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A Farm Business Report

Relating to Twenty Farms Located in Phillips, Yuma and
Washington Counties, Northeastern Colorado

1939
By Ramey C. Whitneyi/

Introduction.-~This reports represents a study of farm businesses located
on first-grade dry-farming land in northeastern Colorado. It is presented in
stuch a way that the farmers who cooperated in developing the project may dis-—
cover possible changes in their farm tusinesses which would make possible an
inerease not only in money income but also in the real income of the farmer d
his family. Other farmers who live in this particular type-of-farming area*7nof
approximately 14 million acres may find the data in this report helpfuls,
Obviously, one should not base his decisions merely on one annual reports.
Climatic conditions are favorable in some farming areas during some years and
unfavorable during other years. Changes in prices often favor one area in com-
parison with another. Tor these and other reasons it has been consldered de~
sirable to carry on a farm account project for a series of years, This is the
third report of this particular series for this area in recent yearse

A1l information given in the Farm Business Section of this publication
pertains to the farm businesses as a wholes That is, the records of the farm
operator and the landlord (if there was a landlord) were considered as one
record. Bach farm operator who cooperated in this project may find information
pertaining to his share of earnings on the farm, as well as the landlordl's
share, on pages 38 and 39 of his farm account book,

The basis for classifying the farms into the most-profitable and least-
profitable groups was the rate earned on the total farm invesiment. The in-
vestment was assumed to consist of each farmer!s estimate of the value of all
farm land operated, improvements (excluding farm residence), livestock,
machinery, feeds, grains, and growing crops on the farme The rate earned on
the investment was calculated after deducting from the net farm gain (receipts
and inventory increases less expenses and inventory decreases in the account
book) an arbitrary wage of $50 per month for the labor of the operator and of
members of the family who actually contributed services on the farm, Farm
products used in the farm home and the imputed rental value of leased farm
residences were not considered as being farm business receipts., XExpenses per-
tsining to the residences of the farm operators were not included as farm
business expenses.

Besides using the "rate earned on the farm investment" as a measure of
the success of the farm operator, we use also another measure, "the labor and
management wage." This wage represents an amount which the farm operator re-
ceived after deducting from the net farm gain an assumed rate of interest on
the investment and after deducting an imputed wage for members of the family

l/Acknowledgement is made of the cooperation of the farmers who submitted their
farm business records for this report and to the county agricultural agents
who assisted in meking this study possibles A, E, Hoffman of Phillips County,
B, H, Trierweiler of Yuma County, Milton Nelson and Charles Giles of Washing-
ton County. OConsiderable credit is also due Prof. L, &, Moorhouse and J. .
Whalley of the Rursl Economics Section of the Experiment Station for contact-
ing farmers and checking records.

g/See "Type of Farming Areas in Colorado," Colo, Exp., Sta. Bul. uig.
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(excluding operator) who performed work on the farm, These imputed rates were
considered to be approximately equal to the compensation which would have been
received if the capital and labor were applied in alternative opportunitiess

Cash Income and Bxpenses, Inventory Changes, and et Parm Gain:

The farm account cooperators received an average cash income of $1,Llg
during the year 1939 (see table 1) This is slightly greater than the amount
received by account cooperators in 1938 but considerably less than that re-
ceived in 193%7. However, after considering inventory changes the net farm gain
of $2,403 in 1939 was greater than in the two preceding years. The unusual
increase in the value of farm property in 1939 was due largely to the acceptance
by farmers of the wheat-loan program of the Federal Government, In place of
selling wheat at harvest time, farmers stored tae wheat in anticipation of
receiving a higher price, Most of them actually did receive a higher price in
the year 1940 when the wheat was solde

The net farm gain of $2,403 represents the amount that the farmer had
for interest on an estimated value of farm property of $22,246, for his wages
and profits as a laborer and manager of the farm business, and for unpaid family
1abore As indicated previously, these figures pertain to the farm businesses
as a whole,

Other observations relating to table 1 ares (1) The net gain from live~
stock production was about $250 greater in 1939 than during the two preceding
years. (2) The net gain from crop production in 1939 was about $800 greater
than it was in 1938 but about equal to that of 1937, (3) The net power and
machinery expenses in 1939 were about equal to those of 1938, Purchases of
new farm machinery and equipment exceeded the depreciation to the extent that
the farm machinery and equipment was worth about $100 more at the end of the
year than at the beginning, Purchases were about equal to depreciation in 1938
but exceeded depreciation considerably in 1937, (4) Farm improvements consist-
ing primarily of farm buildings (excluding residences) have declined in value
during each of the 3 years 1937-39. (5) There has been little change in the
expenditures for hired labor during the 3-year period,

Distribution of Investments, Receipts, Bxpenses, and Earnings for "Your! Farm,
the Average, and the [ Most- and 7 Least-Profitable Farms:

Pach farmer who cooperated in this study may compare certain character-
istics of his farm business with those of other farm businesses by observing
table 2¢ A few comparisons concerning the average figures for 20 farms, the
7 most-profitable, and the 7 least—profitable may be of interest, Obviously,
such comparisons have definite limitations, especially when such comparisons
are based upon averages. Some of these will be pointed out in the following
discussion, ’

The average value of farm property operated by the 20 farmers was
$20,246, The farmers who received the highest rate of return on their invest-
ment had an investment of $28,409 while those farmers who received the lowest
rate of return had less than one-half as much, or $13,705, investeds The
difference in investment was due primarily to the amount and value of land
operated by these different groups.

