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AN ECONOMIC STUDY OF 128 DAIRY FARMS ON THE

UPPER BASTERN SHORE OF MARYLAND

INTRODUCTION

This study analyzes the second yearts survey of 128 dairy farms,
ropresentative of the dairy industry on the Upper Eastern Shore of Mary-
lands This area, which includes Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, Talbot,

and Caroline counties, is & part of the Philadelpbia Milk Shed.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study 1s to determine the organizetion and
operation of Uﬁper Eastern Shore dairy farms. The factors affecting farm
profits will be isolated and evaluated to show their influence on ef-
ficiency of production end orgenizatione Due regard will be given all
factors affecting farm profits to insure & minimum of errore

It is a further purpose of this study to enalyze the tenancy problem
and prescribe e more equitable agreement between landlords and tenants on

dairy farms in this area.

Method of Procedure

Farm accﬁunts were used in collecting data for this study. The
writer made personal visits to each of the 128 dairy farms in the summer
of 1937 and recorded the data as given by the&farmer on business enalysis
survey blanks furnished by the United States Department of Agriculture.
All information collected was for the calendar year 1936. Soil conserv-

ing payments were not included in 1935, therefore, they were excluded in



this study in order to make the comparisons comparablea

Milk shipments by months for the 68 farms shipping to Supplee~
Wills~Jones and Abbotts Dairies were obtained from the Interstate Milk
Producers Coopersative, Ihc.; the milk sales for these shipments were ob-
teined directly from Supplee-Wills~-Jones and Abbotts Dairiese. On the
remaining 60 farms it was necessary to obtain the estimated milk shipments

and milk sales directly from the farmers.

Area of Study

The farms used in this study were chosen as representative of the
entire ares. The majority of the records were taken in Kent and Queen
Annets counties, as shown in Table 1 and Figure le Of the 128 farms sur-
veyed, 55 were tenant and 73 were owncr-operatede This area is part of
the Philadelphie Milk Shed and practically all of the milk is marketed at
Philadelphize The princlpal dairies, to which the milk is shipped, are

Supplee-ilills-Jones, Abbotts and Haribisons.
PHYSICAL FACTORS AFFECTING PRODUCTION

Physical factors of production over which man has very little con-
trol are climate, land relief, type of soils, and natursl vegetation. A

brief discussion of these factors followse

Climate and Land Relief

The climate of the Upper Eastern Shore Area ls oceanic because of
its nearness to the Atlantic Ocean on the East and the Chesapeake Bay on
the Weste The range between the summer end winter temperatures ls slighte
The summers are not excessively hot and the winters are not extremely cold

nor longe. The mean annual temperature for the area is 56° F. The length



Distribution of Farms by Counties, 1936

Table 1.
Totel Farms in Countises Surveved Farms Surveved bhv Gounties
Pep Per Per Per
Cent Cent Cent Owner Cent
of of Tenant of Farms of
Total Per Tenant Total Owner Total Farms Per Farms Farns Sur- Farms
County Farms Cent Tarms Farms TFarms Farms Surveyed Cent Surveyed Surveved veyed Surveyed
Cecil 1,298 19.8 358 27.6 842 64.9 15 11.7 3 20,0 12 80,0
Kent 1,014 15,5 441 43,5 bl7 51,0 45 35.2 30 66,7 15 3343
Queen Anne's 1,220 18,5 632 5.8 555 45,5 43 3346 15 34,9 28 85,1
Talbot 1,046 16,0 443 42,4 484  46.3 13 10.1 4 30.8 9 69,2
Caroline 1,977 30.2 688 34,8 1,172 59,3 12 9,4 3 25,0 9 75,0
Total 6,555 100,0 2,562 39,1 3,570 54,5 128 100,0 55 43,0 73 57,0




Figure l. Location of Dairy F




of growing season ranges from 185 days in the North to 203 days in the
South.

The mean anmnual precipitetion for this area is about 42 inchese
The rainfell is distributed fairly evenly throughout the year with the
greatest amount occurring in the spring and summer months, and the least
during the fell and winter monthse Rainfall during the spring and early
summer is sufficient for good crop growth, but during late surmer and
fell the dry period interferes seriously with the preparation of land
for wheat, and it reterds the growth of grass.

Thetopography of the land is level to slightly rolling, as showvm
jn Table 2. The elevation varies from 12 feet at Stevensville, in Queen
Annets County, to 80 feet at Colemen, in Kent County. Practically all
the iand is level enough for éultivation, but some of it is too low in
fertility to support good crop growtha

A tropical hurricane on September 18 caused a loss of property and
crops on the Upper Eastern Shore of $450,0001. Most of the farmers
carried crop and property insurance which lessened the direct loss to the
farmerse .

In general, the climate of the Upper Eastern Shore Area is very good
in comparison with other regions in the United States. The mild temp-
erate climate; sufficient, evenly distributed precipitation; and a long

growing season make this area adapted to a wide range of cropse

Soils and Natural Vepgetation

The soils of the Upper Eastern Shore are largely sandy loams devel-

oped on the sends end cleys of the northern Coastal Plains. The solls

1 Maryland State Weather Bureau estimate.



Table 2, Climate and Topography of the Upper Eastern Shore Area

Killing Frosts Length of

Lagt in Last in Growing llean Annual  Ilean Annual

Spring Auvtumn Season Temperature Percipitation

(date) (date) (days) (degrees R) (inches) Elevation Topography
Station County Average* 1936** Average 1836 Average 1936 Average 1936 Averaze 1936 (feet) ~ {slope)
Coleman Kent Apr, 12 Apr, 8 Oct, 27 Oct, 27 198 202 55,0 54,8 41,9 37.5 80 Level
Millington EKent Apr., 15 Apr. 85 Oct. 283 Oct., 27 191 185 54,7 55,0 43,0 42,3 27 Level
Elkton Cecil Apr, 23 Apr, 25 Oct. 24 Oct. 27 184 185 54,3 53,4 41,3 44.8 28 Rolling
Stevensville Queen Anne's Apr, 13 Apr. 8 Nov.e 2 Oct. 28 203 203 55,0 55,6 40,7 43,0 12 Level
Ridgely Caroline Apr, 14 Apr, 25 Oct. 22 Oct. 27 191 185 54,9 55,9 41,1 45,6 57 Level
Easton Talbot Apr, 11 Apr. 25 Oct. 27 OQct. 27 199 185 55,2 55,1 40,7 49,8 35 Level

*

** From Meryland State Weather Bureau, 1936.

Average up'to and including 1930. United States Department of Agriculture Climatic Summaries.,



of this area are known as the gray-brown podzolic soilse. They are gen-
erally acid and develop in a moist and cool~temperate climate under a
decliduous foreste Two-thirds of the crop land of this area is sassafras
soil with State productivity ratings of 2 and 3. (Table 3) These

soils are adapted_to the production of corn, wheat, mixed hay, and fruit
vegetables. During 1936, corn, tomatoes, late potatoes and barley made

good ylelds; wheat fair yields; and oats and early potatoes poor yilelds.
ECONOMIC FACTORS AFFECTING AGRICULTURE IN THE AREA

Changes in relative prices, compotition and marketing, and the
jnauguration of the Agricultural Conservation Programs are economic fac-

tors which have caused marked shifts in the agriculture of this area.

Changes in Relative Prices

Table 4 shows that Maryland farmers received more for each dollar
spent in 1936 than any year since 193l The index of purchasing power
ratio increased each year since 1932, but was not as high in 1936 as in
1931. The indexes for prices received for products sold by Maryland fermers
and prices paid by United States farmers from 1920 - 1936 are shown in
Tebles & and 6; respectively. Figures 2 and 3 show the samo materiel
graphically for prices recelved and paid for all cormodities, for speci-
fic commodities of each group, and the purchasing power ratio. Milk,
wheat, and corn, the principal sources of income, yielded good, and prices
received for these products were relatively high in 1936, as shown In
Teble 7« The farmers of the Upper Eastern Shore Aren were in a strong

financial position during the ycar of this survey.



aryland Agri. Expe Sta. Bul. No. 351, The Soils of Maryland, by O. C. Bruce and J. B, Hetzger.

Table 3. Soil Types of the Upper Eastern Shore Area *
B " State Winter -
Produc- Barley leafy 7Fruit Perm-
~Per tion and Uinter Mixed  Red Vege- Vege- anent
Acres Cent Ratineg Corn Wheat Oats Hay Clover Alfalfa tables tables Pasture TFruit Forest Potatoes
loam 1,216 .1 1 o(s) sle) s(6) 9(8) 9(8) 8(s6) 7(6) 9(g) 10(9) (10) 8(6)
1 and
399,808 39.0 2 9(6) 9(e) 7(5) s8(6) 7(6) 7(5) 7(5) 8(6) 7(e) 8&(5) (9) 8(6)
iy, grav-
t (steep
Elkton
ad sandy
283,840 27.7 3 8(5) 7(5) e(4) 7(5) 7(5) 7(5) 5(4) 8(5) 6{4) 7(5) ( 8) 8(5)
-and
42,528 4,1 4 6(4) 6(4) 6(4) 4(3) 6(3) 6(4) { 6)
loam and
>am 110,240 10.8 5 5(3) 5(3) 5(3) 6(4) 5(3) ( 8) 2(5)
d Sassfras
i Worsham
19,008 1,9 6 4(2) 4(2) 5(3) 6(4) 6(2) ( 5) 7(4)
lummner
67,584 6.6 7 8(s) 8(5) 7(4)
Norfolk )
)
ony grav-)
) 73,408 7.2 8 4(2) 6(4) ( 8)
25,020 2.5 9 (2)
and rough
1,088 L1 10
1,024,640 00,0
@



Table 4,

PURCHASING PO.ER RATIO I MARYLAID, 1920 - 1936

(1909 - 1914 = 100)

ATY A1l Purchasing

Prices Prices Power
Year Received Paid Ratio
1920 223 201 111
1921 153 152 101
1922 143 149 96
1923 148 152 o7
1924 162 152 107
1925 172 157 110
1926 179 155 115
1927 155 153 101
1928 164 153 107
1929 1s7 153 109
1930 160 145 110
1931 133 124 107
1932 93 107 87
1933 98 109 20
1954 109 125 89
1935 115 125 92
1936 122 124

98




Table 5.

Index Numbers of Prices Received for Products Sold by liarylend Farmers, 1920 - 1936*

(1909 - 1914 = 100)

All
Indezes of Prices Received by Maryland Farmers Prices
. Meat Dairy Chickens Trueck Re-~
Year Grains Fruits Animals Products and Eggs Crops Tobaceo Miscellaneous ceived
1920 235 212 185 198 228 234 316 176 223
1921 128 201 125 148 174 135 238 101 153
1922 112 212 122 138 149 137 193 08 143
1923 117 135 124 157 152 133 256 114 148
1924 129 122 124 152 154 164 357 130 162
1925 165 154 143 156 166 168 329 106 172
1926 142 144 148 157 160 233 309 122 179
1927 133 129 148 161 149 157 243 107 155
1928 147 168 171 164 158 125 316 86 164
1929 128 159 171 163 168 141 348 87 167
1930 106 160 140 155 1326 183 357 109 160
1931 74 117 100 133 114 118 380 105 133
1932 55 80 7 107 90 70 225 64 93
1933 79 94 72 100 83 94 210 68 98
1934 95 121 80 112 06 106 199 76 109
1935 95 105 116 119 118 85 234 78 115
1936 106 114 121 122 116 118 194 83 122

* Courtesy of laryland Crop Reporting Service,

0T
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‘ — . Grains
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Figure 2. Trends in Prices of Farm Products in Maryland, 1920 - 1836, (1909 - 1914 = 100)




Table 6. Index Numbers of Prices Paid for Products Purchased by United States Fammers, 1920 - 1936*
(1509 - 1914 = 100)
_ A1l Commodities in Production
Building Total Total
Farm Material Equip- Produced Family All
lachin- Ferti- Other Than ment and Commodi- Main- Prices Farm
Year Feed ery lizer House Supplies Seed ties tenance Paid Wages Taxes
1920 137 187 186 205 189 132 174 RR2 201 239 209
1921 97 156 156 156 152 134 141 161 152 150 223
1922 123 142 129 159 140 130 139 156 149 146 ‘224
1923 134 146 126 151 1386 142 141 160 152 166 288
1924 142 152 120 l6l 133 151 143 159 152 166 228
1925 141 153 129 164 140 172 147 164 157 168 232
1926 137 154 126 162 144 214 146 162 155 171 232
1987 138 154 121 160 141 197 145 159 153 170 238
1928 148 154 131 158 . 138 179 148 160 153 169 239
1929 145 153 130 159 136 185 147 158 153 170 241
1930 132 152 126 155 131 174 140 148 145 152 238
1931 93 150 115 139 116 152 122 126 124 116 217
1932 69 141 99 126 107 102 107 108 107 86 188
1933 79 137 96 129 103 95 108 109 109 80 161
1934 110 l44 104 146 109 140 125 122 123 90 153
1935 111 148 102 145 108 154 126 124 125 98 155
1936 115 149 96 146 110 142 126 122 124 107 156

* Courtesy of Maryland Crop Reporting Service,

=49



Index

2285
’ . o Fertilizer and lime
~————0—0—0 Farm Wages
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Table 7. Maryland Farm Prices of Certain Commodities®

(1913 = 100)
Corn (bu.) Wheat (bu.) A1l Hay (ton) Yool (1lb.) Eggs (doz, ) i1k (cwt.)
(1913 = 69.4¢) (1913 = 98.6¢) (1913 = 16.53) (1913 = 23,4¢) (1913 = 23,4¢) (1913 = $1.94)
Year Price Tndex Price Index Price Index Price Index Price Irdex Price Index
1920 $1.51 218 $2.31 239 $29,08 176 $ .40 169 $ .54 229 £3490 202
1921 .69 100 1,29 134 16.95 102 .19 83 039 167 2475 143
1922 .64 92 1.13 117 15,70 95 »30 130 .33 140 2.55 133
1923 +89 128 1l.11 114 18.15 110 40 169 o34 145 3,10 160
1924 1.03 148 1,20 124 21,07 127 .38 164 o34 148 2.95 152
1925 1,14 164 1,61 166 - 16.38 99 W42 182 .38 161 3,05 156
19286 .72 104 1,47 153 19,74 119 .38 163 »35 149 3.00 156
1927 .88 126 1.31 135 17.18 104 .35 149 » 32 137 3.20 164
1928 1,01 145 1.42 148 12,89 78 L 43 183 o34 147 3.15 164
1929 1,01 146 1.20 124 13,28 80 W41 174 o 37 157 3,20 166
1930 .95 137 +95 99 17,89 108 .27 115 .29 124 3,05 158
1931 .70 101 265 67 17.73 107 .17 74 23 99 2.55 132
1932 .36 52 .54 56 10,88 66 .12 50 W19 81 2,00 104
1933 +51 73 77 80 11,08 67 .20 g7 .19 8l 1.85 96
1834 69 99 .90 93 11,41 69 .26 12 .21 92 2,10 108
1935 .80 116 .87 90 11.27 68 .24 102 W87 114 2.25 117
1936 .78 122 1,01 104 12,18 74 +30 130 o26 109 2.30 118

* Courtesy of laryland Crop Reporting Service.

