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Since the turn of the century there has bean & trend within the
State of Utah toward more and smaller farms, The original farz units
tsken up by the early settlers of this state have bdeen divided snd
subdivided until Utah todey has hundreds of umesonomical-sized farms
%00 small to be operated profitably under their present organization.

To make room for the new agrisultural generation, the old home~
steads have deen divided among the zons of the families until a farm
that was onoe supporting one family is now unsatisfactorily contribut-
ing $o the support of several femilies. This condition has resulted
in serious soonomie and social problema.

With the advent of modern machinery and the trend from self-
sufficing to scamercial agriculture, thers has developed a surplus
supply of fam labor on meny Utah farms. This factor, eoupled with
the inoreasing number of small famms, has contridbuted greatly to the
finencial difficulties of Utsh farmers.

Many of Utah's small fams cannot supply en adequate smount of
work $0 keep all labox dependent upon it productively employed. This
situation has been espesially serious during the last 10 years when
very little of this excess labor hes been able to find profitable
saployment elsewhere. |

The amount of arable land and irrigation water in Utah is limited;
and begause it is now prectically all in use, very little additiomal
land cen be brought under cultivation at a cost low smough to make use
of such land feasible without & subsidy. This does not offer a very
optimistis outloock for fnu future development of Utah's sgriculture,

In view of the sondition that exists in Utah's agriculture at the
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present time, this trestise was undertaken, (1) to detemmine the
relationship that exists between the size of fam business and labor
inooms om Utah's irrigated fams, (2) to determine the smount of ex-
cess labor available on Utsh famss, and {3} to determine what effect
1% would bave on the labor income of these farme if this excess famm

labor sould be sconomically utilized in agrieultursl produstiom.



The sarly settlemsnt of Utsh took place under sonditions peculiexr
to this area and quite unlike the iypieal ceeupation of other areas of
tho United States. Mash of the present 4ifficulty in regard to size
and organization of Utah’s farms san be traced besk to the unigue oir-
cumst ances wader which +his state was settled and to the lack of
resources for agrioultural expansion.

When Uteh was first settled, and for many yesrs after, the ssquire-
ment of title to land was governed by the Preemption Asct., This act prov-
ided that any person who settled on govermment land in certain serritories
and made certain improvements on it wae entitled to the nom-competitive
right to purchase the land at §1.28 per mcre. The mmount of lend that
any one person could acquire under this act was 160 acres,

The territory of Utah had no land laws at the time of settlement;
oonsequently, the firast land settled was given & loocal title which had
no legal status. 8/

After the establishment of & land office in Selt Lake City in 1869,
all land was patented under natiomel regulations, except in a fe' oom~
munities located on unsurveyed lands, where the settlement was made
under the plan of the "Mormon™ Ghuréh. Under this plen cities and towns
were divided into lO-acre blocks and eaech lbeck was divided into & duild-
ing lote of 1} acres each. 8/ Near the edge of tomn the land was divided
inte S-acre lota for the use of mechanics and artisans, beyond these were
10-acre lots; and adjacent to thess were tracts cf.fxon 40 %0 80 acres

where Tarmers gould settle.
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This plen was very well suited to the matural comditions prevailing
at the time and to the needs of these pioneer settlemsnis. These dwarf
holdimgs characterized all the "Mormon" settlements of this sarly period,
and they exist in very much the zsme manner today. When Brighem Young
fremed this ccoperative aystem of settlemsnt and irrigation, he teught
bis people that the only possidble way farming in this region could sue-
cevd was through the operation of small farm wnits intensively cultivated.
This was not intensive cultivation as we know it in this sge of commerc-
ial agriculture, dbut it was more along the lines of a self-suffieing unist,
each farm producing and manufacturing all foods and material needed by
the femily. He realized that the value of the mé as an agricultural
region depended upon water. Its walue existed in the water and not in
the lemd: With this thought in mind, he alloited to each family only
as much land as it ocould handle properly,

The early inhabitants of Utah settled in villsges and mmall towns
partly as a protectiom against Indians, but ehiefly because of the relig-
. jous and soeial adnntasg- whieh this type of settlament ai‘toﬁods The
farmers living in these amell villages sultivated the lands elose by, a
practice that exists in most of the irrigated sections of Utah today.

As the population of the state grew and sammsreial agriculture
besame more practical, these smell tracts of land became unsconmmical to
operate: To rectify this condition and extend their operetions, addition-
al land had to de reanted or purchased; and because of this, the conditioa
that is prevalent in Utah todny developed: that of a famm being eomposed

of several amall pleces of land often 5 or 10 aeres in size, located in
various direstions and distances from the furmstead. This condition
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remlis i’n low labor snd machinery efficlency because of the poor organ-
fzation and layout of farm fields.

Although the early polioy used in the zettlement of Utah was wvery
effiocient and well adapted to the sonditions that prevailed at that time,
it has contributed greatly to the present umfavorable condition of Utah
farmers with respsct to the numsrous mmall pieces of land comprising the

set-up of many farms,



TRINDS IN NUMBER AND SIZE OF FARMS

Ever since its setilement, Utsh has bean a state of relatively
smell faxms, especially the irrigated farms. This condition is not
improving, for the trend during the last 25 years has been toward moye
and mealler fams. The number of farme im Utah has incressed from

21,676 in 1910 to 30,695 in 1935 (see table 1).

Renge in size :__ "~ Number of fems by years -
of faras : 1910 : 1980 : 1925 : 1930 : 1938
Acres : Rumber ;: Number : Number : Number : Number
s : 3 3 :

Under 3 : 299 : 268 762 : 1,444 : 1,428
Ste 9 t 1,836 : 1,942 : 2,416 : 2,613 : 3,90
10 to 19 : R34 : 2,399 : 2,461 : 2,860 : 3,168
30 to 49 1 5,580 : 8,549 : 6,608 : 6,268 : 7,288

100 to 174 : 3,660 : 4,086 : 3,753 : 3,806 : 3,769

175 te 259 : 1,372 ¢ 1,771 : 1,609 3 1,617 1 1,814

260 to 499 : 1,309 : 2,09 : 1,817 + 1,794 : 1,87

500 to 999 : 58 882 807 :+ 1,030 : 1,198

1000 and over 3 390 818 817 : 793 s 888

: 2 3 3 3
Total s 21,676 : 25,662 : 25,992 : 27,159 : 30,6088
. 3 et : : $ —

*Source: Utah State Agricultursl College Extemsion Service, Rural Utsh
buflds for better 11'1“. Pe 59,

Thig inorease in number of farms has not besn sccompanied by a
proportional inorease in the total acreage of crop land.

The acreage of harvested crops in Utab increased from
734,000 in 1899 to a high point of 1,325,000 in 1922, Sinoce
1922, acreage has fluctuated considerably. From 1923 to
1933, aoreage ranged from 90 to 106 per cent of the 1928-31
average of 1,147,000 acres. Drought in 1934 reduced acreage
$0 973,000, or 85 per cent of the above average.

Though there has been no definite trend im total acre~
age of crop land harvested in Utah during the period 1917
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through 1937, acresge during the last four years (}.M)
hap averoged 91 per cent of the 1926-31 average. 3

Becasuse the total acresge of ecrep lend harvested hes not increased
materially and the total number of fearms has increassd 18 percent, the
size of Utah's farms must necessarily have decreased so far as acreage
is comeerned.