Although the investment in land of the most~profitable group was more
than two times the investment of the least—profitable group, it was apparently



Table 1.~ Cash income and expenses, inventory increases and decreases, and net farm gain (excluding interest
paid) for 20 farms located in Phillips, Washington, and Yuma Counties, northeastern Colorado, 1935, as
compared with similar data for 26 and 23 farms in the same tyoe-of-farming area during the years 1938 and
1937, respectively (in dollars per ferm). ’

: Cash : Inventory
Itenm : Income t Expenses : Increases : Decreases

: 1939 1938 1937 = 1939 1938 1937 + 19%9 1938 19373 1939 1938 1937
Livestock $1,555 $1,217 $1,21h4 30%* oo1* 1R2* 54 Lo - — - 22
Feed, grain, crops 2,080 2,071 2,128 365 177 181 808 — — I 437
Machinery & equip. 171 105 261 1,013 g} 1,ke1 110 17 380 _— _— —_
Farm improvements 1 — 1 96 99 125 — — — 18 16 12
Labor off farm 67 39 58 — — —— — - - — - —_
Miscellaneous 26 Lo 11 13 17 —_ - — — — —
Livestock expense 1/ — —_— —— 27 22 g — _— - e —— —
Crop expense g/ - — — —— 207 202 215 —— — — — - —
Eired labor — — — 202 213 231 - - — —— - -
Taxes 3/ —_— — - 236 169 191 — — - — -— —
TOTAL 3,909 3,438 L, 702 2,460 2,030 2,541 972 59 330 18 190 471

Sumnary

Net cash income
Net inventory increase

Tet inventory decrease.....
Net farm gain (in account book, receipts less

EXPENSES) seencvnesss eee

------------------------------

.......................

......

1939 1938 1937
$1,19 $1,H08 $2,161

9
9k -
— 131

91

$2,403 $1,277

$2,070

*Livestock bought.

1/Veterinary bills, medicine, etc.

2/Custom work, seed, twine, and crop insurance.

1/Real estate and personal taxes, Sales taxes included with purchases.
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Table 2,~ Farm investment, receipts, expenses, and sarnings on 20 farms
located in Phillips, Washington, and Yuma Counties, Colorado, 1939,

Item Your Average 7 Most— 7 Least-
Farm of 20 profit- profit-
farms able able
farms farms
Investments?
Land $ $1k,772 | $18,996 $ 8,075
Farm improvements 2,422 2,999 2,012
Horses 200 157 326
Cattle eoH 592 614
Hogs 133 14l 56
Sheep 66 - 190
Poultry 161 159 154
Productive livestock 1/ {96H) (895) (1,014)
Livestock~~Total (1,164) {1,052) (1,340)
Farm machinery & equipment 1,846 2,239 1,361
Farm share of auto 2/ 184 230 £0
Feed grain and crops 1,858 2,893 657
Total investments 20,216 2€,409 13,705
Receipts——~Net Increases
Horses 10 & 18
Cattle 406 4zg 308
Hogs oL6 ouz 57
Sheep 60 —— 172
Poultry 140 95 ohg
Egg sales 313 232 282
Dairy sales 166 19 234
Livestock——total (1,341) (1,165) (1,329)
Feed, grain and crops 2,590 5,090 796
Labor off farm 67 77 98
Miscellaneous 26 17 22
Total receipts and net increases L, 02k y 349 1,845
Expenses——Net Decreases
Farm improvements 113 9l 123
Horses 19 10 32
Misc. livestock decreases 16 2l 13
Machinery and equipment 731 967 7
Feed, grain and supplies 59 e 169
Livestock expense -7 11 34
Crop expense 207 300 140
Hired labor 202 388 "0
Taxes 236 U7 156
Miscellaneous 11 9 9
Total expenses & inve dece 1,621 2,150 1,143




Table 2 continued

Item Your Average 7 Most- 7 Least-
farm of 20 profit-~ profit-
farms able able
farms farmg
Total receipts & inventory inc. |$ $ 4,024 $ 6,349 $ 1,845
Total expenses & " dece 1,621 2,150 1,143
Receipts and inventory increases
less expenses and inventory
e O 2,403 4,199 702
Total unpaid labor 666 634 723
Net income from investment, labor
and management ——-emem—memmm—— 1,737 3,565 ~21
Bate earned on investment ——e-—- 7.81% 12,55% 04165
Return to capital and operatorls
labor and management $2,309 $ 4,108 $ 557
5% int, on investment 1,112 1,420 685
Labor and management wage 1,197 2,688 -128

1/A11 livestock except horses,

2/The share indicated represents €0, 6%, and 63 percent of the total auto
investment on the average, most-profitable, and least-profitable farms,

respectively.
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necessary for the most-profitable group to have only about 50 percent more
dollars invested in power, machinery, and equipment, Although the least-
profitable group had much more invested jn horses than did the most-profitable
group, it does not necessarily mean that the horses are uneconomical, It is
quite possible that the use of horses for the production of power and colts on
a small farm would be more economical than a tractor under certain condi tions.
In many cases, however, a tractor may have been purchased and no reduction in
horses made. This practice increases costs unless the famm is increased in
S1Z€ e

The most-profitable group of farmers had a greater investment in hogs
and less in sheep. From observation of the records it is apparent that hogs
are produced where large quantities of concentrated feeds are available and
that the sheep are produced where there are relatively more roughagess Each
farm is an individual case, and it is not advisable to make specific recommend-
ations only on the basis of averages for an individual farm. However, average
figures do indicate some of the pogsibilities,

Total receipts and inventory increases amounted to $6,3M9 for the
most—~profitable group and $1,845 for the least-profitable group. The important
difference was in receipts from crop saless Receipts from the sale of live-
stock and livestock products were slightly higher on the least-profitable farmsa

Total expenses amounted to $2,150 and $1,143 on the most~ and least-
profitable farms, respectively. The important differences were in crop produc—
tion expenses.

The cash receipts and inventory increases less the cash expenses and
inventory decreases (net farm gain) amounted to $2,403 for the average of 20
farms, $4,199 for the average of the 7 most—profitable farms, and $702 for
the average of the 7 least-profitable farms, After deducting from these
amounts an arbirtary wage of $50 per month for the operator's and family
labor, and 48 per month for the cash cost of board for hired labor, we find
that the average rates earned on the whole farm investments were 781, 12455,
and -0,16 percent for the average, most~profitadble, and least—profitable
farms, respectively.

Another measure of so-called success is the labor-and-management wage.

