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THE PROBIEM 

Statement of tbe ProbXem 

The planning of a faxm (^ration so as to utilise the availablt 

reaovtroes at the most profitable level is a problem confronting all 

faxm ovners and farm managers* This is a goal that oannot be achieved 

and thfloi forgott«a« but it is a never ending process because of 

dianges in prices» productl(m methods« veatherf eocaiomie and social 

institutions, and changes in various other factors affecting the success 

of a faming operation. An effort must be mads each year to improve 

the operation of any fam business* In order to do this, a fam 

mana^r most be able to analyse his farming operation to detemine 

ifhere changes can be made so that a more profitable fam business results, 

It is important that he not only knoir where there were deviations in the 

farm plan from the actual results, but he must be able to give an ex* 

planetion for these deviations* 

Objectives 

The objectives of this study are to make an analysis of the 

farming operations on five fazming units by ccmparlng the estimated 

production, costs, prices, and InocBW irlth the actual resulta obtained 

in 1l9$7 azwl 1958 and to observe some factors affectii^ ths divergence 

of the actual results from those estimated* 



Method or Procedure 
& 

The data iiaed in this etudjr consists of the plans and the records 

of the actual results of operations on five farming units at the Ams 

Plantatitm* 

A brief history of the Aaes Plantation is presented including 

its locatimji how it was utilised prior to its availability to the 

University of Tennesseey and how it became available for use by the 

IMiversity of Tennessee. The history of the plantation is followed by 

a short discussion of the fam management project including the reasons 

for the initiation of the project and its specific objectives. 

A \ir±9t discussion is made concerning the actual planning of 

these five farms Included in this study including the reasons for the 

selection of the various enterprises. 

An e3q)lanation is given for the deviation between the estimated 

and actual results of each faming operation in 1957 and 1958. The 

deviation between the estimated and actual results which are discussed 

inolndes livestock numbers raised and sold^ crop acreage^ prices« income^ 

and eiqpenses. Included in this discussion is a corapariatm of the estimated 

and actual returns to investmmts and returns to managesoent and family 

labor on each fam in 1957 and 1958* 

Other factors affecting the actual results of the operations 9a 

each of the five fame are disouased. An analysis of the time of sale 

and itujceie frcn twine is made in which the oaeh receipts frcm the sale 

of swine at vairious times throughout the year is compared with the cash 

receipts that could have been obtained if sold at other times during 

ihe year« 
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A iM a«d« of eottoa ])vo^otion at tira lavala of tt«eh« 

anisatlcm in which the econoroio iBQ}Hcations of produoiag cotton at 

each l^yel of mechaniaatiosa are diseosaed* 

The method of financing used hjr the landlord and tenant is 

disoiuiBed* Special w&phasis is placed on the type of credit used hy the 

tenants* A disoueeion is also made cmceraing the tenant*landlord 

arrangement on each fam* Kajor em^iasis is placed on the extent to 

which the i^preement induces incentive on the part of the tenant^ based 

primarily ̂ the net returns to the tenant* 

There may be other faotors affecting the divergence of the actual 

from tlwi anticipated results^ howeverthe factoz^ indicated above appear 

to be the most pertinent. 



 
 �I 

CliAPTEE n 

HISTORICAL REVIEW 
' 1 

V M ) f i, >f, 

Looation and Pravtofua Oparation 

The Aims Plantation is looatsd in the Grettand>Loring-Memphis 

soil association area in West Tennessee in Fasrette and Hardenan 

ooontieSy about sixty niles east oT Memphis and ten miles north of 

the Tennessee-^iississii^ boundazy* The plantation consists of 

approximately 18^500 acres of land with overall dimensions of ten miles 

east to west and eight miles north and south. The property was purchased 

in tracts from time to time by the late Hobart Ames of North Easton^ 

Massachusetts, the first acquisition being made in 1903 and last in 

1937* Ris Plantation becmne available for use by the Ohiversity of 

Temessee College of Agriculture in 1950 upon the death of Mrs. Julia C, 

Ames. Her will stipulated that the plantation was to be made available 

to the University of Tennessee College of Agriculture and to be used foe* 

research and educational purposes*^ 

Mr* Ames* primary interest in buying the Ames Plantation was to 

use it for hunting purposes. 7rm the time of its purchase until the 

death of Mr. Ames in 19U5> end even until the death of Mrs. Ames, the 

^ohn Arthur Swing, Planning the Amea Plantation, (Harvard 
Universi^t Cambridge, Massachusetts, Juiw, 1956) p. 76. 



plantaticm vaji, £or all praotloal purpoaes^ a hunting praserva, with 

2 
ag]*ioultaral aotlTltiaa taking a seoondary rola* 

Tho main intaraet that Mr, Axm had in agriculture was Ixa 

raising heaf cattle* He became interested in the Ahex^en-Angus breed 

of beef cattle and developed sane of the better blood lines of this 

3 
breed in the United States* 

The ffisall twxant fame that were located on the plantation when 

it was purchased by Mr* Ames were not disturbed. However, he did insist 

that the tenants neither out any timber nor destroy any bird cover* In 

195U there were fifty-four tenants on the plantation operating a total 

of 1,321 acres of cropland. There were five tenant fame under ten 

acres in siae, and none of the faxms were larger than forty-nine acres 

(Table 1), Due to the fact that Mr* Ames did not want any timber to 

be destroyed, the tenants oould not expand their operations very much 

and had to survive on the amount of land that they already had or move 

off the pXantation, Aa a result of this policy followed by Mr. Ames, 

over half of the 18,500 acres on the plantation was scarcely used by 

the tenants whwa the University of Tennessee obtained the use of the 

plantation in 19^*^ 

with^ larger farms raised both crops and 

^Ibid., p* 76 
3•^Leigh Hugh Hammond, Income Bossibilities on Fams in the Cotton 

Belt of West Tennessee, (TImsIs, H* 5* University of Tennessee, Aug., 
1555) p. 22 

^Leon Dixon, Characteristics of Population and Tenant Farms on 
the Ames Plantation, (Unpublished Report, coll of Agrie*. itniv. of Tenn** 
1^5115 



TABIE I 

fiElAfION OF SIZE OF FAiM TO ACRES OF VARIOUS CROPS GROWN OH 
TENANT AND SHARECROPPER UNITS, AMES PUNTATION, 19$h 

^la« oi farmaicr 55 mmVi 
"W W TotsI Average' 

Under to to to to AU All 
Cropo 10 19 39 _ U9 Fame Fazne 

(Acres of Cropt) 

Gotten 5.2 9.0 11.7 22.2 66617.1 12.7 

mCom U*ft 10.0 lk.t 18.d 523 9.7 

Hay 1.0 2.3 1.5 1.3 75 l.b 

mSox^hm .1 1.2.9 .9 38 .7 

Total 5.2 IU.9 2li.9 3U.5 U3.2 1,322 2U.5 

There were 5fame nnder 10 acreei 15 fame telth 10 to 19 acmj 
Ub. farms with 20 to 29 acres; 16 fame with 30 to 39 acres, and 
U fame with Uo to U9 acres* 

'7 
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A few of the tenants with larger farms raised both crops and 

livestock^ but most of the tenants raised only cotton as their source 

of cash income« A total of 686 acres of cotton was grown on the 

plantation in with a range of 5*2 to 22*8 acres per farm or an 

SYerage of 12*7 acres* An average of ten bales of cotton per fare 

resulted in an average gross incGrae of about $1,700. Included in this 

$1,700 was $250 to $300 to be paid to the plantation for rent. 

Ihe MCond most toQwrtant crop produced on the plantation in 

19$U was com with a total of $2^ acres or an average of 9.7 acres per 

farm (Table 1). liost of the com produced was fed to livestock and 

used for family constoaption with vexy little being sold. 

Other crops produced on the plantation consisted of 75 acres of 

hay crops and 38 acres of sorghin (Table I). All of the hay and part 

of the sorghum was fad to livestock. Seme of the sorghum was used to 

make syrup both for sale and hose use* Pasture crops consisted primarily 

of native grasses and lespedesa. 

There were approximately 159 milk cows and 137 other cattle, 

mostly calves, owned ty the tenants and kept on the operating \mits in 

195h« The cattle were of mixed breeds axid, for the most part, poor in 

quality. The cows were kept to produce milk for family use, and the 

oalvas not needed as replacmBsnts were sold.^ A few tenmnte had a small 
conmeroial herd to raise and sell calves.^ 

>ld 

^Ibid., p. 6 

^Jchn Arthur Ewing, Op.Pit., p. 96 
7 
Leon Sixon,(^.Clt., p. 7 
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The 'Uoumts h&d a total of 607 hogs or an average of eight 

hogs per fans in 19$U* Host of the hogs produced vere used for hoae 

oonsumptionf hat seme of the tenants sold soroe fat hogs and a fev 
a 

pigs. 

The principal source of power on the tenant fame consisted of 

horses. A. total of II46 horses and males were owned h7 the tenants in 

19$h or an average of 2.7 per fa» (Table II). Ctaly six tenants 00 

the plantation used tractors as a source of power for farming in 1?5U. 

These tenants had a total of ei^ht tractors. No fame under twenty 

acres in sise had tractors. larger farms, consisting of thirty 

acres or more, had eevwi of the eif^t tractors on the plantation.^ 

Sevelopsent of the Farm Hanagenoat Project 

In view of the fact that approximately one-half of the total 

Ames Plantation was operated by tenants in '19$6f it was recognised that 

in order to improve the financial position of plantation as a whole 

it would be helpful to increase ttw productivity of these units* The 

University of Tennessee and the trustees under the will of Julia C. Ames 

made and entered into an agreement on the iBth day of March, 19^U which 

statedI 

It is the desire and intent of the Ames Trustees and the 
University of Tennessee to carry out the provisicms of Mrs. 
Julia C. Ames* will by using the trust fund provided In para 
graph seven of the Will for educational reseaarch and 
educational demonstration purposes consistent wi'Ui good sound 
management practices. 

®Ewlng, Op.Cit., p. 96 
^ixon, Op.Cit,, p. 9 
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TABLE n 

AHD NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK OWNED BT ALL TENANTS, 
¥ SHARECROPPERS, AND WAGE HANDS ON 

THE AMES PIANTATIGN IN 195U 

!. ' l it' I '^t-

Kind of Livestock Number 

Milk cow 1$9 

Other cAttle 137 

Brood Sent ^ 69 

Pi«» 373 

Hogi 165 

Workstoek lU6 

Total all Livestock 1,0U5 
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Three aajor objectirea were set forth in planning the faza 

man&geoent project. These obJectiTea were bs foUowei 

(1) To Increese the total proilnction on t«nant units* 

(2) To provide rental arrangemnta which would allow 

both the tenant and plantaticm to share in this 

increased production* 

(3) To work out the beat methods offinancing the needed 

adjuataents to attain a higher level of production. 

Although these objectives lulled to all of the farms on the 

plantaticm, more amphaais was placed upon the five fazns included in 

this stud^ as they were farmed more intensively than other tenant 

operated farms* 

Dr. Ihoaws J* Wiatley, Program Director of the Ames Plantaticm, 

assumed major responsibilities in planning the individual farms under 

thie project* Mr* R* J. Qoddard was employed by the University as 

supervisor for the fam management project, with special emphasis being 

placed on the five farms included in this stud^* 



OHAPTER HI 

MAKIWO THE PLANS FOR THE FIVE FARMS 

Th« first step in planning these five faxma was to eeleot the 

orops best suited to the available land resooroes^ depending vpon the 

eoet in produoing these crops^ the price reeeived, Md the produotion 

response obtained* The principle of placing continuous row erops or 

the highost valoed cash crops on the best soils such as Memphis^ Loring* 

sad Tigrett silt loans with slopes of not sore than $ per eent and 

cover crops tm the steeper land to prevent erosion was followed. The 

seloctim of the eash erops ai»i livestock enterprises whioh would give 

the greatest net returns In the short ran and require a low capital 

outlay were the baslo objeotives of the planning process. 

Cotton was selected as the first major crop since it is one of 

hlghsst valued orops grown in the area on a eiseable acreage. Since 

Ihese faxns were to eervt as eaperlawital unitSi it was decided that 

the cotton acreage should be etnllar to the average aoreags found an 

fazns in the surrounding areas. The naiber of tenante an the plantatim 

WM reduced doe to the tenante leaving the plantatdon to eoek woxk else* 

where. The cotton allotment on these units that had been vacated was 

reallocated to the remaining fanas. This made it possible to obtain the 

desired cotton acreage on each of the five expei^baental units. The 

amount of labor <m the individual units was also a factor in determining 

"Uie cotton aereage. 

Because of the arbitrazy restrloticne plaeed on ootton acreage 

and the unique ocmbinations of resourees on the Individual imitSf other 
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oropt had to ba emaldamkd. Tha final ox^;anisation of thaaa additional 

eropa took into conaideratlon the relationship betnaen snterprLsaa 

(eoi^titiviii, o<Hiiplimentazy, and supplementaz7)| prodttotlon response# 

the cost of production# and the price of the rarions crops# and the 

available resources aa each Individual faming unit* 

The next highest valued cash crop for x^lcdi there vas available 

land resources vas com* Since hogs were bringing approxLiaatelr llB*50 

per hundred veifi^t vhen the plans vsre made# it urns felt that producing 

otxrn and feeding it to hogs offered the second highest soume of inoorae 

with the quickest returns* Hog prices daring several proceeding years 

were studied and the conclusion was reached t^t fairly good returns 

could be obtained from swine produoticm# reoogaising the fact that there 

would be years i^n prices would be relativeiy low. Xt was noted that 

com and hogs would bs conplsmentary enterprisss and some com could bs 

hogged off which would result in a reduoed labor requirement* 

Soybeans were included in the plans for some of the fame because 

of the low labor requirement and the high rate of returns per hour of 

labor used* It was felt that soybean preduotion would not be too 

oonpetltlve to the other entez>prises and^ in the event of law prices 

being obtained for ootton end hogs# the income £rm soirbeans would oashi(^ 

this reduced incooMi* 

In addition to being desirable from the standpoint of a low 

capital outlay and quick returns on investments» the tenants were 

already familiar with com and cotton production and could do a battsl* 

job in producing these ert^ than they could if enterprises were used 
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with which i3mr mem not f«niliar. k low eopltal outlay and qulok 

roturna on invMtaMnts wore particularly desirable becattse of limita 

tions in the amount of capital available for initial iinrestaenta and 

for carrying out the various operaticms* 

Beef eattle and dairying were conaidered for all of the fame 

as was poultry (liying hens) and sheep on some of the farms* However^ 

cottonj, com« and hogs were selected on all of the farms eaEOi^ farm 

number X beoause of the relatively email capital outlay and quick 

returns on the investments* 

Since the Vest Tennessee Ejqperiaent Statim agreed to furnish 

thirty Bilk cows to be used in its bull testing px^grara^ a grade "A* 

dairy was established en Farm X« It was felt that the tenant could 

operate the dairy and at the sssw tins fsroduee some cotton, com, and 

hogs* 

Forage oonsumtng livestock and possibly other enterprises will 

be broui^t on to each of the farms in the future if the rate of returns 

is high enough* It was felt that it would be best not to overburden 

the tenants or make the farming operations too complex at the beginning 

but to gradually increase the intensity of the (^rations as the tenants 

gadn experience* 

It was recognised that a hig^ leval of management and tl^ Intro-

^brotiixi of new technology would be required on the tenant units if the 

proposed eystmas of faming were adiq>ted* The University of Tennessee 

employed Mr* R* J* Qoddard, who had previously worked as a fara managw> 

to supervise the tenants* In the early stages it was essential for him 

to provide guidance in various {dieses of the opemtions such as adjusting 
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pIsNTS and plantersi^ -raoolnatiag hoga^ and planning rationa* AI%vf 

tha first yaar not as eloaa avpervlsion aaa reqnirad and it vaa 

antioipatad that other faming units eouXd ba addad to this project* 

It was thou^t that aana indication could ba obtained as to how aasQr 

faraars could ba auparvisad hy a quallflad oan in this position. Tha 

axperiances gained here vilX be yaluable to tha Agricultural Extanaion 

Sarvlcay other goyarmwatal aganeiaa^ and professional fam aanagera 

in providi3ig alnilar servlcea to landloarda an<V'or tenants* 



CHAPfEt IT 

PXANS AHD OfmLfltm OS SACH OF THE IMTEHSIFE FABMXSQ HSITS 

Whflra thft areas vere seleoted for tiie fire Intensire fandng 

units^ Hmy vere In an wutovslopwl ooodltion with an^ of the lead 

in forest or in araall fields which were not adapted to aeChanieed 

agriealture* There were no fences, huildings, or aachinersr and 

equipnent of any substantial valae on any of the fame* Therefore, 

it was necessary to spend a eonsiderable amount of time and money in 

clearing land, constructing buildings, purchasing equipment, and making 

othwr impiroyeaents in order to get the fame ready for operation* 

Plans for a given year were made in the summer, usually August, 

of the preeeeding year. Soil taste made in IS$7 resulted in some changes 

in fertiliser rates applied to erope in 1958* Changes made in the plans 

beoause of other reasons will be discussed later in this chapter. 

Com, cotton, and hogs are the major enterpriaea cm all of the 

fame with the exception of Farm I, in which ease 'Uie major enberpriBe 

is a dairy unit (Table HI). Farm H eXio has a suppUmentaiy straw* 

berry enterprise. 

Theare are four different share*lea8e arrangements between the 

landlord and tenants among the five fame, with Farma II and V having 

the aame type of arrangement. It ̂ ould be pointed out that the oost 

of labor hired by the landlord to perfom work not directly affecting 

the tenant is paid by the landlord. This labor is used on road8,feneii:^ 

and primarily capital Imprcvements. 
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TABLE III 

THE TOT OP PARMBO OPERATION AND SHARE.LEASE ARRANGEME3IT ON 
IMTE?®IVS PARHING UNITS, AMES PUNTATION, 1957 AND 1958 

Type of 
Paining 
Operation 

Type of 
lease 

arrange 

ment 1/, 

F'aia I 
Dairy 
Cotton 
Com 

Landlordt 

1/2 of in-
ccmie and 
expenses 

Tenantt 
1/2 of in 
come and 
expenses 

Fyn ll" 
Cotton 

Com 

Hogs 
Strawberries 

Landlordt 

1/3 of in-
ecmie and 
expenses 

Tenants 

2/3 of all 
income and 
expenses 

Farm m "' !p^'iv"' ' 

Cotton 

Com 

Hogs 

Landlordt 

1/U of in-
cone and 
expenses 
from com 
and hogs 
1/3 of in-
cone aiKi 
expenses 

frnn cotton 

Tenants 

3/U of in 
come and 
expenses 
from com 
and hogs 
1/3 for 
cotton 

Cotton 

Com 
Hogs 

Landlordt 

l/h of op 
erating 
costs and 
Income 

Tmants 

3/U of op 
erating 
costs and 
income 

V'arm V 

Cotton 

Com 

Ho«8 

Landlordt 

l/3of op 
erating 
costs and 

income 

Tenants 
2/3 of op 
erating 
costs and 
income 

1/ Tenants furnished all of the labor, equipment, and fuel costs 
incurred in the faraing operations except for Farm I, in shloh 
ease these costs are divided equally between the landlord and 
tenant. 

