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through 1989 to estimate feeding profitability determinants. They concluded that fed cattle sale price, 

feeder cattle purchase price, and corn price were the most important factors affecting profit variance. 

Little economic research has examined cattle feeding cost of gain determinants. Nelson and 

Purcell examined cost and revenue relationships of two groups of steers. They concluded that 

marginal cost per pound of muscle declined when cattle were slaughtered at lighter weights. Melton 

et al. examined tradeoffs among alternative cattle finishing objectives of maximizing rate of carcass 

weight gain, minimizing ration cost, minimizing total feeding cost, maximizing per day profit, and 

minimizing per day cost. They concluded that profit per head was maximized by minimizing total 

feeding costs. 

This study examines the relative contributions of input and output prices, cattle performance, and 

interest rates to cattle feeding profit variability and the contributions of corn prices and cattle 

performance to feeding cost of gain . Improvements provided by this analysis relative to previous 

research include the use of pen level data instead of averages or aggregates . Aggregate cattle feeding 

cost and revenue data mask price variability and cattle performance across pens. This study also uses 

a larger and more recent data set than previous studies . The large data set ensures that results are 

representative and currentness makes results relevant to recent production and management advances. 

The large data set also allowed us to conduct analysis separately for different placement weights of 

cattle. Placement weights should be accounted for in such analysis because cattle placed on feed at 

different weights can have profit determinants with divergent relative importance . 

Modeling Net Return and Cost of Gain Risk Determinants 

Determining the relative contribution of factors affecting cattle feeding profitability and cost of 

gain requires identification of the relevant price and/or production components affecting revenues and 

costs. Consider a cattle feeder (or investor) finishing purchased cattle in a custom feedyard . Net 
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return from feeding a pen of cattle for this producer is: 

(1) NET RETURN = (FEDP x FEDWT) - (FDRP x FDRWT) - FEEDCOST - INTEREST 

where: 

NET RETURN is the net return to the cattle owner from feeding cattle ($/head), 

FEDP is the fed steer sale price f.o.b . the feedyard ($/cwt) , 

FEDWT is the average shrink-adjusted fed cattle sale weight per head (cwt), 

FDRP is the feeder cattle purchase price ($/cwt) , 

FDRWT is the average per head pay weight of the feeder cattle (cwt) , 

FEEDCOST is the cost of feeding cattle (processing , feed, medication, veterinarian, and custom 

yardage charges) ($/head), 

INTEREST is interest cost on feeder cattle and feeding costs ($/head). 

Examination of (1) provides an understanding of the factors that impact cattle feeding return 

variability. The approximate sale weight of fed cattle (FEDWT) is at the discretion of the cattle 

feeder. Therefore, risks associated with gross revenue variability (FEDP x FEDWT) are primarily 

attributable to fed cattle sale price. Similarly, because the cattle feeder has discretion over the weight 

of feeder cattle to purchase, the primary uncertainty in feeder cattle cost is feeder cattle price. 

Feeding costs have several components that contribute to their variability . Changes in feed grain 

prices directly affect feeding costs . The most important of these costs is the price of high energy 

grains, such as corn. Animal performance and death loss also have considerable influence on cost of 

gain. Two measures of animal performance are average daily gain (total gain of the pen divided by 

total head-weighted days on feed) and feed conversion (total lbs. of feed consumed by the pen divided 

by total gain) . An increase in feed conversion increases feeding costs, and an increase in average 

daily gain decreases feeding costs . Yardage charges also influence cost of gain. However, since 

daily yardage charges do not change often, variability in total yardage cost results from factors that 
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require cattle to remain on feed longer such as poor feed conversion and/or low average daily gain. 

Interest costs also contribute to return variability . Depending upon how cattle and feeding costs are 

financed, changes in interest rates can have significant cost impacts. 

Equation (1) provides a foundation for developing an empirical model to estimate the relative 

impacts of prices and animal performance measures on profit variability . The following regression 

equation is estimated to determine the impact of these factors on cattle feeding net returns: 

where i refers to the pen of cattle, NET RETURN , FEDP, and FDRP are as defined previously . 

