








usage. Enterprises which used more tna!n labor than average spent more 

t iIne on all phaS&S of production. 
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There was a tf;Jndenoy for y1e lds to inorea,se as the average number 

of hours of man labor inoreased. The :san18 relationship was noted' when 

the records were sorted on the basis of yield. 

Average price per tonse a measure of grade indioated that as man 

hours of labor per aore inoreaae4 the prioe per ton increased. This may 

be the result ot better timing or gxoeaiter oare in performing the growing 

and harvesting operations. 

Hours of man labor were associated positively with total �c�o�s�t�s�~� 

The increase in total oosts was greater than the inorease in labor cost 

assuming an average wage rate of about $1 per hour. This is indicative 

of an inter-rela.t1onahip among faotors. The inorease in man. labor was 

aocompanied by an increase in the use ot oapital as reflected by power. 

and machine coats per aore. 

Another grouping of the reoQrds �a�~�e�o�r�d�i�n�g� to power and machinery 

cost was made to show the assooiation between that cost faotor and tote.l 

cost per a.ere (table 12). As power and machinery cost per acre increased 

from $15 per aereto $ 37 per aore there we s noted a oonsistent increase 

in total cost per aore. Total oost per aore changed from $100 to $,148 

while the power ,and. maohine cost inoreased from. $15 to $ 37. There waa 

a negative assooiation between power and machinery cost per acre and 

degree o£mechan1zat:1on. The farms more oompletely traotor and truok 

meohanized had les8 cost pe.raore than those relying to a greater extent 

on horse power. 

The:re wes a positive assooiation between power and machinery cost 

and hours of man labor per acre which subtantia.tea the results note'd when 

the records were sorted according to man hours. of labor per aore. 



Table 12.- Relationship of power:8ndmaohinery cost per acre and net returns and other faetors.Caohe and 
Box ElderCo.unties. Utah,. 1951. 

Range in Average A~l"a.ge A"I'.'erage 'Market Hours 'rotal ~i'otal Net 
power and power and I,Io .• acres Yield prioe Degree value of man receipts coats returns 

Inaoh. cost mach .. cost of per per ~r mach. land labor per per per 
per acre per 8.cre farms enterprise a ore ton total per a ore per a~re a ore acre acre 

lSo1:!ars No. Aeres Ton Dollars Percent ]5oItars Bours vollars tJollars Dollars 

Less 
than $18 15 25 7.3 1.5 85.80 94 391 19.6 155 100 56 

$18 "'"' $23 20 26 6.3 1.7 92.00 93 404 25.2 151 114 43 

$24 """ $28 26 20 6.9 2.1 95 .• 20 91 390 24.1 215 118 97 

$29 and over 37 21 5.0 1.7 98.80 86 410 32.9 184 148 36 

All farms 24 92 6.4 1.8 9Z.60 91 399 24.6 175 117 58 



so 

Th$r~ we. no assooiation of pourer and machinery eQ$t par acre with 

average grade as measured by average priee per ton nor 'Wa.s thereanymsrked 

degree of $.8sooiation of power and mach1neryooet peraore with yield per 

aore. 

There was a slight tendency for the smaller enterprises to have 

higher pOI'Ier am maohine.ry oosta per 8.01"'8 and higher laboreosts per acre 

with very little 1f any compensation in yield or average price per ton. 

The smaller enterprises were les. mechanized than the lar~er enterprises. 

The use of horse power takes more time and results in higher pOW'er and 

maohinery coats and in higher labor requirements per acre. 

Balance .in the enterprise. Suocessful farm manl\gers have found it 

advantageous to adjust productton 10 that :perfor:rnanoeinall faotors is 

above.average (2 i P.167 .... 171). The adjustment process results in e. balanCing, 

at an above average l.vel, of f'a.otors such as size, labor requirements, 

oepit 81 requirements" rates of produotion, etc. It 1s better to aohieve 

high efficienoy in all taetors rather than in only one or two factors. 

The records were sorted on the basis of the number or faotors better 

than average to note the relationship of balanoe in the canning pea enter­

prise and net returns (table 13). The factors considered were site of 

enterprise, tons of peas per acre. grade of peas delivered, hours of man 

labor per aore. and power and machinery cost per acre. It 'Was possible 

after grouping the records in this way to note the assoQiation between the 

number of faotors better t han average and net returns per aore. 

