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Introduction 

Through a joint a&reement between the Division of Agricultural Econol 
University of Minnesota and the Soil Conservation Service of the United S 
partment of Agriculture, a complete farm record service has been made av 
farmers in the Erosion Control D~tlonstration Areas of Minnesota. Farmers 
Gilmore Creek Area at Winona, the Beaver Creek Area at Caledonia. and the. 
Creek Area at Spring Valley, who were cooperating with the Soil Conservat· 
and operating their farms under a complete erosion control program. had 
ni ty to keep records. Eighty-one farmers in the three areas completed bo 
25 of these farmers in Gilmore and Deer-Bear Creek Areas having completed 
second year of record keeping. A few new cooperators have started keepi 
books but they are few in number, and it is to be expected that the numbe 
keepers will remain about the same. 

The work of supervising these records is taken care of by James C. 
Spring Valley. Minnesota. and Austin B. Sanford of Winona. Minnesota. 
staff of the Soil Conservation Service. The swmnary and analysis are und 
direction of G. A. Pond and W. P. Ranney of the Department of Agricultura. 
of the University of Minnesota. The record books were furnished by the D 
Agricultural Extension. University of Minnesota, which is also cooperati 
study. 
Note: Completion of this project was made possible by workers supplied 0 

Students I Work Project. 1936-37, Project No. 41-100, and Project No. 
Minnesota Works Progress Admini stratton. Sponsor: Un! versi ty of Minneso 
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Full cooperation has been given during the past year by members of the several 
ons of the Division of Operations, Soil Conservation Service, and the Division 
icultural Extension, University of Minnesota, as well as county agricul~ural 

., s in the locality•. 

Records Kept 

.The records kept by the cooperators included inventories at the beginning and-·· 
If the year, cash. receipts and expenses, a report of feed fed to the various 
.es of livestock, anQ a record of farm produce used by the family. Supplementary 

ti 01 

inIM~!I.~tion was alsos.ecured during the year regarding crop and 11vestock producti on 
praf1! lces. 

II 
The cooperators -w·ereassi sted and supervi sed in keeping their records by the 

en from the Soil Cuns.ervation Service, who vi 8i ted each farm several times dur-

II: 

~he year. In addition to securing the supplementary information, the Heldmen's 
8 included numerous-services, viz., helping the farmer place uniform values on 
estate and equipment1. checking the cash and feed records, answering.any ques
that might arise. as· to how the entries should be made in the account book, and 

ng wi th farm managemen.t problems which came up due to changes brought about by 
.ntroduction of a. complete erosion control prouram.. - t:> 

.·1 

!At the end of th.e.~re-ar, the books were taken to the central office at the Uni
verl.llty Farm where they-were checked for completeness and accuracy. Then the Held
man f the Soil ~onservation Service visited each cooperator and asked for correc

I and secured an;;"" data which had been omitted. 

Sixty-eight of t.h:e-:books contained complete household statements which were sum
ed and.tabulated o:.:r-page 20. This portion of the summary was an extra service 
in addition te>- the·-r.egular farm accounts and it was entirely up to the coopera
to whether he.kept. .tr...at portion of the record or not. 

Topography, Soils, Climate 

liThe Gilmore Creek.. .ilrea, in which 14 records were completed, is located a.t the 
sou.: western edge of t~ city of Winona, in Winona county. The valley and side 

nes are very narro''fwi th steep sides. The ridges are narrow, varying from a few 
to usually less' than· one-fourth of a mile in width. The upland soils fall 
y into two tJ~e~ Clinton silt loam, a forest soil developed on loess, and 
ue silt loam, a.for-est soil developed on residual limestone. The valley slopes 
in the Boone Series '"and soils on the valley floor are mostly included in the 
ee Series. A cansi:.dsrable portion of the steep valley slopes is classified as 

UJ.' sto.ny land. Serious sheet and gully erosion has taken place over the area. 
,nnual'rai:lfall of this area is approximately 34 inches and is distributed 
I' :hout the year sat-J:sfactorily for crop production; approximately 70 per cent 

s between April. first and September thirtieth. The winters are cold, and fol
by short but warm summers; the annual mean temperature is 46 degrees. Droughts 

ndure .for short·'perl'ods; or unusual precipi tation, wi th heavy water and soi 1 
s may.. occur; but·these um::.sual periods are not frequent. 

The .B.ea.ver Creelt: . .Area in which 35 of the records were kept is located in Houston 

• 
cOUPIJ~y in the southeastexn...portion of the state. The area may be divided into two 

the gently llDdula.ti.ng to moderately rolling prairie region of the upper one
of the watershed,,- and the undulating to hilly region of the lower two-thirds of 
ea. 

http:llDdula.ti.ng
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In the upper portion of the area the greatest agricultural developmen as 
taken place, since the land is more level, less cut up by ravines, and has lower 
degree of erosion all of which permit more land in cultivation and much la . r fields. 
The soil in this section is predominantly a deep prairie soil (Tama Silt L I ) which 
is high in organic matter, but needs lime for the best production of alfal or sweet 
clover. 

The lower two-thirds of the area is composed of a main valley with ac 
tributary valleys surrounded by high steep ridges. The bottom of the vall 
cellent corn land but due to annual overflow is not adaptable to other cro 
broad terrace on either side affords excellent soil for cultivated fields 
which extend part way up the lower slopes of the ad,j oining ridges. Due to 
character of the ridge slopes about 25 per cent of the area is on land too 
crops or pasture so is predominantly in woods. On the ri~e tops we again! 
fields with soil very similar to that of the soils on the lower slopes of ~ ridges. 
This is a forest soil (Fayette Silt Loam), low in nitrogen, shows a markedi 
to barnyard manure or legumes in rotation and needs lime for the best grow' 
falfa or sweet clover. Sheet erosion has taken a severe toll and many of 
fields have less than three inches of topsoil remaining. 

1~e Deer-Bear Creek Area. in which 32 records were completed, is loca in 
Fillmore and Mower counties and is dl'ained by the middle branch of the Roo 
The topography varies from very gently rolling to almost level land, in th 
part of the area, to very steep, hilly and rough land in the lower end. I 
cases the upper end of the area lacks sufficient undulation of surface to 
proper drainage, in contrast to the lower, where creeks have cut deeply in 
underlying limestone. The entire area has been glaciated almost equally b , een 
soils composed of drift material and of loessial mantle overdrift. Carri n, and 
Lindley, silt lo~~ soils with glacial drift derivation and Toma, Clint~n, t loarns 
with loess derivation are among the more important soil types of the area. 
varies from slight amounts of sheet erosion in the upper reaches of the dr 
areas to severe sheet and gully erosion in the middle and lower parts of t 
The mean annual temperature for the area is 45 degrees Fahrenheit, with a 
-37 to 108 degrees, occurring in January and July, respectively. The aver ,e grow
ing season is around 150 days with an annual precipitation of 32 to 33 inc s well 
distributed throughout the growing season. 

