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Profits from Milk Cows on Gener al
Corn belt Farms
0. R. JoHNSON and R. M.

GREEN

Most of the dairy products of the United States are produced
by small herds of cows kept by farmers whose main source of income is from some other enterprise , and it is to be expected that
more of the beef supply in the near future will come from this same
source.
The difference in viewpoint as regards the milk business on
.dairy farms and on these general farms might be expressed by saying that the milk products come hom ( 1) using feed to make milk,
.and (2) making milk to use feed. At least, there are these two aspects of the milk business on the farm. Methods commonly em.Ployed in the latter case, as frequently pointed out, prove very un.Profitable when applied to a strictly dairy farm enterprise , yet on
general farms they may contribute materially -toward reducing ex.Penses that would otherwise reduce profits from main enterprises.
It is the purpose of the following study to determine from
farmers' experience the costs and certain related factors pertaining
to the milk business as a subsidiary enterprise on farms organized to
.do a general farming business.
Source and nature of data.-Th e bulk of the data following is
from detailed farm records on 5 farms during 1912, 5 farms during
1913, 14 farms during 1914, and 17 farms during 1915; and conse.quently represents the experience of only a limited number of farms.
Yet these farms are typical of the general farms in this region. It
-covers a total of 158 head of milk cows and 128 head of calves.
In a few places use is made of additional less-complete records in
-which only financial transactio ns are reported. The location of all :farms furnishing records is indicated on the map, page 4.
The data presented suggest practices of most important appli.cation on the small to medium-si ze family farm where a satisfactor y
.-annual income depends more upon the practice of numerous small
<economies than upon some one or two heavily financed enterprise s.

THE PROBLE M
On the farms included in this study, the raising of corn, wheat,
;;and hogs are the most important enterprise s. An abundance of
(3)
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roughage is therefore found as a by-produ ct on all these farms.
In keeping a small herd of milk cows on such farms, the manager 's
primary task is one of utilizing to the best advantag e the by-products of his main business, rather than one of securing maximum
profits from his cows. If he has money, or borrows money, with

Location of farms furnishing records used in compiling data for
this bulletin.

which he might buy more concentr ates to the benefit of his cow
business, this money is instead invested in hogs, corn to feed hogs,
or in some other item contribut ing to the main enterprises. Being
engaged primarily in another business, the size of the cow business
must necessarily be limited by the amount of .excess or "overflo w"
time there is left to the farm working force after the major enter. prises have been attended to. The milk business of these general
farms is, therefore , an entirely different affair from that of the
dairy farm.
SCOPE OF THE STUDY MADE

The data submitte d herein are on what are ordinadl y classed
as common milk cows. It includes data on some herds containin g
good Shorthor n, Red Poll, and Holstein milk cows, but none of the·
herds would be considered high-class dairy herds. Whether better
cows better fed would return greater profits is without the scope of
this inquiry as is also the propositi on as to whether better producin g
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cows might not return better profits even on the same feed. This
inquiry confines itself to the 3000 to 4000-pound-a-year cow that
these general farms are now using and the extent, if any, to which
they can make economical use of them.

AVERAGE COST OF KEEP OF THE FARM MILK COW
As found on the farms included in this study, the average annual cost per milk cow for the four-year period, 1912, '13, '14, and
'15 was $45.91 (Table 1 ). Of this total cost $13.81 or 30.1 per
cent was for man labor, $0.49 or 1.1 per cent was for horse labor,
$25.38 or 55.2 per cent was for feed, and $6.23 or 13.6 per cent
was for miscellaneous expenses.
TABLE I.-AVERAGE

CosT

OF KEEP

oF

THE FARM MrLK

Cow

Four-year period, 1912-'13-'14-'15
Man
labor

Number
cows

158.5 --------------·-··················..········
Per cent --------------------------··········

$13.81
30.10

I

I

Horse
labor

Feed

.49
1.10

$25.38
55.20

$

I

Miscellaneous

Total

$ 6.23

$ 45.91
100.00

13.60

The annual cost for each year of the records and the variation
The high feed
in cost from year to year are shown in Table 2.
cost for 1913 was caused by the shortage of pasture owing to
drouth and the consequent use of considerable green corn fodder.
TABLE

Year

1912
1913
1914
1915

2.-CosT

OF KF.EP PER

Number Number
farms
cows

........................

