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INTRODUCTION

Method of Study

The Divisions of Agricultural Economics and of Animal Husbandry of the
Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station cooperated with the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Economics of the United States Department of Agriculture in a three-year
accounting study of twenty-four farms in Rock and Nobles Counties in Southwestern
Yinnesota., This study was started March 1, 1929 and was continued through 1931,
The farms were selected in cooperation with the county agricul tural agents in the
respective counties,- Mr, C, G, Gaylord in Rock County and Mr. C, J, Gilbert in
Nobles County. Farms on wkhich some type of beef production was a major enterprise
were chosen, The farmers cooperating in this work kept complete records of cash
receipts and cash expenditures, a daily record of the labor used on each crop and
cach class of livestock, a record of the farm produce used in the house aund other
detailed information regarding their busincss, These records were checked at
lvast twice a month by the route man and supplemented with inventories, livestock
feed records, reports of crop yiclds amrd practices and other significant facts
nbout the farm operations. The livestock inventories were taken by a committee
of three, consisting of Professor Peters, in charge of the Animal Husbandry bivi-
sion at University Farm, the county agent end the fermer, Professor Peters also
assisted in outlining and conducting the study. The data collected were sent to
the central office at University Farm, St. Paul, where a dctailed sct of records
for each farm was kept, From thesc records, the costs prescntcd in this report
have bcen computed, This prcliminary report presents the average costs and returns
in 1929, 1930, amd 1931 for the different classcs of livestock kept and the crops
grown on these farms, and also a partial azzlysis of the data seccured,



DeScription of Area

Rock and Nobles Countiss are located in the southwestern corncr of
Minnesota., The soil in Rock County and the western edge of Nobles County is
a wind-blown loess., This is one of the most fertile soil types in the state,
The balsnce of Nobles County is covered with a glacial till, the prcvailing
soil type of the southern and central part of the state. This, too, is a pro-
ductive type well supplied with lime.

Both counties are lsvel to gemtly rolling with practically all of
the land tillable, There nare some sections, especizmlly in southern Nobles
County, that need drainage to insure regular cropping. In Rock County, there
are limited areas of rock outcrop end also limited mreas where the surface soil
is shallow and underlain by a gravelly subsoil, These lattor soils are in-
clined to be droughty in a dry senson. The annual rainfell averszges between
26 =nd 28 inches and the average growing scason is from 130 to 140 days.
According to the 1930 cemsus, the average size of Ffarms in Rock County was 220
and in Noblcs County 208 acres. Farms between 100 and 174 acres in size are
the most ccmmon in these counties, with thosc between 260 and 499 acres the
second in number. In 1930 the average value of fam land per ocre, including
buildings, was $103 in Nobles County =nd $107 in Rock County. Only cight
counties in the state reported o higher value per acre end scven of these¢ arc
located close to Minncapolis and St. Pauwl. The =mvercge value of all farm land
in the state wns $69 per acre, According to the 1930 census, 67% of all farm
l2nd in Nobles County =nd 70% of the 1-nd in Rock County was operatcd by
tenants., Both cash and share leases nre cmployed. Beef ceattle and hogs are
the prineipal classes of livestock ruised. Corn, onts, ard barley arc the
principal grain crops. They are roised primarily for feed altho there is a
considerable surplus available for sale on many farms. The landlord's shure
of the crop is usuelly sold off the farm. Alf<1f- nd wild hay nre the prin-
cipal rocughrnges grom.

Description ¢f the Farms Studied

The average size of the farms studied in 1931 was 346 acres, in 1929
323, nd in 1930, 360 acres, This is approximately 62%, 51% nnd 68% larger
r-spectively than the averzage size of the ffarms in thesc two counties as report-
ed in the 1930 ceasus,

Corn, oats, barley, flax, «1falfs hay, and wild hay were the principel
crops grown on the farms studied, Most of the feed rnised on these farms, with
the exception of the landlordts shere¢ of the crop, was fed on the frrm. Only two
of the frrms studied in 1931 were owned entirely by the operator. Eleven farms
were partly owned and partly rented by the operator. Only 34% of the land operat-
ed was owned by the operator. Both share and cash rental lecses were employed.
More facts about tac organization of the farms =2re presented on page 17,

Crop Rotation and Cropping Practices

With the high percentage of tenmncy, the two yenr rotetion of corn and
small grain has persisted. Lither londlords have not seen any benefit to be de-
rived from a rotition which tends to conscrve soil fertility, or satisfactory
lease arrangemgnts permitting the adoption of a more diversified cropping progrim
have not becn worked out, Approximtely 45% of the crop acreage on those farms
was in corn, 36% in oats ~zd barley, 5% in wild hay, and 6% in flax, a total of
92%., This leaves a possible moxigum of 8% in legume crops. The proportion of
the rcreage in legume crops was actually much less than tiis, These proportions
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agree closely with the figures for all famms in these counties as given in the
1930 census. According to the census, 43% of the crop land in these two ccupties
was in corn, 47% in small grain, and 5% in wild hay.

On all of the farms studied in 1931, cattle, hogs, and chickens were
kept and on five, small flocks of sheep also, In 1931 an average of approxirate-
ly 18,200 pounds of cattle and 34,500 pounds of hogs per farm was produced.
vighteen cows and a flock of 214 chickens were kept. On two of the five farms
having sheep, feeder lambs were bought, In 1931, 40% of the cash receipts was
from cattle sold, 4% from dairy products, 32% from hogs, 2% from sheep and 4%
from poultry, a total of 82% from livestock and livestock products. Fourteen
per cent of the receipts was from crops, chiefly corn, oats, and flax, The
corresponding percenteges in 1930 wcre, respectively, 40, 5, 30, 3, and 3, a s
total of 81% from livestock and livestock products; in 1929 the percentages were,
respectively, 35, 7, 32, 3, and 4, a total of 81, The receipts from crops were
13% of the total in 1930 and 15% in 1929,

Weather

The weather in 1929 was very favorable to crop produetion and yields
were above average, The 1930 crops were seeded under very favorable conditions
but the wmusually hot eand dry summer that followed resulted in a considerable
reduction in yields of harvested crops and a shortage of pasture. Oats and flax
escaped with relatively less damage than corn and barley, The drouth was even
more pronounced in 1931, and as a result pastures were very poor and crop yields
were generally the lowest for ten years, The disadvantage of poor summer pas-—
tures in 1930 was pnartly offset by the unusually good fall pasture and mild open
winter which followed. The effect of the weather on crop yields is indicated in
Table 1.

Table 1

Crop Yieclds in Rock and Nobles Counties

average Route Average

1922-31% 1929 1930 1931
Corn, bu, 30,3 38,0 51,9 23.8
pats, bu, 35,8 50.7 53,7 32.1
Barley, bu, 29,8 33.0 29.0 21.9
Flax, bu, 10.6 11.2 13.0 6.0
Wild hay, ton .9 1.1 1.2 .8
Alfalfa, ton 1.8 2.0 1.6 1,1
Corn silage, ton 6.0 7.3 5.1 6.2
Corn fodder, ton 2.8 B3 1.9 1.8

*Calculated from reports of the State Department of agricul-
ture, except in the case of alfalfa, corm silage, and corn
fodder, for which the State Bepartment gives no date., Aver-
age yields for these crops estimated from their relation to-
the other crops.

From the standpoint of thc livestock enterprises, the hot dry weather
in the summers of 1930 and 1931 was very favorcble to the control of diseuses,
especially diseases of swine and poultry, The mild open winter of 1930-31 re-—
sulted in a lower feed consumption and a better condition of the livestock,

The decremsed yields of crops also resulted in a decrease in the amount of
livestock fed.



Price Condit%ions

Generally speaking, price conditions were very favorable for livestock
production in 1929, less favorable in 1930 and very unfavorable in 1931, The
average price received for livestock and livestock products sold by these farmers
is presented in Table 2,

Tuhle 2

Average Price Received for Livestock and Livestock Products
Rock and Nobles Counties :

1929 193C - 1931
A1l cattle, per cwt. $11.50 $8,70 $5.79
Hogs, per cwt, 9.53 7.81 4,42
Sheep, per cwt, 11.91 7.42 5,30
£11 chickens, per 1b, .19 14 .14
Butterfat, per 1b, .43 35 «2b
Leggs, per doz. .28 _ .20 .16
Wool, per 1lb, .28 .16 V10

S, S

The severe decline in prices extending over the three-year period has
resulted in decreasing cash incomes from the same physical amount of rroduction,

Prices for the crops commonly grown in these ' .¢cpunties became in-
creasingly unfavorable during the three-~year period. The December 1 crop prices
are presented in Table 3,

Table 3

December 1 Farm Price of Crops — Rock and Nobles Counties

Coun ty Route Farms
Crop A Average 1929 1930 1931
1922-31*
Corn, bu. $.58 $.56 $.48 $.41
Oats, bu, .32 .36 .24 .88
Barley, bu, .80 .49 .38 .28
Flax, bu, 2.05 2.83 1.48 1.23

—;Compiled from publications of the State Department of
Lgricul ture,

METHODS OF COMPUTING AND PRESENTING DATA

Financial Statement

Most of the farms studied were either partly or entirely rented, with
the rental contracts varying from farm to farm. In order to have the data for
these farms comparable, all the farms have been adjusted to a streight ownership
basis, The inventories include all of the farm property regardless of ownership
and the receipts and expenses include the share of the landlord as well as that
of the tenant. TFor purposes of these statements, the 1930 value of the bare land
was placed at 86% of its value in 1929 and for 1930 its value was placed at 66%
of the 1920 value. The decrease in the value of land is not inciuded in the in-
ventary decrease in the financial statement. The only effect on the earnings ac



-5 =

calcul~ted here is in the decresnsed interest charge., The value of the hogse
the operator lives in wes excluded from the value of the farm buildings cnd
nll repairs mnd expenses on the house were omitted from the farm expenses.
These expenses on the house are listed in the household account.