Type of Farming 

Agriculture in the three areas covered by this report centers primari around 
the dairy enterprise with smaller proportions of hogs, poultry and sheep i luded. 
In the Deer-Bear Creek and Beaver Creek Areas a few farmers have both clair .cattle 
and beef cattle enterprises. Dairy products were sold prinCipally as cre altho a 
few farmers had an outl.et for whole milk. In those cases where cream was Id, the 
skimmilk was fed to calves, hogs, and poultry. 

The principal crops grown are oats, barley, hay, and corn. ~be propo,ion of 
total farm land devoted to crop production and rotation pasture land varie from 
40 per cent on some of the rougher farms in the Gilmore Creek Area to more 
per cent on some of the Deer-Bear Creek farms, with an average of 59 per c 
all farms studied. Approximately 20 per cent of the areas is devoted to pent 
pasture, with twice as much WOOdland in the Gilmore Creek Area as in the D 
Creek Area, and an average of 12 per cent of all the farms being handled 
timber areas. 

III 
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Purpose of the Project 

e farm management section of the Operations Division of the Soil Conservation 
has three main objectives; first enabling the cooperator to know the returns 

etting for his labor ~ld managelnent, second to secure information which when 
d with similar data secured on other farms will enable the cooperator to in
his efficiency and organize his farm on a more profitable basis and third to 
ce the farm business in light of economic conditions after the establiShment 
erosion control program. 

nce s~ccess under our present economic order is measured in terms of dollars 
ts, and since the profit motive is the governing factor in our modern agri
, it is important that both the cooperator and the soil conservationist know 
turns the farmer is obtaining for his capital, management, and labor. In 
ords, the farmer's income is the yardstick by which we measure the success of 
erprise and if the soil conservation program is to succeed it must increase 
east maintain the farmer's income. This information may be obtained through 
count books and furnish a common basis from which the conservationist and the 
may build a better erosion control program for that farm. 

any communi ty we find certain farms above the average yet almost a.djoining it 
willl~ a farm far below the community standard. Sometimes physical conditions will 

impossi ble to change the si tuation, but frequently it is a question of in
ncy and poor management. 

rough the records kept for the farm management service, each cooperator fur
data dealing with the operation of his farm or eSfecting its income. By co~ 
this data with that obtained on th~ most profitable farms the operator can 
ind many ways of operating his farm more effiCiently. 

ms cannot be operated effiCiently if the soil has been allowed to become so 
;roded as to reduce crop yields. In orc.er to prevent thi s, very decided 

have been made in the field plans of the individual farm and in the crop ro
These cr~es are bound to upset the fine balance formerly existing on a 

aged farm. Re!3.djustment of labor and livestoek is bound to folIo,·, and the 
these readjustments are made the easier it will be. By means of farm account 
oth the cooperator and the fielfuaan can see just how the income is being af
and take steps to improve the situation. At the same time, the fieldman is 
get the information which he can apply on other farms in the locality and 

at he has concrete evidence to back his statements. 

rt1L~ately most practices which make for efficient farm m~lagement are also 
t measures in good erosion control. In this section of the country livestock 
is in practically every Case the most profitable type of operation, but it 

s efficient Uarldling if the full benefits are to be received. Good quality 
throughout the grazing season, high quality roughages for the feeding season, 

~ve all a balanced ration. Good erosion control requires fencing out of very 
~illsides to woods, to prevent silting and gullying of fertile land lower down 
~pe. Other land that is not so steep but too rough to cultivate m~es excel
. rmanent hayfields and pasture. Of our various permanent hay crops alfalfa is 
the best and without question it is the best roughage we have for dairy cattl~ 
anced rotations make for higher crop yields and at the same time are impor

ctors in good erosion control. In other words, good fa.rm management and good 
control in this area Call for efficient livestock farming, good land utiliza

d all done with a minimum of labor. 
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Analysis of the Farm Business 

On pages eight and nine are presented financial summaries of the yearl busi
ness, showing the average results for the 81 farms on which the work was c leted 
for the twelve months' period, April 1936 to March 1937, the average rcsul for 
the highest one-fifth of the farms in respect to Operator's Labor Earningsi land the 
average for the lowest one-fifth. In the "your farm" column, in the copy I nt to 
the farmer, the results of his individual farm business are inserted in or r that 
he may compare his figures with the averages of the various groups. 

The data on pages 10 to 23 should suggest to each cooperator some pos: lbili ties 
for improvement in his production, control of expenses, and in his organi~ 
the various enterprises and of the business as a whole. There are some VB!. 

in soil and climatic conditions and available markets in this area, which, . 
course, affect the choice of crops and classes of livestock. Each farm is! in
divldual problem and has its particular advantages and limitations in resp to 
natural resources and markets. However, it is significant that the same €f 
factors account for financial success in both of the soil conservation are 'l 

Capital Investment in Farm Business 

The data on page 7 shows that the average size of the farms in this 
was 190 acres. The average farm inventory was $14,060. This does not inc 
value of the house in which the operator lived. In 1936, 50 per cent of t 
average farm inventory consisted of land; 22 per cent of permanent improv tSj 

5 per cent of feeds and supplies; 8 per cent of machinery and equipment; 15 per 
cent of livestock, of which about one-tlurd or rol average of $692 was the 
inventory value of ~lk cows. 

Returns to Operators for Their Labor and Management 
- (See page B) i i 

The average cash receipts per farm were $3,077. In add! tion, farm pr~ bee to 
the value of $361 was consumed by the farm family and there was an averagel! .nventory 
increase of $254 per. farm. The total average receipts per farm were the s· of 
these three items, $3,692. The average total expense per farm, $1,741, in· des 
$1,654 cash expense and an estimated allowance of $87 for board of hired 1 r. The 
difference between the total income and total expense figure is $1,951. is the 
return which the farmer received for his own labor and management, the sel~es of 
members of his family and the use of his capital. After deducting a charg pf 5 per 
cent on the average inventory valuation, $703, for the services of capi tal· here 
remains $l,24B for the services of the farmer and his family. The average lue of 
family labor used, if computed at hired man's wages, wag $241. The averagi perator IS 

labor earnings are the family earnings less their allowance of $241, or $1 ·7. This 
is the return to the farmer for his labor and management over and above a !per cent 
return for his capital and going wages for other members of the family. 

