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A Method of Determining What to Produce
By

BYRON HUNTER and PAUL A. EKE-

Pm'pose

T ilE major purpose of this Bulletin is to present a method of
studying the agriculture of an area and the business of individual

farms. The information and method presented, it is believed, should
be very helpful to extension workers and farmers in planning produc­
tion programs, organizing individual farms, and keeping farming
better adjusted to changing prices and economic condilions.

Farmers learn what to produce fairly well by trial and error dur­
ing perioos when prices remain reasonably stable. However, the
trial and error process requires lime and usually is expensive. When
the relative profitableness of farm enterprises is shifted abruptly by
sudden and unequal changing of prices, such as occurred in 1920 and
1921 and again in 1930 and 1931, the problem of deciding what to
produce and making production plans becomes very difficult. Under
such trying circumstances, farmers are much confused and frequently
shifts are made from one enterprise to another or radical changes
made in the magnitude of enterprises without sound reasons for doing
so. Such changes, of course, are likely to result in serious loss. This
study was undertaken to develop a better basis for planning ahead,
both for local areas and the individual farms.

Budgeting is the method chosen for making the comparisons in
planning ahead. As here used it includes the plan for the proposed
system of farming to be followed. It shows the use to be made of
land, the crops to be grown, the livestock to be kept, and the esti­
mated production, receipts, expenses, and net returns. A budget,
or a series of budgets, when carefully prepared is a valuable aid in
selecting enterprises, deciding how much of each to produce, and in
estimating probable future returns. The farmer who carefully pre­
pares budgets year after year and keeps records of yields obtained,
prices received and paid, expenses incurred and mistakes made, be·
comes more efficient year after year in deciding what changes. if
any, should be made in his production program and in comparing
the probable future returns from his present farming system with
estimated returns from modifications which may seem desirable.

The AJ.'ea Studied
This Bulletin applies especially [0 the "deep soil phase" of the

Twin Falls southside irrigation project. Fig. I shows the specific
area to which the crop yield data presented in Table XVI are ap­
plicable. This project is located on the Snake river in south central
Idaho. and embraces in round numbers 203.000 acres of irrigated
land. The elevation varies froin about 3.700 to 4.000 feet. The
°A.,.i(ultura] &:onomil', Bureau of A'frieuhurl.t Eeonom;<:s. Uniled Stllel Department of

~.,.ieull"rc.•n~ Hud •. I)(partm..nt 01 Ald.."lt"ra] F..conomkl, Idaho A.,.;eul'ural
~'''JIe.,ment Stallon, Un'H"." nl Idaho, rr.'~t;,·..l)
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surface of approximately 90 per cent of the project varies from
nearly level to gently rolling, and the natural slope usually is suffi­
cient for furrow irrigation. Only a limited area is so rough as to
make irrigation difficult. A few comparatively small seepy areas
have developed but drainage operations are proving effective in
handling this problem.

The soil of the project is very uniform in texture and remarkably
fertile under good cultural practices. Eighty per cent or more of the
entire area is silt loam. The soils of the whole project are underlain
with basalt rock. The soil is designated as "deep phase" where the

Fig. I_Th~ ~haded portion of the figure represents the major portion of
the deep soil phase of the T .....in Falls southside irrigation project to which
this Bulletin applie~.

rock is more than three feet below the surface and as "shallow phase"
where {he rock is three feet or less below the surface. About 70 per
cent of the projcct has the deep soil phase and 30 per cent the shallow.
On lhe shallow phase the bedrock frequently comes to the surface
and considerable of the land is so shallow that it must be used for
pasture. Crop yields are somewhat lower, and irrigation water must
be applied more frequently on the shallow than on the deep phase
soil.

The average length of the frost-free period is about 130 days.
There is considerable variation from year to year in the dates of the
last killing frost in the spring and the first in the autumn. Occasion­
ally hail storms do more or less damage in the limited areas over
which they pass.

The average annual precipitation, which is about II inches, is too
scant for crop production without irrigation. The summers are very
dry, making it possible to cure crops with little damage. Occasion­
ally, however. there is sufficient autumn rain to interfere with harvest­
ing operations. November, January, and May, on the average, are
the months of highesl precipitation.

Water was first available for irrigation in 1905. Hence 1931 was
the twenty-sixth year the project had been farmed. Results obtained
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during these 26 years have shown the project is well adapted to the
production of a wide range of crop and livestock enterprises.

Changes in Livestock Prot!IU;tion
The Twin Falls Canal Company began taking a crop and live­

stock census in 1912. Little definite information ~ available con­
cerning the relative importance of the crop and livestock enterprises
prior to that date. The annual reports of these census enumerations
furnish the data presented in Fig. 2 and Fig. J.

The number of each kind of livestock kept on the project from
1914 to 1929 is shown in Fig. 2. The number of mares, colts, stal­
lions and jacks considered as one group declined gradually during
the whole period. The number of work animals increased from 1914_..--_..._---
--------~,
...."."....,

.. 00 to OlIO I ~ • •-- . , , .----' ----I
•

Fig. 2-t\umber of animals of each kind kept per 100 acres of irrigated
land from 1914 to t929 inclusive is indicated by horizontal ban and the fig.
urcs above the respective classes of livestock The data for poultry prior to
1925 are not available. (Compiled from the annual reports of the Twin Falls
Canal Company).

to 1923 and then decreased slightly from 1924 [0 1929. Dairy cattle.
the figure shows, both increased and decreased twice during the IS­
year period. '-logs were of considerable importance during the years
1914, 1915, and 1916, and again in 1924 and 1925, but were at the
lowest level of production in 1929. The number of sheep increased
very rapidly from 1914 to 1916, declined from 1916 to 1925, in­
creased gradually during 1926 and 1927, increased sharply in 1928
and then decreased abruptly in 1929. On lhe whole it may be said
that a relatively small amount of each kind of livestock was kept
on the project from 1914 10 1929 when compared with the amounts
kept in other morc intcnsive livestock producing areas and that during
this l6-year period crop farming predominated on the project quite
strongly.

Cbanges in the Use 0/ Land
The shifts made in the acreage devoted to the respective crops

grO\vn on the project from 1913 to 1929 are shown in Fig. J. Some
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crops were almost eliminated during this period while others altern­
ately increased and decreased in importance.

Alfalfa has been the chief hay and soil improving crop from the
beginning of the agriculture of the project. An average of about 27
per cent of the total irrigated area of the project was in alfalfa from
1913 to 1925, ...thereas an average of only 18 per cent was in alfalfa
from 1926 to 1929. This decrease is probably due to the compara­
tively low returns (rom alfalfa and to a lack of appreciation of the
beneficial innuence which this crop has on the yields of other crops
grown in the cropping system.-_.._-

III 20 JCI 10 10 O~"'O'OtOt tlO t tlOo IOZOlllloO ­, - ;,; --": -

Fig. 3-The percentages of the total irrigated area that were devoted to
the several crops and to pasture from 191J.1929 are indicated by the hori­
zontal bars and the fi.l::ures above the respective crops. (Compiled from the
annual repons of the Twin Falls Callal Company).

As presented in Fig. 2, clover includes red, alsike, white clover
and ladino. A seed crop and one cutting of hay are obtained from
red clover whereas the alsike is grown only for seed. White and
ladino are both grown for pasture and for the seed crop. The clovers,
especially red clover, may be considered as competing more or less
with alfalfa. The percentage of the irrigated area occupied by the
clovers varied from about 25 per cent in 1916 to 4 percent in 1925.

Wheat was the popular crop during the period of World War
high prices, 43 per cent of the irrigated area of the project being in
wheat in 1918. The arCa in wheat dropped to about 13 per cent in
1924, lhen increased to 28 per cent in 1926 and declined again to
around 17 per cenl in 1929. Both oats and barley are of minor im­
portance and are grown only for local use.

Potatoes, sugar beets, beans, and corn are the row-tilled crops
of the project. These four crops are competitive in as much as any
one of the four may be substituted for the others in the crop rotations
and cropping systems of the project. _For this reason it is of interest
to nOle how the acreages devoted to these crops have varied during
the IQ13·1929 period. These changes may be regarded as an ex-
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pression of the combined efforts of the farmers of the project to find
the most profitable crop to produce.

As used in Fig. J, beans include Great Northern, small red, but­
ternut, and a number of garden varieties which are grown for seed
under contract. The bean crop was of minor importance until com­
paratively recent years. The percentage of the irrigated area devoted
to beans averaged 3.3 per cent from 1913 to 1921 but increased from
1.8 per cent in 1921 to 31.7 per cent in 1929. Bean prices remained
fairly stable during this latter period. Growers who marketed
through the local bean growers' association received for Great North­
erns an average of $;.18 per 100 pounds from 1922 to 1929. the
lowest average annual price being ~.27 per 100 pounds. At these
prices beans were recognized as a reasonably safe and profitable crop
and were grown on many fields continuously for six and eight years
and on a few flelds for as much as 10 and 12 years. Being a legume,
the yield of beans under continuous production holds up remarkably
well for several years and growers did not realize the damage being
done until attempts were made to produce other crops such as alfalfa
and clover.

Soil Futility Problem
Examinations of fields which have produced bean:) continuously

for several years show the soil to be deficient in organic matter and
to have a compact "pan-like" condition just beneath the depth of
plowing. The bean has a comparatively small root system. and in
han'esting. the plants are cut off below the surface of the soil and
removed from the field to the thresher. Under the continuous pro­
duction of this crop. the organic matter of the soil appears to decay
and disappear much faster than it is added. The soil condition
which results from the continuous production of beans on the same
land year after year may be designated as "bean soil sickness."

That soil depletion is likely to take place much more rapidly
under irrigated farming than under non-irrigated should receive con­
sideration when planning for the permanency of irrigated agriculture.
The application of irrigation waler maintains a favorable condition
for the decay of the organic matter of the soil throughout most of
the growing season. Furthermore. leaching is likely to be much
greater under irrigated than non-irriRated farming except where the
water is applied very skillfully or where the annual precipitation is
excessive. Soil deterioration on the project has progressed sufficiently
to create considerable sentiment among farmers in favor of adopting
methods which will maintain or increase the organic content and
productiveness of the soil. This problem was carefully considered
when deciding what systems of farming should be compared in this
study.

Basis for Setting Up the Budgets
The application of this Bulletin is restricled to the deep soil phase

oi the Twin Falls southside irrigation project (Fig 1). An 8O-acre
farm is used in presenting the method of comparing the estimated
returns from competing crop and livestock enterprises and from dif·
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ferent systems of farming. One size of farm is used in order to hold
the maximum number of expense and cost items constant in all of
the budgets. The soil of the SO-acre farm should be considered as
in good physical condition and capable of producing at least average
yields of deep soil phase land. The chief problem at the outset of
the study was to (I) determine what crop rotations and farming
systems are practical and feasible and (2) to assemble the inform­
ation necessary for selling up the budgets for making the compar­
isons.

An intimate knowledge of the agriculture of the project was ob­
tained during 1930 by interviewing more than 200 farmers and by
studying farm methods and practices. Special attention was given
to crop sequence, cropping systems, crop yields. the use of green
manures. the field operations performed and seed and other materials
used in crop production. the acres covered per day with teams and
implements of different sizes, the feeding and management of live­
stock and the prices which farmers pay and receive in operating their
farms.

The data gathered in 1930 were supplemented (I) by the annual
crop and livestock census reports of the Twin Falls Canal Company
covering the years 1913-1929 and (2) the results of a former study
of the agriculture of the project made by the senior author during
the four-year period 1919-1922.* The more essential data used in
selling up budgets for the II systems of farming are presented in
Tables IX to XVI under the caption: "Production Standards. Prices
and Costs," page 38.

The machinery and implements needed for operating the 8O-acre
farm when organi7.ed for crop farming and the 1930 cash price there­
of when purchased new are listed in Table IX. The value of Ihe
equipment varies slightly in the different budgets as the crop enter­
prises change. For example the potato digger is not included in the
equipment where potatoes are not in the cropping system.

When organized for crop production. the farm is operated with
four horses by one nun (the farm operator) who hires additional
labor when he cannot do it all himself. Since the amount of labor
that should be charged in the different budgets is one of the most
difficult items of expense to determine. the method used in figuring
this item is given in consider:lble detail.

The field operations adopted for producing each crop and the
tlsualtime of performing Ihe operations are shown in Fig. 4. The oper­
ations adopled are intended to represent reasonably thorough soil
preparation and cultivation. Under some soil and weather concH­
lions more. and under other conditions less, work would be necessary.

The hours of labor used per acre to perform each of the various
field operalions not done at custom rates under contract are shown
ill Table X. The approximate amounts of field labor applied directly
to the respective crops in producing an acre of each is shown in Table
)(/ by half-month periods. The data presented in Table XI were
compuled from the information given in Fig. 4 and Table X. The
·u.. s. 01:,,1. Clf Alrrieuhur~ Bulletin No. 1.21. An Economic Study of hriptfli Fann;1lI

,n TWin F.lI. County. Idaho.
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acres of each crop produced in a given system of farming multiplied
by the amounts of labor used by the half-month periods as shown
in Table Xl give the amounts of direct labor applied to each crop.
The amounts of labor needed for all of the crop, when added t~

gether, give the total amounts of direct crop labor needed by half
month periods. These amounts are then increased by one-third to
arrive at approximately the total amount of labor necessary to operate
the farm. The addition of one-third of the direct crop labor is based
on unpublished data of a study made in 1921 of 152 Twin Falls
county farms having very little livestock. That study showed the
value of the direct crop labor, as obtained by the survey method, at
current rates amounted to but 75 per cent of the total average value
of the man labor needed to operate the 152 farms. In other words
a study of enterprises by the survey method picks up only on the
average, about 75 per cent of the total laPor needed to operate farms
in this area.