7T
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Trends of Crop end Livestock Production

Prior to the depression of 1929, cash-grain was the principal

type of farming; but a sudden drop in grain prices shifted the type of

farming to dairy. During the depression years from 1932 to 1935, feeds

and labor were relatively low, while the price of wholesale milk was

reletively high. These conditions were favorable for deirying during

this pericde In the year of 1936 the shift was back towerd cash-grain

farming, due to high prices of feed and labor, low prices of fertilizer,
and milk selling at only a moderate pricee.

Conpetition and Marketing

The competition between this new dairy ares and the older dairy
areas of Maryland, Delaware, New Jersey and Permsylvanie in the produc-

tion of wholesale milk is offset By the increased demand for this pro-

duct. Costs of marketing livestock products and crops are reasonable be-

cause of the nearness to market and the volume shippede Practically all

the milk from this arca is shipped to Philadelphie by traine. This area

is part of the Philadelphie Milk Shed in which the majority of the farm-
ers ship their milk to Supplee-Wills-Jones, Abbotts, or Harbisons, the

three principal dairies of Philadelphia. Most of the crops are marketed

in Philadelphia although Baltimore receives some of the Eastern Shore

produces.

Type of Farming

Dairying contributed more then any other enterprisé toward farm
receipts, followed by cash-grain, other orops, poultry, other livestoock

and miscelleneous, as shown in Teble 8. Dairying accounted for 45 per
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cent of the returns and cash-grain 28.9 per cent, or a combined total

for the two of 73.9 per cent, which was nearly three-fourths of the

total receipts from all sources. Dairying was the specielized type of

ferming because it contributed morc than 40 per cent of the total farm

recelptse

Table 8.

Distribution of Types of Farms by Sources of Receipts

Item : Anount Per Cent
Dairy $2,367 45.0
Cash-grain* 1,523 28.9
Other crops 604 11.5
Poultry 400 Te6
Other livestock 304 5.8
Miscellaneous 62 1.2
Total $5 +260 100.0

¥ Tncludes corn end wheats

None of the farms had less than 6 cows, and 13 farms had 10 cows
or lesse The maximum number of cows on any farm was 48 with only 5 farms
having more than 30. The average number of cows per farm was 17.5 and
“the average acreage was 237.1 acres, Five farms had 100 acres or less
and 8 farms had more than 400 acres. On the average, the number of cows
and the acreage per farm were sufficiently large to be classed as good-
sized farm units.

The Agricultursl Adjustment and Soil Conservation Progrems have in-

creased the ecreage of soll-conserving crops and decreased the acreage

of soil-depleting crops in this area. On the 128 dairy farms surveyed,
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113 or 88 por cent of the farmers were eligible to receive benefit

paymentss The average payment to be received was 3205 per farm. The

above statements may seem contradictory to an earlier statement of a

shift toward cash-grain farming, because cash-grain contributed a larger

per cent of the total receipts than in eny year since 193ls One of the

reasons was relatlively higher prices received for cash-grains in compar-

ison with deiry products, as showm in Table 7. Another reason was that

the acreage of cash~grains did not decrease much, due to the flexi-

bility of the soll programse Soil payments were made for fertilizer

practices on present crop acreages and for putting idle land into soll-

conserving crops more than for any reduction in wheat and corn acreage.

DEFINITIONS

Farm Receipts includes receipts from livestock and their products,
less value of livestock purchases; use of squipment and labor off the farm;
rent of buildings; insurance for damaged crops, machinery, livestock and

buildings; and increase in livestock inventory.

Cash Farm Receipts includes all farm receipts except livestock in=-

ventory incroease.

Non~Cash Farm Recelpts includes inecrease in livestock inventorye.

Farm Expenses includes expenses actually incurred, board of hired

labor, depreciation on machinery and buildings,'and decrease in feed and

supply inventory, but does not include unpaid family labor.

Cash Farm Expenses includes expenses actually incurreds

Non-Cash Farm Expenses includes board of hired labor, depreciation

on machinery and buildings, and decrease in feed and supply inventory.

Farm Income 1s farm receipts less farm expensese.
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Interest on Investment is based on the current rate on well-

secured farm mortgage loanse The rate charged was 5 per cemt on total

farm capital.

Farm Labor Income was the term used in this study to measure the

success of the farms. It is farm income less interest on investment and

represents only the income of the operator and his family plus the land-

lord!'s sharee.

‘Per Cent Roturn on Farm Capital was ocalculated by deducting the

value of the operatort's lebor ($500) from farm income, then dividing by

the total investment. It is return on farm capital expressed in per cent

of the farm capital,

Products Used for Family Living is the value of food products and

fuel furnished directly by the farm for family use.

Farm Labor Earnings is farm labor income plus the value of products

used for family living.

Depreciation was determined by oharging 2.5 per cont on the value of

buildings end 10 per cent on the value of machinery at the beginning of
the yeares

Inventory Increases and Decreases were determined by subtracting

the value of the ending inventory from the beginning inventory.

Production Index is the combined index of livestock production and

crop yields. It is obtalned by dividing the sum of ‘the weolghted index
(total productive men work units multiplied by the index of each crop and

each olass of livestock) by the total productive man work units on the

farme
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ORGANIZATION OF FARMS

Before considering the factors affecting profits, a discussion
on the organization of the farms is givens. The farms are divided into
three groupss The firstgrouping is for all farms; the next is for the
highest 25 per cent; and the last is for the lowest 25 per cent ranked
according to farm labor incomes A general sumaary, which includes the

most important points in organization of the farms for each income group,

followse

Summary of the Farm Business

General swmmaries of the farm business, consisting of averages per
farm for ecach of the items considered for each of the three groups, esre
shovn in Table 9. These averages are on a per farm basis. The first
income group consists of 128 dairy farms, or all of the dairy farms sur-
veyede The second and third income groups include the highest and low-
est 32 farms, subsequently referred to as the high end low income groups,
respectively.

The acreage per farm for the average income group was 237.1 acros,
while the acreages for the high and low groups were 27%.7 and 240.6,
respectively. The high income group hed the largest acreage, followed by
the low and average groupse The reason that the low income group had a
larger ecreage than the average group was due to a smaller acreage per
farm for the intermediate group, which lowered the total soroage per farm
for the average groupe The intermediate group is not shown in Table 9,
but it includes the 64 farms, or £0 per cent of all farms, which are

nelther in the high nor low income groups. The crop acroage was largest



Teble 9., Summary of the Farm Business
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent* Per Cent**
Ttem Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount - Per Cent
Kumber of farms 128 32 38
Acres per farm 237.1 100,0 27747 100.0 240,.6 100.0
Aeres in crops 132.4 55.8 157.5 56.7 129.8 5349
Acres in pasture 43,6 18.4 Coa4,1 15.9 48,7 20.3
Acres in other land 61,1 25,8 7641 27.4 62.1 25.8
Cows per farm 17.5 21,32 16,9
Total investment $17,380 $20,518 $17,156
Total receipts 5,260 100,0 7,805 100.0 3,962 100.0
Cash 4,801 91,3 6,715 86.0 3,840 96,9
Hon-Cash 459 8.7 1,0¢0- 14,0 122 Se1
Total expenses 3,440 100.0 4,113 100.0 3,718 100,0
Cash 2,51% 73,0 3,101 75,4 2,622 70,5
Non-Cash 930 27.0 1,012 24,6 1,096 29,5
Farm income 1,811 3,602 244
Interest on investment 869 1,026 857
Farm labor income 942 2,666 -613
Return on invesiment 1,311 745 3,192 15,6 -256 -1.5
Products used for femily lving 392 287 418
Farm labor earnings ¢ 1,334 $ 3,053 $ 195

* Twenty-five per cent of farms having the highest farm labor incomes,.

** Twenty-five per cent of farms havinz the lowest farm labor incomes.

03
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for the high income group, followed by the average and low groups, as
shown in Table 9. Crop land constituted 56 per cent of the total acre-
age on all farms.

The average number of cows per farm for the average income group
was 175« The average numbers of cows on the farms in the high and low
income groups were 2l.3 and 16.9, respectively.

The average income group had a total investment of $17,280; wherc~
es for the high income group it was §$20,518; end for the low income
group it was $17,166. According to Table 10, the relative amounts in-
vested in real estate, livestock, machinery and equipment, and feed and
supplies per farm did not differ widely among the three income groups.
The investments in land and buildings accounted for nearly three-fourths
of the total investment on all farmse.

The cash farm income was calculated for each of the income groups,
but was not used in Table 9 because it does not give as complete an
analysis of the ferm business as farm income. It does not include non-
cesh receipts aend expenses, which are necessary to determine the farm
income. However, the cash income for the high group was three times
lerger then for the low group end one and one~helf times lerger than for
the average groupe.

The farm income for the high group was twice as large as for the
average group and fifteen and one~half times larger than the low group.
The form incomes for the avefage, high and low income groups were $1,811,
$3,692, and §$244 per farm, respectively.
| Interest on investment was charged at § per cent on the total in-
vestmént, end this sum was subtracted from farm income to errive at farm
labor income. The average investment per farm was largest for the high

group, thereforé, e larger emount was deducted from farm income for that



Table 10.

Distribution of Invesiment

All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Item Anount - Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent
Real estate 812,773 7345 814,797 72,1 812,884 75.1
Land - 7,386 42.5 - 8,610 42,0 - 7,282 42.4
Buildings 5,387 31.0 6,187 30.1 5,802 327
2ivestock 2,618 15.1 3,256 15.9 2,413 14.1
Cattle 1,513 87 2,009 9.8 1,405 8.2
Poultry 115 o7 119 3 102 oB
Sheep 66 o4 73 ol 64 o4
Horses and mules 850 4.9 983 4,8 775 4,5
Hogs T4 X 72 3 66 o4
Machinery and equipment 1,141 645 1,423 649 1,010 549
Feed and suppliss 848 4.9 1,042 5.1 849 4,9
Total investment $17,380 100.0 $20,518 100.0 $17,156 100.0

32
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group, because the interest rate charged was the same per farm for each
of the groupsa

The farm lebor income per farm varied from a minus $613 for the low
income group to $2,666 for the high group, or a range of'$3,279 between
these two groups. The farm lebor income for the average group was $942,
which is the average net return per farm on the 128 dairy farms surveyed.
Figure 4 shows the distribution of farm labor incomes on all farms. The
number of farms which made positive farm lebor incomes was 95, while on
the remaining 33 farms there was a negative farm labor incomece The
high income group consisted of 17 ovner and 15 tenant operated farmse
Figure 5 shows that the largest number of farms received farm labor in-
cones ranging from O to §1,000. The number of farms receiving farm labor
incones fanging from —$l;000 to $2,000 was 99 out of the 128 farms sur-
veyed, or 77.3 per cente

For comparative purposes, the per cent return on investment was
calculated by deducting $500 (value of the operator!s labor) from farm
incone, and dividing the remainder by the total investment. Per cent
return on investment is not a velid measure of sucoess for eny of the in-
come groups, because $600 for the operator's management end labor is only
an arbitrary figure and likely woﬁld not Eé the same for each group, if
it were measursble. However, from the above mothod of caloulating re-
turn on investment, the high, average, and low income groups had 15;6,
745, and ~1l.5 per cent return on investment per fanﬁ, rospectively.

The values of farm raised products, which were used for family liv-
ing, wero added to farm lsbor income to determine the farm labor earn-
ingse The farm labor earnings on hiph, average, and low ircome groups

were $3,053, $1,334, and -$196 per farm, respectively.
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Receipts
E——————— W ——

Table 1l illustrates the distribution of all farm receipts for
each of the three inocoms groupse On the farms in the high income group, .
roceipts averaged twice as large as for farms in the low group and 1.5
times larger than ths average for all farms. The total receipts for the
high, average and low income groups were $7,805, $5,260, and $3,9€2,
respectivelye. In order of importance the receipts for all farms were
as follows: dairying, cash-grain crops, other crops, other livestock,
poultry, and miscellaneous.

An itemized analysis of farm receipts is shovm in Table 12 and
Figure 6. The component parts of each mejor source of receipts (Table
11) are shown in Table 12 as absolute and relative amounts of the total
farm receiptss. Livestock rcceipts amounted to nearly two-thirds of the
total receipts, while dairy receipts accounted for 51 per cent on the
high income group of farms. The high income group showed relatively
larger roceipts from dairy and all livestock and less from crops than
either the average or low groups of farmse Miscellaneous receipts, which
are not itemized, includes man, horse, and machinery work off the farm;
rent received on buildings: agd insurance received for damaged crops,
machinery, livestock and buildingse

Total cash receipts for the high income group were le4 and 1.75
times larger than the average and low groups, respectivelye. Cash re-
ceipts for the high income group were 36,715. The low incomoe group had
cash receipts amounting to $3,840, whereas the cash receipts for the
average group were $4,801. Table 13 illustrates that milk, cash-grain
crops and other crops, in the order named, were the most importent sources
of cash receipts for all three income groups. Dairy, poultry, and other

livestock inventory increases made up the non-cash recoeipts as showm in

Table l4.



