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IliTRODUCTI ON 

The Division of Agricultural Extension and the Division of Agricultural Econom
ics of the University of Minnesota and the farm bureaus of Beltrami, Carlton, Clear
water, Hubbard, Itasca, Polk, St. Louis, and Wadena Counties organized early in 1931 
the Farm Management Service Project, to operate in the above named counties, begin
ning April I, 1931. There were no cooperators in Polk County in 1933 and 1934 and 
none in Vladena County in 1934; three cooperators from Koochiching County were includ
ed in 1934. This service is' offered to men who desire to keep farm records, and to 
have these records summarized and al~lyzed in connection with those of other farmers. 
An annual fee of four dollars per record is charged to cover a part of the cost of the 
service. 

The ~roject is under the diTection of S. A. Engene and J. B. Mcl~lty of the 
Division of Agricultural Extension, and G. A. Pond and W. P. Ranney of the Division 
of Agricultural Economics, Universit,y of Minnesota. Hearty support and assistance 
have been rendered by the county agricultural agents of the above named counties, 
respectively: M. B. Taylor, Geo. Chambers, Howard Balk, Willirun Olson, A. H. Frick, 
Robert Shaw, S. H. Rutford, Kenneth Ingwalson. Clement Chase. 

RECORDS KEPT 

The records kept by the cooperators included inventories at the beginning and 
end of the year, cash receipts and expenses, crop production, and a record of farm 
produce used by the farn family. Once or twice during the year and again at the 
end of the year, each farmer was visited by a representative of the University who 
checked the records for completeness and accuracy. The books ~ere then taken to the 
central office at University Farm, where everJ entry was again cheCked and omissions 
were noted. Any discrepancies found were referred back to the farmers for correc
tion. This double checking insured a high d.egree of accuracy and completeness in 
eaCh individual record. 
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CLIMATE, SOILA1:m TOPOGRAPHY 

Tne growing season iG a little shorter in the eastern part of the area includ
ed in this report, including the three countie3 Carlton, st. Louis, and Itasca, due 
to their nearness to Lake SUperior. Otherwise the weather conditions normally are 
fairly uniform in the eight counties. 

There is a wide variat ion ill soil type on the farms included in thi s report, 
from the heavy red clay of SOme of the farms in Carlton and St. Louis counties to 
the Jack Pine sa..'1d of some of the farms of Hubbard and Bel tra.ili counties. Certain of 
the farms of these latter counties and ItaGca county have clay subsoil. The Clear-, 
water farms have a black loam soil ~ith a clay subsoil. The land is mOGtly level, 
or slightly rolling. Most of these farms were oricinally covered wi th timber. There 
is considerable land remaining to be cleared on some of them. 

TYPE OF FARMING 

There is a considerable variation in type of farmine in these counties, altho 
in general, dairying is the most important enterprise. These farms, therefore, con
form to the center type in this area, but are considerably above the average f[1rm in 
size and quality of b'usiness. Altho some milk and cream is sold in Duluth and small
er cities, cream for manufacture into butter is the principal dairy product Gold. 
This is marketed mostly through farmer owned cooperative creameries specializing in 
the manufacture of high quality butter. The skimmilk is retained on the farm and 
fed to calves, hogs a..'1d poultry. 

The principal crops grown are oats, barley, hay, and potatoes. Some truck 
crops are grown, especially in the area near the Duluth market. Sunflower silage 
in the eastern part of the area and corn silage and fodder in the western part are 
grown for additional roughage feed for cattle. Other crops include wheat, rye, flax, 
and in the western part of the area, some corn for grain and clover for seed. 

This report shows that receipts from the sale of dai~J products and dairy 
cattle, constituted approximately two-fifths of the average cash income of the 20 
farmers included in this report. The receipts for crops constituted one-third of 
the total cash income. 

PURPOSE OF PROJECT 

The Farm Manage~ent Service renders assistance to the cooperators in keeping 
such records as will enable each operator to know the returns for hin labor and 
management, the returnn to capital and family labor, and the actual earnings from 
the farm that the family had to spend for living and personal use. The main pur
pose of the service is to secure such data and information, which when compared 
with that secured on other farms, will enable the cooperator to increase his ef
ficiency in various enterprises and to organize his farm on a more profitable 
basis. For the latter purpose, it waS necessary for all the cooperators, tenants, 
as well as owner operators to include the whole farm business in order that the 
resul ts would be on a comparative basis. For the purpose of comparison. the earn-

as shown in this report are computed as if each farm was owned by its 
operator; however, each tenant is supplied a statement of his earnings on the 
basis of the rental system under which he was operating. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE FARM BUSINESS 

On pages six and seven are present ed financial surnmari es of the year I s busi

ness, showing the average re~ults for the 20 farms on which the work was completed 

for the twelve months' period, April I, 1934 to March 3l, 1935, the average results 

for the highest one-half of the farms in respect to Operator's Labor Earnings, and 

the average for the lowest one-half. IIi the "your farm" column, in the copy sent 

to the farmer, the results of his individual farm business are inserted in order 

that he may compare his figures with the averages of the various groups. 


