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RELATIVE CHIEVEMENT IN SUP ERVI ED F RM PR CTICE I ~ THE 

S N LUIS V LLEY, COLOR DO 

In this thesis the writer has tried to show 

the relative achievements in the home project work in 

vocational agriculture conducted by the vocational 

agriculture students in the schools of Center , Del Norte , 

Monte Vista , and Sargent , Colorado . In studying this 

problem , the writer took the following things into con -

sideration: 

1 . Within what farm enterprises have projects 
been carried? 

2 . at were the scopes of the crop and of t h e 
livestock projects? 

3 . !hat enterprises were ca rried most often in 
any given year? 

4 . hat were the total labor and management in-
comes per project? 

5 . What were the total reported costs per project:? 

6 . How much pupil time was SJ;)3nt per project1 

This study covered the 18 - year period from 1921 to 1939 . 

Enterprises . carried 
~ projects 

This study reveals the fact that there were 

five livestock enterprises more important than the others , 
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and three crop enterprises more important than the 

others when judged by the number of years carried as 

projects . None of t~e other project enterprises were 

carried in more than half of the years of the period 

under consideration . The D~)ortant livestock enter-

prises were : 

1 . Swine 3 . Dairy 5 . Sheep 
2 . Beef 4 . Chickens 

The important crop enterprises were : 

1 . Potatoes 3 . Garden peas 
2 . Lettuce 

The above list of livestock and crop enter-

prises also proved to be the most popular from the stand-

point of the number of projects carried on in the enter -

prises in any given year . Potatoes and swine were by 

far the most popular enterprises of the ·entire group during 

the period under consideration . 

Size of projects 

In general , the size of projects chosen in the 

enterprises was of average scope , with only an occasional 

project assuming greater proportions than the others . 

Livestock enterprises varied from as few as one head 

per project in beef cattle to as high as 20 head in s_eep 

projects . Crop enterprises showed a slight tendency to 

be reduced in size during the most recent years . The 

farm management enterprises were the largest carried on 

in any of the crop enterprises , running as high as 160 
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acres in one year . Other crop enterprises showed vari-

ation from as low as one - tenth of an acre to as high as 

86 acres . The average size of the important livestock 

and crop projects was as follows: 

1 . Swine , 3 head 1 . Potatoes , 4 acres 
2 . Beef , 2 head 2 . Lettuce , 2 acres 
3 . Sheep , 20 head 3 . Garden peas , 2 acres 
4 . Dairy, 2 head 
5 . Chickens , 60 head 

Cost per project 

In general , it was not possible to show any re -

lationship between the size of the projects carried and 

the costs per project . There was a considerable variation 

in the costs per project from year to year with a tendency 

toward decreased costs in some instances . The cost per 

project in the lettuce enterprise seemed to be more or 

less related to the amount of pupil labor on the project . 

The high and low costs per project for the eight important 

projects are shown in the following table : 

Enterpr-ise High Low 

1 . Swine - - - - - - - - - - $162 .89 $24 . 25 
2 . Beef - - - - - - - - - - - 779 . 09 28 . 05 
3 . Sheep 615 . 08 33 .11 
4 . Dairy - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 223 .13 ll o82 
5 . Chickens - - - - - - - - - - - 107 080 20 . 38 

1 . Potatoes - - - 343 . 28 81 .12 
2 . . Lettuce - - - - - - - - - 371 . 56 9 . 50 
3 o Garden peas - - - - - - - 226 017 32 . 98 
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Pupil hours per project 

The amount of time spent by the pupil per 

project displayed a considerable variation , running from 

as low as 6 hours per project to as high as 817 . 5 hours 

per project . No ~lationship could be found between the 

amount of time spent on the projects and the total income 

per project o In noticing the extremely small amount of 

time spent by the students on projects in some insj:;ances , 

the writer is inclined to wonder if they could actually 

be considered as the boys ' projects , and if theycould , 

just how much educational value projects of this sort 

were to the student . The average number of pupil hours 

spent per project were as follows : 

1 . Swine , 50 hours 1 . 
2 . Beef , 45 hours 2 . 
3 . Sheep , 50 hours 3 . 
4 ~ Dairy, 150 hours 
5 . Chickens , 50 hours 

Average income per project 

Potatoes , 70 hours 
Lettuce , 120 hours 
Garden peas , 60 hours 

The best guide to the relative achievements of 

the vocational agriculture projects carried on by agri-

cuitural students is unquestionably the incomes derived 

from these projects . The incomes per project of the more 

important enterprises varied sharply up and down from 

tL~e to time , but all showed a tendency to decrease 

dur_ing the more recent years . The beef , sheep , and 

dairy enterprises .all showed losses during one or two 



5 

years of the study, but the other important ehterprises 

did not display such losses in total income . 

The average income per project figured on the 

bases . of the number of years that the project was carried 

reveals significant facts . None of the eight project 

enterprises which were carried in the majority of the 

years of this study were in the· loss column . Of these 

eight enterprises, the crop projects produced the highest 

average incomes for the time that they were carried with 

chickens yielding the smallest average income of the 

·group . Farm management projects , carried in two years 

of the study , produced the greatest average total re-

turns because of the greater scope . The average income 

per project for the eight important enterprises and the 

two losing enterprises were as follows: 

l o Swine - - -
2 . Beef - - -
3 . Sheep - - -
4 . Dairy - - - - -
5 o Chickens - - -

Average return .£2 
management per project 

$ 78 . 34 1 . Potatoes 
77 . 35 2 . Lettuce -

114 . 42 3 . Garden peas 
114 . 29 4 . Cabbage -

28 . 87 5 . Beans - -

- $247 . 64 
- - 126 096 

139 . 82 
- - -.85 - - -8.91 

In farm management stud~es, the return to 

management per hour of labor is considered to be an ac -

cep table criterion of the success of the enterprise . 

The writer found that 16 of the 30 enterprises carried 

by vocational agriculture boys as farm practice projects 

returned more than $l o00 per hour of labor to management 

o_.A.J-()a. 2l --
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on an average computed on the years carried . Canning 

peas returned the greatest average return per hour to 

management of the group , with cabbage and beans being 

the only two in the loss column . The following are the 

average returns to management for the eight important 

livestock and crop enterprises and the two enterprises , 

c~bbage and beans , which showed average losses: 

1 . Swine - - - ·1 . 05 1 Potatoes - - - ;3 . 52 
2 . Beef - - - - 1 . 21 2 . Lettuce - - - . 90 
3 o Sheep - - - 1 . 26 3 . Garden peas 2 .96 
4 . Dairy - - - . 59 4 . Cabbage - - - - .10 
5 . Chickens . 35 5 . Beans - - - - -.33 

Only seyen of the projects which were carried 

over a sufficient time to be cons i dered as significant 

in this study did not show a loss to management at any 

time in the study . All of the others ma.de no return to 

management in at least one or two years of the period . 

Conclusions 

The writer concl udes from this study that all 

of the major enterprises carried on in the past as 

projects in the fou~ schools could be recommended as 

projects to future vocational agriculture students of 

the Center , Del Norte , Monte Vista , and Sargent schools @ 

The writer also concludes that some of the minor enter-

prises which have not been carried so often have definite 

possibilities as profitable projects . In this latter 

category are all of the grains , strawberries , rabbits , 

and turkeys • 
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In pursuing this study the writer discovered 

a number of problems which he believes deserving of 

further study . There seems to be a definite need for 

some kind of project standards set up for the State of 

Colorado to be used as a basis of judging how worthwhile 

are students ' projects . A definite system to be used 

in recording the data on the final pro ject reports 

should be worked out and establ_ished . I n recording 

production on projects there is an urgent need for 

uniformity; for exaraple , · some livestock projects are 

recorded in heads while others are recorded in pounds . 

There is a need for establishing some minimum standards 

of student labor on the projects that are to receive 

credit . 

. COLORAoo 
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RELATIVE ACHIEVEVIENTS IN SUPERVISED FARMING PRACTICE IN 

THE SAN LUIS VALLEY, COLORADO 

Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1920 , as a result of the passage of the 

Smith-Hughes act , departments of vocational agriculture 

were set up in the schools of Center, Monte Vista , and 

Sargent , Colorado, and one year later in 1921 , a de -

partment was established in the school et Del Norte , 

Colorado . All of these agricultural departments have 

been in continuous operation since their organization 

and have been responsible for the farm training received 

by a large number of established farmers in their com -

mlll'lities since that time . 

In accordance with the requirements of the 

Smith- Hughes act , the boys who studied vocational agri-

culture in the four schools have all carried some kind 

of home project . Each year the results of thes.e projects 

have been recorded in final project reports and sent to 

the State Supervisor of Vocational Agriculture ·in Denver 

where th~~- ?-:1~e been kept on file . -·--w-- ~--.......-. : 



In every effective vocational training course , 

theory and practice should go hand in hand-- theory to 

guide and direct practice , and practice to fix habits of 

doing . It is because of this fundamental principle that 

home projects in agriculture are required of all stu~dents 

of vocational agriculture . Then too , home projects in 

agriculture give boys a splendid opportunity to acquire 

managerial ability . The projects pertain-ing to parti -

cular enterprises also give the boys an opportunity to 

build up profits from their work and these profits assist 

them to at least partly become established in farming by 

the time . they have completed high school or a few years 

thereafter . Since earning a profit from the home projects 

is regarded as desirable , one naturally wonders what 

projects carried on by the boys in the supervised home 

practice have been most lucrative . It has been the ex-

perience of the writer that students , parents , and in-

structors appreciate facts and information on this ques -

tion ; also results of this study may serve as some basis 

for selecting home projects which are most likely to re-

sult in a profit o It is a belief of the writer that a 

study of past performances and records of completed 

projects is a correct approach to answering the que.s -

tions involved in this study . 

What have been the relative achievements in 

the home project work in vocational agriculture conducted 



Del Norte , Monte Vista , and Sargent schools over a com-

paratively long period of years? 

To at least partially solve this problem it 

has been necessary for the writer to take several factors 

into consideration . I n what fal1nJ. enterprises have 

projects been carried by the vocational agriculture 

students in these schools? What were the scopes of the 

projects carried in both crops and livestock enterprises? 

What enterprises have been most popular as s hown by the 

frequency with which projects have been selected and 

carried t o completion? What were the total labor and 

management incomes per project? What were the· total re -

ported .expenses per project? How much time was spent by 

the students on each project? Which enterprises proved 

most profitable? 

In solving the problems underlying this study 

the writer made a study of the records of the project 

work in the above mentioned schools for the 18- year 

period from 1921 through 1939 1 during which time the 

agriculture departments have been in operation in these 

schools . The period covers sufficient t:lme to give an . 

accurate picture of the project situatio~ from the stand-

point of frequency , trend of profit , size , costs , and 

general development . Furthermore , by selecting the~e 

years , it affords an opportunity t0 ·study the results of 

projects during both depression and boom periods . This 

shoul.d give a much better comparison of relative 
-~~ t . · " ~ ~· · ·· · - · · · · ·· ~ -~ ... 



a chie vem en ts • 

The four schools which constitute this study 

are located in the west central part of the San Luis 

Valley . The Sgn Luis Valley was at one time the bed of 

an ancient lake . It has a very fertile soil , apd is 

uniquely fortunate in having a very high water table 

which allows for subirrigation . The Rio Grande River 

affords a supply of irrigation water for irrigating the 

crops . Irrigation is necessary because of the low rain-

fall of only eight inches per year . An elevation of 

over 7000 feet assures cool summer weather conducive to 

the growing of certain crops . 

None of the four schools are more than 20 

miles apart , and in the surrounding farming areas , a 

very comparable cropping system prevails . There are 

two other schools in the San Luis Valley which now have 

vocational agriculture departments , one at 'Saguache , and 

one at Manassa . Since these departments are not as old 

as the four selected for this study and do not have 

similar farming situations, one. being in the north end 

of the valley and the other in the south , they have been 

omitted . 

Monte Vista , Del Norte , and Sargent , a consoli-

dated school located in the open country , are all . in 

Rio Grande County , a county which for ·years has been one 

of the leading potato producing counties of the United 

States . Center , the fourth school in the study , is in 
.•• ,"""""?"'!',,.......,~ 0 _.__, __ ,, -•• • N>o~ ~·~••••• • -"'---•• - . - ... .. ·~-·---·. ~ .. • 
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Saguache County , but is very near Rio G~ande County and 

lies in the large potato producing area also . 

I n addition to potatoes , other important crops 

grown in the area are small grains , vegetables , alfalfa , 

sweet clover , field peas , native hay , strawberries , and 

sugar beets . Included among the small grains are wheat , 

oats , and barley . The most :important vegetables are 

lettuce , garden and canning peas , carrots , cabbage , 

spinach , radishes, turnips , cauliflower , and broccoli . 

This section of Colorado is well known for its excellent 

quality of vegetables , and several hundred cars of green 

vegetables .are shipped out each season . 

Being close to the mountains and the range 

land of the Rio Grande National Forest , it is only 

natural that a considerable number of livestock are foun 

in this area 4 There are several large bands of sheep , 

and some herds of beef cattle in the valley . Most of 

the farms in this vicinity have hogs , horses , and some 

poultry . Some bees are kept because of the fields of 

sweet clover which make a very good grade of honey • 

.• ....,...,ltnfll~-- .................... ""' .. ~-~~-· ---. --,-... -·-~ ·---·-·-' -M •• =..;. .. ·~~~--~,,,_.._.--......,--_,...., , ' - . ---- ----' ·-- - -
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Chapter II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In investigating the literature written on the 

relative achievements of vocational agriculture boys in 

their supervised practice projects , the writer found 

that this subject has been of interest to others in 

other sections of the country, and although they have not 

touched on the subject from exactly t~e same standpoint , 

their contr i butions have a~ded much to the field of 

agricultural education and have come from widely separate 

areas of tho United States . 

A,study made in the South approached more 

nearly than any other the same type of sturly made by the 

writer . Meadows (11) made a summarization of the re -

turns from supervised home projects in the South in 

terms of net profits , hours of labor required, frequency 

of the different enterprises selected , and t he relative 

ranking of projects in net profit per hour of projects . 

Any work done in connection with the financial 

outcome of projects naturally brings up a quEstion con-

cerning the variation Qll project incomes . Spriggs (12) , 

in studying the factors influencing the financial income 

from farm projects of Smith-Hughes classes , found that 

the distribution of total project i ncome showed a wide . ·-· ··-··. --- --- - --_--..i·-... 
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range , with a marked skew having the peak toward the 

lower end of the scale . Seventy percent of the incomes 

were below the "100- goal set by the California State 

Supervisor of Agricultural Education . Little difference 

existed between the projects of freshmen and of sopho -

mores ; though some juniors and seniors showed greater 

project size and income , the majority of students seemed 

to be plodding along with smaller pro jects and corres -

pondingly insignificant incomes . Measured by the finan -

c~al success of the projects it makes little difference 

whether or not the project is in line with the course 

taken in high school . The incomes on projects , from 

which over hal f the produce was used at home , were con-

sistently small . The incomes from proje·cts from which 

l ess than half of the produce was used a t home were de -

cidedly larger, and slightly outranked the incomes on 

projects from which all produce was sold . The majority 

of the larger projects were selected relatively early in 

the school year . There is a wide variation in the in-

comes of boys spending the same amount of time on their 

projects . Projects large e nough to absorb more than 

200 hours of labor appear to produce larger incomes 

more consiste ntly . The number of times the project was 

visited by the instructor seemed- to have no great effect 

on the total project income . 

