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INTRODUCTION

The analysis of the records and preparation of this report were under
the direction of W. P. Ranney and G. A, Pond of the Division of Agricultural
Economics, University of Minnesota, The records had bsen kept and closed under
the genersl supervision of S. H. Rutford, former state director, and Lloyd I.
Nelson, present state director, and the state personnel of the Rural Rehabilita-
tion Division of the Farm Security Administration, with counsel and aid from
S B. Cleland and J. B, MoNulty of the Division of Agricultural Extension, Univer-
sity of Minnesota. The above parties were aided in the closing and summarization
of the records by the Division of Rural Sociology of the University of Minnesota
and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of Agriculture.

The Rural Rehabilitation Division has made loans to several thousand
farmers in Minnesota, who, on account of the recent depression and droughts, were
having difficulty in obtaining and mainteining credit from other sources. Many
of the farmers would not have been able to dontinue farming without the credit
secured from Rural Rehabilitation, The latter organization has required their
borrowers to keep & system of farm records as a means of helping them to increase
their incomes and control their expenses in order that their debts may be liguid=
ated and a fair standard of living may be maintained, To further this purpose,
the Farm Security Administration arranged to have these records summarized and
analyzed in order that they may be made more useful to these farmer-borrowers.
The several divisions of the University of Minnesota mentioned previously and the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics at Washingtom have cooperated in the summariza-
tion, analysis, and interpretation of these records, realizing that this is an
opportunity to aid direectly & large group of worthy farmers, and to obtain wvalu-
eble informetion for research, teaching and extension purposes, thereby being
enabled to serve many farmers in this state,

About £,100 records were submitted by the borrowers of the Rural
Rehabilitation Divisgion in Minnesota., Of this number, 859 full twelvew-months!
records were analyzed. The majority of these were started March 1, 1936, but
many were started February first and April first, eand a few on January first,

The remsinder, 1,241 records, were either too incomplete or did not represent a
full year's record because the loans were obtained late in the year 1936. Limited
computations were made on most of these incomplete records.,

For the purpose of this study, the state was divided into two sections;
the southern part containing type-of-farming areas 1, 2, 3, 4 and 9 (see map
page 4); and the northern part containing type-of-ferming areas 5, 6, 7 and 8.
The records for each of these sections were also divided into three groups on the
bagis of farm ownership and type of lease for tenant farms, because only the
operator's share of receipts and expenses are included. The number of records for
‘each form of tenure in each county is recorded on page 5.

Note: Completion of this project was made possible by workers supplied on Works
Progress Administration Project Number 4841, Sub-Project Number 420B, and
Federal Students!' Work Project Number 41-100., Sponsor: University of
Minnesota,
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Each of the six groups of records was analyzed in separate reports as
follows:

No., 88, Owner-operated farms - Southern Minnesota (48 records).

No, 89, Tenant-operated farms « cash leases - Southern Minnesota
{83 records).

No. 90, Tenant~operated farms = crop-share and cash leases - Southern
Minnesots {271 records).

No, 91, Owner-operated farms - Northern Minnesota (194 records).

No. 92, Tenant~operated farms - cash leases - Northern Minnesota
(92 records).

No. 93, Tenant-operated farms = crope=share and cash leases = Northern
Minnesota (171 records).

Although the predominant type of farming is not the same for all of
the southern part of the state or for all of the northern part of the state, the
system of farming did not vary widely among the farms in each section from which
records were obtained, Every farmer sold soms dairy products, mostly in the form
of eream for manufecture into butter, A few farms had special whole milk or re=-
tail cream markets. On nearly every farm there were, besides the dairy cows,
young dairy cattle and a few hogs and chickens, and on some farms there were
sheep, The proportion of total receipts that came from sales of livestock and
livestock products varied from farm to farm., As all of these farms were affected
by the severe drouth of 1936, receipts from the sale of crops were much less than
normgl and purchases.of feed above normal. The southeastern portion of the state
was not affected by the drouth as severely as the remainder of the state.

The datae were compiled so as to show the average figures for all of
the farmers included in each report, the average of one-fifth of those farmers
ranking highest in operator's labor earnings, and of the one-fifth ranking lowest
in operator's labor earnings, Each farmer received a report with his own figures
copied in a special "your farm" column. He was able to compare his own figures
with the averages of all farms and the most successful and least successful groups
included in his respective report. In order to emphasize his comparative stand-
ing in certain factors related to earnings, graduated bars were colored for sach
farmer on a thermometer chart in his report.

As stated previously, the Farm Security Administration is vitally
interested in at least three things in comnnection with their clients: (1) their
financial ability to continue at farming; (2) the gradual liquidation of their
debts; and (3) their improved standard of living., However, in the above six
reports, the data were classified -on the basis of high and low operator's labor
earnings, and the thermometer chart represented a picture of factors related bto
these earnings., The reason that this emphasis was placed on operator's labor
earnings is because this measure of the financiel success of the farm business
wes highly releted to the three things mentioned above, about whi.h the Farm
Security Administration is very much concerned. The present summary serves to
demonstrate thess latter relationships more clearly, It is presented in five
divisions:

l. 4 compilation in parallel columns of the averages shown in
Reports Nos. 88 to 93 inclusive, enabling the readers to make compari-
sons between the averages of the various groups (pages 6 to 19 inclusive, )

2. An analysis of factors related to variations in financial
progress among the farmers (pages 20 to 23 inclusive.)
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3. An enalysis of farm organization and menagement factors

related to variations in operator's labor earnings among farms~(pages
24 to 27 inclusive,)

A

4, Differences in earnings and financial progress - miscellaneous
groupings (pages 28 to 30 inclusive.)

5. Classification of household and personal expenses (pages
31 .to 34 inclusive.) '
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TYPE~-OF-FARMING AREAS IN MINNESOTA
Areas Outlined by County Boundaries

1936 Revision
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Number of Records Included* - Classiried by Counties,
Type of Farming areas and Farm of Tenurex*

Southern Minnesota

Area | frea |1 Area 111 Area IV
gounty (0)  (c) (e.S.)| County (0) (c) {c.5.) |County (0) (c) (ceSe)|rounty (¢} (c) (es.)
Dakota 2 13 g Blue Earth 0 0 { Cottonwood ¢ O 2 |Big Stone O 0 i
Dodge 2 5 8 Carver I 3 ! Faribaylt 0 O I {Chippewa 0 o 6
Fiilmore i 2 17 Freeborn 0 i 2 Jackson 0 0 2 |JGrant } 2 8
Guodhue 0 ! ] Le Sueur ! I ! Lincoln 0 0 17 [Pope 3 boo23
Houston 2 2 4 Meleod 0 3 ] Lyon o 0 7 |Redwood 0 R
Mower 0 a | Meeker ! 1 y Martin 0 0 1 [Renviille 0 I &
Glosted 0 {2 Nicollet 0 2 i Murray 6 0 2 |Stevens 0 ¢ 2
Wabasha 1 ! 2 Rice 2 ! 1 Pipestone 2 0 16 |swift 0 o .
wéshtngton 3 7 0 Scott I I | Rock 0 I 3 |Traverse 0 0 !
tinona 3 6 4 | sibley 0 0 Watonwan 0 0 L fvellowMede | 0 1]
Stearns 11 8 38
Totals 14 ¥ 71 | steele 12 0 Totals 2 1 55 [Totals 5 7 8l
Faseca 2 0 3
Wright 2 L 9 Area 1X
Totals 21 28  6h4 Hennepin 5 | 0
Ramsey ! 0 0
Totals 6 1 0
Northern Minnesota
Area y Area VI Area VIl hrea Vi1
County (o) (c) (c.ss)] County (0) (¢) (c.sa)lcounty  (9) (c) (&) County (@) (c) (c...
Anoka 2 0 ] Pecker 7 6 i2 Clay I 0 10 Jaitkin 9 6 2
Benton 0 3 0 | Douglas 7 5 9 Kitison 3 0 2 |Beltrami 2 2 3
Chisago 2 0 0 Mahnomen 5 0 5 Warshall 2 ¢ 2 J{ctarlton 4 3 0
santi { 2 0 Karshall 0 l ] Norman 2 0 | Cass 0 5 6
Kanabee 8 7 8 Ottertail 9 3 2% Polk i b 9 {Clearwaier 20 I  {I
Mille Lacs 6 2 6 Penniv gton l 0 2 Wilkin ! 0 10 |Crow %iny O 3 2
Morrison 0 4 6 Folk 4 ] | Hubbard 3 2 5
Pine 2 3 ! Red Lake | 0 5 Totals 10 4% 3 Jitasca 13 ! 3
Sherburne 2 0 3 Roseay 6 5 i Koochs ) 2 5
Todd 0 2 3 L. of Wds. 3 0 2
Totals 23 21 5 Ladena 2 8 St., Louis 27 G 0
Totals b2 32 73 Totals g 35 39
Summary
Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota Totals
Form Type of farming areas Type of farming areas for
of Totals| State
Tewre 40 0L WX Tetals| ¥y yuoynt
(0; i 21 2 5 € 48 23 Y2 10 119 194 242
c 4 28 ! 7 ] 83 21 32 4 5 92 175
C.5.) 7t 64 55 81 0 271 25 73 34 39 171 k2
131 13 5¢ 93 7 402 69 147 kg 193 57 859
* The number of records per county is not in proportion to number of records submitted., There was

considerable variation in acceptability of records among the counties,

*x (0) designates owner-uperated farms; (C), tenant farms with cash leases; and {C.S. ),
tenant farms with cropeshare and cash leases.
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Summary of Farm Earnings (Averages all Farms)

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota
g 83 271 194 92 171
Cash Cash
Owner- Gash Grop~share Uwner- Cash Crop-share
operated leased leased operated leased leased
ltems farms farms farms farms farms farms
Cash Farm Expeases
Operating :
Tractor E L R S ¥ $ 22 $ 6 % 7 % 12
puto (farm share ) & truck . 58 59 k9 37 4 49
General machinery & equip.” 33 30 32 16 2z 25
Buildings, fencing, tiling il o 0 9 0 0
Hired labor 46 35 28 20 19 2
Feed for livestock 156 155 130 i34 153 127
Veterinary 0 2 3 0 ! i
Other expense for livestock 20 25 i2 8 10 8
Seed 20 2 23 13 ] 16
Fertifizer 2 0 0 0 0 0
Threshing 9 12 17 4 4 9
Twine & 2 2 y
Other orop expense t 16 14 13 7 8
Cash rent 10 %5 90 8 91 51
Taxes 5 5 7 33 b ?
insurance | 7 5 5 a i
Interest 1 13 12 25 &
General Farm 5 7 5 5 i 5
Money loaned out* 4 17 7 0 23 3
Total cash farm oper. expe. $ 605 $ 693 $ 45 $ 340 ¥ by ¢ 358
Capital Goods
Tractor $ 0 $ 132 $ 16 $ 3 § 0 3 [
huto (farm share) & truck I8 32 24 18 12 i6
General machinery & equipe 54 103 71 33 L9 Al
Buildings, fencing, tiling 25 ¢ 0 4 0 0
Horses 81 9y 76 7 34 68
Cows 82 165 82 4 Lg ;2
Uther Cattle 1 13 9 ] 3
Hegs 17 32 2% 6 7 9
Sheep { 2 10 b 3
Poultry 8 20 1 9 9 10
Payments on debts {Rur. Rehs ) 116 132 19 38 76 94
Payments on debts {other) %3 106 170 12 51 81
Total cash farm capa paye $ 672 $ 736 $ 617 $ 378 $ 290 $ 432
iii Total cash farm expenses $ 1277 $ 1429 $ los2 $ 718 $ 701 ¢ 790
2} Decrease in net farm capital - - - - - -
3} B8oard for hired labor 25 20 13 9 9 12
(4) Total farm expenses {to page 4) $ 1302 $ 14kg $ 1095 $ 797 $ 710 $ 8oz
4 actual expenses were of farnm 24% 30% tag* 131% 66x 137%
budget (Form RA=RR-14)
Total cash farm operating expenses {09% 1108 9khg 98% 131¢ 1758
Total cash farm capital payments 1424 963 87% 100% 69¢ 972%

* Includes amount to offset credit sales, and amount of premiums paid on insurance for future years.

x Numbers specify how many farms are included in these groups. Only those farms are included for
which Forms RA-RR-14 were provided.