This average wage of the 20 operators amounted to $1,197 (whole farm basis)e
This figure is obtained after deducting 5 percent interest on the investment
and an assumed wage of $50 per month for family labor (other than operator)
from the net farm gain. The 1abor-and-management wage for the nmost—profitable
eroup was $2,688, The least-profitable group, assuming 4 percent earned on
the investment, had nothing left for a labor-and-~management wagee It is
interesting to note that some af the farmers in the least—-profitable group
constituted a part of the most-profitable group in previous yearss This
 emphasizes the point that in this particular farming area farmers may have

well-organized farms and still have losses due to changing climatic and other
conditions during certain years.

Factors Affecting Profitst

Those factors that are usually important in affecting the rate earned
on the investment or the 1abor-and-management wage are’ (1) size of farm
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business, (2) kinds and acres of crops grown and the yields of these crops,

(3) man labor cost, (4) power and machinery costs, (5) net returns from live-
stock, (6) price of farm productse Another factor that may be of considerable
importance in many cases 1s the cost of farm buildings and other improvements.

Some data pertaining to these factors are given in tables 3 and L,
Here again there are certain limitations when averages are used and vhen in-
formation pertaining to these factors is based upon what happened on the most-
and leaste-profitable farms, It is assumed that experienced farmers who have
become acquainted with information pertaining to the most- and least—profitable
farms can readily draw satisfactory conclusions as to which enterprises were
profitable for each groupe

Size.~ The most-profitable group of farmers had under cultivation 858
acres of land valued at $17.85 per acre as compared with 419 acres valued at
$14,18 per acre for the least—profitable groupe The former group had more
and better land than the latter groupe The difference in number of acres of
native pasture was not sufficient %o meke much difference in size of the farme
The least-profitable group had slightly more dollars invested in livestock per
farm and the returns from livestock were slightly greater, Taking everything
relating to size of farm into consideration, we conclude that the most-
profitable group of farmers had much larger farm businesses than had the least-
profitable groupe.

It is of interest to note that a separate tabulation indicates that a
few farmers with less than 6U0 acres of land in the farm have increased the
size of their farm businesses by the addition of livestock. The livestock
required the use of considerable labor distributed throughout the years The
profitable production of livestock plus satisfactory crop yields provided as
much as $800 per year for a 1abor-and-management wage for a few farmers on
these smaller farmse So long as livestock oroduction is profitable there is
a possibility that, even though one is unable to buy or lease more land and
even though it is necessary %o buy some feed, some increases in profits are
attainable by the production of more livestock.

Crops and Yields.- Wheat was the major crop produced on the farms in-
cluded in this studye It occupied 28 and oli percent,respectively, of the
tilled land on the most— and least-profitable groups of farmse. Slightly
more land was summer~fallowed than was planted to wheat, If we assume that
most of this area of summer-fallowed land 1s intended to be used for wheat
during the following year, then it is obvious that approximately one~half of
the tilled land is being used for the production of wheate Corn ranked
second in importance, It occupied 25 and 14 percent, respectively, of the
cultivated acreage on the most- and least-profitable groups of farmse
Barley ranked third but was relatively unimportant.

The average yields of wheat, corm, and barley were 1045, 9,6, and 3¢5
bushels per acre, respectivelys The yields of the two major crops, wheat
and corn, were 1148 and 11.9 bushels per acre on the most—-profitable group
of farms or approximately three times the yield on the least-nrofitable
group of farms. It is quite evident that profits were made by the most-
profitable group of farms in the production of the two major cropss 1t ils
equally obvious thatb income from yields of 4,5 bushels of wheat and 442
bushels of corn per acre was ingufficient to pay expenses on the least-

profitable farmse
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Other grain or seed Crops produced were Iye, barley, kaffir, coes,
milo, millet, sudan, and hegari, Often these crops are planted as catch
crops on land which has been previously planted to another crop that failed.
Therefore it is difficult to make an adequate comparison of the profitable-
ness of minor crops as compared with the major crops, wheat and COTh.
However, on the basis of the acreages, yields, prices, and probable compara-
tive costs there is no evidence that any minor crop was sufficiently pro-
fitable to warrant an increase in the acreage planted to ite Since the Akron
Dry-Land Field Station, which is located in the extreme southwestern part of
this particular type-of-farming area, has had considerable success in the
production of certain grain sorghums on summer-fallow, it may be advisable for
farmers to continue to experiment with a few minor cropse Apparently, it takes
time to find out the best practices in the production of new kinds of cropss

Man labor costse- The man-labor cost per tilled acre ranged from $1.15
on the most—profitable farms to $1.79 on the least-profitable farmse The
man-labor cost as calculated includes an arbitrary wage of $50 per month for
the operator and members of the family, besides actual wages paid for hired
labore. On this basis the total cost of labor was about $230 (per farm) or
one-third greater on the most-profitable farms than on the least—profitable.
However, the cost per tilled acre was less on the most-profitable farms
because there were 429 additional acres under cultivation on these farms.
Since there was only a slight difference in the amount of livestock handled
by each group, it is quite obvious that the most—profitable group was able to
preduce more agricultural products per unit of labor employede

Obviously, scme farm operators prefer to have smaller farms rather
than to have larger farms and operate larger power units. (Of course, it is
possible for some farmers using largemscale machinery to have more leigure
time than some farmers on emaller farms with small-~scale machinery.) Cften
competition is such that it is impossible to obtain more acres of land to
cultivate even though the desire for more agricultural land existse 4n
increase in the size of the livestock enterprises or a shift toward the pro-
duction of mcre intensive profitable crops may in certain instances make
possible the use of available labor during "slack" months.