The average total value of farm produce usee. in the house, $361, repr I nts an 
ir:1portant item in the farmer's income. This produce is figured at farm pr tSj if it 
was purchased at retail prices, the total value would be approximately dou 'I! thi s 
figure. On many farms a saving could be made if m')re produce were rai sed .. ! the farm 
rather than purchased. The table on page 20 shows the average amounts and! ir·. ues... for 
each i tern included in the total of farm prou,uce used in the house. 

i 
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Eousehold and Personal Expenses 

p the case of a farm with no debt, the family has, besides the operator's 

earnings, two other sources of income to expend for living and personal 

e. 	 One is the amount charged as interest on investment, and the other is the 
allowed for family labor. On the other hand, a farm with a heavy debt must 

J,terest and in most cases at a higher rate than the 5 per cent charged. In 
fases, the Operator I s Labor Earnings and the allowance for family labor con'r practically the only sources of funds for family living; and if in these 
~he farm shows a minus Operator's Labor Earnings more than enough to offset 
lowance for family labor, it means that there is no income for family living 
es outside of the farm produce furnished by the farm for the household. These 
S and others, whose family incomes are not sufficient to cover household and 

cash expenses, must go deeper and deeper in debt, in order to meet these 

is important to know the family income and the reasons why it is not higher. 
so worth-while to know the household and personal expenses and whether they 

hin the f~ly income. ,Sixty-eight farmers included in this report kept a 
d record of personal and household expenses. The distribution of these 
s is shown on page 20, with averages for the 68 farms, and for the 14 most 
ble and 14 least profitable in this group. 

ing into consideration the number of members (adult equivalents)* in his 

and the number in the average family. each farmer can compare his item of 

with those of the average. 


embers of the family including women and children are reduced to a full man 
alent on the basi s of relative food consumption; the "other" adult equivalents 

'own in t-able on page 20, are the hired help boarded. They must be added to the 
equivalents as Shown for the family in studying the food expense per adult 

ns .. 
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SUmnary of 

Items 

Size of farm (acres) 

Size of business (days of prod. work) (1) 


Average farm inventory (without house) 
Land 
Farm improvements 
Machinery and equipment (total) 

General machinery a.nd equipment 

Tractor 

Truck 

Auto (farm share) 

Gas engine (farm share) 

Electrical equipment (farm share) 


Feeds and seeds 

Miscellaneous supplies 

Horses (total) 


Horses 

Colts 


Productive livestock (total) 

Cows 

Other cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 


Your 
farm 

190 
550 

242 
769 

$17,861 
9,099 
3,470 
1,443 

__ $14,060 
6,990 
3,049 
1,205 

$1 ..~ 970
' 7,253 
! 2,658I
 

. I 975 
i j 

;1 789 
44 
14 
n 

9 
49 

429 
11 

474 
416 

59 
1,170 

605 
226 
187 

53 
98 

854 
174 

44 
93 
10 
30 

640 
26 

465 
411 

54 
1,685 

692 
432 
302 
168 

90 

918 
295 
44 

126 
10 
51 

1,006 
27 

526 
454 

72 
2,289 

825 
558 
487 
325 

94 

(1) Explanation 'of term: "Days of Producti ve Wo'rku• 

The total IlDays of Productive Work" for anyone farm are a measure 
that fsrm business. The average number of "teJ"l.-hour daysll of man labor 
head of productive livestock ~;.nd per acre of crops is used in combining 
the livestock in one single measure of size of business. 

ize of 
ired per 
.crops and 

The number of days of productive work for each animal and each acre ! 'Icrops, 
computed from data presented in Minnesota Technical Bulletin 44, IIA study ii ~ Dairy 
Farm OrgE:.ni zation in Southeastern Minnesotall , are 11 sted as follows: I I 

No. of days 
t m "0 r of ro t m 

Cows Cow 16.6 Corn for grain 
Other cattle Animal uni t'" 7.6 (husked) 
Sheep Animal uni t'" 2.7 Corn for grain II 

Poultry 100 hens 20.1 (husk.& shred.) 
Hogs 100 lbs.hogs .55 Corn for silage " 

produced Corn hogged II 

Alfalfa .Acre 1.5 Corn for fodder II 

Tame & wi ld hay II .6 Sweet corn " 
Small grain & flax " 1.0 Potatoes II 

Small grain hogged II .4 Sugar beets II 

panni~ s " 5 

"'Animal Unit represents one cow, one bull, two head of young cattle, 
sheep, fourteen lambs, five hogs, ten pigs, or 100 hens. 

of 

http:OrgE:.ni
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crops 
r crops 
ellaneous 

e 

(new -.& exp.) 
I;,.".P.) , 

exp:) (far~ share) . 
~ngine (new & exp.) (:(arm share) 
~ricity (new & exp.) (rarm share) 
nery and equipment (new) 
nery and equipment (exp.) 
ings, fences, tiling (new) 

fences, tiling (exp.:, 

for 11vestock 
expense for livestock 

cattle bought 

ENS~S 
or 

(new & 
I (new & 

. ngs, 
labor 

lies bought 
bought 

bought 
bought 

try bought 
(seed, 

s 
ral farm 

twine, spray) 

and insurance 


(]! lilTotal cash expense 
(~ liDecrease in farrn inventory
(:j !':ooard for hired labor 
(4i IllTotal expense (su..'11 of (1),(2)& (3)___ 

C.AS

!! 


ECEIPTS 

from work off the farm 
cultural Conservation payments

!! 
Total cash receipts 

I Increase in farm inventory 
Fal:m produce used in house 

! Total receipts (sum of (5) & (6) ___ 3,692 6,148 2,249
I Total expenses (4) 1,741 2,635 1,379 

Ret. to Cap. & fam.labor (8)minus( 4) 1,951 3,513 870 


I Interest on farm inventory 703 893 649 

F~'1lily labor earnings (9)minus (10) 1,248 2,620 221 

Unpaid family labor 241 175 308 

Oper.labor earnings (11) minus (l2)_~_ 1,007 2,445 -87 
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$.___ 
 $117 

42 

92 


5 

9 


139 

36 

96 

39 


167 

271 


30 

42 

39 

75 

51 

43 

30 


108 

204 


19 


1,654 

87 

1,741 


25 

122 

812 

258 

802 

159 

142 

136 

183 


B 
16 

24 

62 


115 

82 


131 


3,077 

254 

361 


$300 

75 


136 

9 

6 


194 

52 


263 

67 


300 

324 


38 

29 

72 

33 

94 

37 

27 


144 

251 


37 


2,488 

147 

2,635 


33 

129 


1,164 

304 


1,126 

21S 


69 

158 

472 


33 

18 


5 

142 

268 

188 

168 


4,493 

1,284 


371 


Your 
farm 

16 most 
profitable 
farms 

16 least 
profi table 
f 

$ 	19 

11 

70 


3 

9 


69 

Z7 

85 

22 

76 


265 

32 

42 

58 

21 


8 

o 


34 

77 


185 

21 


1,134 

182 


63 

1,379 


18 

94 


615 

121 

407 


46 

270 


69 

62 


1 

14 

32 

10 

48 

35 


100· 


1,942 

307 


~. 

i 



Average 
of 81 

16 rnost 
profi table 
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Sl.'llTlItla.rY of Farm li/§.I'pings (A) 


, , 

(A) 	 Cash receipts and expenses are adjusted for changes in inventory foriil,,'!, ¥,i,ch 
enterprise and for each item of expense in order to show total recei ,,~ 
and net increases, and total expenses and, net decreases. The operat ! 11' s 
labor earnings are tho same as those on page 8. I: 

I, 

! I 

! I 

• 1,1' , 

Your 
Items farm 

EXPENSES AND NET DECREASES 
Total 	power 

Hired 
Tractor 
Truck 
Auto 	 (farm share) 
Gas engine (farm share) 
Elec. 	plant or current (farm share) 
Horses 