One writer was interested in both the educa-

tional and financial gain fr an home project work . This . 
. . .. . .... . ~. ~ -· · - ... ~~ ~- ":""--. - ·----- -. ~--- - --., --~~-..... 
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was in line with what the present !llriter h~~ !1.ttompted 

to take up, except that the educational value was not 

c.onsidered . Daughtridge ( 4) in 1926 made a study of 

home p_rojects in North Carolina and made suggestions for 

realizing more of the potential educational values and 

increasing the financial returns . His purpose was. to 

analyze home projects with the idea of discover ng their 

educational values as well as financial gains . To do 

this , he made a survey of vocational agriculture depart-

ments by personal vis its and of project sunnnary informa-

tion by means of a questionnaire; he made an analysis 

of project reports to the super isory office and of mis -

cella eous literature . To bring out definite essential 

values in project work and to bring out bow the values 

might be realized , project reports were summarized and 

analyzed for strong and weak points . The recommenda-

tions , made upon the basis of the essentials of good 

ro jects, were: Coordination of classroom work , de.velop-

ment of managerial ability , establishment of ideals and 

habit of good record keeping, the importance of a gocd 

plan , the need for adequate supervision and close coopera 

tion with the parents , continuity of projects, and the 

utilization of group cooperation in projects . 

Kenestrick (9) analyzed some of the same enter-

prises which were included in the work of the present 

writer . He analyzed the project record books accompany-

ing the projects in productive enterprises conducted by 
--~~----~- ~-.....-



vocational boys in one-seventh of the departments in 

Ohio·. The analyses were made on the basis of standards 

in farm accounting app~oved by the department of rural 

economics of Ohio State University . Summaries were 

prepared for each of t ~ e following kinds of projects: 

Chick projects for pullet production , poultry management , 

swine ma nagement , sheep management, potq to product ion , 

corn production , and wheat production . A summary of 

projects of each kind included a comparison of about 

25 selected items in each of the five years, 1928 to 

1932 , inclusive . A secon.d summary , with reference to 

about 20 significant items in the cost of production and 

production practices , was made in each enterprise . 

Hammo ds (6) also approacmd the problem. from 

a relative standpoint in an attempt to set up a course 

of study in relation to the enterprises . He estimated 

the relative economic importance of farm enterprises , 

developed techniques for arriving at rrgross production 

value", "n~t production valuen , and "cash sales 11 from 

each productive farm enterprise . The techniques were 

then applied to all the enterprises by counties in Ken -

tucky as a basis of building courses of study related 

to these enterprises . 

Some work has been done in setting up minimum 

standards of achievement for projects . A study such as 

that made by the present writer might be used as back-

ground material for setting up such standards . 
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Howard (8) , in setting up minimum standards of achieve-

ment for the supervised farming of Wyoming vocational 

agric~lture boys , surveyed the records of individual 

boys on their several enterprises . Averages were deter-

mined in each school for the projects; then state 

averages were taken for each enterprise . Because of the 

drought conditions during the year of the study, the 

state average was not truly representative , and hence 

must remain tentative . These results were presented by 

enterprises for the several schools . Recommendations 

were made for the continuation of the work . The tentative 

minimum standards are being used by the boys partly as 

an incentive to improve . 

As the writer does in the present study, Vood 

(13) included in his study the item of labor income . 

To determine which enterprises made the most labor in-

come., in which enterprises the largest percentage of 

completed projects were found , and which enterprises 

were most numerous each year, he studied and analyzed 

the completed records of supervised p~actice work in vo-

cational agriculture for a 3-year period in F'lorida . 

Supervised practice programs were recommended for dif-

ferent parts of the state as a result of the study . 

Studies of students ' supervised practice 

·records in vocational agriculture have uncovered the 

fact that errors occur in their work . This sometimes 

cause~2-~ud.J~ .. ba~.~~"--1:1:12. .?..~ them to be sl. i8!1t~Y_ - ~ns. _c~~~t~ ,_: 



though most of these records are suf'ficiently correct 

for all practical purposes . · 

From a. study of hl:lndreds of project books and 

analyzing them for such inaccuracies , Gibson (5 , 5:27) 

listed 24 inaccuracies in keeping hog project records . 

The 24 inaccuracies are su.rn.~arized as follows: 

1 . Listing the same items in both beginning in -
ventory and expense record . 

2 . Information lacking that would give pounds of 
feed per pound gain , namely: Beginning 
weight of hogs, final weight of hogs , amount 
and kind of feErl in terms of pounds , failure 
to separate feed items for fattening animals 
and others . 

3 . Amount per hour allowed for self labor varies 
among boys in the same school . 

4 . Kind and weight of feed not given . 

5 . Items such as hog pens and hogs , included in 
inventory and counted as an expense, but 
omitted in closing inventory . 

6 . Including both rent and interest on the same 
i tenns . 

7 . Counting net los.s as profit when adding to 
self labor to get labor income . 

8 . Cost of growing and fattening out litter of 
pigs not based on natural cycle of production . 

9 . Failure to allow rent on equipment on some 
projects while doing so on others . 

10 . Failure to charge interest on investments on 
some projects while doing so on others . 

11 . Including costs for hogs or other items pur-
chased during project in the closing inven-
tory while omitting them in the expense 
record . 

12 . Hogs that were sold and recorded in receipts 
al~ o i~?lu~e~.·- · ~?. ___ ~l_?_sin_g i;:iventory . · 



13 . Frequent cases where the number of hogs in 
closing inventory plus number sold does not 
agree with number in the beginning . 

14 . Allowing no expense items for weaner pigs 
either in the beginning inventory or expense 
record . 

15 . Apparently too much variation in amount of 
self labor for hog projects . 

16 . Failure to keep separate records for different 
project enterprises , making it impossible to 
determine separate costs . 

17 . Failure to enter pasture as a feed cost . 

18 . Beginning and closing dates often difficult 
or impossible to determine . 

19 . Cost of breeding and boar services not in-
cluded in expense record . 

20 . When computing cost per pound of pork pro-
duction , the increase in weight of hogs on 
hand at close of project not included . 

21 . Questionable whether some projects can be con-
. sidered the boys • projects due to small 
amount of self labor . 

22 . ~here two project records are mixed together , 
analysis will show that boy has made a 
profit on one and lost on the other , yet 
there is no indication from the records 
that the boy has made this discovery . 

23 . An analysis of pounds feed per pound gain 
would lead the boy to discovery of inac -
curate records . 

24 . Frequent failure to include skim milk in feed 
items al though records show that it was used . 

Such inaccuracies as are mentioned above bring 

up the question of why they exist . Cook (3,9:25) gives 

ten reasons why project records are poor : 

1 . Teacher does not spend enough time on in-
struction on this phase of the work . 



2 . Teacher does not appreciate value of accurate 
and complete records. 

3 . Teacher does not check records on each visit . 

4 . Teacher does not visit project often enough . 

5 . Students allowed to keep records on scrap paper . 

6 . Records not put in book until close of project . 

7 . Lack of interest on part of some st rlents . 

8 . Lack of coopera tion at home . 

9 . Lack of teacher encouragement . 

10. Teacher may not set up high standards and re-
quire students to live up to them . 

Some _ writ ng has been done on the desirabil"ty 

of studies of the nature of the one the writer has done. 

Maltby (10 , 6:70) in writing on the use of supervised 

practice records in teaching vocational agriculture said : 

Farmers, as a whole, charge to conditions over 
which they have no control, as weather , market 
prices , etc ., ,he 11~ success or failure . If this 
were true , there would be no use of keeping 
records as they would not be able to change the 
condition anyway . The fallacy of the farmer ' s 
thinking is that business methods are more largely 
responsible for success or failure than he 
realized . 

Maltby also gives in his article three reasons 

why students should keep careful records: 

~ . As a student he wants to learn all he can from 
supervised practice . 

b . He wants to know ~fnether his labor has been 
efficient , cost of enterprise, yields , profit , 
income , etc . 

c . He must know these things if he is going to 
have any influence on incre a sing his returns 
in the future • 

- I . ____ , ___ _.,............, , ~ ... • ........ , ..... . ··-··· ... · ·-··- ·~ ~·-. - . - -------
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Bass ( 2 , 9 :24) said: 

The analysis of project records of pupils 
enrolled in vocational agriculture is a measuring 
stic~ for the value of vocational agriculture to 
the student . A final analysis summary over a 
period of years is of untold value to the students 
in planning their supervised practice programs 
and to farmers in laying out their management 
operations . It gives the boys an incentive to 
try to beat the ones who preceded them . ;HdB} 
The instructor who analyzes his students ' records 
has erected for his efforts a monument of local 
agricultural information at his finger tips . It 
is better than state or national data because it 
represents the conditions within the connnunity in 
which the deparonent of vocational agriculture has 
its patronage area . 

The preceding article by Bass sets up a basis 

of use and value for the study being conducted by the 

writer and gives ·an added incentive for carrying it out . 

Another writer who thought along the same lines was 

Hellbusch (7 , 9:155) who said that the analysis of 

project problems by the instructor and pupil is one of 

the most Lmportant jobs that occur in vocational agri-

culture and is probably one of the most unorganized 

activities . 

_..,... ______ _ 



Chapter III 

METHODS OF PROCEDURE 

In making this study the writer found that 

there were two possible sources of information from 

which he couid secure the data needed to solve the prob -

lem . One source was the files kept by the teachers of 

vocational agricuiture at the Center , Del Norte, Monte 

Vista , and Sargent schools . The other source was the 

duplicate records which are kept on file in the office 

of the State Supervisor of Vocational Agriculture in 

Denver . 

The writer visited the four schools and searche 

their files for reports . He was disappointed in this 

search to fin~ that although most of the records were 

kept , some of them were missing . Therefore , it would 

have been impossible to have the continuity of completed 

projects desired by the writer in making this study . 

Not finding the complete records in the four schools , 

the writer went to the office of the Colorado State 

Board for Vocational Education which is located in Denver 

where he found the needed reports on project work on file 

There have been certain changes made in the 

form used in reporting the results of the supervised 

home pro ~~c ts dur}i;ie;_ t~~ . ~§-~:¥.~ _ar _period. s tud~ed b:.y__t~e --· ~-



writer . In 1922 the report contained the following 

items : 

1 . Name of pupil 
2 . Age of pupil 
3 . Agricultural subjects studied during current 

school year 
4 . Title of home project 
5 . Sc ope of home project 
6 . Total charges 
7 . Total credits 
8 . Pupil net profit 
9 . Paid self for labor 

10 . Total income 
11 . Total yield 
12 . Actual hours devoted to project 
13 . Number of times teacher visited project 

The above items were used until 1926 when 

another change was made in the form . The second form 

was used for ten years , from 1926 to 1936 . This second 

contained the following items : 

1 . Name of pupil 
2 . Age of pupil 
3 . Agricultural subjects studied during the cur-

rent school year 
4 . Title of home project 
5 . Scope of project 
6 . Total charges 
7 . Total credits 
8 . Net profit 
9 . Paid self for labor 

10 . Total income 
11 . Total yield 
12 . Cost per unit of production 
13 . Profit of loss per unit of production 
14 . Actual hours devoted to project 
15 . Number of times teacher visited project 

The third form used from 1936 to the present 

time contains the following items: 

1 . Name of student 
2 . Age of student 
3 . Course (crops, AH or Agri . 1 , 2, 3, 4) 
4 . Kind of enterprise 
---~"~·- _ ........ · ~ .... .J ••. -~ •• ~ . ) • • -~-... :.-~__: 



5 . Unit,(acres, head, etc . ) 
6 . Scope (total number of units) 
7 . Productlon (bushels, tons , pounds , etc .) 
8 . Total charges 
9 . Total credits 

10 . Net profit 
11 . Allowed self for 1 ab or 
12 . Total labor income 
13 . Hours student spent on project 
14 . Studentls actual income 
1.5 . Improvement projects 
16 . Supplementary farm practices 
17 . Placement for farm experience 

The se9ond form used differed from the first 

by having in it a column for rrcost per unit of productio 

and another related column for "profit of loss per unit 

of production?~ . In addition to these bNo changes , all 

information was sununarized on the back , which was not 

done on the first form . 

The third form differed from the second in 

that the columns giving informatjon on the ucost per 

unit of production" and the nprofit or loss per unit of 

production" were omitted . In addition the column headed 
0 number of times teacher visited project" which wa~ in 

both the first and the second forms was also omitted , 

Five additional columns were added to this third report 

form . These were: (1) unit of the project , (2) stu-

dent ' s actual income, (3) improvement projects carried 

by the student, (4) supplementary farm practice jobs 

conducted by the student , and ( 5) placement for farm 

experience in lieu of project work . 

From the reports the writer took the following 

type of connnon information : 
_........,.,.......,..._~ .. - /-...-.--- ( 't ~·-!'!!._!'!""'_ ......... ,..,... • •.. !"'.'!' .... ....... _ ~_. ,....,. _ ____ . . ...,..,.,.,.. ___ ..,. __ 
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1 . Kind of project enterprise 
·2 . Scope 
3 . Production 
4 . Total charges 
5 . Total labor income 
6 . Hours student spent on project 
7 . Number of students carrying each enterprise 

To make this information available for ready 

use in this study , the writer transferred all data to a 

master sheet . The information contained on the master 

sheet was then tabulated for presentation in the suc -

ceeding chapters . 



~ .... _ __..._ ________________ . 

Chapter IV 

RESULTS OR FINDINGS 

In this chapter are presented tables giving 

the information found in the final project reports 

which pertained to this study . The 13 tables which fol -

low pertain to the items listed below : 

1 . Swine 8 . Lettuce 
2. Beef 9 . Garden and canning peas 
3 . Sheep 10. Miscellaneous vegetables 
4 . Dair'y 11 . Small grains 
5 . Poul try 12 . Forage crops 
6 . Rabbits and bees 13 . Miscellaneous enterprises 
7 . Potatoes 

These tables give such information as the name of the 

enterprise within which the projects were carried , the 

years that the projects were carried, the number of 

projects carried in the e nterpris.e , the ave rage scope of 

the projects , the reported average costs per proje ct, 

the average return to labor and management for each 

project , the hours of student labor spent on each project, 

the . labor and management return per hour , and the return. 

to management alone for each hour the pupil spent on the 

project . 

These tables arrl findings are ~nalyzed and 

summarized in the pages that follow . 