These numbers of farms apply also for following pages where "per cent of budget® is considered.
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Summary of Farm Earnings (continued) (Averages of all Farms)

Southern Minnesota Northern Ninnesota
LT) 83 271 194 92 171
Cash Cash
Cwner~ Cash Crop~share Owner. . Cash Crop-share
operated leased leased operated leased leased
ltems farms farms farms farms farms farms
Cash Farm Receipt
Horses $ 1 $ 2 $ N $ 6 $ 2 $ 8
Cows 34 3 33 28 2 33
Dairy Products 510 L9y 3t 249 320 319
Uther cattle sl 34 37 23 27 28
Hogs 286 31 270 25 €3 66
Sheep 9 3 {2 IZ IE 5
Weol 3 2 2 2
Poultry 41 39 zo 27 59 22
Eggs 89 20 2 g 19
Small Grain 68 7 7 8 % 28
Cora 38 36 22 ! - !
Hay [ 8 2 6 2 |
Root crops 25 13 1 17 10 i2
Uther crops 42 18 8 55 13 15
Miscellanecous 30 27 17 21 25 13
Mache & horses hired cut 3 8 3 Y Y 2
Income from work off the farm 17 108 72 16y 137 119
AAA ad justment payments I5 16 17 5 I2 17
Payments from old debts Z Z Hi 3 4 5
Money borrowed {Rur, Fehab. ) 22 37 257 122 31 167
Money borruwed elsew.vl’zere)’ll I 2% 103 129 ok 123 93
2) Tutal cash farm recciptss $ 1733 $ 1703 $ 1370 $956  $929 995
) Increase in net fars capital 221 315 je2 77 142 127
7) Farm perquisites (itemized below) 224 295 307 245 270 255
8) Total farm receipts {sum of (5) & (6) 2178 2313 1839 1278 13k 1377
(&) Tutal farm exp. (from page 1302 kg 1095 727 710 802
9 ) Rete to cap. & fan. [ab. (8) minus {4) 8?6 864 ?QE 52! 631 515
10) 5% int. on net farm capital 133 31 27 5 22 23
I1) Fams lab. earnings {9) minus (10) 743 833 717 Lgb £09 552
12) Unpaid family labor %3 184 198 238 195 187
{13} upers labe earninis {I1) minus {12} 480 1] 519 24g Y1l 365
4 actual total cash farw receipts were
of the budget for cash farn receipt | 20% 139¢ 1225 1142 141% 178
(rorm RA-RR-14)
tuantities Yalues
Southern Minn. Northern Minn. Southern Minn, Northern Minn,
48 83 271 9% 92 171 g 83 a1 foh 92 171
Cwner~ Cash  Cash |Uwner-~ Cash  Cash |Uwner- Cash  Cash | Uwner- Cash Cash
Summary of oper. leased orp-shy opere lcased crp-shd opers leased crp-she oper.icased crp=shr
farm farms farms leased|farmms farms lecased [farms farms leased | ferms farms leasec
Perquisites farms farms farms farme
Whole milk, gt. 851 853 sk 832 707 697 ¢ 38 § W4y § L2 W $ 32 § 32
Skimmilk, gts 0 2 0 70 62 EL] 0 - o 2 ! -
Cream, pts, 169 Iy 200 234 222 22} 21 19 25 31 31 28
Farm-made butter, 37 31 50 g2 | 7t 13 i1 17 30 21 24
Eggs, doz. Ho  1ls 100 73 70 73 22 20 15 15 I3 I5
Poultry, no. 32 25 27 23 19 2! 15 1§ N} 9 8 8
Battle, Ibs. 77 62 113 163 96 iy z 4 10 c 5 22
Hogs, lbss 354 28 359 2%3 232 27 3 % 32 23 22
Sheep, Ibs, 0 ] 0 ? I 0 0 0 | - -
Potatoes, bw. 24 17 17 22 22 20 21 I8 18 21 18 16
Veg. & Fruit - - - - - - SZ 2 I8 25 16 14
Fuel, Cdse 6 & 5 19 i3 8 28 21 35 34 22
House rental - - - - - - - 88 95 - o8 63
Total valwe of farm perquisites 224 295 307 ais 270 255

*

Ingludes amount to offset credit purchases,
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Summery of Farm Eernings (High and Low Profit groups)

Southern Minnéseta

Northern Minnesots

Uwner Cash Cash, crop~- Owner Cash Cush, crop-
Dperated leases share feases Cperated feases share leases
10 moy 10 feT 17 mor 17 le7 5% moT 54 JeT 40 mos 40 lev 18 mos 18 lai 3% mow 34 les
prof. prof. prof. prof. prof. prof. prof. profs prof. prof. prof. prof.
itens farms farms farms farms farms farms farms ferms farms farms farms farms
Cash Farm Expenses
Uperating
Tractor $ b 20 & 41 0% 10 $ 0% $ 24 $ 5 ¢ 7 $ 48 $ 1 % 12 & 24
buto (f. sh.) & trk 65 58 €3 71 52 L1 43 31 52 47 50 45
Gen. Mach. & equip. 63 28 35 3 38 35 18 16 32 15 27 23
Bldg. fence, tiling 30 6 0 0 0 0 4 7 0 0 0 0
Mach+& Horse wk.id. 2 i 0 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 0
Hired Llabor 133 13 50 2% 39 2 20 27 22 19 37 26
Feed for {ivestock 128 155 i58 182 1hs 197 119 183 179 189 16 130
Veterinary } ! 5 2 5 3 0 0 0 ! 0 2
Oth. exp. for ivist 46 16 17 2 18 9 8 10 16 8 {0 8
Seed 45 i 31 % 17 32 12 25 16 9 i3 I5
Fertilizer 9 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Threshing 16 5 16 z 2{ 15 12 4 7 Y 12 10
Twine 9 2 g 10 10 2 3 3 ! 5 4
Other crop exp. 25 12 20 12 i7 H H 7 13 7 10 8
Cash rent 7 19 430 221 112 33 5 ] 00 99 56 &7
Taxes i5¢ 60 4 S 8 4 32 38 6 3 5 5
Insurance 22 io L 3 g 5 5 13 3 4 5
Interest i58 158 2k 23 2t 1 22 kg 5 5 9 [
General farm 3 8 il 8 8 6 a 2 5 1
Money. loaned out* 17 i % H 1 6 0 i f 5 0
Tot. Cash farm opere exps ¢ 995  $585 $ 9% § 682 $570 $536 $338 $u2r $ 486 $ 4k $378 ¢ 390
Capital goods. ) i
Tractor $ ¢ ¢ o0 $ous $ 2 $ 6 $ 6 % 12 % U % 2% 0 % 0 % |
huto (feshe) & trk 20 8 66 2 35 25 % 23 13 H 20 15
Gens Mach.& equip. 86 k0 169 85 85 73 50 41 7h 37 {16 78
8ldge fence, tiling 76 0 0 0 0 0 92 16 0 0 0 0
Horses Tk W 129 63 LY 132 38 54 73 15 6? 6
Cows 93 37 208 207 8k 81 87 8k g 42 1o 3
Uther cattle 17 5 2z 20 2 9 8 3 5 2 9 ]
Hogs 4] 18 7! 3| 2 27 S 5 K 8 10 b
Sheep 0 0 2 4 [ 5 12 21 S | 6
Poultry 13 5 18 32 18 19 H z 5 12 16 13
Pay on debts ERﬁ') 51 200 219 86 198 Y 67 3 30 6 1z 1ol
Pay on debts (other) 85k 203 99 8} 125 {60 17 1) {24 33 65 78
Tot, Cash farm caps pay. 1373 ©573 $1047 $678 § 64 $656 $526 $ 420 $ 445 § 233 o 534 § Wb

1) Tot. cash farm exps  $236& §1158 $1961 $1360 $ 1218 §1192 $ 864 $ 8% $ 931 $647 $912 § 806

2} Decr.in net farm cap. - 96 - - - 146 - 107 - - - !

3) Board for hired labor 6% 5 24 i6 2} 13 I2 i 8 i9 16 i
(4) Tot. farm exp. 2436 ¥1259 $1985 §1376 $ 1239 $1351 $876 ¢ 959 $ 939 $656 $926 933
% actual exp. were of farm )
bud. (Form RA-RR-14) 4x 6x 8* g% 25% 26 % 25% 9% 13* 11* X 28X
Totl cash farm opers exp. 15065 964 884  135% 89¢ lol¢  98% 1i2% i439 158% 895 3743
Tots cash farm cape. pays 2044 93¢ 1ilg 914 6o 14 1078 lIlg 93¢ 37% 885  123%

* jncludes amount to offset credit sales, and amount of premiums paid on insurance for fulure years.

% Bumbers specify how many farms are included in these groupse

which Forms RA-RR-1Y4

were rrovided.

where %er cent of budget® is considereds

- Mo--most; le-~jeast.

Only those farms are inctuded for

These numbers of farms apply also for the following pages

i
i
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Summary of Farm Eernings (continued) (High end Low Profit Groups)

Southern Minnesota

Northern Minnesota

Uwner- Cash Cash, crop~- Owner- Cash Cash, crop-
Uperated Leases share [eases operated Leases share [eases
T0 moa 10 le. 17 mce 1] I8a 55 mos 5% I#e B0 mo. B0 le. |8 moe« I8 fes 3% mo. 3% [e.
profe prof. prof. prof. prof. prof. profs profe proie prufe profs profe
farms farms farms ferms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms
Cash Farm Receipts
Horses $ 13 2 ¢ 13 ¢ o % 7 % ¥ % 8% 3¢ 7 ¢ 15 - % 7
Cows 75 34 91 &0 37 26 % 32 23 i 4 22
Dairy Products 9k2 37 66 338 W ;|7 208 222 392 258 392 %6
Other cattle 15 "5k 45 25 ig 23 7 32 s 35 18
Hogs 782 194 ¥77 165 437 201 23 32 106 58 78 55
Sheep 25 17 - 2 28 7 31 31 37 16 7 8
Wool 2 9 ~ - { 5 8 10 8 ] 2 ]
Poultry LI 28 82 31 3 41 29 28 61 32 %
Eggs 12y 25 105 70 55 { 36 57 2 55 20 16
Small grain 199 3 128 20 122 22 21 20 59 [ 47 22
Corn 119 3 99 13 Y 5 ¢ 0 - 0 0 -
Hay 3 i 2 3 2 2 b j2 ! 2 8 21
Root Crops 9g - 57 4 2 i 28 Y 20 2 9 4
Other crops 7 19 16 20 12 2 87 25 42 13 32 19
Miscellaneous 48 10 54 12 19 1 29 2% 56 24 [ 8
Kache & horses hired out 9 2 0 I 5 2 8 2 9 0 5 -
tncome off farm 69 ks 199 89 40 9] 248 12 208 74 167 92
AAA payments 8 I 50 10 13 8 7 6 10 7 19 27
From old debts 5 0 13 15 10 € 2 2 4 - 9
Sorrowed ER. Rehab.; 389 177 388 340 165 423 igk 147 22 2 |88 206
Borrowed (elsewhere tys 218 122 83 123 133 {2k 105 135 71 135 110
Z} Tot, cash farm recs $3409 $1362 $ 2u96 $i352 $1699 $ 1317 $1280 § 923 $ i225 7% ei2wz § 937
Ince in net farm cap. 881 - 95 23 528 - 34 -~ k6t 25 436 -
7; Farm perquisites 192 227 33 238 355 201 7y 242 302 239 282 237
8) Tot. farm recs We2 1589 3787 1613 2582 618 Iaaé {165 1993 978 1960 117k
© (b)) Tot. farm exp. $2436 $1259 5 1985 §1376 $i239 § I%E: $876 § 959 $ 935 & G665 9y2e  $933
9} Rets to cap. & fame lab $20 330 1802 237 1343 7 1020 206 105k . 5lc 1032 2h)
10) 5% int, on net f. cap. 316 107 43 18 36 25 59 77 28 ] 18 30
{1} Fame labs earnings 1730 223 1755 219 1307 242 9t | 19 1026 287 1014 21l
12) Unpaid fam. lab. 202 537 29 3l¢ i5 393 136 509 162 3l 136 1392
13) Uper. labor earnings 1528 31k 1630 -81 115 -151 831  ~380 864 - 56 876  -181
¢ actual receipts were of
byds for cash farm rec. 85¢ 153% 1359 1193 125% 1[i$ 1453 10i%  1MI1g jo1g W4 {038
{Form RA-RR-14)
Summary of Farm Perquisites
Wholemi Ik $ 378 50 $ 54 $ 38 § 45 $ 49 $ 33 $ 42 v 42 ¢ X5 37 § %
Skim milk 0 0 - - 0 0 6 0 0 - - 1
Gream 22 20 18 18 29 27 37 31 32 30 28 2%
Farm-made butter 13 20 11 i7 {9 36 21 24 i5 28 35
Eggs 17 22 24 12 22 17 15 i6 }Z i3 1 i2
Poultry 5 13 i2 1 15 9 il 9 10 8 7
Cattie 5 7 Z L g 6 13 10 b 5 1o 7
Hogs 27 32 3 i8 35 39 23 2 33 18 27 25
Sheep 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a |
Potatoes 16 26 18 16 2] 24 23 QZ 19 17 i 14
Vege & fruit a1y 20 28 21 1 33 ] 18 ] 16 8
Fuel 22 30 29 23 22 14 g 43 31 82 22 17
House rental 96 59 H 89 76 5 76 58
Tot. farm perquisites  $192 $227 $ 334 §$ 238 $ 355 $ 301 $ 275 ¢ 242 $302 § 235 § 282 § 297
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Summary of Household and Personal Expenses and Keceipts (averages for all Farus)

