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This report presents the J"l'snlts of a study of ::!j"I) farms which was 
made in th(' summer of Hi:.!-1. Thl'se farllls wer,' lucatL',1 in l'nion County 
and the adjoining section of \\"('~tl'rn IIend('l":'on ('Ollllt;·. The period 
,'o\"ered was the farm Y!'ar of 19::!a alll1 tll!' stn,ly iucludl'd an analysi~ 
of the capital ill\'estnH'ut, 1'1'01' aeft'agl', alld lin' stol"k, farm receipts, 
expenses amI Ilet in('olllp (If ('neh OI)(·I':lt"I·. Th,' surn'y lllethot! W:l" 

lIsed in the stlldy and th .. ("('('ords w,·r., ;!ott"1I iJy JlI('II who w('re tech· 
nil'ally traint',l ill :,gritu\tnr" at 11 I '''"<'\llIntin)! :I1I,1 who ha,1 :t thnl'" 
practieal knowled,!!l' of fanning. 

The ehi .. f purpOS(' of th,' stud\' \\.", tn filld IIut tlie 1lI0~t importnnt 
fndol's- which ~tett'rnilllt'd the pr~fitaJ.I,'ness of farlllill,!! in this section 
und' to make this information a\'aitable to fanllers in the large area of 
which the region is typical, so that they lllay use thp l1ata for checking 
and modifying their farm business organizations to secure more profit­
able results. 

A signifio:ant \,oint hrought ont hy the iU\'l'stigatioll is the great 
difference in the net parnings of farnll'l's Ol'('rating in this tcrritor.\·. 
The net earnings of the ~j"O farnll'rs :l\'eragl',l H65, while those of the 
best twelye farmers a "eragl'd $3,(15". 

The net {'timings illduded th .. ntlue of gard€'n products, dairy 
products, and poultl'~' pro'(mts, lII(,,,t. Illt'''!. \\'oo,l and other perquisites 
furnished by the farm for family use. The :n'eragc \'alue of these per­
quisit('s was $3a~ pI'I' farm, 

The a\'erage c-apit:tl inn'stnlPnt pl'l' farm. ineludillg the dwelling 
house, was $1 i,:.!j"i1. Exelu,liug' thl' ,hY('lling ltoU~('. thp ca.pital in\'es\, 
ment was $15,~34. 

Th(' ayeragp farm receipts wen' $~.99;i per fa 1'111, This figure in, 
cluded the t'ropppr 's ~har(' IIf thl' to)'a("'o an,l othl'r naps raised on 
shares. The [lnrnge €'x]lpnsps wl'r"i'1.616 ppr fa rill. This included the 
":tlue of thl' eropp,!r's share or ernl's dt:lrgetl as cropper labor, and also 
depreciatiOIl 011 buildings ali<I lIIac-hiner,", decrease ia inventories of 
feeds and supplips, and unpaid family lahor. ' 

The factors which excrte,( the ;!l'eatest influcnce on farm profits were: 
I, Efficient labor utilization as ml'asur('.l by total labor aCt'omplisbed 

per man, 

2. Control of expenses an.l lo\\' ('o,H (If l'l'otludioIl as nH'[lsur€'d by the 
ratio of ('XPl'!lS(,S 1"l.'r !!,lOO re .. "i1' 1.-;. 

3. ,"olume of sales per lOO ael'('s, 
-t, Good crop yil'lds. 
5, Good rcturns froll1 lin' "ru,·k. as llll'aslll'e,l by returns froll! Ji\'p stock 

per dollar's worth of 1"'1',1 ft"1. 
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An Economic Study of 270 Farms in Union 
and Henderson Counties 

"-. D. XICHOLLS* 

CO);DITIO);S I); TIlE REGIO); STrDIED, 

rnion County and '''est ern Ilenderson County occupy one 
of the best agl'icultural areas in 'Vest ern Kentucky. 'fhe area 
is located in the western coal measures and lies about midway 
between the GI'een and Cum\wrland Rivers. It is bordered on 
the north and west by the Ohio River which. with its tributary 
streams, drains the territory. 

This is one of the oldest settled regions in 'Western Ken­
tucky. the tirst lWrmallf'llt st'ttlf'mellt having bef'l1 made about 
1805. ~Iost of thf' earlif'st settlers came from Virginia and 
:\'orth Carolina. ()I'ig"illall~- thf' land was occupied by dense 
forests and the first settler . ..; located on the uplands and ridges. 
The lowlands and bottoms were occupied by swamps and bogs. 
Stock raising early became an important industry, hogs and 
cattle being the most profitable of all the live stock. By the year 
1850 wheat had becollle an important farm crop in the region. 