·---~~-~-................... .,........,.,._ ~.~ . ..,.,, .. . .-. ... ,...,_. -~-.. .,.,.,. .......... ~ ... ,,..... ,,..........._.,.-.. .. _..,'!"9 
________ _...,..,..._, 
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Swine projects 

Table 1 contains data pertaining to the swine 

enterprise during the 18 years i.mder consideration . It 

will be noted that s rine have been carried as projects 

during the entire period . During the period from 1929 

to 1931 swine projects were very popular ; 47 projects 

were carried in one year and 43 in the other . The 

smallest number of swine projects carried in any one 

year was ten. There was little change in the sizes of 

projects carried during the entire timeo 

During the 18-year period , costs of pork pro-

duction have gradually decreased . The total income on 

swine projects varied throughout the entire period, but 

there was very little change of any consequence in the 

actual amount of time spent by the ·pupils on·these 

projects . In figuring the management return per hour 

on a project, the boys • labor was figured at 15 cents 

per hour . This amount has been set for all boys in the 

state for student labor on the project . The 15 cents 

allowed for self labor was subtracted from the labor and 

management return per hour to determine the return per 

hour for management. The labor and management income 

varied from $2 . 43 per hour to $ . 22 per hour. Management 

return per hour has varied in the same proportion, but 

in no year did s r ine fail to return some payment to 

management • 
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Table 1 . --THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RETURN FROM SWINE 

PROJECTS 
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~ H (1) (]) ~ (]) 0 (]) .µ oj cd (]) (]) .0 cd (1) 0 ~ <D 0 
z Pi > A..-i > p. p. ~r-f s Ord P-4 cdSH..cl cd H ..0 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1921 - 22 16 2 $ 70 . 06 $114 . 68 63 $1 . 82 $1 . 67 
1922 - 23 17 5 . 5 125 . 39 72 . 59 94 . 5 . 77 . 62 
1923- 24 22 4 . 2 73 . 08 62 . 65 43 1 . 46 1 . 31 
1924-25 21 2 . 6 108 . 60 100 .19 49 2 . 05 1 . 90 
1925-26 12 3 112 . 29 191 . 91 79. 2 . 43 2 . 28 
1926:..27 10 2 173 . 46 114 .14 57 2 . 00 1 . 85 

19.27-28 15 4 . 25 162 . 89 96 . 27 82 . 6 1 .17 1 . 02 
1928- 29 16 3 88 . 25 89 . 47 60 . 5 1 . 31 1 .16 
1929 - 30 47 5 . 5 157 . 91 50 . 33 36 1 . 40 1 . 25 
1930-31 43 2 . 2 50 . 88 30 . 01 44 . 3 . 68 . 53 
1931-32 34 3 .7 57 . 51 18 . 76 51 . 2 . 37 . 22 
1932 - 33 28 3 26 . 04 38 . 01 45 . 84 . 69 

1933-34 20 1 . 6 50 . 76 32 .96 40 . 5 . 81 . 66 
1934- 35 14 ' 2 .14 50 . 23 68 . 36 31 . 5 . 22 . 07 
1935- 36 20 3 . 9 55 . 30 67 .14 52 1 . 29 1 .14 
1936-37 21 2 . 7 62 . 65 85 .12 58 1 . 47 1 . 32 
1937 - 38 15 2 59 . 79 25 . 61 61 . 42 . 27 
1938- 39 I 27 7 24 . 25 51 . 84 47 1 .10 . 95 

1/ In calculating labor and management return , all 
·fractions of a cent over one half were added and all 
under one half were dropped . 

----- __......,~·--,.,., ....,..,, ."'!""".'. -~-. !-!". ~.-----~-.. !!!!""- ·~--·~- ~---·------·-----~~------· 



Beef projects 

Data on beef projects are given in Table 2 . 

Beef cattle have been carried as projects through 16 

consecutive years , beginning in 1923 . For the most part , 

beef proJects have been small and have shown but little 

change in size during all of the 16 years . The least 

number of beef projects to be carried in any one year 

was two . In the school year 1938-39 , the last year 

mentioned in this study, there were 15 beef projects . 

In the remainder of the years , no more than nine projects 

were carried in any given year . 

In 1924 , the average scor j P'3r beef project 

was 14 . 25 head , and in 1928 there were 51 head per 

project . In the remainder of the years , the size varied 

from one to three head per project . 

The costs of beef projects varied with the 

size of the project , although in some cases there were 

differences which might be accounted for in the change 

in price of feed from year to year . Total incomes from 

beef projects have shown considerable variation , as 

shown in column 5 . In 1930 , beef cattle projects showed 

a loss of $18 .75 per project , and in general the profits 

shown in column 5 have followed the natural trends of 

the beef cycle . The labor and m~nagement return per 

student hour per project has varied from a loss. of $ . 42 

to a profit of $4 . 06 . Corresponding returns are found 

·------~~-. ,.......~ : 



in the management returns as shown in column 8 . 

Table 2 shows that there is no definite re -

lationship between the size of beef proje c ts and the 

hours spent by the students on the projects . 

=--- - - ' ___ __,...,-.--.._,...,., __ ~- -- -···--- ... ···· - --
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Table 2 .--THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RETURN PER HOUR FROM 
BEEF .PROJECTS 

H 
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~a <D (!) Q (!) 0 co .µ aS aj .µ co .0 aj (J) 0 Q co 0 

> Pieri >AA co r-1 a o tt.J A ooaH,.q m H ,.q z <I! <4 ~ ~ H ~ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1923- 24 5 2 . :~ 84 .99 $ 28 •19 53 $ . 53 $ . 38 
1924- 25 4 14 . 25 182 . 25 265 . 60 71 . 37 . 22 
1925- 26 6 1 033 114 . 07 35 . 00 31 . 2 1 .12 . . 97 
1926-27 3 2 74 . 79 118 . 04 29 4 . 07 3 . 92 
1927 - 28 2 4 . 5 85 . 30 242 ~ 65 89 2 . 73 2 . 58 

1928- 29 7 51 779 . 09 162 . 89 70 2 . 33 2 .18 
1929 - 30 3 1 . 66 98 . 92 26 . 57 60 . 44 . 29 
1930- 31 8 1 144 . 60 - 18 . 7 5 45 - . 42 -.27 
1931 - 32 5 3 . 6 92 . 34 3 . 29 ·26 . 5 .12 - . 03 
1932- 33 8 1 35 . 99 60 . 89 15 4 . 06 3 . 91 

1933- 34 5 2 33 . 78 47 .10 20 . 6 . 23 . 08 
1934- 35 8 3 70 . 66 62 . 68 45 . 5 1 . 38 1 . 23 
1935- 36 2 1 28 . 05 104 . 59 41 2 . 50 2 . 35 
1936- 37 3 1 73 . 49 29 . 28 65 . 33 . 22 . 07 
1937-38 9 3 83 . 90 21 . 37 65 . 33 .18 
1938-39 15 3 139 . 61 48 .16 32 1 . 51 1 . 36 

__ __,.·""r" ....... ... .... ¥ ·-· •• · · -- - ·- ·-
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Sheep projects 

Table 3 shows that sheep projects have been 

chosen by the boys the last 15 consecutive years involve 

in this study . There was a gradual increase in the 

number of sheep projects per year . The number of sheep 
,, 

per project did not show any definite consecutive trend 

except that there was an indication of a gradual de-

crease in the number of head per project . 

The costs for each sheep project decreased 

gradually from year . to year . This is probably due to 

the decrease in the number of sheep per projecto The 

sheep industry was affected by the de~ression to the 

extent of causing a loss in two years as will be noted 

in column 5 of the table . 

The hours spent per project varied from 23 . 5 

to 146, but in the year 1932-1933 when 105 head of 

sheep were carried per project, only 25 hours were spent 

per boy on the projects . Since this was one of the 

poorer years from the standpoint of profit in sheep , 

there was nothing unusual about the labor and management 

return per hour . 
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Table 3 . - -THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RETURN PER HOUR FROM 
SHEEP PROJECTS 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1924-25 3 52 $615 . 08 420 . 66 80 $5 . 26 $5 .11 
1925-26 4 29 507 . 38 33 . 46 77 . 43 . 28 
1926- 27 4 20 249 . 90 225 .77 138 . 2 1 . 63 1 . 48 
1927 - 28 4 21 365 . 69 178 . 02 61 . 29 .14 
1928- 29 6 24 127 .14 96 .·7s 83 . 3 1 .16 1 . 01 

1929-30 2 34 172 .13 262 . 53 102 2 . 57 2 . 42 
1930-31 1"3 10 . 7 74 . 62 - 9 . 42 25 - . 38 - . 23 
1931 - 32 7 10 . 57 33 .11 -.36 23 . 5 - . 02 - .13 
1932- 33 5 105 509 .16 71 . 84 25 2 . 87 2 . 72 
1933- 34 6 19 119 . 39 56 . 74 47 . 3 1 . 20 1 . 05 

1934- 35 5 23 230 . 26 49 . 47 146 . 34 .19 
1935-36 8 6 . 5 53 .71 36 . 56 36 1 . 02 . 87 
1936-37 8 19 . 6 143 . 61 153 .84 85 . 6 1 . 80 1 . 65 
1937-38 15 20 . 3 108 . 55 81 .79 68 1 . 20 1 . 05 
1938-391 19 19 138 . 00 58 . 63 39 1 . 50 1 . 35 

__ __,_, .......... ...-_ •>Mf . ..•. .••.•..• _ ...•• ·~~·~~-·----,.._ --._ •... - . ----:---.......... 



Dairy projects 

Dairy projects were carried by boys continu-

. ally from 1923 to 1938 . Column 2 of Table 4 shows, 

however, that there was a slight decrease in the number 

of dairy projects carried in each year . The size of 

projects varied from 1 head to 7 . 5 head, but in general 

there was a tendency toward the lower number . 

The cost per project deer.eased gradually 

during the period of the study . Dairy projects lost 

money during two of the 15 years in which they were 

carried. There we.re no great general variations in the 

labor hours ~pent per project, but in three years the 

number of hours were unusually low in comparison with 

the remainder of the time . 

"----·-.....--· .. -·-· ___ .........._.._~~ - .. ' - - -· ... ~· ·- ··-· ... - . ~--··-·-.-- ---·------· 



Table 4 .--THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RETURN PER HOUR FROM 
DAIRY PROJECTS 
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1928-29 5 3 227 . 21 
1929-30 2 1 175 .74 
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1931 - 32 3 2 . 6 125 .92 
1932-33 3 2 . 3 11 . 82 

1933-34 4 2 . 5 106 .20 
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1937-38 3 1 . 6 50 . 85 
1938-39 5 4 39 . 05 

··-
H 
0 
.0 +:> 

+:> m t> 
H rd~ rl 0) 
0 ~ 0) .I""? 

G-i m ~ G-i.PO 
(1) O ~ H 

~ H bO (1) Pi 
~ 0 tU Cl) rd 

.0 ~ H~H 
+:> o:> m ~ +:> Cl) 
Q) rl s 
~ 

0 O'.l Pi 
t:q 

5 6 

$ 55 .85 106 
354 . 20 308 
' 45 . 01 118 

392 . 32 177 
160 . 21 179 

319 . 85 183 
41 .78 153.5 

-19 . 59 41 
-2 .74 123 . 6 
21 . 29 19 

102 . 61 196.2 
82 . 77 173 
94 . 87 112 
88 .18 257 . 5 
55 . 81 1107 . 6 
36 . 27 37 

+:> H 
~ 0) 

lrd<DPi r:l s 
tU CD ~ 

bOH 
H o:5 ~ H 
0 ~ ~j 
.Ot\i<DO 
r:USH,.q 

H 

7 

$ . 53 
1 .12 

. 38 
2 . 22 

. 90 

1 .75 
. 27 

-.48 
-. 00 
1 .12 

.52 

. 48 

. 85 

. 34 

. 52 

. 98 

8 

$ . 38 
. 97 
. 23 

2 . 07 
.75 

1.60 
.12 

-.33 

I 
- .15 

- . 97 

I . 37 
. 33 
.70 
.19 
. 37 
. 83 



---------·----------------------------------·------~·--------__...--

Poultry projects 

Table 5 deals with poultry ente~prises and 

includes both chickens and turkeys . Chicken projects 

have been carried in 16 of the 18 years of the study . 

There were no chicken projects carried in either the 

first year of the study or in the tenth year . Column 

2 shows that there was a tendency toward increased 

popularity of chickens for projects in the last years 

of the study . The average scope of chicken projects 

has remained fairly constant throughout the entire , 
time . The other coltirnns in the table indicate a certain 

degree of constancy a s f a r a s c os t, i ncome , and hours 

of labor per project·are concerned . 

Turkeys were only carried in four of the 18 

years involved in this study , and have not been a very 

popular enterprise . The costs per project varied from 

$5 . 25- to $68 . 45 , and the incomes varied from a loss of 

$2 . 60 to a profit of $162 . 33. The hours labor spent 

on each project also showed considerable variation from 

10 to 144 hours . 

:-----------------~~-. ----......-.-~----·· ---~-- -- . s-. • 



Table 5 . --THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RETURN PER HOUR FROM 
POULTRY PROJECTS 

H 
()) rl.l 0 
A-P .µ .µ .O+> 
Qo I rl.l 0 .µ mo .µ l=-t H 
c.>. (1) (1) 0 (1) H rd~ r-f (1) s:: (1) .µ ()) 

Ci-I rl.l rl.l ·~ Ul H o •r-:> 0 s:: (1) ·:--? rrj ()) Pi S::Pi 
Year 0 .µ ' 0 rrj 0 Ci-I aj s Ci-I.µ 0 :::: s CD 

0 © ,:=.t m CD '"d :=.t (J) OS::H QS (1) s::: s s:: 
H © oO A <D Q() Q) Pi ~ H bO co Pi bOH ~~ (J) •r-;i cU ..cl aj -!-'> l=-f o o:S rl.l rd :=.t cd ~ H 
,0 0 H~~ HHH ~ ,0 s::: a~H 0 S:::-1-'> ~ cd .µ 

s~ 
(1) . (J) 0 (1) .µ o:S o:S .µ (1) ,OC\S<DO ~ (1) 0 
~ ~·r-1 ~ Pi Pi © r-1 s 0 rl.l Pi mSH..C: aS H ..£! :z ~ ~ p::: ::r::: ...:I ~ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Chickens 

1922-23 7 88 ;s 62 . 83 $ 12 . 42 69 $ .18 $ . 03 
1923- 24 12 .45 38 . 51 27 .14 59 . 5 . 46 . 31 
1924- 25 5 38 61 . 44 48 . 94 59 . 83 . 68 
1925- 26 l 50 107 .so 27 . 85 72 . 39 . 24 
1926-27 14 200 31 . 08 42 .90 45 . 95 .so 
1927- 28 10 65.7 36 . 65 41 . 46 51 .1 . 81 . 66 
1928- 29 8 50 62 . 09 40 .15 78 . 6 . 51 . 36 
1929 - 30 4 83 . 5 65 . 35 34 . 65 41 . 85 . 70 
1931 - 32 8 121 57 . 67 22 .14 84 . 4 . 26 .11 
1932-33 6 53 20 . 38 5 .97 29 . 21 . 06 

1933- 34 2 30 27.20 8 .72 52 .17 . 02 
1934-35 7 48 39 . 49 22 . 73 60 . 38 . 23 
1935-36 12 92 46 . 21 37 . 89 73 . 2 . 52 . 37 
1936-37 16 65 . 5 40 .11 20 . 39 75 . 27 .1 2 
1937-38 11 90 56 . 55 40 .17 44 . 91 . 76 
1938-39 16 100 44 . 60 28 . 35 64 . 44 . 29 

Turke:;ts 
I 1922- 23 l 7 68 . 45 162 . 33 144 1 .13 . 98 I 

1928-29 2 2 . 5 41 . 07 13 . 48 68 . 5 I . 20 . 05 
1931 - 32 1 5 42 . 55 -2 . 60 55 I - . 05 - .10 
1934-35 1 2 5 . 25 10 . 67 10 I 1 . 07 . 92 



Rabbit and bee projects 

Two of the minor livestock enterprises which 

were carried by vocational agriculture boys of the four 

.schools involved in this study were rabbits and bees . 

