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INTRODUCTION

General Cdmparison of Breeds Made in the Literafure, Comparison of

_ dair& bfeeds in most of the ‘literature is ccmcerne& with listing numbers
of cows in each breed, milk and butterfat productlon and average butterfat
. test per cows Table 1 shows the total dlstr1but10n-of-dairy‘cattle :

ff:throughout the Unlted States and the relatlve dlstributlon in the varlous
areas. This table shows the wnde dlfference in popularity of the varlous_
'éréedsuln different areas. In the North Axlantlc States the Holstein 1s
definitely the most popular breed whereas dairymen in the South Atlantlc

V.I’States and in ‘the South Central States prefer the Jersey breed.
" 'Table 1. Approxlmate Number ' and Distrlbuticn of Cattle of Dairy Breeds,

' Including Registered and Grades, by Seotlons, in ‘the United States,
-wJanuary . 1932*

— - evira

P s - Relative distribution of breeds -

o :Cattles _ North  North North  South South ‘Wéstern
" Breed - :+ of :United Atlentic Central Central Atlantic Central States
- :Dairy :States States States, States, States ' States

. sBreeds: west = east . ’
?umb3£*Percent Fercent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
i , 000 , ‘
. Ayrshire . 317 l.4 4.0 = 0.6 - 1.4 0.4 0.3 . 1.0
. Brown Swiss 248 100 «8 2.0 . 1.3 . 3 4 o5
Guernsey 3,709  15.7 - - 21.8 20.6 13.5 19.6 - 244 17.5
" Holstein 9,465 39,9 = b6.5 4647 53.7 12.7 9.2 - 47.0
Total 23, 700 100.0 100.0 100,00 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* ' Dairy Cattle Breeds U. S. Depte of Agr. Farmers' Bul. No. 1445, 1942, p.z
k** ‘ Thls oolumn of figures should be represented as 317 000 -

Teking the Unlted States as a whole, 39.9 and 42.0 percent of all
“'dairy cattle are Holstexns and - Jerseys respectlvaly. Guernsays amount

to 15.7 pereent of the total while Ayrshires end Brown Swiss eombxned |

only account for 2 4 pezg,nﬁ.pf the total dairy cattle of the country.'
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o These percentages are based on JEnuery 1, 1952 data when epproxlmately
23 700 000 deiry*cattle were reported. The numbers of dairy cows reported
.;rln Unlted States on Jenuary 1, 1942 was 26 303 000 head.l It is unllkely
| that the percentage ehange between breeds in the 1est ten years;hes been of
signifieanoe. : | R
" Sometimes breeds are eompared on the basss of milk and butterfat pro=
. duction per cowe This represents “the average eapaclty‘of each breed to
preeuee‘milkk Thls does net indicate, hewever, the effloieney w1th Whlch
' the animals prodnee the milk. The highly 1mportant factor of cost is,
‘entirelynomitted. A comparison of this type is ‘made in- teble 2 where the
‘officlel yearly records ef the varieus breeds are shewn. |

Table 2; Average Yearly‘Productien of Milk and Butterfat‘ef the Cows of
Different Breeds That Had Official Yearly Records to Jenuary 1, 1941*

,:édveneed register or_reg ster ofr-er¢7improvement register

s - merit :

Breed :Records of R . ... .sRecords of .
‘ ‘ : Cows and Milk Butterfat . . 3 Cows and Milk Butterfat

: Heifers ‘Quantity Test : Heifers ~ Quantity Test

o Number Pounds Pounds Percemt _ Number PFounds Founds Percent

Ayrshire =~ 7,129 10,469 416. 4.0 30,593 8,488 343 4.0
Brown Swiss 1,195 13,669 552 4.0 ¥k 984 8,577 353 4.1
Guernsey = 64, 976 10,105 502 5.0 11,887 8,591 423 4.9
Holstein N ) ‘ ‘ o L
Friesian 45 445 16 737 §74 304 @g3,715 11,208 385 3ed

. Jersey *G3 044 8,584 460  bet @@43 978 6,919 366 5.3

* -Dairy,Cettle Breeds, - . ep.elt. Peb
®  Tneludes 51,628 50b=day 3 records :
**  Up to Jan. 1, 1938
@  yp to Octs 1, 1940

@ gp to Jan. 1, 1940

This table*shows the Holstein end Brown Swiss as being superior in
‘producing butterfat emong the breeds included in the advanced register

.]ehereae the herd 1mprovement register reports 8 superlorlty of the Guernsey

1 mhe Dairy Situatlon.‘ Buresu of.Agr l. Econ., U. 8. Dept. “of Agr.,
March I942 p.8 _ . o
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:}:breed..". However, in using these comparisons one must keep constantly m ‘ “ o

ere the best in eech breed and represent a emal}. pereent of the total
A{jnum.ber ei‘ damry ee.’ctle in the eountry.‘ In order to be edmtted to an
‘.’:‘”advaneed regieter & dairy cow must’ prove herseli‘ hy performe.nce of
| 'special merit" - The herd improvement register includes en-l:ire herds of

~.regis'bered an:.me.ls under test oi' herd mprovement essooiations. S

The but'beri‘a'l; tests;shown in table 2 are representa'h:.ve of 'l:he varimxs -

,br eeds. In this I'GSpec't_the: Jersay lea.ds the other breeds followed“.‘

o by Guernsey, Brown Swiss, Ayrshlre and Eols‘hein.

_ Another type of eomparison me.de is evere.ge compos1t1on of milke A

"}“eomprehensive analysis of milk sueh e.s shown in te,ble 3 will indioe.te that

P

:i'jthere s‘.net only e difference in the fat eontent but e.lso of other oon- |

st:.tuen’cee The Jersey and Guernsey produces m:x.lk wi‘bh a higher percentase .
of protem then "ahe other breede, however the percent of lactose (milk

; sugar) ie not sign:.ficantly dlfferent emong breeds except in the milk of

7 the Ayrshire wh:leh has a lower percent of this nu’brien'b. ﬁ.s would be

. expected the water eentent ei' Holstem and Shorthorn milk is gree'ber tha.n
, »:“i:-bhet of the Guemsey and Jereey end e.s a. result milk lupplied from 'bhe . -

R later breeds is of a greater nutri,tive value.
’ - D '. o

‘l"

‘“;;‘i',l"a.‘bie‘ e Average Composition of Milk of Five Breeds of Cows

o Breed Water . Total Fa.'l:. Pro‘t;e:m Lae"aose - Ash-- -
L L Solids .

= R Pereent ~Peroent — Peroent Pereen'E ﬁPercent Percent
T Guemsey 85.13 o, 14487 5 19 . 4402 0 - 4491 0. 74

“ o TR Ayrshlre 86489 . 1z.11 4,18 3,58 . 4469 68
L0 Holstedn 87.50 . 12.50 - 3455 - 342 | . 4486 =~ .68

' Shorthorn87.43 . 12.67 = 3.65 B3.32°  * 4.89 .73

"~*"i"rvv-‘i‘.5f‘mmd the fact the.t these animals are no-t: the ordmary type.- These e.nimle__l'> ,
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Since the world has become vitamin conscious proponents of the
Guernseys and the Jerseys have had a strong talking point in the fact
that the milk from these breeds is more yellow. The yellowness of the
milk is due to the pigment "carotene” which is an indicator of vitamin
A, thus the "white" milks were said to be inferior from this vitamin
standpoint. ‘Further investigation disproved this theory as is reportéd :

by Fe Be Morrison:

"Recent investigations have shown conclusively the surprising fact ,
that there is no marked difference between the vitamine A value of yellow=-
colored butter fat from Guernsey or Jersey cows and that of the much paler
butter fat from similarly=fed cows of other breeds., Indeed, in certain
tests the butter fat from Holstein milk was a trifle higher in vitamin
value than the yellaw fat from Guernsey or Jersey mllk.

This surprlsing fact is due to the following conditionss Guernseys
end Jerseys do not convert into colorless vitamin A so large a proportion
of the carotene they assimilate as do cows of other breeds. They there=
fore secrete more carotene and less vitamin A in their milk. This makes
it yellower in color. Likewise, the ir body fat is colored yellow by
carotene stored in fatty tissues. Holsteins, Ayrshires, and Shorthorns
convert most of the carotene into vitamin A, and therefore their milk
and their body fat heve but little yellow color. It seems probable that,
due to the much higher fet content, a given weight of normal Guernsey and
Jersey milk will contain more vitamin A then the same weight of normal "
Holstein and Ayrshire milk. However, this question has apparently not
yet been studied in details” S

The data presented in the literature indicates that much work can yet
- be done in comparing the eoonomio capabilities of dairy cattle breeds.
Merely listing numbers of cattle in various breeds, butterfat production
and quality of milk producéd by the breeds is not suffieient. Other
comparisons should be made. It may be that there is no justification for

one breed being more numeroﬁs-than some other breeds in many areas.
PURPOSE OF SIUDY

Throughout the Unifed States there is a great difference in the
\'pqpularity of each breed as table 1 showses The reason for this can "

.probably be aseribed to two facts: (1) the'personal preference for one

2 lMorrison, F. B. Feeds and Feeding. 20th Edition (Ithaca, Wew York:
The Morrison Publlshlng Compeany, 1936), p.128




v.-z%;'j},“superlority of a;ze' 'breed over another. e In the fl!'S'h easg, if da:.ry- ‘

‘ 5undeeided‘ dairyman t \‘;,mllk Jerseys. Thé. young' dairymen' and farmers who

“ _.‘,"_‘"braed" of dalry:‘lea:tle whieh predominates m.the ‘s.r. o The“‘”eoond point

. :‘_.‘is 'l:he more importan‘l:nrone. One should milk cows vrhieh are besi“: adap'&ed\

- "fv"':ﬁo local condit” ’ns. In ehoos:.ng the breed .one' should chsider the
“:markst for the :ﬁilk, source of feed, weather ooﬁdltions s, andJ any 6£her
:,fa.ctor that may prove ef‘ worth m the selection f 't"he breed. ‘

| I.n. the Weber Milk Shed cf Utah 'hhere ‘are three predominan‘h breeds
airy Some people of the ‘areal"‘argue tha.‘h one 'breed iS better .
than.another.' 'I‘he Halsféin is greatest :m number and this kis said 'l: e
the case because ’che Hols‘bein is. a more efflf 'Aient prod“"ar'. The Hﬂs""ei”‘
it "is elaimed,‘ can best conver'b in‘ho milk the grea'l: quantit.{ s oi‘l ali’ali‘a
hay‘:bﬁa't is produced. i Other farmars claimﬁ the:t the Jerse 4 's as effmien‘c:

or nearly as ei‘flcient in '!;his respect and in add:vblon can make be‘b‘ker |

| utilizatlon of scs.n'hy pastures. . _Proponants of the Guemsey po:int to the
| enviable posi'biqn thi‘sf’br;ed haé fn 2 the produc'blon of inarke'h mlk for thé
U :;ogden v;hole milk marketj , |
| The purpose, therefore 3. of this‘.s’cudy is to investigate the‘performanoe R

--_"'of the various breeds in 'I:he area. to determine the eoonomie superiority of
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this stu&y‘proves any‘breed definitgly superior fo the other breeds it

will have served, of course, a usefﬁl purpose., If it fails to do so it
will have, at 1qast, produced gréﬁnds to quiet tﬁe cleims of those who

think such superiority exists.

It is also the purpose of this study to show the relationship that
exists emong breeds eand the method of marksting milk, the area in which
the dlfferent breeds predom;nate, the feed supply, the orops grown, dis=
posal of calves and 1abor earningse.

It must be kept constantly in mind that this study is not a’cdntrolled
éxperimeﬁt. Eech cow is not subjected'ﬁo exactly the same care, given the
same gquality and quentity of feéd, nor stabled in equally well constructed
barns. The date anelysed was obtained on the herds as they were found in
actual férming practice and the date must be considered in this light. |

Description of Areae The ares included in the study is adequately

described in thefsumméfy of'an}unpublished manuscripte The description

f
is as follows: !

"The geographlcal area in which the farms inecluded in the study were
located includes essentially the area from which milk is marketed in Ogdene.
It includes most of Weber and lorgan Counties and a part of Box Elder
County. Practically all of the crops produced in the area are grown under
irrigation.

Relatively good soils for crops, level topography, precipitation that
is adequate and well distributed for en irrigeted area, ample length of
growing season for all general crops, and a good supply of irrigatiom water
combine to make this one of the better irrigated farming areas of the state.

The area has the additional advantages of good transportation facilities,
Both reilroed amd hard surfaced roads are available and the area is close
to the best markets of the state.

The dominent type of farming involves the production for sale on each
farm of one or more eash crops, such as sugar beets, potatoes, canning peas
or canning tomatoes, and the production of some feed crops, principally
alfalfa hay, which is fed to livestock on the farm. Dairy cattle is the
chief type of productive 11vestock but some poultry and beef cattle are
also kepte

A
!
|

i
i
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From 1910 to 1935, there was little change in the acres of crop land
in the area. However, the number of deiry cows increased about 38 percent,
milk production 128 percent and chickens 96 percent, and the number of '
farms increased nearly 30 percent. The trend in crop production has been
toward less wheat, oats end sugar beets, and more alfalfe, barley and
vegetables. :

Except for barley, which has been upward, no not:.cea.ble trend is
evident in the yleld per acre of major crops.