The data on pages 8 to 17 should suggest to each cooperator some possibilities 

for ·improvement in his production, control of expens'es, and in his organization of 

the various enterprises and of the business as a whole. There are some variations 

in soil and climatic conditions and available markets in this area, which, of 

course, affect the clloice of crops and classes of livestock. Each farm is an in

dividual problem and has its particular advantages and limitations in respect to 

natural resources and markets. However, it is significant that the same general 

factors acco1L~t for financial success in all of the eight counties. 


CAPITAL DmSTMENT IN FARM BUSINESS 

The data on page 5 shows that the average size of the farms in this report was 
198 acres. The average farm inventory Was $8,900. This does not include the value 
of the house in which the operator lived. In 1934, 51 per cent of the average farm 
inventory consi sted of land; 20 per cent of permanent improvements; 6 per cent of 
feeds and rrupplies; 11 per cent of maclrlnery and equipment; and 12 per cent of 
livestock, of which about two-fifths or an average of $457 was the average inventory 
value of milk cows. 

RETTJRNS TO OPERATORS FOR THEIR' L.A:BCR AND MANAGEMENT 
(See page 6) 

The average cash receipts per farm were $2,139. In addition, farm produce to 
the value of $255 was consumed by the farm family and there was an average inventory 
increase of $13 per farm. The total average receipts per farm were the sum of these 
three items, $2,407. The average total expense per farm, $1,031, includes $993 cash 
expense and an estimated allowallce of $38 for board of hired labor. The difference 
between the total income and total expense figure is $1,376. This is the return 

. which the farmer received for his own labor and management, the services of members 
of his family and. the use of his capital. After deducting a charge of 5 per cent on 
the average inventory valuation, $445, for the services of capital, there remains 
$931 for the services of the farmer and his family. Tlle average value of family 
labor used, if computed at hired man's wages, was $347. ~ne average operator1s labor 
earnings are the family earnings less their allowance of $347, or $584. This is the 
return to the farmer for his labor and management over and above a 5 per cent return 
for his capital and going wages for other members of the family. 

This average return is undoubtedly considerably above the average for all 

farmers in these counties, for, as stated previously, these 20 farms represent, on 

the average, a higher type of organization and manageffient than the average of all 

farms. 
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The average total value of farm produce used in the house, $255, represents an 
important item in the famler's income. This produce is figured at farm prices; if 
it was purchased at retail prices, the total value would be approximately double 
this figure. On many farms a saving could be made if more produce were raised on 
the farm rather than purchased. The table on page 17 shows the average amounts and 
values for each item included in the total of farm produce used in the house. 

HOUSEHOLD Alf"D PERSONAL EXPENSES 

In the case of a farm with no debt, the family has, besides the operator's 
labor earnings, two other sources of income to expend for living and personal ex
pense. Olle is the amount charged as interest on investment, and the otller is the 
amount allowed for family labor. On the other hand, a farm with a heavy debt (some 
of these farmers had mortgages covering the full value of their farms and other 
debts in addition) must pay interest and in most Cases at a higher rate thru~ the 5 
per cent cl1arged. In these cases, the Operator's Labor Earnings and the allowance 
for fa~ily labor constitute practically the only sources of funds for family living; 
and if in thece Cases the farm shows a minus Operator's Labor Earnings more than 
enough to offset the allowance for family labor, it means that there is no income 
for family living e~~enscs outside of the farm produce furnished by the farm for the 
household. These farmers and others, whose family incomes are not sufficient to 
cover household and personal cash expenses, must go deeper and deeper in debt, in 
order to meet these expenses. 

It is important to know the family income and the reasons ,Ihy it is not higher. 
It is also '.-mrth while to kno\": the household and personal expenses and whether they 
are within the family income. Fifteen farmers included in this report kept a 
detailed record of personnl and household expenses. The distribution of these ex
penses is shovvn on page 17, with averages for the 15 farms, and for the 7 most 
profitable and 7 least profitable in this group. Taldng into consideration the 
numoer of memberh (adult equivalents)* in his family and the number in the average 
fa."Ilily. each farmer can compare hi s i tern of expense wi til those of the average. 

* All members of the family includint~ women and children are reduced to a full man 
equivalent on the basis of relative food consumption. The !lother" adult equi Va
lents as shown in the tabl e en page 17 f are the hired help boarded. They must be 
added to the adult equivalents as sho1:m for the family in stuQying the food ex
pense per adult person. 
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S'\.l.lnm.ary of Farm Inventories 
Items Your Average 10 most 10 least 

farm of 20 profitable profi tlJ,ble 

Size of 
Size of of prod. work)(l) 

Average farm inventory (';,ithout house) 
Land 
Farm improvements 
Mac...'1.inerl & equipment (total) 

Gen. machinery (£ equipment 

Tractor 

Truck 

Auto (farm share) 

Gas e116ine (farm share) 

Electrical equipment (farm share) 


Feeds and seed 

MiGcellaneous supplies 

norses (total) 


Horses 

Colts 


Productive livestock (total) 