Table 6 shows that rabbits were selected for projects 

in seven of the 18 years, and bees were selected in six 

years . Neither of these enterprises were selected for 

projects by more than one boy in any given year . The 

scope of the rabbit projects showed some increase in 

the years they were cs.rried . Bee projects inc .reased in 

size up to the fourth year that they were carried , but 

decreased in the last two years . The costs in rabbit 

projects were fairly constant except in the first year 

when they were exceptionally low . Bee projects had one 

year of low costs and one year of extremely high costs . 

In the latter year, however , the scope was quite large . 

Considerable variation may be found in the incomes from 

these projects as is shown in column 5 and in the hours 

of student labor as shown in column 6 . The variations 

in income do not seem to follow any definite trend , and 

since they do not cover a large enough number of cases , 

they cannot be considered as significant . The increase 

in hours o'f labor per project tends to follow closely 

the increase in size of the project . 



Table 6 . --THE LABOR AlID MANAGEMENT RETURN PER HOUR FROM 
RABBIT AND B E PROJECTS 
-

H fll I 
Q) rd rd -P <DH 
Am CJ) ~ bO (1) 

Q) ..µ CJ) as A 
CJ) .£'! H rg ~ 
A 0 

Hrd~I 
aj ~ 

o~ A ..µ ES H 
Year C) •rl rd © H fll H ..µ (1) 

G4 al rn ~ H CD 0 ~ Q) CJ) rd ..µ ~ p. 
0-P +> as P.4-> G4 ctl s <+-t p....µ ~ Q) <D 

C) Q) C) ..µ CJ) C) (J) 0 <> I oj H S ~ H © bO (1) (7J bO O'.l Q) S::: H bO H © CD H 
(!) • l""'j as ·IJ aj ..µ ·~ ~ 0 ctl ro O • r--;i H -P s bO ;:::$ H 
,0 0 HO rd H rn o ,0 ~ 8 ,0 0 0 ~ ctS -P ~ 

§~ CD H ~ CD O H ..µ aj ctS :JcdH ,0Q)0 ~ Q) 0 
:> A cd :> o A (1) r-i E Ori A cd S:.c! cd H ,£'! 

~ <t! <G p:: ~ H ~ 
I 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Rabbits. 

1926- 27 1 (1) $ 2 . 75 $56 . 69 15 $3 .78 $3 . 63 
1927 - 28 1 2 32 . 61 14 . 84 53 . 5 . 28 .13 
1929 - 30 1 5 31 . 50 13 . 00 57 . 5 . 23 . 08 
1931 - 32 1 6 19 . 00 18 . 53 49 . 5 . 37 . 22 

1932 - 33 I 1 16 25 . 0l 47 . 30 158 . 30 .15 
1933- 34 1 8 22 . 00 38 . 40 . 60 . 64 . 49 
1934- 35 1 12 47 . 25 13 . 75 65 . 21 . 06 

Bees 

1926-27 1 6 2 .75 3 . 45 15 . 23 . 08 
1931 - 32 1 3 11 .10 20 . 30 32 . 63 . 48 
1932 - 33 1 20 29 . 00 75 . 20 98 . 77 . 62 

1933- 34 1 30 220 .18 94 . 57 171 . 55 . 40 
1936 - 37 1 4 26 . 85• 8 . 56 70 .12 -.03 
1937-38 1 6 24 . 00 25 .80 80 . 32 .17 

(1 ) Scope not given in records • 

• • ~ I I . > ti .. !" ... _ .... -.-........ .._ · • 
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Potato projects 

Table 7 shows that potatoes have been carried 

in all of the 18 years of the study . The nuraber of 

projects carried in this enterprise increased from 10 

projects in 1923 to 74 projects in 1934 , but decreased 

to less than half that number in 1938 . There was little 

change in the size of projects during the period, but 

column 3 shows that there was a small decrease in size 

generally in the last few years . Column 4 indicates a 

decrease in the reported costs per project over the 

intervening period of years . There were definite high , 

and low points in the income derived from potato pro-

jects , but no definite trend can be noted . Potatoes 

were badly affected by the depression . The hours of 

labor per project did not indicate any significant 

changes in any place in the study . The labor and manage -

ment return per hour in 1924 which was unusually large 

was brought about by the fact that a large income was 

made in that year because of good prices , and no more 

than average t:ime was given to the projects . 

~ - ·-'~ ·--~~·-·-··-· ·-·-·· . -



Table 7 . --THE LABOR AND MA AGEM.wNT RETURN PER HOUR FOR 
POTATO PROJECTS 

H 
<D rn 0 p...µ .µ ..!-) ,.Q +> 

I 
0 C) I rn C) .µ a5 () .µ H H 

Year 
C) (}) <D 0 (]) H rd S:: r-1 <l) s:: (]) .µ <D G-i rn en ·I'"'";) rn H o •r-:i 0 s:: (}) •...-;> rd <l) Pi s:: Pi Q.µ 0 (J) 0 r....t oj s r....t .µ 0 § ~ s:: (!) 

C) © H H CD rd H <D O S:: H s s:: H <D bO 0.. C) bO <D 0.. S:: H bO (}) 0.. bO H 
~as <D "I'"'";) a5 a5 a5 .µ H O a5 rn rd H a5 ~ s ,.Q 0 H H H H H ~ ,.Q s:: ~ ~ H 0 s:: .µ a5 .µ 

~~ (}) (}) s:: <l) 0 (}) .µ c\'S a5 .µ <l) ,.Q a5 <l) 0 s:: <l) 0 :> Pi-rl :> Pi Pi (!) r-1 El 0 O] 0.. aSSH.£! a5 H ,£:! 
. ~ ~ <I! ~ ::r:: H ~ ·-

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1921 - 22 18 7 $255 . 93 $ 56 . 35 91 $ . 62 $ . 47 
1922 - 23 13 5 .75 226 . 60 354 .91 160 . 5 2 . 21 2 . 06 
1923- 24 10 7 . 5 272 . 24 337 . 05 71 4 .75 4 . 60 
1924- 25 15 5 . 25 222 . 81 887 . 20 : 68 13 . 05 12 . 90 
1925- 26 20 4 . 9 276 .7 5 698 .77 124 5 . 64 5 . 49 
1926 - 27 23 2 . 8 239 . 45 J,65 .14 60 . 25 2 .74 2 . 59 

1927-28 26 5 220 .94 58 .13 80 . 73 . 58 
1928-29 17 4 325 . 34 460 . 42 90 5 .12 4 .97 
1929-30 30 6 343 . 28 296 . 30 70 4 . 23 4 . 08 
1930-31 39 3 102 . 82 5 .13 44 .12 - . 03 
1931 - 32 48 3 . 5 81 .12 1 . 90 60 . 5 . 03 -.12 
1932 - 33 50 4 .1 133 . 81 217 . 61 56 3 . 89 3 . 74 

1933- 34 65 2 .8 98 . 27 60 . 06 41 1 . 47 1 . 32 
1934- 35 74 1 . 8 95 . 68 73 . 64 67 . 7 1 . 09 .94 
1935-36 67 2 .8 130 .90 398 . 40 60 . 5 6 . 59 6 . 44 
1936-37 66 3 . 6 159 . 50 93 . 38 53 1 .76 1 . 61 
1937 - 38 53£ 130 .78 114 . 45 64 1 .79 1 . 64 
1938-39 36 3 144 . 41 178 .73 44 4 . 06 3 .91 



Lettuce projects 

Lettuce was carried for projects in all but 

the second year of the study . Table 8 indicates that 

only small numbers of lettuce projects were carried in 

any given year except the last year when 13 lettuce 

projects were carried . Column 3 does not indicate any 

appreciable change in the size of projects at any time 

in the period . The costs per project seem ·to have run 

in more or less well defined cycles, while the total 

incomes shown in column 5 have moved very erratically 

up and down , as have the hours spent per project . In 

1929 , lettuce projects paid a labor income of $ .15 but 

did not return anythi1g to management . In 1933 , and 

1935 , the projects did not make enough to completely 

pay the labor .charge, and therefore the management re-

turn in colmnn 8 shows a loss • 

. . .. ,_ '· -·· ·- · 
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Table 8 .--THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RETURN PER HOUR FOR 
LETTUCE PROJECTS 

H 
<D m 0 
Pi+> +:> +:> .0 +:> 
0 0 I rn (.) s +:> aj (.) +:> H H 
(.) <D <D 0 <D 0 rd~ ,..-; <D ~ <D +:> ()) 

4-i t1J rn •rJ m H O"rJ H ~ <D •I""';) rd (]) Pi ~~ 
o+:> 0 <D 0 G-t aj s 4-i +:> 0 ~ s <D 

Year C) <D H H <D rd H CD O~H m <D ~ s ~ 
H CD bO Pi C) bO <D Pi ~ H b..O CD Pi OOH <D H 
CD "I"'? m m ro +:> Hom U2 rd H c:U ~ H 0.0 ::l .. a o HH H H H ::l .a ~ H ~ H 0 ~ ..µ ~ m+> 
§~ Q) <D ~ 0) 0 Cl) .µ aj aS ~ .µ <D .Om<DO ~ Q) > Pieri > Pi Pi (!) ,..-; s o rn Pi c:U S H,.q ro H z <I! <I! i:r: p:: H ..,,...... 

F1 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1921-22 2 5 ~145 . oo $200 . 63 248 $ . 81 $ . 66 
1923-24 2 2 .12 211 . 42 417 . 22 262 . 5 1 . 59 1 . 44 
1924-25 6 1 . 5 50 .12 51 . 51 75 . 69 . 54 
1925- 26 1 1 9 . 50 25 . 50 50 . 51 . 36 
1926-27 5 1 . 4 46 . 42 59 . 64 79 . 76 . 61 
1927-28 7 1 . 3 166 . 21 323 . 33 104 3 .11 2 .96 

1928- 29 4 4 371 . 56 158 . 41 192 . 5 . 82 . 67 
1929-30 4 2 . 3 47 .17 6 . 51 42 .15 .oo 
1930-31 3 1 52 . 38 120 .81 117 1 . 03 . 88 
1931 - 32 4 1 . 1 42 . 76 14 .79 57 . 26 .11 
1932- 33 3 1 . 6 42 . 68 343 .20 66 5 . 20 5 . 05 
1933-34 5 1.5 78 . 831 8 . 59 88 . 5 . 10 -. 05 

1934-35 4 1 .1 39 .16 36 .96 60 . 62 . 47 
1935-36 1 2 53 . 05 81 . 75 69 . 5 .12 - . 03 
1936-37 3 2 37 . 85 34 . 22 58 . 60 . 45 
1937-38 6 2 . 6 65 . 62 190 .19 53 . 59 . 44 
1938-39 13 3 92 . 22 85 . 04 99 . 86 . 71 



Garden and canning 
pea projects 

Table 9 pertains to both garden and canning 

.. 

peas . Canning peas were only carried in two years while 

garden peas , like lettuce , were carried in all but the· 

second year of the 18 years . Canning peas showed a 

certain degree of c ons·tancy in everything but the total 

incom~ which was nearly trebled in the second year that 

they were carried; and because only half the hours of 

labor were used in the second year as in the first , the 

labor and management return per hour was more than 5 to 

1 . Column 2 shows that there was a slight increase 

in the number of pea projects in the 17 years . The size 

of pea projects , on the other hand , remained ·about the 

same . Column 4 indicates that the average co·st per 

pea project became somewhat higher with the passing 

years . 

I n 1927, pea projects returned 1069;34 per 

project , which was the largest return made by any 

project during the entire period of the study . This 

large return is reflected in columns 7 and 8 . The re -

turns to labor and management per hour in this year was 

exceeded in 1921 , however , because of the extremely 

smal l amount of time which the students spent on the 

projects C> 

________ ....,._...,.............,._..,...,, .....,._..,..., __ .~_. .. ~.-~.--~·~~- ... ~ .. - ' ,.--......------.~-. -~. - .. """"-.. ---.--.. --.. : 



Table 9 . --THE LABOR AND MANAGB:l\!IENT RETURNS PER HOUR FOR 
GARDEN AND CANNING PEA PROJECTS 

--- '"-·- -
H 

<D O'.l 0 
Pi+> ..µ .µ ..a +> 
0 C) I O'.l C) +> ctl C) +> H H 
C) (1) .© 0 <D H rd S:: r-f <D s:: <D +:> CD 

G-t O'.l ti) •..-;i ti) H o ·r-.> 0 i:: CD •r-;i rd <D A s:: Pi Year O.+> 0 <D 0 G-t CT) s G-t+:>O s:: s l <D 
C) <DH H <D rd H (j) 0 S:: H m © s:: I s s:: H <D CO Ao 00 © A S:: H CO <DA 

f.i ~~ ~ © H 
<D •r-.> a:I ctl a:I ..µ HO ctl O'.l rd 00 ;:l ~ ,a 0 HH H H H :::3 .0 s:: t:\~H 0 s:: .µ ~~o ~~ <D (j) s:: <D 0 <D ..µ c\S CT) ~ +> (j) .Oa:l<DO > A·rl >AA (l),...; s o en A ctl S H ..Q a:I H ,.q 
~ <£1 <£1 p::; ::q i-l ~ -

· 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Garden 
peas 

15 . 1921-22· 1 ~ 67 . 30 (~. 94 .28 6 $15 .71 $15 . 56 
1923-24 1 19 38 .76 213 . 64 64 3 . 34 3 .19 
1924-25 3 11.3 44 . 40 305 . 49 39 7 .83 7 . 68 
1925-26 3 .8 46 .67 90 . 40 127 .71 . 56 
1926-27 4 1 . 2 18 .20 11 . 69 24 . 49 . 34 
1927 - 28 3 2 . 4 226 .17 1069·. 34 79 13 . 52 13 . 37 

1928 - 29 7 3 146 ,481 92 .13 71 1 . 30 1 .15 
1929 - 30 4 1 32 . 98 17 .71 65 . 5 2 .70 2 . 55 
1930- 31 2 3 116 . 52 I 12 .93 56 .23 . 08 
1931-32 5 2 .1 73 .251 47 .77 88 . 54 . 39 
1902 - 33 2 3 61 . 22 48 . 07 54 .89 . 74 
1933- 34 6 2 . 3 66 .521 75 . 87 96 Q79 . 64 

I 1934-35 5 1 . 6 87 . 09 t 66 .84 111 . 60 . 45 
1935-36 3 2 . 6 I 52 .80 30 .74 49 . 63 . 48 
1936-37 3 1 .2 52 . 08 33 . 38 59 . 57 . 42 
1937-38 4 1 . 4 88 .23 95 .24 55 1 .73 1 . 58 
1938- 39 4 3 88 . 69 71 . 39 54 . 5 1 . 31 1 .16 

--,-· 

Canning 
peas 

1929-30 2 2 . 5 14 .40 50 .70 28 1 . 81 1 . 66 
1930- 31 2 2 . 5 17 .87 141 .94 13 10 .92 10 .77 

--- ----~--



Miscellaneous vege-
'eable projects 

Table 10 deals ;,rith projects in misc_ellaneous 

vegetable enterprises . Only three of these were carried 

in enough years to have any significance at all . The 

others were only carried in one year , excepting cabbage 

which was carried in two years . None of these enter-

prises were very popular as indicated by the small 

number of projects taken in them . The scopes . of most of 

these projects were in fractions of an acre . The cos ts 

in some cases varied somewhat , but not significantly . 

