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maopgcgioH

fhftt IdM i«iX «n« eif our ntost la^Mtrtant natur&l re*

i« a gmwrally aeoaptad tmtm fiaa haa always bssa dependsnt,

' slther directly or ladlreetly* upon tho produots of the soil* Sot ocly

is he di^pendent txpvn the sell but to a greater or less extent the ehar«

aoter of the land vtptm ehleh he liTSS is a determining factor in his eoe*

aoaid and soolal status in life* that Is, man is largely a prod^t of

his natural enrlronaeat* To some «octent« he has oreroone natural Ihotors*

bat for the most part he lais had to ad;}ttat Idanself to hie natural condi<»

tione*

Purpose of Study

It is the purpose of this study to ehce hov the soil has affected the

lleee of the pe^le of Tennessee, and hov tie» people hare adjusted thenw

selves to tie etnrlroimiental faotor of soil*

Insofar as possible the disoussion is lixdted to the soil fsiotors*

Hsosver, for a stato of suoh hetero^nooiw 4^raeter as Tennossoe It is

ofton neoossary to introdueo other factors tn order to ea^lain variations

from what one would noirmally expoot* For instuiee, the influ^ise of in*

dustrlal developments within a regi<«i frequently offsets the advantages

of «ie soil %pe orer another*

Source of Data

The prlmry doureo of data used in thie stmfy are the repwrte «f the

Mreau of the Census* 13u»ie data are mt|^lera»ttted wherever poseible hy

I
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ifche uae of totIoub aurvoya auulo Tlthln tho atato* 0ilof of those are "too

data oolleotod hy the 7«nn08sc»e Agrieultcral Experiment Station In ooopora*

tion with the Federal Ciwil Works Adminietratiim dealing with land trans«

fwroi ta* delixxvuenoy* and tax ealee^ and relief surreys Mde In ooopera*

tion with the Temwesee Etaergenoy Belief Adadnlatration. In min^ the

^logio Map of Tenaoeaoe, p^Usfasd by the State Division of Geology In

19SS, has been need as a basis for the soil oUseifioatlons (see figure 1).

Mettwd of Frooodure

In tld.8 stu^ representative oounties lying in areas having similar

soil types have been eeleoted and grouped together for coaiqparlaon. In

several Instanees thsse oounties contained jpaurts of two geolc^io formations*

Thm in order to further refine the soil types« minor eivil distriots«

lying wholly within a given area, were eeleoted for eoHparative study with

sirrdlar divisions lying within othsr areas (see ngures 2 and 3). In ad-

diti<«i to this prooeduro of oomparing soil aroas, data for seveiral factors

are shown for all of the counties of the state and the rolatioinshlp of

-^so to soils Is pointed out* ^n the oonsideration of faotmrs for whioh

data are limited to a single eotiB^» faxaw aro classified aooording to

their soil ̂ pss, as reported, and ecm^fiarisons are made of theee.

Idmitatlone to Study

the lack of a state soil survey ns^ showing well defined soil t^s

and differoneea makes difficult a study of this kind for the state as a

ehele. While there are several oounties for whioh snsh mirreys are com-

plsted, data whioh mif^ be applied to these soil types are not available

except for isolated fuetors and areas insttffioient for the purpose of this

study* The state geolc^to nap does not Indieate the many variations in
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•oil eli&raot«riBtios shonn by « larger t<Mlo soil iaR|>* lSmvrw$ by tup*

pl«Mnting the informtion given en the geelogio imp with etndies and ob*

eervatlone made of the soils of these regions, it is possible to obtain a

general idea as to the ebaraoteristios of the soil for any given area,

there is also ladk of sufficient data relating to several aspeete ef

this study, Ssfirmiee is aade to Id^ee liAitations througlmrt the r^rt.

tb» Major Soil Areae

fhe soils «f tenneeeee vary widely in both -tneture end fertility. In
I

texture, they range from the heavy elaye ef the Saet tenneeeee Talloy te

liie san^ eeila of the Cvraberland Plateani in fertility, they renge fron

i the peer gravel and elate hill sells to the very fertile valley loam and

river bottom soils.

These difforenoee in soil are doe primarily to differenoos in the

tmderlying geologie fonaatiome from whieh all of the soile ef Tmmeaeee

have been formed, wil^ the exoeption of iiie small amounts of alluvial soil

fousd in the river valleye, l^e topography of the State is also due te

the oharaeter of the original rook formtions and to the position in whioh
(1)the sedimentary roidcs were dopesited.

The soil areas esed In this study are shown in figures I and S.
(2)Ptaalm Bange. The Tfneka Bangs Use aloiag the eaetern border of the

State in a northettatoaouthsest direction, Zte soils are derived from eand-

stenee, quartsitee, and eonglomerates. Thus for the isiost part they are

Uooers, C, A,, The Soils of Tennessee, p, I.
2) Bend, W, P,, Oeologie Map ol^ tennosseo, Tenneeeee DlTisitm

Seology. Kash^lle, Id^S,

|Ib|U
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caody and aroolgr nnd are of little -value eoco^pt for tijaber* Exeluding oaall

arena found in the valleys and oovea, the land is not suited for agricul-

-tiure*

The Uxiake Baaga la represented tn this study by Cniool County and

aeleoted oiTll distrlota representing tlui Arehean and the Cniooi geol<%ie

fQreati<me»

(3)
East Tennessee Talley^ fhe East fennsssee ?alley is eharaoterised

by krtoba azid hills^ and by ridges and valleys running in abaest parallel

lines sotdblsmrt and northeast across the S-tate* On the and ridge

land, nrnre or lees fragnentary ehsrt is found that gives rise to $um of

the poorest soils of the Sta-be« Those appear more frequently in the south*

ern than in tlw northern part of the Talley* The lixsestone soils of the

ITalley sre usually deep and fertile, and tmder ̂ iol<»ui mnagwiumt

are high]^ productive.

Beea«Me of the differeneee in -tdie seils of the swthem and mnrthem

part of the Talley and beeause of ̂ e Influenoea of urbanisation in the

central part of the Valley, l^is najor geologlo regitai is divided into

three groups for -this study. These are: the Loner East Tennessse Talley,

eeeasiatiz^ ef Bradley, XoMlxm, «ad Kslge oounties} ̂  Middle East Ten*

nessee Talley eonsls-ting of Jefferson, Khcoc, and Lottdon counties, and ttte

%psr ISast Tennessee Talley, vdiioh is BUb*diTlded into -too groups *

Z, eonais-ting of (hrainger, Banoodt, Budclns, and ̂ Bnion oounties,

and Oroup IZ, consisting of Groono, Sulli-van, and ISashington oounties.

Qnwp Z is nade up of |K>orer and resteer land -khan either Group IZ of tiie

'G^pper East Tennsssee Talley or than -the Middlo East Tsnasnee Talley.

Seleoted civil districts are used to represent the area underlain by eaeli

(3) Ibid.
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of the major @»oXogie formations of the region* These are: Knox Dolo*

mite, Ordoviclan, and Oonas&ugaoY/autaUga formations*

Ctaaberland Plateani^^ The soils of the Cumberland Flateatt vary
from sandy and stoney to olayey in natiure, but for the most paid; fine

sand^ loans isredcmdnate* Due to the sloe vsatherlng of the formatlMis

from vhloh they are dmrieed, these eelle are very shallow « not more than

one third to one half of the entire Plateau being covered with a soil deep

enough to be oultivated suoeessfully* Considering the area as a whole, its

soils rank among the poorest in the State for agrioultural purposes, al>

though oonsiderable areas are Tory prodaotiTt undU>r proper fsrtilisatioo

and eoll managoaent praotioes*

The Plateau ie represented in ̂ lis study by Cumberland, Uorgsn, and

Soett ootmties and by seleoted oiril dlstriots ropreaentlng the areas of

both the Lee and the dellloo-Brioerllle formations, which underly the

major part of the Plateau*

(6)
The Highland Rim. The soils of the Highland ltS» are derived pri<*

raarily from two geologio formations Tullah«HBe»Ft* Payne ehmrt and

Chester-St* Louis limestwie. The fullahoma-Ft. jPayne ehwrt gives rise to

the poorest soils of this large r<^iQO. These eherty «ils are found on

ths leeer prurt of the Sim, Smaediately surrounding the Central Basin and

largely on the If^estem Bim as it gives way toward the Tennessee River 7al«

ley in its northward flow aoross the State* The Chester-St* Wuls 3Ume«

stone f«nnati«i, though variable in oharaoter, gives rise to a fairly

4) Ibid*
5} Ibid*
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0oU that la a4aptad to tl» produation et a «ld» xaage of fans

orops* fhia fonaation Is found ohiofly on th© outer p^rts of th® High*.

Hia, in the area adj&oent to the Plateau aM tomrd the nortli

western part of Middle INmneseee* In addition to these two soil typofi

9m» of the oountLes* pairtioularljr those on the Western have eisw

siderable areas of fertile riwer botttwa land#

Be<^tt8e of the wide differexioes in the soils of the Highland Itla as

a «hsle« this area is diTided into three groc^e for this study* fiwse

are the lastem Ida, Horthern Rfea, and the Western Sia. She BMtsrn Mm

is jr^resented by Coffee, Franklin, Owsrtoc, Ptttnaa, Whrren, and White

eounties. Beth the chert and lieestone foraeUons are prevalent parti*,

oalarly in Putnam and Warren ooimties. the SorKiera BSa is represented

by Hontgoeaery and Bobertson oounties in which the lieestone soils

doainate* Western BIa is mibo-MwIded Into two groups « Croup X repre

sented by Diekson, lewis, and Wayne eounties, and Qroap IX represented hy

Houston, Buaphreys, Perry, sod Stewart eounties* Due to the il^rge amount

of allwial sell, the soils of ̂ eup H are more produotiwe as a sdiole

tdwm are the soils of Group I* Excluding thrae alluvial soils found along

tfeo valleys ef the Cunberlaad, fennsesee, and Buok rivers and tiieir tribu

taries, the soils of the Western Him are oharaotorletioal ly oheriy and

relatively infertile even though the geeloglo map ehows a considerable

portion of this area as St* Louis llaeatone*

In ordw to further refine the soil areas, oivil distriets are UMd

to represent SSghland Rim region* these are eliosen to repressot the

Ft. Payne oherty soils and the soUs of the St» I«euie lleeetons* the oivil



no

disirUffto i»«<l to i^oooat th« am ara dlTldoa into thiw gro*^,

4ofOjaftixig Xoootion as jtoilowvt saotorn Hiat^ Horthorn ̂ laiii and Woo*

torn Mia« Sho Horthem Bia aroa is -t^ioaliy liaoatono soli, viwreaa the

•oile of tlw Weetern Sim tend to he eharty and eiadlar to the eolla dao

ritod from the Pfc# Jajnie eherb fotmticn*
(s)

the Central Baeia. the §olla of the Central Baeto oary greatly ia

agrleulthral ■mlue, althoni^ the typieal eoil Is a fertile brown loaja that

is easily tilled. Other predrntire ei^le are the rod lenas found around

Ihirfreesboron in Bothorferd Gouniy and the gravelly hill mlXsi, latter

being fflore fertile than the gravelly hiUe in Baet tennoaae© and the inner

li^Oand Ma. Another type of eoil found within the Central Baein area is

that referred to as "oedar filadee«. The frefuent outoropping of rooks

abflve the surfhoe and -tho ehallowneee cf these soils eonbine to laeke this

lend of little value eaoiept for pasture and woodland. It is eetiaated

that approximtely 40 per eent of the soils of the entire C«atral Basin
(7)

to this type.

Saken a$ a whole the sells Sf the Central Basin are decidedly the

west durable and predmrtlve under iniltivation of any large area in the

State, fhey belong to the aagertiwn eorlee which are the prinolpftl soils
^ the limestone valleys of Itemsylvanla, laryland. Virginia, and the Blue

Crass Beglon of Eentuoky. Jhese sells are hl^Oy prised for general end

livestook farming

6) Ibid.
(7) itoows. w. pit., p. fi .
(8) Bennett,~H. KT Soils and AgrleuXture of Souths Cfaited States^

p.
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tho Cetitirftl Iftidn !• represented In tiile study ty IfeirahalX, Maury,

fiutherfiMrdji SroAisdalet and Wlletm eeuntlee, and hy eeleoted oivil die*

trleta representing tlis Ordtnriolan Xisestone fonnettion whioh underlies

idte entire Baaint
(9)

West Tennessee Sells. 1. ¥ater>Sfasd Ares* Tl^ soils of this

region are eattroEjely variable in i^eraoter* fer the most part the land

is hilly to rolling, and mtieh of the astuml fertility of these soils has

bsen lost tgp overor<^ing and 1:^ soil sresloa* The loerlands are £airly

fertile a^ sell euited for general feming. For the laost part, hoeever,

these soils are relatively peer*

Tho l^tsr<*Shed area of West Tenmssee is represented in this etud^

by Chesteri, Henderson, sad HsSairy oounties and by seleotxtd elTil dis<*

trlots within the area representing the area of the MeSairy suad ftxrmm

tion* Throi^hout th» study both of these gr«wpe (eounty groop end oiTil

dlstriot group) are referred to as the licdiairy Sand (figtupss 2 and 9)*

2* fho lAOrsags eraa eonstitutes about one«-third of Vtost T^mssaes*

It oce^prisss the area underlain by the Orttoada and %iil]y Springs ge«l«^io

fnraatlctis (see figure l)* The soils vary la eharaetor aooordiz^ to the

peroentage mixture of Vm XaGrange and Imts soils, a eprlzdcllng of ̂ o

latter eee«Hrtng the entire area, ani gradually thizmir^ out tward the

east* the Oeologie Map of Teneeseee shoes that the Holly Springs geolc^e

furoatien underlies the eosban half of the la^?az^^ belt and that the

(9) P«id, ̂  eit*

• ^ ' • V.--V
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omprUtm tim mwtwm telf* fb« toila deriirod trm

th» Gremda fonaation ftr» hhkt* fartil* than the solid dmrl-red fron the

Belly Springs fensation, probably due the groator percentage mixtare

«f the leesaal soils. Also, in tho aorth«r& part of the lAGrange belt

the soils are more fertile than in the sentham part* Ihis is probably

due to too fhetors better soil iwaagoaeo* and greater natural fertility

In the northern counties*

the laGrange sell is represented in this study by Fayette, Gibson,

and Weakley oMuities, and eaeh of the geologio forraatitBis are npresented

by aeleoted oirll districts*

3* The loes^l soils (referred to ae the loess group) is ohAraeter«>

istieally an ipland soil* In the northern part of the State this sell

is <me of tho most produetiro in tho Stato* At the loess belt extends

soutfaviard, it decreases in fertility* This is true not only of Tonn^isee,

but of ths entire Loess area eo'verii^ easiem Rebraska and Kansas, eottthem

ard tmxtral lows and Illinois, northern Missouri and parts of Ohio and

Indiana, with a band oxtonding aloeat to the Qulf^^^^

The soil area referred to in this study includes «ily one ootnty *

Oblon* This oowty is nob repressBtatiire of the loess soils of Tennessee

as a wholes rather, it is represeniatiTe of Idle best part of the Ten*.

nedtee loessal soils, dhieh rank aiumg the leading soils of tho State in

agrioulttral talue* Ths eiwil districts chosen to reproeent the loees

soils are fairly representa-tdre of the entire loeas belt*

(10) lyon, T* L^, and SuelaBan, H* 0«, Tlw Sature and Properties of
Soils, p* 141*
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4# !A6r&ng« and Loeas (o«iid)lned}« This group is a oombination ot

tho oounties listed under the l«ess and laQrange groups* These are

fayette, Gibson, and Waekley, clas sifled as Laftrange, and Oblen referred

to as leess* In addition too other counties, Croolsett and Haywood, are

inolttded in this group. The soils of tbeso two oounties sro about OfUkXiy

dlrided botveen the laChrange and Loess soils*

6* The Alluvial soils af the iilssissijKPi Valloy (referred to

In this study as iHsalssippi Bottora) are ths most fertile and productive

•oils in the State* i3iese soils prodnee farm orops, including alfalfa,

vrithout attention to lljning. Hoeever, muoh of this land is sweapy and

oubjeot to ovorfloer, and, tberofww, is not suited to the oatecsivt agri

cultural develc^pitffiata which one would erdinarily expeet for eueh fertile

soil. This is more true of the lower part ef the alluvial belt than of

the nor them part.

The laBsisslppl Bottan is r<fl^sonted In this study by lake County,

sMLcdi ooiq»ri8es the best soils of the area, and by sslsstsd eivil dis«*»

triets '.hioh are fairly repreeentatlve of the entire Mississippi Bsttoai

ar<ML.

7
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CBmSR II

PtFUJSHQB (y SOILS OH LAND tJTILIZATlOH

Th« UM tb&t la BCida of mqt urea of land dopondo upon a imi>»r

of faeliOrSy aiich aa topoi^^ptaQry aoil fortilllifyj^ olimatiOf looatdoiy and Isha

•haracteristles of tho pooplo llrlng on tho land. Tory f«Hrtilo land Mjf

lonaln In virgin foroat booanso of its leoation In ro^rd to mrkot. or

booauso tho pooplo eoc^?ylng it aro not Mpablo of ongagli^; in oaoBBoroial

agriottltiaroy ao oao tho oaoo with tho .AaoriMn Indian*

AIm^ with ̂ wngos both in tho physical oharaotor of tho land and in

IdM ooeial and ooonoalo factors affooting Its use, land is oonstantly

shiftirig from ono ttso to anothor. As tho fortuity of tho soil Is do«

plotod thoro is likoly to be a shift in tho nso of tho land trm oreps to

loss intonsivo twos* !Rmi nso of land might also flttotnato to somo oxtwat

with ehangos in bttsinoss owoditions which affoot tho profitablottosa of

faming.

This chapter deals with the inflnonoo of soils on land oso, and tho

rolatiomihip botwoon aoil i^rpeo and various ooonoEiio and social factors in

tho ehanging nooo of the land.

