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ORGANIZATION OF MATERIAL

The following material is presenised with the thoughit of using it for two

feagons;

L. Dsvaloping inisrezf and a desirs in farmars to enroll in the Mimresoia
Vo-Ag Ccopsrative Fam Mznagementu Ssrvice.

2., Sugazestions on how to use the analysis after you have enrolled cooperators.
This is egpecially true of the matsrial from page 12 on “"How Important Is
The Oreopping Program?d

HOW TQ USE THE MATERTAL

Thare is no one best way to prssent the following material. The Following
are but suggestions.

fhe Iastructor must bDs sold on the value of the service and understand the
meny use8 of the analyeie if the following material is to be eoffectivs.

Wie understand that the following material is to be used at meevings on Ferm

Menagement.

¥o doubt some statistics as presented in the letter could be used to

svimalate interest in attending these meetings.

Here is
Mgeting

1.
2.
e

4‘

5.
6.

a breakdown into poesible meetings.

I | 7 '_
Chart on Income of 29 Cooperators "'ﬁ M i— M 2., W <’%k

Discusse Camese of variation — l} x%

Uge work unit shest and 1let each farmey figurs fw
may place the units on tha board dut don't uvsy nemes)
Present chart shewing the individusl that wag high on all Famrm
Management Fectorg and low on ail.

This could lead to further discussion of the 7 Farm Managemsnt Factors.
Hand out chart page 17 and have groups figure out Labor Earing.

You may give answer or wait until next meeting.
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Chart on page 6
Chart on pags 7
Chart on page 8
Chart on page 9
Chart on pege 10
Chart on page 11
How importané Is The Cropping System

¥R Thig could b3 one meeting if varieties ware also discussed.

Meewhing

1.
2.
Je
L,

ILi

Return For Feed Fed Tu Liwvsshock

Broductive Liveatock Units per 100 Acres

Size of Businese. 7Tou have already touchsd on this

You could go into feading efficlency or ccatinue with Power, Mechinaij.
Aquivmsnt and Building Expense per WYork Oail.



seeting IV
1. V¥here to Look For Trat $1.000.00

MOTIVATING THE FARMRER

The following letter was sent to farmers in a gertain commmity ve eanounce
a Tarm managemeni promotion meeting., The proczeding lesson materials sugzest wWays
of making farmers feei a need for keeping farm accounis and having these iecosds
analyzed.

Dear I'rlend:

Can you use an extra thousand dollars? Of course you can. Let me explain
way I asked such a foolish guestion.

One of our farm menazement coopveratore stated last summer that a farm tecc ...
could be worth a thousend dolliars a year %o the farmer who weuld carefully atu.t'}f
his anelysies report.

I had to think gbout his statement for severals wesks before fully reali: Mg
that this was more than a generous compliment for our program. I degsn to at (y
our reports and discovered that over a periocd of several years a good set of ruc™ .8
could be worth thoudands of dollars to a famm operator.

I am-€onvinced that most of our cooperators could have cuf thelr feed cyst

109, Lsuet year the averags of our thirty-nine coopserators fed 598 worth of fede
The average feed purchases was naarly $3q500('§t7/7? 5‘74
The 13 highest return fammers spent $U8 for fertilizer or mearly $300 uf

than the average. How much did they gain from the exfra expenditure? Did tuy meke
the most effective uss of the fertilizer purchamed? Kach farmer would have { dauer~
inine that for himself. Thege thirteen farmers got 11% better yields then t! aver-
age of the group. No doubt most of the fertili,er progrems could have tnsp ¥:le.
effective and more efficient. A

A 1littls reorganization can result in b.undradso\fdollars gors incomas. Aftew
cavefully studying hie farm analysis, ome cooperator dropped a small 1,7i:; flock
and used the pouliry houee to farrow more pigs. He dropped sey beans 1n jrvor of
more corn. These changes seemed logical for his particular farming seb-w. The
two changes aslone increaszed his proflits more than a thousard dollars is c.w year.

The account book and analyels report makes it possible for the opa:.tor %o
pin-point the wealmesses or the strong arsss in the busimness. Ths ope: i>r withoul
racords is shooting blind. He 48 likely $0 miss much more oftea than } 2 farmer
“who has records.

