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A. 8'1'tJDY OF CJm1'.AD IOOBOIIIC FJC!'OBS IRVOL'YID IN 'fD ~Cil AND 
MAD'liMD'l' or POULmY :r~ IIi utm 

Ill tlle orgaiaaticm and wnage-ut ot poultry tuwi .. ..,. probl­

Ui .. 11bioh call tor a .olutioa. a.oa& n.ch probleu an the toUowina: 

!he a.oUDt or floor apaoe par laB 11h1eh 11111 ~ the 110at eocma.toal, the 

"ftlue ot electric lipta in poultr"7 houaea, ..,_t ot la\or whiell eu lle 

profitably 1uea-.e4 1Jt. a ~try tlook, aa4 the -.out ot teet 11h1oh cu. be 

eooaaa1oal.l7 ted to poul tr"7. 

'!'here are ~ 1atluenHa which .. ._aiM poultry Jll"QtUa that C811110t 

H oontroUect 4ireoUT • 1Nt the taotora ••tiOHd here are largely within 

the ooatrol ot the poultr,..a. U. ahoul4, ther.tore, 4.1r.ot n.a u tar aa 

pou1'ble ao •• to 1noreaae hie aet returaa. 

lach hen ahould be proTi.clH with floor ape.oe nooeaaarr tor ••t etti-

oiut produotioa. the ~ult1'7JIIIUl, ho..-nr, 4.ooa not know the IIDIOunt ot 

apace that will br1Bs the greateat ret~. It the net ino01118 trca each 

lwa 1• juat aa high w1 th t110 a quare teet ot tloor a~~&oe pe~ llea u 11bere 

t'eet ot tleor •~~&• pett hen. It thia ia the .... , 1t would be acl:Yiaable tor 

the poul~ to iaoreaM the aize of hie flock eo aa to obtain the tull• 

eat returaa trQil hia inwatment ill poul1lJ'1 houea and equi}Dtnt. 

~ JC)ultry t&rMr should t:aow it there are UT ai.T&Jl~a 4er1nt tl"CIIl 

the uaa ot eleotrio l1ghta. It it ia an adT&Dtage to u.t lighta, ~· 

poultn-a 4ea1rea to bow how a117 houra t1M7 ahoul.d be uaed each clq. 

rt, th.roae)l the uao ot liiJlta, pro4uot1cm ia inoreaaed to auoh an ext•t 

that groH r.tuma wore than pe.7 tor wir~, coat ot eleotnc1 ty, and o'ther 

lnoiantal expeDMa, 11pta wUl proTO a prof1 table 111Yeat.at. 
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J. pol.\lt~ ~mat SiTe tble &n4 labOr te llia tlock 1a teeclt~~g, olea-

tq ooopa and gathering egga. lhen thia wo1'k hU been ettioientll' done • 

wan~ a to DOW the pout 11b.ere iaereaHcl labOr tall a to inereue ~tt ta. 

oenaia point production llq be tnore&aM &a the -.out o~ teed ia 1aoreue4, 

llut before thia po1at 1a naoM41 .U extra •aa JU¥ not pg tor tu a441tioa .. 

al teet eona. !he poultr, tamer should bow the l11li.ta ot poult17 tee4-

1q whloh will prow proti tallle • 

.. ther or not the poult~ aolna theM probl_. utermiua to a 

eana14ertble degree hia aueoeaa or tail~. 

'!Ilia atu47 1• an at'Hiapt to poin-. out the relaUoUilip ext.aUsac lletwea 

•qnl ot tlleae tactora 11b.ioll pertain -.o tu 

protitableBeaa ot a ~1.\l.try tar.. 

souroe ot Data 

!he data uae4 in th1a atud7 wre obta1ae4 tr. ~19 recorc!a ot repreHnt­

aU n ce~~~~aro1al pow.:trr tlocta 1D Utah. !b.e recorda wre taken betwu 

11-1tSl tr• 'the to1lowtag eoattea: Caehe, Box :llcler, •bar, Morgan, 

s.-U, ])aT1a, U .. ah, Salt X.U:., s.a Pete, .Tuab, ancl Srder. Ot the Sli 

recorda, Ul wre tor the 78&r 1111, 100 tor the year 1910, and 100 tq the 

par liSle !he aurny Mtho4 wu ued in obtaining the .. reoorcla. !he reoona 

wre oolleoMt aa )U't ot a ·~ ot tu ~ult~ 1llduat17 in lJkh. "11h1oll 

"he U'talL state bperment station ud Bureau ot J.gricultural Koon.tca1 

~ 

!hau.a ancl llarion Cl&llaOil, lau ben publ18hecl b7 the bperi.llent station. 

toualy oonred b,r the bulletin .. attaaet. 



Psepo.. ot 8tu4;[ 

the purpoM ot "hia 8"U47 18 to oal7a ihe ette4tt Of oenaiJl poul"ry 

prao"1"a upon ecg pro4uot1oa, ad "o ahow U1r ~· ill dittereJLt pro­

tue·Uon u4 •rat1Dg JI'&Ctl .. a attMt ooa"• and re"Ul'lla to poul"1'7JIID• 

ia Relatioa "o Vartoua llltaauea ot Poaltrr Ettieieaez 

I' 1e generall7 thought that loa& eQerleaee ill 8Q' g1wn t1el4 pzoaotea 

ett1e1en07 1a that tiell. It thla wre tru, au woul4 ezpeot }H)ultl'J11118n who 

ha4 bHa 1a tlle bual.Mu lODP•t "o M tu ••t ett1o1eat. '!hat 1a, they 

woul4 haft larpr tloob • lliper •a produotion per hu, leN •ath loaa 1 

.... a Weer puoeata.ge ot "heir egga woul4 be pa4e4 u enra.. I'Urtllel'llo:re, 

they would be ~-..A to haw a larpr aet inca. trca eaoh hen. 

In orter to atu47 the relat1oneh1p ot theae tao"ora, the poultry tama 

were din._. late tour IJ'O'l»• on "he bu1a ot the-~ ot. heu apt. -.aeh 

aise croup wu thea nw.tna-4 on the baaia ot ~· a.ber ot Jeara the poulti"f ... 

- 'b.a4 bee ta th8 poultr,r bus.. ... the alae ot tlook croupa .. re •t up 

ill order to eliaiUte "he ettect that the at• ot tlock liaa oa the etnelea­

frl ot the poUltJ'ftllll• Po~ «.""'Pl•, in the Uta ZqeriJiilnt Station aalletia, 

"Zooac:.lo h.ctora .ttteot1q Poultey Pro4uottaa 1.114 JlarketiDS in trtu•, preT­

io~ ..at1oul1 1t wu ahoa ~t a tum w1 th 1500 or leA 1wila requirea 

on the &Tera&tt lei houra ot ~ labor per hen while a tarm wi~ 110re than 

11500 !lena re~a 011 the &Tet"ege Olal7 1.1 hours ot .a lahor per UJle 

!hia titterence of one hour ot la'bor ~r bn llu a trwvra4oua iatluance on 

Ute protlta~ene .. ot tU ~ultrr tam. 

'!he reaulta llhcnr that there wa a teJid.eaq tor tlloae who ha4 bee 1Jl 

the bual•u f'Dr the ~teat leqth ot tiae to Jlaft the larpat tlocu 

('fable 1) • In the two 1"-UPII haviJI& the ...Ueat tloeb there wre 1101"8 



tara.a with leaa thall ' yeara e~erienoe aa poul trJD18n than there wre w1 til 

aore than ' yeara experience. Ill the two groupe with largest noon th• 

oppoaU• condition prenilet. JUrth•more, within each aize group, with but 

cme uoept1on, the aftrage nuilber or hena waa largest tor the poul t~n who 

had had the moat e:lq)erienoe. '!hie pneral relat1onah1p 1a ta.rther llho1111 in 

the a'IDIIIII&r1 ot tvsu operated by poult~n who had had leaa than three yeara 

~rienee compared with thoae who had had JllOre than au yeara e:qwrtaoe in 

the poultrJ buaineas (!fable 3) • 
. 

!able 1. Nlllllber ot yeara poultrymen ha.Te been engapd 1n the 
poultry bua1:uaa ill relation to nrioua Muurea of poultry 
•tticienoy, 1&7 Utah poultey tama, 1929·1931. 

I~ 

lJo. ot Beooi'da 
~•&• bP· (Yeara) 
~•&• lfo. o~ a.u 
• Death Loaa Rella 
~ in hUe G. Baa 
Ret Inoame Per~ 

t 1001-11100 

: t.aat 
s ; . a ; . : ; • 1 

~~ ;• ,~ ~" ;• ;~ ;n =~ 
1 t.oa1 a.s1; 11.10; s.eo; s.38a s.so: 6.00: 2.71 
:HO a$31 :'128 :6., ;1,101 :1,2M :2,'"' sl,632 
s 11.1 : 18.3 : lB.1 : 11.1 : lt.e s ss.s : 21.1 : ae.7 
: sa.s : at.s : u.• : u.6 : a.o : ~.o : 52.1 : ~.1 
:hl&l:t-.uo: t.oooi t.lmh 1.201! t.aai t • .f.Sl: t.U~ 

& : : : : 

. . . . . 
Pr&otloally no relationahlp waa ~owa bet ... n par cent 6eath loaa of hena 

an4 eQerienoe ot the producer (!ablea 1 ant 2). Poult~:n W1 th the leaat 
.. 

experience on fe.naa With 400 or lllaa and 751 or 110re hens had the htgheat 

IIOt"ality rate UOllS their t1ocu. On f&rma with <&51 to 'l&o hena poultrJMn 

with the moat egarienoe ha4 the h1sb.est death 1oaa (Table 2). !heae reaulta 

are eo conflicting that no conoluaiTe aa. .. r aa to the relat1onahip of ex• 

perience ot pro4Uoera to peroentage cteath 1oaa ot heu oan be ginn. 

!he relationahlp ot e~r1enoe to pe~cent~ ot e888 1a extra grade .. re 

not conol.uain enough to n.rraDt 07 cletilli te anawr u to the atteot of 

experience oa ~:roeatage ot extraa. It 1a a1gn1t1oant, how'Nr, that the 

perMJlt&p ot ertfta inoreue 1a aucceaaloa fnm about $8 per cent to .a 



per cent u the aiu ot tlooka uorea .. (Table :5). 

!able a. '!lie relatiouhip ot aeftral •uure• ot poultry 
ettioienoJ: ~or taru where poult~JL haD hat~ 
or leaa reara upH"ienoe in ooapariaon to tariu where 
they haft had. alx or 110re yea:ra 1~r1eaoe, 180 Utah 
~ultry tuu, 11-...ltm.. 