Yot»l Land droa

tho 47 <»>iHitios uood in this stii^ ooi^riso a total land aroa of

12y92&,S@0 acros, or 48.4 por oont of tiio land anw of tho Stato. Thay

arc diatribnfc^ among the soil aroas as shosn In Tablo I.
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fk» tolAl land arm by alTil dlstrlat toll groups la ahof»n in

Table 11^ Only eertaln olvll diatrleta lying wltdiln the Appalaehlaix area

of Bait and laddle Tenneaaee ware ineloded In thia grouping for laok of

data*

fABIS II. L&3® ARBl AHD lABD TTSES, 1950: IRlfOR GI7IL DIVISICffl aRCCTS

fetal Farm Land Area

Soil Type Land Per ITsda of Farm Land; Per Cent
Area fetal Cent Crop Pasture V/ood« Other

ef All Land (^pen Wood land Farm

land Fas- land Hot Land
ture Pas Poe-

ture ture

ici^s Aores Foi. I'et, Pet. Pot*

Arohean 89,2fi8 52*193 58*6 29.1 25.8 5.1 37.6 2*5

Bniooi 392*252 101*81C 26*9 21*6 19 .9 6.8 38*1 15*6

Canasauga*»Watttaiiga 159*707 65*058 39*5 37.5 24.5 9.4 19.0 9.6

Ordetrieian
Bast Teimmaee 164*419 155*219 82.2 34*3 29.2 2.3 29*4 5*5

Middle Tennessee 513*742 43*3 22.9 22.0 5*8 5*8

Kaax Dolesdte 46*583 43*244 92.8 42.2 34.4 2.8 17.0 4.3

^ellioo-Brioflvllle 146*024 34*448 23*6 27.2 6.1 8.6 47*8 10.4

Xioe 427*550 66*628 15*4 29.7 6.0 21.0 39*3 4.0

(9ies ter-St • Louie-
Warsaw: (b)

29*2Bastern film 118,407 121*997 303.0 46*8 15.8 4.8 3.3

Western Sim (a) 56*439 - 31*1 17.7 5.2 39*9 6*2

Nerthem Rim (a) 159*189 53*6 21.9 2.8 10*3 11.4

Ft* Ibyne U) 129*743 — 46.4 15.8 5*9 25*2 5*8

IfoRairy Sand (a) 161,417 — 30.3 14.1 7.4 31*4 19*0

Eolly Sprites 247,561 - 41*1 20.2 10.9 13*2 10*5

Grenada (a) 136*315 59.9 19,0 6.4 8*8 6.9

Leeaa (a) 164,293 62.8 20.9 5.4 6.6 5*4

Alluvial (a) 122,017 - 80.6 5.0 2.1 9*8 2*6

All Groups

I'L'i' w>"'r-'"'"'VV"': 'J1 '

(a)

It

2*098*314 «•»

m ̂b-iiA. 4.1%

46.9

sa 4- <•*

19.2

I AM

8.7

rl 4 OS Si

19*0 7.7

m'Ai

land area exieeeda 100 per oent possibly beoauae ctf farxaa idxieh had
part of 14ie land in two oivil districts. Bw farm aereage eaa rsperted
for ths olTil diatriot in vhioh the eperatar reaidsd.

Seuroe: (1) Farm land area: Fiftemth Census of Agrl(ailtttre4 19S0, Minor
Cieil DiTlalons. (2) Total land area: Spooial tabulation from U.S. Do-
partsmnt ef -Agriculturej Rorialon of Civil Distrlot Areas in Southern Ap»
palaohiana. ^lled in Department of Agr. Eoonoraioa, Univ* of Tennessee*)
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Farm littnd

Soil and t2te rol«t«d ftiotor of topagropi^ aro probably tho aoat i»»

portanb fbotora affoetixtg the wo of laztd for agrloulttire in Tonneaooo*

Whilo -UMro aro eoBqparatlroly largo roglonal tarlationo in olimato witMn

tho Stato* thoro aro not ouffioiont oxtroraoo to mako any aroa of the Stato

xuiadaptod to eomo type of profitable fanalng^ although climate la an iow

poxtant faotor in dotorwlniag tho googmphio diatrlbutioc of oertadn oropo,

ottoh as cotton* In eono tnstanoos local narkot doownd haa modified the

ttoeo made of land^ mainly in the diroetion of a more intensiTe uoe of land.

Tho influence of acll typo on ths ueo of land is oboorved in a com*

parieoR of tho toil groupa In tho poreantagot «f land in farms (Figure 4).

hi tho M«o of poor soils sco^ratiToIy little of the land is used for

farming* Fsr Inataneo, wily 82*4 per oent and 33*7 per eotxt of the total

land aroa of tho Ciadb«rland Platoau and the Ihtaka ftmge» respeotiTely* om

in farmt in 19S0* Both of thceo areae faatne soils ahiob rank among idio

poorest in the StatOf although the Iser percentage on the Plateau it due

in part to late agrieultural dovolepmont. l.ilc»viee« In the ease of tho

peer ehoriy soils of tho 'Aoatom Sim Group I (Bickson, lovlOf and USayao

oountios) only 46 per osnt of the land mae in fajrm in 1930*

On the other hand^ a relatirely large peroentage of the total land

aroa is in therms la r^ions haodng fertile soils* The Central Baeiay

netvithetanding the fast that nswh ef its land is glady, had 8P»2 per cent

(1) fhna land Inoladee orop land, pasture, farm woodland not oeod for
pasture and "other" land, which rofors to waste land, land need
for bulldinge, roads, ete*
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Pfjr ■:!3nt
I'orthern l;?ji
Centra] Casta,
Middle East Tenn. Valley
Lower East Teii*-!, Valley
Upper T. V, Grox^p I.
La Grange
Mississippi Bottom
Upper E. T. T. Group II.
Loess and La Grange
Loess
Mcllairy Sand
Eastern Eim
life stem Rim Group II.
tfestera Rim Group I.
Dhaka Range
Cumberland Plateau

All Groups
State

A r\

80

tammmm

Gouroe ; Based on Tablo I.

in-

Figure 4, Per cent of total land area 5n farms - oounty groups

-Or cent 0

St. Louis Limestone E. Rim
Ik^ox Dolomite
Ordovician E. Temi.
Archean
Conasauga - Vhutauga
Unicoi

Jellico - Briceville
Lee

20 40 60 80 ic:

Source; Based on Table II.

Fig^ore 5. Per cent of total land area in farms-civil district groinis
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it» totfcl land ar«a in fisira land In 1950. fhara tha high produotlTlly

«r tba land auitabla for eultlTatlon nakes poaalbXe the ineluaim «f tha

g!UU|7 land within tl» fam araa aadnly aa paatura land. She Northam Rlia,

tha aaila af idiiah ara Anrtlla and adapted to tha production of a wldto

raaga aropa. had 94.9 par oant af Ita land In faama.

Althoui^ tha Waat Tannaaaaa sp«wpa ara abo-ra the atat» arerage in par-

aantaea of land in faraa, tha area harlng the paoraat aaila. tha UoSairjr

Sand gratq^# haa the aiaalleat paroantag^ of total land araa in fanaa in the

waatam part of the State.

Stnaa data ahowlng tha total land araa by eiril distriota are nat

Kvailabla anoapt fw> tha Appalachian region, it la not poaaibla to ahair

tha paroantage of land in fame for all of tha olwil diirtriot graupa. Tat

uaing the gratia for whioh auah data are available, the influanaa af aelXa

an the uaa of land for fandag followa the aame tandaneiea ahown by the

aamty grov^a (Figure S). Xa tha oaae of tha rooky soils derived fraa tiia

?r.laai gaologla fonaatlon. only 29.9 par oant af tha land ima in fama in

1990} and only 16.4 par aant of tha pear shalloa aaila darivad frea tha I—

faimtion on the <ksid>arland FlatMM. ^ aaatraat. land in fanui eonati-

ttttad about 99 jmp oant and 92 par oant af the aolla darivad from tha Xnex

Delooita and Ordlvioian lixaaatona foriBatiena af the £&at Tanneaaaa Tallay.

Topography, af oourae. la an important faotor in dotanaining tha

auitability «£ land far farming. Tat aolla are cloaely ralatad ta topo

graphy. land af rough tapo^ivqiihy aaually haa relatively poor or rot^

aaila. fha soil «b level to g«at1y rolling land is superior in natural

fartiliiy. aa a rule, to the soils of hilly



 
y\

. .. f.

m

freidB in Farm Land

"Smre haa bCMsn a genomX deolii^ of farm aoraaga in Tmrntti^ and in

othar eaatam irtatas during Urn paot half oantury. In aany of tha aaatora

9tat«a, eQia|»atition jfroai the battar laada of the laiddia waat haa iMMm a

Xaadtne Ihetor ir. this daelina* Zha introdiurtian of modiMm fam aaai^inarjr

baa aada faming lean profItabla in tba reughar ariMfca af tba Bant idiieb

have net bean able to mm mxiiximry» fmHimmvm, an inereaaing tax burden

baa Blade it eo^adlent that Urn fanaer abandcm areas of innd aiiinh offer

naiiivsr praaaitfc nor posslMa future returns*

fba daelina in fam aeoeaga In Zat^aeaaa^ irbile greatest in the pcMir*

aat and roughest mem»$ does not seen, te ba due to lha eQn|»etltion af

vsatmurd es^anaion in agrleuXture. As a natter of faet« ihmrm hat not

bsMm a daorease in acresj^ of farm land vmmA ffior erops and pasl^e* Xn<»

steady there has been an inerease in the aareage of sooh land i:t all araaa

of the State, irrespeetlYe of sail i^rpo (eee Figure 6)# In v±m of this

inoraase in improved fam land, the inoTitabXe ocnicXuaion as to the oauae

«f the daorease in fam aereage is ihat It has bean due to farm BroodXand

ohai^lng from farm land to non-farm aoodXand#

This a<meXu»l«n is sifbs'Mmtiated by tba faot that the deoreatMi in t&m

aeramge has bean greatest in the regions having the greatest paroantage of

tetax land ar«l in fareeta* Dee to ihe fact that a greater proportion of

lha land iih pe<Mr areas is In forests, the deoXtna li» farm acreage in

Tennasiea haa been greatest in the poorest arwt. for axw^lat t^lo the

peroeotage of land In fanas in 1880 eas only 48a per osat of the total

land area ef the Oliiiberland yXateaa, the area in farms declined nAth oaah
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tABI£ ni, TREIHJS ZS PEE CSBT TOIM, LSED AEE& II? PAKIS, 1380 SO 1935

Per Cent of land Area in Farm PWr Cent
Inoreaee

Soil Regions 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1925 1930 1935 in Farm
Land*
1930-35

OhsEa Rsnge 79.4 51.4 40.8 38.8 38*3 31*4 83.7 36.8 9.2
Cpper East Tenn.
7alleyt Orot;^ X 95*2 91.3 92.0 95.4 92.5 84.1 83.3 88.6 6.2

Oroup II 93*6 84.1 88.6 86.6 84.9 81.0 80.0 82.0 2.5
Middle Baet Tenn*
▼alley 97.3 93.0 93.5 92.2 91.2 83.5 84.7 68.2 4.1

Lower East Tenn*
▼alley 82*6 92.2 91.4 90.1 88.8 79.8 63.8 86.7 2.3

CtsSberland Plateau 48*1 43.3 39.9 33.0 31.4 27.6 22.4 24.1 7.6
Central Basin 94.0 93.4 95.0 94.1 92 .6 89.9 69,2 91.4 2.5
Baetern Rin 79*4 83.7 77.1 74.6 74.7 70.3 70.9 74.7 5.4
Northern Rim 96.1 92.7 96.5 99.8 96.4 90.9 94.3 97.3 3.2
Western Risu

Oroup 1 S7.9 51.6 52.5 68.8 51.3 45*9 46.1 48.3 4.8
Orotq^ U 73.4 75.9 69.3 68.4 69.3 63.0 60.0 63.S 6.0

MftKairy Sand ee 82.8 80.8 80.9 80.1 71.1 75*4 76.5 1.4
LaOrange 86.9 89.2 91.9 88.1 85.7 78.7 82.8 88.9 7.4
Loess & LaOrange 83.6 86.0 88.7 66.8 81.9 77.2 79.7 86.9 9.0
Loess 70.1 75.4 86.3 87.1 64.0 80.1 78.2 88.4 13.0
Mississippi Bettem 91.2 49.3 69.5 74.8 77.2 69.9 61.8 94.8 16.9

All Orot^ 82.3 80.6 80.0 78.7 77.1 70.7 72.0 75.5 4.9
State 77.5 75.6 ... 75.1 73.1 67,1 67.5 71.5 6.0

Source: U* s. Census of Agriculture: Id&O* isto* 1900, ISld* IdSft•
1925« 19S0« and 1935.

nuMwading oensus period to 22*4 per eent in 1930* The ddoline in fam

acreage in the Eoaka Range has heen eran gz^ter. Beginning in 1880 with

79*4 per cent of the land in farms* titils area declined with each saoceed-

ing e«(ieus period to 3l«4 per oent in 1925j rising to 33*7 per oent in 1930*

In contrast to the poorest areas* the j^rm acreage of areas haring

fertile soils has declined less rapidly* in soBe oases emx incmsasing. In

the Loess area* for instance* 70*1 per cent of ttie land was in farms In

1880; 75.4 per cent in 1890; 86«3 per o«at in 1900; and 87*1 per cent in SIO*

Pren 1910 to 1930 there wae a email deoreaee* The Central Baein with 94«0
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per cent of its totAl land 9jpm in farm in iS^ has not mriM trm

thia peroentage at any census period by as auch as 5 per cent#

Jhe mbma tr«n4e show the rsaotioa of farm aereage to the changes

that hatw takan place in the past half century* Pp to 19;^ tlwse trends

were in one general direotlon* frvm 1830 to 1855, hoover, this g^ral

tr&id was reseseed* Instead of a furthsr deoline in farm aoresge there

was a marked inoraase* the total farm aoreage of f«inesw»e for 1935 waui

19,088,206 eonparedi to 16,003,241 aores far 1930*

fhis inerease of land in fame during the digression represents tiie

return te old hoine oonmmities of these oho had sought industrial work

itoring ihe period of greater business aotivitir* dust as farmers in poorer

areas had most readily abandoned the farm land in previewi years, so li^e*

wise one would escpeot ̂ isee saae people to return to these areas whsn tlwy

eould no longer sAdtaln tedustrlal ORploynnnt- Uxoluding the West lenneseee

groups this inoreaso In farm acroa^ trm 1880 to 1835 was greatest la ths

pear areas* As shosn in Figure 7 Idiera was an inerease in farm aoreage

of 9*8 per oont and 7«8 per osnt for the Onaka lange and Cundberland

Plateau respeotiwely, ecm^red to an inoroaso ̂  c»ly 2*5 pe»* oent aM

S«2 per 0mt for the Oentral Basin aid the Borthem Rim respectirely*

19ie peroeots^ inerease of farm aoreage in Wmtt fsnnessee, however,

was greater tfasa in either «f tdie other two aaln divisions of the State*

Ihere are two possible es^lanations for this* £3 the first plaoe, a large

porcsntage ef the W^t ̂'^nnessee p<qpulati<m is made up of negro t^tants*

BeoatsHi of ths easy mobility of these farmsrs ai^ the low inoone that

they usuaUy mal!^, nttBhers of negroes soi^ht industptsJ wssfk plmr
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Figure 7. Per cent increase in farm land, 1930 to 1935



S6

103O« ITlum thB 4^re«8i«m e&me^ tKos^ mturally returned to tholr hosia

Mnranaltles. Tha «««ond aatplamtion ia that with drainage of river

valJ^ land that haa talom place In ¥eat Tenxieesee a large aenMge of land

poaaibly faaa ahlftod fr^at noo-j^una woodland to crop land. These faetws

have offset the infli^ee of soil type oa the ohangee Ic. fana aeraai^.
(2)Trend In laproved farm Land* ISfhllo there has been a general de»

ellne In farm acreage, the acreage cf li^oiod land hoe been Inoreas*

ing fdnee 18«0 In all of the sell areas (see Table 17 and Figure 8)* 13*1

nsm 17. TRE34DS IK CISBS OF TOTAL UKD AfiEA M 1MPB07£D
USD, 1880 70 1935

Soil legions 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1925 1930 ^35
Po't'. l^t. "Kl"."' i'ci. VcU ' ' '

Onaka Bangs 1S.0 12.8 14.7 16.2 17.0 12.8 15.1 17.2
Upper Met T«Rn, Yclley

Oroup I 43,3 46.1 49.9 55.7 55.9 46.8 45.1 47.4
Oroup 11 48.7 50.5 58,3 61.4 60.6 56.9 56.4 55.0

Kiddle Baet Tenn.Vallcy 52,3 64 . 4 59.7 51.4 63,0 56.1 57.2 58.3
Lower East Tenn. Valley 37.6 44.4 47.8 47.0 48,5 41.5 43.9 47.4
^anberland Plateau 6.4 7.7 7.0 8.6 8.6 7.9 7.6 8.0
Central Basin 56.5 58.5 66,6 56.7 57,0 51.0 51.8 51,2
Eastern Rtm 29.6 32.4 87.6 39.4 42.2 39.3 40.9 42.9
Horthem Rim 50.9 55.2 64.4 70.2 69.7 64.4 60.9 63.4
ICestem Rim Oreup 1 13.0 14.3 16.1 17.9 18.9 19.1 18.2 17.8

(Jroup II 16.7 19.9 21.5 23.3 25.3 23,5 22.4 22.0
KcKalry Band «e 26.6 27.5 30.8 34.9 29.9 32.8 34.9
LaGrange 42.0 48,0 56.9 60.3 61.0 56.5 59.4 62.4
LaGrange 8 Le«Hss 40.8 46.5 54.1 ^*1 60.2 }6.B 59,0 62.8
Loess 3S.1 40.8 62.9 61.2 63.6 Sl.l 60.1 84.6
Mississippi Sottcn 44.5 35.2 54.3 61.7 67.4 S5.3 74.7 74.6

All Groups 34.3 37.6 41.6 44.3 45.4 11.4 42.0 42.3
State 31.9 35.1 38.4 40.8 41.9 58.2 39*1 40.2

Sources U..S, Census of Agriculture, 18§&, i9ob. 1910,
1950, and 193S.

