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Should Farmers Emphasize

W heat or Livestock

In North Central South Dakota?

Aaron G. NeLson axp Gerarp E. Korzan’

HIs sSTUDY was made in an attempt to give information on the
Trclativc monetary advantages of producing wheat or livestock
as the main enterprise on farms in North Central South Dakota
(Fig.1). The area varies considerably in natural resources, selected
sections being well adapted to wheat production while others are
suited only for the production of livestock. There is little question
what should be produced in
such sections but in other parts
it is debatable whether wheat or ]
livestock production is the more —
profitable.  Wheat production
appears to have been relatively
more prohtable on many farms
prior to 1930, causing an in-
crease in the acreage, with the
result that the section came to be known as the “wheat area” of
the state, but there are some indications that such a designation
may not be justified in the future.” Will wheat production be the
most profitable major enterprise in this area in the future or will

Fig.1.The North Central South Dakata Area

1. Aaren G. Nclsen is Assistant Fconemist and Gerald E. Kerzan, Rescarch Assistant in
Farm Managament, Seuth Dakota Agricultuial Expernnent Swtion. Data for dhis
study wer¢ obtained primarily frem farm recerds in the files of the Agricultural Ece-
nomics Department, cellccted by the Seuth Daketa Agricultural Experiment Station
from 1932 te 1939, the¢ Bureau of Agricultural Ecenomics cooperating in 1932, A
comprchensive Bulleting, No. 343, tarm Performance in Nerth Central South Bakota,
by Max Mycrs, summarizing these rccerds was published in 1940. Mr. Myers grouped
and analyzcd the famms primarily on the basis of inceme, but the varieus groups were
not hemogenous as te types ot enterprises. In this study the farms were grouped ac-
cerding te types of cnterprises and analyzed on this basis. The authers are grateful to
farmers in the area whe eriginally gave the infermation and who assisted in arriving
at the standards given in Appendix Table 3; and te members of the Expcriment Station
and Extension Scrvice, and to T. S. Thorfinnson and D. C. Myrick of the Bureau of
Agricultural Econemics, fer criticisms and suggestions.

2. Mycrs, Max, “Farm Performance in Nerth Central South Baketa, 1938-39”, S. Dak.
Agri. Exp. Sta. Bul. 343, page 4; 1940,
U.S.D. A, “The Agricultural Situation”, Vel. 25, Ne. 1 pp. 9-11; Jan. 1941,
U.S.D. A, “Farmers m a Changing World”, Yearbook ef Agriculture, p. 505, 1940.
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the production of livestock replace it? Should farmers with a rcla-
tively large acreage of wheat continue their present organization
or gradually shift to livestock production?

Farm Records, 1932-39, Furnish the Busis for Study

Thirty farmers in this area kept continuous records from 1932
to 1939 in cooperation with the South Dakota Agricultural Experi-
ment Station. Some had a relatively large amount of wheat while
others had mostly livestock. The 10 having the largest relative
acreage of wheat and smallest amount of livestock will be referred to
as wheat farms throughout this study and the 10 with the most live-
stock and smallest relative wheat acrcage will be referred to as
liwestock farms.’ Most of the wheat farms would not be so classified
based on type of farming classifications, but they have a large acre-
age of wheat relative to other crops which appears to justify such a
designation for this study.

These Records Showed:

1. WHEAT AND LIVESTOCK FARMS WERE ABOUT THE SAME $1ZE. The
livestock farms had a little larger total acreage on the average but
a smaller proportion was cropland, with the result that the long-
time average production capacity of their land, as indicated by the
Total Digestible Nutrients produced per acre, probably was not
quite as great as that of the wheat farms, but this probably would
be counter-balanced by the slightly larger capital investment on
thelivestock farms." About half the crop land was in wheat on the
wheat farms and about one-fiftieth on the livestock farms. The fig-

ures are:
Total Acreage Av.Crop  Av. Wheat Av. Gross Capital

per Farm Acrcage Acrcage Investment
Wheat Farms 928 661 321 $20,167
Livestock Farms 998 446 82 23,033

Both groups of farms increased in size (acres) over the eight-
year period (Fig. 2). The most noticeable changes in land use were

3. The upper and lower onc-third of the array were arbitrarily taken and the center one-
third omitted to give two fairly distinct types of farms.