General machinery and equipment 
Buildings, fencing, tiling 
Productive livestock misc. expense 
Crop 
Real 	estate taxes 
Personal property tax 
Insurance 
General farm 
Hired 	labor & board, & unpaid family labor______ 
Interest on farm inventory 

(1) Total 

RETURNS AND NET INCREJ..SES 
All productive livestock 

Cows 
Other 	cattle 
Hogs 
Sheep 
Poultry 

Crops, feed, vegetables and fuel 
Agricultural Conservation p~ents 
tl.i scellaneous 
Income from work off the farm 

(2) 	Total 

Total expenses (1) 


(3) Oper. labor earnir~s (2) minus (1) 

$ 368 
42 
48 
14 
55 

6 
7 

196 
128 
108 

14 
80 

157 
23 
Z4 
14 

495 
703 

2,114 

2,645 
1,028 

401 
813 
115 
288 

238 
131 

11 
96 

3,121 

2,114 

1,007 


$ 470 
69 
78 
24 
48 

9 
10 

232 
136 

98 
15 

104 
194 

29 
28 
12 

622 
893 

2,601 

3,775 
1,421 

562 
1,326 

206 
260 

827 
168 

32 
:;:;44 

5,046 

2,601 

2,445 


257 
23 
16 
15 
41 

5 
6 

151 
106 
116 

18 
66 

144 
23 
18 
21 

447 
649 

865 

744 
757 
219 
400 

26 
342 

.106 
100 

4 
36 

778 
865 
-87 

http:Sl.'llTlItla.rY
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Analysi s of the Reasons for Differences in Operator I s Earnings 

e financial statement on the preceding pages shows that there is a wide range 
. ings. The average operator's labor ea~nings for the sixteen most profitable 
was $2,445, and for the sixteen least profitable farms -$87. The difference 
~ tpe averages for these two groups was $2,632. Some of the causes for these 
ences in earnings may be beyond the control of the farmer. It is significant, 

• 	 that the data secured from the records 'on these 81 farms indicate that 
e several very definite factors that enable some farmers to make substantial 

s 	 on these farms that are subject to rather serious erosion, while others 
expenses. These factors and their relationship with earnings are the 

niMS. 
Average 

:9Jl..rms Earnings 

23 $773 

32 993 

2Q l,a8l 


tends to lower the cost of producing a pound of butter
important on those farms on which butterfat sales are the major 

Feed for Other Productive Liyestock to 

cow§. No. of Average 

$20 $4 	 26 
39 29 35 

. !,140 and above 59 20 

!:llt!
i . lese farms have, in addition to the dairy herd, qui te an investment in other 

cla~lIf.• s of productive livestock, as young cattle, hogs, sheep, or poultry. Most or 
all I~! the feed rai sed is fed, and considerable addi tional feed is purchased. Feed 

1# major item of cost in livestock production. High returns from livestock ab~ve 
~lue of feed usually accompanies greater profits from the livestock. This 
lanother 

;1, 
addition to the farm earnings. 

to Farm Earnine;s 
Average 

~ Earning~ 
83 $661 
38 1176 

~ 4Q 1004 
:1 

!. n some farms the returns from livestock are so low that they do not cover feed 
and. I her costs. Such livestock is unprofi table, especially if there is more than 
eno· to utilize what would otherwise be waste feed. This was especially true dur-J

ing! he winter of 1936-1937, when feed prices were very high. 

I if ~~ livestock yielding a net return, an increased amount of livestock adds 
to 1·.. e of business and the opportunity to increase the farm earnings. Livestock 
pro. es manure and aids in keeping up the fertili ty of the land, and utilizes waste 
pro; ts on the farm. 1ivestock also helps to provide productive employment through
out. ,16 year. Any metho"d that aids in utilizing the available resources to full and 
effl ~ent capacity should add to the farm income. 

IIIII 

i 



acres in 

clover, red 
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Table 4. Relation of Crop Yields to Farm Earnings. 
Per aent crop yields were of the 
ayera&e for all t,lyl §l ;-arms No. of Average 
Group Average Farms Earnings 
Below 85 70 21 $570 
85 - 114 100 39 871 
115 and above 130 21 1698 

High production per acre. up to certain limits, tends to lower the co per 
bushel of grain or per ton of hay. AI1Y possible method of management that ,,11 in
crease crop yields and therefore lower cost of production more than the extl Hxpense 
incurred in securing the higher yields should be given consideration. As ~ , e. 
plowing under legumes and manure and control of erosion tend to increase C~I yields 
on t\es? farms. II 

, ble , I 

,'.~O.O - 39.9 983 
4Q.o and above 1083 
*Orops are marked on page 15 as (A), (B), (C), (D). All of 

one-~f of acres in (B) crops, and one-fourth of acres in (C) 
calcuiating per cent of tillable la.'1d in high return crops. 

As a rule, on these farms, such crops as alfalfa, sweet 
corn, barley, winter wheat, and flax bring a higher net 
crops usually grown. Additions can be made to earnings by putting a great" 
percentage of the tillable land into these higher return crops. I'll 

Sol1 erosion and fertili ty maintenance are vi tal problems on the f 'I,included 
in this study. Biennial and perennial legumes, especially alfalfa and sw clover, 
form a sod that helps to check erosion, conserve humus and soil fertility. If pro

cent of ,I 
I 

i s 
30.0 $941 

ill·, I 
I I. 

perly inoculated they tend to increase lhe nitrogen content of the soil. ' 
hays and pastures are also valu~ble for feed, for they lessen the necessi 
chase high-priced protein feeds. Alfalfa is undoubtedly the most profita 
available for these farms. . 

DaYs 
Group 
Below 400· 
400 to 699 
700 and above 

work 
Ayer~e 

328 
554 
897 

No. of 
.farms 

24 
42 
15 

Average 
EarniD&s 

$550 
909 

2018 

Average farm earnings tend to increase with an increase in size 
where size of business is measured by days of productive work. However. 

_/-farmers who are operating their farms at a loss, the larger the volume of I! 
the larger will be the loss. On the other hand, a farmer who is making a 
could make a larger profit if he increased his size of busin~ss, providin 
so doing he does not lower materially the efficiency in some one or more 
branches of hi s business. Those farmers who have large businesses usuall' I 

flexibility of their organization than does the man with a small business 
utilize more efficiently and to better advantage available labor, power, 
and buildi ngs. 
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ms 
25 

39 

1 


days of productive work accomplished per worker reduce the labor charge 

t of business. Higher labor accompltsnment can be secured in several ways. 

ifirst place the business must be lar~~ enough so that there will be at least 
ent work available for the f&nily labor. The farm should be so organized 
e labor requirements are well distributed throughout the year. Handling pas
n an efficient manner, in such a way that as large a proportion as possible 

i!year J s feed for livestock may be obtained from them, helps to reduce labor 
ments. Proper planning of the fa.rm work, economical use of labor saving 

etc., help to increase the work accomplished per worker. 

