
FEEDER PIG PRODUCTI -N/ 
.r" 

e0d4 ruuJ Retwu,4, /,H 

the Mtuou," (j~ 



ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

County Extension Personnel Cooperating in this Study: 

County 
Dent 
Douglas 
Laclede 
Maries 
Oregon 
Texas 

L. C. Hunter, Larry jenkins 
james R. Parsley 
Karl L. Hartung 
RPy L. Hager 
Wm. B. Roddy, Ralph Schaller 
Doyle jones, Darel L. Baker 



CONTENTS 

Introduction .... .. ... . .... .. . .. .... . .. ... . . ......... .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . ......... . .. .. 4 

A Growing Business in Ozarks .. . . .. . . . . . ... ... . . ... . .. . ... .. . .. . .... ... . .... . .. 4 

Special Record System for the Study . ....... .. . .. . . . .. ... .......... .. .. . . . .... .. . . 4 

Marketing Conditions During the Study Period .... . . . . . ... . .... . ... . . . . .. ... .... .. 5 

How the Costs and Returns Were Measured . ... ........... . . . .. . .. . .. ... . . .. . . .. . .. ... 7 

Measures of Income and Efficiency . . .. . .... .. . .. . . . ... . . . .... .. . .. . . . ... . . .. . . . .. 7 

Other Measurements Used . . . .. ... . .. . ... .. . .. . .. .. .. ... . .... . . . .. . . ... . .. . . . .. . . 7 

Description of Area and Farms in Study ... .. .. ........... . ......... . . . . . ...... . ...... 8 

Three Types of Businesses Predominate ... .. ... . . . .... . . . . . . ... .. ...... .. ......... . 8 

Averaged 37.6 Litters per Farm ... ... . . ... .. . .... .... . . ....... . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .... 10 

Two-Litter System Most Common ... .. . . ... .. . .. . . ... .. . . . ... ..... . ..... .... . ... 10 

Farrowing Facilities ... .. . . ... . .. ... . . . .... ... . . .. ...... .. . . . .. . . .... ..... . . .. . 10 

Costs and Returns in Feeder Pig Production . . . .. _ . .. . ....... .. .... . ... . .... . ...... .. .. 11 

Cost Range $79 to $149 per Litter ... . ... . . . . . .. . . . .. . . .. .. .. .... .. ... . .. .. . . ... . . 12 

Gross Income per Litter About $120 . . ........ .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . . .. .... .. ... .. ... . 12 

Net Income per Litter Measurements ... ... . .. . .. . .. . .. . ....... . . ... .. . . .. . .. . . ... 12' 

Composition of Production Costs .. . .... .. ....... . ..... .. .. . . ..... .. .......... . . 12 

Comparison of Size of Enterprise to Costs and Returns ... . ... . . . . ... . . .. ............ 14 

Two-Year Cost and Income Summary .. ... .. .. . . . ...... . ..... . . .. . .. .... ... . ... . . 17 

Production Efficiency on the Farms .. .. . . ... ... . ...... .. .. . ... . ... ... ... .. . .. .. .. . .. . 18 

Capital Investments in the Feeder-Pig Enterprise .. . . . . ........ .. ...... ..... . . . . . .. 19 

Differences Between High, Medium, and Low Income Producers . . . . ... . . . .. . ... . . . . 20 

Costs and Returns by Type of Farm . .. . ... .. .. . ... .. . .. . ... . ... ... ... .. . . .. . . . . . 22 

Influence of Pigs Raised per Litter . .. ... . ... .. . .... .. . . .. .. . . . . .... . . . . . . .. ...... 24 

Influence of Feed Efficiency ....... . .... . .... . . . .... .. . . . ...... .... . ......... .. . 25 

Summary ... . . . .... . . . ... . . .... ... ........ .... . .. . . .. . .. . . . .. .... . ... . . . .. . . . ... ... 26 

3 



Feeder Pig 

Production 

By 
Fred E. Justus, Jr., and Gerald G. Giesler 

A Growing Business in Ozarks 

Feeder-pig production is a rapidly expanding 
enterprise in the Missouri Ozarks. A number of fac
tors are responsible for this expansion. Feeder pigs 
require a relatively small amount of capital for build
ings and equipment and a farmer can establish the 
enterprise on his farm rather easily and in a short 
period of time. They fit well with a number of other 
livestock enterprises. 

Feeder-pig production is especially adaptable to 
South-Central Missouri because of the area's favor
able climate, its rolling land which can be best uti
lized as pasture, its closeness to the Corn Belt with 
its large hog feeding operations, and the need on 
many farms to have an enterprise which will utilize 
available labor and provide a sufficient volume of 
business. 

Livestock Extension personnel estimate that 
around 750,000 feeder pigs are produced annually in 
Missouri, although there is considerable variation 
from year to year. The major feeder-pig producing 
area is the 25-county area identified in Figure 1. Be
tween January, 1960, and October, 1963, farmers in 
these counties proQ.uced 77.5 percent of the feeder 
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_ 25 County South Central. 
Missouri Area 

~ Counties in Study 

Fig. l-Location of the Major Feeder-Pig Producing 
Areas in Missouri and the Counties Involved in 
Feeder Pig Study. 

pigs sold by Missouri farmers to farmers of other 
states. 1 

Extension Service personnel have been working 
closely with many feeder-pig producers in the area. 
Their efforts have been hampered by the lack of 
economic data on feeder-pig production and they 
have felt the need for a comprehensive study of the 
costs and returns of producing feeder pigs. The two
year study reported in this bulletin was initiated to 
fill this need. 

Special Record System for the Study 

Members of the Department of Agricultural 
Economics staff at the University assisted the Uni
versity Extension Service personnel of the area in 
making the study. A detailed enterprise record system 
was developed in the Department of Agricultural 
Economics. Then Extension Service personnel in six 
counties obtained the cooperation of feeder-pig pro
ducers in keeping the records, and supervised the 

1 Missouri State Veterinarian's Office, Unpublished data collected by personnel 
of the Department of Agricultural Economics, Univetsiry of Missouri. 



record keeping. 2 The records were summarized and 
analyzed in the Department of Agricultural Eco
nomics. Each cooperating farmer received a copy of 
the summary of his own record as soon as it was 
summarized. 

Records were kept for two 12-month periods
August 1, 1962, to July 31, 1963, and August 1, 1963, 
to July 31, 1964. Results of the 1962-1963 period 
were summarized in an early publication. :l Detailed 
records of 45 feeder-pig producers were collected for 
the 1962-63 period and 35 records were collected for 
the 1963-1964 period. This report, however, includes 
data on only 38 enterprises the first year and 25 the 
second year. The remaining records were omitted 
from the analysis, either because of inadequacies in 
the data or because the specific farm situations were 
too unusual to be included with the other farms . 
Of the 25 farmers included in the 1963-64 analysis, 
only one was a new cooperator; thus, data on a total 
of 39 cooperations are involved in this report. 

Certain comparisons in this report involve only 
those 24 farms on which records were available for 
both years. Limiting the analysis to these 24 farms 
provides a better comparison of some relationships 
between the two years. Steps had been taken to keep 
as many as possible of the original cooperators in 
the study both years. 

One objective of the study was to obtain records 
on enterprises of the varying sizes representative of 
those existing in South-Central Missouri. Care was 
exercised to select cooperators whose types of opera
tions and production practices were typical of the 
area. 

Marketing Conditions During the Study Period 

Net returns from producing feeder pigs are 
greatly affected by the price received for the pigs 
when sold. The pigs are purchased by other farmers 
who expect to make a profit from feeding them to 

2 Agents in Dent, Douglas, Laclede, Maries, Oregon, and Texas counties were 
involved in the study. A few of the cooperating farmers resided in counties 
adjacent to the listed counties. 

3 Cost of Producing Feeder Pigs in South· Central Missouri, Missouri Agricultural 
Experiment Station Special Report 44, OCtober, 1964. 
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slaughter weights. Therefore, the price of feeder pigs 
is strongly influenced by the price of slaughter hogs 
at the time of the feeder-pig sale and the price of 
slaughter hogs that buyers anticipate for the date 
when the feeder pigs are expected to be ready for 
market as slaughter hogs. Because of the cyclical 
nature of hog production (and hog prices), uncer
tainty is created in the minds of feeder-pig buyers 
about slaughter hog prices two to four months in 
the future. This leads to considerable variation in 
the price farmers receive for feeder pigs of given 
weights over time and even between sales held with
in a very short period of time. 

Most of the pigs produced on the farms in the 
study were sold either through cooperative feeder
pig sales or livestock auctions. Some farmers, how
ever, sold pigs to truckers or other farmers. 

The average price received by the farmers in 
the study per hundredweight of live pig was $24.71 
during the 1962-63 period. The range in average price 
per hundredweight received by individual farmers 
was from $19.52 to $29.92, with the variation in the 
sale weight of pigs and method and time of sale be
ing responsible for much of this price range. Price
wise, the 1962-63 time period was considered rela
tively favorable for feeder-pig producers. The prices 
received for feeder pigs in 1963-64 were lower. They 
were down considerably during the fall of 1963. The 
average price received was $22.98, with a range of 
$19.18 to $28.3l. 

As stated earlier, the time of sale affects the 
price received for the feeder pigs. Figure 2 shows the 
average price received per head for pigs in four dif
ferent weight classes at the Dent County Coopera
tive Feeder-Pig Sales held immediately preceding, 
during and immediately following the study period. 4 

One sale was held in each month listed at the bot
tom of the graph. 

4 Data of feeder· pig prices received at Dent County Cooperative Feeder·Pig 
Sales provided by Universiry Extension Service personnel in Dent Counry. 



Fig. 2-Average Price per Head Received by Far mel'$ for Feeder Pigs in Given Weight Classes at 
Dent County Cooperative Feeder Pig Sales Held Around the Time of the Study. 
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How the Costs and Returns 
Were Measured 

Results of each year of the study are kept sepa
rate to permit the study of differences between the 
two years. Averages can hide important character
istics, therefore, for the general analysis of the entire 
group of feeder-pig producers, the ranges in various 
cost and income items are presented. The purpose of 
presenting ranges is to give the reader a picture of 
the variation in the items between the individual 
farms . 