During the years ineluded in the study, (1937, 1938 and 1939) the
averege precipitation, length of growing season, mean temperetures end
irrigation water supply, were as favorable, or more favorable, than
normale The economic conditions, however, were not so favorable as

during the period 1910-14 although they were much better then during
the period 1931-35." ,

METHOD OF STUDY

The priniar& source of this data is a farm managemént‘ sufvey made in
1937 of dairy end cash crop farms in the Weber milk shed of Utah by the
bepartment of Agricultural Eeonomicé of the Utéh State Agricultural College
under the direc%ipn of Professor George T+ Blanchs For its study, the
Department used the survey method of coliecting data. Farmers were con-
'taoted and interviewed concernming their 1537 farm oper;ati'ons. The date
: "ir‘lclv;dé.d farm inventories, cash income, cash' sxpenses ,:u'biliza,t-ion of
labor, crops grown snd yields secured, depreciation o,'f‘l‘buildings, machinery
and equipmentA.and other data necessary to measure farm efficiency. Besides
this information sufficient data were coilécted to ﬁake. & comprehensive
analysis-‘df the dairy enterprise of the farm. The Department included no
farms in its study which did not have at least five cows in the herd.

The secondary source of data, ar the source from which the data for

this study was taken , is the tabulation sheets the Department of Agricultural

8 Blé.nch, George Thomas An Economic Analysis of Dairy Cash Crop Farms in
‘the Market Area.of Ogden, Utah, 1937 to 1939, Doctor's Thesis, Ithaca,
New York, Cornell University 1941 ppei44-45 .
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Economics used in analyzing the above farm management da‘t:a. . Some ._infor'm'ation,’

however, was 'bs.ken direotly i‘rom the farm schedules.

The data from the Depar‘tment's tabulation sheets were reclass:.fied on‘
; S
the bas:.s of breeds and e.nalysed from a. statistmal point oi‘ v:.ew. Tabular
ompar:.sans were made of factors thought to be of importance.

| Explanetion of Terms Used. B

T':"- "'3 ;
el

De.iry breed- "breeds of ‘cattle that are eegeoially well fitted for .

the produotlon ef milk and butterfat" 4

Holste:m breed- includes herds whmh he.ve a predommanoe of purp,br d_

» ‘Hols'tein cattle or grade Holstein ea‘c‘tle. o

Guerneey cat‘hle or grade Guemsey ce:btle. - i~

’M:.xed breed- herds not*s‘uffioiently homogeneous as to fall in el’bher

' ‘the Holstem, 'l:he Jersey or: the Guemsey breeds.

Total d1gest1ble nutrients- e.mouzrb of digestible carbohydrates, protems

end fats (fat multiplied by 2.25) in a qua.ntlty of fee‘ L

 Alfalfa hay equivalenta- all i‘eed reduced on the basis oi‘ total digestlble

“nu'brients to the same feed value of alfalfa ha.y. ' One 'l:on of alfalfa hay is K

used e.s the u:ait.

Ll Forage feeds- alfe.lfa hay, other he.y, eom fodder.

Succulent feeds- corn s:.lage pea silage, beet pulp, earrots, green

'corn stover. e

et
Lo

’ Gonoentra'bes- beet molasses, barley, oats, whee.t, prepared feed bra.n,

ghelled corne . -

S
e

+. % Dairy Cattle Breeds. opsoits p.5




Caprtal— lwestook bulldings e.nd equlpment, cans, pails, m:.lkmg :
B machmes ,'

milking"herd. I‘t e.lso mcludes land in 'hhe form of oorrals and lanes.:':_"

does not inolude winvestments in maohmery usod to plan‘t,lgoultivate and,»-litp‘

....‘harvest feed crops. |

o

'Va.lue of feed- market value of fa;m grown feeds‘.,irrespective of cost

- mvolved :Ln producmg 1t.f ?he fead grovm on the farm was not to be valued“ Vl

....... . -

g at 8- greater prioe ths.n i’or what tb sa.ma quality feed could be purohased |
wb. tlma farm, nor, Was the feed valued at 1ess than what it oa:n, 'be sold i‘orff;‘ v

“at‘the farm. "For example £‘1rst quali'by alfalfa was ohe.rged at %8 25 per S

. '_,ton, wheai: a.t %1.00 per 'bushel barlay at $.73 per bushel and cats at' $.49"‘\” o

per bushel. ‘l’hese were avera.ge fam pm.oes for the year ';,,.r"_

the actuallpr:.oe paid by the farmer was used.'j'y_.‘.Grazing;, whether in pasture _

or fields, was cha.rged at 'l:.he ra‘be of $2.85 per month of full sustenanoe."ﬁ

Le.bor eaming;s- return to 'bhe farm opera.tor for his labor during the

vi,‘year. It is what is 1ef'b 'bo ths ‘operator of 'hotal income afterv.all expenses

( have been deduo'be’ ‘:;molu&lng return to oapltal and payment of unpaid le.bor

= excluding the opera.tor himmlf. ‘ rI'b includes the value of 'bhe use’“of the

farm house and 'bhe fam produc'&s consumed by ‘che family. ‘ :; g o

General orops- all the intensive f:Leld crops usually grown for ss.'l "

;AlThe pr:.noiple cmes were sugar beets, potatoes, peas and toma'hoes. -

5 Bla.nch George T. Preliminary Report of Study of Dalry Farms whlch

- Yarket Dairy Produots in Ogden, ﬁ%e.h 1937 Agr. Exp. Stat:.on, Logan,
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|

GENERAL COMPARISON QOF BREEDS IN AREA

Number of Herds in each Breede  The distribution of.the dairy‘breeds_

was not the same throughout the whole milk shed (table 4)s - In the upper
valleys, Holstein and-Mixed{herds_each'gmounted to one-third of the herds

in the aree and the Guernsey and Jersey herds amounted to 23 and 10 percent,

respectively, of the herds in the area (table 5)s In the Northern Weber

Table 4. Number of Herds in Each Breed by Areas and Total Milk Shed

 Breed Upper” Northern - Western Box Total
. : Velleys Weber . TWeber Elder . . Area
~_ Number . Number  Number Number  Number
Holstein - 3 . 14 ., 28 12 62
. Jersey 4 C 13 o0 1 28
Guernsey’ g . -8 - 8 . 0 20
Mixed o v 13 o 16 6 2 36
Total ‘ 39 ' 50 ' 42 15 146

Morgen and Ogden Valleys - - SR L .

area.Holstein, Jersey and Mixed herds were of about the same importance,
while'there'was‘a sme ller number of Guennsej'herds, Western Weber has a
pfedominance 6fgﬁdlstein herds, 55 percent of the herds of the afea, while

the Jersey herds amounted to 24 perdent 6£ the totel and the remaining

Table 5. Percent of Herds in Each Breed by Areas and Total Milk Shed

Breed . Upper  Northern  Westerm  Box . . Total
Valleys Teber . Weber Elder Area
T ~ Percent  Percent Percent . FPercent  Percent
Holstein 34 28 65 - 80 42
Jersey 10 26 24 T 19
Guernsey = 23 = 16 . 7 0 14

Wized .~ 33 30 ! 13 25

Total = . 100 100 100 100 - 100
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”breeds were of minor impertanee. Eigh'ty pereent of the herds in the Box

-:‘{,':Elder area were Holsteins. Sinee 'l:he smnple in 'hIB Box Elder eree. wa.s

S ;‘fsme.ll too much signlfioanee can not be- atteched to it; a prepondere.nee of

| ‘Holste:m herds, however, mst be recognized. o

Takmg the area as a whole ® there were more Holstem herds 'bhe.n herds

of other breeas. I Sixty-'l:wo herds of the 146 a.nalysea or 42 percent were ‘

- .',“Holste:.n. Next in number was the Mixed breed thirty-six herds or 25 "-'"f

pereent of the herds fell in thls elass. There were 28 herds of Jerseys

va_and 20 herds of Guemseys or 19 or. 14 percent respeetively, of the totel

herde. - :‘ ;

Size of Herds. A clessification of breeds according to size of herds |

J 'shows the.’c a me.,jority of ‘the herds were under 10 head ('l:e.’ble 6). Th:.s was

| espeeially true for the Jersey breed where 75 pereent of 'l:he herds were

shown in this ele;ss.‘ Bece.use so meny herds were smll 'bhe average s:Lze ]

4 Teble 6. Glass:.flee.tz.on of Breeds According to Size of Herds

" Bize of' Herd ‘Holstein Jersey Guernsey Mixe otal A

L — . Percent ?ereent -Pereen'h Pereen‘b Pereen:b
: .Under 10 head . 58 - T 76- . . ST I 56 . 60 .
10.0-14.9 head | < . 26 . 20 ezt a2
. 15.0-19.9 head’ L BV 1 .19 L
7. 2040 and over head L 10 B R TP R

giotai LT 100, 100 . 100 " ?‘f Co1000 1000

O . Number Naber Nmnber ~ TNumber  Number.
V;Average Size of. Eerd 10,0 9.1 10. oo 01069 10.1

Ttorccduas - i o

Jersey herd was’ enly 9.1 head. The percent of herds under 10 hea.d was neer ly

;'l:he ‘same for Hols'beine E Guernseye e.nd E&J.xed, never-the-less, the average $1ze,;‘ -

of Holstein herd was ema.ller t’ae.n ﬁne other ’cwe breeds. - Thls fact can be

" _,attrlbu‘bed te a grea‘ber number of lerge herde in the Guernsey and Mixed




breeds than in the Holstei;n. The range in average size of herds was 9.1 T

l-

hea.d for the Jersey breed to 10.9 head for the M:uced breeds » while the , |

average size oi‘ herd for a11 breeda we.s 10.1 head.

,>

‘.u,'..‘.v

”Milk Prodmticn. Most of the mformat:.on on m:le: production was no*l;

R cbta:med from the farmer. Informe.tlon on milk sold and the bu’cterfat 'best o
wes obtamed froin the compe.nles to which the m;.lk was’ sold. Amount fed to
calves and used i.n the house, of eourse s were estimates of 'bhe farmer.-

Table ‘7. Average Pounds oi‘ Milk Produced per Gow, Averag;e Butter Fat.
L Con'l:ent and Average Pounds of But'ber Fat Produced per Cow for Each Breed

T I ey P e g BN ey PR

S 5 _halk P But'ber Fat - Butter Fat

S B . .. Pound . . Percen'b . *. .. Pound -

””‘Holstein . .e,907 3.5, . 0o 242

-Jersey. couy B,498 ‘ 4.4 . 0 v 244
- Guernsey 5,848, . o S 4.2 ' 245 .

e Mixzed . _ 6,168 4.0 . 245 ,
Avere.g;e R 6,317 o . V | 3.9 L 24e

- The percent of bu'b'berfat in 'hhe m.lk shown in table 7 does not conform

- in all reepeots to the information shown in- table 2. This can largely be

'a’ctri’outed to the fe.ct that 'the breeds reported in ’che Weber Milk Shed are

b
] ﬂm"not all pure-breds but con'be.m a g;reat me.ny gre.des. : The butterfat test of
I mthe milk produced by the grade cows in each breed will tend to 'he higher ar
g _';Vlower accordinn- to whether *bhe ca’c’cle crossed wi’ch had a h:.gher or lower
_fA-l;est tha.n 'l:he orlginal breed. Henoe ’ fthe bu‘b'berfat conten'h of the milk
L 'rang;ed from 5.5 percen’c i‘or Holstein herds to 4.4 percent for the Jersey
" herds wrbh & calculated mean average for all breeds of 3.9 percent. S
| The very lnrprlsing observa.tion was made when the pomds of butter f&b ,\}L
y

produced per cow f.'or each breed was computed in tha’c ‘bhere was no signlficant '

- ‘,_"difference in. the pmmds pimterfat produced per cowe The, re.nge among

U p
,\, . 3
N
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f;oibreeds was only 3 pounds of butterfat. ﬁolsteiﬁsﬁpsoddoedithe 15&5%755*?ﬂf*“
‘u242 pounds per ooW“whlle the Guernsey and Mlxed breedS'Were found to have
fﬂf{produoed 245 pounds of butter fat per oow.d Ih;s‘differenoe oertalnly can’
'i:f not be considered to be signifloant. e
‘ The closeness among breeds of ﬁhe average pounds ofAbuttes fet‘produoed
-per cow ds esen more astonlshxng when “the cows of each breed are grouped
adaooordlng to pounds of butter fat produoed (table 8) Of the Mixed and
?:‘Hblsteln breeds 15 and 17 percent respectively of | the cows 1n the breeds
kdﬁi,:kjt prproduoed less than 200 pounds of butter fat per GOW'While 30 percent of

'the Jersey oows were in thls class. The 200 to 249 butter'fat per cow

Vq&sbleiS. Dlstributlon of Cows Aooording o Pbunds of Butterfat Produoed &

per Cow*
ﬂ;'Bread g{ :": Pbunds of Butter Fat per: Cow »«u:—‘> g - R
.. . | Under 200 _ 200-249 _ 250-295 300 and over : Total -
S ‘“?breent:~ifm‘Pereent Percent -Percent . . Percent . -
.+, Holsteln 4 w .o - 4 - 23 T 4 . 100
. dersey % . .28 . 24 20 : - - 100
" Guernsey. . . .20 3 - 3l: v 130 © . 100
Mixed - 16 43 ' ) 28 18 o 1000
Comemge owl w3 w0

"; Gomputed by mnltlplylng the number "of ocows.in each herd by the average N
pounds of butter fat produoed per cow in eaoh herd. -

olass shows exaetly tﬁe'oppositeorolationship. The date:forf%he Gﬁefnsey :
‘breed is a modlfloation of these two- extremes. Regardless of the marked

,'A;f oontrast among breeds in the two productlon classes the peroent of cows ‘

ffmproducing 1ess than 250 pounds of butter fat per cow-was 63 peroent for
Ge*p\the Eolstein 56 percent for the Jersey, 56 peroent for ﬁhe Guernsey and
‘:358 peroent for ﬁhe Mixed breeds. : ‘ :

~ There was not so mnoh difference betwsen the 250—299 pounds of. butteru fvr

“J‘fat per cowM&nd the 300 and over pounds of butter fat per cow olasses.
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Howsever, 20 percent of the Jersey cowé produced more than 300 pounds of
butter fat which was higher than for any other breed and helped to off |
set the high percentage of cows in this breed found in the lowest produc-
tion class.

