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COSTS and RETURNS 
from 
Beef Cow Farms 

By Larry D. Furbeck and Albert R. Hagan 
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This bulletin presents financial summaries of 
records from the Beef Cow Research Panel coop
erators for the years 1963 and 1964. An analysis of 
the importance of the beef cow herd in relation to 
the total farm business is presented, based on these 
data. Some of the important factors which influenced 
the production of beef by cooperating cow owners 
also are evaluated. 

The Panel 

The Beef Cow Research Panel was started in 
1963 to obtain up-to-date information on the require
ments for beef cow operations of different sizes and 
kinds of management systems. It was organized to 
include approximately 150 beef cow owners in the 
central and north Missouri area. From them actual 
records of feed, labor, and capital inputs, as well as 
financial records from the complete farm business 
units, were to be collected and analyzed over a three
year period. Further information about the objectives 
of the Panel, the selection of cooperators, and a de
scription of the methods of data collection and analy
sis is included in an earlier publication. 1* 

An analysis of labor records for 1963 and 1964 
has been reported in a previous station bulletin.2 

Labor needs for beef cows were found to be substan
tially lower than estimates that had been in use. 
They averaged about six hours per cow. 

Feed consumption by beef cows on the coop
erating farms also was analyzed and reported in a 
previous station bulletin. 3 This analysis revealed a 
rather wide range in feed consumption and costs 
per cow, averaging about $62.86 per cow for the en
tire Panel in 1963 and $63.29 per cow in 1964. 

The comparative analyses in this report of com
plete farm business records from all cooperators in 
1963 and 1964 give a more complete picture of the 

* See p. 32 for numbered references. 



kind and size of business units included in the Panel 
and how they differ. Each Panel cooperator can use 
the data for comparing his own operation with other 
similar ones and with those of the entire group. 

Beef cow owners who did not participate in the 
project also can enter their records for similar com
parisons. Since this Panel was not a random sample 
of all beef cow operations in Missouri, some limita
tions must be recognized in applying results. Data 
should be most applicable to other similar cow op
erations in central and north Missouri, but some in
formation may be useful to cow owners with com
parable units in other areas. 

Source of Data 

In the 1963 Beef Cow Research Panel, 151 co
operators from 17 counties kept feed and labor rec
ords for their cow herds as well as financial records 
on their total farm business operations. Out of these, 
116 cooperators had complete data for comparison 
of financial summaries. The next year 121 coopera
tors in 18 counties were enrolled in the Beef Cow 
Research Panel. One hundred of them had complete 
data. 

The numbers of cooperators in the various 
counties are indicated in Figure 1. Of the 121 members 
of the 1964 Panel, 88 were also in the 1963 Panel. 
Because of the liquidation of some herds and other 
reasons, replacements had to be made in 1964. The 
farms were chosen for their similarity in production 
and management systems with those members who 
were dropped from the Panel. 

Panel members were selected originally in co
operation with the county Extension staff members, 
who submitted names of potential cooperators in 
the 17-county area. The Extension workers submitted 
400 names with descriptive data. The first 151 Panel 
members were selected from these. Selections were 
based upon the size of the beef cow herd and the 
management system for handling the calves. 

While cooperators for each segment were selected 
because of the size and kind of their beef cow unit, 
it should be pointed out that other crop and live
stock enterprises were included in practically all op
erations. In fact , the beef cow herd usually was a 
supplemental enterprise and, for some, a minor part 
of the complete farm business. 

Use of This Report 

This report is designed so that each member of 
the Panel may enter his own data in the 1963 and 
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Figure 1 
Counties and Number of Cooperators in Beef 

Cow Research Panel 1963 and 1964 

- Number enrolled in 1963 -- Totol = 151 

o Number enrolled in 1964 -- Total = 121 

1964 financial sections. He may compare his r'esults 
with those of the Panel average and of the appro
priate Panel segment. Other beef cow owners may 
compare their operations by entering their own rec
ords in the "Our Farm" columns of the financial 
reports. 

It should be recognized that comparisons with 
averages may be misleading. Conditions such as 
weather and natural differences in farms may ad
versely affect the comparison of a particular farm 
with an average. However, comparisons of overall 
efficiency measures may be highly significant. The 
greater the number of farms in each segment, the 
more useful are the averages for comparisons. 

All data are averaged on a "per cooperator" 
basis. If the averages were made in the summary as 
they were for individual farms, the results would be 
somewhat different. For example, if the total pro
duction of silage on all farms were divided by the 
total number of acres grown, the average yield would 
be quite different from the average of cooperators' 
average yields. The former method is more useful 
for predictive purposes and the latter method, as 
used in this report, is thought to be more useful for 
evaluating management. 



TABLE 1. 1963 FINANCIAL SUMMARY BEEF COW RESEARCH PANEL 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments''') 

Number in each segment 

Average number cows 
CASH EXPENSES: 

1. LIVESTOCK 
2. Feed bought 
3. Other livestock expense 

4. MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 
5. Gas, oil, & grease 
6. Tractors 
7. Truck & machine hire 
8. Other machinery & equipment 

9. CROPS 
10. Fertilizer & lime 
11 . Other crop expense 

12. LABOR HIRED 

13. MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 
14. Taxes 
15. Interest 
16. Cash rent 
17. Other miscellaneous expense 

18. NEW INVESTMENTS 
19. Livestock 
20. Machinery & equipment 
21. Buildings & fences 
22. Terraces, outlets, ponds 
23. Fertilizer & lime (inventory) 

24. TOTAL CASH EXPENSES 

CASH RECEIPTS: 

25. LIVESTOCK 
26. Beef cattle 
27. Hogs 
28. Sheep & wool 
29. Other 

30. CROPS 
3l. Corn 
32. Wheat 
33. Soybeans 
34. Other 

35. MISCELLANEOUS 

36 . TOTAL CASH RECEIPTS 

* Definition of Panel Segments: 
I. Herds of 35 cows or less. 

Ia. Calves sold at weaning. 

Our 
Farm 

lb. Calves full fed from weaning to market. 
Ic. Calves weaned, wintered, grazed, and/or full fed . 
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Panel 
Average 

116 

47 

$ 7,538 
6,865 

673 

$ 3,079 
1,013 

336 
742 

1,059 

$ 3,406 
2,484 

923 

$ 1,018 

$ 3,040 
826 

1,152 
1,067 

$ 1,067 

$ 7,548 
4,501 
2,380 
2,089 
1,188 

$ 2,643 

$24,454 

$21,193 
10,390 
10,609 
3,334 

$ 5,746 

$ 8,125 
3,190 
1,898 
3,443 

$ 5,441 

$ 1,273 

$30,229 



(Average by Pane l Segments*) 
I a Ib I c lI a IIb rIc 

12 9 30 14 11 40 

23 20 27 76 52 64 

1. $ 6,404 $ 3,356 $ 6 736 $ 6 ,417 $ 7,228 $ 9,898 
2 . 5 ,676 3,054 6,211 5 , 553 6,556 9,115 
3. 728 303 525 864 673 783 

4 . 1, 708 2, 761 2, 768 2 , 550 3 ,502 3,.863 
5 . 513 967 945 843 1,188 1,234 
6. 150 357 294 297 433 404 
7 . 343 475 643 564 842 1 , 024 
8. 795 963 902 956 1,070 1,317 

9. 1,542 2,976 3,021 2,279 3,793 4 ,641 
10 . 1 ,121 2,260 2, 176 1 ,492 2,787 3 ,43 7 
11. 420 716 845 788 1 ,003 l ,203 

12. 307 479 624 1,075 661 1 ,685 

13 . 1,834 2,5 17 2, 745 3,116 3,065 3 , 707 
14 . 415 585 670 902 887 1,079 
15 . 710 668 1 ,075 898 1,248 1,530 
16. 145 1, 154 156 1 , 990 1,5 29 1 ,219 
17 . 75 2 954 1 ,016 1 , 232 1 , 156 1 , 153 

18. 3, 75 3 4,613 8,878 5 ,846 5,821 9 , 357 
19 . 1 ,215 2,374 5,456 3, 352 1,871 6 ,388 
20. 2,100 1,937 2, 572 1 ,459 2, 547 2, 622 
21. 1 ,004 2,330 2, 888 2,405 2 , 625 1,821 
22. 0 0 630 2 , 527 771 1 ,496 
23 . 0 0 2,361 5 ,846 0 1,464 

24 . $15 , 183 $16,648 $24,455 $21 ,283 $24,064 $33,107 

25 . $1 2,993 $12,455 $20, 665 $17 , 159 $17 ,959 $28, 317 
26 . 2 ,430 4, 580 11 ,767 7, 562 7,939 14 ,750 
27 . 10,526 6,967 10,26 1 5 ,072 10,025 13,231 
28 . 1,776 4,478 2, 172 6 ,054 1,113 4, 620 
29. 2,090 3 576 3, 598 12, 175 1,277 794 