4. When the non-crop land was converted to a cropland basis, using the number of Total
Digestble Nutrients preduced per acre for the period 1932-39, to arrive at a conver-
sion factor (native hay land was calculated to be 60 percent and native pasture land 30
pereent as productive as crop land) the wheat farms averaged a little larger=7635 acres
compared to 644 acres for the livestock farms. In making the comparison grain yiclds
actually obtained by the farmers for 1932-39 werc compared with the carrying capacity
of nanve grass land arrived at through a study madc by the State Experiment Station.
Jt should be kept in mind that the comparison is only an approximation.
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Fig. 2. Average Land Use on 10 Wheat and 10 Livestock Farms in Narth Central South Da-

kota, 1932-39

the decrcase in the proportion of the acreage devoted to wheat pro-
duction on the wheat farms and the increase in the proportion used
for feed crops on both groups of farms.

2. THE LIVESTOCK FARMS HAD MORE ROUGHAGE CONSUMING live-
stock on the average than the wheat farms, but there was not much
difference in the average amount ef concentrate consuming live-
stock on the two groups of farms. The records showed:

Average number of Animal Units per Farm®

Reughage consuming livestock:
Horses
Cattle
Shcep

Total
Concentrate consuming livesteck:
Hogs
Poultry

Total

5
1

Wheat Farm
7.4
20.0
2.1

295

| . N
= [, X1

Livestock Farm

5.7
353
8.8

19.8
7.0
1.2

8.2

3. Bascd on beginniag inventery, which was Jan. ] of each year. An animal unit was
taken as: one work horsc, two other herscs, one bull, one cow, two heifers, two steces,
four calves, seven cwes, fourteen other sheep, three sows, five other hogs, one hundred

chickens or thirty-five wrkeys.



6 Sonthr Dakota Experiment Station Circular 33

Arimct ]

Wheat Forms 1 7_/?" T Lwestock Forms

_-"/u;////\\

932 23
S@URCE: Bused on appendix table 2.
Fig. 3. Animal Units per Farm by Kinds of Stock in North Central South Dakota, 1932-39

x5 39 42 33

The changes in the amount of livestock kept during the period
were fairly similar on both groups of farms but the reduction was
proportionally greater on the wheat farms (Fig. 3). The reduction
in roughage-consuming stock was accomplished primarily by
reducing the number of steers and young sheep. Some reduction
was made in the cow herd but more heifers were kept. The horse
numbers decreased on the wheat farms.

3. THE LIVESTOCK PARMS CAME CLOSER TO PAYING OUT THAN THE
wHEAT FARMs during this period of relatively low yields and prices.
Average expenses per farm were about the same in both cases but
gross receipts averaged around $258 more on the livestock farms,
even though government payments were $128 greater on wheat
farms (Appendix Table 3). Beth groups of families used about the
same amount for cash family living expcnses with the result that
more indebtedness was contracted on the wheat farms.

Which Will Pay Better in the Future,
Wheat or Livestock Production?

The answer will depend largely upon the yield and price of
wheat relative to other farm products, assuming that changes
which occur in costs and production are relatively similar.

The average operator’s labor income for the wheat and livestock
farms for the period 1932-39 is shown in Fig. 4, Case 1. Both groups
of farms lost money during this period of relatively low yields and
prices and, as stated above, the wheat farms lost more than the live-
stock farms.

Case 2 in Fig. 4 shows approximately what the average income
would have been during the period 1932-39 if the price of all crops,
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Fig. 4. Opcrator's Labor Inceme for Whcat and Livestock Farms in North Central South
Dakota, Assuming Various Yield and Pricc Relationships

livestock and livestock products had been approximately equal to
the long-time average (the “average” prices used are given in Ap-
pendix Table 5) and al} other things had remained the same as they
were during the period 193239. The livestock farms would have
returned a small amount over expenses but the wheat farms still
would have lost money.

Case 3 shows approximately what the income would have been
on the wheat and the livestock farms during the period 1932-39 if
the price of all goods produced on the farm had been equal to the
prices which prevailed during the period 1924.28, and all other
things had remained the same as they were during the period
1932-39. The livestock farms would have been more proftable.

Case 4 shows approximately what the income would have been
for the two groups of farms for the period 1932-39 if long-time
average yields had been obtained, and prices and costs, except those
that were directly affected by the higher yields, had remained the
same. It was assumed more livestock would be added to use the
additional feed. Under such conditions both types of farms probably
would have been about equally profitable.
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Case 5 indicates what the income would have been during the
period 1932-39 if the long-time average of both yields and prices
had been obtained for all crops, livestock and livestock products.
Wheat and livestock farms would have been about equally profit-
able.