Board for hired labor was cherged ot $28 per month in 1929, $25 per
month in 1930, and 320 in 1931. Unpeid family labor was estimated at 25 cents
per hour in 1929, 20 cents in 1930, and 1£ cents in 1931. L1l cash rent and
interest actunlly paid have been omitted and intercst ot 5% chargced on the
average total investment,

Livestock

The comparative costs and returns for each of the different classes
of livestock produced are presented in this preliminary report. Insofar as
possible, local prices werc used in determining the costs and returns, lierket-
able feeds were charged at local prices and non-marketable feeds on a corpada-
tive-fecding-value basis, icn labor was figured nt 30 cents per hour in 1929
and 1930 and 20 cents in 1931. Horse work was charged to the individual farm
at the rate determined for that farm. The shelter charge was based on the
2anual cost of the buildings housing livestock, prorated on the basis of space
occupied. The equipment chmnrge is based on the annual cost of the particular
class of equipment used by that ¢lass of livestock, Miscellaneous casn costs
include veterinary fees, medicine, salt, minerals, etc, The manure credit is
based on a value of 75 cents per ton in the barnyard., Only the amount of the
manure actually spresd on the fields was creditcd to the livestock,

In studying the tables ond in considering the income from livestock,
one should keep in mind that these are comp:rative figures and represent churges
which are not all actuwl cash expenses., All man lobor and horse work, interest
on the inwvestment, and the use of the buildings and equipment, os well as the
feed have been charged tc the enterprise, Therefore, a minus return meaens that
the particular class of livestock has failed %o pay the prices charged for the
different factcrs. There may be no other rore profit:ble alternative use for
the buildings, much of the labor, or for the non-narketnble feeds, & return
above the price of marketable feeds and cash expenses may justify continued pro-
duction although these figures fail tc show a net return,

All tables have been computed on the basis of one hundred pounds gain
in weight,or of one animal, or on some similar basis, 4Lll1 ccrn has been reduced
to a shelled corn basis, The returns have been expressed in several ways. The
galn or return over all ccsts 1s the anmount left after deducting ~ll the charges
listed in the table. The return over feed cost is what is left after deducting
fecd from the total inccome; or in other words, it is what is left tc p=y for the
labor, shelter, cquipment, interest, and miscellaneous cash costs. The return
per hour represents what the enterprise returned for cach hour of ran labor used
in it, after s2llowance had bteen rade for all charges except labor. The return
per 56 pounds of gzrain represents what was left to pay for each 56 pounds of farm
grain fed after maeking allowance for @ ll other feed and all of the other charges.
The unit of 56 pounds of grain was used because that corresponds tc the weight
of one bushel of corn,

Feeder Cattle, This class of cattle includes £11 cattle being fatten-
ed f~r rarket ond covers cnly the feeding period., The return per 56 pounds cf
farm grain 1s obtained by deducting from the selling price all charges except
vhat for farm grains fed. The result is then divided by the number of pounds
of ferrs grains fed and rmultiplied by 56, Due to the iripossibility of deternmin-
ing the pork credit for the feed picked up behind cattle, this item was cmitted
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from all calculations. This fact should be kept in mind when studying the state-
ments both for cattle and for hogs.

Breeding Herd. The breeding herd includes the bull as well as all of
the cows, Insofar as was poSsiblec, decreases in inventory values due to changes
in the price level have been eliminated for the cows which were listed on bo th
the opening and closing inventory. The cost per calf was obtained by dividing
the total cost of the herd by the number of calves raised. The calves raised per
cow was obtained by dividing the number of calves raised by the average number of
cows in the herd for the year. An average of more than one calf per cow may be
obtained either by raising twin calves or by raising calves from cows which re-
main in the herd less than a full year,

As presented in this statement, the cost per calf is only the share of
the cost of maintaining the breeding herd chargeable to the calf, It does not in-
clude any supplementary grain or pasture the calf may have received, On the farms
with beef herds, the calves were allowed to run with the cows for six or seven
months and they received zll the milk the cows gave. On the farms with dual-pur-
pose herds, the calves were weaned from wholenilk within two or threec weeks after
birth and from skimmilk at from one to two months of age. For this reason, the
contribution of the beef cows was larger than that of the dual purposc cows.
However, the relative contribution could net be definitely determined because the
amount of whole rilk the calves received while nursing could not ke determined.

Generally speaking, only the cows that were being rilked received any
grain, As no division was made on the individual farms between the cows being
riilked and those not being milked, the feeds reported fed to the beef herds in-
cludes some grain, The cows in the dual purpose herds quite generally received
grain, '

»11 Cattle, Three more or less distinct types of beef production were
found on thke farms studied and =zverages are presented for each type, Group 4 is
corposed of the farms on which dairy and beef production were cormbined. Group
B is composcd of the farms on which riore cattle were fattened than were raised #n
one year. The additional nurber was obtained either by purchase or by accunula-
tion from past years. - Group C is composed of the famms on which breeding herds
were maintained for raising calves, They are primarily baby beef producers. The
"yz2lue of animal product"™ was obtained by deducting the value of the purchases and
opening inventory from the walue of the sales, products used in the house, and the
closing inwentory. The low Talue of amiral product (in some cases a riinus) is
largely due to the declinc in the price of cattle, The average value per hundred
pounds of cattle on these farms March 1, 1931 was $7.09 and on March 1, 1932 it
was $4.79, a drop of $2.30, 1In 1931, the average inventory weight was approxinate-
ly twice the weight produced whica rieans that sach 100 pounds of cattle produced
was charged with a loss in inventory wvalue of $4.60, The data for the individual
farms varied from these aversges, No attermpt was mede to eliminate the decrease
in inventory values due to the price decline, as was done with the breeding herd,
because of varintions in kind and qu-lity of stociz o hznd a2t the end of the year
as corparcd with the beginning.,

Hogs. It is a common practice on these faomis to have hogs following the
cattle. However, due to the methods of handling the cattle ard the practice of
supplementary feeding, it was improcticeble to obtain any estimate of the feed
salvaged in tkis way. The awmounts amd the costs of feed presented zre in ~ddi-
tion to any salvaged behind cattle. The number of pigs rnised per litter was
calculzted by dividing the number of pigs raised to mmrket 7weight by the nurmber
of farrowings. The return per 56 pounds of zrain was calculated in the sane
manner as for fecder cattle,
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Sheep. The v2luc of the product in sncep was colculated in the siuie

reaner as for nll cottle, nurely, by dedueting the 7luc of the purchascs ¢ nd be-
gianing inventory from the velue of the shecp amd lambs sold, butchered, and on
the ending inventory. The number of lambs per ewe wus obt‘lnod by d]Vldln? the
nurber of lrrbs mised by the number of ewes in the £lock., The per cent of death
loss of lumbs is for lcribs up to six rionths of age. &fter six ronths of age, they
were considered as sheep., The large decline in larb and wool prices resulted in
losses.,

Poultry. In tae dito presented, the nuuber of ducks, geese, and turkeys
are rcported on a "chicken-equivclent™ basis. One duck vwas considered egqual to
one hen, one goose equal to two hens, @ad one turkey equal to three hens. Two
birds under six ronths of age were considered equal to one rature bird.

Work Horses, The farrs were divided into two groups for the presentation
of work horse costs, One group coriprises the famis on which tractors were used for
drawbar work and the other group cormprises the farris on which tractors were not
used for drawbar work.

Tractor, Tractor costs arc presented for both two-plow and turee-plow
tractors. In these stoterments, zasoline is charged =2t a price which did not in-
clude the three cent state tax, ewvcen though sore farers did not clain the tax
refund.

Auto, .uto costs are presentcd for 1930 ond 1931, These costs do not
include a charge for shelter,

Crops., Compurative costs and returns for the eight principal crops
grown on the frms studied ore presented in this report. The physical guantities
of rian labor 2nd horsec and tractor work used per acre for each of the crops are
2lso presented. The mnn labor rante of 30 cents per hour in 1929 and 1930, and of
29 cents in 1931 is based on wages paid to hired men, It includes az allownnce Tor
board, Horse work was chnrged at 12 cents per hour in 1929, 104 cents in 1920, and
8% cents in 1931, Two-plow tractors were charged at 75 cents per hour in 1929 and
1920, =2nd 65 cents in 1931; thrce-plow tractors were charged at $1.00 per hour in
1929 and 1930 and 85 cents in 1931, The sced charge for hay is based on the cost
of seeding diwvided by the expected lifc of the stnzd. Meonure was charged at 75
cents per ton plus the cost of hauling and spreading., FYifty per cent of this was
charged agninst the crop to which the manure was applied #nd the bnlnnce was pro-
rated to the other crops in the rotation on am @acre kasis. Machinecry was chorged
at a flot rate which includes an allowence for interest, depreciation, repairs,
and other costs. The land charge was based upon the DreJOlllnb cash rental retes
paid by the cooperctors. The loecal market price on Deceiber 1 was used in cor-
puting the returns fror the various crops. All costs, except those for flax, cre
figured at the farm, Marketing charges for flax, when it was houlcd direct to
ratket at threshing tine, have been included., The costs do not include amy labor
for hauling hay fror: the stack nor fo.der from the shock since hauling practices
and size of loals vary so ruek, The credits inclufe stubble or stalk pesture, and
corn picked up bchind the binder.

The returns have been corputed on the basis of the return per acre and
return per hour of man labor used in prcducing the crop., The net return is the
zain or loss left after subtracting from the value of the crop the iters of cost
that are presented. The return per man hour is thc armount left to pay for the
labor used after =211 charges exccpt labor have bteen met. The returns are not
calculuted for the hay crops, corn fodder, ancd silage s these crops are fed on
the farm,
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ns with livestock, the costs preseuted are relative rnther than abso-
lute costs ani include other than "out-of-pocket" cash expenses. Uniform cash
rental rates are used for each crop, since the waried rental systens cn the
aiffereht farms, including cash rented, share rented ond cancd lund, weuld tend
to obscure these comparismns. Uniform rnichinery, laber and herse and tractor
w~rk rates have also been used, 4ll crops have becn crelited at unifern prices,
except ns they vary in quality. Sowme farrers undoubtedly recei ved different
priccs ané alse had labor end mechinery costs differing from these uscd. The
reader, in interpreting these firures, rust moke such acdjustrients in the returns
2s are ncecessvery to fit the wnrying condi tions,

FARLI E{RNINGS

4As a result of the drastic decline in the prices of farm products, farm
earnings declined rapidly. Cnsh receipts fell fron $9339 in 1929 to 58088 in
1930 and $5328 in 1931, a decrease, respectively. of 13 and 34 per cent, Cash
expenscs declined from $5134 in 1920 to $4833 in 1930, and $3306 in 1931, a de-
creasc, respectively, of 6 and 31 per cent, Two very definite steps were taken
t ad just the farm business to the low income., The first of these was & reduc-—
tion in machinery and ecquiprment expense of over 70 per cent, effccted largely
through thc climinction of purchases of new implerments. The second was a reduc-
tion in buildings and fencc expense of over 60 per cent, alse effected largely
through the pcstpenerent of the erecticn of new buildings or fendes and other
than the snbsolutely neccessary reprirs, Other expenses, cxcept taxes, were nlso
reduced, but t¢ n lesscr degrece. The zricunt of taxes p+id increased. 4ltho
expenses were recduced, they were not reduccd in proportien t~ the reduction in
rcceints,

The severe decline in prices also rcduced the esmings on these famms
through the rcduction in inventery values, This reduction ancounted to an aver-
age ~f 31844 in 1930 and 42810 in 1931, Part of this was due to a simller
ericunt of feeds ond livestock on hand but the major portion was due to the de-
cline in prices.

