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A FARM MANAGEMENT STUDY OF DAIRY FARWS IN DUCHESNE COUNTY, UTAH,
1945

INTRODUCT ICN

The kinds of agricultural commodities grown in an area result largely
from the physical, economic, and institutional setting of the area. Sel=-
dom does one factor alone determine the kind of production. The nature of
the soil, the amount and the distribution of the precipitation, the top-
ography of the area, and the length of the frost-free growing period are
all importent. Likewise, location with respect to markets end means of
transportation is important, as are also the ownership of the land, the
size of the farms, and the balance among the factors of production.

In Duchesne County the physical factors, location, and the presence
of large areas of government-owned lands suggest that range livestock
should be the dominant product of the area. However, because of settle-
ment policies, meny farmsg are too small for economic range livestock
production, and are producing dairy products as the major source of in-
come. A brief desoription of the factors influencing this development
follows.

Investigations made under the direction of Brigham Young as early as
1861 showed that the Duchesne territory could be farmed only with difficulty.
At that time it was thought that the physical resources were not favorable
to intensive farming end were better adapted to ramnge livestock productiem.

Prior to 1905, what is now Duchesne county was largely an Indian
Reservation. Brigham Young, territorial governor and ex-officio Indien
Agent, had proclaimed the Uinta Basin, of which Duchesne county is the west-

ern portion, as the home of the Indians living in that area as early as 1851.




The Federal Government confirmed this proclametion and entered into a
treaty with the Indians by which all lands, except the reservation, which
was only a part of the Basin area, were ceded to the Government.

In and just prior to 1905, individual allotments of land and water
wore made to the Indians, and the balance of the reservation was opened
for homesteading by white people. Moreover, all the Indian land allotments
retained a full water right. Because of the limitation of the water avail-
able in that area, most of the land settled by the white people had an
inadequate supply 1/.

The precipitation in Duchesne county is so light that the major
cultivated crbps cannot be grown successfully without irrigation. The
average amnnual precipitation at Duchesne City for 32 years was 9.61 inches.
At Mount Emmons it averaged 7.92 inches over a period of 16 years (table 1).
For 23 years of record at Myton, it was 6.90 inches annually.

In 1945, Duchesne county was short of water. The U. S. Weather Bureau
reported 5.50 inches of precipitation at the Myton Station and 7.45 inches
at the Duchesne Station, with the departure'from normal of =1.68 gnd ~2.04
inches, respectively 2/.

The growing season is short and limits the crops that can be grown
successfully to forage, grains, truck orops, and the hardier fruits. A%

Duchesne the average growing season for 32 years was 112 days. For a

1/ Blemch, George T. A study of farm organization by types of farms in
Uintsa Basin. Utah Agro EXP- Sta. Bul. 285. P. 5"7, Jan. 1939.

2/ United States Weather Bureau. Climatological data, Utah section.
U. 8. Department of Commerce. P. 76, 1945,




Table l. Climstic swmeary at Selected Stati;ps in Duchesne County, Utah,
1945 1

Duchesne Mount Emmons Myton

Noe. yrs. of record 32 14 20
Temperature in Fahrenheib
degrees:
Jagnuary average 15.6 16,0 15.4
July average 68.5 68.1 T2.4
Maximum 98 98 103
Minimum -43 =30 =39
Killing frost dates: '
Last in spring May 29 May 23 May 18
First in fall Sept. 18 Sept. 28 Oct. 1
Ave. growing season days 112 128 136
Ave. precipitation:
Years of record : 33 16 23
Inches 9.61 7492 6490

5/ Agrioultural Yearbook., Climate and men., U. S. Department of
Agriculbure. Weashington, D. C. P. 1147, 1541,

pefiod of 14 years an sverage growing season of 128 days was recorded at

Mount Emmons. The growing season at Myton for a 20-year period averaged

136 days.

Essentially all of the cropped land is irrigated, but the total water
available for irrigation is not adequate to fully supply all of the land
being cropped.