Case 6 indicates what the relative income would have been if
average yields and 1924-28 prices had been obtained. Case 7 indi-
cates what the income would have been if 1924.28 yields had been
obtained and prices, costs, etc., had remained the same as they were
during the period 1932-39. Case § indicates the income that would
have been obtained if 1924-28 yiclds and average prices had pre-
vailed. Case 9 shows what the relative incomes would have been if
both yields and prices had been what they were during the period
1924-28. Apparently the wheat farms would have been a little more
profitable in all four cases.

If wheat continues to sell at a premium (bring more per
pound) relative to feed grains as it has done in the past the two
enterprises probably will be about equally profitable when long
time average yields and prices are obtained. When wheat yields are
low livestock production probably will be more profitable, but
wheat farmers probably will have a little advantage when high
yields are obtained and when high prices prevail providing ylclds
are average or better. These conclusions apply only in comparing
farms where the main enterprise is either wheat or livestock. Either
might be a profitable supplementary enterprise where it might not
not be a proftable main enterprise.

Wheat Prices Probably Won't be High
Compared to Other Products

This is indicated by the present relatively large world acreage
(excluding Soviet Russia and China), production and supply. In
the United States the price may tend to be depressed even more
since wheat exports have fallen off so greatly.

The world acreage and production has been steadily increasing
over a period of years (Fig. 5). The production in the major wheat
producing countries has increased some but a much greater
increase has taken place in the rest of the world.

The world supply of wheat followed somewhat the same trend
as acreage but fluctuated more due to variations in yield and carry-
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over (Fig. 6). From 1924 to 1933 the supply increased sharply, pri-
marily as a result of the increased acreage. The supply declined,
however, from 1934 to 1936 due to low yields and increased world
demand. Beginning n 1937 the amount of wheat on hand rose
sharply, as a result of the above-average yields on the large acreage,
culminating in the largest world supply on record in 1938-40.

World wheat prices varied inversely with world supplies
(Fig. 6). Buring the period 1924-33 prices declined with the in-
crease in world supply, the general slump in industrial activity and
commodity prices causing a sharper decline in prices after 1929.
World wheat prices moved upward from the spring of 1933 to the
summer of 1937, rcﬂcctmg the reduced production, general recov-
ery in commodity prices and currency depreciation, but declined
sharply again in 1938 largely as a result of the record world produc-
tion and weakness in demand. While the price remained low in
1939 it averaged higher than a year earlier, influenced by general
expectations of increased demand due to the war, and by the poor
crop prospects in the United States and Argentina. Reduced foreign
trade and large supplies in surplus producing countries held prices
at low levels in 1940.
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Fig. 6. Wheat: Warld Supply and Price, 1923-40.

As shown in Fig. 7 the United States supply and the price at
Miller, S. Dak.,’ fluctuated similarly but more than the world sup-
ply and price. The variations in acreage and yield probably were
the most important factors in the United States supply, but the
amount exported has also been a very important factor. The
amount of wheat produced in the United States is usually substan-
tially greater than the amount consumed and when the export mar-
ket 1s cut off a surplus accumulates which tends to force wheat
prices down except as they are supported by government programs.

When surplus wheat was available in the United States exports
were moderately large until the outbreak of the war in Europe,
when they decreased sharply, and indications are not favorable for
any great increase in exports in the near future except as effected
by government policy. If production continues to be at least nor-
mal the supplies may continue to increase in this country unless
larger quantities are used for feed, which probably will not hap-
pen to any great extent as long as the price of wheat remains high
relative to that of feed grains.

To the extent that the price of wheat approaches that of feed
grains the production of wheat will be relatively less profitable.

6. The pricc at Muller was used becausc it swvas the closest point to the arca where prices
werc available for a penod of years.