SECURING M:{XIMULL RETURNS

Two things are nccessary in order to secure maxirmun returns fron a
farn, These are (1) the selection of the cst profitable enterprises, and (2)
the ndeption of prefitable practices in the hhndling cof the enterprises chesen,

Sclection of Profit-ble Znterprises

No twe frrms ~r femers wre exactly alike, Frrits vory in scil type,
fertility, znd drainige, in the amount of pusturc nvailrble, in the arount and
kind of crops grown, in the amcunt of shelter av:-iloble £:r livestock, in the
water supply, anéd in the adcquacy of the feneing., Further, farrers vary in
their likes and dislikes ond in their ability to handle the ¢ifferent kinds of
livestock ond crops. Yor these remascns, the best selecticn of the particuler
kinds and combinations of kinfs of crop amd livesteck enterprises will vary with
the individusl farm nd form oper-tor, However, the reosults of this three-yerr
study will give information uscful in the orgmizing ané operating of any
indivicual farm,

Selection of Livest~ck, In general, these recors indicoate thant the
hog enterprise was crnsistcntly the rniost prefitable wajor livestock enterprise;
thnt the baby-beef type of production was the most profitable type ¢f bect pro-
ducticn; that the combination of riilk and beef procducticn found on these furms
was consistently the lenst profitaeble type of beef preducticon; wund that poultry
proeperly hamdled are a profitable part of the far. business, =»ltho the Tatten-
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ing of purchased cattle was thc most profitable type of beef production in 1931
and the second in profitableness in 1920 and 1950, the skill in buying and selling
which it requires and its highly speculative nature are such as not to recommend
this tvpe of beef production for general adoption on any very large scale, How-
ever, farmers who are particularly capable in buying and selling and who are good
feeders may find the feeding of purchased cattle very profitable,

Sclection of Crops. In selecting the crops and in planning the crop-
ping program, it is wecll te consider vhether the erops are to be for feed or for
sale, or for both, If the crops are to be fed, the selcction should be based on
the aemount and quality of digestible nutrients produced per acre, The rccords
secured in this study furnish the otasis for such a selection., The production
per acre and the relative cost per hundred pounds of digestible nutricats for
Rock and Nobles Countics, based on ten year average yields and average routc costs
are presented in Table 4,

Table 4

Production per uicre and Relative Cost per 100 Pounds of
Digestible Nutricnts - Rock and Nobles Counties

average Total Protein Cost per
Crop yield digestible % of 100 1bs.
1922-31 nutrients total of total
bu. 1bks. nutricnts nutrients
Grains
Corn 30,3 1386 8.7 $1.18
Barlcy 29.8 1135 11,4 1.19
Qats 35,8 806 13,8 1.73
Reoughages tons
n1falfa 1.8 1836 20.8 .78
Corn foddcr 2, 02% 1924 7.7 .94
Wild hay .9 868 6.2 .94
Silage 6.0 2021 7.2 1.16

¥*Nutricnts arc calculatcd on the basis of 2.0 tens yield
since there is considerable shrink and waste under thc
usual methods of fceding fodder,

The above data shows that the lowest cost feed grain crop is corn, It
prcduces more nutrients per acre snd at a lovwer ccst than elther oats or barley.
Barley is next to corn in cost but prcduces less fecd per escre, Oats produces
decidedly less nutrients per ocere than the other two crcps and hus the further
disadvantage of 2 much higher cc st,

«1fwifa, on the basis of the wbove datu, is the cheapest scurce of
rcughege, «-1falfn hns w2 ~dditional sdvantage in that it is high in protein,
the element most likely to be lacking in the retion and most expensive to buy,
Its cheapness =nc its high protein content meke 2lfalfa the most desirable rough-
ape, «lthough corn f~dder produces slightly more feed per sere then 2lfalfa, it
h~s the disadvantagc of 2 higher cost nnd 2 decidedly lower prcotein content,
Wild hay has the disadvantages of both = low yicld of f~od nutrients and a higher
unit ccst., Howmever, wi1ld hay is usually grown on land not suitable for ather
creps and hence the cutting of wild hay is a metter of securing some feced frem
what would ctherwise be waste land, Silage has two disadventrges, namcly, high
cost nond low protein content, The fact that silnge 1s used as cxtensively =2s it
is indioates thet fceders hrve felt that it has @ vnluc greater thon thet indicat-
cd by its nutrient ccntent. It offers & method ~f saving the entire corm crop.,
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The pr~fitableness ~f raising cash crrops depends to a largc extent upon
the pricesreceived. &t this time it is impcssible to predict, with any assurance,
what the prices of the erops will be in the futurc, It is possible, however, to

indicate the relative profitableness of these crops in the past years,

The ccn-

parctive returns frem the varicus grain crops cemputed upen the basis of ten year
zverage Rock and Nobles Counties yields end prices wmd three ycar average costs

adjusted to the ten year average yields are presented in Table 5
Table 5

Comparative Returns per Acre cf Crops
Rock and Nobles Ccunties

Corn Oats Barley Flax
Cost ner acre 516,39 313,92 313,46 $16,12
Yield, average 1922-31 30.3 35.8 29,8 10.6
Cost per bushel 3. 54 539 $.45 31,52
Dec.1l price, averazc 1922-31 .58 .32 .90 2.09
Net return per acrc 1.18 -2.46%* 1.44 5. 62

¥\ minus (-) indicates a loss.

As an averagze of the past ten years, barley ard flax have been the meost

prcfitable cash crops, with corn next, Oats was the least profitablc,

One would ex-—

pect corn to continue to be cne of the high profit creps snd nats te be one of

the lcwest profit crops,

«dopting Geod Practices

The sccond thing necessary for obtaining high returns is the aception
of rrofitable practices, -« study of the records indicete the follewing resul ts

of cifferent practices,

Livestock Practices

Cattle: 1. Breeding steck of gond beef confrrmation
type required nc riore fceced than 1w grade
breceding stock but at sale time the calve

and

S

from the well bred stock crrmancded sn anpre—

ciable premium cver the calves from the 1
graae stock,

2. There was ¢ wide variantion betweon farms
the arcunt of zrain and hkay fed to breedi
steck, The data weuld indicate that feed
excess 2f emrugh tc keep the breeding ste

oW

in

ng
in

ck

in fzir flesh, but not fat, brought little or

no return,

3. The fomicrs who fed cilieal % fattening cattle

secured nmore eccnonical gains than those
feeding cilmenl. A corporison of the fee
peoncéi tures is presented in Table 6,

not
d ex-


http:indico.to
http:ler:-.st
http:3ver:J.g8

- 1] -

Table 6

Relation between amount of Oilmeal Fed and Feed Consumption
per 100 Pounds Gain in Weight for Feeder Cattle,* 1930,1931

smount of oilmeal No.of 0il- Grain Dry Pasture
fed per 100 1bs, ferm meal 1bs, roughage days
gain in weight yvears 1bs, 1bs,

10 1bs. or less 14 3 986 370 10
Over 10 1bs. 13 27 824 266 2

*Only farms producing over 5000 pounds gain in weight in-
cluded in this comparison,

a4t 1931 prices, the difference in total feed cost per one hundred pounds
gain in weight is $1.34 in favor of those feeding oilmenl.

Hogs: 1. Where ccmplete swine sanitatinn was pr-operly carried
out, unit ¢nsts were moterinlly reduced., The data
for onc farm illustrotes what is possible in sore
cases (Table 7). Sanitation, to be successful, must
be carries out completely,

Table 7
sxpencditures per 100 Pounds Gnin in Weight for Hogs, Farm A&

Man Grain Skim- Pus- Feed Pigs
hrs, 1lbs, mnilk ture cost* raised

1lbs, dnys per
litter
1929, without sanitation 2%- 646 50 - 56,48 3.8
1930, complete sanitation 15 485 131 28 5.14 6.7

*At average prices for 1930,

2., Hogs raised under a one-littor a year systen used
less feed and labor per one hundred pounds gain in
weight than hogs raised under a system involving
both spring end fall farrowing. (See Table 8,)

Table 8

Feed and Labor Uscd per 100 Pounds Gain in Weight for Hogs
Raised under One-Litter and Two-Litter per Yenr Systens
1929, 1930, 1931
No.of Total Skim- Posture Man

Systen farm concen~ milk dnys hours
years trautes 1bs.
1lbs,
One-litter per year 42 457 46 26

Two-litter per year 23 490 59 25

© 5
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3, When the pigs were pushed slong, thereby securing
more rapid gains, less feed wos used for o hundred
pounds cain in weight than where gains were slower
(Table 9).

Tuble 9

Rate of Gain in Weight and Feed and Lnbor Used per 100 Pounds
Gain in Weight for Hogs - 1929, 1930, 1931

Gain in weight Farm tverage Total Skir- Puas- Man
per nature*® record gain concen~ nmilk ture hours
hog day years . lbs, trates 1bs. duys

1bs.
Less than .9 1b, 23 .84 505 52 34 2%
.9 to 1.20 1bs, 21 1,11 460 55 23 2
1.21 1bs.& over 21 1.32 438 45 20 12

*Two pigs under 6 months equsl to 1 mature hog.

4, Less feed snd labor per pound of gain was used
when from 5 to 6.9 pigs were raised per litter
than when less than 5 were raised (Tsble 10),

Teble 10

Pigs Raised pzr Litter znd Feed Consuription per 100 Pounds
Gein in Weight for Hogs
1929, 1930, 1931
Pigs raiscd No.of Pigs Total Skim- Posture MNan
per litter farm ner grain milk daoys hours
yoerrs* litter 1bs, 1lbs.

)

3 to 4.9 23 4,2 492 70 27 2
5 to 6.9 27 6,0 456 39 27 2

*Farms on which feeder pigs were bought were excluded fron
this corparison,

Sheep: 1. The lzrgest returns from sheep werce received
from sriell flocks which obtained a lnrge part
of their feed from the yards, rosd, vnd other
plnces where this Teed would not h-ve other-—
wise becn utilized,

L]
.

Flocks that vere culled regul=rly =nd the ewes
sold before they beenre a2ged gove the grertest
returns, High desth loss duc to o0ld age result-
ed in 1lurzge losses on sore faIrTis,

Poultry: 1. & high death rate due to disense, largely as a
result of luock of samitation, was an important
czuse of low returnms,
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2. The rising of chickens added to the profit
from the poultry enterprise., The friers
raising e large nurbcr of chickens relative
to the number of laying hens head larger net
returns fron the poultry enterprise than
those raising relatively fewer chickoens.