I 
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Soil HMoaroes and Land Um 

Th» typa of soila found on all of the faims la very aijnilar* 

The laajor eoUa oonsiat of 20BN (MangAU.s silt loaat^ eroded nnihilating 

pha«e)» 20CP (Monplila eilty clay loaa^ severely eroded rolling jdiaae}* 

22BN (Loring ailt loam« eroded nndnlatlxxg phase)* 22CP (Loring ailty 

clay loan* severely eroded rolling phase), 352 (Gullied land, hilly* 

eroaion atabilised), and 37D (Gullied land* rolling* erosion active)* 

Other soils on the faxns in smaller amounts consists of 2 (Tigrett), 

3(Tigrett), U(Brienaburg)* SCDysv), 2231 (Loring silt loan* undulating 

phase), 2aiL (Henry silt loam), 30CP (Lexington silty clay losn* severely 

eroded rolling phase), 2<SKf (CaHowiy silt lom* eroded undulating phase)* 

and 350 (Gullied land* rolling* erosion stabilised). (See Appendix B 

for soil and land use nape cm each of tire fann) The total acreage of 

each land class cm each fam is ahoim in Table Z7« 

The principle of allocating the ecaree* best land to the most 

profitable crop ie followed with row orope* such as com and ootton 

produced cm Loring* Menphie* Briensburg* and Tigrett soils with less thea 

a 5 per e«mt slope* Because these eoils are hif^ly productive and there 

is lass risk of a crop failure, tfaaee crops will remain on these eoils 

over time. Temporary pasture consisting primarily of millet followed by 

oete w wheat is produced primarily m Memphis and Loring soils with a 

*3" slope end in seme places on elopes* The tmaporary pasture le 

located as near the bam and house as possible for added ocmvenienoe* 

The remaining cropland with a "C" slope or above ie placed in permanent 

pasture consisting {Mrlmarily of alfalfa, ladino clover, and orohardgswuBe 
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TABie If 

TOTAL ACRES OP THE DIFPEREKT lAHD CLASSES AND TOTAL ACRES 
OF GSOPLAHD AHD WOOTLAHD OH EACH IHTEJBIfE FAHMHIQ 

UNIT, AMES PLANTATION 

Land Class Fana I Faarm II Farm HI Farm IV Fam V 

I 165 1U8 103 70 112 

II 12 30 2 2115 

ni 60 66 3^ 15 67 

12 9S 0 0 Ih 

T 75 U3 58 111 1U3 

Total IPS32U 38U 211 . 357 

Cropland Aorsags 100 168 58 77 52 

Woodland Aoroago lUt 156 100 13U 265 
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while scsae pasture consists entirely of lespedeza. With the exception 

of Farm whore winter and stasBor ouppXeatentazy pasture if prodaeed 

on the same land^ there is little land on whloh two orops are prodnoed 

each year. There was no ssaU grain following com on any of the 

fams except for approximately twelve acres on Fam I. VEo winter 

cover crop follsiied cotton on any of the farms* The land on these 

fams will be cropped more intensively in the fntnre with the additicm 

of additional orops anchor livestock witerprises* 

Farm X 

Tsnare 

All wqwiases and Incooe^ except inecaw derived frcm cueton work 

end forestry voxk, are divided on an equal basis (Table III}* The 

forestry work and custca work are performed by the tenant and all odf 

the reeeipte fron these soorces go to the tenant* 

labor 

This fam is operated ty the tenant and hie family with a labor 

force equal to approximately 1*5 man equivalents* Additional labor 

was hired by the tenant for pioking cotton and performing nisoellaneoas 

work at a cost of $672 in 1557 and $28? In 1558• cost of labor 

hired by the landlord totalled $58 in 1957 and $221 in 1958. 

Operations on Fam I in 1957 

Crops* Crops prodaeed in 1957 consisted of ootton^ oom for 

grain and silage* oats* and pasture consisting of alfalfa and omhard* 

grass* fescue and Isdino clover* millet* and oate (Table V)* Com 
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TABIE 

ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL ACREAGE AND YIEIJ) lEH ACHE OP CROPS 
HIQDOCED (MJ PABM I, AMES PLANTATION, 195? AND 1958 

Acres" el4'^Aore icree l^ieli #er Acre 
Grope list. AcC» -Eiat* Act> 'Sst. Act* isat. Act 

Com (bottoRi) 10 26 60 bu« 1(0 bu* 21 26 60 55 
Com (hill) 12 16 UO 30•IN* mm mm 

Cotton 12 12 500# Uoo # 12 12 500 500 
Oftts 3U ho bu* (16)3/ (25) 50 30 
Hay 20 20 1 T, yu T. ssss 4IS«» 

Silage (com) 8 2 35 T, lU T. 8 15 lOT. 12T. 
Silage (com and cane) 8 12 15 X, 10 T. 13 12T. mm 

Feseue and ladino 9 9 OnuM Grass 9 9 Grass Grass 
Millet 8 6 Grass Grass 20 26 Grass Grass 
Oat pasture (39)V 29 Grass Grass — (31) Grass Grass 
Oats (seeded on le«p.)(28)J/ 21 Grass Grass ,(15) Grase Grass 
Alf. it Oreh.grass -m. 8 (lli)l/ (28) Grase Grass 
Oats folloidng oem -«• (13)1/ (16) Grase Grass 

()double sroppsd 
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AonMME* VM Aov»B gr»at«r ttatn plamMd in 19$7 beoavuNi a<uni 

land was clearad bafore planting tima than antioipated. Aa a raault 

of this inoraaaa In corn acraage« total com prodnotim was UUO 

bushels nora t^um estimated* Cotton produeed on twelve acres totalled 

1«200 pounds of lint less than estimated. It was decided not to seed 

thirty»four aeres of oats in the spring of 1957 as planned^ because of 

the eonpetiticm for labor in land olearingi establishing pastures^ 

fencingy and making other improvements* 

A new tenant was seleotsd for this fam in the fall of 1957 as 

a result of the death of the first tenant*s wife. With the remaining 

reepwiBibilitiee the new tenant had m the farm ha operated in ISSlt 

he oould only devote part of his time to the operation of the intensive 

unit in the latter part of 1957* The extra amount of work placed upon 

the new tenant prevented him from doing a good Job in harvestiisg the 

cotton idiioh wes a contributing factor in the low yield of cotton* 

Livestock* A total of thiiiy milk cows was furnished the datzy 

unit by the West Tennessee Agricultural Experiment Station at no oost 
10 

to the tenant or landlord (Table Vl). This enabled the Experiment 

Staticm to expand its bull testing program in dairying, since there was 

not enough land available mt the Station to keep all the dairy oows and 

heifers needed for this program. Since the University was helping out in 

this way, it was decided to estid»lish a grade "A* dairy* Milk sales were 

begun in late Atigaat, 1957# with a total of pounds sold ccnpared 

estlmatsd value of these cows has been trsatsd as an 
investment in fiirther discussions of this unit* 
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TABIE VI 

A COMPARISON 05? THE ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL LIVESTOCK NUMBERS OH 
FARM NUMBER I, AMES PLANTATION, 1957 AND 1958 

m: 
livestock Est. Act. Est* Act* 

Purchasest 
Milk cows 30 30 
Swine breeding stock h 

Salest 
Veal 

Swine 21 11 
Cows 1 

Heifers raised 13 17 18 
Sows on hand 12-31 3 3 U 
Boars on hand 12-31 1 1 1 
Other Hogs 12-31 21 26 
Workstook 12-31 2 2 



23 

vlth m ««tiact«d pounds. 

MYMtoek on hand Dooeiabor 31» and owned Jointly by 

the tenant and landlord eonaisted of four head of swine breeding 

atoek which were purchased during the year and 17 heifers raised 

which were valued at a total of $1,U87. In addition, there were 

two head of workatock owned by the tenant valued at $100 each* 

Capital Inveataents. Capital inveatawnts totalled $16,3$6 

In 1^57 compared with an estimated $11,079 (Table VII). This in 

crease in ifiveatments was due priaarily to increased investments in 

a dwelling, milking parlor, and investments not included in «ie plans, 

consisting of an implement ahed, silo, and loafing bam. 

IncoBw and Expenses. Total cash inocne plus feed and livestock 

increase totalled #6,588 ccmpared with so. estimated $7,658, or total 

income was #1,070 less than estimated (Figure 1). Crop receipts were 

#688 less ttum estimated because both cotton yield and grade were 

lower than anticipated. Mo income was realised from forestry work 

even thougii #200 cash income was anticipated from this souroe. Feed 

and livestock in inventory was #3yi less than estimated (Table Yin). 

This decrease in inventory was a result of feeding more silage than 

eaqieeted, and no oats were ran hand as anticipated since none were 

seeded as planned. On the other hand, livestock receipts were $lh2 

more than estimated as a result of the production of 7,760 pcmnds more 

milk than was estimated. 

Total oash and non-cash costs were #5,631 while these costs were 

estimated to 1m #5,5oU* Total cash costs wem #5,269 or #110 more than 

estimated, with fertiliser, fuel, labor, and equipment rental being the 
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Dollars 

16,000 

2,000 

% inventory increase 

^Non-cash 
Hi Cash 

(1) Income 

(2) Expense iii 

Dollars 

- 16,000 

2,000 

1? 

(2) 

8,000 U) 

i 
I(2) 

(I 

(2) 

12) -8,000 

4,000 4,000 

Estimate Actual Estimate Actual 
1957 1958 

Flgttrt Im A oonparlaon of th« astlmated and actual inoona 
and asqpeoaes on Fazn Amea Plantation* 1957 and 1956* 
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major Itoma of cash cost. These foar escpense items rep3:*e8ent a 

oambiiied total of i^roxinately I3>13^* Hon-eash costs totalled 

♦362 or I17 more than estimated. Althou^ capital Investments uere 

about 50 per cent higher than estimated^ a considerable amount of 

these investments were made In the latter part of 1957 and had a 

relatively rnnall depreciation cost* 

Ket cash income waa approximately |lj»200 compared with an 

estimated •$3<SUf or the oash loee waa 1836 more than eetimated. 

Net faim income was $95? in 1957 ocmpared with an estimated 

$2,15U or|1«197 less then estimated* Thie decrease in net income 

ernne about by having $726 leas oash inoomef $769 less feed and live* 

etoek in inventory^ and $127 more total oosta than eetimated* (See 

Table XXXI in Appendix A for detailed estimated and actual income 

and empense statement}* 

Operations en Farm I in 1958 

Crops* Crops produced in 1958 consisted of cotton, com for 

grain aiul eilage, oats for grain, and pastures consisting of alfalfa 

end orchard grass, fescue and ladino clover, millet, and oats* CSom 

produoed on foxiy-two acres, nine acres more than planned, totalled 

1,910 bushels or 170 bushels less than estimated (Table V)* Cotton 

produced <m twelve aores totalled 6,Q^8 pounds of lint cotton* 

Approximately sixty acres of temporary pasture and twenty aores of 

permanent pasture were established* The temporary pasture consisted of 

thirty-four acres of oats and twenty-six aores of millet, idilXe tfa« 

permanent pasture consisted of alfalfa and orchard grase* 
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Uveetock. A total of pooads of ailk were produced 

In 1959 compared with an ̂ ttmated 222^0CX) pounds* or total milk 

production was 146*751 pounds less than estimated* 

It was planned to hawe "ttie sows on this fant farjrowing ear]^ 

eaenj^ so that appxtsximately twenty-one hogs could be sold (Table 71)* 

However, farrowing was not accomplished as planned and resulted in the 

sale of cmly eleven hogs. The sale of -Uwse hogs plus one cow totalled 

$712 in oash receipts* Including cnie sow purchased for 1^7 and eighteen 

heifers raised in 1956* livestock inventories on Deeenber 31* 1956* 

consisted of four sows* one boar* twenty-six other hogs* thirty-five 

heifers* and two head of workstock with a total value of about $3*518* 

All livestock were owned jointly by the tenant and landlord except the 

two head of workstock and ten of the heifers with a total value of 

approximately $i450* all of which were owned by the tenant. 

Capital investments. Capital investments totalled $3«529 in 

1956 compared with an eatimated $1,853* or there were $1*676 more 

invMted than estimated (Table 711). It was anticipated that aome milk 

quota should be made during the fall of 1957* However* since only eight 

pounds of quota were made at this time* it was decided to puiroiiase 300 

pounds ef quota at a cost of $1*200 in February* 1958. By Oecendaer 31* 

1956* the difference in the prioe of quota and non-quota milk returned 

the <»riginal $1*200 plus an additional $252. Ho estimate iras made for 

investments including land clearing* dairy bam improvements* and 

Improvements in a loafing bam* implement shed* and bull pens* however* 

these actual ̂ qpenditures totalled II4QI* lBQ}rovements made on a dwelUng 
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wer« %yi hie^r than estimated* On the ether hand, maehiner3r and 

equipamt Invedtiumts were 1110 lees than estimated, and the in* 

vestment in a silo was $15 less than estimated* 

Inocae and axp<mises« Total oash income plus Inventorsr increases 

totalled $lU,52li In 1953 compared idth an estimated |12,197> or this 

income was $2,327 more than estimated (Figure 1)* This increase in 

income was brought about bj having $2,751 more feed and livestock in 

inventory while cash income was $1;2U less than estimated* This in 

crease in inventories was brought about because of several reasons* 

First, plans were made to feed all of the oats produced, however, hOO 

bushels were on hand and valued at $260* Second, a reduction in swine 

paroduetion resulted in an increase of $275 in the value of eoiti on hand* 

Third, an increase in the number and value of heifers raised resulted 

in an increase oi $2,130 in the value of heifers on hand* Fourth, more 

stflne were on hand Oeoemlw 31# 1958 than had been anticipated with an 

increase in value of $226* Fifth, it was anticipated that all straw 

would be used before the end of the year, however, eight tona were on 

hand with a total value of $80. On the other hmnd, the value of hay 

and ailage cm hand was $220 leas than estimated since more was fed than 

anticipated* Cash income was less 'Uian estimated because of three reasons* 

First, cash ineoae from crops was nine dollars less than eatimated because 

of a lower selling price for cotton than anticipatad* Snooadg livestock 

receipts were $315 less than eapected because of a deoreaae in milk 

production* Third, income from cuatcm work and forestry work was $108 

less than estimated* 
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Total cash and non<i^ash es^aias wara t9$k6l eootparad %rlth 

an aatlnatad or thaaa ttcpenaea vore 11^896 mora than antici« 

patad« Total cash oparatlng eoata wara $!,$!$ aora than eatiaatad 

baoansa of tiiiraa raaaona. ?tr8t« Inoraaaad eomf com siXagaji and 

pasture aeraaga rasxilted in higher axpanaas for fertilisar« aaad» and 

similar itans. Second, aora faads ware fad than antiolpatad, resulting 

in the pttsvhasa of additional feeds* Third, no estdaatas wara made for 

various expanse items including dairy hard iaproveaent association costs 

and road and building repair costs because thajr wara not anticipated or 

th^ wara difficult to estimate* Fertiliser, seed, labor, milk hawHwg 

and aquipnent rental wara the major items of cash cost, representing 

$5fU99 or approxiiULtely per cent of the total cash operating oosts* 

Non-cash easts were 1381 mora than estimated because capital Investmants 

were about two tiioM the amount estimated, xnsulting in increased 

depreciation costs* 

Nat cash inooma was $2,771 compared with an estimated $U,710, or 

net incase was $1,929 less than estimated* 

Net farm inooma was estimated to be $14,182 whereas actual 

income was $U,613 or $li31 aora than estimated* This increase in net 

fare income was brought about by having $2,751 more feed and livestock 

in inventory, $14214 less total cash Inooma, and $1,096 more total costs 

than estimated* (See Table XXXH in Appendix A for detailed estimated 

and actual inoosM and expense statement*} 

Farm II 

Tenors 

This farm is operated under a verbal ahare^lease arrangMisnt in 
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which th« t^wnt fornishM «11 of th« machi;:MZ7 and equlpaent^ fuel^ 

and labor^ and pays two-thirds of tha retoaining operating costs 

(Table in)« The lazKllord pays the remaining one-third of the operating 

costs* All income is divided on a one-third landlord and two-thirds 

tenant basis exeept for income derived from cattle custom vorkg and 

forestry work* all of which goes to the tenant* 

tabor 

All of the labor required for the fenalng operation in 1957 and 

1958 vas supplied br the tenant and his family with a labor force equal 

to approximately 3*2 man equivalents* 

Operations on Farm 11 in 195? 

Crops* Total com production amounted to 990 bushels or 190 

bushels more than estlmatedji because ten more aoree were produced than 

planned (Table 1X)« Cotton produced on thirty aoree amounted to approxlw 

mataly 22f2U3 pounds of lint which was about 1,200 pounds more than 

estimated* Soybeans were planted on twelve acres in 1957» however* none 

wee harveated because of unfavorable weather at harvest time* 

Livestock* A total of four sows was purehased In 1957 fur ̂ 85» 

and two ouU sows and three veal calves were sold for a total of l330« 

Ifo market hoi^ were sold because the sows did not farrow early enough 

for this to be acoonpllshed. Livestock on hand December 31« 1957# 

consisted of four sows and twenty-five other hogs with a total value of 

$89U» In addition* there were five milk cows owned by the tenant with 

a value of $5C0* 
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7ABI£ XX 

A COMPARISON OP THE ACmi ACREAGE AI© YIEUD OF CROPS 
PRDDUOED ON PABM n,AMES PLANTATION, 1957 AND 

1^ 

mr 
Icres Acre Acres Yield Per Acre 

Crope Est* Act. Esi. Act; Est, Act, "Est." Act, 

Com 20 30 UO ba. 33 bu« 30 60 Uo 50 

Cottoa 30 30 $00# 7103 # 30 liO 625 # 805# 

Cottomeed 30 30 770# 1262 # 30 llO 962 # 1161# 

Soybeaae 35 12 20 bu* — - mm -
— 

Strawberries mum •>«» «N|» 3 3 - -

Lespedeta 
Cattle Pasture .M. mm, «Mft mm 12 12 Grass Grass 

Hog Pasture 
mm mm(clover) mm mm 3 2 Grass Grass 
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Oaplt>l Intttitatnt. ]jti ordor to indicato tho In-vaataaat 

requtrad to earzy out a farming operation on farms similar to this 

<ms* the equipment rented is treated aa an investment and the rental 

cost is treated as depreciation on ̂ tis investment. This Investment 

totalled in 1957* In additicmf to $285 invested in sirine 

breeding stock* capital Investments totalled $5*682 compared with an 

estimated $U*97U (Table X}» This increase in investments was reflected 

in an increased investmmat in machinery and equipment. 

Incotae «id expenses. Total cash Income plus inventory increases 

totalled $10*6U5 in 1957 compared with an estimated $7fU98* or total 

income was $3*l5l more than estimated (Figure 2). Cash receipts were 

$2*626 higher than estimated which was due primarily to an increase in 

ootton production* the sale of two sows which was not included in the 

plaiM* and receipts from custom work even though n(me was anticipsted* 

fmd sad livestock inventories inoressed I32U more than estimated 

because of sn increase in the value of swine on hand (Table XI}. 