:now ot 7tsl 

: : 
No. of a.oorta : 14 .. : .. • • 
l.q. bperienM (Yeara) • • l0e14: 2.81: '·''' Aq. No. ot S.u : 1'17 . S20 • !518 . • • . 
:ace P.ro4uoUon ~r lJa l 1.156 111 . 1.16 . . • 
• DM.th Loaa (lieu) ' ta.l a u., ' 18.9 
• 1n ZDa a. {KcP) : •. , l •• o • .a.a : . . : • 

II : " 

: 3 or 
: X.aa 
• • 
: al 

a.at: a.aa: a • .u 
eM :1,471 :1,819 
170 . uo . 160 . • 

l.fa.l : lfe'l 23.0 
.O • .fa "·' .fa7.7 

lJl regard to the protuot1oa of ega ~r hen the telldanoy •• tor the group 

With the leut e~rienoe aa poult~n to haft the highlat produotioll. l'or 

nen aize group the &Terage production per hen tol" the thl'M ,..an, 1919-1131, 

-. hipeat tor the sroup of leaat uperielloe ( ~ble s) • 'lha dittll'enoe 

.arie4 tram three ecga tor the amalleat aize ~up to 8 egca in the group With 

owr U500 helut. l.lthough the ditte:raoe wu not 1&%'111, the pneral rel.ation­

ahip held, wi~h but cme ex.eption, tor nery group tor all three yeara. 'Dlia 

o• eueptlon aa 1n the aal.l aize croup in which the poultr,..n with. liON 

than tour ~ara poul tr;y ex)lr1aoe had a aftrage production of 16~ ega per 

ben while those with leaa than tour reara experience had a ~uotioll ot only 

1118 ~ per hen. !he .- ~rel relationDip •• ahom tor Noh of the 

three a1n groupa d1T14ed into thoee ~ultrJMn with are than aiz and 1eaa 

than tUM ~ upar1enoe (!able a). ~r the groupa ot fUU with .fa61-7eC> 

the leut poUltry expel'ieoe. 



ltlt 

19SO 

1931 

tli.ba a. Huaher ot yean poul trJJ~~tn haft been eDg&gecl 1A 
the poultry bua1uae in relat1oa to egg produat1cm 
per h .. , ~7 Utah poultry taxu • 1921-19~. 

: DOl•lOOO 

Year a • • 
& Moat sx.u-. 
l . . 

' : : . . 
• 1&5 : 110 • 1~ s 163 1" 1151 I 148 • • 
• • . : . : • . ! • . 166 • 1M 110 . 166 : 161. . 168 : 1M . . : ! . . . . • : ! • ! ! ! . 1CSO 1 16S : 1 .. • 1~7 . lft9 1~ ; 1&6 • • . . . : . t l ~ • • 

6 

:Lea•" 

: 
a 1fi& 

17& 
t 
: 1fi7 
: 

!hree Year ATeH&e • 157 • ao : 151 . 151 : 151. : 110 . 1M: 161 • . ! • 
: .. : l I l : ~ . •• . 
z t • • . • : . • . • • • ~ 

~.,,. !g!rtenoe (Yl'a.) ,.oa I a.31 1 u.1oi s.20 s a,aa • s.so i 6.00 • •• ,1 • • 

three ~aeible reaaona -., be g1Yen tor the high egg production ot 

poultn.D. with the leut experienoe, attention to job, new and lletter ooopa, 

•n poult~a ve geurallr •tiluaiaatic over the poaaibUUiea 1a the 

poultry field, therefore, they M1" put more U.me and labor on their tloob, 

h&ft ~. 

the intluenoe ot D.ew and better ooopa llD.4 the uaout ot d.i..aae in the 

tloeb would be r.tlectecl in th• peroent~ death loaa ot heu. Aa hu al• 

rea4 'Men 1ncl1oate4, hoWTer, there wu no relationahip btiW.en yeara 

~rienoe and the mortality rate ot uu. 

the taot that ht~B proluetion tailed to bring in l~r prottta (!able 1) 

aJ:i01ra that extra oare auat haw bMn g1Ten the tlocka and the coat ot thia 

extra labor aore than ottaet aJl7 adYUM.p 4enftcl traa 1Jlorea .. d production. 

It muat be re~recl, howwr, that other taotora probably had a oone14erabl• 
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Upcm ontorinc the poultry buaia.aa ~ultr,_n would Ute to know, u tar 

u poealbl.e, the 110at cloa1rable ..ount of tleor apace per hen more •a pro­

tuotion will '- at a .. x1waa alone with a low death loaa and a hilb ,.rooataa­

ot •a• in the o:dr& grate. 

In nucb'lD& the relat1onahip of the a~~Duat of tloor apace per ha. to 

Mftral .. uurea ot poulhT. oft1c1onq, tho reoorda nre firat clinclod oa tJae 

'--1• ot ~· a~r of aquare teet ot tloor ·~ per hen. 11.- d1ttoront 

poupa "" •t up with floor apaoo nzaclq trca a.~ square ~- per hea 1B 

tho lowat sroup to D.o quare toot or more per ha. 1n the highoat groupe. 

J.nothor 41Tia1oa, bUot on tho auaber ot hena apt, na alao -.a.o. 1hrM 

different aize .groupe ~re .. t up. 'lbo aize groupe wro then eli Ticlecl into 

tloob with 3el or 110ro to 3•0 or loaa aquan fMt per hen. 

!be aJIID\IIlt ot floor apaoe per hen had some intluenoo on tho poroentap 

uath loaa ('.fable• " aD4 ~). Poultry ta:ru with tho aoat floor apace per hen, 

la pMral, had the lowat ..nal.lty rate. 'lh1.a taot n.a 1lluatn.te4 when 

~e nooka wro broken clo1111 1ato different a1u groupa ('l'.able ~). Bh no 

ueeptiau, floolta w1 th the l~at floor apace had tho low at poroos ap 

U&th loaa. tho relationahip •• aot ao oonlliatent 1n ft'ble '• w• the pn­

eral il"ftcl •• atlU 1D41oatel. Although tho ti~ allow a troncl, tho clittor­

u."a bo'hHn tho porcentapa nro not a1p1ticant enough to juaUty Ul7 

cletinito conclu.ioa. 



'fable •• !he re1&t1onahlp of ftri,oua amoUD.ta ot floor apaO. 
per_ hu to nlllllber ot hoa 1 egg production per hen, pe;r 
cent death loaa of hens, and percentage of •nra gracte ea•. 306 Utah ~ult~ farms. 19at-ltn. 

8 

aaount ot floor a•g• ~oe: No. ot : Death. :J:nn. Grade 
apao-e per hen 1n ; PerRa I Bena LoM ; ... 

t .... 

• .. ~ 

-a.e n. o~ 1••• .i() ; 2.06 J 1.801 • ! 1M • ~ 20.'1 '1.1. 
I • ; I ; • ~ ' a.a - s.s. : 106 ; a.tl • 1.048 ~ 110 ~ 21.0 I C.J..a • 

: • • : • • ~ ! s.. .. •. 1 . " : s.'la ; 1tas& : 1e-8 ; , 1"1.8 ; .fr3.o ~ 

• . ; • : : ! . ~ •·a tit ... t • ! 38 : '·&50 : 890 . 
~ 1es ; 17.5 : "·5 • : : : -- . 

~ t ! 
s.o or acre • 5a ~ 6eS7 ; 630 ' 1151 : 18.6 ; ~.6 ! 

l : $ : l : 

Aa the aaount ot floor apace per hen 1:acreaaed, the percentage or extra 

cract• egga inoreaae4 (Table -4). Although the variatione bet.en the groupe 

wre not Te1"1 large it waa aigniticut that all ~roentagea liO'N ill auonaaion 

tram -41.1 per cent in the 1o .. at floor apace group to 46.6 per cent in the 

htgheat group. 'Dlla 1aorea.- ~roentap Ja1 be due to the tao.t that a ~arger 

-.ount ot floor apaoe per hen aakea it poadble to a•p olean•~ ooopa and 

!'able 6. !he relatiouhip ot Tarioua ~Wlta of tloor apace 
per li•:a to aeTeral mHauna ot poulU'y ettioluq, tor 
Utterutl aise4 tlocsb1 ~Utah poult~ tam., 1929-1930. 

• •locka of :500 . :rlocka of .. Ploolta ot 901 . .. .. 
• .Bena or Leaa : SOl ~ goo Heu : or llore Hens ~ 

It.. . iioor Space fir ~n [S,i• :reetJ • : s.1 or : 3 or : 3.1 or : 3 or : S.l OJ:' : S or 
l Jlore ' IAaa : . Jtore I Leaa ' lion ! Leaa 
: ; ~ - : • 0 

.a..-~- tloor apaoe . •.a.: a.H • •• 56 : a.~~ : •• 11 • 2.M • ! ~ 

,_r cent death loaa ' 19.3 : 19.7 • 1'1.8 . 1.8.0 : 17.5 . n.e • . • 
Labor Costa . •• 989: •• 902; IM5i t.aa: •• :57:5; •• 610 .. 
•••4 COat i I 1e68 ; • 1.59 ; t 1.7a ; I 1.62 ; • 1.66 ! t 1.ao 
llsg ·Production ~ let : 161 : 162 : 15:5 : l.a8 . 160 • 
Ret Inoaoa per n.n • •• 252; .0'16; .l.-45; .s.e: .&73~ •• 98 .. 

: • • J : : : 



Poul"try tar.m.a with the moat ~ teat ot tloor ap&M had the hipeat 

taa4 ooata (Table :s). 'lhe dittarenoa betwen teed costa in :Ule tloor a~ee 

croups wu wry aigniticent 'be1Bg u hip aa 16 oenta par han tor tl.octa ot 

t 

had teed coeta ot U ... ta "r han below tanus with a larpr UIOtmt ot ·~· 

'lba 41tterenoe 1a ~ ooata betnen floor a.»&oe groupe on the larpat t&rJU 

•• oaly 6 oanta :per han. '!haae ttpna 1ndicata tW.ta 4efin1t~ that the 

IliON noor ape.oe baa han, the higber will be the ooat of f .. l. 

La'bor coats ha4 a tanclenoy to be higher on fume with the moat a~c• 

(Tabla D), Th:l.a rale.t1ouh1p, ho .. nr, n.a not entirely cona1aknt tor w1 thin 

the group ot mora than 100 !aeia, 1'loeka wtth the leaat spe.oe laa4 the htpan 

labor eoe"ta. 1hia relat1onab1p waa rewraa4 oa flocks ot leaa than 900 hena. 

It wu aign1t1cant that iha J.arcer nocka had the lo•at labor coata. Ill 

com:paring tlocka o't 1500 or laaa hena to those with toO or ~~ere una there 

-. a 41tterence ot around 30 centa per han tor coat of labor 1n tuor at ilw 

~ n.ocka. 