All in all, the Jersey'breed had a wider distribution in the butter—
fat produetion per coﬁ'than any other breed. Fifty percent of the Jersey
cows were found in the first and last production classes and only 31 per=
cent of the Holstein, 33 percent of the Guernsey and 31 percent of the
AMixed breeds were found in these classes. From these data it could be
assumed that there is a greater probability‘of having some low butter fat
producing cows in the Jersey than in the other breeds and at the same
time a greater chance of having cows that produce a large quantity of

butterfat.s The variation is rather wide.
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COMPARISON OF INCOME

D:,sposrtion of Total Milk Produced per Cowe The use of the milk

' produced by the dairy breeds was varied, indeed. Of the Holstein milk
~produced, 51 percent was sold to proceesors who converted 'l:he milk into
evapofated milk end butters  Forty-six percent of the Jersey milk produced
" was s1d this way, only 34 percent of ‘the Guernsey nilk and but 22 percent
- of the Mxxed breed's milk (table 9)
The relaticnshlp amnng breeds was Just the opp031te in the percen'b of
milk sold to the whole m:le: mrket.‘ In this category, 33 percent of the
.Holstein mllk was sold 40 percent of . the Jersey milk 753 percent cf the -

Gucmsey mllk and 69 percent of the M:Lxed breed m:.lk.

Table 9. Disposal of But-l:er Fat Produced

N .t Butter fat: , Percent ef Bu‘bter Fat P Produced

Breed :  Produced s Sold to  Sold to Whole  Other ‘T*tal

: 3 Per Cow : Processors Milk Market - Uses™ . o
A _ FPound L Percent Percent Pereent = Percent
i ‘Holstein 242 © Bl - - 33 , 16 ‘100

Jersey 244 46 . 40 14 100

Guernsey 246 - . - 34 53 13 - 100 .

Mixed 245 -2z . B9 ’ 19 100 -
8 ~ Average 244 © 40 o 44 16 " 100. -

g Milk used by the farm famlly end milk fed to the c_a‘lves' L

Guernsey milk has a good reputation as market mllk. The fact that 53
percent of the Guernsey milk produced was sold as market milk shcws that 1t
has & good mrket in the Ogden area. Mcre milk from the Mixed breed was
\ L sold as market milk than for any other breed. ' This can partly ’ne atiributed
‘V to the fe.ct‘tha;'b deirymen producing fcr the ﬁhcie- nﬁlk tra.de‘ find it pro~
fitable to have a Mixed herd. ‘The Jersey a.nd Guernsey produce mllk” of a

high butter fat content. Holstein milk has not & su_t‘f:.clen‘cly high



' “ both Holsteins-rsnd Jarseys or. Guernseys are kept. ! Thesa herds ea,n not be o

‘ ‘.I‘he m:i.lk produced frbm cows in such a combine.tlon ‘

'-.a breeding Hstan.dpoint: )

: vusually conta.ms abou'!: 4 peroen'b but'har fat whloh is ehe test most desired

| ’in the whole milk market. » The butter fat ecmtent of milk ef the Mixed

k

braed found in the We'ber milk shed averaged 4 pereent (ta‘ble 7).

"'”As has baen pai.nted out, da:irymen having Guernse‘y and Mixed bresds

,r ’,,uma.rket more of théir Amilk as“marke‘btmlk 'E:han the other breeds. It has |

also been shown

and M:Lxed breed herds were""‘fomd in th :E{Upper Valleys md in Nor'bhem

;-“‘Weber. This was 'Brue although thess areas were Vnot neeessarily predominated-

R .‘«;

,s found that 60.3 peroant of the

- ‘-‘by’ the Guernsey a.nd Mixed breeds.

L milk from the Uppsr Valleys was marketed as' whole m:.lk and '70.8 peroent of

L -“-the milk from the Nerthem Weber area. ~was mrketed m this ma.nner. In -’che'"-‘i_f

" Westem We‘ber a.rea only 4.3 percent of the milk was ms.rke'hed -““"s whole milk

P ‘and“in the Box Elder area msrely 0.9 percent’*was mrketed as whcle mxlk.w

The Northem Weber area 1s cleser to 'Ogden‘ a:nd_ 6oﬁsequent1y w&s tha

. f:l.rs‘b a.rea 'bo sen' ) market milk toi 'hhat rcity. Although the Uppar Valley

a.rea 3.'& 'catered early .,M ig

= __to the whole mlk trade and has kept this favora'ble mrke-b.t S:ane most of‘,':

9 :‘,’Tthe Guemsey and Mixed 'breed ca‘ttle were found in these areas it is easy

B to see why 'hhere m.s a greater percentage'of these breeds praduaing milk

:f‘or ’che whole milk trade. Beoause these ‘raas were“produoing whole mllk

A' probably acoomts f‘or the i‘aet that the Guemsey and Mixed breeds were

‘foun. ‘mosf:ly m these areas. ‘ ::
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performad the functions of pasturiving, bottllng and delzverzng ths mllk
,to the~consumer. Due to this fact 1t is realanable to suppose that a

- .great quantlty of mllk from ‘the various breeds ‘wes mixed to meet market

) requlrements and to allow for more profitable marketlng. |

S Other;uses of milk averaged 16 percent of‘the total mllk‘produced.

r7V£rlatlon among breeds was not great although the Holsteln and Mlxed breeds
'used e 11tt1e more mllk for "other uses than the Jbrseys and Guernseys.‘
'This was probably because more Holstein and Mixed calves were vealed ‘then

”'were the calves of ather breeds as will be shown later.

Value of Milk Produced. ‘TWhen a value is placed on the mllk desposed

of in the‘#ﬁfidué mamners Qiscussed above the,relatipnshmp~between.breeds

does nét.mgterially change (tableiD),' Howéver,the pércent_of the total

TableD. TValue of Butter Fat Disposed of in Various lenners

Value of. :' “ ‘Percent of Milk. Value ‘Received - From

Breed Milk Pro-: = Milk Tholemilk  Other ,,;TotaI
duced per:  Processors Market = Uses -

Cow S : 7
, ] ... .Dollars == .  Percent , Percent .=  Percent  Fercent
Holstein 104,860 . 49 36 o 15 .:v100n
Jersey .104.50 © 45 43 12 100
Guernsey - . 107.80 | 32 - 57 - 11 100
Mixed 108,10 21 63 - 16 100
Average 106,00, 38 - 48 14 100

ivalue of the milk recelved from mllk processors 1s a little smaller in every o

‘ braod than peroent of the total pounds of milk sold to the processors as a.

comparison of table 3 and tableIJ'w1ll show. An opposite change is shown

fin the whole mllk market sales. The value of'milk fbr other uses show the
T »gxsame change as in the value of milk sold to proeessors.

The abovefrelationship 1nd10atesfthat a hlgher price was paid for milk
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sold on the whole milk market then was paid by the milk processors. A
further evidence of this is in the fact that the value of milk produced
per cow was greater for the Guernsey and Mixed breeds, which sold a bigger
percent of their milk as market miik, then the Holstein and Jersey breeds
which sold more to the processorse.

The Jersey breed produced 2 pounds of butter fat more per cow then
the Holstein breed end a larger percent of Jersey milk was sold on the
whole milk market; never-the=less, the value of the milk produced per cow
wes practically the same for both breedse

Velue per Pound of Butter fat Producede The price received per pound

“of butter fat fr&m proceésofé was nob materialiy different among breeds,
however, the Guernseys did receive, oﬁ the'average, slightly less per pound
than the other breedse The Guernseys received a slightly higher price for
their market milk then the othef breedse The price paid for Jersey milk ;n
the whole milk market wﬁs a.little less than the average. Thé slight

difference among the breeds in average prices paid for butter fat on the

whole milk merket was due to the fact that milk of this sort is sold on a

Teble 11+« YValue per Pound of Butter Fat Produced
SIS - = s =%w‘ -

: Value per Pound of Butter Fat

Breed ¢ Sold to Milk Sold to Whole Other Total

: Processors Milk Market Uses

- ~Oents ' “Cents Cents Cents
Holstein 41.7 47,1 3948 43.2
Jersey 41.7 4845 3645 - 42.9
Guernsey 41.0 47.4 38.1 44,0
Mixed 41.6 47.1 3Te5 44,1
Average 41.6 47.1 3864 43.5

contract basise. Contracts made when the price is high tend %o give to the

dairyman a larger return per pound of butter fat than to the dairyman
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making e contract when the price is low. The fact that the Jersey breed
received less per pound of butter fat for whole milk can be ascribed to
chance more than anything else since milk is bought on a butter fat bas.is.
The value of the milk used by the farm family and the milk fed to the
calves was roomputed by taking the average price per pound of butter fat at
the farme Hence, the walue per pound of butter fa;t for other uses varied
with the amount sold to processors and to the whole milk market, and the
cost of hauling the milk to market. On this basis the Holstein milk was
.valued the highest per poumnd of butter fat and the Jersey milk the loweét.
The importance of the mamner a dairyman markets his milk is olearly
shown i.njable 11, Farmers who can meet the requir&inents necessary‘to sell
milk on the whole milk niﬁrket can receive a sigeable premium for their milk
over those who sell to milk processors. The higher returns the owners of'
the Guernsey and Mixed breeds received for their milk can be found in tiqe
fact that the owners of these breeds sold a greater proportion of their

milk on the whole milk mrkef’at higher than average prices,
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- COMPARISON OF COST OF ¥ILK PROLUCTION

Feed Costse It is contended that the Jerseys and Guernseys are better -
grazefs than the Hblstein breed.® If such is the case it éould be assumed
that thesé breedsfshould receive a iargér proportion of theif feed from
pgstures then the larger breed. In the Weber Milk Shed, the Jerseys and
Guernseys did not recéive e greater proportion of the feed from pastures
than did thegﬂoﬂsteins, The Jerseys did obtain 113 days sustenance during
the year from pasfﬁres;whieh_ﬁas the largest number of déys, but the

Guernseys obtained 106 days, which w@s the smallest number. All in-all,

Table 12. Sourﬁe of Feed and Amount of Sustenaneé‘From Bach Source

‘ , L
¢ Days Sustenance from Percent of Sustenance from

Breed : Farm .. Hand 1 ; Farn Hend
- : Pastures Fields Feeding : Pastures Fields Feeding Total

o Days .Days _ Days Percent  Percent Percent Percent
Holstein 110 48 207 30 13 87 100
Jersey 113 - 46 206 31 13 - .66 100
Guernsey 106 : 61 208 29 14 | . BT 100
Mixed ' 108 43 214 29 12 - 59 100
Aversge 109 . 47 209 30 , 13 57 100

the range between theilargest end smallest number of days susténance from
pastures was only 7 days. The reason the numbeerf days spent in pasture
was much fhe séme for all bfeeds, probably, was that moét pastures dry up
in the fall, tﬁereforé, most of the dairy cattle have tto quitiérazing on
them; thus, the Jersey and Guernséy‘breed could still be considered better
grazers then the Holstein. The renge in deys sustenance received from
farm fields waévajlittle wider thén from pastures, only in the case of

farm fields the Guernseys had the largest number, 51 days, end the lixed

6 Vaughan, Hegfy'w. Ereeds of Livestook in Americe. R. G. Adams end Coe.,
Columbus: Chio, 1937), p.154, p.180, p.206




“ breed thenleast pr 43 days.

