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This bulletin contains information concerning the costs of fatten-
ing beef cattle in five representative feeding districts of the Corn
Belt and shows the influence of different methods and practices
upon costs and returns. The study was begun in the fell of 1918
and was continued during five consecutive feeding seassns. The
districts chosen for study were located in eastern Nebraska, south-
western lowan, west-central Missouri, northern Illinois, end various
counties of central and northern Indiana. Each season approxi-
maiely 100 records of feeding operations were obtained from farmers
in each of these districts. An effort was made to obtain all the
detais of management from the time the feeder cattle were bought
until the fat cattle were marketed. The effect of the kind and quan-

tity of feed availeble upon methods of handling and rations used was
§O4°—ZT——1
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given special attention. The location of the districts studied and
the territory to which the data on cattle feeding apply are shown in
Figure 5.

IMPORTANCE OF THE CATTLE-FATTENING INDUSTRY

Farm roughages and feed grains in the Corn Belt are marketed
chiefly through the fattening of cattle. Over 25 per cent of the corn
produced in this area is fad to beef cattle. Beef cattle are well
adapted to the utilization of coarse roughages and legume hay, which
must have & place in & well-balanced crop rotation. These roughages
when fed with corn in the ration produce a higher grade of beef than
that which is produced on grass alone.

[EAenge Area

= Corn Seit

W Feedar morhet

4 pMealpackiog center
Gigrge meat-consuming ciftes

L ™ ;
Fia. {—MOVEMENT OF BEEF FROM THE RANGE
Tha sieps In beef prorduction aio rs follows: (1) Qrowing stagkors, feqdars, and prass-{at catile on tha

range) () ilening stockers nnd feeders in the Corn Hell feed lots; (3} slsughter, packing, and dolivery
te ratnll dentors by packers; sod (4} retafliog to consuner.

Both geographically and economically the Corn Belt is located
between the range beel-producing arex and the eastern beef-con-
suming cities. (Fig. 1.)

Probably three-fourths of the beef cattle sold from the range are
marketed during the last five months of the year. About one-third of
them are usually shipped out to the feed lots of the Corn Belt as
stockers and feeders. The marked seasonal variations in the reeipts
of all cattle, the shipments of stockers and feaders, and the price of
feeder cattle are shown in Figure 2. Besides improving the quaelity
and condition ol a large number of cattle from the range, the fatten-
ing of steers in the Corn Belt tends to equalize the number of eattle
slaughtered ot different times of the year.

The high value of Corn Belt land for erop purposes has led many
{srmers to the conclusion that they van not afford to use tillable pas-
ture land to keep a breeding herd of beef cattle to raise calves. In-
stead they make a practice of buying feeder steers from western ranch-
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men and from farmers in the vicinity who have cheaper pasture.
Only a few of the cattle included in this study were raised by the same
mon who fattened them. A large part of the purchased steers came
originally {rom the range Staies or from Canada.

There is a tendeney to market cattle from the range at o younger
age and at a lighter weight than formerly. As this tendency becomes
more marked, the fattening of beef cattle in the Corn Belt may be
expocted to become increasingly important because the younger cattle
do not fatten so well on the range as do the steers over 2 years of age.
If the Corn Belt land is to produce the necessary corn and roughags
to finish these stoers it will mean using more tillable land for grair and
hay production and less for pasturing cows to raise calves. There ato
possibilities of raising beef calves economically on tillable Corn Bel$
PERLCENT OF
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Tha purchnso of stocker and feeder cattlo in the fall tends 1o equalize the number of catile slaughterad
throughnut the vesr.

land by increasing the carrying capacity of pastures by the use of
clovers and other legumes, but the fattening of beef cattle that have
been purchased from the renges as feeders will continue to be a very
important enterprise in the Corn Belt.

PURPOSES OF THE STUDY

The principal purposes of this study of cattle feeding were: (1) To
determine from the operations on a large number of farms the quan-
tities of feed, labor, and other cost factors involved in fattening cattle
of various ages and weights; (2) to analyze the {fecd-lot performance of
cattle of various ages and weights with respect to rate of gain, length
of time fed, and the ability to utilize different kinds of feed; (3) to
datermine the spread in buying and selling prices or margins neczs-
sary to meeb the cost of feeding eattle of different weights for different .
lengths of time with varying prices of feed and of cattle; (4) to find
the cost of production and to study the variations in costs with a
view to determining the most profitable feeding methods and practices
to follow under different price levels in different sections of the Corn
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Belt; and (5) from tho results of feeding operations during the time of
this study to present Information that will aid the cattle feeder in
planning and following the most profitable methods in cattle feeding,

DEFINITION OF TERMSE AND METHONS OF COMPUTATION

For those who may be Interested in making a more detailed study
of tho figures in the tables of this bulletin 1t wus thought advisable to
define the terms used more fully than has been done thus far and to
show just how the figures were derived.

Initial weight of cattle is the market weight st time of purchase or
the estimated weight at the farm at the beginning of the period
covered by the record.

The number or percentage of cattle applies to those sold unless
otherwise specifiad.

The weight classes of feeder cattle have been defined in the text.

The year 1919, sometimes called 1918-19, designates the feeding
season beginning during the fall of 1918 and extending through the
following summer,

In nearly all instances averages are computed from total figures
rather than by averaging averages. For instance, in Table 6 the
average initial weight of cattle in Nebrasks for the five years was
obtained by dividing the total weight of all cattle by the total number
ol cattle.

Total weight - 17,162 = 838.

The average quantity of grain used in making 100 pounds of gain
during the five years mn Nebraska (817 pounds) was obtained by
dividing tho total quantity of grain used by the total gain made by the
17,162 head fed.

Meothods of handling cattle, such as strictly dry-lot feeding and
fattening on grass, are defined in text.

The final weight per head 1s the average weight of the cattle that
were sold and of those that died, or, in other words, the sum of the
weights of the cattle sold and of those that died divided by the total
number of cattlo bought.

Gain (g;er‘ head is the difference between the initizl weight per
head and the final weight per head.

The number of days on farm is that length of time between the
average date of arrival and the average date out of the lot of ali
cattle, including also the cattle that died.

The average daily gain per head is obtained by dividing the totul
ain on cattle sold and on those that died by the total days on the
arim.

In some places days on feed have been used to designate the length

of time on grain feed.

Grain is practically entirely corn but slso includes other cereal
crops, especially onts and barley.

Protein concentrates include linseed meal and cottonseced meal.

Prepared feeds are manufactured feeds in which varying propor-
tions of slfrlfn, oat hulls, cottonseed meal, molasses, and other feeds
are usually combined.

Legume hay includes, bestdes clover and slfslfa, a very amell quan-
tity of cowpea and soy-bean hay,
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Other hay means wild hay, timothy, millet, or Sudan-grass hay.

Corn stover is fodder from which the corn has been removed.

The number of pasture days is that length of time during which
cattle obtained a significant proportion of their feed from grazing.

Porl credit is the number of pounds or value of gain in live weight
of hogs following the eattle. This was credited to the cattle after
allowing for gains due to extra feed given to the hogs.

Manure is another feed-lot by-product credited to the cattle-feed-
ing enterprise.

All feed prices used are the farm prices for those feeds, except that
silage is charged to cattle at the farm price of corn plus the cost of
putting it in the silo,

The initial cost of the cattle and the sale price per 100 pounds of
catile and hogs are on a farm-price basis.

The margin received is the difference between the initial cost and
the sale price per 100 pounds.

The necessary margin is that amount at which cattle must sell
sbove the initial cost per 100 pounds to pay all charges for feed,
labor, depreciation, and other items. {Net cost per head divided by
sale weight per head minus initial cost per 100 pounds.)

The feed cosi per 100 pounds gain is computed by dividing the
total feed cost for the group by the tota! number of pounds gained
by cattle that were sold and by those that died.

Feed cost per head is obtained by dividing the total feed cost by
the number of head sold.

Return per bushel of corn fed is the value of the corn fed at the
farm price of corn plus or minus the profit or loss per head divided by
the number of bushels of corn fed.

The sale price per 100 pounds is the sale price per head divided by
the final weight.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AFFECTING CATTLE FEEDING DURING THE
PERIOD STUDIED

In the fall of 1918, when this study was begun, prices of all com-
modities were abnormally high, because of the unusual conditions of
the war period. Figures 3 and 4, by the use of price indices, show
the rclation of feed prices to the prices of beef catile, hogs, and ail
commodities. Considering the prices which existed from 1909 to
1913, inclusive, as a base, or 100, the price index of all commodities for
the period of high prices, including the two years 1918 and 1919, was
about 205 per cent of the pre-war average, that of beef cattle about
210, that of hogs 227, that of corn 270, and that of linseed meal 175.
Thus the price of corn during the first two years of the study was
considerably higher than the average price of all commodities, while
the price of linseed meal remeined relatively lower than that of other
things. The index numbers of prices of hogs and of beef catilz were
slightly higher than the index number of wholesale prices of all
commodities during this period.

The wholesale prices of most products started downward in June,
1920, 'The price index of all comnmodities * fell from a peak of 252 in

1 Phis {ndax number s derived from the monthly fndey number published by the Burean of Lahor Slatis-
tles. ‘Iha flures os piiblished aro on o 1913 base, but have been converted to o five-yout base, 19001917, by
diviing by 0,95, Hee UNITED STATEY DEPARTMENT OF LAROR, BrREAU OF LAROR STATINTICH. INLEX
NUMBENS OF WHOLESALE MRICES I¥ PEE UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN COUNTUiRs, U. 8, Dept. Lahor, Dar.
Labor Statls. Dul. 23, 350 p., fllus. 1821, (Revislon of Dul, 173.}
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May, 1920, to 148 in May, 1921. Prices of agricultural products did
not begin to dip downward until September, 1920, The price index
of beel eattle dropped from 212 in September, 1920, to 116 in May,
1921, while the index of hog prices fell from 205 to 108, that of corn
from 217 to 100, that of linseed meal from 175 to 106, that of cotton-
socd meal from 196 to 111 per cent of the pre-war average in the
same period of time.

Unemployment in this country in 1921 and & weak forcign market
situation caused by unemployment and depreciated currency abroad
lessencd the demand for beef and pork so that by December, 1921, the
indices of the prices of these procucts dropped to 98 and 90, respec-
tively. Record-breaking crops of corn in 1920 and 1921 caused a sur-
plus which pushed down the corn price to a figure which in December,
1921, was only 78 per cent of its pre-war sverage. Improved indus-
trial conditions in 1922 strengthened the prices of all agricultural

PER CENT
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FiG. 3.—INDEX OF AVERAGE YEARLY PRICES, 1904-1924

'he price of ¢orn was mueh higher than the price of other thlogs from 1918 to 1920, After 1921 the
prives of cattle, corn, snd hogs weore all below the seneral price lovel.

products. Higher prices for hogs in 1922, together with the surplus
of corn from the two preceding years, caused an expansion of the hog
enterprise which brought the price of hogs to its lowest point in eight
years. During the last half of 1923 and the first half of 1924 the
price of hogs was only 92 per cent of the 19091913 average. Beef-
cattle prices improved steadily in 1922 and 1923, but in competition
with cheap pork in 1924 they fell off noticeably.

Drought in the range area in 1918 and 1919, fogether with the
high prices that had prevailed since the beginning of the war, explain
the lnrge market receipis of beef cattle in those years. These two years
were the only ones in whish over 5,000,000 stockers and feeders were
shipped annually to Corn Belt feed lots for fattening. The low prices
for beef cattle in 1921 kept a large number from being marketed dur-
ing that year. The cattle that were held on farms and ranges in
1921 on account of lew prices helped to inereasc the receipts in 1922
and 1923 almost to the high point reached in 1918. In 1922 there was
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a drought over a large part of the southwest range area which caused
a large number of cattle to be marketed at lighter weights than is
customary.

The price situation that existed while this study was being meade
created an opportunity to learn which feeding methods were the best
to use at different price levels. The five years of this study divide
naturally into three periods: One of high price levels, one of low price
levels, and an intermediate ysar when deflation took place. The
poriod of high prices includes the feeding seasons of 1918-19 and 1919-
20; the period of tow prices includes the seasons of 1921-22 and 1922~
23. In tho feeding year 1920-21 cattle were bought on a high price
level and were sold in the spring at o figure which was but littﬁa above
the 1909-1913 average. In this bulletin the analysis and discussion

PER
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Fia. 4—INDEX OF AVERAGE MONTHLY PRICES, 1918-1824
Relatlons botween Lo prices of feed, beel catile, nod hogs that existed during the study.

of feeding operations will be treated separately for each period because
thero was too grent a difference in prices to make it desirable to average
tho years.

DISTRICTS STUDIED AND KINDS OF CATTLE FED

Most of the cattle that are fattened with grain are fed in the western
half of the Corn Belt, as this is a surplus corn-producing area located
at o considerable distance from market. (Fig. 5.) The extent of cattle
fending in the several parts of the Corn Belt depends upon the farm
price of corn as corapared with farm prices of corn in other parts of
the Corn Belt and upon the quantity and kind of roughage available.
These factors, together with the amount of pasture available, the age
and quality of cattle fed, and the time of purchase, largely determine
the method of handling feeder cattle in the Corn Belt.

Crttle feeding may be said to fall into two distinet systems of
hendling: (1) Fattening in dry lot and (2) fattening on grass. Ior
the purpose of study and comparison the cattle under observation
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in this study that were fattened in dry lot have been subdivided into
three groups: (1) Cattle that were fattened strictly in dry lot; (2)
cattle that were pastured during the fall previous to being fattened
in the dry lot; and (3) cattle that were summer-pastured and later
finished in dry lot. A typical cattle-feeding layout is shown in Plate
1, Figure 1. Most of the cattle fattened on grass were bought during
the fall and carried through the winter previous to fattening, but
about one-fifth of the cattle fattened on grass were purchased during
the spring at, or just previous to, the time the grass was ready for
pasturing.

The percentages of cattle of various weights that were bought each
year are given in Table 1. Medium-weight feeders, weighing between

Zachdol repreaenie SO0 irad

Fra. 5.—NUMBER OF 2-YEAR-OLD STEERS ON FARMS JANUARY 1, 1820

Most beel ateers gra fatiered in the western part of the Corn Belt, The districts where the studies
reported i this bulletin were cozrricd on are cutlined in each Stato.

750 and 1,000 pounds when purchased, made up 53 per cent of all the
cattle of the study. Feeder cattle welghing between 500 and 750
pounds, called yearlings in this bulletin, were the next largest group.

Tavug 1.—Initial weight of cattle— Percentage of cattle in various weight classes, by
years

Medium-
waight He&‘fy
cattle | SAWe
(751 to {over

1000 1000 .

P ot ds) | Pou nds)

Per cent
51
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Fig. 1. A TypPIGAL CORN-BELT FEED LoT

Fia. 2.-- A PERMANENT TYPE OF SiLO USED FOR GATTLE FEEDING
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All cattle that weighed less than 500 pounds when bought are
termed calves in this bulletin and all that weighed more than 1,000
pounds at the beginning of the feeding period are called heavy cattle.
A slightly larger percentage of ealves and yearlings was fed on the farms
under study during the first two years, whereas a distinctly larger
%ercentage of heavy cattle was fed during the last three years. The

ebraska farmers bought the largiest percentage of heavy cattle,
Indiana and Iowa farmers fed the largest percentage of calves, and
Hlinois and Missouri farmers had the largest percentage of cattle
in the medium-weight group, as shown in Table 2.

Tasri 2.—TInitial weight of cattle—Percentage of catile in various weight classes,
by districts

Aedium-

C(‘}a;’]“ Yourllugs| weight E:&E
District {u which the eattla were fed pounds (5;15?0 (".;.‘:51"1"1& {over
ugﬁgr) pounds) | 1,000 gﬁﬁs}
potnds) | P

Percenl | Per cent | Per cent | Per cenl
' 23 48 20

Hebrnsk . e - -

WM o e e e cmmm e mmm oo e oA maem amom 11 Pl 48 16
B ST T 4 26 2] 10
Indiana . ... i5 0 48 17
B L T S 8 25 59 &

EASTERN NEBRASKA

The district in which cattle-feeding records were taken in eastern
Nebraska iz located just west of the Missouri River, midway between
Sioux City, Tows, and Omasha, Nebr. Tt includes parts of Burt,
Dodge, and Cuming Counties. The land is level to rolling and,
according to the census figures, 93 per cent of it is improved land.
Corn, oats, wheat, and alfalfa are the principa! crops, and hogs and
cattle are the most important kinds of livestock. With the excep-
tion of wheat, practically all the crops produced there are fed to
livestock. The farms of the district average nbout 186 acres in size,
of which about 65 acres are in corn. The average yield of corn for
the four years 1919 to 1922 was 40 bushels per acre,

Almost all the cattle to be fattened in this district are bought at
the Omaha livestock market between August and December, inclusive.
(Table 3 and fig. 68.) The average length of time the cattle spent
on the farm during the five years studied wag 170 days. The fat
cattle are usually sold in Omaha, although about 13 per cent of the
cattle in this study were shipped to Chicago. (Table 4.} The steers
included in this study that were fed in this district were of better
qualiyy than those in any other district studied. A greater percentage
of feeders that weighed over 1,000 pounds was fed in Nebraska than
was common in the other States, the usual practice being to buy
these heavy fecders in September and sell them in December or
January. The bulk of the fed cattle are marketed during the period
from February to May. Corn and alfalfa hay is the standard ration.
There are very few silos in the distriet, and because of the large
amount of alfalfa that is available very little linseed meal or cotton-
seed meal is bought. TFifty-nine per cent of the cattle were fattened
in dry lot without any pasture, 34 per cent were pastured during
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the fall on grass or cornstalks, and 6 per cent were pastured during
the summer previous to being fattened in the dry lot. (Table 5.)
This castern Nebraska district is prebably as well adapted to the
winter fattening of beefl cattle es is any section of the Corn Belt.

PER CENT.
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Tanur 3.—DPerceninge of the feeder cattle under sludy bought af different murkels,
1919-1983

Market in which cattle wers hought

Btata in which galtle
woro fcl

Knnsns| 5. Sloux . Indian-| Cingin Local | Other
Owalal "™ Louis | Cliy [ChieasofSt. Paut apolis | oatl |marketsimarkels

Per ceady Per cent| Per cent| Per cent| Per cent| Per eent| Per cent] Ber cent) Per cent| Per cent
Nebrasks. . ] 2 | I (S . 16
Jawn... . 7 : R I 1 . 14
Minods. f . ' 3 25
ladinin . K 17
Misspiri. . . ]
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TanLe 4.——Percentage of fal cattle sold at different markels, 1915-1023

Market at which cattle wara sold

Btato in which cattle
fed

wore fe - ;
Ommha | EBO |a Tonis| Chileago Indian- | Cinein- | Laocal Other

City apolis nati markets | markats

Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cend | I'er cent
Nebrask. ..o - -1; 31 (S FUURI— 13 2

lown ... . - . I PO o Y - L IR
E R[] TR S Bl J— 12 2
B LY 1T ) SR PRy ES ] 51 5 20 1
Dlissonrt. oo [amaaaaaan 28 4 BT IR F, LI I

Tanwe §.—Percenlage of cattle handled by various methods, 1919-1928

Nebras- f i Mis- | Alldis-
Methiod kn Town |1llinois |Indisual _o o | “iriots
!
Caltlo fattoned In dry lot: Per cent|Per cent: Per cend| Per cent Per centi Per eenl
Brrictly dry-lor fel e em e aaan 5.3 5.7 .0 15,8 11.4 4.8

Pustired during ) or winler undd finished in dry
1] A, mmmemmmmreeo oo taimesseesssva 3.7 40.7 41.7 42,40 2.3 372
Cote pustured doring sumimer and fnished in dry

Yot iy Inll @ Wil c e oo mmmmaaa 6.4 6.8 3.1 4.8 27 4.7
Total Arrished In Ary Jot oo ee e 083 2.2 7.8 [ 414 BT
Catile futtened on Fm&;:
Crrriod Lhreongll winter and fed out on pasturs the
_following Spring Of BUNIMer. .o eaemearannns .1 19 .8 52 4.9 10.8
Cattlo Lturnd directly on gross snd fed ot oo oon LB 2.9 1.4 2.8 0T 3.6
Total Anistarl 01 ERSE - e o e e camman .7 [ 2,2 7.5 55,8 143

SQUTHWESTERN 10WA

The Towsa district chosen for study consists of parts of Pottawat~
tamie and Shelby Counties and is located south and east of -the
Nebraska district on the opposite side of the Missouri River. The
land is rather rolling, although practically all of it can be cultivated.
About 37 per cent of the total farm area is usually devoted to corn,
which yields about 43 bushels per acre. Wheat, oats, and hay are
the other principal crops. falfa and sweet clover grow very
abundantly in the western half of Pottawattamie County. In the
eastern half of the county more red clover and mixed hay are raised.
The farm organization is similar to that found in the Nebraska dis- .
trict. The farms are ususally quarter sections. As & rule all of the
crops except wheat are marketed through livestock.

The principal cattle ration consists of corn and & legume hay,
usually alfalfs. There are more silog than in the Nebraske district,
bué silage makes up a relatively unimportant part of the ration.
Only 17 per cent of the cattle in the survey were fed silage. Very
little protein concentrate is bought for catitle in this district. Some
molasses and molasses feeds were fed during the last two years of the
stndy. Ninety-three per cent of all the cattle bought were fattened
in the dry lot; about 46 per cent had no grass, and 47 per cent were
pastured during the fall or summer previous to being finished in the
dry lot. Only the vemaining 7 per cent were fattened on grass.

‘Almost all the feeder cattle in this district come from the western
and southwestern range States, for there are comparatively few beef
cows in this locality. The Omaha livestock market furnishes a
majority of the feeder cattle, (Table 3.) As shown in Table 4,
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~ 58 per cent of the fat cattle in this study were shipped back to Omahsa

an(F 36 per cent went to Chicago. The month in which the largest
number of feeder steers was bought during the five years was October,
and the largest percentage was sold in the month of May. The
average length of time on the farm was 182 days, varying from 135
days for the heavy cattle to 220 days for the calves. The average
weight of cattle fed was slightly loss than that of the cattle of any of
the other four districts. The quality of cattle fed in this district was .
above the average quality of cattle fattened in the Corn Belt.

NORTHEASTERN ILLINOIS

The district studied in IHinois is in De Xalb County, in the north-
eastern part of the State and about 60 miles west of Chicago. The
slightly rolling land found in this district is usually divided into Tarms
of 160 acres and is almost entirely tillable. Aside from feeding
cnttle, dairying is the most important enterprise. Corn is the prin-
cipal crop, and oats, wheat, barley, and hay rank next in importance.
Corn malkes a good yield, the average having been 45 bushels per acre
during four years of this study. Most farms in the county have
one or more silos, and about 15 per cent of the corn was cut for silage,
Silos are usually of concrete, brick, or other permanent type of con-
struction. In contrast to the practice ovor a rather large area south
and cast of this county little corn was marketed as grain. About 70
per cent of the hay produced in De Kalb County was mixed hay {clover
and timothy), 21 per cent was timothy alone, and only 3 per cent of
the total hay acreage was in slfalfa. High yields of alfalfa were
obtained on some farms, but to get a good stand of alfalfs in this dis-
trict requires more attention than is needed in some other parts of
the Corn Belt, such as western Iowa and eastern Nebraska.

Inasmuch ss little permanent pasture was available on the farms
under study, 98 por cent of the feeder cattle handled were finished in
dry lot. About one-half of this number received no grass; the other
half had been pastured on cornstalks, second-growth clover, or other
forage during the fall or summer previous to being finished in dry lot.
The principal ration used in fattening the cattle consisted of corn,
silage, mixed hay, and protein meal. Eighty-five per cent of the
cattle received siage and 56 per cent were given a protein concen-
. trate in the ration. (Table 9.) The principal market from which
feeder cattle were brought to this area was South St. Paul, which in
turn drew its feeders from Minnesota, the Dakotas, Montansa, and
Canada. The Chicago market, because of its proximity, furnished
some of the feeder cattle and received practically all the shipments of
fat cattle. October and November are the principal months in which
feeders are bought, and the largest percentage of them are sold the
next May. (Fig. 6.) Sixty per cent of the purchased feeder cattle
weighed between 750 and 1,000 pounds each,  They were usually in
thinner condition and of poorer quality than the feeder cattle bought
in any of the other districts studied, with the possible exception of

the Missouri district.
CENTRAL INDIANA

The cattle-feeding districts in which records were taken in Indiana
are shownin Figure 5. The farms in these districts average somewhat
smaller in size than those in the other districts deseribed thus far.
As in the other Statos, corn is the most important crop. The average




FATTENING BEEF CATTLE IN- THE CORN BELT 13

yield of corn is usually between 40 and 45 bushels per acre. Wheat
is an important cash crop, and oats have an important place in the
rotation. Hay is & more uncertain crop than it is in eny of the other
districts studied. Only a little alfalfa is grown, and clover is not so
sure & crop 2s in some other parts of the Corn Belt. Most of the hay
ss mixed clover and timothy, 25 per cent is timothy alone, and 18
per cent is clover alone. Silos are almost &8 common In these sec-
tions as in morthern Illinois, and in some parts a considerable quantity
of corn is fed in the form of fodder to provide sufficient roughage for
the cattle. .

Eighty-one per cent of the Indiana gattle in this study received
some silege, and 50 per cent were fed nonlegume hay, straw, or
stover us the principal dry roughage. Forty-three per cent of the
droves had o ration supplemented by a protein concentrate. Most
of the fesder cattle were bought in October and November, and the
fat cattle were sold largely in April and Mey of the following year.
Chicego, Indianapolis, and Kansas City are the most important live-
stock markets in which feeders were bought for this district. Fat
enitle are usunlly shipped from this distriet to Indisnapolis, slthough
about one-fourth of the cattle in this study were sold in Chicago.
Ninety-two per cent of the cattle were fattened in dry lot; abouf
half of them had pasture during the fall and summer previous. The
other 8 per cent were fattened with corn while on grass during the sum-
mer. gattle feeding is a major enterprise on many farms in Indians,
but fewer steers are bought for feeding purposes in this State than in
the western half of the Corn Belt.

WEST-CENTRAL MISSOURI

"The Missouri district chosen for study extends from 60 fo 90
miles ocast of Kansas City, just south of the Missouri River. It con-
sists principally of parts of Saline, Lafayette, and Pettis Counties.
Eighty-seven per cent of the land in farms in these three counties is
improved land, according to the census figures of 1920. The average
size of farm was 138 scres, and the average value of land and buildings
in 1920 was $149 per acre. About one-third of the improved land
is usually planted to corn, and an equal acreage is in pasture. Wheat
is another imporiant crop, occupying 27 per cent of the improved
land in farms. Oats and hay are less important. The tendency
since the World War has been to decrease the acreage of whesat,
partly because wheat has been none too profitable to the distriet and
partly because it has been difficult to control losses from chinch bugs
in corn that is grown where wheat had been grown ext.ensiveTy
before. The average yield of corn for these three counties is about 34
bushels per acre. As it has corn and grass in such sbundance, it is
evident that this district is well adapted to the production of beef
cattle. During some seasons considerable additional corn is shipped
in for feeding purposes.

The fact that about one-third of the farm acreage is in grass pasture
is an important element in determinin the method of handling feeder
cattle in this district. Most of the %eeder cattle under study were
bought during October and November, carried through the winter
on corn fodder, silage, and hay, and then fattened on corn and grass
the following summer. Only 11 per cent of the cattle were fattened in
dry lot without any pasture, whereas almost 60 per cent were fat~
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tened while on grass, The remainder were pastured before they were
finished in dry lot. More silage was fed to steers in this district than
in either the Nebraska or Towa districts bub not so much as was fed
in Illinois and Indiana. In the last two years of this study many silos
were left unfilled. Forty-three per cent of the cattle finished in dry
lot received silage. (Table9.) About 28 per cent were given s protein
concentrate as a supplement to corn. Considerable niolasses and
molasses fecds were aTso used in the ration. About one-half of the
hay fed to cattle was clover or al{alfa.

Of the eattle that were fattened on grass, 83 per cent were carried
through the winter and 17 per cent were purchased in the spring af
about the time grass was ready for asturing. Sixty-five per cent of
the cattle which wore carried through the winter received corn all the
time while on pasture, 18 per cent roceived littlo or no corn while on
pasture, and 17 per cent were fed corn during the last few weeks
before they were sold. The largest number of fat stoors were sold in
guly. Of those marketed Inter than that date many were fed until
September or October. The average length of time spent on the
farm in this district was 224 days, or almost two months longer than
the length of time speat on the farm in any other district studied.
The Kansas City market is the source of a large proportion of the
feeder cattle shipped into western Missourd, although a considerable
number are driven in from southern Missouri and northern Arkansas.
Those driven in are often 3 or 4 years old and usualiy of a less desirable
type than those bought at Kansas City. Of the fat cattle sold, 41
per cent were shipped to St. Louis, 28 per cent to Kansas City, and
15 per cent to Chicago. The other 16 per cent were sold locally to
buyers, who probably shipped to these markets in similar proportions.
{Tables 3 and 4.) '

BASIC REQUIREMENTS AND COSTS OF FATTENING BEEF CATTLE

The kinds of feed available in a district determine to a large extent
the kind of rations which are cormnmonly used in feeding cattle in that
district. The prices of these feeds largely determine the proportions
in which they are fed at any stated time. The way in which these
two factors influenced the rations fed in the different districts during
the five years of this study is shown in Table 6 by the quantities of
feed required to make 100 pounds of gain,

In the Nebraska and Towa districts, where alfalfa is plentiful, more
of this hay was used in making 100 pounds of gain than in the other
districts. Largely on account of this fact, fewer pounds of protein
concentrates and less silage, corn stover, and straw were fed in the:
lowa and Nebraska districfs than in the other districts. Cattle feeders.
in the Illinois and Indiana districts, where less legume hay was avail-
able than in Nebrasks snd Towa, fed more mixed hay, timothy,
corn stover, and straw and decidedly more protein concentrates in
fattening their cattle. About one-fourth of the corn given to cattle
in the Illinois and Indiena districts was fed in the form of silnge.
In the Nebraska and Towa districts practically all of the corn was
fed as grain.