In gddition to insufficient water for all the lands, much of the
land is poorly drained and contains a he;vy impregnation of alkalli. Con=-
sequently, much of the land is unsuited to intensive farming. Because most
of the land is wholly umsuited to arable agriculture, and because much of
the land that is cultivated has a limited water supply, relatively poor

soil, and is broken into small patches beceuse of irregular topography,
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the area is naturally best adapted to range livestock produstion.
However, the 160 acres alloted under the Homestead Act were too small for
an economic range livestock unit.

Duchesne county is elso handicapped because of location. Most of the
produce exported from the county is trucked to Salt Lake City. Small
gquantities are sent by truck into Price and Heber. Beef cattle, lambs,
sheep, horses, alfalfa seed, honey, and livestook products including but=-
terfat and wool are the most important products seold.

In spite of the unfavorable conditions for general or intensive
farmihg in this area, the farmers have maintained an abiding faith in the
area and have proceeded te develop the agriculfural resources of the area.
Although the general opinion is that the area is primarily adapted to
range livestock production, most of the farmers in the area do not have
range permits or adequete farm resources to follow this type of far@ing.

In view of the inadequacy of the resources of the average farm for
producing range livestock, greater intensification of the irrigated farms
has become necessary. This has been made possible by bpilding reservoirs
for the storing of irrigation water. The use of this‘additional irriga-
tion water, together with the use of improved farm practices, has resulted
in the production of additional harvested feed, forage crops, and better
pastures. This increased forage production has enabled the farmers on
the irrigatéd farms to inecrease the production of dairy products. In
fact, dairying has become a major enterprise on a large number of farms

in Duchesne county.




This increased dairy production is verified by reports of the

agricultural census for Duchesne county.

In 1934, milk production was

2,424,471 gallons; in 1939 it was 2,929,382 gallons, and in 1944 produc-

tion had risen to 3,703,014 gallons (table 2).

Thus there was an increase

Table 2. Number of Cows Milked and the Production and Sales of Dairy
Products from Farms in Duchesne County, 1934, 1939, and 1944. 5/

Cows & Heifers milked
Farms reporting
Number milked .

Milk produced (gallons)

Whole milk sold
Ferms reporting
Gallons

Cream sold
Farms reporting
Pounds butterfat

Butter sold
Farms reporting
Pounds

All dairy products sold
Farms reporting
Value in dollars

919
6,356

3,703,014

534
2,228,736

269
302,105

9
2,625

791
615,456

944
5,695

2,929,382

325
977,946

491
452,259

12
2,054

789
197,093

1,035
6,266

2,424,471

S

BN

1/ United States Census of Agrioculture.
Duchesne county for the years 1930, 1940 end 1945 were 1,052, 1,104,

and 1,044 respectively.

E/ Data not available

of slightly more than 50 percent in 10 years.

1940 and 1945.

Total farms in

Sale of whole milk rose

from 977,946 gallons in 1939 to 2,228,736 in 1944 with the number of farms




selling whole milk increasing from 325 to 534. Even more important than
the increase was the change in methods of production and marketing. The
number of farms selling oream decreased. Also, the total pounds of bﬁttér—
fat sold in the form of cream decreased over the same period. In 1939,
491 farms reported the sals of 452,259 poumds of butterfat in cream. But
by 1944 the numbers of farms selling cream had fallen to 269, with 302,105
pounds of butterfat being sold as cream. The sale of bubter churned on
the farm remained relatively even.

The value of all dairy products increased substantially, although
the number of farms reporting sales remsined relatively the same. In
1940, 789 farms reported sales of dairy products, im 1939,to the value of
$197,093. In 1945, 791 farms reported $615,466 as the value of the dairy
products sold in 1544. A considerable part of this increase resulted fronm
higher prices.

It is significant that the number of cows milked in 1934 and in 1944
remained relatively unchanged while ﬁhe total volume of milk increased
materially. This resulted from higher production per cow, which in turn

is probably related to mores feed available per cow.

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study were to ascertain the organization, the
rates of production, the receipts and expenses, and the profits involved
in operating dairy farms in Duchesne county; and to determine some of the

factors affecting profits.




