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fhB 1934 eom«hog adjustaent program not only a4justod the produo*

tion «f eom and hogs and ruined Hdie {Hrioe level of these tee oemmodt*

tlee, httt provided the ree^reh worker with a vaet store of data vhioh

may he of eoneideiuhle aid in mapping farm management plans and in fu.*

tiure adjnstaest pr^rams* fhe data also contrihuted moh to our knew>

ledgh of the suhjeets of oorn and hogs*

Souros of Data

Baeh participant in the oomohog program furnished a considerable

amount of daim eoneeraing his farm* The information sus given te the

looal worieere odian the individual made application for a com*hog cmkw

tract. Seme cf the more iiiq>ertant itome which the individual reperted

were sice of faxaij ameimt of orop land, nxiBd>er of acres in corn, number

of litters farroeed in the spring and fall, mnlier of hogs prodnesd for

mar^etg and number of hog* predaeed tw fhrm slaughter* Several other

things were reoorded* With the exosption of the sice of farm, whioh was

indicated sus for 1933, all tho other iteise were reoorded for both 19S9

and 1935* Ml the da^ were then listed by civil districts for oaeh

county and forwarded to the State Offioe for analysis. The State dffioe

fw the eurii-hog program was that of tho Pedeiul Agricultural Statisti-

oian, located In the Agricultural Building of the University of Tonnes**

see* It was in this office that tho original listing and sanaary sheets

1
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•aA at^nr oeaodrnlxij; tii» progrm ir«r« mde available to th»

vritar*

Most of the data used for oenjparatlTO porpoaoa mre Obtalxwd fr«s

pabllaluMi reports of tMe K«reau of the Oeneoe and the Bureau of Agrio

eultta*al Soenonlos. Other inforaation waa asqiqplied by the Agrtoultmral

Adjuaisiest Adwlaletration and miaeellaneaNui eoureea*

gethod of Amlyele

tomitM a« poMiblo an atteapi hae been made to oo^pare the data

of the oorti»h<^ oontraot sig;ner« vith the Federal Ceneue data on all

farme, oountiee* Sinoe the eomwhi^g oontraot data are for 1052 and

1933* about half my beteeen the 1930 and 1935 o«istte periods, both of

those periods ham boon used in the ec^^arisons. Cooq)ari8cm8 of the

oom^hog oontraot data have alao been mdo vlth data from otiior sourees,

particularly data of the Bureau of Agriwltural Eooim^os as published

^ ^ Marfcete# la eeveml instances the data furnished by the

oom»hog produeers ere net oonparable vith any data heretofere published;

for eanuaple, farm slaughter per farm 1^ oountdes. In such oaeee, the

data are preeented ae fumLshsd by the oomohog produoera»

In midng eoaparisons ehsre eeastts data are used, the oeuaMes are

raidDSd ascordlng to these data, because thsy are more representative for

all the eouaties. Where no oomparisons are made vith oensus data, the

eounties are ranked aooordlng to the oontraot data for 1933, sinoe it io

generally believed by those who worked vith the program that the data for

this year are smsstet more reliable than the flgtires for 1932. This is

dM to the faet that the data were given in most eases vithout any aetual



rmowiM, ftnd that it mks oheh aasler to rnwwfeor what IwippeMd os the

farm during the ourrent year than it eae to give en aeourate report of

Idto farming operatione a year or mere earlier*

Xdaitatlons of Data

there io ae may of aeourately determining how repreeentatiTo the

«ern*lu% eontraet data are aaeiag: the eounties* la eoee eotutiee a higher

pero^otage of all farmere were under omtraot than in others} the per-

eentage of farmers pro^oing o«m or hege* or both* varied among the

eounties} the sise of the swine herd and com aereage varied widely; and

all of these iteins« and mere, have been ocs^red in one way or another

with oensus data for all farms*

the data for the eontraot signers are for the erop years of IdSS

and 1933, while the oensus data for all farms apply to the orsp years «f

1929 and 1934.

It was neeessary for the State Board of Beview to "adjust" (see be-

Ivm) the rep«r|ed figures of the preduoers in wrdwr to bring thsm in line

with known faets* the percentage of overstatemsnt was net the earns in

all oountlosi yet it was noesssary to use the reported figures in most

of this report, and no allowanoe eould be made for variabiliiy in the per-

eentage of overstatflfloent among ths eounties*

Adjusted Data

Several referenoea are made in this study te data "as adjusted*•

Xn SKsy sommunities the total promotion and aweage indicated by data

from the oontraets eoceeeded OtsrernHmt estimates of what produotlcm and



aorittge «houi|d 1m« Itott InBtftnoet of oreratatigamit eenoornodi th» Ims

part of ti»i oontraet^ largoly booauM of laok of oiifficient detail tn

aarketing reoords* fhe ereretetowmta had to he eorreeted oo the ad«

jaatnent payoeata would hi oa aa equitable baals, beth astong Indlvlduala

and aracng areas, tfoat of ̂  dliorepanoies aeeiB^ te be due to 0T»r»

•tatenmt, either Intentional or unintentloml^ ratd»r than to arlth*

(1)
netloal or tabulation errors.

the followii^ asceerpta froa a letter written by the Ohief vt tile

6o2'n..aige Seetloa indicate clearly why adjuetaente mre neeeaeary.

In the ease chP ootten» where erery bale of cotton ginned
Is recorded by gin reports to tbs Federal Census Btureau, it Is
a fact that ootton oontracts olaiiaed a base that was Z2 per
cent in exoees of the total United Statea ginnlngs for the years
InrolTed. In the State of Tennessee overstatcnnent In pro^h^
tlon on the oetton eontraots was approximately 27 per o«at and
in oott<m acreage 18 per oont. •«-—

In the ease of tObaooo« in soiQe states the oontraets
olalmed twlee as nnoh tdbaeoo prodnoed as ever passed through
-tiie warehouses.

Hw oornoheg program is no exception in this troublescme
natter of overstatemwt It is appareoit that the orer*
stateswnt In hsgs elaloted on oonwhog oontraota Is nearly 20
per oent.

In the Shuts of Xonneesee orerstat^oent In pigs
per litter amounte to as msh as 15 to 20 per cent in some
oounties. —.w

In Senasssee, the average orerstftteeent in lit->
tors was ajqgoroximately 17 pM> o^t. (2)

Tho adjustments were weds by the eoMemily end oounty aUetaent

(1) Agriottltural Adjushaent Administration, Corn-Bog Adjustment, p. 51,
(2) Letter written to J. f. Porter, Presld^t, Tennessee fam' bureau

Federatifm, by A. G. Blaek, Chief,Corzu-Bc^s Sedtion, July 20, 1934. Copy
on file In the offioe of the State Beard of Berlew, Knoxrllle, lonnoseee.
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eoBoaitbees aad the«« adJttttMMNats «nr« flnftUy apfipiwtd "by ttn St«t^

Board of ikrriw. It was throUf^ idiis board of roolow that statlstloo

ymp9 aoMofblod frsBi Tarlotw souroos In ordor to dotenaliw oatlsfaotory

adjtutoonts* ftm 8orornBMmt« through tbo board of roviovp oado its

ootlmtos on an aroa basis, usually the oounty, frsn fUmers' otm

reports, mrkoting data, oeaous figjuros, orop repsrters* figures, and

cthor souTMs of information*

All of tihe &»tM. presontod in this report by states are as adjusted*

CN& the other hand, the taajorii^ of the data presented by eounties for

fennesseo aro ths produeen* reported fighres* This is due to Idie faot

that only a few items were adjusted, and it would be Isqpoesible te pre*

sent a eomplete report with adjustod data only* Both adjusted data aaut

isrodueers* reported figures are used threug^ut the repin't* All ft*

gures and tables using adjusted data olearly state so in tho title, and

the word adjusted and related words are underseored* The reader may

interpret all tables and figures as presenting the prodttoers* reported

figures unless the title states speoifically Iduit the data are as ad*

Justed. Also in the textual presexxtation the reader siay take it for

granted that ai^ refereaoe to the oom*bog oontraot data means Idie pro*

duoers* reported figures unlees otherwise indioated.

Pefinitlcna

Aoreage Covered ly Contraot. In this stu^jr, aoreago oorered \3y

oontraot or acreage under oontraot means the total oorn aoreage of the

prodoeer, all of idxich was oontrolled as a result of his participation

In ths program.

Contraotod Aoroago* "Snsxt pertion (20 to 30 per oont) «f ths oom
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Xftad whieh wa# retliwd frem eorn produetlon vas oonkraot«4 r«»!bM|

th® S«er«tary of Agrioulttww*

Base Acrwig®. Base aereag® aieaa® the average of the 1932 and 1933

total oom aoroago* It is often rofenred to In this etudy aa 1932*53 •>

soaning the average of two erop years*

Signer* Althooi^ there were often two or mre sigBatnree or one

Gontraot* the word 'eigner" aa used tn this study refwe to the data

ef the ens oontract* When referenee Is laade to a certain nuaher of

elgnersj the aana nts^r of oontraets la involved,! even though the total

nimbar of aiipaturea on theae oontraets nay he aany more than the actual

Bunher ef ocatracts*

/ / 4' - ■-; f j' ■ ,

{■ i, V-., .
S, ' \

.. \
'i -I

^ f '' ' . V A

■ ' ''.i ■ •
y; ;• .

■ ■» -



cmpTsa II

BCOaOHlO BASBS FOR TOE CORIl-HOG ADJUSTOEHT PSOORAH

0& May 12, 19S3, tho Prasldant apiirored th« Agrioultoral Adjust*

nent Act, in which CongrtMs mde the following declaration of policy:

(1) To establish and maintain such balance betweon pro
motion and conaiaaption of agricultural ooEuooditles, and
such ciarketing conditions therefor, as will reestablish
prices to farmers at a level tl»it will give agricultural
oomneditles a purchasing pswer with respeet to articles td»t
fhrrwrs buy, equivalent to the purchasing power of agricul
tural o<xKiioditie8 in the base period. The base period in
the case of all agricultural oomodttles except tobacco
«hall be the prewar period, .^ugust 1909 - July 1914. In the
case of tobacco, the base period s!tr11 be the postwar period,
'^t^st 1919 - July 1929.

(2) To appx>oaeh such equalil^ of purchasing power by grad
ual cori^ction of the present inequalities therein at as
rapid a rate as is denied feasible in view of current ocauRa^
tive demand in docicstio and foreign mrkets,

(S) To protect the consumers* interest by readjusting farm
]^odttctlon at such level ae will not increase the percentage
of the consumers* retail wqpendituree for agricultural oom-
modltles, or products derived therefrom, which is returned to
the fhrmer, above tlio porowitage whioh was returned to the
SfxxwBT in the prewar peidod, 'i^ugust 1909 - July 1914 • (1)

Balance Ppset by

Some of the leading repreeentatlvee of imerlean ogrioulture en

dorsed this policy boo«4Uie of facts — Xhots wtdoh showed that the

farmer has been laboriivg at a disadvantage since the h'orld War. Figure 1

(1) iigrioultural Adjustment /.et. Public Ho* 10, 73d Gtmgross, 48
Stat. 5l, 1933*

Notes Shi Agricultural Adjustment Act ms declared unocm-
Stitntional by the United States Supreme Court, Jani^ry 6, 1936.

T
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«h««ni this disadfsntaes sra|>hioally« ^ prlnolpal objeetlvs of ths

A|(riouliAiral M^tistMSit ̂ ^et ms to «!«•• ap tbs giejp labeled "f&nosrs*

Pissdiantsics", s« ̂ t fsmsrs vould again attain their pre-mr pur*

ehasing p«mr« siwa though the general letel of all priees rose* Hfben

the tvo lines in Figaro 1 are brought together se will hare shtalned

what is tensed fair exohai^e value for agri^lture. The proomr period,

1909-14, represents the most satisfaotory exdjange relationship betseen

prices reeeivsd by farmers mmI prioes paid by farmers that has hssm

(2)
neted in our past,

tb» adJttStasiiiHi sith e«rn sod hsf^ were a part of the effort being

made to olose the gap Indloated in Figure 1, in erder te bring about

the 1909-14 relatieaship betssen prioes rsosived by farmers and prioes

paid by farmers* In other words, muf of ths purposes of the Aot was to

enable oom and hog produoMrs voluntarily to adjust their production so

that prioes «wf com and hogs would rise to the desired level*

During the base period ef 3909-14 hog priees held very near the

average |wioe cf ̂ *24 p<nr bushel (3^bles X and II and Figures 2 and 2} *

At this same time prloss of eomnodities bought by farmers stood at a

ssnparativsly nederate level* I!d.s balanee was upset "by ths World War,

tsoqiKararily in favor of the farnerj but later and for a onoh Isuger per

iod, it was againet him* Com and hog prioes rose duHng the war due to

an abnormal war-time demand abroad, end as a result farmers in the United

States inersassd hog prsduetion aatsrially and plowed 40 million new

(5)aores of land fw oropa*

(E) Agrloultural Adjustaaeat AdmlnlatratiW, Analysis of the Com-Hog
Situation, pp* 2-2.

(8J iigrtoultural Adjustment Administratiim, Corn-Hog AdJusUnent, p. 84*
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In 1918, |»rtees ii«r« ov«r 9X6 per htstt8rede»i|^, or abeot IS

per httnftredveight mere then neeeeeery tay i«be eiBee ToXme ef goods

ehlofa 100 pounds of lire hog vould have purohaaed in the 1909«14 per

iod* At the eaoe time oom me eelllng for about |1*50 per bushel, or

ever 50 eencts per bushel mere than aeeeesary to bey ttw sane volume

of goods whloh a bushel of oom vould have bcM^bt in the pre«imr per

iod* Seeever, after the tsar foreign produotion increased, tntpwrt de«

»uxd for our farm predueta dselined, and the Aaerioan farmer rapidly

loot this temporary advantago* Com prieos fell to about 60 eonte por

buahel, or nearly 16 eents per buehel leee than the pre-war average and

about 40 oente per buehel lees than the |»>lee aeeeemry to malmtaitt a

parity relationehlp* Beg priees fell from about |16 per hundredweight

te about |8 per hondredeeight* Ihis me hardly ae lov as the pre*var

average in dellare and eenta, iMtt more than |1 per luaodredweight belev

the figure neoeaaary to keep hogs on the pre-war relationehip with prioes

farmers pay*

By referring to Hsble I and Hgure 8, It oan be ebeerved that in

only one year slnoe 1910*20 has the average fhm prloe of oom eaeeedod

fair exohange value, and then by only oight oente* fable II and Figure

3 reveal that In all the years einoe 1920-21, except coie, hog prioee

have been imfaverable* Prioes f<ur both oom and hogs during this period

were on a general doeamrd tread* Bewever, it is beymd the scope of the

■tudy to attempt te eigplain all the faotors eausing this prolonged dis

parity* Only the mjer oauses are being mentioned briefly*
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VALDX IS THE USIZED STAZBS, 1909»10 70

Z954-S5

Tear beginning Dot. IS Itleighted
aTsrage farm

price

Pair

exefaange
valtte(a)

Plfferenoe

between priee
and value

ftents ^n^s Cenis
1909.10 63.8 62.9 0.9
1910.11 53.0 64.2 «11.2
1911.12 68.8 64.5 4.3

1912.13 65.8 64.2 — 8.4
1913.14 71.8 64.5 7.3
1914.15 71.8 65.8 6.0

1915-16 68.7 73.5 « 4.8

1916.17 115.3 37.6 27.7
1917.18 148.5 104.0 44.5

1918.19 163.5 120,4 33.1
1919.20 l5o .0 126.5 26.8

1920.21 66.2 110.4 —45.2

1921.22 53.3 95.0 -41.7

1922.23 75.0 94.7 -19.7
1923.24 82.3 95.7 —13*4
1924.25 107.3 99.0 8.3
1925.26 71.4 93.4 -27,0
1926.27 74,1 97.3 —23.2

1927.23 85.3 97.9 .—12.6

1928.29 84.5 97.7 -13.2
1929.30 80.9 04.7 «>13.8

1930-31 60.2 82.7 -22.5

1931.32 32.1 71.1 —39.0

1932.33 S1.8 68.1 —S6.S

1933.54 52.2 77.7 -22.6

1934.36 81.6 80.9 0.7

(a) The airerage prlo« for the 1909»14 base period ims 64*2 cents
per bushel. For indlTldual years the fair exchange <mlud is obtaineA
hy multiplying the parity price by the index of prices that f&nners
psAd, dltridsd by 100« the base period index of prices farmers paid.

Source: Agrioultur&l Adjustment AdRdnistration^ Com and Hog
StatistAcSj p« 2

■k. ■ ■
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SABLE n. - HOOSs PASii FBXCE ABD FAIR EXORAHOE ¥ALDE XI
THE tJIITED STATES, 1910-11 TO 19S4-98

f • 1 ,

' ' ♦ •

Tear beginning Oct. 15 Weighted I^ir exchange Differezwe
farm price value (a) betvTMn

price and
value

1910-11 ^.65 #7.24 #0.59
1911-12 6.26 7.28 m 1.02
1912-13 7*41 7.24 .17
1913-14 7*60 7.28 •32
1914-15 6.70 7.42 m .72
1915-16 7*40 8.29 m .89

1916-17 11.06 9.88 1.18

1917-18 15.72 11.75 3.99

1918-19 18.70 13.58 3.12
1919-20 13.45 14.26 •e .83
1920.21 8.91 12.45 3.54
1921-22 8.10 10.72 i. 2.63
1922-23 7.41 10,68 3.27
1923-24 6.85 10.80 m 3.95

1924.25 10,15 11.17 1.02

1925-26 11.55 11.10 •46

1926-27 10.28 10.97 ■■m •69
1927-28 ' ■ 8,59 11.04 2.43
1928-29 9.28 11.02 1.74
1929-30 8.95 10.68 «• 1.73
1930-31 6.95 9.32 2.37
1931-32 3.78 8.02 4.24
1932-53 3.36 7,64 m 4.28
1933-34 3.73 8.76 m 5.03
1934-35 7.89(h) 9.12 1.23

(a) Barlty or arorago prioo for tha 1909-14 base period ms |7«24
per lire hundredrolgbb of hog. For indiriiaial years the fair exohaxige
value Is obtained by laaltlplying the parity price, 1910-14, by the
ix^ex of prloes that t&rmra paid, divided by 100, the base period
index of prices farmers paid.

(b) Single average of monthly prices.

icaroe: ivgrioultuial Adjustaeot ^daRinistration, Corn and Hog Statistics,
p. 2.
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to»» of "Bxpwt Markete

In 1919, our farmers vers exporting about; four times as asioh

pork and lard as <barlng the prO'-eiar period, and even in 19S3, the

beat post>^ear expert year for the United '^tes, more than t«ro bil

lion pounds of pork and lard sere shippod abroad. This Quanti'ty

eas oquivalmt to nearly 18 millien market-^Tolght hogs and to tl»
(4)

product of fma 8 to 10 million acres of com. After 1923, Euro

pean farmers, espeoially those of Qsomai;^ and D«»ark, resuosd hog

produetlc», and Amerloan ojqports of hog produets b^an to deelino

(table III and Figure 4), Denmark shipped large quantities of pork

and lard to the United King^tom, idw United States* largest eustomer

tw pork and lard. Oonoaay, the second largest eustomer, began to

tttillso the hog produots of lt« own farmers as thsy inoroasod prodtto-

tlon.

Inereaaed production, tariffs and quotas, and industrial de

pressions In the European motions largely e:q>lala why, in 1980,

United States exports of pwrk and lard fell bolser one billion pounds

for the first tlasi in 16 years. In 1932, exports of pork and lard

were the smllest in 50 years and eonstituted less than six per sent

ef our total produotioni whereas, the average annual exportatien dur

ing the base period (1909-14) was 12 per cent of the average annual

production. The decline in exports from 1929 to 1983 was equivalent

(at the per capita consumpticsx rate In the United States) to the oom-

(4) ̂^rioultural Adjustmrnt "^dninietruttma# The 0om»4ioe IVoblem,
PP« 2-3.
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t'ig ire 4 - Inspected Hog Slaughter in Germany and Denmark, and United States
Exports of Hog Products,1911-34

Source; United Ste.tos Department of Agriculture, Hog Outlook Charts for
1956, p, 23.
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Figure 5
of

- Hog r Corn P.utios, 1918-35, (The curve shows the nunkcr of b ishel'j
corn equal in value to 100 poiunds of live hogs at avera jc farm prioes)
U, S. D, A. Crops and Markets, Novesiber, 1935, p, 456.
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plote lo0S of 3 l/Z million oonaumers of pork emd noarly 21 millifm
(6)

oonoun^rs of lard*

TABI£ in. * tmHED states exports op hog PRODHCTS, AMD
IBSPECTI3D SIAHGHTER IK OERMiiJjy J'JID DIOT^tRS,

1916 • 34

Tear United States Slaught^w*
exports Qenaary Denm^k

killion pounds Tlhousand Thousand
head head

1916 1,485 6,548 2,542
1917 1,529 5,795 2,479
1918 2,273 2,430 324

1919 2,667 1,368 436

1920 1,572 3,024 930

1921 1,662 6,825 1,641
1922 1,526 6,923 2,215
1923 2,056 5,833 3,414
1924 1,721 10,257 4,024
1925 1,268 12,090 3,766

:: '-?^.1926 1,159 13,072 5,833
1927 1,033 17,279 5,098
1928 1,135 19,480 6,373
1929 1,245 17,252 4,994
1930 988 17,994 6,132
1931 794 20,488 7,320
1952 736 18,948 7,692
1953 738 18,260 6,392
1934 694 19,414 4,898

Source! -Agricultural Adjustmont '^dniniotration. Cor; ̂ d Hog S-tetlstloo,
pPt 3SU83* and TJ»S*D»A., Yearbook of ̂ 'grioulturo, 1936, StS, and
576,

Produotioti Maintained at Home

Though the ̂ ^rioan farmer mas losing his export xaarkot« the pro

duction of oom and hogs mas not reduced aooordingly* Prior to the

(5) Ibid.^ p. St
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Agrioultoral Ad^tment iM3minl0trati(m*s redueticm pngwut i^rm

wnro elevsn billioii wrwn hB«df«d aillico pounds of IIto anrise on

Amorioan £i&rm nboro 100 million aoros more planted in com to fosA

(6)
thoa* until 19M« com aorooso bad remalaBd ocn^ratlToly tm.

ohanged ovor a period of years« and heg preduoticn had inormsed at

about the same rate as ttM eeuntr}r*s p^latlon. the main reasen

that adjustiaent of e(nm j^oduotion had to be oonsidered along vith

hog produotien is the olese relatiouslid^ of the tivo ooBimoditiQS* A

reduction in hogs isould have preoipil^ted a oom>surplus {nroblean had

there not also been a reduotloa in cwn aereage* It oottld have throvn

the eorxwh^ relationship far off balsnoe^ and Idw famer oould have

found it more profitable to have fed ids eom to hogs •» thus stiatto

lating hog production. It was desired to keep the valne ratio between

com sad hogs near the average, which is about 11*4 Imsfaels of emrn

equal in value te 100 pounds ef live hogs at average Ihxm prices*

these ratios have varied widely, bel'ore, during, and after the adjust*

nent program, in spite ef efforts to tesep the ratios scmorhat oon*

stant (Figure 5)» Perhaps in tine, produotion of eom and ht^s ean

be adjusted so as to eliminate wide variations in the oem»hog ratios*

Factors Causing Disparity

Seise of ̂ le najor causes of prioe disparity for the famer ares

(1) increase in produotion at h<no aisd abroad with a similar dooline

ibs Uhited States experts, (2) deorease in tto percentage of the xtational

(8) Agrioultural Adjustment Administration, Achieving a Balanoed
A^rlo^ture, p» &•
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!&«««• going to th« tfuemr, (S) ahift of tho Unitod Stotee fron &

debtor to a eroditor aztd (4) dooXino in ooneiaasr deisand*

Sotto of theeo have boon disouesed very briefly >»• others barely

aMintlcKied* Voltaaee could bo written on either of them, so they will

not be discussed further in this study*

yam ̂ lief Measures

dome «f the {urinoipal preposala and isecuRires of the past in**

tended to aid the fanaer Inolude (1) the Kct^kuywBaugen plan for

establiehing a domestie-fereign prloe differential and (2) the Federal

Fare Board's plan of holding large voXtnes of Bom oosmodities off the

world wurket* the Agricultttral iidJustaHNSt Aet, which planned to ieoop

a balance betwoen production and coi^smiptianf operated frcwt ioay IZ,

1933 to January 6, 1936 • the •'^rioulturaX i4justtaent Act was folloood

by the Boil Cceiservatlon and D^asatlo Allotaent >k>t« the mjor objeo-

tives of which are to ispreve soil fertility, promote eoonoiaio use

of land, and diminish exploitation and unprofitable use of national

soil resources, and to maintain stable and adequate agricul-Uu^l

stppliee at fair prices to producer and consumer*



 

OB&HSR zn

AsuzKismTion A8D scofs (ff mn ooEB-^ Jiimsmassf

PS06BAII

, AdalnlBtratlTe 3«t*Pp

Soon Kfter p^tumgo of Agrioultural iUl;]u«tm«ni; Aot, the Soo^

rotary of Agriculture' appointed an Adninletrator irtio boeaae reopOBoi*

bli# fhr "tee direction of all the aotlTitlee of the Agrioultujral Adjust^

fiient A^nietration* Several diviaione eere alee eet within the

Adminietratiim, hut early in 1934 the adninietrative organisation under*

went a x^organieation* Zn Ooteber 1935» the organlsatifln was eomposed

of the follcwring; (l) Office of the Ateinistrator, (8) Divisitm (&£ Zn»

feenatioa, (s) Divlfldoa of Fr<^pm Planxiing, (4) Division of Ocosuners*

Oouneel, (s) Division ef Finanee, (8) Division of Marketing Agreoawnts

and Lioensott, (7) Division of Cotton» (8) Division ef Chnins^ (9) Di»

vision of Xdvestook and Feed Drains, and (10) Division of T^ece,

(X)Sngor, Rloe, Peanuts^ and Potatoes.*

Zt was through the Com and jEb^s Seotion, a part ef the Division

ef Uvestook and Feed Orains, that the oom^hog program was condneted.

this seetion appointed the tenneeaee State Board of Review whioh was

eonipoaed in 1994 eft (1) the Federal Agricultural Statietioian fer the

State, (2) the State Extension Dlreetor# and (3) a representative pre-

dneer ef oem and hegs. 7o further the damoeratio organlsatim the

(1) This information was fUmished the author hy letter from Paul
E, Preston* Chief, Correspondence Unit, Division ef Information, Agri*
oultural Adjttstmont At^Biniotratioo, Ootcher 86* 1936.

X9
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pr^ueera ware organized to handle moat ot the work through oounty

oommittoea and eemmunity oomnltteeB.

The eontraoting prodUioera eleoted the ecMBXiRtty eommitteea of

frctt three to fire aamlmra eaoh, and tlw ehaimen of theae oosnaltteee

heeaaM dlreotora of the eoonty oom<>hog eentrol aaaoolatlon* The aa»

aoolatlwi In eaeh oounty eleoted a prealdent, Tlce*proald«at« aeore-

tary« treaaurer, and a ootmty allotment oomalttee. Upon algaing a eeiw

traot« eaoh |reduoer beoaae a megnber of hla oounty aaaoolatlon.

The duty of the oounty allotaHnt eaaedttoo aaa to oheok the eenw

traota filed in the aottn^« and to make adjua^nta, wfaerwver naoaa-*

aary* The dlreotora dooldad appeala of oontraot aignora, autharlaod

o»pendltttro8« and proparad an aaaoolatlon budget for eoimty adalnl*

atratlre aoq^auiea^ aub^oot to the approval of the Administration. The

ooBmnmlty eeonltteeaen helped In loeal meetings, and aaalated In fll-

lli» out oontraets, appraising yield on eontraetod aores, and In
(2)

shewing and adjiatlng data.

The eornvhog program eaa started early In 19H with a aerloa of

oossMtnity aMH»tlngs dlrootod by oxt^alon eorkora and oounty agrloul..

tuml agents* The details of the oorn-hog prdblom and the advantages

of 1994 oontraot wore dlsoatMd with the p'odnoero at theee meet*

Inga. They wsre also Inetrueted In the preparatlcnx of the neeeeaary

data* later the eenadtteaaum helped the produeers to Inaert the prtq^r

flguree In the emtiwot forma. These forms, properly signed, o<m*

etltnted an applloatlon for aeooptaneo.

The State Oom-Eog Board of Berlev sttporriaod and dlrootod the

(2) Agrleultural Ad^uatmant Adnlnlatratlom, Com»H^ Adjuatmentj
p* 4®*
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work of 'to.bulatSAg and eoaplling data from oontraet signer* in o&oh

oounty* fhis board of rsriew also analysed ̂  data and iastied final

mpS^nnraX of the oonbraota after tlisy had been properly adjusted. Ihe

fizial st^ ms the transmission of the eontraets to the Seoretary of

/agriculture for aeoeptanoe and peynnxt.

(3)
gxpeaaes

Tetal eaqpsediturea in tiie ̂ ted SISKtes by tha Agricultural Ad*

juetannat A<t8iniatratioa for the period July 1, 1934 to June 90, 1999,

wxnre #776,898,947. This sun vent for general adnlniatration, rental

and benefit payments, rsnoral and oenaenmtion of aurplua, dreoi^

relief, food conaerration and diaeaae eradication operations, and trust

fund operations, Uore than S69 million dollars of this anount, or

about 79 per omt, wont to the farmers in the fora ef rental and bene*

fit payments on ootton, wheat, tbl^oo, eom, hogs, and augar. The

newt largest sun sas spent for drought relief, and food oonsertation

and disease eradioation operatlcms, shioh re^iimd #148,520,820, or

about 19 per oent of the total expenditures. For adainlshration, betli

tim field and in Washington, D, 0,, #38,583,642 ware nmeosary.

This was only 5*0 per cent of the total eqienditures. Trust fund

operations (Bankhead Pool and rice) took the remaining euas.

(3) The author has selected the fisoal period July 1, 1934 te Joss
30, 1936, inelttsi-re, as a represMSt&tire 4x1# from vhieh to make an
analysis of the wurious expenditures. Definite data applioable solely
to the 1934 program could not be Obtained, due to the ererlapptng ef
the work from one year to the next.

The data presented in title discussion were taken from the report
of the Ofloptreller of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration,
iesmed August 20, 1935.



fhi tfttal m^pmsAlixuma In tmmmimMf for 1984 to ̂ ono 30;^

I9S^^ irore |10^560^713, of which $9,848,096 was rental and beaofit

{Mgntati* In other words, 93 per oont of foride spoilt in Toanossoo

wont to the farmers, in ocmtrast to the 73 per o«mt in the Ihiltod

States. Adsinistratliro eests for period under ddsmission were

$711,^7, or 6,7 per e4mt of the total expenditures, ooopared with

5.0 per wmt for the United States, Ihe saall rnaa of $722,60 went

Into the Baiddhsad feel,

The general aMLnlstratiwe expenses were greater for the oott<m

prcgraa than for fuay other progrma; yet there were were oom«hog

ooatraete than eotton oontraots. More than 14 ndllion dollars of 36

million were i^nt in the adsinlstratitm of the cotton ]^rsgram In the

United States, while in Tenneseee an ewna greater pereimtage of the

admlnistratiTe cost was for cotton (Tahlo 17), The oorn-hog progrom

roquij>od about 13*6 per oent of the total adbE^lstratiwo funds in the

United States, and sli^tly less than 16,0 per oent in Tennessee, The

administrative eoqpwaees in tssmieeee for the o«Mra#liog inregreii emoaated

to 1,74 per eeet of the total for the United States, while Teznaeeeee

Iwd 8,04 per o«Ett of all the oom.»ltog oontractw, ihloh my iadieate

that the program was condne^d stsasidiat more eownxtioally in Tennessee

then in e<wae other states. The adsdnietrativo eiipenses were deducted

from the rental and benefit payments, which as previously montloned,

fUBOUntod to 5.0 per oent and 6*7 per oent, ren^tively, for the

tni^d States and Sonneeeee for all pre^ama. The athelnistrative en*

peneee for oom and hoge for the fiscal period ̂ uly 1, 1934 to dhne

30, 1935, amounted to 1,98 per oent of the rental and benefit payment#
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dicbursed to eom->hog ftnaors in tho aarao period throughout the

United States* and in Tennessee these expenses were 3.0 per oent of

the rental and benefit paysisnts. These expenses Taried fron oounty

to oounty* hesnrver* sinoe the bad^et within each eounify was deter-

mixwd by the beard of directors of its own control association.

TABLE 17. - GEREML ADBlSISTRiTIVE EXPERSL'S OP THE AGRICULTURAL
AJWUSTHBHT ADKNISTrnTIOf PGR TMRESSEE ABB THE UHlTi®

STATES, JULY 1, 1934 TO JUKB 80, 1935

Tennessee United States

Item Per oent Par oent
Total of state Total of U. S,

total total

General $18,881.07 2.66 $ 7,260,710.06 18.82
Cotton 402,681.82 56.56 14,144,653.57 56.66
bTieat 22,310*43 3.X3 2,094,685*13 5.43
Tdbaeoo 88,655.83 12*43 1,852,856*16 4.80

Com-hogs 104,362.82 14.68 5,985,656.82 15.51
Sugar 189*85 10.40 1,076,659,82 2.79
Cattle 74,048464 *11 6,003,820*48 15.56
Peanuts 766.53 .03 139,084.64 .36
Rice * • 25,515.47 .07

!?711,89G.97 ibo.oo 838,585,642.13 loo .00

Source: Agri<niltural Adjuatment Administration, Division of Finance,
Statanent of Eapenditttres, issued August 20, 1935.

Processing taxes on various eonmoditles on which rental and

benefit payments were made were used as the source of the majority of

the expenditures (see Chapter 7III for a more detailed discussion of

processing taxes). Other fUnds consisted of direct and truuiC^r appro-
(4)

prlatlens*

(4) Ibid., p. 21.
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Total Vm^T ef Signers

t& tvtaX pa^wMrtr and aiMlMir af prodtteera lirrolred the 1934 own*

hog pregran aae the lairgeet of all Toluntarj'' production eontrol pro»

grasw of the year. In ti» Ihilted States as a Tshole* In Tonneesee, how

ever, there were nere ootton eontraote than oom-hog eontraeto, and the

total paynente wete also gr«iter far ootton. One million one haadred

ftft^-fiTO thousand two huiidhed ninelgr»four farming nnits were under

oom-hog oontraot in the Wnited States in 1934. Xhsso oontraots repro-

ewted more than ftS million acros of corn (1932-33 awerago as adjusted),
of whieh were tl»n 13 million aoree were oontractod to the Sooretary of

Ap'loultttie. The average market hog produetion (1^2-33 areifage as
adjusted) reprosonted hy eentraot totaled &4,380,075 head^ This r^re-

sontod about 52 por eent of the United States average oom acreage and

to 80 per oent of the average mjirket hog preduetion in 1932-1933.
Iowa led in the ntsabor of oontraots, with the other Corn Belt states

following In this ordert Illinois, Hlseouri, Hobrastoa, Indiana, Uixme-
seta, Kansas, Ohio, and South Dakota (Table T). These nia# states had
a total ef 866,212 oom-hog eontraote In 1834, «P a poroentage of 74»1.
Iowa, Illinoia, and Missouri had a ecsibined total of 402,371 oontraots,
er 54.3 per cent of ii» Onitod States total. K» Hew Bngland states,
having little oom acreage and few hoge, wore the least rejarewntative
in the oorn-hog progrsai (Figure 6).

Tennessee rariced Mth among the 48 etatos la total number of com
ing eootraot signers with 23,610. This represented 2.04 per seat of

(b) This figure does not agree with the total given olsowhore in this
report beoause some oontraots were refused after data were listed, others
suspended for correctlMi, stms added, eto. It wouM have besn an almoet
hopeless taidc to oompile the data for only the 23,610 oontraots which
were finally aeoeptod. The data presontod and analysed represent that
taken from the listing shsets for 25,891 applicants.
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tho Uxdted Statee tol;al« lioaty-four th» 93 oocmtles parti«ii|W,1»Ml

in the program* surploa producing com and hog areas in Tenneesee

SABI^ T. - NtaiBSS Of 1984 COIN-HOO OmMCfS ACCEPTED FOR
EXAMIKATIOH ABD AUDIT AfiD PERCMTAQE OF THE UKIXED

STATES TOTAI., BY STATES

State iJUmber of
oontraota

Percent

age of
u. s.
total

Rank State IJuniber of
conti^ots

Percent

age of
U. S.
total

1 Io»a 173,565 15.02 25 B.C. 4,091 .35

2 111. 120,803 10.46 26 M. 3,103 •27
8 L'6. 107,998 9.35 27 Wye. 3,067 .26

4 ROb* 88,600 7.67 28 Ala. 2,833 •25

5 Ind. 83,433 7.22 29 Utah 2,752 •24

6 Minn. 79>574 6.89 30 Pamu 2,664 •23

7 Kane, 78,671 6,81 31 M.Mex. 2,374 •22

8 Ohio 64,404 5,57 32 Yt. 7a ♦ 2,169 •19
9 S.D, 59,164 5.12 33 H.X. 1,877 *16

10 Wise# 42,945 3.72 34 S.c. 1,644 •14
11 Okla* 36,940 3.20 35 Fla. 1,597 ,14

12 Te3ffl.a 32,002 2,77 36 Ga. 565 •OS

IS Mloh« 24,307 2.10 37 Yt. 545 •OS

14 Term. 23,610 2.04 38 U* 481 •04
IS Ky. 23,156 2.00 39 Aria. 334 •03

16 R. D. 19,726 1.71 40 H. J. 307 .03

17 Cole. 13,120 1.14 41 Rev. 284 .02

18 Ark. 11,034 • 96 42 Miee. 256 .02

19 Va, 10,551 •91 43 liaae. 234 •02

20 Ida. 9,544 •83 44 Dela. 230 •02
21 Oreg. 6,123 •63 45 N.H. 184 •02
22 Vfash. 5,029 •44 46 Conn. 92 •01
23 Calif* 4,781 .41 47 K.I. 10 *

24 Mont* 4,304 •37 48 Maine 7 *

U. S, 1,155,294 100.00

Sonree: Aarioultural AdjUBtmont Adminietration, MJti&altVijesJ. Adjuetaent
In 1934, pp* 96-97.

V;'_ ; ̂ ^
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«jr« shows imtj wwll 1>y the leoatian «£ the oontraots (Figures 7 and 8).

lObifitt# c^nd Weakley counties in West £enneesee, an area along the

fennessee BlTer as it flows across the western part of the State, and

the C«itral Basin ccfflprise the major com and hog poroduotioa areas*

laie areas not well represented in the eom-heg program were the camaoiay

called eottoR counties, the totoaooo growing seotlou in nerthem llilddle

Tennesses, and practically all of the eastern portion of the State.

An examination of Table YI rsnreals a striking uniformity in tdie de»

oline in wasfcer ®f oontraots by counties from the highest to the lowest,

eren though same areas stand out as having large noobere of contracts and

ether areas very few. The average number of oontraots psr county "ems

251 in 1934. Obion County, whloh had tdie largest number, had only 4*6

per cent of the State total. There were eight counties, six in the

eastern of the State and two in the ootton eection, each of idiich

had leas than one-tenth of caie per cent of the total.

Mjustments Sfetde by the Fanner

^ Aooerding to tdie 1934 ooni-heg ecmtraot, the farmer agreed to *»•

duoe the acreage plaxited to osm in 1934 to at least 20 psr eent below

the average nuaber ef acres planted to oern in 1^2 and 1953* Persaie—

sion was granted, however, to retire from com prodnotlon as aax^ aeres

in SKoesa of the 20 per cent as the contract signer desired, but eeetn

reduction payments were made on not more than 30 per cent of the average

acreage fbr 1932 and 1933*

He also agreed to reduce his brood-sow herd so that net anre thma

three-fourths as many litters would be farrowed in 1984 as were farrowid
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on the a-rerago In 1932 and 1933. Ihe producer further agreed to nnrket

fr«» these litters not swre than three-fourths of the average nuBtoer

of pigs farrowed and marketed from hie sows in 1932 and 1933* The oen-

traet also stipulated that the farraer was not to increase in 1934 the

tmaber of pigs bought and fed for market above the average iinniber bought

and fed during the base period (1932*33)•

Benefits to the Farmer for the Adjustments Made

For mVirig the above-menticaaed adjustments the Government agreed

te pay the faraier a oiHrn reduotion payment at iiie rate of 30 cents per

bushel on the estimated average production of com on the contracted

acreage^ based ssi the average of weather and other oonditiwas affecting

yieldi^ which have prevailed c^er the past 10 years. In other words,

if the farmer had planted an average of 100 acres to com in 1932 and

1933, and in 1934 reduced his eorn acreage to 76 sores, oontraoting 26

aeros to the Seoretaiy of Agriculture, he received 30 oaita per bushel

on the estimated average prof'-uotion of this 25 acres. On an estimated

production of 26 buehels per acre, total com payment amounted te

fl97.50 for Ihe farmer.

The aovernnwnt alec agreed to make a hog adjustment payment of |6

per haad en a naniber of hogs equal to 76 per cent of the average nuabwr

produeed for market from litters farrowed on tlio farm of the oontract

signer during the Deeesiber 1, 1931 to levesdjor 30, 1933, period* For

exaaple, if the farmers* average production for market was 100 hogs for

the period, he was allowed to produce not more than 75 per cent of this
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zttmber in 1934, and reo^iired a hag b«n«fit paywint of |375, Btinus

administrative expenses*

Com and Hbg Prlees Advanoed* The fanner not only profited

through rental and "benefit payments, but reaped further reward by an

increase in the price of both com and hogs (Figure 9). In December,

1932, farmers in the United States nere receiving ̂ 2.73 per hundred^

weight for hogs — the lowest price in 54 years. In I>eoen±>er, 1933,

they were being paid $2,92; a year later the price had increased to

|e*l3} and in Dee«aEber« 1936« the average farm price per hundz^rdmight

•toed at l8»72* The months which usually show a high price ftat hogs

also showed eorrespondlng increases over this period.

The D^sewher prices of hogs in Tenjoessee for 1932, 1955, 1934,

and 1933 were $3.13, |3.10, |5.00, and l8 .60, respeotively.

The average farm price of corn in the United States steed at

the very low price of 18*9 eents per bushel in Dec^gter, 1932, ThisJU

quite a contrast to the $1*41 received by farmers in December, 1918,

and also, though to a lesser degree, to the 33 eents per "bushel re.

oeived in DeeeeibiNr, 1933. Figure 9 shows the steady general rise in

the level of com prices for ̂ leessee and the United States frea Uan.

uary, 1933 to Deeseaiber, 1935, Inclusive.

These iaereases in price ef oorn and hogs were net due entirely

te the corn-hog adjustownt program, A series of events, including

moowtory efaangea, the odjusimmnt program, relief expenditures, and idie

drought have aided In raising the level of farm prices for com and

hogs.
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of Ooatrao-bod Acres

The 1934 oorn-hog eontraot stated that

Unlass otherwia® prescribed, suoh acres shall not be
osed except for planting additional permnent pasture;
fer Boil-ijnproTing and erosion-prerenting crops not te
be hanrested; for resting or fallflwing the land] for
-seed eradication] or for planting farm wood lots. (6)

About the first o£ Ally, howorer, these restrictions were lifted,

^ to the drought, and the signers sere eren encouraged to plant an

unlimited area to crop, including corn, hay, pas-ture, and forage*

Aocording to the AdjuStsMot Adrdniatration, this act demonstrated the

flexibility of its program.

Com and Hog Base

A difficult problem for th« Administration to solTe concerned the

ea-fcabliahmsnt of the corn and hog base. It was finally decided -fchat

the hog baee should folios -Uie producer, shlle the corn base should

reB»in wi-th the land. The contracting prodaeer -then secured his hog

base frcBS his osn past hog production records, ersn thMgh he any ha-re

llTod on other farms prior to 1934. His com basa'eae determined

the average acreage fer the base period on the fanaiog unit plaoed

under ecnbract, even though he may have lived elsevhere prior -bo 1954*

landlords and Tenants

Al-fchough there have been coraplaints among -tenants accusing land*-

lords of getting and keeping all the rental and benefit payments made

as a result of participation in the com-hog program, it is imrdly fair

(6) Agricultural Adjustnont Administration, Com»Hog Reduction
Con-fcraot, p. 1.
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Ihi this to any wsakmsss In the oontraot itself* Both parties to a

ey«p«>8hare lease were required to sign the oontraot« and Both parties»

aeeordiag to the eontraet« were to divide the payioents in the saiae isro^

portion as they divided the orops* tJxider oash leases, landlords were

not required to sign the coni«hog oontraot with the tenant and did not

ibare In the payaMnts.
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CH^JETER W

fsstms, SiaiBER of FAIOIS* AHD IAHD 1R FA!3{S of fHE 19S4

OOSR.BOO C0R7RACT SIfflffiSS

Tennre^^^
IRmrly thr««-fottrth8 (71*8 pftr omit) of tho 1954 oorzwhog oontmet

signers in fmmessee vere elassified as farm ovmers, while aooording te

the oensus of 1930 less than one-half (44*7 per eent) of all the farm-

•rs in the State were owners* Seven per cent of the oosn-hi^ oontraot

signers were eash tenants, eonpared with fire per eent of all farmers

80 classified iUi 1930. Twenty-one per eent of the signers were share

(2)
tenanbs, and two-tenths of one per cent were oriqipers*

According to the eensus of 1930, there was only one oooni^ having

80»1 per cent or mtnre farm owners, while according to the oozn-heg oon

traot data thero were 38 eounties in this olassifieation* There were

eight oounties according to the oeneua data in whioh 20 per oent or less

of the farmers were owners* Ammig the oontraot signers no dounty had

less than 50 per eent in the ownership group. In the lowest county «

Sbrdin - 61 per sent of the oontraot sigpors wore owners.