The relative adaptability of each district to the rowing of legume
hay is an important reason for these differences in feeding. Another
reason is the greater danger of frost damage to corn in porthern
Illinois than in the other distriots studied, Ordinarily, cora is some-.
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what higher in price in Illinois and Indiana than in the western part
of the Corn Belt, becruse these States are nearer to the Chicago grain
markes and eastern cities. This price would explain the feeding of
larger quantities of silage there than is commion in districts where
corh is somewhat lower in price. The cattle fed in Indians did not
Teceive quite ss large a proportion of silage as those of the Illinois
district, but the quantity of nonlegume hay, straw, and corn stover
used in making 100 pounds of gain was larger there than in any
other district studied. The average {eed requirements for 100 pounds
of gain on the Missouri caztle, as shown in Table 6, suggest the cat-
tle-feeding methods practiced and rations used in that district. The
use of grass pasturc is much more hmportent there than in any of
the other four States.  Considerable quantities of protein concentrates
and prepared feeds are usually fed to eattle in this district, and in
wintering cattle to be {attened on grass, & common practice in this
region, considerable quantities of corn stover and silage are used.

TasLe G.—Quantities of feed and labor used, and manure and pork oblained
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Tanre §.—Quantities of feed and labor used, and manure and pork obtained— Con,
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The quantity of pork? produced with each 100 pounds of gain on
steers was smallest in the case of the cattle fed in the Ilinois istrict,
where silage made up a large part of the ration. The quantity of
pork varied almost directly with the amount of corn fed as grain,
except in the districts of Indiana, where a large proportion of bundle
corn, especially in the last two feeding seasons of the study, incressed
considerably the quantity of pork produced with each 100 pounds of
beef.  The quantity of manure produced as a by-product in cattle feed-
ing was greatest in the Illinois and Indiana districts, whore the most
stinge was fed. The man and horse labor requirements for each unit
of gnin were also greatest where silage was fed most extensively. The
avernge daily gain per steer was highest in Nebraska and Iowa and
lowest in Missouri, (Table 19.)

The [arm prices of the feeds used by the cattle under study in each
State during the five years and the farm prices of the cattie and ho
are shown in Table 7. The farm price of corn tended to be lower in

! This expuession i3 nused for convenience.  More exnerly it stands for the gain In Live weight of the hog
following the eatile stiributuble to the feed undfgested or missed by the cuttle.
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the Nebrasks and Jowa districts than in those in Illinois and Indiana,
and Missouri had the highest priced corn of all the districts during each
of the five years of the study. This higher price of corn in the
Missouri distriet is partly due to the seasonal advance in the price of
corn during the summer, when & large part of the corn iz fed to cattle,
and partly to the fact that this is not s surplus corn-producing district.
The variations in the price of protein concentrates from one district
to another are due principally to the differences in analysis or grade.
The price of all farm-grown feeds, except silage, is based on the local
market price minus the cost of hauling, whereas the cost of hauling
to the farm was added to the amount paid for commercial feeds. In
some districts the local price was often as high as the market price
because of local competition among cattle feeders for corn and hay.
This was true more often in Iows, Nebraska, and Missouri than else-
where, and explains the price variation from district to district,
especially the variation in the price of hay. The price assigned to
silage in the winter of 1918-19 was the farmers’ estimate of its value
in the silo. Feor the last four years the cost of filling the silo on each
farm was added to the velue of corn in the field and then divided by
the number of tons in the silo, to¥btain the rate at which silage should
be charged to cattle.

TABLE 7..—Prices of feed, catile, and hogs tn districts studied
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TABLE 7.—Price of fecd, caltle, and hogs in disiricls studied—Continged
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1 Detuils of inilinl cost af enltls by wolght elwses, dlsiricts, and years are shown lo Tables 27, 28, nud 20,
1 Adead wis approxlinateiy 1 ton.

The purchase price of feeder cattle is the cost delivered at the farm,
and the sale price of the [at steers is the net sale price at the farm
obtained by subtracting any marketing expemses from the gross
returns.  The cattle which were fed in the Illinois and Missour! dis-
tricts had the lowest initial cost per 100 pounds delivered at the farm.
This suggests that they were cattle of lower quality than those fed in
the other districts. The Indiana cattle generally cost about as much
or a little more than those fed in Nebraska and Iowa, but a larger
proportion of the original cost per 100 pounds is made up of shipping
expense, because Indiana is farther from the supply of {eeder cattle.

The average weight of feeder cattle bought was greatest in the
falt of 1920 in most districts. In the Indiana district heavier stecrs
werg purchased during the following year. The cattle that averaged
the lightest in weight of any bought during the five years were fed in
1918-19. The Iig?ltcr average weight of cattle fed during the first
two years of the study was doubtless due in part to drought condi-
tions. The demand during the World War for lighter cuts of beef
may have had some effect on the weight of steers purchased for feed-
Ing purposes in 1918. In the fall of 1920 large numbers of the young
cattle were held on the range in the hope of better prices the next

car. This probably accounts for the greater weight of feeder cattle
m the Corn Belt feed lots in 192021,

The wide variation in the prices of feed during the five years was

responsible for most of the differences in the proportionate quantities
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of different feeds required to make 100 pounds of gain from year to
Year. Tor instance, the quantity of corn which was used in making
100 pounds of beef during the first two years was much less in all dis.
tricts than the quantity used during the next twe years. Protein
concentrales, which were relatively cheaper than corn in 1918 and
1919, wero fed more liberally in those years than when the relation
of the price of corn to the price of protein concentrates was reversed
in the ?al:er years of the study. Larger quantities of molasses and
fn'epared feods were substituted for corn in the first two and in the
ast feeding seasons than in 1920-21 and 1921-22. A slightly larger
proportion of dry roughage and considerably more silage was fed
when corn was high in price than during the period of cheap corn.

In the illinois and Indiana districts about one-third less silage was
used for each 100 pounds of beef produced when corn was worth
about 50 cents per bushel than when 1t was valued at $1.50 per bushel.
This situation is perhaps best cxplained by the fact that the expenses
of filling the silo, other than the value of the corn itself, make up a
larger percentage of the total cost of silage when corn is cheap thdn
when it is high in price. In the fall of 1921 when corn was valued
ab 33 cents per bushel in the field, the silo-filling expenses, including
labor, equipment charges, etc., made up 49 per cent of the total cost
of sitage. No doubt this factor had & grest deal of influence on the
quantity of silage fed during the lnst three years. A slightly smaller
proportion of cattle feeders used silage in the ration duoring this
period, and its use was limited more nearly to roughage reqguire-
ments than during the feeding seasons of 1918-19 and 1919-20.

The cost of 100 pounds gain depends largely on the prices at which
feed, labor, and echer items of cost are charged. The cost of gain
was lowest in all States during the season of 1921-22, when corn was
very cheap. Naturally the highest cost of gain oceurred during the
first two yeers of the study. In 1920-21 the feed cost was greatly
reduced from that of the previous year but the costs other than feed
remained practically the same. During the last two years of the
study the costs other than feed were also inuch lower than they had
been during the two years of high prices. In & comparison of the
various districts, Figure 7 shows that the cattle fed in the Illinois
district had the highest cost of gain during each of the five years.
Cattle in the Nebraske and Towa districts usually ranked lowest in
this respect. The charges for feed, labor, and use of equipment
were all somewhat higher in the Illinois district than in the other
districts.

IMPORTANCE OF YARIOUS ITEMS OF COST

In the fattening of beef cattle, feed is the most important item in
the cost of gain.  Approximately 84 per cent of the total cost of 100
pounds of gain is made up of {ced, 6 per cent is made up of interest on
investnient in eattle and equipment, 5.5 per cent is labor, and the
remnining 4.5 per cent is made up of other costs, such ns depreciation
of equipment, taxes, veterinary charges, and incidental expenses,
These cost relationships change most when the price of feed changes,
Thus, feed made up 84 per cent of the total cost of gain during the
feeding season ending in the spring of 1919, 86 per cent in 1920, 76
per cent in 1921, and 78 per cent in 1922. Costs other than feed
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remained about the same or decreased only slightly in 1921 end 1922,
but their rolative importance increased because the price of corn
dropped so noticenbly, In 1922-23 the price of corn had increased
somewhat over the prices of the two preceding years, and with labor
and interest charged at somewhsat lower rates feed agein made up
84 per cent of the totul cost of gain. On the average, 16 per cent of
the total cost will cover the charges for labor, equipment, interest,
veterinary services, and other costs aside from feed. It should be
borne in mind that this is 16 per cent of the totel cost and not of the
feed cost. The total cost of gain can be roughly calculated by adding
19 per cent of the foed cost to the feed cost.

There seems to be no significant variation in the relation of feed
cost to total cost of gain In calves as compared with older cattle.
While the gost of guin increases directly with the increase in weight
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of cattle, the different items of cost apparently inerease in the same

roportion. A heavy steer eats more feed than a calf, requires more
abor to feed it, and has a higher interest charge, so that the relation
of the items of cost to each other remain approximately the same.

The relation of feed cost to total cost of gain varied considerably
in the various districts. In Missouri, lowa, and Nebraska the relative
cost of feed was greater than in Indiana and Illinois. The cost of
items other than feed seemed to be mainly responsible for this fact.
There was & higher labor cost in connection with the feeding of silage
and bundle corn to the cattle in the Indiana and Illinois districts, and
the cattle in those districts also had more expensive equipment than
the cattle of west-central Missouri, western Iowa, and eastern Ne-
braske. The higher charges for labor and equipment in the former
districts evidently decrease the ratio of the cost of feed to the total
cost of gain, in spite of somewhat higher priced feed in those districts.
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RETURNS FROM FATTENING BEEF CATTLE IN THE CORN BELT

The finencial returns from fattening beef cattle can bo expressed
in severel ways, one of the most common of which is to measure the
returns on the per steer basis. In Figure 8 the sals value per steer is
compared with the cost of the feeder animal plus the per head costs
of feed, labor, interest, equipment, and other costs, for each district,
during ench year of the study. The value of pork and manure pro-
duced behind the cattle has been deducted from the total value of
feed to obtain the net feed cost. It will be noticed that the feed cost
per hend during the Iast three years was less than half as great as in the
first two years, while the original cost of the feeder animal was reduced
by about one-fourth. The cattle fed in Illinois and Missouri ix
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1819-20 and in Illinois, Missouri, and Indisna in 1920-21 were the
only groups which did not return the total velue of the feed, besides
the original cost of the feeder animal, during the years studied.
There were many cases, however, especially in 1920-21, where there
was no return for labor, interest, use of equipment, and other costs
after the feed was charged at the farm price.

Figure 9 illustrates clearly the differences in returns to steer feeders
during the five years of study. It is based on the return per $100 of
fattening costs aside from the original cost of the animal. It shows
the great losses in 1920-21 and the profits of the last two years. In
1920-21 the average returns from cattle feeding in the ditferent dis-
tricts ranged from 337 to $58 per $100 worth of %eed, lebor, and other
costs, whereas in the following year the returns ranged from 8118 to
$176 for each $100 of these costs. Figure 9 shows that cattle in the
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Nebraska and Tows districts did the best ; the Illinois eattle returned
the least for each unit of cost with the exception of tho Missouri cattls
in 1920~21. They returned only 237 for each $100 of feed-lot costa,

The return for each bushel of corn fed to cattle is often a better
measure of income than the returns per $100 of expenses, when feed
is charged at farm prices, This measure of returns ss applied to
each distriet under study during the five years is shown in Figure 10.
In obtaining the figure for the roturn per bushel of corn fed, all labor,
interest, equipment, and other charges, including the value of all feed
other than corn, is deducted from the gross return above the original
cost of the feeder animal, nnd the remainder is divided by the number
of bushels of corn fed. For the cattle feeder who feeds his own crop to

DOLLARS

150

HER Lod Mmoo nesrgb‘iﬂm..i MO. NEBR.' jit. ! MO, NEeR.: i, MO, HEBR. P Lt

Ry, Lt L4 .1 Mo,
(Gwa " IND. D, 1OWA T IND. 10wa T iKO, owaIND,

i918-19 1919- 20 1920~-21 1921-22 - 1922-23
Fla. 3—RETURNS PER $100 OF FATTENING CosTs

Futtenlng costs represent the farmer's feed cost and bis labor and equipment chatrges.

his steers and buys little additional corn, this is & good way to measure
the returns from the cattle feeding. It is also a valuable measure of
reburns when the farm price of corn is changing considerably from
year to year. Thus, during the feeding season 1918-19, when the
cattle fod in all districts showed a loss with corn charged at farm
prices, the return made by cattle for a bushel of corn ranged from
$0.99 to 81.27. TIn the winter of 192122, however, which was the
most profitable year for cattle feeding during this study if corn is
charged at farm prices, the return for corn ranged from 63 to 73 cents
per bushel. In the same way, when the returns for the 50AS0NS
1921-22 and 1922-23 are compared the cattle fed in the latter season
did not return quite as much profit per head or per $100 in costs, bus
they made a greater return per bushel of corn fed than the cattle fed
in the former season,
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Although labor and land rentals were higher in 1918 than in 1921,
it is no doubt true that the corn for which cattle paid about $1.15 per
bushel in 1918-19 was marketed at a profit if the {feeder raised his
own corn. On the other hand, the corn which was charged to steers
at 40 cents in 192122 could probably not have been proguced at this
cost. The return per bushel of corn fed can be best used where corn
makes up the largest part of the feed cost.  In the Nebraska and Iowa
districts it is very uselul in expressing the returns from feeding beef
cattle, but in Iiinois and Indiana, where a smaller proportion of the
corn is {ed as grain, and in Missouri, where grass makes up a large
percentago of the feed cost, it is not so satisfactory a measure.

CENTS
PER
PUSHEL
125

I Aaturn
E Frice Charped
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GR D ML . MO MEBR.D ILL. ; MO NEBR.; Ith. MO, MER H
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1918 -19 1919 -20 1920-2¢1 1921-22
FiG. 10.—RETURN PER BUSHEL OF CORN FED

Mo,
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Freders whornised thelr own corn recelved moro for it durlog the first two years than during the last two
years.  Individumls might bnve. made still moroe if 1hey had seld it instead of feeding it

COMPARISON OF METHODS OF HANDLING AND RATIONS

¥ARIATION IN RATE AND NET COST OF GAIN

In all tables shown thus far the figures given for the cost and rate
of gain have been averages for nll the eattle fed in a certain district
or in a certain year. In each case there was a rather wide variation
in these factors even when the same weight of cattle and the same
period of time were considered. Thus, the rate of ‘%ain made by

henvy steers varied from 0.4 to 4.4 pounds per day, and in the case of
medium-~-weight cattle the variation was from 0.4 to 4.2 pounds per
day. The cost of a pound of gain made by medium-weight cattle
in 1918-19 ranged from 2 cents to 58 cents, and in 192223, when the
average cost of a pound of gain was 13.8 cents, the variation in cost
was from 6 to 34 cents per pound. (See figs. 11 and 12 for ranges in-
volving 1 per cent or more of the cattle and Tables 30-33 for details
and extreme ranges obscrved.)
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These variations in the cost and rate of gain for cattle of the same
initial weight and during a given feeding season are largely due to
differences in feeding practices, methods of handling, and rations
used, but the quality of cattle and the differences in feed prices from
district to district are other important reasons for variation,

PER CENT
OF TQTAL

CALVES

LIGHT STEERS
* = LESS THAN O.5 FER CENT

MEDIUM 3TEERS

w

L
1
w

1
+ >
POUNDS GAIN PER DAY

Fla. 11.—VARIATION [N DAILY GAIN MADE PER STEER
Bome lats of eattle gain thtee times a3 rapldly as othors,

The classification of the ordinary methods of handling feeder
cattle, as given on page 8, should be remembered in connection
with this section of the bulletin.

The differences between these principal methods of handling feeder
cattle arc shown in Table 8, which gives the basic feed requirements

er 100 pounds of gain and }Jer head, together with & few other items
or comparison. The initinl weight and the rate of gain of the cattle
fed in dry lot with practically no pasture were greater, and the length
of time on the farm was shorter than for any other group except the
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cattle which were purchased in the spring and fed out on the grass.
To produce 160 pounds of gain, the dry-lot cattle required more grain,

FER'CENT
OF TOTAL
1918-19 += LESS THAN 0.5 PER CENT

1219-20

BT 11 TP P

1920-21

ige2-23

F 1

™ [y
~

1

w o
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] ]
o
s
(I3
COSTOF GAIN [N CENTS'

FIG. 12—VARIATION 1N NET COST PER POUND OF :

Tha cost of gnln even for cotile of the snme initial welght varkes widely.

silage, and dry roughage than the cattle handled by any other method.
The quantity of pork and manure produced per unit of gain was also
greatest in the case of the cattle fed in dry lot.
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Tapve 8.—Resulls of different wncthods of feeding: Averages for all weighis of
cattle in all districts studied

- Cuttly Iattonsd on
Cattle fattonod In dry lot grass

Carried
sd‘;_f}icﬂg Fall- | Summer| through chf;égin
Ba_ |oastured | pastured thel;;in- spring

Days on farm..

Daily gain. ...

Inltin? woelght. ...

Final welght.

Qain in welght

Lubor per head:
Muan

Prepared feeds nnd mols
Legumas hey. ..

Ilixed hay

Stover and straw

pounda__
Feed! per 160 pounds gai
Corn
FProlelo trienl
Propared foods and melasses_ |
Tepumte hay .o oo e
Alixed hay
Stover rnd straw .
Siluge
Pasturc.

The steers which were wintered ard {2ttened on grass were the only
ones that required any more labor per unit of gain than the dry-lot
cattle. The fall-pastured steers were slightly lighter in weight when
bought, gained a little less rapidly, and remained on the farm 42 days
longer than the strictly dry-lot cattle. In producing 100 pounds .of
gain by this method, 17 days more pasture and 2 smaller quantity of
all other feeds wors required than were necessery for the cattle which
received practically no pasture. The 17 days of pasture displaced 58
pounds of grain or its equivalent in concentrates, 37 pounds of dry
roughage, chiefly legume hay, and 182 pounds of silage. This. gives
each day of [ell pasture a value approximately equal to 3.4 pounds of
grain, 2.2 poundsof dry roughage, and 10.7 pounds of silage. Inasmuch
8s & large share of the fall pasture was second-growth clover or corn-
stalk pasture which would probably not have been utilized in any other
way, it would seem that this method of handling feeder cattle is even
more advantageous thaun it is usually considered. It is especially
well adapted to the use of thin cattle. Steers that are in good condl-
tion when bought usually gain more rapidly and maintain their finish
more readily if turned directly into the feed lot and fed grain than if
they are pastured from one to two months on grass or cornstalks.
The fall-pastured cattle, together with the strictly dry-lot steers,
made up 80 per ceni of all the cattle studied.

The summer-pastured steers that were fattened in dry lot during
the following winter were lighter in weight when bought and were on
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the farm longer than were the stecrs used in any other type of feeding.
Only 5 per cent of tho cattle studied were handled this way. DBecause
of their lighter weight and their long pasture period they required
loss grain per unit of zain than any other group under consideration,
‘As a rosult thoir credit for pork produced per unit of gain was the
lowest of all the groups.

The cattlo which were wintered and fattened on grass the follow-
ing summer were on the farm for eight and one-half months, on the
average, and had the lowest rate of gain of any of the five feeding-
method groups. The large quantity of straw and stover utilized by
these cattie during the winter explains the high labor requirement
per unit of gain. This method of handling feeder cattle was very
cominon in Missouri, where 48 per cent of the cattle studied were
Iiandled in that way.

The steers purchased in the spring for fattening on grass were the
heaviest cattie when bought and had the highest rate of gain and the
shortest feeding period. They naturally used the highest proportion
of pasture per unit of gain and a very small quantity of roughage.
Silage and hay were fed just before the grass was ready for pasturing
in the spring. Their grain requirement was rather high because of
their greater original weight and because 1t is the usual practice to
feed grain liberally while the cattle are on grass. The fact that tho
cattle thet were handled by this method were heavier when purchased
than those handled by any other method is probably explained by the
tendency of older cattle to fatten more easily on grass than do younger
steers. All the cattle which were fattened on grass received a con-
siderable quantity of protein concentrates and more prepared feeds
and molasses than the cattle finished in dry lot. (Table 8.)

RATIONS USED BY CATTLE FATTENED IN DRY LOT

The rations used in a certain district depend upon the quantity and
kind of feed available for cattle feeding. The kind and quantity of
feed avnilable depend largely upon climatic and soil conditions.
The general farm organization in regard to the number of cattle to be
fed, the number of other livestoek to be kept, crop rotations, ete., has
its influence upon the kind and quantity of feed available for steer
feeding and the proportions in which it will be used in the ration.
The current prices of farm-grown and purchased feeds also have an
effect upon the ration to be used.

Table 9 shows the percentage of droves finished in dry lot that
received various rations and feeds. TFifty-cight per cent of all the
droves finished in dry lot received a nonsilage ration. In this group
the roughage consisted almost entirely of legume and mixed hay.

TaBLE O.— Percentages of droves finished én dry lot that reccived various rations and
feeds t

Kind of mlion Ncbmska| Iowa lingis | Indiana | Missouri | Averago

Der cant | Percent | Percent | Percei | Percent | Percenl
] 19 57 58

Monsilnge mbIONS. - e cmrao e 98 B3 1%

Bilngo ration e e aaa 2 17 25 11 43 42

Ration contnining:
TG BAY - oo e i 0 50 26 11 52 48
Mized bayaoecamamnns a2 35 i1 39 a7 33
Stover onel sETAW . e 2 i} 13 0 11 14
Proteln ¢onucentintes . o c.amacmmano o 8 13 56 43 2837 . 28

1 Tho prepartion of corn for varlous classes of eattle in the dilferent arens is shown in Tables 36 and 37,
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CORN AND HAY RATIONS FOR BEEF CATTLE

Legume hay has a very important place in the organization of
Corn Belt farms, not only from the standpoint of crop rotation and
maintenance of soil fertility but because of its value as a feed for live-
stock. The ubililgr of beef cattle to utilize this roughage in the fatten-
ing ration to good advantage makes it possible for the cattle-feeding
enterprise to adjust itsell so well to the organization of many Corn
Tlelt farms.

Most of the cattle that received a corn and hay ration were fed
in enstern Nebraska and western Iowa, where a great deal of alfalfa
is grown and where clover hay is plentiful. Alfalfa. is an especially
dependable source of roughage where good stands can be obtained
withont undue expense and where soil conditions are well adapted to
it. With a sufficient and dependable supply of legume hay available
for steer feeding there is little need for a silo. Only 2 per cent of the
feeders in the Nebraska district and 17 per cent of the Towa farmers
fed any silage.

The average daily corn and hay ration for 129 droves of cattle?
weighing 891 pounds when bought was 19 pounds of shelled corn and
9 poun(fs of legume hay. These cattle %ained 2.19 pounds per day
for 131 days and required 45 bushels of corn and 1,150 pounds of
legume hay per head for the entire feeding period. Each steer fed
this simplest of all rations can be credited with 77 pounds of pork.

The importance of legume hay in the western lowa and eastern
Nebraska feeding districts is shown in Table 10, which gives the
average daily ration, costs, and returns for the cattle fed in those
districts during the period of the study. The small quantity of pro-
tein concentrates and prepared feeds used in connection with the
corn and legume hay is especially noticeable.

Tasue 10.—Resulls of cattie feeding in Nebraska and Towa s
CATTLE OF OVER 750 POUNDS INITIAL WEIGHT

Nubruska Towa

Ttem

Number of droves

IulLinl weight, pounds. ...

vy an frm

Trafly gain, pounds

Coat per pound gein, cents

Turchuse prico por 100 peunds,
dallorg

Sale price per 106 pounds, del-

lars.
Proflt per heud, dollirs. ...
Loss per head, tlodlara, .

Duaily ration;
Gmi

rotein congentrates__

I'reparcid foeds.
Legume oy ..
Mixedl ha

Straw and stover.
Slluge

a Dgtalls nre shown In Toablea 43 and 4.

) These figures apply to the totsl number of medivm-welght cattle recelving o corn and legume-hay
ration dnring the five years studied.
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Tapre 10.—Results of catile feeding in Nebraska and Tewa—Continued

CATTLE OF 75 POUNDS OR LESS INITIAL WEIGHT

Nebraska Towa
Item

1019 | 1920 | 1531 1923 | 193 1019 1920 1821 1022 | 1923
Number of droves . oo eeee . 33 H 15 a7 22 36 40 41 40 »n
Inltind weight, pounds .. .o.... 530 5050 603 | 588 550 530 00 57L 561 588
Davaon fmMe oo oo.. R aat o0 21 a9 372 200 217 N2 225
Dadly gain, povndse .. 1 us8| Led| 162 o7 LBT| L.76| 1.50| 1,68 | L7B| 166
Cost per pound guin, centa ....| 25.4| 218 12 6.2 16| 24.8| 21.2 9.9 .T]1248
Purchnse price per 100 poung

Aollnrs. e erriraiaan 0] 9.4 | BH | 618 T.08 | B5L 0.36 | 7.42 | 631| 640
Sale price per 100 pounds,

[ 1] | T R 14.00 {1230 | 820 | 780 | 887 )13.78 |12.45] 7.08| 41! 888
Profc per hend, dollars. J— 14.07 | 3.25 IERYS .30
Loss per Lead, dollnrs, 17.35 | 1477 cee-| 1LBO | 9.00 | 539
Daﬂg mlion; Lbe. | Ibs, | Lhs | Lbe. | Lds | Lbs. | Lbe Lbs.

ruin 0.1 Il 1.2 13.3 13.3 1.0 12.4 14. 4 11.8
Protein eencentrates A id .0l .3 .2 .1 L0l N
- Frepared feads [ 15— o .a .5 Kod H N
a6 T 4.9 5.0 29 5.4 3.1 3.2 4.5
Mixod by .. T 2 .B 1.0 ] 1.7 .5 1.1 .8
Straw and stover. . .1 4 0| 29 1.4 .5 .3 1.¢ L1
1T . 28 |.- -] 52 | 6.1 1.9 | 23 L4
Feed 1wt 100 pounds gnin:
G30 748 T3l 711 758 G691 1746 12 430
Proteln roncentrutes 24 2 1 20 10 4 L 2
Tropared feeds .. 2 4 a5 34 1 -] 7
Tegumo hay. .. [0 480 413 202 272 184 51 145 170 273
Mized hny_.__. 126 ) 73 48 a0 32 108 an 1] k]
Straw and stover... 7 ES 245 1 [ 82 33 19 28 &
L LT S i L T 207 8L 114 132 B

FLACE OF SILAGE IN THE BEEF-CATTLE RATION

Forty-two per cent of all the cattle in this study that were finished
in dry lot were fed silage. This percentage varied widely from one
district to another, ranging from 85 per cent in Illinois and 81 per
cent in Indiana to 2 per cent in the Nebraska district. Over three-
fourths of the silage-feeding records were obtained from cattle feeders
in Illinois and Indiana. The most important factors which influence
the quantity of silage fed to steers in a given locality are (1) the
amount of legume hay and other dry roughage available, (2) the price
of corn, and {3) the danger of frost damage to immature corn.

The silage rations were divided into two groups—heavy silage
and light silage rations. A heavy feed of silage was one of more
than 30 pounds per day for heavy cattle, more than 25 pounds per
day for medium-weight. feeders, more than 20 pounds for yearlings,
and more than 15 pounds for calves. The sverage daily silage con-
sumption for the total number of days on feed was used in makinp
this classification. About twice as many droves received a heavy
silege ration as received a li?ht feed of silage.

Seventy-eight per cent of the silos from which beef cattle were
fed, in this study, were of concrete, brick, or tile comstruction.
(Table 41.) The 1llinois silos were considerably larger than those
found in the Indiana districts,. The most common size in Illinois
was 14 by 50 feet, whereas in Indiana more of the silos were 12 by
40 feet and 12 by 35 feet than any other sizes. (Table 42.) A
typical feed lot where silage feeding 1s practiced is shown in Plate 1,
figure 2.
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The average initinl cost of building the silos that were filled on
these farms during the last three years of this study was $655. Te
fill the averagoe silo it was necessary to cut 13.6 acres of corn yiclding
47.5 bushels per nere.  This made a total of 646 bushels of corn in
the silo. The average quantity of fodder put into the silo was 104
tons, or 7.0 tons per acre. This is equivalent to the capacity of a
14-by-38-foot silo in which the silage has settled 5 feet. Since in
mnny of the silos some silage remained from the previous year, the
total tonnage fed from the average silo was somewhat move than
the quantity mentioned above.

The average length of time required to fill a silo approximutely
14 by 40 feet in size was 187 man-hours and 242 horse-hours. This
is equivalent to the lollowing erew shown in Table 11 which is typical
of Corn Belt conditions.

TanLe 11.—Typicael Corn Relt silo-filling crew

Nuni- l Nnm-
Num- | Num-§ ber of | N Num- | ber of
Qpemlion bor of | her of hnursi Ceration ber of | hours
wen | harges) per G harses | per
unit unft

l

Culting corn with binder_, " 20| Tramping in sila
Hauling fodder : } v 1t L5 o Feading silnto cutlera aenn.. 1
Londing wognns {estrs men) i 2 15 | Tending enplne . _ ... + {1

! The engineer wns usially hired witl tha engine.

It all of the labor used in filling the silo had been obtained by
exchange with neighbors it would have kept two men and a team busy
for two to three wecks. Usually, however, some of the labor was
hired by the day or obtained from neighbors who had no silos in
exchange for some other kind of work. The time of silo-filing usually
came when no other farm work except the preparation of ground for
winter wheat was pressing.

The cost of silage on the farms on which it was fed to beef cattle
was obtained for the last four years of the study. For'the three sea-
sons, 1920, 1921, and 1922, a detailed analysis of these costs can bo
made. In determining the cost of silage, charges for labor and
equipment and other items used in {illing the silo were added to the
value of corn in the field. The value of corn in the field was con-
sidered to be the farm price of corn minus the cost of husking, plus
nominal charge of about 81 an acre for the stalks  Wherever possible
the approximate capacity ol the silo was obtained by weighing samples
of silage as it was {ed to the steers.

The per ton costs of silage for the three feeding seasons 1921-1923
arc shown in Table 12.  In the average ton of silage there were more
than 6 bushels of corn ench year. The value of corn made up between
50 and 65 per eent of the total cost of silage. The varintion in the
ratio of filling costs to totul cost of silage may have had some effect on
the rmount of silage put up during the last three years of this study.
The cost of silo ﬁlhng in the fall of 1920 amounted to $2.44 per ton.
If it is nssumed that these filling costs were the same in 1918 and 1919,
when no cost datn were used {and it is reasonable to suppose that
they would not heve been any higher in those years), and if corn was
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worth about $1.35 per bushel in the field during those two years, the
filling costs would have mads up only 23 per cent of the total cost of
silage. In 1921 the filling cost had deercased to $1.95 per ton, but
with the price of corn at the low point of 33 cents per bushel it cost

practically as much to put the corn in the silo as it was worth in the
field.