SOURCE OF DATA

In the spring of 1946, the Department of Agricultural Eéonomics,A
in cooperation with the county agent of Duchesne county, made a survey
of dalry farms in Duchesne county. This survey included the taking of
detsiled farm organization and management records on 49 dairy farms
for the year 1945. These records were made available to the author in
preparing this report.

The sources of other data used in this study were the 1941
Agricultural Yearbook of the United States Department of Agriculture,
agricultural censuses of the United States for 1940 and 1945, and |
Climetological Data, 1945, published by the United States Weather Bureau,

Department of Commerce.
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

A Farnm

A farm is the total land and livestock operated as one unit or by
one man, partnership or family. Rented land or livestock is inecluded
in the farm of the men who operates it, but not in the farm of the
legal owmer.

Farm Type

A farm type represents a classification of farms according to the
most important enterprise of the farm. A type is usually designated by
the major enterprise, as a dairy farm, poultry farm, etce.

Capital
Capital is the total value of all property used in the farm




business, such as land, buildings, livestock, machinery, feeds and
supplies. It includes the house, but not the household furnishings.
Such items as the automobile that are used for both personal end farm
purposes were divided on the basis of estimated use for each.
Bxpenses

Expenses include all cash expenses incurred in operating the ferm,
the market value of the unpaid labor except that of the operator, and
decrease in the inventory wvalues of livestock, feeds, machinery sand
real estate.
Receipts

Receipts include the amount received from the sale of crops; the
amount received from sale of livestock and livestock products plus the
amount received from miscellaneous sources; and the amcunt; if any,
that the ending inventory values of livestock, feeds, and supplies
exceed the beginning inventory values. Farm privileges are not
included.
Farm Income

Farm income is the difference between receipts and expenses.
Thus it is the return to capital and the operator's labor and mansge-
ment .

Labor Income

Lebor income is the return to the operator for his year's labor
and management. It is calculated by subtracting from total receipts

the total expenseé and interest on investment. (Interest on investment




was calculated at 5 percent of total capital).

Farm Privileges

Farm privileges include the wvalue of commodities produced on the
farm and used in the farm home plus an estimated rental value of the
ferm house for the year.

Labor Barnings

Labor earnings are the sum of the labor income and farm privileges.
Unless stated otherwise they are the labor earnings for the entire farm,
or whet the operator's labor earnings would be if he owned the farm.

Return on Investment

Return on investment is the residual remaining after the value
of the operator's labor has been deducted from the farm income.

Acres in Crops

Acres in crops are the acres of land on which crops were grown.

A erop index is the yield of all crops in relation to an arbitrary
base. Bach crop was weighted by the acres grown and the man-work units
required per acre. In this study the base was the average yield of the
farms included in this study. The average yields were, therefore,
equal to an index of 100C.

Productive Man-Work Unit

A productive man-work unit is a measure of the amount of productive
work underteken on the farm for the year. Total productive man-work
units are based on the average hours of men labor required to care for

an acre of crops or for one head of livestocke Ten hours of labor are
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considered the equivalent of one men-work unit. 7Yields and rates of
production are ignered by these calculations (appendix tables 1 and 2).
Animal Unit

An animal unit is a common unit of measure of all kinds of live-
stocke It is based on the standard of one mature range cow as being

equal to one (1) enimal unit (appendix table 3).
DESCRIPTION OF FARMS STUDIED

Resources

The average number of acres per farm was 371 (table 3). Seventy-
two acres were classed as cropland, of which about 5 acres were not
cropped during 1945.

Private grazing lands totaled 284 acres, of which 85 were irrigated
éésture. Dry pasture and ranges amounted to 199 acres.

Irrigated cropland was valued at §$68 per acre, while the range
land was velued at $1.95 per acre. The difference in the value of
thesé can be more fully realized when it is seen that irrigated crop-
land constitutes 44.4 percent of the totél value and only 18.2 percenf
of the total acres. On the other hand, range lands constituted only
3.2 percent of the total value as against 44.2 percent of the total
acres.