This fact in itsell need not be significant, since acreage zlone
does not accurately indicate the trus size of a farm, A small trusk
ferm of 10 to 15 acres might be as large a farm as a 1,500~ to 2,000~
acrs dry farm when coneidered from the standpoint of labor required and
re¢eipts from the two farms. If the intensity of cultivation had in-
ocreased in direct proportion to the decrease in acreage, the problem of
Utah's small farms might not be so important as it is today. This bas
not beem the case, however, as is indicated by Fuhriman in his monograph,
"Some Tremds in Utah's Agriculture™™*, in whioch he says:

Intensity of crop production increased adout 15 per cent

from 1910 %0 1920, and then decreased about 15 per ceat during

the next decade so that during recent years intensity has been

only alightly ebove that of 1910. The period of most marked

increaces in intensity of livestock production oscurred during

the twenties when increases in the produstion of dairying and

poultry resulted in ten per cent increase in intensity of live~

stock produstion. Since then intensity of production has
sxperienced little change.

Contrary to the belief cof many pesople, the mmall farms of Utah are
not generally very intensively enltiwvated. The fact that aronnd 60 per-
cent of the total eultivated land of the state is in alfalfa and other
hays, and 32.5 percent is in greine, none of which are intensively culti-

vated orops, 8/ is evidence that a great number of Utah's farms are no%

*Fubhriman, Some trends in Utah's agriculture, p. 9.
f ‘l’ ?‘. w.



being operated on a very intemsive basis.

Of the total 30,695 fams reported in Utah for the year 1935, 27.9
percent were less than 20 sores in size, 51.6 percamt less than 50 acres;
30.2 percent were from 50 to 174 acres in size, and 18.2 percent over

175 in size {ses table 2).

Bange in sise 1 Percentags of farms by years

of farms _ : 1910 : 1920 : 19286 3 1990 : 1935
Asres 3 Pergent : Percemt : Percent : Percemt : Porcent
: s 3 s 3
Under 3 : led 2 1 3 2.9 5 5.3 1 48
3 to 9 : 8.6 : 7.6 4 9.3 3 9.6 1 13.0
10 o 19 t 11.7 b4 9.3 2 9.5 H 2.4 : 10.3
20 to 49 : B25.6 3 235.6 1 25.4 : 231 : 23.7
50 to 99 : 19.2 : 198 1 19.8 : 19.3 : 17.9
100 to 174 3 16,9 @ 15.9 : 144 3 14.0 1 12,5
175 to 259 : 6.3 1 6.9 : 6.2 H 8.0 i Sed
260 to 499 H 8,0 : 8.2 : 7.0 : 5.6 : 8.1
500 to 999 : 286 : 3.3 : 31 : 3.8 : 3.9
1000 and over s 1.8 t 2.4 1 2.4 3 2.9 t 2.9
3 3 : 3 :
Total $ 100.0 : 100.0 1 100.0 : 100.0 : 300.0
: H 3 : 3

*Source: Utsh States Agricultural College Extension Service, Rural Utsh
builds for bdetser living, p. 59.

There wae an increase of 5,033 farme between 1920 and 1935. Of
this numbor 4,695 wore less than 50 acres in }sisc, end only 338 were
over 50 acres in size (see table 1). This would indicate that the new
fams tend to be of the smaller size,

Ia 1930 only 19.3 percent of Utah's fermms were over 175 acres in
size, but they contained over four-fifths of all the farm land 8/* and

*Figures taken from Utah - Activities and Resources, p. 247.
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almost one-half of the orop land harvested. If the upper one-fifth of
the farme of the stete were excluded, the remaining four-fifths would
have an average crop acreage harvested of about 27.8 acres.

During the last 25 years there has beon a marked imcrease in the
aumber of farms under ¥ ecres in size. In 1910 there were dut 297
farms in thia oclass, but by 1935 this nusber had inoreased to 1,428, or
4.6 psroent of the total number of farms in the state {(see table 1l).
This increase in the number of farms under 3 acres is not in itself
significant, since most of the inorease was due to the development of
small commercisl pouitry ferms. It is the trend of all farms toward
empller units without imtensification that is the significant factor
in the future social and economic development of Utah's asgriculture.

This tendency in Utah toward more and smaller farms has not come
about because of any added ecmomies of the mmall farms. Any future
improvenant of the soonamic comiition of the sgriocultursl population
will depend to a groat extemt upon the ebil ity of Utsh famers to im-
orease the size of their famm busimess either by sxtension or intensi-

fieation of their farm enterprises,
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Much has besn written conseraning the relationship between size of
fam buginess and labor income, but very little in any cne bulletin or
book. ¥What has been written is confined largely toc a small section or
chapter in various publications. Of the books contsining e mmall sec-
tion on this subject those by Werren 13/, Forster 2/, and Hopkins 6/
are wall known and probably the best in this field. Numerous bulletins
have sectionsa pertaining to the subject, dut they are sectional in nat-
ure and may not have genersl spplieation. Beceuse of this, the most

that can be obtained from them is en indication of general tendencies,



Productive man-work-unit is the equivalemt of 10 hours of labor at
productive farm work for the averege famer and tm laborer in Utah.

Yorm incoms is the difference between farm receipts and farm expen-
ses. It is the incoms from the farm for the operator's labor amd the
use of famm eapital. It does not include the family living from the
famm.

Labor iseome is farm income minus value of unpald labor, minus
interest on s.n-rpstmt. This is & return to the operator for his
year's labor and management, In addition to tihis, he receives a house
ia wiieh to live and farm produce used in his houssholde

Animal unit is a unit used for cmbining numders of warious kinds
of livestook. For exampls, 1 dairy cow equals 1.25 animal units, 1 beef
ocow equals 1 animal unit, 5 sheep squal 1 animal unit, and 100 hens egqual
1 animal unis.

A favm is the total lend, livestock, and other farm assets operated
as one unit for agricultural production.

Man equivalent is a measure of the total amount of men labor used
on the fams during the year. It is caleulated by reducing all labox to
a basis of 25-day months and dividing by 12, Labor of boys ig adjusted
to its equivalemt in man time,.

Exooss labor available as used in this treatise means the amount
of time worked sway from the famm by the operator or amy of his regulear
famm help, when not using farm capital, plus sny additional time hs

could have worked away without neglecting farm duties.



MEASURES OF SIZE

There are four major mesns of measuring the size of a farm dusineas.
One is the avea of land utilized; amnother is amount of capital iavested;
& third iz number of livestock on the farm, and a fourth is smount of
productive labor required to operate the farm. These four factors are
oot independent of each other. In general, the larger the area of prod-
uetive land and the greater the capitel invested, the larger the number
of livestoek and the amount of produetive lebor required; but this is
not always the case.

Arvea of land csmnot be used es an accurate measurs of size of farm
business, bescauss & farm small in area may be so orgenized as to yleld
& larze mcono.» The area of improved land on a farm may be sn adequate
measure of size on spscialized erop fams of the same type, but sanaot
be succesefully used as 2 measure of size when comparing combined erop
emd livestoek farms or farms of different types. Thare is such a var-
iation in degres of intensity of production from farm to farm that lamd
area is not a satisfactory measurs of size.