Southern Minnesota

Northern Minnescta

48 83 271 194 92 171
Cash Gash
Cwnerw Cash Crop-share Owner~ Cash frop-share
oparated leased leased operated leased leased
forms farms farms farms farms farms
Number of persons in family
Tot. nos of persons in family 5.3 Leg 4.4 50 LA be7
Tot. adult equive members of family* b, 343 342 o7 3.2 3k
Tot. nve of other  ersons in he he - ol 2 ol - ol
Tute sdult equive of other perss in haohe - ol .2 ol - el
Gash. Expenses (other then savings, etc)
Food s 215 ¢ 206 $ 191 $ 183 & sk . 179
Operzting and suppliecs 45 2 Lo 18 21 2
Furnishings and equipe 1 2 29 18 24 %
Clothing and materials 8 Y 67 50 55 59
Health 24 22 23 19 1 21
Develupment & recreatdon 22 16 19 th 15 18
Personal 14 22 ;g 14 4 I
Fers. share of auto exp. 27 24 19 1 H
Zers. share of aute, new 5 8 5 2 b 3
tousing expense 3 ! 2 5 2 2
{16 ) Tot. cash exp. (other than savings, etc. )} Lgh ¢ 437 $ Ws $ 352 ,E‘ $ 366
£ actual (16) of budget {RA-RR-]k) 1227 1353 1315 1362 7 1464
Non-cash items of expense
§17} Food furnished by the farm v 197 579 $ 191 $ 206 ¢ 168 L 170
18) Fuel furnished by the iarm 27 28 2l 39 14 22
Inte 8 deprecs in auio {(perse share) 3 4 2 I !
Rental value of house }06 8¢ 95 4o 65 63
(19) Total non-cash expenses 337 $ 298 $ 31 $ 207 v 27l $ 256
€2o; Total expenses {16; & (19) $ 791 $ 735 $ 726 $ 633 $ b2z § 622
21) Tot. exps less boaed of hired lab.{:0)(3) 766 715 715 630 $13 610
Cther cash expenditures 3
Life Tns. & savings $ 22 ¥z $ 9 $ 5 ¥ b $ 6
New housing 5
Payments on notes & oid bills H 23 17 29 16 _*12
{22) Tot. other sash expenditures v 38 Yoas 5% $ 39 22 $ 20
2223 Total cash expe (16) + {22} 4 (1) § 1769 $1901 $152§ $1109 Slo7h $1176
2%) Total of all expe(20)4(22)3(1)4(2) 2106 2194 183 1396 1345 1432
Househeold & pers. cash receipts,
(25) 6-ants, rel. old age assts, sol.
bonus, Surps come 5 ah t 6y ¢ 56 § 89 ¥ 77 591
Net income from ocutside investments 0 0 [ 7 y -
5ifts (incls recs frum sons in COC cmp 0 2 ! i 4 5
Misc {sale of old clothes, furn., etc.§ 38 7 7 2 3
(25a) Money borrowed (to wffset cra purs ) 12 12 h 10 o 13
5263 Tot, hse & Fers. cash receipts 134 85 78 12k P! iz
27 ) Rental value of house I8 58
28) Total cash rece (26) + (5) $ 1867 $1788 $1448 $1080 $1022 “1io07
29) Total of zll income (26)~(27)+(a} 2hkg 2338 1917 140 T4y 1483
30 ) Net cash rec. (28) minus (1) 530 359 366 362 321 317
31) Net income (29) minus(}4) minus {25a) 1127 937 808 723 718 674
*(32) $tiov, asst. is of net inc.¥ (25 fgao) 18% 113 193 433 374 Log
*(35) ¢ food & fuel of Ho & P. exped {17)+(18)
is of {21) 31% 33¢ 36% 40g 325 345

* See footnote on page 22,

*

farms, rather than weighted average.

This represents a simple average of the percentage for the individual
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Summary of Household and Personal Expense# and Receipts (High & Low Profit groups)

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota
“Ownar Cash Cash, Crop- Uwner Cash Cash, SCrup-
Uperated leases share leases Uperated feases share leases

10 mos 10 lcu 17 moe 17 les 54 mos 54 lee 40 mos 40 les 1B mos 18 les 34 moe 34 lc.
prof. prof. prof. profs profe profe profe profe profse profe profe profe
farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms

No. of perse in fame

Tote noe in fame 3.9 7.0 l“o"" l".l l}.‘ 508 5:2 5-1* 1“.8 "’tl* 5.0 500
Tot, aduit equiv. 362 545 362 el 3.0 W3 3.8 W, 346 2.4 3.5 Mg
Tots other prs. - - o o2 ol ol ol of - ol o2 «2
Tot, other adult equiv. - - 3 2 N .1 ol . - . 2 .2
Cash_Experses :
oed b202 B2y vk sy v ugs $als $a9k 95§32 $1% Sy G
Uperating & sup. 72 73 64 4 47 19 20 28 15 3 25
Furn. & equip. 1S 35 Lo 4 42 24 22 18 5 18 35 i8
cloth, & materials 74 82 81 62 85 76 71 66 L 55 70 52
Health 30 39 2 16 25 19 17 2 32 19 24 19
Develope & recc. 32 22 2k i1 32 i5 19 I 7 25 i
Personal {7 1S 39 I5 16 12 i2 10 20 8 18 12
Pers. she auto expe Y 77 28 22 35 22 2 1 lg 7 15 13
Pers. sh. autu, new & Y 23 2 7 Y 9 ! 3 1 3
Housing exp. 5 i ! 2 5 2 H 3 i - { 3
{16 ) Tot, cash exp. $ 532 $524 575 402 $491 $u36 $395 $361 $uos § 318 § k2o § 360
§ actual (16) of bude 1165 1165 1348 34g  I34s 1238  1M3% 1275 a72%  131% 1795 1227

Non-cash exps

217) Foud furne by farm $ 170 C 198 ¢ 205 $ 156 $ 214 § 198 § 220 $ 199 ¢195 $ ik2 I8k 62
18 ) Fuel furna by farm 22 30 29 23 25 ) 5 3 31 32 22 17
inte & deprece on auto 7 “ 6 2 5 3 2 ! ! ] I 3

_ Rental val. of house |22 76 96 59 16 89 42 58 76 &5 76 58

(19) Tot. non-cash exp.  $ 321 § 313 §340 $240 §$ 360 $30% $ 319 $301 §$303 $240 §$ 283 $ 240

&20) Tot. exp. (16)-(19) 854 83" 915 642 851 74 718 662 7t 558 goa 600
20 ) Tots exp-bds of hdalah 786 832 89 626 830 747 702 651 702 5139
Uther cash expenditures

[i¥e Tns, & savings 53 36 1 I5 7 6 7 5 i 3 7 4
New housing Q 0 11 0
Pay's on notes & bifls 16 9 40 17 22 16 bg 30 21 8 17 y

(22) Tot. 0. cash expends 9 L 54 32 39 22 63 15 32 i 24 i5

{23) Tot. cash exp. $2970  Si727 42590 $i79% Si7us  $1650 $1322 $1:37 $i37t $ 976 $i356  §iis)

{24) Tot. all exp. 5291 eznsé Y2930 203% 2108 $2i60 $1641 $16L5 $f€?u §1216 5:233 $1534

HeHe & pers. cash rece ]

{25) Grants, etc. $ 017 $193 ¢ W ¢ 84 $ 39 4 85 ¢ 63 $106 $ 39 $ 89 $ 61 § 83
Inc. outside inv. | 0 0 0 ! ¢ ! 25 0 0 Y 0
Bifts 0 0 16 6 ! 0 17 g 8 0 4 4
Misce 0 124 4 3 19 4 10 7 3 2 4

(25a ) Woney borrowed 0 20 8 i0 23 i8 15 7 4 9 16 16

(26) Tots H. & P. cash rec. 18 237 79 103 83 107 106 147 58 101 83 107

(27 ) Rent. val. of house 153 77 60 76

28) Tot. cash rece $3427  $1650 {25 Z S1l55 $;ZSQ §iu2h §1386  $1070 1283 5 8IS £1325 10Uk
2 ) Tot. all income 453 2003 38; 1716 ég 1725 2062 1388 2051 lo79 2043 123i
303 Net cash rec. 1059 541 614 9 6 232 522 229 352 168 413 238
31 ) Net jncome 2217 724% 1873 330 103 356 (171 422 1108 koM 1099 332
*}323 ¢ gov. asst. 2% 29¢ I R 9% 33% 55 50%  58% 585 270 hag
*133) % food & fuel, 25% 315 308 368 354 379 423 38 33% 338 3IE WMS

* This represents a simple average of the percentage for the

individual farms,y rather than weighted average.
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sSummary of Inventories & Net Worth Statement (Averages of all Farms)

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota
T} 83 21 194 92 i
Cash Cash
Uwner- Cash Crop-share Uwner- Cash Crop-share
operated leased leased operated leased leased
farms farms farms farms farms fares
Farm Inventories (Ending Inventory)
Land $ 3321 $ o $ 0 $l222 $ o § o
Farm buildings 1356 560
Machinery and equipment 386 28] 346 230 22 278
Tractors 36 42 56 21 23 26
Trucks {2 7 5 I 10 5
duto (farm share) 68 78 61 g y2 54
Gas engine 10 4 & 4 7 3
Efectric equipment & ) ! 3 ! I
Miscellaneous supplies 3 1 2 14 6 L
Feeds and seeds 257 225 87 83 67 98
Horses 323 314 389 230 25 234
Cows 5h3 502 Lig 309 363 389
Uther cattle 139 119 121 89 92 139
Hugs 128 117 116 20 25 4o
Sheep and wool 18 13 18 34 25 i5
Poultry 55 60 49 2 13 32
Accounts and noles receiv. 8 19 5 ! 22 5
Uther farm assets 38 5 28 2l 21 8
(34) Total farm assets 3 6709 $i803 $ 1805 $ 2934 $risr $ 1409
Farm Liabilities
Real estate mortgages 3 2957 $ 0 $ 0 $ 9ul $ 0 ¢ 0
Chatte!l migs. & crop liens 100 £y hs 63 51 93
Rural Rehabs lozns 758 820 94 493 568 712
Past due cash rent - 28 ] - I H
Uther debys 296 134 14 136 5 86
(35) Total farm liabilities B J1046 $ 1243 ¢ 1633 $692 v 902
(36 ) Net farm capital (34) - (35) $ 2598 £757 $ 562 $ 1301 $ 489 $ 507
Personal Assets
House v 1377 $ o $ 0 $ 565 v 0 ¥ g
huto {personal share) 34 35 27 2! I 15
Cash on hand & in bank 9 20 8 36 38 35
Household goods 282 215 168 19 i 109
Cash surrender value of
life insurance 30 5 15 16 22 I8
- Miscellaneous 3 52 8 10 8
%37) Total personal assets M f?gg $?ﬂﬁ: § 2% 760 § %% $ 185
38) Total personal liabilities 7 4 35 33 7
(39g Total assets {3%) « {37) ¢ sl $2170 $ 2031 $ 3694 $1376 $ 1594
{40) Total Iiabilities (35% + {38) k157 1120 {289 144:! 725 kg
Farmer's net worth {39) - (40) ¢ 4oy 1050 $ 742 $ 2026 $ 651 $ 645
Change in net worth $+200 276 $ +i173 $ « 58 Sei7l $ +182
*4 ReRe loan is of total liabilities
{end inventory) 23% 78% 78% Yhg 75% 778
*¢ Total liabilities are of total assets shg 574 673 434 55% 18
hge of proprietor 42,0 37.8 37.2 b2,0 37.0 37.3
Formal schooling of prope, yrs. 840 8.l 8.1 Ba0 8.0 78

* This represents a simple average of the percentage for the
indlvidual farms, rather than weighted average.
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Suwmmery of Inventories & Net Worth Statement (ngh

Low Profit groups)

Soulhern Minnesota

Northern ¥innesota

Uwner Czsh Cash, crop- Uwner Cash Cash, crop-
Uperated leases  share leases Operated feases share leases
10 mas 10 los 17 mos 17.1e. 5% mo. 5% lee 40 mos 40 le. 18 mo. 18 les 3% mo. 34 les
prof. profs profe profe prof. profe profs prof. profe profe profs prof.
farms farms ferms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farmz
Farm Inventories 4 {Ending lnveatory)
Land $5943 $22 ¢ 0 $ o0 % o0 $ 0 $I1235 $1382 $ o0 $ o $ o $ 0
Farm buildings 2103 1539 0 0 0 0 559 796 0 0 G ]
Mach. & equip. 719 390 340 237 400 323 219 304 238 217 84 3;&
Tractors 95 7 4g 53 83 37 17 38 84 15 37 67
Trucks 3 10 10 2 8 8 T4 24 27 5 5
Auto {f. share) 68 65 102 6l 98 46 50 kz 36 4g 67 47
Gas engine | g 3 3 7 6 4 19 3 8 i5
Elec. 2quip. 4 16 0 17 00 2 6 4 ] 3 ] 5
Misc. supplies 7 5 2 2 2 2 4 9 15 3 6 i
Feeds & seeds 658 163 460 122 08 150 107 67 | 24 i 168 57
Horses 437 300 3% 291 23 433 2% 24 235 2ho 2l 2;3
Cows 103 389 682 4]l 4 393 363 31 418 329 23 i2
Uther cattle 25 134 4o 82 145 128 28 22 lak 72 129 1y
Hogs 354 103 2ih 78 180 93 19 0 20 £2 31
Sheep & wool 7 4y Y é 27 17 71 uz 62 {6 12 28
Poultry 62 47 72 85 62 47 39 2 24 46 38 33
Acc't & notes recs 16 | 26 27 8 z 0 3 | 1 19 2
Other farm assets 108 19 2 & 99 L 2 _2 18 2 A
{34) Tot. farn assets $1180% $6195 $2375 $lhob $o26e  $1692 $3058 4§35 §1477  $iiso $i585  $is72
Farm Liabilitjes
Real, est. mortg. $3910 $2703 ¢ 0 $ o $ o0 ¢ o $i060 $1o5 $ o0 $ o § 0 0
Chatte! mortg, %Z 430 Y3107 105 iW4 13 %g 60 9 I8 77
R. Rehab. loans 9l 8.6 863 794 1085 103k W9 60O 547 637 798 806
Past due rent’ 0 0 25 23 12 30 0 0 16 15 12 7
Uther debts 22% 216 120 130 150 5%  {lo 201 7% 2l 70 59
{35) Tot. farm liab. $ 5427 S42i5  rost $losk  $1322 $isb2 $i7e2 $1955 §$ 697 §$ 682 1038 $i049
(36) Net farm cap. m:{ {980 1324 ) W 3’;3 73‘32- TEST} 750 g -_'5-[}.'7 583
Personal assets
House 1793 1192 0 0 0 6 587 735 0 0 0 0
Auto (perses share) 51 38 kg 24 45 19 28 12 17 9 16 16
Cash on hand 0 4 9 13 17 9 83 1 1 1 L) 1o
Household guads 28y 3k 212 23 20! 131 17 42 209 96 14 78
Cash sur, vale of
life ins. 20 125 0 0 4 ! 12 3 0 0 61 0
Misce 2 15 20 2 ! 0 i 0 i _1s
gzy) Tot. pers. assels $ 2259 $1702 304 $ 280 $ 334 $ 161 $838 ¢ saz $ 225 $ 106§ 2&3 $ 122
38 ) Tot. pers. liah. 24 107 37 L5 57 40 27 3 7 53 3 5
gag ; Tot, assets 34)+§ THIM53 §7897  $2679  $I77% $2602 $1853 $3896 4298 SI715 G156 $1858  $1694
40 ) Tot. liab. (35) «(38/ 5151 4322 1088 1099 1379 1402 1749 1989  7uk 735 1081 111k
Farmers net worth $ 9002 3575 $1591 675 $1223 $ bst $2147 $2309 §$ 971 $ 521 $ 777 $ 580
Change in net worth $ 4870 =130 $4990 §$- 23 $u56b  $-103 $alk2  $.280 $W430 §- 66 $ally o187
*4R+Re loan is of total
Tiabilities 25% 215 85% 9¢ lzz 764 483  use 683 878 728 79%
*S Tot. liab are ff total b4y 585 43¢ 28 g 828 43 43% 438 6ig  s56% 705
assels -
Age of prop. by, 40,7 37.8 3845 35.%  WLLE 43,0 2,3 36.3  Ul.0 345 43.3
Formal schooltng, yearss 90 5¢5 9e2 8al Bl 748 8.2 77 743 8.0 845 7.

