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Summary of Farm Business Survey on 113 Farms Located in
Gridley Township, McLean County, Illinols, 1931

P, E, Johnston, L« Wright and H. C. M. Case

This report is based on survey records secured from 113 Gridley
Township, Mclean County, farmere in December of 1931 and is typical of
the graln swrplus area of east central Illinois, The farms included in
the study accupied about 72 percent of the total land area of the town-
ship., A similar study was made of 113 Gridley Townshlp farms in 1925.

The chief value of survey records is that they present a cross
section plecture of farming conditions in a particular area. This 1s
true because most of the farmas in the area are covered by the study. On
the other hand, averages secured from farm financial records kept by farm-
ers are not typlcal of all farms in the area since these are selected
farms, The accounting farms differ both in the organization and in aver~
age earnings, The aurvey records may, however, be used to demonstrate to
vhat extent the accounting records are not*typical. A study of this kind
is especially valusble in making it possidle to present the farmerl!s case
in guch ingtances as freizht rate and tax hearings.

Gridley Township is located on the north edge of Mclean County
and is adjacent to both Woodford and Livingaston Counties. It is larger
than the normal township since it contains 54 sections.

Type of soll: With the exception of parts of eight secticns
located in the southwest corner of the Township adjacent to the Mackinaw
River, the soils are quite uniform as to type. The area near the river
has been surveyed, by the Department of Agronomy, University of Illinois,
as yellow gray silt loam, while the soll for the rest of the Township is
brown silt loem interspersed with small areas of black clay loam. Ninety-
two percent of the land area included in the study was tillable which
checks very closely with the data given by the 1930 census.

Sire of farms? The 113 farms included in the study averaged 218
acreg per farm, but ranged from 53 to 640 acres in size. The following
table indicates the number of farms falling into the various size groups:

A.c;;eg per faym Numbeyr farms Acreg-per farm Number farms
130 - 183 17 350 2 35 1
150 - 199 34 Eoo - ihg 7
200 - 2149 26 L50 -
250 - 299 8 Total . 113

The 1930 census reports 173 farms in Gridley Township with an
average 0f 198 acrea per farm, The census classification includes farma
ag amall ag three acres which accounts for the difference noted between
the average size of the 113 farms included in the survey and the average
size of the 173 farms reported by the census,

There were more farms in the survey group which ranged from
150 to 199 acres per farm than in any other group, JAbout 18 percent of
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Gridley Township Survey,1971 R
o . Your Average of | 38 mosgt 38 least
Item ' profitable| profitable
farm 1 113 farme |farms 1 formg
Capital Investmentge=land = = = = = ' 38 762 L5 640 23 391
Farm Improvements = = w = = = = = 4 4y 4 go2 373 -
HOTEEH= = = = = = = e e = = i 630 477
Cattlem m = == = == o= > = EZ‘Z 617 119
Hoge = == - === == = — = = 211 229 203
Bhoep = = = = = = = = == - 22 2 22
POuliry « « = m m v v m = = = = 111 }‘37 112
Livestock—aTotale « = = «c = = =« = 1 1 1 E}E
Machinery and equipment = = = = = — —1—%_' "TE;L 129
Peed, grain and supplies= = = = = 2 016 2 189 1791
Total Investment- e = = = = = = -e-l$ $47 980 $ 55 191 $38 082
Receipts-Net Increases--Horaes— = = i
Cattlem m vo oo o= = vt w0 = o = o - 39 113 22
HOZEm = = = === = st 2o o 262 347 214
Sheep = = = o = = = = = - - 9 15 3
POUlTY = = = = === = = === 55 80 s
Egg Saleﬂ ------ - s o 3 118 89
Dalry 88168 = = « = = = = = = = 15z 208 103
Livestock=rTotal= = = = = = = = w 606 g8l 479
Feed, grain and supplieg= = = = = 1 305 1 872 00
Lebor off farme = = = = @ « = = - 19 29 14 -
Miscellaneous recelpta= = = = = =
Total Receipta--Net Increases — = « | § $1 930 $_ 2 762 $.1 093
Zxpengeg——Net Decreasesg = = = = = = '
Farm Improvements = = = = =« = - - 249 259 2u8
HOTHO8= = = = = m oo = = = = = - 43 30 37
. Miscellaneous livestock
decreases ———— e o
Machinery and equipment = = = = = 4eg 402 458
Feed, grain and supplieg— = = = = — —— —
Livestock expense = = = = = = « = 32 36 31
Orop eXpensem = = w = w = w = - - 1 170 115
Hired 1labor = = = = = = o = = = = 21 illl- 179
TAXEE = = = o o0 o o =2 22 = = Lol 67 yz2
Miscellaneous expengege = = « « w 16 15 15
Total Expenges—Net Decreages — = = | $ $1 6312 14,2693 | $1505
Roceipts lLess Expenges= = = = = = = & $._ 298 $ 1069 | § _-w12
Total unpald 1abor= = = = = = = = 187 | 75?* 782
Operatoris 1labore = = = = = = =« 592 600 592
Tamily labor— @ «w w = =t = = = 195 194 190
Net income from ) . )
investment and management = = = -89 2715 -1 19k
Bote earned on investment -~ - —--=w |___ €| 2,02 $1 U9 %} =34 $
Return to capital and
operatortd labor and management 103 875 «-602
5 percent of capital invested = = - 2 399 2 790 1° 904
Labor and management Wage = = — w» = | § $=2 296 $ -1 91% $-2 506
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@Gridley Township Survey, 1931