Capital invested on & given farm depends both on the size of the
farm snd the type of its organization. In gemsral, the larger the fam
business the larger the capital investment. This does not hold true in
all cases, for some faxmas may have & heavy investment in bulldings amd
mechinery and still be operating s small business. Much of the capitel
may be non-productive and not increass the size of the business at all,
A farm that is over-sapitalized in buildings and machinery may have a
larges capital investment and still be a small business. Because of this,
the smount of capital imvested cannot in sll cases indicate the true size
of a farm business.
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Ihe numbexr of livestoek on a fam is an adequate msasure of size
on specialized livestook farms, but cannot indicate the true size of
a combined erop and livestock farm. The livestock enterprises on a
farm may be a minor enterprise of the entire faram business; snd be~
camse of this, the number of livestook ocan only be used as a neasure
of size on specialized iivestock famus of the seme type.

Productive labor required on a farm depemds both on the size of
a farm and the degres of intensity of produetion of the orop and live-
stoek enterpriges. The number of produetive man-work-units required
to handls any orop oxr livestock enterprise cen be calculated and all
roduced to a commom unit. Be¢ause of this, faurms of 4ifferamt types
and degrees of intensity can be eompared on & c¢omparable basis. For
this reacon the mmber of produetive map-work-units required on a famm

is the best measure of size, and is used throughout this treatise.

o e
U
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A1l informstion and data used in the anslysis of the Wedber Area,
Senpete~Sevier Area, Utah County, and Utah ferm esccount study were
teken directly from famm financial reccords secured from the Dapartment
of Agricul tural Zoonomics of the Utah Agriecultural Experiment Station.

Ths records of the ¥Weber Area were obtained in 1937. They sonsist
of records secured thyough personal contact with dairy farmers who sold
milk on the Ogden Milk Msrket. These farms were camposed largely of
diversified irrigated farms. The basis for aselection as dairy farms
was that they have an averags of 5 milking cows and sell the major
portion of their produets wholesale, rather than retail.

The records in the Senpete-Seviexr Aree Study were obtained in 1938.
The revords are for all types of farms of the area, being camyjosed mainly
of diversified irrigated farms end a few aspecialized livestock farme.

The records for the Utah County Study were cobtained in 1935. These
are for all types of farms in the area, being composed mainly of diversi-
fied irrigated faxme with some spescialized fruit and livestock farms,

The farm acaount records are from farm scaount books kept by farmers
throughout the state and sent in %o the Utsh State Agricultural College
%o bs summarized. These records are for the year 1935, They come from
various segtions throughout the state, with 15 comties represented. They
consist mostly of records on diverasified irrigated farms,

Thase data, all of which are secondary, have been mipplemented dy
data from published texts, bulletims, and from the files of the Depart~

ment of Agriculturel Eoonomies, Utah State Agricultural Collegs.



In order tc determine (1) the relationship that exists between {
size of farm business and lsbor income, (2) the amount of excess [
or available cn Utah farms, and (3) the effect on lebor income of these
farms if this excess fam labor ecould be esonomically utilized in sgri-
cultursel production, pemmission was obtained from the Department of
Agricultural Zsonomics of the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station to
use data from farm financial records sesured by the department dur:
the last 10 years. These records included studies made on dairy f
in the Weber area, general farms in Saenpete-Sevier and Utsh Counties,
a financial study of Uish ocommersial poultry famms, and sumseries of
farm record books on Utah diversified irrigated farms.

From all these records, with the exception of the pouliry study,
wors taken the total productive mep-work-uaits, productive man-worke
units per man, labor income, and excess days labor available on each
farm. These dats were them sarted into the various size groups des-
ired on = dasis of total productive man-work-units to show the relate
ionship between the various sizes of ferms and lebor incomes. A new
labor incoms was calculated on the basis of the inoreased size of farm
whiah had been adjusted in oxder to utilize the excess labor in

sgricul tural production.




PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Utah's rural people face mm perplexing problems in regard

to their present snd future sconomic and sogisl status. The farmers of

Utah, as well as other parts of the natiom, have had a wry difficul

time during the last 10 years to meke farming a paying oogupation.
in years of high prices, as in 1929 for instance, 20 percent 12/* of
Uteh's faxmers received a gross incoms of less than $800, and only
psreent reseived a gross income above $2,500. Out of this distress~
ingly low inocome muet be paid all expemses of operating the farm, shurch
contributions, civic improvement expemses, payment on dedbt, if any, amd

the living expenses of the family,

This low famm income is ocomparahle with farm incomes of other
states of the nation. In 1929 Utah's farm populetion 1/** ranked mm
in the nation on a per eapita imcome basis with $496, while the non-farm
populetion raunked thirty-seventh, with a per capita incoms of $629.

Much of the present difficulty in which the Utah farmer finds hi
self is due to the Tactors over whiech he has no contxol. He can do b~
ing about low prices, sdverse weather conditioms, or the other so-called
*acte of God"™, but be san 4o scwthing about the kind of crops smd :1-:.-—
stook he raises, the efficiency with whieh he wses his labor smd fu'#
mashinery, am! the organization and mapagement of his farm.

The wery feot that some fermers can show a profit on their fams

dwring scme of the poorest sgricultumal years, while the remainder just

*Figures taken from Rural Utah Duilds for better living, p. 2%.
**Figures taken from America's Cepasity to Consume, p. 173.
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breack sven or lose money, shows that with the propsr eombination and
mansgement of the factore of production, an aversge farm can be made
%0 pay.

Whether a farm is profitable or not depends upon many variable
factors, with some sxerting more influemce than others. One of the
more importent factors Mlmwins‘labor income iz the priece m.iw‘
for the produots the farmer produces. In 1932 and 1933 the combined
price index reached its lowest point for the pericd of years from 19&

to 1937 (see figure 1). It was also during these same years that the
index of eash income for the seme products resmched its low point Iitk
an index of 49 and 52 for 1932 and 1933, respeatively.

High price alons will mot bring a high farm imcome, but along with

this must eome an additiomsl fastor of a largs quamtity of goods to sell.

iithmt a large guantity of farm produce to sell, sven unumally

prices gsannot produse a very substantisl income. The factor of price is
not within the comtrol of the individual fammer. Howsver, the total vol-
was of produce a farmer has to sell is more or less within his cont
Because of thia, it 12 one of the main factors affecting the imcome
the individual farmer. ;
Of thse meny factors over which the individual farmer bas contr ‘,
none has more influence upon labor income than the size of farm bu:io
ess, While other factors over which the farmer has ooatrol have an
inf lusnce wpon the farmer's labor incoms, the amount and direstion of
their inflvence iz determined largely by the size of farm business.
There is a direst relationship betwesn the size of farm business

as measured by total productive man-work-units and labor income {ses




- 18 -

ndex — f192¢6-31 = 100)
140
CASH INCOME,
120 |
//’\‘\y/- ‘7”\
; =<
///\‘“5/’/ \
100 |/ il N\
y
\ ///
\
g0 | | \ FarMm prICES, AT 7

40

s, b - . 7 5 | k) ) 4 . [ N, 1

1924 1926 1928 1930 1933 1934 . 1936 1938
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Data source: Fnhﬂm. Some trends in Utah's agriculture, p. 26.