Beans lost money in two of the fou~ years that they were 

carried, and cabbage lost money in one of the two years 

that it was carried • 

. ____ . ..,...._ _________ ..,_.....,,...""'~ --··-··-.--... -. -----· -~~-- k---~-.. --. ----



Table 10.--THE LABOR AND KANAGEMENT RETURNS PER _OUR FOR 
MISCELLANEOUS VEGETABLE ENTERPRISE PROJECTS 

-
H I (]) O'.l 0 

p...µ .µ .µ ,.a .µ 
0 C) I UJ t> .µ oj C) .µ H H 
C) (}) (]) 0 (]) H rd S:: r-i (]) s:: (}) .µ (}) 

C+-1 fl} u..i •r-;, Ctl H t> ·r-:> 0 s:: (1) •r-:> rd (}) Pi s:: Pi Year 0.P 0 (]) 0 C+-1 oj s C+-1 .µ 0 s:: s (}) 
C) <D H H <D rd H (}) o S:: H m <D. s:: s s:: 

IH© Q() Pi C) bO <D Pt 0 H b.O (}) Pt QO H © H 
(}) •r: oj cO C'd .µ H 0 m (IJ rd HcO~H QO~~ ,.a 0 H H H H H ~ ,.a s:: H ~ H 0 ;::::.µ ~ oj.µ 

~~ (}) Q) s:: (]) 0 (1) .µ cC cO ~ .µ (}) ..o m (1) ol s:: © o 
:> Pt•r-f :> Pi Pt <D r-i s 0 u..i Pi cdSH..0 mH..C: z <G <if ~ ::i:: ._,_H_~ ~ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Vegetable 
Gardens 

1923-24. 1 5 $49 . 35 $ 46 .71 102 .. $ . 46 $ . 31 
1924-25 1 1 . 2 67 . 55 130 . 00 108 1 . 20 1 . 06 
1925-26 3 1/6 14 .70 25 . 80 33 . 78 . 63 
1929-30 2 3/8 10 . 57 10 .79 66 .16 . 01 
1931-32 4 . 36 15 . 84 16 . 73 48 . 35 . 2 0 

1932-33 3 . 25 I 10 . 28 22 . 46 ---- ---- (;l.) 
1933-34 4 . 25 18 .19 40 .78 86 . 47 . 32 
1937-38 1 . 5 24.40 .so 56 . 01 - .14 
1938-39 4 . 5 24 . 54 11 . 85 64 .19 . 04 

Beans 

I (green) 
1930-31 1 1 . 5 27 . 92• -18 . 69 51 - . 37 - . 21 
1934-35 2 1 . 6 65 . 99 2 . 01 119 . 02 - . 13 
1935- 36 2 . 87 35 .18 I -27 . 88 24 -1 .16 -1 . 01 
1936-37 1 . 6 19 . 47 8 . 93 51 .18 . 03 

Straw-
berries 
1923- 24 4 . 1/10 6 . 31 24 . 08 64 . 5 . 37 . 22 
1924- 25 1 1/10 35 . 50 77 . 00 ---- ------ ( l) 
1931 - 32 1 ( 2) 1 . 70 35 . 90 11 . 5 3 .12 2 .97 
1932-33 I l . 25 4 .10 59 . 40 27 2 . 20 2 . 05 
1934-35 1 { 2) 28 . 50 41 . 40 49 . 85 .70 
1935- 36 2 1/10 24 . 07 20 . 25 48 . 42 . 27 
1938-39 1 . 25 15 . 00 7 .70 10 . 77 . 62 

S£inach 
1935-36 1 2 L 54 .67 52 . 92 101 . 52 • -Z,7 

..... -..... .. l. -·•- • . , .. ~ · · ·· ·· · --- · ·- ~·-·- · .. 



Table 10 . --THE LABOR AND IVIANAGElfiENT RETURNS PER HOUR FOR 
MISCELLANE OUS VEGETABLE ENTERPRISE PROJECTS (continued) 

H 
Q) Ul 0 
Pi.P .µ .µ ,.0 .µ 
0 C) I Ul 0 ..µ oj C) .µ H H Year C) <D Q) 0 (!) H rd ~ rl (]) ~ (]) .µ (]) 

G-t t:ll t:ll •l'J Ul H o •l'J 0 ~ (]) •....-:> rd (]) Pi ~ Pi O..P 0 (]) 0 G-t m s G-t .µ 0 ~ s CD 
CJ <D H H <D rd H (]) o ~ H oj (]) ~ s ~ H <D bO Pi C) bO CD Pi ~ H tO <D A 

H ~~a © H <D · !""". oj ,C\i oj +:> a 0 r.ij t:ll rd bO~ .0 0 H H HHH ,0 ~ H ::3 H 0 ~ .µ ci'S .µ 
~ H <D CD ~ (!) 0 <D .µ c;\j cU ~ +:> (!) .O ci'S<DO ~CD 0 zP > Pior-t ~ Pi Pi ~ rl s O a:i A · jSH.Q ci'S H <!! !:J:j '=::;:! . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ·7 8 

Celeri 

1932-33 1 800 ' $ 8 ~ 98 $37 .34 l2 c :ti)3 .11 $2 .96 
pl ts 

Plants 

1935-36 1 1/8 37 . 85 37 . 40 78 . 5 .48 . 33 
-

Carrots 
1937-38 1 .75 4B . 02 46 . 31 40 1 .16 1 . 01 

Ca~bage 
I 

1921-22 I 1 1 39 . 63 -12 .95 63 -.21 - . 06 
1934-35 2 1 49 .85 11 .25 123.5 . 01 - ·.14 

(1) Student hours labor not .reported in the records 
(2) Acreage not reported in the records . 



Grain crop projects 

Table 11 shows the grain crop projects that 

were carried during the study . Barley was carried in 

seven ye~rs , wheat and oats in five years . each , field 

peas in four years , and corn in one . The number of 

projects in any of the enterprises was not large , varying 

from one to four in any year . A considerable variation 

in size ·or projects will be noted in column 3 , running 

from one barley project of one acre to two field pea 

projects of 86 acres each . The costs per project also 

show a considerable span , running -from $7 .78 for one 

field pea project to $374 . 69 for one oat project . In -

comes per project . ran as low as $ . 42 and as high as 

$601 . 87 . The hours of student labor varied from 9 hours 

per project to 500 hours per project . ianagement re-

turn per hour went from a loss of $ .13 to a profit of 

$9 .95 . 



- ---------------------------·----· 
Table 11 . --THE LABOR AND MANAGE'v1ENT RETURNS PER HOUR FOR 

GRAIN ENTERPRISE PR JECTS 

H 
<D ti) 0 
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0 C) I Ol c.> .µ aS C) .µ H H 
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Year G-t rt.l C'I) ·~ Ol H c.> • r"'"';) 0 ~ <D •r-;) rd <D ~ ~ A 
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C) <D H H <D rd H Q) O S:: H aS Q) s:: s s:: H © 00 ~ C) t.O <D A ~ H bO <DA bO H <D H 
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HaS::SH bO ::> H .n 0 HH HHH ~ .0 i::: 0 s:: .µ ::s a1 .µ ::s 
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:> P.-M :> AP. (!) r-f s 0 Ul ~ aSSH.-C: aS H ,.cl z · ~ ~ p:; i:q ....:i !'Z 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Wheat 

1922- 23 1 12 $309 . 32 $309 . 08 500 $ . 62 $ . 47 
1927 - 28 1 9 235 . 35 124 . 52 101 . 5 1 . 23 1 . 08 
1933- 34 1 25 39 .oo 202 . 00 20 10 .10 9 . 95 
1934- 35 2 4 . 5 33 . 65 42 . 27 45 . 5 .93 .78 
1935- 36 4 6 55 .16 71 . 24 16 4 . 45 4 . 30 

Oats 
1928-29 1 2 . 5 21 . 89 126 . 92 28 4 . 53 4 . 38 
1929 - 30 3 11 157 . 27 59 . 90 18 3 . 33 3 .18 
1931 - 32 1 5 37 .11 . 42. 27 . 5 . 02 -.13 
1934- 35 1 8 110 .92 180 . 88 45 4 o02 3 . 87 
1935- 36 1 20 374 . 69 368 . 01 98 3 . 76 3 . 61 

Bar lei 
1924- 25 1 15 139 .~8 601 . 87 85 7 . 08 6 . 93. 
1925- 26 1 10 148 . 50 30 . 35 96 . 32 .17 
1926 - 27 1 20 87 . 00 159 .oo 128 1 . 24 1 . 09 
1931 - 32 2 7 . 5 93 . 21 68 . 49 16 4 . 24 4 . 09 
1933'- 34 1 1 62 . 90 19 . 90 48 . 41 . 26 
1935- 36 2 30 . 7 185 . 76 21 . 83 213 . 10 -.05 
1938- 39 2 13 . 5 128 . 05 127 . 45 30 4 . 25 4 .10 

Field 
peas 

1923 0... 24 2 86 284 . 60 327 .19 47 6 . 96 6 .81 
1924- 25 4 20 89 . 36 216 . 47 69 3 .14 2 . 99 
1929- 30 1 3 7 . 78 6 .18 9 . 69 . 54 
1938- 39 1 6. 67 .90 24 . 35 15 1 . 62 1 . 47 

Corn 
1937 - 38 1 2 16 . 34 17 . 91 15 1 .19 1 . 04 

___________ .....,,.., ......... _,.....,_ -~- - ...,.,, .. ,...,... ... , .. ., .. ~ . . ,~----- .""'41\!_,., ___ . 



Forage crop projects 

Alfalfa, sweet clover , and native hay were the 

only forage crop enterprises carried as projects . 

Table 12 shows tbat these projects were not popular in 

that they were carried only in four years of the 18 . 

Alfalfa was the only one ·Of the three to be carried in 

more than one year . The scope of these projects was 

reasonably large except in the first year that alfalfa 

was carried , when only 6 acres were carried . The costs 

per project in alfalfa showed an unaccountable decrease 

in the second year inasmuch as the project in that 

year was more than three t:imes as. large as that in the 

·first year . The same condition was true of the profit 

as shown in column 5 . 



Table 12 .- -THE LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RE1~L1URNS PER HOUR FOR 
FORAGE ENT~RPRISE PROJECTS 
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Alfalfa 
1928 - 2.9 1 6 $134 . 00 
1936 - 37 1 20 63 .87 

Sweet 
~lover 

1927-28 1 25 257 . 50 

Native 
haz 

1931- 32 2 20 38 . 00 

Miscellaneous enter-
prise projects 
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5 6 7 8 

$102 .oo 26 $3 . 92 $3 .7 7 
82 .63 130 . 64 . 49 

126 . 00 218 . 58 . 43 

I 
90 . 25 120 .• 75 I .60 

Table 13 ·takes up two miscellaneous enter-

prises, nrunely farm management , and sugar bee ts, that 

were carried as projects . Farm management work was 

carried as projects in two years and sugar be e ts were 

carried in three years . The m.unber of projects varied 

from 1 to 6 . In farm management the scope in the first 

year was 80 acres and in the second year it was 160 

acres . In the sugar beet enterprise, all of the pro-

jects were of one acre . The only data of real interest 

----.---...~·-. - · 



to the study in this table is shown in column 5 in the 

second year of the sugar beet enterprise . In this year 

sugar beets lost money . It is of interest to note that 

the year was 1928-29 when prices were considered to be 

good . 

Table 13 . --THE LABOR AND lVIANAGEi\1ENT RETURNS PER HOUR FOR 
MISCELLANEOUS ENTERPRISES 
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1 2 ·3 4 5 6 7 8 

Farm --manage-
ment 

1922-23 2 80 $412 . 97 $476 . 28 817 . 5 $ . 58 $ . 43 
1924-25 1 160 344 . 68 506 .82 200 2 . 53 2 . 38· 

Sugar I 

beets I 

1924-25 2 I 1 46 .so 21 .96 55 . 40 . 25 
1928 - 29 6 1 37.91 - . 05 89 - .oo - .15 
1929-30 1 l 24 . 30 17 . 20 25 . 69 . 54 
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Chapter V 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 

During the 18-year period under consideration 

in this study, projects were carried in eight livestock 

enterprises and in 22 crop enterprises. Only two enter-

prises were carried in each of the 18 years of the 

period, namely, swine in the livestock enterprises and 

potatoes in the crop enterprises. 

Table 14 shows the enterprises carried in the 

18 years ani the number of years in sequence that they 

were carried as projects. 

Table 14. --THE ENTERPRISES CARRIED IN THE 18 YEARS 

Enterprise Years Enterprise Years 

Livestock CroWh (continued) 
Swine - - - - - - 18 eat - - - - - 5 
Beef - - - - - - 16 Beans - - - - - 4 
Dairy - - - - - - 16 Field peas - - - 4 
Chickens - - - - 16 Sugar beets - - 3 
Sheep - - - - - - 15 
Rabbits - - - - - 7 Miscellaneous 
Bees - - - , _ - - 6 Canning peas - - 2 
Turkeys - - - - - 4 Cabbage - - - - 2 

JUfalfa - - - - 2 
Cro~s Farm management 2 

otatoes - - - - 18 Carrots - - - - l 
Lettuce - - - - - 17 Celery - - - - - 1 
Garden peas - - - 17 Corn - - - - - - 1 
Gardens - - - - - 9 Native hay - - - 1 
Strawberries - - 7 Plants - - - - - 1 
Barley - - - - - 7 Spinach - - - - 1 
Oats - - - - - - 5 Sweet clover - - 1 

----...... ~--··· · ·· -···-· ·--· -
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It will be observed from the above figures 

that the majority of the projects carried during the 

· period under study have been in a relatively few of the 

enterprises . Occasionally ventures have been made in 

supposedly experimental projects in some of the minor 

enterprises that are possible under the prevailing grow-

ing conditions in the area . 

The popularit~ of an enterprise can best be 

judged by noting how often and by how many boys projects 

are chosen from within the enterprise . Of the eight 

livestuck enterprises listed in this study, the wine 

enterprise was the most popular . The least number of 

projects carried in the swine enterprise in any one year 

was ten , and swine were selected for 47 projects in one 

year . Sheep were next in popularity ranging from two 

selections to 19 in their highest year . Chickens were 

selected for projects by one student in the lowest year 

and by 16 in their most popular year . Beef cattle were 

selected as projects by .two boys in their lowest year 

and 15 in their highest . The other livestock enterprises 

were selected but once or twice in any given year . 

Of the crop projects , potatoes proved most 

popular , not only from the standpoint of being the only 

crop enterprises carried in all 18 years of the study, 

but also they were carried by more boys as a project 

than any other . They were chosen by 74 boys in their 
___ ............. , ............ -~ .. I - ~· •••••H••••• • ••-•• •• .. ·-~-.....-



best year and by ten boys in their poorest year . The 

·swine enterprise exceeded the potato enterprise in the 

number of projects in the early years of the study, but 

in the last years the potato enterprise far exceeded the 

swine enterprise . None of the other crop project enter-

prises were exceedingly popular with the boys from the 

standpoint of the number of projects carried in them 

in any one year . Lettuce was carried by one boy in 

the poorest year and by 13 boys in the highest year . 

Numerically , garden peas were next , then sugar beets . 

Others ranged from one to four projects per year with 

most enterprises . 

Not many of the enterprises have shown signi-

ficant change in the frequency of. selection during the 

entire .period . Most of them have varied slightly up or 

down from time to time , but have not given any indica -

tion of definite tendencies to become more or less 

popular . Some of the project enterprises have enjoyed 

one or two years of exceptional popularity, but other 

than that have made no perceptible change other than that 

which could be expected with increased enrollment in the 

vocational agriculture classes. Enterprises which are 

among this group are the beef , sheep , lettuce , garden 

pea , and sugar beet enterprises . 