Besides the agricultural interests of the region there are 
extensive coal mines which emplo~- large numbers of laborers. 
Because of tll<' influellcc of the miu('s on wages the~- al'e a dis­
turbing elcment in the farm labor situation. 

The principal towns of the immediate territory studied are 
Morganfield, with a population of 2.725, Sturgis, with a popu­
lation of 1A:67, and l'niontown. with a population of 1,356. 
Henderson. a cit~- of 11,452 population. is located twenty-four 

• Ackno\\ !edglllt'nt is due ~[r. L. C. D"ewer. county agricultural agent 
of rnion Count~·, fo,' valuable assistance and eo-operation In securing 
the field data upon which thiq report Is bo.sed; to ~Iessrs. R. H. Lickert 
and N. C. Rhi",;r for work done in securing the records. and to Mr. H, R. 
Brown f(\r effICient work in Recurin'i\" th" field records and tabulating 
the data. 
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miles northeast of the territory and Evansville, thirty-six miles 
northeast. The latter city furnishes the chief market for live 
stock and grain, while Henderson is the principal market for 
tobacco. The Evansville and Hopkinsville branch of the Illinois 
Central Railroad traverfies the region. There are but a few 
miles of hard surfaced roads in the region studied but plans 
have been perfected to add very considerably to the mileage of 
improved roads. 

The U. S. Bureau of Soils names the :Miami Silt IJoam, the 
'Vaverly Silt Loam, and the Yazoo Clay as the three most ex­
tensive soil types of the region. 

About two-thirds of the entire area is occupied by the Mi­
ami Silt Loam which is known locally as "the uplands' '. This 
soil varies from almost level in some places to hilly in other 
places. It is six to twelw inches in depth and is well drained. 
hut its texture is such as to cause it to wash badly on the steep 
slopes. 'Vheat. eOl'n, grass. amI tobaceo arc largely grown on 
this type of soil and givp good ~·ields. In lIormal seaSOIlS corn 
produces about :~:; bushel~ per acre and in good seasons ;)0 
bushels per acre, the normal yield of wheat is 18 to 20 bushels 
per acre and of tobacco 1,100 to 1,200 pounds. Orchard fruits 
also do well on this soil. 

The Waverly Silt Loam, or "black bottom soil" occupies 
about 11 per cent. of the region. mainly in the level country 
southward from the Pond Fork Creek and the eastern section 
along the broad bottom lands of Highland and Casey Creeks, 
This soil is a highly fertile blaek silt loam twelve to fifteen 
inches in depth and is underlaid by a black clay loam subsoil. 
Much of it requires underdrainage. Practically all crops grown 
in the region do well on this type of soil. Corn averages 60 
bushels per acre, wheat 20 bushels and tobacco 1,300 pounds, 
Grass also grows weH on it. 

The Yazoo Clay occupies about 10% per cent of the area 
and is mostly bottom land stretehing along the Ohio River. Be­
cause of the liability of this to overflow it is planted almost 
exclusively to corn, a normal yield of which is about 45 bushels 
per acre and 60 to 75 bushels in favorable seasons. 
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XET K\RXIXGS OF F~\R}[ OPERATORS. 

The Het earnings of ('aeh of the ~,o farm operators were 
determined. This figure indicates the net return obtained by 
each operator for IJis lubol' awl management during the ~'ear 
and is regarded as an index of his f'fficiency as a farmer. A 
summary of investments. reccipts. ('xp('n~es and net earnings 
of all the operators is shoml in Table 1. The table also sho',s 
a comparison of these factor,.; Oil the average farm and the 
twelve most profitable farms. The latter had a 50.6 per cent 
greater capital investment, 1~~.5 per cent greatel' farm receipts 
and 37.9 per cent greatel' farm eXpf'HSeS than the average. Their 
net earning'S "'t're $:3,0;;8 as comparl'd ,yith :1:46;") for the UYerage 
operator. 

Tnblp l. H·)DI.-\HY m' IW:-;IXESS '\X'\L\'~IS OF :!7il f',\R~{~ AXD 

Ol<' THE HEST I:! ~·AIO(:-;. 

AYel'age of 
27(1 farms 

Farm in\'estmclIt (opt'ratn]"s tlwl'lIill)! liP! 

included I .. ,.,' ..... ,.,,", ... ,",',',.,,' :j:l;).:!34 
Farm receipts* .' 
Farm expenses .... " .. ,.,",'.',.,',",.,., ... 
Xet receipts (line 3 subtracted from line :!," . 
Interest on farm investmcnt, at 6 JWI' l·"nt" .. , 
Farmers' net earning's for labor ami Ill:tnagl'ml'llt 

(line 5 subtracted from line 4). .. , ... , . , .... , 
Yalue of food and other perquisites fllrni~hl',l h~' 

hrm for the family lidllg ,.,.,",",', 

CAPI'l'.\L [:\\TESDrE:\T . 