Sometimes unusual circumstances cause a spe
cific cost item to be extremely high or low. It was 
felt that a more adequate idea of normal costs and 
returns could be obtained if these extremes were 
omitted from the range. This must be done on a 
systematic basis; therefore, a range was chosen rep
resenting the high and low figures for the middle 
two-thirds of the farms for each specific item. In other 

words, the range includes the middle 26 farms in 
1962-63 for the specific item (the high six and low 
six farms were omitted) . The range includes the 
middle 17 farms in 1963-64. As the range is deter
mined separately for each item, and the same farmers 
are not necessarily omitted from all the different 
items, the sum of the individual low or high cost 
and return items will not add up to the total cost 
and returns. 

Measures of Income and Efficiency 

Two different measures of net income are pre
sented: (1) net returns to labor and management, 
and (2) net returns to management. The first mea
sure is the income remaining after all costs except 
labor and management are charged. Net returns to 
management is that income remaining after all costs 
except management are charged. In determining this 
measure labor is charged at $1.00 per houf'. 

Though net returns to management more nearly 
shows true profit from the feeder-pig enterprise, net 
returns to labor and management is emphasized in this 
publication because it more clearly indicates the in
come to the farmers involved for their efforts-their 
labor and management. Large variations occurred 
in labor used on these enterprises because of differ-
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ences in methods of handling the hogs, in equip
ment used. in distance to pasture, and in amounts of 
"attention" and care given. Considering these varia
tions and possible differences in the accuracy of the 
labor data, net returns to labor and management is 
preferred by the researchers. 

One measure of over-all enterprise efficiency is 
stressed in this study-returns per $100 charged for 
hnd, labor, and capital. It shows the relationship 
between total gross income and total costs of pro
duction (including labor at $1.00 per hour). If this 
figure is under $100, not all inputs used in the busi
ness have been rewarded as they should have been. 

Other Measurements Used 

Total Weight of Pork Produced-the total pounds 
of live weight of swine actually produced on the farm 
during the record year. The amount of pork pro
duced was determined by adding together the weight 
of hogs (pigs and breeding stock and other hogs) 
sold, weight of hogs in ending inventory and weight 
of hogs used by the family. From this total was sub
tracted the sum of the weight of hogs purchased and 
weight of hogs in the beginning inventory. 

Gross Receipts-the total cash receipts for hogs sold 
before marketing charges (commission, transporta
tion, etc.) were deducted. 

Farmer's Receipts-the total cash receipts that the 
farmer actually received. Marketing charges were de
ducted. 

Total Gross Income-The total of farmer's receipts, 
any miscellaneous cash receipts, home use produce, 
and an adjustment for a difference in the value of 
hogs on the farm at the beginning and ending in
ventories. 

Average Number of Sows-the average number of 
sows and gilts on the farm during the record period. 
This measure was calculated by adding up the num
ber of sows and gilts listed in each of the monthly 
inventories and then dividing by 12. Some adjust
ments were made in case of young gilts. 



Percent of Farrowing Potential-the relationship 
between the number of litters of pigs farrowed on a 
farm and the number of litters which could have 
been farrowed in a year with the sows and gilts the 
farmer had (assuming 2 litters per year per sow). 

Percent of Farrowed Pigs Raised-the number of 
feeder pigs raised divided by the number of pigs far-

Description of Area and 

Farms in Study 

Farming in the Ozarks is characterized by low in
come and part-time farms . In 1959, only 45.8 percent 
of the farms in the six counties studied were classified 
as commercial farms by the United States Bureau of 
the Census ; the remaining 54.2 percent were classi
fied as part-time or part-retirement farms.5 Moreover, 
only 435 of the 4,339 farmers classified as commer
cial farmers in these counties sold $10,000 or more 
of agricultural products in 1959. The predominant 
types of farming and sizes of farm businesses are de
termined to a large extent by the productivity of the 
land and available labor. The following is a brief 
discussion of these resources in the area and on the 
farms studied. 

The soils of the Ozarks are generally stony and 
unproductive, and the topography varies from steep 
slopes occurring near large streams to broad, rolling 
upland plateaus.6 As a result of these conditions, a 
very extensive type of land use prevails in the area. 
Pasture and woods comprised 84.9 percent of the 
land on the farms in this study. Only 10 of the 39 
farmers produced corn, and only 4.3 percent of the 
total farm land was devoted to corn and other grain 
crops. 

, United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census. United StaW Cm
JUS of Agriculture, 1959, Vol. I. 

e H. H . Krusekopf, Major Soil AreaJ of MiJJouri, University of Missouri, Agri· 
cultUral Experiment Station Bulletin 785, Columbia, Missouri, May 1962. 
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rowed times 100. This is a measure of death loss of 
farrowed pigs. 

Gross Returns Per $100 Feed Fed-a very useful 
livestock efficiency measure. It represents the rela
tionship between gross income and value of feed 
used. It is not a feed efficiency measure per se-the 
figure shows over-all efficiency. Any figure over $100 
is what was left to pay for expenses other than feed . 

A major input of any farm enterprise is labor. 
The Ozark area has been characterized since Wodd 
War II by an out-migration of people between the 
ages of 20-39. Limited employment opportunities 
have been responsible for young people leaving the 
area. On many farms, however, there is still a sur
plus of labor in relation to the size of farm business. 
With the limited land resources on most farms, a 
major problem the farmer faces is to develop a type 
and size of business that will efficiently utilize the 
labor available. 

In the next section, labor use on the farms 
studied will be discussed in relation to the types of 
enterprises on these farms, but a simple comparison 
between the amount of labor available for use on 
these farms and a generally accepted average labor 

achievement rate revealed that on only 20 of the 39 
farms studied was labor fully utilized. On 11 farms 
there were more than 100 days of surplus labor, even 
considering only averaKe labor productivity. 

Three Types of Businesses Predominate 

All farmers in this study had livestock as their 
main source of farm income. The major livestock 
enterprises were feeder pigs, beef cattle, and dairy 
cattle. The farm businesses can be classified into three 
basic types, representing typical combinations of 
these livestock enterprises: (1) predominantly feeder
pig operations, (2) dairy-feeder pig operations, and 



(3) beef-feeder pig operations. Eleven producers had 
feeder pigs as their main enterprise, 13 had dairy
feeder pig operations and 15 had beef-feeder pig op
erations. 

Feeder-Pigs as Major Enterprise 

Generally, the farmers who produced feeder pigs 
as the major or only enterprise had small farms. The 
largest farm in this group, exclusive of woods, was 
120 acres. Thus, it is evident that the land resource 
on these farms was severely limited. A majority of . 
the farmers were employed eight· months or more 
in nonfarm occupations. Only two of the 11 farmers 
who had feeder pigs as the predominant farm enter
prise were full-time farm operators. 

The feeder-pig enterprises on eight of these 
farms can be considered commercial sized enterprises, 
involving more than 20 litters of pigs. Four pro
ducers had enterprises of 50 litters or larger; one of 
these had 230 litters in 1963-64. There was virtually 
no other livestock on these farms other than feeder 
pigs to provide some products for use by the farm 
family. On only two of the farms was another live
stock enterprise large enough to provide a source of 
cash income. 

No grain crops were produced on these farms; 
thus, all grain fed to the feeder pigs had to be pur
chased. The only inputs provided by the farm were 
pasture and buildings. 

Combination Dairy-Feeder Pigs 
Feeder-pig production can be a profitable sup

plementary enterprise on dairy farms because the 
pigs can utilize waste milk and feed wasted by the 
cows. Also, labor requirements are such that the 
work loads of the feeder-pig and dairy enterprises 
can fit well together. Farmers in the area generally 
consider the feeder-pig enterprise secondary to the 
dairy herd because of the large capital investment in 
dairy facilities. Hence, the feeder-pig operation is fit 
to a farm plan centered around dairy production. 
This practice tends to place an upper limit on the 
size of the feeder-pig enterprise in relation to the 
size of the dairy enterprise. Two· of the farmers, 
however, produced more than 60 litters of feeder 
pIgS. 

Land and labor are resources for which enter
prises commonly compete. Competition between 
feeder pigs and dairy cows for resources is limited if 
the farmer maintains a supplementary relationship 
between the enterprises. On the 13 dairy-feeder pig 
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farms studied, land was not found to be a limiting 
factor because the farms were relatively large. Total 
acres on these farms ranged from 150 to 1,120. The 
quality of the land resource was typical of the area. 
Only two of the 13 farmers produced grain; thus, 
purchased grain was an important input. 

All but one of these farmers were full-time farm 
operators. The operations involved primarily only 
the operator and family labor; only two farms em
ployed a full-time hired man. A comparison of the 
labor supply and size of enterprises revealed that 
labor utilization on these farms was relatively effi
cient. On only three of the dairy-feeder pig opera
tions was there any appreciable surplus of labor. 

Combination Beef Feeder Pigs 
Fifteen farmers in this study had beef-feeder pig 

operations. Of these, 12 combined a beef cow herd 
enterprise with the feeder pigs and three had a com
bined beef cow herd, cattle fattening, and feeder-pig 
operation. 

On the dairy-feeder pig farms, the feeder-pig 
enterprise generally played a supplementary role; but 
on the beef-f~eder pig farms, the role played by feeder 
pigs was different. The beef enterprises were on these 
farms to utilize the large quantity of roughage, much 
of which was low-quality native grass. But a beef 
cow herd is an extensive type of enterprise in that 
it does not use much labor and, unless a large herd 
is involved, it does not provide a large net income. 
Feeder pigs perform the function of intensifying the 
farm business, using otherwise unused labor and pro
viding a larger volume of business than can be at
tained by beef alone. As the feeder-pig enterprise 
requires a relatively small amount of grain (com
pared with the production of slaughter hogs), it is 
well adapted to perform the intensifying function 
in this grain-deficit area. 

The beef-feeder pig farms ranged in size from 
80 to 850 acres, but nine of the 15 farms had be
tween 200 and 400 acres. The farms generally had 
large acreages but much of the land was in hay, pas
ture, and woods. It was somewhat surprising, how
ever, to find that more grain was produced on these 
farms than on farms of the other types. Eight farm
ers produced some grain, but only three produced 40 
acres or more. 