Farms s 
23 
35 
2 

building, fencing. and all machinery expense, horse feed. and miscel
horse expense. 

expense factor shows a higher relation with earnings when prices are very 
when they are high. Some farms are under-equipped. On a few farms, exces

enses constitute the main factor causing earnings to be very low. Some of 
expenses can be kept down by careful management. Oftentimes necessary re

d improvements can be made by using the available farm labor rather than by 
~xtra help. Repairs and overhauling should be done before spring work begins
I
• as possible; or on rainy days or in other spare time during the summer. Re-
he number of horses to the minimum required for efficient operation of the 
Ips reduce the power expense. In some cases farmers can offset some or all 

and machinery expense by using their equipment for outside work. 

Effect of Well Balanced Efficiency on Farm Profi ts 

iis quite evident from this report that few farmers have a monopoly on effi 
~ite often farm operators show efficient management in one part of the farm 

, wIuch is offset by poor results in other phases. These farmers get medium 
while those who fall down all along the line get the lowest returns. and on 

hand those few who can manage to attain high effi ciency in all parts of 
ganization receive returns well above the average. This is well illustrated 

the ~~ber of Factors in 

shaded lines Average 
No. of to the average Operator1s 
la.tm~ 

eight 6 xxxxxxxxxxxxxx.xx.xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx $2339 
8 xxxxxxxxxX,X.."'{xxxxxxxxxx 1542 

12 xxxxxxxxx.:x:xxxxxx:xxx 1311 
21 Xy..;x:xxxxx:x:xxxxxxx 1154 
13 x.'OCxxxx.:x:xx 682 

xxxxx 337 
one Q 4XX 220 

arr~{ in Table 9 indiCates that it will be worth-while for each cooperator to 
study ·~*refUllY hi s ranking on pages 13 and 14, and learn hi s standing in respect to 
each 0 •.. !:..I.the above factors and the elements of strength and weakness in his farm busi
ness. '.~ 

,1:1 
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Measures 
on page 

Operatorlll~1 Labor Earnings 

(1) 	Pounft~1 of butterfat per cow 
Ii 

(2) Retu~A! over f eed( pr. 1VB t. 0ther than cows) * 
III 

(3) 	prOdl~'lltive livestock units per 100 acres 

(4) 	CrOp!'[:,ields** 

(5) 	~ Od!I:,iulable land in high return crops'" 

( 6) 	Si zeiii !~If busi ness--Mys of producttye wo1-k 

(7) 	Day1il~f productive work per worker 

(8) 	Pow .. ,1,land eq. expo per ds,y of prod. work , 

MeasureJ.·.ill.:~d i terns related to some of the a.bove
measureJ~11 

!: 

(2) 	Retl'· over feed p.er head other cattle $ .. •..•...
Ret . oyer feed per 100 Ibs.hogs prod. 

Ret '. over feed ner hen 

Retu .'* Over feed per head sheep 


: " 

(6) 	Dayl! :~)fproductive work on crops 
Day !'pf productive work on prod.li vestock
Day Ili~f other produc tive work 

(7) TotaOO:'i.' numbe:c of workers 

I Number of family workers 


:1 Number of hired workers 

I 

(8) 	P03'.'~,,·..i·. expense per day of productive work $__ 
Mac ... & eqUip. expo per day of prod. work 
Bl :" & fencing expo per day of prod. work 

16 least 
profi t 
able 

__________-=-""g,Q,,!.::!:..l!.,.UE."'__1a.rmEL__ 

$2.445$__ $1,007 $ -87 

184178 146 

32$__ 28 23 

16.517.6 14.2 

103100 77 

37.736.7 34.9 

769550 413 

414301 233 

. 95 $  1.13 1.23 

farms 

$4.01 
2.33 
1.20 
2.20 

136 
382 

32 

1.9 
1.5 

.4 

$.68 
. 23 
• 22 

$7.41 
2.71 

• 67 
3.2,0 

210 
478 

81 

2.0 
1.4 

.6 

$.64 
.18 
.13 

$1.55 
2.88 

.62 


1.05 

100 

301 


12 


1.9 
1.5 


.4 


$.69 
• 25 

.29 


"'Give .as returns over feed cost per animal unit of productive livestock other 
than I! Ows. 

I ' 

**Give I i,lp,s a percentage of the average. 

***Orop ~are marked on page 15 as (A), (B). (0). (D). All of the acres in (A) crops, 
one- f of acres in (E) crops, and one-fourth of acres in (0) crops are used 
in c 

I 
iCulating per cent of tilla.ble land in high return crops. 

Ilil 

'·1·.11···.1 
iilll 
.1
I, 

http:g,Q,,!.::!:..l!.,.UE
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Using your figures from page 13, locate your standing with respect to:1 i e 
various measures of farm organization and management efficiency. The aver ," s for 
81 farms included in this summary are located between the two dotted lines ross 
the center of thi s page. 

Opere Lbs. Returns Pr.1. S. 

labor b.f. over feed units 
earn- per per prod. per 
ings cow lvsk. other 100 A. 

than cows 

29.0305 -	 $70 

..290 	 27.5 

-2900 	 275 60 26.0 

260 55 24.5 -. 

245 50 23.0 - .. 

230 	 45 21.5_ 

215 	 40 20.0 .-. 

_.
200 - 35 -. 18.5 

................... . .- ... 'i:r:' .. 
30 - 1 . 

28 

-14.0 

E 
200 -	 1 ') 5~---

t.J. t: 
1: 

-100 125 11.0 

-....-400 - llO 9.5 


-700 - 95 0 8.0 
--.. 

-1000 80 -5 _ 6.5 

U 

Crop ~ of 
yields tillable 

land in 
high re
turn crops 

14 60.0 950 

13 57.0 900 

54.0 _ 

-51.0 

120 - 48.0 

45.0 

30.0 -. 	 450 

...85- 27.0 - 400 

24.0 	 350 

.21.0 	 300 

18.0 	 250 

200 

Days Power & 
of eq.exp.~:::or~,i,ll! !,I,; 

prod. per [,II per day 
work pre workworker,','1.1,1I:! ;; 

500 

475 

450 

425 _ 

400 

375 

350 

-325 

·"'-:;01' -, 
300 

250 

.40 

200 	 .50 -

175 

150 .70 

- 125 .80 
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i! I, Distribution of Acres in Farm 
CrOPll' No. of Your 
(A) ( !t (C) (D) refer to farms Farm 

! used in calculating growing 
lable land in High this 

11). cro 

( E) 
(C) 
( D) 
( B) 
(D) 
(B) 
(C) 
(C) 

(B) 
(C) 
( D) 
LA} 

15 
17 
48 
44 

4 
7 
9 

31 
3 

69 
64 

7 
,31 = 

Aver. 
of 
81 
farms 

1.8 
1.7 

13.8 
9.9 

.5 
1.7 
2.6 
9.1 
.2 

41.3 

16 most 
profit 
able 
farms 

2.1 
1.2 

20.6 
23.4 

.8 
4.5 
6.6 
9.8 
.4 

69.4 

13.2 23.8 
10.8 13.4 
1.1 3.2 
.2 .5 

16 least 
profi t 
able 
farms 

.0 
3.9 

10.6 
8.3 
1.3 

.0 

.0 
8.5 

.Q 
32.6 

6.2 
7.2 
1.6 
.7 

cultivated crops 25.8 40.9 15.7 

,~ver 

i1~egUIneS & mixtures 

: hay (millet, Sudan grass, 
'rain, etc.) 