Factors helping to analyze Average of | 38 most 38 least
the farm busginess profitable | profitable
113 farmg | farms farms
Size Of fAIM-mQCIEH = = = = = o= = m w = = w=w] 2176 258.9 167.7
- Percent of land area tillable = = = = = ~ = ~ = 96.2 96,5 96,3
G7088 receipts POr ACre = w = = = = « = ~ w - - B.87 10,67 .52
Total ©XDENBER DO ALY = = = m w & = = = v = = 11,12 9.61 13.63
Net recelpta per agro = v m v v = v e = = = 225 1.06 ! =7s11
Value of land per apcyre= = = = = = = =« «w == =| 176 ° 176 175
Total investment per acre = w = « = = G 'w ww =] 220 - 21§ - 2eT
. a .
ACTeS AN COTH = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =] 104 1ok 1
Wheat= = w = = ~ = = = o = mw oo -e - 3 ... R y
'Soybea.ns—--------p-‘---—- -——‘. 1 1
Crop ylolds==Corn,bus per acrew = « m = = w = = U5.4 45,2 45,4
Oats, Dus per acre = « = = = w = « 47.8 48,0 45,4
Returns per $100 invested in:
All productive livestock= = = = = = = = 76 8% 67
Bogm = = = = o mm == e m e -] 127 181 116
POULLLY = = = = & = = = e o - =] 14} 164 132
Investment in
productive livestock Per ACre = = = w = = = 3.67 3.86 4,25
Receipts from . s S \
productive livestock per acre = = « = = = = 2.78 3.40 2.86
Man labor cost por $100
£Y088 1NCOMO™ = = = = = = = = - - 53 4o g8
Man 1abor cost POT GCre = = = w = = - - - 72 4,28 e 73
Expenses per $100 g£ross incomee = = = = = = = = 125 20 209
Machinery cost per acre = = = « = « =« = w = 1.97 1.55 2.73
Farm improvements cost per acre = = = = = = .14 1.00 1.48
Farmg With tractore = w o = w w = o = = = = = = Eg% 66% 50%
Excess of sales over expengeg = = === = == =] & 1 153 201
Decrease in inventory = « = = = = = = = = - w =] 347 g4 613
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the farms contalned 300 acres or more. In 1925 the farma covered by the
survey averaged 189 acreg each, :

Investments

Value of land: For purposes of this study, the best grade of
land in the Township was valued at $200 per acre which value wag exclusive
of bulldings and fencess On S4 of the 113 farms the bare land was taken
at $200 per acre and on the other farms lower values were used, The aver~
age value of land for the 113 farms was $178 per acre. The following
table Indicates the distribution of land values for the entire groups