Table 114 Summary of All Farm Receipts

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Item Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Anount Per Cent
Dairy $2,367 45,0 $3,967 50,8 $1,335 41.3
Poultry 400 7.6 a6 641 321 8.1
Other livestock 304 5.3 527 648 196 4.9
Cash-grain 1,523 28,9 1,933 24.8 1,184 29.9
Other crops 264 11.5 78g 10,0 623 15.7
Hiscellaneous 62 1,2 116 1.5 3 ol
Total $5,280 100.0 $'f,805 100.,0 $3,962 100.0

L2



Table 12, Itemized Farm Receipts
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Item Amonnt Per_ Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent
Total livestock $3,071 58.4 $4,970 6347 $2,152 54.3
Total dairy 2,367 45.0 5,967 50.8 1,635 41,3
Milk 1,833 34,8 3,000 38.4 1,350 54,1
Stock 208 4,0 211 2.7 196 4,9
Inventory increase 326 6.2 756 9,7 89 2,9
Total poultry 400 7.6 476 6.1 321 8.1
Eggs 170 Se2 203 2,6 95 2,4
Stock 223 4,2 273 3.5 226 5.7
Inventory increase 7 2 - - - -
Total cther livestock 304 5.8 527 6.8 196 4,9
Stock 178 S.4 193 2.5 163 4,1
Inventory increase 126 2.4 334 4.3 33 8
Total crops 2,127 40,4 2,719 34,8 1,807 45,6
Total grain 1,523 28,9 1,933 24.8 1,183 29.9
Corn 663 12,6 788 10.1 502 12.7
Vlheat 859 16,3 1,145 14,7 677 17.1
Barley 1l 0.0 - - 4 ol
Total hay 13 2 9 o1 - -
Total truck crops 566 10.8 739 9.4 604 15.2
Sweet corn 114 242 152 1.9 8l 2,0
Tomztoes 252 4,8 312 4,0 223 5.6
Peas 39 o7 40 S 595 l.4
Asparagus 104 2.0 141 1,8 223 5.6
Other truck crops 57 1.1 94 1.2 22 6
Total seeds 25 5] 38 D 20 s
lliscellaneous 62 1.2 116 1.5 3 oL
Total $5,260 100.0 $7,805 100.0 33,962 100,0

83
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Total Hay .2
Total Crops 40.4

Total Grain 28.9

Jheat
16.3
Inventory
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.2

Milk
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ooy ooty
To

Total Livestock 58,44

Fipure 6. Percentage Distribution of Receipts on All FParms



Table 13. Summery of Cash Receipts

High 25 Low 2b
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Item Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent

Milk $1,833 38,2 $3,000 44,7 31,350 3542
PDairy stock#* 208 4,3 . 211 3el 186 5el
Eggs 170 346 203 30 95 246
Poultry stooks* 223 4,6 273 4.1 226 549
Other livestock* 178 37 193 249 163 442
Cashegrain 1,523 31,7 1,933 28,8 1,184 3048
Other orops 604 12.8 786 117 623 16.2
Miscellaneous 62 1.3 116 1.7 3 ol
Total 34,801 100.0 $6,715 100.0 $3,840 100.0
* Tnecludes stock sales minus stock purchasese

Table 14, Summery of Non-Cash Receipts

High 26 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Item Amount Por Cent ~ Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent
Dairy inventory increase $ 326 7140 $ 1756 69e¢4 $ 89 7340
Poultry inventory increase 7 1.5 L - - - -
Other livestocck inventory - -
increase 126 2745 334 3046 33 27.0

Total $ 459 100,0 $1,090 1C0.0 $ 122 100.0
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Expenses

The distribution of all farm expenses for each of the three income
groups of farms 1s shown in Table 15¢ The variation among the three
groups in total expenses wes not greate The high income group had the
lergest total expense, followed by the low and average groupse The
total expenses for the high, low, and average income groups werev$4,113,
$3,718, and $3,449, respectivelye In order of importence the items of
expenses on all farms were as followss labor, feed, board of hired
labor, fertilizer end 1im§, decrease in feed and supplies, and deprecie-
tione

Teble 1é end Figure 7 show the itemized farm expenses in detaill.
The expenses for lébor, feed, fertilizer and lime were rolatively lar-
ger for the high income group of farms than for either the low or aver-
age groups and amounted to nearly 50 per cent of the total expenses for
the high group. Miscellaneous expenses, which are not itemlized, include
feed grinding, silo £illing, cow testing, milk cooling, horseshoeing,
veterinary, registry feos, livestock spray materiel, twine, threshing,
baling eand wire, containers, telephone, and generale.

Total cash expenses for each of the three income groups are shown
in Teble 17. Total cash expenses per farm for the high, low and aver-
age income groups were §$3,101, 32,622, and $2,519, respectivelys. The
most importﬁnt cash expenses were labor, feed, and fertilizer and lime
in the order named. Lebor and feoed were responsible for more than one-
fourth and one-fifth, respectively, of the totel cash expenses for each
of the three income groups.

Table 18 illustrates that non-cash expenses consisted of board of

hired labor, decrease in feed and supplies, and depreciation. The low,



Table 15« Summery of All Farm Expenses
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Iten Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent

Labor $ 674 19,5 $ 897 21.8 $ 725 19,5
Feed - 631 15.4 658 1640 515 13.9
Board of hired labor 341 9.9 402 9.8 384 10,3
Fertilizer and lime 333 9.7 424 10.3 361 9.7
Decrease in feed and supplies 332 9.6 303 Ted 464 12.5
Depreciation 257 75 307 Ted 248 647
Repairs 194 546 208 5.1 215 5.8
Taxes 181 542 215 5,2 174 4.7
Fuel and oil 171 5.0 231 546 161 443
M¥iscellaneous 435 12.6 468 11.4 471 12,6

100.0 84,113 10040 $3,718 100.0

Total $3,449

BIg



Table 16 Itemized Farm Expenses

o e e e e e _— e e
High 25 Lovr 26
All Farms Per Cent Por Cent
Item Amount  Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent

Labor $ 674 19.5 $ 897 21.8 $ 725 19.5
Repairs 194 5.6 208 Sel 215 5.8
Feed 531 15,4 658 16.0 515 13.9
Pertilizer and lime 333 9,7 424 10.3 361 9.7
Fuel and oil 171 5.0 231 546 161 4.3
Insurence 31 o9 37 o9 30 8
Taxes 181 5.2 215 5.2 174 4.7
Seed 120 3¢5 123 340 153 4.1
Auto-farm use 96 248 io2 245 85 263
Miscellaneous igs 5.4 206 5.0 203 5.4
Board of hired labor 341 9.9 402 9.8 384 1043
Decrease in feed and supplies 332 9.6 303 Ted 464 12.5
Depreciation 257 T5 307 Tek 248 67
Total $3,449 100.0 $4,113 100.0 843,718 10040

2e
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Board of Hired Labor
9.9

Fertilizer and Lime
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Miscellaneous

Decrease in Feed and
Supplies 9.6

Depreciation
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Figure 7. Percentage Distribution of Expenses on All Farms



Table 17, Sumary of Cash Expenses

High 256 Low 25
All Famms Per Cent Per Cent
Item Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent

Labor 674 2648 897 28.9 725 27.7
Repairs 194 77 208 67 215 8.2
Feed 531 21l.1 658 21,2 5156 19.6
Fertilizer and lime 333 1342 424 13.7 361 13.8
Fuel and oil 171 648 231 75 161 el
Insurance 31 1.2 37 1,2 30 l.1
Taxes 181 742 215 649 174 646
Seed 120 4,8 123 4,0 153 548
Auto=ferm use 96 348 102 3e3 85 300
¥iscelleneous 188 Tek 206 646 203 7.8

10040 $3,101 100,0 $2,622 10040

Total 32,518

Teble 18, Summary of Non-Cash Expenses

— == — - —— - o —
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Ttem Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent Amount Per Cent
Board of hired labor $ 34 36.7 $ 402 39.7 $ 384 3540
Decreese in feed and supplies 332 35.7 . 303 29,9 . 464 42 .4
Deprecietion 257 27 .6 307 30,4 248 22.6

Total $ 930 10040 $1,012 100.0 $1,096 100.0
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high, and average income groups had total non-cash expenses of $1,096,

$1,012, and $930 per farm, respectivelye
The expenses per dollar of receipts for the high income group were

only 53 cents; while they were 66 cents for the average group; and were

94 cents for the low group, as shown in Table 19, This table shows that

the high income farms spent reletively less per dollar of receipts then

elther the average or low groupse

Table

19, Expenses Per Dollar of Receipts

Expenses
Total Total Per Dollar
Income Group Receipts Expenses of Receipts
Average of all farms $5,260 $3,449 $.66
High 25 per cent 7,805 4,113 «53
Low 25 per cent 3,962 3,718 <94
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FACTORS AFFECTING FARM PROFITS

Farm profits in this study were measured by the amount of farm

labor income per farm. Some of the factors affecting the farm labor in-

come were: size of the business; rates and efficiency of production,

which include efficiency and production of the dairy, other livestock and

crop enterprises; efficiency of labor and machinery; and balance, or se=-

lection and combination of enterprises. Type of farming is a factor
effecting farm labor income, but is not used in this study as all the

farms are of the same typé.

Size of Business

Some of the factors which determined the size of the farm business

were: number of cows, productive man work units, total acres, crop acres,

total animal units, productive animal units, man equivalent, cash-grain

sales, milk production, milk sales, total investment, farm receipts and

farm income as illustrated in Table 20.

As the number of dairy cows per farm increased, the amount of farm

lebor income increansed. The largest profits per ferm were obtained with

more than 25 cowse The size of the dairy herd on the farms in the aver-

income group corresponded closely to farm labor income, but the number

of cows had very little effect on farm lahor income on farms in the high

and low income groups (Table 21).
The number of productive man work units had little effect on farm

labor incomes The farms with the largest farm labor income had 751 to

900 productive men work units (Table 22).

The largest farm labor income was obtained on farms with a total ac-

reage and a crop acreage of from 251 to 300 and 151 to 200 acres,
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Table 20.

Measures of Size of Farm Business

87
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All High 25 Low 25

Item Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number of cows 17.5 21.3 16.9
Productive man work units 699 792 693
Acres in farm 237.1 2777 240.6
Acres in crops 132.4 157.5 129.8
Number of animal units 3242 37.1 3146
Number of productive 20.7 24.6 19.8

animal units

Man equivalent 3.5 3.9 365
Cash-grain sales 1,523 1,933 118.4
Pounds of milk produced 85,535 122,081 70,994
Milk sales $ 1,833 $ 3,000 $ 1,350
Total investment 17,380 20,518 17,156
Farm receipts 5,260 7,805. 3,962
Farm income 1,811 3,692 244
Farm labor income $ 942 $ 2,666 $ =-613




Table 21, Relation of Size of Dairy Herd to Farm Labor Income

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number FPer . Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
Runber of Cows of Farms Cent Incone of Farms Cent Incone of Farms Cent Income
10 and under 13 10.2 8 607 1 3.1 $2,113 3 9.4 § =475
10,1 to 15,0 45 3542 _ 579 9 28.1 2,228 15 46.9 =854
15.1 to 20,0 37 28,9 1,063 7 21,9 3,210 7 21,9 -G06
20.1 to 25.0 19 14,8 1,297 7 21.9 2,471 4 12,5 =433
Over 25 14 10.9 1,615 8 25,0 2,925 3 9.3 =803
Total or average 128 100,0 $§ 942 32 100,90 $2,686 32 100,0 § =513
Table 22, Relation of Productive Man Work Units to Farm Labor Income
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Productivs Man Number Per = Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farnm Labor

Work Units of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
450 and under 14 10.9 $ 725 3 9.3 82,209 3 9.4 $ =432
451 to 600 34 26,6 . 811 6 18.8 2,811 12 3745 =580
601 to 750 36 28.1 750 6 18,8 2,221 9 28.1 -532
751 to 900 19 14,9 1,632 7 21.9 2,785 1 3el -811
Over 900 25 19,5 1,239 10 31l.2 2,900 7 21.9 =823

32 100,0

Total or average 128 100,0 § 942 $2,566 32 100,0 § =613
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respectively. However, neither of these factors were very closely re-
lated to farm lebor income, although the tendency was for higher farm
incomes to accompany larger acreages (Tables 23 and 24).

The total number of animal units on the farms in the average and
high income groups were related closely to farm labor income. Farms with
more than 40 enimal units had the largest farm labor income with each
increase in number of animal units being followed with an increase in
farm lebor income. On farms in the average income group the ferm labor
income increased with each increase in number of productive animal unitse
The most efficient farms had more than 30 productive enimal units (Tables
25 and 26).

The largest farm labor income was obtained on farms with more than
5.5 man equivalent. Farms with man equivelent of 1.5 and less were more
profitable thon farms with 1.6 to 4.5 (Table 27).

The highest farm labor income was recorded on farms with sales from
cash-grain of more than $3,000. However, farms with cash-grain sales
of $500 or less had higher profits than farms with cash-grain sales rang=-
ing from §501 to $1,500 (Table 28).

Totai milk production and milk sales per farm have more effect on
ferm lebor income than any of the factors analyzed thus fare On farms
in the average and high income groups, farm labor income increased noar-
ly in like proportion with increases in milk production and milk sales
per farme The highest profits were recorded on farms with milk produc-
tion of more than 150,000 pounds and milk sales of more than $3,500
(Tebles 29 and 30). |

Farms with a total investment of $20,001 to $25,000 had the largest
profits. Farms with a total investment of §15,001 to $20,000 received

highér profits than farms with more then $25,000 investment (Teble 31).