Tery U ttle, or pracrUcally ao relatiouhip waa ahown bet .. n noor 

apace an4 au pJ'Oduction per hn. (Tables<& and D). ~ dirtaion bued on tha 

atu ot tlook ahowd that farms ot 50l. tea iOO hoa had the higheat ~ucttoa 

where the .,at ape.oe pez- baa w.a ~del, while tarma with leaa than 1500 end 

•ra than too hone had the highest production where hena had the leut floor 

apue. 'lba d1 Yialcm of tift tttterat tleor ape,oe group• ( 'l'abl.a <&.) ahowe4 
~ 

ao aigntttcant rala·Uoulltp betwen acg production and tloor aptoe per hen. 
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'fable 1. 'lh.e relation ot nrious emounta ot tloor apace per 
hen to net inctOJDe per hen, 306 Utah poultry tar~U, . 

ltll•ltSl. 

Year ' Aftre&a Scluare J'eet f4 ii!,!r Sl)a .. :r.r !In 
t a.D o:r :a., - a.a : a.• - •• 1: •·a - •·'' ts.o or 
: I.e•• I • . 

' More . . 
I .. t Inoa. Per Baa 
I Dou&r. : Bol.l.ua 1 Dollar• : Dollar• ' Dollar a 
; . I .!Oi : •• s.& ' •• w . I .1ss ' I .o• 

' I . • ' I 
I .108 I ••• • • .175 : ·~· t -.Jti8** . 
: ~ ! - l ' . .ou I -.aaa • -.atl I -.~ : ... '148 • ~ 

: : • ! • • s 
~YMrA~· • .1-&G I .~ ~ ... oos ' .o51 ; . ··51'1 • 

: I ' • • ' I ' : I I 

Aftrage •l!oe l bet J I 2!06 : !ii~ : s.n I •• 150 I 6.3'1 
~ 

• 'lhree reoorta OJll7. 
** !wo reoor«a onl.J'. 

Highv labor 04 reM eoata aloD& with no indication ot a higher eg 

productioa reeulted in a ~ lnoo.e tor tar..ra with the lara-at ..aunt ot 

tloor ape.oe per Un ('!'able 6). Oil tUIU ot 901 or aore he a, tlocka w1 th the 

110at apaoe d14 han the hipeat net inco., 67 oeuta per hen, c~ to an 

aftrap of l50 oeBta per hen on f&1'1la w1 th leaa tloor a:paee (Table t5). F.or all 

~e other groupa taraa 111 th the leut apace wre the 110at prot1 table. the 

moat prot1 table aoat ot t1oor apaoe wu between 1 and 3 aquare ·r-ea ,er JaeJi. 

h1'li8 with u anrap tloor apaoe of 1.01 U4 2.11 aquare teet per hen had aa 

awrap Mt ino~ per hea ot 1•.1 an4 so.• oeBta reapectinl;y, 111l1le tarJU 

With &.o or.," aquare teet loat OJl the aftrage Sl.7 centa per hen ('!'able 6). 

'l'heae figure a indicate that poultry tu.ra ahoul4 keep their ooopa t1U&4 

u .. ot Kleetr1c L1pta 1n Po1U.t17 Bouaea 1il blation to Vviou.a a.uurea 

of .rticien& ot the Poultn hiS 

'!he uae of eleotric 11ghta in poultry houaea 1a beec:.i11g Tery o~n. 

Salle poul.t~n are goiug eo tar aa to leaTe 11ghta on troa RAaet t.o aunr1M. 



ll 

It ia thought that by using lighta, •a production will be peatl.y atilmlatea. 

thereby illoreaalng the poultrJMD'• prottta. the 1natallat1on and uae ot 

lighta, honwr, entaUa oona14arable expeue, therefore, a pqult~, be-

tor. starting to un thea, ahoul.d wish oaretully the poaaibl.e adnntagea 

In atu4Jila& this ~ioular »roblea, the rHorb wre ttrat 41nu4 into 

three sroupe. ~ ... groupe wre b .... • the lllaMl." ot IIOJltha during the 

,ear 1a 11h1oh lipta wre ua.a. koh croup was then aub41rtu4 on the basta 

ot the auaber ot hours per day that lishta wre ueet. In orter to ... the 

adnntapa 4er1Yed trca the use ot ligh"•• tho .. tuma 'lbere lights wre U8M 

wre ill all. ouea o~ to tame 11tien llghta wre aot u.et. 

'fable '. ft.e ue ot eleo•rto ll&h •• 1.a poul t%7 house a, tor 
ftrioua -.ou.atia ot U.• • 1a relation to ea produot10D. 
per hen, tHCl ooata per tiea. aDd ptrc.ntiage d.eath lose 
ot heu, 811 u•ah poult1"1 tume, 1919-ltn. 

: Hone u... :Leu tihu i : lS Kontha : More .un ts 
: : lktntha : : Jlontiha 

I:tea : :IDtura Llpta •" Oil 
: a Leu :a.l : La•• : a.s 1 Leas 

~ft~ Jlan•ll• 

J.wrage Roura 

Pro4uot1on Per Hml 

• • 
I 

: 

: 
Per cent .. ath Loaa : . . 

0 

0 

lts9 

: !ban : Houra 1!1u. 1 Hours: !ban 
:&.5 hria:.nia.:s ui&more ia.r; hr 
: : : 
: -&.01: ts.M: 
: ~ : 
1 1.•; a.ta; 

s.oo: 
. . . 

1.06; 
: l : ! 

s.oo: 
: 

• ! 

: 
5.'18; 

t U57 :15-& ; l5l. ; 1156 : liW l 166 
I I ; I 

11.0 : lf.l; 11.1; l&.a; ao.s~ 
I 

lt.o; aa.o 
t : · : : : : 

I l • .S it 1.ss;11.U~t 1.61; ~.M; I l.tsl! I 1.50 
: : : : : ' e. 

Oa poultry fUWla whare 11ghta •re lett on the greatest nuaber ot hours 

during the 4.&7 there wu a al.ighti ten4enor to haw the hipeat percentage 

t.ath lose ot heu '('fable '1). In ooapari.Dg those t&n18 where l18hta were 



u.4 leas than tin .,nthe with ta:nu where they wre used :ti ve months or 

DIOre, there na li ttl• rel&tiona]Up betwen percentage uath lose and uM o:t 

lights. It ia eignitioant that with but one exoeption ~ult17 t&l"'la wbere 

lights wre not UH4 had a higb.er ~roentage uath lou than tu.a Where 

ot llghta ln 

thia ptr'ticul.ar oompar1aon haft a peroentap uath loa• ot 21 ant 12 per cent 

reapeotinly. !hia wu a h1S)ler peroentap than waa found in other groupa. 

W:l.thin the ~ ot thie uta no clefiai.te oonoluaioa u to the intluenoe ot 

uM ot lighta upon peroentap cleath loaa ou be ctraa. 

'fable a. .._ procluot1cm per hen, ~r cent cleath loaa ot hena, 
nat inca. per hen, ancl teecl oona par hen on t.-. where 
no lighta .. re uaet oa.parecl with the .... taotora oa 
tarma where lisata nre uecl 15 --~· or 1a0re ucl tor S 
houra or more eau clq, M lJtah ~try tame, 1929-1930 • 

• • 
I 11o uet• 
• • • • 

~ftft!e lloatha : 0 . 15.48 ~ 
: I 

~ftnge Bova 1 0 : s.u 
I t 

Production per Ball I lU l 118 
• ~ & 

Per cent Death LoN • zo.o • 22.6 ! ! 
: • • •t Inco. Per Hn • • .1-u • • .190 • ! 
• : • 

hed Coat Per Rea : IleA . t l.TO ~ 
: : 
- . • 1!b.eoo.t ot li~ti-s tor this ~up o:t tloota anrage4 1.8 centa per hen. 

Poult!'J taru where ari1tio1al li&hting wu uaed hacl alighUy higher 

t.et ooata per hen tb.U tame 1111here no auoh lish~inc •• uaecl (Tables 7 ancl 

8). ftr2u with no lighting had an aft~ teed coat ot tJ..o&a per hell tor the 

three ,..ua, 1929•19Sl. aile taru where lllht1q -.. uae4 hM teed ooata 

ranging tram 11.150 per hen up to tl.&s par hen, ancl in no oaee dicl they have 
farms 

teed ooata u low aa thoaej11here no lighta were uaed ('table 7). 1h1a taot 
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1n oomparins two e:rtreme cases auch aa in Table e. 

Jor the two yee.ra, 1929 .. 1930, there was a 'I cent adclittonal teed eoat tor 

those ~o uaad lights tn comparison to those Who did not. All the figures 

1ndioate that tarma where lighting was used had higher teed coats than tam. 

Where no 11gb't1ng was used. ~e amount of time lightfl were used, however, . 

had little 1ntluenoe on teed costa although there waa a little tendency tor 

tama where lights wre used more than ti..-e months to have higher teed costs 

than fume where lights nre ueed lesa than ti..-e months. 

Poultrymen Who used ligbta tor the longest period of time had ~ tendency 

to han the hi.gb.eat egg production (Tables 7 and 8). 'lhe average egg pr~ 

duot1on on tarma w1 th no lighting was 159 while farms 11here lights wre u.acl 

more than f1..-e months and 2.& or more houra per day had an e.Terage productlcm 

of 166 e~ (Table ~). ~are waa uo conaiatent relationship shown bet .. •n 

egg production and use ot lights by the interMdiat• groups. In general, 

the figures are not conclu.i?e enough to abo• definitely that the use ot lights 

inoreaaea egg production. 

Year 

1921 

1930 

1931 

Table 9. 'Dle uae ot electric lights in poultry houses, 
...arioua le~hs ot t~, in relation to net incom­
hen, 21.9 Utah poultry tuaa, 1929-1931. 

: :Ueecl 118hta leaa : Used Lights J'he:t1nd Lighta More 
: Uaecl : than five montha: Jlonths : than ttYB months 
t NO : : ~ hoes light& WN U8el 
: L1ghte: Z.aa ;2.ts hra.: Z.u ;a.~ hrs.: :teaa !2.5 hra. 
• . 
: 

. ; 
: 
: 
: . • 
• ! 
l 

.~tt 

.osts 

-.26l. 

: !hD : or : ~hu : or : the ; or 
: 2.5 : more : 2.0 : More : 2.6 ; aore 
: hours : : hour• : : houra : 

J[et lao~ Per Rea 

. • . : . 
! . : 

• • 100; ... 111; .108; .021; .oSG; • .el • 
s s s • • s • • 
l .1:50& .168: .06'1; .&os; .216; .713 
~ • : . . . 

! • • • 
• ... 232: ~.US: ... 680i -.s&f: •• :561; -.282 ! 
• • : I : : : 

Three Y:r. A•i•: ··001 : ..oo1i ... 1.28: ... oati ... o30i .2$7 
• • l • • • • • ! 