Some of the enterprises , on the other hand , 

have shown some changes in frequency of selection which 

the v1ri_t~_r feels ar~ .. ~~-~t~ .}! _°-inting out . Enterprise~. 
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included in this group are the swine , poultry, dairy and 

potato enterprises . Figure 1 shows how the frequency 

of selection of these enterprises varied ~ It can be 

seen on this graph that potatoes increased in their popu-

larity for projects until the peak in 1934 and since 

that time their number has decreased , even though there 

has been a gradual increase in the enrollment of the four 

schools since that tiine . There is a possibility that 

the low returns from potato projects in 1930 and 1931 

and then again in 1933 and 1934 may have had some effect 

on the popularity of the potato enterprise for boys ' 

projects ; but in 1936 the price was unusually good· for 

potatoes , and the total labor income from potato projects 

was very favorable , being the fourth highest recorded in 

the ·l8 years . This should have increased the number . of 

potato projects, at least in the following year , if the 

profit to be gained had had any effect on the popularity 

of the enterprise o 

The swine enterprise , as shown by the graph, 

enjoyed a brief rise in frequency of selection during 

the boom period of 1928 and 1929 , but has since that time 

settled rock to the level of the early twenties . This 

drop in the nmnber of swine projects might be explained 

in part by the fact that the depression and its effects 

were quite disastrous to the hog industry and made it a 

less popular enterprise , although it was still ranked 

among tho se most popuiar in spite of the decrease in 
----...-·~--- .....--- . · · ·~ - ··- ... _.. ·•• - . .. . .. - .... 



Figtn:'e 1.--Variation in the frequency of selection 1n 
four major enterprises. 
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number . 

The dairy &nterprise never showed the popu-

larity which it should during the period of the study 

inasmuch as it is one of the important enterprises on 

most farms in the region . Not only has the dairy enter-

prise been none too popular , but it has shown a tendency 

to decrease as far as the number of projects in it are 

concerned. This decrease has been slight , but in the 

light of the increase in enrollment in the four schools 

during the 18 years , it seems unaccountable that such an 

enterprise would not show a rise in the number of 

projects . 

Poultry has shown more up and down movement 

in the number of projects than have the other three 

enterprises shown on this graph, but seems to be pointing 

generally upward . This upward swing is probably due to ").-_,. .. / 

the increased knowledge in· poultry which has been dis -

seminated to the farming public , and t o better an more 

economical meth ods of handling baby chicks . 