The value of all lend amounted to §$10,124 per farm. Nearly half
of the total value was in cropland, and>app£oximately 90 percent of the
value was in irrigated land, although just slightly more than 40 percent

of the acreage was irrigated.
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. Table 3. Average Aoreage per Farm and Value per Acre of Different Classes
of Land
Average Value "Total Percent of Percent
acres of land value total of
Kind of 1land of land per per value per total
per farm acre farm farm acres
acres dollars dellars percent percent
Irrigated cropland 670 68.00 4,492 44 .4 18.2
Idle cropland 5.3 48.00 252 2.4 1.4
Irrigated plowable
pasture 45.0 56.00 2,511 25.0 12.1
Irrigated non- '
plowable pasture 40,0 44,00 1.788 17.7 10.8
" Dry pasture 35.0 15.00 540 5.3 9.4
Range 164.0 1.95 320 3e2 44.2
Farmstead 2.6 43.00 113 1.1 «8
Grazing permits 1/ 21
Other 11.6 7.00 86 9 3el
Total 371.0 27.25 10,124 100.00 100.0

2/ Five farms had grazing permits on publie lands totaling $1,002 in

value.

The total investment in livestock was $4,109 per farm (table 4).

Of this total, about 65 percent was in dairy cattle and 18 percent in

beef cabttle.

The farms studied averaged 13.1 head of dairy cows and 15.6 head

of other dairy ocattle per farm.

Beef cattle totaled 10.2 per farm, with 4.1 of these being cows.

Of the 49 farms studied, 17 had no beef cattle at all.

The average
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Table 4. Number and Value of Different Kinds of Livestock per Farm

Average Percent of
, value Total capital
Kind of livestock Number per head Yalue invested in
livestock
. number dellars dollars Egrcent
Dairy cows 13.1 134 1,756 42.7
Other dairy cattle 15.6 58 - 903 22.1
Beef cows 4.1 gl 373 9.1
Qther beef cattle 6.1 60 368 8.9
Horses 4.8 78 369 8.0
Sheep 12.6 12 157 3.8
HOgS 3.1 25 79 1.9
Hens 95.0 1 95 263
Other chickens 644 Q.62 4 o1
Other poultry 1/ 1.2 3.33 4 .1
Total 4,109 100.0

5/ Includes turkeys, ducks, geese, and guinea hens

number of beef cattle on farms keeping beef was approximately 15.6 head.
The total farm assets were valued at §18,596 per farm (table 5).
Land comprised 54.5 percent of the total, and livestock 22.1 perceﬁt.
Land and livestock combined amounted to about 76 percent of the total
capital invested.
The average investment in buildings, including the residence, was
$2,402 or 12.9 percent of the total investment. The investment in machin-

ory was $1,641 per farm, and for feed and supplies it was $320 per farm.
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Table 5. Average Capital Investment per Farm

Item Average investment Percent of
per farm total investment
dollars percent
Land 10,124 54.5
Livestock 4,108 22.1
Buildings 2,402 12.9
Machinery 1,641 8.8
Feed & supplies 320 1.7
Total ' 18,596 10040

Use of Cropland and Crop Yields

On the farms studied, about 67 acres of crops were grown per
farm (table 6). Of this total, 26.8 acres or 40.7 éercenm was alfalfa.
Alfalfa plus other hay, which included clover hay, ti@othy, and grain
used as hay, amounted to 70 percent of the crop acreags.

The grains, including corn, wheat, barley and oats, apsounted for

17.7 acres of the 67.2 aores of ¢rops grown per farm#:iyhe 17.7 acres

in grainwere 26.5 percent of totel as compared to 70ag'pef§éﬁ¥ in hay.

Hay and grain totaled 96.9 percent of all orops grownd.sCoxtessilage

and corn fodder combined averaged only .9 acres per fé}ﬁior{ sl percent
of the average acreage in orops. The remainder of the acreage was in
potatoes, alfalfa seed, clover seed, a small amount of fruit, and a

snall acresge of field carrots.