·----------------------···········-·······-···
······-··--·------------

5
5
14
17

20.6
12.7
53.4
71.8

Cow

BY

YEARS

Cost of
labor
man

Cost of
labor
horse

Feed
cost

$1 1.68
15.81
13.22
14.43

$0.43
0.44
0.45
0.54

$26.13
29.26
24.08
25.18

Miscellaneous
cost

$6 .24
5.97
5.66
6.70

Total
cost

$44.48
51.48
43.41
46.85

In Table 3 is shown the cost, in hours of labor, in caring for the
milk cows each year. There is a variation of from about 92 man
hours to the cow to practically 118 man hours to the cow. Size of
herd, as shown later, is an important factor in bringing about this
variation. The amount of horse labor used is fairly constant.

6
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TABLE 3 .-LABOR CosT PER Cow IN HouRs BY YEARS

Number
farms

Years

Number

Cows

cows

per farm

Hours of
man labor

horse

per cow

labor

H ours of
per cow

t'J12 ·············-·········--·-----------·············-1913 ···········--·-········-··················----···
19 14 ·····------------·····························--·-··

1915 -------------------------------····················records ··-··-------··--········
1"\vcrag~, 41

20.6
12.7
53.4
71.8
158.5

14
17

4.1
2.5
3.8
4.2
3.9

91.2
117.7
94.4
107.6
101.9

5.4
5.6
6.1
7.0
6.4

An itemized statement of feed costs by years is given in Table
4. It will be noticed that the quantity of corn fed to cows is materially decreased in the years of high corn prices. On these farms
corn fed to cows was valued at an average of 50 cents a bushel for
1912, 57.4 cents a bushel for 1913, 68.5 cents a bushel for 1914,
and 65.7 cents a bushel for 1915. In 1913 the value of pasture used
was the lowest of any year and the value of roughage used highest.
This is accounted for by the drouthy condition that year; previously
referred to.
TABLE 4.-FH.D CosT PER Cow BY YEARS. ITEMIZED

I

Item

1912

j

1913

1

1914

/

1915

I

Average

- - - ------------·---Bushels of Corn ..........................................
Value ................................................
Pounds of hay ..............................................
Value ................................................
value of pasture ............................................
Value of other concentrates ......................
Value of other roughage ............................

11 .8
$ 5.91
896.00
$ 5.07
8.20
2.88
4.07

12.6
$ 7.26
995 .00
$ 4.5 1
6.5 0
3.30
7.69

7.1
$ 4.85
972.00
$ 5.69
7.73
2.06
3.75

9.9
$ 6.49
740.00
$ 3.95
7.71
3.12
3.91

Total feed cost ............................................

$26.13

$29.26

$24.08

$25.18

9.4
I $ 5.85

I

1

---- ---------------·---------------

870.00
$ 4.81
7.68
3.03
4.01
$25 .38

TADLE 5.-PERCENTAGE oF FEED CosT PER Cow IN DIFFERENT FEEDS BY YF.ARS

-7_1_9-12-~r--1-91_3 1-; --1-91-4-r--1-91-5~~-Average

-----F-'e_e_d_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
·Corn
M;~.y

................................................................

__

Other Roughage ............................................

22.6
19.4
31.4
11.0
15.6

24.8
15.4
22.2
11.6
26.0

20.2
23 .6
32.1
8.6
15.5

25 .8
15.7
30.6
12.4
15.5

23.1
19.0
30.3
11.9
15.7

T otal ....................................................

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

·········-············-····-······································

:-::tsture

.................................................... ....... .

Other Concentrates ---····-·······-···········---··--····

In Table 5 is shown year by year the percentage distribution
among different feeds of the total feed cost. ·It will be noticed that
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from 45 to SO per cent of the total feed cost each year is in pasture
and roughage other than hay. On the average dairy farms that
have been studied in this state, pasture and roughage other than hay
constitute only 20 to 35 per cent of the total feed cost.
Miscellaneous costs (Table 6) vary little from year to year.
The absence of veterinary and incidental expenses from the 1912
records and the lack of any expense for incidentals in the 1913
record can be attributed to the small number of farms included in
the study of those years.

