|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

USE AND COST OF L.AE'EJ'RV

OF DAIRY FARMS IN NEW YORK

Operator sel/ /S
Hired month holp 2317/ /77 /7

s 77T

Vives s /)

Davghters 1l

fired day help - 2

Per Cent of Farm Work Done By
Different Workers

(Table & ~ all areas)

by
ivan R. Blerly,
Department of Agriculiural Economics,
Wew York State College of Agriculture

-and

Jogiak C. Folsom,

" Division of Farm Population and Rural Welfare,

A.B. 394

Bureau of Agricultural Economics

June, 1942



USE AND COST OF LABOR O DAIRY FARMS IN NEW YORK

CORTBETS

INTRODUCTION . . . . . .
Location and,descrlptlon of the areas studied
Qrange County . . e e e e
Chenango County .+ + « o« « ¢« o «
fayuga County . e e e e e e e
St. Lawrence and Cattaraugus Counties .

AMOUNTS AND KINDS OF LABOR USED PER FARM . . .
Man-monthg of work per farm by each type

6T WOTEET v v o v + .
Oogt of hired labor and Value of unpald

labor per farm . » o » « o . .
Variabtion in the aize of the farm 1abor

foree .« « v . o e s ..

Per cent of farmars reportlng hlred month
help and unpaid family workers . .
Average length of werking day for dlfferent
WOTKEBDSE + ¢ o & » o o s o « o s & o o »
Man hours of work per day per farm . . . .
Size of herd and per cent of work done by
each kind of worker . o & & « o 5 s o &
Per cent of farmeg on which wives milked
COWS + o » o » 3 5 =« o & o o+ » & & « o »
Work done off the farm ¢ + « » &« o + o

MAY HOURS OF DIRECTLY PRODUCTIVE WORK FER MONTH . .
Hours of directly productive work required
monthly on 11vestock and Crops « « » &

USE OF EQUIPMENT OF DAIRY FARMS ., . . « « « + « &

Kinds of equipment uwsed on dairy farms . + « »
Tse of milking machines on farms with different

numbers of COWE « + & o o ¢ 2 o s v » & =+ & >
Method of milking and time required to care for

a cowW per year . . o » e e e e e e e
Size of herd and amount of 1abor per cow . .
Time gpent hauling milk , ¢ s o ¢ s ¢ o o 2 &

WAGE RATES, AWD THE FARM LABOR SUPPLY SITUATION . .
Farm wage rates by areas o s » o o s o + & o
Perquisites provided to farm labor . « ¢ « - »
Comparison of returns to the farm operator and

ccgt of hiring a man for 12 months v + « o
The farm labor supply situation « « » o « o » &

SUMMARY . x & & 3§ ® ® B €« 32 & L ) L) - LI ) s - . »

APPENDIX o o o % o o o o p & o « s s s & o = o o o &

]

. g
o
o (AP ERACIR AN A I el O‘Cg

oy W

oo

12

14

15
15

18
13

19
19

2
22

23
23
2h

21
28

30
32



USE AWD COST OF LABCR ON DAIRY FARMS IN NEW YORKl/

INTRODUCTION.

The current and progpective farm laber shortage in New York has aroused
mich public interest in the farmerls labor problems. Because dairying is the

major enterprise on most New York farms, problems arising from this situation are
of major importance to dairy farmers.

¥arm business summary records were odbtained by the survey method on dalry
farmg in five areas in New York State for the year ending April 30, 1940, Detailed
data on costs and returns on the dairy enterprise were also included. Information
on these records concerning the cost and use of labor on these farms provided most
of the data for this report.

Location and Description of the Aress Studisd

The areas surveyed were sgelected toc represent the different systems of
dairy farming in Wew York State. About 110 records were taken in each area {table
1), - Within each area no selection of the farms was made, except to require ithat
the milk from at least 6 cows must have been marksted by the farm in fluid form
during the year. Tor all arsas there was an average per farm of 20 cows and 156
acres of land, 54 or which wers used for crops.

TARLE 1, NUMBERS OF LIVESTCCK AYD ACRES OF IMPORTANT CROPS PER FARM
Five Areas in New York, 1939-40
Orange Chenango Cayuga S%. Lawrence Catiaraugus
Item County ounty County County County

Tumber of farms 11 0% - 105 117 102

Average numbers of livestock per farm

Cows 28 20. 14 19 19 -
Heifers, 1 year or more L 6 4 5 5
Heifer calves 3 5 L b o
Eerd bulls 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.9
Bull calves 0.2 0.3 1.d 0.4 0.3
Horses 2.3 2.6 3.3 2.6 2.3
Hens ¥ i22 87 53 50
Averase acres of important crong per farm
Corinf - 8.7 8.0 15.3 9.5 Fel
Hay ' 50.5 365 3.3 45.2 36.2
Graine 0.1 6o 7 2%.9 14,4 11.0
Cabbage — 1.1 @s2 - -
Dry heans —— e 1.3 e -
Market peas e 1.3 —— e e
Market beans ——— 1.8 — — —
Acres, all crops® 60 58 78 70 53
Total acres per farm 143 157 143 150 187

FInciudes corn for silage, grain, and fodder. * Includes obher minor crops.

é/ The Agricultural Planning Pield Service, B.A.B. provided part of the clerical
help mesed in the preparation of thisg report.
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Crange County

Orange County is in the center of the intensive dairy farming region near the
New York City market. Herds in this area averaged larger than in any of the other
areas surveyed. Income from the dairy enterprise provided almost 90 per cent of
the %otal farm receipts. Under the intensive practices followed, dairymen commomly
purchase most of fheir herd replacements. ILivestock other than dairy arve relatively
less impertant than in some of the other areas. OCemmonly, only those ¢rops are
grown that are needed to provide roughage feeds for livestock, and Amost all of
the concentrates are purchased.

Chenange County

Poultry and cash crops are commenly combined with the dalry enterprise on
farms in Chenango County, which is locabed in South~Central New York, Al though
both poultry and cash crops are a relatively smaller proportion of the total farm
Tusiness than the dairy emterprise on most farms in this area, the hensg and mar-
ket peas and beans do provide an important share of the income on some farms. For
all farms surveyed in the year of the survey, the dairy enterprise provided twe-
thirds of the farm income. Host of the cow replacements are raised. All of the
roughage needed for the livestock, and part of the concenirates, are produced on
most farms. :

Cayuzga County

Herds in this ares averaged the smallest of the five arcas surveyed, but
many Tarmers in this general~farming area in the ceniral part of the State are
cradually increasing the size of their dairy herds, More than three-fifths of

he farm receipts for the ysar 1939-U40, however, were from the dalry enberprise.
Most of the herd replacements in this ares are ralsed on the home farm, Larger
amounts of corn silage are produced on farms in this region than in any of the
other arcags surveyed. Many of the farms still produce some hay to sell. About
two-thirds of the concentrates required by the dalry herds arc home-grown, Mogh
of the purchased concentrates are supplements needed to add %o home-produced
gralng in the dairy ration. The principle cash crops produced are winter wheat
and dry beans. '

5%, Lawrence and Cattaraugus Counties

$t. Lawrence County in Northern New York and Cattaraugus County in the

western part of the State are both in specialized dairy farming areas, bt in
both scetions somewha® less intensive production practices are usually followed
than in the other areas. One~fifth of the farms surveyed in St. Lawrence Couniy
‘apld their milk to cheese factories, and one-half of those in Cattaraugus County
delivercd their milk to a condensery. All other farms in these areas snd all
farmes in the other areas, were ingpocted either for the ¥ew York City market, or
upstate markets.

Hearly all herd replgcemente are raised by farmers in these areas. Crops
produced are the needed roughages, and a part of the grain reguired by the Live~
stock.
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AMOUNTS AND KINDS OF LABOR USED PER FARM

fﬁgnémcnths of work per farm
by each type of worker

A typleal dairy farm prog¥ided almost 2L man-months of work during the year,
ans was thus a two-man business {table 2). There was some variaiion betwsen
areas, In Chenango and Cayuga Counties, the average was = two-man business; in
Orange County about two and one-third men, or their equivalent; and in 5%. Lawrence
and Cattaraugus Counties slightly less than two men, In each areca there werc some
one~man farms and some farms on which the operator and three to four hired men,
or their equivalent in family labor, were used. ©Sons paid wages regularly were
included as hired mez. ' '

TABLE 2, AVERAGE MAV-MONTHS OF WORK PER FARM BY EACH TYPE OF WORKER
Five Areag in Hew York, 1939-U0

. _ S5t. Catta~
Crange Chenango Cayuga lawrence raugus All
Ttem _ County Gounty County County County areas
Man.equivalent% _
Range 1.3-5.2 1.0-WtU* 1,1-4,2 1,0-3.8 1,0-5.5 1.0~.5
Average 2.3 2.,0% 2.0 1.8 1.8 2.0
Average man-monthg of
work per farm by )
Operator 12.0 12,0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Unpaid family workers 7.0 4,8 5o 5.2 Bl 5.6
Men hired by month 8.0 .5 5,2 %2 4.0 5.2
Men hired by day 0.5 O,S* 0.S 0.5 0.7 Q.7
Total ‘ 27.6 . Eﬁ.l 23,6 ' 23.9 22.1 23.5
Pcf cend of tbtéi mahv
months of work per farm by: ‘
Operator - Ll 50 51 5 B 51
Unpaid family workers 25 20 23 28 25 ou
Mer, hired by month 29 27 22 15 18 22
Men hired by day e _3 Y 2 3 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

*Does not include piece workers hired to harvest market peas and beans.
%Galculated by dividing the total man-mounths of work on a farm by 12.

