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The average tax per acre on farm and ranch real estate rose
gradually from 8.4 cents in 1913 to 26 cents in 1931, and fell to
19.6 cents in 1933. Concurrently, the prices of farm products in
Texas rose from the base level (100 per cent) in 1913 to 222 per
cent in 1919, the highest point reached by prices during the period
of twenty-one years. From this high level reached in 1919, prices
declined to 51 per cent in 1932, the lowest point of the period, and
recovered to 64 per cent in 1933. These two forces—rising taxes
and falling prices—resulted in a tax on farm real estate, in 1933
relatively 3.6 times that of 1913.

The index numbers of taxes on farm real estate in Texas pre-
sented in this bulletin were developed by expressing the average
tax per-acre for each year in 4 percentage, the tax for 1913 being
used as a base or 100. Such an index provides a much needed
basis upon which various related economic factors such as farm
prices, land values, general prices, wages, etc. may be compared.

The data in this report are so presented as to show (1) the
trend of taxes on farm real estate for the State as a whole, (2) the
trend for each of the principal type-of-farming areas, and (3) the
trend for each of the 160 counties included in the study. ¥n the
future an effort will be made to assemble and make available
similar data from year to year.
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TREND OF TAXES ON FARM AND RANCH REAL
ESTATE IN TEXAS

L. P. GABBARD

The marked increase in farm taxes during the past two decades in
Texas should be considered from two important aspects—the absolute,
and the relative. A statement of the amount and trend of taxes per acre
is not adequate to show the full impact of the tax. The real weight
of the farm tax is relative to changes in land value, farm income, farm
prices, etc. For example, the average tax per acre on farm and ranch
real estate in Texas rose from 8.4 cents in 19183 to 19.6 cents in 1933,
an increase of 133 per cent. Concurrently, the prices of farm products in
Texas declined from 100 per cent in 1913 to 64 per cent in 1933. These
two forces—rising taxes, and falling prices—resulted in a tax on farm
real estate in 1933 relatively 3.6 times that of 1913.

Purpose of Study

The object of this study is to develop a dependable measure of the
trend of real estate taxes on farm and ranch lands in Texas in the form
of an index. Such an index provides a much needed basis upon which
various related economic factors such as farm prices, land values, general
prices, wages, etec. may be compared. The data are presented so as to
show (1) the trend of taxes on farm real estate for the State as a
whole, (2) the trend for each of the principal type-of-farming areas, and
(3) the trend for each of the 160 counties included.

Source of Data and Method of Procedure

The data presented in this Bulletin were assembled jointly by the Federal
Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the Texas Agricultural Experiment
Station. The statistics shown for each county were compiled from the tax
rolls of that county and the tax rolls of independent school districts in the
county. County officials (generally tax collectors or tax assessors, or
both) assisted materially in compiling the data. In all cases county
officials were very helpful through their cooperation. Data for the
years 1931, 1932, and 1933 were secured through a Federal C. W. A.
project sponsored jointly by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and
Texas Agricultural Experiment Station.

The location as well as the distribution of the counties included in the
study is shown in Figure 1. The collection of data was planned so as
to make them representative of the State, of the major type-of-farming
areas in the State, and.of each individual county included. Taking these
up in reverse order, the sample in each county was secured by selecting
five farms so distributed in the county as to be fairly representative of
the agricultural interests of the county. In the selection of these
farms consideration was also given to their location with reference to
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road districts, independent school districts, ete., so as to avoid a biased
sample. The total acreage of these’ five farms together with the total
real estate taxes against them for all purposes was compiled annually
for the period 1913 to 1933, inclusive. The total number of acres for
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Figure 1. The shaded counties are those included in the study of trends in taxes on farm
and ranch real estate.

a given year divided into the total real estate tax for that year has been
used as the annual average tax per acre for the county for that particular
year. ;

. The weighted average annual tax per acre of a type-of-farming area
“was derived as follows: first, the total acreage of each county reported
in the area was multiplied by the average tax per acre of each county as
previously determined by the sample of five selected farms; second, the
.pr6duct§ of the ‘c,oii'ntié'_s reported were summarized and then divided by the
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total acreage. The result obtained is the weighted tax per acre for that
particular type-of-farming area.

The average annual tax per acre of the State was derived as follows:
first, the entire acreage of each type-of-farming area was multiplied by
the average annual tax per acre of each area as previously determined;
second, the sum of the products of all type-of-farming areas was divided
by the total acreage of the State. The result is the weighted average
annual tax per acre of the State.

Trend of Taxes on Farm and Ranch Lands in Texas, 1913-1933

The tax situation of farm and ranch lands in Texas, and other states
as well, is similar in certain important respects to the agricultural debt
situation. Both taxes and debts rose rapidly during and immediately
following the world war, and have since remained at relatively high levels.
Likewise, both have been disastrously affected by the precipitous decline
in the general price level, and particularly by the decline in the price
level of agricultural products during the past few years.

The trend of farm taxes in Texas as related to prices of farm products for
the period 1913 to 1933 is shown in Figure 2. One will observe from this
graph a decided upward swing of farm taxes throughout the period, and a
general downward movement in farm prices since 1919. The result
of the two forces—rising taxes and declining farm prices—was equivalent
to a tax in 1933 which was 3.6 times that of 1913. The ratio of the tax
index to the farm price index approximates closely the relative weight of
the tax on farm real estate from year tc year during the period. Even
though the general trend is upward, wide and significant variations are
apparent. For example, during this period the tax was relatively lowest
in 1918 and relatively highest in 1932. In both instances the price of farm
products was the dominant factor. The taxes on a particular farm that
could have been paid by one bale of cotton in 1918 would have required about
seven and one-half bales on the same farm in 1932, and five and one-half
bales in 1933. This should serve to illustrate quite clearly the importance
of farm prices relative to a fairly fixed obligation such as taxes and farm
debts.

A rather common fallacy observed in comparisons of public expendi-
tures for one period with those of another, or of the expenditures of oné
political division with those of another, is that of per capita costs, or
absolute costs on any unit basis. Such a comparison is generally made
without any reference to changes in commodity prices out of which taxes
are paid, or without any recognition of changes in the prices of goods
and services for which tax money is spent. Also, such comparisons
generally fail to recognize significant differences that exist or changes
that may have taken place in economic and social development.

Taxes are neither high nor low in terms of dollars and cents, but are
high or low relative to the prices of commodities out of the sales of which
taxes are paid, and relative to the prices of goods and services for which
tax money is spent. Furthermore, attention is often called to changes in
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per capita costs without indicating changes in the amount, kind, and quality
of services provided. For example, it will be observed from the data
presented later in this discussion that farm taxes per acre in the High Plains
cotton area were five and one-half times as high in 1933 as in 1913. Com-
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Figure 2. This shows the trend of taxes on farm and ranch real estate in Texas as
related to the prices of farm products, for the period 1918 to 1933, inclusive. The ratio
shown both in tabular and graphic form; approximates the real trend or weight of farm
taxes. It is derived by dividing the index of farm prices by the index of farm taxes.

pared with the trend in the majority of the other areas in the State this
increase is abnormally high. But it should be remembered that vast
economic changes have taken place in this area during the period of 21
years included. In 1913 the land in the area was used primarily for
grazing and supported a relatively sparse population. Since that time
the grazing lands have been converted into crop lands and used prin-
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cipally for the production of cotton and grain sorghums. Both rural
and urban populations have increased many fold. With this economic
and social development has come the increased need and demand for im-
proved roads, schools, and the various other public services that go with
a modern community. This section of the State has developed a com-
paratively elaborate public school system. In other words, the area has
passed during this relatively short period of time from a frontier to a
modern state of development. Undoubtedly, this fact explains much of the
difference in trend of taxes in this area as compared with some of the
older areas of the State. Thus it is seen that direct comparisons of the
trend of taxes in one agricultural area with that of another may be
misleading and should be made only with a proper understanding of the
background and development of each area. The tax paid is not necessarily
a burden, but rather the price paid for the wvarious public services
rendered.