CORNP is the average corn priC"e during the placement month ($lbu) , CONY is the as-fed feed 

conversion of the cattle in the pen (lbs. feed/lb . gain), and ADG is the average daily gain of the cattle 

(lbs. gain/head/day). INT is the Kansas City Federal Reserve Bank interest rate for cattle feeding 

loans during the placement month ( %), {3o through {36 are parameters to be estimated, and e is a 

random error term . Comparing (1) and (2), we can roughly interpret the coefficients of (3) as 

follows . First, {3, and {32 will approximately equal the absolute value of the average finish and 

placement weights per cwt of the cattle in the sample, respectively. {3, is expected to be greater than 

zero because an increase in fed price increases return. {32 is expected to be negative, an increase in 

feeder price reduces net return . {33 is expected to be negative (increasing corn prices reduce profits) , 

{34 is expected to be negative (as more feed is consumed per pound of gain profits decline), {3s is 

expected to be positive (higher ADG reduces feeding costs) , and {36 measures the impact of interest 

rate changes on returns and is expected to be negative. 

Also of interest is determining the impacts of grain prices and animal performance on feeding cost 

of gain. Feeding cost of gain can be modeled as: 

(3) COST OF GAIN = f(CORNP , CONY, AD G) 
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where COST OF GAIN is the cost per cwt of gain including interest ($/cwt), and CORNP, CONV, 

and ADG are as defined previously. 

The impacts of corn prices and animal performance on cost of gain as formulated in (3) are 

estimated with the following : 

where a 's are parameters to be estimated and u is a random error, and other variables are as defined 

previously . al is expected to be positive, higher corn price increases cost , a2 is expected to be 

positive, more pounds of feed per pound of gain increases cost, and a3 is expected to be negative, 

higher daily gain reduces cost of gain. 

Equations (2) and (4) are estimated separately for three different placement weight categories of 

steers to allow for differences in the impacts of these factors across weight. For example, we expect 

feeder cattle price to be more important for cattle placed on feed at heavier weights and feed price to 

be more important for lighter weight placements. These equations are also esti~ated separately for 

each of the two feedyards in the sample to determine how similar the results are across the two firms . 

Coefficients of separate determination (Burt and Finley) are calculated for (2) and (4) to allocate 

variation in the dependent variable explained by the regression model to the individual independent 

variables. Coefficients of separate determination for each explanatory variable (C) are defined as : 
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where B is the {3 regression coefficient times the ratio of its standard deviation to the standard 

deviation of the dependent variable and r is the simple correlation coefficient. The sum of the 

coefficients of determination equal the regression R-squared. 

Data 

Closeout data on 7292 pens of steers placed on feed during January 1980 through May 1991 were 

collected from two custom feedyards located in western Kansas. Information collected from the 

closeouts included placement date, feeder cattle purchase price, placement weight, days on feed , total 

gain, average daily gain, sale weight, feed conversion (as fed) , yardage charges , feed cost, feed 

consumption (as fed), feeding cost per' pound of gain, fed cattle sale price, and slaughter date. Only 

pens placed on feed weighing between 600 lbs. and 899 lbs. were used in this analysis. Numerous 

pens did not have feeder cattle prices reported in the closeouts. Dodge City, Kansas feeder cattle 

auction prices during the placement week for the appropriate cattle weight were substituted for 

missing feeder cattle prices. A few pens had missing fed cattle prices for which the western Kansas 

direct price on the sale date was used . All other data were complete. 

The corn price was the average Kansas price during the feeding period (Kansas Agricultural 

Statistics) . Interest costs were calculated on the entire feeder cost and one-half of the feeding costs 

for the period on feed . This assumes that the cattle producer finances all of the feed as consumed and 
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pays the entire feed bill when cattle are sold. Inflation was adjusted for by converting all price and 

cost data to January 1991 constant dollars using the monthly personal consumption expenditures 

implicit price deflator (U.S. Department of Commerce). 

Table 1 contains summary statistics of the data. Real profits averaged from $42!head for the two 

heavyweight placement groups of cattle to $48!head for the lightest weight placements. Real profits 

vary considerably with coefficients of variation exceeding 100%. Figure 1 illustrates monthly average 

real net returns to finishing 700 to 799 lb . feeder steers over the 1980 through May 1991 placement 

period. As can be observed, wide swings in profitability occur regularly. 