The full-time operator in Orange Oounty, on the average, worked Wl per cent
of the total man-months put in on his farm., In this area one~fourth of the work
wag done by unpaid family workers, and 29 per cent by hired month help. As in
cach of the other areas, the man-months of work done by men hired by the day was
a relatively small share of the total, The importance of this help when needed
should not, however, be minimized. '

The harvesting of market peas and beans in Chenange County was done as piece
worl by large crews of workers, which were engaged and overseen by a labor con~
tractor rather than directly by the farm operator. Farmers do not know the man-
days of work done by such crews, Counsequently this work could not be included as
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part of the labor force as herc presented, Attention will be given later in this
roport to the relative importance of this kind of help on farms in this areas
Unpaid fomily workers did one~fifth of %the total labor in Chenango County, cor a
somowhat smaller share than in the other arcas. The farm operator accounted for
one~half, and hired month help somewkat more than one~fourth of the total man~
months of work done.

Hén hired by the day to harvest field crops wero a slightly more important
part of the totel in Cayuga County than in the other areas. Unpaid family labor
and hired month help cach put in more than one-fifth of the labor on farms in
this area. The farm operator accounted for about one-half of the work done.

T the somewhat more éxtensive dalry seciions in St. Lawrence and Cattaraugus
Bounties, the farm operator accounted for s larger ghare, and hired month help a
smalleor share, of the work than in the other arcas. Unpaid family workers accoun—
ted for one~fourth or more of the man-months of work in ecach of these areas.

Tor all areas, the operator did about one-half of the work, with the other
half about equally divided between unpald famlly workers and hired help. In torms
of months bthis meant that of the average of almost 24 man-months of work per farm,
the oporatar accounted for 12 and unpaid family workers and hired help eachk aboutb
£ pan~months. In Orange County hired help, including the month equivalent of day
help, worked almat 9 man-months per farm, as compared o Less thon an average of
4 per farm in St. Lawrence Couniy.

Cost of hired labor and value
of unpalid lebor per farm

The total cost of hired labor per farm for all arveas averaged almost $300,
ranging from $179 in St. Lewrence County %o $HMT in Orange County (tablie 3). The
value of unpaid family workers! time varied between areas considerzbly less than
the cost of hired labor, and averaged $263 per farm for all areas.. The total
value of the operatorts time, including his estimate of the value of his time and
nriviloges provided by the farm, wasg more than $1,000 in each area. Unpaid labor,
including wnpsid family workors and the operator, accounted for about four-fifths
of the total vaue of all lsbor per farm in cach area; in St. Lawrence County the
valuc of all unpaid labor made up 88 per cent of the fotal.
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Ti3LE 3. COST OF EIRED LASOR AND VALUE OF UNPAID LABOR PER FARK,
Tive Areas in Few York, 1939-40
Kind Orenge Chenango Cayuga St. lawrence Cattarauvens A1l
of labor County County  County County . County areas
'Hired labor
Tlonbl help*® $ uod $ 27 0§ 2U6 $ 1ht $ 188 $ 22&
Day help% L3 LE2 EM 32 38 2
Total hired laber § 47 $ 373 § 300 $ 179 g 226 8 296
Uupaid labor '
Tomily workerstd $ 330 $ 234 5 276 § 289 $ 227 g 263
Operator™* 1, 34l 1,124 1,138 1,056 1,044 1,117
Total wnpaid labor $1,674 81,358 1,k 81,345 $1,271 $1,380
Total, all workers $o,121  $1,7%1 41,71k $1,524 $1,497 $1,676
* Includes wage, and value of board atb $15 a month, or perouisites,
4 Includes board, when provided, at 50 cenbs a day.
# Doos not include picce~work hirved by a contractor to harvest market peag and

beans.

Tneludes valuc of time as estimated by the operator and board ab $15 = month,
Tneludes value of hig time and privileges provided by the farm, as estimated
by the operators :

*
L o

Variation in the size of
the farm labor force

Yithin esch of the areas the variation in size of the farm labor force was
about the same, so the five arcas werc grouped together when sorted according to
tho man—oquivalont, or amount of labor used, per farm (table 4). On the farme in
$he two smaliest groups, dhe farm operator ‘constifuted from about two-thirds to
90 per cont of thao %otel labor force., This 40 per cont of the farms contributed
on 26 por cent of the total milk production. In contrast, on the largcst onc—fifth
of the farmes there wers two or more full-time workers, a their equivaleant in part—
time holp, besides tho oporator., This 20 per cent of the farms alonc produccd
3% per cent of tho milk., Pifty-scven per cenb, or almost three-fifths, of the
milk was produced om the 4o per cent of the farms in the two- and throo-man groups.
The total amount of productive work per farm iluereased botween the groups ab
about tho samo rate as the amount of milk produced.

TABLE 4, VARIATION I SIZE OF FARM LABOR FOLCE,
she Farms in Mve Arcss in New York, 19%9-40

Per cent of lator

Farms groupcd force composcd oft

according Yo Averago Unpaid _ Per cent of
amount of number family Hired total milk
Llabor uged of men® workors ' help produced

Smallost f£ifth 1.1 7 b 12

Woxt fifth 1.5 19 11 14

Hext £ifth 1.5 28 19 17

Vext fifth 2.3 29 26 ol

Largest fifth 2.1 25 Gl 33

A1 farms 2.0 24 25 100

# Includcs the farm oporator.
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Por cent of farmers ropording hired
month holp and unpaid family workers

Wearly all dairy farmers have help, even though in infrequent cases only
exchanze labor, to do their work. In this study, one farmer in 3 had hired month
help during both the summer and winter scasons(table 5). More than two-fifths of
the farmers reported aid from their wives and sons directly on farm cperatlons
during both seasons, but only ome in 15 had nelp from daughters. Work done by
unpaid family labor other than directly on farm operations was not included in
this study.

The summer season was congidered, for all workers, except sons and daughters
to be the poriod during which tho cows were on pasture (from sbout May 15 to Oci-
ober 25), ond the winter scason wag the balance of the year, For song and daungh—
ters who wore abbtending school, the vacation period was congidered teo bLe the gum-
mer Scasolle

TABLE 5, PER CENT 0F PARMERS USING HIRED MONTH HELP
AND BACHE KIND OF UNPAITL FAMILY WORKER,
BUg Farms in Tive Aveas in New York, 15%9-40

Por cent of Tarms reporting persons working

Kind Tl Less than : Fuil Less than :
of worker day* full day® Total @ day* fuli day* Total
Sumner Scasond
All season : Part of scason
Eirced momth help 3.9 1.8 36,7 1 14,2 0.9 15,1
Oporators' sons#f o6, U 19.6 L6.0 : B.2 L 9,6
Operators! wivess 1.1 uz, ki Bi,5 @ 0.9 0.4 1.3
Oporators! daughtorss 0u? .8 7.0 : C.h 1.3 1.7
Winter Scasond
All soason Part of season
Eired month help 3042 3,1 33,3 ¢ Qa2 2.4 11,6
Operators! sonsi# 16.2 30, M4 5.6 1 2.k 2.2 u,6
Operators? wivest 0.6 39.1 39,7 ¢ GC.2 2.6 2.8
Operators! danghters 0.2 6.3 6.5 1 - 0.2 0.2

* TFull day for thesc calculations was set atb 9 hours for the sumner and 8 hours
for the wintor, scmewhat conforming to the mipimum number of hours worked by
o farnm operator. The part dey was any gmallor numbor of hours.
4 Summer scason ves considercd, for all workers oxcept sons and daughters, to be
the period during which the cows ware on pasiure (from about May 15 to Cctober
25), and the winter scason was the Dbalance of the year. For sons and daughters
who wore atteonding schoel, the vacation period was considered to be the summer
S0a801.
Includes s few fathers, brothers, and other persons not otherwiae classifiecd,
For unpaid family workors, hours per day were recorded in ferms of man— ocgui-
valent hours. Some unpald part~day workers were actuslly putiing in longer
hours than the number of man~cguivalent hours indlcates.

==~

i
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The ameunt of time roguircd for farm work is reduced during the wintor, and
Tarmers cut oxpenscs thon by employing fewer hired men., early all of thc hired
month help worked o full day regularly in the season during which they were hired
while most of the work done by wives and daughters consisted of less-than—full-day
work., During t,F gummer the majority of the sons did full-day work, but less—than-
full~dey work by sons ag woll ag daughters was most common during the winter sgea-
son whilc many of them were atltending school. Comsoquently, in most cases; a
lower proportion of farmers reported help from cach kind of worker in winber then
in ginmer.

Part—season help by hirod month hands and unpaid family workers cccurred much
loss froquently than full-sczson work, Wives and daunghters werc reported to be
doing only part-season work on fewer than 3 per cent of the farms Doth scasons.
Porit-sonson work was donc on aboud one—tenth of the farms by sons during the summor
znd on 5 por cent of the farms in the winter; month help was hired more fre-
guently for pari-season work,

There were somc rathor striking differences between counties in the oxtont
of use of some kinds of labor., Full-time work of sons during the summer wons
found on 3§ per ccent of the farms in Cattarougus County, but on only one-fifth io
onc~guarter of the farms in othor areas. Similarly, three~fifthe of the 5%, Law-
rence County Farmers had part-time help froem thelr wives during the swummer, as
comparcd to fewer than one-third of the farms in each of the othor areas.

