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SBURCE OF DATA 

Method of Study----.­
The Division of F'a.rm Nlanaf"ement and Ac'ricult1:'.ral Economics and of 

Animal Ht;sbandry of the University of ::~il'h'1esota are cooperating ,lith the 
Bureau of .~ricultural Economics of the United States Departmemt of -;gri­
cuIture in an accounting study of twenty-four farms in Rock and I\'obles 
Counties in Southwestern IUnnesota. This study was started I-Tarch 1, 1929. 
The farms were selected in cooperation with the county agricultural agents 
in the respective counties, 1.1fr. C. G. Gaylord in Rock County and Yr. C • .T. 
Gilbert in trobles County. Only farms on ':"lhich some type of beef produ.ction 
is a maior enterprise were chosen. The farmers cooperating in this work 
keep complete record of cash receipts and cash expenditures, a daily record 
of the labor used on each crop and each class of livestock, a record of the 
farm produce used in the house and other (tetailed information recarding their 
business. These records are cl--,ecket at least twice a month by tr:.e route man 
and supplemented with inventories, livestock feed records, reports of crop 
yields and practices and other sir-"nificant facts al)out the farm operations. 
The data collecter, is sent to t:;'e central office at University Farm, St. Paul, 
where a detailed set of records for each farm is kept. From these records the 
costs presenteet in this renort have been comp1.:ted. The_ financial returns from 
these farms, the cost and income from livestock production and other signifi­
cant facts will be presented in later reports as the information becomes 
available. 

Descri~!ion of Area 

Rock and i:;cbles Counties are located in the southwestern corner of 
l'innesote. 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 balance of Nobles County is covered with a glacial till, the prev~iling 
soil type of the sputhern and central part of the state. This too is a pro­
duction type YJeU supplied rdth lime. Accoring to the 1925 census, only four 
counties in the state had higher land values per acre than Rock and Nobles and 
in three of these the htgh land valu.es were due lar['ely to their nearD_ess to 
the Twin 'Jities. Both counties are level to gently rolling v!ith pre,ctically 
all land tillable. There are some sections. espec ially is southem 110bles 
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County that need drainage to insu.re regular cropping and in Rock :Jounty 
there are limited areas of rock out-crop. The annual rainfall aver':1.p:es 
between 26 and 28 inches and the average growing seeson is from 130 to 
140 days, Beef cattle and hogs are the principal classes of livestock 
raised. Corn, oats, and barley are the principal ~rain crops. They are 
raised primarily for feed al thol..:tgh there is a considerable surplus fer 
sale on many farms, Alfalfa and wildhay are the principal roughages 
ryown. 

Description of Farms 

Tr.e average size of the ferms studied was 323 acres. This is 
approximatelv 55% larger tran the average size of farms in these two 
counties. The larger farms are tetter adapted to beef production. Two 
hundrer'. forty-one acres or ab01~t 75% of the total acreage is in harvested 
crops, Of the balance there are 64 acres of pasture and 18 acres of farm­
stead roads, headlands and waste, The crop land included 106 acres of corn, 
56 acres of oats, 20 acres of barley, 10 acres of flax, 11 a.cres other small 
grains, 12 acres alfalfa, 14 acres wild hay, 7 acres other hay, and 5 acres 
of miscellaneous crops. 

Onl ~r four of the farms studied are owned by the operators. Eie:ht 
a.re rented and of the remaining 12 the operator owns part of the land and 
rents the balance, Thirty-seven per cent of all the land is owned by the 
operators, Two-thirds of the rented land is rented for cash and one-tbird 
on a share basis, More than half of all farms in the-se two counties are 
operated by tenants, 

!'[ETHODS OF COMPUTING Mill I:RESE1"P:r-Itra DP,TA 

Factors of Cost 

Comparative costs and returns for the eight principal crops groy;n 
on the farms studieQ are presented in this report, The factors of cost are 
charged at the local market prices. The man labor rate, 30 cents per hour, 
is based on the wages to hired men on these farms and includes an allm,'!ance 
for board. Horse work is charged at 12 cents per hour, 2-plow tractors a.t 
75 cents per hour and 3-plow tra.ctors at $1.00 per hour, 1~nure is 
charged at 75 cents per ton plus the cost of nauling, Fifty per cent of 
this is c~arged against the crop to which the manure is applied and the 
balance prorated to the other crops in the rota.tion on an acre basis. 
1!achiner'T is charged at a flat rc:. te which includes an allowance for 
interest, depreciation, repairs, and other costs. The land rent charge 
is based on prevailing cash rental rates in the community. The local 
market price on December 1, 1929 is 1,.,'!.sed in comp1:ting the retTtrns from 
the various crops. The value of crops such as sil~ge which have no regu­
lar '!ll.8.rket price is computed by cbmparing their feed value with o"ther 
crops for which a local price is available.' All costs are figured at the 
farm, no marketing charges have been included. The credits lnclude stubble 
or stalk ~asture, corn picked up after corn binder, and similar items 4 
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Methods of Presentat iop 
an 

The costs ere shown both on/ecre nrd e. bushel or ton basis. The 
returns have been computed on the basis of the net return per acre over 
costs, the return for the use of the land, e,nd the return per hour the 
farmer received for the labor used on the crop. Ti:'e net return is the 
gain or loss left after subtracting from the v~lue of t~e crop the items 
of cost tlwt are presented. The ret1.1.:·n for the land is the amount of 
rent earned over and above the ot::--E:r cost items. The return for labor 
is the amount left to pay the labor after th~ other costs indicated have 
been met. A :w.inus figure (-l indice.tes a loss. 