Tasun 12,—Cost of silage per lon on cevlain farms in the Corn Bell, 1920-192¢2

IHem 20 21 1022
Number of recorts . oo et . 47 153 133
Corn s, e —————— hushels.. 6.2 8.1 61
Aunn Inbor_ .o — ligurs._. 1.9 L7 1.8
Horsy Inbor ... ool R [ L5 23

Price of corn per bushel. oo ..
Cost. of silugy, nper ton:

<1
2
&
8
&
g

BN L oot e ————— 33 01 3.40
Mnn abor, .70 Y .48
Lors tnlwr, .43 .28 .20
R L O - .07 .05 L0
Fuel ot eaas 08 .07 .06
Mo OIS e e i mmom o] .03 i .0l
Dreprecinliin al repoirs - e - - .70 N .G
Interest on equipoent ool oo . .43 .4l .42
Taotal . & Th 1.8 540
Costs other than carn L 1.06 1oL
Cost of siloge, without lotor wmd Juterest oo squipine 419 2,80 4.2

This docs not mean that silage is merely a substitute for corn,
for it also displaces a considerable amount of roughage. At the Pur-
due Upiversity Agricultural Experiment Station the average of
eight years of feeding trials showed a replacement of 4.6 bushels of
corn and 613 pounds of clover hay per ton of silage fed to 2-year-old
steers in a ration of shelled corn, cottonseed meal, clover hay, and
silage. as compared with a ration of shelied corn, cottonseed meal, and
clover hay. The average daily feed consumed by these steers weigh-
ing 983 pounds and fed the approved silage ration for an everage of
1538 days in the feeding trials was as follows: Shelled corn, 13.3
pounds; cottonseed meal, 2.8 pounds; clover hay, 3.2 pounds; and
silage, 27.4 pounds.

‘Lables 13 and 14 give summaries of the results obtrined by farmers
in Indians and Illinois when feeding different quantities of silage
and when feeding no silage. It will be noticed that farmers did not
feed ns large a quantity of protein supplement in any of the years as
wns fed at the experiment station in the experiment cited above.
This was no doubt due to the high price of cottonseed meal as com-
pared with corn, especially during the last three years of the study.
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TapLe 13.—Resulls of fecding silage o caitle of over Y50 pounds initial weight in
Hlinois and Indiana !

ILLINOIS

1018-19 1018-20

Eeavy siloge
Heavy silage
Light silage
Light silage

Number of droves .. ... {7
Initinl walght, ponnds._ ___ 0 ¢ 845
Days on farm _— s
Datly by, potnds ... L 1.78
Cost per ol guin, conts_ A IR
Parchase  prleo et 100
unly, dolbats, ... 0. 3 ok
Swle price per 100 poutsds,
dollnrs. . .. ...
Profil per Bomd, dolinrs
Lass per head, dollars.

g3

oo
~ b3
gy

B
LuBE

F23

"
3
=4

b
4

-
S B K =

Tratoln concentmtes. ..
Other conrentrates. .
Lagume hoy
Mixed hny
Nonleguinge hay.
Straw and stover

& D0 D O e 5

Bp, pr,
e
P e

Protuin concentrates...
Other mtes ...
Logunte tny.oocee. . -
Mixed hry .
Nonlegume boy.
Birsw nmd stover |

88,58

-
)

i T
2 418

INDIANA

»
&

1i18-19 1921-22

No ] Light !Tlenvy} No Ne | Light
stinge | siluge | silage | sflogo silngu

Numbar of droves [ 15
Inithy! weight, poitods

Dayson farma_ ..

Dally gain pounds..___.

Cost per pound gain, conts._ .
Purchiagy price per 100 poaads, doilarg__|
Snie price per LU0 pounds, dolnms. .
Profit per heml, dollwrs_ .. ...
Less por heasd, delior -

Dadly mtion:

Protein concentrates
Prepared feeds

Legume hay__ |

Mixod hoy__
MNonlegume bay...
Strow and stover. ., ..

Proteln conoenimies.
Prepared feads.
Legumo by,

Mixgd by, |
Nondegume hny. ., .
Straw nand stover oo

1,405

! Detntled results of feoding different rations may bo found In Tables 49 to 51,
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TABLE 13.—Results .offccegiﬂq sil

mge lo catile of over 750
Illinois and Indiena—Continue

INDIANA

J)mmds inttial weight in

Ttem

1522~

Bhock- earn records

1921-22 ! 1922-23

MWe | Light {Heavy
Bllnge | sllage | silnge

Liglt [i{envy| No | Light jITeavy
sllage | silnge | silsge | silage | silage

Number of droves. e
Initial weight, s oo

Duys nn frne. .. -

Daodly g, oIS, oo e
Cosl per pestrud gadn, cenle. R
Tureliasn price per 100 pounds, dollors,

Snde prive per 16 peuds, dotlono
Trofib per k), ol e e e e e
LTawzz por head, dollnrs, ——-

Proteln concentrutea

Progared feods, e
Lagume hay, .o
by R T LT
Nonlegume Iy ..o aaiaaiao

Straw abil SEOVET e v
S]] T I
Food por 100 pounds gnin:

[ U

Prowin coneuntrnles. oo oavasamn.-
Prepared feeds

Togime ny o i emmmas

Aixed ny__

Nonlegie hay .

3 PR N ORI PR

e 3

H N 1.2 -4 ]

1 .2 L0 .0 .4

4 .3 [ N RPN
0.1 L8] laG) 134 il. 4
Boj %0 ... 140 30

1,118 B20 | 1,327 | 1,148 | 1,009
17 [ 3 [ R,

- . 15

33 o0 5 20 44

5 1l 43 a 15

2 17 & cem
513 270 39 6460 559
B8 | 1, 800 |oeeeaan G 1, 569

TapLe 14.—Resuits of feeding silage lo eatlle of 750 pounds or less initial weight

in Fllinois end Indiana?

. ILLINOIS
1018-19 1921-22 1972~
B z,
Item No | Light Uravy| Mo i Light {Tisavy| heavy
silnge| silnge silage | silagej silage | silogoe | stloge
Numher af droves. . oeo e o 2 15 15 9
Inltinl wekght, pounds ———— 4 671 631
RN T iy |) R [ 17 161 164
Daity galn, ponds. o oo e 1.89 1,56 1.5
CosL per ponmd galn, cents. ... 2.0 13.0 15,2
Purehnse prica per 00 pounds, dollars. 50 4. 30 6.13
Suln prico 51.-7 100 pauzls, dollers_ .. i3. 46 7.58 B. 82
Profit (er hewd, dodlprs, . oo - . 207 ..
Lass per head, dollars. v oeee e 17.20 . N
D:-.il[); ration: L, Lhs. | Lbs.
LT | ARSI s 5.8 8.9 7.0
T'roteln concentrates 1.2 .1 4
Olher roneontretes. .2 - vaam
Leguino hny 21 1.3 3.t
S L £ I PRI R 3.1 1.5 1.2
Wonlegume hn, .3 - I I,
Siraw niud stove oA .4 .3
L0 1T PP, 36.0 35,0 24.Q
Foed per 100 pound
Gradni..... msmmmmmwrmae—a—smmmn|em e 345 550 449
Protein coneentrles. oo e e e faanann 7l 0
QLo eoneenITates . . e 12 fomeee| 15 M| B oo |emieann
TRRUME BAY oo cccmmr e r o san]mm e es 125 82 109
b LT LI PRSP, PP 185 ™ i
Nonlegume hay 18 12 |eeacas
Straw and stover_ by | 24 10
Sllage....._. AR FO 3,143 ] 2,201 | L, 538

t Dotatled results of feecling different ratfons may be found §n Tables 49 and 51,

3
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TaBLE 14 —Resulls of feeding silage lo caltle af 750 pounds or less initial weight
: in Iliinois and Indiana—Continued

INDIANA

1018-19 1510-20 1021-22 1672-23

Light [Heavy| No | Light [Honvy) No | Light x| No |Heavy
silago | sllage | silage| silage | sitape | sthys| silige silnpe| stlnge

Number of droves..

Inftiol welght, poun

Dnys on fnrtm

Daily galn, pounds, __ -

Coast per patnd poin, cents.

Purchase price per 100 potnds,
L5 L 1L R

Snle price per 100 ponncls, dollyrs.

Proflt per head, dollaes

Looss per head, dollars. .. ___.

Dnl]g; ratien:

Twin
Frotoln contentrites. .
Prepured feads. ... ..
Tepume hny -
Mixedl hiny
Nonlegume hay
Siw end stover

Feail peﬁ 108 pounds g

Trotein concentrales
Prapnrod feeds
Jepune hny
Mlixed hay
MWonlggume hny
Stoaw and stove
Silngo

Farmers fed considerably more silage per head per day than is usu-
ally considered good practice, as indicated by the large proportion
of heavy silage records,  Aside from the group that fed large quenti-
ties of shock corn, they did not feed quite as much grain per day in
connection with their silage ration as did the experiment station.

The dry rcughage in Indiana consisted principally of corn stover
and the quantivy of legume hay fed was hegligible. In Illinois much
more hay was fed especially in the nonsilage ration and a much larger
proportion of it was legume hay, The kind and quantity of hay avail-
able for feeding cattle is probably the most important factor in deter-
mining the place of corn silage and protein supplements in the fatten-
ing ration for beef cattle in the Corn Belt.

Tn Indiana, the silage-fed cattle of more than 750 pounds initial
weight, gained more rapidly than those with a nonsilage ration whose
principal roughage was corn stover. In the Hlinois distriet in three
out of the four If-}eeding seasons under consideration the steers that
received a nonsilage ration consisting principally of shelled corn and
legume hay made more rapid gains than thosa that received eithor a
light or & heavy silage ration. In cost per pound of gain and net
returns per head, the corn and hay ration in Ilinois and the shock-
corn ration in Indiana were more advantageous than the silage rations
when charged at farm prices prevailing for feed during the period of
study. In both districts, using the heavy silage ration gave a higher
cost of gain and a lower net return per head than did using the light
silage ration in nearly all instances,




FAITENING BEEF CATTLE IN THE CORN BELT 35

A much larger proportion of the cattle weighing less than 750
pounds when purchased than of the steers that weighed more than
750 pounds was fed silage. In Indiane, 53 out of 57 droves of cattlo
thet weighed less than 750 pounds, and 64 out of 69 droves of like
weight in Illinois, reccived a silage ration. This is evidence of the
opinion of feeders that silage is an especially valuable feed for light
cattle. A comparison of the rate of gain of lightweight steers fed a
heavy silage ration nnd the rate of gain of those fed a light silage ra-
tion showed no consistent difference. For steers weighing over 750
pounds a light silege ration was more advantageous than a heavy
silago ration in cost of gain and net return.

The fret that farmers persist in using a silage ration when these
cost figures show, in the same district, a lower cost per pound of gain
and hicher nes return per head if some other ration is used, indicates
that all the reasons for the extensive use of & ration can not be ex-
plained by limited cost data. Corn silage is a very dependable source
of roughage, and in districts where winter-killing, dry summers, and
acid soils make the growing of clover hazardous, the use of corn silage
is often a nccessity to the cattle feeder. In seasons when corn does
not mature on acecount of early frosts or unfavorable weather condi-
tions, the silo is valuable in conserving the grein as well as in changing
the stalk into o palatable feed. Even in the averago scason, when
" mosb of the corn matures, the {armer can cut his latest maturing corn
and minimize the possible damage from frost.

The oreanization of the farm influences the quantity of silege used
in cattle ?eeding. As a rule the number of cattle that can be fed for
market is limited by the quantity of roughage available. Shelled
corn can nearly always be purchased from other farms, but the buy-
ing of hay is usually expensive and inconvenient. Henee, the silo has
an especially important place on farms whero more roughage is needed
than can be supplied as hay. A feeder who makes & specialty of feed-
ing eattle in large numbers throughout the year is more likely to use
silage than the feeder who handles only 20 to 25 head. The number
of cattle per drove in the different districts and the number in the
weight classes is shown in Tables 34 and 35.

Soma feeders buy low-grade cattle in the fall, when such cattle are
cheap in comparison with other grades and, after giving them &
heavy silage ration with little corn, sell them in the spring, when such
cattle sell to better advantage than at any other time of the year.
Inasmuch as the feeders do not try to get a high finish on these cattle
it seems that corn silage might well have an even greater place in the
feeding of these low-grade cattle than it has in the feeding of higher
grade steers.

The best time to use the silage in the fattening of beef cattle that
are to be highly finished is during the first part of the feeding period,
when large quantitics of roughage can be used to greatest advantage.
During t e(}ast half of the feeding period, a full feed of grain should
be given in conjunction with the s:}afe in order that a better gain and
finish on the cattle may be obtained.. In composition, corn silage is
deficient in protein; therefore to make the best use of the feed and
obtain faster gains and & smoother finish, a protein concentrate
should be fed to balance the ration, provided the cost per ton is not
so high that the advantege of using 1t would be questionable.
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PFLACE OF BHOCK CORN IN THE BEEF-CATTLE RATION

The feeding of shock corn in a strictly dry-lot ration was usual in
certain sections of Indiana. It was also rather usual in central
Missouri, where a large proportion of the cattle to be fed were carried
through the winter to be fattened while on grass the following summer,

The greatest use of shock-corn feeding is found where there is a
Yack of other roughage. In some districts where there is considerable
risk in growing clover, shock cora fills the need for some dry roughage,
as o supplement to silage. In other districts where it is possible to

row clover regularly in the rotation, the clover is used principally
or pasturing hogs and cattle so that but little hay is available for
use in winter feeding. Some feeders, who usually depend upon o
corn and hay ration, cut shock corn nnly when weather conditions
have reduced the hay crop. In some cases feeders utilize their silage
during the carly spring and summer in connection with feeding on
grass and use shock corn for roughage during the fall and winter.

Shock-corn feeding also has an important place on farms where
constderably more corn is fed to livestock than is produced on the
farm. In these cases, which are very common in cattle-feeding
communitics, it may be necessary to utilize all available hay, silage,
and shock corn to furnish the roughage that is necessary when a large
proportion of purchased corn is used.

Another advantage of both shock corn and silage feeding is that -
the ground can be cleared for seeding winter wheat and a much
better seed bed obtained than if the seed were drilled in the standing
corn. Kollowing corn with wheat is a common practice in districts
where oats are a less profitable crop in the rotation than wheat.

Where shock corn is to be fed almost exclusively it is well to bear
in mind that feeders of 800 pounds and over make better use of this
feed than do lighter cattle. Its greatest feeding value is realized
during the fall and early winter, before it has detertorated mueh from
weathering. When fed in the feed lot the uneaten stalks make good
bedding and help considersbly in keeping the lot dry.

The principal disadvantage of shock-corn feeding is the large
amount of labor involved in hauling in the fodder from the field,
often in a snowy and frozen condition, and in hauling cut the manure
containing the long cornstalks. Some farmers have overcome this
obicction by feeding the shock corn in the pastures or by allowing the
stailts to rot before hauling them out of the feed lot.

FATTENING ON GRASS

In the Missouri district, 59 per cent of the cattle fed were fattened
while on grass. Less than 8 per cent of the cattle fed in any of the
other districts were handled in this way. (Table 5.) About four-
fifths of the cattle that were fattened on grass in the Missouri dis-
trict were bought during the previous fall and carried through the
winter on shock corn, hay, corn silage, and stalk pasture, The other
onc-fifth was bought in the spring and was turned directly out on

rass. -
. With a large acreage of good pasture and a considerable quantity
of corn, it is evident that tﬁe Missouri district is well adapied to the
Tattening of beef cattle. Since most of the feeder cattle come on the
market during the fall and can be bought cheaper at that time than
in the spring and since a large quantity of cheap roughage is available .
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in the district, the practice of carrying feeders through the winter to
i(' aPtitcn 0{{1 graeis during the following summer has beceme very common.

.2, fig. 1,

The question naturally arises as to the most desirable weight of
feeder cattle to be handled in this way. Calves are too small to be
carried through the winter on coarse roughages, and unless they are
given o full feed of grain they do not show enough finish to be free
Trom market compatition with grass-fat cattle when sold in the late
summer or carly fall.

Table 15 shows the results of carrying cattle through the winter and
feeding them out on grass the next summer, In this table all feeder
cattle that weighed over 900 peunds are called heavy, and all those
that weizhed from 501 to 900 pounds are classified as medium. The
table shows that the feeder cattle weighing from 501 to 900 pounds
when purchased made a greater daily gain, required less feed per unit
of guin, and in all cases made o greater return, per head and per
bushel of corn fed, than did the heavier steors. The smaller daily
gain and tlie consequent greater feed requirement per unit of gain, in
the cattle weighing over 900 pounds as feeders, is explained by the
fact that they alrendy had their growth and any gain that they made
had to bo made by fattening. Their greater weight at time of pur-
chase was responsible for a part of their greater feed requirement.

TanLe 15.—Results of feeding heavy and medium-weight caltle thel were winlered
and fatlened on grass the next summer

Avernge of twol Avernge of two
years 1919 npd 1921 years 1922 nod
14920 1023
Madi- Afedi- D~
item um- | Heavy| wug- | Heavy | um- | Benvy
witlght | catile | weight | enttlo | welght | catlle
cattle | fover | cattle | {over | enttle | {over
(501 Le P00 (501 to Lo (501 to 900
V00 ‘pounds)) W00 [pounds)) 000 {pounds)
o) potnds) polnds)
MNumber of flrases..... 47 14 34 x TH 30
Nuntnher of tubtlo. . . e m—————e 2,3 62| La27| 1,562 | 4,543 2,378
Initind welght per hend IR T4l HE TR 250 Te0 it}
ST A Wk e oo e e an a 06 371 A50 305 kP
DI FSE ON BN e oo mmmme . 200 2 253 25 200 261
Averagy dandly BN ool JNE . - Y L1l 1.43 1,30 1.38 1,25
Foed por 100 pounds gatn:
Omin, 1 la. .. P . 415 410 G306 740 66l 73
Proteln concentomles, potnds 43 7] 35 52 a8 1
Molisses and propartid feeds, pourn n 2 3 1%
Taune hny, pownds N T2 20 114 149 114 125
Mized by, pounds 50 a8 4] 4 m
Strvw nnd stover, pounds. oo 173 por) 163 o 2l 284
Silnge, oGS - o oo e aimamaem——— 470 819 az 597 179 88
Pusturo, doys. . mmmmmrmmresmmmmm ] 47 50 15 48 44 48
Datis. | Dulia Ii%i'lis'.' Dgllgi 121)?11&3 Dcl';hﬁjf
Food cost per 100 pounds galn oo oo 17.40 | 21 H 5] 11 . X
Initinl coaﬁwr hcé\ti ...... % ............................ .33 9239 ] oLli| BO.23 | 4815 57. 44
Fepd cost per heado. . m—— . 5400 | 03.03 | 45380 47.82 | 4203 44.73
Qiher miscellaneons cosbs . oo e aimimcearmamaear 1,40 | 13,73 F 1147 1L43 .08 .11
Totul cost per heatl. .. 137,72 | 16915 | 117,00 | 138,53 | 90.48 ; 110.28
Munure and pork credlts 10,25 8,30 822 8. 55 7.08 8.32
Mt cost per head.. 197, 465 | 102,70 | 109.08 | 130,08 | B3 9-(_} 101, 30
Snlo price per hewd.. ... T r3aar | 16232 | 83.20 | 9735 | 04.47 | 109.48
Profit per fel....... 6.9 | 0.67 7.62
Loss por hemd A4 2048} W [meoeiemnen
Initinl cost por 100 POUNIS. . oo e caima e s 9,62 0.7 7.81 8.37 6.0t 8,13
Sala price per 100 ponnds,_ __ - 1277 | 13.38 7.21 7.39 8745 a7
MINrgin necessury (0 brenk Bven oo ..eececemanomen 240 347 1.69 1.5 L8 L.04
MRrgin eertvet o e aee 315 36| —6| —08 08 5
Roturned per bushel of eorn fed o] 1,75 L43 | ~— 05 =13 i) B34
Farm pries of corn pet Bushe) .o oo e aaaa ] L. 45 L 45 .58 58 Nir) .07
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Inasmuch gs the winter ration most commonly used in this district
does not often contain enough grain to be very fatiening, heavy
feedor catile often go to pasture in the spring weighing very little
more than when they were bought in the fall. Lighter cattle, on the
other hand, grow out very well when fed on hay or silage and siover
with little corn during the winter, and are ready to be fattened with a
liberal feed of corn while on grass the following summer. In this
way they go to market ot a time when there are not many corn-fed
catile Icaving the feed lots, and they are sold at & premium above the
price paid for grass-fat cattle without the corn finish,

To liave made the samo amount of money per head from the heavier
steers &s from the medium-weight cattle, it would have been necessary
to bave bought the heavier steers for about 80 cents less per 100
pounds in 1919 and 1920 than was actually paid for them. To have
made the same return per head as was made by the medium-weight
steers, it would have been necessary to have peid 75 cents per 100
pounds less for the heavier feeders in 1921 and 23 cents per 100
pounds less in 1922 and 1923 than was actually paid for them. The
hesvy cattle might have made a better showing if they had been fed
ouf with considerable grain in dry lot during the winter over & shorter
feeding period, but this study indicates that medium-weight feeders
are better adapted o being carried through the winter for fattening
on grass than are steers weighing over 900 pounds when bought.

There is considerable vanation in the details of the usual system
of wintering cattle to be fed out on grass the following summer.
Some cattle are “roughed’ through the winter very cheaply on
stalkk pasture, hay, ar‘:f stover, whereas others receive a substantial
grain ration during the winter. There is also a difference in the
quentity of grain fed to cattle after they sre turned on pasture;
some are fed liberally, wherens others receive little or no corn during
the pasturc pertod. Although there are several gradations in these
two variables—the quantity of corz fed during the winter season
and the quantity fed while on passture—an effort has been made in
Table 16 to compare two fairly well-defined methods of wintering
and fattening cattle in west-central Missouri. One of these methods
consists of roughing the catile through the winter on cheap roughages
and feeding them liberally on grain while on grass the next summer.
The other method uses little or no corn whila the cattie are on
pusture., Cattle handled in this way are called ‘“‘well wintered.”
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TanLe 18, —Resulls of feeding medivum-weight caltle (761 to 1,000 pouwnds) by dif-
Jerent methods, in the Missourt district, in 1828 and 1928

Woll- Well- .
wintared | ¥ mter- wintered w'“f‘“
roughsd 1 roughed

catila cnltla cattlo cottls
Egiégfsg corn-fad 2:]115&1{"3; carn-lod
on 1 B on

r{;"gr]]i]'; summer t‘l';"mlr'f‘a suniner

corn | Pasture corn | Pasturo

MNumbor of drovis 0 0 Doltars | Dollars
Numbor of entlle 430
Initinl  welght
pounds B33
Goin in welgl
pounds..... 200 Total eost por head ...
Duys on fanin 03 Manure nni pork eredits_
Avarngs dnily guln, poutuls...| 1 . Nt cost por boad
Frod, por head— Nat sale price, at form
Graln (shelod-corn Lnsis), Profit per hend
busbuls Initind cost per 100 pounds . __
Protoin Sodo price por 100 pounds.
poundy Moergin racpivod
Molnsses  and  propured Margin necossary to breuk evan
fouds, pounds Return per bushe! of sorn-led__
Tagumo hay, patind: Farm prico of eorn por buashel. .
Mixed huy, 205 Prica of sliago por ton.
Straw and sipvoer, pounds. Priee of hogs per 100 pounds...
Shlnge, pounds
Tasture, days

LEI2BEEE

Although these well-wintered cattle received 5 bushels more corn
per head during the winter than the cheaply wintered cattle wera
given during the whole time they were on the farm their rate of
gain was slower than that of the steers which were wintered cheaply
and received a liberal feed of corn on grass. On this account the
cost of gain on the well-wintered cattle was greater, and they required
62 cents more margin' than the winter-roughed cattle. They
actually received o margin of 32 cents per 100 pounds less than the
other group. In this cese the winter-roughed steers returned 37
cents more per bushel of corn fed to them than did the cattle that
received little or no corn during the pasture season.

This would tend to substantinte the claim of many cattle feeders
that it is not often advisable to pasture cattle on grass without corn
after they have reccived considerable corn in their winter ration.
In certain instances, steers actually lost weight for one or two months
after being turned on grass when this practice was followed. Tt
seems, therefore, that it would be more satisfactory to winter the
cattle economically with roughages, thus saving the corn for sum-
mer feeding on grass, or, after bringing them out of the winter in
good shape, to continue the feeding of grain until the cattle are
marketed.

To determine if this were true four groups of cattle that were fed
during the seasons of 1919-20 and 1922-23 are compared in Table 17.
One comparison may be made for the first two years of the study,
when prices were on a high level, and another for the last two years,
when lower prices prevailed. All four groups of cattle, during both
perieds, were well wintered, with considerable corn and silege in their
ration, until the grass was ready for pasturing in the spring. After
this time one group received very little or no other feed when on grass,
whereas the other group was finished with corn during the whole
pasture period.

1 Margin |5 the difference between the purchase price and the sale price, pet 100 pounds,
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Tanie 17.—Results of feeding medium-weight steers well wintered, with and with-
out corn while on summer pasture

Averape ol two years, | Average of two years,
1919 and 1620 1022 and 1923

Cattla | Cattla
Cattle fin- | finished [ Cattla fin- | finished
ishad on Ol grass Ished on On grasg
with | with corn | gross with | with corn
little or ng | throughont| little or no | throughout
other feed | posture | other fead pnstjuaa
perio

Number of droves
Numnbar of enttla -
Initin] weight per head, pounds
Gein in weight per hoad, pounds___.
Dayson furtm. ..
Averngo daily goin, pounds
Fecd per head:
Qrnin {shelled-corn basis), bushels
Protein concentrates, potinds_ . ______
Maolnsses nnd prepared feeds, pounds
Legumoe hay, pounds y
Mixed hay, pounds___
Strow nnd stover, pounds
Silnge, pounds. .
Posture, duys.

ot cost per 100 pounds gain _
Initinl cost per head
Fend cost per head._ ____.
Other miscellaneous costs
Total cost per head -
Munure angd pork credils per hepd
Net cest por head

Met sale price ab farm .
Trofit per head ...
Laoss par hand
Initinl cost per 100 pounds
Sale price per 100 pounds_
Murgin received
Margin necessury to break aven
Return per bushel of gorn fod
Furm price of corn per bushel . . .
Prico of sllage Per ton

Price of hogs per 100 pounds.

R bt ot ek a3 (3
CEL
2za08nIg

[y
o, e

In 1919 rnd 1920 the group that was given corn while on grass gained
320 pounds per head in 227 days whereas the cattle pastured on grass
without corn gained 259 pounds in 254 days. Therefore the cattle
that were corn-fed while on grass gained 61 pounds more per head
then did the cattle pastured without grain, during a pasture period
27 days shorter than the pasture period of the cattle that wers not
fed grain. The corn-finished steers were fed 11 bushels more corn
per steer than the grass-finished cattle. The quentity of roughage
used by the two groups was practically the same although the corn-
finished steers recetved somewhat less silage ard received more dry
roughage than did the group which was finished on grass with little
or no other feed. The feed cost of 100 pounds gein was $2.06 less
for the corn-finished steers at a time when the price of corn was high
in comparison with the price of other feeds.

With a greater daily gain and a lower cost per unit of gain, the
corn-finished cattle required & margin over the purchase price per
100 pounds, smaller by 77 cents than that necessary for the other
group. Actually they sold at a premium of 79 cents per 100 pounds
above the margin received by the cattle finished on grass without
corn. Expressed in terms of the amount returned per bushel of corn
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fed, the corn-finished steers paid $1.47 for each bushel of corn given
to them, whereas those finished on grass alone returned 68 cents per
bushel for their winter corn, at a time when the farm price of corn
was $1.45 per bushel.

The same comparisors may be made with the cattle that were fed
during the last two ycars of the study. With corn cheaper than in
1919 and 1920 it was probably even more important to feed corn to
steers that were being fattened on grass. As was the case in the first
two years, the steers that received corn during the whole pasture
period made a greater daily gain at a lower cost per pound, required
a smaller margin over the purchase price per hundredweight, and sold
&t a margin greater than that received for the steers which were
finished on grass alone. The difference in returns amounted to
$12.94 per head.

This study indicates thet when cattle have once received con-
siderable corn in their ration, it is more economical to continue the
feeding of corn while the cattle are on grass even though corn is
relatively high in price. Table 16 indicates that with a limited
amount of corn available, it is better to winter the steers as cheaply -
es possible and save the corn for feeding on grass than to feed them
well on grain during the winter and then turn them out to pasture
and give them no more grain.

Another fairly common method of handling cattle that are fattened
on grass is to winter them well, then to withhold grain while the grass
is good in the spring, and to finish them with a heavy feed of corn
during the last few weeks before selling. (Table 18.) The cattle
that were fed in this way sold at & wider margin over the purchase
price and returned 11 cents more per bushel of corn fed than did the
well-wintered steers which received little or no corn on pasture. But
the withholding of grain in the spring lowered their rate of gain and
thereby increased the cost of gain to the point that they were not
nenrly so profitable as the steers which were fed corn during the whole
pasture period.

On many farms in the Missouri district 2 considerable quantity of
molasses and molasses feeds is ordinarily fed to steers that are being
fattened on grass. Tablo 18 shows that corn and molasses or molasses
feed, when fed during the whole pasture peried, proved to be almost as
profitable as corn alone on grass. The steers that received corn and
molasses on grass made slower and more expensive gains, but they
brought a wider margin over the purchase price because of an advan-
tage of 98 cents per 100 pounds in sale price. This would indicate
a somewhat smoother finish on the molasses-fed steers. The fact
that the molasses-fed steers cost 64 cents more per 100 pounds when
bought may suggest that they were better quality steers and sold at
a higher price for this reason. Feeding experiments indicate that
molasses can be used advantageously to replace corn when its price
per pound is as low as that of corn! Molasses feed mixtures are
worth more per pound for feeding catile than corn when they contain
a considerable proportion of concentrated protein and a small pro-
portion of low-grade roughage.