= 
1.89:: 2.00 : 2.92 

:~3 '0 ~· '-' • !1-" ~) 



ibere waa little indication that the uae ot electric lignta tnoreaaea 

poultryJ~an's protita (Table 9). tllta should probably be expected in T iew ot 

the taot that the uae ot lighta 1noreued teed cone wb.Ue there waa no -ter-

lal ina:reaae 1n egg produoticm. Poultry tl.l'lla are ligb.ta wre uaed JION 

than t1Te months and 2.~ or more hours per day did haTe a :net 1naOlDI ot 30 

<·••~~" par hen Which waa JllUCh higher than aJl7 other group. There JIIU8t, 

honnr, haTe been acme other taotor 1ntlue•o1Dg protita becauae in 1929 and 

1130 the tarma where ligb.ta were uaed more than tiTe moatha and 2.5 or more 

hours ~r day h.a4 a high income coapared to tuma 11h8re ligb.ta wre UMd the 

aame maber o"f month• but tt.wr houra ~r day. So tar u 'theM tigttrea go, 

no oonel.aift ..... r u to ~· lteuttta derlTed h'oa the uae ot electric ligb,ta 

can be gt ftll• 

the Ralationeh1p ot Jrf1o1.nt Uae 

ot the Poul trz :ram• 

~ coat ot labor ezpende4 OJl a poultry tarm ·maba up a ooneiderable part 

ot the ~tal coata ot •ca produotlon. Sa. poulv,.ien uae a ~at deal of 

labor in oaring tor their tloata and han low tnocaea while other poultryaen 

apen4 a oomparatinly Short amount ot tt.. an4 haTe high iaocaea, In the one 

oaae, the labor waa inetticlent, while in the other it waa efficient. A 

poultr,aa•a ahuoea ot auaoeu are largely dependent u~n maintaining a hieh 

egg production and at the aiiiH tiM ueping labor coata to a minimum. 

Ia orter to study the influence ot labor upon tho poult~n'• prottta 
-

the tame nre di Tic\M into tl Te p-oupa. '!lieae groups were baaed upon the 

aT&rage nuaber ot houra ot labor per hen that the poult~ uaecl oa hia tlook 

during the )"8&re .1a haa already been indicatecl in ~· tirat ~t ot thia 

at~, the aiH ot tlook haa a tre.udoua illtluence an labor requirement a. 

In el.moat all cues as the aiae ot flock bcr'H.M4, the labor e~lilled ptr 

¥ In thia atudy the ettiaient uaera ot labor .. re conaidered to be tliOH 
poult~ who uaed the tewr nUilber ot houra 1il oaring tor their tloab. 
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hea 4eorea.e4. Ia or6er ~o elt.ina~e the •tteot ot the a1~e of flooka a 

41T1a1on into four 41tteren~ tlook aiaea wa. made. lach of ~heae aise groupe 

waa then aub41T1del on t~ baaia ot the aoat and leaat efficient u.era o~ 

labor. 

!he emout ot labor uaed on ~e flock had JlO intluaoe on the parcentage 

of ecp 1a the extra gl'a4e (Table 10). The aTerage peroent~s for the tift 

labor groups wre Ter'7 clo•, ranging bet ... n a.~ and 45.8 per cent. It •s 

aignitioant that w1 thout uoe~1on tbe peroeatages in 19SO wn lower than in 

either ltn or 11~1. In ao oaae dU. either of the latter two yeara haTe a 

paroentage below ~ lihUe the highest percentage reached ill i930 ·wu 38.6. 

'l'he peroentapa tor the "ar ltSl wre in all cues slightly higher 1b an in 

llat. ftth ao «etinite relatioDahip ahoa 1t can be conoluaiTely stated that 

the aount ot labor uaed on a tl.ook hu no influence whateTer • llPOD. the per­

oentas- ot egp in the top ~u. 

1919 

HSO 

ltSl 

fable 10. !he IIJIOWlt of un labor uset on poultrT tuaa 1.ll 
relaticm to peroutap of egp in the enre. cra4e, 319 
vtu. poult~ ru.., 1121-ltn. 

• 11m Hours ~r Bea • 
Year : 1.16 or : 1.1&-1.&6:1.&&-~.15 : a.le-a.ae: 1.66 or 

: IAaa . :: I . More • • 
2 Peroentage 1.ll ZE'tra Qrad.e . Per cent : Per oent : Par cent : Per cent Per oent • 

• • : • ! 
I '"·' ' "'-' ; 45.6 : ''·' ; ~.6 
I : : . 

~ • ! 

~ :sa •• Z7.S : s.&.l ss.s : M.'l 
• ~ : s : ; 
: 81.1 . 46.8 : .,.s .a.a • cs..o ! ! 
: • : . • ~ ! ! 

'Jhree Year J.ftrage • ~.a .a.o : .u.s • .ft3.1 . .ft3 •• • ! ! . . • • 

It poult~ 11ho used. the 110at labor had a higher percentage of extras 

1t would likely be reneoted in the aTerage price ~ reoe1n4 tor their 

egp. 'Dle &Terage price per dozen whioh they reoe1Te4, howTer, waa 25.1 



oenta tn comparison to 26 centa tor poult~n who were most ett1c1ent in 

tlie uae ot their labor. It was interesting to note how the average price 

16 

reoei vecl per dozen eggs ctearease4 trom about 30 cents per dozen in 192$ to 

~ble 11. 'rb.e IUIO~t of Dl&ll labor uaed on poul trr tarma 
1n relation to the average nl.ue recei vecl per dozen 
eggs1 319 Utah poultl"J farms• li29•1931 • 

.lfaD. :a:oure Per Hen 
a 1.us or :1.1&-1.6~ : l.&i=i.l5: 1.16-1.65: 

Year : x. •• • • = 
: : 

a.66 or 
)loft 

z ~~ras• Value Reae1Ted Per »ozen Xsca 
s Dollars : Dollara : Dollars . Dollars : Dol lara • 
• s ~ : • • ~ ~ 

1929 & .sao • .190 ~ .2.90 : .294. ; .1.815 
: : . ' : s 

1930 . • .182 : • 182 • ~ .27 • 
* 

.27& ~ .2'16 
~ : ' • • • ~ 

1931 s .197 : .112 .190 : .192 : j).M 
; a • ; • ! • 

~. Year J.nrep ' eMO ' .ass ' .!Sl : .2M a .asa 
: . l : • • • 

1he pro4uction ot •618 per hen ten4e4 to be highest on t1ocka where the 

moat labOr waa uaed (Table 12). !his relat1onah1p held with but one ex• 

aeptton. J1ocka of 501 to 1000 hens had the largeat woduction llhere the 

teweat ntaber of houra ot labor per hen waa U8ed. In the group or 600 hene 

or leas the egg production tor the least etticient u.era ot labor averaged 

1M ega pe:r hell While proctuoere Who ueei leas labor on their tlock h&ct a 

production ot 155 ea-. !his 1a a difference ot 9 egge par hen in favor of 

the leut ett1oient uaera ot labor. ar tlooka ot tra.lOOl to 11500 ~u 

~he difference ta production, in tavor ot tlook8 where the leaet ettioient 

ue ot labor waa :made, ran as high aa 18 egp per hen. 
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'fable u. the etticient uae ot man labor on poultr,.-
tlooka ot 4ittennt aizea in relation to ec& 
procluotion per hen, :51.1 Utah. poul.try tama, 1121-1931, 

l o-tJOO : ' 1001-11500 :nooks ot 11ore 
• • Ben J'l.ocka ' !liin nocka l Hen l'looka :'Dlan UIOO H8na 

Tear ~ Kttt.cienoz 1.D Uae ot Labor 
:X..ut a lloat :X..aat : Jloat a Least: lloat : IAaat: lloat 

Wa Production Per Ren Pttr Tear 
l : ' ' • • a : 

lilt : 16'1 • • 14.t ' 161 : 1615 : 1151 : lS'1 : 11515 l 15$ . • ~ 
. . . ; ~ ~ • • . 

1130 . 1.66 : lH: 168 ' 159 • 1'71 : 1156 l 161 169 • • 
s : : • • : • . 

1151 • 158 : UB & 1Q : l4tt l 111~ : 1U: 163 : 1!50 • 
• : • • • • . . ~ 

Three Tear .lftft.ge • 164 • 1151 166 : 188 . 164t- . 14.6 : 160 : 1158 • ~ • . 
• • • • • • • • • . 

Increaaed costa due to the extra aamnt ot labor u•d on their tlocka 

more than ottaet 8lQ' adn.ntage deri Ted tr<a a hi sner egg production ao that ill 

the end poul trJ1118n who uaed the moat labor had a lower net inc011111 than poultry-

•n who uae4 leaa labor or who were more ett1c1et ill the uae ot thd.r labor 

(Table 15 and J'igure 1). In the di Tid on ot ti Te different labor groupe, 

thoae tarma llhere the labor n.a uael moat etti cie:atl.7 had, on the average • 

a net income ot 52 eenta per hen while tarma where labor waa used leaa ettt-

oiently loat on the aTerage 48 centa per hen. With but one exception thia 

pneral relat1onah1p held tor each ot the three ,-eara. It n.a aign1t1cant 

that taraa 1D. the highest labor groupa, tor all three 78&r8, had a large minua 



Net IncoMe 
Per Hen 
( Dollnr 

• 
• • • • 

• 
• • • • • • • • • 

• • .. . . . . ,. . . . . . ·. . ,. . . . . 
•• • • • • • • • . . . ~. . ,. . 

• • • • • • 
• • ,. - . ··~ .... ,. . . . . . . . ,. . . . . . .. . . . ~ ---·~ • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • •• • • • . . . . . ---..........._ . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
• • 

• • 

• • • 
• 

ours of F-er Hen 

• 

• 

:n e$Ure 1.: The Ar.'loun t ot Man L& bor 
--~--=---

.. ·lock in Ralatton to Net •.. , -·--- --
:w deere oa. Enc 

• 

0 Aa the run.o m t of l'i~or tlBE"d 

raprP.sents tr.e locat lor: of a 
n<lt !.n 
n t~1iP culnr raJ.e t1onst11 r·. 

• • • 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

1929-193 



l92f; 

1930 

1931 

!able 13. ~e amount of an labor used on. poultry :tarma 
in relation to net income ptr hen, 319 Utah poultry 
ta.rma, l92i-l93l. 

: Man. Hours hr Hen 
: lelS or : 1.1&-1.65: 1.6&-2.11 2.16-2.65: 
: Las a : • • : • • Year . • Net lllooma Per Hen 
: Dollars l Dollars • Dollars • Dollar a . • • . 

• ~ . • : • • 
; .932 • .SIS a .098 ' .oa : '! 