aneous hays and seed crops 
(non-tillable land) 

(A) 
( B) 
(C) 
( D) 

( D) 
(C) 

64 
30 
45 
23 

8 
17 

14.2 
4.4 
8.8 
2.5 

.5 
3.0 

.2 

21.6 
4.0 
9.9 
2.2 

1.3 
6.2 

.0 

10.8 
6.6 

10.5 
1.1 

.1 
1.3 

.0 --------------------------- 
hay 

crop acreage 

,!,' 

--=====-23=3. 6 45. 2 30.4 

100.? 155.5 78.7 

.1 

.1 

.6 
1.0 
7.3 

57.4 

Swe€.1!' 'iclover·1' pasture ( :8) 
Alf .~a pasture ( A) 
Red:'.:.over or rape pasture (hogs) ( B) 
Mi sCi: laneous legume pasture (C) 
Oth~.·,J. tillable pasture ( D) 
Nont ,tllable pasture 

i 1.5 
.2 
.3 

4.0 
8.7 

40.0 

3.9 
.3 
.0 

4.0 
n.5 
32.3 

54.7 52.0 66.5 


,Ie land not cropped 
'I~ (not pastured) 
~il and was t e 
ijltead 

2.8 
22.8 
4.1 
4.8 

2.2 
19.9 
6.3 
6.5 

3.0 
30.2 
3.9 
3.6 

%a 
%0 

i

!I acres in farm 
!:!land tillable 
ii tillable land in high return crops 

189.9 
62. 
36.7 

242.4 
75. 
37.7 

185.9 
47. 
34.9 

.~-
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. .,~ Yield of Crcns 

Yield of crops per acre 
Your 
farm 

Average 
81 
farms 

16 most 
profi table 
farms 

~ . least 

i lfi table 
ros 

Winter wheat, bu. 
Spring wheat, bu. 
Oats, bu. 
Barl ey';bu. 

Rye, bu. 
Flax, bu. 
Wheat and oats, btl. 
Oats and barley, bu. 

17.4 
10.3 
20.8 
18.1 

12.6 
3.8 

23.7 
22.3 

17.4 
13.1 
23.6 
21.5 

18.0 
4.2 

21.6 
22.1 

-
5.3 

10.9 
9.9 

9.6 
-
-

17.0 

Corn, grain, bu. 30.1 29.4 18.1 
Corn, silage, tons 5.7 5.5 4.3 
Corn, fodder, tons 1.8 1.3 1..6 
Potatoes, bu. 83.5 66.1 106.1 

Alfalfa, tons 1.8 1.9 1.9 
Red clover, tons 2.1 1.7 2.1 
Clover and timothy. tons 1.7 1.5 1.6 
Timothy hay, tons 1.3 1.1 1.8 

Miscellaneous crops 

RmnmtU'v of Alnount of Livestock 
Your Average 16 most .! least 

Items farm 81 profitable· ·ofi table 
_________________________________________~f~·;a~rml~s___f~·,a_cr'm~ls~___~am~l·s~__ 

No. of horses 4.2 4.8 4.0 
No. of colts .9 1.0 .8 
No. of cows 13.9 16.2 12.7 
No. of cows per worker 7.6 8.4 7.0 

Head of other cattle 17.2 2l.1 9.7 
Litters of raised 7.6 10.1 3.9 
Pounds of hogs produced 
Head of sheep (2 lambs equal 1 head) 

..-- 8404 
23.7 

15030 
39.5 

4608 
7.3 

No. of hens 78.9 109.6 99.0 

Total no. of prod. livestock aninml units 31. 2 39.8 22.8 

%of tot. 
%of tot. 

%of tot. 

prod. 
prod. 

prod. 

1vst. units that 
1vst. units that 

Ivst. units that 

are cows 
are other 

cattle ___ 
are hogs 

48.2 

27.6 
12.8 

43.9 

28.2 
14.5 

57.1 

22.5 
12.1 

~ of 
%of 

tot. 
tot. 

prod. 
prod. 

Ivst. uni ts that 
Ivst. units that 

are 
are 

sheep.___ 
hens ____ 

7.2 
4.2 

10.2 
3.2 

4.0 
4.3 

Ii 
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J[12,ct'Jrs of QQst 	 and Retyn in Dair~ l:rodJ;j,ction 
Your Average 16 fanns 16 farms 
Farm 81 highest lowest 

farms 	 in 13.F. in E.F. 
per cow per cow 

1 

hay 
fa 
hay 

I11I 

age 
lal 

:11 

ages 
ture 

butterfat per cow 178 258 107 
cow, Ibs.: 

77 99 47 
grain 350 479 168 

feeds - under 25~ protein 35 53 34 
feeds - Over B5~ protein 8 15 4 

1601 1463 1359 
2448 3302 1851 

60 0 99 
fodder 241 419 194 

6086 8359 4456 
concentrates 470 646 253 

lal dry roughage 4350 5184 3503 

'ost per cow: 
centrates $ 6.27 ;:> 8.51 $ 4.33 

25.63 	 32.03 19.25 
I; "'2; ....-.0'-" 6.13 5.48 

TOTAL FEED COS:PS $ $37.~ $':16.62 $29.06 
TOTAL VALUE OF PRODUCT $ $74.59 ~9..~J.Q ~ 

RE,S ABOVE FEFJ) COST PER COW $ ~?06 £53•.Q.3 ~O.lQ 

Irecei ved per lb. 13.F. sold: 
manufacturing cream $ .31 $ .30 $ .29 
ost per lb. 13. F. .21 .18 .27 

of cows 	 13.9 n.8 14.4 

9.717.2 	 21.1 

CATTLE 
used per head, Ibs.: 
centrates 132 243 53 

1979 1956 1725 

---- 2840 2421 1773 

---- 473 315 540 
n07 1119 984 

$ $ 2.02 $ 3.49 $ .75 
10.92 10.16 9.41 
6.36 6.89 10.14 
2.62 2.26 2.35 

~.G!3~Z $22.80 ~22.65 

PER !-<::EAD $ $2~J;3Q ~a6. 55 ~2~. 20 

S ABOVE FEED COST ?ER HEAD S ;;; 2.88 $ 3.75 ~ 1.55 

of head of young cattle 
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Your 
farm 

farms 

Lbs. of feed per 100 Ibs. hogs produced: ..II.i.,'
Corn 237 162 2 

2,Sr.1all grain 170 98 
" 


Commercial grain feeds 15 8 
, ' 


~.
Total grain and commercial feeds 422 268 5 

.' 

Tankage 18 19 
~A:inmilk 370 315 4 

Cost of feed per 100 Ibs. hogs produced: 
Grain and commercial feeds $_,_ $5.76 $3.65 $7. 