Because the Mixed breed rece:wed e. smaller proportion of their yearly :“-,

eustenance from i‘arm flelds s they were required to obta.:m & l:Lttle more

ﬁ sus‘cenance from hand feeding then the other breeds. The re.nge in days of

hand feeding was only‘e:ght. The Jerseys obta:l.ned 206 days sustenance -from:i"

"“",hand feedlng and the Mixed breed 214 days. T ‘1,_ 

,"“Tak.’mg el]. breeds as a whole, 57 percent oi‘ the year s sustene.nce wes
'-‘::fobtalned from hand feedmg, 50 percent from pastures end only 13 pereent

‘f"from farm f:Lelds. As mentioned bef_‘ore the change from the average in each:"‘ AT

r‘ﬂbreed was slight. -

5{Tab1e, 1?_:. - Value of Sustenance per CGW and Percent Value of Sustenance Rt
& ST e Received from Various Sources '

- Value of : ”Perdent-va,lue of Sﬁstena.nce Rec‘eived, from
L Sustenance 3 rPast'ures‘ Farm Hend . . Total
_per. Cow : ‘Fields = Feedmg L

e T T Dollars: . Fercent — Percent = Percent .. . Percent
© 27 - Holstein .B51,50. P S ¢ T ‘.'100‘ L
- Jersey -  B5B.40" N Cugs 200
Guernsey =~ 54440 - 9. 712 100
" Mixed - - 55430 - T AR £ T 100 -

The value of the total sustenance per cow was the smallest for the

' Holsteins or &51. 90. The value per cow for the other breeds ‘ms{about the .

same or e.pproxa.mately w55 00 (table 13 o

The cost of hand feeding amounts to nearly three-fourths of the cost

) ",of the total su‘st nance yet table 18 reported»,:only 57 percent of the

ustenance receive , om thzs source. It e.ppears that hand feed:.ng is more,f‘

' ‘expensive then pasturmg. ‘ Table 14 shows that hand feedmg is the most

e T expens:ure. This;:.s to be expected. The cost of the average da.lly ha.nd




jacoounts for 'bhe lower 'eotal cost of the Holstem feed.

“*H'Table‘ "1%.‘"_ Av?fgge '.Daily' Véiué"of “Sﬁls"(;:éﬁjance ‘per cow ff'b'mearioixs Soui;gé_feS" |

I Average Dan.ly Value of Sustenance per Gow from ..
"' Breed | ... .3  Pasturest .. .. Farm .. Hand _Tota.1>
I L 'VFieldsV:l~ . Peeding ,
o -bents - Cents. = . ,Cen'bs Pl Cents ;
Holsteln nf.‘ﬁﬂ; ‘9.5_;;4gg$,‘ 95 17, s SO 14, a_ﬁk‘;»tg;
' Guermsey .. - 9.5 SRR M- TR U18.9f' = 14.9
Mimed Lt 9.5 ot 9B 19.2 . 15.2

.“ﬂ4h§eragé t\u,*\;ffﬁA”~‘ 9,5 | '1?'3“:59;5? ?¢€'fj<18. | l_14.7:g;1}“”

o " Computed on . 'bhe 'ba,s:l,s of @.85 per mon't;h of. i‘ull sustenance for all ¢cows

The ane.lysj.s of feed fed by hand shows that the Holstems were fed the
= :smallest amomt of alfalfa hay per ccw and the Jerseys the most (table »15)
;-The Holstem and M:Lxed breeds recerved more pea silage tha:n the other breeds.

Substan’amelﬂy more beet pulp was fed 'hhe Hols'teins ’chan 'bhe Mixed breed and

the Jerseys and Guernseys were fed only one-half as mu.oh pulp as was fed

o the Holstems. More sugar bee‘h molasses were fed to the Mu:ed breed a.nd

IR

C—uemseys than to the othsr breeds.; Prac'bically no: whea'b was fed the 1

Guernseysr A sueable quantity of expensi'me prepared i‘eed was fed 'bo 'ﬁhe 72

R Jerseys and Guemseys whlle only 24 pounds was fed on the average to each

- - ‘*;‘ ‘H°13t31n COoWe Thla is one reason the, cost of feed fed per cow to the | i

Guernsey breed is greater than that fed to the Holstein breed even though ‘

the nu’crltwe value of the de.ily Guemsey ration was less 'hhan ’chat ef the'.‘ :

e Holstem. Sk
By Computmg the total digestn.ble nu’crlents of‘ the feeds fed and jj L

Co -dlvldmg t.ha pounds of -hotal digestlble nutrients by the days of hand

T A'feedmg, the tota.l digestible nutrients fed. per da.y was f‘ound. The

P
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Teble 15. Analysis of Feed Fed Ty Hand per Cow ' 'E*”‘

m’

. Feed : : Unit s Holsteln Jersey Guernsey Mixed Average

- AlfelfBessssvecsesass toOn 3.45 3,72 3.55  3.66 5.57?'
Other H&'y.oooo.oonnoo- ton : 14 006 - +18 016 «13
Corn Sil&geccofq.ocouo ton ( . - « 30 ———- . .10 008
Pea Silag@eceecescess ton l #8123 *23 T4 «48

! ‘ Beet"PulPooaoo'oooo-o ton . ; 2.12 - 93 1.06 1.38 1.56
Beet MO].&SSSSQOQ.OC.. 10@% . "« 20 «86 - 074 «25 o4l
Ba.leey..v...s......... bu. .. ;’ 2.61 2483 3.10 3.47 2.95"

. QatSseseccesseananses bue . i 1063 1.35 1.37 1.7L- 1. 57’
Wheato‘otuonooo-locooo bu. “ «62 . .89 «06 052 .56{
Prepared Feed ssevnen 10% 24 T .98 1-51 +56 «63
Bre;n.u............... 10@% ; 10 45 <09 n29 o 021
_,COI'D. Foddereessecosee ton ‘ ’ . «06 «07 +03 w17 . 010i

’ Carrots..d.....n.... 10(&% ' } ‘ -40 ) bl ol Lot 2.00 «80!
Green Corn Stoverssse 100# - +40 ceee | mee- «80 «20.
Shelled ‘Corn.. sosenss bu.h ) . - - —eo e - : 12 «03

: ~ |

‘ Total Dlgestlble : . S

. Nutrients* =~ - - lbs. . 4,445 4,574 4,191 . 4,846 - 4,665

C o per Day . lbse 21.4° 22.2 20.2 22.6 - 21.8

Total Digestlble ﬁutrientq for prepared feeds wes arbltrarlly set at .
75 percent

“Computed frcm.information found in Feed and Feedlng _g.cit. Append;x
Table 1 ‘

1

| tofai digestible nutrients of‘the'daiiy retions of'the Mixed breed end the
Jérsey were the greatest and about the same, 22 .6 and 22. 2 pounds respeotively.
The Holsteins reoerved 21l.4 pounds per ccw eaoh day and the Guernseys recelved

'leest of all 20.2 pounds perkcow. . , ~ - .;i‘ o fi,u

These data 1ndlcate that although the Holsteln end Guernsey both are
‘Ilarger anlmals then the Jersey they recelved less feed per COWe Thls is
especmally true for the 1arge ‘Holstein breed which was fed a large quantity

of beet pulp which 'is bulky but of low-nutrltive value per pound of feed.

- It is hard to say Just what tha butter fat production of the various breeds_?

would be if each animal was fed according to size and entlrely eomparable
. | ) ! :
feed as wvuld be done in a oont?‘iiéd experiment..4¢'

‘w
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The ra'blon of all breeds mey seem excess:we but rt must be rememberedr

Wi i.that all the i'eeds put before 'bhe aznmels were not eaten, nor were the ‘ S
i

’";f;rations fed in a. perfectly balaneed menner so as to allew the maxumhn‘

'”L_digestlbxlity. .;yﬂf;;-

If the feed is grouped inte three classes~ (1) forage, (2) succulentlxx

"vf.{ffeeds, and (3) concentrates, and then reduced to 2 common” feed measurement;ﬁfﬁ
f‘as elfalfa-hey equivalent the quallty of the~feed e more ea51ly be GOEF R
?;pared (teble 16) The Nexed breed was fed 8 large quantity of forage

‘%?sucoulent feeds and conoentrates.l The Jerseys were fed, proportionately, ”.;'

'”a 1arge quantlty of for&ge and eoncentrates but a somewhat smaller amount
'{{lfof the succulent feeds. The Holstexn breed wes fed e little larger than r.'flf

jp"average emeunt of succulent feeds but a small qpantlty of forage and con- ;*;F

<f‘centretes. Flnally, the Guernseys were given more then the average ame&nt‘?ffj‘,'

- Taﬁie“iﬁ. lons of Alfalfe-ﬁey Eqplvalents of Feed Fed per cow in Verlous f

e Succulent ; ‘ ‘
 Forage. . -Feeds o Cencentrates © ' Feed .
: ' ,T&n f ?_3 — Tom . .. .. Tomn |
BT T GBA U 4048
W28 .Bs L T el
B8 T .29 44689 T

" Holstein =
7 Jersey

~ Guernsey. - 3

Mixed

. iAverage | C 369 0 - 0.9 7 T o2r i a5

”“t%;; of concentrates, the averege ameqnt of ferege and only abeut ane-half ds

thmnch suoculent feed as the average.; Qf the feed fed by hand to ell breedsa:'“p N

L

the majer proportlon was obtazned from.forage (tebla 16), and the mejor

‘4f;Proport1°n of the forage was. alfalfa hay (table 15)

'r*, The average total‘velue of reed fed by hand fer all breeds is $5B.QO 1f; L

v‘"V~:(table 11} This ammunt s 72 pereent of the average total value of g




0 Average - -8.24 . 6.50 20500 Y 8.76
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o ”Tabla 7. Vhlue,ofﬂFead Fed‘By Hénd“peficdy :

Breed - - - Forage vVSucculqnt- 'Gancentrates‘ Total‘ :
, : o : Feed - ‘ : ~f Feed: i'“ﬂ
L B o Dollar o Dollar R Dollar . Dollar ..
Holstein - - 29,40 3450 .o 4000 - 36490
Jersey S 8Le00 2,50 - L 76eT0 740420

- Guernsey T 30.30 7 1.60 . e TeBO . 39440 - o

Ty

o Mmed . 3140 74000 5.60 - 41,00 .o

. Average  B0.26  C 8.26 . 5.40 38,90 o
- Average S0 B2 .90

: 'sustenance (table 155 The relatlanship among breeds un'value of foragé

feed we.s about the seme as in the quantlty of the feed.‘f,ﬁ

The value per alfalfa-hay equival&nt of feed fed by hand varles among~; ﬂ :

JJthe three elasses of feed. The succulent feeds for all breeds were valued'
at %6 50 per tan of alfalfa-hay equlvalent forage feedS'were valued at*-}
I
3f:$8.24 per ton while conoentrates were valued at $20.00 per ton (table 18).‘

- This partlally accounta for‘tha fact that only [ smnll amount of concentrates

"were feds

"Tab}é 18. Vélue per Ton éffalfalfafﬂay Eqaiialent-ofiFeed Féa.

éréedf ‘ *77‘1 Fbrage"f;}fr $ucculant . Goncentrates - Total

= . Feeds = s ' Faed‘~fvf;‘
R - Dollar . Dollar oo, oo Dellar 7 Dollar -
»Jbrsey - \¢8.22' . 8.76 - 19471 Ch . 8.er

.. Guernsey - 8eB4 0 1 BlTL . . 20483 . L 9.40} ‘;“
G Mxed 88 Tl oo 1910 874

‘j The eost of forage feed per ton did not vary much among breeds._ This

ﬂiwas because most of the foragp was alfalfa hay<of eomparable'quallty. The

I W

: forage fed the Guernseys was valued & little higher than the rest being




: 8.54 per ton.@ Variatiqm.in unltuvalue af succulent feeds wes: more
R“:pronounced. The lowest valuatlon was @5.71 per tan for the Guernsey

y;bree& and ﬁherhlghest was $7.l4 per tan for thefmixed breed.E This is ﬁyxm

*‘ﬁi;:due to a‘wide variatian in kinds of suceulent feeds fed. Foifﬁancentratedi;“":

'ifeeds, the relationshlp among breeds in~cost per tan of alfalfa-hay equiv-'i

i n this ease g

.fThia meant that the average prlee par alfalfa hay equlvalent for

~a11 feeds was not much greater than for the fbrage alone.A The average‘bé

."{ffor all feeds per alfalfa hay eqplvalent was. 39.40 for the Guernseys. &hé‘“

;eost was $0.43 per ton more th&n for the‘Jérseys, $0.66 per ton more than??_f

\for the Mixed breed‘and @0.92 per ton more'than for the Holsteins. Thef; 

_’ﬂolstems had the smllest cbst for feed per alfalfa hay equivalen'b.:,_

7_Lab0r Gosts.  Feed cost 1s not the only oost incurred in caring;for -
,;'a dalry herd. Qne of the largest costs 1s‘ 168
. only to feed.v Therefore, any dairy breed whioh requnres a smaller amount~¢7;

“b"of tlme to properly oare for 1s‘af*;

’”T;standpoint than ons'whieh requires a 1arger‘amount of’ tlme.ﬂ j

From table 19 1t can be seen that tha tzme a farmer spendsxw1thnh's4

;dairy oattle psr year 1s cons:derable; _ietﬁzt be assumed that a man‘fh

“accompllshes 300 ten-hour days ef labor per year or 3,000 hours allowing {'r"~‘

“for Sundays, holldays and slack seasons. Thus, a 10—head herd of dairy

?cattle rece1v1ng comparable treatmant:as that glven the average of the»';:;” o

cows In the Wbber milk shed w@uld requlre 1i660 hourg of labor or 55

. percant of the 5 000 haurs F‘Therefore, e llttle saving of time eaeh‘lk




o ”"seems unreasonably small in view of the facﬁ tha'b they were being fed bY

o y size. ('bable 13).
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o

" 'Table 18. Total Hours of lLabor fér 0aw spent in'noing Various Chores

Feedlng, Cleaning  Wilking end  Other . Total | .
‘Mengers and Stables, Caring for  lLabor Labor |
_ Bedding ‘ o Milk o . , 1
ﬁumber .. Hours - “Hours ., Hours __ Hours .

o I
. §<i§h,
-. '.v" ..