Table XI shows also the estimated average number of hours avail­
able in half-month periods when soil and weather conditions are
suitable for field work. In setting up the budgets it was assumed that
the operator puts in full time when there is work to do. The hours
of labor that the operator can do in each half-month are subtracted
from the total amounts needed. The sum of the remainders (using
only the positive quantities) gives the hours of labor to be hired.

The seed used per acre in crop production, the amounts purchased
and the amounts groY,,", and values per 100 pounds are shown in
rable XI/.

The estimated feed needed annually for the different units of live­
stock kept in farming systems 1·11 is shown in Table XIV. The feeds
used are listed as (I) farm grown and (2) purchased.

Receipts and expenses for the BO-acre farm operated under 11
different farming systems were computed on the basis of averalile
prices for the 1922-1929 period and for the year 1931. It was pOSSI­
ble to work out average prices which the farmers of the project re­
ceived for most of the products sold during the two periods. For
example, a local milling and grain company furnished a statement
of the total amounts of wheat, oats and barley purchased each year
from 1922 to 1931 and the total amounts paid therefor. From this
information average prices were computed for these three commodi­
ties for the two periods. The prices used in computing receipts from
other products sold were, in most cases, developed in a similar man­
ner. The prices used in figuring receipts are shown in Table XV.
The sources of the price data are given in footnotes to the table.
The prices al which hired labor, feed bought, work done under con­
tract and numerous other items of expense were charged are given
in Table XII/.

The crops in each of the II systems of farming compared in
Table1 I to VIII are produced in definite crop rotations, each of
which contains either alfalfa or clover. For example a 6-year rota­
tion is used in System I, Table I, which consists of wheat-alfalfa­
alfalfa-potatoes-beans-beans. or the 72 acres available for crop pro­
duction, 12 acres are in wheat, 24 acres in alfalfa. 12 acres in potatoes
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and 24 acres in beans. The question arose as to what yields should be
used in figuring production from the crop rotations used. What is
needed in computing production from this particular 6-year rotation
are average yields of (1) wheat; (2) alfalfa for the first two years
after it is seeded with wheat; (3) potatoes for the first year afler
plowing up alfalfa; and (4) beans for the second and third years
after plowing up alfalfa. A special study was made to determine
the average yields which may be expected from the respective crops
when grown in rotations used in setting up the II budgets. The

,
I

.~'"~~'''''''.''.~''-''''''-'''

Fig. ~Schedu'e of liel~ opcr!ltions. Blac~ indicates normal periods for
perfonnmg opcratlOnSj white indicates range In the pcriod due to variation~

In the seasonal conditions or cultural practices.
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number of records obtained. the average yields worked out, and the
standard error of the average are given in Table XVI.

The standards used for livestock production are as follows:
Seven sows are bred to obtain six litters of pigs and an average

of six pigs is raised per litter farrowed.
The cows in the commercial dairy produce an average of 8,780

pounds of 4.1 per cent milk or 360 pounds of butterfat per W'N. This
standard is the average of 449 cows in the Pioneer Dairy Herd Im­
provement Association of Twin Falls county. for the year ending
june 30, 1930.

The average number of eggs laid per hen in the commercial flock
is 163. This is based on the average number of hens on hand during
the year.

A crop of 96 lambs is raised from the ewes on hand October J.
The wool produced from the flock of 83 ewes and 17 ewe lambs and
two rams is 830 pounds.

Comparison of Eleven Plans for Operating an SO·Acre
Deep Phase Soil Farm

The organization plans and estimated receipts, expenses and
returns for an 8O-acre farm when operated by each of II different
systems of farming under average prices and costs for (I) the period
1922-1929 and (2) the year 1931 are presented in Tables I to VI/I
and Figs. 5 and 7. Average prices and costs for the years 1922·1929
were used in seuing up the budgets to compare the returns from
operating the SO-acre farm by different production plans during a
period when prices of mast farm products produced in the Twin
Falls area remained fairly stable. Prices and costs for the year 1931
were used to compare the returns from operating the farm by the
same II systems of fanning after prices had shifted violently though
unequally. A further purpose in seuing up the budgets was to pUr
vide a means of determining at about what prices competing com·
modi ties must sell (when the production costs used are held constant)
in order to return about the same net returns (Table l).
OrganifQtion Plilns

The organization plans for operating the 8O-acre farm under
seven systems of crop farming and four systems of a combination of
crops and livestock farming are given in Table I. Each of the or­
ganil:ation plans provides four horses for doing the general farm
work, a family milk cow and a farm flock of 30 hens. In addition
to the four horses, cow and 30 hens, System 8 has a 4·brood sow
hog unit. System 9 an 8-cow dairy herd, System 10 an 8-cow dairy
herd and a flock of 400 hens. and System II a flock of 83 ewes and
Ii ewe lambs kept for ewes.

The four horses and family cow are provided with 1.5 acres of
permanent pasture in each of the II budgets. In Systems I to 9
inclusive the farmstead, garden. ditches. canals. roads, fences, etc.,
occupy 6.5 acres. This leaves 72 acres for the production of crops.
The land occupied by the farmstead is increased .5 of an acre and .3
of an acre in Systems 10 and II, respectively, to provide space for the
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poultry buildings and yards and for the sheep buildings and lots.
This reduces the acreage available for crop production to 71..5 acres
in System 10 and 71.7 acres in System II. It was assumed in setting
up the budgets that the small amount of space required for the
permanent buildings for the hog and dairy units can be found in
the 6..5 acres occupied by the farmstead, garden, and waste land.

All of the land available for crop production in each of the II
systems is occupied by definite crop rotations. Table 1 shows the
rotations used and the acreage devoted to each crop grown for each
farming system. Six·year rotations are used and the acreage devoted
to each crop grown for each farming system. Six year rOlations are
used in Systems 1-6 and System 8, the 72 acres available for crop
production being divided into six fields or tracts of 12 acres each.
For example the crops grown each year in System I are 12 acres
of wheat (alfalfa being seeded with the wheat), 24 acres of alfalfa,
12 acres of russett potatoes, and 24 acres of Great :"lorthern beans.
The wheat and pOlatoes are changed to different fields each year and
the alfalfa and beans every second year. Where beans follow beans,
rye, seeded in September after harvesting the beans, is plowed under
as a green manure the following spring. The cropping plan for
System 7 is a 4-year rotation:* first year wheat, 18 acres; second
y~ar, re.d clover, 18 acres; third year, potatoes, 12 .acres and beans 6
acres; and fourth year, beans. 18 acres.

Each of the livestock units in Systems g..J I may be considered as
an addition to System l. That is, the cropping plan of System I
was so modified in setting up budgets for Systems g..ll as to provide
the pasture and home grown feeds used by the unit of livestock added
in each system without changing the acre::tges of potatoes 3nd bc::tns
grown. The amounts of these two crops produced and sold are the
same in Systems g..11 as in System I. In other words, the addition
of the livestock to System I interferes only with the production and
sales of wheat and alfalfa hay.

The addition of the 4-50W hog unit in System 8 caused no change
in the 6-year crop rotation of System I. The hogs require the equiv.
alent of about 1.3 acres of alfalfa for pasture and about 1.7 tons of
hay. In System 9 two rotations, a 6-year and a 4-year, furnish sweet
clover pasture and the home grown hay and grain for the S-cow dairy
herd. The 10.3 acres of rye, sown chiefly as a green manure. supple­
ment the sweet clover pasture.

In System 10 the growing poultry stock requires 1.5 acres of
alfalfa for range. This is provided by rotation No.3 which occupies
6 acres. A cutting of hay is taken from the l..5 acres of alfalfa range
just before the young stock is turned Qut. In this roration the land
is used for range one year in four. Rotation No.2 furnishes the 5.1
acres of sweet clover pasture required for the dairy herd. This is
supplemented in the early spring and late autumn by 10.9 acres of
rye.

• AnOlher four·year rotation may be followed in which sweet cloVi'r i. u!ed al th.. loil
cellorin! ccop. Tbi. rotation con.is15 of wh..al a. a nurse ccop lor .W.... I clov..r th..
fiTOI yur; .~eet donr. plowed undu in May and plantcd '0 potalou .he ,,"cond year,
bcan~ Ibe thlcd and founh yeac i! rhe soil i. in lalTly g<><>d c"ndition. Otherwile. the
rot.flon may be complered the Ih"d year by planting bean!.



TABLE I

Orr-nbaUon of an 80-Acre "Oftp Soli" Farm, Twin .'.. Ia. Southside Irrl.aUon I'roJeel., when Operated by One Man with
4 Ilona Under Dllre~nt F:&rmlnr 5,.kOlA, 1922-1929

T
~ Ilmllll

lrem 6ystem S"",m Sy,tem LSYl~ 6Ylt.em I - S"",m
1 , , , • 1

Parm acreage: "rea "rea LA

-

"rea "rea "rea Aorea
Farmstead, garden, roada,
ditches, ~M'" fencea,
etc.........._ ......_ .._ ..__. .., •.,

. U
•., •., .. ,.,

Permanent pa$wre ........ 1.' 1., 1.' 1.' 1.' U 1.'
IWheat' 12 Wheat' 12 Wheat' 12 Wheat' " Alfalfal 121Whtat. 12 Wheat. 18
Alfalfa 12 Alfalfa 12 Alfalfa 12 A!falta " Alfalfa 12 Red clover 12 Red clover 18
Alfalfa 12

1

Altalfa 12 Alfnlfa 12 Alf.lfa 12 Altalfa 12 Red clover 12 p,ta- )
Crop rotation and crop Pota_ 12 Beana 12 Beam 12 AlfaUa 12lPotatoea 12 Potatoea 12 toes 12 18

acreage _M' 12 6. Beetll 12 Beam' 12 Beam' 12 Beam. 1:1 Beam' 12 Beana. 6

-~ 121BeaIla 12 Beam 12 Beam 12 BeaN 12 Beana 12 Beana 18
- - - - - -

Total 72 Total 12 TOt.aI ..~ Total 12 Total 12 Total 12 Total "L1vest.ock: Number Number I Number Number Number Number Number
Work hotsel; ..................... • • • • • • •Family cows ...................... I 1 1 I 1 1 1
Family hens ..............._ .._ 30 30 30 30 " " "Brood. sows ........._......__.. .... .- .. .. .... .... .. .. ....
Dn.1ry Cows ...................._ .... .... .. .. ..- ._. .... .. ..
Ewes .........__.__..._ ...___ .... .... .... ... .... .. .. ....
Ewe lambs .......................... .... .... .... ._. .... - ..-
HeWi ..._............_..........._.... .... .... .... .... ..-

Hired labor for crop H,on Houn H,on Houn H,on H,on H,on
producUon ....................._. 94' 00' 181 ." 112t1 '" 431
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TABLE I (Cont.!

I . Crop and uVeitoCli fannina'

Byatem 8 I Bystem 8}'1tem ~I 8ystem
loom (Bystem 1 & • 10 11

4 lOWS) (System 1 and 8 towe) (System ~ and 400 hena) . (8ystem 1 and 83 ewes)

l"a.rm acreage: A,~ A_ Ao~ Ao~

Farmstead, garden, f'()ll.(1a,
ditches, cana13. fences, etc. ••• ••• I.' •••
Permant.nt Pasture .......... U U ... I.'

,No.1 No.2 No.1 No.2 No.1 NO.2
Wh~V 12 Wheatl 0{'1.4 Barloy' {4.1 Wheatl {4.8 Barley' 11.1 Wheatl 3.1 Barley' I'·'Alfalfa 12 Oatsl 1.2 Wheatl 1.0 oat.1 1.1 8. clo. Alfalfa 3.1 Wbeatl I.'

crop rotaUoN and crop Alfalfa 12\Alfalta 8.8 B clo. AUalfa 8.8 paature U Alfalfa 3.1 8. clo.
acreagc Pota.... 12 Alfalfa 8.6 paature 5.1 Alfalfa 6.1 Potatoee li.1 Pota.... U J)Allture 9.9...... 12 Pot.l.oelI U Potal.oell { :u Pota.... l... ...... '.1 ...... 3.1 Potatoee { 8.3...n. t2 Beaml 8.6 Beansl 1.T Beal'll 1.3 BeliN 11.1 ..... 3.7 Beana j'"Beans 8.6 Beana 11.1 Beanat 11.8 - ...... '.1

Wht-l't .9 Total 2611 Whn' •••BeaN 8.1 No.3 ..... •••Wheat! ...
Alfalta ...
Alfalta I.'
Potatoes ...

1 ;;;1
- -I - - - -

Total Total 51.6 Total 20.41 Total 40.0 Total •., Total 22.2 Total 49.5

Livestock:: Number Number Number Number
Work: horses ................ • • • •
Family cows .................... I 1 I I
Family hellS .................... 30 80 .. ..
8rood 110""1 ........................ • .•.
Dairy cows ...................._. .... • •Ewes .................._......_ .._ .... .- "Ewe la.Inbs ..............._..._. .... .- "Hena ..................._..........._ .... .- .00

Hired labor for crop H~..
_..

Houra Moura
producUon ....................._. ... ... SO, ...

I Alralb i. seeded with tbe ,rain.
~ Alfalfa i• .-ltd alone.
IOoyer is Kedtd with the ara-in.
4 RJe i. planted in Mpltmbtr I' aoon II Ihe hun. Ire hlrytlled. Tilt rJe i. uM<! II I .rtcn mlnure.
I Tb~ hrac~ io used to ohow lhal On~ field hll bt<'n plan!ed 10 IWO erOlu in ordrr to rllw Ihe ne«...rJ feed for hyutoclt .nd to Itccp Ihe Itn

lrea or potatoes and btan. I.... lime I' IT"wn in the erop firmin, 'J.teml.
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The sheep in System II require 9.9 acres of sweet clover pasture
which is furnished by rotation No.2. This is supplemented by 8.8
acres of rye. This rotation also provides the barley needed for the
sheep.