The costs presented &'1'8 reli;,tive rather than absoh'.te costs •. 
Since nm.ny of the c cst i toms such .::1,S the farmers own labor and the use 
of his own land and his equipment do not represent actual "'out-of-pocket~ 
expense, it is necessary to esti~~te their value. However, uniform rates 
have been used for all crops so tht"..t comparisons rony be made between 
different crops and different farms. Fniform rEJntel rates for land are 
used for each crop since the vari0d. rentr~l systems and rates on the 
different fo.rms including cash rented, sh..are rented, and owned land weuld 
tend to obscure these comparisons. All crops have been credited at uni­
form prices except as they vr;,rY' in qu.:;,li tY'. Some farmers undol,ttedly 
receive higher prices tr.an theSE: ".no. others lOVJer. T.re reaC~er in inter·· 
preting these figures must ronke such a(~,justments in the retrrns treat fit 
the prices he receives. 

FSIl!G '~ROP REOCRD,) TO IlTTFE'iSE CROP ?ROFITS 

Va.rh,ti.ons in Cost 

The cost of producing each crop on e,'3.ch fl:'.rm 5.s shown in I'.l.dditlon 
to t"'e average cost for all fa.rms. This Vlill:mable 6f_ch cooperr.tor to 
compare his costs and returns with those of the other producers. It is 
interssting to note th£"t on the average the roturns from every crop 1.'.t the 

Tnble I 

Vnrio.tions in I'roa.1'.C tion Costs 

Crop 
Rock I:'.nd Nobles CountiGs 

C~er Uni.t. 
- 1929 

Dec.l %pro-
Aver~:t;<"(; High IJo\"~ Price dtlcing 

at loss. 

Corn $.48 ~.S2 ~i. 36 $.56 25 
Oa.ts .P9 .42 .2.2 .36 18 
~.rley .45 1.00 .31 .49 31 
Flax 1.58 3.32 1.03 2.83 l:::t 
Alfalfa 7.85 15.36 4.39 15.00 6 
Wild HaY' 7.87 .12.41 5.43 9.00 33 

price used is sufficient to cover r.l1 the costs listed nnd le:'.v€ some m:'YO'ln 
of profi t. Hcwev~r, in cese of ev(;;ry crop there wns some fr.r:ner who faihd 
to cover his costs. This is illu8tr~t6d in Table I. A study of these 
variations in costs should m:"ll to thE: attention of eech cooperr,tor ccny 

wc::-JmessJs in his cropping plans or methods, It Sh01,,-ld afford sugCostions 
for shifts or economies in production. 

http:absoh'.te
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There are in general twOwe,Y-s in which the farmer may adjust his 
own business so as to make it more p!'ofita.ble> He may either (l) !"eorrje 
his cost per unit of product or (2) select those crops or kinds of live­
stock or combinations of the two that bring in the largest returns. 

One of the most 	important factors in reducing the cost per bushel 
or ton of crops produced is to increase yields. This is illustra.ted in the 
two following tables, 

Table II 

Effect of Yield per Acre o~ Cost and Returns for Corn 
Rock and Nobles Counties - 19~,9~______: 

Yield per Acre Number Averag(;3" Net east Cost per Rctu,rn per 
Farms Yield" per Acre Bl".shel Hr.Ma;n Labor 

Under 36 bu. 8 32 19.15 .60 q 22 
36 - 41 bu. 9 39 18.28 ,47 .62 
Over 41 bu. 7 45 17.37 .39 .91 

,In Table II is presented a grouping of the farMS according to the 
yield of corn. The higher the yield the lower is the cost per bushel. 
Although the production on the higher yielding farms is only 41% above the 
lower group the return per heur for the labor spent on them is more than 
four times as great. There is not:only a larger margin of profit per bushel 
on the higher yielding farms but there are more bushels on which this profit 
is made. Apparently it costs as much to raise an acre of low yielding corn 
as it does a high yielding acre. 'In fact the costs are even higher in case 
of the low group, 

Tnble III 

Effect of Yiel~ per Acre on Co~t and Returns for Alfalfa 
Rock and Nobles Counties - 1929 

Yield per Acre 	 boTumber Average Net Cost Cost per Return per 
Farms Yield: ,E.er Acre Ton Hr.Man Labor 

