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BULLETIN NO. 317 

Farm Organization and Management 
in Grayson County 

By W. L. ROUSE, H. W. HAWTHORNE* and Z. L. GALLOWAY 

This stud~- was malle in the summer of 1929 by the Depart
ment of Farm Economics of the Kentucky Agricultural Experi
ment Station and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the 
"Cnited States Department of Agriculture. The purpose was 
to obtain basic information on thE: present organization and 
management of the farms and to determine th~ factors that 
control the farmer's income. The study is an attempt to 
deterlUine how those farmers who made the larger incomes did 
so. The surwy method of coll~cting the information was used. 
Records were obtained from 254 operators for the year 1928, 
but in stud,\-ing the individual factors affecting profit, onl~- 203 
farm records were used. The area was laid out so that the farm., 
are representative for the county_ 

Since the yraJ' studied was extremely wet, it was impossible 
for the farll1<.'rs to properly cultivate their crops; hence ,\'ielc1-, 
were smaller than in normal years, This naturally had its 
effect upon the profits. HoweYer, this does not invalidate the 
data for me in comparing farms and systems of farm organiza
tion and management, since all were subjected to much the 
same seasonal handicaps. 

• Agricultural E('(ln(lIni~l. ni\·i~ion Qf Fann :\[ana~pnlf-nt and Costs, 
BUl'P:l u of ... \gl'il'ul t urH 1 E, 'UllOJll if·s. l~. ~. Departll1t"I1 t of Agriculture. Part 
3 is the contrihuti(ln (If Z. L. Galloway, 
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PART 1. INCOME AND OUTGO OF FARM FAMILIES 

Business analysis records were obtained from 254 farmers. 
A cost of living record was secured from 138 of them. For 
the most part the families includel1 in the study del'iYed their 
living primarily from farming. A few or them had other lines 
of business which brought in more than their farms. 

Family Living From the Farm 

.As shown in Table 1, the families used food products from 
their own farms, worth $244 per family, ,,"ood ',"01'th $28 at 
farm prices, and house rent worth $71 "'hen computed at 10 
percent of the inventoried value of the house. Other items 
averaged $1 per family. These items, aggregating $3H, added 
to the cash spent for the family living, represented 4:7 percent 
of the total. 

TABLE 1. Cash Income and Outgo ef 138 Farms, Grayson County. 

Number of families 
Average numb.·r in family 

Cash inconH=' frolH, 
Tho fartH 
"-f,rk (>ff the farm 
Other SO\lrces 

Total ('a~h iJH'on1e 

All 
Grouped by Operator's 

Earning's 

L("~ than $500 to ,'-1000 and FaUlilies \ 
~;;OLJ $£l~\!) OYer 

13, I S3! 43. 
1.1 4.1· 4.1 

Doll~. I Doll~. ! Do11,. 
S.:;, 6:~n ~12:j 

52 ~;) !lIj 
41 4j' "4 

950 ,00 10~3 

10 
4.9 

Do]1,. 
2309 

93 
33 

2635 

5-;0 1040 
Cagh olltgo for: i 

Farnl expt"n~eR I E)'j'"j fl:?i' 
Family Hying and other purpoges j __ 3_'_,, ____ 3_~_4 ________ _ 

Total ca"h olltgo I 

\ 

InCOlne le~s ')utg-o 
Family Ih'ing frOln the farm 

-12 
3H 

SSl 

-1.'1 
319 ' 

:1t.iS 710 

~I~;; 17,0 

lIS S55 
dO") I 

, 
501 

The ahlount of family living furnished from the farm not 
only yaried with different families hut the groups of families 
dh-ided 011 operator's earnings'" were on the ayerage also llif
ferent. The larger income groups used a larger amount of 
products furnished from the farm, 

• Sec' footnot€' page 1;4. 
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The group of ten families with operator's earnings of over 
$1,000 received an average of $501 in family living from the 
farm and in addition spent an average of $740 for their living. 
The group of 43 families with operator's earnings of $500 to 
$999 obtained $357 in family living from the farm and in addi
tion paid out an average of $368 for tbeir living. The group 
of 85 families with operator's earnings of less than $;)00 secured 
$319 in family living from the farm and spent an average of 
only $354 additional for their living. 

Income and Outgo 

Figures showing the cash income and outgo of 138 families 
for the year of the study were obtained. The year covered was 
probably somewhat below normal and for that reason it is likely 
that the data presented in Table 1 repl'esent income and outgo 
below the normal for the families included in the study. How
ever, as a basis for showing tendencies and comparing the farms 
the figures are valid. 

Income from Work off the Farl/!. ,York off the farm not 
directly a part of the farm business "was a source of income to 
35 of the 138 operators. The total amount received from thi:; 
source was $7,231, or an average of $207 for the 35 operators. 
The kinds of work off the farm which brought ill the greatest 
amount of mOlley "were: hauling, which afforded a total income 
of $1,558 to 11 families; carrying mail, "which returned $800 
to one family; work on the railroad, which brought in $750 to 
one family; carpentry, "which furnished one family an income 
of $740; various kinds of machine work to th-e families, which 
totaled an income of $670; work on other farms, which furnished 
fourteen families a total income of $64:3; county road work, 
which pro,-ideu a total income of $580 to two families; and 
lumbering. which furnished a total of $570 to two families. 
Other kinds of work off the farm which furnished remuneration 
to one family each were dealing in coal, work as salesman, 
plumbing, auto mechanic, and working in timber. 
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Other Sources of Income. Other sources of income were 
those which involved little or no effort on the part of the farmer 
himself. There were 34 different families who received income 
from these sources. It ranged from $4 to $840 and the average 
received by the 34: families was $166. These sources were: 
children at home contributed $1,745 to eight families; chiidreu 
not at home gaye $444 to two families; boarders brought $691 
to seven families; earnings of two housewives amounted to $929 ; 
a pension brought $480 to one family; interest on outside invest
ments brought a total of $741 to six families; rent from other 
property brought $260 to one family; and cash gifts received by 
ten families amounted to $363. Six of the families had incomes 
from two of the above sources. On the average about 90 per
cent of the total cash income of the 138 families came from the 
farm. The cash outgo both for farm expenses and family liying 
increased as the total cash income increased. The family living 
furnished from the farm also increased as the total cash income 
increased. 

The total expenditures on the a,'erage were $15 greater 
than the total cash income per family. Fifty-nine of the group 
of 85 families whose operator's earnings were less than $500 
failed b~' $181 per family to meet expenses. The deficiency 
ranged from $6 to $1,813. Twenty-six, or about 31 percent 
of these low income families managed to pay expenses and have 
something left over. This amount yaried from $16 to $:365. In 
the group of 43 families with operator's earnings ranging from 
$500 to $999 there were 14 families who failed to have incomes 
large enough to meet their expenses. The amount by which 
they failed varied from $9 to $620. The savings of 29 families 
in this group \yho had something left over after expenses were 
paid ranged from $6 to $1,263. Of the ten families in the 
income group with operator's earnings of $1,000 or more only 
one failed to obtain an income larger than the expenses. Thh 
family failed by $272 \yhile the nine families who took in more 

than they paid had savings varying from $1 to $2,811. (See 

Table 2.) 
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In the group with operator's earnings of $500 or less only 1 
in 3 had incomes equal to or greater than their expenses. In the 
group with operator's earnings of $500 to $999 two operators 
out of three took in as much as or more than they paid out. In 
the group having operator's earnings of more than $1,000 nine 
operators out of ten had something left over after paying all 
expenses. 

The families whose cash incomes for the year were not 
enough to meet their expenses usually made up this deficiency 
by using savings of previous years or by borrowing. Those 
families whose cash incomes exceeded their expenditures had 
money to pay debts, or as sayings for future use. 

TABLE 2. Amount Available and Amount Spent for Family Living. 

Number of famili~s 
Average numuer ill fumily 

Incon1(!o fr'Jnl fann:-:
Outgo for fa rm expenses 

Net income from farllling 
Income for work off farm 
Income from other sources 

Income less OlltgO 

Family living from the farm 

I All LeR" thanj 
Fanlilies $;jOO 

13S 
4. r: 

I 

2.~O 1(o~ 

u:! '2;) 

41 , 4.~ 

373 173 
3S;; S54 

-12 , -IS1 

344 319 

PART 2. THE FARM BUSINESS 

$500 to 
;;999 

13'1000 and 
Over 

43 1 10 
4.1 4.9 

! 
H'23 $2509 
~7(1 1040 

3a:1 1469 ,t, ~3 
34 33 

4S3 1595 
365 740 

118 855 

357 501 

A detailed business analysis record was obtained from each 
of 233 farms the major purpose of which was to study the pres· 
ent farm organization and management, to determine the factors 
which are most important in obtaining larger profits from farm
ing and the relation of these factors to each other. 

Status of Operators as to Land Tenure 

The percentage of tenancy existing in the area was exceed
ingly low. Of the 233 farm records only 8 tenants, or less than 
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4 percent, did not own some land. 1\1ore than half of these 
operators were straight land owners. The land that was rented 
or rented out represented for the most part fields rented on the 
share rent basis to or from a neighbor for some particular crop. 
The tenure status of the 233 operators was as follows: 132 were 
straight owners; 58 were owners and rented some land, of whom 
52 rented on the share basis and 6 rented on a cash basis; 32 
were owners renting out some land on the share rent basis; three 
operators both rented and rented out land, all on the share rent 
basis. Of the eight non-owners seven rented land on the share 
basis and one rented on a cash basis. 

The 233 farms discussed in this bulletin were separated 
into two groups, A and B. Group A included all farms on 
which the farm business brought in 75 percent or more of the 
total receipts. There were 205 farms in this group. Group B 
included 28 farms all which the non-farming income amounted 
to more than 25 percent of the total receipts. 

A condensed summary comparing the anrages of Group 
A and Group B accompanied by an average of the combined 
total is found in Table 3. These farms with more than 25 per
cent outside income were smaller, the acres in crops were less, 
the numbers of all classes of liyestock were fewer, all sources of 
income from the farm were smaller, and while the family living 
furnished by the farm was somewhat less the net income was 
larger. The total capital invested was less and likewise each 
division of capital, real estate, livestock, machinery, and feed 
and supplies was less. Both farm receipts and farm expense>; 
were less. The farm receipts failed by $76 to equal the farm 
expenses, however, the operator had products furnished by the 
farm for the family living amounting to an average of $318. The 
analysis which follows was confined to the 205 farms of group 
A, the greater portion of the income of which was derived from 
the farm business. 

Types of Farming 

A considerable part of the land in Grayson County is 
rough and wooded. Approximately three-fourths of the farm 
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land is tillable. On the average the farms consisted of 135 acres 
of which 96 acres was tillable. The tillable land consisted of 
44 acres of crops, 6 acres idle crop land, 30 acres of rotation 
pasture, and 16 acres of permanent pasture. The 39 acres o! 
nontillable land was made up of 5 acres in roads and lots, 32 
acres in woods, and 2 acres in permanent pasture. 

That this is chiefly a livestock area is indicated by the large 
proportion of the total receipts derived from livestock and live
stock products. Approximately 80 percent of the total farm 
receipts came from livestock enterprises. For the most part 
the crops grown "'ere feed crops. Of the total receipts, crops 
accounted for about 14 percent. Table 4 sho\\s the number of 
farms "ith receipts from the yarious enterprise~ and number 
of farms with significant receipts from specified enterprises and 
the position of the enterprises. The crops of major importance 
in the area were corn, wheat, oats, hay and tobacco. 

Corn was the chief feed crop on each of the 205 farms. The 
acreage in corn was a little more than one-half of the total acre
ages in crops. 

Hay of some kind was produced on 189 of the 205 farms. 
There was an average of H acres of hay per farm, that is, about 
one-third of the total crop acreage was used for the production 
of hay. On 110, or more than half of the farms, there was some 
legume hay cut. Of these, 22 grew clover, 19 grew mixed clover 
and timothy and 69 grew either soy beans or cowpeas or both. 
On 167 farms some grass· hay was cut while on 16 farms there 
was no hay cut. 

About one-fourth, or 56 farms, raised some wheat. The 
acreage of wheat on these farms averaged 11.3 acres. Forty
four farms raised oats with an average of 5.1 acres. Tobacco 
grown on 49 farms, averaged 1.3 acres for the farms on which 
that crop was grown. 

The livestock of the area, in the order of the number of 
farms having them, were cattle, poultry, hogs, and sheep. 'Vork
stock, either horses or mules, were found on every farm in the 
study. 

• Including timothy, redtop, sorghum for hay, millet ar:d oats for hay. 
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TABLE 3. Condensed Summary of the 
Farms. 

Businesses of 233 Grayson County 

, I 
Item I All Farms i Group A Group B 

Number of farms 233 205 28 
Nuil1ber in family ~.2 4.2 4.9 
Acres per farm 13t 137 108 
Crop acres 4a.1 44 at 
Intensive crops (acres) 1 .8 1 

Liyestoek, number' 
'York stock 3.3 3.4 2.0 
Dairy cows 3.2 3.4 2.0 
Other cattle 2.1 2.4 .9 
Sheep 7.6 8 .) 2.3 
Hogs 5.1 5.2 3.9 
Chickens, mostly hens S6.1 S4. i 60.0 
Turkeys .8 .9 .1 

Capital, total $4523 $4692 $3285 
Real estate 3450 3563 2621 
Livestock 6~7 737 406 
JIlaehinery 211 233 121 
Feed and supplies 165 169 13t 

Receipts, total ~S97 iBOS $S12 
Crops 119 127 55 
Li\'estock and product>' 6,4 "9' ,_0 299 
JIliscellaneous farm receipts 3;; 35 30 
Work off the farm 69 21 428 

Expense, total 55! 568 444 
Current 405 417 31~ 
Unpaid family Jabor 57 5S 53 
Livestock (net decrease) S 7 11 
Depreciation 32 35 14 
Decreao;e feed and supplies 52 51 4i 

Farm income 343 340 368 
Labor income 117 105 200 
Operator's earnings 447 437 518 
Family living, total 330 332 318 

Food 236 235 244 
Wood 27 28 18 
Use of dwelling house 6i 69 55 
Other 1 

1 Number at the beginning of the year. 

There were cows on 202 of the 205 farms. Thirty-three 
farmers owned bulls, 53 had heifers, 70 had calves and 25 had 
~ome beef cattle. Chickens were also found on 202 of the farms 
and 38 farmers raised some turkeys. Hogs, including sows, and 
other hogs were on 132 of the 205 farms. Sixteen farmers kept 
boars. Sheep were produced on over one-half or 103 of the 
farms. 