*

This represents a simple average of the pereentage for
the individual farms, rether than weighted average.
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Measures of Farm Organization & Management Efficiency (Averages of all Farms)

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota
g 83 271 194 92 i71
Cash Cash Cesh
Uwner-— Cash Crop~share Uwner= Cash  Crop-share

operated leased leased operated leased leased
farms farms farms farms farms farms

bperator's labor earnings $ 480 b 6y $ 519 $ 2us $ By i 35
{I) Pounds of butterfat per cow 192 el 169 172 178 71
2) Ret. per asus {pr. less other than cow §$ 124 $ 112 $ 105 $ 78 $ 82 77
3 Pre lase units per 180 zcres 15.5 1340 9l 93 1045 742
{ frop yields ** 100 {00 [g0 {0 [00 10
2 % of tiltable land in high ret. crps ** 34.5 28.9 2549 33.0 190 1740
Szs of buse - days of pr. work e 333 312 328 26 28| 350

7 ) Days of prods work per worker 192 222 23 19 207 - 251
(B) Pows & eqe exps per day of prodewk.***s* § [,02 $ bu $ 65 $ <713 $ .5l $ 52
gross ret, per cow $ ?2.32 $72.12 $1.57 $66.58 $u.36 $ba.l2
#ooon # head of other cattle 3k, 24,51 29,18 24,38 28, 07 26.71
"M W Jitter of pigs raised 83417 87.76 98461 69,92 7419 55476
" " ® cwt hogs produced 931 [Te52 11e0l 9.10 9.0k 9.08

* M head of sheep «29 8,00 5455 622 6.8 5466
n LI I 2.21 3.68 2,28 2.57 2.7! 2,13
Noo of pigs raised per litter Se 566 6.0 6.2 645 5.3
Nos of eggs liad per hen 12 107 82 0 88 79
Nos of cows per worker 542 3.8 5.2 LY 540 a.l
Crop acres per horse 20.2 [8.0 3ls7 25.7 2540 3.4
Powe exps per day of prods work $ o0 $ 37 $ «38 § 3l $ 30 v #30
Mache ® w8 @ @ .27 .27 .27 .19 o2 .22

Bldgc " " #on " o .31, 023

Days of prods work on crops g2 g 145 72 | 1143
nox m0 prode |vst, 202 18 170 ME (64 167
" % gther productive wourke 79 29 22 5 46 4o
Noi of workers, total l.g 1ol [ J.E ok 1ok
v oon "o, family fe . [3 Ie Tolt 123
non " 5 hired o .! ol of - .l

* Returns are calculated by subtracting beginning inventory and purcheses from the
sum of end inventory, sales of animals and their products, and value of home-used
animals and animal productse Animal unit represents one cow, one bull, two head
of young cattle, seven sheep, fourteen lambs, five hogs, ten pigs or one hundred
hense

** Given as a percentage of the average of the farms included In each report.

*** £or Jouthern Minnesota,

Crops are marked on page 16 as (&), (8), (&), (D)s AIl of acres in (&) crop,
half of acres in (B) crops, andone-fourth of acres in {C) crops are used in
calculating per cent of tillable land in high return crops. For Northern
Rinnesota the high return crops include legumes (hay, seed and pasturs ),
potatoes and trusk cropse

**¥>* The total M"days of productive work® for any one farm are a measure of size of
that farm businesss The average number of "tenwhour days® of man labor are
as follows per animal unit: Southern Minnesotar cows, 16.6; other cattle, 7453
sheepy 247; hens, 20.1; per 100 Ibs. hogs produced, «55; per acre of cropss
alfalfa, 1.5; other hay, «6; small grain, 1.0; canning peas, 2.5; corn husked,
2.15 corn silage, 2,65 corn fodder, l.8; sweet corn, 3.0; potatoes, 6.3 sugar
beets, 4,035 {Northern Minnesota) cows, 18.55 other cattle, 7.2; sheep, 3.0; hens,
3040; per 100 ibse hogs produced, «3; per acre of cropst alfalfa, le75; other
hay and seed cropsy l.0; small grain, l.3; corn husked, 2.6; corn sifage, 3s1;
corn fodder, 2.3; potatoes, 6.0; truck crops, 10.0.

*k¥¥® The expense for any one item, as machinery, is calculated by subiracting the sum
of end inventory, sales, and hire from the sum of beginning inventory, purcheses,
repairs, fuel, and interest charge.
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Measures of Farm Organization & Management Efficiency (High & Low Profit groups)

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesotla
Uwner Gash Cash, crop=- Usner Cash Cash, crop-
iperated leases share leases operated leases share leascs

10 moe 10 les 17 mos 17 les 54 moe 5% le. 40 mo, MO les I8 mo. 1B les 34 mo. S les

profe prof. profe profe profe profs profe profe profe profe profe prof,

farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms

Oper's labe earne § 1528 $-314% $1630 $ 91 $I1Is4 $-i51 $ 831 $-380 $ 86 § -56 & 875 §-lél
Lbs. B.F. per cow el 157 225 196 188 thy 188 160 |82 162 184 52
Eet. pr L.S. other then c'sy 152 § 89 $1i58 $ i34 $1i21 $ 77 $ 82 ¢ 76 $ 72 ¢ 83 ¢ 89 § b
«Se per 100 4. 18,6 147 120 1208 10,7 8.1 8.9 9.9 1.2 10,9 6.9 6.0

Crop yields 129 71 42 83 129 74 121 88 109 73 127 75
4 high ret. crops 40 7 27 % 2 24 37 31 18 20 13
Size of business 554 298 Loz 229 397 359 34 282 223 2h5 397 395
Days work per worker a4 140 278 16y 289 27 245 160 152 290 215
Expe per day prod. work  $ 1.1 S1,21 $.57 $.96 $.58 $.92 .55 $ .91 $.59 $ .57 $ .M WG
fzt, per cow $87.71 $58.3k $93. 23 $5?.26 $76.07 $50.82 $y 2; $5é.ro 568411 $56401 $69.56 $52.35
ot " heads 0. cattle 37.90 3%.29 32.1% 20,40 35.19 21.32 24,43 24.39 23.88 22.71 27.30 2440
t " Iitter pigs 156077 W1,63 137.87 54,68 125,71 78477 ?8 2 80,18 99,68 71.07 sé E 5781
@ " cwt hogs 13433 8. 41 z.to 8.4 13.37 ﬁ' 5 4 2.15 9.79 8490 2 9.0
% U head of sheep 3455 ~2.2 .90 £e86 5,40 .10 6 9 .ug 5.23 4,87 3.85 N
"M hen 3026 b 6,53 32 2,31 1,50 2,28 2.3 2. 2.37 2,35 l.bY
Pigs per litter 6.2 4,0 5.2 5.5 5.7 548 740 6.4 6.7 5.9 7.0 5.8
Eggs per hen 105 i1y 121 102 90 82 104 30 95 73 75 8!
Cows per worker 7.9 307 508 1‘03 605 uo3 500 301" 600 3'8 506 L"OO
Grop A. per horse 23.5 2le5 2940 2140 36.8 32,2 30,1 29,2 30,6 22.% 39.4  38.6
Row. exp. per day of work § #31 ¢ .52 $.32 $.59 $ .32 $.59 $ .2d $.37 $.35 $.40 $.20 ¢ ;36
Mach w LI .28 «32 .25 .37 Wb W33 W5 WE W2 o7 $20 . W25
Bldg. » ® ® n u ol «37 0 0 0 0 .20 .28 0 0 0 0
Days of pr. wk on crops 154 83 {24 76 184 160 ZG 25 78 ﬂ! 157 . 135
LA N L Y 357 173 240 156 200 170 161 149 206 149 162 169
# % other pr. worke 23 42 38 27 13 29 77 38 €9 25 58 3:
Nos of worker, total I8 R X S N S N Y N 7S T PO T 1S 1O A P N
nowoom . family 145 2.2 125 15 [a3 1.7 1.2 9 1ok 1.7 {e3 1+8 .
" " " b4 hired 03 00 -] q! oI ol o{ 00 - - oi o(
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Distribution of Acres in Farm (Averares of all Farms)

Southern Minnesota

Northern Minnesota

Class- 48 83 271 194 92 11
ification Cash Cash
of crops  Dwner~ Cash Crop~share Owner~ Cash  Crup--share

for operated leased leased operated leased leased

Grop So. Winn farms farms farms farms farms farms
Hinter Wheat {8 145 [.2 l,0 0 g 3.0
Spring Wheat (c .5 .8 . 6.0 2.9 1.7 B2
Gats c Il.a 14,9 27.9 5.8 746 1840
Bariey 8 5e 75 13.0 3.6 2.7 947
Rye D .Z o8 2.7 oH o8 2.3
Flax, flax and wheat 8 . I.Z 4,9 1.9 ) 29
theat and oats ¢ i.2 24 1e3 o 0 .
Oats and barley i le lal 9 .l 0 3
Canning peas A .3 0 o 0 0 0
Biscellaneous C o2 .2 5 ol 3 o
Total grain and peas 23. 4 31.6 58.2 14,9 14,5 46,k
lorn, grain 8) 10.8 13¢ 4 23.5 1.0 245 2.8
‘30.’"), silage C) 300 2.3 248 0‘* ol le 2
tern, fodder ] 2,4 5l 6.6 2.2 3e7 68
Sweetl corn B |8 o5 ol 0 0 0
Sugar beets A 0 .2 0 0 0 0
Potatoes A 1.0 5 3 |.2 le0 1.6
Miscellaneous A R 5 o2 . ol ok
Total cuitivated crop 19.6 22,2 33.5 5¢3 745 12.8
Alfalfa : A 5.5 2.7 29 3.6 2,0 b
fled Clover 8 le2 le7 1.7 .6 2.3 e
Other fegumes and mixe ¢ 2.2 2.1 2.9 4,9 1e9 3.0
Tinothy D .l «7 le2 7s0 3.2 30
Annual hay D 3.7 3.3 3.9 k.9 7.6 1240
Misc. hay & seed crop {c) ol .5 lol 245 fol Ik
Phalaris gnon-tillab!e Iand% 0 .2 0 0 ol 2
Wild hay ( ® » " 549 8.3 8.3 149 16.8 7.7
Total hay 187 1945 22.0 384 3540 52.4
Total crop asreage 61.7 7343 11347 5846 570 1116
Sweet clover pasture Bg 1.8 «3 «B «3 0 6
Alfalfa pasture A ol 0 0 0 0 0
Red clove or rape past. (hogs) B) ol .l 0 0 0 0
Misc. legume pasture ) C; ol 0 0 0 0 0
Cther tillable pas’(ure ) tos le2 Tol Ioll' loi‘ 1.8
Hon-tillable pasture 24.9 92,7 24,9 LR ho, 4 44,9
Total pasture 28,6 34,3 % .8 4.0 41,8 4749
Tillable land not cropped : I.K 348 6ol I.Z «9 4.3
Timber {not pastured) 3. L 1.9 17 2.0 1047
Roads and waste 3.2 3.3 5.8 743 4.8 9e5
Farmstead 3.3 3e2 4.9 2.3 249 3.8
Total acres in farm 1019 12143 159.2 133.3 1194 187.2
% tillable land in high ret, crops 34,5 28.9 2545 33.0 19,0 170
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Distribution of Lcres in Farm ( High & Low Profit groups)

Southern Minnesota ) Northern Minnesota
Uwner- Cash Cash, crop- Owner- Cash Cash, crup-
operated leases share |eases operated leases share leases

10 mos 10 Juasl7 mos 17 les 5% mos 5% les 40 moe %0 le. [8 mos 18 le. 3% mo. 3% le.
prof. profs prof, prof. profs profs prof. profe prof. prof. prof. profe
Crop farms farms farms farms farms Farms farms farms farms farms farms farms