:!.995 
1.616 
1.3i9 

(IU 

4fi,) 

AYerag{' 
of best 

12 farmR 

$2:!,954 
6,665 
:!.230 
4,435 
1.3ii 

3,O:;~ 

;;;J1 

• \n allalysis of eapital jll\'estllll'llt of the fal'll\~ i,; shown ill 

Table 2. 

·Includes "nllle of pt'l'quisit..s furnish ... 1 by thp farm for the family 
living. 
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Table" DISTRIBt"TIOX OF CAPITAL IXYESTMENT. 

Axerage of 
270 farms 

Investment in land ................. $10,i!l6 
Investment ill dwellillg .............. :!,03fi 
Investment ill other buihlill)!H ....... 1,814 
Ill\'estment ill marhiner.l· ............ ;,3a 
Inl't'stment ill lh'e stork. . . . . . . . . .. l,2!la 
IllH'stment ill f<'l'd and slll'pli('s ...... 7!IS 

Total in\'cstment .................... li,270 

Total business inl'est!nentt ........ " 15,23-1, 

Per cent 
of total 

Per acre investment 

$53.5 62.5 
.10.1 11.8 

9.0 10.5 
:!.6 3.1 
liA 7.5 
4.0 4.6 

85.li 100.0 

75.5 88.2 

It will be noted that land represented 62% per cent of the 
total investment, the dwelling house nearly 12 per cent, other 
buildings 10 Y2 pel' cent, machinery :J.1 per cent, live stock 7.5 
per cent, feed and supplies -1.6 per cent. 

F A R.:\ I RECEIPTS. 

Farm receipts are classified in Table 3 according to their 
sources. Of the total receipts crops furnished 42.34 per cent, 
live stock 33.88 per cent, other items 6.4 per cent, increase in 
feed and supplies 7,4 per cent. 

Salrs of corn amounted to $401 or 13.37 per cent of the 
total receipts; hay, $169 or 3.6-1 per cent; wheat. $218 or 7.29 
per cent; tobacco, $427 or 14.28 percent; other crops. $5:3 or 
].77 per cent: dail'~' products and dairy stock, $152 or 5.09 per 
cent; beef cattle, $237 or 7.92 per cent; sheep, $24 or .81 per 
cent; hogs. $515 or 17.2 per cent: poultry $99 or 3.31 per cent. 

Receipts of $191,49 from other sources consisted of cash 
rent. ,,·ood. lumber and miscellaneous items. 
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Table 3. DISTRIBrTIOX OF RECEIPTS. 

Average 

Crops ......... . ............................. $1.268.34 
Lhe stOl:k ........... ................... 1014.t)'j 
Other sources ................................ , Hll.49 

Per cent 
of total 
receipts 

42.34 
33.8)0\ 

6AO 

Increase in feed and supplies ................. ,. 2::!1.i3 7AO 

Y.alue of things furnished b~' the farm to the 
family ." ....... , .... ' ................. ,... ::!99.00 9.98 

Total reel'ipt:; .... '.... ..,....... . ........ , 2.995.2;~ 

Receipts: 
Corn ....................................... $400.54 
Hay ....................................... 169.06 
Wheat ...................................... 218.22 
Tobacco .................................... 42i.4:~ 

Other crops ................................. ;;3.0(1 
Cows ...................................... 152.4(1 
Cattle ., ...... ,." .......................... 237.3.". 
Sheep ."., .... ,., ... , ... ,.................. 24.3i' 
Hogs ....... , .... ,., ..................... , ... j14.8i 
P()ultr~' .. ,....... !lH,32 
Ot.her live stork ........ ,.... l.ii7 
Yalue of products fUl"lli~hed famil~' ..... , .... 299.nn 
HOl'ses* ........... ......... . .. -15.31 
Other receipts ............................... 413.22 

100.00 

13.37 
5.64 
7.2H 

14.27 
l.ii 
;'.0(1 

i.9:! 
)'\] 

I i.2n 
;t3~ 

.n.; 
9.91' 

- .. il 
13.80 

THE VALrE OF PRODrCTS FrRXISHED BY THE FAK\I 
FOR THE FA)IILY LIYIXG. 

Table 4: shows the value of products furnished by the farm 
to the family living. On the :!70 farms it will be noted that the 
meat used had an average farm yaluc of $119: milk. cream. 
butter and eggs, $117: yegetables. fruit, potatoes and wheat, 
$63; and wood, approximately, $1. 

