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which is often better than either acres of crops grown or number of
dairy cows is the total productiva man=work units. This not only
ineludes crops, livestock and other economic activity, but rates them
according to the amount of man labor required.

The recofds were sorted as nearly as possible into three equal
groups: small farms with lowest number of productive man-work units
per farm, medium size farms, and large farms with the most productive
man-work units per farm (table 14). The smallest farm group averaged
about 295 productive man-work units, while the largest farms averaged
588,

When productive man-work units were related to labor earnings,'it
was found that a slight tendency existed for labor earnings to increase
with an inerease in productive man-work units. Labor earnings on the
small farms were §1,922, while the large farms had labor earnings of
$2,148, an increase of $226.

As productive man-work units increased, the percent of productive
man-work units in the dairy enterprise decreased in rather marked
proportions. On the smallest farms 85 percent of the productive man-
work units were in dairy, while only 51 percent were in dairy on the
large farms. This reveals a tendency for the small farms to intensify
their operations by spending more productive time on the dairy enter-
prises. The smallest farms had 168 man-work units per farm in dairy
cows, which is 56 percent of the 295 productive men-work units per

farm. The large farms had 256 men-work units per farm in dairy cows,
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which equals 44 percent of the total productive men-work units. The
large farms ﬁad more dairy coﬁs per farm, but in relation to total
productive labor they had less. In other words, the large farms had
a greater portion of their productive labor d evoted to other enter-
prises which were influencing the labor earnings of the farm.
This is indicated again by the relation of productive»mandwork
units to ascres in crops. The large farms had twice as many acres
in crops as the small farms. (The relation of acres in orops to labor
earnings has been shown in table 12, page 21). Again, in animal units
per farm the large farms had’twice as many as the small farms had,.
Also, the large farms had twice as many productive man-work unité as
the small farms hade Only about 7.4 of the animal units are accounted
for in the additional &airy cows on the farms. This is an indication
that other livestock are an important enterprise on the large farms.
The large farms tended to use relatively less labor than did the
small farms when measured by man-work units per man. When the average
productive man-work units per farm were inoreased from 296 to 588,
productive man-work units per man increased from 258 to 334. This
is an increase of 76 man-work units per man on the large farms. But,
measuring labor efficiency by man-work units per man does not consider
yields. It is possible that lower yields affected the number of man-
work units accomplished per man.

Retes gz_Production

Butterfat Per Cow. For the farms studied butterfat production

per cow ranged from 137 pounds to 413 pounds. The average for all cows
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Table 14. Relation of Number of Productive Man-Work Units Per Farm
to Labor Earnings end Other Factors

Small Medium Large All
Item Farms Farms Farms Farms

Number of records 16 .16 17 49
Average productive man-work

units per farm 2956 425 588 439
Percent of productive man-work

units in dairy 65 57 51 56
Productive men-work units in

dairy cows (number) 165 208 256 210
Acres in crops 44 67 89 67
Animsl units (number) 28 42 56 42
Product{ive man-work units

per men (number) 258 322 334 310
Total investment § 11,095 § 19,122 § 25,100 § 18,596
Percent return to capital 4,2 4.2 4.5 4.4
Labor earnings $ 1,922 § 2,043 § 2,148 § 2,040

was 254 pounds. To show the association betwsen production per cow
and profits, the records were sorted into three groups on the basis of
butterfat produced per cow. The averages were 1955, 255, anﬁ 321 pounds
per cow for the low, medium, and high production groups, respectively
(table 15).

Althéugh there existed a positive relationship_between‘pounds of
butterfat produced per cow and receipts from dairy, there was little

sssociation betwsen production per cow and labor earnings.
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Table 15. Relation of Pounds of Butterfat Produced Per Cow to Labor
Earnings and Other Factors

Butterfat ercent
produced ‘Number Receipts Man~ received returned
per cow of from work per 1lb. to Labor
Range Average Records dairy units . butter- capital Earnings
‘ ,_ fat sold 1/
Tbs. Lbse No. A No.  Dol. 7 Dol.
Less
than
230 195 17 56 478 728 et 1,918
230=- ,
284 255 17 66 389 «755 5.2 2,140
2856
or
more 321 = 15 76 451 «780 4.4 2,065
Total 254 49 6545 439 + 753 4.4 2,040

5/ This price includes government subsidies

The positive agsociation between butterfat production per cow and
the percent of receipts from dairy indicates that farms with the
highest production per cow derived a larger proportion of the income
from the dairy herd.