Fig. I.-A cheap housing arrangement for cows in the basement of a horse barn.
which makes for a low building charge.
TABLE 6.-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION

oF

MISCELLANEous

Taxes

Breeding fees

Veterin ary
ex penses

Per cent
48.9
44.2
43 .3
44.9

Per cent
3.8
3.5
3.5
3.6

Per cent
24.2
31.3
29.2
29.8

Per cent
0.0
0.5
1.8
0.9

45.5

3.6

28.5

0.8

Ye ar

Miscellaneous
cost

Building Interest
on in charge
vestment

19 12
19 13
19 14
19 15

$6.24
5.97
5.66
6.70

Per cent
19.6
16.8
17.7
15.0

Aver
age

I 6.23

17.2

CosTs

Equ ip ment
charge

BY

Incidentals

Per cent Per cent
0.0
3.5
0.0
3.7
0.3
4.2
1.6
4.2
3.9 • j

0.5

YEARS

Total

Per cent
100
100
100
100

100

8
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The small building charge on these farms is due to the fact
that these small herds of milk cows in most cases share the horse
barn with horses or make use of cheap open sheds, sometimes of
straw. The investment in buildings chargeable to the milk cows is,
therefore, very small. Figure 1 shows one of the better housing
arrangements for milk cows on these farms. In this case use is
made of stall room in one end of the basement in the horse barn.
The small milk business has been crowded in so that, in reality,
cows have lessened the overhead charges on work stock rather than
:added any material building charge.

AVERAGE PRODUCTION OF THE FARM MILK

·cow

From the standpoint of the owner of these small herds the
products in order of their importance are, milk products for home
use, calves to sell, surplus milk products for sale and for hog or
poultry feed, and, incidentally, manure.
The amount of manure produced and put to such use that its
value will ultimately be cashed in is very small on these farms.
Much of the manure falls on pasture land that is never cropped, or
is lost in ponds, streams, fence corners, around the water tank, or
in the lot. In this study the value of manure used is considered as
just about offsetting risk on the herd which is a very small item
of cost in this kind of milk business.
Nineteen of the farms included in · this study kept, in addition
to other records, the production records on their rriilk cows. The
:average annual production per cow on these farms (Table 7) was
.380 gallons or approximately 3167 pounds.
TAnLE

7.-AVERAGE ANN"L'AL MILK

PRoiJucno::-. PER Cow

Four-year Period, 1912, '13, '14 and '15
Number of
-farms

19

I
_j

Number of
cows

73.5

I

Total gallons
per year

Gallons per cow

27,865.3

380

I

per year*

Pounds per cow
per year

3,167

*Besides whole milk the calves take.

On the basis of the average cost shown in Table 1 and allowing
$4 for the value of the calf at weaning time, the 380 gallons of milk
were produced at a cost of $41.91 or 11 cents a gallon.
Figuring 111ilk used at about what it sold for as butter, the
average value realized from the 380 gallons of milk was $47.22

9
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(Table 8) or 12.4 cents a gallon. The 380 gallons were in addition
to the whole milk received by the calf.
T ABLE 8.-AVERAGE DISPOSAL OF MIL K PRODUCTS PER Cow

Number
farms

Number
co ws

38

140
......

------··

Cream sold
per cow

$ 4.24
9.0 o/o

II

Total value
Butter sold Total sales Milk pro·
ducts used of products
per co\.v
per cow
·per cow
p er COW

1

$10.98
23.2 o/o

r

$15.22
32.2 o/o

$32.00
67.8 o/o

1

$ 47.22
100.0 o/o

The general practice on these farms is to keep calves until
they are yearlings, at least, before selling them instead of disposing
of them as soon as possible as many dairymen do. The farmer,
therefore, figures on the profits to be derived from cow and calf,
rather than from the cow alone. Figures in Table 9 on about 128
calves indicate that the average feed cost of keeping the calf a year
on these farms was $12.50. The average labor cost was $1.60. The
amount of ordinary miscellaneous costs for the first year would be
practically negligible. The approximate average cost of keep of
the calf the first year was, therefore, $14.10.
TABLE 9.-AVERAGF. CosT OF KEEP oF CALF ONE YEAR

