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SI1llUlll1.1Y 
The livestock and livestock products accounted for about 

80 percent of the total farm income on 28 Iowa county farms 
for which records are availahle during 1925 to 1927. Tbe im

. portance of efficient feeding is emphasized by the fact tbat 
the value of feeds consumed comprised about three-fourths of 
the livestock expenses. 

Each of the livestock enterprises tended to fill definite func
tions in the farm business. The nature of the cattle and hog 
enterprises tended to vary from farm to farm depending on 
the type of land, acreages in feed crops and the labor supply. 

The size of the hog enterprise varied widely but tended to 
be adjusted tl) the number of acres in corn and the amount of 
labor available. On tbe smaller farms more fall pigs were 
raised than nn those large farms where the crops needed all 
available labor in the late summer and fall. Spring pigs were 
produced with an average of about 50 pounds less of coneen
Iratcs but with a montb more pasturage than fall pigs .. 

The cattle enterprise Was generally organized to make use 
of the available acreage of pasture. On those farms produc
ing large corn crops, cattle tended to assume the form of a 
feeding enterprise to consume the surplus of corn ahove the 
needs of the hogs. 

There was a tendency to feed the cattle only on feed that 
had been raised on the farm. Tbis was particularly true of 
the milk cows, wbich received too little protein supplements. 
If .ome good protein supplement such as cottonseed meal or 
linseed oilmeal or 8 home grown supplement such as soybeans, 
had been added to the rations, which consisted mainly of corn 
and mixed bay with a high percentsge of timothy, tbe butter
fat yield per cow would have been increased materially. 

In hoth the hog and cattle enterprises the expense per head 
for labor and shelter decreased appreciably as the size of the 
herds increased. 

Commercial feeding wa.~ practiced on ahout one-fifth of the 
farms. On farms with a large percentage of tillable land and 
a heavy production of corn, cattle were usually fed in winter 
in order to consume the surplus of corn above the needs of 
the hogs and to provide occupation for lahar. Summer feeding 
was generally practiced only where there was a large acreage 
of rougb pasture land, or wbere tb"re was a supply of labor 
in excess of the crop requirements. 



The Livestock System in 
Iowa County 

By J. A. HOPKINS. JIL. AND R. 8. Kin: .. 

The data on which this study is based were obtained frorn 
detailed accounting records k~pt on 28 farms in Iowa county 
in the three yeal"ll, 1925 to 1!127. Tw<'nty-two r .. cord. were 
obtaint'd in 1925 and in 1926, and 18 in 1927. Tbe rfcords wpre 
supervised hy a field man whose entire time was "pent on this 
work. The project was jointly administered by the Agricul

·tural Economics !'Iection of the Iowa Ag-ricultural ExperimNlt 
Station and the Bur('au of Agrieult.ural I<;conomic. of the 
United States Department of Agriculture. Supplt'mentary 
data were drawn from the files of the Burpau of Agricultural 
Economics and from census data. 

This bulletin is one of a series of four hased on the Iowa 
County study. Bulletin No. 261, deals wilh the crop !!y.tpm, 
Bulletin 264 with horses, tractors and farm equipment, and 
a fourth bulletin with slIl!g<)stions for the reorganization of 
Iowa County farms is to be issued. 

Income from Livestock 
Livestock were responsible for about 80 percellt of Ihe gro." 

income on the Iowa County route. Table I showM that in 192;, 
and 1926 the sale of hogs from 21 farms averag~d about $3,000 
per farm. In 1927, with smaller production and lower h()g 
prices, sales amounted to $1,835. Cattle eame next wit h "aleo 
of about $2,000 in 1925 and 1926 and $2,600 in 1927 whf'n 
cattle prices were rising rapidly. Sales of Iive.tock product., 
mostly cream, eggs and poultry, amounted to about $650, and 
about $275 worth of livestock products were used in the honMe
hold. 

In all, the livestock income averaged about $5,200 in 1927 
alld $6,800 in 1925_ Direct crop Hales averaged only about 
$600 per farm for each of the three years. Thus livestock pro
duction predominates in Iowa County, and the farm income iN 
dependent on sales of livestock and livestock products. 

Functions of th& Livestock EnteI1lrisel 
The different livestock enterprise. must be studied with re

gard to other parts of the farm business. One of the most 
important principles of farm management is that the farm 
business must be considered as a whole. Even tho, for eon· 
venience, we shall be forced to examine one enterpriHe at a 
time, we must remember that the relationship. between entcr
prises are highly importsnt. 
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TABLE I. AVERAGE INOOME ON' IOWA. COUNTY COST ROUTE., 1935-19~t 

:p.-
8,too.20, 1.886.12 
1,900.'15 2,610.20 

2U.OO 0.10 
352.91 &.48 
190.08 22.M 

Livestock productB used In hoU6ehold: Pork and bect.._______________________________ '18.:1) 'lli,frT 74.5! 
Cream and mfik..___________________________________ 156.20 187.19 111.93 
Poultry and eggs _________________________________ · 81.86 tl7.50 51.83 

Increase in lIvestock 1nventorleB_______________________ m.D 164..58 -141.45 

Total lIvutodc Ineom~ _______________________ ' is,D .• I, 6.160.17 It . &,189.&0 

~~U-:.!:ua-Ineo;;-::======:==:::::::=:::::=:::~·:: =:: I . =:~ ~:~ 
Increase in mlecci!aneoUl inventorles._________________ 1,000.87; 207.12 1,068.2i'i 

Grou Income . ___ 0 __ 00 __ • _______ • ______________ • 8.512.46

1

;' '1.121.26' 8.02 .... A() 

Pereent trom Uveatock-_____________________________ ,; 80.6 86.5 " . ., 

The livestock have certain fairly distinct functions to fill 
in the farm bu,.sillesS. First, and most important, they provide 
a means of marketing a large part of the crops and particularly 
those crops which, because of their bulk or low quality, or be
oause of the distance and expense of shipping, are most eco
nomically fed on the farm. Livestock offer a means of con
verting these crops into products of higher specific value thus 
saving on freight. The livestock system on a particular farm 
will, therefore, need to he organized with regard to the type 
of crops raised and the amount of crop by-products such as 
corn stalks and low grade grains, which need to be changed 
into livestock products in order to find a convenient market . 

.A. second function of livestock is to furnish profitable em
ployment for labor available on the farm in those seasons when 
it is not demanded by crop enterprises. This end is served to 
a noteworthy degree by dairying and cattie feeding and to a 
lesser degree by the production of hogs . 

.A. third important function of the livestock is that of help
ing to maintain soil fertility. This is particularly true of 
cattle, which convert large amounts of roughages into market
able products and incidentally i)elp conseI've soil fertility by 
the production of manure. 

Table II shows a classification of the farms according to 
their livestock systems. The farms were divided arbitrarily 
into four groups. In all of these hogs consumed the bulk of 
the corn. On 5 of the 28 farms over 15 percent of the corn 
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MMUr---------------------~~------------_, 

Fic. 1. Seasonal UIH! 01 I.bor OD 18 low. count, '.nu, 1027. 

was fed to the dairy or general purpo.e herd of cattle. On 
seven farms commercial feeding of cattle look over 15 pereent 
of the eorn raised. On four farms the Iive.lock I'nterpri."s 
were small, and over 20 pereent of the com waR Mold. 

Note that in the first three groups of farm. the amounf. of 
corn fed to hogs averages very nearly the RamI'. Tbis i. alHo 
true of the amounts fed to horses. The cattle pnterrri ... RPem8 
to be dependent on the preference of tbe farm .. and the 

TABLE u. PRODUCTION AND DISPORIT10K OV CORN BY TYPYA OJ' 
LIVESTOCK FARMA 

0 .... 0. ... Ovn 
16% COrd 'fi% ..,.." H"" _of 
to caUle to ....... 'anna (!Om lWlld 

Number of 
f.~. ____________________ • 1 II , 

A ..... ID 
farm ________________________ 

lQ9.7 ..... 172.4 nO.8 
A ..... ID 

e10Jl11.,. _______ • _____________ 
1(11." IM.9 lIIi,2 J~.' 

~ ID 
eorn _________________________ .... .... M.t 61.1 

A<nO ID 
paAturfl _______________________ .... .... .... 41i.l) 

A.,.. In rough 
Ianti.. __________________ .... .... .... 21.' 

