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By Ramey C. Whitney*

Farm Business Section

Tais is the second year this particular type of a farm business report,
relating to farms on first-grade dry forming land in northeastern Colorado, has
been publisheds This summary report is presented primarily for those farmers
who have cooperated with the Colorado State Agricultural Collage ZExperiment
Station by kecping records of their farm businesses during the calendar year
19384

The 26 farms included in this siydy constitute a small sample of farms
located in the type-of-farming area 12.=/ However, the sample is considered
quite representative of farming in this particular farming area which occupies
approximately 1% million acres. Only those farms which were reasonably typical
of the type-of=-farming area were included in tie studye

The value ¢f this report will depend primarily upon how much each
individual farmer studies the compnrisons of importm?i phases of his farm
business with those of his neighborse A portion of the tables are designed so
that these comparisons can be made. The discussion of the data presented in
this section of the report will be general and will pertain only to the 26

* farms as & whole and to the onewthird most-profitable and least-profitable

farmse This mrocedure is followed in order to keep income data pertaining

to individual farm records confidentizle Farmers in this type-of-farming area
who have not lkept records of their farm businesses may make rough comparisons
from year to year with the information given in this report. The farm operator
who keeps a permanent record will obviously find tizls report most valuable.

A1l figures relating strictly to the farm business section of this
report pertain to the farm business as a wholes. This means that the records
of the farm operator and the landlord (if there is a landlord) are counsidered
as one recorde BHach farm operator may find his share of the earnings by in-
specting the information given on vages 38 and 39 of his farm account book.

The basis for determining the most-profitable farms was the rate
carned on the total farm investmente The investment consisted of the total
value of farm land, 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
less expenses in the account book) an arbitrary wage of $50 per month for the

1/ See "Typc of Farming Arcas in Colorado," Coloe Stae Bule l1g,

*Acknowlodement is made of the cooperation of the farmers who submitted their
farm business rccords for this report, and to the county agricultural agents
who assisted in making this study possible: 4. E. Hofiman of Phillips County,
B. He Trierweilor of Yuma County, We Re Benson and Mark Bennion of Sedgwick
County, and E. Re Graves of Washington Countye

'
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labor of the operator and of members of the family who actually did farm works
The net farm gain represented the difference found after subtracting the farm
expenses and inventory decreases from the farm receipts and inventory increasese
Farm products used in the farm home and the imputed rental value of leased

farm residences were not considered as being farm business recelptse Expenses
on tihe farm residences were not included as farm business expensess

Another measure of the cuccess of the farm operator is the "labor and
management wagee."! This wage represents an amount which the ferm operator
received after deducting from thie net farm gain a reasonable rate of interest
which the operator and landlord could obtain from their capital if invested in
safe farm loans and after deducting a reasonable wage for members of the family
(not the operator) who performed work on the farme

Cash Income and Expenses, Inventory Cuanges, and et Farm Gains

As indicated in table 1 tiie net farm gain duriag the year 1938 was
$1,277. This fizure was computed by subtracting the net inventory decrease
of $131 from the net cash income of $1,408. This gain represents the amount
which the average farmer had for interest on his investment of $20,803, for
his wages as a laborer and mansger of the farm business, and for unpﬁld family
labore As statcd wreviously, thesze figures pertain to the farm business as
a whole. :

Table le— Cash irncone end expenses, inventory increases and cdecreases, and net
farm gain (excluding interest paid) for o6 farms located in Fhillips,
Sedgwick, Washington, @nd Yuma counties, northeazstern Colorado, 1933, as
compared with similar data for 23 ferms in Phillips, Washington, and Yuma
counties in 1937

Cash : Inventory
Item Income . @ Expenses ¢ Increases ¢ Decreases
1936 Y37 3 Y38 137 ¢ '38 137 ¢ '38 '37
Livestock $1217 $lal § 221l § 1528 $ Lo —— -  $ o0
Feed, grain, crops 2071 3128 177 . 181 17k U37
Machinery & BEquipe 105 261 g1} 1lka1 17 380
Farm improvement —— 1 9% 125 - —— 16 12
Labor off farm 39 53 - —-— - - - ——
Miscellaneous 6 Lo 13 17 —— - — —
Livestock exg ense® — —— 22 g e - —-— ——
Crop expense — —— 202 215 - - —— -
Hired labor —— - 213 231 — (e — —
Taxes —— —— 169 101 — - —— ——
TOTAL 3438 U702 2030  2RM1 59 380 190 471
Summary
1935 Lo
Net Cash 1NCOMEessssaasocessiasarsossassosnssssscanssas $1 08 $2161
Net inventory decreas@eeceeiiescsecossasssesssesesnsenes gl
Net farm gain (in account book, rcceipts less expenses) $1277 $2070

1 Livestock bought

2 Veterinary bills, medicine, etc.

% Custom work, seed, twine, and crop insurance

I Real estate and personal taxes. Sales taxes included with regular purchases.
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Other observitions of table 1 arzt (1) The uet form gain in 1938 was
about $800 less than it wes in 1937. This peductlon was duc vrimarily fo. a
reduction of income from thc production of cropse: (2) Cash income from live-
stock.was almost identical in 1938 with cash income from livestock in 1537
(3) There was on increase in the inventory value of livestock during th
yvear 1938 as con mpared with a slight decrease during the previous years
(4) FParmecrs purchased sufficient new macninery during tic yorr to offsot
depreciation. Considerably less was purchased during 1938 thmn in 1937
(5) Repairs and paint on old buildings, plus any new 1nnvovcﬂbatu, were in-
sufficient to offset depreciation of farm improvemsnts (exclvding rosidences)

dquring the years 1937 amd 1938,

Distribution of Investments, Receipts, BExpenses, and Earnings for Your Farm,
the Average, and uhe & Most and 8 Leagt—Profitible Farms:

Each individual cooperator may compare characteristics of his ferm
busiress with those of other farm businesses Dy :inspecting table 2. Tio
following comparisons relative to the average fisures for 26 farms, the & most-

profitable, and the & least -prof fitable appear significant:

(1) The average farmer is operciing a $21, OOO Digsiness. Tﬁe avers 2ee
totel investment of the & most-profitable and thé & least—profitable farms was
almost identical, being approximately $16,500. The investment in productive
livestock, i.es, all livestock except horses, wos $702 and $7h2 on the most-
profiteble and leagt-profitable group of farms respectivelve The most-
profitable group had more dollars invested in poultry and slightly less
invested 1n cattle and nogs.

(2) Total recelpts and net inventory increases amounted to $3,402 on
the most-profitable farms and $1, 490 on the least-profitadble group of farns.
The major differences were due primarily to sale of crops and secondarily to
the sale of poultry and eges

’§3) Total expenses amounted to $1,203 and $1,195 on the most and leaste
profitable farms, respectivelys’ .

(4) The recelpts less expenses {net form gain) amounted %o $1,277 for
the average of 26 farus, $2 199 for the avernge of the 8 ‘most profitable, and
$295 for the 8 least—profitable farms. After deducting from these amounts an
arbitrary wage of $50 per month for the operatorts and fanily labor and $8 per
month for the cash cost of board for hired labor, we find that the average
rates earned on the wholé farm invesiments were 3¢0M4, 9 148, and w237 percent
for the aversge, most—profitable and least-profitable farms respectively.

Tne average labor-and-panagement wage for thae 25 farm operators (oa.
the whole farm basis) was $175 after deductimg 5 perceont earnings on investw
mente The woge of the most-profitable groupr was $1,3%321l. Theé labor-ande
nanagement woge, assuming that no interest was earzed on investment, would
amount to approximately $25 per month for the least~profitable groups. The
wage for the most-profitable group after deducting 5 percent of the invest-
ment as earnings of capital amounted to aboit $lOO par nonth, .