There has been considerable variation in the 

size of some of the projects carried in some of the en -

terprises , while in others there has been some degree 

of constancy with but little change in the scope over 

the entire period of years . Swine projects have shown 

but little change , although they have varied from an 

average of 1 . 6 head to 7 .head per project . The beef 

enterprise has run generally f r om 1 to 3 head per project 
~~~~ ··-- ·~ ··-'~ ·--·-·. - -- . 
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excepting in two years ~ In one year the projects aver-

aged 14 . 25 head per project and in 1928 they averaged 

51 head per project for 7 projects . Sheep projects have 

varied from 6 . 5 head per project to 105 head , but there 

has been a general decrease in the recent years of the 

study . The nuraber of head of dairy cows per project 

has remained consistently small during the entire period . 

In 1926 the projects average 7 . 5 head per project , which 

was the largest number recorded . Most of the projects 

ran from 1 to 3 head per project . There has been a con-

siderable change up and down in the average number of 

head of poultry during the period studied . In 1933 there 

were 30 head of chickens per project , while in 1926 there 

were 200 head . There does not seem to be any definite 

indication that the passage of time has had any effect 

upon the size of chicken projects since the upward and 

downward swing seems to be very well distributed through-

out the entire period . Turkey projects show a variationn 

of from 2 head to 7 head per project , but this is not 

significant since turkey projects have only been carried 

in four years of the study . The scope of rabbit projects 

can not be indicative of anything in particular , since 

record of their size can only be quoted for six years • 

The first record given on the size of rabbit projects 

in 1926 shows 2 head per project . In 1932 there were 16 

ead per project and in 1934 there were 12 . Bee projects 



stands per project , but the more recent projects have 

been smaller . 

Potato projects have shown a tendency to become 

smaller , although the decrease in size has not been · 

steady , and there has been a considerable up and down 

swing in size . The largest acreage recorded for potato 

projects was 7 . 5 and the smallest was 1 . 8 . Lettuce 

projects have been from 1 acre to 5 acres in size . Gar-

den peas and canning peas have been for the most part 

from 1 to 3 acres in size , but in the first two years of 

the study they were larger. In 1921 they averaged 5 

acres , and in 1923 they averaged 9 acres per project . 

No pea projects were carried in 1922 . The miscellaneous 

vegetable projects have been small for the most part , 

most of them being only a fraction of an acre to an acre 

in size . One boy in 1923 carried a 5-acre garden project 

Acreages of grain have been from 1 acre to 86 acres ; but 

none of the grains have been carried for a sufficient 

length of time to give any usable data as to scope . The 

forage crops have averaged around 20 acres per project , 

except in 1928 when one boy carried 6 acres of alfalfa 

as his pro ject. Sugar beets have averaged 1 acre per 

project in each year they were carried . Two fann manage -

ment projects are recorded , one for 80 acres and the 

other for 160 acres . 

An extremely wide spread in the cost per projec 

was found in most of the projects . Of the eight 
.___....._~~~-~~--""-- .¥ . \ . t~~t ..•• __ ____ - - . t --~ -. -· • • -....__,,.-. -. . . 



livestock projects , beef had the greatest difference in 

cost per project with a cost of $28 . 05 . in 1935 and a 

cost of $779 . 09 in 1928 . This differe nce is largely 

accounted for in the fact that in 1935 the average scope 

per project was 1 head , and in 1928 it was 51 head . 

Other than this one peculiarity there were no really sig-

nificant trends or changes in costs per project other 

than those that could be expected with ever changing 

prices of feed and equipment . 

The swine enterprise costs showed no indica-

tion that there was any relationship between the size 

of the project and the costs incurred in the project . 

The lowest cost recorded was $24 . 25 in 1938 and the 

highest cost recorded was $173 . 46 in 1926 . Costs of 

swine projects listed in the study did show a tendency 

to become less with the passing years . 

Costs incurred in sheep enterprises were also 

somewhat less in the latter years of the period . There 

did seem to be some relationship between cost and scope 

in the sheep enterprise , which was not true in swine . 

The lowest cost listed in sheep was $33 .11 in 1931 and 

the highest cost was $615 . 08 in 1924 . 

The lowest cost of any of the larger livestock 

enterprises was recorded by the dairy enterprise in 

1932 . The cost in this year was $11 . 82 and in 1928 the 
,.lf,2 cost was ~ 27 . 21 . There did not appear to be any di-

rect connection to scope and cost in the dairy enterprise • . -"'!"-. -~~ .... -· 



There was a slight decrease in cost in the last few 

years of the study . 

Costs in the chicken enterprise decreased 

somewhat . The high cost of $107 .80 was recorded in 1925 

and the low cost of $20 . 38 was recorded in 1932 . 

The other three livestock enterprises were not 

carried long enough to provide much dependable data as 

to cost; however , the cost of keeping bee projects 

showed some increase . The lost .cost for turkeys was 

$5 .25 in 1934 and the high cost was $68 . 45 in 1932 , for 

rabbits $2 . 75 in 1926 and $47 . 25 in 1934 , and for bees 

$2 . 75 in 1926 and $220 .18 in 1933 . 

The costs of potato projects had no relation-

ship to the size of the projects . Costs increased from 

1921 to 1929 , after which they dropped rather sharply 

and did not again come back to their former proportions . 

It is significant to note that costs were low during the 

periods of low income. This may be due in part to the 

fact that when potato prices are low the cost of seed 

is less , and seed is an important item of expense in 

potato production . 

Costs of lettuce projects have varied up and 

down , although there has been no correlation between 

costs and size of project . Inasmuch as labor is the 

big item of expense in the cost of lettuce product ion, 

it is possible that t e price of labor has had a good 

deal to do ith the ~~ snges in costs . It will be seen 



by referring to Table 8 in the preceding chapter , that 

.there is a definite relationship between the number of 

hours of student labor per project a nd the costs per 

project . 

There was a slight upward tendency in costs 

of pea projects . This increase has probably .been partly 

due to higher priced seed, and the necessity for greater 

expenditures in controllin~ pests . The writer could 

find nothing of significance in the costs recorded for 

the mis cellaneous vegetable enterpri ses . Variations 

in t he costs of grain projects seems to be more or less 

related to the size of the projects . 

The number of hours which the students spend 

on their projects were included i n this thesis in an 

effort to discover if there was any relationship between 

the amount of time per project and the incomes derived 

from the projects . It is also of interest to note the 

different amounts of time spent on different types of 

enterprises and the variation of time within the project 

years . There is no definite relationship between the 

amount of time that boys spent on their projects and the 

total inc omes from the projects . The time factor is 

more plainly r eflected in the l abor and management re -

turn per hour, and the management return per hour . A 

large inc ome , coupled with few hours of student labor , 

resulted in abnormally large labor and management , and 

management , returns per hour in some cases . . 
- ~ ... -- q , a ··~~'°"'··- ·· ·~ ' ~~····· ' ···· •·- - ~-.-.. -~~--- -.--. -.-~•-... -.... ~--. ~-......,._, 
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The labor devoted to SV11ine projects varied 

from 36 hours per project to 94 . 5 hours per project , 

but did ·not seem to show any relationship to the size of 

the project . 

In the beef enterprise , projects seemed to 

require slightly less time per project than in the swine 

enterprise . Beef projects required from 15 to 71 hours 

per project . 

Sheep projects showed a wider spread in the 

hours per student than did beef or swine projects . The 

lowest amount of time spent on a sheep project was 23 . 5 

hou:rs , and the highest was 146 hours • 

. Dairy projects required the most time of any 

of the livestock enterpr;ises , and showed an extremely 

wide variation in some instances , with three years being 

unusually low in comparison to the other years . In 

1932, only 19 hours were spent per project , wh ile in 

1924 the boys spent 308 hours on each project . 

The chicken enterprise did not show any sur-

prising changes in the amount of time spent per project , 

varying from 29 to 84 . 4 hours per project . Turkeys , on 

the other hand , displayed quite a wide spread with the 

number of hours running from 10 to 144. 

Both rabbit and bee enterprise projects 

varied extensively in the hig..h and low years , but other-

wise showed a rather even trend . The low number of hours 

spent in rabbit projects was 15, and the high number of 
____ .........,..~ ..... ._ ... .._.....-.. -~~ .. '1. .... - . ... ... J .... ---· ·-···- ~~~-. --.~-· 
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hours was 158 . In bees the low was 15 hours arid the 

high was 171 hours . 

Probably the most significant bit of informa-

tion discovered concerning the amount of time spent by 

students on potato projects was that there was a slight 

decrease in the amount of time required per project with 

the passing of time . On the whole this might be due to 

a slight reduction in the size of the projects in the 

latter years of the study . 

A wide spread was observed in the amount of 

time spent on lettuce projects . This fact is refle c ted 

in the cost column as mentioned previously in the dis -

cussion . It appears from a study of lettuce projects , 

that there might be some correlation between the income 

per project and the amount of time spent on each 

project , al though this is not borne out in every instance . 

Variations in che number of hours spent per project 

were from 42 to 262 . 5 . During the year that only 42 

hours were spent per project , the income was $6 . 51 per 

project; and in the year that 262 .5 hours were spent on 

the projects , the income per project was $417 . 22 which 

also was the highes t income per proje.ct . 

The 6 hours spent per pro j ect in the first 

year of the study in which garden peas were carried was 

really the only unusual fact concerning the hours spent 

on garden peas . 

The number of hours spent per pro j ect on . 
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canning pea projects in both years in which the enter-

prise was carried were low in comparison with other 

enterprises . 

The data on miscellaneous vegetable projects 

showed variations from as low as 10 hours per project 

to as high as 123 . 5 hours per project , but did not dis- . 

close any usable facts . 

Student labor on grain projec ts showed a wide 

spread from 9 hours per project to 500 hours per pro-

ject . The hovxs spent per project did not , however , 

seem to have any connection with the other data of the 

study . 

The hours of labor per project for forage en-

terprises varied somewhat and seemed to be related to 

the size of the projects . 

In sugar beets there is an unaccountable vari-

ation in the time spent per project from 25 hours to 

89 hours . 

The farm management enterprise recorded the 

greatest number of hours per project . The smallest 

project in 1922 required 817 . 5 hours per project , while 

the project carried in 1924 , which was twice as large , 

required only 200 hours . 

The most important data contail1ed in this 

thesis in finding the relative achievements of the stu-

dents in voe.a ti onal agriculture in their farm practice 

p·rojects is the labor . and management return per p ll'.'.'o j ect • 
·-~--~-~-..... ,. k .... --. -. -- -.. •-... -.. -.. ~~ ....... : 



Some of the enterprises were not carried in a s uf.ficient 

number of years to provide any truly significant results , 

but fairly satisfactory information was gained on a 

large number of the enterprises . 

Figure 2 lists all of the enterprises carried 

in the 18 years under consideration , the number of years 

that each was carried , and gives the average income per 

project for the period that each was carried . 

The farm management enterprise gave the 

largest average total return . This was undoubtedly due 

to the large scope of the projects carried on in this 

enterprise . Of the normal sized projects , potatoes gave 

the greatest average returns over the entire period of 

t:ime . The average return per year from potatoes was 

$247 .64 . Green beans were only carried in four years of 

the period , but made an average loss per year of $8 .91 . 

The only other enterprise to fall into the loss column 

in average yearly income was cabbage with a loss of 

$ .85 per year . 

The more important crop enterprises exceeded 

the more important livestock enterprises in yearly in -

come . 

Figure 3 shows the total return to labor and 

management graphically by years for four of the more 

important livestock enterprises . There was a consider-

able up and down variation in the incomes of these 

projects .. ~~ a whol~ _t .. ~~~~ .. -~~~ - da~ry .enterpri se showing 





~---------------------------------

Figure 3.--The total incomes from the major livestock 
enterprises. 
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the gre a test changes, followed closely by sheep . Swine 

showed the least v~riations of any of the others . 

The total incomes from all four of the enter-

prises were lower in the last years of the period . 

Swine was the only one of the four enterprises which 

did not show a loss during 1930 and 1931 . 

The dairy enterprise gave the highest return 

of the four during the first year that it was carried . 

The total returns per project for the three 

most important crop enterprises are graphically il -

lustrated in Figure 4 . The results of the crop enter-

prises shown in this graph were quite comparable to 

those in Figure 3 on livestock . A wide variation is 

shown in the incomes of the enterprises given . 

The income per project decreased with the 

passage of time , al though this tendency is not so sharp-

ly pronounced in the crop enterprises as in the livestock 

enterprises . 

In 1927 the garden pea enterprise projects ex-

ceeded $1000 . 00 per project , which was the largest re -

turn for labor and management made by any enterprise dur-

ing the entire 18 years . Potatoes returned more than 

$880 000 in total income per project in 1924 . None of 

the project enterprises were in the loss column , although 

both lettuce and potatoes were very close to the border 

line in a couple of years . 

Probably the best criteria for judging the 
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Figure 4.--The total incanes from the major crop enter-
prises. 
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profitableness of any enterprise is the return to 

management per hour of labor spent on the projects with-

in the enter prise . In most cases there was a considerabl 

variation in this factor from year to year depending 

upon the total labor and management return and the nmn-

ber of hours that pupils spent on the projects . In most 

of the projects , the management return per hour varied 

from reasonably high figures to quite low figures , with 

some enterprises showing a loss to management in one or 

two years . The greatest loss to management occurred i n 

the bean enterprise in 1935 , when a los s of '1 . 01 oc-

curred. 

Figure 5 illustrates the average returns per 

hour to management for all of the enterprises . Canning 

peas gave the largest returns with $6 . 22 , and beans again 

proved the lowest with a loss of $ . 33 . 

Slightly over half of the enterprises gave 

average returns to management of over $1 . 00 . In spite 

of the fact that some of the project enterprises have 

not been carried in enough years to make data concerning 

then very accurate , it would be safe to conclude that 

most of the projects carried could be counted on to pro-

vide some return to management in average years . 

It is the opinion of the w1.,i ter that any of 

the projects which have been carried in a majority of 

the years studied , and which have yielded a reasonable 

average return to management for the entire time , could 
·-~ ·-- ~ . -·- ~ --- ----- - -..11-1t,.....,,. ...... _ : 





be recommended as future projects . 

Some of the more select enterprises which have 

never shovm a loss to management are the following: 

1 . Swine 5 . Strawberries 
2 . Chickens 6 . Wheat 
3 . Rabbi ts 7 . Field peas 
4 . Garden peas 

There were other projects carried in the 18 years which 

did not show any loss, but they were only carried in 

one or two years and cannot be considered as having 

been properly tested . 
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Chapter VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

·-----

In this thesis the writer has tried to show 

the relative achievements in the home project work in 

vocational agriculture conducted by the vocational agri-

culture students in the schools of Center , Del Norte , 

Monte Vista, and Sargent , Colorado . The study covered 

the 18-year period from 1921 to 1939 . In studying this 

problem , the writer took the following things into con-

sideration: 

1 . vithin what farm enterprises have projects been 
carried? 

2 . What were the scopes of. the crop and of the 
livestock projects? · 

3 . What enterprises were carried most often in 
any given year? 

4 . What were the total labor and management in-
comes per project? 

5 . ~hat were the total reported costs per project? 

6 . How much pupil time was spent per project? 

Enterprises carried~ projects . --There were 

eight livestock enterprises carried by boys as projects 

during the period of which the following five were the 

most popular : 

~----------......-....--~ ..... , --- ~ ... - '!':'! .... ~.- ~- ---~ ... ~ .. -~- '~ .. '"':"-~. ---------~-. - .. -



'· l . Swine 
2 . Beef 

3 . Dairy 
4 . Chickens 

5 . Sheep 

Twenty- two crop enterprises were carried by students 

as farm projects during the period . The following three 

crop projects were carried most often : 

1 . Potatoes 3 . Garden peas 
2 . Lettuce 

Size of projects . --In general the size of 

projects were of average scope with occasional projects 

as sum ng larger size . The average size of projects was 

about as follows : 

1 . Swine , 3 head 
2 • Beef , 2 he ad 
3 . Sheep , 20 head 
4 . Dairy , 2 head 
5 . Chickens , 60 head 

1 . Potatoes , 4 acres 
2 . Lettuce , 2 acres 
3 . Garden peas , 2 acres 

Costs per project .--The costs per project 

va~ied somewhat for all enterprises . The following 

table shows the low and high costs for each of the im-

portant enterprises : 

Enter12rise Low 

1 . Swine - - - - - - $162 .89 $24 . 25 
2 . Beef - - - - - - - - - 779 . 09 28 . 05 
3 . Sheep - - - - - - 615 . 08 33 .11 
4 . Dairy - - - ·- - - - - - 223 .13 11 . 82 
5 . Chickens - - - - - - - 107 .80 20 . 38 

1 . Potatoes - - - - - - - 343 "28 81 .12 
2 . Lettuce - - - - - - - 371 . 56 9 . 50 
3 . Garden peas - - - 226 .17 32 .98 



~-· ~~---~~~------------------------~~--------~-----------

Pupil hours per project . --The amount of time 

spent by the students on each project varied .from 6 

hours to 817 . 5 hours . The average number of hours spent 

on each project in the more important enterprises were 

as follows : 

Project Hours Project Hours 

1 . Swine 50 1 . Potatoes - - - 70 
2 . Beef. - - - - - 45 2 . Lettuce - - - 120 
3 . Sheep - - 50 3 . Garden peas 50 
4 . Dairy 150 
5 . Chickens - - - 50 

Average income per project . --The average in-

come per project was rather high in most cases . Two 

project enterprises showed losses . The average income 

per project for the eight important enter9rises and the 

two losing enterprises were as follows : 

Project Income· Project Income 

1 . Swine - - $ 78 . 34 1 . Potatoes $247 . 64 
2 . Beef - - - - - 77 . 35 2 . Lettuce 126 . 96 
3 . Sheep 114 . 42 3 . Garden peas 139 . 82 
4 . Dairy - - - - 114 . 29 4 . Cabbage - .85 
5 . Chickens - - - 28 . 87 5 . Beans - - - - 8 . 91 

Average return to management E~ project . --

In farm management studies , the return to management 

per hour of labor is considered to be .an acceptable 

criteria of the success of an enterprise . The following 