Total cash and non*>oa8h costs were $3*li71 compared with an 

Mtimated $3*313* Most of this Increase in costs was increased non-cash 

costs brought about investing $700 more than estimated in machinery 

and equipment* resulting in increased depreoiati^ costs. The ma;}or 

items of essh cost were fertilizer* ginning* end fuel* representing a 

total cost of $1*9514. 

Net cash incoae was $6*336 which wss $2*773 more than estimated. 

Met fazm income totalled $7»177* whereas* this inocaie wss esti-

suited to be $U*l85* This increase in net fazm inoosui was brought sbout 

by having $2*826 more cash income and $3214 more feed and livestock in 
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Dollars 
^ Inventory increase 

Dollars 

20,000 I Non-cosh 20,000 
I Cash 

(1) Income 

(2) Expense 

16,000 16,000 

12,000 12,000 

8,000 8,000 

4,000- -4,000 

Estimate Actual Estimote Actual 

1957 1958 

Flgun 2, A ooKparlMii of Mm «ttjaated and ftotual 
tnertM* mnd cxpsnsoa on fmm XI, fmn nantttlon, 1957 and 
1?S8. 
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lnY«ntoi7« vhll* total eapenaaa ware Il58 iBore than aatinatad* (Sea 

table XXXIIl in Appendix A for detailed estimated and actual income 

and expense statmaent.) 

Operations on Farm II in 19$8 

Crops, Since more land was eleared before planting tine than 

was anticipated and it was also felt that the tenant could grow acre 

corn than originally planned^ an additional thirty acres were added to 

the 1^58 crop* Because of the increased acreage and increase in yield 

of ten bushels per aore, total com production amounted to 3fOOO 

bushels or 1«800 bushels more than estimated, Ckttton acreage was also 

increased by ten acres because of an increase in allotment. An increase 

in yield of 180 pounds of lint per acre coupled with an increased eareage 

reeulted In a total yield of 32,213 pounds or 13,U60 pounds more than 

estimated (Table IX), 

Hrestock, Xdwestock eeles in 1958 consisted of thirty-seven hogs, 

including four sows, and three veal calves for a total of|2,172, It 

was thought that about fifty-three hogs could be sold since four sows 

and twenty-four other hoga were estimated to be on hand Jamary 1, 1958, 

However, the pig crop was not as large as anticipated which reduced the 

number of market hogs produced, Idvwitoek owned jointly by the tenant 

and landlord idiieh was on hand December 31, 1^58, consisted of thirty-

sevra hogs, including four sows, with a total value of $779* Also, the 

tmant owned five milk eows valued at $100 each or a total of $500, 
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Capital InTeatBienta. Capital inveataenta totalled $932 in 

1958 or thesa inveataenta were $271 leaa than eatinated (Table X)« 

The coat of inveataenta waa leaa than anticipated because of a lower 

coat for digging a well than waa ejected. 

Ineoiae and w^naea* Qroaa Inoone was 816,523 cosapared with an 

eatiiaated $9#83U* Total cash inoone was $6,262 more than eatiaated 

while the value of feed and liveatook in inventory inoreaaed $U27 aore 

than anticipated (Figure 2), Crops reoeipta were approximately $6,158 

higher than estimated booauae of an increase in the yield and selling 

prioe for cotton and the sale of com brought about inoreaaed acam 

production. On the other hand, receipts from forestry work and custom 

work were ipproxinately $259 less than estimated. The increase in 

value of feed and livestock on hand was brought about by an increase 

in corn inventories. 

Cross e:qp«ases for 1958 totalled $5,756 compared witti an estimated 

$It,3l5* This increase in costs case aboiat for several reasons. First, 

increased corn and cotton acreage resulted in higher crop costs. Second, 

after the plans wero made it was decided to sell the sows on hand 

purchase younger breeding stock. Third, road and building repair coats 

incurred were not anticipated. The aa;3or items of cash cost were 

fertiliser, seed and plants, poison, fuel, and road and building repairs, 

repreaeziting a combined total ooat of $3,891 or aoro than one*half of 

the total cash operating ooets. 

Met cash income waa $10,767 compared with an estimated $5,519 
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or tMs laeowi mu $5«2U6 nore than Mtlsated. fhla tnoreaso in 

net farm Ineono wu brought about by hailng $6^262. more cash Ittooae 

and $hZ7 more feed and liTestook in in-rentozy^ vhlle total ooate were 

llfUUl higher 'ttian estimated. (See Table XXXIV in Appendix A for 

detailed estimated and aottial incene and eaqoense statoaent*) 

Feia in 

Tenure 

With the enteption of machineiy and eqialpBumt« fuely and labor» 

all of which are furnished ly the tenant^ all expenses and inoosut are 

dirided m a one-fourth landlord wad three-fourths tenant basis for 

com and ho^ and a one-third landlord and two-thirds tenant basis for 

cotton (Table III)* All income from cattle» forestry- work« and oustcn 

work goes to the tenant* 

Labor 

A work force of a^roximately 1«U man equivalents composed of 

the t«aant and his family is available for useon this farm* Additional 

labor was hired by the tenant for picking ootton in 1957 at a cost of 

fl25* No labor was hired by the tenant or the landlord in 1958* 

OperatiOTS on Faia III in 1957 

Groge* Crops prodnoed in 1957 consisted of cotton^ com^ lespedeta 

for hay^ and ladino clover for pasture* Although only two acres less 

com were planted than plannedj^ total com production was 520 bushels less 

than estimated* This decrease in com prodaoticni la explained by the 

fact that the productive potential of the soils on which the oom was 



ho 

pdetMlae«d wm OTer-ttstlMtedf aa soil taets were not made tintll after 

the oom had been planted* Cotton produeed on thirteen acres yielded 

a total of 11^200 pounds or 1^520 pounds more than estimated (Table XIZ}» 

This inerease in cotton yield was brought about iMoaaae of better 

moisture conditions than anticipated and the tenant possessing greater 

skill in growing cotton than believed possible* 

The tenant was given the option of seeding four acres of oats 

and 16*5 acres of zyegrass for pasture* Because of a shortage of funds* 

the tenant decided he could not afford to seed these crops and they 

were left out of the 1$>57 operations* 

Livestock* Livestock sales in 1957 consisted of ninete«i hogs 

and three veal calves for a total cash inetne of $1*219 ocmpared with 

the estimated sale of twenty*one hogs and two veal calves for $795* 

This ittcresse in cash income was tbs result of a higher mazicet price f<xp 

hogs than anticipated* Livestock purchases consisted of three sows 

purchased in the fall of 1^56 for a total of $170* Two heifers wers not 

purohased as planned since the tensnt decided not to seed additional 

pasture* A total of sixteen pigs* four sows* fotir milk cows* axid four 

head of workstook were on hand December 31* 3957* with a total ralue 

of $1*231* The milk cows and workstoek valued at $800 were owned by the 

tenant* 

Capital investraents. In addition to $170 invested in swine breeding 

stock* capital investments totalled $1*189 in 1957 or $603 more than 

estimated (Table Zin)* Thia increase in investments was the reeult of 

investing $2U0 in land clearing even though none was anticipated and 

investing $500 more in machinery and e^i|aunit than estimated* while 

investments made in fmicing were $137 less ̂ an estimated* 
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TABI£ HI 

A COMPARI^S OF THE ESTIMATED AND ACOTAL ACREAGE AND YIELD PER 
ACRE OF CROPS PRaDOGED ON FARM HI, AMES PUNTATIOH, 

1^57 AND 1958 

1555" 
Acres YieWAi3re Acres Yield Per Arara 

Crops Est. Act, Pist. Act. Est, Act/a Est. Act. 

Corn 22 20 60 bUm Uo ba. 25 33 U2 bu. 51 bu. 

Oott<m 13 13 75b# 867# 15 15 625# 9690 

CottOMMd 13 13 7700 lk7^ 15 15 962# 1380# 

Hay (ls«p,) $ 2.5 1.5 T. 2 T. 5 6 1.5 T. 1 T. 

Oat Paattuni k m Grasa mm m - — •Nb 

Clorer Pasture 2 2 Graaa Grasa h U Grasa Grata 

l^cgrasa 16.5 - Grasa •m 

mLeapadasa Faatura 
- - - 32 (brasa Grasa 
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Income and expaasea. Gross incone or total oash Income plus 

increases In feed and livestock in inventory amounted to $6^106 

compared with estimated or gross ine<»ae was $825 moors than 

estimated (Figure 3)* Cash income from crops was $691 more then 

estimated because of an increase in "Uie yield and selling price of 

cotton* Xdvestock receipts increased HiSU for two reasons. Flmt^i 

hogs were sold at a hlc^er market price than antioipated* Seoond^ one 

more calf was sold thsn expected with a higher price obtained than 

estimated. On the other hand^ the value of feed and livestock on hand 

Deceniber yi, 1$$!, was $290 less than estimated (Table XIV). The 

value of livesteek m hand was $197 loss than estimated beoause fewer 

hogs were on hand than anticipated^ and no heifers were purchased as 

planned because of the tenants* decision not to seed additional pasture, 

"^he value of feed in Inventory decreased $93 because of a reduction In 

the amount of com on hand brought about by decreased com production. 

Gross expenses or cash and non<>ca8h expenses were $2,125 or $28 

less thsn estimated. Cash operating costs were $105 less thcffi estimated^ 

while non<>eash costs were $77 more than estimated. Gash operating costs 

were less than estimated because of a reduction in com and pasture acre* 

age which resulted in decreased production costs. The major items of 

cash cost w«re fertiliser and ginning with a 0(mibined total oost of 

1717* Noa«oa8h eoats were higher than estimated beoause of $2U0 invested 

in land clearing which was not anticipated and the investment of $500 

iMTt la maidiiaexy and equipment than antioipatedi resulting in hlj^r 

depreolatlOQ eosts* 

Het oash iaoome was $3t26l ocm^pared with an estimated $2,06l* 
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Dollars 

8,000 

Inventory increase 

^Non-cash 
H Cash 

Dollars 

8,000 

(1) Income 

(2) Expense 

6,000 

4,000 

(I 

iii 

(I) 
6,000 

- 4,000 

2,000-

(2 2 
(2 

- 2,000 

Estimate Actual Estimate Actual 

1957 1958 
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Hat fam tzieosBo totalled $3«98l or $853 mom than estisated* 

This inoiraase in net fam incme vas hroc^t about hy having $l»Xl5 

more oash ineoeef $28 less total oosts^ and a deerease in the value 

of invaitories on hand mounting to $2^« (See Table XXX7 in kp^maiSM 

A for detailed estimted and actual inoooie and expense statement*) 

Operations on Fana III in 1958 

Crops* Croi» pxtKiuoed in 1958 oonoiated of cotton, com, 

lespedesa for hay and pasture, and ladino clover for swine pasture 

(Table XII)* Totalcom productim was 1,660 bushels or approximately 

630 bushels moi^ thm estimated. This inerease in com yield was 

brotight about m increase of eight aeres in com acreage and an 

average Increase in yield of nine bushels per acre. Cotton produotim 

amounted to lU,830 pounds idileh was 5,^5 pounds more than estimated* 

An excellent stand of cotton was obtained which accounts for much of 

ths inc3?ease in yield over the estimated* In addition, more rainfall 

than expected and the residual affect of a higher fertillsaticm rate 

applied in 1957 had scbm effect upon the inoreased yield* 

Livestook* In an effort to increase ewine productim, four sows 

were purchased in 1958 for $152* However, the pig crop was smsllsr than 

sarpsoted and resulted in the sale of only twenty*>flv« hogs out of an 

estdmated forty»one for a total of $1,208. In addition, three veal 

calves were sold for approximately $100* Livestook on hand December 31, 

1958, ccuisisted of five sows, seventsen other hogs, four milk cows, and 

two wozkstoek for a total value of $1,056* The milk cows and workstock 

with a value of $600 were cwnsd by the tenas^* 
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Capital inyegt««nta, Aaida trm the 1152 Inveated in swine 

breediz^ sto<tk;« a total of $l|lt23 was inwested In capital iaprovenents 

oonpcred with an estlaated |1»553* or capital investaeats totalled 

$130 less than estiaated (fable XlIZ)* The aajor portlcKi of this 

deorease in Investaents was bronght about by mit Investing any of 

the $350 estimated for maehlnery and ecpzlpment idiile itrrestaents In 

buHdix^ totalled $22? aore than estlnated# 

Income and eaoeiMieB* Gross Income in lf5S was $7»75$ compared 

with an estimated $5>5ib3# or this income was $2,2l5 more than estimated 

(Figure 3)* Cash receipts were $1>S67 more and inrentories were $3U8 

more than estimated* Crop receipts were $2|»211 higher than estlnated^ 

while Hwestoek receipts were $135 lesSf and forestry W(»rk and custom 

work receipts were $209 less than ssUaatsd* An Ineresss In ths yield 

and sailing price for cotton accounts for most of ths Increass in crop 

reeslpta* Dsersased swlns productlcm with a decreass in swine sales 

brought about the decrease in livestock 2>ecelpt8* Zess forestry work 

was perfomsd by ths tsnant than antielpated, and no income was realized 

frcm custom work even thou^ $100 cash Incoas wiui sstimated from this 

source. The Increase in the value of inventories on hand was reflected 

in the increase in the smount of com (m hand brought about by Increassd 

com predaotlcn (Table ZI7)« 

Gross ezpensss ware $2^U50 or nlns dollars less than estimated* 

Noa-Msash costs were $37 less than sstimated^ while cash costs were $2@ 

more than estimated* Fertilizer, ginning^ and fuel were the major 

of oash cost, representing a total cost of $1;|271* 

]^t cash Income was $U,85l compared with an estimated $3«012* 
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The actual net farm Income was $^>306 while l^iis incone was 

estiiitted to bt l3«C^k« or net fam Incone was t2,2Zh more than 

estimated* This increase in net fans income was brought about by 

hawing |1«867 b<^ cash income» 83U8 more feed and Hwestook in 

inventozy, and nine dollars less total oosts than estimated. (See 

Table XXIVI in Appendix A for detailed estimated and actual inoeaui 

and expense etatsment.) 

Fans If 

Teaore 

In the share-lease arrangement on this farm -ttie tenant famishes 

all labor^ machinery and equipnent* and fuel« and paye three-fourthe 

of the remaining operating costs* The landlord*s share of expensM 

consists of these remaining operating expensee (Table III)* All incane 

is divided one-fourth for the landlord end three-fourthe for the tenant 

exempt for incoBM derived fremi cattle^ forestry woziCf and custom woii£« 

all of which goes to the tmmut. 

With the exception of labor hired for chopping and picking cotton^ 

an labor required m this farm in 19^7 and was fhmiiftied by the 

tenant and his family with a labor foree of appmximately 1.7 man 

cKiuivalents. 

Operations on Fam IV in '1S$7 

Crops. Crops produced in 1957 consisted of cotton* com* lespedesa 

for hay and seed* and ladino clever for swine pasture (Table Xf). 
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TABIS xr 

A CCSimRISON OF THl ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL ACREAGE AND YXEDD 
FEE ACHE OF CROPS PRODUCED OS PAIM IF, AMES PUSTATIOS 

1957 ASD 1958 

w 
Acres YleiUVAcrs Acres tisld/Acrs 

CroTW Est* Aet, Esi, Acts Bst, Act. Est, Act,̂  

Com 22 25 60 Im, 20 Bu, 25 2U liO Im, 32 tfu. 

Cotton 16,5 16,5 622i# 55# 16.5 16,5 62# 625# 

Cottonseod 16,5 16,5 957# 9li7# 16.5 16,5 962# 98# 

lespodeoii (hagr) h.$ J».5 i.5r 1,57 kS lt,5 1,5T 21 

Loapedeta (soed) 10,5 m 4St sk m s» • m 

Oats (swlns pasture) 2,5 2 Grass Grass m ss 
-

m 

Ladlno dorer 
(swIbs pastors) 2.5 2 Grass Grass h k Grass Grass 

Bsnttuda grass lii <*» Qnuts - lit 3it Grass Grass 

Vatsnfays « Leap* $ -
«» 3.5 3.5 - dS 

e» m mFescue and elover 5 

s» esmGarden & Truck Crops k 3 1 
- -
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Total com production Mioonted to 300 liushela which vaa 1^020 buahala 

loas than aotiaatad. Slnoa tha tanaat on this fam was about sixty* 

five years of age# It was decided that the planned com acreage was 

amre than he could handle# and the com acreage was reduced from 

tiranty-two to fIfteas acres* In addition# without the benefit of 

Infomatlim contained In soil tests wh«i the plans were nade# the 

productive potential of the soils on which the com was produced was 

over estinated* Total cotton production <m 16*5 acres was 9#175 or 

1#125 pooads less than estlaated. A considerable anount of this 

reduced cottos yield was likely due to physical limitations on the 

part of the tenant* About 10*5 acres of lespedesa were produced for 

seed} however# no seed was harvested because of the poor crop that 

was nade* Approximately fourteen acres of bemuda grass# five acres 

of lespedesa# and five acres of fescue and ladlno clover were not 

seeded ee planned beeause land clearing did not progress as anticipated* 

Id-vestock* Six tows were purchased In 1957 at a cost of $3l5* 

liivestook sales consisted of eevoi hogs# Including two cull sows# and 

one oalf for a total of IU13* It was estimated that fourteen hogs 

would be sold} however# hog aalea were reduced because of a small pig 

crop. Livestock oa hand Secenber 31> 1957* oonalstod of four sows# 

twenty-one pigs# and two milk cows for a total value of $826* The two 

allk cows were mmed by the tenant with an estimated value of llOO each* 

Capital investments* In addition to|3l5 Invested In swine breed 

ing stock# a total of $3#57U was Invested In capital lBQ>rovementa In 

1957 or|dl9 more than estimated (Table XVI), Even though no estimate 

was made for Inveatments in land clearing# $875 wras Invested In this 
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laprotremttnt. Oa the other handj^ inveetoents nade la fencing were 

»56 less than estinated* 

fnoCTW and e:ig)enies> Qroatt inoone anoiiated to $U«U76 eoapared 

with an estimated or gross inccTOe was $lj>067 less than 

estimated (Figure I4)* Total cash Income was|8ll less than estimatedi^' 

and the increase in inTentories was 4^256 less than estimated* Crop 

reeelpts were $513 less* llwestook reeeipts $52 lower, and oiiston work 

fluid forestry wozic receipts were $206 less than estimated* The decrease 

in crop receipts was the result of deorsflused eottcsi yields and no 

lespedeta seed sold aa planned* Keduced livestock receipts was the 

result of a reduction in hog production and sales* Th# decrease in the 

value of inventories was brou^^t about because less corn oa hand than 

estimated, reflecting the decreased com yield obtained In 195$ 

(Table XFII)* 

Gross expenses totalled $2,222 compared with an estimated $2,^32^ 

or gross expenses were $210 lees thm estimated* Total cash operatli^ 

costs were $397 less than estimated idiioh was due primarily to reduced 

com and pasture acreage* The major items of cfl«h cost were fertiliser, 

ginning, and labor, representing a total of $81|.3 or approximately forty-

six per cent of the totflil eaeh operating ooste* Non-cash oc^ts wsrs 

$187 higher than estimated because of depreciation coets on $875 invested 

in land clearing not included in the plans* 

Nit cash Income was $1,8314 which was $l4l5 less than estimated* 

Net farm income amounted to $2,251* which wflsi $857 less than esti 

mated* This decrease in net fflum income vaa brought about by having $811 

less cash ine(»ae, $256 Isss fesd and livestook in inventory, imd $210 
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-r '■ ■ 
■ r-' 

■ 'r-' ■ ■••• i 

' ' ■mm;Oallars Dallars 
I I Inventory decrease 

8,000 Inventory increase 8,000 

^3Nan-cosh 
m Cosh V 
(1) Income' 

(2) Expense
6,000 6,000 

(I) ■ ■ 

i
1 (I) (I) 

4,000- 4,000 

(2) 
(2) 

(2 (2) 
2,000- -2,000 

Estimate Actual Estimate Actual 

1957 1958 

fipofn tu A ccnpariion of tho estimated and actual 
incoBie and eaepenses on Faa« IF, Anes Plantation, 19$7 and 
1?58,'P • • 
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less total costs than eatiaatod. (See Table XXXVII in Appendix A 

for detailed eetinated and actual ineone and eapense statement.) 