PETES
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Table Qe- Furh investment, receipts, expenses, and ewrniqgg on 26 farms
located in Phillipg, Sedgwick, Wasnlngton, and. Yuma countiesg, Colorado,

1938.
- 9 P
) , Your. : AVel.ée g Most—~ | 8 Least-
Item o ' ‘ i farm of 26 | profit- | profit-
' ' ' - farms able | able
: farms j farmg
h |
Investmentst i _ |
Land : ' 1% . #13,808 | 811,128 | $10,989 .
. Farm improvements ' 2,235 1,716 I O 25
Horses S A : P 185 | 210 | 95
“Cattle - : - 5es boo 520 .
Hogs , R 4 65 ; 100
Sheep ‘ : : SE . — ! -
Pouvltry _ 124 217 b2
Productive 11Vestockl/ ’ R ASuB i . 102 5 7“2
- Livestock-~Total S L0 12 L]
. . - b | i
.Farm macnlne”y & egylp. T ; 1,920 . 1 HOB o 1,414
Parm share of aut : P 198 | . 139" I 216
Feed, grain & crops ST 'l,61}_' 1 ,199 [ _ 932
Total investment | 20,£0% 16,489 - 16,515
Receipts—Net Increase - ' :{ ] | |
Cattle | L 253 139 1 215 .
Hogs ; 270 1. 160 . 183
Sheep o i ] 3k — L —
‘Poultry - - S P 85, 181 32
Bgg sales i '262 W00 4 140
: Dairy sales. _ 177 1210 2 Coole2
':.Proauctlve livestock total SRR 1,081 | 1,160 - 752
Peed, grain and’ cropsiz e S 1,720 2,203 - _ 696
 Labor off farm -~ |- .. - 4 . 39 | 39 T g
Miscellaneous -~ =~ . - o 6 | - P2
Total receipts ‘ : " 2,846, 1 3ho2 | 1,h90 g
Expen ses—Net Decreases 4 _
Farm improvements 115 | gy T3 )
Horses o ' SRR 34 W7 . 1
Misc. livestock decreases S g 4 . 6 10
Macnlnerv & equipe - i T 792 | . 604 - 710
Livestock expense - i 22 28 f 0 1o
Crop expense T ' ' 202 191 17?
Hired labor o b 213 g9 ¢ 62
Taxes ' ' = - . : | 169 1h5 1h9
Miscellaneous 13 9 i 7
Total expenses 1,569 1,203 : 1,195 -
H




Table 2 continued
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tem “Your  |Average 3 Most— !
farn - | of 26 f.profit- ; profit-
o farms able | able
farms L farns
|
Totdl receipts $2,8L6 $3,402 | $1,490
. ~ o , B
Total expenses 1,569 1,203 © 1,195
Réceipts less expenses 1,277 2,199 295
Total unpaid labor 3ni 636 686
Net incom from investment ‘
and management 633 4 1,563 =701
Rate earned on investmentA 30Ol 9,48% . -2537%
Retura to capltal and operatorts
labor and management $1,215 $2,146 $ 203
5% ints on investment - 1,040 825 ., |- 826
Labor and managzement wage ‘175 ¢ 1,321 * (=623
i

i

L/ ALl livestock except horsess

H

g/ The share incicated represents 57, 52 and 70 percent
1nvestmeqt on the averagc, most~prof1taole, and loast~prof1taole farms o

pectlvel"

af the total auto

.

3/ Government soll conservation payment s 1nc1aded in these roceipts amouatcdi
to $266 per farm for the average of 26 farns, $324 for the & most- profite:

able, and $14€ for the & least pro?ltaDTG.



Factors Affecting Profits:

The following factors and their effects unoq the ro¢its'6f’tﬁe
farm businesses in this study will be dincusSed' (1) Size of farm, (2) kinds
of ¢rops grown end the yields of fitese crops, (3) nen~lebor cost, {4)" power
and machinery costs, (5} the amoutit and kind of livestock, (6) the net
returns from Drocuctlve llvestocm as a vnole and from the various classss of

productive 11vestock.A'

- The data concerning these factors are pfééénte[”ih tables 3 and Me-
Other information may also be obtained by a'study of information given 1n .
these tables. : |

b

' Sizee- A few considerations which affected tie size of farm were un-
doubtedly (1) acres of tilléd Zand, (2) aczes of native pastyre, (3) kinds of |
crops grown (requiring extensive or intensive cultivation), (&) numbers o7 .
various classes of livestock produced, (B) ithe proctices rerformed. in the
production ¢f livestock, and (6) the productivity of lamd and livesiocke. Onc’
farmer may have 300 acres under chiltivation and Sulll'qave a larger farm
business than a farmer cultlvqtlnb, let usisay, #50 acresg in the same ty“e~o
farming areas Thig may be.due.to a difference in livestock production
accomnalled with tner a)n31dér tlon as prchouslv indicated.

‘There was no- olrnlflcant dlfferonce in tHe average number. of acres
in the =ost aud 1east—prof1+able farmse The acrecse was HT7 aﬁd 5h9 -
respectively, a difference of 18 acrcse However, o higher nerﬂentaee of
the farm land was under cultivation on the mout-proiitable farmse 4s a
result, there were:5o more acres under cultivation on the most-profitable
Tarnse ' o

- Although the average. 1aveqtmert in rodchlve ‘1v0qtock was sli nulv
u{.s u’f: P ™ g

lgss on the Wogt~pzo*1table fa gui:§ 1n compa"lson with the lea stnorOthible ,
arms, there was about 16 percent more grain and - roakua o3 ¢ed to prodhctlveﬂ

llvestock and 2bout 50 percdent grewter‘roturns from productive livestock on
the most~profitable farms,, R A A : " L
After weighing the varidus factors a4Lect1uA gize of farm (excluding
considerat ion for productivity of land and llveSEOCK) it anpears that there
was no excendingly large difference in the potential capacity for the
operators of the most and least-profitable farms to maize money at the
beginning of the year as far as the farmerst material resources were con~
cerned. he larger area of tilled land on the most-profitable group of
farms was advantageous to some degree Docause it was possible to have greater
efficiency in the use of labor, power, and machinerye These factors will
be discussed later.

Crops and Yieldse~ Wneat occupied 39 and 28 percent of the tilled
land on the most and least-profitable furms, respectivelys It was the
major crope If we consider the swmmer-fallow land as veing prepared for
wheat, then the percentage of the cultivated land, which is either being used
or intended to be used for wheat, amounts to 61 and 52 percent, respectively,
on the most and least-profitable farms, Corn ranked second in importance.
It occupied 22 and 23 percent of the cultivated acreags on the two groups of
farmse Barley ranked third in importance, occupying only 6 and 9 percent
of the tilled land. This leaves only 11 and 16 percent of the tilled land
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Table 3e~Factore for comparing farm businesses in type-cf-forming area 12

in Phillips, Sedgwick, Yuma, and Washington counties, Colorado, 1938, o

T
T
Itens o o Your jAverage & Most- 8 Leagt-
" ’ farm | of 25 profit— profit-
' farms able 1/ able
fams=/ farmsm/
Size of furm, acres 678 - 57T 555
Investment per acére in faim ofs ' 1 e .
Land ; 1$20636 | $19.29 $19.67
Improvements ’ j 3430 . 2497 3408
- Total ladd & In@r..' . 23400 22426 22.75
Productive Iivestock‘ : le25H 1e22 1a3%
Horse ‘ w7 036 016
Machinery & equmeenﬁ 3012 2406 3403
Feed, »UOJlleo, crops Pe 38 2408 1.67 .
" Total investment. | 30468 28458 29456 .
!
Gross productive livestock
receipts and/or et inventory o
increasev per forn acre 160 2,01 1 le3H 7
Gross receipts and/or net ine
creases from crops and otner A
sources per farm® “acre _ 2462 3491 1.37 .

Total farm receipts and/o# net .
increases per farm acre E Y, op He92 2e 702

Farn cash expenses and/or net
decreases per far'm acre 2e 34 2el1. 2.19

Receipts less expenses per .
farn acre 1.886 381 +53

Operator's and unpaid Tamily o :
labor per farm adre - ' 95 1,10 le23.

Net income from farm 1nvest—

i . Do .
ment per farm acre | ¢33 2e71 , ~e [0 .
Acres of farm ladd tilled !571 522 466
Aores of tilled land in: | . .
Wheat 1179 202 129
Corn 1lp 113 108
Barley \ ; 43 30 Bity)
Odts b7 B : g
Millet & Eershey (oné L6 — -
or both) |
Acres of tilled land ins i
Other grain crops [ 21 4 23
Cane | 19 L12 1
Other roughage crops 3 119 23 14
Miscellaneous crops P2 I 8 —
Total crops 1438 | 397 336
Tilled pasture ; 10 I 9 : 15
|

Sumnerfal low 123 2116 llﬁ
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Table 3 continted .

RN

aee

fl

Items: . "Your: i Average. ; 8 mo%t- - 8 Least-
" - farm of 20 | profit~ | profit-
- farms | able i anle
farmsl/ iarws—/
Percentage of farm land tllled 8le2 - [.90.,5 | 8343
Percentagze of tilled ‘land int | T
Theap, = . _ 3le3 | 38.8. 0 | 276 -
Corn, . ' Lot ERETRE Coligg 21e7 Y R2Bel -
Barley‘- . ot * ; 7.5 507 . 807
Oats ’ ‘ . i le2 100 0 Leb
Millet & Hoershey (onp or Jotn) i "Lel  pemn P
Other grain c1ops S I 367 o8 I hel
Cane A : . | Be3” C 262 b 3.0
Other roughage érops . | 343 Lh o b 3.1
Mlscellfmpouo ciops e S T Lab 0~
Total crops BERE 7666 - 76 0 .| 722
Tilled pasture L 18 ] 2,0 . 3l
Summerfallow L 2le6 1 22,0 | 2Ly
~ Total percentage. | F100.0 {10040 ;100.0
Crop yields er acre (bu.) of o roeo ‘- :
Wheat : S 1l.2 D 1503 1 546
Corn o L 13e1 1340 5,1
Barley * - i 1le3 i 13.4 | 1144
Sale prices.for . . ! i
Wheat, bue e e i +E4 D3 W48
Corn, D { 53 50 -+ 51
‘Market hogs, percwh, P Te91 Te5k | 773
Returns per $100 feed fed to f -
productive llve;uock, 210 235 189
Value of feed fed productive livestock 593 s67- €9 .
Dalry sales per cow 35448 41,05 ZM.bO
Averane number cows milked .5 5 9]
Maxy lapor cost per tilled acre 1.47 é' 1e35 156
Horse,and tr-ctor power and :
machinery cost Heér tilled-acre boLla72 b 14830 1480
Total man labor aad horse aad f } B S
tractor cost per tilled acre. 3019 | 2488 i 3430
Percentage of farms with tractors ;92 [ 5 Lo
Number of workable horses 2657 1 345 ; -~ Ta5
Cost of horse feed per workablc horse 23400 1 19,00 i 25600
Rate earnad on 1nvpstwont 2004 1 948 1 =2,37

i

1/ Baﬂlq - rate earncd on investmenta
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on the nost and least-pro
The percentases of these
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table farms for othor creiies Lt tilled nasturc.
noYT crops are given inPdable F. '