Under l~ tons 4 1.2 14.90 12,88 .57 
ttIt - 2!-" 7 1.9 14.90 7.84 1.68 

Over ~ " 6 2.8 17.18 6.14 2.17 

The advantage of high yields of alfalfa is shown in Table III. The 
high yields may cost Slightly more per acre but the returns are more than pro­
portionately greater. The same advantage of high yields is true of the other 
crops. It is impossible in this preliminary report to analyze all the causes 
for the difference in yield and costs. In some cases it is due to ql'ality of 
soil. In other it may be due to kind or quality of seed, cultural methods, 
and other factors directly within the far~ers control. These factors will 
be analyzed in later reports but each farmer is urged to compare his own 
fipures with the others reported in order to locate any weakne~s in his own 
production methods. 
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Selecting Profitable Crops 

The second way to increase crop rett~ns is to select those crops or 
combinations of crops which have proven most profitable. In this connection it 
should be remembered that these figures cover the results in only one year. 
Crop costs and returns vary from year to !rear with crop yields, crop prices, 
and the prices of the cost factors. Those crops which proved most profitable 
in 1929 may be disappointing in 1930. One must first determine how nearly 
representative these figures are before drawing any conclusions. In Table IV 
is presented a comparison between the yield of the grain crops on these farms 
in 1929 and the average yield on all farms in the two counties for the ten 
year period 1919 to 1928 and a similar comparison between the December 1 
prices used in these tables with the average December 1 price for the state 
for the 10 years 1920 to 1929 inclusive. 

Table IV 

Comparison of Yields on Farms Studied and PricmUsed with 
10-year Averages 

Corn Oats Bar1e.l. Flax 

-Yield farms studied~ 1929 - bu. 38i 51t 331 lOt 
10-year avg.county yields,1919-1928 bU.34 35 ·28f 102 

Dec ,I Price farms studied $.56 $.36 $,~49 $2.83 
10-year average state price,1920-1929 .59 .35 .52 2.11 

All yields on these farmS in 1929 are higher than the 10-year county 
averages. Since these farms maintain considerable livestock, the yields would 
probably average higher over a period of years than the average yields of the 
two counties. The advantage in yield, however~ is not uniform between crops. 
Flax yielded only 8% above the 10-year county G.verage~ and corn and barley 13% 
above~ but oats exceeded the average by 46%. The high return for oats must be 
discounted to some extent in line with this comparison. Oats also have an 
advantage in price as compared with the other crops. The price of oats is 3% 
above the 10-year state average price whereas corn is 5% below and barley 6~ 
below. Since this is an area of surplus production for these crops their 
price is normally somewhat below the state average price. The state flax price 
in 1929 was the highest in 10 years. The December 1 price used in these 
studies is 34~ above the 10-year average state price. 

In order to present a more fair picture of the relative returns from 
these four crops over a period of years the costs and returns have been re­
computed on the basis of 10-yearaverage county yields and 10~year average state 
prices. These data are shown in Table V. Apparently corn is the most pro­
fitable of the feed grains in the long run with barley second. The high yield 
in 1929 gives oats a special advantare for the one year. Flax appears a re­
munerativa crop for this section on the basis of the ten year figure. 
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Table V 

Comparison between 1929 Crop Costs and Returns and 10-year 
County Average 

Corn Oats Barlez Flax 

Cost per bushel: 
1929 $.48 $.29 $.45 $1.58 
10-year average .54 .42 .52 1.61 

Net return per acre: 
1929 3.25 3.40 1.43 13.43 
10-year average 1.75*-2.40 .11 5.21 

Return per hour ~. labor: 
1929 .53 .77 .50 1.96 
10-year average .38 none .32 .78 

* L08S 

Hay, corn fodder, and silae-e all show favorable returns. Rough­
ages, however, vary widely in ctue.lity from farm to farm and the latter two 
have no regular market price. For this reason the cost comparisons are of 
more significance than are the return figures. It is worth while noting 
thnt it costs no more to produce ~ ton of alfalfa than it did a ton of 
wild hay. Since alfalfa has a much higher feeding value than \"IUd he'J" 
it would not seem worth while to keep the l~tt€r in the cropping system 
except on land too wet or othetwise unfit for cultivation. The abundP,nce 
of lime in the soil in these cbUnties ad~ptsthem well for alfalfa produc­
tion. 

Planning for the Future 

The data in this report Sh01.:1d prove useful in planning the crop­
ping system for 1930 if one keeps in mind tile comparisons on the basis of 
10-year nverage yields and prices and of prospects for the coming year. 
Since these ~re livestock farms feed crops must be given first place. Corn 
and alfalfa hay seem to deserve the most consideration. TheBe must be small 
grain to balance up the cropping system. The relative prices of corn and 
barley will probably be about the same l:tS in 1929 but if there is any 
change in oat prices they will be relatively lower. Hence it would seem 
wise to substitute as much barley as possible for oats r.s a small grcin crop, 
espeCially if it is grown for sale. Flax offers the best possibility as a 
cash crop. Because of our high t~,riff on fl~,x c.nd our heuvy imports, flax 
growers are re",soncbly sure of a price in 1930 that will insure fcir pro­
fits wherever aver~ge yields can be obtained. Alfalfa pro~ises the most 
economical roughage. 