Sincerely,

Charlea Painter,
Vocational Agricult:se

sh
:? , 4 ’
) e Aondode proryimm ,
‘b L] /’é‘.-m,ge & e t f/ / A 7" J:l‘( . 4‘4/ﬁ:"4’



RANGE 1IN LABOR DARWINGS

Thig chart shows the difference in labor sarmings
among 39 eazat south central Mimnesota Voc—Ag {ooperstors
in 1936. The following pages will explain scme of the
reasonsg for these differences.
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$13,000 :
i
10,000 _
!
BQOOO-
6,000 _
1
%, 000,,,
[”
3
2.000_"
0 u_ 2.1 3 Itﬂ . 1 L.I—“J i _!. - L



The chart uslow shows a situation that happens quite frequently. The top 1line
ghows the averages of those whc wers in the high 1/ 5 in labor sarninga. The
bottom line shows the averages for the low 1f5 in labor earnings. In this par-

ticular ysar the high 1/5 was zbove average in all seven factors while the low 1/5
wag below average in all ssven facters

THatura  Pr. L. se WOTE PoWs, mat
Labor High from pro= wnits units eq., & bl
- Sarn= Crop refurm ductive per Vork per 8Xp. DOl
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Thia cocparator is well above the sverage of his group in aix of the seven
factors. He 1s slightly sbove averaze in high retuim crops end below average
in work unite per worker. Note pariticulavly his crop ylelds retura to productive
livestock and productive livestock per 100 acres

Return Pr. L.S. VWork Pow, , mach.
Labor High from proe—~ unite unite 8Q., & bldss
&arn- Crop return ductive per Work ver exp. per
ings vields ylsldas 1livesbtcel: 100 A. units ﬁorkgr work vnit
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¥Wes hie "ledor aarnlnga" above or teloW ﬁﬁaragpf Wou'd he be ln thE
upper 1/5 of his group?! The lower 1/5% ok
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We see that this farmer was in the upper 1/5 of the coopsrators in the farm
manazement association with a labor earnings of $7,278. ¥Xis high return fyom
livestock made it profitable to feed his crops to livaestock. His farm was alac
beavily stocked. Hig situation is a litile unusuasl in that "work units per
worker? ie low, yet his powsr machinery and huildings exprenes is below averagz.

Beturn Fr. L.S. Work Pow,, Dy

Labor Hign from pro~ units units eaq., & blagz
earn= Crop return ductive jo-By York per exp. per
ings yields Crops livestock 100 A, unids worker woric unii

' -

$8,000 130 75 124 50 740 300 je 3. 00
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Here ig a farm that was above average in four factors but below in three.
Note pariicularly these combinetions; (1) crep yields, return to livestack, and
productive liveetock per 100 acres (2) work units per worker and power, machinery
and building expanse per york unit.

Return Pr. L.S. Work Pow,, mach.
Labor Hlgh from pro= units units 6., & bldgs.
earn- Crop returm ductive per Work per exp. per
ings yields 0;013_3 livestock 100 A. units WOrker work unit
T _
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das the operator™® labor oarnings above o> Lalew avsrage? Would he be in
he Lizh group oT would he show a loges
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This thermomster chart actually tells quite a story. The farm showed a loss.
Crop yislds were so low that the raiing in high retumm crops meant ncthing. The
low return to livestock probably iIndigated a loss on the purchased feed that was
fed. Had the farm bsen hig,h in livestcck hisg :Zj:uation would likely have been

i /04/ :
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'T -~atum PT. LeS. ®OTK Pov. ,matn,
Lgbor High from pro-/ uniis units 8a,, & bldgs.
sarn- {rop raturn ductive per Work per exp. per
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4 8l tﬂ tion in total work units, work units per woxrk, and pcuer,
ing oxpenie skxd-bukléing----- per work unit. In fact, he would

t¢c beave ven Dalow averegy in ab least two of thuss fastors.
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This famer has an excellent report except that his volume ig smal .
80 acres end corcentrates on dairy and hogs.

iU~

He owns
He was above esvrege in fiv factoras.

Before turning toc the next pege try to estimate his total earilings.

Retura Pr. L. S. L8R """Pow., mach.
Laber High from pro~ wnits mwito eq., & vldazs.
earn~ Crop rsturn ductive par York per exp. per
imge  ylelde  crops livestock 100 A. uni t8 worker  work unit
T i
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As can be seen, this faymeris lebov sarnings sre farxr below average. WUWikh~-
oud volume it is impossible o have hign lebor earnings. In what directiicn
ehould this farmer aitempi o expand?