Yalue of lang Number of
er acre . farmg
190 - 209* 56
170 - 189 27
150 ~ 169 13
130 - 149 7
11C¢ -~ 129 Z
90 « 109
70 - 89 1.
113

Improvements: The average investment in buildings, fences,
limestone and phosphate was $4414 per farm (Page 2) or $20 per acre. The
land and improvements were inventoried at $198 per acre. In a study of
this Iind the varlation in yaluation from farm to farm is of more impore
tance than the standard set for the whole group, Care was taken, there-
fore, to evaluate all farms on a comparable basis varying the investment
to correspond with the different grades of land and improvements.

Livestock: The average investment in productive livestock was
$830 per farm or $3.81 per acre, This investment 1s very low as com~
rared with farms in other parts of the state, but is typical of farms in
the grain surplus area of east central Illinois. There were 52 farms in
the group which had less than $600 worth of productive livestock per farm
on hand at the beginning of the year while only 5 farms had as much as
$2100 worth. The dilstribution showing the emount of productive livestock
ver farm 1s as follows:

Investment per farm in  Number Investment per farm in  Number
broguctive livestock farms productive livestock farmg
$100 - $599 o1 ' 2600 - 3099 1
600 - 1099 - 3100 = 3599 0
1100 = 1599 15 3600 - 4099 1
1600 = 2099 7 100 - 4599 1
2100 - 2599 1 4600 and over 1,
112

Machinery and equipmentt The average investment in machinery and
equipment wes $1U13 per farm (Page 2) as compared with an'average of $1029 for .
the farms surveyed in 1925, The investment per acre was $6.49 in 1931 and
$5.44 1n 1925,
1No land was valued at mors than $200 per acre.
®One faym had no productive livestock.
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Feed and grain: The average farm had $2016 worth of feed
and grain on hand at the beglmning of 1931. This inventory may be
compared with $206k which was the value of feed end zrain on hand at
the end of the year. It will be noted that the value 1s greater at
the end than at the beginning in gpite of the fact that the price per
bushel at which grains were inventoried was about twice as high at
the beginning as at the end of the year, There are two reasons why
more grain was on hand at the end of the year than at the beginning,
In the first place the orop yields in 1931 were much better than in
1930, and in the second place, farmers marketed less than a normal
percentage of the crop during the last months of 1931. Since these
were spurvey records, there 1s also the possibillity that the beginning
inventories were unjer-estimated by some of the operators. |

Total investments: The sum of all inventories for the 113
farms indicated an average investment of $47,980 per farm or $220 per
acre, The 1nvestment at the beginning of 1931 in the various parts
of the farm buainess was as follows:

Jovestment Investment
per farm per acre
Land $38 762 $178.13
Improvements 4 4k 20,28
Horses E:'j 2,50
fattle : - Lgb T 2423
- Hogs . : 211 «97
Sheep ' 22 «10
Poultry _ 11 -El
Machinery and equipment 1 ll-lj’é Ge Z

Feed, grain and supplies- , 2 01 9.2

Total investment §ﬁ7 980 $220.47

Receipts

The average gross receipts for all farms included in the
study were $1930 per farm in 1931. This item varied with the size of
the farm, the type of organlzation, and with the efficlency of the op-
eration, “Torty-eight of the farms had gross incomee of less than $1500
per farm while 16 farms had incomes of more than $3000 per farms The
average of $1930 may de compared with $3218, the average gross recelpts
for 113 Gridley Township farms in 1925, Groes receipts per acre were
$8.,87 in 1931 and $17.00 in 1925, Receipts were low in 1931 because
prices of farm products were low and because of very severe mark dowm
in inventories, The decrease in the walue per bushel of grain was about
50 percent whea comparing the closing inventory with the beginning in-
ventory. The decrease in the value of some classes of livestock was
almoat as mevers,
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The distribution of gross receipts per farm for the 113 farms
was ag follows:

-

Gross receipts Nyumber Gross receipts Number

per farm of farmg . pex. farm of farms
$ 0~ 8499 6 13‘53»00 - 3999 4
500 - 999 12 00 = 4499 5
1000 -~ 1499 30 4500 = 4999 1

1500 = 1999 26 : 5000 = 5499 1
2000 =~ 2499 12 £500 = K999 1
2500 - 2999 11 6000 = 699 1
3000 -~ 3499 3 : : Total 113

The largest item of receipts was 21305 which was the average

for the feed and grain account and made up 67,6 percent of the total,

The productive livestock accounted for $606 of the income or 31l.4 per-

cents Receipts from hogs made uwp 13.6 percent of the total while the

%;come grom dairy sales and poultry each accounted for 7.7 percent.
aze 2

Expenses
The expenses and decreases, exclusive. of operator!s and’
family labor averaged $1632 per farm, Twenty~eight farms kad expenses
less than $1000 per farm while 12 farms had expenses of $3000 or more.

The distribution of "expenses per farm" was as follows: '

Expenses and net Fumber Expenses and net Humber
decreages per farm faymg decreaseg per farm farms
$ 0~ $499 5 3000 = 3499 6

500 - 999 | 23 500 « 3999 3
1000 =~ 1499 3 00 = 4499 2
1500 = 1999 20 4500 =~ 4999 0
2000 - 2L99 13 © 5000 - 5499 0
2500 - 2999 6 5500 = 5999 1

‘ Total 113

Taxes and machinery are the two largest items of expense,
if we omit the value of operator!s and family labor. They constituted
28 and 26 percent respectively of the total expenge, Hired labor and
improvements wach were responsible for 15 percent of the total expense,
Crop expense which accounted for 10 percent of the total was the only
other item of importance.

The value of the operatorts labor was estimated at $50 per
month which was abput the rate paid hired mem in 1931. No deduction
was made to cover the value of the operatorts managesment, The time of
other members of the famlly was estimated on the same basisg as for the
operator, For the average of the entire group $592 per farm was de-
ducted for operator's labor and $195 per farm for other members of the
femily. (Page 2). Including the valus of cperator!s and family labor
the average expense was $2419 per farm or $11.12 per acre,
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ia.rnings

For the average of all farms included in the survey there
was $29¢ per farm remaining after the sxpenses were deducted from the
receiptes. The valus of operatorts and family labor was estimated to
be $787 per farm; therefore, the income lacked $489 of being large
enough to cover the value of the unpald labor and there was no return
for the use of the capital invested in the business. When calculated
in another manner we find that the income lacked $2296 per farm of be=
ing larze enough to return H percent on the capital invested with no
deduction for the value of the operatorts labor. Only one farm had
earnings large enough to whow any return for the operatorts labor after -
deducting 5 percent for the use of the capital invested in the business.
There were 18 farms, however, which showed some return for the use of
capital after deducting the value of the operator!s labor end family
labor, . .

The following data indlcate the variation in earnings from
farm to farm:

Rate earnmed Number . Rate earned Rumber
on_invegtment farmg on investment farms
Gain . Loss

4.00% to 4.99% 1 0% to « +99% | 35
3,00 to 3,99 1 «1,00 to =1,99% 20
* 2.00 %o 2.99 1l -2.00 to "'2.99 23
1,00 to 1.99 L j.oo 10 =3.99 9
0 to 99 11 00 to +99 3

' ~5.,00 to =5.99 1

"'6.00 to "6..99 .
Total 113

4 further idea of the variation in earninga may be secured
from a comparison of the 38 farms having the highest earnings with
the 38 farms having the lowest earnings. In the former group the
average rate earned on investment was .49 percent as compared with a
loss of 3.l4 percent for the average of the latter group.