(2) Inprcved land was listed in the census reports frm. 1880 to 1920*
For the census periods since 1920, the acreage of improved land was t^dcma
as the total crap land plus plowable pasture. These data slightly uader*
estimate the acreage of improved land, due to the faot that i^roved land
classified as other ffem land and Included in farmstead ms neoeeaeirily
sedtted.
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!Eh« most fertile regiowinatttrally hare sl larger proportion of the tetel

lend erea in ix^i^ered land than the poorest regions, due to faet that

a larger proportion of the land is In fanne in the better areas than in

the peorar areas. Boeerer^ the percentage Increase in it^eved land has

not -varied greatly for the soil areas, the Inorease has been about as

great in the poor areas as in the fer-tile land areas.

(5)
Crop land

!!!he area In crops and the natural yielding pover of the soil are the

most Impor-bant faofcors in determining farm profits. The use of land for

erops is the most intensl-ve and most profitable use -that oan be made of

farm land, Secce, there is a tendonoy for a largo peroen-bage of the land
(4)

■that is sui-fcable for cultivation to be used for orops.

Soil €UTd the related factor of topography are the moat importaat

faotors do-teroinitig -the use of farm land for cr(^s. The nor© produotl-ve

the soil, -the greater Is the proportion of land in crops; or conversely,

the poorer the soil, -the less the proportion «f farm land in orops. As

shown in Table I and flpure 9, -the -two areas under stu^ ha-rlng the poorest

soils, -the Cisiberlard Pla-bean and the Unaka Bange, have only 2d«& per osnt

ar^ 28.7 per cent, respeoti-vely, of "the farm land in crops. Cha -the other

hand, "tewo oocparatively fertile csreas, the csntral Basin and the Hartdiero

Rim, have 42.7 per cent aM 47.8 per cent, reapecU-voly. The Mlssissi^i

Bottom (Lake County), -adiioh 1ms the most fertile soil of any area included

In -this etuiy, has 90,4 per sent of Its ftim area in crops.

(S) Crop land consists of all land from which otoltlvatod crops, hay,
and fr^ts were harvested, ef orop failure land and of eultiva-table land
idle or fallow,

(4) TSflarron, 0. Farm Maaagewent, p, 618.
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The •ffeots of aoilo tm tb» a«« of fom land for orops Is shofsn evon

aioro strilcliigly In Sablo It and Flgttara 10* in ahloh certain olTil diatriett

are groii^ed b^ soil type* l^le an aToraee of 46«d per sent of the fara

land of all groups is used for eropsji foor groups hare less Idian 50 per

sent* On]y 5X«6 per o«Bt of the fkm land, the sells of ehloh are derlired
from the Oxilool geologlo fonaatten, is in or^p land, 87a.S per eeKfe of ths

Jelllce-Brioerllle aroaj 29,0 per cent of the Arohean areaj and 29*7 per

«Mmt of the farm land, the aoils of vhioh are derived fwmi the lee fonaa*

tlon. The soils derlred frma «}e Arohsan and Snlcol fonaatlms are sandy

and roidiy and very poor* The eoils derived frsm the ether too foynattone#

ehieh smke op the greater part of the C«sd>srland plateau, are ooeiparatively
ehallew and low in natural fertility*

On the other hand, there are four groups of soil have over 50

per oeut of the fhrm area in erepe* These are: Alluvial, 80*6 par osntf

leeaa, ®2«8 per eenti (Ireiiada, 59*9 per oentf and the St* Lrals limestone

ef the Sorthem Rim, 83*6 p«r oant. Baeh ef Idieae aolla rank frcm fertile

to v«7 fertile ani cover the greater part of the area tnwhioh thdy oe«KU>*
A stttd^ of the West TenneswMi soil greip 8 reveals a oonsidwrable ln>*

fluenoe of soil type on Idse use of land for orops. Sho soils Inoroase in
fertili'ty as th«y aactsnd from tho eastern part of West Tennessee, vestsard
toward the Mlaeiss^pl River. Uleewise the poroentage of fern land used

far erepe increases from ths east to ths wait. B^^inning with 'the eastern
part and extending westward, the poroentage of farm Imxd in crops on the
soil types is as follows s MeKairy Sand, 50*3 per oentj BoUy Springs,
41*1 per cent} Chrenada, 59*8 par o«itj Loess, 62*8 per oentj end the
Alluvial, 80*6 per osnt*
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(5)
Pagtttrg tond

WMl* the tt«o of land for or«po is the oost intensive am l^t cab

he aade of fhm land, crops alone do net neoessarily aahe for the Bsost

prei^rous agrioultare* Since it is neecMisary that the fbcm labor BU|^ly

be mintaiasd the year around« It is desirable that the labor BMdS be

distributed throi^out the year* drop produotion alone dees not mslee

this possible* Tb» produetion of liirostoo]p and livostoolc produets in ooia*

bination with orop ontorprieee ie tho boat means of aehiering this objeo*

tive« as veil as that of maintaining or in^oving soil fertiliiy. Qsnoe

the uee of land for pasture oonetitutes a land use second in iffipertftnee

only to erepe*

The influence of soile the use ef land for pasture may be eeen

by a etudy of the peroentagee ef land in pasture for ihe Tarioue soil

ptmxfo, ae sheea in Table Z and Figure 11* The three groupe having the

hi^heet peroentages are the Central Baein* with 46*7 per oentj and the

Wsfoe Bait Tenaeeeee feiley droupe I and II whloh have 95*6 per cent and

86*9 per oent, reepeotlvely* Thsee soils, due to their liaeetone wtgin,

are espeoially favorable to tho groeth of paeture (»t»pe* FurtharBore*

a large part of the land in these areas is not sui table tor oultivation

due to the preeenoe of gledy lands snd hilly topography. In the ease of

the Central Baein, f^ Instanee* not more idmm 60 per cent of the total

area is suitable tor oultivation* as i^pproximately 40 per eont of the

land is "glady. Of thls^ 58 p«r «ent Is in crop land and 14 per oent is

r^orted as plouable pasture* With 42.2 per sent of the total lajii area

Si ll I I I! —

(5) Paeture land ooneists of plonable pasturo, woodland pasture* and
"other" pasture not woodland or plscmble.
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ia paator*, it rwnaint limt at Isast 20 pw o«xti and possibly nere of

tho total land aroa In paatraro (ap|sr4Md»sts2y onfr.faalf of all ths pas-

tare land) consists of Idds land which Is ziot suitable for onlidL-

wation* In the East Tennessee Yalley the eoB^paxatiwsly large {sropertloai

of ridge land lying ad;}aoent to fertile vall^ Is better adapted to pas-

tare and to 11-vestook tkralng than to en^s* chiefly beoause of the poorer

soils and stsep topography, ftm the farsters ef these areas hawe adapted

the land use to suit the natural character of the land.

The areas having the leeest psresntage ef form land in pasture are

the Mississippi Betton, with 5*1 per eentf and the Ousherland PlatMa^

with 14.8 per cent, m the Uissiseippi Bottom area tho superiority ̂

ths soils for crops ooahined vlth tiut dlffioulties of livestodk prodtmtion^
(S)

tends to orowd out other uses of the land. As shosn by strop yield

iitdioea, ths aeils of the Mississippi Bottflw (lialce Coonty) ths smt

produetivo of any soils in the State, the area having a crop yield index

ef 148 per oent of the state average, naturally with snoh fertile soils,

only tho mlnianm ef land needed tn pasture wsri: sniaials and livestoide

kept fvr hotne use wouM be used for pasture. On the OmdMrland Plateau,

the opposite is true. There very little «f the land is suitable for crops,

only 6.4 per esnt of ths total land area and 28 per oent ef Ihe fhm arsa

being in srsp in 1990. Main:^ bseause sf its defiei«aey In lime and

phosphate and ihe sandy natttre, the soil is net well adapted to pasture

(6) Frequent immdations and ilffiottllttisi »ith sanitation tend td Jp«*
tard. livestook; prodUfiti<»i.
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productloa* fia fact, 50*S per owit of th« paotwro on farBW In thin aroa

1« noodland paataro, on idhloh livootook; is wmgod In addltl«a to

aroas of soodland pasture outside of farms*

The CiTil Distriet grofips run true 1» the tendencies shoen by a stufy

Of the ooun'^ gyoupe^ as a rule (see Figure 12)* Oroups in shitdi west of

the land is suited for orops hare eosparatitely little of the Ihm land

ttsod for pasture* !ISieso Inolude the Xorthsm Rla# ttio Allurial soil and

othor West Tsnnosioe groups ♦ ffrotps henring oxtrerasly ps»r soils and rou^

tspograpty havs a rory ssiall proportion of tbo land in pasture* These In*

elude the soils of the dellieoMBrieerllle srea^ the soils of the Qhleed

area, and iho soils of the Lee formation*

Thus there are too important faetors, both of shioh are olosely re»

lated to soils, that iaflnenes the use of land for pasture — tho ooa^-

tltiflo sf <xrflpa and the suitability ef the land for pael^e*

(?)
Faro and Hoa*Fam Woodland

There is a plaee on tho ium for soodland as a souroe of sash iBoens,

and af fuel, fenoe pests, and lunher for ims on tho farm. Forests also

hsTS a value for their beauty and aesthetic qualities* Severtheless, the

use ef f»r forests ooostitutss ths least intsntsl-vo, and as a rule

the least profitable use that can be made of land vhiah is adapted to crop

and pastiu*e produotdcn* Thus, fcrsststend to eeoupy mainly the poorer

and rougher lazk^* Ctonerally forests hare been cleared in areas vrhere the

(7) Farm woodland refiO's to all veedland included in ̂ rm aoreage wMoh
is net pastured. lion^farm woodland was determined by subtracting farm
voedland and woodland pasture from ocumieroial forest area aa reported by
State Forestry LiTlslcn, Itoshrllle.
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l(uid !■ productive and wall drained^ tho land being used tear orops and

pasture* This is tAtmm by peroentage at farm land in voodland

(Table X and figure IS}* Four of the eounty have mere than 40 per
oent of the fam land in forest** These areas and the per oent of land

in forests are: Western Bim Oroup* I and 44*2 per oomt and 46*6 per

emt, respeetively] the Gtedierland Plateaa» 44*9 per owst; and the Unaka

Beur^e 40*2 per oant* Exospting the alluvial eoils foacid along rivers and

small streainsf the soils of these areas are among the lonest in natural

fertiliiy in the State. The relatively rugged te]^)gr>#)y in large parte

of these ar«ui, ef course* is an ia^rtant factor in the high pr<^porti«B
(8)

of ueedland*

Ih oontrast to these areas* fotir soil groups have 10 per oent or less

of the farm land in forests. These are: Mississippi Bottom* 4*4 per esnti

Central Basin* 8*3 per oenti Lomia and LaCrange (oonhinsd)* 9*7 per eent|

and the lAOrange* 10*0 per cent* Baoh of these areas is oos^pwratively

fertile and produotive* and is sdi^ted to the produotion of a wide range

of farm orc^*

The poorest part of West Tennessee is rspresonted by the MoIJairy Sand

grougi* shioh has 27*0 per osnt of the farm land in forests* omqwred to

the iHNct highest s>^P ^ X^naswws* the Loess* whish has imly 10*7

per o«ftt of the ta.m land in forests*

A stud^ of the oivil distrlet groups further evhstwi^lAlrs Ihs lh«t

(8) Xn the Ounherland Plateau this Is particularly true ef the
n(»*theastem pcu-t*
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tfa»t ferasta toad ta oeeupy prlnoipallgr iha poorer aolls* Six of the

oiidl distriet t;^r«e^a haee 80 par eent or su»re of the fam area In for-

oaite (Figure Id)* fheae raideod fr<Rii high to lav in order are: Jellioo-

BrlooriUe, Ghestoj>>St* Louie af tdia Waatam Bin* Lea, IMiooi, i«r'oliait&«

and the Uelteiry Sand, fha ^allioo-BrloarlLla and Lea fornationa ara found

an tha 0«nl»arland Plateau} the Arehaan and the Shicol are found on the

Ohaka Banga} and iiia MoSaixy Sand group la found in tha Watar-Sted araa

af Vaat Saanaaaae# Cto the ati^ «actre»a« four groupa hare laaa i^jan 10

par eont of tha fam land In fUraata* fhaaa aret Loeaa^ Ordo-rloiaa af

the Central Baaln* Oranada of the Waotem LaSbrange aoil areai and tha

AllUTlal af the Mlaeiaaippl Bottom. Ihaaa aoila ranfc from fsrtlle to vary

fertile. Within the Ladranga area, the seila derived froa the Orenada

formation are aiqjierior to thoao derived from tha ^lly Spripga fomatlon*

the latter group haa 13.8 par oant of tha farm Icurtd In feraat oonparad

ta 8.8 par oant for tha fmrmer.
(9)

fbi non-farm foraata, like the farm foreeta, ara found primarily

in poorer areas* For inataneo, 75*9 par oant of tha tei^l land area

of tho (Marlaiid Plateau ia In eomnareial fozasta* On the tfnaka BMOga

8d#8 par aant of the total luid area ia in forests, on the Wee torn RIa,

86*0 per eent and 41*1 per cent of Use land of Groupa I and H, reopeotivoly,

is in non-farm foraats. Tha next higheet ranking group ia the HeHairy

Sand group of Weat lannaaaaa wlt^ 52*4 par emit, fhasa areas ara rapim-

aaatatlve of tha poaraat parts of the State.

(9) Bon-farm forest area la amaoaroial forest area mlnua farm moodland
and voedland pasture.
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(10)
Qto»r Farm lAnd

WhUL« it i« possible th&t under the heading of '*other £hm land"

there nay be inoluded sobui of the beat land en the fam« it is most

likelj that the grsMSter proportion of suoh land is eaete land, baring

ne present ralae fron tite stan^oint of ItiaMdiate reUurns* On ̂ e ia^

diriihial farm ii» naatte land la usual ly ̂  poorest land* It is noot

likely, thorefore, that regions haring the largest proportion of poor

land would hare a eooparatlToly largo aeroago of the land under this

elassm.oatloR« le sons sxtsnt this is trus in Tennessee* On the Ctaaber**

tmnA Plateau, 39,1 per eent of Urn fam land is o^bissified as "other farm

land"* The hoSairy Sand grsup has 15.0 per cent of its farm area under

thie elassifioation* With the exesption of these two groups, bovover,

the power areas do not hare a greater proporticax «f ̂  farm land olas*

sified as "other farm land". In fact the group ranking third in the pro

portion of land classified ae "other farm land" is Idie Merthera Bim, whi<di

has some of Idjo meet produoti're soils in the State (Figures IS and 16)•

:2%0 data ]|;ressated in the oi-ril dlstriot study are f&irly reprssen-

tatire of Idas oouiity groups in this rospeot.

Slnse a large proportion of "other fsna. land" is used for the Issss-

steads, there should obviously be a small relaticsiship between soil types

and tfas peroentage cf land in this olass*

(10) Otl»r farm land includes all rough STwaapy, or wMtte lands not in
forest pasture, or crops j and also the land eceupied by buildings, barn
yards, feed lote, roads, ditches, etc.
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La Grange & Loess
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■Upper E, T. Gr.I
Upper E. T. 7, Gr.II
TSaaka Range
Mississippi Bottom
All Groups
State
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Source: Based on Table I.

Fig. 15. Per cent of farm land classified as "other farm land",
county groups

1930
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Per cent Q
\

McNairy Sand
Iftiicoi
Northern Rim

Holly Springs
Jellico-Bricevillo
Conasauga-Wautaxiga
Gnenada

■yfestem Rim

OrdoTicism M. Tenn

Ft. Payne
Loess
Knox Dolomite

Leo

Ordovician E. Tenn.

Eastern Rim
Alluvial

Archson

All Groups

15 20 25 30 35

im

Source; Based on Table II.

Fig. 16. Per cent of farm land classified as "other farm land", 1930,
civil district groups
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Smmxy of l<tnd Iftlllgattop

Wld« rtrngHB in the intwaelV of tto* of load far the irarloua eeil

areiie hae been ehoim In the aborre discuaslon* Zn certain parts sd*

fMmessee a large peresmtage of Urn land is In farm ilaad^ and the fa««

lead in turn, is tised primarily £»r orop prcdaotion* On the ether hand,

less than one«^ourth of the land en Cinherland Platean it in fam

land snd less Itan 80 per esot ef the fam land is used for otopom These

rariatioBs in the Intensiiy ef use re|resent man's adjastments t» the

natural eharaoter of the landj also they represttxt the lSaltati<m ehieh

nature hae set up, and vhieh man ia feroed to reoognise*

Seeded Ad;^ugtai«at in tend Utillgatioa

Keteithetandlng these faets, there are naladgustnents in Isnd use la

various parts (kP ^zmossee and othsr statos* IRie oroding and gullying of

largo areas ef rolling and hilly land by continuous oroppii^ throughout

the State, rendering saoh lands valueless for agriculture. Is ovidenoe of

l^s fast* tfai loe standard of living of the farm family in certain areas

oonqparsd to the better eoonooie and soeial osnlitions ©Iseahere in a time

when fertile lands hart t»on taken eut ef eultiv&tion, mltmo the fuestiea

Ml te hm wisely man is using his resoiroes*

These problems have beea given publio recognition through 14ie woxt;

ef tiie Planning Oeanittee of the Hational Planning Board. Areas where

too present land use is a problem liavo bean mapped and recMnasndatians

for ths uss of oueh luids. Throe main oauoes of land ttie problems

were reported by this bodyi namely, the uneeonooio use of poor faim Isnd
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fmr a^ioultare, the tise of agricultural laai in such a mmuKr a« te

faollltate Ite metage by erosion* and the of produotire osea of

fereat laada* fhe mjor ad;]U8tawnt measure rooosanended is tha retire*

ment of arable :^unaing lar4 from oertain poor areas by publie aoquiei*

tifBi* Motitier lype of aeaouro in use in eoae etates Is state and loMl

soning* Zoning is a restriction on private property in land a:7«icised

under the {K^lioe peeer. It has beooae a reeeguised tool in oity plManirg*

Although its use in -rtural land use planning has only begun* it is probable

that it mill ultimately beoosne ;}ttat ae effeotive a tool in that field ae

(11)it has In eiiy planning.^ '

Oeverzassntal agencies have begun an approaeh to the solution of these

problems* The Public Works ildainiGtratlon allocated tdie sum of

125*000*000 to the Surplus Relief Corporation for the larai retlrenaofe

progx^* the admlnlstmtieet of ehich ms plaoed In the hands of a sub*

marginal land ooamittee* The land aoqulred is to be used for federal or

State forests or parks or for State or Federal upland game refuges* er a

eoabinatlon of such uses* Ae to how far this program will eontinue re

mains to be seen* However* it Is recommended that it be continued for a

period ft* 15 years* with a view of acquiring § million aoree of land
(12)

year*

The value of these land use programs in Tenz»ssee eannot be predicted*

Yet they do offer a partial eolutian to the many problem resulting from

the maladjittstnsnt of land use in the poorer parts of the State*

(11) National Hesources Board Report* lioomtor 1* 1934* p* 157*
(12) Ibid.* pp. m-183.
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A«rieultaf« 9tms^Uu na la|»ortftat pMltlen la gmwsM*.

