land and buildings 

Machinery and equipment 

Livestock 

Crops on hand 

Total 

Cash receipts: 

Llvestocli 

Livestock products 

Other 

Total 

Cash expenses: 

Feed and seed 

Livestock expense 

Power and machinery 

Buildings 

Hired labor 

All taxes 

Miscellaneous 

Total 

Ret cash ranch Income 

Value of perquisites 

Net change In Inventory and depreciation 

Net ranch Income 

Charge for real estate capital 

Charge for worljlng capital 

Total 

Return to operator and family for labor 
and management 

1930 1931 1932 1933 193«* 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 19*^) 19^+1 19<»2 19^3 19M* 19^5 19«»6 191*7 19W 19^*9 

l,Ua6     l,U9if     i,i»63     1,U53     1,'*53     1,»*3»*     1M3     l^i^Sl     1M9     iMl     l,kh8     i,U37     1,U25     1,^19     1^20     l,ifaô     l,kkh     1,1*93     1,537     1,5^     1, 

Acre 

do. 

do. 

Dollar 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

Dollar 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

Dollar 

do. 

do. 

do. 

Dollar 

do. 

do. 

1/ 

2.1 

1/ 

1.9 1.9 

1/ 

1.5 

1/ 

1.7 

1/ 

1.6 

1/ 

1.7 

1/ 

1.8 

1/ 

2.0 

y 
2.1 

1/ 

2.2 

1/ 

2.If 

1/ 

2.6 

1/ 

2.8 

1/ 1/ 

3.1 

1/ 1/ y y 

1^98 

y 

_lli_ 1.6 JJ_ 2.6 _2^ 3.1 3-2   3.2   3.h 3.U   3.U 

99    99 98 

11.21  10.1*4 8.39 

.89   .8U .81 

12.Ul  7.01* U.63 

•32 -31 .25 

6.66 

.79 

4.15 

• 25 

92 

6.kk 

.79 

6.09 

6.1*1 

.79 

5.62 

• 27 

7.OU 

.81 

7.80 

7.63 

.86 

8.36 

8.01 

.92 

8.32 

.26 

8.37 

.95 

7.58 

•29 

8.91 

1.01 

8.75 

• 29 

9.73 

1.16 

9.14 

•y> 

11.00 

1.38 

11.30 

•3? 

12.88 

1.1*6 

12.87 

.66 

15.i«D 

1.55 

12.30 

.61 

18.17 

1.60 

11.94 

.62 

96    96 

20.36  23.06 

1.62   1.76 

13.00  16.78 

•67 Jl_ 

27.29 25.25 

1.99 2.24 

21.1*0 21.95 

.87 .74 

26.39 

2.93 

24.76 

 J5_ 
24.83  18.63  14.08  11.85  13.69  13.09  15^99  17.19  17-51  17.1918.96  20.33  24.07  27.87  29.66  32.33  35.65  42.33  51.55  50.18  54.83 

'♦.07 

1.63 

.00 

2.53 

1.12 

.00 

1.41* 

.61 

.00 

1.55 

1.52 

.07 

2.10 

1.67 

•2? 

2.37 

l.liO 

•1? 

3.51 

2.25 

.16 

3.97 

2.47 

.18 

3.U6 

1.49 

.24 

3.59 

1.85 

'30 

4.43 

2.41 

.26 

5.54 

2.87 

'30 

5.89 

3.25 

.26 

6.49 

3.63 

•25 

6.67 

3.22 

'33 

7.05 

3.75 

•33 

8.92  12.34  11.81 

3.57   3.73   4.34 

•35    .45    .26 

9.32  11.77 

4.07   5-06 

.14    .26 

1.65   2.05   3-14 4.06 3-96   5.94 6.62 5.19   5.74   7.12   6.71   9.42  10.37  10.22  11.13  12.84  16.52  16.41  13.53  17.09 

1.1*9 

.42 

.07 

1.04 

.35 

.83 

.68 

.33 

.13 

.92 

.27 

_i22_ 

.53 

.51 

.29 

.19 

.60 

.23 

.24 

.62 

.»♦7 

.29 

.04 

.1*6 

.19 

.25 

.94 

.55 

.31 

.03 

■ 53 

.23 

.26 

.85 

.64 

.1*0 

.06 

.55 

.20 

-J2^ 

.90 

.95 

.1*0 

.06 

.61 

.23 

.94 

1.29 

.52 

.11 

.69 

.27 

•31 

.72 

.92 

.55 

.05 

.64 

.27 

•30 

.80 

1.09 

.64 

.05 

.70 

.26 

.29 

.77 

1.69 

.76 

.07 

.70 

.29 

•30 

.73 

1.53 

.94 

.06 

.69 

.27 

•32 

1.07 

1.66 

.77 

.07 

1.22 

.29 

•36 

1.20 

1.95 

.90 

.07 

1.70 

.29 

.3? 

l.liO 

2.28 

.99 

.12 

2.03 

.28 

1.34 

2.37 

1.08 

.24 

2.37 

.30 

1.53 

3.28 

1.20 

.36 

2.61 

.44 

.48 

1.75 

4.26 

1.41 

.24 

2.94 

.54 

'.56 

1.95 

3.29 

1.55 

.18 

3.09 

.79 

.61 

1.66 

1.88 

1.76 

.13 

3.01 

.84 

1.83 

3.94 

2.29 

.06 

3.02 

.93 

.61 

4.59  3.45   2.59  2.32 2.87 J.OO   3.44   4.13   3.45   3.63   I*.58   4.71*   5-44   C^50       7-58   8.13   9.90  11.70  11.46   9.87  12.68 

1.11 

.32 

.02 

1.45 

.67 

'93 

.20 

.24 

-.16 

.23 

.62 

.56 

-.54 

.20 

-.14 

-.1*8 

.50 

■ 39 

.82 

.19 

-.10 

■ 91 

.1*0 

•34 

1.19 

.20 

-■25 

1.14 

■ 37 

.'*7 

■ 96 

.28 

.07 

1.31 

.35 

.42 

2.50 

.29 

■ 07 

2.86 

.36 

.55 

2.49 

.30 

-.03 

2.76 

.37 

•?6 

1.74 

.28 

-.02 

2.00 

.02 

2.21 

.39 

.1*6 

2.54 

.29 

.01 

2.84 

.41 

.55 

3.97 

.36 

.04 

4.37 

.44 

•?T 

3.98 

.42 

.01 

4.41 

.48 

•71 

3^87 

.'*9 

-.19 

4.17 

.56 

.81 

2.64 

■ 50 

-¿2 

¿.92 

.68 

■ 78 

3.00 

.54 

.00 

3.54 

.82 

.76 

2.94 

.61 

.45 

4.00 

.94 

.84 

4.82 

■ 75 

■ 52 

6.09 

1.06 

1.06 

1.60 

4.95 

.79 

.00 

5.74 

1.26 

i'33 
■ 69 .74 .64 

3.66 

.68 

-.54 

3.80 

1.16 

1-37 

4.41 

.87 

.68 

5.96 

1.21 

1^?7 

.77 •91 _^9i. .87 1.01 1.19  1.37  1.U6  1.5e  1.78 2.12 2.59   2.53   2.78 

1/ Less than 0.5- 

-.15   -.90  -1.37 .5"* 1.83   1.08   1.34 3.36   3.22   2.80   1.1*6   1.96 3.97   3.15 3.18 

I 
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Although the total Inveetment per sheep In the I9U5-U9 period 
Is almost four times greater than total investment per sheep during 
the depression years^ this does not appear to be inconsistent with 
the present price level« On the basis of five to seven sheep per 
animal unit^ the investment per animal unit on sheep ranches is not 
so great as that reported on family-operated cattle remches« 

These high investment values reflect the price level and to 
some extent the potential earning power of sheep ranches in the 
postwar yeara.   A combination of excellent production yeeurs and in- 
creased prices of lamb and wool have produced higher cash incomes 
than formerly. The retiims, althouc^ relatively high in comparison 
to former years ^ have lagged behind the returns per \init from 
cattle ranches. As sheep ranching is relatively hazardous, a series 
of poor forage years, lowered prices, or both, would greatly reduce 
eeirnings and make financial survival difficult for those ranches 
that might have a large burden of indebtedness encumbered at the 
19*^6-50 price level. 

MORTGAGE DEBT 

Operators of family-sized sheep ranches had average mortgage 
debts on land of about $1,000 in 1933-3*^ (table l6). Averaige 
mortgage debts on land rose gradually to the STUB of $U,o6o in 19^6. 
However, during this period land ownership increased from 1,3^8 acres 
to 3>675 acres per ranch—an increase of 173 percent. The net 
result was that, in 19^^^ only 9.7 percent of total land investment 
was mortgaged while in 1933 the mortgage debt on land was 10.2 per- 
cent of total investment in land. 

Mortgage indebtedness or production credit on livestock, 
which is almost totally sheep, has decreased greatly since 1933« In 
I9U8, the average mortgage debt on livestock was $1,230 compared with 
$5^870 in 1933• In 1933# livestock was mortgaged at 97 percent of 
market value, compared with 3*7 percent in I9W. This reflects the 
changed financial situation on the average sheep ranch in the postwar 
years and the financial recovery achieved from the distress in 1931-35• 

EXPENSE ARD INCOME 

Cash Expenditures 

Average total cash expenditures on commercial family-operated 
sheep ranches varied from about $3^370 in 1933 to $18,990 in 1950 
(table 17). The big increase came in the postwar years. 



