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and the cost of shifting from workstock to tractor power, he would
need about $7,540 in additional capital. This is less than $500
below the additional capital that would be needed by the land-
lord (table 43).

The labor earnings of the tenant and his family would be about
$2,765, after deducting from gross income cash expenses, deprecia-
tion, and 5 percent interest on an average investment of approxi-
mately $8,150. This compares with the tenant's present income of
about $1,985 (table 44), For this extra income the tenant and his
family would work almost 90 days. Thus, the average return per
hour of labor would not differ significantly from present hourly
earnings.

The landlord would fare better than the tenant. His net return
above interest charged at 5 percent would increase by about $1,300.
Alternative IA-25 acres of cotton

It is assumed that in this organization 10 acres of cotton would
be substituted for the operator's 10 acres of bottom land corn in
the preceding alternative, making a total of 25 acres of cotton.
With this reduction in acreage of corn, the number of hogs would
be reduced to only enough for home use. Three acres of land in
hog pasture would be released for hay and pasture to feed another
cow.

At 1949 prices, this adjustment to 25 acres of cotton would in-
crease family labor earnings about $250. Costs of making the
various adjustments include net returns to labor that would have
been earned from the hogs replaced because of the increase in
acreage of cotton, as well as the direct costs of producing the
additional acreage of cotton. These direct cost items include about
600 hours seasonal wage labor to handle the extra cotton chopping
and picking. The overall investment would be decreased almost
$400, resulting chiefly from the reduction in the hog inventory.

Changes in relative prices would change the comparative earn-
ings of the two systems. For each I-cent change in the price per
pound of lint cotton, labor earnings for alternative IA with 25 acres
of cotton would decline about ~;6.2; and for each change of $1.00
per hundredweight of hogs, labor earnings would fall about $103.
Thus, the income advantage of the 10 additional acres of cotton
versus corn and hogs, for example, would disappear if the price of
lint cotton declined from the 1949 price of 29 cents to 25 cents,
or if the price of hogs advanced from $18.60 per hundredweight
to $21.00. This assumes that with the change in price of one
product the price of all other products would not change.

Alternative n. Cotton-Beef-Hogs-Poultr:v
OrgCl',ization and practices

The cropping program for this alternative would be the same
as that for the cotton-dairy-hog alternative. except that lespedeza
would replace 15 acres of soybeans for hay and an equal acreage of



76 BULLETIN NO. 244
.._._-----_._._----

lespedeza would be double cropped with oats for grain. Button
clover would be dropped from the cropping system.

Livestock would consist of 35 beef cows, 5 brood sows, 66 hogs,
and a 550-hen flock.

Costs and returns
(1) Owner operated-it is assumed that each cropper family

would have 7.5 acres of cotton, and that, in addition, it would
receive approximately $715 in wages for work on the owner's crops
and livestock. The croppers' earnings, which would include the
value of products furnished by the operator for use in the home,
would total $1,437 per cropper.

Labor earnings for the operator and family would amount to
almost $2,600, which is about equal to the labor earnings that
would be obtained under the cotton-dairy-hog system. This com-
pares with present labor earnings of about $1,200 (table 421.

The operator would work 40 more days than at present, but the
average hourly labor earnings would rise from 58 cents to $1.00.
This alternative would require an additional cash outlay of $17,500.
Most of this amount would be used to buy machinery, and to es-
tablish the beef and poultry enterprises (table 43).

(2) Tenant operated - tenure arrangements between landlord
and tenant and between tenant and sharecropper can be worked
out similar to those shown under the cotton-dairy-hog system
previously presented. Labor returns and investments would be at
approximately the same level.

Alternative II A, with 25 acres of Cotton
Increasing the acreage of cotton for alternatives II to 25 acres

would increase labor earnings about $185 with 1949 prices. The
extra 10 acres of cotton would replace 10 acres of bottom land
corn. As the corn from this acreage would feed about 47 225-pound
hogs, one cost of growing the additional cotton would be the labor
earnings from hogs. However, the reduction in number of hogs
would release about 3 acres of pasture. In alternative IIA, this
would be used to produce feed for a beef cow and calf.

To make these adjustments would take 630 hours of labor,
mainly for chopping and picking cotton. But the average capital
investment would be about $400 less, chiefly because of the re-
duction in the hog inventory.

If the price of lint cotton declined from the 1949 level of 29
cents to 26 cents, for example, net income of alternative II with
15 acres of cotton and alternative IIA with 25 acres of cotton would
be equalized. Net incomes also would be equalized if the price
of hogs increased $1.80 per hundredweight, or from $18.60 to
$20.40, while the price of cotton remained at 29 cents.

Other comparative net incomes from these two systems may be
computed approximately by changing net incomes $62 for every
change of 1 cent per pound of lint cotton and $103 for every change
of $1.00 per hundredweight of hogs.

Costs
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Alternative III. Beef-Hog-Poultry-Cotton
(with reduced labor supply)

Organization and practices

With about a one-third reduction in the total labor supply, farm
organization would need to be shifted toward more extensive crop
or livestock enterprises, or both.;;! Cotton would be reduced to
6 acres; pasture would be increased to 88.5 acres. Approximately
33 acres in fields 3 through 7 would be strip cropped with 6 acres
of cotton followed by oats; 6 acres each of first, second, third, and
fourth year lespedeza; and 3 acres of fifth year lespedeza. All the
land in fifth year lespedeza, plus 3 acres of fourth year lespedeza,
would be seeded in vetch before the return to cotton. Other land
in fields 3 through 7 would be included in the pasture. Livestock
would consist of 43 beef cows, 5 brood sows, 66 hogs and a 400-
hen flock.

