





alfalfa acreage to pasture and no value of production was assigned
to pasture. Most fescue pastures were reseeded to orchardgrass
and ladino clover.

As shown in Table 12, grade A dairy was the only livestock
enterprise.  The operator had 41 cows averaging 9,310 pounds of
milk and 312 pounds of butterfat per cow in 1962. Inventory
data were insufficient to compute the value of production above
feed cost for the benchmark vyear.

Based on projected crop yields and livestock feed require-
ments, the carrying capacity of this farm was estimated to be
40 cows, including replacement stock. The proposed dairy system
was a semi-drylot program with about 5 months pasture and 7
months drylot. The operator preferred to upgrade his herd rather
than purchase quality replacement heifers. Because it normally
requires longer to increase milk production per cow by up-grading
compared with buying high-producing cows, the farm was pro-
grammed on the basis of 10,000 pounds of 4  milk per cow.
This would be equivalent to about 11,420 pounds of 3.5"; milk.

As shown in the evaluation period, the operator has carried
about seven cows more than anticipated primarily as a result of
favorable crop yields. Milk sold per cow has increased about 500
pounds per year. Sales per cow in 1966 amounted to 11,381
pounds of 4.08, milk. Butterfat per cow increased from 312
pounds in 1962 to 464 pounds in 1966. DHIA records reflected
El67 production of over 12,000 and 500 pounds of milk and butter-
fat, respectively. Most of the increase in milk production can be
attributed to better quality forage and a more rigid culling since the
value of coneentrates only varied $100 in a 3-year period.

The value of production above feed cost greatly exceeded the
propose(l value because of higher production per cow and about $1
per hundred inerease in the priee of milk.

Farm adjustments were made beyond those anticipated in
the original plan. As a result, the amount of investment capital
needed was underestimated. The only buildings planned were a
45-cow unit loafing shed and a silo. These were constructed for
a cost of $5,200 compared with the estimate of $4,800. An un-
loader in the silo was added 2 years later at a cost of $2,000.

No additional field machinery above normal replacement was
planned; however, the operator bought two tractors, two silage
\vagons, a plow, a earn planter, and other smaller items. Also,
the milk parlor was remodeled and overhead feed bins installed.
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Figure 7 shows the effect that adjustments have had on net
farm income and the operator’s labor income. When the opera-
tor’s net farm income for the base year was calculated, it turned
out to be somewhat higher than anticipated. The resource data
supplied to the selection committee and the farmer’s opinion of
his business suggested that the business was in a declining income
situation.

The proposed plan indicated net farm income should be around
$9,000, which was a $900 increase compared with 1962. During
the evaluation period net farm income averaged $14,333 and return
to labor and management was $9,800. In 1966 net farm income
and labor income were $15,907 and $11,195, respectively.

DOLLARS I
16,000 -
|4’000 [ Net Farm Income
~~]Return to Operator's

12,000 | ] Labor and

Management
10,000 -
8,000 |-
6,000 |~
4,000
2,000 |-

Benchmark Evaluation Proposed
1962 Period
1965-66

Figure 7. Net farm income and return to operator’s labor and management

for benchmark and evaluation periods and the proposed plan
for Farm No. 6.

The two main reasons why net farm income was underesti-
mated on this farm were 1) unexpected increase in price of milk
of $1 per hundredweight, and 2) higher crop yvields than antici-
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pated, which enabled the operator to carry about seven more cows
than planned.

The milk price increase added about $100 per cow, or a total of
$4,000 for 40 cows. The budgets, including increase in price of
milk, used to program the farm showed a net return of about
$200 per cow at a production level of 10,000 pounds of milk. The
extra seven cows would add $1,400 to the net farm income. Figure
7 shows the difference in proposed and actual net farm income
is about $5,400, which is the amount added by the increased herd
size and higher milk prices.

Future income should increase slightly as production per cow
is increased; however, it appears that near maximum efficiency is
being obtained from the resources.

AGGREGATIVE CHANGES ON SIX RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMS

The rapid adjustment program has given priority to increasing
volume of production through larger acreages and higher yields
of the more profitable crops and by expanded livestock production
to utilize increased crop production and available labor. These
adjustments were implemented using the best known production
and management technology. The reorganization of the six farms
has resulted in improved levels of farm income and the accumu-
Iation of higher levels of owned assets and net worth of the farm
operators.

