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SUMMARY 

]. There are large differences in th e amount of profit ohtainecl from 
e \'en adjoining farms. 

2. 'These dif-ferences are due, to a considerable extent , to the va riation 
in the skill and ability of the operators in the organi zati on and ma nagement 
of their businesses. 

3. Important fac tors to consider in the fa rm business are, (1) size, (2) 
amount and effi ciency 0 f livestocl{, (3) acres, kinds, and yields 0 £ crops, 
(4) balance between the crop andli\'estock enterprises, (5) man lahor and 
power effi ciency . Page 4. 

4. The higher incom es are usnally uhtai ned on the farms with the larger 
\'OlU111e of business. Pages 8 and] 7. 

5. l\fost o f the successful farm ers in this area are keeping from 25 to 
50 per cent more li vcstock, with a 15 to 40 per cent hi gher prodllction per 
uIlit , than are th e less successful ones. :I >ages ] 1 and] 2. 

6. j \n ay erage o f the 114 farms shows that 57 pe r cent of the total farm 
rcceipts was from li\'cs tock, 36 per cent from' the sale of crops, and 7 per 
ce nt from mi scell an cous sources. Page ]0. 

7. The more successful group o f farm ,= rs ohtained about two-thirds of 
their 10tal farm reccipts from liYestock, and about one- third (rom the ,sale of 
crops. Page] O. 

~. Catt le, most ly da iry , were th e SOll rce of 35 per cent of the total farm 
receipts and 01 per cent of the tota l li\'es tock receipts . Thus , it is bighly 
impo rtant to ha\'e th is cnterpris e: OIl an effici ent, profitahle basis . :Pages I I 
and 12 , 

9. 1n this area the more successf ul fa rmers grow a larger acreage of 
feed crops, co rn . :1lfalfa, oats , and ha rley and a smaller acreage of cash 
crops, wheat and hea ns. than clid1he less successful ones. Pages]3 and ]4. 

]0. 1\lan labor was 25 10 50 per ccnt more efficient on the higher profit 
farms than on the lower profit farms wi thin the same size g rou p. Pages 
] 4 and 15. 

1] . One-third of the 114 farms had tractors. Not many fa rms be10w 
140 acres in size were equipped with tractors. Pages 15 and 16. 

12. O n farms of s imilar size, the operating expenses remained about 
the same regardless of income. U n the farms with a larger incomc, the 
add ed expenses were mu ch less than th e increase in returns from th e addi ­
ti onal volume of business handled on these farm s. Pages 16 and] 7. 

] 3. How the yarious factors d iscussed in thi s bulletin affect the financial 
retu rns on indi vidual farms is shown for th ree differ ent size groups by 
showing thc r esult s from a representati\'c farm of the higher p ro lit farms, 
and a representati\'e farm of the lower proJit farms of each g roup. These 
compari sons are shown in Tables 7, 8, and 9. Pages 18, 19, and 20. 

] 4. Simple farm accounts, kept for a period of yea rs, serve as a good 
means of studying anclimprm'ing th e farm business . J\ 11umber of the 
hes t farmers in thi s area kept farm accounts, 

t 

1 

WHAT MAK 

A Busines.s AI 
in Benton 

Eaton 

E. H. LULL i\[\; /) F. T, Jt 

" Jt would bc impossibl e with 
e \'en if g i\'en a farm, " stated, 
College representatiYe who "isi 

A short distance down the r 
had purchased hi s farm just a 
now for $] ,000 more than the 
factori ly and was optimisti c CO l 

J n a nother section of the to 
just purchased the farm on wh 

O n still another fa rm , the SO l 

u \'e r the home farm. 

Who Is • 

Une u hell hears th e sentimeli 
tru e , then the business () f farmi 
three neig hbors of this c1 ownca~ 
just starting out to do the th in) 

Those who are familiar witl' 
uf th e six to nine farmers ordin, 
a reas in 1\Iichigan or elsewh ere, 
or three may be about breakinO' 
likcly to be delinqucnt in their bt 
are many reasons for thi s situa 
() f th e individual farm er and tl' 
of the reasons for Jack of succ 
farm management. which il1\'ol\ 
as the meth ods and practi ces li se 
Most of these factors are withi 
should he do? 

To throw li g ht on the o'ener; 
~\ I iehigan and to learn 1l1 o~e abc 
study nf the farm busi ness for tl 
] 14 fa rms in E aton count y. T 
ty pica l of a considerable (lI~ea in 
sub, This a rca Cl )11 sists 0 f In[ 
Harry, C lintoll , and I onia and p; 
wassee, and Kent counties, 

------~~------------------------------



WHAT MAKES SOME FARMS PAY 

A Business Analysis Survrey of 114 Farms 
in Benton and Oneida Townships, 

Eaton County, Michigan 

E. B. lULL ANIJ F. T. lUf)UELL) },AI{ ,\I\. J\ IA NAGEJ\lE NT SECT10N 

" Jt would be impossibJ e with present prices fur a farmer tu make muney 
e \· en if gi\·en a fa rm ," s tated a 57-year-uld farmer in Eaton county to the 
College representative who visited his farm in IvTarch, 1928. 

A short di stance down the road , another somewhat younger farmer who 
had purchased hi s farm just a year ago was vi sited. He would not sell it 
now for $1,000 more than the purchase price . l-Ie was getting along satis­
factorily and was optimi sti c concerning the future of the farm business . 

In another secti on of the township, a youn g man was visited who had 
just purchased th e farm on which he had been a tenant for nine years. 

On still another farm, the son had returned within the last year and taken 
over the home farm. 

Who Is On the Right Track 

Une 0 ften hears the sent iment expressed by the fi rst farmer. If it were 
true, then the business () f farming would be unattractive indeed. However, 
three neighbors of this downcast ind ividual disagree with him for they are 
just starting out to do the thing he stated to be impossible. 

Those who are familiar with the farming situati on are aware that out 
of the six to nine farmers ordinarily found on a square mile of land in many 
areas in l\lichigan or elsewhere, two or three may be doing quite well, two 
or three may be about breaking even, while the remaining two or three are 
likely to be delinquent in their taxes and a re generally unsuccessful. There 
are many reason s for thi s situation, some of which are beyond the control 
of the individual farmer and thus beyond the scope of this report. Some 
of the reasons for lack of success, however , can be eliminated by proper 
farm management. which in volves the organ izat ion of the business as well 
as the methods and practices ll sed in the operation of the various enterprises. 
!d ost of these factors are within the control of th e farm operator. \Al hat 
should he do? 

To throw light on the general agricultural situatioll in South Central 
]\1 ichigan and to lea rn more about what makes some farms pay, a detailed 
study of the farm business for the year endin g March 1, 1928, was made 0 11 

] 14 farms in Eaton county. This county was selected because it is fairly 
typical 0 f a considerable area in the south-central part of the Lower Penin­
sula. This area c()11S ists of Ingham, Livingston, Eaton, most of Jackson, 
Barry, Clint()ll, and JOllia and parts of Calholln , \ iVashtcnaw) Genesee, Shia­
wassee, and Kent counties. 
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Factors Which Aff·ect the Farm Income* 

In a careful study of a number of farms it soon becomes evident that 
there are certain definite things which greatly influence the financial return~ 
derived from the business . 

These definite things are to be found in the organization and· operation of 
the business. The ones considered in this report are: (1) size of business, 
(2) numbers and kinds of livestock, (3) annual production or returns per 
cow, sow, ewe, and hen, (4) acres and kind of crops, (5) crop yields per 
acre, (6) balance between crop and livestock enterprises, (7) man labor 
efficiency, and (8) ratio of expenses plus net decreases to receipts plus net 
increases. 

Farm operators in Eaton and in other counties who have a similar type 
of farming may compare their own farm business with the averages of the 
different groups and with the groups within which their farms would fall 
on the basis of acreage. Comparisons may be made with the average of all 
farms in the group, and, with the exception of Group E, with the averages 
of the higher and the lower profit farms in the group. 

The results of this study should aid farm operators in Central Michigan 
in laying out a program based upon good farm organization and management 
principles which may aid in making their business more profitable in the 
future. 

What Were the Farm Inc'omes 

Although it was not the primary purpose of this study to obtain farm 
income figures, it was necessary to obtain these for use as a guide in de­
termining the most profitab1e type of farm organization and management. 
Too often, farm income figures are given too much publicity as indicators 
of either farm prosperity or depression, and their main purpose, which is 
to serve as a guide in the analysis of the farm business, is forgotten. 

As shown in Table 1 on page 8 the average total capital investment 
for the 114 farms exclusive of the dwelling was $11,535. The range was 
from $6,089 in Group A to $24,938 in Group F. The average amount of 
man labor per farm, including the operator, was equivalent to 1.4 men with 
a range of from one on the farms of the smaller size to 2.25 on the farms 
of the larger size group. 

The net farm income is the difference between the farm receipts and the 
farm expenses when allowance has been made for changes in inventory and 
when the pay for work performed by members of the family other than 
the operator is charged as an expense. The estimated value of the house, 
and the resulting depreciation, interest, and insurance on the house 
were omitted. In other words, the farm business was neither charged nor 
credited with the dwelling. Such costs are considered personal business. 

The net farm income represents the returns from the capital invested 
and the pay for the operator's labor and management. The average net 
farm income was $1,186 for the 114 farms included in this survey. The 
range was from an average of $795 per farm on the group of farms ranging 
from 37 to 60 acres in size to $2,103 as the average for the group of farms 
221 acres or larger in size. 

*For a discussion of terms used ill thi s repurt, tum to the "Explanation of 
Ter11ls" on pages 21 and 22 of thi s bulletin . 
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The amount of m oney which represents the interest earned all the in­
vestment is determined by d educting from the net farm income, an allow­
ance for the operator's physical labor. For this area, $720 was considered 
to be a reasonable allowance for the operato r' s labor. This difference, ob­
tained by subtracting the ope rator 's labor charge, when divided by the total 
capital investment and l11ultipli ed by 100 g ives the rate earned on the in­
yestment. 

The average rate a f interest earned by those 114 farms was 4.0 per cent. 
The average total ill\'es i111ent was $11 ,535. The average rate of intere<;t 
earned by the yarious g roups ranged f r 0 111 1.:2 per cent fo r group A to 5.5 
per cent for group F. 