Costs and returns

(11 Owner operated~it is assumed that a sharecropper would
grow the 6 acres of cotton and that his income from a share of the
cotton would be supplemented by wages paid for work performed
for the operator ($1,000) and family perquisites ($115). Total crop-
per labor returns would amount to about $1,540, or approximately
$490 more per man than would be obtained under the other al-
ternative systems.

Family labor earnings for the operator would total $2,580, or
an average of $1.04 per hour. In both total and average hourly
earnings, this alternative does not differ significantly from the
preceding alternatives, but it is almost double the present system.
Although this alternative would require about 20 percent less
work than the present system, the average capital investment
needed would be about doubled (table 42l. Approximately $19,000
in new capital would be required (table 43l.

(21 Tenant operated ~ it is assumed that the tenant family
(about 2 man-equivalents) would carryon the farming operation
and that the tenants' sharecropper shown under the alternative
cotton-dairy-hog system would leave the farm. Income, expenses,
and investments would be shared by landlord and tenant, as in-
dicated for other tenant-operated systems (appendix table 6,
page 91 I.

The tenant family that operated alternative system III under
these conditions would produce $496 more labor earnings than
would be earned by operating the alternative cotton-dairy system 1.
Earnings would be about $900 more than is earned with the pres-
ent cotton system (table 44).

The landlord also would gain from this alternative beef-hog-

::1 The labor force \vould consist of: Operator, 1 nlan-equivalent and share-cropper.
1.0 nlan-equivalent.
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poultry-cotton system III compared with the present cotton system.
After allowing 5 percent interest on a $9,000 larger investment, he
would have about $750 more return above this interest allowance
than is obtained from the present system. Compared with the
alternative cotton-dairy-hog system, however, alternative III would
return about $770 less to the landlord after he allows 5 percent
interest on the investment (table 44). Thus, it would be to the
landlord's interest to keep the present labor force (3.5 man-equiva-
lents), which would grow a relatively large acreage of cotton com-
bined with livestock enterprises. It would also be to his interest
to encourage the operator to adopt efficient production practices to
go along with the more balanced crop and livestock organization.

SIZE OF FARMS, INCOMES, AND RELATED FACTORS
In previous sections present and alternative systems of farming

on representative small, medium-sized, and large farms were ana-
lyzed. In this analysis, it was assumed that the levels of manage-
ment, production practices, and rates of production in the alter-
native systems would be the same for all farms. Except for certain
alternatives on the small farm for which the present labor supply
is assumed, tractor power and milking machines on dairy systems
would be used on all alternative farming systems. The present
labor forces would remain on these farms for alternative systems
I and II; but for alternative III in each size group, the labor force
would be reduced approximately a third.

In this section the farms in each size group are compared as to
net returns and related items. Net returns are measured in terms
of labor income, or what the operator and his family have left of
cash receipts after paying all cash expenses and charging off de-
preciiation and 5 percent interest on average investment.

Effect of Size with Present Labor Force
Under the present systems the net returns (labor income) to all

labor per man-equivalent on the representative farms increase
slightly with increased size of farms (measured in acres of cleared
land). This relationship also hold true for returns to operator and
family labor, but the difference between the representative small
and medium-sized farms is very slight (table 45). The operator of
the medium-sized farm receives less labor income than the cropper
($827 compared with $900), However, the operator also receives
interest on his equity in the capital investment and possibly a
larger value of food and housing used by the operator's family.
The small differences between farm size groups in labor returns
result partly from similarities in number of acres in cotton and
in total acreage in crops and pasture per man-equivalent in the
labor force. The acreage of cotton ranges from 8.8 acres per man
on the medium-sized farm to 9.6 acres on the small farm, and the
acreage of crops and pasture acreage ranges from an average of 28
acres on the small farm to 32 acres on the large farm.
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4 With about 3 months additional labor, the acreage of cotton per man would be increased to 7.1 acres.
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As to alternative systems I and II, labor incomes for both the
farm operators and for the total labor force would be significantly
higher than is obtained from the present system. On the basis of
labor income per man-equivalent, operators on the representative
large farm would receive the highest returns from both alternatives
I and II. But when the returns to all labor are considered, the large
farms rank lowest of the three size groups, particularly for alter-
native II, the cotton-beef-hog-poultry system. This stems chiefly
from the assumed reduction in the acreage of cotton per man on
the large farm from 9.1 acres in the present system to 4.3 acres
in the alternative systems. With croppers growing all the cotton,
the operator shares in the cotton crop. He also gets the net returns
from the livestock enterprises that would be developed in the
alternative systems.

With the present labor force continued for the alternative sys-
tems, labor would not be fully utilized, especially on the represent-
ative large farm where beef, hogs, and poultry are combined with
a relatively small acreage of cotton (alternative Il. The number of
days' work required per man would increase above the present
system for the operator, but the labor requirement per man for the
total labor force would not increase for this alternative system.
The croppers would be underemployed, even though they helped
with the general farm work as well as grew all the cotton. Labor
use also would be relatively low on the medium-sized farm for both
alternatives I and II. The reduction in acreage of cotton would
not be as large as on the large farm, but the crop and pasture acre-
age per man would be almost 20 percent lower on the medium-
sized farm. The number of days work per man on the represent-
ative small farm would be kept relatively high, partly by the use
of workstock for power and partly by the relatively large acreage
of cotton per man.