; . • . • ~ ~ ! ! 
• .6'1~ : .,98 ; .238 ~ .142 ! . : . : • • . .... 051 . ... 294 . •• 455 . ...25'1• • • • ! • ~ 

: • • • • . ! . .~18 • .19'1 . -.o3S : ... OM • • ! • ~ 

: . • . • 

18 

2.66 or 
:MOre 

Do;JJ:are 

-.665 

-.129 

•• 64:9 

-.481 

• 6 reoor4a oDLr. 

!he most etticient users ot labor on tlocka ot ditterent sizes also had 

~he highest net income per hen (Table l.f.}. :Jbr the groups .or JD.Ore than 1500 

hens the poultr,rmen who used their labor to the beat advantage had an aTerage 

net income ot 52 oenta per hen aboTe that ot poultr,men who used their labor 

l92i 

19~ 

1931 

Table 141. 'l'he etf1c1ent use ot man labor on poul. try tlocka 
ot different sizes in relation t,o net income par hen, 
3li Utah poul. try t~, l929•li5l.. 

: o-mo • C5Cll•l000 • 1001-1500 ::nocks • • ot More . Hen llocka . Hen nocka : Hen :rlooka t1he.n 1500 Rena • • 
Year : Ertioien!:J: in Uae ot Labor 

: Least: Moat :taut : Most :Least : Moat : Least: Koat. 
• • Ilet Income Per Hen 
:Doll's:Doll's:Doll's:Doll•a:Doll'a:Doll'a:Doll'e:Doll's 

: • . . : . 
~ ~ - ! • . 

~ . 
• .... ; .o1 • -.3'1 • •• . .e1 . .48 • .36 . 1.08 • ! ! ! • ! ! . 
'!' • ~ ; : : : 
~ ... 10 • .u • .2~ . .M : .17 9 .56 : .61 : .9'1 ! • • . . . . . . . : . • • . . ! - . 
• -.61 : ... so : -.53 : -.30 -.20 : •elS . -.11 • -.1s ! ! ~ 

• . • . 
~ • . • • • ! : ! 

· 'Jbree Yu.r .A.Terage . ... u • .... 22 • -.u. • -·10 • .16 .30 .at ; .61 '!' ! '!' '!' • . . : . • : . • • • . . 
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lt 

•ble 15. !he ettio1en• uae ot man labor on poultry t1ooka 
ot ~rent aiaea in relation to net returaa per doun 
eaa, 319 Utah poultry tarma, 1929-lt~l. 

' 0-CiOO I ~1-1000 : 1001-11500 snooka ot More 
• Ben now : Hen J'locka : Ben J'locb s!b.u. 1~ Beu • 

Year • Mt1c1QOl 1n Uae ot labor • -: Laaat 1 Jig at : Leytz ••t 1 Leaat: Koat : Leaat: Koat 
Ret ~!!turna Per Dozen Bga 

:Doll'•zDol1•a:Do1l'a:D0ll'a:Dol1'azBoll•a:Doll'azDoll'• 
• : . : . • - • • 
• -.CK~: -.ou.; ... CM&z -.o~; .033 . .ota: .oM; .067 ! • 
I l : . : • : l • • 

1930 : -.011~ .004~ .017: .021: .007 : .oa.; .ost: .068 
• : . • : . • • • • • • 

1nl . -·· : 
-.081: -.CMS: -.02'1:-.017 • -.011: -.ootz -.011 • • 

• : • . : : . 
! • • . 

!hree Year J.:nrage l -.oat: ••OlOt -.0261 .011; .ooa . .Oilt .o1t; .o38 . 
• . • . . I : . • • • . . • 

!he net return. per dozen ease show the same general trend aa was shoD 

ror aet incoma per hen (Table 11). Jor tlooks ot more than 1~ heaa the 

poult~ who made the moat ett1c1ent use ot their labor had an aTerage ••t 
income per 4ozen or 3.8 centa which waa juat twice ae large aa the 1.9 oenta 

reoe1ft4 by poult~n who wre l.eaa ettiaient in the uae ot their labor. 

!he Ralation ot hM Coata Per Ran to a !lumber or 

Jlluurea ot Poul.tq Ettictescr 

the saount ot teed g1Ten poultry determines to a large degree the auoaeaa 

ot ~ultry tarmera. 'nley would like to know to what extent they can protit-

ably go in teeding their tlocka. It they teed too little, egg production 

will be low and aa a result, protih will be deoreaaed. It they tMd too 

auoht they may obtain a high egg production, but the increased coat ot teet 

may aore than ottaet a h~r income der1Te4 tram the 1noreaaed ~4uotion. 

In atuATinl the atteot ot teed coata upon the prot1•ableneaa ot th• 

poultry bua1nea•, the terms were divided into tive groupe. fbia d1Tia1on waa 

ba•ed on the average ooat ot teN per hen. As a result or a clrop in tee4 

ooata ot about 35 centa per hen between li30 and 1951, the year 1951 did not 

tit into this grouping. It was, therefore excluded tram thla teed coat study. 
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• alight tendenq n.a shown tor the peoent~ kath loaa ot heu ~ 

cleoreue aa -~ amount ot teed gt.,.n poultl'J' wu illore ... d (Table 16). 

!he tact that eo tew recorda wre found in the low teed coat group make a 1 t 

dittioul t to Mke &Q' 4atinite coapariaou. h the group ot tlocka w1 th 

tee4 ooata ot tr.e to IJ..DO per hen, the aTerap cleath loaa tor both :r-ara 

•• ao.a per eent while in the higheat t..a coat group, it waa 14.4 per oent. 

!hia waa a ditterence 1n 4ea\h loaa ot about 6 per cent. The other tigurea, 

howftr, ftriecl ao crea•l-7 'that there 1.a no juat1ticat1on ill ol•hdng a re-

latiODahip ot teed costa and percentage death loaa ot heu. 

Table 16. !bl relation ot teed ooata per hen to peroent~ 
llaath loaa ot Mu, 21.9 Utah Poultry J'ama, 1929-1930 • 

Year 

1919 

lHO 

• 8 recorda o~. 
** 5 reoorta only. 

. 
~ 

: 
: 
: 
• • . • 
• • 
: 
l 
• • 

I 

r cent : 
: 

20.5 : 1~.8 
: 

a.o• : e..a 

' 16.$ 1 20.2 
: 

. • 
• • 

• . . • . • 
• • lGe'T I 18.~ • ~ 
• : • • • 
: 21.2 • 22.2 • • • 
: I : . 18.15 : so •• : . 
: : 

r cent 

17.0 

u.e** 

14: •• 

~ oa.pariaOB ot teed ooata to all other production coata ahow.d a ten-

~01 tor other costa to inoreaae aa the amount ot teed ted waa increased 

(Table 17 and l18U1'8 2). In 1129 the tanaa where the coat ot teed aTerapd 

IJ,..16 to 11.~ ptr hen had. total ooata, other than teed, ot llet'1 per h.ea, 

while tams where total costa anreged more than p.oo per hen hacl total ooata, 

other than teed• ot p.3S per hen. !hie waa 67 oenta per heu h1per ooata 

other than tMd that aut be born 'by the high tHd coat group. 1!le .- pn­

eral trend waa ahom tor the 78&r lt30. IJi thla 78&1' all the groupe w1 th the 
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~eption ot the lo .. at teed coat group and the group with tee4 costa et 

tl..Sl • t1.tB, Jaa4 costa other thaa tMCl 11h1oll anrage4 ftlT Dear 12.00 par 

baA and did aot .ary more than a few cents. 

It waa aign1t1caat that tarma with teed ooata aYeragiDs ll.Sl to 11.7~ 

had a ahon drop in costa other than teed 1n oan~taon to the group jut 

~oe41Dg it. '!b.1a drop aYeraged about 18 centa per hen. 

!a~ 17. the relation of teed coata to all other ooata 
per han, 119 Utah P9ult" tama, 1929•1930. 

l bet aoat r.r H8n lDoUaral 
• 1.2G u . l.86o-l..~: 1.51.-1715 : 1.'1~.00: • • 

1981 

1930 

Year 

• 2 reoorta ~. 
.. & reoorta OJil.y • 

z 
: 
• • 
• • 
~ 
: 
• . 
: 
t 

Leu : 

Dollara . • 
: 

1.&~ . 
' : 

l.'lt* : 
: 

1.'12 I 

I 

• • a : 
iJ!Oiil COat Other !iiiil IM4 
Dollar a : Dollva : Dollar a • . 

: • • : 
1.97 • 1.'19 • a.oo I ! • 

: : • • 
1.98 .. 1.81 . 1.99 : ~ • 

I I : 
1.ta • 1.80 : a.oo : ! 

: • • 

a.o1 or 
More 

Dollar a 

a.sz 

a.03•• 
a.l8 

.Aa teed coat a t.Jloreaaed there wu a detui te trend tonr4 a higher eu 
(:ri~ 3} 

production (1'able 18). I In 1929 tile e1enn farms in the lower tee4 coat group 

had an an rap produotion ot ll '1 ega per hen WhUe tar.ra who" fee4 coat 

was more than 12.00 per hen had an anrage production of 18& egga. !hia •• 

a difference of 69 ega :per llen in faTor ot the high teed ooat group. 

The anrage pro4uot1on tor both years tor the teed coat group ot 11.26 

to tl.ao waa 1•9 eua per hea, while tor the higheat teet coat group 1 t •• 

186 ega per hn. 





1989 

11m 

!able 18. 'fhe Relation ot teecl ooata per hen to •u 
pr,"Oc1uot1on per un. 219 Utah po.ultrr taru, 1121·1930 • 

J ... cl Coat Per Han (Dollara) 
1.~1.50: 1.51-17& s 1.76-a.oo: 

Year . • : I l • • 
: §i hOduot ion hr kia 
• : : I : • 
• U7 : 10 . 1M l 1M . • ! ! . . : : l l • 
: 168* • l"-1 : 16~ z 1'18n . • • 
• • ; : l • • 

lG : 10 : 169 . 168 s ! . . • : • • : : 

* a reooru only. 

186 

186 

186 

Poul t17 tB.l'lla in the two enreme teed cost groupe proved to be the leaat 

ooata ~ragiDg t1.a& or leaa 1oat on the aTerage l"- oenta per hen. In thia 

pme 1M!', tame whoae teecl coat •• ta.oo or aore x.r hen loat on the aTerage 

ll oenta per ha. !hu aame general tread. wu alao ind1oate4 tor the year 

1130. It ia aigniticant that the tarma nth teed ooata bet ... n tJ..n ancl tl.'1& 

per hen hM the hicbeat net income per Bile £.a haa already been 1n41cate4 

thia 11'0'9 ha4 ooria other thaD teecl ot l8 oeata per lien loRr than the tee4 

ooat group juat preoecl.1Da it. 1'h1a 4itteNDce in ooata ether tho fN4 ..,­

lae oDe ot the •in taotora 1Dtluenoing the ~ti kbleneaa ot thia group or 

t&l'lla. 





Table 19. 'lhe relat1cm ot teed caata per hen to net 1nccae 
per hen, 119 Utah ~W.t" tarma, 1929-19~. 