There are certain limitations which probably should be recognized
in drawing conclusions by use of this particular method of arriving at labor
costse In the first place 1t is possible that many farmers who are cultivat-
ing the larger acreages could obtain greater returns for their labor if they
were working elsewhere. Therefore, it might have been advisable to have
assumed a higher monthly wage for those farm operatorss Nobody knows exactly
what they would now be receiving if they had chosen some other vocation,
An assumption would need to be made in any casee. It has been considered
desirable for this study to assume a flat rate per month for each operator
and then explain how it was dones

Secondly, these cost figures are merely estimates in dollars and
cents and do not measure the actual human effort involved in the production
of crops and 1ivestock, Some operators of farm businesses may enjoy their
work so much that they would congider the human cost as being negligible.
Others may dislike farming because of various reasons and find that farm
work for them is difficult. To the latter group the real human cost would
undoubtedly be greater than to the former group, even though the same
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Table 3.~ Factors for comparing farm businesses in type-of-farming area 12

in Phillips, Washington, and Yuma Countie

s, northeastern Colorado, 1939,

Items Your Average | 7 Host-|7 Least
farm of 20 profit-|{profit-
farms able able
farmsl/ farmsl/
Sige of farm, acres 78% 1004 K72
Investment per acred
Land $17,.70 $17.85 [$14,18
Improvements 3035 3003 4,77
Total land and imorovements 21,05 20,88 | 18.5H
Productive livestock b1 b 1.1k 1.88
Horses ; 031 «20 61
Machinery and equipnment 2059 2¢36 2401
Feed, supplies and crops 208 2¢71 1.20
Total investment D7 olh8 27.29 | 2l.85
Gross productive livestock receipts
and/or net inventory increases per :
farm acre 1,68 1a13 2027
Gross receipts and/or net increases é
from crops and other sources el i i
farm acre L3461 5,19 .95
|
Total farm receipts and/or net §
increases per farm acre Bell | 5,32 3422
Tarm cash expenses and/or net
decreases ner farm acre 2¢07 2,1l 2400
Receints less expenses per
farm acre 7407 Le18 1,22
Operator's and unpaid family labor
per farm acre «85 «63 1.26
Wet income from investment per
farm acre 2022 3455 | =0
Aores of farm land tilled 6U45 858 419
Acres of tilled land ini
Wheat 200 ol3 162
Corn 134 211 56
Barley i U3 Mg
Cats 13 33
Other grains 17 25 22
Cane 20 25 23
Other roughage crops 15 12 23
Miscellaneous crops 11 - 22
Total all crops Usly 592 295
Tilled pasture 13 10 18
Summer-fallow 177 % 252 106
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Table 3 continued

Items Your Average | 7 Most-|7 Least~
farm of 20 profit-| profit-
farms able able
farms farms
Percent of farm land tilled g2 g5 73
Percent of tilled land in:
Wheat 71 28 oL
Corn 21 25 14
Barley 7 ) 11
Oats 2 it 1
Other grains 3 3 5
Cane 3 7 5
O%her roughage crops 2 1 5
Miscellaneous crops 2 - 5
Total crops 71 69 70
Tilled pasture 2 1 4
Summer—fallow 27 20 26
Total percent 100 100 100
Crop yields per acre, Dl
Wheat 10,54 14,80 4,53
Corn 9.55 11,90 4,25
Barley Golt7 9403 7429
Sale prices for
Wheat, bu. ngg 62 '5)'{‘
COI‘D, bu. 2 7 014'7 n53
Market hogs, per cwt. 6ell 5o U6 6e15
Returns per $100 feed fed to pro-
ductive livestock 2/ 1hg,l4e 138,17 [163.78
Returns per $100 feed fed to pro-
ductive livestock 3/ 169,29 162430 [185.84
Value of feed fed to productive
livestock 286400 820400 (792400
Dairy sales per cow 37,00 34,00 | 44,00
Average number of cows milked JIRT¥:S Ugi3 5436
Man labor cost per tilled acre 1.31 115 1.79
Horse and tractor power and
machinery cost per tilled acre 1,41 1437 1.39
Totsl man labor and horse and tractor
cost per tilled acre 2:72 2e5H2 3418
Percent farms with tractors 95 g6 100
Number of workable horses 230 2,143 2.71
Cost of horse feed per workable horse 20,10 25410 | 19,41
Rate earned orn investment I 7.21 12455 | <0416
1/Basis ~ rate earned on investment,
home,

?/Excluding value of livestock products consumed in the farm
}/Including value of livestock products consumed in the farm home.
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number of months of labor were performed., The development of greater OppoOr—
tunity for persons to change vocations would undoubtedly reduce this
discrepancys However, because of the persistence of things which retard the
mobility of labor it is likely that such discrepancies shall persist in the
future, Thus, conclusions based upon this method of calculating labor costs
mist be made after giving adequate consideration to the limitations involved.

Power and machinery costse~ It is sndicated in table 3 that the
norse and tractor power and machinery costs per acre of cultivated land were
$1,37 on the most-profitable farms and $1.39 on the least-profitable farms.
These figures merely indicate that the most-profitable group of farmers pro-
duced and harvested higher—yielding crops at approximately identical power and
machinery costs per tilled acre. Farmers obviously know that there are many
factors which affect the size of these figuress ZFor example, if a portion of
a wheat crop winter-kills it may be advisable to plant a second crop on this
land, The replanting increases the coste Or, if the wheat crop is destroyed
by hail in the spring and it is too late to plant another crop, the land will
probably be summer—fallowed. The costs of summer—fallowing and planting the
1and to a crop in the fall will undoubtedly exceed the cost of harvesting and
marketing the graino

Tet us take an example relating to the production of corn, The great-
er the yield the greater the cost per tilled acre of corn because of the
aifference in harvesting costs. This variation in cost due to variation in
yield will be less if mechanical corn pickers are used than if the corn is
picked by hands But if the corn is picked by hand there will be more stalks
left on the ground to prevent wind erosion of the soil and to stop snove The
decrease in soil erosion and the increase in moisture supply in a hand-picked
cornfield might add to the yield of the next year's crop such that it would
pay to pick the corn by hand, even though the cost of picking corn by hand
exceeded the cost of picking by use of a mechanical corn-picker, This may
be true even though the increased amount of cornstalks left in the field by
hand pickers cannot be ntilized by livestocke Consequently, even though a
farmer might have a relatively higher cost per tilled acre than the average,
it is quite possible that the additional cost might pay good dividends the
following year.