Average investment per man-equivalent in alternatives I and
II would increase as the size of the representative farms increased.
Investment on the small farm would be kept low relative to the
larger farms, partly because workstock would be retained for
power whereas the larger farms would shift to tractor power.
Furthermore, the increased emphasis on livestock as size of farms
increased would add to the investment in livestock and livestock
housing and equipment.

So far as investment in machinery is concerned the medium-
sized farm would be at a disadvantage relative to the large farm
by having a higher investment per man. Both farms would have
about the same total investment in machinery. Consequently, the
overhead costs of machinery on the medium-sized farm would be
relatively high per hour of use.
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Effects of Size with Reduced Labor Force:l:!
With the downward trend in farm population and farm labor

supply in recent decades, further declines may occur. To indicate
the probable effects of such declines on farm organization and on
costs and returns on farms of varying sizes, it is assumed that the
labor supply on each of the representative farms would be reduced
thus. On small farms it would drop from 1.3 man-equivalents to
0.85; on medium-sized farms from 2.2 man-equivalents to 1.4; and
on large farms from 3.5 to 2.0 man-equivalents. On the small farm,
the family labor force would be reduced--possibly through part-
time, nonfarm employment. Only the large farm would have
cropper labor.

With these reductions in the labor supply, cotton would occupy
a less important place on each of the representative farms than in
the alternative systems with the present labor forces. The rep-
resentative large farm would have the smallest acreage of cotton
relative to the amount of labor, or an average of 3 acres per man,
which compares with slightly less than 6 acres per man on the
small and medium-siized farms 1table 46 I.

Land diverted from cotton would be used to grow corn, hay,
and pasture for livestock, as would all other cropland. The large
farm would have 73 acres per man available for crops and pasture
compared with about 56 acres per man on the small and medium-
sized farms.

With this relatively high land-man ratio on the large farm, the
livestock organization would consist of a comparatively large beef
cattle enterprise 122 cows per man i together with hogs and poultry.
This system would require an average investment of about $16,500,
the largest of any of the alternative farming systems in this study.
Despite the drastic reduction in acreage of cotton, the labor in-
come to the operator and family would amount to approximately
$2,100 per man, about a fourth more than would be earned per man
on either the small or medium-sized farm. The average returns per
hour of operator and family labor (85 cents) on the large farm is 5
to 10 percent larger than either of the other two sizes of farms.

The small and medium-sized farms are very similar in both
the farm organization, average investment, labor requirements and
in net returns per man and per $100 invested.

When all labor, including cropper labor, is considered, the
average returns per man on the large farm are reduced to $1,825
per man. But this average is roughly $100 larger than returns per
man to the operator and family labor on the small and medium-
sized farms.

These estimates indicate that at 1949 prices net returns from
alternative systems with reduced labor supplies and greatly re-
duced acreages of cotton could be increased, not only above pres-
ent net income but above net returns from the alternative systems
with present labor forces and relatively large number of acres

::.' Upland fanus arc lisen in t his analysis.
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TABLE 4(i.-SlI7711I1ary ComjJarison Of Alternative Systems of Farming on
Rcjnesnz!(/Iivc ()Zl'llcr ()j)crated Upland Farms with Reduced

___ ~(II)()1'_ Forces, Hayzu()()(l Co.ul1tY.._'-~'~'!!.~~ss~~j1949 l)!!c~l:.~=vc--,e=I)===-
----.0------- - Alternatives·-ll"Y size-ol'farm--

-Small----Medium --Large
--III III If1-

Beef- Beef- Beef-hogs-
hogs- hogs- poultry-

Item Unit cotton cotton cotton
-------_._-------- ---" .._-_ ..• _-----~--_._-------~-

Labor, man equivalents No. 0.85 1.4 2.0
Crop and pasture land

per man acres 57.6 55.6 73.4
Enterprises per man:

Cotton acres 5.9 5.7 3.0
Dairy cows No.
Beef cows No. 14 12 22
Hogs No. 49 39 33
Hens No. 35 28 200

InvC'stnwnt per 111an Dol. 12,365 12,210 16,530
Days workerl per man:

operator anrl family No. 227 215 249

Labor income of
operator and family Dol. 1.735 1,712 2,108

Returns per hour of
operator & family labor Dol. 0.76 0.80 0.85

, The labor force would be reduced about one-third from the present supply.

of cotton. They also indicate that when all labor is considered, the
average net returns per man do not vary greatly between farm
size groups. But, when only the labor of the operator and his
family is considered, the net returns per man are highest on the
representative large farm.

OBSTACLES OF MAKING DESIRABLE ADJUSTMENTS

Four important obstacles to making desirable adjustments are:
(11 the lack of capital, (2) the lack of experience and managerial
ability of farm operators, (3) greater risks, and (4) the lack of
satisfactory rental arrangements.

Capital

As labor incomes under the present systems are less than $1,000
per man-equivalent, and since the new systems require up to about
$9,600 in new capital per man-equivalent, it would be difficult to
pay for adjustments out of current capital savings.:\:J To pay for
these adjust.ments from increased labor income that would be ob-
tained from the alternative systems of farming would take from
2 to 16 years. Consequently, most of this new capital must come

The amount of new capitial required per man-equivalent ranges from <1:2,000
for alternative I on the representative upland farm to >j;9,640for alternative III on the
representative large upland farm.
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from some kind of credit. These capital needs, it should be re-
called, do not include funds for buying more land, as the sizes (in
acres) of the representative farms in this study would not change
in the alternative systems.