Trend of Taxes on Farm and Ranch Lands by Type-of-Farming Areas °

Perhaps no state in the union has as wide a range in its agricultural
resources as has Texas. In one part of the State will be observed small
farms characterized by a large variety of crops produced on a small
scale, while in other sections one will find a high degree of specialization
in citrus fruits, truck crops, rice, cotton, and wheat, and the grazing of
cattle, sheep, and goats. These natural differences are further compli-
cated by the differences in the age of the settlement of the various parts,
and consequently in the stage of economic development. It is at once
obvious that statistics based on an average for the State are quite limited
in their use. For this reason, an effort has been made to analyze the
tax information presented in this bulletin by type-of-farming areas, or by a
combination of areas, and finally by counties. Type-of-farming areas have
been outlined and described in Texas Agricultural Experiment Station Bul-
letin No. 427. These areas are outlined in Figure 3.

The weighted average farm tax per acre by type-of-farming areas is
shown in Table 1 for the period 1913 to 1933, inclusive. The details of
this table serve to illustrate the danger of over-emphasizing the State
averages. One will observe at a glance the extreme variations in the
tax per acre from area to area. For example, the average tax per acre
on vast areas of grazing lands in the Edwards Plateau and the Trans Pecos
areas is about 4c¢, while in limited areas of irrigated lands the tax per
acre averages as high as $3.00 per acre. In this latter case fixed charges
for water, drainage, etc. are not included.

Table 2 shows the percentage trend of taxes by type-of-farming areas
for the period 1913 to 1933, inclusive. In calculating the trend, the
taxes paid in 1913 have been taken as the base, or as equal to 100 per
cent. Subsequent years have been figured as a percentage of 1913. This
table reveals certain interesting facts relative to trends. In the eastern
half of the State and in the western grazing areas, taxes are at present
(1933) roughly twice what they were in 1913. No spectacular changes
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B
have taken place in those areas during the period. There has been a
more intensive use of land, and such activities as road building and such
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Figure 8. The heavy dark lines show the type-of-farming areas! as superimposed upon
Figure 1. Where type-of-farming areas have been combined for the purpose of this study
the identity of areas is indicated by heavy broken lines. The names of the areas are as
follows: (1) Panhandle Wheat Area; (2) Canadian River Grazing Area; (3) High Plains
Cotton Area; (4) Low Rolling Plains; (5a) High Plains Grazing Area; (5b) Trans Pecos:
(6) Upper Rio Grande Valley Irrigation Project; (7a) Edwards Plateau Grazing Area; (7b)
Edwards Plateau Grazing Area; (8) Rio Grande Plain; (9) Lower Rio Grande Valley;
(10) Corpus Christi Cotton Area; (11) Upper Red River Valley; (12) North-Central
Grazing Area; (13) Western Cross Timbers Farming Area; (14a) Grand Prairie; (14b)
Grand Prairie; (15) Black Prairie; (16) Piney Woods Farming Area; (17) Post Oak
Strip; (18) Upper Coast Prairie; (19) Coast Prairie; and (20) Piney Woods Lumbering
Area.
1¥exas Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No. 427, Type of Farming Areas in

exas.

institutions as schools have been }naterially expanded. The most notice-
able increases in taxes have taken place in irrigated areas and in those
areas which have changed from grazing to farming. For example, taxes



Table 1.

Weighted average farm tax per acre, in cents, by type-of-farming areas and for state as a whole, 1913 to 1933, inclusive

Type-(ﬁ;ﬁ:rming 1913 i 1914 | 1915 | 1916 | 1917 | 1918 | 1919 | 1920 | 1921 | 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1925 | 1926 | 1927 | 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 | 1932 | 1933
1 and 2 4.6 4.5 5.4 5.5 6.6 6.6 9.1 9.7 12.1| 12.1| 13.0] 13.4] 14.0/ 14.9] 15.9] 16.2] 17.1] 17.7] 17.6| 14.8] 13.3
3 5.5 4.2 5.2 6.4 8.5 8.8] 10.8 13.3i 15.7| 19.8| 22.0] 29.3| 85.1] 386.5| 389.1] 40.3] 41.4| 41.4] 40.7] 32.5] 30.0
4 9.5 9.4| 11.2| 11.6] 14.4| 14.7] 17.0] 17.4| 17.6| 19.9] 21.1] 22.7] 24.2| 24.7| 25.4| 25.6| 26.9] 27.7| 25.8) 21.8] 20.1
ba and b6b 2.0 2.1 2.4 2.1 2.6 2.4/ 2.8 2.9 3.1’ 3.4! 3.4‘ 3.6I 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.9 4.1 5.0 4.1 4.3
6 | 47.0I 47.0] 73.0] 64.0| 883.0] 103.0| 107.0] 101.0] 109.0 | 132.0| 180.0| 158.0] 208.0] 208.0| 208.0| 217.0| 243.0| 288.0| 303.7| 208.6| 213.1
Ta 1.8 1.8 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.2 2.9 2.9 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.4 8.9 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.6 4.5 3.8} 3.7
b 4.2 4.1 5.0 ‘ 4.8 5.8 S.é 7.9 8.0 8.1 8.9 9.2 9.3 9.7 9.1 9.4 9.1 9.5 9.4 9.9 9.0 8.6
8 2.5 2.4 2.7 3.1 3.2 3.5 4.2 4.9 5.1 6.0 (3 7.0 6.7 7.3 8.7 9.3 8.9 9.3 9.0 7.9 7.6
9 48.3| 42.4| b51.9| b52.4| 58.4| 98.5| 98.0| 104.7] 109.6 | 134.5| 180.1| 166.9| 193.5| 202.9| 282.0| 294.0| 358.5| 890.0| 457.3| 854.2|299.7
10 14.2| 14.3| 17.8| 16.0] 18.2| 19.4| 27.5] 80.1| 28.6| 35.7] 46.3] 50.2| 48.2| 51.1] 60.8] 62.6] 59.8] 60.4] 62.9] 52.9] 47.2
11, 12, and 13 12.2| 12.0] 138.9] 13.9] 16.8] 17.4| 21.9| 25.4| 25.2 Il 25.6 25.2$] 26.2]| 27.0| 29.9] 32.8 "."0.8|I 31.0/ 30.8] 29.3] 22.0/ 20.9
14a and 14b 18.4| 18.9] 22.2| 21.1] 25.4| 25.7| 36.83] 36.9] 36.8 40.3# 40.6I 43.4| 44.8| 42.3| 43.4| 40.5| 42.0/ 42.0] 46.8| 38.6] 37.6
15 28.6] 24.4| 28.1] 27.8| 32.8] 84.8 48.2| 48.1] 46.5| b52.6] 52.1] 54.4| 56.3] 55.9] b58.1] b57.1| 58.8] 58.1| 62.6] 50.7| 47.6
16 and 20 8.6 7.9 10.8| 10.3|] 12.8 14.3] 19.6] 20.1] 20.5| 21.1] 22.1] 28.2] 23.8] 23.6| 24.1] 28.7| 25.2| 25.5| 26.8| 20.9| 19.9
17 and 18 13.4| 12.5| 15.8] 14.8| 17.1] 18.3| 23.3| 22.6| 24.7| 25.6| 26.6] 27.6] 28.3] 26.4| 26.8] 27.2| 28.9] 29.5| 30.4] 242| 22.9
19 20.6] 21.1| 23.6] 21.2| 23.6] 23.9] 81.5] 27.6| 81.3| 35.2| 387.8/ 86.5|] 88.0] 87.7| 40.1 41.2' 43.8| 41.56| 45.9] 89.0/ 36.3
The State 8.4 8.3 9.9 9.7 11.5| 12.2] 15.8| 16.2 16.8]1 18.4| 19.5| 20.4| 21.4] 21.7] 23.2 23.3} 24.5| 24.9] 26.0] 21.0] 19.6
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12 BULLETIN NO. 512, TEXAS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