Year

Man
hours

Number

1914
1915

61.8
66.6

Average

128.4

I

Cost

I

12.2
10.1

$1.66
1.31

11.1

1.48

I
I
I
,, ['" I I II

Horse
hours

Feed
cost*

Total
labor

Cost

Feed and
Labor cost

1

1.42

--us-r -

.13

.- 12-r

$1.77
1.44

1.60

I

$12.00
12.96

$13 .77
14.40

12.50

14.10

- - - - - - ·--·------- -----'----------*In addition to the whole milk consumed.
The average value of the calf at approximately one year old as
indicated either by the sale price or the inventory value of 294
head of such calves reported on: 68 records for 1914 and 1915 was
~28 a head. On 117 farms for the same years 515 cows produced
423 calves. The percentage of calves to cows was, therefore, 82
per cent. On such a basis the average annual return per cow from
calves would have been 82 per cent of $28 or $22.96. Deducting
from this the cost of keep of the calf, $11.56 (Table 9), there is
left $11.40 net from the calf. With a profit of only $1.31 per cow
on milk products and $11.40 per cow £tom calves, the total annual

Ill
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profit per cow averages only $12.71. The profit is calculated on the
basis of a cost (Tables 1 and 9) that assumes that the labor involved has contributed to the outlay of cash and board for labor.
As a matter of fact, on such farms, the labor on cows is additional
labor secured at the same cost that less labor would have been secured at.had it not been for the cows. If this labor, totaling $15.61,
is, therefore, deducted from the costs the profit attributable to
cows would be $28.32 per cow.
There is one other cost factor in connection with maintaining
small herds that might become a source of loss, and is a source of
loss on many dairy farms that handle scrub dairy cattle. The cost
factor referred to is that of raising heifers to the age that they drop
their first calf. The producing cows included in this study averaged
in value $55.60 a head. In the light of what .has just been presented,
the question is whether a heifer calf on these farms was raised to
a producing cow at a cost no greater than this figure.
The cost of the calf the first year (Table 9) averaged $14.10.
A study of the complete feeding records on these farms indicates
that the cost of carrying the calf a full second year is approximate ly
75 per cent of the cost of keeping the mature cow. 01,1 the basis
of the average cost of $45.91 for keeping the cow, the approximate
cost of carrying the calf the second year was $34.43. This would
make a total cost of producing the heifer of $48.53, if she dropped
her first calf at 24 months. Except in the case of Jersey cattle this
is an earlier age than that at which most farmers have their cows.
calve. At 26 months, counting the cost for 2 months at one-sixth
the average annual cost, which would be approximate ly correct, the
cost of keeping the heifer until her first calf, was $56.18 or close to
the average value, $55.60, placed on cows. This close margin in
producing ordinary heifers is an important factor in inducing the
early breeding of them. Here again, labor has been charged where
it is usually considered on these farms as adding nothing extra to
the labor cost on the farm. It will be seen, however, that raising the
heifer calf to a produring age on these farms. is not a profitable part
of the enterprise, if labor is considered. This induces some men
who handle cheap cows to buy rather than raise their cows.
In considering the cost of keeping milk cows, it will be noticed,
the data given have not included depreciation , among other costs.
The rate of depreciation on cows kept until the end of their period
of usefulness, according to careful estimates, is about 4.8 per cent
m the case of cows averaging $55 a head in value.*
*Warren's Farm Management, page 232.
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In small herds, however, there is a tendency for the appreciation in value of young milk cows to offset the depreciation of the
older cows, so that taking the herd as a unit, the loss from depreciation, if any, is very small. This, of course, would not likely be the
case with dairy herds of any considerable stze.