However, over a pericd of years, if one or more farmers are perform-
ing the same tillage practices as are their neighbors in the same type-of-
farming area and find that the records show that they consistently have much
higher power and machinery costs than the average, it may be desirable to
find out the reasons for this higher coste

Lot us consider one possible reason why the power and machinery
cost might be "out of 1ine." TFor example, assume a farmer has recently
purchased an $1,100-truck for a small farm on a time-payment plan. It is
expected that there will be on the average about 1,500 bushels of grain to
haul to the local market each year. The balance of the crop is fed to live~
stock, Most of the livestock products are hauled to town in the family auto.
Possibly a maximum of 5 truck loads of livestock are hauled to the local
market each year, It is necessary to haul fuel, oil, water, and other items
to the field to service the tractor. Some seed needs to be hauled to the
field at planting time. Other odd jobs require the gervices of either a
truck or a small so-called "pickupe" There is 1ittle opportunity for custom
hauling. Should the farmer have purchased the $1,100~truck?
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It is estimated that the grain could have been hauled by a commercial
trucker for $H5 each year. It would cost about $35 to have hauled the live-
stock, This makes a total of $75 per years The service work on the farm
could have been done with a light "pickup" costing possibly $200 for which
operating expenses would have been much less than operating expenses of a
large truck. The interest, depreciation, fuel and oil costs, and the hiring
of a man to operate the large truck would obviously exceed considerably the
cost of hiring the grain and livestock hauled by a commercial trucker plus the
cost of using a small "pickup." The conclusion is based upon the assumptions
given, It is quite possible that if a farmer were operating a large farm or
had opportunity to do considerable custom work it would be advisable to buy
an $1,100 truck, We cannot say, however, that just because a neighbor has
a large farm truck everyone should have a truck,

Returns from livestock. The average return per $100 worth of feed fed
to productive livestock (a1l livestock except horses) on the 20 farms amounted
to $169429, It was $162,30 on the most-profitable farms and $185.84 on the
least-profitable farms. These livestock returns include an estimated value
of the livestock products consumed in the farm home. These figures represent
the amount received before any expenses are figured for the labor of taking
care of livestock, for shelter, fences, stock water, veterinary bills, stock
medicines, and interest on investment, They indicate the amount received fronm
the sale and home-use of livestock and livestock products per $100 worth of
feed fed, after deducting livestock purchases and breeding fees and after
making adjustments due to changes in inventory valuations., These figures are
not calculated on a per-farm basise. They are calculated by dividing the total
returns by the total amount of feed fed on the various groups of farmse.

It is evident that the least-profitable group of farmers received
greater returns on feed fed than did the most—profitable group. Even though
the former group fed slightly less feed, $% is obvious that this group of
farmers had greater returns from livestocks

8ix farmers in this project have been interested in finding out the
returns per $100 worth of feed fed to each class of livestock., ZFrom these
figures they are able to estimate roughly which kinds of livestock were the
most profitables Their records have been summarized for comparisone

As indicated in table 4 the returns per $100 worth of feed fed cabtle,
hogs, and poultry were $174, $155, and $175, respectively. A portion of the
margin above feed costs is required to offset other expenses besides feed,
The amount per $100 worth of feed fed that is required for these other
expenses has been estimated to be about $50 for cattle (primarily milk cows)
and for poultry and about $35 for hogs on an average farm in this area,
assuming the farmer allots 25 cents per hour for his labor and no costs for
shelter and fences. On the basis of the indicated assumptions it is evident
that the returns from the production of cattle, hogs, and poultry were favor-
able on these farms during the year 1939, Returns were much less favorable in
1939 than they were in 1938, In 1938 the returns for the three classes of
livestock, cattle, hogs, and poultry were $200, $158, and $270, respectively,
or $26, $7, and $95 greater per $100 worth of feed fed than in 1939«
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Table 4e— Comparison of returns from different kinds of livesbock produced
on 6 farms in Phillips, Washington, and Yuma Counties, Colorado, 1939,

Items Cattle Hogs 1/ | Poultry

Returns per $100 feed fed (includes home-used

livestock products as returns) SL7H $155 $175
Total value of feed fed 2,347 933 1,866
Averaze value feed fed per farm 391 233 311
Returns per $100 iuvested (includes home-used

1ivestock products) 104 ogh 764
Total investment 3,908 k10 900
Avernge investment per farm 651 170 150

Returns per $100 feed fed (includes
home-used livestock products):

3 most-profitable farms 2/ 213 —— 220

3 least-profitable 2/ 137 —— 157

I/Hogs were produced on 3 of the b farms.
7/Classified on basis of returns from each enterprise

Prices.- The average price of wheat and corn sold during 1939 was 58
and 47 cents per bushels This includes all vheat and corn sold during the
year for the whole farm business. Any landlordls crops are considered as
sold during the year either at the market orice when sold or at the markeb
price if on hand at the end of the year, As indicated in table 3, the most-
profitable group of farmers received & cents more for wheat sales than the
least-profitable group, but the latter group received 6 cents more per bushel
from corn salese

Summary of comparison of factors affecting profifs.~ Important factors
which influenced farm earnings either directly or indirectly on the farms in
this study are given in table 5. Each farmer ig able at a glance to compare
certain phases of his farm business with certain phases of other farm businesses
located in the same dry-farming area, type-of-forming area 12, in Colorado,
Explanation of the contents of the table is ziven in the heading of the
table. The factors given are of interest to the farmers in this particular
farming area. In other farming areas different factors would need to be

considered,
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Table He- A compariscn may be made of figures zgiven in each column relative to
the factors at the head of each column for your farm (indicated by red line),
for the average of all farms in this study (given between the lines across
the middle of the page), for the 7 most—profitable farms (black line), and
for different farms which were high and low (for each factor), Phillips,
Yuma, and Washington Counties, Colorado, 1939