Of the 205 farms 99 percent reported sales of poultry, 95 
pprcent sold cattle or dairy products, 73 percent obtained income 
from hogs, 51 percent sold some sheep and wool. 
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TABLE 4. Types of Farming on 205 Grayson County Farms. 

PoultrY 
Cattle' 
Hogs 
~het']l 

Tobacco 
Hay 
Corn 
"'heat 
Oats 

"'ork 
"'ood 
Hent 

Truck 
Potatoes 
Fruit 

Horses 

Straw 
("loyer ~e~d 
Sorghulll :-:y .. up 
Corn stoYer 
Honey 

="umbEr "f 
Farms \\"ith 

Xun~ber ()f Fann~ \\'ith ~i~nitic.:.un Hel"t."ipts 
1"1'0111 Spt'citie(l Elltt"l'l))'i:-:e a!ld 

l',,;-;itioll of Elltt:'I"IH"i::,t:' 
H,,(,t'ipts ------------------

I 
Total' 1st 21Hl 3 I'd Hh 5th 6th 

I 
from 

1::i7 73 £;2 25 5 
ltin .,f ;~):I 14 6 
~H) 2f:; ;~2 :l~ 4 2 
<I;) 1 ~I ltl l' 1 

34 S 12 
111 ~ 3 

,\ 3 2 
~ 5 ., 2 

Hi ., 3 . 3 
4 1 2 1 
3 1 1 

1 ., 1 1 

10n tht" other fan11s un whil·h thc-:-:e entE'l'l)l·i~t·:-; ('xi~t they wt're of 
small importalH'e, 

Percentages of the farms reporting' sales of crops were as 
follows: Tobacco 24 percent, hay 15 percent. corn !) percent. 
wheat 12 percent, oats 1 percent, potatoes 28 percent, fruit 16 
percent. truck]:2 percent. and straw] percent. 

Outside work hrought income to 21 percent of the farms. 
,,'ood lot products to ] 3 percent of the farms and rent to 3 per
cent of the farms. 

Fourteen percent of the total receipts was dprivec1 from 
crops as follows: From tohacco 5 percent corn 4 percent, hay 
2 percent, wheat 1 percent, oats. sorghum s.\TUp. potatoes, 
garden products. orchard, and other products made up the 
remaining 2 percent. 

The receipts from livestock which amounted to 80 percent 
of the total included all classes of livestock and livestock 
products. The yarious enterprises contrihuted to the total 
receipts as follows: Cattle and dairy products 34 percent, 
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poultry and eggs 18 percent, hogs 15 percent, sheep and wool 
10 percent, turkeys 2 percent, amI horses and mules 1 percent. 

The remaining 6 perc('nt of the total receipts was made up 
of increase in fecd inwntories, work off the farm hy the opera
tors, sale of wood lot products and money reCeiyeLi from rent. 

Some Farmers Make More Money Than Others 

That some farmers made more 1ll0l1('Y than otliers was as 
true of Grayson county as of 01 her localities in Kentucky. Onc 
measure of income is total receipts from the farUl during the 
year including the net incrcases in the inwntory and the work 
of the operator off the farm. The receipts ranged from $1:3 
for tilt' lowest to *5,584 for the highest. Scwnty-three had total 
receipts of less than *500. Of these thirt~'-Seyell were less than 
$:300 and six were less than $100. Sixty-sewn farms had receipts 
.::anging from $500 to $!)!)U, fifty-three farms had receipts rall~
ing from :1;1,000 to $1,999, six farms ranged reo m $2,000 to 
$2,D!J!J and ('uly six farms had total reccipts of oyer $3,000 . 

.. 1 second incomc figure is "farm income", a flgure repre
senting what the operator has left after deducting from the total 
receipts the total farm expen.~cs induc1ing the unpaid famil~' 

jabor other 1han that of the operator. The farm income on 
tlwse 203 farms ranged from minus *54~ to $:3/>2:3. Of tlwsc. 
147 farms had a farm income of less than $300. On 36 farm;; 
the receipts m're inadc(!uate to meet expenses thus h'aying a 
minus farm income. However, ;j8 farms obtained a farlll inCOlllt' 

of more than $500 and of these 16 secured more than $1,000. 
,. Labor income", that whi('h is left after deducting the 

inten'st on the farm inycstment from the farm income, ranged 
from minus *771 to $2,862 for the 205 farms. Of the 205 farms 
118 had lahor incomcs of les>; than *100. Of the~e 90 were 
minlls ineOlllE's. On)~' 27 farmers secured labor ineomes of more 
than $500. and only foul' had labor incomes of $1,000 or more. 

Anot her measure of net income is operator's earnings· 
which represents the labor income pIns the value of the food 

* In the analv~i~ of the fann 111.1sinc!-ls set forth in thi~ bullt-:otin the 
C'aleulatiol1s art> o~n the fann ba~i!', that i~, as. if the operator '''us the sole 
owner of all capital involved. 
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products, fuel, use of the farm hOll!o;e, and other items which 
the farm furnished to the family liying. Table;) shows the 
marked way in ,,-hieh the ol)(>rator's earninfl"s of tlwse farmers 
yaried, the farll1s being grouped h~' numher of crop acres. On 
133 of the 205 farms the operator's earnings were less than $500, 
011 56 farms the op('ratol' 's eal'lling"S ranged from *500 to $999 
while on 16 farms th(' operator '!o; carnings amounted to $1,000 or 
more. A further study of the table shows that a greater per
centage of the larger farms shom:d slIperior ineomes than did 
the small farms. 

TABLE 5. Variation in the Operator's Earnings on 205 Grayson County 
Farms-Farms Grouped by Number of Crop Acres. 

Xo. of ("1'1)11 
XUllllH-l' (If A(·re~ XUllll't'r XUlnht:'l" Xumlwl' 

Per Farm F~ll IllH L",,, than frOJll ~'1000 
$500 $5(10 t(. $:I~I' and OYer 

20 or It·~s 2ii 23 3 
21 tn 411 71) ;jS 16 2 
41 tn 611 0:1 ~~ l' 6 
61 to SO 2!1 12 I" " 4 
OYer SO 21 11 6 4 
Total ~n5 1~3 56 16 

Why Some Farmers Made More Money Than Others 

A condensed sununary diyiding these farms into three 
groups as to income, hased upon operator's earnings, is shown 
ill THblt' 6,* When lhi~ tHhle is studied in detHil and C'ompari
sons made of the three income groups it is found that on th,~ 

ayerage the group with the high('st operator's earnings is alsi) 

high('st in total r('ceipts, farm inconH', and labor income. 

Operator's earnings were found to he the hest income 
measure since the pro(lucts furnished b~' the farm for the family 
living are a rdatiwly lar~e portion of the total farm production. 

The farms in the g-rouJls with the highest operator's earn
ings on tilt' I\wrag-e eX('('Jled those ill tht' other groups in size 
of husiness, ([1wlity of husiness and labor efficiency. 

1 P"(II" a dehlih .... d SUlllll"!arv dh'id(-d on the r-:alll€' hasis see Table ~1 in the 
Appendix. . 
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The more profitable farms hall more cows, sheep, hogs, 
chickens and turkeys, 

The quality of business was better on the more profitable 
farms as indicated by the larger erop yields and the larger pro

duetion of livestoek. 

TABLE 6, Some of the More Important Factors Affecting Farm Profits, 

Size 
Xo. (If farms 
Xo. in family 
Size of fa!'ll1 , Heres 
.. -teres in eropH 
Aeres in tobacco 
Liyestock 

'Yorkstock 
Cows 
She"'l) 
HogH 
Chickens 

Capital 
Real eHtate 
\Yorking C'apital 
Percellt working capital is of 

total capital 
ReceiptH 
E."q)(>HSt:'S 
Fann in('ntne 
Labol' ineolne 

Opera u,r's earnings 
Pe]'c"nt expense, are of total 

!'('ct'iptH 
Receipts per crop acre 

Quality 
Corn yield, bus. 
Hay yield, tons 

Labor efficiency 
Acre~ of crops per 111" n 
::\Ian ,,"()rk units per 111an 
AcrE'S of ('rops per hor~e 
HOI',e work units per horse 

Grouped on Ol)el'atol"" 

All 
Earnings 

Fanlls , 
Le"!; than; $500) to 1$1000 :md 

$300 $~~19 OYer 

I 
20;) 133 56 ! 16 

~.2 4.0 4.4 4 
1;3, 126 148 210 

H 3~' 51 6S 
" ." .3 .5 .9 

~.4 3.2 3.6 4.3 
:1.4 2.6 4.0 

i 
~.3 

~.2 5.'; Ir..:; ]S.1 
;~). 2 3. t:i 6.1 16.1 

H.i 75. [) !10.0 142.0 

H6n ~a~nn ~;j4f11 $~720 
:~;jfl:~ 3054 HI46 Gf)fl~ 

112~ 855 1355 2628 

24 o. 2~ 30 
$~HIS $613 ~llS'" ~240~ 
:;f~S 51:3 ;,fl~ 1032 
34(1 IfIiI (a:! 13~(; 

HI;) -~15 342 940 

437 203 715 1407 

f)2. f:; S3 ~ 
, 4S.1 I 42.9 

$20.64 1 ~15. 72" $23.1·1' ~35.41 

I I I 
I I I 

14 I 11 I 17 I 20 
.$ I .S , .9 I 1.0 

I 
\ I 

32.6 I 28.s 3s.3 3S.2 
1-;-7.7 I 15i.3 212.0 2;;0.6 

] 2. fl I 12.2 , 14.2 15.8 
45.0 I 40.9 4S.9 65.0 

The 11101'1' profitalJle farms showed gl'eater labor efficiency 
as measured by the acres of crops and man work units per man, 
acres of crops per horse and horse work units per horse, These 
and other factors affeeting the farm profits are discussed in mor~ 

detail later in this bulletin, 
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Capital Investment 

The total capital investment awraged H,6f12 per farm, The 
operators who had operator's earnings of less than $:500 had au 
an~ragc inw,;tlllent of *3.~W~'. those mtll operator's earnings 
ranging from $:500 to $999 had an awrage inve;;tment of $5,401 
while those ,,·ith operator ',; earnings of more than $1,000 had 
an aYerage inycstment of :f't',720. 

Of the total inycstmrnt t]1(>1'e was on the awrage 76 per
cent in\'ested in real estate allLI 24 percent in working capital. 
Of the working capital li\'estock aeeounted for 16 pereent, 
machinery;) percent, and ft'NI :3 pereent. The group of farms 
with the highest operatOl'':.i earning:-; had on the awrage a smalle.' 
percent of their capital inycstetl in real estate and a larger per
cent in working capital than llill rither of the groups with lower 
operator's earnings. For a more detailed analysis of the capital 
see Table 21 in the appendix. 

The Size of Business 

The size of business is usually an important factor in 
determining the net income of a farlll operator, A business of 
good ;;ize affords a hetter chance for making good profits than 
cloes a small busine's. IInweYC'I" a large business "'hen eonducted 
inefficiently will show a larger loss than a small business when 
condueted inefficiently, There are seYeral ways of measuring 
the size of a farm business. The most important of these 
measures are the number of aCl'es of land, acres of crops, total 
eapital im-c;;tment, the number;; of liYestock. amount of labor 
rerjllired and the number of work stock. The figures of this 
study indicate that the highest income farms had a larger farm 
business than the lml'er ineome farms. 

III Tahle i the farms al'e divided into fi\'e groups according 
to the numher of acreS in crops. It will be noted that on the 
aYerage about one-half of the farms are aboYe thc aYerage in 
the l11unher of acres in crops. The percentage of the land in 
erops is larger nn the larger farms. 

::\Ieasurpd hy acreage, eorn was the most important erop. 
It was found that the farms with the smaller aereages of crops 
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TABLE 7. Utilization of Land on 205 Grayson County Farms of Various 
Crop Acreages. 

Grouped on Aeres in Crops 

Item 
All 

~O awi I O\'er F\lrIll!:i ~1-4fJ 41-60 61-S0 
Le-..:s .A.l'l't's 1 Aeres Acres SO 

Acres Aeres 

Xumber of farms 2(1,) 211 76 -. 2g 21 : 0" 

Acres per fann 13, 71 10;; 137 Ifl4 0-' _0" 
Owned 1''--I 71 100 l:W ]72 232 
Rented 10 3 5 S 22 21 

Rented out 1 1 1 7 S 
Operated 

etC". i 135 73 I It). 136 IS7 2-15 
RoadS, lots, bidg~., 5.1: 3 • I cl 6.4 
"'oods pastured 11. 3: • 10 13 22 8.0 
'Voods not Jla~tured i 2(1 1~ 16 IS 2~ 30.4 
Other \la~ttll'e not tillable' ~ .1 1 1 3 3 4.8 
Permanent p,,,lure tillable: ]!i l:.! 14 

I 
10 25 32.4 

Rotation p,,>;wre 30 l'j 2.) 31 34 54.4 
Idle crop land 6 • i -1 I 6 6.2 
Crops H 15 I 30 1 47 , 63 102.4 

Corn 22 11. 1 17.4 24.2; 27,2 41. 5 
""hea t ,,. .) 1.11 :1. 4: 6. :~, :1.8 
Oats for grain 1 3, : i: · j 2.0, 3 .• 4.4 
Rye I .11 .1:; . ---

.2! 
.... I 

Corn silage 

I 
. s, q' .7 .~ 

Hay i , 1 I 
('lo\'e1' • jj .3 · "I .4 1.0 2.8 
)Iixed c10\'er anri I ! I I 

timothy 

I 
1. 2, .2 .4 . ~II 3.5: 3.3 

Grass 8.0: 1.4; 6.0i 8.81 13.!1; 14.0 
:Millet .31 .1! .~! .4' .4' 1.0 
Oat hay I 1.1 .1, 1. 31 . s· 4.4 
Soybean anrl cowpea! 2.4; .:1- 1.3 2. ;,1 ? 1'1 S.5 _. J, 

Sorghum fur hay .:31 .li .1' .-,: .3 1.6 
Sorghulll for syrup I • I : 1i I .2 -, 
Tobacco .3' .r .3

1 '°1 .4' 1.2 
PotatoeR ! I • .1 ' 
Tru("k crops . ~ ~ I . ~ 

, .1: I 
Orchard 1.1 41 · ~' 1 .), 2.1 2.1 
Garden .;-.' .t\ .5' .6! .6 .6 
Othel' crOllS I .2 _.-. 

I :Iran ,rol"k unit~ 2·10 12~; 1 ~~ 23:1 30, 4S" 
Horse work 11l1its J:,:l (;3 111 

, 
167 E'G 3~:i 

I 

• Indicates an ayerage of less than .1. 

had a larger percentage of crop land in corn than did the farms 
with the larger crop acreages, On tIle average corn occupied 
about one-half of the crop land. 