Fig. 2.-Land like this can only be utilized for pasture.
Holsteins have
satisfactory dual purpo e cows where there is a ready sale for the calves.

proved

While the profit, $28.32 a cow, is small for a strictly dairy business it is worthy of consideration on certain of these general farms
where conditions, called attention to later, obtain. The meaning of
such gain to the farm family is best shown in Table 10. It will be
noticed that the average profit of $28.32 per cow on 3.9 cows pays
25.4 per cent of the cost of the family living. As will be noted later,
this profit of $28.32 may be of even more importance than so far
indicated because in figuring this profit cows have been made to
pay $1 a head a month for pasture and a feed value for certain
roughage that would have otherwise been unmarketable. Figure 2
shows a pasture on one of these farms. Only stock that will handle
considerable roughness, return anything . from such land.

12
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TABLE 10.-COST OF FAMILY LIVING AND RETURNS FROM MILK Cows

Cost p~r
cow and
calf except
labor

Value of
milk products and
calf per
cow

Profit
per cow
and calf

Profit from
average
herd

Cost of
family
living*

Per cent
of living
from cow
profits

------- __I--::l ____
.Average 1912,
'13, '14, '15

$ 41.86

po.1s

$ 28.32

$110.45

$435.00

25.4

*Excluding use of house.

"EFFECTS OF METHODS OF MANAGEMENT ON COSTS
The extent to which costs of maintaining milk cows may be
influenced by different practices is shown by a study of the variation in costs on the farms that have been included in the foregoing
averages.
SIZE OF HERD

The effect of size of herd on the labor required per cow is
shown in Table 11. The amount of horse labor required per cow in
the case of small and large herds is about the same, and is not large
in either case. There is, however, a big variation in the amount of
man labor required in the two cases. The smaller herds required on
the average 132 man hours per cow while the larger herds required
only 81 man hours per cow. That this difference is not due to difference in production per cow is indicated by the fact that the
average production per cow in 9 small herds was 368 gallons a year
and in 8 larger herds 388 gallons a year. But little more work is
required to care for the larger herds, and there are two times as
many cows to share the expense.
TABLE ll.-EFFECT oF SrzE OF HERD oN LABOR CosTs PER Cow

Classes

Less than 4 cows per herd ........
4 or more cows per herd ........

I

Number
farms

Cows per
farm

Man hoitrs
per cow

Horse hours
per cow

25

2.6
6.0

132
81

5.4
6.0

16

USE OF PASTURE

The extent to which use is made of pasture also materially affects the labor cost per cow (Table 12). ·where so little use was
made of pasture that less than 25 per cent of the total feed cost

13
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was in pasture, considerably more of both man and horse labor were
required than where more extensive use was made of pasture. The
variation was from 81.8 man hours and 3.2 horse hours per cow in
the case where pasture was made considerable use of, to 122.8 man
hours and 10.1 horse hours where little use was made of pasture.
TABLE 12.-EFFECT oF UsE OF PASTURE ON LABOR CosTs PER Cow

Less than 25 per cent
of feed cost in pasture -----------II. 25 per cent to 40 per cent
of feed cost in pasture ............
III. 40 per cent or more
of feed cost in pasture ···········-

Man hours

Labor cost

Number
farms

Classes

per cow

per cow

hours
I Horse
per cow

I.

15

$ 17.09

122.8

10.1

13

14.72

104.0

4.8

13

11.60

81.8

3.2

The effect of use of pasture on feed costs per cow is also considerable (Table 13). Care, of course, has to be taken in interpreting the economy there appears to be in this practice. There are
cases where pasture is cheap feed only because it is priced on paper
too low in view of the rental value of the land. The pasture charges
as made on the farms included in this study were adequate, however,
to pay prevailing rent rates.
TABLE 13.-EFFECT oF UsE oF PAsTURE ON FEED CosTs PER Cow

Classes

Less than 25 per cent
of feed cost in pasture
II. 25 per cent to 40 per
cent of feed cost in
pasture ···--·······-----------·
III. 40 per cent or more
of feed cost in pasture

Numher of
farms

Corn
Feed
cost
per
Bu. \ Value
cow

15

$34.05 12.8 $7.91

Hay

Other
Other
concen- roughage
trates

Value

Pasture

1182 $6.04

$5.62

$6.79

$7.69

Lbs.

I.