Table 23,

Relation of Total Acreage to Farm Labor Income

$ 942 32

$2,666

— High 25 Low 25 T
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per  Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Humber Per Farm Labor
Total Aores of Farms. Cent Income of Farms Cent  Inooms of Farms Cent Income

150 and under 25 19.5 $ 748 5 15.6 $2,914 8 18,8 § -638
151 to 200 20 23e4 946 6 18.8 2,872 7 21.9 -514
201 to 250 29 22.7 759 5 15.6 2,349 9 28,1 ~-489
251 to 300 20 15.8 1,319 7 21.9 2,609 4 12,5 474
Over 300 24 18.8 1,046 9 28.1 2,745 6 18,7 =1,013
Totel average 128 100.,0 $ 942 32 100.0 $2,666 32 100.0 § -613

Table 24. Relation of . Crop Acrsage to Farm Lebor Income

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
Crop Acrses of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income

100 and under 41 32.0 $ 715 7 21.9 $3,127 11 34,4 § =604
101 to 150 49 2843 ~ 820 10 3le3 2,338 15 46.9 =507
151 to 200 21 1644 1,568 8 25,0 2,700 0 - -
Over 200 17 13.3 956 7 21.8 2,635 8 18,7 =895
Total or average 128 100.0 100.0 32 100.0 § =613




Table 25. Relation of Total Number of Animal Units to Farm Labor Income

T e ]

High 26 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per  Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
Total Animal Units of Farms Cent Incone of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
20 and under 13 10.1 § 596 2 642 $2,090 3 9.3 § ~-432
20,1 to 30.0 49 3843 639 8 2540 2,492 15 46,9 -618
30,1 to 40.0 45 3542 1,068 11 34.4 2,751 10 31,3 -604
Over 40 21 16.4 1,591 11 3444 2,812 4 12.5 =752
Total or average 128 100.0 $ 942 32 100.0 $2,666 32 100.0 § =613
Teble 26+ Relaticn of Nurber of Productive Animal Units to Farm Lasbor Income
T T High 25 Low 25
‘ All Parms Per Cent ) Per Cent

Total Productive Nurber Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor

Animal Units of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Inceome of Farms Cent Incorms
15 and under 23 18.0 § 375 3 9.3 §2,124 9 28,1 § =640
15.1 to 20.0 43 33+6 - 856 7 21.9 2,714 8 25,0 =591
20.1 to 25.0 35 273 967 8 25,0 2,760 10 3163 =605
25.1 to 3040 17 13.3 1,454 8 25.0 2,558 2 6.2 -991
Over 30 10 7.8 1,853 6 1848 2,900 3 9.4 «365
Total or avorage 128 100,00 § 942 32

100.0 $2,666 32 100,0 § -613
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Table 27. Relation of Man Equivalent to Farm Labor Income

w&m e e o e —
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Pgr Cent Per Cent
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per TFarm Labor Number Per Farn Labor

Man Equivalent of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
1.5 and under 4 3el $1,008 2 6.2 $2,066 1 3.1 & =874
1.6 to 245 29 22.7 675 6 18.8 2,140 8 25.0 =468
26 to 345 53 41.4 792 9 28,1 2,355 11 3444 -610
3¢6 to 445 22 17.2 967 4 12,5 3,184 7 21.9 =674
4.6 to 5.5 11 8.6 1,524 6 18,8 2,491 2 642 ~-496
Over 5.5 9 7.0 1,900 5 15.6 3,893 3 9.4 ~863
Total or average 128 100.0 $ 942 32 2 100.0 § =613

100.0  $2,666 3

Table 28, Relation of Cash-Grain Sales to Ferm Lebor Income

= = g pppe— = — — = — =
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per . Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Lebor
Cash-Grain Sales of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
4500 and under 26 20.3 & o961 7 21.9 83,224 7 21.9 $ =582
501 to $1,500 42 3248 483 5 15,6 1,896 16 50.0 =529
1,501 to 2,500 37 2849 1,069 10 3142 2,517 7 2149 -749
2,801 to 3,500 15 11.7 1,494 6 "18.8 2,662 1 3.l -1,914
Over 3,E00 8 " Bed 1,7€6 4 12.5 3,032 1 3ol -68
Total or average 128 100.0 § 942 32 100.0 82,666 32 100.0 $ -613

474



Teble 29, Relation of Total Milk Production to Farm Labor Incone

High 256 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Total Pounds of Milk Number Per = Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Ferm Labar

Produced of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent  Incoms of Farms Cent Incone
50,000 end under 28 21.9 $ 137 1 3ol $2,359 12 3Te5  § =T44
50,001 to 75,000 34 2646 623 4 12.5 2,409 9 28.1 =452
75,001 to 100,000 32 25.0 1,081 11 34e4 2,200 7 21,49 =728
100,001 to 125,000 15 12.5 1,090 4 12,5 2,458 2 63 =446
125,001 to 150,000 7 5.4 2,132 3 9.4 3,545 1 3el -105
Over 150,000 11 Be6 2,595 9 2841 3,095 1 3el =391
Total or average 128 100.0 § 942 32 100.0 82,666 32 100.0 § =613

Table 20, Relation of Total Milk Sales to Farm Labor Income
High 25 Low 25
: All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
- Number Per  Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Numrber Per Farm Labor

Totel Milk Sales of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
$1,000 and under 33 25.8 § 276 3 9.4  §2,221 13 12,5 § =705
1,001 to $1,500 38 28,1 835 5 15.6 2,585 9 5643 462
1,501 to 2,500 38 '29.7 988 11 34.4 2,301 8 25.0 -726
2,501 to 3,500 16 1245 1,852 9 28.1 2,609 1l 3el ~-105
Over 3,500 5 3e9 3,337 4 12.5 4,269 1 36l =391

Total or aversage 128 100.0 $ 942 32 100,0 $2,666 - 32 100,0 $ =613




Table 3l. Relation of Total Investment +to Farm Labor Incoms

——— =~ ]

High 25 Low 25
All Farms . Per Cent Por Cent
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Lsbor HNumber Per Farm Labor
Totel Investment of Farms Cent Incomns of Farms Cent Indome of Farms Cent 1Incoms
$10,000 and under 10 7.8 § 438 1 3.1 $2,113 3 9.4 § -722
10,001 to 315,000 41 32.0 398 4 12.5 1,869 14 .43.8 =455
15,001 to 20,000 42 32,8 1,220 13 . 4048 2,689 8 2540 -613
20,001 to 25,000 19 14,9 1,697 8 25.0 3,106 1 3.1 - =2,079
Over 25,000 16 12.5 1,027 6 18.8 2,654 6 18.7 -584

Total or average 128 100,0 8 942 32 100.0 $2,666 32 100.0 § -613

44
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Farm labor income for the high and average income groups increased,
and for the low income group less loss resulted, with increases in gross
farm receipts. Farms thet had more than $8,000 receipts in the high
and average income groups had larger profits, while the farms in the low
income group, with a like amount of receipts, lost less than other farms
in the three income groups (Table 32).

Gross farm income was more closely associated with farm labor in-
come then any of the other factors in determining the size of the farm
business « With each increase in gross farm income, the high and average
income groups of farms made larger profits and the farms in the low in-
come group lost loss. The highest profits were made on farms with more
then $4,000 gross farm income (Table 33). However, gross farm income is
not a direct cause in measuring the amouﬁt of farm labor incomee.

Farms in the high income group had the largest farm business, when
measured in terms of all of the factors enumerated in Table 20. In the
average income group the farms were larger than the farms in the Low int
come group, except in total acreage and number of men per farme

It should be emphasized that the farms with the largest farm business
are not always the most profitable. However, with favorable prices the
larger farms have an opportunity‘to meke larger profits, if managed ef-
ficiently than the smaller farms. The larger farms usually sustain great-
er losses in periods of low prices, but under ordinary conditions the
larger farms have possibilities of larger profits because the output is
larger; labor and machinery are more efficient; there is greater oppor-
tunity for large scale buying and selling; and greater efficiency of the

entire enterprise 1s possible.
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Table 32, Relation of Gross Farm Recelpts to Farm Labor Income

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Humber Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor

Farn Receipts of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
$2,000 and under 6 T 4.7 $ -353 0 - § - 4 12,6 $=-760
2,001 to $4,000 38 2947 45 1 361 2,113 18 5642 =496
4,001 to 6,000 44 3443 917 8 26,0 1,941 6 18,8 -998
6,001 to 8,000 23 18,0 1,505 10 3led 2,451 2 642 -604
Over 8,000 17 1343 2,705 13 40.6 3,320 2 642 =230

2 100.0  §-613

Total or average 128 1000 § 942 32 100.0 $2,666 3

Teble 33+ Relation of Gross Farm Incomse to Farm Labor Income

—
—

‘ ‘ High 26 Low 25
All Farms ‘ Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per Farm Lebor Number Per  Farm Income  Number Per Farm Labor

Gross Farm Income of Farms Cent Incomse of Farms @ent Income of Farms Cent Income
50 and less 10 7.8 $-1,150 0 - $ - 10 3l.3  $=1,150
1 to $1,000 35 2743 - =136 0 - - 20 6245 =397
1,001 %o 2,000 29 2247 710 0 - .- 2 6.2 -86
2,001 to 3,000 30 2344 1,545 8 25.0 1,931 0 - -
3,001 to 4,C00 16 12,6 2,262 16 50.0 2,262 0 - -
Over 4,000 8 6e3 4,208 8 25.0 4,208 0 - -
Total or average 128 100.0 $ 942 32 2 100.0 § =513

100.0 $2,666 3
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Rates of Production and Efficiency of Livestock and Crops

High ylelds of livestock and crops usually have a direct effect

on the amount of farm labor incomece.

larger yields and greater efficiency than farms in the low and average

groups, as shown in Table 34.

Table 34. Measures of Rates of Production
and Efficiency of Livestock end Crops

47

Farms in the high income group had

LETRIX

A1l High 25 Low 25
Item Farms Per Coent Per Cent

Production index 100 114 87
Crop acres per cow 7.6 74 7.7
Livestoclk index 100 116 83
Milk production per cow 4,880,1 5,732.4 4,195.4
Milk sales per cow $ 105 3 141 $ 80
Dairy receipts per $100 ,

invested in livestook $ 90 $ 122 $ 68
Feed purchased per cow $ 30 $ 3l $ 30
Dairy recelpts per $100 of

feed purchased . $ 446 $ 603 3 317
Egz sales per hen $ 1.40 $ 1.60 $ 1.50
Poultry receipts per $100 ,

invested in livestock 8 15 $ 15 $ 13
Livestock receipts other , :

than dairy and poultry $ 304 $ 527 $ 196

Livestock receipts other

than dairy and poultry

per $100 invested in _

livestoock $ 12 $ 16 $ 8
Crop index 100 111 91
Crop receipts per crop

acre $ 16.06 $§ 17.20 $ 16.60
Cash-grain sales per acre v 4

of cash-grain $ 16.76 $ 17.78 $ 13.73
Other crop sales per acre '

of other crops $ 14,54 $ 16.12 $ 14,30
Corn yicld per acre 43 - 46 39
Wheat yield per acre 20 21 18
Fertilizer and lime ex-

pense per crop acre $ 2.50 $ 2.70 $ 2.80
Crop sales per $100 expen-

ded for fertilizer and

lime $ 640 $ 64 $ 500
Farm labor income $ 942 $ 2,666 $§ =613
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The production index is the most important measure that can be
used to determine whether the yields are high or lowe It further shows
which enterprises are the most efficient from the standpoint of pro-
duction in relation to the average in a particular area. Average yields
were used as the basis for determining whether the yields were high or
low on the farms in the high and low groupss The production index was
114 on the high income group of farms, while it was only 87 on the farms
in the low income groupe. The farm labor income was the greatest on
farms with a production index over 120. The degree of association be=-
twoen farm labor income and production was very high on farms in the
average income groups. The tendency was toward larger farm labor incomes
on farms in the high income group and smaller losses on farms in the low
income group with each increase in the production index. However, the
relationship between production index and farm labor income was not as
close on the high and low profit farms as on the average farms.

The number of crop acres per cow had little effect on farm labor
income. However, the average, high and low income groups had 7 ..6., Te4,
end 7.7 crop acres per cow, respectively. The remaining measures will

be treated under the headings of dairy, other livestock and crops.

Dairy Production, Efficiency and Milk Prices

The livestock index, which was determined principally by the average
milk production per cow on all farms, is a good measure of farm success.
The livestock index on farms in the high income group was llé , Wheroas
in the low income group it was only 83. Farms with a livestock index over
120 were the most profitable, while farms with a livestock index of 75
and under were least profitable. The average income group showed a closer

relationship between profits and livestock index than the high and low



Table 35,

I

Relation of Production Index to Farm Labor Incone

High 25 Low 26
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per _ Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
Production Index of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Incona of Farms Cent 1Income
75 and under 15 11.7 $ =90 0 - $ - 8 26,0 § =666
76 to 90 34 2646 432 4 12.5 2,330 13 40,7 =792
91 to 105 36 2841 1,030 8 2540 2,360 7 2149 =362
1068 to 120 21 16.4 1,449 8 25,0 2,986 2 6.2 -560
Over 120 22 17.2 1,803 12 378 2,768 2 6.2 =172
Total or average 128 100,0 $ 942 32 100.0 $2,666 32 100,0 & -613
Teble 36+ Relation of Crop Acres Per Cow to Farm Labor Inccme
e — — — o e — — — _ . — —
High 25 Low 25
- All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per  Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor

Crop Acres Per Cow of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
4 and under 17 1343 $1,320 6 18.7 $3,570 5 15.6 $ -699
4.1 to 8.0 28 21.9 . 950 8 25,0 2,028 5 15.8 =591
6.1 to 8.0 35 27.3 . T73 6 18.7 2,481 » 8 25.0 -356
8.1 to 10.0 27 2.1 906 6 18,8 2,889 8 25.0 -730
Over 10 21 16.4 942 6 18,8 2,574 6 18.8 =746
Total or average 128 100.0 $ 942 32 100.0 2 100,0 § =613

$2,666 3
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Teble 37. Relation of Livestock Index to Farm Labor Income

e
—————

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Paer Cent
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Leabor HNumber Per Farm Labor
Livestook Index of Farms Cent Incoms of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Incoms
75 sand under 28 21.9 $§ =51 1l 3l $2,359 14 43,8 $ =840
76 to 90 32 2540 706 4 12,5 2,289 9 28,1 =333
91 to 105 19 . 14.8 1,209 6 18.8 2,539 3 9.4 =521
106 to 120 25 19.5 1,303 8 25.0 2,845 4 12,5 =546
Over 120 24 18.8 1,826 13 40.6 2,742 2 6e2 ~-560
Total or averege 128 10040 3 942 32 100.0 82,666 32 100.0 § -613
Table 38. Relation of Milk Productlion Per Cow to Farm Labor Income
e - ~ High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Milk Production Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
Per Cow (p_ounds) of Farms Cent TIncome of Farms Cent Incomse of Farms Cent Income
3,000 and under 10 7.8 § <100 0 - $ -- 6 18.8 § -736
3,001 to 4,000 30 234 182 2 6.2 2,246 13 40,6 =706
4,001 to 5,C00 34 26,46 969 7 21.9 2,239 5 1546 =409
5,001 to 6,000 32 25.0 1,352 12 3745 2,822 6 18.8 =543
Over 6,000 22 17.2 1,812 11 3444 2,844 2 642 -364

2 100.0 § =613

Total or aversage 128 100.0 § 942 32 100.0 $2,666 3

0s
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groups, but the farm labor income had a tendency to increase with an
increase in the livestock index on the farms in the three groups. The
physical production of all livsstock is important, but it should not
be used as the sole factor in determining the success of a farm.