3. Hich egg production per hen was an irportant
cause of high returas from the poultry enter-
prise. Good breeding, carcful culling, and
hecovy feeding of mash and skinrmilk are necessary
for high egg production.

Crop Prrctices

One of the most irportent factors affccting the returns from any crop
is the yield. Costs zre also irportant but do not vary s much as yiclds and
hence have less influence on returns, The relationship between yield and cost
and return per acre is indicated by the data Tor oats presented in Table 11,

Table 11

Relation between Yield =nd Cost and Return
per acre of Onts, 1931

NMo,of .verepe Total Cost Net
Yield farrs vield cost per bu, return
Under 26 bu, 6 212 $12.18 ;.56 -37.39
26 ond under 36 9 32 11.82 .37 -4,78
36 and undcr 46 4 383 15.12 .34 -4,59
46 nd over 3 48% 13.75 .28 -3,02

as the yield per acre increased, the cost per bushel decrecscd and the
loss per acre Gecreased. Of course, yield per acre can not be increased indefinite-
1. without evontually involving sn expense which is :reater than the value of the
increrse in yield, However, few, if any of the farrisstuilied have reached this
point,

Practices Influencing Yields, ©ince yield per acre has such an irpor-
tant bearing on cost mnd returns, further study was rniade in order to determinc
some of the important factors affecting yields. The factors studied are selec-
tion of variety of secel, tire of seeding, and rate of seeling.

In studying the effect of variety on yield, it wos found that Gopher
onts outyielded the other varieties by a considernble rmargin, The lowest yields
were securel from common sced of unknown veriety. The coriron seed gener-lly
represented onts thnt had been grown on thc farm so long that the variety had
been forgotten, or th=t h~d been purchased z2s secd without eny knowledge of the
variety it represented., Velvet barley cave the highest yields of barley over the
three year period, Here agnin cormon see? gave lover yields, There werce so rany
varietics of flax anc corn growm tht 1t was impossible to wet enough Tields of
any two variecties to make comprrisons. There were ten different verieties of
ccrn grown on these farms and almost as many viarieties of fleox as there wore
farms growing flax, Tt would seem plausible that the yields of corn cmd flax,
as well as of oats and barley, could be materinlly incre=zsed by the sceding of
the voricty best alapted to this =nren,
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The rccords on these frrrs Genonstrote that one is not ciwoys wble to
judge the relative yiellins zbility of two varieties merely by their appcarance
in thc field. Just one illustration to emphasize this point, . field of Green
Hussian oats and a field of Gopher ornts were grown side by side on the sac farr,
The zreen Russinn field ha? rore s~nd ruuch larger shocks and looked us though it
would yield ruch more than the ficld of Gopher osts, However, when the two fields
were threshed, the Gopher ozts yiclded 13 bushcls rore to the mere than the Green
Russian, The noint of this is that in comprrine any two varieties of any crop,
it is absolutely neccssary to reasure the aren and carefully weigh the yield, The
diffcrence in yicld between vorieties is enough to justify considernblc sttention
to seccuring gooc sced on high yielding varieties,

Time of secding is ulso important in securing good yields. The records
obtained on these farms indicente that the fomars who prrcticed early seeding
werc the ones who received the higher yields, ©Sprce will not perriit the presen-
tation of tables for =ll crops. It is not possible to set any derfinite seeding
dates becruse sensons vary from yeur to year, In any secson, generally speaking,
the early seeding and high yields hcove zone together,

The recoxls inficate @ wide rwmge in the arount of seed plonted per
scre. -+ne variations, the szverage for the three venrs, and the ~r.ount which the
recor:s would indicate as :lcsirrble nre presented in Tzble 12, If the secd is
gool clesn sced, there is nothing to be grined by planting rore than the paxinum
indicsted 28 Cesirible,

Tsble 12,

amount of Seed Planted per acre
Rock and Nobles Counties, 1929-31

Husked Oats Brrley Flax

corn, lbs. bu. hu. 1bs.
Least seed 4,6 2.1 1.5 21
Most sced 17.4 7.0 4,1 75
averegoe 8.0 3.7 2.2 41
Desirsble 7 -9 3 -3, 2~ 2.2 36 - 44

The records indicate that the farms with the most legumes and livestock
arc the ones with highest yields, 4ilfalfa, clover, ~nd swcet clover desorve s
lzrger plrce in the crownping plan of these fenis than they hove been occupying

(oe

LiBOR _ND WORX ST.ND:.RDS FOR CROPS

L~bor is onc of the lrrgest items of cost in rnising crops, and hence
any saving in labor will be reflected in lower costs, There are two ways of re-
ducing lebor costs, nanely, by climinating unnecessary crop operations ond by
perforuiing the necessary oporrtions morc efficiently. The cron ojperstions ere
Tairly well standnardized -nd thercfore saving rust semrilly come through in-
crcuset efficicney in the indivicdual opercations,

The rrnge in the hcurs of mwn lsbor and horse =né trector work used
rer acre for each of the comron erop oper: tions, the averamc for threc TEnTS,
~nc & standard for each cperation are presented in Table 13. The stondsrds
represcnt approxiviitely the ~ccomplishrent of the Tarrcrs who mere 25 wer cent
L7ve the zvernge in the scele of efficicncy as mecsured by lew laber éxpunli—
tures, They assume aver-aze scil, wenther concitions, and yields, With higher
yields, rore tire iy be required for horvesting eni with lower yields, less
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time, These standards are suggested as a basis which thc individual famer may
use in determining the effectiveness with which he is utilizing his labor end
povier,

Teble 13

Hours of Man Labor and Horse cnd Tractor Work Used per Lcre for Crop Operations
Rock and Notles Counties, 1929-1931

Range 1929-31 .Verage Standard
Ian Horse I'nrn  Horse 1an Horse
Seedbed preparation:
Plowing:-- 4 horses 1.9 to 4.1 7.5 to 16,4 2.8 11.2 2,1 8.4
5 horses 1.8 to 3.2 8.8 to 15.7 2,3 11.5 2.0 10.0
6 horses 1.5 to 5.5 7.9 to 31.6 2.3 13.3 1.7 10.2
2-plow tractor 1.2 to 2.1 * 1.7 * 1.6 *
3-plow tractor .8 to 1,9 * 1.2 * 1.0 *
Disking: 4 horses .3 to .8 1.2 to 3,3 .5 2.0 .4 1.6
S horses 5 to .6 1.3 to 2.8 O 2.2 4 2.9
Harrowing: 4 horses .1 to .5 .6 to 2.1 .2 1.0 .2 .8
6 horses .2 to .3 .8 to 1.6 .2 1.1 .2 1.2
Secding & harvesting grain:
Vrilling B to .8 1.2 to 3.0 ) 2.0 «9 2,0
Brosdcasting .2 to .6 .2 to 1.6 .5 .7 o2 o4
Oats: Cutting .5 tol.2 2.0 to 4.8 .7 2,7 .6 2.4
Shocking 4 to 2,2 - 1.1 - .8 =
Threshing 1.2 to 5.7 2.5 to 11.3 2.8 5.3 2.5 4,5
Barley: Cutting 4 to 1.4 1.6 to 5.2 s 3.0 .0 2.4
Shocking .6 to 2,3 - 1.2 - 9 -
Threshing 1.0 to 6,3 1.8 to 11,6 2.9 5.4 2.4 4,7
Flax: Cutting S to 1.6 1.2 to 2 .9 3.6 .7 2.8
Shocking .4 to 2.0 - 1.1 - .8 -
Threshing 1.3 to 5.0 2,6 to 8,4 3.2 5.6 2.9 4,6
Pl: :ting & harvesting corn:
Planting .5 to 1,0 .9 to 2,0 &l 1.4 .6 1.2
Cultivating (2-row) .6 to 1.2 2.4 to 3.9 .8 3.1 .8 3.2
Cutting .2 to 3.7 2.8 to 11,0 1.8 5.5 1.5 4.5
Shocking 1.2 tc 9.4 - 3.5 - 75) -
Filling silo 3.9 t014,9 4.9 to 23.6 8.1 11.9 7.8 12.7
Husking - hand 2.8 to 9.2 5.1 to 17,4 6.1 11, 4,7 9.4
m~chine 2.5 to 7.4 6,0 to 20.8 4,2 12,9 3.7 11.4
Hry horvesting:
210017 (1st cutting)
Cutting .5 to 2.3 1.1 to 4.6 1.2 2.3 1.0 2.0
Relking .3 to 1.8 .6 to 3.6 7 1.4 @D 1.0
Hauling to barn .9 to 8,0 1.2 to 16.2 3.4 5.0 2.3 3.1
Stacking .5 to 5.4 1.0 to 6.2 2.6 3.1 1.8 2.1
£1fr1fa (2nd cutting)
Cutting .5 to 2,5 .9 to 5,0 1.1 2.1 .9 1.8
Raking .1 to 2.9 .2 to 5,5 7 1.3 A .8
Hauling to barn 3 to 9.3 .5 to 13,7 2.4 3,8 1.4 2.0
Stacking 4 to 4.4 .5 to 7.5 2.l 2.5 1.5 2.l
Wild hay (1 cutting)
Cutting .7 to 2,7 1.4 to 5.4 1.3 2.6 1,0 2.0
Haking .2 to 1.2 .0 to 2,4 o7 1.3 9 1.8
Hauling to barn .8 to 6,7 1.2 to 11,1 3.0 4.4 2.0 2.8
otacking 1.2 to 5,0 1.8 to 11.8 2.8 4,2 2.3 2.8

*Tractor hours the same as man hours,
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& summary of the stondard lubor and power expenciturcs by oper:tions for
cach of the eight common crops is presented in Table 14, The cperations are those
gencrally performed ond the hours src based on the strndards for the size of im-
plcients and power units most often used. The expenditures for other combinations
of operations and sizes of power units moy be computed frem the d.ta prescnted in
Table 13.

Teble 14

Standards for Ficld Operstions Performed with Horse Power
in Rock nné Nol:'lcs Counties

-.