30. 3 ,907 9,059 6, 518 5 ,581 9,976 10, 511 
3l. 2,670 3,248 2 682 1 ,621 3, 743 3,841 
32 . 727 1 ,456 1,985 1 ,698 2,910 1,934 
33. 2,075 4,232 2, 121 3,476 4,385 4,233 
34 . 1 ,919 2,721 3,926 4,679 2,839 8,010 

35 . 737 1 ,396 1 , 163 1 , 168 1 ,307 1 , 521 

36 . $16,986 $22 ,910 $28, 128 $23, 510 $29,242 $40,049 

II . Her ds of more than 35 cows . 
IIa. Ca l ves sold at we ani ng. 
lIb. Calves f ull fed f r om weaning to market . 
lIc . Ca l ves weaned, Wintered, grazed , and/or f ull fed. 
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TABLE 1. 1963 FINANCIAL SUMMARY BEEF COW RESEARCH PANEL (Cont.) 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments'''') 

Number in each segment 

I. TOTAL CASH RECEIPTS 
2. TOTAL CASH EXPENSES 

3. CASH BALANCE 
4 . Interest paid 
5. Home used produce 
6. Net change in inventory 

7. TOTAL FARM & FAMILY EARNINGS 
8. Less unpaid family labor 

9. RETURN TO OPERATOR'S LABOR, 
CAPITAL, & MANAGEMENT 

10. Less interest charge on capital 

II. RETURN TO OPERATOR'S LABOR & MGT. 
12. Less value operator 1 s labor 

13. RETURN TO MANAGEMENT 
14. RETURN TO CAPITAL & MANAGEMENT 
15. Percent return 

16. NET EARNINGS PER $100 CHARGED FOR 
LAND, LABOR, & CAPITAL 

Our 
Farm 

''<See footnotes, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 

TABLE 2. 1963 MANAGEMENT AND PRODUCTION FACTORS 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments"<) 

20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 

SIZE & INTENSITY OF BUSINESS 

Total capital managed 
- Land & improvements 
- Livestock 
- Machinery & equipment 
- Feed, seed, & supplies 

Acres cropland & open pasture 
Acres cropland 
Capital managed per acre 
Value total farm production 
Value of production per acre 
Productive man work units 
Man years of labor used 

Our 
Farm 

*See footnotes, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 
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Panel 
Average 

116 

$30,229 
25,454 

$ 4,776 
1,152 

347 
3,376 

$ 9,413 
595 

$ 8,818 
5,847 

2,971 
2,487 

484 
6,331 

4 . 8 

$ 100 

Panel 
Average 

$116,921 
$ 77 ,458 
$ 21,617 
$ 8,631 
$ 9,215 

476 
338 

$ 259 
$ 21,937 
$ 49 

467 
1.7 



(Average by Panel Segments"<) 
Ia Ib Ie IIa IIb IIe 

12 9 30 14 11 40 

1. $16,986 $22,910 $28,128 $23,510 $29,242 $40,049 
2. 15,183 16,648 24,455 21,283 24,064 33,107 

3. 1,803 6,261 3,673 2,227 5,178 6,942 
4. 710 668 1,075 898 1,248 1,530 
5. 167 261 315 360 404 423 
6. 1,803 1,815 2,634 4,459 2,650 4,576 

7. 4,410 8,930 7,619 7,508 8,912 13,172 
8. 352 230 560 595 895 693 

9. 4,058 8,700 7,059 6,913 8,017 12,479 
10. 2,840 4,388 4,908 5,124 6,272 7,918 

11. 1,218 4,312 2,151 1,789 1,745 4,561 
12. 2,358 2,511 2,354 2,371 2,636 2,621 

13. -1 ,140 1,801 -203 -582 -891 1,940 
14. 1,700 6,189 4,705 4,542 5,381 9,858 
15. 1.3 5.6 4.2 4.8 4.5 6.3 

16. 66 112 92 100 91 115 

(Average by Panel Segments''') 
Ia Ib Ie IIa IIb IIe 

20. $ 56,803 $ 87,702 $ 98,205 $102,241 $125,437 $158,363 
21. $ 37,602 $ 62,394 $ 63,248 $ 69,609 $ 85,750 $103,928 
22. $ 10,082 $ 10,194 $ 17,605 $ 21,737 $ 21,256 $ 30,714 
23. $ 5,666 $ 7,705 $ 8,861 $ 5,782 $ 9,995 $ 10,180 
24. $ 3,454 $ 7,408 $ 8,491 $ 5,113 $ 8,437 $ 13,541 
25. 246 348 364 533 459 643 
26. 151 282 261 285 324 486 
27. $ 260 $ 258 $ 276 $ 198 $ 276 $ 261 
28. $ 11,046 $ 19,373 $ 18,483 $ 18,196 $ 21,670 $ 29,755 
29. $ 53 $ 54 $ 50 $ 37 $ 47 $ 50 
30. 367 339 372 427 459 612 
31. 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.7 2.0 
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TABLE 2. 1963 MANAGEMENT AND PRODUCTION FACTORS (Cont.) 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments"') 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

Number in each segment 

CROPS 
Acres of crops harvested 
Percent open land in harvested crops 
Value harvested crops: total 
Value harvested crops: per acre 
Value all crops on cropland: total 
Value all crops on cropland: per crop acre 
Crop cost (exc. land & labor) per crop acre 
Returns for land & labor per cropland acre 
Returns for land & labor per crop PMWU 
Crop PMWU 

Our 
Farm 

ACRES & YIELDS OF SELECTED CROPS Ac. - Yld. 
11. Corn, for grain 
12. Soybeans, for grain 
13. Wheat, for grain 
14. All hay, tons 
15. All silage, tons 
16. Pasture: THE** eaten, rotation 
17. Pasture: THEm~ eaten, permanent 

LIVESTOCK 
Value all livestock production 
Value feed fed 
Returns above feed cost 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 

Returns per $100 feed fed: all livestock 
Returns per livestock PMWU 

23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

LABOR 
Labor charge: farm 
Labor charge: man 
Labor charge: per PMWU 
Labor charge: per $100 production 
Value production per man 
PMWU per man 
Capital invested per man 

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 
Investment: per $100 production 
Investment: per farm 
Investment: per man 
Machinery & equip. chg. : per $100 
Machinery & equip. chg. : per farm 

production 

* See footnote, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 

** Tons hay equivalent. 
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Panel 
Average 

116 

259 
51 

$14,934 
61 

$17,131 
51 
27 
24 
40 

$ 201 

Ac.-Yld. -----
88-72 
59-28 
31-33 
71- 1. 6 
20-12.0 
93- 1. 2 

148- 1. 0 

$18,188 
15,142 
3,046 

124 
$ 11.49 

$ 4,234 
2,533 

9.66 
23 

13,095 
283 

$71,854 

$ 45 
8,631 
5,397 

27 
$ 5,238 



(Average by Panel Segments"() 
Ia Ib Ie IIa IIb IIe 

12 9 30 14 11 40 

1. 122 262 208 231 263 345 
2. 49 68 50 45 52 51 
3. $ 6,095 $15,154 $13 ,425 $ 9,767 $15,004 $20,419 
4. 48 61 69 42 61 65 
5. $ 6,917 $16,094 $15,455 $11,644 $16,943 $23,615 
6. 41 56 57 40 52 53 
7. 29 27 30 21 29 26 
8. 12 30 27 18 23 27 
9. 20 47 43 31 36 45 

10. 98 184 164 169 199 274 

Ae. -Y1d. Ae.-Y1d. Ae. -Yld. Ae. -Y1d. Ae.-Y1d. Ae.-Y1d. 
57-~ --- --- --- 80-63 113-~ 11. 78-68 85-76 57-65 

12. 33-24 72-26 39-28 67-26 64-29 73-29 
13. 12-27 21-39 31-33 34-31 44-33 33-33 
14. 41- 1. 3 41- 1.8 48- 1. 6 102- 1. 7 53- 1. 5 95- 1. 8 
15. 10- 9.8 12- 5.0 23-12.3 11-11.2 19-12.2 23-12.8 
16. 50- 0.9 30- 1. 3 52- 1.1 104- 1. 6 52- 1. 2 154- 1. 2 
17. 95- 0.7 75- 1.2 116- 0.9 276- 1.0 136- 1. ° 169- 1. ° 