Table l6#- Mortgage debt of land and livestock and Interest paid per ranch, family-operated 
sbeep ranches, Intermountain region, I930-ÇO 

: KortBBLgß debt : Interest rate : Mortgage Interest paid: Percentage noi •tgage debt - 
: Of total Year • :     : Of Î Of all 

t land : Live- , 
• Land . Live- . Land : Live- : Total : owned : live- : ranch 

stock • • . stock i stock • • • • land : stock : investment 
:Dollars Dollars Percent Percent Dollars Dollars Dollars 

3,150  6.0   6.8     89  2llf   303 

Percent 

8.9 

Percent 

17.1 

Percent 

12.5 1930 : 1^75 
1931 I 1,1^39 k,k52 6.0 6.8 86 303 389 9.2 U2.3 21.2 
1932 : 1,201 5,618 6.0 6.8 72 382 1*51* 9.8 83.0 33.1 
1933 :   987 5,870 6.0 6.5 59 382 l*Ul 10.2 97.3 39.8 
193»^ r 1,002 5,1*92 5.8 6.5 58 357 1*15 10.7 62.0 32.6 

1935 : 1,0U6 3,528 5.5 6.3 58 222 280 ll.U 1*3.7 21*.1* 
1936 1 1,20U 3,550 5.1 6.1 61 217 278 11.9 31.5 20.6 
1937 ! t 1,33U 2,583 U.9 5.9 65 152 217 12.0 21.3 15.7 1 
1938 ¡ t 1,1*16 3,1*78 l».7 5.7 67 198 265 12.2 28.8 19.3 LO 
1939 ! : 1^69 3,337 l*.6 5.5 68 183 251 12.1 30.3 19.3 

1 

19'K) : 1,51*2 3,301 k.6 5.5 71 182 253 12.0 26.0 17.6 
19'H J 1,625 2,759 l*.5 5.1* 73 11*9 222 11.6 21.0 15.0 
19^2 J 1,721 2,251 l*.l* 5.1* 76 122 198 11.0 13.9 11.6 
19«»3 1 l,91ß 1,958 l*.l* 5.1* 81* 106 190 10.5 10.7 9.8 
191^1* : 

• 
2,101 2,0U5 l*.i* 5.1* 92 110 202 9.6 11.7 9.8 

19^5 Î 2,22k 1,885 U.5 5.1* 100 102 202 8.6 11.0 8.9 
19^6 Î 2,671 1,675 l*.6 5.5 123 92 215 9.1 8.9 8.5 
19»^7 : 3,22k 1,1*03 i*.6 5.5. Ike 77 225 9.1* 5.5 7.3 
19W : 4,080 1,230 i*.6 5.5 188 68 256 9.7 3.7 6.7 
19'^9 : 3,933 1,1*17 k.6 5.5 181 78 259 10.1 l*.l 6.9 

1950 : 
• • 

3,631 1,925 k.6 5.5 167 106 273 9.2 5.2 6.8 



Table I7.- Cash expenditures per ranch, family-operated sheep ranches, Intermountain 
region, 1930-50 

: Feed, 
: eeed Live- ! Power : Ranch ! : Hired ; 

; Miscel- ' 
1 laneous [ 

expend- 
[    itures 

; Total 
; cash 
Í expend- 
[  itures 

Year : and 
: supple- ! 

stock ; ;  and  : 
:machinery: 

build- ! 
Ings 

; labor ; Taxes : 

: mente 

: Dollare Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930 ! 1,308 2,216 631 107 1,525 527 504 6,818 
1931 : 1,2U2 1,009 498 194 1,382 4o4 430 5,159 
1932 :   784 71^0 428 272 872 332 360 3,788 
1933 I       898 683 416 65 674 269 366 3,371 
193»* : 1,362 796 456 44 771 330 4i4 4,173 

1935 ! ! 1,217 ^0 573 79 787 283 426 4,305 
1936 ! : 1,287 1,374 575 87 880 337 429 4,969 
1937 ! ! 1,361 1,865 761 163 998 387 457 5,992 
1938 ! ! 1,035 1,340 799 77 934 393 430 5,008 
1939 ! 1,151^ 1,577 923 78 l,0l4 384 427 5,557 

igi^o ! 1,122 2,UU8 1,095 106 1,011 416 430 6,628 
19^1 : 1,06U 2,192 1,345 84 1,276 395 453 6,809 
19»^2 Î 1,53U 2,361 1,102 93 1,739 409 513 7,751 
19>*3 : 1,717 2,753 1,277 97 2,403 409 566 9,222 
l^k   i 2,0OU 3,242 l,4o4 164 2,950 4oo 601 10,765 

19^*5 1 1,910 3,381 1,542 346 3,391 423 621 ll,6l4 
1^6   i 2,213 4,730 1,739 520 3,775 630 689 14,296 
19í»7 : 2,602 6,361 2,103 364 4,395 807 838 17,470 
19'+8 : 2,997 5,050 2,389 282 4,755 1,211 931 17,615 
I9I+9 : 2,563 2,894 2,702 198 4,650 1,296 901 15,204 

1950 ': 2,7iH 5,907 3,429 93 4,524 1,391 908 18,993 

o 
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Some changes In the distribution between najor items of 
expense occurred during the 21-year period« Labor costs rose from 
a low of 17 percent of total cash expenses in the 1935-39 period 
to a high of 27 percent in the 19*^5-^9 period (table l8). The pro- 
portion of cash expenditures in livestock purchases has been higher 
during the war and postwar years* Family sheep ranches buy most of 
their ewe replacements and the price of replacements has kept pace 
with the increased prices of lamb cuid wool# 

Cash expenditures for feed, seed, and mineral supplements 
vary according to production conditions and the general price level• 
Quantities of hay and protein supplements fed depend to some extent 
upon climatic conditions• During the 1932-35 period, poor forage con- 
ditions were widespread and sheep ranchers were forced to supplement 
the range forage with other feeds* During this period, expenditures 
for feed went up in relation to other cash expenditures. 

Grazing fees paid for use of public lands are another item of 
cash feed costs. Before 1936, no grazing fees were in force for the 
public-domain lands. From 1936 to 19^6, the grazing fee on grazing 
districts was one cent per head per month for sheep. Since I9U6 the 
fee has been 1.6 cents per head per month. Further increases in fees 
are in prospect for grazing on the grazing districts in 1951* 

/■ 

Grazing fees on national forests differ among forests and are 
varied each year in relation to the prices of livestock. The average 
grazing fee per sheep month on national forests included in this study 
was approximately 2.2 cents in 1933* National forest fees reached a 
peak of 11.9 cents per sheep month in 19^9» On the average, cash 
expenditures for grazing fees amount to I8 percent of the total cash 
expenses for feed, forage, and supplements. 

The cost of labor merits discussion because of the difficulty 
sheep ranches have had in obtaining labor for a decade or more. 
From 1930 to I9U7, available family labor on sheep ranches in this 
region decreased about 25 percent (table 19)* At the same time, wage 
and herder rates rose from a low of $1.20 per day in 1933 to $7.00 
per day in I9U8—an increase of about U80 percent. Herders are hired 
by the month and their wage rates have risen from $Uo per month in 1930 
to more than $200 per month in the postwar years. These rates include 
board and lodging. 

Shearing labor costs per head increased from 9*5 cents in 1933 
to U7.0 cents in I9U8. Because of increased efficiency in shearing, 
this increase was not as large in proportion as were increases in the 
other ranch labor costs. In 1930, each shearer averaged UO head per 
8.hour day. In 1950, the average was 67 head. These rates include the 
labor overhead required to shear and bag wool. 



Table l8«-* Percentage dlatrlbutlon of caab expendlturea. family-operated abeep rancbea, 
Intermountain region, averagea 1930-49, annual I950 

Cash expenditures for: 

period i  Llve- 
: stock 
:purchased! 

: Hired 
'  labor 

'   Feed, 
seed 

: and 
:supple- 

\  Power 
and 

1 machín- \ 

! Mlscel- 
: laneous 

costs 
: Taxes 

: Bulld- 
Î Ings 
: cmd 
ÎImprove- < 
: ments 

: Total 

! Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent ; Percent Percent 

1930-3í^ i 1   23 22 2lf 11 9 8 3 100 

1935-39 i 28 17 23 lU 9 7 2 100 

19l^O-4U : 32 22 18 15 6 5 2 100 

19^5-49 i 29 27 IT 13 6 5 3 100 

1950     ! 31 2U Ik 18 5 7 1 100 

ATerage 28 22 20 lU 7 6 3 100 

ro 



Table I9.- Labor force and hired labor coets, family-operated sheep ranches, Intenuountain 
region, 1930-50 

: Family 
: Work 
: days 

: Ranch 
: labor 

:    Hired labor : Wage 
": rate 

:    Cost of hired labor 
Year 

tworkers rfamily trequire- iShearing! 