Changes in Land Use - 1962 Through 1966

When farm plans were developed on the cooperating farms,
emphasis was placed on methods which would intensify the use of
land for the production of higher profit crops. These methods
included shifting from pasture and forage crops to row crops where
so0il types and slopes would permit, using rotations that included
row crops on upland soils, and by renting, reclaiming idle land, or
buying additional land. Table 13 shows that from 1962 to 1966
acreage devoted to row crops on the six farms incleased by T1%
or, from 335 to 574 acres, including 40 acres of rented land
and the purchase of an additional 60 acres by one operator. Other
changes in land use include an increase in pasture from 397 to 460
acres by the end of the period. This was accomplished by a re-
duction in forest land and reclaiming some land which had pre-
viously been idle. At the beginning of the program, more than
100 acres were diverted from production as a result of the feed
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grain program. This acreage has been reduced to less than 50
acres; however, because of a new cotton program, 35¢¢ of the
cotton acreage is being diverted and ig listed under other land in
Table 13.

Table 13. Land use for six pilot rapid adjustment farms for base year 1962
hrough 1966

Year

Land use *_WﬁrLQGL 77/71293"777»4_719761 _ 1965 1966
Row crops 335 384 383 493 534
Other crops* 168 187 121 92 87
Land double-cropped® 20 18 36 — 20
Rented land — 30 76 102 91
Pasture 397 429 450 467 460

Total open land used 900 1,030 1,030 1,154 1,172
Feed grain program 107 81 61 49 49
Other land® 159 120 176 167 158
Woods 705 60 60 6% 6

Total Ja[id 7operated‘ ) 1,871 1,901 1,937 2,066 2,055

11ncludes hay erops and small grain.

*Not included in total.

sineludes land diverted under the cotton program and land being developed for pasture

or crops.
afpneludes land owned plus rented land.

Table 14 summarizes the acreage, yield, and estimated value
of crops produced for the base period 1962, evaluation period 1965-
1966, and proposed system. The proposed system, or the long-run
guide, was altered as economic conditions changed. Significant
developments since 1962 which required changes in the proposed
plans include: 1) Revisions in tobacco, cotton, and wheat programs
which restricted the acreage of these crops more than was esti-
mated. 2) Higher swine prices accompanied by higher grain prices
contributed to a significant increase in corn acreage. 3) The
severity of disease and insect problems, particularly on alfalfa,
required a revaluation of hay production. 4) Although a very large
increase in soybean production has occurred in the State during the
period, it has not been profitable to increase this crop on rapid
adjustment farms by reducing corn acreage.

While these factors have caused shifts in acreage of specific
crops, higher prices and yields increased the total value of pro-
duction for the cropping system. Tn 1962 the value of all crops
produced, excluding pasture, on the six farms was $47,681. This
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Table 14. Total acreage, average yield per acre, and total value of production for 1962 and 1965-1966 average and
planned acreage, yield per acre and value of production for six pilot farms activated January 1, 1963

Evaluction period

Ly

Base period il Proposed
1962 ‘ 1965-66 - o
Yield Value of Yield Value of Yield Value of
Crop Acres' per acre production Acres per acre production  Acres per acre production
(dollars) (dollars) (dollars)
Mixed hay 164 1.04t. 5,074 165 2977 1b. 2,520 20 2,500 ib. 3,000
Cotton 164 448 |b. 23,460 S7 560 ib. 16,766* 126 6511b. 23417
Corn (grain) 135.5 65 bu. 10,517 387 81 bu 41,371 297 80 bu. 27,324
Corn (silage) 9.8 13.8t. 1,080 30 19 t. 4,528 25 16 t. 3,200
Wheat 20 19.6 bu. 753 6.5 24.5 bu. 238 35 30 bu. 1,301
Oats — — — - — — 15 50 bu. 562
Milo 10 45 bu. 482 255 83.5 bu. 2,343 10 45 bu 450
Alfaifa 11 1.5t 452 12 1.7t 650 37 3t. 3,663
Mixed hay 164 1.04 . 5074 47 25 t. 3,356 22 2t 1,232
Lespedeza 17 65 t. 1,922 32 1.5+¢. 1,190 40 1.25¢. 1,300
Soybeans 30 23 bu. 1,324 18 28 bu. 1,364 27 28 bu. 1,701
Pasture 396 — — 463 — — 359 — —
TOTAL 47,631 74,326 67,150

'Includes land rented in.
“Includes $3,125 in government payments,




value increased 56¢¢ or to $74,326 in the evaluation period com-
pared with a planned increase to $67,150.

Yields for all crops increased significantly from the benchmark
to the evaluation period. Much of these increases can be attributed
to improved fertilization which included the correction of the soil
acidity and the application of recommended levels of plant nutrients
congistent with soil test results. Other cultural practices such as
improved varieties and weed control measures also contributed to
the higher yields. Though all yields increased, alfalfa, cotton, and
wheat yields remained below expected levels because of insect
problems and unfavorable weather conditions.

Changes in the Livestock Program - 1962 Through 1966

The livestock plans developed for the rapid adjustment farms
indicated a potential to substantially increase swine production on
five farms, a limited increase in beef production on four farms,
and the elimination of a sheep enterprise on one farm. One dairy
farm was programmed to maintain its existing herd size and
concentrate on higher production per cow; however, an increase in
milk prices made it advisable to expand the dairy herd. The
numbers of feeder steers found to be economically feasible were
so small that this enterprise was dropped from the adjusted plans.
However, since 1962 it has become profitable to produce a limited
number of steers as a supplemental enterprise. Table 15 shows
changes in numbers and gross sales for the major types of live-
stock.