Real cost of gain averaged approximately $62!cwt to $65cwt (table 1) with coefficients of 

variation of 23 % to 24 %. Monthly average cost of gain of feeding 700 to 799 lb. steers is presented 

in figure 2. Real cost of gain was volatile ranging from over $90!cwt in late 1980 to $45!cwt during 

the mid and late 1980s. Real costs trended downward through 1987 and ranged from the high 

$40's!cwt to the low $60's!cwt from late 1987 through May 1991. The downward shift in real costs 

demonstrates that relative to implicit prices of general consumer items included ip the personal 

consumption expenditures deflator, costs of feeding cattle declined in the late 1980s. In practical 

terms this indicates that improvements in cattle feeding efficiency, together with declining real prices 

of feed grains, resulted in reduced real costs of gain. 

Seasonal indexes of the real cost per cwt. of gain for the three placement weight categories over 

January 1980 to May 1991 placements are in figure 3. The three weight categories had similar 

seasonal cost of gain patterns. Steers placed on feed from February through August had below 

average cost of gain. Weather impacted cattle placed on feed during the fall. Steers placed in 

September, October, and November had above average real costs of gain for all placement weights. 

Cattle placed in the fall are on feed during cold, often wet, and muddy conditions which can induce 

health problems, poor fed conversion, and low rates of gain. 
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Cost of gain had seasonal components which contributed to its variability. Figure 4 depicts the 

seasonal index of real corn price, by placement month for steers placed between 700 and 799 lbs. 

Corn price trended upward to a peak in June and fell to seasonal lows during the last four months of 

the year. 

Figure 5 illustrates the seasonal index of feed conversion by placement weight over the feeding 

period. Feed conversion followed the same pattern as cost of gain. Lower feed conversion results in 

lower cost of gain as less feed is needed for a pound of gain. Feed conversion was lowest for steers 

placed from February through August. Thus, poor feed conversion for cattle placed in October­

November tended to more than offset seasonal feed grain price declines. Figure 6 depicts the 

seasonal pattern of average daily gain for each placement category over the feeding period. Average 

daily gain (AD G) and cost of gain, as expected, were inversely related. ADG was the highest for 

steers placed on feed from February through August and lowest for cattle placed September through 

December. 

Results 

Net Returns 

Empirical results from estimating equation (2) for three steer placement weight categories are 

presented in table 2. The equations explain 93 % to 94 % of profit variability. The parameter 

estimates are all significantly different from zero at the 0.05 level and have the expected signs 

indicating that each factor (fed cattle price, feeder cattle price, corn price, interest rate, feed 

conversion, and average daily gain) is an important profit determinant. 

The coefficients on fed price increase with placement weight, indicating that cattle placed on feed 

at heavier weights were generally fed to heavier weights. The com price impact declines as 

placement weight increases because cattle placed on feed at heavier weights consume less total grain 
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than lightweight placements. Profitability of cattle placed at heavy weights is more dependent on 

feeder cattle price than grain price compared to cattle placed on feed at lighter weights . 

The impact of feed conversion declines with increased placement weight reflecting the relative 

importance of feed efficiency for cattle placed at lighter weights. The influence of average daily gain 

on profitability increases with placement weight indicating the importance of rate of gain on heavier 

placed cattle that are on high energy finishing rations. 

The coefficients of separate determination reported in table 3 provide estimates of the relative 

contribution of each explanatory factor on profit variability across pens and over time. Fed cattle 

price is the most important explanatory factor for the two lighter weight groups of steers explaining 

more than 40% of profit variance. Fed cattle price is the second most important factor for the 800 to 

899 lb . placement category, explaining 35 % of profit variance. Feeder cattle purchase price is the 

most important variable for heavy weight placements, explaining 44 % of the total profit variability. 

Feeder cattle price represents the second most important variable for the two lighter weight 

categories. Together fed and feeder cattle prices explain from roughly 65 % to 80 % of the total profit 

variance. This emphasizes the importance cattle feeders need to place on cattle prices in developing 

procurement and marketing strategies and in developing budgets. In addition, cattle feeders need to 

manage purchase prices for heavyweight feeders more closely than for lightweight placements because 

the impact of purchase price on profitability increases as placement weight increases . In contrast, the 

impact of fed cattle price is of greater concern for producers placing lighter weight cattle because they 

are on feed more days allowing time for considerable fed cattle price movement. 