Where butterfat per cow was highest, the prices received for
butterfat sold were highest. This may be explained in part by the
type of product scld. Homemade butter brought the lowest prices of.
any form of butterfat sold. Prices received for butterfat sold in
cream were higher than from butter, but whole milk brought the highest
prices of all. The farms on which more emphasis was placed in the

dairying enterprise had a tendency toward higher butterfat production
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per cow. It is natural that these farmers would seek out the better
methods of marketing their products.

Crop yield index. The crop yield index, as used in this study,

measures the physical productivity per acre of crops, compared to the
éverage of the farms studied. By sorting the records on the basis of
crop index and then calculating the average labor earnings, the relation-
ship of crop yields and financial success was established.

Average labor earnings on farms with & crop index of 90 or less
were §$1,694, while they were §2,303 on farms with an index of 104 or
more (table 16). This was in spite of the fact that the farms with
the lowest crop index had slightly more acres in crops than the farms
- with the highest crop index. Total animal units as well as total
productive man-work units indicated a close relatiomship to the ecrop
index, showing that the farm with the better orop yields had a tendency
to keep more livestock as well as a tendency to be larger in productive
umits.

When the crop index was related to productive man-work units per
man, it was found that an inverse relationship existed. As the average
of the crop indexes increased from 75 to 125, productive man-work
units per man decreased from 318 o 301, indicating that as crop
yields went up, labor efficiency as measured by productive man-work
units went down. It must be remembered that with some crops poor

yields can be cared for with less laebor than can good yleldse.
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Table 16. vRelation of Crop Yield Index to Labor Barnings and Other
: Factors

H sProduc~ :Totai s : :

s ttive men: sproduc-:Butter-:Percent:
Crop yield:Number : work :Total :Acres:tive s+ fat  :return :Labor
index : of : units :animal: in :man work: per on searn-

LU 1)

RangesAve.:records:per man :units scrops: units :cow capital:ings
/A A Wo. - No. No.  Acres Yo. Lbs. 7z Dol.

90

or

less 75 15 318 35 69 406 250 2.3 1,694

91-103 95 17 313 42 69 434 273 4.6 2,083

14 or
more 125 17 301 483 64 472 238 be5 2,303
Total 100 49 311 42 67 439 254 4.4 2,040

Men~Work Units per Man

Unlike many of the farm expenses, the cost of man labor is not
a fixed amount and, therefore, offers the best opportunity for control-
ling and reducing expenses. The efficiency with which man labor was
utilized was associated positively with labor earnings although the
relationship was not entirely consistent (table 17).

As the number of man-work units accomplished per worker increased,
labor earnings increased. Farms on which the workers accomplished an
averaze of 243 man-work units per man had average labor earnings of
$1,870. Labor earnings were §$2,478 for the fafms with average man-
work units per man of 377. But, as labor eff?ciency was closely
associasted with size of farms, much of the increased labor earnings

may be attributed to size of the farm business instead of to labor




Table 17. Relation of Man-Work Units per Man to Labor Barnings and Other Factors

: : : : s : : :
: ‘ : : : H :Lbs. of : sductives
Man-work units  :Number : s : : Man : B. F. : : man~ 3
per man s of : : Farm :equiv=-:produced:Crop: work : Labor
Renge 1Aves irecords:Expense;Receipts:incomesalent :per cow:index: units: earnings
No. 501- Del. Dol. 7 ﬂo. “Lbs. No. - Dol.
Less than :
286 243 16 1,878 3,815 1,937 1.36 262 104 326 1,870
286-639 313 17 2,327 4,424 2,097 1.41 237 104 444 1,789
340 or 4
more 377 16 3.062 5,920 2,868 l.46 264 91 545 2,478

Total - 310 49 2,417 4,714 2,297 led 254 100 438.6 2,040
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efficiency. However, it is important to note that farms ﬁith the
highest labor efficiency not only were larger, but used only very
1it%le more labor. Small farms with less than 286 man-work units per
man used 1.36 man equivalents, while farms with an average of 340
men-work units per men used only l.46 man equivalents.