Cows 

Other cattle 

Hogs 

Sheep 

Poultry 


198 
494 

$8900 
4559 
1775 

960 
653 
155 

63 
64 
24 

1 

$519 
34 

262 
237 

25 

$791 
457 
136 

35 
131 

32 

201 
507 

$8770 
4745 
1475 

954 
689 
102 

58 
72 
33 
o 

$558 
31 

260 
246 

14 

$747 
435 
135 

30 
130 

17 

195 
481 

$9031 
43'(2 
2076 

966 
617 
208 

68 
57 
14 

2 

$480 
38 

264 
229 

35 

$835 
479 
136 

41 
131 

48 

) Explanation of tenr., "Day-G of Productive Work. 11 

The total tlDays of Productive Work" for anyone farm are a measure of size of 
that farm business. The averaee number of IIten-hour daysll of man labor required 
per head of productive livestock and per acre of crops is used in combining the 
crops and the livestock in one single measure of size of business. 

'l'he number of dayG of productive work for each animal and each acre of crops, 
computed from labor data secured on detailed accounting routes conducted in Polk 
&nd Pine counties, is listed as follows: 

Item Per No.of days: Item Per lio. of days 
of prod. of prod. 
work work 

Cown Cow 18.5 Small grain Acre 1 n 
.0 

Other cat tl e Animal "t.'llli t* 7.2 Corn (husked) II 2.6 
Sheep Animal 'uni t* ~5.0 Corn (fodder) II 2.3 
Paul try 100 hens 30.0 Corn ( silage) II 3.1 
Hogs 100 lb::;. pork .9 Sunflower silage II 3.6 

produced Summer fallow " 1.6 
Alfalfa Acre 1.75 Potatoes II 6.0 
Tame hay II .8 Rutabagas " 9.0 
Wild hay II .6 Cabbage II 10.0 
Small grain hay II 1.3 :Beans II 3.0 
Hay (seed crops) II 1.0 
* Animal unit represents one cow, one bull, two head of young cattle, seven head 

of sheep. fourteen lalnbs t 5 hogs. 10 pigs. or 100 hens. 
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Sum'1lur'L-Qf Farm Earnings 

Items Your Avernge 10 most 10 least 

farm of 20 profi table profi table 

Cash .l:!.Ixpenses: 

Tractor (new and exp.) $_-- $ 83 

Truck (new and e.A."}).) 76 
Auto (new and eAV.) (farm share) 64 
Gas (new and exp.) (farm share) 7 

ectrici ty (new and exp.) (farm share) __ 1 
Machinery and equipment (>lew) 60 
Machinery and equipment (exp.) 28 
Bldgs., fences. tiling (ne\".) 53 
Bl ., fences, tiling (exp.) 20 
Hired labor 94 
Feed for livestock 154 
Other expenses for livestock 27 
Horses bought 31 
Cows bought 14 
Other cattle bought 6 
Hogs bought 9 
Sheep bought 9 
Poultry bought 8 
Crop (seed, twine, spray) 116 
Taxes and insurance III 
General farm 22 

(1) Total cash expense $_ 993 
(2) Decrease in farm inventory 
(3) Board for hired labor 38 
(4) Total expense (sum of (1)(2)&(3) 1031 

Cash Receipts: 
IIorses $__ $ 1 
Cows 66 
Dairy product::: 819 
Other cattle 59 
Hogs 100 
Sheep ll2 
Poul try 35 
Eggs 53 
Small grain 244 
Corn 11 
Hay 55 
Root crops 159 
Other crops 284 
Miscellaneous 77 
Income from work off the farm 	 64 

(5) Total cash receipts 	 $ $ 2139 
(6) 	 Increase in farm inventory 13 
(7) 	 Farm produce used in house 255 
(8) 	 Total receipts (sum of (5) (6)&(7) __ 2407 

Total expenses (4) 1031 
(9) 	 Ret.to cap.& fam.labor(8)minus(4) 1376 
(10) 	 Interest on farm inventory 445 
(11) 	Family labor earnings(9)minus(10) __ 931 
(12) 	Unpaid faInily labor 347 
(13) 	Operator1s labor earnings(ll)minus 

(12) 584 

$ 46 
135 

61 
11 
o 

74 
30 
31 
19 

115 
165 

19 
23 
25 

3 
6 

18 
3 

136 
102 
15 

1037 

55 
1092 

$ 3 
62 

1015 
53 
93 

100 
6 

29 
352 
11 
78 

226 
304 
59 
42 

$2433 
131 
288 

2852 
1092 
1760 

438 
1322 

266 

1056 

$ 119 
17 
67 

3 
3 

4'7 
26 
74 
20 
73 

144 
35 
38 

3 
10 
12 

1 
13 
95 

119 
28 

947 
105 

22 
1074 

~ 	 0 
71 

622 
64 

107 
123 

64 
'l7 

137 
10 
31 
93 

263 
95 
87 

$ 1844 

222 
2066 
1074 

992 
452 
540 
429 

III 
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_________________________~S~un~~a~91~~"Ear~n~i~n~g~s~(~A~)____________________________ 
Items Your Average 10 most 10 least 

farm of 20 profitable profitable 
farms _. Ja,rms farms 

EXPE1~SES AND !~ET DECB.EAS:BS 
Total 	power machinery &. "equipment 

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

Gen. machine!"J a:;'1d equipment 
Permanent improvements 
Hired labor 
Prod. livestock misc. expense 
Misc. horse expense 
Misc. crop eJ..rpense 
Personal property taxes 
Real estate taxes 
Insurance 
General farm 
Crop s and feeds 
Horses 
Board for hired labor 
Interest on farm invento!"J 
Unpaid family labor 