Corn price is the third most important contributor to profit variance across all weights . The 

impact of corn price is considerably greater for 600 to 699 lb. placements, explaining 18 % of profit 

variance compared to 8 % for 800 to 899 lb. placements. Lighter weight placements consume 

considerably more total feed over the finishing period relative to heavier cattle and, as a result, their 
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profit is more dependent upon fluctuating corn prices. Feed conversion explains 4 % to 6 % of profit 

variance. Finally, interest rates and average daily gain combined explain roughly 2 % to 4 % of profit 

variance. 

Also reported in table 3 are the coefficients of separate determination for each of the two 

feedyards independently. Noticeable differences in the magnitudes of coefficients of separate 

determination are evident across the two feedyards. For example, fed cattle price is considerably 

more important in explaining profit variability in yard two with as much as 73 % of profit variability 

explained by this price. Conversely, in yard one feeder cattle price variability tends to be more 

important in explaining profit variance. Exactly why the differences in explanatory power for each 

factor is present is not apparent. ·'Both yards had similar seasonal cattle placement patterns. Yard one 

had about a $3/head higher average profit than yard two. Yard one also received approximately 

$2/cwt less on average for fed cattle than yard two. This may suggest different types of cattle being 

placed by the two yards. Relative variabilities in prices, animal performances, and profits were 

similar across the two yards. These result suggest that coefficients of separate determination for 

profit determinants may be sensitive to the feedyard. 

Feeding Cost of Gain 

Estimates of the parameters of equation (4) explaining feeding cost of gain for the three placement 

weight categories are presented in table 4. The regression equations explain 92 % to 94 % of cost of 

gain variance. Parameter estimates are all statistically different from zero at the 0.05 level and have 

the expected signs. 

The corn price coefficients increase as placement weight increases indicating that an increase in 

the price of corn increases cost of gain the most for heavier placed steers. The impact of feed 

conversion increases as placement weight increases illustrating the relative importance of feed 

efficiency on cost of gain for heavier placed steers. Conversely, the influence of average daily gain 
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on cost of gain decreases with placement weight indicating that the importance of rate of gain with 

respect to cost of may be greater for cattle placed on feed at lighter weights. 

Coefficients of separate determination for cost of gain are reported in table 5. Corn price 

explains the greatest amount of cost of gain variance for all three placement categories . Com price 

explained 63 % of the variability in cost of gain for heavyweight steers and 63 % of the variance in 

cost of gain for lightweight steers. This emphasizes the importance of corn procurement in 

controlling cost of gain. Feed conversion is the next most important contributor to cost of gain 

variance across all weight categories . The impact of conversion was the greatest for heavy placed 

steers indicating that they need to convert their high-cost ration as efficiently as possible. Average 

daily gain explained roughly 2 % of cost of gain variance. 

Coefficients of separate determination for cost of gain were also estimated separately for each 

feedyard (table 5) . Consistent with combined results, corn price was overwhelmingly the most 

important explanatory factor for each yard explaining from 60% to 72 % of total v.ariability in cost of 

gain. Feed conversion was second in importance for each yard explaining 18 % to, 36 % of total cost 

of gain variability. Interestingly feedyard one tended to have more variability explained by feed 

conversion relative to feedyard two. Conversely, feedyard two had more variability explained by 

corn price relative to feedyard one. Exactly why this was the case is not clear. Yard one tended to 

have a lower feed conversion and higher daily gain than yard two. This may be partially attributable 

to several factors including location (the yards are approximately 50 miles apart), types of cattle fed 

(we have little information on this aside from discussions with yard managers which revealed little 

discernable differences), and management differences. Yard differences do not appear to be related to 

seasonal dissimilarities in placements (both yards had similar seasonal placement patterns) or to 

marked differences in feed rations (both yards fed primarily corn-based rations). 
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Short Run Net Return Determinants 

Results reported above are estimates of net return and cost of gain determinants across pens and 

over time. Parameter estimates and coefficients of separate determination indicate the impacts of 

these determinants over nearly a 12 year period. Over this long period, considerable price variability 

occurred which likely made prices more important net return determinants than they would be in t~_e 

short run across a set of pens. 