;   2/   ; 
Other :" Total : per : Other : Shearing ; Total 

'h' : tnenta :day 3/ 
:Man-year8 Days 

53^^ 

Days 

l,03lt 

Days 

36 

Cays 

k6k 

bays 

500 

Dollars 

2.70 

Dollars 

1,253 

Doiiars 

272 

Dollars 

1930 :  1.78 1,525 
1931 :  1.76 528 1,032 3U U70 50U 2.1*9 1,170 212 1,382 
1932 :  1.7^^ 522 1,01U 31 U6l U92 1.56 719 153 872 
1933 :  1.73 519 l,00l^ 30 U55 U85 1.20 5U6 128 67U 
1931^ :  1.71 513 99Ö 29 U56 U85 1.37 625 lli6 771 

1935 Î  1.69 507 955 27 1^21 kkQ 1.50 631 156 787 
1936 :  1.68 50U 96U 26 U3Í+ U60 1.6U 712 168 880 
1937   ! 1.67 501 972 25 ^6 1*71 1.81 807 191 998     , 
1938   : 1.66 J198 97U 2U 1*52 U76 1.61* 7IH 193 93»*       4r- 
1939   : 1.65 U95 975 23 U57 kOo 1.80 823 191 1,01U    ^ 

I 

19»*0   : l,6h U92 959 22 kk3 kbl 1.8U 819 192 

i 

1,011 
I9ÍH   : 1.58 1^7^ 962 22 U66 hQQ 2.26 1,053 223 1,276 
19'*2   : 1.52 U56 945 21 k68 U89 3.10 l,í*51 288 1,739 
19»*3   : 1.^^7 Ul»l 9'tl 21 U79 500 4.22 2,021 382 2,1*.03 
19i^l*   : l.Ul U23 9*^0 21 1*96 517 5.02 2,U90 1*60 2,950 

19^5   i 1.35 U05 9UU 21 518 539 5.53 2,865 526 3,391 
19*^6  : 1.35 U05 951 21 525 5U6 6.10 3,203 572 3,775 
19»*7  : I.3U J+02 983 22 559 581 6.72 3,756 639 '*,395 
I9W   : 1.35 U05 1,007 22 580 602 7.00 l*,060 695 »*,755 
19^9   : 1.37 Uli 1,007 22 57»* 596 6.9»» 3,98U 666 »*,650 

1950   : 

T / mri 1  

1.36 U08 986 21 557 578 6.9»* 3,866 658 U,52U 

2/ Separated from other hired labor because of varying wage rates, 
¿/ Does not Include shearing labor* 



Costs of power and machinery have increased in tvo ways* 
Sheep ranchers gradually have added units of power and xnachinery and 
per unit operating costs have kept pace with the general price level. 
The largest increase in power and machinery has been in motortrucks« 
(table 20)» Operating distance driven per truck has increased from 
an average of 6,900 miles in 1932 to 13^250 miles in 1950• 

The average number of automobiles per ranch is less than one; 
it changed very little over the 21-year period ( table 21). Many 
ranches have a one-fotxrth ton truck or pick-up that serves also for a 
family automobile* Operating costs per mile for automobiles have 
about doubled from 1931 to 1950© However, all costs of operating an 
automobile are not chargeable to the ranch. A 19'^9 »^^^¡"^^y indicated 
that about k^  percent of the automobile costs are chargeable to the 
ranch business. This is used as a flat rate over the I930-50 period. 

During the war and postwar years, sheep ranches have shown 
significant increases in use of tractors and other machinery (table 22). 
Tractors and hay balers are supplfimting old methods of haying. Much hay 
is now baled in contrast to storing it loose in the stack. It is easier 
to transport baled hay to winter range for emergency feeding. Tractor 
costs per hour increased from 26 cents in 1933 to Ul cents in 1950, an 
increase of about 60 percent. In comparison, truck operating costs per 
mile increased by 75 percent. 

Cash Receipts 

Total cash receipts dropped from about $8,500 in 1930 to $3^000 
in 1932. Thereafter they rose steadily to about $15,000 during 19*^3-^^5 
(table 12). Substantial increases in receipts began again in 19*^6 and 
reached a high of about $26,000 in 1950. Prices were sOTiewhat lower 
in 19l<'9 and this, coupled with a severe I9W-U9 winter, contributed to 
a decline in income in 19**9* 

Livestock and livestock products account for 96 to 99 percent 
of the total cash receipts. Almost all of this return is from sheep 
and wool. However, the beef enterprise contributes a small amount 
which has averaged about $200 per year in the postwar years. 

Sales from ewes, lambs, and bucks acco\mt for about two-thirds 
of cash receipts from the sheep enterprise; one-third from sale of 
wool (table 23). This percentage varies somewhat from year to year 
depending upon the price relationship between lamb and wool. In ad- 
dition, production conditions that affect grade and weight of lambs 
also is a controlling factor in the relative proportion of income from 
meat and wool. 



T&blB 20.- Operating costs and depreciation of motortrucks, fanlly-operated sheep 
ranches, Intemountaln region, 1930-^0 

t                        ! i Annual distance driven ' ¡Operating' 
costs    • 

»                                   • 

¡Operating: Annual 
:    Total 
:operating 

Tear ; January li Per :      Per per cost jdepre- ;      and 
truck :    ranch .    Bile Î cla- 

; tion 
tdeprecia- 
:tion costs 

5   IhiBtjer Miles Miles cents Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930 :     JiQS. 6,950 2,9^0 9.0 265 57 322 
1931 :      .UkO 6,950 3,060 8.0 2U5 53 298 
1932 :      .U30 6,900 2,970 8.0 238 50 288 
1933 :      .1^22 7,150 3,020 7.8 236 50 286 
193^* :      Mk 7,500 3,100 7.8 2lf2 51 293 

1935 !      .U06 7,800 3,170 7.6 2UI 62 
r 

303 
1936 :      .U56 8,050 3,670 7.6 279 77 356 
1937       : .550 8,300 1^,560 7.8 356 91 Ul^T 
1938       5 .632 8,i«X) 5,310 7.6 UOU 101 505 
1939    ' Î .702 8,650 6,070 7.8 »^73 116 589 

19i(0       : .781 8,850 6,910 7.6 525 IU3 668 
19»H       : .921 9,100 8,380 8.0 670 177 8U7 
191^2       : 1.081 8,700 9,V00 7.8 733 172 905 
19^3       : 1.072 8,900 9,5'*0 9.2 878 188 1,066 
19M»       ! 1.055 9,150 9,650 9.8 9>^6 209 1.155 

19»*5       i 1.033 9,850 10,170 9.8 997 233 1,230 
19l»6       : 1.037 10,350 10,730 lO.U 1,116 2l»8 l,36U 
19^7       : 1.068 11,000 11,750 ll.U 1,339 302 l,6Ui 
19W       : 1.100 11,550 12,700 11.8 1,1*99 3U6 1,8U5 
19l^9       : 1.155 12,650 11^,610 12.6 l,8Ul 355 2,196 

vn 

1950   : 1.178 13,250 15,930 13.3 2,118 399 2,517 



Table 21«- Operating costs and ranch share of costs of automobiles, family-operated 
sheep ranches, Intermountaln region, 1930-^0 

• • 
; Nvmber 

: Miles driven : Operating costs : Ranch share of autol/; Total 
Tear • • ;Replacements; operating 

:Jcui\iary 1: Per : Per : Per : Per :Operatlng : and net  : and 
: : auto : ranch : mile : ranch : cost : deprecia- : depreciation • • :  tlon    : costs 
: Number Miles Miles Cents Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930 ! .788 6,050 l»,767 2.6 124 56 43 99 
1931 : .770 5,850 l*,505 2.3 104 47 29 76 
1932 ! .71*9 5,600 l*,19»* 2.4 101 45 16 

1 ^^ 

63 
1933 : .733 5,850 U,288 2.3 99 45 17 62 
193»* t    .71»» 6,050 U,320 2.4 104 47 28 75 

1935  i Í .697 6,150 1*,287 2.3 99 45 40 85 
1936 !  .700 6,300 U,UlO 2.4 106 48 43 91 
1937  ! ! .70»» 6,300 U,U35 2.4 106 48 46 96 
1938  ! • .710 6,300 4,1*73 2.4 107 48 44 92 
1939  ! • .716 6,Uoo 4,582 2.4 110 50 52 102 

19U0  ! .725 6,Uoo U,64o 2.4 m 50 62 112 
19'H  Î .736 6,400 l*,710 2.5 118 53 68 121 
19'*2  : .7»*^ 5,700 l*,2lH 2.6 110 50 18 68 
19^3  : .737 5,300 3,906 2.8 109 49 20 69 
I9ÍVU   : .730 5,Uoo 3,942 3.2 126 57 23 80 

19»*5   i .722 5,500 3,971 3.4 135 61 33 94 
19'»6  I .717 6,300 4,517 3.6 163 73 55 128 
19»*7  î .723 6,500 4,700 4.1 193 87 86 173 
19U8  : .732 6,800 4,978 4.3 214 96 118 214 
19»»9  : .750 7,150 5,362 4.5 24l 108 161 269 

1950  î 

1 / VA-M4.^*.^4 

.786 7,1*50 

.4.  «U T-._l 

5,856 

U1-.  A_  

4.8 281 126 180 306 



Table 22•- Operating costs of tractors and other machinery equipment per ranch, family- 
operated sheep ranches, Intermountaln region, 1930-^0 

1950 

1 Practolrs :Other machinery 
:Annual 

and equipment 
Year * Ranches* Hours :Operating '  Annual : Total oper- • • :Total repairs 

i ^*^ i used : cost :Operating •deprecl- :atlng costs :Repalrs:deprecl- :    and 

'tractors' 1/ 
: per * costs ' atlon :  and • • : atlon :depreciation 

:     : : hour :depreciation : • • :   costs 

: Percent Hours Cents Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930 :   12 25 31.3 8 15 23 52 113 165 
1931 !   12 23 26.1^ 6 Ik 20 k9 105 15U 
1932 !   12 25 26.1 7 Ik 21 k5 98 lk3 
1933 t   12 25 25.6 6 Ik 20 kl 93 136 
193»^  ' !   13 2k 27.2 7 15 22 k2 92 13U 

1935  ' i   13 28 27.0 8 19 27 k2 90 132 
1936  ' !   15 31 27.5 9 21 30 kl 89 130 
1937  ! 16 35 28,1 10 2k 3U kl 89 130 
1938   ! !    Iß 39 27.8 11 26 37 kl 88 129 
1939   ! !    19 k2 27.0 11 26 37 ko 87 127 

19'«>   ! "    23 53 26 .1* Ik UU 58 ko 86 126 
19>H  s 31 Ik 27.2 20 59 79 kl 88 129 
191^2  : ko 85 29.1 25 56 81 k2 91 133 
19^3  : 1^3 88 30.0 26 58 Bk k3 92 135 
19'^1»  : 

4 

kB 90 30.5 27 68 95 k3 9»* 137 

19^5   ! 50 93 30.5 28 72 100 kk 95 139 
19^6  : 53 95 31.1 30 85 115 U3 93 136 
19^7  : 56 107 3»^.l 36 101 137 kk 95 139 
19«^8  : 57 115 38.2 kk 111 155 52 113 165 
19'»9  : 57 113 38.8 kk 123 167 63 137 200 

58 115 U.l »^7 128 175 108 270 

1/ Average tractor hours of use on all ranches,~including those without tractors. 