(1) 	Total expenses and net decreases 

RETU--U~S AIm r;ET INGHEASES 
Increase in crops ~~d feeds 
All productive livestock 

Cows (including milk to other livestoclcl _____ 
Other cattl e 
Hogs 
Sneep 
Poul try 

Increase in horses 
Mi scellaneous 
Income from work off the farm 

(2) 	T'otal receipts and net increases $ 
(3) 	Milk produced and fed on farm 
(4) 	'l'ot. ret.& net incr •• (2)minus(3) 

Total expenses (1) 
(5) 	Operator's labor earn •• (4)minus(1) 

$ 208 
36 
64 

32 
68 

6 
2 

114 
41 
94 
19 

3 
66 

8 
87 
16 
22 

38 
445 

347 

$1508 

;;; 658 
1380 

933 
145 
120 

69 
113 
5 

10 
70 

$2123 
31 

2092 
1508 

584 

$ 230 
43 
50 
65 
64 

8 
o 

126 
56 

115 
17 

3 
69 

8 
79 
15 
15 

55 
438 
266 

$1492 

$ 889 
1611 

1166 
157 
132 

98 
58 

22 
7 

48 

$2577 
29 

2548 
1492 
1056 

$ 187 
30 
78 
o 

72 
4 
3 

102 
25 
73 
21 

3 
63 

8 
95 
16 
28 

13 
22 

452 
429 

$1537 

$ 428 
1149 

699 
133 
108 

40 
169 

14 
9l 

$1682 
34 

1648 
1537 
III 

$__ 


$ 


(A) 	 Cash receipts ~~d expenses are adjusted for char~es in inventory for each enter
prise and for each item of eA~ense in order to show gross returns and net in
creaGes, and total expense and net decreases. The operatorts labor earnings are 
the same as those on page 6. 
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ANALYZING THE REASOlr8 FOR DIF.l!"EP..ENCES IN OPERATOR I S EARNINGS 

The financial statements on the preceding pat:;es point out two important facts. 
One is that the average return to the farmer for his labor and management is very 
low. The othej.~ i3 that there is a wide variation in earnings, - from $2993 to a 
loss of $399, or a range of $3392. The following diagram illustrates this fact: 

Chart 1. Range. of Earni~ 

..---------- ------_.,---3200 r--
2800 

2400 

2000 

1600 

1200 

800 

400 _lll_lllil_lilu · 'io 

-400 -----------------,--------

Some of the causes for these differences in earnings may be beyond the control 
of the farmer. It is significant. however. that the data secured from the records 
on t:'lese 20 farms indicate that there are several very definite factors that enable 
so~e farmers to make a fair living even in a severe depression, while others fail to 
meet expenses. These factors and their relationship with earnings are the follow
ing: 

Table 1. Relation of Dairy Production to Farm Earnings * 

Lbs. Butterfat Per Cow No. of Average 
Group Average F.arms Earnings 

260 and above 286 4 $604 
180 to 279 221 10 466 
:Below 180 126 4 225 
* Two farms omitted from this table because their dairy herds were too ~~all. 

High production per cow lowers the cost of producing a pound of butterfat. This 
is very important on those farms on which butterfat sales are the major source of 
income. 

Ta.ble 2. Relation of Feeding EffiCiency to Fann Earnings 

Returns Above Feed Cost per Animal 
Unit of Productive Livestock No. of Average 
Group Aver~ ~s Earnings 

$35 and above $56 5 $1038 
5 to 34 16 10 564 
:Below 5 -~ 5 168 
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These farms have, in addition to the dairy herd, quite an investment in other 
classes of productive livestock, as young cattle, hogs, Sheep or poultry. Most or 
all of the feea raised is fed, and considerable additior~ feed is purchased. If 
the livestock itself or the methods of feeding and management are not efficient, 
the livestock returns may be too low even to cover the value of the feed. On the 
other hand, if the livestock returns a SQbstantial Inargin above the value of feed 
without an increase in other costs such as labor. shelter, veterinary expense, etc., 
there will be an addition to the farm earnings. 

Table 3. Relation of Amount of Productive Livestock to Farm Earnings 

Animal Units of Productive 
Livestock per 100 acres lio. of Average 
Group Average Ea.r.ning[L,.Jarm!.t.s~_____. 

18.0 and above 24.4 4 $635 
8.0 to 17.9 11.7 13 628 

Below 8.0 5.6 3 321 

If the livestock is yielgipg a net return, an increased amount of livestoCk 
adds to size of business and the opportunity to increase the farm earnings. Live
stock produces manuro and aids in keeping up the fertility of the land, and utilizes 
waste products on the farm. Livestock also helps to provide productive employment 
throughout the year. Any method that aids in utilizing the available resources to 
full and efficient capacity should add to the farm income. 