Rate Bushels yield Size  Per- | Percentage Returns Value Cost per
‘earned _ per acre 1/ of ‘cent- . of tilled per of tilled acre
on in- Wheat Corn Bar— form age  _ land in 2/ $100 |feed Man | Power
vest~ ley {acres) land Wheat Corn;Fal-feed fed power K and
ment / 3 $illed % low fed to |PuLe3/, machin-
: i i ; ; P,L.3/ % ery
; t = ; : i } 1Y
High 24,7 o4 |18 17 1,600 © 98 55 | 60 153 $0B4  §1,881 $2,69$2.16
22 21,0 16 16 1,500 | 96 2 | 56 1hg | 253 1,586 | 2,361 2,11
120 119.5 15 15 koo . 9k 9 « 5L i45 2l 1,486 | 2,211 2,01
18 12,0 1k (1l 2,300 ¢ 92 . L6 i hp fhu2 229 11,386 1 2,06 1.91
16 16,5 ¢ 13 13 1,200 | 90 | u3 i L1139 =21y 1,286, 1.91, 1.81
14 35ee-—32— 12 1,100 . 88 | Y0 | 36 36 | 205 1,186  1.76; 1,71
12 13,5 @ 11 |11 p+506— 86 = 37 © 31 133 1193 1,086 | 1,61| 1.61
10 ‘12.0 10 |10 900 8% 34 | 26 (20— 181 986 | 1461 1451
Ave! 748 10,5 | 9.8 9.9 783 &2 71 { 21 127 | 169 g86 1 1,310 1,11
6 9.0 8 8  Joo ., 8 k284 162k 1157 | 7861 1416f 1431
b 7.5 0 7 T 0 | 78 | 25 1121 15 686 1,01 121
> 60, 6 6 50 76 | 22 618 133 | 586 .86 1.1l
0 ‘L4 5 15, Wwo 7M1 19 1115 12 pohg6 ! W71 .01
L =2 3,0 4 o, W | e 72 0 160 == 12 L1090 ——— | L5561 W91
s s e 70 13 =9 97 - AL LBL
R R 2 2 R S I I TR - T e B et MY
Tow, 5.3 | 1,5 . 0 L6 320 | 48 . 0! 0.0 50 . 3901 W3B W59

}/Based on acres planted and left for harvest (th-t is, not planted to another
crop or fallowed in case of failure).

g/Includes all crops requiring seedbed preparation, tilled pasture, and summer-
fallowy excludes wild haye

%/Productive livestocks all livestock except horses,

I/Includes value of livestock products used in the home.

Landlords! earnings on leased lands

The average rate earned by owners of leased private lands was 4,8 percent
on a total investment of $21,21 per farm acre (see table 6)s Land constituted
$19471 of the total investiment and improvements $1450e The investment represents
the operators! estimates of the value of land and improvements, excluding the
residence. The rate earned varied from a loss of four~hundredths of one percent
to a gain of 10.34 percent, On the one-third of the farms where owners received
the lowest returns, the rate earned was 1419 percents The landlord's investment
on these farms amounted to $9,261 per farm, The average rate earned on the high-
return farms was 2.17 percent and the average investment per farm was $13,26k,
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The landlords! sources of income were sales of cash crops, government
benefit payments, and cash rent, All crops on hand at the end of the year
were considered as sold at the market price at the end of the year, except in
one cases Thus it is possidble that some 1andlords who stored grain could
have received a higher or lower price for thelr crops, depending upon their
ability as speculators. The 1andlords! expenses consisted of taxes and
depreciation on farm puildings and improvements, excepting the residence.

Table G- Rate of interest earned by 1andlords of leased private lands on
17 farms located on first-grade dry-forming 1and in Phillips, Washington,
and Yums Counties, northeastern Colorado, 1939. }/

Classifica~ | Nos Range in Average Average |Average Total |{Total
tion (basis | farms | rates rate total invest-| average|average
rate earned) earned earned [invest— | ment acreage |invest~
on total on totallment farm per ment
investe invest— |(land & | land farm per
ment ment improve~| only farm
ments) per
per acrej acre
Pcty Pets acres
Low 6 ~.04 to 2,71 | 1419 [$20.23 |$17.81 458 $9,261
edium 5 2,71 to 4a02 | 3.U9 25468 23,76 | W70 12,070
High 6 4402 to 10034 *8.17 | 19438 18,70 | 709 13,26l
Average 4,79 | gle2d 19,71 | 550 11,670

E/Nineteen of the 20 farmers included in this study leased all or a part of
the land that they operated, Figures given in this table pertain only to
private lands leaseds The figures have been calculated on a weighted-

average basis.

A few factors that affected crop yields

A farmer in this particular farming area knows that there are numerous
factors causing a high or a low vield of a particular crop and that any one of
these might be a major factor in some one yeals A few of these factors are the
amount of rainfall, the distribution of rainfall, the temperature at critical
times during the growing season, velocity of wind at certaln periods during the
fall or early spring, methods of cultivation in relation %o the distridbution
of rainfall, timeliness of eultivation, thoroushness of cultivation, the
preceding crops, variety of seed planted, insects, rust damages, hail, and time
of planting. Several farmers have been interested in making comparisons of
one variable factor, namely, rainfall., A report of the results is given in
tables 7, & and Q.
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Fach individual farmer who has a knowledge of other varying factors
that affected wheat yilelds (see table 7) may arrive at his own interprebation
of the reasons for differences in vields, In the first column of the table
ig given the range in precipitation (from high to low) during the period
January 1 to July 1 of the crop year, The latter date is assumed to be the
1atest date that the rainfall could be effective in influencing the yield of
wheate Obviously, undér certain condi tions late rains during the growing
gseason are not effective.

An analysis of the information given in table 7 provides the following
suggestionss The amount of precipitation varied from 6,4 inches to 105
inehes during the period January 1 to July 1 or a difference of approximately
% inchess The yield of wheat varied from L,7 to 17.3 bushels per acre OT a
difference of 1246 bushels, The farmer who received the lowest amount of
rainfall on his farm during the growing season in 1939 and during the pre-
ceding year vhen summer~fallow operations were being carried on, obtained the
lowest yield of wheat per acree. The farmer wao obtained the highest yield
of wheat did not receive the highest amount of reinfall during the growing
season, January 1 to July 1, but he did receive the largest amount of rainfall
during the month of June and alsc considerably more rainfall than the averag
during the preceding yearTs

The farmer receiving the highest amount of precipitation had con-
siderably less than the average yield., However, the distribution of the rain-
fall was not satisfactory and considerable hail fell during one thunder '
showers During the month of May Felt inches of rain fell. More than 3 inches
came in a relatively short time during one daye There was considerable runoff,
so the rain was not very effective. During the month of June no single rain
exceeded more than three-tenths of an inch and nost of the rains amounted %o
less than two-tenths of an inch. During the preceding year the rainfall was
less than that received on those farms where the highest ylelds were obtained,