TtJbk I also shows the estimated hours of man labor that must
be hired in each system for crop produClion. The labor spent on the
livestock units added in Systems 8-11 is not included in these figures.

Prodru;tion and Disposal of Crops,
Livestock and Livestock Prodw::ts

The estimated annual production and disposal of crops for each
of Ihe 11 sySlems of fanning is shown inTabk II. The sum of the
items under disposal equals the total production of each crop. In
the case of potato seed, nine-tenths of that used is home grown and
one-tenth is purchased certified seed. All of the seed used for beans,
sugar beets. alfalfa, sweet clover and rye is purchased. Home grown
seed is used for all the other crops. Table XV! shows the crop
yields used in computing production (Table If).

The estimated annual production and disposal of livestock and
livestock products for Systems 8-1 I are given in Table 111. The four
brood sows in System 8 farrow around March I. Two of the sows
are one year old in March and two are two years old. An average
of 24 pigs is raised from the four spring litters. After the pigs are
weaned the two junior sows are bred to farrow again about Septem­
ber 1 and the two senior sows are prepared for market and sold in
July when weighing an average of 500 pounds. The 12 pigs raised
from the two September litters are weaned when about 8 weeks old,
and the two sows and three gilts saved from the spring crop of pigs
are bred to farrow the last of February or early in March. One of the
three gilts bred is considered barren and sold in March as a 350­
pound sow. II will thus be seen that seven sows are bred each year
to get an average of six litters of pigs and that each sow raises three
liuer of pigs. farrowing when 12, 18. and 24 months old. The
hogs are provided with alfalfa pasture during the grazing seasons
and the pigs are kept on practically a full ration and sold when about
si>. months old and weighing an average of 180 pounds.

The dairy herd in System 9 consists of 8 cows, 2 heifers, 2 heifer
calves and I bull. The average death loss allowed for the herd is
estimated as the equivalent of .8 of a cow each year. An average
of 1.2 low producing cows or barren heifers is sold each year to main­
tain an average production of 360 pounds of butterfat per cow. This
makes it necessary to raise two of the best heifer calves each year to
replace the cows lost by deaths and cull cows sold. After serving
his allotted time in the herd the bull is exchanged for another proven
sire. The bull is depreciated $50 each year in figuring expenses.

The dairy herd in System 10 is a duplication of that in System 9
and is given no further discussion here. The poultry unit in System
10 on October I consisls of 175 hens beginning their second lay­
ing year and 225 pullets just beginning their first year. Due to
dt3!h loss and c~lIing, the average number of laying hens on hand
dUring the year IS 317 and the average production per hen is 163



,~,,-Iun:t n:rage I\nnual Pr(Xfucllon lind DlsplllllllT orlirOpl en lin SO-Acre "Deep SOli" Southlld., TWin FaUs lrTl.:&III)II I'ro_
jed .'arm When Operated Under 11 DUterent Srclema of Farmln" 19!Z-1929

Red clover: Prod.• haY····_· ITon 28 20
Seed., - _ , Lbs. Ii91i2 IiI.8
Disposal: Hay sold Ton 6 .
Hay fed..... .. ... , .. 20 20
Seed used.._". . Lbs. 132 198
Seed sold. ." Ii820 4960

~
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... ,.. ..,
'" 113 '".. ,

"I .... I I I -1-1130 I 265 ....
I , , , 112833 lIi969 I'IIiI212U3 t1i453 7272

I I I I I '" 510 ,to
I I I , , I 3373

1
477

'1321i3 ...,, , , , , 1° 120 "'

,p farmlnl rop and IIvll$tOClt fiU1iiliii
Sy.tern System Byatem Syatem Byatem Bystem systemIBYltem\syat,tiD

891011
I a" Ii 6 7 (S111ern (51' tern (S)'Ilern (System

land I and 9&.DO led

-+--+--\o.....--'.."',-\..""--\~.10.... ) 8 fOWl) hena) lsa ewe!)
2760 2780 2760 2780 2780 2760 2'160 2760

119 119 119 119 119 119 119 119
1'11'1 1'117 1'117 1717 1717 1717 1'117 1'117
m an ~2 an m an ~2 m
~ ~ w ~ m ill ill ill
,OS I 103 1055 703 103 8111i 661i -703 I 103 I 703 I '103

- - I~ - - ~ ~ ~

:1: I I I
I' ~

108 108 108 1112 I ". I I 1102 77 I 67 3366 88 U 142 20 80.'1 27 18 ...

20 ~ ~~ 20 I 138 2::~ liO 1i~.5 ~~

Unit",m

Potatoes: Productlon.. Owl
Disposal: seed, No. 1... .
Sold. No. 1..._ __ , "
Sold. No. :L _ _ _ "
CUlls and shrtntage_ __ ••

Beans: ProducUon. __ _ jBU.
Disposal: SOld _.__ ..

Alfalfa: ProducUon. hay.._'ITon
Disposal: Hay SQld ."
Hay foo _. . ..
Paature 1IlIed... Acres

Sugar Beets: Prod., beets.... Ton
Tops ,..__ .. Acres
Disposal: Beets SQld... Ton
Tops SQId. • Acres

Wheat: Productlon._ Bu. 63t 831 631 -I ." I I 631 1'" I '"DllIposal: SOld ,.. 811 611 611 611 611 1117 81
seed planted .. 20 20 20 20 20 30 20
Peed......................................... " •... .... ....

Barley: Productlon _ Lbs. I '
0 ......1' F....L............... .. I I I I
Seed planted.......................... ..

Oatl: ProductlOD. " ..
0 1' """.._...... :: I I I I
seed planted. _.......... .

S. Clover:. ProductJon IA~~ I LLJ~I_I_I---=r=n
Disposal. Pastul'e............... . . . .. 9.9

I The IU", of lhf: iteml under dilpoul il equal to prod~lion ror nch uop.
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• TABLE ill
Estimated Annual Production and Disposal of Livestock and Livestock PTo·

ductlon on an 80-Ac", "Deep Soil" Fan:n, Twin FaUs Southside
Irrigation Projeet. When Operated Under Four Different

Systems of Crop and Lh'eswek Fanningl

n.m
,.1, System 8

Unlt/(system 1
& 4 sows)

System 9 System 10 System 11
(system 1 (8YIltem 9 (8YIltem 1
& 8 cows) &400hns) &83ewes)

Hog enterprise:
• Production: Pigs No. 36

Sows 3
Disposal: Ollts kept for sows 3

Pigs sold weighing 180 lbs.
each _..... 33

Barren sows weighing 350 lbs. 1
Cull sows weighing 500 lbs.. 2

Palry enterprise:
Production: Calves

Heifers over 1 yr. old ..
COws
Butterfat _ Lbs.

Disposa.l: Calves sold at birth.. No.
Calves kept for milk _ "
Heifers kept for milk .
Cull cows. average sold
Butterfat fed In whole milk., L1)g,
Butterfat sold ..

Poultry enterprise:
Production: Eggs Doz.

Brollers , No.
Pullets .
H'M

Disposal: Eggs Do:l:.
Broilers sold .. .. No.
Pullets sold. culls
Hens sold. culls

Sheep enterprise:
Productlon: Wool Lbs.
Lambs .. . No.
Ewes .

Disposal: Wool........ . Lbs.
Lambs kept for ewes No.
Lambs sold .. . .
CUll ewes sold .

•,
1.'

"68,,,
1.'

12
2868

•,
",

'68',,,
",

12
2868

4317
'75
26.
175

4317

'"23
156

63'
06
17

83'
17
79

•
1 In addilion '0 IoHstock and livestock products l'Oled ,n the table 'here are 30 bens and

one fan'il)' oow in tho oTpnizat;on of neh oystorn frorn I to Il. inclusive.

eggs. The flock is maintained by raising pullels from 650 baby
chicks boughl each year. The growing young stock is provided a
range of 1.5 acres of second year alfalfa. the pullets are kepl in a
bying house during their first year of production and the hens are
provided with permanent yards.

The flock of sheep in System II 011 November I consists of 83
ewes. 17 ewe lambs kept for ewes, and 2 rams. The annual death loss
for the flock is estimated as the equivalent of 9 ewes, 3 ewes dying
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pnor to the beginning of the lambing season. From the 80 ewes
96 lambs are raised. Seventeen ewe lambs are retained to replace
the 9 ewes that die and 8 ewes sold as culls. This leaves 79 lambs
to sell. The rams are depredated $7.00 each per year. The flock
produces an average of 830 pounds of wool. The flock is pr.ovided
with 9.9 acres of second year sweet clover pasture, the carrymg ca­
pacity of which is rated at 10 ewes and their lambs per acre. The
17 young ewes are counted as ewes in computing the number that the
pasture will carry.

Capital
The estimated average capital involved in operating the ro-acre

farm by each of the II systems of farming from 1922 to 1929 is given
in Table IV. The land (deep phase soil) is valued at 2(; per acre.
This item. as well as the average value of the 4 work horses, the
family caw and the farm flock of hens, remains the same in all the
budgets. The estimated value of the improvements and equipment
varies in some of the budgets. For example, the value of the potato
cellar and the potato digger drop out of the capital in the systems
where potatoes are not grown. In like manner the addition of live­
stock increases the investment not only in the value of the livestock
added but also in the extra equipment and improvements needed.
In adding the livestock units to System I. brood sows were valued at
25 per head, milk cows at II;, hens at 1';0, and ewes at 10. The

operating capital is the estimated amount needed to operate the farm
on a cash basis.

Receipts
Receipt:> in these budgets are derived only from the sale of crops.

li\'estock. and livestock products. The quantities of the different
products sold are shown in Tables /I and 1/1, and the prices re­
ceived therefor in Table XV. Receipts for the 1922-1929 period are
itemized in Table IV while total receipts for both the 1922-1929
period and for the year 1931 are given in Table VI.

I nventories in each of the II budgets are the same at the be­
ginning and close of the farm year. Net returns, therefore, are not
influenced by either increases or decreases in inventories.

Expenses
Expenses include the estimated amount of cash paid out during

the year in conducting the farm business. It includes also sufficient
repairs and depreciation or replacement to keep the equipment and
improvements in good working condilion. Repairs and depreciation
on machinery and tools were figured uniformly in each budget at
10 per cent of cash cost if purchased new. The manual labor done
by the farm operalor and his managerial service are not included in
e>.pcnses Cfable V).

Expenses are itemi7.ed in Table V for the 1922-1929 period while
tOlal expenses for both this 8-year period and the year 1931 are given
in Table VI.



TABLE tV
ElIlhnaled ,\>,e""" Capital and Keeeipl. for An SO-Acre "Dftp Soli" I'arm, T ....ln Falll Soulh.lde lrrlpUOD PTGjecl, When '.>I

Opented b1 One Man Wltb Four Hones Under Dlfffft:nt S,.kml of Farmlnr, lnZ-1929 Q

Crop Crop and veatoc arm oS
.....m By.tern .....m System Sy.tern By.tern By,tern 8nt.em System System By,wln, , 10 11

(System (System (System <System
n.m I 3 3 • , , 7 1 and 1 ~d 9 and 1 and

4.,;)_) 8 (XIW') 400heNl 83ewa
Estimated Capital Dollal1l DoIIAn DoIIAn DoIIAn OoUarl Dolla" Dollal"l Dollars IOollara Dolla" Dolla"

"nd ...........__.... .._...._....... 11,200 11,200 17,200 17,200 17,200 11,200 11,200 17,200 17,200 17,200 17.200
Improvements ..............._ ........ 3.050 3,BOO 3,BOO 3,800 3.050 S,OiSO 3,050 3,300 3,800 4,183 3,!ili3
EQuipment (livestock

excluded) ............................... 1,880 1,694 1,689 1.889 1.880 1.899 1.899 1,"" 2,088 2,130 1.880
Work horses (4), cow (1),

heM (30) . '"' '"' '30 .30 '" '" '" '" '" '"' '"'Dairy cattle .............................. ...... 1,370 1,370 .....
Poultry ........................................ ...... ...... BOO ......
HOII ......•.....•..__ ......_....._...._ 100 ...... ...... .... ,.
Sheep ._ .._. ,._...._ ............•....... ..._. ...... ...... 1,060
OperaUna ............_.................... ... '" ... ... 711 '"

,., 87. .30 1,128 '"Total capital .1 23.364 I 22,tI19 122.587 I 22,538 I 23,271 I 23,340 I 23,325 I 23,789 I 25,518 I 27,03D I 2U'l5
Estimated Receipts

Wheat .........._..... .. '" '" '" '" ...... ." ... .. ... 116 ...
Hay ..................... '" '" 88' 1,434 1.374 " '" 273 "3 ..
Potatoca ........... 2,D20 ...... ...... ...... 2.926 3,926 2,926 2,926 2,926 2,926 2.926
G. N. BeaM .... . U86 2.186 3,279 2.186 2.188 2.067 2,067 2,186 2.186 2.186 2,186
Surar beets ...._ 1,1'14 ..-.-. ...... ...... ...... ......
Reel clover seed .. t.280 1,On _.... ...... .....
HO(llI ..........._ ••... ... '" _.... ..._.
Dairy cattle •. 88 88
Butterfat ....._ .. ....... .. 1,308 1,24'1
Chlckem .......... . ...... '"Eggl ..................... ...... 1,068
Lambs and ewes ...... ...... m
Wool ............................................ ...... .._. ".Total receipts ............_ .......1 6,&38 ! U84 I 4,803 ! 4,255 I 6.98t11 6.969 I 7.038 I 8,668 I 'l,205 I 7.928 I 7.017
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Farm Income
Farm income IS receipts less expenses. It is derived from two

sources, (I) the use of the farm capital, and (2) the services rendered
by the operator as a laborer and manager. Farm income for the
seven systems of crop farming varies from 2,244 for System 4 to
$4,160 for System i and for the four systems having livestock and
crop production combined from 3';24 for System 8 to $4. 1;8 for
System 10.