Almost all the orops grown yielded less per acre than the long-time

iy
N2
AW

o0
5% ]
=3
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Table 6. Average Acreage of each Crop Grown per Farm, Yields per Acre
and State Average Yields

Average Percentage Yield TUtah average
acres of total per yleld
Kind of erop per erops acre per acre

farm grown 1926-31

acres percent
Alfalfa hay 26.8 40.7 2+15 tons 2.5
Other hay 19,7 29,7 1.17 tons l.4
Wheat 5.8 8.7 28.8 bu. 30
Oats ' 5.8 8.7 37.3 bu. 39
Barley 5.8 ‘8.7 4l.4 bu. 41
Potatoes ! o5 90.2 bu. 150
Corn silage o6 o7 9.0 tons 9.2
Corn fodder 3 o4 8.6 tons 1/
Corn shelled 3 ol 324 bu. 27
Clover seed 4 .6  313.0 lbs. Y
Alfalfe seed .9 1.0 .75 bue 2.4
Cther | o4 - - -
Total acres of crops 67.2 100.0 - : -
Double cropping 2

Total acres land cropped 67.0

1/ Data not available

state average yield. Of all crops reported, only barley and corn
equaled or exceeded the 1926-1931 state average. Barley produced 4l.4

bushels per acre, as compared to 41 bushels for the state.
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The acreage of shelled corn was so small (.4 percent of total
acres of crops grown) that the yield is not particularl& significant.

Alfalfa hay was the major crop in Duchesne county. Yet the yield
was only 2.15 tons per acre as compared to 2.5 tons per acre for the
state. The .35 ton per acre difference does not seem great, but when
maltiplied by the gpmber of ascres in alfalfa, it makes a significant
difference in the éﬁnunt of hay available for feed or sale.

The state aversge yield per acre of other hay, 1926-31, was l.4
tons ber acre. The farms studied produced only l.17 tons per acre,
or .23 ton per acre less than the state average.

Wheat and oat production per acre also were below the state
average of 30 and 39 bushels per acre, respectively. The average
yield of wheat on the farms studied was 28.8 bushels per acre, while
the average yield of oats was 37.3 bushels. These two crops were both
below state average yields, yeot both were important cropse.

The low amount of precipitation in Duchesne county in 1945
udoubtedly had some effect in causing the low yields.

Butterfat Production

Among the farms studied, there was considerable variation in the
average production of butterfat per cow. The range was from 137 %o
413 pounds per cow, with an average of 254 pounds. This variation may
be explained largely by the quality of dairy cattle kept and the

maﬁagement and feeding practices.
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There were three main breeds of dairy cattle kept on the farms
studied. They were the Holstein, Jersey, and Milking Shorthorn. Cows
that showed the dominant characteristics of a particular breed were
considered to be of that breed. Herds in which the majority of +the
cows showed the dominant characteristics of a particular breed were
considered to be of that breed.

Not only was there considerable variation in the amount of butter-

fat produced per cow asmong the farms studied, but data from other sources

indicate a high degree of seasonal fluctuation in milk production and
deliveries in the county (table 7 and Figure 1). The peak month for
milk receipts at Duchesne county milk plents was July. This is +he
season when the grass is at its best. The January production fell %o
én extreme low of about 42 percent of the Jume production.

By comparing the production line (Figure 2) for the Uinta Basin
with that of the 49 ferms étudied, it is seen that the production of
the farms studied is not nearly as eratic as for the entire Uinta Basin
area.

The cause of the eratic production mey be a feed shortage in the
winter and an abﬁndance of grass in the spring. Also, it may be most
economical to manage the herd so that most cows freshen in the. spring.
Whatever the cause, production is low in winter and high in late spring
and summer (Pigure l). It may even be possible that this seasonal
fluctuation in production is the type of production that is most

economical in Duchesne county.
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Table 7. Monthly and Quarterly Fluctuation ih the Quantity of
Butterfat Produced or Delivered 1/

Percent of June Percent of April %o June
Production and Receipts Quarterly Production and Sales
Nine State Receipts at “Nine Receipts Sales
Month D.H.I.A. Uinta Basgin Quarter State at Uinta from
Production. Plants D.H.I.A. Basin Farms