■ately tro-thlrd# of tfao 8tftto*« «alnfally oa^Iflgrod populatian era on.*

£K50d la fOjMlng* fl» total oatput of thAo group io oqual to approxiaatoly

40 par e«it of tho total output of Hio throo leading Induatrloo - agrioul-

turo, nanufaotnriag, and ndniag • ooabinod. In only alxtooB of tho 96 oowio

tioa of tito Stato tho value of ooalth added by iQantifaotia>ing axeoods tho
(1)value added by agrioultoro*

Itaflueaeo on Sarly Agrioultural Dovelopaanta

t& tlM daya of tho froattoromon, aateng the first ^estloxui asked re**

turning eacplwers worst "What of the soils?* "what do they prodttoe?*

"Could we laaster the Sand there by tho tricks of tfas trade we have learned

here at hoow?" Whtereays and acsiBtain barriers largsly dstersKlned ^

flMnrsMots of the fronti«rsasu3« fho fertility of the eoil^ however# was tfas

faetsr #iieh detensiasd wliothsr «r not an area derel^^ped into a prosperous
(2)faming ^gi<m«

Staus# eeurly in ^nnoesoe history tho Cwxtral Basin snd the liaostone

wallsys sf East Tonnessoo devolved into prospsrous farodng rogicms largoly

beesuse of superior soils. At sarly as 1820 the population of tfas Stats#

(1) Allred# C« B## and Atkins# S* Y^^*# fennesseoj Econoaio# Soojal# and
CiTie# p« 194*

(8) BulWrt# A# 8## Soil# Its Inflwnce on ./teierioan Hiatory# p« 69*

43
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lAiloh -Mui predonlmtely a farm population* mui ooneontrated aaln;^ in tho

BMiin* Haurjr County* at that timo* rankod first am<»)g the counties of the

State in total population* with 22*089 inhahitants. In contrast* the coun*

ties of the Cuaberland Plateau and imaka Bani^ were sparsely populated*

indicating little agricultural derelopmant* With the moTOment of the popu*

lation westward* the oountiss of West Tennessee became of agrioultural im-

portanoe* aeon after settlement began about 1820* 71^ produced ootton*

(5)oorn* tobaoeo* and llTestock*

Inf luenoo Of Soil on BUmibor ot ¥wm

Thsre are oomparatiTely few fame today* as in 1820* in the poor areas

of lennesBoe. As shown in Figure 17* the Cuoberland Plateau and the Ihudoa

Eai^© have the fewest fbntti in relation to total land area. Ihere are
(4)

relatiwely few fUms on the Western Him* also. Ihis is due primarily te

the large proportion of the land area whieh is not suitable for faming

beeauee of the ooii^ratiTely poor soil and rough topograjdiy. On the other

hand* the Central Basin* the Korthern fiJn* and the Bast Tennessee Talley

haws a relatively large nusber of fams. The greater the fertility of the

soils and the more favorable topegra]^ accounts for the higher density of

fams insthese regions.

In West Tennessee* the large lUBtiber of farms as indicated by Figure

17 is eomsidiat mieleading. A large nuaber of these faxms are operated hy

cropper tenants* who are distinguished from hired labor only in that they

are pfid a portion of the crop for their labor instead of 'Wiges in the fom

(S) Stricklor, BUul A.* History of Agriculture In T^esaee to 1870*
p. 228. Thesis. tTniveraity of xennessee* 1936.

(4) The farms in the Western Sim and Plateau are above the State average
in sise, particularly in the Western Him, virher© the farms average
about 50 per osnt larger than the State average.



•Uf

• •

1950, T' •I -•,■»-*

17» NUTJb' fams, Torm5339o counties, 1930

ft-'

Source; ISth TJcS. Censuii of Agritg 1930, Tennessoe^
Series 1, pc 7.

Figwe 18» Average size of farms by counties, Tennessee
193C

Over 1000 aores
95 - 99,9

. 82,9
50 - 3Sc9
Under 49o9

State aveo 73-5
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©f «asli or iio oqultftlnat* loltliwp the oropper tenant nor the ©ago earner

haw any control over -the aeuaageeent of the land and equipaent vMeh he

oees. 7et one le paid a pM^tion of the «rop and listed for eeneiis porposee

ae a fanaeri ehereae the other reoelvres eagee and is not listed as a farm

^rator. BeTortheless, there is a tendonoy fer the greatest nwiber of

dhms to bo in areas IVLOlng tho boot soils, for ixistanoo, -thore aro fovwr

fama In tho oastom oountios of Woot Tonnesseo than in tho other eotten

prodtteiiig oonatiee, all of vhieh havo a largo attdbor of farmo operated hy

eropper tenante*

<»iangs Xh »iaia>or of fams^ 105O<-1935

Aooofding to tho Bureau of -ttie Qoiuaie the nud>or of farms in TovmssiNNi

ineroasod froa U6,e&% in 1930, to 273,789 fanui, in 1933* In Tenneotoo,

as in other etates, tho inereaso in ninhor of fhme uae tho result of largo

SMdMNre of industrial woi^ers returning to -the farm in a period of dopros*

«iOB*

In general, tbs largoet inereaows in naahor of faraui «oro found «a

land of relatively low produoing capacity and *hsro faoraors in past years

have rseeived low return for their efforte. As sbonn in Table ? end Figure

19, the Ihwka Baige and the Ctadberland Plateau had the higheet peroentage

iaereaee. In oontraet to thoao too ooo^ratively poor areas, the Herthern

Sfyi, the Loess and LaQrange groups, and the Central Basin all rcpor-bed re

latively little inerease. The Bast Tennessee Talley reported a OM^ratively

large inerease in nuoher of farms, but this viae due prinariXy to arbanlsatlon

Influonees vrl-ldtln -that area. That is, there has been a tesdeney for uasnio

ployed industrial vrerkers -to settle o& either poor land mr on land olose te
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St&te

All Groups

Miss. Bottom

LIcIialry Soivi
t'orthem Rim

Tvest. Rim Gr.II

Lo-ass

La Graufw

-f

r
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'lest. Rim Gr. I j
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Upper R.T.V.Cr.ll
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iriddlc R. T. Val.

C-JTit. Plateau
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Figure IS. Per cent change in number of fams,-1^=0^-1935
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the oit^ diarlng the dGprestloi Teere*.

SABX2 T. vm mt msm ss nma (v WAma, i9so to loss

Soil Region Per Cent Soil Begion Per Coni

Cheuige 1 Change

Bhaka Baoge 38.4 ^fostom Rim Croup I 10.3

Saet tMKiseeee Talley Croup II 2.4
i»mp I 22.3 Mcllairy Sand 2.4
8r<mp XI 26.1 LaCrange 4.6

Middle Baet Tetm* Talley 28.3 LaCrange 8 Loose 4.8
Lener Bast Teon* Talley 12.8 Loose 2#7
Cumberland Plateau 36.9 Hiseissippi Bottom «*34«4
Central Baein 7.4
Baetem Rim 13.4 All CretqiNi 10.4
Horthem Rim 1.9 State 11.4

'ticttrcej ' ''deaeua''af^ Agrlculiiur®',. lliiISS, lJenj»»««o'

3h wily two group* me there e 4eay«M« in madMr of fenoif the Mle-

•ieeippi Bet tote wi^iloh ahamd a deoreaae of 34*4 per owt, and tiie Mol^lry

Sand gre^p idiieh had a deoreaee of 2*4 per eent* Ihese deereaaee wkto

prohebly due to eenreral reaeone, but redoeed aereage of ootton under

the BankiMad Aot eXlminated a large nn&ber of efaere wroi^r temante^ ee»

P^ially in the Mississippi Bottom* and to seme extent In the hoHairy Sand

am*.

Si«e of yarae

The eise of fame* as ehoen in Figaro 18 ia eoHndiat mlsleadtag due

te the high ratee of tsnanoy in Weet Tenaeesee* It is generally bolleired

that the larger farms usually haee the better soils. An exasdnation of 814

eoopleted farm appraisals of fanes in Bast fennessee shows this to be true

(Tablo TI). Thm avorago else fame fear all of tvelTO grcmps* olassifiod

ae to soil type^ mas 121.7 aesras per farm. Tet only fire of the twelre
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grmpm awragod o-ror 100 &ot«b pBr farm. Ih®«o fiT», baaing fertility

en ealue ta land per acre, were abore tbe average in fertility.

The enmlleet farms eere found principally m ridge gravel soils, an

llswatwie with rock euteropping, and on slates and shale soils. The clay

sells mere an exception in this eass*

SABLE VI. liYEMQtE SI^S ABD VKSM PER ACltS OF 814 FAST smKSSEE ?A!?aS

Soil Type Aores Value Soil Type Aores Value

Per Per Per Per

Farm Acre Farm Acre

River bettom 169.6 133,32 Clay knob 91.8 114.03
Sandy loam 130.1 24.16 Eidge gravel 89.9 20.12

Limestone elay 123.4 33*40 Gravel 87.S 15,79
Clay loam 120.6 36.26 Slates and

Gravel clay 106.1 25.37 shales 75.7 19.63
Silts and Lsaaw 9S.7 25.10 Clay 72.7 38.39

Limestone (rooky) 5S.1 21.28

11 All Groups 1
rrcm:nrr"t:y'"i!Gsu;

121.7 30.07

Valley --uthorily, 1935.

Xnflaenoe of Soil on Farm Tetiuye

Of ths four classes of fam operators in Semmssea. farm tenants f«ak

first in mxntoer, with ll3»520f full cnmers raiA: second, with 109, ̂3 j

part owners, third, with 21,673| and fa.m managers fourth, with only 6H»

Of thsse feur gr<«ips. farm mriagers and part owners oosd>ined oeaqnrlse less

than 10 per oent of the total number. The selected comiy groups eombined

are fairly representative of the State In per oent of fajiR i^>erators by

classes (table VII).

Tbe influence of soils on the percentage of fam operators by tenure
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is bMt shown by n study of the extmae groups* On the one extraae,

the proportion of fans qpsrators olassifled as full onmers on the esia*

isuratire:^ pser land 9t llie Gmbsrland Plateau is 77*3 per ooint (sss

Fil^ttra 20)* On Hbe other sxtrsas* Ihs i^opertlon on the fertile land «f

the lilssisslppl Bottcm is only 6*3 per esnt. the soil r^ioB«rankit)g se*

oond highest in proportion «f faras operate by full owners is the Unaka

Range -with 68*2 per owit* On the other hand* only 46*7 per oent of -tho

fares of the Oentral Basin and only 56*7 per cent of the farms of the

Borthem Rim are operated by full ownere*

Tsnaney is eonsiderably higher in West Tennessee than in either Middle

or Bast Tmmessee* due prliaarlly to ths -type of faraing* Cr^ produotion*

espeolally ootton end -tebaoeo* is bet-ter suited for tenant faraing than

lirestook faming* td-vestock farming ra^irea fixed inrostaent in bams*

fsttses and si|uipaent which the tenant is hesitant to aake beeauee he dees

not hare Isgal title -tse inprovenent made on the farmj and tlie landlord or

dinarily Is reluctant about naking sueh expenditures to be exposed to ths

arerage tenant's lask saxe and intersst*

Hotwltdietetnding* there is a -bond^sey for tenants to ooonpy the better

padee of land* particularly those idiioh are adsp-bed to oash crop produo

tion. Ylhilo the farm owner will continue to opera-to a faxm vrma though

profits are low* a tenant will more to a bettor fam. Lewis oaplalns the

reason for t^is as follows >

In order for tenants to suooeed* the land smst be suffioiently
prodootiTO to yield a llTlng to the tenant after a part of -bhe
receipts hare been paid to the landlord. Xf a tenant makes a
ais-take and rwrbs a poor i^&ra* he UMslly learee sooni but if
he b*i^s suoh a farm he may s-tay for years* hoping to sell* (5)

(5) Lewis* A, jin Eoanomlo Study of Land trtlllsation In Toajikins
Coun-fcy* ?<few Ifork* p» iSto* ' ...» .n' , , ,
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i« am hi|^ in of am of this state,

SABLE TH. fASm BT XlBimE} FER CEBT OP ALL PARtlS^ IBSO

Soil Hegion All Fanas full part MELQft- TMi-

Owner Oimor gore ants

PtaObsar IPot* Pot,

Uhaka Bange 800 68*2 8.7 •1 22.9

I^Eper East T«m* Talli^
.1 26,9Oroup Z 9,224 63,6 9,4

Group II 11,170 60*4 11,6 .3 27.8

Hiddle Bast Tenn. Tallsy 7,670 60*7 7.9 .6 29.4

Lower East Tenn* Galley 6,047 56.4 7.9 .4 36.2

Oooherland Flateau 3,232 77*3 4.3 .3 17.9

Csntral Bssin 15,384 45*7 10.2 .3 43.2

Eastern Sim 14,877 51.0 12.0 •2 36.8

northern Rim 8,466 86*7 6.3 .2 66.8

Western Bimt Oroup I 4,627 48.8 7.7 «e 43.7

Ghrot^ II 5,213 47*7 8.4 41.8

MeNairy Sand 8,595 39.7 7.8 52.4

LaOrange 17,679 30.0 8.5 .1 61.4

Loess 3,315 41.7 8.9 •5 48.8

LaChrange A Loess 29,121 28.7 7,5 •1 63.6

Mississippi Bott(»u 1,120 5.3 2,1 .4 92.2

All dfrov^ 124,601 46.1 8.8 •2 44.0

State 245,667 44.7 8.8 •2 46.2

of Faming

Farms are elasslfled by the Binreau of t^e Coomis aooording to their

demimnt sooree of InecaBe* Zf as attoh as 00 par o«at or more cf the total

value of all preduots of the farm is derived from any one produot the farm

is olassified as being of that type* She eeneas report lists twelve major

'^pes of farms as followst gmeral^ oash*grain, eotton^ erop i^eoialty«

fruity truOk, dairy* aAimal<»epeeialty* stooWanoh* poultry* felf-euft-

fieing* and abncnraal ibrms*

(6) 15th Census of Agrioulture* 1930, Texmsssee, Series 3«
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th« iziflttjecott df BoiX m the ^ la shonm by « Btudy

of the distarlbutlon of each of tlM variouo fypeo of fams (••• Wble

Till).

General Farme. General farming, aooording to Warr«a^ ttsualXy means
(7)

that ooe grows the usual animal and field srops of the regicaci. There.*

fore, one would not oocpeot great eariatlon in th9 prt^ortion of farsui

oXassified as general for the soil regions exospt to the extent that osr*-

tain aroas are espeoialXy well adapted to a particular -type wP farming,

thereby reduoing ii» ]^op(n>tion of general type Bsnoe enly to

the extent that soils are espooially ̂ varabls to a partlwilar -type of

fUralx^, is the influenee of eoils on general -t^ype of faming ehosn* For

inetanee, the soil and the relatad iko-tor of topography, on ta» Cumberland

Plateau, beeauae of ite poor fertility and rugged mturo, la espooially

oonduelTe to a mbststmaoe -type of farmiag. Hence 6S per oent of the

fams there are olassifisd ae solfHiuffloing, SS per osnt ae part-time

farai and only 9 per cent ae general farms. In the ease of the Hortdiern

Sim, the soils are espooially faTorable to tnbaooo. Benoe cropospeoialty

tend to orood out general fame.
(8)

Oash.'Grain Fams. The orops Inoluded within the oaslwgrain type

9t faming are for tSia most part rleh land carepe. Too, they are well

adapted to the use of modem fam maehlnery, and therefere to aedorately

lerol land. Fw these reasms (as well as dliinatio) tlw Hor^ Central

[7) Warren. G, F.. Fara Managenrnt, p. lOB.
[8) Cash grain type of farm ref^e to fame on which 40 per omt or
s of the fam inoome is derived from the sale of a*^ one or groiq> of

the following: com, trtieat, oats, barley, flax, rye, spelt, buckwheat,
rice, and grain smrghom.

[9) Rlohey, F. D., Com Culture, 0. 8. D, A, Fariaer»8 Bulletin
Vo. 1714, p. X.
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Loess
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Lower E. T. V.
^festem Rim Qp^ jj
Middle E. T. 7,
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Upper E. T. y.
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Sto.te
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Mtd )fid«a«t«rn United St&tes are of great taportanoe in the produotlon

of com, efeoat, and other «aal3. graine, Jn nortlweotem Tennesaee, the

IiOMa 4g^e of soil, iifaioh in aangr reepeete Is airailar to tb» soils of

the Conn Belt, Is eell suited to grain faming# Approadafttsly 6 per esnt

•f the fame in the Loess region (Qhion County) are of the oash-grain type.