$abls 3)s As the number of productive man-work-units per farm inersﬁml,
there 1s a proportionsl incresse in the size of the labor inccmes In
all areas spalyzed having farms under 100 pmdutlﬁ :aiéiorkaunitn in
size, there was a negative labor income M1m from a negative $290 for
Sanpste-Sevier farms to a negative §233 for Utah County fams. In the
Weber County survey of dairy farms, and the farm acoount records, there
were no farms this small,

¥or farms of & size betwesa 100 and 200 productive man~work-unitse,
the labor income was still megative in all but ome area, but the loss
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was not so grea, ranging from & negative $59 in Utah County to & posi-
tive $243 in the Weber avea. The Weber study was the only oms showing
a positive labor ineome in tiie nho group. All studies show a positive
labor income in the next size elass betwesn 200 and 300 produotive man-
work-units, ramging mn a p&stt:lw $44 in the farm asoount studies to
a positive $274 in the Veder area atudy.

From $his point on all studies show & positive labor income which
inereases faster than the size of farm. This increase goes on uninter-
mupted until the farm size spproaches and goes bayond the Z-mam size
farm, or one of 600 prodnctive man-work-units in size. At this point
there is a distinet drop im the upward trend of lzbor income. This
. point is reached at slightly different sized farms for different stud-
ies. It is first reached in the Weber area study (see table 3) some-
where between 600 and 700 productive man-woxk-units in size. At thias
point the labor income drops from a previous high of $971 down to $168;
end then as the size of farm inereases, labor income goes up agein,
resching $1,265.

This unexpeoted drop in an otherwise regularly increasing treand
could be atiributed to chance dus to sampling, hed it anly cosuwrred
in the Wober area study, but it ocours sgain in every one of the other
studies in very nearly the some size olass, It sappears iz the size
0lase betwaen 800 mnd 900 productive man-work-unitz in the Sanpete-
Sevier study, between 700 and 800 productive man-work-unite for Utah
County, and between 700 and 800 preductive mmm-work-units in the farm
ageount study. The drop appears im all four studies betweem 800 and
900 productive men-work-units and im all cases after the drop the trend

resumes itz normel inoreass.
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If the labor inecomes of all fouwr studies are weighted d»y the num-
ber of farms in each class and an average for all four studies is found
{sea table 4}, the drop in labor insome is found to oecour in the size
slass between 700 and 800 productive man-work-units, or at an average
of 740 producstive man-work-units per farm. The size class 600 to 700
productive man-work-units, just preceding the one in which the decline
in labor income oecurs, shows an average lshor income for all four
studies of $528. The lsbor inscme then drops to $309 in the low point,
and as the size of farm increases, goes back up to §894 in the size class

between 800 and 9500 produetive man-work-units (see figure 2).

Table 4. Eulasm of awmber of produstive man-work-units to labor
on farms®

“IAY. Drod. AV, labor:Percsntage fams have

s
productive M.W.U, : Farms : M.W.U. : income :ing gooa labor ine.

_______ Rumber 3 xmz-.m,: Dollers : _ Peroemt

: s 3 3

0« 99 s &5 s 7 : =240 3 0

100 - 199 : 172 s 161 1 «-38 0
200 -~ 299 T 282 3 249 s 109 5
300 - 399 s 214 : 348 : 275 8
400 - 499 s 128 : 438 1 338 3 14
500 - 599 s 72 t 544 : 6810 35
800 - 699 : 30 : 845 s 528 30
700 - 799 T 26 t T4 s 309 23
800 - B899 : 26 3 838 1 B89 2y
900 - over : 14 : 1170 1 1204 64

3 3 H 3

Data scurce: table 2.

The tac't that in all four faym groups snalyzed the seme drop in
labor incoms oocurred in very mearly the ssme gize ¢lass indicates that
there is something inherent in the size ¢lass of Utah diversified irri-
gated farms that canses this wholly unexpected drop in their labor income.
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Figure 2. Relation number of productive men-work-units to labor

income on Utah fams,.

Data sourecs: table 4,
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It is at this point, 600 to 900 productive men-work-units, that
$he transition from 2-man to a 3-amn farm ocours. After a farm reeches
600 produotive man-work-units and larger, two men of average ability can
no longer 40 all the work required by a famm of this size. If there ias
not sufficient femily help, an additional man must be employed or the
farm will suffer from neglect and delay in various farm operations., At
this point a farm is too large for two memn to operzte, dut not large
| snough to keep three men profitably employed all the time. Because of
this, & decline in labor efficiency might reasonably be axpected, but
actually oscurs in only cne of the four areas anslyzed (see table 5).

It 18 also et this trensitional stege that additional machinery emd
oquirment are usually needed. Up to this point ons unit of mechinery emd
egquimment of various kinds may be smfficient to teke adequate care of the
fars requirements in an efficient manner, but as the size inoreasss much
of the mechinery and equipment must be duplicated. If additiomal mach-
inery and equipment are not purchased when this point is reached, there
may be deleys in attending to the various farm jobs at the proper tims,
Dalay in performing meny operations in farming may mean the difference
between success and fallure. Delays in planting, cultiwating, and harv-
esting, which would more then likely be the result of inadeguate machinery
or power, may mean the difference between good and poor yields, high end
low quality, or -hizh and low prices. The total result of this would de
"the difference between u profit or a loss. Because of this, some new
macshinery must de purehased; and if a farmey in this size class does
purchase mew machinery, a new problem presents itself, that of effic-
iency in the use of capiial invested in machines and equipment. One
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unit of mechinery ammd tqﬁMt may not be enowgh to take cars of the
requirements of the famm; but at the same time the faram is not large
enough to regquire the tull service of two units; consequently, both
machines oannot be used to eapasity. This results im over-ecapital-
isetion of the fexm, with 1dle c¢apital not being fully used, Besgause
of this, the farm gannot pay a normal mte of retura on its musw,
whieh in turn will result in a lower labor income. | |

The exact poimt at which this desline in labor ineome may be expec-
ted for sny individual ferm eannot accurately de destermined besauss of
the great differsnces in farm organization and abilities of farm oper-
ators. The point of decreasing labor imeome probably oan be delayed or
in some cases even bs eliminated. The ability of the operator, the mum-
ber of hours worked sach day, the efficiensy in the use of labor end
mashinery, and the omganization and mensgement of the farm may all tend
to reduce or eliminate the decline in labor income at this point,

It was not spparent from previcus analyses of these data that labor
income declined at this point in size of farm bassd on man-work-units,
Not having suffieient time to mmalyze the eonditions thoroughly, snd
because 1t wea not the original purpose of this thesis, no definite reas-
ons based on actual data contained in the study can de given to explaim
this wmexpected drop. |