18. $12,848 $10,595 $15,588 $17,683 $17,117 $23,920 
19. 9,713 8,655 13,714 13,597 14,104 20,127 
20. 3,135 1,939 1,874 4,086 3,013 3,793 
21. 135 122 119 132 125 121 
22. 12.15 12.83 9.28 15.56 11. 83 11.14 

23. $ 3,038 $ 3,285 $ 3,679 $ 4,175 $ 4,393 $ 5,200 
24. 2,526 2,497 2,504 2,548 2,590 2,544 
25. 10.14 10.60 10.42 9.92 9.57 8.66 
26. 32 22 23 25 23 19 
27. 8,636 14,109 12 , 716 12,500 13,010 14,720 
28. 288 251 259 267 297 310 
29. $46,570 $65,567 $70,215 $70,284 $82,256 $79,772 

30. $ 60 $ 43 $ 50 $ 32 $ 52 $ 39 
31. 5,666 7,705 8,861 5 , 782 9,995 10,180 
32. 4,617 5,794 6,093 3,813 6,571 5,252 
33. 38 26 29 23 29 24 
34. 3,097 4,543 4,961 4,058 5,769 6,511 
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TABLE 3. 1963 CONTRIBUTION OF BEEF PRODUCTION TO FARM PRODUCTION 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments>"') 

Number in each segment 

1. Number: beef cows 
2. Number: stocker-feeder cattle 
3. Percent beef calf crop 

4. Beef cattle cash returns as a 
percent of 
a) livestock receipts 
b) total cash receipts 

5. Value of beef produced in year 
6. Value of livestock produced 
7. Value of beef produced as percent 

of 
a) value of livestock produced 
b) total value farm production 

Our 
Farm 

Panel 
Average 

116 

47 
46 
94 

49 
34 

$ 8,154 
$18,188 

45 
37 

* See footnote, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 
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(Average by Panel Segments>\-) 
Ia Ib Ie IIa IIb IIe 

12 9 30 14 11 40 

1. 23 20 27 76 52 64 
2. 9 24 51 24 43 64 
3. 89 92 93 96 95 96 

4. 

a) 19 37 57 44 44 52 
b) 14 20 42 32 27 37 

5. $ 9,373 $ 3,516 $ 6,472 $10,087 $ 7,995 $11,836 
6. 12,848 10,594 15,588 17,683 17,117 23,920 
7. 

a) 19 33 42 57 47 49 
b) 23 18 35 55 37 40 
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TABLE 4. 1964 FINANCIAL SUMMARY BEEF COW RESEARCH PANEL 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments*) 

l. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
ll. 

12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
2l. 
22. 
23. 

24. 

25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

30. 
3l. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

35. 

36. 

Number in each segment 

CASH EXPENSES: 

LIVESTOCK 
Feed bought 
Other livestock expense 

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 
Gas, oil, & grease 
Tractors 
Truck & machine hire 
Other machinery & equipment 

CROPS 
Fertilizer & lime 
Other crop expense 

LABOR HIRED 

MI:SCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 
Taxes 
Interest 
Cash rent 
Other miscellaneous expense 

NEW INVESTMENTS 
Livestock 
Machinery & equipment 
Buildings & fences 
Terraces, outlets, ponds 
Fertilizer & lime (inventory) 

TOTAL CASH EXPENSES 

CASH RECEIPTS: 

LIVESTOCK 
Beef cattle 
Hogs 
Sheep & wool 
Other 

CROPS 
Corn 
Wheat 
Soybeans 
Other 

MISCELLANEOUS 

TOTAL CASH RECEIPTS 

Our 
Farm 

* Definition of Panel Segments: 
I. Herds of 35 cows or less. 

Ia. Calves sold at weaning. 
Ib. Calves full fed from weaning to market. 
Ic. Calves weaned, wintered, grazed, and/or full fed. 
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Panel 
Average 

100 

$ 7,133 
6,523 

610 

2,976 
901 
377 
633 

1,118 

3,563 
2,657 

933 

978 

2,896 
795 

1,141 
856 
115 

6,627 
3,893 
2,290 
2,587 

642 
158 

$24,115 

$20,408 
8,838 

12,283 
3,165 
1,043 

8,672 
3,523 
1,590 
3,517 

853 

1 , 387 

$30,106 



(Average by Panel Segments"<) 
Ia Ib Ie IIa lIb IIe 

10 12 19 8 12 39 

I. $ 3,865 $ 4,527 $11,793 $ 3,894 $ 6,378 $ 7,202 
2. 3,302 4,145 11,051 3,309 5,786 6,766 
3. 563 376 741 585 610 636 

4. 1,683 2,939 2,810 2,623 3,708 3,248 
5. 532 785 1,019 736 1,191 918 
6. 149 299 354 344 387 474 
7. 433 764 340 625 568 810 
8. 587 1,090 1,114 969 1,622 1,144 

9. 1,439 3,833 3,436 2,732 4,677 3,913 
10. 1,161 2,700 2,639 1 ,886 3,532 2,886 
II. 394 1,133 797 846 1,145 1,028 

12. 192 411 1,092 559 992 1,364 

13. 2,034 2,689 2,942 2,120 3,804 3,039 
14. 405 628 752 877 995 889 
15. 1,020 965 1,109 582 1,498 1,241 
16. 750 1,391 449 300 1,276 930 
17. 87 105 125 87 87 135 

18. 3,100 5,296 7,488 3,158 6,313 8,329 
19. 1 ,645 2,487 5,265 1,392 3,312 4,761 
20. 1,463 2,292 2,306 1,839 1,999 2,687 
2l. 781 2,068 852 406 6,893 3,411 
22. 434 214 387 0 386 1,028 
23. 158 0 0 0 0 0 

24. $12,274 $19,689 $29,502 $15,085 $25,789 $27,225 

25. $10,350 $i4,025 $28,779 $14,139 $20,844 $22,024 
26. 1,310 5,585 12,333 7,122 10,945 9,769 
27. 8,591 9,684 18,881 5,444 13,173 12,188 
28. 3,226 0 596 1,903 0 4,148 
29. 2,964 456 0 302 117 222 

30. 3,343 10,095 7,280 7,390 11,775 9,691 
3l. 1,018 6,494 2,036 4,271 4,916 3,359 
32. 530 1,641 1,536 1,069 2,401 1,558 
33. 4,306 4,478 2,283 3,9l7 3,683 3,687 
34. 697 625 6,589 335 1,885 966 

35. 563 1,538 1,641 1,031 2,409 1,182 

36. $14,256 $25,659 $37,700 $22,561 $35,029 $31,873 

II. Herds of more than 35 eows. 
IIa. Calves sold at weaning. 
IIb. Calves full fed from weaning to market. 
IIe. Calves weaned, wintered, grazed, and/or full fed. 

15 



TABLE 4. 1964 FINANCIAL SUMMARY BEEF COW RESEARCH PANEL (Cont.) 
(Farms Grouped According to Pane 1 Segments"<) 

Number in each segment 

1. TOTAL CASH RECEIPTS 
2. TOTAL CASH EXPENSES 

3. CASH BALANCE 
4. Interest paid 
5. Horne used produce 
6. Net change in inventory 

7. TOTAL FARM & FAMILY EARNINGS 
8. Less unpaid family labor 

9. RETURN TO OPERATOR'S LABOR, 
CAPITAL, & MANAGEMENT 

10. Less interest charge on capital 

11. RETURN TO OPERATOR'S LABOR & MGT. 
12. Less value operator's labor 

13 . RETURN TO MANAGEMENT 
14. RETURN TO CAPITAL & MANAGEMENT 
15. Percent return 

16. NET EARNINGS PER $100 CHARGED FOR 
LAND, LABOR, & CAPITAL 

TABLE S. 1964 MANAGEMENT AND PRODUCTION FACTORS 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments*) 

20. 
21. 
22. 
23 . 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 

SIZE & INTENSITY OF BUSINESS 

Total capital managed 
- Land & improvements 
- Livestock 
- Machinery & equipment 
- Feed, seed, & supplies 

Acres cropland & open pasture 
Acres cropland 
Capital managed per acre 
Value total farm production 
Value of production per acre 
Productive man work units 
Man years of labor used 

Our 
Farm 

Our 
Farm 

''<See footnotes, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 
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Panel 
Average 

100 

$30,106 
24,115 

$ 5,992 
1,141 

320 
-237 

$ 6,956 
594 

$ 6,362 
5,879 

$ 483 
2,435 

$-1,952 
3,927 

3 . 3 

$ 80 

Panel 
Average 

$117,648 
$ 80,647 
$ 20,721 
$ 8,902 
$ 7,379 

441 
310 
277 

$ 18,868 
$ 45 

472 
1.6 



(Aver age by Pane l Segment s>',) 
Ia Ib I e IIa IIb IIe 

10 12 19 8 12 39 

l. $14,256 $25,659 $37 ,700 $22,561 $35 ,029 $31,873 
2 . 12,274 19,689 29,502 15,085 25,789 27,225 