• • 
• • ' 

I'Md Coat P.r Hen ~Uaral 
l.~l.OO:l.51-1.7D 1.7&-8.00: a.ol or 

1929 

1110 

• a recor4a olll.y. 

c 

l 

s 
• • 
• • .. • 
; 
• ! 
• • 

-.14.2 

·''' 
.2f'1 

I 

' 
• • • • 
l 

; .l'P8 I 
• 
' 

• 
' . • .061 : 

; • ! 
; .1M s 

I 

•• •• t IIAre 
flica. Per BeD. 
Dolle a : Dollar• . . 

: • ! 
.IS$ • ! .1e1 : -.us . I ! 

·"' • .alSO : .122 ~ . 
: : 

.Mt ; .aoo : .ooe . : • 

** In 1989 IJ..60 on the aftrage would haft bought M.e lbs. ot scratch teed 
ancl 36.7 lba. ot il&ah. In 1930 ll.M on 'the aftrap would haft bought S?.6 
lba ot aore.tch teed ancl •a.5 lba. ot maeh.. '!he atandard ration tor whiM 
leghorn hens hu been figured at 315 l'ba. ot •ah and 40 lba. ot aontoh teecl 
~r hen. From these tigurea, ll.IS (the anrege ot the teed oost group ot 
11.51 to 11.75} would haye bought more than an a4equate ration tor •tther 
ot theae yeare eftn including JDiaoeUaneoua ted auah u akbl Jllllt• and 
oocl linr oil. 

1.\le Etteet ot !II Production ~r Hen Ul!on a Rlaber ot 

a.aaurea ot Poul. trz: Bttioinet 

Hip procluotion ia in general, one ot the •1• ea•ntiala ot buaiaeaa 

auooeu. the higher the ~uotion the .ore unita it ia poaailu• to .. u • 

.b a rule poul.trJ~qtn with a. high ~ production ha"Ye high net returu. 8oiDe 

poUlt~n. howeftr, in working tor a high production loae eight ot the coat 

el .. nt ao that in the end the coat ot extra teecl u.cl labor more 'than ottaet 

&117 a441 t1onal 1nc0118" 4er1w4 troai the higher •a pl"oduction. 

In atu4J1Dc the ~rtanoe ot egc ~uotioD and ita attect upon other 

P9UJ,.U, taotora, the tama wre d1't"14ecl into ti-nt ~upa Which wre· baaed up:t:a 

the anrage eg proluoUo:a per hell. '!he lowat production pooup 1ncluta4 

tUlia with an anrqe ~uotion ot 12~ ._. ol" l••• per hen whUe the upper 

croup 1nclu4e4 all tarma wi" a:a anrece production ot 110re thu 800 eap pe~ 



auaber ot hena kept. 'DleM sroupa wre then ll\ib41T14ed into thoM taraa with 

the larpat and amalleat egg procluotion. 

Bo relat1oaah1p waa ahowa be~ ... n egg production end peroentace death 

lou ot hena ( 'lable 80) • In lift the tlooka ot C501 to 1000 una end tho• 

tloot. ot more than 1&00 hena had the h1gheat mortality rate With the -.all• 

eat eas produo~ tlocka. ID liaQ the high death 1oaa tended to be with low 

pz"od.uoing tlooka. 'l'he relat1onU.1pa in ltal. wre the aeme u thoae in 1tn. 

'!he year 1989 ahon a generally J,.ower percentage death lou than in either ~ 

the aulNiequent yeara. 'lhia 1a due to the tact that ia 19~ ad ltQ there waa 

oonaiara'ble 41 ..... 8liOJlg poultl'J tloou in UM!l. '!he diaeaM a, ialao haw 

1Dt1U11Doe4 the production on aome ot the tlocu. 

lilt 

1930 

1131 

~b1e ao. ProducrUon ot ega per :ua tor poul.tr,r tloou of 
41tftveat aiua in relat1oa to percentage death 1- ot 
una, 319 Uteh poul.~rJ tuu, 1iat-1t3l. 

: ().o60C) : r»>l•lOOO : 1001-UOO :!'locka ot More 
: liD J'locb : Ben noon : liD. nooka :!han 1eoC> Hena 

Year : Xa Produot101l P.r Hb 
: Wi-:a...u-:Larg- :Siillli-: Larg-:SIIiail-: Larg- :Siall-. • eat : eat : eat : eat : eat : eat : _eat : eat 
: ~r cent Death Loaa ot Rena 
:pro•t:pero•t:pero•t:pro•t:prc•t::pere•t:pero•t :prc•t 
• : : . • • • - - . ~ • - ! -: 11.a : 115.3 16.1 : 17.0 : 18.9 . 16.8 . 11.'1 • 18.2 : ! ~ 
• : ~ t : • : • • • ! 
: u.a . 23.1 : 11 •• ' as.a • 81." : as.• : ao.9 : 18.1 ! ! 
: . : • • . • . • ~ ~ ~ 

: 1'1.1 t 11.0 • ! 1t.4t : 10.9 : n.:s • ! 11.0 : ae.t : ms.a 
• • : : . . : : • : ~ ! . ~ ao.a i !hrH Year .lw~ ! 11.8 . 18.1 a 1'1.3 • 80.1 . ao_.<~ : 21.1 ' 20.7 . • ! 
: : . : • • : • . • • • 

• • • ' : • • • ! ! 
• • 171 : 1M : l94t . • 1256 : 1'1'1. : 14tl 

l!th tew ezoeptioaa the tlooka W1 th the laqeat egg production per laall 

b.a4 the h1Paat ~roentage ot •aa in the tiXtN gra4e (Table 21) • In 1119 

&D4 1130 there •re two uoept1ou to thia, 11b.Ue 1Ji iiSl. there nre DO 



exceptions. the percent~ ot eggs tor the largeet aized flocks were 1n 

genel'Ell higher than tor the amlll.er tlocka. Farms ot 600 hena or leaa had 

on the average about 3? per cent ot •heir ega in. the extra ~de, 11hUe ta:naa 

with more than lC!OO hena had, on the aftrage, about 49 per cent in the extra 

~. 'lb.ia wae due to the better care in g&thari:ag and handling egga that 

moat 1~ producers empl.o:y. !he high production .and quality ot egp tor the 

large producing t1ocka probably results ~ the cleaner ooopa and better care 

these tlocka rece1~. 

1929 

1930 

1931 

'r&ble 21.. 'lhe ettect or egg production ~r han• ror tl.ocka 
or 41tterent aiaea on the percentage ot egga 1n the 
~ cna... 319 U.tab poultry rams. 1929-1931. 

: o-500 • • 501-1000 : 1001-1!500 :noon ot More 
I Hen :!locka : Hen n.ocu : Hen noota :'lhan 1500 Rena 

Year . Kg Produot10J1 Per Ben . 
~ tarc-:a.u-z tars- :Small-: t.u-g-saau-: Larg•:SIIal.l .... 
• eat : eat . eat • eat : .eat teat : eat i eat . • . 
: Per cent ot ~ra Grade !'g! 
:wo'taprc•t:p:ro•t:pero•tzpe:rc•t:pero•t:pero•t:pe:rc•t 
: - I : . : - : : - . - - ~ . - ~ 

: 5.s ; .n.a : 49.0 • "-·' ~ 52.8 : .,.o ~ 63.0 ''·" ~ 

a ' ' • ; : • ! ! 
: 29.2 . ; 26.7 • M.4 • S7.l. • 40.1 • 39.S ; 46.6 . 4.3.4 ~ ' ! ! ! 
• ; - ; I ; • ; '! ! . ~.2 f u.s • .a.s ; 45.8 : Me? • 32.2 : 53.:5 • e2.5 • ! ~ ~ . : : • • • : l . ~ ~ ~ 

!hree Yeu ATe~ : ~7.2 ' u.s . Q.l ; ~.5 : 49.2 z 46.2 : 51.0 . 4..'1.9 . ~ 
• • • • : : z ' : 
• . : . 
! ~ ~ 

..&.Ti• Bgg Production • • 182 . • 135 174 : 136 : 1'1'1 1U -

~ definite relatiouahip waa ahown between egg production and total costa 

ot production ('!'able 22 and figure 5). J.a pro4uet1on 1ncrea.ed totu coata 

1noreaaed. Poultr'J']D8n in the amalleat production groups h•d &ftrage total 

coata tor all three yea.ra ot p.9'1 per hen, whUe poul'tr)'lleD 1n the FCduction 

group ot 1~1-170 ega had an:rage total coats tor all three years or 13.~ 

per hen. •ith but two exceptions this relationship preTailed tor each ot the 

three J'&ara. Ia 1929 and 19ao total costa 1n the production group ot 151 to 

176 •BS~t ~r hen were liligh'tly lower than tn: the production groupa ot 126 to 





160 egp per hR. 

1929 

1930 

1931 

'rabl• 22. The .rtect ot •u product ion ~r hen oa total 
coat a ot product ion per han, 319 Utah. poul trr tuma • 
192i-19n. 

a Procluction ot Jig! Per Hu. 
I 1.16 01" l 126-UiO : lDl.-1'15 : 1'16-100 I 

Year ; leu I I : z 
: !Dial Production Ooata Per Hen 
; DoUara I Dollar• z Dollara 1 Dollar a • • . I ; : l ~ 

• ! 3.22 I 3.M I s ... I s.86 : 
: : I I ' • a.oe : 3.150 - s.~ • s.'ll : • • • 
• • I I ; • • 
: 2.11 : a. as : 2.'19 • • ••• • • -
• • I : I I 

!hrH Year A:nrage a a.9f ! s.as s.H I a.u : -
I • 6 : . • • 

26 

201 or 
IIDr• 

J)ollara 

"·" 
3.'18 

3.1. 

s.ea 

.&.a .. production inore ... d there n.a a large increase in sro•• returns 

('fable 23). J'arma with a production ot laG eggs or 1••• had on the average• 

tor all three yttar•, e. groaa inoome or 12.21 per hen whUe ta.r:ma w1 th an 

aftrage procluction ot more than aoo eggs had groaa returna ot tf,.K centa per 

hell. ID 1981 the ditterenoe betwen the groaa income ot the higheat and lo .. 

eat pro4uctton groupa •• ta.77 per hen lJi taTor ot th• hip pi-ocluotioa group. 

In 1930 thia •- 41tterence waa l2e97 par hen in taTOr ot the high production 

croup. '!he &Terage tor all three yeara tor the 8iUJ.aat production group .. 

Pe29 per hen while the tlocka producing betwen 176 and 800 •aa per hen llad 

a three ~ar an~ ~·· 1llcOIDI!t ot ts.t7 per hen. 



Table 23. '!he .rreot o:t egg l)r9duot1on per hen on groaa 
returu per hen, 219 Utah poultrT tame, 192g.o.ll31. 