(1) The tenure classifications of the oensus data and the contract
data are not striotly eomparable. The oensus classified farm operators
as owners, part owners, managers, and tenants. The tenant classifica
tion was also divided into oash tenants and all other tenants* The oen-
traot signers were classified as owners, cash tenants, share tenants,
and croppers.

(2) Duo to misunderstanding of administrativo rulings early in the
program, in some counties croppers wore classified as share tenants.
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State avortge - 44,7



37

With the census data, the counties In the eastern part of the

State rank at the top in percentage of wmers anong all fanners, with

the Middle Teanessee counties ranking second. With the data of the

contract signers, the grouping into areas In this respect Is less

distinct, although East lennessee has more cotrntles near the top of

the Hat than any other area, Sereral West Tennessee counties also

rank Mgh in percentage of owners among the contract signers and low

all farmers, Bardin, Perry, ffiasphroys, Hamilton, Rhea, Roane,

Jackson, and TiVhite counties are at the bottom of the list in percentage

of ownership according to the contract dataj yet, with the exception of

i&rdln and Perry, those counties rank abore the State arerage aooording

to the census data on all farmers. The general tendency ms for owners

rather than tenants to participate In the com-htHS program, regardless

of looatlon, Haturally, the ooirelatlon of the two seta of data as to

ownership iaoreases to some extent in proportion to the oonpleteness

of "sign-up".

The peroentage of oash tenants participating in the com-hog pro

gram to oorrolate soioewhat more closely with the census data on

tenants for all farms than was true for owiwrahlp, although the

percentage was higjbsr for the oontraot signers than for all -ttio fazmers

of the State (Tlguro 11). Soreral counties in Middle Tannesaee as well

as In the ootton section of V/est lenneseeo had a relatively high per

centage of each tenants aooording to both seta of data. The same is

true for certain counties In East Tennessee, namely, HiMBilton, Polk,

and Scott,

UJV-

•• .V . -t' . > • "I" j' '
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Figure 11 - Percentage of Cash T«nants: (A) 1934 Corn-Hog
Contract Signers and (B) All Farmers, 1930

Based on Table VII
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lABLE TII. « TBWBE OP PAEM OPERATORS: 1934 COEB-HOG OOBTRACT
SIOHERS ASD ALL FARUERS (1930 CENStTS)

Peroo]stage Percentage of IPercentage of
CcMonty of owners cash tenants share tenants

All Contract All Contract Contraot
famwrs signers faj^rs signers signers
1950 1934 1930 1934 1934

Anderson 65.2 91.3 5.6 .0 8.7
Bedford 43.0 62.6 6.7 11.3 26.1
Benton 49.4 82.2 1.6 2.2 15.6
Blodaee 51.1 65.9 2.2 6.7 27.4
Blottttt 64.1 100.0 3.5 .0 .0
Bradley 65.1 100.0 3.5 •0 .0
Cas^>bell 72.6 100.0 6.2 .0 .0
Cannon 48.5 72.9 2.4 3.9 23.2
Carroll 39.2 78.2 4.0 7.5 14.3
Carter 75.1 70.8 2.0 .0 29.2
Cheatbua 42.5 74.2 2.1 5.4 20.4
Chester 40,2 89.5 4.3 3.9 6.6
Claibome 62.7 92.0 2.9 .0 8.0
Clay 48,6 73.3 1.3 3.5 23.2
Cooke 52.6 84.3 3.6 1.4 14,3
Coffee 47.3 72.2 3.1 4.5 23.3
Crookstt 26,2 73.4 9.2 6.4 20.2
OunberlaBd 75.3 89.2 3.5 5.1 5.7
Darldson 60,5 72.5 12.7 11.6 15.9
Deoatur 44.2 62.8 1.8 6.2 31.0
DeKalb 48.5 79.6 2.2 1.5 18.9
Dickson 51.9 90.3 2.0 2.3 7,4

♦Dyer 19.5 68 .9 7,9 8.6 21.0
Payette 14.2 • 13.8 • tm

Pentreas 68.6 96.6 3.2 .0 3.4
Franklin 45.9 71.6 2.5 4.1 24.3
Gibson 34.8 74.0 3.4 5.3 20.2
Giles 33.7 69.4 5.1 7.8 23.0
Grainger 62.4 86.8 1,3 5.3 7.9
Greene 55.1 88.1 .5 2.1 9.8
Grundy 67.7 78.7 1.9 3.6 17.7
B&adjlen 51.1 82.0 2.7 8.2 9.8
Bsmilton 50.3 58.1 7.6 21.6 20.3
Ebncook 59.6 100.0 1.8 .0 ♦0
H&rdoman 28.9 100.0 11.1 •0 .0
fiardin 24.4 51.0 5.4 5.1 45.9
BRwkins tel.6 90,9 1.8 3.0 6.1
Saywood 17.3 75.0 7.5 25,0 •0
Henderson ^.0 69,7 2.6 1.2 29.1

* Henry ks.i 78.1 3.8 3.5 16,0
Hiclaaaa B4,7 73.1 6.4 12.0 14.9
Houston 66 .4 81.7 l.S 8.7 9.6
SUB^ihreys «5.9 58.1 3.6 13.7 28.2

(oontinued)
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ZABIJ! fJlt m TBSUBS OF PAHM OPERATORSi 1934 CORS-HOO COSTRACT SIQHE®B
AHD ALL FARMERS (1930 CEHSUS) oontinuod

G«ia%

Jackson

Jefferson
Johaa<m
Knex
Lake

Lattderdale
Lawrenoe
Lewis

Lincoln
Ijoudon
lIoMlna
McNairy
Macon

ISadisott
Marion

Marshall
Maupy
Meigs
Monroe

Montgoaery
Moore

Morgan
Obicm

Orerton

Perry
Picke-bt

Polk
Putnan
Rbsa

Roane

Robertson
Rutherford
Soott

Sequat*
Serier

Shelby
Smith

Stewart
Sulliwan

Stmner

Tipton

Percentage
ef owners

All j Contract
farmers signers
1930 1934

46.1
52.0

78.3
70.4

6.3

18.6
41.4
64.0
35.0

60.2

59.4

35.2
46.9

30.4

54.3
46.0
43.2
49.8
54.0
39.4

41.7

80.4
41.7
50.7
44.1
59.7
16.6
54.2

47.7
51.2
34.3

40.6
76.1

63.7
51.9
19.5
45.9

47.6
63.5

57.4

19.6

Percentage of
cash tenants

trr
farmers
1930

56.3

79.4
93.8
77.9
68.7
81.0
81.5
78.3
62.0
77.0
90.4
88.2
93.5
93.9
63.3

61.5
66.2

77.6
83.5

77.3
71.8
90.9
64.5

76.0
58.9
84.4
70.0

76.0

57.9
53.9
82.5
67,4
75 .0
77.8
85.1
80.0

61.9
72.6
91.0
80.1

78.6

5.4

1.5
1.0
3.8

24,2
7.9

2.7
6.1
3.2
3.8
1.8
3,7
3.2
7.9

5.7
6.4
5.9
.8
2.5
2.8
3.5

7.0
5.9
2.1
1.2
2.5
7.0
2.4

2.1
2.7
1.0

6.0
9.0
5.6

5.0

18.5

2.7
2.1

1.6
2.2

9.4

Contract"
signers
1934

8.5

•0

6.2
12.6
26.7
17.8
3.7

9.0
9.0

2.6
•0

5.9
.0
.0
3.0
13,5
7.4
.0

.8
2.4
8.0
•0

6.8

1.5
3.4

2.8
10.0
.0

2.9
7.0
2.5

12,0
25.0
5.6

3.4

20.0
6.8
2.9
4.5
4.2

21.4

Percentage of
sliai'© tenants

Contract
signers
1934

55.2
20.6
•0
9.6
6.6

1.2
14.8

12.7
29.0
20.4
9.6

5.9
6.5

8.1

33.7
25.0
26.4
22.4

15.7
20.3
20.4
9,1
28.7
22,7
37.7

12.8
20.0

24.0
39.2
39.1

15.0

20.6
.0

16.6

11.5
.0

31.3
24.5

4.5

15.7
.0

(continued)
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fABLE TII. • liSMUKE 07 FAHU OPERITORS! 19S4 COM-HOG COTOICT SIGHEHS
AHD ALL FABCEIRS (1930 CMSUS) . oozrtinued

County Fere

of 0

entage
wne rs

Percentage of
cash tenants

Percentage of
share tenants

All dontract All Contract Contract
farmers signers farmers signers signers
1930 1934 1930 1934 1934

Trousdal# 45*6 82.7 3.4 5,3 12.0
Uniooi 68.3 100.0 2.1 .0 .0
VnLon 71.6 100.0 2,8 •0 .0
7. Buren 60.0 90.9 .4 •9 8*2
Y.arron 53.8 76.8 1.5 3.4 19.8
T/ashington 66.1 86.7 1*2 2*0 11.3
Wayne 42.4 78.0 2.8 6.4 lo .6

W'eakley 41.8 60,3 4.8 3.9 15.8

♦White 53.5 58.5 1.7 .0 28*6
WilXiameen 47.5 77,0 6.3 6.6 16*4
Wilson 54,1 71.2 5.4 14.1 14*7

♦State 44,7 71.8 5.0 7,0 21,0

♦A few of the eom-hog oontraot aignere were olassified aa creppera, aa
follows: %«r, 1*5 per cent; Henry, 2*4 per cent; IvMte, 12»9 per oent;
State awerage, 0.2 per oent.

Source: Data on ell fanaers calculated from 1950 Censua of i^rlculture.

Although 21.0 per cent of the ocmtraot aigners are shown as share

teaants in Table VZI, there was also the signature of the landlord on

the contract. Howerer, the tenant was the producer and operator of the

farm, and tho landlord was not connted aa a signer in thia study. His

signature was neoesaary for the tenant to participate. Share tenancy

among the contract signers wsa high in Deeatur, Hardin, Perzy, ^ith,

Jaokscn, lfe,rion, Rhea, and Scane counties, and low in the eotton area of

West Tenneaaeo, the tobacco area of Middle 'i'enneaaee, and in meat of East

Tennessee (Figure 12). Although oooparable census figures for share
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temnte ar« not available, the contract ilata follow very closely the

generally accepted facts for the State as a whole in regard to share

tenancy.

Htmber of Farms

Tbe 1934 com-hog contract signers in Senneesee operated 23,671

farms in 1953, which was 9.6 per cent of all faras in 1930 and 8»6 per
(2)

cent of all farms in 1935. The percentage as of 1934 was probably

near 9«0 per e«at. The peroentage ef faims under oontraot does not in-

dieate the aagmitade of the program in Tennessee, sinee a large nuhber

ef fanoe may have only patohes ef eem and few, if any, hi^s on them.

To got a truer picture ef the oagnitide of the program in Tennessee see

the diacuaslons pertaining to land in farms, crop acreage, com acreage,

and hog production of tbs partiolpants.

The Cumberland Plateau and the Vifestem Highland Sim in the western

part of Hiddle Tennessee have fewer farms per square mile, aocordlng to

both eensus periods, than ether seoti<»» of the State (Figures 13 and 16 )•

^e conoentration of lams, according to the oom.Aog oontraot data,

does not neeessarily follow the concentration of all farms. The greatest

densil^ of farms according to this iiiformatlon is in the Central Basin,

the northwestern seotien of the State, and along the Tenneeeee River

where farms were less dense according to the eensus data* Iharo is a

laofc of density of farms, according to the oontraot data, in the ootton

(3) In 1930, there were 246,667 farms in Tennessee, and in 11936, this
nUE^er had increased to 273,783.
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Fftoh dot rfp*- ;" r.
100 farac

Total • 215,657

1954

• •

• •

• •

• • •

• •

■A i • •

• • •
••• •

(B)

E&oh dot ropresant<5
ICQ fara*

Total farm* - 23,571

so„=, .r (.).

S-v

f.

Flgura 14. - Nimbor of 1934 Oorn-Uog Contraot Slgnora'
Prrma as a Paroontaga of the Total

Uutfjar of Fama la 1930.

Par o«nt

CD 40,!. and arar
1 \ 30.1 to 40
■1 20.1 to 30
■ 10.1 to 20
a 10.0 and andor
Stato avaraga - 9.®

Sowr'jo: Tabla VIII
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Eaoh dot roproaonts
100 farms

Total farms - 273»''83

FLguro 15 Nunbar of Farms in 1935

Souroot Census of Agrioulturet 1955, Tennessoo, Statistios by Counties, pp. 6-13
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Figurs 14 - Nuaibar af 19S4 Corn-Hog Contraot Signers'
Fanss as a Paroantaga of tha Total

Vunbar af Fams in 1955

Souroa: Table vm

Per cant

a 40*1 and over

G3 SO.l ta 40
gg 20.1 to 30

m 10.1 to 20

□ 10.0 and under

State ayeraga - 8*6
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8eoti<m« tte tobaooo ••etim of liiddle «nd ̂  Mftern part

of tho State. This is as would be expected.

TABLS nil. ► HTJMBEE OP VAMQ: 1934 COI-3i-HOO CCHSmCT
PAm .\E A PERCEmGE OP ALL F.LaiS 11^ 1930 A® 19S5

Kaiik County 1930 1935 Ibmk County 1930 1935 Raxk County 1930 1935

1 Wayne 43.0 38.3 32 YMson. 14.6 12,3 64 Macon 3.3 3.1
2 Marsh. 41*8 41.5 33 Houston 14.4 13.8 55 Polk 3.2 2.5
3 Hiolonan 40.9 36.0 34 DeEalb 12.8 11.6 66 \/ash. 3.2 2.5
4 Perry 40,9 38.3 35 Louden 12.8 10.3 67 Fentr. 2.9 1*9
5 Lewis 53*9 31.0 36 Bamblen 12.3 9.8 68 BsirJl. 2.9 2.3
6 Obion 33.0 32.2 37 Overton 11.9 9.6 69 Greene 2.8 2.3
7 Grundy 28.2 15.4 38 W'eakley 11.8 11.4 70 Cocke 2.6 2.2
8 Wilson 25.4 24.1 39 Piokett 11.4 9.7 71 Blount 2.3 1,9
9 Clay 25.0 21.9 40 Stewart 11.4 12.3 72 Jolm. 2.2 1*8

10 Btumphreys 23.4 21.2 41 Ptttoam 11,0 8.8 73 MoNairy 2.2 2.4

11 Bedford 23.0 20.7 42 ■SVhite 10,8 10.6 74 Bj*ad. 2.1 1.9
12 Moore 23.0 22.4 43 Suioner 9.6 8.9 75 Laudar* 2.1 2.0
13 Ssdth 23.0 19.2 44 Rcane 9.4 6.6 76 Grain. 1.8 1*4
14 Coffee 22.8 21.2 45 Bhea 9.3 8.2 77 Hawk. 1.8 1.5
15 Cannon 22.7 20.4 46 Jeffer, 8.4 7.2 78 i\nder. 1.7 1.2
16 Bledsoe 22.6 19.0 47 Trousd. 8.2 7.6 79 Lake 1.5 2.3
17 T.Buren 21.9 18.9 48 Melgs 7,8 7.3 80 Madls• 1.2 1.1
18 Lincoln 20.7 18.6 49 Lavn:. 7.7 7,2 81 Morg. 1,0 *8

19 Giles 20*6 20,6 50 Montg. 7.6 7.2 82 Robert. 1.0 1.0

20 Benton 20.4 19.0 51 Crock. 7.2 0.7 83 Carter •8 • 6

21 Maury 20.1 16.8 52 Hardin 7.2 7.8 84 Harde. .8 .8
22 Deoat. 20.0 19.8 53 Dicks on 7.1 6.5 65 Olaib. .7 .6

23 liarren 19.2 18.2 54 Hender. 6,6 6.8 86 Eanc* *7 •5

24 Frank. 19.1 17.5 55 Cheath. 6.2 5.3 87 Hayw. .7 .6

25 Sequat. 17.9 16.7 56 Ikivid, 6.2 4.9 88 Sulliir. .7 *6
26 Marion 17.1 13.7 57 Gibscai 6.2 6.2 89 Scott •6 .4

27 Jackson 16.C 16.2 68 Serier 5.0 4.8 90 Campb. •5 .4
28 Henry 16.5 14.3 59 gonroe 4.3 4.0 91 Tipton .3 .3

29 Buther. 15.9 15,6 60 Chester 3.5 3.3 92 Urdooi *3 .3
30 Cutober. 15.5 14.0 61 Carroll 3.4 3.1 93 Iktion .2 .2

31 Dyer 15.0 14.5 62 ^ncx 3.4 2.5 94 Shelly *1 •1
63 icKinn 3.4 3.0 j95 Payette «»

State 9.6 8.6

S^ouroe; Data for all farms- talcen^ frcn Oensus of .i^grioulture; 1935, leimee-
eee, Statlatioa by Countiea^ pp. 6-13.
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In sane oourtles, nearly cme-balf of the farms were under oom-hog

contraot* VJ^ayne* Marshall^ Hiokman^ end I^ry were the leaders in this

respeet, eaoh having more than 40 per oent ef the fUrms under eentraot

(1934 oontraot farms in per oent of all fams in 1930). The peroentages

are slightly lower according to the oensus ntraher of farms in 1935# due

to the general ixierease in number <HC Ihms throughout the State from 1930

to 1935 (Table VIZI and Figures 14 and 16).

The data presMrtwd ladieate that there were more eontraote than farms,

vhieh is trus. An administrative ruling states that "no more than one
/g Y

farming unit shall be covered by a single oom-hog redtuition oontraotU* '

However, one farming unit oould be under «ui er mere o(»itraot8» This la

mqplalned by the following quotation from an administrative ruling:

Where the farming unit operated the producer eontains
land rented on shares from two er more landlords, if eon*
traoted acres are to be located on two or more of the
tracts of land rented fw shares by the producer from dif
ferent landlords, such tracts rented en shares by the pro
ducer which contain oontraoted acres shall not be included
in the same oontraot, but all land in the farming unit most
be ocvered by some contract. (6)

Land in Famns

Approximately 20 per oent of the farm land in Tennessee was otivefsd

by oom-hog ooabraots in 1934. Ths 1934 oontraot signers operated

3,729,791 aeres in 1933, whloh is 20.4 per cent of the land in farms in
(7)

1930 and 19*5 per oent of the land in farms in 1935; These data are

(4) A farming unit is defined as a unit having work stock, farm
machinery, crop rotation, farmstead, etc., substantially separate from
those of any ether farm.

(5) Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Administrative Rulings
Relating to Com-Bog Seduetion Omtraots, p. 1.
—rertorrpTzr

(7) THeTorosus figures for all land In farms in Tennessee are:
18,005,241 acres in 1930 and 19,087,413 aores in 1935,
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•hom grapMoaU^r In Pigarat 17, 18, 19, and 20* In (A) af Hgure 17

and also In Figttra 19, there Is shoim a omeentration of farm land In

the -matem |>«rtlon of the State, in the Central Baeln, and In the

eaetern part of the State} vhtlo there le a eeetion along the Western

Bighland Rim w:td anethw esbraoing the Cui&erland Plateau, ehere the

fam aeres are less iiq»ortant in relation to idie total area* In (B) of

figure 17 ie shom the farm land of the corn»hog oontract signers* To

a eertain extent, the areas having the grea'test density of farm aores

aooordlng to both census periods used also have the greatest density of

farm land oporated by eontraet signers* This is particularly true in

the Central Basin and in East Tennessee] also in Obion and Dyer oounties*

Due to the type of farming provaillng, exosptions to the preceding state<»

ment cure noted in the tObacoo areae of Kiddle Tenneseee, espeeially in

iebertson, Cheatham, Savidsen, and liaoen oeooities, and to a leseer do*

gree, in Kontgomery, Stoirairt, DidEOon, and Stmuoer oounbios* In the oet*

ton sootiim very little of the fUm land eae covered by 1934 eom*hog

oontraets*

Those oounties bordering uxA/or near the Tenneisee River as it

crosses ihe eestern part of the State rank very high In the peromtage

of all farm land ̂ or oontraot* This is due largely to the fact ̂ t

not as high a poroentago of the total land area is in fUrms in that

seotlon as in other parts of the State, and aleo to the importance of

oom and hogs on the river bottoms* In Wayne County more than && per

eent of the farm land urns losdor oontraot, and in this mm» sootlon.

Perry, Hlokman, and Imnris oouiitios eaoh had mwo than 40 per cent of
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7ABLE IZ. • LAKD IH f&MSt 1934 COlimCT SIOHESS*
IH rASMB (1935) AS A FEIlCE^AiGE OF ALL lAliD IH FAIBIS

(1930 ASD 1935)

LARD

Bank County 1930
1
^35 lank County IS30 1935 u County 1930 835

1^01* Pot. Pot. Pot. Pot. 'ot.

1 ^tLya» 63*8 63.1 32 iOnry 27.5 26.0 64 Pentress 8,6 8.6
2 Mar8h« 65*0 54.9 33 Boueton 27.1 87.1 65 Che8tor 8.4 8.5
3 Hlckraan 54*2 50.8 34 ^on. 26.0 86.7 66 Blount 8,1 7.7
4 Obion 51.8 45.8 55 DeEalb 24.9 83.8 67 Oroeno 7.6 7.3
6 Porry 50.6 46.4 36 Etoid>len 24.6 84.4 68 Hamilton 7.2 6.8
6 Levla 45.8 42.4 37 rrtdte 22.6 21.7 69 iaoon 7.2 7.3
7 V/llson 45.5 44.3 38 lontg. 22*0 21.0 70 MoMlnn 6.8 6.6
8 Clay 44,7 43.5 39 Roane 22,9 19.6 71 Lake 6.6 5.6
9 Hoore 44.6 38.6 40 Sumner 21.9 21.5 72 Baivkino 6.3 6.7
10 Lincoln 43.5 40.1 41 Putnam 20.6 19.8 73 Carroll 6.2 6.8
11 Dyor 42.2 32.8 42 Stewart 20*5 22.2 74 Orainger 6.1 6.0
12 Olles 42.2 40.6 43 Jeffor. 19.8 18.9 75 Bradley 6.3 5.1
13 (Smith 39.3 37.5 44 lAwr. 19.8 18.4 76 Bardo. 4,8 4.1
14 Humph* 38.3 31.9 45 Irousd. 19.8 20.3 77 Hayw. 4.8 4.2
15 Suther. 38.0 36.0 46 Ififeakley 19.8 19.1 78 Madia. 4.8 4.4

16 Bedford 37.4 36.8 47 Piokett 19.7 20.8 79 '//ash. 4.8 4.8
17 Maory 37.0 36.5 48 Bardin 18.7 16.1 80 Ander. 4.2 3.9

18 Coffee 36.5 32.1 49 Orerton 18.7 18.4 81 MoHairy 3.6 3.7
19 Caxuion 35.9 32.3 50 Rhea 17.6 17.7 82 Tipton 2.7 2.3
20 Sequat* 35.8 31,2 51 Crook. 16.2 15.5 83 Robert. 2.5 2.4

21 Dooatar 34.6 32*5 52 Diokson 15.6 14.6 84 Hanooek 2.4 2.2

22 Frank* 34.4 32.6 53 Heige 15.3 15.5 85 Johnson 2.4 2.3

23 Marion 34.3 40.8 54 Cheat. 14.9 13*2 86 Soott 2.4 1.9
24 Orundy 33.6 31.8 55 Oibeon 14.1 13*3 87 Sttlliv. 2.4 2.3
25 Vvarren 32.2 31.6 56 Lauder. 13.8 10.1 88 Claib. 2.0 1.8

26 Benton 30,1 29.0 57 David, 13.4 12.4 89 Horgan 2.0 1.8

27 Bledaoe 30.0 28.7 58 Bender. 12.2 11.4 90 Cas^b. 1.9 1.8
28 London 29.8 27.8 59 Sevier 11.2 12.4 91 Carter 1.9 1.8

29 tTacksoa 29.6 29.2 60 Monroe 11.0 10.6 92 Uniooi 1.6 1.4

30 Cumber* 28.2 30.8 61 Polk 10.5 10.1 93 Shelby 1.5 .4

31 Y .Buren 27.6 32*7 62 Cooke 9.7 9.5 94 Union 0.4 .4

63 Knox 9.4 9.2 95 Payette -
m

State 20.4 19.5

Souree of data for 1930 and ^35: Cengus of /agriculture; 1955» fenne«Boe,
Statlatioa l>y Countlaa^ pp» 6-li." " " '
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-tito farm IftM ttttdbr oom-feMg ooafcraot. Thfire ar» elghb other eoiintlos,

IMkliig 12 1» olljp in mhioh tlilo poroentage maui 40*1 aad erer as of

the 1930 oonstts nuabor of farme. faken as a mholo, the greatoet con-

oentration of land uaAor ocmtraet maa in tho Central Basin. There

mere 53 ooantlos vhieh had less than the State average of 20.4 per eont

of farm land mder oootraet as of 1930« and 51 oonnties with lees than

the State amrage ef 19.5 per oent as of 1955. laturally, meet of

these eoantlee are leeated in tho northeastern and the saatheestem

parts of the State. There are 54 oonntiee vhieh had a peroentago of

10 or lees, aooording to eaoh oensus period used.

Average Sise of farms

In general, the oorxuhi^ oontraot signers were smong the better

farmers of the Stato; eqeoially Is this true if largo farms are angr

measure of saooessfhl farmers. Tho average else ef farms operated by the

1994 oorn-hog oontraet eignsrs In 1953 was larger for every county In

the State (with one eaeeeption) than the average sise of all farms in

idMse oountles as shoen by the oensus for 1930 and 1935 (Table X and.

figures 21 and 24)» Only heigs County had a higher average sise ef all

farms in 1980 than the State average sise of the corn«hog contract farms

In 1933. In 1935, there was no county with an average else of all farms

equal to tho State average for the 1934 acntraet slgnmre. In 1930, the

farms in Uoigs Couni^ ave aged 161 acres in sise, ocs^ared with the State

average ef 73 aeres. In 1935, Porry County ranked jRLret in average sise

ef all farms with 151 acres, while the average sis# for the State had

dropped to 70 acres. In contrast tho 1954 eonwhog oonbraot signers* farms
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in I^Bimessee aT«ms«d 158 adret In 1933* with BardinaB Oouixty at tha

top aroraging 481 acres. The State awerage sise of the corn-hog ctm-

traot Tarae was more than twiee that of all farma*

There is little uniformity la Urn rank of the eounties aocording to

the arerage sise of fhrms as determined from the oensus of all farms and

as reported ty the oornohog eontraot signers. Uslgs County ranks at

the top acoording to i^ie oensus data on all farms and also ranks tsry

high in also of eontraot farsut. Boserer* the four oounties at the bottom

of the list In awerago also of all farms hawo rather large awerage else

of farms operated hy oorn-hog oontraet signere. There are mai^ socaaples

of this lack of unifoimlty in rank of any glyen owaty in average else

of all fanns and contract farme (Table X). Ihls laok of unifermlty la

particularly noticeable in Bast fennessee and in West Tennessee, and may

be dEie partially to the leaser participation in the oom«hog program in

these areas and further to the fact that the fewer fsunaa which were cov

ered by com-hog contract in these aroaui were the larger farms. However,

a largo niinber of coui ties in both East and West Sonnossee lave small

farms aocording to the oensus data, most of thma averagirg loss than

75 acres.

The oonbraot farms for an area in East Tennossoo and another area

in West Tetmeaseo average ntaoh larger in sise than the average size of

all farms (Figures 22 and 24). Somewhat similar conditions exist through

out the State, but to a lesser degree. There wore 17 oounties In these

two areas in which the average sizo of farms of the 1934 com-hog eontraot

signers in 1933 was 800.1 per cent or more of the average size of all
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XiBLB X* - SIZE OP PAimS IK TEKKESSSE: 1964 C0RK«iK)0
C(»fTS&CT SIOKEHS* FAMS IK 1933 AMD ALL PABKS IK

1930 AKB 1935

Bank County All fanos C-H farms

1930 1935 (1933)
Acres iujres iicres

1 Ifolga 161 150 317

2 POrry 148 161 182

5 Roane 130 104 307

4 Boaqohreya 127 138 208

6 Wayne 120 108 178

6 Riolonatt 119 118 157

7 Bledeoe 117 102 155

8 Lewis 114 112 154

9 Benton 113 108 165

10 Williaiaeon 107 88 191

11 Van Baz>en 106 77 133

12 Houston 105 100 197

13 Bradley 102 93 252

14 Bedford 101 92 164

15 Rhea 99 86 187

16 London 98 84 228

17 Ifershall 98 97 128

18 Stewart 96 96 173

19 Usury 94 80 173

20 Beoatur 93 98 161

21 UoMiim 93 84 188

22 Clay 92 83 165

23 Coffee 91 96 146

24 Henry 91 85 151

25 Polk 90 73 293

26 Wilson 89 87 159

27 Biekson 86 84 189

28 HardfSnan 86 85 481

29 Cannon 86 85 135

30 Warren 85 82 140

31 Franklin 84 81 151

32 Morgan 84 67 161

33 Whit© 84 86 176

34 Anderson 83 61 202

36 Ob ion 83 92 130

36 Pickett 83 66 143

37 Blount 82 70 287

38 Henderson 82 90 153

39 Marion 82 55 164

40 Monroe 82 78 150

41 Ctsaiberland 81 68 238

42 fentress 61
1 A

54
4 I

208
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TABLE X. - AVmiiSE SIZE 0? FAHMS IH TESHESSBEj 1934 CORir-l
CONTRACT SIONERS* FARMS IN 1933 AND ALL FARMS IN

1930 AND 1935 « continued

R&nk Cowity All farms C-H farms
(1933)1930 1935

Aores Acres Acres

43 Cheathun 80 79 196
44 DaTideon 80 70 175
45 Jefferaon 80 72 183
46 McNairy 80 85 127
47 Cheater 79 74 188
48 Grundy 79 45 94
49 Bamilton 79 65 191
60 Lincoln 77 75 153
61 Orerton 77 62 120
62 Eerier 77 66 172
63 Graiuger 76 62 261
54 Montgomery 75 75 219
56 Hardin 74 93 196
56 Hawkina 74 64 250
67 Banoock 73 60 263
68 Cooke 73 61 265
69 Carroll 72 70 133
60 DeKalh 72 68 139
61 Johnson 73 59 79
62 Smith 72 63 124
63 Trouadale 72 65 174
64 Giles 72 74 147
66 Jaokacm 71 70 127
66 Putnam 71 59 133
67 Rutherford 71 74 171
68 Lawence 70 71 161
69 Moore ^ 70 79 134
70 Ifcaiblen 4 69 55 138
71 Sequ&tchie 69 7B 139
72 Suraner 69 66 158
73 Scott 67 51 252
74 Greene 66 54 173
75 Uaoon 66 69 140
76 BullIran 65 64 216
77 Onion 66 63 116
78 Roberta (m 64 65 166
79 Campbell 63 62 237
80 Knox 63 47 171
81 Weakley 62 62 104
82 Payette 58 60 4*

(continued)
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TABUB X. - ATBKLOE SIZE OF FARMS IE TEHNBSSEE: 1934 COHS-HOO
C01J5RACT SIGNERS* PAIBiS IN 1933 AND ALL FARMS IN

1930 and 1955 <> oontlnusd

Rank Coun-ty All farms

1936 \ 1955 ■"
G-E farots

(1933)
Acres Acres Acres

83 lake 67 101 244
84 V/ashington 57 44 66
85 Claiborne 56 49 167
86 Madison 56 53 234
87 Dniooi 50 40 228
88 Carter 49 42 117
89 Dyer 49 61 138
90 Gibson 48 50 107
91 Cro(dcett 46 44 101
92 Baywood 44 46 317
93 lauderdale 43 56 281
94 Tipton 41 50 391
95 Shelby S3 44 263

S-tate 73 70 158

Source: Oeneus of Agriculturet
Counties, pp» 6«'13«

1935, TonoBOgee, Statistics by

farms in 1930, and in 1935 this liUaBiOF bad increased to 22 eoonties*

fhsre -were only 10 counties in irhlch this percen-tai^e was 150 or less

•f the 1930 oensus aTcrage si&e of all farms, and none (except Fayette

which had no contracts) below 109*7 per cent. Only seren counties

were below 150 per cent In the arerage sise of contract farms of all

farms in 1935, and the lowest percentage was 120*5* The highest per-

ewrtage was in Tlpton County, which had 853.6 per cent and 782*0 per

cent for 1930 and 1955, respecti-rely. For the State as a whole, the

average sise ef the contract farms In 1933 was 216*4 per cent of the

' 1 ...
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&Y«rage size of &11 farms in 1930 and 225*7 per cmt of the avemge

size of all farms in 1935*

TABI£ XI. - AVERA.se SIZE OF F/iHKS! 1934 COR^T-HOO CORtR/.CT
SIGHMS* FARMS IN TENNESSEE IS 1933 AS A PERCENTAGE OF

THE AVERAGE SIZE <F ALL FARMS IN 1930 /iND 1935

Bzn} County 1930 1935 Rank Comrfcy 1930 1935 Rank County 1950 1936
Pot. Pbt. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet.

1 Tiptsn 963.5 782.0| 32 Trousd. 241.7 267.7 64 Stew. 180.2 180.2
2 Shelby 766.7 575.0 53 Ruther. 24C.8 231,1 65 Frank. 179.8 186.4

S Haysood 720.4 660.4 34 Carter 238.8 278.6 66 Clay 179.3 198.8
4 Lauder* 653.4 501.8 35 Chester 238,0 254,1 67 Jack. 178.9 181.4
5 Qarde. 559.3 506.3 36 leane 236.1 ^22.5 68 wils. 178.6 182.8
6 Nnicoi 456.0 570.0 37 deffer. 236,0 261.1 69 Dnion 178,5 184.1
7 Lake 428.1 241.6 38 Louden 232.6 271.4 70 ifftasan. 178.5 217.0
8 Madis. 417.8 396.6 39 Sumner 229,0 232.4 71 Oeoat. 173.1 164.3
9 Caa^b* 376.2 455.6 40 Gibaon 227.6 214.0 72 Pick. 172.3 216.6
10 Soott 376.1 494.1 41 Crock. 224.4 229.5 75 Smith 172.2 196.8
11 Ceoke 368.1 434.4 42 Sovier 225.4 260.6 74 Vifeak. 167.7 167.7
12 Blount 360.0 410.0 43 Diok. 219.8 225.0 75 Henry 165.9 181.9

13 Banc* 346.6 421.7 44 David. 218.7 250.0 76 ki'arren 164.7 170.7

14 Grain. 343.4 421.0 45 Ifacon 215.4 237.3 77 Humph. 163.8 150.7
15 Baisk* 337.8 390,6 46 vmite 209.5 204.7 78 Bedf, 162.4 178.3

16 SulliT. 332.3 400,0 47 Giles 207.0 198,6 79 Coffee 159.5 151.0

17 Polk 325.3 401.4 48 HeMinn 202.1 223.8 80 Cannon 158.8 158.8

18 Fentr. 293.8 358.6 49 Sequa. 201.4 185.3! 81 HoK. 158.7 149.4

19 llontg. 292.0 292.0 50 Kuab. 200,0 250,9 82 Obion 156.6 141.5

20 Dyer 281,6 226.2 51 Marion 200.0 298.2 83 Over. 155.8 193.5

21 Clalb. 280,3 320.4 52 Lino. 198.7 204.0 84 Wash. 150.9 195.5

22 Knox 271.4 363*8 53 Meigs 196.9 211.3 85 Wayne 148.5 164.8

23 Greene 266.1 320 .4 54 DeEalb 193.0 204.4 86 Bent. 146.0 152.8

24 &Lrdin 264.9 210.8 55 Morgan 191.7 240.3 87 Lewis 155,1 137.5

25 Robert. 259.4 256.4 56 Moore 191.4 169.6 88 Bleds. 132.5 152.0

26 Lewr. 258.6 264.9 57 Shea 188.0 217.4 89 Hick. 131.9 133.1

27 Monroe 256.8 192.5 58 Houston 187.6 197,0 90 Mareh. 131.9 132.0

28 Bmdloy 247.0 271.0 59 Futn. 187.5 225.4 91 V.B. 125.5 172.7

29 Ander* 243,7 331.1 60 ifender* 186.6 170,0 92 Perry 123,0 120.5

30 Cheatham 243,7 246*8 61 Cumber. 185.2 350.0 93 Qrundy 119.0 208.9

31 fiamil* 241.8 293.8 62 Carroll 184.7 190,0 94 John. 109.7 133.9

63 Maury 184.0 216.2 95 Payebba -

1
State 216.4 225.7

Source: Tahle X*
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When the arerage else of farms are arranged In a freqaenoy dis

tribution by oottnties« 11 counties or about 12 per oent fall into the

class Intenral of 131-140 aores, aocording to the oorn-hog oontraot

lABLE XII. - FREQUEHCT DISTHIBDTIOII OP Tffii! AVEIL\GE SI2B OP
FARMS j 1934 COEH-HOa COIIIR/tCT FAHMS IN 1933 AND ALL

PAatS IN 1950 AND 1935 j TENNESSEE, BY COTJNTISS

Amerage sixe of
farms in aores

Number of counties in each sixe group
Oom-hog contract

farms, 1953
All fhrms*

1930 1936

31-40 0 1 1

41 - 50 0 8 10

51 - 60 0 4 13

61-70 0 14 22

71-80 1 26 14

81-90 1 18 14

91 -100 I 10 10

101 -110 8 6 5

111 -120 , 3 5 2

121 -180 6 2 0

131 -140 11 0 1

141 -150 4 1 1

151 -160 10 0 1

161 -170 7 1 0

171 -180 10 0 0

181 -190 ' f 8 0 0

191 -200 4 0 0

201 -210 8 0 0

211 -220 8 0 0

221 -230 8 0 0

231 -240 8 0 0

241 -250 8 0 0

251 -260 4 0 0

261 -270 2 0 0

271 -280 0 0 0

281 .290 2 0 0

291 -300 1 0 0

300 and ever 6 0 0

Tetal^®"^ 94 94 94

(a) Sinoe there lirere no com—hog contracts in Payotfce County it is
flodtted from this frequency distribution. The arerage sise of
farms in Fayette County ms 58 and 60 acres in 1930 and 1935,
respeetlTely.

* Sourcet Table X.

1.
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data} while for all farmo 25 counties or nearly 27 per cent fall In the

elaso Interml of 71-80 acres In 1950, and 22 countlea or 23 per cent

in the 61-70 acre group in 1958. These calculations are on the basis

of 94 counties, fitting Fayette County. There v/ere sereral counties

In the higher class interrals according to the corn-hog contract data,

but according to the census data on the average size of all farms most

of the oomrfciea fell near the modal class interval (Table XII).

TABLE XIII. - FKEQBEKCY DISTPJBOTICSS OF THE AYSRA.® SIZE OF
FAK^S OF THE 1954 CORH-HOO CONTRACT SIOKERS IB TES-

5ESSEE BT CIVIL DISTRICTS

Average size of
farms in acres

10 and under
11 - 20
21 - 50

51 - 40
41 - 50
51 - 60
61 - 70
71 - 80
61 - 90
91 -100
101 -110
111 -120
121 -150

131 -140
141 -150

151 -160
161 -170

171 -180
181 -190

lumber of

civil
districts

Average size of
farna in acres

Kuhber of
civil
districts

5 191-200 57

4 201-210 56

2 211-220 32

6 221-250 21

6 231-240 22

16 241-250 20

10 251-260 12

53 261-270 14

34 271-280 12

47 281-290 8

41 291-300 11

74 301-310 6

89 211-320 6

91 521-330 4

90 331-340 2

71 341-550 2

64 361 and over 64

63

49 Total 1104

Table XIII, which shows a frequQn<^y distribution of the average

size of farms by civil districts, may indicate more clearly the reason
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for the irregularity in the distribution ty counties^ according to

the corn-hog contract data. It i« lamBdiately apparent that 64 ciTil
(8)

districts or 5.8 per cent of the 1104 in -which there were contracts

hod com-hog contract farins a-roraging 551 or nore acres in size. If

these extra large farms -were oai-tted, an aliaost perfect distribution

-would be shown, with a modal class interval of 151-140 acres. Inci

dentally, it is interesting that there -were five civil districts in

■which the com-hog contract farms a-reraged 10 acres or less.

The arerago size of all farms by counties shows an almost per

fect correlation -when the 1930 and 1935 census periods are plot-ted to

gether on a soatter diagram. The correlation is very low when the
average size of the oom-hog contract farms is plotted ^Tith tl» average

size of all farms as shown by either census period (Figure 8S)« These

diagrams also show Ihat the average size com-hog contract t&rtaA is

muoh larger than the average size of all farms.

Crop Land

The percentage of the crop land of the State epera-ted by the orai—
tract signers exceeded the percentage of both the number of farms and
all land in farms iterated by -them. On the basis of the 1950 census

of all crop land, 2S.8 per eent <rf the crop land -was operated by the
corn—hog con-tract signers in Tennessee. TTsing 1935 ae a basis^ the
percen-tage was 23.3.

The dot maps showing the distribution of crop land are almost

(8) There are approximately 1225 civil dlslariots in itoutessee.
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idsntloal with those showing the ma^er of fams or all land in

farms (Figures 13( 17j» 19, ZQ, and 28)* This la true for all

farms and for the 1934 oom-hog contract signers* farms.

Nearly three-fourths of the orap land in some counties was on

the faxsts operated by the oorn-liog oontraot signers in 1922-33 (Fi

gures 27 and 29). There are 11 eounties in which the oom-hog eon-

tract signers operated more than 50 per oent of tiie crop land fbr

this period. There is one exception to this statement, for Grtandy

County has a percentage of 42.7 based on the 1932 cer;.sus«

Moore, ̂ ym, and Marshall counties bead the list in the per-

eentage of crop laxid oowored by c<Mxtract* They are, of course, among

the leadlig counties in the production of com and hogs, in propor

tion to total farm land area. The leading county in the produoticm

of these commodities, Obiot^ stands out in the percentage of crop land

<^rated by the corzv-hog contract signers (table XIV and Figures 27

and 29). In this same sectiim of the State is another county. Dyer,

which ranks high in practically every item studied in this report*

This section of the State is an outlying area of the Corn Belt, and

has many of its oharacteristioa* From the Eastern Highland Rim, west

to the Tennessee River, a high percentage of the crop land ms operated

by the 1984 oom-hog contract signers in 1932-33. In the tobaooe area,

centering in Robertson County, the percentage was amoh loner • In

Robertson Ooun-ty less than three per oent of the crop land ms oontrolled

by the corn-hog oontraot signers in 1932-33. In iiio ootbon eounties,

very little of the orop land ms operated by com-hog oontraot signers*
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7ABLE ZI7» « Om? LAliD: 1934 COS37>HOG C(»I7RAC7 SlGNSEffi*
TOTAL CROP LAND (1952-55 ATERAOE) AS A PBRCENtAGE

OF ALL CROP LAND, 1929 AND 1954

mnl County 1929 1934 Rank County 1929 1934 Rank County 1929 1934

Pot« jPct. !Pot. l»ot. Set. Pot.