That the larger farms had on the awrage a relatiyely larger 
acreage of hay accounts in a considerable measure for the fart 
that this group of farms had a larger percentage of their land 
in crops. Thus while the group of farms with more than 80 
acres in crops had about sewn times as many acres in crops as 
did the group with 20 acres and less in crops, the acreage of 
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llaY was about fifteen times as great. The aye rage acreage 
deYoted to the production of tobacco, wheat, oats .for grain, corn 
silage was greater in the groups with the larger number o.f crop 
acres. 

That a larger proportion of the lanu on the smaller farm, 
\yas in woodland partially explains why the smaller farms had 
a smaller percentage of their land in crops. Only part of this 
womlla llll wai; pai;tured or eH'11 fell cell so that it might be 
pastured. The average percentage of waste land was greater on 
the farms with the smaller crop acreages. 

The awrage number of productive work units· both for 
men and horses was greater for the groups of farms having the 
larger acreages of crops. 

TABLE 8. Comparison of Size Factors of 205 Grayson County Farms 
Groupf:d by Operator's Earnings. 

Item 

XUJnber of fnI'mH 
Aeres peR' fal'Ju 
Aeres in crop~ 
Reeeipts p~r :It·n· uf ('I"OPS 
Al'reH in tl)bac(:o 
Xutnb~r of eO,,"!,; 
XUlniJer of t"n~s 
Xlunber of ~ows 
);umber of dlkkens 
);umbe.· of turkE'r.' 
:\Ian ,,'Ol'k ullil~ 
:\Ian work ullit~ p .. r 'II:,n 
Horse ,york UlIits 
Hor:-~e work units per hon::~ 
:\{an ~qui\'al~llt 
~urnlJer of w(Jl'k stc)ck 

All 
Fal'lllS 

I
, GroUllt·c! on Operator's 

Eal'lling$ 

L~"" than $500 to anc! 1
1----------,~;:-:l-;:O""I)U;:-· -

$5(11) $~jV~ Uver 

2(1:) 

IX; 
H 

'~1. :j' 
Z.4 
I.': 

l.0 
~5 1 

.~, 
2:~f; I 

177. -; 
]-1.'\ ! 

4.,.0 
1.4 
3.4 

I 

13~ 
12.; 

3:1 
$1tj 

.3 
!!.6 
5.3 
. ~ 

';6 
.:' 

2(1:~ 
I~)~. 3 
12i 

411, ~. 
1.:3 
3.~ 

I 

56 
143 
;il 

$23 
.5 4.,.: 

15. !I 
L3. 

fu) ; 
1.1 

2S1 I 
212.0. 
177 ! 
4~. ~J 
l. 3, 
3.6, 

I 

16 
210 

6S 
$35 

.9 
•. 3 

17.3 
2.4 

H2 
3.S 

423 
~50.6 
250 

65.0 
l.S 
4.3 

Table 8 shows the comparison of the size of 205 Grayson 
County farms whcl1 grouped hy operator's earnings. The figures 
in the aho\'e table si} 0\\' that tll(' farm;; hiwillg' operator's earn
ings below $300 (133 in numher) were below the aYerage in all 
the measures of size. The farms which obtained hetween $500 
and $999. as operator \; carllin1!s (:)6 in llumher:1 were some
what above the ayerage in all the size measures. The farms 

• A Jlrodudi",' wfyrk unit i~ apP'f>"ill1at"ly the equivalent of a day's 
work of ten hours. 
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which secured operator's ('arning's of *1,000 or o \'e l' ~ 1G in num
ber) were considerably aboYe the awrage in all the measures of 
size of business, This howeYer does not mean that size of bUsi
ness guarantees a comparatiYely large income, That a large 
1usiness is sometimes inferior in some of the other factors of 
success may cause a comparatin-ly low income. This study 
indicates that the busilless of JUallY Urayson COllnty farms i-; 
cntirely too slllall to pay the opcrator a fair wagf' for his ,York. 

This lwillg the case the question naturally arises how may 
the slllall farmer increase the size of his Uusinc:<s. In general 
there are t,,'o ,rays by which tlte size of business may he 
increased. One is the buying or renting more land and thc other 
is greater intensity on the pr':'srnt farm. In Grayson County 
most of thc farms, the business On "'hieh was too small, coulll 
enlarge their business without acquiring mOre land. Possibly 
the best ,,,ay to increase the size of busim'ss on Gl'a~'son Count.\" 
farms which are too small is 10 inCl'l'aSe the amount of liYe
.f.tock. The figures seem to inuicate that muny icums w('re too 
lightly stocked for the larg('st profits. 

Liwstoek which r('llnil'E' large amounts of grain did not 
seem to be l1('('ded in the area. For the most part the increase 
should come b~' the alldition of lin-stock \yhich could utilize the 
rough feeds and grass to adYCllltage. Although t:l!S is primarilr 
a liycstock area and 80 prrcrnt of the receipts \\"('1'r deriwd from 
the sale of livestock and liye"toek produets, good crop yil'ilIs 
were highly important for the f('('ll crops prolhl('r<1. On lllany 
of the farms low crop yields ,\"('re directly or imhrectly respon
sible for low profits. On the low yirlding land it was nsually 
found that the fertility had been depleted by the cropping sys
tems in use. 

To remedy this an effediw program of so;] impro\'ement 
is needed, The use of ]imr5ton(' and phosphate, manure, aull 
the control of crosion ,,"ouId be the chief factors in snch a pro
gram. A good rotation including a legume would be wry 
essential. On practicall~' all of these farms ihere was some 
good tillable land as well as some rougher land which should 
not be tilled. On the more tillable land the regular crop rotation 
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should lIe pl'actice(l. On the ronglll'r laml a cropping system 
shonld be used whidl indullcs a cultivated erop only when the 
land needs res('eding for past ure. 

For be",t net return", ill an area sLlch a", this it is usually 
found that lin'stoek whieh utilizes grass and roughage are 
needed. This would necessitate a pasture program whieh would 
furlli~h grazing for as long a prl'iod as possible. Such a pro· 
gram ,youlLl tend to inerease the carQ'illg capacity of the 
pastures as well. 

Farm Receipts 

The l't'ct.'ip:s of tht.' :!O;j farllls groupe.1 h." operator'~ earn
illg-S art' shown ill T<tbh' 6, 1'11(' l'l'ct'ipts awraged $!)08 per 
fann. Tl1t'l'P was a ,yid,,' variation in rel·eipts. ~eventy-three of 
the farms h11,1 j'('ceipts of less thall *;)00 and one-half of the 73 
farms lt'ss than $:300, ~ixt."-sevt'n f<trms had rc;:eipts ranging 
from *;)00 to *\l~I!): .):~ hlll1 J'ecripts ranging- from $1,000 to 
:j;UHID: 1:2 had receipts g'l'pater than *:2.000. Six of these tweh'e 
had receipts ('xceeding $:3,000. 

Approximatel~' 80 percent of the total receipts came from 
livestock, 14 percent from crops, 3 percent from increase in feed 
and 3 percent from outside work. For each $100 of receipts 
an average of $62 was paid out as expenses. 

Perquisites Furnished by the Farm to the Family Living 

The study showed the great importance of the perquisites 
furnished by the farm to the family living. The value of these 
farm privileges awraged $332 per family and nearly equaled 
the sum of the net cash income for the farmer's labor and man
agement and the income on his inwstment. On the smaller 
farms the yalne of the family living from the farm was three 
times as great as the net cash income, These farms were much 
more significant in furnishing 'mbsistance directly to the farm 
family than in producing things to be sold. The Rtudy indicates 
that the well-being of families in the region is dependent in a 
very large measure upon their producing an ample supply of 
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foods for hOllle use, particularly yegetables, fruits, dairy and 
poultry products. 

The value of the family liying furnished by the farm 
averaged $332 for the 205 farms. Of this amount food consti· 
tuted $235, fuel $28 and the use of the family residence $69. 
The amounts and values of the yarious items are shown in 
Table 21 in the appendix. Those operators with operator's earn
ings of less than $500 had items valued at $298, on the average, 
furnished by the farm for their living. Those with operator's 
earnings ranging from $500 to $999 had an average of $373 in 
products furnished the hOll1<.', and those "'ith operator's earnings 
amounting to $1,000 and ovcr got from the farm products yalued 
on the average at $467. 

Expenses 

The total average expenses for the 203 farms amounted to 
$568, of ,,·hich current expenses constituted approximately 73 
percent. The other important expensc items and the percentage 
of the total exp£'n'it'S whith th£'se itf'llh; represent are, unpaid 
famil~' labor 10 pen'ent, decrease in feed iuv(>ntories 9 percent, 
and d<.'preciation of macl1in£'ry, dwelling HBel other buildings 
7 percent. 

The larfYest it(>111S of the CUlTent (>xpens£'s ,,'ere, feed 
bought whic'h aycraged 2;'') percent of the total expenses, hired 
labor 10 percent, seeds and fertilizers 12 percent, insurance and 
taxes 10 percent. In the three income groups the current 
expenses differ but little as to their percentage of the total 
expenses. On the farms of lowest income group a larger per
centage of total expenses went for feed, insurance Hnd taxes 
than on the 11ighest income gronp. The percent of decrease in 
feed inventories, decrease in livestock inventories and the per
cent of unpaid family 1a11or was also greater on the farllls in the 
lowest income group, In the highest income group a larger 
percentage of total expenditure went for the purchase of seeds, 
fertilizer, fuel and oil for farm work, and a much larger per
centage for the purchase of lime. 
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The awrage purchase of feed amounted to ahout $16 for 
each $100 of receipts. On the aYerage the lowest income group 
purchased iced amounting to ~22 for each $100 of receipts, while 
the higll€'st ll1COllle gl'OUp spent :1'9 for feed for each $100 ill 
receipts. Apparently the reaSOll for this difference is that the 
hetter farmers produced feed crops which enabled them to avoid 
heayy expenditures for purchased feeds. 

Crop Yields and Their Relation to Income 

The analysis shows that another important factor influenc
ing profits is crop yields. The ~roup of farms with the highest 
operator's earnings prod ueed 20 bushels of corn per acre a.'> 
compared "'ith 11 bushels on the Imyest income farms; 7 bushels 
of wheat comparcd with 4 bushels; 22 bushels of oats compared 
with 18 bushels; 1 tOll of hay compared with .8 tOllS; and 956 
pOUlHls of tobacco compared ,yith 507 pounds. As a rule the 
farms whieh had the higher yi~lds of the major feed and cash 
crops obtained the largcr incomes. (See Table 9.) 

TABLE 9. Crop Yields Pe" Acre and Their Relation to Operator's Earnings 
on 205 Grayson County Farms. 

Crops 

Xt1lnbt·r (If fanns 
Corn. bus. 
"-heat, hll~. 
Oats. bus. 
All hay, tons 
LE'ltume h:1)'. tons 
'l'obaceo. Ib~. 

All 
Fanns 

~fl:) 

14 
5 
l' . ~ 

1.[0 
6:12 

Group"rl on Operator's 
Earnings 

. L .. ~s than· $500 to I ~500 I $999 

, 
133 56 

11 i 1. 
i 4 6 

l' 15 
,S , ~ 

1.0: 1.1 
507 6'\;j 

$1000 
and 

OYer 

16 
20 
7 

21 
1.0 
1.1 

f~j6 

COl'll occnpied more than one-half of the crop land on the 
203 farms. Since corn was the chief grain used for feed the 
farms \\'(']'(' sorted into groups based upon the yield of corn per 
acre. On the farms on which the corn yield was less than ten 
bushels per acre the operator's earnings ayeraged $252. On 
the farms obtaining a yield between ten and twenty bushels per 
acre op('rator's earnings averaged $418. On the farms with yields 
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betwecll twenty and thirty bushels per' acre the average opera
tor '5 E'arnillgs were *670. The group of farms having yield" of 
thirty bushels or more per acre secured operator's earnmgs 
which averaged $785. (Sec Table 10.) 

Table 10. Relation of the Yield of Corn to Labor I ncomes and Operator's 
Earnings on 205 Grayson County Farms. 

Yield of Corn 
(DlI,hels l'~r Acre) 

Less than 10 hus. 
10 to 1~.!I 
20 to 2U. (I 
30 or more 
Total 

Xumb"r of 
FUrll1s 

n2 
5j 
.jr, 

10 

I ------

Labo\' 
Illl'ulne 

-:Hl 
131 
2(14 
-IFI 
1(15 

Operator's 
Earnings 

$265 
4.8 
6iO 
7S5 
436 

The aVE'rage yiE'lcl of hay was not only larger on the high 
income farms than on the low income farms, but the type of 
hay was better, There was also a larger acreage of hay and a 
largC'l' percE'ntage of lC'gume hay. HerE' it is important to note 
that in each group the yield of the legume hay was grcater than 
that of any of the other kinds of hay. That the total acreagt 
and fjuality of hay was greater, that there was a larger per
c('ntage of legume yielding more per acre than other hay crops 
appear to be important facts accounting for the larger profits 
of the farms in the higher income groups. 

Tobacco, the most important cash crop grown in the an'a, 
was produced on ahout one-fourth of the farms included in this 
study. The yield of tohacco was considerably higher on the 
farms \\'itll the higiler incomes than on those with the l.nn:r 
incomes. 

The effect of crop ~·ields on thc income of these farms i~ 

worthy of further consideration. The crops are primarily feed 
crops with the exception of tohacco. The crop sales came f"om 
snrplusE's of feed crops and from tohacco, The importance of 
good yi('lds is as great in a liyestock section as in an area where 
all the crops are cash crops. The items entering into the cost or 
prodnction of the yarious crops 'rith the exception of th,] 
harn'sting cost do not increase directly as the yield per aere 
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increases. Experimental data and the experience of successful 
farmers inLlit:ah' tilM law1 properly handled will not only 
produee bdtel' than ([yel'agoto' ~'il'lds but will furnish more abund
ant and better pasture, thereb~- making it practicable for farmer:.> 
to handle more units of prodllctiYe livestock on a given acreage. 

Onc operator in the area was able, by the use of lime, 
phosphate, manure and a rotation "'hich included a legume, to 
produl'e as much corn on his farm as his lJeighhors had been 
able to produce on three times as much land thru inferior 
practices. 

Livestock Production and its Relation to Income 

Approximately 80 percent of the total receipts were derived 
from li\'estock and liwstock products. "ith this in mind it is 
important to note what effect various degrees of production of 
liYestock enterprises had upon the income from the farms. 