Ae noted proviously, very few deuglhtiers helped with the farm work. IisOrshge
Sounty, however, one out of 5 farmers had help from davghters regularly duriag
$he whole vear. Hired mondh holp was cmployed for the full year by half of the
formers in Orsnge County in contrast to use of this kind of help on fewer ¥than
one~guarter of the $%. lawrence County farms.

reporting

Tho numbor of each kind of worker per farm/was usually about onc (tablc Gy
Therc was an averago of 1.2 sons doing full-time worlk both summer and winter ch
farng roporting thom, and slightly more than ong hircd man bhoth scasons on farms
having hired mon.

TABLE 6, AVERAGE NUNBER OF CERTAIF KIFDS OF WORKERS PER.FARM.. ..
O DAIRY FARMS REPORTIVG THEH
5Uc Farms in Five Areas in New York, 1939-H0
" Tumber por farm reporting persons working

Kind Full Lcge than H Fall Losg than
of worlcor day J full day d day full day
Summer Season

Al seagon Part of season
Operators’ wives 1.0 1.0 i 1.0 1.0
Oporasorat sons 1.2 1.3 i 1.2 1.6
Opcrators! dsaughtors 1.0 1.3 H 1.0 1.0
Hired month holp 1,2 1.0 L P § 1.2

Winter Scason :
ALl season Part of season

Operatord! wives 1.0 1.0 : 0 1.0
Operators' sons 1,1 JC T : 0 ke
Cperators! damghters © 1.0 1.4 s - I
Hired month help - L2 1.1 v 1.2 1.0

* The footunotes to table 5 also aple to thig table.
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Without the assistance of other members of the farm Family, the farmers would
not have been able to carry on operations as they were doing. In these Wil times
21l possible employment of fgrm family members ig increasingly necessaryl It 1s
the logic%l thing foghfarmeré to have their boys do some work on the farmi The
small prgpog%fgﬁ/dg%ng o8 ~tine work on farme studied in countics such as Chen-
anzo (22 per cent of the farms in the summer) contrasts sharply with pratices iu
Cattaraugus where 39 por cent of tho farmors had such help. Probably farm wives
camnot do much more farm work than they now are doing, in addition to their dom—
ostic and other work. In this study time spent in caring for the garden was not
included with the farm work, It should be recognized that this irmortant job is
usuolly done by the farmer's wife in addition to the farm work shown here. JAlthough
thoe contribution of farm wives dirsctly on farm operations was a relatively small
part of the total farm lzbor force, thab of daughters on the farms studicd was
$t111 loss. The gquestion nnburally arises as to whether the girls on farms can do
nore farm work during the present war-time emergency period.

M though the present level of farm employment is still high, war-time demands
for men may force some reductifn in the use of hired labor. Some of the more-
experienced regular help 1s being withdrawm from farms by the armed forces and by
indugtry. The same is true of farmers! growa sons. To continue the pregent rabe
of farm production, or even increase it, the workers now legving farms will have
to Be replaced in large measurs, perhaps by use of some less experienced and less
efficient workers, and perhaps partly by extending the length of the working day
of some members of the farm fanily.

Average length of working day
for different workers

As an average for all areas, the farm operators worked 12 hours a day during
the summer season {table 7). Farmers in Orange County averaged 11l.2 hours a day
which was the lowest, and in Chenango and Cayuga Counties 12.3 hours a day, the
highest during this season. This was the actual number of working hours; time
for meals was not included, Hired month hands in each area put in only a slightly
shorter day than the farm operator, except in Orange County where the heours for
each were the same. Sons who were pald a regular wage were included ag’ hired men.

PABLE 7. AVERAGE LENGTH OF WORKING DAY FOR DIFFERENT WORKERS OW DAIRY FARMS,
Tive Areag in New York, 19%9-U40

Orange Chenango  Cayuga St. Lawrence Caitaraugus ALl
Item County Gounty County County County areag
Hours worked per day during
Summer season

e carw——s
-

Operator 11.2 12.3 12,3 11.8 11.6 12.0
Hived month help il.2 11, 11.0 11.6 10.5 114
Son* 8eH 7.9 8eF 9.1 8.5 8.5
Wifé*L 3-7 2-9 106 349 30—7 3!1
Daughter® 2.6 2.2 2.8 5.8 2.8 3.3
: Winter season

Operator 10.7 11.3 11.3 - 10,4 9.8 10.8
Eired month help# 10,7 1046 10.9 ‘R 9%.8 10,2
Son* Fel 53 5ol 6.3 6.0 s.g
Wife* %43 2o 1.0 2.% 2.7 2,

Davghter® 21 0.5 1.2 2. 1.0 1.4

ALl year

Operator 10.9 11.7 1.7 11.0 10,6 11.3
Hired month helpd 109 11.0 11.3 10,4 1043 10.7
Son* e Go3 6:3 Ta3 6.9 6.5
W‘ife* 3.% 2.8 le %qé %o% 238
Daught gr¥ G : 1,1 1. [y . 2.0

L80ns who were paid a re ar wage were inciuded with the hired month neip.
k¥Tineof unpaid Tamil; wo%%%rs Yas converted at the time the regords were %akenmhto

nar-sguivalent basis, when the person worxing was 1o guivalent to a man. ue |
a Dan~squiyalend basis, vhoh oo, BeTEoR 4o fiouPs than indicated aboves
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During the winter season with its lesser amount of outdoor work, the farm
operators put in from one~half hour a day less than during the summer season in
Orpnge County, to almost two hours a day less in Cattarsugus County. For all
areag, nowever, their average day during the winter season s3ill included almost
11 hours of work. During the winter, men hired by the month put in just as long
a day =8 the operator in Orange and Cattaraugus Counties, with a somewhat shorter
day for hired halp than for the operator being most common in each of the other
areat. .

T or all sreas for the year, the farm operator worked 11.3 hours a day es
compared to 10,7 hours a day for men hired by the month, In Chenango and Cayuga,
Counties an average working day for the year for both the farm operator gnd his
hired monbth hand was longer than in the other areas., Although it still included
more than 10 hours, the average working day for the year was shortest in Cabtar-
angus County, ‘

Since dailry cows must be milked twice each day at about 12-hour intervals,
the dairy farmer's day must sbart carly in the morning; and it ends lats in the
evening. Thus dairy farming opcrations require a someswhal longer worling day
during the whole year than some other types of farming,

I envmergtion, the number of hours put in by unpaid family workers was con-
verted to a man-equivalent basis. Hence the extent of their contribution to
the labor forcs is here comparagble, for the farms on which they were reported, with
that of the operator or hired man. It should be recognized, however, that the
indicated lengthr 6F the working day for unpaid family workerm, and especially
for sons and daughbers, doos not represent the full number of ‘hours of time put
in on farm work. ‘

In each arez, Bong who were not pald a wage, including those who were oniy
part-time helpers ms well as those who were dolng the work of s full man, worked
from & to 9 man~equivalent hours a day. 3Secause many of them were attending
school during the winter season, their average during thls part of the year was
5.7 man-eguivalent hours a day, or about 3 hours a day legs %than during the summer

Those wives who aseisbed dirccily with the farm work in the summer in addition
to their domestic and other dutics, worked about 3 men~equivalent hours a day on
the form in cach aves except Caruze County, During the winter seasom, wives wWio
continned to assist with farm work pnt in slightly less time than duriang the
SUMNET

Daughters who did farm work tendsd to accomplish glightly fewer man~equivalent
hours a Qay than the farmers! wives, except in St. Lawrence and Cayugs Counties
during tho summer. This time was still further reduced during the winlter season
when many daughtersg were attonding school.

As an average for the year, sons worked from b to 7 man—~cquivalent hours a
day. Farmors! wives who helped with the farm work, put in the eguivalent of
about 3 man~hours a day for %ho year, except in Cayuga County, and daughters from
1 to nearly 4 mammoquivalent hours a days

Man hours of work
per day per farm

Durinz the summer sesson, total man hours per farm in an average working day
varied from about 23 hours in Cadtaraugus County %o almost 26 hourg in Orange
Countyr (table 8, and figure 1Y. In each srca except Orange County,about one-~half
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of tho total man hours in the summer were put in by the farm operator. During
this scason, hired month help accounted for about one~-fifth and sons, including
hoth Ffull-tine and part-time workers, aboui one-sixth of an average day's works
Although day help when needed to harvest crops is an important part of the labor
force, this type of worker coniributed only about § per cent of the man houre of
work done during ithe summer Seastl.