1 Moore i 71.7 71.9 32 Cumber. 31.4 32.3 64 Chester 9.5 10.1

2 Wayne 64*7 72.5 33 Montg. 29.3 50,8 65 Pentress 9.4 8.0

5 Marsh. { 63*3 72.1 34 Jacks (m 29.0 32.6 66 Greene 9.3 9.1

4 Hick. 58.4 61.1 35 Eamblen 28.9 29.6 67 Grain. 8.7 8.5

5 Lewis 57.8 48.8 36 DeXalb 28.2 28.3 68 lamil. 8.7 8.3

6 Line. 56.5 55,6 57 Houston 28.0 33.7 69 Lauder. 8.3 8.2

7 Obion 56.5 53.3 38 White 28.0 25.3 70 Maoon 6.0 8.4

8 Orundy 54.4 42,7 39 Suoner 26.5 25.9 71 McHinn 7.9 7.9

9 Perry 54.4 62.8 40 Stewart 25.2 27,3 72 Carroll 7.7 7.6

10 vaison 53.4 58.5 41 Roane 24.8 22.6 73 Hawkins 7.7 7.8

11 Giles 51.6 52.2 42 Putnam 24.0 24.1 74 Bradley 5.9 5.7

12 Ruthsr* 46.5 49.7 43 Trousd. 23.1 24.6 75 Ander. 5.8 5,6

13 M&ury 45,6 44.9 44 Jeffer. 21.5 22.5 76 lake 5.8 5.9

14 Bedford 45.1 47.4 45 Pickett 21.4 24.81 1 77 liadis. 5.8 5.8

15 Clay 44.7 49.0 46 Bhea 21.2 19.6 78 Wash. 5.8 6.0

16 Smith 44.1 46.5 47 Vfeak. 21.0 22.7 79 Harde. 6.7 5.1

17 Coffee 43.9 43.7 48 Meigs 20.7 22.1 80 MoNairy 4.9 4.8

18 Sequat. 42.7 43.7 49 Orert. 20.6 21.4 81 Bayarood 4.0 4.0

19 Bledsoe 41.6 33.6 50 Lawr. 20.3 19.1 82 Jolm. 5.6 3.4

20 Marion 41.1 43.1 51 Hardin 19.9 20.2 83 Carter 3.0 3.2

21 Cannon 40.6 42.6 52 Crook. 17.2 17.0 84 Hancook 2.8 2.5

22 Frank* 40.6 59.7 53 Darid. 16.3 16.5 85 Robert. 2.8 2.4

25 V.Bur. 40.4 44.9 54 Dickson 15.9 16.0 86 Claib. 2.4 2.4

24 Warren 40.3 37.7 55 Serier 16.6 16.8 87 Morgan 2.4 2.4

25 HUB^h* 39.8 36.9 66 Gibson 15.0 14.8 88 SUlliT, 2.4 2.4

26 Dyer 37.1 36.2 57 Monroe 14.7 14.8 89 Tiptcm 2.0 X«9

27 Wbson. 37.1 38.3 58 Blount 13.0 11.6 90 Oai!q>b. 1.7 1.7

28 Deeator 35.6 38.9 59 Cheat. 12.9 11.4 91 Soott 1.4 1.0

29 Loudon 33.1 28.8 60 Bender. 12.4 12.1 92 Shelby .5 .5

50 Benton 32.6 35.2 61 Polk 11.8 12.0 93 Unicoi • 1 •1

31 Henry 31.9 31.1 62 Cooke 11.4 11.7 94 Union • 1 • 1

63 Enox 10.6 10.5 96 Payette

State 23.5 23.3

Source of data for 1929 and 1954: Censua of i\grlculturet 19S5, Tennessee,
Statletiee by Counties, pp» 6-15•

Similar oonditlona exist in the greater portion of East Tennessee• 1m

fact, seren of the ten lowest oouaties are in the eastern portion of "^e
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State* Bul>len and Jefferscm oowtlas are perhaps the outstanding ones

in the extraae eastern part of the State In the percentage of orop land

ooTored by contract, etaile in or neur the Seqiuatohie Valley, the folloe-

ing counties rank -rery high in this respectt Sequatohie, Bledsoo, Harion,

and Tan Buron*

In general, those counties ha-ring high ratios of crop acreage tp farm

acreage on all farns also have high ratios on contract farms* The eame

ie true for counties having low ratios (Table XV and Figure 30). The

ratios of cr*^ acreage te farm acreage for all farms in the State are 43

and 40 respectively for 1929 and 1934 (oensus periods), and 48 for the

oontraot fanas for each year, 1932 and 1933* This would indicate that

fivo to eight per oent more of the farm land controlled by the 1934 oom-

hog oontraot oignsrs was crop land than was true for all farms in the State*

On all farms, 36 oountios had ratios equal to or greater than the State

average in 1929, eoaqpared with 45 counties in 1934* Based on the data from

oontraot farms, 60 counties were equal to or above the State average in

1932, idiile 46 were in this category in 1933.

When these ratios are set up in a frequency distribution, the majority

of the counties fall into olass interval of 51«-55 for oontraot farms

in 1952 and 1933, but with the cezmuo data for all farms a different situ».

atlon la shown (Table XVI). For 1929, 23 eountiea fall into the olass

Interval of 4U46, 22 in 81-35, and 17 in 56-40 — making the modal oUoo

interval 36-40* This same class interval (36-40) io the modal for the 1934

data m all farms. Thus a larger proportion of contract farms have rela

tively high ratios of crop acres to farm acres than all farms.
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TABLE X7» - BATIO OF CHOP ACREAGE TO FARM ACREAGE; OH THE 1934
CORH-HOG CONTRACT SiCfHBRS* FAIMS (1932 AHD 1933) AHD

ON ALL FARUS (1929 AHD 1934)

Rank County All farms* Contract farms

1929 1934 ' 1932 1933

Pot. Pc-t. Pot. Pot.

1 Lake 90 77 81 81

2 Dyer 74 58 65 64

3 Shelby 70 56 73 71

4 Crockett 68 56 73 72

6 Lauderdale 68 51 41 41

6 Tipton 68 59 50 60

7 Gibeon 65 62 69 69

8 Hayirood 64 57 63 53

9 Ob ion 54 61 60 59

10 Weakley 53 47 56 66

11 Madison 62 48 65 61

12 Robertson 52 59 69 59

13 Fayette 50 60 -

5614 Franklin 47 46 56

15 ISsicon 47 46 63 53

16 Smith 47 42 52 52

17 Trousdale 47 45 54 54

18 Warren 47 49 59 69

19 Lawrence 46 45 48 46

20 Washington 46 44 54 58

21 Bedford 45 42 54 53

22 DeKalb 45 43 51 52

25 Giles 45 43 55 55

24 Jackson 45 40 44 44

25 Jefferson 45 41 49 49

26 Putnam 45 43 62 62

27 Rutherford 45 44 65 55

28 Sunmer 45 44 53 55

29 Baiiiblen 44 43 52 61

30 M<aitgoinery 44 40 58 58

51 Oarroll 43 41 54 63

32 Coffee 43 38 61 52

33 Hamilton 43 43 52 52

34 Lincoln 43 40 56 60

35 MoMinn 43 42 50 50

36 Maury 43 43 53 62

37 Greene 42 41 61 60

38 Qardin 42 36 45 45

39 Henry 42 41 50 49

40 fflisa 42 46 52 60

41 Knox 41 41 47 46

(continued)



SABIE XT. « UilQ OF CROP AOHJS&0B TO FARM ACREAGIE: OS THE X954
OOBB-HOa C0BTRA6T SIOSERS* FARMS (lOSE ARD 1955) ASD OS

ALL FAISIS (1929 ASD 1954) . ooatijaiied

69

Bual: Ooim-ty All farsis* Contract farms
1929 1934 1932 '1833

42 lisirion 41 46 49 48
43 Uarehall 41 36 48 48
44 White 41 44 51 61
46 Chester 40 57 45 44
46 Henderion 40 38 40 40
47 Monree 40 38 55 53
48 Wilsm 40 36 46 47
48 Oaaqphell 39 36 32 35
60 Cezmon 39 34 44 44
51 59 42 44 44
52 Overton 59 37 42 42
53 Blounb 38 40 61 60
64 Sequatohie 38 32 46 45
56 WilllaBUKffii 38 38 54 58
56 Bradley 37 37 42 42
57 Clay 37 33 37 ST
58 Davidscn 37 34 44 45

59 Benton 36 82 39 38
60 Cheathaoi 36 86 32 31
61 Dooatur 35 80 36 36

62 Meigs 35 53 48 47

63 Plokett 35 32 38 38

64 Anderson 34 82 46 46

65 Diokszm 34 32 35 35

66 McKairy 34 56 48 46

67 Roam 34 83 38 57

68 Sevier 34 35 48 47

68 Solllvaa 34 36 36 36

70 Carter 33 28 50 53

71 Claibome 33 31 40 40

72 Orundy 33 40 54 54

73 BsurdwaMs 33 32 40 40

74 Eidaean 83 30 36 36

75 PoUc 33 31 36 38

76 Stenmrt 38 35 41 40

77 Union 33 52 84 33

78 Bledsoe 32 57 44 44

79 Coeke 32 30 38 37

80 Orainger 32 32 46 46

81 Ouaiberland 31 33 34 35

82 Fentress 31 56 34 33

(oontlna«d)
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TABLE XT. - MTIO OF CROP ACREAGE TO FARM ACREAGE: OH THE 3.934
COBI-HOO COBITRACT SICfllERS* FARIIS (1932 ABD 1933) AHD OS

ALL FAiMS (1929 AHD 1934) - eontinued

Cottirty All fartis# CMitraot farms

' 1929 1934 1932 1933

83 lioore 31 27 50 31

84 Hawkins 30 27 36 38

85 Humphreys SO 27 31 31

86 Van Buren 50 32 44 43

87 Houston 29 24 30 31

38 Uorgan 29 26 34 36

89 Uhiooi 29 33 24 26

90 Wayne 29 26 29 29

91 Lewis 27 30 34 34

92 Hanoobk 26 28 30 32

93 Scott 25 27 14 15

94 Johnson 24 24 56 57

95 Perry 24 19 26 26

State 43 40 48 48

• Source: Census of Agricultures 1935, Tennessee^ Statistics ly
Coimtie^ pp. 6-l3.

nbe ratios of crop aoreage to farm acreage show a fairly MgH

degree of correlation among the counties hetween the eontraot farms

and all faros when plotted on a scatter diagrsm (Figure 31). This is

tri» when the eom»hog oontraot data for either year are plotted with

the data for either of the Census periods. Althoi^h the ratios are

higher on the oontraot farms, the indications are that the farnmrs did

net seriously^ if at all, overstate either their crop or fhra aoroago.

There are a few eocoeptions to this, hut in these counties the data may

not hare heen representatlre of the reapoctire counties.

V ■- :v ■-

1^
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fiBU m. - FHBQTJEirCY DISTRIBUTION OP THE RATIOS (PERGESTAOES)
OP CROP ACSEAffE TO PARU ACREAOE; 1934 CORN-HOG CONTRACT

SIOirBRS» FARMS (1932 AfO) 1933) AND ALL FARMS
(1929 AND 1934) BT COUNTIES

Per cent

10-15
16-20
21-25
26-30

31-35
36-40
41-45

46-50
ei-55

56-60

61-35

66-70

71-75
76-80

81-85
86-90
91-95

Total

number of counties
Com-'iiog farma

i-mr

1

0

1

4

9

14
12

17
22

7

3

1

2

0
1

0

0

94

"mr

1
0

0

s
10

16

14

14

22

8
2
1

2

0

1
0
0

94

All farms#

5zr

0

0

2
10

22

17
23

8

4

0

2
4

1

0
0

1

0

94

TOT"

0

1
2

12
21

21
20

7
2

6

1

I
0

1
0

0

0

94

(Sine© tl«re were no com-liog contracts In Fayette County It Is oaiitted
from this frequency distribution. The ratio for this county was 60
in both 1929 and 1934.)

♦ Source: Table XV.

Hsy Acreage

The 1932-33 ETorag© tame hay acreage of the contract signers totaled

261i598 acres, this is equiwalent to 19.7 per oent of all tajw hay acre
age based on ̂  1930 c«isus and to 15.0 per cent of all tame hay acreage
bated on the 1935 census. The census figures are not exactly oMporeble

(see footnote to Table XVII). The decrease in these percentages is due to
the great increase in hay acreage from 1930 to 1935, brought about in
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Source of data for (A): Fifteenth Census of the U. S., 1930, Agriculture, Tennessee,
First Series, pp. 48-55.
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Source: Table XVII
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TiffiLB Zni. • 1934 CORN.S06 COSTKACT SiaNBRSf TAlfE HAT ACRE&OS
(1932-33 A7EHAGE) AS A PHBCERIAGE OF ALL TAUE IA7 ACREA6H

(1929 AHD 1934)

Bank County 1929 1934 iiank County 1929 1934 ^nk Ccun-fy 1929 1934

Pot. Pet. Pot. Pot. Pot. ?ct»

1 Perry 69,8 41.1 32 Itooatur 25.3 18.0 64 Monroe 9.8 8.0

2 Lewis 56.8 38.8 33 Stewart 24.8 21.4 65 Lauder. 9.1 5.4

3 Moore 48.2 30.4 34 Louden 24.5 16.3 66 Fentr. 9.0 6.4

4 Sunmer 44.1 25.8 35 Jackson 24.3 18.1 67 Greene 8.2 7.0

5 Marion 43.8 22.1 36 Bamblen 23.7 18.4 68 Blount 8.0 5.8

6 Smith 43.2 31.4 37 Pickett 23.6 20.9 69 Grain. 8.0 6.4

7 Obion 42.8 41.6 38 Cumber. 21,6 25.3 70 Enox 7.7 6.8

8 Montg. 41.6 34.4 39 YiMte 21.3 14.4 71 Mac on 7.6 6.1

9 Grundy 40.6 23.5 40 DeEalb 21.2 L6.9 72 Polk 6.9 5.0

10 Sequat. 39.6 28.6 41 Benton 20.0 L5.5 73 Itedis. 6.6 3.4

11 Ilfilson 39.0 33.9 42 Houstosi 19.0 22.1 74 Hawkins 5.7 5.3

12 Marsh. 58.8 30.7 43 Bhea 18.5 L2.6 75 Wash. 5.6 5.6

13 Dyer 37.8 26.4 44 Cheat« 18.0 L2.9 76 ,'mder« 5.3 4.5

14 Hick, 37.3 32.2 45 Putn. 17.1 L2.7 77 Mc^Uinn 5.3 4.0

15 Humph, 36.7 28.1 ! 46 Chester 16.9 7.8 78 Lake 5.2 2.2

16 Kfayne 36.2 28.3 47 Jeffer. 16.9 12.5 79 Bradley 4.0 3.5

17 Cannon 36.6 24.3 48 Crock. 16.6 L0.8 80 Haywood 3.9 2.6

18 Coffeo 35.0 22.7 49 EEardin 16.2 9.9 81 MoSairy 3.6 2.2

19 Clay 34.0 29.9 50 Overt. 16.2 .2,3 82 Robert. 3.6 3.4

20 Bleds. 33.6 22.3 51 Scene 15.8 .3.3 83 John. 3.5 4.7

21 SSaury 33.1 20.5 62 Weakley 16.7 20,6 84 Carter 2.6 3.2

22 Lino, 32.2 24.4 63 Dicks. 15.0 .2.0 85 Claib. 2.4 2.1

23 Ruther. 32.0 24.4 54 Meigs 15.0 L2.5 86 Banc. 2.4 1.7

24 iitason. 32.0 22.0 55 lAwr. X4.5 7.6 87 Sulliv. 2.1 2.1

25 Frank, 50.9 22.6 56 David. 14.4 8.5 88 Morgan 2.0 2.3

26 Giles 30.9 20.3 67 Header• 14.2 9.8 89 Scott 1.8 1.3

27 7,Buren 28.4 21.5 58 Sevier 13.8 j2.3 90 Shelby 1.8 .8

28 Bedford 28.0 19.5 69 Gibson 12.7 .0.9 91 Tipton 1.3 •8

29 frousd. 26.6 16.4 60 Harde. 12.1 4.8 92 Unieoi 1.2 .9

50 Henry 26.2 24.1 61 Cocke 11.0 9,5 93 Can^b. .7 .7

31 ffarren 25.5 18.7 62 Hamil. 10.4 7.2 94 Union •5 .4

63 Carroll 9.8 7.7 85 Feyette
* -

State 19.7 .5^0

(Hay acreage as reported by the census in 1934 is not exactly ocoiparable
isrith the acreage reported in 1929. Sorghma vas Included in 1934 and
not in 1929. lAlien the sorghum acreage is added to the hay acreage
for 1929, the srtate figure for Idiis year is reduced to 19.2 per cent.
Cottsty figures would probably be affected in about the ssine proportion. )

Source: Census of Agriculture^, 1929 and 1934.
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part by 'various adjusianent programs. Muoh land formerly used for oo-bton,

eom« and perhaps other ort^s was sown to hay crops in 1934* resulting in

an increase in luty acreage of more than 350*000 aores in 1934 orer 1929.

This is an inorease of 28.3 per cent. The inorease in Perry County ms

41.3 per oent. The ether oounties iri-bh a high peremtage of "eign'i^ip''

vrith the Qom»h<^ program inoreased hay acreages considerably. The same

situation exists in the eotton area.
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CHAPTERT

AH AHAITSIS or THE U.U OH COSH FRODHCnCHI

Aereagc Corer^d T>y Gcffltaraot

Pronounced adjustmemts oeoirred In com prcduotion in 1934« The

total aoreage planted to com in the United Statea in 19S4 was about

92,526^000 acres, nrhieh it about 13,000,000 acres less than the 1932«>33

arerage* Practioalljr all of this reduction In aoreage was dne to the

oom-hog program* The non^signers represented about 4S per oent of the

com acreage end about 40 per cent of the annuel jaroduction in the Uxxlted

States. Apparently the non-signers ctade no significant reduction, while

the awerage reduotion ajaong signers was nearly 24 per oenti^^
The drought had more effect on the total production of oom in 1934

than did the com>hog program; yet the program was helpful because it ad

justed the hog numbers more in line with feed supplies. The actual re-

eults of the drmight on com production are giwsn in the following quo

tation:

If yields had been normal in 1934, the total com produe-
tion on the adjusted acreage would have been held to about
2,2CX),000,000 bushels; that is, between 350,000,000 and
375,000,000 Iwshels under the two-year average pro<hiction of
ai^roocinately 2,600,000,000 bushels. This reduced total pro-
daetion would have been in good balance with requirements,
in view of the oorrespondiiag adjustment in hog numbers planaed
simultaneously •

On account of the severe drought, however, the 1934 oom
crop, instead of being about 2,200,000,000 bushels, aotually

(1) Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Agricultural Adjustment
in 1934, p* 100.
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Has about 1,320,000,000 bushels, or nearly 1,200,000,000
bushels under the t»ro<-year aremge* Thus In 1934 nearly
three-fourths of the actual change in com production
from the two-year aTSrag© was duo to the drought. (2)

In the Middle West, where the bul^ of the ctanmeroial wipply of com

is produced, betveou 80 and ̂  per cent of the aTorago annual production

was brought under control; for the entire comrtry, about -52 per cent, ai^

TiiBLE Xnil. - CORK: 1934 COEJf-HOO COTOiCT SKaiEHS* BASE AOREAOE
(1932-33 AVEHAGE) AS ADJ13STED, AND TEE IEHC]0JTAGB OF TOTAL

COEK ACREAGE ^1932-33 AVBPAGE)

pmk State Base

acreage

Percente^e
of total
com acre

age

Rank State Base

acreage

Percentage
of total
com acre

age

1 lows 10,576,079 91.1 1 25 Md. 90,887 16.4

2 Neb. 7,878,940 74.8 26 Fla. 82,081 12.1

3 111. 7,094,632 80.3 27 Pern, 56,534 4.5

4 Kans. 4,429,194 61.7 28 Moni. 55,310 25.7

e Mo. 4,313,855 69.1 29 >/.Y|. 44,999 114
6 S.D. 4,109,333 92.3 30 Qa,^ 4S,S29 14
7 Minn. 3,586,654 73.3 31 La.^ 25,102 i4
8 Ind. 3,586,534 89.7 52 Ore. 21,372 27.4

9 Ohio 1,997,868 58.8 33 Ida. 20,590 39.2

10 Colo. 1,159,943 69.3 54 Miss* 16,553 .7

11 Okla, 996,346 32,4 55 K.Y. 13,769 2.4

12 biso. 961,947 43.6 36 Dela. 7,859 5.2

13 Texas 823,996 14.8 57 Oalif. 5,776 5.9

14 IJ.D, 794,468 58.0 58 N.J. 4,674 2.8

16 Ky. 779,349 28.1 59 Dtah 3,466 16.9

16 Tezm. 716,832 25.0 Yf&aht 3,059 7.7

17 Mich. 424,702 22.5 Ariz. 2,435 5.9

18 Va. 231,228 15.1 Yt. 2,270 3.6

19 A.rk# 200,056 10.0 Mass. 504 1.3

20 Yiyof 163,597 72.1 Her. 457 22.8

21 N.M. 130,810 48.9 H.H. 438 3.0

22 Ala, 123,543 3.9 Ee Conn. 433 .8

23 N.C. 107,977 4«6 47 Maine 30 .2

24 s.c. 94,165 5.8 48 R.I. 15 •

tJ.s. 1>5,313,507 52.2

•Leas than ono-tent!h of one per cent.

Source: Agricultural AdjuetiMjnt Administration, Agricultural Adjustment
in 1954, pp. 96-97 and Enited States Department of ̂ ^grioultare. Crops
and kiarkets, Yol. 11, p. 467j Deoe^er 1934.

(2) ibid., p.151.
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toA TeimessM, about 25 per omt (fable X7III and Figure S8)« These

figures are based on adjusted data. In losa, 91.1 per cent of aTsrage

osrn asreage in 1932 and 2933 saa brought under control. The base acre

age (as adjusted) in Iowa alone sas about 10 per oeui: of the aTsrage

(1932»55) total acreage in the United States^ and about 19 per cent of

the total base aereage (as adjusted) of all the ecnxbraot signers throuf^*

out the country. Although the total base acreage of the signers in South

Dakota ms less than one-half of the base acreage in Iowa« 92.3 per oent

of the arerage annual aereage was eontrolled by ecoitract signers in this

state* Other states with a high peroentage of participation wsret Illi*

noiS;^ Nebraska.^ iCLnnesota, tl^cmingj IndianaMissouri* and Kansas* The

Isw England states and the Ootton Belt had the least representation in

the oom-hog program*

Adjusted Base Acreage in Tennessee. An explanation of the adjusted

data is made in the introduction to this study. The base com aereage
(5)

as adjusted for the State was 717*918 aores* whieh was 90.5 per osnt

of the 1932-33 arerage acreage clainied by the producers. The base acre

age in Obion County exceeded that of any other oountyj yet there wae a

triform decline in the base acreage from the top of the list to the bot-

tos (Table XIX). Beginning at the top of the list* the first fire eoun-

ties had 22.4 per oent of the base acreage; the firsbtwa* 37.4 per cent;

the first fifteen, 48*6 per oent; the first twenty, 72.4 per oent —

leaving 27*6 per osnt of the base acreage for the othw 65 oounties*

Thsre were three oounties* Sunner* Rutherford* and Unieoi* in idiieh

no adjttstoMnt wao nade in the produeers* reported figures on eom aore-

age* On the other l*nd, the base was adjusted to 83.5 per oent of the

(3) This figure is slightly more than the published figure of the
Agricultural Mjustment Administration* probably duo to eanoellation
of some oontracts after being mailed to Washington from the State Office.

- 'jL , , , : ' ,
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olaimetd figures In Lake Coonty* It Is reported that in ttaeee ooantles

#Bre sharp adjustaents vere neoeeaary that the oouni^ and oogmauaity

e«Bmlttees mnre not as oareful in their work as they might hare been*

It seems that crrerstatement of oom aereage eas permittedj^ in scnae

Instances, to pass on to the State Beard ef Keriev, where final adjust*

menta for the State as a whole were made* The oounty and ecmtmunity eon*

adttees made the neeeeeary adjustments within the county before the State

Board of Beriew finally approved the base acreage for the county*

Estimated Com Acreage Covered by Gootraot. In Tennessee, one*

fourth of the total oom aoreage wae oonrered by 0Mn3*h<^ contracts In

1934* In ol^it countios, ̂ le Stato Board of Hevisrw estimated that more

than 50 per eent ef the oom aoreage was controlled by corn-hog eontraet

ilgners (Table XX)* Wayne County raidosd first with 7S per sent* Obion

■mi oounties in ?<S8t Tonnessoo, and praotloally all of the Middle

Tennessee counties ranked high in the percentage of corn aoreage oovored

by 1934 eom*h(% oontzuots. Most of tiw oounties in ths eastern and in

the southwestern parts of the State were low in the percentage oom

aweoge covered by oorttraot (Figure 41)#

Fereentage of Com Aoreage Covered by Contraet Based en Prodneers*
/

yigures. Ths total oom aereage in Tssmessee over a period of years

has averaged approximately 2*8 million aores, or about 2*8 per cent of

the total for tiw Ihilted States* The average acreage in 1932 and 1933

was 2,868,500 aeres, or 2*7 per eont of the United States total*

The ealculatlons in Tables X7X1I and XX are based en adjusted data*

fTftng the producers* reported figurea^ the oontraot signers plantsd
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7ABLS XX» « IWERTAfiE OF COM AOREAOB UimER COSTRA.07 IB tSHBBSSBB
AS ESTHIATED BT THE STATE BOARD

KB?IM ♦

Rank County Per cant |Bank County Per cent][Bank County Per oent

1 V/ayne 73.0 32 Jackson 31.0 64 Grainger 9.3

Z Marshall 62 »9 53 Loudon 31.0 65 Chester 9.0

8 Obion 57.6 34 Williamson 30.5 I 66 Fentress 9.0

4 Giles 55.0 35 Houston 30.0 87 Greene 9.0

6 Perry 54.7 36 Cumberland 29.0 i 68 MoMintt 9.0

6 Moore 54.0 ^7 Bamblon 28.0 69 BloUttt 8.7

7 Lewis 53.0 38 DeKalb 26.0 70 Lauder. 8.0

8 Hiokmsn 52.0 39 Hontgomery 26.0 1 71 Mac on 8.0

9 Lincoln 49.4 40 Stewart 26.0 72 Carroll 7.7

10 Clay 46.0 41 Bardin 24.0 73 Hawkins 7.3

11 Wilson 46.0 ! 42 Putnam 24.0 74 Anderson 7.0

12 Grundy 44.0 43 Bbsa 23.7 75 Bradley 7.0

IS Marion 43.2 44 Weakley 23.0 76 Madison 5.0

14 Lawrenoe 43.0 45 Jefferson 22.1 77 Wash. 6.0

IS Bledsoe 42.3 46 Sumner 22.0 78 Hardeman 4.0

IS Smith 42.0 1 47 VVhite 22.0 79 Johnscm 4.0

17 Coffee 41.5 48 Heigs 21.0 80 Morgan 4.0

18 Bedfoi*d 41.2 49 Trousdale 21.0 81 Baywood 3.5

19 Franklin 40.0 50 Overton 20.0 82 Carter 3.0

20 Humphreys 40.0 51 Pickett 20.0 83 Robert. 3.0

21 Ifaury 40.0 62 Cheatham 17.0 84 Tlpton 3.0

22 Jtatherford 40.0 63 Crockett 16.0 85 Sullivan 2.0

23 Seqoatohie 40,0 54 Davids (m 16.0 86 Union 0.5

24 Dyer 39.7 55 Gibson 16.0 87 Campbell (a)
25 Benton 39.0 56 Dickson 15.0 88 Claibome Ca)
28 ¥/arren 37.0 57 Monroe 15,0 89 EsMooek (a)
27 7.Bar«i 36.0 58 Lake 14.0 90 MoBairy (a)
28 Cannon 35.0 59 Hsnderscm 13.9 91 Soott M
29 Decatur 35.0 60 Hamilton 12,8 92 Sevler (a)
30 Roane 32.0 61 Folk 12.6 93 Shelby

n Hoary 31*0 62 Knox 12.5 94 Unlooi (a)
- 63 Co<dce 11.7 96 Fayotte 0*0

State 25.0(b)

• th® following indicationa wore used in arrivii^ at this ostinate: (l)
Per cent of fame reporting com, (2) per oent of farm® hftTing mor0
tfVn 10 aorea of oorn, (3) per cent of farm* with 10 acre* or less
of oorn, (4) per cent of all land in farms under oontraot, (5) per
cent of crop land under contract, and (6) per cent of hay acreage
under contract*

(a) Bo eetinate made*
(h) Calculated ty the writer, using the 1952^3 ayorago com acreage for

the State and the eontract signers' adjusted base acreage (1932-33
avwrageV.
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tABLE Xn. - COHHj 1934 COBH-lOG COHTRACT S2»HERS» LAND IN ALL FIELD
COMI (1932-33 AVERAOE) AS A PERCENTAGS CUf ALL LAND IN ALL

FIELD CORN (1929 AND 1934)

Rsnli County 1929 1934 Rank County 1929 19341E^nk County 1929 1934

Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet, Pet,

1 \ia»yne 81,4 80,8 32 Henry 36,2 54,1 64 Cooise 14,0 14.1

2 Isnria 67,8 57.5 53 Jackson 34,0 39.6 66 Greene 11,8 10,9

3 Perry 66,2 71,5 34 Houston 32.3 34.7 66 Grain, 11,1 lO.O

4 Hloknan 64,8 75.8 35 Hau^blen 32.2 33.6 67 Chester 11.1 9,8

3 Marafaall 64,5 78,8 36 WJsson, 31,7 36,9 68 MoMinn 10.1 10,1

6 Obion 63,5 62.7 37 Hardin 30,1 27.8 69 Blount 9,9 9.8

7 Moore 59,8 64,8 38 Stewart 28,6 30,4 70 Macon 9.6 9,7

8 Wilson 58,9 68,3 39 Putnam 27,9 28,0 71 Fentr. 9,4 8.5

9 Qrtmdy 56,4 54,1 40 DeKalb 27,6 30,0 72 Lauder, 8.9 7.6

10 Giles 62,4 57.8 41 Montg, 27.0 31,0 73 Carroll 8.6 7,4

11 Clsgr 50,7 57,1 42 Weak, 26,8 24.5 74 Hawkins 8,0 7,5

12 Linooln 49.8 53.6 43 Rhsa 26,0 27,0 75 Ander. 7,9 8.0

13 Marion 49,3 46,2 44 White 24,8 27,8 76 Bradl, 7.1 5.8

U coffee 48,4 50,0 46 Jeff, 25,6 25,7 77 Wash, 6,0 5.5

IS Smith 47,5 54,4 46 Lavr, 23.1 20,7 78 Madis, 6,0 5,4

16 Bedford 45,9 61,1 47 Meigs 23.0 24,3 79 McNairy 5.5 4,8

17 Button 45,8 44.7 48 Pick, 22,9 25,6 80 Harde, 5,3 4,6

18 Boaph, 45.8 43,0 49 Orert, 22,3 21,3 81 Morgan 4,4 3.2

19 Frank, 45.6 46,5 60 Stumer 20.6 26,6 82 Heyw, 4,1 3,5

20 Sequat, 45.3 47,6 51 Trousd, 20.4 25,9 83 John* 3,3 2.7

21 Bledaoe 44.6 37,8 52 Crook, 20,0 17.0 84 Tipton 3.2 2.5

22 Deoatur 43,8 45,5 63 Glbsen 19.4 17,2 85 Carter 3.1 2,8

23 Dyer 42,8 36,1 54 Cheat* 17.8 17.8 86 ifeino. 3.0 2,6

24 Warren 41.8 43,6 65 Darid, 17.4 20,0 87 Claib, 2.9 2.4

25 Maury 40.8 47.9 66 Dick. 16,6 16,4 88 Robert, 2,9 3,2

26 Louden 39,6 38,5 57 Monroe 16.6 16,5 89 Compb. 2.5 2.1

27 Buther, 39,4 61,3 58 Sevier 16,6 17,7 90 SttlliT. 2,3 2,2

28 Cannon 38,6 44,6 69 Bender, 16.1 13.3 91 Soott 1,8 1.3

29 V.Buren 38,3 44.3 60 Polk 15.6 12,4 92 Unicoi 1.8 •9

30 CuB&)er* 57,2 35,0 61 Hamil, 14,9 11,5 93 Shelby .7 •6

31 Roane 36,6 33,5 62 lake 14.4 7.0 94 Union •6 •5

63 Kn^ 14.2 14.2 95 Fayette

State 27.9 27.4

Source of data for 1929 and 1934: Censm of Agricultttre; 1955« Temeasee^
Statlatloa by Cottnttoa» pp* 22-29.

794«691 acres, or 27,4 per oent of the aTerago com acreage for fenneasee

In 1932-33, County figures are not available for the total aerei^e planbeA

to eom in 1932 and 1933* Consequently, the pereentage of corn acreage
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under eontraot is t>aaed on the oozitract signers* reported acreage and

the total com acreage as reported hjr the Bureau of the Census for 1929

and 19S4. The rank of the counties in this oaloulatlon varies slight!^

from the rank as estiiaated by the State Board of Seriev* The percentages

are gtztsrally higher in the CHileulation using the contraot signers* re

ported figures and cfflasua data than were estimated by the State Board

«r Bevisw* Xn each oase« Wayne County ranked first, but ms approsdnately

eight per emit higher in the calculation using the produoers* reported

figures and eensos data. Several counties bordering on or near the

Tennessee River had a high peroentage of the com acreage under eontraot.

This is true according to the estimate of the State Board of Review as

well as the ealoulatiwa using the producers* reported figures and the

census data for 1929 and 1934. In the bottom lands along this river and

its tributaries much com is gnenai, and juzmbers of hogs am kept sad fsd

in the uplands.

Strangely, in Fayette County, where a eonsiderabls amount of earn

is produoed and where hog produoticai is far above the average for the
(4)

State, not any of tho farmers participated in the oorn-hog program*

Contracted Acreage

The adjusted base com aeimige oontracted to ti» Secretary of Agrl-

eulture in 1954 totaled 13,029,996 aores for the United States, which

represented 25.6 per oent of the total base acreage. There were 11.5

(4) Fayette County ranked ITth in number of hogs on farms April 1,
1930, and 15th in total com acreage in (see Table Tl)*
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acres contracted on the average ty each signer* In Tenneieeey tlM t&am

tracted acreage was X79,103 aere»J^ or 7#5 acres per contract on the basis

of ell oom<>hog contracts* and 9*0 acres per Ihrm for those signers pro-
(5)

ducing com.

The states of the Middle West led in the number of acres contracted,

Iowa ranking at the top vith 2,472,720 acres. Six states, loura, Nebraska,

Illinois, Kansas, Missouri, and South Dakota, contracted 9,168,068 acres,

«p 70 per cent ef the total aacuztt ocaatracted. Furthermore, 96.6 per

sent of the contracted acres eore In 16 states. In spite of the fact that

farmers in 2,182 oounties out of the 5,061 participated. The cwn-hog

fanosrs of Tennessee contracted 179,103 acres, which was only 1*4 per cent

of the total acres contracted in 1934*

Aqcording to the com-hog oontract proper, the farmer agreed to re

duce to at least 20 per oont bolow the eserage nui^or of acres pla,nted

to com in 1932 and 1953. later, however, administratlv© rulings relat

ing to ttie ocntraots were issued, and these beoamo a part of the oontract

in the Bueoifio oases to which they applied. Table XXXI shows that for

the IFnited States, as a whole, 23*6 per cent of the base com acreage

as adjusted was contracted to the Secretary, but that 15 states oontraoi^

lese than the 20 per cent minimum mentioned above, tixree of which oon-

tracted no aoreago. An explanation for this may bo fotmd in the follow

ing adaiidstrative rulings:

(5) Hot all signers produced ooim. Bee Table XXIH, and dl8<%i8fi(ai
under "Hunber of Signers Growing Cona" on page 96.
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IABI£ Xm. - CORHt OTMBER OF COMmCTED ACRES (1934), COHTRACTED
ACREAGE AS A PESCfflTAGE OF COHTRACT SIGHERS' ̂ IDJUSTSD BASE
ACRKACS (1932-33 AVBRACBS), AMD THE AVERAGE APPRAISED

TCELD PER ACRE ON THE CONTRACTED ACREAGE, ^
ADJUSTED, BT STATES

r "T
a Contracted acres a Contracted acres

n State Total Ter- Appraisec n State Total i^pndsed
k acres oent- yield k acres cent- yield

age of age of
base base

1 loea 2,472,720 23.4 38.6 25 Md. 21,229 23.4 36.2

8 Beh. 1,860,218 23.6 23.8 26 Fla. 20,658 25.2 14.2

3 111. 1,625,469 22.9 36.3 27 Mont. 14,195 25.7 16.3

4 Kans. 1,084,502 24.5 18.9 28 Penn. 12,282 21.7 38.4

3 Mo. 1,080,114 25.0 25.5 29 iV.Va, 10,324 22.9 34.9

6 S.D. 1,045,045 25.4 17.0 30 Ga. 9,592 22,1 11.1

7 Miim. 802,455 22.4 31.7 31 La. 5,676 24.6 16.9

8 Ind. 715,620 22.9 35.8 32 Miss. 5,886 23.5 18.5

9 Ohio 452,308 22.6 37.3 33 Idaho 2,603 12.6 34.7

10 Colo. 509,900 26.7 12.2 34 Dela. 1,890 25.0 33.1

11 Okla. 231,567 23.2 17.3 35 Dreg, 1,714 8.0 35.9

12 Texas 207,410 25.2 18,2 36 Calif, 1,209 20.9 34.2

13 Ky. 193,588 24.8 26.6 37 K.J. 1,115 23.9 40.6

14 Tenn. 179,103 25.0 24.9 38 Y/ash. 607 19.8 36.3

15 N.D, 173,794 21.9 17.4 39 N.Y. 590 4.3 35.2

16 Wise. 157,337 16.4 36.0 40 Ariz. 536 22,0 23.7

17 Mioh. 79,197 18.6 32.6 41 Utah 343 9.9 25,0

18 Ta. 54,900 23.7 29.4 42 Kew. 115 25.2 56.8

19 Ark. 45,424 22.7 20,7 43 Conn. 20 4.6 54.7

20 Uyo. 41,574 25.4 14.3 44 R.H. 5 1.1 60.0

21 lii.M. 35,343 27.0 19,9 45 Mass. 4 •8 36.0

22 Ala • 28,219 22.8 13.2 46 Maine - «e m

£3 N.C. 23,378 21.7 24.3 47 R.X. «e «e m

24 s.c. 22,218 23.6 16.3 48 Tt. m
"

U.S. 13,029,996 23.6 28,6

Souroes .%rioultaral Adjastmont Administration, Agricultural Adjustment
in 1934j| pp« 96-97.

IT tho aTorage nii2ift)0r oT acres planted to eom on the
land included tinder a contract, exclusiTB of com for silage
or out gwen, was less than 10 acres in 1932-33, com acre
age need not he redueed on such land in 1934 and no com re
duction payment shall he made In oonneetlm with suoh ooa-
tract. ——
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In all <»i8eB irtiere com used for silage is
included in the 19S2-33 average com acreage for
a contract, the producer loust fill his silo in
1934 to the average level to which the silo was
filled in 1932-35. (6)

In Michigan and Y/isoonain, nany dairy famwrS si^ed contracts, and

nany of them had leas than 10 acres of com, exclusive of corn for silage.

The sfiioe was probably true in Sew lork and in other dairying states.

Tbs administrative rulings permitted these fanners to participate in the

corn-hog program without requiring them to reduee their oern acreage.

They were not permitted, however, to inorease their corn acreage above

the average for 1932 and 1953. Benefit pi^yments were made to such farmers

<mly on the basis of hog reduction.

number of Signws Growing Com in 3935

Only 94,1 per oent cf the com-hog contract signers in Tennessee were

producers of com. This is on the basis of the number who actually pro

duced com in 19S3, and the number sfeo produced com in 1932 and net in

1933 was negligible. She oontraet intimates that to be eligible a farmer

should hove been a producer of both com and hogs, but an administrative

mling permitted those with an average of less thsn 10 acres for 1982-33

(exclusive of com for silage or out green) to participate, and of the

23,881 applicants in Tennessee, 1,414 did not produce any corn in 1988,

Including this 1,414, there were 3,880 jfarmers whose average com acreage

fer 1932-33 was loss than 10 acres. Without the administrative ruling

these 1,414, or 5.9 per cent of the signers would hare been ineligible.

(e) Agricultural Adjustment ̂ (jBiinistration, AdndnistratltS BulSage
ftslating to Com-Hog Reduction Contracts, p. 3.
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tABLE mil. - PERCENTAGE OF THE 1934 CORH-HOG CONTRACT
SIGMRS IN TENNESSEE GROiaNG CORN IN 1933

Bank County Per cent Bank County Per cent ijtink County Per cent

1 Anderson 100.0 32 Bamblen 97.8 ^4 Cooke 84.4
2 Blount 100.0 S3 Buailt. 97.8 55 Wayne 94.4
S Canpb* 100.0 34 Prank. 97.7 36 Dick. 94.3
4 Carter 100.0 35 Stewart 97.7 57 Gibson 94.2

6 Cheater 100.0 56 Oixaber. 97.5 58 Baidc. 93.8
6 Claib. 100.0 37 Jradley 97,4 >9 Bedf. 93.6
7 Pentreaa 100.0 38 Yeakley 97.4 '0 Sunner 93.5
8 lanoook 100.0 39 Shea 97.3 1 Moore 93.3
9 Haywoed 100.0 40 Ireene 97.2 2 l^oh* 93.2
10 Johnson lOO.O 41 Jledsoe 97.1 '3 Liauiy 93.1
11 Inke 100.0 42 [Jbion 97.1 r4 Coffee 95.0
12 Madis• 100.0 43 (onroe 96.7 '5 Robert. 92.8
IS Meigs 100.0 44 iarde. 96.5 '6 Giles 92.7
14 Pickett 100.0 45 Lewis 96.5 7 Grundy 92.7
15 Polk 100.0 46 loUinn 96.5 '8 Henry 92.2
16 Scott 100.0 47 Leader. 96.4 -9 Smith 92.2
17 Shelby 100.0 48 Lanr. 96.4 \0 Shox 91.4
18 Tipton 100.0 49 hrert. 96.3 11 Cannon 90.9
19 Uniooi 100.0 50 Crousd. 96.2 (2 lumph. 90.7
20 Union lOO.O 51 )eoatur 96.1 13 Wash. 90.5
21 White lOO.O 52 ;©Tier 95.9 14 Chaat. 90.5
22 Lino. 99.9 55 Jlay 95.6 5 Carroll 90.0
23 Roane 99.2 54 louston 95.6 >G 7 .Buren 90.0
24 Bacon 98.9 55 Julliw. 95.6 17 larsh. 69 .4
25 Se(|aat» 96.9 56 )eKalb 95.5 18 Perry 87.9

26 Putnam 98.7 57 larion 95.5 19 tiilson 87,2
27 Warren 98.6 58 lender. 96.4 0 Hick. 86.8
28 Jackson 98.2 59 lontg. - 95.1 11 David. 85.6
29 London 98.2 60 Ruther. 95.0 i2 ScNairy 84,4

30 Hardin 97.9 61 ienton 94.7 >3 Dyer 84.1

31 Crook. 97.8 62 }raln. 94.7 K Morgan 72.7
65 Feffer. 94.6 5 ?ayette fW

.

State 94.1

there were 21 oountiee in whieh owexy eigaer was a predbaoer of eom

in 19S3 (Table ZXIII and Figure 47). There were 67 counties aborre the

State average in this respect. There seem to be no general principle

fren vhioh to explain the situation in regard to the rank of the varicais
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dountled* It !• notloeatle, howevert that none of the oountlea haring

100 per cent of the a ignore who produeod oom In 1933, rank Tery high

in total zuad»or of algnora, az^ that mxqf of theao msm oountlea aro ,

near the bottom of the list In fable XXXStl, which ahowa the peroantage

of the aignora having aoiw to farrow In the epring of 1933. In other

worda, there were wuay famora participating in the eom.4iog program idio

were prodocera of only one of the two oontnoditlea. On the whole, those

oountlea which had the greater nuaiber of oontraota tend to fall near the

State average in the percentage of the®growing corn.

Signera With Leaa Than 10 Acres

In addition to tha per oant of the signers idio did not preduee

aiy oom during the base period, there was 10.3 per cent more who pro»

duoed leoa than 10 aeres aaUcing a total of 16.2 per cent who were

eligible to sign a eorn-heg cmtract only because of a apeoial admlnlatra.

tlve ruling. In Marshall, Wilson, Dyer, Hiokaan, and oertain other coun

ties, a large nnaiber ef aigpera had less than 10 aores of com (Table
TTTV and yigurea 48 and 49). A oareful check with Table XXIII ahowa that

these aaam eountios rank near the bottom in the percentage of aignora

growing com in 1933. Likewise, a oheok with fable XJOCri shows those

eountios near -toe top in jdia peroentage of signera having sows to

farrow in the spring of 1933. Ihla indicates that a large peroentage

of the fOmers in these areas are produoers of hogs who de not prodnee

enaugh^ If any, com to food thorn. Perhaps they produce only a fSw hogs

also* Many of tho farmers in those areas were dairy fanners idio were



 
 

�

�� 

100

• • • • « \w.\
♦♦ \t jf* • ♦ • • " A •• • •' K KOTT

.•r« t •

•Nv
• •

e*tTTBt5A\''~S^
»•

• - a

Figure 48,

Each dot r«;presents
0.5 sip;nor

Total sisners - 5„880

Number of 1934 Gorr-Hog Contract Gigners Having a Base(1932-33 Average
~ Ad^^u^st^) Corn Acreage of Less Than

10 Aores

rrjt,T

m* 

»vr*A«
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2
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K.\'. U*
r<n.i

Figure 49 , - Percentage of the 1934 Corn-Hog Contraot
Signers Having a Base (1932-33 Average

As Ad.jxisted) Cofn Acreage of Less
Th'an' 'lO Aores B

Per cent

25.1 and over

20.1 to 25

15ol to 30

10,1 to 15

j 0 0 0 a nd und e r

State avcroge \s 2
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TABLE XnV. - PERCEBTAGE AHD HDMBEa OF THE 1954 OOM-HOO COHTRAOT
SlOIfSRS HATIHO A BABE (1952.35 AVERAGE AS ADJGST^a)) CORH

ACREAGE OF LESS THAW 10 ACl?S§

Bah Oouni^ Per

oent

Bo. Bank County per

oent

No. Lanl County Per

oent

No.