Shotwld Farmers Empbasize \Wheat or Livesiockin Norih Central S.D.? u

Budget calculations indicating the income expectancy of the wheat
and livestock farms discussed above show that if the price of wheat
is no higher (per pound) than that of other grains, livestock pro-
duction will be more profitable than wheat production regardless
of the yield of wheat or the general price level. This conclusion
appears sclf-evident when it is considered that fewer pounds of
feed are produced per acre of wheat than of feed grains.
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SOURCE: Price abtiined from ¥yrick, relbert C., Manuscript on Agriculiori] Prices in lland County, Sowh
Dakota, 18821940 {Being prepared.) Supply and Net Exports er Imperts, Agricultural Quilook Charis for
Wheat, Oct. 19410 * Preliminary;

Fig. 7. Wheat: United States Supply, Price, Net Exports or Imports, 1923-40
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Appendix of Tables

Table 1. Average Land Use of 10-Wheat and 10-Livestock Farms in North Central South
Dakota, 1932-39

 — —

Total Farm- Toual
Idle & Crop Natlve stead, land
Whett Qats Barley Rye Corn  Cane Le- Fallow Misc. Acre Hay. Pas- Rds. in Farm
gumes land  ture  Etc.
Wheat
Farms:
1932 357 3l 62 32 123 i 12 - & 628 74 1e 29 811
1933 369 41 59 18 106 5 21 § 622 81 13 3] 847
1934 287 34 34 32 40 16 i6 188 647 69 150 33 899
1935 325 56 75 30 80 20 7 37 I637 76 195 31 939
1936 349 65 58 35 83 1 4 02 — 657 94 148 31 922
1937 319 44 64 31 68 9 9 141 17 702 114 194 38 1,048
1938 316 hil 3] 4] 74 23 1139 37 702 66 137 48 953
1939 24] 3] 48 37 58 33 4 192 30 094 50 192 39 975
Total 2563 362 431 256 632 114 74739 98 5,289 624 1,231 280 7,424
Aerdige 321 15 54 32 79 14 9 95 12 661 78 154 35 928
Livestock
Farms:
1932 41 +4 88 37 105 10 35 5 1 368 126 310 38 845
1933 75 57 8] 20 1N 4 30 9 - 388 124 326 27 865
1934 50 51 75 25 48 26 25 95 - 395 96 487 26 1,007
1935 71 36 82 42 82 23 6 37 4 403 123 397 24 947
1936 92 45 70 53 81 12 37 13 2 405 94 426 22 947
1937 13 42 8l 51 73 23 20 91 23 517 135 440 39 1,131
1938 105 41 66 38 78 51 13128 36 556 94 421 38 1109
1939 105 46 6 38 54 87 19 93 28 536 128 431 43 1,138
Toral 652 382 609 305 632 236 185 47l 96 3,568 920 3.238 260 7,986
Averipe 82 48 76 38 79 29 23 59 12 446 15 105 35 998
Wheat average decreased on the wheat farms and increasce on the livesinck farms, Both the wheat and lives

stock farms had an incresed amaune of cubivated lind devoted to the production of fced creps. Buth groups
also had more huylind and pastare in 1939 than in 1932, The farms show raibcr a4 macked incecase in sicres
operated over the cight year peciod.

Table 2. Average Livestock Organization on 10-Whcat and 1€:-Livestock Farms in North
Central South Dakota, 1932-39%

- - — —
Milk ®ther @ther ®ther
Hurses Cows Cows Heil's Stecrs Calves Bulls Ewes Sheep Rums Sows Hegs Chicks Tucks

Wheat Farms

1932 10 8 6 3 12 4 I 8 1 13 39 160 17
1933 10 9 6 18 6 1 14 2 8 49 191 24
1934 10 9 8 1 18 7 | 12 G - S 10 [1E] 9
1935 9 6 4 4 6 - il - 4 5 7l 12
1936 7 8 4 2 5 4 1 11 6 -_ ) 1 68 16
1937 7 8 3 6 - 9 16 - - 5 3 87 13
1938 5 7 b 7 ) 6 1 17 - - 6 5 75 8
1939 6 8 3 6 1 8 1 23 - 1 6 1 100 8
Total 64 63 35 2759 50 6 il2 15 52 133 866 107
Average 8 8 4 3 8 6 1 14 | 6 17 108 13
Animal Unirs 75 80 4.0 15 460 L5 L0 20 1 20 3.5 1.1 A
Livestock Farms
1932 ¢ 20 1 23 . i 63 21 17 50 120 9
1933 i 7 18 o 26 L] I 57 30 I 15 54 139 6
1934 6 7 2 5 23 7 I 57 12 I 8 13 109 10
1935 6 G 19 2 5 9 I 47 7 H 4 3 80 3
1936 7 7 16 2 6 16 I 56 A ¥ 8 19 88 4
1937 6 7 16 6 - 9 i 59 1 3 6 S 76 4
1938 6 7 14 6 2 13 - 43 9 | 6 12 88 7
1939 7 7 14 8 1 14 ) 7 1+ 2 9 7 101 5
Total 52 54 138 38 89 76 8 428 102 14 73 163 831 43
Awerage 7 7 17 S 11 9 1 54 13 i 9 20 104 5
60 7.0 1706 25 55 23 1.8 77 9 - 52 30 40 1.1 Al