In the Central Basin, though Ihe soils differ in type froa these in Chtioo

County, they, nevertheless, are fertile, and for the nest part the tope-

graphy of the Basin is level to gently sloping* BEwre 4«3 per eent of the

fams are classified as eashMgrala fams* Un the other hand, neither

the COhberland Flateea nor the llhaha Bange groups have as nany as one

oaah-gruin farm* In the Molfalry Somd typo of soil those fama osnstltuto

only ens-tenth of 1 per eent of the farms in ii» area* in these areas

tmfavemble sells ai»i the rma^ topography (partioularliy la many part*

of the Plateau) are aa^ior eauaal faoters (Figure 21)*
(10)

Cotton yarns* It is stated by 0. B* Baker* U. S* Departosnt

ef .Agrleu Iture* that

the boundaries of the Cotton Belt are vrtiolly cllmatlo, but
vlthln these boundaries dwosity of produotlon Is deteralnod
by the stirfaoe of the land and by the soils* — Cotton is
grom on praotioally all eell-dralned types of soil, but In
general the yield on unfertile, sandy, is^land soil Is snail,
and In vet seasons also the heavy elays and sfsae bottoni land
soils give low yields - although produotng large vegetable
grorths* (11)

m Ismeeeee eotton produotlon is largely confined te West Tennessee

beeause of favcsrsble ollmtle sonditlons • long grcnring season and rela

tively le«r rainfall during aiamer and early fall* A few oountles in

(10) Aay farm on whioh cotton iMiqpresoatO 40 per cent or more of the
total value of all products of the fSm is olasslflod as cotton form*

(11) Baker* 0* E., "Agricultural Beglons of Eorth Aamrlea", Eeoncado
Ceography, January 1927, p* 71*
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in southern laddle and southern East Tennessee grosr estten* aajor

exception is hufcberferd ̂ ounty» in the central part eif Middle Temtesseoii

where 66 per sent of the fame ere classified as cotton farms* hi this

ootnrfy a combination of favorable soil (red soil which warms up rslatiwely

early) and climatic conditions probably accoonts for cotton production*

Bovever^ using these type of farming data^ it eaimot be shosn that any

particular soil is especially favon^ble to cotton faming in MWeeee* In

most oases differenoes in the proportlan of cotton faims are prinelpally

accounted for by differences in oliraatio conditions*
(12)

Crop~Specialty Farms* In Toimsssee, five oreps falling wHdiin

the crop specialty group are grown on a ooameroial soalei namely^ hay,

tcbaoeo« sweet potatees* white potatoes, and peanuts* Soil type is an

ii^ortanb factor in ths distribution of eatdi of those orops and, o<ms«!»

tuently, in ths distribution cf cNrep<^eoiAlty farms. In the oass of hay,

however, VWy little is grown for sale la Xeimessee, and therefore few

farms receive as muoh as 40 pw esnt of the inoaae from this crop* 3^

ths ease of the other four crops, there are distinct production areas, thW

boundaries of which are limited by soil type.

First, eomider sweet potatoes (Figure 22). ihe ideal sweet potato

soil la a well drained sandy loam with a clay subsoil* On very fertile

soil the crop tends to sun to irtne.5"' Thus it he^pens that the ootm«*

(12) Crop-special-ty farms includes those fhrms on which 40 per o«nt
or more of the sales were represented by any of the following orops:
sweet 8<»>gham fw sirup, sugar oane, sugar beets, maple sugar and sirup,
soybeans, coapeas, velvet beans, rip© field ̂ as and beans, tobaoeo,
hay, peanuts, white potatoes, sweet potatoes, mushroccui, and other minor
field crops.

(13) Miller, F, E,, Bwttie, •>. fi., and ZSmmerlyy, H. H*, Sweetpetato
Growing, U*S*D*A, Fajrmers* Bulletin Ho» 099, p* 2*3*
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tiM within thB «oiX gr<mps und<«r vhloh i«Kd in «*Mit potato

prodnotion (WOakley &ni Gibson)« ham a light loaa^ toil. Grop-opeoialty

fami ocoqpriae 24*4 p«r omA of the fhm» Weakloy Counl^. In the

other ooimtieo oithln the Lalbrongo area the prodnetion of ootton temlii

to orowi oat the produotion of oiher orepej too« in the oaeo of OlboMi

Ooonty, irtiich is one the loading oountles of the State in iwoet potato

prod»otioa« it i« prohablo that ihia orep ie prodnood largely on fame

falling within the truofc tffo of faming oXasaifioation*

In the eaee of tobaooo^ the soli is distinotly an Influenoe in ito

diotribution. The meet io$>ortaiit faetor infloeneing the developtent of

eertain tialitiee, eiioh ae eolor of leafi, texture and arona* ie the
(14)

phyeioal and tiiendoal prepertiea of the eeil* Time tl» aoile of the

lorthem Him are noted for the quality of dark fire-eured. tObaeoo* ehioh

they produce • The iaqpertanee of tobaeoe in tiw.t area is shosmly the laot

that 74«6 per oaat of the fame are elaeelfied ae orop^a^cKdalty fama

(TaULe VIII)* Burl<^ tebaeoo prodne^cm is rostrioted aJaest entirely to

the liseetow eoila of tdie Centml ̂ nsin and of the Mnii Xesmeeeee Talley

(see 23). On the poor efaarty soils of Maoon Cotmty ono-suokor

tobaoeo is the presaillng type grcam. In Hwiry County, tho prermilSng

type of tebaooo grown on tho lAOrango soils is tho Badueah dark fire<»

oured* Beginning with a line running south and north throa|^ the oenter

of tho oouniy and extending eaetowrd, there is a ofaange fcom the Saduoah

dark flre-oured to the Clarkewllle dark fire-oured. This ohapge rww

(14) Qamer, W» Vi, Moss, B, C,, H« S», wilkinson, and
Stine, 0, C„ "History and Stntte of Tobaooo Cultore", U* 8» D. A,
Yoarbook of .igrieulture, 192S, 417.



 

 

 

 

 

par«ll«l to tfas ia oolX typ* in ttett oouzity* iTeo of tbo aoft toe

p9riteen% totaooo-ppodoolng vtmm oro the Worthorn Sim and Sroup II of tho

%por Eaat T«moooo« Valley, in which areas the doeiaast -type of faming

to erop speciali^.

Peanats is the ether «rop, falling within the er^^speolalty gret9,

that to grown in Zacmeesee. This crop can he grown «i aliaost any type

of soil though it does heat on light sandy loams. Soils having suffto

elant lime usually give a peanut erop that is hatter fillod, has

(15)
whiter shells, and that has a groater wei^t per bushel. fhe iiq^<-

tant areas In peaant production •» the Western liin groups •> do have oom**

•iderahle soil derived from rook that to relatively high in ealolttm.

HSfhether or not soil to ^he most tn^iortant factor in tiw farodaotLon of

peanut in the Western Rim eeimties eaxmot be determined, but at or^' rate,

there are oomparatlve large areas of soil within the region that are

well adapted to the growing of pesonate* Hence, tho producticai of peaaats

is reflooted in the oomparatively high percentage of orop specialty

faxve within the Weetem film area. All of the orop«apeoialiy fame

within this area do not produoe peanuts, however; a o(»dparative large

aoreage of tobacco is produced in Blokson, Stewart, and Houston eounties,

and aame In Hunphroya County, whioh partially aooouats for tho orop>

^oLal-ty farms of the region (Viguro 24). H^^wer, in the major peanut

producing area, tobaeeo to of relatively little topertanee.
(16)

Fruit Farms. Mooers refers to oortain soils whioh are well
(17)

suited to orchards and small fruits* Ono of these is the ridge land

(18) Beattle, W, K., and Beattie, J. h.. Peanut Qrowing, H.S.D.A.
Farmers* Bulletin No* 166S, pp. 1-6.

(16) Fams receiving 40 per cent or mere of the inoome from the sale
«f tree or ether fruits.

(17) Mboers, C. A., Soils of Tennesmse, p. 2.
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vt tlw SnoK Dolomito fffinaati(m> found in large ftrwui in the Lower Saet

Tennessee Talley* Itoigs County, vriiioh falls within this group, has

15*7 per cent of its fams elassified es fruit forms* Bradley Cetmty,

-imieh lies within the Mans diwlsion, is Hie second leading oomxty of

^b0 groups under study in peromtage of farms classified as fruit,

with 1*1 per oent* Zn other oounties eocsidered in this study, fruit

fUnts are wery few in number* Za fsot, for the State as a whole, only

0*46 per cent of the farms fall In this elassification*

froekFaros^^^ Host tegetablo orops thrive best on a well drained,
light M-nd^ loam soil* However, if land is favorably loMted in relation

to market or tran8jiortati<m f«.cilitiea, soils may be awdifted to meet
(19)

the most favoroble oqaditions; In Tannesses, each of ths urban ooun

ties have a ocmsiderable nunbmr of truck farms. However, Gibson is

tl» leadl]:^ county in State in the peroentage of truck fams* fhie

evidently is not due to soil alone, nor to tha oounty*8 advantageous

loMition in r^&rd to warket. It is possibly duo to a combination of

factors —- favorable elimatlo and soil conditions, aooessibility to mr—

ket, and In no smll measure to ti© impetus of on early start and to

the efforts of farm leaders of the oounty. They have set up marketing

maohinory without which the profitable produotion of truck crops would

be impossible*
inp)

Dairy Parma. Dairying regions are dotopmined by a nuB&or of

(19) Thoo^fflcai, E* C*, ye^etable Crops, p* 22*
(20) Fams receiving 40 ̂ r sent or more of the inocme from sale

of milk, oream, butfcerfat, bufctar, dairy oows and oalveo.
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tmtoTBf ohief of vi^loh are proximity to vholo Bdlk aarlcet* tranopor*

tatioB faoilitios, food ouppllos, posiaure land, and feed orops* Tho

•ell hae a direct bearixig en the arallahlllty of feed and suitable

pasture land, Tfaus, tho C«atral Basin, because of Its phospliatie*

linestone soil. Is the leading dairying region in Yiennessee, liirith 6*6

per eent of its Ihras elasslfied as dairy famt. The llooetone Talleyo

of BMt Tennessee Valley are also adapted to dair^diig. In contrast,

to these leading dairying areas, the Cumberland Plateau and Unaka

Range report cmly 0,3 per cent and 0.8 per cent respeotivoly of the

farms classified as dairy farms. In these areas the IaoA is not suit

able for pasture, except under range oonditionaj nor is It suitable for

the eoonmitml produotlon of feed crops. In .»est Tennsssoe, the produo*

tlon of ercps tends to orcerd out other uses of the land and therefore

dairy and li-reatook forms are relatlTOly fswr, oxoept for dairy farms

in idas Hn^his milk shed area. SoweTor, one reason for the oomparatiroly

few dsiiry farms lies in the foot that the soil is not as suitable for

the production of girass as are the soils of limestone origin found in

ths Csntral Basin and East Tennessee (Figure 25).
(21)

Animal Specialt:^. to li-rostock farming, as in dairy farming,

an abundanoe of feed or^s, partdoularly roughages and pasture, ise

neeossary for lirsstook produotion. Thus, the Cenbaral Basin is the load*

ing area of tho State in percentage of livestock fama, with X4«l per

oeat, Ala© ths East Tenasssee Valley, because of its osoy fertile yal-

(21) Farms deriving 40 per cent or more of income from the produotion
of all classes of beef eottle, sheep, hogs, wool, mohair, aM slaughtered
animals, A farm on which emphasis is placed en the production of oreps
and feeding of livestock.
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itttersperMd tgr ridge lazid, i« eonduet^ to llvestook faming* In

the Iaoss region of ̂ 'eot '^ei3a»«eee« the extensive produotioaa. of com

Is oonducivB to hog prodnctlon. As wta eo^lalned in Hiie section on

cash grain farms, soil fertility is a primary ftotor in the production

of oom, and indirectly aeoounts for the fact that 11*6 per cent of the

farms of the ioess srea are elassiXiod ae enimal-Bpeaialty fai^* Xn

other areas of the State, ooopebitiwi of orops, which indirectly may

be attributed to th# soils, tends to redooe the peroenl^ge of fams

elassifis^ as animal-speoialt/ farms (figure 26).
(32 }Stock-Saneh fansa* Boxmially one woiiLd eaqpeot to find the sfeoidt

ranehos in relatively rough areas of poor fertility • areas unatepted

te the production ef orops. i'hee in the United States they are found

principally in the far-West* In Teunsssee, they are of relatively little

iaportance, only &3 of the 845,667 farms In Temneeeee being olaesifted
T. v- (23)as etoclc ranches*

Poultry Farms. Directly, soils play a aiiior part in poultry

^eduotion* It is true thet potatry speoialists rooojmaand certain

eharaoteristios of the soil as being favorable for the poultry rangej

but, fwp the mest part, the type of soil is relatively tminportant ee

long as it is well drained. Oomiderins &et tiiat poultry-keeping

fits in with good fhm aenaganent practices, tt follows that indirectly

(82) A farm on which eni^iaels is placed on the production of live
stock ly grasing. ¥/here acreage in pasiiire is 6 times aoresge in orops*

(23) u* S. Census of Agriculture, 1930, Vol* IV, p» 891.
(24) farnm deriving 40 per cent or more of their income frisa poultry

or poultry products.
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•eXdoti'w lxifluunc« tbo soil oa the quality of tbs t&rsmr who

it do«« tond to oQoourage poultry px^uotion. Aroaa producing on

obtmUnneo of corn and «a&ll grai]i wro oonduolTO to poultry iUraing* Thus

tor l^htooo reasons Group 11 of the U{qMr Buit Xesneeeee Vall^ and tho

Central Basin are the two loading regions of the State in poultry pro-

duotion frem the standpoint of the percentage of farms classified as

paltry farms*
iU)

Bolf-Sttffioing Farms* She celf-sufi'ioiag type of Ihrming eas

the earliest t^rpe praotleed* Before agrloulture became an Industry

that is^ eas carried on on a oetaaeroial soale the farm st;^lied

prnotloally all of the neoesaities ef life, ^ith cduuqges and issprow-

mentc in fbzraing the oonuneroiAl fam has to a oonsiderabls extent re*,

pl&eed the subaiotense type ef faming in many r^ions. Only in areas

which lw.re not been able to make use ef modem farm mohinery, eltiwr

beoause ef rough tepegraphy or poor eoil^ is the selfosuffioixxg Xai»

fetskd in large naabere* For instance. In lennessee, the subsistence

farm I# closely assoolated with the oomparatiTcly unproductive soils

and rugged topography of the Cuidscrland Plateau and the Hoaka Baags*

in which areas 88*3 per cent and 48*5 per cent* respectively, of

the lams are olassified as oelf-suffioing. Ihe Lastem Rim, too, is

high ia percentage of self-sufficing farms, 46*9 per cent being clas

sified as such — paridLoulerly in the northeastern Rim* i/ithin this area

(25) Where the value of farm prodlwts trned by the operator's family
was 50 per cent or more of the total value of aU prod^ts of the fhm
it was classified as self-suf floing*
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Figure 27. Per cent of all farms that are self sufficing. 1930

.,5 10 15 2q„
Cumberland Plateau

IMaka Range
laddle E. T. V.

Eastern Rim

Loiwr E.. T. V.

Central Basin

Upper E.T.V. Gr. II
Upper E.T.V. Gr. I

Westeni Rim Gr. II

ITestern Rim Gr. I

Loess

northern Rim

La Grange

La Grange & Loess

LIcIIairy Sand

Mississippi Bottom
All Groups

State

„25_

IV

Source; Based on Table VIII.

Figure 28. Per cent of all farms that are part time, 1930
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there 1# e *lde •faria.tlon iasoil ferlAlHy. Coffee and Franklin, the

3O0et productive countlee within ths area, have only 87.5 per oant

and 80*6 per oent of •elf-eufCicing fame, ownrmred nrlth 64.0 per oent

for Ovorton, one of the poorer oountloe la toe area. Xn the mosre for«»

tile areas, oosaiBrelal typee of faming have largely replaced too self-

sufficing fam. In too Central Basin, f<» exeraple, only 16.9 per c«nt

of all farms are classified as solf-suffiolng, cwnpared wito 1.2 per oonfe

in toe fhrtilo Miesisalppi Bottom (Fif^re 27).

Part-Time Farms Faming in aaay of the poorwr aroas of the

IJnited States can hardly "bo ^stifled oxoopt where non-farm «Bq»loyment

is availahlo for a part of the year. In the Cumberland Plateau Imboring

and Hiinins combined with part-tlTa farmias, help to inoreaso low farm

tnoenea. Here, 25.4 per oarit of the fa-vicB are classified as part-tima

farms. In the Itoaka lange purt-tljae farms ocaiqprise 17.4 per cent of

all toe farms. Part-time farming is nwst likely to be prevalwit In

relatively poor faming areas that offer non-farm eBi|>l<^^raont. Howwrror,

any area affering non— es^pXeymsnt Is oonduolvo to part—time fatning,

as Is shosn by the fact tiwt 19.a per oent of the farms of the urban

oottnty, Knox, are of this type (Figure 28).

Influenoe of SolU on the Quality of Farming

The relative merits of different farming aroas Is not easily deter

mined, exoept fsr the extremely poor aroas and the extremely fertile

(26) Assy farm where the operator spent 150 days or more off the
farm, in othsr than fi.m wcadc, or reported an oooupatlon other than
jPamlng# provided the value of products doESB not exceed $750.00.
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areas* far invtenoe* the adranfeage offered by fertile sell in a given

area my be overoeoe by the high price of land* or by other factors*

To detereino Idie relative m^its of farmiisg preotioes in two areas

having several varying eonditions is even mre diffloult« for as alrea^

idioiin in this ohapter* faming praotloes have been adapted for the

meat part to the naiaiml oharaoter of the land* Thus a farm praotioe

thst Bdg^ be adapted to one regi<m peesibly would not be profitable

in other regions*

There are# hesevcjr# some important factors that my bo oonsidered

in eooparing the relative advantages of various aresev for fbraing*

Sttoh laotors as Intenaltqr of land use# orop yields# the use of modern

farm aaohlnery# and the use of fertiliser have frequently been used

to measure ths relative merits of various areas for farming*

Intensity of land use was shoim la the previous chapter# in which

it was pointed out that sell is ftmdaaental In detenBlning the use# te

whl<di land la adapted* Only under eocoeptlonal oonditlons# is it profit

able to use land intensively if the soil does not have at least average

natural fertility*

Crop Yields, The yield per acre of oropa Is «ie of tdje most Im*.

portant factors determinlag the profits from farming* If all the land

within an area were used for crops# the avei*age ylel4 would be a satis

factory index of the average soil fertility of that area. However,

since «vs most fertile land on the fa*m is ooraaonly used for orops,

data on orop yields are inadequate as a basis for determining the sell

fertility ef ths entire land area* Per instance# In areas having poor
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x.nt

Wr'*-

%

Source: Lased on Tabla IX.