378 

:^ 
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Table 23•- Cash receipts from sbeep and vool^ family-operated 
sheep ranches, Intemoimtaln "region, I930-50 

:         Cash receipts from: 
Period :  Ewes, lambs, 

:       bucks 
and • • 

• • 
Wool 

:     Percent Percent 

1930-3Í* i       6k 36 

1935-39          ! '.                  6h 36 

19Uo-Wf         i ''                  65 35 

I9U5-49         '. 72 28 

1950          i 71 29 

Average    : 68 32 
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In 1932, 69 percent of tbe cash receipts vas from sales of 
sbeep; 31 percent vas fron sales of vool« During that year^ lambs 
sold at $U.l6 per faundredvelgbt and vool sold at $0.08 a pound 
(table 2k).    In the following year Iambs brought P^.63  per hundred- 
velght and yool sold at $0»19 a pound« In addition, climatic and 
forage conditions vere belov average» Under these production and 
price relationships, Income from the sheep enterprise In 1933 vas 
split ÇO-50 between sheep and vool« 

Climatic conditions during the postvar years generally 
have been favorable to production of sheep« Also prices of lambs 
have inereasei proportionally more than prices of vool« As a con- 
sequence. In the 191^5-^9 period. Income from the sbeep enterprise 
vas distributed 72 percent from sheep and 28 percent from vool« 
The largest spread between sheep and vool retinms ajypeared In 19*^7^ 
vhen sheep produced 77 percent of the Income from the sheep enter- 
prise and vool produced 23 t>^rcent« Satisfactory Income from vool 
Is necessary to the financial success of the sheep enterprise« 
However, during the last decade producers of range sheep placed 
more emphasis on production of meat and Increased the proportion of 
Income from meat compared with wool« 

In 1990, prices of wool rose 9 cents a pound over prices In 
191^9» This rise In price contributed to profitable returns on sheep 
ranches In 19^* If future wool prices prevail at this level or 
hle^er, and maintain about the same relationship to lamb prices and 
costs as In 1950, wool will produce a satisfactory share of total 
lncc»iie to the sheep enterprise« 

The volume of ranch perquisites or living furnished the 
ranch household remained about the same over the I930-50 period« 
Over-all labor requirements of ranches remained relatively stable« 
The value of ranch perquisites amounted to $282 In 1933 and reached 
a high of $1,29U In 19Ç0t The net rental of the ranch home also has 
kept pace with the price level« 

Net Ranch Inccnae 

net ranch Income Is a better measure of ranch returns than Is 
total cash Income« Net ranch Income Is the annual return to the 
operator and his family and to total ranch Investment after cash 
operating expenses are paid cmd net Inventory chcmges, depreciation 
and perquisites are accounted for« Net ranch Income In 1931 averaged 
about $1^20« This Indicates that Individual operators received very 
little for their labor and management and had no return on their In- 
vestments« In 1932, the financial condition of ranches was even 
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Table 2l^.- Average prices received for livestock and wool 
sold, famlly-operated sbeep rcmcbes, 

Interaoimtaln region, 1930-50 

:          Lambs Eves :      Wool Cattle 
Year :           per 

: bxmdredwelgbt < 
per 
bead 

:      per 
:    pound 

:           per 
: bimdredvelgbt 

:      Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
193»^ 

i          7.36 
:           5.33 
:           U.16 
:           U.85 
:           5.61 

6.25 
3.20 
1.84 
1.6U 
2 M 

0.19 
.13 
.08 
.19 
.21 

7.27 
5.1k 
k,tík 
3.kh 
3.56 

1935 
1936 : 
1937 ' 
1938 ! 
1939 ! 

1           6.82 
!           7.77 
:           8.5U 

6.7U 
!            IM 

2.32 
3.73 
3.76 
3.69 
3M 

.18 

.26 

.31 

.18 

.22 

5.76 
5.59 
6.72 
6.09 
6.79 

19>«)   i 
19'H   Î 
19H2    : 
19»^3    : 
19M»    : 

7.6k 
9.^1 

11.3»^ 
12.52 
12.26 

k.2k 
kM 
6.0k 
6.32 
r.3i 

.27 

.33 

.38 

.39 

.ho 

7.12 
Q.ki 

10.17 
11.48 
10.92 

19>^5    i 
19^6    : 
191^7    : 
19W    : 
19»^9   : 

12.85 
15.09 
20.20 
22.60 
21.31 

6.20 
6.93 

10.10 
13.23 
12.57 

.ko 
,ko 
.kl 
.kj 
.kl 

12.18 
14.52 
18.70 
22.21 
19.23 

1950    i 2í^.73 17.23 .56 23.33 
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worse« Tbl8 vas a distressing year for sheep operators« On an 
average they lost $70U on the year's operations and bad either 
to borrow the money or to take It out of acctimulated savings« 
Their labor and Danagenent went for nothing and their Investnent 
brought no return« 

By 1936^ net ranch Income appeared more favorable and con- 
tinued to rise until late In the war when It beeßxi to level off, 
although at a comparatively high level« A further rise of net 
ranch Income took place In 19*^7—the peak year for Income on sheep 
ranches« Het ranch Income dropped off sharply In 19'^9 because of 
the break In the price of lambs, and also because the severe 
19l^-U9 winter with large feed purchases reduced production marked- 
ly and raised costs« 

A good measure of financial progress Is net ranch Income 
per he€td of sheep operated (table 13).   Net ranch Income per head 
operated varied from a minus $0«W In 1932 to the 1950 high of 
$5 «96« On the commonly used anlmal-xmlt basis of five sheep the 
net ranch Income per animal \inlt of sheep was about $30 In 1950« 
In compeurlson, family-operated cattle ranches earned In excess of 
$60 per animal unit of cattle In 1950« Althotigh Income from sheep 
ranching has risen markedly from the early 1930's. It has not kept 
pace with per unit Income from cattle ranches of comparable size« 

The Indexes (1937-^1^00) of net ranch Income and gross 
ranch Income Illustrate the effect on Income of the depression years 
of the early 1930's and of price control during the war years 
(fig« 5)« Expenditures were high In relation to sales and the Index 
of net rcmch Income dropped to zero In 1932« Net ranch Income was 
greatly reduced In I9U9 due to the additional costs occasioned by 
the severe winter« From I9U6 to 1950, the spread between the Indexes 
of prices received and prices paid has remained relatively constant« 
During the same period there was a fairly wide spread between the 
Index of gross ranch Income and that of net ranch Income« 

The Indexes of prices received and prices paid on family- 
operated sheep ranches point up the financial difficulties met by 
operators of sheep ranches In the early 1930*s« Prices received and 
quantity of production were low In these years In relation to prices 
paid« Since I9U0, except for 19Wf-lf6, the Index of prices received 
has exceeded the Index of prices paid« However, during the 19t*^-'^6 
period this difference was not marked« With the release of price 
controls In 19*^7, the Index of prices received rose and has since 
remained above the Index of prices paid« 

Operating expenses per dollar of gross ranch Income during 
the 21-year period averaged 70 cents« 6/ In 1932, operating expenses 
exceeded each dollar of gross ranch Income by 22 cents (fig« 6)« 

6/ Operating expenses Include cash expenditures plus net depreciation 
of machinery and ranch buildings« 



INCOME AND PRICES ON 
FAMILY-OPERATED SHEEP RANCHES 

Iniermouniain Region 

INCOME 
% OF 1937-41 

300 

200 

PRICES 

TOO 

1930 1940 1950 
0 I      I      I 

Paid 
(INCL. WAGES) 

1930 1940 1950 
U.  S.   DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE NEG.   48595-XX     BUREAU   OF   AGRICULTURAL   ECONOMICS 

Figure 3." The Index of gross ranch income vas greater than the index of net ranch income in the 
early 1930*8 and in the var emd postwar years« The spread between the indexes of prices received 
and prices paid was greatest in 1930-32 and 19^8-^0 • The spreads between the various indexes 
indicate the general areas of profit mGürgin. 
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OPERATING COSTS FOR 
FAMILY-OPERATED SHEEP RANCHES 

Expense Per Dollar of Gross Income, Iniermounfa'in Region 
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NEG.  48596-XX     BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL   ECONOMICS 

ALLOCATION OF NET INCOME ON 
FAMILY-OPERATED SHEEP RANCHES 

íETURN TO OPERATOR AND 
[FAMILY FOR LABOR 

1930 1935 1940 1945 1950 1955 
♦ NET LOSS 

U.  S.   DEPARTMENT  OF   AGRICULTURE NEG.   486I9-XX     BUREAU   OF  AGRICULTURAL   ECONOMICS 

Figure 6.- Operating expense (total production expenses excluding charges for operation and unpaid 
family labor and nanagenent and for use of capital) per dollar of gross inccrae averaged about 
70 cents fro« 1930 to 1950. The ratio was not so favorable in the early 1930's, and in 1932 
operating expenses alone exceeded gross income. In recent years, however, operations of family- 
sized sheep ranches in the Intezvountain region have obtained fairly high returns for their labor 
and management after making nominal allowances for total capital invested in ranches. 
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Following thlfl year of xow prices and poor production^ prices paid 
declined relative to prices received* In IÇ'^l, only 51 cents of 
each dollar of gross ranch income vent to pay operating expenses« 
Operating expenses continued to rise during the var« Since IÇ'^^^ 
sheep ranchers have spent between 66 and 72 cents for operating 
expenses for each dollar of gross ranch income received« 