These crop cost st't~_di6S will be continued thru 1930 [md 1'J3l. 
Averages secured from the f~rms cooper~ting in this study will furnish 
D. better basis for pbnning the cropping systems for these fl:'.rms than do 
county cvern~es. It is therefore especi~lly important to those f~r~ers 
who have kep1t records in 1929 to continue the work thru the next two yec.rs 
in order to ~"Jork out cropping systems best [',d~.pted to the partic'l.lnr con­
ditions under which they are working. At the end of the three Venrs, the 
data secure4 will be analyzed and suggestions will be developed as to the 
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best long time cropping plnns not only for these f~rms but for other f~rms 
of similer type in this section of the st~te. Definite records of what ~~s 
bE:en donE: in the past coupled \7ith the bGst infcrm''l.tion ::"vr,iln.ble f'.8 to 
probable trends of production e.nd pricos serve us the s8-fest basis for 
planning profitr-.ble fr;.rmine- systems for the future. 

Table VI 

Comparative Costs amd Returns per Acre on Principal Crops 
Rock and ,Nobles Counties , :M:innesota. ... ,1929 

Wild Corn Corn 
Corn Oats Barle~ Flax, Alfalfa , Hay Fodder Sila;ge 

No. of Farms 24 22 16 8 17 15 12 8 
Avg. Acres per Fa.rm 96 64 30 28 13 22 8 16 

:Man Hours 14 71,. -M­'4 8 13~l~t 2~Horse Hours 41 15 161 23 172 ~ 30~ 4 4 
.l. .J,. 1Tractor Hours 
~ ~ "2 J.. 

Costs: 
'h.fan Labor $4.20 $2.18 $2.18 $2,40 $3.45 $1.65 $3.69 $6 0 38 
Horse & Tractor Work 5.42 1.94 1.95 2.76 2.10 1.14 4.54 6,75 
Seed .44 1.61 1,,47 2.21 1.00 ,98 .69 
Twine .34 .34 .22 .65 .51 
Threshing *.35 1.27 1,03 1.64 ··2.52 
lfanure & Fertilizer 1,93 .90 .94 .77 1.66 1.57 2.15 
!!:chine Chars:e .95 .95 .95 .99 l s 62 .89 1.65 1.56 
OPERATING COSTS 13.29 9.19 8.86 10.99 9.83 3.68 13.08 20.56 
Land 6hars:e 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 ,6. 00 5.00 6.00 6.00 
Total costs 19.29 15.19 14.86 16.99 15.83 8.68 19.08 26.56 
Credit .98 .14 ,14 .• 02 1.00 
Nm COST 18.31 15.05 14.86 16.99 15.67 8.66 19.08 25.56 

YIELD - Grai~bu. 38t 51t 33i 10i 
Rou~ . e t 

' 
tons 2 1.1 3.2 7.3 

""""­
COST PER UNIT $.48 $.29 $.45 $1.58· $7.85 $7.87 $5.96 $3.50 

December 1 Pri e .56 .36 .49 2.83 15.00 9.00 10.00 5.00 
Crop Value 21.56 18.45 16.29 30.42 30.00 9.90 32.00 36.50 

NET RETURN 3.25 3.40 1.43 13.43 14.31 1.24 12.92 10.94 

R8'lIUI1l 10. La.tm 9.25 9.40 7.43 19.43 20.31 6,24 18.92 16.94 

RSTURN PER f'-'AN HOUR .53 .77 .50 1. 98 1.55 .53 1.24 .81 

*Corn Picker 
**Sil0 Filling Machiner.y 
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Cost per Aore of P~o~jcjng Corn - Rook ~nd Nobles Countjes - 1929 

Rlrm Hours of 'Nork Cost 'rota.1 Het Y:ie1d Cost r:et Return 

No. Man Horse ~l'ractor Labor Seed .Manure Pioker Machine Land Cost Credi t Cost bu. ner Return ner 


bu. Four 


107 111:; 38 t $i·68 $.46 $.62 $.70 ,- $.95 $6.00 $17.31 $1.00 $16.31 **45 $.36 ~p14.89 $1.06 
'­

401 14r~ 39 Ii! 9.38 .44 2.53 .95 6.00 19&.30 1.00 18.30 *49t1 .37 16.41 1.C5 
1213 114 4~- 8.64 .19 1.74 .70 .95 6.00 18.22 1.00 17.22 *45 .38 14.88 1.06 