Hinter wheat 0 1e§ ol o7 1«2 .2 0 0 0 0 3.7 3¢9
Spring wheat 0 2.5 17 1.5 5.2 b 2.2 Wb 43 .7 10.8  10.
Gats 130 1342 1940 f2.% 32,5 342 5.7 10.0 64§ 9.6 1Gel 2648
Bar‘aey 8.5 2.6 10.1 l‘oS 1515 Isoi 3.1 603 3e5 205 LY ’005
Rya 0 2.2 o3 0 ie3 2.1 . 8 7 -Z o/ lof
“iux, flax & wheat 0 I8 1.2 .Z 7e 545 f.2 2.5 5¢3 . 6.8 %43
Yheat & oats 2.9 IQZ 1"'.2 s . .7 s}“ 02 1] 0 0 2.7
Gats % barley L3 0 5 {40 2.0 5 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
Lannin: peas I Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
“if‘i 0 01 .2 0 08 »7 o!’l’ O 0 f.; O l{
Totel grain 30.2 246 37.3  20.% 66,4 63.7  13.4 24,2 2047 15.2 545 §2.7
ey, urain 2.6 6ol 204 9.8 37.3  22.4 9 7.2 o 19 ieb 2.9 4,9
tti iy Silage 7.8 207 107 lo8 k.3 4,2 o fe 0 oH 2.? [oC
wrn; fodder 1.9 le8 8.7 541 4.7 Gl .9 2.7 2.0 Sal 5.0 6.9
fwret corn EN S .l 3 o2 0 ol 9 0 0 0 0 0
Stoas beets 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fotatves fo7 fol .3 .a .2 K 1e3 1.2 1.2 .7 1.7 lel
Misc. o4 .7 ol . .3 .2 b .6 .3 <2 1.3 o2
Total cuit. crops 37.4 12,5 32,4 7.8 4.8 36,9 b6 7.4 5.k B.0 3.6 k.l
Alfalfa 13.5 17 Ie5 2,8 W0 3.7 5.0 4,9 3,7 .9 6.7 5¢3
Red ciover 240 o5 1.2 23 242 9 {.B ol 1.2 »9 0 o9
Other lege & mix. 300 0 le Tl 3l 2.8 6.9 W2 3. e 2,6 2.3
Iimﬂth)’ 03 0 {.2 2.9 ’o{ I.S 903 5.0 2.0 2.** 203 309
Annuai. hay 369  B.3  3+3 5.5 2,5 5.5 5.0 3.3 6.8 120 10.5 [0e2
Misce hay & seed .4 0 0 .l l+0 9 3l 2,0 2,1 0 3.8 .6
Phalaris 0 0 .2 0 .8 ol 9 0 0 .5 4 0
Wild hay o6 W7 15.9 W8 W9 11.2  I5.6 20,4 18,0 MY 23,4 39.0
Total hay 2947 17.5 2540 20,1 19.% 266 46,7 39.9  37.5 345  49.3  b2.2
Total crop A 91e3 5446 947 59.3 132.6 127.2 64,7 71.5 £3.6 57.7 Hi7.H 139.0
Sw. clove past. 6.3 2.2 d 2 L 1.2 .l . 0 0 N
Alfalfa pasts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 0
Red cluve or rape E I 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 Y 0 3 0
Mise. lege pasts 2.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Uther ’HHable past. 242 oé 0 1.9 I.é -5 2 200 06 !09 3'! 3'2
Non-tillable paste. 18.9 4.2 25,0 30,1 19 22,2 53.6  37.3 49.2 36,7 406 57.3
Total pasture 29.7 W0 25,4 3342 22,7  23.9  53.9 3909 9.8 38.6 Wh6 62,1
Til. land not cropped ol 2.8 3.3 le2 5.9 Te 8 {8 -8 le b 1045
Timber o 3a4 3.2 o] 2.0 o 22,4 9.8 2.6 1).2 125 152
Roasis & waste 2.6 5.5 2. 2.8 5.0 6.9 5.6 549 5 1e8 90 Be8
Farnstead 4.2 2.9 el 2.8 B4 5.4 2.7 2,5 3.8 2.0 3.9 L
TOta] A. lF'l farm 13505 11302 1321“ JOO&O ;?306 l?l.3 1500] 13101’} ‘3‘*01 TlBoO ]920( 23907
$ in high rets crops 395 27.% 27,0 26,3  29.2 24,2 37.0 31.0 22,0 [8,0 20,0 13.0
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Crop Yields (Averages of All Farms)
Southern Minnesota Northern Winnesota
ks 83 271 194 g2 171
Cash Cash
Cuner- Cash Crop—share Owner- Cash Crop-share
operated leased leased operated lezsed leased
Yields of Crpps per Acre faris farnms farns farms farms farms
Winter wgeat, bue £.9 1041 10,6 - - 543
Spring wheat, bu. g.r el 7.2 6.2 6.7 5ol
G273, bue 6.9 17.9 17.6 104 8.5 7.1
Barieyy bus 2.2 10.9 15,8 7.0 7! L6
l"j"’\, bue ;og 10.3 80! Tol‘l !‘Hs ’h‘i
,‘:53‘(’ bu. . 2.2 3.0 “08 205 109
Phzat and oats, bu. 1340 Tl 9.2 170 - Te2
fas and batley, bue 30.4 202 “17.8 9.9 - 343
chn, graing bue 14,7 19.0 13.2 22,5 1347 €a3
Corn, silage, tons 4,0 3e7 Sk 1.7 1s0 243
Corn, fodder, tons 1R 2.0 1.6 [.8 Pk fe7
Potatoes, bu. s, b4 33,2 39.9 34, | 30,0
“lfalfe, tons 1.5 {7 le2 le2 le5 9
Red clover, tons 1e7 tel [0 Te2 .5 143
Clover and timothy, tons {.0 9 o5 [0 143 ol
Timothy, tons 140 +8 .9 o9 foli 9
Vf’ild hay, tons fa2 le0 «9
Annual h;y, tons Not computed because 1e3 i b
Alfalfa seed, Ibs cases were so few. 6045 8349 10543
Clover seed, Ibs. 124,77 - 12745
Summary of Livestock
Number of horses 3el 2.8 3.5 2.2 243 3.2
Numiber of colts o3 »2 «3 2 .2 2
Number of cows 8.8 7.9 7e! 2.9 67 l.O
Head of other cattle 5e2 4.5 5.0 .1 4.4 o7
Litters of pigs raised 2.2 3! 342 . o8 1e2
Pounds of hogs produced 3645 3917 3278 Elﬁ 522 1012
Head of sheep {2 lambs equal lhead) 2.5 [e5 245 o5 349 o8
Number of hens 745 68.2 632 37+7 40.0 33,
Total ae ue of productive livestock 1345 {340 12,6 9.5 1047 10,8
g of total that are cows 61.%% 62,79 57484 63. 2% S4, 08 £5.7%
g m " w W other cattls 18,43 17.9% 19.8% 23.2% 23.&5 22,3%
g m m w M hogs 11.6% 12.0% 14,89 k0% 5. 1% 6.7%
g nw " " sheep 1a7% 1.5% 2.3% 5.2% 4.0% 2.1%
% n " A # hens '?002 5095 5-35 Ho“i l’o?% 3-25
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Crop Yields (High & Low Profit Groups)

Sonther: Winnesota

it i . i et B

Northern Minnesota

Uwner- Cocn Cash, crop- Owner= Cash Cash, crop=
operaved leases share leases overated leases  share leases
10 mo» 10 le~ I7 mos 17 les 5F mo. 5 lc. U0 mos W0 le. 18 mo. 1B lca 34 mos 34 le
profe prof. profe profs profs profe prof. prof. profe profs profs profs
farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farms farmsf fams farms
Winter wheat, bu - 7.2 23.3 I.é '3.' l‘f.O - d - - 20? 30’
Spring wheat, bu ~ 3.8 ]0.! 9.8 113 5.9 0.0 743 8.3 7.9 .2 LR
B2iz, bu 22,7 .4 2,5 149 21.8 127 136 7.6 1. 7¢5 946 5.3
Gepley, bu Ihal 127 148 6.9 4.6 8. 8.2 5.0 116 5.2 b,k o i
Svoy by -k 12,3 2.5 . 6.9 106 5.7 - 3 kb 74
*<c;, bus - .2 5.3 M2 2.3 1.2 2.3 9.2 2.0 2.0 2.3 1.6
#h" & oats, bu 12,2 2.7 9.0 242 12,0 M6 28,1 5.0 - - -. 95
wots & barley, bu 3847 -~ 1340 ~ 1740 27.6 - - - - - -
Corny grain, bue 21,0  Be7 245 184 13,7 8.6 25.3  19.0 7. 13,6 5.8 3.8
Corn, sil., bu. 4,6 3.0 K3 2.5 3.2 l.2 5.0 1.0 - M 2.5 2.2
Carn fods, bus 1.6 . 1.8 1.1 146 8 3.6 8 Il .6 146 1.6
Potatces, bus 73¢3  37.8 8.7 31.6  58.3 17.7 U3.2 913 32,2 340 28.H 1§l
Alfalfa, tons il 149 2.0 I.5 10 .8 lol 40 1.5 le2 lal .6
fed clove, tons Il 149 1.6 1.5 140 12 . .9 2.0 .8 5 - 1.6
Clove & tim., ions .7 - o9 [0 2.0 5 FeB .8 129 .8 o4 .3
Timothy, tons 1.0 - 140 .8 lolt o2 9 o8 1.2 ) .6 o7
Wild hay, t 2.0 . Jol . .9 .
Annual az;y’ o:zns Not OomputSd because ths 2'5 ,g . .g . .{* .Z
Alf. seed, lbse cases wore so few, 110.0  29.% 82, ~  Bls6  BY.S5
Clov, seed, lbs. 1%0.9 121.6 - - 98,9 231.7
Summary of Livestosk
No. of horses 3.8 9.2 3.3 27 9.9 3.8 21 23 2.4 2.5 3. 3.9
NO. of c¢olts 06 . ol 02 .3 0 2 ol n"f' ol 2 03
No. of cows 1542 1.3 9.0 6.9 7.8 702 6.5 6.0 7.9 Eal 7+5 7.1
Hde of os cattie 9.2 c? u.? L, 1 5.8 507 5.5 3-9 5.9 308 503 SQ-E
Litters of pigs 6.7 3.6 4,8 2.8 4.5 a.o .2 »7 9 ol la2: L2
Lbs. of hogs prod. 9433 2700 9778 236 4279 2479 Lg 637 1711 7MZ 1304 ak5
Head of sheep le2 508 OE cl* ol 2.? 803 l‘z.o 90 2e ‘.5 248
Noa of hens 798  57.3  87. 54,7 7349  65.2  38.0 0 370 42,7 33.0 31.0
Tots as us Ivst. 20,6 12,1 1542 11,1 149 12.2 a0 1041 13.8 b 1le8  la2
% cows 63.68 59468 60.9% 62.9%3 54.28 5b.53 58,63 61.55 59.2¢ 6463 65.38 65.08
% 0. cattie 18,15 18,45 16,09 18.9% 19.28 21.8% 26,08 20,58 25.3% 21.35 23435 22.3%
¢ hogs 14,18 1268 17.1% 11.7% 18.0% (4,28 3.3% be7% 5453 5680 7408 6458
ﬁ sheep .l*fe: l*o?z .65 085 3.3% 20;5 8. % ?.BS 7014‘; 307;; l°6§ 2'95
¢ hens 3,825 H.78  SeM] 5478 5437 5ol 3.78 5455 295  M.6D 2,87 3435




An Analysis of Factors Related to Variations in Financial Progress
anong the Farmers

The Farm Securit:; Admin. stration intended that their farmer borrowers
should gredually liquidate their debts. The first payments on the principal of
the Rural Rehabilitation lcan was usually due one ysar after the loan was made.
In a number of cases, this would not be until after the end of ths account book
vear. Moreover, dus to the drouth, some of the payments on the principal were
sarried as delinquent and a few were deferred by reamortization, In order to show
2inancial progress or change in ability of the fermers to pay on debts, the
“change in net worth" was calculated. An inorease in net worth, at least, tends
w3 enhance the security back of the loans and vice verse., A change in net worth
may occur in any one of ten different ways. The frequencies of occurrence for
each of these ways is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Relation of Change in liet Worth to Changes in Total Assets
and Liabilities

Increasé in het Yorth Decrease in Net Worth
Nature of fhange No, of Nature of Change Nos of
farms farms

(1) Decrease in total liabilw (€ ) tnorease in total liabild

ities; total assets re- ities; total assets remaining

maining the same. I the same &
{2) tncrease in total assets; {7) Decrease in total assetls;

total liabilities remaining total liabilities remaining

the same é the same 8
{3) pecrease in total liabilw {8) Increase in total liabil-

ities and an fncrease in ities and a decrease in

total assets 253 total assets 50
(4) Increase in total assets {9 ) Decrease in total assets

greater than Increase in greater than decrease In

total liabilities 20k to8%al liabilities 105
{5) Decrease in tota! liabii- (10) increase in tota! liabf}-

ities greater than de- ) ities greater than increase

crease in total assets 85 in total assets 86

Variations among farmers in changes in net worth mey be dus to similar
varietions in net income* or in household and personal expenses,** or both. The
relationships of these different variations are shown in Table 2, It is quite
evident that both lower household and personal expenses and higher inocomes are
responsible for improvements in net worth among these farmers, However, much wider
variations in chenges in net worth are due to differences among farmers in net in-
come than to variations among farmers in household and personal expenses,

* Net income is given as ftem 3! on pages 10 and I1. it is the total earnings in-
cluding perquisites of the farmer, his family, and his capital plus any personal
incomey relief, grants, surplus commodities, etcsy It is the amount available for
household and personal expenditures and for savings {see Table 2)s

Household and perscnal expenses are glven as item 21 on pages 10 and Ils They in-
clude cash expenses plus interest and depreciation on personal share of auto, plus
house rental and farm perquisites and minus board for hired labors They do not
include life insurance premiums, Investments, new houses or payments on debts.