1 John* 88.6 31 32 Cheat. 18.3 17 64 Obion 11.7 129
2 IMloa 60.0 3 33 Deoat. 18.2 60 65 Cooke 11.1 8
5 Wash* 50.5 48 54 lano. 18.2 2 66 Moore 11.1 25
4 CUDtb* 45*9 78 35 Cannon 18.1 72 67 Blount 10.7 6
& Soott 42.9 5 36 Henry 17.8 101 68 Bradley 10.5 4
6 MoN. 37.7 29 57 Psrry 17.5 77 69 Grain. 10.5 4
T TJniooi 33.3 1 38 Sulliv, 17.4 4 70 !k;.rde. 10.3 3
8 Carter 31.6 6 39 y.Buren 17.5 19 71 Bedf. 10.0 65
9 Crock. 31.3 71 40 Benton 16.8 60 72 Hardin 9.8 19
10 Handc. 30.8 20 41 Clalb, 16.7 4 73 Greene 9.1 13
11 Sevier 29.9 44 42 Robert. 16.7 7 74 ISariwi 8.9 16
12 Dyer 28.5 176 45 Seqtiat. 16.7 16 75 Loud(m 8.8 15
13 Horg. 27.3 3 44 Weak. 16.4 97 76 Trousd, 8.8 7
14 David* 26.5 48 45 Clay 16.2 59 77 Overt. 8.5 27
15 Grundy 26.5 40 46 Bumph. 16.0 57 78 Coffee 8.2 41
16 Wayne 25.6 188 47 Bledsoe 15.7 53 79 Madis, 8.0 4

17 Laud* 25.3 21 48 DeKalb 15.7 52 80 MoMinn 7.1 6
18 Marsh. 24.5 241 49 Buab. 15.2 281 81 Prank. 7.0 34
19 Eoust. 23.7 27 50 Mwtg. 15.0 46 82 }!&.oon 6.6 6
20 Gibson 22.8 98 51 Lswis 14.9 28 83 Jackson 6.3 25
21 Chest* 22.4 15 52 Pick. 14.8 16 84 Khea 8.2 7
22 Wilson 21.8 217 53 Jeff, 14.0 26 85 Polk 5.7 2
23 Tipton 21.4 3 54 Vboson. 13.6 60 86 Meigs 6.4 3
24 Hick* 21.2 143 55 Miury 13.5 100 87 Putnam 5.0 16
25 Carr* 20.9 51 56 Steir. 13.2 29 88 Warren 4.1 21
26 Saitl:i 20.2 124 57 Bamil. 12.7 9 89 Roane S.S 4
27 Knox 20.1 28 58 Ruther. 12,6 93 90 White 1.9 4
28 Bender. 19.9 43 59 Lawr. 12.4 58 91 Can^A). 0 0
29 Dick* 19.8 35 60 Lino. 12.2 110 92 Fentr. 0 0

50 Monroe 19.0 23 61 Giles 12.1 124 95 Inks 0 0

31 Sumner 18.6 80 62 Ander. 12.0 3 94 Shelby 0 0
63 Bayv. 11.8 4 95 Payette - -

i
State 16.2 3880

penoitted to participate in the eom-ht^ program due to the special

adminiatratiTe ruling.
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Corn Aores Per Farm

By Stat««» The 1952-35 average com acreage per farm for the eonw

contract Bignerc In the United States ms more than twioe the average

for all farmo reporting com in 1929 as reported Iqr the Bureau of the

Bank

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
14

15

16

17
18

19

20
21

22

23
24

TABLE XX7. - A7ERA® CORN ACREAGE PER FAISIj 1934 GOiai-HOG
CONTRACT SIGNERS* FAFMS (1932-33 AVERAGE AS ADJUSTED)

AID ALL FARMS (1929)»

State

lehraska
S» Dakotti
lomm

Colorado
Kansas

Illinois

■Wyoming
Minnesota
Indiam
II. Dakota
Missouri
Oklahoina
Montana
Florida
(Riio
Delamire
Georgia
N* Mexioc
Maryland
Kentuo!by
Texas
Tennessee
liTisconsii
California

1929 1932-35
average

Rank State 1929 1952-35
average

81.3 68.9 25 New.Jersey 11.6 15.2

70,6 69.5 26 Alabama 11.3 43.6

56,1 60.9 27 Arkansas 10.6 18.1

JS,4 88.4 28 Michigan 10.3 17.5

50,5 56.3 29 S. Carolina 10.0 57.3

45.6 58.7 30 Virginia 9.9 21.9

35.0 63.3 51 Louisiana 9.7 48.0

30,6 45.1 32 Arizona 9.3 7.3

28.0 37.4 33 Mississippi 8.5 84.7

27,8 40.3 54 Connecticut 8.4 4.7

26.6 89.9 38 Pennsylvania 8.3 21.2

21.6 27.0 56 N. Carolina 8.0 26.4

21,0 12.8 37 Nevada 7.0 1.6

19.3 51.4 3R Idalx) 6.6 2,2

19.1 31.0 39 W. Virginia 6.5 20.7

15.7 32.9 40 New York 6.2 7.3

15,1 76.7 41 S« Island 5.7 1.5

15,0 50.8 42 Vermont 5.6 4.2

14.2 29.2 43 Oregon 5.3 3.6

15.9 33.7 44 Massaohusetts 4.9 2,2

13.5 25.7 45 Utah 4.2 1.3

13.4 30.4 46 rftishington 4.2 .6

13.3 22.4 47 K. Ban^shire 3.6 2.4

12.6 1.2 48 Ifisilne 2.9 4.3

U. S. 21.3 47.9

» The com acreage per farm for 1929 -was calculated on the
reporting comj while for the corn-hog oontraot signers* farms, the total
m^er of contracts was used, and some of these were not producers of corn.

rceJ Fifteenth Census of the United States; 1950, The Southern Stays,. 77, Administration. Adjust-
ent in 1954, pp» 96-7.

Sources

P
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CensQ4« Bi# contract signers reported a greater average corn acreage

in abotzt three-fworths of the states. 7he greatest differences in aver*

tiLg0 com acreage per fhrm are in those states at minor io^ortanee in the

oornohog program, espociallgr the southern states, where the com land

per farm mi contract farms was three to eight times as atuch as on all farms,

the high arerage com acreage per farm for the contract si^iers in the

sou-t^em states is shown graphically in Figure 51. In the Com Belt the

average was for all farms as well as for the eontract sixers, dne to

tbs fact ihat a large proportion of the faxmers participated in the eom*

beg program. In Nebraska, the average corn acreage per farm for all farms

reporting com in 1929 was 81.5 acres, which compares with 58.9 acres per

farm for ths contract signers in 1932-33. On the other hand, oortract

fams in South CtaJcota had an average of 1*1 acres less in 1932-33 than all

farms in 1929. Corn acreage per farm was relatively low for all farms in

1929 and for the contract signers* farms in 1932-33 in both the far-western

states and ths Hew England states. In most of these states the average

farmer had a larger com acreage per farm than the contract signers. Com

for grain is a minor crop in these states#

By Counties in Tennessee. The average com acreage per farm report

ing com wae nearly three times as much on the contract signers* farms as

Ml all fams in Tennessee. In some couzxties com acreage on coJrtraot farms

averaged six to ten times the average com acreage for all farms, and in

no coun-ty did the contract signers* oorn acreage average lower than the

average for all farms (Table XXTI)# The State average corn acreage per

farm reporting corn for the contract signers was 36*d acres in 1938 and

35,4 acres in 1933, while for all farms reporting com "the average was 1S#4
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Figure 52. - Average Corn Acreage per Farm:

40.1 emd over

□ 30.1 to 40.0
20.1 to 30.0
10.1 to 20.0

10.0 and undera
state ave.-l3.4

(a) 1954 Com-Hog Contract Signers' Farms, 1933;
(B) 1954 Cora-Hog Contract Signers' Farms, 1932;
(C) All farms, 1929

Source of data for (C): Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Agriculture
Tennessee, First Series, pp. 48-55. culture,
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TABLE XXTI. - AVERAGE CORH ACSEA® PER PAH6I: 1934 COUI-HOO CONTRACT
SIGNERS* FARMS (1982 AND 1933) AND ALL PAEISS (1929 AND 1934)

Ranlc County All farms# Contract farms

1929 1934 1932 1933

1 Obion 26.0 24.2 44.2 39.1

2 Meig0 22.6 19.5 64.2 56.4

3 ISftUry 22.2 16.6 39.8 34.2

4 Bedford 21.8 18.6 38.1 34.3

5 Marshall 21.1 17.9 27.9 24.6

6 YTillislRStol 20.8 16.2 38,8 35.3

7 Boi^fareys 20.6 19.4 58.1 36.1

8 Hickman 20.0 16.8 35.9 32.5

9 Troasdale 19.5 15.7 42.6 39. 9

10 Coffee 19.1 17.5 35.8 33.2

11 Clay 19.0 14.7 36.8 33.9

12 Wilson 18.8 13.9 30.8 26.2

13 Lincoln 18.7 15.3 37.9 34.6

14 Perry 1855 17.0 27.4 25.5

15 Smith 18.4 13.6 32.0 29.3

16 White 18.3 15*8 39.4 36.8

17 Moore 18.3 14.6 32.8 30,2

18 Pranklin 18.2 15.5 37.8 33.4

19 Warren 18.2 17.3 36.9 34,6

20 Bledsoe 18.2 17.5 33.6 36.2

21 Rutherford 18.1 15.1 43.2 37.1

22 DeKalb 18.0 14.8 32.9 30.7

23 Jackson J7.9 15.4 35.4 31,3

24 Giles 17.8 16.1 39.8 36.4

25 Lake 17.7 28.9 72.6 83.2

26 Cannon 17.6 14.5 26.6 24.8

27 London 17.4 14.3 45.1 41.7

28 Jefferson 17.1 12.9 40.2 38.0

29 Benton 16.8 16.2 35.7 82.6

30 Rhea 16.5 14.6 42.8 39.3

31 PutasK 16.3 12.4 36.4 37.3

32 Roane 16.2 13.4 58.3 51.9

33 Deoatur 16.0 15.2 32.4 30.0

34 Marion 15.9 13.4 40.4 37.5

35 Tan Buren 15.9 11.2 26.0 24.5

36 Stewart 15.8 15.1 37.6 33.6

57 V/ayne 15.7 13.8 27.9 26.2

38 Dyer 15.0 15.8 36.3 34.9

39 Overton 14.6 11.4 24.5 23.8

40 Sxannar 14.4 11.4 29.1 26*6

41 Bardin 14.3 17.1 54.6 49.5

(oentiimed)
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fABLE zm. • ATmAm ooRH Acmm per ?Amt tsu cors-bog
C0KTRA07 SKaiERS* PARKS (1932 AHD 1933) AHD ALL FARUS

(1929 AKB 1934) - continued

Rank County All .farms* Contract farms
1929 1934 19S2 1933

42 Henry 14 rO 12.7 29.1 25.8
43 Lewis 14.0 14.3 26.4 24.2
44 BBCibleti 13.8 10.6 30.5 28.7
46 Pickett 13.8 10.9 25.8 25.3
46 Daridscn 13.6 13.8 40.8 37.4
47 Blount 1 - 114^". " 13.6 10,8 48.5 45.9
48 Grundy h -ir .

13.5 7.6 24.2 21.8
48 Lawrence 13.4 14.2 39.0 35.2
50 Houston 13.3 11.2 27.3 24.5
51 IIoKinn * 13.2 12.0 37.9 36.8
52 Maoon 13.2 12.0 35,1 33.0
S3 Sequatohie 13.2 11.1 26.6 29.6
54 Slonroe 13.1 11.7 42.7 42.5
55 Cheatham 13.0 10.2 29.5 26.6
56 Hsuiiilton 12.7 12.0 52.5 50.3
57 Kontgomery 12.5 18,0 38.9 35.1
58 V/eakley 12.5 13.8 28.1 25.6
59 Dicks on 12.1 11.1 25.2 23.6
60 SoTier 12.0 10.3 34.2 33.1
61 Henderson 11.9 14.0 27.7 24.8
62 Carroll 11.7 12.1 26.9 25.6
68 Fentress 11.5 8.3 35.0 34.1
64 Bradley 11.4 11.7 32.7 32.6
66 Orainger 11.4 10.0 60.4 58.6
66 Hardenan 11.4 12.3 67.6 66.5
67 Chester 11.1 11.6 32.1 31.3
68 Cooke 11.1 9.3 51.1 48.0
68 UcHairy 10.9 12.8 24.5 22.5
70 Lauderdale 10.8 11,4 35.9 43,1
71 Robertson 10.7 10.2 26.9 25,2
n Gibson 10.6 11.4 23.7 27.2
78 GreeiM 10.0 9.2 36.0 84.4
74 Madison 9.9 10.5 46.2 44.5
76 Knox 9.9 7.3 36.4 29.0
76 Crockett 9.3 10.5 24.3 23.1
77 Polk 9.7 8.5 40.9 39,0

78 /mderaon 9.3 7.2 38.9 37.0
78 Banooek 9.3 8.0 32.4 41.1
80 Hawkins 9.3 8.2 37.3 35.0

81 Baywoed 9.2 9,7 48.2 49.6

82 Fayette 9.1 10.8
-

(continued)
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tmiE XX7I. » AVEKAOE CCOQ} ACREAOS PER TAmt 1934 C0R8.H00
C0HTRAC7 SKSISRS* PAI4IS (1932 AHD 1933) AHD ALL PASUS

(1929 AHD 1934) - continuad

Bank 1 County All farms* Contract farms
1929 1934 J.932 1933

83 Sullivan 9.1 8.1 25.6 26.1
84 Can^bell 8.9 8.0 So .0 45.8
85 tfnlon 8.6 8.3 I0.6 17.2
86 Claibomo 8.5 7.4 27.5 27.7
87 Trashing ton 8.4 7.2 13.8 15.6
88 Tipton 8.2 9.8 73.1 82.3
89 Cumberland 8.0 8.0 17.7 17.7
90 Shelby 7.1 8.8 60.0 56.2
91 Soott 6.7 6.3 13.7 18.6
92 Morgan 5.8 5.8 22.0 20.2
93 Johnson 5.5 5.4 6.9 8.0

94 Carter 5.3 4.8 15.3 20.1
95 Uniooi 5.1 5.5 12.7 23.7

State 13.4 12.1 36.4 33.4

aSource

Counti^
: Censua of Agrleultttre! 1956, Texmessea, Statlstiea by
aties, fp7 22-29»

aeras In 1929 and 12•! aorea in 1954. Zn 1932 the ayerage oom aoreaga
(7)

per farm reporting com for all fame in Tenaeaaee eaa about 13*1

aorea and in 1933 about 12*3 aorea.

Obi<m County had an average of 25 aerea of oom per farm in 19294

tMa being the higheat oounty average in the State. For the contraet

aignsra there were only 12 ooontlea averaging belcnr this figure in 1932

and mly 17 in 1933. Moat of theae eountiea were relatively tmimportant

(7) ikstimatlng (oaloulated on the basla of an average yearly inoreaae
ef 2.25 per cent, aa ahown by the oenaua figures for 1929 and 1934) the
number of farms growing oom at 2234913 in 1932 and 2284633 in 19334
and using the total oom acreage m reported in Crops and Iterkets^ p.
4674 Dewmiber, 1934. '
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in tfa« oorn*hog progran* Stranga to «ay« those eooaties with the hlglw

est arerage ocHm acreage per f&rm^ aooordlng to the oontraet data« are

generally In the seotions of lev arerage corn acreage per famtj aoeord»

Izig to -tlM owoeua data for all fanss* haturally, in these seotions

the peroentage of participation in tiie program eas Im* fhe few who did

"sign up" had unttsoally large farms, and of course -the com acreage

would exoeed that on Urn maaller farms in other areas. In this, as in

all ether oarnqparlsons wi-tdi the osnsus data in this study, as -the per«»

cmtage of participation increases, the more closely will -the com-hog

data approach the eensus data on all farms.

Although -the eom>hog program may not haoe resul-bed in a groat de*

elino in -the arorago oom acreeigs por farm in ths S-tate as a whole,

the changes are no-tdoeable in certain countiM. She oom aereago per

farm in -those oounties taking a large part in the program was mtaoh lower

in 19S6 than in 1929, aocording to the Federal eensus. Oa ths other

hand, the oom acreage per farm was greater in 1934 then In 1989 in

those oounties ha-ring a loir poreantage of partieipaticn* Perhaps in

those areas, the ootton and tobacoo farmers planted oom on -their ro*

tired aorea, espeoially after the restrictions were lifted in the early

suflBser of 1934. Also the non-signmrs may hare inoroasod their omen

acreage, hoping to profit by any increase in the price of oom due to

the ocm-hog program.

Poroentage of Farm lend in Com

The pereoBtmge of fam land in com on the oomi»hog oontraet fanu

in Tennessee was about 86 per eont greater -than <m all farms. The po2>-

eontago of farm aoreage in oom areraged 1S«& for all farms in 1929 snd

!

i
I

.'t i
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1934

L«g«nd fase as
In (D)

Stat* avoragn - 15

1933

'S.
Hi

i
Si

L«f;«nd <niM as
In (D)

Stats arsrags - 20

1982 J 4'-^' \

< • /

a L«e«ad ummm
as in (D)

) i«r
■o

Stats BTsrigs — 22

1929

•f*a

\

RatioM

4®-

^igurs 531

26 aod orsr
21 to 25
16 to 20
II to 16

- Rstio of Com Aorosigs to Far» Mrsagst (a) All CI3 10 and undsr
Farms, 1934,« (B) 1934 Corn-Hog Contraot
Farms, 1933| (C) ID34 Cora-Hog Contraot •wags - 16
Faros, l9S2j (D) All Farms, 1929

Souraot Tabls XX7II
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XABLB xxni» •> B&TIO OP COm ACSEkm TO FABM AOSS&SEt 19H
COHN-BXl COHTBACT SIOHERS FARUS (1932 AHO 1933} AHD

ALL FAaCS (1929 MJ) 1934)

Farm acreage * 100

Bank County All farms# Contract farms

1929 1934 1932 1 1933

1 Oblon 28 23 34 30

2 Qyer 25 23 26 38

3 Jackecsi 23 19 28 26

4 Trousdale 23 19 24 23

6 Luiderdale 22 19 15 15

6 Rutherford 22 16 24 21

7 DeKalh 21 18 24 22

8 ailee 21 18 27 26

9 Lincoln £1 18 25 23

10 Putnam 20 19 27 28

11 Smith 20 17 26 34

12 Warren 20 19 26 25

15 White 20 17 22 21

14 Clay 19 16 22 20

IS Crockett 19 21 24 23

16 Cibion 19 20 27 25

17 Usury 19 16 23 30

18 Suaner 19 14 18 17

19 Weakley 19 20 27 25

20 Bedford 18 16 23 21

21 Cannon 18 14 20 18

22 Coffee 18 15 25 23

23 Franklin 18 17 25 £2

24 Bayirood 18 19 15 16

25 Jefferson 18 15 21 20

26 lamrencMi 18 18 22 20

27 Kaoon 18 18 25 23

28 Bardin 17 16 28 26

29 tS9.r shall 17 14 22 19

30 Moore 17 14 24 22

31 Orerton 17 17 20 20

32 Sequatohie 17 14 21 £1

33 Tipton 17 IS 19 21

34 Wilson IT 12 19 18

35 Bamblen 16 16 22 21

36 Hlokman 16 13 20 18

37 Madison 16 16 20 19

38 Marlon 18 21 25 23

39 Shelby 18 17 24 22

40 Williamson 18 14 20 X8

4k Davidson 18 12 20 18

(oaatiaaed)
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BBLB XXTII. » RATIO OF CORH ACREAGBB TO FARM ACREAQEs 1934
CORH-HOG OOKTRAOT SIGNERS FARMS (1932 ARD 1933) AND

ALL FAIUS (1929 AND 1934)
(oontlnued)

Farm aorei^a « 100

CountyBank All farma* Cmtract farma

"I5JS- 1934 1952 1933

15 14 20 19

15 14 26 25

16 15 18 18

16 14 23 21

15 16 22 20

U 13 22 20

U 16 22 20

u IS 17 16

14 15 20 19

14- 17 m «•

14 14 19 17

14 13 18 17

14 26 30 34

14 14 20 18

14 15 20 20

14 11 18 16

U 12 16 15

14 14 20 18

13 14 15 19

13 15 17 17

13 13 19 18

13 15 15 14

13 14 23 22

13 14 21 20

13 16 28 28

13 15 18 17

13 13 19 19

IS 12 20 18

13 14 20 19

12 11 15 14

12 14 18 18

12 11 13 12

12 13 13 16

12 12 14 13

12 11 16 14

12 11 18 17

12 14 19 18

12 12 12 12

12 IS 14 16

12 12 16 15

42 Daeator

43 Grundy
44 Plokett
45 Rhaa

46 Stewart

47 Benton

48 Bledaoa

49 Blount

60 Carroll

51 Fayatto
62 Henry
63 HUaiphraya
54 lake

55 Loudon

56 Konroa

57 Montgomery
58 Robertaon

59 Tan Buran

60 Oaiopbell
61 Cbester

62 Cooke

63 Fentreaa

64 Grainger
66 (Breane

66 Bamllton

67 Benderam

68 UnWnTi

69 Meiga
70 Sevler

71 Cfaeatham

72 Claiboma

73 Diokaon

74 Banoook

75 Hardanan

76 Hankina

77 Knox

78 HoNalry
79 Sullivan

80 Iflteahixgton
81 i layna

(continued)
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TABI£ XXm. * Ri^TIO CP COBN ACRS&6E TO FARM ACHma£« 1994
COBir>HOa CORTRACT SIQNERS FARMS (1932 ARD 1933) AHO

ALL FARMS (1929 AMD 1934)
(eontlna»d)

Farm aereago 100

Coun-i^ All farms# Contract farms
1929 1934 1953

62 Houston 11 10 14 12
S3 Lewis 11 12 17 16
84 Poriy 11 9 16 14
88 Roano 11 10 19 17
86 Union 11 12 14 16
87 Andersen . 10 9 19 18
88 Bradley v 10 11 13 IS
89 Soott 10 11 7 7
90 Carter 9 10 13 17
91 Cumberland 9 10 12 12
92 PoUc 9 11 14 13
93 Johnson . 7 8 9 10

94 Uhicoi ■; 7 13 6 10
95 Morgan 6 8 14 12

State 16 16 22 20

« Souroax C^sua of Agrloalturax 1935, T«r&«im0, Statlstioa hv
Countid., pp. S2.S&'.

cad 1934, and 21*0 for tfaa contract farms In 1932«39« In ths north»

WMtom part of th« State and In the coz^n gzwing seetlon of Middle

TttonessM, 20 to 26 per oont of all fani lutd eas in oom in 1929 and

1934* Zhis peroentage eae e<Hii«eiiat higher en the contraet fonu,

running up to as auoh as 34 per e<mt in Otion CMin-^ in 1932• In some

of the counties in the eastern part of the State, as low as six per

e«Bt of the farm land mas in oom, ter all farms and the oontraot signers*

farms (Zahle XSiril and Figure 53).

tho modal olass interval (by eounties) of the peroentagos of farm

aoreago in oom for the eom-hog fanaa in 1932 mas 20^1 and in 1933



IU6

li; IMS Ww six j^nas ths modal class Inteirval MM 14>15 por oon%

for both 1928 azid 19S4»

TABLE XXmi* - PRBq!0E»Oy DISTMBUTIOH GCP THE PERCMIMffi (RATIO)
OF FARM ACRSA® IN (JORH: 1934 COI®-HOG CONTRACT SIORERS*

FARHS (1932 AND 1933) AND ALL FARMS (1929 AND 1934)
BT COTJHTIISS

Per oent Nunber of countlas in each group
C^traot fanas III Was*

1952 1933 1029 1954

6 ? 2 1 S 0

8 'S» 9 1 0 3 4

10 iK 11 0 2 9 12

12 m IS 7 8 22 19

14 ■m 15 12 9 17 26
16 m 17 3 13 14 14
18 mm 19 IS 20 IS 12
20 «* 21 18 17 8 4

22 m* 23 12 12 5 2

24 «• 25 12 7 0 1
26 *• 27 f 2 2 0

28 9d 29 8 1 0 0

30 m. 51 1 1 0 0

32 m 35 0 0 0 0

34 55 1 1 0 0

Total 94 94 94 94

(Sinos thero laors no oom-hog contracts in Fayotto County it is ooaitteA
froB this ftroquenoy distribution. Tho porconfcages for 1929 ax^ 3934
for this oomty woro 14 and 17 rospostiroly.)

• Souroo: Tsblo X^OTII*

Tho Aosttor dlsgraiDs of Flgoro 54 may indict© to sons sartont ths ro»

liability of th# data roportod by tho eorn-hog farmers as conpared with

tdw oonsus data for all farms. Ths census data for all fams for 1989 and

1954 show a high degree of correlation, but not quite so perfect as the
com-hog contract data for 1932 and 1933. Howorer, the oonsus periods were
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flw yeftrs apart, and the data for the oontraot farms were for coneoca-

tlTo years. Iho o^msus data for all farms for 1929 show a high relation

ship with Ihe cwm-hog oontraot data for 1952, hut not as high as een-

8118 data for 1954 with the com-hog oonti^ot data for 1935. Her© again,

the time eleewot may have liad some influsnee* After all, there is a lesser

degree of relationship irtien either the 1932 oom-hog oontraot data are

used or the census data f«r all farms for 1929, than when the 1933 oontraet

data or the 1934 census data are used. Ihis is probably due to the fact

that the oesisus data for 1929 apply to a period three years prior to say

otiier data used; also to the generally recognized faot ihat ths 1932 eom»

hog contract data are less aoounts tiaui the 1933 data.

Batio of Com Acreage to Crop Acreage

Approximately 43.5 pwr cent of the corn—hog oontraot aigners* orop

iMid in lennsssee was planted to oorn in 1932-33, eemparod with 37.0 per

eent for all the faimers of the State in both 1929 and 1934. After ih©

eoDtraet signers retired about 190,000 aores of oorn in 1954, the re

maining com land smemnted to only 33.0 per cent of their orop land.

In several oountdes, about caia-half of the orop land was in com, for

both the oontraot signers and all farmers. She highest ratio of com te

crop land for all fanos was 56 in Moore County in 1929* fat the oom-hog

oontraot farms, the highest ratio was 63 in Jackson Oounl^ in 1932. In

general, the low ratios of com aweage te orop aoreage were in the cotton

and the tebaooo areas. The lowest ratio was 16, in Lake County for all

farms in 1929.
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1933 flhAV i»««rrr
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State average - 42
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State average - 45

1929 aevta
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Wf-
RtTK
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Tirros

□sr-

56 65toUKUT AjaT uscom

Ratio

□ 46 to 55
pB S6 to 45

26 to 35Figure 55, - Ratio of Corn Acreage to Crop Acreage; p—.
(A) On 1954 Com-Hog Contract Signers* Farms,

t1933;(B) On 1954 Com-Eog Contract Signers' Farms, 1932j
(C) On all farms, 1929.

. sta e ave. - 37

Source of data for (C): Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Agriculture,
Tennessee, First Series, pp. 6<-15, 48-55.
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TAB IE mx. - RATIO OF COI® ACREAGE TO OK)P ACREA.GEj 1954
CORR'HOG CORTRACT SlCSERSi FARMS (l952 AHD 1955) ASS

ALL FARMS (1929 AHD 1934}
Crop acreage « 100

j||i|T«V Ooupt^ All farms* Contract farms
1929 1934 1932 1933

1 Tit>W9 55 61 48 44

t Clay 51 49 60 55

3 Jaok«o& 51 49 63 56

4 Troaedale 50 41 45 42

6 Linooln 46 44 44 40

« Oblon 43 46 57 61
7 Buthorford 48 39 43 37
8 'kVhito 48 39 44 41
9 Olios 47 43 49 45

10 47 42 55 60

11 Eua^hroys 47 47 13 19
12 DeKalb 46 42 46 43

13 Porry 46 50 58 66
14 Van Huron 46 44 43 42

15 Cannon 46 41 45 42

16 Maury 46 38 44 68
17 Stonart 45 45 53 48

18 Blodsoo 44 42 49 46
19 Fontress 44 40 43 48
20 Orundy 44 36 48 43

21 Bancook 44 46 40 61

22 Ororton 44 47 48 46

23 Putnam 44 44 52 54

24 Soquatohlo 44 42 45 47

83 Smith 44 41 50 45

26 Deoatur 43 46 55 51
27 Plokett 43 46 47 46

28 Wilson 43 34 42 87

29 Coffoo 42 41 46 45

SO Marshall 42 39 46 40

51 Simmer 42 32 35 81
52 WUllamsQEa 42 37 87 34

33 Marion 41 45 50 47

34 Wayne 41 47 53 60

35 Bedford 40 38 43 89

36 Cocke 40 41 61 48
37 Davidson 40 35 45 40

38 Bardin 40 44 64 68

39 Lonis 40 40 49 46'

40 Warren 40 38 46 42

41 Graingw 39 42 50 50

(oontlnnod)
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TABLE XXH. - HATIO OE CORH ACREAGE TO CROP ACREAGES 1034 OOKB-
BOG CO!?ERACT SIGNERS' FARMS (19S2 AH» 1933) AND ALL FABJS

(1929 AMD 1934) - continued

Rwk Oounly All fariiise Contract farms

1529 1934 1932 1933

42 Jefferson 39 37 44 42

45 Sevier 39 39 42 40

44 Claibome 38 43 44 44

45 Franklin 88 36 45 40

45 Hawkins . . 38 41 42 37

47 Houston 38 42 87 40

48 Lavrrcnco 38 40 45 42

48 Scott ... " 88 40 52 48

50 Baiton 87 41 55 50

51 EEanjblen ^ ; 87 36 42 41

52 I^oon "■ ( ■ ' 37 40 47 44

63 Dicks on
7 <

86 36 38 56

64 Hardaman 86 38 34 34

65 Louden ' %• • ' " 86 33 46 42

65 Melgs 36 37 43 38

67 Weakley 36 48 48 44

58 Blount
> ; . »

• * 35 38 28 26

59 KcNairy k. ' •
85 40 40 59

60 Onion
' -N.v. .

3 <.L 85 38 42 45

61 Rhea 35 31 44 42

68 Cheathan n
. y. 34 30 48 45

68 Dyer • .if 34 40 40 39

64 Monroe 34 35 59 39

65 Sulli-van 34 36 33 33

65 Cas^bell 1 ■■ 33 39 46 56

87 Carroll ■ J- .
S3 38 58 56

86 Henderson 38 39 45 40

69 Chester 32 39 38 38

70 Lauderdale ■ ■ .r^Vv"- ' ''>■ 32 37 31 37

71 Roane
" ' i ■ ; ■ . •

32 32 49 46

78 Greene 31 S3 41 39

73 Henry 51 34 39 35

74 Montgcaasry 31 29 80 28

75 Anders<m 30 29 51 40

76 Hamilton SO 37 52 51

77 McMinn 30 50 39 38

78 Madison SO 33 30 31

79 CUBtberland 29 31 34 34

60 Fajrette 29 34 •»"

81 Gibson 29 32 39 87
82 Jolmson

\ • / 29 35 25 27

88 Carter 28 34 86 83
(oontinuec )

). '
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lABIS XXtX. » RA.TIO OF COHN ACREAGE TO CROP ACRS&Cffij 1054 CORH-HOG
OONXHACT SIQSSES* PAffiffl (1932 AHD 1933) MD AIX FAmiS (1929

AHO 1934) * continued

Rssk County All farms*

vi : 1 .saaap

Contract fanus

1929 15S4 1932 1989

84 Crockett 28 32 33 91

85 Baywoed 23 33 28 80

88 Khcoc 28 28 99 87

87 Polk 28 36 38 85

88 Washing tea 27 30 27 28

88 Bradley 26 51 31 91

80 Roberts <m 26 20 28 26

91 Bnlool 25 41 25 41

82 Tipton 25 30 87 42

9S Shelby 24 30 82 92

84 Slorgan 20 28 40 34

95 Lake 18 35 97 42

State 37 37 45 42

• SourceI Cencuc ef AKrloulturoi 1935, Tomessee, Statistics by Counties,
pp, ̂ 18, njs^r

There Is a greater correlation of the ratios of com acreage to srop

acreage by eountiee beteeen the two years of the com-hog conlTaot data tlian

between any other possible conbination of data, using the census data for

1929 and 1934 and ths oenv-hog contract data for 1932 and 1933* oensus

data for 1929 and 1934 haTe a high degree of relationship between respective

cconties (Figure 55)#

When the ratios (pereenteges) of com aoreago to crop acreage are ar

ranged in a frequency distribution by counties, iJie majority of tlie oounUes

are in ihe class interval of 43'»45 In 1932 and 40»^2 In 1983, for the o®9—

tract signers# For all farms, the majoriiy of the farms are In Iccer class

Intervals (Table XXX.) ̂

= iOG. do-
ocuntvi
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tabu; noc. - rmtraiCT DiSTRiBtrTioH op the pescebtase (ratio) op
CROP ACMAOE EJ COEII: 1934 GOilH-H'Oa COKmCT SIGKEHS*

FARMS (1938 AJ«) 1933) AND ALL PAPJiS (1929 AID
1934), BY COUNiUiS

d&tio Iftiribw of counties iti each

Contract faros T nr
19^ "1533 im'

16 • 18
19 - 21
22 24

25 - 27
28 . 80
81 83
94-86
97 - 39
40-42
43-45

46-48

49-51
62 - 54
66 - 57
68 - SO
61 - 63
64 - 66

Total

' y ■rii

1
0
0
4
5
5
3

12
10
19
IS
9
6
4
2
1
1

0
1
O
3
9
7
8

16
21
13
9
9
0
4
1
0
0

1
1
1
5

12
ID
12
12
12
14
10

8
0
1
0
0
0

0
1
0
0
9

13
12
18
22

9
6
4
0
0
0
0
0

94 94 94 94

(Since there T»re no oom-hog contraota in Fayette County it la maittod
from thia frequency distribution. The percentages for -ttila oourrty
for 1929 and 1934 irere 29 and 34 respeotlTely.)

♦ Sonroe] Table xxzx.

In J&ury County, which WM oensldered a yepresentative one in the

corn-hc^ program, 91 contract aignars out of 692 bad from 56 to 40 per

oent of their orop land in oom in 1932-33* The aTorage for the oounty ma

42*7 per eent. One signer had less than fiye per cent of his orop land In

oorn, while six had 96 to 100 pwr cent in e«rn (Table ZXII)*

Ratio of Com Acreage to Bay Acreage

The corn-hog program, along with the other adjuatrasnt programs,

prdbably caused the moat radical changes in the com-hay relationships
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lABLB xm. - fTmsm^cY DisTRrsxriroK OF m pehcs&'iagb
(katio) op crop acreage if corn on ikdifitoal cohi-

HOO CONTRACT FARMS IN MAIJET COXJHTr *
cent Huniber of J^nrjs in each group

-t...

1 6 1
' . 6 m 10 3

11 15 17

16 m 20 32
21 25 46

26 ew 30 62
31 m» 35 39

38 m 40 ill 91

41 mm 45 72

46 m. 50
V> 'I

-*1 ♦ • 84
51 • 55 53
66 60 44
61 ew 65 23
66•70 14
71•75 15
76 so 80 17

81 e» 85 12

86 ee 90 3

91 •» 95 8

06 -100 6

Total 692

(The aTerage percentage for the oounty as caloalated from -a-iia frequency
distribution is 42«7»)

e In ̂ ly 1935^ the Corn and Bogs Seetltm in V^shington requested that
the State Office in Euoxville calculate certain data for IndiTidual fame
in at least one repreaentatiTe county* l&uzy County ima selected^ and
the author m.a assigned the vrorl:. This table and Tables LV and LVI repre»
sent part of the results* The above table is based on average com
acres for 1932 and 1933 as adjusted, and the crop acres for 3932* The
total of 692 farms represents all of 1954 com-hog contract signers in
this county who prcdnced com in the base p^iod (1932»33)»

tdiat have ooourred in Aiserioaa agricultore In recent years. In 1929^ idte

total com acreage for Tennessee was 2*12 tioes tdta total hay acreage^ een-

pankl wi-tix 1*64 tines in 1934. There was no slgnlfioant change in the total

com aereage in Tenneweee for each of the two periods •« the change In the
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ratio of ooru to hay being ̂  to the increase in hay aorcage. L^ch «f

the retired acreage forsierly uaed for corn* cotton^ tobaoco^ aztd wheat

was sown to hay in 1954.

laBI^ Xmi. - RATIO Of COEH ACaSA&lS 10 HAY ACRMOE: 1934 COSH*
000 COIimCT SIG0E2S, 1932 AHD 19S3, Ml) ALL F.iULS IS

1929 AHD 1934

Sank S(ain-fy All fanas* Com~hog farms
1929 1934 1932 1033

1 Bardegaan 703 283 262 278

2 Feyette 700 519 «» ir

3 Jaolbson- 696 442 1055 882

4 McHairy 592 817 724 640

S Deca-Uir 539 568 997 828

6 Bardin 506 318 884 891

7 Shelby 461 250 191 155

8 Perry 430 230 413 386

9 Henderson 400 282 430 342

10 ChMtor 392 183 246 217

11 Lawrence 582 224 718 518

12 Yfayne 370 290 881 774

IS laury 363 138 368 269

14 Lake 353 310 935 1010

16 Bent(m 352 257 770 706

16 Clay 348 267 543 476

17 Giles 341 203 644 516

13 Lauderdale 341 229 287 363

19 Sterart 339 269 420 348

20 Belalb 333 240 471 388

21 l&^discm 331 178 298 265

22 Tan Buren 330 183 387 366

23 Moore 829 192 434 383

24 Liaicoln 321 224 538 449

23 Orerton 519 £51 451 4X9

26 Cajaion 515 182 367 509

27 Trouadale SOS 142 260 196

28 Baywood 300 226 320 295

29 Jiarion 296 152 361 283

30 ChcKttham 291 171 262 210

31 Smitii 278 175 358 259

32 Tipton 278 199 710 600

S3 IHmoock 277 218 290 407

34 fflm^hreys 277 222 390 299

3S Macon 276 219 400 503

36 Seott 273 223 285 186

37 Ob ion 271 261 447 349

(contintted)
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TABLE Xmi« » BA.TIO OF COI» ACBEAOE TO EAT ACHEAOE; 1934 COBS-jKHI
COSIRACT SZGBEBS, 1932 AHD 1933, ABD ALL FARES IH 1929 A5D

1934 (oontinuvd)
100

%«v Cottni^ All farms* Corn-hog farms
1929 1934 1932 1933

38 Ftitnam 271 199 466 460
39 Coffee 262 157 370 323
40 Fiokett 248 196 256 226
41 Sumner 247 110 124 104
42 Carroll 244 195 194 180
43 Fraziklin 236 164 361 312
44 ^ralnger 237 208 337 313
45 HontgooBry 228 161 159 132
46 'H'4 226 166 428 355

47 Diokson 221 177 259 256
48 Wiarren 221 155 397 530
49 Vfilliaoson 218 127 247 184
50 Cooke 217 183 270 275
51 Folk 217 145 346 378
52 Butherford 2U 122 501 219
53 Greene 210 lOZ 165 152
54 Uonroe 210 148 294 316
35 White 210 124 262 219
58 Levie 204 164 256 230
57 Sequatohie 203 139 229 224

88 Shea 198 124 290 242

59 Crookett 197 134 226 200
80 Fentreas 196 152 200 204

61 Ibirehall 191 122 341 288
62 Ueigs 168 134 282 231
63 Da-rids on 185 92 245 191

64 Jefferson 185 122 266 237
65 Hu&llton 184 152 246 239
66 Bedford 182 112 346 252
67 Onrndy 179 106 242 248

68 Clalborne 178 177 202 206
69 weakloy 178 244 326 259

70 Bledaoe 177 136 246 213
71 Gibson 176 158 260 239
72 Henry 173 154 234 200

73 Roberta (m 173 145 145 126
74 Bsmblen 170 126 236 223
75 Sevier 166 136 200 191

76 Dyer J61 216 304 287

77 Louden 161 109 296 226

78 tbilon 155 157 163 215

79 Hons-ton 149 160 269 233

80 MoMlnn 143 100 261 241

81 Blount 133 94 171 149

82 Caapbell 128 143 380 465

(oontiiSMd)
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TABLE TTTTT- • Mfio cap eORH ACREAGE TO HAY ACIISA0E: ld$4 ̂ I9I«1D0
COSTRACT SKJHERS, 1932 Affi) 1933, A5D ALL FAIKS IN 1929 ANB

1934 (oontiimed)

Bank County All farms* Com-hog farms
im 1934 1932 196$

83 Wilson 128 78 176 139

84 Bnieoi 126 190 121 254

85 Scane 125 114 539 244

86 SuHiTan , . 124 130 138 135

87 Bradley 123 102 180 156

88 Hawkins 122 121 184 160

89 Anderson 110 90 169 154

90 Johnson 101 165 81 106

91 (^ter 99 139 101 142

92 flashington 94 100 91 106

93 Knooc 86 74 165 144

94 Morgan 73 105 176 128

95 CtAberland 69 83 119 112

State 212 164 329 273

• Sooroes C«n8U« of A^loultnro

Corn a«r««g« on tho oorn-hog oontwict eigaera* fuma waa aLout

'threo ̂ Imea tha hay aoroage on the a&BO fama in 1^2«33, ooi^»r«d to

ft ratio of two to one for all fame in 1929 and 1934*

An area along tha ^emeaaee Sieer in the irestern part of the State,

eoBjing down Into an iiwerted "T" ahaped aeotion, reaching weet a« far

as Faystte County and east to Franklin County, had the highest ratio of

oorn aoroage to hay acreage of ai^ area in the S-tai^, This was true

generally for -aio eonwhog oonfcraot faras and for all faraw. There is

a similar area oentsring in Jackson Ooetaty in the northeastern part of

m.ddle Tennessee* In several counties in both areas mentioned* the

ratio of corn acreage to hay acreage was 6 to 1 and over for all periods

under discussion exoept for all farms in 1934* For all fanas in 1934,

thsre was only «bb oounty, Jackson, where the ratio exeeedml 4 to 1*

the oom acreage was greater than the hay acreage in all but four or
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fivo eountle**

Corn Ylelda

Sh» yield of oona per aere in iHishels on the eorn>>hog oontmot

fame in SenaeeMM «»»»eds the yields reported by any other grei^ or

source atailable. The eon tract signers reported an wera^ yield of

30*3 bttsbsls per aoro for 1932»33« The highest yield per county was

reported in Cheatham Ooimty« idiere the oontraot signers olaSsted an

average of 39.3 bushels per aore. Cheathsa Counly has seme soils well

adapted to eom produotion along tho Oioiberland River and its triba*

taries. The ten-ye&r (1924»83) average yield on all farms in the ootmly

eM 23*8 bushels per aore, which is the same as the average of six

census periods (Table XXTTV). The census reported a yield of 29.7

bushels per aore in Chsatham County for 1929* It was olalmed by ttae

oounty agente that tho majority of the oom-hog oontraot signore lived

<m the best fame usually river bottosi land* A nap of Cheatfaaa

County shuwing the location of the individual signers bears Mt this

n tstsnsnt The same is true for oortain other oountles* There is an

area ef several oounties in the northern part of IfiLddla Tmuwseeo, whore

tho eontroot signers jreported high yields per acre, which felloes the

gsneral eourse ef the Cumberland River* 3igh yields were also reported

in the Borthwestom part of the State, which is a fringe of tho Com

Belt. Another area in the ©astern part of tho State, following to a

certain extent the eourso of tho §ennossee ̂ ver and its laajw tribu--

taries, reported exceptionally high yields.