Gross sales from livestock and livestock products in the base
period was $44,509. The proposed plans indicated it was feasible to
increase these sales to about $118,000 based on estimated prices
and the resources available at that time. During the period, sales
increased by 208, or to about $137,000. While planned numbers
of swine and beef have not been reached, the increase in sales price
has more than offset the smaller number of animals.

Also, higher milk prices, higher production per cow, and an
increased number of cows contributed to increased sales and income.

Income Changes - 1962 Through 1966

One of the best measures of improved managerial ability by
farm operators is the manner in which resources are combined to
increase income. The six cooperating farms had an average net
farm income of $3,699, ranging from a low of $1,186 to a high of
$8,103 for the year before entering the program as rapid adjust-
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Table 15. Changes in livestock numbers end gross sales for base periods,
1965-1966' average, and proposed changes in numbers and sales
for six farms

Base

period” 1965-66

Livestock - 192 average  Proposed”
Brood sows

Number 56 147 190

Swine sales $ 15,851 $ 83,648 $ 77,430
Beef cows

Number 89 121 155

Beef sales $ 4,446 $ 14,289 $ 20,394
Feeder steers and heifers

Number 25 60 —

Sales $ 3,613 $ 7992 —
Dairy cows

Number 41 48 40

Livestock sales $ 1,376 $ 1,676 $ 1312

Milk sales $ 18,481 $ 29,373 $ 18,810
Ewes

Number 41 — —

Lamb sales $ 637 — —

Wool sales $ 105 — —
Total livestock and

livestock products sold $ 44,509 $136,978 ) $117,946

'Livestock numbers are those on hand December 31 of the respective year.

wr before farms were activated as rapid adjustment. farms.

#Based on available farm resources and expected prices at the time the farms were planned.

ment farms. Returns to operator labor for the same period aver-
aged $1,975 with a low of a minus $690 to a high of $5,142. As
shown in Figure &, net farm income increased 8046, from an aver-
age of $3,699 to $6,654 (in 1963-64), primarily as a result of
changes in the crops grown and increased crop yields. Operator’s
labor income more than doubled for the period, increasing from
$1,975 to $4,463 per farm. By 1965, the effects of adjustments in
both the cropping and livestock systems began contributing to in-
creased farm income. Net farm income for the evaluation period
averaged $12,588 with a low of $7,005 and a high of $16,470. The
average of $12,588 substantially exceeds the projected income of
$9,450 per farm. The large increase in net income is accounted for
by an expanded resource base, higher yields, and higher swine and
milk prices for the evaluation period.
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Figure 8. Average net returns to the factors of production for six rapid
adjustment farms for 1962 through 1966.

Investment Changes in the Farm Business

Most farm operators reinvest a much larger proportion of
their net earnings for expansion or improvement of the business
than do owners of nonfarm enterprises. This partly explains why
farmers often have limited cash or liquid savings and feel they
are not making progress. An analysis of the financial structure
on the case study farms reveals that substantial increases have
oceurred in both assets and net worth of the farm operators.

Total assets for the base period amounted to $395,811, while
liabilities amounted to $163,584 — leaving a net worth of $232,327.
This resulted in an average net worth of $38,584 per farm. As
shown in Figure 9, both assets and net worth increased consistently
during the 5-year period, while liabilities remained almost constant.
By the end of 1966 total assets had increased 47¢, or to $580,614;
net worth had increased 837, or to $425,336. This Is an average
of $70,889 net worth per farm. Liabilities decreased to $155,278.

Throughout the period, land was the highest valued asset,
accounting for about 507¢ of the total. The land values were
held constant over the period with the exception of increases be-
cause of land improvement or additional land purchases During
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Figure 9. Total assets, liabilities and net worth for six rapid adjustment
farms for 1962 through 1966.

this same period, land values in Tennessee increased more than
307 because of inflationary factors; therefore, the market value of
these farms would be higher than indicated in the evaluation data.

All categories of assets increased; however, very large in-
creases occurred in livestock and machinery. The value of live-
stock on farms increased 113 percent from $53,486 in 1962 to
$113,910 by the end of 1966. Value of breeding livestock was
held constant during the period and other livestock was valued at
market price. The value of the machinery inventory increased
49°¢ from 338,879 to $58,121 during the period. This increase
includes both the value of new equipment added and for larger
or more expensive equipment necessary to handle a larger volume
of business. Detailed data on assets and liabilities are presented
in Appendix Table 14.