There was a positive .association between the number or factors 

better than average and net returns per aore. As a f!?eneral rule, net 

returns per acre increased as the number ot factors better than average 

increased. Balanced performance is important in the canning pea enterpri se. 

A~ a result of the way the reoords were sorted hours of man labor per 
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Table 13 .• - Re lationshlp ot number of -faotorsbetter than aTOraee and net 
returns and other factors, Oache and Box Elder Counties, Utah 
1951. 

No. of No .. of Average Man Power and Net 
factors No. acres Yield price Degree hours much. returns 

better than of per per per maoh. labor oost per 
average farms enterprise acre ton total pe~ aore per acre acre 

ijo. Aores 'I'ona Dotiars Percent Hours Do!!ars Do rlars 

1 or less 1S 3.6 1.5 95.40 86 36.9 31 18 

2 25 4.5 1.8 96.00 87 31.3 25 51 

3 36. 7.8 1.7 93.20 96 21.6 21 69 

4 or more 13 9.9 1.9 99.40 97 22.6 18 63 

All farms 92 6.4 1 .. 8 93.60 91 24.6 24 58 

acre and power and machinery cost per aore de ore a sed as the number o·r facwts 

better than average increased. Size of the enterprise, tons of peas per 

acre. and average price per ton of shelled peas increased -a.s the nwaber of 

factor's better than average increased .tor the same reason. 

l.'he recorda lYerealso sorted into twogrou.ps acoording to net returns 

per aore (table 14). A comparison 'Was made between the averages of the 

most profitable group, the least profitable group, and the average of all 

,enterprises. 

The m.ost pro.ti tableenterpris8a were larger than enterprises 1n either 

of the other groups. They exoelled in yield per aore. labor requirements, 

and they had 10l'1eroosta of produotion per aore .. 

There was relatively little dit.terence in the grade of peas delivered 

between. the two grou.ps. 

It is apparent that the suooess of the most profitable enterprises 

is the result of the fa·otorswhioh have been reviewed above to show their 

associati.on with suocess. They are larger enterprises with more oomplete 

mechanization which results in lower man labor requirements and 10w6r 
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Table 14 •• Comparison of averages of most profitable third. least profitable 
third ,and average of all enterprises, Oa.che and Box Elder 
Counties, Utah. 1951. 

Race 1pts per acre 
Cos t B per acre 
lZetreturna. parser. 

Receipts per ton 
Costs pe r ton 
I-Iet returns per ton 

Acres per enterprise 
Yield per acre 
Market value of land per acre 

Unit 

Dollars 
Dollars 
Dollars 

Dollars 
,Dollars 
Dollars 

Acres 
Tons 
Dollars 

Hours man labor per aore-total Hours 
Hours man labor per aore-prep. Iiours 
Hours man labor per aore-han. Hours 

Average prioe per ton Dollars 

Most 
prot. 
third 

228 
111 
117 

101 
49 
52 

7.6 
2.2 
378 

24.6 
5.8 

14.1 

96 

Least Average 
prot. all 
third enterpriaes 

115 175 
126 117 

""", 11 58 

105 100 
114 67 

... 9 33 

5.8 6.4 
1.1 1.8 
4S1 399 

28.7 24.6 
8.9 1.7 

13.3 14.2 

99 94 

total Closts for producing an acreot canning pea._ Lower oosts and higher 

reoeipts as a rasu.ltot higher yields have resulted in their being the most 

prof1t'9.ble enterprises. 
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CONCLUSION 

The-importance ot the ()anningpea enterprise in thefuturevtlll 

d.epend on its l"elativeprotltablene8s. Oanning peasoompe:te with other 

crops for the use of land and oapital. To 8uco88sfully oompet.e they' mU3t 

earn at least a8 high per acre return for the operator and his family 

a.sdo competing enterprise.. Information availa.ble indioates that over 

9. period of years canning peas ere as profitable as sugar 'beets. m.ore 

profitable· than canning corn, and nearly as profitable a.s canning tomatoel.U 

The risJ;:: in the oanning pea enterprise or obtaining • crop seems to be 

higher for individual years on individual farms but the average profitable .... 

ness is favorable. 