I

Tre yieclds of wheat and corn:were 173 axd 103 perceant hisher on tie
moct-prolitable forms in. comparison-with, yiclds of “the loust-profitodle Sroupe
Wheat yiclds were 153 busitels per acre-on the rmoct-profitudle frarms and Se0
bushols on the lewst ~rofitoblce Corn .ylclws wore 15el and Sel busnols ek
acrce Barler vielcds averazed 134 and 1lel bushels wor acros - The giost—
profitable group uud only a Z—buQJel ‘advantazgs mar acre in tlie wiels of
barley.. L C . . . : :

Since 75 to &3 percent of ‘the tilled Jond was used for thoe wroduesion
of whcat and comm end sirce €3 to. 90 percent of 2ll the frrm Land was $1lled
it is cvident that the yieclds of vhoat and corn =leyoed a cigaificeat parsd
in tie determination of the amount of income on the Farms in this trpe-0le

forming area. Further discussion relating to probadble recsons for v arions
vields on different Zurms will be found later in thigifepoite : '

Qbsurvaetion of fthe acreages, vields,‘pviceﬂ- and prodadble compry
costs of producing other crops be:ides .wheut, corm, srley on & "
in this study indicoted that no oiher crops vielded su lently hish
returns to warrani a complete reorganigation of tie fnim vusinesses.  This
does not meon that 1% is inadvisable. $o axperiment with a few acres of
miscecllaneous cropse

- ...k

Mon labor costse~ The cost of mun labor runged from $le35 per tilled
acre on the uost oprofitavle farms to $1.56 wer tilled acre on the lecs
profltadle Tfermss ima labor cost includes an arbitrary wage of $50 per nmonih
for the operator and ueubers of the fumily, besices actual .wages for hired
labors A difference of 21 cents per acre is siznificante Thie fact that the
average opearator of ithe most-profitable Tarms was 10 yeurs younger than the
operators or the least-profitable farms may heve had something 3o do with-
the efficiency of labor. '

o

joN

Power and machinery costse- The horse o1& tractor power and machinery
costs per acre of cultiveted land were $1.53 om the most—profitadble farms
o1d '$1e80 on tie least—profitadle farmse A4 difference of Z7 cents per’
tilled .acre indicates -that the operators of tie most U“o_‘uaole farns produced.
higher v1elﬁln” crops with a lower power and :achiinery cost per tllled.acrc.

Returns from livestocke— The averase rcturn ver. $100 worth of : eod
fed to productive livestock (all livestock except zorsbs) Tor the 26 farms was
$2103 the average for the most-profitable fdf:S was &?jn' arnd the averase
return for the lenst—profitable furmg was $185, provided the valwe of live—
stoclk products used in the farm home 1s,1nc3uded es o oﬁvt o tne liveastnck
revurnse These figures represent the amount received before .ony cosbts &ra
figured for lavor or taking care of livestocis, exgeﬂ ses vor shelter,. fences,
stock walter, veterinary bills, stock medicines, and intercst on invVesbmente
They indicate the amount received from the sale and houe use of livestock aad
livestock products por $100 worth of fead Zed, aftoer deducting livestock
purchascs and Hreading feos and after making adjustments due to chages in
inventory valuations.

A difference of $50 returns per $1OO worvh of grein and roughage Ted
in favor of the most-profitadle farms plus the fact thot reater amount of



#e1Cme

feed was fed livestock on those farms indicabtes that feed returns played a
considerable part in determining which farms werc the ost profitables

Many farmers have been intercsted iﬁ'determinidy not only the
returns per $100 worth of feed fed-to productive livestock as a whole dut
dalso in finding out the roturns from each class of Iivectock produced on the
farme & special tebul'ation has therofore.been propared for nalring tihese '
comparisonse Tha calculations were,basc@ upon data from 16 of the 26 faruse
Returns from feed -fed: to the 3 classgs of llvn%tock as a vhole .on the 16
farms were $203 in comparison with $210 for tne average of the 26 frrmse
There wag no outstanding difference betweon averace investilonts in each
class of livestock when investments of each: class of livesiocl: on tae 18 farms
were compared with those on the 256 farmse.. Consequently, the sample was con-
sidered foirly representative of returns from llves,ock for all farﬁﬂ in tl
studye

The returns per $100 worth of feed fed t0 cabile, logs, and pouliry
were $200, $153, and $270, respectively, vhen the esbimuted value of livestock
products used in the house is considered as a part of the livestock returng
(table 4)s Although a portion of the margin above Teed costs must be
allowed for offsetting expenses besides feud, it is duite evideat that returms
from ecach class of livestock were favorable during ljjo. Simce it reguircs

less labor to take care of hogs than it does to take care of cattle (prinnrily

milk cows) and poultry, 1% can be expoected that roturns on food fed to hogs
could be less than the returns from either of the other two classes of live-

stock and that it would still be Hrof itdole to feed nouse I% is estimated
that many formers wio have their Jullo s oo, fences ulrcady constructed oad
who desire about 2% cents ne r 110 for t“eir wogen ne ~in of oboutb

$3R on hogs ani a DOLt $50 on cattle \con51st1q_” Lo mill: cows) and
poultry per $100 worih of feed feds Obviously, neny formérs nced more ond

man’ need lesse The nargin rOOLlrpd will vary fLom yoar uo,Jcar. Gonerally,
a reduction in the percentage of the total expenses atiributed to feed in
relation to other costs the greater the mor~in should He and vice versae

Each farmer undoubtedly rmows approzimately how much iﬁco;c ahove feed costs
he must have in order to continue producing tie varlous classes of livestocize

The returns pzr $10C invested in cattle; noos, and poultry were $108,
$l93, and $297 respectivelys - In other words, Volumu of production mer dollar
invested was. groater for hogs than for cats 10 oad . cons 1ﬂov'ul" greator for
poultry than for cetile or hogse = -Obs ervatlon of severnl records indicated
thot it paid to own high-quality livestock and feed ample QUPTt ities of
pibperlv balaqcod T tlon" of feed during thﬁ,yya: ““mc

Prices.~ The average nrice of-wheat and corn sold during the yoor wos

54 and 53 conts per bushel respectivelys, This includes all vheat and covn aold
during the yeare A considerable pmortion of the corn gold was the »revious

-~

yearts crops Vory 1i%tle difforence cxisted betwesn mriceos reccived oa the’
ost-profitable and loast-profitadblc farms. R
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Table u$~5Cbmpariso' of returns from-differont elassés of livestock producad -
an 16 fﬂrms in DﬂllllDS, Sodgw1ck Wasnlnb,on ‘uid 'uma counulbu; Folotado,

‘.
JItems . L M; ,A_w,;#wm”ﬁ.“Caitlc_.ruﬁogs,._. Poultry. . ..
RefurnéAﬁer $lOO/feed fed’ (includes neme~u5nd SR R R
“livestock products as returns) o R $200 | $158 $270
Returns per $100 feed fed (excludes none~uSed ' '
livestock products from-returns) 1160 1150 243
Total value of feed fed . - oL 13,99 ) 3 2,1',9‘7
Average value feea fed ner\farm A N 250 ‘ 2871/ i : 156
Percenta%e of Ieed purcnased 2/ _ } o f  - 13% ) 19%ﬁf‘ - 53%
: Returno pcr $100 1nvegted (inc]udcs uomu—usGd T R é ; :
“lives toak proaUctv) oo o oy 108 1930 1 297
Returns por $100'invdstcd:(oxoiﬁd¢s?§émé-used e , v
livestock. produets). . . ... ... . |. . 86, |. 183 o266,
‘Total inwestment. . i - - | 7.398 2,815 2,278
’ o . : S . - ¥
Average investmont per farm i 62 ' 2351/ . 142 -

1/ Average. of. 10. Tammse - e : - B v
2/ One fourth of 21l fecd fcd to the 3 classos of llvv tock w was purchascde