To determine the impact of prices and animal performance in the short run, coefficients of 

separate determination were calculated for each month cattle were placed on feed from January 1980 

through May 1991. Only months that had at least ten pens placed across the two feedyards were 

included in this analysis. Because corn price was the average over the feeding period it had little or 

no variability across pens of similar weight placed in a month thus, it was dropped from the 

regressions. Similarly, the interest rate was the rate during the month cattle were placed, so it did not 

vary at all across cattle placed in a given month. Thus, the interest rate was also dropped from the 

regression. This resulted in net return being regressed against fed cattle price, feeder cattle price, 

feed conversion, and average daily gain. 

Average coefficients of separate determination over all months for each placement weight 

category are reported in table 6. Fed and feeder cattle price differences were the most important net 

return determinants (feed conversion was slightly more important than feeder cattle for lightweight 

placements). Magnitudes of the coefficients of variation on fed and feeder cattle generally declined 

relative to those estimated over the long run and presented in table 3. As expected, feed conversion 

and average daily gain became much more important net return determinants in the short run 

explaining 11 % to 21 % of return variability across pens. This compares to the 1 % to 6% explained 

in the long run analysis. Thus, in the short run, animal performance is a relatively more important 

net return determinant. However, cattle price variability still explains over 65 % of return variability. 
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Conclusions 

Factors contributing to cattle feeding profit and cost of gain variability were studied using 

closeout data from 7292 pens of steers placed on feed January 1980 to May 1991 in two western 

Kansas feedyards. Cattle prices explained approximately 65 % to 80 % of profit variability. Feeder 

cattle price tended to be a more important profit determinant for heavyweight cattle and fed cattle and 

com prices were relatively more important for lighter weight cattle profit variability . Feed 

conversion and com price explained roughly 90% of the variability in feeding cost of gain. Com 

price dominated cost of gain variability for lightweight placements and feed conversion increased in 

relative importance with placement weight. Differences in explanatory power of profit determinants 

across feedyards suggests that specific results may be sensitive to the feedyard . However, general 

conclusions were consistent across the two yards. 

As cattle feeders develop budgets they need to consider the impact of fluctuating cattle prices on 

profitability. Producers placing light weight cattle need to be more concerned with fed cattle sale 

prices than those placing heavier cattle because lighter cattle are on feed longer al,lowing more time 

for significant fed cattle price changes. Because light weight cattle consume more total grain than 

heavier cattle, producers placing light weight cattle should be more concerned with feed grain prices. 

Producers placing cattle on feed weighing 800 lbs. or more purchase a larger percentage of the 

finished product relative to lighter weight placements . A larger percentage of total input costs for 

producers of heavy weight cattle is feeder costs (76 % for 800 to 899 lb. category) relative to lighter 

cattle (69% for 600 to 699 lb. placements). As such, the purchase price of heavy cattle is the most 

important variable affecting heavy-weight cattle feeding profit. Overall, price risks represented at 

least 85 % of cattle feeding profit variability and animal performance explained 5% to 10% of profit 

risk. 
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Selected Steer Profits, Prices, Feeding Costs, and Performance Factors, by 
Placement Weight, January 1980 - May 1991. 

600/699 lbs .a 

Variable Mean Coefficient 
of 

Variation 
% 

Placement Weight (lbs .) 662 4 

Days on Feed 146 12 

Sale Weight (lbs.) 1112 5 

Real Fed Price ($/CWt.)b 86.20 12 

Real Feeder Price ($/cwt.)b 91.48 13 

Real Corn Price ($/bU.)b.c 3.40 29 

Feed Conversion (as Fed) 8.25 11 

Avg. Daily Gain (lbs.) 3.06 11 

Real Cost per Cwt. Gain ($/cwt.)b.d 65.16 24 

Real Profit ($/head)b 48.09 115 

Observations (Pens) 1739 

a Does not include cattle placed in May 1991 because of insufficient data. 
b January 1991 Dollars. 
c Average corn price over the feeding period. 
d Includes interest. 

15 

Placement Weight 

70017991bs. 