Table 4. Relation of Crop Yields to Farm ~arnings 

Per cent Crop Yields are of the 
Average for 8.11 the 20 farms No. of Average
Group Avera,ge Farms Earnings 

130 and above 152 2 $1844 
70 to 129 100 16 479 

l'2elow 70 5;i 2 161 

High production per acre, up to certain limits, tends to lower the cost per 
bUGhel of grain or potatoes or per ton of hay. The prices of these products are 
very low. Any possible method of management that will increase crop yields and 
therefore lower cost of production more than the extra expense incurred in securing 
the higher yields should be given consideration. 

Tgble 5. Relation of Crop Selection to Farm Earnings 

Per cent of Tillable Land 
in High Return CrQPs* No. of Average 
Group Average brms Earnings 

45.0 and above 54.1 5 $944 
25.0 to 44.9 33.4 10 553 
].§.low 25.0 18.11 5 303 

* Legume hay, seed, and pasture, potatoes and truck crops. 
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On most of these northern Minnesota farrns it is a problem to find a sufficient 
amount of productive work. in order profitably to utilize available labor. The more 
intensive crops s1.1cil as potatoes and truck crops utilize a greater amount of labor 
and in most cases give higher returns for that labor throl would less intensive crops. 

The choice of cash crops depends on a number of factors, such as access to 
good markets, ability to produce special quality products, suCh as certified seed 
that command special prices, soil, climate, transportation facilities, available 
labor, and a general balance with the livestock program and cropping system. 

As stated before, efficient productive livestock is another means for employing 
labor prOfitably. It is quite important to have the very best pasture crop so as 
to reduce grain a..'1d roughage feeding as much as po ssi bl e. AI so, as hay is bulky, 
necessitating high freight charges, if shipped in, it is important to raise all the 
hay needed and purchaGe concentrates, if necessary to s1.l±>plement it. 

There are also differences in the amount of feed produced per acre, in the 
value of that feed, and in the effect on soil fertility. among different hay crops. 
L~es furnish more protein, which is an expensive feed to b~, and also add nitrogen 
to the soil. Among the legumes, alfalfa, where it can be grown successfully, yields 
more nutrients per acre than other legumes. There is considerable variation in the 
adaptability of these crops, and it is important for eaCh farmer to determine the kind 
of crops best adapted to his farm, those that will give the higheGt net returns, tak
ing into consideration livestock feed reqUirements, the value of crop as a feed, 
yields per acre, the development of a good crop rotation, and expenses of production. 

Table 6. Relation of E;penses to larm Earnings* 

Expense** 
~~y of Productive Work No. of Average 
Group Average ~s Earnings 

Below $2.00 $1.68 4 ~525 
$2.00 to $3.39 2.60 9 445 
$3.40 ana. above 4.77 4 88 
* Three farms omitted from this table because of non-typical expenses. 

**Includes bUilding, fencing, tiling and other land improvements, general 
machinery and equipment, and power machinery expense, depreciation and 
interest on the investment in these items, and horse expense, such as 
interest on investment, feed cost, depreciation and miscellaneous cash 
cost~ hired labor and its board, and family labor other than the operator: 
and taxes, inGurance, general farm expense, and miscellaneous crop and 
livestock expense. 

The expense factor shows a higher relation with earnings when prices are very 
low than when they are high. In 1934 earnings were greatly reduced on 20% of the 
farms included in this report because of excessive expenses in proportion to the size 
of the bu.siness. Some of the cash expenses can be kept down by careful management. 
by making repairs and overhauling before spring work begins and on rainy days or 
other spare time. The depreciation and interest charges per day of productive 
work can be kept dorm by utilizing the equipment as nearly to capacity as possible. 
Reducing the number of horses to the minimum required for efficient operation of 
the farm helps reduce the horse expense. In some cases farmers can offset some or 
all of the depreCiation and interest charge by using the maChinery for outside work, 
or by making necessary repairs and improvements with the farm labor available rather 
than by hiring extra help. 
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More days of productive work accomplished per worker reduce the labor expense 
per day of work. More days of productive work per acre of land reduce the real 
estate tax per da,;y- of work. Hence, if expensive equipment is not made necessary, 
an increase in the amoUllt of productive livestock, of intensive crops, or of out
side work tends to lower these miscellaneous expenses per day of work and to in
crease earnings. 

Table 7. 	 Relation of Size of Business (days of productive work) to Fann 
Earnings 

JJ9:{S or ;froductiv~ Vlork lIo. of Average 

Q-ro"Q-lL Aversa.ge Iarm§ Earnings 


60b and above 759 6 $642 

300 to 599 443 11 608 

Below 309 152 ________2_ ;379 


Size of business tends to be a diGadvantage to those who show a loss, for 
greater size isa factor serving to increase the loss. On the other hand, a 
farmer who is making a profit, could make a larger profit if he increased his 
size of business without at the same time, lowering materially the efficiency in 
some branch of the business. This fact leads to another factor that is very im
portc>.nt, - well balanced effi ciency. 