Table 4. V.-\JL'LE OF PRODrCTS FrRXISHED BY THE FAR:\I FOR 
THE F'.-DIIL Y "LSE. 

Butter ......................................... $42.77 
Butter fat and cream ............................ 25.20 
Milk ........................................... 25.31 
Eggs .......................................... 23.36 

Total live stock products $116.64 
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Wheat .................................. S 1.39 
Potatoes ....................................... ~.9~ 

Fruit .......................................... 9.80 
Garden an,[ \'cgetables ......................... . 48.56 

-----------------Total (· .. op:; ............ $62.67 
Hogs ......................................... . 
Poultry ...................... . 
Other meat ....... . 

Total meat. " 
Wood ...................... . 

F ARilI EXPEXSES. 

81.52 
36.30 

1.33 

$1l!l.L3 
.93 

Farm expenses, ill the order of their importance, consisted 
of current expenses, cropper labor, depreciation on buildings 
and machinery, unpaid family labor, decreased inventories of 
feed and supplies, and decreased j1l\'('ntol'jes of live stock. The 
amounts of these expenses and till' l'l'latioll of each to the total 
expell:-;es un' shoWJl ill Table J. 

Table 5. 

Amount 
of total 

Current expenses .............. . ................ $910.76 
Cropper labor .................................. 303.47 
Depreciation on buildings, fences and machinery ... 159.83 
Unpaid family labor ............................. 146.85 
Decrease ill feed and supplies ............... . . . .. 94.03 
Decrease in Ih'c stock ........................... 1.57 

Total expense, ....................... $1,616.51 

CURREXT EXPENSES. 

Pe.' cent 
of total 

56.34 
18.77 

9.89 
9.08 
5.82 

.10 

100.00 

The distribution of current expenses is shown in Table 6. 
The largest items were hired labor which represents 29 per cent 
of the total current expenses. taxes 19 per cent, purchased 
feeds, 15 per cent, and seeds about 6 per cent. A study of Tables 
;) and 6 may be suggestive to farmers as to points wherein they 
may reduce costs. 



..! Stud!f of :2iV F(/rIllS ill Cnioll and IIclldersoll COlllltifS 143 

Table G. DISTRlB"CTIOX OF CCHREXT EXPEXSES. 

Amount 
of total 

Hired Iabor ..................................... ~262.23 
Board and ratiou,; .............................. lil.U3 
Machinery repairs ... ...... ., ................ . 
Tenant house repairs ................... ..... .. 
Other repairs ........................... .,. . . 
Drain and terrace repairs ................. . 
Fence repairs ................... . 
Feed: roughage ............... . ........... . 
Feed: grain......... ........ . ....... . 
Pasture ....................................... . 
Silo filling ..................................... . 
Horse shoeing ..................... ........ . .. 
Veterinary, et('. . ......................... . 
Breeding f l'l'S ................................. . 

Registry ft'.·~ .......................... . ...... . 
l-leeds ........................................ . 
.1"ertilizer W. lan" ............................. . 
F'ertilizer Cr. lan,l . 
Spra~' ma terin 1 ........................... . 
Twine ......................................... . 
Threshing ..................................... . 
Baling and wire ............................. . 
Other machine work hired ..... ., ........ . 
F'ueI and oil for farm use ...... ... ....... . 
Auto for farm use .......... .. . ........ . 
Telephone ................................ . 
Bags, crates, etc. .............. . ........... . 
Insurance (other) ............................ . 
Taxes .................................... . 
Farm Bureau dues .......................... . 
Otber current expens('s .................... . 

4.37 
1.24 
3.1:> 

10.06 
10.50 
29.54 

10S.00 
1.81 
2.05 

] 1.91 
11.i1 

:.?II.i 
.,,\1 

52.67 
lS.4:{ 

1.10 
:~.8i1 

4.51 
26.]3 
30.89 

.93 
21.05 
26.16 

9.56 
2.59 

39.83 
173.79 

4.07 
22.98 

Total CUl'l't'nt ('xpenses ............................ $910.76 

Per cent 
of total 

28.79 
1.43 

.48 

.14 

.35 
1.10 
1.15 
3.24 

11.S6 
.20 
.23 

1.31 
1.29 
.2a 
,l.uJ 

5.78 
2.02 

.]2 

.42 

.5(' 
:!.8i 
3.35 

.10 
2.31 
2.87 
1.05 

.28 
4.37 

19.ns 
.45 

2.5:l 

IOO.on 

CASH A);"D );"OX-CASH RECEIPTS A);"D EXPEXSES. 

