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price errors between individual animals
to cancel each other, the price error
for the entire lot in table 1 was +$.39
per 100 pounds liveweight.

The difference between estimated

price and actual price was less for:

steers and heifers by lots (table 2) than
for individual steers and heifers. The
range in total price per 100 pounds
liveweight for 18 different lots was
from —$.95 too little to +-$1.54 too
much. On the basis of 20 head of 1,000-
pound animals per lot, this would
amount to an underestimate of $190
for one lot and an overestimate of
$308 for another. The tendency for price
errors between lots to cancel each other
to some extent is shown in table 2.

The errors in estimating the yield
and carcass grade of individual cows
were somewhat greater than those for
individual steers and heifers. On a
dollars and cents basis, however, the
total price error per 100 pounds was
less for cows than for individual steers
and heifers, This was because cow car-
casses are worth less than steer and
heifer carcasses.

On the basis of the data obtained and
prices used in this study, about 33
per cent of the individual cows on foot
would be expected to be priced within
a range of $.50 per 100 pounds above
or below their actual value, compared
with 29 per cent of the individual
steers and heifers, and 47 per cent of
the steers and heifers by lots. Simi-
larly, about 60 per cent of the cows
would be priced within a range of
$1.00 per 100 pounds above or below
their actual value, compared with 55
per cent of the individual steers and
heifers, and 79 per cent of the lots.
The price error would be expected to
exceed $2.00 per hundredweight for
9 per cent of the individual cows, for

13 per cent of the individual steers
and heifers, and only rarely in the case
of lots. These comparisons are based
upon 1947 beef price levels.

It is probable that all producers com-
bined receive about the same amount
of money for all cattle sold under the
present liveweight method as they
would receive under the carcass weight
and grade method. This study indi-
cates, however, that under the carcass
method the money would be distrib-
uted differently among the different
sellers. The returns would be distrib-
uted more nearly in line with the ac-
tual value of the product delivered.
The cattle feeder who sells one or more
carloads at a time is interested to
know how closely buyers can estimate
the value of his cattle by lots. Many
Minnesota farmers, however, sell indi-
vidual cows, bulls, steers, or heifers,
or small lots of two or three head at a
time. They are interested in the accu-
racy with which buyers can estimate
the value of individual animals.

It appears that other gains in mar-
keting effectiveness would be associ-
ated with selling cattle on the carcass
basis. The improvement in pricing ac-
curacy would lead to a more effective
utilization of resources in the produc-
tion and fattening of cattle. Excessive
filling before sale would be greatly re-
duced. A more accurate language for
price quotations would be provided
and sale by description would be en-
couraged. Producers would then have
more information concerning the worth
of their animals and would be placed
in a stronger bargaining position.

Further studies are needed to verify
or modify these findings. The practica-
bility of carcass selling under condi-
tions existing in this country also needs
to be thoroughly studied.

Table 2. Difference between Estimated Price and Actual Value per 100 Pounds Liveweight of
Slaughter Steers and Heifers by Lots*

Price error per 100 pounds liveweight

Estimated Actual Part of total due to

Lot Number price per value per Total error in estimating
number of 100 pounds 100 pounds price -
head liveweight liveweight error Yield Grade
1 15 $23.13 $22.23 $+ .90 $+ .15 $4 .75
2 10 25.55 25.16 + .38 — .38 + .77
a 15 26.68 26.40 + .28 + .51 + .18
C i 15 24.93 24.72 + .21 + .34 — .13
5 20 23.48 23.10 + .39 + .26 4+ .13
6 19 25.73 24,44 +1.29 + .46 + .83
7 16 28.58 27.94 + .64 — .08 + .72
8 15 27.78 27.04 + .74 — .08 + .82
9 6 22.51 23.28 — .77 — .13 — .64
10 17 23.88 23.95 — .08 — .21 + .13
11 11 22.46 22.13 + .33 + .31 Gl
12 10 23.39 23.52 — .13 — .23 + .10
13 14 21.84 21.87 — .03 + .15 — .18
14 13 28.76 27.22 +1.54 + .15 +1.39
15 13 28.68 27.54 +1.14 + .57 + .57
16 11 26.19 25.03 +1.16 + .54 + .62
17 13 24.85 25.80 — .95 — .80 — .15
18 18 21.59 22.46 — .87 — .61 — .26

* The lots are arranged in the order in which they were purchased and slaughtered.
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Migration . . .

(Continued from page 11)
the city—about 10 per cent for both
males and females. In actual numbers,
however, there are many more in the
cities.

Q: Where do people go when they
move?

A: In many cases they go to another
place much like the one they left. Of
the 62,000 farm migrants within the
state, 61 per cent of the males and 51
per cent of the females moved to other
farms. Twenty-two per ‘cent of the
males and 31 per cent of the females
wents to cities, while the remainder
found places in small towns, villages,
or other places with less than 2,500
population.

Q: Who gains and who loses in this
interchange?

A: Towns, villages, and cities have
a net gain, while farms have a net
loss. The towns and villages gained
4,692 males and 2,081 females; farms
lost 2,503 males and 6,272 females;
cities gained 4,191 females and lost
2,126 males.

It is evident that the farm popula-
tion is a heavy loser in this exchange.
The way the sex ratio is further dis-
torted by the loss of almost 4,000 more
females is but one of several critical
aspects of the picture. One might also
consider the effect on labor supply,
the educational drain, qualifications of
the replacements, nationality and re-
ligious differences, and many other
equally important features.

Q: What does education have io do
with migration?

A: In so far as Minnesota is con-
cerned, the migrants are almost in-
variably better educated than com-
parable groups of nonmigrants. On the
part of migrants there seems to be a
strong trend toward more formal edu-
cation. Or, to put it another way, the
more one is educated, the more apt he
is to migrate. The 25-34 age group is
about the youngest group likely to
have completed its education before
migrating, so by studying the 1940
census figures on this group we can
get a picture of the latest trends both
in education and in educational prepa-
ration for migration. In rural areas,
about 13 per cent of the nonmigrant
men finished high school, whereas
45 per cent of the city men who did
not move finished high school. On the
other hand 28 per cent of the farm to
city migrants and 65 per cent of the
city dwellers who later went to other
cities completed high school.

Q: How do females compare?
A: The direction is the same and the
difference is even more extreme.
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