The total capital required to establish improved systems may
be minimized in the early stages of the adjustment period. Prob-
ably the greatest immediate returns would come from increasing
yields, especially of corn. By marketing corn through hogs or
poultry, an additional income can be added in about 2 years. Then
production of hay and pasture can be increased gradually and dairy
and beef cattle can be added. This process of "growing" into
the new system would enable operators to pay part of the expenses
from current earnings. They can also gain valuable experience
with the new enterprise as they are added.

If the present land, labor, and other resources remain at their
present levels of productivity, the new capital should yield a
return of between 15 and 35 percent. As the labor in the area
gains managerial ability, however, because of new and more varied
experiences, the costs of labor would tend to rise. As the cost of
labor increases some of the expected 15 to 35 percent returns
initially going into capital would be needed to pay the additional
labor cost.

83

Managerial Ability

The introduction of new enterprises into the farming systems
proposed in this study requires many new managerial and labor
skills. These abilities may be developed by formal education or
by experience in handling these enterprises. Until the farmers in
this area have had opportunity to control the new systems of farm-
ing, it is difficult to evaluate the limitation of this factor. It will
be more difficult for the first operators to achieve success in the
new systems than for those who make adjustments later. It will
be more difficult to change systems of farming than to maintain
the new systems after they are established.

Risks

The proposed systems contain risks that are not present in the
existing system of farming. For example, production of forage
and corn, especially new seeding of permanent pastures, are more
adversely affected by dry weather than is production of cotton.
Recent droughts provide abundant evidence of this relationship
of weather to production of these crops.

Furthermore, the chances of loss from mismanagement prob-
ably would be greater in producing livestock than in producing
cotton. Losses from inadequate control of diseases and parasites,
for example, could be serious. They might be particularly so in the
initial stages of establishing the livestock enterprises, when the
operators have not yet learned how to handle livestock properly.

Losses that result from this lack of "know-how" could be
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minimized by III developing the livestock enterprise gradually
while acquiring the new skills by experience, and (2) intensive
efforts by local agricultural workers to acquaint farmers with
improved livestock production practices.

Rental Arrangements

If the alternative systems of farming are to be successful on
tenant farms, the rental arrangements must be adjusted so that
all concerned benefit from the adjustments. A more stable tenant-
landlord relationship will be needed, as benefits from many im-
proved practices will not be realized during the crop-year they are
applied. The more complex systems of farming will require more
complex agreements to assure that each party benefits from his
contribution to the business.

APPENDIX I
SAMPLING PROCEDURE

To obtain a representative sample of farms in Haywood County,
a stratified random sample was obtained as follows:

A map of the agricultural land of the county was strati-
fied into four geographic areas, each of which was further
stratified into 2-mile square blocks. From each geographic
area, sample blocks were selected at random. The number
of blocks drawn from a given area was proportionate ap-
proximately to the size of the area. A total of eight blocks
were selected.

The 2-mile square block was decided upon as the geo-
graphic sampling unit over the I-mile square block because
the relatively large number of farms within the larger block
would provide a better basis for an analysis of the possi-
bilities of combining farm units.

So far as possible, a survey record was obtained from all farm
operators whose headquarters were located within the boundaries
of the sample blocks.

APPENDIX II
DEFINITIONS OF CAPABILITY CLASSES::';

Definitions of capability classes as used in this report are shown
below. Capability of the land, determined by such physical factors
as character of the soil, steepness of slope, and degree of erosion,
is the basis for all recommendations for its use and treatment.
Each farm is mapped before planning and the land is placed into
capability classes. Six classes and four subclasses are used in this
district.

Adopted I'ronl Guide to Land Use and Trcatrnent for Soil and Water Conser-
vation, Soil Conservation District, Tennessee, 1~)47-48.



CLASS I: Land that is suitable for intensive use for row crops
without danger of deterioration, provided ordinary good farming
methods are used. It is nearly level, easily worked, and has
suffered little or no erosion.
CLASS II: Land that can be cultivated safely provided such prac-
tices as short rotations, cover crops, fertilization, contour culti-
vation and, in some cases, terracing are used. This land usually
slopes gently and moderate erosion is common.
SUB-CLASS II-A: Land that is imperfectly drained but that is
suited to intensive use for row crops with ordinary good farming
methods after establishment of a drainage system to remove excess
surface water.
CLASS III: Land that can be cultivated safely only if such prac-
tices as terracing, contour cultivation, strip cropping, moderately
long rotations, cover crops, and fertilization are used. This is
moderately sloping land and moderate to severe erosion is common.
SUB-CLASS III-A: Land that is poorly drained and moderately
limited as to crop adaptation. It can be used intensively for
adapted crops with ordinary good farming methods, when a drain-
age system to remove excess surface water has been established.
CLASS IV: Land that is best suited for permanent vegetation for
hay and pasture, but which can be cultivated occasionally, usually
not more often than 1 year in 6. This land is usually moderately
steep and severe erosion is common.
SUB-CLASS IV -A: Land that is very poorly drained and is severe-
ly limited as to crop adaptation. It can be used for adapted crops,
preferably hay and pasture crops, when a drainage system to
remove excess surface water has been established.
SUB-CLASS V-A: Swamp land on which drainage appears to be
impracticable at present. In some instances the land has an over-
wash of sand.
CLASS VI: Land that is best suited for permanent vegetation,
preferably for hay and pasture. May be used for trees. Usually
steep or severely eroded or both. Requires careful management
to stabilize erosion.

CLASS VII: Land best suited for timber or wildlife with selected
areas suited to grazing. Usually very steep or very severely
eroded or both.