Milk production per cow on all farms was 4,880.1 pounds. Average
milic production per cow on farms in the high income group was 5,732.4
pounds, but it was only 4,195.4 pounds on farms in the low income group.
Milk sales per cow on the most profitable farms were $61 greater than
on the least profitable farms. Milk sales per cow on the high, averags
and low income groups of farms were $141, $105, and 880, respectively.
Milk production and milk sales per cow wore closely é.ssociated with
profitablenesss The greatest profits were made on farms producing over
6,000 pounds and selling over $160 of milk per cow, respectively, while
the least profits were made on farms producing 3,000 pounds or less and
selling $75 or less per cow.

Deiry receipts per $100 invested in livestock were $54 greater on
farms in the high profit group than on farms in the low Iﬁrofit groupe
Feed purchased per cow was $1.00 greaﬁer on the high profit group of farms
than on the average or low income groups. Dairy receipts per $100 of
feed purchased were $286 greater on farms in the high income gz;oup than
on farms in the low income groupe. The factors, feed purchased per cow
and dairy receipts per $100 of feed purchased, do not have much signifi-
cance, because the amount of home~grown feeds could not be accurately
obtained.

Table 41 shows milk shipments to dairies. Abbotts, Harbison's and
Supplee~Wills-Jones dairies received more than 93 per cent of the milk
produced by farmers surveyed in this area and paid to the farmers 85 per

cent of the total receipts from milk. The total poundage of milk shipped
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Teble 39, Relation of Milk Sales Per Cow to Farm Labor Incoms

High 55 Low 25
All Farms Por Cent Per Cent
Number Per Ferm Labor Number Per Ferm Labor Number  Per Farm Labor

Hilk Sales Per Cow of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
875 and under 38 29.7 8 143 3 9.3 $2,517 18 5643 8§ =741
76 to £100 40 3l.2 841 6 18.8 2,188 9 28,1 =391
101 to 1256 29 22.7 1,381 13 40.€ 2,586 4 12.5 -592
126 to 150 15 11.7 1,529 6 18,8 2,493 1 3el =391
Over 150 6 4.7 3,078 4 12.5 4,010 0 - -

Total or average 128 100.0 $ 942 32 100,0 $2,666 32 10.0 $ =613

Table 40, Relation of Purchesed Feed Per Cow to Farm Labor Income

——— e — e e — =

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Purchased Feed Number Per Farm Labor Number Per  Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor

Per Cow of Farms Cent  Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent ' Income
$10 and under 21 16.4 $ 872 7 21,9 $2,391 6 18,8 771
11 to §20 24 18.8 . 456 3 9.4 2,912 9 28.1 -753
21 to 30 43 3346 929 11 343 2,225 10 31.2 =439
31 to 40 10 Te8 1,291 2 6.2 3,066 0 - -
41 to 50 14 10.9 930 3 9.4 2,751 4 1245 =514
Over 50 16 12.5 1,586 6 18,8 3,460 3 9,4 =580
Total or average 128 100.0 $ 942 32 100,0 82,666 32 100.0 $ =613

28



53

by farmers was 10,284,488 pounds, while the amount received for that

milk was $225,522, or an average price per hundredweight of $2.19.

Table 4ls Farm Milk Shipments to Dairies

— Pounds ~Value Average
Number of of Price Per

of Per  Milk Milk Hundred-
Dairy Farms Cont Shipped Shipped weight
Abbotts 53 25.8 2,365,740 § 49,912  $2.12
Harbisons - 49 38.2 3,472,609 70,555 2,03
Supplee~Wills-Jones 35 27.2 3,563,889 69,394 1.95
Other dairies 9 Te2 516,250 9,977 1.93
Retail milk* 2 1.6 376,000 25,684 6.83

Total or average 128 100.0 10,284,488 § 225,522 $2.19

* Two farms retailed milke

Monthly milk shipments for 68 farms are shown in Table 42 and Figure
8 for each of the income groups. The high income group averaged 4,500
pounds more milk per month than the low income group per farm. However,
the yields were highest during May end June on the farms in each income
group, while the price of milk per hundred weight was lowest during those
two monthse. buring the months of November and December milk yields were
low and the price per hundred weight was high. The average price of milk |
per hundredweight on the 68 farms reporting monthly milk shipments was

$2.02, as shown in Table 43.
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Taeble 42. Monthly Milk Shipments in Pounds*

= A1l Farms  High income Farms = Low incoms Famm
(Farm Labor (Farm Lebor- . (Parm Labor
Month Income $942) Income $2,666) Income $-613)
January 6,816 10,572 4,977
February ‘6,4;42 9,906 4,932
lerch 6,812 10,764 5,370
Lpril 7,291 11,175 6,185
ey 9,036 13,687 8,004
June 8,415 12,050 8,152
July 7,654 10,7253 7,226
August 7,735 10,596 7,365
September 7,389 10,307 6,747
October 6,721 9,743 5,461
Noveuber 6,116 9,141 4,500
Deceuber 6,583 9,814 4,785
Yoar 87,010 128,478 73,704

* Only 68 farms reported milk shipments by monthse.
Table 43. Average Milk Prices by Months*

Price Per Price Per
lionth Hundredwei ght Month Hundredweipght
January $2.10 July $1.90
February 2403 August 1.92
¥arch 1.95 September 2,01
April 1.90 Octaber . 2.38
May 1. 6.6‘ Noveuber 2.50
June 1.72 December 2442

Year 2.02

¥ For farms roporting milk shipments by MONThSe
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Other Livestock Production and Efficiency

Poultry was importent as a supplementary enterprise on the farms
surveyede The association between egg receipts per hen and farm labor
income was rather high, except that ferm labor income was larger, when
egy receipts per hen were $1.01 to $1.50, than when they were $l.51 to
$2.00. Poultry receipts per $100 invested in livestock were larger on
the farms in the high and average groups than on the farms in the low
group, due to more efficient operatione.

Livestock receipts, other than dairy end poultry, did not show a
very maerked effect on farm labor income. However, the farms in the high in-
come group were more efficient in other livestock operation than the low
income group of farmse Efficiency in operation of livestock, other than

deAiry and poultry, was not high on the farms in any of the income groups.

Production and Efficiency of Crops

Crop production and efficiency is not as important in measuring the
success of dairy farms as dairy production and efficiency. However, cor-
tain crops are complementary to dairying and the production and efficiency
of the dairy enterprise camnot be accurately measured until these crops
hewve been considereds

Crop index 1s the best method in measuring crop production and its
relation to the farm successs The crop index corresponded more closely to
ferm labor income on the farms in the high and low profit groups ’chan in
the average profit groupes The tendency was toward larger profits on all
farms with increases in the crop index and the largest profit was made on
farms with a crop index over 120. The crop index on the farms in the high
income group was 1lll, whereas it wes only 89 on the farms in the low in-

come groupe



Table 44. Relation of Egg Sales Per Hen to Farm Labor Incoms

e Ty =

High Income Low Income
All Farms - Farms Farms
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor

Bgg Sales Per Hen - of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
%4560 and under 21 17,1 $ 118 3 9.7 $1,953 11 38,0 § =852
«51 to $1.,00 30 24.4 811 . 5 16,1 2,431 8 27.6 =514
1.01 to 1.50 34 27.6 1,319 11 3545 2,671 5 17.2 -433
1.51 to 2.00 29 2346 1,012 8 25,8 2,492 5 17,2 =524
Over 2,00 9 73 1,528 4 12.9 2,802 0 - -

Total or average* 123 100.0 & 933 31 100,0 $2,533 29 100,0° § =530

* YNo poultry reported on five farms.

Table 45« Relation of Livestock Receipts Other Than Dairy and Poultry to Farm Labor Incoms

e
———

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Por Cent Per Cent
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Lebor
Other Livestock Recsipts of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent  Income of Farms Cent Income
$0 and under 26 2043 $ 892 7 21,8 $2,489 4 12,5 3 -884
1 to 3200 37 28.9 . 492 6 18.8 2,796 17 53.1 -575
201 to 400 33 25.8 980 6 18.8 2,745 7 21.8 =583
401 to 600 12 9.4 1,130 4 12.5 2,798 2 63 -581
Over 600 20 15.6 1,663 9 28.1 2,606 2 63 -604
Total or average 128 100.0 8 942 32 100.0 $2,5388 32 100.0 3 -613
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Table 46, Relation of Crop Index to Farm Labor Income
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Por Cent
Number  Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor

Crop Index of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Incoms
75 and under 15 11,7 § 84 1 36l $2,0388 8 25,0 § =823
76 to 90 29 2247 935 7 21.9 2,214 7 21.9 =610
91 to 105 33 2548 597 6 18.8 2,396 12 375 -753
106 to 120 26 2043 1,337 8 2540 2,779 1 341 =391
Over 120 25 1945 1,508 10 31,2 3,114 4 12.5 =234
Total or average 128 100,0 § 942 32 10040 $2,566 32 100,0 § =613

Teble 47. Relation of Crop Recelpts Per Crop Acre to Farm Labor Incoms
— T " High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
- Number Per Farm Labor Number Per  Farm Labor Numbher Per Farm Labor

Crop Receipts Per Acre of Farms Cent Incoms of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
410 and under 27 21.1 § 882 7 21.9 $3,177 8 25,0 § -536
11 to 3§15 39 3045 425 7 219 2,294 17 53,1 ~748
16 to 20 38 29,7 972 5 1546 3,021 6 18,8 =424
21 to 25 15 11,7 1,824 9 2841 2,372 0 - -
Over 2b 9 740 1,762 4 12.5 2,641 “1 3el -68
Total or average 128 100.0 § 942 32 100.0 32 100,0 § =513

32,556

.8
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Crop recelpts per crop acre is a factor that measures the ef-
ficiency of all cropss Crop receipts per crop acre were highest for the
high income group, but they were higher on the farms in the low income
group than on the farms in the average group. However, crop receipts
per crop acre did not show a direct relation to farm labor income on the
farms in any of the income groups.

Cash-grain sales per acre of cash-grain were $4.00 per acre higher
on the farms in the high profit group than on the farms in the low profit
groups Other crop salels per acre of other crops were $2,00 higher for
the high income group in contrast to the low income groupe. However, sales
per acre is not as good an indicator of crop production as production per
acre.

Corn yield per acre was more directly related to farm labor income
than wheat yield. The corn yield on the farms in the high income group
was 7 bushels per acre higher than on the farms in the low income groupe.
The wheat yield was 3 bushels per acre higher on farms in the high income
group than on farms in the low income groupe The average yield of corn
was 43 bushels per acre, while the average yield of wheat was 20 bushels.

Fertilizer and lime expense per crop acre was highest or‘x the farms
in the low income group. The effects of the fertilizer and lime were
not as good on the farms in the low income group, because lower yields
per acre were reported for this group. The fertility of the soil, method
and rate of epplication, type of fertilizer, efficiency of the operator,
and climatic conditions at the time of application are factors that may
influence the efficiency of fertilizer and lime on crop yields. Crop
sales per $100 expended for fertilizer and lime were §$141 greator on the
farms in the high income group in comparison to farms in the low income

group, but only $1.00 greater than farms in the average income group.



Table 48. Relation of Corn Yield Per Acre to Farm Labor Income

High Income Low Income
All Farms Farms Parms
Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Lebor Number Per Farm Labor
Bushels Per Acre of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent . Income of Farms Cent Income
30 and under 19 15.0 8 117 0 - 3 - 10 31,3 § =567
31 to 40 44 34,6 941 12 3847 2,320 11 34,4 -544
41 %0 50 34 26.8 1,002 9 29,0 2,687 7 21.9 =847
51 to 60 17 13.4 1,448 6 19.4 3,015 2 642 -296
Over 60 ) 13 1042 1,232 4 12.9 3,283 2 6e2 -172
Total or average* 127 100.0 $ 933 31 100.,0 $2,585 32 100.0 § -613

* Yo corn reported on one farmi

Table 49. Relation of Wheat Yield Per Acre to Farm Lebor Income

High Incoms Low Income
All Farms Farms Farms
Number Per = Farm Labor Number Per PFarm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
Bushels Per Acre of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent = Income of Farms Cent Incone
13 and under 9 7.2 § =80 1 3.3 $2,068 5 15,6 & -896
14 to 16 23 184,4 . 833 5 16.7 2,517 7 21.9 <777
17 to 19 25 20,0 7 4 13,3 2,280 6 18.8 =234
20 to 22 39 312 652 8 26.7 2,048 11 3444 -53561
23 to 25 15 12.0 1,850 7 23.3 2,730 1l 3¢l -G8
Over 25 _ 14 11,2 1,437 5 16.7 2,791 2 6e2 ~538
Total or average* 125 100.0 $ 865 30 100.,0 §2,440 32 100.0 § =613

* No wheat reported on three farms.
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Table 50. Relation of Pertilizer and Lime Expense Per Crop Acre to Farm Labor Income

T High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Fertilizer and Lime Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Farn Labor
Expense Per Crop Acre of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
1,00 and under 27 21,1 $ 76 5 15,6 §1,987 5 15,6 § =637
1,01 to $2,CO 54 42,2 911 14 43,7 2,364 15 46,9 =390
201 to 3.C0 28 21.2 858 6 18,8 2,978 7 21,9 =1,169
3.01 to 4,00 12 9.4 1,178 3 9.4 3,983 3 9.4 -681
Over 4.C0 : 7 5.4 1,978 4 12.5 3,168 2 6e2 ~180

Total or eaverage 128 100.0 F 942 32 100.0 $2,666 32 100.0 § -613

09



61

Efficient production and utilization of all crops and especially
corn and hay, in addition to pasture, are essential as complementary
enterprises on dairy farms. It was found that less acres of all crops,
corn, hay, and pasture were required per cow, per 100 pounds of milk pro-
duced, per $100 of dairy receipts, per $100 of other livestock receipts,
and éer $100 of all livestock receipts on farms in the high income group
then on farms in the low and average income groups. However, the acres
per enimal unit, and per animal unit other than dairy, were as great or
greater for all crops, corn, and hay on the farms in the high income group
in contrast to the low and average income groups. The acres of pasture
per animal unit, and per enimal unit other than dairy, werc less on the
high profit farms than on the low or average profit farms. In general,
the farms in the high income group were more efficient in the production
and utilization of all crops, corn, hay, and pasture than the farms in

the low and average income groups, as shown in Table 5l.