* Evvanp, I. MY, and CULBERTSON, G, C. CANE YEHSUS DEET MOLASSES FOR FATTEXING 2-TEAR-OLD
BTZERY, 120 bAYS, Iown Agr. Expt. Sto. (Prelim. Rpt.], 5. [M Imeographed.}

CULRENTION, C, C., SUART, L. B., and Buuxs, 1t. . CANE VERBUA BEET MOLASSES FOR FATIENING
2-YEAR-OLD STEE#S, lowa Agr, Expt. Sta, [Pruli'.m. Rpt.), 2 p. [Mimoographed.]
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TanLe 18.—Resulls of feeding medium-weight and heavy cattle by different methods,
1822 and 1928

Medinm-weight eattls, 751 ta 1,000 pounds

Well-wintered

Finished
Finished | Finished | on Finiched
d on grass wit corn o Bought mh cPrlm;
with corn|  an finishe
Hitle or through- | molosses ET‘-‘LS! with  corn
noother{ , Ut [ through- throughout pas
feed prsiure out . ture period
period - pasture
period

Wumber of droves
Number of cattls_.
pitinl weight }mr I
Gain  in  welght pcr head,
pounds
IA)II}S on rlurrln : i
vornge daily gain, pounds ...
Feed, per head
Cirnin  shelled-corn besis,
bushala .
FProtein concentrntes,
pounds
Molnsses and  prepared
feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds
Mixed hay, pounds. ...
Straw and stover, pound.'s.-
Silage, pounds
TPasture, doys

Doilars Dollars
Ket cost per 100 pounds gain . 14,78 X 13.15 4,17
Inflinl cost per hemel. oo o] . 54.32 5 58, ¥R 18,07
Feed cost per hewd . . A -i?. 71 . 47.00
Qther costs per head
Total cost per head. o
Mnnum and pork ¢
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Nut cost per hend

Sulg price per head

Proiit per ead ____
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Farm pries of corn per bushel...
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2Bgo B
SBhe

R, mepRel =
38525835

ok
TSIEBIEL
oIIRL2BS
W Erem,
gEaaadene

meh,
we,

The results of feeding, on Missouri farms, twe groups of steers which
were bought in the spring and fattened on grass pasture are also
shown in Table 18. The small quantity of dry roughage found in
their requirements was that fed to some droves which were bought
some time before the grass was ready for pasturing in the spring.
The medium-weight group was fed more heavily than the large eattle
and gained somewhat more rapidly, but neither group made as great o
return. as did the cattle bought the previous fall. The cattle pur-
chased in the spring gained much faster and probably more econom-
ically because pasture made up a larger proportion of their feed cost
and because they did not need to be wintered, but their purchase
price per pound was higher than that of the cattle purchased in the
fall, and their sale price indicates that they were cattle of poor quality
or that they were very thin when bought. Although they made
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cheaper and more rapid gains, they brought such a narrow margin
over the purchase price that they were less profitable than the fall-
purchased steers. Unless insufficient feed is available for wintering
cattls, it is probably better to buy during the fall a higher grade of
steers at & little lower price per pound than can be bought the following
spring for fattening on grass. .

RESULTS OF FATTENING CATYLE OF DIFFERENT WEIGHTS

Teeders arc much interested in the problem of deciding what weight
feeder cattle to buy. Although the larger number of the cattle Iat-
tened in the Corn Belt weigh between 751 and 1,000 pounds when
bought and most of the feeders available for fattening are between
these weights, yet the farmer has the choice of buying calves and
yearlings that weigh 750 pounds or less or heavy feeders weighing
more than 1,000 pounds. The adaptability of various weights of
cattle to different rations has already been mentioned. Factors other
than rations will now be considered with respect to the way in which
they influence the choice of feeder cattle of a certain weight. Among
these [nctors, which vary with the weight of cattle, are the cost and
ratc of gain, the quantity of feed required per unit of gain, the kind of
feed used, purchase price of the feeder animal per 100 pounds and
per head, the length of time on the farm, quantity of pork produced,
and the returns as influenced by these o(l'}hcr factors, together with
muriet conditions at & given time.

Onc of the most striking differences in the performances of feeder
cattle of different weights in the feed lot is in the quantity of feed
consumed. The average daily ration of all the heavy steers in this
study which received 2 corn and legume-hay ration in dry-lot feeding
was 22.4 pounds of grain and 9.8 pounds of hay. The other classes
of cattle that were fed the sume ration consumed the following quan-
titics per day: Medium-weight cattle, 19.2 pounds of grain and 8.9
pounds of hay; yearlings, 17.6 pounds of grain and 8 pounds of hay;
calves, 13.3 pounds of grain and 6.2 pounds of hay. These figures
are typical of the differences in the quantity of feed used daily by
steers of different weights when any other ration is considered.

The hesvy steers made the greatest average daily gain, but this
advantage was not enough to offset the larger quantity of feed con-
sumed per day. This is emphasized in Table 19, which gives the
average quantities of feed required per 100 pounds of gain in each
distriot studied. The saving in grain consumed by the lighter-weight
cattle as compared with the heavier steers was relatively greater than
the saving of roughage. This is also shown in Table 20, in which the
feed requirements for the four weight groups of dry-lot cattle are
expressed in feed units of concentraies, dry roughage, and silage. To
produce & given amount of gain, celves required only 64 per cent ds
many feed units as did heavy steers. Gain on yearlings was produced
with 75 per cent &s much feed and on medium-weight feeders with 87
per cent as much feed as was necessary for heavy cattle. The average
feed requirement of 92 droves of heavy cattle that were getting a
corn and legume-hey retion in dry lot was 9.6 pounds of eorn and 4.2
pounds of hay for each pound of gain. Medium-weight cattle that
were getting the same ration required 8.8 poundsof grain and 4 pounds
of hay to produce & poundof beef. For yearlings, 8.5 pounds of grain
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and 3.9 pounds of hay were necessary for s pound of gein, end for
calvés only 7.2 pounds of grain and 3.3 pounds of hay were required
to produce & pound of gain.

TasLe 19.—Basie requirements of feed and labor and feed-lot by-products in making
100 pounds gain on catile of various weights, 1915-1923

Fyod

Inltial Pre-
District and woight group walght Pro- | pured
. of cattl toin fegds
concen-| umd
Lrates | molns-
58

Mebmiskn: Pounds| Poundaj Paunds Pounds) Pounds| Pounds| Pounds
iHenvy eattlo 5 1,066 272 . 21 034 2 5 402
Moclun: weight eattlo. .. 831 285 875
Yonriings 358 695
7 &5

Lown:

Tlenvy enttio 1,01
Medlum wolght cartiv._ 87 873
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Huavy entilo, X
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i Tho detalls of daliy gain according to welght classes und districls are shown in ‘Tabies 39, 31, und 92,
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TasLe 20.—Feed units required to produce (00 pounds gain on catile fed in dry lot,
1215-1923

Percent-
age of
1;;’;3[ requira-
units ! monts
for henvy
cattle

Woight group rotlt?gggo

Heavy caltlo 1, 108 L 7 1,330
Medium-wolght eattio 841 168 1,180
Yonriuga. . ___ . i) 1%

1,002
082 ¥ 857

¥ After due conslduristbon of tio snalysca of these foels nmd of tho valies given to thom in varloos fesling
stundards, thoy wara pnt oo p upit bosis ug follows:

IR Ei 111 I | R, 1.00 unit 1 pound mixed hay e ceeaeaaaa 0. 35 nalt
! potindd protoin eoncenirsto, . _o- L0 units | 1 pound stover amncd straw .. 25 unit
| poundl i)mi)llrl}{i feetl .e- LiGuniis | I ponnd cornsilage. oo L usit
1 pound deguum Bay e .45 umit

The striking difference in the quantities of feed required to produce
100 pounds of gain on cattle of different weights s also shown in
Figure 13. All feeds that were given to cattle handled according
to the dry-lot and fall-pasture methods, during the last threc years
of the study, were reduced to feed units. The increase in the quen-
tity of feed required to produce gain was rather regular except in the

FEED UNITS l

ALL CATTLE FALL PASTURED
AND DRY LOT FED
Carn N Unide
Protemn ey
Prepared Feed » Lt * /
Maltaszes L2

rced Hag L L
Llegume Hoy & sz o
Strgm-Staver v 1%
Stiege LI
Poature Ooy 2500 " /

P

-

a0

ITIAL 301-400 401-500 50I-500 6QI-700 70100 801900 90I-LG00 LOGI-LIGG LIOI.208 OVER 1.200

aé‘é’o?fns Iy &0 &8 98 181 233 242 5% a2 10
Fl6. 13.—FEED UNITSPER 100 POUNDS GAéN ON_CORN-FED CATTLE OF DIFFERENT
WEiaHTS, 192(-1823

Larger eattle require more fecd to put on galn,

case of the cattle weighing over 1,200 pounds when bought. Only
a small number of droves were in this class.

It would not be expected that & typical growth curve could be
drawn from the feed requirements per unit of gain as found in this
study because the feed requirements for growing ard for {attening
cattle to o given weight are usually different. Moreover, the heavier
weights of {eeder cattle are usualty fed during a short period and, if
they are thin when bought, are capable of very rapid daily gains,



http:requiremen.ts

46 TECHNICAL BULLETIN 23, U, 8. DEPT. JOF AGRICULTURE

which cause their feed requirements per unit of gain to be consider-
ably lower than would be the case if a continous record of their per-
formanco since they were calves wore available. Heavy cattle may
be fattened in a much shorter feeding period than lighter steers because
they already have their prowth and fatten more easily.

The average length of time that the heavy cattle in the districts
studied were on the farm was a little more than four months. Me-
dium-weight cattle were usually on the farm for about six months.
The average length of time on the farm for yearlings was almost
seven months and for ealves a little over seven months. (Table 40.)

On account of tho longer feeding period required to fatten light-
weight cattio there was less difference in the quantity of feed con-
sumed per head by calves and that consumed by heavy cattle than
might be expected. The average quantity of corn per animal for
ali that received s corn and hay ration in dry lot was 48 bushels for
heavy cattle, 49 bushels for medium-weight steers, 47 bushels for

earlings, and 44 bushels for calves. With theso quantities of corn,

owever, the calves put on 329 pounds of gain, while the yenrlings
gained 298 pounds, the medium-weight cattle 285 pounds, and the
heuvy steers 262 pounds. The gain which feeders put on celves is
ordinarily about 75 pounds greater than the ususal gain put on heavy
steers.”

Although henvy cattle require more feed per day and per unit of
gain than do cattle which are lighter in weight. they also have a
Ereat-cr pork credit. The quantity of pork produced behind cattle

cpends upon the quantity of corn fed, the form in which it is fed,
and the size of the cattle. Where ground corn or shelled corn is
fed there is less feed for the hogs following steers than where ear corn
or fodder corn is given, because there is less waste at the bunk and
the corn is more completely digested when fed as ground corn. For
light-weight cnttle the corn is usually sliced or shelled, but for heavier
feeders the ears are only broken. (Table 36.) This explains the
smaller quantity of pork produced in feeding the lighter weights of
steers.

In this study, heavy and medium-weight cattle had a credit of
31.3 pounds of pork with each 100 pounds of gain as compared with
25.3 pounds for yearlings and 19.2 pounds for calves.

The advantage of heavy cattle in the quantity of pork by-product
was not sufficient to offset their greater feed requirernent per unit
of gain. Tor all the eattle in this study whose basic ration was corn
nnd hay in dry lot, the quantity of beef and pork produced per bushel
of corn fed to cattle was as follows: _

Ponnds of Pounds of

Pounds of Pounds of

L*Inas of eattle ork behind Clnss of caltle ork be-
beot P ealtle i heet hlnd eattls

Heavy cattle 545 L71 | Yearlings. 0.3 I 60
Medium-welght cattlo .| 5. 81 1.82 [i {"alves \ 1. 44

The net cost of 100 pounds of gain sums up the advantages of
each class of cattle in the quantity of feed consumed, the quantity
of pork produced, and the rate of gain. In each year of the study
the calves had the lowest cost of gain of any group. Heavy cattle
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had the highest cost of gain in each year except in 1919, when 6 of
the 13 droves fed wore fattened largely on grass in Missouri. The
net cost of gain on calves was usually from 65 to 80 per cent of that
on heavy cattle.

The purchase price per 100 pounds of heavy cattle is usually
higher than for feceders of any other weight. This is explained by
the fact that they are usually in better condition and may be finished
within a short feeding perioc{wit.hout, 2 very larpe margin. It should
be remembered that the feeder will sell not only the gain which he

uts on his cattle but also the initial weight of the animals whose

ish he is trying to improve by fattening. Although the cost of
gain on heavy cattle is much greater than the cost of gain on calves,
their greater original weight makes it possible for them to be fed
for a short period without any greater margin over the original cost
per hundredwoight than is necessary for lighter cattle. If they are
fed too long, however, their mors expensive gains outweigh this
advantage, and they require an ever-increasing margin to pay for
their feed and other costs.

During each year of the study, yearlings cost less per 100 pounds
when bought than did cattle of any other weight. There are more
vearlings on the feeder market than heavy cattle or calves, and they are
usually much thinner, often being used as stockers before being fed
out. That feeders ordinarily bid more per pound for calves than
for yearlings is indicated in Table 21, where the average cost per
100 pounds of feeder cattle of each class is shown for each year.




TaBLe 21.—Average costs and returns for cattle of different weights, 1919-1923
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1919 1920 1921 1922
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ght
ght
ght
ght
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Mediim-wej|
catile
Medium-wei
cattle
Heavy cattle
Medium-wei
cattle
Heavy-cattle
Medium-wei
cattle

Heavy cattle

Medium-wei

Number of droves. E 81 105 39 44 08| - 262 08| 249f . 145 1 901 274
Number of eattle 745 3,914) 1,042f 1, 1 1,470} 3, 575/10, 710 2 7110, 213| 5, 606 3, 646112, 684
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Dayson farm 1 _. 182} 210 208 151 205 1814 208 126] 196
Average daily gain, pounds. . 1.65 1.54] I . . 1.46] 1.63| 1,60 1. . . 1.68 1.6l 2,021 1.56| 1.58
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_Cost per 100 pounds gain: ?
Feed . . 33 3 . 3 . . 3 7.32] 15.01| 13.89 11.91]. 10,09
Labor.._ . . " [ . . . . 1§82 L . . . .74 .95 .95 .76 .76
Interest . . . . . . . . . . . .70 Lo .e9 .78 .63
Other costs. £ IR . . . . . . . . .76 .77 .66 .64] .68

Total-... 80| 35.25] 28. 65/ 25.37] 3. . 46| 25.00] 17.17] 16. 55} 14. . 9.52] 17.74] 16.49] 14.09) 1218

Credit for pork and manure-per 100 pounds

X .27, 3. 7.43]1 6. X .2 . . 3 . 2,271 3.23| 273 1.90] L92
Net cost per 100 pounds gain.. - . . 301 30, 55 27. 3 3 5 , . 7.25| 14.51] 13.76| 12.19} 10.24
Return, per $100 of cost . 50! 80.31} 87.63; 86. 79.22] 82, 48] 87. . 3 |118. 19{104. 31}104. 20(100, 65!104. 07

Vy—L2—¥¥699

1 The distribution.of ¢attle by weigght groups according to the number of days on farms is shown in Table 40.
3 The percentage distribution of cattle by weight classes and years according te the net cost per pound of gain is shown in Table 33,

]
£
g
g
a
:
S
d
3
2
Q
)
=4
2
g
=



http:87.0'2180.97
http:09112.16
http:25.09!1i.17
http:35.25128.65125.37
http:74!11.3719.91
http:29.90124.07121.88

50 TROENICAT, BULLETIN 23, U. &. DEPT. 0T AGRICULTURE

The per head cost and returns in feeding the different weights of
cattle are also shown in Table 21. The differences in the original
. costs per head are striking, The calves cost only about 36 per cent as
much per head as did the heavy cattle. The feed and other costs on
the per head basis are more nearly equalized because of the longer
feeding period of the lighter cattle. Aside from the showing of the
heavy cattle in 1919, which is scarcely typical, the returns par head
show that heavy cattle made the lowest return in those years when
pricc conditions were unfavorable to cattle feeding and that during
the last two years of study, when the price of cattle was rising, they
had a slight advantage over lightweight cattle.

In summarizing the advantages of cattle of the various weight
classes for fattening in the Corn Belt it should be emphasized that the
cost of gnin on young cattle is much lower than on older steers
because of the smaller quaistity of feed required per unit of gain on
lightweight feeders. But heuvy steers are better able to utilize stalk
pasture, corn fodder, and coarse hay than are calves or yearlings, and
because they already have their growth they fatien more readily in a
short time, whereas calves must be full-fed on grain at least during the
last part of their feeding period or they will grow mostly instead of
fattening properly. The market demand for heavy cuts of beef is
much more limited than for beef from handy-weight steers, hence the
price of heavy steers is more sensitive to market demands.  Although
the greater original weight of heavy cattle makes them much more
profitable when the general price frend is upward, their expensive
gains and their dependence on a more inelastic demand at the end of
a rather definite feeding period make the operation more hazardous
than the feeding of younger cattle. With a lower cost of gain on
younger cattle, the feeder is not so dependent on market conditions
at any one particular time and does not risk so much in waiting for
a better market. :

IMPORTANCE OF BEEF TYPE IN THE FATTENING OF STEERS

It has been the aim of beef cattle breeders for over a century to
produce a better meat animal.  Although it is difficult to measure the
extent to which beel breeds have been improved, it can safely be said
that the improvement has been considerable.

The ideal beel type desired by breeders and feeders of beef cattle
is an animal that will produce the largest proportion of the highest

riced cuts of beef when slaughtered. Such a one is necessartly a
ow-sct animal of straight lines, broad and deep bodied, smoothly cov-
ercd with a thick, even layer of firm flesh. (Pl 2, fig. 2.) An animal
of poor breeding usually deposits its fat around the internal organs
instead of interspersing it among the more valuable cuts of lean
meat. This type is characterized by such undesirable features as
light hind quarters, high flank, narrow thin loin, small heart girth and
long, narrow head and neck.

INFLUENCE OF GRADE OF CATTLE ON FEED-LOT PERFORMANCE

To show the effect of quality of feeder cattle on feed-lot performance
the personel observation of the field agent was used in dividing the
cattle fed in Illinois district in 1922 and 1923 into two groups. One
group was made up of steers that were above the average in quality
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and are here called “good” steers. The cattle that were distinctly
below the sverage in quality are called “common ™ steers. A compar-
ison of the results of feeding good and common catile in those years
is shown in Tuble 23,

Tasug 22.—Results with good and common catlie tn the feed Il in Illinois in 1922

and 1923
CGrnde of cattio Qrade of caltis
liem o Item G

om- on-
Good ! mon ! Gaod | won !
Mumbar of droves. 15 26 Doilars | Dollars
MNiunther of cattla_ . ______. 703 { 1,785 || Pork and monure credits. 2 H %
Mimabor of doys on the fars 174 143 || Mot cost por 100 poumds ga o} 1578
Initin} wolght por head, panuls.. .. 458 824 || Initiel cost per hend . ____ 6L 4227
Caln I welghi, por head, pounds | 208 8¢ || Voluoof feade . oo L) 20837 282
Final walght por hond, pottinls,... L1881 5,013 §] Other costsa . ooocoomnnan 5 20 4 56
Averago ddnily galn, pounds. ... LT 1.32 || Cost of npimal ont of feed lot o) W52 Y825
Feed por 100 pounds guin: Pork and manure credit .. 41 §.07
Crrain, pounds_ ..., 04 603 | Net cost ottt of feed ot ___ . -] 10511 | 7218
Shinge, pounds. ... ... 1,268 | 1,871 3 Met sale value out of feed iot 107.62 | 7204
YProtela convontratos, poumiis. 21 22 Il Profi per hend 6. 51 .46
Propared foeds nnd nplasses, Purchase prico per 100 pounds.____ .0 513
A EE T i 2 | Sale price per 106 pounds (at farmd.| 6,07 7. 168
Mixeid hny, ponmia ... ] 25 215 || Necessary margin to breali even_ .| 152 1]
Grover nnd strew, pounds . 12 152 || Farm price of €O oo e cee caanas ] .54
TRSLEro, dAYS. o ececieeimanan k] 8 || Return per bushel of corn fad_.___ .73 55
Dotlars [Dotlars || Price of sllage per ton 500 5,00

Fead cost per 100 pounds galn .| 1232 | M.92 i| Amount that conld have heon npakd

Other COSI8 i mm cinae e wenenone..| 2.82 407 for animals per humdredweight
Totnl cost of 100 pownds gabn.... . 1504 1303 and breakevon.______ .. 773 518

t Above the nverage. ! Distioetly below tho nverage.

t

Good feeder steers always cost more per pound than do commeon
cattle. This fact is accounted for by their performance in the feed lot
and at the fat-cattle market. In this instance the common steers
cost $5.13 per 100 pounds original weight, as compared with $7 per
100 pounds for the good steers.

Tha good steers gained more rapidly, were more efficient in the use
of feed, and at the price at which they were purchesed made a greater
return for feed, Inbor, and other charges than did the common steers.
A margin of 81.52 per 100 pounds was needed to break even with
good steers, as compared with $1.99, with common steers. In the
net cost of gain the good steers had an advantage of $2.78 per 100
pounds of gain. To male the same net refurn per head common steers
must be purchased cheaply enough to overcome their handicap in
sale price and feed-lot performance.

The feeding of good cattle is not alweys more profitable than the
feeding of common steers because most feeders realize the advantage
of good feeder cattle and tend to purchase their cattle at a price at
which all grades of cattle will make the same return over a period of

ears.

y The fact that greater returns are made by feeding common cattle
in some years and by feeding good cattle in other years is shown in
Table 23, which gives the average profit and loss per head for good
and common heavy steers in the Indiana district during the last four
vears of the study. In two of those years common cattle made the
greater return and in the other two years good cattle had the advan-
tage in financial returns,
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TaBLE 23.—Profit and loss, per head, on heavy caltle of differeni grades, fed in
Indiana .

Crads of cattio ’ Qrade of catte

Good | Common Good | Common

—$20. 12 | —#13.%4 o2 4413171 48878
—8.i0| —m.00 +15.15 | 18,54

It may be noticed thet the average length of time on the farm of
the common steers in Table 22 was 31 days less than for the better
catile. This is probably due to the fact that it is usually considered
madvisable to put a high finish on low-grade steers. Common steers,
besides being of a less desirable beef type are usually not as fat
when sold as are good steers.

Because of therr better use of feed, greater gain per day, and higher
sale price when finished, the feeder of the good steers in the years
1922 and 1923 could have paid as much as $7.73 per 100 pounds for
them, while 85.18 per 100 pounds was the most that could have been
peid for the common steers if the feeder were to bresk even. Ths
actual difference in the purchase price of the two groups was $1.87
per 100 pounds, These figures indicate that feeders could, in those
years, have paid as much as $2.55 per 100 pounds more for the good
feeder steers than for the commeon ones.

Good steers excel common steers in the feed lot in these particulars:
(1) They make greater daily gains, (2) they require less feed per
pound of gain, (3) they require less margin between purchase and
sale price, and (4) they sell at a higher price per 100 pounds when
finished. Tf feeders judge correctly the differences in price and feed-
lot performance between good and common steers the returns from
feeding the different grades will tend to be the same with seasonal
influence duly considered.

SEASONAL VARIATIONS IN PRICE OF BEEF CATTLE OF DIFFERENT
_ GRADES

Since April, 1919, the Bureau of Agrieultura! Economics has col-
lected prices at the principal livestock markets on four grades of
cattle slaughtered. These grades are choice, good, medium, and
common. The seasonel variation in the prices of cattle of these
different grades is of considerable interest and importance to the
cattle feeder in the Corn Belt,

Figures 14 and 15 show that common cattle are generally lowest in
price in October and November during the time of large runs of
cattle from the renge whereas choice caitle are usually higher in price
than at any other time of the year because ordinarily very few corn-
finished steers are marketed at that time.

Common steers, the thinnest of the four grades, are in demand in
the spring for grezing and summer-feeding purposes as well as for the
cheaper grades of beef. Consequently the highest prices of the year
for common steers are obtained during May, whereas the price of
choice steers is lowest in April and May, because most of the corn-
finished steers are fattened during the winter and sold in the spring,
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In this case, howevar,
which was their month of
at which choice steers sol
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the price of common steers during May,
highest prices, was only 79 per cent of that
d during the same period which was their
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Fla, 14.-—AVERAGE MONTHLY PRICES OF DIFFERENT GRADES OF BEEF CATTLE IN
CHICcAQD, 1815-1823

Tha seasonni varintion in tha spread between the price of comion snd choics bes! steers was rather oun-
sistont in the five yrars shown.
month of lowest prices. In November the average price of common
steers was as low as 53 per cent of the price of choice cattle. (Table
24.) Another way of expressing the apparent seasonal relationship
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JAN.  FEB. MAR. APR. MAY JUNE JULY AUG, SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC.
Ft0. i5.—SEASONAL VARIATION N PRICES OF DIFFERENT GRADES OF BEEF CATTLE

Choice Lesf stears aro ususlly highest during October apd Novembez. The highest prices of the year
for common beel steers arg nsually obtained in May and June.
between the price of choice and common steers is to say that during
the three years 1921 to 1923 there was an average spread of $2 per
100 pounds between them during April and May, which increased to
85 per 100 pounds during October and November.
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Tape 24,—Seasonal sariation in the price relation of different grades of beef catile,
Aprii, 1921, March, 1984

Percentage of average monthly price ! for choico cattle at Chicago

Qrado of caitle

. | Fah, Lt Apr. | 3ay | June | .| Bept.| Oet;

100 100 100 100
1 [LA] 5] 93 B8
Medium. 70 84
Ge

87 73
Commen

0| % 0| 55

1Corrected for trand.

The Corn Belt cattle feeder can draw several conclusions from
the graphs showing the scasonal variation in the prices of different
grades of beef cattle at Chicago from 1919 through 1923. If steers
of low quality are to be fatiened they should be bought in October
or November, when they are relatively low in price, and should be
sold in April or May, when there are fewer grass-fat cattle to com-
pete with them on the market and when they usually sell nearest to
the price of good and choice steers. It should be remembered, how-
ever, that feeder cattle of poor quality gein less rapidly at a greater
cost per pound and require a wider margin over the purchase price
per 100 pounds than do steers of a better grade. Therefore, they
must, be purchesed cheaply enough to overcome their handicep in
feed-lot performance and sale price. The difference in the purchase
price necessary to make the same return on good and common steers
m 1922 and 1923 amounted to $2.55 per 100 pounds. (Table 22.)

Many cattle feeders make it a practice to buy good steers weighing
over 900 pounds in August or September and finish them for market-
ing m December or January. Heavy cattle are well adapted to
veing finished in such a short period, and if they are of good quality
they ususlly sell at a premiwm over other kinds of cattle at that time
of year. There may be more financial risk in feeding heavy steers,
but lighter cattle could not be fattened in such a short time.  Heavy
steers of poor quality should not be handled in this manner without
& very wide probable margin because there are usually s large num-
ber of range steers 5till to be marketed aslate in the year as December.

Calves and yearlings of good quality that sre bought in November
may be %iven a growing ration during the first part of the winter and
may be fed out in dry Tob for o July or August market to advantage.
Hot weather and flies as well as the heavy labor requirement else-
where on the farm during the crop sesson are objections to this and
other plens of summer feeding.

Where summer fattening of steers with corn on grass is practiced,
Figure 15 would indicate that steers that are somewhat above aver-
age in quality should be bought in the fall and wintered over for
this purpose. The premiuvm paid for corn-finished steers which
grade good or choice from July to Qctober is one of the most impor-
tent advantages of this type of feeding. Steers that are handled in
this way are purchased at the time of year when feeder steers are
lowest in price and are sold when the price of corn-fed steers is the
highest of the year. .

But the majority of the cattle fattened in that part of the Corn
Belt where the acreage of pasture is limited will continue to be pur-
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thased in the fall, fattened during the winter, and marketed durin

the spring months becsuse this pﬁm fits in so well with the seasona
nature of marketing from the range and with Corn Belt feed and labor
conditions.

MARGINS NECESSARY FOR CATTLE KEPT VARIOUS LENGTHS OF
TIME ON GRAIN FEED

Much of the success in fattening cattle on grain depends upon the
margin secured on the initial weight of the feeder steer, and on the
abilitv of the cattleman to plan his feeding operations so that he
may know the margins necessary to cover costs over each additional
week or month of feeding. A knowledge of what another 15 days’ or
another month’s feeding will require in the way of margins to cover
costs, considered in the light of probable cattle-price movements,
furnishes & basis for choosing the most profitable time for selling.
And in the same wey, when finished cattle are to be sold upon =
certain future market, a knowledge of the margin necessary to cover
costs under verying price levels and for different periods on grain
feed furnishes a basis for determining the best time and price at
which to buy.

In general, as the feeding period is lengthened the rate of gain
decreases, the net cost of gain increases, and therefere the margin
necessary to cover this cost increases. Table 25 shows the rate at
which the margin neccssary to cover fattening costs increased as
the length of time on grain feed was cxtended. Table 28 shows the
relationship of time on feed to the rate and cost of gain. Of the
three factors—rate of gain, cost of gain, and the margin necessary
to cover costs, all of which vary as the time on feed varies—the
increase in the margin necessary to cover costs followed most closely
the increase in the length of the feeding period. This increase in
margin required to cover costs was greater for heavy cattle then for
cat.ti;e of the vther weights.

TasLe 25.—Margin per 100 pounds necessary! when fatlening cattle for various
fengths of ltme

- Rataof
Faiu " ;i 2] ] 120 150 180 210 240 |inereaso
Weight classes and rotions days | days | doys | days | dnys | days | daye | each

30 doys

Caorn and hay ralions, 1910-20: Dottnrs | Doliars | Dollars | Dollara | Doltars | Dollars| Dotlers| Dollars

Hoavy eatth, i 1.64 2,44 3.3 LRt 4.8% 5. 68 & 30 G.81

i 284 b A L 412 4,58 5. G0 0,34 T

4.12 4.41 4,75 507 5.33 570 .3t

________ 4.2 4.80 518 LA 8.72 .62

1.22 4.17 512 0.67 7.02 1.97 .85

337 4.12 4,87 5. 62 6.37 7.12 .75

24 3.7 4.18 +, 65 512 5.5 AY

Colves .| 500 500 EN ] 4,81 4.72 —.09
Corn and hsy rations, 192225

Hepvyeattle oo aaool L2 L5 . 1.38 137 218 2.55 .30

Mediem-weight eattle— ..o 40 .61 LA2 103 124 LM 1,65 .21

Yoorilngs m———— - Lol .08 113 1,22 1.9 .38 .43 A7

g T RN e A .82 L5 58 .57 —.02

Siinge rotions, 1522-23:

N,znetaﬂ' fici1 1, TR .76 1,01 1.& 1.53 1.78 2,04 2,30 .26
Medinm-weight cattio. S 1.13 .33 1,52 172 181 214 .20
Yoeprhngs. ... 1.03 1.18 L3 1.48 1.03 1.78 1.93 L 1B
L N S Sy . B0 L85 L 10 1.35 1,60 V25

i

1 1 computing the cost factor for this table uniform prices of corn and silnge were used for gll groups ps
tollows: Inm 3915-20, corn at $1.40 per bushel and stinge ot $11 per ton; io 1622-23, cora at 30.50 por bushe?
and slinga st $5 por ton,
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TanLe 20.—Resulls of feeding caltle for various lengths of time, 1919 and 1520, and
1922 and 1923
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In order to show the influer ze of the length of feeding period on the
margin necessaty to cover costs, cattle fattened in dry lot and those
which were pastured during the fall previous to being finished in dry lot
were divided into the ususl initial-weight groups and then subdivided
secording to the length of time that they were given grain feed. The
days on %ccd were used us a basis of division instead of the total days
on the {arm because the cost of gain while on grass slone is usually
so low that no margin is required. A difference of 30 days was made
for cach feeding-period group, beginning with those which were
given grain from 58 to 80 days and ending with the longest feeding
period of those that were grain-fed for more than 230 days. Thus
the feeding periods of the different groups averaged approximstely
60, 90, 120, 150, 180, 210, and 240 days.