averaged about three times higher in the Panhandle Wheat area in 1933
than in 1918, five and one-half times higher in the High Plains cotton
area, and seven times higher in the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Apparently,
there is a close relationship between the amount of taxes per acre and the
intensity of cultivation. In the Panhandle Wheat area there was a rapid
change from grazing to large scale wheat farming, and taxes in 1933 were
three times the 1913 level. In the High Plains cotton area grazing gave
way to the growing of cotton and grain sorghum, and taxes were five and
one-half times higher in 1933 than in 1913. In the Lower Rio Grande
Valley raw lands were irrigated and devoted to producing citrus fruit
and vegetables, and taxes were seven times higher in 1933 than in 1913.
The reader is again cautioned against direct comparisons in tax trends
between one area and another. The very fact that the several different
type-of-farming areas had reached varying degrees of maturity in 1913
precludes the possibility of any direct comparisons in changes between
areas. For example, it would hardly be logical to make a direct com-
parison of the trend of taxes.in the Lower Rio Grande Valley with that
of taxes in the Black Prairie belt. In the former, much land has gone from
the sod or the brush under irrigation and is devoted to intensive fruit
and vegetable culture. In the latter, the type of agriculture has re-
mained practically unchanged during the period covered by the study.

Trend of Taxes by Counties, Grouped According to Type-of-Farming
Areas

Table 3 shows the average farm tax per acre for all purposes by
counties grouped according to type-of-farming areas. The counties have
been grouped according to areas similar in agricultural development.
This was done to facilitate comparisons with adjoining or neighboring
counties in the same type-of-farming area. Here again comparisons may
be misleading. About all that can be said is that the farmers in one
county are paying more or less per acre for governmental services than
are the farmers in another county. But in order to compare the cost of
government in one county with that in another one would need to know
‘not only the extent of services being rendered, but also the quality of
such services. The tax per acre in a given county may be low as compared
with that in another, but when compared on the basis of what the res-
pective taxpayers get for their tax money it may be much higher. Be-
fore the costs of government in one county may be compared with those
in another, it is necessary to have detailed facts relative to both the
quantity and quality of services rendered.

Summary

The characteristic trend of farm taxes in Texas during the past two
decades has been upward, and that of prices of farm products down-
ward. Farm taxes themselves were 133 per cent higher in 1933 than in
1913, and farm prices in Texas were 36 per cent lower in 1933 than in
1918. The burden of farm taxes in 1933 relative to farm prices was



Table 2.

o 'y wv il e

Percentage trend of farm taxes in Texas by type-of-farming areas and for the state as a whole, 1913 to 1933, inclusivel

Twpe~2&£§rnﬁng 1913 | 1914 | 1915 | 1916 | 1917 | 1918 | 1919 | 1920 | 1921 1922? 1923 | 1924 | 1925 | 1926 1927i 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 | 1932 | 1933
1 and 2 100 98| 117| 120| 143 | 143 | 198| 211 263 J 263# 283 | 291 304| 324 346{ 852 | 872| 885| 383 | 822| 289
3 100 76 94| 116| 154| 160 | 196 | 242 | 285 ! 351, 400 | 533 | 638 664 711’ 733| 753| 753| 740| 591 | 545
4 100 99| 118 | 122| 152 | 155| 179 | 183 | 185 209*. 222 | 239| 255| 260 267| 269| 283] 292| 272| 229| 212
5a and b5b 100 105| 120| 105 '125l 120I 140 | 145! 155 | 170! 170 | 180 | 180 190} 190( 190 195| 205]| 250| 205| 215
6 100 | 100| 155 136, 176: 219 | 228 | 215| 232 ’ 281 | 276 | 336 | 442 432' 432 | 462| b517| 613| 646 444| 453
Ta 100 [ 100 | 111 106| 122 122 | 161 | 161 | 167 ’ 178 189} 189 | 217| 217| 222| 228| 244] 256| 250| 211| 206
Tb 100| 98| 119| 114| 138| 138| 188| 190 | 193 ’ 212 219’ 221 | 231 | 217 224 217| 226| 224| 236 : 214 | 202
8 100 96| 108 | 124| 128 | 140| 168| 196| 204 } 240) 284{ 280 268} 292’ 348 | 372| 856| 372| 360| 316| 304
9 100 98| 120| 121| 1385| 227| 226 | 242| 253 ‘ 322‘ 416 | 885 | 447| 468| 651 679| 828 | 901| 1056 | 818| 692

10 100 | 101 | 125| 118| 128 | 137| 194| 212| 201 251 | 826| 354| 339| 360 | 428 | 441 | 421 425| 443| 372| 332
11, 12, and 13 100 98| 114| 114| 138| 143 | 180| 208 | 206 210 206{ 215| 221| 245| 265| 252 | 254| 252| 240| 180] 171
14a and 14b 100 103| 121 | 115| 1388 | 140| 197| 201| 200 219 | 221 | 236| 243| 230 236 220 228 228 254| 210| 204
15 100| 103 | 119| 118| 139 | 147| 204 | 204| 197 228 | 221 | 281 | 238 237 246 | 242| 249| 246| 265| 215| 202
16 and 20 100 92| 120| 120| 149| 166 | 228 | 284| 238 245| 257 | 270| 277| 274| 280| 276 | 298| 29¢| 812| 243| 231
17 and 18 100 98| 118| 110| 128| 136| 174| 169| 184 191 198| 206| 211| 197| 200| 208| 216| 220| 227| 181 171
19 100| 102| 114| 1038| 114| 116| 153 | 134 | 152 171| 183 | 177| 184 183 195| 200| 213| 201| 223| 188| 176
The State 100 99| 118| 115| 137| 145| 188 | 193 | 200 219% 282 | 243 | 255| 258| 276 277 292 296| 810 250 233

1Based on weighted average tax per acre.
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3.6 times that of 1913. During the period of twenty-one years covered
in the study, taxes were relatively lowest in 1918 and relatively highest in
1932. In 1918 taxes in terms of prices were two-thirds as high in 1913,
while in 1932 they were almost five times as high as in 1913. Changes
in the level of farm prices were a major factor in producing this wide
variation. Account must be taken of changes in farm prices and of other
related economic factors if real trends in farm taxes are to be measured.

Index numbers of taxes on farm real estate in Texas for the period’
1913 to 1933, inclusive, were developed in this study. Such an index
provides a much needed measure by which to compare various related
economic factors such as farm prices, land values, general prices, etc.

Considered on a type-of-farming area basis, farm taxes varied widely,
both absolutely and relatively. The extreme range of variation is illus-
trated by an average tax per acre in 1933 of 3.7 cents in the Edwards
Plateau Grazing area (7a) and of 299.7 cents per acre in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley Irrigation area (9). The average tax per acre for all
areas was 19.6 cents in 1933. Relative to 1913, taxes ranged in 1933 from
171 per cent in the Post Oak and Interior Prairies areas (17 and 18)
to 692 per cent in the Lower Rio Grande Valley Irrigation area (9). Taxes
per acre in all areas in 1933 averaged 233 per cent of that in 1913.

The average tax in cents per acre for the period 1913 to 1933, inclusive,
is shown in Table 3 for 160 selected counties of the State, grouped according
to type-of-farming areas.