13

25.78

9.2

6.00

984

6.35

8.23

1.60

3.60

13

18.20

5.9

3.60

422

1.91

9.26

1.23

2.20

It will be noticed (Table 13) that the feed cost per cow varied
from $18.20 where over 40 per cent of the total feed cost was in
pasture to $34.05 where less than 25 per cent of the feed cost was
in pasture. Where the larger use was made of pasture, there was
a very considerable decrease in the amount of corn, hay, concentrates and roughage fed. It should be stated in this connection that
the smaller value for roughage in Classes II and III is also partly
attributable to the cheaper quality of the roughness as compared with
that used by farms in Class I. Table 14 is a repetition of Table 13
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with corn and hay figured at uniform prices in all three classes.
This corrects the difference due to variation in prices of corn and
hay on the different groups of farms.
TABLE 14.-REVISION OF TABLE 13 WITH CORN AND
OF CLASS I

Classes

Number Feed
of farms cost

Corn

per cow Bu. 1 Value

I
II
III

••o - no•••••• ••••••

u •••••••••-••••• ••

....................

15
13
13

$34.05
24.14
18.49

12.8 $7 .91
5.69
9.2
5.9
3.65

HAY FIGURED ON BASIS

Hay

Pasture

Lbs. l Value

1182 $6.04
984 5.02
422 2.15

$5 .62
8.23
9.26

Other
trates

Other
rough
age

$6.79
1.60
1.23

$7.69
3.60
2.20

concen ~

The profitableness of the three ·different practices, depends, of
course, on their relative effect on production. Table 15 shows the
average returns in milk products per cow in each group of farms,
the cost of keep per cow, the profit from milk products, and the
average number of cows per farm. It is quite plain from this table
that farms in Class I are trying to get maximum production from
the cows they have. The higher feed cost and the less number of
cows per farm indicate intensive handling as compared with the
other two classes. Size of family is practically the same in all three
groups of farms. It is to be concluded from the experience of these
farmers, therefore, that the larger use of corn, other concentrates,
and marketable hay, and a relatively spare use of pasture does not
pay with the common milk stock usually handled on the general
farm. It is plainly to be seen that such stock is not profitably
handled in intensive farming, and, therefore, that its use is not to
be considered at all except where there · is enough otherwise waste
pasture land on the farm to furnish a large part of the cows' feed
and where cows can be kept on this pasture during a comparatively
long season. Considerable use of coarse roughage is also important
in carrying this class of stock, (Table 16).
TABLE 15.-PROFITS FROM THREE DIFFERENT METHODS OF HANDLING COMMON
FARM MILK Cows
(See Table 14)

Class I

Products sold per cow ....................................................
Products used on farm per cow....................................
Total products received per cow..................................
Cost of keep per cow......................................................
Net per cow ··········-·······························-···························
Cows per farm ..................................................................

$ 21.27
31 .18
52.45
57. 79
- 5.34
3.0

I

Class II

I Class III

$ 16.22

$ 9.10

31.20
47.42
44.89
2.53
3.9

30.50
39.60
36.10
3.50
4.3
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TABLE 16.-EFFECT oF UsE oF STRAW, SILAGE, AND FoDDER o N FEED CosT PER Cow
Feed
P e rcentage of feed cost in
straw, silage or fodder ·

Less than 25 per
cent of feed cost

in pasture

10 per cent or less..................
More than 10 per cent ....... .