APPENDIX I1A

DEFINITIONS OF FARM MANAGEMENT TERMS
1. A farm is a unit of land on which the operator does the plan-

ning, furnishes the supervision, owns the power and equipment,
and provides the labor force which may consist of either, or a
comb.ination of, wage hands, sharecroppers, the operator, and
unpaid labor of the operator's family.
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2. Farm organization relates to the selection of land, labor, and
equipment for a farm, the choice of crops to be grown, the
selection of livestock to be kept, and the proportions in which
all of these elements of the farm business should be combined.

3. Farming system is the detailed organization, method of op-
eration, and practices used on a particular farm.

4. A farm enterprise is an income-producing branch of the farm
business such as a crop or a class of livestock.

5. :Farm operator is one who organizes and directs the operation
of a farm. He may own all the land operated, rent all, or own
part and rent part.

6. Cropper or sharecropper is a tenant who furnishes manual
labor and may pay part of the direct costs in crop production;
but he furnishes no power or equipment. He receives as his
pay a share of the crop.

7. Labor used is the total time spent on field crops, pastures, and
livestock.

8. Family labor refers to that part of labor that is furnished by
the operator and his family.

9. Man-equivalent is the total labor used in the farm business
expressed as numbers of able-bodied men working full time.
The time of women and children is reduced to its equivalent in
man time. One man-equivalent is one man working 12 months.

10. Capital investment is the average value of real estate (including
dwelling) comprising the farm, livestock, equipment, feed, and
other supplies.

11. Farm budget is a plan for a system of farming on a farm for
a given period. It includes the major uses of the land, crops
to be grown, livestock to be kept, estimated production, capital
investments, receipts. expenses. and net income.

12. Family living from the farm equals the value of products grown
on the farm and used by the operator's household. (Rental
value of the dwelling is excluded).

13. Total income is the sum of the cash receipts and value of
family living from the farm.

14. Total expenses is the sum of cash expenses for items used in
production and depreciation on such items as buildings, fences,
livestock, and machinery.

15. Family farm earnings is the total income less total expenses.
This is the return to operator and family labor, management,
and capital.

16. Family labor earnings equals the family farm earnings less 5
percent interest on the average capital investment. This is the
return to labor and management.

17. Family labor income is the family labor earnings less the family
living from the farm.
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APPENDIX III

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED SOIL GROUPS87

GROUP 30 - SOILS

WELL DRAINED SILT LOAM AND FINE SAND LOAM
UPLANDS AND TERRACES

REPRESENTATIVE SERIES: Memphis, Loring, Lintonia, Dexter
This group of deep, well drained, reddish-brown, loessial up-

land and terrace soils permit free moisture movement and root
penetration for deep rooted crops and is moderately well supplied
with phosphate and potash. These soils respond readily to good
farm practices. However, they are subject to severe sheet and
gully erosion and extreme care should be exercised in their use
and treatment.

Crops that require a constant supply of moisture throughout
the growing season do well on these soils. Under favorable con-
ditions of slope and erosion these soils are well adapted to such
crops as alfalfa, red clover, kudzu, cotton, small grains and truck
crops. These are also excellent soils for most pasture grasses and
legumes.

GROUP 40 - SOILS

SOILS WITH IMPERFECT INTERNAL DRAINAGE DUE TO
PAN DEVELOPMENT IN THE SUBSOIL

REPRESENTATIVE SERIES: Grenada, Richland, Freeland,
Providence

These are moderately deep loessial upland and terrace soils
usually found on gently rolling topography. They are usually
yellowish-grey or brownish-grey at the surface, becoming yellow-
ish in the upper subsoil. Surface drainage is adequate. However,
internal or subsoil drainage is restricted by a gray, compact layer
or "pan" found at depths of from 24 to 30 inches. This condition
limits the amount of moisture available to crops in dry summer
months and yet causes an excess of water in the surface soil in
winter and until late spring. These soils have only moderate nat-
ural fertility. Severe sheet and gully erosion may be expected
unless care is taken in the use and management of these soils.

Such crops as cotton, annual lespedeza, sericea lespedeza, and
winter-growing small grains and legumes are adapted to these
soils. Alfalfa and kudzu are not generally recommended. Most
pasture grasses and legumes do fairly well on these soils if prop-
erly limed and fertilized.

'" Adapted from Guide to Land use and Treatment [or Soil and Water Conser-
vation, Soil Conservation District, Tennessee, 1947-48.
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GROUP 42 - SOILS
MODERATELY DRAINED FIRST BOTTOM SOILS

REPRESENT ATIVE SERIES: Collins, Hyman
These are deep, moderately well drained bottom land soils from

loessial and mixed materials. They are found along both large
and small stream valleys and are often called "made land." They
have light-brown or yellowish-brown surface layers and are mot-
tled yellow and gray subsoils. Surface drainage is fair. Flood
waters do not stand for long periods. The subsoil is imperfectly
drained, and such devices as levees, open ditches, and diversion
ditches are usually necessary for best results. They are easily tilled
and respond rapidly to good soil management practices.

These soils are well adapted to the growth of such crops as
corn, soybeans. cotton. lespedeza. and truck crops except when
severe overflow is a hazard. Pasture grasses and legumes also do
well on these soils.

GROUP 43 - SOILS
POORLY DRAINED FIRST BOTTOM SOILS

REPRESENTATIVE SERIES: Falaya, Ina
This a group of moderately wet or poorly drained bottom land

soils formed from loessial and mixed loessial, and coastal plains
materials. They are found extensively along the stream bottoms
throughout the loessial belt. The surface layers are light brownish-
gray in color. The subsoils are usually gray mottled. The water
table is usually variable but high in wet seasons. These soils are
often subject to flooding and in rainy seasons water is inclined
to "pond" in low places. In this condition their usefulness is lim-
ited largely to pasture grasses and legumes and to summer crops
that can grow and mature after the soils dry out in the spring.
They are moderately low in natural fertility.