Since cattle and dairy products were the major source of 
receipts on a greater number of farms than any other enter
prise, that enterprise is considered first. The receipts per cow 
on all the farms aYeraged $91. On the farms which fell in the 
group with highest operator's earnings the receipts per cow 
an'raged :J;116 whereas on the farms in the gronp with lowest 
operator's earnings the ayel'ag~ receipts per cow amounted to 
$82. 'Yhen dairy products furnished the home are included 
the total production per cow on all farms averaged $109. The 
total production per cow in the group with highest operator'~ 
earnings amounted to $126 whereas the farms in the group with 
10\\'est operator's earning,., the production per cow amounted to 
$103. The Yariation mar be accounted for by sewral factors, 
l1ame]~': superior CO~\-s, good feeding and careful attention, and 
that more eah'es wel'e raised and marketed as heifers or steers. 

That the quality of liycstock affected the income is again 
indicated by a study of the 205 farllls after they had been 
grouped aceording to income per cow. .As shown in Table 11, on 
the aycragoe the farm:'; having largoer incomes per ('0\\- had larger 
percentages of total receipts c1eriyed from cattle, The income 
per cow showed a marked effect upon the labor income and 
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operator's earnings. Of course not all the farms that showed 
good returns per cow showed good returns in other enterprises 
on the fm'Ill, so did not fall ill the high ineoJll(' gronps. 

TABLE 11. Relation of Returns Per Cow to Income on 205 Grayson County 
Farms. 

Returns Per Cow 

Less than $;;0 
~".JO to $!'~. ~19 
~100 to $Hfo.!l, 
$150 and oyer 
Total 

);UI11 bel' of 
Fan11s 

Labor 
I1H'ome 

-$62 \ 
~17 I 

135 I 

Operator's 
Earnings 

_ __ 2j_~ __ l' __ HI~ 

POllltry. Poultry was the enterprise second in importance 
on the farms studiell; 18 per~cnt of the total receipts were 
deriwd from poultry. Twenty-three percent of the total liYe
stock receipts were obtained from that enterprise, 'While many 
of the low-income farllls depended largel~' upon poultry and 
had few enterprises, the larger-income farms had, on an awr
age, more hens per farm. 

To detft'lIline the rdMioll of poultry to net income the farms 
were grouped according to income per hen both as to eggs and 
meat. The size of flock seemed te have little or no effect upon the 
income per h('n. 1'he largest flock was found in the second lowest 
group as to income per hen while the second largest flock was 
the higlH'st in income. There ,yas a posHiYe f('nclency for the 
groups which obtained on the awrage better than $2.50 per hen 
from ('ggs and meat to have larger incomes. Sec Table 12. 

Turkeys were found on 36 of the 205 farms and on these 
farms \\'ere shown to be one of the most profitable enterprises. 
The awrage income per turkPy hen was about .~:10. 

Hogs. Altho the number of hogs in this county has 
decreased ill recent years, the percentage of total receipts 
deriwd from this (,llterprise is significant. Hogs totaled about 
l! pl'l'cent of the r('('ripts on th(' ~05 farms IInll in addition 
furnished pork to tlw home \'ahwd at *4~). The percentag(' of 
total receipts d('riy('(l from th(' sale of hogs was approximately 
l! p(,J'cent on tl1(' l:t3 fnrllls with operator's ral'nings less than 
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$500, and ahout 1 i percent for the farms with operator's earn
ings of morc than $1.000. On the average the operators deriving 
the larger i]]('omes per sow obtained larger !let earnings than 
those dl'riyill~ smaller incomes per so\\". 

TABLE 12. Relation of Returns Per Hen to Incomes on 205 Grayson 
County Farms. 

Hen 
Xutnbt-r of I ... aho.· O)lerator's 

Retllrn~ Per Fa r)"n '.; lnl"Olll€' Earnings 

Le~R than $1. no (I -:t.!!:3 ~ 1112 
$1. 00 to $1 . !I~I R, 22 3::?O 
$2.00 to $2. ~I' ~.~ 12:1 4~~ 
$3.00 and O\"er n 241 ;;~IO 

Total 205 105 437 

Sl1tep. On about half of the farms there were some sheep. 
::\10st of the flocks "'ere small. The income per ewe varied from 
minus $5 to more than $15. ~\ study of the farms grouped by 
operator's earnings shows that the returns per ewe were greater 
on the largest income farms while the percentage of total income 
obtained from sheep was ahont the same. 

A further study of the records grouped on income per ewe 
shows that the group with the lowest average income per ewe 
had flocks which were on the aye rage about the same size as 
those ill the group of farms which had the highest average income 
per ewe. The average income per ewe was $9.56. About half 
the operators fell below this average. Since sheep are good 
scavengers much of the production of these small flocks was 
ohtained from feed which prohably would not have been utilized 
by any other class of liwstock. 

The foregoing mnteriaI 'rhich deals with the individual 
classes of livestock demonstrates the effect of varilltion in pro
duction upon income and profits. Howeyer, it is important that 
these enterprises be considered frum the standpoint of a farm 
unit which returns the greatest total profit. Thus for an opera
tor to obtain a good profit from his farm business it is necessary 
as a rule that his accomplishment be above the average in more 
than one of th~ enterprises undertaken on his farm. 
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Efficiency of Labor 

The analysis of the records of these 205 farms showed that 
the labor accomplishment per man had an important influence 
on profits. For each farm the total accomplishment in acres of 
crops 11l'oduced, linstock cared for and outside work done by 
the 01)(>rator was calculated in terms of "productive work units ", 
a unit being approximately the equivalent of a day's work of ten 
hours. The number of days work per man for each farm was 
computed by dh-iding the total ,,"ork units on any farm by the 
"man e(luiYalent' 'oil stated in terms of months of labor of one 
man during the year. The average number of producth-e work 
units for the 205 farms was 178 per man. The group with the 
lowest operator's earnings averaged 157 productive work units 
per man wlwreas the group ,,-ith the highest operator's earnings 
averaged 251 units per man. This greater efficiency of labor 
was to a considerable extent due to a larger business and a con
Se(f{lent better distribution of labor on the farms of the mol'l~ 
successful operators. (See Ta hIe 8.) These larger farms pro
vided a business of sufficient scope to more nearly give a full 
year of productive employment_ 

A program which makes possible the most efficient use of 
labor is one with sufficient ('rops amI Iivestoc-k of the kinds and 
proportions which distribute the 1abor evenl~-, thru the year. 
HoweYer, so much time may be spent on low-income crops and 
poor livestock that failure to produce a good income results, 
regardless of the number of productive work units. 

A further study of the rec'lrds shows that on many farms 
the 1abor accomplishment per man was very low. There is good 
evidence that this was largely because of too small a business. 
AItho the farms were only family units the business should have 
been of such size as to show a high 1abor accomplishment per 
man. The crops produced and the livestock kept should have 
so utilized and distributed the labor that the operator and hi'! 
family should have accomplished at least 250 productive ,york 
units per man. 

• The total period for the operator, the actual time worked by famfly 
labor and hired labor. 
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Horse Work 

The number of work stock necessary to successfully operate 
a farm varied from farm to farlll in the same area. An impor
tant factor was the efficiency with which the horse power waJ 
utilized. The average number of horses and mules on the 20;) 
farms was 3.4 head. The number on the farms of the low income 
operators an~raged 3.2 head per farm. The number on the farms 
of the high-income operators ayeraged 4.:3 per farm. The produc
tive work units accomplished per horse averaged 45 for the 205 
farms. On the low-income farms the productive horse work 
units per horse averaged 41, ,Yhile on the high-income farms 
the productive work units per horse averaged 65. . 

Since many of the farmer., did not have automobiles and 
those who did could not use them during a considerable part of 
the year be~ause of had roads, it was necessary that horses be 
available for road transportation. )Iany of the children used 
horses to go back and forth to school. Horses so used could not 
be classed as strictly c1ri\'ing horses since they were also used 
for farm work. This probably &ccounts in a large measure for 
low productive work units and, too, this accounted for a part 
of the difference in the produdive "'ark units in the various 
group of farms. 

Quite probably the business on these farms could ha\'e been 
expanded considerably in size without an increase in the num
ber of work stock required. 

Family Living From the Farm 

On the 205 farms the average family living from the farm 
when yalued at farm prices amounted to $332. If these items 
had been valued at retail price the amount would probably have 
been doubled. The part furnished represented more than 50 
percent of the total family li"ing, Food "alued at $235, wood 
at $28 and house rent at $69, "'hen estimated at 10 percent of 
the "alue of the house, made up the total value of the perquisites. 

The importance of items provided by the farm for the 
family living cannot be too highly emphasized. They equaled 
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in value more than 3 times the average lab or income and almost 
equaled the entire farm income. The value of the family living 
from the farm varied on the various farms as did the labor 
income yet it was found that on the farms which yielded the 
larger profits the value of the perquisites was greater. 

In planning the y!'ar's business in the area it is highly 
important that farmers plan for producing those things that 
can be used by the family. In so doing the cash outlay neces
sary for the family living can be materially reduced. 

Roads 

One of the things needed thruout the county is better roads. 
Improvement of the roads would make possible in some sections 
a shift in the type of farming. Also, it would make possibl~ 
the hauling of limestone to farms which cannot be done now 
because of the excessive exp!'ns!'. In their pres!'nt condition it 
is almost impossible to haul loads over the roads during the 
period of the year when farmers have the time for such work. 

Variation of Farm Incomes as Affected by the Predominence of 
Important Factors 

Farm profits very rarely dep!'nd upon anyone factor alone 
but usually upon a combination of factors. The data ill Table 
13 point to th!' direction which farmers in this ar!'a should go in 
order to obtain larger net returns. The 10 factors lls!'d in the 
table and the average for each of the factors for the 205 farms 
are as follows: 

Crop acreage ............................................................................ . 44.0 acres 
Acres in tobacco ...................................................................... .5 acres 
Number of cows ........................................................................ 3.4 head 
Number of hens.......................................................................... 85.0 head 
Receipts per cow........................................................ 98 dollars 
Receipts per hen ...................................................................... 2.39 dollars 
Crop acres per man .................................................................. 32.6 acres 
Crop acres per horse .............................................................. 12.9 acres 
Yield of corn .............................................................................. 14.0 bushels 
Receipts per $1 expense .......................................................... 1.60 dollars 
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Thirteen of the 205 farms were not above the average in 
anyone of the factors. These showed very low net returns, 
their operators sho\ring minus farm incomes, minus labor 
inconws and operator's earnings which averag,>u only $63. 
Thirty-one farms wcre above the UYerage in -:I: factors and 
showed operator's earnings of :H11. Thirteen farms were above 
the aYerage in 8 factors and these showed operator's earnings 
a\'el'aging *1,:322. There were no farms a bo\'e the a\'erage in 
morc than 8 of the 10 factors. 

TABLE 13. Variation in Farmer's Profits as Affected by Farms Being 
Above or Below the Average in Important Factors. 

Fa('tors 
Farm 

I 
Labor Operator's Above Farlns Re('eipts 

A\'~rage In(,ulll~ Incollle Earnings 

~o. ~o. Dolls. Dolls. Dolls. Dolls. 

0 13 210 -60 -157 63 
1 23 362 16 -126 149 
2 22 3S5 110 -37 218 
3 34 5~7 164 3 290 
4 31 727 30·1 114 411 
5 21 !I03 335 63 416 
6 31 1624 562 146 615 
7 17 1563 669 3.3 .54 
8 13 2146 12,1 S'1 1322 
~ 

11) 
2ij5 A\'erage ~)lIS 339 104 436 

PART 3. SUGGESTED SYSTEMS OF FARMING 

It was point ell out in the pre"eding disc11ssion that the low 
returns realized from farms in the area were the result of poor 
seie-dioll and proportioning of crops and lin'stock as well as 
unprofita ble practices in crop and liwstoek production. These 
weaknesses haw re'iulted in Cl vcry small income on many farms. 
Beeause of the small volume of sal('s and the margin of profit 
commonly re:'ei\'ed hy farmers. tIll:' net return })(>r farm was 
wry small. 

This study indicates that in order to secure more adequate 
returns, certain readjustments should be made. Two general 
types of changes are suggested in Part 2. The first includes 
changes in the kinds and acreages of crops grown and in the 
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kinds and number of livestock maintained. )lore specifically, it 
was pointed out that more feed trops, espeeially legume hay and 
pasture, should be grown and that more roughage consuming 
livestock such as cattle and sheep should be kept. 

The second type of change suggested deals with methods 
and practices. The importanee of improved practices in the 
produetion of crops has been pointed out. These included 
(1) the more genel:ill use of limestone and phosphate in the 
rotation, (2) fuller use of manures, (3) tontrol of erosion, and 
(4) impro\'ed rotations which include more legumes for hay and 
pasture. Better feeding and breeding in the production of 
livestock and livestock products wue also emphasized as a 
means of securing larger production per unit of livestock kept. 

This section of the bulletin shows how the foregoing sug
gestions may be used in adjusting the organization and operation 
of representative farms in the area so that larger returns \yill 
result. It is also intended to present the details of the suggested 
organizations in such a way that farmers can follow the calcula
tions step by step and, if they desire, adjust the figures to 
conform to conditions on their own farms. The budgets for the 
suggested systems show the approximate net returns which 
reasonably may be expected. These systems were worked out in 
such a way as to make the best possible use of the land, labor, 
power, equipment, and operating capital available. Crop and 
liycstock enterprises were selected and proportioned with this 
In new. 

Farmers in the area who are carefully selecting and balanc
ing the crop and livestock enterprises and following good 
methods and practices are securing returns \yhich are equal to 
or larger than those shown for the suggested systems. 

Production Requirements, Production, and Assumed Relative Prices 

Cro:p yields per acre, livestock production per head, and the 
requirements to produce a unit of crop or livestock products 
vary greatly from year to year. Likewise, the prices received 
for products also vary. However, in order to balance crop and 
livestock production and to make comparisons of the net returns 
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to be expected it is necessary that adequate and reliable data 
relative to crop and livestock requirements, yields, production 

TABLE 14. Expected Ncrmal Production Requirements for Crops and 
Yields (Acre Basis). 

Requirements 

Crop 
Kind 

I 
Corn cut by I Seed, Iba. 
hand and husk-! Superphosphate, Ibs.' 
ed from shock I Twine, Ibs. 

Corn silage 

Soy bean hay 

Mixed clover 
hay 

Wheat 

Tobacco 
(Burley) 

I 
I Seed, Ibs. 
I Superphosphate, Ibs.' 
I Filling costs, dolls. 3 

I 
I Seed. bus. 

! 
Superphosphate, Ibs. 

Limestone, tons 
Seed: 

I Red cloyer, Ibs. 

I Alfalfa, Ibs. 
Orchard grass, Ibs. 

I Lespedeza, Ibs. 
I 
I Superphosphate, Ibs. 