Caohe and Box Elder Counties have favorable oonditions for the 

product ion of oanning pea.. Yields in the two oounty area were high1'nough 

to allow the average produoer to pay 8.11 ooats and make a net return of 

$58 per acre. The vines a8 silage have value as.$. live·.took feed in the 

area .• 

Labor cost appears to offer the greatelt possibility for increasing 

returns from the enterprise. In a problem of this type yield per acre 

and price per ton must be asswn.ed to be fixed. The only way that net 

returns can be inoreased is to deorease co.tao! production. Material 

cost per aore ot whioh 69 percent was aooounted Corby seed cost is 

relatiiTely fixed. The sarna may be said regarding overhead oosts. Labor 

costs, however, ofter an opportunity for inoreasing efficiency, especially 

in the harvesting operations which accounted for 52 p=:rcent of the total 

U Un.published research of the Dept. of Agr. Economics U. S. A. C. 



labor requirement. The hand operations of' loading and unloa.ding are 

particula.rly tima"'consUllling and a.ppe.,.r to offer an opportunity for reduoing 

labor-requirements either by moreproduotive hand labor or by chnnging the 

methods of handling the vines after cutting. Th$re is no reason to conclude 

that present hand labor is ot low quality but by ohanging the me'thod of 

handling the peas a considerable saving may be possible. Combine harvest­

ing maohinea which cut and thresh the pea vines are experiroontal at 

present in this area but will undoubtedly be improved until their use is 

praotical. .Any changes made which reduoe labor oosts will affeot power 

and machinery costa since more machine labor will be used to replace part 

of the hand labor which is used at present. Lower costs of product ion will 

result from suoh a shift only when the increase in power and roachim cOlt 

1e le$~ than the decrease in labor cost. Adjustments in size of fie ld 

and in the method or <ouring or using the vines may be :t::'ISoessary. Future 

developments of this order will tend to make peas relatively more profitable 

or at least to prevent. the loss of their present position of profitableness. 

Yie ld is an important determinant of finano is 1 suooess in the oannirg 

pea enterprise. High yields should be the goal of each produoer providing 

they can be produoed effioiently. Yield is inoreased as peas beoome more 

mature. The farm operator must deoide at what stage he should harvest his 

peas. Medium grades of peas were the moat profitable for the faruer in 

1951 then were either the extreme high or low grades. Prioes for the 

various grades of shelled peas should be established relative to the 

desired grade for processing i.e. # if small more tender peas are desirable 

then theprioe must be increased to offset the loss in potential wei,ght 

whioh ooours when the young peas are harvested. 

Balance is important in the oanning pea enterprise. It is better to 

aohieve high effioiency in all factors than to excel in only one or 8. 

few tact or s • 



SUMMARY 

1. A stratltledoros$ seotion s8lI1ple of c~ng pea growera t oostsand 

returns blCaohe and Box Elder Oounties 'Was obtained by theaurvey nethod 

for the 1951 orop. Ninety-two reoords formed the basis of this report. 

}t"lo~t;y-.e ight recoTd.s were obtained in Cache COWltyand 44 records were 

ohta ined in Box Elder County. 

The size o£ the enterprise ranged from 1 acre tc) 30 aores with an 

average site of 6.4 acres. All enterprise records indicated that the peas 

had been grown with the applioation or irrigation water. 

2. The average man labor requirement for growing ce,nning p34SWe.S 24.6 

hours per acre. The harvesting operatl~ns acoounted for 52.5 ,t:ereent of 

the total man labor requirements. 

3. The average cost or pl'odue1ngan aore ot canning !Bas was $117 per aore 

or $65 per ton. Material eost acoounted for one-third of the total costa 

while overhead costa were about one-fourth ot the total cost and labor 

costs and pOW'er coata approximately one-fifth eaoh of the total c,ast. 

4. Average total receipts peraore were ~,175 and average net returns 

$58 per acre. Total .reoeipts were caloulated by adding the reoeipts from 

are lIed p3asand the net value of the silage. list returns wereoaleulated 

by subtraoting total oosts fran total reoefpts. 

5.. Assuming that the farm. operators owned the oapital whioh was used in 

tbl enterprises studied the average return to the farm family was $103 

per acre. 

6. There waS no oonsistent associa.tion betwoGn the size of the oarming 

pea enterprise as measured byaores and net returns per acre. Size ot 

enterprise 'Was assooiated negatively with number of hours of :man labor 
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required. 