I"terest
Interest for the use of capital was figured at 6 per cent on the

estimated value of real estate and 8 per cent on all other capital.
Interest for the seven crop farming systems varies but $66. The
variation is due to changes in the amounts and values of the im·
provements and equipment and in the amount of operating capital
needed to run the farm by the respective systems. The modification
OJ System I in adding the 8-cow dairy and the flock of -K)() hens
(System 10) increased the inter~t charge .. 294.

LAbor Income Based on /922-1929 Pnces
The relati\e merib of the II plans for operating the 8O-acre farm

under 1922·1929 average prices are compared in terms of labor in·
come in Fig. 5 and Tabu VI. Labor income. as shown in Tabu VI,
is farm income less interest on the capital involved in operating the
farm under each of the respective systems of farming In general
it is seen there is a wide variation in the labor income from the farm
when operated by the different systems, the range being from $841
for System 4 10 2,694 for System 7, the difference between the two
extremes being $1,853. System 6, the next to the highest, has a labor
income of $2,5;8 as compared with $1,036 for System 2, the next to
the lowest. In this comparison the difference is $1,;22. These differ-

""'" r-"""-'--'--"'''''''''---.-.,-,.-r-...,.......,...,

•
SYST[MS-I 1 3 • s. . 910 II

_ LIoIOII INCOfol( m INl{li:{ST ~ ('O(~$(S

Fig. 5-Estimated labor income from an 8J-acre farm operated by e.ach of
II different systems of farming under 1922~29 3\·erage prices .and costs.



22 10/\110 AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

ences are large enough to be quite significant and it would appear
that a careful use of the budgeting method in this area would be very
helpful to farmers in choosing crop and livestock enterprises and
combining them into well planned production programs.

At this point two things should be remembered: In the first place
none of the 11 systems of farming compared in Tables I to VI
is to be considered as the best that can be worked out for the area
covered by this bulletin. There is no end to the number of combin­
ations of enterprises that can be set up and some of them might prove
more satisfactory even under 1922-1929 prices than anyone of the
II systems used in the budgets. However, it can be said that each
of the systems compared b well suited to maintain the organic can·
tent and the phy..ical condition of the soil. Serond1r, the comparative
labor incomes presented in Table VI and Fig. 5. obtained byestimat­
ing the receipts and expen:.es for the farm when operated by the
different sy~tems of farming, will hold good only so long as the
standards of production, prices and in-put factors used in selling up
tht> budgeu. arc held unchanged. If any of these factor) are changed
the comparative labor income from the different systems will change
accordingly.

We now turn to a more detailed examination of the returns from
the respecli\'e systems of farming in order to ascenain the reasons
fOI the variations in labor income. Labor income for System I is
$2,186 while that for System 3 is 1.23;, the difference being $9;).
The amount of livestock kept and the cropping plan for the two
systems correspond in every detail except that the 12 acres of russett
potatoes in System I are replaced by 12 acres of Great Northern
beans in System 3. Since the two systems are alike in every par­
ticular except these two crops, the difference arises because the net
return from the 12 acres of potatoes exceeds that from the 12 acres
oi beans 9; I or 79 per acre in round numbers.

Systems 2 and 3 correspond also in every respect except 12 acres
of sugar beets in System 2 are replaced by 12 acres of beans in Sys­
tem 3. Labor income for System 3 is $199 greater than that for Sys­
tem 2. This is because the estimated net return from the 12 acres
of beans exceeds that from the 12 acres of sugar beets 199 or ap­
approximately $17 per acre.

The production plans of System 2 and System 4 correspond crop
for crop except thaI 12 acres of sugar beets in System 2 are replaced
by 12 acres of alfalfa in System 4. Labor income for System 2
exceeds that for System 4 by $195 and it follows that the estimated
net return from the sugar beets exceeded that from the alfalfa about
$16 per acre.

Red clover may be substituted for alfalfa in the area studied as
the soil improving crop. The estimated eITect of this substitution on
labor income is obtained by comparing Systems I and 6. The wheat
and the potatoes in the two systems correspond in acreage grown,
production and amount sold. While 24 acres of beans are produced
in each system, the yield is 1.6 bushels less per acre in the red clover
rotation than it is in the alfalfa rotation (See Table XVI). In addi­
tion to competing with the 24 acres of alfalfa in System I. the 24



TABLE V
Estimated E:o:penses for An 80·Aere "Deep Soli" Fann, Twin Fall' Southside Irrigation Project, Wben Operated Under nUte!'­

ent Systems of Farming, 19ZZ-1929

>
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I Crop FarmlDi I Crop ancllivC8toek tanning
Sy,tem Symm System Sy,tem System Sy,tem System SYlJtem System syste:J(S~D• • 10 11

(System {System {System (Systl
Expcl1lle I , 3 , 5 • 7 1 and 1 and 9and\lal1

4 sows) 8 cow,) 0100 heM 83 ewe!,.
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Doll.ars Dollars Dollars Pollars Dollars Pollan

Hired labor for crop .. "............. '" 302 293 331 '" 25. 18< 38< SO. SOl 28'
Contract work:

Grinding feed ........................... 2 , , , , , , 33 18 26 2
Cleaning beans and seed ...... " " " " " " .. " .. .. ..
Threshing and hulling ...... 225 225 306 225 162 328 342 225 283 28. '62
Pick and grade potatoe, ...... 386 ...... ... ..... 388 388 388 388 388 386 386
Thin, hoe, top and load beets ...... 300 ...... ...... ...... ...... ..... ...... ...... ...... ...
Hauling ................................... 229 185 45 36 212 '31 239 215 223 223 234

Seed bought . ..... ................ 18. 158 187 126 188 140 137 169 170 170 169
Feed bought ............................... " " " 51 " " " '" 127 '" 58
Sacks and binding twine _......_ 318 58 84 58 310 318 '22 318 31. 31' 221
Telephone and Insurance .._ " " " " " " " " 30 33 "Taxes ........................................... 30< 30< 30< 3" 30< 30< 30< 307 328 3" 'SO
Water .......................................... 138 138 136 138 138 136 136 136 136 13. 138
Au!.G-<lperatlon and deprecia-

tion ........................................ 175 115 175 175 175 115 175 115 115 115 175
Repairs and depreslatlonl .... ", '" '" 428 I 502 505 502 521 588 .59 540
Dcpreclatlon--4 horses and

"II1 cow . ..................................... " " " " " " " " " "Dcpreclatlon-bull. rams .......... ... . ,... " '" "Boar service ................................. ...... ......
1 I .. .. 18 ...... ... .. ..

Vet., medicine, d1Slnfectants..... 3 1 I I , 3 13 25 " "Dalryherd Imp. A.8IIn. ............ ., ... .. .. .. " 28 . ....
Brooder-house fuel ..... ............... ...... ... .... . .... I . ... ...... ...... 10
Egg crates and cases ..... ...... .. .. ...... ...... ...... • ......
Baby ehJeks ................. ........... .... ...... ......

······1
...... .. ... ...... 10' .....

Sheep shearing ...... -- .. .. ... ..... ... ..... ...... .. ...... 15
Total estimated expenae ........1 2,981 1 2,01301 1 2,161 I 2,011 I 2,978 1 2,959 I 2,892 I 3,1012 r 3,260 I 3,831 I 3,032

1 Machinery, 1001" buildings, fencu, etc., included.



TA.ULE VI

Estimated Reeelpt.s,E~ and lIetllMll from In SO-Acro Finn on the Deep Soil rhuo or the 'hln Van. Southtide lrrlp.
«on Projoc:t When Operated UodU' Dlff~nt Sl'lema of .'Irrolll&', Hued on 19%1·192:9 Ave:rqe Prka Ind Cclab

rop ,m"" p. ". ~ ""
B)'IItem S,...m Sy.tern Sy.tern B)'JItem ; System Byatem SYltem Byatem BYltem By.tem

• • 10 11
(Syatem (S)'Item (Sy.tern (System

ll.m , , , • • , , Ion<! Ion<! 9 and 1 and
4 lOWS) 8 COWl) <00".." 83 ewes

DoUln Dollan Dollan Dollan Dollars Dollan D<>'1An DollA'" Dollan Dollars Dollan
Recelptll ................................... 8.638 4,884 4,803 U55 8,486 8,969 7,038 8,688 7,205 7,928 7,017
Expenses ............ ,..........,..."...."...... 2,981 2,434 U81 :1,011 2,978 2,944 2,876 3.l4:1 3,260 3,831 3,032

Farm income "................."....... 3,855 2,450 2,642 :1,244 3,li08 4.025 4,180 3,524 3,945 4,097 3,985
Interest on capital .................... 1,489 1,414 1,407 1,403 1,482 1.467 1,466 1,503 1.841 1,783 1,590
Labor Income .._ ................"...".... 2,186 1,036 1,235 ,<I 2,046 2,558 2,694 2,021 U04 2,334 2,395
Return to the labor used on llvestock1 -185 110 '48 '"

8a.Ied 00 IBS! Prlc~ Illd VOlta

Receipts ....................................... :1,568 2,405 1,870 1,858 2.708 2,455 2,436 2,713 2,714 3,470 U72
ExpellSe!l ....................................... 2.578 2,154 1,888 1,789 2,568 2.553 U08 2,720 2,838 3,327 2,638

Farm Income ...,....".................. -22 28' -218 " '" -06 -12 -, -122 '" -288

1 Computed as the differcnce bf,lw«n labor inconlc on SYltC", 1 and labor income wilh thc ad,Iitionnl liYcllock.
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acres of red dover in System 6 must make up for the docrease of 1.6
bushels of beans per acre on 24 acres or a total of 38.4 bushels. The
yields used for red clover in the computations are 286 pounds of
clean seed per acre the first year, 210 pounds the second year and
1.1 tons of hay per acre each year as compared with 4.' tons of
alfalfa per acre each year. Labor income for System 6 exceeds
that of System I by 372 or about $n more per acre from the clover.

Since the estimated net return of sugar beets is approximately
16 per acre above that of alfalfa and since the net return of red

clo\'er is about I; per acre abo\'e that of alfalfa, it follows that the
estimated return of sugar beets is about I per acre above that of
red clover. This, however, is not enough to be of any significance.

The stand of red clover is sometimes damaged so severely by
diseases and insect pests as to make it advisable to plow up the clover
after harvesting the first crop of seed. System 7 is submitted to show
what effoct using clover for seed production but one year would
have on labor income when based on 1922-1929 average prices. It
is to be noted that the cropping system of System 7 is a 4-year rota­
tion, the 72 acres of crop land being divided into four fields of 18
acres each. In this rotation there are 18 acres of wheat, 18 acres of
red clover and 18 acres of beans each occupying a field. The other
field is divided, potatoes occupying 12 acres and beans 6 acres. This
gives the same acreage of potatoes and beans in System 7 as in Sys­
tem 6. Twelve acres of wheat in System 7 cancel the 12 acres of
wheat in System 6. This leaves 6 acres of wheat yielding ;2.6
bushels and selling for $1.04 per bushel and 18 acres of red do\'er
seed yielding 286 pounds per acre and seliinK at 22 cents per pound
to compete with 12 acres of red clover seed yielding 286 pounds per
acre and 12 acres yielding 210 pounds per acre and selling at 22 cents
per pound. Labor income for System 7, it is seen, is '136 greater
than that for System 6. In order for the 24 acres of red c1o\'er in
System 6 to give the same net return 3S the 6 acres of wheat and the
18 acres of red clover in System 7. the 12 acres of second year clover
should yield approximately 266 pounds per acre instead of 210
pounds.

The budget for System ; was prepared to show the increase or
decrease in the estimated returns from seeding alfalfa alone and
using it for producing hay for three years as compared with seeding it
with wheat and using it for hay but two years as in System I. In com­
paring Systems I and; the potatoes and beans produced correspond
acre for acre in the two systems. This leaves 12 acres of wheat yield­
ing ;2.6 bushels per acre and selling for $1.04 per bushel and 24
acres of alfalfa using 4.5 tons per acre and selling for $10.10 per ton
in System I to be compared with 12 acres of new alfalfa seeded alone
with an estimated yield of three tons per acre and 24 acres of second
and third year alfalfa with an estimated yield of 5 tons per acre and
selling at $10.10 per ton in System ;. the average yield for the three
years being 4.33 tons per acre. Labor income for System I exceeds
that of System; by 140. In order for the alfalfa when seeded alone
to give the same net return as when seeded with wheat as in System
I. the average yield for the three years must be increased from 4.33
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tons per acre to 4.76 tons, a total increase of 15.2 tons. In arriving
at the necessary increase in the yield of the alfalfa when seeded alone,
90 cents per ton was allowed for hired labor for stacking the 1;.2
tons of hay.

Summarizing, it may be said that for the 1922-1929 period the
estimated net returns per acre for the five crops just compared were
approximately as follows: The net return for potatoes averaged
about $79 per acre above that for Great Northern Beans; that for
beans averaged about 17 per acre above that for sugar beets; that
fOI sugar beets about 1 per acre above that for red clover: and
that for red clover about I; per acre above that for alfalfa. the
returns for red clover being based on System 6.