:,' 

Tankage and skimmilk .72 .60 
Pasture .21 .14 

Total Feed Cost per 100 Ibs. Hogs Prod. $ ~~ m4.3:.l 

RETURNS PER 100 LBS. HOGS PRODUCED $___ $9.00 RJm 

RET. ABOVE FEED COST PER 100# HOGS PROD. $____ $2.31 $5.41 

Price received per 100# hogs sold . $,___ $9.22 $9.99 &i8.· 

.64 

.51 
' 


Total no. of litters 7.7 5.1 

Total no. of pigs weaned per litter 5.6 5.6 6'1'
5. 

Pounds of hogs produced 9048 6516 776 
! 

============-. 

________ 
16 farms 
highest in 
returns 
above feed 

hn 

121 
50 

$1.80 
.09 
il.89 

$5.12 

$3.23 

19. 
158. 

72. 

$2. 

Feed Costs and Returns :to~rL...iP;.;:ou~lwtu.r4Y I+IiIliI-' 
Your Average 

Items farm 81 
farms 

Lbs. of feed per hen: 
Concentrates 95 
Skimmilk 46 

Cost of feed per hen: 
Concentrates $ $1.46 
S'dmmilk .08 

TOTAL $ $1.~ 

Value of product per hen $___ $2.32 

RETtJ.RNS ABOVE FEED COST PER HEN lP S .78 

Price received per doz. eggs sold (cents) 18. 
Eggs laid per hen 102. 
No. of hens 79. 
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Feed Costs and Returns For 
Your Average 
farm of 34 

farms 

Sh~ 
7 farms 7 farms 
highest in lowest in 
returns returns 
above feed above feed 

ed per head,. 1bs.: 
ntrates 
hay 

1fa 
and wi 1d hay 

f production per head: 

53 
136 
153 

59 
100 

$.6? 
1.36 

.80 
$_- &&a' 

.$5.:t,Q 

Al30VE FEED COST PEa HEAD $____ $2.27 
f head of she6p* 53 

s under six-months' old considered as one head. 

107 
187 

24 
78 
41 

49 
125 
139 

o 
420 

$1.39 
.88 
.99 
$3.26 

$.67 
1.40 

.77 
$2.84 

~Q 

E ..m 
31 19 

tractors 
Your 
farm 

.Average 
of 81 
farms 

16 most 
profi table 
farms 

16 least 
prof1 table 
farms. 

r horse, * 1bs.: 

and a1falfa 
and fodder 

1433 
4891 
1719 

1618 
4973 

123 

1130 
4460 

563 

sts per horse: 
$_- $17.70 

19.97 
3.01 

$20.19 
18.82 

2.90 

$15.03 
20.82 
3.15 

TOTAL $ $40.69 $41. 91 $39.00 

of work horses 
of colts 

4.2 
.9 

4.8 
1.0 

4.0 
.8 

Farm 

* Two 

eres in farm 
res per horsel and horse expo per crop acre$ 

.'. wer expo per day prod. work 
iii
bIts equal one horse. 

190 
25 

$2.74 
.68 

242 
34 

$2.04 
.64 

186 
20 

$2.72 
.69 
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Distribution of Farm Produce Used in House

---------~Iol:...!~~~~~""'--......~-=":O~""'~"""an"'---'t i..."t""'i"-e-s=--..,..,"""'-"..........-----Val'
..... ilhs 

Your Average Your ! ilAverage 
___._______________________Af~a~rm~__~8&lf~arm~~~s~__~f~a~~~__~·~~~8~1~~f·~.~,~rm'~~ 

iWhole milk __qts. 1003 qts. $- $35.34 
Skimmilk __qts. 94 qts. .35 
Cream pts. 416 pts. 47.04 
Farm-made butter 1bs. 41 Ibs. I 13.39 
Eggs doz. 161 doz. II 33.63 
Poultry __head 32 head Ii i6.25 
Cattle __lbs. 266 1bs. 11 14.98 
Hogs Ibs. 571 Ibs. 11 52.86 
Sheep --Ibs. 6 Ibs. .51 
Potatoes __bu. 31 bu. 25.70 
Vegetables and fruit - i 56.32 
Farm fuel cds. 28 cds. II 64.33 

Total $_- , 360.70 
.' !. 

Your iAveragei 

_____________________________________________________~f~a~rm_~___4~118~1~farms_ 
Average value of farm dwelling $.__ ~966 
Interest and depreciation on farm dwelling Il157 

i' 

Di stri buti on of Household and Personal Expenses for Those Farms Which Keptql ~plete 
:: !Accounts of These Expenses 1936 

Your Average 14 most 1~116ast 
f~ 68 farms Droii table ni 'Ifi table 

Number of persons,)Family 4.0 6.2 ~. 8 
adult equivalent )Other* .5 1.2 3 

Food $_- $214.74 $205.40 $l~i 77 
Operating and supplies 53.70 61.13 •. !I~ 82 
Furm shings and equipment 61.48 47.54 " 31
Clothing and materials 103.43 109.02 69 
Health 49.96 59.48 
Development and recreation 66.11 69.98 
Personal 32.84 25.64 ~;I[~
Life insurance and savings 56.54 77.34 ~: i~ 00 
Personal share of auto expense 88.46 147.37 ~ll

.'. 89Housing 30.912 25.45 

Total Household & Personal Cash Expense$ __ $758.24 $828.35 

Food furnished by the farm $- $296.12 $348.87 
Fuel furnished by the farm 66.33 56.50 
Interest & depree. on farm dwelling 151.14 147.57 
Interest & depree. on misc. items** 29.64 28.35 

Total Household & Personal Expense $_- $1301.47 $1409.64 

* Hired help or others boarded. 'Ii!**Personal share of auto, gas engine, and electric plant, and household gO~~~ 
II 
! 
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! 840 

Shea' 362 

Paul! 
 85
I~y' I 
Eggs ,! 172 

Smal 
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from work off the farm 141 

tural Conservation payments 162 


i~otal cash receipts 3608 

Increase in farm inventory 612 


'~arm produce used in house 354 

"~Iotal receipts (sum of (5) & (6) 4574 

, Total expenses (4) 2251 
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Distribution of .Acres in Farm' and AVAr'AJ!U>. Y'ip.1ds nAr AcrA --
D1~tr1~~ion of Akr~~ : ('1ro"Q YiEl - Ls 

Deer-Bear Beaver Gilmore : Deer-Bear Beaver :ilmore 
Creek Creek Creek : Creek Creek reekI ,u-ea 

9.8 bu.Winter wheat 3.3A· • 2A. 2.0A. : 16.5 bu. 19.0 bt 
It II 4.8 IISpring wheat 2.3 .7 3.0 · 10.2 15.7· n 5.2 IIOats 17.8 10.4 13.3 · 22.0 23.5 II· II IIBarley 14.8 4.0 13.4 : 17.3 26.2 9.3 It 