: 

Year t I I 

Qroaa BeiU1"118 Per s.n 
t . Dollar a • Dollar a • Dollar a • • • 

' : : I 
lilt I 2e.ft& • ! s.u s.K ~ .. ~ 

: ' : ' 1130 l a.n a ::5.1::5 a s.t1 : •• :M . • : ~ ; 
1931 : 1.81 : a.2f I 2.58 : 3e01 

: : • • • • 
'!hNe Year .&.ftrflge . a.n : a .sa l s.48 : s.lf • 

• ' • . • • . 
• ::5 reoorcla ~. 
** a recorda onl1· 

' 101 or 
l Kore 

I Dollar a 
: 
s 15.22 
s . • 5.157* 
I . ::5.1, ... ! 
• ! 
: "·" : 

trca hish producing tlooke in comparison to tlook8 with a low production 

(Table H ul ·~ 6). In 19291 1930, and 1931 nooka with an anre.ge p:ro-

4uot1cm ot 125 ega or 1eea per hen llad a Jlinua net 1ncOD8 per hen. 'Elley 

n.ried tram a llillua 80 cents per hen in 1131 to a DliDua 4:7 oeata 1u 11301 the 

a wrap tor all three ye~ beiag a llinua 68 cent a per hen. Jll tlocke w1 th 

an &ftrMe protuctiou ot bet•en 116 and 1:50 egp per hn alao had a lliuua 

uoa~~a, the aftrage tor the three years beiM a minu 3:5 oente per hen. In 

1929 the group wUh a l)J."'4uot1• ef lMttwen 176 and 200 egp per hen had the 

higheat uet income or 6t centa ~ hen. ~e ave~• net inoome tor th1a whole 

croup waa ~ oenta per he which •• 11.13 ~r hen higher tho tha &Terage 

income tor the tlooka with a production ot 12:5 •caa or 1eaa. 





~bl.e u. The ettect ot •a product ion per hell oa ••• tncCDe 
per hen. 319 Utah poultry tarma, 192t-19~U. 

: Pro4uct1cm ot 'laB Pttr lin 

28 

: 115 or t 126-laG • 1.51-1'15 : 1'.-aoo . 201 or . • 
Year : X.•• I : More 

: J)oUara z • • Dollar a 
• • : • • : 

1929 : -·'' ··I? •• ·'' ; .s 
: • • . I • • • 

1930 . ··"' • •• s ... • .e : 1.8D* • • • 
I . • . . 

! ~ ! • 
1931 I •• eo • ... u • -.11 : .oa : .oo** • • 

• • ~ ; : • • 
1'brM Yeu .lftrap • 

-· 68 a -.35 l .u . .~ . .81 • • . 
: . : • • • 

• 3 NCOrU onl.y. 
** a recorda only. 

'fh1a same relat1onah1p na shown when the tum.a are 41Y14ed into 41f":ter­

•nt aize groups ( 1'ab1e 2:5) • Wt th no exoep·Uona the hlgheat an rage -a pro-

duoera haTS the hlgheat net income per hen. It na aigntticant that the net 

~· net income tor the highest produciDS tlocka adT&D.oed in auooeaaion trCllll 

au anrap ot 11 ceuta per heu in the -neat tl.ocks to 11.84 per hen in the 

nooks w1 th more than 1~ hens. In all oaeea the loft at producing nocka 

in the -.all aize group had a lll1Dua net illCOM per hen while the low producing 

nocu with 110re than 1500 hens had only one year, 1tSl• in which there waa 

a ll1Jua.a net illoo. • IIi the aize Sl'OUP ot CSOO hens o:r leaa the anrage ut 

income tor all three years waa '11 oente per ha in taYor ot the h1ch Pr'Oiio 

duoe:re, l'or flocks ot aore than 11500 heu the anJ'8ge net 1nco• was '10 cent a 

per hen in taYo:r ot the h18b production. 



1129 

1930 

1931 

!able m;. The ettect ot egg produc~ion per hen on •"' 
1D.o01118 ~r hen tor tlocka ot tU.tterent aina, 519 
tr~ab. poultry tams, 1929-1931. 

: 0-500 : 501-1000 : 1001-1&00 :!'locke ot More . • Han nocka : Hell !locka :Ban J'l,.ocke :\ben 1~ Hena 
Year . ; Production ot Bgge . Larg-:SIIall-: Larg .. :Small-: :ta.rg-:SIIall-: Larg-: small-• 

: ea~ • eat • 
··~ 

t ea-t l eat : eat . eat : eat • • . 
I Net Income Per Hen 
:Doll•a:Doll1p:Doll'!:Doll'a:Doll'a:Doll•atDoll'a:Doll'a 
• . . . . • • : . ! . . . - • • • • . . .a : -.18 ~ . • 68 . ... za . .a., ~ .15 ; l.K .86 . ~ • • 
: • • : • . : : ~ ~ ! • 
; .:53 • -.51 . .6Z . .06 • .81 • .13 1 1.25 . .ss . • • • ~ ! 
: : • 

' ' 
• : • ~ • ~ . -.:51 . -.55 : -.20 • ··" • .o~ I -.35 : -.CK: .... ~ • • • • 

• . • 
= 

I • . : ~ • ! • • 
'l!hree Year Anrap • .1, : ... ea . .M . ... :u 2 .58 • -.oa .sa : .12 ~ . . ! 

: • : • : • 1 • • • 
• • • • ~ • . : . . 

' ! ! ~ 

182 I l~S : • 17-l : 136 • 1'1'1 • lQ . . • 

!he net income per dozen ahowa the same treJld aa haa juat been 1ndica:ted 

(Table 26}. All tlocka with an average production ot 150 egg~ or leaa had a 

minua net income per dozen. Iil 1929 and 1'31 the tlocka w1. th an egg pro-

duction ot betnen 1'16 and 200 egge per hen had ~he highest net ino~ per 

d.oaen. ~. low produc~1on group tor all three years had a minus net income 

per dozen ot '1.7 cente while the largest production group had a net 1n~ome of 

plua ~.5 e•nta per 4ozen. !be tlocks wi~h a production ot 176 to 200 egga 

·-



hble 26. !b.• e.tteot of egg production per hen em net 
nturna per doz.en egga 1 a19 Utah poultry fama, 
1929-1931. 

Year 

; Dolla.r• : Dollars : DoUars Dollars : 

1930 

19~1 

• a rioort. oDJ.y. 
** a NCor4a OUT• 

: 

... os~ 

-.077 

' ~ . • 
: 
• . 
: 

-.OK : 
; 

... 052 ; 
; 

-.oM : 
: 

-.030 : 
: 

-.016 

.018 

: 

• • 
: 
• • 
• • 

.002 

.on 

. • 

• ! . • 
: 

30 

Dollar• 

,031 

.102* 

.ooo** 

.~ 

The Perce-ntap ot E:qra Grade Ej§s e.a Intluenced by Method ot Transit and 
· Distaa.ca 1:hey are Hauled to the Grading Pl~t 

ror the past tew years there has been a price premi\Dil paid tor extra high 

qual.i ty eggs. rt has. therefore. been to the beat interests ot the poul teymen 

t~ hav~ as allY high grade eggs aa posai ble. 'l!le type ot hens • the kind o:r 

t'eed they are ted, 8Dd the care and handling ot eggs until they are delivered 

to the grading plant largely determine the percentage ot eggs in the extra grade, 

Because the handling and care ot: egga i.l1 transit tram the producer to the 

grading station is a factor in determining the percentage of' extras it is there­

tore eaaential to know whether the producer who delivers his om eggs has a 

higher percentage 1n extra grade than one whose egga are de11Yered by the 

association truck. Tile Poultry Aaaooiation. truck usually has a certain route 

to tollow in gathering eggs. A poultr,yman 11Ting only 10 miles trom the grading 

plant may have his eggs picked up on the first part ot the route and carried 

50 miles before they reach the grading station. 
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In studying the relationship at percentage of extra grade eggs to 

distance and to method of hauling to the grading plant, the f'locks were first 

di "ided into two groups based on whether the poul. tryman hauled his own eggs 

or whether the association truck hauled them. These two divisions were.then 

subdivided into flocks of 700 hens or less and 701 or more. The size 9t 

flocks were then subdivided Qn the basis of the dis,tance eggs were hauled to 

the· grading plant. The size groups· were set up as a result of not being able 

to find out how often eggs were delivered to the grading plant. Large pro­

ducers; as a rule, deliver their eggs oftener than small producers. '!his 

rrequenoy e>t deli very would have considerable effect on the quality ot eggs 

delivered. 

Where eggs were hauled by the association truck, the poultrymen with the 

largest tlooks and with the shortest distance to market had 50.3 per cent ot 

their 8'gge in the top grade 1 while the· poultry farms of the same size with e.n 

average dist81loe of 15 miles to the grading plant had 36.8 per cent of their 

eggs in the extra grade (Table 27) o ~ia was a difference of 14 per cent in 

extra grade in favor of the poultryman neuest to the grading plant. This 

same relationship held throughout all sizes of poultry flocks, although the 

differences were not quite so great. The largest flocks with the shortest 

distance to market had in all cases the highest percentage of extras. A slight, 

tendency was Shown tor the producer hauling his own eggs to have a higher 

percentage of extras than the poultryman Who had his eggs hauled by the assoc­

iation. So far as these tigures go, however, there is no justification in 

saying that poultrymen transport their eggs with greater care than the &$SOC• 

:J.ation truck would. Out of 145 f'arm.s where the poultryman hauled his own eggs. 

125 ot them l1 ved on an average of less than 3 miles from the grading plant • 

sa ot these farms had more than -700 hens. O:t the farms from which the 

-- ·-~----· 



Tabl 27. The t-r ct of di tanc and method of h uling ggs 
to th grading plant upon th perc en ta in the xtr 
grad t 289 Utah poultry farms, 1929 1931. 

Association Hauling : Producer Hauling 
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Flock of 700: Flock of 701: Flock of 700: Flock of 701 
: or 1 

It 
:Long :Short-

est . . . . est . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
No. ot Records . :S9 49 26 32 . 14 35 6 88 . . 

: . . . . . . . . 
Average D1stan to . . . . • . . . . . . . . . 

Grading Plant (Mi.) 16.3 . 2.80: 14o9 3oM; 9.8 . 2o82: 17.0 2..03 • . 
: . . . . • . • ! 

Average o. -r . . . . . . • . . . .. . 
H na in Floc :419 :467 :1182 :1072 :451 :436 :1036 :1758 . . . : . . . . . ; . . 

Per cent o~. Egg in : . . . . . . . . . • . . 
Extra Grad 35o9 39.4-: 36.8 50.3 . 32o3 . 40. . 44.-i 48o9 • . • . . . • . 