The purpose in compiling this table was to determine the margin
necessary to meet the cost of fattening cattle of different weights and
the rate at which this margin increases with the length of time they
are on grain feed. When cattle are {attened on grain, the net cosk
of gain is nlmost always greater than the sales price per hundred
pounds, even when the price of corn is very low. This makes i
necessary for the cattle feeder to have a margin over the initial cost
per hundredweight to meet all of his expenses. The exceptions to
this rule are most common in the case of ealves.. Fattening cattle
on corn improves the quality of beef and hence the selling value of
the whole animel. The difference between the purchase and sale
price per hundred pounds on the initial weight of the feeder is usuall
enough to equalize the difference between the net cost of 100 pounds
gain and the sale price per hundredweight.

The greater initisl weight of the heavy steers makes it possible for
thein to be fed for short periods of 60 days or less with less margin
than medium-weight cattle require. After the first two months,
however, their greater cost of gain overbalances the advantage of
greater initial weight, and the mergin necessary to cover costs widens
more rapidly than for cattle of any other weight.

This was true in 1918-19 and 1919-20, when corn was $1.40 a
hushel, and in 192122 and 1922-23, when corn was 50 cents a bushel.
Naturally the margin and the increase in margin necessary for the
longer feeding periods were much less for cattle of all classes when
the price of corn was low. The margin required by calves when corn
was high seemed to be greater than that required for the heavier
cattle although it increased at a slower rate. If this fact is signifi-
cant, it would seem that the initial weight of the feeder animal has
more effect on the margin necessary to cover feeding costs when
cattle and corn are high in price. Although calves gain more eco-
nomically than older cattle, their fatiening costs make up o much
Inrger proportion of -the final cost of the animal. When the cost of
gain on all eattle is much higher than the sale price per pound, the
margin necessary to fatten calves is likely to be wider than the margin
necessary for heavy cattle.

The most profitable lengths of feeding period shown in Teble 26
are of historical value only. During the high-price period the cattle
that were fed for 60 days on grain feed were the only oncs that
showed a profit. In the last two years the most profitable group of
medium and heavy enttle was made up of some that were fed longer
than is usually considered good practice. This means only that the
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price of corn was higher than the price of fat catile in the first two
years and that it was lower in relation to the price of cattle duricg
the last two years. The most that can be said is that it is normally
somewhere between these two extremes.

A graph of margins necessary for different lengths of time cn feed
has been constructed from the available data. (Fig. 16.) The rela-
tionship between the marging and days on feed has been represented
by a straight line, which seems to fit the data within practical limits,
Although figures are available only for the periods when corn was
worth $1.40 and 30.50 per bushel, an approximation of the margin
required to feed corn at $3.95 a bushel can be obtained by averagmg
the msr-gin necessary at the other two price levels.
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F1G. 16.—MaRQINS NECESSARY FOR [MFFERENT LLENGTHS OF FEEDING PERICD WITH
CORN AND HAY BIATIONS

The grenter weight of heavy entile makes it possible for them to be fed for short periods with less margin
per 100 pounds Lthan ks required by lighter ouitle.

By means of Table 25 the feeder can tell how much additional
mergin he needs from month to month to pay the costs on the kind
of cattle he is feeding and, with the aid of his knowledge of markes
conditions, this table will help him to decide when to market his
cattle so that they will bring the greatest return for feed. To obtain
the price at which steers can be profitably sold at any given time,
the marketing expense and the cost of the feeder steer, per 100
pounds delivered to the farm, should be added to the margin given in
Table 25. It should be kept in mind that the margin necessary to
cover costs is affected by a host of influences, including the prices of
cattle, feed, and hogs, the size and quality of cattle, and the suit-
ability of the ration fed. Therefore, the table is at best a rough
approximation and should be considered as such.
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TanLE 27.—Tnitial price of animals, per 100 pounds—Percentage of cattle bought at stated prices, by districts and years
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TapLe 28.—Initial price of animals, per 100 pounds—Percentage of catile bought at stated prices, by weight classes, and years
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Tanre 26.——nitiul price of animals per 100 pounds—Percentage of cafile bought

at staled prices, by years

Rangoe in price, per 100 pounds

All eatile

1919 1920

1921 | 122 | 1923 |Average

A
Avernge price, per 100

[
lquruls in dollars

Per cent| Per centi Per cend| Per cent| Per cend) }’erlum
0]

1 Less thon 0.5 per cant.

TanLs 30—Rate of gain—DPercentoge af droves making
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TapLe 31.—Rale of gain—Perceniage of droves making staied gains, by weight
classes
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TapLg 32.—Ruls of gain—Percentage of droves making stated gains, by districis
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TaBLE 33.—Net cosl of gain—Percentage of caltle making gains at stated costs per pound, by weight classes and years

1019 1520 1921 1922 1923
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Heavy cittle
Medium-weight
cattle

1 Heavy cattle

3

{ Yearlings

o]
i
3

Per
Cents: cent
60 and over.
5810°60. ...
58to 58
5110 56 0ann..
65210 64 onensn

3
o
i3

—

—
WO WO WIS

B M O3 Un Cusds

—

13 04200 6 00 03,05 89 bt i e 1

nRe
Lo NN

W iOONDPCORLICTITIN N~ L —

58w

LTEd NYOO HHI NI {ILLVO Jddd DNINTILLVL

—e RO

—

[
st
o
e 8D i O

N
[\t

2tod
Average cost per pound of gain, in cents

=
=

o) NRR
w88

e
9o
-]

1 Less than 0.5 per cent.
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TasLe 34—Number of head of cattle per drove-—Percentage of droves of specified
stze, by weighl classes, 1919-1983

Sl of diove

Cualves |Yearlings

Molitim-
weight
coltle

cattle

Ieavy

Number of entiie:
Umiur 2.’:--

115 to 125,
125 uird over,
Avorige nuanber of erlti frr drove

wa-r»mggg

woramon B BELE

-
SRR

™
[P

Percent
20

2
18

7
1

Per cent
Q

wmBEE

X repa—— Y X

e

TavLe 35.—Number of hewd of cattle per drove—Percenlage of droves of specified
size, by Slales, 1919-1928

Sleo of drove

 Nehruskai  lews

Iilinots

Number of enttle:
nder Moo

26 o 6

115 10 125,
125 nind over. ...
Average munher of itile pcr “drove

Per cent 1 Per cent
-]

Per cent
P

Per cent
4

Indinns : M issouri

r

= [E-
Fuonnhutonoodbs

TanLe 36.—Kind of corn fed—Percentage of droves fod corn in specified form, by

Jweight elasses, all districts, 1819-1823

Kiml of cornt

Calves ‘Yearlingx

| Meditm-

weight
cattle

Heary
eattle

Enr comn

Shalled corn

‘Eqnr sl sholled corn .
Qraund cor and coh
S!:oc!\ [ + SR

lity:]
Othor combinutions. ..

Per cend i Per eent
43 L3l

Per eent
40

! SHage is not conshdercd in this elassification,

Tanue 37~-Kind of corn fed—Percentage of droves fed corn in specified form, by
dislricts, 1519-1923

Hind of corn |

I
} Nebraska

Iilloois ¢

Missouri

Ear corn,

Shulled corn oo .e.
Ear and shatled corn. .
Ciround corn and cob...
Shock coth_ ...

Per cent
a8
b}
13
i

MO COT e e e

Othor CotDINBLINNS  »vvvsos o oe s ceon o emm o

7

Pey cent
Kt

t Silogo s oot considered In this clnssification.
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TasLe 38 —Months in which feeder cattle were bought and fol cattle sold, by dis-
tricls, 1818-1923

Mabraska Iowa Illinots Indiana Mlssour!

Tlae of buying nnd
salling ond  time
on hirt Cattio | Cattis | Cattie | Catile | Cattis| Cattle | Cattlo | Cattlo | Cattle 7 Cattle

bought| soid |bought| soid |bought] suld |bought sold  |bought| soid

Per cent| Per cend] Per centl Per ceat] Per cent| Per cent Per cent| Per cent Per centl Per cent
Beforo Juno cnee e 7 5 3 |--- 7

AURISE . oo
Soptamiber. ..o

Novaentbor. .
Decormber-
JunAry-..
Fobwraary .

RS- © Fg = e A

High moenth. . L Bept. TMon, | Oet.
Tl oil fueni, ys.. 170 . 152

a
o
)
o=

Taprk 30.—Afonths in which fecder catile were bought and fat cattle sold, by weight
classes, 101818328

Heavy cultle '“”dig?t‘;‘i;mght Yoarlings Calves Tatal

Month .
Bought! Seid I!oughtE Soid | Bought} Sold |Bought| Sold |Bought Sold

" Per cent] Per cent] Per cont’ Per cont, Per cent] Per centf| Per Ct'];i( Per cent| Per cent
3 10

Before Jupe....aco..

B EEE

e 1 1
b b B 5 55 5 T P06 = £n kD

56044°—27——35
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TanLE 40~Nwmber of days on forimn—Percentage of cattle on farm for specified
periods, by weight elusves

Medium .
Heavy weight Yenr-

Length of time 6o frm
cattle cnttls J[E{T]

Culves

Daya: Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Per cont
Less than b0 __ 4 1

GOto B0 15
25

A0l Lo 380 .
BILINGE B

20 to 40,
450 nhad over.

Avernge pummber of doys on farm 2065

Tanue 1l.—Rinrd of silos used on farms studied

i
Kind of sila Number { Per cent . Kind of =ilo Number | Per cent

Conerelo stave 135 k1
Wand sthve.... g 22 1| Conercte block
Salill cotterate, . 5B 16
[Tollow Ll 44 12 Total_._.

Taune 42.—Size of silos en forms studicd in Tlnois and Indiane

Minois . Indiann

Shzo of sile Number : Size of silo Number | Per cend

14 by 50 fect ..
14 by S0 feel__
14 by 45 feet..
16 by 50 feet._
16 by ) feel..
14 by 35 feel__
14 by 30 feel..
12 by 40 faet__
1+ by GO feel..
12 by 30 fesl..
16 by 35 feek..
12 hy &0 fegt.. .
0 by 55 feet..
14 by 55 fepl..
Cther sizes.

[E——

bt u i ad sk u!

et otk
Lt i akad
T ED GO LA G A e S =T
b ad
) B3 OO OTE0 GO0 wf mu ] fhChEh e =1 G

PP R pacs
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-
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TaBLy 43— Buasic requirements, cosls, and financial relurns in fatlening beef calile
in N sbraska, by clasves, 19191923

Cattle wolghing 1,000 pounds Cattle weighing 750 to 1,000
and over pends

1920 wml 102 | 1019 | 1020 | 1021 | 1902

Mrunber of droves a7 31 Zﬁl 06 &1 45
MNumbar pf tide . 1,108 1,233 sia| 2, 189 1, 5O 1,408
Fnbtigd wabghe per bowd, poumls AL 3 1, 080) 1, OGi| BST| BH)Y BYH  8U5)
Cain i welglit, ;nnumla 2 apgl sl o 265 255 3i5] A3
Fiun! weighl, pounds. B 1,3 1,360) I,327] I, 1268 &, bah
Pays on fuctn 114 $| 128 el L8 149
Averaps tnily goin while on ferm, puundh 2.5 ) L8 LYY
Fowd consumd per HN potinds of gabin
Clrnin, ponnds 915 826
I'rotoln concenbroles, poighddy . ] . 0.3 4.7
Nlolusses fogds, poands... . 3.2
Lugnnte hay, foumls,
OLhor iy, poithds.
Stover snd straw, poigod
S, poitids
Tasture, diys.
By-prosluets with 100 pounds of galns
Pork, pounds 1 2 268, 5
Mumrs, lands. ... . 4 |
Lubnor tsad por 4 potnds of Lnin.
Man-ligirs, . ) . L 4.34] 2,87 2,98
Harsa-hours . 3.8 223 200 .03

Cost af 100 pouds of galn: 2. 3 2. 3 3, | Dalls, | Dalls, | Dalls. | Datis,
Food ' S 07 26 10| 10,589 6,05
Tl 187 &6

L 32

Vou:rlniiry
i" SUPREICD
TS .o
Lueideninds..
Interest on investient in enitle
Listorese oe By vestaaent ineguipment,| 2, i
Tobp! cost of 160 ponnds of preln 35, 2, U‘Jﬁ 16, 17| 35,56, 20, 06 14. 20
Dutluz:tiuns o post
2.2(! L83 4.77 4080 L7

Mnm;ru.,... - R 5 .84 43 1,87 2.26[ .02
Met ¢ost of 100 pmmth of gatin &3, B 26, 3 6 ?a 1z 61| 27,42 23 51 11,80
Finnncint rotaris por lgmi:

Cosk of Teanlor reebinet b e 123,15, 103, 48] 80, 77| 74. 17) 90, 51| 97, 89) 78. 8

Cost af food . G, bij 35, 17| 1. 09 33. 00 xS. 2‘.!i B, 05 33, 2

Cost of 1mnn nted horso Inhor T35 3.70] 423 L65 2.25 3.83 4.4

Futersst on investinent In enttly and

?.26 4.04| 4. 05

coulinuent . 3,82 4.6 L
Eouipuionl ceprecinticn and repairs. 105 1.39 2(! 101 63 1.33] 1.34
Otirer costs L6l 125 1.21 Il .87 .67 .80 13
Total vost of Anished nnimal ot fici. .. {280, 600186, 64]150, 06 114, 02)181. 69 if. 73]123. 73
Dreduetivms fvom eost:
Pork +.70] 12,31 561 4, 87| 12. 84| 0. 400 5.06
ST L0y 2,37 2 . 1156 4.58) 579 1.6
Nt cost of Baished aninnd nt farm. 204, K1 l‘.'-‘l ! 188, 60164, 351148, 54-118. 47
Nutns;lics viluo por hend ab faem. ;o 118, 33 1?0‘3 136. 77,100, 88/

= -
Cnst of Nuishal animnd por 0 ponods
8.18! 14. 66 13.1

2 0. 78 3 6. 99 10 58] 10. 1% 3 & 05
MEargin necossary Lo cover eostd . ’ .78 3 LG 404l 308 .

Ninrgin reemivesd ... . — % Ledl 4.57 200 —. 1 4{!
Retyrn per bushiel of corn fed. - . Risi L5820 1,250 1. ﬂ&l :

Farm price of vorn per Busted. Jd oL . 54 .3 J60| L nam .43 I T
Retorn {or eneh 3100 of cost, 3 84, 24118, 581108 (203, G5} B2, usi 85, ﬂéllm 5li106.42

Coat of fecder anime! per 100 pounds at
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Tasre 43

i Nebraska, by classes, 1919-1983—Continued.
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Basic requirements, cosls, and financial returns in fallening beef catlle

Catile weighing 500 ta 750 Cattla weighingnundur 500
pounds poun
Itemn
1910 | 1520 | 1021 | 1922 | 1023 | 1919 | 1920 | 1621 } 1922 | 1023
Numbor of droves. .. ... 24 P 13 30 19 0 12 4 7 3
Muinber of cuttle |00l oA 395 1,173 70| 208] 3300 130 473 17
Inibinl weight per bowd, ponnds gadl  uxdl  Ba4]  easl  640F  427]  433)  480] 4211 308
Gnio in woight, pernUS. v occeecna s 340 a6 3530 366 401 323] 3206  202( 3G 445
Final weight, ponnds______ ... 074 ob] L007| 1,022] 1,080 750 Ta0) TR 7OT) B4l
DiYs o M e e 219 28] 3 211 215 203 161 165 245 237
Avorage doily pein whilvon form, peunds.| 1.8) L34 .38 176 L8&7 1.062 L83 LB 1.02f Lo4
Feodd ponsiimed per 100 pounds of gain:
Crnin, pounts. ool G610l n22|  7RG|  YEW 920 560l 045 BI7F|  650] 661
T'roloin cancentratos, ponnds....-...| 151 2.9 Lé(..... .5 BB LY
Molnssog fecds, pounds. ... 28 &3 ] O SRS RN PR F—
Legune bay, pounds_ ---| 3wl 504 451 31| 287| 403] 354) 281 247|218
Other by, pounus.. oo - | 118 55 8 405 201 147 39| ot 52 a2
Stover and sbrnw, pounds. ceweeaaand] a 12| b 20 2 2
Silage, pounds. ... 153 284 R DRSNS PR, USRI SR
Bosbure, dnys. o imea.s 17 34 i) 14 14| 4 b 14| 5
By-(;rmiucts witl 100 pounds of gii
Pork, pounds. ..o . 700 2L 1901 004 Z21) 126 20,1 19,8 17,2 136
Manurg, londs. .o [ . L1 N .7 .7 .5 N .3 .5 .
Laber used por B0 poutds of gain: .
Nan-hours ———— | 4m| 280 275 220 .03 4.46f 3.21) 208 1.53 1.46
BF G T T TP - .27 2.16] 264 1.35 .87 3.76) 1.77, L.0dl .34 .78
Cost of 100 pounds of gain: Datls. | Dolls, | Dolls. | Dolls, | Dofls. | Doils. | Dolis, | Dolig, | Dolls. | Dalls.
e e ———— 25.32] 23.04| 11.08| & 57| 10,80 22.71| 18.05] 8.72( 5.4l 0.47
Mnn labor. .70 .89 %% .51 .56 L.&5E Lgp LT .34 .42
Horse Inbor____ -] I R R 1 I 11 S - - I o TR | 1 ]
Catble oquipment . J54) a4 W44 o .43 .58 . . B .12
Eontit 1058 iimmana .28 L2 L1 W08 07 .0 17
Velerinary . .08 .02 .08 .82 .02p LI  L06(..-..- .08 .10
Insuranen . s P VNN ) | N . L0l .0t _ o
TaNES.rena- 05 Joe( Lo .08l L1 L0p L100 .05 .08 .10
Ineidentnls__. S8 1w W13 Lo L1y L2000 L11f W06 05 .12
Interest pn investinent in cutlla. ... o8 . BT 5L LAY W51 .47 4B A7 a2
Intercst on investment in equipment.) .58 .51 .33] .28 .58 .6l L8l .} .10
Total cost of 100 pounds of A0 ceecvres 30,01} 27.01) 14.74] 8 66 13.G4 23,28 1133 7.51 1LOL
Drductions from cost:
POrK et 3.13) a.00| 158 180 1.82 273 LBy 144 .98
Manyura - .03 .3 .40 .44 .02 1. 44 .36 .35 .27
Not cost of 100 pounds of Eain [EE— 25.85F 23.10( 12, 75] 6.42( 10.80 10,11 9.31) 572 9.81
Finaneial returns per head:
Cost of feeder animal at farm._...... 59.02| 62,30 56.33] 3% 67] 45. 52 42, 28 30.78] 27.64] 29.70
Cost of feed .. 16, 46( 30, !35!1 24, 38 43. 40, 61.09) 26.34| 22.32} 43.30
Cost of mnan snd horsoe laber. 4.7l 4§00 2,36 270 444 278 1,47 2.30
Toterest on investmoni In catile
and equipment oo oo 4.14] 511 476 8.08] 3. 28
Eguipmont deprecietion nnd repairs.| 178 178 1L.56( 106 L.
Other costs_ oo aan 1,18 5 L7 L21f 1.
Total cost of finisbed animal ot farm - (158, 80(151, 87109, 11 71, 76 08.
Dedustions lrom cost:
POrK . et mmm ] 10.400 9.95 5.67] 8.66 6.
Manare, ; 3.4 301l 148 vLes| 2
Not cost of finished animal at farm......) 144, 061138, 01 101. 58] 83, 47) B4.
Mot sales value per head ot farm. ..} 137, 34]115. 08 83.30 70.44| 62
g 011 1R PRRRE. INNUVION [ 16.97) 3.53
Loss... 7. 62 23, 83| 15. 60|
Cast of .
ab fareg, 14.84) 14, 568 1007, 6,19) 8.47
Cost of le
farm... 918} 10.01 8.6l 605 7.02
hlargin negess: 5.08] 4. L48 .18 145
Margin recoivedd. . 4.001 2, — 38 LT 178
Return per bushel of corn fed. - 133 .71 L1i .68 .60
Farm price of eorn por bushel . 4 L5 13 .81 .38 .8 48 .3 , 6
Retuen for each $100 of ¢08b.aee— o] 64. 74| B2 85 8L V6126, 16:103. B 2!!!=124. 77102 B0

|
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TABLE 43— Basic requirements, costs, and finoncial relurns in failening beef catile
in Nebraska, by classes, 1919—1923—Coentinued

Cows All entilo

1621 1 1922

Mumber of droves 1 Gb HEY I
Numblor of enttla a , 16 2,814 4,270
Initknl woiri:t per hend, pounds T 7 8001 871l E20
Qain in welght, pounds i i s 331
Flunl woight, pounds. | , 02 022 7 18 1,181 1, 157
Days on furm ] 4| 83 1k 0 9 18 R
Avernge deily gain whily on farm, pounds) L . 1. 881 1. 901
Feed coustiied per 100 pouncds of gufn:
Grain, poumds B 905 825!
Protein concenimios POLIMS e e .
Mol fordl, poundls
Legung hay, pounds..
Cehor hny, pountds
Stover niul straw, p
Silage, pountls.
Posture, days. .
By-producks with llJll ]mumls of puin:
Pork, pounds___
Manuro, lowds. o
Labor uyel per 100 pounds of guin:
Man-hours. ... .. . . . .
Murse hotirs, - pmmmemecwocaaa] X . 4. 18 . 13|

Cost of 100 pounds of gnin: L L L | Dolls.

Foed p X &.31} 13, 86
. 94 1. U8

1lorse Inbor-. . . .adl

Cartle pouipment... .,

Diouth loss_

Votptinary.

Insuratice._

‘Thxes ...

Tnecidantnis..

Interest on investment in cattlo

Inberest an investment i equipment,
Total vost of 100 pounds of gain k
Deductions from cost:

Tork. oo s . fif . L34 284 2.831 3.86

AMunure - B ] 7| B 1.16] 1.7y
Wet cost of 160 pounds of gakn . 3 3 13.72] 20,34 23,23
Finanetnd rotorns per hoewd:

Cost of feetlar animal nt farm 3 03] 16, L 54 34.00) 09 80. 70| 7

Cost of feed. .. - 3 . 3 . 26.44) TR 07, 44

Cost of man fnd harse abor,....-.-. 3 oo T 3,87

Interest on investinent lo eottle aned

auipment 3 2 4 4,08

I:ry:lpmunt depreciation and repairs.| L 81, 83 1. L 47|

Qther costs Rt -1 . .31 1 1,02
Total cost of Noished animal of fem____|$40. 47 X X 7. 24163, 03]158. 58
Deductions [rom cost;

15.07 3 . . 11.36) 10.4%]

Auntire A LE| L $.44] 4,61
Nt cost of finished arimal at fum_ - |129. 9814, 3 L4 60. 27148, 25143, 55
Net sales value per hend nt farm 115 84111, . .80 75.08{143. 309|131 28

14. 37

Laoss
C‘o'at of linished nninal per 160 ponnids

Lost of leder animal per ) pounds at

Mlnrgin necessnry Lo cover costa_
MMurgin recelved. .

1teturn per bushel of corn fed_
Furrn price af entin per bushel
Iaturn for cach $100 of cost,



http:85.82122.51
http:87.30105.20
http:25143.55116.79
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sis, and financiel returns in follening beef callle
in Iowa, by c!aases, 1819-1823

Cattle weighing 1,000 pounds

nnd over

Catlle woighing 750 to 1,000
pounds

1821 | 1932

Number of droves

Numter of coltle

Initdul welght per hopd, pounds_

Ciuln dn weight, pu:uuis

Floml weight, pounds_

Days ow furm

Avarage dally  geln witile on furt,

utrnls

Faud consuttied ;lnlr 100 pouds of welu:
Qruin, pouads
Protein coneciirntes, pounds.
Molusses fowds, pounds_ .
Lggmnagtee sy, pumuls..
Other Ty, |

|

Stever nrd straw, Dol
Silnge, potnds. o oooooo.
Trastore, dars.

1 B B37
L6721, 085
Tuig, 248
1, 391 1, 333
114

1,004 1,008
3 WY .

21
3
39
2l

8

By- ;lrmiucla witli 100 'Juund.s of gmn.
Pork, jrouads
Mnm:re. londds,
Labior wsed per 100 pouuds of
Marn BORES ol e ae
Horse hours..

Cobt af ill}B pounds of gnin:
l'L'
Man lnbar. .

Ttoese inbor
Llablle equipinent.
Dreupth loss

38.7
.6

2,26
142

Dailly,”

Velarinary.
Insrnice
Tages_

Ineidentls

Interest on investment in eatlbe.

Fnterest on fnvestinent inenuipiaent.
Total cost of 160 pounds of galno o ______
Drrduetions leom cost—

Park.

FS 3 THF e
Wol cast of 100 pounils of pain.
Finenednl retirns por fead—

Cost of feader animad /b farm_

Cost of foed .

Cost of muann e

Interest on m\‘u,umnt m catthe ngd

~emipment _ g

Eouipiment dejireeintion and repairs,

CMBeF CostS o
Tobnl enst of Anished noimm! ol frm.
Tradactions frem cost:

NMet cost of tnistied aaimal nt farm_
Not snie valuo per bewd at farm. -

LAY
14,62 1402
232 2.38

| 1385

114, 24
K
LG

103

US B .
22, 7] 11863 863

13 302, 45 65 G0 5

85. 21| 35 84 20.80
3.81 3.6 208

Q7 476 272
1.88) 19| 1.37
.77 LoaE (8

"1!.08 14%. 36] 93. 71

748 5. 00
215 12

G, 06

130, 77| 86 6ofr 10, 43
LG, 05| 96. 56|122, 08

554

Cost of finisted noimnl [}L'r 106 pouds
nt fnrm

MBrgin necessaTy o caver costs,
Muargin receivell

Reluorn per bushel of corn fud .
Furin prico of corn per sshel.
Relurn for enel $100 of enst___

16. 04| 6.50
0,56 6.07
43

.63

" 168
L6t

45

G

£l B
Hi 40
24 50|
168 3
53 269
i 14

40.9
.9

2 57
22

. Boﬂ'&

5. 37|
i 58
23. 51

85, 7Y
82, 7
1. X

4. 57|
i. 62
1. 25
186, 16

¥4 70
5. 20
163, °6'110. 58| 77 54
i62. 73501. 1if 93- 65
1053 )
13.65)

0.0
3. 7H]
47

1.2

L6 480 .86 3 JEQE .38
07. 70| 53, 0&1111 Gﬂlll}i B 92 I’.'r3| 83, 65| 84. 53 122, B?Ilﬂ-l I.\i
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TapLe 44— Basic vequirements, cosls, and financial relurns in Jattening beef catlle
in Iowa, by classes, 1819-1923—Continued

Cattla weighinﬁ;m o 750 Caltie waighing undor 300
ponn prount!

1510 1021 | 1022 | 1923 1521

Mumber of droves 27 ) 28 20| 1L
Nunber of cottle 1, 158) 1,377 32
Tisithnd welght por hewl, pounds G| BLl| 656 i 415!
Cndn i walght, pontds. oo 4 1 kT - £ ki 421
Flnnl weiglit, potncds. 1,027 1,000 o7l &M
1hnys on Inrm 208 208 230
Avernpe dnfly gain while on fanm,
[HIIniLS - . 1 k 1. 84
Feed consumad per 100 pounds al gain:
Crouin, oS e e 77| 715
I'rotein congenlrale, ponels.
Alalnsses foeds, polnds.
i.cll:umu Ly, pounts 190
Other hay, povimuds.. . =)
Stover aul strww, pounds 32
Silage, poamds. 151
Tistare, dnys. ... g} 14| 18
By-products with 100 1
Pork, (s . oo, aeaaan A 3 23,3 19,9
Manare, londs. oo N 5 o B 4
Labor used per KD et
Man hes_ ... 2.4l G4y L7
st ours. .. a0 20 L0l 1,49

Dails.! Dalls. Doii’a.!. Daflx,
o5, 48, Ei AT &0 1314
I hod Tise| se s

L2

.50
L1 . I&
Cutdle equipme 8 L3 L
Death loss_ o . . .08
Velerinary .. s - . AR
[nstrnnce. - . .M
.12

Tnedtlentnls
Trrterest na investinond in cattle
Intorest en investment in equipe
T ] O £ . . H B L L
Totul cost of 100 potnds of galn. o] 30,7 a L a L 56 25 00] i0.82
Treduetions rom ¢osh—
Tark. . ... 3 4 1 3 an L3
Manure i . 5 1 L L4 L3
el rost of 100 poutndds of gain 5, 47] 2 L 22 3 . 2. 48| & 10|
Financlal returng per bepd—
Cost of fecder amitm nt faro 5.7 Sl an 01] 40 24) 4196|4217 40.70) 22, 2%
Cost of feed. .. 202 T 300 . 47, 03] . 7241
Cose ol iman and harse ahaor, 4 . 41t 284 4. A
Tuteread ot investient in catila amd
erpdpment LBU] L 347 A 2.0 3. 60
Enuipment deprechlion nnd repnirs. i 1,07 . . 2,z
. 1. 10 L LTA L
Totnl cosl of Nnisled ; E A0, 85| 84, 00) B2, L 72[140. B 123, 74
Dreductinns from cnst:
York. . .. X 2 § 12 18, 8} 10.31
Monure. | 81K L 1.72 3.08] 4.47
el oost of Nnished puimal pt fen_. L 32 8211 124, 42| 108, 75
Nt wilo volug per hond ab larm I
Trolt. __ . .15
Tarss. ... . . 17. 02
Cosl of tni
A1) | L2 * . 165, 20
Cost of fre
{7114 11 A — - 2. %0
Muorgin tecessary o vover costs. . : . 3
Margin recelved. ..., J 407 3 T L 52 4. 17
Return per buslel of corn fed - a3 . . 1. 14
Farm prics of sorn per bushel - . DT D I -1 I 1Y I L I 1 I
Tteturn for cach $100 of cost B0, B 120. B1}100. 17| B6. 38 8—L3Blll]1. 08i125. 25/101. 45
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TasLe 44,— Basic requirements, costs, and financial returns in fallening beef catile
in fowe, by cla.sses, 1948-1923—Continued

Cows All cattls

1921 1920 | 1921 4 1922

Number of droves_ 113 133( 119
Numbar of eatlle._ ... 4, 175 5, 510
Inilin] \\'uu,lllt er hcn(l pmlnds % 0| V85| 843
Chain in welght, pounds. 243 7 50
Finnl weight, pounds. R . A15 1,182
Days on farm R 1) oy 2 T I 150 1BE 1D
Avernge cully pgnin w ln]u on  farm,
pounds . 1, . 1. 80
Feed cansumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Qrnln, pounds_ oo oenee oy ammaeaas 840
Frotein trnte, ponnds . . . 4.7
‘\lu[ wmes feads, pounds, - . 3 8.8
e hiny, pounds. 215
ther hiny, [mun(!s 21
SIO\'Lr and shrnw, poundds. 43
Silnge, pounds. ... . 7]
Pasture, days - E
Ty |1rullucLs with 100 pounds af gain:
Pork, poonds. o ocveooaaooo
Mlmuru Inndis
Tabor wsed por 100 pounds of gn
Alun hours
Hlorse hours.