£
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Table 2

Relationships of Het Income and Household and Personal Expenses
to Changes in Net Worth

Scuthern Hinnesota Nerthern Winnesota

Housem ‘Net lmecome fSroups Net Income Groups
hold and § 9 & less %00 to 3899  $900 & above 9599 & less  $600 to $899 9900 & above
persghgd ; Change: Kea Thange Nea. Thenge No.  Change No. Thange No, Thange
#rpense gF in net of in net of in net of in net of in net of in net
groups Fadee whith farms worih farms Worth farms worth farms worth farms  worth
- M et s ot . NN

o o ! ey X - -
D & jess g 'ﬁwﬁ 36 $42638 % b 55 $-h4o 19§25 b %4890
To? %o 699 gﬁ ateg 59 +68 . 5§ ' 87  -los 90 +137 3] ¥552
$i%¢ & above S ; 9 - 35 80 38k 27 =352 64 - Ik 74 +33i
. - e s B ETNTTE it PR

Next, it i4 important to anelyze possible relationships to the variations
among ferms ifi net income and in household and personel expenses. That the differ-
e¢nces among farms in operator's labor earnings account for the greater part of the
variations in changes in net worth is shown in Table 3. Some of the differences
are accounted for by variations in the estimated total wages allowed for the unpaid
family labor, other than the operator. These wages are figured at a congervative
rate approximately equivalent to hired man's weges.

Table 3

Distributien of Vet Income into Various fonstituent Elements
Touthern Ninnesota RortRern Winnesota

Averages Averages
Net No. et Uper, Unpaid House- Urants Noe Wet Upery Unpald House= Granis
income of in- labor family  held & and of in- labor family hold & and
grdups farns come earn~ Jab. & pers. relief farms come earn- labs & pers. relief
ings int.on recs ings int.on recs
equity equity

4599 & less i 328 $126 8136 $7 $59 176 $383 $uu 61§18 $ 6o
$Z%g to 899 i 748 38 257 29 gu 173 731 37! 248 34 gu
$900 & above 171 1361 839 352 63 b 107 131 &9 376 95 6

Household and personal receipts such as income from outside invesbments,
sales of old furniture and clothes, soldiers! bonuses, old age pensions, and widows'
and mothers'! pensions accounted for a minor part of the variations in net income.
Total grants and relief was approximately the same for the different net income
groups. Less relief should be needed in femilies with the higher net incomes; but,
on the other hand, there were more persons in the families in these higher "net in-
come" groups, as shown in Table 4. In fact, the data in this table show that grants
and relief per adult equivalent tended slightly downward as net income inecreased,
which is a creditable showing in view of the fact that it is difficult to determins
what the actusl net incomes would be until account books are closed at the end of
the year. It is also to be noted in Table 5, in which the farms are sorted on the
basis of operator's labor earnings, that the grants and relief show & decided down~
werd trend as the operator's labor earnings go up.
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Table 4

Relationship of Net Income to Size of Families and
Amount of Grants and Relief

Southern Finnesota

Northern Minnesota

Net

No. of Grants Housew No. of Net Grants House-
: adult income and re- hold & adu jt income & re- hold &
Net equiva- per lief per  perss equiva- per lief per perse
inaome lents*in aduit adult exps per lents in adult adult expe per
§ooups famity equive eguive adult family equive equive adu!{
GQUin equive
T3k dess el $106 v 19 $o0% 3.0 $128 $ 20 $176
0 by 899 3.6 208 12 191 2.5 211 M 181
<0 & above 3.7 368 13 221 2 293 16 183

* Adult equivalents based on food requirements are figured as follows:

Men
Women

Boysy {3 to 18 years of age
Girls, 13 to I8 years of age
thildren, 7 to [2 years of age
thildren, under 7 years of age

Adult equivalents

per person

1s0
.B
9
«8

»
41‘



- 2% -
Table 5
Relationship of Operator's Lebor Barnings to Changes in Net Worth,

Net Income, Household and Personal Expenses, Amount of Grants and Relief,
. and Size of Family

) Averages
Operator's Uperator's Chanye Net int, . Un- House~ Grants House-  No. of
labor No, labor in net in- on net paid hold & and hold adult
sarnings of earnings worth come farm family perss relief pers. equive
qroups farms ecapital’ labor rece exp. in fam,
Southern
Minnesnti )
$-1 & less 50 $310 $~i88  §372 $h2  $u9y  $a7 $ 5k $560 4,0
0 to 499 14 286 61 588 33 179 30 &0 527 249
500 to 999 145 71k 410 71 30 158 31 38 61 el
1600 to 1h99 50 1191 807 1433 50 105 54 33 26 244
500 & above i5 2234 1905 %32 187 181 25 5 727 2.8
Northern ’
Hinresota .
$-501 & less 16 $-820 $~580 5 20 ¥%3 #7377 % i $ 99 $600 b5
I ta -500 71 -175 ~132 k52 60 h5z 62 82 614 3.7
0 to %39 216 273 *» &% 593 38 16 L6 Zz 567 3.1
500 to 999 130 661 +2h5 890 22 108 28 ] bus 3.2
1000 & above 22 1279 4505 1596 3 3.8

152 60 62 691

The significance of the residuel returns to the operator as an indication
of increasing ability to pay on debts is brought out again when the farms are sort-
ed on the basis of operator's labor earnings (Table 5), There is a very high corre-
lation between these earnings and net income, in spite of the fact that the contri-
butions of other members of the family to net income was higher as the residual
allowance to the operator decreased, As will be discussed later, one of the factors
contributing to low earnings is a lack of sufficient productive work for the laber
available in the farmer's family, In Table 5 is shown an inverse relationship be-
tween number of adult equivaelents in the family and operatorfs labor earnings.

Although the household and personal expsnse increases some with higher
earnings, it would show a more pronounced incremse if shown on the per-adult-
equivalent basis, on account of the smaller families in the upper brackets of
garnings. Bubt net income shows & much greater increase than the living expense.
Hence, there remains a very high correlation between operator's labor earnings
and change in net worth., This fact prompts the next section, which is an analysis
of the reasons for the wide variations in operator's lebor earnings among the farms.
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An Analysis of Fastors Related to Variastions in
Operator's labor Earnings among Farms

For many years farm accounts kept by farmers in various parts of Minne-

sotae have shown that certain factors of organization and efficiency have been
closely related to operator's lebor earnings., In the following analysis, the
farms are located in wide areas of quite divarse characteristics; yet it is
significant that most of the factors used in this analysis show quite marked
relationships to earnings, Inasmuch as some of the factors are somewhat inter-
related, all of the relationship with earnings may not be due to the particular
factor in guestion., Howsver, in other studies, these factors have shcwn some
independent relationships when subgrouped. The eight factors used in this
analysis are as follows:

Table 6 .

Relation of Butterfat Production per Cow to Operator's Labor Earnings

Southern Minnesuia . Northern Minnesota
ifuﬂds BeFe per cow No, of Average Pounds BsFe per cow Now of Aye rage
oup Average farms operator's Group Average farms  operator's
tabor labor
earnings earnings
124 and less 100 83 $-355 124 and less 103 85 $ 125
125 to 199 161 201 Tser 125 to 199 163 2k 55
200 and above 243 17 765 200 2nd above 240 128 00

High production per cow tends to lower the cost of producing a pound of
butterfat. This is important on those farms on which butterfat sales are the
major source of income,

Table 7

Relstion of Returns from Other Productive Livestock to

Operator's Labor Earnings

Southern Minnescta Nurthern liinnesota
Returns per animal No, Average FKeturns per animal Noa Average
unit of prode live- of operator's unit of prode live= of operator's
stock other than cows  farms tabor stock other than cows farms !abor
Group Average earnings Group Average earnings
$9 and fess % L8 105 ¥ 309 $49 and less ¢ 32 125 $ 234
70 to 139 102 197 575 50 to 109 7 230 352
140 and above 195 .99 727 1410 and above ]o3 - 100 373

These farms have, in addition to'the dairy herd, quite an investment in .

other classes of productive livestock, such as young cattle, hogs, sheep, or
poultry. High returns from this livestock usually accompanies greater profits
from the livestock, This means another addition to the farmer's earnings,
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Table 8

Relation of Amount of Productive Livestock to
Opsrator's Labor Barnings

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota

Productive livestock

No. Averace Productive livestock No. Average
animal unils per of operator's animal units per of operatorts
100 agres farms labor 100 acres farms labor
Sroup dverage earnings Group dverage carntngs
649 and less 53 106 $ 52; «9 and less 4.0 t28 $ 299
7:0 to 129 9+7 196 526 «0 to 9.9 7.7 180 312
150 and above 1746 39 599 0.0 and above 14,0 147 362

An increased amount of livestock adds to size of business and the oppor-
tunity to increase the farm earnings. It helps to provide productive employment
throughout the year; it produces menure and aids in keeping up the fertility of the
land; and it utilizes waste products on the farm. /fny method that aids in utilize
ing the available resources to full and efficient capacity should add to the farm
income. On some farms, the returns from livestock are so low that they do not cov-
or feed and other costs. Such livestock is wunprofiteble, especially if there is
mors than encugh to utilize what would otherwise be waste feed, The losses are
even more serious when there is so much of this low producing livestock that it is
necessary to buy considerable feed at high retail prices., On the other hand, if
the livestock is yielding a net return, an incressed amount of such livestock
should add to the farm earnings,

Table @

Relation of Crop Yields to Operator's Labor Earnings

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota

Per cent crop yields Noe Sverage Per cent crop yields Neeo Average
were of the average of oparatorts were of the average of operator's
of all the 401 farms farms fabor of all the 455 farms - farms tabor
Group hyerage earnings Sroup Average earnings
4l4¢ and less 28 74 ¢ 2kl 498 and less 2k 106 $ 289
4sg to 1393 91 239 Yoo 509 to 1493 93 252 Esl
140% and above 185 88 917 150% and abave 25 9 I2

High production per acre, up to certain limits, tends to lower the cost
per bushel of grain or per ton of hay. Any possible method of menagement that will
increase crop vields and therefore lower cost of production more than the extra
expense incurred in securing the higher yields should be given consideration.

Table 10
Relation of Choice of Crops %o Operator's Labor Earnings

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesots

 Per cent titlable land Nos Average Per cent tillable land Noe Average

“n high return crops of operator's in high return crops of operator's
(see pages % and 16 ) farms labor (sec page I4) farms Iabor
Group Average earnings Group Average earnings
19.9% and less 14,8 107 $ Uge 0 0 138 $ 29l
20.0% to 39.94% 29.3 2t 578 15 to 39¢ 18 191 337
40, 0% and above 47.9 58 any] 40¢ and above 61 125 34
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Additions can bs made to earnings by putting a greater percentage of
the tillable lend into those crops that gensrally tend to bring in the higher
net returns.as shown in Table 10 - Page—Z5.

-

Table 11

Relation of Size of Business to Operator's Lahor Earnings

Southern Minnesota Nurthern Minnesota
Days of productive work No. Average Days of productive work Noa fverage
Croup Averaye of operatorts Group Average of operatorts
farms tabor farms  labor
earnings earnings
249 and less 203 93 $ uuy 229 and less 185 121 $ 233
550 te 399 320 220 508 230 to 349 287 213 E
V0 and above 502 as 738 950 and abave 43 121

Average farm earnings tend to increase with an increase in size of busi-
r38. For farmers operating their farms at a loss, the larger the volume of busi-
n-ss the larger will be the loss but e farmer who is making a profit could make a
lurger profit if he increased his size of business, provided that in so doing he
dues not lower materially the efficiency in some one or more important branches of
nis business. Those farmers who have large businesses usually have more flexibility
of their organization than does the men with 2 small business, and can utilize more
efficiently and to better advantage available labor, power, machinery and buildings.

Teble 12

Relation of Amount of Work Accomplished per Worker
to Operator's Labor Earnings

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota

Days of productive Now Average Days of productive Noe Average

work per worker af operaturls work per worker of operator!s

Broup Average farms iabof 6 roup ' Average farms labor
earnings earnlngs

179 and Tess 12 1} $ 140 169 and less {31 128 $ 73

180 to 279 242 186 630 170 to 269 219 210 377

280 and abuve 339 {o4 818 270 and abave 32k iy 505

More days of productive work accomplished per worker reduce the labor
charge per unit of business. Higher labor accomplishment is secured in several
ways. In the first place, the business must be large enough so that there will be
at least sufficient work available for the femily labor., The farm must be so
organized that the labor requirements are well distributed throughout the year.
Handling pastures in such a way that as large a proportion as possible of the
yeart!s feed for livesbtock may be obtained from them helps to redwe labor require-
ments. Froper planning of the farm work and economical uss of labor saving
machinery help to inorease the -work acoomplished per worker.
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Table 13

Relation of Power and Equipment Expense to Operator's lebor Earnings

. ' Scuthern Minnescta Northern Winnesota
Puwer and equipment Nos Ayorage Power and equipment Noa fverage
expense per day of of uperatorts expense per day of of vperator's
productive work farms labor productive work farms fabor
Greup Average earnings Group Average earnings
£.80 and above  $1.32 120 § uy7 $1.00 and above $1.29 72 $ 142
40 to $.79 60 15 557 L0 to $,99 66 278 336
«39 and less . #25 12 591 »39 and less .26 103 hls

It can not be said that all farmers would earn more by cutting power and
equipment expenses, Some farms are under=equipped. But on a number of farms
excessive expenses constitute the main factor causing earnings to be very low,

Some farmers keep their cash outlays for power and equipment low by care-
ful management, Oftentimes necessary repeirs and improvements ars made by using
the available farm labor rather than by hiring extra help. In so far as possible,
careful managers do their rspairing and overhauling bef'ore spring work begins, or
on rainy days or in other spare time during the summer, They reduce the number of
horses to the minimum required for efficient c¢peration. In some cases where
handled properly, farmers offset some or all of the power and machinery expense

by owning part of their equipment cooperatively with neighbors and by using their
equipment for outside work,