The chances of msking a very large labor income wpox a farm under
300 produective man-work-unite in size are small. In the four studies
made, not oms fammer operating a farm under 200 productive man-work-
unite in size received a labor imcome of §1,000 (see table 4). In the

pize clase Detween 200 and 300 produetive msn-work-units, only 5 perceat



of the famers received a labor inscme of §1,000 or more. In the size
group over %00 pmdmtiﬁ man-work-units, 64 percant of the farms re¢-
eived a labor income above §1,000, From this it can be seen that the
. chances for success and larges incomes is greater in the operatiom of a
large farm rather than in that of a smell farm. It is also with the
large faxm that the largest individual iosses ococuy. If a farmer is a
&00od manager and is a espable farmer, his shanoss of success will be
grestly inoreased, provided he operstes a large sized fam.
To make even a moderate success on a smll farm is very
- much more diffioult than it is to make a good success on a

fair-sized fam., When the necessary equipment and horses for

an eighty-acre farm will be almost sufficient for 160 acres,

end when a family can do all the work on the larger farm, it

will be seen at once that the larger farm will double the in-

oome without mmoh more expense. It therefore becomes a task

for a genius on the 80 more farm to compete with a very oriin-
ary mortal on the larger aresa. 13/*

Labor Effiociensy. Labor efficiency as used in this treatise is
measured by ths aversge nusber of productive man~work-units of work
performed by each person sotively employed on the farm. This figure is
then compared with a figure, generally accepted in the field of agricul-
tural economics, which oconsiders 300 productive man-work-units or 300
dasys per yesar to be the average number of days worked eash year by the
average famer. The average for the individual farm is then compared
with this averzge ﬂgﬁn and will be high or low, depending upon whether
the number of produstive man-work-units per men is greater or smeller

than the average.

*Warren, G. F. Farm Management, p. 263.
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There ia a direct relatiommship between size of farm as measured
by productive man-work-units and labor efficiency {see tedble 5). On
the farms below 100 productive mam-work-units in size the labor effio-
iency is 95 produotive man<work-units per man. It is not until the size
of fayn reachss 500 productive man-work-mnits or sbove that the produc~
tive map-work-units per man resches the equivalent of an average men
working under average conditions. In this size group there is an aver-
age of 317 produotive man-work-unite per man.

Thexre is a steady inorease in labor off iciency up to the famm size
betwesn 800 and 900 productive men-work-units, where the labor effic-
femey Teaches its highest poimt of 368 produstive mam-work-units per mam.

The range in labor efficiensy in the studies analyzed 1a from 95
producstive man-work-unite per man to 368 productive man-work-units per
man. This shows that the average msp employed on a farm averaging 841
productive man-work-units in size aceomplishes 3.8] times as much prod-
uctive work as one saployed on a famm aversging 77 productive man-work-
units in size. This does not nevessarily meeam, however, that the men
on the large farm works harder or longer, but it does mean he ¢an 4o more
work with less effort and waste of time besause of the labor-saving deve
ices and large~scale operations incident to a large farm.

There are many roasons why increesing ths size of the Tarm business
may result in higher labor effisciemcy. Large farms can use improved mach-
inery to a better advantage than small farms. In most cases there is not
80 much labor required when large improved machinery is used in proportion
to the smount of work accomplished. Large farms oan maintain larger

fields, and still keap up their rotation, than can the smaller famms,
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This is a distinet time~ and lebor-saving advantage $0 the large famm
{see table 6). Bjm”:ﬁng the size of the field from en average of
1,02 acres up to 3.48 acres, 2 m-hmrn and 4.8 horse~hours can be
saved ou each acre of land plowed. This increased efficiemey of labor
holde true not only with plowing, but with ;Very farm operation requir-
ing the uss of naom. On the large field the number of times req-
uired to tum per acre is grestly reduced and resulis in a saving of
tize as well as more efficient use of labor.

Table 8. Relation of size of field to labor required to plow en aere
_of lemd® o

Number :AVer.size:Av,iength; Time required %o
aof sof fieldn:of fields: ___ plow one scre

.. o

Size of fields

{Acres) s fields : (Acres) : (Rods) :Man hoursiHorse hours
: : 3 3 3
Less than 2 : 40 t l.02 : 20,6 : 8.5 s 19.8
2~ 4.9 : Y 4 $ 3.48 : 4.6 ] 8.5 : 15.0
6 - 9.9 : 78 2 T34 : 49.9 = 8.2 : 16.2
10 - 14.9 1 40 5 1l.88 : 547 : 5.7 : 14.3
15 or more s 27 1 20,26 : 77.9 3 S.1 3 13.8
: H : H :
Total : 842 : : t
3 : 3 : t
Avex. - oS 3 48,4 5.8 14.8

Data soures: Myers, W. I. An sconomic study of famm layout, p. 411,
$able 3, .

There are many jobs om a farm that require more thean one maa, and
if bhe oannct be acquired when needed and dispensed with when thrau;h,
it msy be necessary to hire him for the entire yoar or at least for the
mm. Ou the mmall farm it may not de possible to utilize the serv~
ices of a hired men as efficiently as on a large farm. It may not be
necessary to hire a man if there is sufficient family labor, but if the

farm is small, the use of labor will be just as ineffisiemnt whether it
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is hired or unpaid labor. The cash cost may be greater in the one case,
but the retums for lsbor expemded will not differ grestly.

There are many jobs on & farm which do not demand twice the labor
¥ requirement when the size of the job 18 doubled. It does not take twice
as long to feed and tend 10 cows ag it does 5 ‘buaﬁu of the meny small

jobs subsequent to the eare of cows that ﬁmin very nearly the same
in any sized herd, or at least do not increase in direct proportion to
the increase in numbder of cows,

On the small farm the operstor may be idle part of the time bscause
of the lack of produstive man mrx to do, or he mey spend more time on
‘non-produetive operations then he would if he had more productive labor
to keep him busy. These f;ctora all tend to lower the labor effisciency
on the farm, which in tum ﬁmta in lower labor income.

AEfficlency of Cepital. The small fam has muoh more of its capital

" invested in an unproductive way than the larges farm. No matter how small
‘the farm may be, the cperator usually desires to have a fairly respect-
able houss. The larger farms mmy, on the average, have larger houses
then have the smell farme, but the proportion of the farm sapital invest-
od in this item is amsller. In a study made in New York it was found
that on the smallest t‘armi of less than 30 acres there was 43 percent
of their capital invested in housos, while on the largest farms, over
200 aéru, only 9 percent of the capital was invested in the home. 13/*

The barns and other buildings on a amall farm aleo comprise a
larger percentage of the total eép:l*t:nl invested. A barn that will care

*Figures taken from Warrem, G. F. Farm Management, p. 261, table 50,
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for twice as many snimals as another one does not necessarily cost twice
as much tq build, end because of thiz, the investment in baildingc per*
anmal'u!.t housed is reduced. Ir New York it was found that the ssalle-
est fams had an investment im barns of $164 per animal unit, while the
largest farms had only $50 per animsl wnit. 13/* It can be seen from
these figures that it would cost over thres times as much per animal
unit to pay interest, repairs, depreeiation, and imsursnce on the small
farms a8 on the large ones. ’

The small farm may require almost &2 mush eapital invested in farm
machinary a3 a fam twice its size. Thers are mr kinds of farm mach-
inery neeessery to the operation of even the emallest of farms that need
not be duplicated if the size of the farm is doubled. Descause of this,
these mchinou are idle a good portion of the time. dMoney invested
in large houses, idle mechinery,and buildings on mmall farms is not
only unproductive but requires sxpenditures for repairs mnd interest.