Com~ 8OUrt!.e! 
Ra'-'. 'i'!;. -:=::-.:-_-::::::::=::::::) 3,496 ..... t.m I .... 
Bou"bt. ],811 I .... ... • 

Dlapoaltlcm: 
S_ •• .... ------.-.--------------- ll3l '21 .. .. . 
Fed to: HoJ'8eS~ .... ----------- ",. 1M: , .. ,'" 

Cattle. bu. -----.----. ... ffli lOll "" 8 ....... bu. -------------- I1n 1.470 i .. .. 
Bog_, bu. --------.------- 1,014 I. tiU : '.m1 ..,. 
PouttrJ-. bu. --------------- 1731 63! , .. .. 
Shoop. bu. ------------ . ~- .. --.---- .. --- ----_.- . 

I,m j ..... 1 
--_ .. Total led. _______________ 

t.m i 1 .... 
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amount of rough pasture land on a particular farm. Farms 
with either commercial feeding enterprises or large general 
purpose cattle enterprises tend to be larger and have more 
rough land than the hog farms. 

In each group hogs consumed more eorn than all the other 
livestock combined. This amounted to half to two-thirds of 
tbe corn crop except on farms with large crop sales. The dis
position of tbe .oats crop varied more than that of corn. Here 
the consumption by hogs was of outstanding importance only 
in the group of hog farms. In other groups horses and cattle 
were the largest consumers. 

The Hog Enterprise 
The bog enterprise on the farms studied varied in size. from 

two or three sows up to 38, averaging 15 for the three years. 
From tbese sows an average of 114 pigs, including both spring 
and fall pigs, were sold. The total pork production averaged 
abont 26,000 ponnds per farm per year. The number of sows 
per farm was reduced from 17 in 1925 to 16 in 1926 and to 12 
in 1927. 

The size of the enterprise was more closely related to the 
number of acres in corn and the amount of ·lahor available 
than to any other factors. Fifty-eight hog records were ob
tained from 26 farms in the course of the tbree years. Only 
7 of these 58 had had more than 25 sows. On tbe one-family 
farms, the hog enterprise was seldom larger than 20 brood 
sows. The reason seemed to be that one man could not care 
for more sows at farrowing time witb the equipment and 
buildings available. Even when additional labor was avail
able, farmers hesitated to turn over the care of the farrowing 
sows to the hired men. 

On small farms hogs consumed the greater part of the corn 
crop, while on tbe larger farms there was a considerable sur
plus of corn above requirements for hogs. Some of this sur
plus was sold. On other farms it was fed to cattle, of which 
th~re was generally a greater number on the large farms. 

This relation of tbe size of the hog enterprise to the size 
of the corn crop can be shown by comparing the pork produc
tion and corn acreage on different farms. On an average 400 
pounds of gain on hogs were produced per acre of corn. But 
increases in the acreage of corn above the average with no 
cbange in labor or equipment resulted in an increased hog 
production of only 83 pounds per added acre. There is a 
clearer relationship between the amount of labor available 
and the size of tbe hog enterprise. Where tbe labor used per 
farm per year was more than the average of 24 months (equiv
alent to two men working the year round), the hog production 
increased at the rate of 350 pounds per added month. This 
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means that a 10 percent increase in the corn acreage above tht! 
average with no change in labor or equipment was accom· 
panied by an increase of 2.2 percent in the bOIr produetion. 
whereas a 10 percent increase in the labor 8upply with no 
change in corn acreage or equipment was accompanied by a 
3 percent increase in hog production. 

Table III shows the hog enterprises clllJlaifi"d accordinlf to 
the amount of labor used on the farm during the year. The 
records feU into four more or l .. sa distinct cla""es. The first 
group comprised farms generally using the labor of only on" 
man. The farm acreage and the size of the hog .. nt .. rpri .... 
were small. These one-man farms produced about 475 pound. 
of hogs for each acre of com raised and kept one 80W for each 
3.7 acres. This was the most intensive pork production of 
any group. 
TABLE lII. HOG ENTERPRISES 1M RELATIONSHIP TO LABOR 8UPPJ .. 'f' 

Parm grOll1~ _____________________________ ._ 

Number tarmt~ (&) _______________________ 

Average brood BOWl' per tann ____________ i 
Spring pIp per fa:m _________________ 
F8]) pip per fIIl'm- ______________________ 
Value buildings u&ed 'br bGP ____________ 
MontH labor J)f!r fAnD _____________________ 
Hours labor J)ef l"Wt. porL _______________ 

Lb!!. eon~trate8 per nFl. live par1l:. (4) Aerea (!:OJ'll. pep 1arm _________________ 
Lba. Dve pork lttoouam: J)n' farm _________ 
Lbl. Dw pork per &ere conL ___________ 

SpriGr ))1,. fArrowed per ao .. _____________ 
Value building. per tlo .. __________________ ~ 

Lbo. live pork pr_ ....... I.W per ••• r_1 
P6CeDt farms wltb faJ) pIcI. (eJ _______ 

COlt per ewt. cafn _____________________ .-, 

I u III IV 

1&-!6 mOl. ____ ma." Oftf' 10 
16 mot. 
labor or 

tabor and lahar.nd mM. 1.11Of 
Jo--tIj lD-85 and »ndn - 10ft .0.. 10 ... 

10 11 I 
,. • 

9.S 17." . .... ..t ., 50 ~ .. .. .. .. , .. l! 

"] 706.00" G:M.OO, 1f1!.oo 
lJ.O 20.0 ~ 18.'1· .... 
••• '.0 t.l ! .• 

11.:5 
... 

I .. " ... 
EO III Of 

St."'" ...... , .,'/00 
<71 ... .. , , ,.. 

':::'r 1.1 ; •. s! S.I 
-to.OO • 5.00._ 181 .00 

1.756 1.fl. I 1.m '._(ttl 
I i .. .. .. I II 

I 
]O.41'il, 11.'" !.Ott 11.08 

(a) Tb~ Dumber Df 'arIM a. UHd be7. mea .. Ibe Dumber of •• D.al J'H:O!'U eom· 
pleted durinc the ,-esn 1925 to 1927. Thu. .. farm OIl lb. l'Oule lh .... ,un. 
wunted. u thrM in thia aDd foUowlnc- tab .... 

(b) IncludiD" acme f«der -pip wldeh were bouC-ht. 
(e) That i .. farmli produeill, 6() percent. .. maDY f.O .. lP!'in.- pica. 
(d) IneludiDC feed to breedlq herd .. weD .. to f.ttaJD& p'p. 

No farm with 15 months of labor or less kept over 12 flOWS. 

The average was slightly under 10. But about two-tbirds of 
this group produced a relatively large number of ran pig •. 
These farmers were ahle to give the small number of hoK" 
better care than was given on larger farlllll. Consequently the 
production of live pork amounted to 100 pounds for each 557 
pounds of concentratea. 
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The second group is eomposed of medium sized farms, using 
16 to 25 months of labor per year, averaging 56 acres of oorn 
per farm and keeping 10 to 25 sows. This group averaged 
17.4 sows per farm, or one to each 3.2 acres of ecrn. The pork 
produetion amounted to 440 pounds per aere of corn. 

Some farmers in this group had difficulty in raising their 
hogs, and the number of pigs from each sow and the pounds 
of pork per sow averaged lower than in the first group. The 
hogs on two farms in this group were affected by disease, 
which resulted in the use of more labor and in slower gains 
on the pigs saved. An average of 619 pounds of concentrates 
were used per 100 pounds of gain with a consequently higher 
east of production. 

The third group consisted of farm. with 26 to 35 months of 
labor and 10.to 35 sows per farm. Farmers in this group kept 
an average of 21.6 sows per farm and raised 89 aeres of corn, 
or 4.1 acres for each sow. The men with larger farms obtained 
better results than the majority of those with medium sized 
ones. They raised more pigs, produced more pounds of pork 
per sow and used an average of only 475 pounds of concen
trates per hundred pounds of gain. Their total production 
costs per hundred pounds ran only about three-fourths as high 

. as in the other groups. Relatively fewer fall pigs were pro· 
duced on farms in this group. Only 3 farms out of 14 pro
duced half as many fan as spring pigs. 

The fourth group consists of four farms which were produc
ing crops primarily for sale and kept but few hogs. These 
raised an average of 92 acres of corn hut kept only four sows 
per farm. The hogs received little attention, and, as a result, 
both feed consumption and cost per hundred pounds ran high. 

Type of the Ente<prille Varl .. with Its Size 

The foregoing shows that the hog enterprise on the large 
farms is quite different from that on the small farms. The 
size of the enterprise increases somewhat with the aeres of 
corn and the months of labor used, but seldom are more than 
20 sows kept unless a second capable man is available at far
rowing time. On the larger farms the number of fall pigs 
tended to decline as the crop acreage and the demands for 
labor for crops increased. 