Mean Coefficient 
of 

Variation 
% 

749 4 

127 12 

1156 5 

83.01 11 

86.77 11 

3.19 28 

8.29 11 

3.19 11 

62.39 23 

42.57 173 

3815 

800/899Ibs. 

Mean Coefficient 
of 

Variation 
% 

837 3 

116 13 

1215 5 

82.31 10 

84.21 11 

3.11 28 

8.59 12 

3.24 12 

63 .57 23 

42.54 173 

1738 



Table 2. Estimated Regression Equations of Factors Explaining Steer Feeding 
Profitability, by Placement Weight, January 1980 - May 199P. 

Placement W eight 

Variable 600/699 lbs. 7001799 Ibs. 800/899 lbs. 

Int rcept 79.66· 62.57" 13.40 

(5.13) (6.34) (1.07) 

d Pri 10.10" 10.78" 11.55" 

(134.71) (219.40) (149.37) 

-6.18' -7.37" -8.46" 

(-89.80) (-164.06) (-132.98) 

rn ri -48.63· -43.66" -42.85· 

(-7.26) (-91.39) (-61.57) 

Int t Rat -4.35· -3.27" -4.05· 

(-15.35 (-17.79) (-15.17) 

-24.80· -22.57· -17.13· 

(- 4.96 (-35 .92) (-23.08) 

2 .79* 24.66" 32.65· 

9.2 (15.86) (16.99) 

0.9 0.94 0.94 

0.4 18.57 17.71 

1 9 3814 1738 

i t-

t) mth % 

16 



Table 3. Percentage of Total Explained Steer Feeding Net Return Variability over Time 
Attributable to Selected Factors, by Placement Weight, January 1980 - May 1991. 

Explanatory Placement Weight 
Variable 600/699 lbs. 7001799 lbs. 800/899 Ibs. 

------------ %-------------
Yards Combined 
Fed Price 43.5 48.5 34.7 
Feeder Price 22.9 28.2 43.8 
Corn Price 17.8 10.2 7.6 
Interest Rate 1.3 0.1 -0.0 
Feed Conversion 5.6 4.3 4.8 
Avg. Daily Gain 1.4 1.7 3.7 

Total Explained3 92.5 93.7 94.2 
Unexplained Variabilityb 7.5 6.3 5.8 

Yard One 
Fed Price 25.0 36.4 30.3 
Feeder Price 36.4 37.0 47.1 
Corn Price 21.8 12.7 9.1 
Interest Rate 1.1 0.1 -0.0 
Feed Conversion 8.3 6.6 5.3 
Avg. Daily Gain 1.4 1.2 2.6 

Total Explained3 94.1 94.5 94.4 
Unexplained Variabilityb 5.9 5.5 5.6 

Yard Two 
Fed price 72.6 67.3 43.2 
Feeder Price 5.0 17.0 38.1 
Corn Price 11.5 6.7 5.0 
Interest Rate 0.1 0.6 -0.5 
Feed Conversion 3.7 2.8 5.8 
Avg. Daily Gain 0.2 1.4 4.6 

Total Explained3 94.1 95.8 96.0 
Unexplained Variability3 5.9 4.2 4.0 
a Total percentage of variability in net return explained by variability in the explanatory 
variables. 
b Unexplained variability is 100 minus total explained. 
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Table 4. Estimated Regression Coefficients of Factors Explaining Steer Feeding Cost of 
Gain, January 1980 - May 1991.a 

Variable 

Intercept 

Com Price 

Feed Conversion 

Avg. Daily Gain 

R-Squared 

RMSE 

Observations (Pens) 

6oo/6991bs. 

-30.33* 

(-9.81) 

11.94* 

(106.61) 

7.53* 

(35.81) 

-2 .35" 

(-4.51) 

0.92 

4.37 

1739 

Placement Weight 

7001799 lbs. 

'-26.19* 

(-14.25) 

12.03" 

(181.29) 

6.73" 

(56.31) 

-1. 78* 

(-5.90) 

0.94 

3.62 

3815 

800/899 lbs . 

-26 .39* 

(-11.11) 

12.63* 

(125.89) 

6.61 * 

(45.40) 

-1.86" 

(-4.82) 

0.94 

3.56 

1738 

a t-statistics are in parentheses. * indicates significantly different from zero (two-tailed 
test) with 99 % confidence. 
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Table 5. Percentage of Total Explained Steer Feeding Cost of Gain Variability Over Time 
Attributable to Selected Factors, by Placement Weight, January 1980-May 1991. 