Operations on Fam IV in 1958 

Crops. Crops produced in 1958 consisted of cotton^ eom« ladino 

elover> and oats for swine pasture^ and beromda grass for cattle pasture 

(Table Vf)» Total com production on twenty-four acres* including two 

acres hogged off* was approximately 770 bushels vhioh vss about 370 

bushels less than estimatsd. A reduotion in com aoreage of three 

acres and an arerage yield of sight bushels per acre less than estimated 

accounts for much of the deorssss in total production* A total of 

30*312 pounds of cotton was harvested in 1958 for an average of 625 

pounds per acre. 

livestock, mth the hogs escpeeted to be on hand January 1* 1958^ 

and six sows planned for pig productlm* it was estimatsd that sixty-

four hogs would bs sold. However* these plans were ohsnged end only 

three sows were maintained for pig production and only thirty-one hogs 

were sold. This ̂ crease in swine production cmie as a result of ths 

low yield of com asds in 1957 which prevented the production of hogs 

at ths level planned. Inoluded in the swine sold was two cull sows. 

CkiB Bov was purchased at a cost of $50. Livestock on hand December 31* 

1958* consisted of three sows* nineteen other hogs* ai»l one milk cow 

for a total value of $522. The milk cow* with an estimated value of 

$100* was owned by ths tenant with the remainder of the livestock owned 

jointly by the tenant and landlord. 
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Capital iirrtstatnta* In addition to th« $50 Inrostad in swina 

breeding stock, capital iznrestoents totalled $77 in 1^58 conpared with 

an estimated |16U (Table IVI). All of the l77 was invested in fencing 

idiieh was tlil3 more than estimated for this Investaent. Because of the 

reduction in^mmber of sowe maintained for pig production, farrowing 

houses, estimated to cost HOO, were not constructed as planned, 

Inetaae and expenses. Gross insane totalled ̂ ,178 eo^pared with 

an estimated $6,380, or gross Inocne was $2,202 less than estimated* 

Total cash receipts were |1,610 less than estimated, and the value of 

feed and livestock inventories decreased|333 eoa^ared with an estimated 

increase of $2$9$ or the value of feed and livestock inventories on hand 

was 1592 less Uiaa estimated. Livestock receipts were $1,287 iMs than 

estimated maln3;f because of reduced swine production. No ixiccaui was 

realised from custcai work and forestxy work even'^uc^ $U25 was 

estimated from these sources. The decrease in inventories was brought 

about by decreases in swine and ecra invoitories (Table XVII). On the 

other hand, crop receipts were $102 hi^er thma estimated because of a 

higher market price for lint cotton than anticipated. 

Gtots expenses totalled $1,772 in 195$ compared with an estimated 

$2,772, or these expenses ware $1,000 less than estimated. Cash OMts 

were $988 lower and non-cash costs were $12 less than estimated. The 

decrease in cash costs was pxlmarlly the result of reduced com acreage 

and hog production. The major items of cash cost were fertiliser, 

labor, and ginning, representing a combined total of $890. The decrease 

in nonocash costs resulted from not making an investment in farrowing 

houses as originally plaxmed, as depreciation costs were reduced when 

this investaent was not made. 
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8«t etuth IneoM was $3»010 which was $632 less than anticipatadU 

Net fam ino<me totalled $2^1406 oeapared with an eetlnated 

I3»^» or 1M> inecBM was |l«2o2 leae than estimated* This decrease 

in net income resulted frtm having |1»610 less cash ineorae» 1592 less 

feed and livestock in inventozy^ while total ezcpenses were llfCXX) leM 

than estimated* (See Tdble XXXVIII in Appendix A for detailed estimated 

and actual inoone and expense statement*) 
• • • I -

Farm 7 

Tenure 

In additian to furnishing all of the labor^ machinery and equip* 

mentf and fuely the tenant pays two*thirds of the remaining operating 

costs* and^landlord pays one*third of these remaining operating 

costs* All income is divided on a one*third landlord and tvo*thirds 

tenant basis except for income from cattle* forestry work* and cu8t(»i 

work* all of which goes to the tenant (Table HI)* 

Labor 

The available labor on thie farm consists of the tenant and his 

family with a labor force equal to approximately 2*3 man equivalents* 

Additional laboi' was hired the tenant to perform miaoollansous work 

in 1957 at a cost of IU25* Although no labor was hired in 1958* a 

cotton picker leased by the Ames Plantation was used for picking cotton 

at a cost of $5 psr hundred wei^t of lint* or a total cost of approxi* 

mately $5U7. 



Operations on farm Y In 1957 

Crops, Crops prodnoed In lj^57 ooasisted of cotton# com# milXst# 

fesctts# and ladino clover (Table X?XIl)« Com acreage vas fifteen acres 

nore than planned in 1957 because store land wa cleared before planting 

time than anticipated. Total oom produeticm amounted to 1#685 bushels 

men than estibnated because of the increased acreage and an average 

yield of thirty-one bushels per acm more than estimated. This increase 

in com yield per acre was brought about primarily because of more 

rainfall than esqpected and the tenant possessing a greater skill than 

esipeQted in growing com. Total cotton produced on twenty acres amounted 

to 12#7U5 pounds of lint eoi^ared with an estimated production of 10#000 

pounds. It was recognised that a considerable amount of labor wculd be 

needed to get this farm into operation. It was felt that 500 pounds of 

lint cotton per acre would be the most probable under these conditions* 

However# as indicated above# a cmsiderabls amount of labor was hired 

for various jobs which enabled the tenant to devote more time to tdis 

cotton crop than he would have otherwise# resulting in higher yields 

than sstimatsd. It should also bs kspt in mind that there was smpls 

rainfall which also oontributed to increased production, 

A total of eighteen acres of soorbeans were planted in 1957# howevsr# 

none was harvested because of unfavorable weather at harvest time* In 

addition# five acres of lespedesa and two acres of bermuda grass wsre 

not seeded as plannsd because Uui land on which these crops were to be 

placed was not cleared as anticipated. 
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TABD5 tmi 

A COtCARISON OP THE ESTIMATED AHD ACTUAL ACREAGE AND YIEIiD 
PER ACHE ON FARM V, AMES FUNTATION, 1957 AND 1958 

■•i 

K 
I 

Crops 
Acres * 

list. Act* list. 
lore 

Act. 
Acres 

'ilst. Act. 
iield Per Acrs 
"Est. Act. 

Cora 20 35 Uo bu. 71 bu. 35 65 U5 bu. 55 btt. 

Cotton 20 20 500# 637# 20 20 625# 617# 

Soybssns 20 18 15 bu. - 20 m 15 bu. -

l»0psdss4 $ m 15 Ti 20 m 1,5 T. 

Mi,list 2 3 Qzvae Grase 3 3 Grase Grass 

LadiiM Clover 5 h Orase Grass 5 U Grass Grass 

Native Bemoda 2 - Grass Grass • * as m 

Fescue & Ladlno 
Watenrays ss 5 m 

- 12 m Grase 
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jUjre#toek« A total of tmnty-tHo out of an eatinatad tvanty* 

four haga war* iold for a total of |1,150> end five bcmb vere porehaaad 

for ai^roxlraately lireBtock <m hand Deoenber 31^ I99t$ eonaiatad 

of tiianty*fiva iilga» fire 8oirei« one boar» and one ooir with a total 

value of|916« The eow was owned bgr the tenant and the remainder of 

the Hveatoek was owned jointly by the tojiant and landlord. 

Capital Ittvestmenta, In addition to tiie |2l*9 invested in swine 

breeding stoak^ $6,967 was invested in capital improvements eoaparad 

with an estimated $5*112 w these investments totalled 13*685 more than 

estimated (Table XIX}« No estimate was made for investments in land 

clearing and a dwelling totalling $3*165* Actual maohinezy and equipment 

investments were about $800 more than estlBated* However* investments 

made in fencing and a crib were $110 less than estimated. 

Income and expenses, Oross ineesHi was $6*7ii3 compared with an 

estimat^^ $7*l66« or this income was $1*575 niore than estimated (Figure 5)4 

Bteeeipts from livestock were $262 more than estimated* and the value of 

feed and livestock inventories was $1*892 more than expected. On the 

other hand* crop receipts were $U95 less than estimated* and receipts 

from forestry work and custom work were $8U less than estimated. Live 

stock receipts were higher than estimated because hogs were sold at a 

higher maxicet price than anticipated. An increase in the amCunt of sera 

on hand which was brought about becausa of increased acreage and yield 

per acre accounts for the increase in inventories (Tsble XX), Crop 

receipts were less than eatlmated becauae no income was realised from 

soybean tales as planned. 
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i . I^-1 , 
Dollars 
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(I) 
(I) 
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inoona and «3qp«uias on Fain V, Aaaa FlaiiUti<m> 1957 and 
1958. 

(2) 
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G2>08b totalLnl I3«982 vhareas thast ooatt vere 

establlshad to be or groee expenses were $823 more thm 

estimated. Oash <q»erating costs ware $398 more than estimated 

primarily because of lab<ar hired for performing miscellaneous work 

i4hich was not anticipated. The major iteraa of oash cost ware fertiliaer^ 

ginningt fuel, miscellaneous supplies» and labor totalling $lj»872* Non« 

oash costs were $1*25 higher than eapsoted because of increased invest* 

ments in machinery and equipment and isvastnenta in land clearing and 

a dwelling which were not anticlpatedji resulting in higher de|n>eoiatlQn 

eosta* 

Rat cash incame was $2,8o6 oompared with an estimated $3»52l. 

Net faxn inoone totalled $it«761 which was $752 more than estimated. 

This increase in net farm incoBui was brought about by having $1^892 more 

feed and lireatock in Inventoryj) while cash income was $317 lose and 

total costs $823 more than estimated. (See Table XXXH in Appendix A 

for detailed estimated and aotual Income ezwi expenae statement.) 

Operatione wa Farm V in 1^8 

Cropa. Crops produced in 1958 consisted of ootton« com* and 

millet and ladino clover for pasture (Table X7III}. When plans were made 

for 1958* It was estimated ̂ t thirty-five acres of com would be 

lurodaoed. However* because of the good Job the tenant did in growing 

com in 1957* it was decided to add thirty acres to the com crop* As 

a result of this increased acreage and an average yield of ten boahels 

per aere more than estiaatad* total oom pro<hLCtl(m was 2*000 bushele 

more than estimated. 
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i&ieladod in 'tti« plans for wsre twenty acres of soybeans^ 

tminiy acres of lespedeta^ and twelve acres of fescue and 

clover* Since the 1957 crop of soybeans was lost because of unfavorable 

veatherf it was decided not to seed the soybeans because of the risk 

involved* The lespedesa and fescue and ladino clover wex*e not seeded 

because the land on idiioh these orope were to be placed was not cleared 

early enough for this to be acc<»^lished. 

Livestock* A total of 8eventy*two hogs, inoluding five sotm, 

were sold in 1958 (eleven more than estiaated) for a total of 13,318. 

A larger pig crop than anticipated accounts for the Increase in the 

nuaber of swine sold. Livestock porchases consisted of six sows for 

a total cost of|306*. Plans were made to purchase twenty heifers in 

1^58* However, no heifers were purchased because pastures were not 

established as planned. There were si* sews and thirty-nine other hogs 

on hand December 31» 1958, with a total value of $926. In addition, the 

tenant owned one cow with an estimated value of $100. 

Capital investments. In addition to $306 invested in swine breed 

ing stock, capital investments totalled $2,12li in 1958 e<H^ared with an 

estiaated $1,950 (Table XIZ). Capital invest^nents were higher than 

estimated because of an investment made in a crib and increased invest 

ments in a dwelling* The crib was needed to 8toz*e the big com crop* 

IneoiBe and expenses. Gross iiwome in 1958 totalled $10,852 

Corapax^d with an estimated $10,533* or thie income amounted to $279 more 

than estimated (Figure 5). Crop receipts were ll,2lli higher than estimated, 

and livestock receipts were $1,305 more than <»tiaatod. On the other hand, 

the value of feed and livestock inventories was $2,2614 less than estimated. 
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«nd laeone frm euston vorte «ad forestry trork wmb three dollars las* 

l^um anticipated. Com sales brou|^t about by the Increased com 

production aoootmts for the increase in crop receipts. The Increase 

in livestock receipts resulted frcei the sale of more hogs with a 

higher market price than anticipated. The value of feed and livestock 

inventories vie less than estimated beoause none of the twenty heifers 

was purchased as plannedi and less com was on hand at the end of the 

year than expected because of increased swine production and com 

sales (Table XX). 

Gross expenses ceaounted to I5>i^l or these expenses were 1785 

less than estimated. Gash operating costs were|603 less than estimatedjp 

while non«oash costs were $18 hi(d»r than estimated. Cash costs were 

less than estimated because nme of the heifers were purchased as plamied. 

The major items of cash cost were fertiliser, girming, labor, supple««at^ 

and fuel, with a combined total cost of $2,U?2. Hon^cash costs were 

higher than estimated because of increased invesixaents in a dwelling 

whi<^ resulted in higher depreciation costs. 

Net cash inoome amounted to |6,UlO compared with an estimated 

♦3»06U. 

Net farm income wee $5«62l which was $l,06t( more than estimated. 

This increase in net farm inoewiw was brought about by having |2,5U3 B^ore 

cash inocxae and |785 less total oosts than estimated, while the value of 

feed and livestock in inventory was |2,26U less than estimated. (See 

Table ZL in Appendix A for detailed estimated and actual income and 

eaipei»e statement.) 



CHAFffiR V 

MEASURES OF SUCCESS 

In an affori to naasuxa t^o luoeeM of the fiTe farms inoludad 

in this stttdsr^ several methods of aeasurenent have bewa used. Eaoh 

of the methods used tells one speoifio Uxing about the success of these 

farms* Sone idea of the relative success or progress ean be obtained 

by the use of these methods* The methods used veref (1) returns to 

total investments^ (2)ivtums to addLtianal investments* (3)retunm 

to management and family labor* and (U) net farm income and net retunw 

per acre* There are other measures that could be used* but it is felt 

that those mentioned above are reliable and will indleate the euooess 

of eaoh farming operation* 

Returns to Total Inve8traeni4i 

The total estimated and actual inveetments are shoim in Table XXX* 

It ehould be pointed out that the value of land includea only the cropland* 

The woodland on eaoh faxm ia under the management of the forestry project 

and is not available to the tenant for use as a source of inecme* Hc»r<» 

ever* sane of the tenants do receive ineont for setting out trees and 

performing other work for the forestry project on a daily wage or contract 

basis* 

The returns cm investments were less than estimated for Fam I In 

1957 and Farm If in both 1957 and 195S» idille the rate of returns on 

investments was higher thui estimated for Fena I in 1958 and Fares II* 
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IXI« and V in both 1957 *nd 1956 (7«bl« XXn)« Betums on tnTeotoents 

vere loss than estiaated for Fam I in 1957 because net inoone was 

less than estiaated* Jjomr net inoosMi than estimated in both 1957 and 

1958 with hi^er investmwits than estimated in 1957 aoeoonts for the 

low rate of returns for Farm IV, Returns to investments were higher 

than estimated for Fam I in 1958 and Faxns II» III» and V in both 1957 

and 1958 because more net inccmie was realised than anticipated, 

Aeoording to the rate of returns on investments as shown in 

Table IXn« it can be said that all of the farms wars operated efficiently^ 

with exoeptim of Fam 1 in 1957* This is not to say that the farming 

operations could not be carried out more efficiently^ but using ths rate 

nomally charged on borxuwed funds ss a rainimiBB return for sfficlency 

of operation, the farms were operated efficiently. The low rate of 

returns on investments on Fam I in 1957 came about because it was 

necessary to invest a 0(mslderabls amount of capital in ordar to get the 

daixy into operation and because of ths fact that milk sales were not 

begun until fall. Assuming that the returns to investments on Fam I in 

1957 would raawln the same over time, it would be neoessazy to reduce 

total investmeate, increase total prodaeti<»i, or get oat of the farming 

business. In this ease, reduced investments or increased production 

would be neeessaxy in order to obtain a higher rate of returns on 

investmsnts. However, ss witness the 1958 rate of returns, the returns 

on Investments were higher in 1958. 

Returns on investments were hi^r in 1958 than in 1957 on each 

of the five farms. This increase in returns was the result of increased 

production brought about by increased acreage and/or because the tenants 
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TABU mx 

A COMPARISON OP THE ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL RATE OF R8?rURSS ON 
CAPITAL INVESTMENTS ON EACH INTENSIVE FAMING UNIT, 

AMES PLANTATION, 1957 AND 1958 1/ 

1^ai« Farm FaznTiir^ Fam Faxn ¥ 

Eat* Act* Eat, Act. itet. Act. test. Act, Eat, Act. 

1957 1.0 •fi,7 5.0 21.0 15.6 22,7 13.8 14,6 11,0 12.8 

1958 9.2 9.3 12.3 l»o.7 12.3 31.Jt 35.3 6.2 13.7 16.U 

2/ The8« ratea dstermlned dividing ths ntt inoon* Isqr th* total 
capital inveftmant. 
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w«re mora f«8iliar with the ̂ rationi m their respective fammi 

i^ioh resulted in increased effioienoy* In addition^ sane invest* 

nents were aade during the sxaoner or latter part of 1957 and did 

not eontrihute as auoh to increased production and ineone in 1957 

as in 1958. ka eaunple of this is land clearing which was performed 

in some instaneiw after the 1957 crops were planted^ and the land 

was not used for crop production, except infrequently for pasture, 

until 1958« In the case of Fam Z, the inerease in retume to 

investnents in 1958 was attributed arare to the fact that the dairy was 

in operation, or nilk was sold, throughout all of 1958 oonpared with 

roui^ily three in 1957* 

The average rate of return on capital investasmte for all fivs 

faras was 11.7 por cent in 1957 ecnpared with an estiaated 9«3 per 

cent, or the rate of return on investnents was 2.U per oent hii^r 

than eetjaated. In 1958, the average rate of return was 20,8 per oent 

ecnpared with an estinated 33.U per cent, or the rate of retTim was 

l»k psr cent higher than estiaatad* Thus, the rate of return on 

investaants was 9*12 per cent higher in 1958 than in 1957 oonpared with 

an estimated inerease of 1,69 per cent, 

Betums to Additional Investaants 

Sinca aacdi of 'toe land on which these five 'tenant faxns arw 

located was not used for agricultural production prior to 1957, and 

slnoe no capital investment in land was neoessazy for the initiatiom 
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of thia projeetf tha rata of ratuma on addad lnTeatisanta« or total 

inTeatoanta ainua tha ralua of tha land, la mora maaningful than tha 

rata of returat on total inveatoonta (Tabla XXIII), 

Tha dariation of tha actual fron tha aatinatad rata of ratuma 

on additional Ixiraatnanta waa brought about for tha aaaa raaaona glraa 

abora In tha discnxaalon of ratuma on total invaataants, Tha rata of 

return on addad inreatoanta on Fam I In ]^58 and Fama III and T la 

19^7 waa leas than aatlaatad^ vhlla tha rata of ratuma on total Invaat* 

nanta for thaaa fama in tha yaara stated was higher than aatinatad, 

Tha rata of return on addad Inreataeaits was higher than estimated for 

Fam V in 195® conparad with a lower rata of return than astlmatad whan 

including tha value of tha land in tha inrestnant, Tha rata of returns 

(m addad Inwastmmts for tha ramaindar of tha fame was either hi^ar 

or lowar^ than aatinatad as in tha case of the rate of returns to total 

invastaants. 