Of the $2,995 classed as total receipts certain items did not 
represent actual cash. These were: Increased inventories, 
$308: "sales" of tenants' crops. $295: "sales" of landlords' 
crops, $75: and other non-cash receipts. $0.50: making a total 
of $678 and leaving $2,317 in cash receipts. (See Table 7.) 
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Likewise, not all the $1,616 classified as total expenses 
consisted of actual cash items. The non-cash items consisted of 
cropper labor, $:303; decreased inventories, $276; unpaid family 
labor, $147; depreciation on other buildings, $54; depreciation 
on machinery, $58; depreciation on fences, *54; making a total 
of $888 of non-cash expenses. This leaves $728 of expenses rep­
resented hy cash items. 

Table 7. NOX-C'ASH RECEIPTS AXD EXPEXSES. 

XOX-CASH RECEIPT'; 

[ncrease in inn'ntories ...... __ . __ .. _______ .... $308.24 
"RaIl's" of tenant ('I'OPS ••.••• __ • __ • _____ • _ • • •• 294.63 
.. Ha les" of I:IIl1l1onl crops .. _ .. ___ .. _ . __ . __ . . . . 75.06 
Other nOIl-l'ash re('l'il'ts .. _ ... __ . __ .. __ ... __ . . . . .50 

Total nOIl-l'a8h rI'I'pipts . _ .. __ . ___ . __ ., __ .... $678.43 

Cropper labor ................... _ .. _ .......... $303.4 j 
Decrease inventories .......... _ .... __ .......... !!76.17 
lTnpaid family labor ............. _ ...... _ ...... 146.84 
Depreciation (other buildings) .. _ ....... _....... 53.61 
Depreciation (machinery) ...... _ . __ ... __ .. _ . . . . 53.25 
Depreciation (fences) ..... _ ........ _ ...... _.... 54.39 

Total non-cash expenses ... ___ . __________ .... $887.73 

DISTRIBUTION OF F AR.~I ACREAGE. 
Table 8 shows the distribution of total farm land in crops, 

pasture and waste. A little more than half of the acreage was 
in crops and a little more than half the crop land was in corn. 
The acreage of wheat was about one-third that of corn, and of 
hay about two-fifths that of corn. 

Table 8. DISTRIBUTION OF FAR~I ACREAGE. 

Acres in crops ............... __ . __ .... __ . - - .... . 109.15 
Acres in corn ............. ___ . _ . __ . ___ ..... 57.80 
Acres in wheat ....... _ .... _ . _ .. _ ... _ . _ . . . .. 18.83 
Acres in hay ............. ___ .. _ - ____ . _ ... " 22.68 
Acres in tobacco .......... _ ... __ . _ .. __ . . . . . 3.89 
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Acres in oats .............................. 3.i(1 
Acres in rye ............................... .il 
Acres in sorghum ........................... .0;) 
Acres in orchard ........................... 1.(1(1 
Acres in garden ........................... .-!!l 

Acres in .pasture ............................... 82.31 
Acres in waste ................................ 10.45 

Total acres 201.91 

IJIVE STOCK. 

'1'here was a total of 29.45 live stock units· on the average 
farm. The most important class of live stock was hogs of which 
there were almost exactly seven units. There were about six 
units of mature daiQ" stock and two units of young dairy stock, 
;J.1·units of beef cattle, 1.1 units of poultry. and 7.:3 units of 
horse stock. 

PRICES DURIXG THE PERIOD STlTDIED. 

The average farm prices of feeds and grains were as fol­
lows: Corn, 80 cents per bushel: oats, 60 cents per bushel: 
wheat, $1.10 per bushel; loose hay, $15.00 per ton; baled hay, 
$18.00 per ton: fodder, 20 cents per shock; bran, $40.00 per ton: 
cotton seed meal, $48.00 per ton. 

The average prices for live stock on farms of the section 
were: Fat cattle, $7.50 per hundredweight; stock cattle, $7.00 
per hundredweight: calves, $6.25 per hundredweight; fat hogs, 
$7.00 per hundredweight: stock hogs, $5.50 to $6.00 per hun­
dredweight. 

The average farm price of butter was 40 cents per pound; 
eggs, 25 cents to 35 cents per dozen; whole milk, 20 cents per 
gallon, 

FACTORS INFLUEXCIXG PROFITS. 

It has been shown that the net earnings of the most efficient 
twelve farmers were more than six and a half times those of 

·A live stock unit or animal unit is the equivalent of a lOOO-pound 
animal. It i!! represented by ] co,," or horse. 5 hogs. 7 sheep or 100 hens. 
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the average of all the farmers whose business was analyzed. 
In an attempt to find the causes of this great difference ill earn­
ings the farm records were classified on the basis of factors 
"'hich might cause differences in profits. 