7" Within the range ot this study-the enterpri$es wi.th highes.t produotion 

of shelled· peas per acre made greatest net returns per acre. 'Therewas 

a cOIlsistentpo$1tlve association between the two factorslt As yield :r;er 

acre increased there wae a consistent decrease in the average prioe per 

ton of shelled ptasdelivered indioating that the heavier ylelds oonsisted 

of less tender pEl as. 

8. Effioient use of labor and capital is important in the canning pea 

enterprise. Enterprises that used approximately 27 hours of man labor 

. and had power and maohine oosts of approximately $26 per 8.cre were the 

most successful a8 measured by net returns per aore. 

9. The number of factors better than average was associated positively 

"'lith :net returns per acre. Net returns per aore increased £rt>ln $18 per 

acre for the group wi thone factor or less better than average to more 

than $ 60 per acre for the enterprises with three or more factors better 

than .average. 

10. The larger enterprises whioh were more oomplete ly mechanized had 

lower ls.bor requirements and lower total costs for producing an acre ot 

oanning peas. The larger enterprises had higher net returns per acre. 
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APPENDIX 
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CANIDG PEA. ENTERPRISE suavEr 
UTAH AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE EXP. STATION 

DEPARTMENT or AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 
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(tlrop tear' RecoiVl No. 

~rator Tow.n ____________ ~--------~ 

CountY. Post otfice _________ """"-

Acres in peas Value per, acre Total value ------------ ----------- -----------~ 
What is the assessed valuation of this land ______ , ,11111 leVY. ____ - __ __ 

1fachine1'7 and Buildings 
' 'I 

~ 
Beg. End Avg. Charged to peas . ' 

Kind value Repairs Depree. value value lPercent . Value Repairs ;oepree:~ 
' . 

I 
l&preader le a $ $ $ 1$ II I \ 

i " i 

P1_ow -

Harrow 
" 

Disk 

Level 

'ni ...... ""--

Drill I 
i_. 

WaKon 

S'Dr&.ver 

Duster 

ill1 other In DX xxx xxx - xxx xxx. 
Total ,-

;.... .._9 
Rhel! 

Otherbld2stI 

rotal I 
~ 

't' 



OPERATIOR) PERFORMED BY OPERATOR AND OPERATOR'S FUlLY 
Labor and Power Record 

.,. lind and size 

40 

Operation " of equipment Ian l'ra. ....... -- - _I" Hers" Total 01. "1,1[:': 

t:tfe'! used lUI'S -AD·'}; ~ H1!s ,'h",t IHrs Jtmlt Hr. Am"t., 

~ § 
Manurine: .1""1 

,p - ~ 

~ J!!£.:.i..::t.i'-:.7l-i,.,;J' I 
~ "~"mi ,.~ • J (I) -,,_.' "';::,...-, ... - f J:.t 

Ea:('!'o''V'";,nL I 
ld 

~._., •• _ .. 10.... • 

TtJ..:J;'i,1&;:" I :i .• :... .. .J...,' .l. __ 
1'-'-'-- '., 

li~.t~~binL ' 
~-.. ,-,-.. -.. -i-J:t 

w j f-.. 

j .... -... ~ --.-JL_ ___ . t_ . -1--

11 
~-ir 

i I. t SlR--I ~"'"'ll. :1 ! -- -'-'1,- I 'I 
., 

. Drilling . 
.~ ::: ..... rie:at inll I 
~ 'IIJIW,,:,~ ...... -
~ In3~Et 11 ..... _' .--

'I 

Sub-total: 

J 

I'll t"",Adin. 
.: ..., 
; 

i Haul1nc 

Unloadina 

Sub-total: 

Total 
Convert Udrens 1 bor to man hours n the toUowi Be 81 16 and over 1. 
man, 1s-12 equals i'8, 14-15 equals 37h, 13-lh equal' Sit 12-13 equals In:-I!-12 
equals Ilh. It because ot the type o. t. oJ:)eration a bw under 16 years 1s ~h1St .a b 
prq4uctlVi in perro~ all of the requIrements or that operation, the rate.., e 
adJusted uprarcl accordiiill7. 

, 

: 

I 



No. 
Operations x 

over 

IMAT'I",..-l fttl' 

Fertilizing 

Pll'lWinP 

lu £\ ,..,.nwi T'la -
Floating 

IDit~himo 

I 

i 
'sub-total: I 

i 

tr1l1in« 

! 
! 
i 

I 
f 

j 1 Irrigating 
""lnsect I (!.--._"",'1 

! 
! 