201 14! 36f 8.80 .33 2.27 .95 6.00 18 G35 1.00 17.35 **44t .39 13.57 .81 

113 14 4~ 9.04 .39 1.69 .95 6.00 18.07 1.00 17.07 *43 .40 12.87 .79 

302 8:!- 37 7.08 .50 1.53 .70 .95 6.00 16.76 1.00 15.76 **39 .40 12.08 .99 

402 lot 44.g,- 8.42 .42 .37 .70 .95 6.00 16 ..86 1.00 15.86***38 .42 10.66 .75 


-r 

116 11i 46 9.09 .33 1.55 .70 .95 6.0018.62 1.00 17.62*"**41 .4310 .. 52 .68 

119 lot 42+ 8.17 ..45 1.51 .70 .95 6.00 17. r(d 1.00 16.78 "'38t .44 11.55 .84 

106 147;- 27t ~ 10.41 ,,50 1.10 .70 .95 6.00 19.66 1.00 1~.66 **42f .44 11.00 .65 

212 12-1 27* I-T 8.70 .35 1.87 .95 6.00 17.87 1.00 16.87 **37t .45 11.13 .72 


112 IS:£- 46 1O~27 ..41 1.80 .95 6.00 19.43 1.00 18.43 **41 ..45 10.53 .59 0:> 

202 1st 47t 1 12.03 .45 .. 59 .95 6.00 20.02 1.00 19.02 **39 .49 8.82 .45 
319 lo! 38 1 8.78 .42 1.10 .70 .95 6.00 -17.95 1.00 16.95 **32 .. 53 6.97 .39 
219 12 24i 2t 8.46 .45 3.01 .70 .95 6.00 19.57 1.00 18.57 "'*35 .53 7.03 .39 

111 12f 41 t 9.07 .50 1.01 .95 6.0017.53 1.00 16.53***311- .53 6.35 .33 

419 1~ 4~- 2 9~05 .46 2.74 .70 .95 6.00 19.90 1.00 18.90 **?31 .56 5.86 .29 

116 1~ 46f 11 ..31.40 2.01 - .96 6.00 20.67 1.00 19.67 **34li .57 5.65 .28 

301 IS£- 43! t 9.75 .37 .66 .70 .95 6.00 18.63 1.00 17.63***3ott .58 4.84 .22 


105 21 54 12.74 .51 3.38 .95 6.00 23.58 1.00 22.58 *39t .56 6.l,} .31 

12i 12-£- 39t J 8.67 .30 1.79 .95 6.00 17.71 1.00 h .. 71 **29 .56 5.46 .26 

312 15 55 11.12 .62 3.21 .70 .95 6.00 22.60 1.00 21.60 **3* .58 5.40 .26 

102 IGt 47! 10.63 .'-1:7 .51 .95 6.00 18.56 .63 17.93 **30 .60 4.87 .23 

101 20i 36 ~ 12.99 ,,74 7.36 .95 6.00 28.06 1.00 27.06***291t .92 -5.13 none
:{"vg. - - -~ ~.- ._. 
230n. :'4. 41. t 9,62 .44 1.93 .35 .95 6.00 19.29 .98 18.N 3~ .49 8.83 .50 
"'Dec~;~u0r 1 price: - - - ­
* Grade #4 - 58p per bu. 
** " #5 - 56~" " 
*** " #6 - 54~" " 

http:16.53***311-.53
http:6.0017.53
http:6.0018.62
http:44.g,-8.42
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Cost per Acre of Producing Barley - Rock :3J:.d robles Counties _ 1929 
Farm 
NOn 

11()urs 0 f 'Hork 
---...--~--

M:3J1 Horse Labor - Seed "l\":ine 
Cost 

ThrcsJ'1jng Manure },tlchi no L'md 
Not 
Cost 

Yield 
bu. 

Coo t 
]:<er b1.~ 

Net 
R(,; TIlrn 

Retnrn 
per Four 

219 
319 
123 
113 

~ 

Sf61· 
7 

15 
1Gi 
15 
1~ 

$4.11 
3.71 
3 .. 69 
3.97 

$1015 
1.51 

.89 
1 .. 17 

. '$ ..41 
028 
.46 
.37 

~1.31 
1.22 
1.20 
1.22 

$.57 
.73 
.86 
.69 

$.95 
.95 
..95 
.95 

$6~OO 
6.00 
6.00 
6.. 00 

$14.50 
14.40 
14.06 
14.37 

471­
42 
40 
4~

'" 

$.31 
.34 
.35 
.35 

$15.65 
12.18 
11.54 
11.60 

ri'·;;l1.55 
1.37 
1.19 
1.10 

213 
107 
118 
106 

:!7#. 
6i: 

1~ 
i?; 
15 

3.94 
3.12 
4.25 
Z.68 

..96 
1.28 
1.77 
1.82 

.17 

.32 

.31 

.31 

1.14 
1.00 
~96 

1.22 

.64 
1.31 

.45 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

6.00 
6.00 
6.00 
6.00 

13.80 
13.99 
14.24 
14.43 

3st3q­
3~ 

32-3-­

.39 

.43 

.43 

.45 

9.60 
7.91­
7.93 
7.37 

.76 

.87 

.57 

.52 

102 
112 
105 
301 

419 
116 
201 
111, 
Avg. 
4S8 
Acres 

7-1 
9 

12 
6i 
9 
5:('! 

stal 
7; 

1~4­
19 
20 
1~ 

11' 
11-, 
1:1 .. 
2 <.1. 