4 . v : : Do .
Summary of comparisons of factors affecting nro¢its;~“1mportant factors
which influenced fuarm earnings on these farms in this study are nregented in
table 5. Each farmer is thus able by inspection of the table to compate
certain nhases of his farm business with certain nphases of ‘other farm businesses.
located in the same dry farming area, type-of-farmings area 12, Explanation
of the contents is given in the heading of the toblee




el O

Table 5.~ A comparison may be made of figures given in each column relative to the
factors at the head of each column, for your farm {indicated by red line), for
the averaze of all farms in this study (given between the lines across the
middle of the page), for the & nost-profitable farms (bdlack line), and for -

ifferent farms which were high .and low (for edch facter), Phillips," Sedgw1ck
Yuma, and Washington counties, Colorado, 1938

' Rate ' Bushels yield !Size : Per- Pe;centage . !Returns ; Value | Cost per tilled
,earned per acre 1/ lof scent— of tilled per of acre
on in- [Theat Corn Bar- farm ' age |land in 2/ |$100 feed | Man ' Power
vest—- | ’1ey acreS|1and WhoatCOrnFal- feed | fed power | and
ment | ; i tilled 1ow fed to | P L.i/ | machin-
; ; : . : ] P.L -5/ E B . ery Tl
High 19,0 | 21 123 126,31a455 . 99| 556539 $5u2 '$1663'“ §2.99 - $2.97
110 18 (20 18 [1400; 98] 52|60 35 : 350 1538 | 2487 | 2477
e 17 119 117 (1300 96 L9 55|33 | 330 1138 | 2,67 | 2462
L8 16 118 16 {1200} *94% 1 46|50} 3L | 310 1338 Sel7 1 2417
7ol 17 15 {11001 921 43lL5i29 | 290 1238 | . 2427 | .2e32
.6 1 16 4 1100071790y k40| ko j 27 | 270 1138 | 2,07 2.17
L5 1 134150113 | 900 | 88| 37135125 | 250, 1038 1e87 | . 2402 -
b 12 {1k ji1e | 800l 86, 34130!2% |20 938 | 1e67 | 187
Ave 1 340 11.2 133]11.3] 678 gh | 31425 i[2leb 2100 fl - 838 1.&7 ; 1 79"
2 10 |12 110 | 600 || &2 282019 | 190 738 || l.27], 1.27
] 9 111 19 | 500 g0y 25115417 | 170 638 |1 1+ 071‘ 102
0 g 110..8 | hoo| 78} 22/10!15 ] 150 51N — 1,27
-1 7 9 1 7 300 761 19¢ 5113 130 4zg —— l.12
-2 6 g {76. o T8 16—~ 11 _— 338 | - 97
-3 5 1 = | - 721 13{--1 91 - 238 _— -
-4 S N Lo T R SN (1 I (O N Y A8 Wt L e
Low| =He3 2¢7 1-15 12751 58— 0} O O] 115" 112 | w93 | .82
4 i

1/ Based oy acres planted and left for harvest (is¢e not »lanted to another crop = -
or fallowed in case of failure). '

2/ Inciudes all crops requiring seedbed preparation, tilled pasture, and swmmer-
fallow; excludes wild haye.

3/ Productive livestodlkdsall livestoclk cxcept horsess .

Landlords! ‘earnings on leased lands

The average rate earned by owners of leased private lands was 3.6 per—
cent on a total investment of $22482 per farm acre (see table 6). Land con-
stituted $20.54 of the total investment per acre and irprovements $2428 per
acres Investment has been considered to be the operator’s estimate of the valuc
of the land and improvements. Thie rate varied from o loss of cighiy-seven
hundredths of onc parcent to a gain of 10671 perconte The one-third least
profitable of the leascd lands yiclded Oe46 of one porcent: the medium one-third
yvielded 2.9 percent; and the most-profitable one-third 6e3 porcent interest on
the investmente :



Apparently the lands yielding the highest rates of
evaluated by farmers as oelng‘wortn about. $5 Per. aere more
yielding the lowest rates of intercste
the 19 tenants was U9

these farmsgwas_$l;4§ 8o

aCICsSe

.'.13.-.

- i
. e

Tae

-y

avcra:'

[

“HEmount

interest were
than those lanis
of land leased by
The average tdtal investmont.of landlords on

Table 6.— Bate of interest earned by 1analords o leased p*lvate lands on 19

dlfferent farms. located on flrsb~grade dry forming land in Sedgw1ck,.

Pnllllps, Wasnlngton, and Yuma countles, nortneastern Colorado, 19)8.1/

A

Classifica~ |Noe. |Rdnge in~ AVerage"Averaée-EyAyerege. Total Total.
tion (basis . farms| rates . rate total invest—~ | average | aversde
rate earned)~ - earned earned = |invest~ | ment agreage |, invest-
. on total- cjon"total|ment - farm  |per * ment
investe " Ainvest--|(land & . lan farm Cpewd.
' " | ment _e" ment. . -jimprove~ | .only . S farm
I St iments): | oper SRR
| __idper sere ; ncre . |t -
) .| Pets Fetd - .0 L acres |
Low: .ol 6 =87 to lje2 | M6 | $19431 | $17.79 | Mho | g8,h97
Med ium 7 12409 o huoh “2090 | 2h57 | 20496.| 502 | 12,33
High .. 6 |4eB2 to 10.71| 6e34: - | 23480 |- 22,34 | 535 | 12,733
_ Average 3455 22482 20454 | 493 11,248
’ . I i . 3 . R

1/ ’“wentv—-tnree of the 26 farmers Lesaed all or & pa.rt of the land which: taev

operateds Those

Theafl ur

h=231

*
-~ = e ez

included here consist of a ﬁumber 16&3*4? private, ;aAdeo'
g ane Oeen calculated on a weighted avcraﬁe baeis.
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4 Fow Factors Which Affected Crop Yieldst

In table 7 is given the actual yields of wheat per acre on 10 different
farms where rainfall records were being kept. Presented in the table are the -
following items which affected yields (1) Destruction.vy -hail as meastred by the
estimated yield if there were no hall in comparison withl -other yields, (2) the
amount of precipitation from the beginming of. the year to approximately harvest
time, (3) the distributien-of rainfall, (4) the total acres of wheat on each
farm, (5) the percentage of wheat land which was in summer fallow, winter:
wheat, non~-fallow winter wheat,..and spring whéat), and (6) the farmers! classi- -

fication of type of soil upon which the crop was produgeds i

It ik quite obvious that the amount of rainfall is only one of a
variety of factors affecting yields To farmers produced over 16 bushels of
wheat per acre with only 9.5 inches of ‘rainfall from Janwary I to July 15, 4
high percentege of this wheat was prodﬁ?éd on‘Summcr fallow lafhd or practically
its equivalent. Rainfall Qurindg the preceding year (1937) was thus a factore
The latter information is not availabdle dbecouse thae year 1938 was the first
year rainfall records 'were kept. 'The highest wheat rields.were quite gonerally
produced upon ‘the Yhard land," ives, silt loam soils. Apporently this was
due quite largely to the fact that a greater percentage of the-silt loam soils
were summer fallowed in comparison with the sandy loam soils. Lowever, a few .
relatively high yields were secured f;omﬁcorns%alk wogal onisandy seils in 1938,

-

Table Te=Actual vields of wheat:and_corre$pondigg anoynts-of precipitation from
January 1 to July 15 and other items as indicated which offected.yields on
10 farms in northeastern Colorado, 1938, (RainT3l1l records were kept by
individuel farmers). ' ; R

‘ Distribution of = o , ,
Actual|Yield |Precip- precipitation . _,LAc;es-P@rcentage of wheat
yields|if itation |Jams 17 -7y - |July 107 lant in | Type -
per had |(Jan. 1 -[-to “May 1June| to 15 ivheat!Summersllona - Spring of
acre |no ' 10 Apre30 B Ifallow [fallowwheat soil
hail {July 1% wheat (wheat | -
blle De inNe ine in. ine. inn i |
210 |2kl Jelt hea | 2.9 o6! 147 | 190 | 100 Hard
19¢6 [19.6 | 11.8 He7 | 249 | 2.0) 242 | 230 | L5 321/ 23 | Huaw
1663 | 18.0 945 367 36l | lel| 1lu6 | 300 Ug UL 8 | Eard
11e5 |14e8 | 1246 He2 1343 | 242] 2.9 ! 268 | &5 12 | FHard
1062 | 2645 | 4.8 308 | 3¢l | W5| Lok | 275 | 53 47 Hard
9l 9,1 | 118 5eb 5.9 O] 1okt 1 350 100 Sendy Loan
Be8 [13e8 | 1248 50 o7 | 1a6| 145 | 210 100 Hard
Tel | 27«7 | 1245 2e2 6e3 | 25| 145 | 760 | 100 . Sandy Loam
7e6 1745 | 11.7 5¢5 269 | 2407 143 | 308 100 Sandy Loam
3¢5 4,2 8e7 37 266 | 143 1lal Lo78 g 13 | g7 | Hard
! 5 ; ! !