As shown in Table 16, the ratio of assets to liabilities for the
six farms was 2.4 in 1962 and increased to 3.7 in 1966. Many non-
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Toble 16. Ratio of assets to liabilities' for six pilot farms for base year

and 1963 through 1966

Farm No. 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
1 3.0 29 34 33 2.9
2 3.0 3.9 53 45 8.4
3 2.2 26 33 3.5 46
4 14 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8
5 3.1 25 2.6 3.2 45
6 145 15.4 19.3 43.0 100.0°

Weighted average

o ”fgi'ws’ix farms ) 24 2.7 29 3.2 73.7
| Many nonfarm business [ims comsider @ ratio of wssets o Nabilitios of 2 to 1 ax a

gafe financial level.
2This farm had no indebledness at the end of 1966,

farm enterprises consider a ratio of 2 to 1 as a sound financial
condition. With the ratio of assets 10 liabilities on thege farms,
no serious problem has occurred in obtaining investment capital
for making the necessary adjustments.

IMPLICATIONS AND PROBLEMS

Implications and problems as discussed here pertain to experi-
ence gained from the entire rapid adjusiment program and its use
in promoting farm management and other phases of resource
development in the State. As of December 31, 1967, 30 farms have
participated in the program since 1962. Many results and accomp-
lishments of the rapid adjustment program cannot be quantitatively
measured ; however, implications can be drawn.

1) All farms have demonstrated that the income potential can
be substantially increased if proper reorganization of physical re-
sources is made. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that
income can be generated most rapidly by first intensifying the
cropping system through expansion of the most profitable crops,
following recommended cultural practices such as fertilization. On
all farms programmed, production of the maximum acreage of
tobacco and cotton has been the most profitable use of resources
subject to acreage allotments. Normally, grain corn was expanded
on continuous cropland while some combination of corn, amall grain,
and hay crops provided the most efficient use of rotational land.
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The livestock systems which have been developed simultaneous-
ly with the cropping systems are usually complementary ; however,
2 to 3 years are often required before substantial increases in live-
stock income occur. Many farmers and farm advisors believe that
livestock should be restricted to feed supplies available on the
farm. Rapid adjustment farmers were advised to buy and sell
hay and grain when this system utilized the land, labor, and
capital most efficiently on a particular farm.

2) Organizational management seems to be the major obstacle
in making adjustments necessary to increase income. For num-
erous farmers, failure to understand how all parts of a good plan
fit together prevents them from making progress consistent with
the physical resources they control.

3) On several farms, lack of experience with a particular enter-
prise was no obstacle, and rapid progress was achieved because
there was no bias against recommended practices.

4) The notion that limited capital or lack of available credit
restricts economic progress on many farms has not been substantia-
ted on rapid adjustment farms. On only one farm has external
capital been limited to the extent that the livestock enterprise had
to be financed from capital generated from the cropping system.
It appears that many farmers practice internal capital rationing
primarily because they do not realize the potential rate of return
from additional capital investment. Also, lending agencies are often
reluctant to lend capital because farmers present them with no plan
for its use. These obstacles have been overcome on rapid ad-
justment farms by developing a feasible farm plan which allows
both the farmer and the lending agencies to evaluate alternatives
and to estimate the potential returns from different courses of
action and capital investment. Although additional capital has
not been a serious restriction on these farms, the high investment
per farm indicates that larger amounts of credit financing will be
required in the future for farm operators to remain competitive.

5) As production and farm income increase, a large percentage
of the additional income is frequently spent for new and larger
farm equipment. It is difficult to justify economically this equip-
ment from the standpoint of marginal returns to the investment,
but it does provide for labor substitution and timeliness of opera-
tion. Furthermore, records show that production costs are in-
creasing substantially as a result of higher machinery depreciation
and interest costs.
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6) The many demands for individual assistance to farmers
limits the amount of time county extension personnel have to de-
velop enterprises and conduct county programs which could in-
crease farm income. Rapid adjustment farms provide excellent
laboratories for both farmers and county agents to observe in
actual practice the applications of the science and art of farm
management.

7) In gathering data necessary for planning rapid adjustment
farms, close working relationships were generated among research
people in various disciplines. Improved communication between
these people has been valuable in assisting them to better appreci-
ate the role of management in agricultural development programs.