3 . 1,982 5,970 8,197 7,4 76 9,240 4,648 
4. 1,020 965 1,109 582 I,Lf98 1,241 
5. 158 270 287 341 320 388 
6. 419 230 -648 - 2,080 -4,174 1,242 

7 . 3,445 7,332 8,814 6,101 6,607 7,119 
8. 488 313 729 484 517 688 

9 . 2,957 7,09l 8,085 5,617 6,090 6,431 
10 . 2, 754 4,951 5,842 5,233 6,740 6,851 

1l. 203 2,068 2,243 384 -650 -420 
12, 2,083 2,463 2,499 2,600 2,667 2,442 

13. - 1,880 - 395 - 256 -2,216 - 3,317 -2,800 
14. 874 4,5 56 5, 586 3,017 3,423 4,051 
15. 1.2 4 . 0 4.7 2.3 2.7 3.4 

16. $ 59 $ 88 $ 96 $ 72 $ 73 $ 79 

(Average by Panel Segments;,) 
Ia Ib Ie IIa IIb IIe 

20. $ 55,070 $ 98,953 $116,836 $105,659 $134,799 $137,023 
21. $ 37,181 $ 69 ,331 $ 80, 780 $ 77 ,522 $ 91,157 $ 92,616 
22. $ 9,602 $ 12,909 $ 19,961 $ 17,095 $ 22,446 $ 26,558 
23. $ 5,581 $ 9,422 $ 8,791 $ 6,532 $ 11 ,556 $ 9,316 
24. $ 2,706 $ 7 ,291 $ 7,305 $ 4,511 $ 9,639 $ 8,533 
25. 265 348 408 485 462 515 
26. 184 286 293 275 340 356 
27 . 251 297 295 210 290 279 
28. $ 9,641 $ 17 ,553 $ 20,491 $ 15,635 $ 21,401 $ 20,731 
29. $ 52 $ 51 $ 50 $ 32 $ 46 $ 42 
30. 299 370 510 454 494 525 
31. 1.1 1.3 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.8 
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TABLE S. 1964 MANAGEMENT AND PRODUCTION FACTORS (Cont.) 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments>'c) 

Number in each segment 

CROPS 
1. Acres of crops harvested 
2. Percent open land in harvested crops 
3. Value harvested crops: total 
4. Value harvested crops: per acre 
5. Value all crops on cropland: total 
6. Value all crops on cropland: per crop 
7. Crop cost (exc. land & labor) per crop 
8. Returns for land & labor per cropland 
9. Returns for land & labor per crop 

10. Crop PMWU 

ACRES & YIELDS OF SELECTED CROPS 
11. Corn, for grain 
12. Soybeans, for grain 
13. Wheat, for grain 
14. All hay, tons 
15. All silage, tons 
16. Pasture: THE** eaten, rotation 
17. Pasture: THE** eaten, permanent 

LIVESTOCK 
Value all livestock production 
Value feed fed 
Returns above feed cost 

PMWU 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 

Returns per $100 feed fed: all 1vstk. 
Returns per livestock PMWU 

LABOR 
23. Labor charge: farm 
24. Labor charge: man 
25. Labor charge: per PMWU 
26. Labor charge: per $100 production 
27. Value production per man 
28. PMWU per man 
29. capital invested per man 

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 
30. Investment: per $100 production 
3l. Investment: per farm 
32. Investment: per man 

ac. 
ac. 

ac. 

33. Machinery & equip. chg. : per $100 prod. 
34. Machinery & equip. chg. : per farm 

Our 
Farm 

Ac. - Y1d. 

''''See footnote, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 

*~~ons hay equivalent. 
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Panel 
Average 

100 

257 
52 

$12,247 
53 

$14 ,414 
47 
27 
21 

$ 31 
202 

Ac. -Yld . 
84-~ 
63-19 
36-33 
62- 2.0 
24- 9.9 
89- 1. 3 

134- 1. 0 

$17,904 
15,390 

2,514 
117 

$ 7.87 

$ 4,100 
2,573 
9.25 

24 
12,023 

296 
$76,793 

$ 49 
8,868 
5,671 

29 
$ 5,100 



(Average by Panel Segments*) 
Ia Ib Ie Ira IIb lIe 

10 12 19 8 12 39 

1. 142 266 253 253 318 269 
2. 45 69 57 48 57 46 
3 . $ 5,406 $13,292 $12,633 $11,130 $15,027 $12,883 
4. 42 56 54 45 53 57 
5. $ 6,516 $14,280 $14,877 $12,402 $17,254 $15,792 
6 . 33 53 51 44 50 47 
7. 22 28 29 22 32 25 
8. 12 24 22 22 19 22 
9. $ 19 $ 37 $ 33 $ 32 $ 27 $ 33 

10. 110 189 205 182 234 224 

Ae. - Y1d . Ae. -Y1d. Ae. -Y1d. Ae. -Yld. Ae.-Y1d. Ae. -Y1d. --- --- --- ---
76-~ 83-~ 11. 59-37 115-58 90-56 67-52 

12. 74-19 70-23 58-18 53-26 68-19 62-17 
13. 12-38 33-34 36-33 24-26 50-34 37- 33 
14. 46- 1.8 45- 2.1 42- 2.0 111- 1.7 63- 2.2 72- 2.2 
15. 13- 7.4 8-11. 4 37- 8.8 17- 6.3 25- 9.5 22-11.2 
16 . 62- 1.1 50- 1.3 54- 1.1 80- 2.1 91- 1.2 120- 1.4 
17. 80- .8 63- 1.2 116- 1.1 221- .7 132- 1.0 166- 1. 1 

18. $ 9,752 $12,180 $24,341 $11,946 $17,394 $20,054 
19. 7,476 10,459 20,387 10,752 15,463 17,487 
20. 2,288 1,721 3,953 1,194 1,931 2,567 
21. 118 115 121 118 115 116 
22. $ 6.03 7.83 11. 66 5.64 8.61 6.72 

23. $ 2,832 $ 3,378 $ 4,338 $ 3,783 $ 4,234 $ 4,554 
24. 2,572 2,586 2,628 2,538 2,573 2,550 
25. 10.37 9.59 9.29 9.03 9.02 8.94 
26. 33 22 24 29 21 23 
27. 8,731 13 ,045 12,808 11,010 13,529 11,914 
28. 265 286 298 306 300 303 
29. $56,324 $74,971 $73,325 $71,161 $86,961 $82,318 

30. $ 54 $ 54 $ 47 $ 44 $ 55 $ 46 
31. 5,581 9,422 8,791 6,532 11,278 9,316 
32. 4,736 6,776 5,493 4,505 7,218 5,421 
33. 35 29 28 28 31 27 
34. 2,937 4,747 5,110 3,957 6,636 5,519 
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TABLE 6. 1964 CONTRIBUTION OF BEEF PRODUCTION TO FARM PRODUCTION 
(Farms Grouped According to Panel Segments*) 

Number in each segment 

1. Number: beef cows 

Our 
Farm 

Panel 
Average 

100 

2. Number: stocker-feeder cattle 
47 
52 
92 3. Percent beef calf crop 

4. Beef cattle cash returns as a 
percent of 
a) livestock receipts 
b) total cash receipts 

5. Value of beef produced in year 

43 
29 

$ 7,087 
$17,904 6. Value of livestock produced 

7. Value of beef produced as percent 
of 
a) value of livestock produced 40 

38 b) total value farm production 

'~See footnote, pages 6 and 7 for definition of panel segments. 

Comparsions Between 1963 and 1964 Data 

Since all data are based on the average of the 
number reporting the item, some totals may not 
equal the sum of the individual items. This is ac
ceptable for comparisons on an individual basis be
cause each cooperator should be interested in how 
he compares with other cooperators who have re
ported that item. For example, the average yield of 
silage for the 52 Panel members who reported silage 
grown in 1963 was 12 tons per acre, but the average 
yield for all 116 members would be 5.53 tons per 
acre. This distinction becomes less important when 
comparing efficiency and earnings because the figures 
are a composite of figures coming from all sources 
and most cooperators reported these items. 

A list of the definitions, methods of computing 
efficiency factors, and the important factors which 
influence the performance of a farm business appear 
in Appendix A. 