The comparative net returns from the respective crops just pre­
sented are based on the money \'alue of Ihe crops when sold at :n'erage
1922-1929 prices. It is well known. however. that each of the crops
when grown in a crop rotation has more or less influence on the
yields of the other crops in the rotation. Thai influence \'aries
widely for the respective crops and should be considered when mak­
ing up production plans for the year or years ahead. For the Twin
Falls area, however. there is no statistical basis for rating the credit
that should be assigned to the different crops. Those interested in
this phase of the problem of selecting crop enterprises and combin­
ing them into production p!:l.ns will find helpful information in United
States Department of Agriculture Technical Bulletins Nos. 2 and
14-1 entitled, respectively, "Irrigated Crop Rotations in Western
N~braska" and "Irrigated Crop Rotations in SQuthern Montana."

So far the discussion has dealt with a comparison of the esti­
mated returns from the seven systems of crop fanning. We now turn
to a consideration of Systems 8-11 in which crop and livestock pro­
duction are combined. Since the cropping plan of System I was so
modified in setting up the budgets for Systems 8-11 as to provide
pasture and the farm grown feed consumed by each unit of livestock
added to the organization, the estimated returns from the four crop
and Ih'estock systems will be compared with the returns from Sys­
tem I. Ilowever, there is no particular reason why the crop and live­
stock systems might not be compared with any of the seven systems
of crop farming.

It is to be remembered in considering Systems 8-11. first. that
the addition of each of the livestock units does not interfere with
the production and sales of potatoes and beans: for the same amounts
of these two crops are produced and sold in each of the crop and
livestock budgets as are produced and sold in System I. ElICh of the
livestock units competes with either alfalfa or wheat or with both
of these crops when grown for sale. The second point to which al­
tention is directed is the fact thal no charge has been made for the
extra labor required to care for each of the units of livestock added.
the final figure being "Return to the labor used in caring for the
li\'estock." Each of the livestock units is too small to require the
full time of an extra hired man and it was assumed that the farm
operator and members of his family would have to take on this extra
work. A third point that should receive consideralion is the value
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of the animal manure derived from the livestock in a program
designed to maintain or build up soil productivity. In these setups,
because of the difficulty of making an accurate estimate. the live­
stock units were given no credit for the value of the manure.

A 4-sow hog unit is included in the farm organization of System
8. The cropping plan for this system is exactly the same as thal for
System I, crop for crop. The addition of the hog unit made no
change in the sales of potatoes and beans but reduced the sales of
alfalfa hay 6.3 tons and wheat ;30 bushels. It is thus seen that in
this comparison it is \'ery largely a question of selling wheat or feed­
ing it to hogs. The addition of the hogs to the farm increased
receipts 30, expenses 161 and interest for the use of the capital 34.
The 33 market hogs. the two heavy sows and and the barren gilt
were sold in the budget at an average price of $8.98 per 100 pounds
and the wheat at 1.04 per bushel.

Labor income for System S is Sl.021 as compared with 2,186
for System I. In other words the adchtion of the 4-50\\ unit to the
farm organization caused a decrease in labor income of 1M. In
this sct-up the receipts might bave been increosed fWIIl $)5 to J40
by cooking and feeding cull polatoe~ to the hogs and selling the
wheat replaced by potatoes.

In this comparison the hog:. compete slightly with alfalfa and
chieny with wheal. The accompanying table shows the comparative
prices at which wheat and hogs must sell for Systems I and 8 to
give the ~3me labor incomes. there being no return to the labor used
ill looking after the hogs.

Comparalh'e Prlcn of Wheat and lIop at Wbich tbe SO-Acre Farm Opent.ed
Under S7.tem. 1 and 8 Should Gh'e Approximately the Same Labor Income

00115.100115. Dolls. Dolls. Dolls. Dolll. LJolis. 0011$. Doll ••

Wheat. per bu. . _ I ·"1 ·"1 ·"1 .701."1 1.00 1.151 1.30 1.45
Hop, per 100 IblI.. _._ _._ ....._ 5.51 6.60 'I.ae 8.'18 9.8'1 lUa 12.05 13.14 14.23

In computing the comparative prices for wheat and hogs pre­
sented in the preceding table all other factors used in selling up the
budget.s for Syslems I and 8 are held constant. That is. the prices
received for potatoes, beans and hay. and the crop yields and expense
items all remain unchanged. If the value of these items changes
materially. the comparative prices given in the table for wheat and
hogs will also change. The table shows that, with wheat at 25 cents
per bushel, hogs would have to sell for $551 per 100 Ibs. 10 give
about the same net return as wheat: or with wheat at 1.00 per
bushel hogs must sell at about $10.96 per 100 pounds. If the value
of the wheat were reduced to zero, the hogs would still have to sell
fOl $3.78 per 100 pounds for hogs to break even with wheat. there
being no return to the labor used in caring for the hogs. That is.
the tankage consumed by the hogs, repairs and upkeep of the hog
equipment, interest on the capital in the hog enterprises. service of
the boar and Olher minor hog expenses at the prices used in compu­
tations would amount to 3.78 per each 100 pounds of hogs sold.
. That hog production on the Twin Falls southside irrigation pro­
Ject was not an attractive enterprise as compared with alternative
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lines .of production during the period 1922~1929 is substantiated by
the experience of farmers, for comparatively few hogs were prlr
duced on the project during these eight years. It must not be in~

ferred, however, that no hogs should have been produced. Men
skilled in hog production can probably do better than the standard
used in these estimates. On the other hand the inexperienced will
probably find it difficult to attain them. A few hogs may be raised
to advantage on practically every farm. Current retail prices are
paid when pork, bacon, and lard are bought for use on the farm.
The prices which farmers receive for hogs sold are much lower than
retail prices. If a farmer produces the pork products used on his
farm, it is like selling them to himself at retail prices.

An 8-cow dairy herd is included in lhe organization plan for
System 9. When compared with System I, the addition of the dairy
herd increased the farm capital $2,154 and the interest charge $172.
The addition of Ihe herd also decreased the alfalfa hay sold 61 tons
and the wheat sold 184 bushels, but caused no change in the sales of
potatoes and beans. The dairy herd, therefore, competes with selling
hay at 10.10 per ton and wheat at $1.04. The estimated production
per cow is 360 pounds of butterfat which is sold in setting up the
budget at an average farm price of 45.6 cents per pound.

Labor income for System 9 is 2,304 as compared with $2,186
for System I, the difference being 118. This represents the return
to the labor used in caring for the dairy herd after deducting 172
as interest for the use of the dairy capital. A saving of about 6 tons
of hay might be effected by slicing and feeding cull potatoes to the
dairy herd. This would increase labor income and the return to the
labor used in caring for lhe dairy about 60.

Further increases in net returns from the dairy herd might be
obtained by increasing the production per cow above 360 pounds of
butterfat and by providing pasture that will carry more than two
cows per acre.

The dairy herd in System 9 competes with alfalfa and wheat
grown as cash crops. The accompanying table was designed to show
roughly at what prices the production of (I) alfalfa and wheat, and
(2) bunerfat would have given about the same net returns in operat~

ing the farm under Systems I and 9.
In computing the data presented in the foregoing table the neces~

sary labor for caring for the dairy enterprise was not charged as an
expense. It should be understoood also that the cost of the feed
bought for the dairy herd, the dairy herd improvement association
dues, veterinary bill, taxes on dairy capital, upkeep expense of dairy
equipment, etc., are all held at the same level throughout the table.

Comparative Prices of (I) Alfalfa. lIay and Wheat and (Z) Butterfat at Whieh
the 80-Aere Farm Operated by Systems I and 9 Should

Give Approximately the Same Labor Income

IDoll!. lDoII!.1 Doll!.1 Doll!.1 Doll!.1 Doll'.1 Dolls.IDolls.IDolls.IDolls.IDolIs.



A METHOD OF DETERMINJNG WHAT TO PRODUCE 29

A material change in these items would probably cause the com­
parative prices of hay, wheat, and butterfat to change.

With these reservations in force it can be said that the operation
of the SO-acre farm under Systems I and 9 should give about the same
labor income when the price of alfalfa is $4.00 per ton, that of wheat
40 cents per bushel, and that of butterfat 23 cents per pound; or
when the price of alfalfa hay is $10,00 per ton, that of wheat $1.00
per bushel, and that of butterfat 41 cents per pound. This should
be sufficient to make the above table clear.

System 10 is a combination of crop, dairy, and poultry farming.
The dairy unit is the same as thai in System 9 and the poultry unit
consists, on October 1, of 175 hens and 22; pullets just entering
their first laying year. There is an average of 317 laying hens on
hand during the year and the average production per hen is 163 eggs.
III System 9 half the milk produced was sold as whole milk whereas
in System 10 all of the milk is separated to provide skim milk for
the poultry. This reduces the average price of butterfat from 45,6
cents per pound to 43.5 cents. The eggs are sold at an average price
of 24.7 cents per dozen. The budget for System 10 included no
charge for labor needed for caring for both the dairy and poultry
units.

Labor income for System 10 (Table VI) is $2,334 as compared
with $2,186 for System I and $2,304 for System 9. Adding both the
dairy and poultry units to System I increased labor income $148 and
adding the 4oo-hen poultry flock to System 9 increased labor income
$30. That is equivalenl to saying that after paying expenses and
8 per cent on capital, the dairy unit returned $118 and the poultry
unit $30, respectively, to the labor used on the two enterprises.

Sheep and crop farming are combined in System 11. The flock,
as of November 1, consists of 83 ewes, 17 ewe lambs, and two rams.
Comparing System II with System I, the addition of the flock of
sheep does not change the sales of potatoes and beans, but decreases
the sales of alfalfa 88 tons and increases the sales of wheat from 611
bushels to 815 bushels. During the farm year eight cull 'ewes are
sold at $5.00 each, 79 lambs at $9.40 each, and 830 pounds of wool
at 33 cents per pound.

Adding the flock to the organization increased labor income from
2,186 for System I to :j!2,395, a difference of $209. That is, after

paying 8 per cent interest on the capital in the sheep enterprise there
remained $209 as a return to the labor used in caring for the sheep.
Farm Income Based on 193J Prices

The estimated returns from the SO-acre farm when. operated by
11 different sy,stems of farming under 1922-1929 average price con­
ditions are presented in the upper section of Table VI. The picture
thus presented is contrasted in the lower sea ion of the same table by
showing estimated returns from the farm when operated under 1931
prices and costs. The same crop yields, standards of livestock pro­
dcction, and input factors were used in setting up the budgets for
buth 1931 and the 8-year period, 1922-1929, the only difference in
the computation being the substitution of 1931 prices for the average
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prices for the S-year period. The computations are only carried as
far as farm income for the year 1931. This is due to the lack of a
satisfactory basis for computing interest for the use of farm capital.
and this, in turn, is due to the abrupt shifts which have taken place
ill values since 1930.

The piclUre presented for 1931 is very different from that for the
ptriod 1922-1929. Farm income for the eleven systems averaged
3,476 for the 1922-1929 period as compared with 17 for 1931, a

difference of 3,-193. This illustrates the condition that may arise
from violent and unequal price changes (Fig. 6).

"'\::,-,---r-,-,---,---,-,--r-,

""

. "
farm opl!'r3ted
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Fig. 6--E5timated l'«eipt,s and c.xpcnse5 from an 8O-acre
by II ,systems of farming under 1931 average prices.

The relative swnding of the eleven systems is shown by Fig. 6.
which presents 1931 receipts and expenses. Receipts exceed expenses
only in Systems 2, 4, 5, and 10. System 2, in which 12 acres of sugar
beets replace 12 acres of potatoes in System I, ranks highest with a
farm income of $251 :IS compared with 22 for System I. System
10 and System 5, in which alfalfa replaces wheat in System I, rank
second with farm incomes of 143 and 140. respectively. Poultry,
the comparisons indicate, appears as the most profitable class of live­
stock in 1931. The shifting about of the comparative profitableness
of the eleven systems of farming, due to the price changes which
took placc in 1930 and 1931. emphasizes the need of budgcting to
determine what appcars to bc the most profitable production plan
for the year ahead.

lll'ites at ,,'hich Five Crops Give About the Same Net
Return

Potatoes, beans and sugar beets are competing row-tilled crops on
much of the Twin Falls southside irrigation project. That is. in a
crop rotation these three crops are readily interchangeable. We
have seen also in comparing Systems 1-4 that alfalfa may replace
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either potatoes, beans or sugar beets in the six-year rotation by using
the alfalfa for hay an additional year. A comparison of Systems
I and 6 further shows that red clover may replace alfalfa. Prices
at which the five crops should give about the same average net return
(I) for the 1922-1929 period and (2) for the year 1931 when grown
under System IA and System 6 are presented in Tables VII and VIII.

.80 120 t60 l.OO v.o
U.S.NO.I RU5SETT POT..T0E5 OOUNl!i PER 100 POUNDS

SIII:~EI) "NO F.o.a. CAR~ ..f lo.o.>loO F.o.LLS. 'GO.HC/

2 .....SRn I'CT..TO€S

J ,-,:
.. , t/J.-".. /

'X:,..?p... . -_/.-f" ......

Xf- :... ;.~;';;;1"/,'0,
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Fig. 7-Rclatiotl of the price of U. S. No.2 Russett potatoes to the prke
oj U. S. No.1 Russett potatoes, sacked F.O.B. cars, Idaho Falls, Idaho.