8) Though technical workers have gained substantial knowledge
in the area of farm management, the demonstration value of the
program has caused many farmers to consider adjustments which
have great potential for increasing farm income. As the result of
tours and individual farm visits, many farm operators have made
changes in their farm organization, including the adoption of new
enterprises, construction of improved livestock facilities, and pur-
chase of better breeding stock.
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Appendix Table 1. Tableau of restrictions and input-output data used in developing a farm plan by linear programming

Wheat Market Beef Feeder
Resource Grain Silage Red Cl. Red Cl. Corn Corn hogs 30 steers
Restrictions Unit Amount  Cotton corn corn 0.G. corn Sold bought 10 sows Pasture cows 50 steers
Cont. crops Acres 140 1.0 1.0 1.0
1-3 year rotation Acres 67 1.0 3.0
Pasture Acres 83 75 1.0
Cotton allotment Acres 31.8 1.0
Total land Acres 290 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 75 1.0
Conserving base Acres 112 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
Labor:
Jan.-Feb. Hours 950 6 .6 100 6 140 100
Mar.-Apr. Hours 1,100 4.8 2.7 27 39 85 70 60
May-June Hours 1,000 1.2 23 2.0 22 5.5 75 7 39 40
July-Aug. Hours 1,000 3.8 75 4.2 8.1 120 1.7 39 40
Sept.-Oct. Hours 1,100 3.5 2.0 6.1 63 72 200
Nov.-Dec. Hours 950 20 20 78 100 170
Invest. capital Dlrs. 5,000 2,100 4,900
Operating capital  Dirs. 3,000 5,700
Corn produced Bushels 0 -80 1 —1 1,830 1,070
Silage produced Tons 0 —15 110
Alfalfa produced Tons 0 —25 35 i0
Swine restriction Head 60 10
Pasture produced Acres 0 —1 62
Return () or
cost (—) per unit $85 $—39 $—82 $—-28 S$—111 $1.15 $—1.25 $3,582 $—16 $2,742  $5,097
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Appendix Table 2. Acreage, yield per acre, and fertilization for specified crops on Farm Number 1

for the benchmark and evaluation periods

e ser T tualution period 196519661
T Yield pér T Fertilizer B Yield per Fertilizer
Crop Acres acre N P.0; K.O  Acres acre N P05 K.,O
(pounds) (pounds)
Corn 17 69 bu. 61 60 60 44.5 84.2 bu. 140 67 77
Timothy &
clover hay 27 1.1t 23 70 66 28.5 29+, 38 37 60
Oat hay 10 T4t 53 105 105 —_ — — — —
Millet hay (o 1.0t 18 36 36 — — — — —
Pasture 63 = ZO o 6 740 - 7} = 39 - 53 53

Appendix Table 3. Acreage, yield

per acre, and fertilization for specified crops on Farm Number 2

for the benchmark and evaluation periods

- o Benchmark period (1962) T Evaluation. period (1965-19661
Yield per 7thirlriizer B Yield per 7 Fertilizer
Crop Acres acre N P,O, K,O Acres acre N PO, KEO N
{pounds) (pounds!
Corn 36 69 bu. 54 38 38 106.5 92.7 bu. 144 62 51
Wheat 20 19.6 bu. 48 30 30 6.5 24.5 bu. 27 22 22
Gr. sorghum 10 20 bu. 51 36 36 14.5) 50 bu. 81 30 30
Cotton 2 500 Ib. 18 36 36 — — — — —
S. potataes 4 234 bu. 60 120 120 5 230 bu. 24 48 48
Alfaita 11 1.2t 5 83 225 12.5 1.5t — — —
Lespedeza 15 9t 21 59 30 1.5 1.t. — — —
Soybeans — — — — — 19.5 28 bu. 21 30 30
Red clover — — — — — 12.5) 1t — — —
Pasture 35— 17 59 53 35 = 7 28 31



Appendix Table 4. Acreage, yield per acre, and fertilization for specified crops on Farm Number 3

for the benchmark and evaluahon perlods

Benchmark perlod 11962) B Evuluahon perlod (]965 1966r o

B " Yield p per i Ferhllzer . N Yield per T Fertilizer )

Crop Acres acre NP O kZO ' Acres acre WNWM—“PEO; k—vKWO_
1pounds) {pounds!
Cotton 31 692 Ib. 36 48 43 13.2 728 1b, 53 55 61
Corn 51 63 bu. 58 49 48 €9 73.5 bu. 131 50 53
Oats 6 25 bu. 12 24 24 — — — — —
Lespedeza — - — — — 23 14t 17 52 53
Corn silage 10 12 t. 58 49 48 3 13 t. 131 50 53
Pasture 108 — — — — 160 — 27 3% 15
Appendix Table 5. Acreage, yield per acre, and fertilizetion for specified crops on Farm Number 4
for the benchmark and eva!uahon per:ods
Benchm ﬁk perlod 1962 T Evaiuahon perlod 1965 ]966
" Yield pe per ) T Fertilizer T Yield per T Fertilizer