TABLI &, TOTAL MAN-HOURS OF WORK IN AY AVEBAGE.WORKING DAY, AXD
TROPORTION OF WORK DONE EY DIFFERENT WORKERS,
Five Areas in Mew York, 1939-40

Orange  Chonange  Cayuga St. Lawrence Cattaraugus ALl
Iten County County{  County County County areas

Total man~hours per day per farm

Summer 27.48 ol 8 ol 5 23.6 - 22,8 2kl
Winter 23,8 20.9 19.4 17.5 . 17.6 19.6
Toar 25 22,7 21.8 20,2 20.0 2L.8

Por cont of total man-hours per day by cach kind of worker

Summer season

Uperator 4o B0 50 "0 XN hg
Hired month help 30 26 23 16 ‘19 o2
Song¥ ‘ 15 15 18 17 18 17
Wives* 6 4 2 10 8 6
Daunghters® _ 2 B# 1 1 *oH 1
Day help# b — _b b _H _3

Total 100 100 100 100 109 100

Winter seasons

Coerator un Bl RE - 59 56 55
Hired month hedp 30 g 23 1l 21 23
Song* 15 1L 17 17 16 . 16
Wiveg® ' 7 1 2 9 : G 5
Deughters® 3 = - 1 1 1

Total 100 100 1090 100 106 100

Tear

Uperator 43 52 B 55 53 52
Hired month heln 30 27 23 15 21 23
Song* 16 15 18 17 17 16
Wives* & : Lo 2 9 7 6
Danghtors® 3 ok i 1 i 1
Day helpd _2 _2 _3 _3 _2 _2

Total 100 106 ~ 100 100 100 100
* Includes only unpaid workers; time per doy was converted to equivalent hours

of & man.
* Legs than 0.5 per ceni.
‘Doeg not inclmde hired plece-work in harvesting cash crops.
Tor these esloulations, dey help was assumed to have worked 10 hours a day.
Practically ne day help was hired on these farmns during the winter seasou,

T S N
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S,
¥an hours
per day
per farm |
30 og
25t | %25 25 ol . ol
24 2t B
20} 20

S W s s W s W s W
Orange Chenango Cayuga 5t. Lawrence Cabtarausgus A1
County County - Gounty County County areas

* s 3 3 L3 -] »
Does not include hired piece~work in hervesting cash crops.
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GURE 1, MAY¥ ECURS PER DAY PER FARM BY THE OPERATOR, UNPAID FAMILY WORKERS
AND HIRED HILP

, Hired helyp
5 = gummer - Unpaild fam-
W = winter ily workers

Cperator

During the winter sesson man hours per day averaged 19.6 for all areas, or
almost 5 hours a day lessg then during the summer, Since almost no day help was
hired during this season, and cach worker put in slighitly fewer hours per day
than during the summer, the farm operator accountcd for a larger share o the
total $han during the summer. As an average for the year for all countiles, the
farmer accounted fer B2 per cent of the working time, and hired month help 23 per
cent - or Just the same as for all wnpeid family workers, including wives, sas,
2nd deughters (see chart on cover). The proporiion of the hours o work done
on the farm by the operator was slightly higher than hls share of the months of
work because the operator put in a larger day than the other workers,
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Size of herd and per cent of work
done by each kind of worker

In each arca except Cayugs County, where dairy herds were gmallest and other
farm work & relatively greater share of the total, the per cent of work done by
caoch kind of worker on farms with herds of sach size was about the sgme (table 9).
Or. farms with fewer than 15 cows, as an average for all areas, about 70O per cent
of the work was done by the farm operator, 20 per cent by unpaid family worlkeas
and avout 10 per cent by hired men (figure 2). In other words, farms with herds
of thig size were cssentially one-man Dusinesses.

Farmg with 15 te 25 cows werc about two-man buginesses. Hired help provided
about one—fifth, unpaid family werkers one-fourth, and the operator a little more
$han one-half of the man power, Mere than two-fifths of the work wss done by
hired workers, and a slightly smaller proportion by the farm operator on farms
with 25 cows or more. :

Altogether the farm family provided nine-tenths of the man power on farms
with fewer than 1bH cows, four-{ifths on those with 15 to 25 cows, and less than
three—~Tifthe on the farms with 20 cows Or HmODIG.

TARLE G WRIBER OF COWS PER FARM AND PER CEWT OF WORK DONE 3T
EACH KIND OF WORKER,
Tive Areas in New Torlk, 1939-40

Per cont of work dons byl

Famber Unpaid Hired All
fows per Tarn of farmg Cperator family labor help workers
Orange County

Tewor Lhan 15 12 72 22 5 100

15 %o 25 38 Bl 21 25 100

2% or more &4 L1 26 33 100
Chenango County®

Fowsr than 15 39 75 17 & 100

15 %o 25 36 59 20 21 100

o5 or more 29 35 17 Ly 100
Cozruga County ,

Fower than 15 59 ol 21 15 100

15 to 25 29 U7 25 28 100

25 or more 7 ' 33 12 hh 100
8t. Lawrence Couniy

Fewer than 15 b1 72 22 6 100

15 to 25 56 57 30 13 100

25 or more 20 i3} 22 .37 100
Cattaravgus County :

Fewer thoh 15 32 - 69 20 11 100
15 to 25 b an 22 14 100
25 or more 23 13 25 32 100
All areas 100

Power then 1 1 1 2

15 o 25 2 Zgg %7 2& ig 100

25 _or more 1L7 %8 20 2 100

¥ Doos nob include hired picce-work in harvesbting cash crops.
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FIGURE 2. PZR CENT OF WORK DOWE (ALL ARBAS) BY THZ CPERATOR
UNPATID FAMILY WORKERS, AFWD HIRED HELP ON FARMS WITH
DIVFERENT WUMBER OF COWS3,
Hired holp provided legss than ono—~tenth of the man-power
on fayms with fewer than 15 cows, about one-fifth on
bhose with 15 to 25 cows, and morc then fwo-fifths on

o

tho farme with 25 cows Or MOTE.

Per cent of farms on which
wives milked cows

On one~thlrd of the 5H2 Ffarms surveyed, the farmer's wife regularly helped
milk the cows (table 10). Thers was, however, considerable variation in this
_respect between areas. In each of Orange, 8t. lawrence, and Cattardugus Counties,
where the dairies on mosi farms constituted most of the farm business, sluost
one-hzlf of the wives helped regularly with the milking., In Cayuga and Chenango
Counties, however, only 11 per cent and ill per cent, respsciively, of the wives
milked cows. In addition teo those wives who milked cows, a congiderable number
in each arcs cared for the poulitry, washed milking utensils, assigted in feeding
the livestock; and helped with other farm operatiens. This was cspeclally true
in Chonango snd Cayuga Countics where the poultry was commonly cared for by the
wife, and where farming was generally most diversified.
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TABLE 10, NUMBER AVD PER CENT OF FARMS ON WHICH WIVES
REGULARLY HELPED MILK COWS*
Five Aveas in New York, 1939-40

Farms on which wife
helped milk cows

Araca Tunber Per cent
Crange County hO L
Chenange County 1l 14
Sosnga County iz W1
8%, Lawrence County 57 g
Cattarsueus County 7 R
All areas 180 33

*Tncludes o few farms on which a sisber or mother of the operator heiped milk cows.

~

1
Work done off the farm_/

Inconc from short periods of work done off the farm was included with the
farm income for the farms in this study, although part-time farms on which 2k per
cent or more of the total receipts were from off-the-farm scurces were nob included.
In Orange County only about one-~fourth of the farmers did mome work off the farm,
while such work wag done by more farmers in sach of the other areas (table 11).
About two=Fifths of all the farmers surveyed did some work off the farm. Man
labor on other farms and machine work, both of which were largely concerned with
haying and silo=filling, were the most common types of work dome, Team work and
prucking were in most instances also done for other farmers. A few farmers in
each ares spent some time on jury duby, or on other types of work not related
to farming.

TABLEY1}. FPER CENT OF FARMERS DOING DIFFERENT KINDS CF WORK OFF THE FARME/
Five Areag in New York, 1939-40 .
Kind of work dons Orsnge Ohenango Cayuga St. Lawrence Cattaraugus All

off the farm County County County County County = areas
Per cent of farmers doing work off the farm

Man labor on cther farms 15 20 17 19. 23 19
Machine work L o) 2% 15 17 18
Trucking . 5 9 4 8 g g
Tean work ' 3 6 8 5 8 6
Jury, ete, 3 5 b 1 6 6
211 Tarnsd 2l g 57 38 u5 Hve)

F Porcentages for all farms are smaller then the totals of all kinds because
some Tarmers did more than one type of work.

Tor farmers working off the farm, the average nwiber of such days of work
veried from ounly 17 in Cayuga, where nearly three-fifths of the farmers reported
ome work of that kind, to 49 days in Orange County (table 12). For all areas,
there was on average of 31 days, or about 5 weeks of off-the=farn work reported
by those doing such work. As an average for 81l farmers in the study, only 13

1/ Exchenage labor was not inmcluded.
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days, or about 2 weeks, of work was done away from the farm. Since by far the
largest share of fthis work was done for other farmers, there seems to be small
possibility of decreasing the need for hired workers by reducing the amount of
worlk done off the farm. ®

TABLE 12, - AVERAGE DAYS OF WORK DONE OFF THE FARM*
Five Areas in ¥ew York, 193%9-40

Averages days per farm

Per cent of For farmers For

farmers doing working off all
Arca _ ' workk off the farm the farm farmg
Orange County ol g 12
Chenango County Uy 38 18
Cayugs County 57 17 9
8%. Lawrence County B £ 25 10
Cattarsugus County 145 35 16
All areas up 31 13

* Doeg not include sxchange labor,

MAY HOURS OF DIRRECTLY PRODUCTIVE WORE PER MONTH

Eours of directly prod
work reguired montlil

livestock and crogs

P T R
ALC LY

v oa

1%

Directly producvive work on the principsal livestock and crop eanterprises
required that the working iorce on an average farm in the counties surveved ace
complished a 1ittle more than 5,200 men~hours of directly productive work during
a year. The range of avernges was from a 1ittle less than 4,400 per farm in
Cattarsugus Coumaty %o more than 5,100 hours in Orange County.l