Price Received Per Pound 2£.Butterfat Sold

In general, thfee different kinds of dairy products were sold by
Duchesne County farmers (table 18). The leaét profitable product was
homemade butter. Farm butter sold for gsbout 40 cents per pound butter-
fat, while those who separated the crean ffom the milk and sold the
cream received about 50 cents per pound butterfat. Farmers who sold
whole milk locally received about 62 cents per pound bubterfat. These
prices do not include subsidy payments. The average prices received
by the different farmers were not as clear-cut as those indicated by
the above prices as there often was an intermingling of all three
prices. Most farmers sold some whole milk. Severai farmers sold farm
butter, cresm, and whole milk sometime during the year, but seldom
all three in the same three-month period.

Toward the end of the season, increased competition among the
dairy manufacturers, in addition to other economic factors, forced
the price of butterfat up about 10 cents per pound. The highest
prices were received by those who produced market milke

The records were sorted into three groups according to the price

received per pound of butterfat sold. The farms that received less than
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76 cents per pound received {1,814 in labor earnings. The farms that
'received 78 cents or more per pound had labor earnings of $2,098. It
is probable that other enterprises affected labor earnings in such a

manner as to cause the inconsistency shown.

Table 18. Relation of Price Received per Pound Butterfat
Sold to Labor Earnings and Othsr Factors

Price received per : No. : Productive
Pound butterfat 1/ of : men-work sproduced : Labor

Range : Ave. . : records :units per farm; per cow earnings
Dol. Dol. No. . No. Lbs. Dol.
Less than
<76 «697 17 426 251 1,814
+76 to 779 #7658 17 434 233 2,215
78 =and
more .804 15 458 282 2,098
Total + 754 49 439 254 2,040

1/ Includes government subsidies

Combination 3£.Enterprises

One of the most Qifficult problems confronting the farm operator
is the selection of farm enterprises, and the determination of the
proportion of the farm resources to be assignéd to each enterprise.
Within limits, the farm resources available determine the enterprises
on the farm and to a lesser extent the proportion each occupies on the
farm. Also, within the limits set by the farm resources, the operator
has considerable opportunity for choice. All farmers would not make

the same choice nor would all choices be equally profitable. The




38

problem is to make en enterprise choice that will result in the greatest
profit over a period of years.

Percent of productive man-work units in dairy. There was &

marked inverse relationship between thepercent of productive man-
work units in dairy and labor earnings (table 19). As men work units
increased from an aversge of 44 percent in dairy to 71 percent, labor
earnings decreased from §2,440 to §1,751. The farms with the least
man~work units in dairy had the largest sized farms when measured by
total productive man-work units. The average man~work units in beef
cattle and sheep declined as the percent of man-work units in dairy
increased. This indicates a tendency for the large farms to keep
greater numbers of livestock other than dairy cattle +than did the
small farms.

Percent of receipts from dairy. After sorting the records into

three groups it was found that a proncunced inverse relationship
oxisted between percent of receipts from dairy and labor earnings.
That is, as the percent of receipts from dairy inoreased, labor
earnings decreased (table 20).

Farms that had less than 58 percent of their receipts from dairy
received the highest labor earnings. They had average labor earnings
of $2,318 or $578 more then the group of farms that averaged 85 percent
receipts from dairy.

Productive man-work units in beef and sheep. There have been

severasl references made to the importance of enterprises other than
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Table 19. Relation of Percent of Productive Man-Work Units in Dairy
te Labor Barnings and Other Factors

'Sr:“

Total : work : units in :

. s

Percent of man-work: Number

units in dairy : of Productive: units : Labor

s 8% ee ee we

Range : Ave. : records : man-work : in and : earnings
s : units : dairy sheep :

%— %A Noe. No. No. Noe Dol.

Less than
53 44 17 523 233 36 2,440
53-62 58 16 436 261 19 1,904
63 or more 71 16 350 251 4 1,761
Ave., - 68 49 439 245 20 2,040

dairying affecting labor earnings. One of the more important enterprises
mentioned was other livestock. Twenty-eight of the farms had consider-
able numbers of beef cattle or sheep. The records were sorted into
three groups on the basis of percent of total man-work units in beef
and sheep combined (table 21). Out of the 49 records there were 21
that had no beef or sheep. There were 13 farms with less than 5 percent
of the productive men-work units on the farm in beef cattle and sheep.
Fifteen of the farms had 5 percent or more of the productive man-work
wmits in beef and sheep.