The avaraga rata of mtum on addad investaanta for tha five fama 

was 62,2 per cant in 1957 oonparad with an astlmatad 72,9 par eantjt or 

tha rata of return was 10,7 par oant lower 'Mian astlmatad, Tha awaraga 

rata of return on additional inyastnents made in 1958 was 66,2 par cent^ 

wharaaa» tha rata of return was astlmatad to be 14.8,2 par oant, or tha 

rate of return on additioaal inYastmaats in 1958 was 20 par oant hi|^r 

than astlmatad* 

Batums to Hanagamant and Family Labor 

Thora was a net loss in returns to mansgimmt and family labor 
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TABLE XXni 

A CQMPAHSOil OP THE 1ST2MATID AND ACTUAL RATE OP RETURNS CM 
ADDED INVESTMENTS IN EACH INTENSIVE FARMIHQ UNIT, AMES 

PLAHTATKai, 1^57 AND 2^58 y 

Faxn I Fana ii Fam in Fam IV Farm V 
]^8t« Act* ]^st. Act. Est. Act, feet. Act. Est. Act. 

1907 2.5 -5.6 17.1 68.7 265.0 202,li Ii8.8 13.6 30.8 25.9 

1958 20.6 17.7 38,7 122.6 7U.7 1U9.8 73.0 19.6 lilt.O 31.0 

y Th9»m rates deteiwined by dividing the net income hy the total 
investroente mime the value of the land« 
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on Faxw 17 in 1957 ond 1953* opemtiona on Farm X In 1958 and 

F«m n« III» and 7 in both 1957 and 1958 resulted in higher returns 

to management and f«ail;r labor than estimated (Table XXI7). The net 

loss in returns to management and faisily labor as indicated above was 

brought about because there were leas gross inoam»f higher total costSjp 

and inTestments were higher than anticipated* Although total costs 

were less than estimated and tlMre wu little variation between the 

estimated and actual investments on Fans 17 in 1957 and 1956# returns 

to managsoumt and family labor were less than estimated beoause less 

gross ittOOBW mas realised than expected# A higher gross income than 

estimated accounts for higher returns to management and family labor 

than anticipated on Fam X in 1958 and Farms XX# XXX# and V in 1957 

and 1958• The increase in gross income was more than t^e returns to 

■anagiswnt and faaily labor on Fams X and XX in 1957 and 1958 and Fam 

7 in 19$1$ while this increase was less than the returns to aanagOBent 

and family labor on Fam XXX in 1957 md 1958 and Fam 7 in 1958# Xn 

each instwace wherein the increase in gross receipts was higher than 

the returns to managment and fmnlly labor# total costs were higher than 

estimated* On the other hand# in each instance wherein the increase 

in &P08B Income was less than the returns to msnagement and family labori 

total costs were less than estimated* 

Het Income and Returns Acre 

The estimated and actual net inocsae with the landlord's and 

tenant's share on each fam is shown in Figure 6^ The landlord's share 
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of not Incone fr<Mi «U fivo famo totallod $6,373 in 1957 and $10,12? 

In 1958 coB^>apod iiith approxlaatoly $2^00 cash rant paid by too fivo 

tonanta in 1956. The average ino<me for each twiant above operating 

coata vaa approxtoately $2,539 in 1957 and $3»808 in 1958, vhereaa, 

thia ineoow vaa about $632 per tenant in 1956. 

The avera^ ineoae per aore above operating ooata iraa $38 in 

1S$7 coBipared with an estliaated $3li, whoreaa, thia ineonie was $51* per 

aere in 1958 eonpared with an eatinated $1*14.. The aotxuOL inoone per 

aore above operating costa on each fana in 1957 and 3958 wt a» followai 

Pam 1957 1958 

t $6 $30 

n 59 88 

m k2 56 

W 32 31* 

52 61 

ProB the ittfoaBati<m preaented above it would appear that Fai* n ia 

the noat effieiently operated. However, it ahould be pointed out that 

the tenant Pazn II had au^re labor available and had aore cotton 

acreage, which ia a hi(jii valued caah crop, than auy of the other 

When considering this income per acre per man equivalent available, a 

different picture ia presented. The average ineoM per acre above 

operating costa per man equivalent on each fam in 1957 aiwl 1958 waa aa 

followsf 

Pam 1957 1958 

I $1* $31* 

II 18 27 
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f9xm 1^57 1998 

HI 129 $39 

17 32 3k 

7 23 27 

0iiag thl» InocnMi per aom par man •quivalent as a aeaaura of auocoaaf 

7am 17 would ba the moat efficiently operated in X957 and F«m III in 

1958* 

. > "A;-



CHAPm VI 

TSSm AFFECIISG THE AmiMMEUT PUNNED QQAIS 

Maiicdting Stdiui 

B«eau8« of teason&l Tariatioa in awitui priees, it in 

lUKinnsazy that aa many mrliio tm poasibXa be eoXd daring the spring 

and sumner acmths when prloes are nozmaXly the highest. The peak 

in hog priees in 1956 o«ae in JuXy with the top price being 121.50 

per hnndredwelght. According to Vlgore 7f priees received for swine 

in Tennessee d>uring April through September were higher than the 

average price for the year while prices daring January throui^ Kareh 

and October through DeosmlMn> were less than the average price* It 

should be pointed out that the actual prices received for hogs en 

each fans were not used in the graphs presented in Figure 7# because 

hogs were not sold daring all of the months in 1958 and thus did 

not present suffieimt infomation necessary to construct these graphs* 

Ustead, the avenge price for hogs sold each month in Tezmessee in 

1958 was used with the time and percentage of swine sales on each fam 

Included in this study indicated the graph* Thsrefore« thMe is s 

slight variation in the actual prloes rsosived axxi prices usedi however* 

it appears that the data used is aeourate enough to suffice for this 

discussimi* 

As shown in Figure 7* spproximstsly 62i par osnt of the hogs sold 

en Farm I In 1958 were sold daring July wfasn prices ware highest* while 

about 27 per cent were sold In October and 9 par cent in DsceslNKr* 
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Th« 27 p«r e«nt sold in Oetobsr eotuilstsd of tiro son and ono pig* 

There vas little Tariatlon in the price of scsws during the period 

March throuf^ October although the price for sows in January^ fttovoMXY) 

NovenbsTt and Deoaaber was lower than tlM iremainder of the year* 

Apprcndmately 5 per cent of the hogs sold on Fani II vas sold in 

Junei 33 per cent in July wlMin prices were hi^est^ U3 per caat in 

January and February- when prices were below the airerage price for the 

year^ and 19 per oent in Septenber when prices were about e<iual to the 

average price* The price of market hogs in January was approxlauately 

9 per oent below the average price for the year and about 19 per oe»t 

below the top price in July* The price of market hoge in February was 

roughs U per cent below the average price* 

About b8 per cant of the swine sales made on Farm III in 1958 

were made during Aprils 8 per oent in Junsy and UU per oent in November* 

The April price for hogs vas about 2 per cent above the average for the 

year or about 8 per oent below the July price* Hog prices in June were 

approximately 2*5 per oent below the top price in July, while the 

Novffiflber price vas about 16 per oent below the July price, 6 per cent 

below the average price* 

On Fam IF, appxmimately 55 per oent of the hogs sold were sold 

in March, with prices sli^tly less than the average* The reaainder of 

the swine sold on Fam IV consisted of fourteen pigs sold in July at 

$12 each* Vlth the price of com at $1*51 per bushel in July and 

decreasing -to $1*11 in November, and market hogs selling for $17*80 per 

hundredwei^t in December when these hogs would probably be the right 
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wei^t to bring th« top market price^ it would have been profitable 

to purdiase eom and feed these hogs oat under good management* 

However, it was not known in July how muoh the prioe of com would 

decrease or what Uie selling prioe for market hogs would be Iqr the 

time the pigs would be ready to market. 

Approxifflately 32 per cent of swine sales on Farm V In 19^8 

was made idien prices were above the average for the year while about 

17 per oent was sold at approximately the average prioe, and around 

U3 per cent was sold when prices were below the average price for the 

year. 

From the standpoint of soiling at the time to get the highest 

cash inc<saef Fanur X and I? are the most desirable while Fam V is the 

least desirable. As iiuiicated previously, approximately 6k per cent 

of the swine sold m Fam X and per cent of the sales on Fsm XF 

were made in July when prices were highest, while no sales were mads 

on Fam V in either June or July taoaept for thxwe sows sold in Junm. 

Ckily liZ per cent of the market hogs sold(m Fam V was sold when prices 

were above the average for the year. 

Xt is reoognjjsed that it is scmietimes difficult to market as 

many hogs as desirable during the period ApzH through September. 

However, xmless the availability of feed or other factors make it more 

favorable to sell at times other than the period when prices are normally , 

the highwit, added income is possible by sellii% more hogs in the spring 

and sumer months. One of the major problems snoountsrsd in increasing 

swine sales during this period is getting the sows to farrow at the 

proper tim* Xf farrowing does not take pla^e at the proper time to 

mazicet the hogs wh«i prices am above average, the farmer has no 
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alternati79 but to sell the hogs as soon as they are fed to the top 

Market weight unless he has soae surplus low cost feed such as 

pasture idilch will enable him to delay topping out his hogs* at a 

relatiTely low added cost* until he can get a higher price* However* 

if the fazner has sons alternative use for this surplus feed* it is doubt 

ful if it would pay to delay the sale of his hogs* 

Cotton Production at Different Levels of Mechanisation 

The equlpRumt used on each of the five fazas Included in this 

ntxidy was essentially the same enoept for a cotton picker and equipnwat 

used for applying pre-eraerge and defoliate on Farm I* IV* and V in 1958* 

This equipment was leased ancV'or purohased by the plantation Bumagement 

and held in a special account for tenant use* The tenants tising this 

equipment paid a custom rate for its use* 

Net returns per acre of cotton produced in 1958 were higher on 

the farms where the cotton wae picked by head (Table XXV}* The yield 

per acre was higher on these fams and the grade of cotton was genereily 

higher. A portion of the decreased yields obtained on Fazms I* IV* 

and V can be attributed to the use of the mechanleal picker* Because 

the cotton picked by hand wae picked cleaner and as it matured*little 

cotton was lost as a result of it falling off the plants* On the 

other hand* cotton harvested Ibgr raechanical means could not be aocomplished 

until inmctically all of the bolls were mature* resulting in the loss of 

some of the early maturing bolls and/or a decrease in the grade and 

selling price because this early maturing cotton had became stained* 
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TABLE XXf 

COSTS AUD RETORKS IN PRODUCING AN ACRE OP COTTON DM EACH 
INTBHSIVE FARMING UNIT, AMES PLANTATION, 1958 

?ar»l Farm II It/ ' Fam V 
Item V 2/ 2/ V 

Receipts 
Lint 1153,^0 |27lt.30 ♦332,33 ♦198.66 ♦156,20
Cotton seed 18.50 31.4027.12 23.51 25.10 
Total receipts 172,00 301.42 363.73 222,17 211,30 

Cash Costs 
Seed 2,50 2,76 2,063,75 2,04 
Fertiliser planting time 10,75 10.75 10,75 10.75 10.75 
Side dress li,20 4.20 4,20 4.20 4,20 
Pre-oaerge 7,00 6,88 7.00■SMtee 

Poison 9.75 13,00 9.73 6.54 8,25 
Defoliate 7.50 7.39 7.50mmtm 

Picking cotton 25.2U mrnm m-mm 34,37 27.34
Tractor operating cost 1/ 5.91 5.39 6.43 19.49 5.85 
Ginning 12,09 18,20 21.65 34.54 i4.l44 
Sales cost 1,63 2.69 3.97 2,17 2,13
Total cash costs 86.57 57.98 59,49 98.37 89.52 

Non^Cash Costs 
Labor 11,30 83.80 100,10 11.05 8.75
Tractor (depr* & intst.) .30 .30 .30 .30 ,30
Land (interest & taxes) 6,00 6,00 6,00 6,00 6,00 
Total non»cash costs 17.60 90,10 106,40 17.35 15.05 

Total Cash and Non^aah Costs 10U,17 148.08 165.89 115.72 104.57 
Net returns above al?. costs 67.83 153.34 197.84 106.45 106.73 
Net returns to labor 79.13 237.14 297.94 U7.50 115.48 
Net retums/hr, of labor 3.50 1.41 1.49 5.31 6f^ 

2/ lav^l of mechanisation included euetan mechanical cotton picking 
— and chemical dedToliatlon and weed control^ 

^ 1/M level of mechanisation. Hand picking and hoeing* 

2/ Roral Reaearch Series Monograph No* 268> Estimated Costs and Retoms 
fron Major Enterprises, Tennessee, 1952* Adjustments made for 
changing eonditi<»is« 
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In addltlonj» th« notion picked by aeohanlcal means contained sore 

foreign satt«r than -Uw cotton picked lay hand vhioh also tended to 

reduce the quality of the cotton. 

Althouj^ the cash costs required to produce an acre of cotton 

was higher on the farss using a neohanioal picker^ total cash and 

non^sash costs were higher on the farms where cotton was picked by 

hand. Higher cash costs per acre on Faxss X, IV and 7 were brought 

about by custom rates paid for the use of the picker and equipment 

used in applying prensmerge and defoliate. Higher total costs tm 

Fazss U and III resulted from higher non-cash costs brought about 

primarily because the cotton on these farms was picked by hand, by 

family labor. 

The average cost in producing and the average net income from 

a 500 pouiKl bale of eottcn on Mich farm in 1?58 was as followst 

Faxm Cost Hst Income 

I llou 8 68 

n n 95 

ni 85 100 

IV 93 85 

t 85 86 

The cost in producing 500 pounds of eotton was higher on two of the 

three farms where the ootton was picked bF mechanical means than the 

cost on the two farms where ootton was picked by hand. The cost in 

producing 500 pounds was the same for two of the farms with different 

levels of meehaniaation. It is interesting to note that a higher net 

inoome was realised from the two farms with tlw low level of mechanization. 
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Ther« wa» a ranga of fourtaen to 101 aan^hours required 

to i^codaea 500 poianda of lint cotton maog the five farms (Table XXVI), 

The labor requirements on the three farms using a mechanical picker 

averaged approximately eighteen man-hours per 500 pounds of lint 

cotton produced ecmpared with an average of 103 man hours on the tvo 

farms where cotton was harvested by hand. There are two reasons i^ich 

account for most of the variation in labor requirements on these farms, 

Pirstf mechanical picking re<pired about cum man-hour per 50O pounds of 

lint cotton compared with approximately eighty-five man-hours when 

harvwited by hand. Second^ the use of inm-emerge reduced labor require 

ments for hoeing and chopping by about fifty per cent. 

The productivity of labor was much higher on the farm with a 

higher level of mechanisation. The average net returns per man-hour of 

labor were $5,31 on the farme with the high level of meohanisaticm oempared 

with $1,U5 per man-hotu* on the farms with a low level of mechanisaticm^ 

or the productivity of labor on the farms with a high level of mechanisa 

tion was appraximately three and oite-half times the productivity of 

labor ma the farms with a low level of mechanisation. 

Method of Financing Pperatlom 

The will Trustees cm the Ames Plantation set up a $30«000 revolving 

fund to be used in operating all of the tenant units on the plantation^ 

includin^s five farms included in this study. These funds are used 

for the plantation's share of capital items and operating expenses <m 

each farm and any funds that may be needed by the tenants for Hving 
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e3cp«a»«8f operating s^qpenset# and^ in sorae casee^ capital expensea* 

Capital provided for the tenants ftpom this revolving fund for living 

expensea will hereafter be referred to as "fnrnish," All capital 

famished the tenants for living nqammtm and capital borrwed for 

(grating acKpenses anc^/'or capital tnvestaents, is to be repaid to the 

revolving fond daring the year in which they are receivodj however^ 

if the tenant has saleable assets such as oottonf hogSf or o'Uier products 

to be soldi he way repay the borz'oired money in the early part of the 

suoceeding year, or wheiMver the prodaete am sold* 

As would be espeetedi the wajority of the furnish was generally 

wade during the spring and sawner months when operating costs were 

highest and Incone the lowest (Table 21711)• Howeveri an equal amount 

of furnish was wade each aonth on Fam I since expenses were more evenly 

distributed throughout the year on this fam thm on the other farms* 

This particular famish was an advance made to "Uxe toaant on each month*s 

inoooe from milk sales* 

The total amount of furnish provided each tenant in 1S$B was less 

than in 1957 except for the tenant on Farm I in which ease the total 

amount of furnish was higher in 1950* Furnish was lower in 1958 for all 

of the tenants wccept for the tenant on Fam I because the tenants had 

more capital available for living eapensee in 1958 ae a result of higher 

incase in 1957 than in 1956* In additioni tiie tenants had less capital 

inveatnenta in 1958 which enabled them to have more capital left for 

living esqpenses. 

If there are periods whwn the revolving fund is getting low and 

there is a possibility that the available funds may iMcoae exhaustedf 
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purchases may be made by the landlord with the pa;saient being deferred 

until income is available^ usually in the fall* With the exception 

of Fla» If in %ftiioh case the income vas dlst]:*ibuted more evenly 

throu^out the year in 1958, most of the income received by the 

lamUord uas received from September through December (Table XHTIII)* 

The tenants* income was characterized in the same way; however, sobm 

of the tenants received a greater proportion of th«Lr income prior 

to Safptember than did the landlord as a result of jneome received from 

custom work performed iov other tenants and work performed for the 

forestry project. 