"Herd

. Holstein 10,0 i 4B S 90 - I |
oo Jersey  , 9el . 4 - a0 79 - BT . .. 156 sl

' Guemsey 2 10.7 48 oo 90, 3 173t
Mized ~ 0.0 0 s 87 % .. 161

|
day for each cow will release considerable amount of labor for other work -

or pleasure, . R . R ij: e

el i . o e ol

Table 10 sh°ws that 48 h°“rs of 1ab°r Per year was SPent in feeding, SR

. cleanmg; mangers and stables and bedd:mg cows for each Guemsey eow and 10 . '

!

hours 1ess per year for the Mixed breed. The labor $pen'l; '!:h:.s way for 'bhe RIS

| Jersey was 40 hou:rs and. for the Holstem 43 hours. ; The d:.fferenee be'bwéenl
"bhe hours requ:.red for the Helstein and Jersey is understanda.ble because 'bhe
Holstem is a larger anmal- but the hours requ:.red for the Mixed breed

>

hand more days than any ot.her braed and are not pa.r'bicule.rly smaller m» '

: The ammmt oi‘ 1abor spent mlking and carmg ;E'or milk Aammmts to b@tter
S ' R L
than 50 percent of 'l;he labor hours spent on the m:.lking herd. In th:l.s T

. category the Jerseys ara somewhat more efficien'l:. The tlme spent per Jersey

.o Ea

L was ‘79 hours whereas 8 hours more was required for 'bhe Mixed a.nd 11 hours SO

I
.

 more for both ‘the Holstem end the Guernsey breeds. ’ji":f f;" S
When the total hours of 1abor fer each breed is compared the superiori‘by

of the Jersey over the Holste:x.n and Guernsey is more pronoun@ed. The tp’cal

S required hours for ths Jerseys_.&m,_lﬁs per °°W Whi"h is 15 hours 1683 than

b
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_,_,rjr,m ..

'

\ for the Hols’cems aud 17 hours less than for the Guemsey. Thue, da:.ryxhen 'ﬁ', B

mllklng Jereey coWs could spend e.pprox:.me.tely one and one-he.lf days per ,cow
more, each yee.r in other pursu:.’cs than they coul& he.ve spent :Lf 'l:hey had}

1

mlked Hole'heine and Guemseys. Dur:mg; Some seasons of the year th:.s may

'"'not be so impor'bant but during other seasons the savmg in t:me maybe con- |

' uderable. SRS

o : "5:‘ )
Before 'l:he absolute super:.bri'by of the - Jersey and Mlxed breeds -on the

be.s:.s oi' hours of la'bor required ’co care fer eech cow is ecelaimed other
|

: fac'bors must a'(: lee.st » 'be pointed out. It 1s nct known to what exten'l: other

' ‘_‘factors besidee breed influenced 'I;he situe.ticn. ,‘ Arrangement of bems 3 corre.ls,

' ~-€, yards ’ e.nd pe.stures, le.ok or presence of mlking machlnes H e.nd quall'tzy of

':_;f ce.re given te the an:unale, ell affect the hours of le.bor expende& on & cew. S

. When such thmgs are considered the dli‘ference e.mong breeds ma.y not be eo ‘

Té,etl,e,{,:zo.-  fours. c;‘f "Labo:? Eipéhded vor :?6&1;‘4‘}& ‘Bu‘!;‘t_er:fet Prc&ucedj‘

Pounds of- Bu'h'be " Hours of L

Ecurs o

Expended per ‘ Fat produced per - Expended per. | oo o
.. Cow per Year “Cow per Year = - Pound Butter Fat
- feurs ‘f“,: .. Pound PATIN
171 B ‘ 242
156 n 244.-
173 245

e /2,45.

:?‘*

| for 't:he Jerseys was 0.64 hour, for the Mixed breed 0-66 hour, fer 'bhe

Helstem and 'bhe Guemseymeeeh 0.71 hour. S
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K The amount. of labor speﬁt caring for the milk cows has-a value even
' though no speclflo amount of money is paid out for this produotxve factorc
'The value placed on each hour of work performed was arbitrariky set at 25

conts for-all-typesgof work eonnected with*the milkﬁng herd.,Qf

Table 2L Value of Labor Spent per. Cow Dbing Various ChoresV

v o 5 Velue of Total Hours of labor per Cow. Spent in
.. Breed s Feedxng, Clean=- ~Milking and - g

-+ 3 ing Mangers and Caring for { ,Other Total
s Stables, Bedding Milk - Jabor labor
_ “Dollars  Dollars “Dollars - Dollars
Holstein 10,70 © 22450 . 9.850 42,70
"Jersey . . - 10,00 19.70 . 8.30 39.00
' Guernsey 12,00 . 22,50 . ~ 8.80 43.30
 Mixed A 9.40 - . . 21l.80 8.90 40,10
Average "o 10.40 ‘ 21.920 ' 9420 ..  41.50

Siﬁce an uniform rate was used, no-change in the relationship among
“breeds in cost of labor w111 be shown. It is of interest to note, hawever,
that the average value of the time spent in feeding, cleaning mangers and
stables, and bedding per cow for all breede is %10-40 for milking and |
caring for the milk $21.90 and for the other miscell&neous chores 39.20.
‘The total for all breeds was $4l.50. According to table 2¢ the total
‘ seving in labor by milking Jersey cows in preference to Mixed was $1.10
per cow; to Holsteins, %2.70 per cow; and to Guernseys %5 30 per ocw.

Interest Gosts. The amnunt of capital necessary to properly operate'

a dairy enterprise is not insignificant. Not only must the farmer have
COwWS be he mnst have building, equipment, pails, cans, and other material
all necessary to protect and care for thenu Regardless of this fact it is
possible to over-capitalize. Dairymen can invest too much 1n the dairy
““;herd so that the cows are uuable to return enough ‘o compensate fbr the ,

'large capital expenditure.



Table 22. Capl’cal Invested per Cow 1 Li.vestock Bu:.ldmgs and Equlp- R
BRI . . ment and other Capi’cal RS TR

Caprbal Invested per Cow in
e j Buildings = . . Other S
I‘.i'vestook o and e ‘Gapi’c‘al- S Total o
Dollars ‘ Dolla.rs Dollars Lo Dollars'
. . Holstein ,.59.50 . 36440 ST 4200 T 100610
- Jersey - ', 64470 U 1N0..BBeTO 4450 - 107.90 - o
' - Guermsey .-, - ../ - 6l.60 . 36.80. . . 3420 100,60 o el
. Mixed SO 60e80 T T BBeBOT Y 8w90 ) . 1 121.50

| Breed . "

Jor se e we

 hverage | 6Lle - aLso 480 100

. . . ‘ . - E : ) . .
- i - - - ——
.- g — n —— — - - it

Exeept for the Jersey breed, there was not muoh difference among 'breeds
iﬁ 'bhe average value plaeed on. each COWe. Tha Jersey dairymen valued 'hhei.r - ., ) ff

: livestock et $64.7O which was $3.60 moTe per cow than the average for all EIRERR

"‘Abreeds. Some of thls dii‘ference was due to an appreciation in value oi‘

. f‘some of the herds during 'hhe year as wzll be shown ls.ter. A

Variation in the average value of bu:.ldmgs e.nd equipment wa.s not great
among 'bhe Eolsteins, Jerseys and Guemsays, however, the dairymen of tha R
M:.xed breed valued 'bhe:Lr buildings snd equipment mueh higher than 'Ehe rest. 3__" :‘
The Mixed breed vs.lued their 'buildings and equipment at $53.80 while 't:he |

‘ ”Jerseys ’ wh:;.oh had the next h:,ghest valuatmn, invested only $3B.TO per

‘Qcow or $15.10 less.

Investment .’m other capital" v}as sma.ll in respect to the other twe

i ‘:"f"divis:.ons but the same relatlonsth among breeds wa.s evident as, in buildings’:, A

5 and equipment. As a result ‘ahe to'bal amomt of' eaprbal :‘nmrested per oow

_for the Mixed 'breeds was $121.50 $107.90 for the Jerseys and $100.60 and -'.f?”u

f::f$100.10 respectively for the Guemseys a.nd the Holstems.

Part of the reason that the eaplte.l per cow invested in the Mixed

b breed 'was 80 mueh gree:l:er ‘then for other breeds ’ proba.bly, Was because such E




.f:?a large proportlon of the malk'wae sold to the whole milk market.iﬁ“”> ‘
‘:A'lrequirements for cleanliness is greeter for the whole mllk market than for el“‘
the proeessed milk merket. Thil necessztates better barns and oorrals. 'lev

L vaners of the Mized cattle marketed 59 pereent of their milk an the whole ‘

milk markst, neverathe-less, awnere of the Guernsey cattle, who had a f*
",‘mueh lower capltal investment marketed 53 percent of the1r milk in this

'fw?;nmnner (table 9). Another reason 1s thet 13 of the 56 herde ef the‘Mixed

ﬁ“g Weber milk shed. ;:f

' Table‘23. Capltal Invested per Pbund of Butter Fat Produced

. , ot Hj Gapltal : ’ﬁ_Butter,Fat ' ;4Cap1ta1 Invested
.Breed . ‘ Invested .o+ - Produced . per Pound ..
o __per Cow “f‘? per Cow = “Aof Butter Fat"

o . Dollars ,;:?Bhnde - . . Dollars.
Holstein , , 100410 ﬁ" S 242 . “." Qe4l:
o ‘dJersey . - 107090 .
T " .Guernsey ]100.60,'
. Mixed. ¢ 1121450,

YV S
. 245 ”f‘ e A
’;“4,245 O T - < 1)

Ayerage .

When the cepital invested per OOW'iS divided by the pounds of butter fat '_f'
‘produced per cow the oapital 1nvested per pound of butter fat produced is f“x% -
r.found. Aooordxnaly 1t'was found that @0.41 wes invested for every pound of -

LV' 4butter fat produced for the Holstein and Guernsey breeds. The amount -

e‘computed for the Jerseys was %0.44 whlle the ameunt for the Mixed breed

7 wms és@.'so (table za)




7

Capital xnvested in a milking herd is not an expense that cem be
' assigned to any one particular year but the 1nterest on the capltal cene

Table é&.- Interelt Expense per Cow for Livesteck Bulldings and Equlpment
and Othar Capltal on the Basis of Five Percent of" Capital Investment

Tnterest Expense per Caw for

~ Breed ~ Livestock ~ Buildings- " Other ~ Total
' : . : and = Capital' - Capital
‘ Equipment e o ’

‘ Dollars -~  Dollars Dollars | Dollars
Holstein 300 ' 1.80 : 0.20 -~ B.00
 Jersey - 3.20 .2 2.00 20 . 540 -
Guernsey S 8,10 .. 1.80 .10 5400 -

Average - 3.10 . 2,10 E 0.20 - B5.40

An aqum&nt'for anyone of several rates.bf'iﬂtefeetieoeld be found, howefer,‘
:the one used here was 5 percent. This is not as high as farmers pey for
_most short-tlme 1oans nor is it as lcw as the rate charged by some 1ong-
,tlme credlt agencies. Thls rate was thought to be adequate but not too
ezcessive and was a conventianal rete used in most farm management studles
durxng this period of. tlme (table 24).