EFFECT OF WELL BALANCED EFFICIEIJCY ON ]'ARM PROFITS 

It is quite evident from this report that few farmers have a mqnopoly on ef
ficiency. Quite often farm operators show efficient management in one part of the 
farm business, which is offset by poor results in other phases. These farmers get 
medium returns while those who fall down all along the line get the lowest returns 
and those few who can manage to get high all around efficiency receive returns well 
above the average. Tnis is well illustrated in Table 8. 

Table 8. 	 Relation of Operator's Labor Earnings to the Number of Factors 
in Vlhich the Farmer is Above the Average 

No. of Factors No. of Your The length of the shaded lines Average
in Which Farms Farm are in proportion to the aver Operator's
Farm ExcelR, age Operator's labor earnings Earnings 

Four or more 10 xxxxxxy_'Cxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx $924 
Three or less 10 xxxxxxxx 244 

The array in Table 8 suggests that it \7il1 be worth while for each cooperator 
to study carefully his ranking on pages 12 and 13, and learn through his standing 
in respect to each of the above factors the elements of strength and weakness in 
his farm bUsiness. 

http:portc>.nt
http:Aversa.ge
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_______Jfeas1..l.tes 9f, Farm Qrganization and Management Efficiency 
: Your Average 10 most 10 least 

farm of 20 profitable profi table 
farms. farms farms 

Operator's labor earnings $_-

Lbs. of butterfat per cow 

Returns over feed (productive livestock) $___ 

Productive livestock units per 100 acres 

Crop yields 

Per cent high return crops 

Expense per day of productive work $_

Size of business - days of productive work ~___ 

$584 

202 

$ 21 

13.3 

100 

34.8 

$ 	 2.90 

494 

$1056 

225 

$ 31 

13.1 

109 

37.7 

$ 	 2.66 

507 

$111 

201 

$ 12 

13.5 

92 

31.9 

$ 	 3.14 

481 

The above seven factors are those that show a high relation with earnings, and 
are used on the opposite page, in finding the weak links in the farm business. Be
low are additional factors that help to explain some of the seven factors shown 
above. 

Per cent of fall freshening 43 50 36 
Eggs per hen 111 119 105 
Pigs per litter 6.0 7.1 5.0 
Per cent lamb crop 101 127 66 
Price rec. per lb. of B.F. sold as Mfg. 

cream - cents 29.3 28.9 29.7 
Price rec. per lb. of B.F. sold as milk 

or retail crea~ - cents 51.6 55.0 49.2 
Price rec. per cwt. of hogs sold* $ 6.61 $ 7.02 $ 5.85 
Price rec. per doz. eggs sold - cents 17.0 16.9 17.0 
Price rec. per lb. of wool sold - cents 21.7 22.6 20.3 

Power expo per day of productive work 	 $ .77 $ .79 $ .75$ 
Machinery expo per day of prod. work .,35 .37 .33 
Bldg. expo per day or productive wor~* .36 .29 .42 

Total power, mach., & bldg. expo per day 
of productive work 1.48 1.45 L50 

Miscellaneous expo per day of prod. work 

No. of tractors 	 10 4 6 
lio. of family workers 	 1.9 1.7 2.2 
No. of hired workers 	 .3 .4 .2 

Total Number of workers 	 2.2 2.1 2.4 

* Part of the variation in hog prices is due to variations in the age and weight 
of hogs sold. Some sold only market hogs whereas others sold weanling pigs. 

**Includes all the farm permanent improvements. 
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Find Your Weak Links 

Using your figures from page 12, locate your standing with respect to the vari 
ous measures of farm organization and management efficiency. The averages for the 
20 farms included in the summary are located between the two lines across the center 
of the page. 

Opere 
labor 

Lbs. 
B.F. 

Ret.over 
feed; 

Prod. 
livestock 

Crop 
yields 

Per cent 
high 

Expenses 
per day 

Days of 
productive 

earn. per prod. units per return of prod. work 
.cow livestock . 100 acres crops work 

High $2993 307 $113 32.6 154 63.3 $1.59 1177 

1184 287 41 20.8 l&l 49.8 1.90 744 

1064 270 37 19.3 124 46.8 2.10 694 

944 253 33 17.8 118 43.8 2.30 644 

824 236 29 16.3 112 40.8 2.50 594 

704 219 25 14.8 106 37.8 2.70 544 

Aver. 584 202 21 131.3 100 34.8 2.90 494 

434 185 17 12.1 94 31.8 3.10 434 

284 168 13 10.9 88 28.8 3.30 374 

134 151 9 9.7 82 25.8 3.50 314 

-16 134 5 8.5 76 22.8 3.70 254

-166 117 1 7.3 70 19.8 3.90 194 

Low -399 88 -10 2.4 43 2.0 6. 91.~ 106 

-----_._._--_. 