Variation in the Organization and Operation of the More
Profitable as Compared with the Less Profitable Farms

. One of the striking differences in the organization of the
two groups of farms, when sorted on the basis of rate earned on in-
vestment, was the dlfference ln size. The more profitable farms av-
eraged 259 acres per fam as compared with 168 acres for the less prof-
itable group,

. Investments: The investment in bare land per acre was the
same for both groups, yet the total investment per acrs was $215 for
the more profitable farms as compared with $227 for the less profitable
groups The investment per acre was higher for all items other than land
for the leas profitable group., In spite of the higher investment per
acre on the less profitable farms, the total investment per farm was
$55,791 for the more profitable group as compared with $38,082 for the
less profitable farma,
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Receipts: The gross receipts per acre were $10,67 for the more
profitable farms as compared with $6.52 for the other group. Receipis were
larger on the more profitable farms from all classes of livestock and from
the feed and grain account. Total receipts per farm were $2762 for the more
profitable farms and $1093 for the less profitable farmse Tho investment
per acre in proguctive livestock was $3.86 for the more profitable group
and $4.25 for the less profitable group; yet the receipts per acre from these
sources were $3,40 and $2.86 respectivelys Crop ylelds were practically the
same for both groups; the difference in the income being dus to the fact that
less feed went to livestock on the more profitable farms and to greater ef-
ficlency ir marketing. 7The corn sold from the more profitable farms brought
45 cents per bushel and the ocate 22 cents as compared with 39 cents for corn,
and 20 cents for oats on the less profitable farms, The difference in the
value of corn and oats sold from the farms in the two groups was $793 per
farm. . . o

The receipts per farm from sales of corn and oats during 1931 from
the 38 more profitable farms as compared with the 38 leas profitable farms
were as follows¢ '

38 more 28 less
profitable profitable
farms farms
Cornt
Bushels so0ld ) 2758 1461
Total value : $1233 $ 569
Cents per bushel = 9 38.9
Oatas
Bushels sold 1R 952
Total value $ 318 $ 192
Cents per bushel - 2ls 20,2

Expengess Total expensea per acre were $9,61 for the more prof=
itable farms and $13,63 for the less profitable farme. Expenses per acre
wore hlgher on the less profitable farms for all items except hired labor
4nd when the value of Unpald labor is considered the total labor bill per
acre vap alaso higher than on the more profitable farms,

The following data show a comparison of the expenses per acre on
tha two groups of farmss

Items of expense 18 more 38 less
- profitable farmg  profitable farms
Farm improvements $1.00 $1,48
Eorges (decreage) W11 *22
Machinery and squipment 1,5 2473
Iivestock expense ol 018
Crop expenge : «66 «68
Hired labor 1.21 1,07
Taxes 1,80 2452
Miscellaneous +07
0

«09
Unpaid labor 3o % 4,66
Total expense per acre $9. $13.63
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In a period when farm prices are declimnb rapidly the cost side
of the farm business takes on more than normal inportance, There was as
much differénce in expenses per acre between the two groups of farms as in
receipts per acre« For 1932 one of the best opportunities for a farmer to
increase his income is to reduce to a minimum his operating costse

In a year vhen farm prices decline rapidly, average farm earn-
ings are lower when computed on the lrventory basis than when computed on
the cash basig. For the farmms included in the 1931 survey the average de-—
crease in inventory was $347 per farm, Gross receipis were $1930 poer farm
on the inventory basia as compared with actual cash sales of $2167. Ex-
penses and decreases on the inventory basis were $1632 per farm as compared
with cash expenditures of §$1522, The difference between receipts and ex~
penses was $298 per farm by the inventory method and $645 per farm on the
cash basis. The followlng comparison indlcates the difference between re-
sults secured where inventories are nsed as compared with cash receipta and
expensess . ,

.
=

Inventory Cash

method, basls

Total receipts and net increases $1930' $2167
Total expenses and net decreases 1632 1522
Receipts less expenses 38 65
Decrease in inventory 347 —

In 1931 the farmers of Gridley Township took in on the average
$645 per farm more than they spent to run their businesses. After allow—
ing for the decreased value of bulldings, machinery, livestock and grain,
however, there was only $298 left as a reward for the umpaid labor (includ-
ing the operator and members of his famlly) and the capital invested in the
business,

Printed in furtherance of the Agricultural

Extension Act approved by Congress kay 8, 1914
¢ V. Mumford, Director
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