Figure 2 shows that the large enterprises required less labor 
per sow than did the small ones. The herds of 21 to 30 sows 
required only about half as much time per sow as those of 10 
sows or fewer. The relative requirements of labor in different 
seasons changed from group to group. Since fewer fall pigs 
were raised in the larger herds, these used less labor in the fan 
and winter. Thus the herds producing fall pigs filled the 
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function of providing winter labor better tban those raising 
spring pigs only. 

TABLE IV AVERAGE COSTS IN BOG PRODUCTION(_) 

Total eost per ew1:. _________________ _ 
No. BOWl! ran01lJlng ID Qmnl per farm._ 
No. 8Plin .. pi .. ratsed per 80 .. ________ _ 
No. feeder pip bongbt. _______________ _ 
No. hogs sokl. ______________________ _ 
.A .... wt. of bop IOJc:L ____________ _ 
Bu .. corn per eo". (b). ____________ _ 

Requll't1DeDts per 100 JbIJ •• aID. Peed: 

Ay. Av. 
192&-27 18 

I )l!xtmne 
At'. Avo rao ... rut' lU27 

- -=-I~~ 
tunt 

1.5.8 ... 
19.2 

'14 ... 
131.j 

10.00, t.OJ' 10.tM' 7.60' J8.11 
16.' ULl 12.. 1 !8 
IU, 4.0 1;.5 •. 1 10.1 

2.'J.7 22.7 •• g ______ 48 
117 n& 106 5 Z11t 
2-46 2f8 23IJ 1M m 
121.'1 133.8 lbi.6 61.& litO 

Tankap. lbIJ. ____________________ 11.4 13.8 If.1 10;0 
I.' 
1.0 

.... 
Ifl.' 
18.' 

...... 1 
114.11 

Llneeed ollmeai# lbe. _____________________________ 0 

MlneraJ. lIMI. ______ • ____________________________ •• 
Corn. lbe. ____________ ..:..._____ 43-1.2 31i15.4 461.1 
OaUl, Jbe. _________________ 38.8 0.. 28.8 
Bkimmilk. Id. _____________ • 1.& 1.0 1.6 

MM.3 "' .. ••• 
..... 

n.t 
+--1-,-,--

Ta.' 
153.t) 

••• 
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Men with large farms made more complete use of buildings 
and equipment but differed little from those with small farms 
in the total investment per farm in buildings used by the hogs. 
The investment in equipment also varied less than the size of 
the enterprise. Consequently, the investment per sow was 
only about half as high on the larger enterprises as on the 
smaller ones. 

Oosts in the Production of Hogs 
The average and the extreme range in costs in the produc

tion of hogs may be obtained from table IV. The principal 
item of cost is for feed. Table IV shows that, taking the group 
of farms as a whole, about 450 pounds of corn, or slightly over 
8 bnshels, were fed per hundred pounds of pork produced in 

-1921'-
~UI'£NSCJ. 
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-::',:£11 HfJIfC ~~ FC£fJS. 

-II 
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4 
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II 
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• 
J'~. S. Variations ia coat per ewL. lain in hop. 
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1926 and 1927. At 68 cents per bushel. tbi. amounlp,l to about 
$5.40 per hundred pounds of gain. Sligbtly o .... r a buobel of 
oats was fed per hundred pounds of gain. 

The corn and oala were supplemented by tankagp, linNet'd 
oilmeal and skimmilk. Of tbese tbe great .. st amount W88 of 
tankage; and 12.4 pounds wsa red per hundredweigbt ol gain. 
In 1927 about one-third this amount of oilmeal was used, and 
the skimmilk fed averaged 3.5 gallon., conlainin!! about 2.8 
pounds of dry matter. The total of th ... e Ihr .... protein Rill'

plements wsa equivalent to about 17 or ]8 pounds of tanka!!" 
per 100 pounds of gain. The ratio of supplempnts to grain wa. 
about 1 to 25, whicb was leso tban is ordinarily recommend .. ,) 
for a dry lot ration. However, the young pigs were u.ually 
on pasture for an average of about two and a balf monlh •• 
and less proteiri supplement waa needed. 

C_ for BIgIl eoot. 

Since feed comprises the greater part of Ibe expen8e. it i. 
to be expected tbat tbe greater part of tbe 88ving on cost Wao 
accomplished by better feeding practice.. This is borne oul 
both by figs. 3 and 4, which sbow tbe variation in feed eon· 
sumption by kinds of feeds. It will be ohserved in fig. 4 tbat 
on the farms with the lowest costs per hundred pounds there 
tended to be a decidedly lower consumption of com and 8 

higher consumption of tankage, oil meal and skimmilk, whicb 
made a better balanced ration. This is al80 shown in table V, 
which gives the average costs on the four high-cost and tbe 
four low-cost farms of each year . .... 
I. M'~ -... :'::. 

,~-,,,,.. 

_c~, _ 

~ If:: 

Y. L "."lit dliotl 
Vii". ,. Variatioa iD. feed CDDall1l1pUou per hundred pmloa of pia.. 



211 

By adding together the values of the factors of production 
used on each farm, we obtain an index summarizing the econ
omy of the farmer in keeping down his expenses. This" cost 
per hundred pounds" is intended merely as an index of per
formance for comparison between farms and not as showing 
an absolute cost which stands in any particnlar relationship 
to market price. 

Table V shows that the cost index for the low-cost hog enter
prises averaged $7.86 for each 100 pounds of gain, while that 
for the high-cost group was $15.09. The remaining figures in 
this tahle taken together with the data on the practices and 
deficiencies in operation as given in table VI will help to ex
plain the variation in the east index. 

In the first place the feed consumption on the high-cost 
farms was about 75 percent higher than on the others. This 
difference was not caused by the use of less pasture on the 
high-cost farms, because they actually used about a third more 
pastnre. Part of it was clearly due to careless or wasteful 
feeding and a part to unbalanced rations, higher death rates, 
or unthrifty pigs. It will be noticed in table V that the high
cost farms used more skim milk, but only about half as much 
tankage and linseed oilmeal as the low C()st ones. Thns the 
total of protein supplements fed to the high-cost hogs was 
about oue-fifth less. 

One of the most common causes for higher costs was the 
smaller litters farrowed i!l the high-cost group. This, of 

TABLE V. RIGIiEST AND LOWEST PRODUCTION COSTS COMPARED 

}'eedg IllK'd per ('wt, Raill-_______________ • __________________ ~_. ______ $ 
Lb8. eom }M!r ('wt. R"aln. ______________________________________ _ 

~g: ~F.~~:f.i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~:~~1 
Total protein supp .• tankage CQUlv. _________________________ ! 
Lilli. minerals ______________ ., ______ •• ' ____ ._. ________ •. _____ _ 
Total IbB. concentrates. __________________ . ___ •.•• _______ . __ ._ • __ 
Days on pasture. __________________ ._, __ . __ • ____________________ _ 

No. Spl'lng plgs _______________________________________ • ______ • ___ _ 
No. fall PiKL _______________________________________________________ _ 

~r~::a~= ~f:::~~~~~:::==:=:~::=:=~==:=::::~::=::::===:i nul1tllng and lund ebnrgc, per ewt, ________________________________ $ 
EquIpment cbnrge. ver I!Wt. ________________________________________ $ 

Av. wl'lgbt spriUg pigs sold ________________________________________ _ 
Av. age aprJlllf piKa sold. dD,yIil ___________________________________ _ 
Gain per day _____________________________________________________ _ 

AV.12 
low-cost 

farms 

Av.12 
blgb-C08t 

farms 

7.sa $ 
357 ,. 
12.! 
S •• 
2.' 

1'1.5 
.S ... 

71 

no ,. , .. 
••• , .. 

• 22 .' 
.W i* 

21. 
20' ... 

15.00 ... 
83 

••• '.7 
U 

14.8 
LI-

T .. .. 
6'1 ,. 
'.0 • •• S .• 
.ft ... 

<I. 
m ... 

Houl'81abor per cwt, g600: ______ :____ ____________________________ 1.9 1>'1 

·Iuc:ludes ODe (arlll ou ... ·hieh minerai feeda were Wied wutefull)·. 
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course, goes back to tbe .election of the br .... linK .tock and 
suggests either poorer jUdgment on the part of thpMe farm"",, 
or lack of attention at breeding and farrowing timp. The 
same lack of attention is further ... fleeted in the IOKHe" of l'i~, 
which ran about twice a8 high in the olle group a" in the otl1l'r. 
Table VI .hows that on five of the higll-COHt farms over 20 
percent of the pigs farrowed were 10Rt before weaning, and on 
seven over 10 percent were lost after weaning. whereas 110 

such losses occurred on anyone or the low-cost farmH. Sinee 
about a third of the total eost of pork production i8 incllrred 
on the breeding herd, this gave the bigh-co.t grollp a h"avy 
disadvantage from the start. 