On dalry farme since the cows are the major part of the farm business and
require care during the whole year, the preducitive work ie much more evenly dige
trituted throughi the year than is the case with productive work on farmg depend—
ing prinecipally ou: croeps. The low month in requirement of productive work was
January with from & to & per cent of the year's work. and the high point in
most areas, wag u July with from L1 to 12 per cent (table 13, and figzure 3). In
Cayuza County the peak cccurced ia September vhea wilo £illing and wheat planting
ware done, 1n Jhezange Ly almost 1h per ceav of the yearls work was done in
Avgtngt when the meriet hesan crop wag harvested. Doling abvoid one—seveath ot the
year's crop and livestock work in this one month was accomplished by the addition
of hired bean-pickery to the farm labor force. These workers were engaged by
a conbractor in gangs, and were thus not cmnloyed directly by the farms,

1/ Calculations in this section of the report are based largely on unpublished
data Turnished by the Department of Agriculural Economics of the New Tork
State College of Agricnlture. They ftake no account of the additional time
gspent on some very minor crops and livestock, mnor on other than directly
productive work — such ag farm maintenance., The data are given in the Apvendix.
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TABLE 13. PER CENT OF TOTAL HOURS OF DIRECTLY PRODUCTIVE WORK
PER FARM DURING THE YEAR IN BACHE MONTE,
Tive Areas in New York, «193%9-40

Totel
Per cent of year's productive work in: all

Area Jan. Feb. Mar..April May June July Aug, Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec, months
Orange 7.9 7.8 8.7 &0 7.4 9.211.2 7.1 &1 7.9 7.9 8.8 100

Ghemange 6.7 6.6 T.3 T 7.1 12,8 9.8 13,5 T.% 7.1 T.2 T4 100
Cazruga 5.4 6,5 7.1 7.4 8.1 9,1 10,9 10.2 12,0 8.3 6.7 7.3 100
8. Lewrence 7.4 7.3 &2 6.0 &2 9,1 11,2 &4 89 7.7 7.4 &2 100

Cattarauéus 7.7 7.6 8-5 gng Sel 8-8 1099 Sa)'I' Snl 7&5 Tn? ' 8;5 10(}

411 areas 7.1 7.0 7.8 &0 7.9 9.211.210.3 &7 7.5 7.3 7.9 100

During the winter season work on cows lncreases hoth in terms of hours and
as a proporiion of the total productive work, In midwinter they receive fully
a third more time than in summer., In general, the same is true of heifers and heng.

This method of ascerteining and describing the time of occurrence of anc
extent of peaks in labor requirements has several important limitations. In the
first place the percentage figures used to distribtute the amount of productive
work per farm Detween the weveral months are averages for farms lecated in all
parts of the State. Thus, for example, any actual differences in the disbribution
hetween the months of time spent on cows in different sections of the State under
different systems of farming, is largely eliminated by the method used. Ag noted
in the Appendixz Table 1 the actusl number of man hours per cow in gach of the
areans ag found in the anslysis of the dairy enterprise records was used here.

Purthermore, the results as presented are the averages for more than 100
farms in each area, and there are guite wide differences in the emounts and kinds
of crops grown as well as in mumbers of livestock on different farms in each area.
This would Dbe expecislly true in Chenango and Cayuga Counties wvhere a number of
crops were grown., The actusl amount of work to harvest peas and beans on farms
" growing them in Chenango County is congiderably grester than that for the average
of all farms surveyed in thig ares. On the other hand, this kind of work would
not be found ab all on farms not growing these crops.

It should alsc be emphasized that the hours of werk shown are only for the
important livestock and crops in each area, and do not include any of the necessary
farm maintenance and obther work that ig not directly productive. Even consldering
thess qualifications of the data, however, the material presented show when and
why the important peaks in labor recuiremente occur in each of the areas, and
give gome idea of the relative ilmportance of these pesks in these five sections
of the State.
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USE 0F EQUIPMENT ON DAIRY FARMS

EKinds of Eouipment Used on Dairy Farms

Although the dairy was the major share of the farm businesg on neariy all
of the farms surveyed, only about cne-~fifth of the farms nged milking machines
for 9 months or more during the year (table 14)., In Catbargugus County only 13
per cent of the farme used milking machines for this long a period, and in the
other areas the proportion varied up to 30 per cent, in Chenango County.

TAB%@QlM ¢+ FPER CENT OF FARMS HAVING SPECIFIED XINVDS CF EQUIPMENT,

%ﬁ . Five Areas in New York, 1939-40

1 KQKind of _ Orange Chenango Cayuga St. Lawrence Cattaraugus All
A ggvipment County County County County County arsas

Per cent of farmg having

Milking machineg

Uged § months, or more au | 30 20 17 1% 2Ll

- Used less than § months 6 - 5 4 1k 18 9

Vot used 4 11 5 5 13 T
A1l farms owning .
milking machines 34 Le 29 %6 ul 37
Water cups for cows f1 S 57 T4 29 53
Tlectric milk coolers 43 16 73 3 3 2l
Traciors 33 79 61 Ll b1 s
Trucks : _ 63 Bl L6 %8 32 L7

. Several farmers in esch ares that owned milking machines sither did not use
them at all or used them for less than 9 months. Of the farmers surveyed in St,
Lawrence and Cabttaraugus Counties, 14 and 18 per cent, respectively, used their
pilking machines less than 9 months. Since most of the milk on the farms in

these areas was produced during the summer monthe, it was not uncommon for farmers
to use machines during the pesk production season when labor requirements else—
where onﬁﬁhe farm were also grestest and to milk the cows by hand during the
winter months.

*In-Ghenango Counby, 1l per cent, and in Cattaraugus County 13 per cent of

the farmeérs did net use thelr machines at all. The proportion of farmers that
did not Tige thelr machines was considersbly smaller in the other areas. For

all areas, 1b per cent of the farmers gurveyed, or 43 per cent of those owning
machives, elther d4id noi uss their machines at all or used them less than 9 months
af the year.

Waber cups were used on mere than one~half of the farmg in each area, excep’d
Chenange and Cattarausus Counties, and occurred most freguently in St. Lawrence
Gounty, Fleectrie milk ccolers were used on only about one-fourth of the farms
surveyed. Only 3 per cent of the farms in St. Lawrence Gounty where part of the
Farmers sold their milk to cheese factories, and in Caitaraugus Jounty, whsre
about one—half of the farmg scld to a condengery, cooled thelr miilk in thig wey.
Tractors were used on about two-fifths. of the farms in each area, exzcept in
Cayuza County. In this area, where the most crops were grown, three-fifths. of
the farmers had tractors. :
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Use of milking machines on farms
with different numbers of cows

As would be expscted, the proportion of farms using milking machines increased
as the number of cows per farm increased (table 15). Only 1% farms or 7 per cent,
of the 193 farms with fewer than 15 cowe used milking machines during 9 months
or more of the year. One-fifth of those with 15 to 25 cows used machines most
of the year, and almost two-fifths of the farms with 25 cows or more milked with
machines.

TABLE 15. FPER CENT OF FARMS WITH HERDS OF DIFFERENT SIZES THAT USED
= MIDKING MACHIVES NIKE MOWTHS OR MORE,
SUp Farms in Five Areas in New York, 1939-U0

Tumber Mumber Farmg using milking
of cows of machines 9 months or more
per farm farms Mumber Par cent

Fewer than 15 _ 193 1h 7
15 to 25 206 _ 4o 20
25 or more 143 ‘ 55 39

A1} farms - FH2 112 21

Bocauge so few of the farms with fewer than 15 cows used machines, thig
group was omitted in the anelysis of efficlency in use of labor on farms with and
without milking machines, Farms that used machines for fewer than 9 months were
algo omitted.

Method of milking and time required
to care for a cow per year

The total number of man hours pubt in directly on the cows was divided by
the average number of cows on the farm to obtaln the number of man~hours of labor
for the year per cow. In determining the mumber of hours of labor on cows, time
spent feeding end miiking the cows, hauvling milk, and cleaning utensils gnd the
barn, and other time directly on the cows, was included, but the time requirsd
to hawl the manure from the barn to the field, to care for young stock, and
other farm operations was not included.

When the farms with 15 to 25 cows wers grouped according tc the method of
millking, Shere was an average of 19 cows for the group that milked by hand and
algo for the group that milked by machines (table 16 and figure 4), Herds in
this size—group that were milked by hend reguired 194 hours in a year to care for
o cow, as comparsd to 162 hours per cow in herds milked by machines., The dif-
ference between these two groups smounted %o 32 hours per cow in faver of farms
using machines, A few more of the farmers that milked by hand also hauled their
own milk, so a very small part of this differsnce was due to time spent hauling
millt, An average of almost two men worked on the farms in each group. In Dboth
groups 10 cows were kept per man, bubt bocause of the higher average rate of
production on farms with machines more milk was produced per man on these farms.
It should be notedsdss that the two men on farms using machines during the year
accomplished more total productive work, as indicated by the larger number of
productive man work units per farm,



AE, 391!- e P

TABLE 16. METHOD OF MILKING, TIME REQUIRED TC CARE FOR A COW PER YRAR,
AND OTHER FACTOERS,
305 Farms in Five Areas in New York 193940

Man - - .. Fum- Produc~ Pounds Cans

Number hours : ' " ber tive milk millk

of per Per cent of . man work pro- gold
Fumber cows cow farmers Cows men - units duced vper day

¥ethod of per ner ‘hauling por -per per per peT

of milking farms farm year owan milk man farm farmt cowti  man*¥

15 %o 25 cows : —_ : '
by hand 140 19 194 46 10 1.9 hs 6,157 1.9
1.9° 46 7,215 2.3

by machine* _ 4o 19 162 - 38 - 10

25 cows or more : ,
by hand 67 g 135 70 12
by machine® 56 36 tip 7L 13

710 6,278 2.4
BOY 6,997 2.9

P
- o

* Farms using machine for 9 months or more.