The beef cow herds on these farms must be con
sidered major enterprises; 11 of the 15 farmers had 
between 20 and 44 cows. The three cattle feeding 



operations involved 15, 66, and 85 head of cattle. 
The feeder-pig enterprises were also major enterprises 
on these farms, as is evident by the fact that 13 of 
the 15 enterprises involved 20 or more litters, with 
five enterprises having more than 40 litters. Thus, 
this type of business involved two major livestock 
enterprises. 

The competition for land on the farms studied 
was not severe because feeder pigs do not require 
large acreages; and, with the exception of three farms, 
the acreages available were large. Competition for 
labor on a few farms was rather severe while on 
other farms there was a large amount of unutilized 
labor. On seven farms, there was surplus labor; on 
four of these, there was more than 200 days of sur
plus labor. Seven of the 15 farmers were part-time 
farmers and on only 1 of the part-time operations 
was there any surplus labor (and not much on that 
one). Thus, it is evident that the part-time opera
tions were efficient in labor utilization. 

In a later section of this report, a comparison is 
presented of the costs and returns of producing feeder 
pigs in each of the three types of farm businesses. 

Averaged 37.6 Litters per Farm 
Records were kept on 1,429 litters in 1962-63. 

The feeder-pig enterprises on individual farms ranged 
from 5 to 210 litters, with an average of 37.6 per 
farm (38 farms) . The 1963-64 records on 24 farms 
included data on 997 litters, an average of 39.9 litters 
per farm. The range in size of enterprises was from 
six to 230 litters in 1963-64. 

As stated earlier, large-scale feeder-pig produc
tion is relatively new in the area. Of the 39 producers 
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studied, 33 produced feeder pigs .in 1961 and only 
21 produced feeder pigs in 1958. In terms of num
bers of litters, there were 790 litters produced in 1961 
on these farms and only 408 in 1958 (compared with 
the 1,429 in 1962-63). 

Two-Litter System Most Common 

The predominant system of feeder-pig produc
tion on the farms studied was the basic two-litter 
system. Farrowings were generally timed so the pigs 
would reach the desired sale weight at the time of 
the spring and fall feeder-pig sales. These producers 
emphasized the use of pasture in their operations. 
Thirty seven of the producers kept their sows on 
pasture during gestation, while only two kept them 
in confinement. Thirty-four of the 39 farmers kept 
their boars on pasture. The number of farmers keep
ing pigs on pasture was slightly lower. Twenty-nine 
put their pigs on pasture and the remaining 10 farm
ers used a confinement system. 

Thirty-three farmers purchased all the feed fed 
to their feeder-pigs; the rest purchased some feed 
other than protein supplement and minerals. Only 
three farmers indicated that they ground and mixed 
a major portion of the feed on the farm. 

Farrowing Facilities 

Thirty-three farmers had permanent farrowing 
facilities, although usually these were converted old 
barns or other sheds. Four of the remaining 6 farmers 
used portable facilities and two farrowed sows in 
the woods. Farrowing stalls or crates were used by 
27 ~armers, and 33 farmers used heat lamps at far
rowmg. 



Costs and Returns in 

Feeder Pig Production 
Physical inputs-outputs, costs, and returns were 

computed on the basis of data obtained in the de
tailed enterprise records. Specific methods and as-

sumptions used in the calculations are presented in 
the Appendix. Table 1 gives the averages and ranges 
for several efficiency measurements. 

Item 

Nwnber of Farms 

Gross Income per Litter 

Costs per Litter 
Fixed Costs: 

Machine and Equip
ment Ownership 
Buildings 
Pasture 
Interest on Hog 
Investment 

TOTAL 

Direct Costs: 
Machine Operation 
Feed (Concentrates) 
Hog Purchases 
Other: 

Vet. Expenses 
Taxes on Hogs 
Electricity 
Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

Total Production Costs 
(Excluding Labor) 

Labor Cost 

Total Production Costs 
(Including Labor) 

Net Income per Litter 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management 
Net Returns to Mgt. 

Returns per $100 
Charged for Land, 
Labor and Capital 

TABLE 1 - AVERAGE AND RANGE OF COSTS AND RETURNS 
PER LITTER ON FARMS STUDIED 

Average Range in Costs and Returns* 
1962-63 1963-64 1962-63 1963-64 

38 25 26 17 

$120.69 $119.27 $84.94 - $152.21 $88.97 - $155.65 

$ 5.09 $ 4.33 $ 1. 92 - $ 8.57 $ 2.19 - $ 5.62 
3.49 3.16 . 53 - 6.21 .97 - 5.02 
3.32 2.98 1. 30 - 5.57 1. 50 - 4.70 

2.95 3.01 1. 55 - 3.78 1. 98 - 4.26 

$ 14.85 $ 13.47 $8.18-$ 20.59 $9.07-$16.35 

$ 1. 88 $ 2.02 $ .74 - $ 3.06 $ . 81 - $ 3.15 
64.69 71. 85 43.29 - 85.45 55.80 - 100 . 23 
4.46 4.51 .00 - 8.57 .00 - 6.60 

5.60 6.12 .84 - 8.72 3.11 - 9.98 
.23 .24 .16 - .31 .20 - .32 
.76 . 56 . 24 - 1. 00 .28 - 1. 00 
.71 .32 .00 - 1. 04 .04 - .27 

$ 78.33 $ 85.62 $55.66 - $ 97.84 $65. 81 - $115.97 

$ 93.18 $ 99.09 $71. 59 - $118.83 $73.45 - $125.12 

$ 16.91 $ 15.59 $ 7.27 - $ 22.12 $ 5. 89 - $ 24.00 

$110.09 $114.68 $78.86 - $140.95 $79.34 - $149.12 

$ 27.51 $ 20.18 $16.06 - $ 39.80 $ 7.80 - $ 33.15 
$ 10.60 $ 4.59 -$ 3.87 - $ 28.29 -$16. 82 - $ 18.86 

$113.62 $106.37 $96.52 - $131. 62 $91. 57 - $117.94 

*The range represents the low and high cost and return items for the middle 26 farms in 1962-63 and 
middle 17 farms in 1963-64. As the range for each item is determined separately the same 26 and 17 farms are 
not necessarily in the range for all items. Thus, the swn of the individual lows and highs will not add up to the 
total highs and lows. 
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Cost Range $79 to $149 per Litter 

It cost the farmers in this study an average of 
$110.09 per litter in 1962-63 and $114.68 per litter 
in 1963-64 to produce feeder pigs (Table 1). The 
range in cost per litter was from $78.86 to $140.95 
the first year and $79.34 to $149.12 the second year. 

Total production costs per litter, excluding 
labor, averaged $93.18 in 1962-63 and $99.09 the 
next year. The ranges in production costs, excluding 
labor, for the two time periods were $71.59 to $118.83 
and $73.45 to $125.12. 

A large difference existed between the high cost 
and low cost producers in this study. Although some 
variation would always be expected, these data clear
ly point out that feeder-pig producers must study 
carefully the many parts of the production process 
if they are to hold production costs down to the 
level necessary for a profitable enterprise. 

Many factors influence the cost of production. 
Knowing what the important factors are and how to 
improve them is of prime importance. In the sec
tion on costs a number of factors will be discussed. 
Some of the factors can be changed readily, whereas 
others cannot. 

Total pounds of live pork produced per litter 
on these farms averaged 536 pounds in 1962-63 and 
569 pounds in 1963-64. On individual farms the 
weight per litter varied from 253 to 933 pounds the 
first year and 351 to 972 pounds the second year. 
Sale weight of pigs and number of pigs per litter 
are two major components which determine the total 
weight per litter. 7 The average sale weight per feeder 
pig sold was 59.8 and 58.2 pounds in the two years, 
with the range on individual farms being from 36 
to 101 pounds in 1962-63 and 40 to 78 pounds in 
1963-64. Number of pigs raised per litter averaged 
7.0 the first year and 7.8 the second year. The ranges 
on individual fa.rms were from 4.6 to 9.6 in 1962-63 
and 5.6 to 10.2 in 1963-64. 

Gross Income per Litter About $120 

Gross returns per litter averaged $120.69 in 
1962-63 and $119.27 in 1963-64. The ranges were 
$84.94 to $152.21 and $88.97 to $155.65 for the two 
years. The average gross returns per litter were about 
the same for the two years even though the price of 
feeder pigs was lower the second year. The improve-

1 Weight gains of breeding srock are also included in pounds of Ii ve pork pro
duced per litter. 
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ment in number of feeder pigs raised per litter offset 
the lower price. 

Net Income per Litter Measurements 

Net returns to labor and management aver
aged $27.51 per litter in 1962-63 with the range in 
net returns on individual farms being from $16.06 
to $39.80. Net returns declined· in 1963-64 to an 
average of $20.18 per litter, with a range of from 
$7.80 to $33 .15. The main reasons for the lower net 
returns were higher feed costs and lower feeder-pig 
prices. The price of concentrates increased during 
the second year. Combining this with more pigs 
raised per litter, which meant more feed per litter, 
resulted in higher feed costs per litter. Lower feeder
pig prices, on the other hand, kept the farmers from 
realizing higher gross returns from the improvement 
in production efficiency. Thus, net returns per litter 
declined. 

Net returns to management declined from an 
average of $10.60 per litter in 1962-63 to $4.59 in 
1963-64. The range in net returns to management 
was large both years. It was larger than the range 
in net returns to labor and management because of 
the large variation in labor costs per litter. Some 
producers did not have profitable enterprises, if their 
labor was worth $1.00 per hour. 

Returns per $100 charged for land, labor, 
and capital is the best measure of over-all enter
prise efficiency. , On the, average, the farmers received 
$113.62 in 1962-63 and $106.37 in 1963-64 for every 
$100 of cost (including labor) incurred in feeder-pig 
production. The ranges indicate that there was con
siderable variation in the over-all efficiency of the 
feeder-pig enterprises. Producers obtaining less than 
$100 in this measure did not break even, if their 
labor was worth $1.00 per hour. 