Crop Acres acre N P"6l_" - K_O B Acres acre N WW‘P_TO'—: K ;0—
) - fpounds (péuﬁds) N
Cotton 119 370 Ib. 71 44 59 84 523 ib. 107 48 66
Corn — — — — — 64 73 bu. 123 48 63
Soybeans 30 22.5 bu. 8 60 60 — — — — —
Lespedeza 12 St. — — — 8 18t. n 38 53
Sericea 50 St. — — — — —_ — —_ —
Grain sorghum — — — — —_ 21 90.7 bu. 116 51 60
Soybean hay — — — — — 25 2t. 30 56 60
Pasture 89 — 45 15 — 101 — 27 25 41
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Appendix Table 6. Acreage, yield per acre, and fertilization for specified crops on Farm Number 5
for the benchmark and evaluation periods

e T od 982 “Evaluation period (1965-1966)
T iewper | Fertiizer T T Yield per T Fertilizer
Crop Acres  acre _l;l‘v o ~P_,~(7): B 7_7K._;6_ Acres  acre ﬂN-_-F_fof, KZO—
(pounds) {pounds)
Corn 215 59.5 bu. 105 57 57 93 76 bu. 121 47 68
Cotton 13.5 566 Ib. 36 72 72 1 509 Ib. 90 60 60
Lespedeza 5 1t — — — — — — — —
Red clover — — —_ — — 7 2t 13 18 13
1 23 23 455 — 47 _‘gg o ,,4~,4_7,_
Appendix Table 7. Acreage, yield per acre, and fertilization for specified crops on Farm Number 6
for the benchmark and evaluation periods
T genchmork period (1962 T T oluation period (1965-19661 _
T T ield e Fentiizer - TYiedper | Fertilzer
Crop o Acres  acre —f;lﬁ—i Pza-;-'KgO Acres acre N Pza.; K,O
(pounds) {pounds)
Tobacco 219 2,397 ib. 141 100 150 1.65 2,977 Ib. 125 125 151
Corn — —_ — — — 35 100 bu. — — —
Corn silage 10 138 t. 66 66 66 24 205t 160 100 83
Oat hay (10 63t 33 — — (16} 3t 12 24 24
Oat silage — — — — — 6.5 70t 18 36 36
Pasture v s 0s8 S 2% 56 8




Appendix Table 8. Total revenue, cash and non-cash expenses, and
returns to operator’s labor and management for Farm Number 1,

1962 through 1966

Year )
ltem 1962 1963 ]9§4 1966
(dollars)
Total revenue:
Crops 582 — — 281
Livestock 6,684 12,407 11,987 17,722
Livestock products 105 46 116 —
Forest products —_ — — 900
Custom work 617 660 902 —
Government payments 347 238 184 228
Miscellaneous 78 108 160 870
Total cask income 8,413 13,349 13,349 20,001
Cash expenses:
Purchased livestock — —_ — 2,860
Purchased feed 1,861 2,822 2,769 5,663
Livestock expenses 273 184 226 167
Crop expenses 1,729 689 541 1,102
Labor 80 361 187 624
Machine expenses 636 655 842 1,340
Building expenses 88 27 — —
Supplies 145 115 198 313
Taxes and insurance 89 33 33 243
Interest 581 525 500 1,154
Miscellaneous 153 150 242 255
Capital expenses 386 6,758 2,952 3,865
Total cash expenses 6,021 12,319 8,490 17,586
Net cash income 2,392 1,140 4,859 2,415
Depreciation 1,076 1,069 1,274 1,223
Inventory changes —341 2,475 —713 3,419
Capital investment 125 3,062 1,831 3,795
Perquisites 500 500 500 500
Value of TVA materials — —1,541 —1,192 —1,471
Return to land, operator and family
labor, capital and management 1,600 4,567 4011 7,435
Interest on operator’s
equity at 5% 946 1,068 1,166 1,307
Value of unpaid family labor 406 600 450 500
Return for operator’s
labor and management 248 2,391

2,899

59

5,628




Appendix Table 9. Total revenue, cash and non-cash expenses, and
returns to operator’s labor and management for Farm Number 2,

Total revenue:
Crops
Livestock
Custom work

Government payments

Miscellaneous
Total cash income

Cash expenses:
Purchased livestock
Purchased feed
Livestock expenses
Crop expenses
Labor
Machine expenses
Building expenses
Supplies
Taxes and insurance
Interest
Miscellaneous

Capital expenses
Total cash expense

Net cash income
Depreciation
Inventory changes
Capital investment
Perquisites

Value of TYA materials

Return to land, operator and family
labor, capital and management

Interest on operator’s
equity at 5%

Value of unpaid family labor

Return for operator’s labor

and management

1962

2,079
12,706

212
341

15,338

2978
1,166

116
2,052

1,168
309
158

180
60

541
8,823

6,515
603
—361
541
350

6,442

1,300

5,142

60

1962 through 1966

1963

2,090
13,375
824
65

74

16,428

3,341
2,684
374
911
63
1,222
190
212
1,062
121

3,181
13,361

3,067
952
2,981
2,221
350
-1,362

6,305

1,645

4,660

7 Year

B l96f} o 719675”77 1966

(dollars)
1,852 4,633 6,353
18,041 16,500 23,789
1,294 1,096 1,553
61 148 260
148 45 97
21,396 22,422 32,052
1,823 5,454 4,678
4,269 2,832 3,595
237 205 211
655 2,455 2,477
86 25 70
1,133 1,505 1,621
— — 180
555 156 334
235 333 360
503 600 411
114 268 210
4,244 15,321 3,905
13,854 29,154 18,052
7,541 -6,732 14,000
1,209 1,406 1,733
899 11,513 853
2,616 15,321 3322
350 350 350
—~1,517 1359 --1,539
8,681 17,687 15,253
1,985 2,819 3,361