I

cost

per

25 per cent to 40
per cent of fee d
cost in pasture

$28.78
23 .70

$38.90
32.85

cow

I

40 per cent or more
of feed cost in
pasture

$18.62
17.21

Table 15 is not to be misconstrued to mean that the data show
low yielding cows to b~ most profitable. Such is not the case and
The farms were
the data do not warrant any such conclusion.
studied from the standpoint of how the more or less extensive us.e
of pasture affected costs. The data show, as might be expected, that
the more extensive use of pasture is attended by a decrease in production, but in spite of this decrease, the practice of using pasture
extensively with this class of stock is economical because the inherent ability of this stock for milk production is not such as to
make it respond readily to the stimulus of intensive feeding. That
in general higher yielding cows are more profitable has abundant
proof, if, indeed, the proposition is not self-evident. Table 17 comprises data from forty-seven dairy farms in the vicinity of St. Louis,
Mo. and shows the cost of producing milk for the year 1917 with
cows of different productive ability. The point in Table 15 is that
with the class of stock in question the more extensive use of pasture
is an economical practice. It would be found, however, in Class
III where the most economical practice is followed, that the cows
which would yield best under those conditions would be the most
profitable.
TABLE 17.-RELATION BETWEEN THE YIELD PER Cow AND THE CosT OF
DUCTION ON FORTY-SEVEN DAIRY FARMS IN THE VICIN ITY OF
ST. Lou rs, MrssouRI (1917)
Annual production per cow

300
300
500
700

gallons
to 500
to 700
gallons

or less ........................... .
gallons ............................
gallons ............................
and more ....................

Average yield
in gallons

141
408
612

828

Number of
farms

7
13
16
11

PRo-

Cost per
gallon

$0.487
0.407
0.318

0.273

When it is considered that the pasture charge figured pays rent
on the land at the rate of from $3 to $4 an acre (with money at 6
per cent) the land would have to be worth approximately $50 or $60
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an acre to make the practice economical unless profit were to be

realized from a rise in price of the land. This practically limits the
economical handling of such stock in this state under comparatively
recent conditions to the cheaper lands of the Ozark regions and to
upland farms in the more fertile sections of Missouri that have

But
A Bigge1- Neeked.

Fvnnel
Wilt Not Help

If You Pour Too
Slowly

Fig. 3.-Feeding beyond the milking capacity of the cow means loss (See Table 15) .
While there is the danger of feeding a poor cow too much, there is the danger of feeding a good cow too little.

woods pasture or other pasture land unfit for the plow. Certainly
this class of stock has no place on high-priced pasture lands, or on
farms with small pasture area where the cow feed must be supplied
to a considerable extent from corn, marketable hay and purchased
concentrates.
USE OF ROUGHAGE

Attention has already been called to Table 16 showing the effect
on costs of the use of roughage both where extensive use o! pasture
is made and where it is used less. The most important point to
which attention is called by this data is the increased importance of
the use of roughage where little dependence is made on pasture. It
will have been noticed in Table 15 that there is little choice between
Class II and Class III in so far as net profits received from milk
products are concerned. In the absence of comparative data on the
growth of calves the economy of the extreme use of roughage shown
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in conjunctio n with the most extensive use of pasture might be
questioned. Data so far accumulated, while not yet of sufficient
volume to be conclusive, would not seem to recommend the extreme
gone to in this direction.

MARGIN OF PROFIT
The foregoing data indicate that the margin of profit to be
expected from this common stock, even with conditions right for
its most economic handling, is small and comes in the main from
the production of a marketabl e calf. It will be seen that such an
enterprise does not lend itself readily to being made a very large
business .because of the relatively large amount of labor required,
and the small profit returned after meeting labor and other costs.
This precludes its being made into a successful dairy business.
Where, however, the labor in the business represents merely better
utilization, without extra cost, of labor already paid for for main
farm enterprises, the margin of profit is widened. Especially does
this apply in the utilization of family labor. As a part of economy
in handling the farm's labor, this rather humble part of the general
farm's business is frequently scorned because of its size, and its
possibilities are not always appreciated.
Since the main profit to be expected from this class of stock is
from the calf produced, cows with considerable beef tendencies are
generally used. On the other hand, cows that will produce more
than enough milk for the calf, are a distinct advantage to these
farms, in that the surplus milk products can be made to pay the
cows' way (Tables 1 and 8) leaving clear profit from the calf.

APPLICA TION OF DATA TO PRESEN T CONDIT IONS
In arriving at the data presented in Table 18 the original data
in Tables 13 and 15 were used. Corn was figured at $1.50 a
bushel, loose hay $15 a ton, pasture at an increased value of 25 per
cent, roughage at a like increase, and miscellaneous concentrates a
large part of which was bran, at an increased value of 55 per cent.
Man labor is figured at 20 cents an hour (for help by the month),
and horse labor at 14 cents an hour; miscellaneous costs were increased about 12 per cent. This would represent very closely conditions on these farms in July, 1918.
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TABLE 18.-APPLYING FoREGOING DATA To CoNDITIONs, JuLY, 1918

Group I

Value of products received per cow
Cost of keep per cow ......................... .
Net per cow ............................................