Power Efficiensy. The efficiensy with which horse and tractor pow-
er ¢an be used may be increased materielly as the smize of the farm umit
inoreases, The small farms ecannot arrm $o0 keep enough horses to make
what is considered nfﬂciex{t teans; and yet they are anbawplwl with
horses oomparsd with their cultivatable arsa, Kaét modern gachinexry
requires at least 3 horses or a& tractor to opnmﬁ efficiently, yot a
esmall farm eannot afford to keep that many horses or a tructor. As a
result, the efficiency in the use of farm power is low. In & study made
by G. ¥F. Warren, it was found that on a farm under 30 acres in size there

was an average of 15 acres per horse, while on the farms over 200 acres

*Warren, gp. oit., p. 261, tadle 50.
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in sise the aareage per horse increased up to 49. 13/* This shows the
qddcd- efficiency in the use of horses which the large farm hss over the
muall one. The same somditiom would hold true im the efficient use of
a tractor.

It hes been estimsted that in 1924-25 in the United States, horse
and tractor power repressnted upprnximtcjly 40 percent of the total cost
of farm production. 2/** From this it cen be seen that the efficient
use of farm power is an important factor to sonsider in any attempt to
insrease the cgperator's lebor income.

There are many other advantages a large farm has over a small ons,
which sontribute to the size of the lsdbor income of the farm, The per-
gentage of the totsl acreage of farm that is not used bessuze of the
erea in fences, roadways, and ditches deoreases s the size of the fam
increases. The loss im land not used was 5.48 percent for farms having
less than 100 aeres, and it decressed to 3.20 percent on farms of over
175 scres. 2/*** This shows that the large farm can on the average
use 2.23 percent more of {ts total acreags for productive purposes than
ean & small ferm. This factor in iteelf may seem unimportent, but whem
added to the other factors working against the efficiency in use of land,
labor, =nd eapital by the small farm, it has a considerable influense

upor labor imxome.

*mg ops m.’ P 256, table 46.
**Yorster, G. W. Farm Organization and Management, p. 276.
mmgc, P a79.



Spesialized Livestock
The size of fam business is importent to the success of the div~
ersified irrigated farms of Utah, but not to any greater dsgree than
1% is to the specialized livestock farms. Sucesss is perhaps more dep-
eandent upon size for a specielized livestoek farm than for a diversified.
irrigated farm (see table 7).

Table 7. Hilatim of sizc of npoﬁiﬂis&d li.'mataek famms $0 labor income

800 - 999 8
1000 - 1499 1
»

H
:
:
H
3
1500 = over H

In the Sampete-Sevier area study the speeialized livestock remches
under 500 productive man-work-units haw an averags labor income of a
negative $33 (table 7). In the same study the diversified irrigated
farme in the same size class have a positive labor income of $245
{teble 3). This would seem to indicate that the diversified irrigsted
farms do not ni&in 80 large a farm business as do the specialized
livestock ranches. T}hu condition holde true up to about 800 product-
ive mam-work-units; beyond that size there are not enough diversified
irrigated farms to make a comparison.

The range of labor income on the uyséializaﬁ livestock farms varies
from a negative $33 on farms having an average of 369 productive man-

work-units and inoreases up to $4,469 on farms having en average of
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2,356 productive man-work-units. This would seem to imdicate that in
order %o have any degres of succees with specislized livestock, the

unit most average iargor than for a diversified farm. : |

Commereial Poultzy

Apotherx ﬁzqu of enterprise that is adapted to large-scale, spesial-
ized famming is the commereial poultry flosk, The effect of size of
farm business on labor income is very much the smme for pouliry as for
the apeeialized livestosk farm.

In a study mads in Utsh of commereial poultry flocks over the en-
tirs state ia 1950 10/ 1t was foumd that for the average-sized flosk
of 374 hens there was a negative labor inoome of §l4 {table 8), while
the flook with en aversge of 2,501 hens received a lchor incoms of
$3,272,

Table 8. Eelation of m-bor of hens in laying flock to labor incoms on

' s &vamgc hens ¢ Anraga
Number of hens s Yams per floek : _ labor inccme
s Kumber : Number 3 Dollars
3 t 3
0 - 499 1 26 ] 3574 H =14
500 ~ 999 I 3 722 : 712
1000 - 1499 s 22 ] 1234 H 1130
1500 ~« over s 18 5 2501 $ 3272
i 3 3 H

The income is higher both for total farm and on a per~hem basis

in the larger flocks for several mimn. ehiefly since the produsers
"are specialized in the dusiness and have very few other things to det~
ract from caring for the floek., This better care and equipment results

in higher production per hen, lower desth loss, higher quality eggs,



and & higher price per dozem.

The amount of labor required to care for a small flock is greater
per hen than it is for a large flock. In the previously mentionsd study
of Utah scmmercial poultry lfoek it was found thet the everage labor
reguirement for the 3 ﬁua of the study was 2.9 hours per hen for a
nm averaging 375 hens, and wus rednced to 1.5 hours for the group
averaging 2,586 hens. 10/* Because of the mature of the mamy oper-
ations in saring for poultry, as for my other faxm johi, the larger
the flock the smaller the amount of time required to care for each hen,
or at least until an economical unit is reached. |

In the analysis of this poultry study, it will be noted that number
of hens is uced as a measure of size instead of the productive man-work-
units. Number of hens iz an adequate messure of size on commeraial

poultry farms where the poultry flook is the principal source of imcome.

Delta Ares

In an area not adapted to the type of faming carrisd on, or during
a period of unfavorable prices or adverse weather conditions, the general
relationehipy between labor incoms and size of fam does not hold. The
retum from farming in the Delta area in Millard County for the yeurs
1929-31 indicate this inverse relationship {(table 9).

The messure of size used in this study is not comperadle to the
measure of size used previonsly in this treatise. When this study was
made, no productive man-work-units were calculated, and the area of land

cultivated was used 28 a measuwre of size. Although the measurs of size '

*fhomas, W.P., and Clawson, Marion. Economic factors affeoting poultry
production end marketing in Utah, p. 43.



is not entirely comparable to the one used previously, it is relisbls
snough to indicate the relationsghip thut does exist.