1t is of interest to note the difference in yields on farms 5 and G
The total precipitation during the growing season and during the summelw
fallow season of the preceding year was only slightly greater on the higher
yielding farm. There were two differences in the distribution of the roin-
fall that might have Dbeen important. First, in the middle of September of
the preceding year, that ig, at planting time, a rain measuring three-tanths
of an inch fell on farm Noe 5 where the higher vield was Obtained. Again,
from the middle of April to the latter part of May no effective rain fell
on the low-yield farm, but lel snches fell on the high-yield farm. The
additional "fall" moisture accompanied by sligntly different cultural
practices might have been the reason the winter wheat was growing cn the
higher—yield farm but not on the low-yield farm by the beginning of the year
1939, & better distribution of rainfall in the spring was undoubtedly one
reason for the higher yield on the one farm, Other factors may have been of

greater importanoce,

The amount and distribution of precipitation and the yields of corn
are given in table 8. Fach individual farmer who kept a rainfall record
may find his farm number and make comparisonss

On farm Noe 1 the rainfall was apparontly quite adequate until the
month of Auguste On farm Woe 2 the rainfall in June and July was greater



Table Je~ Precipitation to harvest time, corresponding yields of wheat, andother related data pertalning to
g farms in northeastern Colorado, 1939, (only those farms where rainfall records were kept)e

Farm Precip- Yield Precipitation nreceding Wheat  VWheat Summer- Type
To, itation of Distribution of precipitation, 1939 year, 1938 2/ har- growing fallow  of

Jan., 1 wheat Jane 1  Apre oy June Jan. 1 Auge Sept. vested begin- 1938 soil

to per %o to 1939 ning of

July 1 acre Mar.31}/ July 31 year

ine bu,. ine ine ine in, ine ine in. acres acres acres
1 10,5 7.0 2,0 8 Selt 1.3 117 142% .68 157 76 158 Hard
2 963 17.3 3,0 9 1.8 e 14,5 142% «83 280 300 150 3/
3 962 1505 240 o7 2e5 340 1242 108 J6 201 197 0 Sand
L 93 14,8 %40 1.6 248 1.9 1548 1.90  1.67 575 577 732 Sand
5 %9 13,0 T4l o7 343 1,8 1003 1425 .63 297 297 272 Hard
6 8eH 4.8 3ol 1.8 2.1 1.5 1040 127 L3 2h2 0 170 Hard
7 Zel 240 %60 olt 2.2 2.4 12.8 +56 .29 188 g3 210 Hard
8 749 800 700 .8 2e2 2.0 1269 RIS 1.21 560 520 320 3/
9 belt Ue7 2ot .9 1.0 2ol 9.7 .52 1.11 gl 128 olg  Hard
Ave 8.7 1043 360 9 20b 202 12.2 1,06 9.1 287 243 251

E]Estimated from data published for nearby towms Ty the U. S. Weather Bureau.
5/Virtually no effective precipitation was received during the month of October on any of these farmse
3/Both "hard" and "sand" land on farm.

AN
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than on farm No, 1 although rainfall durinz preceding months was lesss The
yield on farm No, 2 was 3 bushels per acre greater, On farm No, 3 the rain-
fzll wax inadequate during the months of June and July. Because of the effect
of the summer drought on the corn plants it is doubtful if the rainfall in
August and September was effective.

On farm No, U rainfall during the early part of the growing season was
satisfactory but not excessives The corn plants thus would not develop an
overabundance of foliage, During the latter part of the growing season con-
siderable rain fell, It was undoubtedly effective, The yield was 18 bushels
per acres

Farm No. 5 is an exceptional case. Virtually no rain fell during the
month of July when temperatures were high. Only on the summer—fallow corn
was the August rainfall of any use as far as influencing the corn yield was
concerned. The non-fallow corn had dried up.

on Farm No, 6 the corn yielded 9.5 bushels per acre with only 9.6
inches of precipitation, It is of interest to compare farm Noa 6 with farm
No, 4, Both farmers are first class corn producers and both farm corn on
similar types of soil. During the preceding year, 1938, both farmers had
approximately the same amount of rainfalle. There was some difference in dis-
tribution of rainfall. IHowever, yields were about jdentical, During the
year 1939 both farms received approximately the seme amount of precipitation
from January 1 to lay %0. However, during the months of June, July, and
August the low-yield corn 1and received 1.0, 1.0, 6 fewer inches of rainfall,
respectively, than the high-yielding corn land. The difference in the yteld
of corn was 8.5 bushels per acre.

Table &~ Precipitation to harvest time and corresponding yields of corn on
7 farms in northeastern Colorado, 1939, (only those farms where rainfall
records were kept}.

Precip~ Yield | | Major
Form|itation [of |  Distribution of precipitation | Acres | type
No, (Jan. 1 corn |Jane 1 |Apre! May | June |July L Auge 'Sept.iof of

to per to ! ‘corn soil

Sept. 30|acre |Mare3l 1/

in, bu. in, in. ine. in, in, in. ine

1 1346 TeHh |3l o7 | 248 4,6 | 1.9 R 1 | 200 | Sand

2 11340 10,5 | 340 «9 | 1.9 3,6 | 246 9 ,1 | 525 | Hard

3 1248 0 240 1.6 | 248 149 9 1.5 1 1.1 ;T —

b (1243 1840 | 340 1205 | 3.0 1.7 | 1.3 .1 395 | Send
i i

5 9.6 10,02/[ 301 1 W7 [ 363 | LB W15 | .| 20 | Hard
! i '

6 906 965 3.0 +8 : 2.2 2.0 07 07 o )425 Sand

7 n 0 2.1 W9 1 1.0 | 2 b 3¢ 1! 51 |Hard

Ave ' | |

per |11.2 7.9 2.9 W9 | 2.k 2.7 | 1.2 .8 3 | 233

farn i ! : ! ! \

}/"Sand" 1s the popular name for very fine sandy Toam soils and Thard? the
name for silt loam soils,
2/Part of this land was summer-fallowed for corn.
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_On farm No, 7 inadequate supplies of precipitation fell during May
and only .6 of an inch of rain fell during July and o3 during Auvgust, It
is extremely doubtful if any person could have produced a profitable corn
crop with such a limited supply of rainfall, even though the land were
summer-~fallowed.