Comparative Prices for 1922-1929 Period
Arbitrary prices ranging from 60 cents to 2.00 per 100 pounds

were assumed for No. I potatoes in constructing Table VII. The
corresponding prices for No.2 potatoes were read from Fig. 7. The
cGfresponding prices required for the olher crops to give approxi-

TABLE VO
l"Tices at Which Russett rotatoes. Great Northern BeaIlS, Sugar Beets, Alfalfa

Hay and Red Clo\'eI' Seed Should Give Approximately Ule Sa.me Net
Return Per Acre When Grown in Farm1nr System, 1-4

and in System 6 Under 1922.1929 Prices'

ol'P<i
IAcre/
[ lidIt.= ,. ee per u
om. Dolls. Doll•. Doll•. ~Doll•. Doll•. Doll •. Doll•. Doll•.

.Russett potatoes;
U. S. No. 1 .... ....... ....... 153 .60 .60 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 180 2.00
U. S No. 2 .................... 31 .28 .., .58 .73 .88 1.03 1.18 ",
Culls and shrink ............ " .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Great Northern BeaIlll .... 17.58 1,20 3.09 4.98 6.87 8.76 10.65 12.54 14A4

"'" clover -, .... ......... 2.48 3.96 14.37 24.78 35.19 45.60 56,01 66.42 76.63
Ton

31.39 38.7:! 46.17AlfaUa hay.. ...................... 4.5 1.83 9.Z2 16.61 24.00 53.56
Susa' """. ............ ......... 12.0 3.30 6.07 8.84 11.61 14.38[ 17.15 19.92 22.70

I If the <rop ylc!d. oc the cool "ems uoed In cOlnl,uhng Ihe dBIB pccoented In lh,. 'able
ace cbanged. Ihe compacat;ve prices of .he ce.pe<:live cr0I>S wjJl .1so cbange.

2 l~ facming Sy.'em 6. whec~ ced clover reolaces ~If.lfa in tbe cotadon, tbe yield of beans
IS 1662 pound. per acr" 'n.tead of "58 pound... it i. in the alfalfa rotation.

~ In budll'",ing 'he receipt. a ccedil of $4.80 per acre i. givcn foe 'he beet '01".
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TABLE VIn
Prices :>.t Which Russett Potatoes, Great Northern Beans, Sugar Beets, Alfalfa

Hay and Red Clover seed Should Give Appro:d.mately the Same Net.
Returns Per Acre lVhen Grown in Fannin, Symms

1-4 and 6, Under 1931 J'ricest

Price per unit/
Acre/
y1d.I ,,=
Owt·IDons. Doll•. Doll•. 10011•. 10011•. Don•. Dolls. lOons.

Russett pots.toes:
U. S. No. , .......... ......... '53 .60 .80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 l.SO 2.00
U. S. No. 2 ...... ............. 31 .28 .43 .58 .73 .88 1.03 1.18 1.33
CUlls and lIhrlnk ............ 46 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Great Northern beaIl8~ .... 17.58 1.88 3.17 5.67 7.54 9.48 11.38 13.25 15.15
Red clover seed ..... ,............ 2.48 7.19 l'l.60 28.01 38.41 48.83 50.24 69.65 80.06

Ton
Alfalfa hay .... .. ..•. ,.......... 4.5 5.09 12.48 19.87 27.26 34,65 42.04 49.43 55.62
Sugar "''' ............. ·.······112.0 4.34 7.12 9.80 12.67 15.45 18.23 21.ot 23.78

I If the crop yIelds or the cOSI 'lemS used ,n com!'uhng the data rruen,ed ,n lh,s table
are changed. the comparative prien of the rur>«l;ve crops wil also change.

: [n farming System 6, where red dover replaees alfalfa ;n 'he rotali"n. the yield of buns
;1 1662 pounds per acre instead of US8 pounds as it il in the alfalfa rotation.

• In budgeting the receipts from lugar l>eeu a credit of $3.60 per acre is given for tbe,,,,,.
matel)' the same nct return as potatoes were then computed. For
example, labor income for System I was figured with No. I potatoes
at 60 cents and No.2 potatoes at 28 cents per 100 pounds. The
price at which beans mllst sell in order for the labor income for
System 3 to equal that for System I was then computed. Other
prices were figured in a similar manner.

The following should make the significance of the table clear,
remembering that the crop yields and cost factors used in setting up
the respective budgets must remain unchanged; that is, these factors
remain constant throughout the lable. Suppose that No. I potatoes
arc 60 cents per 100 pounds and NO.2 potatoes are 28 cents. The
corresponding necessary price for each of the other crops to equal
potatoes in net return is found in the column headed by 60 cents for
No. I potatoes. The necessary prices for the other crops, it is seen,
are: $1.20 per 100 pounds for beans, $3.84 per [00 pounds for red
clover seed, $1.76 per ton for hay, and $3.30 per ton for sugar beets,
But when the price of No. [ potatoes is $1.00 per 100 pounds, the
necessary prices for the other crops to "break even" with potatoes
are: $4.98 for beans, $24.72 per 100 pounds for red clover seed,
$[657 per ton for alfa[fa hay and $8.84 per ton for sugar beets.

Table Vl/ presents average price relationships for five crops for
the period 1922-[929. While these relationships have been materi­
ally changed, an understanding of the past is generally very helpful
in judging the future.

Comparative Prices lor 1931
Prices at which potatoes, beans, sugar beets, alfalfa hay and red

clover seed should make about the same net return per acre when
produced in the cropping plans for Systems 1-4 and System 6 under
1931 average prices and costs are presented in Table VIII. The same
procedure was followed in preparing Table VI/I as was followed in
preparing Table VII.
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A comparison of Tabus VII and VIII shows that substituting
1931 prices and costs for those of 1922-1929 caused a considerable
shifting in the comparative prices required for the several crops to
make the same net returns. This, of course is due to the dispropor­
tional shifting of the cost items for the different crops. The unequal
shifting of the necessary prices shown in Tabu V"I as compared
with those in Table VII further emphasizes the necessity of carefully
estimating probable returns from alternative production plans for
the year ahead.

Budgeting the Program for the Individual Farm
Improvement of the condition of the rank and file of farmers

is the end in view of all budgeting studies. Research and extension
workers may study out what appears to be improved systems of
farming for a given area. The value of such studies, however, should
be judged by the extent to which individual farmers respond to the
findings which result from these studies and a liberal response should
indicate general benefit.

Farm conditions may be improved in two ways by the use of the
budgeting method: (I) Basing their calculations on price outlook
information, average crop yields, and average cost factors, research
workers may study out systems of farming for a given area which ap­
pear likely to give the farmers the best results during the years just
ahead. Farmers may then follow (hese systems to the extent that is
practicable, without setting up detailed budgets for their individual
farms. (2) A better plan of proceduce, however, is for each farmer.
working on the suggestions he receives from the general "typical"
budgets prepared for his locality by the research and extension
agencies, to carefully prepare plans for his own fann and thereby
compare the estimated future returns from a few systems which seem
most promising of goOO returns. From these he can then select what
appeals to his judgment as the best for his farm.

At this point the question may arise: "Why is it necessary to set
up budgets for the individual farm. research workers having worked
out systems of farming for the area as a whole?" The answer is that
the systems developed by the research workers for the area are gen­
ally based on averages or some other type of "representative" figures.
whereas the individual farm usually differs from the average quite
materially. The individual farm also differs 10 some degree from
every olher farm in the area in the physical condition and productiv­
ity of the soil; in the crop yields which are obtainable; in the labor,
equipment, funds and credit available for use; and finally in the
experience, likes, dislikes, and capacity of the farm operator for per­
forming physical work and in planning and directing the operation
of the farm. In each of these things the individual farm is either
above or below the average. The production program, therefore,
should be filled to the conditions of the individual farm.

The problem of the individual farmer who expects to remain
011 his farm and operate it indefinitely is to plan each year's business
so as to obtain as high a labor income as possible and at the same
time maintain or increase the productiveness of his farm. To attain
this objective it may be necessary to set up several plans for operat-
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ing the farm and then compare their probable net returns by estimat­
ing receipts and expenses. The purpose of the discussion which fol­
lows is to assist the farmers to a better understanding of the use of
the budgeting method.

Perhaps the best time for budgeting the farm business to obtain
probable future returns in the Twin Falls area is during the latter
part of February and the first part of March; that is just before the
spring work begins and just after the United States Department of
Agriculture has issued its reports showing the planting and breeding
intentions of farmers. Furthermore, at this season of the year the
crop and livestock outlook information issued by both the Agricul­
tural Extension Service of the University of Idaho and the United
States Department of Agriculture is available.

One of the first things to be considered in making up a production
program, especially if it is a long-time program, is the need of soil
Improvement and what is to be done about it. Individual farms in
the Twin Falls area differ widely in this respect. The soil of one
farm may be in a very satisfactory state of productiveness while that
01 anolher adjoining farm may be in great need of attention and
improvement. The cropping system to be followed and the amount
oi livestock to be kept may hinge on the need of soil improvement.

The next step in deciding what to produce by means of the budget­
ing method is to set up two or more plans or systems for operating
the farm. Tabu I, for example, shows I J different systems for
operating an SO-acre farm. The object, of course, is to estimate the
receipts and expenses of each and find out which one seems likely to
give the best future returns. If the proposed plans include Ih'estock
it is necessary to estimate the pasture and feed that will be needed.
Table XIV, under the caption "Standards of Production, Prices and
Costs," presents the estimated feed needed in operating the SO-acre
farm by the eleven different systems. Note that in Table X/V the
feeds are listed under (I) Home Grown and (2) Purchased. The
value of the feeds purchased is carried forward to Tabk V as an
e~pense item. Where livestock is carried in the organization, the
cropping system must be planned to provide the necessary home
grown feed.

In estimating crop produClion, yields should be used which can
~ obtained on the farm for which the budgets are being prepared.
If no records have been kept, yields which may be expected will
have to be estimated. The amount of each crop to be sold is ob­
rained by deducting from the tOlal amount produced the sum of the
amounts used in rhe home and for seed and feed. Table /I shows
the estimated production and disposal of crops for the II different
$ystems of operating the SO-acre farm. If the same amounts of feed.
seed and supplies are held at the close of the farm year as were on
hand at the beginning of the year. the increase and decrease in the
inventories of these items may be avoided.

The production and disposal of livestock and livestock products
are handled in precisely the same way as the production and disposal
oi crops. An estimate must be made as to the pounds of butterfat
that can be produced per cow; the number of lambs that can be
rai"Cd from a given number of ewes; the dozens of eggs that can be
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produced from the flock of hens to be kept; and the number of
pigs that can be raised per lilter and per sow. Table III shows the
estimated production and disposal of livestock for Systems 8-10.
In budgets for individual farms, disposal should include the ani­
mals and animal products used in the home. Increase and decrease
in li\'estock inventories can be avoided by carrying the same amounts
of livestock at the beginning and close of the year.

Farming is a forward looking business. Crops, livestock and live­
stock products are generally marketed from six months to one or
more years :ther the crops are seeded and the animals are bred. The
producer of farm products (unless operating under a contract) must
always take a chance as to what prices will be received for his pro­
ducts when they are ready for market. These prices must be an­
ticipated in budgeting to determine probable future incomes To de­
cide wisely what prices to use in estimating future receipts requires
a thorough knowledge of production trends, consumer demand, price
trends, and market outlook: that is, a knowledge of the forces
which make prices. The following will be found very helpful in
acquiring that knowledge:

I Idaho Agricultural Situations, issued monthly by the Uni­
versityof Idaho, C.allege of Agriculture.

2 The Agricullural Situation, issued monthly by the United
States Department of Agriculture.

3, The AgTlcultural Outlook. issued annually by the United
States Depanment of Agriculture.

4. Yearbooks. statistical bulletins, and special commodity price
studies issued by the United States Department of Agricuhure.

;, :\larket News Service repons issued by the United States De­
partment of Agriculture.

The expense of operating farms. even of the same size, under
the management of different men varies considerably. Because of
this each case should be handled on its own merits. In estimating
future expenses the farm operator must decide how much of the farm
work he and the members of his family can do: how much will be
done by contract; how much hired labor will be needed; how much
seed, fertilizer, disinfectant, twine, sacks, etc., will be required for
each crop: what will be the expense of threshing, hauling, hulling,
and the cleaning and preparing of the crops for market; how much
purchased feed, medicine, veterinary service, etc., will be needed for
each class of livestock kept; how much must be spent for repairs on
machinery, tools, fences, buildings, etc., and for depreciation or re­
placement of these items: and to how much taxes, insurance, irriga­
tion waler and the operation and upkeep of the farm auto or truck
will amount In other words. the whole realm of farm expenses must
be anticipated and estimated.

A good set of farm accounts would furnish much of the informa­
tion needed in estimating receipts and expenses. The keeping of
farm accounts would make it possible to summarize the business at
the end of the year and to compare the results obtained with the
returns estimated at the beginning of the year. This, in turn, would
assist materially in selling up plans and budgets for the years to
follow. The Extension Service and the Department of Agricultural
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Economics of the University of Idaho, College of Agriculture, are
prepared to give assistance in budgeting fann incomes.

Farmers who are interested in using the budgeting method as a
means of deciding what to produce will find Idaho Bulletin No 188,
"Planning the Farm Business for the Year Ahead," and United
States Department of Agriculture Farmers' Bulletins, o. 1139, "A
Method of Analyzing the Farm Business," and No. 1564, "Farm
Budgeting," very helpful. These bulletins present sets of blank tables
which may be used for setting up budgets for both tenant and owner
operated farms.

Summary and Conclusions
This bulletin applies especially to the "Deep Soil Phase" of the

Twin Falls southside irrigation project of southern Idaho. Fig. I
shows the specific area to which the crop yield data presented in
Tabl~ XVI are applicable.

The wide range of crop and livestock enterprises from which to
choose when deciding what to produce and the constant changing
01 prices makes the problem of planning future production programs
for this area especially complex and difficult. The study of this area
was undertaken to develop a better basis for planning ahead.