Proper drainage will reduce the water hazard for many com-
monly grown crops, such as corn, soybeans, and lespedeza. Cotton
is inclined to mature late on these soils. Where water is a severe
hazard, pasture is the best use for these soils.

APPENDIX IV
STATISTICAL TABLES

.1/1/11'1111/.\ rillill' I. Hl'lillllil/.l!IIjJ lif ;lp.I' 1)( lHil/I'S In 1111'

I.illil)} I'lil(,(' Iii illI' ,\lill-I'I/"1"illl'll Rilllllp." III FilIIllS,
Ilo)'u'lilil! Clillllly. [1'11111:,1.11:1'. 1917

Average number 01 Average number()j
man-equivalents Ag'e of males man-equivalents

per male in years per male
60 56-60 .82
.87 61-65 .77

1.00 66-70 .851

.96 71-75 .25
.95 76-80 .451

Age of males
in years
11-15
Hi-20
21-45
46-50
51-55

I These deviations 1'1'0111 the d()-\\,rt1ward trend which is---associated--\\~Ith incr-easlng
age results TrOlll the slllali nurnhcr of persons in the sanlple.
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AjJ!JCllrlix

Item Unit

lb.
Ton
Bu.
Bu.

18.70
2.04
9.60

.75

89

Unit

Cwt.
CWt.
Cwt.
Head
Cwt.

Lb.
Doz.
Head
Head

.lor Farm Products Sold,

Oats
Feed

Cottonseed
meal

Starter mash
Growing mash
Laying mash
Scratch feed
Supplement

33%
Oyster shells
Tankage
Calf meal

Misce llaneous
Motor oil
Gasoline
Low grade

tractor fuel
Grease
Barbed wire
Woven

wire 72"
Woven

wire 32"
Post,

wooden 4"
Electric fence
Sexed pullets
Ginning cotton
Cotton picking
Wages, no

board or rm .
Wages, room

and/or
board

Bu.

Ton
Cwt.
Cwt.
Cwt.
Cwt.

Cwt.
Cwt.
Cwt.
Cwt.

Gal.
Gal.

Gal.
Lb.
80 rds.

rod

rod

Each
Each
Each
Bale
Cwt.

Hour

Hour

Pro per
Unit

Dollars
23.60
20.42"
14.00"

185.00
18.60

.24

.42
47.00
67.00

Used 111Talile :J.-Estimaterl Prices Paid 11')1 Farmers for !ter})s
Produrtion, Haywood County, J'cnnessee, 19,19

Pro per
Unit Unit Item Unit

Dollars

0.16

.25

4.00
38.00
46.00
45.00
44.00
52.10
58.80
38.00
69.44
60.00
66.00
29.37
42.80
40.00

13.00
9.93

.10

.13

.16

.36
2.10

.65

.23

.24

2.04

Item

Veal calves
Baby beeves
Beef cows
Milk cows
Hogs
Chickens,

exc. broilers
Eggs
Horses
Mules

Pr.per
Unit

Dollars
1.55

86.00
4.90
5.10
4.75
3.90

6.00
.80

6.86
5.25

1.21
.23

.13

.23
8.00

1.37

.78

.56
25.50

.21
8.50
2.75

.44

Taille 'l..~/1zI(:mge l'rias Reai"iled
Fenw:ssee, 1919
Pro per
Unit

Dollars
0.29

68.501
1.70\
.79

Cotton lint
Cottonseed
Corn
Oats
Lespedeza hay,

loose Ton
Soybeans for beans Bu.
Lespedeza seed Cwt.
White clover seed Lb.
Crimson clover

seed Cwt. 16.80
Condensery milk Cwt. 3.70
_. 1 Adjusted'to trend of 1934-=-49 data. ,-'Estirnated by applying -the priee ratio of

these classes to medium steers on the Nashville market in 1949.

AjJjJClldix

Item

Conservation
Drainage ditch Cu. yd.

(drag line)
Ponds

Fertilizer
and lime

Lime
2-12-6
6-8-8
6-8-6
6-8-4
6-12-] 2
0-0-50
0-12-12
32-0-0
0-48-0
16-0-0
0-20-0
4-12-4
3-9-6

Seed
Cotton seed Cwt.
Hybrid corn Bu.
Korean

lespedeza Lb.
Kobe lespedeza Lb.
Sericea

lespedeza Lb.
Orchard grass Lb.
Ladino clover Lb.
Fescue Lb.
Hairv vetch Lb.
Button clover Lb.
Ogden

soybeans

Cu. Yd.

Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton
Ton

Bu. .37
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Dollars
96

AjJj}(:llrlix '[lIf)le L-IJrices }Jllirl f)y FIlUIlt:!S Iur Fllrm Equipment,
Haywood Co II II [enlle.l.w:eJ 1V19

Tractor equipment
Kind Value

Dollars
(1) I-row tractor equipment:

Tractor 1,045
Breaking plow, 1 bottom 156

" ., 2 disk 215
Disk harrow, 5 ft. 144
Harrow, 60 tooth 58
Cultivator, I-row 99
Planter-distributor,

I-row 89
Mower, 41;2 ft. 124

" 6 ft. 196
Side deli very rake 210
Grain drill, 7 ft. 321
Lime spreader, 10 ft. 163
End gate spreader 63

(2) 2-row tractor equipment:

(3)

Tractor
Breaking plow, 2 bottom

" "2 disk
Disk harrow, 6 ft. tandem
Section harrow, 80 tooth
Planter-fertilizer

distributor
Cultivator
Lister or bedder
Mower, 6-7 ft.
Side delivery rake
Middlebuster
Grain drill, 8 ft.
Trailer, 4 wheel, rubber
Stalk cutter
Other Equipment:
Manure spreader with

lime attachment
Two single-unit milking

machines

1,680
215
240
219

(;}.