1~ 

4.27 
5.00 
6.02 
3.91 

5.07 
3 ..07 
3.•15 
5.38 

4.13 

1.40 
1 .. 76 
1.68 
1.62 

1.78 
1.55 
]".27 
1.86 

1.47 

.30 

.35 
030 
.57 

.38 

.31 
.,.$1 

..21 

>.34 

.93 
1.02 
1.17 

..97 

.93 

.84 
11 66 
064 

1.03 

.66 

.84 
2 .. 59 
1.75 

1.18 
1.55 

.81 

.43 

.94 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

.95 

6.00 
6.)0 
6..00 
6.00 

6.00 
6.00 
6.00 
6.00 

6.00 

14.51 
15.92 
18.71 
15.77 

16.29 
14.27 
13.15 
15.•47 

14.86 

31 
3Mti
3~ 
32 

31 
25 
2~ 
15;­

331­

.47 

.48 

.48 

.,1-9 

.53 

.57 

.63 
1.00 

.45 

6.68 
6.37 
6.19 
5.91 

4.90 
3.98 
3.02 

-1.87 

7.43 

.39 

.34 

.32 

.29 

.18 
nonS 
none 
none 

.50 

• 
t-' 
0 

Pricr Decanber 1, 1929 ... 49¢ rsr bushol. 



--

Cos t po r d.ere 0 f Prodt~clM Fl3..'C - ROt;i<: aziSl l~o11cs Count:i OS - 1929 
FtrlD Ho~n s of ';{ork ._--_Cos .. t_-' ..-._--- Net Yield Coo t Nc t Rch~1'!1 [' 

~o~ illu Horso La1) or S~ed Twine Thre:;hi !.:<": 1:'¥11.1re: M:::Qhino Land Cost 1m. 'Dcr bll. Ret urn rx; r Four 

113 ~- $4.70 $2,,33 $2 ... 29 ~.69 $.95 $6.00 ~;:16 .. 96 16t ~~1.03 -,;35.74 ~f4.402~ t '" 
111 44 1"2 3.·94- L34 .06 1.24 .43 .95 6 ..00 13.96 103- 1.36 21.05 2.71 
401 8 ""A- 5 09 2 ..46 1.90 1.22 .95 6.00 17 0 62 1.41 23.76 2.522~ 

12Js.; ,,~- 2.70 ,,29301 .; ... <, 3~75 1.64 .47 ..95 6.00 16 4 00 117 1,.4,2 21.84 2.83 

302 7! 18 4~29 1 ..04 .52 1.59 .58 .95 6.00 14 ..97 s7- 1.62 17.21 1.85 
312 10 34..1. 7&17 2 e 66 .43 1.80 1.89 .,95 6 J OO 20.90 1.a£ 1.64 21,18 1.82 
201 9 233-

2 

5.50 1.39 1.19 .77 .95 6.00 15 ..80 7i 2.11 ll• .:.z ,90 
402 Ie! 31~ 7.03 3.75 .47 1.27 .12 1.30 6.00 19..94 6 3.32 3.04 .02 

I 

Avg. 
226 8 23 5.16 2.21 .. 22 1.64 .77 .99 6.,)0 16.99 lot 1.58 19.43 1.98 
AerfS 

Pri co DE-ccmbor 19 1929 - ;;p2.63 nor bnshe 1. 1-1 
1-1 

" 


http:103-1.36


Cost TX'r Acre of Producing .\lfl1fa. - Rock & IIoblt.s Counties - 1929 
Farm HqB:!!L2 f ';ior·k C913 t Total Net Yield Cost Net Rr-:turn 

No. I.~a.n Forse •..- L~bo~ Seed M~n'lrc Machjne_J,~d__ J!os:t; __ Credit Cost Tons -y:r. r Ton Rctll:rn _'P<?!". J1'QllI' __ 


213 1~ 18i $6.09 $1.00 $2.02 $2.00 $6.00 $17.11 $17.1l 3.9 $4.39 $46.39 $3.47 

111 lli 6.16 1.00 .77 2~00 6.00 15 a 93 15.93 2.8 5.69 34.07 2.52
21i105 lot 4039 1.00 2.59 L50 6.00 15.48 .39 15.09 2.3 6.56 25.41 2.191~301 1 2 21 6.28 1.00 .47 1.50 6.00 15.25 15.25 2.3 6.63 25.25 1.84 

302 8! 4.19 1.00 .58 1 ..86 6.00 13.63 13.63 2.0 6.81 22,37 2.171* 
419 9 13 4.29 1.00 .92 1.50 6.00 13.71 13.71 2.0 6.85 22.29 2.11 