The amount of time spent on the hogs was It .... important 
than the effectiveness with which the work was done. Table 
V shows that the amount of labor per hundred pounds of gain 
averaged 5.1 hours in the high-cost group as compared to 1.9 
hours in the low-cost group. No one of the low-cost men Hp.",1 
over 3_5 hours, and ollly two of the high-eoNt men Kpeut I .... 
than this. 

The high-eost group also commonly had higher charge. for 
the use of the buildings and equipment, .howing that the high 
labor u..age was not attributable to a lack of equipment. It 
was partly attributable to the smaller size of these enterprises. 
but mostly to an inconvenient arrangement of buildings and 
equipment, to unsystematic work and to the fact I hat on .ome 
of the farm. milch time was spent eombaUing dispaKe and im
proving sanitary conditions_ 

Table VI sbows that the pOOl' praetit, •• indicated in table 
VI were uniformly absent from the 10w-coMt farm... Except 

TABLE VI. COMPARISON OF PRACTICES IN HOO PRo[)unTTON 

Smail lItten. unde-r 5 phj:Il •.• _______________________________ .• _____ . 
20 perfi!'Bt lo8A before weanlnl' _________________________ • __________ . 
10 penmt lOBe .net wesoin&' __________________________________ ._ •• _ 
Total eont'f!otrates to IIOW and JJtt.e'r over 6W IbtI. per c.wt. l'_ilL Ration deHklenb In p:ro~ln· ______________ . ______________________ _ 
Ration deftfdent .n mlnera18-_____ • _____________________________ _ 
Gain under O.1It.1. per day _____________________________ . _________ _ 
Hlgb equipment and building eb.rg~ _______________________ . _____ _ 
Labor over 6 boon per ewt •• aiD ___________________________ • _____ _ 

No. JannA deftcleot m 2 polnu _________________ :.. _________ . ______ _ 
No. faTUls deftcl~ot III a or mOflL ________________________________ _ 
No. !arms deflMent In 4 or more.. ______________________________ _ 
No, farms deHclent 10 II or more ___________________________ .. ___ _ 

1! 12 
1ow·~OfIt hhrh-MJt 
record. ft('V1dll 

Mo. faTmJ!l No. larTJJ* • • o • 
• T U I. 
f 1 • • I f 
o f 
o • 

• • o • 
.. 
" II • 

.Leg than B Ibs. -protein fJUpplementf; -per 100 UM. of toUll rouunlratei, .nAI •• 
than 15 lbA. peT 100 IbII. of J:ain-thf!RI limit. taken arbitraril,. 

<t*L8u 'han one-h.U the 8verqe ntlon of miDBJ'ftla. 



219 

in regard to minerals and the amount of protein in the ration, 
only 5 of the 12 low-cost farms were deficient in any of the 
factors listed: On the other hand, everyone of the 12 high
cost farms was deficient in at least two factors, 11 were defi
cient in four, and 5 in five factors. 

Variations In Requlnments on Spring ""'" Fall. Pigs 

Table VII shows the difference in the production costs be
tween the farms raising spring pigs only and those raising 
both spring and fall litters. The two groups differed little in 
the total cost per hundred pounds or in the total labor require
ments per hnndred pounds of gain. But the farms with spring 
pi~ produced a hundred pounds of gain with an average Qf 
498 pounds of concentrates as compared to 550 where both 
spring and fall pigs were raised. However, the spring pigs 
got an average of 25 days of pasturage more than those in the 
other group. 

The seasonal requirements of the two groups for feed and' 
labor varied qnite definitely, as fig. 5 shows. Thus the farms 
raising spring pigs have their heaviest labor requirements on 
hogs for only a few weeks in the spring when the sows are 
farrowing and again some eight to ten months later when the 
pigs are being fattened for market and sold. Corresponding 
to tbe fattening period, the feed requirements of the herd are 
ahont half again as high from October to .r annary as from 
March to September. 

With the production of a large number of fall pigs, one 
labor peak occurs in February and :l.farch wben the fall pigs 
are being fattened and when the sows are farrowing the spring 
pigs. Another less pronounced peak is in Septemher and 
October when the fall pigs are being farrowed and the early 
spring pigs are being fattened. . 

TABLE VII. SPRING AND FALL PIG8-COMPARISON OF COSTS 

Panni PannI! 
wItb spring with fall 
p!g8 onl), pIg. 

Nnmoor farms ______________________________________ • ______ .__ II 
Number brood SOWfL__________________________________________ ____ ]6.6 
Number sprint:: pIgs l)('r fnrm _________________________________ •. ___ 100 
Number fall pip per farnl____________________________________ :2 
PoundB live pork producetL_________________________________ i6.U1 

~::: ~~~IdI~~:=~:'_~~:::::=::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::: 6:::": COl!It per ewt. a:aln _______________________________________________ , 10.16, 
Boun labor per I!Wt._____________________________________________ t." 
Pounds eoneentratea J)er cwt.__________________________________ 498 
Da,. puturap per pl& ______ ,,________________________ M 

lIJ) 
14.5 ,. .. 

29.158 
.... 00 ..... 

lO.S! ... .... .. 
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Adjustment of Hog Enterprise to the Farm 

The conclusion of this section must be that there iA a definite 
relationship hetween the size and nature of the hog enterpriM 
and the size and type of farm. On the smaller farms, with 
less corn available, the hog ent!'rpri.e must be of a size to 
correspond. Relatively more fall pigo are produced, making 
more use of the breeding herd but at some increase of labor 
~ost in the care of the fall pigs and some increase in grain 
requirements. On the other hand, these farms obtain certain 
advantages by raising fall pig.. They are able to rednce the 
cost per pig for the maintenance of the breeding herd aDd 
make fuller use of any superior breeding stock 88 well as of 
hog equipment and buildingo . 

.As the farm and the crop become larger the hog enter· 
prise increases aL'>O, but at a slow .. r rate and does not inerease 
beyond the number of sows that the available competent labor 
can handle at farrowing tim~. On the larger farms the pro· 
duction of fall pigs tends to decline becaose the available 
labor is needed on the crops in the late summer and fall. On 
the other hand, the larger enterpri.es obtain the advantage. 
of fuller use of their buildings and hog equipment and are 
able to care for more hog. with only a amall increase in the 
hours of labor required. As we have seen, these advantages 
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may be obtained witbout Ii loss iu feeding efficiency or a re
duction iu the rate of gaiu . 

. "''hatever the size of the enterprise, it is clear that the low
est costs are obtaiuable only hy a uniformly high performance. 
It is necessary to select breediug stock wisely, to plan a well 
balanced ration, to make full use of a high grade of pasture 
and to keep a careful watch on the health of the herd. These 
thiugs are all necessary to obtain a rapid rate of gain and to 
obtain the most pork for the feed consumed. At the same 

. time much is to be gained by a careful planning of the build
ings and equipment for convenience in order to save labor. 

The Ca.ttle Enterprise 
The cattle enterprise on the Iowa county farms varied even 

more than the hog enterprise both in size and type. A few 
farms had no cattle except a couple of milk cows for the use 
of the family. On· most of the farms, however, there were 
cattle enterprises of various sizes combining the production 
of beef and butterfat in various proportions. 

Cattle are able to convert into a salable product not only 
the grains but also roughages which could be sold only with 
difficulty and pasturage produced on land too rough for crops. 
Cattle, like hogs, make use of labor available during the win
ter when it is not needed by the crops. This demand for labor, 
however, remains more nearly constant thruout the winter 
than in the case of hogs. Cattle also are of more consequence 
than hogs in helping conserve soil fertility, since cattle produce 
a large amount of manure from roughages as well as other 
feeds and since manure from the cattle is generally handled 
more carefully than that from hogs. 

The general purpose cattle enterprise on the greater number 
of the farms failed to return market prices for the feeds and 
other cost elements which they reqnired iu 1925 and 1926. It 
was only in 1927, with sharply rising cattle prices, that profits 
above the expenses figured at market rates were shown on the 
majority of the farms. 

The cattle enterprises involved a total expense amounting 
to lin average of about $75 per animal unit, as is shown iu 
table VIII. This expense includes about 20 bushels of corn, 
7 of oats, % ton of ronghage and 45 hours of labor. In addi
tion to these items the cattle used an average of about 28 acres 
of stalks per farm, or 1.5 acres per head of cattle. 