Fig ur e I.- This herd of "in c CO\\' S r ep r ese nt · the ave rage !lulllber of CO\\' S 

found 011 the lll o re pro fitabl e 1-+1 t o 180 acre farm s in Benton T ow ns hip , 
Eaton Coullty. Th e r et urn s frolll ca ttlc , Illostl y dairy, compri ses 61 per ce nt 
o f the total lives tock r e tUrJl S ami 35 per ce nt of th e total farll1 r ece ipt s . 

Probably the rate of interest earned is the best measure o f financial suc­
cess for farms with a large capital il1\'es tment. Another measure of finan­
cial return which is 0 f m or e s ig ni ficance than the rate earned, especially on 
farm s with (l cOl1lparati\'ely low il1\'estmellt, is call ed the labor and manage­
ment wage. 

The operatur's lal)()r aile! managemC'1lt wage is the amount (Jf money lef t 
as pay for hi s own physical labor. manag ing ability and ri sk after deducting­
from the net farm inc0111 e, a reasonabl e charge for interest, usually 5 per 
cent, on the total farm il1\'es tment. 

The ;:l\'erage operator's labor and 111<L11 Ctgcment wage on the 114 farms, was 
~609 after dedu cting an interest charge of five per cent of the total capital 
jm'estment as all expellSC'. The range in labor a nd manageme1lt wage was 
from $4()l for g roup /\ to $85G [or g roup 1'. 
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Description of the Area 

Eaton county is a general farming region in whi ch dai rying . supplemented 
most fr equently by wheat a nd beans as cash crops, predominates. S heep , 
hugs , a nd poultry a r e minor livestock enterpri ses. Important feed crops arc 
corn , oats, a l falfa , and mi xed hay. S ugar beets a re g rown on a few farms. 
The practi ce o f g rowing sweet clover for pas ture is pa rt of the crops p rogram 
on a numbe r of farms. l\f ost b rms ha \'e permanent pasture on the more 
roug h a nd on the undrained por t ions of th e fa rm . 

Some people conside r the locali ty in whi ch thi s suryey was made to he 
a little bette r than the ~l\' e rage of th e fa rming regions of Central M ichigan . 
This may be t rue fo r t he locality as a whole, fo r there is bu t li ttle waste land 
in these townships : howeyer , tb ere a rc equall y good fa rms to be fo un d in th e 
oth er counti es in thi s a rea. In general, howc \'e r , the farm lmild ings a rc 
!)ainted and in goqd condi t ion and g ive th e appcarance o f a succcssful farm ­
lll g- r eg-lOn. 

The soils in thi s a rea are for the most par t medium to high in fe r t ility. 
They are mainly loams o f the 1\Ti ami * type and are und erl a in with compact 
to modera tely compact, limey clay. S ma ll a reas () f Conovcr * loam a re fo und 
in the lower sec ti ons . The topography "ari es fro m level to rolling. 

Falrms Grouped by Size 

S in cc there a re rather extreme yariations in th e farm acreage in this and 
most eve ry oth er secti on of the a r ea, it was considered advisable for t hc 
purpose o f analys is to g rou p thc fa rms on the basis of the number of ac res 
opera ted. T he 1] 4 farms rangeel in s ize f rom 37 acres to 580 acres . T hey 
were sorted into six g roups. G roup A includes ] 3 farms rang ing in size 
from 37 to 60 acres : B . 32 fa rms f rom 61 to 100 ac res; C. 35 fa rms f r0111 
101 to ]40 ac res: D , 16 fa rms from 141 to 180 ac res; E, 8 farms fro m 181 
to 220 acres ; and F, 10 farms 22 ] ac res o r oye r . In the tables 1, 2, 3, 4 , 5, 
and 6 in this report , importa nt fac tor s of each g rou p are summa ri zed sepa­
ra tel y. whil e in Tables 11a and 11 b a r e p resented a summary of all fa rms and 
o f each g roup. 

E ach g rou p was further subdi vided on the basis of the labor income of 
the opera to r. \ iV here the number of fa rms in the g roup was la rge enough. 
they were a rra nged in three main classes. The o ne-third having the highest 
lahor income was called t he hi g-her p rofi t g roup, the one-third having the 
lowest labor incom e was call ed th e lower profit g rou p. In each grou p t.herc 
were one to three fa rms w hi ch were not in clu ded in the analysis of the higher, 
lower , or med ium profit g roups. O n these farms the operator received a con­
siderable port ion of h is income f rom outside sources. such as f rom trucking 
milk, hauling g rave l, fro m operat ing a threshing machine, or the like. 

*Th ese a r c th e n ames of types of so il s a s u sed by t h e So il Survey. U. S . D. A. 
a nd th e Soil s Section of th e 'M ichiga n Exper ime n t Stat io n . T h e fo llowi ng de­
sc ri p ti o n of each is by ]. O . Vea t ch of t hi s s t a ti o n . 

M iam i type. P low so il ge n er a ll y a loa m : s ubso il m od erately c01llpact clay ; 
ge ner a ll y acid in p low so il. a lka lin e o r l i 1l1 e~ - at s h a llow de p t hs: fa ir humu s: r e­
te n tive of m o is ture: na t u ra l fert ilit y i1l te rlll ed iate : leve l to ro llin g la nel ; we ll a da pted 
to ge n er a l fa r111ing: lll a nurin g 1l ecessary: r esponds to CO Ill1l1 e r c ial fe r ti lize r ; limin g 
h en e fi cia l hut n o t eve r vw h er e esse nti a l fo r clove r an d a lfa lf a . 

Conove r 10a 111 . P l o~\" .so il loam : su h so il c l a~': h Ulllu s fa ir to hi g h ; p low soil ac iel 
bu t in p laces a lka line : s uh soi l li1l1 ey: m o ist ll re hi g h : fe rtil ity in te rm ed ia t e to hig h . 
level land : r equir es art ific ia l d r a in age for b est r es ul t s; " 'e ll adap t ed fo r ge nera l 
fa r m in g. 
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(t faster rate than the expCll ses p lus 11(,( decreases. Tn other words, the larger 
sized business is handl ed with a smaller proport ional Q\·erh ead. On far111 :; 
() f about the same acreage, the general o\'C rhead expenses tended to be abou t 
the same regardless o f income. Til the 111 0re profitable gr oup of farms, the 
additional expenses due to th e increase ill yo lume of business were much 
Jess than the resulting in crease in rece ipts. . 

\ Vithin each of the g roups where the size of the farms was about the 
same, the variation in size of business was usuall y found to be due to differ­
ences in the amount of li\ 'es tock. \ Vithin each group, bowever, were occa" 
sional farmers wbo ca rried on a successful specialized type of business in 
which the type 0 f orga ni zation di ffered from the general group. The fruit 

F ig ur e 3.-Hogs \\'e re kept all 70 uf the ] 1.+ farms. They s uppli ed 13 per 
cent of the livestock rece ipt s and seVCll per cent of the total receipts from 
the farm. 

and specialized crop farmers we!'e examples of those who deviated from the 
general practices. 

In the section where this study was made, many farmers are increasing 
the size of their business by renting crop or pasture land, draining or clear­
ing more land, adding more livestock, adding or increasing the size of minor 
enterpri ses such as poultry, hogs, sheep, or truck crops, o r by intensifying 
production through better fa rm practices. 

It should be remembered, however, that the small volume of business on 
some farms is due to the advanced age of the operato r , who has the farm 
clear of debt and no longer strives to do as much as a younger man who is 
paying principal and interest in the purchase of a farm. The older man 
tends to reduce the size of business and farm less intensively in accordnace 
with his needs. 
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How Much Livestock 

" J am through with so much cash crop farming and am incrcasi ng m y 
Ii \'es tock" stated one 40-\'ear-o ld. success f ul farmer who farms about 50 
acres of' land, stocked with nin e cuws. one bruod sow, and a small poultry 
flock. 1\10st of the more succe~sf ul farmers in thi s area are kecping from 
25 tu 50 per cent m ore li vestock than the less successful g roup and are ob­
taining 15 to 40 per cent higher production per unit from a better grade of 
stock which is efficiently cared for. 

The amount of livestock combined with the production per animal, havc 
an important bearing upon the financial succcss of the farmer in Central 
1\Iichigan. The major li vestock ente rpri se for the entire region is the dairy, 
whi ch was the source of 6 1 per cent of the tutal receipts from lives tock. 
Shcep suppli ed 15 per cent, hogs 13 per cent and poultry 10 per ccnt of thc 
li vestock receipts. 

The best indication of thc relati \'e importance of sales of crops and live ­
stock and livestock products in the area is provided in Table 2, which shows 
what percent<-to'c of the total receipts are ubta in ed from crop and livcstock 
salcs . Farme~s who obtained a considerable porti on of their income fro m 
outside sources such as from operating threshing machines, and hauling milk 
or g ravel werc not included in this table. 

Table 2.-The relative proportion of crop sales and returns from livestock on the 
higher and lower profit farms in Eaton County, Michigan. 

Percentage that rcccipts 
Group si7.c 

Acres 

3 i - (j() 
61 - 100 . 
101-140 .. . . ... . . . . . .. 
141- IRO 
O\'cr 181 ... . . .... . . , . 

Pcrcentagc that crop salcs and net.* in crca~cs of 
arc of total income livestock are of tob l 

Jligh('r 
profit, 
farm s 

22 
;)(i 

:12 
28 
2R 

Lower 
profit 
farm s 

!i l 
;3 1 
3!1 
48 
38 

Hi"hcr 
pr~fit 
farms 

incomc 

(iii 
GO 
(;4 
60 
GG 

Lower 
profit 
farm s 

*13y nct illcrea~cs is m Cl,ll l; thc diffcrcnce betwcen opcnin g ill\'cntory plus purchases and c l() ~i n g inven(ory plus sal es. 

4!i 
G4 
:;4 
4:j 
!i!J 

1\ summary of the ret.urns from all of the 114 farm s shows that 36 per 
cent of the tutal r eceipts came from cro p sales and 57 per cent from livestock 
rcceipts plus net increases in liycstock. On the more succes.sful farms. 
110we\,er, a la rger proportion of the income was deri ved from lJvestock and 
a small er proportion from crop sales than was obtained by the average of 
the g roup. For the most p_art , it secms desirable as a lx'_sis for this area to 
uhtain abou t onc- third uf the far m income from the sale of crops and two­
thi rds from li\"cstock. Specialti es on differc11t far ms 1l1;:iY change this ratio . 
1\1 uc], depends on thc operator 0 f the business." . 