Produection Plants Studied

April 97.7 60.6
May 100.7 7545 First 100.0 100.0 100.0
Jdunse 100,0 100.0
July 91.7 102.0
Avgust 83.1 89.5 Second 85.0 115.0 108.0
Sept. 78.8 8243
Oct. 7844 7548
Nove 82.1 60.7 Third 83.0 78.0 8l.0
Dec. 84,9 56.7
Jan. . 82.6 42.8
Feb., 8944 . _47.5 Fourth 88.0 59.0 79.0

Mgrch 89.8 50.8

.5/ Rich, Lyman H. Dairy Production on Utah Farms. Utah State
Extension Service N.S. 147. P. 17, January, 1947

Summary of Year's Operation

Receipts. The average farm receipts for the year were $4541 per
farm (table 8). This included crop sales, $267, livestock products
sold, $2,571,rincrease in livestock inventory, §1,441, increase in feed
and supplies, $49, and miscellaneous income, $313.

Of the average crop sales per farm, 35 percent was from alfalfa.
With other hay included, total hay sales amounted to 40 percent of the
total crop sales.  Barley was the secbnd crop in importance so far as
sales were concerned. Fourteen percent of the income from crop sales

was from barley, while the income from wheat amounted to somswhat less.
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Figure 1
Monthly Varistions in Butterfat Froduction for
Nine Utah DHIA and Butterfat Keceipts at Six
Uinta Basin Dairy Plants - April, 194< to March, 1945
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Quarterly Variations in Rutterfat Production
for Nine Utah DHIA and Butterfat Receipts at
Six Uinta Bzsin Dairy Farms - April, 1944 +to
March, 1945 and for the 49 Farms Studied
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Table 8. Summary of Receipts per Farm
—— ]

Source of Income Average per Farm Percent of Total
L dollars percent
"Grop Sales 267 5.8
Livestock Products 2,571 55.4
Livestock Increase 1,441 31e1
Feed and Supply Increase 49 1.0
Miscellaneous . 313 6.7
Total 4,641 100.0

Other crops sold were: oats, alfalfa seed, a small amount of clover
seed, and a small. amount of fruits and vegetables. In total crop
sales amounted to only 5.8 percent of the total receipts.

Livestock products account for 55 percent of the total receipts.
Of the 166,071 pounds of butterfat sold from all the farms, 125,579
pounds were sold in the form of whole milk. The remsinder was in
ceream and bubter. The sale of other livestock products was small,
alfhough a few farms sold considereble eggs.

Miscellaneous income amounted to §313 per farm. This was 6.7
percent of the total income. Government éayments amounted to $87
per farm and included the A. A. A. land improvemsnt practices, but
not dairy subsidies which are included in sales from 1ives£ock products.
Receipts from oil leases averaged $65 per farm. Most of the oil leases
brought about §0.25 to §0.50 per acre. Man work done off the farm

accounted for receipts of about §65 per farm. When this was added to
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mechine work off the farm, a total of §161 per farm was received.
Expenses. Current cash expenses, which include feed, labor, taxes,

cash repairs of machinery, and improvements, etc., amounted to §1720,

or nearly 75 percent of the total expenses (table 9). Among the most

importent items in current cash expenses were feeds bought, which

averaged about 22 percent of the current cash expenses, or $503 per farm.

Table 9. Summary of Expenses per Farm Exclusive of Interest

Nature of expense Average per farm Percent of total
dollars percent
Current Cash 1,720 T34
Machinery Decrease 85 ' 3.6
Inprovement Decrease 34 1.4
Unpaid Labor 505 21.6
Total 2,344 100.0

This included hay, grain, dried beet pulp, and prepared feeds. Taxes,
including water assessments, were $291 per farm. Another major expense
was operation of the farm share of the automobile, and the truck and
tractor, which combined averaged asbout $260 per ferm., These represent
the mest important items of expense, Eut by no means the total expense.
Of the remaining cash expense items, hired labor amounted to about §100
per farm, threshing and combining averaged about $50 per farm, and seeds
about $65 per farme Repairs on buildings and machinery were about $60

and §45 respectively.
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Although unpaid labor did not have to be met by an immediate cash
output as hired labor did, it was still an expense. TUnpaid labor
amounted to an average of $505 per farm or 21.6 percent of the total
expense of the farm.