Table 3. Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming areas

T
Type-of-farming 1913 | 1914 1915‘ 1916 | 1917 | 1918 | 1919 | 1920 | 1921 I 1922|1 1923‘] 1924|| 1925 | 1926 | 1927 | 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 | 1932 | 1933
area and county | | | |

Areas 1 and 2 | « | \ \ | | |
Armstrong 4, 7 e e 1 4. B. . 6. [ R o S A I 7. | |
Carson | 4. £k By 4. 8ist B e (o R e e N B 59| 9.7 98103 ] 185 ] 13.6 | 152 | 8.8 | 10.7
Castro R e T e 5. 7 7. |20 R O R R R TR T I 22.4 | 16.7 | 16.8
Dallam T e iR 4. 4. 6. B 210 ] 1k 115" e12) 12. 12. | 13. [ 12. | 142 | 145 | 145 | 10.6 | 15.1 | 141 | 11,6
Floyd e o s 14. 14. 16. 14, 220 ] 225 80°% 22, 29. 28. | 29. | 28.3 | 29.6 | 27.9 | 30.8 | 80.2 | 27.7 | 20.7 | 18.4
Gray R 4. 4. 7. | 6. | 9. | 8 |80. |26 |[29. |31 |31 |285]29.2]31.9]285]|28.6]|29.8]26.9|204
Hemphill N T T 4. R ALV U e R T [18. [ 18. | 14 | 14. | 18.4 | 13.7 | 18.8 | 13.9 | 17.2 | 12.5 | 11.8 | 10.6
Hutchinson T B e 3. 4. Ao =eB; A PEb S S R 110,97 18 3 - 1622 16. 471122 15. 12.9

" Lipscomb T e g Do s a9 L i 10, 1R D e A, T IB S 16 164" 1214, 15. 15. 14. 13. 11.9 | 12.3
Moore PR s & Bl o e Ty I R R e I e A i e e e 4.7 | 5.0 5.1 4.7 6.8 | 10.2 8.9 9.3
Ochiltree B R L 3. 4, (& (AR 14. e B R O R Y 22.5 | 23.5 | 28.5 | 24.2 | 24.9 | 25.6 | 22.4 | 19.2
Oldham R 4. 5. 5. e 10 e Tl MR B T R R SRR E AT ERE LD 16.2 | 12.4
Potter 12. 13, 13. 13 12, 12. 19. 19 SR TS TS TR R 246 | 28.4 | 27.2 | 81.4 | 34.1 | 28.1 | 24.9 | 22.9
Roberts 4. 4. 5. 5 5 9. 9 T o A e B R R SR R 57 11, 11. 11 13 6.6 4.7 4.9
Sherman 8 3. 3. 3. 3 3. 4. 4 I L SRR L i e e 10,3 | 11.8 | 11.5 | 13.4 | 13.6 | 13. 117 1LY
Swisher | 4.5 4.7 5.8 5.6 6.4 6.5 7.8 9.2 | 12.4 | 13.3 | 14.4 | 14.4 | 15.1 | 14,8 | 15.1 | 15. 16.5 | 15.9 | 16.2 | 14.4 | 12.7

Average 4.6 4.5 5.4 5.5 6.6 6.6 9.0 9.6 | 12.2 ’I 12 ’l 13. || 13.5 ll 14. 15.1 | 16.1 || 16.4 | 17.2 || 17.9 | 17.8 | 14.9 | 13.4

Area 3
Dawson 4.2 4. 4.8 7.3 9.0 9.8 9.9 | 114 | 17.3 I[ 18.3 l 23.56 |] 27.3 % 31. 29.6 ‘ 29.8 l 33.4 | 33.8 l 33.4 | 33.5 | 25. 26.1
Hockley 3. 2. 3. 3. 4. 4. 5. 5. 6. | 11.3 | 18.1 | 14.6 | 29.8 | 33.1 | 43.5 | 43.5 | 44. 44. 42.6 | 36.1 | 34.9
Lamb 4. 3. 4. b. T 7.1 | 18.1 | 12.3 | 165.4 | 18.4 | 20. 41.9 | 48.1 | 52.7 | 53.2 | 56.3 | 56.5 | 57.1 | 656.8 | 40.8 | 36.1
Lubbock 10.4 | 8.8 | 10. 11.6 | 14.7 | 14.1 | 16.7 | 28.2 | 26.5 | 33.7 | 39.1 | 42.9 | 44.3 | 41.4 | 42.3 | 41.4 | 45.6 | 44. 44, 38. 31.
Lynn 6.1 | 85 4.6 5.2 7.9 9.3 9. 9.8 | 184 | 14.8 | 14.7 | 17.6 | 20. 232 | 24.7 | 24.2 | 24.5 | 25.9 | 28.8 | 21.6 | 21.2

Average 5.5 ll 4.2 5.3 6.4 8.6 8.8 | 10.7 | 13.8 | 15.7 I] 19.3 | 22.1 | 28.8 | 34.6 | 36. 38.7 | 89.8 | 40.9 | 40.9 | 40.1 | 82.3 | 29.8
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Table 3. Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming areas—Continued

o
Type-of-farming ‘! 1913'! 1914'[ 1915‘ 1916 | 1917 1918‘ 1919 | 1920 | 1921 % 1922 | 1923 1924'| 1925 19261 1927’ 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 | 1932 | 1933 =]
area and county | ! | | | | | | p
Area 4 | [ \ ﬂ | | | | E
Callahan PInsdaae P o b =] 17 7. | 20,0 28 16 196, 128 1 82  [agr | 22.4 | 244 | 23.9 | 23.4 | 23.6 | 19.4 | 17.5 | 15, =
Coleman [12. [12. |14 [14. [ 14. | 19. | 22. | 22.56 | 16,5 | 20.6 | 20.2 | 20.3 | 21.8 | 20.9 21.3 | 21.9 | 22.4 | 22.3 | 18.8 | 14.2 | 13.8 =
Collingsworth O v B, 7. [11. [12. |14, |16. |17. [18. [19. | 20. | 23. | 22. | 23. | 20. |2l | 22. | 214 | 18.8 | 191 g
Dickens | 38 118, 36, |-18. |20, | 81. | 28. | 28: | 25. | 26, |28~ |28 1 80. 81. |82 |84, |46. |47. | 42. | 83.9 | 36.2 %
Fisher | 10:° 110, T TI0; Siae. =180 a2 [ 21 | 9L ] 28 | 31, [ 21 | 25 | 21. | 20.9 | 21. | 20.7 | 21.6 | 27.2 | 29.3 | 24.8 | 28.6 g
Garza N 3 3. 3. 3. 3. 3. BT hge 3. 3. | 8 120.83]20.9]19.9]19.5 | 20.5 | 20.6 | 19.4 | 18.8 | 10.9 =
Hall | 10. | 9. [12. [18. [20. [19. | 20. | 28. | 24 | 28. [ 86. | 43. | 46. | 44, 45. | 44. | 44. | 58. | 45.1 | 35.6 | 33.7 Q
Kent | 6. 6. - 7. 8. 8. 9. 9. 11. [18. | 17. | 19. | 29.6 | 29, | 31.6 | 81.2 | 25.6 | 25. | 24.6 | 15.5 ;j
Knox 11.6 | 11.2 | 13.4 | 18.3 | 17.7 | 17.1 | 21.1 | 22.3 [ 28.1 | 25. | 29.6 | 30.6 | 30.4 | 81.2 | 30.2 | 33.2 | 36.3 85.4 | 36.6 | 28.8 | 32.9 )
Motley 12. |18, |15, |15. [19. |21. [22 |22 |23 |[27. |24, |26 |22 [16.8 |18.8 | 18.6 | 189 20.1 | 23.3 | 15.5 | 11.4 >
Nolan 11. R I e I e B L S I T e T T 1 L AR T 21. | 22. |30. |[31. |26.1]25.9 286 |28.2 | 26.1 | 27.1 | 19.7 | 17.1 g
Runnels - 84| 741 921108 |11.9 [ 11. [12.9 | 11.2 | 11.3 | 18.3 | 16.1 | 15.6 | 26.7 | 25.3 | 25.4 | 25.1 | 25.5 25.8 | 26.3 | 25.2 | 21. a
Stonewall 16. [ 15. | 19. |22, [29. [27. [380. [83. [387. |46. | 44. | 40. | 40. | 50.9 | 55.8 | 485 | 50.2 | 50.2 41.3 | 37.9 | 87.9 g
Taylor R T N R N R R R T T E T e Rl 15. | 15. | 18. | 16. | 18. | 18. | 20.7 | 20.4 | 20.7 | 26.4 | 19.2 | 17.8 é
Tom Green 6. 6. T T 8. e O P 0 O g WG S DYt B O [ ol RO C W [ R 6 T e g 8.1 | 11.6 | 12.4 =
‘Wheeler 5. 5. 6. e S I o R P e e e e e e R R T T e B R S T N BT Fiaei] g g
:
Average 9.5 | 94| 112 l| 11.7 | 145 | 148 | 17. | 17.5 | 17.8 | 20.1 | 21.3 | 28.1 | 24.5 | 25.2 | 25.9 | 26.1 | 27.4 \ 28.2 1 26.4 | 22.3 | 20.5 E
Area ba and bb | | | )
Brewster 21| 22| 28| 21 ] 25| 24| 26| 26| 27| 3. 33| 36| 36| 36| 36| 85| 29| 8.2 gg
Ector o S 2 1. o 2 2 3. 5. 5. Srlaas: 4, g
El Paso 14| 16| 14| 1.6 | 19| 22] 221 26 83| 82| 34| 32| 82| 81| 29 3. =
Gaines R e e I R e R S R R S e T [ 3
Midland 21| 89| 42| 89| 41] 89 49 51| 5.6 | 55| 66| 59 64| 7.8 8. G T A N | %
Pecos Ebuli 18 e, 19| 19| 19| 25| 24| 24 | 26| 25| 25| 25| 27| 27| 2.9 3. | s. 8,65 81 "8 ;
Presidio Lo b 1.8 |17 [ 080 =10, | “Hs 22N B 20 ez 200 onl 20| 1.9 190 fo | 22 EER 8. 2.6 | 25 ]
Reeves 847 42 AT 52 | 56k 5. 54| 49| 47| 47] 48] 63| 64| 65| 47| b6 g
Average 1.94 222 |22 2.2 Rl 0 5 e 817 .35 I\ 3.8 ll 3.8 Ij 4. 41| 45| 45 || 4.5 || 4.7 lf 49 | 5.5 1 45 | 4.8