Table 9. Analysis of farm bueiness of famms of different sizes in
Millard County, Utsh, 1929-31%

s  Acresge = 1

3
Factors used 1n : t of eultivated land R
apalysis of farm : Unit :Less than: 50 = 99 :100 acres All farme
business ¢ 3 50 aorest asres :or more :
$ ? : s [
Size of fam dus.: : 4 3 F H
Cultivated land 3 acres : 32 7 S 168 3 70
Total in Tarm t acres : 55 : 105 @ 282 : 1iz
Total eapit.invest: dollars : 4,520 : 8,580 : 14,502 : 7,804
H 3 3 s 3
Total farm inoome : dollars : 800 : 1,629 : 3,521 : 1,580
] s 3 H 3
Total farm expense i dollars : 1,126 : 2,142 : 4,277 : 2,053
: : H 3 :
Parm succesns: s H H : 3
Labor income t dollars ¢ =502 : %98 : -1,279 : 750
‘ $ ] H s H
Farm income per & : $ 3 s 3
oxpense : dollars : O.71 : O.,76 : 0.88 : 0.%7
F : ) : t
Total nusber of s $ t : 3
arms S s 121 3 12 3 46 : 288

*Adapted from: Thomas and Blanch, Draimage and irrigation, soils,
economie, and soeial conditions, Delta area, Utah,
P. 37, table 34, ‘

The general reletionship between size of farms and farm
profits in the United States is that as size of fam business
inoressss faxuw profits incrsase alse. However, the opposite
of this general relationship prevailed in the Delte Area. It
is axiomstie that whenever the per unit sost of production
exceeds the selling price of the commodity produced, then the
laerger the farm business the larger will be the loss. The
reason for the larger losses on the lurger sized famms, is,
no doubt, the result of low e¢rxop yields, excepticnally high
tax costs, and an unfavorable relatiomship between prices of
goods bought and amount received for goods sold, 11/*

*Thomns and Blanch. Drainage and irrigation, soils, economis, and social
conditions, Delta area, Usah, p. 36.
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It is only ressopable to expeet that wheire large profits ares made
there 1s always the ehamce for large losses. In the Dalta erea the
amall ferms under 50 acres in size had a negetive labor income of 502,
while the lurger farms having over 100 seres of cultiveated land had a
negetive imoome of $1,279 (table 9). Although farm incoms and fam
expense both increased eas size of fam increased, the inscme inoreased
slightly more than 4id the expemse, as 1s shown by the incoms per $1.00
of expsmses For the small farme, esch $1,00 of expense returnsd only
$0.71 in farm incoms, or = loss of $0.29 for each $1.00 of expense,
while for the largest farms each $1.00 of expense returned $0.82 in
farm income, or & loss of $0.18 per §1.00 of expense (table 3). Al-
though the larger famss did not lose so much per $1.00 expended, they
hed more units upon which to lose, thus making the totel loss greater

for the larze farms than for the small ones,

It hes been gonerally recognized that Utah, with her many small
farms and relatively large families, has an exoess farm labor suwppply.
Many figures® have been worked out showing the extent of this excess
laﬁur; but none, to the knowledge of this writer, have attemptad to
show the effect it would hove upon labor incoms end family imcome &f
a1l sxcess famm labor counld be productively employed.

Table 10 shows the distribution and amount of excess farm labor
on the farams studied in the Weber area, Sanpeie-Sevier ares, and Utsh

County. As used in this treatise, excess farm labor meens the smount

*Some figurss on the amount of excess farm labor available for various
sections of Utah may be found in unpublished data of the Dept. of iAgris.
Zoonomics, Utah State igrie. Expt. Sta. stencil #4862 to 464,
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of time that the farm operator and his regular famm help could have
worked away from the farm without neglecting farm duties. It does not
include the time they did work away end for which work the farm received
ordit for the incoms.

Farms under 100 productive man-woxk-units in size have an averege
of 148 days excess labor available {tadble 10), This is equivalent %o
approximately one~half & man unemployed for a full yser., The amount
of excess farm labor decreased as the size of farm increased. The low
point was resched at the size ¢lass betwsen 600 and 700 man-work-unitas,
where only 24 excess deys lzbor ware reportad.

From th‘is,’ it can be peen that the smount of excess farm labor vare
ies inversely with the size of farm business. Since the figures (tadle
10) ere for some of the better agricultursl areas, the amounts reported
are probably less than for the state as a whole, but probably are Tepre-
sentative of the general trend of excess labor in relation to size of
farm business.

In order to0 sbow the effect won labor income of putting all ex-
seas fars labor avail_ablo at some produstive work, it was neocessary %o
calculate a trend line.. In calculating this trvend, ladbor income was
uged as the dnpendentﬁ varichble and productive mn-ﬁoﬁ-unitu as the
independent varishle. The equation for the trend line was found to de

Y s -313 £ 1.£8X,
The trend line was fitted by the method of least squerss (see figure 3).

It was neoeasary to caleulate the new labor incoms by a trend lins,
beceuse when the excesa farm labor was added to the labor alrsady emw

ployed, it moved the furm into another size elass which theoretically
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Figure 3, Effeot on labor inocome of productive utilization of excess
farm labo

operated with greater efficiency in the use of land, lsbor, end eepital.
In order %o galoulate the new labor incoms, it m necessary to calculate
it at the same efficiency as the olass in which it fell.

In order to eliminmste any unduwe influence upon the trend line by
the extremely large incomss and sizes, all farmas of over 800 productive
men-work-units in size were excluded. Above this size olass there was
such & small amount of exeess laebor that it would have very little
influence upon the labor incomes of these farms.

The actual labor incomes ranged from a negative $240 for farms

under 100 produstive mam-work-units in size uwp to a positive labor
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income of $5638 for farms from 500 to 600 productive man-work-units
{see tsble 11).

Table 11l. ZEffeet of utilintien of nan lm upon- labar ineau of

Range im : Avorage : TCaloulated**

‘pmductiu iFarms : prod. : ,prod. s Total® : labor : labor
Mu.Ue 3 H i{.ﬁ.ﬁ- 5 H.W.{I. t MWalUe ! income 1 inooms
Number :Number: Number : Number : Number : Dollars: Dollars

: s : : ! 3
0- 99 : 28 : 7 1 148 1 R25 Tt «240 3 42
100 - 199 : 166 3 161 : 100 1 261 : -39 : 99
200 - 299 : 239 : 248 T 92 s 340 : 113 : 224
300 « 399 : 201 : 348 : 53 : 401 t 279 : 32
400 -« 499 : 119 ¢ 4 : 83 : 490 1 336 : 461
500 - 599 : 62 : 545 : 50 : 595 : 538 : 629

3 3 3 3 : H

*Average P.M.W.U. actually used on farm plus excess P.M.W.U. available.

*SAirrived at from trend line which was caloulated by method of leas$
squares Y = ~313 £ 1.88X

After the excess labor available in each size c¢lass had been aldded
to the amount of labor actually utilized and & new labor income caleul~
ated on the basis of the new farm size, the labor incomes were all posi-
tive. The calculated labor incomes ranged from positive $42 for the
small farme of under 100 man-work-units to $627 for the farms between
500 and 600 produotive man-work-units (see table 11).

These caloulations show that by enlarging the size of farm bus-
iness to utilize ell excess farm labor, the smallest farms could in-
egrease their labor incoms from & megetive $240 to a positive labor
income of $42, or an increass of §282., This is & very modest figure
for a person to redeive for his labor and mensgement wage, but in addi-

tion he receives 5 percent interest or his investmens, a house to live
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in, and payment of wages for umpeid labor. To the extent that the
enlargement of fearms would utilize more family labor, the family income
would be increased,even though the labor imcome remained the same.

Yhether & Tarm operator could afford to spend this extra time for
such a small incoms would depend wpon whether or not he could meke mors
money slsewhere or whether this time was leisure and not being used for
any produetive purpose., If farming is just an avosation and the oper~
ator's main interests lie elsewhere, hs prodbably samnot afford to in-
creape the size of his farm unit; but if farming is his full-time job,
he eannot afford to operate on so small a scale and have so much leisure
time.

As the size of the farm unit increases, the @tmt by which the
labor income would be increased is at a decreasing rate (ﬂmo 3).
This is becsuse of the decreasing amount of excess labor.