InAu ....... on SIze of the Ca.ttle Enterprise 

The size of the eattle enterprise, combiuing beef and dairy 
cattle, is largely a matter of choice with the farmer. .If the 
hog enterprise is large, its demand for reed tends to· reduce 
the number of cattle. Thus an increase of one sow was asso
ciated with a reduction of about one-half of an animal nnit 
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TABU VIII. CATTLE--COST8 PER ANUIAL UNIT· 

-
A .. nAp I Awralft! 

i 
A:vf'ran I A~.I''' 

11121 ,- , ... I a Jean 

--
F..., -- ._----- ---. -----. ------. ---._- .. _-- . , ".11'1 1, 't.M I, '2.91 ..... 
Labor ---.--.--------- -- ------ --- --------- 18.111i 18.17 , 11.'l8 U.9t 
Interef!lt .... 5.14 [ ".ttl ".us 
Equtpmp.(;i:-b;.ildi~p- .-.od -i~n-d=:: ==: === fl.U! .... . ... 3.n 
M.lAeellaneous -------------------- --.--. - .... •• jIJ , '.81 .... 

Total mrrenl expeoR ______________ • 
'III.1i n ... • 11.9& '1&.:l5 

PhY31eaJ Coata per A. U. I Corn, bu. ------- -- -- ------------------ II .• 22.' 1ll • ., IP.O 
06". bu. ••• B.B '.0 .. , 
Other (!on~DiraiN:-ihf::=:=:=:::::::: 111.7 n .• 

i 
.... '111.3 

Rou«bage. 
tOD8 _______________ • ________ •• •• •• .f 

PAsture. monthl --- ----.------- ---- --- ••• ••• '.1 t .• 
Sllaa-e. """' --------------- ------- ----- I .• I.B 1.1 .. & 
Stalks. ...... ----- -- ------ ------------- I.' •• j 

1.0 .. & 
Labor. bout'll --------.---------------- ".1 47.8 CU, .... 

"'An animal unit ..... u tallm •• c:ompl'wluc ooe eow or ateer 01' '.0' ,urliq_ or
alyu kept on the farm for 12 montha. 

of cattle on farms of the same size, productivity and labor 
supply. Pork production 50 pounds above the average of 

. 450 pounds per acre of corn was associated with one leHII ani
mal unit of cattle per farm. But, on the otber band, 8om~ 
farmers chose to sell tbe surplus of corn ahove the needs of 
tbe hogs rather than keep many cattle. 

As with the hogs, tbe presence of a supply of labor was one 
of the larger influences on the number of cattle. An increase 
of one month in the labor used per farm per year with no 
cbange in sille of farm WII8 aMociated with an inereaKe of 1.1 
nnits of cattle. There was some choice, howcver, aH to wbctber 
the labor was to be used in caring for cattle or in raising more 
crops. An increase of 4.4 acres of crops handled per man if 
labor supply and other factors were uncbanged meant a r .. -
duction of one animal unit of cattle per hundred acretl, or 
approximately two per farm. 

It is often thought that a large acreage of rougb land i. 
associated with large cattle enterprises. Rougb land, however, 
has a smaller carrying capacity than smootber, more produc
tive land. Thus, adding 20 acrea of rough land to the farm 
was associated with an increase of 3.3 animal unit. of cattle, 
but, at the same time, there was 80me reduction in tbe number 
of cattle per hundred aeres. 

AsJM;g as these other conditions remained coDlitant, there 
seem¥to marked relationsbip between tbe size of farm or 
number of acres of eorn raised and the number of cattle kept 
per hundred acres. 
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VariatioDS in COsta 
Figure 6 shows that the total expenses per head (animal 

unit) varied from $40 to over $200, but on the bulk of the 
farms were between $50 and $100. About two-thirds of this 
total was composed of expense for reed which, as shown in 
table IX, was between $35 and $60 on most farms. Labor was 
the next largest item and generally amounted to between $6 
and $20. Interest amounted to between $3 and $6 for invest
ment in stock interest and $2 to $10 for buildings, lots and 
equipment. 

In explaining the causes for these variations in expenses,. 
we sball first consider the size of the herd. Table X shows 
that all groups of expenses, except interest on the stock, are 
higher per head in the smaller herds. The decline in the feed 
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TABLE IX. VARIATION IN EXPENSES ON f'A'rTM'!. Ii'll ,.ARMS. 192&·192' 

F ______________________________________________ , 
Labor __ ." ____ . ____ .•• ________ • ___ ._. ____________ _ 
InteretJt _______ • __________ • ___________ • __________ _ 
EQuJpm(>nt. land and bulldlnp _________________ _ 
MlllCeUaneoul _____________________ • _. __ OM ________ _ 

Aftf&p 

"." animal 
un" 

..... 
lI.N 
6.16 
5." .... 

.u.~IfJA-.m 
1.1n- ..... 
1.14- 10.88 
1.!i6- 46.19 
1.87- t1.t1 

1:--=-=-1-:-::-::--7~=-
Total expeIlle ---------------------------- [t 11.'" • 4O.~l!IO." 

RanRtl 
Innludflla 

.,01 f." ... 

,-'"" ....... 
""'8 ....... 
..... " , .......... 

cost is to be attributed largely to the fact that the smnlier 
herds commonly fill a different function hom the larger on eo, 
as we shall see later. 

The large herds, however, offer some genuine oPl'ortuniti .... 
for economy in the use of labor, buildings and equipment. 
Roughly, it may be said that labor expen.e per helld waH about 
twice as high in herds of 10 bead as in berds of over 20. Be
yond this size, however, there was little further· rednction in 
expense_ 

Variation In Typeo of CaW. En~ 

The variations in feed and other requirements, and differ
ences in productivity of the cattle cannot be explained simply 
on the grounds of efficiency, or of size of enterprise. Fivc 
more or less distinct types of cattle enterprises were found on 
Iowa County farms. 

A few farms had only two or three milk cows, chiefly to 
provide milk for the family. About a fourth of the farms had 
small dairies averaging about 8 cows and, in addition, kept 
9 or 10 animal units of oiher cattle, thus combining the pro
duction of butterfat with that of beef. A third group aver
aged 6.6 milk cows and 15 units of other cattle, thus making 
the equivalent of slightly over 20 head of aged animalM in aiL 
The fourth group was composed of larger beef herds which 
averaged about 45 animal units and which included an oeca-

TABLE x. CATTLE-INFLUENCE OP SIZE otr HERD ON EXPENSES 
PER HEAD 

Sl~ or herd , AftJ'age ["-(No. animal Number expenlie Labor Interut equlplIumt Mlli'cl l 'Tolal 
unltll) fa ..... for teed ana Iote lanel)Ul; ........ 

1- 9 _.". _____ 17 , 67.38 
I n:un , 21.42 4.M 16.08' 1a.31 

10-19. ______ ._ 11 41.85 U.OI '.14 8.01 I , .... DfUH 20--29 _________ • ".S7 11.16 6.1'1 f.N &.4(1 'fr..51 30--39 ________ • ..... lJ.ffi 4.56 4.17 6.14 O: •. M CO--4D ________ • 87." 10.'10 6.06 f.. 1.17 en.5l 
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sional lot of feeding steers.. The fifth group, occurring on 
about one-sixth of the farms, comprised the commercial feed
ers. The cattle feeders had an average of about 55 head of 
steers (34 animal units) and, in addition, kept a small farlll 
herd averaging about 6 head. 

TABLE XI. TYPES OF OA.'M'LE ENTERPRISES 

Fam", cow. Sm •• 
datr.iea 

L .... 
bee! 

be-rdS
.(30-40) 

Commer
cial ,«de" 

----------1----------
Numhor of fanns.______________________ t 18 
Number milk COWL______________________ 1.9 8.1 
Number other anlmal unlts______________ 2.8 7.8 
A. U. 8teerS fed-_______________________ __________ 1.9 
Total A.. U. eattJe_______________________ 4.1 17.8 

Cattle lneome: 

9 
B.B 

If.9 

D.5 

18 ... 
S1.2 
7.! 

45.1 

10 
'.6 
1 .• 

S'" 
40.8 

Milk and eream ____________________ l' 111.00 , 
lk!\.>t from !ann herd _____________ .. __ ,. 289.00 • 
lneome trom BteeI'L _______________ .". ________ ". 

Perfi!D.t farm inc. from all cattle_oj 9' 
Cattle Income per aere ____________ '. f.Ot 

62'1.00 46UlQ, 4ll'1.00 I' '{19.0I) 
{l.{.OO it '1S2.00 $1,400.00, tsl.OO 
143.87 1----------' 168.00 "2.9t8.00 ,. .. .... 1,.. 52 

8.69 , 10.65, 11.29 

Site of farm. and use of: land: I 
Acres in farm, a'Verag6_____________ 188 A('re5 wm ________________________ .s 

~~:n~·::nd rOiiini-oi-iooib..:~::::1 :r-
Acrca per bead (A.. U.) cattle ____ l 85.S 

Corn use: I 
Bushels com to farm berd..._________ 65 Bushels corD to 8teet'L ______________ 

1 

________ _ 

Pcroent corn fed to aU cattle________ a 
Tona roughage fed farm herd_______ 4.9 
Tons rougbliEe to .steal'8 _____________ 1 _________ _ 
Too. m~ure por acre.. _____________ l .1 

H' •• 37 
f7 
U 

SIlO 
117 
14 

14.2. 
.6 
.6 

266 .. ... .. 
U.9 

&oS 

" 19.8 

.6 

.. 5 .. .. 
S1 
5." 