4 Total productive man work units per farm is a measure of the botal amount of
productive work done on the farm, ineluding all enterprises. 4 preoductive
man work unite is the average amount of directly productive work accomplished
in a 10-hour day by a man working under average Tarm conditions 1n New York,

#4 -A11 milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat,

% Forty-guart cans.

Tor the farms with 25 cows or more that were milked by hand, an average of
2,8 men cared for 34 cows, as compared to 36 cows for about the same number of
men on farms that used machineg, On farms milking by hand, 185 hours of labor
vere used per cow, while on farms using machines, 142, or 43 fewer hours, were
ugad,

" .
Man hours HMethod of Milking
per cow
210 - By hand
By hand
| By
180 |- machine By
_AEEL— machine
150 - 1ho
120
90
6C -
50 -
15 to 25 25 or more

Wumber of cows per farm
TIGURE 4, METHOD OF MILXING AWD TIME REQUIRED TO CARE FOR A COW PER YEAR
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The amount of milk sold per day per man is one measure of the product output
per main on a dalry farm. It is influenced not only by the nuaber of cows kept
per man, but alsc by the rate of milk production, TFarms that used machines, had
higher rates of milkk production, oan the average, than farmg on which milking wasg
done by hand. The fact that 20 per cent more milk was sold per man on farms using
milking machines is, neverthseless, significant, especially for the herds with
25 cows or more in which more cows were kept per man on farms using machines, On
the farms with 1h te 25 cows most of the increased ouiput per man on farms using
mechines was the result of the higher rate of milk production on thess farms.

Wien the difference in the amount of labor per cow on farmsg with 15 to 25
cows in favor of those using machines was converted to an anmusl basisg, it amounted
to 608 hours per farm, or the equivalent in man hours of about 2 months of work
b7 & full-tine man (table 17). On a daily basls, the difference was 1.7 man
hours per farm, or 0.9 hour per man.

TABLE 17. DIFPEREFCE -I¥ AMOUNT CF LABOR FER COW ON FARMS MILKING
BY HAFD AWD BY MACHIFES,
305 Farms in Five Areas in New York. 1.9%9-40

Fumber Difference in amount of labor per cow
Tumber Rumber of cowsg ' in favor of farng uslng machines
of cows - of ner Eoursg Heurs per farm Hours per
por farm farms farn per Ccow per year ner day day per man
15 to 2§ 18P - 15 32 508 1.7 0.9
25 or nore 123 35 L7 1,505 1.1 1.5

Por the large-sized herds with 25 cows or more, the average difference in
amount -of labor per farm for the year was 1,505 hours, 4.1 man-hours a day, or
1.5 houre a day per man. <in terms of man-months of labor, this would probably
be about the equivalent of 5 mounths of work.

Thig method of calconlating the amount of saving in time spent . by use of
nilking machines is subject te several quelificationg., For expmple, the calcul-
ations have beeon Dbased on the average nwmber of cows in ecach group. The saving
in time for the year or per day, assumihg the samo saving per cow, on the 1b-cow
hords that were included in the 15-%to~2h cow group . would obviously be smaller
than that indicated for the averasge number of cows in this group. The same would
apply to farme with fewer than the average of 35 cows in the group with 25 cows
or mere. Presumably, hovever, the saving in time attributed to the use of machines
would be greater then average in the larger-thasi-average sized herds in each
group. It may, furtheornore, be true that the farms that were using machines had
‘better-organized barns or other facilitios for cacing for the cows, or that the
farms in thesc proups werc run Dy operabtors who were betiter-thon-average managers.
Since no measurc of such facliors was available, their effcet on the amount of
timo required to care for the cows in this study have becn assumed to be about
squal as between farmg that wmilked by hand or by machincs. '

in added Tactor in the situation that deserves major consideration is the
time spent on the cows due to the use of =
milking machine are still a relstively small shore of the ‘tetal hours of work
done on a dairy farm, and in most instances probsbly would not enable the saving
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of the %ine of o full man even on a sirictly dairy farm. The saving of time by
use of machines, nevertheless, might on some farms enable the farm operator and
hig regular wapaid family or hired workers to take care of more of the werk during
the summor seasgon with less temporary month help or day help, without extending
furthor the length of their already long working day. To do this might, of course,
noan longthening the haying and silo-filling seasons, and the periocd during

which some cther farm operations have been done in the past. Furthermore, the
added time to care for milking utensils, as a result of use of a milking machine,
night need to be added to the other chores regularly done by some members of

the hongehold other than the farm operator.

Size of herd and amount
of labor per cow

Mhe number of man hours to keop a cow tended to decrease as the number of
cows in the herd increased, both for farms on which cows were milked by hand and
for those on which cows were milked by machines (table 14), Herds with 25 cowvs
or more that were milked by hend, averagel 185 man hours per cow, as compared to
194 hours per cow in the smaller—sized herds.

TABLE 18. AMOUWT OF LAROR PER COW ON HERDS OF DIFFERENT SIZES,
' WITH.AND WITHOUT MILXING MACHINES,
%05 Farms in Pive Areas in Yow Yori, 193%9-40 -

Man Per cent Cang of
Wumber Womber  Thmber hours of farns Mumber Cows milk sold
of cows of of cows per cow  hauling of men wper per day
per farnm farng ver farm wper yeal millk per farm man  per Dan
Milked by hand
15 to 25 140 19 19k us 1.9 10 1.9
25 or more 67 3. 185 - 70 2.8 12 2.1
Milked by machine
15 to 25 Yp 19 162 3% 1.9 10 2.3
25 or more 56 36 1k2 71 2.7 13 2.9

Betweon the size-of—herd grouns for farms using machines, there was an
average annual decrease of about .20 man hours per Cow. These decroases in the
amount of tire required to care for a cow were found despite the fact that mere
of the farmers with the larger hords hauled thelr milk fo the planbs,

4Ls would be expectod along with the above relationships of size of herd to
the amount of laber uscd per cow, the mumber of cows kept per man increaged as
the size of hord increased. In Serns of pubput of milk per day per man, aboul
one-helf a cen more of millt wag sold dally per man on farms with the large herds
as cormared to the farms with the stalloer herds.

Tine gpent hauling nilk

The millt was delivered te the plant by the farmer on two-thirds of the Tarms
in Orzange County, about cne-hall of the farme in Chenango, Cayuga, and St. Laypm
rence Counties, and only one—sixth of the farms in Cattaraugus County (table 19).
In the latter area distances from the farms to the plants averaged conglderably
greater than in the other aroas.
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TAZLE 19, PER CENT OF FARMS EHAULING MILK AND AMOUNT OF TIME
REQUIRED 70 HAUL MILE PER FARM*,
L2 Farmg in Five Areas in ¥ew York, 1939-U40

Hours per Man hours per
Per cent farnm per day farm per year
of farmg for farmsg For farms For
hauling - hauling hauling all
Arca own milk*® own milk® own milk farms
Orange County 67 0.8 20k 196
Chenango County 4g 0.6 220 106
Cayuza County 50 0.6 033 115
St. Lawrence County R 0.8 292 152
Cattaraugus County 16 0.9 370 Re
All areas by ' 0.7 269 126

* For farmers hauling milk all year tc milk plants.

Although less than an hour a day was required %o haul milk, the total amount
of time per farm on thesec farms in a year was equivalent fto from 3 to 4 woeks
full-time work of one man. Since slightly less than one-half of all the farns
surveyed havled their milk, on an aversge for 2ll farme the time required to haml
nilk was equivelent to only ghout 2 weeks of a mante tine.

Many dairy farmers will doubiless find it necessary to discontinue hauling
their own nilk as a result of tire and gasoline rationing, and of cther meagures
thet are anticipated as o resuli of the war omergency. The amount of time gaved
by such setion will vary slightly with the distance from the farm to the milk
plant, and from the farm buildings to the road or other point at which the milk
might be picked up by a collecting truck. PFurthermore, some Irips to town for foed
or other items that formerly werc taken care of at the same time as the milk wes
hauled will s$ill be nccessary. In gsome areas increased delivery of feed to the
fgrm by dealers, if possible, might minimize the need for such trips. It does
seem reasonable to concludc, nevertheless, that some time could be saved by
ghifting from farmer—-delivery to roubte-pickup of milk, Thig saving would be
sgpecially imporitant during seasons of peak labor requirenenis.

WAGE RATES, AND THE FARM LABOR SWPLY SITUATION

Farm wage rabtes Dy arcas

For the year 1939-U40 thore was relatively 1ittle varlation in wage rates
for hired month or day help bebween arcas (table 20). In gensral, the level of
farm wage rates tends to vary with time and between arcos wlth changes or dif-
ferences in farmers' incomes. Partly becsuse of the ease of movement of workers.
howeveor, differences between aress tend to be rather small. Accordingly in this
study rates of payment of hired help tended to be gomewhat higher in Orange County
where the operator's returns were grestest, and lowest in Cattarauvgus County
where the smallest return, on the average, was nmade by the farm to the operators
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TABLE 20, WAGE RATES FOR DIFPERENT KINDS CF EELP,
Tive Arcas in New York, 1939-L0
Orange Chenango Cayugs St. Lawrence Cattaraugus  All
Xind of help Oounty County  County County County areas

Waze rates per month for hired workers
and value of time of unpald workers

Hired month help

With board* $u5 $he $43 $u3 $39 $lo
Without board
Wage Lg L7 Lz 37 43 L3
Perguisites 18 13 15 10 16 13
Totial | $66 $60 $5¢ $547 $59 $57
Tnpaid family workersd 48 ug Fl Uy Lo U7

Waze rates per day for hired workers
2

Hired day help :
With boardt $2,67 $2.11 $o.34 $2.29 $2.10 $o. 2k
Without board 2.57 2,25 1.6%5 2,31 2.3 2,02

*  Includes board at $15 o month,
+ Volue of unpaid family isbor per month was estimated by the farm operator.
# Inciudes board at 50 cents a day.