. — Beturn Pr. L.S. Work Pow., mach.
Labor High from pro- units units eq., & bldgs.
aarn=  QOrop return  ductive per Work per exp. perxr
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50 IHPORTAWT IS THE CROPPING PROGCRAMY

The greater the crop screagae ov a farm the more important the crops become,
Cropsfarms are becoming more rumsroug. Even for the livestock farmer the more
feed that is grown the lesg needs to Pe purchaged.

CROP YIELDS
Crop yielda consiitute sn imporxtaat factor in deierminirg farm profii on all
excepi low crop acreage specialized livestock farms. Yields are determined by many
conditions and practices. Use of commercial fertilizer is perhaps the ons accoxded
the most attention. Becauss of ites immortance such othor factors =g tillage, stand,
weed control, selecticn of ‘secd, timing of operation, harvesting, and nany eother
Factore are somevimes overlooked.

Waather conditions are oue ihing over which the operator has no control.

-HKere he can only try to adjust his oweration to the condition. The imporiance of
.Ccrop yislids cap be illustrated by comparison of two different yeare in a three Yyaear
farm cost atudy conducted by the Depariment of Agriculiural Beonomics, Univexrsity
ef dinnemota. The bar graph below showa the various averages cost3 and returns of

wooperators growing com for the ysars 1951 and 1952.

{ -
1951-=~average yleld 44,6 bu. per acre. 8ozt of crop $33.8¢. Value of crop
%€0.82, Pet Return $26.78.
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1952 average yield 68.6 bu. per acre. Cost of crop $35.41. Value of crop
%93.90. Het return $55.49.
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Wa ges ound important famm mansgement principio demonsirated hers. The return
aver cost Fluctuates much more than the grose return, While the Hotal velue of
the 44.6 bu. crop was two-thirds that of the 68.6 hu. crop the met retura from fhe

lover yield wes leoss than half that of %he 1952 yield. A Zﬂ ﬁ?fj&u_
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CAQICE OF CROPS

Ttorm is *wg" This hes deen an cft repeated atatement in the novih csatral
3

gtates. The tebie below deminsiraltes why. w‘—‘/
ields Cost Value Fe; Return (I)'L P
1951 1952 1951 1652 1951 1952 1 1952 V/4 7g 75,‘/7
Cora 446 63.6  33.84 36.41 60.62 91.50 £5,49°
Qass 8.5 45.3 31.77 32.45 39.27 34.45 7 50 2.e0
Rarley 26,3 28.5 27.33 35.17 32.30 3k.b4 L,97 73
Flax a. 13.7 27.66 30.70 31,62 52,79 3.96 2.09
Soyosans 4.3 19. 27.08 22,23 40.30 50.40 13.22 22.28

The ecomplieted thres~year study showed tha following for ths same crors. The
forna share of the auio, wagons, greln bins, cribs znd a few ather mige. items wers
omm.vtad from the c¢oet so vaturne per scre and per hour are scvuslly somewhat lower
shan shown,

Osts Bariey  Flax  Soy Beans  Coxm
Averaz: Tield 13 28 10.5 17.5 50 =
Lador return psr acre  ~3$1.%0 $1.07 $5.83 k.49 345,38 —
Resurn par hour -3 .34 $ .19 si.2u4 23,22 $ 7.17

B.0d values of crovs need it be conslidered =3 well as market value. The zraphs
palrw ~how the veturn in %otal digestable puirienis (7.D.¥.) and digestesble proiein
I for zowe comeon fesd crops. Toe figure to ﬁha right of each bar is tke spprozinate
1.D.¥, per hour of lakor. The complete bar ig T.D.Y. while the lined zsction ef
the dar le digestable proteilan.

Fued valne of Crops {From izbles in Minneecta Extension Pulletin 218)
with calenlsted yisld pex nour of lshor

7¢ 3/3(’ﬁ 369 /;‘/ P, DL per hour
5% Pngbales corn crop—-—-2510%--T.D.K., -2&9# Dig. Prcu 7’ / 77

LT cluiens | . 777 523 (649
[-—— 7436 zp fl,go “a Y74 é(ﬁ')

,;"’ Bamele oatg cmn”m‘—*llk#‘m‘?{' D.H. 1634 Dig. Pro.

i o mfoo e /{//;%:2:’;//’*272?(7“".