Corn Crops

Husked Ccrn Foader Corn Silage Corn
Operaticn Times Hrs.per Acre Times Hrs,per Acre Times  Hrs,por acre
CVeET Mian Horse over ien Heorse over Man Horse
Plowing 1 1.7 10.2 1 1.7 10.2 1 1.7 10,2
Disking 1 .4 1.6 1 iy 1.6 1 o4 1.6
Herrewing 1 2 .8 a8 e .8 1 2 .8
Plonting 1 .6 1.8 1 6 1.2 1 .6 1.2
Herrowing 1 .2 .8 1 2 .8 1 .2 .8
Cultivating 4 3.2 12.8 4 3.2 12.8 & 3.2 12,8
Cutting - - - 1 1.5 4,5 1 1.5 4.5
Sheeking - - - 1 2.5 - - - -
Eilling silo - - - - - - 1 7.8 12,7
Hand husking 1 4.7 9.4 - = & = e =
Totnl 11.0 36.8 10,3 31.9 15.6 44,6
Smll Grains and Tlox
0nts Barley Flex
Operntion Times Hrs.per Acre Tinmcs Hrs.per acre Times Hrs.per jAcre
over on Horse over Man Herse over Man Horse
Disking 2 .8 3.2 2 .8 3,2 2 .8 3.2
Sceding - brondenst 1 2 W4 1 B 4 (1) (.2) (.4)
drill (1) (.8) (2.0) (1) (.5) (2.0) 1 ) 2.0
Horreowing 1 2 .3 1 o2 .3 2 A 1.6
Cutting 1 .0 2.4 1 .6 2.4 1 W7 2.8
Sheocking 1 .8 - 1 1.0 - 1 .8 -
Threshing* 1 2.5 4.5 1 2.4 4,7 1 2,9 4,6
Tetal 5.1 11.3 5.2 11.5 6.1 14.2
Total** (5.,4) (13.3) (5.7) (13.5) (5.8) (12.6)
Hay Crcps
Alfalfa (lst Cutting) Alf-lfn (2nd Cutting) Wild Hay
Cper~ticn o Hours per fcre tours per 4Cre Hours per Acre
Man Herse fan Horse Man Hoerse
Mowing 1.0 2.0 .9 1.8 1.0 2.0
Reking i) 1.0 4 «B8 .9 1.8
Puttinz in barn 2.3 3.1 l.4 £.0 2:0 2.8
Stacking 1.8 2.1 1.5 2.1 2.3 2,8
Total (bern) 3.8 6.1 2.7 4.6 3.9 6, 6
Tectal (stack) 3.3 5.1 2.8 4,7 4.2 6.6

*Threshing hours for oots and barlcy include the hours hauling grain to the bin,
The threshing hours on fl2x do net include hours fer hasling te the bin or to
narket because mast nf the flax was trucked direcet frem toe rmachine to narket

**Teotal if alternative methed of seceding is used, )
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FACTS ABOUT THE ORGANIZALTION CF THE FARMS

Per Farm
1929 1930 1931
hverage Average Average High Low

acres in corn 108.7 116.3 122.1 198.7 38.0
acres in oats 56.5 61.3 59,3 120.1 21.5
acres in barley 20,3 21.9 21.5 89,2 -
Acres 1n flax 9.9 15.2 18.0 59.4 -
Leres 1n other grains & grain mixtures 11.3 14,3 4.5 91.8 -
acres in alfalfa 11.6 12.2 11.7 39.3 -
Acres in tame hay 4.1 7.6 6.9 40,4 -
Acres in wild hay 14.2 14,6 12.8 55.3 -
Acres in miscellaneous hay 6.2 1.0 1.2 10.1 -
Acres in miscellaneous crops 1.8 4.4 2.8 18,7 -
Total crop acres 241.2 268,8 260, 8 423,8 95.1
hcres in pasture 63.8 69.7 62.7 181.4 13,1
Aacres in farmstead, roads, waste, etc, 17.8 21.5 20,9 66,9 8.3
Total acres per farm 322.8 360,0 344.,4 652,0 155.6
Number of cows 19 19 18 36 4
Number of pounds cattle produced 18683 22416 18179 89520 2955
Number of pounds pork produced 28414 31288 36165 86750 9210
Number of sheep 31 24 23 181 -
Number of chickens 255 261 214 419 39
Number of laying hens 132 139 125 276 36
Total hours man labor 8456 7747 7218 12585 4569
Total hours livestock labor 3866 3348 3291 6868 1990
Total hours crop labor 3138 2946 2754 5674 1180
Total hours miscellaneous labor 1452 1463 1173 2359 236
Total hours hired lebor 2656 2807 2870 7590 -
Total hours unpaid family labor 1492 2166 1498 4743 180
Total hours proprietor labor 2882 3128 2806 4176 1338
Hours per man per work day 9.8 9.4 8.9 12 1 6.0
Hours per man per Sunday 3D 3.0 2.9 7.4 1.5
Tractor farms:

Number of farms using tractors 10 12 11

Total crop acres 276 287 285 424 180

Number work horses per farm 9.7 10.0 9.6 19.4 5.4

ALverege hours worked per horse 885 81% 753 945 513

Number of crop acres per horse 28.9 28.7 31.2 40.8 21 .8
Non-tractor farms:

Number of farms using horses only 11 11 11

Total crop acres 222 249 237 376 95

Number of work horses per farm 8.5 8.9 8.5 11.8 4,0

Awerage hours worked per horse 045 917 825 1102 538
" Number of crop acres worked per horse 28.2 28.2 28.0 41.2 15.8
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FINANCTIAL STATEMENT

RECEIETS

Cattle

Hogs

Sheep and wool
Poul try and eggs
Dairy products
Horses

Corn

Oats

Barl=zy

Ilax

Hay

Other crops
Qutside
“"iscellaneous

(1) Total Cash Farm Receipts
(2) Parm Produce Used in House
(3) Increase in Farm Inveantory

(4) TOTAL RECEIPIS

EXPENSES

Hired labor

Cattle bought

Hogs bought

Sheep bought

Poultry bought

Horses bought

Other livestock expense
Feed bought

Crop expense (twine, threshing,etc) 288

Real estate
Machinery
Auto (farm expense shzre)

Gas,kerosene,oil,etc, (farm share)

Taxes
Insurance
Miscellancous

(5) Total Cash Farm Expense
(6) Decrease in Famm Inventory
(7) Board 6f Hired Labor

(8) TOTAL FARM EXPENSES(sum of 5,

6 and 7)

(9) Returns to Capital & Family

Labor (4-8)
(lO) Interest on Farm Inven., &

%

(11) Family Labor Earnings (9-10)

(12) Est.Value of Unpaid Family
Labor

(13) OPERATOR'S LiBOR EARNTINGS
(11-12)

1929 1930 1931
All A1l All Five Five
farms farms farms highest lowest
$3278  $3250 $2127 $164 $2302
5017 2444 1714 933 3261
252 243 101 220 -
350 239 195 165 268
623 377 229 186 356
46 47 36 - 127
492 409 215 298 177
335 230 94 33 193
199 72 113 132 20
375 287 258 424 139
27 16 14 15 1
31 185 29 25 74
92 132 130 166 153
222 157 73 4] 53
9339 8088 5328 2802 7124
432 391 295 256 341
132 - - - -
9903 8479 5623 3058 7465
468 567 392 142 673
1052 959 727 74 1026
314 266 122 36 211
350 20 14 39 -
48 50 22 22 29
73 32 24 36 -
121 103 85 47 133
777 1078 821 215 1286
327 200 131 248
380 227 77 89 93
588 494 133 95 172
97 62 66 12 71
158 145 123 105 187
400 423 427 321 560
3 26 35 17 55
47 54 38 19 75
5134 4833 3306 1400 4819
- 1844 2810 1194 4122
206 210 135 65 157
5340 6887 6251 2659 9098
4563 1592 -628 399 -1633
2374 2023 1570 1031 2105
2189 -431 -2198 -632 -3738
588 432 - 226 - 283 166
1601 -863 -2424 -915 -3904
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AVERAGE FaRM INVENTORIZS

1929 1930 1931

m-—- Aall nll L"ive Five

farms farms farms highest lowest
Land $32182,95 $26587.00 $19786.00 $12953.16 $26548,63
Build ings 3620,66 3482,69 3718.42 2745,80 £178.55
Work horses 918,01 853.58 836, 64 599,70 1192.00
Other horses 94,77 97,39 94.50 44 .50 183,50
Cattie 4177 .35  3562.19 2343, 58 1168, 34 3078,35
Hogs 1503.79 1310,03 814,44 616,34 1519.09
Sheep 277,50 264,13 118.02 213,30 -
Poul try 204. 28 175,15 131,14 112,22 205,77
Machinery 1811.21 1943, 55 1911.09 1783.57 2570,50
auto (farm share) 155.82 85.38 72,88 66,17 142,28
Feeds 2543.52 2091.41 1570.74 1175,95 2481,97
Total 47489,86 40452,50 31397.45 21479.0% 42i00,64

F4RY PROZUCE USED IN THE HOUSE

1929 1930 1931

&l A11 all Five Five

farms farms frarms highest lovest
Cream $47.10 $30.78 $26,59 $23,50 wl6,54
Farm churned butter 22,57 20.43 20 .49 33.10 13,71
Whole milk 34,96 33,07 23,23 24,68 30,33
Skimmilk .83 .39 .26 .90 .07
Hogs 107.68 73,14 43.48 27.19 46,98
Cattle 21.71 2¢.88 14.82 ©.05 17.50
Sheep .47 .63 .66 - -
Poul try 25.75 28,66 24.46 15,68 31,61
Beggs 45,65 36,87 28,97 24,30 33.12
Potatoes 25.20 28.08 16.21 14,07 18,39
Fruits. vegetables 31.83 31,23 12.32 7.20 17,40
Value of fuel saved 61,70% 61,70 78,55 76,60 97.00
Total 31,85 374,86 221,24 256,27 322,65
Size of Tamily (man cquivalent) f.4l 4.80 4,87 4,18 4,33

*Same as for 1930,

Not summarized for 1929,
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Cost and Return for Feeder Cattle
(Per 100 pounds gain in weight)

Lverage Range for each
2 year 1930 1931 item - 1931
Number of farms 22 19
Pounds produced 11820 116C8 12172 68C to 80405
Man labor, hours 5%» 3% 32 1% to 5
Horse work, hours 1= 1z 12 ¢ to 6%
Costs: ) A
Feed $10.47 $12,8C 8.14 £4.25 to 10,66
tian labor and horse work 1.00 1.12 .89 .41l to 1.75
Shelter .4l .25 .57 ¢ to 3,14
Equipment +18 .15 .23 C to 1.77
Interest & 5% .82 1,13 .50 .04 to  1.14
Miscellaneous cash .06 .07 L4 e to .20
Total cost 12,99 15.52 10,37 6.1C to 16,71
Manure credit __.9C .64 .35 0 to 1.41
Het cost 12.45 14,88 10.C2 5.27 to 16,31
tverage sclling price, per cwt, 7.66 8.82 6, 50 4,Q% to 8.45
Return per 56 lbs. grain ok 52 .16 ¢ to 37
Feeds:
Corn, 1b, 858 889 828 467 to 1430
Small grain, 1b., 159 186 132 0 to 474
Protein feeds, 1b, 10 12 9 C %o 43
Hay azd fodder, 1b, 311 373 249 66 to 541
Silage, 1b, 128 o1 166 0 to 1324
Pasture, days 6 5 6 ¢ to 34