Share-lease Arrangemmts 

Hot only was the objective in setting vip the five farms with 

varying share-lease arrangw&ents to determine which type of lease would 

best serve the purpose of increasing the returns to the Aiaes Plantatim, 

but also to increase the income and raise the standard of living for the 

tenants operating these farms. Iti additlcn, it was hoped that a share-

lease arrangan«Bt might be selected which could best be used hy land 

owners and tenants in other areas wilJi the same type of faming ̂ wratlOTS* 

In order to evaluate the aeconpllshnents of the individualfarms 

under a given share-lease arrangement, the ability of the tenant should 

be taken into consideration. It is difficult to determine to what 

extent the success of a faming operation is due to added incentive 

brought about by the type of share-lease arrangment imder which the 

fam la operated, or to what extent the success is due solely to the 

ability of the opemtor. 
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In selecting the type of share-lease arrangement that is 

best sxiited for t^e landlord^ the amount of capital InTestmente 

required and the returns per dollar invested must be considered, k 

landlord with limited capital resources might have to settle for 

lower investments with higher returns per dollar invested than would 

the plantation even though a higher investment with a lower rate of 

retxim would result in increased net income. 

There was considerable variation in the amount invested hy the 

landlord and tenants among the five farms because of differences in 

the ̂ are-lease arrangements« size* and type of farming operation 

(Table XXIZ). For example* investments made by the landlord on Fazn I* 

on which a daixy unit was the major enterprise* were higher than aoy 

of the other four farms and were two times the average investment on 

-these remaining farms on which cotton was the major enterprise. Although 

^e total investment made by the tenant im Farm I was higher than the 

total investment made by the -tenant on Farms III and IV* the tenants on 

Farms II and V each invested more than the tenant on Farm I. The ra-be 

of returns on investments made by the tenants was higher than the rate 

of return on investments made by the landlord m all farms except Farms 

I, IV, and V in 1957 and Farm IV in 1958. 

There were ninety-ei^t acres of cropland per man equivalent m 

Farm I ec^pared with thirty-eight acres on Farm II* sixty-five acres oa 

Farm III, forty-one acres on Farm IV, and forty acres on Farm V. 

Farm II, with the lowest acreage per man equivalent, had the highest 

net returns per acre for both the landlord and tenant, while Farm IV, 

the cmly farm with s one-fourth landlord and three-fourtiis tenant share-

lease arrangement, with (mly three acres more per man equivalent than 
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Farm n« had the loweat net income per acre in 1958 for both the 

landloird and tenant* 

It is interesting to note the results of operations on Fams II 

and V which have the aame type ot' share-lease arrangMient (Table III)* 

The acreage of crops per man equivalent was c^proadmately the same for 

both farms* Com acreage was about the same on each faxm while oottm 

aoreage was thirty and forty acres in both 1957 and 1958 respectively 

on Farm II with twenty acres on Farm V in both 1957 and 1958. There 

was approximately two times more swine sold on Farm V than on Farm II 

in 1958* With twenty acres more cropland in Farm II than in Farm V, 

net returns per acre were $30 for the landlord and $31 for ̂ e tenant 

on Farm n and $22 for the landlord and $13 for the tenant an Fazn V* 

Returns per acre were higher on Farm II than(m Faxm V because of a 

higher income from cotton sales brought about hy the increased cotton 

acreage* The difference in net income per acre in 1958 for the landlord 

and tenant on Farm V was greater than on Farm H because costs accruing 

to the tenant were only slightly higher on Farm II while total inoome 

for the tenant on Farm H was about $U«000 higher* 

Another interesting oonparison is the result of operations on 

Farms III and IV* The only difference in the slmre-lease arrangements 
I 

on these two farms is that inoome and expenses* except the cost of 

hired labor associated with cotton production, is divided one-third for 

the landlord and two-thirds for the tenant on Farm III and one-fourth 

for the landlord and three-fourths for the tenant on Faxm IV, The 

available labor was roughly the same on each faxm althou^ there was 
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iiscty-flTo aores of cropland per man ©qoivalent on Faia HI oonpartd 

with fort/'.iona acres on Fam If# Com acreage was eleven acres higher 

and cotton acreage was 1.5 acres less on Fana ni than Farm If# Net 

returns per acre was $20 for the tenant and landlord on Fam in 

in 1958 while these returns were $n for the landlord and a loss of 

jt2 per acre for the tenant on Fam IV# Although cotton acreage was 

less on Farm m than on Farm IV^ cotton receipts were higher on 

Fam m because of higher yields per acre# It would seem that the tenant 

on Fam If might try harder to produce a better emp of cotton than the 

tenant on Fam III since he inveeted a greater percentage of the total 

cost and received a greater percentage of the income# However, cotton 

yields on Fam If were about average while the yield on Fam III was 

considsrably above average. The increase in cotton yields on Fam III 

is explained in part by the fact that the tenant is superior in idiysical 

ability in that he is approximately fourteen years younger than the 

tenant on Fam If# Another factor which may have tended to decrease 

yields on Farm If was that, being older, the tenant may have fotmd it 

scBMnduit difficult to accept changes in faming methods in contrast to 

what he had been accustomed# 

Of the five faming operations, Fam I, with the tenant having 

a lower and the landlord a higher share than on of the other farms, 

was the fourth most profitable in terns of net returns per acre# The 

rate of returns for the landlord on Fam I was the lowest among the five 

fazms, while the rate of returns for the tenant was the third high^t. 

It is interesting to note that on Fam I, with the timant paying a «nMiiner 

percental of the expenses end receiving a amaller percentage of the 
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inooBB* than on any of tha other four farms, cotton yields aTerai^ad 

less per acre than on any of the other four farms. It may be that 

the t«iant did not have the incentive under the 8hare»lease arrangement 

on Farm X that the other tenants had, resulting in loser cotton yields* 

On Um other hand, it may be that the eosnpetitiaa for labor pzonrided 

by the dairy resulted in lower ootton yields* This is difficult to 

ascertain, but it is probable that if the fazning (^ration on Farm X 

were sjmilar to the other four farms, cotton yields would be hi^er* 

From the above discussion, there is no evidence to indicate that 

a higher than two-thirds share of the costs and income by the tenant 

increases the incentive on tlw part of^tenant* There is some 

evidence, however questionable, to indioate that a higher than one-half 

share of the em|>fimse8 and ineoae by Ihe te«iant may increase the imsentlve 

on the part of the tenant and result in increased net income* 

A Bevlew of Factors Affecting the Attaiment 

of Planned Goals 

The following disoussisn includes the major reasons for the 

deviations betwsma the estimated and actual perfomanoe on each fam in 

1957 and 1958* 

The selection of a new tenant in September, 1957* probably pre 

vented the attainment of various planned goals on Fam I in 1957* 

Beeause he had to harvest the crops on ttM farm he had left, the teaaai 

did not have sufficient time to do a good job of harvesting tiui erope 

in 1957* It was felt that these limitations placed upcm the tenant 

contributed to a low yield of cotton with a lower grade and selling prioe 
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than antieipatad* Total oash Ineone axid tnTentoxy inereaaaa aboYo 

all caah ooata in 1958 axoeaded the eatinated priaarLljr beeauae nora 

heifera vere raised aith a hi|^er Taloe iix&n eatiaated. 

The planned goal^ in teraa of imt cash inoonoji waa UEoeeded on 

Faxra H in 1957 and 1958 priaarily beoanae of higher cotton yields than 

antieipated. In addition to having a higher average yield per aore than 

eatinated^ an additimaal ten aorea added to the allotaent in 1958* The 

addition of these ten aorea to the 1958 cotton erop aoooonta for the 

major part of the increase in total producti<m in 1958* 

A higher yield of cotton than estimated in both 1957 and 1958 

on Fazm ZH ma bron^t aboat primarily bgr the skill in jxroducing cotton 

poaaesaed by the tenant* 

Lower total cotrn prodactiaa^ brought about as a result of leas 

acreage and slightly lower yields per acre than eiqwoted, accounts for 

the major part of the deviation of theeatimated fron the actual results 

on Fan# W in 1957. The returns to operations on Fam IV in 1958 ware 

leas than anticipated primarily because of reduced awlne sales* Since 

toe plans for 1958 were made out before the 1957 com crop waa harveatedji 

the estimated awlne sales were made en the baaia of a higher com yield 

than was actually obtained in 1957. As a result of the low com yield 

in 1957* awlne production waa reduced by approximately 50 per eent. 

Ket returns on Farm V in 1957 exoeeded the estimated net returns 

bacansa of an increase in cotton yields and an inoreaas in the value 

of eom en hamd which waa brought about by increased acreage and total 

production* The higher oottoc yield can be attributed to the favorable 

rainfall^ while the increased com acreage came about because more laxid 
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mm oIa«z«d bftfore planting tiaa than antieipated. The »tum« in 

1958 on Fara V vere higher than eatlmated beeaaee of com sales brought 

about by a change in plans in which the corn acreage was increased as 

a result of the ability of the tenant dmoestrated in growing com In 

1957» 

Various other aajor Itens aff«:ting the attaixment of planned 

goals which have been dlsotussed are the tine of marketing hogs, cotton 

|n>odaetion at different levels of mecAumlBatlonj, the method of financing 

the operations* and share-lease arrangeownts. 

It was found that a considerable number of the hogs were sold 

at times idien hog prices were well below ihe average price for the year* 

Unless the availability of feed or some other factor makes it more 

favorable to sell during periods of low prices* It seems that more hogs 

should be sold at times when prices are normally higher. 

The net inecne per bale of cotton la^ediieed la 1958 waa higher em 

the farms where eott<m was picked bf band than on the faxms where cotton 

was pleksd by mechanical means. However* because of the trai^endous 

difference la the amount of labor required In picking cotton by hand 

compared with picking with a mechanical picker* picking by hand is 

practical only If there Is ample labor available. If the cotton aereagi 

ie relatively small* It may be that picking cottcm by hand would be 

more eeeaoilcal than picking by meehanloal means. 

The policy followed in financing the operations consists of a 

revolving fund kept the landlord to finance his share of the opera* 

tions* with the tenant permitted to borrow money from this fund whenever 

needed. The tmant is to repay the loan during the year in whl^ It is 

borrowed* if possible. However* If the tenant does not have the mamj^ 
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bat has salsabls asssts sufficient to cover the loan^ he may z'epaj' 

the borrovred noaey tlw following year or whmever such saleB are made* 

In the event ̂ at the revolving ftxnd Is exhausted and additional 

pnrohases must be aade^ the landlord makes these purchases vito the 

payment being deferred until income is available* 

There Is little evldsnoe to Indicate variations in initiative 

of the tenants brought about the various shareolease arrangments* 

Bcmever^ there is sosm lndicati<m that a higher than one«>half ehare 

of the inoone and expenses rssulted in increased initiative* although 

there ie no indication that a higher than two«thlxds share of Incoee 

and expenses resulted in added Initiative. It should be pointed out^ 

however* that the tenant on the fazm with a three>fourths share wee 

about sixty-five years of age with i^^ieal limitations* Therefore* 

it was diffiexilt to detsrmins if a higher than two-thirds share of 

income and expenses resulted in increased initiative because of the 

limited ability of this tmant* 

A list of several of the changes in the planned and actual |! 
perfoxiusiee on each farm in 1^57 and 1958 is shown in Table IX3C. 1 

I 
Cotton acreage was higher lhan planned on Para II in 1958 aeW 

result of an increase in the allotment* 

,1
Higher cotton yields than estimated were obtained in five cajses* 

while lower yields than estimated were obtained in tluree cases. The 

average yield of lint cotton per acre was equal to the estimated yield 
''I 

in two casM. A more optlutum amount of rainfall in both 1957 and 1958 

than anticipated accounts for much of the incremse in yields. A eon-

sidsrabls amount of labor was hired on Paim V in 1957 idiich* in sons 

, 1 \ 
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lnsttne«ij» aiudoltd th« tenant to devote more time to producing cotton* 

It vas felt that changing tenants on ?«m I in 1957 influenced a lover 

yield of cotton since he vas faced with harvesting crops on the fam 

he had left in addition to Fazn and ae a result did not pick the 

cotton as cleanly as desired* Cotton yields on farm 17 vere reduced 

In 1957 heoause of i^sical limitations on the part of the tenant 

sime he vas about sixty-five years of age* The yield of cotton(m 

Fara V in 1958 vae not only lover than estimated for 1958* but it vas 

lover than the actual yield in 1957* This vas the oi»ly fam vito a 

lover yield in 1958 than in 1957* Althoui^ the yield of oott<m on 

this farm vas cmly slightly less than estimated in 1958* it is llksly 

that tlM use of a mschanleal pieksr eaussd sens of this deoreass in 

yield. 

A higher selling price for cotton than estimated vas obtained in 

eight oases* irtiils a lover price than estimated vae obtained la two oases* 

The higher prices received for cotttm vere brought about by higher average 

auurkei pzdces than vem esqpeoted* The lower prices reo^ved cane abotxt 

as a result of a lover grade of cotton produoed Uon anticipated* even 

with higher average market prices* 

Corn acmage was higher than estimated in mvm eaaee* while -Uiis 

acreage was lese than estimated in three cases. The Increases in com 

acreage were brotight about primarily because more land was cleared than 

aspeoted or it was felt t^t the tenant could grow more com than 

originally planmd. Lower com acreage than estimated was very sli£^ 

on Farm III in 1957 and Fam 17 in 1958* However* the decreased com 



102 

aereag« on Fam IV In X9$7 was substantial and came about because it 

was felt that the proposed acreage would be too much for %h» tenant 

considering hie age and physical capabilities* 

TIm average com yield per acre was higher than estimated in 

two eases and lower than estimated in six cases* More rainfall than 

espected and/or higher skill in growing com than believed possible 

was primarily responsible for the increased yields. An over-estimation 

of the productive potential of the soils on which the com was produced 

or less skill on the part of the tenant were the major factors responsible 

for lower com yields than estimated* Since Fame II and III had a 

higher yield than estimated in 1958 coapared with a lower yield than 

eetlmated in 1957# It seems probable that the tenants on these farms 

learned better production techniques from the supervision provided in 

the first years* operations* 

A larger pig crop than estimated was obtained in one case* while 

a nnaller pig crop than estimated vm obtained in five oases* 

The ntraber of hogs sold was higher than estimated in one case# 

whereas, fewer hogs than estimated were sold in seven oases* The in 

crease in the number of hogs sold on Farm V in 1958 came about because 

of a larger pig crop than estimated* In some of the Instances wherein 

the n\saber of hogs sold was less than estimated, this decrease was only 

slight* However, some of the sales were considerably less than antici 

pated and cane about because of a reduced pig crop, except for Farm IV 

in 1958* While there was a smaller pig crop on Farm IV in 1958, this 

reduction in hog production came about as a msult of a change in plans* 
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It wui neeesaary to re^e ii^a number of svine breeding atoek on hand 

and hog prodaction aa a vhole because of the loir yield of com made 

in 1957« 

More land was eleared than anticipated in three easea^ and leas 

land WB cleared than anticipated in two oases. The primasy reason for 

inereaaed land clearing was that land elMTing was eontinued later in 

the spring than aocpected because of less rainfall than anticipated. 

of the land idxlch was not clears as anticipated was land whioh 

was relatively low and remained too wet for clearing to be accomplished. 

Pasture acreage was larg^ than estHmated in two casss^ and this 

acireags was less than estimated in two oases. It was found that more 

pastum was needed for the dairy cows on Para I, especially winter 

supplementazy pasture, to reduce the amount of roughage and concentrates 

fed to this livestoek. Wild pasture was primarily used for all livestock, 

except for hogs, on Fam ni in 1957* Since the tenant had two head of 

workstock and four milk cows on a IJbaited amount of this pasture, the 

decision was made to seed some pasture in 19$B to keep this livestock in 

good ccmdltion. lower pasture acreage than estimated on Farm ni in 1S$7 

resulted from the decision made by the tenant not to seed additional 

pasture because he felt that he could not afford to do so for financial 

reasons. Bedtaced pasture acreage <m Farm IF in 1957 resulted from land 

clearing not progressing as planned. 

While there were various increases or deoreases in the income and 

expenses, thsre were sources of added income and losses Wbich were not 

fomeen wim the plans were made. Unforseen sales were made In two oases. 
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while there was a total crop loss in three oases. Unexpected com 

ealee resulted £rm increased com acreage and yield per aere on 

Parae II and V in 1958. No Income was realised frcai soybeans on Farms 

11 and F in 1957 because unfa^rable weather presented the harvesting 

of this crop* No income was realised from lespedasa groim for seed on 

Fam If in 1957 because of a crop failure* 

Oianges in the objectives of the landlord and tenant resulted 

in plans not carrisd out as planned in four eases* Ths decision was 

Buide not to sesd oats for grain as plaimsd on Fam 1 in 1957« since 

more time and effort was needed to make other ImproveHWBts whitdi se«a«t 

more iiqpQrtant to the success of the dairy ̂ ration* A change in plans 

on Fam HI in 1957 came about as a result of ths decision mads lay ths 

tmoant not to seed addltl<mal pasture because of oapital liaitations* 

It was ths opinion of the landlozxi that the planned com acreage on 

Farm If was too muoh for the tenant because of limitations in his 

physical ability and this aoreags was reduced* The decision was made 

by "^e landlord to incarease corn acreage on Fsm f in 1958 because of 

the good Job the tenant had done in producing com in 1957* 

More labor was hired thm estimated in four cases* while less 

labor was hired in one ease* and no labor was hired in one case even 

though it was anticipated additional labor would be needed* Inoreased 

labor requirements on Fam I in 1957 resulted from the selection of a 

new tenant for this fara* Additicstal labor was required on Fam If In 

1958 because of i^igrsioal limitaticms m the part of the temant* More 

labor was needed than expected in getting famf into operation in 19$7* 
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Sms labor ma raqa^mA than ••tb»at«d on Fam IH in 1?57 booaaaa 

of tha snporlor ability of the tenant in fawdng# whlla no labor 

was requlz^ in 1^^* 

"'/s-

»i[^ • llllAhtt* ''h • 
:( . 

'l- '^vV' ... . .... ' |-
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This study eonsisted of s oonparlson of tho plans and aotual 

porfomais»e of fiir« fams at tho JUws Plantation» Grand Junction^ 

Tennossoo. 

Tho most oat«B(m factor affeoting the attainment of planned 

income on each farm vas the devlatl<m of actual prices received for 

fam products sold from the prices anticipated. The factor idiioh 

had the greatest effect on tie attaiiment of planned income was the 

deviation in the estimated and actual total crop yielfbi. These 

deviations in the planned and aotual total crop yields were brou^t 

about by either higher or lower yields p«r acre than estimated and 

higher or lower crop aczH»ago than estimated. Seviations between the 

estimated and actual yields were affected most by the weather and 

ability of the tenants. There were various factors affecting the 

deviations between the estimated and actual crop acreage* The moat 

common factom affecting these deviations were the amount of land 

cleared before planting timey j^ysical and technical ability of the 

tenants# and changes in tiie objectives of thm landlord and tenants* 

A hi^er grade of cotton wi^ a higher selling price was 

obtained on the fame where eotton was picked by hand than when picked 

with a mechanical picker. However# there was a great variation in the 

amount of labor required to produce a $00 pound bale of cotton with an 

average of eighteen man-hours required idien picked with a meohanioal 
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picker and applying ehaaleaX weed control compared with ahont 103 

aan-honra when picked by hand and no chemical weed control used. 

Since a higher grade of cotton with a higher aelling price waa 

obtained whan picked by hand, it wotOd seem that picking cotton by 

hand would be practical if the acreage ie etaall azui sufficient labor 

is available for which «iere is no alternative use that is more pro 

ductive in terms of net incone. 

There was a considerable amount of variatien in the percentage 

of swine sold during periods with higher prices among the five fanas. 