2004 1. LK. 296+ Diz. Pra.
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Feading Bfficispcey = Hog Prcducticn 1930

{Feed 4o produce 3100 porxk]
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L sasture 5 v o 015 .16 .18
Tend sueh 1220 2,73 13.55 12.30 16.55 16,33
Batita 53100 fesd 516¢. $217. $1ls. $152. #188.  $107.
Foed Cuets and Retusna From Fozs 1995
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L22ll graia
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11.61
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GwAL FERD COSTS "10.35

Pt . FOR $10C OF SEED $363, ez,

SEOTE

TRRER

TCIIVE LIYRSTOST UNITS PER_100 AGRES
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1 dotensity of i setock prodacticn that vill be nrefitable is dg

O op cocoe  (2) Rlnds cad zlreezse of crope thab ean or ounaod
o €3y facilities Y} kind of liveesoclk wad. {5) cpars-.or's efficlency aw
v=ooa0er prodecer.  Fhe livegtuck smberp.sisa ihat scarvcely veays faeed custs dle L —
Y o' ghle. The moze »arvily ehtocied = fave 1o in woprofl? vehlia livosginak, ths
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i foad 64 o o {fso $220 fux very S100 feed R4 3o o WA
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facmlng, The daixy Feixor with 20 gvovags zord cor expec’s no nore fhan § S0
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ite ar 930, a 320 szcre farn,

nlgn reiura depandinc on the marked sivveiicn. The zecd cabitle feeder should
- NI - )
averaze frow $1.,30 $2.50 per hour -nrd from $30. to L0, per scre for his iime,
“fficient hog Draﬁucevs have deen geliing aboui $j 00 mar icur and $60. per ascra
for their time. The small laying EIOU» gives o iow reinry per hour bvub a high
"e%f U per acre. S e yarcic :' TSia por =
LRTEITL AT acpe-nows an o col wary Tew pshly.,
SIZR OF FURTMNSS - V0K, UFiT8
T is n dorvyge Termt What is & ;=143 Farm? Yen thouspnds *cras oi non-
Savced fzmuing pooge wlabht dM copgldomed pmell. A foruy acre truck-gavden fara
vould be v.zy lerge. The gise of a farm business connot be determinsd dy the num~
s i e, She gvoss iucome or cepiial investmeni. Whsse are but indicasions
of gize. oy combining geres end liveetock into estilated work re q irement s we come
D with verk wnits. Tas work unit represeating the average accomplishment for a
L ney oporated ferms show tho cifference in size when compared of atras aod
Mgah 201 hd.
Horic Tnits Work Unitg Toval
Acres Crops Livesiocthk Woxk Tnits
Faim 4 320 159 39 198
Farp B 320 171 675 845
Yarn 0 18C 103 1309 a2
aym HAM ig o crop farm above averaze for the commmity wheu measniee in
“CPes,. Farml IBY ig the gume sige walle 808 is about average for the cosmunisy.
Wasn comgared as ve work unids PAY ig a emall farm while Both ®B% aad WG
are large with the 180 scre "C" farm baving move than 1 3/# {imes 28 mony work

Thess were three farmg included in the 1955 sssi

stuth central farm enalysis.

L 1i=a zmuss De lorge endcugc io zupport the operator aud hig faJily. It mal
Lige bave %o resive ipdebiednsss or provide csplial for expgensiocn Mia&mum ige
arould be considersd by anyone wio ogerates a farm. Ix the a:srano; detarninss

his averege lador saralngs 7

mgt ve $4,000 he musit detarmine whethar his busi-

||_:&-i
oan is davgs eanugh Yo provide that much income.
tae Fundred Tifvy scres of corn should give a lsbor return of 34,000 if the
cora would 301} for 51.00 %o $1.20 »e r hushal. A 2006 Lorty cow dairy hard on
Lz zcres sneuld glve a idvor ravumm of $3,000. Jfelow are some suggested minimumss
inair abie stopdard of living zad dobit retiremest Jn Aoubtiisriy Hlusesote.
come  Lavoz Keraings
Orop Yazaing--2{3 corn 160 %10.000 $ 3,500
walsy Pamping--325E 3. I,
] 500 31k 000 $ 3,500
400 212,000 $ 3,500
) BLf g 0OU L
/BYa =AY (above 345 ¥38,03% %éé;ig;_
asu "G" {ceove e SR
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YWORK UNITSY

The total “work units! for any cne farm is a measure of the size of that
farm business. A work unit used in this repord is the average accomplishmeant of
a farm worker im a ten hour day. The number of work units for each class of live~
stock and each acre of crop are presented in the Table below.