Explanatory 

Variable 600/699Ibs. 

Placement Weight 

7001799 lbs. 800/899 lbs. 

Yards Combined 

Corn Price 

---------- % ------------

Feed Conversion 

A vg. Daily Gain 

Total Explained3 

Unexplained Variability3 

Yard One 

Corn Price 

Feed Conversion 

Avg. Daily Gain 

Total Explained3 

Unexplained Variability3 

Yard Two 

Corn Price 

Feed Conversion 

Avg. Daily Gain 

Total Explained3 

Unexplained Variability3 

63.4 

26.5 

2.2 

92.0 

8.0 

61.2 

35.0 

-0.1 

95.5 

4.5 

72.2 

17.9 

3.4 

93.6 

6.4 

66.2 

25.3 

1.9 

93.5 

6.5 

65.5 

30.9 

-0.0 

96.2 

3.8 

69.7 

22.3 

2.5 

94.4 

5.6 

62.6 

29.0 

2.5 

94.1 

5.9 

60.0 

35.9 

0.6 

96.4 

3.6 

68.7 

23.0 

2.8 

94.5 

5.5 

a Total explained variability is cost of gain variability explained by the explanatory 
variables. 
b Unexplained variability is 100 minus total explained. 



Table 6. Monthly Average Percentage of Explained Steer Feeding Net Return Variability 
Attributable to Selected Factors , by Placement Weight, January 1980 - May 1991. 

Explanatory 

Variable 600/699 lbs . 

Placement Weight 

7001799 lbs. 800/899 lbs. 

------------ % -------------

Fed Price 

Feeder Price 

Feed Conversion 

Avg. Daily Gain 

Total Explainedb 

Unexplained Variabilityc 

35 .6 

(28.9) 

18.2 

(24.3) 

21.4 

(21.3) 

13.5 

(17.8) 

88.7 

(10.4) 

11.3 

a Standard errors are reported in parentheses. 

43 .7 

(26.9) 

20.5 

(23.4) 

13.8 

(16.1) 

11.2 

(12.4) 

89.2 

(8 .9) 

10.8 

41.5 

(29.8) 

24.1 

(25.5) 

11.5 

(14.5) 

16.3 

(17 .0) 

93.3 

(6.3) 

6 .7 

b Total percentage of variability in net return explained by variability in the explanatory 
variables . 
C Unexplained variability is 100 minus total explained . 
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REAL PROFIT ($/HEAD) 
JANUARY 1991 DOLLARS 
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FIGURE 1 . MONTHLY AVERAGE PROFIT PER HEAD 
FOR 700 TO 799 LB. STEERS, PLACED ON FEED 
JANUARY 1980 THROUGH MAY 1991. 

REAL COST PER CWT OF GAIN ($/CWT) 
JANUARY 1991 DOLLARS 
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FIGURE 2. MONTHLY AVERAGE COST PER CWT. 
OF GAIN FOR 700 TO 799 LB. STEERS, PLACED 
ON FEED JANUARY 1980 THROUGH MAY 1991. 
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FIGURE 3. SEASONAL INDEX OF REAL COST PER 
CWT. OF GAIN, BY PLACEMENT WEIGHT, FOR 
STEERS PLACED ON FEED JANUARY 1980 
THROUGH MAY 1991. 
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FIGURE 4. SEASONAL INDEX OF REAL KANSAS 
CORN PRICE, BY PLACEMENT MONTH FOR 
700 TO 799 LB. STEERS FROM JANUARY 1980 
THROUGH MAY 1991. 
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FIGURE 5. SEASONAL INDEX OF FEED CONVERSION, 
BY PLACEMENT WEIGHT, FOR STEERS PLACED ON 
FEED FROM JANUARY 1980 THROUGH MAY 1991. 
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FIGURE 6. SEASONAL INDEX OF AVERAGE DAILY 
GAIN, BY PLACEMENT WEIGHT, FOR STEERS 
PLACED ON FEED FROM JANUARY 1980 
THROUGH MAY 1991. 
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