This bulletin presents a method of choosing enterprises and plan­
ning production programs for both local areas and individual farms.
Budgeting is the method presented. Its fullness in deciding what to
produce is illustrated by estimating the receipts, expenses and returns
from an 8()..acre farm operated by each of II different systems of
f;:,rming under average prices and costs for (I) the 1922·1929 period
and (2) the year 1931.

The results of these comparisons are given in Tabu VI and Figs.
5 and 6. The estimated labor income from the 8()..acre farm when
operated by the different plans varies from $841 for System 4 to
$2,694 for System 7. The variation in labor income is great enough
to be quite significant and indicates the possibility of materially in­
creasing net returns in this area by the comparison of carefully pre­
paring budgets for a few of the more promising proluction systems
which may be outlined.

Systems 1·7 (Tables I-VI) are crop farming organizations where­
as Systems S-II are combinations of crop and livestock farming.
No charge was made in Systems 8-11 for the labor used in caring for
the livestock, the final figure being return to the labor used on live­
stock. This figure was computed as the difference between labor in·
come for System I without livestock and labor income for each of the
four systems having livestock added. In comparing Systems l)..11
with System I (Tables I-V!), it is to be remembered that the addi­
tion of each unit of livestock interferes with only the production and
sales of alfalfa and wheat. In the above comparisons of Systems
8-11 with System I livestock enterprises were not credited with the
value of the manure.

The estimated average annual return to the labor used in the
different units of livestock during the 1922-1929 period are as fol­
lows: For the 4-sow hog unit, $165: the 8-cow dairy, $118: the S­
cow dairy and the 400-hen nock, $148 (that to the labor used on the
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pouhry being $30); and the lQO....ewe and ewe lamb flock of sheep,
$209. By feeding cull potau>es the return to the labor used on t~e

hogs might have been increased some '35 to $40 and on the dairy
herd about $60.

It is not to be inferred that the four classes of livestock could not
have been made more remunerative in the area studied during the
1922-1929 period than these figures indicate. This might have been
accomplished by obtaining higher production per animal than the
standards used in the budgets and other systems of feeding might
have given better results. However, 6 pigs raised per litter, 360
pounds of butterfat per cow, 163 eggs per hen and a lamb crop of
120 per cent represent higher standards than the beginner is likely
to allain. Experienced husbandmen might do beller.

The estimated returns from the SQ..acre farm when operated by
II different systems of farming under 1931 average prices are shown
in the lower section of Table VI. Farm income for the II systems
averaged $3,476 for the 1922-29 period as compared with $-17 for
1931, a difference of $3,493. System 2 ranked highest in farm in­
come in 1931 and next 10 the lowest for the 1922-1929 period. Of
the four crop and livestock systems, Number II ranked highest in
return to labor for the 1922-1929 period, and lowest in farm income
for 1931. The shifting about of the comparative profitableness of
the II systems of farming, due to the price changes which took place
in 1930 and 1931 further emphasizes the need of budgeting to de­
termine what production plan is likely 10 be most satisfactory for
the year ahead.

The comparative returns from two or more crop enterprises also
may be determined by use of the budgeting method. For example,
Systems 2 and 3 (Table I) are alike, crop for crop, except that 12
acres of sugar beets in System 2 are replaced by 12 acres of beans
in Syslem 3. the receipts and expenses of the wheat and alfalfa in
the two systems being equal. The difference in the net return from
the 12 acres of sugar beelS and 12 acres of beans must equal Ihe dif­
ference in the labor incomes for the two systems. Labor income for
System 3 exceeds that of System 2 by $199 and it follows that the
estimated net return from the 12 acres of beans exceeds that from
the 12 acres of sugar beets '199. or approximately $17 per acre. By
this process it was found that the estimated average net returns per
acre for five crops during the 1922·1929 period are as follows, using
round numbers: The net return from russett potatoes average $79
above that from Great Northern beans: that from beans 17 above
that from sugar beets; that from sugar beets $1 above that from red
clover seed: and that from red clover seed $15 above that from
alfalfa.

It is thus seen that by use of the budgeting method a direct com­
parison can be obtained of the comparative net returns of two or
more competing crops which can readily be interchanged in a crop
rotation. Having obtained the comparative net return per acre of
two or more crops based on constant yields and costs. the prices
which are necessary for the crops to give about the same net return
per acre are readily calculated. Such prices are presented in Tables
VI/ and VI/I.
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The budgeting method may be used in two ways to improve farm
conditions. Research workers may study out systems of farming
for a given area that seem likely to give the best results either for the
years just ahead or during a long-lime period. Farmers may then
follow these systems in a general way without setting up budgets for
their individual farms. A better method of procedure, however, is
for each farmer to keep himself well posted on the production trends,
price trends, and market outlook for the commodities which may be
produced in his community and then to carefully prepare production
programs which fit the conditions of his own farm.

ProducUou Standards, Prices and Costs
The basic data used in setting up the budgets for the II systems

of farming for both the 1922-1929 period and lhe year 1931 are pre­
sent.ed in Tables IX to XVI. The footnotes attached to the tables
and the references made thereto in the foregoing discussions should
make the tables understandable (Tables IX-XVI).

TABLE DC
Equipment for- An SO-Acre Farm Operak4 Willi Four Work AnImals

I ICash value new
Number Equtpment Size 1930

Dollan
PIOW$:

1 Two-way .
1 Walking .
1 Harrow, spike _ N •••••••

1 Disk, $Ingle .
1 Corrugator -.- .

Drllla:
I Graln .
1 Beet and bean .
1 Potato planter .

Cultivators:
1 Bean and beet , .
1 Potato .
I Garden ..
1 Binder, grain .
1 Beao cutter attachments to (I-row cultivator
1 Potaw digger .
1 Beet lifter .
1 Mower . .
1 Windrow attachment to mower _ .
1 Dump rake , , .
1 SIde delivery rake .
1 DeITIek or hay &tacker .

Hay sIlP3 _ .
Hay slings .

1 Wagon ........................•............................
1 Wagon bed .
1 Hay rack _ _ .
1 Manure spreader .
1 cream sepamwr .

Small tools ...................................................•
(I Harness .

1 Total general machinery! 1

, Iwork anlmala @ $ 75 .
1 Family cow .. @ $100 .

30 Family hens . @ $ 1... .

1610. 145
aID. 32
15 ft. 52
8 ft. 93
'row 95

8ft. ,,,
'row 112
1 row 121

'row 128
1 row "1 row 10
6ft. 280
'row 81
1 row 162
1 row 110
5 ft. 95
5 ft. 35

10 ft. 60
8 ft. 160

110
17
10

180
57
75

180
109

60
160

3,01(1

300
100
30

! 111 ad~l"on to the machinery u here hated. !here !' an automob,le used jointly for the
fam,lj and tbe f~rm. Not all of the mach,nery '. needed unle.. the croppin, sYStem
melu e. hay, graIn, bf:anl••upr b«ts and potat<>ef.
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TABU: X

Acr..,. Normally ConTed. PeT 10-lIour Day WUh HOI'lle-Drall'n Jlllpl_euu and
lJOUI1l Required Pet' Acre Pet' Open-OOR Over Once

1':.;1:\ ItArea eov- IWork requ1n!:d. per
P:Ie1d openOon ere_ ered per 10 acre over once

lment I Man I Hones I hour day I Man I Bono

1nebealNumber N"""'" """" Houn Houn- - ... .._. a 1 ,
" ... 13.55

Plowing - ... .. 16 1 • 2.' 3.70 14.81
P10wtng alfalfa ... ..- 16 1 • ,. 5.28 21.04
PIo_ - . ..... .-... 28 1 • U U1 13.83PIo_ .,,,,,, _._.. 28 1 • 2.' ,-', 21.43,.,..
Dtating, I1nIle .- • 1 , 10.0 1.00 '.00
Dlak1ni:, II1nile .._. • 1 • 15.0 ." 2."
DQIdng. ""'d~ - , 1 • 10.0 1.00 '.00
P1.1d CUltivation · • 1 • ".5 ." ....
H&rrowtna;. illite - 10 1 , 18.0 ... 11.5'1
HatTowina, Illite .- .- 15 1 • "-, ., 1.48-.. --- 20 1 • "., .28 '-',
"""tina _8&7 1 ,

I
11.0 1.00 ,.00

Level1nl - ,... 1 • IU I .11 2...
Le\·ellnl .......... • 1 • 10.5 ." '.75.... I""""PtIna• alfalfa.

....eet clover and s-a-.... •. · 2 1 2 10.0 1.00 2.00
""""PtIna . ._...- · • 1 2 18.0 ... 1.11
Cut. treat. haul potato- _._- .. 1.2 •." 1.00
Spread1n( straw, beans

and clover ... ... .. 1 2 •., r 2.50 '.00
PlanUna:

"""" .- .. • 1 2 14.0
,

.11 1.42-- ....._. ... 1 1 2 ••• 2.17 U •
Sugar beet.a . ... • 1 2 11.0 .91 I."""'" 2 1 2

I
14.0 .11 1.42

F~'
Small grain ..., I , 12.0 ." 2.00
Small gr&1n ...... ,... 1 • 16.0 I ." 2.50... I

CUltivating:

"""" • I 2 14.0 .11 1.42....- I 1 2 •., 2.00 '.00
Sugar beet.a . . • I , 11.0 .91 1.82
C<>= ............. ......... 1 I 2 ,., 1.43 2.88
HooI"" ""'M .......... I 2.' 4.35

Irr1gaUng: I I I",n, ... -.... -, . ... ... I

I
1.00

Potatoes .... I I 1.40
Sugar beeta .... ....._.. 1 1.20

""'" ................... .... I I ."Small graIn ..._.............. 1 I 1.00
Alfalfa .._.. _............. I

I
1.00

Clover .. ... . .. I I 1.00....... ......_, ............. I I 1.00
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TABLE X
(COntinued)

Acres Normany Covered p"", lO-lIour Day With HOr.le-DraWD ImplemellU a.d
lIouri Required Per Acre Per OpenUo. OV"" Onee

I"'"'' Acres cov- Worlt reqwrea per
FIeld oponUo. lmple- crew en:d per 10 acre over ODCCI

mm' ..... Ho_ bo~", ..... .....
Row Number N="" Ae<e> B_ B_

Harvestln&' :
BeaN;: CUtting ........ • 1 2 15.0 .n 1><....,

Rakina. aide deUvery • , 2 15.0 .n U •
Hand bunchina ...... 1 ... 2."

Potatoes: Row- .._- ._..... I 1 • '.1 2.« 8.16
Sup.r beeu::

IJt.... ..- I I 2 2.' 4.17 ....
WheaL. barley or oata ............. ... _...._. .&, I • .,. 1.00 2.00-- _..__.__.- I '.0 2.00
AUaua and clover hay;CU_ • , 2 U 1.08 2.18

R&tlnc: and bWlCb1J:lc ., I 2 13.7 .1< 1.47
Red clover llftd:

CUttlnr ._-- ._-.- , 1 2 ••• ,.. 2.01
Hand. bUDCh1Dl' .__ U ,,,

Hay: Staek1nc wIth
allpa and allnp . .,... .,...

• llou... t IOn.



TABLE: XI

lIours of D1reet Field Work Required l'er Acre to Produce Speelfled Cropi OlttrlbuUld by lIalf Month l'trlodt, Whtre Four
lIones Fumlsh the t'arm I'o,rerl

, ReqUIred hOurs or man and horae work
H.m I Mare" I 'pri' I Moy I Ju~

I .-3' I ." I .6-30 I ." ) ....,. I • 15 I ,...,0
Moo Horae M.n H,~ Man H,~ M.n HorK M.n H,~ Man H~ M.n H'~

PlUllure ..................... 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Wheal, barley or oats 2.' 10.1 I., ••• 1.0 •• ••Alfalfa ......_.............. 1.0 2.0 1.0 •• 2.3 3.' ••• •••Red clover ................ •• 1.1 1.0 " 3.' ••• '.0
Ablke clover ............ .3 •• 1.3 •• ., • 1.0
Potatoes afta alf-

alfa. red clover 01'
Iweet clover ......_.. .7 15.8 26.0 3.' ••• '.0 '.0

Beans after alfaUa,
red clover or
sweet clover ........ 1.0 7.7 :15.6 •• 1.6 •• I., .7 I.'

Beans after beans
and rye ................. ,., :1:1.1 I., 1.1 1.7 ••• ... ••• .7 I.'

Beans after beans,
potat.oea or s. beets 2.' ••• ••• ••• ... ••• I., •• '.1 7.' ... '.1 .7 I.,

Sugar beets ........ 10.:1 3·4.5 •• 1.3 •• I.' •• 1.6 •• 1.6 '.1 I., '.1 I.'.
Average hours avall-' I Iable for field work •30 110 110 020 "0 '" ".

>
3:
~
:t
o
o

iil

~z
~

":t~
d
'""
~
m

=



I:i

nle following work is done b)' eOnUul in add",on 10 wll., ,\ Illown in Illil lable, Tb.ellllni whUI, 01011. barley, and btanl f.om Ille
field; lIulHnl dover .«<1; piekinl and ,rdin, polatoel; Ihinn;nl, hotin,. 1011'in,. Ind loadinllpp, buu; Ind haphn, all oro~ to markel
and pOlalotS 10 lbe eo!lIar. Th direet field work oonMilUlti al'l'ro~;mllely 7 ,er eenl an,( miKellaneo,," wo.k 25 I.... eent <If ll1e work
neeessary in farming I)'$\eml 1·7 indu.ive

TABLE XI
COnUnued

1. RiQUIiid houn 01 man and hOne 'l\'ort "~:c
"i;
'"8
!:j
c
~...
"'X

'""'i':
l::

"'~
g
"Z

'"

00"'""
1-31

Man I Hone

'.7

september

... I 6.0 I ,.• •••.1 I., I.' .1

,.• '.6

I
'.6 '.1

" '.1

I~' I~

~-\~-I~~
1. I~

'.1

1.0

.,

16-<11
Man Hone

1.0

1.0

A ......