;/ This non-fallow land, due to conditions, was practically the same as summer
fallow wheat land.
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In table 8 is given comparisons ¢f ihe yields of summerefallow ond non-
fallow winter wheat and spring wnaat upon varisus fumms where rainfell recoris
were kepte  The averuge ﬂleldo per farm on the silt loom soils for the summe
fallow and non-fallow winter wheat: and sprlnr wheat zere 1 Sed, 740, and St
bushels »mer acre, Rainfall on the fdrmb where cach practice was followed
amcunted to 10.1, 1040, ant 1l. 3 inches’ respec+1VQIV.t If there had been o
hail the faimers estimated that the VlPld“ wold have Deen 2042, 1148, @nd .
7.u4bu shels per sére on the silt WOam soilse It is qalte evident thiat sumne re
fallow whzut whick was produced on the nard land silt loam soils in 1938 pro-
vided as much income %to the landowners as did non-fallow wheat on the averwuge
basis per farme Since the capital and’l“bor'eﬁp5nson of producing swo non-
fallow wicut ¢érops exceed tho cxpenset of producing one sumcr-follow wheat
crop, the tenants were better Ofi_DV sumuer fallowing land for wheate Suvaner
fallowing also wfo"ides greater distribution af 1aoor tlrougnouf the year,
making it OO“°1ule for-operators to operate a 11* zer farme The spring waeont
yvielded less than the non-fallow foll wheat anthe hard Lend forms.

Table Be= Yields of OULquufglloa and non~f:llow Wlmber whaat anﬂ.swrinq whest and
corresponding amounts of precinitauloﬁ and type of soil on various forms in
Northeastern Colorudo, 1”38. (Onl" on ‘those farmg wiere rainfoll records were

kept )

: N | Dictridution of : : .
Actual|Tield [Precin-i __ precipitaiion ibuqoorf;Type‘of
Crop yields| 1f had iitation Jan. 1. July 1 acres ; soil
per no hail' Jan. 1 to ! Moy | Tune | to 15 wiheat:
C acre | loss ? 'to>_'.Apr;3Q¥_:"g - ; ﬁ '?
1 per _ |July 15[ SR - !
acre ot ; ; e
. bue DU inne ine ine 1 ' 1Ne ine { :
Summer—fallow . R B A S e gy
wheatesssisaos  [2he8 | 2He8 _!‘9,2 3.7 | 3ol i . Llel| 16| 143 ~pHurdr/
C b 2L,0 2k, 0 i 9. “he2 1249 «B] Le7 4 190 iHard
2065 . | 2045 1148 He7- ['2e9 | Ze0§ 242 105 iHard
134G | 3549 843 2e8 | 3l L e5i Lol 1k5 L Eard
S 1865 | 16430 | 1246 Fe2 1 %3l 2421 2.3 1 230 ,yhsra
L TeT |27e7 12850 | 242 71 Ge3. 2051 1.5 | 760 Sendy Loam
,'0.0 “ .’O 8.7 : ’ 3.7 ; Zcb ; 1-3 ! 1.1 -, 10 :I.uc' rd
R i R :
Ave per farm o b P
on hard land.. 15.M‘ 2Q.2 10.1 4e0 340 N'J.”] '1._‘53'l 138 ;nard'
Non-fallow wieat . 9.% 1362 | 945 ,S.Z el g,l.li 1e6 - 153+ !Pcrd
o -9l 9'.1 , 11.8 ,DeD 369 0. 09‘; 10)-;' 350 { Sondy Loan
! Be& | 1348 | 1248 5e0 . He7 i 1400 1e5 | 210-|EHard
: 746 | 1746 1147 PeH 263 | 2.0{ 1e3 | 728 !Sandy Loam
S_.l l‘b.l 8.8 3.8 :5-}; .5 ! lo)‘l‘ l;)O ' lI'lclI'O_
. .Q 4.2 8.7 ,3. 7 'y .2.’0 . »\1._’) f l.:l O(’i ' , .-E‘-f‘l‘d
Ave per farg on. . o ; : Y S ai" L = ';~§
hard 1&'}&....-' 7.0‘ 118 J 10.0. “-.O e :o"l' o lel t 144+ 1}9 "
Ave on sandy land | 8. : 13;@ 11,8 Beb i_j.u 1.&;- 1ok | 339 -
. - ‘ ' 1 . v T i ;'. ‘ ! : = ! b :
Spring W'i‘lealt. eee 10 0 10.0 11.8 ‘LLQ 7 , 2.9 2./} { ;.:. : ; 5\2 ‘ ) P
o9, 1 79 D 9eZ 1 3eT L Zell L1l leop B4 g
Le2' | Me2 126 L M2 0330 202, 290 32 |
! . N e ta P b
Ave per farmeeee j 6.)‘!" 7.)4' o 11.3 )-P.E g 3.1 i 1.8 del i 30 Z arrd
[ : . : j :
B ; 1 } e e ,
1/ Popular phrase "hard land'; silt loom soilse . = . . - N

- - ) ) :
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The corn—yield data on farms where rainfall records were being kept
indicate that the highest yields were obtained on tae "sondy loan® soils
where: the ldr@eot acreages of corn.were being produced {see table 9)s Out of
the & farms for waich data are presented, 3 were located on sandy loam soils,
U4 on hard land soils, and one farnm occuple@ both sandy and hard land soilse
The average corn yield on the sandy loam soils was 18,1 bushels per acre dfll@
on tne nurq lané oOllS tne average was 3el Duchels povr acres -

- The preclpltatlon ayeragedﬁl§.2 and 14,0:1ncnes from January 1 %o .
September 30 on the sandy and hard lands The increhse came from Januory to
Maye From June to Septeémber about:the same quantity of rain fell on both
typos of soils It is doubtful if the adddl tional procipitation‘of le2 inchas
from January to May accounted for the diffcrence of 1560 bushels y=r acr *n__
favor of thc sandy soils, ' o

. ¥ . B B . . . :
It is of intercst to note thaf ol the OUMl acroage of sandy land
which thesc farmers operated, 65 pcrcent was veoing used for cern production
and only 35 percent for whoeat productlon. 0f the total acreage of hard land
actually planted to wheat and corn on-these furms 22 percent was in corn ahd
78 percent in wheat. When the summer—fallow land is included as land being
wltimately used for wheat on the hard lands, then theée percentage devoted to corn
production amounts to about 15 percent and thaot devoted to wheal uroduction
85 percents

The averaze yields of corn and wheat onvthe Sandy lond were 18.1 and
8e3 bushels ser acrce  On the hard: lond the average yiolds of corn and wieat
were 3el and 1241 bushels pcr acTCe Appa;cn*lv tugso *armurﬂ plqnted shelr
lands to tac proper ¢ rops

Table Ge— Yields af cora on various furms with corresponding amounts of raififoll in
comparison with other 1adlcated items in Northeastern Colorade, 19538,

; I ! L R
Actual| Esti-- lPrecip— 'Distriﬁution of precinitation Acres| Type of
yields| mated ' [itation|Jan.l | .| T £ soil
per vields !Jans 1 | .fo lMay June July?Aug.|Septf corn
|acre | if had [to Apr.jo' o . S
' no hail Sepﬂ.jO | i W N 1
bue | bue 1n. %n. tine ;in. 1ine | ine'f in. |
2300 )'1'8) 1)'}'00 545 {2 9 2.0 | 1.8 1'0"1 008 X _7)1 P S“),Tl‘ Wi loam
2245 | 2205, 14eb | 54O 309 | 049 | 266 | 0ol | Qo2 | 34z |Sandy loam
14,51/ 1u 5_/ 1646 540 ﬁ.7 1e6 1363 [1e2 ) 0a8 500 1(100 Hard
| . Tet | e g o B (400 Sangy
: ' oL . . o T 'q . ' loam
1067 | 1047 .| 154 | %40 (440|148 | 2.7 | 1467} 1e3 {205 |Sandy loam
2ol 2lt. .| 114 | 5‘7 2¢6 1163 13,1 | 040 | Lol 87 |Hard
260 | 20 . 16l | He2 263|242 [Be1 1160 | 1e6 |, 5O |Hard
240 840 .| 1346 | L4é2 1249 | 0a6 |U4eO |1a2 ] 087 36 |Hard
060 8e0 12e2 | 3e7 36l |lel [2el 143 0ub |, 30 |Hard
Av, per ST e S o : L '
foarmes.. 9q6 lu.B NE luoz»- ud5 }joh” 144 Ze9 [ 140 ] 140
i ! | v . e
Hard land 3.1 5¢9 | 1440 | 4e2 33} 1ol | 302 1141 {140 |,
N 1
lande. .. 1840 24,3 1Re2 345. 3.9 1e6 28 1140, 140

l/The estimated yield on.sandy;loam soil was 15.9 blie pe* acre wnd on s¢1t 10ﬁm
. 5011, 9 bue per acre on this farme g
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. Information secured from the 11 Farmer vho were kreeplng rainfall rscords
indicated that barley was produced ' exclusively on the silt loam soils. The
barlsy JleldS (see table 10) were..affected con51derably oy tne amount of rainfall.
The highest yield of 2643 bushels per acre was.secured from land upon wnich fell
12,8 inches of rainfall during the period January 1 to July 15. Land which pro-
duced the 1owe t barley yields received less rainfall and cons1derablv more nall
than land ‘which produced the nlgnest vieldse -~ . : _ :