The lower yields were reported along the Eastern Highland 21*

.wS ths southwestern part of tho State* Both of those areas have low
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TABLE mni. - COIWj yield per ACBE oh the 1934 CORH-HOd
COSTSACT SIOKERS* FAilES, 1932-33 AVERAGE

Bask County Bush

els

Bank County Bush

els

Bank County Bush

els

1 Cheathan 39.9 32 Sunmer 31.4 64 McNairy 28.5

2 Obion 97.2 S3 Washington 31.2 65 Bledsoe 28.5

9 Kncnc 96.7 34 Lincoln 31.1 66 Huther. 28.4

4 Montg. 36.3 95 Wsmon. 31.0 67 Cannon 28.4

9 Polk 36.4 S6 Claib. 51,0 68 Grali^er 28.3

6 Lake 36.0 97 Greene 51.0 69 Deoatur 28.2

7 Sullivan 35.6 98 Horgajn 30,9 70 Grundy 28.2

• Cocke . 35.4 39 weakley 30.9 71 Bhea 28.0

9 Trousd* 54.7 40 Monroe 30.8 72 DeKalb 28.0

10 %i<m 34.3 41 Chester 30.8 73 Scott 27.8

11 Hiokman 34,2 42 Banblen 30.6 74 Lawrence 27.6

U Davidson 34.1 43 Dicks on 50.5 75 Mcliinn 27.3

19 Haidcins 34.1 44 Wilson 30.3 76 Louden 27.2

14 Dyer 33.6 46 Bsnry 30.2 77 Bradley 27.1

15 Gibson 33.4 46 Jefi'er. 30.2 78 Meigs 26.9

16 Tipton 33.2 47 Jaokson 30.1 79 Cumberland 26.8

17 lamil. 33.1 48 Moore 30.0 80 Coffee 26.7

18 Hoane 33.0 49 Eobert* 30.0 81 V/ayne 26.6

18 Sinith 33.0 50 Sevier 30.0 82 Plckett 26.3

20 Hnywood 32.8 51 Praidc. 29 .8 83 Seqaat. 25.6

21 Blotmt 32.8 52 Benton 29.8 34 Lerris 25.4

22 Houstcm 32*6 55 Marsh. 29.6 85 Caapbell 25.3

23 Lauder* 32.6 54 Bedford 29.2 86 Putnam 24.8

24 Stewart 32.5 55 Clay 29.2 87 IVhite 24.7

25 Ander* 32.3 56 John. 29.1 88 Hancock 24.0

28 Garter 32.2 67 Header. 29.0 89 Y« Buren 23.8

2r 32.2 58 Giles 28.9 90 Fentress 25.4

28 Dhicoi 32.2 59 Maoon 28.9 91 Warren 22.7

29 Perry 31.9 60 Madis. 28.8 92 Hardemn 21.7

90 Crockett 51.8 61 Biardin 28.3 93 Shelby 21.5

31 Maury 31*8 62 Marion 28.7 94 Overton 19.6

63 Carroll 28.6 95 Fayette -

1
State 50.3

onrn yields according to all other souroos of infonaatloa available*

A few non-representative counties in tlw eorn-hog progrsa reported

nttoh higher yields frcu the contract data than the county average frws
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otbsr souroes indloa'fce juigh'b b© possiblo. Edwsrar, "bh© tw slgjMrs in

eountles ■were probably on rlTor bolrbom faras, and ttio reported yielde

My haTe been conserratlTe.

There le very little dlfferenoo in the ton-year (1924-35) aTerage
oom yield for the State and any Individual ceneus year or an average of
several eeneua periods (Table XXXIV). The State average is about 22 bushels

per acre, as reported by each of those souroes. However, the com-hog
eontract signers reported about 30 bushels per acre on all of their com
land in 1932 and 1933. As the contract signers usually rented their pow

the Secretary of Agriculture, the State ^oard of Sevieir approved
an average (10-year) yield of 24.9 bushels per acre on land actually rented.

The scatter diagrams of figure 60 indicate to some extent correlation
of the oom yields by counties as reported by various sources and different

An osBstinaticm of these diagrams reveals a high degree of relation

ship betmeo the data for the 1924-35 average and the average of six census

periods (*89, *99, *09, *19, *24, and *29) for the respective oountieo.

The yaw* la true for the oorn yields on the corn-hog contract farms, plot

ting the 1952 data with the 1933 data. There is else a high degree of cor

relation for ths respective counties between the average yields of the six

oonotti periods and the yields as reported by the 1934 esnsus* 13>e yields

cm the coatraoted acres as estimated by the county oonaittees correlate

olosely with the yields on the same acres as adjusted and finally approved

by ths State Board of Keviow} also the adjusted and approved yields on the
eontmcted acreage (sorrelatoo closely with the ten-year (1924-33) average
yields by counties.
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(a) Avfraee 1??4«33

i--*r;end same as
in (H)

St'vte avcn'-:;'*o ~ 21,R

%iiK£

Id same

m (H)in
^-L

'itdt'cr

(R) At-^vc.o^q Six Cens-.IG Periods - »G9,' «99, «C2, «19^
♦24, and ♦29.

'tato average »- 21 9

■.:.t ■: ■>rwy-i;
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(C) All Karins, 1929

Lognnd 3'no ?.S
in (r^

State average « 22-7
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a-'ti

mk 7

/• SCJT

(D) All Parms, 1934

i 59- - 9orn; Yield Per Aore in Bushels - Various Soiiross and Hater..

Logend same as
(n)

state pveraoe 21 Z

(Pig. continued on next pagrt)
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Approved

Figure 59

Baaed on Table XXXIV

Corn; Yield Per Aore in Bmshels - Various
Souroes and Dates (oontiaued)

Bushels

30,1 o r d e

•Sri to 3C

20 .1 to T:

15-.} to ••'.

i f 15^0 and u.i • ■
Stale average 24 9
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tABLB xxn?. «> COiSr: TIEU) PSR ACRE IN BUSHELS
AND DATES

VARIOUS SOURCES

All farms

County Arer- Arer- Census Census Contracted acres

age age 1929 1934 Estimate Adjusted

1924>S3 six (o) (d) 1932 1933 of county and api»
(a) oeosus ocraait- proved by

periods
h)

tee Board of
Reviee

Andor* 21.1 18.9 21.7 23,0 91,8 32,8 25,1 23.2

Bodf. 21.7 22,4 21,2 24.6 27,9 30,6 25,7 23.5

B«nt« 18.5 20.3 21*2 20.1 29,5 30,1 26.3 22*8

Bleds. 21*4 19.7 23,3 23.2 23.5 28,6 28,6 25,3

Bloont 20,8 19.1 22.1 a,7 33,5 32.2 35.0 26,4

Bradley 18.0 16,6 17,5 19,5 26,0 28.3 27.8 19.5

Cai^Uell 18.7 16.9 20.6 19.8 25,0 25,6 18.0 18,0

Cazmosx 21.3 24,0 23,4 21,8 28,0 28,9 25.1 22.9

Carroll 19.3 20.1 21,2 18,7 31,2 29,9 19,9 19.9

Carter 25,8 23.3 28.2 22.6 28.6 35,8 32.2 29.3

Cheatbaa 25.8 25*8 29,7 26,3 38,5 40.1 39*5 29,5

Chester 17.1 17.7 18,5 20.5 31,1 50,4 27.7 22,7

Clalb, 21,1 19.1 20,8 21,9 31.0 51,1 31.p 25,7

Clay 19*6 20,8 22.9 19.8 28.8 29,6 27.5 23,6

Cocke 22,3 20,4 23,4 22.5 35.3 55,5 32.9 27,7

Coffee 18.4 20,0 17.0 19,2 26,4 27.1 25,1 21,5

Crook* 21.8 22,9 26.4 21,5 32.0 51.7 30,3 26,0

CuBiber* 21*6 16*3 21.5 19.4 26.5 27.1 27.2 22,4

Darld* 23.2 24,8 24.7 25.0 32.4 35,9 31.2 27,4

Deoat* 20.0 21.2 22.3 21,0 28,2 28,2 23.3 22,3

MtilX) 22.7 24,4 25.0 23,0 28,6 27.5 26,4 25,8

Diok* 22.2 22.9 24.9 24.0 30.8 30,1 28,0 25,8

Dyer 25.6 29,4 28.6 23.5 SS.5 33,8 33,6 27,7

Fayette 14,3 12,2 14.8 10.0 m - ev -

Fentr* 15.3 13.3 16.1 14.3 23.2 23.7 20,5 19,5

Frank. 20.1 19,3 16.7 22.5 30,1 29.4 25,2 24,1

Gibson 23.6 24.4 27.2 21,1 33.4 33,3 30.9 28,1

Giles 22.1 23.4 23.4 24*8 28.8 29.2 26,9 24,5

Grain* 20,3 18.9 20,2 20,9 29.3 27,0 24,8 24,7

Greene 22.3 20,7 22.9 24.8 30,8 31,2 31,5 28,9

Grundy 18.8 18,0 16,7 22.3 28.4 27,9 24,4 21.3

Baisbl. 24.1 23.2 26,5 25,7 50,9 30,2 28,1 26,2

Bamil* 19.3 18.6 19.2 21.4 33,6 32,6 24,7 24,7

Banc* 22,2 21.8 22.2 23,1 25.1 23.0 24,8 24.8

Barde* 13.3 13.5 13.6 12,4 20.0 23,4 23,3 20,2

Bardin 19,8 21.8 21,6 21,2 27.6 30,0 26,7 23,1

Hsnkins 23.6 22,4 26,9 23.1 52,9 55,3 29,9 28,0

Bayeeod 17,0 17.2 18,6 13.8 53,7 92.0 30.7 20,8

BEender* 19,2 19.2 20.1 19,3 89,3 28.7 27.2 21.2

(continued)

Com»hog oontraot ̂ rma(e)

tar 'r



tABLB IXm, * COHBt TIELD PER ACHE IB BUSHELS
ABC MIES

(oontinued)

TAHIOUS 80IIBCE9

^ ' '• '

All fArma Corn-hog oontraet farms
Arer- Airer- Census Cexisua C^^aoteci oorea
age age 1929 1934 Adjuated
1924-33 aix (c) (d) 1932 1953 of cotBity and ap
(a) senaua

perioda
(t)

1

commit-
'tee

proved by
Board of
Review

mxay 19.4 20.3 21.9 21.6 30,5 29.9 29.0 24.6
Hioka. 24.3 25.7 26*9 27.6 33.6 34.6 32.2 27.0
Houat* 24*9 24,4 27.4 23,4 32.7 32.4 32.2 27.8
Banph* 26.3 28.6 30.8 27.9 32.0 32.3 26,0 25.8
4Hioka* 21.9 22.4 23.0 21.1 29.5 30,7 27.8 25*6
J«ff« 22.8 23.0 24.2 21.6 30.9 29.5 27.8 25.2
Joha« 23.8 26.2 31.9 29.0 29.4 28.9 32.6 29*8
Knooc 22.0 19.3 22.1 21,6 37.7 35.7 32.2 27.5
Lak* 24.6 27.9 28.2 22.6 39*0 32.9 37.4 24*8
lAudar* 22.1 24.1 23.6 19,2 33.6 31*6 30*9 27.3
Lamr* 13.9 19,5 19.7 13.0 28.0 27.2 26.4 23*6
Levis 20.7 21.3 25.3 21*5 25*6 25*2 21*6 21*6
Line* 23.0 21*8 20.8 24.9 31.1 31*1 25.3 26.4
Loudm 21.0 23*7 21,1 21.5 23.0 26.4 24.0 23.3

tloMlm 13.3 17.5 17.6 20*8 27.2 27.4 30*3 25 *4

floNairy 13.2 16.9 13.4 13.2 27.1 28.4 28.5 21.6

Uaeon 20.1 18.5 21.6 20.6 29.1 28.7 26.8 23*7

MAdia. 17.8 18.0 21.2 13.8 23.7 29.0 26.4 19.8

Uariott 20.9 21.4 18.7 21.3 29.4 28.0 25.8 24*3

2&u>8h« 22.0 22.9 22.1 22.4 29,1 30.0 25.3 24.1

abury 23.6 24.4 25,7 24.3 31.3 32.4 28.8 26*5

Meiga 20.3 20.4 21.0 20.6 25.8 28.1 29.4 25.0

Honroe 18.7 15.8 19,7 17.9 31.5 30.1 29*3 25.2

Montg* 24.8 24.8 28.3 26.3 36*8 36,4 33.4 28.4

Moore 22.4 24.8 18.8 26.5 29.6 30.5 27.1 24.6

Morg* 18.3 11.7 18.9 13.2 29.7 32.2 28.4 22*9

Obion 26.4 26.1 29,9 23.2 33.6 35.8 30.1 26.7

Ororton 15.7 15.0 16.3 13.0 19.2 20.0 19.0 18.1

Perry 25.3 26.4 27.8 23.9 30.3 33*6 26.9 26*8
Fiek* 17.1 16.0 18.4 17.2 28.2 26.4 20.3 20.3

Polk 18.6 17.3 19.3 19.2 37.0 35.8 30,0 25.6

Putnam 18.0 18.8 19.4 17.8 24.9 24.7 24.4 22.9

Hhea 20.3 19.9 20.0 18.3 27.7 28.3 27.1 26.4

Roane 22.0 20.1 22.9 19*6 32*7 33.2 31.7 27.7

Robert* 23.8 23.0 26.4 25.0 32.3 27.8 50.0 28.0

Rtti^er* 19.7 21.2 19.4 21.8 26.8 30.0 21.8 21.8

Soott 17.0 14.0 17.9 16.0 25.2 30.5 27.8 20.5

Sequat* 19*8 19.8 19.0 21.3 25.4 25.7 24*9 23.7

Serler 21.5 19.8 20.0 20.3 30,9 29.1 30,0 25.8

Shelby 16,9 16.4 21.1 L1.4 18.9 24.2 23.3 19.1

Smith 26,3 28.5 30,6 28.8 52.3 33*7 30.6 30.5

Stew*- 22*9 23*6 25.6 25,1 IS2.7 32.3 29*8 26.6

(eontinued)
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fABLB xxxrr. " C(^t TISLD HSR ACRE IN BCSHEIS
Ain) DATES

(oontiiiKidd)

U7

TARIODS SOCRCSS

County
All farms Com-hcg contract farms

Aver-'
•ge
1924.^:

(a)

Aver

age
six

census

periods
(h)

Census

1929

(e)

Census

1934

(d) 1932 1933

Contracted acres
Estimate

of oounty
commit

tee

Mjusted
and ap
proved by
Board of
Review

Sttlllv. 25.9 24.8 28.3 27.4 35.8 35,3 35.6 30.0

Sunner 24.3 24.1 28.4 25.7 28*8 33.9 29.6 27.2

Tlpton 19.1 20.4 23.2 15.9 32.5 33*9 33.2 28.1

Trousd. 25.0 25.2 25,8 27.1 33.4 36*0 31.4 28.8

Unicoi 20.0 17.7 20,4 25.5 32.0 32*3 3l.l 29.2

Union 18.8 17,4 16.9 21*6 53.7 34.9 37.9 26.0

T. Borem 18.3 16.2 16.0 16.3 24.2 23.4 23.0 21.4

Harren 1T.4 17.9 16.6 16*6 22.4 23.0 21.9 21,7

Dash* 25.6 23.5 28.0 26.5 31,0 31.3 31.1 29.2

Wayne 19.6 20.7 20.7 21.2 26.3 2G.9 23.9 22.0

Weak. 22.S 23.5 28.3 22.5 32.0 29.8 29.9 23.1

White 18.9 18.3 19.1 18.1 24.4 25.0 24.2 22,7

IRneon. 22,8 23.6 24.7 25.6 29,9 32.1 31.0 26.4

Wilson 22.4 24.1 24.8 25.0 28.8 31.S 28.9 26,3

State 21*3 21.5 22.7 21.2 30.1 30.5 (f) 24,9

(a) This a-remge sas ealoulated for use in ths oom-hog program hy the
State BcarA of PsTlew in aooordanoe with special inetructiorai.

(b) Ste census periods in this arerage cover the crop years of *89,
♦99, ♦OP, U9, *24, arji *29.

(c) Calculated frot the 1930 census.
(d) Calculated froa: the 19SE census.
(e) The column under "1952" represents the laroduoers' reported yield per

acre for that year for all his corn land. The same is true for the column
under "1933". Dnder "coirfcraoted aores", the estinate of the county oomaittee
represents their judgement of the average yield on the eontraoted acreage
based on tl» average of weather conditions and other conditions affecting
yield, iriiioh had prevailed over the past 10 years. In other words, it is a
iOwyear avei^ge for the oontraoted acreage. The last column in the table is
the estimate of the county coBBoittee as adjusted and approved by the beard ef
review.

(f) No state estimate.

some degree ef correlation of corn yields by counties Is

indicated in all of the diagrams of Figure 60# It is lees in all ecaibinations

mheere the eetlsmte of ttie couniy oommlttee on the oontraoted acreage le used.
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Ihlf is dtte to the £aet that the eignere in some counties contracted

good land, in others poor land« and perh^ in seme it me arerage* The

oontraot signer usmlly preferred to rent the parcel of land which sots

either diffisult to culti'sate« easily eroded, or which wotdd not "cut ̂

up* his reoaining com land*
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CH^ER TI

AS ARALTSIS OF THE DATA OH HOO PRODDCTIOH

Frodlttotion ocnrtrol extended to 75 to 80 per cent of the total

(1)Dhited States hog production in 1934. in Tennessee, this peroentage wui

soeevhftt less, being about 55 to 60 per cent. A large proportion of the

total mmber of hogs affected by the eontrol program was in the Octm Belt*

Iowa alone had nearly one*fottrth of the more than 54 million market hogs

produeed azmnally in 1932 and 1933 on the ecmtraot farms, and the nine leado

ing states produced 81*2 per oent of this maaber. Tennessee ranked l5th,

with a proportion of 1,12 per oent of the United Sta1»s total (Table XXXV).

The aTerage animal narl^ l»g production in Tennessee for the signers

was 610,396 head in 1932 and 1933, based on data as adjusted* The total

number of hogs raised to disposal age (farm slaughter plus aarloetings} by

the oontraot signers averaged 876,508 head (producers* reported figures)*

The Stete average annual production of hogs (pigs saved) for this period
f2iUM 1,279,500 head* ' This Indleates that 68*6 per oent of the pigs saved

in l952.>33 vere farrowed on eozvi-hog contraet signers* farms. If figures

Of the produoers averaged 20 per cent overstatement (see Introdttotion) the

oontraet signers produced only 54.8 per cent of the total number of Imgs

produced in Tennessee in 1932 and 1933.

(l) Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Agricultural Adjustment in
1934, p. 87.

^Z) TT. S. D« A., Crops and Markets, p. 495, Vol. 10, 1933.
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Plstrlbtttlon oi* All Hoga

Ths araas of heavioat oonoentration of hogs in the tJnited States appear

In the Corn Belt ehere idie heaT7 eorn produetlon oecturs. About three-fourthe

of all the h(^s in the IMted States are in that area* andi about 90 per cent

ef the ooBnaercial supply eosies froia the Com Belt* Hogs am produoed in

erery state* but outside ef the Corn Bolt very few areas produce nore than

are used leoally* There is little ohange in the distribution dT hogs £rm

one year to the i»xt.

Table XXV. - HOOS: 1934 OORH-HOO GOHTHACT SIOHEBS* AVERAOB ICLfiKlf
HOG PRODUCTIOS FOR BASE PERIOD (1932-33), AS ADJUSTED, BT

STATES

Ban] State Market hog Per oeni Rank State Market hog Per cent

production ef produotion of

(1932-33
average)

total (1932-33
average)

total

Kuaber Nuzober

1 lona 12,067,815 22,22 25 Montana 153,184 .28

9 Illinois 6,006,075 11.06 26 Miass. 126,212 .23

3 Indiana 4,698,732 8.65 27 Scnr Jersey 105,584 .20

4 Missouri 4,577,179 8.43 28 Penn. 103,966 .20

B Hebraska 4,513,236 8.30 29 Alsbam 96,694 .18

6 Minnesota 3,625,619 6.67 30 Maryland 89,516 •16

7 (Mo 3,519,210 6.11 31 Hew York 85,009 .16

8 Kansas 2,919,209 5.38 32 S.Carolina. 79,268 .15

9 S. Dakota 2,357,207 4,34 S3 Wyoming 74,993 •14

10 Wisconsin 1,647,231 3.03 34 S.Mexico 65,592 .12

11 Oklahona 1,082,259 2.00 35 W.Yiginia 64,514 .12

12 Texas 997,265 1.84 36 Florida 62,964 .12

IS Kentucky 776,373 1.43 57 Ifbah 61,771 .11

14 Michigan 720,297 1.33 38 Georgia 39,416 .07

15 Tennessee 610,398 1.12 39 Vermont 20,879 •04

16 M.Dakota 584,211 1.07 40 Arisonn 20,382 .04

17 Calif. 571,827 1.05 41 Hevada 16,883 •03

18 Colorado 421,042 .77 42 Cramecticut 15,611 .03

19 Idaho 359,172 •66 43 Miseissipp! 12,747 .02

20 Virginia 295,316 .54 44 Louisiana 11,943 .02

21 Arkansas 247,221 .45 45 K.HIIaipshirc 11,669 •02

22 Oregec 229,165 .42 46 Delaware 5,364 •01

23 Washington 212,260 .39 47 R«Island 1,440 *

24 M.Carolina 153,817 .28 48 Maine 1,340 *

U. S.
total 54,319,075 100.00

Souroet Agricultural Adjustoent Administratim, Agricultural Adjustinwat
in 1934* pp. 96-97*
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reprasants

002o319

Figure 63 » ~ Total Number of Hogs on Farms, April 1, I930>

Source: Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Agriculture, Tennessee,
First Series, pp, 40-47.

Each d»t represents
500 hogs

Total hogs - 1,002,283

Figure 6^ - Total Number of Hogs on Farms, January 1, 1935

Source: Census of Agriculture: 1935j, Tennessee, Statistics by vounties, pp. 18—21
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the hogs In teimeeaee are dletrihutod throughout the State* with the

heaTiest eonoentratione In the Central Basin and In the northwestern part

ef the State* In general* the distribution of hogs in tennessee has not

ebanged in recent years# Hosrerer* an eawsination of yigares 63 and 64

shove that sinoe the rednotion program the ms^r of hogs has deoroased in

the Central Baeln and Increased In practically cwry other county in the

State* efen in Obion» The total xttsaher of hogs in Tennessoo as reported

by the oensus in 1935 is praetically the same as reported in 1930* Estimates

ef the no^r of hogs on farms in Tennessee on January 1 for the past sev^

eral years aTerage sli^itly mere thui one million head*

yercenbage ef Signers Produolaag Hege

Only 83.2 per cent of the oorn-hog contract signers in 2eiu«weoe had

sevs to farrow in the spring of 1933. This peroontago includes praoti-

oally all of the signers who were produeers of ho©i, since most faimera

in Sormeesee either practice the two-litter system or produce opring pige*

not having Iiogs were participating in lAio corn adjustment program.)
In only two oountiee, Shelby and Union, did all of the signers hove sews

to fhrrew In the spring of 1933, and these two had only a few oontraots#

There were nine counties having 90.1 per cent w more, and eight of these

were In West Tennessee. Obion and Weakley eounttos are in this group, boing

the only counties in the group which wore very representative In the oorn-

hog program. On the whole, where participation was high 80 to 90 per cent

of the fsraers had sows to farrow in the spring of 1933 (Table XSXSFt and

Figure 66). The counties in this table, to a oerta.in extent, rark in re
verse order to Table XXHI, which shows the nwdber of contract signers who



� 
� 

Jt
,s

M
T
K
*
-
 

V
I

I-
 f
h 

*.

tr
Vj
OT
f

? J
c
A
w
n
s
u

^v
wr

oT
if

f^
v'

 
- 
?

K
l
J
r
t
t

s
»

-
K
i
%

«
«

iJ
Tv

j/
2
i
s
a
«
a
>

;? /
 /
 L

;i
>T
s*

lU
aa

iA
M'

•
r
 
^

4
»
t

i
-

i
C
X

-
J
-
 

I 
I 
H
I
C
K
H
M

sC
"M

Rr
A 

^ 
•

'-
• 
.
«

r
f

X «
 f l

-KJ
* i

P
r

.V
 •
" 
f
 
W'

.'
Kf

 _ 
1
9
 J,

 
;

te
'w

is
rt

 
., 

•y
.^

'.
Ja

^m
Ji

'
.
^
T
i

i
fl
it
 >
 >
1 J

a
w
M
i
l
 »
*?

''
«'

;
c
o
:̂

:V
t.
-;

Y3
mm
iI
«u
j<

Pi
gu
ra
 6
5 
,
 P

ar
oe
nt
Ag
^ 
of

 t
he
 1
93
4 
Co
rQ
-H
og
 C
on
ti
ao
t 
Si
gn
er
s 
Ha

vi
ng

 S
ow
e 
to

Pe
rr
ot
f 
In

 t
he

 S
pr

in
g 
(D

eo
» 
I 
to

 J
un

e 
.1

) 
of
 1
93
3

i'
^v

P
e
r
 
o
e
n
t

9
0
,
1
 
t
o
 
l
O
T

r
j
 80

.1
 t
p 
90

7
0
.
1
 
t
o
 8
0

6
0
.
1
 
t
o
 7
0

□
 6

0.0
 a

nd 
un

dr
S

ta
te

 a
ve

ra
ge

 «
 8

3t
2

lo
r

C
O



 

149

TABLE mVl. - PSHCEBTACfE OF THE 1934 CORB-!©a OCaiTR&CT SIGHESS
IN TEHIJESSEE HATING SOS'/S TO FARROS? IN THE SPRING OP 1933

ftrnk County Per cent Sank County Per cent ahk

1 Shelby 100.0 32 S-tev/art 86.3 64
2 Galon 100.0 S3 Lawia 86.2 65
3 Lauderdale 97.6 34 Smith 86.0 66
4 Bardeman 96.5 35 DeEalb 85.8 67
5 Weak ley 95.8 36 liar aha 11 85.8 68
6 Gibaon 94.6 37 Scott 85.7 69
7 Haywood 94.1 38 Tipton 85,7 70
8 Ob ion 92.9 39 Joffer. 85.5 71
9 Credkett .91.6 40 Louden 85.4 72
10 Wayne '90.0 41 Whit© 85.4 73
11 Ctaaberland 89.9 42 Dicks on 85.3 74
12 Perry 89.8 43 Davidson 85.1 75
13 Lincoln 89.5 44 Bedford 85.0 76
14 Deoatur 89.4 45 Trousdale 85.0 77
15 Blount 89.3 46 Beunilton 84.5 78
16 lladiaon 88.9 47 Hamblen 84.2 79
17 Montgaaery 88.9 48 Bcberteoa 83.3 SO
18 Gnmdy 88.7 49 Greene 83,2 SI
19 Carroll 88,5 50 Henry 83.2 32
20 Lake 88.2 51 Wilson 83.2 S3
21 Cannon 87.9 52 Johnson 82.8 34
22 Sorier 87.8 53 Benton 82,7 S5
23 Hawkina 87.7 54 Fentress 82.7 S6
24 Franklin 87.1 55 Hiokmn 82,3 37
25 Koore 87.1 56 Washington 82,1 38
26 Hendoracm 87.0 57 Rutherford 81.3 39
27 sledaoe 86.7 58 Sftrdin 80.9 SO
28 Sumphreys 86.6 59 Williamson 80.9 )1
29 Dyer
30 iJaokaon

86.4 60 Clay 79.7 12
86.4 61 Houston 78.9 13

51 laury 86.4 62
63

Siles

l<mroo

78.3

77.7

14

15

Oottnt^'' I 'er ocnt

ullivan

equat*
arren

nderson

•Buren

organ

hoster

Torton

i tat«

77.9
76.4
76.3
76.3

75.9
74.6

73.8
73.2

72.9
72.7
71.4
71.2
70.9

70.8
69.7
69.2

66.4
65.8

65.2

64.6
64.9
64.Q
63.9
63.6

63.1

62.8
61.2
53.9

54.6

33.3

22.2

83.2

prodfKMid oorn In 1933. It not n4e#ti*4ry for an applioant to "be a pro-

duoer of both ooramoditiOB. , An adjainiatratlTO ruling aligplifiod thia quMhi'

tlon.

Jj .

Jf.v

• 1 • • •. •.
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If the 1932~3S litters are less than foar« the
parties signing idhe oontraot shall not be required to
reduce hog production in 1034, and if thej'' do not so
reduce shall not bo eligible to receive any hog reduc
tion pajrment under 'Wio contract. If the 1932-33 lit
ters are less than three, the parties signing the con
tract shall not be required to reduce hog production
in 1934, and in ai^ event shall not be eligible to re
ceive any h<^ reduction payment under the contraot. (S)

Withoat this ruling, 16.8 per cent er 4,009 of the contract signers

in Tennessee would have been ineligible beoause they did not have any

hogs* This nuniber, added to the 1,414 contract signers who did not pro

duce com, aa]^ 5,423 or 22*7 per cent of all the corn-he^ contract

signers in the State who were a Hewed to participate by a special admini

strative ruling*

Iftamber of Hogs Raised to Disposal Age

The eontraet signers in Tennessee raised an average of 876,508 hogs

per year in 1932-33. The figures show 902,911 for 1932 and 860,094 for

1933, which was 94 per cant of the ncmber in 1932. This ohange from 1932

to 1933 oopipares very closely with estlnates of the TTnited States Depart

ment of Agriculture of all pigs saved, whioh show a total of 1,298,000
(4)

in 1932 and 1,261,000 in 1933, or 97 per cent of the 1932 aiud>er* The

difference of three per cent may be due partially to overstatement ef the

signers on the 1932 data, sinoe most of them had to rely on memory fer idie

(3) Agricultural Adjustment Administration, AdMinistrative Rulings Re->
lating to Com-Hog Reduction Contracts, p» 8 (see Chapter Y, p. 95 for**
the pojrb of the ruling applicable to corn).

(4) EatlnMiteB from U. S. D* A. Grcpa and Marl^ta, p* 506, DeoeaSber,
1954*
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TABLE XXmi. - TOTAL KUUBER OP HOGS RAISED TO DISPOSAL AGE (PAHM
SLADGHTBR PLUS MAHKETIHGS) OK TIIB 1934 COEII-HOG CONTRACT

SimiERS* FARMS, 1932 AND 1933j AND THE PERCENT/UJE
RAISED Ilf 1933 OF TQC^E RAISED in 1932

County

1 Obioa

2 Lincoln
3 L^Ssiury
4 Wilem

5 M&rthall

6 Giles

7 ?;ea3cl^
8 Dyer
9 Bedford

10 Rtotharfoi'd

11 Smith

12 Hiobnan

13 T/ayne
14 Gibson

15 Y/illiausoa

16 Henry
17 Franlclin

18 Sumner

19 CajuiMi

20 MontgoMery
21 Perry
22 Coffee

23 Humphreys
24 Clay
25 Jackson

26 Benton

27 Decatur

28 DeEalb

29 Moore

30 Warren

31 Stewart

32 Jefferson

33 Bledsoe

34 DaTidson

35 Hamblsn

36 Lawrence

57 Cro<dcett

38 Putnam

39 Greene

40 Serier

41 Xohx

i?' ,

4 -«*'

1953

Number

82,708
39,779
31,973
31,941
51,267
29,484
26,463
26,382
26,167
24,230
22,899
22,165
20,024
18,965
17,954
17,848
16,054
15,170
14,087
14.024
13,636
13,428
12,988
12,669
12,276
12.025
11,292
10,999
10,049
9,034
9,006
8,958
8,495
8,493
8,431
7,918
7,841
7,534
7,221
7,086
6,570

(eontinued)

1932

Number

63,801
42,517
30,863
37,545
34,267
30,052
27,209
29,846
27,266
25,679
26,889
24,461
19,606
20,131
18,925
17,225
18,501
16,658
14,099
12,959
17,179
13,143
13,992
15,560
14,690
12,431
13,199
13,293
10,388
9,970
8,526
8,487
7,688
8,872
9,304
8,541
9,127
8,431
7,329
7,164
5,401

1933 - 1932

Pot»

98

92

103

85

91

98

97

88

96

94

85

91
102
94

95

104
102
91
100

108
79
102
93

82
84

97
88

85

97
90

108
108
110
98

91

93
88
89

99
99

122
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TABLE XXXni. - TOTAL HUlfflER OP HOGS RAISED TO DISPOSAL AGE
(PAHH SLAUGHTER PLUS MARKETINGS) ON THE 1»34 CORK-HOG

CONTRACT SIGNERS* PASMS, 1932 AKD 1933; AHD THE
PEECEBTAGE RAISED IN 1933 (Hf THOSffi RAISED

IN 1932 (oontlsued)

Raxik County 1983 1932 1933 «

6,311 7,621 82

6,2T5 6,784 92

5,545 6,006 92

5,526 7,013 79

5,434 5,895 92

5,278 5,532 95

6,P16 4,670 107

4,872 4,860 100

4,759 4,521 105

4,744 5,034 94

4,711 4,645 101

4,637 4,751 98

4,031 4,954 81

3,980 4,545 88

3,752 3,580 108

5,774 3,854 98

3,342 3,963 84

3,314 2,934 113

3,300 3,540 93

3,093 3,257 95

2,688 3,113 86

2,402 3,219 74

2,212 3,011 73

^,182 2,851 7T

2,173 2,222 98

2,160 2,352 92

2,135 2,470 88

1,945 1,745 111

1,921 2,011 95

1,775 1,338 153

1,723 1,815 95

1,660 1,622 102

1,631 1,741 94

1,591 1,581 101

1,544 1,590 98

1,544 1,919 102

1,478 1,630 91

1,311 1,350 97

1,210 1,044 116

1,117 1,919 58

926 900 103

1932

42 Hhlt«

43 londerson

44 Louden

45 Ifetrdln

46 Carroll

47 CuE^orlimd

48 Dleksoa

49 Washington
50 Monroo

51 Lauderdalo

52 Marlon

53 Lewis

54 Trousdale

55 Grtmdy
56 Cheathna

57 Coeke

58 Overtoa

59 Houston

60 Hawkins

61 Roane

62 Blomit

83 Maoon

64 Fiokett

65 Gralnger
66 MoHiim
67 Madison
68 Rhsa

69 lAks

70 Van Buren

71 Hamilton

72 Haywood
73 Robertson

74 MoNalry
75 Chester

76 Bardeman

77 Melgs
78 Sequatchls
79 Bradley
80 Fentress

81 SulllTan

82 Polk

(oontiimed)



lABLB IXXm, - TOTAL SOMBER OF HOGS RAISED TO DISPOSAL AfflS (PAHM
SLADGHTER PLOS MARKETIIiOS) ON THE 1954 CORH-HOO CONTRACT

SIGNERS* PAHMS, 1932 AND 1933j AND THE PERCENTAGE
RAISED IN 1933 OP THOSE RAISED IN 1952

(oontlnued)

R^nle County 1933 1932 1933 i X932

83 Anderson

84 Tipton
85 Johnson

86 Morgan
87 Shelby
88 Claibome

89 Scott

90 Carter

91 Hanoook

92 Dnion

93 Unicoi

94 Cas^ell
95 Payette

State

y *'

,■ J' '"

y'K ' -■

867
769
564
513
455
432
392
280
267
173
48
18

850«094

820
937
477
488
410
502
290
377
290
169
74
18

902,911

106
82

118
108
106
86

186
74
92

102
65

100

94

data on thair hog production for as far baok as two years. Part of the
difforonoe was prdbahly due to loss from eeanlaag to disposal age.

The oontraot signers in Obion Comity produced nearly tries as asagr
hogs as those in Lincoln, the next highest county, or 7.4 per osnt of
the State total for the contract signers in 1953 and 7.1 per oent in
1952. The first 12 counties in 1935 had 44.2 per oent of the State totil
BUBiber of hogs raised to disposal age. Generally, the oontraot signers*
hogs were concentrated in the Central Basin, Cfbion and I)yer counties,
and -tixe river hottoia area of the Tennessee River (Plgtre 66).

Market Hogs

Approxinately 90 per cent of the oontraot signer**
dueed for market in 1932-33. Generally, the oontraot signers throu|^«t
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th» Stat« ««r« prodaoara of hoga for imrket; yot the 6«&tral B&ain and tiie

aorttaraatern part of tto State prodaoe a higher peroentage of the hoga for

aarket than otlwr areaa* TJndotibtedly« if data oere aTailable on the total

prodttotion for the State oountiea, theae areaa would atand out dlatinotly

aa market hog areaa, ainoe in other aeotiona of the State a larger proper-

tion are neoeaaarily uaed m the farm where produoed* In whioh caae, the

peroentage of hoga produoed for market on all fhrma would he mtteh leaa than

90.

9e data are arailahle on the weighta of the oontraot aignera* hoga,

hut if they aToraged 200 pounda eaoh, -tiie aignera in Obion County marketed

mere than ten million pounda of hoga annually in 1952-33. The awerage

fhrm prioe of hofpi in Tozmessee for thla period waa |3.62 per hundredweight,

whioh would haTS returned to the oontraot produoora in Obion Comty

1362,000. The aame hoga marketed in Septeidbor, 1935, would hare rotumed

#990,000. The oontraot aignera for the entire State of Tenaeaaoe produoed

approximately 125 million pounda of market hoga annually in 1932-33 (baaed

on 200 peuxida eaoh), whioh at the average farm prioe for that period, re

turned #4,525,000, but in Septenber, 1935, would haTo brought nearly three

tSmea aa auoh, or #12,375,000.

The produoera claimed mai^ mere hoga than check data available to

the State Beard of Review indiwtted were poaaible. Even with the above

oaleulationa it ia eaay to aeo that the oontraot aignera oould not have

marketed aa many hoga aa idiey elairaed to have markated, aineo the average

total receipta fram aalea of hoga for the entire State in 1932-33 amounted
(6)

to only #4,271,000, which ia leaa than what the oontraot aignera claimed.

(S) Tjt. S, B. A., Yearbook of Agriculture; 1934, p. 601 and Yearbook of
Agriculture; 1935, p. 672.
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lABtB xxrrniw - lOOS pbodtced for market as a percentage of the total
SOMBER OF HOGS RAISIN TO DISPOSAL AGE ON THE 1934 CORN-BOG CONTRACT

SIGNERS* FARMS, 1982 AND 1933

BtuL: Comrty

1

2

3

4

6

6

7
8

9

10
11

12
13
14
18

18
17
18
19
20

21

22

23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30

31

Cooke
Lake

Line*
Greene

Serier
Waah.
Oblon

Blcnmt
SalllTan

Monroe

Smith

Weakley
Clay
Knox

Bedford
HRmhlen
Marsh*
Cannon

Bledsoe

Moore

Grainger
Hlokaan

Jaokson

Jeffer*
Haakins
Bradley
Wilson

Coffee
Baaiilton

Perry
lAiion

1933 1932 Rank County 1935 1932|Hahl Ccmnty 1933 1932

I'ot* i'ot. Pot. Pet. Pot. Pet.

95.1 95.7 32 Morgan 90.0 87.5 64 Tipton 87.1 88.9

94*8 94.0 33 Gibson 89.9 91.8 65 Frank, 87.0 87.8

94.0 92,9 34 Giles 89.9 89.5 66 Lauder. 87.0 90.7

95*9 94.5 35 Cunh. 89.8 84.5 67 Polk 86.4 90.1

93*7 93.7 36 Trousd# 89.8 92.1 68 Shelby 86.4 88.0

93.7 93.5 37 Loudon 89.7 88.3 69 MoMinn 86.2 89.6

93*6 93.8 58 Bon^hreys 89.6 89.6 70 Crook. 85.9 89.3

93*3 94.1 59 Unicoi 89.6 93.2 71 Lewis 85.8 82.2

93.0 95.7 40 Vtason. 89.6 90.1 72 Seq^at. 85.7 85.9

92.6 92.1 41 Anderson 89.5 89.8 73 Bardin 85.5 89.7

92.6 92.4 42 Daridson 89.5 90.9 74 Rhea 86.4 90.3

92.6 92.1 43 Stewart 89.5 86.7 75 Robert. 85.2 84.3

92.4 92.9 44 Maury 89.3 88.6 76 Houston 85.1 84.2

92.3 92.2 45 Buther. 89.2 91.1 77 lewr. 84.9 87.3

92.2 92.0 46 V. Buren 89.2 86.4 78 Marion 84.9 84.6

92.2 93.4 47 White 69.2 87.7 79 Maoon 84.8 85.0

92.1 92.2 48 Benton 89.1 89.3 80 Roane 84.4 85.3

92.0 91.4 49 Sumner 89.0 89,8 81 Didkson 84.1 83.4

91.9 90.5 50 Cheathaa 88.9 90.4 82 Ueigs 83.7 87.2

91.8 92.4 51 Deoatur 88,6 89.^ 83! Piokott 82,7 89.0

91.6 95.2 52 Henry 88.6 89.1 84 Madison 82.2 79.5

91.4 90.5 53 Warren 88.6 90,3 85 Bender. 82.1 87.1

91.2 91.1 54 DeKalb 88.5 90.d 86 John. 81.9 85.3

91.0 92.7 55 Ifordenan 88.5 88.6 87 lEoHairy 80.6 86.2

90.8 91.8 86 Dyer 88.3 92.Q 88 Fentr. 80.2 82.5

90.7 90.6 67 Putnam 88.3 89.1 89 Overton 79.0 79.5

90.7 90.8 58 Scott 88.5 91.7 90 Cheater 77.6 80.0

90.2 90,0 59 Montg. 87.5 85.2 91 Carter 77.1 82.2

90.2 91.7 60 Carroll 87.5 86.4 92 Baywood 76.1 85.5

90.2 89.2 61 Grundy 87.3 87.e 93 Claib. 74.3 83.5

90.2 91.1 62 Hancock 87.3 86.S OA Csmpb. 55.5 50.0

63 Wayne 87.2 85.2 95 Faystte m e»

State 90.1 80.4

Of oourae, it jaist he understood that the oaloulatiwis used ahere are based cn

an estimate of the waights of the hogs and a simple average of the monthly

farm prloes for 1932 and 1933. For the State, the oontraot signers were al«

loead 77*2 per cent aa many maricot hogs as were claimed by them# Several
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Signers' Farms, 1932-33 Average As Adjusted
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'i-ur^ 70. - Sogs: Number Produced for Market on the 1934
Corn-Hog Contract Signers' Farms, 1932-53

As Adjusted, As a Percentage of the
Producers' Reported Number

Per cent

85.1 and over

•

o
OC

to 85

75.1 to 80

70-1 to 75

70.0 and under□
State average - 77-2



 

 

 

 

xm

MBIB xmx. - Hoast mniBBH PR(fflaOED FOR mmST OH THE 1984 OGRH-HO®
OOETBACT SIOWBHS* PASMS (1932-33 ATERAGB AS ADJTOTED) AITO THE
PEBGBK5AGE OF THE PBODOCERS' REPORTED MAJSEsf ilQG" i18)DDCTI0H

liftrket h<^s
Hwnfcer as >
ftdjtiated

%
Oous^Auuc

1 Obitm

2 Lincoln

8 Wilson

4 Hsrshall

6 Mattry
6 Giles

7 I)yer
8 Hiokmn

9 BMford

10 Smith

11 Wsakley
12 Sithorford

13 Wayne
14 Y/illiamson

15 Gibson

16 Franklin

17 Susner

18 Henry
19 Perry
20 Clay
21 Httqc>hreys
22 Jackson

23 Cannon

24 Montgomery
25 DeSaXb

26 Coffee

27 Benton

28 Moore

29 Decatur

SO Darldson

31 Jefferson

32 Htunblen

33 Warren

34 Putnam

35 Stewart

35 Bledsoe

37 Gre«a«

38 White

39 Sevier

40 Oroolt»tt

41 Lswrenoe

42 l&urdin

Komi

-> ■'

f

i
S» -Irs.' r

./y *•
•I

• .1 •

■■ A\ ■•

■ .■ • J ■

: t. .

'

'*■ .