From figure 3 it can de seen that the mataat m:.'un in labar
income, if ths farm business were snlarged to profitably smploy all
excess labor, would ooeur on the smsller farms, It is in this aize
group that the labor inoome is low, and mmy inoreass in labor income
within this group is highly desirable.

There are two ways a fammer can increase the size of his farm bus~
iness so as to utilize all labor availebls on his ferm. One is by
sxtension or asgquiring of additiomal land, and the other is by incress-
ing the size by intensification of peaying farm enterprises.

Ta increase the size of farmz business by acquiring additional land
means that the cperator mmst purchase the land or rent it for a period
of time. To de able to purchaze or rent land near enough to the present
land he is operating may be very difficult. Whether or not it would be
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feasible to add additional land woculd depend largely upon the loscation.
If the distance away is great, the rosultant lowering of efficieney in
use of land, labor, and capital may more than off'set the advantages of
a larger bdusiness.

The other method of increasing the size of farm businsss is by
increasing the intensity of the orop and livestoek mtnﬁr!m. A
insreass in the intensity of enterprises to the seasonal supply of

"labox on the farm can be adjusted more readily and with less expense
than ocan the purchase of additional lend. If most of the surplus labor
on a. farm is present during the winter months, the purchbase of addis-
ional land may not remedy thwe situation greatly, but the addition of
a few dairy cows may swply the operator with a profitable job during
the winter with very little conflict for labor between enterprises dur-
ing the swmer,

The degree and direction of intensification depend upon the indiv.
idual characteristics of the farm, the location, the &bility of the
operator, and the size end age of the operator's family. A farm hav-
ing nothing but shallow, rocky soil, good only for pasture, qoulﬁ no%
be sucosssfully intensified by plemting intensive crops, but would
probably msacossd best through specializstion in dairy or livestock
production.

Whetheyr the size of thé farn ocould best de increeased by acquiring
additional land or by increasing the intensity of ervop and livestook
cnt-tﬁ:riau depends on many factors. No set rule ean be sstablished
that would £it each individual farm. The losatiom, texture of soil,
distance to market, and amount and season of sxcess labor will all |

influence the means of increaeing the size of the farm and dusiness.



CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of farm financial records on diversified irrigated
farms from various sections of Utah shows & definite relationship be~
tween the size of farm business and labor income. As the size of farm
business increases, there is a more than proportional increase in the
l<bor incm, The labor income incresses without interruption until
the size of fam huainms reaches a point somewhsre between 600 and 900
productive man-work-units in size. But, after exceeding 600 productive
man-work-units, and before reaching 900 productive man-work-units per
farm, a desided desline in labor income was found to exist in each of
the areas studied. The decline did not oceur in exsctly the same size
group of farms for each area. But the fact that the drop came at
approximately the same place would seem to indicate that this fact
is not the result of an erroxr in sampling. There sesms to be 20mething
inhersnt in the organization of that group of farms that is responsidble
for this deviation from the expestsd relationship. Further detailed
study could well be made in order to determine which factors are
reasponsible for this situation.

The study also tends to show that tiere is a high degres of correl-
ation between size of farm business and labor efficiency. The amall
farms dbelow 100 productive man-work-units in size averaged but 95 prod-
uctive man-work-units per man, while on the larger farms, averaging 841
productive men-work-units in size, the laborers accomplished 368 prod-
uctive man-work-units per man, This would seem to show definitely that
the large fams can utilize their labor more sfficiently than can the
suall fams.

Since the large famm is more efficient in the use of labor and the
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other factors of produstion, an iperease in the size of many small Utah
farms would in all probability result in larger farm incomeas. This
‘inerease of size may be accamplished by oxtending the physieal area or
inereasing the intensity of orop and liwestook snterprises.

Utah has a considerable amount of excess man lador available for
agricultural produstion, and if it sould be productively employed, the
l:bor incomes of memy farms woyld no doudt de materially fnoressed. And
on those small farms where excess farm labor has no opportunity for more
remunerative smployment sway from the ferm, the income to the faym family
would likewise bs increased by intensifying or expanding the size of the

farm in order to employ thia sarplus labor produstively.



STAMARY

1, %he early settlemsnt of Utah took place undexr conditions pec-
ulisr to this area. It followed closely a plsn set up by the “Mormoa™
Church.

2. Utah's etrly settlement was charscterized by dwarf-sized farms
surrounding small villages.

3. The small-sized farms so characteriatio of Uteh's aearly ssttle~
ment have developed into 2 serious problem which faces Uteh farmers
today.

4. The nmmber of farms in Uteh has increased frmm 21,676 in 1910
%o 30,695 in 1935, an increase of 42 percent (table 1).

5. In 1930 the 19.3 percent of Utah's farms over 175 acres in
size contained over four-fifths of the total farm land and almost one-
helf the orop land harvested. |

6. The number of farms under 3 aores in size has inocreassd from
297 in 1910 to 1,425 in 1935 (table 1).

7. The index of cash income received by farmers follows closely
the index of farn prices (figure 1).

8. There is a high degree of relationship between size of farm
business, as measured by productive men-work-units, snd labor income
{table 3).

9. There is ean umexpected drop im the labor incoms for all four
studies for the aize class betwesn 600 and 900 productive man-work-units
(table 3).

10. There is & closs relationship detween alze of farm and labor

nrﬂcinmy{ m farms under 100 man~work-units in size have a labor
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efficiensy of 95 productive men-work-units per man, while those farms
over 900 productive man-work-units have a labor efficiency of 342 man~
work-units per man {table 5),

11. The Weber area study is the only one that shows a decline im
.hbor sfficiency in the size class in which the drop in labor income
oceurs. Between 600 and 700 proéucﬁu man-work-units in size there
is & drop in lsbor efficiency from 313 productive mmwoxt-nnita per
msn down to 252 (teble 5).

12, ‘The aversge labor incoms for fams under 100 man-work-units
in size waB a negative $240, while for the large farms of over 200
productive man-work-units it was §1,204 (table 4).

13. Of the farms over 900 man-work-units in size, 84 psrcent
received a labor income of $1,000 or more, whils for those betwoen
200 and 300 man-work-units in size only 5 percent received sx incone
this large (tadle 4).

14. The specialized livestock farms under 500 men-work-units ia
size received & negative labor income of $33, while those having 1500 oxr
more man-work-units received a labor income of $4,469 (table 7).

15. Uteh farms having less than 500 laying hene had a negative
labor imsome of $l4, while those having flocks of 1500 or more hens
averaged $3,272 labor income (tadle 8).

16. In an area not sdapted to the type of farming carried on, or
during periods of unfavorables prices or adverse weather conditions, the
gensral reiztionship between aize of farm and lebor incons is cpposite
to what is generally expected. Under these unfavorable conditions the
larger the farm, the larger the losses.

17. The farms under 100 productive men-work-units in size have
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an average of 148 dm of exceas man labor, while the farme over 900
man-work-units in size -Mﬂg only 29 days of excess labor available
{table 10).
18, If all excess labor avalilable on the average farm in this
study under 100 man-work-units in size could bde productively employed
on the farm, the labor income could be increased from a negetive 240

up to a positive $42 (table 11).
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