The farms with no beef or sheep on them had labor sarnings of
$1,651, while those with &5 percent and over of their productive man-
work units in beef and sheep had labor earnings of $2,362 or §711 more

than the others. But the difference between the group which hed less
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then 5 percent man~-work units in beef and. sheep and the one with 5
percent or more men-work units in beef and sheep was less prounounced.
The increase from §$1,651 in labor earnings to $2,298 is hardly attribut -
able to l.4 percent man~work units in beef and sheep. Part of the
difference may result from the difference in the average size of the

groups. Undoubtedly, there were factors operating other than beef and

shespe.

Table 20. Relation of Percent of Receipts from Dairy
to Labor Barnings and Other Factors

receipts : Number : of : men-work : man- : fat

from dairy : of : dairy : units in : work sproduced :Labor

Range : Ave.: records: cows s dairy : units:per cow :earnings

4 . No. No. Z To. Tbs. Dol.
Less than

58 42 16 11.8 44 493 227 2,318
58-T74.9 65 17 13.5 58 453 249 2,016
75 or more 85 16 14.0 67 370 287 1,740
Total 66 49 131 56 439 254 2,040

There was a close relationship betyeen the percent of productive
men-work units in beef and sheep and the percent of receipts from beef
and sheep., Of course, with no beef and sheep, there could be no
receipts. But with 5 or more percent of the man-work units in beef
and sheep, the percent of receipts inoreased to 21.6 percent of the
total receipts. Quite naturally the percent of receipts from dairy

decreased from 75.7 %o S0.0 with an average for all farms of 66 percent.
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The beef and sheep enterprises tended to concentrate on the larger
farms. Farms with & percent snd more of the man-work units in beef
and sheep had 520 total productive man-work units or 156 more man-
work units than the farms with no beef or sheep on them. The tendency
for the smallest farms to intensify by use of dairy is again seen by
the high percentage of returns from dairy and by high percentage of
mgn-work units in dairy. On farms with no beef or sheep, there were
232 man-work units in dairy, which is 64 percent of the 365 total
productive man-work units on the farms. For farms with 5 percent cr
more man-work units in beef and sheep, the percentage of man-work
units in dairy was only 50 although the total number of men-work
units in dairy was larger than for the group of farms averaging 64
percent in dairy.

Since both total preductive man-work units and labor eérnings
increése simultanecusly sas pefcentagé of man-work units in beef and
sheep increase, it is diffiocult to separate them. The effect of size
of farm was eliminated by dividing the records into two groups (table 22).
The two groups were: farms with less than an average of 439 productive 7
men-work units and farms with 439 or more productive man-work units.

In the less than 439 man-work units c¢class were 17 of the 21 farms
which had no beef or sheep. These farms had syerage labor earnings of
$1,761. Also in this size class were eight farms which had either
beef ér sheep, and these had average labor earnings of $2,230 per

'farm.
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Table 21. Relation of Percent of Productive Man-Work Units in Beef
end Sheep to Labor Barnings and Other Factors

?&wm : K ;Percent of :Percent :Man-work:

man-work units : Number : , Total : receipts :receipts: units :Labor
in beef & sheep : of : man-work:from beef : from : in sEarn~
Range : Ave. : records: units : & sheep : dairy : dairy :ings
Percent Percent No. No. Percent  Perocent No. Dol.
None o 21 365 0 75.7 232 . 1,651
Less than 5 l.4 13 465 5.4 63+4 240 2,298
5 & over 11.4 15 520 21.6 50.0 - 263 2,362
Total 8.2 49 439 10.0 66.0 244,0 2,040

The second group of farms, or those with 439 or more productive
men-work units,contained 24 farms, of which 11 had less than 3 percent
man;work units in beef and sheep, and 13 farms with 3 percent or more.
The farms with less than 3 percent of total man-work units in beef and
sheep had labor earnings of $1,789. But, the large farms with 3 percent '
or more of the total man-work units in beef and sheep had labor earnings
of §2,497.

In both groups, the farms with the most productive man-work units
in beef and sheep had the largest labor earnings.