Table 10e~ Yields of barley on various farms with corresponding amounts of rainfall
in comparison with other indicated items in Northeastern Colorado, 1938

IR _ ot Distribution-of
Actual|Est~ = [Precip? i preeipitation Acres | Type
yields|imated |itation |Jan. 1 """;"”” o im of
per iylelds |Jan. 1 ‘to May ; June [ July | barley| soil
acre |if had | to Apre. 30 ' o
- ino hall July 15 ¢ L
. bu.vir bie . ip. in. in. ine ine

26e3 | 2663 . | 1248. | FeO i, 7‘ 1e6 | 151 150 | Hard
1846 2046 | 1246 Be2 |33 | 2.2 | 299 | 48 | Hard
6ol | 2he1 8.8 a8 %ol | 05 | Lot 60 Hard
Belt 11048 S 945 :v.:ﬁ¢7: 3ok ;- lel |- 146 50 Hard

560" | 987 el | He2 | 29| 0eb ! Le74 TH | Hard

%05 | 175 87 367 266 | 143 | lel | 126 | Hard:

Ave-pér o ‘ T D A A o ,
farmess [10.8 | 1842 1043 oL ] 3431 1e2 ] Lla7 85
S i ! 1

A few comparisons nave been made of the crép yields on- the basis of
(1) the size of farm as measured by the number of acres cultivated, (2) the size
of the crop enterprise,.and {3) the size of .the farm on the basis of the number
of tilled acres and/or the amount of production of livestock. These comparisons
are presented in tables 10, 11, and 12, . o o

It is guite obvious that those farmers with the largest number of . .-
acres under cultivation secured the highest yields (table 11).

the low
o6 ¢avms, Northeastern Colorado, 1938,

Table 1le- Avefage yields of wheat, corn, and barley on farms with
medium, and high number of tilled acres,

Rating Average Average vields (in boshels) of
in number

tilled tilled . Wheht .Corn Barley

acres - acres ' L : _ 4 :

Low 326 - ! 76 's.h‘ ,i" 7 8eb

Medium Blio 11.6 9e2 11k

High 851 1641 1248

'1109
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In table 12 data are presentéd to indicate that the average yields
~of wheat and corn were highest on.those farms wnere fthe largest acreage of
each crdp waé'produced.f This is nat $0: significant 1n tne case of barlev.

-»Table 12¢~ Average V1e1ds of wneat, corn, ani barlev rer acre on ba“ls of ¢
size of each crop enterprlse, 26 farms, Northeastern Golorado, 1938.

Rating Average acrease and cdrréspbnding vields of

in_aCI‘GS . Tl — o : SRR :

in each o Wheat Gorn .- .. Barley

grop ' -  _acres ¢ bushels acreg 4 bushels _ acres .3 bushels

e s kel W oonE o % g

Medium . . 182 - 9.8 1 ', e 3 b 1346
’ ) ’ o R ol 7"-4 o

High A 305 13.5 322 1740 i1 185 J11.4

‘In table. 13 is 1ndlcated tnat the farmers wno had. Iarge acredges to
cultivate and/or’ tne largest lives tock enterprises.also seaured the highest

’

yieldse E . :‘. ., e ‘_,‘ . 1 ,

Table 13.~ Average v1e1ds of wneat, corﬁ, ¢nd barley per acre on basis of the
number of tilled acdres and/or the prodnction of productive 11Vestodk 26
farms, Wortheastern Colorado, 1938. . o

- L8 . >

T L

ﬁating on-basis "~

number of tilled. . Ayeragg v1e1ds (ig - Dlsnels) of s
acres and/or VR N o e :
quantity of 11ve~'Al- e Hheat. o ~<;_J:Corn. SRR ,'Barlev

stocPAp¥pductlon

Low 9,1 7.8 | 8.7

High . o 1303 e 15E 1T e

1

Tne fact that the ylelds were the highest on large farms and on farms
with the largest acreasges in each crop indicates the following possibpilities:
(1) That facilities for performing satisfactory tlllaae practices might have
been more adequate on farms with largest acreagess (2) that the individual
farm operstors on the larger farms evidently had the ability to take care
of the larger acreages and tnelr additional numbers of livestock without
jeopardizing the opportunity of cetting reasonable ylelds; (3) that cooperation
among farmers for. the purpose of bringing about similar conditions which existed -
on the larger farims would be oeneficial.

s C



Corn Production Recommendations by farmers having the hirhest corn vieldss

Four farmers have given recommendations concerning practices they
consider desiravle in the production of corns. These successful corn growers
produced over 20 bashels of corn per acre on the average during the year 1938,
Rainfall on twe of these farms upon which 23-bushel corn crops were produced.
averaged 1443 inches from January 1 to October le All four of these farms
were located on fine sandy loam soils.

The tillage practices of the four farmers have been summarized into
two general classifications. The summaries are given in the accompanying
tables (See table 14)

Table 1he= Cultursl practices performed by four farmers having high corn
vields, Northeastern Colorado, 1938.

Methoal Tillage operation Time of year “illage
performed qperctiOh perifored
Noe 1 Disk (single) April 10-25
Plent with lister May B2
Godig.(throw out) June 115
Godig“(throw in Lightly) June 1530
Godig (throw in)3 ' _ July 115
Noe 2 One-way Mare 25 to Apre 15
Plant with lister Moy 10-22
Godig (out) June $-16
LEarrow June 20=25
Godig (in) July 15

1 . s - . . . ' .

Two of the farmers using each method in producinz corn on the same type
of soil and with similar amounts of rainfall received approximately the
same yieldse

2anowm_g out the second time is practicoed.
3After the ground has settled after the third cultivation the ground should

be levels
The recommencations ;iven by successful corn Termers were

(1) Leave stubble and stalks stand on ground during winter in order to catch
snow and prevent wind erosionse

(2) Start conserviag spring rains earlye

4
(3) Prepare a clean, firm seedbeds Do not stir corn srotnd ton deepe

gu) Select very carefully a welleadapted vwri - 0f seeds

(5) Treat the seod corne
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(6) Never plant each kernel of geed corn closer than 18 inchese It is best

’ to plant corn from 20 to 25 inches apart. - Thus; healthier plants will
produce larger ears and deeper kernels and, as a result, a higher yielde
(Note: This undoubtedly requires adjusting the corn planter before going

to the field by actually putting a jack under the drive wheel of the lister
and counting the kernels which have fallen through each ppout in relation -
to the distance the lister would have traveled if it were being pulled
through the fieldes To -get-the proper spacing of corn it is desirable

to test the planter whenever a different varlety of corn or a different
guantity of larger or smaller kerneled corn is being planted.)

(73 The‘besf time to.plant corn is from Mey 15 to 20 ) o . .

(8) Although not mentioned by the farmers specifically, it is guite evident

) that the sub-soilers should be set at the proper depthe This undcubtedly
would insure a stand of corn in case no rain fell shortly after the corn
was plantede ; :

(9) Listing the corn is the only safe method as this nelps to conserve
moistures o

(10) Shallow cultivations are adviseds
gllS Put off the last tillage operation as long as possible, considering, of

course, the height of the corn, tasseling of corn, and the way the rains
comee . : ‘

(12) Perform the proper cultivation at the rigit time.

Recommendations by farmers receiving high wheat yields? .

The three farmers from whom recommendations were secured produced an
average of 22 bushels of wheat per acre on summer—-fallow lands All these
farmers produced this wheat on what is popularly known in the area as '"hard
land." These soils are silt loam soilse

The rainfall ranged between 94l and 1148 inches during the period-
from January 1 to July 15. The yields ranged from 20 to 25 bushels per acre.
Obviously, the nrecipitation during the year 1938 until approximately harvest
time is not the whole story because moisture is stored during the preceding .
year. Rainfall records were kept only during the year 1938 by individual
farmerse

The method of summer fallowing which proved most satisfactory and
which was most highly recommended is given in the accompenying table. This : .
does not mesn that other methods are not satisfactory. It is quite nossible
that other farmers have found other methods equilly satisfactorye It appears
that the performing of a tillage operation at tine proper time is more ‘
important than the type of tillage operation used. (See table 15).
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Table 1He~ A recommended system for summer fallowing land for the production
of wheat as summarized from three farmers! recommendations, northeastern
Colorado, 1938

Tillage operation Time of year to perform
suggested operation
Disk (single or tandem) dpril 10-15
Plow 1/ May 10-20
Harrow ( spiketooth or May
springtooth)
Rodweed (possibly twice) June and July
Harrow (springtooth, July and August
possibly twice)
Seed Septe 15

;/ The moldboard plow is usually more satisfactory than the wheatland
one-way disk, but costs more to operate.

Additional recommendations relative to the production of summer-fallem
wheat given uy farmers follow?

(1) Barly conservotion of moisture is advisables

(2) Although a moldwoard plow is considered more satisfactory than the one—

] way, it has been inferred from the recommendations given that a farmer
usually uses a one-way when all other implemenbs fail to perform properlye
Therefore, much criticism of the one~way is probably not justifiede The
criticism should be directed toward the practice of tilling the soil at
the wrong timee

~

(3) Till the soil when it is fairly wet but not too wet to bake the soil.
(4) Kill the weeds just before they show up above the soile

§55 Where there is no stubble it is a questionable practice to use the disk
or onc~way after May l.