The decrease in the value of machinery and improvements was only
346 percent and l.4 percent of the total expenses per farm, respectively,

Summary of Finencial Success

Farm inoome. The difference between total receipis and total

expenses averaged $2,297 (table 10). After charging interest at 5
percent on the total investment, $1,367 was left as labor income. In
addition to the labor income, the farm family enjoyed other privileges
such as a house to live in and farm products used in the home. The
rentgl on the house, 10 percent of beginning inventory value, plus the
farm produce used in the home totaled $2,040 per farm.

The return to capital was calculated by subtracting.the value of
the operator's time from the farm incoms. The average imputed value
of the operator's time was §1,487, which left $810, or 4.4 percent,
return to capital.

Undoubtedly, one of the chief factors comtributing to the
relatively high labor earnings was the favorable price level of the
war period. The index of prices received by Utah farmers for 1945
was 200 when the average price level of 1935 to 1939 equals 100 and

is used as the base pericd.
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Table 10. Financial Summary of Year's Operstion

e

Item Awérage per Farm
dollars
Receipts ' 4,641
Expenses 2,344
Farm income 2,297 !
Interest on Capital 930
Labor income 1,367
Value of farm privileges 673
- Labor earnings 2,040
Value of operator's tims . 1,487
Return of ocapital " 810
Percent return on capital 4,4 percent

FACTORS AFFECTING THE FINANCIAL SUCCESS OF THE FARM BUSINESS

The material presented so far has been descriptive of the area
in which the farms are located as well as descriptive of the organiza-
tion of the farms, the ylelds, receipts, expenses and financial success
of the farms. Although the average of all farms showed a reasonably
successful year of operation, some individual farms ranged a considerable
distance both sides of the average labor earnings of $2,040 (table 11).
The lowest labor earnings recorded were $327, with a negative return A

on capital of 6 percents The farm reporting largest labor earnings had
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$4,057, with 11.3 percent return on capital.

Undoubtedly, some of this variation resulted from chance or from
factors that camnot be isolated and measured. But some of the varie-
tions could certainly have resulted from factors such as size of
business, quality of land, rates of production, labor efficiency and
others which can within certain iﬁdefinite limits be controlled by
the individual farmer. It is the purpose of this gection to show the
effeet that selscted factors had upon the financial success of the

farms studisede.

Table 11, Frequency Distribution of Labor Barnings

Number of farms in each ¢ 1888

Class interval in dollars frequency
0-499 1
500-999 4
1000-1499 7
1500-1599 11
2000-2499 12
2500-2999 8
3000-34.99 4
3500~3999 1
4000-4499 1
Total 49

Size of business

Size of the farm business was an important factor affecting the
financial success of these farms. There have been several measures of

size devised, three of which are used in this study. The relation of

these three, namely, acres in crops, number of dairy cows, and productive
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man-work units, to financial success of the farms studied is shown.

Acres in orops. Since the acres in crops -des not include live-

stock, differences in the kind of crops grown, or other economic
activities, it is not always good measure of size of farm business.
However, in en ares with a given type of farming such as occurs in
Duchesne county, it is reasonably setisfactory.

The records were divided into three equal groups according to the
acres of land in crops (table 12). The smallest farms averaged 37
acres of crops per farm, with labor earnings of §1,846. The medium
size farms had 62 acres of crops and $1,976 in labor earnings. Labor
earnings amounted to §2,310 on the largest farms, with an average
of 104 acres of crops. With an increase of 67 acres in the average
size, the largest farms increased their labor earnings $464 over the
small farms. Labor earnings tended to increase as the number of acres

in crops inereased.

The number of dairy cows kgpt per farm also increased as the acres
in crops increased. The smallest farms had 11.9 cows per farm, while
the largest farms had 14.7 cows per farms However, this increase
is only 2.8 cows, and is no% iarge enough to be significantly importent.