Composition of Production Costs 

A breakdown of the various costs per litter is 
presented in Table 1. Ranges in the individual items 
for both years are shown to permit study of the 
variation found on the farms. The costs are divided 
into two basic classes: (1) fixed costs and (2) direct 
costs. The direct costs are easily recognized by the 
producer as costs. The fixed costs are often over
looked by producers as they may not involve cash 
outlays during a given year and sometimes involve 
items used by more than one enterprise. Fixed costs 
often are not easy to determine, but producers must 



be aware of their importance. The fixed costs on the 
farms studied varied a great deal, depending primar
ily upon the buildings and equipment used, and the 
amount and kind of pasture. They are separated from 
direct costs in this report so that a far:mer using the 
results of this study in planning can apply his own 
fixed cost situation. 

Labor, Machinary, and Equipment About 20% 
ofeost 

Labor, machinery, and equipment together ac
count for the second largest cost in the production 
of feeder pigs. The average farmer in the study spent 
$16.91 per litter for labor and $6.97 for machinery 
and equipment in 1962-63. The averages were slightly 
lower in 1963-64 ($15.59 and $6.35) . The total of 
labor and machinery ~xpense both years amounted to 
approximately 20 percent of the entire cost of pro
ducing feeder pigs (Figure 3) . In both years, the 
labor cost was about 2.5 times as large as the ma
chinery cost. 

The ranges shown in Table 1 in labor and ma
chinery costs are large. Of particular importance is 
the range in labor costs from $7.27 to $22.12 per 
litter in 1962-63 and from $5.89 to $24.00 the fol
lowing year. 

Machinery and equipment costs were divided in
to two categories in this study: (1) operation costs 
and (2) ownership costs. Operation costs include 
charges for such items as fuel, lubricants, and repairs. 
Ownership costs include charges for depreciation, 
interest on investment, taxes, and insurance. The 
fixed ownership costs averaged about 70 percent of 
total machinery and equipment cost. However, this 
varied considerably, particularly on small enterprises. 

Buildings Only 3 % 
Building costs averaged $3.49 per litter in 1962-

63 and $3.16 in 1963-64. This amounted to only 
around 3 percent of the total cost of production, 
which is low because of the general lack of elaborate 
facilities. There was a large variation in per litter 
building costs, however. Among the factors respon
sible for this large variation were : Differences in 
number of litters, age and condition of buildings, 
elaborateness of set-ups, and variation in the build
ing value estimates of individual farmers. A few 
farmers had virtually no buildings for their feeder 
pigs. 

Pasture About $3 per Litter 
The cost of pasture averaged $3.32 per litter the 
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Fig. 3-Composition of Total Cost of Producing. 
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first year of the study ani:! $2.98 the second year. The 
ranges on individual farms for the two years were 
$1.30 to $5.57 and $1.50 to $4.70. Pasture costs in
cluded not only charges for open field pastures, but 
also for woods. The variation in cost can be attri-



buted to differences in value of land, amount and 
type of pasture, the number of litters, and other live
stock using the pasture (the method used to deter
mine the pasture cost is presented in the Appendix). 

Interest on Investment Less than 3% of Cost 
The average interest charges on the investment 

in hogs were $2.95 and $3.01 per litter for the two 
years. This amounted to only 2.6 and 2.7 percent of 
the total cost of production. Interest was charged 
on the average of the beginning and endings inven
tories of hogs. Consequently, the interest charge on 
an individual farm was affected by number of feeder 
pigs on the farm the dates inventories were taken. 
Feed A round 60% of Cost 

As expected, feed (concentrates) was the major 
cost item in the production of feeder pigs. The 
average farmer spent $64.69 per litter on feed (other 
than pasture) in 1962-63 and $71.85 per litter in 
1963-64. This amounted to 58.8 percent and 62.6 per
cent of the total cost of producing feeder pigs in the 
two years. Higher feed prices and more pigs raised 
per litter accounted for the higher feed costs the 
second year. As will be pointed out in more detail 
later, feed conversion (pounds of concentrate per 
100 pounds of pork produced) improved slightly in 
1963-64. Many factors influence feed costs on indi
vidual farms, but the wide variation on these farms 
points out clearly that considerable emphasis must 
be placed on holding down feed costs in productibn 
of feeder pigs. This is particularly important because 
of the high proportion of the total cost that feed re
presents. The cost of pasture and concentrates to
gether made up 61.8 percent of the total cost in 1962-
63 and 65.2 percent of total in 1963-64. 
Hog Purchases 

The producers in this study spent an average 
Of $4.46 per litter during the first study year and 

$4.51 per litter during the second year on hog pur
chases. On individual farms the purchases ranged 
from 0 to $8.57 per litter. Nearly all purchases were 
for replacement of breeding stock, thus the amount 
of herd replacement done in these specific years ac
counts for the variation. 

Marketing Costs $2.96 to $3.78 per Litter 
The average direct marketing cost was $2.96 per 

litter in 1962-63 and $3.78 per litter in 1963-64. As 
these costs are directly associated with the number of 
pigs (and other hogs) sold, farmers raising the larg
est number of pigs per litter also had the highest 
per litter marketing cost. Marketing costs also de
pended upon the market outlet. Producers who sold 
directly to individual farmers or truckers had no mar
keting cost (at least no formal charge), whereas, 
those selling through organized feeder-pig sales or 
auctions paid prescribed fees. Higher average mar
keting cost the second year was due to an increase 
in the average number of pigs raised per litter and 
a greater percentage of pigs sold through organized 
sales and auctions. 

Other Costs 
Veterinary expenses, inc! uding vaccination and 

medicinal costs, averaged $5.60 and $6.12 per litter 
for the two years. This amounted to slightly over 5 
percent of the total cost of production and varied 
considerably with the incidence of disease problems 
and the vaccination practices followed. Feeder pigs 
sold through organized sales were subject to a strict 
vaccination program, but producers selling directly 
to truckers or other farmers were not always required 
to vaccinate their pigs. 

The remaining cost items of taxes on hogs, 
electricity, and miscellaneous expenses averaged only 
1.5 percent of the total cost of production in 1962-
63 and 1 percent in 1963-64. 

Comparison of Size to Costs and Returns 
One of the major current trends in U.S. agri

culture is the increasing size of farm businesses. For 
farmers in the Ozark area this usually means inten
sifying livestock production rather than increasing 
crop production due to the nature of the land. 
Greater production efficiency is the primary reason 
usually stated for farmers increasing their size of 
business. One objective of this study, therefore, was 
to determine relationships between size of feeder-pig 
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enterprise and costs and returns. 
For this analysis the feeder-pig enterprises were 

divided into four size categories based on the number 
of litters farrowed. Tables 2 and 3 present the aver
age per litter costs and returns data by size of enter
prise. For clarity of text the results of each year are 
presented separately and followed by a summary 
which brings together the implications for both years. 



Costs Consistent at $100 per Litter 
Total production costs, excluding labor, averaged 

approximately the same per litter for enterprises in 
three of the four size groups. The averages of these 
groups were around $100 per litter. The one excep
tion was the 21-40 litter category which had an aver
age total production cost of only $80 per litter. 

Nearly all cost items were lower per litter in the 
21-40 litter group, but particularly lower were the 
fixed costs, feed costs, veterinary expenses, and hog 
purchases. Feed costs (concentrates and pasture) 
were more than $11 per litter lower, primarily be
cause pigs were sold at a lighter average weight than 
in the other groups. Some of the other reduced costs 

TABLE 2 - RELATIONSHIPS OF NUMBER OF LITTERS OF FEEDER PIGS 
AND PER LITTER COSTS AND RETURNS, 1962-63 

All Size Categories (Litters} 
Items Farms 5-20 21-40 41-60 

Number of Farms 38 12 13 6 

Returns per Litter 
Gross Receipts $114.43 $133 .19 $107.26 $122.02 
Marketing Charges 2.96 4.36 2.65 3.51 
Farmer's Receipts 111. 47 128.83 104.61 118.51 
Miscellaneous Receipts .59 .75 .37 .46 
Change in Hog Inventory 8.63 -5 .00 2.19 11.93 

TOTAL GROSS INCOME $120.69 $124.58 $107.17 $130.90 

Costs per Litter 
Fixed Costs: 

Machine and Equip-
ment Ownership* $ 5.09 $ 6.07 $ 4.06 $ 6.09 
Buildings* 3.49 4.83 2.37 4.02 
Pas tur e* 3.32 3.71 2.41 3.72 
Interest on Hog 
Investment 2.95 2.57 2.72 3.20 

TOTAL $ 14.85 $ 17.18 $ 11.56 $ 17.03 

Direct Costs: 
Machine Operation $ 1. 88 $ 2.13 $ 1. 62 $ 1. 85 
Feed (Concentrates) 64.69 67.91 58.26 67.15 
Hog Purchases 4.46 3.48 2.69 8.40 
Other: 

Vet. Expens es 5.60 6.18 4.39 6.56 
Taxes on Hogs .23 .22 .23 .24 
Electricity .76 .71 .73 .88 
Miscellaneous .71 .85 .62 .42 

TOTAL $ 78.33 $ 81. 48 $ 68.54 $ 85.50 

Total Production Costs 
(Excluding Labor) $ 93.18 $ 98.66 $ 80.10 $102.53 

Labor Cost $ 16.91 $ 24.50 $ 12.70 $ 22.20 

Total Production Costs 
(Including Labor) $110.09 $123.16 $ 92.80 $124.73 

Net Income .eer Litter 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management $ 27.51 $ 25.92 $ 27.07 $ 28.37 
Net Returns to Mgt. $ 10.60 $ 1.42 $ 14.37 $ 6.17 

Returns per $100 
Charged for Land, 
Labor and Capital $113.62 $104.84 $118.94 $110.42 

61-0ver 

7 

$112. 00 
2.52 

109.48 
.21 

20.69 

$130 . 38 

$ 4.45 
2.83 
3.98 

3.81 

$ 15.07 

$ 1. 96 
68. 99 

6. 07 

6.03 
.24 
.80 

1. 02 

$ 85.11 

$100.20 

$ 8.91 

$109.11 

$ 30.18 
$ 21.27 

$121. 54 

*Ownership costs include depreciation, interest on investment, taxes and insurance. These costs are for 
hog portion of investment only. 
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TABLE 3 - RELATIONSHIPS OF NUMBER OF LITTERS OF FEEDER PIGS 
TO PER LITTER COSTS AND RETURNS, 1963-64 

Items 

Number of Farms 

Returns per Litter 
Gross Receipts 
Marketing Charges 
Farmer's Receipts 
Miscellaneous Receipts 
Change in Hog Inventory 

TOTAL GROSS INCOME 

Costs per Litter 
Fixed Costs: 

Machine and Equip
ment Ownership 
Buildings 
Pasture 
Interest on Hog 
Investment 

TOTAL 

Direct Costs: 
Machine Operation 
Feed (Concentrates) 
Hog Purchases 
Other: 

Vet. Expenses 
Taxes on Hogs } 
Electricity 
Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

Total Production Costs 
(Excluding Labor) 

Labor Cost 

Total Production Costs 
(Including Labor) 

Net Income Data 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management 
Net Returns to Mgt. 