.Ii I I 3.8
~.61 I I lulu

J 130 I 12' I 120 I

I.,

'.1
6.'

...
'.1

2.1

I
I

2.7

LI.,
I
I 130

I.' ••• I.'

'.1 6.0 ,.1 6.0

I., 1.0 ••• I.'

I.' 1.0 3.' .,
I., I., ••• .,
2.' I.' I.,

120 I 130

1 15 16-31 I I-Iii

Man \ Ho~ IMan Hone I Man . Ilorae
1.0 1.0 1.0

.6 2.0 1.3 :to
1.9 1.1 1i.1

I.,,.,

Items July I

PlUIture _ .....
Wheat, barley orl)8,tI
Altalta.. .. .
Red clover ..
A!slke clover .
Potatoes atter alf-

alta. red clover or
s'l\'eet clover .

Beam after alfalta,
red clover or
sweet clover ..

Berms after bealUl
and rye .

BealUl alter beans,
potatoes or sugar
beets .

Sugar beets .
Average hours avallo,

able for field work
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TABLE XII
Seed Uled Pff Ae", aDd Priee Per 100 POllDcb

I IPrice per 100 POUIidS

Potatoes, Russett:1
CerWled seed 1100
No. 1 seed grown from eerWled seed 1100

Beans. Great Northern _ _ _
H&nI:l picked certl1led seed: ~ _ __ 70

Alfalfa, common::
Seeded w:lth grain _.__.._.___ 12
Seeded llIone .. . _ ._._.. .._ 20

8uaa.T beets' _ '''_'._.. .._ __ _ _ 18
Sweet clover' _ _. 14
Rye:.... 40
Wheat. _.._ _.. . 100
Buley' __._ _ _ __._ __ __ _ 100
Oats' _.__.. . ._. .. 100
Red clover' 11

'.50
1.50

'.00

70.00
70.00
15.00
15.00

1.40
1.14
1.30
1.45

22.00

1.50
.00

3'"
20.00
20.00
1".00
15.00

.5O

.53

.76

.83
15.00

I One-tenlb of lite ~IO acreal" .. planlcd wilb purcbucd certified teed and n".Colenla
wilb No. I polaloa ..OW.. from cc",fied Ked.

'Tbe ~ for planuna tbi, crop i. pllrc .....ecd.
• S«d aro ..." On lbe rarm ia lI.eo! for plant;na lhi, Cfop.
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TABLE XIII

.10

.20

.13

.10

.03'1i

2.75

..

.00

.,~

.O<~

8.00
.76..
I.".70
1.75
3.50
..00
• .00
2.75U,
1.00U,

,.50
2.50
1.50

.00

.00

.08
.0<
.03~

1.00

.10...

.04 'Ii
1.25

.10

.23

.15

.10

.04'~

.00

.10

.0<...
8.00
3.00
2.00
1.00

.00

3.75

10.10
1.30
1.45
2.00

I."U,
'.50........
3.00
'-60
1.00
U,

I Price per untcIAverage IAverage
1922--29 1931
Dollars Dollan

Day

Unit

Ton
Cwt.
Cwt.
ewt.
ewt.
ewt.
""'­
""'­
ewt.
""'­
""'­
""'­
""'-

.~

.".
CW<."",.

---_···-··1

nom

Hired labor (wqtll cover board and perqu.lsltes)
Day hand on a 10·hour day baal.s ..._..._..._..__.

Peed bouIhC:
Hay ----
Barler
oa~_

Orsln mash.=COm _

To.....
Meat-=rapll
.... m""
Bone meal
Cod Dver all
Sal. _
Oyster lIheU

COntract work'
Potatoea:

P1et.lna _.
SOrUn& and rradlnJ
HaI.l11nl to cellar
Haul1nc to market and Ioadlng can

Sugar beeta:
Bloct.1na and thlnnlna:
Hoelna:. first
Hoelna:, 8eCOnd and third each
Topp~ and kladlng
Haul1na: to dump

Beans:
Thn:shlng. thresherm.an putll beans to ma-

~=Ing. farmer putll beans te;-·~h~~.:1
Cleaning beans for market. _... _
Hauling, average dl$t.nce 4 miles ..

Wheal., Oatil or Barley:
Cleaning seed
Threshing. t.hl"e3herman PUtll grain to ma-

chine Bu.
Threshing. farmer puts grain to machine.. Bu.
Hauling. average dlatance 4 miles Cwt.

=~'~I~n~d~ln~8~==============!=A~=
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TABLE XIII
(COntinued)

Prices Used In ComputlJlj' Expense

lrem

Clo\'er seed:
Hulling, hullennan put/; clover to machine
Hauling. average distance 4 miles .

Milk haullng . .
M1l;cel1aneoUli :

Baclts and twIne:
Potatoes. field sacks . .
Potatoes. new sacks for marketing crop
Beans. new lj3,cks for marketing crop .....

Binding twine:
4.5 lbs. UlIlld per acre of grain, deep soil .... '

Fonnaldehyde for treating potato seed .....
Copper carbonate, 5 oz, used per acre of

lllIlall grain ..
Fin: ll1$urance, Farmers' Mutual .

Telephone ..
Water . . .
Depreciation, repa.lrlI and operation:: .

Automobile for farm use '
Farm machinery (ten per cent of CQ3h

value new) _ ..
Depreciation of:

Famll}' cow _ _ .
Work hor'Se$ _ _..

;;:~~C~c~~_.~.~.~~ ~.f..~..~~:~.~ ~~ ~ '::.':1

I PrIce per Wllt

Un" \ Average \ Average
1922-29 1931

Doll"'" Doll"'"

Bu. 1.00 .85
ewt. .04'At .0S'h.
Cwt. .15 .15

Acre 2." 1.'15
Cwt. .11 .09
Cwt. .12 .10

Lb. ... .12
Acre .11 .11

Acre .10 ,10
$1000 2.01) 2.00
y~ 24.00 24.00
Acre 1.70 1.70

Fa<m 175.00 150.00

H~d 10,00 6.00
H~d 12,00 10.00

H~d ." .16
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TABLE XIV

EsUma~ Feed Requ.lJ'ed Annually for Livestock in System or FlU'DlinI" 1-11,
Inclusive 1 :

hrm ITOwD:
Alt&Ua hay
AltaUa leav~ .._.
Bean straw __
Wheat, II'OWld ,_,,_,_,_
Whelt.t, whole __
0aLa, cround .__.
Barley, ground _..
Barley, wbole ._
Milt. whole _..__._
MIIk_......... -

Purchued:0""' __..
Grain mash ..__
Bran _._. ._
Com. yellow _ ..
Ta~ ...
PWl meal 0

Meat 8CrI.~ __..•_

Booemea1
salt .__. __,._..._ ..
J.J.meat.one, lI"Ound _...__._..
Oyat.er shell .

Cod UVeT 011 _ ..

<0,000

2,000
1.000

180

50
Gollon

2,'"

31,196

1.827

".
'50
150

GaDan

60,300

11.440

3,213
12,505

300
2....

3,213

190,9<

Gollon

,,,,"',,,
',200
'00

'....11,875
'.300
3,180

39.000

2.'82
1,250

'".50
900
20S

2,150
Gallon

31

''''''ndo
25,500

38,250

Gollon

1 Tbe 4 "'OTt 1I0r_ IIIe fa",il, co"', and Ille 30. IIena arc in tile orp!,iution of eaell c:f
tbe c1e--en arltema of faon,n,. 1 be hoC tln'l '. ,n lb. of Iyllem elgbt, tbe dai" unll
,n "Yltem none. the dairy un,t Ind the poultry "nit ill .,.stem ten. and Ille Ib.,.." unit
'n "Y"'em elnen.

2 The.., ut,mlt.,. of fced requirementl hne been made wilh the allistance of the J)epart.
menl of Da;ry H\llbandry, Ih Deplrlment of l'o"lIry. tb.e o"panment of An;mll nUl­
ban,Jry Ind th EJ<tenSlon AnomaJ UlUl>I.ndmen. Univerl"y of Idaho.

I PUI",re el..y;n, upacity .. tUe<l in the bud..... il Iwo eO"'1 Or their equivllent. or 10
e.. .,. wlIb the.. limbo per le'e for ..,eOlld Jnr ""'.",1 eolver.
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T."-BLE XV

Estlma.ted A"crare Prie..,. Per Unit of Farm Products Sold'

·00
.27
.53
.76
.63

10.00
8.00
8.50
8.00

1.50
.84

1.74
1.30
1.45

22.00
10.10
7.75
• .80

-r-I A\oerage IAverage
_1..!!~!..Jlm-1929 1931

• \ Dollan I Donal'S

.I11lO I'" 5.18 I 1.16

I I

I

ProcIucUl

"""",Great Northern beans _.
RuaaeU potatoes. f.o.b. can:

U. S. NO.1, farm lfl'&ded and sacked
U. S. No.2, farm graded and sacked

Wheat .
Barley .., ,. .
Oat. , ..,.,. " ,.., .
Red clover _•....._..
Hay (alfalfa and cloV1!'r) stacked
Sugar beets _
Sup: beet topL.._.

IJvert.ock and livestock products:
Butterfat In cream at farm ._.
Butterfat In whole milk at fann
Wool. unwashed
"<8'
COWl, culls
cah'es at birth..... ­r..mbl ._
Hens. culla
Pu1leta. culls
Broilers
Hop (average tor February and March)
HOiI (average for Auruat and september) I
Hop (average tor July) '.:.
SOw&. CUi" (average for July after 4c docEage).

.435

.478
.33
.247

50.00
'.00
5.00
9.40

.50

.48

.26
9.13

10.11
9.45
5.45

.23'
.246
.14
.18

20.00
1.00

.88....
.38
.23
.25

7.05
5.85
8.00
3.00

1 The prius lutlO<! r ,be different eommo<li,i,.. were obtained at rol~.... ,
Gr_ ."""",,",, B" : The 1922·29 pric:e u ,be uer&&e rcceind "" all I"'wtB wllo

......kcted tbrOUlb the Soutllef"n ldabo Ika.. Grower. Auociat;otl dU<ln. that penod
Tk "31 pri« w.. obuo.illoM ..,. wei.lniftl[ !obrht Newel Sr ice d....llM"I· f.o.b. Ulil
'.uk ,!,..>Iations b,. a. 101 .hiP""''''s and dcduonln, 50 cents 100 pou......0 <>bu.,,,
the po« to the Ifowu.

R ..ufI POf<UHS; Market News Srn<icc monthl,. quotali""," we'e ...(;,111<"<1 by ",on'hly u.
lot ",;pmC~I' hom TWIn Fall. eounty.

Wile"', Bdrl., ,... tI Oau: Tbe prien u~ ro. tbe1C crop. arc ""!>cd on the Harty ncr.,,,
pric,.. paid by local millin, and grain compa"r.

Red CI'"',r S....d:I'ri(~ fur.. i.hed hv 'he Oiv. of bv. ~'ecd and ~. B. A. E.
H<lY: Computed frolD Idaho Dec. IS farm pric~ &I ,,"bli~hed on CroPio and Markell.
a"'lrr/"" Computed from dna fum..hed hr lou! toOptral,ve ereamerJ. ",""m,nethal half

il .old as fat in cream and half "I fal 'n .bole milk al Ihc ra .
L-bs, E_s .... Wool: The pric:Q for IbcIc eo......odit... Wt:r<!! fllr l:rcd b,. E, P. R.._

han, Eort. A .." ....! Husband""'.... Univenil,. of Idaho, rep",",""" ave..~ It«ived lor
.....1...." Idaho prodl>«" durin,- I92S·l9 and 19JI.

lJ.11'S' Comp,..ed fl"", dau. furnilhtd ..,. lhe Idaho EQ Prod""",.. "-iauon.
H'~i P .. /lds, Br~/rrs: Furnillltd h,. C. E. Lampman, Poull..,. Husbandma... l:ni...,rl;tJ

o Idaho.
H"Q6' Compu'ed from quoladoM Ii""" in CrGpl Ind Marke'" for Idal",.
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TABLE XVI

Crop Yields: Average Yields Used In Computln&' Produetlon In Fanning Systema
1.11 lnelusJve

I IAverage ylellUi
___________'e"''''m''-- -!.'''''';;'='c''''"o per acre'

Number Bushels

286 ±IO.O
210

TOI1!;

4.5 ± 0.08
u

12.0

Be8Il8. Great Northern:
F'1r8t three crops following alfalfa
First three crops following clover

Wheat .
Barley .
Oats .. . .

Pota.toes. first crop following alfalfa or clover
0. S. No. I .
0. S. No.2...... . .
CUlls and .shrinkage .

Red clover:
First year after seeding with grain
Second year after seedIng with grain

Hay:
Alfalfa, first three years after seeding .
Red clover .

Sugar beet.s2.. . _ .

..
90

'37

"10

so

108

126

29.3
27.7
52.6
65.2
87.8

1001bs.
230.
153

""Pounds

± 0.'
± 0.0
± 0.8
± 4.0
± 5.'

± 7.1

, The n!,mbeT followmg lbe lign ;t reprelen,. lbe Ilandard error of tbe mean.
2 Tbe y,dd used lOT lugar bee,. '" based On tbe .vera!r'l annual yield.. of all booets deliv.

ere<! to ,he sugar factory Irom Twin ~'aI11 County from 1922·'29 exeept in 19'4 whe...
tbe State average yield wao uRd. -
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