Cost of 100 ponnds of gnin:
Feed .. ...
Man labyr_
Horsg Inber ..
Crlbtle equipmont
Drenth loss
Velerinnry
Lnsuranes
Tnxos..
Inehlens
Intercst en investment {5 @ittle
Intersst an investment in cguipment.
Totat cast of 100 pounds of guin
Deduetions froin ¢ost—
Park.....
AMnnore. .
Nt vost of 100 puuuds o gnin
Fluancin} returns per hend—
Cost of feedder anbmind ot fem . _
Cost of feed
Cost of tan nnd horse Inbor
Tnterest g investment in e
vopipment
Enquipnent depreeiation and repains.
Other costs.
Totnl eost of Mnighed mpiual ot farm ..
Dreduietions fron ¢ost:
otk 4. 000 758
20| 53§
Mel cost of Anished animal at bem. 102, 536|139, 041
}j\JJ'c: ke value per bead b firm - 108, 35| 110 11
rof

Los: of finkshed animal per 100 pounds
al farm

C?SL of feedder anlmnl per 100 paunds at
Arn . -

Alargin trepessnry to cover costs. ..o

Margin received.

Izeturn per bushel of corn fod.

Farn price of coru per bushal | . ) . I . . B .30 .60

Return for cach 3100 of eoat, X 3 X . 74120, 121102.99
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TABLE 45.—Basic requirementy, cosls, and financial relurns in fatlening beef catlicin
Itinois, by classes, 19191823

Cattls welghing 1,000 pounds Cuttle weiyghing 750 to 1,600
and over potnds

1920 | 1621 | 1022 1016 | 1920 | 102 Jm’n}m

Numbher of droves 1 -iﬁl 63
Hunnber of caltle 4] 383 4 1, B0t 7 £, 877 2,74
initin} welght per heod, pounds. .. E 5 I
Quln in weight, ponnds nY 2R 5 ; 2 260
Final welghi, ponnds v R N 1,074) 1,132
Days on it . R ] 15 152| 165
Averape daity gain while ot farm, pounds . . . . . .51 L.57
Faod consumed per 100 pounds of galnr

Qrain, pound I S SR A46]

Protein concentrates, pounds. .- 3 3 3 g

Modusses foeds, pounds

Luftlmu hay, pounds..

Other huy, potingds

Stover and straw, pownds. 3

Silage, poumis 1, G0

Pusbiare, days. _o_uaa R - 5 12 8 & 7 it
By-i;mdt:cui with 100 pounds of goin:

'ork, pounds 13.4

Algnure, londs ..o 20
Laber used per 100 pounds of gaind

Mo hotrs . . . . . ) & 74

Horso hours, X . I | I 307

[SE2]
[ =R =

Clost of 100 pounds of gl . A Dolls,
i ) . 7 gl as0s 1 n
218] LY
L .58
B2 LT
A1) -

. 03

Tnsuranne:
IR - . . i A B~ | R
Tncldentnis., . . L2 IF I | .
Interest on investment in cottle . . . . JH BE L5
Tuterest ou investinent in couipment N . 82 . LT 3 65
Totnl cost of 109 pounds of gain. .. 3T 3 . . 42,30 20.35] 1532
Decluctions from costl
Pork
Maonure
ot cost of 100 nounds of pain
Finaneial reiuros per hepd:
Cust of feeder puimal of rst
Cost of fead
Cost of inan antd liorse lahor
Inrterost on bnvestorent ke esttle oned
cquipment
Euguipment «leprecintion and rapnirs.
Other CostS ., aunemmmmmmcr o mammm s . 1. 2
Patnl cost of {inished anlmnl at farnm_ .. 27, . O7|107. 3]
Deduations from cosl;

il ?-il Lo L5
500 M| LaY
B4.053 1.2 124

ol
@EF T

83.B1' (8.5 45.05
85,04 40.44) 26,68
i 674, 6 16] 3.37

4.35 4.8% 250
143 215 152
Lt Lan el LIl
153, 81 123. 22 80. 201684, 50

6.47) 286 369 336
1,80 5.8H 819 4.13
16533 114, 71| 73,45 G7.01

B b 28 &
B8 _STY

[l o

3 3 4,71

S 1Y L1 S 2 3 8 4, 5] 4
Mot cost of finished anfmal ot farm. 203, 98, 20|
Net salo vdue per hend at farm..

- 8!
T.oss R R 5 . 00 31.87) 23. T
Cost of Ainished noinal per 100 pounds i
FILAR 1% WP 3 i5. 84| 14.87| 10, 19
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pourds at
1025 9.78| 620 3 0. 61

- hiprgin noCosSATY Lo coVET eosls. Jd & 544 L8 117 5. 23]
Mlarpgip recelved. ..o 2.2 —5 12 180 L 5.07
Return per bushel of core fed. 7 .3 - M 67 .03
Farm price of corn, per bushel Ao L4 .50 LM .47

Rebury for each $100 of cost 79. 85 76. -521103.&1

8 BENS

——
=
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Tasue 46.—Basic requirements, cosls, and financial returns in fullening beef caitle in
linpis, by classes, 1915—1923—Continued

Cattle welghing 580 te 750 Caitio waighin&: under 500
ot hounds

W20 | 162

Nunihar af droves. 10
Mumnber of eatlle Bl
Laltiol weight por trawd, poumls.. j
Quin in welsht, potil
Flunl wolght, potinds.
Diuys o fann -
Avernpo dnily grli whifo on fuco, moumds
Feed constensd pur 10 pong)s of guind
Cirabu, pounds
Teolett concuntrates, pminds.
Mol fewils, poamls. oo
Legume by, pountls..
Other hay, pounds
Staver nted straw, pounds
Siligee, 1 . _
Pastorn, dnys
By-products with W0 potnds of gade;
Park, pouods. oo __._
Maoasre, tands_ - o.ooo..
Lahor wsed per W pounds of pub:
Map lowees

| Dalla, | Palls| Doy,
11, BD) 3 M. T8
binm laline. , 0 . . B
orse lalior. . __ . E .13
Cnbllo el prne . . . o
Death loss E s . i
Vaterinury . . ; At i)
Jnsnrnnes .. P 1] —
Puxes. .o . . AR
Inehlentals, P - q - . . e
1nterest on jovestinont it eathls - . 45
Luteresk nn lnvestrent in enuipment i - 21 .58 .40
Totpl vast of 1) potands of galn . x 13. 261 14, 20
Dunduretions feom cost: .
ok 3 3 1.3 .85

Alaig - ) .73 133 LaH 2.0
Ned cost of W0 pounds o :i:t n. E . 1. TR 10.63 12.44] 24, 47
Fioaaehil ceturns por head:

Cost of fewder asdnial ob farm 47, 17 3533 32 82] 45, 40

Cosbol lesd ..o .o.oon | 8. w300 MY 2647 37, 47 B3 40

Cost of man anid horss inber__ &0 .57 27H 6.8

Interest on fnvestient it cuttlo nnd

papipnenl 30 4 4. 15 270 48

Fotipeenil doprocinti 5 3 S L L40] 2.3

Other eosts L3 1 . CEE By
Tati! cost of finisiwd 147, U5) 148, 08, 45 V0. 32} 85.05[144. 10
Dodoetlans from cost:

1.7 3 208 A3 167

L . 4. H N 2 M) B 15 .28
et cost of Anished anind ob faru 2 3 W2. 31| 63. 72451132, 801 4, 82
Nt ynig valito per hend st e, __ _jizr. E 72.81) 60, 0.3

Profit. ..

mrwmmamanacaa 18 70
wed wnimnl pec 100 poincds

UL 1T < U - ik 75 T3] 8 34| 15 10
Coest of feader anlfmal per 100 pounds at
farm... L 3 T.13 A 6. 28 10,35
Mprgin ne ¥ Lo eosver costs. 3 3 . L i
Marpmin receivael A 3 . 3 3,34
Taturn per bushol of corn fod . o f N . . -
Farm price of corn, per bushel .53 66 1.38] LAg...
Return for each $100 of cost X . 15 78,88 87.008] 81. 30

LB H
L AT 63,47
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TABLE 45.— Basic requirements, costs, and financial returns in faitening beef cattle in
Illinois, by closses, 1919-1923—Continued

Cows All catilo

1019 | 1020 1922

MNumber of droves.. 7 73| 106
MNumber of entlle.. . 214 2,713 4, 54?
1nitin] weight per lesd, pounds 3!‘5} T8
Qain in weight, pounds o2 3 1740 MM 5
Flnal welght, peunds. - q ; 1 1,040 1,080 4, TN
Duys on frm. - T3 2 122 98 147} 187 172
Avermee dnily guin we e nn larm, pnunda it ' . 119 1.58] L 43
Feed consuiied per 10 poumds af gaint
Cirain, potinds i 0 527 524 537
Protein vancentrotes, pengls . 5 11.4] TA.B 57
Pinlasses feddy, pounds LB 3.3 153
Legrinne hay, pokmds. 183
Other by, o, . i 120
Stover hid straw, |}uuntis 151) 161
Bilnge, poundds. oo - : 2,007 1, 685
tnsture, diys 7 Pt pra| 20; 10| Y 1L
Dy-prochincls with 100 pnnmln ol gnin:
Pork, pounds A 4, 18.8] 123
Mnnurc, lossur]s 2. 21 23 L9 L4
Labor used) per 100 pounds of guin:
Man hors . 39 3 7 558 471 4.5
1Tarse oW e o e e miemmm o . E 208 2,92 235

Cgst of 100 pounds of gain: . L L 3 1. Dolls,| Doiixs.' Dolls.
Foed K 1 : 4. 495 14. 70
L8] 168
. . LG8 .53
Cpdtie equipment . i . B, | B
Death loss o] . P -
Yoterinnry . .
Tnsiranee

Ineldentals. . . . N

Interest on investment in o k . .

Lnteress on investisent in equipment L3 .88 . LB .88t (A5 .
‘Totad cost of 100 pounds of gain 1% 180 35. 41F 39, 64| 20,03
Dctlllelions from cost:

L7t 306 27 14
- 2,360 3,18 49| 197
Net cost of 100 pmm(lh of | nin N 15. 11] 2¢. 17} 32,301 17. (2]
Finapebnl returns per head: :
Cast of (eeder iyimal ot farm . 3 . 40, 15 B1. 40 77.30] GA. 68
Costoof ferd S i3 4.0 N 25. 10; 85, 58| 583. 62| 38, 14
Cost of man pid horse Wbor. .. - . A 2 . 3.21F 0.29 6.68 56D
[nierest on investment in enttle aml
efupnent . . 245 508 4.28 4.46)
Eruipment depreeintion amd reppirs. 1. 44 203 275 1,43 109
Uiher oosts. _, g N LB . Lo 215 186 LIG
ol cost of Anisted il ot furm_. . |115 74154 87. 15 . 7d. B2|186. 19)175. 76 118, 32

1reductions from cest:
3.0 0.05 6.7 260

375 oot Zeal 15l A1a watl il soF
Nt cost of finished noimal ot fmem.....111. 61[145. 35 B1. 38] 50. 0, B7(167, T3|L56. 03 110, 56
Nat snlo value per head at farm 100, 84711642 64, 96{ 48. 24] 57, 061|154 T4{128. -Mi 85, 80|

L7 2 07| 16, 42 0,00} 12. 03| 28. 48] 4. 79
13570 7.88 6.30] 15. 52| 14. 72/ 10.03

5 482 10. 30§ 9.45) 7.00
Maurgin nocesSney to cover ensts ) . LT A L2 219
Muargin roveived 3 85 L@} .05 =11
iteturn per bushel of cora fed | L - .02 Lt —. 4
Fartn price of corn, per bushel. oo oooooo . . .52 L3767 L dl! a3 .48 .

Heturn for anch $]000femu ! , 82| 4. 78] BA. 41 i A 77, 60:107. 12| 09,62

Cost of Nnisluwd animal per 160 peunds

Cust of feeter animni per 100 pounls at
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TabBLs 46.— Basic requirements, cosls and financial returns in fatiening beef cattle
in Indigna, by closses, 1915-1823

Cattle waighing 1,000 | Cattle waighing I?m to LOOD

pounds and over poundls
Itom

1620 | 1921 | 1922 | 1923 | 1919 | 1020 | 1021 | 1922 | 1923
Numbor of deoves_ .. e ioma e 1] 1B 27 18 20 50 44 52 51
Numbor of ecobllo. ... 188| a21) 1,21 705 a4 1,683 1,451 2, 0431 L, 887
Injtink welghl per hend, ponnds —.| om0, 0u l 12-1 1,067 82 BHA B Gy 803
Qain in weight, pmmds.____ | Ma 200 187] 326, 374 262 o
Miual weleht, pounds. . . _| n3iet 1,388 1, ddu oA 10820 1, 180 1w L 06 L, 168
Iays on . - 125 125 120 05 181 1 1 155 158
Avorngoe dnily ain while on I’tmn mun&s _____ .07 L83 LVl .98 153 100 .M 1.63] L70

Feodl constuned per 100 pounds of Eain:
QN BoUNCS_ s 8321 1,005 1,199 907 465 A0| 4Rl 872 B7B
IProtein concetibentes, pounds.. 512l 228 2.7 3.0/ 10L8] 483 460 150 112

Mulasses foatls, ponnds..... £ PR IR I 43.0) 2.7 ... .6 7.8
Lopumnin hay, ponnds
Cihor iy, pounds. _.
Stever and s, [mlm(!::
Sllage, povimds
Trusbarry, (uys. .o.o.
By- nranu(,Ls willy ton pnuluh of L,nin'
Tork, ponnds, ..
Mnmm- lands. .
Labor used per 100 pow s

5.2 0.1 23 2.5 385 4d.6
1 L4 18 LS

Mlaay, hours. ..o ... 4. 55 28l &40l 518 528 3.881 3.78
Torse, hours_. . - 1L#H 2009 208 LA 215 2.93‘ 2.18

COSE of 100 pannids nr;.mn Duli;{. Dolly,| Noilx. Dolls.) Dolis.; Dolls. Dolls.
L D U 31,4

i+ 66 27,52 27,04 13 S?J 11. 67 14. 52
86

d
Moy, il _ 167 LBh RN LB 1,82
lorse, lahor. .. AB .42 T I T 7
Catile couipment . . R LA B LOA| L 4T
Tienth, loss. .. . .2 ‘o= g lan o, 17
Volerlonacy D o] IR 1 N 1] | DR, . .ma .02 ay e
Tnsuranco. 8 R 4 PSR IS (R O ML 02
‘Taxes. . - a0 .08 . 3 L2 . ) 18
Ineicdentals. . . . pil .1a .= 200 . L 18 1L
Interost on investment in coltfo. .. .- _| L I 1 I+ B Y 1 | S 1+
Taterest ot jnsestmant m (,{IUIDHILI:It A RN C IO | IR - ]
Tatal ¢nst of 100 pownds of gein... ... ..._c.o.] 37,71 17. 05 33, 80| 23,820 19,270 14. 48] 17.77
Deduclions from cost:
Pork . .....o... 3.84 4,45 4,06 4.33 208 277 3.52
{1 TV (T 4. 18 2,48 Lo0| .60 20d 245 2.2
Nub cosL nf 1) poun{ls ol ¢ i,mu - 2. 04 10. 15| 2», 15) 25.89( 15 18] 8.05 12.05
Finnneial returny per anionl:
Cost of {emler andmal ot foon ... 127. 32 70. 00| 8508 B, BR| 72, 88 54 46| 50,467
Crost of fent. o el 77, 48] 27.51) 00, 70] 7v.05) 30 17 20,25) 41 24
Cast of man amed horsa labare.o . 50 L7 T4 3 a0 2t 312
Tuterosi on investiment in enttho ned edqitif
menbo aeaa. .. cisaaomaaa] RBI 155 & 1@ 532 n 4 233 2.61
qunipmcnt lh,pn.cml.mn T’ rop.llrs. + . 52I 317 234 L.Bfy .76 L1.02
Othet codis -...... LT 3.92) 2200 2.2 LI 143
Tatal cast of Midshed aoinal Bt Koo oooo- 103, DEI206, 47| 180, L 127, 3] 91, 541109, 0D
Duddnetions roin cust:
Pork 4, 571 8. 34 13,35 101.08) 587 0.53 Q.70
Muonure. oo e 4 138 527 O ii2l i ?3, G568 G012

Net oost of finished animnl at farm -2
Net snles value ver head at fnens-

______ 10.05) 17, 24 .

o aninyal per 100 pnumlsu - 7.18| 10,25 13,08 10,04 6.54 7,05
C‘ast.orh_edurunimnl prer 100 pounds al farm. oo 0.05 1L.51} 10.18 844 .12+ 4 68
DMnrein negesspry Lo cover coslso oo . 50 4.7 3.5) ey A3 127
Murgin received o oo oot - L#| 3.48 2% -6 L0 2 13

lteturn per bushel of corn fed__ .-
Farm price of rorn per bushel - cac
Return for ench $100 of cost.

L Y B
52 03} 0. 52{114, 34[112. 67 91,46
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TaBLE 46.—Baxic requircments, costs aimd financial returns in follening beef caitle
in fudianea, b_; classes, 1019-1923—Conlinued

‘Cnttlu weighlng 500 te 750
o

Caitly weighlng nnder 500
b

s onnds
Itown
19101 1020 | 1oz | ve22 5023 | 1009 | to20 | 1021 | 1002 | 1923
Nimber of dreveS.oo ..o 24 24 '.!i! 3 i fi 5| 1t b 13
Number of grbtho..... aig)  cwi|  y04 882 miP 2w 103 4T W32 B
Inktinl waight par ben, ]amlmi.s a8 85 ﬁ"m weel  e7el  492] 448 430 40 400
Quiin i waighey, |‘Juundb-.-..u. 30 298 P S ) B T B A R T IR
Flial weight, pownds. . s M8 mal st osal el set| By 7wl oo
b B SR I (TE 1 TomM3 wal  iv7| w02] 215 @3y 2R 224 iR¢
Avorge dadly guiin w h!lﬂnuflu'm p:mmlb LT bdd] L4y BAS) LT LAY L2940 L4 1.56
Feet] ponsunaed per 10 puuudsnfgnm 1
Clrndny, PONTOS oot aama grgl At ste]  wr7p Aw|  aem 468 sS4 5210 500
Troloin coteeitrntas, ponmls 4.4 36 Sl Hoie 4 1] sl s w4 3y 153
Malnsses fewls, pounds.. [0 O A . ELLTIE: 4.0 Ly 442
Lo tiny, ;mun(l&._. . {7 7% 54 40] U -&Ii &7 45 2 48
Othrer Ty pnuu.d - . 182 kL 19 4] 1} HMooih =0 41 Ko
Stover pnd straw . nmm(is_. l LT I e B ! B < w1 1420 seR am
Shagre, pounds ... o T I W Tt TR T I w1 s SSG! 830!  8G3
Tosiurg, duyso . ... i [ 1 ) 40 i 4| 10
By-prarfluctswith !uuimllndsah,mu |
1ork, pounds. . aoasn.an 3.6l w0l s8] =] 2yl ol isg 4.0 150 0.8
Munurc, loads - ... .. Ly La LY L4 LT Lo Lot . .4 1.t
Lubor usod for 1K) puumi': of muu’
Aot BOULS e ae i es mrm e ccmmmm Doaps| 4.78) 4.a] 4019 31 248! 2700 387 3.78 3.33
1lorse, hotrs. . CHLELAT] wp o 2sal L2 .28'| L4 L 203 L83
Cost of D0 pounds of gain: pais]| Datis | Dotiv | Dotis | Delts)] Dolts.! Dolir | Dolls.| Dolly.| Dalls.
Fopd P, 68| oo 12 ad] 10004 10, 02] 16,800 2176 1L B 815 11,40
Muan, Inbor. 148 174 L4885 i .86 8% LAY TG .0
Torsa, lnbor oo ... 10 .:411 I I N R B 1
L 1 T 3 .34 ‘50| LA .52 .-ili -1
- 23 ot 1l i AT I L1 I 1 10 il
D B | TN IV NN I, | i e .em .11
IR IR S| R N [ 03 l.o
Rt T Y I T ST RN B 1 I
........ Tal L L ag e L8] e .19 .08 .03 OB
{nterest on invesitt R A1 S S R SO Y- (s [ -
Intorest an intvestment i eouimment, .73 L8] s LA .38 .62 0 68, Ml )
Totnl eost of (80 ponnds of grin. e aana s ag 15 201t 16, 52] 12 86} 1464 22,02 25 51 15.07 1078 13.87
Diecdizedions fromn cost: i I | l
MO . v pmmmmrc A ccammmna———— 238l 2Ry ey =89 LA 215 AN LI L4, L47
Mattro, . L...n 30 %1% L& Lee o1y L8% 437 Lod LTE O LAL
Not cost of 100 pom:d:. of g-\in.......-._.. 2. 07 ©.6) B 5 oAl 10, 7| 18 05 1606 1ZTH TOOG6 1108
Finntgiud petirrns por animad: {
Cosh of fatler (URRL fh (e . o1 (.56 53, 15| 4% 17} 37 &4 4340, 43,71 45.060) 42780 26,54 a6, 00
Costoftond. | _oovamannone. Thsnosd vaom| =l osodo] 804 0355 72070 4L 24 26 U?!' 3314
Cast of mun md horse Wbur. o b s 6oz 4oy S 281 2ol 43 5123 342 288
Inttorest gn investment i eattho godl
quli[)IliLEll-.---..__ a5 a0A 48 215 267 3oy 497 4.93 250 208
]};{pmcm (loprccmtmu e runnrs vl zos) L6l .80 L4 rned 234 LU [
OURer Co8tT. oo M s 29l nsol vss) el 2% zral Lo nog nw
Tolal cost of finished fnimal AL farm .. |04 i 1siad o, 85] T8 6u 88, 92) 017 70 e 21|00, 01 81.06| 66 48
Deductions fron: cost: |
Pork s e ] mse ssd o4m BN 8T TED gooy 403 447 428
Mamerg. . Ol s owmast e sl oass) ool et 4o S48 884
Nu!.(m!'.of!lniaht.d aninnl ol fer l'i‘». sitas i3] sa. 74 o0 o8| 70, 28j04 4plinT. gy 1. B8] AL 1] 68,36
Netsiles valuo per liend ot ftrai... an a7 vie. o] 08 56) 66.30] 26 03] 99 481110400 71 14| 0034 0104
Irrofid. [T S - IR R R, 0. 23]
Loss. .. T T T (Y h——
Castof fl

[T 523 24,32 w54 18l o 840
Cost of foedler Tt pur 10 ;mund}, nt’

JI N e mm e msamammm e m s mmmmmaam o 1061 o2l TL4E] WO 604 1116 B0.31 049 6.5 6 42
Margin n(,mssar) 1o Cover eosly . - A e ong el w3l 402 149 W52 LG54
Blargin recelved ool Lo Jbowol oasm — ) a2 202 u.-iiii 33| — W LI 230
Teturu por bushel of corn fuel . R i. o LFR -8 Lhm Ll 36 L 3“ —. 0 . 74) .82
Farm prica of corn por bushel . B L4 LBy .42 o LA LB el .42 LT
Tioturn for ench $i00 ofeost. oo caooo- U? -15 8, o4 ;0 05 llﬂ -I.i ill 4] @5 3!}1 3. S? 78. 10]118, 068|104, 59
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TapLe 40.—Basic requirements, costs and financial relurns in

in fndiena, by classes, 1919-1923— Continued

TECHNICAL BULLETIN 23, U. §. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

Jallening beef calile,

Cows Al

! euttlo

182 | g2 1619 | w20

1924 ) 122

Nurnher aof drovoes
Number of cibtlo

Initind woight per hond, ponnds
Caln in weiphil, pounds.____
Final woight, pongds.
Days o {arm e ————
Averags drily gain whils on ferim, poltmls
Feod consitod nur 100 pournds of JuTHEY
Oruin, ponnds
Protetu conegrelrites, poundy,
Dlodissus foeds, pounds. oo
Legume hny, pods.
Othier hay, poanls_ ..
Stover and SLw, pounds
Siluge, paineds
Tastirg, days
By-pradiels with 100 pounds of gnie
Pork, pounds ______.
Mutedre, lombs Lo _____
Labor uset! por 100 poniieds of g
Man, hionrs,
Horsy, hours

Cost ot 100 pounds of guin:
Food

M, lnbor
Horsy, nhor

Trenth loss

Volerinary. o
Tnsurance

Inent i cathio___ .

Interest on investinont in cawipnicit_
Tofal cost of #0 pouds of pain

Detlxictg‘uns froni cost:

Cast of feeder anital at farm
Cost of fomd.__
Cost of mnn g 0 inber..
Tterest on fuvestiment in eatileand gl
mpnt .
I-:(auipmuut depresintbon nud ropmiss.
Other ensts
Total cost of finislied aoimnel ab fann
Deductions from vost:
Pork_
Muanurg

Mot cost of tinished anims) nt farm,
Net sules value per hopd at farm.

1. 33

ptAtE

g o0
T, 57

Profit.
L

T
4. 05

49 05
1, 8421 2,497
G7Y 0 TER

242
145 150

L7375

4. 33
3,89 i, 13]

Lrolte.| Dolly.| Dotls.| Dolls
5.03) v 3.0 w2 8g) 2g.
L2 1450 281 148
. 59 . 35

7 - 2 S
4L 18] 27. 86 31 &
9.2 345

83 t.u8
13, 5% 23,13

3043 ¥
284 7
2. 54

.63
.31
1,51
Gh 27

13. 30|

5. 88
45. 81
48,41

&

s
ek

2uz

55 =

et

4. 64| 1514 13. 08
4,01 13. 15 10,15
.04 380
316 2 24
gl L7
1460 1.4
G, 10] 88, 54

Lg%
sl 7s

B |
78. 64108, 77105, 49

Ll
3, 321
8ot
27

. .54

1L I ¢
13.73) 5.9
S.o68 248
233 102
T.72] 1141

.70
14, Iy
08. 08| 50. 53| 52, 59
26. 88| 36, 21
205 278

218 228
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TanLe 47.—Basic requirements, costs and financial refurns in fatlening beef cutlle
in Missouri, by elasses, 1519-1923

Cottle weiphing 1,000 pounds | Cetile weighing 750 to 1,000
nod over pounds

1421 1024 | 1521

MNumhar of droves E4 48
Miynbet of catbin t 1,024 2,710
Tnltinl waliht prer head, paun:lb M| 1, ; 823 880
Gt In weight, pounds. . _ 201 253
Final welght, pounds. d 45| 1,061 1,142
Duys on rn 183 1 0 143 2] 1M
Averagodally gain whil ot [ur:u.poumls g . £ . . 1.20] 1.34
Feod cansmmd per 10U pounds of gain:
Crnin, ponnds. oL eamaas (g a8 581
Trraluin coneeubrates, potnds .- . L i 3 120.4] 47.9
ol feqils, posinds, L} 3.2, 45, 5.0 T.B
L hay, pmm(t ; B2l 170
Other hay, ;mllmls._._ 4 57 i
Slover :md sLw, poundds. ;] s 200 167
Shlage, peomds .. ; 03 EOY
Prstizry, dnys. ooou. 48]
TBy-produets with 10 pouncds of gain:
Pork, pounds. ... L3 2 . 8.3
Mantre, tonds_ - | .U .
Labor ustd per I8 pouids of gain:
Mnn loiirs, L 342 2 380 3. 238
Ilerss houtd....- 3 3 ) 3.40) 3. 5. 25) 7 3 414 3.2

Cost of 160 pounds of gain; 1 .| faolls, L L Dnih Daua
|| 2 3 o N 7
MManlabor. . i .78
Morsy Inhor. . . .

Caithe eouipimuent
Death loss
Veterinary .
Insammg
THEeS cemaa
Inehdentals .