101 12 194- 5.94 1.00 7.26 1.71 6.00 21.91 21.91 3.2 6.85 22.09 1.64 

202 9i 1st 4.81 1.00 1.08 1.50 6.00 14.39 14.39 2.0 7.20 21,61 1.94 


212 ~ 1~ 4.81 1.00 .96 2.00 6~00 14.77 14.77 2.0 7.39 21.23 1.86 

107 ni. 14t 5.17 1.00 057 1.50 0.00 14.24 1.29 12.95 1.7 7.62 18.55 1.~9 


28..1. 2.3 • 7.73 22.72 1..38
401 .t. 8.06 1.00 1 .. 22 1050 6.00 17.78 17.781;; ­
102 10£ 18 5.36 1.00 ~.55 1 .. 50 6.00 17.41 .73 16.58 2.1 7.94 20.62 1.68 

...... 
106 10 14t 4.75 1.00 .45 1.50 6.00 13.70 13.70 1.3 10 ..54 ll.80 .88 N 

118 1st 21 8.08 1.00 1.61 1.50 6..00 18.19 18.19 1.6 11.37 11.81 .61 
219 9 1,* 4.66 1.00 1.64 1.50 6.00 14 ..80 14.80 1.2 12.33 9.20 .66 
319 14 23! 7.03 1.00 1 .. 76 1.50 6.00 17.29 17.29 1.3 13.30 8,21 .46 

201 a¥4 16 4.55 1.00 .77 1.50 6.00 13.82 13.82 .9 15.36 5.68 .26 

--- --,~--.,...-

Avg. 
215 lIt nt 5.55 1.00 l..66 1.62 6.00 15.83 .14 15.69 2.0 7..65 !o.. cn 1.55 
Acres 

Prico December 1, 1929 - ~15.00 por ton. 

http:194-5.94


.________~~--"C..;o..:;s-t---F!:r Acro _Qf.1!Qd17c j:ng 'I'J.~ FC'::i.~ - HQ.ck and Nob l(ls Counti es - 1929 
Fl.l:m H.9El'S of'f/crk Cost TOtll Net Yield Cost Not Return 
No_,,___...Jl1.~Horsc L'lbor M'lohine Land Cost Crcdi t Cost Wnr: POI' Ton Return WI' uCiUJ. 

u 
312 6 1~ ~3.38 $..85 ~i5,,00 ~~9,,23 $9.23 1.7 05 ..4.'3 $11.07 ~:1 .31 
402 ~ , 9 2.97 .85 5.00 8.82 8.82 1.5 5.88 9.68 1.05 
302 
219 

&l 
4,}

.r 

1~
4 

3w17 
2.24 

.85 

.85 
5.00 
5 ..00 

9.02 
8.09 03'7 

9.02 
*7.72 

105 
1.2 

6.01 
6.43 

9.48 
8.08 

1.02 
Q95 

• 
• 
• 

319 
110 
301 
213 

6 
v. 3
U4' 
4 
4.1­.; 

lot 
8­
6~ 
at 

3.09 
2.77 
1.99 
2.27 

1.02 
.85 
.85 
.,85 

5.00 
5 .. 00 
5 ..00 
5.00 

9.11 
8 0 62 
7.84 
8.12 

9.11 
8 .. 62 
7.84 
8.12 

1.2 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 

7.59 
7.84 
7.84­
8.12 

6.69 
6.28 
6.16 
5.88 

.58 

.S':! 

.59 

.51 

• 

• 
• 
• 

102 9 18 4"85 .85 5.00 10.70 10.70 1.3 8.23 6.00 ..41 • 
105 
113 
112 

d. 
~,l' 

tl

41 
4 

1~ 
~ Sf 
174 

2~80 

1.68 
2~13 

1 ..02 
.85 
.85 

5.00 
5.00 
5.00 

8.82 
7...63 
7.98 

8.82 
7.53 
7.98 

1.0 
,,8 
.8 

8.82 
9 0 41 
9.98 

5.18 
4.67 
4.22 

.33 
C'aJ 
.12 

.. 
• 
.. 

llS 
106 
201 

62 
J
s! 

~ 
.J4­

10 

3.18 
2.81' 
2.76 

1.10 
.85 
.93 

5.00 
5.00 
5.00 

9.28 
8.66 
8.69 

9.28 
8.5.6 
8.69 

.8 

.7 

.7 

11.60 
12.37 
12.41 

2 .. 92 
2 .. G4 
2 .. 61 

none 
nOno 
noll(' 

"-' u..: 

,. 