As previously indicated, most farming opera
tions in the Panel groups included livestock enter
prises in addition to the beef cow herds. Many of 
the operations included purchased cattle for growing 
and/ or finishing. These purchased cattle, and home 
produced calves which were carried beyond weaning 
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time, were classified as "other cattle." In the finan
cial records from many farms it was not possible to 

distinguish between the cash sales of cattle from all 
the different sources, even though the production 
from the cow herd up to weaning time and the la
bor, feed, and capital requirements were reported 
separately. 

Because of this situation, the comparisons be
tween 1963 and 1964 include the cash receipts and 
value of production from all beef cattle enterprises 
and not those from the cow herds alone. This was 
necessary in order to keep the total cattle enterprise 
on the same basis as that for other livestock enter
prises and for the entire farm business. An analysis 
of the contributions by the beef cow herds alone is 
included for 1964 in a later section. 

Figure 2 depicts the contribution of beef produc
tion to cash receipts in 1963. For the entire Panel, 49 
percent of the livestock receipts were from beef pro
duction. This indicates that production from the 
beef cow herd and other cattle enterprises was very 
important to total returns. 

Figure 3 shows the relative importance of beef 
production in 1963. This comparison differs from 



(Average by Panel 
Ia Ib Ie 

10 12 19 

l. 22 30 29 
2 . 14 36 59 
3 . 87 97 86 

4. 

a) 12 40 43 
b) 9 21 33 

5. $ 1,652 $ 5,1 20 $ 7 ,103 
6 . $ 9,752 $12,180 $24,341 
7. 

a) 17 42 29 
b) 17 29 35 

Figure 2 
Contribution of Beef Cattle Production to Cash 

Receipts in 1963 

Percent of 
Total 
80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

o 
Panel 

average 

-D 

10 Ib 

Beef cattle receipts as a percent of 
I ivestock cash receipts 
Beef cattle receipts as a percent of 
toto I cash rece i pts 

Ie 110 lib lie 
Panel segment* 

• See footnote, pages 6 and 7 for definicion of panel segments. 
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Segments"') 
IIa IIb IIe 

8 12 39 

68 55 60 
23 54 68 
92 98 94 

50 53 44 
31 31 31 

$ 5,435 $ 8,520 $ 8,975 
$11,946 $17,394 $20,054 

46 49 44 
35 40 43 

Figure 3 
Contribution of Beef Production to the Total 

Value of Production in 1963 

Percent 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

o 
Panel 

average 

-
D 

10 

Value of beef produced as a percent 
of the value of I ivestock produced 

Value of beef produced as a pe rcent 
of the value of total farm production 

Ib Ie 110 lib lie 
Panel segment * 



Figure 2 because it has been adjusted for beginning 
and ending inventory values for the year and is rep
resentative of total production of beef within 1963. 
The value of production from beef cattle is com
pared with that from all livestock and from all farm 
products. 

In Panel segment la, the percentage of total 
value of farm production contributed by beef cattle 
was greater than the value of livestock production. 
This fact results from the method used in computing 
the total value of farm production where feed costs 
are subtracted from the total value of livestock pro
duced. If gross returns from crops are small relative 
to the value of livestock produced and if a part of 
the feed is purchased, the total value of livestock 
produced may be greater than the total value of farm 
production. 

Figures 4 and 5 present comparable data for 
1964. A comparison between the two years indicates 
that cash receipts from beef production was a small
er proportion of both livestock and total cash re
ceipts in 1964 than in 1963. Beef was a smaller pro
portion of the value of livestock produced in 1964 
than in 1963 (39.6 percent versus 44.6 percent). The 
percentage of the total value of farm production 
from beef cattle remained relatively constant between 
the two years, 37.2 percent in 1963 versus 37.6 per
cent in 1964. 

In Panel segments Ia and Ie in 1964, the per
centage that beef cattle contributed to the total value 
of farm production exceeded the percentage that 
this enterprise added to the value of livestock pro
duction. The reason for this, as in the preceding 
explanation, was in the method of computing the 
total value of farm production where livestock re
turns were large relative to crop and miscellaneous 
returns. 

The average capital investment for the entire 
Beef Panel was about the same for the two years. 
The average acreage did decrease somewhat so in
vestment per acre increased. These facts are illus
trated in the following comparisons: 

TABLE A 

1963'" 1964* 
Average acres of cropland 476 441 

and open pasture 

Average acres of cropland 338 310 

Average capital invested $116,921 $117,648 

Average investment per acre $246 $267 

... 
Averages are for the entire Beef Cow Research Panel. 
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Figure 4 
Contribution of Beef Cattle Production to Cash 

Receipts in 1964 

Percent of 
Total 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

o 

-
o 

Beef cattle receipts as a percent 
of I ivestock cash rece ipts 

Beef cattle receipts as a percent 
of total cash rece·ipts 

Panella 
average 

Ib Ic 110 
Panel segment 

lib lie 

Figure 5 
The Contribution of Beef Production to the 

Total Value of Production in 1964 

Percent 
80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

o 

~ Value of beef produced as percentage 
of the value of I ivestock produced 

CJ Value of beef produced as a percentage 
of the total value of farm production 

Panella 
average 

Ib Ic lIa 
Panel segment 

lib IIc 



Farm and family earnings were affected by both 
decreased returns to livestock and decreased returns 
to crops in 1964. The decrease in crop returns was 
due to lower crop yields. Lower livestock prices ac
counted for much of the reduction in returns above 
feed cost in 1964. These comparative financial re
sults are shown in the following data: 

TABLE B 

1963* 1964* 

Returns per $100 feed fed $ 124 $ 117 

Livestock returns above feed 
cost $3,046 $2,514 

Crop returns to land and labor $8,112 $6, 510 

Farm and family earnings $9,413 $6,956 

Percent of livestock cash 
receipts from beef cattle 49.0 43.3 

* Averages are for the entire Beef Cow Research Panel. 

Analysis of Cow J-Ierd Contribution 

to Total Farm Returns 

Sufficient data were obtained from 76 cooper
ators to give detailed information on the capital re
quirements, returns, and costs of their beef cow herds 
in 1964. Weights, grades, and month of sale were 
used in determining the value of beef produced from 
these 76 farms. (Grades for each cow herd in the 
Panel were established by trained and experienced 
members of the county Extension staffs.) All values 
were based on the average Kansas City Livestock 
Terminal prices for the month of sale. 

Investments in buildings and equipment used 
by more than one enterprise were allocated by per
centage of use. From this information a rate of re
turn on the capital investment in the beef cow enter
prise was computed. 

Recovery of Feed Costs by Beef Cows 

Some factors which affect individual farm re
turns above feed costs are the prices received for the 
livestock and the cost of feed fed. These factors are 
conditioned by the time of marketing, the weight, 
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and the grade of animals sold. The cost of feed de
pends on current market prices of home-produced 
feed and the cost of purchased feed. Feed efficiency 
and the relative importance of different classes of 
livestock on individual farms also were important to 
total returns above feed costs for different coopera
tors. 

The value of beef cow production above feed 
cost was computed by subtracting the value of feed 
fed from the value of beef produced. The value of 
all livestock production above feed costs was com
puted by subtracting the total value of feed fed from 
the total value of livestock produced. It is important 
to note that the value of livestock above feed costs 
included the value of beef cow costs and returns as 
well as those of all other livestock enterprises on 
the farms. 

In this comparison, four distinct groups were 
established: (1) those cooperators with positive re
turns above feed costs for all livestock including beef 
cows; (2) those with negative returns for all livestock 



--

and positive returns from beef COWSj (3) cooperators 
with negative returns from beef cows and positive re
turns from all livestockj and (4) those who experi
enced negative returns from both beef cows and from 
all livestock. 

In 1964, positive returns above feed costs from 
beef cows and all livestock were realized by 45 coopera
tors as shown in Table 7. Eighteen of this group 
had herds of 35 cows or less. The remaining 27 had 
herds larger than 35 cows. 

Although the value of production from beef 
cows was only 24 percent of the total from livestock 

production, beef cows accounted for 33 percent of 
returns above feed costs. These comparisons verify 
the fact that the small herds are relatively less im
portant than the larger herds in relation to all live
stock enterprises, both from the standpoint of gross 
value of production and the value of this production 
above feed costs. 