The value of the operator's time, including his estimabte of the value of
Lhig time as worker and mannger and privileges provided by the farm, on an hourly
basis was 36 cents in Orange County, and 28 to 29 cents in the other areas (table
21), Thie was about twice the value per hour of the time of unpaid family workers,
including in the value of their time an estimated wage and board., In genersl,
the cost of hired month help per hour, including wages, board, and privileges,
averaged only 15 %o 16 cenis an hour.

%

TABLE 21. AVERAGE VALUE OF DIFFERENT KINDS OF LABCR PER HOUR
Tive areas in New York, 1939-40
Orange henango Cayuga  St, Lawrence Cattaraugus
Find of labor County Jounty County County County

Cents per hour

Oporasor® 36 29 25 29 28
Unpaid fanily labor* 15 14 15 14 13
Hired nonth help* 16 16 15 15 15
Averaze, all labor 2U a2 03 2] 2p

¥ Included in the botal velue of each kind of labor were ths foll@ggﬁg:
Operator — Value of his time and privileges provided by the/as estinated
. by the operator.
Unpsid family labor ~ Value of time ag estinated by the operator, and
board at 315 a month.
Hired month help - Weges pald and valuc of board atb $15 o month, and
perquisites when provided.




AE. 394 e 255

In reccent nonths many hired farm hands have left farms for more remunerative
work in factorics. As has proviovsly been indicated, workers hired by the monih,
on the average, put in more than 11 hours a day during the summer and in nost
cases 10 hours or mors a day during the winter season. Because they put in move
hours por dey on the farm, cven though at quite a low rate per hour, the total
reburn to the farm worker compares nore favorably with the factory worker thai
the rate por hour on the farn might indicate. The very fact, howevor, that '
higher monetary roturns may now often be obfained along with shoricr worklng hours
has added to tho attractivencss of factory work in the viewpoint of the hired
forn hand.

Porguisites providéd io
farn labor

Porguigites arc part payment for gervices in addition Yo noney wages.
Parmers can glive some of them with 1ittle troublc or added cost. But they save
laborers considerable exponsc and raise their real wages. In other siudies, tho
addition of board or perguisites at fern values to money wages hag been found
to raisc theo amount of total rommerabtion of farm laborers with board by four—
fifths rore than their money wazes, and of those not boarded to one-~half more
than cagh wagos.t

Data obbaincd by this survey showed that almost b out of 5 dairy farmers
werc hiring month help, that U of sach 5 that hired gave board{table 22y, The
non boarded were usually unnarricd men who were given a room in the farm housc.
len not given board were morc often narried.

In this study, farnors who gove perquisites roported giving total farm values
por year avoraging $268., Thoy hired an average of 16,7 nap-months of labor withe
cut beard. This meant that perquisites anounted to slightly morc them $16 por
nen~nonth for mer hired without board, or $193 por man—year. Average farm wage
ratos without Dboard werc $43 a month, The perquisites thus added 37 pov cent
%o the workerls wage., Tho gaving in exponse to the laborer provably raised his
ronl wage CVEDR IOIG.

Tarmors who hire month holw probadly need teo give, and many undoubtedly arc
giving, nore atteation %o porguisites as a means of attracting and holding good
workors. Some farmers who usually hire single nen may find it accessary to hire
marricd nen, Those who hire without giving board may be able to zive nore per~
guistios, both in kind and in amount. Half of the farmers in this siudy who
hirod men without bosrd werc not giving perquisites. It seems reasonablo that
neny of thom could have done go without mack ozira cost to the farmer. The
soving in oxpenso to the laborers would certalnly be considerably more than the
frrm valuc of produchs provideds Probably the mest difficult perguigite to pro-
vido is a2 place in which the hired nants family nay live. Romodoling some bull-
ding on tho farm for this purposc, if nossible, might solve this problen on some
farms

l? Folson, Jdosiak C., Porguisitos and Wages of Hircd Farm Laborcrs, U.5, Depnb.
0f Agrieulturc Technical Bulletin 2L3. Washingbon, D.C., January, 1931
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TABLE 22, PERQUISITES OF DAIRY FARM LABORERS EIRED BY THE MONTH
Fivo Areas in New York, 1939~40 -

Orange Ghenango Cayuge St. Lawrence Caﬁtaraugus All

Ttem County County County County County arcas

Tumber of farms
Hiring month help:

Witk board 61 51 70 g2 59 333
Without board 28 18 12 5 15 78
With and without board 1 b & 1 : Iy 16
Wot hiring month help oU 25 17 29 2 115
ALl farms i 1k o4 105 117 102 Bl

e e — ot BT T LT ST e e e v pw e e e e — e o m— e W — e e

Namber of farms glving
specified perquigites

Fruit and vegetables 6 12 10 3 5 36
Wood ' 11 1c 9 e H¥* 37
Milk ' ' 13 13 12 b 5 iy
Eggs 3 1 5 2 e 13
Heat 3 1 H 1 b 13
Dwelling 12 12 g L 5 Up
One or more perquisites 13 13 12 5 5 18

Per cent of Tarms Eigiﬁgrﬁghf CToT oot T T T T -

without board and glving ur 59 67 - 8% 26 51

perquisibes _ o o o o o e e e

Average annual farm values of

perguisites wer farm giving
Fruit and vegetaples  $19 sho $2, $32 $49 $36
Wood 65 56 ) 75 Thx 58
Milk 96 76 38 32 . 88 69
Bees g g 7 I 7 19
Meat 22 1 2. 3 10 22
Dwelling 148 140 103 77 21 13k
One or more peraqulsites 303 287 184 172 i 268

.-.-._...,__.._.........._-......__........_-_..._...—_...._...-..___4.....,,_—.-._....—.._.-.—_.__._...-....-.-._—-—....-....-—_.—-....-_.

Averﬁ ge farm values of
perquisites for 12 mane So1l 160 $187 $165 $olg $19%
months of work

*includes one farm on which there vas o gas well and this kind of fuel was
nrovided for the hired help.



ALE, 394 wDFm

Comparison of returns %o ithe
farm operabter and cost of hiring
a man for 12 months

Labor income is the monetary return %o the farm operator for his year's work
and mansgement, after allowing 5 per cent interest on the investment in the farm.
It is a measure of the reutrn to the farm owner that is, in gsneral, comparable
to the wages paid to hired workers., It sghould be kept in mind that the position
of the operator ss a manager ag well as worker on the farm involves a great deal
more responsibility than that of the hired man whose job is largely cne of fol-
lowing instructions. Necessarily aslso the operator bears all the risks incident
to owning and operating the farm.

For all arecas the average labor incoms for the year 1939-U0 was $431, with
s range of from $29& in Cattarauszus County to $700 in Orange County (table 23).
There was more variaticn between the areas in the refurn to the operator than
in the wagoes of hired help. It was found that the average labor income of
farmers in Crange County exceeded the annual cash wage of men hired with board,
the most frequent kind of hired men, by $340, as compared to about $150 in Cayuga
and St. Lawrence Counties, $10C in Chenango County, and only $10 in Cattaraugus
Couafy., TFor: all areas the difference averaged $104, or about $9 a mouth, in
favor of the farm operator. Annual cash wages of men hired without board were
larger than the operator's ilabor income in each area except Orange County, and
for all areas averaged zbout $90 more.

TABLE 23 COMPARISOIT OF RETURNS TO THE FARM OPERATOR
' AND COST OF HIRING A MAY TOR 12 MONTHS
Five Aresg in New York, 1939-40

Orange Chenango Cayusza St. Lawrence Cattaraugus 411
Item County GCounty County County Jounty areas

Monetary returng for the year

Operator's labor income* $700 $439 $L68 $379 $298 $hz1
Cagh wage of hired help
with board 360 32k 336 336 288 327
without board 576 5oL 516 uhl 516 520

Total returns for the year,
including board and/or

privileges
To the operators $1,155  $857 3907 $737 $086  $83h
Te hired help
with board# BUG 5O 516 516 U468 507
without boardt 792 720 696 56Y 708 Ga2

¥  TLabor income is the return to the farm operator for his vear's work and mansge—
ment, after allowing 5 per cent interest on investment.

f Ineludes privileges provided by the farm.

4 Includes wages, and board at $15 a month.
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The value of privileges, including use of dwelling, provided by the farm to
she operator varied between areas from $358 in St. Lawrence County to $lbis in
Orange County, with an average of Lol for o1l farme suryeyed. - In measuring the
total return from the farm to the operator, the value of these privileges was
added to the labor income. . Similarly for month help without board, the value of
perquisites privided by the farm wes added to the cash wage to get total returns,
and for men hired with beard, s value for bosrd at the rate of $15 a month was
added. Since privileges provided the farm operator were of considerably greater
value then either the board or perquisites provided month help, toval returns
to, the operator averaged $328 greater than the return fo the month help with
board and $153 greater than that of the man hired without beard. The difference
in favor of the farm operstor was greatest in Crange County., In Cattaraugus
County the annual wage including perquisites, of the unboarded month laborer was
actually about $20 more than the total return to the farm operator for his vear's
work and management.