The foreo'oin o- rcsul ts may be due to the fact ·that WIth fa rms orga111zcd 
as they are ~t p~esent in this area, li vestock induces a higher labor, huilding. 
and capital efficiency, provides a saHsfactor y use for rough pasture land, and 
a market for low-priced roughages produced on the farm . 
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Amount and Kind of Livestock 

\Vhil e the dairy enterpri se was o f maj or importance 011 most of the farm s 
in thi s area , 0 11 many farm s th e illcome from that source was ex ceeded by 
th e combined receipts from the oth er li ves tock enterprises . Hog prices for 
the year ending l\Tarch 1, 1928 were low and thi s enterpri se did not con­
tribute as much to the fa rm receipts as would sometimes be obtained. Varia­
tions in emphasis on the differen t lives tock enterpri ses depends upon the 
pri ces anticipated as well as upon the type of soil and the contour of the 
land in so fa r as they affect the crops g rown, the pasture and building fa­
ciliti es a\·ailabl e, and the perso nal des ires of the farm er. 

O n the fa rms rang ing in size from 36 to 60 acres , 70 per cent o f th e live­
stock income came from cows, 7 per cent from hogs, 8 from sheep, and 
] 5 fr om poultry. O n the 141 to 180 acre farms, 60 per cent came from the 

Fig ur e 4.- A fa rm po ultry fl ock in Ea t o n Coullty . P o ultry is a ll im ­
po rt a n t min o r ent e rpri se in thi s a r ea, es peci a ll y o n th e s m a ll e r farm s. 
Th ere \\ as a n ave rage o f 67 h e ll S p e r fa rm OIl th ese 114 farm s. Th e 
e nt e r p ri s e acco un te d for 10 pe r ce n t of th e lives t ock r ece ipt s and s ix pe r 
ce llt of til l· l n ta l fa r lll rec e ipt:-; ill a dditi o n t o th e eggs Cl lld m ea t fo r ho m e 
u sc. 

c1 a iry, 17 f rum hogs, 15 f rom sheep, and 6 from poultry. Thus a somewhat 
gTeater di ve rsity is ev ident on th e large r farm units. O n the farm s of smaller 
acreages, g reate r emphasis was placed on the dairy and poultry enterpri ses . 
These more intensi\" e enterpri ses are necessary on the small farm as a 
means of increasing the size of the business by more full y utili zing the labor 
and capital. 

Tabl e 3 li sts the number and k inds o f li ves tock on t he higher profit and 
the lower profit farlll s o f th e different size g roups. :For example, the more 
successful farms in the 6 1-100 ac re g roup had :1n average of 6 cows and 
93 hens. Three kept one brood so w each , and two kept an ave rage o f 25 
ewes . On th e nine less success f nl fa rms o f the same size g roup, there were 
an a \"erage 0 f 4 cows and 64 hens. Se \'en o f th e nine kept one brood sow 
and three kept an a ve rage o f 20 ewes. The g ross in come pe r cow jn the 
same group was $ 196 for th e most pro flt ahle and $142 for the less profitah le 
g roup. Income per hen was $3.1 () and $ 1.5,) respectively. 
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The a\'crage yalue of the dairy products sulci per cow on the 114 farms 
was $] 06. The increase in cattle inventory plu s the sale of stock averaged 
$35 per cow. This made a gross return per cow of $141. ]'he average 
gross income from hogs on the per sow basis was $140, of the sheep on the 
ewe basis $10, and the g ross income per hen was $2. 17, for the entire num­
her of ] 14 farm s included in thi s survey. 

Table 3.-A summary of th e livestock e nte rpr ises on 114 farms in E aton County, 
showing the n u m bers a nd kind of livestock a n d t h e gross income per unit o f live ­
stock, on the higher a n d lower p rofi t fa rms in 1928. 

Groups 
Range in acres 

A (13 farms) 
37- 60 

B (32) 
61-100 

C (3.5) 
10 [-140 

D (lG) 
141-1 80 

E* (8) F (10) 
18 [- 220 22 [ and over 

----------~--I-------- ------ ----------- ~. - ---- -

Number of farms in lower and 4 high 4 low 9 high !J low 10 high 10 low 8 high 8 low 8 all 5 high 5 low 
higher profit groups 

----- --.--------------------------- - -

Farm illcoll1e.- .. .... . _ . : . ':' ... :. -SI, 0 [ [ 
Labor and ma.nagement wage . . . 680 
Acres in farm, average . . 55 

Average !lumber of cows . . .... . 
Dairy products sold per cow .. . 
( :attle increase per cow . 

G 
,. $ 123 

18 

$592 13[,540 
3~8 1,155 

5 1 8:1 

3 
~ IOO 

II 

G 
$134 

62 

------------- --- -- -- --

A verage number of SO Il'S on 

$562 $1,776 
15!) 1, 235 

77 122 

4 
$107 

35 

7 .2 
~118 

40 

$439 $2, 037 
- 66 1 250 
121 ' 156 

4 . 7 
$86 

25 

9 
$123 

48 

~804 ~1,409 $2 ,710 $1,496 
23~ 728 1 , 442 271 
161 202 339 272 

5 
$% 

20 

!J 
S98 

28 

13 
$ 122 

40 

11 
$75 

3:1 

(;::'~~i~c~~~~if~~J~ol~~g~,per so w (3~t~~ (~I\i :%~ ~( I~ ( 7i l~·t (~~ I~'~~ ~~~~ ~~\ ~ ( {j£ I~i~ (5il'~f (~l!i~ 

Average llumber of elVes on 
farmskeepingsheep .. (2)t 18 (l )t20 (2) 25 (3)20 (5) 4 1 (7)28 (7)4 1 (G)4l (3) 45 (4)96 (3)49 

Gross income from .sheep, per ewe $12 $ 13 $l(j $(.) $ 12 $6 $8 £S $20 $11 $14 

A verage number of hens . 
Gross income per hen .. 

83 66 93 G4 90 48 68 lig 63 70 83 
$1 90 $2 00 $3 Hj $1 53 $3 22 ~ 1 89 $1 78 :£ 1 67 :52 03 ~1 16 $2 07 

'Not enough farms in Group E to give a representative grouping of high and luw profit farms_ 
tN umber of farmers in the group keeping the stock Indicated is gin n in ( ). 

There were two outstanding factors noted in connection with the produc­
tion practices on the more successful farms. One factor is the crops program 
by means of which an attempt is made to produce much of the feed re­
quired by the livestock. IIigh protein hay in the form of alfalfa and high 
protein pasture in the form of sweet clover are imporbnt parts of the plan. 
T he second factor is the gene '~ l livestock breeding program over a period 
of years for the purpose of improving the quality and productiveness of 
the stock. Many of the less successful farmers had no such program, wen~ 
not particular as to the kind of sire used, and were likely to sh ift their plans 
f rom year to year. 

A lthough this analysis shows the importance of livestock, a farm operator 
should use care in increasing his herd and flock too rapidly. In some in­
stances, the operator may not be a livestock man or he may not have the 
proper housing facilities to adequately care for his stock. Before increas­
ing the number of stock on the farm, the operator should assure himself 
that he has the housing, the feed, the ability, and the willingness to take the 
care necessary to make the enterprise a profitable one. 
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\VHAT MAKES SOME FARMS PAY 

Concerning Crops in This Area 

In most all groups, the morc successfu l farmers grew a larger acreage of 
the feed crops, corn, alfalfa, oats, and barley, in connection with their large­
livestock program than did their less successful neighbors. They grew 1. 

small er acreage of wheat ~l11d beans than did the less successfu l farmers. 
Beans in 1927, however, were about two-thirds of a crop and thus the re­
turns from the crop were not as large as would sometimes be obtained, also 
the yields of co rn were much below the average. Thus, the profit from both 
the cash crop and the lives tock end of the farm business were affected by 
low yields. 

In Eaton county in 1925, about 23 per cent of the improved land in farms 
was in hay (2.2 per cent in alfalfa) 15 per cent in corn, 13 per cent in oats, 

Figure S.-Alfalfa is a profitab le feed crop in this r eg ion . In Eaton County 
in 1923, a:bOLit 23 percent of the improved land in farms was in hay. About 
10 per ce nt 'of the acreage in hay was in alfalfa. (Picture by Farm Crops 
Department). 

8 per cent in beans, 7 per cent in wheat, 1 per cent in rye, 1 per cent in 
barley, 1 . 1 per cent in potatoes, and 0.4 per cent in sugar beets. 

Table 4 shows the general crop plan of the higher and lower profit farms 
in each of the different size groups. Typical rotations fo und on these farms 
are: (1) clover, corn or beans, oats or barley, and wheat; (2) clover, corn, 
oats and wheat; (3) clover, corn, oats, sweet clover pasture, sugar beets, 
barley; and (4 ) corn or beans, oats, wheat, sweet clover, and with one field 
in alfalfa hay. 

A number of farms were studied which had a short and a long rotation. 
The short rotation was corn, barley or oats, sweet clover pasture; the long 
rotation was corn or beans, barley or oats seeded to alfalfa which was grown 
for three years. 
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Table 4.-The kind of crops, the average number acres of each and the yields per 
acre on the higher and lower profit farms of each size group in Eaton County. 