Twelve cooperators had negative returns above 
feed costs for all livestock and positive returns above 
feed costs from beef cows (Table 8). From this 
group, the value of beef cow production was 27 per
cent of the total value of livestock production. As-

TABLE 7 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

COOPERATORS WHOSE ALL LIVESTOCK AND BEEF COW RETURNS WERE ABOVE FEED COSTS 
--Missouri Beef Cow Research Panel, 1964 

A vg. value of pro-
Avg. value production duction above or 

Item No. from below feed costs from 
cooperators All Beef All Beef 

lvstk. cow herds lvstk. cow herds 

Herds of 35 cows and below 18 $16,476 $2,076 $7,391 $3,898 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 12.59% 18.31% 

Herds above 35 cows 27 $19,279 $5,845 $4,262 $1,773 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 30.59% 41. 60% 

Total for all herd sizes 45 $18,158 $4,338 $4,116 $1,349 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 23.88% 32.77% 

TABLE 8 

COOPERATORS WITH ALL LIVESTOCK RETURNS BELOW FEED COSTS 
AND BEEF COW RETURNS ABOVE FEED COSTS 

Missouri Beef Cow Research Panel, 1964 

A vg. value of produc-
Avg. value production tion above or 

Item No. from below feed costs from 
cooperators All Beef All Beef 

lvstk. cow herds lvstk. cow herds 

Herds of 35 cows and below 2 $ 7,746 $3,037 $-1,081 $ 876 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 39.42% * 

Herds over 35 beef cows 10 $21,488 $5,618 $-2,064 $2,087 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 26.14% * 

Total for all herd sizes 12 $19,281 $5,188 $-1,900 $1, 885 

b. Percent of total from beef cows 27.02% * 

*The negative percentage which would result from this calculation is undefined. The effect upon the total 
livestock enterprise is explained in the narrative. 
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suming that the feed consumed by cows would not 
have been fed to any other livestock, the loss of 
total feed costs would have been approximately 
twice as large if beef cows had not been kept. Based 
on this assumption, this group of beef cows made 
significant contributions to the total livestock enter
prise by decreasing the loss on the value of feed fed. 

Fourteen cooperators had negative returns above 
feed costs from beef cows and positive returns for all 
livestock enterprises (Table 9). For this group, 17 
percent of the total value of livestock produced was 
from beef cows. Returns from these animals had a 

negative effect upon the total livestock receipts 
above feed costs. Ten of the operations in which 
beef cows were detrimental in the recovery of feed 
costs had 35 or fewer beef cows; these herds con
tributed 13 percent of the total value of production. 
Unless this performance can be improved, it ap
pears that beef cows should be phased out of these 
farming operations. It is possible, however, that the 
cows were charged in some cases for feed which, had 
little or no cash value in any other use. 

Five cooperators had negative returns for both 
beef cows and all livestock (Table 10). In this group, 

TABLE 9 

1. 

2. 

3. 

COOPERATORS WITH ALL LIVESTOCK RETURNS ABOVE FEED COSTS 
AND BEEF COW RETURNS BELOW FEED COSTS 

Missouri Beef Cow Research Panel, 1964 

Avg. value production 
Item No. from 

cooperators All Beef 
lvstk. cow herds 

Herds of 35 cows and below 10 $10, 795 $1,442 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 13.17% 

Herds over 35 beef cows 4 $17,872 $3,884 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 21. 73% 

Total for all herd sizes 14 $12,817 $2,140 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 16.69% 

Avg. value of produc-
tion above or below 
feed costs from 

All Beef 
lvstk. cow herds 

$2,694 $-668 

* 
$5,486 $-763 

* 
$3,492 $-696 

* 

* The negative percentage which would result from this calculation is undefined. The effect upon the total 
livestock enterprise is explained in the narrative. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

TABLE 10 

COOPERATORS WITH ALL LIVESTOCK RETURNS BELOW FEED COSTS 
Missouri Beef Cow Research Panel, 1964 

Avg. value of produc-
A vg. value production tion above or below 

Item No. from feed costs from 
cooperators All Beef All Beef 

lvstk. cow herds lvstk. cow herds 

Herds of 35 cows and below 3 $ 6,454 $2,424 $-1,921 $-577 

a. Percent of total from beef .cows 37.55% 30.01% 

Herds above 35 cows 2 $11,681 $3,372 $- 499 $-397 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 28.87% 79.45% 

Total for all herd sizes 5 $ 8,545 $2,801 $-1,352 $-505 

a. Percent of total from beef cows 32.80% 37.31% 
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Figure 6 
Returns Above Feed Costs for Beef Cows and 

for All Livestock, 1964 

Returns Above 
Feed Costs 

$22,500 

20,000 

17,500 rot:?l Returns above feed costs from cow herds 

§§§I Returns above feed costs from other livestock 

15,000 
• Returns below feed costs from cow herds 

12,500 
~ Returns below feed costs from other livestock 

10,000 

7,500 

5,000 

Returns above feed costs for all livestock 
(57 cooperators) 

Returns above feed costs from beef cow herds 
(59 cooperators) 

2,50: rlllllllilli.~~ ..... ~_ 
-2,500 

Records of individual cooperators 

33 percent of the value of production came from 
beef cows but 37 percent of the loss was attributed 
to beef cows. The exact reasons why these farms 
did not recover feed costs could not be determined 
but results suggest a need for further analysis and, 
perhaps, the reorganization of the livestock enter
prises. 

For the entire Panel, beef cows accounted for 
23 percent of the total value of livestock production, 
but 35 percent of the return above fed costs was 
attributed to the beef cow herds. The individual 
records of all 76 cooperators are shown in Figure 
6, both for returns above feed costs from the beef 
cow herds and from all other livestock enterprises. 
Each dot on the curves represents the record of one 
cooperator. This graph illustrates the range in re
turns above feed costs, those cooperators experienc
ing the highest returns, and those suffering the 
greatest losses. 
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Figure 6 also shows the portion of total returns 
above feed costs which may be attributed to the 
beef cow herds. It also depicts the share of the re
turns below fed costs which this enterprise must 
assume on farms where livestock returns were in
sufficient to pay all feed costs. 

Effect of Beef Cow Investments and Returns 
on Total Farm Return 

The effect that varying proportions of invest
ments and returns in the beef cow herd had upon 
the total return to capital and management was in
vestigated. In this analysis, only the investments in 
animals were considered. Investments in livestock 
equipment and facilities were omitted. 

The average investment in beef cows was 44 
percent of the total investment in livestock for herds of 
35 cows or less and 47 percent for the herds with 
more than 35 cows. Beef cow investments were also 



a larger proportion of the total capital investment in 
the entire farm business for the larger herd group. 
The proportion was 8.2 percent for herds of 35 or 
more cows and 6.2 percent for herds of 35 cows or 
less. 

The proportion of total value of farm produc
tion attributed to beef cow herds was 19 percent 
for herds of 35 cows or less and 29 percent for herds 
of more than 35 cows. The value of total livestock 
production attributed to beef cows was 26 percent 
for herds of 35 cows or less and 34 percent for the 
large herd group. 

A more detailed analysis was made for 45 herds 
for which more complete information was available. 
Results of this analysis appear in a later section. 

The possible effect of four independent variables 
on the percent return to capital and management for 
the entire farm business was investigated through 
multiple regression analysis. There four variables 
were: 

(1) The percent of the total value of farm pro
duction received from beef cow production. 

(2) The percent of total value of livestock pro
duction received from beef cows. 

(3) The percent of livestock capital invested in 
beef cows. 

(4) The percent of total capital invested in beef 
cows. 

These four variables failed to explain a signifi
cant percentage of the variations in returns to capital 
and management; only 39 percent of the variations 
were accounted for by the entire group. 

Factors Affecting the Variation in Herd Size 

An effort was made to find the factors which 
influenced variations in sizes of individual herds 
within the entire Panel of 78 cooperators and within 
each of the small and large sub-groups. Beef cows 
compete with other livestock and crop enterprises 
for the use of land, labor, and capital. Knowledge of 
the factors which limit herd size is important in 
choosing the optimum herd size for a given amount 
of resources on a farm. 

The objective here was to determine the effect 
of land use and other livestock enterprises on beef 
cow herd size. Seven factors were investigated: (1) 
value of land and improvements per acre, (2) capital 
invested in livestock other than beef cows, (3) tons 
of hay equivalent consumed from pasture, (4) tons 
of hay and silage produced, (5) acres of corn pro
duced, (6) percent of the open land in harvested 
crops, and (7) the man years of labor used. 