Animal Units
e —

7 Beginning Inventory



Table 3. Financial Summary of Ten Wheat and Ten Livestock Famms in North Central South Dakata, 1932.1939

= — —

\Wheat Farins
[}

Livestock Farms

1932 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 8.yr. Av, 1932 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 8-yr.Av.
Redcipis:
Dul. Dol. ®ol. Del. Dol Dal. Dol Dul. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Deol. Dol. Dol. Dol
Ciops 809 537 146 745 192 209 548 204 424 209 133 65 29 120 49 1l 62 123
Lisestock 553 795 772 316 876 733 710 850 700 1,040 1,538 1,043 754 1,745 872 1,261 1,460 1,220
Livestack products 177 236 163 169 302 23+ 223 254 220 24 294 326 368 433 385 349 386 345
Governnient payments _— = 652 696 886 547 401 641 478 — _ 316 406 558 552 428 531 350
Miscellanc-ous 182 23 124 U5 a7 156 223 274164 41 106 154 145 252 222 285 W8 207
Labor off Farm 188 33 249 270 252 152 190 114181 75 7589 237 23 063155 139 109
Tauwl reccipts 1909 1,624 2,106 2,311 2,725 2,031 2295 2337 2167 L1589 2,146 2.243 2,139 3,331 2243 2596 3,026 2.4l4
Moncy korrowed 638 7 632 364 270 60 42 355 296 463 = — 51— 3 — 19 120
Tewl cash reccipts 2547 1,631 2738 2675 2995 2,091 2337 2,602 2463 2052 2,i46 2,243 2290 3331 2567 2,596 3045 2,534
Expcnses:
Livestock purchases & cxp. 38 58 27 46 108 68 93 82 65 77 93 52 116 142 16 173 254 132
Seed and feed purchased 210 158 643 748 252 374 187 179 344 171 226 40l 381 377 422 218 179 297
Twinc wml secd treatmeint 45 b [} 3] 2 8 58 31 23 36 6 L 33 3 16 75 63 29
Labor and custom work 408 64 18 308 (12 185 126 268 I1®6 277 79 54274 107 132 125 199 156
Tractor cxpensc 200 144 46 273 202 272 313 334 235 136 143 149 186 155 178 193 20 169
Aute (75%) & truck exp. 8l 7l 75 82 93 102 114 98 90 104 93 Il 1no 127 12 14l m 14
Repairs, bldg. & equip. 74 53 39 79 67 58 58 N7 64 68 06 45 93 68 64 83 71 70
Insurance 7 24 5 Lt 24 1y, 22 104 27 3 12 29 16 15 40 30 40 24
Interest 206 164 145 214 150 Lle 179 99 158 275 200 19l L4 88 55 L4 155 149
Taxes 133 108 83 125 102 13l 147 192 128 257 199 70 212 206 198 204 244 21
Cash rent 206 179 165 167 55 87 96 83 131 142 83 57 104 80 777 60 43 8l
Equipment purchased 89 30 4 73 437 100 78 174 129 54 42 53 76 282 87 174 620 174
Miscellancous o 6 18 9 13 4 32 37 15 5 § 20 21 20 13 37 29 18
Total capenses 1707 1067 1,406 2066 1617 1,527 1503 L7r8 1,395 1609 L.245 1,333 L1736 1670 1,540 L6040 2220 1,624
Payment on debis = = — = = = s, — — — 150 33 — 143 —_ 26 = p Lo
Teual cash cxpenses 1,707 1,067 1,406 2.166 1617 1,527 1,503 1,768 1595 1,609 (395 1366 1,736 L1814 1,540 1666 2,220 L6o#
Cash mailable for family living 840 56+ 1.332 509 1378 SG4 K34 9N KoK 443 751 K77 554 1517 1,027 930 825  8(6
= - - — - — P —r - - -
Change in imventoey -89l -1,076 -1,691 774 214 950 -I53 593 402 (LI4 LIS o4 AW 723 -L067  -ML 1,236 174
Intcrest on net woeth @3%:% 437 410 376 337 357 410 350 350 379 636 635 593 574 6l8 667 635 652 626
Unpaid family labor 270 276 240 240 210 300 240 240 25l 150 120 120 120 150 150 180 150 142
Opcrator's lubor incane 1,396 - 1,199 1,607 342 755 -1,196 49 571 460 1,920 969 507 460 LG5 -1, 18] 0 1240 -152
Farm products used in home 270 L + 198 289 241 136 247! 234 + t 177 224 211 228 221
Operator's labor curningss -1,126 953 =907 290 807 =213 -1.GMG 1,¥22 =927 211 463 697