Unless the availability of feed or other factors make it more favorable 

to sell hogs in periods when prices are low, an effort should be made 

to increase sales during the spring and summer months when prices are 

normally the highest, 

A revolving fund was used hy the landlord In financing his share 

of capital investments and operating expenses. The tmaants were furnished 

capital for living expenses and loaned capital for making investments or 

paying their share of the (^rating costs. Because of the level of 

supervision that is providad the tenants on the farms included in this 

study, it would seem that it would be easier for the landlord or the 

tenants to obtain credit than if this supervision were not available# 

Even if the landlord were not In a position to make loans to tmiants on 

his land, it would seen that a supervised farming program aimiiaii' to the 

five fams included in this study would make it easier for the tenants 

to secure loans from outside sources. 
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Prom tha :re8ult8 of the operations on these fire farms« with 

rarlous share-lease arrangoaentSf there is no indlcati<m that a 

hi|^r than two-thirds share of income and esipenses resulted in more 

initiatlTe and income* However* there was some iiKlioation that a two-

thirds share of inccaae and expenses did bring ̂ ut more initiative 

than a lower share* 

In comparison with the returns in 1956 before the present 

program was initiated, the operations on these farms in 1957 and 1958 

were much more successful for the landlord and tenants* The landlord*a 

share of net inecme from all five fanms totalled $6,373 in 1957 and 

$10,127 in 1958 ccmqpared with approximately $2,1)00 cash rent paid the 

landlord by the tenants in 1956* The average income for the tenants 

above operating expenses totalled $2,539 in 1957 and about $3,808 in 

1958 eonpared with an average of $632 in 1956* 

The increase in inooae to the landlord and these tenants was 

brought about by careful planning in which basic agrononie, animal 

science, and econcmic principles were followed and the neeessazy capital 

investments made to develop the farming (^rations* The employment of 

a farm supervisor was undovibtedly a major factor in the attaimsnt of 

the increased ineame* Therefore, it appears that careful planning and 

aupervlsion on tenant operated farms pays appreciable returns to both 

the landlord and tsnant for the efforts involved* 

'v: -
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TABLE XXXI 

A COMPARISON Gf THE LANDLORD*S AND TENANT*S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL IHCOIffi AND EXPENSE ON FARM NUMBER I 

AMSS PLANTATION, 1957 

LaHSor3^ ^ifenant foiai""" 
It«ra mr Act, "Ssi» ' Act*""' lEst, Act. 

Caah Inocnet 
CropsI 
Cotton 0 900 ♦ 700 0 900 0 701 01,800 ♦l,Uoi 
Cottonseed 231 96 231 97 ii62 193Total Crops 1,131 796 1,131 798 2,262 1,$9h

livestockt 
Milk 1,166 1,723 1,167 1,23U 2,333 2,U67
Calf (1) U U k 

Total Livestock lil66 1,237 1,167 1,238 2,333 2,li75 
mmForestry 200 200mm mm 

Total Cash Ineome 2,297 2,03lt 2,378 2,035 i4,795 1^,069
Inventory Increase 1,U31 1,197 1,U32 1,322 2,863 2,519
Total Cash Inocne & 
Inventozy Lacrease 3,728 3,231 3,930 3,357 7,658 6,588

Cash Escpofiseat 
CropsI 
Feartilizer 808 555 809 555 1,617 1,110 
Seed 78 3i»0339 78 679 156 
Olnnlng 72 72 11256 56 lljJe
lime 159 mm «»«* 159 
Cotton Picking mm eseie350 350 
Poison 35 U8 36 96 71
Cmblning and Silage 

harvesting 165 165 itimmm 330 
mmCotton Sals Charges 6 35 

Bailing hey mm80 60 160 
Total Crop Expenses 1,512 l,511i 1,082 3,026 1,973
LLvestooki 
Svlne Purchased 120 ^ - 120 mm- 2ltO 

Feedt 
Com 67 35 68 36 135 71 
Cottonseed Meal 36 39 36 ho 72 79 
Oats U8 97 
Soybeem Mesl 5U 53 107 
Tankage 6 6 mm 12 
Other feeds •«*«* mm23 23 h6 

Totol Feed 103 206 206 102loU 207 
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TABLE Zm (Coatlntttd) 133 

Landlord 'm 
Item Est. Act: list. Act, Est. 

Tet & Medicine $ hi $ U1 1 10 $ U 1 81 $ 82 
Milk Hauling 139 177 139 177 278 351 
Feed Qrlxiding 95 95 190•• eeme 

erne# •I*Other Hauling 100 9 109 
mmHealth Dept» Inso* «««* 9 •• 9 18 

mm mN»DHIA 20 20 10 
mm «mi»Electricity 39 36 75 

Salt & Minerals *«» 63 3 
Misc. Supplies ho 68 lo 59 80 127 
Total livestock hZ2 780 121 812677 1,157 
Misoellaaeofast 
Fuel 200 190 200 189 loo 379 
Equipment Rental ^ ' 325 158 325 158 650 916 
Equipment Rinpaire 100 100 200mm mm 4NHM 

mm mm eMElact3Picity 20 20 10 
-M. mmmmTires & ̂^ubes 37 yt 71 

mm- mmTelephone 11 21 32 
mm mmLabor 58 322 380 

mmHead & Bldg, Repairs 50 50mm mm 

mm^ mmOther Repairs h u 8 
Total Miscellaneous 6U5 8o8 615 1,031 1,290 1,839 
Total Cash Costs 2,579 2,179 2,580 2,790 5,159 5,269 
Total Non Cash Costs 291 318 51 11 315 362 

Total Cash & Ron Cash Costs 2,870 2,872 2,631 2,801 5,501 5,631 
Met Cash Income •282 -41+1 •82 -756 -361 -1,200
Net Farm Inocoie y 8^8 lol 1,296 553 2,151 957

 y" Poes not takd Into acaotmt the value of family labor* 

\ 
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TABLE mn 

A CC»IPARISOM OP THE LAHDIORD'S AND TMANT*S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EXPENSES ON FAKM JTOMBES 1, 

AMES PLANTATION, 1958 

Teriant TOT 
Act« Bst, Act. TbU Act. 

Oaah Incomet 
CropsI 
Cotton I 900 t 921 t 900 8 921 81,800 81,81*2 
Cottonseed 138 111 138 112 276 223 
Total crops 1,038 1,032 1,038 1,033 2,076 2,065 

Livestock & Livestock 
products 

Milk ktWiO U,278 liiUiO 1*,278 8,880 8,556 
Cow WMSt w»w»53 53 106 
Swine 3U6 303 3033U7 693 606 

Total LLvratoek U,786 U,631} U,787 U,63i* 9,573 9,268 
Hiseellaneotts Discounts 1 I 2 
Custom Work 90 90 
Forestry 200 200 
Total Cash Income 5,823 5,667 6,025 5,758 11,81*9 11,1*25 

Inventory Increase 236 1,1*87 112 1,612 3U8 3,099 
Total Cash Income tt 
Inventory Increase 6,060 7,15U 6,137 7,370 12,197 ll*,52l* 

Cash Esqpensesi 
Crc^sJ 
Pertiliser 9Uo 1,207 939 79U 1,879 2,001 
Seed 196195 337 337 391 671* 
Ginning & Sales Charges 6U 82 81i 82 168 161* 
Poison, Processing tt 
Defoliats kB 98 1*8 97 96 195 

Cotton Picking St Other 
Labor 221 225 287 225 508 

Ck^bine 137 mm338 275 
Total Crops 1,UqU l,9hS 1,630 1,597 3,031* 3,51*2 
Livestockt 
Swine Purchased 28 mm29 57 

Feed} 
Oats tt Hay 75 75 150mm mm 

mm mmCom 105 101* 209 
mmSupplement 86 88 176mm 
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TABUS xxm (Conttmwd) 

Landlord I'enant 
Item TSet. Aci!/» Est, Act. 

Sojrbean Meal 1 127 8 ̂  ♦ 127
Tankage 7k 10 117U 
Cottonseed Meal 252 1U3 252 II42 
O^er feeds 3U 35 

Total Feed 326 $62 326 583 
Vet & Medicine 93 k9 92 k9 
Hauling mm19 Hi 
D.H.I.A, mm71 71 
Milk Hauling 721 571 722 572 
Electricity 167 166«»«IS 

MLse. Daixy Supplies 2ii2ns 175 207 
liTsstook Sal Expense 6mm 7 
Salt &. Minerals 20 20mm 

Total Uvestoek 1#335 1,736 1,335 1,697 
Miseellansoust 
Tractor Fuel 200 185 200 ' 185 
Equip. Rental U30 363 U30 363 
Equip, Bepalr 88 6095 87 
Teleidions 27 63 
Road & Bldg. Repairs mm mm169 
Interest mm mm 1U9 
Total Misc. 718 839 717 8U0 
Total Cash CkMt 3*ii57 li,520 3,682 U,13li 
Total Non^Gash Costs 373 766 53 la 

Total Cash &. Bon<»Cash Costs 3«830 5,286 3,735 U,175 
Net Gash Inccme 2,367 l,lit8 2,3li3 1,623
Net Fam Inccme ]/ 2,230 1,868 2,U02 3,195 

3/ Does not take into aeeoont the valxxe of family labor. 

Est. 

$ -
lli8 
50U 
mm 

652 
185 

mm 

l,liU3 
mm 

350 

Uo 
2,670 

liOO 
860 
175 

«Mm 

l,li35 
7,139 

li26 
7,565 
U,710 
U,632 

Total 
Act. 

1 251i 
21 
285 
69 

1,165 
98 
33 

lli2 
l,lli2 
333 
yi9 
13 

3,li33 

370 
726 
175 
90 
169 
lli9 

1,679 
8,65U 
807 

9,li6l 
2,771 
5,063 

V. 
i. 
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TABLE mm 

A COMPARISON OF THE UNDLORD'S AND TENANT*S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EIPENSE ON FARM NUMBER U, 

AMES PUHTATICW, 1^57 

Landlord Tenant Total 
It«ni Sst. Act* lai. Act# list. Act# 

Caah Znccmet 
Cropsi 
Cotton 11,500 $2,262 $3,000 $U,52U $U,5oo $6,786 
Cottonseed 200 303 l4iiO 605 660 908 
Soybeans 250 500 750mm •• mm 

Total Crops 1*970 2,565 3,9ltO 5,129 5,910 7,691* 
livestock* 
Hogs kl 93 li*0mm 

mrntVeal mm i)8 190 1*8 190 
mmTotal livestook hi ha 283 1*8 330 
see* mmForestry U70 661 1*70 661 

Custom work mm 220 mm 220mm 

Cotton Picking 350 350mm mm •• 

Total Cash Ineooe 1*970 2,612 U,U58 6,6U3 6,1<28 9,255 
Inventory Increase 373 506 1*697 888 1,070 1.391* 
Total Cash & Non Cash 
Income 2,3U3 3,118 5,155 7,531 7,1*98 10,61*9 

Gash Biqp4msesi 
Crops* 
Fertiliser 330 280 659 559 989 839 
Seed 62 51 123 103 185 151* 
Ginning 120 131 2liO 263 360 39U 
Poison 120 51 3li0 103 360 151* 
Cotton Sale Charges mm 27 mm 53 80mm 

mm ••Combine 60 120 180 
Total Crops 692 5U0 1,382 1,081 2,07U 1,621 

mm «« mmLiveatoeki Heifer purchase 60 60 
Swine purchased 53 95 107 190 160 285 
Tankage 22 20 iti* Uo 66 60 

7 5 13 25Vet & Medicine 10 20 
Hauling h Auction fees 7 1 23 2 20 3 

SIMI* mm mmCom 67 13U 201 
*ee mm •eemSoybesn Meal 19 38 57 

Total Livestock 89 207 UlU 326 621237 
SOseellansoust 
Fuel mm mm 300 325 300 325 

mm mmfreight Expense 75 112 75 112 
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TABIS mnz(Contina«d) 

sssssBosam 
Landlord Tenant I'otal 

Itcn Eat* Act. Est. Act. Est. Act. 

Equipment Repairs $ — 1 - 1 150 1 56 $ 150 j1 56 
Road & Bldg* Repairs 15 15 
Interest (Carrying charges) — — 169 •* 169 
Total Mi80ellaneo^l8 15 525 662 525 677 
Total Cash Costs 762 2,310^ 2,157781 2,925 2,919 
Total Non-Cash Costs U2 12 3U6 5Uo 388 552 
Net Cash Incoas 1,150 1,8^0 2,373 U,U25 3*563 6*336 
Net Fam Income 1,520 2,3hh 2,665 U,833 U,1B5 7,177 
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TABLE XXXI? 

A COMPAHISOM Cffl* THE LANDLORD*S AND-TBNANT*S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EXIBNSES ON FARM II, AMES PLANTATION, 

1958 

Itan 

Cash Income< 
Crops1 
Cotton 
Com 
Cottonseed 

Total Cropst 
Livestockt 
Hogs 
Veal calves 

Total Idvestoclc 
Forestry Work 
Custom Work 
Total Cash Inoone 
Inventozy Increase 
Total Cash Xnccme & 

Inventory Increase 
Cash Expansest 
Cropst 
Fertiliser 
Seed 
Ginning 
Cotton Sales Charges 
Poison 

Total Crop Expenses 
livestockt 

Swine Purchased 
Sojrhean Heal 
Tankage 
Sui^lsment 
Vet it Medicine 
Com 
Auction Feed ̂ Hauling 

Total Livestock Expense 
Miscellaneoust 
Fuel 
Repairs it Snail Equip. 
Interest 

Landlord Tenant Total 
Est. Act. Est. Act. 

81,873 $3,657 $3,752 $7,325 $5,626 $10,972 
197 393 590 

288 362 576 723 m 1,085 
2,161 U,216 U,328 8,1*31 6,1*89 12,61*7 

583 705 1,166 1,317 1,71*9 2,022 
mm «M» 60 150 60 150 
583 705 1,226 1,1*67 1,809 2,172 

•• 500 279 500 279 
1*00 362 1*00 362 

2,7liU U,921 6,U51* 10,539 9,2SQ 15,1*60 
212 353 h2k 710 636 1,063 

2,956 5,271* 6,878 n,2l*9 9,831* 16,523 

376 398 752 796 1,128 1,191* 
211 no 1*22 218 633 328 
175 21*3 350 UB5 525 728 
•• U6 «MS» 91 mm 137 
90 107 160 1*13 21*0 520 
8U2 901* 1,681* 2,003 2,526 2,907 

eeee —1*7 95 11*2 
27 53 80aeea mm 

loU 28 210 55 311* 83 
101 203 301* 

19 23 38 1*7 57 70 
51 103 l^il* 

36 28 70 53 106 81 
159 305 318 609 U77 9U* 

1*00 297 1*00 297 
150 217 150 217 

— mtm CMS203 203 



  

TABLE mi7(Continued) 

Landlord Tenant Total 
ItOB Eat. Act. Eat. Act. Est. Act. 

Ibad & Bldg* Kapalrs t - t 298 ♦ - $ 1 298 
Supplies 23 112 2h2 112 265mm 

mmTotal Misc. 321 662 959 662 1,280 
Total Gaah Costs 1,001 1,530 2,66li 3,571 3,665 5,101 
Total Non-Caah Costs 110 101 5U0 55U 650 655 
Total Cash & Hon-Cash Costa 1.111 1,631 3,20U U,125 U,3l5 5,756 
Net Gash Income 1,7U3 3,391 3,790 6,969 5,533 10,359 
Net Farm Income 1,8U5 3,6U3 3,67U 7,12lt 5,519 10,767 
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TABI£ Xm 

A GC»1PARIS0N OF THE ESTIMATE^ AND ACTUAL INCOME AND UPEMSB 
ON FARM NUMBER HI, AMES PIANTATION, 1957 

"EanHiord "tenant Total 

Item Est. Act• Est. Act, 'Est. Act, 

Cash Incomet 
Cropst 
Cotton 1 975 ̂ 1#2U0 n,95o $2,U02 $2,925 $3,606 
Cottonseed 150 15U 300 307 150 li6o 

Total Crops 1,125 1,358 2,250 2,705 3,375 U,066 
LlYestocks 
Hogs 18U 27U 551 821 735 1,095 
Veal 60 12U 60 12U 

Total Livestock 18U 27U 611 9U5 795 1,219 
Total Gash Income 1,309 1,632 2,861 3,653 1,170 5,285 
Inventory Increase 251 306 862 517 1,U3 823 
Total Gash Income and 

Inventory Increase 1,560 1,938 3,723 U,170 5,283 6,108 
Cash Expenses! 

Crops: 
Cotton Picking 83 167 125 250 125 
Fertiliser 2lil 151 U83 365 72k 516 
Seed 55 2U 111 56 166 80 

Ginning 78 67 156 135 23U 202 

Poison 52 38 lOU 75 156 113 
Cotton Sales Charges 9 18 27— 

mmmmmm 6U 
Total Crops 509 353 1,021 77U 1,530 1,127 

Lime 6U 

■MMmmLivestock: Heifer Purchase 120 120 
Sk1i» Purchase 30 U2 90 127 120 169 
Tankage 63 31 126 95 189 126 
Vet & Medicine U 8 23 2k 3k 32 
Auction Fees & Hauling 7 9 lU 28 21 37 
Com 22 66 88mm mmmm 

mmmmScybean Meal 32 96 126 
Total Idvestock 111 2hh 373 1^36 hBk 580 

Miscellaneous t 
mm mmmmFuel 108 108 

—Machinery Repairs 15 100 35 100 
Supplies & Labor 23 23 
Cariying Charges 

mm 

*66 66mm 
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TABLEtm (Continued) 

Landlord Tenant Total 

Item ISst, Aci. i^t. Act* ^st* Act. 

Tractor Custom Woiie I e»«» $ - $ 80 ^ mm $ 80 1 ̂  
Total Miscellaneous 23 9$ 27U 95 297 
Total Gash Costa 620 520 1M9 1,U8U 2,109 2,00U 

Total NQn«*Ca8h Costs 21 Ul 23 80 hk 121 
Total Cash k Hdn Cash Costa 6ia 561 1,512 1,56U 2,153 2,125 
Net Cash Income 689 1,112 1,372 2,169 2,061 3,281 
Net Farm Income 919 1,377 2,211 2,606 3,130 3,983 
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TABLE XXX7I 

OC 

COMPARISON OF THE TENANT'S AND LANDLORD'S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EXPENSE ON FAM NUMBER IH, 

AMES FLANTATI(»r, 1958 

It«« 

Caah Inoooei 
Cropet 
Cotton 
Cottcmseed 
Total Crops 

Livestock1 
Hogs 
Veal 
Total Livestock 

Custom Work 
Forestry Work 
Total Cash Income 
Inventory Increase 
Total Cash Income and 
Inventory Increase 

Cash Eiqpenses 
Cropst 
Fertiliser 
Seed 

Ginning 
Cotton Auction Fees 
Cotton Picking 
Poison 

Total Crop Eicpense 
Livestockt 
Swine Purchased 
Com 

Tankage 
Supplement 
Soyixian Meal 
Vet & Medicine 
Hauling 

Tenant Total 
Est« hot. list. Acl/e Est* Act. 