I~FIJUENCE OF EFFICIENCY OF LABOR O~ PROFITS-

To determine the efficiency of labor it was necessary to re­
duce to a common unit of lab or requirements the crops grown. 
the live stock cared for. and other work performed. The unit 
commonly used in economic studies is the "work unit" which 
represents approximately a ten-hour day. The term" produc­
tive work unit"· is applied to work on crops and stock which 
conh'ibutes to the total ,sales of the farm. Work done in caring 
for work stock alJ(l other work whieh does not contrihute to the 
dir('(·t income 01' sales of the farm is not included in computing" 
the total productive W(lI'k units. 

The total }lI'Odllctive labot, performed 011 each farm was 
('ollverted into productive work units, which figure was divided 
hy the figure representing the "man equivalent" for the farm 
during the year. This gave the number of productive work 
units accomplished per man for each farm. The average num­
ber of productive work units for all farms was approximately 
219, and on the best twelve farms, 264. 

The marked influence of high productivity of farm workers 
is sht)wn in Table 9. The 67 operators who accomplished the 
Ipast work per man made upon an average but $196 for theit, 
~'('ar's labor and management. The next higher group made 
$4i')6, the next higher $493 and the next higher $633. The group 
of 53 operators who secured the highest labor accomplishment 
per man made the highest net earning-s, $656, as compared with 
$196 made by farmers of the lowest labor efficiency group. 

*A full discussion of the method of computing total work units Is 
given in Kentucky Station Bulletin 253, Pp. 47.-48. 
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Table 9. IXFLL"EXCE OF LABOR EFFICIEXC¥ ON FAR~I PROFITS. 

Productive work units per man 
lA work unit is approximat&ly 
the equivalent of a 10-hour 
day). 

Average 
productive 

~umber work units Net 
of farms per man earnings 

l' nder 169 work units .. , ................... 67 131 $190 
169·211 units ............................. .49 190 456 
211·253 units ........... . ... ,.. .. ... 62 230 493 
253·295 units ........... , .. 39 272 633 
O\'er 295 units ............................. 53 347 656 

I~FLUEXCE OF CONTROl, OF COSTS OX PROFITS. 

The study showed that the amount of expenses incurred 
in relation to receipts exerted a yer~' marked influence on farm 
profits in this area. Table 10 presents this relationship. 

There wcre 55 farms whose averag-e pxpPlIses "'ere :!1 CClIts 
per $1.()() of receipts. The operators of this g'l'OllP s!'!'lll'('d $Lli'\~ 
as earnings for their year's work and mClIlClg'Pllll'lIt. 

There w('re 31 farms with expellses a"er(lg'ing' :ri ('cuts pel' 
$1.00 of receipts. Their operators secured net earnings of $1,17 ~ 
for the year. There were 55 operators who had farm expenses 
a veragillg' -19 cents per $1.00 receipts. These made $716. There 
were 52 operators with expenses a\'eragil1g 62 cents per $1.00 
receipts and the average net earnings of these were $227. 

The least efficient group in this classification spent an 
average of 93 cents for each $1.00 of receipts and the average 
operator of this group had net earnings of minus $862 for his 
year's work and management. 

Table 10. IXFLFE"!'\CE OF COXTROI, OF ('O!'TS OX FAR~I PRO}<'ITB. 

A\'erage 
expenses 

Expenses per $1.00 
of receipts 

Xumber per $1.00 N'et 
of farms receipts earnings 

Under 30 cents ........................... 55 21c $1,18~ 

30 cents to 43 cents .......... . ........... 51 37c 1.147 
43 cents to 56 cents .. ,.......... , ... 55 49c 716 
56 cents to 69 cents ....................... 52 62c 227 
Oyer 69 cents .... , ...................... 57 93c -S6~ 
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INFLUEXCE OF YOLCUE OF RECEIPTS OX PROFITS. 

Some of the farms in this study secured a large volume of 
receipts per 100 acres operated, others a ver~' small volume of 
receipts. This factor had a large effect Oll their llet earnings. 

There were 23 operators whose receipts exceeded $2,350 
per 100 acres operated. These had Het earnings of $1,906. 

There were 63 operato1'S (the lowest group) "'hose receipts 
were less than $850 per 100 acres operated and the average net 
earnings of this group were minus $377. 

Between these two extremes the group of 90 operators with 
receipts ranging between $850 and $1,350 per farm secured net 
rarnings averaging $179: the 60 with receipts ranging from 
$1,350 to $1.850 had net. rarnillg.s "'hich averaged $863: the 34 
with receipts ranging from $1.R50 to $2.350 had net earnings 
which averaged $1,091. 

Table 11. IX.F1Ll:E~CE Of' \'OL1:~IE OF RECEIPTS OX PROFITS. 