Table 14

Relation of Farmer's Standing in E£ight Factors Discussed in Tables 6 to 13
to Opsrstor's labor Earnings

Southern Minnesols Northern Minnesota
Nos of factors in which No, Average Nos of factors in which Nos Average
farmer is above the of operatorts farmer is above the of operatar’
average for the farms farms fabor average for the farms farms labor
of this section earnings of this section earnings
I or nane 32 17 ! or none 4 $li2
2 62 %65 2 82 {72
3 100 4 3 196 210
4 108 527 4 98 357
9 65 764 5 78 490
6 2k 953 6 Yy 69
7 or 8 o 2201 7 or8 4 805

The data in Table 14 show that few farmers have a monopoly on efficiency.,
Quite often farm operators show efficient management in one part of the farm busi-
ness, which is offset by poor results in other phases. These farmers get medium
returns while those who fall down all along the line get the lowest returns, and
on the other hand those few who can manage to attain high efficiency in all parts
of their organization receive returns well above the average.
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Differences in Earmnings and Financial Progress
Miscellaneous Groupings

Table 15

Relationship of Type-of~-Farming Areas to Operator's Labor Earnings,
Change in Net Worth, and Related Fectors (See Page 12)

Averages

TYP?~0f- . Uper, Ghange Lbs. Returns Aniatie Index Index Size Days of Power No. of
farming Nos  labor in net B.F.s per ani. of of of of prod. & eqs  adult
area of earn- worth per unit of prode  crop choice busi- work per exp. equive
7 * 2
L"ee map farms ings cow other livest, yield* of ness worker pep in

i prode per crops busa fanily

tivests 160 A, unit

1 131 $620  $+306 178 $I19 10.5 97 2 312 215 $.6k4 el

2 113 556 +159 175 95 12.0 97 25 295 213 .65 Je2

2 58 73 +2%6 lZﬁ 12 8,0 104 27 396 %9 58 3.2

93 09 #1068 | 93 7.2 8z 19 351 253 e72 2,8

9 7 L5 +1i8 210 81 2,7 8l 43 246 160 .81 2.7

5 69 37% 4109 75 90 1.0 126 22 231 212 W64 3.

b 146 287 4+ 83 165 88 8al 88 17 132 232 o593 345

7 LT 216 - 1o 160 49 5t 83 % 109 297 . .bh Jelt

8 193 363 +108 180 72 8.0 108 3 255 190 b2 343

* Indexes for areas l, 2, 3, M and 9 are shown as percentages of the average yields for
southern Minnesota; indexes for areas §, 6, 7 and B are shown as percentages of the
average yields fur northern Minnesota. 4 comparison of the average yields of these
two parts of the state is shown on page i6.

** Given as days of productive worka

That there are some variations in operator's labor esarnings and in the
farmer's financial progress emong the type-of-farming areas in the state is shown
in Table 15. Differences in Physical and economical characteristics among these
areas account for the variations. Moreover, in 1936, most of areas 1 and 2 in the
southeastern part of the state did not suffer as severely from the drouth as the
remainder of the stats.

None of the type-of-farming areas rank outstandingly high or low in all
of the eight factors of size, quality and organization mentioned in Tables 6 to 13.
Each aree is high in one or two, approximately average in others, and low in at
least one. The net result of these differences is that while soms areas have high=-
or earnings bthan others, there is not as much difference in earnings between areas
as there is variation among farms within each area, The southern part of the state
appeared to have an advantage over the northern part.
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Table 16

Relationship of Form of Tenure to Operator's Labor Earnings,
Change in Net Worth, and Some Related Factors

Averages .

Type~ form Nao, Oper. Chge 1bs. Fats Aneu. Index Index Size Cays No. of House~ Age  Dper.
ofw of of labor  in  BeFa per prod. of of of of  adult hold of  years

farm- ten- furms earn~ net per A, lvst. crop choice buse prod. equive & per. opere in
ing ure** ings worth cow . of per ylds.  of work in fem exp. ator school

area% other 120 crops per
proda he work-
fvst. er

Eou) 14 $752 $4410 200 $166 T4 99 29 369 196 3.7 $71 36 7e7
c.) . %% 519 4369 195 iy Fle® 74 22 308 2i3 2o 521 33 749
(Sesa) 71 BUY 244 195 116 Ba9 86 20 30 220 2.3 529 33 B.0
0. 21 372 4+ 67 Is5 109 the7 80 2 2 201 4,0 €62 4o .2
2 éc.g 28 B30 4380 200 110 1346 16 22 332 2i0 3.1 555 33 ;.6
(CSe) 6% 424 Llo2 70 83 1943 £9 25 292 218 2.9 513 31 743
(0.3 S 3 317 +l2m 170 97 8e5 16 29 266 196 2.9 583 36 7.2
= (Ce 21 398 +102 185 8¢ 13.9 22 19 283 214 3.0 oh8 58 8.0
(CSa) 25 HOE 498 165 92 jo.l 138 18 316 2% 3.3 620 36 7.6
{0, 2 44 .75 50 8 70 81 23 314 207 3.6 93 3 £.8
6 \3.3 32 387 4l 2 170 93 é.& 108 12 275 2i2 3.3 259 3% 543
(cose) 72 384  41by 70 87 745 &l 367 256 3,5 585  3h .8
(0.} 119 322 4+ 9% 130 74 8.2 106 39 239 177 o? 617 7 £.8
8 (e} 35 g +110 180 gl 9k a8 23 2%8 201 3.3 626 33 6.5
(cse) 395 42k ai4s 170 5 a2 129 33 282 219 3. 569 1 649

* Areas 3, 4, 7 and 9 did not have sufficient farms in some of the groups to warrant
classification,

hid (O.) in;ludes owned and part owned farms; (C.} includes rented farms with cash Jeases;
{€.5. ) includes rented farms with crop share and cash leases.

Owner operated farms tended to be grouped more heavily in certain type-
of-farming areas and rented farms in others, Hence, to study the effect of form
of tenure on earnings and financial progress the form of tenure groups are shown
in Table 16 as subgroups of the Type of farming areas. In the southern part of the
state, there appears to be a slight tendency for the owner operators to be older
men, with less schooling, larger families; and larger total household and personal
expenditures, But there does not seem to be any such relationship in northern
Minnesote. Nor is there any consistent correlation between form of tenure and
sarnings or financial progress in the type of farming areas shown in Table 16,
Choice of high return crops is highest on the owner farms in each of these areas,
but no one tenure group has a monopoly on high standing in any of the other factors
of size, organization and mansgement efficiency.
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Table 17

Relationship of Age of Operator to Operator's lebor Earnings,
Change in Net Worth and Related Factors

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesota
Averager Averages
Range Age Gpurs Net  Chge Nes in Uper. WNos Age DOper. Net Ghge Noo In Upers
in Nos of letar ine in family years of  of labor in- in family years
age. of props earn- come net per- aduit in farms prop.earn: come net Per- adult in
of farms ings worth sons  equiv. school ings worth sens  eguive school

2; 25 $733  $912 $#332 3.4 1.9 8.0 27 25 $427  $690 $i78 %.4 L4 740
the 35 5L qu6 4177 Y7 2.8 7.6 173 35 243 641 51 H.A 2.9 7+5
100 45 W3 912 48k 5.4 U0 7,6 133 M5 18 803 i8] 5.2  3eb Z.t
€1 56 423 912 4196 5.2 3.8 7.5 103 55 189 737 46 5.0 b0 .6

The data in Table 17 show that the cider operators had lower earnings,
rartioularly in southern Minnesota. They had larger families for which they did
1ot have sufficient productive labor. The net incoms was as large in those groups
:n which the children were old enough to help with the little productive work that
wa§ available as it was for the youngest operators. However, this contribution to
net income was needed to support these members of the family and was not available
for additions to net worth. The second group, with ages of operators averaging
about 35, had the greatest disadvantage. The children were not as old and con-
tributed less to net income.,

Table 18

Relationship of Years Uperator in School to Operator's Lebor Earnings,
Change in Net Worth, and Related Factors

Southern Minnesota Northern Minnesots
Averayes ) Averages
Range No. Operator et  thge No. in Age hue  Operator et Thge Nos In Age
in of years Labor in= in  family i wf  years Lobor in= in family of
years farms  in earn-come net per- Adull oper- Tarms in earp=- cuonc  net per- adult oper=
oper schuol ings worth sons equiw ator schoo! ings worth sons equivw ator
ator
in
scho i
A% 10 3.6 $on1 $625 $=193 5.6 %5 35 ) S $865 -7 Re5 Wel 3B
5e6 29 e 2 o788 0 B39 3B b5 375 805 w113 5.3 %7 3¢
748 292 7.7 575 870 86 4. 3.l 275 7.8 526 710 - 9f Wb 345 3&
9 4 70 9.0 56hF 870 +173 .3 U7 0 S PR R & LR 1 B L R P 35

above

As shown in Table 18, there is some correlation of years operator in
school earnings and financial progress. The relationship is more pronounced in
southern Minnesota. It is, at least, partly dus to the fact that those operators
with less years in school were older, had larger families, and did not have enough
productive work for these lerger families, There may be, however, a slight net
relationship betwesen years in school and earnings.
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Classification of Household and Personal Expenses

Higher net incomes permit greater outlays for housshold and personal
purposes; larger families tend to necessitate larger outlays,
another difference in these relationships.

Table 18

Relaticn of Net Income and Size of Family te Total Household and

Personal Expense per Family and per Adult Eguivalent

Net Income

$599 and less T $600 to $899 $900 and above
Noe of Nos Average house- Noe Average house= Noe Average house-
adult of hold and of hold anc of hold and
equiv~ farms perss expense farms pers, experse farms perse expense
alfent Per Per Per Per Per Per
membe rs fanily adult family acult family adult
of family eruive ecuive equive
Southern
Minnesota
2.5 ¢ less 6o $u22 $o48 15 $ubo $259 77 $2#0 $318
3.0 to 449 4o 52 158 47 566 166 53 71 197
560 & above 2 633 1y 24 717 118 4 751 l2g
Northern
Minncsota
249 & less 79 471 262 4g 46 303 24 638 336
3.0 to 4,9 75 529 160 109 16 187 33 721 190
540 & above 19 632 s 30 763 129 38 800 138

Thers is also
The data in Table 19 show that

household and personal expenses per adult equivalent tend upward as net incomes
increase, but they tend downward as the size of family increases., Certain over-
head items of shelter and operation are utilized more fully by the larger famile
ies. It is quite evident, however, that the expenditures for household and per-
sonal purposes per adult equivelent tends to decline as the size of families in=-
crease. With the increase in size of family, the opportunities for increased
revenue from productive employment does not tend to increase as rapidly as the
cost of living. This is demonstrated again in Table 21, in which the household
and personal expenses end receipts and various miscellaneous items are classified
on the basis of net income and the following tvpes of family membership:

Type I Husband and wife only (two in family).

Type II  Husband, wife, one or two children under 16 and no
others (three or four in family),

Type III Husband, wife, one c¢hild over 16, one child under 16,
and two or less other persons regardless of ages (four
to six in family).

Type IV  All other classes,

The number of families falling into the various type of family and net
income groups is shown in Table 20, The number of cases is too small in the
type III and in one of the type I groups to show siguificent averages; hence, the
averages for these groups are omitted from Table 21.



Number of Casen in fach Family Group and Wet Income Group

Table 20

. resaty Northe:n Minneseta

Type of - B Entire
family group ] i i 1y Totals ! 11 (RN 1y Totals state
$599 and less 20 40 6 47 112 21 £y i 80 176 289
5600 4o 839 12 24 7 43 i1 19 Ty 5 102 173 289
$900 and above 22 L6 13 30 171 5 23 5 74 107 278
Totals 5% 126 % 200 400 b5 13k 21 256 Y56 856
Totze ls, entire

suate 99 254 47 b56
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Table 21

Household and Personal Expenses and Receipts and Miscellaneous

Items olassified on the Basis of Type of family and Net Income groups.
Hovthern Minnesacta

e Net [~some oo

559 & iess $900 & kbove

Type of Family Arouri - b pu v L I o
Noe of persons in familv 2.0 345 6ol Zed 3.k 68
Ads eyuive pers, in fan. o8 245 4.9 1.8 2.5 4.9
Noo of other pere in “za. N .2 ol P .2 o3
Ad. eq. other per. in fan. ol o2 .l «2 2 3
Food $ s s 161 %212 $rus ¢ 172 $2i3 70 $182 § 222

“nerating & supplies 29 g 35 27 3 4 0 46

Furnishings & equip. i9 22 19 20 28 2 5 6 36
flziking & materials 32 54 74 40 g 7 45 ! 97
Fa-l*h th 20 27 8 17 20 Iy 20 32
“evals & recreation 13 13 4 17 12 4 22 9 28
Persnnal 8 1h 1 9 14 4 22 13 21
Per. chare of auto exp. 19 .25 21 32 22 19 29 29 32
Per. share of autu new 8 2 3 3 3 2 3 5 8
Housing expense H ! 2 3 3 2 9 2 2
(16} Tot, house & pers. cash exp. $257 $1357 $uis $307 $361 $u2  $uho  § w23 $ 552
Faod fur. by farm %also an inceme ) 1y I5% 130 }20 161 225 3k {90 232

Fie | fur. by farm (also an income% 1 19 20 28 22 22 17 32 2
inta & deprece. on auto (perse sh. 8 9 2 5 3 4 3 Y
Ints & deprece on house or rent. val. 85 82 7% [00 78 87 138 Hs 107
(7)) 7« house & pers non-cash exps $206 5 K% §$286 9 253  $ 264 ST $293  $ 30 § 370
Ess% Tot. house & pers expe (16)+(17) $ 483 $621 ¢$704 $s560 § 622 $767 $733 $763 $922
26 ) Toha & p. expe minus board he [abe 472 601 692 559 60 758 702 735 g0t
Life insur. & savings A H 5 & 7 10 28 12 17
Hew Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
Pay. on notes & bills 7 21 H i5 ] 15 25 19 5]
(19) Tot. other house,& pers cash expe 18 32 i6 21 17 25 53 3 b2
Grand tots cash expa $1512  $141s  $1370 $1222  wrhIs §Is¥2  s225y LUy %1963
Grand tote all exp. 1822 1870 18k5  I53% 1698 (978 25hy 2084 2377
Grants, relief, sur. commod, 16 50 63 27 29 56 e 30 64
Soi. bonus, ald age assist., pensions 0 4 20 ¢ 8 12 24 2 Ly
Mis:, income, sales, gifts 9 I 5 a 10 b 24 ! 32
Monzy borrowed 13 I3 10 1 12 18 25 I2 0
Tot. house & per. sash rece. $ 38 % 78 $ 98 v 50 $ 59 $ 90 pacl § 81 § 166
Grand total cash recas $1298  $1215 $r2is $l228 i34y $I469  g23i0 wngsé ¢1994
Grand total all income 1655 563  i543 1697 1812 1960 3304 2617 2802
Net cash receipts $ 69 $18y S 272 335 $307 $377 540 $529 $619
Net income 206 299 381 723 730 733 1476 129%  13kk
Age of operator {yrs.) 31 29 17 31 3 37 20 27 38
Years operatur in school 7.9 8.0 7.3 748 747 145 8.0 7:9 7.6
Purchased food per zdult equive $ 60 $ 60 $ 48 $ 82 $ 66 $ Wy % 85 & 67 ¥ us
Farm raised food per ade eqs 63 57 43 67 60 47 67 0 45
Total faod per ade eqgs 123 1y 91 149 126 91 52 138 93

He & perse cash exps per ade eqe in fam.) 143 43 97 171 4l 93 24 169 13
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Table 21 (Conkinued) Northern lirnesots.