The averages and ranges of these factors appear 
in Table 11. A comparison of averages for small and 

TABLE 11 

FACTORS AFFECTING THE SIZE OF BEEF COW HERDS* 
Missouri Beef Cow Research Panel, 1964 

All 78 34 Cooperators With 44 Cooperators With 
Factor* Cooperators' 35 Cows and Less More Than 35 Cows 

Average Range Average Range Average 

1. Value of land and improve-
ments per acre $ 183 $81 to $413 $ 195 $82 to $315 $ 174 

2. Capital invested in livestock 
other than beef cows $4,887 o to $20, 994 $4,871 o to $35, 860 $4,899 

3. Tons of hay equivalent 
consumed from pastures 192.5 30.0 to 358.1 121.5 21. 2 to 513.2 247.4 

4. Tons of hay equivalent 
consumed as hay and silage 150.0 12.0 to 465. 7 111.4 48.0 to 370.5 179.8 

5. Acres of corn produced 80.0 o to 280.0 79.9 o to 300.0 81. 6 

6. Percent of open land in 
harvested crops 53.5 16 to 87.0 58.4 21 to 79.0 49.7 

7. Man equivalents of labor 
used 1.5 .4 to 3.8 1.3 1.0 to 3.0 1.7 

*Appendix Table II indicates the significance of these factors as they affect herd size. 
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large herd groups may be misleading because of the 
great range of data presented. This does not reveal 
the distribution of a particular group, which is also 
important to the determination of herd size, but it 
does illustrate the ranges and differences in organiza
tion of crop and livestock enterprises which existed 
in the Panel. 

As shown in Appendix A, more of the variation 
in herd size was associated with these factors in the 
large herds than in the small ones. In the large herd 
group, beef cows were a larger part of the total farm 
business and were in greater competition with other 
livestock and crop enterprises. 

The significant variables for the large herd group 
were capital invested in non-beef livestock, the tons 
of hay equivalent consumed as hay and silage, and 
the man years of labor used. These results indicate 
that the most critical factor for determining herd 
size was the availability of labor and the willingness 
of individuals to shift land to the production of hay 
and silage. Note that the total amount of pasture 
consumed (by all livestock) was not a significant 
factor influencing herd size for the large herd group. 
This suggests that pasture grown on these farms was 
normally marketed through other livestock enter
prises. 

The only factor which was significant in the 
small herd group was the amount of pasture con
sumed. This indicates that for this group the beef 
cows were not as highly competitive with other live
stock and crop enterprises as was evident with the 
larger herd group. It also suggests that the most sig
nificant factor influencing herd size is the availability 
of pasture, not the availability of hay and silage. Ap
parently, small herds on these farms do not signifi
cantly affect land use or other livestock enterprises. 

The value of land and improvements per acre, 
the acres of corn produced, and the percentage of 
open land in harvested crops were not significant 
variables in determining variations in herd size for 
either the large or small herd groups in this analysis. 

Investment in Buildings and Equipment 

The investment in buildings and equipment for 
care of the beef cow herd is important to this enter
prise because it entails a cost which must be paid in 
the long run. The value of buildings and equipment 
used by the beef cow herds was provided by 45 of 
the 76 cooperators included in the 1964 analysis. The 
valuations of the different buildings and equipment 
were based upon the depreciated value of these build
ings. If buildings were depreciated out, a salvage 
value was entered. On many of the farms some build-
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ings and equipment were used by other livestock or 
crop enterprises. When this was the case, the in
dividual cooperator estimated the "percentage use" 
for which the beef cows should be charged. 

Figure 7 shows the distribution of the costs of 
buildings and equipment for cooperators with 35 or 

Figure 7 
Distribution of Buildings and Equipment In

vestment per Cow Unit, 1964 
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more cows and those below this number. The aver
age investment per cow for cooperators with 35 cows 
or fewer was $35, while the cooperators in the large 
herd group avaraged $20 investment per cow. Fifty 
percent of all cooperators reported an investment of 
less than $15 per cow. Figure 8 shows that 60 per
cent of the total investment was in buildings and 
40 percent was in machinery and livestock equip
ment. 

Distribution of Annual Costs per Beef Cow Unit 

Variable costs are those items which are directly 
related to vary~ng levels of inputs. In the short run, 
only variable costs must be met by the beef cow herd. 

Figure 9 shows that variable costs were 81 per
cent of total costs for herds of fewer than 35 cows. 
Feed costs made up 70 percent of the total for both 
herd groups. Since feed costs are such a large part 
of the total, management decisions affecting the 
choice of feeds and their costs can have a substantial 
effect upon the returns from the beef cow enterprise. 
Labor per beef cow unit averaged 7 hours and was 
valued at $1.25 per hour. Labor costs were 8 percent 
of the total costs for smaller herds and 9 percent for 
the large herds. Veterinary and drug expenses were 
not available from actual records but were entered as 
$3.00 per beef cow unit. 4 

Fixed costs are those which are incurred regard
less of the level of production. Although payments 
to the fixed factors of production do not have to be 
met in anyone year, returns over the long run must 
be high enough to cover all costs, both fixed and 
variable. The major fixed cost is interest on the 
investment. ** The total investment per beef cow 
unit includes the value of the beef cow, the bull 
charge, the replacement heifer charge, and the value 
of feed fed. These values per cow unit for the total 
group, and for each herd size, were as follows: 

TABLE C 

All 45 
herds 

Animal investment per 
beef cow unit $172 .59 

Value of feed fed per 
cow unit 66.91 

Total per cow unit $239.50 

19 herds 26 herds 
35 cows over 
or less 35 cows 

$184.37 $163.97 

71.27 63.72 

$255.64 $227.69 

**Interest is listed as a fixed cost because the initial investment has 
been made and it is no longer a variable cost as it was in the plan
ning phase. 
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Figure 9 
Distribution of Costs per Beef Cow Unit 1964 
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The annual charge was computed at a 5 percent 
interest rate. The major difference between the fixed 
costs charged against the smaller and larger herds 
is depreciation of buildings and equipment. For 
large herds (more than 35 cows) , depreciation 
charges amounted to $1.80 per beef cow unit. For 
herds of 35 cows or less, the depreciation charge was 
$3 .87 per beef cow unit. Taxes and insurance were 
computed at 1. 5 percent of the total investment in 
the beef cow unit. 

Rate of Return on Investment 

The distribution of returns on investment ap
pears in Figure 10. The average rate for all beef 
cow herds was 1.84 percent. The average for cooper
ators with 35 cows or below was -0.84 percent and 
for cooperators with more than 35 cows was 3.84 
percent. Forty percent of the cooperators made 5 
percent or greater return on their investment, and 
40 percent of the cooperators had negative returns 
on investment. The procedure for computing those 
returns is illustrated in Station Bulletin 827.5 

The rate earned on investment is largely depen
dent upon returns above feed cost. It is assumed in 
this study that all feed fed by the individual coop
erators had opportunity costs (value for other uses) 
associated with its use on the basis of prices as
signed in the analysis of feed consumption and costs. 
On some farms, this might not have been the case 
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Figure 10 
Distribution of Farms by the Rate of Return 
on Investment in the Beef Cow Enterprise 1964 
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as the pasture and roughage produced might have 
been used if beef cows had not been kept. This was 
not determined for each herd but might have in
fluenced the rate of return on investment in some 
herds. 



Summary and Conclusions 

The Beef Cow Research Panel was organized 
in 1963 to give up-to-date information on input re
quirements, costs, and returns associated with beef 
cow herds in Missouri. These costs and returns are 
important factors in adjusting and adapting beef 
cow herds to Missouri farms. In 1963, the Beef Cow 
Research Panel consisted of 151 cooperators from a 
17-county area in mid- and north central Missouri. 
In 1964 there were 121 cooperators from this same 
area. The cooperators were separated by the size of 
their herds into those with 35 cows or less and those 
with above 35 cows, and by methods of handling 
calves after weaning. 

Beef production was a substantial source of cash 
income for Beef Panel members in both 1963 and 
1964. The enterprise accounted for at least 30 per
cent of the total cash receipts for both years. 

Farm and family earnings were lower in 1964 
in comparison with 1963 because of low crop yields 
and generally lower prices for livestock. 

Only 23 percent of the total value of livestock 
produced was from beef cows, but beef cows re
turned 35 percent of the income above feed costs 
from all livestock. 

Variable costs were 81 percent of the total an
nual costs for herds of 35 cows or less and 82 per
cent for herds greater than 35 cows. The major vari
able costs for all herd sizes was feed, which was 70 
percent of the annual cost in 1964. Fixed costs were 
19 percent of total costs for the small herd group 
and 18 percent for the large herd group. Interest 
on investment was the major fixed cost, accounting 
for 12 percent of the total for both herd size groups. 

The investment in buildings and equipment ac
tually used by beef cows on the cooperating farms 
averaged $27 per cow unit for the different coopera
tors. Cooperators with smaller herds had an average 
investment of $35 per cow unit and those with 
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herds of 35 cows or more had a $20 per cow invest
ment. 

The most significant factor in the variation of 
herd size in the larger beef cow herds was the will
ingness of the operator to shift land use to the pro
duction of roughage. This contrasts with small herd 
farms where the most important factor was the avail
ability of pasture. 

The average rate of return on investment for 
small herds was a -0.84 percent while herds of more 
than 35 cows returned 3.84 percent. Forty percent 
of the cooperators did not have returns adequate to 
cover annual variable expenses, resulting in a nega
tive return on investment. 