I 
Seed, bus. 
Twine, Ibs. 
Threshing (contract), 

I 

I Xitrate of god a , Ibs. 
Sup'erphosphate 16~, 

I "'ood for plant beds, 
Can"a~, yds,4 
Arsena te of learl, Ibs. 

Seed, Ibs. 
Cucumbers Beetle dust, Ibs. 

SuperphoRphate 16~, 
, Xitrate of soda, Ibs. 

Superphosphate, Ib~. 
Oats for grain I Seed (Burt) , bus. 

(spring) I Twine, Ibs. I Threshing, dolls. 

Rye (cover crop)! Seed, bus. 

Pasture I Limestone, tons 
mixture' I Seed: 

I Lespedeza, Ibs. 
Orchard grass, Ibs. 

I Redtop, Ibs. 
Sweet clover, Ibs. 

dolls. 3 

Ib5. 
Id". 

Ibs. 

I Amount 
YieJds 

I 
7 I 40 bus. grain 

200 I 2200 Ibs. stO\'er 
1 I 

I 7 tons 
200 I 

3.501 
I 

2 I 4000 Ibs. 
100 I 

I 
2 13000 Ibs. 

4 
4 
5 
3 

300 

I 

1'. 16 bus. grain 
3 11200 Ibs. straw 
1. 60~ 

200 
500 

3 
50 

4 

1 
40 

400 
100 

I 
: 1000 Ibs. 

i 
I 

i 
I 
I 5000 Ibs. 
I 
I 

i 
300 I 

1 I 25 bus. grain 
3 I 1000 Ibs. straw 
1.25' 

11,f, ! 
2' 

3 
7 
3 

10' 

'::IIost prOfitable returns from the use of superphosphate are obtained on 
limed soil. 

2 For power, cuttE'r, and two mE-no 
B For power. machine and two men. 10 cent" per bushel. 
• Good quality cnn\'a" usunlly lasts 3 years and one-third the amount 

shown is bought eat'h year. 
• For unlimen ground omit sweet elm'er 8eed from this mixture and add 

one pound of white cloyer. 
• \VllI be necessary once in 6 to S years as the land is prepared for 

reseeding. 
'UnhuIJed seed. 
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and prIces which might reasonably be expected should be 
available. 

Production requirements and yields which may normally 
be expected to prevail for crops commonly grown in the area 
are shown in Table 14. These expected requirements and yields 
were based upon data obtained on farms in the area, upon 

TABLE 15. Expected Normal Production Requirements for Livestock and Pro
duction Per Year (Head Basis). 

Production 

Amount I I
, bina- bfna-

tion P tion 2' Kind 
________ ~I------------------~-----+-----+--------------I I I I 
Dairy cowslCorn, bus. 1 14 1 17 I "'hole milk, Ilis. 5000 

I 
Bran, Ibs. 400 I 100 I or 
Cottonseed meal, Ibs. 200 I 250 I Butt .. rfat, Ibs. 225 
I, .. gume hay, Ibs. 2500 12500 Skim milk Ibs 4400 
Corn stoveI', Ibs. 2000 1 ?OOO I ,. 
r!~:~~fli;l~~~:~ dolls. \ IS too 1- 128

2
. 00 1 

Corn, bus. I \Yhole milk, Ibs. 7000 
Bran, Ibs. 500 1500 (3.7%) 
Cotton seed meal, Ibs. 250 250 

Dairy cows 

Legume hay, Ibs. 3500 14500 1 
('om ~to\'er, Ibs. 1000 12000 1 
Silagp-, Ibs. 4000

2 
I 2 11 

Pasture, acres 
)[iscellaneous, dolls. 2.00 1 2.00 \ 

Veal calves Whole milk, Ibs. 500 I 1 Veal, Ibs. 

Dairy calvesl Corn, bus. 
(Birth to 11 Bran, Ibs. 
year of age)! Skim milk, Ibs. 

"'hole milk, Ibs. 
Legume hay, Ibs. 
Pasture, acres 
)Iiscellaneous, dolls. 

Dairy 
heifers' (1 
to 2 years 
of age) 

Beef cows 

Corn, hus. 
Bran, Ibs. 
Legume hay, Ibs. 
Silage, Iba. 

I PasturE', acres 
:I!iscellaneous, dolls. 

I Corn, hus. 
IBran, Ibs. 
Cottonseed meal, Ihs. 
Legume hay, Ib". 
Corn sto\'er, Ibs. 
Corn Rilage, Ibs. 
Pasture, acres 
:lIiscellaneous, dolls. 

Beef heifersl Corn, bus. 
(1 to 2 Legume hay, Ihs. 
years of Corn stOYer, Ibs. 
age) Pasture, acres 

:lliscellaneous, dolls. 

2 
100 

\ I 

11200 \1 
500 I 50 
200 I 200 I 

4 
100 

1000 

:10 1 .10 I 

1106 I 
1 500 I 
11500 

I 
l\{' 1 1'1.. 

.20 1 .20 

18 1 12 I Butterfat, Ibs. 
l I 200 I Skim milk, Ib8. 
f 175 150 I Cull cow, Ibs.' 

1

2200 11500 1 Calf, Ibs. 
3000 13000 I 

14000 I 
2 I 2 11 I :.50 I 5 

1
1500 11000 I 

!1000 I 

! 
Iv., 1 l'h I 

.20 I .20 I 
I I 

150 

50 
1000 

160 
HO 
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TABLE 15. Expected Normal Production Requirements for Livestock and Pro. 
duction Per Year (Head Basis)-Continued. 

Production Requirements 
Production 

I 
corn., corn., Corn. 
bina- bina- bina

tion l' tion 21 tion 31 Kind Amount 

I 
Sheep, per 
mature 
head 

I Corn, bus. \ 1. 5 I!.!? ~I .5 1 Lambs, Ibs. 80 
Oats, bu~. 

2.5 . Iv \ 4~(5 
1 Cull ewes, Ibs. 15 

Bran and short, Ibs. 
Linseed meal, Ibs. 

I Wool, Ibs. 7 

Silage, Ibs. 
Legume hay, Ibs. 
Pasture, acres 
)Iiscellaneous, dolls. 

Hogs per Corn, bus. 
100 Ibs. live I Tankage, Ibs. 
weight I Shorts, Ibs. 

produced·· Skim milk, Ibs. 

I 
Pasture, al'res 
)liscellan~ous, dolls. 

Poultry. Corn, grain, Ibs. 
per mature I Corn, ground, Ibs. 
bird Bran, Ib~. 

Shorts, Ibs. 
Tankage, Ibs. 
Oyster shell, Ibs. 

(grit) 
Skim milk, Ibs. 
Baby chiek grains, 

Ibs. 
)Iiscellaneous, dolls. 

325 325 200 

, 

5 
20 
80 

70 

.4 .4 .4 

.02 .02 .02 

.1 

.154 

6.5 

2i5 
.1 
.15' 

7 
20 

I 
.15' .1 I 

Pork, live 
weight, Ibs. 

40 40 I Eggs, doz. 
7 10 I Fryers, Ibs. 

10 15 1 Hens, Ibs. 
10 15! 
7 10 I 

I 
4 4 4 I 

150 100 I 

I 

100 

10 
2 

31,2 

2.01 I .01 .01 I 
\ 35 11 40 \ 30 I Hours of work 600-900 
1400~.5 300~.5 1400~.5 I 

'York stock j Corn, bus. 
per head )Iixed hay, Ibs. 

Pasture, acres 
I 11000 ;1000 1 
I 2. 00 I 2. 00 I 2. 00 1 
I I I I 

[ Corn stover, Ibs. I )Iiscellaneous, dolls. 

10nly one of these feed combination" is use() at a given time, the particular 
combination depending upon the kind of feed grown and the prices of different 
feeds. 

• In each system enough dairy heifers are included to keep up the herd. For 
each dairy heifer kept, a cull cow weighing 700 Ibs. would be sold. Th .. a"erage 
weight of the cull cows sold would probably be between 750 and 800 Ibs., the 
drfference being deducted because of death Ios~es. 

• Beef cows to be culled out and sold at about 7 years of a~e. Weighing 1000 
Jbs. with 20% death losse". Enough heifers are kept to replace old c('ws culled 
out. Beef cah'es to be sold at p.bout 8 months of ag(-, wei~ht about 550 Ibs. 'Vith 
one-fifth out for replat'ement and 7% death losses lea yes a HO-pound calf for 
sale. 

• If pigs are bought at weaning time, 5 cents per cwt. 

experiment field results and upon data obtained from detailed 
cost studies on farms handled under similar farming conditions. 
It is not expected that these requirements and yields will prevail 
for anyone year, however, over a period of years with reason
ably good cultural practices these results may be equaled or 
surpassed. 
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The feed, pasture and miscellaneous requirements needed 
in the production of livestock and livestock products along ,dth 
the production which may normally be expected to result are 
shown in Table 15. These figures are largely based upon results 
obtained on farms in Grayson County. 

Assumed relative prices for products to be sold and items 
to be bought in the process of running the farm are shown in 
Table 16. These assumed relatiye prices are not intended as 
price predictions. They are presented primarily to emphasize 
the necessity for assigning values to the items to be bought and 
products to be sold in deciding upon the possibilities of an 
enterprise. While these prices have been determined after a 
careful study of the prices that haw prevailed in the section in 
recent years it will be necessary at any given time for farmers 
to make their own assumptions as to the prices that will be 
applicable to conditions on their own farms. 

Suggested System No. 1 

This suggested system is for an 80-acre farm with 48 acres 
of tillable land in rotation, eight acres of rough cleared land 
which is only suitable for permanent pasture, and with the 
balance, 24 acres, in woodland, farmstead, garden, orchard, and 
waste land. This system provides for a six year rotation with 
eight-acre fields occupied as follows: 

First year 
Second year 
Third year 
Fourth year 
Fifth year 
Sixth year 

Corn (6 acres), Tobacco (2 acres). 
Corn (5 acres), Soybean hay (3 acres). 
Wheat (8 acres) seeded to mixed clover and grass 
Mixed clover hay· (8 acres). 
Rotation pasture (8 acres). 
Rotation pasture (8 acres). 

• If It is not practicable to get limestonc or marl. Korean lespedeza may 
be used In the pl=e of mixed clover and alfalfa for hay. Korean lespedeza 
can be grown on acid soil without the use of limestone. The lespedeza hay 
can be substituted, pound for pound, for the mixed clover hay in the feed 
combinations. The seeding mixture will ('ost approximately the same as the 
clover mixture shown in the budget, Table 17. There has not been enough 
lespedeza cut for hay to tell what yield can be expected oyer a period of 
years but it probably would not be greatly dJtrerent from that given for 
mixed clover hay. The net return from the adjusted system would. there
fore. not be greatly different from that shown In the budget If the fertility 
of the soli and crop yields can be maintained equally well. 



Farm Organization and Jlanagemcnf in Grayson Co. 197 

TABLE 16. Assumed Relative Prices for Products to be Sold and Expense 
Items to be Incurred. 

Products to be Sold 

Item Price 

Cash crops: Dolls. 
'Whea t, per bu. . ...... _ ............. 1. 00 
Tobacco, per lb. ............ ....... .16 
Cucun1bers for salting, 

per 100 Ibs . .... _____________ ._ ... __ 2.251 

Livestock: 
Whole milk. grade n, 

per 100 Ib~. neL...... 2.25 
Butterfat, per lb. ______ ..... __ ..... .35 
Veal, dairy, per Ib .. ______ ..... __ .08 
Veal, beef, per Ib .. ______ ...... __ . .09 
Calf, beef, per Ib.................. .10 
Cull cows, dairy, per Ib..... .03 
Cull cows, beef, per Ib .. __ ... __ .05 
Lambs, per lb. ______ . ______ ..... __ .__ .10 
',"001, per lb .. __ .. __ . .30 
Cull ewes. per lb. ___________ ....... _ .04 
Hogs, per 100 Ibs. 9.00 
Eggs, per doz .... ___ . .25 
Fryers, per lb. __ .__ .24 
Hens, per lb. _________________ . __ .... .20 

Expense Items 

Item Price 

Feeds: Dolls. 
Bran, per 100 Ibs ... _ .. _ .. _ ..... _ .. 1.65 
Shorts, per 100 Ibs ........... _ ... 1.90 
Cottonseed meal, 

per 100 Ibs. ___ .. ____ ........ ________ 2.00 
Linseed oil meal, 

per 100 Ibs. .. ......... _______ .. 2. i5 
Tankage. per 100 Ibs ...... ___ .3.50 
Oyster shell, per 100 Ibs ..... 1. 00 
Baby chick grains, 

per 100 Ibs. ____ .... _ ... __ . ______ .. 3.00 
Oats, per bu. _____ .. __ .. __ .... _____ .. _. ,50 

Fertilizer: 
Superphospha te, 

per 100 Ibs. ________ .. ____ .. ____________ 1. 00 
Raw bone meal, 

per 100 Ibs. ____________ .. _____ ... 1. i5 
~itrate of soda, per 100 Ibs. 3.00 

Seeds and Plants: 
Soybeans, Haberlandt, 

l,er bu. . __ .. _______ . ____ ...... ___________ • 2.50 
Lespedez~ (common), 

per lb. ___ .. _. __ ......... __ .... _. ____ .... .14 
Red elm'er, per lb. . .. __ ....... .30 
AIsike clover, per Ib.___________ .30 
Alfalfa, per lb. ____ .... __ .... ________ . .25 
Sweet elover, unhulled, 

per lb. . ........ _... .. _ ........ __ .... __ .08 
Orchard grass, PH lb. __ ._. __ .18 
Redtop. per lb. __ .......... ________ .20 
Rye, per bu. _____________ .. _________ .. 1.00 
Oa ts, per bu. .. ... _... .60 
Cueumber seed, per lb ..... ___ . i5 

:>1 iscellaneous: 
Twine, per lb ..... __ . ____ ..... .16 
Cam'a", per ~·d. ..___________ ______ . 03 1-!, 
Arsenate of lead, per Ib .. __ . ,35 
Cucumber dust, per lb. __ .. .10 
Threshing wheat. per bu .. __ .. 10 
Threshing oats. per bu. _____ .. 05 
Baling hay, per ton. _____________ 2.40 
Limestone," per ton ___ .. _______ 1.50 

1 Assuming 60S, Yat Run at $3.00; 20';;' Large, at $1.50; and 20-:;' Nubbs 
at $.70. 

"Cost at unloading points in ('ounty. 'Vhere mar! is ayailable the only 
costs are for farm la tor and machinery, hauling and spreading. 

A detailed budget for this system is shown in Table 17. 
The data shown in Tables 14, 15, and 16 have been used in the 
preparation of this budget. For example, the amounts of fer
tilizer and other materials used in the production of the two 
acres of tobacco were obtained by multiplying the requirements 
for an acre of tobacco giyen in Table 14 by two. Similarly the 
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total requirements for the eight dairy cows were obtained by 
multiplying the feed, pasture, etc., given in one of the combina
tions ill Table 15, by eight. 