$906 { above

Type of family Jrons: T Al
Nos ©F cepscis i family 3¢9 740
Ade equice per. on Tom- 2.5 5.0
Noe ¢f 0*hizpr per: ir Tan, sl .2
Ada 2qe other pure 0 fav, ol o2
Fora $ 100 $170  § 230
Us:rating & supplies z1 3¢ 29
Furrishings % equin 20 Lo 27
Cfuhing & materials 33 52 89
Heatih 7 27 19
flevels & recreation 13 25 25
Porconal 9 1y 17
Pere. share of auto exp. 21 16 22
Per., chare of auto new 3 2 6
Heusing exp. ! Y g
{16 ) Tot. house. & pers cash exp- $ 2us 5978 5 473
Fuod fur. by farm {2150 an inaome ) $ 118 »16h § 253
Foel furs by farm {alsc an incame% 28 38 37
trita & deprecs un auto {pers. shs i 2 2
Ints & dzpres. on house or rernts. val.) LE) 68 62
(17 ) Te house & pers. nun-cash eipa $195 ¢&21% § 262 ¢ 252 $ 252 § 291 v 272§ 354
18) Tuts house & pere exps {16 )4(17) $ 443 $ 516 §$582 $564 {596 672 5 650  § 827
gzéj Te he & po exp. minus bd he labor 433 504 572 546 586 663 A 818
Life insur, & savings 3 5 3 8 5 3 13 7
New Muusing 0 0 0 25 0 t 0 6
Prye ua notes 4 bills 20 1y 24 12 17 th 47 36
{19) Tots other huuses & pere cash exps 23 19 27 b5 22 8 60 49y
trand tote cesh exps $931 %997 $978 SHII6 w1068 $1038 41578 $1hkb
Grand tote 2!l exps 1253 1330 (330 (4%  i750  !375 1850 823
Grarts, reiic®, sur. commode 37 52 T4 79 6l 96 36 78
Sole bonus, vid zqe assist, pensions 0 3 3 21 1% Eg 48 30
Mise~ inco:> sales, gifts 6 10 10 3 lz I 22 21
Mooy borrowed 5 3 9 7 8 19
Totehritse & per. cash rece $ us ¢ 68 $ 96 ¢ il0 & 93 ¥ 135 §155 §$ 148
Grand total cash rec. $837 £879 § 867 $1129 $1050 $i016 $551§ $146 |
Grand total all income 1190 1158 1185  I50h 7y 1430 27k 2193
Net cash receipts $ 116 $ 204 §$ 23 §u0I S 347§ 377 %375 $539
Net incame 394 363 379 734 725 734 174 f232
Age of operator 34 31 3 37 29 38 33 k2
Yrs. operaior in school 2.3 7.3 6.6 5.7 7.3 6.4 8.3 6.9
Purchased fuﬁd per adult eguive v 67 % 63 g bs $ 76 5 66§ M $ 65 § uk
Farm raised food per ade eoga 66 56 L5 77 £6 47 63 g
Total food per ads eqs £33 19 90 153 32 93 176 93

Ha & pere cash exp. per ade eqe in fam.)$ 138 126 80 173 138 87 i51 95
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Sumary

It has been shown in this report that variations in financial progress
among the farmer-borrowers of the Rural Rehabilitation Division of the Farm
Security Administration are due primarily to variations in net incomes; and
secondarily to differences in household and personal expenses, Furthermore, the
data show that differsnces in net income among the farmers is a result of varia-
tlons in its constituent elements: (1) operator's labor earnings, (2) charges
for the farmer's unpaid family labor and of his net farm capital, (3) household
und personal receipts. Variations in operator's labor earnings are the outstand-
ing cause of the differences in financial progress, because there is a wide dis-
persion of these earnings, and hence of net income and finenoial progress. As
shown in Table 22, a range of $1,000 in household and porsonal expenses, centering
~pproximately at the mode, includes 99 per cent of the farms, while a similar
range lo operatorl!s labor earnings includes only 82 per cent of the farms, re-
spectively. In respect to household and personal expenses, 28 per cent of the
farms fall outside of the four~hundred-dollar range, while 55 per cent of the
farms fall outside this range in respect to operator'!s labor earnings. For the
gix~hundrad-dollar renge, the figures are 10 per cent and 40 per cent, respective-
1y. Moreover, the dispersion of the 18 per cent of the earnings outside of the
ong~thousand-dollar range 1s very wide,

Table 22

Dispsrsion of Change in Net Worth, Net Income, Earnings,
and Household and Personal Expenses among Farms

fxtent of range Per cent of total farms in each group (whole state)
centering _ Change Net Operator's Household
approximately in net income labor and personal
on nde* worth earnings expense
$200 358% 29. 4% 22.9% 43475

400 6042 5te] LA 72.0

650 74e5 6742 59.9 £9.6

800 . 8k, | 7840 72.2 96 .7

1000 89.2 86U 81e7 a8,7

* The mode is the point of greatest frequensy.

Another striking point brought out in ‘the analysis is that the varia-
tions in operator's labor earnings are due largely to factors somewhat under the
operator's control. There are some variations between areas in the state in
crop yields, kind of crops grown, amount of livestork, feeding efficlency, labor
efficiency, etc. But these differences between arezs are much smaller than the
wide variations among farms within each type «f farming area.



Table 23

Some Comparisons between Several Groups of Ferms Included in this
Report and & Group of Well Menaged Farms in the Same Section of the State

Averages for farmer-boreowers of Averages for farms in south-
Ferm Security Administration eastern Minnesota obtaining
{owner-operated farms },1926 farm management service from
Type-uf- Southern Minnesota the Unive of Minn., 1936*
farming 4B {0 high 10 low 152 30 high 30 low
areas farms earnings earnings farms earnings earnings
nose 152, farms farms farms farms
35 farms
Towt ¥arm receipts less
Ccioh farm expenses $510 $921 $1ok1 $204 $2716 $48 5 $989
Vo i family lsbor 259 2643 202 537 247 349 212
ozoator's labor earnings 5 2k 480 1528 -3 14 291k 5500 1042
h3s ot rersons in family 5.0 53 3.9 7.0 4,2 L 4.2
fgui equivalent menbers
i famity* 3.9 b, 3.2 505 25 35 342
Auih equivalent other
p:rscns in hovse - - - - .8 {e3 b
Priatnes, vegetables and fruit (Mot
furnished by farm computed) $ 48  § 50 $ 4l § 51 $ 70 $ 37
All food and fuel furnished
by the farm $23% 204 192 228 299 374 237
Totai houses & personal cash
expenses** (other than savings) 390 L5k 533 524 505 1290 624
Returns per a.us {pr. [vst.
ather than cows) $152 $12h $I52 $ 89 (not computed on same basis
Pounds butterfat per cow 173 i92 211 157 243 25% 223
Froads livests units per 106 A. li,6 155 8.6 14,7 20.1 20,3 20,6
Y =id of corn, bus 1146 10.8 2146 6al Ak 8.k 30.8
twdex of choice of crops 9.0 3k5  39.5 27 oM 4.7 LR b1.5
Deys of productive work 525 733 534 298 763 1hy7 531
D-vs of prode work per worker 199 192 2kl 140 34| 368 251
Power and equipe exps per day
of work §1200  $1.02 $1.01 $1eal (not computed on same basis)

# The data are taken from Mimeographed Report No. 83, Division of Agricultural Econ-
omics, University Farm, St. Faul, Minnesotas The farmers receiving this service
pay for part of the cost of the service. GSome of these farmers have been getting
the service for ten years (1527 to 1937, inclusive )« The 152 farms are located in
nine counties in type-of-farming areas No. | and No. 2.

** Only two~thirds of the farm-management-service farms kept household and personal
recordsa



Moreover, it should be mentioned here that thers are wide variations
between the average earnings and related farm management factors for this group
of farms and the corresponding averages for other farms in the same areas (see
Table 2%). A group of farmers in mnine counties in type-of~farming areas No, 1
and FKo. 2, southeastern Mlunesota. have been paying part of the cost of obtaining
a farm management service ciferec by the University of Minnesota. As a rule,
only the farm operators who are above the average in ability to manage Farms are
willing %o keep farm accounts and nay for the service., The data Trom these farms
are computed on the vasis of owner-operation. Hence, for comparison in Table 23
the owner-operated farms of southern Minnesota securing loans from the Farm
Sz3arity Administration were chosen, Seventy-three per cent of these 48 farms
“:ee located in type-of=-farming areas Mo. 1 snd No., 2.

The averages for the seventy-three per cent (35 farms) in areas No. 1 and
e, 2 are also presenmted in the table in order to show averages as nearly compar-
atle as possible to those of the "farm management service" group. High and low
rroflt group averages were not computed for these 35 farms, However, the table
rhows that there were not wide differences between the averages for the 35 farms
‘1 areas llo. 1 and No, 2 and those for all of the 48 farms in southern Minnesota.
“ix farms in area No, 9 about the Twin Cities made the average butterfat produsw
i{ion per cow and index of choice of crops higher for the 48 farms in southern
Minnesota tham for the portion of these farms lying only in areas No, 1 and No. 2.
The returns to livestock other than cows were higher on the farme in areas No., 1
end No. 2 than for the other three sreas in southern Minmnesota. Earnings were
culy slightly higher for the areas No., 1 and No. 2 than for all of the 48 farms
in southern Mimnesota; hence, the latter can be used for comparison with the farm=
-anagement-service group.

The comparisons shown in Table 23 are not made for the purpose of em=
‘hasizing particularly the lowsr earnings and poorer management of the farmers
so9ting loans from the Farm Security Administration, but rather to indicate the
wossibilities for improvement. They serve to emphasize at least three important
facts.

1, There is not much opportunity for the low-earning farmers to make
more of their income aveilable for paying off debts and increasing net worth by
cutting cash outlays for household snd personal purposes. Their expenditures
are already far below those for groups with higher earnings in the same areas.
Although the total cash expense per family was practically as high for the ten
low=earning borrowers as for ths ten high-earning borrowers, the former had
larger families and hence had much less to spend per person. It is doubtful if
their expenses could be lowered to any great extent; certainly, it would be more
desirable if these families had larger inocomes and therefore more available for
household and personal expenditures.

2. The higher earning groups used considerably more farm raised food
and fuel per adult equivelent than the low earning groups. Howsver, if the latter
groups consumed more livestock and livestock products rather than selling them,
Thoro would be less income for purchasing other items of expense in the family
budget., The extent to which home produced and processed food is more or less
economical than purchased food or can take the place of the latter can not be
shown in the present analysis. On the other hand in Table 23 it is shown that
the high earning groupe vonsimed.-slightly more farm raised fruit, potatoes and
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other vegetables per family., It appears that there is opportunity to increase the
family income by enlarging the farm gardens, especially in view of the fact that
there is & shortage of productive work available on these low earning farms.

3+ The cutstanding lesson to be gained from Table 23 and this whole report
in general is the fact that there are wide differences in earnings and the related
farm management factors among the farms borrcwing from the Farm Security Adminis-
tration, and between this group and the better managed farms in the same area.
THE MOST IIOPEFUL PROSPECT OF ADDITIONAL INCOME AVAILABLE FOR HOUSEHOLD AND PER=
SONAL PURPOSEE AND FOR DEBT RETIREMENT LTES IN THE POSSIBILITIES FOR INCREASED
FARM EARNINGS. Meny farmers in the low earning brackets have plenty of such
possibilities for increased earnings through more efficient management and through
the addition to the size of business by renting more land or intensifying on the
pracent acreage. Thess possibilities include bigger gardens, choice of higher
return crops, iuproved varieties, weed controi, more livestock, better livestock,

feeding balanced rations, proper care of livesbock and many other good management
practices,