Table 3.

Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming areas—Continued

Type-of-farming l 1913‘| 1914‘ 1915\ 1916 1917‘ 1918\ 1919‘ 1920 | 1921 | 19225 1923 | 1924 | 1925 | 1926 | 1927 | 1928 | 1929 1930|’ 1931 |l 1932 1} 1983
area and county | | ] | | ] | | | | |
Area 6 | ! | | ‘ | | | | | | | I | !
El Paso | 47. | 47. | 73. | 64. | 83. [103. [107. [101. |[109. [132 i130 |158 208. [203. [203. |217. |243. |288. |303.7 |208.6 |218.1
Area Tb | | | | [ [ | [ | | | | | | |
Comal 19801 267198 [ 82 ) 9.9 [n1D4 1382 | 149 1147 | 16.1 | 16.3 \ 16.1 | 16.2 | 14.7 | 149 | 146 | 15.1 | 147 | 15.2 | 13.8 | 9.9
Gillespie 24| 28| 85| 86| 471) 49 68| 74] 72 | 75| 76| 73] 66| 6. | 66| 671 62| 49| 591 53 49
Llano 327 35538 42 | &8 T ey 56 6 1 | 66| 67| 66| 65| 59| 65| 64| 66| 67] 72| 61| 6.3
McCulloch BT 48 ) &0 BN 6T 64 18- 12 1.2 | 16| 89| 893112 | 114 | 317|114 |'13.6- | 123 [12.8 | 11.6 | 12.2
Mason R e SR R T R R 72 e pigs 8. N T R A A R T R R A
San Saba 46| 43| 52| 5. 54| 54| 93| 88 2 1107 ] 107 | 11.8 ] 125 | 11.7 | 11.2 | 114 | 12. ] 125 | 12.8 | 11.3 | 114
Average 45| 44| 53| 51| 61| 61] 88| 85| 86 ‘] 9.4 | 97| 9.8 ] 101 % 94| 97| 94 I] 9.8 | 97102 | 93| 9.6
Area Ta ‘ * | | \ \ | [
Crockett TR 3 T S W [ s B e 2L R L i p i e BV T SR P S U R e g Il [ R R
Edwards O o o U e v e B i ) R T 4. i 3.1 g 8T8 Al [ 49T AR AR AT |48 | 2.9.]5°88
Glascock $i87 % ST 84 S 84 42 30 A2 a2l 4ey b Ut ed T el r2 66| 68 Ty TL 68
Kerr I e 1 e T R A R KRR B R A R T R T B T R S T R W T 5.5 | 4.5 | 4.9
Kimble 6+ T 1.85 2% L8208 |- 22 8] 84 84 | 80 | 88 |- BT 146 48] A5 048 | 4b [E455] b 5. 5.
Kinney 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 46 | 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 46| 5 | 52| 6.0 |-51| 48
Menard N Y B e e e A R N R R R R T e R L N E T = 8.9
Schleicher 2.4 | 22| 251 28] 291 26| 89| 88| 86| 89| 41 [ 46| 68| 49 |-498] 5. R AR T e 7.2
Sterling - | | 5. 5.2 | 8. 81| 77| 88102 ]| 99| 66| 54| 5.3
Sutton R S I e i R T e S e I L T oy S Ty O e e (T e T R e R
Terrell T T i R T e T T e e B T T o o T e e T B B B L B e e T o Rk o ey gy S
Val Verde e L r2 RT3 AN et g sl R s PRI 2. % 2. R R TR
Average 2212 o e 2 (SR o I D V8 a1 (R T e B e R T 46| 46| 48| 49| 5.3 ll 54| 58| 46| 45
Area 8 | [ |
Brooks | 10 U B 2 Nl G e R e P
Duval | i e e S D el SRR T 8. 100 |00, 5112, 1000 187 [ 17:6 ] 20:8 |21, i 21k |19.2 | 17.8] 180
Jim Hogg e S R N N e e R T R B S N TR 57| 48] 68| 67| 99| 67| 52| 49
Kenedy T e R N T R Oy e R O T R e e R R e N B e e o O e T B R e
La Salle 8.7 A2 [ odit A2 | o 5iLr) 6,87 7568 | 667" 7.8 84119 | 98| 9.4 101|152 | 14.7 | 11.9 [ 11,9 | 143 | 12. | 116
Webb T o e L S T O o T T e T R e W O e R e L e R e A e R R A N R T R TSR
Average 2.8 1 °26 | 28] 84 86| 89| 45| 6 S S P B R e P S N e I P B A G e R R e . R O R

SYXHAL NI GLVLISE TVHY HONVY ANV WHVd NO SHXVL 40 ANHYL

LT



Table 3. Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming areas—Continued