' j •'

t

■ f-;
j' •■

, -fi

61,445
29,376
24,787
22,822
22,624
19,691
19,127
18,903
17,791
17,354
17,067
16,486
13,442
13,222
13,013
12,092
12,044
11,507
10,838
10,186
10,106
9,777
9,327
9,226
9,163
8,379
8,160
7,906
7.660
6,399
6,266
6,186
5,845
5,671
5.661
5,502
5,335
6,246
6,243
5,223
5,104
4,630
3,826

(eont limed)

of Reported
nuodjer

86«8
76*4
78.6
75.6
80.9
73.3
75.4
89.2
72.5
75,4
68.8
73.3
78.7
79.8
73.3
82.8
84.6
73.9
78.4
78.4
83.6
79.6
72.1
79.2
84.4
70.0
74.8
84.1
70.1
81.7
78,1
75.1
68.7
80.1
73.2
74.6
77.9
85.2
79.5
70.2
72,0
84.0
69.3
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TABLE XXm, - BOGS: RUMBER PRODDCED TOR MARKET OB THE 1934 COIOUIOG
COSTE/.CT SIGKERS* FARMS (1932-33 A7SRA0E AS AJJPSTED) ARB THE
PERCEHT&GE OF THE PRODGCERS* REPORTED iSfcT iSDG PRODGCTIOH

(continued)

Couutgr

44 Bendarson

46 Carroll

46 Cumberland

47 Itoudon

48 TroosdAle
48 lauderdale

50 Yiaehington
51 ^ibnroe

52 Dickeon

55 Leiria

54 Ifiaricin

55 Cocke
56 Bankiaa

57 Cheatham

SB Grundy
59 Orertoa

60 Rc&ne

61 Houston

62 BlMint

65 Ifacon

64 Rhea

65 Oralngw
66 Mc^iTun
67 Piokett

68 Van Bureu

69 Sequatchle
70 Bai&ilteii

71 Lake

72 MoBalry
73 Badison

74 Robertson

75 Bradley
76 (Riester

77 Beige
78 Hayeeod
79 Bardeoan

80 Sullivan

81 Anderson

82 Fentresf

83 Tipton
84 Polk

85 dehaeen

86 Morgan

sms

Ma-rket hogs
BUs±>er as % of Reports
adjusted lUUEfber

3,782 68.4
8,709 75.4
3,628 77.1
8,482 67.8

8,343 81.T
3,221 74.1

8,174 69.7

8,166 78.8
8,086 76.1
8,007 76.3

2,944 74.5

2,957 80,7

2,584 82.7
2,426 73.8

2,242 60.1

2,166 74.8

2,106 78.2

2,016 76,2
1,835 67.6

1,726 72,4

1,688 82.3

1,642 69.7
1,580 81.8

1,565 69.4

1,394 80*8

1,258 94.4

1,248 88.3

1,203 59.0

1,087 77.2

1,067 58.5

1,062 76.4

1,048 86.9

1,020 81.7

993 75.9

989 69.1

987 71.2
694 48.2

664 87.8
608 65.8

500 74.6

553 68.6

869 84.4

341 76.8

(continued)
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TABLE XmX, - HOftSi ITOMBER ra0Dircm> FOR JMKET ON THE 1934 COIR-109
CONTSftOT Sir/HERS* FASMS (19S2-33 AVSRACE AS iVBJUoTED) Aim ME

PERCENTAffE OF THE PRODUCERS' REPORTED iSBiKWIOTTimJCTIOB
(continued)

Rftwlf County j £^rket Ilogs
IsWibsr as
adjusted

% of iioported
nuaber

87 Claibome 833 90,5

88 Shelby 275 74,1

89 Scott 257 84,0

90 Carter 221 84,0

91 Bemcook 193 79*4

92 Union 109 70,3

93 Uniooi 45 80,4

94 Oan^pbell 4 40,0

93 Fayett# m- «»

State 611^189 77,«

oflunties imr« cut belov 70 per oMt of the vmlb«r olaiaed, ani ̂^atlgr

eight eomtiee tnre allofwed 85 per oent or laore of the niariMRr

clalfflod (Table xmx and Figure 70),

Farm Slaughter Per Farm on Oontraot Farms

Based on the data from 19,882 of the 1034 corn*.h«« oontraot

olgmra, the average farm family (4.9 persons) in Tennessee slaughtered

about 4.2 hogs annuaUy. The farm slaaghtor per farm In 1932 ranged

from 2,4 head in Johnson County to 10,0 hoed In Madlsen County, with

a State average of 4,3 head* In 1983, Van Burcn County ■was loe "sith
2^6 head per farm, vrhile Bayvsood County me high with 12,9 head,,
the State arerage mae 4,9 head per farm,

Theire was no infomation glTSn as to the weight of the hogs
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1933

T ^

,ct-. .C- ; ̂ biya.-
K TC'*

iktrK

■\

U» I roitwc^JiraT

Legend same as
in (B)

State average - 4.2

1932

«iwO?

j > K .5

Figure 71« - Hogs; Farm Slaughter Per Farm on the 1934
Corn-Hog Contract Signers' Farms, (A) in

1933, and (B) in 1932.

Number
6.1 and over

SB i^al to 6
H 4.1 to 5
H 3.1 to 4
□ 2.0 and under
State average - 4o5



169

Ti^LE IL* • E06S; FAI2I SUUGHISR m FABM 09 IHE 1934 0099^06
coamcT siaE3ii3» FAsm, 1932 /jto 1923

Hank County 1933 1992 Bardc County 1935 1932 jRank Coxmty 1933 1932
No. ^0. 1 No. Ifo. ^'o. BiT"

1 Bayvood 12,9 8.2 32 Diokson 5,3 5.1 64 Obion 3.9 3.9
2 Fentress 9.9 7.6 53 I^Lwkins 5.3 5.1 65 Wash. 3.9 4.0

3 Shelby 9.8 8.2 34 liaury 5.3 5.51 66 V/ayno 3.9 4.4
4 Chester 8.7 7.7 35 SulliTen 5.2 5.5! 67 Blount 3.8 3.7
5 Tipton 8.2 8.7 36 Wmson. 5.2 5.3 68 Cuufcer. 9.8 6.0

6 Madison 8.0 10,0 37 Franklin 5.1 4,7 69 Grtmdy 3.8 4.2

7 Soott 7.7 4.0 96 Bardin 5.1 4.6 70 White 3.8 5.2

8 Lander• 7.0 6.8 39 Jeffer. 5.1 3.9 71 BeitPojfd 3.7 4.0

9 Morgan 7.4 8,7 40 Knox 5,1 4.3 72 Bledsee 5.7 3.9

10 Robertson 7.0 7.5 41 Lawrenoe 5.0 4.6 73 Coffee 3.7 3.7

11 Lake 6.7 7.0 42 Stewart 5.0 6.0 74 Giles 3.7 3.9

12 Claiborne 0.5 4.9 43 Sumner 5.0 5.2 75 Greene 3.7 3*4

13 Montgcnery 6.5 7.1 44 Hniool 5,0 5.0 76 Monroe 3,7 3.8

14 Orainger 6.3 4.8 46 Bradley 4.9 5.1 77 Hancock 3.6 4.8

15 Hardeanan ! 6.3 6.5 46 MoMinn 4.8 3.7 78 Wilson 3.6 4.2

13 Hoane 6.2 6,2 47 albson 4.7 4.1 79 Johnson 3.5 2.4

17 Henderson 6.0 4.7 48 ISiea 4,7 3.6 80 Sender 3.5 3.6

13 Trousdale 6.0 5.8 49 Hamilton 4.6 2.9 81 Cocke 3.4 3.0

19 Cheatham 5.8 4.8 50 Pickett 4.6 4,0 82 Eickman 3.4 4.2

20 DaTidson 5.8 6.3 61 DeKalb 4.6 4.7 85 Perry 3.4 4.7

211 MoSairy 5.8 4.4 62 Benton 4.4 4.5 84 Sequat. 3.4 5.7

22 Mao on 5.8 7.6 65 Deoatur 4.4 4.7 85 Union 3,4 3.0

23 Anderson 6.7 5.2 54 Humph. 4.4 4.7 86 V/eakley 3.4 3.8

24 Dyer 5.7 4.6 65 Lewis 4.4 5.6 87 Clay- 5.3 3.8

25 Meiga 5.7 4.4 56 lenry 4.3 4.0 88 War ron 3.3 3.1

26 Polk 5.7 4.0 67 Ruther. 4.3 3.8 89 Cannon 3.2 3.5

27 Houston 5.5 5.1 58 Hamblen 4.2 3.9 90 Jackson 3.2 3.8

23 Marion 5.4 5.5 59 Moore 4.2 4.0 91 Smith 3.2 5.9

29 Carroll 5.3 6.1 60 CangibeXl 4.0 4.5 92 Lincoln 2.9 S.8

90 Oarter 5.3 6.6 61 Ororton 4.0 4.6 93 Marsh. 2.9 3.2

31 Crockett 5.3 4.7 62 Putnam 4.0 4.1 94 T.Buren 2.8 3.7

63 London 3.9 4.8 95 Fayette m
-

State 4*2 4.3

B«i«ed on data ft-aa fanas reporting sows farrowing in the spring of 1933,
whieh inolttdee all contract farms producing hogs#

slaughtered hy the contract signers# Eov/orer, the tJnited States Depart*

ment of Agricultttre ostimatos that the aTsrage hog slaughtered on the
(g\

ftom in Tennessee in 1952-33 weighed 260 pounds. At this rate# the

(6) Ibid., p. 601 (1934) and p. 672 (1935).
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1964 oorxi*hog o(mtraot signer# alaughtered an average of IjllS pound#

(live vreight) of pork per farm in 19S2 and 1^092 pound# in 193S< Xf these

hogs dressed 80 per oent« tiie total dressed weight of hogs slaughtered on

eaoh oontraot farm was 894*4 pounds in 1932 and 873*8 pounds in 1933*

Aseuming that the oontraot signers oonsumed the entire amount and purciiaMd

none, and that their families aweraged 4.9 persons (the State awerage for

rural farm population In 1930), the per eapita consun^tion of pork and its

produots on •the contract farms in Tennessee averaged 180*4 pounds in

1932*33, ocmpared with «ie United States per eapita consumption of approxi

mately 70 pounds, a-ttd an ave2*age of 146*1 pounds in Tennessee i^om dhne 1,
o1927, to dune 1, 1928*

Oenerally speaking, the cotton and tohaoeo areas had 1i)e highest

farm slaughter per farm (Figure 71). In most of the eotton counties fan#

slaughter per farm averaged 6*1 head and over. In the dark fired tobaeoo

eeetion of Middle Tennessee farm slaughter per fan# mas also hlf^, and

even the tobaeoo areas of East Tennessee shewed the same tendency, but

perlmps not for the saaa reason. In the cotton seotion and in the dai^

fired tobaoco section, the high farm slaughter figures were probably due

to the fkct that the landlord# killed several hogs to sell to their tenants

from thslr own stores. It must also be remenibered that these areas were

not very representative in the corn-hog program. Farm slaughter per farm

in most of the counties well represented in ttxe program was lees iiJaa 5*0

head* In idie leading hog producing oounties, such as Obion, I^r, Oiles,

(7) Allred, C. E., and Powell, d. C., Consumption of Meat, D^lxr
dttots, and Eggs by Farm FUmilies in Tennessee, unpublished data, Agri-
eultural Eap^iment siation. University of tennessee, 1928*
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Unooln, Hfcrihfcll, amd Bedford, form slaughter per farm vas 4f0 head or

less* Ihese data do not Indicate that hogs are eonsuaed in greater

mraCbers per farm in areas where hogs are produced in greatest numbers*

It may be that farmers in these areas hare in mind solely the produotion

of hogs for mrket and feel stingy at thoughts of killing a few for heos

use. On ths other hand, in the deficit producing areas, pork and its

products may be prised mere highly for food than in surplus produoing

areas*

Litters yarrowed en Gontraet Farms

naturally, -fee location of the litters farrowed on the eontraot farms

in total MBBiber followed closely -ttie distribution of corn awl hogs and

the oontraots themselToe* There may hare been slight Tarlations, though

hardly noticeable, due to the lao&or farrowed per farm. Outstanding seun-

ties in the density of litters farrowed on contract farmo were Obioo,

Dyer, Lincoln, and Marshall, with several other Middle Tenneasee eountiee

ranking high (Figure T2). In fact, T.T per eent of the total littera

farrowed on the oontraot signers* farms were farrowed in Obion Counly in

1932 and 7.8 per oent in 1983. Lincoln County, whloh ranked seoond, had

approximately three per oent less than Obion for eaah year*

The oontraot siguere reported 143,578 litters farrowed on their farms

In 1988 and 188,239 litters in 1933, or 96,8 per oent ae amny as in 1982.
(8)

The Doited States Department of Agriculture eotlmates that 206,000 sews

farrowed wa all farms in Tennessee in 1982 and 207,000 in 1933, or 100*5

per oeat as maiy as in 1982. This Is slightly la contrast to -the fighres
r^erted by the corn-hog contract signori.

(a) D. S, D, A., Cropa and Markets, p. 506, D»«W#er, 1934*
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fABZ£ XXJt* •HOlffiSR OF UfTFRS FARiJOISBD CM THE 1934 COIQI-.BO& COHTMCT
SIISHEBS* FAHHS, 1932 ASD 1933

HmoIc County 1933 1952 1933 4 X932

Bunber Busflber Per cent

1 Ob ion 10,789 11,098 97
2 Unooln 6,593 6,833 97
3 Msmry 5,049 4,855 104
4 Wilson 4,920 5,551 89
6 Oyw 4,813 5,175 93
6 l^shall 4,763 5,112 93
7 Oilei 4,586 4,645 100
8 Vioalcley 4,227 4,128 103
9 Bedfoz^ 4,009 4,134 97
10 Eielaauui 3,953 4,126 95
11 Itithorfcurd 8,611 3,712 97
12 8mith 3,597 4,080 88
IS l^yn« 3,442 3,392 102
U Oiboon 3,157 3,298 95
18 WilliABison 2,743 2,822- 97
18 Henry 2,705 2,631 102
IT Franklin 2,545 2,442 105
18 Porry 2,498 2,859 87
19 Sujoner 2,389 2,456 97
20 Bxe^hroys 2,256 2,324 97
21 Montgonery 2,256 2,109 107
22 Cannon 2,154 2,150 100
23 Clay 2,125 2,430 87
24 Jiaokson 2,079 2,569 88
25 Coffoe 2,029 1,967 103
26 Deeatur 1,990 2,163 92
27 Benton 1,926 1,909 102
28 DeEalb 1,790 2,041 87
29 Moore 1,713 1,717 100
30 Stewirt 1,512 1,415 107

31 Bledsee 1,419 1,310 108
32 Warren 1,416 1,474 98
33 Jefferstm 1,387 1,300 106
34 Bavideon 1,338 1,377 97
35 Lavrenee 1,312 1,467 89
36 Crockett 1,286 1,470 87

37 HanlblffiQ 1,254 1,421 88
38 Putnam 1,210 1,307 93
39 (Mberland 1,146 1,078 108
40 White 1,110 1,217 93

41 Sevier 1,104 1,161 96

42 Oreene 1,098 1,109 99

43 Enox 1,045 874 120

44 Bsurdin 1,028 1,307 78

45 Hendersc» 1,022 1,014 100

(eoatizttied}
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XABLB XXiI« «• HDIIBER OF LITTERS FARROWED ON THE 1934 C0RN-H06
CONTRACT SlCmS* FABUS^ 1932 AND 1933

(oontinued)

Sank Coml^

46 Carroll

47 London

48 Lataderdale
49 YiTaehingtoa
60 Marlon

51 Diokoon

52 Monroe

58 Lewie

54 Trouedale

55 Gooke

56 Orundy
67 Hawkins

58 (SaeatliBa

59 Ofsrten

60 Beane

61 Houston.

62 Lake

63 Mao on

64 Rhea

66 Blount

66 Uadison

67 Piokett

68 Tan Buren

69 HdMlnn

70 Oraincer
71 Hunilton

72 Hardomn

78 Seqtiatehie
74 Ha^ood
76 Meiga
76 MoHairy
77 Rokertsen

78 (tester

79 Bradley
80 Fentress

81 Anderson

82 Tipton
83 SttlliTan

84 Polk

85 Scott

86 Shelby
87 Morgan
88 Johnson

.4 Ai

1933

843

823
785
769
752
741
728
648

631
613

575

567
560

506
492
400
386
381
380

371
349
338
336

331
296
281
268
267
260

262
248
239
202
202

169
164

154
131
87
84
83

79

1932

969

860
888

891
684
720
719
751

809
639
666
626
555

635

518
448
356
517
402
434
416
433

360
332
416
227
276

282
289
251
263
246

257
190

193

176
178
283
123
55

66

79
70

1933 f 1932

(oontinued)

92

98
93
88

111
106

103
96
80

99
92
93
102
89
96

108

112

74
96
87
89

81
95
102
80

130
101
96
92
104
96

101
92
106
105
96

93
64
106
l59
127

104
lU

■A a'

• A
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TKBiM XLt. • wmm or LumiB vimxm oh tbh iom cassMm
GOHTEACT SIGNERS* VAJSm, 1932 AND 1833 (oontiuaed)

County 1933 1952 1933 i 1932

Ihaaher Huntber Fer eeni

89 Claibome 62 69 88

90 Banoooh 39 46 86

91 (Nirter 58 45 84

92 Dhiott 22 23 96

93 Oai^ell 16 8 200

94 Hniooi 8 10 80

9S Payette •
«e

State 138,239 143,378 96

In oounties th» eorn<>faag oontr&et datu •hoir that laer* semi

farrwad in 1933 tl»n in 1952 (Tafcle XU and Figure 73)« None ef these

oountiee are Tery ti^ortant as hog produoing oounties • Meet o£ the Sn*

pertant predueing oounties had 90 to 100 per cent as naay sees to

farros in 1933 as in 1932. Swreral oounties had less than 90 per oent as

T—ry litters in 1985 as in 1932, but meet of these sere minor hog produo

ing oounties*

The board of rwiew adjusted the litters farrowed m the oontraot

signers' faras from the 1932-33 reported average of 140,908 litters down

to 117,149 litters, sdxioh is only 83.1 per oent of the nUBa>er claimed

by the produowps. In too of the minor hcg producing oountiee, JdtuuHoi

and Bsywood, no adjus'te'ent was made on the nmhor of litters farrowed,

but in eome of the major oountiee heavy retooticme were made. (Oausee

for thio are discussed in the intreduotion to this study.) In Dyer

Oounty the reported nwiber of litters was reduced to 73.3 per oent.

Other major oountiee in the oom-hog program and the percentage of reported

litters farrowed and aooepted by the board of review are as folliMfis
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Figure 74, - Hogs: Number of Litters Feurrowed on the 1934 Cotn-Hog Contract
Signers' Farms (1932-33 Average As Ad.justed)
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Figure 75, - Hogs: Number of Litters Farrowed on the 1934
Corn-Hog Contract Signers' Farms, 1932-33

Average As Adjusted, As a Percentage
of the Produoers' Reported Number

Per cent

90.1 to 100

85.1 to 90

80,1 to 85

75,1 to 80

□ 75,0 and under
State average - 83,1
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s&sis xun, « 106S1 wmm or utrm rAmmm as m 1984 oasiu
HOG COlJTHACt SIOHISRS* PAHMS (1932-33 AVERAGE AS ADJUSIED)

AHD OTB PEECSNTAQB OF THE PS0I»C5BRS» ESP0E!ti3} Ht'™
or LXTTEBS FAHRfKVED

Bank Coun-^jr Litters farreeed
lHaaJier as ^ of Beporied
adjusted nunber

1 Obira 9,370 85,6
2 Lincoln ; ' 8,603 33,8

3 W11b<»i 4,054 88.9

4 Ukury 4,154 83.9

8 liKTshall . 3,977 80.5

6 Hlotowo ^ 3,787 95.8

7 3,663 73.3

8 Giles . 3,464 75,0

9 Bedford i- ' 3,338 82.0

10 Weakley \ 3,280 78,5

11 ami til i 3,180 62.8

12 Htttherford /t, 3,129 85.4

13 Wayne 2,812 82.3

14 WilllAmson 2,560 84.8

16 Perry 2,297 85.7

16 Gibson 2,285 70.8

17 Franklin 2,235 89.6

18 Btaaner 2,180 90.0

19 Hsnry . 2,023 75.8

20 Clay % 2,014 88,4

21 BUaphreys > V' 1,975 86.2

22 Konl^CBiery 1,893 88.7

23 Jackson 1,891 85.0

24 DeKalb 1,803 94.1

28 Cannon 1,788 83.0

28 Coffee 1,715 85.8

27 Oecatar 1,658 79.8

28 Hoore 1,506 87.8

29 Benton 1,455 75.9

80 Daridson 1,186 87.4

31 Stenart 1,136 77.6

32 Warren 1,118 77.4

53 Jefferson 1,117 85*2

84 Btifblen 1,111 83.1

85 Bledsoe 1,100 80.6

88 White 1,099 94.5

37 Crockett 1,073 78.0

88 Pntnaai 1,072 86.1

39 Lawrenee 1,008 72,5

40 &rditt 999 86.6

41 Ccaiberland 983 88.4

(oontlnuod)
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t&BLE XLII. - HOGS: BOMBER OP IITTSHS PAHfiOiSED OH 1BE 1934 COia-HOO
COSmOT SIGSERS* FARMS (1932-53 AVERAGE

PERCEKTAOE OP THE PRODOCERS* HBP0SIi3) OTBWlFTlraSRS
TASSCftiW (oontinu»d)

Hazik
iuober as
adjusted

Litters farrowed
% oi Roporbed

vmSamr

a
49
44
45
46

47
48
40

50
61
62
53
54
55

56
67
58
59
60

61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
78

76
77
78
79
80

Greene

Serier
Henderson

Carroll
Knox

lAUderdale
Lottdon

Lewis
Diokson

Marion
Trousdale
Monroe

WasMngton
Cooke
Grundy
Bftwkina
(SseathBm
Seene

Orertwi

Eoaston

Maoon

Fiokett
Bl<»xnt
Rhaa
Grainger
Van Buren

Madison
MeMlnn
Sequatohie
Bunilton
RoLertsoa

CRiester
Lake
Bardeoan
Meigs
McHeiry
Bradley
Baywood
Anderson

f

: C '

*■; '

■ ^

■ i ■ •
f

953
916
796
760
748
710
710
685
681
624
595
678
566
509
499
499
481
470
459
448
364
350
342
336
SIS
310
309
284
272
244
235
234
225
224
218
217
192
189
168

86 *4
80.8
78.2
81*4
78.0
82.9
83.3
92.3
92.5
86.3
81.6
79.2
67.1
80.2
78.1
83.0
85.7
91.8
76.8
95.1
60.5
89.5
84.0
86.4
83.7
88.8
78.4
85.0
98.9
93.1
95.1
94.4
59.5
80.6
86.2
84.1
97.9
68.0
97.7

(oontinuod)
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TABLE XLIIf - HOGS: SOMBER OF LITTERS PAEHOWBD 01 THE 1S34 CO^-Hpa
COHTRA.OT SIOHBRS* FARMS (193R»33 AFERAOE M ADJHSK^) ASP THE

FHRCSUTAGE OP THE PROIOCERS* REPORTSa) j|^-i
TARmSD (oontiaead)

Coin'ty
Ihaat>9r

adjusted

141

151
116

110
74
75
66

59
58

51

43

19

117,149

Litters fturrcwed
^ e£ aaparied
mnbor

81
82
83
84

85
86

87
88
89
90

•1
92
95
94

95

PentresB

Tiptan
Polk
Sullivan
jQfaaaan

Morgan
Clalbwne
Soott

Sfaolby
Carter

fianoodc

Onion

Ohiool
CtaB^ell
Fagratto

Otate

71.2
75.6

91.3
50.2
100.0
90.1
94.3

83.1
77.5
98.2
100.0
82.6
88.9
25.0

8S.1

Oblon, 86.0} Lincoln, 83.8} Wilaon, 88.9} Maury, 83.9} ltor8!mHj,80.5}
93.8} Giles, 75.0} and Bedford, 82.0. The eeqplota 3UU|* will bo

fottsA in Table XLII*

Llttera per Farm

The contract signora produced 7.2 litters per fam in 1938 and t.O
littera per farm in 1933, baaed on reported figures. Using the adjaotoA
data, the 1932-33 average nnMber of litters produced per farm was only
5.9. Both of those oaloulations inolnde only those oontraet aignera who
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Lgure 76 Hogs; Number of Litters Farrowed Per Farm on
the 1934 Corn-Hog Contract Signers*

Farmsp Spring and Fall, 1932
and 1933

Number

El 5el aiiu over

E3 4.1 to 5

HI 3,1 to 4

llll 2.1 to 3

□ 2.0 and undei

State averags 3.4
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SIBLE 32^11. f mSBm Of UTTERS FARROWED PER FARM OH THE 1934
GOSB-HOG COKTRACT SIGNERS* FARMS, SPRING AMD FALL, 1932

AND 1933

Comty

1 LaJce

2 Soott

3 Tipton
4 Shalby
5 Graingor
6 Sulli-nm

7 Coeace

8 Aadersen

9 Gbion

10 Lauderdale

11 Mswkins

12 Morgan
13 Srousdale

14 Washineton

15 Caupbell
16 Knox

17 ffiLrdfiBoaa

18 Jefferson

19 I^r
20 Davidson

21 Haywood
22 Seviar

23 Oustberland

24 Oraane

25 Bledsoe

26 Montgomery
27 Moora

28 Cheaiiiam

29 14nooln

SO Maury
51 Stewart

32 Bradley
33 Fentress

34 Hsslblen

35 Hamlton

36 Blount

57 Buophreys
38 Monroe

39 Gibson

40 vailiaaaKm

41 Bedford

1933

.MiHS-
flO.

13.7
9.T
7.5
7.2
6.8

6.3

6.1
6.7
5.7
6.6
5.5

5.4
5.4
5.2
6.0
5.0
4.9
4.9

4.8
4.7
4.7
4.7
4.6
4.5

4.4
4.4
4.4
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.1
4.1
4.1
4.0
4.0
3.9

liir
"Ho.

12.9
4.8
6.2
6.8

4.6
3.9
5.4

4.9

4.8
4.6

4.7
6.4

4.1
4.9

3.0
5.6

5.1
3.8
4.1
4.0

3.7
3.9
3.4
4.7

3.3
3.9
4.4
8.7

3.9
3.6
8.7
3.9

4.3
5.9
3.6

3.5
5.2

3.7
3.7
3.7
3.4

:iR52

ipriml
No.

liir
No.

12.3 11.4
4.8 4,3
7.8 7.0

5.5 5.5

8.3 6.0
11.5 7.3
6.7 5.9

5.8 5.4

5.5 5.3

5.9 5.1

6.2 4.8

5.3 6.0

6.5 5.4

5.2 6.3

3.0 1.0

4.6 4.4

6.0 4.9

4.3 3.9
5.0 4.6
4.8 4.2
5.3 3.7

4.6 4.4
4.2 3.4

4.7 4.6

3.6 3.5

4.2 3.5

4.8 4.0

4.2 3.7
4.4 4.1
4.0 3.5
3.9 3.6
4.0 3.6

4.1 3.9

4.8 4.4
2.9 3.1
4.4 4.3

3.9 3.6

3.9 3.7
4.2 3.9

4.3 3.6

4.0 3.5

(0ORtl»M>4.)
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XUtll, » miMBER OP LITTERS PASIK»fED PER fAM ON THE 1934 CORE-.
BOO COSTMCT SKRIEES* FARMS, SPRINO AND PALL, 1932 AND 1933

(continued)

RMik County 1933 1932

Soring Pall Spring nPtll

No. No. No* No.

42 Clay 5,9 3.4 4.5 3.9

45 HLcloBan 3.9 3.2 3*9 5*6

44 Madison 3.9 5.3 4.4 4.3

49 Robertson 3.9 5.2 3.6 3,4

46 Weakley 3.9 3.6 3.6 3,7

47 Bardin 3.8 2.7 4.6 3,7

48 Smith 3.8 3.0 4.2 3*6

48 Sumner 3.8 3.4 4,1 5,4

50 Deoatur 3,7 3.0 4,0 3,4

61 Benton 3.6 2.9 3,3 3,1

52 Carroll 3*6 5.2 3.7 3,7

53 DeKalb 3.6 2.7 3,9 3*2

54 Maeon 3.5 2.6 4.4 3,8

55 Perry 3.5 2.8 3,9 3,9

56 (toinon 3.4 2,8 3,4 2,6
67 Chester 3.4 2*5 3,2 3.0

58 Jackson 3.4 2.7 5.8 3,1
89 Roane 3.4 3.0 3.5 S.2
60 White 3.4 2.8 5.5 3,2
61 Wilson 3*4 2.6 s.e 2.9
62 Crockett 3.3 2.9 5,6 3,5

69 Polk 3.3 2.7 2.8 2.8
64 Rhea 3.3 2.6 3.3 2*8
66 Oiles 5.2 2*5 3.0 2,7

66 Rutherford 5.2 2.8 3.5 2.7

67 Henry 5.1 2.6 2.9 2,7
68 London 5.1 2.7 3.1 2.8

69 Marion 5.1 2.7 2,8 2.4

70 Marshall 5.1 2.6 3.2 2.8

71 Coffee 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.7

72 Franklin 5.0 5.0 3.1 2.6

75 Lairrence 5.0 2.5 5.3 2,9

74 Heigs 5.0 2.9 2.9 2.8

76 Putnam 5.0 2.4 5.3 2.5

76 TTniooi 5.0 5.0 3,0 7.0

77 Tan Buren 5.0 2.2 2.8 2.8

78 Wayne 5.0 2.2 2*8 2.3

79 Hancock 2.9 2.0 3.2 2.5

80 Henderson 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.5

81 Houston 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.3

82 MeMiim 2.8 2,6 2.7 2.6

88 Dlokaon 2.7 2,3 2.4 2*3

(continued)
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SABLE XLIXI* - BDUBER OP LITTSBS FISBOU PER fAM OB THE 19S4 CORF.
HOG COSTRAGT SHmBSS« FAIOIS, SFRIHG AHD FALL« 1032 MD 1933

(eontlaaed)

Hanlc Couni^ 1933 1932
Spring Fall Spring Fail
No. Hd. HO. Ho.

84 Piclcett 8.7 1.5 3.3 1.9

86 Grundy 2*6 2*0 2*8 2.1

86 Lewis 2*6 2*2 2.8 2.2

87 MoHairy 2*5 2.1 2*5 2.3

88 Sequ&tohio 2*5 1.9 2*6 2.0

89 Union 2.4 2.0 2*4 2.2

90 Warren 2.4 2*1 2*4 2.3

91 Claihome 2.0 1.6 2*2 1.9

92 Orerton 1.9 1*3 2*1 1.5

93 Carter 1.7 1.5 1.8 2.0
94 Johnson 1.2 1*5 1.2 1.2

95 Fayetts ee «)•
*•

as

State 3*8 3*2 3.8 3.4

hftd »mB t« farrow In the spring of 1933, or I^bs who wore prodnoers of

hogo#

A few more litters wore farrowed in the spring ISjnn in the fall. The

eontraet alEners aroraged 3*8 litters por farm in the opring for hoth 1932

and 1933, and 3*4 litters per farm in -^e fail of 1932 and 3*2 in the fall

of 1933.

fhoee emmtlee whieh my he olassed as minor in the eom^oheg program

rauok high in tho manber of litters farrowed per farm. Those In the eotton

ar^ seem to top the list, with the East TeaaessiMi eenaties mudEing neact«

It tmy he that Idie plantatioa owners in the ootton area prodoee quite a

u»aher ef lu^s for tenant oae, whieh caused f^e high noaher of litters per

farm in tl».t area. Also the peroeoitage of "eign-np" was low there, and the

true in
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Althoii^li not «motly oonpanible, Blgnlfieanoe nay be attached

te the eamparietm of the nontber of litters farroved per farm in the spring

«a the contract farms and on all farms as reported by the Bureau of the

(9)Census* Por the State as a whole, the o(mtraot signers reported an wer-

age of 3.8 litters per farm for the spring months of both 1952 and 1933,

while for all farias reporting aovs to fUrrow in the spring, the figures for

1950 and 1936 are 1.7 and 1*6 litters per farm respectively. If theee lat

ter figures ax^ adjusted to inoludo -yio 4»9 per oent of pigs usually far-

reeed in Deesnher, they would bo Inereased by 0.1 litter per fans in eaoh

case. Ihese difforenoes in the nnfeer of litters per farm for all farms

and the contract farms indicate that a large nunher of faxners net parti-

oipating in the adjustment progrea maintain cmly one or two bows.

For all farms in lake Couni^ repcarting sssrs to farrow in the spring ef

1930, ths average nutdber per farm was S«6 litters (adjusted to inelude

Deoeaiber, S.8). this is the highest county average for all farms, and is

ths same, when including Beessher, as the State average for the oontraot

signers (table XLIV and Figure 77). Obion Counly also has a high avem^

for all farms reporting, but the average is nearly ihree litters per f&m

less tlfflui Ott the oontraot signers' farms of the county. Other counties

having a high nunher of litters per farm for all farms reporting sows to

farrow in ths spring of 1930 aro Van Burmx, Soott, Ouniberland, Sequatohie,

Grundy, Cliy, Davidson, Usury, Lincoln, Hiotonan, and Perry. Several of

these wore quite representative in the oom-hog program in 1934*

(9) Data on spring farrcrwings on oontraot farms includes Deoei&er 1 to
dune 1, while the census data on all farms includes <"^ly
Only 4.9 per oent of tiie pigs farrowed in Tennessee are farrowed In December,
however (Table XLV).
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I&BIB XLCT. - BOKBES OF LITTERS PAHROflTaD PER PABJi IH THE SPRIHa
ON THE 1934 CORH-HOO COMmOT SIGNERS* PARLIS (1932 AHP 1983)

AND ON ALL FARMS REPORTIHO,
1930 AND 1955 (l)

All fams»CountyRiosk
1535■"im

~"wr
1
2
5
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
18
14
18
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
28
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
83
34
88
36
37
38
59
40
41
42

Lake
Soott
Van Buren
Cumberland
Obicai
Davidson
Sequatohie
Lincoln
perry
Dnicoi
day
Orundy
Biclonan
Itaury
DeKalb
Houston
Bunqphreys
Smith
Sumner
Trousdale
Wilson
Bedford
Bledsoe
Hancook
Williamson
Blount
Cas^bell
Cheatham
Cooke
Decatur
Dyer
Franklin
Baoblen
Jefferson
Enooc
Lauderdale
Montgomery
Serier
Benton
Fontreaa
Jaclcson
Marion

Contrast farms

5.6
3.4
5.4
2.8
2.7
2.3
2.3
2.2
2.2
2.2
2 .1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.9
1,9
1.9
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7

1o7
2.4
1.9
2.7
2.2
2.7
2.0
1.9
2.0
1*9
1.7
1.9
1.6
2.0
1.8
1.6
1.5
1.6
1.7
i.a
1.8
1.8
1.9
2.0
1.2
1.7
1.6
1.4
1.4
1.8
1.7
1.7
1,6
1.8
1.8
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.5
1.5
1.8
1.7
1.5

(continued)

loZ
12.3
4.8
2.8
4.2
5.5
4.8
2.6
4.4
3.9
3.0
4.5
2.8
3.9
4.0
3.9
2.7
3.9
4.2
4.1
6.5
5.8
4.0
3.6
3.2
4.3
4.4
3.0
4.2
5.7
4.0
5.0
3.1
4.8
4.3
4.5
5.9
4.2
4.6
3.5
4,1
3.8
2.8

1933
ir5r~"
13.7
9.7
3.0
4.6
5.7
4.7
2.5
4.3
3.5
3.0
3.9
2.6
3.9
4.3
3.6
2.8
4.1
3.8
3.8
5.4
3.4
3.9
4.4
2.9
4.0
4.1
6.0
4.3
6.1
3.7
4.8
3.0
4.2
4.9
6.0
5.6
4.4
4.7
3.6
4.2
3*4
3.1



lABLE 2LIV, • HUMBER OF UITERS FARROIVED FER FAJS^ IK IKE SERINS
OK THE X93i CORR-HOO CONTRACT SIOKERS* FAEliS (1932 AJID 1935)

AKD OH ALL F/JBI3 EEFOETIKO, 1930 MD 1935 (oontinUfid) (l)

163

Sank Coun-57 All farmss Ccmtraot farms

1950 1935 1932 1933

43 Morgan 1.7 1.5 5.3 5.4

44 Monroe 1.7 1.5 3.9 4.1

48 Moore 1,7 1.9 4.8 4.4

46 Stewart 1.7 1.3 3.9 4.3

47 Wayne 1,7 1,5 2.8 3.0

48 T^mite 1.7 1.8 3.5 3.4

48 Anderson 1.6 1.5 5.6 5.7

50 Cannon 1.6 1.7 3.4 3.4

51 Chester 1.6 1.2 3.2 3.4

52 Coffee 1.6 1.5 2.8 3.0

63 Cirainger 1.6 1.4 8.3 6.8

54 Giles 1.6 1.5 3.0 3.2

55 Bardeman 1.6 1.4 5.0 4.9

53 Hardin 1.6 1.5 4.6 3.8

57 Benry 1.6 1.4 2.9 3.1

58 Louden 1.6 1.5 3.1 3.1

59 Marshall 1.6 1.8 3.2 3.1

GO Piokett 1.8 1.3 3.3 2.7

61 Roane 1.6 1.6 3.5 3.4

62 Rutherford 1.6 1.8 3.5 3.2

69 Shelby 1.6 1*5 5.5 7.2

64 V/eakley 1.6 1.5 3.6 3.9

65 Cai»ter 1.5 1.2 1.8 X«7

66 Claiborne 1.5 1.3 2.2 2.0

67 Dlckaon 1.6 1.3 2.4 2.7

63 Hamilton 1.5 1.5 2.9 4.2

69 Baywood 1.5 1.3 5.3 4.7

70 Lewis 1.5 1.6 2.3 2.6

71 McMinn 1.5 1.3 2.7 2.8

72 Polk 1.5 1.3 2.8 3.3

73 SulllTma 1.5 1.3 11.5 6.3

74 Crockett 1.4 1.3 3.6 3.3

75 Fayette 1.4 1.3 - -

76 Gibson 1.4 1.4 4.2 4.0

77 Oreene 1.4 1.5 4.7 4.5

78 Hawkins 1.4 1.5 6.2 5,5

79 Henderson 1.4 1.3 2.9 2.8

80 PUtna:ii 1.4 1.5 3.3 3.0

81 Rhea 1.4 1.3 3.3 3.3

82 Robertson 1.4 1.4 3.6 3.9

83 Tipton 1.4 1.5 7.8 7.5
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aSLE XL1V» - ITOMBES OP LITTERS PARRCft*®) WER FARM IK TEE SPRING OR
THE 1934 COSH-HOG CQHTH'CT SIGNSRS* F/JMS (1932 AND 1933)

/IID OK ALL FARtlS EEPORTHm, 1930 AND 1935 (continued)

Rank County All farme* Contract farme

1930 1955 1932 1933

84 Tiiariren 1,4 1,4 2.4 2.4
85 l/lhaliington 1,4 1.4 5.2 5.2

86 Bradley 1.3 1.5 4.0 4.2
87 Carroll 1.3 1.3 3.7 3.6
88 Lawence 1.3 1,3 3,3 3.0

89 ^oon '1.8 1.3 4.4 3.5

90 Uadlsen 1.S 1.4 4.4 3,9

91 Meiga 1,3 1.4 2.0 3.0

92 Overton 1,3 l.S 2.1 1.9

95 tTnlon 1.3 1.2 2.4 2.4

94 Johnam 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2

95 MoNairy 1.2 1.3 2.5 2.5

State 1.7 1.6 3.8 5,8

(1) for idle corn-hog oontraot data, iprlng farrowiisgs mean I>eoenfljer 1 to
June 1; for the oenaua data, the period ooTrers only fire monthaj,
January 1 to June 1*

♦ Souroet Censua of Agriculturet 1938, Tenneseee, StatlBtios by Countlea,
pp, 18-21.

Monthly Dlatributlon of Farrowinga

The contract data do not ahow the diatrihution of farror»vir^8 by aiontha;

yet It la quite probable that the contn^et algnera* aowa farrowed in about

the sa-ie proportion as did the eowe for a large namber of fanners throughowt

the State who reported this infomatlon owo'* a period of years (Table XLV

and Figure 78). The eprlng farrowings for the contract eignera ms 5S»6

per cent of the total, eoHipared wi-tti 55.7 per cent for the average of 27,313

Individual repca'ta for the five-year (1931-35) period. For ihis five-year

period, 12.5 per cent of the aowa farrowed in Maroh. High percentages

were farrewed in both February and April. The peak of the fall farrow Inge

'-'sL W.
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TABLE XLV. • FBRCENS^E filSXRlHUTION OP SGfeVS FARHOvvma IK lENHlSSSEB,
BT IKHSB

Spring Fall

Month Per cent Month Pw cent

Deosnber 4.9 June 6.6

January 6.9 July 7.8

February 10.0 Aui^ust 9.4
liiarch 12.5 Septeraber 9.1

April lO.S October 7a
May 8,9 Koveidber 6.1

Total 53.7 Total 46.S

Based on a five-year (1931-35) avorugo of data involving 27,313 individttal
reports, unpublished and on file in liie office of the i.^.gricttltuml
Statistician, Kiioxville, Tennessee,

eas reaohed in August, irhsn 6^4 per cent were farrotned. the Isnr monthui

betwean the poaks of tiie spring and fall farranings ware December end June*

Sa-i'4.0 of pall to Spring Litters

A most Interesting fact regarding hog production in Teiinessee is re

vealed in this study of fall and spring litters. A largo majority of the

hogs produced for slaughter on ibe farms of contract signers urere fUrroned

in the spring, The ratios of fall to spring production for -Biis purpose

were 37 and 28 for 1932 and 1933, respectively (spring production equals

100). The majority of the market hc^s were also farrowed in ifee spring,

but the respective ratios (fail to spring) for 1932 and 1953 wero 88 and 92*

The ratios for total produoti(m for 1932 and 1933 wore 81 and 83, respeo-

tivoly. There are no otlier data with which to compare furrowinga for fsum

slauglxter and market use, but total production of the oontraet aignwrs oaa

be compared with estimates ef the total producticm for the State. Using
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1933 ,3E
iSil

■A'.

M >.^4V <•;
r\

W'j
M-m i# iW■JUfl-'f-

J«!

m'A9- fy^
MM

L«e:end spma as
in (B)

State averag« - 83

1932

■■-ft r-'-fi
V'f

^ i' .Y ■-. .\,Ji.. -' -■;;■ , , J
■»'^'( ' r

M-i
e\

y 'i

.V ., . -1:

A'.

•JSC' t"!

A <}•

^>9%,
f-i''-.-■V-'-i^;^Sfc.v3-!>».-

.V-1»

Fi.'ar<. 79. - Hogsi Ratio of Fall to SpringSlaughter Plus Marketings) on the 1934
Corn-Hog Contr&ot Signers* Farms,

(A) in 1933, ana (B) in 1932
(Spring = 100)

Ratio

101 and over

76 to 100

51 to 75

26 to 50

□ 25 and under
State average - 31
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TABU XLVI. - HOGS: MTIO CfP TALL TO SPRIHG LITTERS (?Ai!K SUTT^ffiTER
mS liAEKETIROS) 01? THE 1934 COSR-HDG COKTEA.CT SIGSSSS*

FAMiS, 1952 Aim 1955
(SprlTlg m loo)

SarJt ! County
* ' "

1933 1952!Rank County L933 1932
,

1 ?Aalooi 153

i

2361
103

32 Haaiblen 87 84 64

2 Johnson 135 33 Hlckmn 87 85 65

3 Fentress 116 751 34 Bradley 86 96 66

4 Morgan 114 1011 55 Dldcson 86 89 67

5 KnoK 113 99 j 36 Roane 86 88! 68

6 Lake 110 89'37 Warren 86 90! 69

7 lardCBian 101 93 38

; 39
i 40
41

Baekina 85 79 1
74!
83 1

70

8 Qroene 98 97 Sumner 85 71

9 Iifiadison 97 99 Clay 84 72

10 Molgs 97 87 Stenart 84 84!
92 !

73

11 Andorson 96 101 42 Crookett 83 74

12 Franklin 96 76

96

1 43

44

Sovier 83 79 !
78 !

75

13 Shelby 96 Cannon 82 76

14 Tipton 95 87 46 BEunilton 82 102 77

13 Moore 93 70 46 Henry 82 69 78

16 Coffee 92 87 47 Lawrenoe 82 79 79

IT Dyer 92 85 48 Lewis 82 70 80

18 Gibson 92 82 49 McHairy 82 88 81

19 Houston 92 81 50 Maory 82 80 82

20 Carroll 91 95 51 Polk 82 88 83

21 liontgomery 91 74 52 Robertson 82 85 84

22 Cheathsa 90 86 53 Rttther. 82 70 85

23 Co eke 90 95 54 Obion 81 85 86

24 Lincoln 90 84 56 Benton 80 90 87

25 MolCinn 90 95 66 Bender. 80 76 88

26 Hcmroe 90 92 67 Marion 60 73 89

27 yrillittmson 90 81 58 Marshall 80 81 90

28 Vfeakley 89 95 69 Blount 79 93 91

29 Redfop d 88 SO 60 Giles 79 67 i92

SO V^ashington 88 110 61 Humphrsys 79 87 93

9431 Carter 87 105 62 Loudon 79 83

i

i

63 Perry 79 78 |95

Cotaity 1933 1932

Chester

Dooatur

Davidson

Jao-cson

Seqnat.
le-uder.
fSfblte

uefforsoB

ffnian

Futnaa
Trou3da,l«

3ru:u3y
fcdth

iT.Buren
filayne
EXunher*

aison

^ledsoe
)BKalb

i&noobk

iacon

!)Tarton

Ola lb*
Jrainger
iiurdln

layiifood
Sulliran

Piclcett

iCiaupbell
poott
B'ayette

State

78
78

77
77
77
76
78
75

75
74
74

73

73

73
73
72

72
71
71

71
71

69

67

65

65

65

66

60

52

50

50

83

86
78
76
75
67
72
80

87
111
73
78

73
78

104
78

75

72
88

74
84
81

68

79
95
69

67
68
59

53

50

66

81

(10)
twiiiaatts of the United fltrfcef Bbpfiartaekt of Agriculture, the ratios

of fall to spring farrcnrings In Tsnnosme vnrs 97 and 72 for 1932 mA

1933> respectively.