1 938 11,661 11,875 I3,32U ♦1(,985
lliU 157 288 311( 1(32 1(71 

1,082 1,818 2,163 3,638 3,21(5 5,1(56 

338 U2U 1,015 782 1,353 1,208 
90 100 90 100 

338 U2U 1,105 883 1,1(U3 1,308 
mmi 100 100 

1(70 361 1(70 361 
1,U20 2,2U3 3,838 i(,882 5,258 7,125 

69 208 216 U25 285 633 

1,1(89 2,1(51 it,o5U 5,307 5,51(3 7,758 

208 19U 530 1(98 738 692 
25 U? Ih lOU 99 151 
88 108 175 217 263 325 
mm 20 39 59 
mm 300 300 

mmUo 
mm 

80 ll6 120 lil6 
361 369 1,159 l,00l( 1,520 1,373 

12 38 38 illi 50 152 
mm ••5 15 20 

62 19 185 56 21(7 75 
mm ••30 90 120 

■mm 10 30 1(0 
12 12 33 37 U5 1(9 
10 9 32 19 U2 28 

Livestock Auction Fees 10 8 32 13 1(2 21 
Total Livestock Costs 106 131 320 3714 1(26 505 
Miscellaneous Costst 

Fuel 200 25U 200 251(
Repairs 100 U 100 11— 
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TABX£ JXXn (Continacd) 

Landlord f^enant Total 
It«m Est. Act. Act. Est. 

Supplies 1 t 3 1 .. 1 16 1 ~ ♦ 19
Interest 112 112mtm mm mm 

•NpTotal Mise* Costst 300 3003 393 396 
Total Cash Costs U67 503 1,779 1,771 2,2U6 2,27U 
Total Non-Cash Costs 107 90 106 80 213 176 
Total Cash & Non-Gash Costs 57U 599 1,885 1,851 2,ii59 2,U50 
Net Cash Inooiae 953 l,7Uo 2,059 3,111 3,012 U,851 
Net Farm Xneooe 915 1,852 2,169 3,U56 3,08U 5,308 



 

•• 

12U 

TABLE Xmil 

A CCMPARISOS OP THE LAHBLORD'S AND TENANT*S ESTIMATEID AND ACTUAXi 
INCaiE ON FARM NUMBER IF, AMES PIANTATION, 19$7 

LandlorcC Texiant Total 
Itea lisi. Act. Est. Ac^« Est. Act. 

Cash Incone 
Crops1 
Cotton $ 772 1 693 $2,318 $2,080 $3,090 12,773 
Cottonseed 118 89 356 269 1*71* 358 
Leapedesa 80 60mm mm «•«» 

Total Crops 890 782 2,75U 2,3U9 3,6l*U 3,131 
LlTsstookt 
Hogs 122 93 367 278 U89 371 
7eal ** 16 1*2 16 1*2 

Total Idrestoek 122 93 383 320 505 1*13 
Custom Works 118 118«IMM» mm mm 

mm mm m ■»Forestry 32U 321* 
Total Cash Inoorae 1,012 875 3,U6l 2,787 1*,U73 3,662 
Inventory Increase 390 2S0 680 561* 1,070 811* 
Total Cash Income & 

Inventory Increase l,li02 1,125 i*,iia 3,351 5,5U3 U,li76 
Gash Expenses 
Crops 1 

Fertilizer 19U 118 581 355 775 U73 
Seed k Plants 32 15 9U 1*1* 126 59 
Ginning 62 1*9 185 11*5 21*7 291* 
Cotton Sales Costs 6 18 21* 
Poison U8 19 11*2 58 190 77 
Defoliate & Pre»«nerge 11* 1*2 56mm 

mmCotton Chopping U5 1*5 
Cotton Picking 60 180 177 21*0 177 

Total Crop Exp«ise 396 221 1,182 86U 1,578 1,105 
Livestookt 

Svine Purchased I4O 79 120 237 160 316 
Soybean Meal 11 31* U5 
Tankage 30 10 91 30 121 1*0 
Vet & Medicine 9 5 26 16 31* 21 
Com 62 62i»«.mm 

Auction &. Hauling k U 10 8 11* 12 
Total Livestock 83 171 21*7 325 329 1*96 
Misoellaneousi 

«»me —Fuel 200 135 200 135 
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TABLE Xmil(Contiaued) 

Landlord 
Item Eat* Act. 

Hachtnery Bepaira |- $ 
Suppliea & LAbor 15
Intereat mm 

Total Mlsoellanaoua mm 15 
Total Caah Costa Uo7k79 
Total Non-Caah Coats 12 13U 
Total Caah it Non«<2a8h Goats U91 5U1 
Not Caah Incone 533 U66 
Ket Fam Inccne 911 58U 

Tenant Total 
Eat, Aot« Eat, Act, 

♦ 117 $ 25 $ 117 ♦ 25
mm mm •• 15 
mm. 52 52 
317 212 317 227 

l,7li6 1,U21 2,225 1,828 
195 250 207 39U 

l,9Ul 1,681 2,U32 2,222 
1,715 1,366 2,2li9 1,83U 
2,200 1,670 3,ni 2,25U 
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TABLE Xmill 

A CCMPARISOM OF THE LANDLORD'S AND TENANT'S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EXPENSE ON FAM MDMBEH IF, 

AMES PLANTATION, 1958 

iisndlord Tenant —fOT 
Itm Bs't.' Aci',' 16st. Act* Est* Aci, 

Gash Inccnet 
Cropst 
Cotton 
Cattonsssd 

♦ 772 8
118

819
97

12,318
356

$2,U59 13,090 ♦3,278
291 U7U 388 

Total Crops 890 916 2,6714 2,750 3,56U 3,666 
Lirsstockt 
Hogs 528 203 1,56U 607 2,112 810 
Veal Calves «a«e iM. 20 35 20 35 

Total Livestock 528 203 1,6214 6U2 2,132 8U5 
Forestry Work •M. 325 •• 325 
Custom Work *K. •>«. 100 100 mm 

Total Cash Incons 
Inventory Increase 

1,U18 
78 

1,119 
I46 

14,703 
181 

3,392 
-287 

6,121 
259 

U,5ll 
-333 

Total Cash Income and 
Inventory Increase 

Cash Esqpensest 
1,1496 1,073 14,8814 3,105 6,380 U,178 

CropsI 
Fertiliser 197 107 522 322 719 U29 
Seed 50 13 83 39 133 52 
Ginning 714 60 21I4 180 288 2U0 
Cotton Auction Fees mm 9 «»eiK 27 «». 36 
Poison 
Defoliate and Pre»emerge 

314 
es«» lu 

98 
— 

108 
90 

132 
— 

108 
lOU 

Cotton Picking and other 
labor mm 2I4O 276 2U0 276 

Total Crop Costs 
Divestookt 

355 203 1,157 1,0142 1,513 i,2U5 

Swine Purchased 13 13 37 37 50 50 
Soybean Meal 
Tankage *95 

8 
5 

mm 

285 
2U 
15 

.ta. 

380 
32 
20 

Vet & Medicine 17 7 52 21 69 28 
Hauling 16 2 US 7 6U 9 
Livestock Auction Fees 16 u U8 10 6U lU 

Total Livestock Costs 157 39 U70 UU 627 153 
Miscellaneous Costst 
Equipnent Repairs 150 .. 150 mm. 
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TABLS xmm (Conttntwd) 

Landiiord Tenant fotal 
Item Sst* Act* Est. Act* Est. Act* 

Building Bepadni $ .. 1 56 1 - 1 «* - 11 56 
Supplies 12— —3 15 
Tractor Operating Coats 200 200«»e» — mm «*e» 

sMs —Interest 32 32 
Total Mise* Costs 59 350 Uh 350 103 
Total Cash Costs 512 301 1,977 1,200 2,U89 1,501 
Total Non«<;a8h Costs 26023 11 260 283 271 
Total Cash & Non-Cash Costs 535 312 2,237 l,li60 2,772 1,772 
Net Cash Inoorae 906 818 2,726 2,192 3,632 3,010 
Net Fazn Inccae 961 761 2,6U7 l,6Ji5 3,608 2,U06 

■>, "S--

; H f ! 
■ ' J;'l- .' ^ ^ / ■ ■. 
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TABUS xxm 

A COMPARISON OP THE LANDLORD'S AND TENANT'S ESTIMATED AND 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EXPENSES ON FARM NUMBER V, 

AMES PUNTATION, 19$! 

Landloird Tenant Total 
Itm Ss't's Act** Est. Act* Est* Act* 

Cash Inoonet 
Crops1 
Sc^beans % 2$0% ^ ♦ 500 1 « 750 $ mm 
Cotton 1,000 1,233 2,000 2,U65 3,000 3,698 
Cottonseed 308 160 616 321 92h 1*81 

Total Crops 1,558 1,393 3,116 2,786 k,67h i*,179 
Livestockt 

Hogs 280 383 560 767 m 1,150 
Veal Calves mm m 

Total Livestock 280 383 608 767 888 1,150 
Cuatcm Work «Mlft 30it 30l* 
Forestiy Work 720 720 332332 
Total Cash Inoosw 1,838 1,776 U,189 6,282 5,965 

Inventozy Increase 373 1,002 513 1,756 886 2,778 
Total Cash Inoots and 
Inventory Increase 2,2U 2,798 U,957 5,9li5 7,168 8,71*3 

Cash Esqwnsest 
Cjropsi 
Fertiliser 27U 26^ 821 801*5it7 539 
Seed 56 88 169h3 113 131 
Ginning 80 92 160 183 2li0 275 
Cotton Sale Expense 10 20 «• 30mmt 

«HS» ••Ckwiblning 50 100 150 
Poison 53 U3 107 160 Se85 

Total Crop Expenses 513 U53 1,027 915 i,5Uo 1,368 
Livestockt 
Swine Porchaaed 53 83 107 166 160 21*9 
Com 213 213 11*1* 
Soybean Meal mm mm <mmU2 85 127 
Tankage 80 U2 160 8U 2^0 126 
Veterinary and Medicine 13 18 399 26 27 
Sale Expenses a 26 21*13 16 39 
Miscellaneous 20 20aSN* 

Total Livestock Expense 367 333 329 379 696 712 
Miscellaneoust 
Fuel «M|» 300 333 300 333 
^uiiaent Repair 150 20mm 20 150 
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table: mix (Contimtd 

Landlord Tenant Total 
Itera Est. Act. Act. Est. Ac •̂ 

Freight Expense $ - $ - t 75 $ 106 « 75 $ 106 
Supplies St Labor mm eiMm35 1*25 1*60 
Interest 160mm mm aSNM — 160 

Total Miscellaneoust 35 525 1,0U* 525mm 1,079 
Total Cash Costs 680 821 1,881 2,338 2,761 3,159 
Total Non-Cash Coats U6 273 352 550 398 823 
Total Cash it Non-Cash Costs 926 l,09lt 2,233 2,888 3,9823,159 
Net Gash Income 958 955 2,563 1,851 3,521 2,806 
Net Farm Income 1,285 1,701* 2,721* 3,057 U,009 l*,76l 
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tabu: XL 

A CCMPARISON OF THE UNDLORD'S AHD TMANT'S ESTIMATED AMD 
ACTUAL INCOME AND EXPENSES ON PAM NUI^ER ?, 

AMES PUNTATICM, 1F58 

It«a Act. Bst. Act* Est* Act* 

Cash Incomst 
Cropst 
Cottw $1,250 $l,2Ul $2,500 $2,1*83 $3,750 $3,721* 
Cottonseed 192 167 38U 335 576 502 
Com mm 698 «.• 1,393 •*. 2,091 
Soybeans 250 ■mm 500 mm 750 mm 

Total Crops 1,692 2,106 3,38U 1*,2U 5,076 
Livestook t 

Hogs 
Forestry 

671 1,106 
—-

1,3U2 
720 

2,212 
352 

2,013 
720 

3,318 
352 

Custom Work mm -• 1,500 865 500 865 
Total Cash Inemae * 
Inventory Increase 
Total Cash it Non-Cash 

2,363 
7ia 

3,212 
•13 

5,9U6 
1,1*83 

7,61*0 
-27 

8,309
2,22U 

10,852 
—1*0 

Inocmiet 
Crops* 

3»10U 3,199 7,1*29 7,613 10,533 10,812 

Fertiliser 
Lime 

37li 
96 

291 
137 

71*9 
192 

582 
mm 

1,123 
288 

873 
131 

Seed 9U 35 190 71 281* 106 
Ginning 
Cotton Sales Charges 
Combining Soybems 

116 
•• 

50 

96 
Ik 

— 

231* 
eems 

100 

193 
28 

mm 

350 

150 

289 
1*2 

Poison 53 mm 107 165 160 165 
Hay Baling 

Picking Cotton 
Defoliate & Pre-ener^ 

Uo 
mm 

mm 

mm 

mm 

23 

80 
•N. 

«e>«e 

551 
107 

120 
— 

■sell 

551 
130 

Total Crops 
Livestockt 

823 596 1,652 1,697 2,U75 2,293 

Cattle Purchases 533 — 1,067 SM* 1,600 mm 

Seine Purchases mm 102 mm 201* 306 
Soybean Meal 
Tankage 

— 

121 
28 
32 

mm 

21*2 
56 
63 

mm 

363 
81* 
95 

Cottonseed Meal 20 1*0 60 •NNNI 

Supplement
Totio. Feeds 

«. 

lUl 
IU9 
209 

•. 

282 
299 
1*18 

mm 

1*23 
1*U8 
621 

Salt it Minerals 6 •- 19 mm 25 mm 

Veterinary k Medicine 30 31 60 61 90 92 
Hauling 27 23 51* 1*3 81 66 
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TABLB ZL (ContlmMd) 

Landlord tenant total 
Item Eat. Act«m SS^4i Act. Est. Act. 

Idvestoek Sale Expense $ 20$ 19 $ la $ 38 1 61 ♦ 57
Total Idvestook 757 381^ 1,523 761* 2,280 1,11*8 
Miscellaneoost 

Equipsent Bepalr lUo 175 11*0 175mm 

•M. mmTractor Fuel 350 331 350 331 
«M|i tmm mm ••Equlpnent BentaX 

mmSupplies 5 301 306 
mm mm mm mmlntez*est 177 177 
mm mm mmBoad & Bldg, Bepair 12 12 
mmTotal Miscellaneous 17 k90 98U 1*90 1,001 

Total Cash Costs 1,580 997 3,665 3,10*5 5,21*5 1*,1*1*2 
Total NdnwCash Costs 181 550 550199 731 71*9 
Total Cash & N<m«Caah Costs 1,761 1,196 U,215 3,995 5,976 5,191 
Net Cash Income 783 2,215 2,281 U,195 3,061* 6,iao 
Net Farm Income 1,3U3 2,003 3,21U 3,618 i*,557 5,621 
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l^QEND FCe son MAFS 

20 -• symbol 
B •• slope 
N •erosion 

L •> slightly eroded 
R « aoderetely eroded 
P •severely eroded 

Soil symbol Class Soil Mapping Unit 

2 Tigrett silt lo«a 
3 Tigrett fine sandy loan 
20AL Memphis silt loaa^ level phase 
20BL Memidiis silt loan^ undulating fdiase 
20BN Meaj^s silt loam, eroded undulating phase 
22AL Lorlng silt loam, level phase 
22BN Loring silt lomn, eroded undulating phase 
22BL Loring silt loam, undulatiitg phase 
3CBN Lexington silt loam, eroded undulating jdiase 
50BL LLntonia silt loam, undulating i^xase 
50BN Lintonia silt loam, eroded undulating i^aase 

II 
it Briensburg silt loam 
20GR Hmsidils silt loam, eroded undulating jfAiase 
22AL Loring silt loam, level phase 
22CL Loring silt loam, rolling phase 
22CN Loring silt loam, eroded rolling i^iase 
300N Lexingt(m silt loma, eroded rolling phase 

XB 
20CF Memphis silty clay loam, severely rolling 

phase 
22CP Loring silty clay loam, severely eroded 

rolling idtaae 
26AL Galloway silt loam, level phase 
26BR Calloway silt loam, eroded undulating phase 
30CP Lexington silty clay loam, severely er^d 

rolling phase 
5I1AI Oliver silt loam, level phase 

W 
6 Dyer eilt loam 
28AL Henry silt loem 
$6kh Calhoun silt loam 
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Soil gymbol Class Soil Mapping Unit 

9 
33DL 
33DP 

350 
35D 
370 
37D 

Qulley vash 
Roston fliw sandy loam, hilly i^iase 
Ruston sandy elay lom, sererelr erodad 
hlUy- phasa 

Gullied land, rolling, erosi<m stabilised 
Gullied land, hilly, erosion stabilised 
Gullied land, rolling, erosion stabilised 
Gullied land, hilly, erosiem aotive 

LEGEND FOR LAND USE MAPS 

Paved road 

------- Dirt road 

I I I I I I I I Railroad 

Boundry 

*^///////?2> 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Waterways 

Muitifloro Rose 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx Bicolor 

(=□ Building 

Pond 
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22 BN 

(28 AL) 
22 20BN ^20 

2 B BN CP 

20 BN 
(28 ALK 0 20 CP
20_BN^6 330 660 

Scale 1 Z] Feet 

(20 BN 
A--

Figure 8. Soil map of Farm I. 
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Figar» Fain layout and cropping pXan aif fam X. 

Field 8o» Sise in Acres Land Use 

1 10 Alfalfa, ladino clover, orchardgrass to xyagrass 
2 12 Oats to millet (supplsmentazy pasture) 
3 6 House, bam, gazdwt 
k 9 Fescue and ladino clover (pezmnent pasture) 
$ 6 Oats to millet to idieat 
6 5 Ladino clover (hog pasture) 
1 5 Oata to oats (supplsmeataiy pasture) 
8 5 Oats to oats (sr^jpleesentary pasture) 
9 Ht Oats to alfalfa, ladino clover, and orchardgrass

(peraanent pasture) 
10 75 Woodland 
11 6 Oats to eheat (grain) 
12 12 Com to oats (grain) 
137 Com 
Hi 15 Corn sila^ 
15 19 Com 
16 3lt Woodland 

Com 
Woodland 

19 8 Millet (supplenentazy pasture)
20 h Idle 

21 9 
22 Alfalfa, ladino clover (pemanent pasture) 12 Couton

It 23 Oats (grain) alt 6 Idls 

Total Acres 32lt 
OS C 
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20 BN 26 Bn\s 20Bf 22 BN 
2276 

r2 BN 

JN, 

A 
20 BNV35

P/20 ,D (22 AL) 
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Figure 10. Soil map of Faim II. 
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□ 
23 

□ 330 660 
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Fam layoat aoad cropping plan of Fara II« 
Siso in Acrtts. land Sm 

8 Cora 
9 Cotton 
6 Gbxn 

129 Woodland 
17 Cotton 
11 Idla 

8 Gottcm 
5 Com 
3 StraMbarriee 
6 Cotton 
5 Com 

35 Woodland 
9 Idla 

12 Leapedasa (pas^ira) 
2 Housoy bam 
2 laulino clov«r (hog pasture) 

H 
KjJ 
CO

32 Woodland 
8 (kxm 
1 Com 

21 Com 
12 Idla 

2 Soybeans 
2 Soybeans 

Total Acres 381 
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Figure lU. Soil map of Farm IV, 
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