S:nce the capltal iuvested in llvestook buildings and equlpment and

other tangible objects was, all multiplied by 5 percent the relatlanship amangg
~ breeds in 1nterest expense was the Same as that shown in the eapltal 1nvested:
e.(table 22)e. The interest expense per ccw for lrvestoek of all breeds was
‘$3.10 for bulldlngs and equipment $2.10, for other capital $0.20, and for
all~capital @5.40. Total interest expense for Holsteins and-Guernseys we.s

,‘~$5.oo for Jerseys §5.40 and for Mlxed breeds, mhioh had the high 1nvestment

LT per cow, $6.10.

Other Expenses. Other expenses besides feed 1abor and mnterest are

© incurred in car;ng for a dairy herﬂ“ These costs were 1umped under the o




general head other" costs. They included. :

and medmme 5 bull service, veterm'ry! service ,:cow testing assoclation -

«:charges 3 ice, hauli.ng che.rge, mspectn.on,”‘:_ ':‘preciation of herd”depreciation

oo ‘buildmgs and, equlpment .’msurance and taxes. . If 'the value of m:.lk was

3":1‘] 'to be figured on the basi.s of the price oi‘ m:.lk at the farm, the haulmg.’and ’ "

;:mspec-h:.on che.rges should have;bee:;‘ su’btracted out of the reee:.pts. Th

;was not done 86 the.t hauling md mspec'bmn nharges, oi‘ necessl'cy, must 'be

- 7}* mcluded in expenses o

Table 25 shows the relationship among breeds 'm these other costsv‘

';The"’cost‘ fe : the Guemsey bread we.s thehighest er $22.70 per cow, the e

- Jersey f" d the Holstem and Mixed breeds was each .

:*919.50 per cow or %3.20‘ es”'.than 'bhe.t shown for the Guemsey.

Beduetlons. A dairy herd w::.ll preduce ether 'bhings besides milk a.nd‘

vise. in the house, and fo o err the ca.lves. Where Lo

‘ . milk is separa.ted the Afarm, the oream sol_‘ and the skim milk i‘ed to

:'1ivestock 'bhe eaws shouldtbe eredited for the Value of the sk:un mlk.

.}f ise 'y, the’f\pOrtion oi‘ -l-.he feed voided “in ‘ffesces has & fertllizer F

?value. Ii' 'bhe qow is 'bo 'be eharged with the-ftotal value” of the i‘eed con— ) .

sumed she should a150 re | “:3oredit for the value of the manure : produoed

vThe cow not only produees mxlk produets, she also g:\.ves b:.rth to calves;

i therefore, she should receive credi‘l: for the ca:' CY born. 7 If the average‘

"herd 18 o vbe eharge, w any depreciation in value of herds from the



Summary of Cost of Productzon.l Nuw tha ‘isons of 1nd1vidual
cost has beenwmade in detail it is wsll.that '1 oosts be brought together
f so that thay may be looked at 1n one glance.ﬁiThe expensesiremaining after

Table 25.? Summa‘”ng,'Qé§£f§f7?fgﬁgction”pef Cow'

‘ Breed Feed Labor Inferest Other Expenses Deductlon Cost
Lo Dollars Dollars Dollars h*. ] ‘Dollarl ‘ ﬁollars TDollars
g;Jersey 55»40 T 39.00 . 5‘40 : 20. fw21120 40 ;;-”13,601 106.80‘
Guernsey.*54.40 43,30 5,00 . .22,70. 125,40 - = 11,80 113.60 .
" f}j 40.10 - '6.10 L ei 1948075121000 1 11.90 0 109,10 1

0., 41.50°. 5,40 ;20,107 120.80,  12.20 108.60° - i

=

tfltWhén\thé‘vggjqﬁp sts‘,f praduction shawn in table‘25 are divided




R ;'by the average pounds of butterfat produoed fbr the corresponding breeds

I the cost per pound of butterfat pro dced is fbund._ The cost per pound ofﬁﬁe(“'ﬁ

‘féfbuttarfat fbr feed. for all breeds w5 22,1 eentsQQAThls was the greatest

cost. .Labor was nearly as important 17.0 cents. 'Gther costs, excludrng

'_Vinterest amounted to 8.5 oents whlle interest expense was 2.2 eents per

B pdund of butterfat produced. The tetal fi«ure amounted to 49.6 cents,

Z‘;however, when 5¢0 cents was deducted for the eredxt items “the average net

-lfeost was shown at 44.6 cents per pound of butterfat (table 26)

Table 26. Distribution of Total Cost per Pound of Butterfat Produced

otal
Feed _Labor - Interest Other Expenses Deductlan Cost
c L Cents Cents . Cents | “Cents.  Cents = -  Cents.
*;.Hblstein“zl 4 17.6- . 2.1 49.1 7 4,9
.. Jersey.. 22.8 16.0. - 2.2 49.4 5.6
‘&ﬁ;Guernsey 22,2 17.7 . - 2.1 51. ' 4.8

ffilpBreed

- Average 22,1 1740 ¢ 2.2 8.3 49,6 540

v Beeauee of the slight difference in peunds of butterfat produced per

' ':;L,ﬁoow the relatldnship among breeds in net eost per pound of butterfat is but

'11tt1e different from that shown for the total cost per cow.' Since the

5 Jbrsey produeed a little mere butterfat per eaw than the Holsteln, table 26 E

'shows the Jersey slightly superior then it was shown 0 be' i table 25.

e ilThe net cost for the Jersey was 45.8 cents and for the Holste_

»Sinbe the Mixed breed produced a llttle mnre butterfat per eaw than the

Holstein breed the dlfference between these two breeds in the net cost per

L pound of butterfat was npt great even though ﬁhe total cost somewhat favored

;;{fthe_Holstexn breed. The Guernsey breed‘had the highest eeptmper pOUnd of

e 5 “‘":igbutterfat even though its average produetien'equalled thatéof the Mlxed breed. .;f




3 Comparison of Variatlon of Net Cost Within ‘bhe Breeds. ;When the standard;‘ e

.:_j':adev;mtion of the net cost per cow wa computed for each breed it was folmd

: ,;l:he devia'blon within every bread wa.s ; v wide» ('babla 27) The mean

V'fo any ‘breed plus or minus its standard devia‘bion would easily mclude L

f#;Q,an the range thB mean of any other bfeed' e St““dard deViatl°n for the

5 Guernsey breed was the 1argest. The Guernsey ‘breed also had 'l:he largest

A _average net cost pericow.

, ‘;f‘Tabl‘ef 27. Mean, Standard Devia'blon and Coefflclent of Variablli
: ,,of 'the Net Cost per Cow for Each Breed ’ L

Net Cost per Cow _,i -

:f,:f L RS f “Standerd T Coefficient of
3 Mean .. Deviation = - Variability
i Pereemt .-

Dol]ars .., .Dollars -

}&,107.20 122410 20.6
113460 R 3?;‘23‘9 B

173

109,10

5 'cost per cow this was 3 ‘vo'un‘ te .be high. ‘ The coeffic:.ent ci‘ vax'za}bz.lity for

:highest or 23.9 pereent._ These data":"’how' that the varlatlon m net costl




?‘*fchE%RISON,OF»EFFiciﬂNeIfOF THE bﬁEE§s77'*f”‘"'

A compar1sqn of breeds was made of the 1neome derived, then a comparison ”‘ﬁf‘
i was made of the expense 1ncurred.v These twb—comparlsonS'were necessary beforeff;:‘

the efficlency of the breeds could be aseertalned.

* Beturn for Feed. If tha value of the butterfat produeed per eow 1s .

“idivided by the value of the feed consumed per cow ‘the monetary return for fj
v every dollar's worth of feed 1s secured.t Thls indicates the relatlve iﬁgi.,

?"{;gefficieney‘With'whleh the feed is utillzed. Table 28 shews that the Holsteln ‘

’4fbreed was most effiulent in th1s respe‘ s $2.02 worth of butterfat products

et RN

L Qi1 were secured for every dollar s worth ef feed fed.; Of nearly equal effieiencyrﬂﬂ

371d(‘was the Guernsey breed whmch returned %1.98. The Hixed breed returned $1.95

:“f and the Jersey breed was least efflcient since 1t returned but $1.89 ferﬁ

‘fevery dellar's worth of feed fed. héfrseffﬂiffﬁ*“l

»: Table 28. Return for Feed per Dollar Merket Value of Feed

“'Butterfat

N , Butteff?% Produced.
.3 sumed per . Produced .per Dollar Value of
‘g - Cow - per Cow " Feed Consumed e
Dellars .- Dollers A Dollars ﬁfif,kmﬁ‘uﬁfa“‘
: Holstein 51.903‘@ﬂ§;‘104-60 N 2,02
“Jersey. - 55440 - 104,50 ... 1.89 -
Guernsey.  54.40 - 107.80 i ¢ - 1.98

. Mixed 56430 . . 108,10 .. ' 1,95

l;ﬂ}ilf from.the tetal income per cow is subtracted the net oost less feed
Aeost per eow, the net return fer the feed fed'will be obtained (table 29)

;‘ The higheet return,per eow of %54.30 wes obtalned by the Mixed breed the

‘“”?[dreturn to the: Jerseye wes nearly a8 hlgh or %53.10 and the return to the
',fHolstein and Guernsey breeds'were materially lewer or @49.30 end $48 60

‘i ;1respect1ve1y.'¢7 SR




(43)

Table ‘29. Tetal Retum for Feed per Cow end Percent Re'burn for Feed is of
‘ L Value of Feed . RS

“Total  Net Tot Tt Botma Vaiue Toraont Net

, eturn

Breed .. Income less for Feed * = of =~ for Feed is of
‘ o Feed Cost Feed ~ Value of Feed

: Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollers Percent
Holstein 104.60 - 55.30 49,30 51.90 - 95
dersey 104,50 -~ 51.40 - 53410 - 55.40 96
Guernsey 107.80 59.20 48,60 = 54.40 89
Mixed 108.10 53.80 54430 5530 , 98
Average 106,00 54,80 51.20 . 53.80 ' . . 95

Not only did the Jerseys e.nd the Mixed breed have the hlghest net retum
for feed per cow but the value of the :E‘eed fed was the highest. Upon first
"chough’c it would be concluded that e.nmals fed the best, from & va.lue stand- ,
point would yield the gmeatest re'tum. A seeond o'bservat:.on of table 29 V

w:.ll destroy the wvalidity of such a thought.‘ Guernseys, which had the
smallest net retum‘ per cow, were i'ed feed wh:.ch had a ‘valxie nearly as high

as that reported for the Mixed breeds and - Jerseys. As a reSul’c the pereent ‘

'net re‘burn for feed was oi‘ the- value of the. feed was the smallest for the

: Guemseys 89 percent., The percent for the o’cher 'bhree breeds was nearly

the same. The Mixed breed wa.s o8 percent 3 Jersey, 96 percen’c 3 and Holstem,

| 95 percent. The net return for feed per cow s.nd value of feed per cow wes - .

' low for the Holstein in both cases, but because the ratio between the two
we.s elose the .pereent retum for feed was of value of feed proved to be
average.

Return to labor. As pointe'd,oﬁe‘in‘fa'ble 20y a great many hours of

labor are spen'h annua.lly in cari:ng for a dairy cows Therefere, “the retum
to labor is an :.mportant fao‘cer :’m determining which breed should be kep'b.

By subtracting net cost per cow less labor cost, as shown in table

; 25 frem 'L-.otal mcome per cow the return for labor per cow is obtained



we)

(table 30); : comparisen of breeds in this respeet showe that the Holstelns

had a hiwher return for total 1abor then any other breed, @40.20 per cew. L

‘-Teble,SQ;t Returns to labor per Cow, Pound of Butterfat Produced, end. Hour
of Labor Expended ’ . A

Pounds of Hours of Labor Returns_per

3 : )
Breed Butterfat :  labor L Pound of  Hour of .
' per Cow s per Cow : Cow . Butterfat Labor
S Founds Hours Dollars Cents " Cents
‘Holstein = 242 17y . 40420 : 16.6 2345
Jersey - 244 1566 36.70 - 15.1 23.6
Guernsey 245 . 173 37.60 1543 217
Mixed 245 - 161 - 39.20 1640 . 2444 -
- Average 244 - 168 88,90 - - 1640 2345

- The return per cow-to the Mixed breed was one dollar less‘and to the Guernsey
g;and Jersey @57 60 and $36.70, respectively. The superiority of the Holsteln
breed wes’ even more pronounced on a pound of butterfat basis. because, coupled
with a greater return for labor per cow, there was & sllghtLy emeller butter-
fat productlon per cowWe The return per pound of butterfat for the Guernsey
and Mixed breed, proportlonately,'was reduced beoause of the slightly h1gher
productlon per cew.. The return per pound of butterfat ranged from 16 3
 _cents for the Holstein to 15,1 cents for the Jersey. ‘

When eomputed on &- hour of labor ba31s 1t'was found that no breed
returned as mnoh as. 25 cents per hour, the rate at which 1abor‘was valued._
Because the hours of labor reqnired for the Holstelns were hlgh aud the
‘hours for the Jerseys were lcw, the return per hour of labor we.s practlcally ;
the samee Thls was true .even ﬁhough the Holsteln breed had a somewhat
greater return per cow and per . pound of butterﬁat produced.‘v

The Mlxed breed required less than the average amount of labor per-eaw

‘fand since the labor returns per cow was exceeded anly by the Holsteln breed



| 'bhe re‘curn per hour of labor for the szed breed was the highes‘l: of all

e :"“breeds. On the other hend the Guernsey breed requ:.red more la'bor per

eow the.n any other breed and - he.d a 1abor re'l;um per “cow which was only
5118111713’ larger 'bhe:n for ‘the Jersey breed. , This rasul‘bed in the lowes-h . S

o retum per hour of labor i‘or all breeds. The range in re‘bms per heur @f

la.bor was 21.7 een'hs for 'bhe Guernsey breed ‘to 24 4n'cents f‘or 'bhe Mixedff'-

o .breeds with the Holstem and Jersey breed : showing ;average retums. .f f” |

Retum on’ Capital Inveeted. By subtractmg from tetal meome per cow, e

"net cost less mterest expense per cow“the net re'bum 'l:o, eaprl:al per eow.