(10) Hnited States Deparbiqoiit of Agriculture, Crops and Markets, p. 508,
OcosBiber, 1934.
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]|0dtt«ing Htm •bar® ratio® to a perowxtago basis, 6S.6 per oont of

tho eonwlMfs oontract sxgpors' p%8 Tuere farrow»d in th® spring in 1932

•ad 1955, eoi^red with 64.5 p®r o®nt of all pigs farrcwod in Tennoasoe

in the same period# Few the tTnited States, 62.9 per cent of the pigs
(11)

W9te farrowed in -tiie spring in 1952*^3« Ihe corn-hog ooirbraot signers

in Tennessee had 55*2 per oant of tlie pigs used for market farrowed in

the spring in 1932 and 62.1 pet oent in 1933. Of the hogs used for farm

itiUughttr, 73*1 per oent wei'O farro'.Ted in the spring in 1932 and 75*9 per

eent in 1933*

The oontraot aignere in a few scattering oounties had lawe sows to

farrow in the fall than in the spring, eonsidering total produetioa, but

none of these oounties were eery iapcwtant in the 1934 eorn-heg prsgrea.

In the important hog jwodueing oounties, 50 to 55 per osnt of -tiis pigs

were farrowed in the spring.

When only produotlon for market is eonsidered, the oontract signers

in sereral oounties produced more h^s in iSae fall months than in the

spring months, and oome of these eouatiao were quite iiqportant in the ocm.

hog program* Bie eontraot signers in Franklin County produced 53*7 per

oent of -tiieir market hogs in the fall in 1953; Moore, 51.5 per oontj

Dyer, 61.0 per oent| Williamson, 60.6 per oentj Coffee, 60.5 per eont|

and Lincoln, 60.0 per cent (calculated from ratios in Table XLTIZ).

fhm ecmtraot signers in only a few eountles reported as muoh as

eae^third ef 'tiw* pigs farrowed and used for farm slaughter as being far

rowed in the fall. The counties in maps (C) and (D) of Figure 80, whioh

•*w oolored red, purple, or green would be in this group. Ths contract

(11) Ibid., p. 606.
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fABJJS XLTXl, - lOOSs RATIO OP PALL TO SPRINO LITmS PROEBJC® FOR
MAMBT ONLT« OH THE 1934 CORN-HOO CONTRACT SIONEBS* FARUS,

1932 MD 1933
(spring • 100)

County 1933 1932 L- County
' 1

1933 1932;[lank
H

County 1933

h—

1932

I Johnson 147 106 32 Bedford 96 64 irousdale 84 84

2 Morgan 130 114 33 Maary 95 89 65 HoNairy 84 98

3 Chiooi 126 229 34 Hawkins 94 87 1 66 ^Anderson 84 109

4 Enox 122 108 35 Creckott 93 107 67 White 84 82

6 FranKlin 116 85 36 Rut^r. 92 75 68 Deoatur 83 82

6 Madison 116 106 37 Washington 92 119 69 Jefferson 82 94

7 Lake 116 94 88 Ooeke 92 94 70 Wilson 82 76

8 B^urdoonn 115 99 39 Steeart 92 93 71 Chester 82 91

9 Houst<8i 111 97 40 Baablen 92 88 72 Lauder* 82 81

10 (hreone 107 106 41 Narren 91 95 75 DeKalb 81 82

11 Moore 106 76 42 ^wrenoe 91 85 74 KAayne 81 88

12 Meigs 106 95 43 Union 90 117 75 linaidy 81 78

13 Dyer 104 93 44 Obion 90 92 76 ianeook 81 95

14 Oibson 103 92 46 larahall 90 87 77 hoith 80 81

15 Cheatham 108 96 46 tradley 90 98 78 Carter 80 .17

16 Vtnstm* 102 84 47 fonry 90 99 79 lledsoe 76 92

17 Coffee 102 94 48 Cannon 90 83 80 ?utnam 76 71

18 Hickaan 101 94 49 CUy 89 87 81 'laibome 74 95

19 Carroll 101 106 eo lavldson 89 84 82 Ihea 73 92

20 Lineoln 100 89 |51 liles 88 94 83 r.Buren 73 :.08

21 Shelby 99 126 62 »erry 88 81 84 hrerton 73 88

22 Weakley 99 106 63 iobertson 88 92 85 irainger 71 74

23 Roane 98 96 pA Serler 87 81 86 iacon 68 71

24 M(mtgciBiex7 98 77 66 Niokaon 87 81 87 birdin 67 69

25 Loudon ,98 97 66 iuaqphreys 87 94 88 bywood 67 74

20 Diokson 97 103 57 iequatoriie 87 71 89 lulliman 61 60

27 UoMinn 97 100 68 lenderson 86 80 90 Jcott 57 80

28 Tipton 96 92 farion 86 78 91 >iokett 53 56

29 jLe^s 86 76 60 iuailton 86 :.08 92 yvatier* 27 78

30 SUBiner 96 82 61 (enton 86 95 93 SampbelX 25 80

31 pfonree 96 97 62 }lount 86 96 94 ^entress 14 73

63 h>lk 84 88 95 byette

1 >tate 92 88

signer■ ia th® uncolor«d oounties in theso two maps had 20 per cent or

»f their pige used for farm slaughter farrcwted in the fall.

Table XLIX giTss a frequency distribution of the ratios of fall to
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(A) Froducsd for Market, 1933

/i< Legend same as
in (D ̂

State average - 92

n\

^'-vi

s-iw

(B) Predaced for Market, 1932

Legend same as
in (D)

State average - 88

m«COTT

ekTTTR
;u--.'*

z'

CHW

HACf.T I ̂

TTff

IS
Qa«8

tUrCOLR VfBAJltUM

(C) Produced for Farm Slaughter,
1935

Legend same as
in (D)

State average - 28

«US»««W
wor?

wtATJurr ci.er.troitov

rrta OCBS0.T

p«oo»

2
OARDltf

cavut

(D) Produced for Farm Slaughter,
1932

Figure 80 Ratio of Fall to Spring Litters on the 1954
Corn-Heg Contract Signers" Farms, Pro-

daoed for Market and for Farm
Slaughter ]L932 and 1933

(Spring 100)

Ratio

101 and ovjr

76 te 100

51 to 75

26 to 50

□ 25 and under
Stato avert, ge ""
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2ABLE XLVIII. - HOOSj RATIO OP PALL TO SPRIMO LITTERS PRODUCED FOR
Fmi SUUGHTHR ONLY, ON THE 1934 CORN-HOG CONTRACT SIGNERS'

FARMS, 1952 AND 1953
(Spring = 100)

RarV County 1933 1932u County L933 1932 ?.ank County 1933 1932

I Uniool 500 400

!
32 Orerton 48 59 64 Houston 28 28

2 Carter 113 631 33 Benton 46 58 65 Le.'/is 28 49

3 Campbell 100 29 34 Lake 45 30 66 Jefferson 27 32
4 Johnson 96 87 1 35 Larnrenoe 45 48 67 Rutherford 27 32
e Tipton 83 53 1 56 Carroll 44 49 68 Bancook 26 81
6 Shelby 79 0 1 37 Dickson 43 43 39 Hawkins 26 22
T MoNalry 75 40 38 Andersen 42 50 70 Perry 26 56
8 Fentress 73 81 39 Claibome 42 93 71 Cannon 25 89

9 Mac on 73 58 40 Washington 42 31 72 Cheatham 25 22
10 niokman 72 31 41 Khosc 41 29 75 Giles 25 44
11 Van Buren 69 81 42 IbdiSOQ 41 75 74 Sumner 25 27
12 Cooke 68 105 43 Roane 41 58 75 Wmson. 24 27
IS Chester 66 68 44 Clay 40 43 76 Franklin 23 80
14 Polk 66 68 46 Henry 40 33 77 Blount 22 62

15 fiaywood 65 41 46 Monroe 87 44 78 DeKalb 21 M

16 Putnam 63 91 47 Itoqimtohie 57 44 79 Greens 20 IS
17 Meigs 60 48 48 Crockett 86 22 80 Grainger 18 10

18 Rhea 60 20 49 Bhrdsntan 56 65 81 Weakley 18 22
19 Eenderson 58 54 50 Stewart 56 42 82 Maury 17 SO

20 &uailton 57 59 51 White 56 67 85 Davidson 116 24

21 MoMiatt 57 59 52 Cuniberland 34 66 84 Trousdale 16 26
22 ISarion 56 54 55 I^er 34 17 85 Smith 15 43

23 Roberts cm 56 46 54 Lauderdale 34 16 ] 86 Jackson 14 80

24 Montscwiery 55 65 55 Sevior 34 54 I 87 Marshall 13 54

25 Hardln 54 25 56 Bledxee 32 56 1 88 Moore 13 16

26 Sulliran 53 41 57 Grun^ 32 40 I 89 li.llSQn 12 40

27 Bradley 52 79 58 Bun^hreys 32 46 { 90 Scott 10 0

28 I'iokett 62 29 59 Coffee 51 40 j 91 Linooln 6 38
29 Vtarrsm 50 56 60 Wayne 31 38 92 Ob ion 6 14

SO Decatur 48 50 61 Bedford 30 42 93 Loudon I 20

91 OuBblen 48 47 62 Morgan 30 42 94 Union 0 67

63 Gibson 28 19 95 Fayotto m m

1

State 28 i7

spring litters for total prot'.uctitai on •ttio contract faraa for 1932 and 1989}

also loerket production and farm slaughter •

<■ 'v'-J"
III' I* I'l^
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lABLB XLIX. • FHBQOBHCy DISTRIBUTION 0? THE RATIOS OF nXi, T©
SPRING LITTERS ON THE 1954 CORN-HOG CONTRACT SIGNERS*
FARMS t FOR TOTAL PSODUCTIOV, MARKET PRODUCHON, AND

PRODUCnOlI FOR FARff SLAUGHTER, 1952 AND 1933, BY
CODNTISS

Satioa

(Spring = 100)

Frequency
Total produetion Market production Farm alaughter

193^ mz 1935 1932 1935 1932

6 and under 0 0 0 0 2 2

@ - 10 0 0 0 0 3 1
11 - IB 0 0 1 0 6 2

16 - 20 0 0 0 0 6 6

21 • 26 0 0 1 0 8 8

26 - 30 0 0 1 0 10 10

31 «> 36 0 0 0 0 12 7

36-40 0 0 0 0 5 7

41-48 0 0 0 0 10 11

46-50 2 1 0 0 6 9

51 - 65 1 1 1 0 5 6

56 - 60 1 1 1 2 T 0

61-65 4 0 1 0 2 8

66 - TO 2 9 3 1 4 5

71 - 75 14 11 5 7 4 1

78 - 60 16 16 4 10 1 X

61 - 66 17 15 16 16 1 2

86 - 90 16 17 18 9 0 1

91 - 95 8 9 11 22 0 2

96 -100 6 5 12 10 2 0

101 -105 1 6 7 3 0 1

106 -110 1 1 3 8 0 0

111 -115 2 1 8 1 1 0

116 -120 1 0 2 3 0 0

121 .125 0 0 1 0 0 0

126 and over 2 1 S 2 1 1

Total 94 94 94 94 94 94

this frequency distribution.)

Buriber Raised Per Litter

There la little difference in the ruafcer of plga r&lsed per litter tmp

the State aa a wbole oos^ared uritii the nturiber z^iaed by the oontraot elgnira*

She arerage fw the year ie praotioally the seme, but there la aoane variance

aa to the aprlng and fall littara (Tablea L and LZ)* 3b 1932, the eeulraet
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•i^s4ra in Texuiessee raised 6*5 pigs per litter in the spring end 6*0 ia the

fhll^ while the estimtes of the United States Department ef Agrloultttre

for this State were 6*3 pigs saved per litter for both the spring and fall

farrcnrinse* In 1933^ the eoatraot signers raised 6*2 and 6*1 pigs ptnr

litter, respectively* for ti» spring and fall farrowings, while the estl-

nates for the respeotive periods were 6*0 axxd 6*2 pigs per litter*

lABlB L* - HTOfflER OF P10S MISSD PER LITTER IH TSWESSE ARD
U TUB UHITlia} SSA.!a;S* SPRIHO ABD JAUi, 1932 « 1933

Date Tennessee Ih-ited States

1932
Spring 6.3 5*3

Fall 6.3 6*1

1933
Spring 6*0 5*9

Fall 6*8 6.9

Soinree: U* S* D* A,, Crops and laiarkets* 1982 and 1S3S*

Hog grevers in l^nnessee raise more pigs per litter than the aven^ pro-

duoer in the Ihiited Statee* 1938 and 1933, the differenoo was 0*1 and

0.5 pigs per litter, respeotively (Table L).

Oaaqpibell County eontract signers reported 12,0 pigs raised per litter

for the spring farrovings and 6*0 pigs per litter for idie fall farr<nrings«

Sds unnstjally high ntaiber is due to the fact that only two of the signers

in this county were producers of hogs and the nusher very lialted. Other

eouBties reporting a high number of pigs raised per litter were relatlveiy

unimportant in the oom-lM^ program* In the Cuniberland Plateau area where

the hogs are frequently left to rustle for themselves in the woods* fewer
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Figure 81 - Hogs; Humbor Raised per Litter on the 1934
Corn-Hog Contract Signers' Farms, Spring

and Fall, 1932 and 1933

Hujnber

7,1 and ovet

6.1 to 7

5,1 to 6

4,1 to 5

State avenxge - 6,0
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T&BI£ LI. * HOGS} HmCISR RAISBD FSR LXITER HI SHE 193« GOBH.^
COHmCT SXGHBRS, SPRING ̂  FALL, 1932 AND 1933

Meik Oooaty 1933 1932
Spring 1 Fall

1

|0C

Fall

1 Campbell 12.0 6.0 12.0 6.0
2 Vniom 8.3 7.4 8.6 8.1

3 Carter 7.5 7.2 8.7 8.0

4 Claibome 7.5 6.3 7.0 7.6

5 Blount 7.3 6.8 7.4 7.0

6 SulliTan 7.5 7.1 7.0 6.5

7 B&ywood 7.1 5.8 8.4 6.2
8 Pol^ 7.1 7.0 7.9 6.7

9 Bamblen 6.9 6.6 6.8 6.3

10 Bradley 6.8 6.2 7.0 7.3

11 Hdiicook 6.8 6.9 6.1 6.6

12 Houaton 6.8 8.7 6.8 6.3

13 Loudon 6.8 6.3 7.2 6.7

14 Rutherford 6.8 6.6 7.2 6.6

15 Coffee 6.7 6.5 7.0 6.4

16 Dickeen 6.7 6.7 8.7 6.3

17 Franklin 6.7 6.6 7.1 6,4

18 Grainier 6.7 6.3 7.0 8.8

19 Greene 6.7 6.4 6.7 6.5

20 Banry 6.7 6.4 6.8 6.3

21 Marshall 6.7 6.4 6.9 6.5

22 Robertaon 6.7 6.6 7.0 6.2

23 Wilson 8.7 6.2 7.0 6.5

24 Bedford 6.6 6.5 8.8 6.3

25 Cannon 6.6 8.5 6.8 6.3

26 Davidson 6.6 6.1 6.9 6.9

27 Grundy 6.6 6.4 6.9 6.7

28 Henderson 6.6 8.6 7.0 8.4
29 ilefferson 6.6 6.3 6.6 6.4

30 Johnson 6.6 7.5 6.7 8.9

31 Williamson 6.6 6.5 6.9 8.5

32 (Rieathaa 6.5 6.7 6.5 6.4

33 Chester 6.5 6.9 6.4 5.9

34 Giles 6.6 6.4 6.6 8.3

38 MoMlnn 6.5 6.4 6.8 6.6

38 lleKoiry 6.6 6.4 6.8 6.4

37 Plctett 6.5 6.0 7.1 6.7

38 &nith 6.5 6.1 8.8 6.2

39 Suotner 6.6 6.1 T.1 6.4

40 Marren 8.5 6.3 7.0 6.8
41 Maoon 6.4 5.9 6.8 5.5

42 Marion 8.4 8.0 T.2 8.3
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X&BZJB U« «• wmt SOMBER RiLISSD PER LXTfER BT SHE 1054 CORS-OS^
SXaSERS, SPRIN0 ASD FALL, 1032 ASD 1033

(ecmfclntiod)

Iktnk CouAtgr 1033 1932
Spring ' Pall "■ Spring ^Sll

43 Ibury 6.4 6.2 6.6 6.1
44 Monroe 6.4 B.4 6,4 6.2
45 Fataam 6.4 6.0 6.6 8.3
46 Sorior 6.4 6.8 6.8 5.5

47 ItVaahington 6.4 6.0 5.8 5.2
48 Crookaett 6.3 5.9 6.4 6.0

40 DoEalb 6.3 6.0 6.8 6.1
30 Lenria 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.1
31 Morgan 6.3 6.1 6.6 6.8

32 Srottsdalo 8.3 6.1 6.4 5.9

53 tinieoi 6.3 5.8 7.3 5.3

34 WooJiloy 6.3 6.2 6.8 6.4
35 Bonton 6.2 6.6 6.6 6.4
36 Budlton 6.2 6.8 6.0 5.8

67 Knox 6.2 6.3 6.1 6,2
68 Lmrronoe 6.1 6.9 6.1 6.6

60 Montgoeery 6.1 6.3 6.5 5.7

60 Ororton 6.1 6.8 6.1 6.5

61 Roane 6.1 6.0 6.3 6.2
62 Stooart 6.1 5.8 6.3 5.7
63 Bledsoo 6.0 5.8 6.1 5.5

64 Oarroll 6.0 6.1 6.2 6.0

65 Clay 6.0 5.9 6.4 6.2

66 Oe<^a 6.0 6.0 6.2 6.0
67 Oibaon 6.0 6.0 6.4 5.8

68 Jaoksoa 6.0 5.8 6.4 6.0

69 ULnooln 6.0 5,9 6.5 5.9

70 MiMTO 6.0 6.7 6.5 5.5

71 lAodordalo 5.0 5.6 6.2 5.1

72 Melga &.9 6.0 6.3 5.7

73 Obion 5.0 6.7 6.1 5.4

74 miayxia 5.0 5.7 5.9 5.6

75 Deoator 5.8 5.5 6.3 5.8

76 Haaphraya 5.8 3.7 6.2 5.8

77 iiadisoa 5.8 5.8 5,7 5.7

78 YfMte 5.8 5.5 6.7 5.8

79 iBidclna 5.7 6.7 5.6 5.7

80 Rhoa 5.7 5.5 6.2 6.0

81 Fontroaa 5.6 6.4 6,0 4.7

82 Bardonan 5.6 6.4 5,9 5.6

83 Tan Btarcot 3.6 6.7 5.5 5.7

84 Bardin 5.6 5.1 5.8 4.8

83 HI ffilwin 5.5 5.8 6.2 5.7

(ocntlsMd)
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SABLE * aOOSf mWBBR RAISEB PBR LKm BY THE 19M CORB-HOS COHKULet
BISHERS^ SPRINd AND WALL, 1932 AND 1933

(oontiniMd)

RaidE Oounty 1933 1932

Spring Pall Spring Pair

86 Perry 5.5 5,3 6.3 6.7

8T Sequatohle 6.6 5.6 6.2 5*3

88 Dyer 5*3 5.7 6.2 5.5

89 Shelby 6.2 5.2 5.3 5.1

90 Anderson 4.9 5.4 4.6 4.7

91 (hnd}erland 4.7 4.5 5.3 4.9

92 4.5 6.2 5.0 4.8

93 Seott 4.5 4.5 5.9 4.5

94 Tlpton 4.4 5*1 5,4 5j,1

96 Paystte m en •4» ..

State 8.2 5.1 6.5 6.0

hogt imrt rftlwid p« lltt»r than in the bettor hog produoing oeotioae (S^le
XJ «nd Flgttro 81). Along tiie Tomoaaee Slrer in the woatom part of the

State a slrdlar aituation «nciata. Gem la grown In the bottcaaa, and the

hoga are raiaed In the hills, and the oonditiwMi for the hoga are aoaewhat

eimllar to eonditlona In the CtniberlMad Plateau aoction in the eastern part

of the State.

Relation of Ba^ Produotion to Com

Iferket Hoga Per Aere of Com in the Pnlted States. She 1934 eo«w

hsg oontraet aignera In the United States produeed about one Market beg

for eaah acr© of ooim grown In 1932..33 (based on adjusted data). In ttoa

eastern and farwwoatem states, the eontraot signers produeed froa atoettt

10 to 250 market hogs per awe of oom, while n«ae of the states in ths

Com Belt or South atsraged as aneh as two market hogs per acre oi oera

(Table LII and Pigtare 82). Ihere were 254 ooaisract signers In Mweaehnsetts
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*ho prodtwod «n wrrngt of 250.42 market hog# per acre of corn, Ihe

total oom aoreage me eaall, taA they, no doiflst, mre garbage feedera*

The oentraot eigmra in TS^eadag, Colorado, and Heir Mexleo produoed lose

than tirte-hfiTf aarkot hog per aore of oom, Hn Zona, the average mo

1,14. Moat of the Com Belt etateo mre near the tJnlted States average

of ,96 mrket hogs per acre of oom produoed on oontraot furme.

TABLE LH, « HOMBEH OP MABKET HOGS PSR ACIIE CP CORK, BT STATBS
(1952.5S Afmm AS ABATED PO® BOTH CORH ABD

ssasTi

Bank State

1 Massachusetts

2 California

5 Rhode Island

4 Washington
6 Maine

6 Hevada

7 Oonneotiottt

8 He«r Hampshire
9 Hev^ Jersey
10 Utah

11 Idaho

12 Oregon
15 Hew 7ork

14 Temont

16 Arizona

16 Montana

17 Pennsylvania
18 Wisconsin

19 Michigan
20 Ohio

21 Indiana

22 West Virginia
23 North Carolina
24 Virginia

Htmber Bank State ftwber

250.42
99.00
96,00
69.59

44.67

56.94
36.06
25.64

22.59

17.82
17.44
10.72
6.17
9.20
8.S7
2.77
1.84

1,71
1.70
1.66
1.51
1.43
1.42
1.28

25
£6
27
28
29

90

31
52
53
54
56

56

37
58

59
40
41
42
43
44

45

46

47
48

Arkauiea#

Texas
Iowa

OkXaham

Missouri
Minnesota

Kmtudky
Maryland
Georgia
Illinois
Tennessee

South C^olina
Alabama
Florida

Mississippi
Horth Dakota

Selamre
Kansas
Hebrarica

Soutdi Dakota
Louisiana
New Uexloo
Y^caaing
Colorado

United States

1.24
1.21
1.14
1.09
1,06
1.01
l.OO
.98
•91
•85
•85
.84

.78

.77

.77
•74
.71
• 66
.57
.57
.52
.47
.46
.36

•98

Source; Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Agricultural .adjustment
in 1934, pp. 96»7.



201

tor tiw United State* M a ehole, the total nttdber of hege prodooed
(12)

per aere of oom in 1932-33 aae only *77 head*

Btge Per Aere of Com in tmneseee, fhf 1954 corn-hog oontraot

■ignore in Tenneeeee prodttoed an aterage of slightly more than one hog per

aere of oomj based on reported figures* Iboluding both aaricot hi^s and

those used for farm slaughter, the State average nui&er of hogs per aore

of oom sas 1.10 head in 1932 and 1*13 head in 1953. The figures by o^m-

ties nm as low as *04 head in (hui^ell COim^ and as high as 4*09 head in

Itashingten County* »#lther of these eounties nor axy of the others cm

either eztreme (eaceept possibly Orerton) were important in the 1934 eom-

hog program* The rmsm f«p the large nuid>er of hogs per aore of eorn In
Washington County was the Ihot that three produeers had more then one-third

of the hogs brought under preduotlon oontrol in the oounty and only 61

aeres of oom* One produoer alone bad 543 aarlcet hege and no oom aex*eage*

Be was a feeder of gerhage. In Caspbell Coun-ly, only tee of the nine

signere were prodaeere hoge* Of the repreeentatlve oorn-hog oontraot

ooontioe, Obion raxJcod high with 1.32 hoge per aore of pom in 1932 and

1*46 hoge per aore in 1933. The farmers in most of the major eom-hog

oountloe produced more than one hog per aore of com (Table liXII and Figure

!!Qie i«atraot signers in Tennessee produoed vSS market hogs per aere

of oom, while if these with a eora base of less than 10 acres are exoludsd,
they prodttoed only *76 market hogs per aore of corn (data as adjusted).
This is still far above the average for all farmers of the State# Using

the 1932-33 average com aoreage for the State and the total nujaber of pigs

(12) Oaloulated from the estiiaated average ntaaber of pigs saved in
1932-33 and the estimated average total oorn aereage in 1932-33 reported
in Crops and Markets, Deosmber, 1934*
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» Hardin County should
be blue

1933
txr^y

WlABLfT

HOWAP

RO.'NI

RStA

(M

Legend sane
as in (B)

State average - 1,13

T'M***1932
t'hiKnni

V6»*

cart.ou.

m

Figure 83. - Vuniber ef Hegs Raised te Dispesal A.ge Per lore
ef Gem on the 1934 Cem-Eeg Centraot signers? Faras

Hegs Per Aere

2,01 and ever
1.51 te 2,00
1,01 te lo50

,51 to 1,00

,50 and under

in Tennessee: (A) 1938 and (B> in 1932, State average - 1,10
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Bribl* U1I« - BOOS; SBIBER OF HOOS BAISED TO DISPOSAL AOB PER A(ffiB OF
OOIW OH THE 1934 CORH-HOO COHTRACT SICWSRS* FABH8« 3932 AHD 1933

County 1933 19321Bank Couniy

1 Yiaehington 3.63 4.09 32 Lincoln

8 Soett 5.02 2.21 33 Jefferson

3 Morgan 2.31 2.02 34 Smith

4 Johnson 2.02 2.00 95 Maury

6 Dai on 2.01 2.04 36 Trousdale

6 Cttoiberlattd 1.89 1.98 37 (hpundy

T Sullivan 1.86 3.26 38 Stewart

8 Weakley 1.76 1.64 39 Fentress

9 Oibson 1.64 1.65 40 Parry

10 &aox 1.63 1.24 41 Diekeon

11 9p6>len 1.60 1.66 42 Houston

12 Robertson 1.57 1.43 45 Bedford

13 Cheatham 1.51 1.31 44 V/ilsmi

14 Crockett 1.50 1.65 45 Henderson

15 Oreeae 1.48 1.43 46 Hiokman

16 Moore 1.48 1.40 47 Yfrnaon,

17 Carroll 1.46 1.51 48 Deoatttr

18 Davidson 1.46 1.40 49 Lewis

19 Obion 1.46 1.32 50 ^oaphr^e

20 Sevier 1.46 1.42 51 Cooks

21 Ouxnon 1.45 1.35 52 D^alb

22 Hawkins 1.45 1.46 63 Wayne

23 X«ke 1.38 1.41 54 Bradley

24 Lauderdale 1.33 1.68 55 Blotait

25 Surnner 1.33 1.33 56 Benton

26 Marshall 1.32 1.28 57 Clay

27 llont^cnery 1.31 1.09 58 Franklin

28 Bledsee 1.29 1.09 69 Ikiywood

29 Shelby 1.29 1.14 60 Jackson

30 Dyer 1.28 1.44 61 Qralnger

31 Hrory 1.28 1.09 62 MoHaiiy
63 Anderson

1933 1932 ?ftnk County 1933 1932

1.28
1.27
1.27
1.26
1.26
1.24
1.24
1,22
1.22
1.21
1.19
1.18
1.18
1.17
1.17
1.16

1.14
1.14
1.11
1.09
1.08
1.08
1.06
1.05

1.03
1,03
1.03
1.02
.99
.98
.94
,94

1.25
1.14
1.37
1.05
1.44

1.27
1.05

1.03
1.43

1.06
.94

1.11
1.27
1.13
1.17
1.11
1.23
1.07
1.13

1.05
1.22
1.00

1,09

1.15
.97
1.15
,90
1.11
1.05
1.24
.94
.84

64
65

66

67

68

69

70

71
72
73
74
75

78

77
78

79

80

81
82

83

84

85

86

87
88

89

90

91
92

93
94

96

Buther.
Monroe

l^ison

Coffee
Hurdoiiaa

Oiles
liaoon

Plokett
Ydiite
London

Chester
Lavrenoe

Cterter

T.Buren
MoMinn
Marion

Putnam

Polk
Uniooi
Tipton
Claib.
Bonoook
liardln
Sequat.
liarren

Banilt.
Roane

Rhoa

Melgs
Overton
Oaiopbell
Fayette

State

.93
•92
.90
•84
.88
.82
.81
.81
.81
.78
.76
•76
.73
.73
.72
.70
•69
•68
.68
.67
•65
•59
•58
•52
.51
•50
.49
•46
•46
•43
.04

.83

.88

.94

.76

.84

.76
1.02
1.08
.91
.78
.74
.74
1.30
.72
.72
,64
.72
.63
1.80
.92
.76
•82
•66

.60

.53

•36
•46
.40
,40
• 50
•04

1.13 1.10

farroMd in the same period, ell the farmere In Tennessee produced only
.43 hoge (fdrm slaughter plus marketings) per acre of eom.

In Ifeury County, which me oooeldered a repreeeafcative oouaigr In the
oom-hog pregraa, the oontraot signers produoed las (calculated frm
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85

Legend same as
in (B)

State average -

0
1JiAiilOS

^ure 84 Number of Market Hogs per Acre of Corn (1932-35
Average As Ad .justed for Both Corn and Hogs):
(A)For All Signers, and (b) For Signers

Viith Corn Base of 10 or More Aores

Hogs per Acre

2i01 and over

1.51 to 2.00

BB 1.01 to 1.50
H .51 to loOO
□ .50 and under
State average - o76
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TABLE wr, » mmt houber or mmt boos mt acre coke (ibems
AVERAGE AS ADJITSTED PCS BOTH COBH AUD HOGS)

Btol Oousty
Per

all

sign
ers

1 For
sign
ers

with

oom

base

of 10
or

more

aerea

Bank Couaiqr
For

all
sigin-
era

jPor
sign
ers

with

corn

base

of 10
or

aore

acres

1 County For
all

sign'
ers

For
sign*
era

with
oom

base

of 10
or

more

aores

1 Ddsh.* 2*60 1.55 32 Dyer •96

00
•

64 Fentr. .67 •67
2 Soett 2*14 1*08 33 Jeffer. .94 •85 65 White •67 •66
5 Itorgaa 1.56 1*13 34 Wilson •94 .79 66 Maoon •66 •62
4 John. 1*42 .86 35 Brad. •83 .30 67 Hiayw. •65 •84
6 Gumbor* 1*39 1*23 36 Bled. •92 .81 68 Fiok. .61 •55

6 Onion 1*56 *41 37 Cooke •92 .84 69 Tipten •58 •51
f Moore 1*29 1*18 38 DeEalb .92 .83 70 McMlnn .57 •63
8 Weak ley 1*27 1.17 39 was«a* •91 .88 71 Ruther. .57 •53

9 HAiaiblen 1*25 1*04 40 Montg. .90 .84 72 V.Bur. .57 .50

10 Obioa 1*25 1*19 41 Maury .89 .79 73 Claib* •56 •35
11 Gibson 1*24 1.11 42 Clay •88

.

CO
o

74 Coffee •56 *52
12 Davidson 1.18 *86 43 Bua^h* •88 .77 75 Harde. •56 •53

13 Sevier 1*18 1.02 44 Shelby .87 .87 76 Futn. •56 •63

14 Sttlliv. 1.18 .55 45 Bedf* •85 .78 77 Giles •55 •51
15 Hasdcins 1.16 •98 46 Decat* •83 .76 78 Loudon .55 •53

15 Greene 1*15 1,07 47 Ander* .82 .87 79 Chest. •53 .46
17 TjoTfe 1*09 1.09 48 Gh'ain*

•

CO

.77 80 Lawr. .52 •46

18 Troiisd* 1*08 .98 49 Jaok* •82 •80 81 Bane. .51 •46
19 Latider* 1.07 *90 50 Lewis •82 .74 82 Bardin •51 .47
20 Cheat* 1*06 *82 51 Stew. .82 .80 83 Carter •50 •2SB
21 Robert* 1.05 *92 52 Prazik. .80 .75 i 84 Sequa. .50 •41
£2 Crook* 1*04 *87 63 Btenry •80 .71 86 Uarim .47 •43

23 Sni't^ 1*04 .93 54 Bnicoi .80 .00 86 Madis. .45 •43

24 Mok* 1*09 .87 56 Wayne .78 .66 87 Folk •43 •40

25 Knox 1*02 •85 56 Benton .77 .66 1 88 Rhea •40 •36

23 Perry 1.02 .88 57 (brundy .76 .67 89 Baoil. •38 .28

27 Carroll 1.01 •90 58 Hand. .76 .70 90 iimrren •36 • 34

23 Lino* 1.00 •93 59 Hous. .74 .61 91 Roane •35 •33

29 Suaner 1*00 *86 60 Diok. .74 .59 92 Meigs .32 •31

30 liarshall .99 •82 61 Blmmt .71 .67 93 Overt. •31 •27

31 OusiQn •98 •88 62 Monroe .70 •62 94 Cempb. .01 .01

63 UsSaiiy •69 •43 95 Payette m

State •35 .76
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Sibls liT) market hogs per eore of corn In Seventeen of the 6S4

jfisnners produoing both com and hogs in this oount^j^ had frcffi *01 to •10

BMurket hogs per acre of comj nine had 6»51 and over, and the highest

indiTidu&l average was 27.67. In the frequency distribution, the greatest

ttadber of individuals fell in the groi^t of .41 to .50 market hogs per

aere of oom; however, there was little difference in the nua^er in eaoii

group from .21 - *30 to 1.11 • 1»20 (liable VI)•

TABLE LT. - FHBQtJEKCfr BISTJEUBUTION OP TBS liMBSR OP mRKST lOOS
PER ACRE OF COHH FOB IMDIVIBmL FARMS til mXIKI GCmn*

Bumber hogs per
acre of corn

£iUi3d>er

farms

Humber hogs per
acre of corn

thmiber
farms

.01 * .10 17 1.91 - 2.00 11

.11 • .20 25 2.01 - 2.10 3

.21 . .30 35 2.11 - 2,20 8

,31 > .40 38 2.21 . 2.30 10

•41 1" .GO 46 2.31 — 2.40 7

•51 .. .60 44 2.41 - 2.50 4

.61 - .70 35

.71 - .80 33

(^).81 V .90 41

.91 -1.00 33 2.51 - 3.00 16

1.01 -1,10 41 3.01 - 3.50 11

1.11 -1.20 34 3.51 - 4.0C 10

1,21 -1.30 22 4.01 - 4.50 6

1.31 -1.40 18 4.51 - 5.00 S

1.41 -1.50 18 5.01 - 5.50 3

1,51 -1.60 11 5.61 - 6.00 3

1.61 -1.70 8 6.01 - 6.50 2

1.71 -1.80 14 6.61 and over (b) 8

1.81 -1.90 11
Total

' vi:- ' .

634

MM M M MM n

X-«U04.V VJT wa. — 7 \ —

from this frequency distribution is 1.16. This ignores the nine (9) high
ratios in the grouping "O.Sl and over".

(a) Hote change in class interval.
(b) In this grouping are idi© following ratios: 8.62, 9.20, 9.33, 10.12,

10.33, 10.41, 10.80, 12.67, and 27.67.
e These calculations are based on the average corn acreage and average
narket hog production for 1932 and 1933, as adjusted for both oorn and
hogs. The total of 634 farms represents all of the 1934 contract signers
in this county who produced both com and hogs in the base period. See
also footnote to Table XXXI.
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The comtraet signers In Hsury Cemty produced #48 anrlcet hogs per

eere of orop l«nd in X932-3S. Sixteen fftnters produoed from .01 to

,05 fflsrket hogs per eore of crop land, while eight farmers produced 5,8l

or more, the highest nuir&er for an individual farm was 5,79 head per

aere of crop land, the greatest number of the IndiTldual farmers were

in the class interval of *21 to ,25 (!Bable LTI},

I&BLB WI. - FKEftUEMCT DISTRXBtTJIOH OF THE RATIOS OR MUMBER
OF MARKET HOGS 3?ER ACRE OF CROP LAUD FOR IiaDIVIDOAL

FAKIS Bf MAUSY COUNTI ♦

Mumber hogs per
acre crop land

1lha3i«r |
farms |

Humher hogs per
acre orop land

Nuniber

farms

,01 - ,05 16 *91 - ,95 3

,06 "• ,10 98 ,96 — 1,00 6

,11 — ,15 52 1 1.01 - 1.05 2

,16 — ,20 46 1.06 - 1.10 3

*21 - .25 57 1,11 - 1.15 6

,26 — *30 54 1,16 - 1.20 5

,31 - .35 44 1,21 - 1.25 4

•56 - ,40 40

,41 - .45 49
(^)•46 - ,50 33

9.51 - *55 26 1.26 - 1,50

,56 — ,60 18 1 1,61 - 1.73 9

•61 - .65 19 1,76 - 2*00 10

,66 •• ,70 14 2,01 > 2.23 2

.71 - .75 11 2,26 — 2,50 1

,76 •• ,80 19 2,51 - 2,75 6

,81 - .85 10 2,76 - 3,00 2

,66 — ,90 14 3,01 and over (b) 8

Total 68?

(The average ratio or nuufiser of market hogs per aoi^ of crop land as cal
culated frcaa this frequency distribution is ,48, This ignores the class
interval "S.Ol and over".)

(a) Mote change in class interval,
(b) In this grouping are the following ratios: 5*65, 3.77, 4*00, 4,22,

5.00, 6.00, and 5,79,
♦ Thoee oalculations are based on the average number of market hogs fw
1932 and 1933, as adjusted, and the crop acres for 1932. The total of
637 farms represents ths number of 1934 eom<"hog contract signers in this
county producing hogs for mrket during the base period. See also foot
note to Table XXXI.

k'- .
kki ' t k AivViiai
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Oern For Grain Per Litter* Th® 1954 eom-hog oonfcract aignors In

Tanaafat® harvaated store than fire acres of com for grain per litter*

XABLE L7II. - ROHBER (F ACRES 0? CORH FOR ORAIH PER LITTER OH IHB
1934 OORV-BOO CORTRUCT SIOHERS* FABHS, 1932 AND 1933

SawIi Cbttnty 1033 1932 1 "Soxi County 1933 1932 Rank County 1933(1932
Acres Mrea Aerea Aoates Acres Acres

1 Oaaplb* 25*8 39.4 32 Girainger 6.7 5.5 64 Lino. 4.7 5.0

2 Orerton 13.8 12.5 S3 Ifiadlson 6.5 6.0 65 Marsh. 4.7 6.0

9 Xelgs 12.8 15.1 34 Franklin 6.4 7*6 66 Bled. 4.6 4.7

4 Roans 12.5 13.7 35 HBtrdeBMux 6.3 6.2 67 Cannon 4.5 4.6

9 Baadlton 12.1 16.4 36 Haywood 6.3 5.7 68 Hick. 4.6 4.9

6 T®arren 11.9 12.7 37 Bradley 6.1 6.5 69 Perry 4.5 4.2

T Bhea 11.6 11.8 38 BentOQ 6.0 6.7 70 (3ieat. 4.4 4.9

8 Banco dc 11.4 7.7 39 JTaokson 5.9 5.7 71 Greene 4.4 4.6

9 Olalb. 10.7 9.6 40 Cliqr 5*8 5.5 72 Serler 4.4 4.8

10 Cequat* 10.6 9.7 41 DeKalb 5.7 5.3 73 Dyer 4,3 4.0

11 Polk 10*4 11.7 42 Houston 6.7 6.9 74 Robert. 4.S 4.6

12 Carter 10.0 6.5 43 Lewis 5.6 5.9 75 Quibl. 4.2 4.0

15 Bardln 9.5 8.1 44 btasen* 5.6 6.0 76 Lauder. 4.2 3.1

14 MoMlim 9.0 9.3 45 Ander8<m 5.5 5.5 77 Carroll 4.1 4.0

15 Putnam 9.0 8.9 46 Bedford 5.5 5.9 78 Crock. 4.1 3.8

16 Marlon 8.9 10.6 47 Cocke 5.5 5.7 79 Darld. 4.1 4.3

17 Dnlool 8.9 4.1 48 Dlokscm 5.6 6.2 80 Moore 4.0 4.3

18 Chester 8.8 8.3 49 Wilson 6.5 5.3 81 Shelby 4.0 5.6

19 London 8.5 9.0 50 Wayne 5.4 5.8 82 Dnlon 4.0 3.6

20 Coffee 7.9 8.8 51 Gnmdy 5.3 5.4 S3 Hawk. 3.9 3.9

21 Giles 7.9 8.5 52 Hsnderson 5.2 5.9 84 Knoz 3.9 5.0

22 Lawrence 7.9 7.9 53 Henry 5.2 6.0 85 SulllT. 3.9 2.1

23 Plckett 7.9 6.4 54 Jefferscm 5.1 5.8 86 John. 3.8 3.5

24 V. Burm 7.8 7.7 55 Decatur 5.0 4.9 87 Gibson 3.7 3.7

25 Maoem 7.7 6.1 56 Haury 5.0 6.1 88 Obion 3.6 4.4

26 Rather* 7.2 8.2 57 Salth 5.0 4,3 89 Lake 3.6 3.4

27 Tlpton 7.0 5.7 58 Fentress 4.9 5.3 90 Weak. 3.3 3.8

28 UoKairy 6.9 7.1 59 Trousdale 4.9 4.2 91 Morgan 2.7 3*1

29 Monroe 6.9 7.2 60 Bunphr^s 4.8 4.8 92 Cunber. 2.4 £.6

50 White 6.9 6.7 61 Montgomery 4,8 5.6 93 V/ash. 1.7 1.3

31 Blomt 6.8 6.3 62 Stewart 4.8 5,7: 94 Scott 1.5 2.4

63 Sumner 4.8 5.1 95 Payette -
we

State 5.2 5.5

Ett a few oountlea In the Carfjerland Plateau and loner Bast Tennessee Valley,

frcn sbottt 10 to 16 acres per litter ■were harrested. Based on wily a few

contraets, the signers of <te|jbell County luurreoted 39*4 acres per litter
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Pigur* 85 • • Aeres •f C«rn f«r Chrain Pep Litter en the 1934 ^—I '®® wider
Ceni*B»K Centmot Signersf Pam in Tennessee:
(A) in 1955 and (B) in 1952, State average - 5.5
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in 1932. In cnly three or four counties did the contract signers harvest

three acres or less per litl^r. fhe contract signers in laost of Ihe State,

especially the com—hog areas, harvested froni S.l to 6.0 acres of ootb

per litter produced. lowerer, in several inqportant corn-hog oeunties. Ha

eentraet silvers IsirTestod frwa 6.1 to 9.0 aore# of corn per litter pro-

dueed. The signers In Oblon County harvested only 3.6 acres per litter

In 1935 and 4.4 aores in 1932. Dyer County also ranked loe in com harvested

for grain per litter fvoduoed. On the other hand, in Giles County, the

signers harvested 7.9 acres pw litter in 1933 and 8.5 acres in 1932; in

Jttttherford County the acres harves1»d per litter were 7.2 and 8.2 fear 1933

and 1932, respectively.

I^shels of Com Produced Per Hog Baised, The 1934 oom#hog contaaet

signers in Tennessee produced ahout 26 bushels of com per hog r^sed

disposal age in 1952-33. Bie oounty averages range from 7.2 bushels in

Iftuihiagton to 69.0 bushels in Roane (omitting Osa^ell County "where the

average "was unreasonably high due to the lUct that only "two o£ Hie parti

cipants "were producers of hogs). Even In Washington County^ previously
eaplained, the loir average was due "to Ihot that a ten signers kept and

f^ large nunfcers ttP hogs and produced little. If any, corn. There are a

fW counties in BP.st Tennessee, j^>llewjjsg in general the course of "the Ten

nessee Edver, in idiloh the ocntract signws p]ro(hioed 50.X or more laisheXs

of com per hog raised to diapoeaX age. In Giles and Butharford oountias,

tee of the outstanding counties in total com aoroago for all farms. His

contraot signers produoed between 30 and 40 bushels per hog raised to dis-
In Obion and oeunties, two outstanding oeunties in both

oorn 9xA bogs for all farms, the contract signers* corn production per hog
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Figure 86, - Bushels of Com Produoed Per Hog ^
Disposal Age on the 1954 Com-HM
Signers* Farms in Xennosseo! iA; in isao
and (B) in 1952.
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'WMi appraoctTiatoly 10 btuhela l««f '(^Mus In §il®« and Hntherford oonntles*

Semr&l eouixklds throughwt "tiw Stat® produeod less than 20 bushslt pair

hog ral8®d to disposal age»

lABLB LTIII# • WBBER OF BOSHEIS OF CORN PHODUCia) PSS BOO
R^SED TO DISPGSAL AOS OH THE 1934 OORH-TOO

COHTR/LCT SIOmSRS* FARMS, 1952 AHD 1955

Bank County 1953 1952 Bark Coun-^ 1935 1932 Sank County 1933 1932

Bus. Bus. Bus. Bus. Bus. Bus.