Efficiency in the Utilization of Labor and Machinery

Efficiency of labor and machinery are hard to measure accurately.
If labor expense is used as a measure of labor efficiency, the efficiency
of hired labor is determined, unless an arbitrary amount is charged for
the operator!s labor and included in labor expensee. However, for com-
parative pur};:'oses labor expense per $100 of receipts will be used as one
measure of labor efficiency. Sales of crops snd animal products, totel
acres, crop acres, productive man work units and output per man are good
measures of labor efficiencye. (Teble 52).

Productive man work units per man did not have e direct effect on
ferm profits, but the highest profits were obtained on farms with more

then 300 productive man work units per man. Each man on the farms in the
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Table 53. Relation of Productive Lian VWork Units Per lan to Fam Labor Inconme

High 25 Iow 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Producitive ian Vlork Humber Per Tarm Labor Number Per Farm Labor RNumber Per Farm Labor
Units Per lan of Farms Cert Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Inconms
150 and under 16 12,5 51,184 5 15.6 $3,179 6 18.8 $ ~495
151 to 200 43 33,6 804 8 25,0 2,697 9 28,1 ~014
201 to 250 39 30,5 1,154 11 3444 2,657 6 18.8 -71E
251 to 300 21 16.4 530 4 12,5 2,488 9 28,1 -609
Over 300 9 7.0 1,209 4 12.5 2,168 2 642 -670
Total or average 128 100.0 & 942 32 100,0 $£2,666 32 100.0 g =613

Table 54, Relation of Number of Cows Per llan to Farm Labor Income
High 25 Low 25
All Fams Per Cent Per Cent

Number of Cows Per Number Per Farm Labor Number Per Famm Labor Number Per Farm Labor
llan of Farms Cent Incone of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
3 and under : 8 6.2 S 78 1 3.1 $6,779 5 15,6 $ =515
3,1 to 4,0 22 17.2 946 5 15,6 2,418 4 12.5 -058
4,1 to 5,0 34 26,6 925 8 25.0 2,771 7 21,9 =736
5.1 to 6.0 24 18.8 747 5 15.56 2,451 7 21,9 -580
6.1 to 7.0 28 17.2 1,214 7 21.9 2,631 4 12.5 ~392
Over 7 : 18 14,0 966 6 18.8 2,267 5 15.6 -489
Total or average 128 100,0 S 942 32 100,0 $2,666 32 100,0 § =613
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Table 55.

Relation of Crop Acres Per llan to Farmm Labor Income

Hich 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent
Number Per Farm Labor INumber Per IFarm Labor Tlumber Per  Famm Labor
Crop Acres Per Man of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of ¥arag Cent Incone
20 and under 7 5.5 $1,550 3 9.4 $4,731 4 12,5 i =836
20.1 to 30,0 26 20,3 624 2 6.3 2,022 7 21.9 =720
30,1 to 40.0 39 30.5 850 9 28,1 2,165 6 18.8 ~852
40,1 to 50.0 33 25,8 911 9 28,1 2,505 10 21.2 -550
Over 50 23 17,9 1,315 9 28.1 2,784 5} 15.6 ~-585
Total or averags 128 100.0 $oo042 32 100,0 $2,666 33 100.0 & -B13
Table 56, Relation of Ililk Sales Per llan %o Farm Labor Income
High 25 Low 25
411 Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Humber Per Ferm Labor Number Per Famm Labor Number Per Fam Labor

1Milk Sales Per llan of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farns Cent Income

$300 ond under 25 19,5 ¢ 214 2 6.2 $2,679 10 31,2 5 -886

301 to $500 48 375 606 7 21,9 2,377 17 63,1 -495

501 to 700 27 2l.1 1,408 9 28.1 2,538 2 6,3 ~438

701 %o 900 13 10.2 1,444 6 18,8 2,592 1 3.1 ~784

Over 900 15 1l.7 1,955 8 25,0 3,115 2 6.3 -342

Totel or average 128 100,0 $o942 32 100.0 £2,666 32 100.,0 & -613
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Table 57. Relation of Egg Sales Per Lian to ramn Labor Inconse

e — —
High Income Low Income
All Parms Farms Farms
Number Per Fam Labor Number Per Famm Labor Number Per Tamm Labor

Beg 8gles Per Map of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
$10 and under 18 14,7 $ 414 3 9,7 £2,061 8 27,6 & =696
11 to §40 48 39,0 1,091 14 45,2 2,817 12 41,4 -642
4] to 70 26 2l.1 948 5 16.1 2,203 4 13.8 -498
71 to 100 15 12,2 1,095 4 12.9 2,683 2 6.9 -878
Over 100 : 16 13,0 865 5 16.1 2,184 3 10,3 ~415
Total or average®™ 123 100,0 $ 933 31 100,0 $2,533 29 100,0 $ =630
*

No poultry reported on five farms.

Table 58. Relation of Cash-Grain Sales Per Man to Famm Labor Inconme

High Income Low Incoms
All Fams Farms Farms

Cash-Grain Sales Per Number Per TFamm Labor Number Per Farm Labor Humber Per  Farm Labor

Man of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Incone of Farms Cent Incore
£$200 and under 29 22,6 & 863 8 25,0 $3,078 9 28.1 $ =703
201 to $400 32 25,0 746 6 18.8 2,263 8 25.0 -528
401 to 600 35 27.4 616 5) 15.6 2,361 13 40,6 -597
601 to 800 15 11.7 1,190 4 12,5 3,091 2 Be3 -666
Over 800 17 13,3 1,894 9 28,1 2,549 0 - -
Total or average 128 100.0 $ o942 32 100,0 32,666 32 100,0 $ -613
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Table 59, Relation of llachinery Investment Per Lian to Farm Labor Income

%

High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Machinery Investment Number Per Tam Labor Number Per Farm Lebor Number Per TFarm Labor
Per lan of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
$200 and under 12 9.4 § 236 1 3.1 £5,349 8 25,0 $ -534
201 to £300 44 34,4 290 10 31.3 2,711 10 3l.2 002
301 to 400 36 28.2 834 7 21.9 2,834 7 21,9 ~517
401 to 500 18 14.0 1,207 5 15.6 2,993 3 9.4 -466
Over 500 18 14,0 1,245 9 28.1 2,472 4 12,5 -1,079
Total or average 128 100,0 S 942 32 100.0 £2,666 32 100,0 $ =613

Table 60. Relation of liachinery Investment Per Crop fAcre %o Farm Labor Income
High 25 Low 25
All Farms Per Cent Per Cent

Machinery Investment Tumber Per TFarm Labor HNumber Per Farm Labor Hurber Per  Farm Labor
Per Crop Acre of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income of Farms Cent Income
$5 and under 17 13,3 $ 699 3 9.4 $2,713 7 21.9 $ =501
6 to {8 44 34.4 790 9 28,1 2,884 10 3l.2 -619
9 to 11 34 26.5 . 1,068 10 3143 2,992 10 3l.2 -638
12 to 14 21 16.4 1,139 8 25.0 2,293 3 9.4 ~G11
Over 14 iz Q4 1,139 2 642 4,446 2 843 ~-858
Totel or average 128 100,0 5 942 38 100,0 $2,666 32 100,0 & =813
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Compensating Factors

Some of the measures used in determining farm success have been
disqussed, but it is recognized that these measures are not the only ones.
The price received for commodities sold and the cost of producing those
tommodities have & direct influence on farm profits. The survéy method of
sampling used in this study is not void of error, becaﬁse it may or may not
be representative of the area studied. One year's results is not adequate
0o bage any definite conclusions as to the profi{:ableness of the farms in
this area, except it is the best measure for 1936. By grouping the farms
into the high, low, and average income brackets a practical basis for com-
barison may be made, but when this is done all individual differences in
farms is lost. The value of farm products used for family living; age,
tducation, and ihitiative of the operator; wife's cooperation; number in
family; length of period the operator has operaﬁed the farm; whether the
operator is a tenaent or landlord; and available operating capital are pers-
onal factors that have a direct bearing on the success of the farm. Use
nade of farm by-products, crop rotation followed, work planning, feedi{ng
$tandards, seed used, livestock breeds, distance from shipping point, phy-

#ical combination of enterprise, natural soil fertility, drainage, and

¢limatic conditions are some of the other factors that may be partially re-

Sponsible for farm success or failure.

Balance and Combination of Enterprises

The best balance or combination of enterprises requires employment of
labor throughout the year and maximum efficiency in use of machinery, equip-
@ent, buildings, and land, Dairying provides employment during every month

ir the year, but other enterl;rises must be supplemented to give the most
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efficient use of labor. The selection of the most profitable enterprises
to supplement dairying on‘ each farm must be decided by the individual farmer.
Source of receipts from the different enterprises on the farm is a
measure of balance or combination of enterprises. Table 61 shows that in
the high income group the farms were more specializéd and received less of
their total receipts from crops than the average or low income groups.
farms in the high income group sold less corn and hay and made more effic-
lent use of pasture. Corn, hay and pasture are essential complementary en-
terprises to dairying. The use of poultry as a supplementary enterprise
increased the profitableness of the farms. The most profitable farms re-
telved less from wheat and other crops than fhe low and average profit farms,
¥iich shows that in this study complementary crops are more important than

Supplementary crops in determining the best balance.

Table 61, Source of Receipts

— —
A11 High 25 Low 25
N Farms Per Cent Per Cént
2ource of Receipts ouIL 8T Cen Tmount Per Uent JAmount Per lent
Total receipts 35,260  100.0 7,805  100.0  §3,962  100.0
Dairy 2,367 45.0 3,967  50.8 1,635  4L.3
Poultry 400 7.6 476 6.1 520 8.1
Other livestock 304 5.8 527 648 196 4.9
All crops 2,127 40.4 2,719 34.8 1,807  45.6
Corn and hay 6A76v 12.8 797 10.2 502 12,7
iheat 859 16.3 1,145 14.7 677 17.1
Other crops 592 11.3 hds 9.9 628  15.8
Other receipts 62 1.2 116 1.6 3 .1
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STATUS OF TENANCY IN THE AREA

The tenancy problem has attracted nationwide attention in recent
years; America is beginning to realize that tenant operstion of farms is
rapidly teking the place of owner operation. In Maryland the temnancy pro-
blem is not as acute as in the Central South and Middle West. Tenancy hé.s
increased in the United States; but it has decreasdl in lmfyland since 1880,
Due to landlord-tenant arrangements, long-time land-use adjustments are
iimlJOsSible on many tenant farms. Landlord-tenant relationships must be

permenently improved before 1ong-time land-use adjustments can be made on

tenant farms.

Prevailing Type of Lease in Use

The majority of the 55 tenant farms in this study were operated on a

crop-share basis. A few tenant farms were operated on a livestock and crop-

share basis, but no tenants in this study had a cash-rent agreement,
Tenancy has increased in Maryland since 1929 and in the area surveyed
since then. Tenancy has decreased in Kent County since 1929 but has in-
creased in Cecil, Queen Anne's, Carolihe, and Talbot countiesl. Tenant
farms have a larger acreage than owner farms, as shown by the higher per-
centage of farm land than number of farms operated by tenants (Ta.ble 62)..
The per cent of tenancy on the farms in this study for 1936 corxn'espondd
rather closely to the Census data on all farms in this area for 1935. The

total acreage per farm was slightly lower on the 128 dairy farms surveyed

than on all tenant farms in this area in 1935.

United States Census, 1935,
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Teble 62. Per Cent of Farms and Farm Land Operated by Tenants in Counties
Surveyed

ol Uent Uperated by Tenants

Farms Farm Land
Total Farms* Farms Surveyed  Total Farms* Farms Surveyed
County 1935 1936 1935 1936
Cecil 27.8 26.7 3845 19,6
¥ent 43.5 71.1 575 6749
Queen Anne's 51.8 27.9 59.4 3746
Talbot 42.4 30.8 49.8 19.6
Caroline 34.8 2540 4345 3343
Area 39.1 43,0 50.1 - 4T7.4

* Taken from United States Census, 1935,

On 85 per cent of the tenant farms in this study the crop-share type
of lease prevailed, as shown in Table 63. Under this lease the landlord
ovmed the land and buildings; peid the taxes, insurance and repairs on the
buildings; end was charged for all depreciation thereon. All livestock
and machinery were owned by the teonant who received all receipts from
livestock and livestock products, purchased iivestock, paid taxes and in-
surance on livestock and machinery, repaired machinery, and was charged
for depreciation on machinery. Feed and supplies were owned jointly by
the tenant and landlord and they shared jointly in any change. The two
parties shared equally in the grovm produce of wheat, corn, truck crops,
and other cash crops; but the tenant received all the hay, corn silage,
oats, and barley if they were fed on the farme However, the landlord re-
ceived half the receipts from any hay, corn silage, oats, or barley, if
sold. The tenant paid for hired labor, board of hired labor and all feed

purchaseds. The landlord and tenant shared equally in the expenses for



Ferms Showivs What Zach Party Furnishes and Receives
s H
Table 63. Types of Leases Useq op 55 Delf¥ *°

L dema 1 Farp 1 Farm 1 Farm 1 Ferm
47 Farms 1 Farm 1 Poapn 7 __”lf/ar_r:'l/:— Tand-  len- Loand-  Ten- Land=- Ten- Land- Ten~ Land~-  Ten-
Land-  Ten- Land- Ten-~ Lend-  Tam  Lend- Ten .. lora's =at's  lord's ant's lord's ant's lord's ant's lord's ant's
lord!'s ant's lord's ant's lord's mir-;-;r lOI‘d 1g an’ﬁ L SnnTe Shn e Share Sjlaxje ihare Share Share Share Share Share

C\I.tﬂm Share Share Share Share She pe She T"' W g .