205
235
134
263
260
231
316
238
114

379

404

Workstock equipment
Kind Value

Stalk cutter, I-row
Turning plow,

moldboard, 2-H
Disk harrow
Section harrow, 2 sections
Cultipacker, 10 ft.,

single
Cultipacker, double
Planter, I-row
Fertilizer distributor,

2-H
Cultivator. 2-Horse,

I-row
Cultivator, I-Horse
Mower, 4 % ft.
Rake, dump
Side delivery rake, 10 ft.
Grain drill, with

fertilizer attachment
Lime spreader, 10 ft.
End gate spreader
Wagon. 2-Horse

23
96
45
90
169
51
180
96

7
163
96
196
309
163

56
152
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Appendix Ta!J1e 5. /l comjwrisl!1l of Ihe "'lcreages of Colton per Farm
used in Bud,p.elinp. /'resenl and /lltc/na/ii!e 8)'S/I'III,\ of Farming on

R"j))Clcnlali'ul' Fallns icitll Tlu;oH:lical Acreages Bascd on
1955 Acrcage /Illollllenls, Haywood Counly, '1'(']/7/1',1,1('('

Alternative systems
Present Adjusted Present Reduced

Present to 1955 labor labor
Farm gTOUp Actual Allotments] sUJl]lly supply
---- --_.-

6 Acres Acres Acres Acres
;) Upland farms

Small 12.5 10.5 9.5 5.0
H Medium-size 19.3 16.1 15.0 8.0
l'" Large 35.0 29.3 15.0" 6.0
),

5 Bottom land farms
Small 12.0 10.0 10.0 5,0

g! Medium-size 19.4 16.2 13.0 5.0
~j 1 The ratio of the State's IH55 acrea.L':e allotlnent to the State's 1947 actual acres

in cultivation July 1 (83.7 percentl u1uJtipllcd b,\/ the present 1 actual) acreage un
representative fanns.

:.:Also 25 acres, assu111ing seasonal \.vagc labor for picking and chopping is
~i available.

1 ~

AjJjJClIIllX Tailic li. LIII/lllortl-TCI/l1II1 Shllrc ill Inclil/lc. Costs and
Inveslmcnls. Present IIW] Al/I'ulIltive systems of Farrning,

H.aywood COLinly, Tennessee

Item
Income

Cotton
Corn
Hav
Li~estock
Livestock products
Increase in livl'stock inventory

osts
Direct cash expenses::

Cotton
Corn
Hav
Pasture
Productive livestock I

Decrease in livestock inventory
Labor
Power and general farm equip.
Land, buildings, fences

vestments
Real estate
Livestock
::lower and machinery

Alternativ~ syste!l1_ PresenTsystem
Tenant Landlord Tenant Landlord

2/3
I
1

1/2
1/2
1,/2

1/3
1/3

1/3
1/3

1/2
1/2
c;ll
all

all

all
1/2
all

I Fed to livestock
S0111('ten;::lnts gl't :dl uf the feed crops Pl'oQul'(·d.
Fertilizer, lilHe seed bought, ginning cotton, spra,v 11In.lerI(_d~.

Feed, feed grinding, h:1uhng. vet.erinnl'.Y and Inedicinc. specialized livestock
equipment. electricity.

1



AplJendix TIlMe I. l:ff('cI of Chllnge III Re/llliuwhip uf Fric('.1 Racii'eil liY Fanners for Specific Farm
fJmill/cls on Family Lahur I:llnzings, RejJu·.IFnllllii'(· ,\In!illlll-si:ed Uplllnd Farm,

____________. ~ F!_ay.1L'o~~_~~1I.nly, T.!.:~~.\\(~(~ ._. . .~ ... _
--R;du~ti~~--- -.. -.--.--Number unitssoldandcI.lange-invalues- ---------

[rom 1949 Present -----.-- Alieinativ~-syst~ln.!.._.. . _
_____.R':.i_c~ . s)'s!~'!1__! II III

Dollars Units Dollars Units Dollars Units Dollars Units Dollars
0.20 50 10

37,00 14,5 536 18 666
13,15 2 26
5.28
1.50
0.40
2.00

20.00
0.06
0.24

xx
xx

Corn Bu. 0.45 50 23
Cotton Bale 60.00 14.5 870 18 1,080
Beef, 450-lb. calf Hd. 26.20 2 52
Hogs, 220 lbs. Hd. 10.56 11 116
Pigs Hd. 4.00 2 8
Milk, Grade B Cwt. 0.80 14 11 825 660
Veal Hd. 4.00 1 4 13 52
Cow Hd. 35.00 3 105 2 70
Eggs Doz. 0.12 135 16 280 34 5,430 652
Hens, 6 lbs. Hd, .36 34 12 330 112

Total all products xx xx 961 xx 2,082 xx 2,351
Total livestock xx xx 91 xx 979 xx 1,271------_._-- ...__.----------_ ..._.- ----------~---_._--~. -------------~-

Product

Corn
Cotton Oint, seed)
Beef, 450-lb. calf
Hogs, 220 lbs.
Pigs
Milk, Grade B
Veal
Cow
Eggs
Hens, 6lbs,

Total all products
Total livestock

Unit

Bu.
Bale
Hd.
Hd.
Hd.
Cwt.
Hd.
Hd.
Doz.
Hd.