1 CaiQpbell 586.9 437.7 32 Haywood 31,1 30.0 64 Lake 23.2 27.5

2 Roane 64.8 S9.0 53 ilaokson 30.6 27.1 66 Da-vidson 23.1 21.9

5 Bmoilton 64.5 92.2 34 Me!fairy 30.3 28.8 66 Lander. 22.9 18.7

4 Meigs 59.6 82.2 35 White 30.2 26.1 67 Grundy 22.6 22.4

5 Rh®a 58,5 53,5 36 Bent on 28.1 29.2 68 Line.^ 22.6 53.3

6 Polk 50.6 51.2 37 Eiokmn 28.0 26.3 69 Henry 22.5 27.1

7 Tipton 50.2 35.0 38 Franklin 27.6 32.6 70 Jeffer. 22.1 26*3
8 Se<|uat. 49.3 42.7 39 Clay 27.5 24.0 71 Lewis 21.8 23.3
9 Bardln 49.2 39.6 40 Trousdale 27.3 22.0 72 Obi on 21.6 26.4

10 Clatb, 48.0 39.1 41 Bordenian 26.9 21.6 73 Bledsoe 21.3 25.4

11 Carter 47.9 24.0 42 Houston 26.8 34.0 74 Iforsh. 21.3 21.5
12 Unieoi 47.7 17.7 43 BoDiphreys 26.8 25.6 75 Greene 20.8 21.2

15 Overton 46.1 38.4 44 Montgcstery 26.8 32.4 76 Knout 20.6 28.9

14 IVkrren 44.5 42.0 45 perry 26.4 19.5 77 Crock. 20.4 18.6

15 Chester 39.9 42.1 46 Smith 26.5 23.5 78 Fentress 20.3 24.2

16 I&rion 39.9 45.G 47 Cheatham 26.2 29.1 79 Moore 19.7 19.9

17 Hanoock 38.5 30.8 48 Blount 26.0 24.6 80 Serier 19.0 20.9

18 MdUnn 36.5 36.2 49 Das on. 26.0 25.3 81 Gibson 18.9 18.8

19 lanrenee 55.5 37.6 50 Orainger 25.6 20.5 82 Cannon 18.8 19.6

20 Gil®8 34.9 36.7 61 Stovwrt 25.6 29.9 83 Cferroll 18.8 19.0

21 Maoon 54.9 28.2 52 Bradley 25.5 22.0 84 Sullivan 18.8 10.8

22 Bitaan 34.8 3S.8 53 Dyer 25.1 22.0 85 Baiiiblen 17.9 17.8

25 Anderson 34.2 35.6 54 Wilson 25.0 21.5 86 Union 17.4 16.6

24 Hckett 32.6 24,1 55 Suniner 24.7 31.1 87 Robert, 16.7 31.0

25 Cooke 31.9 33.1 56 Bedford 24.6 24.0 88 Shelby 16.5 15.5

26 London 31.6 33.5 57 Dicks on 24.4 29,0 BO Weakley 15.6 18.2

27 T.Bur en 31.5 33.1 58 D^RIalb 24.2 22,7 90 Johnson 14.5 14.7

20 Madison 51.4 29.3 59 Wayne 24.2 25.9 91 Cumber. 14.0 12.9

29 M(»iroe 31.4 34.1 60 Hmdersen 24.1 35.2 92 Morgan 13.9 L4.7

30 Sttther* 31.4 30.7 61 Baury 23.8 38.3 93 Scott 8.6 9.6

31 Coffee 31.1 33.5 62 Deoatur 23.4 31.8 94 Wash. 8.6 7.2
63 Baidcins 23.4 31.2 95 Fayette ♦s'

•

State 25.7 36.1
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In order to effeott»ite the declared poli(^« the Secretary
ot Apiculture shall hare poisrer •

(1) to prorldo for rental and benefit peyments in
oozuieetion therewith or upon that part of the production of any
basic apicultural ocnnmodi-^ required for doaestic eonsumption,
in such aaounts as the Seoretaxy deans fair and reasonable* to
be paid out of any iseiMy-s awailablo for such paynsnts* (l)

As a result of this seotLon of the Apioultural Adjustment Aot, the

eenwh^^ eontraet sIpMyo ii^ the Thiited S-t^tes were paid $302,406*000

during the fiscal period* duly 1* 1934* through Juno 30* 1935* which is

53*7 per cent of the ^63*439*000 paid to the oooperators in this period

in all of the adjustment prograasi* Ths other coBmodities and tho percent*

ago of total poyxasnts going to tho produooro of each aroj ootton* 20*6}

wliaat* 17.4} tObaeeo* 6.1} and sugar, 3.2.

Of tho total j^yaonto on all oaemodities* loea rooeiTod the greatest

asMttat* $68*137*000* or 12.1 per eent (fable UZ). Practically all of

this was com*hog paymmts. foxsLS was the second ranking state, and re

ceived $46*074*<XX)* or 8*2 per cent cf the Uxdted States total. Practically

all of tho loxas payments was for oettcm. the third highest state was Il

linois* in which most of the payiaents was for oorn-hog adjustments. In

bnsas* the fourth ranking s^te* more than half of tho total payments was

(1) ̂loultural Adjustment Apt* PtjbXio So* 10, 73d Oongress, 48 Stat.
31* 1933•
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for vh9«t adjostaentf* nioso feur states reoelred more than one-third

(35.0 per cent) of the pegraents disharsed during the flsoal period, July 1,

1934, through June 30, 1986.

Tennessee faxuers reoeired 18,848,000, or 1.7 per oent, of the total

rental and henefit payments disbursed during this period. The farnexrs in

Shelby County reoeired the greatest aggregate ajRount per county, having re*

oelved |460,000, or 4*6 per oent, of the state total*. The total benefit

payments are heavily concentrated in Shelby, layette, Tipton, Lauderdale,

Crookett, ̂ r, Oibson, Lalce, and Obion eounties in Yfest Tennessee; Robert

son, Stsnner, Trousdale, and Lincoln eounties in Uiddle Tennessee; and Jef

ferson, Hamblen, Oreene, and l%ehington eounties in East Tennessee. Many

ether eounties, especially in Middle Tennessee and West Tennessee stand out

in total payments (see Figure 92).

TABLE LIX. - REBTAL AND BENEFIT FAYMINIS FOR TBB FISCAL PERIOD
JULT 1, 1934 THB0II8H JOTB 80, 1935, BY STATE AND COM-

MODITT
(Thousand dollars)

Rank State Com-hogs Cotton Wheat Tobaeco Sugar Total

1 Io»a $67,611 $ $ 442 1 1 84 $68,137
2 Illinois 39,284 2,511 I 12 41,808
3 Nebraska 29,789 6,075 1,241 37,105
4 Indiana 24,633 1,906 184 76 26,799
5 Missouri 24,293 2,237 1,553 119 28,202

6 Minnesota 19,868 1,876 53 384 22,181
7 Ohio 16,955 1,690 1,104 489 20,238
8 Kansas 16,814 2 24,174 9 110 41,110
8 S.Dakota 13,979 5,005 156 19,140
10 Wisoonain 7,702 38 1,059 171 8,970
11 5,146 9,467 6,804 21,417
12 Textas 4,722 55,977 5,575 46,074
13 Sentttoky 4,316 62 231 8,328 12,936
14 Tennessee 3,479 4,223 120 2,026 9,848
16 Miohigan 3,409 817 1,114 6,540
16 ». Dakota 3,176 14,788 124 18,038
17 Colorado 2,697 2,099 3,018 7,814
18 California 2,064 1,028 1,169 1,362 5,622
18 Tirginia 1,538 316 625 1,191 3,570

(continued)
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TABLE m, - KBEXAL AHD BEUEPIT PATMSKTS FOR THE FISCSAL PERIOD
July X, 1934 SHRODOH JtnSE 30, 1935, BY STATE AHD COH-

MODITT (oontinuAd)
(Thousand dollars)

Bank State loriwhc^s Cotton Wheat Tobacco

1

Sugar Total

20 Idaho 11,340 1 13,413 $ # 966 #5,719
21 Arkansas 1,206 11,268 8 12,477
22 Oregon 850 8,632 3,482
23 I.Carolina 719 5,946 52 8,015 14,732
24 Washington 712 8,753 28 6,493
25 Uontana 621 6,552 942 7,914
26 Maryland 654 780 86 1,371
27 Pennsylvan:a 525 241 1,189 1,896
28 %oming 478 432 676 1,586
29 Alabama 454 9,323 4 9,781
30 Uassaehusetbs 441 458 895

31 M.Mexioo 436 682 503 8 1,624
32 S.Carolina 406 6,558 1,393 8,357
33 Hew Jersey 880 18 592
34 W.Firginia 320 79 64 463

35 Florida 314 874 183 772

36 Hoar York 301 49 48 389

37 Dtah 229 688 1,049 1,906
38 Oeorgia 178 9,342 6 987 10,514
39 Louisiana 81 6,829 8,149 9,059
40 Arlsona 71 1,040 18 1,129
41 Vermont 68 8 77

42 Mississippi 56 18,628 12,677
43 Coimeotioui 51 1,166 1,217
44 Hevada 48 50 79

46 Sew 43 8 50

46 Delaware 39 105 144

47 R. Island 5 6

48 Maine 4 4

Totals $302,408 IUL6A93 M8,223 #88,768 #17,844 #563,439
(a) (b) (o)

fa) Includes $1,200 (OOO) to Puerto Rioo
lb) Inoludes |2,688 (000) to the Philippine Islands,
(e) Ixxoltsies suxns mentioned In (a) and (b)

Souroe! Agricultural Adjustment Administration,
Statement of Expenditures, issued August 20,

Division of Finsnee,
1936.
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the rental and benefit payment# «»i oom-hog contraots were ooneen*

trated in the Com Belt, although ewy ttate reoelTed * part of tiie pay-

leents. nine states, Xowa, Illinois, Nebraska, l&idlana, Missouri, Miaae«

sota, Ohio, Kansas, and South Dakota, reoelTBd 85.7 per cent of the e<»m»

hog payuints disbursed during the flseal period, ̂ uly 1, 1934 through

June 50, 1935 (table VEX and Figure 87).

The oom«h(^ ooistraot signers in tezmsssee reoeiTod. ̂ 3,479,0CX),

or 1.8 per eent, of the United States total daring this period* Tennessee

ranked 14th anong the states in this respeot. The oomi*hog payswnts

to 35.5 per eent of all rental and benefit payiasnts in this

State.

fanaora in 0bion County reooiTod 1865,000, or 7.3 per eent, of

the total oom»h<^ paynexits ditbursed in the State (table IX and Fi|^e 93).

The next highest amount of 5180,000 wont to the fajiners «f Idnooln County.

In general, the oom-hog jayments w«it in largest amounts into the Central

Basin, Obion and Dyer counties, and (to a lesser degree) in the oountlee

aloxig the Tennessee Hirer In both East Tsnnsssee and ¥/est Teaneesee. Qaly

small sums of oom»hog payments went into either cotton or tobaeee

seotims.

Cotton Bayaente, 1984-35

The ootton fanners in the United States reoelTed Ihe seeend largest

aggregate amount of the rental end benefit payment# disbursed betsweo

July 1, 1954 and June 50, 1936 (Table LIX and Figure 88). Fanners in 18
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•tatts reoelTod th« paynents. the hearlest oonoentration of pi^fSMats

ms along -the Miaalsaippi Biver in 8ou-tt»»aetera MlBeouri, eastern Aztoixiaaa«

vestem tesaessee^ and western Mississippi^ and in the Blaek Belt of

tsQcas. teacas fanners alone reoelTed $^5^977^000,. or 31 per eent« of -the

total oottOB fiysMnts. Ihe nsoet largest SAoimt of |12,622^000, or 10.9 per

cent of the total, went -fco -the farmers of Mlasisaippi#

In Tennessee, -tibe ootton farmers rseeiwed more rental and iMmefit

pt^sa^ts than the oenv-hog farmers, the eotton payiamts amounting te

$4,223,000. This was 3»6 per oejot of the United States total eotton pi^^»

nents. The ee-fcten paysMKits amounted to 42.9 per osnt of the to-bal rental

and benefit psyments for all ooamodities, compared with 35.3 per eent paid

the oorn*h<^ oontraot signers*

t&BlB U. - KMm ABB BEB2FIT FASMBfTS FOE IHS FISCAL PmOB 1«
19S4 THRCfOaa JUBE 30» 1935, TEHhESSBE B7 CODNTlliS

(thousand dollars)

Bank County

0

1

if

Cotton IVtoeat Tobaooo Total

1 Ohion $253 $114 $6 $8 $376
2 Linooln 160 93 4 19 277

3 Wilson 146 (it) 2 15 162

4 Giles 139 87 1 3 230

6 Msury 128 I U 98 238

3 Marshall 125 {•) 5 5 134

T Hieknan 108 2 110

8 liutherfwrd 104 48 1 3 166

9 Dyer 103 331 1 434

10 Bedford 102 8 3 3 113

11 Smith 99 2 73 174

12 Weakley 77 29

(»)
S 110

13 Wayne 77 18 96

14 Williamson 74 6 92 173

15 Gibsoa 70 317 (*) 388

16 Sumner 68 2 149 219

IT HeiUT' 67 88 (a) 17 121

(continued)
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• laSSTkh AND BENEFIT PAY^iSTS FOR THE FISCAL PERXCD JULY 1«
1934 BIRODQH JONE 30, 1936, TENIOSSSSS BY COimTlES (eont,)

(Thousand dollars)

Sani! County Corn-ho^s Cotton Wheat Tobaoco Total

18 Franklin |66 ♦27 ♦1 11 ♦ 96
19 BMa^hreys 60 1 1 62

20 Forry 68 1 69

21 Clay 68 6 84

22 <7aekson 66 18 74

23 MontgoBiory 66 7 106 168

24 DeKalb 63 C») 13 66

26 Coffee 52 3 2 3 60

26 Cannon 60 (•) (ft) 4 64

87 In^ren 50 2 (ft) 62

28 Benton 48 17 86

29 Deeatur 44 25 89

30 Moore 40 (») 2 10 62
31 Putnam 40 (ft) 7 47

32 Bardin 64 63 97

33 Jefferson 84 2 70 107

34 Stefnart 54 1 35 70

35 Bledeoe 32 (ft) 52
56 Bamblen 32 1 40 73
87 Daridson 31 1 16 48

88 White 31 1 7 39

58 Crreene 29 10 214 253

40 Serier 27 2 57 66

41 Crockett 27 222 (a) 249

42 Loodon 25 2 18 46

43 Marion 22 2 (ft) 2 28

44 Knox 22 2 16 89

46 Roane 22 1 4 28

46 Henderson 20 117 157

47 Monroe 20 1 2 35 67

48 Lawrenoe 20 116
(ft)

2 138

49 Diokson 19 40 60

60 Carroll 19 122 140

61 Xroosdale 18 43 61

62 Inuderdale 16 313 331

68 Overtora 18

(*)
1 18

64 Lewis 17 (ft) 18

66 Cumberland 16 16

66 Washington 14 5 106 125

67 Cooke 14 1 62 77

68 Rhea 13 13

69 Cheatham 13 1 43 56

60 Hawkins 13 3 78 93

(eontinusd)

• 'ftr. MR -i-a
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ttBLE tX. - REHIAL AH) BENH?IT PAYMMfS FOB THE FISCAL PERIOD JDLY 1,
1934 THROTJBH JlSB 30,- 1935, lEMESSES BY COUHTIES (oont.)

(Thousand dollars)

Bank County Com-hogs Cotton Wheat Tobaeoo Total

61 Houston 912
(a)

97 $20

62 Onmdy 12 («)
20

13

63 Slouat U 2 33

64 Macon 11 21 31

65 XoHirm 10 3 1 13 27

66 Hamilton 10 5 1 (a) 16

67 Grainger 10 1 40 50

68 Piokett 10 1 XX

69 Tan Buren 9 9

70 Sequatdiie 9 9

71 Heigs 8 3 (a) 4 15

72 Chester 7 75 81

73 Uadison 7 218 225

74 McSaijry 6 113 119

75 Bardsman 6 140 146

76 Haywood 8 zvt
8

253

77 Bradley 6 5 1 17

78 Lake 6 225 231

79 Roberts <a 5 13 208 226

80 Folk 4 10 (a) 1 16

81 Tipton 4 281 285
ee

82 Anderson 4 4 7

83 Fentress 4
23

4

84 SulliTan 4 3 30

85 Olalborne 2 (a) 50 53

86 Carter 2 1 11 14

87 Her^m 2

(a) 32

2

88 Johnson 1 34

89 Shelby 1 449
22

450

90 Bknoook 1 23

91 Soott 1 1

92 Unlwi 1 50 31

93 Campbell fa)
(a)

10 11

94 Uniooi h) 4 4

95 Fayott© 338 358

Totals 93,479 94,223 9X20 $2,026 99,848

ia) Less than 9500.
h) Ineluded in Washington County.

The eotton payments were aade in 44 oounties, althou^ a ttajsp

propwtion went into the aoutheestern part of the state, Srery eounlgr
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«3.oaie tiMi foathAtu pftrt of the state reoelTsd cotton (Figure 93)•

Butfaerford Coualy^ in Middle feimeseee^ stands out in eotton pi^nents in

that area* Shelby County faraers receiTed 10*6 per cent of the total cotton

payaents*

Tobaooo Payaents

Rental and benefit payments on tobacco in Bnlted States totaled

fSS^TeSjOOO for the period, 1^ 1934 through June 30, 1935. Although

fartoers in £3 states paorbioipated, 56*6 per cent of the total vias paid to

producers in Kentudsy and North Carolina (Table LIX and Figure 39)*

Tennessee ranked third in total tobaooo payments reoelTing 12,026,000,

or 11*4 par osnt, of the United States* total* The tobaooo payments

eaounted to 20*6 per oent of the total rental end benefit payments dis*

bursed in Tennessee betneen July 1^ 1934 and Jtme 50, 1935* The hoariest

oonoestratioa of tobaooo payments in Tennesase centers in Oresne Coxinty,

in East Tennessee, and in Sobertson Counly, in Middle Tennessee (Figure 93 )•

Hflisat Payawnts

The ooneentrations ef nhsat payments occur in central and southern

Sansas, northern Tenae, vestern Qklahoaa, North Dakota, and southeastern

Hfiashington (Figure 90)* Hontaita, South Dakota, Nebraska, Illinois, Indi*

ana, and Ohio are also uell re^esented in the wheat payments. Kansas

farmers raoeired 24*6 per oent ef the total, ̂ i \e the farmers in the nsxt

raaldbstg stats. North Dakota, received 15*0 per oent of the total idieat

jiayaents dishursed between July 1, 1934 and June 30# 1935#

The wheat progrw was of minor iaportanoe in Taonessee, ooapsred with
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the cotton and oorxi-hog programe. Only l«8 P«r cent iMP the tflbel

paynente eas for -nheat. She dietrlbutim of Ihe iriieat payaeitte in

lennecsee is shoim in Figaro 98*

Sttgar Bj^noente

total rental end benefit payments on sugar in the United States

and the Philippine Islands ma $17,844,000 for -tiio fiscal period,

July 1, 1934 through J\me SO, l%i6. Louisiana and Colorado led the

states in total payments*

There irere no benefit payments on sugar $n Tennessee for thlp

period.

Payments Made to the 1934 Com^Hog Contract

Sigr^rs

As a result of the 1934 com«.hog contracts, the signers in Ten

nessee reoelTred $5,400,207, regardless of the date of payment. The

eorn payments amounted to $1,249,717 or 33.8 per cent of the total,

and hc^ paymmts were $2,150,490 or 63*2 per oent.

The Distribution of these payments is shown in Figures 94 and

95, and Table I.XI. Obioa County farmers reoel"V»d the greatest amount •

more than $250,000, of nhieh 72.4 per sent was hog reduction payments.

Xn fact, the hog peyments exeeeded the corn payments In the majority

Of the ooimties.
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Total - $120,448

iKure 93. - Rental and Benefit Payments for the Fiscal Period J?
Throu;^h June 30, I935t (A) Corn-Hogs, (B) Cotton, (C; Tohaoooj

and (D) TTheat

ouxoe; Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Division of Finance Statement of
s?.pendicures, issued August 20, 1935 .
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Total - ̂2,150,490

Figure 94. - Total Hog Mjus-bnent Payments Made on the Contract Signers'
1934 Production Allotenent

Based on table LXI
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(l) Data incomplete

Each dot represents
12000

Total - ♦1,249,717

Flsrura 95o - Total Com Adjustment Payments Made on the Contracted Acreage^ Under the 1934 Com-Hog Contract

Based on table LXI
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i&BLE m. - TOIAL REHIfll. AID BEK®1T PAYMEIITS 12ADE tJHDER THg
1934 COKH-HOO CO!TTRiVCIS»

Couniy Total paymcntatai pa:
T3SIIS:ara

Com

■fiollkrs
total

Hog payraenta
Dollare

total

1
2
3
4

6
7
6
9

10
n
12
13
U
13
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
50
51
52
53
54
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Ctoion
tiiaooln
Wilson
Oilea
Uaury
Marshall
Dyer
Hutherford
Hloktoan
Bedford
Smith
HSoairley
Wayno
Wllliamoon
Oihoon
Stamer
Henry
Franklin
ttnaplaroyo
Olay
Porry
Jackson
Eontgomery
DoKalb
Coffee
Carxon
Warren
Benton
Doc&tur
Mowe
Putnam
Davidson
Bardln
Stewart
Lavrenoe
Jefferson
White
Bledsee
Harrfclen
Qeo9m
Crockett

252,546
158,890
158,246
133,603
126,735
119,577
105,254
105,807
105,525
99,282
96,040
75,595
74.426
74,245
67,767
65,644
65,081
61,127
59,234
55,895
54.701
54,247
53.427
51,671
51,222
49,545
46,813
45,925
41,553
38,980
58,449
34,113
35.702
35,523
32,806
32,349
31,744
31,534
30,818

27,970
26,338

69,728
53,378
50,068
63,752
47,716
38,996
36,873
43,450
35,210
35,022
34,673
15,738
27,943
27,122
20,835
22,529
21,794
25,148
22,215
20,310
18,708
20,272
20,643
19,253
23,335
16.262
26,628
17,480
14,287
10.263
18,506
11,935
17,120
13,582
15,590
11,698
13,378
11,559
8,461
8,751
8,280

j[e<mtlnued)

27.6
55.9
36.2
47.7
37.7
52.6
35.0
41.9
34.0
35.3
36.0
22.1
57.8
36.8
30.7
54.3
34.5
41.1
57.5
55.7
34.2
57.4
38.6
37.3
45.6
52.8
56.9
38.1
34.4
26.5
47.6
35.0
50.8
40.8
47.5
56.2
42.1
36.7
27.5
31.3
51.4

182,818
105,012
88,178
69,852
79,019
80,582
68,381
50,357
68,315
64,260
61,467
58,857
46,483
47,123
46,931
43,115
41,287
35,978
37,019
36,586
35,993
33,975
32,785
52,418
27,887
53,283
20,185
28,446
27,267
28,717
20,143
22,180
18,582
19,741
17,226
20,651
18,366
19,975
22,567
19,219
18,058

72,4
66.1
63.8
52.3
62.3
67.4
65.0
58.1
66.0
64.7
64.0
77.9
62.5
63.5
69.3
66.7
65.5
58.9
62.5
64.3
65.8
62.6
61.4
62.7
54.4
67.2
43.1
61.9
65.6
73.7
52.4
65.0
49.2
59.2
52.5
63.8
57.9
63.3
72.5
68.7
68.6
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x&si£ m. •TOTAL RENTAL AND BEOTIT PATMEHTS MADE TJBDER THE
1934 CORN'HOa CONTRACTS •

%Bk Qoun-ty Total payments Com pa^ments Bog payments
Collar8 Dollars % of

total

Dollars % of
total

42 Serler 26«251 8,085 30,9 18,166 69,2

43 London 23^669 11,191 47,3 12,478 52,7

44 Marlon 21,786 11,485 62.7 10,301 47,3

46 Roano 21,469 13,846 64.5 7,623 35,5

46 En ox 20,891 7,281 34,9 13,610 65,1

4T Uonroo 19,674 8,340 42,4 11,334 57,6

48 Bendorson 18,707 7,028 37.6 11,680 62.4

48 Diokson 18,345 7,424 40,5 10,921 59,5

50 Carroll 18,159 4,891 26,9 13,267 73,1

61 Trousdalo 17,962 6,146 34,2 11,816 65,8

52 lAUderdale 17,242 5,640 32,7 11,601 67,3

63 Loiris 16,814 5,966 35,5 10,848 64.5

54 Orerton 15,186 8,968 55,4 7,218 44.6

65 CtUmborland 16,172 3,364 20,8 12,808 79.2

56 Cooko 15,642 4,964 31.7 10,678 68,3

87 Rhea 13,481 8,082 60,0 5,399 40.0

68 Washington 13,354 2,p8 16,0 11,216 84.0

59 Bawkins 12,723 3,742 29,4 8,981 70.6

60 Cheatham 12,718 4,198 33.0 8,520 67,0

61 Grundy 11,818 4,129 34,9 7,688 65.1

62 Blount 11,691 4,953 42,4 6,739 57,6

63 Houston 11,421 4,485 39,3 6,935 60.7

64 M<djinn 10,414 5,249 50,4 5,165 49,6

65 Mao on 10,202 4,306 42,2 5,896 57,8

66 Haudlton 10,038 5,547 55,2 4,491 44,8

67 Piokett 9,545 3,882 40.7 5,663 59.3

68 Orainger 9,387 3,699 39,4 5,688 60,6

69 Van Buren 8,631 3,840 45.0 4,691 55.0

70 Seq,uatohie 8,485 4,200 49.5 4,285 50.5

71 Moigs 8,014 4,698 58,6 3,317 41.4

72 Madison 6,646 2,908 43.8 3,738 56.2

73 Lake 6,187 1,720 27.8 4,467 72.2

74 MoHairy 5,840 2,174 37.2 3,667 62,8
75 Hardoaan 5,743 2,126 37,0 3,617 63.0

76 Saywood 5,657 2,288 40,4 3,369 59,6

77 Robertson 8,602 1,866 33.3 3,736 66,7
78 Bradley 5,412 1,628 30,1 3,784 69,9

(oontlnu9d)



lABLB LXX. - TOTAL EEHTAL AHD BEMEPIT PAYMENTS MADE UKDER 1®
1954 CORH-HOG CCWTRACTS •

(contlnaed)

Hank

79
80

81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88

89
90

91
92
93
94

93

County

Tlpttti
Polk
And^son
Sullivan
Pen trass

Chaster (a)
dsi borne
Morgan
Carter
Johnson

Scott
Dnlcn

Cas^ell
tfclooi
ianeoc^ (a)
Shelby (a)
Fayette

Total

Total
1551

payments
liars

4j546
4,062
4,007
3,841
3,565
3,149
1,906
1,524
1,412
1,384
1,121
538
462

272

None

3,4»0,20T

Com pi^^mente
d Tollars

2,261
2,225
1,449
1,390
1,479
1,617
1,061
377

724
134

166
126
452
111

None

1,249,717

oT"
total

52.0
54.8
36.2

36.2
41.5
51.4

55.1
24.7
51.2
9.7
14.8
23.4
100.0
40.9

36,8

payments
Tdollars

2.085
1,836
2,558
2,451
2.086
1,532
865

1*148
689

1,250
955
412

None

160

None

2,150,490

oT*
total

48.0
45.2
63,8
63.8
58.5
48.6

44.9
75.3

48.8
90.3
85.2
76*6

0.0
59.1

63.2

» These are the piqhaents made under the 1934 eontraots, regardless of date
of payraent.

(a) Data inoomplete.

Souroej Agricultural Extension Servioo, TMverslty of Twinesaee,
Unpublished data.
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FROOESSINa

The Agricultural Adjus-tsaent Act states that "To obtain rera;;ue for

(NEtraordinary wep^nsas irourred by reason of the national eoonomlo emer*

geaoy, ttwre shall be leried proeessing taxes «— igp,, prorides

that the rate of the prooessing tax shall be the differenoe between the

currert average farm prioe and fhir exchange value of the coacuodity, with

provision for a smaller rate if the full tax would t«2d to decrease eon-

sumption and inoreass surpluses, or depress the faxm prioe of the eom-

modi-t^#^^^
The proeessing taxes probably have oaused more heated discussions,

ill feeling, and lairauits than any otlwr phase of the New Beal programs*

|he entire Agricultural Adjustment Act was roooiitly (January 6, 1936)

deolared uneonstitutlonal by the United States St^eme Court, and the

nltimte fate of approximately one billi<m dollars In processing taxes

already paid into the United States Treasury and 1200,000,000 more Im

pounded by the oourts during recent months, rsnalns in doubt at the

present time (Januarj', 1956)• Largely because of these facts, the writer

Will make no effort to go into the oontroTsrsial details of this subjeet*

(1) Agricultural Adjustasmt Act, Public 8e« 10, 75d Congress, 48
Stat* 31, 1933.

(2) An amendment to the Act In August of 1935 fixes the i^uc rates at
the rate in effect on the date of the adoption of the amendment (August
24, 1935)«
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Homrrarf nueh ha# 'been vrittea eoncernlng the per capita distribution ot

the tax, effect of the tax on the producer, effect of the tax on the non-

oooperator, effect of the tax on the consumer, effect of the tax on the

prooeeeer, etc*

Beloe are some arguments concerning processing taxes, giren vithout

OQBBent*

Argiiaents Against Processing !P&xes

1, By raalcing possible control of production of farm
products, the processing tax tends to limit the Toluue of
these products handlod by some processors. The argurient
is made that Ihls outs down the need for labor in
processing plants and adds to unen.nloymej^t. But prnpo-
nonts of the tax declare that from the standpoint of the
processors and their employees, stabilised production is
preferable in the loiig run to alternate periods of surplus
and shortage*

S* prooesslng taxes add to ttio bookkeeping of pro-
eessors, and collection of the taxes entails additional
admin is trat Its maoMoery in the Bureau of Internal Sevenue.

5, Bie processing tax la the means of financing a pro
gram which, according to the Tiew of some persons, is not
a justifiable function of ihe Federal {Jcrernasnt.

4* Another argument often heard Is that the processing
simply takes money out of the pockets of oxie group and

puts it In the pockets of another*

5* Since collections of taxes in some States happen to
be more than the amoimt of benefit payment in those States,
critics sometimes represent that the effect of -the tax is
to discriminate between States*

6* Processing taxes may tend to lower the farm prioes of
some products below what they might be if toe program were
finaneed some other way* lihis might apply in the case of
hogs* But even when this might be true, the benefit paymentf#

..4

iM
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genmral InoreAS* in farm ineome» and Xait#i)Sd eoat of pradue*
tion. tend to more than offset any sueh poaeible reduotion In
price*

7* Some say it is wrong to tax raw materials instead of -the
finished products, beoeuse the tax la apt to be pyramidodj
titiat Is, erery handler addii^ a little extra to the tax so that
by Idle time It reaohes the constmier "Idxe tax has been greatly
inoreased. ihere la little eridMiee that this has ta^n place,
and the aot authorises the use of jBiblieii^'' raeasures to prevent
pyramiding and profiteering.

8. "ihe most serious objeeti«m to the processing tax, and
one whioh merits careful conBlderatlon, is that the greatest
burden falls on the poorer peoplo* ihis is on important and
legitimate crltioisia of the procesaing taxes," (Heport of the
Secretary of Agrloulture, 1934, p, 36.)

Arguments For ProeesBing

1. Ihs processing tax provides a eontiiuiing and reliable
source erf revenue, leesening dangers of interrupting prt^rams
beeause of failure of Congress to anke animal appropriatioriB.

2. The prooessing-tux ben0fit-pa;;,Tnent adjusisnent programs
are planned to cerate without adding to the pttbllo debt or
direet appropriations from the Treasury.

3. Wie processing tax is easy and inexpensive to oolleot,
and hard to evade.

4. the annual proceeds from prooeestng taxes can be fore-
east with reasonable certainty.

6. Processing taxes apply only to the dcaestloally-oonsumed
pert of faina predaetlon, and do not penalize the exporter.

5. The farmer is not taxed on products raised for his own
food.

7. Processing tax rates oan be quidl^ly and easily adjusted
to moot changing ooonomio oonditione.

8. Prooeseing-tax and benefit-payment adjustment programs
offer the best means this far devised, for organizing farmers
Into an effective oot^rative effort to adjust their industry
for the benefit of themselves and of society as a whole. (3;

(S) Agricultural Adjustment Administration, The Prooessing
Tax, pp. 10-12, September, 1935.
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Itest otf the dieoussiim vhloh foXloira will relate to the tax

iR oom and hogs*

M)Definition and General Dlseusaittn^

prodeeslng tax nndcr the Agriculttiral Adjuetment Administration

ms lerled upon the first domestic prooessing a ecwiodlty* for sale

or exohai^e. In the case of hogs, the first domestic proeessing meant

the slattghtering of hogs for market. In the ease of com, the first

dcmestio processing meant the milling ef field eorn for aaricet, inoludlng

eutting, grinding, eraoking, breaking, and ouatom milling for t^l as

•well as eonwercial milling, but did not include cutting, grinding, or

breaking fwr feed purposes only.

the tax eas levied primarily to provide funds for benefit payments

in oonneotion eith the oem*hog adjustment program.

She rate of -fche processing tax on hogs was set at 50 cents per

100 pounds live weight, ̂ hen the tax went into effeot on Hovesiber 5,

1933. The rate was increased to fl on December 1, 1933, to |1.50 on

February 1, 1954, and to |2»25 per 100 pounds, live weight, on Maroh 1,

1934.

The proeessing tax en field com also beoame effective on Novesiber

6, 1933, and the ra-te set ms five cents par bushel, -

Sad the Xogal rats allowed been Imposed, hogs would have

l>een taxed 94*32 per 100 pounds, live weight, and corn 28 cents per bushel,

(4) mforaa-bion for this discussion earns largely from the Agricultural
Adjttstmmt Adminls'txration, Pie Prooesslng Taxes on Com and "
January, 1934.
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Owgniodity Distrilautlon of tha Ite

As of October 5l« 1934, the greatest aggregate amount of the proces

sing taxes collected in the United States was from cotton* 3he total

amount collected frcsi cotton to this date was 1178,606,783, cr 32*5 per

cent, of all the processing taxes (Table LXIl)* The taxes collected on

lAeat amounted to 28.8 per ee^ of the total, and on hogs 26*4 per omit*

The taxes en these three ocmmodities amounted to 87*7 per cent of the

$550,081,419 collected to Ootcber 31, 1934* In Tennessee, the rank of

the three cesDaodities was the same as for the United States with the fol»

lowing percentages: cotton, 40*9; wheat, 28.Si hogs, 18*5 — or a total

sf 86*2 per cent*

XABIf LTH. - FP.OCESSIBO ABU BSUTES TAXSS COLLECTS TO OCTOBEIR
31, 1954, TBHIESSEB AMD THE UNIT® STATES

Ceosnodlty Tennessee United States

Amount

in dollars

Per
eent

Amount

in dollars

Per

cent

Cotton

Tfheat

Bogs
Tobaeeo

Paper and jute
Field com

Sugar
Unclassified
Cotton ginning
Tobacco producers*

sales

Psannts

3,156,043
2,223,352
1,284,552
667,105
227,953
137,704
19,565
4,455

43

40.9
28*8
16*6
8*6

5.0
1.8
.3

• 1

(»)

178,608,763
158,328,178
145,034,686
27,595,345
10,901,615
7,029,938
21,646,684

645,173
21,G05
269,065

363

32.5
28*8
26.4
5.0

2.0
1.3
3.9

.1

U)

(a)

Total 7.720^783 100.0 550,081,419 100.0

(a) Less than one-tenth of one per cent*

Source: Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Press Release, "Effects of
B«iefit Payments and Processing Taxes," Deeeoibor 13, 1934.
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May 1936, hogs had shifted to first place aawng the taaeed

agrleultural eomodlties, hut there was little difference between hogs,

cotton, and wheat. 9ie processing taxes on hogs to May 1, 1935, had

accounted for 29,5 per eent of the #824,430,679 collected, cotton 27,T

per eent and id^t 27.1 per eent • total 84*3 per eent (Table mil)*

UBi£ ISlll. " PHOCESSm AND BEUTED TAXES COLLECTED TO MAT 1,
1935, UNITED STATES, BY CCMUQDITT

Oomodlty Aaount in dollars Per cent

Hogs
Cotton
Unieat

Sugar
Tobacco

Paper and jute
Field com
Tobaooo producers* sales
Peanuts

Vnolassifled
Cotton ginnir^
Bioe

Total

243,489,535
227,973,846
223,604,731
54,282,979
44,709,133
12,200,581
10,234,531
3,208,586
2,933,974
973,149
813,903
5,632

824,430,579

29.5
27,7
27,1
6,6

5.4

1.5
1,2
,4

,4
,1

.1

(a)

100,0

(aj Less than one tonth of one per eont*

Source: Agricultural Adjustsnent Adadniatration, Press Beleace, June 6,
1935.

Tax on Corn and Hogs. Aj^roxiffiately one-half of the prooesslng taxes

en hogs were oolleeted through the paoking plants in Illinois, although

eeae waa oolleeted in eaeh of the 48 states, Alaska, Bawaii, and the Oistriet

of Colund>ia (Table LXXV). The second leading state in the oolleotion of

taxes en hogs was Iowa, where about 10 per eent was collected* Table LXI7

shows the amounts collected from Noveiaber 6, 1933 to October 31, 1934 by
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itatea. Bow York led the atatea in the oolleotion of tajcea en oorn,

eoUeotlng |2,471,000 of a total of |7,030,000.

fABlS m7. - PRO(®SSINO TA3CES COLLECTED (» COSH AHD H)GS TO
OCTOBER 81, 1934, BY STATES

(Qiousand dollars)

Hank State Hogs Corn Bank

1 Illinois 74,468 993 25

2 lona 14,461 747 26

3 Ohie 7,470 101 27

4 Missouri 5,238 265 28

5 Xew York 5,190 2,471 29

6 Pennsylvania 4,904 144 30

7 Indiana 4,369 446 31

8 Minnesota 3,453 25 32

9 Wisconsin 3,355 151 33

10 Massachusetts 2,901 24 54

11 (kklifornia 2,648 28 55

12 Maryland l,953(a) 19(a) 56
15 Nebraska 1,648 97 37

14 New Jersey 1,496 12 38

15 Miohigan 1,387 177 39

IS Terjnessee 1,285 138 40

17 Kentucky 928 505 41

18 ■Washington 902(b; 2i(b 42
19 Texas 881 163 43

20 Kansas 733 27 44
21 Colorado 515 5 45
22 Ytrginia 602 57 40
23 Georgia 469 131 47

24 Connecticut 405 2 48
49

State

Oregon
CklahoDa
Alabaiaa
Delavinare
S.Dakota
Montana
Idaho
Dtah
S. Carolina
Arisona
R.Island
W.Virginia
I.Carolina
N.Dakota
Maine
Louisiana
Florida
IVyoDiing
Arkansas
Hawaii
Nomda
Termont
H.Mexico
Mississippi
N.Haapshire

Total

Hogs

400
587
273
240
230
211
210
16S
164
150
142
140
112
108
102
86
78
63
58
61
36
30
26
21
10

145,035

Com

3
70

112
6
2
3
1
1

31
2
6

27
58

1
2

66
8
1

44

(c)
3
1
1

31
1

7,030

(a) Inoludea the District of Coluinbia.
(b) Xnoludes Alaska.
(c) ^27Q.

Souroe: Agricultural Adyus-busnt Adaainistration, Press Release, "Effects
of Benefit ftiyments and Processing Taxes", Deosmber 13, 1934.
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l«nn«as«e r&okad I6th among tha states In total processing taxes

eollaotsd on hogs to October 51« 1934* Bts snount eolleeted ms

11,285,000, or less than one per oent of the United States total.

Dtstribtttlon of the lOx by States

As of October 31, 1934, approximteljr one-sixth (16*72 per sent) of

the processing taxes on all commodities had been collected in Illinois

(Ihble UCT)* HoiWTsr, only 6.20 per oent of the United States population

liTOd in Illinois and they received enly 8*19 per oent of the total

national lnc<x&e in 1929*^^ Xn Hew Iferk, 10*68 per eent of the total pro
cessing taxes were oolleetod, 10*22 per oent of the total population lire

in tVda state, and they roceiTsd 17*87 per enat of the national ineeme

in 1929* High peroentages of the processing taxes r/ere collected in

several states idiere the population and inesne percentages relatively

lew* On -^e other hand, lew peroentages of the processing taxes were

oolleeted in scne states ehiob had relatively low population and inccess

percentages of the United States total (Table LXV").

Xn general, the prooessing tax colleotiens by states do not corre

late very closely with the pt^ulatlon or national incasie by states.

Minnesota, Hew Tork, Eeuisas, Missouri, Illinois, and Texas show the

largest totals of wheat tax oolleetions because flour mills are ooneen*

trated in those states. Gotten tax eelleotions were highest in Norlii

Oaroltna, Maesachtuietts, Georgia, South Garolina, Hew Tork, and Alabama,

because textile nills arc centered In them* The tobaooo tax collections

(5) The large proportion of processing taxes oolleoted in Illinois
was ̂ e principally te ths eoncentratim of the packing industzy in
that state*
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SABLE LIT. • FBHCBH2AGE OT TOIAL PROCESSING SAX GOLLECTSD « SSA^
TO UNIBSD STATES TOTAL, PBRCfflKTME CSP TOTAL POPULATICII IH

STATE, AHD PSRCBIfTAGE OF TOIAL INCOME RECEIVED IN
STATE ♦

Baa c State

7

6

9

% of
Tax

Collec
ted in
state

111.
H.Y.

R.C*

4j lliim*
Mass*
Ga*

Mo«

S.C.
Chi©

10 Sans*

11

12

IS
14
15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Pa,
Calif,

Iowa
Texas

Ala.

Ind,
Va.

Tenn*

Md.AD.C

Ky,
Mioh.
Neb,

Colo,

24i Wash.
St Alas

ka

16.72
10.58
7.SO

6.27
5.28

4«54
4,44
4.22
3.44

3,13
3,11
3.08
2*99
2,66

1.92
1.68
1.80
1.40
1.29

1.20
1.20
1*15
1,07
1,00

% of
Popu
lation
in
state

6,20

10,22
2.57
2.09
3.47

2.30
3.05
1*42
5*41
1*54
7.87
4,54

2.03
4*72
2,15

2.64

1.98

2.13
1*63

2.13
3.91
1,12
,85

1.27

(«t)

% of
Inoone

re-

COiTOd

in

state

8.19

17.67
1.15

1.75
4.54
1.15
2.62

.53
5.80

1.22
8.47

6.61
1.38
3.43

1.01

2.26
1.20
1.02
2.06
1.16
4.54

.82

.81
1.48
(a)

Rack

25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33

, 24

' 35
36

37
38

39

State

N.J*
Wise.
Okla.

R.I.
Oreg.
Xa#
H.K.
Maine

Conn.

Mont.

N.D.

W.Va.

Gtah
Miss.

Fla.

40 I Ark.
41 laamli
42 S.D.
43 iDela
44 jIda.
45 j Aris.
46

47
43

49

Vt.

Wye.
Not.

N.Mez.

Total

% of
Tsx

oolloc-

tod la
state

.92

.92

.89

.77
♦69
•61
.47
•46
.44
*44
*27

•26
.20
•IS
,15
.12
.12
.12

,11
• 11
.08
•07
.05

.05

.05

% of
Popu
lation

in

state

3.20
2.40
1.94
•56

.78

1,71
•S3
•65
1.30
,44
.55

1.40
.41
1.33
1.17
1.51

.56

.11

.37
•35

•28
.13
.07
.35

% of
Ineome

re

ceived
in

state

4.36-

2.25
1.35
•65

.82
1,05
•34
.57
1*65
.42

•34

•95
.34
.67
•88
.67

.33

•25
.32

.3^

.25

.20

.10

.23

100.00 100,00 100.00

•Data on processing taxes are gross on all ocsmoditles taked under the
Agricultural Adjustment -^Ministration to October 21, 1934. Popula
tion and incoae figures are based en 1929 figures.

(a) "Sasliington only.

were greatest in the t<^aoco manufacturing states of North Carolisia,

Bsw York, Virginia, and Kentucky. As previously sientioned, about one-
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half of all hog processijjg taxes were collected through the peeking

plants of Illinois*

XsNvrsr, the prooessing tax collections on any oansaedlty were

ultl«etely refleoted in the retail prices paid by consumers^ soHMWhat

uniformly throughout the nation.
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