Returns per $100 
Charged for Land, 
Labor and Capital 

All 
Farms 

25 

$120.60 
3.78 

116.82 
.33 

2.12 

$119.27 

$ 4 . 33 
3.16 
2.98 

3.01 

$ 13.47 

$ 2.02 
71.85 

4.51 

6.19 

1. 05 

$ 85.62 

$ 99.09 

$ 15.59 

$114.68 

$ 20.18 
$ 4.59 

$106.37 

Size Categories (Litters} 
5-20 21-40 41-60 

8 10 2 

$118.80 $122.56 $112 . 07 
3.97 3.88 4.26 

114.83 118.68 107.81 
.37 .09 0 

1.95 -3.46 .12 

$117.15 $115.31 $107.93 

$ 4.44 $ 4.39 $ 7.09 
3.26 3.59 2. 11 
2.90 3.05 4.39 

2.52 3.32 3.08 

$ 13 . 12 $ 14.35 $ 16.67 

$ 2.28 $ 1. 88 $ 2.60 
71. 32 71.90 56.26 
4.40 3.79 

6.94 5.29 8.50 

.89 1.15 .86 

$ 85.83 $ 84.01 $ 68 . 22 

$ 98.95 $ 98.36 $ 84.89 

$ 19.96 $ 14.62 $ 19.49 

$118.91 $112.98 $104.38 

$ 18.20 $ 16.95 $ 23 . 04 
$ -1. 76 $ 2.33 $ 3.55 

$ 99.88 $105.04 $108.98 

61-Over 

5 

$127.21 
2.62 

124.59 
.80 

8.93 

$135.12 

$ 2.92 
2.54 
2.40 

3. 12 

$ 10.99 

$ 1. 64 
78.84 

7.91 

5.51 

1. 58 

$ 95.48 

$106.47 

$ 8.96 

$115.43 

$ 28.65 
$ 19.69 

$118.34 

were due to the method of operation. Of the three 
farmers in the entire study who sold all their pigs 
to individuals, two were in this size group; in addi
tion, four of the eight who sold some of their pigs 
to individuals were in this group. Consequently, 
these farmers had lower veterinary expenses (three 

farmers in this group didn't vaccinate), labor cost, 
and marketing cost. It should also be pointed out 
that while the average total production cost was $20 
per litter lower for this group, average gross income 
was also $17 to $23 lower than for the other groups. 

When labor costs were included in the total, 
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however, the cost per litter picture changed. Labor 
costs per litter declined as the size of the feeder-pig 
enterprise increased, to the extent that the labor cost 
per litter in the 61-litter and over class was less than 
40 percent of that in the 5 to 20 litter class. The 
average labor cost figures in Table 2 tend to hide 
this relationship, as two producers in the 41 to 60 
litter class had extremely high labor costs. These 
two producers spent an unusually large amount of 
time caring for their pigs due to individual circum
stances. In addition, labor costs were somewhat 
lower than expected in the 21 to 40 litter class be
cause of the factors mentioned above. 

While a few of the farmers with large enter
prises used extraordinary amounts of labor the gen
eral statement can also be made that there was more 
variability in hours of labor used per litter on the 
small enterprises than on the larger ones. 

The average net returns to labor and manage
ment per litter increased steadily as the size of feeder 
pig enterprise increased. The average net returns to 
labor and management increased from approximately 
$26 per litter for enterprises in the 5 to 20 litter 
class to $30 per litter in the 61 and over litter class. 
The higher gross returns per litter on the farms far
rowing more than 40 litters was largely responsible 
for the higher net returns on the larger enterprises. 

The variation in net returns to labor and manage
ment was considerably greater in the small size 
classes than in the larger ones. Both the farmers with 
the highest net returns per litter and the farmers 
with the lowest net returns per litter produced fewer 
than 21 litters in the record year. While this indi
cated that in some cases the small feeder-pig pro
ducer did compete with the large scale producer on 
a per litter basis the consistency of adequate net re
turns in enterprises above 40 litters was much greater. 

Net returns to management per litter increased 
much more with increasing size of business than did 
net returns to labor and management. The obvious 
reason was that less labor was used per litter on the 
larger enterprises. 

Costs, Except Labor, Vary Little with Size 
Total production costs, excluding labor, in 1963-

64 also av~raged approximately $100 per litter (slight
ly higher in the 61 and over class) in three of the four 
size groups. The producers in the 41-60 litter group 
were the farmers having lower production costs aver
aging $85 per litter. Little significance can be at-

17 

tached to the lower cost in the 41-60 litter group, 
however. There were only two producers in this 
size group, and an examination of their production 
relationships and cost structures revealed consider
able difference between the two producers. Of greater 
significance was the similarity between the average 
total production costs of the three size groups, parti
cularly since one of the three had considerably lower 
costs the previous year. 

Labor costs per litter declined as the size of 
feeder-pig enterprise increased. Farmers producing 
over 60 litters had an average labor cost per litter 
of approximately half that of farmers in the 5-20 
litter class. The high labor cost in the 41-60 class 
must be discounted, again because of only two pro
ducers in the class. One of these two had low labor 
costs and the other extremely high costs (because 
of circumstances not related to the size of business) . 

The average net return to labor and management 
per litter was lowest for the farmers in the 21-40 
litter size group. But, basically, net returns to labor 
and management increased with increasing size of 
enterprise. Net returns were only slightly higher on 
the farms in the 5-20 litter group than in the 21-40 
litter group. Net returns per litter were highest on 
the farms having 61 or more litters. $28.65 compared 
with the average of all operations of $20.18. As in 
the first year of the study, there was considerably 
more variation in net returns per litter among the 
farmers having small enterprises than among those 
having larger enterprises. 

The increase in net return to management with 
increasing enterprise size was even more pronounced. 
The more efficient labor use on the large operations 
accounts for the difference. After charging labor at 
$1.00 per hour the average net returns were very 
small in 1963-64 except for the operations of 61 or 
more litters, which had net returns to management 
of $19.69 per litter. In fact, the enterprises of 20 lit
ters or less had negative average return to manage
ment. 

Two-Year Cost and Income Summary 

Production costs (excluding labor) per litter 
averaged approximately the same both years for the 
various size groups over the entire range in size of 
enterprises studied. This is an important indication 
that these costs can be kept as low for small enter
prises as for large ones. However, the greater varia
tion in these costs between individual producers in 
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the small enterprise category means that the small 
producer must take extra precautions to keep costs 
down. 

A number of factors contributed to the higher 
net returns per litter on the larger operations but the 
major item was lower labor costs. The importance of 
this is illustrated in Figure 4. Two factors are of 
primary importance in the higher labor costs for the 
small enterprises. First, a certain number of jobs or 
parts of jobs involve approximately the same total 
amount of time for a small enterprise as a large one. 
In a sense, they are "fixed costs," thus, the more 

Dollars Per Litter 

litters of pigs involved, the lower the per unit cost. 
For example, getting set up to vaccinate, or traveling 
from the dwelling to the hog pasture requires basi
cally the same amount of time for 10 litters as 50. 
The second factor is that the competition for labor 
is greater on the larger operations; thus, the opera
tor finds ways of reducing the labor used by adopt
ing labor saving techniques and/ or giving less at
tention to the feeder-pig operation. If the farmer 
with the small enterprise is to compete with the 
large producer he must take steps to reduce the 
labor costs, assuming the labor supply is limited. 

Production Efficiency on the Forms 
Table 4 presents by size of enterprise, data on 

various farm business measures, including those of 
physical production efficiency. In reality, the mea
sures in this table pinpoint why the farmers in the 
various groups achieved the costs and returns in
dicated in the previous section. Moreover, the data 
in the first column (All Farms) indicate the general 
level of physical production efficiency achieved by 
the farmers studied. As these data can be readily 

understood by examination of the table a detailed 
discussion is omitted here. It is important, however, 
to recognize that the competitiveness of each farmer, 
each size of enterprise class, and the feeder-pig in
dustry in the area over the years (and consequently 
differing feeder-pig price levels) depends upon the 
physical production efficiency achieved. The mea
sures presented in Table 4 are the best indicators of 
that production efficiency. 
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TABLE 4 - RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN NUMBER OF LITTERS OF FEEDER PIGS 
AND VARIOUS FARM BUSINESS FACTORS 

All Size Categories (Litters} 
Items Farms 5-20 21-40 41-60 61-0ver 

1962-63 

Ph:ysical Production Data 
Avg. Number of Litters 37.6 13.0 28.8 48. O. 67.0 
Percent of Farrowing Potential 86.7 87.9 86.9 83.6 87.3 
Pigs Farrowed per Litter 8.6 8.9 8.5 8.0 8.8 
Pigs Raised per Litter 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.6 7.3 
Percent of Farrowed Pigs Raised 81. 2 79.0 82.7 80.2 82.9 
Avg. Weight of Feeder Pigs Sold 59.8 58.0 56.2 69.7 60.1 
Total Weight Produced per Litter 536 576 468 614 526 
Per Cwt. Price of Feeder Pigs $ 24.71 $ 23.87 $ 25.01 $ 23.96 $ 26.25 