Cr()tlp~-nlllnber farm s in acres 
A ( 13) 
40- 60 

B (32) 
GHOO 

C (3 ,i ) 
1OH40 

D (16) 
14H 80 

Number of farm s in hi gher 4 high 4 low 9 high !l low 10 hi i!:h 10 lo w 8 high 8 low 
and lower profit groups 

F:mn income. .. $ 1,011 S5!J2 $ 1,540 $5 62 $ 1 , 775 $43!l $2, 037 $804 
C rops, ae res in . .. 36 40 57 47 73 7.i 95 82 

Wh eat, acres ... (2) *1:3 (3) 12 (7) 14 (5) 16 (7) 11 (9) 12 (0) 16 (li ) 1!l 
Beans, acres . . (2) 10 (4 ) 10 (9) 12 ((j ) 10 (,'i ) 14 (1 0) 17 (6) 16 (7) 2U 
Corn, a cr es ... 12 7 10 9 1.5 11 20 12 
Oa ts , acres . . 6 4 \J 9 I ,i 11 19 13 
Barley, acres. : : (1 ) *3 0 (2) 4 (2) 2 (4 ) 6 (4) 8 (2) 3 (2) 5 
Alfalfa , acreS . .... (2) *5 0 (4) 4 (:1 ) 8 (li ) () (3 ) 8 (Ii) 10 (2) 12 
Other hay, ac res ::] JO 12 1(j 16 Iii 14 
Pasture, not wood:s : . 6 14 15 26 29 44 45 

---------.~---~- --- --- --------- -- -----

Yield per acre--Wh e:1l, htl .. 20 2-l 3 1 2S :]2 24 32 28 
Beall s , bu 12 1:3 10 II 10 (j \J !l 
Oats, bu . 51 4(j 45 :3,1 43 38 44 3(; 
Barley, bu .. .. (I ) *GO ( 1) *14 (:3) 27 (4) ;30 (4) :lti (2) 5!l (2) 25 
Hay , to ns. 1.4 1.4 2 0 I . ii I (i 1:\ I 7 1 . li 

*Nulllber of Ll/'Jn crs g row in g; the crop i ' ldi ~a l ed is give ll ill hrackets ( ) . Tll c fi gure followin g ( 
:H' r r~1gc of tlt e crop Oil tlt e Ltnns growing it. 

E (8) F ( 10) 
18 1- 220 22 l a nd o \"(~r 

5 high !i low 

$1 ,40!l $2, 710 $ 1,4% 
III 160 ]:17 

(6) 27 28 32 
(6) 25 (4) 28 (5) 2!J 

1!J 30 18 
10 28 25 

(2) 1.5 (2) 10 (I ) 4 
(2) 19 (:l) 2\J ( I ) 25 

JR 25 24 
51 148 (i0 

--_.- ---- ----

30 2!l 25 
\J 10 X 

41 40 4ti 
(2) :3 7 (2) 23 ( I ) 44 

1.G 1.4 Itj 

-----

) "ltows th c :!v er'agp 

The producti on per acre o f the maj or crops was 111 most all cases higher 
with th e more success ful farm ers . This is brought out clcarly in the yield 
fi gu res shown in the lower half 0 f Tahle 4. 

F or the most part, the yields o f wheat on the m ore profitable fa rms Cl\ ' (T ­

aged from three to eig ht bushels more per acre than on the less profitabl e 
farms in the same size g roups, beans yielded two to four bushels more, and 
oats five to ten bushels more than on the le.')s success ful farm s. In other 
words , for success ful operati on o f th e farm , it is necessary that the operato r 
ubtain good y ields per acre and a good producti on per animal. 

Lime is being used with pro fit on some farm s o f this r egi on. O n other 
farm s, howeve r, alfalfa and the clovers are being grown success fully with ­
out the additional u se o f lime. \iVhere new seedings o f these crops are t o 
be made the surface soil and the suhsoil should be tes ted to determine whether 
or not linie should be add ed . Commercial fertili ze r is commonly u sed on 
wheat. A small er number o f farm ers fe rtili ze their spring g rains and corn, 
O hservati ons and the experi ences 0 f r ecent yea rs, are showing the value 0 f 
thi s practi ce and the u se of commercial fe rtili ze rs for all crops is increasing . 

Labor and Power Efficiency 

The labo r effi ciency on these farm s, as measured by the amount o f work 
actuall y accompli shed, was from SO to 100 per cent higher on the farms 0 f 
the higher profi.t g roups than on the farm s in the lower profit g roups. 'rhi s 
was clue largely to the better organization of the farm business and to a 
larger volume as a r esult 0 E more li vestock. more acres o f crops, ancl other 
factors which increase the size of the farm business and improves the di stri ­
huti on of labor throughout the year. 

Since labor is o ne of the maj or costs o f farm operations it is necessary that 
an ad equate amount 0f productive w ork he provided at all times of the 
year in order to make the bes t use 0 f the availahl e lahor. 'fh e more suc-
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cess [ul farms, as may be uiJsenecl [rolll Table 5, have better labor eJ1iciency 
than the Jess success ful farms. l\ luch 0 f this m;ty be accounted for by the 
proper organization of the business. A n adequate amount of productive 
livestock provides winter work, with the result that ayailable labor may be 
profitably employed th roug-h()ut th e year. Se\'era l places were vi sited where 
three or four hours 0 f work a clay in the winter would complete all the 
necessary tasks . 

Table 5.-This summary shows the average number of acres operated per farm 
in the higher and lower profit groups of the different size groups, as well as farm 
income, man equivalent, labor efficiency, number of power units and the distribution 
of tractors and trucks on these farms in Eaton Cou.nty. 

Acres 
Farm 

Man Prod uctive Crop ;.I umher N umhl'/' No. power 
CroupR operate' I eq ui n tl enL work da'y ~ acreH with wit.h units per 

( 'L\"Cra~e) in come 
P CI' I":Lnn per man pcrm :l ll tracto r' (rul'k hnn (apx .) 

~------ --- - ---- - - -

(A) 4 high . :i'i $ 1, 011 1.0 2·Hl 5:') 
4 I()w . :i l :i!J2 I I In:j 41i 

(B ) fJ hi ~h . S:l I , ;j~0 1. 2 2:")7 ~ ," 
!l Inw . 77 r, fi2 I I 2:! fI ,!:; 

tel 10 high . 12:l 1,77n 1.2 :UH liO 
10 low . . 12 1 ~:l!l I;' 2:!H SO 

( I) ) R hiAh . l :i li :! , 0:17 :J;i:i fl5 
,\"~ low IliI HO,t 2(;" -IH 

(I ,:) R all . .. :202 I , -IO!I I n 21 i7 :;7 

(1' ) :; high . :n!l :! , 7 10 ~ :l :l ! 7 iO 
Ii low . :!.7'2 1, 4!Jli :!. 2 2," 1 (i2 

L_ - - --

The measure o f man labor eAlci enc\' used in this stucl y was the number 
of producti \·c work clays per man per yea r . I )rocluctiye' work is labo r on 
producti\'e Ji\'estock and crops. J\ productiye man work clay is the amount 
of producti\'c work accomplished on th e (l\'e ragc hy one man in ten hours. 
I n the explanation of terms on pages 21 and 22 is found the basis for cle ­
termining man lal)()r effi ciency. J t is usually consicl ered that a fairly effi­
cient man clues an am(Junt of work that coulcl he accomplished in about 300 
procluctiye work clays per year . The a \'e rage of the 114 farms give 269 
proclucti \'e work days per man. J t will be noted in Croup A, Table ] ] b, that 
th ere are onl y ]97 proclucti\'e work days per year per man. In the group 
H the ;werage goes up to 226. I t is nut until wc r each Group C that we 
approach an effici ency of lahor that is mo re than th e average. J n Group D 
we find the ,we rage productive work clays per man to be nearly 300, and 
in Croup F it exceeds the 300 mark. 

i \ nothcr m easure 0 f the cFhcienc\' of man labor is the number of acres of 
crops per worker. On th e 114 far~11s, an average of 53 acres of crops were 
worked per man. 'In Group "'\. which contains th e sma ll est of the farms, a 
man handled 40 acres ()f crops and in Croup F. which contains the largest 
() f t h('sc farms. a man handled 66 acres () f crops. 

Tractors 

Onc-third o f th ese 11 4 farms had tractors. Table 5 prcsents an inter­
est ing study on th e distrihution of power equipment on the larger and small er 
farms. Not m<1.ny tract()rs were Oil farms he1()w th e C g roup of 141. to 180 
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acres in size. In this group, one-half of the farmers owned a tractor. In 
the F group, farms of over 220 acres, eight farmers out of 10 owned tractors. 

One of the maj or questions concerned in the purchase of a tractor is 
whether or not the size of business is large enough to pay for the operation 
of this type of power equipment. Higher efficiency in the use of tractor 
power is obtained on the larger farms. Thus it would seem in most cases 
that a farmer needed a larger farm than the average before the tractor and 
accompanying equipment would be a profitable unit in the farm business. 

The introduction of the tractor requires many adjustments in the power and 
equipment program on the farm. Unless the operator senses the adjustments 
to be made and changes his business accordingly, he will not often obtain 
the anticipated satisfactory financial returns as a result of this major in­
vestment. 

A somewhat common practice on a number of these farms was to hire a 
man and tractor to do some of the fall and spring plowing. The advantage 
of th'is practice on many farms is quite evident. By hiring some or all of 
the plowing done, it removes the peak load of the wcrk required of the 
horses . One farmer was vis ited who had plowed during one year with his 
tractor and equipment over 150 acres for his neighbors. Thus the farmer 
operating a smaller business may often avail himself of some of the advan­
tages of additional power without having the disadvantage 0 f the higher 
overhead charges. 

This same :1rrangemellt is fo llowed even to a greater extent with the 
t ruck. Only ] 7 0 [ the 1] 4 farmers owned trucks. Many of the small 
trucking jobs, such as hauling hogs, wool, and grain to market were handled 
by neighbors owning trucks or by regular truckers, usually on a weight and 
mil e basi s. This was thought l)y many farmers to be the most satisfactory 
way of handling this phase of their marketing program. The automobile 
on the farm in most in stances is used for transporting many of the small er 
articl es to and from the market. 

Expenses and Net Decreases 

One 0 f the interesting developments in this study was the fact that the 
expenses plus net decreases on the more profitable farm s were but little 
more than on the less profitable farms of the same size groups. On the 
other hand, there was a difference of $500 to $1,500 in receipts plus net 
increases in favor of the more profitable groups. Thus, it would appear 
as though the overhead expenses on the farms of similar size in this area 
remain, on the average, fairly constant. 

The advisability of increasing the volume of business or readjusting the 
emphasis on the various enterprises to obtain greater sales and a better effi­
ciency of labor and capital is evident. On the well-managed farm, the re­
sulting added expense due to the increased business is small compared to the 
increased receipts resulting therefrom. 

How Some Farms Were Organized and Managed 

In order to illustrate more clearly how some of the factors affecting the 
financial returns of the farm business work in practice, the records from 
six farms in this area are now presented. These farms are fairly typical 
of three size groups, the 80 acre, the 140 acre and the 200 acre groups. The 
farms selected are not jn all cases the ones which made the highest and the 
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T able G.-The relation o f e x penses and net decrease s to the total re ceipts plus n e t 
increases on the hi g her and lower pro fit farms in Eaton County. 