In table 9 is given data pertaining to precipitation and barley yieldse
If farms No. 2 and Nos 5 were deleted the yields would appear to be definitely
associated with amount of rainfall, Apparently other factors were more impor-
tant on these two farms than the amount of rainfalle.

Table Je~ Precipitation to harvest time and corresponding yields of barley on
§ farms in northeastern Colorado, 1939, (on those farms where rainfall
records were kept)e

Farm Precip~ Yield Distribution of precipitation Acres Type
Noe itation of Jans 1 Apres May June of of
Jan, 1  barley %o 1 barley soil
to per Mar.}l-/ 2/
July 1. acre
ine bue ine in, in, ine
1 10.5 940 340 8 B Lt 1.3 20 Hard
2 943 0 %60 9 1.8 518 g5 —
3 849 640 3.1 o7 %63 1.8 %0 Hard
I 845 540 Zel 1.8 2.1 1.5 €0 Hard
5 Zel 1740 740 ol 2.2 21 62 Hard
6 Bolt 5e3 2k 9 1.0 241 g1 Hard
Av,
per 806 7.2 2.9 09 2.6 2el 56
farm

i]Estimated from data published for nearby towns by the U, 5. Weather Bureals
3/"Hard" land; silt loam soils,

Farm Family Income

The average income obtained from the farm per farm family amounted to
$1,520 during the year 1979, This income fizure excludes 5 percent interest
on the operator's investment of $11,000 per farm but includes all other
sncome from the farm business, For example, the $1,520 includes the value
of all livestock products, fuel, and the rental value of leased farm
residences. These items totaled $250s It included an income for the services
of members of the farm family of $70 per yeare The balance of the $1,520
consisted of an imputed labor and management wage of approximately $1,200
for the farm operators :
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The average income per person in the farm family amounted to approxi-
mately $27 per month, provided it is assumed that there were 4,5 members in
the farm family, the actual number of members in the account cooperatorst
families during the year 1938, Including interest of 5 percent on the opera-
tor!s investment of $11,000 the per capita monthly income amounted to less
than $40 per month, Monthly per capita income during the two preceding years,
1937 and 1938, averaged about $30 and $21, respectively, assuming earnings on
investment were includeds These amounts were less than voters in Colorado
have considered is needed for people over 60 years of age. These farmers have
undoubtedly received an income equal to the average in this type-of-farming
area that is composed of 13 million acres.

Summary

Twenty farmers operating farms valued at an average of $22,000 and
located on firstegrade dry-farming land in northeastern Colorado received a
net average cash income of $1,449 during the year 1939 After including the
pet inventory increases of $954 the total net farm gain amounted to $2,4030
This figure represents the income from a total farm investment evaluated by
farmers at approximately $22,000 per farmo It includes the wages and profits
of the farm operator as a laborer and a manager and services performed by the
farmers! familieso It excludes about $250. consisting of farm products used
in the farm home and an imputed rental valme of leased farm residencess These
figures pertain to the farm business as a whole, that is, the records of the
farm operator and the landlord (if there was a landlord) were considered as
one recorde ’

On the same basis the net farm gain for the most-profitable one-third
of the farmers amounted to $4,199 on farms valued at $28,000 eaches The least-
profitable one-third had a net gain of $702 and a corresponding investment of
$14,000,

The average size of farm was 783 acres during the year 1939 The
most=-profitable one-third of the farmers operated farms consisting of an
average of 1,004 acres. The average yields of the two major crops, wheat
and corn, were 1045 and 946 bushels per acree The yields were slightly lower
than the 13-year average during the period 192U-36, From twice as many acres
in wheat and corn, the most-profitable group obtained average yields of 14,8
bushels per acre for wheat and 1149 bushels for corn or three times the per-~
acre yields received by the least-profitable group. The less prosperous
farms were located quite generally in low-Tainfall areas. 4 higher percentage
of the cropland was planted to other crops than wheat and corn in these low-
rainfall areas and unsatisfactory yields were obtained. The average prices
received for wheat and corn were 58 and 47 cents per bushel, Labor and power
and machinery costs were less on the most-profitable farms.

Livestock returns were favorable, The returns per $100 worth of feed
fed to productive livestock amounted to $169, This figure includes the value
of livestock products consumed in the farm home, The returns on feed fed
cattle, hogs, and poultry amounted to $174, $155, and $175, respectively, on
a small sample of farms. & portion of the margin above feed cosis is required
to offset other expenses besides feed, Sinee more labor is required to take
care of cattle (primarily milk cows) and poultry than hogs it is quite likely
that the returns were spproximately equal for each class of livestock indicated.
£lightly more dollars were jnvested in livestock on the least—profitable farms
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and slightly greater returns were received per $100 worth of feed fed live~-
stock on the least-profitable farms, However, higher yields on larger acreages
of land accompanied with 1lower labor and power and machinery costs per unit of
product on the most-profitable farms more than offset the favorable income
from livestock on the least-~profitable group of farms.

Landlords received an average of 4,8 percent interest on an average
investment of more than $11,000 per farme This rate was earned on an estimated
investment of $21,.,01 per acre in land consisting of $19.,71 for investment in
land and $1.50 for buildings and improvements, excluding the farm residences,
The average investment of landlords in farm residences was 95 eents per acre.

Rainfall was very definitely a factor in affecting yields of crops and
ultimately farm income, However, the distribution of that rainfall, as well
as the amount of rainfall, was important. There was evidence to indicate,
however, that other factors were more important than rainfall in a few cases
in obtaining satisfactory crop yieldse

The estimated farm family income secured from the farm amounted to
less than $40 per person per month in 1939, This was higher than the per
capita monthly income of $30 and $21 during the preceding years, 1937 and 1938,
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