2
14
1

3
6
2

825
13
3

280
34
xx
xx

11

330
26
60
17
8

1,175
499

58

2
5,430

330
xx
xx

18
13
8
3

666
171
42

5

9.25
13
65

2

1
2

280
34
xx
xx

342
171
343

3

2
40
17
8

926
584

9.25 570
13 340
65 686
2 8
1 4
2 70

280 34
34 12
xx 1,724

__~~_!-.1~

40
326

79
1.329

663

18
13
8
3

1,080
340

85
12

135 8

xx
xx

581
45



--- --_ ..-- ....,---

A 1)1}(' II d 1\ 1'ali/e 8. Eltillwt('(/ Lalw/ RClfuirements Per AI re !if C /!i jJs alld Pel' Hcad 0/ Lir'es/oc!; !ill Farms

l sing Il'm!;s/oc!i fIn 1'(J7l'er) !lIZ /n(Jiled Systems of Fa rill illg. Southern Broll'lI Loam A rca, Tennessee
------- --------------------

Total
~terprise Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. •....•

---- ---,-~- Z
Man-hours per acre 0

Corn (45 bu.) 37.4 0.1 0.3 1.8 4.3 6.6 7.1 3.1 5.2 5.2 3.7 ::0
M

Corn (75 bu.) 44.9 0.1 0.3 1.8 4.3 6.6 7.1 3.1 8.0 8.0 5.6 >
Cotton (500 lbs. lint) 139.7 0.6 0.4 2.0 5.7 19.0 24.3 9.5 .4 26.3 36.8 14.7 UJ
Cotton (625 lbs. lint) 158.4 0.6 0.4 2.0 5.7 19.0 24.3 9.5 .4 32.6 45.6 18.3 •....•

Z
Lespedeza (1.8 T) 14.5 1.3 .9 6.2 6.1 0
Lespedeza (1.0 T) 13.6 2.0 1.3 5.2 5.1 '"'l
Small grain (40 bu.)1 5.3 2.0 1.6 1.7 ::q
Soybeans (25 bu.) 15.8 7.0 7.0 1.8 M
Est. and main. pasture 6.4 1.0 1.7 1.7 .5 .5 .5 .5 ""J

Cover crops 5.0 2.0 3.0 >
Sericea Lespedeza 23.0 1.0 1.4 10.3 10.3 ::0

~
Man-hours per head •....•

Dairy cows (hand milked) 145.0 12.6 12.0 11.9 12.2 12.6 12.2 12.6 12.3 11.7 11.8 11.4 11.7 Z
Dairy cows (mch. milked) 100.0 8.8 8.2 8.6 8.6 8.1 7.7 8.0 8.0 7.8 8.6 8.8 8.8 0

Bulls 50.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 0
~Other "cattle" 20.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 .5 .5 .5 .5 .5 .5 2.0 3.0 M

Hogs (inc. breeding stock) 10.0 .8 .8 1.3 .4 .4 .4 .4 .4 1.3 1.0 1.4 1.4
Hens 2.0 .2 .2 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .2 .3 .3 .2
Chickens 1.0 .2 .2 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1
------------._-_.'. -------_._--- "--_.~ •..__ ._~.._, .._,._._~--_._ ..-. --------_._--------------

I Custom harvesting of soybeans and oats: oat straw saved by the operator.



A/)/)CI/(I/\ T1l111f' Il. Ellillill/1'11 11(1)(11 J{cI!l/ircmcl/ls Pe; Ac)c of Cm/)s 1m FIIIIIIS OjJl'IlI!1'I1 11'it!1 Tmc/l)ls IIni!
Tuutl)) Equi/)II7I'I/I. Il17jJro<'ed Systcms of Falllling. SOl/them nUnC11 LOlllf! AICII, Tennesscc]

~------ ~ -----_ .._---_._- ------------_ .._ ... _-

Crop Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. ;'\lOY. Dec.
-------------_ ...- --- ---------------_.

Man-hours per acre CO

Corn (45 bu.) 24.7 0.1 0.2 0.7 3.0 3.3 3.3 1.0 4.8 4.8 3.5 cj

Corn (75 bu.) 32.0 .1 .2 .7 3.0 3.3 3.3 1.0 7.5 7.5 5.4 r
Cotton (500 Ibs. lint) 116.2 .4 .3 1.3 3.6 12.0 15.4 6.0 0.4 25.9 36.4 14.5 r

:?=j

Cotton (625 Ibs. lint) 134.3 .4 .3 1.3 3.6 12.0 15.0 6.0 .4 32.1 45.1 18.1 -3

Lespedeza (1.8 T) 10.3 .7 .5 .7 4.2 4.2 ....•

Lcspedeza (1.0 T) 7.7 1.0 .7 3.0 3.0 Z

Small grain (40 bUY' 6.1 3.7 2.4 Z

Soybeans (25 bu.)~ 6.6 4.0 1.2 1.4 0

Establish and
~

maintain pasture 2.6 .2 .3 .7 .8 .2 .4 *'"*'"
Cover crops 2.4 2.4
L~sp~dez~_~~E.:<l_ C2_TL 12.7 .4 .3 6.0 6.0

1 Labor requiren1ents on livestock are the satne as sho\vn in Appendix Table 8.
, Custom harvesting of the soybeans and oats, oat straw saved by operator.