The rate of seeding summer—fallow land Yo wheat varied between 24 and
4O pounds per acres It is considered desirable to plant the wheat on the
contour waenever it is reasonably convenientes

Ooviously, no stereotyped tillage procedure can be worked out which

will give Dest results at all times. Weather conditions change and a farmesr
needs to use nis best judgment in coping with various conditions.

Ases of farmers operating most and least—profitable farms:

The farm operators who managed tie one-third most-profitable farms
ranged from 29 to 44 vears of ages Twelve percent of the farm operators
were under 29 years of sge and 3% percent were over Y years of age. However,

Dy
o

none of these younger or older men were in the most-profitabdble groupe These
data are given in table 16,
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Table 16.— Ages of farmers operating the most-profitable and the least-
profitable farm businesses, northeastern Colorado, 193G,

Ranges Hos of Farmers operating
in ages farmers Most-profitatle : Least-profitable
farms H farms

Number ! Percentage ¢ Number ¢ Percentage
2128 3 0 0 1 12
294 36 7 4 50 0 0 '
37-Ub 6 4 50 2 25 .
4552 5 0 0 3 38
H3-over® 5 0 0 2 25 .
Total 26 8 100 8 100

*Sixty-two years of age was the highest for any farmer in the studye.

Among the most-profitable group of farmers there were four owners and
four tenants. The owners were 38 vears of age and the tenants 35 years of
age. Among the least-profitable group, four were owners and four tenants.
Owners were 53 years old and the tenants 4o, The average ages of all home-
owners and non-homeowners in the study were 41 and 36 years, respectively.

Fducation of Farmers Operoting Most and Least—-Brofitable Farms:

The farmers operating the most-prvofitable farms had attended school
slightly more than those operating the least-profitable ferms. The four
owners in the most-profitable group had attended school an average of 9 yvears
and the four tenants in the most profitable group 11 years. Homeowners and
tenants operating the least-profitable farms spent an average of 10 years each
in school. Of the whole number of farmers in the account study, the home-
owners had attended school 9 years and the tenants 12 years. Additional
information is given in table 17.

Table 17+ — Years of education of farmers operating the most and least-
profitable farms, northeastern Colorado, 1938.

Farmers operating .

Range in No. of Mo st-profitable farms ¢ Least-profitable farms

years of farmers Number § Percentage ¢ Number ¢ Percentage .
education ‘ . ,

7-8 9 3 38 3 38 ‘
9-10 6 1 12 2 ol

11-12 7 3 38 3 38

13-over* 4 1 12 0 0

Total 26 8 100 8 100 .

*Pifteen years of education was the highest for any farmer included in the
SUILIATY
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ghildren on Farms:

There was an average of 3.4 children in the fomilies of the operntors
managing the one-third most-profitable group of farms. All the children were
on the farm. Operators of the least-profitable group of farms had an n average
of four children in the family; however, only three lived at home. Obviously,
since the latter group of farmers was 10 years older than the former group,

a greater movement away from the least-profitable farms was to be expected.
The accompanying table indicates the number of families with various numbers
of children. (See table 18).

Table 18+~ Families with indicated number of children living on most and
least-profitable forms, northeastern Golorado, 1§38. l/

Range in Families with indicated number of children
number of Ho. of On most-profitable farmst On least-proritable farms
children families  Numberz; s Percentage ! NumbegE/ : Percentage
on farm b 3 :

0 3 0 0 1 13

1 4 1 13 0 0

2 g 3 38 2 25

3. 5 1 12 2 25

in 3 1 12 2 25

Aaver 2/ 3 2 25 1 12
Total .2 8 100 8 100

1/ In malking comparisons reservotion rust be Lude for the difference in ages
of operators of the most and least-profitadle farms (tadle 15).
2/ Seven was the highest number of children in any one family.
E/ All children in these families were living on the faim.
/ The two families having three children, aad one family having two children,
. as indicated, also had onc, thrce, and onc ad& tional children, respectively,
living off the farm.

We may conclude after studJlnb this information that either (1) some
children must eveniually move from these farms or (2) it will be necessary to
reduce the number of acres of farm land per farnm.

During 1937 and 1938 the farmers operating the most-profitable farms
had c onsiderably more acres of crop land than did farmers operating the
least-profitable farms. It is evident that with continued introduction of
labor-saving machinery, which increases the efficiency of production, the
number of farmers needed to produce agricultural »roducts in the future in
this arca will be fewor than at present. Therefore, if we expect the young
men and women who are now living on farms with their parents to have as high
a scale of living as their parents have had, we will odbviously need to continue
with a policy of providing education for the swrplus farm yvouth so that the
surrlus may have an opportunity of moving off the farm. This would leave
large enough farms for the remaining persons to make a reasonable scale of
living and the surplus farm youth would then be free to rroduce other
commodities and services which farmers do not now have.

[

An attempt to stop the introduction of greater efTficiency in agricul-
tural production in order to kecp surplus youth on the farm would be an
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attempt to hinder the production of those commodities and services which
provide society as a whole with a higher scale of living.

Obviously, an attractive farm home and favorable working conditions
on the farm are desirable if we expect a few leaders among the young people
to remain on the farm. Alert young people will accept work where the
greatest opportunities may De found.

Farm Family Living Section

income from the Farm Business per Person:

Considerable emphasis has been placed recently upon how much income
each person should have in order to live an abundant life. Voters have been
asked to Tix the amount of income which certain groups of individuals shall
receive. FEow much income did farm families receive from their farm businesses
which were located on first-prade dry farming land in northeastern Colorado
during 19387

Data relating to farmefamily income are presented in table 19 The
annual per capita income was $135. This figure includes the labor wages of
the farm operator and members of his family, the value of farm products used
in the farm home, and the imputed rental value of leased farm residencese
It excludes an amount of & percent of the farm opcrator!s investment in the
farm business which it is considered could be secured as interest if the
moncy werc invested elsewhere. The ner capita income was $75 and $232 for
homeowners! and non-homeowners! families, respectively, This amounts to
$11, $6, and $19 per person per month for the average family, the homeowner's
family, and the non-homeowner!s family.

However, if the earnings of capital are included with all other direct
and indirect returns from the farm business, the per capita income per
month is increased to $21 for the average family. Homeawners who have invested
$15,500 received $21 per month for their families, and non-homeowners with
$3,500 invested received about $22 per months Thus, homeowners with an
additional $12,000 invested received approximately as much as non-homeownerse

These figures are significant when it is realized that the ylelds of
the major crops, wheat and corn, on these farms werc approximately equal to
the 13-year average during the period,192u—36 in the gentral county of the
type-of-farning area.. The major crops used avout thrce-fourths of the land
under cultivation on these farms and 84 percent of the farm land was
being cultivateds Income from these farms was undoubtedly average or above
for farms located in the type-of-farming areas as a whole.

The per capita income for the previcus year (1937) is estimated to
have been about $30 per month when the earnings from the investment were in-
cluded. During 1537 wheat yielés were equal to the 13-yoar average. Corn
vields were 65 percent of average. 'The average prices reccived for wheat and
corn sold during the year were 95 and 94 cents per bushel respectively.



Table 194 Per capita income received by actual farm operators and their
families as a result of the operation of their farm businesses, and
related items as indicated, Phillips, Sedgwickz, Washington and Yuma

counties, Colorado, 1938.*

Averace Average  Average
on 26 on 16 on 10
Item farmg  farms farms
where where
operators operators
own lease
their their
home. home
labor-and-management wage of farm operator...... § 288 § 87 $ 610
Value of farm products used in hOMEeeseseesnen.. 201 200 20k
Value of fanily labor (other than operator)e.... 34 51 6 .
Imputed value of leased residencescecceccecvacne 86 1/ 222 2/
Total family income (excluding 5 percent interest
on farm investment)seseeeercscesceeeconsncoenses 609 338 1,042
Average number in family on the farleseeeeseas.n, 4e5 4,5 Le5
Annual per capita income (excluding 5 percent
 interest)...... Cereaeees Cereresrnaieaseseeaiees $135 75 $ 232
Monthly per capita income (excluding interest)... . 11 6 ‘ 19
Total family income including interest earned _
on farm investmentsesscecceeoeneoseaecennnnsrens 1,154 1,114 1,217
Operator!s total investment in farm business..... 16,900 15,520 3,500
Adnnual per capita income (including earnings |
_ from farm investment)see..... ceenee Cevrennans 256 olg 270
Monthly per capita income (4ialuding earnings
from farm investment)sseeessesosesvoasenonssans n 21 22 B

“The income includes government benefit payments and income from labor off

farm which is related to the farm business.
“income not related to the farm business.

It does not include outside

1/Rental value excluded because expenses of farm residences are separated from

. farm business expenses.

2fImputed rental value included on assumption that the residence is furnished

. by landlord. (Basis 12 percent of inventory value.)
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Faru Home Facllities!