Total Tolal ltate Operalor'~ 
Acres receiplH expenses Farm earned on labor and 

(;rnups operated inve~t- Jnanag('-
(al'(- ragp) plus net pillS net in come ment" menl, increases decreascH pel' cent wagp~ 

--- - -.- ----------- ---- --------- --_. ----
(A) 4 high . !)5 $1,77 1 $760 $ 1,011 4.4 $680 

4 low 51 1 ,23 1 (j3\) 592 - 2 . 5 338 

(H) 9 high 83 2 ,523 083 1,.540 10 . 7 1 , 1!i5 
9 low . 77 1 ,371 809 562 2 . 0 159 

(e) 10 high .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122 2 ,842 1 , 066 1,776 0 .8 1,235 
10 low. : . 12 1 1 , 052 1,213 439 - 2 .8 - (jO 

( D) il high. 156 3,G33 l,.')9G 2 ,037 8 .4 1 ,250 
S low 161 2,329 1 ,525 804 0 . 7 233 

(I!: 8 alL .... . . .... 202 3,3 10 1,00 1 l ,40Q 4.5 728 

(F) [j high. 330 5,886 3,176 2,710 7 . 8 1,44 2 
!i low ... .. . . . . . . . . . .... 272 4, 155 2 ,65!) 1,496 3 .2 27 1 

luwest returns for the groups represented, although t.hey are from the high 
and the low profit classes. An attempt was made, in so far as possible, to 

. select two farm s t.hat were comparable [rom each group. Many of the 
l()wer proflt [arms were in that g roup through no particular fa ul t of t.he 
operator. For exampl e, one of the farmers in t.hat g roup was sick for three 
mont hs of t.he year studiecl; several olhers were just completing their first 
years' operat ion for this par ticular farm and did not have things organized 
as they eventuall y will have; and other owners were t.oo old to farm as ag­
gress ively as wOl1l d a younger man. 

. The 80 Acre Group 

The higher profit farm selected from this group was an 80 acre farm with 
G4 acres in crops. The lower profit farm contained 100 acres of which 74 
were in crops. 

The organization and general business record of these two smaller farms 
is shown in Table 7. The records o f farm N o. 1, with the higher returns 
are on the left and the records concerning farm No.2, with the lower re­
turns are in the column to the right in the table. It may be noted that the 
total receipts from farm No. 1 were $4,049 for the year as compared with 
a total of $1,796 for farm No. 2. The operator of farm No. 1 received 
about $1,759 for his labor, and management, whereas the operator of the 
other farm received only $114, a difference of $1,645. 

In comparing the size of business conducted on these farms, one would 
note that the farm with the higher return had a smaller investment in ma­
chinery, 1 less power unit, 4 more cows, and 80 more hens. The returns 
per cow, on both of these farm s were high, but the farm with the lower re­
t urn. only had 3 cows . The retu rns from the poultry on the first farm was 
$322 in contrast with practically no income from poultry on the farm with 
the lower returns. 

The cropping systems and yields per acre on the two farms are also worthy 
of study. The general program and crop rotation of farm No.1 are good and 
the yields for all crops are 111uch higher than on farm No.2. Farm No.2 
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Table 7.- A summary table w h ich !: hows the s ize and organization of the farm 
business as w eill as the crop yie!d s and production of ' livestock on two smaller 
farms, one of SO acres a nd one of 100 acres, which show a m :uked difference in 
financ ial returns . . 

Total receipts p l u ~ net ill crcclSCs 
'I;otal ex pellses plus li d derceclscs 
I'arm II lcome . . . . . . . . . 
L:1bor ami management wa~e .... . 
H.ate eClrllcd 0 11 ill vestment , per ('r ll l 

Size: 
Capi tal invested .... . . 
Acres in farm opera ted . 
Number of men 
Acres in crops. . . . .. . . . 
In ves tment in machinery 
Number of power uni ts . 
NumiJer of cows .. 
NUl nber of sows 
Numher of hens 

I'rodudi on of lives t.ock: 
( "L1l le n 'eeipls tota l I",r "ow 

Dairy products ppr C<l W 

Cattle increClse per cow. . .. 
C:ross returns frolll hOl(s per sow . 
Umss ret.uflls from pou llr.v pcr h ~ n 

Acres and kinds of crops: 
Wheat 
B Cel li s 
( 'Ufll . 
Oat>! 
AILdfa . 
(: I" ver 

Yi, 'lds of crops: 
Wh eat. 
Bealls . 
Oats . . .. .. .. . 
AILdb (in Ions pr r clI· r" l. 
(,Iov(' r hay 

Source of income: 
Per cent from Sel le of crops . 
J'er cent fmm livestock . 

Pcr cent tha t operating ex penses arc of gross farm income 

No . 1 

A sm:1 J1 
brm with 

high 
returlls 

$.! , 01!l 
I , Gflf) 
2 :1.10 
1: 7.5!l 

I:U~ 

$ 11 ,R23 
SO 

1. :1 
li4 

$fl 17 
:l 
7 
o 

Ion 

No.2 

A small 
farm wi th 

low 
return s 

$ 1, 7!lG 
1, III ;j 

Ii!) I 
II .! 

- 0 . :1 

$ 11 . !i% 
Ino 

I 
7·1 

$ 1 ') j' ? 
. . - ' ~ 

:1 
:! 

20 

$:!\I:1 $:HI 
17!) l il l 
11 4 (iO 

o 7~ 
:1. 2:l HOII I~ us!' 

only 

I :! :!s 
12 !) 
12 S 
1:1 10 
:1 ~ 

12 10 

:1 1 :! I 
18 8 
Ii:l 4S 
4 I ':) 

:l . !i 1. :1 

34 

4-l 
4!) 

G2 

depends upon crops for a higher proporti on o f its total income and ap ­
parently the cropping plan is less de hnite and the crop yields are low in con­
trast to farm No.1 . O n farm No . 1, about 28 per cent o f the total farm 
receipts come f rom crops and 68 per cent fr om liYes tock, whereas on farm 
N() . 2 , crop s<t les fu rni sh 44 pe r cent and lives tock: 49 per cent. 

The 140 Acre Group 

The total number o f <t(TeS in each o f th ese two farm s wh ich rep resent 
th e medium-sized g roup a re near ly equal. There are 135 acres in N o. 3, 
th e farm with the hi gher returns , and 140 acres in No. 4, the farm with the 
lower returns . The ac res in crops were 70 to ]08 respectively. 

Tah le R shows the organ ization and retu rns from these two farm s F arm 

No.3 had a total in come of $4, 
ill g to $2.41 9 from farm No. 
e \·cr. are nearly equal. vVith 
No.4 th ey were 65 per cent 
operatur of the higher profit f 
managcment , whil e th e operato 

The hi gher pro fit farm had 
ewes , 3 less brood sows, and 
farm. The total r eturns per ( 
No . 4 th ey were $11 6. T hi s i 
that No .4 had 6 less cows than 

T able S.-A summary table wi 
business as well as the crop yieJ 
m edium size , one of 135 acres and 
in financial r eturns. 

ToLal receipts plus net. increases . . 
Total ~xpell ses plus net decrea,ses. 
], arm IIlcome . . .. . ..... .. ... . . . 
Labor and management wage . . . 
Rate earned on investment , per cent .. 

Sizc: 
Ca.pi tal ill veslec i . 
Acres in farm opera. ted 
Number of men . 
Acres ill ('. rop8 . ...... . . . . . 
J nvestment ill machin ery .... . 
Number of po wer units . .. . 
Number of cows . 
Number of ewes .. 
Number of SOWR . 
Number of hens .. 

Product Ion of livestock: 
CaWe receipts tota l per cow ..... 

Dai rv products per cow . . . 
CH.lt.le increa.se per cow. . . . . . .. 

Gross return s from sheep per ewe . 
Close returns from hogs per sow . 
Gross returns from poul try per hen . . . 

Aeres and kind of crops: 
Whcat .. 
B('ans . . . . . .. . . . . . . 
Corn . 
Oa.t s . .. ..... . 
Sugar b ;cts . . . . 
Alfalfa ... . . 
},! ixed hay. 

Yields of crops: 
Wh cat .. 
·Rea ns .. 
Oats .... .. . 
SIIC:ar bcrt.,. . . . . . 
Alfalfa (in tonR per acre) 
~!\ xrrl hay. 

• 'ourre of iIlf'o rn e: 
Per cent from Rale of crops . 
Per cent from livestock . 

Pcr cent that operating expenses are of gross farm 
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No.3 hac! a lotal in come of $4,540, as compared with gross receipts amount­
ing to $2.419 from farm No.4. The expenses for these two farms, how­
e\'cr, arc nearly eq ual. "\iVith No.3 the expenses were 39 per cent, and 011 

No.4 they were 65 per cent of the gross farm income. As a result, the 
operator of the higher profit {arm received $1,835 for his years' work and 
management , while the operator on the other farm received only $20l. 

The higher profit farm had one more power unit , 6 more cows, 18 more 
ewes , 3 less brood sows, and a little less hired help than the lower profit 
farm . The total returns per cow on farm No . 3 were $150, and on farm 
No. 4 they were $ ] 16. This is signifi cant, especially when it is considered 
that No.4 had 6 less cows than No.3. 

Table 8.-A summary table which shows the size and organization of the farm 
business as well as the crop yields and production of livestock on two farms of 
medium size, one of 135 acres and one of 140 acres, which sho·w a marked difference 
in financial returns. 

Total receipts plus net incrcascs .. ... 
~otal ~xpenses pl us net decreascs. 
1· arm Illcome .... . .......... . 
Labor and managcment wage ...... . 
Rate earned on investment , per cent . 

Size: 
Capital investcd ..... . 
Aere~ in farm opcratcd 
Numher of mcn . 
Acres in ('rops .. 
Tnvcstmcnt in machin cry . 
Numhcr of power units. 
Numbcr of cows 
Numbcr of ewes. 
Numbcr of SOWR 

Number of hens. 

Prodllction of li\'cstock: 
Cattlc rceeipts lota I pcr cow .. 

Oairv products per cow .. 
Cattle incrcasc per cow . . . . .. .. 

Gross returns from sheep per ewc .. 
(' lose returns from hogs per sow ..... 
Gross returns from poul try per hcn . 