Type-of-farming 1913 | 1914 | 1915 | 1916 | 1917 | 1918 | 1919 | 1920 | 1921 Il 1922 l| 1923 l| 1924 I' 1925 'l 1926 || 1927 1928} 1929 19301 1931 | 1932 | 1933
area and county | | | | | |
Area 9 | | |
Cameron 81. | 384. |50. |42, | 60. |42. |59. |95 [109. | 91. | 95. [102. |118. [128. |117. |[211. [221. |267. |855.7 |269.2 [192.1
Hidalgo 50. | 47. | 53. | 58. | 63. [129. [119. [110. [110. [158. [226. |202. [237. [243.4 |371.1 |338.9 |432.8 |456.6 |512.2 |400.2 |357.8
Average 40.5 | 40.5 | 51.6 | 50. | 56.5 | 85.5 | 89. [102.5 [109.5 '|124.5 160.5 [152. [175. |[185.7 |244. |274.9 [326.9 |361.8 [483.9 [334.7 [274.9
Area 10
Jim Wells 1 ISP i L T Sl B T o P o Ol 8 T B T AT e '; 20. | 30. \ 84. | 82. | 44.83 | 45. | 47.5 | 39.4 | 41.5 | 37.6 | 26.3 | 23.7
Nueces | 15.7 | 18.6 | 28.4 | 22.4 | 24.5 | 25.6 | 44.1 | 44.2 | 39.6 | 56.5 | 67.5 | 62.7 | 65. | 69.5 | 96. | 99.6 | 97.4 | 97.8 |110. | 90.4 | 77.3
Refugio 11.3 | 18.2 | 15.3 | 14.3 | 17.8 | 19.6 | 24.1 | 86.7 | 84.4 | 39.4 | 38.6 | 47.2 | 46.9 | 44.8 | 52.1 | 51.6 | 49.1 | 49.3 | 49.8 | 49.4 | 40.8
San Patricio 19.6 | 14.5 | 20.8 | 14. [ 16.2 | 18.2 | 22.2 | 22. | 24.4 | 26.2 | 49.7 | 58.3 | 49.8 | 45. | 48.3 | 49.8 | 52.2 | 51.8 | 52.9 | 44.8 | 47.1
Average 14.4 | 14.8 | 17.9 | 15.9 | 18.1 | 19.3 | 27.8 | 30. | 28.6 l 35.5 G 46.4 ’| 50.5 '[ 48.4 lx 50.9 | 60.3 || 62.1 | 59.5 | 60.1 | 62.6 | 52.7 | 47.2
Areas 11, 12, and 13 | [ | | |
Archer | E O B Rt o ol 0 L B T R T e [ B S R 18. | 17. | 19. | 16. | 28.5 | 84.9 | 86.3 | 82.5 | 81.2 | 25.4 | 16.5 | 17.4
Eastland TR 7. 7 9. e E oy I T 18. 5 L7182 |18, 75287 | 28 | 29. 1|-28.9 1'28.9.)128:5 1) 20.7. 1-1T:5
Erath 14.6 | 18.9 | 15.7 | 14.8 [ 16.8 | 15.8 | 25.1 | 26.2 | 26.3 | 23.9 | 23.9 | 25.4 | 26.5 | 26.6 | 27.8 | 26.8 | 29.2 | 28.5 | 24.3 | 23.6 | 22.7
Hood 128 a1 200 Tl =) R AT o T 2 26 b 25 [ 26 | 267 T20 2480 ] 22T 91 |28 8] 28.8 | 228 [ 188 | 3b:4
Jack |6 B 8.5 8. SEFpespuE: 8. |10, ]| 10. [10. | 18. | 26.8 | 26.7 | 25.7 | 25.6 | 24.4 | 25.3 | 18.3 | 18.1
Montague ] 18. [ 14. [17. [17. J17. ]18. [29. [80.- | 81. [24. [26. |28 | 29.8 | 29.6 | 80.5 | 30.5 | 80.1 | 26.1 | 25.3 | 23.1 | 17.6
Parker 12. |18, [14. [18. | 17. | 17. |24, | 25. | 25. [ 25. |25 | 26. | 27. | 20. | 22.2 | 20.3 | 22.9 | 22.2 | 24.6 | 18.3 | 18.8
Shackelford 14. | 14. [ 14, | 14.0716. [ 36 |19, [ 21 [22) |28 ‘[24 | 29. |25 . | 80.2 [ 80.2] 258 | 27.2 | 27.8 | 20.2 | 128 | 9.6
Stephens 10 ULt PR AR Ags e el 205 1988 s 20l U] 29 [i2sy )i 2el ie T il e 2] 21,9 | 20, ] 1287 ) 265 | i12:41 | 122
Wichita 18.1 | 16.9 | 20.5 | 22.2 | 82.4 | 32.6 | 46.8 | 58.5 | 45.3 | 45.3 | 45.6 | 40.3 | 41.6 | 40.4 | 49. | 48.1 | 49. | 53.6 | 51.7 | 32.1 | 36.5
Wilbarger 14, S0 18 e 160 T 16,5 20 210 2%a S 800 1780, L 8L A0 a0, L Ak S 4k ] a4l ] 6] AT | AT 45 418 ) 87 [ 395
Wise 18. | 11, |16 ] 16. [ 20. | 22.-"|26. | 29. | 27.” |.80. |29. | 28. [80. | 80.2] 80.4 [ 80.1 | 27.7 | 27.8 | 28.9 | 24.8 | 242
Young 14. | 14. [16. [16. [18. | 17. | 20. [21. |24 |26 |26. | 26. | 27. | 27.6 | 35.5 | 84.1 | 86.6 | 37.5 | 30.7 | 25.7 | 26.5
Average 12.2 | 12. | 13.9 | 13.9 | 17. | 17.6 | 23. i 26. | 25.4 | 25.8 | 25,5 | 26.3 | 27.1 | 29.6 | 82. | 30.6 | 30.8 | 30.7 | 29.3 } 21.8 | 20.8
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Table 3.

Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming aréas—Continued

;
Type-of-farming ’1 1913 | 1914! 1915‘\ 1916|| 1917 1918|\ 1919 | 1920 | 1921 1922'{ 1923 1924'| 1925]| 1926 | 1927 | 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 1932{ 1933
area and county | | ! | | | | |

Areas 14a and 14b ’ ‘ | | | | | | | |
Cooke 26. | 29, [28. |82 [80. |89. |44. |44 |47 |48 |50. |52 | 342 | 28.6
Coryell 12 113 115 [ 15 |17 |17 [19. | 19. | 2L 125 123 |23 126 | 295 | 29.7 | 30.7
Denton 1 17. | 15. | 19. | 17. | 21. | 22. | 42. | 39. | 89. | 42. | 44. | 44. | 43. | 37.8 | 87.5 | 86.4 | 37.6 | 38.1 | 43.3 | 36.7 | 38.6
Tarrant | 20.1 | 23.1 | 27.8 | 25.9 | 83.6 | 35.8 | 48.5 | 49.2 | 46.5 | 52.5 | 50.9 | 60.6 | 62. | 61.6 | 64.3 | 58.7 | 60.9 | 60.3 | 64.1 | 55.7 | 53.9

1
Average 18.8 || 19.3 | 22.6 | 21.5 | 25.9 | 26.2 | 37.1 ; 37.8 1 37.6 | 411 ‘} 41.5 !| 44.4 ‘! 45.7 i 43.2 | 44.3 | 41.4 | 42.8 | 42.8 | 89.7 E 39.1 % 37.9