Cost per Head for Breeding derd
Beef Herds Beef @nd Dairy Herds
VLT e Range for each LVCTEe Range for each
2 year 1930 1931 item - 1931 2 year 1930 1931 item -.1931
Number of farms 9 ) 1 15 14
fan lsbor, hours 41 3oL 423 21 to 602 1161 113 119% 62 to 1785
Horse work, hours 5 4 3 to 9 6% 61 7 11 to 122
Costs:
Feed 23,88 22,35 325,41 +9.96 to 334,70 ;33,76 34,64 32,89 16,37 to ., 50,37
ien labor and horse work 10,66 12.21 9.10 4,40 to 12,74 29.950 34,52 24.48 13,33 to 38,74
Shelter . 2,29 1.52 3.06 1.16 to 6.34 5,50 4,084 6,36 1.3C to 12,29
Egquipment 49 .99 .39 .C9 %o .75 1,28 1.41 1.14 .49 to 2,57
Interest @ 5% 3.75 4,30 580 2,48 to 3.86 3.19 3.57 2.81 2.15 to  4.17
liiscellaneous cash .30 .34 .27 .01 to .84 75 .79 .72 C to 3.87
Depreciation 5.75 7.00 4,49 0 to 8,59 7.74 8.89 6,58 0 to 25,97
Totnal cost 47,12 48,31 45,92 34,63 to 02,067 81,72 88.4¢ 74,98 44,97 to 112,07
Credits:
Cream sold 5.12 .79 3.44 0 to 6,89 27.58 32.28 22.85 3.65 to 35,10
Dairy products used 262 2.64 260 806 to 4,74 7.41 7.77 7.05 1.20 to 32,53
Skimmilk fecd 1,16 1.14 1.19 .05 to 2.59 4,52 5.28 3.76 1.03 to 6,73
Manure 1.81 2.10 1.52 A9 to 2.69 2,92 3,05 2,79 .58 to 10.81
Total credit 10,71 12.67 8,75 4,62 to 14,20 42,41 48,38 3€.45 17 .46 to 51.83
Net cost 3¢, 41 35,64 37,17 25.21 to 53,78 39.31 40,08 38,53 17.28 to 76,22
Cost per calf 45,8C 45,83 45, 89 34,66 to 58.4€C 51.48 59,66 43,29 14.90 to 124,95
Calwes raised per cow .82 .80 .84 .65 to .99 .85 74 .95 .04 to 1.23
Fceds:
Corn, 1b, 140 118 161 0 to 434 456 442 459 143 to 851
Smcll grain, 1b, 284 268 299 0 to 912 932 964 900 38 to 24E1
Hay and fodder, 1b, 2078 2017 2138 309 to 3250 283¢ 2656 3017 805 to 4892
Silage, 1b. 2320 1212 3407 0 to 11039 1020 715 1324 0 to 9829
Pasture, daws 235 240 220 168 to 248 242 247 237 214 to 2069




Cost and Return for All Cattle
(Per 100 pounds gain in weigit)

«~1l1 Farms Group &%
3 year 1929 19230 1931 S year 1922 1930 1231
Number of fearms 22 24 23 11 9 11
Pounds produwced 127959 18683 22416 18179 11438 14359 12803 7152
Yan labor, hours 15% 14.1; 14 171 21 191 18% 262
Horse wark, hours 12 14 1% 2 2 2 1% 2
Costs:
Feed %10.58 511,58 $9.67 510,49 511.41 512,28 +10.01 11,93
IYan labor and horse work 4,07 4,67 3.20 3.64 5.78 6,08 5.7¢ 5.46
Shel ter .99 .90 .80 1.27 1.25 .96 1.00 1.80
Equipment 17 4 .16 =9 .19 .16 .12 .26
Interest @ 5% .99 1.20 .93 .85 1.03 1.23 .93 .94
Miscellaneous cash .16 12 15 . 0 .16 a 12 .10 29
Total cost 16, 96 18,61 15,61 16.65 19.81 20,83 17.98 20.63
Credits:
Manure .76 .88 .69 .70 « 29 1.12 .85 .89
Dairy products 4,30 5,26 3. 87 3.77 __7.17 7.94 6.95 6.62
Total credit 5,06 6,14 4,56 4,47 8.12 2.06 7.80 7.51
Net cost 11.90 12.47 11.05 12,18 11.69 11,77 10,18 13,12
Value of animal prod uct** 4,99 11.15 4,37 -.5% 3.24 9.11 3:35 -2.73
Return over all costgk** -6.91 -1.%2 -6.68 -12.,72 -8.45 -2.66 -6,83 -15,85
average selling price, per cwt, 8.66 11,50 8.70 5.79 759 10.95 7.18 4.01
Fecds:
Corn, 1b, 369 332 375 401 334 318 355 329
Small grain, lb, 202 175 206 226 235 200 211 293
Cormerei al feed, 1b. 6 7 6 6 2 2 2 1
Hay and fodder, 1b, 51¢ 438 466 652 665 5153 587 894
Silage, 1b. 262 234 137 414 180 203 141 225
Pasturc, days 61 44 64 76 79 . 52 86 99

*6roup & — Farmers combining dairying cnd beef production.

**Value of animl product is the net value of animasls produced after

Fok sk 5
iy

minus (~-) indicates a failure to cover the expenses cnarged.

allowing for differences in invent~ry values.



Costs and Returns for .11l Cattle (cont.)
(Per 100 pounds guin in weight)

Group B* Group C*
3 year 1929 1930 1931 3 year 1929 1930 1931
Number of farms & 8 ) 6 5 6
Pounds produced 33048 28045 29262 41838 20047 17423 23437 19282
Ifan labor, hours 102 133 11 8 92 12 7 10L
Horse work, hours 12 12 12 12 1% 13 I L3
Costs:
Feed $10, 64 $12.36 $10.5 $9.07 18,82 &9.52 8,11 $8.82
Man labor and horse wark 3.16 4,28 3.43 1.76 2.50 3.15 2.19 2.18
Shelter .67 .75 74 .51 .79 Nl .67 .98
Equipment .16 i 1 .18 .16 .14 13 .16 .12
Interest @ 5% .88 1.17 .92 .56 .93 1.04 .89 .86
Miscel laneocus cash 14 .13 1€ .11 .09 .07 .10 .11
Total cost 15.65 12.82 15,96 12,17 13.27 14,62 12.12 13.07
Credi ts:
}anure .68 .89 B2 < 52 .68 .78 DD .54
Dairy products 35.05 4,88 2.89 1.39 1.59 2.47 1.21 1.08
Total credit 275 5.77 3.51 1.91 2.21 5,25 1.76 1.62
Net cost 11.92 13,05 12.45 10, 26 11.06 11,89 10,386 11.45
Value of animal prod uct** 535 12.89 3.84 2.31 6.56 11.76 6.44 1.47
Return over all costs¥*** ~5,57 -.16 -8.61 -7.95 -4,50 .39 -3.92 -9.98
average selling price, per cwt, 9,00 11.65 9.28 6.08 9.74 11.91 Q.86 7.44
Feeds:
Corn, 1b, 456 408 423 537 %53 287 344 428
Small grain, 1lb, 129 174 259 162 158 147 166 160
Commercial feed, 1b, 15 14 11 19 6 8 5 5
Hay and fodder, 1b. 406 423 388 407 402 379 382 444
Silage, 1b, 338 377 173 463 187 0 0 560
Pasture, days 43 32 54 44 82 52 47 5%

*Group B - Farmers feeding more cattle then are raised on their farms; Group C - Famers specizlizing on baby-beef pro-

duction,

**Value of -animal products is the net value of animals produced after &l lowing for differences in inventory values,

Kok ok 1

aminus (-) indicates a failure to cover the expenses charged.

_(Zz_



Cost and Return per 100 Pounds Pork Produced

Lvernge Range for ezch
3 year 1929 19230 1931 item - 1931
Number of farms 22 24 23
Pounds prmduced 31414 28414 31288 34541 9210 to 88750
Man labor, hours 23 a3 2 2 2 to 32
Horse work, hours %- % 1 1 0 to +
Costs:
Feed $5.20 o7.14 $5.18 w3, 27 21,38 to 4.42
llan labor @md hoerse work .62 84 .62 .40 .19 to .79
Shelter .22 24 .21 .20 .03 to .62
Eouipment .08 .09 .08 .06 0 to .20
Interest @ 5% 21 B8 L0 o .04 to .18
Miscellanecus cash .21 .27 .20 .15 0 to .61
Total cost 6.52 8.90 . 6.49 4,19 1.87 tc 5.15
Memure credit .08 .09 .07 .09 0 to .62
Net cost 6.44 8.81 8.428 4,10 1.84 to 5.05
sverace selling price, per cwt, 7.25 9,93 7.81 Lo 42 3.48 to 5,49
Return per 56 1lbs. farm grain fed .67 74 .71 .40 .22 to .66
average weight of hogs sold 270 274 275 260 216 to 342
Pigs raised per litter 5.4 4.9 DS D7 3.4 to 7.5
Feeds:
Corn, 1b, 374 445 339 332 99 to 522
Smzll grain, 1b, 116 106 142 101 21 to 208
Commercial feed, 1b, 4 6 4 3 0 to 11
Tankage, 1b, 5 5] 6 6 0 to 19
Skimmilk, 1b., 50 41 52 57 0 to 188
Pasture, days 27 23 31 26 8 to 46