: \/will be obtained (table-ﬁi).” This wase$5.10 for'the Mixed breeﬁ $3'1°
" for the Jersay, %2.40 for the Holsteln and a minus qnan%ity °f %0'80 for 'fn

_ the Guernseys. :

: Tab.le' 52’.. Net Retum to capital per Cow wnd Percent Return on caprbal LN
O Invested por. Cow R i R A S ’
Lon T ﬂet Cosb Net Return - Capital Pereent
- Breed Ineome ‘Less Interest S to Invested Return on .
B - . Expense Ce.p:.‘bal L _ Capital
~ Dollars Dollars ﬁollars = Dollars’ " Percent

‘ Holstein = 104,60 ° 102,20. = 2.40 100,20 ", .4
o dJersey - 104,80 . 101.40° - | 3,107 :’ . 107.90° ;{ 2e9. -
' Guernsey 107.80 108,60 .7 . =80 . 100,60 . . . -.e =
T Mized - 108,10 103,00.%% 0 5,10 . 121.eoy~,,,;;4.zo

106,00 103.20.

By d.w:.dinr the ne'b retum to ea.prbal per oow by caprtal 1nvested per

ocrw 'bhe percent retum on capl’cal will be obtained., Even thoug;h the Mixed

.breed had by far the greatest e.mount of capi‘bg; mves*bed per eow it st:.ll

f had a h:.gher return on eapital than any other breed. : The Guernseys 5 wrb '

:;;only‘ $100.6O eapltal mvestmen‘b per eow, had a minue percent retum on

~

8 'pereent. Holstems . with prac'bioally the same capital

’!,',Teaprba.l of 0.




o investment per cow e.s 'the Guemseys or @100. 10, ha.d 2 4.pez‘cen‘b re‘bum on

o i DRV

i capltal., The Jersey breed obtained 2 9 percent retum on the %107. 90 -

. ca.p:.tal investment and the Mixed breed obta:med 4.2 percent return on

,‘.:\ i

%121. 50 caplta.l investment.

Net Loss. Now that the re'bum on feed 1abor and eapital has been

o determined the return to the- entrepreneur should be. ascertamed. Anything

/

o 1e£t ever after all expenses of mllk prodnct:.on ha,ve been pe.:.d e.ocrues to
B 'the da:n.ryma.n m h:.s role as a riskbearer, me.nager, or d:u'ec'tsor of the dairy

‘ 'enterprise. Ta'ble 32 shows ‘hhat the return for management wes a minus '-’

= quan'blty f‘or every breed. The loss per cew Was the lowest for the M:Lxed
e

breed or- 1.00 per cow, for the Jersey 'breed $2 30 per cow, for the '

Holstem $2 60 per cow and for the Guemsey @5 80 per coWe On the bas:.s

o of pounds of‘ butterfat produced ’che rela.tmnshn.p of Toss among breeds'

b 7, .

Teble 32. Net Loss per Cow and Per Pound of Butterfe.‘b Produced

o 3 _____ e Per oW .. 3 Per Pomd of Butterfa.t
* Breed : Net Deduct - .- I\Tet :.. Net Deduct Tet .
s Cost Net Loes N Cost " Net - loss.~
3 Income = = 2 . Income L

SRR Dollars _ Dollers Dollars Cents ¢ -.Cents . . Cents -

o Holstein 107,20 104,60  2.60 - 44.2° o 43.2 1.0

- dersey . 108.80 104,50 2,30 43,8 4 - R
. Guernsey  113.80 107.80 . .. 5,80 = 4644 - 44,1 2.5
. Mixed - 109410 108,10 . 1,00 .. 44,5 . 441 .4
‘Average . 108,60 . - 106,00 ' 2.60 | 44,6 . . 43.5 - L1l

was much the same._v The ne'b loss per P°‘md °f butterfat for the M:.xed

Jersey, Holstein and Guernsey ’oreed was 0.4 0.9 1.0 and 2.3 cents .

L respec'tively.

- The larger 1ess shawn for the Guemsey a;ppears to be due to the ;E‘a.ct

' that al'bhough the ne'b income per cow was practmally ;s.s: high as for the '




Mlxed breed which had the hlghest mceme > the ﬁet expenseﬂ pervce‘w ﬁas ‘
A":/gresfher than for *bhe Mixed 'breed. ‘I‘he Mlxed breed's‘ net expense per oW
e was sllgh'l:ly above average 'but beoause its income we.s the highest, the o
f‘f‘net 1oss was lowest.", The net expenses a.nd income per cow for both the
- Holste.m end ‘che Jersey ‘breeds were 1ower than for the Guernsey and the
'M:.xed breeds 3 however, the dlfference between net expense per cow. a.nd ne'l:
i.ncome per cow was such that ‘the net losses were averagee -

lnot be conoluded that

: From the fn.gures preseni:ed in table 32 it must:
. eventually all da:.rymen of the area would have to go out o:E‘ business because
» oi‘ 108ses.. This simply means 'l:ha.t all the da:.ri;rmen could not value the:.r
labor at 25 oents per hour s O they could not pay average market prices . ",:‘:l
-“for feed, or they could not expect to eam 5 pereen'i: Amterest on ’che.u'
':;i‘;r;eap:.ta.l mvestmen'b under 'bhe dairy preetmes engaged in during the 1937 |
ealendar year.. The adgustment would probably come dn le.bor. Da:.ry cattle\
‘ :f«‘ are cared for, in 'l:he mm, befere and after the regular day‘s work suid
| f’armers would :grobs.bly be willmg to work for less than 25 eents per hour
:Ln -bheir spare time re.'ther than not work at alle Ancther reason for T.he
reported loss oould be tha'b the price rela'blonship fer milk may ha.ve been .

- runfavorable during 1937., AN

,Table 3B, Re,nk ‘O“f}jijreedsfin Various Measures of Efficiemcy -

T —: Net loss Percent . Wet . Percent
7. Breed " 3. Net Return per Cow to : per cow  Net ree Return . Return
T s " ‘tumn for ' .per . . om
: Feed ]'.abor Capital 3 " Feed is. Hour of “ Cepital .
N Tl - yof Value Lebor I
I P T Feed - . ..
R ‘ARank Ra.nk . Remk ~  Remk . Rank . Rank . "Rank
= Holstein O R s LA RO S T
ST Jersey 2 4 2 2.8 -1
" Guernsey 4 B 4 4 4 g
Wized 1 o2z 1. w1t 1 1
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Rank of Breeds by Various Measures of Efficiency. Table 3% makes a

simple comparison of the breeds by most of the measures of efficiency.
It shows the rank of the breeds by each measure of efficiency. It is of
interest to mote that the Mixed breed ranked first, the Jersey second, the
Holstein tﬁird and the Guernsey lasf im every measure of efficiency except
one and that was in the net return per cow to labor. In this case the
Holstein ranks first, the Mixed ranks second, the Guerﬁsey ranks third and
the Jefsey ranks fourth. Of course, this comparison must be considered as
.a generalization. It does not show in every case the extent to which one
breed is over or under the others. It simply shows the relative position
in renk of each-breed to each other breed. ¥ |

The reason the Holsﬁain‘s rank was first, in the case of net return
per cow to labor, ana third,'in the caée of net return per hour of laber,
was that the average number of hours of labor necessary to care for a .

Holstein cow was greater than that required to care for a cow of the Jersey

and Mixed breeds.



Companson oi‘“Net Losa per Cow with Labor Earninge per Farm. Table

,'5?4 is a. comparison of net loss per oow w:tth 1a.’oor earnmgs per ;E'a.rm. It

v does not show that the farme which have -l:he highest labor earnmge aleo

:?he.ve dairy breeds wh:.ch have’ 'l:he h:r.ghes’o net gam o the lowest net lose
per' cow. In fac‘b the Guernsey breed whioh had 'l:he g;rea.test 1ess per cow,
':.‘v“"“’had the greatest labor eamings per farm, and, the ;Eolste:m breed had as
:great a labor eemings per farm as the Mixed breed. ‘ fhe Jersey breed had

- eomewnat lcrwer 1abor earnings 'bhan any ether breed. : .mese data indice'be

, ;Jthat the so-called more eff‘clent breed of dairy eattle are’not alwayS‘"ju

» if.‘ound on the mos*b financially euooesefu :E'e.rms. f“:‘ \

Table _54’. Comparison of Net Loss per Cow wlth Le.bor Eemings
G . per Farm R T DU o
. ] -u‘“' o : - N
S ﬂ Lose P La’borﬂ?mings
Breed v ‘. S per Cow . __per Farm
. T " Dollars ~ Dollars
"n;“Holstein '.2.60, A coera
" Jersey . laoUi 2,30 K10 R
- Guermsey . . V.0 .5.80 1055 . oo e
| Mixed . S U100 ety T

e

‘l’he _reasen this condi'bion exlsted first of all was because 'hheae

:?'farms were not strlotly dairy farms 3 they also engaged in other en'ter-

prises. Nearly every farm had some oash crops such as sugar beets, pote.toes,;”;i’

peas and tomatoes~ some i'arms had poultry or some other livestock enter- .

prise as well. These enterprises ylelded e substantlal portion of the'

wmcome of 'l:he farm. A farmer, hav:mg a dairy enterpr:.se Whn.eh did no'b

s yield hm as much money ae t‘ef'dairy mt irse of another farmer :may ‘74 ‘
: wf—w Ly

' ‘j',\have ha.d e. total moome greater than the la.tter farm ' ,]beoause ’che other




"(sejﬁ"

R en’oerpr:zses of lfus farm were somewha'b mere profitable. .
. \

Secondly, the total dlfference 1n labor earnlngs ascribable‘to the 2
g.sfidifferenee in net loes per herd wes very sma11,>‘The dlfferenoe in net =
‘loss per cow for the Guernsey breee, whleh had the $reateet loes, end the
}:Mixed breed, whlch had the smallest Qas only %4 80 per cow. 'Wxth en
M“averege of 10.8 ‘cows per herd the dlfferenee 1n the labor earnxngs per -
‘ﬁvfarm could enly be %51.84. The differenoe between other breeds would be
somewhat smeller. - | ' |

RelatzonehigﬁBetween Creps Grewn and Feed Costs. Feed cost may béf”

"3l1ewer for one breed than for another 31mp1y because the farmer having one
%egebreed grew feed erops-w1th higher nutritxve value in comparlson to coet
 ﬁthan farmers having other breeds of dalry cattle. . |

- Table 56 shows the relatlcnship between kinde of feed grown: and<va1ue
et e feed fed by hand._ The Holstelns had the lewest value of feed fed by
;efhaud per cow.: The Holste1ne also had the emallest acreage per cow of

_ forege creps and the emallest acreage of forage and greln crops comblned.

- probably accounts for the faot that the feed cost per cow of the Guernseys e

T‘FTable 35. Relatlenshlp Between Kind of Crope Grawn and Velue of Feed Fed
e : e LT by Hand B , ,

Distrlbution/of Cropland per Cow . . Value of

Breed ‘Forage ~Grain  Gemeral Fruits - - Feed Ped__
Crops . Creps " Field And . Total ‘ by Hend -
L Crops’ Vegetables
T ";Acres ,Acree Acres - Acres j;;}Acres erIIars
. . Holstein 1.99- 1'1.20 <o le28 .. 0.08 4456 . 36490 .
. Jersey . 2416 ‘v~l,32 S8 = . 4.43"';h40.20 .
" Guernsey 2.40 . 1.07 & " .60 L 4.14 0 39.40
.~ Mixed 2430 136 - .88

4459 41,00

. Average . 2.16 1.2 1,01 10,08 . 4.49 . 38.90

: :The Jerseys and Guernseye had the same acreage of forage and graln crops ,f'fimf,

comblned but the Guernseys had a 1arger proportlon of forage orops. ‘This =



O was sllghﬁly lower ﬁhan for Jerseys smce the gre.in fee‘ds‘ware more expensive

":""",than 'i;he forage feeds, R The Mixed breed had the greatest acreage of forage

‘md%rm crops combmed and the greatest acreag;e of gram °r°Ps °‘1°n°' ‘It':

'also has the hlghest:’feed cost per cowe ;

The distrlbution‘ of cropland does not defmitely determme the ammt

:;l.i‘, It does mdma'he however, the poss:.bili‘by of' obtammg feed from the various;; :,- '

e sources for' the dalry cattle breeds. :

‘ 'l‘e.ble $ pe.rtially at "least shows why table 15 repor'hed for 'bhe AT

a.y fed per cow ’chan to the o-bher

‘Hols’ceins e. smaller amount of‘ alfalf.’

breeds. Assumng comparable yields, there simply was not so many acres EREE

S :.”“0f alfa.lfa grovm on“f'rms havmg Holstein cat‘ble. I'h also shovrs‘why so_,‘.‘_' -

“_‘imuch beet pulp was fed to the Holstein. cows.- There was a large aoreag;e' g

of sugar 'bee'l:s a.s As' md:.oated by the 1arge aoreage of g;eneral field s

crops .