,., 
131 .. 
liM 
5.' 
.6 

.. Number animal uDita in the farm herd-feedin ... teen not included. 
"Not fully utiliaed. 

8m&11 Dna! l'urpose or Dairy Herds 

198 .. 
51 .. '.S 

'59 
I,ttl .. 

•. ! 
16.6 
1.S 

The farms with two or three milk cows for the use of the 
family were generally small in acreage and had either chosen 
the hog enterprise instead of cattle as a means of disposing 
of the corn crop, or else, in the year when studied, they were 
not making full use of the available pasture and were tem· 
porarily understocked. The dairy herds were generally found 
on small farms of a quarter section or smaller, which usually 
had a fairly high percentage of rolling or rough land. The· 
cattle were on pasture slightly over five months. 

The small dairy herds are distinguished from the other 
groups by the fact that they used more labor per head and 
produced more butterfat per (lOW than any other group, except 
in those instauces where a few cows were kept on commercial 



226 

feeding farms. The butterfat production aVl'r.!1:Pd 131 pound. 
as compared to 115 for the beef'producing herds, and 5:' p<'r· 
cent of the cattle income was from dairy produets as eompsrfld 
to on .. ·third or I .. "" in beef herds. Th" cow. in tb .. s. hprd. 
would, for the most part, be considered dual purpose aninlsl •. 
The production of butterfat per cow was too low for profits hi .. 
dairy herds. The cattle on mOMt of these farms were npit hpr 
of a satisfactory dairy nor a highly desirable b", .. f type. 

For these small dual purpose or dairy herds it would b .. 
highly profitable to select cows with dairy brPprlin!1: and to 
give more attention to suitable rations. Table XII shows thnt. 
an average of 19 busbels of corn, 8.5 bush .. ls of oats and li9 
pounds of other concentrates were ft'd p .. r animal unit to all 
cattle. 

It will be obs .. rved that only a small quantity of other I{t"ain 
suppl .. ment. is u. .... d in addition to the corn and oats. This 
indicates a lack of protein in tbe ration for milk cows, sinee 
the roughage red was largt'ly timothy and clover hay and corn 
fodder. On the farms whicb make any 8f'rious attempt to 
produce butterfat it should be decidedly profitable to provide 
some protein supplement. to balance the ration. A part of 
the needPd protein eould be produced on the farm as soybean •. 
or as clover or alfalfa hay after the Boil acidity is eorr...,h,d 
by liming. At the priees prevailing in the years of this st.ully 
it would have required about a 20 percent greater production 
of butterfat from the same amount of reed for the"" cattle 
enlt,rprises to break even financially. 

TABLE XII. CATTLE-REQUIREMENTS PEa AHUI4L UNIT 

I1fMlum raUMI. 
PamU,. 8man • 1'" L ..... tn. pur. 

eo ... -- _. '-, .ha-t ..... ..... ..... .. 
Number of fannIL ____________________ • '" • .. , . Feed eofIIt __________________________ 

~ ..... .. ... " O ... t ~ ..... .. '" Labor f'OSt _____________________ . ____ • 
14.00 17.71 11.88 .... ft.' • 

In! ..... '.81 .. '" ..... .... . ... 
£qul~t~-i;ndi;.;g;._ntiJ.'"od.-..::~:=: 14,. I." 8.6' .. '" lo..'t'ol 

.. ""'- ........ -------------- .. ... .... .... .... IJ.M-

Total eunon. UpetUle ____________ • 
...... 7 • ..... ~ ..... ~ ..... 1I1!.!1 

Pb~eoctM: 
Com. bu. ------------------------ .... ... .. '" .. lS.1 " .. 
Oa ... bu. .... '.0 •• & •• S W.? 
OU,.,. ~i;;t;;.--ib8=::::==::: .. .. fl1 "" .. 
Roul'hap~ 

tona _________________ 
J.G •• •• • 1 •• 

:~~:: =. -::=::---::~:~:=~~=::~! .1 t.t I.S I.! t.' 
1.1 1.' !.1 U .8 

Labol'~ boun -------------- __ ._.1 tiI.O .... .... ".1 18.J 

Pouodli buttrrfat JI'O(Iueed ... -----1 reA 111.0 I ..... 116._ .... 
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TIl. Beef ProduclDg Farm Herds 

Over a tbird of tbe farms bad beef producing berds of vary
ing sizes. As sbown in table XI tbese were composed of about 
6 or 7 milk cows (tbat is, cows that were milked the greater 
part of the time) and 12 to 30 animal units of other cattle. 
Tbese farms bave heen divided into two groups, those with 20 
to 30 animal units in the farm herd, and those with 30 to 40 
units. The value of milk and ot.ber dairy products sold or 
used in the household amounted to between $400 and $500 for 
each group. The income from the production of beef was 
decidedly larger. It averaged $732 in the smaller herds and 
$1,406 in the larger ones. The farms with the large eattle 
enterprises averaged 256 acres for the medium sized herds 
and 235 acres for the large herds. This is about 100 acres 
larger than the farms witb the dairy herds. 

Tbe larger farms had a larger acreage in pasture for tbe use 
of cattle. Most of these farms bad less rolling or rough land 
than the dairy farms, but the larger berds were usually on 
farms with some rough pasture land. 

Figure 8 reflects the tendency for the cattle from the medium 
sized herds to be sold at a different time of the year from 
those in the larger ones. There were some sales at nearly all 
times of the year from each grouP. but only a couple of farm
ers with small herds made a practice of selling their cattle in 
the winter or spring. Most of the cattle on these small farms 
were disposed of in October and November. The cattle were 
either started on feed on pasture, or were given a short feed 
in the fall. 

Few sales were made from the larger herds in the winter 
and late fall. About half of these farmers finished their cattle 
on pasture and the most common practice was to dispose of 
the cattle from April to September. This is one explanation 
for the lower labor requirements and lower feed consumption 
per head in the larger herds. 

This difference in handling results in the difference in the 
seasonal consumption of feed shown in fig. 7. Where the 
cattle were fed out in late spring or early summer feed require
ments, of course, dropped off sharply when the cattle were 
sold. The feed requirements, as shown by the curve for the 
larger berds, then increased again in the late fall as the next 
lot was started on feed. It will be observed that seasonal 
labor requirements, as shown in fig. 8, correspond closely to 
seasonal feed consumption in fig. 7. 

Two sets of infiuenees seemed to be at work in determining 
the time of year when the cattle would be finished. Where 
the herds were small or where the crop acreage was small labor 
eould be spared from the erops for summer or early fall feed-
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ing. Herds kept primarily to make use of rongh pasture land 
were more often left on pasture till the end of the season and 
fed ont in the fall or winter. 

Table XII shows that expenses per nnit on large herds are 
les.~ than in small ones. There was a tendency to maintain 
the larger herds as cheaply as possible and let them forage 
for themselves instead of feeding them heavily on grain. Con
sequently the grain fed per animal unit is about one .... ixth le811 
in large herds than in small ones. The expenses per animal 
for labor, shelter and some miscellaneous items, vary inversely 
with the size of the herd. The large herds contained prac
tically twice as many cattle as the medium sized ones, but the 
labor expense and the charges for the use of the buildings and 
equipment were only about a half greater. 
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Fa<ms F&ttenlng Purchased Steers 

About one-fifth of the farms had commercial feeding enter
prises, from which an average of 56 steers were sold per farm 
per year. This was equal to 34 animal units, since the steers 
were kept on the farms only part of a year. The feeding 
cattle, which comprised the principal cattle enterprises on 
these farms, will be discussed later. On the same farms there 
were also small farm herds, composed generally of three or 
four cows mostly to supply milk for the household, and about 
two units of other cattle. 

These small herds are in some respects comparable with the 
small dalries discussed at the beginning of this section. The 
total expenses per animal unit averaged $112 as compared to 
$106 on the family cows and $81 in the small dairies. The 
labor requirements ran highest with the small herds, amount
ing to 76 hours per animal unit as against 67 hours for the 
dairies and 53 hours in the groups of family cows. The 
butterfat production averaged 136 pounds per cow. 