Factors Better Than Average

Profit is the resultant of the effect of a number of factorse
Usually, all factors involved are not equally important, yet it is
desirable to utilize and improve uéon the important ones while not
ignoring the others. In fact, the improvement on some, while others

are ignored, may result in decreased profits. The more factors that
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can be kept better than average, the greater the possibility for

SUCCEsSSe

Table 22. Relation of Percent of Productive Man-Work Units in Beef
and Sheep to Labor Earning with Size of Business Eliminated

No. of Lebor

Range Average records earnings
percent percent No. dol.
Less than 439 productive man-work units

0 , 0 17 1,761
More then O 9.5 8 2,230
Average 4.7 ) 25 1,913

. 439 or more Produotive man-work units

Less than 3 «19 11 1,789
3 or more . %e7 13 2,497
Average 5.7 24 2,172
All farms 8.2 49 2,040

Each of the 49 records studied was rated on the basis of the number
or factors out of six that were better than average (table 23). No
attention was paid as to which of the six were better. Of thé 49
records, one was below average in all six factors, while there were
none better than average in all six factors and six farms wére better
than average in five factors. The labor earnings for the farm below
average in all factorswere §1,768, while the average labor earnings of
the six farms with five factors better than average were §3,010.

The relationship between the number of factors better than average
and labor earnings was not entirely consistent in the two or less
better than average groups, but there was a close relationship between

the factors better than average and labor earnings when there were
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three or more factors better than average. As the number of factors
better than average increased, labor earnings increased.

It is importent to note that lebor earnings did not reéch the
average of $2,040 until three factors were better than average. Also,
labor earnings did not increase rapidly until five factors were better
than average. The farms with five factors better than average had
lgbor earnings considerably above average.

Table 23. Relation of Number of Factors Better than Average to
Lebor Barnings 1/

WM
Number of factors of labor
better than average records earnings

no. ' NOoe dol.
0 1 1,768
1 9 1,739
2 11 1,643
3 12 2,148
4 10 2,164
5 6 3,010

6 0 -
Total 49 ' 2,040.

l/ Factors better than average used were: butterfat per cow, crop
index, productive man-work units per man, total productive man-work
units on farm, price received per pound of butterfat sold and
percent man-work units in beef and sheep.

Comparison of Factors for least and Most Profitable Farms

In summarizing the factors that affected the financial success
of the Duchesne county farms in this study, the records were divided

into three groups on the basis of labor earnings {table 24)e. The
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difference in the value of the factors listed should not be construed

to mean that those factors are necessarily responsible for the difference
"in labor earnings. The comparison does give an indication of how the
various factors are associated with profits.

Table 24. Comparison of Some Factors That Affect Labor Earnings

for the Least and Most Profitable Farms l/

Average of Aversge of Average

most profit-  least profit- of all
Factors able. able 49
16 farms 16 farms farms

Lebor earnings (dol.) 2,930 1,168 2,040
Labor income (dol) 2,183 510 1,367
Percent return on capital

(percent) 8.0 0 4.4
Total productive man-work units 501 434 439
Number of dairy cows 13.4 E 14,0 13.1
Capital invested (dol.) 22,340 19,207 18,596
Rate of capital turnover (years) 346 ‘ 4.6 3¢9
Crop index (percent) _ 108 92 100
Butterfat per cow (1lbs.) 258 254 254
Percent receipt from dairy (percent) 51 72 ' 65.5
Man-work units in dairy (percent) 50 58 5640
Productive man-work units per man 326 287 31045
Expenses per man-work unit (dol.) 5.81 ~ 6.18 5.50
Receipts per man-work unit (dol.) 12.36 9.58 10,73
Animal units 56845 339 41.8
Acres in crops 79 62 67

1/ Labor earnings was used as the basis to determine profitableness.

A comparison of the averages for the least prdfitable and the
most profitable farms show that the most profitable farms (1) were
Jarger in size when rated by total productive man-work unitsg (2)
were larger in size when rated by %Hotal capital invested; (5) had

higher orop yields; (4) had sbout the same bubtterfat production per
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cow; (5) received smaller percentage of receipts from the dairy entermr ise;
(6) had smaller percentage of man-work units in the dairy enterprise;

(7) had higher labor efficiency; (8) had more animal units; (9) had

larger acreage in crops; (10) had lérger receipts per productive man-

work unit; (11) had lower expenses per productive man-work unit.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this study of dairy farms in Duchesne county, the financial
success of the farms was measured by labor earnings. BSeveral factors
that ean be more or less controlled by the farmer and that can be
measured or studied were related to labor earnings. |

Labor earnings tended to increase as rates of production increased
on all farms., Generally, high rates of production were most profit-
able, but the analysis showed that high crop yields were especially
profitable. -

High labor effieiency tended to be associated with large labor
earnings. As labor efficiency increased, labor earnings increased.
But, since size of business was also associated with labor efficiency,
it is difficult %o say which influenced labor earnings the most.