Relatlonshz.p Betwesn Method of D:Lsposal oi‘ Calves Born and Breed.

e 'On ‘the average, there was one calf bom t aach dairy cow in the ster Milk

Shed during the ealendar year, 1937. The method in which the calvas were

| 'ﬂiiidlsposed of varled greatly among breeds. R

ablesés. ""’“Rela-bionship Be'l:ween Method of D’:.sposa of Galves Born a:nd Breed, ;_j‘:«f'

D:.sposa.l of Ca.lves Bom per Cow f3 L
“Kept . Died.or Sold : ".";""D;Lsposed C
Coodne e A;Killed Cowti ek s of et
Herd ' at Birth. " Birth: Blrthﬁ‘"
Percen'b Pﬁrcent _;‘;:_'Z‘Fercent ~ .. Percent _,Percent D
89 a2 11 8 19
RESCRNERE-" TR - T ST AT
Lo 41 31 o u 21"",‘7‘ 62 . Do
;17‘ S 10 7 w2

Vea.led

.- <|i ca. 8o

- ‘;.‘Holstein“’"" W
' Jersey
Guernsey r -

Cw oa Caeom
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A larger percent of Holstein calves were vealed than for any other
breed, 39 percent (table 38). Of the Mixed breed of calves 29 percent
were vealed, 17 percent of the Jersey calves and only 7 percent of the
Guernsey calves. Approximately the same percent of the calves born were
kept for each breed except for the Jéréey breed which kept less than the
others. About 41 percent of all calves were kept in the herd at the end
of the yeér. These were not all replacement stocke Some were still beirg
fattened for véal and & smaller amount would eventually be culled out of
‘the herd.

Of the Guernséy calves born, 52 percent died, were sold or were killed
ét birth;, 47 percent of the Jersey calves, 27 percen% of the Mixed breed
of calves, and only 19 pefceﬁt of the Holstein calves met similar fates.
This clearly indicates that for the p;ices offered for veal in 1937 it was
profitable to market Holstein and Mixed breed calves but it may not have
been profitable to market Jersey or Guernsey calves.’ The calves of the
Mixed breed were not as profitably marketed as the Holstein calves but

were far more profitably marketed than the Jersey and Guernsey celves.

7 .
The average farm price for veal in Utah for 1937 was {8.35 per 100#%

Average of monthly farm price reported in The Utah Price Situation
Department of Agricultural Economics, Utah State Agricultural College, 1937
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From 'the data preéented in 'l:hls s*budy 11: can not be sa.fely concluded

that eny one breed is defmi-bely of economio superlority to ‘the o’cher breeds

o in the Weber M:.lk Shed. L

| “'fi.' The d:.fferenee between the ne'b loss of $5.80 for the Guemsey breedA e

S ,e.na the net 1oss of $1.00 for ‘bhe Mixed 'breed may not be ‘as great as bhe

i ,-figures indicat,: ‘“‘It must be remembered the.t these figures a.re resmues

oy obta.:med by subtraeting f rom the net chme, which was 't;he smti°n °f &

‘,eeries of meome sources, 'bhe net oos*b ;whlch was. &. sumne.tion of several

indivldual expenses. Both net mcome and ne'!; cost wes several times larger

..,“‘

‘ ’chan the residue i net 1ess. Therefore any error fm any one: of the several

';"'»:income or cost i‘cems may result :m a great proportlonate error m net loss

or prof::b. - The ﬂa,ct that th:.s was not a ecm;brelled experlment mnst be con--‘
s s:Ldered. Any one qf 'bhe me:ny fectors besides breed may inﬂuence the answer.

I'b is true that the Mixed breed ranked f:.rst in most of the meaeures

‘ ':,ife”r‘:economic eff:.clency, the Jersey ranked aecond the quete:m ‘chlrd and

the Guemsey le,st; yet -hhe d:.fi‘erence among 'breeds, in mos‘c cases was not

:'“‘grea‘h., If herds, k 'on'be.ining e. predommmoe of Mixed-brad dairy eattle or

f\ cattle of severe.l breeds, rank slightly hlgher i.n most of 'l;he effxcienoy d

ftests made tha.n herds of purer breedmg, then, 11: i efairly good proof that <

no’ single dai.ry cattle breed oan be called, assw:.ngly, eecnemeally superior

L ’co the others.

I‘b we.s also concluded the.'t the Guernsey e.nd Mi.xed breeds ‘&are more ".

cleSely assec;ated mth the whole milk marke‘b the.n the o’cher breeds. There

~was- Y smaller aereage of fore.ge crops on farms with Holstein cattle. “‘Therev :
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was a somewhat greater percentage of Holstein and Mixed breed calves

vealed than for the other breedse.



‘I‘he purpose ofi thi 8t 'f,dy was"bto ﬁnd out J.f any economic superiorlty

e es

£y existed among'-breeds of ‘the dalry catt'le :ln ’che 'Weber M:le Shed of Utah
- during the oalendar year ’ 1937.‘ If a.ny econome superiority existed it

. "‘wa.s proposed to find out wh'y and Wher'e it ex:.sted. It was also proposed

‘ ‘éu%»h

'Lglto study relationships that existed among breeds and various factor

‘ as me'bhod of me.rketing milL areas in which “bhe differen‘b breeds predominate, ,

: feed supply‘ °r°PS ngWn ;b°r earninss &nd d18posa1 of calves.dff””

The s.ree. :mcluded in‘ the stud'y was,; in"‘;general ths area supplylng

E m11k to Ogden, Utah. I'!: J.ncluded most oi‘ Weber and Morg;an eountiss hs.nd e.

’small part oi' Box Elder coun'hy. o _
There were 146 herds of d&zry ca-btle :mcluded in the study of, the

_"en'hira s.rea of the 146 herds, ‘62 were Holstein 28 were Jersey, 20

l"-".rwere Guemsey a.rad 36 were Mlxed herds.

The butterfat test for the Holsteinsﬂwa 3.5 percent :for the

- Jerseys 4.4 peroent for -hhe Guemseys 4.2 peroent and for the Mixed T

.‘.:_breed 4.0 percent. Thera was practioall"f,no d:.fi‘erence in pounds o' i

butterfat prnduced per ecm. The range ;was from 242 pounds far 'bhe _ B

| H.clsteins to 245 pounds for 'l:he “uemseys"and M:.xed breed.

| Dairymsn“awning Holsteln and Jersey cattle, aspecially Holstein
:{ marketed a. large proportzon of ‘cheir milk 'bhrough the m11k proeess.’mg

‘ Aplants locaﬁed in. the area. M:le from the Guemseys and Mixed breeds -

s wa marketed mostly on the v;hole milk marke'l; for conswnp‘bion in Ogden. :5‘»?”::

An average of 4:7.1 oents per pound of butterfat waa paid i‘or ma.rke'ﬁ

‘-,"";"milk during the yee.r and 4,,.6 cants for milk sold t» Vprocessors.: Because

S & larger proportion oi‘ ’che Guemsey and M:Lxed breeds' milk was sold on

the whole m:.lk marke'b a.t the higher price » the total value ef the m.lk




produced by these breed Was e.bout %3.50 per cow more tha:n for the other

3

two breeds. : The value of the milk produced for 'the M:u:ed 'breed Was @108.10"" )

B for ‘the Guernsey $107.80 for the Holstein %5104.60 and for the Jersey

"'7¢$104.50.3_»

An analysis of feed fed by hand shows that on a day basis the Jersey

and m:.xed breeds were fed more then the Holste:m and Guernsey breeds.ﬂ

' “‘A;_Holstein breed we.s fed a la.ttle ‘more per day ‘ahan ’che Guernsey, yet the -

feed fed the Guemsey we.s the more expensive. The value of sustenance per :

:eow for the Jersey wae $55.40 for the Mixed breed $55. 30, for 'l:.he Guemsey

‘ ‘354.40 end for the Eblstein $51.9o. V;»
o The average amount of labor requ:.red to ocare’ for a Jersey cow per year

was 156 hours, 161 houre for ‘bhe Mu:ed breed 1?’1 hours for the Hols'bem, , o

£ and 173 hours i‘or the Gnernsey. anh hour of la’bor was valued at 25 oents.~:
5o the ooet of . le.'bor per cow was $43.50 for the Guemsey, 34:2.70 for the

Holstem, @40.10 f‘or the M:Lxed breed a.nd %39.00 for 'bhe Jereey. ; =

The average value of cap:.tal‘ invested m the m:.lking herd per eow,for o o
“_q‘r'bhe Mixed breed we.e @121.50 for the Jersey $107.90 for 'bhe Guernsey $100.60j5:“[.?3“',

and i‘or the Eoletem @100‘110. By using 5 pereent as the rate of :mterest

o the xnterest expense for tV'1Mixed breed was fe. 10 for the Jersey 35.40 3

- :'i.fer 'bhe Guernsey $5.00 e.nd for the Holstein $5 00-

Thel um of al]. other expenses incldent to earmg for ~l:b.e deiry herds

| was $22.7o for the'eu rais Lvand approximately $20.00‘for the rlbreeQe,

’ Deduc'bions from expenses for- skim milk 'produced on the‘farm,‘( value

calve,‘ ,f velue of manure and apprec:.ation in:,va e of herds was %13.60 per L o

L ,c"w for the Jerseys end slightly less than %12.00 peroow sfo 'bhe other.

. }‘Bhree breeds. SR AN . LT
‘The net cost per cow fer the Guemsey breed was the highest a'b $113.60,‘

- the oost for *bhe Mixed breed was.. &lﬂ&.lo the oost for the Holstein breed




Bt "-*“’:;{}was $107.20 and n:l:he cost for the. Jersey‘breed we.s" $106 80. . The standard

' ‘,--dev:.atlen of ne‘% eost& ‘er ‘cow for eny breed was large eneugh 'bo include the i

’mee.n of e:ay other breed. It was $18. 90 fer the Mixed breed $21. 90 for

L the Jersey breed %22 10 :E'or the Holstein breed a:ad @27.20 for 'the Gruernsey

;‘-f-'breed. S

The i‘acrl; ‘the.{-. le.bor wes valued et 25 cen‘bs per hour, five percent

mterest we.s eherged on cs.p ,‘te.l :mves‘ted and feed we.s ve.lued at marke‘b o

' prlees for every breed resulted in net cost exceedmg total inoome for

every breed. ‘ The net 1os_ ‘or ‘che Mixed breed was. 53&1.00 per cow, fer the

o Jersey $i2. 50 per eew, for the I'Iolste:'in $2 60 per cowend i’er the Guernsey

11%5.80 per cowe o

For the major measures of efficiency,“ except net return per cow to

- »jf—labor, the Mixed breed renked f:.rst, the Jersey breed re.nked sacond the

B ',Eolstei:n breed re.nked thi.rd and 'hhe Guemeey breed 1“{?'\. In the case °f

':”'.ne'b retum per cow 'bo le.'ber the Hole'bein was fi,rst the M:Lxed breed seeond

;,‘f

'bhe Guemsey ‘hhird,

end the Jersey fourth. A.s”e. general rule,,the difference

Aamong breeds we.s ‘ne, grea'bc

It was concluded that »there was no eeonomieally superler breed :m 'bha

‘ ::We'ber Milk Shed. , The e.ve ,ge butterfat produetlon :E‘or a.ll breedsi_w‘as"’almos'b e

""i'-‘ldenticai. The difference among breeds in the net less perrcow was, smll o

: "-when compe.red mth ei‘l‘:her r tote.l} "‘ome .e: net cest. If herds s eentainmg:‘ )

a prec‘ioznme.nce of mlxed-bred deiry eattle or of cattle of several breeds ," :

'rrank sligh'hly higher in, most o he effleiency Jceste made 'bhan herds of

k"purer ‘oreeding; then, it :Ls i‘eirly goed proof the.t ne smgle dalry cattle

breed can be called, assuringly, eoonomioally superior to the:;others.

|
B
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