1nlurest on investinent in eattle
Inlerest on Investment incouipment . L)

Totnl cost of 104 pounds of gain a 10. 89

Doduetions from cosl:
Pork. _ 3 . 2.4
Manure. . .0 1 .09

Net cosl of 1K} pounds of guin 3 15, 84|

Financinl returns per hew!:
Cosl of feeder nuimal at Or e ... 114, 07 92, 17| 80. 07| 73.03| 82 21
Cast of feed T4 24 BA O k 53,41
C'ost of mimy and horse laboraoo......] 473 8861 513 8| 4, &)
Intlerest on investinont in enltle and

SO e e 1. 3497 409 2 F 3. 83|
I r]lmpmr:nl. depreciation and n_pmr:\ v .36 .43 . . 50 . 56
Ouhier ¢osis. 1. 1.36) 1.6 1. 1. 77 1. 18

Tolp! cost of Dudshed anbaal ot fen. 185 . 024158, 38| 4|t U? 151 81/185, 66/134. 86

Duduciions from cost:
Pork..o.oo-. 7 5 9. "3 555 3.7 8. S.S 8.6 7.85
Manure. L] A v 1.08) B2

Net vost of inishe! animal ot farin 3 3 I48..i£ 95, 39/100, 54 7. 71 155, 10126, 19

Not snles value per lend ot farm. . ooaa.. . . TAEL05. 12) LK), 148, 52

Luuss

aL fnrm
Cost of feeder unbinal per 100 pounds at
frm_
Margin necessnry to cover costs
Mnrgin received
Leturn per bushel of corn fel . .
Fuarm price of ¢corn per hushel .67 .48 . . AT 40 LT
Retarn for encly $100 of vost 7. S" 70. 85|105. 87| 05. 97] ™. -10 72 &Ij115. 08101, 97
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TaBLE 47.—Basic reguiremenls, cosiz and financial refurns in Jatiening beef catile
in Missouri, by dasses, 1919-1888—Continued

Coitle woighing 5080 fo 750
pounds

Cattlo weighing under 500
pounds

1621

Numbar of droves
Numnbor of cattlo
Inbtin weighl per hond, ponnd
Galn in walpght, pounda
Final wolyht, pounds.
Iays on farm
Averago doliygale whilson Inrin, pounds.
Fead consuuictd por ¥4 pounds of gain:
Clenin, potunds
Protein conventrales, ponids
hiclusses fopds, pounds....
Lepuine hay, pounds
Qthoer bny, pounds...
Stovar amd straw, poli
Silape, pounds.__
Pustara, duys ———
By-produsts with 40 pouswls of galn:
Pork, nounds.
Bnmure, londs
Labyr wsed por 100 pounds of gein:
Man hoors
Horse hours

Cost of 100 pounds of gain:
Foetl

Maniabor. .l
Iiorsy labior. ...

Cattle equiptinent

Dientl loss

Vetorinary.

IEssur 20 0]

‘Prvps

Ingidentnds.. .

Interest on Investmont in onltle

Interest on investrent inequipment
Taoial cost of 100 pounds of gain
Deductions from eost:

Park R

Maonuro,

Net cost of 100 pounds of gin
Finunein! returns per hend:
Cost of fecder nnitan] ot feme.——...

Cost of foad o

Cost of man ind horse lhor,
Interest on investivant in cattle and
ennipiment

Enquipnent deprecintion and repairs,

Other 00518, - @i cicacammmmmaaaas
Tolnl cost of fluished nnimal ot farm____
Deduetinns frotn cost:

Pork..

Mnnure,

Net cost of thnished nnimat at favm

Not seles valme per bond ab farm. oo
Profit

LOSS. o rcice ccmecmmcmmmmemmmaanan
Cost of finished animal per ¥9 poupds ot
(‘c{}st of fecdar npimnd por 100 pounds at

Blargin neeessary o cover costs.
Margin received

Return per bushiol of corn fed. oo
Farin price of vorn per busiiel. .
Return lor encl $100 of cost

1. 5

143

174

3. 02
250

Dalix,

: . -5
94, 08| 85 13 78 40

586
1. 50
2.3

.3
2 47 211
.69 La3 i3

DoMy | Bolls.; Dolls.
0.6 R 3%
[ -]
LH .28
B .

1

. L
LER BRESE

wBE

228

e
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TapLE 47.—Busic requirements, cosis and finaneinl relurns tn fullening beef cattle
in Afigsouri, by clusses, 1919-1923~Conlinued

Cows All cattle

Itewm

1920] to3t | 1018 ‘ 1920
i

Number of tlroves 2 51 95
Mutnber of eultla_ oo . .aaees 1M 3, 6L :
Iniths! saight por hewd, pou 5| TH T
Ltk in weipht, pounds 158
Final welght, poands_ : Gy
Duyson liemio___. ... PO . j£1E
Avornge golly gaby while 13, pornds. ... L3
Foel ponsurnet por R jotiuds of gain i
{rnia, povnds
Prolubi contenbrates, pounds.
Alolnsses fecds, pownds ..
Laguine hay, pounds_ -
Qher Ty, poundds
Stover Lad sleaw, ponds.
Siugee, pottiees. -
Pasturo, duys
B};—;;mducts willy M poumn
ork, onnds e . X AL 2R
Manure, lowds.. ono o K 1 . . L3
Laber usedt por ¥ pounds of goini: .
AR HOWS . cc e wmmamo e 5.23 8.9 368 3.08] 2.83
tlorse howrs i . 510y 358 14 aor

| Botls.| Dofie] Dotls) Deolls,
21, 34 15 14.01) 0.99

Dinn labor..
Ilarse Inbior___.

T'uxes
Tnekleatnls___. .-
Interest on fovestuent i entlio_ . ...
Intersst an investmeont by couipment .
Tatal cost of 1K) pownds of gait o cvioriamiena- wam 36,15
Deductions Fotn cost:
Pork._.. . 3.64 L8O
Mnnore Bk . ?1 Al
Net cost ol 10} po i L 18] 92, 10) 23,25 2
Finaneinl retagrng por head,
Cost of fepder matiuad ot frmoa.aean- 66. 4771 7L 75
Cosloof featl e canaeaamae e 41, 43, 50, 87|
Cost of von mred forse mhoro .. . . 2,52 4.8
Intorost on Investingut in cattle aipd equipuen . 1,80 3,40
Toniptaent doprocintion and [ L I .29 .Y
(o L S
Totoi cost of fnished animal ok fave_ooooa
Daoductions from ensk:
Pork. ...
1 FYTT S, !
Neb eost of Bnished no 5. RN
Mot snles volng por head al e 3 44 37
Proftt JSEON RSSO NI, PO
Loss o9 40,400 2.67) 19.93
Cost of Nmished aafmel per 166 poumwl 13.40| 13. 45
Cast of feeder unimnl por 100 pounds ol lrm. - 5 4. 3
Mnrpin necessary to cover gasts
Binegin reeeived_ooaiceean o
TRetuened per bushel of eorn fed.
Farra pries of corn per hushel.__ 14 Crib oL4T, L4m B0l 480 LTE
Return for coch $10 of cost. - 83, 4| 54 Gﬁl- 8. 0!; 86.07) 73. 06113, 2‘Bi 9. 74

FOL
2, 1B

56844°—27—=6
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TABLE 48.—Results of feeding heavy cattle typical rations under different systems

a8

Strictly dry lot

1919-20 1921 1922-23

|

Corn Corn Corn | Gorn | Corn,

All corn]- All All All corn| Al All ! |All corn| “All
and h : and and | straw,
by and | heavy | light All and | heavy | light All 3 *1 and | heavy
legume| j, silage | silage | raticns hay | silage | silage | rations |legame| mixed | and bay | silage

hay < s s - Pl - hay hay { stover s s
riitions | Faticns | rations | rations rations | rations ; rations rations | rations | rations | T8tions | rations

3

HEOLIONTEDY 0 "LJEd 'S "N ‘67 NILTTING TYDINHOWL

Number of droves . 41 56 5 17
Number of cattle: 356 7 680
Initial weight per head, pounds.._. , : 75 N 1,083
Qain in weight per head, pounds 2 24 237 2 94 275
Final weight, pounds 7 5 5 1,358
Dayson farm. .- . 3 142 29 153 33 133
Days on feed . 133
Average daily gain while on farm, pounds.__ 2,08
Daily ration (while oni feed):

Grain, pounds. 24.8

Protein concentrates, pounds.

Molasses feeds, pounds.

Legume hay, pounds

Other hays, pounds

Straw and stover, pounds

Silage, pounds. __ y
Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:

Grain, pounds

Protein concentrates, poun

Molasse: feods, pounds.

Legume hay, pounds.

Other hay, pounds =

Stover and straw, pounds 10

Silage, pounds. ..

Pasture, days i
By-products with 100 pounds of gain: .

DPork, pounds , € 3 . 32.6 25.9 29, 16.3 8 28.1 27.2 3 29.4 30.7

Manure, loads . . 1.8 . 1.2 .7 .8 2.2 . 1.0 .6 .8 7 L7 29

)
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00N
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Dollars Dollars | Dollars Dollars | Dollars |Dollars | Dollars Dollars | Dollars
34.90 30. 2 9.75 11. 67

- Feed cost of 100 pounds of ggin 3 30.20 | 1151 A ) 15.80 | 12,77 : 3 15.94
All other costs 100 pounds of gain_. 3 . 5. 83 3 4.79 3.23 . 2 B 5.03 4.09 . 88 . A . .04 2.80
Tatal cost of 100 pounds of gain_._. 3 . 40.73 5 34.99
Deductions for-pork and manure.__ . 6. 53 A 6.99
Net eost 02100 pounds of gain. 3 3 34.20 . 28. 00
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TFipanecial returns per head:
Initial cost per head...
Value of feed per head
Value of 1sbor per heat _ooimoammeues
Interest on investment in cattle and
equipments. vovon-- i ————

-
=
@

~ o
X1
W

NS

@00

~©

» o8
™o
~

‘Equipment depreciation and repairs.
OQtler costs
Total -pst of Anished animal
Deduétions from cost:
Pork e
MANUTC. - e temmio s mammmt s mmmnmann
Net cost of finished animal at farm._
get ﬁszﬂe value per bead at farm._.
rofit...

Loss..
Sale value per 100 pounds at farm
Cqst of finished -animal per 100 pounds at

L
3 W
a:2s
=
P

™

=3

m.
BE e
S8 RYARE 28Ry

i

—
=
3]
[

arm .
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm.
Margin necessary to cover costs

Margin received

Farm price of silage per ton_.
Farm price dry roughage per ton.....
Farm price of hogs per 100 ounds.
Farm price of corn per bushel....
Returu per bushel of corn fed-

-5
[ L E=]
ge

.70

- . . . . . .2 .08 . . .
Return for each $100-of cost, 3 A . 87.54 . . . 110.8
Results based on-adjusted priees: !
Total cost of finished animal . 3 X f 143. 55 . . 3 . 106. 46
Credit per head . : . 3 . s 8.63 8.72 3 3 6. 84
* Net cost of finished a* r-pal at farm 75. 3 8 134.92 . . 3 . 99. 62 . 88, 96
Net sules value per bead at farm.. ... . 3 2, 118.28 3 . 6 . , 108. 49 3 100. 40

9,10

3.87 5 11. 44

Profit. -

0SS . - 3 3 g . 16. 64 A . . 37 | .
Net cost per 100 pounds of gain. 3 3 . 3 11.85 . 3 3 3 10.81 | 1167 9. 00
Margin necessary to cover costs 3.4 3 3 3 . g% 2 . .8L 1.08 .48

. . —. 91

Price returned ger bushel corn fed. 23 . - . . s L7l .62 .76
Returns for each $100 of cost f 80.46 | 92.47 X 87.67 . 73.77 3 3 108,90 | 106.75 | 112.86

e =

1 For purposes of closer comparisen of the effect of feeding the different rations costs and returns have been recomputed, using the following rates for all droves:

ITEd NY0O WHI NI TILLVO J34g DNINELLVI

Corn
busher | Perton

Seasons 1919 and 1920 $1.40 $11
Seasons 1021, 1922, and 1923 . .50 5
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TABLE 48.—Resulls of feeding heavy cattle typical rations under different systems—Continued

¥8

Fall pastured—finished in dry lot Fattened on grass

1919-20 ' 1922-23 ' 1821 1022-23

Fin-

All Corn | Al Comn an ol by o s

corn and corn and sorn |.poe Yight h
" v { ligh All wit!
and legume| and legume and silage | silage | rations corn all

hay hay hay hay ¥ hay H H
rations rations | rations rations | rations | rations | T8tions | rations th:‘?‘%gh

pasture|

TVOINHOAL

Number of droves
Number of sattle.. ..
Initial weight per %ead, pounds...
Gain in welght per head, pound
Final weight, pound
Days on farm
Dayson feed.
Average daily pain while on farm, pounds._ _
Daily ration (while on feed):
QGrain, pounds.___
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds.___
Legume hay, pounds.
Other hay, pounds. _ .
Straw and stover, pounds___._____.
Silage, pounds. __
Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Grain, pounds
Protein concentrates, pounds
Molasses feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds
Other hay, pounds. _
Stover and straw, pounds.
Silage, pounds.
. Pasture, days
By-produets with 100 pounds of gain:
Pork, pounds.
Manure, loads..

0 13 00 O e 00
s
el

58
Be

-
e z
QL D O NITE 0O

DN
Sl
[eRs]

RINLTAOTEDY IO “IJEQ S A ‘63 NIITTINg




TFead cost of 100 pounds of gain. 12,43 ! . 15121 12.50 . 16. 86
All other costs, 100 pounds.of ga - 511 . 5. 3,504 -3 3,79 2.5 8 383 2 3 50§ 3721 1.88 2,
"Potal cost of 100. pounds of gain_.. . . 7 . 93 1 3 16,72 13.27 . . 18.95 ¢ . 21071 20.581 10.01 12.93
Deductions for-pork and manure. . 8 3 . A 3.07 2,32 A 3 3.80 3.25 34| 725
Net cost of 100 pounds of gain_ ...~ J|oon 29; A . 10.95 3 . 15.15 17.33 6.87 10.38
Financial returns per head:
Initial cost per head . . . 14 s 3 . 68. 57 95. 97
Value of feed per head .- 3 . A A 31.36 44.59
Value of labor per head 3 3 5. X 3 2.08 4.00
TInterest on investment in cattle and equip: . 3 . . . 3.19
Eiuipment depreciation and repairs. . . . . L2 1.13
Other costs - - 1.0
- Total cost of finished animal 107, 34
PDeductions from cost:
Pork - -
MEANULE _«ooscmmmommsmmmsmm e
Net cost of finished animal at farm_.
Net sale value-per head at farm___.ceoeomoemnomm=
Profit____ - dmiem
O e
Sale value per 100 pounds at farm.
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm_.
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm....
Margin niecessary to cover costs
Margin received._.
Farm price of silage per ton.
Farm price dry roughage, per ton_.....
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds
Farm price of corn per bushel ..~
Return per bushel of corn fed_
Return for each $100.0f cost_.___
Results based on adjusted prices:
Total cost of finished animal-..
Credits per head
Net cost of finished animal at farm .
et sale value per head at farm. . coiucmciomomannznn
Profit.._.
Loss.
Net cost per 100 pounds gain
Margin necessary to cover costs. .
Return per bushel of corn-fed.
Return for cach $100 of cost.

Dollars +Dollars i Dollars i Dollars i Doll1rs Dollurs 1 Dollars 1 Dollars | Tollars | Dollars Dol ars; Dpllars| Dollars| Dollars
1.68 95| 12.83 10731 12.39 11. b 90 8.13 10. 55
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2See footnote 1, p. 83,
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TaBLE 49.—Resulls of feeding medium-weight cattle typical rations under different systems

Strictly dry lot

d

e
stover, and
stover, an

y
protein concentrates

ge,
y ra-
g l,
pro-

, and

vy silage,
v, and pro-
pro-
y silag
silage,
legume
y sila

n concentrates

tions
tions
heavy silag

i

straw,
prote
All heavy silage ra-
tions

heavy silage,
heav,

rations
mixed hay,

n, heav
mixed an
hay

heav

corn and g
heav

protein concentrates
and legume hay
tein concentrates
Corn, heavy ™ siln
mixed hay and
tein concentrates
tein concentrates

legitme'ha;
All rations

straw,
All light silage rations

Corn and legume hay
Corn and mixed hay
Corn, mixed hay, and
All heavy silage ra-
All light silage rations
Corn and legume hay
Corn and mixed hay

All corn and ha

Corn,
Corn,
Corn,
Corn,
Corn,
Corn,

Number of droves
Number of cattle
Ipitial weight per head, pounds.
Galn in weight per head, pounds
Final weight, pounds____
Days on farm
Days on feed :
Average daily gain while on farm, pounds
Daily ration (while on feed):
Grain, pounds
Protein concentrates, pounds__
Molasses feed, pounds
TLegume hay, pounds,
Other hay, pounds.
Straw and stover, pounds..
Silage, pounds. __ [
Feed consumed per 100 pounds, gain:
Grain, pounds :
Protein concentrates, p
Molasses feeds, pouns
Legume hay, potinds_
Other hay, pounds.
Stover and straw, pounds
Silage, pounds
Pasture, days -
By-products with 100 pounds of gain:
Pork, pounds..._. e 37.1 A 3 23.0)
Manure, loads 1.2 . . : . 1.3
B Ad
Dolls.{ Dolls.| Dolls. . . Dolls.) Dolls.| Dolls. Dolls. | Dalls.{ Dolls.i Dolls. .|
Foed cost of 100 pounds of gain, 27. 69| 25. 23| 29 19} 33. 3 33. 2. 35. 911 33.08 33.75] 31. 9.80/ 11.68| 10.89{ 15. 90, 15.40f 15. 62
‘All other costs per 100 pounds of gain 4.04] 575 4.65 3 5.59 6.19] 5191 5. 3.890 511 4.08 4.94] 5.31 4,471 4.47
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Total cost of 100 pounds of gaif_...,onvias -
Derluctions for pork and nmnuro-_
Neét cost of 100 pounds of gain
Financial returns per head:
Initial cost.
‘Value of feed
Valuoe of labor
Interest on investment in cattie and eqmp-
ment
‘Equipment depreelullon and repairs
Other costs
Total cost of finished
Deductions from cost:
Perk,

132,15

Net cost of finished animal at farm. .__..._._.... £

Net sales value at farm
Profit -
Loss
Sales value per 100 pounds at farm

Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm. ..
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm
Margin necessary to cover costs

Margin received

Farm price of silage per ton. ..

Farm price dry roughage per ton..

Farm priee of hogs per 160 pouuds -

Farm price of corn per bushel. .

Return per bushel of corn fed_

Return for each $100 of cost ...

TResults hased on adjusted prices: !
Total cost of finished animal...._.__ TR
Credits per head
Net cost ol finished animal at farm.__
Net sales value per bead at farm
Profit

30,95 33,84 3
9.32 5.03
21 66; 25.851

6.73
25. 42

87.88
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Loss. -
Net cost per 100 pounds of gam
Margin necessary to cover costs..
TReturn per bushel of corn fed
Return for-each $100 of cost
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1 For purposes of closer comparison of the effect of feeding the different rations costs and returus have been recomputed, using the following rates for all droves:

Corn
per
bushel

Hogs
per 100
pounds

Silago
perton

Seasons 1919 and 1920 ___ .o ..d

$1.40

Seasous 1921,.1922, and 1923 _____._____. )

$15

$11
5 8
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TaBLE 49.—Resulls of feeding medium-weight callle typical rations under different systems—Confinued

88

Strictly dry lot—Continued

1922-23

Corn,
Corn i
Corn, d light
Jaon- Al corn heavy [ 263V | Ay | silage, | Al
egume "o nd | si silage, mi\%d' heavy | mixed | light

1 | hay and > silage thay,and! silage

straw, | tions mixed |, 804 1 otions protein | rations

and hay ;lesume concen-|

stover ay hay :
trates

Corn,

Number.of droves
Numierof eattle. .
Initial weight per head, pounds,
Gain in weight per head, pounds...__..___
Final weight, pounds.
Daysonfarm._.._.
Daysonfeed.. ... ______. M mmm e e ——————
Average daily gain while on farm, pounds. .
Daily ration (while on feed);
Grain, pounds -
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds am
Legume hay, pounds....
Other bay, pounds. .._.
Straw and stover, pounds
Silage, pounds
TFeed consurned per 100 pounds of gain:
rain, pounds
Proiein concentrates, pounds.
Molasseés feeds, pounds. ..
Legumse hay, pounds. .
Other hay, pounds. . ..
Stover and straw, pounds
$.age, pounds.._
Future, days.___.... y
By-produets with 100 pounds of gain:
Pork, pounds
" Manure, loads.
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Feed cost 0of 100 pounds of gain . -
“All other costs per 100 pounds of BaiN. e acinaesieolcnmminmromnsansencoosmrmmear e s
TPotal cost of 100 pounds of gain
Deductions for pork nd manure.
Net cost of 100 pounds-of gain....
Financial returns per head:
TInitial cost
Value of feed..-.
Value of labor
Interest on investment in cat
Ecwipment depreciation and repairs
Other costS.emnu- emmimmreae—enas e ———in
Total cost of finished animal....
Deductions from cost:
Pork. . caim
Manure
Net cost.of finished.animal at farm.
Net sales value per head at farm...
Profit
Sale value per 100 pounds at farm
Cost.of finishe animal per 100 pounds at farm:
Cost of feeder animal per 100 potunds at farm..
Margin necessary t0.COVEr COSLS-vnrnresnnanaw
Margin received
Farm price of silage
Tarm price dry roughage per ton.._
Farm pricg of hogs per 100 pounds.
Farm price of corn pet bushel....
TReturn per bushel of corn fed_.
Return for each $100 00-CO8b e s o cnain
Results based on adjusted prices: 2
Total cost of finished aniwal...
Credits per head
Net cost of finished animal at farm
Net sale value per liead at farm..
Profis
Net-cost per 100 pounds of gain..
Margin necpssary to cover costs
Return per hushe! of corn fed.. .70
Returns for-each $100 of cost.-.... S RIS RSP PEES 110. 66
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2 See footnote 1, . 87.




TaBLe 49.—Resulls of feeding medium-weight catlle typical rations under different systems—Continued

06

Fall pastured—finished in dry lot

1919-20

+ i
! Corn,
Corn, | Corn, | Corn, heavy
Corn, Corn, heavy | heavy | heavy | Corn, silage,
lerume Carn mixed | A1l silage, | silage, { silage, heavy { mixed All All
hay, and hay, | corn flegume; mixed | straw, silage, I and héavy ]i‘ght, All
and inixed and 1 and hay, hay,  [stover, | mixed |legume silaga | silage {rations
pratein hay | Pproteiny hay and and and and hay, rations | rations
coneen- ¥ iconcen-{ rations {protein projein nrotein | legume: and
trates trates concen- icongen- conceen-| ay | protein|
trates- | trates | trates jconcen-
i trates

Number of droves. ..
Number of caitle.. ..

Average daily gain while on fr
- Daily ration (while on feed);

Girain, pounds.... ... loo oo iolil. PO, e emmmmanan
Protein concentrates, pounds :
Molasses feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds. .
Other hay, pounds
Straw and stover, pounds._.
Silage, pounds «

Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Grain, pounds.
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds..
Other hay, pounds
Stover and straw, pounds..
Silage, pounds .
Pasture; days..........__ 0

By-produets with 100 pounds of gain:
Pork, pounds
Manure, loads
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I~}
2,

gRagLY

! Dolls. * Dolls.
Feed cost of 100 pounds of gain 25, 7 3 k 91 -33.25 +.30,17 7 34.35
‘All other costs per 100 pounds of gain. 3 . 90 3

Potal cost of 100 pounds of gain.. ...
Deductions for pork and manure.
Net cost of 100 pounds of gain
Finaneial returns per head:

Value of feed

Value of labor

Interest on investment in cattle and equipment__

Equipment depreciation and repairs,

Other costs....-
Total cost of finished animal
Deductions from cost:

£ Bobai

gz
BIs23E8

epEgy

Broomm
R’

-1
o BpopopnD
(=]

Manure
Net cost of finished animal at farm
Net sales value per head at farm

Sale value per 100 pounds at farm.

Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm..

Cost of feader animal per 100 pounds at farm

Margin necessary to cover costs

Margin received.

Farm price of silage per ton

Farm price dry roughage per ton...

Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds..

Farm price of corn per hushel ...

Return per bushel of corn fedanaac--

Return for each $100 of cost

Results, based on adjusted prices: ?
Total cost of finished animal 3 176.75
‘Credits per head . 22,42
Net cost of finished animal at farm.. .31 ] 154,33
Net sale value per head at farm._

SS.. .

Net cost per 100 pounds of gain_.
Margin necessary to cover costs..
Return per bushel of corn fed...
Returns for each $100 of cost..._.
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1 Seo footnote 1, p. 87.




TaBLE 49—Resulls of feeding medium-weight caltle typical rations under different systems—Continued

Fall pastured (continued)

1921

E Corn,
Corn, + heavy
heavy silage,
silage, mixed All
mixed and heavy
hay, and | legume silage
protein |hay, and; rations
concen- | protein
trates concen-
trates

Corn and{ Corn andj All corn
legume | mixed |andhay
hay hay rations

All light
silage
rations

Number of droves..

Number of cattle,
Initial weight per head, pounds.

Gain in weight per head, pounds.
Final weight, pounds

Days on farm
Days on feed

Average daily gain while on farm, pounds
Daily ration (while on feed):
Qrain, pounds.
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds
Other hay, pounds

Straw and stover, pounds
Silage, pounds._. .

Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gniiﬁ
Grain, pounds

Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds.
Legume hay, pounds

Other hay, pounds

Stover and straw, pounds
Silage, pounds. ...
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Pasture, days- .. o_.......

By-produets with 100 pounds of gain:
Pork, pounds. ..

Manure, loads-.
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| Dollars | Dollars
Feed cost of 100 pounds of gain 4 16. 67 16.5
All other costs. per 100 pounds of gain Nirg 8 3.20: . 40; 5. 14
Total cost of 100 pounds of gain 3 . 78 14, 28; 22, 48; 21
Deductions for pork and manure S X:Jt 2.74!
Net cost of 100 pounds of gain. .
Financial returns per head:
Initial cost
“Value of feed
Value of labo!
Intcrest on investment in cattle and cqu!
Equipment depreciation and repairs.....
Other cgsts.
Total cost of finished animal
.Deductions from cost:
Pork
Manure
Net cost of finished animal at farm
¥et ﬂsales value per head at farm
rofit

4.79)
18. 22
283
15.38

68, 30
40.48
5. 84
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Loss_..
Sales value per 100 pounds at farm ...
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm
Margin necessary to cover costs_
Margin received
Farm price of silage per ton
Farm price dry roughage per ton
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds
Farm price of corn per bushel_
Return per'bushel of corn fed. .
Return for each $100 of cost....
Results based on adjusted prices: ?
"Potal cost of finished animnal
Credits per head
Net cost of finished animal at farm
Net sales values per head at farm
Profit
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Toss...

Net cost per 100 pounds of gain
Margin necessary to cover Costs
Prics retturned per bushel corn fed,
Returns for each $100 of cost
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TaBLE 49.~—Resulls of feeding medium-weight cattle typical rations under different systems—Continued

¥6

Fall pastured (continued)

1922-23

Corn, Corn, an | Corn, ﬁ;::"")' Corn, Corn,
legume mixed | Corn, corn heavy silage Al light light All

y hay | straw and silage, mix&zd’ heavy | silage silage, | light Al
and and and hay and and silage | and straw | silage | rations
mo- mo- | stover rutio)ns mixed lemime rations | mixed and |rations
Insses g‘;y hay stover

Number of droves____.
Number of cattle..._._..._..: .
Initial weight per head, pounds._
QGain in weight per head, pounds
Final weight, pounds

Days on farm.
Days on feed O
Average daily gain while on farm, pounds
Daily ration (while on feed):

. Grain, pounds_____....__. ... ______
Protein concentrates, pounds
Molasses feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds .

Odher hay, pounds
Scraw and stover, pounds...
Silage; pounds
Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Grain, pounds. ___
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds___.
Legume hay, pounds..__.
Other hay, pounds
Stover and straw, pounds
Silage, pounds
Pasture, days.
By-products with 100 pounds of gain:
- Pork, pounds
Manure, loads. .
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Dollars Dollars Dollars: Dollars | Dollars| Dollars | Dollars | Dollars| Dollars| Dollars | Dollass | Dollars
Feed cost of 100 pounds of gain .03 1183 3 83 10.30 10.53: . 13.50{ = 12.78 12,53 12.82] 13.66 371 12,377 1123
All othier costs per 100 pounds of gain. 2, 2. 30 .37 299 2.97| A 3.22 3 3.32 .26 .

“TPotal cost of 100 pounds of gain 1413 .60 . 16.12 . X 16.72 3 15. 85| 16.92
Deductions for pork and manure A 2, 61 2,83 3. 66} .14 3. 30; . 3. 30] i}
Net cost of 100 pounds gain....- . 11, 52 7.70: . 13.42 12. 55!
Financial returns per head: ‘ !

Initial cost 3 53.37 53. 907! . 55.35 © 53. 51. 83

Value of feed 23,08 3 40. 03,

Vatue of laboro oo cenan dm i 3. 3.70

Interest on investment in cattle and-equipment._
Ecwipment depreciation and repairs
Other costs.......

Total cost of finisheéd animal
Deduction from cost:

Pork. -

Manure - -
Net cost of finished animal at farm.___
Net sales values per head at farm
Profit .

Loss - .
Sales value per 100 pounds at farm... .. ... el
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm.
Cost of feeder animal Der 100 pounds at farm.
Margin necessary to cover costs

Margin received_ ...
Farm price of silage per ton

Farm price dry roughagoe per ton
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds
Farm price of corn per bushel_.
Return per bushel of corn fed. .. .acocuoooon
Return for each $100 of cost.._

Results based on adjusted prices: 2

Total cost of finished animal.

Credits per head.-

Nt cost of finished animal at farm._....

Net sales value per head at farim.

Profit .

Loss. .- .. - - .--

Net cost per 100 pounds of gain . 3 A . . . 12,104

Margin necessary to cover costs. ’ . . . . " . 1, 55

Price returned per bushel corn fed . .83 .71 . 78] 78 .72 .71

“Returns for each $100 of cost . 121,150 112,10 115.65 . 5 107. 16
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TABLE 40.—Results of feeding medium-weight cattle typical rations under different systems—Continued

96

Fattened on grass

1918-20 1921

- il
ongrass | “yith | Al well- | - All i - AN wall:
“’i}%:g? corn all winte?ed {%’igg? f\,g gnétsls- cg‘r;ln;ll fe]({}}liggr\ QH&% fx‘li] grgatsls-
1o other | through | ~cattle wintgr ed €atlie] through | last few | cattle | 1edcattie
feed the pas- the pas- | weeks
- ture turp only

Number of droves.
Number of cattle
Jnitial weight per head, pounds
‘Gain in‘weight per hoa" pounds..
Final weight, pounds
Days on farm
Days.on feed_.
Averige daily gain while on farm, pounds. _
Daily ration (while on feed):
QGrain, pounds_._.
Protein conecentrates, pounds
Molasses feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds
Other hay, pounds.
Straw and stover, pounds:
Silage, pounds.
Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Qrain, pounds.
Protein concentrates, pounds
Molasses feeds, pounds.
Legume hay; pounds.
Other hay, pounds
Stover and straw, pounds.
Silage, pounds
Pasture, days.
By- products thh 100 pounds-of gain:
Pork, pounds
Manute, loads.
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Dollars | Dollars | Dollars Dollara Dollars
25.29 24:43 19. 59, 15. 15, 2, 96 14.12

83

Feea cost ‘of 100 pounds of gain : A
All other costs per 100 pounds of gain ’ 3 . 06 3.80
Total cost of 100 pounds of gain ) 3 . 23.39
Deductions for pork and manure 3 X 3 1.36
Net cost of 100 pounds of galn 3 A 22,03
Finaneial returns per head:
Initial cost.. .. i iianaiiianaas . , . 87, 42|
Value of feed . 7 57.79
Value of 18DCT_ o e ce et e e imea v s b e e 3 . . 4. 46
Interest on investment in cattle and-equipment_.__.__ ... o . N. 5 4.49
Equipment depreciation-and repairs - oo oeeviieeueonan MR n S b . . 63
Other costs
Total cost of finished animal__......_._. deeammcmnniaea e ——— [ I
Deductions from cost:

FroNet
L8y

e SE
BRAGRBY

Breaesy

&,
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58
cotd
2

Net cost or ﬂmshed animal at farm_..._.__..... e am e An -

Net sales value per bead at farm_.._._.___ SR e imeeceemanem e nan e

Proiit -

Toss,

Sales value per 100 pounds at farm______ . _CTIITTTITIITT PR

Qost of finished anima! per 100 pounds at farm.