Average receipts 
Receipts per 100 acres 

Range 
per 100 acres Number Xet 

operated of farms earnings 

Under $850 ..................... . .... $ 602 
850 to 1,350 ............................ 1,092 
1,350 to 1,850 .......................... 1,552 
1,850 to 2,350 ........................... 2,033 
O\'er 2,350 .............................. 4,865 

63 

90 
60 
34 
23 

IXFLrEXCE OF CROP YIELDS OX PROFITS. 

$-377 
179 
863 

1,091 
1,906 

The figures obtained in this study showed a marked effect 
exerted by the size of crop yields on the profits secured by farm 
operators. 

The average yield for the most important crops on the 270 
farms and on the most successful 12 farms are shown in 
Table 12. 
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Table 12. AVERAGE CROP YIELDS OF ALL FAR:\IS STUDIED A)l"D 
THE BEST 12 FAH:\IS. 

.-\Yerage of 
27t1 farnls 

Yield of corn per a('re ................ 33.S7 Uti. 
Yield of tobacco per an,· .............. ll::!4.96 1b5. 

Yield of wheat pt'r acre .. " ........... 13.69 bu. 
Yield of hay per acre .................. 1~~ tOllS 

A\'erage 
of best 

12 farms 

37.28 bu. 
1,036 1bs. 
15.78 bu. 
1% tons. 

Investigators in problems of farm organization have adopt­
ed the" crop index" as a mpasurp for comparing the composite 
production of crops 011 anyone farm with that of the commun­
ity aYerage. The lattel' is cOllsider·(·d as IOn. Suppose a gin'll 
farmer had:· 

20 acres of COI'll yielding 50 hu. pet· aerp or a total of 1.000 lIu. 
10 acres of tobacco yielding 1.;)00 lb. ... pet· BCI'I:' or a total of 

15,000 Ibs. 
:30 acres of \\'heat ~·jeldillg lU bu. per act·p (JI' a total of :300 bu. 
:30 aCres of ha~" yielding 11 ~ tOllS per aCI'p or a total of 45 tons. 

90 acres total acreage. 

Suppose the averag(l rjpId per acre of all farms in the com­
munity were: Corn, -la hu.: tobacco. 1.000 Ihs.: wheat, 15 bu.; 
hay, 1 ton. Then to produee 

1,000 bu. of corn would require ...... 25 acres (1,000+40) 
15,000 lbs. of tobacco woulcl require .. Vi acres (15,000+1,000) 
300 bu. of wheat would requir·e ...... 20 acres (300+15) 
45 tons of hay would require ....... .45 acres (45+1) 

Or a total of ...................... 105 acres 

The crop index of this farm would be determined b~' diYid­
iI;g 105 acres, the average acreage required to produce the 
amonnts of the crops produced on this farm, by the actual acre­
age used on this farm to produce those amounts. This gives 

·K .. ntllck~· BullPlin ~53. "..\. 8tlldy of FM·m Organization and ~ranage­
ment in ~ra~on and F]eming Coullties." 
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116.7 which means that the yields of the crops on this farm are 
116.7 per cent of those of the communit~r. That is, the crop 
index of the farm is 116.7. 

Table 13. IXFLUE:-':CE OF CROP YIELDS O~ FARM PROF'ITS. 

Crop index (Average crop 
yield of alJ farms=100) 

Number Net 
of farms earnings 

Under 79 per cent ..................................... 67 $~20 

79 per cent to 91 per cen t .............................. 48 346 
91 per cent to lu3 per cent ............................ 47 419 
103 per cent to 115 per cent ............................ 50 501 
Over 115 per cent ..................................... 58 853 

Table 13 shows the influence of crop yields on the profits 
of the farm operators whose business was analyzed in this study. 

There was a group of G7 opPl'ators \\'ith low crop yirlds 
(averaging 79 per cent of the community average). The 
average earnings of these operators were but $220 for the year. 

There was a gTOUp of operators having' high crop yields 
(Jllore than 16 per ceHt above the average yields of the COIll­

lIlunity). The avet"age net earnings of these operators were $853. 
The other groups in the classification show that profits, 

on an average, increased as yields increased. The 48 farms with 
;yields ranging between 79 per cent and 91 per cent showed 
carnings of $346. The next higher group with yields ranging 
between 91 per cent and 103 per cent earned $419 and th'J 
groups ranging between 10:3 per cent and 115 per cent in 
yields earned $501. 

I:\FLrE:\CE OF GOOD LIVE 8-TOCK AXD FEEDING 
EFFICIEXCY ON PROFITS. 