Most farmers have only their farm business as their important source of
income. Unless tihe income from the farm business exceeds the necessary living
expenses, very few luxuries can be purchased. In tadle 20 data are oiven
indicating the oxternal condition of the farm residences and the percentages of
homes having various desirable home facilities. Comparisons are also given
concerning the circumstances waich existed on the farms where the farm
operators owned their farm rcsidences and wherce tihcy did not own their farm

residences.

The average farmer lived in a “~room house. Fifty=«eight percent of
the homes had a ¢ood surface coating of paint in December, 1938, The paint
on 31 nercent of the homes was in fair condition. There was no paint on 1l
percent of ihe homes. Tenants lived in better-painted homes than did home-
owners.

Additional observation of data given in the tuble indicates that there
is a large narket for ranufactured goods in our farm homes, provided the
farmers had the necessary purchasing power coupled vitii the desire to buy
those goodse Only about one-half of the farmers nad running water in their
homes. Only onc-nalf had electric lights where the eloctrical energy was
furnished by a combdustion enzine. A4 few farmers used small airplane-type
propellors in order to convert wind into electrical eamergye. Most of these
units were quite sucll, however, and dld not, therefore, furnish adeguate
lighting and electrical power for the farm. Threc-fourths of the farmers had
telephones and 89 percent had radiose There is need for more adequate
refrigeration, Only one—~fourth had mechanical refrigerators.

The form operators who own their own homes had about the same home
" conveniences as did the tenantse According to fizures given in the table,
fewer of the lhiomeowners had running water but they had more pltcher pumpse
Homeowners had more encine electrical wnits but fewer wind-propelled elec-
trical units. Homeowners had slightly more telephonec and radioss Komeowners
had mors rofrigerators Dut considerably fewer ice boxes than tenants. A
higher percenvage of tenants had either ice boxes or refrigerators than did
homeownerse Homeowners had slightly better heating facilities than tenants.

The Farm Fanilv Automobile:

The average investment in the automobile was $360. Farmers use the
automobile for farm business purposes as well as for pcrsonal use. About
M} percent of the auto cxpense was estimated to be for personal use and the
remainder for farm business purposes. This 43 nercent pereonal auto
expenditure amcunted to an average of $75 per year.

The homeowncrs possessed later model automobiles than did the tcnantse
Automobiles less than § years old wore owned by 50 percent of the tenants and
70 percent of the nomeowners. Onc-half of the cars loss than 5 years old
were 1937 modelse Over one-fourth of the total number of automobiles were
1928 and 1929 modeclse
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Table 20e~Condition of paint on farm residences and farm home facilitics
on farms in northecastern Colorado, Decomber 1938.%

Itenm Total Home-~  Tenants
owners
Number of farmers in farm account study...o..c...... .. 06 16 10

Condition of paint on farm residence:

Percentage having good paint........covevnen. .. 58 50 7

" "o fair " i .. 31 38 2

" B L 11 12 10
Number of rooms in farm NOMEe.eseraesvrssesoarensens 6 6 6

Perecentage of farm homes having indicated facilitiess

BabthroOme s eoeveneassttoconsanansns B 1) 38 30
Water facilities:
RUNNING WabOT e eevenonersamossossoesesss . B4 F0 60
Pitcher JUmpsssesssevesnrsoanronraansnoness 31 38 20
No water piped to hous€eais-veiorecanana.s, 15 12 20

Lighting facilities:

Flectric 1ighbSeeeeeeneseaereeosncasnsnesss DB 62 70

Combustion engine for electric lights 50 5 - bo

~ Wind propeller for electric lights... 15 6 30

GaS DUTNEre s etiesennsssnranesrossosnensas . 27 25 30

Kerosene DUIrnereecscssveseeesss creereee e 8 13 0

T el enNOTCesersorernsnronesasassasssosonsosansas . 73 75 70

RadiOsecraernvunnna.s fe it aesasasar s . 85 8g 80

Refrigerationt

01l burner refrigeratorecceccieiecesensien 23 31 10

I1CE DOXesrencrcossocsosnsssvasssessnsnnses 23 13 4o

Nothing except cave, basement, etce....... 54 56 50
Kind of heat for winter!

FUTNACE v v e ranranes e eee s 38 38 Uo

Circulating Neaters.eesesersecensrocsnecss Ub 50 bo

Ordinary stovee.eievsvsvesssaarssenrocanse, 15 12 20

*A farm housing survey made by the Bureau of Home Economics, U.S.D.A., in
January and February of 1934 and which was puwblished in March, 1939, indicated
the following comparable figures for Adams, Xit Curson, Morgan, Washington,
Weld, and Yuma countles' Percentage having (l) cold water piped to the Iiouse
20, (2) pitcher pump 9, (3) home plant electric lights 5, power line 12, ice
refrigeration 20, mechanical refrigeration 1, central Lieating system 8.

These figures compared quite favorably with facilitics in farm homos in the
United States as a whole in 1934s Farm account cooperators in this area had
much betfer home facilities in 1938 than the average farmer in the United
States had in 19734,
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Summary

Twenty-six farm account cooperators who farm first-g srade dry farming land
in northeastern Colorado operated on the averuge a $21 000 farm business
in 19380

The farm operators and landowners together reccived $1,408 cash income per
farme Interest paid out has not been deducted in ovtaining the cash income 8
figures. After considering inventory decreases of $1%1 during the year the
farm income (excluding interest paid out) was $1,277. This was about
$800 less than it was during the preceding year, 1937

Tne average rate earned on the whole farm investment was 34,04 percent,

provided $50 per month is deducted for the operatorts and family labor. -
Therate earned on the one-third most-profitable and least-profitable farms

was 9448 and ~2.37 percent.

On the basis that the farmers could have received 9 percent interest on
their farm cepital if invested elsewhere, tihe earnings left over for the
use of the oporator!s labvor during the year amounted to $175 for the
avorage, $1,321 for the most-profitable, ond —$623 for the least-profitable
group of farmers.

The averace acreages of farm land occupled by all the farms, the most and
least-profitcble, were 678, 577, and 559 acres. The percentages of farm
land under cultivation were 84, 90, and 83 for the average, most, and least-
profitable sroup of fafms, The most-profitable group had a few more

acres under cultivation thah the least-profitable group.

Wheot ond corn constituted the major sources of income. Wheat occupied 31
percent of the cultivated land and an additional 22 percent was being summer
fallowed primarily for the next yeor's foll-wheat crops Corn occupied

25 percent of the cultivated land. Thus, abdout three~-fourths of tne
cultivated land was being used for the production of wheat and corn.

Wheat vielded on the weighted-average basis 11l.2 bushels per acre on the
26 farms, 15¢3 on the mostwprofitable, and he5 on the least-profitable.
Corn yielded 13,1, 13%.4, and 5,1 bushels per acre. The average yilelds,
taken as o whole, were apbroximately equal to the l3-year average vield
for wheat and corn in the county located in the central part of the
farning area during the period 192M~193b. Rainfall records kept by
individual farmers indicated that rainfall was only one of several factors
which affected yields, .

Investment in productive livestock was slighitly less on the nmost-proTitable .
farms than on the least-pro©itable farmse However, nore feed was fed to
productive livestock on the most-profitable farms.

Livestock returns were favorables The returns per $100 worth of Ieed fed

to cattle, hogs, and pouliry on 16 of the 26 farms was $200, $158, and $o70.

An average of $210 was received per $100 worth of feed fed to. all productive
livestock on all the farmse The average value of feed fed was $59%., These

returns included an estimate of the value of livestock products used in -
the farm nhence

Labor, power, and machinery costs amounted to $3419, $2.88 and $3.36 on .
the averase, most=profitable, and least—proAltablc farmse Thege expenses
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Profits were derived quite largely from the productiocn of wheat on the
silt loam so0ils and from the production of wvheat and cern on the fine
sandy loam soils. Fach class of livestock also yielded a satisfactory
incomes Either higher farm prices, lower producticn costs, or, in some
cases, a smaller rental share to the landowmer, or a larger volume of
business is obviously necessary for higner farm profits,

FBrm operators received for themselves and each member of their families

an average of $11 per month income from the farm business, provided the
farm operator could secure 5 percent on his farm investment elsewhere,

This figure of $11 per month includes farm business income, farm products
used in the farm home, and imputed rentals on leased farm residences,

plus earnings of members of the farm family from the farme It also inciudes
government soil conservation payments. The aversse size of family was

4.5 persons. Wnen the earnings from $11,000 worth cf farm capital owed

by the farm cperators 1s included, the per copits income amounted to $21
per monthe

The monthly per capita income of farm families where the farm operator
owned his liome and had an additional $15,520 invested in the farm
business amounted to $2l. This figure includes only the earnings from
the farm business, including capital earnings. The monthly per capita
income where the farm operator leased the farm recidence and had $3, 500
invested in the farm business was about $22. There was an average of 445
persons in the families of the homeowners and non-homeowners, In other
words, tenants living in leased farm homes received as much from the
farm business for their families as did homeowners even though the

tenant had $12,000 less capital invested in the farm business.

There was very little difference between the farm home facilities where
farm operators owned their homes or leased their homes.

(2513-39)
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