are the average returns to management for the eight 

Dnportant enterprises and the two enterprises which 

showed average losses : 



Project Returns Project Returns 

1 . Swine $1 . 05 1 . Potatoes - $3 . 52 
2 . Beef 1 . 21 2 . Lettuce . 90 
3 . Sheep 1 . 26 3 . Garden peas 2 .96 
4 . Dairy • 59 4 • Cabbage - - .10 
5 . Chickens . 35 5 . Beans - . 33 

Conclusions .--The writer concludes from this 

study that the students who ca.rried projects during the 

18 years studied in the area under consideration for the 

most · part carried projects wh ich were the more important 

enterprises in actual farm practice . By carrying 

projects particularly related to true farming situations , 

the students become better able to enter into farming 

after completing their school work . 

Problems for further study .--In pursuing this 

study the writer discovered a number of problems which 

he believes deserving of further study . There seems to 

be a definite need for some kind of project standards 

set up for the State of Colorado to be used as a basis 

of judging how worth wh:ile are student projects . A 

definite system to be used in recording the data on the 

final pro j ect reports should be worked out and estab -

lished . In recording production on projec ts , there is 

an urgent need for uniformity ; for example , some live -

stock projects are recorded in heads while others are 

recorded in pounds . There is a need for established 

minimu.m standards of student labor on the projects that 

are to receive credit o 



APPENDIX 

Page 

Master chart of m.w data - - - - - - - - - - - - 80 

Bibliography - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 98 

--.. ~-



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA 
1921-22 

Item No • . scope Pro- Total Total Total 
duction income cost labor 

Swine Y . 
Sow & litter 

{head) - - -16 2 $114 .68 $70 .06 63 hm 
Shoats 

{head) - - -{pounds) 
Chickens 
Eggs - - - -
Broilers 

Turkeys - - -
Beef 

(head) - - -
P:>unds) - - -

Sheep 
(head) - - -
(pounds) 

Dairy milk - -
Spinach - - -
Dairy b. f. 
Rabbits - - -
Strawberries -
Potatoes - - - 18 7a 56.35 255.99 91 
Lettuce - - - 2 5a. 200.63 145.00 248 
Garden peas - 1 58: 94.28 67.30 6 
Canning peas -Wheat - - - -
Oats - - -
Barley - -
Beans - - - -
Vegetables 
Alfalfa - - -
Cabbage - - - 1 la -12 .95 39.63 63 
Field peas 
E'a:rm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - - -
Sweet clover -Native hay 
Celery - -
Plants - -
Corn - - - - -
Carrots - - -

!I No pr od.uc ti on recorded. 
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 

1922-23 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duction income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - 1.4 1.5 8.8 $63.13 $83 .98 96 
Shoats 

(head) - 3 24 116.76 318.64 88 
(pounds) -

Chickens 
_Eggs - - - 7 88 12.42 62.83 69 
Broilers 

Turkeys 1 7 53 162.33 68.45 144 
Beef 

(head) 
(pounds) 

Sheep 
(head) 

. (pounds) 
Dairy milk -
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 
Potatoes . - - 13 5.75a 354.91 226.60 160.5 
Lettuce 
Garden peas 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - - l 12 a 480 bu. 309.08 309.32 500 
Oats - - - -
Barley - - -
Beans - - -
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 

(15 .ST .alf Field peas -Farm mgt . 2 80 {2813 bu. 476.28 412.97 817.5 
Sugar beets (gr.&spuds 
Bees - - .. -
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants -
Corn - - - -
Carrots 
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 

1923-24 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total 
duction income 

Total 
cost 

Pupil 
labor 

Swine 
Sow and litter 

(head) - - - 21 2 hd 
Shoats 

(head) 
(pOWldS) 

Chickens 

- 1 50 hd 

Eggs - - - - 12 45 hd 
Broilers 

Turkeys - - -
Beef 

(head) - - - 5 2 hd 
(pounds) 

Sheep 
(head) - - -
(pounds) 

Dairy milk -
Spinach - - -
Dairy b. fa:b -

8 1.5 5222# 

Rabbits - - -
Strawberries - 4 
Potatoes - - - 10 
Lettuce - - - 2 
Garden peas - l 
Canning peas -

.la 24.5gal 
7 .sa 

Wheat - - - -
Oats - - -
Barley - -
Beans 
Vegetables 
Alfalfa - - -
Cabbage - - -
Field peas 
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - - -
Sweet clover -
Native hay 
Celery - - - -
Plants - -
Corn - - - - -
Carrots - - ... 

1 

2-1/8 508cr. 
9 a 7200# 

5 a 

2 86 

$61.92 $63 .18 43 

70.78 280.97 51 

27.14 38.51 59.5 

28.19 84.99 53 

55.45 95.67 106 

24.08 6.31 64.5 
337.05 272.27 71 
417.22 211.42 262.5 
213.68 38.76 64 

46.71 49 .35 102 

327.19 284.60 47 
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 

1924-25 

Item No. Scope Pro- ~ote.l Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - - 19 2 hd $103 .so $105 .50 52 
Shoats 

(head) - 2 8 hd 1400# 65.96 138.10 16 
(pounds) 

Chickens 
Eggs 5 38 hd 19ldz. 48.94 61.44 59 
Broilers 

Turkeys - - -
Beef 

(head) - - - 3 3 1 hd 22.33 113.33 55 
(pounds} l 54 hd 66,988# 995.40 398.00 120 

Sheep 
(head) - - - 3 52 hd 57 lambs 420 .66 615.08 80 
(pounds) 

Dairy milk 9 3 hd 6,084# 354.20 183.79 308 
Spinach - - -
Dairy b. fat -
Rabbits 
Strawberries - l .l a 77.00 35.50 
Potatoes - - - 15 5.25 a 440.5sks 887 .20 22.81 68 
Lettuce - - - 6 1.5 a 180 er. 51.51 50.12 75 
Garden peas - 3 l ... l/3a 3250# 305.49 44.40 39 
Canning peas -
Wheat 
Oats - - - - -
Barley - - - - l 15 a 2000# 601.87 139.98 85 
Beans - - - -
Vegetables l 1.25 a 10,780# 130.00 67.55 108 
Alfalfa - - -
Cabbage - - -
Field peas 4 ·20 a 216.48 89.36 69 
Farm mgt . l 160 a 506.82 344.68 200 
Sugar beets - <2 1 a 21,411# 21.26 46.80 55 
Bees - - - - -
Sweet clover -Native hay 
Celery - - - -
Plants - - - -
Corn - - -
Carrots - - -
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1925-26 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow ~ litter 

(head) - - 2 2 hd. $91.32 $62 .08 48 
Shoats 

(heads) 
(pounds) 10 3 15,953# 212.03 222.34 85. 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 1 50 hd 290 dz. 27.85 107.80 72 
Broilers 

Turkeys 
Beef' 

{head) 1 6 2 hd 70.00 586.00 30 
(pounds) 5 2 hd 378# 28.00 19.69 31.5 

Sheep 
(head) 1 10 hd 8 69.30 30.00 8 
(pounds) 3 35 hd 1420# 21.52 666.50 100 

.. Dairy milk - 1 1 hd 1984# 25.00 110.00 75 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fa. t 4 1 hd 333# 50.02 154.92 129 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - - 20 4.9 a 689.5sk 698.77 276.75 124 
Lettuce 1 i a 56 er 25.50 . 9 .5.0 50 
Garden peas 3 .8a 2620# 90.40 46.67 127 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - -
Oats - - - -
Barley - - - 1 10 a 9250# 30.35 148.50 96 
Beans - - -
Vegetables - 3 1/6 a 25.80 14.70 33 
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas 
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants -
Corn - -
Carrots 



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 

1926-2'7 

Item No •. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - -
Shoats 

(head) - -
(pounds) - 10 2 hd 15,845# $114 .14 $173 .46 5'7 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 3 62 90 dz 19.82 15.68 24 
Broilers 11 2q8 331# 49 .20 35.28 51 

Turkeys 
Beef 

(head) 
(pound) 3 2 bd 1256# 118.04 74.79 29 

Sheep 
(head) 1 8 5 hd 63.00 37 .oo 40 
{pound) 3 24 3250# 280.03 320.87 171 

Dairy milk - 1 14 hd 856,734# 710.90 286 .40 238 
Spinach - .. 
Dairy b. fat 1 1 hd 67# 73.75 159 .85 116 
Rabbits 1 193# 56.67 2 .75 15 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - - 23 2.8 a 608 sks 165.14 239.45 60.25 
Lettuce 5 1.4 a 108 er 59.64 46 .42 79 
Garden peas 4 1.2 a 1290#· 11.69 18.20 24 
-ca.nning peas 
Wheat - - -
Oats - - - -
Barley - - - 1 20 a 14,800# 159 .oo 87 .oo 128 
Beans - .. -
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 

42.# Bees - - - - 1 6 st 3.45 2.75 15 
Sweet cl over 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants - - -
Corn - -
Carrots 
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1927-28 

Item No. Seope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - 4 4 hd 31 hi $163.04 $336.67 142 
Shoats 

(head) - -
.(pound) - 11 4 1373 # 71.99 99.70 61 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 7 51 hd 152 dz 49 .19 35.52 48 
Broilers 3 100 23.43 39.27 35 

Turke-,;; 
Beef 

(head) 2 4.5hd 242.65 85.30 89 
(pound) 

Sheep 
(head) 2 11 7 hd 126.55 244.30 84.5 
(pound) 2 31 2671# 229.48 487 .07 37 

Dairy milk - 2 2 hd 906$# 239.31 134.11 265.5 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat l 1 hd 2.00 39 .25 6 
Rabbits 1 2 11 hd 14.84 32.61 53.5 
Strawberries· 
Potatoes - - 26 5 a 744 sks 58.13 220.94 80 
Lettuce 7 l l/7a 421 er 32·3 .33 166 .21 104 
Garden peas 3 2 3/8a 5235# 1069 .34 226.17 79 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - - i 9 a 300 ·bu 124.52 235.35 101.5 
Oats - - - -
Barley - - -
Beans - - -
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 1 25 a 3000# 126.00 257 .50 218 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants - - -
Corn - -
Carrots 
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 

1928-29 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost . labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - 2 2.5 17.5 $1·53. 32 $40 .88 21 
Shoats 

(head) -
(pound) - 14 3 hd 1785# 80.35 . 95.0'2 66. 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 7 46 hd 149 .5dz 43.46 21.96 82 
Broilers 1 80 hd 70 hd 17.00 63.00 55 

Turkeys ' 2 2.5 244# 13.48 41.07 68.5 
Beef 

(head) 1 7 hd -40.00 727.13 85 
(pound) 6 58 hd 8369# 196.71 • 787~75 68 

Sheep 
(head) 1 48 17 hd 144.50 354.00 50 
(pound) 5 · 19 hd 4351# 93.23 81.77 90 

Dairy milk - 3 .3 1/3 15,151# 501.75 324 .02 245 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 2 2 hd 234.5# 47 .oo 82.00 90 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - - 17 4 a 477 sks 460.42 325.34 90 
Lettuce 4 4 a 644.5 er 158 .41 371.56 192.5 
Garden peas 7 3 a 7526# 92.13 146 .48 71 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - -
Oats - - ... - l 2.5 a 227 bu. 126.92 21.89 28 
Barley - - -
Beans - - -
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 1 6 a 15 T. 102 .oo 134.00 26 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
N.a tive hay -
Celery -
Plants - - -
Corn - -
Carrots 





MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1930-31 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) -
Shoats 

(head) - - 12 4 hd $60.84 $62.42 50 1/.5 
(pounds) - 30 li 817# 18.08 46.41 42 

Chickens 
Egg s · - - -
Broilers 

Turkeys 
Beer 

(head) 4 2 hd 2 hd ' .94 64.46 50 
( poi.mds) 4 4i 3469!# -38.45 224 .76 39~ 

Sheep 
: .' (head) 

(pounds) 13. 10.7 . 237# -9 .42 74.62 25 
Dairy milk - 2 1.9 ·19 .59 70.28 41 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - - 39 3 a 161.7 5·.13 102 .82 44 
Lettuce 3 l a 161 er 120.81 52 .38 11'7 
Garden peas 2 3 a . 3376# 12.93 116.52 56 
Canning peas 2 2.5a 49 bu 141.94 17.87 13 
Wheat - - -
Oats - - - -
Barley - - · -

2/3 bu Beans - - - l l .5a -18.69 27.92 51 
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas 
Farm mgt. 
Sugar. beets l 1 a .14,000# 17 .20 24.30 25 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants -
Corn - -
Carrots 

----
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MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1931-32 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duction income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter { (14) 

{head) - - 8 6.5 hd(l proj. $28.14 $49.43 56 
Shoats 

B:~8~ (head) - - 2 16 28.95 79.29 29 
(pounds) - 24 1.8 hd 1372# 14.78 58.39 51.5 

Chickens 
fl$~ ifu.. Eggs - - - 5 144 hd 29.88 80•00 107 .5 

Broilers 3 83 hd 68 hd 9.25 20.43 46 
Turkeys 1 5 hd 5 hd -2.60 42.55 55 
Beef 

(head) 
(pounds) 5 3.4hd 1378# 3.29 92.34 26 .5' 

Sheep 
(head) 4 11 hd 3 hd -3 .25 18.39 . 9 
{pounds) .3 10 hd 571# 3.48 52 .74 43 

Dairy milk - 1 6 hd 1_2 ,223 -38.22 227 .06 276 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 2 1 hd 15.00 75.35 47 .5 
Rabbits 1 6 ' 55 hd 18.53 19.00 49 .5 
Strawberries 1 31.25 gal. 35.90 1.70 11.5 
Potatoes - - 48 3.5 a 281 sks 1.90 81.12 60.5 
Lettuce 4 1.1 a 101.5 er ·14 .79 42.76 57 
Garden peas 5 . 2 .1 a 3446# 47 .77 73.25 88 
Canning _peas 
Wheat .L 

~ 

Oats - - - - 1 5 9600# .42 37.11 27.5 
Barley - - - 2 7 .5 a 21,080# ·68.49 93.21 16 
Beans - - -
Vegetables - 4 .36 a 776# 16.73 15.84 48 
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas 
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - ~ 1 3 st 20.30 11.10 32 
Sweet clover 
Native hay - · 2 80 17 .5 T 90.25 38.00 120 
Celery -

· Plants -
Corn - -
Carrots 



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1932~33 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - 2 1.5 hd 9.5 hd $17 . ·a7 . $19 .95 4.5 
snoats 

(head) . - -
(pounds) - 26 3 hd 5077 .5W 39 .57 26 .51 48 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 1 16 hd 197 .5dz 13.09 18.50 88 
Broilers 5 60 hd 49 4.55 20.75 17 

Turke'ys 
Beef 

(head) 6 2 1/3 2 1/3 43.88 31.94 15 
(pounds) 2 · 5 hd 3550# 111_..92 48.13 14 

Sheep 
(head) - -
(pounds) · - 5 105 9568# 71.84 509 .16 25 

Dairy milk -
Spinach 

2 1/3 
f 58 .22# Dairy b. fat 3 2 hfrs 21.29 11.82 19 

Rabbits l 16 136 hd 47.30 25.01 158 
Strawberries 1 .25 a 74 .25 gal 59 .40 4.10 27 
Potatoes - - 50 4.1 a 401 ska 217.61 131.81 56 
Lettuce 3 1 2/3 305 a 343.23 42.68 66 
Garden peas 2 3 a 3653# 48 .en 61.22 54 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - -
Oats - - -
Barley - - -
Beans - - -
Vegetables - 3 .25 a 22.46 10.28 
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 

1 20 st 1920# Bees - - - - 75.20 29.00 98 
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery - r 800 pl ts 82 dz 37.34 8.98 12 
Plants -
Corn - - - -
Carrots 

. ---: 



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 

1933-34 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duction income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head)" - - 1 1 15 hd $29.50 $37.40 31 
Shoats 

(head) - -
(pounds) - 19 1.6 hd 1473# 33.14 51.46 41 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 2 30 hd 129 dz 8.72 27 .20 52 
Broilers 

Turkeys 
Beet 

(head) 2 2.5hd 2.5 hd 102 .95 11.40 29 
(pounds) 3 1 l/3 667# 10.20 48.70 15 

Sheep 
(head) 
(pounds) 6 19 bd 1197# 56.74 119.39 47 l/c5 

Dairy milk - 3 2.5 hd 4725# 64.44 90.18 220 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 1 3 hd. 388.29# 217.10 154.25 125 
Rabbits 1 8 bd 78 hd 38.40 22.00 60 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - - 65 2.8 a 167.5sks 60.06 98.27 41 
Lettuce 5 1.5 a 133 er 8.59 78.83 88 .5 
Garden peas 6 2.3 a 2672# 75.87 66 .52 96 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - - 1 25 a 283 l/3b 202.00 39.00 20 
Oats - - - -
Barley - - - 1 1 a 4860# 19 .90 ' 62 .90 48 
Beans - - -
Vegetables - 4 .25 8. 40.78 18.19 86 
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - - 1 30 st 3200# 94.57 202.18 171 
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants -
Corn - -
Carrots 



MASTER CHART OF "RAW DATA (continued) 
1934-35 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total · Total Pupil 
duct ion income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - 1 1 hd 5 bd $52 .55 $30.15 38 
Shoats 

(head) - -
(pounds) - 13 2 3/13 hd 1048# 69.58 51.77 31 . 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - :5 47 bd 262 dz 29.09 47 .10 63 

· Broilers 2 50 hd 45 hd 6.85 20.43 53 
Turkeys 1 2 hd 144# 10.67 5.25 10 
Beef 

{head) 4 2.5 hd 2.5 hd 87.66 27.49 14.5 
(pounds) 4 3.5 hd 1572# 37 .69 138.84 75.5 · 

Sheep 
(head) 
{pounds) 5 23 hd 2484# 49 .47 230.26 146 

Dairy milk - 6 1 hd 9457# 82 .771 114.57 173 · 
Spina.ch 
Dairy b. fat 
Rabbits 1 12 hd 282# 13.75 47 .25 65 
Strawberrie·s 1 fo a 65 gal 41.40 28.50 49 
Pota. toes - - '74 1 l/BA 244 sks 73.64 95.68 87 .7· 
Lettuce 4 1.1 a 145.5 er 36.96 39.16 60 
Garden peas 5 1.6 a 8937# 66.84 87 ~Q9 111 
Canning peas 
VVheat - - - 2 4.5 a 90.5 bu 42.27 33.65 45.5 
Oa_.ts - - - - 1 8 a 33,500# 180.88 110.92 45 
Barley - - -
Beans - - - 2 1.6 a 1551.5# 2 .01 65.99 119 
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 
Cabbage a 1 a 6800# 11.25 49 .85 123.5 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beees 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
Native bay -
Celery - - -
Plants - - -
Corn - -
Carrots 

······ __ , ...... --·-"·--· ...... -



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1935-36 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duct ion. income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - 2 1 hd 8.5 hd $ 6.37 $54.35 42 .5 
Shoats 

(head) - -
(pourids) - 18 .4.25 hd 1113# 73.69 55.41 53 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 3 55 hd 419 .5dz 59 .so 62.60 83 · ··Broilers 9 1·04 hd 79 hd 30.65 38 .52 . 70 

Turkeys 
Beef 

(head) 
(pounds) 2 1 hd 748 .• '5# 1Q4.59 28.05 41 

Sheep 
(head) 
(pounds) 8 6.5 598# 36 .56 . 53.71 36 

Dairy milk - 3 1 hd 2328# 94.87 82.00 112 
Spinach - - 1 2 a 4900# 52 .98 84.67 101 
Dairy b. fat 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 2 .1 a 27.5gal 20.25 24.07 48 
Pote.toes - - 67 2.8 a 324 .5sks 398.40 130.90 60.5 
Lettuce 1 2 a 157 er 81.7-5 53.05 69.5 
Garden peas .3 2 .2/3 a 2781# 30.74 52.80 49 
Canning peas 
Wheat --- - 4 6 a 159 .5bu 71.24 55.16 16 
Oats !' - - - 1 20 a 52 ,OOO# 368.01 37 4.69 98 
Barley - - - .,2 30.75 ' 3605# 21.83 185.76 213 
Beans - - - 2 .87 a -27.88 35.18 24 
Vegetables .-
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -

1/8 a Plants - - - 1 6390 pl 37.40 31.85 78.5 
Corn - -
Carrots 

·----~~~ .•. ""!.. .-~ .. - - - .... ·--- --- - -----



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA (continued) 
1936-37 

Item 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(he d) -
ShoS.ts 

(head) - -
(pounds) -

Chickens 
Eggs · - - -
Broilers 

Turkeys 
Beef 

(head) 
(pounds) 

Sheep 
(head) 
(pounds) 

Dairy milk -
Spinach - -
Dairy b. fat 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - -
Lettuce 

·Garden peas 
Canning peas 
Vl.hea t - - -
Oats - - - -
Barley - - -
Beans - - -
Vegetables -
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
Native bay -
Celery - - -
Plants ·-
Corn - -
Carrots 

No. Scope . Pro- Total 
duction income 

Total 
cost 

4 1.5 hd 3 hd f30.88 $36.98 

17 3 hd 1495# 97.90 68.69 

Pupil 
labor 

76 

7 
53!'1 

7 34 3/J hd 149 3/7 28.22 35.82 70 
9 89 5/9 hd 73 hd 14.31 43.44 79 

3 

1 . 
7 
1 

1 hd 

66 hd 
1·3 bd 

l hd 

1231# 

63 hd 
. 1399# 

3145# 

29.28 

437.17 
113.36 
135.24 

73.49 

206.71 
134.57 

27 .09 

65 J/.3 
20 
95 
96~ 

2 1.5 hd 421.5# 64.65 74 .• 57 338 

66 
3 · 
3 

3.6 a 
2 a 

1.2 a 

498sks · 93 .38 159 .50 
109 ~ er. 34 .22 37 .85 

4072# 33.38 52.08 

53 
58 
59 

l 2/3 a 277# 8.93 19.47 51 

1 20 2:1. 16 T 82.63 63.87 130 

l 4 st 136# 8.56 26.85 70 

:__. __ ... .......,._.. .. ___ _ 



MASTER CHART OF RAW DATA {continued) 
1937-38 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pu.Pil 
duction income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - -
Shoats 

(head) -
(pounds) - 15 2 hd 1100.5# . $25.61 $59.71 61 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 3 150 hd. f 62 hens 74.21 107 .01 44 
Broilers 8 67.5hd 237#hd 27 .39 37.63 44q'd 

Turkeys 252 
Beef 

(head) 3 4 ~hd 4 ~ hd 35.08 37.33 212fo 
(pounds) 6 2 hd 647# 14.51 107.18 87 

Sheep 
30~ {head) 7 32 hd 119.97 162.79 .83 

(pounds) 8 12 hd 1219# 48.39 61.09 55 
Dairy milk - 2 2 hd 4796# 69 .96 64.02 116.5 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 1 1 hd 110# 27.50 24.50 90 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 
Potatoes - - 53 3 l/.3 a 24lsks 114.45 130.78 64 
Lettuce 6 2 ~3a 344 er 190.19 65.62 53 
Garden peas 4 1.4 a 5698 95.24 88.23 55 
Canning peas 
Wheat -
Oats - - - -
Barley - - -
Beans - - -
Vegetables - 1 .5 a .so . 24 .40 56 
Alf al fa 
Cabbage 
Field peas -
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - - 1 6 st 840# 25.80 24.00 80 
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants -
Corn - - 1 2 a ~T.fodder 17.91 16.34 15 
Carrots 1 .75 a 538 bun. 46.31 48.02 40 

--·-!---.. -· .-~~---: 
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MASTER CHA.RT OF RA.W DATA {continued} 
1938-39 

Item No. Scope Pro- Total Total Pupil 
duction income cost labor 

Swine 
Sow & litter 

(head) - - 10 l.3hd 6.1 hd $10.07 $38.89 38.5 
Shoats 

(head) - -
{pounds} - 17 6 bd 1077# 32.59 59 .62 52 

Chickens 
Eggs - - - 4 64 hd 60 dz 49 .02 94.42 166 
Broilers 12 112.5 267# 21.46 27.99 30 ]/3 

Turkeys 
Beef 

{head) 
{pounds) 15 13 hd 1936# 48.16 139 .61 32 

Sheep · 
(head) - - 1 ' 6 hd 6 hd 4.50 7.80 10 
(pounds)' 18 19 Qt 1644# 61.64 143.57 40.5 

Dairy milk - 4 4 .25hd 9750# 39.64 42.44 41 
Spinach 
Dairy b. fat 1 3 hd 3 hd 22.80 25.50 22 
Rabbits 
Strawberries 1 . 25 a 6 gal 7 .70 15.00 10 
Potatoes - - 36 3 a 325 sks 178-.73 144 .41 44 
Lettuce 13 3 223 er 85.04 92.22 99 
Garden peas 4 3 a 4818# 71.39 88.69 54.5 
Canning peas 
Wheat - - -
Oats -· - - -
Barley - - - 2 13.5 2000# 127.45 128.05 30 
Beans - - -
Vegetables - 4 .5 a 1215# 11.85 24.54 64 
Alfalfa 
Cabbage 
Field peas - 1 6 a 3600# 24.35 67 .90 15 
Farm mgt. 
Sugar beets 
Bees - - - -
Sweet clover 
Native hay -
Celery -
Plants -
Corn - -
Carrots 
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