--
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--

---
--
---

--

---

---

-14

.Dis.tribution of Acres i:t:l Farm 
No. of fa.rms Your Average 10 most 10 least 
growing farm of 20 profi table profitable 

Crop thi s c;;rop .---1~ms farms f.§Jlll.-2 

Wheat 7 1.0 .8 1..2 
OatG 17 14.8 15.5 14.0 
Barley 11 6.9 5.0 8.8 
Bye 2 1.4 .8 2.0 
Fl.'lX 1 .2 .4 .0 
Oats and wheat 3 .7 .3 1.1 
Qgl.ts an_d barl QY...._. 3 4.8 4.7 5.0 

Total grain 29.8 27.6 32.1 

Corn, grain 3 .7 .9 .5 
Oorn, fodder 7 4.0 4.0 3.9 
Corn, Gilage 6 3.7 2.6 4.8 
Su.::.lf'lo·'/er silage 1 .4 .0 .8 
Potatoes 17 5.9 8.5 3.3 
'J:ruck crop s [, 1.2 1.8 ,6 

-.-
Totnl c1:1.1 ti v;"'.te(!~ crops 15.9 17.9 ~. 

A:.falfa 7 10.4 10.2 10.6 

S1veet clover 2 -_.. .9 .9 .8 

r-' ...... ~ovor 3 2.9 5.8 .0 
CLClver and timot:lY 9 9.1 9.2 9.0 
Other legwne mixtures 3 4.1 .1 B.O 
Timothy 6 5.6 9.2 2.0 
1L~ scellaneous h[-lY 7 3.9 2.7 5.1 
Wild hay (non-tillable land) 3 1.1 1.8 .5 
C~ovc;r seE.)d 5 2.1 3.9 .2 

T-otDl h~ ~Q seed 1Q.l 4;2.8 ;26 !2 
Tot~~ crop acreage .85,8 89.3 82.2 

Sweet clover paGture . 2 1.7 1.6 1.7 
Miscellaneous legume pasture f 3.3 3.9 2.6 
Other tillable pasture 2 1.3 .4 2.2 
Non-tillable pasture 19 65.4 63.1 67.9 

~tal pasture 71. 7 69.0 74,4 

TilL,-ble land not cropped 6 4.1 1.2 7.0 
Timber ~~d bT~sh (not pastured) 10 24.6 31.1 18.1 
Rc.,ads and waote 8.0 6,6 9.5 
3' nnwt eao. 3.6 3.4 3.8 

Total acres in farm 197.8 800.6 195.0 

Pcr cent of land tillable 51.7 50.2 53.2 
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,.YLelg. of Qro12s 
Your Average 10 most 10 least 
farm of 20 profitable profitable 

Crop farms farms faros 

Wheat, bu. 22.7 26.3 17.9 
Oats, bu. 40.2 47.1 32.4 
Barley. bu. 32.0 31.6 32.4 
Hye, bu. 10.3 13.0 7.5 
Flax, bu. 5.7 5.7 
Oats and wheat, bu. 32.8 48.0 25.2 
Oat s and parI E'Y, bu. 44.7 48.0 38.0 

Corr:, grain, bu. 21.7 30.0 17.5 
Corn, fodder, tons 1.5 1.5 1.6 
Corn, silage, tons 5.9 6.6 5.6 
Sunflower silage, tOlls 3.3 3.3 

Potatoes, bu. 112.4 113.4 111.0 
Cabbage. tons 5.1 5.1 
Rutabagas, tons 8.5 6.3 15.0 

A).falfa, tons 1.4 1.3 1.4 
Sweet clover, tons 1.2 1.3 1.0 
Clover, tons .6 .6 
Clover and timot:h;)T. tons 1.0 1.0 1.1 

Oat hay, tons 1.0 .9 1.2 
Timothy, tons 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Wild h~v (non-tillable) tons 1.7 1.4 1.9 

Clover seed, Ibs. 165.9 165.9 
Alfalfa seed 375.5 600.0 151.0 

Alfalfa for hay, tons .8 .4 1.1 
and seed, 1bs. 25.2 61.4 7.1 







-18

CorupQticons of Yer~OuR Item~ with Previous Year 

l~umber of farms 55 

Farm inventory (not including house) $10,664 


Acree in farm 199 

Orop acres per farm 97 

Per cent of lW1d tillable 49 

Per cent of tillable land in high return 


crops* 50 


!Jo. of ''lark horses 3 • ..:1 

lIo. of colts .3 

lra. of cows 11.6 

He. of head of other cattle 11.2 

No. of litters of pigs raised 2.0 

Pounds of pork produced 2961.0 

Head of s.'leep 12.5 

Uo. of hens 62.0 

ProQuctive livestock units per 100 acres 12.,3 


~tc. of B.F. per cow ~~38 • 
~o. of pigs per litter 7. 
'''0. of egbs laid per hen 121. 
Price rec1d. per lb. B.F. sold (mfg. 

cre3lTl) $ .26 

Price recld. per cwt. hogs sold 5.17 

Price rec1d. per lb. wool sold .12 

Pr~ce recla. per doz. eggs sold .16 


Returns above feed cost per animal unit of 
productive livestock ~19.00 

Po ler and eqUip. expo per da;y of prod. work 1.46 
Mi 3C. exp. per day of prod. work 1.41 

Yield per acre, wheat, bu. 19.5 
II It II 
 oats, bu. 41.3 
II II II 
 barl ey, bu.' 24.7 
II II II 
 oats & barley, bu. 37.7 
II II II 
 flax, bu. 10.8 

II II 


" 

II corn, bu. 24.4 


II II 
 corn silage, tons 6.7 
II 1/ II 
 clover &timothy, tons 1.6 
1/ II II 
 potatoeo, bu. 155.5 
It II II 
 rutabagas, tone 8.2 

44 

$8,110 

184 

78 

42 


56 


2.8 

.3 


10.4 
9.9 
1.5 

2147.0 
9.6 

57.0 
11.4 

233. 
6.3 

120. 