TABLE 17. Budget of Suggested System for SO-Acre Farm. 

Section A. Crops: Acres, Production and Disposition. 

Farm Cse /! I Production Crop 
I Sales ----,---- ----:--~--I Amount 1 Price 1 Value Seed Feed 

I I 2000 Ibs. 

-----'-------';-1---"--,--
1 

Tobacco I 2 1 I ~OOO Ibs. 16cl $320 
Corn: Grain I 11 1 440 bus. 1~2 bus. 1438% bus. 

Stover I 11 124200 Ibs. 124200 Ibs. 
'Wheat I 8 I 128 bus. 10 bus. , 
Soy bean hay I 3 1120001bs. 112000 Ibs. 
Mixed clover hayl 8 124000 Ibs. '24000 Ibs. 
Rye I 8 ICover crop I 
Rotation pasture 1 16 1 Pasture 1 
Permanent I I I 8 I Pasture 

I 
1118 bus. $1.00 118 

pasture I I I 

I I 
1 

Total 1 
I I 1 I- j-I $'438 

____________ -2 __ ~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ________ ~ ______ ~ __ _ 

Section B. Crops Requirements: Seed, Fertilizer, and Other Materials. 

Crop 

Tobacco 

Corn 

Rye 

Wheat 

Soybean 
hay 

Mixed 
clover 
hay 

Pasture 
mixture 

Seeds I Fertilizer and Other )la terials 

/ Amount J'-alue Kind 1 Amount \value 

-~1-----~'------' I I I 
Kind 

1 I IXitrate of soda I 400 Ibs. I 
2 I IFarmlSuperphosphate 16% 1000 Ibs. I 

, I Icau"as 1 33 yds. I 

I 
I Arsenate of lead , 8 Ibs. I 
1 I I I 

\

11 I[corn 1% bus. I Farm' Superphosphate 16'7c 2200 Ihs. 1 I ITWine I 11 Ibs. I11 

81Rye 12bus.: 12 I I I 
I I ITwine , 24 Ibs. , 

81Wheat 10bus.IFarmlSuperphosphate 16%12400 Ibs. I 

I 1 IThreshing 1128 bus. I 
I I I 11 

3 IHaberlandts 6 bus. I 15 I 11 
I 1 , I 
IRed cloyer 32 Ibs., 10 I 11 I 
I Alfalfa 32 Ibs. 1 8 I I 

8 IOrchard grass I 40Ibs., 7 ILimestone 116 tnns I 
I I Lespedeza 24Ibs., 3 I I1 

I Leslledeza 6lbs. I 1 I 

$12 
10 

1 
3 

22 
2 

4 
24 
13 

24 

6 
I 2 IOrehard grass! 14 Ibs.' 3 I I I 

I 
IRedtop 6lbs. I 1 ILimestone ,'4 tons 1 
'Sweet clover 201bs. I 2 , I 

------1 ---1--1 I 
I I !! $62 I I $121 Totals 
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Limestone is applied at the rate of two tons per acre once 
in each round of the rotation. "Csually it should be applied at 
the time of seeding small grain in the fall prior to seeding the 
mixed clovers in the spring. 'Wherever marl is available, it can 

Section C. Livestock: Estimated Feed, Pasture and Oth"r Expense Items 
Required Per Year. 

I 
,Home Grown Feed" ~ 7.1 purchased Feed and Other Expenses 

Livestock Xo I "';"1 I - ., Kind Amount ! £~ Kind I Amount Value 

I I I I I I 
I ICorn 112 bus,! IBran 32001bs. I $53 

Dairy cows \ 8 ILegume hay 20000 Ibs. '16 ICottonseed I 
I ICorn stowr16000 Ibs. I I meal I 1600 Ibs. 1 
I I / I I ;\Iisc. expensesl I 
I ICorn 12 bus I 1 I 

Dairy heifers I ILegume hayi 3000Ib". 4% Bran I 300 Ibs. I 
I ICorn sto\,,,r/' 30001bs. 1;\11"". expenses l I , , ,!, 
I I"'hole milk 1501bs. I , I 

Dairy calws 1 3 ISkim-milk I 36001bs. 11,1,' , I 
I ILegume hay: 6001bs. I I 

i 4 iWhole milkl 20001bs. I I I 
I i I I : I 
, 4 I('orn 52 bus,l iPigs bought, 41 2001bs. 1 

800Ibs.ISkim-mllk I 22001bs. , , I I 
I , I 1 , ! 
I ICorn 162 bus. 1 IOYHter shell I 520 Ibs. 
I 130 ISkim-milk 19500Ibs., I Baby chick' I 
I I ! ,grains , 260 Ibs. I 

I I 1)118C, expenses I I 
,Corn 90 bus. 1 I , I 

Work stock I ILegume hay 12000 IbH. : 4% ;\[is<' , expenses:$2 per head 
, ICorn "ton-r: 30001bs. ! IDepreciation !n per head I 

Veals 

Pigs 

Poultry 

32 
16 

5 
1 

20 

5 

8 
1 

6 
21 

I I I 11 ,-
I Corn 42S bus ,I I Feed" I $103 

Totals 
I !Legume hay 35600 Ibs. I IPigs bought I 20 
I ICorn 8to\,.,rI22000 Ib". 12i\' ;\Ii&e. expenses I 24 
I I'\'hole milk 21501bs. I 1 Work stock depreciation I 21 
I ISkim-milk 12~300 Ibs.' I I 
I 1 I I 

be used in the place of ground limestone. When the land has 
been limed an application of 300 pounds of superphosphate is 
used on the wheat. A considerable part of this will remain in 
the soil for the use of the clovers and grasses which follow. An 
application of 200 pounds of phosphate in the row is then made 
for the corn and about 500 pounds of superphosphate is used on 
the tobacco, part in the row and part broadcast, in addition to 
200 pounds of nitrate of soda. 

A mixture of alfalfa, red clover, orchard grass, and lespedeza 
is seeded for hay and pasture. Usually the mixture makes a 
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good crop of hay the first year and then provides pasture the 
two years following. The permanent pasture fields should be 
limed and reseeded once every four to eight years. 

Section D. Livestock: Estimated Annual Production and Disposition of Products. 

I Dispo~ition of Products 
Kind of 

Production I L:sed ill Home I Sales Livestock Fed to and Product Livestock IValue Amount Yalue Amount 

I 
\ 

I I I 
Dairy cows I I (365 gals.) I I 

,Vhole milkltoOuo Ibs. 12150 Ibs. 13150 Jbs. $63' I 1562 Ibs. B. F.21 $"547 
Yeals I 4 I I 560 lbs. I 45 
Cull cows I 2 I I 1100 lbs. I 42 
Heifers I 1 1 I I 1 heifer I 40 

I I I 
Pork I 1000 Ibs. 1 I 500 Ibs. 45 1 500 lbs. I 45 

I I I I I 
Poultry, eggs: 1300 doz. I 30 doz. setl 150 doz. 38 I 1120 doz. 1 280 

Fryers I 260 Ibs. I I 60 Ibs. I 141 200 Ibs. I 48 
Hens I 455 Ibs. I I 30 Ibs. I 6 I 425 lbs. I 85 

I I 1 1--1 I--
Totals I I I $166 I I $1132 

I I I I I I 

1 Figured as 142 lbs. butterfat @ 35 c(·nts and 325 gallons skim-milk @ 4 cents. 
2 Produced from 34,700 Ibs. of 4~1.% milk, lea\'ing 30,795 Ibs. of skim-milk 

available. -

Section E, Summary of Receipts and Expenses. 

Income Expenses 

Crops (Section A) $438 
Liyeo;,tock and livestock products 

(Section D) 1132 

Crops (Section B) 
Seeds 
Fenilizer and other expens(>s 

$62 
121 

Lh'estock products used in home 
(Section D) 166 

Livestock (Section C) 
Feeds purchased 103 

Garden and truck 150 

Total $lSS6 

Net return to labor, manage-

Pigs bought 
:\IisceJlaneous expenses 
\\'ork stock depreciation 

Building expense 
Equipment expense 
Fence expense 
General fanu 1 

20 
24 
21 
73 
62 
44 

112 
ment and capital $1244 

Total $642 

1 Includes telephone $6, auto $50, insurance $16, and taxes $40. 

The expected net return from this system is approximately 
$1,244. It provides three important sources of income, dairy 
cows, tobacco, and poultry, and two minor sources, wheat and 
hogs. It is particularly adapted to small family farms with a 
limited acreage of tillable land and a relatively large supply of 
available labor, Such a system will afford profitable employ-
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ment for the manager, and family labor equivalent to one·half to 
three-fourths of a man for a year. 

If limestone and phosphate are applied and good use is 
made of all manures the rotation is such as will enable the 
operator to easily maintain or even increase the fertility of the 
soil. All of the products are of such a nature that they can be 
hauled a comparatively long distance to market. 

Rye or oats can be substituted readily for wheat in the 
rotation and where machinery is not available for harvesting 
wheat these crops may be grown for hay or pasture to good 
advantage. If oats are grown for grain it will be possible to 
handle more livestock and thus keep the total net returns up to 
the figure mentioned above. 

If for some reason it is not desirable to grow as much as 
two acres of tobacco, some other cash crop may be substituted 
for a part or all of the tobacco. In some sections of the county 
a market is available for cucumbers and this crop will fit in well 
with the rotation outlined. It is comparatively easy to figure 
the results which might be expected from substituting an acre 
of cucumbers, for instance, for one acre of the tobacco. Accord
ing to Tables 14 and 15 the total cash expenses for the acre of 
cucumbers would be only about $11.43 as compared with $12.35 
for the tobacco but the total receipts from the acre of cucumbers 
would be about $112.50 as compared with $160.00 for the 
tobacco, leaving a net balance in fayor of the system with two 
acres of tobacco $46.60. Howeyer, wc should take into considera
tion the fact that the cucumbers will not require as much labor 
per acre and the peak loads of labor will occur at different times 
of the year. In addition, no barn room is required for cucum
bers and the income is available in the summer and early fall. 
There are also other minor advantages and disadvantages which 
cannot be accurately measured in monetary terms. 

Suggested System No. 2 

(A l50-Acre Farm) 

A detailed budget for suggested system Xo. 2 is presented 
in Table 18. The data shown in Tables 14, 15 and 16 have been 
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used in making calculations for this budget. The system is set 
up for a 150-acre Grayson County farm with 90 acres of tillable 
land in rotation, 10 acres of permanent pasture, and the balance 
in woodland, farmstead, and waste land. 

The system provides for a five-year rotation with fields of 
approximately 18 acres. The fields will be occupied as follows: 
First year 
Second year 
Third year 
Fourth year 
Fifth year 

Corn (16 acres) and tobacco (2 acres). 
Wheat (18 acres) seeded to mixed clover and grass 
Mixed clover hay* (IS acres). 
Rotation pasture (18 acres). 
Rotation pasture (18 acres). 

TABLE 18. Budget of Suggested System for 150·Acre Farm. 

Section A. Crops: Acres, Production, and Disposition. 

Crop I ! I Production I 
Sales Farm Lse 

Seed Feed Amount 

I I I I 
Tobacco I 21 2000 Ibs. I 1 1 2000 Ibs. I $320 
Corn: Grain 16 640 bus. 

Stoyer I 16 135200 Ibs. 
Wheat 118 I 288 bus. 
Mixed clover hay 18 154000 Ibs. 
Rotation pasture 36 Pasture 
Permanent pasture I 10 I Pasture 

I 2 I 638 bus. I 
I !35200 Ibs. 1 
122% bus. 1 I 265 bus. I 154000 Ibs. I 

I I I I'" 
I 1 

1---------11 ·----1--
Total I $585 

Section B. Crop Requirements: Seed, Fertilizer, and Other Materials. 

Crop 

Tobacco 

Corn 

Wheat 

Mixed 
clo,'er 
hay 

Pasture 
mixture 

I 
~ I Seeds I Fertilizer and Other :\Iaterials 

::: Kind I Amount IYalue Kind I Amount Yalue 

I I 1 I 
1 IXitrate of soda I 400 Ibs. 

2 I I ISuperphosphate 16%'1000 Ib~. 
1 I ICanvas 1 33 yds. 
I I IArsenate of lead I 8 Ibs. 
I I I I 

16 Corn 2 bus. I FarmlSuperphosphate 16'7c'3200 Ibs. 
I I ITwine 1 16 Ibs. 

I I I I 
I 18 IWheat 22'h bus.1 Farm'Superphosphate 16 48001hs. 
I I I ITwine 1 54 Ibs. 
I I I IThreshing I 288 bus. 
I I 1 I 1 1 
I IRed clover 72 Ibs. I 22 1 I 11 
1 1 Alfalfa 721bs. 1 18 I 
1 18 IOre'hard grass 901bs. 1 16 ILimestone I 36 tons 11 
I I Lespedeza 541bs. 1 8 1 
1 1 1 I ! 1 
1 I Lespedeza 6lbs. 1 1 I 1 
1 Orchard grass 141bs. 1 3 ILimestone 4 tons 1 
1 2 IRedtop 6lbs. 1 1 I 1 1 

$12 
10 

1 
3 

32 
3 

48 
9 

29 

54 

6 

I ISweet clover 201bs. I 2 1 1 1 
----I-!------I----I--I--------I ,-

1 I 1 $71 1 1 I $'207 Totals 

• See footnote page 196. 
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An application of about two tons of limestone per acre is pro
vided for each complete round of the rotation and a total of 
about 500 pounds of superphosphate is applied in each round of 
the rotation, 100 pounds for each year of the rotation. The 
superphosphate is applied, 200 pounds with the corn, in the row, 
and 300 pounds with the small grain. 

The expected net return from this system is approximately 
$1,830. It proyides for two important sources of income, dairy 
cows and poultry, and four ruinor sources of income, tobacco, 
wheat, sheep and hogs. A system similar to this will be found 
adaptable to almost any section of the ("ounty. The enter
prises are well selected so that profitable employment for man 
labor will be available throughout the year. Good use is also 
made of the land, mBchinery and horse power available. The 

Section C. Livestock: Eatimated Feed. Pasture and Other Expense Items 
Required Per Year. 