The analysis reported here was based on re
cords in 1964 when relatively low prices for both fat 
cattle and feeder calves prevailed. Most of the calves 
produced on these farms were weaned in the fall 
and early winter when calf prices varied from $17 
to $21, depending on the grade and weight. This 
caused some of the low returns when calves were 
sold during the fall or winter or were valued and 
transferred from the cow herd at weaning time. 

The second factor which may have influenced 
low returns was the constant charge for all feed con
sumed. If the opportunity cost (value of the feed 
for some other use) was lower in practice than the 
rates charged, the profits would be greater than 
those computed for individual cooperators. For ex
ample, there may not have been any alternative use 
for some roughage and pasture. 

The analysis of the contribution of the beef 
cow herds to the farm business is based on one 
year's data. A projection of the results is not neces
arily representative of returns which could be ex
pected from a beef cow enterprise over a normal 
cycle of prices. 
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Appendix A 

DEFINITIONS AND METHODS OF COMPUTATION 

Cash balance: All farm cash receipts minus farm 
cash expenses. 

Farm and family earnings: Cash balance plus 
home used produce (except garden) plus or 
minus net inv~ntory change. 

Return to capital and management: Returns to 
operator's labor, capital, and management minus 
value of operator's labor at the going rate for 
farm labor in the community. 

Percent return: Return to capital and management 
divided by total capital managed; and the re
sults times 100. 

Net earnings per $100 charged for land, labor, 
and capital: The sum of farm and family earn
ings and hired labor divided by the sum of in
terest charged on capital and the value of all 
labor; and the result times 100. 

Return to operator's labor and management: 
Return to operator's land, labor, and manage
ment, minus interest charge on total capital 
managed at 5 percent. 

Return to operator's management: Return to 
operator's labor and management minus value 
of operator's labor at going rate of labor in the 
community. 

Cropland: Land from which a crop was harvested 
or was used as a rotation pasture during the 
current year. 
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Total capital managed: The total value of the fol
lowing items owned, rented, or furnished by the 
landlord at the end of the year: (a) land and 
im provements (except residence if owned by 
the operator), (b) livestock, (c) machinery and 
equipment, and (d) feed, seed, and supplies. 

Value of total farm production: The sum of (a) 
value of all crop production, (b) value of all 
livestock production minus feed costs, (c) inci
dental farm labor off the farm, (d) custom ma
chine work off the farm, and (e) miscellaneous 
farm receipts. 

Value of livestock produced: Ending inventory, 
plus livestock and products sold, plus home
used animals and produce, minus beginning in
ventory, minus livestock bought. 

Man equivalent: Total months of labor put into 
the farm business by: truck and custom machine 
operators, hired labor, the operator, and other 
members of the family figured on an adult 
basis, and the total divided by 12. 

Fertilizer charge: Value of fertilizer and lime pur
chased (annual basis) plus or minlis inventory 
change plus depreciation on lime and fertilizer 
carried in field improvement inventory. 

Value of livestock production: Ending inventory, 
plus livestock and products sold, plus home 
used animals and produce, minus beginning 
inventories minus livestock bought_ 



Returns per $100 feed fed: Value of all livestock 
production divided by value of feed fed; and 
the results times 100. 

Machinery and equipment investment per farm: 
The value of all machinery and equipment, in
cluding portable buildings, in ending inventory. 

Labor and machinery charge per $100 produc
tion: The sum of the farm labor charge and 
farm machinery operating costs divided by the 
value of the total farm production, and the re
sults times 100. 

Definition of panel segment: 
I. Herds of 35 cows or less 

a. Feed~r calf production - calves sold at 
weanIng. 

b. Calves full-fed from weaning to market. 
c. Calves weaned, wintered, grazed andlor 

full-fed. 
II. Herds of more than 35 cows 

a. Calves sold at weaning. 
b. Calves full-fed from weaning to market. 
c. Calves weaned, wintered, grazed andlor 

full-fed. 

Beef cow unit: Includes the beef cow, a proportion 
of the replacement heifer, and the bull charge. 

Determining returns to management: A farm 
business is a combination of land, labor, and 
operating capital. How a manager combines 
these three inputs determines the return which 
will be left over after costs have been subtracted. 
Thus management is the residual claimant after 
all other units have received their compensation. 
The efficient combination of these factors deter
mines the profitability of a farm business. 

The size of the business: To a large extent, size 
determines the manager's opportunity for pro
fit . This alone does not guarantee profit as a 
large business can mean a large loss as well as 
a large profit. A large, well-managed farm usu
ally will return more than a small farm under 
comparable management. 

Land use: Approximately 70 percent of the business 
investment is in land and the machinery used 
to farm it. The choice of crops has a great ef
fect upon the returns which accrue from the 
farming operation. This choice may be in
fluenced by the livestock enterprise and the 
available labor. 

Livestock are the processors of crops grown. There 
are two main reasons for having livestock (1) 
to market crops at a greater return to the farm 
business than would be received if sold for cash 
and (2) to utilize crop residues and labor which 
have little or no market value. 

Efficiency of labor. High production per man is 
necessary to minimize labor costs per $100 re
turned to the business. This calls for full em
ployment of labor at productive work. 

Efficiency of machinery and equipment. The 
amount and size of machinery must be propor
tionate to the amount of work to be done. This 
includes such things as timeliness of operation. 
To reduce the cost per $100 of output a high 
volume of production is necessary. The com
bination of the above factors is important to 
the farm business because the farm must pay 
the operating expenses and leave a sufficient 
cash balance to provide for family living, prin
cipal payments on debts, and new investments. 

A successful farm business should: 

1. Pay all operating expenses. 
2. Pay interest on investment. 
3. Pay the operator and family a going wage 

rate for year round employment. 
4. Pay for management after all of the above 

charges have been met. 
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Appendix B 

FACTORS AFFECTING VARIATION IN HERD SIZE 

y = dependent variable 
X . = independent variable 

1 

All cooperators 

Capital investment 
in beef cows * 

Constant 

Value of land and 
improvements per ac. 

Capital in non-beef 
cow livestock 

Tons of hay equiva-
lent consumed from 
pasture 

Tons of hay equiva-
lent produced as hay 
and silage 

Acres of corn pro-
duced 

Percent open land in 
harvested crops 

Man years of labor 
used 

2 
R 

Est. of 
(3 

y 

Xl 3,705.0 

x
2 

-1.4 

x3 -0.2 

x
4 

13.1 

x5 14.7 

x6 1.9 

x
7 

-24.7 

x8 1,023.9 

1Significant at 1 percent level. 
2 

Significant at 5 percent level. 

3significant at 10 percent level. 

t 

-0.28 

-3.09 
1 

3.34
1 

2.99 
1 

0.24 

0.78 

1.17 

.576 

35 cows or less 
Est. of 

f3 t 

4,235.5 

-3.4 -0.94 

-7.9 -0.90 

12.6 2.28
2 

4.3 1. 03 

1.9 0.32 

-3.6 -0.15 

-4,028.0 -0.42 

.370 

More than 35 cows 
Est. of 

(3 t 

2,348.1 

7.9 0.93 

-0.2 -2.41
2 

1.6 .30 

28.3 3. 78 
1 

3.7 .29 

-55.0 -1.06 

2,414.8 1. 79
3 

.574 

* The factors affecting total capital investment in the cow herd are the investment per cow 
unit and the number of cows. Since a constant value per cow unit was used in this analysis, 
differences in total capital investment is a direct function of the number of cow units. 
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BEEF COW RESEARCH PANEL 

1964 Inventory of Buildings and Equipment for Beef Cow Enterprise 

Name County 

Month & Depreciation Remaining 3 
Investment 

year charged value Percentage 
2 

charged 
bought Cost 1964 Dec. 31, ' 64 use to cows 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 ) (6) 

CROP MACHINERy
1 

1. Manure loader 

2 . Manure spreader 

3 . 

4. Total XXXX XXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX 

POWER & HAULING MACHINERY 

5. Tractors 

6. Trucks 

7. Wagons 

8. 

9. Total XXXX XXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX 

LIVESTOCK EQUIPMENT 

10. Bunks 

11. Scales 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. Total XXXX XXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX 

BUILDINGS 

17. Barn 

18. Sheds 

19. Silos --

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. Total XXXX XXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX 
---

1 
Only enter the equipment used directly by the beef cow herd. Do not include items used exclusively by 

Other Cattle. ---- --
2 
The percentage used should be based on the proportion of the cost which should be charged to the beef 

.E2:!!. herd. 
3 

Leave blank - will be computed at state office. 
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