Aig. 29, Crop yield indices, Tennessee counties

r vern ;t"
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TABLE IX* CROP YIEU) IHPSX IS TESSESSBE
(27)

County Index
Pot*

County Index

Fot.
County Index

Pot.

Anderson 90.23 Bimlltaxi 87.93 Mtjrgaa 73.37
Bedford 105.71 BSanoook 66.88 Obi on 121.68
Benton 92.78 Bardeoau 74.82 Overton 69.66

Bledaoe 85.64 Bardln 97.42 Perry 116.98
Blmmt 92.29 Bawkina 100.08 Plckatt 75.09
Bradley 83.17 Baywood 87.05 Polk 85.68

Caapbell 84.07 Banderaon 93,57 Putnam 84.61

Cannon 108.26 Henry 96.88 Hhea 88.15
Carroll 93.67 Hlokmn 109.78 Boane 90.63
Carter 106.41 Houston 106.80 Hobertscn 112.28
Cheathaa 113.58 aniphreya 119.16 Hutherford 100.86

Cheater 90.22 Jadeson 100.86 Scott 75.28

Clalbcme 92.68 Jefferson 105.46 Se^uatohie 89.07
Clay 92.50 Jdmacn 115.07 Sevler 88.76

Cooke 92.43 Eacoc 99.52 Shelby 84.30

Coffee 96.83 Lake 148.65 Smith 119.49

Crockett 105.01 Lauderdale 109.67 Stewart 105.37
Cumberland 87.00 Lawrence 96.68 Sulllv&n 109.13

Davidson 122.21 Lewis 101.70 Sumner. 109.47

Deeatur 95.62 iLlnooln 101.29 Tlpton 97.44

DaKalb 106.48 Loudon 99.83 Trouadale 109.89

Dlckswsi 98.52 iCeMlxm 84.96 Uniool 85.86

Dyer 133.89 McIJairy 86.63 [Union 82.97

iFOyatte 69.55 Mftoon 83.69 Van Bnren 77.66

F^mtreaa 82.66 Uadisan 89.44 [Viarren 87.05

Franklin 97.40 tl&rion 99.11 payne 94.65

Qibaon 109.18 Harshall 99.11 pashington 106.41

Giles 106.42 Uaury 116.65 peakley 104.33

Grainger 90.96 lielgs 88.50 phite 82.00

Greene 95.89 Itfinrce 81.08 pilliamaon 116.13

Qmndv 91.31 Hcntgoraery 107.91 pile on 107.19

Basiblra

'"J WV ''

109.22

i-x'

Moore 96.98

Yayw- 

btate average 100.00

Tssr.

(27) 1CX> per oe«t - State average yield for oensus perlode 1889-
1929 for ̂  follcwtng oropa oombineds corn, wheat, oata, barley, rye, hay,
iaweet potatoea, white potatoes, tobacco, cotton, atrawberrlea, and peanuts*
To obtain county Index the aotual yields for each ooramodlty In each county
was gradmted in peroentagea above or below 100 according as the yield for
the given county la above or below the State avei^ge* Then the acreage of
each <wop ma exiled as weights.
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•olltji o*"®? 1®®^ aigW; ̂  iWkll la ralatlon to the totol area^

yet oonqparatlToly fertile. Hwioe, the crop yields 3i*y he far tem ropre-

•eatative of the fertility of the eeil type as a whole* Alt^ugh inadeN.

^^te ao an ahaolute indeai of eoll fertlli'^ for this reaam^ a ocapariaoa

Htvjf yields in different areas indicates to some extent the lelatife

fertdlity of the eeils. A letw orep yield index of a glwn area is a

gaod indication of low awemge fertility in the aitire areaj a high indw*

howewer* is not so likely to indieate a hi|^ aveirage fertility throughout

4-VtAthe area.

The seerage yield ef twelTe loajor orops comhined In a peroefltage of

the aTerage fcr the State ie ehomx hy oounties in Table IX and Figure l^*

In general ̂ e orep yielde ooepare wildi other faotore previously oentioned

as indicators of differences between sell types* The Gudterland Plateau

ranks low in or<p yields, the indiees for the reinresezttatiTe otxmties

bei>g> CUKherland, 87.0; Hoxgan, 73.3; and Scott, 75.3. On the other

hand, the fertile Misslset]^ Botttaa, repreeented by lake County, has a

or<p yield ind^ of 148*6, and the Loess sells represented by Obion County,

has a orop yield index of 121*0* That the oounties of the Oentze^l Basin

fasve orop yield indiees above the State average is to be e^q^oted in view

ef ths ihot tl&t these oounties rank high In the other factors studied*

In the Western Rim group of counties, the crop yield indices do not re.»

present the average ftirtility of t;he soils of this region since the fer»

tile alluvial soil in the river valleys eoKprises a large poroentage ef
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the total pr<9 land* Stnoe oom to the prlnolpal erop groom la these

Tall^s, high oom yieltio rewJlt In & relatively high <a^p index fhr

these counUes# In the ease el' the UoSairy Swad group the low orep

yield in&ex Is mere representative ef the fertility ocf the area because

a larger percentage ef the land is used fur erops and a relatively siaall

peroentage of the erop land is in river bottoms*

Fam iCachinery* She ability to use farm aaohinery seeouniNi for

the fact that certain areas engage in a oemeroial type of fhmlng« idiile

other areas continue to practice subsistenee types of faming* Them are

prebably two reasons shy peer areas do not bhUoo extensive use of farm

maohinery* In the first plaee^ the topography of the land is not rntlt*

able for tho use of aodem farm maofalnery* In the second place. Idle la*

eons of the farm is not large sn»«^ dus to low yields and the small sise

of the farming business to afford sxpenditures for farm ija^ovoriHsnts.

Shus the ability ef an arcm to use fam aaohinery Is a fair index of tiis

merits of faming in that area* She farmers of tho more fertile areas

have the advantage over famere In poor areas in having net only higher

yields per anre, but they are able to oultlvats a largmr acreage at a

lower oest by using more and better farm equipoimt* For imtanoe. In

the Coriserland Plateau, there is an Inveatmont in far® maehinery of only

$1«&7 per fara a«r© compared to an investment of $2*67 in tho Central

Basin (Table X and Figure 30). In tho Western Bim the per acre value

is ̂ 1*29 and $1*38 for Croigi I and Group II respectively* Gn idie ether

hsad. Group II of the G^r East Iwoasssss Valley (Greene, Sullivan and

ISfcahlngton counties) reports an investaent in farm machinery of $4*(^

per fUrm acre* This latter group coBpriMS the best farmSng land in ths
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Bast Tsnnsssse 7all«y« All of ths WMt SsflttHlMis groups iwpoift a reU*

ttTsHy largo InTOstwent per fam acre In farm e^uipittont* thora^ of

oourao# the f&ot that a largor proportion of the land is in crops ne«.

eesBitates a greater expend!tore in e^iipoMRt per farm aere* Herertheless*

the fertility of tlw soil i« reflected in the investment In fhrm equipnent.

She poor sand soils of IloMairy Sand area had an Imrestmasit of tl«9& per

fam aero in 1930 oonpared with $Z*9Z in the Loess arsa "• the second low*

est in this respoot in ivest Tennessee (Table X)»

TABLE X. TALt® W VAM 3KPLES2EIITS PER ACIS MD BIM5EH CP
PABIIS PER TRACTOai 1930

Soil Rs^ion

sacaatB
value
Farm lm»

plemente
Per Farm
Acre

Dollars

tfoalta Range
tapper E« Tenn» Talli^

Qroxxp 1
Qroup ZI

Middle B, Tenn. Vallov
Loser E» Tenn* Yalley
Cumberland Plateau

Central Baein
Eastern Rim
Northern Rim

2.35

1*01
4.02
3*45

2«3S
1*57
2*87
1*97
2.83

Farms

Per

Tractor

MSMPSiBn

Soil Region

Munber

86*0

61*6
33*7
21*8
22*7
75.2
25*6

62.8

X4.0

Weetern Rtm

Qroup I
Qroup II

MoKairy Sand
LaOrange
LaQrange St Loess
Loeaa
Mississippi Bet

ter

All Groups
State

us W

Farm Znw

piemants
Per Farm

Acre

■^ollars '

1.29
1*38
1*95
3*20
3*32
2.82

4*31

2*55
2*54

ms

Per
Tractor

"SuBber

44*9
23.7
81.1
44*6
36.0
16*2

33*9

32*6
37.5

^i/ouroe; "lEth CexTsus of ijgricuiture* 1930* Isnneeeiie, Series 2*

Th» farm traotor, which has <L»e «neh to revolutionise agrlouli»re.

Is not used soctensively exospt In regions having ocnparatively largs

fami with level a«d fertile land for idie most i»rt. The Leess area (Obion
County) has one tractor fer 1347 acres of land or 16*2 farras* On tho othor
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Dollars

Kiss. Botton

Dppor E«T«V. Gr.ll
1 ji ddl© E» T • V •

La Grange & Loess

La Grange

Loess

i'orthisrn RiJU

Central Basin.

Lovrer E« T« V#
linaka Range

Eastern Rim

LcKairy Sand

Upper E.T.V. Gr.I
Crmberland Plateau

Vfestem Rim Gr, II

"Western Rim Gr. I

All Groups

Ctate

ic'.irce: Based on Table X.

ij ii-jtm"* *"'1"

yL-

■M

MRSMMPilm

Figure SO. Value of form machinery per farm acre. inso

ITuml'^er

State

All Groups
northern Rim
Loess

Middle E. T. V.
Lo\ver E« T. V.
Vfestem Rim Gr.II
Contiral Basin
Upuer E.T.V. Gr.I
Miss. Bottom
La Grange & Loess
La Grange
Western Rim Gr.I
Upper E.T.V. Gr.I
Eastern Rim

Curab. Plateau
McHaiiy Sand
'Jnaka Range

.3p. fiO—2Q

fI-

Sovirce; Based on Table X.

Figure 31. Number f.trms per tractor, 1530
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tlM MoHalry Swsd «areft l»a 8>&S9 aorea of f^na land and 81*1

fama par lapaetar* Bath "Bja Centare.1 Baaln and tha northern Rim ro»»

pert a ootaparatively large iwrniber of traotors tn relation to farm land

and nuaflser of fhttaa. Bcrtii of these regions harre fertile soils and rol»

ling topography in main- In oonfcrast, the Cuiiberland Plateau re»

porta 5,786 acres of farm land and 78»« farms per tractor (Figure 51).

-s-V
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IHFLDMCE m SOIL WiBS OH PAS! IKCCaig

9h0 oaattirtt for tho agrloulture of Any is tho atemdard
of litlng it affords for thoae ongaged in it, and tho ̂ o&lth
basis it supplies for raral eooiHunity welfare* The standard of
living of the farm population is determined primarily by the an*>
noal inoome it reoeives aid the wealth it is able to aoinnaul&te*
The oiHafortB, oomnenienoes, health, edaoati<m, reoreatlcm, and
the future seourity of the farm fsaily defends largely on the
net farm inocoB, and the saTings that tho family is dble to make*
Y/ealth and Inotne are also the murest basis for rural social
welfare, using welfare in its truest sense* Schools, ohurohes,
roads, publie health, agricultunal extensicn services, farmers*
reoreatiott oaoters, and other oonDunity is^roretoeaits are limited
by the eoonomie resouroes of the farming populaticm* (l)

Net Farm Inoome

Vlarren says, "Ihs area in ffireps and the natural yielding power of

' the soil are the most impertant faetors in determining profits in farm*
(2)

ing*** The relatlondilp between soile and the area in orope was shens

In ChB^er II. The regime having fertile soils have a larger proportion

of the land area in orops than do regions havirig poor soils* The infln*.

•nee «f soils tm erop yields was also shewn in Chapter III.

A study of soil, as It relates to the IncMSoe of farmers, shows ooa>.

siderable areas of eortain land types in whioh praotioally all die farms

have low ineonws and otber aresa in whioh high ineoBes are gensrally cib-

tained. Imamn of farmers (m poor, rough, stony land are genexmlly Its,

ecn^iared with the inoooea of famers on the better kinds of land* For

(1) Toder, Fred R#, 3Cntroduetion to Agricultural Eoonomies, p* 454*
(2) Warren, d* Farm ^.fejaageaaint, p* 0l8«

7<J
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WnatpVtt awraipi i»t inooasM p®r fana ms oxaly $ZO& In th» Hfflifcfc Ban^

«nA «nly ilMf in the CtiiiA>erl&»d Plateau la 1829 (see Table XI and Figure

82). In ooatraet to iliaae relatively poor areae the average aet fam la**

la the Central Baelrij. where tixe eolla are fertile, wae $S0&«

SABl® XI* PAJ® lUtKaiE, G&SH-REIfT, AND VifAdES Bfl REFRESEBTATIVI
SOIL AmS, 1929

Sell Beglwi

Cnaka Bange
DJpper £* Tesa. Valley

®rottp I
Qroup li

Middle £• tenn. Valley
Loner £. Tenn* Valley
eucdxerlard Plateau
Central Baaln
Eastern Rim
Northern Rim
Western RLmj Croup I

Group II
McKalry Sand
LaGrange
Loess
LaGrange & Loess
msslssippi Bottom

All OretgMi
State

Para Incojao

Gross

Total

(I18Q6)

408

7,606
11,41S
8,310
4,SS2
1,932

16,665
10,o3o
10,630
5,611
4,649
7,959
17,380
4,535
29,819
2,267

120,166
232,711

Net Fam Inoona

TOT

(tlOOO)

177

4,809
6,932
3,491
2,41G
l,15D
7,769
8,785
8,75G
2,313
3,166
5,803
14,086
3,020

23,441
2,104

75,616
145,926

Farm

15^

205

467
621

461
479

557
505

389

799
600
607

675
801
911
606

1,879

607

694

T?or
F&m

Aero

Dolsi

4.07

6.46

9.85
6.22
4.49
4.64

0.93
4.80
11.53
4.95
6,21
8.37
14.52
10.94

14.65

32.95

8.13
8.09

Cash-

Rent

Per Farm

Aoro

TOST"

1.82

2.20
2.40
3.20

1.&6
0.4.

2.71
1.Cl
2.16
0.84
2.55
1.40
2.84
4.65

3.46

9.37

3.19
2.^

Source: ^ouqptt^iiasiB baeiU orTlSth Census of ̂igrlWliurej
Tennessee.

Tsser

Farm

Wages
Per
Day's
labor

9o1b."

1.72

1.11
1.55
1.48

1.33
1.57

1.24
1.22
1.56
1.26
1.28
1.28
1.89
1.55

1.38
1.67

1.88
1*38

The average net ineows per fhrm for the State was #894, or hlgl»r

than for the Central Basin. This Is due to the fuot that farm Inoooss In

West Tennessee, beoauM of the greater Intensiigff of farming In that see-

tlon, are muoh higter than In either Middle or Sast Teraiossee. Und is
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mm fmotmp in prtNluvtlon, Oferhmr f^oton are labor and capital* An

iner«a«« la the applieatlcoi «f aay one ot tJaeae factors rssalts in greatsr

rsturas tmtll the point of disdniahins retnma is roaohed* 7hu8» acne

oro^ reguire nore Xabcr than others, and ahen sttooesaful* bring higher
(3)

rotams* In lA^est Tonnesaoe the leading mvp is cotton, irtiioh, aooordlng

to warmi, requires (w average of 18 asa vcrk units and 6 horse unite

for the production of an acre ecnpared with an average of 3 nan work units

and 6 horse work units required In the production of an aore of com
U)

husloed frMft the standing stalk* Therefcue, because of the high aoreags

preduotion of eottma in west fennessee tneoiBS per fam Is Meh higher

thia in ether parts of the State* This Is tnxe even though the fan&s in

«M|% Sesneesee are auwli analler than farms in othsr parts of the State

(that iSf usiK^ acres psr iam operatcr).

frithia West Tennessee^ howmr, thsre is a rathsr close relationship

batwe«i sell fertility and farm inoome* The Iftssissippi Bottom (repre*

sented by take Gaunty), for instanoe, has a net inoome per fam of |1879|

tkhs Loess area, 3911} the laUhnuige and Loess (ocmbijaed}, |^} and ths I*«

Oraags, |801; and the mOAixy Sand 3675* Theae araaa deoraaaa in fertility

aueeeaslvaiy from the Uisaisaippi Bottom to the Ht^Rairy Sand group* The

difference in farm ineeno between the Indrenge and the ocihlnatien group,

the LaGrange and Loeas, lo probably net aa groat ao one would eaqpaet after

seeing the louoh higher Ineone for the Loess area alone* Xn the ecnhina*

tien group, however, the additim of Haywood Cotmty with an inoome of only

(3) Ibid., p. Ids*
(4) tSlIT, p. 361*
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Dollars

: iss. Botton

Loess

La G-rarige <:,■ Loess
La Grange
Northera Rtm

iMoHai)ry Sand
Upper B.TfV.Gr.I

ivfostorn Rim Gr,
I Central Basin

7fe stern Rim Gr. I

?. Lower E. Te Y.,

' i'Pr^ ̂  Sj • T • V• ur • X
^ Mi dale E.T.V.

lOC'O 1200600400 600200

Eastern Rim
Cuinb, Plateau

Unaka Range
All Groups
State

Source: Based on Table. jCI»

Fig. S2(, TTet income per farm, by county soil areas. 1929

Dollars 1

lisa Bottom
Loess

La, G. & Loess
Middle E.T.Y.
La Grange
Central Basin
Vfest. Rim Gr.II
Upper E.T.Y'.Gn I
Upper YViY. Gr.
Uorthem Rim
ISiaba Range
Eastern Rim

Lovrer E,T,V,

IlcNairy Sond
TJe stern Rim

Gtmib, Plateau

All Groups
State

ami

i a'

m^imm
i?41

!