Hours of Labor Used per Litter 17.2 24.5 12.9 20.7 9.3 

Feed Efficiency Data 
Lbs. of Concent. per 100# PORK 398 385 405 381 421 
Price per 100# CONCENTRATE $ 3.18 $ 3.27 $ 3.23 $ 2.94 $ 3.16 
Cost of Concent. per 100# PORK $ 12.42 $ 12.08 $ 12.92 $ 11.10 $ 13.18 
Gross Returns per $100 Feed Fed $176.35 $172 .09 $179.87 $180.96 $173 .16 

1963-64 

Ph:ysical Production Data 
Avg. Number of Litters 39.9 13.4 29.0 48.5 68.2* 
Percent of Farrowing Potential 90.8 94.1 88.5 96 . 8 87.7 
Pigs Farrowed per Litter 9.6 10.1 9.0 8.6 10.2 
Pigs Raised per Litter 7.8 8.0 7.4 7.2 8.4 
Percent of Farrowed Pigs Raised 81. 2 78.8 82.6 82.6 81. 9 
Avg. Weight of Feeder Pigs Sold 58.2 58. 6 54.2 69.7 60.7 
Total Weight Produced per Litter 569 560 585 528 571 
Per Cwt. Price of Feeder Pigs $ 23.74 $ 22.94 $ 24.13 $ 22.45 $ 24.74 

Hours of Labor Used per Litter 16.1 20.0 15.5 19.4 9.'6 

Feed Efficienc:y Data 
Lbs. of Concent. per 100# PORK 394 385 387 356 436 
Price per 100# CONCENTRATE $ 3.26 $ 3.30 $ 3.28 $ 3.00 $ 3.24 
Cost of Concent. per 100# PORK $ 12.77 $ 12.77 $ 12.62 $ 10.63 $ 14.07 
Gross Returns per $100 Feed Fed $161. 69 $163.21 $154.78 $178.52 $166.33 

*Average size when one large operation of over 200 litters was omitted. 

Capital Investments in the Feeder-Pig Enterprise 

The capital requirement of an enterprise is a 
major factor in determining the ease with which a 
farmer can establish the enterprise on a farm and 
the size of enterprise which can be established. The 
supply of capital is definitely limited on most farms 
in the area. Table 5 presents the 1962-63 capital in
vestment data for the feeder-pig enterprises.8 

8 Capiral invesrmenrs in 1963·64 were basically rhe same as rhe previous year; 
rherefore, were omitted in order to simplify the report. 
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Compared with other livestock enterprises, feeder 
pigs require a relatively small amount of capital. The 
capital investment on the 38 farms averaged $142 
per litter. Average per litter investments varied be
tween enterprise size classes, but there was no ap
parent trend related to size of enterprise. Four farmers 
had investments of over $250 per litter. 

The capital requirement depends upon the level 
of production technology used. On most of these 
farms, investments in farrowing facilities, feed han-



TABLE 5 - CAPITAL INVESTMENTS PER FARM BY SIZE OF FEEDER PIG ENTERPRISE, 1962-63 

All Size Categories (Litters) 
Items Farms 5-20 21-40 41-60 61-0ver 

Average Number of Litters 37.6 13.0 28.8 48.0 67 .0* 

CaQital Investment Item 
Equipment** $ 788 $ 316 $ 482 $1,468 $ 1,586 
Machinery** 213 62 152 255 
Buildings** 856 428 518 1,627 
Hogs 2,261 623 1,548 3,044 
Land** 1,207 ~ ~ 1,747 

550 
1,559 
5,723 
2,870 

TOTAL INVESTMENT $5,325 $1,981 $3,366 $8,141 $12,288 

Percent of Total Investment 
Equipment 14.8 
Machinery 4.0 
Buildings 16.1 
Hogs 42.4 
Land 22.7 

15.9 14.3 
3.1 4.5 

21. 6 15.4 
31. 5 46.0 
27.9 19.8 

18.0 
3.1 

20.0 
37.4 
21. 5 

12.9 
4.5 

12.7 
46.6 
23.3 

CaQital Investment Qer Litter $ 142 $ 152 $ 117 $ 170 $ 141 

*One farm with 210 litters was not included in the average o(litter numbers. Average size when this large 
operation is included is 87 litters. 

**Hog portioI' of these investments only. 

dling and feeding equipment, and labor saving equip
ment were extremely low. In a few cases the inade
quacy of these items probably hurt the over-all 
efficiency and net returns of the enterprise. 

One feature of the capital investment for the 
feeder-pig enterprise, as handled on these ' farms, is its 
divisibility. The farmer does not have to make large 
investments just to produce; he can buy the size of 
equipment and construct the facilities to fit the size 
of enterprise. Moreover, 42 percent of the investment 
is the breeding stock (and pigs). Thus, it is relative
ly easy to get into feeder-pig production and/or ex
pand the operation. This can be contrasted to the 
dairy enterprise where large investments must be 
made at one time in order to get into production. 

Differences Between High, Medium, and Low 
Income Producers 

In an effort to discover the major factors affect
ing the level of net returns from feeder-pig produc
tion, the enterprises in this study were divided into 
three classes based on net returns to labor and man
agement per litter. A comparison was tllen made of 
various production efficiency and cost and income 
items for high, medium, and low income enterprises. 
This comparison was done for both years, but as the 
results were very similar only the 1962-63 results are 
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presented in Table 6. The discussion will concentrate 
on the 1962-63 data, but notable differences which 
occurred between the two years will be stated. 

The top 13 producers received an average of 
$44.37 net returns to labor and management per lit
ter, compared with $25.77 for the medium producers 
and only $12 .12 for the low producers. (In 1963-64 
the high third received $34.05, the medium producers, 
$20.62 and the low producers, $5.80.) This clearly 
shows the large variations in net income and points 
out the need for efficient management of this enter
prise. 

The net income received by a feeder-pig pro
ducer in a specific year is influenced by many de
cisions he makes, many actions he takes or doesn't 
take, and a number of uncontrollable factors. This 
comparison points out a number of important rela
tionships which contributed to the variation in net 
income, although the underlying causes must be de
termined by careful analysis of each individual opera
tion. 

Total production costs per litter, including labor, 
were approximately the same for the high and me
dium net return classes, even though net returns 
were quite different. In fact the entire cost structures 
of these two groups were very similar on a per litter 
basis. Total cost per litter on the farms in the low 



TABLE 6 - DIFFERENCES BETWEEN HIGH, MEDIUM, AND LOW INCOME FEEDER 
PIG PRODUCERS, 1962-63 

Items 

Physical production Data 
Avg. Number of Litters 
Pigs Farrowed per Litter 
Pigs Raised per Litter 
Percent of Farrowed Pigs Raised 
Percent of Farrowing Potential 
Avg. Weight of Feeder Pigs Sold 
Total Weight Produced per Litter 

Feed Efficiency Data 
Lbs. of Concent. per 100# PORK 
Price per 100# CONCENTRATE 
Cost of Concent. per 100# PORK 
Gross Returns per $100 Feed Fed 

Per Litter Costs of Production 
Fixed Costs: 

Machine and Equip
ment Ownership 
Buildings 
Pasture 
Interest on Hog 
Investment 

TOTAL 

Direct Costs: 
Machine Operation 
Feed (Concentrates) 
Hog Purchases 
Other: 

(Vet., Elect., Etc.) 

TOTAL 

Total Production Costs 
(Excluding Labor) 

Labor Cost 

Total Production Costs 
(Including Labor) 

Returns per Litter 
Gross Income per Litter 
Per cwt. Price of Feeder Pigs 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management 
Net Returns to Mgt. 

Capital Investment per Litter 

Returns per $100 
Charged for Land, 
Labor and Capital 

Net Returns to Labor and Mgt. 
High Medium 

(13 Farms) (12 Farms) 

37.8 32.1* 
8.9 8.7 
7.3 7.6 

82.2 87.1 
89.6 86.0 
68.1 58.4 

643 547 

347 382 
$ 3.09 $ 3.28 

10.65 12.28 
200.40 175.38 

$ 5.16 $ 4.99 
4.30 2.15 
3.40 3.61 

3.54 3.05 

$ 16.40 $ 13.80 

$ 1.48 $ 1. 94 
68.53 68.03 
4.43 6. 32 

7.98 8.13 

$ 82.42 $ 84.42 

$ 98.82 $ 98.22 

$ 13.77 $ 14.57 

$112.59 $112.79 

$143.19 $123 . 99 
24.29 24.17 

44.37 25.77 
30.60 11. 20 

$171.13 $134.98 

$132. 91 $114.97 

*The average size has been adjusted, omitting the farm .with 210 litters. 

Low 

(13 Farms) 

26.4 
8.4 
6.2 

74.8 
84. 4 
52.8 

419 

464 
$ 3.19 

14.28 
153.19 

$ 5.11 
3.92 
2.96 

2.27 

$ 14.26 

$ 2.22 
57.76 

2.76 

6.01 

$ 68.75 

$ 83.01 

$ 22.25 

$105.26 

$ 95.13 
25.64 

12. 12 
-10.13 

$141.53 

$ 93.09 



net returns group averaged over $7 per litter lower 
than that for the higher income groups. A study of 
the cost structure of the low income group revealed 
much lower feed cost per litter, lower hog purchases, 
and lower other costs (veterinary, electricity, etc.). 
On the other hand, they had a considerably higher. 
labor cost per litter (this was not true in 1963-64). 
At first glance the lower feed cost per litter appears 
to be a strong point of the farmers in the low in
come group, but the amount of pork they produced 
per litter was much lower than in the other groups. 

Size of the feeder-pig enterprise was a factor in net 
returns to labor and management variation; the aver
age size of enterprise increased with the increasing 
level of income (37.8 litters in the high income 
group vs. 26.4 litters in the low income group) . It 
also must be remembered, however, that the farmer 
with the highest net returns to labor and manage
ment produced only 20 litters. 