The - farm labor supply situation .

Former demand for hired labor as per cent of normal has been risging on the
whole in Wew York since January 1940, and had increased 22 per cont by April,
1942, Supply as per cent of normal fell B5 per cent during the same period, The
result was a sharp decline in the supply of labor as a per cent of demand to
only 49 per cent of normal. In the same period average wage rates for farm
1sobor without board for the State have risen from $44.00 to $70.2%5, or an increase
of 60 per cent {figure 5). Barnings of factory workers rose more than $40 a
monti. ‘

hese situstions are due to vastly iacreased demands at higher rates of vay
for labor for war production industries, and also to the increased demand for
men by the nation's armed forces. The industrial demand factor has been most
effective and disturbing Yo farmers in aress in which wer plants have been expanded
or newly constructed.

Wow York farm wage rates have risen more proportionately than have the
earnings of the State's factory workers since 1335 But in sctual dollars and
cents the factory people have had decidedly the best of it, especlally when 1%
is considersd that the higher rates of pay were obtainmed with fower hours of
work than is regquired on the farm. The relatively more favorable opportunity
for work offered by industry is aftractive not only %o hired farm workers but
to operators as well, especially in areas near war industries. '

}/ Data complied from U, S. Dept. of Agriculture guarterly farm labor repbrts.

Normal" for both supply and demand for labor ig the farm reporter!s concept
of that term ag applied Lo the gituvation in his area.
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FIGURE 5. COMPARISON OF NEW YORK FARM WAGES WITHOUT BOARD AND
EARNINGS OF NEW YORK STATE FACTORY WORKERS, PER MOWTE.

Sources: * Wew York State Department of labor and Bureau of
Agticul tural Bconomics, U.S.D.A,

For the country as a whole, farmer income and wage rabe experience in this
war has so far followed that of World War I, but with these differences: . both
farm wage rates and farm incomes have risen faster than they did itwenty-five.
years age, and, to the advantage of farmers, incomeg rather faster than wages
now, and faster than farmers? incomes during the first stages of the last war
period:}/ Without much doubt the same trends apply in some measure to New York
State.

In the present and nrobvable war-time fuiure, farmers must expect increased
difficulty in obtaining hired labor. Some will meet this condition by paying
higher wages; others will increasc the use of family help; still others probably
will not be able to obbain sufficient help to maintain produciion. Larger farm
incomes would enable farmers to compete more favorably with industry for labor
and then would contribute to the solution of the farimm labor problem,

I/ From "The Farm Dabor Situsticn®, April 1942, B.A.E., U.S.D.4,

. Y
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SUMMARY

The data on which this repert is largely based wers taken from farm-business~
sunmary and dairvy-eunterpriee cost records obtained for the year 1939-k0 on about
110 dairy farms in each of five areas in New York, The counties in which the
surveys were made were Orange, Chehango, Cayuga, St. Lawrence, and Cattaraugus.

The areas were selected to represent the different systems of dalry farming in
Vow York.

A typical dairy farm provided almost AU man-months of work during the year,
and was thus a two-man businéss, In Chenango and Cayuga Counties, the average
was o two-man business; in Orange County sbout two and one~third men, or their
equivalent; and in St. Lawrence and Cattarsugus Sounties slightly lesg than two
men. In each ares there werc some onc-man farms and some farms on which the
operater and three to four hired men, or their equivslent in family laber, were
used. For all farms, the opsrabtor did about ong-half the man-monihs of work,
with the other half sbout equally divided between unpaid family workers and hired
help. :

The total cost of hired labor per farm for all areas averaged almost $300,
ranging from $179 in St. Lawrence to $LL7 in Orange County.

R .

‘he smallest one~fifth of the farms, on which the operator made up about
50 pet cent of the labor force, vroduced only 12 per cent of the milk, as come
pared to 3% per cent of the nilk from the largest one-fifth of the farms which
tsed two full-time men in addition to the operator, or thelr equivalent in unpaid
family help.

In this study one farmer in tThree had hired month help the year tound, and,
i1 addition, some farmers hired men by the month for part of each seanstn. lHore
than tuwo=fifths of the farmers reported aid from thelr wives and . gong regularly
dvring the year, but only one in 15 had help from dsughters, MHost of the work
done by wives and daughters'was part=time work.

Ag an average for all aress, the farm operabors worked 12 Hours a day during
the summer, and about 11 hours a day during the winter secason. In general, hired
month help tended to put in a slightly shorter day than the farm operater during
both messons. Mogt unpaid family workers helped only part-time directly with
farm operations, though some sons put in just as long a day during the whole
vear as the operator and some others did so while not attending school,

As an average for all areas, ol U man-hours of work were required per day
during the summer months, and 19.6 man~hours por doy during the winter season,
with an average of about 22 man~hours a day for the year.

, The farm family vprovided nine-tenths of the man~power on farms with fewer
than 15 cows, four~-fifths on those with 15 to 25 cows, and less than three-fifths
on the forms with 25 cows or more. e farmers! wives helped milk cows on one-
third of the farms.

Amout two-fifths of the farmers reporied doing aome work besides exchange
1sBor off the farm, with an average of 31 days for those who did such woTk, OT
1% days per farm for all farms. Most of this work was done on other farms.
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On a dairy farm during the winter moniths from sgbout 7 to & per cent of the
yvear's directly productive work is required each month, while from 9 to 1l or
12 per cent of the year's productive work must be done during the summer months
of June, July, and August. :

Al though more than one-third of the farmers owned milking machines, only one- .
fifth used them 9 months or more. Several farmers in each area did not use their .
machines at all, On farms with 15 o 25 cows, that were milked by machines,

32 fewor houws of man labor weré required to care for a cow during the year than
on farmg with the same~sgized herds That were milked by hand, Similarly on farms
with 25 cows or more, there was a difference of 42 man-hours per cow per year in
faver of those farms using machines. & significant difference in the amount of
labor ugsd per cow in favor of the large-sized herds also was found when the
farmg were grouped according to size of herd, whether milking by hand or machine.

For farms that havled thelr own milk to the plants, almost three-quarters
of an hour was required per day. On a yearly basisg this amcunted to 259 man~
hourg per farm hauling milk, Some of this time probably would be saved by a
tnlfised milk-pickup system.

Wage rates varied relatively 1ittle between arsas, but tended to be highest
in Orange County, where farmers! incomes were also greatest, and lowest in
Cattaraugus County where farmers' returns were smalleste

Only about one-half of the farms that hired men without board gave perqui-
sitep. Average farm value of perquisites when provided amounted %o $193% for 12
nan-months of work,

Operator's labor incomes excecded the cash wage of a man hired for 12 months
with board in each area. The margin in favor ¢f the operator was considerably
greater in Orange County than in the other areas... rhe,anpual cash wage f a
month help without board exceeded the operator's labor income in each arca except
Orange County. Total returns for the year including values of board and/or
privileges showed a somevhat greater return to the operator in nearly all cases
than to hired workers., Hecessarily the cperator's position as owner and manager
involves much more responsibility and risk than that of an employse.

Since January 19MO, farm demand for labor as a per cenb of normal has in—
orsased sboud one~fifth and the supply as a per cent of normal has declined more
than one~half during the same period, Average farm wage rabtes without board in
Yew York State have increased more than $25 a month or 60 per cent in the last
2 vears. Wew York farm wage rates have risen pore proportionately than have
the earnings of Yew York State factory workers since 1939, but earnings of New
York State factory workers per month far exceed farm wage rates. And expecially
when 1% is considered that the higher ratces of pay are obtalned with fewer hours

of work than on the farm. For the country as a whole, farmer income and wage
rate experionce In this war has, in general, so far followed that of World War I.
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APPENDIX
TABLE 1. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIOCY OF MAN LABOR BY MONWTHS OF TARIQUS
- ENTERPRISES 1N NEW YORK"/

Total

" hours
of man
labor

Per cent of %obal hours of man labor per yeay ind per

Fnterprise Unit Jan. Fob. Mar, Apr. Hay June July ‘Aug, Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec, unit

Cows cow q 9 10 9 g 7 7 7 7 g 9 10 2/
Heifers haifer 11 10 11 11 9 5 L B B 7 11 11 20
Heng 10C .
hens 10 9 9 9 7T T 7 8 7 9 S 9 200

Afalfa pere = 3 = = = 13 5C 2L 13 - = = 13
Other hay  acre - = - - - 28 Ry 11 1 1 - - 10
Silage acre - - - 3 10 17 7 3 39 18 1 2 35
Wheat acre - - - - - = 13 B0 23 b - - 115
Dats acre - 1 2 12 25 1 ~ Lo 18 1 - - 15
Peas '

market acre - - - 2 2 90 b - - 2 - - 220

canning  acre - - - 21 12 27 36 - - 1 3 - 19
Snap beans,

maricet acro - - - - 2 2 3 93 - - - - 220

1/ Results of Farm Cost Accounts (unpublished), Department of Agricultural Ecounomics,
Tew York State Jollege of Agriculiure.

*j Man heurs per cow was varied between the aroas according to the average number of
man-hours per cow ag found in the analysis of the dairy enterprise records, The
following mumber of man~hours was used per cow in each areas

OCrange County 191 hours
Chenango County 179 hours
Cayugza County : 219 hours

5t. Lawrence County 207 hours
Cattaraugus County 179 hours-