Aeres and kind of crops: 
Wheat .. 
Beans. 
Corn . 
Oat s .... . ... . .... . 
Sugar b oets. 
Alfalfa ... 
Mixed hay . 

Yields of crops: 
" 'heat. 
Beans. 
Oat s. ... .... . ........ . . 
I' Il r:ar beet.s. . . .. .. . 
A Ifal f~ (in tOIlR prr aerc) . . . . ... .... . . 
Mixrd ha)r 

SOllrcr, of irwomc: 
rer cent from Bale of crops. 
Per cent from livestock. 

Per cent that operating expenses are of gross farm incomc 

No.3 No.4 

A medium A medium 
size farm si7.e farm 

with higher with lower 
returns returns 

$4 , .540 
1.7.'j.1 
2,785 
1. 831i 

10 .8 

$18, fH14 
1:].1 
1. Ii 
iO 

$1,001 
!) 

10 
5Ci 
1 

100 

~ 1 .10 
J2i 

2:1 
11 

1.16 
210 

Hi 
7 

13 
12 
9 

12 

42 
55 

39 

$2,410 
I ,lin 

84i 
201 
1.0 

$12, !J I G 
1-10 
Ifl 
lOR 

$800 
4 
-1 

;)1\ 
4 

100 

$11 6 
78 
3.') 
n 

111 
2 20 

28 
3 

17 
10 

26 
n 

40 

,r. 
!.'i 

:)0 

6\J 

65 
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The croppillg system is somewhat more uniform on the higher profi~ 
farm. The yields are considerably h igher for all crops. A bont the same 
amount of commercial fertilizer was used on both farms. 

]'vfan labor was about 80 per cent more efficient on farm No.3. This was 
due mainly to hiring less help, keeping more livestock, and growing 1110re in­
tensive crops. 

The 200 Acre Gr oup 

The two larger farms selected to represent the differences found in the 
earnings fr0111 farms arc 200 and 189 acres in size with 125 and 136 acres in 
crops respectively. 

In Table 9 will be found the records of the organization and busi-

Table 9.-A sum mary t a ble which shows t he s ize and organization of the farm 
business as well as the c r op yields and production of livestock on two larger farms. 
one of 200 acres and one of 189 acres, which show a marked difference in financial 
returns. 

Total receipts pIns net increases .. 
Total expenses plus net decreases. 
Farm income . .. . .... . .. . . .. . 
Lahor and mana~emcnt wage . . . . . .. 
Rate earned on investment, per cent .. 

Size: 
Capital invested . . . .. . 
Acres in farm operated. 
Number of men . .. .... . 
A cres in crons .. . ... .. . . . 
Investment in machinery 
Number of power units . . 
Number of cows . . . ... . 
Number of ewes . .. . .. . 
N urn ber of sows . . . . . . 
Number of hens . . 

Production of livestock: 
Cattle receipts total per cow . . . ....... . ...... . . . ..... .. . . 

Dairy products per cow ..... .. . . . . ... .. . ... .... . ..... . 
Cattle increase per cow . . .. .. .. ... . . . ....... . ..... . " . ... ..... .. . 

Gross returns from sheep per ewe. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......... .. . . .. ... . . 
Gross returns from hogR per sow . ...... . .... . .... . .... . . . ..... . . .. . . .. . .. . . 
Gross returns from poultry per hen . .. . .. . .. . . . ... . . 

Acres and kinds of crops : 
Wheat ..... .. .... .... ... . . . .. .. . . ... . . .. . .... . 
Beans . . . .. .. . . ........... . ..... . .. . . .. ....... . 
Corn .. .. .... .... .. ...... .... .. . . . .. . . .. ... . ...... .. . 
Oats . .. ... . ... . . . ... . .. . ..... . . . ........ . . . . . . . . .. ... . 
Alfalfa . . . . ..... .. ... . ... .. . .......... . 
Mixed hay .. . ... . . . ....... . ... . .. ... .. .. . . . . . . .. . 

Yields of crops : 
Wheat. . . .. ... .. .. ... .. . .. . . ... .... . ... . ... .. . .. . .... . .. .. . .... .. . 
Beans .. .. . .... . . .. . . . .. . ................. . . . ... . . . .. . . . .... ... . . 
Oats . . ... ... ... . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. .. .. ... . ..... .. .. .... . . .. .. . . . . ........... ... .... . .... . . . 
Alfalfa (in tons per acre) ..... . ... . . 
Mixed hay ... .. . ......... ... ..... . .. ... .. . . . . .. ..... . . 

Sonrce of income: 
Per cent from sale of crops .. .. . .. . ... . . . .... ... . . .. ...... . . 
Per cent from livestock . . .. . .. .. . . . ... . .... ..... . ... .. . . . . ... . . ... . . .. .. . ... .. . . .. .. . . ... . 

Per cent that operating expenses are of gross farm income .. ..... . . ..... . .. . . . , .. ... ... . . .... .... . 

No.5 No.6 

A larger A laq(cr 
farm farm 

with higher with lower 
retu rn s returns 

$Ii,!)fi!) 
2,nO l 
:).6"g 
2 .423 

11 .8 

$24 , R[)!) 
200 

2 .2!i 
12ii 

$[ , fiOO 
6 !i 

10 
4R 

fi 
30 

$178 
137 
40 
32 

140 
2 .87 

30 
7 

35 
21 
28 

~.~ 

12 
61 

2 .5 

2.5 
73 

55 

$2,3\l~ 
1,437 

[)!i" 
40!i 
2.2 

$11 ,0 12 
Isn 
2 .0 
13() 

$700 
8.0 

f) 

2g 
2 

70 

$100 
100 

o 
1~ 
47 

.86 

23 
48 
17 
30 

18 

27 
8 

25 

50 
47 

68 
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ness on these farms for a year. The farmer with the higher returns, No. S, 
had a total income amounting to about $6,500, whereas the farmer with the 
lower returns, No.6, did a business .of about $2,400 gr.oss income. The 
difference is $3,100. The oper2..tor of farm No. 5 received about $2,400 
for his labor and management for the year and the operator of farm No.6 
received $400. This is a difference of about $2,000 in the labor and manage­
ment wage earned by the respective operators. 

On farm No.5 the amount of capital invested was over twice as much 
as on No.6. There was twice as much machinery but a smaller number 0 f 
power units. The higher profit farm had 4 more cows, 20 more ewes, 4 more 
brood sows, and a little more help. The returns per cow on No.5 was $178, 
as compared with $100 on farm No.6. The returns per ewe and per S.oW 
were also higher. 

Farm No.6 was more of a crop proposition than was No.5. The former 
had more beans and oats. No. 6 evidently had a better balanced cropping 
program which was fairly well adapted to his labor supply and to the live­
stock which he attempts to maintatin from year to year. Crop yields on the 
higher profit farm, No.5, are much higher than on No.6, especially in the 
case of wheat and oats. 

On farm No.5, about 25 per cent of the total farm receipts came from 
the sale of crops and 73 per cent from li vestock, while on No. 6 about 50 
per cent was derived from crops and 47 pe r cent from livestock. 

SUPPLEMENT 

Explan'ation of Terms 

'The 1<arm-The individual farm and the equipment 'associated with it are 
the basis for studies in making this farm analysis. If additional land was 
rented, it was considered as part of the farm in measuring the size of the 
business but was not classed as part of the investment. Land rented out 
was considered as part .of the landlord's investment. Where the entire farm 
was rented, record. were tabulated on the basis of a single farm unit and 
corresponding investment and no attempt was made to work out the tenant's 
or landlord's share. 

Farm Investment- The farm investment includ es all land owned, buildings 
except the ope rator's dwel li ng house, li vestock, machinery, feeds, and sup­
pli es. 

Bu ildings-Build ings were charged at the flat rate of 2.5 per cent on 
est imated value. 

Tractor, Auto, and Truck- Depreciation on tractors was figured on the 
basis of average li fe of 6.5 years or 15 per cent an nually. A utomobiles and 
trucks on basis of six years or about] 7 per cent annually. 

O ther Farm Machinery- A ll other machinery was depreciated at the rate 
of 10 per cent on the original investment. 

Farm Income-The net farm income is the difference between the farm 
receipts and expenses, taking into consideration changes in inventory and 
allowing pay for farm work perfo rmed by members of the fam ily other than 
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the operator as an expense. It represents what a farm has made as interest on 
the capital invested and as pay for the operator's labor and management. 

Rate Earned on Investment- Rate earned on investment was determined 
by deducting $720 (an arbitrary figure allowed for operato r 's wage) from 
the net farm income and dividing the resulting figure by the total invest­
ment. 

Operator's Labor and Management vVage-Operator's labor and manage-­
ment wage was determined by deducting an interest charge of 5 per cent 
on capital invested from the net farm income. This represents what the 
farmer receives for his labor and management after deducting a normal in­
ventment charge. This is an arbitrary method and the results only serve 
as a basis of comparison of income from various farms. 

l\lan Equivalent per Farm-This figure was obtained by including the 
total number of months of labor employed, the months of unpaid family 
labor, and 12 months for the operator. This total was divided by 12 to 
put it on the hasis of one year. Thus if a man was hired for six months, 
this six months plus 12 for the operator would g ive 18. This divided by 12 
would give a man equivalent of 1.5. 

Productive \;V ork Days per J\ 1 an-This figure was obtained on the basis 
that it requires on the average two ten-hour days of productive work' per 
acre of grain , four per acre of beans, one per acre of hay, 15 days per dairy 
cow. one-hal f day per sheep, and three ten-hour days of productive work 
per brood sow. These figures were obtained from labor records on a large 
Ilumber of fa rms where cost account records have been kept and represent 
on the average the amount of productive work a man should do in 10 hours. 

Power Units- One horse was considered as a power unit. A light truck 
was considered as replacing one-half horse, a 10-20 tractor as replacing two, 
and a 15-30 tractor as replacing three horses. These were all added to­
gether on this hasis to obtain the number uf power units on the farm. The 
power eq uipment would und oubted ly do more work if there was wurk to 
be dOlle than would the number () f horses replaced. Records 0 ( (l larg::' 
numher of farms, however, show that the power equipment which is li sted 
replaces on the (l\'erage the numher uf horses which are listed ahO\'e. 