A comparison of these data with data for family-operated 
cattle ranches and family-sized farms in other types-of-farming 
areas reveals that family-sized sheep ranches usually have the 
smallest operating margin and the highest operating expense per 
dollar of gross income« jj   Since 1930^ sheep ranches have had a 
smaller operating margin than cattle ranches in every year except 
193'*'• In addition^ the operating expense per dolleu: of gross 
ranch Income received on sheep ranches has exceeded that reported 
for 15 other types of farms in l4 out of 19 years« 

In this series of analyses of family-operated farms^ an 
attempt is made to allocate net farm or ranch Income to factors 
of production (capital^ labor, and management)« The allocation 
is made first to real estate capital, second to working capital, 
with the residual to labor and mEinagement« Ho attempt is made in 
these studies to differentiate between operator's labor and 
operator's management« 

A coimnon method of determining return to real estate 
capital is to base that return on weighted average rentals if the 
farm is rented out under common rental arrcmgements « However, no 
such basis is available on sheep tranches so return to real estate 
capital is based on alternative Investment opportunities« Annual 
return on fixed investment in this study is current investment 
times the average rate of interest on similar farm-mortgage invest- 
ment in the region« Retiim to working capital is obtained by 
multiplying the current Investment in wording assets by the average 
current interest rate on intermediate or production credit in the 
region« 

Return to operator BXA, family labor and management is that 
part of net ranch Income that remains after returns to real estate 
capital and to working capital have been charged in the way 
described« 

Return to investment has not fluctuated greatly from year to 
year, but has eachlbited a general rise from a low in 1933* From 
193^ to 1950, return to Investment Increased almost fourfold« A 
substantial increase in real estate values during this period, even 

2/ See Statistical Bulletin Ho* 63# 'ïarm Production Practices, 
Costs and Returns«" Bur« Agr«Econ«. October 19*^9• P* 113• 
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though the interest rate vas reduced, resulted in this Increased 
charge for use of capital. In the more prosperous yeflirs, operator 
labor and management receives the larger share of the net ranch 
Income• Return to operator labor, however, has not alvays been 
satisfactory* In 1932 net ranch Income was so low that If a 
nominal return to Investment was charged nothing remained as a 
return to the operator and his family for their labor and manage- 
ment of the ranch« Contrast that plct\ire with IÇ'^T when the 
return to operator and fcunlly labor and management was $5^927* 
Return per hour to operator and family labor and management was 
minus 38 cents In 1932 and $1.1^7 In 19'^7* 

In general. In the early 1930*s, family-operated sheep 
ranches In the Intermountaln region struggled through difficult 
times and distressingly low Incomes« After 1936, the situation 
Improved somewhat« During the period 191^3-^6, net ranch Income 
stabilized at about 27 percent above 1937*^^1 • In the postwar 
years the Income has been favorable« 

A comparison of family-operated sheep ranch Income with 
the family-operated cattle ranch Income as reported In F«M« 71 
reveals that by the various methods of measuring Income, returns 
from sheep ranches, although low,were better than returns from 
cattle ranches during the 1930's« During the war and postwar 
years returns fjrom sheep ranches have lagged behind those from 
cattle ranches« However, the differences In net Income have not 
been great« 

MEASURES OF FRODUCTIOH 

Family-operated sheep ranches of one-band size are relative- 
ly large so far as organization of land Is concerned when C(»pared 
to family-operated crop and livestock farms« With the possible 
exception of machinery, sheep ranches are larger In most Items of 
organization and Investment« An average family-operated sheep ranch 
Includes several thousand acres, sometimes comprising acreage units 
many miles apart« Almost two-thirds of the total yearly labor 
requirement Is hired« The ranch owner acts chiefly In the capacity 
of a manager« A sheep ranch Is a single-enterprise organization and 
the only alternative to sheep cmd wool production Is beef produc- 
tion« Even this alternative Is not open to all sheep ranches 
because of the peculiarities of the required ranch organization« 
Many sheep ranches do not have the cultivated feed base or types of 
range necessary to raise cattle« 
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Total output or production on many types of ferma  can be 
Increased sharply by such things as heavier applications of 
fertilizer, use of Improved and higher-yielding varieties of 
crops, shifting to more Intensive crops, changing cropping rota- 
tions, and Increased mechanization which permit operators to 
handle larger enterprises« (Shifting fï*om horses and mules to 
mechanical power In essence Increases farm output and sales 
through releasing horse and mule feed for direct production») 
Most of these methods are not open to sheep ranchers« Production 
on sheep ranches has neither varied as much during the 21-year 
period nor has It Increased as much In recent years as on crop 
farms»8/ 

The Index of net ranch production 2/  (1937-^1-100) rose 
from 71 In 1932 to 111 In 19*^1, dropped off slightly during the 
war years, then reached a peak of 123 In 19*^7 (fig* 7)* The net 
production Index of 90 In 19Í^9 points to the direct effect of the 
bitter winter of 19^-1^9 on production. 

The Index of total Input per unit of production has varied 
between 92 and 131 percent* Since 19'^1, production has been 
above average but Input per imlt of production has Increased to a 
greater extent« Fair to good production and little fluctuation of 
Input per unit of production prevailed during the postwar years 
but efficiency was not up to the level established In the 1937-*H 
period« 

Input on sheep ranches remains relatively stable within 
band sizes even though production may vary widely bedause of 
such chance factors as drought and high death losses« A large part 
of the labor Input Is fixed even If the number of sheep Is cut In 
half by death loss or forced sale« This situation can be contrasted 
with crop farms that suffer a crop failure« Under the latter 
circumstances at least part of the harvesting labor that would have 
been used may be dispensed with« 

The Indexes (1937-lH) of operating expense per unit of pro- 
duction and total cost per unit of production are similar In 
character« Both reached a low In 1933 but costs Increased gradual- 
ly from 1933 to I9UI, with the exception of 1938« After 1938, each 
Index made sharp Increases except for 19*^5/ reaching a high In 1950 
of 315 percent for operating expense and 311 percent for total cost« 

8/ See footnote 7# V* 5^* 
2/ See Appendix for definitions of terms used« 



PRODUCTION and PRODUCTION COSTS 
Family-Operaied Sheep Ranches, Intermouniain Region 
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Figur« 7.- Net prodiction reached a low in 1932-34. Since then it has gone generally upward to a 
peak in 1947, then dropped off in 194ß-49. Total input per unit of production rose rapidly 
from 1930 to 1932, then declined slightly. It remained relatively steady until the postwar years 
when it rose to new highs« Index mambers of total cost per unit of production and operating 
expense have followed similar patterns and have risen sharply since 1941. 
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Tbe Indexes (1937-^1^00) (table 12) of gross anà net ranch 
Incoae offer a coaparlaon between inccMDes on faally-operated sheep 
ranches and faally-operated cattle ranches. 10/ During the 1936- 
If-O period^ Incomes from sheep ranches were slightly more favorable 
than from cattle ranches« Since 191^1 relative Incomes on cattle 
x^mches have been higher than on sheep ranches« 

From 1932 to 1936> net production per hour of labor on 
family-operated sheep ranches vas belov average* However> from 
19lK)-lf8 net production per hour of labor was better than average, 
reaching a high of 121 percent In 19^4^7 • Generally, the tight 
labor situation and difficulty of obtaining herders forced sheep 
ranchers to contribute more labor to the ranches during the war 
and postwar periods than during more normal times« 

The quantity of i)ower and machinery used on sheep ranches 
increased during the 1930-50 period« Most of the Increase was in 
trucks, although some Increase In tractors occurred also« The 
index of quantity of power and machinery used on sheep ranches was 
89 percent in 1935 (1937-'^1-100) and rose to 139 percent In 1950 i 
During the war when it was difficult to obtain mechanical equip- 
ment, rubber tires, and to g^t repairs made, this index leveled off 
to about 122 percent of the 1937-^1 period« Subsequently, a i>ost- 
war recovery was evidenced« Sheep ranchers will doubtless continue 
to use increasing amounts of truck power to transport ewes from one 
seasonal range to another and to move the market lambs to shipping 
points« 

ANB«IL UNIT COMPARISOHS 

Significant items of ranch organization^ costs, and returns 
were calculated on a "per head of sheep" basis (table 15). Some 
of these items are comparable in character to items of expense and 
income on a ranch basis (table 12)« Calculating the data on a per 
head basis permits a more direct comparison of these data with 
sheep ranches of varying size and with other types of farms sind 
ranches« This is somewhat comparable to calculating data on crop 
farms on a per acre basis« 

In ranch studies, direct comparisons of costs and returns 
per ranch as between ranches of varying size are difficult« In 
addition, comparisons between sheep ranches and cattle ranches are 

10/ Compare results in this publication with F«M« 71 and F«M. 82 
referred to in footnote 2, for differences between crop and live- 
stock farms, cattle ranches, and sheep ranches in items of Income, 
costs, and Inputs per unit of production, power, and machinery 
used, and many other factors« 
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difficult to BAke because of tbe lack of a balanced common denomi- 
nator« Some factors are used on a forage basis but these conversion 
factors on a ranch basis are not comparable when calculating costs 
and income. Therefore, table 13  is calculated on a per head rather 
than an animal-unit basis« 

Much of the difficulty encountered when making comparisons 
of costs and returns between various sizes of livestock organiza- 
tions may be overcome if due allowance is made for differences in 
size« Reducing such estimates to a per head basis overcomes many 
of the problems inherent in size differences« The results are 
reduced to an understandable common denominator for direct 
comparisons « 