VMtal invesiment , 2harg . 211 ibne x:.ll }Ione A1l None All None - All None
pod A1l None A1l None A1l Tone | ALl 1§°§e ALl some AL Wone  All None ALl Tone  All Hone
1= ngs A1l None All None A11 Hone | ALl IOl lone 4LL Hone ALL AL Hone ¥ ¥ ALl Hone
2thi—ery None A3L A1l Tone lone A1 None A y  Part AT © Part  Part  pert  Part 7 # Part  Parb
Yed =na supplies Part Part Part Part : 5 . par None 411 Tone 4l A1 None Y ; ALl Hone
Tre —=tock N ar Part Papg | Part Gy . Ibne None A11 AL Non 5 s All None
TE =toc None All A1l None Ilone 411 None 1. ALL o P Al lone No Sheep x £
Ury stock None All A1l None T L ] Ho = - -~ 2 o All None
g{cli:p None All No Sheep o Sheep “io SHecP 1 None  ALb Hone ALL A1l None 7 .13 411 Tone

r livestock Mone All Non T ;
P’Wuce e A1 lone All Hone ) A11 Ione llone All Al None -;f 1 All 1Tone

yae an 5 L Hone All L x T— e e

Yes—tock increase None All All None & <5 1 3 ~ 1 1 ® = ¥ £ K T
’g)il None Al 5 x 1/5 273 | “ No Sheep £ No Sheep o ) £
°t§:i il?’e:zgi.k and None A1) No Sheep No Sheep “No ghee? Hone Al Hone All None A1l 2 ;P None All

p . o a1 1 z T 1. a1

copm Juets None ALl None A1l Hone A1l wome 1 7 7 g } 4 k4 % 7 3!:

n 5 i i s A L ) © “ = & ® © ® = ®
Theny, kd z 4 7 i £ ‘ z i
HaY, «<orn, silage, ® = = = N W ] . i 25 Ncgne A.}'L fl; ¥ ;; = f_ ;-

0 1 1 . 3 I y ) o = : e ey i3 k
Tomzt ié sand barley Ngne A,E' 273 177‘3 1/3 2/3 é T omﬂtoe b 3 ) % 'g' g E 2 2 E‘
othelw selling crops _ﬁ 3;_ 23 s IJT(}gTomatoe} s Ng 5 . Noﬁother income None A1l  No other income No other income No other income

the income N A /5 b inco
RXII’: Ilsz . one A1l None Al HNo other income No ot her , Hone Aﬁ ﬁone ﬁ.lli %5 &1‘/;5 ’,é % None A1l
ly, ; Al Jone A one 1 v o None All

Mo o hired Llab None ALl None A1l None 417  Nome 411 ;gne /11 Tome  All A None L x All  None
Rﬁpaq/rg I‘i : E;.‘ or None J}ll None All None R Noné Ml [

Rep mj:rs’ nbli(i:lfllliligg and None All All None None A1l None ALl If?ne A1l None Al Nine - -3 All None

] ? " A \ 1. .
\ . None g 5 None A11 : 3 5 2/3 1/3

Fegzx—;—ces A1l Nome ALl None A1l Nonme ALl L ¥ % 5 14 5 & % 2/3 145
o Nons AL % 5 Tome ata0 b g ¢ L L L i L & L @ 1/
Trty lizer ¥ ® 2/5 1/3 1/3 2/3 AL om0 “No Lime No Lime No Lime ALl None No Lime
I'irneL 5 5 2/3 1/3 1/3 2/3 All None  p.rt  Part  Part  Part 411 None Part P?rt A1l None
Yug ance All None No Lime 1/3 2/3 ALl part Hone ALl None A1l All None ¥ % All None
N _ Part Part All None Part B Part 11 Yone All None A1l None % ALY None
®rezeiation, machinery N All Al art All ® s
I)epl\¢0ia1:ion, buildings Airlle N All Il:Trone None ALl None Now® t + + 1 XL
% ’ one one All N All + Part Part Par Par Par 5 Part Part

tnezase in feed and One par b S

part 1 Yone None  All All None All None All None

2 sQpoplies Part Part Part Part Part ..  Part fone Al Yione Part Part A1l None Part Part Al None
xae3, real estate Part ; ALL 3
NN ) cal oot A1l None All None All Wone ML part Lot Part lone A1l Part Part & & 2/3 1/3
Oth&i‘ ’efcp coons Part Part All None Part Part part  jone —

None A1l None All None A1 AL

{—-—




74

fertilizer, and soed that was used in planting crops for salee The
tenant purchased all grass, hay, oat and barley seeds The landlord pur-
chased the fence wire and lime, and the tenant repaired the fences and
applied the lime. All other expenses were paid for by the tenant.
Interest on investment at & per cent was charged to the landlord on
lend and buildings and to the tenant on livestock and machinerys

The remaining 15 per cent of all tenant farms had either crop or
crop and livestock-share leasess The leases were based on the amount

each party furnished toward the entire farm enterprise.

Inequality of the Present Leasging System

The United States, in general, is faced with the problem of making
s more equitable distribution of income between the tenant and landlord.
In the South, in general, the tenant receives a very small income and
ne is in need of relief. However, on the tenant farms surveyed in Mary-
lend, the tenants received a much larger proportion of the income than
the landlordse The landlord-tenant leases were more equitable_when cashe-
grain was the principal type of farming, but since dairying has become
the major type of farming, the landlords have receivedless than their
share of returns. As previously mentioned, the change in type of farming
came as a result of the depression because farmers could no longer de-
pend upon grain farming when the price of grains was so lowe Dairying
is o source of more regular income to the tenant and mekes farming more
diversified, thereby eliminating part of the riske. The landlord does
not share in the benefit of dairy farming, but must depend on cash-grains
and truck crops, which fluctuate in price widely in comparison with milk.
It does not seom to be an equitable contract when one party receives all

the returns from the dairy enterprise and does not make any cash
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contribution toward the upkeop of the building in which the dairy cows
are housed. The landlord receives nothing from the dairy enterprise,
yet he 1s expeoted to build, maintain, and keep the dairy barn, silo,
and milk house in condition to pass the rigid sanitary requirements of
the Philadelphia milk market.

The inequality in labor income between the landlords and tenants
is showm in Table 64« The landlord's investment was much larger than
the tenants, because on all tenant farms the landlord ovmed the land
and buildings and on a few of the tenent farms the landlord owned the
livestock, or machinery, or livestock and machinery in addition to the
land and buildings.

Total, cash, and non-cash receipts and expenses were larger for
tenants than for landlords on the average, high and low income tenant-
operated farms.

Tenants on the average and high income farms received a greater
share of the farm income than the landlords, but less on the low income
tenant farms.

The larger investment by the landlord made it necessary to deduct
a larger interest charge from the landlord's gross income than from the
tenant!s to get labor income for eachs

The tenant!s labor income was larger than the landlord's on the
average, high, and low income tenant farmss. The tenant's labor income
included the labor of the family in addition to the operator. Labor
earnings is a better measure for comparison of tenant and landlord in-
comes on tenant farms because it includes products used for family living
in addition to labor income. The tenant's family labor earnings were
greater than the landlord!s on the averaée, high and low income tenant

farmse



Suwrmary of the Landlord's and Temant's Share on Tenant Ferns

—

All TFarmss (55)

High 14 Farms?

Low 14 Forms™™

Landlord's  Tenant's Landlord's Tenant's Landlordt's Tensnt's
Iten Share Share Share Share Share Share
Totael investrent £14,709 G4, 407 16,469 5,456 316,300 33,344
Receipts 1,859 4,050 2,311 5,048 1,638 3,082
Cash 1,853 3,493 2,262 4,420 1,944 2,635
Non-cash 6 557 49 1,228 -6 245
Expenses 910 2,721 926 3,179 1,103 2,751
Cash 778 1,979 733 2,307 864 1,927
Non-cash 132 742 193 872 329 824
Gross income 949 1,329 1,385 2,469 745 331
Interest on investment 735 220 824 273 765 167
Labor incoms 214 1,109 561 2,196 -20 164
Products used for
family living 0 392 0 401 0 401
Labor earnings $ 214 $1,501 S 56l $2,597 $ ~20 $ 565
Return on investment
Dollars 949 829 1,385 1,969 745 -169
Per cent 6.5 18.8 8,4 3641 4,9 -5,1
*x

Farms with highest farm labor income on tenant farms.

ok Farms with lowest farm labor income on tenant farms.

94
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Per cent return on investment was greater for tenants on the
averape and high income tenant farms but smaller on the low income ten-

ant farms.,

Comparison of Tenant and Oener-Operated Farms

Much of the land on the Eastern Shore, especially water-front
property, is owned by northern people. Many resident landlords ovn
more than one farm ond the demand for good tenants is greate. The ma-
jority of resident and non-resident landlords consider the farm only
as an invegtment. However, the owner-operators are faced with the pro-
blem of making the farm pay.

It has been stated that tenancy is conducive to soil erosion by
too intensive pasturing and growing of soil-depleting crops. No infor-
mation was collected on the intensity of pasturing on the farms sur-
veyed, but due to the type of lease a larger per cent of the crop acre-
age was devoted to the growing of corn and wheat and a smaller per cent
to the growing of hay on tenant than on owner-operated farmse

Teble 85 shows that tenant-operated farms had a larger acreage and
e larger per cent of the land in crops. Tenan-l; farms also had more cows
than ovmer=-operated farms, but less production per cow and lower yields
of corn, wheat, and hay. Total milk produced on ovmer-operated farms
was greater even though fewer cows were kept. !

Tenant farms had a larger investment due to a larger investment in
real estate. Milk sales were slightly higher on owmer-operated farms,
but crop sales and livestock inventory increase were much larger on ten=
ant-operated farms, which accounted for larger total receipts. Total
expenses were $300 greater on tenant farms, yet they had $820 larger

farm income. The labor income on tenant farms was $l,322; while it was




T7a

Teble 656, Comparison of Tenant, Owner, and All Farms

7 Tenant Ovmer All
Ttem Farms Farms Farms

Nunber of farms b5 73 128
Acres per farm 261.5 218.6 237.1
Acres in pasture 47 o4 40.7 4346
Acres in other land 58.5 6340 6le1
Acres in crops 155.6 114.9 132.4
Corn 40,9 28.0 3345
Wheat 70.0 41.2 53.6
Eay 2544 25.5 25.9
Yield of corn per acre (bushels) 40.5 46.1 43.2
Yield of wheet per acre (bushels) 19.8 19.9 19.9
Yield of hay per acre (tons) o9 1.2 1.1
Yumber of dairy cows 18.0 17.2 17.5
Hunter of horses and mules 7«6 6.0 647
¥umber of chickens 119.8 123.1 121.6
Pounds of milk produced 4717.0 500045 855345
Pounds of milk produced per cow 84,904.9 86,009.3 4,880.1
Total investment $ 19,116 $ 16,072 $ 17,380
Real estate 14,308 11,616 12,773
Livestock 2,835 2,454 2,618
Machinery and equipment 1,209 1,090 1,141
Feed and supplies 764 912 848
Total receipts $ 5,909 $ 4,7 $ 5,260
Yilk 1,743 1,900 1,833
Dairy stock 224 197 208
Eggs 163 184 170
Poultry stock 181 254 223
Other livestock 197 163 178
Crops 2,791 1,626 2,127
Livestock inventory increase 563 66 459
Yiscellaneous 57 381 62
Totel expenses $ 3,631 $ 3,313 $ 3,449
Labor 687 665 674
Repeirs 210 183 194
Feed 516 542 531
Fertilizer and lime 392 288 333
Fuel and oil 193 155 171
Texes 211 159 181
Boerd of hired labor 364 324 341
Decrease in feed and supplies 320 341 332
Depreciation 269 247 257
Miscellaneous 469 409 435
Ferm income $§ 2,278 $ 1,458 3 1,811
Interest on investment 956 803 869
Ferm labor income $ 1,322 $ 655 $ 942
Preducts used for family living 386 397 392
Farm labor earnings $ 1,708 $ 1,052 $ 1,334
Per cent return on investment 9.3 6.0 75
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only %655 on owner-operated farms, or $667 less. The return on in-
vestment on tenant-operated farms was 9.3 per cont, whereas it was only
6 per cent on owner-oporated farms.

From the analysis of tenant and owner=-operated farms, it is shown
that tenants are interested in immediate returns, rather than looking
forward to future returnse. The cropping practices and continual disa-
greement between tenants and landlords, frequently causing tenants to
stay for only a short time, should cause less returns to tenant farms
over a period of timee According to the Census of Agriculture for 1930,
more then one~third of the tenants stayed on the farm for one year or
less, more than one~fourth stayed from 2 to 4 years, more than one-fifth
stayed 6 to 9 years and less than one-fifth stayed over 10 years. Ten-
ants related to the owmers tend to stay on farms much longer than the
non-related tenents because they hope to inherit the farms.

In general, tenants have as much initiative as owners. They are
usually younger and have larger families, but due to their migratory
habit, they are not as well educated as owners. Tenancy is generally
the result of insufficient funds on the part of the tenant to om a
farm. However, the tenant farmers on the Upper Eastern Shore of Maryland
are fairly well satisfied with the present leasing system, but would like
for the landlord to keep the dairy equipment in better repé.ir.