6,696

14,868



Appendix Table 10. Total revenue, cosh and non-cash expenses, and
returns to operator’s labor and management for Farm Number 3,
1962 through 1966

Item

Total revenue:
Crops
Livestock
Government payments
Miscellancous

Total cash income

Cash expenses:

Purchased livestock
Purchased feed
Livestock expenses
Crop expenses
Labor

Machine expenses
Building expenses
Supplies

Texes and interest
Interest
Miscellaneous

Capital expenses
Total cash expenses

Net cash income
Depreciation
Inventory changes
Capital investment
Perquisites

VYalue of TYA materials

- 1962

4,613
6,500
1,960

13,073

2,105

351
1,675
1,712
2,037

1,080
406
2814
225

600
13,005

68
882
1,600
400
0

Return to land, operator and family

labor, capital, and management

Interest on operator’s
equity at 5%

Value of unpaid family labor

Return for opcrator’s

labor and management

1,186

1876

—650

61

BLCE

6,663
6,074
1,987

14,724

2,386
307
2,863
2,523
1,350
543
373
2,361
263

2,896
15,865

1,14
1,074
8,213
2,466

400

2,644

6,220

2,475

3,745

Year
1964

(dollars)

2,614
15,525
2,419
69

20,627

3,946
127
874

1,820

1,240
311
412

3,469
258

734
13,191

7,436
1,108
1,565

734
400
1,836

7,191

2,851

4,340

1965

3,514
19,822
2,889
1,680

27,905

153
5,398
138
1,529
1,447
2,013
306
1,202
44
1,856
340

4,365
19,188

8,717
1,028
2,453
3,950

400
2,073

12,449

3,078

9,371

1965

1,576
2112
3,499
590

26,777

5,002

152
1,001
1,685
1,741

1,036
492
1,704
375

2,772
15,960

10,817
1,458

—1,373

2,697
400

1,934

9,149

3,408

5,741



Appendix Table T11. Total revenue, cash and non-cash expenses, and
returns to operator's labor and management for Farm Number 4,
1962 through 1966

Year

O - N - R 19651965
(dollars)
Total revenue:
Crops 17,498 25,139 18,127 14,636 7,124
Livestock 1,652 728 2,839 19,695 32,350
Forest products —_ 509 — 3,000 2,062
Custom work 22 — 347 — 117
Government payments 585 272 229 202 4,643
Miscellaneous 184 n 291 217 791
Total cash income 19,941 27,419 21,833 37,750 47,127
Cash expenses:
Purchased livestock — — — 367 —_
Purchased feed 269 547 1,632 6,389 10,331
Livestock expenses 108 48 231 561 653
Crop expenses 4,761 4,197 2,420 3,902 4,189
Labor 2,740 2,652 2,762 3,636 3,507
Machine expenses 2,27 2,984 2,884 2,937 4208
Building expenses 206 138 73 564 —
Supplies 652 1,175 984 1,539 1,706
Taxes and insurance 742 826 688 704 692
Interest 4,547 4,708 4,848 4,797 5,491
Miscellaneous 623 483 285 1,062 607
Capital expenses 11,759 2,898 7,555 4,389 4,544
Total cash expenses 28,678 20,656 24,362 30,847 35,923
Net cash income —-8,737 6,763 —-2,529 6,903 11,199
Depreciation 2,945 3,040 3,470 3,964 4,034
Inventory changes 2,305 6,200 8,654 7,751 206
Capital investment 11,359 2,898 5,958 3,889 3,924
Perquisites 300 300 300 300 300
Value of TVA materials 0 3,106 2823 —1512 1392
Return to land, operator and family
labor, capital and management 2,282 10,015 6,090 13,367 10,203
Interest on operator’s
equity at 5% 1,283 1,670 1,925 1,579 2,770
Value of unpaid family labor — — — 700 700
Return for operator's
labor and management 999 8,345 4165 9,479 §,733

62



Appendix Table 12. Total revenue, cash and non-cash expenses, and
returns to operator’s labor and management

1962 through 1966

Item

Total revenue:
Crops
Livestock
Custom work
Government payments
Miscellaneous

Total cash income

Cash expenses:
Purchased livestock
Purchased feed
Livestock expenses
Crop expenses
Labor
Machine expenses
Building expenses
Supplies
Taxes and insurance
Interest
Miscellaneous