L..: I

Source: Based on Table XI

Figure 33. Cash rent reoeived per acre of land,by
county soil areas, 1929
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|8f| hHp* th0 &t«rA8e for the group Xoimr than me ndgfat expmt.

Hw enerege net Inooae per fM® In Idje wmtom Hla le high in ocew

perieoa with other group# In MiddXe end Seat IBennes#### eren ihetti^ the

■Western Rl» tenlc# relattroly low in soil fertility# ite this eree* hew»

war, it is to he reealled that the sise of fftrms averages about 50 per
«MKt larger than for the State a# a idiele# This faotw tends to offaet
the dimdvaatags of the soil* fhi tlwj hasie of net inotaae per aore

it ie to be noted iMt both of the Western BSa gro«p« rank relatively

low*

Cash Bsot Value ef La»i

Brat represente mere nearly the return# tor the use ef lenA' the®
tees farm ineone* fhe applioatlm of both labor and capital (other than
eapdtal invested in lanA) is refleoti^ in farm inooae^ vh«reas rent is

tnsoMi for the ese of land separate fr«m the returns f nwi the applica-

tim ef fertilisers# good aaasgeeent# eto*

Bowwver# rent is determined chiefly by the inoorae frwa lend. Ihe

least desirable land in use at a giren time 1# thought of as bslng rent

fyes# no-rent land. Beat then le neasured by the dlffersnee in th#
talne ef the prodaete reenlting from a giron outlay ot labor and capital
on a glvssB pleoo of land end on tho no-rent land. Bmt# therefoie# le

(s)
highest on th# most paoduotive land and Icwest on the least productive.
Thl# faot is shown in a oca^rlsm of rents In the various soil areas#

In tho CoOberland Plateau eash rent ef fam land was only t0«46 per

(S) Taylor# Hsory C.# Outllno of Agrloultural Eoonomies# pp* 238-9.
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MV9, in 1930« (tompared with $2*71 p«r a<«p« in thn C«ntraX Basin (m»

flglttrs 23)* X nf ths Astern Bis had » cash vmt value af I0.84

y«r acre eoDpared with $2«l6 In tiie Iterthem Sim* In the Miseissiiipi

INstten^ the eaeh rant vmlnt vimi |9«37 per aere* The eeoond hSgheat Waet

Tenneaeee greup aae 'ttie Lee»e« with |4»63 cash rent per aere« Follewlng

these were the LaChange end Loess (ocaihiQed} with the LaGraqge

with 22»24« and the Mo^lry Sand with ̂ 1«40 oash rent per aore* As stated

ahewsi these West Tennessee eell grou^ deereaee sueoesslvely In fertility

irm the tdssiesippi Sett<n to the SicNairy Sand group.

P&rro Wages

H^arren says that the Individual farmer is almys tetter eff in petw

Isdi whin later is high* heeimee wmk of the turmr*B profits are on the
(6)

labor that he and his femily do* Fer the Mtme reason^ farmers in re»

giona idiere wages are high usually are better off than fwmers in re*

^ODs where wage"

SHPiiaarily one would espeet farm wages te be highest in areas ndisre

farmiiig is most profitablsji since farmers in sttoh areas are able to psy

higher wages than thoee in poorer areas. Tet eppertunitles for outtids

empl^faent alee affeot farm wages. If a oiaqsrlscn Is made of the IMst

Tennessee areas it is very notiomble that wages are highest so the better

3ysnd (Table XI). In fact, fhrm wages inorease suocessively from the

tsliairy Sand ̂ eup^ mi the eastern side of West Tseaemee« te the laesis*

slppi Bettoia. In East Tmmesseo and en the Cmherland HatesUf i^^rtuai»

ties for (mtaide employment are more aaairens asd« therefore# tend to

raise farm wag^. Thus, while ihe relatlmishlp betwema sell tyTpei and

($) Itarren^ oy. elt*< p. 331.



«a& rttst oajcmot be attributed ei^relgr ftbil typetg fym. ia*

eowMI ere lov on solle of Xeer productirli^^ with few eoceeptlone^ re-

g&rdlece «f other factors*

Sells Influenoe the ether factors whioh in turn affect farm in*

oones* Henry C« faylcr says^ '*Soils affect receipts and expesdltttree

through the selective Influences they exert on the faroers operating

those soils* and -^ough the l^tnoerBby their effect on efficient of

operation and managssient* The better soils are belleted to attract the
(7)

better fanners" Observations limited to a single eonnmalty indieatea

that the best land is usually occupied by HSm most intelligent and

thrifty farmers* vdiereas the less desirable land in 14»e oocBiunlty is oo-

si^ed by men not so well endowed by nature to pot the lead to its high*
(8)

•St use* bbsther or not this is true cd mmh larger areas la ques

tionable* ffovertheloBs* it isuains that wtiereas a psor farmer may oaks

a living on good ooil* even a good farmer finds real dlffloulty making

a living on pe«r soil*

Belatlonship of Batlo of Farm Income to 7alue of Farm

land and Buildings

■yt# per cent t^t the value of farm prcduota sold* traded* or uiK>d

by the farm family is of the value of faim land aai buildings is shown

for the average of all fapas and fwr five types of farms by eotntles in

table m and Figure 84* The most inpertaat faotor influenoiag the per

eent that ths value of product# Is of the value of land and buildingd

to be type of farming end the value of the land* tn the most Intenoive

[7) Taylor, op. oit** p» 140.
[8) Ibid** pTTKT^
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wmM ausA In ar«as of Io«r loud Talueoj, tto Tolue of ogrloultoral

prodttotloB toado to \m high in rolatioa to land Taluos.

Zhao in Woot Sennooooof whor© oottfln faming ia tho provaloafe

th» poroonfcago that th» taluo of agrieultajpal prodtwtlon «a» of tha "faluo

of land and bttildlnga -waa high in aoo^rlaoa irith tha raat of the State*

Thla aaa tn» «f all ocAinties ejosapt Shelby, in *hich oounty land prieea

are due to urban inflneneee. Within West Sonneasee, ̂ e poroentagea

nojii in the aoutham oountiea* It ia to bo reoalled tiiat tho

aoils of these oouatioa are poorer than ttio soila of the ooontiea in the

northern half of West fenneaaee* It ia alae true that a larger peroentage

of tho fhraw in the aouttiern half of weat Twonoaaae are of tha ootton Igrpe

than in the northern half, idiioh factor la perhaps more ii^wrtant than

eoils in acoottrrfclng for tha hi#er peroontagea in «»e oou'ttiern half*

Zhe peroaotages that Talue of agrieultnral prodoetion waa of ralmi

of land and baildinga waa below tii© State aeeragio of 30 par OMst in neat

of tha Contml Baaln oouBtias* In the £a«t Zaaneaaoo Talley the poreanV

egas wiro higher in Cei^pbell, Claiboxno, Grainger, Beane, end Pellc

oouatiee than in tiie other oountloa of that area* Zheeo are ataong the

pooreet counties of the Eaet Ihmoaaee Yalloy# For the area as a whole,

the peroentagea were low* Zhis, possibly, ia Aje to the fact that land

waluoa are high In the Baat Zenneaaee Valley because of urban Influeneea

apt! the high peroentage of part-ttee type ̂  farming. Zhe fhot that

ma^ fanaa aerro as a hoaa fbr part-tiao workoro in Industry tends to

dauae land to lues to ba high even on peear soila.

On the OuBfcerland Plateau the peromtago that valw of agricultural

production was of the talue of land and buij.dinga was soxoh higher, as a
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C« Self-sufficing farms
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SO - over
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30 - 39.9
2C - 29.9

□ Under 20,0
State Ave, 25.2

Figixre 34. Per cent that value of farm products sold, traded, or used bv f;
family was of value of land and buildings, by types of farms, 1930
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Coi^Tce; Based on Table XII,
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Isur. 54. Per cv.t taat value of farm products sold, traded, or used bv f«,.„fs- ily imo of T.luo of land and buildings. Try tyi .. o of fa, ms, 1910 (Cont^dr
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SABLE XII. mSi GEKT VALUE OF FA^ FaQUUOTS SOLD, fsi'3ED, OR WED Bt
FABM OPESATOR»S FAMILr IS OF VALUE OF LftlfD

Mm BUILDINGS, 1930

CountiF All

FBmw

Gnneral
lype Farou

Self.

Suffie.
Panwi

Animl

Speoiftl.
Fame

Crop
Spec.
jAlty
Fun&e

Pot.

Cotton

Farsia

Andereon

Bedford

B^atcsi

BledMO
Blovmt
Bradley
Caapbell
Cannon

Carroll
Carter

ChM-thea

Chester

Clall>or]»i
Clay
Cooke
Coffee

Crocikett
Oiiiift>erlsnd
DaTidson

Deoatur

DeKalb

DioaceeiB
Dyer
Fayette
Fentreee

Fraaaklin
Qibaon
Giles

Oratnger
Greene

Grundy
Bsmblen

HsBdlton
BEaneoele
Sarderaan

lardin
lawklns
Bayeood

"Potr

23

24
33

27
18
24
38

38
44

14
86

67
80

31
23
27
42
84

17
53
28
44

36

H
51
27
41

83
SO

35

23
18
29
66

45

27
46

20

25
84
82
18
26
86
82
88
17
26
45

83
29
21
28

52
29
16
55

31
82
82
27
48

26
37
28

82
22
85
21
15

28

41

57
28
28

TfffcT

28
19

28

24
16

13

39
34

32

17
22

36

S3

33

24

26
IS

34
12
48

27

24
22
15

53

25

22

24

28

21

29

19

14

29

35

38
24

19

■mr

18
25
26
26
19
20
39
34
59
16
31
60
24
25
18
28
36
42
13
35
29
32
56
26
48
28
29
32
27
26
as
24
27
34
40
88
86
29

21
23
28
32
24
27
37
85
40
24

28
58
37
24
40
27
30
80
51
63
34

39
26
23
39
29
52
28
25
87

'«r

31
28

32
41

27

47
m

62

39
45

45
38
'se

39
56
-e»

34
42
39

21
- «e'

63
52

51

(o«»tlaiao4}
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CAfiLB m. IE8 CERT TALlffi OP PAI8S PHODDCTS SOU), SHADED, <® D8ED BT
PAm OPEI?ATOR*S FAMILY IS OP VALUE (F lASD

ABD BUILDmS, IFSO (oont.)

(ffMXbliKMMl)

All General Self. ILnimal Crop Cotton

Farms Sype Farms Suffio. Special. Spec. Farms

Ing Fajnas Parms ial<?y
Farms

Pct» IPo't^ Pot*. Foii. ]?crt» Pot.

Beiidorson 56 41 38 57 m 61

Henry 98 38 34 33 40 48

Hickoan SO 29 29 30 45

Houston 40 36 35 68 35 m

Huii^>hreya 25 26 25 25 27 m

Jackson 29 28 31 29 32 m

Jefferson 25 22 24 19 26 m

Johnson 17 16 18 16 24

Knox 16 14 11 19 13 m

Lsiro 39 «s 13 ea m 41

Lauderdale 97 22 19 39 22 44

lAerenoe 38 39 29 34 40 45

Levis 29 SO 26 34 53 40

Llnooln 29 26 21 27 23 42

Lottdon 21 23 18 15 22

KoMinn 26 26 23 51 25 33

MoHalry 68 53 35 47 m 63

Maoon 5? 58 32 32 54 m

Mhdison 38 27 12 35 26 46

Marion 22 23 21 22 26 27

Marshall 26 23 18 29 22 35

Maury 24 23 19 26 31 29

Melgs 26 23 19 25 43

Monroe 26 28 27 27 27 m

MontgoneFy 37 26 24 31 42 #'

Moore 29 28 2S 31 35 m

Morgan 40 SO 41 56 23 m

Obioa 30 27 15 31 34 $f

Oliertan 34 32 35 46 -
es

Perry 36 23 22 26 28 88

Plekatt 39 35 41 25 m

Polk 29 24 24 26 21 88

Putnam 25 24 25 29 22 *

Shea 30 33 22 39 70 -

Boane 29 29 23 28 45

Robertson 38 22 17 17 43 '«»

Rutherford 28 27 19 29 19 9i

Scott 41 40 41 68 -

Sequatohle 19 28 27 28 m m
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S&BLE m. om lAim or paru pRoxxrots sold, os. ussd m
FARM OEBiakTOR»S FAMIUf IS OF T/JiUE OP Ulffi

&m BtrnDIKQS, 1950 (oont.)

County AU Oeneral Self- Attiioal CSrop Cotton

Paras Type Fami Suffio- Special Spec Paraa
Ing Paras ty Paras ialty

Fame

mi' Pot. Pet. " Pot. Pot. Pot.

Sowter 23 22 22 27 29 a#

Shelly 25 18 12 31 21 90
Saith 31 30 24 33 41 ' 7*

Stawart 41 29 34 38 49 m-

Sulliaan 18 16 19 17 17 m

Sumnar 27 24 24 23 34 m

Tipton 50 32 17 46 44
32

86

frottsdala 26 25 17 29

bniooi 19 24 18 14 25

Dili on 32 52 32 20 34 at

Van Buron 25 22 25 39 m

Warren 32 37 27 39 36 46

Tilaahington 18 17 14 22 24

Wayne 33 32 89 32 26 45

Weakley 37 38 24 45 39 41

White 25 31 26 27 14 as

Williemscn 24 20 22 22 28 m

Yk'ilson 29 28 21 31 31 75

Average 30 26 25 34 38 45

Teiinoaaeo, Seriee 3, pp* 12-31.

rule, than tha Stata awraga. It la poaisdlble that thaaa high paroaofeagaa

are dw to hS^ tajtm prloaa in that araa. Baeauaa of the larga paroantaga

of part-tlMB faming and the rolatlvaly po€tr aells, tha Platoau la a da*

flcit area. That is, it Aoaa not prodttea as nmoh agricultttml produota as

it tisaa* Tharofara fam prieas in tha Platowi ara relatiToSy Tha

high prioa of fana products ooaiblnod with low land toIubs, poeaihly, ao-

aounta for liia high parcantagao that mlua of agricultural prodaotlcB la

of walua of land and buildings in that rogion*



<mPT£S T

iBFimcjE oy soiig m fahk mhjjm

^ «. aan^^p. .r .W S.U.». ™e, «-

fuliHi ftf Isfid «ndi builditm>s a» the baeia of datenaining aoil fertility*

Whlla -ralAie la not aimiya a true index of the ihrtility «f the 8oil«

the two are closely related* The fertility of the aoil is one of idie

priae faeters in deteradning the walue of the land« and in turn the ealne

of ii^roTeinente vi^pea the land* The mere fertile the aoil« the greater

ia the value of iiie land. The more valuable the land, the greater ie the

inveetment in bama* dwellinga and farm inylewwtta, aa a rule*

Value of Landt Alwae

The uiNit produotlve land in Tmuaeaeee la the Miaaiaaippi Bottom

(lake OotBtty)* There the oenaua value of fam land in IBBO wee |70*34

per amre (eee Figure 36)* On idie Cuaberlaz^ Flateau^ tto value of farm

land per aore was tJO*92, or only 15*& per oant of the value in Lake County*

£hren though the average aise of farms in Laka County was only 67 «u»rea «oa»

pared to 77 acres per fam in tiie Plateau^ the value of land per farm was

010 ooo^red with 1840 for the Cumberland Plateau (aee Table XIXI).

Fer the Y/est Tenaeeeee groups, th® value of fam land per acre was

aa followst lleNairy Sand, $1S«8IS} LaGrange, |27*86a LaGrange and Loeea

(oombined), |Sl*49i Leeaa, $38,Ml and Miaaiaaippi Betton, #70*34* There

(I) Buntington, E», "Handicaps of Peer Soil", Eoortomle Geography,
July 1926, p* 985.
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Dollars

Mississippi Bottom
Upper E.T.V. C-r. II

i-ldcile E.T.V.

Loess

La Grange & Loess

Central Basin

lEnaka Range

northern Rim

La Grange

Upper E.T.7. Gr, I

Lower E«T»v»

Eastern Rim

Ishstern Rim Gr. II

tloRairy Sand

TJestern Rim Gr. I

Cimiberland Plateau

All Groups
State

10 20 30 40 50 60 7Q_■i

Scin-ce: Based on Table XIII
Fig. 55. Value of fairm land per acre.

by county soil areas, 1930

.

Dollajja.
Alluvim

Knox Dolomite

Loess

Ordovician E. Term,
Ordovieian M. Tenn. |^i
Grenada
Korthem Rim

Arohean

Eastern Rim

Holly Springs
Ft. Payne
Conasauga-u'autauga
Uhicoi

liTe stern Rim

Leo

Jellico-Briceville
McNairy Sand
All Groups

■

ICl 20 5U

Souroe; Based on Table XIV.

Fig, 36, Value of farm land per acre, by civil district soil areas, 1930
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it &Uo an itwjmii in aoil fertility «aoce»alvoly from the MoKaity

group to the Mlaalasippl Bottoft, Value of land per fam, likewiee,

tnereaaee from eaat to -aest*

fhe influence ef eolle ©a the value of land ie alao shoisn by a

etsaparleon of eoil type® on a olvll dletriot basis (Sable XI7 and Fl^ire

86). (hi this haslSj^ soil differences are more cslosely defined, and by

careful selectl<m of the dletriots, urban influences haw been eliminated

fUr the most part. The land of the ,fellioo-Briceville and lee groups,

looated on the (hiaiberland Plateau, had a value per acre of $10 and $11

respeotively, in 19S0. Sheae soils, represantativoly of tiie Plateau,

are eaMSstg ilie poorest in the State in aateral fertility. On the other

tend, the value of the Ordovioian soils was #37 and $34 per eore for

East %ddle Tennoieec, respectively. These soils are among the most

fertile in the State. In Vfest fenneesee, the value of land per aore

ranged from $0 for the McHairy Sand soil group to $54 for the Alluvial

ffnvp* Ihsie again, the value of land per acre and per farm inoreaeed

sttooessively from the IfeBalry Sand group, on the east, to the Alluvial

group, on the vnst.

factors othsr than soils, of course, influence the '^lue of land.