The sale weight of the feeder pigs was another ma
jor factor in the net returns on these farms. The 
average weight of feeder pigs sold was 68.1 pounds 
for the high net income group compared with 58.4 
for the medium net income group and 52.8 for the 
low income group. In 1963-64, comparable weights 
for the three groups, respectively, were 63.6, 54.0 
and 54.9. The analysis is not comprehensive enough 
to determine an optimum sales weight for feeder 
pigs, if there is one over a period of time; bur on the 
average, the farmers in this study who marketed at 
heavier weights had higher net returns per litter. The 
extra income received from the heavier pigs more 
than covered the costs (particularly feed) to get pigs 
to heavier weights. 

Pigs raised per litter had an important bearing in 
the level of net returns to labor and management. 
There was not much difference between the average 
number of pigs raised per litter in the high and the 
medium income groups, but the producers in the 
low income group raised only 6.2 pigs per litter. 
This factor combined with lighter sale weights re
sulted in a small total weight per litter. In 1963-64 
the difference in pigs raised per litter was more pro
nounced and probably contributed more to the dif
ference in net returns. Pigs raised per litter in the 
second year of the study averaged 8.4 on the high 
income farms, 7.6 on the medium income farms, and 
7.2 on the low farms. 
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Percent of farrowing potential is another factor that 
stands out. This measure, which tells how fully the 
breeding stock is being utilized, reflects the number 
of unproductive sows in the herd and the time slip
page in the breeding program. A major percentage of 
the total cost of feeder-pig production involves feed 
and care of the breeding stock, thus the costs of un
productive sows and wasted time must be borne by 
those litters which are produced. The average per
cent of farrowing potential for the high income 
enterprises was 89 .6, coJIlpared with 86.0 for the 
medium income enterprises, and only 84.4 for the 
low income enterprises. 

Feed efficiency will be discussed in a later section, 
but its importance should be noted here. Producers 
in the high income group used only 347 pounds of 
concentrate per 100 pounds of pork produced, com
pared with 382 for the medium income producers 
group and 464 for the low income producers. The 
cost of concentrates per 100 pounds of pork, con
sequently, followed a similar pattern; $10.65 per cwt. 
of pork for the high income group, $12.28 for the 
medium group, and $14.28 for the low income group. 
Physical feed conversion, sale weight of pigs, num
bers of pigs per litter, and price of concentrates all 
enter into this measure. 

Costs and Returns by Type of Farm 

A comparison was made between the costs and 
returns of (1) predominantly feeder pig, (2) dairy
feeder pig, and (3) beef-feeder pig operations. These 
types were described earlier. To give a better picture 
of fluctuations in costs and returns' by type of busi
ness between the two years, the comparison was 
limited to the 24 farms which were in the study 
both years. The results are shown in Table 7. 

On the average the net returns per litter were 
lower for farms on which feeder-pig production was 
the major or only livestock enterprise, than on the 
other two types of farms. A careful analysis of the in
dividual farm results, however, revealed that feeder
pig production could be equally profitable in all 
three types of business. The predominantly feeder
pig operations tended to be smaller than the other 
two types although there were three large feeder-pig 
enterprises in this group. Size of enterprise was a 
more important factor in the difference in net returns 
than type of business. 

The smaller enterprises on farms that were pre-



TABLE 7 - COMPARISON OF PRODUCTION COSTS AND RETURNS OF FEEDER PIGS ON FARMS WHERE FEEDER 
PIGS ARE THE PRIMARY LIVESTOCK ENTERPRISE ON FARMS COMBINING DAIRY CA TTLE AND 

FEEDER PIGS, AND ON FARMS COMBINING BEEF CATTLE AND FEEDER PIGS* 

1962-63 1963-64 
Feeder Pigs Feeder Pigs 
Only Major Dairy- Beef Cattle- Only Major Dairy- Beef Cattle-
Livestock Feeder Pig Feeder Pig Livestock Feeder Pig Feeder Pig 

Enterprise Combinations Combinations Enterprise Combinations Combinations 

Gross Income Eer Litter $135.48 $119 . 93 $102.65 $119.86 $110.35 $132 . 39 

Costs per Litter 
Fixed Costs: 

Machine and Equip-
ment Ownership** $ 6.32 $ 3.92 $ 3.41 $ 5. 90 $ 3.53 $ 3.65 
Buildings* 3. 60 1. 99 3.26 3.66 2.18 3 . 64 
Pasture* 4 . 40 3.43 2.07 3.10 3.40 2.74 
Interest on Hog 
Investment ~ ~ ~ 2.92 ~ ~ 

TOTAL $ 17.46 $ 12.18 $ 11. 58 $ 15.58 $ 11 . 83 $ 13.64 

Direct Costs: 
Machine Operation $ 3.12 $ 1. 64 $ 1.41 $ 2.98 $ 1. 34 $ 1. 59 
Feed (Concentrates) 77.62 59.14 53.76 74.35 65.95 79.38 
Hog Purchases 4.54 4.13 2.11 2.33 5. 98 5.61 
Other: 

(Vet., Elect. , Etc.) 9.77 ~ 7.90 ~ ~ ~ 
TOTAL $ 95.05 $ 71. 49 $ 65.18 $ 87.00 $ 79.26 $ 95 . 14 

Total Production Costs 
(Excluding Labor) $112.51 $ 83.67 $ 76.76 $102.58 $ 91. 09 $108.78 

Labor Cost $ 27.65 $ 15.72 $ 13.45 $ 19.40 $ 11. 74 $ 15.22 

Total Production Cost 
(Including Labor) $140.16 $ 99 . 39 $ 90.21 $121. 98 $102. 83 $124.00 

Net Returns Eer Litter 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management $ 22.97 $ 36.26 $ 25.89 $ 17.28 $ 19.26 $ 23 . 61 
Net Returns to Mgt. $ -4.68 $ 20 . 54 $ 12.44 $ -2.12 $ 7.52 $ 8. 39 

Other Production Data 
Average Number of Litters 24*** 29 47 23*** 34 39 
Pigs Raised per Litter 7.3 7.3 6.6 7.9 7. 9 7.8 
Lbs . of Concent. per 100 # PORK 409 351 454 371 418 405 
Price per 100# CONCENTRATE $ 3.21 $ 3.19 $ 2.90 $ 3.33 $ 3.38 $ 3.11 
Cost of Concent. per 100# PORK $ 12.94 $ 11.72 $ 12 . 42 $ 12.27 $ 14.14 $ 12.52 

*Data from 24 farm businesses on which records were obtained for both years. Each type of farm group is made up of 8 
farms. 

**Ownership costs include depreCiation, interest on investment, taxes and insurance (where applicable. ) These costs are 
for the hog portion of investments only. 

***The large operation was omitted in computing the average size of enterprise in order to reflect the more typical size 
of this type of operation. 

dominantly feeder-pig operations were one of the 
two main reasons for the higher fixed costs per lit
ter on these farms; they were too small to adequate
ly spread the fixed costs of machinery, buildings and 
pasture. The other reason was associated with type 
of operation. On dairy- and beef-feeder pig combi
nations some of the machinery, buildings, and pas
ture was used by both enterprises, thus the fixed 
costs were shared. Where feeder-pig production was 
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the only enterprise the opportunity to do this did 
not exist. 

The net returns to management on the farms 
where the feeder-pig operation predominates were 
very low compared with the other two types of op
eration. Considerably higher labor costs per litter 
was due to two factors : (1) the smaller enterprises, 
and (2) as there was no competition for the avail
able labor (no other livestock enterprise), the opera-



tor just spent more time working with his feeder-pig 
enterprise. The dairy-feeder pig operators, particu
larly, could not afford to spend a lot of time with 
the feeder pigs. 

Other than these two factors there was little 
difference between the costs and returns due to type 
of operation. Some small differences did occur, es
pecially in feed cost, but these could be attributed 
to other factors not inherently associated with the 
type of operation. For example, the lower price per 
hundredweight of feed paid by the beef-feeder pig 
operators was due to the fact that these farmers 
raised some of the grain fed to feeder pigs. If grain 
had been raised on farms of the other two types, this 
difference would not have occurred. Size also affected 
feed costs as the smaller feeder-pig producers tended 
to purchase feed in small quantities (usually bagged) 
and thus paid a higher price per hundredweight. 
Number of pigs raised per litter and sale weight of 
pigs also must be considered in the feed costs. (Beef
feeder pig operators sold their pigs at an average of 
7 pounds heavier in 1963-64 than did the other op
erators.) 

Influence of Pigs Raised Per Litter 

Litter size can be very important in determining 
the profitableness of feeder-pig production. To study 
influence of this factor, the producers were divided 
into three classes based on the number of pigs they 
raised per litter. It must be recognized that the com
plete impact of a single factor, such as pigs weaned 
per litter, is nearly impossible to determine accurate
ly because of the indirect effects of a factor and the 
interdependence of many factors .9 

The data in Table 8 show that the cost of pro
duction per litter increased with the increasing num
ber of pigs raised per litter. This was expected, as 
feed, vaccination, marketing, and other costs are di
rectly related to the number of pigs produced. The 
important feature, of course, is that net income also 
increased substantially with increasing litter size. 
Producers in the high pigs raised per litter group in 

9 A statistical analysis of the relationships between various factors, such as pigs 
raised per litter, and costS of production is ptesented in Costs of Producing Feeder 
Pigs on Thirty-Nine Farms in South Central Missouri, an unpublished M.S. thesis 
by Gerald Giesler, University of Missouri, 1965. A multiple regtession model 
is also presented in this publication. 