$ .19 

3.29 


.08 


.15 


$11.00 
1.12 
1.09 

17.1 
33.5 
23.0 
33.2 
6.8 

22.9 
5.3 
1.4 

133.2 
13.5 

30 

$7, 867 


182 

79 

45 


48 


3.0 

.4 


10.5 
10.1 
2.0 

1738.0 
16.0 
48.0 
13.3 

225. 
7.3 

119. 

$ .23 

4.87 


.27 


.15 


$14.00 
1.17 
1.24 

17.1 
33.7 
20.3 
33.2 
7.5 

26.9 
4.9 
1.3 

115.4 
13.8 

20 

$8,900 


198 

86 

52 


35 


2.9 

.5 


ll.B 
9.1 
1.5 

1367.0 
25.4 
47.6 
1.3.3 

202. 
6.0 

ll1. 

$ .29 

6.61 


.31 


.17 


$21.00 
1.48 
1.42 

22.7 
40.2 
32.0 
44.7 

5.7 
21.7 
5.9 
1.0 

112.4 
8.5 

* In 1931 and 1932 all the acreage in hay was given the same weight; in 1933, non
leg'ume hay \7aS biven a weight of one-half; and in 1934 non-legume hays were not 
included in lIith the high return crops. 
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Comparison of Farm fJl,;l.rnings Viith Prev.!..:i!:.lo!!.lu::!:..!si2,...jYe"ar!=!:....__________wo

1931 1~_32 1933 1934 


Cash ExpensliL<? 

Tractor (new ~~d exp.) $77 

Truck (new and exp.) 36 

Auto (new and exp.) (farm share) 94 

Ga" engine (ne.1 and exp.) (farra share) 11 

Electricity (new and exp.) (farm share) 8 

MachineI"'J and equipment (new) 52 

Machinery and equipment (e).-p.) 36 

Bldgs .• fences, tiling (new) 22 

Bldgs., fences, tiling (exp.) 12 

Hired labor 144 

Feed for livestock 155 

Other expenses for livestock 24 

HorGen bought 27 

Cows bought 10 

Other cattle bought 10 

Rogs bought . 9 

Sheep bought 16 

I 0111 try bought 11 

Cro:p (,,€led, twine, spray) 122 

Taxen and insurance 173 

General farm 22 


(1) 	 Total CaGh expense 1071 

(2) 	 Decrease in farm inventory 93 

(3) 	 Board for hired labor 62 

(4) 	 Total expenne - Sum of (1),(2)&(3) 1226 


Ds,,-,,':h ReceiptG 

1-10:£'SOG 17 

Cowc 57 

Da.iry products 745 

Other cattle 84 


112 

Sheep 37 

Foul try 56 

Ebgc 76 

Small grain 62 

Corn 1 

Hay 24 

.£toot crop:::; W7 

Other crops 104 

Mi scellaneous 58 

Ineome from work off the farm 82 


(f» 	 Total cash receipts 1822 

(6) Increase in farm inventory 

('7) Farm producoused in house 253 

(8) 	 Total receipts - sum of (5),(6)&(7)2075 


Total expenses (4) 1226 

( 9) 	 Ret.to cap.& fam.labor(8)minus(4) 849 


(10) Interest on farm inventory 533 

(11) Family labor earnings (9)minus(10) 316 

(12) Unpaid family labor 	 260 

(13) 	 Operator's labor ear~ings (11) 


minus (12) 56 


$35 

85 

69 

10 


1 

23 

21 

18 

15 

60 


110 

29 

14 


7 

8 

2 

6 

9 


70 

125 

12 


729 

281 


32 

1042 


3 

35 


438 

49 

60 

44 

49 

86 

32 

o 


29 

82 


101 

127 

144 


1279 


211 

1490 

1042 


448 

405 


43 

248 


-205 

$30 
64 

73 


6 

3 


40 

25 

40 

25 

86 


197 

26 

15 


7 

10 


3 

13 


6 

73 


104 

15 


861 


39 

900 


24 

56 


575 

48 

60 

53 

75 

53 

43 


1 

32 


245 

105 

158 

128 


1656 

61 


193 

1910 


900 

1010 


393 

617 

268 


349 


$83 

76 

64 


7 

1 


60 

28 

53 

20 

94 


154 

27 

31 

14 


6 

9 

9 

8 


116 

111 


22 


993 


38 

1031 


1 

66 


819 

59 


100 

112 


35 

53 


244 

11 

55 


159 

284 


77 

64 


2139 

13 


255 

2407 

1031 

1376 


4-15 

931 

3'17 


584 