Complete Analysis For the 101 to 140 Aore Farms 

The farms in this study ranged in size from 37 to 580 acres . The 580 
acre farm included two farms under one management, one of 400 acres wa.' 
used entirely for pasture. The 1110st common size of farm was found in the 
group of farms ranging in size from 101 to 140 acres. 

A detailed report, identical to Tables lOa and ] Ob, was prepared for each 
group, and one copy returned to each of the co-operating farmers. That copy 
contained the figures for the indi vidual farmer written in the colum11 headed 
"your farm." Thus each operator not only had an analysis of his own husi ­
ness, but had it in such a form as would be comparable with the average, 
as well as with the most profitable and the least profitable farms in his group. 
J-Je cou ld also compare his business with the business of groups of farms 
of: different size in the same community. 

In order to keep this report from being too large and detailed, the com­
plete report of only one group will he included, Since the 101-140 acre 
group includes the largest numher of farms it was selected as being 1110st 
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Table lOa-Farm business anaiysl 
Benton and Oneida Townships, 

CapitJi iIl H stmcnt s--Total 

Land and buildin!!s Icss dwellill~ 
Machiner'Y and Pll uipmcnl 
Fecd and suppli Cfi 
Li"cst,()ck-- Tot 31 

Horscs and mulcs 
Catlle 
Sheep . 
Hogs 
roultry .. 

Hcccipt s and net incfcases --Total 

('rop s~ lc~ 
Per cent of total income . . . 

Livestock receipts and net increases or decreases . 
Pcr cent of tota l income . 

Horses 
Cattle . 
Sheep 
Hogs . 
Poultry .. .. . . .. 

Increase in feed s and supplies 
Ot.h er sources 

Expcrl ses and nel, decreasps- Total 

Hired Lahor 
Tvbehin ery depreciat.ion 
Buildings, excep t dwelling 
Taxes and insurane.e 
Decre;r se in feeds a nd supplies . 
Other curren! expenses 

Heccip! s less expenses - (farm ineome) 

Per rent that farm operating cx penseii arc uf ~rn~ 
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typical of the area. Tahles lOa and lOb. are presented to show the general 
method of analys is used in this study. 

The first table, lOa, is designed to show the financial side of the business 
which includes th e ilwest mcnts, receipts plus net in creases, expenses plus 
net: decreases. and farm income. J t als() shows the distribution of t he capital 
between land and buildings, machinery a ne! equipm ent. feed and supplies. 
and in total livestock as well as the ~var i o us classes th erein. 

U nder receipts ane! net increases is shown the proportion 0 £ income from 
t he sale of crops ane! f r0111 the receipts from Ii vestock. The livestock r eceipts 
are di\·ided to show the source from each class o f li vestock. 

The second tablc, lOb, still ca rri es the four column s to show the average 
for the 35 farms as well as the a \'e rage () f the 10 m()s t profitabl e and the 
10 least profitabl e farms. Thi s table is designed to show the various factors 
which affect th e hnancial returns from th e farm husiness. These factors 
are. size of husin ess. crop yie lds , amount and pruduction of li vestock, man 
lahor efhciency , and power cf11ciency. 

Ta.ble lOa-Farm business analyses on farms ranging from 101 to 140 acres in 
Benton and Oneida Townships, Eaton County for year ending March 1, 1928. 

==========-=-=-~~==~==~~------------------==-===~========~~===== 

Ca ri h l iny cstmcnts - Tolal 

Land and buildin gs less dwcllin g . 
Machinr,ry and cCj uipm!'nt .. 
!ieerl and suppli es 
Li lcst.ock - Tot al .. 

Horses and mul cs 
Cat tl e . . ~ 
Sheep . 
Hogs . 
Poultry . 

Hcreipt s and net iTl(Tcascs - To ta l. 

('ropsl. Ic~ . ~~ .. ~ ~ . 
Per cent of tot a. l in comc ~ .. . . ~ . ~ ~ . 

Livest.ock receipts and net increases or decrcascs . . 
Per ccnt of tolal incolll C. ~ 

Horses .. ~ 
Cattlc ~ . 
Sheep .~. 
Hog~ . ~ 
Poultr.v .. ~ ~~~ ~ ~~~ .. ~ . 

I ncreasc in fceds and supplies 
Ot.her sources . 

Expenses anti !let dccreasrs ~-To l a l . 

Hircd Labor ~ . ..... . 
Machin ery deprcria(.ion . .. 
Buildings. exeept dwelling . 
Taxes and insumn('e ... ~ .. ~ 
Decrease ill feeds and supplics .. 
Ot hcr current rxpcnses. 

Hereipt s Irss cx pr l\f;es (farm inc·om!' ). 

Per ccnt, tI,at farm operatin g ex penses arc uf gross in ('o nl c 

Your 
farm 

- -

Average 
of 3;; 
farms 

--~-

l! 11,06.') 

8 . ;j!l4 
8!l4 
178 

1,:3Un 

30:3 
702 
2.57 

(is 
72 

$2 .:3 86 

895 
:38 

1.276 
5~ 

I 
782 
Ifl3 
145 
155 
48 

167 

~ I .24G 

~22 
If}!l 
70 

20.1 

~ I . 14(1 

A veragc (,f A veragc I f 
10 most 10 l eJ~t 

profit.able profi tahl e 
farms farm s 

----

~ I O.lnO $10 , lO7 

S. 161 7,011 
8:35 8:iS 
182 14 1 

1.6.52 1. 164 

:302 26(1 
\150 .554 
26 1 210 
42 .'\ 1 
!l7 .'i0 

']:2 , 842 ~ I. 052 

!l ll 6·11 
:32 :H) 

I ,RI7 ,~!l6 

61 54 

14 
I.I:)S .582 

242 117 
1.50 134 
287 !)I 
40 4!1 
74 ;i (j 

-- -- -- -

~ 1 .066 ~ I ,2 1:l 

146 20fj 
17n 188 
n 57 

202 l ilO 

..I(ili 522 

~ I . ii6 
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Table IOb.-Important factors affecting the returns from the farm business which 
serve for a study of your business. 

You r 
farm 

A" cnli;C 
of 35 
far JlJ ~ 

A '"Crage uf A vcrage (If 
JO mo~t 10 least 

profi table profitablc 
farm s farm s 

-------------------- - ---- ---- -------

Rate earned on investm cnt (per cent.) .. .. 
Operator's labor and management wage. $ . 

3.8 
$.587 

9.8 
$ 1,235 

- 2 . 8 
$- 66 

---------_._---- ------------------- ---- ---- --------

Sizc of business: 
Capital invested .... _ .. 
Acres in fa rm, operated . 
Acres in erops ... 
Number of cows . 
i\,r an equivalent . . .. . . . . 
Number of power units . . 

$ 11 , 065 
J25 
80 

6 
14 

4 

$ 10 ,830 ~1O , 107 
J22 J 21 

73 76 
7 6 

1.2 1..5 
4 4 

--------------- ---------------- ---- ----- ---- ----

Crop data: 
Yield per acre: 

Wheat--bllshels . 
Beans- bushels .. 
Barley- bushels . 
Oat~ -bushels . 
Hay - to ns .. 

Acres in crops- (most common): 
Corn .... 
Wheat . 
Bealls .. _ .. _ .. .. ...... .. 
Barley_ . 
Oats ___ . 
Alfa lfa . . 
Clover . . . ... . 
Mixed Hay . 

Per cent of farm in ('ro ps. . . .. . ..... . 
Per ('en t of farm in pasture not woods. 

Lives tock Data; 
Dairy product.s sold per cow. 
Cattle increase per cow. . . . .. .. 
Cross income from hogs per ROW . . 
Gross i ~ come from sheep per ew('.. . . .. . 
Gross income from pou ltry per hen . ... . . 

Average number of cows. 
Nllmber of sows, most ('olllmon . . 
Numher of ewes, IllOst common . 
A"crage number of hens . 

Labor and power: 
Number of farms with I.raelors. 
Number of farms with trucks. 

Man equivalent per farm . . _ . . . 
Productive work days per man. 
Crops acres per mnn . 

28 
8 

:31 
40 

1.7 

14 
10 
1l 

0- 6 
J!j 

6 
Ii 

10 

()4 

2R 

10 1 
:37 

J:l:) 
10 

2 .37 

5.7 
1 

0- 3.5 
6.5 

13 
9 

14 
282 

.58 

A Summary of the Analysis of the 114 Farms 

32 
10 
:lO 
4:; 

1. 6 

l.i 
0-- J2 
0- 10 
0- 7 

8- 20 
0- 6 

0- 1.1 
0- 1:3 

liO 
2 1 

J JR 
40 

J!iO 
12 

3 22 

7 . 2 
0- 2 

0- 40 
DO 

1.2 
328 

liO 

24 
6 

:38 
1. 3 

JO- 17 
8- J8 
5- 2:; 
0- 12 

10- J5 

:1- 12 
a- l .5 

liZ 
2.5 

RG 
2.5 

17:) 
(i 

1. S!J 

4 . 7 
0-2 

o ;lO 
48 

.fi 
228 

50 

These tables, lla a nd 11b, show the ligures representing the average of 
the business 0 11 all the ] 14 fa r ms surveyed, as well as the averages for the 
six groups, A, ]3 , C, D, E, and F. 

Group D , ]41 to 180 acres, is the fir st group tu exceed the average of all 
farm s in most or the factors presented , ;tlthUllgh most of the farms, 70 per 
cent, are below the 141 acre group. 

j 

\VI-IAT Ml 

The average' capital investlY 
was $11 ,535 on which a retur 
of $720, or $60 a month, fo 
had been deducted from the fc 
management wage was $615 a 
for the capital investment. Al 
labor, such as summer work ( 
and of the operator's father 
This labor was included as a 
report. 

The average number of acre 
On the average of the 114 f: 
and the equivalent of 1.4 men 
and net increases were from Cl 

Table lla.-Farm business an. 
s hips, Eaton County. Dat a sho, 
groups whic h are 'a r ranged acco: 

Group Aver: 
No. of farm s in group of 1" 

Range 0< Size of farms, acres farn 

Capital investment-Total. _. 

Land and buildings less dwelling .. 
Machinery and equipmen t_ 
Feed and suoplics . 
Livcstock- Total. 

Hor~cs and mules .. 
Cattle. 
fiheep ... 
Hogs . 
Poultry .. 

Hcceipt.s and nct. in creases-Total 

Crop sales . . . 
Per cent of to!.a l in come . 