TABLE 8 - RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PIGS RAISED PER LITTER AND VARIOUS PRODUCTION, 
COST AND INCOME FACTORS 

Pigs Weaned Eer Litter, 1962-63 Pigs Weaned Eer Litter, 1963-64 
High Medium Low High Medium Low 

Item Producers Producers Producers Producers Producers Producers 

(13 farms) (12 farms) (13 farms) (8 farms) (9 farms) (8 farms) 

Pigs Raised Eer Litter 8.1 7.0 5.9 9.0 7.8 6.4 

Production Costs ~r Litter 
Total Fixed Costs $ 14.11 $ 20.90 $ 10.00 $ 13.09 $ 16.69 $ 10.22 
Total Direct Costs 90.35 84.63 60.95 90.91 92.67 72.42 
Labor Cost 16.59 14.02 19.91 16.60 18.24 11.59 

TOTAL PROD. COSTS (INC. LABOR) $121. 05 $119.55 $ 90.65 $120.60 $127.60 $ 94.23 

Returns per Litter 
Gross Income per Litter $140.86 $134.58 $ 87.69 $130.54 $126.77 $ 99.56 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management 36.40 29.05 17.04 26.54 17.41 16.92 
Net Returns to Mgt. 19.81 15.03 -2.87 9.94 -.83 5.33 

Other Production and Efficiency Data 
Number of Litters 32* 35 30 30* 32 34 
Pigs Farrowed Per Litter 9.4 8.4 8.1 10.7 9.4 8.6 
Average Weight of Feeder Pigs Sold 65.4 61. 9 52.2 56.6 58.6 59.2 
Total Weight Produced per Litter 641 521 369 565 643 491 
Lbs. · of Concent. per 100# PORK 375 372 445 431 364 390 

*This average size has been adjusted, omitting the extremely large enterprise. 
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1962-63 had an average net return to labor and man
agement of $36.40 per litter, more than double the 
net returns of the low group. In 1963-64, the differ
ence in net returns to labor and management was 
not as large but the producers in the high group 
still had an average net income per litter of $26.54 
compared with $16.92 for the low group. 

The difference in net returns to labor and man
agement in 1962-63 was particularly large between 
the medium and low groups. The producers in the 
low group raised an average of only 5.9 pigs per 
litter and consequently did not have enough pigs 
to adequately spread the fixed costs (including feed) 
associated with maintaining the breeding stock. This 
was true even though their total cost per litter was 
considerably lower than that of the other two groups . 

The 1963-64 net returns to labor and manage
ment data are clouded by the effects of a number of 
other factors . For some reason the feed conversion 
efficiency-pounds of concentrate per hundredweight 
of live pork-was poorer on the operations with the 
largest number of pigs raised per litter. It is difficul t 

to explain this, but it did occur and did reduce the 
net returns on these farms. Moreover, the expected 
higher net returns to labor and management on 
farms with medium than on farms with low num
bers of pigs per litter did not materialize in 1963-64. 
The medium producers raised an average of 1.4 pigs 
more per litter than the low producers, but returns to 

labor and management were basically the same. 
Higher production costs (other than feed) more than 
offset the gain in pigs raised per litter. 

Influence of Feed Efficiency 

. Feed is the .largest item in the total cost of pro
dUCIng feeder pigS. Consequently, feed efficiency, in 
monetary as well as physical terms, is of primary im
portance to the profitableness of the feeder-pig en
terprise. The enterprises studied were divided into 
three categories on the basis of pounds of concen
trate per 100 pounds of pork produced in order to 
evaluate the importance of this factor. This specific 
measure indicates feed efficiency in terms of physical 
efficiency. 

TABLE 9 - RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN POUNDS OF CONCENTRATE USED PER 100 POUNDS OF PORK 
PRODUCED AND VARIOUS PRODUCTION, COST, AND INCOME FACTORS, 1962-63 

Items 

Feed Efficiency Data 
Lbs . of Concent. per 100# PORK 
Price per 100 # CONCENTRATE 
Cost of Concent. per 100# PORK 

PhySical Production Data 
Avg. Number of Litters 
Pigs Raised per Litter 
Percent of Farrowing Potential 
Avg. Weight of Feeder Pigs Sold 
Total Weight Produced per Litter 

Per Litter Costs of Production 
Total Fixed Costs 
Total Direct Costs 
Labor Cost 

TOTAL PROD. COSTS (INC. LABOR) 

Returns per Litter 
Gross Income per Litter 
Net Returns to Labor 
and Management 
Net Returns to Mgt. 

High Feed 
Efficiency 
(PhYSical) 

(13 farms) 

307 
$ 3.31 

10.15 

26.8 
7.4 

90.2 
59.5 

593 

$ 16.23 
72.95 
15.93 

$105.11 

$127.79 

38.61 
22.68 

Medium Feed 
Efficiency 
(Physical) 

(12 farms) 

390 
$ 3.24 

12.48 

43.9* 
6. 9 

91.1 
59.2 

511 

$ 13.65 
79.07 
12.31 

$105 . 03 

$122.23 

29.43 
17.12 

*This average size has been adjusted to omit one extremely large operation. 
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Low Feed 
Efficiency 
(Physical) 

(12 farms) 

497 
$ 3.01 

14.59 

29.8 
6.8 

79.1 
59.1 

502 

$ 14.50 
83.03 
22.15 

$119.68 

$112.22 

14.69 
-7.46 



Table 9 presents the 1962-63 results of this com
parison. The results for 1963-64 were omitted from 
this report to simplify the presentation. They were 
basically the same as for the first year of the study. 

Producers in the high efficiency group used an 
average of 190 pounds less concentrate p~r hundred
weight of pork than did the producers 1fi the ~ow 
efficiency class. The high efficiency producers paId a 
somewhat higher price per hundredweight for con
centrates ($3.31 compared with $3.01), but total 
concentrate cost per 100 pounds of pork produced 
was much lower for the high efficiency group. Con
centrate cost per hundredweight of pork amounted 
to $10.15 on the high efficiency farms, $12.48 on 
the medium farms, and $14.59 on the low ones. The 

Summary 

This publication reports the results of a two
year study on the costs and returns of producing 
feeder pigs in South Central Missouri. Farmers in 
six counties kept detailed enterprise records for two 
12-month periods-August 1, 1962, to July 31, 1963, 
and August 1, 1963, to July 31, 1964. Data from 38 
farms in the first period and 25 farms in the second 
period are summarized and analyzed in this report . 

An effort was made to select cooperators with 
enterprises of the varying sizes and types typical of 
the area. The feeder-pig enterprises studied ranged 
in size from five litters to more than 200 litters, with 
the average size being 37.6 litters in 1962-63 and 
39.9 litters in 1963-64. 

Data obtained from records on these enterprises 
provided insights into a number of important aspects 
of feeder-pig production. Some of the more impor
tant findings of this study were: 

1. It cost the farmers in this study an average of 
$110.09 per litter in 1962-63 and $114.68 per lit
ter in 1963-64 to produce feeder pigs. 

2. Total production costs per litter, excluding labor, 
averaged $93.18 in 1962-63 and $99.09 the fol
lowing year. The ranges in production costs, ex-

average pasture charge per litter was approximately 
the same for all three groups. 

As stated earlier, the exact impact of physical 
feed efficiency is very difficult to determine because 
of indirect effects and the interdependence of various 
factors. For example, in addition to using more feed, 
the low efficiency farms raised fewer pigs per litter, 
realized a much lower percent of farrowing potential, 
and used more labor per litter. Many of these items 
are interdependent and from the records it is virtual
ly impossible to determine real cause and effect. 

The net returns to labor and management in
creased greatly with increased feed efficiency. The 
average net return to labor and management per lit
ter was $38.61 on the high efficiency farms and only 
$14.69 on the low farms. 

cluding labor, were $71.59 to $118.83 and $73.45 
to $125.12 for the two time periods. 

3. As expected, feed (concentrates) was the major 
cost item in the production of feeder pigs , 
amounting to approximately 60 percent of the 
total. Labor, machinery, and equipment together 
accounted for the second largest cost in the pro
duction of feeder pigs. They amounted to about 
20 percent of the total cost of production. Vet
erinary expenses comprised the third most im
portant cost item, making up slightly over 5 per
cent of the total cost. 

4. There was considerable variation among individ
ual producers for all cost items. The variation in 
labor costs per litter was perhaps the most sig
nificant in terms of the influence on net income 
from the enterprise. 

5. Gross returns per litter averaged $120.69 in 1962-
63 and $119.27 in 1963-64. The average gross 
return per litter was basically the same both 
years, even though the price of feeder pigs was 
lower the second year. Improvement in number 
of feeder pigs raised per litter offset the lower 
pnce. 



6. Net returns to labor and management averaged 
$27.51 per litter in 1962-63 with the range in 
net returns on individual farms being from 
$16.06 to $39.80. Net returns declined in 1963-
64 to an average of $20.18 per litter, with a range 
of from $7.80 to $33.15. The main reasons for 
the lower net returns were higher feed cost (due 
to higher feed price and more pigs to feed) and 
lower feeder-pig prices. 

7. Production costs, excluding labor, averaged ap
proximately the same (around $100 per litter) 
for four enterprise size groupings, based on num
bers of litters. produced. This is an important in
dication that these costs can be kept as low for 
small enterprises as for large ones. There was 
greater variation in these costs among the small 
enterprises, which means that the small producer 
must take extra precautions to hold down costs. 

8. Labor costs per litter, on the other hand, de
clined greatly with increasing size of feeder-pig 
enterprise. Labor cost per litter on enterprises of 
over 60 litters was only half that of enterprises 
of less than 21 litters in 1963-64. In 1962-63 the 
large enterprises used only 40 percent as much 
labor per litter. 

9. The average net returns to labor and manage
ment increased with increasing size of enterprise. 

27 

But of equal and perhaps more importance was 
the finding that there was considerably more 
variation in net returns per litter among the 
farmers having small enterprises than among 
those having large enterprises. For example, in 
1962-63 both the farmer with the highest net 
returns per litter and the farmer with the lowest 
net returns per litter produced fewer than 21 
litters. Thus, while in some cases the small scale 
feeder-pig producer did compete with the large 
scale producer the consistency of adequate net 
returns per litter for enterprises above 40 litters 
was much greater. 

10. Capital investment per litter averaged $142 on 
the farms studied. There was no apparent trend 
between capital investment per litter and size 
of enterprise, but there was considerable varia
tion among individual farmers. 

11. On the average, net returns per litter were lower 
for farms on which feeder pigs were the only 
major enterprise than on farms having dairy
and beef-feeder pig combinations. A careful 
analysis of the individual farm results, however, 
revealed that feeder-pig production could be 
equally profitable in all three types of business . 

12. The importance of raising large litters of pigs 
and attaining a high level of feed efficiency was 
clearly evident from the data on the feeder-pig 
enterprise in this study. 
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