• • . . . 
a aoci ion gathered the eggs, 65 out re on the average 15 miles or 

more trom the grading station. The remaining 71 farms averaged less than 3.5 

miles from the grading plant. 

1b.ese figures sho that mo t prcxlucers who haul th ir own egg had large 

flocks and were located short distanc a from the grading plant. When the 

as ociation did the h uling the farms re divi ed rather eve~ bet en th 

two size groups. Th y w re e.l so nly distributed to distance from th 

grading plant. 

The Relationship of Et£1c1 ncy in Dirterent Numbers or Poultry Factors to 

Profitablenes or the Poultry F~ 

The more factors in which a poultry farm can be efficient, the more 

profitable that farm w11l be. That . is, farms with a high egg production, 

:tticiency in th use of labor, end e. high percentage ot eggs in extra grad , 

ould, in general, be more profitable than farms with an equal.ly' high gg 



production and efficiency in use of labqr but a lower percentage of ggs in 

the extra grad • 

Tabl 28. Efficiency in diff'e n -ntmlbers or poultry 
factors in r lation to n t income per hen and n t 
returns per dozen ggs, 1929-l 3lo 

: Number ot :Net Income :Nat Returns 

1929: 
Mb t ettici nt in t least one factor 
Most efficient in at laast t o factor 
Most e~icient in at lea t three • 
MOst ffioient in at least tour • 
Most efficient in at least five • 

1930: 
Most efficient in at lea t on factor 
ost er.ficient in at least two taetor 

. . 
!f: 
!f: 
y; 
!f: 
~; . . . . 

. . 
oat efficient in t least three raetors : 

oat ff'icient in at least four factors . . 
MOst efficient in at least f'ive factor 

1931: 
Most ff'icient in t least one factor 

st efficient in at least two factor 
Most efficient in at least thr e factor 
Most efficient in at least four f' otor 
Most efficient in t least five factors 

1/ Above th median in size of flock. 

. • . • . . 

. . . . 

Farms : Per Hen :Per Doz o Eggs 

60 
29 
17 
14 
a 

50 
23 
17 
13 

5 

50 
29 
15 
10 

3 

. . 

. . . . 

. . 
: 

. . 

.-l<>7 
o92l. 

1.15 
lo25 
1.27 

.519 

.956 
1.12 
1.16 
lo50 

-.200 
... 057 
.o79 
.055 
.107 

. . . . 

. . 

. • 

. . 

. . 

.021 

.062 

.078 

.083 

.084 

.032 

.061 
.072 
.074 
.093 

-.020 
-.004 
.ao 
o004 
.oo7 

!( Above the dian in size of flock and gg production per heno 
~ bov the median in size of flock and egg production par hen, but below in 

labor co tsc. 
!/ hove the median in size of flock and ~ production; below in de th loss; 

and above in p r cent ~f xtra grade egg o 

Y Above the median in size of flock and egg production J;Br hen; belo in 
labor cost ; above in percentage of extra grade eggs; and below in per 
c ntag d ath loss at hens. 

In studying the e~~ect of fficieney in different numbers of poultry 

faators upon the profitableness of the poultry t~, the median tor fi~ 

dif'terent poul tey efficiency t ctors s found. Th medians for each year 

re b a d upon the total number of record in that year. Out ot th total 
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num r of records tor each year all flocks which re bo the median 1n 

number of hen w re taken out. Out of this iz of flock group was then 

lected tloaka which re bove the dian in agg production per hen. Thi 

ee~e.cting pro continued until thre other t ctors, labor tticiency, 

per cent of eggs in the ext grad , and per cent death loss or hens, had 

been taken into consid tion. In this manner the flocks which had the 

highest tficiency in different numb of poultry t ctors selected and 

mea ured as to their protitablenes o 

~ result ho that as the n bar of measur a of effici ncy in which 

the poultryman exc lled inereeaed, th profit also incre s d (Table 28}o 
; 

In 1929 th ~ larg st poul tcy f rms h d a n t income of 41 cent per hen, while 

in the same year those f'arma that were more efficient in f'our other factors •· 

in ddition to being large tlooks, h d a net income ot lo27 per hen. This 

a a difference of 86 cents per h n in favor of the most ef'fioi nt flock • 

~ ame relationship prevailed tor all three years. rt is significant that 

the greatest increase in profits came hen a high egg production added as 

one or the factors in which the flocks were most ffieientQ For instance, 

in 1929 1 51 cents of the 86 cents di~terence in net income bet en the farms 

that were mo t efficient in one :factor and those that re most etticient in 

~i factors came where gg production was added as one of the factors in 

which the farms re most efficient. In 1930• 44 cents of th 98 cent differ-

enoe bet en the two groups resulted from higher egg production. The 

:f'igur presented show that efficiency in any poultry factor will increase tha 

poultryman's profits, but the more tactora a poultryman can be ef':f'icient in 

the greater will be his profit o 



J"roa the records atu41ecl, i~ na fount that the poult~ 11ho hd bMa 

1D. the poultrr butuu tor the l.ongeat period. ot tille hacl the largest tlocb. 

llo rela1iiouhip na ahoa bet .. a ,eara ot experience ot the poult~n and. 

peroentage death loe1 ot heu or ~rcentage ot eggs in the extra grade. Prow 

anoera w~th the least experience had the highest egg produo1;1on per hen. 

1here na, hownr, no relatio~p bet ... n years ot experience ot the poultr,-­

•n and net inc ame per hen. 

'!he flocks w1 th the moat noor apace per hen had a lower percentage oath 

lou ot heu than tloota with a mall IUIOWlt ot floor apace per hen. The 

tlocka w1 th the aoat floor apace had a higher percentage ot egp ia the extra 

cra4• • nocka W1 til the moat tloo:r apace had higher teet costa and ha4 higher 

labor coati than tlooka wi ~ a aall amount ot floor apace per hen. No re-o 

lat1cmahip was ahon betwea the •ount ot floor apace an4 egg production. per 

hen. In general, tarma w1 th the least floor apace had the highest ut inca.. 

per hea. 

f.ractioallJ no relationship waa shown betwen the use ot electric lights 

and death loaa ot hens. Poul.trr tam.a where lights were used. ha4 a slightly 

higher t .. cl coat than farms nere lights .. re not uaed. llo relattonahip -

ahown be~ .. en egg production per hen and the use ot electric lights. JU:rther­

more 1 the uae ot 11ghta had no ettect u,POn the net incoma per hell. 

the -.aunt ot labor used on a tlook had no influence on the percentage 

ot •as ia the extra ~. I&& procluction was aome'ldlat high8r tram nocka 

where the moat labor na used.. Increased coat a 1 however, more than ottaet 

U7 ad:rant~ d.arind tram increased production. h a consequence poultry 

t~r• who uaet the moat labor had a ...rter net income per hen than tar.are 

Who u..a leas labor. 
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llo relationahip waa ahom between the amount ot teed ginn poultry and 

the percent&~~ death loaa ot hena, As teed coata increased, other eoata ia­

creaaecl. 'the production ot ~· per hen inereaaed aa the amount ot teed 

ginn poultry increaaed, :reed coats between tl.~l and tJ,.'1~ per hen ~ought 

the poul.t~n the la.rgeat net income. l'eecl coata &bOTe and below these 

tigurea brought smaller net incomta. 

Poultry te.rma with the largeat egg production had the higheat percentage 

ot extra grate egga. No relationahip n.a shown between egg production per 

hen and percentage 4eath loaa ot hene. .b egg production per hen inoreaaed, 

there Ra an increase in total. ooata. '!he higher egg production increaae4 

sro•• returna to a greater extent than total coata. .b a conaequence the 

t&rll8 nth the highest proclunion receind the h1gheat net incOJH per hen. 

1he per cent ot extra 11'8~e ega delivered to grading atationa waa 

practically the ..... whether delinred by the proclucer or by the uaociation 

~cka. Parma located neareat the ~d1~ plant had the higheat percentage 

ot enraa regardleaa ot how or by whODl egga were truaterrecl. 

!b8 cr-ater the •~r ot tactora in which a poultry tarm ia efficient, 

the BSOre profitable that tam will 'be. Ot all the meaaurea ot ettioienq, 

high egg production ia the moat eaaeatial tor inoreaaed profit.. 



~at1at1cal Calculation• 

Pearaona Coert1cient ot Correlation tor the relationahip ot houra 
ot man labor to net income per hen cncun 1) wu -.&u. 

!he standard error waa • 99'1. 

!he Coettieient ot Coorelation tor the relationship ot teed coata 
to egg production per hen (:r1gure ~) waa .54.&. 

tJhe ate.ndard error waa 20.8. 

1he Coefficient ot Correlatton tor the relationship ot egg ~ 
. 4uc•16n per hen to ut incoma per hen (J'igure 6) na .&EK. 

'Dle atandard error na • &.a. 

l'o1"1ml.a tor caloulating trud. li.D8: 



Den.Ditiona 

le 'l'otal ooat ot production per hen: ihe aum ot all ooeta auoh aa tor 
poultry teecl, ~ labor, depreciation ot tlock, onrhead, horae labor. 
and other operating ooeta 41T14e4. b;v the aftrage nUII!Mr ot heu 1D the 
tlock 4uring the year. 

a. Qroaa returna m han: !be total inoo• floc. the eale ot eggs. poultry, 
and other miaoellauoua proclucta divided by the aTerage number ot hena 
during the year. 

3. !let income per hn: The ditterenoe betwen ~·· returna and total 
ooata d1T14.ed b;r the total number ot hena in the tlock. 

"• Het returna per dozen egp: !\le groaa 1Dc011111 leaa the total ooata 
cl1Ticlecl by the number ot doze~ ot esga procluoecl by the tlook during 
the year. 

5. :r.r cent ot egga 1D ~ra grade: ~ pt~J,"Gentap ot the total procluotioll 
that ocmea w1 thin thia grade. '!he extra grade ia a olaasitication set 
up b,r the Utah Poultry Produoera ~aoc1at1on and 1nclu4ea onl;v the 
higtleat quali w egp. 

'• Per cent death loaa ot heu: !he percentage thoae heu which cliecl clurinc 
~. year are ot the llUDlber ot hena at the begi zm1ng ot the year. 

7. llu. lloura per hen: !he total number ot man hours ot labor spent on the 
tlock during the year ( ahilcl labor oonTerted to lD8ll labor) cl1Ti484 by 
the total nUIIlber ot heu at the beg1D.D1Dg ot the ;rear. 

a. J.Terap !WIIlber ot heu: !be aua ot the opening invantoriea tor each 
~~enth di Vicled by the nuaber ot months. !he opening i.DTentory tor each 
Mnth waa calculated by taking the opening tnTanto17 tor the prececliDg 
JDOD.th, subtracting ~ 4aath loN and salea tor that IIOilth, ancl acldin& 
the purohuea ot uu aa wU as pulleta aclcla4 to lqing tlook during 
the 110a'h. 
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