In addition to those Just listed, comparisons can be made 
between sheep and cattle ranch studies by using conversion factors« 
These conversion factors may be for forage or feed requirements, 
for expenditures, or for capital investments« However, they may not 
be interchangeable« Five sheep may equal 1 cow (1 animal \init) for 
purposes of foreige comparisons but this ratio may not exist when 
comparing capital investment between sheep and cattle ranches« 

Although these various comparisons may not be exaet, they 
can be especially useful in associating items of organization, 
costs and returns between various sizes and types of ranches 
(table 25)« 

COSTS OF PRODUCTIOR 

Sheep ranches are s ingle-enterprise farming units« In most 
years more than 95 percent of income is derived from sheep« Often 
100 percent of cash income comes from the sheep enterprise« Under 
these circumstances, estimates of cost of production can be made 
with more validity than when overheeui costs must be allocated among 
several enterprises« 

Calculations of costs of producing lambs and wool on sheep 
ranches involve Joint costs« Production costs of lambs and those of 
wool are inseparable because of the Joint cost relationship« Dividing 
the Joint costs on the basis of percentage of income derived from 
lambs fluid percentage of income derived from wool is the method general- 
ly adopted« This results in an arbitrary sepflo^tion of costs, 
nevertheless, it is the method used in eorriving at the cost of produc- 
tion data presented in table 26« 

The proportions of income«received from lambs and from wool 
varied from about 59 to Ifl in 1935 to 72 to 28 in 19*^9 • These 
relative proportions of income depend on a number of factors, flUBong 
which are:  (1) prices received for lambs flind for wool, and 



Table 2Ç#- Investment^ receipts, and Income per animal xrnlt, family-operated sheep ranches and 
cattle ranches, Intermountaln region, I930-ÇO 1/ 

:           Sheep ranches Cattle ranches 
r : t * Cash • Net • t Cash : Net 

Tear 1 Land. 

i 

.InTest- 
I nent • 

{ Cash 
.receipts : li^s 

'  ranch • TAnd 
jlnvest- 
I nent 

. Cash 
Irecelpts 

texpend- 
; Itures 

; ranch 
: income 

) Acres Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Acres Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

1930  i Î 10.1 12k 29 23 2 7.9 211 20 9 18 
1931  1 1  9.6 93 18 17 1 7.1 165 15 7 9 
1932  J t  9.2 70 10 13 -2 7.1 ll»2 12 7 7 
1933 i 1  8.8 59 16 12 5 7.2 111» 10 6 6 
193"»  Î B.k 68 20 Ik 6 7.2 llß 11 8 0 

1935  J t  8.0 65 20 15 7 7.9 IU7 15 7 11 
1936  1 8.6 80 30 17 Ik 8.0 153 21 8 12 
1937 i 9.3 86 33 21 Ik 9.1» 179 20 9 ^ 
1938  j 9.9 87 26 17 10 10.6 aÄ5 1Ô 10 16    ? 
1939  J 10.6 86 29 19 11 10.6 181» 17 10 Ik           I 

19»«)  : 11.2 95 36 23 11» 10.6 192 21 10 18 
19«H  J 12.2 102 UU 2k 22 10.5 211 27 11 28 
19l»2 i 13.0 120 kl 27 22 10.5 2l»2 31» 10 32 
19^3  J 11».1 139 52 32 21 10.2 269 kl 12 32 
19M^  s • 11^.8 11*9 51 38 15 10.3 278 39 13 30 

19'*5  : 15.7 161 56 kl 18 10.6 308 l»6 ll» 36 
19>^  ] 15.9 178 6U k9 20 10.6 3l»3 51 11» 1»2 
19^7  1 16.2 211 82 58 30 10.1» l»35 59 18 59 
19tô  : 17.1 258 82 57 29 10.0 l»36 67 19 66 
19>»9  s 16.9 251 68 k9 19 10.1 l»09 71 23 l»9 

1950  i 17.2 27U 85 63 30 9.6 i»09 75 23 51 

1/ Data for cattle ranches from TM.  71 and F#M. 02 referred to In footnote 2, page 1. 
Conversion to one animal \mlt Is as follows; Ç sheep, 1 cow, 1 steer 2 years old and over, 0«7 

heifer, O.J yearling steer, O.k  calf, 1«2Ç bull« 

& 



Table 26.- Avcrag« coBt of produclDg lambs and wool, family-operated eheep ranches, Intennountaln region, 1930-50 

Item 
1 
. Unit :    1930 ': 

: 1931 '•• 1932 ': 
: 1933 ': : 193'*  : 

: 
: 

1935  : 1936 i 1937  ': 
: 

1938 : 1939 : 191*0 ; 191*1 1 19»*2   : I9U3  ': : 19»*1* ": I9W5   : i9tó ; 
: 19U7  ': 191*8 i 191*9 ": : 1950 

Total number abeep, January 1 
: 
• Head 1,1*86 1,'*9U IM3 1,»»53 1,U53 1,1*3'* 1.1*1*3 1,^*51 1,1*1*9 1,1*51 1,1*1*8 1.1*37 1,1*25 1.1*19 1,1*20 1,U28 1,1*1*1* 1,1*93 1,537 1,51*0 1,1*98 

Ranch ejcpendlturea : 

Feed and seed •Dollar 1,308 1,2«*2 781+ 896 1,362 1,217 1,287 1,361 1,035 1.15»* 1,122 1,06U 1,53»* 1,717 2,001* 1,910 2,213 2,602 2,997 2,563 2,71*1 

Livestock do. 2,216 1,009 7l«0 683 796 91*0 1,37»* 1,865 1,3^*0 1,577 2,1*1*8 2,192 2,361 2,753 3,21*2 3,381 '*,730 6,361 5,050 2,89i* 5,907 

Power and machinery do. 631 U98 U2Í8 Ul6 1*56 573 575 761 799 923 1,095 1,31*5 1,102 1,277 1,1*0U 1,51*2 1,739 2,103 2,389 2,702 3,1*29 

Building repair do. 107 19»* 272 65 kk 79 87 163 77 78 106 81* 93 97 161* 31*6 520 361* 282 198 93 

Hired labor do. 1,525 1,382 872 67U 771 787 880 996 93»* 1,01U 1,011 1,276 1,739 2,1*03 2,950 3,391 3,775 i*,395 •*i755 1*,650 i*,52i* 

TUias do. 527 liOU 332 269 330 283 337 387 393 381* 1*16 395 1*09 1*09 1*00 1*23 630 807 1,2U 1,296 1.391 

Mlscellancoufl expenses do. 50U U30 360 366 klk 1*26 1*29 1*57 1*30 1*27 1*30 1*53 513 566 601 621 689 838 931 901 908 

Ret depreciation do. 

do. 

58 100 152 1U9 153 1*6 -   U2 -    21* -     9 -    31 - 108 - 157 183 317 367 126 26 7 70 126 91* 

TOt*l 6,876 5,259 3,9^ 3,520 ^♦,326 '».351 '*,927 5,968 i*,999 5,526 6,520 6,652 7.931* 9,539 11,132 11,71*0 11*, 321* 17,1*77 17,685 15,330 19,087 

Ewes and rams sold do. 

do. 

do. 

1,1UU 605 258 290 503 1*59 668 8U3 71*1 756 1,190 1,231 1,20U 1,007 1,21*8 1,201* 1,1*22 2,599 3,li*J* 2,312 2,888 

Hct operating expense for lambs and vool ^.?5â k,b^k J,6B5 3,230 3,Bè3 3.BÍ>2 l*,è?? ?|1¿? SÖ5B '*,770 $,}P ?,I*¿1 ^T^Ô 8,1*52 c^,B81* lO^SÍí' 12,902 T;,-B7F l'*.5'*l 13,018 16,1?^ 

Interest on Investment 2,376 1,767 1,303 1,071 1,226 1,109 1,306 1,361 1,330 1,263 1,393 1,1*52 1.696 1,950 2,071 2,260 2,567 3,166 3,960 3,901 l*,lól 

Cost excluding operator and family labor do. 8,108 6,U21 U,985 '»,301 5,051 5,001 5,565 6,1*86 5,588 6,033 6,723 6,873 8,1*26 10,1*02 11,955 12,796 15,1*69 18,01*1* 18,521 16,919 20,3'O 

Operator and family labor at hired 
wage raUs do. 

do. 

do. 

l,M*i 1.31«* dlk 622 703 761 827 906 833 891 905 1,070 1,1*11* 1.862 2,121* 2,21*1 2,1*71 2,702 2,826 2,850 2,032 

Total calculated cost of lambs 
and wool 9,5^*9 7.735 5.799 '^.923 5.75U 5.762 6.392 T,3?2 6,1*21 61921* 7,628 7.91*3 9,81*0 12,261* lU.079 1^^,037 17,91*0 20,71*6 21,357 19,709 2^,192 

Net ranch incous (return to investment 
and operator and family labor) 2,15»* 1*17 - 70U 1,331* 1,61*9 1,875 l*,U8 U,02l* 2,891 3,213 l*,107 6,277 6,291 5,898 1*,152 5,01*1* 5,779 9,093 8,823 5,851* 8.923 

Lambs produced Cvt. 65U.5 587.5 k^k.k 1*22.3 1*1*2.9 1*08.0 555.1 573.7 6U5.2 625.6 668.2 692.8 592.7 627.8 670.3 690.6 781.2 821.1* 672.7 505.5 583.1 

Wool produced Pound 12,6iii 12,883 11,177 11,613 11,559 11,133 12,1.85 11,581* U,968 12,191* 12,760 12,382 12,112 13,173 11,1*21 13,391 12,898 13,576 lU,191 13,31*1* 13,523 

Income ffom sides of lamb and mutton 1/ 2/ Percent 70.3 70.2 63.8 60.7 59.0 58.6 61.9 63.7 64.2 65.3 65.9 6i*.9 65.3 65.2 66.5 69.7 71.3 71.5 72.0 72.1 70.6 