Cost ard Return per Sheep

Average Range for each
‘ '3.year 1929 1930 1931 item — 1931
Number of farms 7 7 5
Number of sheep (2 lambs equal to one sheep) 90 106 80 84 - to 181
Nan labor, hours 12 2 1+ 23 13 to 4
Horse work, hours 2 % % 1 < to 1%
Costs:
Feed $2.81 53.49 £2,43 $2,50 22,15 to 13,36
Man labor and horse work 9D .68 .45 .04 40  to .84
Shelter .26 .21 .14 .42 .02 to 1.63
Equipment &Ll .20 02 .07 0 to e 2D
Interest @ 5% .43 .50 .48 .31 .27  to <55
}7iscellaneous cash .19 .16 .20 .20 .03 to .04
Total expense 4,35 5.28 3.72 4,04 3.05 to 5.49
Credits:
lanure <13 .03 .18 .16 0 to .46
Breeding fees .01 .03 01 C 0 to 0
Total credit ' .14 .06 .19 .16 0 to 1.47
Net expense 4,21 5.22 3.53 3.88 2.98 to 5,03
Value produced:
Sheep 1.27 3.22 .56 .04 -1.60 to .81
Wool 1.085 1,34 .96 .85 .60 to 1,38
Total product T 2.32 4.56 1.52 .89 -.22 to 1.49
Return owver all costs* -1.89 -.66 -2.01 -2.99 -3.61 to =2.04
Return over feed cost* -.49 1.07 ~-.91 -1.61 -2.56 to 2,32
nverage selling price of sheep, per ewt, 8.21 11.91 7,42 5.30 4,26 to 6,44
Average selling price of wool, per 1lb, .18 .28 .16 .10 .09 to 11
Lambs raised per ewe 1.0 1.0 .9 1.0 1.0 to 1.1
Per cent death loss, lambs 13,1 12.0 17.0 10,4 5.6 to 21,3
Per cent death loss, sheep 12.0 16.C 11.0 9.0 C to 18.C
Feeds:
Grain, 1b, 76 12¢ 58 o0 0 to 83
Hay and fodder, 1lb. - 140 113 101 205 14 to 457
Silage,. lba. 38 29 35 51 ¢ %o 282
Pasture, days 242 251 227 247 226 to 266

* . . . . K 3
4 minus (-) indicates failure to cover the costs chargea,



Cost and Return per 100 Chickens
Lverage Range for each
3 year 1929 1930 1931 item - 1931
Number of farms 22 23 22
Number of chickens 242 250 261 214 32  to 419
Per cent laying hens 59 57 57, 62 36 te 89
Man labor, hours 156% 166% 128 119% 49  to 227
Horse work, hours 3% 48 11 34 0 to 43%
Costs:
Feed ’ 44,80 359,67 $45,27 $29 .45 “7.72 to $65.19
Man labor and horse work 37,42 50 .46 37,66 24,15 9.98 to 47,72
Shel ter 16,34 16.92 14,78 17.31 0 to 82.91
Equipment 6.12 6.39 6,27 5.70 0 to 15.58
Interest ¢ &% 3.56 4,15 3.51 3.02 1.73  to 4,24
Miscel lancous cash 5,28 4,61 7.42 3,82 0 to 10,867
Total cost ; 113,52 142, 2C 114,21 83.45 29.22 to 145.49
Manure credit 3,35 3.96 2.40 3.69 0 to 14,53
Net cost 110,17 138,24 112,51 79,76 28.85 to 140.0&
Value of product:
Poultry* 29.C3 46,40 21.19 12.4¢ ~106.45 to 125.15
Egzgs 73,65 94,75 68.90 57.30 .26,05 to 108,35
Total product** 102,68 141,15 90.0¢9 76,79 -36,16 to 152,855
Return over all costs** = (S ~7.49 2.91 -22.42 -2,97 -=176.20 to 80,41
Return per man hour .22 W31 .12 .18 0 to 1.23
i.verage sclling price of cggs. per doz. .21 .28 < 807 .16 13 to .22
zggs 1laid per hen 75 74 76 76 44  to 130
Feeds:
) Grain, 1b, 31.79 3700 3060 2777 954 to 4819
Commercial feed, 1b, 389 402 395 370 C to 1315
Skimmilk, 1b, 904 479 1027 1207 0 to 3639

*V~lue of poultry is net value of the poultry prociuced after ollowing for differecnces in inventory

values.,

**, minus (-) indicates failure to cover all exrenses charged.



Cost of Horse Work per Horse

- 27 -

Average Range for each
3 year 1929 1930 1931 item - 1931
Farms Using Tractors for Drawbar Work
Number of farms 10 12 11
Man labor, hours 491 578 48 418 23 to 60
Costs:
Feed p44, 94 $59,55 $41,03 834,24 20,74 to 46,91
Man labor 13,36 17.32 14.40 8.35 4.59 to 12.01
Shelter 5.93 5.48 6.00 6.31 1.60 to 1C.36
Ecuipment 4,35 5.25 3.73 4,07 2.08 to 9.52
Interest @ 5% 4,62 4,82 4,73 4,51 2.69 to 6.18
lfiscellaneous cash .43 .49 A7 .34 0 to 1.84
Depreciation 8, 87 8,67 8,18 9.76 2.51 to 19.00
Total cost 82.50 101,58 78,54 67,58 54,55 to 88.80
Credits:
Manure 3.80 4,41 3.75 2,63 1.29 to 5.02
Miscellanecus __.50 .22 1.12 .18 0 to 2.06
Total credit 4,10 4.63 4,87 2.81 1.29 to 5,02
Net cost 78.40 96.95 75,67 64,57 51.33 to 86.23
Hours worked 8173 884% 8142 753% 513% to 94453
Cost per rour, cents 9.6 11.0 9.1 8.6 6.2 to 12.3
Crop acres per horse 29.6 28.9 28,7 3L.2 21.8 to 40,8
Feeds:
Grain, 1b, 2993 3382 3115 2483 622 to 4695
Hay, 1b, 2994 3229 2642 3111 1999 to 4832
Pasture, days 158 139 162 172 129 to 220
Farms not Using Tractors for Urawbar Work
Number of farms 11 11 11
Man labor, hours 49% 47 53% 47% 33  to 685
Costs:
Feed 551,96 567.61 $49,47 538,81 $27,18 to $49.29
Man labor 14,30 17,38 16.02 9.49 6.65 to 13,70
Shelter 7.83 7.95 6475 8.78 3.07 to 19.22
Equipment 4,75 6,73 3.75 3.77 . 1.84 to 7.66
Interest @ 5% 5.02 5,50 4,92 4,64 3.14 to 5,71
Miscellaneous cash . 06 .B7 .38 .64 .05 to 4,07
Depreciation 9.44 11,67 7,97 8.68 2,95 to 25,77
Total cost 93.86 117,81 89.26 74,81 53.64 to 101.56
Credits:
Manure 4,98 5.05 4,64 5.24 B84 to 12,39
Miscellaneous .77 1.52 .48 ol 0 to 2ve2°
Total credit 9.75 6,57 5.12 5.55 .84 to 12,39
Net cost 88.11 110,94 84,14 69,26 91.64 to 100.72
Hours worked 8955 945 9164 825 5372 to 11011
Cost per hour, -cents 9.8 11.7 9.2 8.4 6.3 toc 10.5
Crop acres per horse 28.1 28.2 28,2 28,0 15.8 +to £1.2
Feeds:
Grain, 1lb, 3737 3582 3766 3862 2417 +to 5702
Hay, 1b, 3611 4094 3504 3235 2316 to 4315
Pasture, days 139 1&5 148 144 25 %o 179
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Cost of Tractor Work

Average Range for each
____ 2 year 1930 1931 item - 1931
Two-Plow Tractors
Mvber of farms 6 S
Costs:
lian labor 54,94 56,88 83,01 $1,20 to $8.00
Auto use .28 .48 .07 0 to 37
Fuel and oil 99.11 115,61 82,61 55,50 to 109.73
Miscellaneous cash 5,26 4,68 5.84 0 to 14.60
Interest @ 5% 23,83 20,23 27.43 15.88 to 36,25
Depreciation 91,34 81.67 101,00 150.00 to 80.00
Total cost 224,76 229,55 219,96 153,07 to 292,48
Hours worked:
Drawbar 3063 309% 303 1292 to 426%
Belt s71 b32 __ 602 402 to 907
Total hours 3635 363 3632 190 to 472+
Cost per hour 5,62 .63 .60 5,39 to .85
Fuel per 10 hours, gal. 17.0 18.0 16,0 14.C to 20,0
0il per 10 hours, gal, .8 .9 .8 .4 to 1.0
Fuel and oil:
Gasoline, gal. 547 530 564 480 to 761
{erosene, gal, 34 45 22 0 to 70
Distillate, gal. 37 75 0 0 to 0
0il, gal. 302 34 273 14 to 45
Three-Plow Tractors
Number of farms 8 6]
Costs:
Van labor ¥12.98 219,50 $6.47 $2.10 to £13.40
Auto use 3,65 5,64 1,65 0 to 4,16
Fuel and oil 166,16 173.48 158.84 77.38 to 242,80
Miscellaneous cash 16.46 16,38 16,55 0O to 27,75
Interest @ 5% 30,83 31.58 30,08 11.25 to 43.0C
Depreciation ~ 126,15 125,63 126,67 50.00 to 200,00
Total cost 356,23 372,21 340,26 248.83 to 480,00
Hours worked:
Drawbar 205% 218% 1928 36% to 4032
Belt 256 2532 2582 142 to 4173
Total hours A61% 4715 G51% 1851 to  748%
Cost per hour L/ .79 $.75 w48 to  1.38
Fuel per 10 hours, gal, 25,0 22,0 29,0 2+,0  to 32.0
0il per 10 hours, grl, 1.4 1.6 1.1 .6 to 2.8
Fuel and oil:
Gasoline, gal, 520 396 645 33 to 1622
Kerosene, gal. 339 324 354 0 to 789
Distillate, enl, 312 382 302 0 to 886
0il, gal. 628 75 503 16 to 80%




- 29 -

Cost of Lute Operation

Average Range for cach
2 year 1930 1931 item -~ 1931
Number of farms 28 21
Miles driven 6667 6812 6522 817 to 14465
Gasoline, gal., 482 490 474 106 to 1101
0il, gal, 16 15 16 4 to 45
Costs:
l4an labor $5.03 +5.06 55,00 w0 to 24,69
Gasoline 81,66 88,74 74,587 16.25 t0158.0¢
0il 12 .05 13.03 11,07 3.14 to 25.29
Miscellaneous caskh 73.45 835,64 63,22 13.00 tol59.61
Intercst @ 5% 20.74 23,07 18.41 2.50 to 41.25
Depreciation 131,05 12,34 119,76 0 to27%,00
Total cost 323,96 355,88 292,03 91.89 to 632,59
Cost per mile, cents 4,9 5,2 4.5 3.0 to :11.2