• 

Avg. 
32.9 5t 9t 2~79 .89 5.00 8.58 .02 8.66 1.1 7.87 5.24 .53 
a:ercs 

Price Doc(~ber 1, 1929 - $9.00 per ton 



______ Cost Er Ac!'(:of Prodming Corn Fodder -' Rock :.llld Nobles Counties - 19::9 
Farm Hours of wQ)'k Cost Net Yield Cost Net ltcturn 
No.o MOi"-:Hor~gc Tr:lC tor L lbor Sced Twine U·'lllure Machine Land Cost Tons IT r Ton Rf'turn wr Four 

123 
112 
202·· 
312 

3 

l.·~a·1 ".. 
1 4 
10 

"3~.· 
4~ 
3~2rr! 3 

;jjlS .. 15 
10.97 
11.64 
6.12 

~1.26 
..39 
.54 

1.00 

~ .. 5S 
.. 58 
.66 
.54 

$1.82 
1.92 

.45 
2.79 

$1.65 
1.65 
1.65 
1.65 

itl16.00 
6.00 
6 ..00 
6.00 

$19.56 
21.50 
20.94 
lS.11 

4.6 
5.0 
4.3 
3.3 

$4.25 
4.30 
4.87 
5.49 

$32.44 
34.50 
2S.06 
20.89 

$2.22 
1.76 
1.58 
1.79 

319 
116 
119 
106 

1~ 
11"" 
12.1..4 
11 

32.l.. 
26t
23! 
IS III 

~. 

7.S7 
6.5S 
6.57 
6.72 

:72 
1.S5 

.62 
1.S3 

.,51 

.83 
~ 79 
.37 

~.52 
1.S2 

.53 

l ..f!l 
1.55 
1.65 
1.65 

6.00 
6.00 
6.00 
6.00 

16.74 
19.43 
17.45 
17.10 

3.0 
3.3 
2.7 
2.5 

5.58 
5.S9 
6.46 
6.84 

19.26 
19.57 
15.55 
13..90 

1.30 
1.51 
1.0S 
1.02 

302 
212 
401 
105 

Is! 
~ 

l~f 
1~ 
IS ­

i~ 
~~ 

l~ 
9.70 
6 .. 79 
7.64 

10 .. 03 

.91 

.9S 
1.07 

.. 62 

.• 7S 
0 42 
,,56 
.94 

2 .. 72 
.96 

1.22 
2.0S 

1.65 
1.65 
1.55 
1.55 

6.00 
6.00 
6.00 
6.00 

21.75 
16.81 
1S.24 
21.32 

3.0 
2.3 
2.1 
2.4 

7.25 
7.31 
8.69 
8 ..S8 

14.25 
12.19 
S.75 
8 .. 6S 

.S2 
•.S8 
.51 
.45 

.....
d.vg. ~ 

101 13,f 301 t S.23 .98 ,,65 1.57 1.65 6.00 19.0S 3 ..2 5.96 16.92 1.24 
Acres 

Price l))cC'mbor 1, 1929 - $10.00 JDr ton 



Cos1.....Bf'r Acre of Prodl1cigg Corn_Si~~2-::-i~:.?_ql~.i'r.UJob][ s COunt18S - 1923 
Hours· of 'vlorK CQ§j____ Total !~et Y1P Id Cos t N:" Return 
,..-- '.­

jI..:om ' M:Ln Horso Tr8;ctor Labor Seed T'njno Silo ~JIa.nnro M9.c hi no Land Cost Crodjt Cost Tons l1E'r R0tl1rn nor 
No. Mach. Ton 1-iour 

4.01 
419 
113 
102 

2*·59;f 
24.t 55f 
18 52~ 
19 48-4" 

i,jl14,,08 :jplo04. 
13,,98 .67 
11 ..66 .51 
11.53 .73 

$1.13 
.54 

.40 

'i/l3.40 
2.57 
4.16 
3.04 

$L22 $1.65 
2.98 L.65 

.69 .95 

.94 1.65 

$6.00 ~28.52 - $28.52 ll.5 $2..48 (j;~4 .. 98 
6.00 28.39 *3.58 24.81 8.6 2 ..88 24~19 
6.00 23 .. 97 2~.97 7.5 3.15 20.03 
6.00 24~30 24.30 6.3 3.86 13.20 

$1.53 
1.04 
1 ..08 

.68 

.101 
202 
111 
212 

~ 43 
~23;T­ :~1J­

18i 3~ 

3t 
3 

J.. ,. 
2 

15 .. 27 
15~09 

11.51 
11.97 

.97 

.54 

.52 

.51 

.58 

.. 55 

.46 

.29 

2 ..53 
1.67 
1.73 
1.09 

7.31 
.45 
.95 

2.52 

1.65 
1.:35 
1.65 
1.~;5 

6.00 
5.00 
6.00 
6.00 

34 ..31**3.11 
2e",06 
22 .82lE*'!, .33 
24.13 

31.20 
26 ... 06 
21.49 
24.13 

8 ..1 3.85 
5.5 3.95 
5.0 4 ..30 
4 ..6 5.03 

15.30 
12.94 

9.51 
5.87 

.67 

.59 

.50 

.29 

Avg. 
126 
Acres 

21l 49t 
.: .

"',; 

1 13 ..13 .59 .51 2.. 52 2.15 1 .. 56 6.00 26.56 1.00 21i.116 7.3 3.50 15.94 .81 

I-' 
01 

Prjcc J);-ccmbcr.l, 1929 - ~5.00 rrr t on~ 