InccoB from wool salos 1/ 2/ do. 29.7 29.8 36.2 39.3 1*1.0 Ul.i* 38.1 36.3 35.8 3'*.7 3'*.1 35.1 31*.7 3U.8 33.5 30.3 26.7 28.5 28.0 27.9 29.1* 

Net operating expense per hundredweight 
lamb production 2/ Dollar 6.16 5.56 5.17 i*.6l* 5.09 5.59 i*.7i* 5.69 l*.2i* i*.96 5.26 5.08 7.1*2 8.78 9.81 10.63 U.78 12.95 15.56 16.60 19.61 

Net operating expense per pound wool 
production 2/ do. .13 .U .12 .11 .11* .11* .13 .16 .13 .lU .lU .15 .19 .22 .29 .21* .29 .31 .29 .27 .35 

Cost excluding operator and family labor 
per hundredweight lamb 2/ do. 8.71 7.67 7.00 6.18 6.73 7.18 6.21 7.20 5.56 6.30 6.63 6.1*J* 9.28 10.80 11.66 12.91 11*.12 15.71 19.82 21.57 2U.65 

Cost excluding operator and family labor 
per pound wool 2/ do. .19 .15 .16 .15 .18 .19 .17 .20 .17 .17 .18 .19 .21* .27 .35 .29 .31* .38 .37 .35 .M* 

Lamb price received per hundredweight do. 7.36 5.33 U.16 i*.85 5.61 6.62 7.77 8.51* 6.71* T.Uh 7.81* 9.U1 11.31* 12.52 12.28 12.85 15.09 20.ao 22.60 21.31 2U.73 

Wool price received per pound do. .19 .13 .08 .19 .21 .18 .26 .31 .18 .22 •27 •33 •38 •39 .1*0 .1*0 .1*0 .Ul .»*7 .1*7 .?6 

p 

1/ 5-y«ar moving averages. 
S/ Data for I9U9 and I95O are preliminary. 
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(2) production condltioM that greatly affect net production of 
laab nay bave a much lesser effect on production of wool in the 
sane jesr. 

It becomes evident tbat proportionate incones froa laabs 
and fron wool nay sbov considerable variation, whereas proportion- 
ate costs of producing these products nay vary only a little• To 
snooth the annual fluctuation in proportionate incone, the percent- 
age of incone fron lanbs and that fron wool were calculated on a 
5-year noving average. 

The proportions of income received fron lanb and from wool 
are based on lanbs sold as neat ana wool sheared fron the breeding 
herd. Although the lanbs are sold primarily for neat, the price 
received for lanbs also reflects the value of the lanb pelt« The 
lanb pelt has not been considered as incone fron wool« If it were 
so considered, the proportion of income received would be higher 
for wool and lower for lanbs. 

The cost per hundredweight (excluding operator and fanily 
labor) of producing lanbs exceeded the price received during the 
1930-35 period. In I9U5 and ag^in in 191^9j the price received and 
the cost of production were approximately the same (fig* 8). The 
greatest spread between prices received and cost of production 
appeared in I9U7. In that year, prices received exceeded cost of 
production as calculated here by approximately $U.50 per hundred- 
weight of lanb produced. 

The cost per pound (excluding operator and fanily labor) 
of producing wool, as calculated in table 26, exceeded the price 
received per pound in 1931/ 1932, and 1935* The greatest spread 
between prices received for wool and cost of production appeared 
in 191^1 and 191^2. In those years, prices received for wool exceed- 
ed the calculated cost by Ik  cents per pound of wool sheared. In 
I9U9, and €igain in 1930, this spread was 12 cents per pound of wool 
sheared« 

During the 21-year period, the average cost of production of 
wool as calculated in this study was 2k.k  cents per pound« During 
the sane period the average price received per pound of wool sold 
was 30.6 cents, cui average difference of 6.2 cents per poxmd of wool. 
With an average ewe shearing 9 pounds of wool, this neans that the 
annual net neurgin per ewe for wool averaged about 56 cents. Included 
in this nargin is the labor wage of the operator and his fanily.11/ 

11/ The net nargin above calculated costs is affected by the arbitrary 
division of Joint costs between lanbs and wool« The net nargin on one 
product night show a loes, yet the other night show sufficient return 
to make the entire sheep enterprise profitable« The charts in 
figure 8, for instance, show wool with a relatively larger net margin 
than lambs for most of the period since about I9U0« By using some other 
method of dividing Joint costs than that used here it would be i>ossible 
to reverse this situation« 
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Figure 8#- Prices received for lambs and for wool have exceeded estimated unit costs of producing 
each during most of the 21 years from I930 to 1930« During the war and postwar years the margins 
bare been more pronounced, peurticularly for vool* 



. 6^ . 

Wool produced per famidredvelgbt of laabe produced varied 
froB 16*5 pounds in 19>^ and 191^7 to a high of ZJ.3 pounds in 1933 
(fig« 9)» This fluctuation can be ascribed iiostly to fluctuation 
in production of láabs. In 1931-3^f production conditions vere poor 
oving to drought« Lanb crops vere down; death loss vas high; and 
weights of lambs vere 10 to 13  percent belov average« 

When these data are coabined vith price data to obtain the 
value of vool produced per dollar of lamb produced, an even greater 
variation is noted« The value of vool produced per dollar of lamb 
produced vas $1«08 in 1933 on family-operated sheep ranctes« In 
19^7 9  the value of vool produced vas 3^ cents per dollar of lamb 
produced« The average for the ai-year period vas 62 cents« 

These data indicate that costs of producing lamb and vool 
have been high, pcurbicularly in the var and postvar years« Hovever, 
vhen costs are high sheep ranchers have coiqparatively high incomes« 
net ranch income, or the amount available for interest on investment 
and for operator and family labor and management, averaged $3#22U in 
the 1935-39 period, $6,919 in the 19^^5-*^9 period, and $8,923 in 1950« 

The average net ranch income per hundredveie^t of lamb produced 
vas $3*60 during the 1935-39 period, $5*87 during the 19»^5-'^9 period, 
and $10«So for 1950« Similarly, the average net ranch income per 
pound of vool sheared vas 10 cents in the 1935-39 period, 15 cents 
during the 19^^5-1^9 period, and 19 cents in 1950* 

AFFEHDIX 

Definition of Terms Used 

Although the analysis of family-operated ranches is rather 
detailed, an effort has been made to use accepted farm-management 
terms insofar as they are consistent and practicable for these 
purposes« The procedure employed is designed to evaluate, appraise, 
and allocate ranch income to resources of capital (real estate and 
vorking capital) and labor, including management« (See table 12, 
page 32, and example of ranch income statement, page 67«) 

The study upon vhich this report is based foUoved the uniform 
procedure used in other family-operated farm emalyses published by 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and by some of the State Experi- 
ment Stations cooperating on the Hation-vide project« uniform 
procedure allovs for comparisons betveen type-of-farming areas« 

To clarify matters, vherever departures from the generally 
accepted meanings of terms vere necessary, a brief discussion is given« 
It should be kept in mind that all items to vhich these terms apply, 
and vhich are given in the tables and figures, are on a per ranch 
basis and are limited to commercial family-operated sheep ranches in 
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Figure 9»* Pounde of wool produced per 100 pounds of lamb produced varied from a low of l6*5 pounds 
In I9Í6 and 19*^7 to a high of 27*5 pounds In 1933*    The average for the 21 years was about 21.1 
pounds.   The 21-year aTsrage value of wool produced per 100 pounds of lamb produced was about 
62 cents, with a high of $1.08 in 1933 and a low of 3^ cents In 19^7»    This shows the Influence 
of poor production years and low price* 
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tbe Intersountaln region. An exception is noted for table 1Ç vbich 
gives data on a per-bead sizing of tbe rancbes« Altbougb tbe data 
In tbls table can be applied to rancbes of varying size. Its prin- 
cipal application Is to fanlly-slzed sbeep rancbes. 

Rancb Slze^ Investnentj and Income 

Total land In rancb ■» Total acreage In crops plus acreage 
of failure or abandoned farm land, fallow. Idle, pasture, woodland, 
wasteland, boxise yards, barnyards, feed lots, roads, lanes, and 
fences operated \mder one unit. Pasture or grazing land rented on 
tbe basis of units of livestock grazed Is not Included bere but Is 
Included In rancb expenditures as feed bougbt» Tbls Includes graz- 
ing fees paid for tbe use of public range lands. 

Cropland barvested - Land from wblcb cultivated crops were 
barvested; land fron wblcb bay (including wild bay) was barvested; 
and land In small grains and otber crops. 

Total labor used - Total bours of operator and unpaid 
family labor and management plus blred labor used In production of 
livestock and crops. In repair and maintenance of macblnery, equip- 
ment and buildings, and In general memagement of tbe operating unit. 
It Is labor used, not labor available. 

Total Investment - Estimated current value January 1 of land, 
service buildings, dwelling. Improvements, macblnery, equlpmejit, 
livestock, and crops. Acres, numbers of eacb macblne, livestock, 
and otber ntimbered Items are multiplied by tbelr average value per 
unit January 1. For crops, tbe bxisbels, tons, or bundredwelg^t In 
Inventory January 1 are multiplied by respective prices December 13 
of tbe previous year. Tbls Includes feed concentrates and mineral 
supplements bougbt. 

Casb receipts - Total amount of casb received during tbe 
calendar year from sales of crops cmd livestock and livestock products, 
and from Government payments. All current marketings are Included 
wbetber produced during tbe year or from Inventories on band January 1. 