The average price received for butterfat sold was $0.754 per
pound. The iarger farms tended to sell mores whole milk which resulted
in prices somewhat higher than those received by the farmers on the
smpller farms. The difference in the prices received, between the

larger and the smaller farms, was the difference in the price
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of whole milk and creem. The farms which sold cream received less
than those which sold whole milk,

The combination of enterprises as measured by the proportion of
maﬁ-work units in the dairy and beef cattle and sheep enterprises
was related to labor earnings. The data indicate that farms which had
& combination of several important enterprises had larger lsbor earn-
ings than farms with a high degree of specislization in the dsiry
enterprise. The farms which had an average of 1l percent productive '
man~wo¥k units in beef gnd sheep had labor earnings of§2,362. Fifty
percent of the receipts of the above farms were fr;m dairy. Farms
with no beef or sheep had §1,651 labor earnings with 76 perocent of their
receipts from dairy.

Average labor earnings tended to increase with the increase in
the number of faotérs better than average. There was a slight decrease
in average labor earnings when the number of factors better than
average was inereased from zero to two. When three and four factors
were better than average, labor earnings increased slightly above the
average. But, when five factors were better than average, labor
earnings increased considerably above averﬁge. The more factors
above fwd that were kept better than average, the larger were the
labor earnings. |

When the most and least profitable farms were compared, it was
found that the most profiteble farms were larger in size when rated
by t otal productive man-work units, total animal units on the farm,

and total capital investede The most profitable farms also had higher
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labor efficiency. Higher rates of production were on the most profitable

farms. The average number of dairy cows, productive men-work units
in dairy, and the percent of receipts from dairy were less on the
most profitable farms than they were on the least profitable farms.

It is evident that the most profitable farm organization was one

" on which there was a combination of enterprises. These enterprises,

in addition to dairying, were mainly beef and sheep and érops.

.It must be remembered that the year of 1945 this study covered
was one in which favorable price relatimships existed. With govern~
mental price supports and subsidies taken away, the financial success

of the various emterprises could be greatly altered.
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APPENDIX

Appendix Table l. Productive Man-Work Units Per Acre 1/

Jtem

Hay 5/

Alfalfa (3 cuts) 2.4

Other tame hay »8

Wild hay +8
Grain

Wheat, barley, oats 3.0

Corn : 8.0
Alfelfa seed 1.0
Potatoes 11.0
Corn Silage 2/ 640
Clover seed 3/ 1.0
Corn Fodder g/ , 6.0

Y
Y

Fuhriman, W. U. Some trends in Utah's agriculture.
Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 286, Jane. 1939-

Broadbent, Dee A., and others. Labor required to meet
1943 agricultural production goals in Utah. Utah Agr.
&PO Sta. Mimeo. 291' 1943-

Assigned same as alfalfa seed

Assigned same as silage
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Appendix Table 2. Productive Man-Work Units per Head of Livestock }/

Kind of Livestock Productive Men-Work Units per Head
Dairy cows 16
Dairy heifers over 1l year 2
Dairy Heifers under 1 year 2
Dairy Bulls 5
Beef cattle (farm) 2
Beef cattle (range) .8
Beef cattle (fattening) 1.2
Sheep (farm) .6
Sheep (range) o5
Colts 3
Hogs 3
Hens .18
Pullets raised <05
Turkeys, ducks, geese and guineas «18

1./ Fuhrimen, W. U. Some trends in Utsh's agriculture. Utah Agr.
Ebcp- Sta. Bul. 2860 Jano 1939.
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- Appendix Table 3. Basis Used for Caloulating Animal Units 1/

W —— ]
Kind of Animal No. Animal Units
Dairy cows . 1,25
Dairy heifers over 1 year o7
Dairy heifers under 1 year o4
Dairy bulls . 1.25
Beef cows 1.00
Beef Heifers over 1 year .6
Beef steers over 1 year o7
Beef steers & heifers under 1 year o4
Beef bulls 1.25
Sheep .2
Horses 1.0
Colts 5
Sows ’ 25
Qther hogs _ .15
Hens « O1
Male chickens raised 01
Turkeys, ducks, geese, and guinea hens «015

l/"Fuhriman;—Wk U. GSome trends in Utah's agriculture. Utah AgTe
EXP- Sta. Bul. 286.
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