+ This is the amount available for family living and not necesarily the amount sPent in any onc

the next yeue.

§ Rewrps to the farm operpror for his Jabor in addition 10 @ house 0 line in and fucl obtaincd from the farm.

t Not available.
% Average for yeirs ivaifable.

year. swhen JarGe ameunts were availuble, some might hise been carrics

¢ (T S AT GIIBAT 13 YIBISIAL T 1Y 1003 A\ 2Z1swgdia [ 5401640 ] FIROGS

¥4
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Points of Interest in Table 3

In 1933, a drouth and depression year, the total expenditures were only 64
percent of the 1932 level on the wheat farms and 77 percent on the livestock
farms. The total expenditures were greater in 1934 than in 1933 since consid-
erable seed and feed had to be purchased duc 1o the drouth.

Expenditures for repairs were at the low point in 1934, on both groups of
farms. The amount spent for repairs in 1935, on both groups of farms was
double the amount spent in 1934 which would seem to indicate that if farm-
iIng operations are to continue, thc cquipment and buildings will have to be
maintained on, at least, 2 minimum lewcl.

Relatively little equipment was purchased on either group of farms in the
poor years of 1933 and 1934. 1935 was a fairly good year and considerable
equipment was purchased in the spring of 1936.

The amount spent for labor and custom work was greatly reduced in 1933
and 1934 on both groups of farms. All the adjustments in farm operating costs
were made to enable the farms to survive the period of drouth and low prices,
Records are not available to show the adjustments which were made in family
living expenses on these farms, but it is known that considerable adjustment
was made in individual cases.

Table 4. Operatar's Labor Income for Wheat and Livestock Farms in North Central South
Dakota Assuming Various Yield and Price Relationships.

i
Assuming Wheat sclls at a premivm  Assuming Wheat is the same price

(morc per Ib.) over other grains pes lb. as other grains

i

o Wheat Farms Livestock Farms W. Farms L. Farms

Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol.

I Low (1932-39) yields and low (1932-39) prices =460* —152* =537 -169
2 Low (1932-39) yields and avcragel prices -109 243 210 219
3 Low (1932-39) viclds and high (1924-28) prices 613 1074 266 990
4 Avcrage— yields and lew (1932-39) prices 368 334 155 290
5 Avcragel yields and averaget prices 423 366 131 290
6 Avcragel yiclds and high (1924-28) prices 2,413 2,048 1,409 1,784
7 righ (1924-28) yietds andl low (1932-39) prices 700 338 673 331
8 Fugh (1924-28) yiclds and averaget prices 1,631 1,472 1,193 1,357
9 High (1924.28) yields and high (1924.28) prices 4,38t} 3,906 2,873 3,510
© These income figores ace those actwadly receivdd on ibe average bevween 1932.1939.

+  Arreved ot in couperation with farmers in the arca.
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Table 5. Standards Used for Calculating Budgets’
SECTI®N A. YIELD PER ACRE AND TRACTOR HOURS. SEED AN® TWINE REQUIRED PER ACRE.