The farms where commercial feeding was found averaged 
198 acres, somewhat less than those with the cattle raising 
enterprises. Farmers practicing commercial cattle feeding 
had the largest' proportion of rolling and rough land of any 
group and also fed the highest percentage of their corn to 
cattle, since practically one-half of the corn raised was eon-
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sumed either by the steers or by farm hel'<h. Thus the most 
intensive cattle enterprises w('re found on their farmH. They 
averaged 4.8 aeres of land to each animal unit, 8" eompnr~d to 
8.1 acres for the dairies, 11.9 on the small and 5.2 on the larger 
beef producing farms. 

Large H_ v .... IMa Labor 

Figure 8 shows that the large herds used I.Ks labor per ani· 
mal ullit than did the small ones. The small dairy herds aver
aged 67 hours of man labor for each animal unit, whereas the 
average for the beef herds was about half as much. The small 
dairies used about seven hours per animal unit each month 
during the winter and until the beginning of tbe pasture 
season. Tbe amount of labor used declined during the sum
m .. r and was lowest in November when tbe fewest COW8 were 
milked. Tbe smaller beef berds used about three hours of 
labor per month for each animal unit during the feeding aea
Ron and about two hours during the pasture 8eason. In the 
larger beef herds the labor requirements ran about 2 hours in 
winter and about 1.2 hours in summer for each nnit. 

O.tt1e Help Malnt&ln Boll FertIlIty 

Table -XII shows that commercial feeding herds provided 
about twice 88 much manure per acre a8 any other livestock 
enterpriae. This was partly because the enterpri.e was moot 
important on theae farms, and considerable corn and other 
feeds were purchased. Manure supplied by beef producing 
herds amounted to about four tons per acre of land in the 
rotation once each five years. On commercial feeding farmM, 
an eight-ton application could be made each 5 years. With 
greater care in conservation of manure one-fourth to ooe-half 
more could have been applied on moat of the farms. 

Wby the Prollta on the Bnterprlse Vary 

Butterfat production per cow seems the most important 
single influence on the profits. On the average tbe income 
from the cows on these farms failed by $12.70 per year to 
eqnal current prices for feed, labor and charges for equip
ment and interest. The outcome varied with tbe prices of 
feeds and of butterfat. The average bntterfat production per 
cow was 123 pounds. A production of 50 pounds more was 
needed for the enterprise to break even financially. 

Tbe size of the herds was closely related to the returns bnt 
was not one of the more important intluenees. The return. 
tended to increase with the size of the hero at the rate of 
$2.08 per' animal unit for each five added milk cows, or 85 
cents for each five animal nnits of other cattle when no ehange 
in feeds and production was incurred. This represents mostly 
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a saving on labor and shelter. Where the applications of labor 
and investments in buildings used by cattle were increased 
above the average, greater losses resulted. In both these re
speets it was clearly the quality and effectiveness of the lahor 
or shelter that counted and not the amouut. 

It is pointed ont elsewhere in this hnlletin that these cattle 
were getting too little protein supplement. One evidence of 
this is found in the fact that farms feeding more than the 
average amounts of corn per head showed greater losses than 
the others. In this case, the loss was almost equal to the value 
of the added corn ration. More protein supplements would 
probably have changed tbis relationship decidedly. The farms 
feeding roughages heavily suffered greater than average losses 
but equal to about a quarter of the value of tbe added rough
age. This was probably caused by a wasteful use of roughag .. 
as well as other feeds ou a few of the farms. 

It is safe to say tbat these farmers stand to profit by more 
careful feeding, and the increased use of roughages-particu
larly of bigher grade ronghages. It seems that more protein 
snpplement and not less corn is needed in tbe grain ration. 
In the use of labor and buildings care and efficiency and not 
added expense are wanted. All of tbese should be combined 
with a careful selection of cattle in order to obtain a higher 
production of butterfat imd.calves. 

Feeding Steers 
Steers were fed on about one-fifth of tbe cost route farms, 

the most common size of lot being about two carloads. In all, 
complete records were obtained on 11 feeding enterprises. 
Tbis number, because of tbe wide variety of practices, is too 
small to serve as a basis for any sweeping conclusions. Con
sequently, ouly the averages of the more signifioant figures 
from the records, and a more complete summary of three 
."leeted cases are given in table XIII. 

This'table sbows that the steers fed on tbese farms averaged 
over 800 pounds when put on feed and were kept on the farm 
nearly eight months, gaining 1.4 pounds per day, or 328 pounds 
in all. Eight of the eleven lots of cattle were bought in the 
fall, and seven of these were run in tbe stalk fields. 

The largest .. lement of cost per hundred pounds of gain was 
10.7 busbels of eorn plus the equivalent of about 3.2 bushels 
contained in silage. In addition to the eorn, silage, hay and 
pasturage 60 pounds of linseed oilmeal or cottonseed meal 
were fed. Feed represents about 80 percent of the total cost. 

The most common type of feeding enterprise is exemplified 
by lot 1 in table XV. These cattle were bought in tbe fall and 
turned into the stalk fields for a couple of months after which 
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they were put in the dry lot and fini.~hed out in the early 
. spring. On these cattle grain consumption and labor require. 

ments are higher than on the lots which are kept on pasture 
for some time. This method is adapted to farms produring a 
surplus of corn over the requirements of the hogs and with 
labor available in the winter. It fits in nicely where the cror
ping system requires all available labor in the growing MPaRon 
and where there is no surplus of land for pasture. 

The second type of feeding enterprise represents the produc. 
tion of beef on pasture and is adapted to farms with areas of 
rough land which cannot be cropped conveniently. TheA. 
cattle were bought in April and p .... tured thru the Aummer, 
thus requiring less labor and only about half as much eorn 
per hundred pounds of gain as the first lot. Under favorable 
conditions gain is obtained at a lower eost. However, the rate 
of gain was only about 1.3 pounds per day l1li compared to 
1.66 for the first lot. Consequently, this method is likely to 
prove most profitable on those farms where the pasture Isnd 
cannot well be used to grow corn or some other crop more 
profitable than grass. This system hllll this disadvantage: The 
feeders are bought in the spring when they are higheAt and 
the fattened cattle are sold in the late fall in competitif>D 
with the range cattle. More profit might have been made OD 
"pasture.fattened" cattle if they had been kept on the fsrm 
a month longer and given a higher degree of finish. 

The third type of cattle feeding represents a combination 
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and modification of the two others. Cattle for this type of 
feeding were bought in the fall like the first lot and were run 
on the stalks for a couple of months. Then a part of the 
cattle were put in the dry lot and fattened out in the late 
spring thus using a surplus of corn on the farm. 

The rest of the steers were turned out on pasture in the 
spring in order to make use of the surplus pasture available. 
They were then finished and sold in the fall. This represents 
an attempt to make use of some rough pasture land on a farm 
which is mostly tillable and produces more corn than can con
veniently be fed to the other livestock kept. Under these 
conditions fnll use was made of the corn stalks, other rongh
_age pasture land and labor in the winter_ 

It will be noticed that each of the feeding systems described 
has a definite place in the farm organization, bnt each nnder a 
definite set of conditions. Either one wonld be out of place 
under the conditions adapted to the other. 

Poultry 
Flocks of ponltry were kept on nearly all the farms on the 

cost ronte. These flocks averaged about 150 hens but varied 
from .15 or 20 to 500. The average expenses were slightly 
more than the income in 1925, and decidedly more in 1927 
when the prices of poultry products were low. In 1926 the 
average income exceeded the expense by ·a small amount. Of 
the totel expense of $477 on the average flock, about half 
represented the value of feed used by the pOUltry. The most 
important element of feed was corn of which about 120 bushels 
were used per farm. The next most important farm feeds were 
oats, of which about 100 bushels were used, and skimmilk, of 
which the poultry used 500 to 600 gallons. The poultry enter
prise used between one and a half and two months of labor. 

The total feed consumption amounted to an average of 88 
. pounds per hen and the labor to 2.8 hours per hen. There 
was, however, a wide variation. On a few farms the poultry 
received .but little feed; on others they were fed heavily. The 
income per hen alao varied widely but averaged about $3.00. 
The egg production per hen varied from 26 to 153 eggs. On 
two-thirds ()f the farms it was between 40 and 100. Practically 
half the flocks produced less than 70 eggs per hen, resulting 
in losses ()n m()st of these enterprises. It goes without saying 
that poultry culling would be a very cheap and profitable way 
to increase hoth the production and the income from poultry. 