I

$

!

$-14.76

73.43
88 .19

Group II

$

66.39
66.92

$- 0.53

Group III

$

50.54
52.07

$-1.53

As most of the product marketed from these cows was
marketed as butter, the increase in value of products per cow is
figured on the basis of the increase in price of butter, which is
from approximately 25 cents a pound to 35 cents a pound or 40
per cent.
This calculation would indicate that under present conditions
no profit could be expected from products. other than the calf. In
other words, the value of products other than the calf would not
pay the cow's way at present. In Group I it would fall so far short
of it that there would likely be no profit from the calf. The practice
followed by Group II seems the more economical under present
prices. As intimated before, the extremely low feeding of Group III
even in normal times is questionable unless the prices of products
are exceedingly low.
SUMMARY

1. A summary of 41 different records on a total of 158 common farm milk cows for the years 1912, '13, '14 and '15 showed a
total average annual cost of keep of $45.91, of which $13.81 or
30.1 per cent was for man labor, $0.49 or 1.1 per cent for horse
labor, $25.38 or 55.2 per cent for feed, and $6.23 or 13.6 per cent
for miscellaneous expenses.
2. The average annual cost per cow varied from year to year
as follows: 1912, $44.48; 1913, $51.48; 1914, $43.41; and 1915,
$46.85. The high cost for 1913 was attributable mainly to a drouthy
season necessitating the use of considerable quantities of green
corn fodder and other roughage and a correspondingly less use of
pasture.
3. The average labor requirement per cow per year was 101.9
man hours and 6.4 horse hours. This, however, varied according to
size of herd from 81 man hours and 6 horse hours in the case of
the larger herds to 132 man hours and 5.4 horse hours in the case
of the smaller herds. Variation according to the extent cows re-
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ceived their feed from pasture was from 81.8 man hours and 3.2
horse hours where 40 per cent or more of the feed cost was in
pasture, to 104 man hours and 4.8 horse hours where from 25 to 40
per cent of the feed cost was in pasture, and to 112.8 man hours
and 10.1 horse hours where less than 25 per cent of the feed cost
was in pasture.
4. On the average, over 45 per cent of the total feed cost was
in pasture and roughage other than hay.
5. The average annual production per cow was 380 gallons, or
approximately 3,167 pounds, besides the whole milk the calf received.
6. Of the total value of milk products per cow, 9 per cent was
sold as cream, 23.2 per cent sold as butter and 67.8 per cent used on
1.he farm.
7. Not counting cost of labor, on the basis that with these
small herds it represents merely additional utilization of labor
already paid for, the net profit in milk products and calves from
the average size herd (3.9 head) was 25.4 per cent of the average
cost of family living on 400 Missouri farms during the same years.
The contribution from such stock under present prices would be
much smaller even if labor were not counted, and at present the
demands on the scanty supply of help available on most farms is
such that there is much less chance of doing the work on cows out
of the surplus time of help hired for other work.

8. The best handling of this common stock at present wil1
leave a little less than the profit on the calf for the total profit. In
other words, the value of the cow's milk products, if sold mainly
as bu~ter as in the past, will hardly pay for her keep.
9. Where considerable dependence for feed is made on grain
and purchased concentrates, the loss in keeping the cow will about
offset the profit on the calf under present conditions.
10. Keeping common cows such as those described in the foregoing data is out of the question so far as profits are concerned
unless from 40 to 50 per cent of the cost of their feed can be in
pasture and unmarketable roughage. The margin of profit is then
small and is mainly in growing the calf.
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11. The average feed and labor cost the first year on 128
head of calves was $14.10 a head. (Whole milk used excluded.)
12. Any profit from this common stock will be due mainly to
the utilization of pasture land after the order of that pictured on
page 11, the use of unmarketable roughness on the farm that is a
by-product of some other part of the business and the utilization
withoutextra cost of labor already available on the farm.