Casb expenditures - Total casb paid during tbe calendar year* 
for goods and services used In production. Rent, Interest payments, 
and purcbases of additional land are not Included. Only tbe rancb 
sbare of casb expenditures of operating tbe automobile Is Included. 
In tbls study, U3 percent of tbe cost of operating tbe automobile was 
cbarged to tbe rancb. 
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Exaopje:    Rancb Income Statenent 
Faall^-pperated sbeap rancbes^ 19^0 

1. CASH KECEIPTS: 
2. Crops  ^  29 
3* Livestock •.••• •  17/630 
k, Llyestock products ••.•••••..••••••••••••••••••••••••••  7>573 
3. Government payments and niscellaneoos ••• •••••••••   373 
6.   Total   ^23,605 

7« CASH EXFEHDIIORES: 
8. Labor blred •••• $ '^»52'^ 
9. Crop and livestock expense, Incl. feeder cattle 

boogbt «   8,6U8 
10. Macblnery and power (incl. rancb sbare of automobile)..  3i'*29 
11. Building repair emd replacement (excl. dwelling) and 

purcbases ..••.•••••••.•.•.•«•••••..•...•.•••..•••••••    93 
12. Miscellaneous  • •••   908 
13. Taxes  • ••••  1>391 
Ik,       Total $18,993 
15. BET CASH IHCOME • •        $ 6,6l2 

16. FERQUISnSS: 
17. Food (used for buman consumption on rancbes vbere 

produced)  $  8^3 
18. Fuel     '^6 
19. House rental •••••    ko^ 
20. Total value of perquisites ••..• $ 1>29>^ 

21. HET CHANGE IH JHVEUTORT $ 1>017 

22* HET RANCH INCOME  $ 8*923 

ALLOCATION CF NET RANCH INCCME 

23. CHARGE FOR CAPITAL; 
2Û. Cbarge for real estate capital $ l,8l6 
25. Cbarge for working capital ..••• •   2,3'»3 
26. Total $ ^^»161 

27. OPERATOR AND FAMILT lABOR AND MANAGaŒHT $ *^,762 

28. RETURN PER HOUR TO OPERATOR AND FAMILT $ 1»17 
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Value of perquisites - Value at current farm prices of all 
quantities of livestock^ livestock products^ crops^ €md fuel and 
wood consTimed during the calendar year In ranch households on ranches 
where produced, plus a nominal rental on the ranch dwelling« Net 
house rental Is estimated at 8 percent of the current value or the 
house» This Is In lieu of gross rental less depreciation and related 
costs• 

Net change In Inventory - Change In physical quantity from be- 
ginning to closing inventory of specified crops, livestock, machinery 
and equipment, and service buildings each valued at respective year- 
end price« f^or livestock. It Is number In closing Inventory minus 
number In beginning Inventory, multiplied by year-end value per head 
of the respective livestock« Crops and feeds are handled slmllEurly 
In units of bxishels, hundredweight, or tons« 

Changes In Inventory of motor vehicles, other farm machinery, 
and sexTlce buildings are obtained by subtracting annual depreciation 
from current purchases of the respective Items« 

Het ranch Income - The annual return to the operator for his 
labor BXïà management and to the unpaid members of the household for 
services rendered on the ranch during the calendar year, and to 
total ranch Investment regardless of ownership« In terms of the 
previous criteria. It Is net cash Income plus value of perquisites 
and net change In Inventory« 

Charge for real estate capital - Current Investments In land 
and buildings times current Interest rates on sheep-ranch mortgages 
In the Intermountaln region« 

Charge for working capital - Estimated current Investment In 
or value of working assets on hcuid January 1 times Interest rates on 
Intermediate and short-term farm loems« 

Return to operator and family management and labor used - The 
estimated ret\rm to the operator and unpaid members of the family for 
labor and management used on the ranch during the calendar yecLr« This 
return Is the residual after all production expenses have been met and 
appropriate charges have been made for the use of capital In the ranch 
business« 

Index numbers of ProductloUf Costst and Returns 

An Integral part of this project Is the development and con- 
struction of several series of Index numbers to give summary measures 
of changes In several Items and to permit and facilitate direct com- 
parisons of production, prices, costs, and returns« Considerations to 
be taken Into account In explaining, measuring, and comparing Incomes 
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are changes in production and changes in acreages of land and amounts 
of labor and capital that are employed^ as veil as the effectiveness 
vlth which they are utilized In production^ an^ changes In prices and 
cost relationships. 

In recent years, pOToductlon and Income have Increased on near- 
ly all farms and ranches but the extent to vhlch they have risen and 
the oauaas for the Increase differ materially from farm to farm. 
Some farmers and ranchers have Increased production by operating more 
land, keeping more livestock, buying more feed, and hiring more labor. 
Other ranchers have Increased production with substantially less labor, 
thro\2gh the use of more machinery and equipment, and by operating more 
land. In some Instances, substantial reductions have been made In 
costs of production, vhereas In others costs have changed very little 
or have Increased. 

To provide a direct means of measuring the effects of produc- 
tion, farm practices, methods of production, mechanization, prices, 
costs, and related factors xxpon ranch Income and economic vell-belng 
of ranch families, all Items of e^gpense and Income (including 
perquisites and changes in Inventory) were assigned velghts, then 
all vere appropriately cdáblned into a series of index nuinbers. 
Prices received and prices paid by ranch operators each were weighted 
respectively by the quantity of the partlcxOar item sold or 
purchased. The formulae are weighted aggregates of actual prices and 
quantities. The formula for income or value is 

£ qi Pi ; for quantity or production £ qi PQ ^nd 

^%> Po ¿QoPo 
for price, ^ q^ p^ ; 

^^iPo 
where p^ and q^ are current-year prices and quantities, and p^ and q^ 
are weighted average prices and quantities respectively in the base 
years. £ q^ p^ « ( q. P-, )0* In most Instances, weighted average 
prices and quantities foP the period 1935-39 were enployed as base 
weights. 

All Indexes given in this series are presented on 1937-lfl«slOO. 
These Indexes are useful in coiqparing like indexes for other family- 
operated farms in various types-of-farming areas. Index nuxobers are 
available for a large nimiber of costs and returns items. A few 
selected nxmbers are presented in the tables in this report. 

Gross ranch income - Total sales plus Government payments, 
ranch perquisites, and change in Inventory of livestock and crops. 
The index is obtained by dividing gross ranch Income in the current 
year by average gross Income in the 1937-*H period. 
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Wet ranch Incoae - Met ranch income in the current year 
dlYlded by net ranch Incone in the 1937-M period. 

Qroas ranch production - Current quantities (<ii^) of live- 
stock, livestock products, and crops weighted by their respective 
base prices (p^), plus current quantities of perquisites weighted 
by their respective base prices* It becones total volume of produce 
sold, consumed on ranch where produced, plus net increase in in- 
ventory of products• 

The index is obtained by dividing gross ranch production in 
current year by averagp gross ranch production in the 1937-*^1 
period. It is iised in computing three index series of cost ratios* 
These are: 

(1) Operating expense per unit of production* 
(2) Total cost per unit of production. 
(3) Total input per unit of production. 

Het ranch production - Gross ranch production minus feed, 
seed, and livestock purchased. The index is obtained by dividing 
current net ranch production by average net ranch production in the 

1937-^1 period. 

Het production per hour of man labor - Obtained by dividing 
the index of net ranch production by the index of total hours of 

labor used, both indexes based on 1937-^1-100• 

Operating expense per unit of production - Obtained by 
dividing the index of operating expense by the index of gross ranch 
production, both indexes based on 1937-*H=100. This estimate 
represents the amount of direct expenses or outlay required to pro- 
duce each unit of products sold, used, or available. 

Total cost per unit of laroduction - Obtained by dividing the 
index of total cost of production by the index of gross ranch produc- 
tion, both indexes-based on 1937-^^1-100. This ratio presents current 
costs of producing each unit of product sold, used or available for 
sale or use. 

Total input per unit of production - Obtained by dividing the 
iadex of total physical inputs charged at base prices by the index of 
gross ranch production. This ratio represents physical inputs required 
to produce a unit of output. Stated differently, it is cost, excluding 
price change, of producing each unit of gross output. 

Power and machinery used - The number of work animals, tractors, 
trucks, automobiles, hay balers, and other items identified by number 
each multiplied by its respective average value in the base period 
(1935-39) • To this is added the current value of other ii»chinery 
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divided by the price Index (1937-^1) of these Items• The series 
of these yearly estimates of current quantities at base values 
Is divided by the I937-UI average to obtain the index series. 

Prices received for products sold - The sum of current- 
year prices received for each unit of product sold weighted by 
the quantity of the respective product sold in the current year 
divided by the simi of the base-year (1935-39) prices received for 
each item sold weighted by the quantity of the respective product 
sold in the current year* This series is then divided by its 
1937-^1 average to obtain the index 1937-^1*100. 

Prices paid including wages to hired labor - This is the 
sum of current-year prices paid for each item including wages, 
each multiplied by the quantity of the respective product bought 
or service hired in the current year (íqi pi) divided by the sian 
of weighted base-year (1935-39) prices paid, including wages to 
hired labor weighted by the quantity of the respective product 
purchased or service hired in the current year (^.q^ p^). 

The formula for both prices received and paid is: 

Prices and quantities are pj^ and q^^ respectively in the 
current year, and R) represents weighted average prices in the base 
period 1935-39* To obtain the index series 1937-^1-100, the 
various ratios must each be divided by its respective I937-U1 
average. 

Crop yields - Obtained by:  (1) Dividing annual yields of 
the specified crop by the average yield in the base period 
(1935-39)1 (2) Multiplying these ratios by the respective crop 
acreage in the same year, and (3) Dividing the sum of the annual 
products by the total acreage of these crops in the respective year. 

For sheep ranches the important crop is hay (alfalfa, tame, 
and native) and the crop-yield index is based on the yield and 
production of these hays. 

-jîr U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE -. O 1952 