Miles »cr gal. of gasoline 13,7 13.9 13. 4 6,9 to 17.5




Cost per =~cre of Producing Husked Corn
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Lverage Range for
Three 1929 1930 1931 each item
years in 1931
Mumber of farms 24 24 24 23
ascrcs per farm 90 96 97 78 38 to 162
Al1 work up to harvest:
Men hours 7.7 8.0 7.7 7.4 4.8 to 11,8
Horse hours 25.8 28.0 25.0 24,95 9.7 to 37.4
Tractor hours .6 4 .8 7 - to 2,1
Harvcsting:
ian ‘hours 5.0 5.7 5.0 4,5 2.3 to 6,8
Horse hours 11,0 12.9 10.2 9.8 2.0 to 15.0
Tractor hours 1 .1 .1 W - to 1.0
Costs:
i#n, horse ané tractor 8,06 19,45 ..8,27 6,46 4,79 to .8.86
Seed .40 .42 42 37 .27 to +D2
lianure .38 1.75 1.90 1.40 .55 to 2,92
Mechanical picker 1.68 .37 JA7 .30 - to .70
Other muchinery .95 .95 «95 <95 .95 to 95
Lond 6,00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 to 6,00
Total 17,47 18.94 18,01 15,48 15.66 to 19,18
Credit (pnsture & insursnce) 1.02 1.00 1,00 1.06 1.00 to 1.46
Net cost 16,45 17.94 17,01 14.42 11.42 to 18,18
Yield, bu, 3l.2 38.0 31.9 253.8 16,5 to 37.9
Cost per bu, 35158 Ca47 weD4 2.6l 5,43 to .99
December 1 price .48 .06 .48 41 41 to il
Crop vzlue at December 1 price 14,98 21.28 15.31 9.76 6.76 to 15,54
Net return -1.47 3.34 -1,70 ~4,66 -10,64 to .71
Return per man hour .17 .04 .17 nmone none to .31
Cost per ..cre of Prodw ing Octs
Number of farms 22 22 22 23
/cres per farm 62 65 63 57 21 to 120
41l vwork up to horvest:
Man hours 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.4 .7 to 2,0
Horse hours 6.1 6.7 6,3 5.2 B to 7.9
Tractor hours .1 L. .1 .1 - to oG
Harvesting:
ILizn hours 4,6 5.1 5,1 3.7 2.8 to 6.7
Horse hours 7.8 8.6 8.6 6.3 3.4 to 11,3
Tructor hours .1 o d: .1 .1 - to ok
Costs:
Mon, horse and trictor w3 LD 4,12 3.79  1.2.,37 1,89 to .;3.87
Sced 1.36 1.88 1.21 1.31 1.0 to 2,11
Tvine o4 .34 .40 .27 .19 to .39
Threshing 99 1.21 1.11 . 64 .39 to .98
Manure .85 .89 .76 .91 - to 3.22
Mcochinery .95 .95 .95 « 25 .95 to .95
Land 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 to 6,00
Total 13,92 15,09 14 .22 le.,45 11,10 to 16,78
Yield, bu, 45,4 50,7 53.5 32.1 17.8 to 51,0
Cust per bu, 231 .29 Lae 27 439 .24 to .7
December 1 price .27 .36 .24 .22 .22 to .52
Crop value at Decomber 1 price 12,26 18,25 12,84 7.06 3.91 to 11.22
Nct return -1,66 3.16 -1.38 -9.39 -9,20 to -1,04
Return per man hour none .74 «10 none none to .02
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Cost per wcre of Producing Barley

Number of farms
acres per farm
.11 work up to harvest:
Man hours
Horse hours
Tractor hours
Harvesting:
Men hours
Horse hours
Tractor hours
Costs:
lMian, horse &nd tractor
Sced
Twine
Thresking
Manure
Machinery
Land
Total
1 ield, bu,
Cost per bu.
December 1 price

Crop value at December 1 price

Net return
Return per mesn hour

Cost per acre

Number of farms
acres per farm
411 work up to harvest:
Man hours
Horse hours
Tractor hours
Harvesting:
Man hours
Horse hours
Tractor hours
Costs:
Man, horse and tractor
Seed
Twine
Thresliing
Manure
Machinery
Land
Total
Yicld, bu,
Crst r bu,
December 1 price

Crop wvalue 2t December 1 price

Net return
Return per man hour

AVETAZE Range. for
Three 1929 1930 1931 cach item in
years 1931 ——
16 1 15 .

31 30 31 32 15 to 89
1.6 1.7 1.7 1.5 7 to 2.3
5.8 6.4 6.2 4,9 1.8 %o 9.5

.2 oL B .2 - to 1.7
4.8 5.4 4,9 4.2 2.5 %o 5.5
8,1 9.0 8,4 7.0 4,5 to 9.6

- - - .1 - to i)

3,42 54,04 83,63 2,65 1,74 to $4.,08

1,¥9 1,47 1,06 1.04 .67 to 1,34
.32 .04 RRGY: .29 .18 to 37
.81 1.03 .80 .60 .24 to .97
.77 .94 73 .65 .27 to 1,27
+99 .95 «98 .96 .95 to 1.07

6,00 6,00 6,00 6,00 6.00 to 6,00

13,46 14,77 13,41 12,19 10.42 to 13,58

28.0 33.0 29.0 21.9 8.2 to 35.8
5.48 w45 5e4b 3.56 $.36 to 1.39

.42 .49 .38 .38 .38 to . 38
11.76 16,17 11,02 8,32 3.14 to 13.59
~1,70 1.40 -2,39 -3.,87 =8,36 to .65

.02 .50 mone none none to .35
of Producing Flax

8 13 14

29 28 30 28 14 to 59
247 2.8 2.7 2.6 1.3 to 10,1

11.1 12.8 10.0 10.4 3.6 to 46,8

.3 .1 .6 .2 ‘ vo 1.7
5.1 5.4 5.3 4,7 2.7 to 6,1
8.9 10,2 8.7 7.8 3.2 to 10.6

.1 - - 4 S - to .7

$4.57  $5.16 4,85 3,71 2,23 to 98.69
2.18 2.21 2,57 1,75 1.19 to 2.85
.22 .22 <25 .17 - to 38
1.33 1,64 1.65 .71 .21 to 1,40
.87 .77 72 1,11 .30 to 4,79
.97 .99 .94 .98 .93 to 1.26

6,00 6.00 6,00 6, 00 6.00 to 6,00

16,14 16,99 16,29 14,43 11.69 to 192,55

10,1 11.2 13.0 6,0 1.6 to 8.5

$1.60  (1.50 $1.31  $2.40 31,57 te 12.50
1.85 2,83 1.48 1,23 1,23 to 1,23

18.68 31.7% 19.24 7,38 1,97 to 10,46
2.54 14,71 2.25 -7,05 -17,58 to -2,79

.61 2. 0% .58 none none to none



Number of farms
wcres per farm

Men hours
Horse hours

Costs:
Man and horse
Seed
Manure
YMachinery
Land
Total

Yield, tons
Cost per ton

Number of farms
acres per farm

Man hours
Horse hours

Costs:
fen and horse
Machinery
Land
Total

Yield, tons
Cost per ton

- B2 -

Cost per ..cre of Producing ilfalfa Hay

Cost per acre

Lyersge Range for
Three 1929 1930 1931 each item
vears 1931 ‘
17 17 17 ;
14 13 14 15 2 to 39
9.3 11.5 9.5 6.8 3.1 to 12.1
14,9 17,5 15.7 11,5 5.1 to 23.7
$4,26 £5.55 $54.55  $2.68 $1.21 to 5,03
1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 to 1.00
1.14 1.52 1.01 .89 .06 to 2.48
1.46 1.62 1.53 1.24 .85 to 1.75
6,00 6,00 6,00 6,00 6,00 to 6,00
13,68 15,69 14,09 11.81 9.61 to 14,09
1.6 2.0 1.6 1.1 0.6 to 2.4
#8,66 w7.,85 38.8C $10.74 355,87 to 18,77
of Producing Wild Hay
1% 12 14
23 22 27 20 2 to 44
4.8 5.4 8.2 3,9 2,3 to 5.4
8,2 9,8 8,8 6,6 4,2 to 10.6
$2.28 2,79 $2,49 ©1,55 $.93 to 52,26
.86 .89 .85 .85 .85 to +95
5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 to 5.00
8,14 8,68 8,34 7.40 6,78 to 8,11
‘l.O il.l .3--l2 . .6 .2 to l.l
8,14 37,89 @6.95 512,33 37,10 to 35.05



- B

Cost per Acre of Preoducine Corn Fodder

aVETALE Range for -
Three 192¢ 1930 1931 each item
years 1831
Nunber of farms 12 18 ie
acres per farm 12 8 13 18 3 to 46
411 work up to harvest:
WMan hours ; 7.7 8,0 7.7 7.5 3.3 to 12,2
Horse hours 25,9 28,0 24.4 25,2 6.3 to 37.3
Tractor hours 7 4 .9 .7 - to 2,9
H-rvesting:
Man hours , 5.6 6,5 5.6 4.6 2.8 to 7,4
Horse hours 5,8 5.2 6,5 5,8 3,5 to 10,9
Costs:
Man, horse and tractor $7.46  $8.36 $7.88 $6,13 {B.63tc 9.08
Sced .74 1.01 .63 «O7 .29 to 2,31
Twine .49 63 .50 .54 .17 to .55
: Manure 1.81 1.58 1,69 2,17 +&0 to 8,77
Machine 1.85 1.65 1.65 1.65 1,65 t0o 1,65
Land 6,00 6.00 6,00 6,00 8,00 to 6,00
Total cost 18,15 19,23 18.35 16,88 13,04 to 23,01
Credit* . .05 - .09 ,O05 - to .86
Net cost s fB.lO 19.23 18,26 16,81 13,04 t0 23,01
Yield, tons . 2,3 3.3 1.9 1.6 9 to3.2
Cost per ton $7.87  $5.83 $10.52 10,50 $5.00 to 20,40
Cost per Acre of Producing Corn Silage
Number of farms 8 & 7 .
acres per farm 21 16 21 25 9 to B3
All work up to harvest:
Man hours 8.0 7.9 8.5 7.7 4,0 %o 10,5
Horse hours 27,6 27.8 28,3 26,7 11.5 to 36.2
Tractor hours .6 .5 .8 .6 - to 1,9
Harvesting:
Man hours 7.4 13.1 9.0 10.1 7.5 to 13.1
Horse hours 18.0 21,8 15,5 16,7 11,6 to'21.6
Tractor hours .1 .2 - W2 - to 1.2
Crats: :
Man, horse and tractor $10.69 $18.82 $10.49 £8,75 $6.84 to $9.91
Seed .61 .69 .60 .55 .34 to 77
Twine .41 .51 .40 .33 - to 57
Manure 2,01 . 2.15 1.72 2,15 .40 to 3,76
Silo filling 3,31 2,52 1.95 2,46 - 1,88 to 3,47
Machinery 1,55 1,56 1,53 1,85 .95 to 1.65
Land 8,00 6,00 6,00 6.00 6,00 to 6,00
Total 23,58 26,25 22.69 21.79 19.19 to 23.72
Credi t* .23 .14 .54 - - -
Net cost 23.35 26,11 22,15 21,79 19.19 to 23,72
Yield, tons 6,2 7.3 5.1 6.2 4,5 to 8.4
Cost per ton $3.77  $3.58 $4.34 $3,51 $2,46 to 55.16

*Credit for corn picked up after binder,