NUMBER OF WORK UNITS FOR EACH CLASS OF LIVESTOCK AND BACH ACRE OF CROP

Your farm Your
¥o. of Ko. 1bs.- Work
Item work units x Eead, Acre  -Units
Dairy end dual-purpose cows 10.0 per cow x -
Other dairy & du. pur. cattle 3.5 per an. units* x
Beef bdreeding herd 3.5 per an. units* x -
Fseder Cattle 25 per 100 1bs. x
Sheep - fam flock 1.5 per an. unit# x -
Hogs .2 per 100 1lbs. z -
Sheep~faedors «3 per loo lba. x C
Tazkeys .4 =% per 100 1bs. x -
Heng _ 20. OQper. 100 bens X -
Canning peas <5 per acre x -
Soybeans for grain -5 per acre x -
Small grain .5 per ecre x -
Sugar bhests 1.5 per acre X -
Sweet corn «'7 per acre x -
Cora Bueked .7 per acre x -
Corn shredded 1.5 per acre x -
Corn hogged 4 per acre x -
Corn silage 1.0 per acre x -
Corn fodder 1.0 per acre x -
Alfalfa hay .6 per acre z -
Soybean hay .8 per acre b4 -
Other hay crops &% per acre F -
TOTAL

*Apimal unit represante one dalry cow or dbull, two other dairy cattle, 1;3; beelf
cove or bull, 1 feeder steer or heifer, 3 1/3 other beaf cattle, 7 eheep, 4
lambe, 2% hogs, 5 pizs, 30 hens, or 1,100 pounds of turkey produced.

From the zbove table determine the number of work unite of Four farm.
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LABOR AND OPERATIONAL COST EFFICIENCY - WORK UNITS PER WORIER

Time is the most valuable commodity in any business cperation. Accomplish-
ment per worker is mainly dependent upon thrge things (1) the operator's ability
to plan the work aud carry out his plen according to schedule (2) the arrange=— .
nent of buildinges and fields and (3) the use of labor-saving equipment. Some
farmers work hard to accompligh 250 work units per worker. Others handle 400 work
unite with relative ease. Mechanigation is the most important factor in achieving
high work accomplishment. In order to take advantage of mechsnization, volume
nust be large.

LABOR AND OPERATIONAL COST EFFICIENCY -
OWIR, MACHINFRY UIPMENT BUILDING EXPENSE PER WORK UNIT

Operational or overhead costs are so closely related to work accomplighment
that they cannot be evaluated seperately. If a farmer goes from two row to four
row tillage equipment, he will either have time for more leisure ¢r more acres.
Because his costes went up with the purchase of a bigger tractor and 4-row equipment
he will probably be forced to increase his acreage of tillable crops

Just as the purchase of equipment calls for increased volume, and expanded dus~
iness calle for increased labor efficiency at a lower oPerational expense per work
unit,.

Work Units per Worker and Operational Cost
322 Parm Mgt. Ass'n. Farms 1954

Labor Farnings

Hizh Ave., Low
Labor Barnings $9,989  $3,89% ~$1,099
Work Unit per Worker 261 254 245
Power, Building, Bquip. $10.72

Coet per Work Unit

TOTAL OPERATIONAL COSTS (Power, Building Bquip. itemized)

Custom Work (hired) $559
Gas, 0il (farm share) 795
All equipment repair 315
Blectricity 1%
Interest and Depreciation 1930
TPOTAL 5
OPERATIONAL COST PER WORK UNIT (power, Bldg. Equip. itemized)
Powez 5.21
Crop Machinery 2169
Livestock Bguipment .69
Buildings 2.13
TOTAL $10.72
Power, Bullding snd Equipment? Expense is Justified if Work Accomplishment
can be Increased Sufficiently. Cost per Work Units
Operational Work Units Work Unit pexr worker
Operator A $2,369 - 285 $ 8,43 27%
Operator B $6,665 iz $ 4,72 565
“Operator C_ $9,583 - MG $10.13 225
Goerator D $6,658 688 $ 9.68 430