More important than number of dairy cows is the increase in
animal units. The smallest farms had a total of 29.9 enimal units
per farm, as compared with 59.6 animal units on the largest farms, or
a difference of 29.7 animal units per farm. Dairy cows accounted for
only about 3.5 of the 29.7 animal units. The difference of 26.2 animal

units was then accounted for in livestock other than dairy cows.
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Table 12. Relation of acres in crops to labor earnings and other
factors :

Iten : farms farms farms average

No. of records 17 i6 16 49
Average acres in crops 1/ 37 62 104 67
Animel units 29.9 36.8 59.6 41.8
Number of dairy cows 11.9 12.8 14.7 13.1
Percent of receipts from dairy 71 58 58 61
Productive man-work units

per man 269 303 380 310
Pounds butterfat per cow 262 247 250 254
Crop index 107 100 92 100
Percent return on investment 3.4 3.9 He2 4.4
Labor earnings (dollars) 1,846 1,976 2,310 . 2,040

1/ Acres planted

Quite significant is the percentage of receipts from the dairy
enterprises. The smallest farms received 71 percent of their receipts
from dairy enterprises while the largest farms received only 58 percent
of their receipts from dairy, yet the latter had the largest labor
earning. This means that the largest farms are receiving a substential
portion of their income from sources other than dairying.

Production of butterfat per cow could not have asccounted for the
increased labor earnings since the smallest farms had the largest
production per cow. The difference in production between the small
farms and the large farms was not very pronoumsed, being 12 pounds of
butterfat per cow.

There was a marked relationship betweén labor efficiency and acres

in crops. Productive man-work units per man rose from 269 on the smallest
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farms to 380 on the largest farms, or an increase of 1lll. Of course,
some of this labor efficiency on the iarge farms was undoubtedly
caused by poorer yields. It is an established fact that less labor

is required to eare for certain poor erops than for good ones. The
reversé relationship of the eroé yield index to the acres in crops
indicates that the relationship between the acres in crops and true
efficiency in the use of labor is less than that which seems apparent.
The crop index fell from 107 on the small farms to 92 on the large
farms. However, there was still a net gain in the efficiency with
which new lsbor was used.

Number of dairy cowse When the records were sorted on the basis

of number of dairy cows and the number of dairy cows were related to
labor earnings and other factors, there was no appargnt consistent
trend in the relationship (table 13). Farms with the fewest cows,
an average of 9.3 per farm, had labor earnings of $1,909. When there
were 12.8 dairy cows per farm, the labor earnings were $2,122. But
with 19.2 cows per farm, the labor earningé.were oﬁly $2,095. It
is possible that with a larger number of records to work with and date
covering a longer period of time, a more consistent relationship could
be obtained. Also it is probable that other enterprises affected
earnings to the extent that the relation of the number of deiry cows to
labor earnings was obscured.

The number of dairy cows showed a reiationship to acres in crops.

That is, as the number of cows per farm were increased, the acres of orops
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_ Table 13. Relation of Number of Dairy Cows to Labor Barnings and Other

Factors
: : oduct~ or
Yo. of s:Number :Acres:Butter-: of sive man~: ive man~ :earn-
dairy cows : of : in :fat per:receipts: work :work units:ings
Hange 3Ave. :records:crops: cow : from : units : per man
: i : 3 : dairy ‘ s

T Noe. No. No. A. Lbs. A No. No. Dol.
Less
than

11 9.3 17 56 254 62 339 289 1,909
11-14 12.8 18 65 254 63 438 311 2,122
More
than .
14 19.2 14 - 83 253 72 560 336 2,095
Ave. 13.1 49 67 254 66 439 310 2,040

grown increased. As could be expected, with the increase of dairy
cows per farm,the percent of receipts from deiry also increased. But
pouﬁds of butterfat produced per cow remained essentially constant.
With the increase in size of the dairy herd as measured by number of
dairy cows total productive man-work units on the farm increased to
a greater extent than did dairy cows.

Labor efficiency improved as the size of the farm business increased.
With an average of 9.3 dairy cows per farm there was a total of 289
productive men-work units per man., When the number of dairy cows was
increased to 19.2 per farm, there was a total of 560 productive man-
work units per farm, with 336 productive man-work units per man.

Productive men=-work units. A measure of size of farm business
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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,




30

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




37

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
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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.




41

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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