I 
! 
I 

~ 
i 

ISub-total: i 

,:Y.n!'uH "GO i' 

HAul 'in. Ii 
:[ 

fn"" "At'" ft .. Ii 
I 

I ., 

Sub-totalr 
Total hired 
~o~~ on .. Hmtr .. r 

Grand total! 

,I 
q 

· OPERATIONS PERFORMID BY HIRED LABOR 
Labor and Power Record 

Kind and size 
of equipment .Yan Tractor Truck 

used Brs !mIt arB AIn't Hrs !m't 

41 

u - Total 
Hrs !mIt Am't 

I 

-

1 
:! 

: 

I 
l 
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Pe. Income, Expense, and SU1llDa17 of Operatl012l 42 

MATERIAL cosm ! 
INTEREST ON 140NEY IN QROP ! 

.. 

Item Time Quant, PriCE Coet Item Amoun1 Time Into- '~ 
J •. , 

'. 
; 

~ ~It=!!'rt.; 1 {mR"'~ • -tJ,: , :T .A'h",," .......... ~.! 
i 

1'n:n,uliI.rcs. tion t '; 
.......... ·,---.··4 

Plant¥tg and I 
I 

t I 
_._ ........ '" .~ 

.... ~ -Ln", " .......... -. ... -- , ...... 

lFertUiZ8ra 
I--'-'--~' "!"O : 

lSe-stl 
Of" . .......-.: •. _ ... ----., .. 
I;. ~ 

U;ffes f. _.-~~'. 

SL,ray or dusting !sorAV' nr nna+.;"8' I 

~ .• ---' 
- ~ nt. }:u:~.,. [Seed ~. 

'. 
Fees 

Other 
TOTAL XXX - XXX XIX ta !TOTAT, II 

Fixed OVerhead Charges Swmrrar:r I 

Assimed to Pea Enterprise --

t iT.,...L ,..L ft"" -r .. ,.., __ '" I T"t.:I' ..t .!l 

... .. .. .,.... 
iInterest on I'-Ani +.;SI1 ..:t .. .I.. 'l.1!'_A. ial t'!n..qt_'I 1 

, !]:tn';' I'f; 'pu, .. OVerhead costs 
; 

l'Ani 1 ',",1'117' .• "J:II+';f"t.'ft 'jIltS -K toOL &_fmni lv 1 aht\". ~t'lLqb:t 

,~nni"".n+. 1"AnAip ill .. ,.",,, 1 An",. ~,.u .. t.fIl 
, 

'~1'1'11.!----.&. ~ --',J:t+.i,.'n ~nT4T, i'!n~ 

iTaxes! Land 
Drainage Net .L """'1\111. P-J" -.. ! 

Water tiet return to Duera -i:.or &.. t:mt;'", 
'I 

11..'1. .. 
nt' !:II""' • 

1..1. -'- _f1' +_".. 
~OTll.(fTIlin r.M~ f.ft't..A.l !MI. ~ft. •• _ .. 

Ineomet" .... ~ l1'~t. .L '1'\6" MUIR ~ ... 

I- . . l!v- .. . . 
r ... P.,.-I",,- 'PO .. -". Net. . ,., ... +.""" . a 

TM~' ........ _-4'11'aA Y\A ......... -...-
. Net ,n:r" nA,. An",.:. 

Total cost. n~r acr. 

~ 
Tot.a' OftR't 1VI!~ tnn 

No. .I.. 

,&& from vines Tnt-A1 IllAft hl'd1l...... naY" III ...... ... 
~OTAL Total JMft hnul"a -nil,... t.nft 



H1stor.y or Pea Production 43 

Item 19$1 19>0 1949 1948 

! ~ECrop in this land 
f 

f 
f Total Anrt. 

~~L::: .• lure 
Quality 1 _. 

*Lbs.. of commercioJ.. 
fertiliz~r 

l I 
I -","""", 

~ *~l'b.ese items refel" to the laM growing peas in 1951. 

Plant disease or :;.nsects intested peas this year bacUy __ ~J s11ghtlJr_~ __ .. ' not 

at all ....... ___ • . Did you spray or dust? __ ... _. What insect or disease was 

troublesome? • ________ J_i ____ ~ ____ ~--__ 

Notest 

------~mmm;~---ra-i~o·r~. ----------~$---.~ ----~--atPe------ Checked b7 - p • . Ii 