Area 15
Bell 24, |24. |28 |32 |85 |45 |46 |47 ‘ 47. | 50. | 50. | 46. i 77.2 | 18.7 I 73.7 | 72.8 | 73.4 | 73.4 | 5.6 ‘ 63. | 52.9
Bexar 12. [ 13. | 16. | 16. | 19. | 19. | 28. | 22. | 24. | 27. | 28. | 24. | 24. | 26. | 28. | 29. | 27. | 26. | 29.8 | 80.2 | 26.4
Collin [ 80. | 30. |35. | 35. | 87. | 46. | 73. | 84. | 81. | 8. | 83. | 84. | 84. | s7. | 88. | 88. | 81. | 80. | 93.2 | 65.5 | 59.2
Dallas [ 18. | 19. | 22. | 21. | 26. | 82. | 47. | 47. | 47. | 51. | 49. | 52. |53. | 52. | 61. | 60. | 62. | 63. | 66.6 | 651.2 | 50.1
Delta | 42. | 40. | 45. | 47. | 58. | 78. [117. |118. [107. |107. [108. [108. [108. [107.4 [108.2 |107.1 |113.4 [111.7 [100. | 94.8 | 89.4
Ellis 1 85. | 35. | 40. | 44. | 48. | 48. | 56. | 62. | 52. | 56. | 55. | 62. | b2. | 47. | 46. | 46. | 60. | 62. | 60.7 | 53.7 | b5.
Falls [22. | 21. | 28. | 29. | 84. | 82. | 41. | 45. | 46. | 52. | 53. | 68. | 68. [ 68. | 66. | 66. | 66. | 66. | 66.2 | 61.5 | 87.9
Grayson 11. | 11. ] 13. | 18. | 15. | 17. | 25. | 25. | 25. | 27. | 26. | 27. | 28. | 25. | 83. | 80. | 88. | 35. | 54.9 | 44.6 | 38.4
Guadalupe 30. | 29. | 34. | 81. | 388. | 88. | 43. | 42. | 42. | 47. | 47. | 47. | 47. | 70.1 | 72.8 | 71.2 | 72.6 | 69.4 | 68.1 | 50.1 | 47.2
Hays 44. | 38. | 88. | 42. | 43. | 45. | 48. | b2. | 62. | 72. | 77. | 93. | 93. | 82.8 | 85.1 | 84.8 | 86.2 | 80.4 | 80.8 | 62.1 | 56.9
Hunt 19. | 23. | 24. | 23. | 25. | 28. | 45. | 41. | 41. | 45. | 45, | 49. | 50. | 48. | 49. | 47. | 48. | 56. | 76.2 | 49.6 | b4.7
Johnson 29. | 28. | 83. | 8L. | 87. | 87. |65 |6l |44 [69. | 70. | 75. | 77. | 83. | 84.6 | 79.1 | 79.8 | 76.8 | 71. | 61.4 | 4355
Kaufman 17. | 17. | 21. | 19. | 89. | 42. | 62. | 60. | 60. | 68. | 62. | 61. | 60. | 58. | 59. | 67. | 59. | 47. | 43.1 | 80.3 | 33.8
Lamar | 12. | 11. | 11. | 10. | 12. | 18. | 27. | 27. | 21. | 29. | 37. | 89. | 42. | 44.2 | 45. | 42. | 43.6 | 85. | 54.6 | 50.8 | 49.1
Limestone | 19. | 19. | 22. | 20. | 8L. | 25. | 45. | 52. 43. 150. | 36. | 82. | 88. | 48.7 | 44.7 | 46.2 | 48.1 | 49.1 | 56,5 | 44.1 | 44,
McLennan [ 31.4 | 43.8 | 44.8 | 44.6 | 50.7 | 53.1 | 67.5 | 59.5 3 | 734 | 72.2 | 76.5 | 76.4 | 74. | 80.9 | 79.7 | 92.2 | 93.4 | 92.8 | 68.6 | 65.4
Milam [15. | 15. | 19. | 18. | 22. | 22. | 87. | 4. 42. [ 43. | 43. | 46. | 44. | 80.9 | 80.1 | 74.2 | 75.3 | 74.3 | 63.2 | 53.6 | 52.6
Navarro | 31. | 32. | 89. | 37. | 87. | 39. | 47. | 45. | 42. | 43. | 43. | 40. | 42. | 16.3 | 24.4 | 25.3 | 26.8 | 28.6 | 66.9 | 45.6 | 45.8
Rockwall | 88.8 | 85.9 | 41.8 | 42.1 | 44.1 | 42.7 | 99.8 | 98.8 | 97.1 [105.8 [104.7 |106.8 [112. | 99.4 |104.4 [101.2 | 96.4 | 95.4 | 85. | 89.7 | 84.7
Travis 35. | 38. | 44. | 44. | 51. |52 | 64 | 60. | 61. | 73. | 73. | 82. | 81. | 64.4 | 62.2 | 65.4 | 60.8 | 72.5 | 62.8 | 44.7 | 49.1
Williamson 18. | 17. | 21. | 19. | 23. | 22. |89, | 36. | 88. | 40. | 40. | 40. | 39. | 85. | 36. |85. | 86. | 84. | 45.2 | 36. | 32.6

Average | 26.3 | 25.7 | 29.5 | 29.4 | 34.5 | 36.9 | 53.2 | 53.1 }l 52. | 57.6 | 57.2 | 59.9 | 61.7 || 61.2 | 63.4 | 62.2 | 63.8 | 62.8 | 66.2 | 54.3 | 50.9
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Table 3. Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming areas—Continued

02

Type-of-farming || 1913\ 1914 | 1915 | 1916 | 1917 | 1918 | 1919 | 1920 | 1921 I| 1922 l| 1923 ll 1924'1 1925l| 1926 | 1927 | 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 | 1932 | 1933
area and county | | | | |
Areas 16 and 20 ‘ |
Anderson 6. 5. 8. 9, |} 10y | 13|18, } 18, |18, 18. | 22. | 20. |23 |28 |25 |25 |26 |25 |21.7]19.4] 1938
Bowie | 85| 89105 9.9 ]10.1 |18.6 | 19. [ 19.4 | 20.6 | 18.7 | 18.4 | 23. | 24.6 | 21.7 | 21.6 | 21.8 | 25. | 24.6 | 28.8 | 22.1 | 18.6
Camp 9. (O 7 | 5 A 5 T e I TR 7 R W R 34. | 37. | 40. | 40. | 45.5 | 43.3 | 43.9 | 46.8 | 41.6 | 41.3 | 34.2 | 80.
Cass 4, 4. 4. 4. 5. 7. | 10. g 15.: | 16, | 20. |20, }-21.8 | 21.8 ]21.3 |21.6 216|211 | 17.7| 15,
Cherokee 8.8}, 9.8 ] 11.5 | 12.9 | 12.3 | 14.8 | 15.2 | 22.4 | 22.5 | 21.9 | 22.9 | 22.3 | 19.9 | 20.7 | 20.7 | 21.7 | 23.3 | 28.8 | 26.2 | 27.4
Franklin 11. [10. |10. |14, [18. | 29. |29. |26. |29. |24. |24 [22. |28 |81 |82 |80.7]81.6]| 81.7]|80.1| 285 | 19.8
Harrison 6. i 8. R R R T T RO TR Lo T e TR T e U - v e oo i e e s T X T M Y P v M P e
Henderson 11, j11. J17. | 16. | 23. | 34. | 40. |41. | 29. | 27. | 83. |34 | 8. |26 |27.5] 315 | 83.8 | 83.8 | 40.8 | 26.1 | 32.6
Houston- 10 oo AR 0w Rl as el AR 16t 1% 049, F 2.0 28, - 021 5 ) 208 SFA9, 1 oL e ) 27 B o2 |- 2615
Jasper 1. 6. % 6. 9. TR il LG 14, .[2%. | 18, | 19. .21 | 21.8 [ 19.56 | 22.4 | 22. "|'28.9-|-18.7 | 16.6
Marion 87185 8. 7 s 10\ Tins B K 0 I ol [y o, ey R - e 0 £ TS e IR i D Tt [y s W Y W Y & 8 D0 I T
Morris B |55 6. 6. 8 114, j24. |21. [20. |20, |24 |26 |28 |24 |29 [26. |81. | 8l. |26.8 | 18.9 | 14.3
Nacogdoches 11. | 9. |14 |13 [18. |19. [26. |27. |27. | 227 [19.8 [ 19.9 | 23.4 | 20.3 | 20.5 | 19.2 | 19.3 | 19.1 | 22.7 | 14. | 16.2
Polk T o e X 7 61 6! 8 | 10: S 14, | voiT ) a8 1190124271 28.67]22.2 ) 21X 221 | 2840167 L 1d.d
Rusk o o I S N T o TP R e e TR 18. | 19. [19. [19. | 22.6 [24. | 21.9 | 23.7 [ 23.8 | 24.2 | 16.6 | 12.6
Sabine LT 9. |18, |.18. |18, |18, | 26, -|-26.° ] '26. < )26 |:26. | 26, -] 26, | 25. |.28. .| 26, | 29. | 80.-]22.6 [18.4 ] 16.6
San Augustine = 6. B e B S T I T Ty B R L TR T A S i e D L T e e B T B T T T e I e Y G o T S T
San Jacinto Ler AR |26 A28 | 805 180 280 =02 5d5T6: T0 10 O 200 o] 21 5126, 7 N850 26.., | 27 - ]:41:87 | 25.8- |- 00 4
Smith | 15.9 | 18.2 | 15.9 | 15.6 | 16.7 | 17. [ 26.3 | 26.9 | 32.4 | 36. | 82.8 | 36. | 82. | 33.1 | 31.8 | 30.2 | 30.8 | 30.8 | 82.4 | 26.8 | 32.8
Tyler B ST 0. 180 o 34l 401900 1200 204 o528 | 24 28 2T, | 26, | 25. 5 F 2B:0 ] 28, + | 26 [.22.9 116,09 | 16.2
Upshur A 8. 9, (o B0 CIT) et YO R S B PO e [ e e e e T W 1 N e oy N N R
Van Zandt 12.6 | 11.3 | 12.5 | 16.5 | 19.3 | 24.5 | 27.8 | 29.1 [ 29.8 | 31. | 81.1 | 31.7 | 30.6 | 28.9 | 82.8 | 82. | 89.6 | 89.1 | 31.56 | 21.4 | 10.6
Wood 9.4 | 91 [11.7]11.8[13.9]18. |21.1[23.7 | z3_34_r 24.4 [ 26.3 | 27.6 | 29. | 28. | 30.9 | 30.2 | 30.2 | 80.6 | 28.9 | 28.5 | 22.4
Average 288 1| 8. || 10.4 | 10.5 | 18. | 14.7 | 20.3 | 20.7 | 21.2 | 21.8 | 22.9 } 28.9 lj 24.5 l| 24.6 | 25.2 li 24.8 | 26.3 5 26.4 ’ 27.6 ‘ 21.2 | 20.1
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Table 3. Average farm tax per acre, in cents, by counties, grouped according to type-of-farming areas—Continued