The influence of the productivity of live stock and the feed­
ing efficiency of the 270 farmers was studied. The farms were 
classified all the basis of returns from live stock per dollar's 
worth of feed fed. (Table 14.) 

On 58 farms there was less than 40 cents returned per dol­
lar's worth of feed fed. The net earnings of these operators 
was $119. 
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On 60 farms there was an average return of $1.32: for each 
dollar's worth of feed fed. These operators had net earning's 
averaging $1,189. 

'rhe other groups in the classification showe(l that the 
farmers' net earnings increased as the quality of live stock alld 
feeding efficiency increased. 

Table 14, I~FrJUENCE OF GOOD UVE ISTOCK AND FEEDING 

EFFICIENCY ON PROFITS. 

Average receipts 
Receipts per dollar's 
worth of feed fed 

per dollar's Number Net 
worth feed fed of farms earnings 

Unum' 40 cents ." .. ,., ....... ,".,. .~8 

40 tents to 57 cents ,."." .. , .. ,.. .50 

fJ7 cents to 74 C81ltS .... ,.......... Jifi 

74 cents to !l1 ('Pllts .K~ 

Over 91 cents ...... , .. , . ,;1'1.32 

5K 

fiB 

fJ7 
42 
(jU 

WELL BAlJANCED }<'ARlUS l\IOH'l' PRO/<'I'I'ABJJE 

$ 119 
14fi 

38G 
74D 

I,IS!! 

The five major factors iJli;uellcillg' profits in this region 
were shown by thiH study to be: (1) labor utilization, (2) con­
trol of expenses, (3) volume of sales, (4) crop yields, and 
(5) productiveneHs of live stock feeding operations. Some farms 
were strong in all these points and some in none of them 
and between these two extremes were farms varying in the 
number of points in which they made a good showing, 

The farms were classified according to the number of these 
points in which they exceeded the average by 10 per cent 
or more. 'rhe effect on farm profits is shown in Table 15. 
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Table 15, EFFECT OF' NUMBER OF STRONG POINTS I~ THE FARM 
ORGANIZATION OX PROFITS*, 

Number Net 
Number of strong points farms earnings 

Xo strong points .............................. , ... ;;2 

One strong ,point " ....................... " ..... ,' 67 

Two strong points ".,', ................... ,", ... , iif! 
Three strong points ................................ ;;;j 

Four strong points , ... ,', ............... ,',." ... ,' ~6 
FiH strong points ".,", ....................... , .. 1~ 

All farms ","" ..... " ........................... ~70 

$-474 
f!O 

343 
1,OlR 
1,699 
~,06~ 

465 

CAl\IPARISON OF EFFICIEXCY FACTORS OF I~DIVIDU­
AL FARMS WITH A YERAGE F AR~I AXD 

THE )IOST SUCCESS·FlIL F AR)IS 
For the benefit of those who contributed th;eir farm 

records to this study. a factor sheet was made out for each 
01' the 2iO farmers, showing his efficiency in the variou; 
factors and comparing his factors with those of the average 
of all the farms and the best 1~ farms. Tlw form used 1'01' 

this purpose if; f;hown in Table Hi. 

·Points are (1) lab or utilization. (2) control of expenses. (3) volume 
of sales, (4) crop yields. and (a) productiveness of lh'e stock feeding 
operaljons. "Strong" points are those in which a farm is better than 
the average by 10 per cent or more. 
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Table 16. COMPARISON OF YOUR FARM WITH 270 FARMS AND 
THE BEST 12 FARMS. 

Average of 
270 farms 

Net earnings for the year. . .. . . . . . .... ..... 465 
Total aeres operated ...................... 201.9 
Total capital (including dwelling) .......... 17,270 
Total capital (without dwelling) . . . ..... " 15,234 
Tdtal faI1m receipts ...................... 2,995 
Total farm expenses ...................... 1,616 
Receipts per 100 acre:! 0lll'rall:'ll ..........• 1,484 
Expenses per 100 aere6 operater! """"" 800 
Expenses per $100 income ................. 53.96 
Crop index ............................... 100 
Yield of corn per acre ..................... 33.87 
Yield of tobacco per acre ................. 924.96 
Yield of wheat per acre. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.69 

Average 
of best 

12 farms 

3,058 
328.8 

24,629 
22,954 
6,6650 
2,230 
:l,027 

678 
33.46 

107.7 
37.28 

1,036 
15.78 

Yield of hay per acre ....................... 1 ~ Tons 1% Tons 
264.33 

87.81 
10.27c 

Productive day's work per man ............ 218.86 
Productive day's work per horse ............ 53.61 
Price per pound for tobacco ............... 8.5c 
V.alue of things furnished by the farm to the 
family .................................... 299 331 
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