Rye .6 .0 1.4 : 15.6 II  9.6 II 

Flax 4.2 .0 .0 : 3.8 " 
Oat s and wheat 2.6 3.6 .0 · 20.1 It 28.1 "· II IIOats and barley 9.7 12.2 .0 : 23.3 21.6 
Mi scellaneo)ls .6 .0 0 · - · 

Total grain 55.9 31.1 33.1 ·· 
Corn, grain 16.1 14.0 4.9 : 27.1 bu. 35.4 bt ~8. 8 bu. 
Corn, silage 15.6 7.8 7.0 : 4.5 tons 4.7 to ~ 4.2tons 
Corn, fodder 1.9 .0 2.2 · 2.3 :1.1.5 11 

- 1 "· Potatoes .3 .2 2.8 · 58.4 bu. 69.6~,10.5 bu.· 
Total cu1ti vated crops 33.9 22.0 16.9 : 

: 
! 
: 

: 

Alfalfa 17.6 10.2 16.7 1.7 tons 2.0 to 1. 6 tons 
II IIClover 2.6 4.4 8.5 : 1.9 2.2 ! 2.1 II 

Other legumes & mixtures 9.4 7.9 10.0 : 1.6 1.7 It 1.6 II" II IIITimothy 4.2 1.4 1.4 · 1.1 1.6 , 1.7 II· 
.9 ,.Annual hay 1.1 .0 .2 : .7 " Misc. seed crops 6.8 .3 .6 : -  -

Wild hay (non-tillable) .5 : 

Total hay and seed 

Total crop acreage 

Sweet clover pasture 
Alfalfa pasture 
Red clOver or rape pasture 
Misc. legume pasture 
Other tillable pasture 
Non";tilla.ble pasture 

Total pasture 
'( 
\ 

~illable land not cropped 
Timber & brush (not pastured) 
~oads and waste 
Farmstead 

41.7 

131.5 

3.4 
.5 
.0 

5.9 
16.3 
26.9 

53.0 

4.5 
15.6 
4.7 
6.5 

24.7 

77.8 

.3 

.1 

.4 
3.6 
2.5 

44.4 

51.3 

.9 
18.9 
3.6 
3.7 

:37.4 

:87.4 
iii 

.0 : 


.1 : 

:
.6 

.6 · · :6.5 
58.6 · · 
66.4 : 

: 

: 


4.0 
49.4 

:4.0 
:3.8 

I' IIii :
Total acres in farm 215.8 156.2 215.0 ·· 

l II'I:Per cent of land tillable 77 54 45 · · 
i 

• 

I~ II1I 
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M nt 
Deer-Bear 
Creek 
Area 

Operat ~rs labor earnings
u 

Pound~~f butterfat per cow 

Retur I ·~:,'!I.over feed (prod. livestock other than cows)

Produ , ,!ve Iivestock units per 100 acres 
Crop Ids 
Per c . of tillable land in high return crops 

Size business - days of productive work 
Days 'productive work per worker 
Power, achinery and building expense per day 

of ductive work 

feed per head other cattleReturrii"'Over 
Returri '1.1.1 over feed per 100 Ibs. hogs produced 
Return ,lover feed per hen 
Return

,
"Ii

,I 

over feed per head sheep 

$1462 
197 
$28 

17.0 
100 
33.3 

603 
356 

$1.13 

$4.68 
2.47 

.57 
1.45 

Beaver Gilmore 
Creek Creek 

$860 $336 
~66 151 
$24 $34 
19.9 13.0 


103 82 

37.2 43.5 

530 481 
273 248 

$1.14 $1.11 

$4.35 $1.63 
1. 72 3.46 

.22 .80 

.81 

ount of Livestock 

~o. o~llltorses 
No. 0 loits 

owsNo. o~11
No. 0 I ,ows per worker 

other cattle 
HeM t of pigs raisedLi tte 
Pound. f hogs produced 
Head sheep 
No. 0 

I 

' .ens 
Total I I' ber of productive livestock animal units 

prod. livestock units that were cows 
prod. livestock units that were other Cattle 
prod. livestock units that were hogs 
prod. livestock units that were sheep 
prod. livestock units that were hens 

4.6 
1.1 

11.9 
7.3 

21.0 
7.6 

9877.0 
53.6 
97.5 
35.4 

38.4 
30.1 
12.6 
15.3 
3.6 

3.8 	 4.0 
.7 1.2 

14.7 16.1 
7.6 8.3 

16.5 10.1 
9.5 2.7 

9128.0 3230.0 
5.8 .0 

133.7 113.6 
30.0 24.4 

49.9 66.4 
27.4 22.3 
15.4 6.6 

2.7 .0 
4.6 4.7 
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Soi 1 Conservation and the Farm Organi zation 'I 
It is usually held that livestock farming results in improving ,I~lity

of the farm because most of the crops which are rat sed on the farm are ret ped 
to the fields in the form of manure. However, unless a farmer uses consid 

I 

~ble 
amounts of purchased feeds in addition to those raised on the farm, he wil 
usually have a total aggregate loss of about 15 to 25 per cent of the phos ric 
acid and ~otash removed by the crops he grows on his farm. The extent of h 
losses will vary according to the type of farming carried on and the diffetl rt 
practices carried out. !' 

In addition to the losses of fertility through the feeding of crops the 
handling of manure, there are, through erosion, equal or even more serious I' sses, 
not only of soil fertility but of the soil itself. Generalization of a c ,~ul 
study of the three areas included in this report can be made to the extent!i' bat 
from 2 to 6 inches of the top soil has been lost by erosion since the fiel were 
first broken. In some instances the entire top soil has actually been remed by 
erosion and the crops are being grown on the much less productive sub-soil ! Thi s 
loss is much more serious than the loss of fertility alone, because fertil i,y can 
be replaced within a relatively few years by proper cropping systems and t 
addi tion of some of the more important plant food elements which have been ,emoved 
by the growth of crops. But when we lose the surface soil, we lose not on the 
fertility but .also the organic matter, which affects the water holding cap ity 
and the tilth. When these are lost they must be replaced before the :ierti ty of 
the soil s can be restored. ' 

It has been estimated that with a loss of the first 4 inches of the ~ soil 
of Clinton silt loam (and at least one-half of the soils in the areas stu d are 
Clinton silt loam) there has been an accompan~lng loss of one-fourth to a . half 
of the original amount of phosphorus of the top soil. Also a considerabl ' .ortion 
of the potash and most of the humus and organic matter of the land are 10., 
the upper 4 inches of the top soil are washed away. When humus and organ:ij,' 
are washed away, there is a serious loss of nitrogen and a general loweri" 
yields of most crops. 

Consideration of these serious losses draws attention to the necessi ,I of 
better farm management practices and erosion control measures to combat '.[reduce 
such serious losses. Introduction of erosion control -practices and devic' , into 
any farm organization will necessitate careful consideration on the part theI 

farmer who owns and operates the land and on the part of any cooperating ncy 
that helps to inaugurate such plans. Careful review of the data containe~n this 
report will give some insight as to those farm organizations and as to th ~ farm 
practices proving most profitable in the three areas represented. 