‘Type-of-farming L 1913‘| 1914\ 1915\ 1916‘ 1917| 1918‘ 1919‘ 1920 ’ 1921 i4 1922 l[ 1923'] 1924'[ 1925 1926% 1927 | 1928 | 1929 | 1930 | 1931 1932\i 1933
area and county [ | [ | [ [ | i | | | | | |
Areas 17 and 18 | | | | i | | | |
Austin 12,5419, ‘ 18. | 12. |-15. | 15. | 23. ‘ g1z ‘ 24. |24, |28. |81 |31 |20.8]| 858|405 | 49.0 | 49.6 | 44.5 | 30.6 | 20.1
Bee 14, | 14. | 21. [18. | 20. [19. | 82. | 28. | 29. |28 |31. |31. [31. |29 |28 [28 [29. [29.0]2382]21.2]21.4
Brazos 88| 82| 96| 92 |12.2 | 12.3 | 165 | 18.56 | 15.0 | 17.7 | 18.6 | 18.5 | 19.6 | 18.8 | 19.0 | 18.4 | 19.3 | 24.1 | 26.2 | 18.6 | 17.2
Burleson [11.3 | 10.4 | 12.4 | 11.3 | 13.0 | 14.9 | 17.3 | 16.6 | 19.2 | 20.5 | 22.8 | 22.8 | 28.3 | 22.5 | 25.1 [ 25.4 | 26.3 | 26.5 | 28.9 | 26.1 | 25.8
Colorado 16, | 15. | 16. | 16. | 17. | 24 | 32. | 80. | 28. | 30. | 82. | 31. |3l | 188 ] 19.0 | 181 [ 18.5 | 19.3 | 27.6 | 28.0 | 23.1
De Witt i7. | 16. 2L 119. | 22. | 28. | 28. |26. |26. | 29. |80. |33 |3l |33 |83 |82 |83 |8. |[34.5]274]282
Fayette 20, | 18. | 23. | 23. | 27. | 26. | 83. |80. | 8L. | 36. |35. |34 |34 |31.4] 321307 ]|312] 322|305 |234|185
Goliad TSR R R B e T S 1 N T R T O B T T e e e 0 i G o s s et O P 0 ¥ e ] O o B 211
Grimes R R B Y Y R L A e e e L 25. | 24. | 30. | 3L |30. |82 |81 |29 |81 |89.3] 324 |28.0
Karnes s T T o st e e P T e o i B T P [ 33. | 34. | 33. | 34. | 27.9 ] 29.3 | 80.8 | 34.5 | 36.1 |
Lavaca R R T e A AR T T R R 28. | 32. | 32. | 32. | 83.1 | 33.3 | 33.3 | 36.6 | 37.4 | 39.4 | 29.6 | 82.5
Leon 145 | 14.8 | 14.7 | 17.2 | 17.0 | 16.1 | 19.0 | 21.0 | 24.6 | 23.6 | 22.3 | 27.3 | 31.1 | 30.7 | 26.4 | 29.3 | 81.0 | 29.4 | 27.2 | 24.1 | 24.0
Madison |l 5. % T A e B ST A e e T 9. |15, | 2%.. | 21. ]-39: | 20.-| 80, | 25.0 |.261.]'17.8 | 175
Robertson [11.9 | 6.6 | 10.7 | 7.8 | 10.7 [ 18.5 | 17.2 | 16.6 | 19.4 | 21.7 | 21.7 | 21.7 | 21.8 | 22.8 | 23.0 | 22.7 | 23.2 | 28.3 | 27.6 | 214 | 16.1
‘Washington [ 15.0 | 16.4 | 18.5 | 16.0 | 18.6 | 19.0 | 23.5 | 24.7 | 32.6 | 37.9 | 42.0 | 38.5 | 38.4 | 33.8 | 32.0 | 81.6 | 32.2 | 82.3 | 31.3 | 22,6 | 22,5
Wilson | 8.6 | 12.6 | 17.0 | 15.6 | 19.2 | 19.6 | 25.8 | 22.9 | 23.6 | 24.5 | 23.8 | 22.8 | 24.2 | 28.2 | 26.0 | 26.1 | 26.2 | 27.0 | 28.7 | 22.0 | 21.0
Average 13.1 | 12.1 | 15.4 | 14.3 | 16.7 | 18.0 | 22.7 | 22.1 | 24.7 | 25.2 \ 26.2 ]| 27.2 | 28.0 | 26.1 | 26.6 | 27.0 | 28.9 | 29.5 | 30.4 | 23.9 | 22.6
Area 19 | | \ | |
Brazoria 21 182, 18t Jeeu.r {188y |tess{ieg. ] 82y 4 B1. L F-86,.~ | 41,7 }=81. 11 85,
Calhoun 28. | 26. | 29. | 29. | 82. |87. |40. |88 [|42. | 45. [50. [ 52. [ 53
Harris 16. | 17. | 18. | 19. | 20. | 20. | 23. | 22. | 32. | 35. | 40. | 43. | 44. | 40. | 42. | 44. | 46. | 88. | 43.9 | 37.8 | 38.2
Jackson 18. | 17. | 19. | 17. | 19. | 20. | 80. | 27. | 28. |30. |30. |20. |29. |27. |27. |81 |36. |36 | 42.6 | 36.56 | 82.1
Jefferson 835 | 8L |80, 28 24 ) 285 a6 ~jeen. | 28, 81, [ 28. |29, [81. [80. [81 "[28 |26 "] 26. 429 |.84.6| 289
Matagorda 8T, | 24, 1,28, %] 27, 81 <87 FA4C a8 42, T T B e O B T T e B P e b 1
Orange 12, oA TRt 19, 26 T e bAs s Tk ] 40; 63. | 69. | 64 | b8. |56. | 66. | 62. | 64. | 69. | 62.2 | 48.3 | 473
Victoria e o o U P B e T P e L e R A i 18, [ 18. [ 18. | 18. | 17. | 18. [18. | 20. | 20. | 22.6 | 19.7 | 20.5
‘Wharton 14, | 18. | 16. | 14. | 16. | 15. | 33. | 23. | 26. | 30. [ 29. | 29. | 32. [ 45.3 | 47.9 | 53.7 | 58.9 | 65. | 47.3 | 38.6 | 34.6
Average 20.6 { 20.7 | 23.7 | 21.2 | 28.9 | 24.6 | 82.7 | 28.6 | 82.7 ll 87.2 || 39.8 'l 38.4 || 39.2 \| 38.9 | 42.1 | 42.6 | 45.2 I| 442 | 43.4 | 37.2 | 845
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