Livestock I xo.1 Home Gro,,"" Feeds I ~ ~ IPurChased Feed ani d Other EXP

I 
enses 

Kind Amount!;;.;;: Kind Amount Value 

I ~ I I I I ,-
I 'Com , 170 bus. 1 i Bran 1000 Jba. I $16 

Dairy cows I 10 'Legume hay 25001) 11l8.20 'Cotton~€'ed meal: 2500 Ibs. 50 I :COl"n stoYe"r'20000 Ibs. I I )1isc. expenses $2 per headl 20 

I icol"n I 12 hus.: :Bran I 300 Ibs. \ 5 
Dairy heifersi 3 'Legume hay 3000Ib,;. : 4'-2 )[jsc. expenses . 1 1 

I ICorn stover(' 30001bs. 1 1 I, 
1 I I I 
I !',"hole milk 150 Iba. I 1 I 

Dairy calves I ISkim milk , 36001bs. 1 11 .. 
1 ILegume hay /' 60 Ibs. 1 'I I 
I I 1 I I 
I 6 1 Whole milk! 30001bs. I I I I 
I I I I I r I 
I 'Corn I 45bus.112 I Linseed meal 1 .albs. I 
I ILegume hay 9750 Ills. 1 I)(isc. expenses , I 
1 , . 1 I I 

Sow with 8 1 1 '('orn 104 bus. 1 l'i. ~Iis('. expenses ' 1 
pigs. Ibs. ! (1600) Skim milk J 4400Ibs. I J I I 

I' , ! I 1 
I 150 Corn lS~ bus.J :Oyster ~hell I 600 Ibs. I 

Veals 

Sheep 

Poultry 
I 'Skim milk 1225001bs. 1 'Baby chkk grains' 300 Ibs. 1 
1 1 I I! ~lisc. expenses 1 I 
1 , , , 1 

\ '('orn 120hus., l)llsc. expenses '$2 perheadl 
""ork stock 1 4 Legume hayl16000 IbR. , 'Depreciation '$7 per headl 
______ , !Corn stoverl ~OOO Ibs. 1 1 I! 

I Corn I 638 bus. i i i 
ILegum .. hay:54350 Ibs. , 1 I 
'Corn stoyer!27000 Ills. '45 % Feeds , 
IWhole milk

j
l 3150Ibs., l)llsc. expenses I 

'Skim milk 30500 Ibs. 1 I""ork stock depreciation , 
! I 1 I 

Totals 

2 
1 

2 

6 
9 
2 

8 
28 

88 
34 
28 
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products produced for sale are such that they may be marketed 
advantageously from the outlying sections of the county. One 
man with the help of about two boys or one hired man during 
the crop season could provide all the labor required by the 
system. 

Adjusting the System to Include Beef Cattle Instead of Dairy Cattle 

If for some reason dairy cows do not fit the particular farm, 
beef cattle can be substituted vcry conveniently. About eleven 

Section D. Livestock: Estimated Annual Production and Disposition of Products. 

Kind of 
Lh'estock Produetion 

and Product 

I 
Dairy cows I 

Whole milkl50000 Ibs. 
Veals I 6 
Cull cows t 3 

ShLeaePm'bsWOOI 11 210 Ibs. 
2400 }tls. 

Cull ewes I 450 Ibs. 
I 

Pork 11600 Ibs. 

Poultry, eggs I 1500 doz. 
Fryers 1 300 Ibs. 
Hens 525 Ibs. 

Totals 
I 
I 
I 

Fed to 
Livestock 

I I 

t 3150 Ibs, I 
I I 
: I 
I I 
I I 
135 doz. set I 

I I: 

I i 

Disposition of Products 

Lsed in Home i Sales 

Amount /YnIUE' j--A-m-o-u-n-t---'-"-a-lu-e 

I I I 
I I I 

60001bs. I $'119' 1 18381bs. B. F.!t $643 
! 16- 840 Ibs. 67 
I 3-2100 Ibs. I 63 

1:1 I I 
210 Ibs. I 63 

2400 Ibs. 240 
450 Ibs. I 18 

SOO Ibs. I 72 I SOO Ibs. I 72 
I I I 

200 doz. I 50 I 1265 doz. I 316 
80 Ibs. I 19 I 220 Ibs. I 53 
40 Ibs. I 8 I 485 Ibs. I 97 

1---1 I--
I ,268 I I $1632 
I I I 

'Figured as 2iO Ibs. of butterfat @: 35 cents and 620 gallons skim milk @ 4 
eents. 

'Produeed from 40,850 Ibs. of 4%~~ milk, le:l\'ing 36,250 Ibs. of skim milk 
ayailable. 

Section E. Summary of Receipts and Expenses. 

Income Expenses 

Crops (Section A) $585 
Livestock and livestock products 

(Section D) 1632 
Livestock proclu~ts used in home 

(Section D) 268 
Garden and truck 200 

Total $2685 

Net return to labor, manage-
ment and eapital $1830 

Crops (Section B) 
RE'eds 

Fertilizer and other materials 
Lh'estnck (Section C) 

Feeds Ilurehased 
Miscellaneous expenses 
'\'ork stock depreciation 

Building expense 
Equipment expense 
Fence expense 
General farm' 

Total 

'Includes telephone $6, auto $'60, insurance $20, and taxes $60, 

$71 
207 

88 
34 
28 

125 
88 
68 

146 

$855 
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beef cows could be kept with the same amount of home grown 
feed and pasture as the ten dairy cows in this system. Less 
labor would be required for the system with beef cattle but there 
would be a very small amount of skim milk available for the hogs 
and poultry and it would be necessary to buy protein supple
ments in the form of tankage, meat scrap, bran, and shorts. This 
would result in a larger cash outlay for purchased feeds in the 
system with beef cattle. 

If there is enough labor available on the farm to milk and 
care for the dairy cows, the farm could normally be expected 
to return approximately $211 more net profit per year with a 
system built around dairy cows as the principal source of income 
than with a system built around beef cattle. 

As will be noted from Section D of Table 18 the normal 
expected return from dairy cattle in the system is $773. While 
the normal expected. return from eleven beef cows is only $661, 
making $112 more receipts from the system with dairy cattle. 
In addition, the expected normal feed and miscellaneous 
expenses are only $150 for the system with dairy cattle (see 
Section C, Table 18) as against $249 for the system with beef 
cattle. This is $99 less expense, for the system with dairy cattle, 
which gives a total advantage of $211 for this system. 

If, however, there is not !>ufficient labor available to take 
care of the dairy cows along with the other farm work and 
additional labor must be hired during the summer season when 
wages are high, it is possible that the system with beef cattle 
would prove more profitable. 

Suggested System No. 3 

A detailed budget for suggested system number 3 is pre
sented'in Table 19. This system is set up for a 200-acre Grayson 
County farm with 120 acres of tillable land in rotation, 20 acres 
of permanent pasture, and the balance, 60 acres, in woodland, 
farmstead, and waste land. It is intended that this system shall 
be suggestive of a type of organization which is adaptable to 
the larger farms of this and adjoining counties. 

The system provides for a five year rotation with the 



206 Kentucky Bulletin No. 317 

tillable land divided into five 24-acre fields. For one round of 
the rotation any given field would be occupied as follows: 

First year 
Second year 
Third year 
Fourth year 
Fifth year 

Corn for grain and stover. 
Small grain, seeded to mixed clover and grailses. 
Mixed clover hay. 
Rotation pasture. 
Rotation pasture. 

Applications of limestone and phosphate are provided for 
III this system. With the application of limestone and phos-

TABLEI9. Budget of Suggested System for 2OO.Acre Farm. 

Section A. Crops: Acres, Production and Disposition. 

Crop ~ ,! Production I Farm Use I !sales 
~ Seed Feed Amount Price Value 

1 
957 

1 
\ 

Corn: Grain 1 24 I 960 3 
Stover 1 24 52800 52800 

1 1 
Wheat , 24 I 384 30 354 I $354 

Mixed clover hay 1 24 
172000 

72000 I 
1 

1 
Rotation pasture 

I 
48 Pasture I 

I 
Permanent pasture 20 Pasture ! 1--1 ,-, -j Total , , $35 

I 

Section B. Crops Requirements: Seed, Fertilizer, and Other Materials. 

III Seeds I Fertilizer and Other 1\Ia terials 
Crop 

Kind I Amount !value Kind I Amount !value 

I I I 1 I 
Corn I 24 ICorn 3 I Farm I SUperphospha te 16%14800 Ibs. $48 , , I ITwine I 24 lbs. 4 

1 1 

\ 24 I Wheat 
I I SUperphosphate 16%17200 lbs. 72 

Wheat 30 1 Farm I Twine 72 lbs. 12 

I IRed clover 

I IThreshing 384 bus. 38 
I 1 

96 1 29 I 
Mixed I I Alfalfa 96 1 24 ILimestone 48 tons 72 

clover 1 24 IOrchard grass 120 I 22 I hay 1 ILespedeza 12 I 10 

I I I I 
I Le"pE'deza 9 1 1 I 

tons I Permanpnt I IOn'hard grassl 21 I 4 I I.imestone 6 SI 
paRtllre 

! 
3 IRedtop 9 I 2 

I seeding Isweet clover 30 I 2 
I 

\ I 
1--1 I--

Totals I I $'94 I I $255 
I I I 
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Section C. Livestock: Estimated Feed. Pasture and Other Expense Items 
Required Per Year. 

Livestock 

Beet cows 

Beet heiters 

Bulls 

Sheep 

Sows with 8 
pigs, Ibs. 

Poultry 

Work stock 

Home Grown Feeds P iPurchased Feed and Other Expenses 
~ :r..! 

No. I Amou~t -;;t! 
I Ivalue Kind c:;;"i Kind Amount 

~<I 

Icorn I 270 bus. i ICottonseed meal i 2625 Ibs. I 
15 Legume haY,33000 Ibs. 130 1:l1Isc. expenses I 

Icorn stoverj45000 Ibs. i i, 'I I' 
ICorn 12 bus. I 

3 Legume haY/4500 Ibs. 1 4"" :llisc. expenses I I 
'Corn stover 30001bs. I , , , : , I , 

1 Irorn 16 bus. 1 2~;, ,:lllsc. eXpenses I 
,Legume hay~ 4000 Ibs. I 
I I 'I 

40 ,Corn 6~ bus.: ILinseed meal 100 Ibs. j 
ILegume hayi13000 Ibs. !16 :lIisc. expenses 

I I 1 I 
I 2 1 [Tankage 640 Ibs. 1 
1(3200) Corn , 224 bus.! 3 ::lIisc. expenses I 

" 

,I I 11 i Bran i 3000 Ibs. \' 
'I I I I Shorts 1 3000 Ibs. 

I 240 ICorn 214 bus. I !Tankage , 2100 Ibs. 1 
ISkim milk '12000Ibs. 1 'Oyster shell I1 960 Ibs.1 I 

I I I I! :lIil'c. expenses 
I I ! 1 1 I 
I ICorn 150 bus. I ':llisc. expenses :$2 per head 1 
I 5 ,Legume hay 20000 Ihs. j1" DelH'eciation 1$7 per headl 

$"52 
8 

1 

1 

3 
1 

22 
5 

50 
57 
74 
10 
2 

10 
35 

I. 'Corn stoverl 50001bs. I I I, , 

------1---1 1--'-------- ------
1 ICorn i 946 bus. i \Feeds $268 

28 
35 

Totals 1 'Skim milk ·12000Ibs. 63 1 , XTisf'. expenses 
I lLegume hay'i4500 Ibs. I ''''ork stock depreciation 
I ICorn stoverJ53000 1bs. I 1 
I I , i I 

Section D. Livestock: Estimated Annual Production and Disposition of Products. 

Disposition of Products 
Kind of Total Lsed in Home Sales Livestock Production Fed to 

and Product Livestock 
!YalUe Amount Amount Value 

I I 
Beef cows i I 

Butterfat 750 Ibs. 1 200 Ibs. 1 $'j'n 550 Ibs. $192 
Skim milk 115000 Ibs. 12000 Ibs. 300 gals. I 12 I 

CuB cows I 2400 Ibs. I I ' 2400 Ibs. 120 
Calf, beef I 6150 Ibs. I I 6150 Ibs. 615 

I I I 
Sheep, wool I 2S0 Ibs. I I r 2S0 Ibs. 84 

Lambs I 3200 Ihs. I , , 3200 Ibs. 320 
Cull ewes I 600 Ibs. \ I I 6001bs. 24 

I I I I 
Pork I 3200 lbs. I 800 Jbs. , 72 2400 Ibs. 216 

I I I 
Poultry, egg" 2400 lIoz. SO doz. set! 200 doz. I 50 2120 doz. 530 

Fryers I 4S0 Ibs. I SO Ibs. I 19 400 Ibs. 96 
Hens I 840 Ibs. I 40 Ibs. I 8 800 Ibs. 160 

I I '---J 
Total i I 1$231 I $2357 

I I I I 

1 Total production is above that consumed by cah·es. Calves will take about 
all the milk produced from the time they are born until they are sold. 
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phate and good use of the manure in the rotation outlined it is 
believed that crop yields equal to or better than those indicated 
should be obtained. Enough livestock is providea to utilize the 
feed crops produced and enough feed crops are produced to 
provide homegrown rations for the livestock. 

The expected net return from this system is approximately 
$2,100. It provides three important sources of income, beef 
cattle, sheep, and poultry, and two minor sources, wheat and 
hogs. The enterprises are well diversified and at the same time 
they are proportioned in such a way that a good volume of 
business is obtained in each of the three major enterprises. 

Section E. Summary of Receipts and Expenses. 

Income Expenses 

Crops (Section A) $354 
Livestock and livestock products 

(Section D) 235; 
Livestock products used in home 

(Section D) 231 
Garden and truck 250 

Crops (Section B) 
Re",ds $94 
Fertilizer and other expenses 255 

Livestock (Section C) 
Feeds purchased 298 
~liscellaneous expenses !8 

Total $3192 
'York stock depreciation 35 

Building expense 80 
Equipment expense 70 
Fence expense 70 
General farm' 161 Net return to labor, manage-

ment and capital 2101 
Total $1091 

1 Includes telephone $6, auto $60, insurance $20, and taxes $75. 

SUMMARY 

This bulletin presents an analysis of the farm business and 
the sources and uses of income or 233 Grayson County farm 
families for the year ending March 1, 1929. 

The 138 families from whom cost of living records were 
obtained used food products from their own farms amounting to 
$244 each, wood for fuel $28, valued at farm prices, and house 
rent $71, estimated at 10 percent of the inventoried value of 
the house. Other items averaged $1 per family. These items, 
aggregating $344, are 47 percent of the total value. Work off 
the farm was a source of income to 35 of the 138 operators and 
receipts from that source averaged $205 for the 35 families. 
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Incomes obtained with little or no effort on the part of the 
operator averaged $41 for the 138 families. The total cash 
expenses for both farm and family on the average were $12 
greater than the total cash income per family. 

A detailed business record was obtained from 233 farms. 
The analysis carried out in thi'3 bulletin is confined to the 205 
of the farm operators who secured 75 percent or more of their 
total receipts from the operation of these farms. 