Operator E $2,913 216 $13.48 216



Operator! "A" has & rather smaell dusiness, 285 work units so he kept down
his expenges. Hie labor efficlency, 274 work units, vas about averaze, but his ¢
cost per work unit was kept well below the average. - His labor earnings vere about
average for the group even though the size of business was small, Oper-tor "B" had
e large operating cost $6,665, but he built up his volume of business to where
the actual cost per work unit was wery low (only $4.72), 'The utilization of powsr
and equipment was a&dso excellent -- the labor efficiency of 565 work units per
workor is epectacular. He has been high in labor earnings three successiver years.
Operator "C® algo bad a large business (948 work units) but his operating costs
vere too high, The coat of $9,583 did not give him a high labor efficisncy. Labor
efficiency was only 225 work units psr worker. Thig is far below the average for
the group. His lshor esarnings were a minus $1100. Operator "D" had a high opera=
tional coots but his coet per work unit was still belovw average while higs work acCam=
plichment was more than 504 above the average. His lsbor earnings were considerably
above average. Operator "E! basn't enough tusiness. Even with low total operational
coste his cost per work unit ie high. His work accomplisligent is also low, He
haes barely broken even on his operation,

% TO JOOK 1.0

. A 1954 Cooperator produced 52 acres of corn. His yleld was 83 bu. per acre.
He grew 32 acres oats at 53 bu. psr acre end 28 acres of soy besns at 28.5 dbu, per
acrs. He had 33 acres of pasture and hay. His feed purchases were $23,491, of
which more theam balf was spent for corn. He bad s 250 hen laying flack. KEogs and
broiler turkeys were the main livestock enterprises. He produced 118 thousand pounds
of por His feed convergion was wnusually good but he fed 78# of commercial feed
per 100# of pork produced.

This cooperator meds some changes the following year. He had %o buy cern.
He sold moybeans for much less than the value of the corn that could have been grown
on those 28 scres. The following year he gugw 92,2 acres of corn for grain and 74
acres of corn silage.  His corn yield was 74 bu. per acre. Compared to the top soy-
bean yiolds in the commmity 28 acres of shifted soybeans to corn groesed more than
$1,000 additional income with gomewhat greater expense. ° / . / sl
5 81 et i
The layinf) flock was dropped and the pouliry house waa t{sed for farrowing. /
The ed4ditlonal’hoza produced, netted more ibcome with less labor. The amount of
commercial feed par 100# pork produced declined the following year and also in 1956.
This wae of coursa a large operation, but the operator had reacksd a high dsgree
of officiency when he started Xeeping the Minnesota Farm Account Book.

One. coopsrator paid over $10. por hundred for commercial feed. He could have
rurchased hizgh quality protvein eupplement, minerals and trace mineralized salt
that would have averaged only half that cosi. Fe now hag a 30 cow herd. Even if
ths cows needed only 200# commercial feed each, the @iffersnce in the total feed
cost would be $300.

The deirymen below is provably going beyond the point of diminishing returns
in order to meke a high record. He is now finding it possible to reduce the emount
of concentrate without any noticeable decrease in production.
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Average of 10

Hig Fera Highest Butterfat (1956 study)
Yoarly batterfar per cow kol — 373%
Corn 3809¢ — 1601#
Small Pueds raing 11494 — 1069#
Commercial Feeds 397F — 550#
Logune Hay L1454 4133#
Othor Hay —— 984
Silage 10071# . 71964 1
ol g0 34 ol / 4 5725 i 373
TOTAL FEED COS? FER COW $191.05 /9 $151.22 sl
/¢1 ¥gie gt ¥

The average of 26 hog producers used s concentrate equivelent of HiIG# of
feed to produce 100# of pork. The nine highest rebura over fesd, used 408# tp
produce 100# pork. They sbowed a $1.28 lower feeding coat. With tho production
of 35,000# of pork the difference is $258,

The 13 high income farms of 3% farme spent w.fn:.ﬁamhm& The average
wag $652. The low income farms spsnt $437. The high group hal crop yields 11% above
the average while the low wag 10% under the aversge. Applied to 6? acres of corn faa
this would have meant spproximately 500 bushels more then average for the bigh gmup
end 460 bushels leme for the low group. The value of difference was 1 4/5 times I
the total difference in the fertiliger expsnditure. OF course, soms of the ferti~ - ’
ligzar went on othar crops. 4 3 ‘f‘]

The cooparajor ghonld stuly hiz =nelysie carefully to size up the genmeral .
fayn organization. He should look for leaks in coasts. Ke should also look for
failures to get the highest returns from his crops and livestock. The exsuples
2ivon here are but a few of the Heny to look for vhen someocme didn’'t get those exira
dollara.