Cost of feeder animal per:100 pounds at farm...

Margin necessary to cover costs.

Margin received

Farm price of silage per ton

Farm price, dry roughage per ton.

Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds.

Farm price of corn per bushel

Price cattle returned per bushel of corn fed.. .70,

Return f0r each $100 Of COSbazneiccacn s recceecmemnmcmmmneamie . . 82, 101, 87

Results based: on adjusted prices: 2 i
Total cost of finished animal . 43! 178. 52
Credits per head . . 19,41
Net cost of finished animal at farm_
Igetﬁs;nles value per head at farm
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Loss.

Net cost per 100 pounds of gain
Margin necessary to cover costs. -
Price returned ger bushel of corn fed.
Returns for each $100 of cost
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TABLE 49.—Results of feeding medium-weight cattle typical rations under different systems-—Continued

86

Fattened on grass Summer pasture

1922-23 1821

All All All
corn corn
-and P and
bay 1 | hay

rations rations

Number of droves- .. S 58 9
Number of eattle . v aee oo caaimcc e cnm e ——— 474! - 1,210
Initial weight per heuad, pounds. 3| 7 : 920 887,
QGain in weight per heud pounds - 2000 E 327
Final weight, pounds... y " 1,214
Nays.on farm - 263 234 53 9 86]
Days on fred
fuemgo daily gain while
ull& ration (whxle on feed):
rain, pounds.
Protein concontrates, pounds
Molasses feeds, pounds
me hay, pounds
Other hay, pounds.
Straw and stover; pounds
‘Silage, pounds
Feéed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Qrain, pounds.
Pl ofein concentrates, pounds.._.
feeds;, pounds
Legume hay, pounds
Other hay,
Stover and
Silage, pourds
Pasture, days
By-g-odncts wlth 100 pounds of gnln
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Feed cost of 100 pounds of gain.
All other costs per 100 pounds of gain
Total cost of 100 pounds of gain. ...
‘Deductions for pork and manurg
Net cost of 100 pounds of gain......crccaicno. rermen
Financial returns per head:
Initial cost.
Value of feed. -
Value of labor

Interest on investment in cattle and equipment.
Equipmoat depreciation and repairs -

Other ¢48t8. ~oerom, -
Total cost of finished animal__....... -
Deductions from cost:
- Pork.

Net cost of finished animal at farm
Net sales valuo per bead at farm
Profit
1.08s.
Sales value per 100 pounds at farm.
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm.._
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm....
Margin 1 ry to.cover costs
Margin reccived
Farm price of silage per ton...
Farm price, dry roughange per ton.
Farm price of hogs per 100 pourds
Farm price of corn per bushel... ...
Price cattle returned per bushel of corn fed.- -
Return for ench $100-of cost,
Results based on sdjusted prices:?

Total cost of finished animal

Credits per head

Net cost of finished animal at farm___

Pret sales value per head at farm,

Profit. _—

Loss. — eem

Net cost per 100 pounds of gain

Margin necessary to cover costs

Price returned per bushel of corn fed-.

Returns. for each $100 of cost
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TABLE 50.—Results of feeding yearlings typical rations under different systems

Strictly dry lot

1922-23

bt
g
]
—

, heavy silage, legtuima
, and . protein concen<

and legume hay
trates

Corn, heavy silage, legume
hay, and protein concen-
ay,

Corn and legume hay.
All corn and hay rations
Corn, heavy silage, mixed
All heavy silage rations
All light silage rations
Corn and legume hay
All corn and hay rations
Al heavy silage rations
Corn and legume hay
Corn and mixed hay
ATl heavy silago rations
All light silage rations

All rations
All rations
All rations

Corn
h

—
o

Number of droves.
Number of cattle.
Initin]l weight per
Gain in weight per head pounds- -

Final weight, pounds.

Dayson farm

Days on feed

Average daily gain while on.farm, pounds,
Daily rations (while on feed):

-~
fhe
oD

< All corn'and hay rations
28R 5 o2
RS

g8

Molasses feeds, pounds_....
¢ hay, pounds
Other hay, pounds
Straw and stover, p
Silage, pounds.
Feed consumed per 100 pouuds of
QGrain, pounds
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds; pound:
Legume hny, ounds..
Other hay, ounds.
Stover und straw, p
Silage, pounds. .
Pasture, days.
By- %oducts with 100 pounds of gain
ork, pounds
Manure, loads. ... .
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- Dolls.| Dolls.| Dolls. Dolla.lDolls. .| Dolls.| Dolls.] Dolls. -{ Dolls.! Dolls.| Dolls. Dolls.[ Dolls.} Dolls.} Dolls.
Feed ¢ost of 100 pounds of gain. 25, 621 28, 681 25. 06!~ 24. 48 25, 271 25.45) 20.42 8.521 9.27) .92 12.18] 10.93] 11.07] 10.69; 11,22} 11.811 11.10
All other costs, 100 pounds of g 4,05] 4.00{ 529 3.98 4.85 & . 3.39]. 3.12 4,000 2.48) 2.67| 256 4.14] 2920 2.89
Total cost of 100 pounds gain__. 25,67, 30. 35 28.46/ 30.12} 30. . 11, 91] 12.39 16, 18] 13,41f 13.74{ 13.25 15. 36} 14. 73| . 99
Deductions for pork and manur 5. 68 5 3 A 1.780 2.15 295 2,38/~ 258/ 253 3.08. 286
Net cost of 100 pounds of gain_ 23. 99 10.16] 10. 24
Financial returns per head:

Initial cost. 46. 78! 45.90

Value of feed..

Value of lahor

Interest on investme

Equipment depreciation and repairs__.

Other costs.... - - 7
Total cost of finish . 1
Deductions from cost:

Pork. . . 3 3

Manu | 207 287 7.88 4.
Net cost of fi (1117, 28]132. 44,130. 48:110. 371123, :
II\,’etﬂs'nle value per head at farms. 111 25|121. 70‘120. 35105, 071110, 193

ro ce-

Lioss. .. 6..03] 10. 65| 10.13 5.30 12.85]
Sale value per 100 poundsat farm. .. ... b 12,790 13,050 12.64 12.08) 12.23
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm._ 21 13.48) 14. 20 13.71{ 12.69] 13. 66
Cost of feeder animal per 170 pounds at farm .0 9.41 r9.12) 8.97| 8.89 9.13
Margin necessary to cover costs | 4.07 508 4.74 3.80: 4.53
Margin received.. ... 3 3. 93l g % 3
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13.93] 11,03| 11.16} 10.72; 12.28| 11.87

45.40] 42.88| 43, 51| 41.39; 37.89] 40.59)
32, 08; 30,90 31,49] 34.56; 26,27} 20.17
3.50] 2.93. 4.04 2.66
2, 2.64 3.02

- 1,92
.4 .70
. 211 73.84
, 20 3,22
1.87) 3.98
76.05! 66. 64
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Farm price of silage per ton-.. -
Farm price dry roughage, per 20. 89‘ 20. 55! 2.1
i -1 14.80; 16, 03| 10. 14.87
1.49] 147 1 1.33
1.30{ 1.20 .88 1.08 . .05 . .28 59
04, 86 01.96] 92. 24| 95.20 85. 82! 89. 76! 93.43} 93. 8194 103. 25

Results based on adjusted pri

Total cost.of finished anim. . 171145, 59]159. 681123, (8138, 601153, 78/143. 62| 79. . 831101, 82 , 47| 81, 58| ‘82, 14
Credits per head 13.88] 15.08] 13.81] 11.01] 12.84{ 13.65 13.72 . 4. 3 8.79, 6.16] 5587 874 7.1y 7. 97
Net cost of finished animal at farm RINES 29‘130. 51{136. 87]111. 77]125, 76|143. 13|120. 00; 74. 03.03] 81.13 80.00] 80. 74.47 74.17]
Net sale value per head at farm. ... 11125121, 701120, 351105, 071110, 19]122. 01{115. 65| 68. 79. 69‘ 68. 54} 60: 54 85.07]

Profit.._ -
6.70{ 15 57) 21,12 14.22] 5. 6. 34] 13,34 12.59; 10. 55 1,04 1. 55|

23.89] 26.04] 26.07| 26.08] 10,52} 10.67f 13.32} 1%.88f 13.17) 10. ) 11, 52

5 3.06]  4.83] 4.68] 4.82 95 1,07 227, 180 1. . .22 2,19 1.50] '1.53

: 131l 118 .30 Yool .40 .72l .85 .a34| .35 —.11 —.3Y .10, .57| .48 .58 .43 67 .59

Retaras for each $100 of cost..-. 07.31] 03.32] 87.93] 04.01] 87.62; 85.24] 89,05) 92.20' 61,82 85.66] 84.48 86, 83'105. 38| 98. 61'105. 86 97.82‘107.47 104.74
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1 For purposes of closer comparison of the effect of feeding tho different rations, costs and returns have been recomputed, using the following rates for all droves:

Corn | silago e
bushel | PErON | rounds

Seasons 1019 and 1920, - eeeecccaslan $1.40 $11 815
Seecons 1021, 1922, snd 1923 .50 5 8
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TaBLE 50.—Resulls of feeding yearlings typical rations under different systems—Continued

Fall pastured

1019-20 1921

Corn, Corn,
hCoru, h_tl:nvy hﬁavy

cavy | silage silage,
All |} silage, | mixe All Al All -} mixed All Al

corn | mixed | and : corn and :
A heavy | light Al heavy | light
and |- hay flegume| ool | Gifoe | rations and legume) ‘oo | gijan

ralézi‘g'ns p?ortx.gin ggg}' rations | rations m’{ﬁ,’gs f,’ﬁﬁ rations | rations

concen- protein protein
trates | concen- concen-|
trates trates

I{umber of droves 29 16
Number of cattle 1, 058, 527]
Initial weight per head, pounds 0) 605) 637]
Gain in weight per head, pounds__ 301 314
Final weight, pounds 966! 951
Dayson farm. 193
Days on feed 144
Average daily gain while on farm, pounds. .
Daily ration (while on feed):

Grain, pounds_ . oeeeecimennis e,

Protein concentrates, pounds..

Molasses feeds, pounds.. .

Legume hay, pounds..

Other hay, pounds__...

Straw and stover, pounds.

Silage, potinds
Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:

Grain, pounds

Protein concentrates; pounds.

Molasses feeds, pounds... ..

Legume hay, pounds..

Other hay, pounds

Stover and straw, pounds.

Silage, pounds,

- Pasture, days.
By-products with 100 pounds of gain
ork, pounds
Manure, loads
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Feed cost of 100 pounds of gain

“All other costs, 100 peunds of gain_.

Total cost of 100 pounds of gain.-

Deductions for pork and manure

Net cost-of 100 pounds of gain

Tinancial returns per head:
Initial cost:
Value of feed...
Valne of labor, PO
Interest on investment in cattle and eq
E%npmeut depreciation and repairs. ..
QOther costs

Total cost of finished animal

Deduction from cost:

Net cost of finished animal at farm..
Il*;*et.ﬁsule value per head at farm.
PrOAL. e moneommma s meammamm e mamm ez nn e

Sales value per 100 pounds at farm
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm...
Cost of fecder animal per 100 pounds at farn..
Margin necessary to cover costs
Margin received
Farm price of silage per ton....
Farm price dry roughage per ton..
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds.
¥arm price of corn per bushel...
TReturn per bushel of corn-fed
Return for each $100 of cost. ..
TResults based on adjusted prices:
Total cost of finished animal.
Credits por head
Net cost of finished animal at farm.,
Net sale value per head at farm
PrOfil.cceeecmmemanemecnnans
JLOSS s o e mammkamas s e
Net cost per 100 pounds of gain....
Margin necessary to cover COSts:
Return. per bushel of corn fed.
Return for each $100 of cost

Dolls.
23. 48]

156, 15
19,48
136. 67
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1See footnote 1, p. 101
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TABLE 50.—Results of feeding yearlings typical rations under different systems—Continued

Fall pasture

1922-23

and hay
rations

silage

and
hay

Corn,
heavy
silage,
mixed
and
legume
8y

All
heavy
silage

rations

{ All light

silage
rations

Number of droves
Number of cattle
Initial weight per hesad, pounds_
Gain in weight per head, pounds_.
Final weight, pounds_______ ..
Days on farm
Days on feed
Average daily gain e on farm, pounds.
Daily ration (while on feed):
Grain, pounds. ___ O

Protein concentrates, pounds,
Molasses feeds, pounds.
Legume hay, pounds. .
Other hay, pounds. _.
Straw and stover, pounds.
Silage, pounds

All corn l
i
!

60!

2, 595
674,
351!
1,025
210

Feed consumed per 100. pounds of gain:
Grain, pounds
Protein concentrates, ‘pounds
Maolassas feeds, pounds
Legume hay, pounds.
Other hay, pounds
Stover and straw, pounds
Silage, pounds
Pasture, days

By-products with
Pork, pounds
Manure, loads
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Dollars | Dollarx | Dollars | Dollars ‘| Dollars i Dollars | Dolldrs | Dollars -
Feed cost of 106 pounds of gain . . 67 11,18/ B 11, 00 10,48 14,66 11.30; 11,29 10. 83 10,
All other costs, 100 pounds of gain 2,20 2.0 2. 58] A 2, 8 3. 39
Total cost of 100 pounds of gain 13. 68 3 8 14.68;
Deductions for pork and manure_ ... 2,24 . 42| 2 3. 54
Net cost. of 100 pounds cf gain 1514
Financial returns per head:
Initialcost . oonne. P 35.76
Value of feed... 35. 04
Value of28bOr . v ayeeoes 4.52
Interest on investment in eattle and equ
Equipment deprecintion and repairs
Other costs........ SO e
Total cost of finished snimal
Deduction from cost:
Porke.covannes m v ———— [
Manpure
Net cost of finished animal at farm..._.
Netﬂsnlc value per head at farm
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Loss
Sales value per 100 pounds ot farm
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds g farm .
Cost of feeder pnimal per 100 pounds at farm. .,
Margin necessary to cover costs_._ ... —
Margin received
Farm Pprice of silage, per ton
Farm price dry roughage, per tou.. ..
Farm price of hogs, per 100 pounds.
Farm price ol corn, per bushel....
Return per bushel of corn fed.
Return for each $100 of cost... O
Results based on adjusted prices:3

Totalcost of finished animal

Credits per head. _. s

Net cost of finished animal at farm..

¥°‘;§§"° valuo per head st farm.__ .
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- .66 584 .64 .51
Return for each $100 of cost 110, 37 X 109, 98] 100.48;
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TasLe 50.—Results of feeding yearlings typical rations under different systems—Continued

901

Fattoned on grass Summer pasture

1918-20 1921 1921

Al Al
s- | With e All ~ Al
through| fed silage D silage
winter { cattle rations hay rations
rations rations

Number of Groves e veivrameceinamsneesen

Initial weight per head, pounds.
Qain in weight per head, pounds..
Final weight, pounds._..
Days on farm
Days on feed...-.
Avernge daily gain while‘on farm, pounds.
Daily ration-(while on feed):
Grain, pOUNAS. - com e oihe e wmmm———
Protein concentrates, pounds.
Molasses feeds, pounds.
Legume hay, pounds..
Other hay, pounds..
Straw and stover, pounds
_ Silage, pounds...-
Feed consumed per

S

waB o

i
Sra

Silage, pounds
Pasture, days
By-products with
ork, pounds..
Manure, loads, ..
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Dolls. | Dolls, . 1 Dolls. | Dolls. 1 Dolls, | Dolls, | Dolls. { Dolls. | Dolls. | Dolls. | Dolls. | Dolls. | Dolls. | Dolls.
1| 20,28 10.64 701 10.59; 1149, 3 1L18) 10,98 22,72 21.21f 10.32 1.0l 8,51 9.48 8.94
3.07 3.19 2,01 L76 191
13,39 14.20] 10.521 11.24] 10.85
L, 74 1. 74, L8l
11.65 12,46 9.0¢

62. 06,

Feed cost of 100 pounds of gain 3 3 3
All other costs, 100 pounds of gain A 3.39 2. 96| 2. 80 . 2.05 4. 10 4.83
‘Total cost of 100 pounds of gain . 13. 60| 5 . . 13.231 24.08 27.55
Deductions for pork and manure. 5 1. 81] . . 1,92 3. 58, 4. 38

. 07]

'S

N
Ep
®

Net cost of 100 poundsof gain : 20, 1.79 3 11.31} . 20. 50|
Financial returns per head:
Initial cost 3 3 45. 90 3 3 40,117 - 72.18
Value of feed .10 3 37. 85| 3 . . 40, 96!
Value of labor. 3 4,68 : 3 3 2,90
Interest on investment in cattle and
equipment 3 3. 69 . 5 2.72
Equipment depreciation and repairs. .. 82, 1.17 . .
Other costs 1.94 . 1.0}
Total cost of finished animal. s 94, 27]
Deduction from cost:
Pork 3 3 3 3 3 X 14.
Manure 4 . . 5.2
Net cost of finished animal at farm. . 3 3 185.22
Net sale value per head at farm A 122. A . L . 144.79] 142.05)

Profit. . - 5 Jo.
.12 16.65] 23.17

Loss. .
Sales value per.100 pounds at farm...__.___ 3 . ' 3 13.221° 13.25
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at o 141

farm .. 5 3 8 3 N
Cost of feedér animal per 100 pounds at farm. 9.1 3 . 3 . 6. 30] . 10. 03
Margin necessary to cover costs 3 . . . . . 5,38
Margin received - 3 3.22
Farm price of silage per ton : 3 2 3 3 5 L . 3 3 10. 84
Farm price dry roughage perton... . . . A . . 3 3 13. 91,
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds. X * 15, 7.82 8 . 3 . . X 16. 21
Farm price of corn per bushel 1, k . 1.41
‘Return per bushel of corn fed . : 7 . 61 . 67| . 68 . . 61
‘Return for each $100 of cost 8. 3 3 5 3 103.84] 89.60] 85.08
Results based on adjusted prices: 2

Total cost of finished animal 3 3 . 3 X . 83.63} 178.20| 184.90 . 87.24

Credits per head . 85! 9. . 60] 5 . 8 3 6.71] 15.40 A A . 23 f . 6. 68|

Net cost of finished animal at farm. _.__ A 3 3 3 . 3 73 76,92 162.89] 166.35 L A 3 3 80. 56
Net sale value per head at farm ' 8% 38 144.79] 142.05/ 143.356) . X . 90. 41,
. 76 .

Profit... 5.31 9. 85!
L0ss...l.o A 18.10]  24.30f 21.02 3

Net cost: per 100 pounds of gain__. . 3 2 . 2 9,60 10.04] 20.83f 23.34 2197 2. : 9. 17| 8.52
Margin necessary ‘to cover costs 3 A 25 . . 113 1.41 4. 16 5.49 4,75 9| 1. 00, 75

Return-per bushel of corn fed. . . .70 . 60 .75 .68 .95 - .56 .80 06 —.10 . 67 . 79) .73
Return for each $100 of cost... ! 115.13) 106.27) 107.18) 110.09| 88.89|- 85.30f 87.23 75.00( 109,92 11223} 11L37
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TapLe 51.—Results of feeding calves typical rations under different systems

Strictly dry lot

1919-20

1921

1922-23

Al corn
and hay
rations

All corn
and hay
rations

Corn
and leg-
ume
hay

All
heavy.
silage

rations

All corn|
and hay
rations

All
light
silage
rations

Number of droves.
Number of cattle -
Initial weight per head, pounds.
Gain in weight per head, pounds
Final weight, pounds
Days on farm

Days.on feed.. ...
Average daily gain while on farm ,pounds_____
Daily ration (while-on feed):

Grain, pounds

Protein concentrates, pounds

Molasses feeds, pounds.

Legume hay, pounds

Other hay, pounds..

Straw and stover, pounds

Silago, pounds......

40

1,381
39

206

Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain:
Grain, pounds
Protein concentrates, pounds.

Molasses feeds, pounds

Legume hay, pounds__. .

Other hay, pounds
Stover and straw, pounds

Silage, pounds. __

Pasturo, days
By-products with 100 pounds of gain:
ork, pounds :

B¢ :
CO ST OTRD €O bk

Manure, loads

Feed ‘cost of 106 pounds of gain

All other costs, 100 pounds of gain.
Total cost of 100 pounds of gain.__
Deductions for pork and manure

Net cost of 100 pounds of gain_.
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Financial returns per head:
’ Initial cost
Value of feed
Valuo of 1abore oo
Interest.on investment in cattle and equipment
Eq:ipmen!, depreciation and repairs.... .
Other costs. i
Total cost of finished animal. .
Deductions from cost:
Pork
Manure -
Net cost of finished animal at farm____
Naet sale vaiue per head at farm
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Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm
Margin necessary to cover costs..
Margin received

Farm price of silage per ton

Farm prics dry roughage per ton_.
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds.
Farm price of corn per bushel-
Return per bushel of corn fed
Return for each $100 of cost......
Results based on adjusted prices

Tatal cost of finished animal_ . .. C oo i iiia i rnemnaain

Credits per head.

Net cost of finished animal at farm.

Il;l'etﬁsfale velue per head at farm

ro

SS. ..
Net cost per 100 pounds of gain......o._.
Margin necessary to cover costs

Return per bushel of corn fed.
Return for each $100 of cost.
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1 For purposes of closer comparison of the effect of feeding the different rations, costs and returns have been recomputed, using the following rates for all droves:

Corn
per
bushel

Silage
per ton

Hogs
per 100
pounds

Seasons 1919 and 1920.._.
Seasons 1921, 1822, and 19

$1.40
.50

$11
5

" 315
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TaBLE 51.—Results of feeding calves typical rations under different systems—Coatinued

S8um-

Fall pasture . Fatiened on grass mer
pasture

1919-20 1921 - 1916-20 1922-23 1919-20

Al fall-{A11 fal) an | oan [fed| aw | AR | An -
all- all- . an sum-
pas- | pas- é;}fg;’;’. heavy | light |winter | grass- :,?}]l_' Eae | mer-
tured | tured rations silage | silage | pas- fed tered | tured | P8
cattle | cattle rations | rations tu{eld cattle cattle | cattle tured

catile *

All corn
and hay
rations

Number of droves

Number of cattle. -

Initial weight per head, pound

Gain in waight per head, pounds

Final weight, pounds......

Days on farm

Days on feed.

Average daily gain while on farm, pound

Daily ration (while on feed):
QGrain, pounds
Protein concentrates, pounds...
Molasses feeds, pounds......
iLe o hay, pounds..

Other hay, pounds.
Straw and stover, pounds-
Silage, pounds .

Feed consumed per 100 pounds of gain
Grain, pounds .
Protein concontrates, pounds.
IleioInsseshfeed, pouréds_.__-

egu.m, @ hay, pounds...
Other hay, pounds.

Stover and straw, pounds.
Silage, pounds
Pasture, day:

By-products w.

ork, pounds
Manure, loads
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Total cost of 100 pounds of gain. ...
Deductions for pork and manure.
Net cost of 100 pounds of
Finanecinl returns per hea
Initial cost :
Value of feed.
Value of labor.
Interest on investment in cattle and equipment
E(glipment depreciation and repairs
Other costs.
Total cost of finished animal
Deduction from cost:
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Net cost of finished animal at farm..
Net sale value per head at farm. _
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Sale value per 100 pounds at farm
Cost of finished animal per 100 pounds at farm.,
Cost of feeder animal per 100 pounds at farm.
Margin necessary to cover costs
Margin recoived
Farm price of silago
Farin price drg roughage per ton.
Farm price of hogs per 100 pounds
Farm price of corn per bushel....
Return per bushel of corn fed.
1 for each 5100 of cost.

Results based on adjusted prices; 2

‘Total cost of finished animal

Credjts per head

Net cost of finished animal at farm...

Igetﬂst:uu value per head at farm..._.
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Loss. ... . 3

Net cost per 100 pounds of gain A . . L 7.57
Margin necessary to cover costs 3 A . .86 . .39
Return per bushel of corn fed. .. . [} .59 .86
Return for each $100 of cost. 3 . . 121,16
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1 See footnote 1, p. 109.
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SUMMARY

Cattle feeding in the Corn Belt, besides improving the quality
and condition of & large number of cattle coming from the range,
tends to equalize the number of cattle slaughtered at different times
of the year.

More than half the cattle studied weighed between 751 and 1,000
pounds when purchased as feeders. About one fourth of them
weighed from 501 to 750 pounds; the other fourth weighed 500
pounds or less, or more than 1,000 pounds.

The rate and cost of gain on the same kind of steers varied a
great deal from one farm to another. The rate of gain on medium-
weight steers varted from 0.4 to 4.2 pounds per day, whereas the net
cost of gain for cattle of the same weight ranged from 2 to 58 cents
per pound in the feeding season of 1918-19 and from 6 to 34 cents
per pound in the winter of 1922-23.

Approximately 84 per cent of the total cost of 100 pounds gain
was for feed, 6 per cent was for interest on investment in cattle and
equipment, 5.5 per cent was for labor, and the remaining 4.5 per
cent was made up of other costs such as depreciation of equipment,
taxes, veterinary charges, and incidental expenses.

The value of manure and pork as by-products of cattle feeding
was often enough to pay for all eosts other than feed. In 1919 the
costs other than feedp for medium-weight steers finished in dry lot
were $15.07 per steer, whereas the value of manure and pork credited
to them was $15.02 per head. In 1923, costs other than feed
amounted to $7.98 and the pork and manure credit amounted to
36.86 per steer.

Almost half of the cattle that were Jinished in dry lot were pastured
for some time previous to intensive dry-lot feeding. Each day of
fall pasture on second-growth clover or cornstalks was worth 3.4
pounds of grain, plus 2.2 pounds of dry roughage, plus 10.7 pounds
of silage, when the feed requiremients per 100 pounds of gain on the
foll-pastured steers were comparcd with those of the strictly dry-lot
cattle.

The relative prices of feeds largely determine the proportion in
which they should be fed at any given time. In the winter of 1919-20,
when corn was $1.40 per bushel and protein concentrates were $80
per ton, Illinois farmers fed 537 pounds of grain and 58 pounds of
protein concentrates per 100 pounds of gaim. In the winter of
192122, when corn was 45 cents a bushel and protein concentrates
were $50 a ton, they used 646 pounds of grain and only 14 pounds of
protein concentrates per 100 pounds of gain. There was also &
saving in the second season of about one-third of the hay and silage
used In 1919-20. Steer feeders economized on corn when it was
relatively high in price by feeding larger proportions of protein
feeds, silage, and hay. When corn was relatively cheap farmers
- economized on protein feeds, silage, and hay by feeding & larger
proportion of corn.

Cattle feeding in eastern Nebraska and western Iowa is typified
by the average daily ration of 129 droves of cattle weighing 891
pounds when bought. Each animal received, on an average, 19
pounds of shelled corn and 9 pounds of legume hay and gained 2.19
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pounds per day for 131 days. The feed required per head amounted
to 45 bushels of corn and 1,150 pounds of legume hay, with a pork
credit of 77 pounds per steer.

Silage feeding is more common in eastern Yowa, Illinois, and
Indiana than in western Iowa and Nebraska because of the smaller
and more uncertain guaniity of legume hay availsble. In 1920,
1921, and 1922, there was an average of about 6 bushels of corn in
e ton of silage. In the same period the average cost of putting the
corn in the silo was about 82 per ton of silage.

Eighty-six per cent of the cattle studied were finished in dry lot,
and 14 per cent were fattened while on grass. The practice of fat-
tening while on grass pastrre was most common in the west-central
Missouri district, where almost two-thirds of the cattle fed were
handled in this way,.

TFeeder cattle that weigh 900 pounds or less are more desirable
to be bought in the fall and carried through the winter to be faitened
on grass the following summer than are steers that weigh over 900
pounds when bought.

If cattle are to be finished on grass they should be fed grain during
both winter and summer or should be roughed through the winter,
and fed grain during the summer pasture period only., This is more
vrofitable than to feed them counsiderable grain with their roughage
during the winter and no grain during the summmer-pasture periotf

To produce 100 poun(%s of gain, calves required only 64 per cent
as much feed as did heavy cattle. Yearlings and medium-weight
cattle required, respectively, 75 and 87 per cent as much feed as
heavy cattls to produce 100 pounds of gain.

Heavy cattle may be fattened in a much shorter feeding period
than light-weight steers. A greater cost of gain, together with &
more definite date at which they should be finished make the feeding
of heavy cattle more hazardous than the feeding of light-weight steers.

Good steers excel common steers in the feed ﬁ)t in these particulars:
(1) They make greater daily gains, (2) they require less feed per
pound of gain, (3) they require less margin for an equal length of
feeding period between the purchase and sale price, and (4) they sell
at a higher price per 100 pounds when finished. To make the same
return, common f[eeders must be bought at & price low enough to
offset. these advantages of feeding good quality steers. When
feeders judge these differences in price and feed-lot performance
correctly, the financial returns from feeding good and common catile
tend to be the same, when due consideration is given to the seasonal
market influence.

The margin necessary to cover fattening costs increases rathar reg-
ularly with the length of time on grain feed. When corn was worth
about $1.40 a bushel feeder cattle of medium weight required an
additional 75-cent margin to pay feeding costs for every month on
feed after 60 deys. When corn was worth about 50 cents a bushel,
cattle of the same weight needed approximately 20 cents additional
margin to cover costs for every 30 days on feed after the first two
months.
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