Approximately 80 percent of the total farm receipts came 
from livestock enterprises. Ninety-nine percent of the farms 
had sales of poultry, 95 percent sold cattle and dairy products, 
73 percent sold hogs, 51 percent sold some sheep and wool. 
Those operators who kept good livestock and especially dairy 
cows and poultry made larger profits. These enterprises along 
with the other enterprises permitted a more even distribution 
of labor thruout the year for the operator and his family. 

Corn was the chief feed crop with hay second. Some wheat 
and oats were grown. Tobacco was the principal cash crop and 
was grown on 49 farms. Fourteen percent of the total receipts 
came from crops. Twenty-four percent of the farms reported 
sales of tobacco, 15 percent hay, 9 percE'nt corn, 12 percent 
wheat, 28 percent potatoes, 16 percent fruit and 12 percent 
truck crops. 

The average investment of the 205 opeartors was $4,692 of 
which 24 percent was working capItal. The total receipts aver
aged $908 of which $725 was from livestock and products while 
$127 was derived from the sale of crops. Cattle and dairy 
products led in the amount of receipts with poultry a close 
second. 

The average expenses amounted to $568 for the 205 farms 
of which current expenses amounted to $417, unpaid family 
labor $58, decrease in feed $51, depreciation $35 and decrease 
in livestock $7. 

The average labor income was $105 and when $332, the 
value of all perquisites, was added, the average operator's earn
ings was $437. 
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The study indicates that the well being of families in this 
region is dependent in a large measure upon their producing 
an ample supply of foods for home use, particularly vegetables, 
fruits, dairy and poultry products. 

To answer the question, "why some farmers make more 
money than others" several classifications of the farm business 
records were made. One grouping was that of dividing the 
records into three groups according to the operator's earnings. 
This showed on the average that the most successful operators 
obtained larger crop yields, had livestock which were more pro
ductive and used their labor more efficiently. These factors 
brought out the importance of proper type of farming, volume 
of sales, a soil improvement program and efficient handling of 
expenses. 

The volume of sales per acre is an important factor in 
obtaining greater profits. The yield per acre of crops and the 
unit production of livestock, especially dairy cattle and poultry, 
had a marked influence on profits. 

A soil improvement program, which consists of a good 
rotation and the use of limestone and phosphate is essential. 
Since much of the land is hilly and therefore subject to erosion, 
sod crops and the use of grass-eating livestock are important for 
profitable farming. The produetion of good grass and sod crops 
depends largely upon the application of limestone and phosphate. 
Sprouts and bushes must be kept out of the pasture if a good 
stand of any sod is to be had for profitable grazing. 

Size of business is an important factor in determining 
profits. A farm business of adcquate size can be attained in 
either or both of two ways. One way is to increase the amount 
of business on the present farm by bringing more land into 
cultivation or by producing more intensive crops, such as 
tobacco, cucumbers or truck. The other way is to procure more 
land and enlarge the existing enterprises. 

The labor accomplishment per man has a marked influence 
upon profits. Many of the opeartors have small farm incomes 
because their farms provide only a fraction of a full year's 
productive employment for the operator and his family. The 
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larger farms more nearly provide full employment. Intensive 
crops, such as tobacco, and the more intensive livestock such as 
dairy cows and poultry likewise increase the productive em
ployment available. 

Effort has been made to determine the crops and livestock 
and combinations of crops and livestock most likely to give the 
highest net returns for the use of the land, labor and funds. 
Various combinations were set up and calculations made of the 
net returns reasonably to be expected from such combinations. 
Three such combinations or budgets are presented in this 
bulletin. 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 21. Summary of 205 Grayson County Farms Grouped on Operator's 
Earnings. 

Item 

Number of farms 

Acres per farm 
Owned 
Rented 

Rented out 
Operated 
Roads, lots, buildings etc. 
Woods pastured 
Woods not pastured 
Other pasture not tillable 
Permanent pasture not tillable 
Rotation pasture 
Idle crop land 
Crops 

Corn 
Wheat 
Oats for grain 
Rye 
Corn silage 
Hay 

Clover 
::-'fixed clover and timothy 
Grass 
Millet 
Oat hay 
Soybean and cowpea 
Sorghum for hay 

Sorghum for syrup 
Tobacco 
Potatoes 
Truck crops 
Orchard 
Garden 
Other crops 

Man equivalen t 
Acres of crops per man 
Acres of crops per horse 
Man work units per man 
Horse work units per horse 

Yields per acre 
Corn 
Wheat 
Oats for grain 
Rye 
Hay, all, including oats and 

sorghum 
Ex{'\uding oat.'! and sorghum 
Clover and alfalfa 
Mixed clover and timothy 
Grass 
Millet 
Oat hay 
Soybean and cowpea 
Sorghum for hay 
Sorghum for syrup, gals 
Tobacco, pounds 
Tobacco, dollars per acre 

All 
Farms 

205 

137 
127 

10 

2 
135 

5.1 
11.3 
20.0 I 2.1 
16 
30 
6 

44 
22.2 
S.l 
1.5 

-.8 

.7 
1.2 
8.U 

.3 
1.1 
2.4 1 

.3 

- I 
_.3 I 
~.1 )1 

.5 -
1.4 11 

32.6 
12.9 r 

177.7 1 
45.0 I 

I 

14 \ 
5 I 

18 I 
!.SI 

.8 ! 

.8 f 
1.1 
1.0 

.7 

.8 
.8 

1.0 
.8 

61 
652 
117 

Less 
than 
$500 

133 

126 
119 

7 

2 
124 

5 
11 
20 3 
15 
25 
6 

S9 
19.3 
2.3 
1.7 

.6 

.5 

.2 
8.1 

.4 
1.0 
2.1 

.4 

-.3 

--1.2 
.5 

1.3 
29.8 
12.2 

157.3 
40.9 

I 
11 , 

1~ \ 

3.3l 
.8 
.7 

1.2 
.9 
.7 
.6 
.8 
.9 
.7 

56 
507 

92 

$500 
to 

$999 

56 

143 
128 

15 

2 
141 

6 

13 I 16 

~r I 
d.s\ 

3.9 I 

1.1 I .1 
.2 

I 
.8 i 

2.8

1 
8.1 

.4 
2.0 I 
2.4 

.2 I 

-.51 
: I 
1.21 

.2 .5 I1 

1.3 
38.3 
14.2 \ 

212.0 I 48.9 

17 
6 

15 -
I 

I 
.9 I 

.7 .91 
1.1 

.8 

:~ I1 1.2 
1.2 

111 
685 I 
124 

I 

$1000 
and 
Ov,," 

16 

210 
196 

14 

5 
205 

6.8 
8.3 

30.3 
4.1 

24.4 
5S.8 
6 

S8.1 
30.4 
7.3 
1.9 

4.7 

2.0 
1.6 

10.4 
4 

1.3 
5.0 -

.1 

.9 

.1 

1.4 
.5 

1.8 
38.2 
15.8 

250.6 
65.0 

20 
7 

21 

1.0 
1.0 
1.6 

.8 

.8 
2.0 
1.0 
1.0 
2.0 

36 
956 
169 
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TABLE 21. Summary of 205 Grayaon County Farms Grouped on operator's 
Earninga--Continued. 

Item 

Livestock (number beginning oC 
year) 
Horses 
Mules 
Colts, ponies 

Cows 
Heifers over one year old 
Calves under one year old 
Bulls over one year old 
Steers over one year oid 

Rams over one year old 
Ewes 
Lambs under one year old 

Boars 
Sows 
Other hogs $10 or more 
Pigs less than $10 

Chickens (mostly hens) 
Turkeys 

Capital, total 

Real estate 
Land 
Dwelling 
Tenant house 
Other buildings 

Livestock 
Horses and mules 
Colts and ponies 
Cows 
Other cattle 
Ooats 
l'hpep 
Hogs 
f'hir-kens 
Turkeys 

Machinery 
Feed 

Receipts, total 

('rops 
('"orn 
Wheat 
Oats 
Rye 
Hay 
Rtraw 
Rorghurn Ryrup 
Tobacco 
Pot"toes 
Garden 
Trurk ('rops 
Orrhard 
Others 

1.5 
1.9 
.1 

3.4 
.6 
.9 
.2 
.7 

.4 
7.7 . 
1.0 

.4 
3.8 

84.7 
.9 I 

t $4692 I 
, t 
I 3563 I 

I, 2~n ! 
I 509 I 
t 737 t 

I, 18~ I1 

215 
96 

1

I ~i I11 

S5 

t 22: I 
t 169 I 

I ~08 I 

I ':! I 
! 4! I 
I ! I 
\ ~ I 

Less 
than 
$500 

1.5 
1.7 
• 
2.6 

.4 

.7 

.1 

.4 

.3 
5.3 
• 

.8 
.3 

2.51 
75.5 

$3909 

3054 
1834 

727 
55 

438 

549 
160 

3 
t58 
52 
• 

59 
37 
77 
2 

172 
134 

613 

75 
III 

6 
4 

13 · 1 
23 
3 · 1 
3 
3 

.5/ 

$500 
to 

$999 

1.6 
2.0 
• 
4.0 

.6 
.9 

.21 1.4 

.6 

1::; ! 
4:i I 

90.0 , 
1.1 1 

t 
$5401 

4046 
2622 
790 

59 
575 

890 
221 

1 
262 
125 

126 
60 
90 
5 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 

i 
1 
I 

i 
I , 
I 
t 

249 , 
216 I 

1180 I' 
196 

55 

1~ I 
40 , 

! 
2 I 

70 i 
3 I 
2 I 

i I 
I 

$1000 
and 
Over 

1.4 
2.9 
.7 

7.3 
2.8 
2.1 

.8 
1.0 

.8 
17.3 

.2 
2.4 

.1 
13.4 

142.0 
3.8 

$8720 

6092 
4015 
998 
204 
875 

1767 
318 
42 

524 
364 

203 
162 
138 
15 

557 
304 

2408 

320 
74 
19 • 
10 

"2 
198 

9 
2 
1 
5 • 
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TABLE 21. Summary of 205 Grayson County Farms Grouped on Operator's 
Earnings-Continued. 

Item 

Livestock and products 
Horses. mules. colts 
Cattle 
Dairy products 
Sheep 
Wool 
Hogs 
Chickens 
Eggs 
Turkeys 

Honey 
Wood lot products 
Rent 
Increase In teed 
Work ott the farm 

Expenses. total 
Current 
Hired labor 
Machinery 
Dwelling 
Tenant houses 
Other buildings 
Fences 

Feed 
Hay, fodder. etc_ 
Concentrates. grain 
Horseshoeing 
Veterinary, medicine, etc_ 
Breeding fees 
Registry tees 
Seeds, plants, trees 
Fertilizer 
Lime 
Spray material 
Twine 
Threshing 
Baling 
Other machine work 
Fuel and 011 tor farm work 
Auto tor farm use 
Telephone for farm use 
Insurance 
Taxes 
Rent 
Other 

Decrease in livestock 
Horses. mules, colts 
Cattle 
Sheep 
Hogs 
Poultry 

Deprecla.tion 
Machinery 
Dwelling 
Tena.nt house 
Other buildings 

Decrease In feed 
Unpaid family Jabor 

All 
Farms 

$725 
7 

157 
153 
56 
20 

I 139 
71 
95 
27 

• 
9 
3 

23 
21 

568 
417 
55 

9 
9 
1 
7 

15 

20 
124 

5 
2 
3 • 

31 
38 
1 
1 
1 
4 
4 
7 
5 

13 
3 

15 
43 
1 • 
7 
4 • • 
3 
• 

35 
15 

8 
1 

11 
51 
58 

Less 
than 
$500 

$497 
5 

93 
121 
34 
13 
84 
58 
77 
12 

• 
7 
3 

17 
It 

513 
374 

48 
8 
8 
• 
6 

13 

25 
112 

4 
1 
2 
• 

25 
33 
1 
1 
1 
3 
4 
7 
4 

11 
3 

14 
39 
1 • 
8 
4 
1 • 
3 • 

30 
12 
7 
1 

]0 
50 
51 

$500 
to 

$999 

$916 
8 

205 
181 
86 
28 

194 
85 

102 
26 

"9 
3 

37 
19 

568 
412 

46 
12 

9 
.SI 

lL 
13 

128 
4 
1 
3 • 

37 
42 
1 • 
~ I 
t I 

11 
S 

13 
45 
--j 

6 
4 

38 
16 
9 
1 

12 I 

49 ' 
~ _ _ 63 ~ 

$1000 
and 
Over 

$1957 
28 

522 
322 
136 
42 

401 
128 
223 
155 

19 

29 
83 

1032 
784 
138 
16 
14 

4 
15 
29 

3 
212 

8 
11 

6 

59 
69 
8 
1 
2 
6 
2 

15 
28 
38 

3 
31 
66 

• 
10 
10 

67 
35 
11 
1 

20 
'l3 
98 
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TABLE 21, Summary of 205 Grayson County Farms Grouped on Operator'. 
Earning-Continued. 

All I Less $500 $1000 
Item than to Over 

Farms $500 $999 and 

Farm income $'340 I $100 $612 $1376 
La.bor income 105 -95 342 940 
Operator's earnings 437 203 715 1407 

Family living from farm Dolls. 332 298 373 467 
Foods Dolls. I 23!i 211 263 336 

Corn Bus. \ 7 7 8 7 
Dolls. S 8 9 8 

Wheat Bus. 6 4 7 15 
Dolls. S 5 10 20 

Potatoes Bus. I 15 14 17 18 
Dolls. 12 11 12 15 

Sorghum syrup Gals. 2 1 2 3 
Dolls. I 2 1 2 2 

Fruits and vegetables Dolls. 58 51 68 79 
Butter LbS·1 94 92 93 118 

Dolls. 28 28 28 35 
Cream Gals. 1 • 2 2 

Dolls. I 1 2 2 
Whole milk Gals. 170 161 181 208 

Dolls. 27 26 29 33 
Skim and buttermilk Gals. 119 115 126 134 

Dolls. 5 5 5 5 
Beef Lbs. 1 1 

Dolls. • • 
Mutton Lbs. 1 1 -S- a 

Dolls. • • • • 
Pork Lbs. 638 540 745 1083 

Dolls. 49 42 58 81 
Poultry No. I 31 28 35 47 

Dolls. 17 15 19 26 
Eggs Doz. 78 71 84 121 

Dolls. 20 18 21 30 
Honey Lbs. 1 1 

Dolls. • • 
Flre wood Cords 9 9 10 10 

Dolls. 28 26 31 31 
House rent Dolls. 69 61 79 100 
Other Dolls. I • • • 

• Less tilan one-half of one unit. 
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