Table XV shows little difference between the different sized 
flocks cxcept for the use of labor and the charge for shelter. 
Fifty percent less time was required per hen in caring for the 
p()ultry in large flocks than in small ones. As between the 
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TABLB XIV. POULTRY-INCOMK AND EXPEN8ES 
A.~ ~ YM!'S, 18·25·192'1' 

I 1·,,"1' .... . ... ,..,. . ...... 
Num~or 

farms. ______________ • _________ t1 !II ,. C ........ 
Number layln. hcD& ••. _ .•••••••••.• _ ••••• .110 "I "" l 1M 
EKI'I per ben ______________________________ 

711.8 .. i1".1 ~.t 

ExpPJJ8I'.: 

I:::: f " .... ............... _ ................ _. , 11!.85 , .... ,., ..... , 
Labor 11 .... '11 1~.11l 114 .• 
Building.: -land -an-d-equillmi: =:===:= 11.911 ..... flU» 11'1.11 .--... 

Total ell:JM!~ ___________________ • f.t9.7' • f63.11 6'.'1.81, 41ft .• 

Inoome: I 
EII;l':'1 ootd and .................... _ ... 2M.lit • g,fIR • lr.ll.t! , ...... 
Poot,.,. --.. --.--- ---------------------- 141.70 I ]116.22 lr.8.80 1r.2.11 

Totallncom~ ___________ • _______ .... w • 'DD.fi2 • ...... , f6f.D 

Pb,sfeal OOI'Ut! 
Com, bu. . -- ----------- . -------.----- N .• 111.' 11&.1 1'Z1.' 
OatB, bu. nR.S ..... ..... .. .. 
8klmmJUc. g.ii:-:::::::':::::: ==:::: =::: ... M1 "" ." 
Other reed. JbII •• ______________________ ..... ..... a,oll S."'" 
Feed per ben, IbI. ___ • ______ .. __ • ____ ,. .. 100 ".1 
Labor .... ben, lIou"' _________________ ••• •• 3.' ••• 

IDcome .... beD _______________________ • .... .... • 2.111' '.01 
*IDChldlnc mbeellansoua i&ema iD adcliti01l 10 I.hoH ,riftJl fn detail. 

smallest flocks averaging 66 hens, and the largest, which avrr· 
aged 234, it required 1.9 hours per hen more time in the large 
flocks. The total charge for .helter for the large lIoekR waR 
only .lightly greater than for the smallest. 

The production per hen in the two grOUP" of smaller flocks 
averaged about 70 eggs. In the larger flock. more care waR 
given to the selection of the hens and the prod Dction amounted 
to 86 eggs per hen. Thi. together with the saving of about 
a dollar per hen in the total expenses made the difference be· 
tween a small loss on the enterprise and a moderate prollt. 

TABLE xv, POULTRY-SIZE OJI FLOCKS AND UU'OME OR EXPY.NSP.: 

Size of fleet 

Number of farmtl ____________________________________ l 
Ave1'age number of btmJ. _____________________________ ! 

~~ :rv!:i-::=:::::::===:::::::::=:::::::::!, 
;::::=!------------------------------------~" 

Feed per ~. IM _____________________________ _ 
Labor per ben. bnI. _______ . _____________ . _____ _ 
Income per ben ______________________________ _ 
ExpenIII! per hen.. _______________________________ , 

u ... ., 
100 .... 

.. .. 
1... 10 "'I." I: 227.80 I"" 

.... 
••• .... . 
3.g7 I' 

Ifll)-lW -
'" , .. 
10.' "' -«"'.3 ': 

.... "'( 
81 •• ••• ..... .... 

I • ... .... 
fJi'4.5t 
'13(;.7' 

".4 , .. 
,lUI .... 
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The performance of the majority of these farms was very 
low. On 451 farms on which records were obtained by the 
Extension Service in 1928, an average of 91 eggs and a total 
income of $3.16 were obtained per hen. This should be sur
passed where the flocks are given hetter care. On 142 Iowa 
poultry record flocks in 1928 the egg production averaged 138 
eggs, and the income $6.44 per hen. 

If these farmers wish to sell poultry products, they should 
give their flocks more attention, provide adeqnate housing and 
improve the rations. The figures in table XIV suggest that 
less corn should be fed, but much more milk and mash. Other
wise it would he better to cut down the flock to the number 
needed to supply the requirements of the family. 

Combinations of Livestock Enterprises 

In organizing the farm, the object is not merely to· plan a 
profitable hog or cattle enterprise, but to plan such a com
bination of these enterprises as will make the most profitable 
use of feed crops, keep labor employed profitably the year 
around, and conserve soil fertility. 

On the typical 160-acre farm on the cost route about 50 
acres were in corn, 24 acres in oats and barley, 7 in hay and 
9 in timothy seed. To make use of the feeds produced, from 
6 to 20 sows were bred, and an average of 6 milk cows were 
kept together with 9 animal units of other cattle. 

But this gives a less distinct notion of the livestock systems 
than would a description of the enterprises on a few typical 
farms. Thus, on one farm of 160 aeres with a considerable 
area of rough land, eight sows were kept and about 14,000 
pounds of pork were produced in the course of the year. In 
addition to this tbere was a small stock cattle enterprise con
sisting of three milk cows and about five animal units of other 
cattle. The principal livestock enterprise consisted of two 
carloads of reeder cattle bought to pasture on the rough land 
and consnme the greater part of the corn raised. 

Other farmers might have solved the same problems by keep
ing a dairy of 10 or 12 cows to make use of the rougher parts 
of the pasture land, and by plowing up the rest of the farm 
and putting it in corn to support a larger hog enterprise. 

On a second rarm of 180 acres, with more smooth land, 60 
acres were in coru and only 20 in pasture. Part of the corn 
was fed to the pigs raised from 20 sows. The rest of it went 
to three carloads of steers. This made a more intensive system 
and was well adapted to the crop system which produced large 
amounts of reed and needed the large amounts of manure. 

A third farm had 260 acres of which about 100 acres was 
rough and best kept in pasture. The rest was good crop land. 
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The man on this place k~pt 75 a{'r~s in {'om and ahout 40 ill 
small grains. In ord~r to consume the grl'at<'t· part of th~ 
feed produced, 25 sows w~re bred and about 4:;.000 pounla of 
pork were produced, including spring and fall pig.. Thp. pas· 
ture land here W88 nsed by a hprd of 27 stock cows and their 
calves which were raised to 800 to 900 pounds. 

Each of these men had a somewhat different probl~m. }:o.h 
tried to select a combination of enterprises whi"h would makr 
the best use of the crops raised and the pasture lalld avail"hl,·. 
In some cases feeders or stock cattle were u"o,1 whprr oth"r 
farmers might have chosen dairy cauk In oth"r •• 80me or 
the cattle were displaced by shcep. Htock cattle were k"l.t to 
use pasture land and hogs or feeder cattle to conHume Ih" 
corn. The proportionate size of these enterpri .... d"pol"I,-,1 
on the amount of pasture and the labor available in the dif· 
ferent seasons of the year. A fuller diocu.,ion of tb .. orl\'ulI· 
ization of these farms will occur in a Rub"c'IU .. "t. bull .. till 
which will deal with the re·organization of Iow8 Coullty r .. rm •. 
This will deal with combinations of the crop syst .. m, Ihe Ii,,· 
stock "y.tem Slid the labor Blld POWI''' 1I .... dt·d. 

In addition to the baRic factors just mentioned, it ill al.o 
neces.~ary to adjust tbe livCHtock system 10 the price .itUII!ilJlI . 

. To be most succes.ful, all po""ible con.id .. ratilJlI .hould he 
givell to the price adjustments und,'" way. That is, ill 00 fftr 
as possible the livestock syst .. m should be planned to m .... t the 
price situation which promiRes at market time. 

However. the possibilities of adjustment of tbe hr .. cdillg 
operations far enough in advance to be of benefit are limited. 
Prices of livestock and feeds change rapidly, whil .. cattl .. and 
even bog production are relatively Innl\' time bu.ine ... """. When 
it is reasonably clear that the country is becoming ovn.to"k,·<! 
with beef cattle, or when farmers indicate th"y intend 10 br""d 
decidedly fewer sows for the next sprillg '8 pig erop, t h .. wiMe 
farmer will take his cue. 

An adjustment of equal importallee hao to be made within 
the feeding season. If corn is high relative 10 the pri,'" of 
hogs, but in line with that of beef. it is pO'Kibl ... even after 
the stock has been put On feed, to divert a cOfUliderahle amount 
of the feed from tbe one enterprise to the other. A 10 percent 
change in the weight at which it is planned to sell hogo or 
steers does not involve any great difficulty if the 1.lan8 are 
changed a couple of months before tbe stock i. Hold. That i •• 
hogs may be sold at 200 pounds instead of 220. and a gain of 
330 pounds may be put on the steers iDstead of 300. 'fhi. 
involves a current modification of the pla08 rather thaD 8 

sweeping change in the basic organization. 