Yicld per Acrc Tractor® Sccd Twinc? Threshing
C:npi Hours de__ Used CI\:lrgs _
W heat 1.8 % bu. 2 Ibs. .06
Oats 20 bu. 1.8 1.5 bu. 2 1bs. .03
Barley 16 bu. 1.8 1.0 bu. 2 lbs. .03
Corn Grain 14 bu. 26 4 bu.
Sorghum Fodder i 3.6 8 I:s.’ 1Y% 1bs.
Supplementary 1ay 1.5 d
Native Hay S5
Supplementary Pasturc 1.0 !
) Farmers in the area assisted in delermining these dae,
2 Tractor cost Fur Fael, vil :vd prcase is estimated 10 he 30 cons per howr.
2 Twine is figured a0 9 cents per Dound.
1 Sced for sorghum s estimaed (o be 4 ceinvts per pouid
¥ Sced for tame hay and pasturc is ¢stimited w he 63 cems per acre.
SECTION 8. ANNUAL FEED REQUIREMENTS PER HEAD OF LIVESTOCK
Livestock Grain Roughape NauPasture’
B Peunds Pounds Acrcs
Horscs 1.500 5,000 10
Milk Cows’ 1,000 6,000 10
Beef Cows S0 4,000 10
Y carlings 0 3,000 7.5
Calves (Dairy) 550 1,500 25
(Beef) 400 1,500 25
Bull 500 4,000 10
Ewes and ram 35 500 1.25
Lambs kept for replacement 0 500 1.25
Lambs (First summcr) 1] 1] 75
Sew and litter? 6,500 0 25
i 300 Supp.'
Laying hens—unit of 150 9,180
1,610 Supp.’
Baby Chicks (100) to 26 wecks 2,430
270 Supp.’
Turkcys—unit of 200 12,283
2,60t Supp.'
' One acre of tume pasiure is Rgured as cQnal 1o two acres of native pusare,
2 A 175 puend butterfat preduction per cow is s
3 It is assumed it 1,260 pounds of pork will be procduced her liner,
4 Figure supplement ae 3 cenes per petind
% Egg production is cstimated to be 18.5 dozen per hen.
= SECTLON C. |’KLCE @1 CROPS, LIVESTOCK, AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS,
CroPs & units Average Livestock and Products Avcrage
Tricc Pricc
Dollars K Dollars
Wheat, bu. 70 Turkcys, Ib. 14
Oats, bu. .28 Cull Cows, 100 Ibs. 3.00
Barley, bu. 43 Iong Yearlings, 100 1bs. 6.75
Corn, bu. S0 Calves, 100 1bs. 7.20
Native hay, ton 5.00 Old Ewes, per head 2.50
Tamc hay, ten 5.00 Feeder Lambs, 100 1bs. 6.65
Serghum fodder, ton 5.00 Iogs, 100 Ibs. 6.50
Sows, 100 Ibs. 5.00
Chickens, 1b. 11
Buteerfat, 1b. .22
Eggs, dez. .14
Wool, Ib. .24
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SECTION D. WEIGHTS AT WHICH LIVE- SECTION F. MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS
STOCK 1S MARKETED —

v - ltem Dollars
Livestack Weight ——— -
Pounds Taxes

Old cows T T 1.000 15 mills on livestock and

Long vearlings ’675 squipment investment

Feeder Lambs 65  Veterinary expensc

Pork per Litter 1,260 Haorses . S NG A )

Poultry, chickens . 5 Iogs, per 11mr o
Calves S .25
®therCattle ... BE:

- - — Shecep — .20

SECTI®ON E LIVESTOCK INVENTORY VALUES Lambs 10

l.:csmck N v;.;.:.: Turkeys, per 100 -1.50

Dollars Chickens, per 100 . ....1.50

Horse = o S | Dcath Lass

Cow, average ... 44 Cattle (ather than caIve\) SO |

Ycarling, 18 months 44 Ewes . 5%

Rull SR = 200 Chickens oo T 20%

Catf, 6 months .o —i e 20 Chicks ... i 20%5

Chickens, per w00 .. 50 Turkeys (0-8 \V'-ds‘-) -t 10%

Sow R L 15 (8-28 weeks, when sold) 8%

Ram - .. 40 Calf Crop 90%,

Ewc R 7 lLamb Crap 100%,

Conclusions

1. The production of wheat and livestock probably will be
about equally profitable on farms in North Central South Dakota
where operators are able to obtain “average” yields of wheat, pro-
viding the price of wheat is relatively high (brings more per
pound) compared with that of feed grains, as it has been in the
past. However, the present large wheat acreage and supply, both
in the United States and the world, probably will tend to hold the
price of wheat down relative to that of feed grains. Wheat prices
may be supported by the government loan program for a time but
will it be advisable to do this over a long period of time? If the
price of wheat is zo# above that of feed grains, livestock production
will be the more profitable regardless of wheat yields.

2. The production of wheat probably would be materially re-
duced if wheat prices and production were not supported by gov-
ernmental policies and programs.

3. The capital investment on the livestock farms is greater
than on the wheat farms and if operators are to be able to shift to the
production of livestock more credit may be required.
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