Livestock receipts and ne t increa~cs or 
decreases ... .. .. . 

Per crnt of tolal in come .. 

} [orses . 
Catt le . 
fiheep 
Hogs 
Poulf.ry 

Tn crease in feeds and supplies 
Olhcr ~ollrces. 

---------- ------1 

$11 " 

8,: 

1,. 

S2 , . 

J .. 

Expenses an<lnet decrea ses-Total . .. 1,: 

Hired lal)or . _ . .... ... . 
Mach inery depreciat ion . . . _. 
J~uildings , except dwelling .. 
Taxes anrl in suranc(' 
l'ccreasc in feeds and suppli es. 
Other curren!. expenses. 

l1 eecip ts kss ex penses -(fann income) .. 

Pcr cent. that. farm uJlerat ing expcnses 
are of gross income . . . 

~ I , 

~------------------------------------------------------------------------- ~~-----------------------------
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The average' capital investment of the 114 farms, not including dwelling, 
was $11 ,535 on which a return of 4 per cent was made after an allowance 
of $720, or $60 a month, for the operator's labor and management wage 
had been deducted from the farm income. The average operator's labor and 
management wage was $615 after an allowance of 5 per cent had been made 
for the capital investment. An estimated value was placed on unpaid family 
labor, such as summer work of the son who attended ~chool in the winter, 
and of the operator's father who did some work during the busy season. 
This labor was included as a farm expense in the tables presented in this 
report. 

The average number of acres operated was 131 of which 76 were in crops. 
On the average of the 114 farms, there were six cows, four power units, 
and the equivalent of 1.4 men per farm. Thirty-six per cent of the receipts 
and net increases were from crops and 57 from livestock. 

Table Ila.-Farm business analyses on 114 farms in Benton and Oneida Town-
ships, Eaton County. Data show the average of all farms and of the respective 
groups which are 'arranged according to size. 

Group Average A B 0 

I 
D E F 

No. of farms in group nf 114 13 32 35 1() 8 10 
Range 0: Size of farms, acres farms 37- 60 61- 100 101- 140 141- 180 181- 220 221 alld 

over 
- ---------- - -----------

Capital investment-Total. . . $11, .535 $6,08!) ~7, 961 $11,065 $13,736 $15,2!)5 $24, (138 

Land and buildings less dwelling . 8,807 4,415 5,904 8 , fi94 10 , fi2!i 11,48() ]fl,:Hfi 
Machinery and equipment ....... 937 6GO 7:3.5 894 882 1, J2f) 1, !l2G 
Feed and suoplies. 20 1 lin 164 178 2~0 2] fl 401 
Livestock-Total. ........ . .. . .. 1,590 88 t 1,1()1 1 ,3[)f) 1,[)!lf) 2 ,461 3 ,265 

Horses and mules 325 200 224 'l0::l 410 !'i47 !'i8fi 
Cattle ... ..... . . .. .. .. .. 828 47;; fif)1 702 !l70 1,228 1, fifO 
Sheep .. 292 110 142 2.17 1(ig 4fi7 71:) 
Hogs .. 74 3G 2f1 (i!j 8!i lifi 22g 
Poultry .. 71 no 75 72 65 73 77 

- ---- - ---- - - - -- --. - -------- ---- ---- ----

Heceipts and net increases - Tota l . $2,508 $1,55S $1,S05 $2,3S0 S2, nS1 $:i ,310 $4, !lS!) 

Orop sales ...... . . . ....... !) 15 r, l fi Gil S!l:i ] ,070 1,240 1,S(iS 
PCI' cent of total in come . 36 38 34 3S 3G 37 37 

Lin'stock receipts alld II ct ill c rea~cs or 
dccreases .... .. ........ 1,4:)7 gOr, 1 , 102 1,276 1,711; J ,a98 :1,022 

Per cent of toLal ill come .. !'i7 r,0 Gl ,~:) .1S 60 61 

Horses .... .. .. . .... fI - !) ~ 1 · 4 70 !)!) 

Oattle. 1'81 ,'i(i!l 7:~2 7R2 1,0,11) 1, 14fl 1 ,60(i 
Sheep. 212 fi2 11 2 H);:l 260 33.'i 51!l 
Hogs .. ..... . .. . . . 188 GO 74 Wi 2!13 :Wi 515 
Poultry .. ....... ..... 117 120 ISO 155 110 120 127 

IlI crcase in feed s and supplics. 57 27 .lfl 48 124 1 04 
01 h cr sources. 09 lOa 33 167 6!l 71 :15 

- - -- - ---- ~---

Expellses and net decrea~es-Total . $1,:)22 $763 ~SG1' $1,21(] $1,500 $1, !l0 1 .,2 ,~'86 

Hired labor . .......... . 2fig 102 ' !l!j 22~ ~75 r)77 7[)S 
Machinery depreciation ..... 20:l 11S J.l.r; IfI!l 217 270 3ti4 
Bu ildings, except dw('liill g . 74 44 .'il 70 8:1 1'4 185 
Taxes and insuranc(' ... . ..... . 22G 121 I i I 20~ :!:~2 2Rf) .'i!::l 
l'ecreasc in feeels and suppli es . 

.550 Other current expenses . :341' 3% .5!i0 G.l:l C8 1 !lS6 

- -. - - - ~-.- _ .---- -- - - - - - - - -- - --- --

He(;cipt s less expenses --(farlll illcome) . . ~ I , l S6 $7n!) $!I:)7 ~ 1, 140 $1,42 J $1,4WI :S2, 10:3 

Per rent tha! f:ulll opcraling cxpellses 
arc of gross income .. . 5:l 4!J 48 52 :l~ GS !is 

~~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 11b.-Important factors affecting the returns of the farm business on 114 
farms. Table shows the average of all farms as compared with the average of the 
various groups. 

Group 
No . of fa rms in group 

B an~c of sizc of farms, acrc~ 

Hale Oil i!Jvcstmcnt (prr ('cnl ) . 

~ iz c of busin ess: 
Cap it al in\·cs(,ed . . .. 
A c rc~ in farm open\l ed . 
ArTes in crops 
N umber of cows 
Man equi va lcnt. ..... 
Number of powcr units 

(' rop dala: 
Yi eld per acre: 

Wh cal - bushels. 
Bcans - bu shels .. 
Barlcy- bushels . 
Oal s - Inlshels 
Hay- tons 

Acres in crops - (m()~ t ('olllmon "l: 
Corn . 
Wh cat 
Beans 
Har lcy 
Oals .. . . 
Alfalfa . 
Glover 
Mi xed hay . 

Pcr ccnt of farm in crops . .. . ... . 
l'er ccnt of farm in paslure not woods . 

Li vcstock rl at.a: 
Dairy produ ets sold per co \I ' 
Gatt Ie in crease pcr cow .. 
Gross in comc per sow .. 
Gross income pcr shee p 
Gross income per hen . 

Average numbcr of co\\'s ... 
.'\ Yeragc number of sows . 
AYcragc number of rIVes . 
A \'erage nllm hcr of hens 

Labor and POIVer: 
Per c('nt of farm s with I ractors 
Per cent of farms with Iru ('b 

Man eq ui v:tlent per farm . . 
Prod uct ive work day s per man . 
Crop acres per lll :tn .. . 

i\Ycrngc 
of 11<1 
farm~ 

4 . (l 

$GO!) 

$11, .'i:l.'i 
J:3J 

7(; 
G 

.4 
1 

:32 
41 

1. 6 

1:1 
12 
[:3 
n ~ 
13 

.5 
4 

JI 

;i8 
2J 

10fj 
3.'i 

1'10 
10 

2 . 17 

f) 

1- 2 
20 
67 

31 
:Z:l 

1.4 
2GB 

53 

1.2 

$li ,OS!) 
,If) 
:14 

4 
I 
:3 

2(; 
1:2 

4(i 
I . :i 

(i! I 
16 

1I .'i 
i 7 

1:)0 
o 

I . !l:j 

4 
0- 1 

0- 20 
02 

I!I7 
4!) 

l3 

(j l- IOO 

2 . 7 

1. 

~ !) 

I () 

43 
1 (; 

li l 
III 

III 
41 

11 :1 
10 

2 . Ii I 

{)- I 
U- 20 

72 

1(; 
10 

1.1 
22(i 
14 

c 
IUI- 140 

3 .S 

$ 11 O(j.'j 
, 13.i 

SU 
Ii 

1.4 
4 

28 
8 

:11 
40 

1 7 

14 
10 
11 

U- (; 
IS 
li 
:i 

10 

(j4 

2~ 

10 1 
:17 

1:3:\ 
IU 

2 . :37 

5 . 7 
I 

0-:3;' 
(j!i 

:37 
26 

1.4 
282 

58 

D 
1(; 

HI - ISO 

5 . I 

$1:3,7:1G 
15!) 
S8 

7 
. (i 

41 
1.(j 

l (j 
J3 
18 

Ili 
.5 
I 

1:1 

!j;i 

28 

11 :) 
:17 

13S 
8 

7:.1 

7 
2 

:14 
(j:j 

:jO 
2!i 

l (i 
2!I!I 

5(j 

E It' 
8 IU 

18 1- 2:20 22 1 ;Uld 

4 .5 

$1:j , 2!Hi 
202 
III 

!) 
!) 
(j 

:l !) 
l .'i 

I !) 
2·' .J 

22 

IS 
0- 20 
0- 7 

8- J8 

:j 7 
2~ 

I!J 
2(;7 
57 

over 

5 .5 

$24, !J:38 
:lOli 
148 
12 

2. 21) 

21 
:lO 
21) 

43 
II 
'J 

21 

101 
:n 

11;8 
12 
(j(j 

12 
4 

r,:3 
77 

80 
40 

2 :3.'} 
:3 14 

(;ri 

Un the smalle r farms one man handled 4~ acres of crops, on t he larger 
iarms he handled 66 acres o r 34 pcr cent J11urc. rn th e .\ g roup one man 
accl! lllplishcd 1 CJ7 days 0 £ proc1l1cti \'c wurk while in the F g roup he accom­
plishcd 314 da,vs or 60 pcr cent mon.: than the individual on the smaller 
fa rlll S. Th e ta llI es also shuw that yields pcr acre of crops and per uni t 
()f li,'Cs toc k werc maintain ed sati s factur il y O ll th e larger units. 

r-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~~~--------~7>~ ________________ ~ 