Suggested Improvement of Lease Contracts and Landlord-Tenant
Relatlonships

The present loasing system will be difficult to change, but the
tenant-landlord relationships may be made better by modifying the lease.
By this meoasure of improvement the tenant would probably be more satis=

fied and remain on the farm for a longer periods. By greater satisfaction
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to both parties, 10ng-t:'gme land-use adjustments could be made, whéreby
soil fertility would be maintaeined by the use of crop rotetion, manure,
and fertilizere. A more equitable division of farm returns could be
made, il both parties would work cooperatively together and it would
likely result in each making greater returnse

Written agricultural leases that are brief and are simple in
language should replace verbal agreementse If the tenant makes improve-
ments, he should remove them at the expiration of the lease unlesé the
jmprovements are irmoveble, in which case the landlord should compensate
the tenant for those improvements. The tenant should compensate the
landlord for any deterioration or damage due to the tenant's operation
of the farm and the landlord should have power to prevent further dam-
age or wastes. Eilther party should be given sufficient notice as to the
termination of the contract; should either party fail in this element
of time he should be llable for damages in equity. Certain parts of
the contract should be flexible enough to tske care of serious crop
failure or fall in prices, in order that the contract shall not terme
inete for these causes.

The present leasing system requires very little modification to
meke the lease more equitable. Most of the difficulty between the land-
lord and tenant has arisen because the landlord has refused to keep the
dairy barn and milk house equipped to meet the requircments of the
Philedelphie Health Department. It is suggested that the tenant should
pey the landlord a cash rent for the use and occupation of the dairy
barn, silo, and milk house; and the landlord should maintain the dairy
equipnent suitable to secure the health permite. The rate of payment
should be figured at 8 or 10 per cent (or any other agreed figure) of

the value of deiry equipmente. The payments should be made at the end

71913
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of each month unless agrced upon under different termse The lQSé dairy
records show that a more even distribution of returns could have been
obteined between landlords and tenants if the tenant had paid a cash
rental on dairy equipment, and the two parties would likely have been
more satisfiede It should be agreed that the tenant should pasture

not more than a specificd number of livestock only on land designated
as pesture landes The amount and kind of fertilizer and lime should be
mutually agreed upon by the two parties, but sufficient amounts .should
be applieds. The acreage of different crops to be grown and the rotation
end pasturing practices should be agreed upon by both partiese In

case of disasgreement between the two parties on any of the problems con-
cerning division of the returns, joint holdings at the termination of
the lease, or the amount and kind each party should furnish, then three
disinterested parties who are well acquainted with the same type of

problem should be called in to make & proper settlement.
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SUIMARY OF ALL FARMS

This report covers the second year's results of astudy of 128
deiry farms on the Upper Eastern Shore of Maryland. The data are for
the year 1936 This study was made to determine the orgenization of
these dairy farms, the factors affecting farm profits, and the relative
status of the landlords and tenants on the tenant farmse. A general

surmary of the farms is presented in Table 66.

Orgenization

The average number of acres per farm was 237.l; of which 132.4
scres were in crops; 43.6 acres, in pasture; and 6l.l acres, in other
land. The average number of cows per farm was 175; milk production
per cow averaged 4,880.1 pounds; total farm investment was $17,380;
farm receipts were $5,260; farm expenses were $3,449; farm incame was
$1,811; interest on investment was $869; and farm labor income aver-
aged $942,

Totel receipts were apportioned among the wvarious sources of re-
ceipts as follows: dairy, 45.0 per cent; cashegrain, 289 per cent;
other crops, 1l.6 per cent; poultry, 7.6 per cent; other livestock,
5.8 per cent; and miscellaneous, l.2 per cente

The most important sources of farm receipts were milk, wheat, and
corn. The most important farm expenses were lebor, feed, board of hired
labor, fertilizor and lime, decrease in feed and supplies, and deprec-
iation.

Factors Affecting Farm Labor Income

Production index, gross farm receipts, milk production per cow,

milic sales per cow, and livestock index wers the factors that had the



Table 66. Sumﬁary of Farm Organization
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= All High 25 Low 26
Ttem Farms Per Cent Per Cent
—
nyber of farms 128 32 32
scres per farm 237.1 27747 24046
Acres in pasture 4356 44,1 4847
Acres in other land 6l.l 7641 6241
Acres in crops 132.4 157.5 129.8
Corn 3365 370 3266
Whea“l: 53.6 66 .8 4;7.4
II&.y 2549 3063 24.8
vield of corn per acre (bushels) 43,2 45,6 3848
Yield of wheat per acre (bushels) 19.9 21.1 18.4
Yield of hay per acre (tons) 1.1 1.1 1.1
Nyrber of dalry cows 1745 21.3 16.9
uymber of horses and mules 6e7 67 68
wymber of chickens 121.6 126..5 101.0
pounds of milk produced 85,635 122,081 70,994
pounds of milk produced per cow 4,880.1 5,732.4 4,195.4
Totel investment $ 17,380 $ 20,518 $ 17,156
Land 7,386 8,610 - 7,282
Buildings 5,387 6,187 5,602
Livestock 2,618 3,256 2,413
Machinery and equipment 1,141 1,423 1,010
Feed and supplies 848 1,042 849
Totel receipts $ 5,260 8 7,805 $ 3,962
Hilk 1,833 3,000 1,350
Dairy stock 208 211 196
Ezps 170 203 95
Poultry stock 223 273 226
Other livestock 178 193 163
Crops 2,127 2,719 1,807
Livestock inventory increase 459 1,090 122
ligesllancous 62 116 3
Totel expenses $ 3,449 $ 4,113 $ 3,718
Lebor 674 897 725
Repairs 194 208 215
Feed 531 " 658 515
Fertilizer and lime 333 424 361
Fuel and oil 171 231 161
Taxes 181 215 174
Board of hired labor 341 402 384
Decrease in feed and supplies 332 303 464
Depreciation 257 307 248
Kiscellaneous 435 468 AT
Farn income $ 1,811 $ 3,692 $ 244
Interest on investment 869 1,026 , 857
Farm labor income $ 942 $ 2,666 $§ ~613
Products used for femily living 392 387 418
Farm lebor earnings $ 1,334 $ 3,053 $§ =195
Per cent return on investment 745 15,6 =1.5
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greatest influence on farm profitse. Gross farm receipts were more
directly related to farm profits than total animal units, total pro-
ductlve animsl units, total milk production, and total milk sales.
Production index was the best measure of crop and livestock yields.
Kilk production per cow was the best index of efficiency of dairy
production, but seasonal production and milk prices were in direct
relation to farm profits. The best measurss of labor and machinery
efficiency were milk sales per man and machinery investment per crop
acre, respectively.

The most profitable farms were more highly specialized in dairy-
inge They recelved relatively larger receipts from dairying, but
relatively less receipts from crops than the least profitable farms,
which shows that larger income is derived through utilization of
home-grown feeds on the farm than by sale of these feeds, even when
the price of feeds is relatively high. The manure from the animals
thet are fed on the farms is usoful in building up the soil, and
less expense is involved in handling of feeds by utilizing them on

the farme

Status of Tenancy in the Area

Nearly all of the 55 tenant farms were operated on the fifty-
fifty crop=-share lease basise Due to an increase in nmumber of live-
stock on tenant farms and a decrease in cash crop acreage, the ton-
ants received a much larger income in 1936 than the landlords.

Some friction has developed between the tenants and the land-
lords, because the landlords have not kept the dairy equipment in a
suitable state of repair to meet the sanitary requirements of the

Philadelphia Health Department. The landlords object to repaii'ing;
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fhe dairy equipment when the tenants, in general, receive all the
peburns from livestock,

An equitsble agreemsnt has been proposed, whereby the tenants
grc to compensate the landlords for maintaining the equipment in good
condition. If tenant farmers in this area are to continue in the ; \

gélry business, an equitable agreement will have to be adopted or an |

jpereosing number of dairy farms will probaebly lose their health

v ermita.
RECOI{ENDATIONS

1. Dairying is o valuable asset to farmers of the Upper Eastern
ghore Aree and should be continued in conjunction with cash~grain farm-
snge Dairying provides for lobor the year around and does not conflict -
vith crops and other livestock production in the use of labor. .

2. Farmers should meke better use of their pasture land. Pasture

provides a cheap, excellent feed for dairy cows, but it should be

raintained and improved by the use of fertilizer and lime,

3. It should be the aim of every farmer to increase the milk pro-

duction per cow by using better breeding, i‘eeding, and management
methods, and by making more efficient use of pasture. It should be a
further aim of every farmer to increase crop production per acro by
applying more fertilizer and lime, by practicing orop rotation, and by
meintaining soil fertility.

4. More attention should be given to the better animals and
better lande Poor animals should be eliminated as quickly as possible ‘
end replaced by better animalse Marginal and sub-marginalland should
not be cultivated, but should be put back into woodland or permanent

pasturce
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5. Milk production should be maintained during the winter
gonths when the price of milk is high. More feed may be required to
paintain a more constent milk production, but the returns would be
ﬁreater. Home-grown feeds, especially corn silage andiarley, are
sheep, excellent feeds and should be more efficiently utilized. More
plfelfa and barley should be grown, which would result in cheaper feed
and higher milk production.

6. Labor expense should be kept at a minimume The operator and
nis family should do as much of the work as possible and farmers should
trade labor to reduce expenses. A sequence of crops should be arranged
to eliminate the possibility of labor on one crop conflicting with
labor on another crops The labor should be distributed as evenly
throughout the yecar as possible and the work should be done well and
on time.

7+ Farmers on small farms should make special effort to produce
as large an output as possible by intensifying production or by operat-
ing additional land. Large farms should maintain or increase their
farm business by using labor-saving machinery. Land, buildings, ma-
chinery, and equipment should be used to full capacity to attain max-
imum efficlencys

8., A more equitable agreement should be made betwsen the land-
lord and tenante It is recommended that the landlord keep all the
dairy equipment sultable to pass inspection and that the tenant compen-
sato him for this by a cash payment,.

9. Coo?eration among the farmers should be stressed, because the
results from cooperation thus far have been very worthwhile. The

independence of each dairy farmer depends upon his cooperation with

his fellow farmerse
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10, Simple, accurate records of all farm operations should
be kept in order to ascertain which enterprises are yielding the high-
est returns to the farmers. By keeping records, the farmer has a
better knowledge of his business and it is possible for him to mske
o betber enterprise balance on his farm, increase efficiency, and re-

csive o greuter farm profit.

RO S,
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AGRETLENT O LEAGH

Agreement between (Landlord) and

( Tenant).

Date

The landlord hereby agrees to let his farm lnown as

, containing acres, rore or

less, and situated near , In Dis-

trict of L County, Marvland; and the tenant

agrecs to let said farm under the following conditions:

This agreement shall begin on day of

’ , and shall remain in force for

year (s) unless terminated by either narty upon
*
slx months written notice to the other party »srior to the -

termination on day -of : .

Section A. The Tandlord .Agrees:

1., To furnish the land, buildings and other improvements,
and pay the taxos and insurance on the same,

2+ To furnish a dairy barn equipped with stanchions for
cows, a silo and a milk house, all of which
shall bhe satisfactory for nermit to be obtained on the
Philadelphla millk market, and meeting all of its re-
quirements,

3. To furnish, or »ay for, Sne-half of all seeds other’
than for hay and nasture and one-half of fertilizer.

4, To furnish all materials required to keep fences and
gates 1in proper state of repair, and to furnish all
materials and skilled labor for repairs on buildings.

5, To furnish fyee to the tenant the use of a house on
said farm, together with a famlly garden nlot, fire
wood for family use only, and acres to care
for not more than : hogs, chieksens,
and oTher poultry.




6.

Sectinn

1.

2.

4,

Jection

le

T furnish or nay [er oae-bal? of all containers usec
in marketing crops,

B. The Tenant Agrees:

To farm sald farm in'a farmer-like manner, »ronerly
caring for all crops.

To furnish all farm machinery, all work stocly
and all labor (including hired labor other than
slrilled labor for renairing buildings) to onerate
the form, keep the Tfence rows and hedges properly

cub, open the ditches, and repair the fences and
roads, ‘

To furnish, or nay for, all dairy equipment not
stated in Section A, Woi 2, all of the feed pur-
chased for livestoci:, one~half of all fertilizer,
all seed Tor hay and pasture and one-half of all -
other seeds, and Yvaxes and insurance on his share
of the nersonal »ronerty.

To furnish, or nay for, the twine and the thresh-
Lng and one~half of the éontainers used in market-
ings

To pay to the landlord for the use and occupation

of the dairy barn, milk house and silo an annual
rental, in amount % , (figured at ten per
cent of the value of dairy equipment stated in
Section A, No, 2), the same to be pald for in ocual
monthly installments of ", the same pay-
able at tho end of each cd&lendar month, beginning '
in the month of , during the time of this
tenancye.

To doéliver the landlord!s share of the crops to the
barn, or the local market, or the nearest shinning
voint not exceeding miles, as the land-
lord may direct, -

To give the landlord access on the premises for the
nurpose of examining the care and condition of the
farm,

C. The Landlord and Tenant lutually Agree:

To share equally all crops grown except those
specified in Section G, No, 2.,




4,

(9}
s

That the tenant sntil vy suvhwrized to pasture
head of cattle and ycung stoclk, and all necessary
work sbtoclz on the land Jesignated as "pasture land®,
to use 2ll hay and straw nroduced on the farm and
to return all manurc to the land as directed by the
party designated in Section C, No. 5.

That the landlord shall flrnish tons of
1lime annually and the +tenant shall apply said
line to the flelds designated by the landlord.

That the amount and kind of fertilizer to be
annlied to each crop #hall be determined by

é

That the acreage of the different crops to be
grown and the rotatiod and pasturing practices
shall be determined by ..

That, at termination of the lease all property
owned jointly shall be divided equally between
the landlord and tenanty if said agreement can
he reached. In casd théy cannot agree; each
shiall select a disinterésted party and these
two select a third disinterested partyj and
these three »nartisk shall malts an appraisal
and division of the property, giving the land«
lord and tenant each his respective share,

Witness ' (Seal)

LANDLORD

TENANT

{Iitness (Seal)