Capital expenses
Total cash expenses

Net cash income
Depreciation
Inventory changes
Capital investments
Perquisites

Yalue of TYA materials

for Farm Number 5,

1962

2,628
4,090
120
908

7,746

1,481
34
1,444
300
1,068
288
106
169
49

1,695
6,634

1,112
747
470

1,445
300

0

Return to land, operator and family

labor, capital and management

Interest on operator’s
equity at 5%

Value of unpaid family labor

Return for operator’s

labor and management

2,580

1,012

1,568

63

Year

] 71797673 1964 1965 1966

(dollars)
4,164 5,718 737 636
2322 4,290 13,932 34,920
132 — 350 —_
478 422 76 14
45 300 2,641 73
7,141 10,730 17,736 35,643
63 30 — —
1,414 1,856 4721 13,940
58 198 534 919
792 1,135 1,046 1,304
488 473 160 —
879 1,298 1,805 1,247
282 258 526 823
151 105 147 273
185 401 541 568
130 147 188 201
3,336 6,028 11,078 3,613
7,778 11,929 20,746 22,888
—637 —1,199 3,010 12,755
954 1,324 2,060 2,180
2,710 3,495 10,041 3,074
2,972 5,428 10,833 3,033
300 300 300 300
—1,317 1,828 1456 1,320
3,074 4,872 14,648 15,662
987 1,258 2,477 2,952
2,090 3,614 12,171 12,710



Appendix Table 13. Total revenue, cash and non-cash expenses, and

returns to operator’s labor and maangement for Farm Number
1962 through 1

Total revenue:
Crops
Livestock
Livestock products
Custom work
Government payments
Miscellaneous

Total cash income

Cash expenses:

Purchased livestock
Purchased feed
Livestock expenses
Crop expenses
Labor

Machine expenses
Building expenses
Supplies

Taxes and insurance
Interest
Miscellaneous

Capital expenses
Total cash expenses

Net cash income
Depreciation

Inventory changes
Capital investments
Perquisites

Value of TVA materials

Return to land, operator and family
labor, capital and management
Interest on operator’s

equity at 5%
Value of unpaid family labor

Return for operator’s
labor and management

1962

2,617
1,376
18,481
288

71

22,833

5,569
2,083
1,365
1,500
1,046

171
276
308
484

485
13,443

9,390
1972

85
600

8,103

2,822
700

4,580

1983

966

2,168
1,114
19,979
459
110
458

24,288

5,987
2,405
1,587
1,950
1,284
267
269
331
258
456

7928
22,722

1,566
2,677
1,951
7,778

600

—1,297

7,921

3,216
700

4,005

Year

1964 -

(dollars)

2,298
1,792
23,784
100
349

28,323

5,578
3,154
1,479
1,907
1,017
188
189
343
176
404

4,229
18,664

9,659
2,985
1,530
3,944
600
--1,852

10,896

5,595
700

6,605

1965

368
220
284
103
221

4,119
22,154

8,928
2,871
3,545
4,119
600
-1,555

12,760

3,858
700

8,402

6,

1966

2,276
2,425
31,854

719
37,274



Appendix Table 14.

Item ez 1963
ASSETS
Land owned” 200,120 200,435
Dwelling 32,855 31,810
Other buildings and fences 38,967 49,180
Machinery and equipment 38,879 39,135
Feed, seed and supplies 13,484 26,041
Livestock 53,486 64,668
Household equipment 11,500 12,500
Stocks and bonds 2,020 2,920
Accounts receivable
Prepaid expenses
Cash on hand 3,400 3,545
Other 1,200 1,000
Total 359,911 431,234
LIABILITIES
Real estate mortgage 109,550 111,450
Other mortgage 16,234 15,500
Bank notes 15,400 17,900
Personal notes 13,900 8,800
Other notes 8,500 8,451
Accounts payable 375
Interest payable
Other debts
Total 163,534 162,476
Net Worth 232,327 268,758
TALL values computed on Deecmber 31 of respeetive year.,

*Land values held constant throughout

provements.

Total net worth for six pilot farms for the base year

the

period,

and 1963 through 1966!

exeept

Year
1964 ) 1965 1966 )

{dollars)

201,710 221,854 222,934
30,965 27920 46,320
53,827 52,318 51,060
42,062 49,231 58,121
32,537 38,714 42,814
74,380 109,786 113,910
13,500 14,000 16,300

5,700 10,000 10,200
50 140

8,510 6,800 8,905

2,000 4,000 10,050

465,241 534,763 580,614

104,857 116,473 109,626
11,000 3,200
28,700 25,700 35,000

3,500 5,000 2,500
8,277 11,100 8,152
1,008
1,600 4,520
167,742 165,993 155,278
297,499 368,770 425,336

for land purchaszes and im-