Oonsidering the value of land in relation to the produotlvlty of the

Boils, all of the Itost fetmeaaee Valley U far out of line «ith the rest

of the State, |nrobably due to ur^un Influenoes. Within the seleoted

groups of oountie®, the influence of urbanlsatioo ie moat aarfced in the

Middle East iennessee Valley counties, within which area Knoxvillen

lies (aee figures 57 and 58). In «ie Mlpfer Bast Tonnetiee Valley.
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partioularly in SnlliTan and Wafhington oountles, thtt 4»fl9gttma^ «f

nuemftaieturii^ sad idte iniirsase la urban pc^l&tion la roflaetad in

relativeJy high land values. Hoarow, aoil ta a m«re important faoter

than in either the aiddXe or lower part of the East Temeaeee Valley,

as laiioated by the crop yield index (see Figure 29).

All Farm Buildii^a

The value of land alone is determined principally by the returnt

received from its uae^ widle -tti© value of buildings, in the long run,

in a product of both uae and ooet ot ereetlon* The cost of bulldinga

often haa little relation to the value of these bulldinga on tibe farm*

Oonse^ently, the eatinated valuation «P a building la a produot of

both eoata and use value*

Tho value of farm buildings le for the aosrfc jmrt in line with Hm

value of fam land* Tluit ia, where land la valued hi^ per fam, or

per aore, the laveatment in bulldinga la hlgh| and, m land that is

valued low, there la little irarestaent In buildings. On the Cuufcerland

Plateau where land values are low the valu® of buildings per aere of

farm land was only |«*54 in 1930 (Table XIII). On the northern Rim,

where the soil is fertile and land values are relatively high, the value

ef fam buildings wm |il3 pet aore of farm land.

Pezbape equally as important as ̂  direct influence of soil pro-

dnotivity on the value ef buildings per farm. Is liio ^e of fanning.

The investment in buildings, other than the dMclling, are ̂ termined

largely by idje need ef ̂  buildings on the t&m. Thus in livestock
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Liddle E, T. V.

Loess

Northern Rim

Lontral Basin

:,-rTOr Z, T. V.

Upper E. T. 7 Gr.Ii
Liss. Bottom

Eastern Rim

Upper E. T. B.Gr.I

Loess £: La Grange

Unaka Range
Vfestsm Rim Gr. 11
La Grange

Western Rim Gr, I
Cumb. Blateau

KcUairy Sand
All Groups
State

rig. 39, Value of buildings (other than dwellings)
per farm, by county soil areas, 1930

Ordovician M. Term,

imox Dolomite

Horthern Rim

Eastern Riin

OrdoTloian E, Tenn.j

Loess

Alluvial j
Gonasauga-Tfautauga |:

I Vie stern Rim
f Grenada
I Archean
t Uniooi

I Holly Springs
I Lee
Ft, Payne

Jellico—Briceville
l'oITai]*y Sand

All Grouns

Scnrcc: ised on Table ElV.

40, Value of buildings (other than dwellings) per
faim hy oivil distrii'c soil areas, 1930
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jxreitooiag ar«aa, there Is a ooo^ratively large ImrestiaeQt in bams

«2)d storaiee Jollities Ibr feed* In the Oentral Basin^ irhUe iite fMr*>

tlllty of the seil« no doubt, aoeounts for a lares prq^-Ucn of the

Investmsnt in btdldii^s^ HiPsstoefc fanstag has necessitated relativsly

large eap«»»dittires for this porfose* there the ralue of buildij^s per

fara eas $1281. In a similar eay« type of farming has affeeted telldixig

ealees in the Loess group (Obion Goonty)* idiere the ralae sf buildings

per farm mas $1287 in 1830. There too, the exoellenoe of the eoile oog^

bined with liwestodk: faxmdng^ aooount for the relatirely high waliuu*

tisn (Figure 39).

Exoluding the Loess area, the value buildlngB p«r farm In West

tsnnessee Inoreases as Ihe fertilii^ of ths soil increases. The vaXus

of buildlnge per farm le aa followst tfcBairy Sand, j^S8} LaOrange,

|^{ and Missieeippi Bottom, #823. In rolation to tito average af all

groupe, these areae rank low in thle reepoot. 13iree factors aooount

fmr thlst first, orop produetion is ths prinoSpal type of farmingl

Moond, Ihs average sise of farms is mealier than the State average t

and third, -the proportion of tsnanoy is smoessivoly high.

The eoil, through its direst iztfluenoo tm tenanoy and l^e of farm.i

tng, is indireotly respwaslble for ths imrestmmt in farm buildings.

Swellings Al(Mie

While tiie valt» of fans dmllings, like the value of other build*

tugs, is detensiaed In port tgr eost, usefulness en the farm is the

aajlor faster. Its ueefUlness is dspendmt to a oonsidsrabXe degree

ths value of IdJe fhrm upoo whiah the buildiiiC ie located. If an ea^en-



 � 
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i'dddle T»
"JppQr Gr• II
Central B&sir
Loess

Lower £»T»V«
Korthem Rim

Ilnnka Ra^ige

La Grantee & Loess
\ La Grange
I Eastern Rim
I Cumberland rlateau
i, Upper L«T.V» Gr« I
! Ilississippi Bottom

".■festem Rim Gr. II
'Gestern Rim Gr» I
i.:clTalry Sand

I All Groups
State
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Source: Based on Table XIII

Fig 41. Value of dwellings^per farm,
county soil aroasj IGS^^
( U0(^ 2

OrdoTician I'.Tenn.
Lnox.Dolomite

jjTchean

Loess

Grenada

Northern Rim

Lastern Rim

?t» Payne
Conasauga-'.Yeutauga
Ordovioian L. Tenn,
Holly Springs
Alluvial

Jellico-Brioeville

Gliicoi

iioRairy Sand
Lee

Tfestern Rim

All Groups

P-jurce: Busod on Table XIV. '

"m

m

42 Value of dwellings per farm, by
civil district soil areas 1930
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Him littildlng 1« 0oiwtriiot«d on a farm of low -mluo and thla f^«rra la

Xat«r aold, it« ooat la tuMally dlaoounfced, and Its sale valtw tonda

im roaah ttaa prqpmrtioxui tloit tto **alua H the f&m land trould justify#.

In gimara^ the valtie ef direlllnga is aansh Imer on poor land than on

fertile land* Xho Taloe per Ifeim In three rolati-rely leer fertlli'ty

areas In 1980 weres Cuna>orland Plateau, UB9 per ffermj Oroup I of the

Weetem Rim, $593; and ̂  liellalry Band group, #589* In the last

group, the eotten type of Ihmdng with -toe aeoompanying high pnportlon

of tenanoy tends to aeo^tuate the effect of poor soil* The Talnee of

dselllng per form in three relatiTOly fertile areas were as followss

tipper East Tonneesee valley Oroi^ 11, 1984} Central Basin, 1843} snd

the Loees soil groiqp, •762 (Plgur© 41), In the Bdssissippi Bottom

area, 1033 of 1120 fame were operated by tenants* Therefore,

the awrage Tal«ie of dwellings per farm was lew (1432}, for tenaata dt

net eeoupy as good hoaees, as a rule, ae do ̂ na ownere*

the oivil dlstriot groups, the Influence of soils on ths

walne of fam dsrallings shows the sarae gnasral tendencies ae indicated

by data for the oowity groups (Table XIV)# That 1% poor soil areas

Imwe dwellings of lower walue as a rule# Hoswrer, the influence of

type ef farming with the aoooapaiqring factor of tenanoy still prowails

as an Inpertant fsictor in the waluatlon of fana duellings*

Farm Impleiaanta and MaoMnery

The inveetaent in farm ix^eiamts is determined by the sbillty to

ittoh inrestmsnte and by the need for such InTOBtawnte. The need

fer farm liapleasnta is dependent principally upsm the types of farming.
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ArMt la and the also of the £ti.n&* Thus to the

tent that »oil Influeu©© these faetors, it Indireotly inflaaiwes the

InTealaBent In farm implements^

lABLE XT* FAW OPEMTINO CAFItALi VAIDE OF BIFIdaiBHtS
AKD HACHEffiHT, AID LIVESTO® BY SOIL ASMS IK

coam ostma, laso

Soil Areas

Btaaka Bangs
t^^per &ist Tffion* Talley

(Jroiq? I
Orimp XI

Middle Tenn. Yalley
Lower £* T«m* Yalltiy
Costterland Plateau

Cerrtral Basin
Eastern Rim
Northern Rim

Y/estern Rtn: Qroup I
Oroup IX

MsSairy Sand
LaGrange
LaGrange and Loess
Leess

Msaissip]^ Bottom

All Groups
State

Ir^lemsnts and Lirestook

Maohlnery
■■%r Per Per For
Farm Acre Acre

Dols« Dols* 00 Is. Dels.

118 8«35 802 4.00

158 1.91 413 5.70
864 4.08 469 7.44
866 3.45 4S5 6.89
855 8.56 447 4.20
181 1.57 395 5.18
828 8.67 707 8.31
159 1.97 401 4.96
196 2.83 310 4.47
ISO 1.89 565 3.62
161 1.58 411 3.58
157 1.95 309 5.83
177 3.20 376 6.81
184 3.52 396 7.19
845 2.92 695 8.35
830 4.31 377 6.68

191 2.55 435 5.83

186 8«&4 427 5.88

Source:—i(!oBpy»tlena Weed en 15ta V* 41# Census oJ^ Asrloulture:
ISSOy Y^uoessee.

In tbs poorest regions the inreatnisnt in farm imploments la smallj
in fertllo rsgisms the Invostnent is rolatiTsly high, as a rule» For
instanoe, the mluo of iaplomsabs and laaohlnery per farm in 1950 aaourted
to fXilj 1118 and $181 for tho Hoaka Rouge and Cuaboi'lsnd Plateau, respee-



101
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Unpor Or# II
Lo"vver

Loe s s

Mississippi Bottom
Central Basin

Northern Rim

La Grange a Loess
La Grange

■(Vestern Rim Gr» II
Eastern Rim
licllairy Sand
Upper E. T. V«

stern Rim Gr» I
Cmiberland Plateau
Unaka' Range

.All Groups
State

50 . l.Oi

Source : Basod on Table » ■
Fig. 43. Value of farm implement per farm, by

soil areas, 1030
Dollars 20015010050

county

Ijaox Dolomite
Ordovioian m. Tenn..
Eastern Rim
Loess

Alluvial
Northern Rim
Grenada
Ordovioian E. Tenn.
Holly Springs
Cona sauga- Vfeut auga
licRairy Sand
Yfo stern Rim
Ft. Faja-ie
Lee
Jellico-Brioeville
Arohean

Unicoi

All Groups

300250

So^orce Based cii TaMe XIV
44., Value of farm imple-.ents perFig 1930

i'arm, 1

civil.district sc^l areas.
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tiir«ly, the talw «&• |228 and |243 per farm for the Owstral

Baeln and the Loess soil region^ respectively* On the Vtsstern Klm»

where the soil in the region as a idiole is poor 14w investaent In

e^ipntent per farm was only $150 and $161 for Orotip I and Oroup II,

respeetively (Figures 43 e^d 44)*

Livestoofc

the value of livestoelCf ty sell areas, of course, is dependent

priaarily upon the lapttrbanoe of livestock type of farming* la pre

vious sections of this study, the relationship of soil to Xlvestook

faming was idionn (Chapter III)# Livestock values pw farm and per asr#

of farm land, of course, are fal^st in the areas having favorable soil

for livestock: production sueh as the Central Basin, ̂ le northwestern

Loess soil area, and the Bast Tetmessee Yalley (fable XT).

(2)
All Farm Preperty

An idsa of the influenoe of soils en Idie value of all fam property

my be had by a sunmry of all the Items ooH5>osing the farm property*

In the value of all famproperty per farm the coinparatively poor areas •

Cumberland FXateen, Thaaka fiapge, Croup I of the Western Rim, and the

MoKairy Sand group rank low (Figure 46). fhe value of property per

farm ter the Central Basin, Loess, and the Mississippi Bottm groups

are relatively high, as well as in the Middle Bast Tennessee Talley and

in the Baet Tennessee Talley groups of oounties.

Tslne of j^n^eriy in itself is of little signlfioanooy but the fast

is that ths sise of the fam business, vdiioh Is test deteradned by oapl**

tal value of ths farau 1« » ▼•iT fundaasntal factor in farm Ineome and

eenssfueatly in farm auooess or failure. Other factors being equal.

(2) and buildings, ijj^lttaents and machinery, and livestock.
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; 1000)
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Central Basin
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So'.irce: Based on Table Xill.
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Fig. 45. Value of all property per farm, by
county soil areas, 1930
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Fig. 46. Per cent that toIuc of dTrellings is of all farn
property, by county soil aroas, 1930
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gmter ▼oliaae of btaii«»s» tho greater ia the profit per fira

or per furaer# Studlea of profits asde hy faiwrs la Bow Tork show

tl*t tho iS&jBE harlng oapltal -taltto of $2000 or less had an average an

nual labor Inoofflo of only tl92. Shrms hftving capital ranging frem

HtOOl to #8,000 had average annual labor Ineooosof #399, whereas
(3)

fama with capital anountlng to #10,000 had labor Inecoe «t #870«

fhe Distribution of Farm Capital

The proper distribution of the farm oapltal varies with the pries
(a)

of land and e^ulpnoTtt* As far as possible It la desirable to have
a ooBgWLre-tlvely large percentage ef Urn tefeal lareetWBit in working

(c)capital. If one^s ofepltal is limited, it Is usually more profitable
to inveet it in working oapltal, viA rent land md bolldinge. This ie

true beoause the peroentage returns from workli^ capital are usually

greater than item, fixed capital# Especially is this true in r(^rd to

buildings which constltnte J56 per cent ef tho fhm wealth in fennessee.

In general on small farms, er these located on land of little

v*ltte,arelatively large propertion of iSw o^pital Is in bulldli^s.

though the form dwellings are of poorer quality, they oonstitn^ »
greater proportion of the ^urm oajdtal mi po<sr famm than on good farms#

(6)
The is true of bams and ether buildings# Chi the Cuniierland

(3) ^rren, Fana Manageiamit, p# 291#
(4) Ibid., pTSSd.
(8) ■E^^orklng capital is meant investmwnt In fam equlpient, lite-

stock, or eash on hand to be used for the purchase of fertiliser, seeds,
eto. By fixed oapltal to meant investment in land wd bttUdings#

(6) Bwrroa, op# elt, p# 260-261.
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TABLE Xn. FA® CJAPITALs PMCSHTAOB DISTRIBUTION BT CIASSES
CP PROPERTY, iSSO

Value of Distribution of Form Property

Soil R«^icn All Prt^ All Dsiol- 1%le- Ure-
erty Land Bldgs. lings ments stodk
Dollars !^ct. "m, " ' P'o-b.

tlhaka Range 2,274,220 o5*9 32 .0 22,5 4.5 7.6
l^per B* Tem* Yallvy

Gro«^ X 30,028,657 60.7 22.4 15.9 4.2 12.7
0roup II 60,762,917 61.5 25.2 18.1 4.7 6.6

Middle £■ Tenn* vallejr 47,692,051 61.9 26.7 16.1 4,1 7,4
Lower E« Tenn* Valley 20,367,968 57,3 25.3 15.8 6.3 11.1
(hraberlaud Plateau 6,529,375 41,6 32.9 22,7 6,0 19.5
Central Basin 74,127,123 54*0 26,5 17.5 4.7 14.7
S»8tem Rim 42,848,085 53*5 27.1 17.3 5.3 13.9
Northern Rim 30,265,863 5S.1 29,8 17.0 5.5 8,7
Western Himi Chroup 1 10,820,951 53.0 25.8 16.8 &.-6 15.6

ffroup II 16,509,029 60*2 21.8 13.9 5.1 13.0
MoHairy Sa;^ 17,522,360 00*7 23.4 14.4 4.6 13.2
LaOrange 49,830,113 54*0 26.5 18,2 6.2 13.5
LaCrai^e ft Loeee 89,171,321 55.2 25*8 17.4 6,0 13,0
Loess 17,853,540 69.6 23,0 14,2 4.5 12.9
Mississippi Bottom 6,093,368 75.7 15.1 8.3 4.2 6.9

All Croups 464,998,188 56,9 25.9 16.9 5,2 11.9
State 893,842,483 67.7 25.5 16.5 5.1 11.7

Souroet Comimtatlohe based on 18th 1 • S. 'census of Agrioulture,
1RSP« TcHinessoe*

Plateaii and Unaku Range, for exanple, all buildings constitute 32.9 per

o«at «ad 32.0 fmr 9mt r9a|>«otiv«]^ of the total farm capital* Sa ^3»

Bavtral Budxt only 26*6 per oant of the farm capital is in Isuildinge and

in the Missiasli^l BobtoRi only 13«1 per e«3t (Table xn)r t««

per o«at and 23 per cent «f the farm eapitnl le imreeted in deellinge in

the Uhaka Range and ^ CuMbcrland Plateau, reepectL-vely, conpared vlth

per oeat and 14*2 per cent In Central B&cin and tlie Loeae area

reepectitely - two fertile regicma (Figure 46)» In the Kiaaieeij^ Bettiai*
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dir«lllnga oonstltate only 8*3 por eant of all farm oapital* lh» value

of Spellings per farm 1# very low In relation to tlie value of the land

(eee Table XII)*

In regard to -ttie dletribution of eapital on the farmi faotoro e^^od*

ttaui soil are of tmportanoe* Both teayaja^ and type of farming affeot

the inveai3»Kit in barna^ dvellinga* and other iB^nrovements* In 'the Yfeat

T^ineesee groups> a high rate of tonaney ooidjised with ootton farmings

in aMch. little llvestocfc Is Icept and where needs for bams are lemr^^

o&uses the proportion of farm oapital in building i» be relatively low*

Beottuse of the influenoe of l^e farming and other factorsj it

is diffiodt to establish a relatloni^lp between the fertility of the

soil and ihe relative proportion of 'the farm oapital Invested in isH

plements and in liveatodc* la the ease of the Gumberlaxui Plateau, hoia*

ever, it is notioeable, even 'though the -value of impl^oents per Ihra

mxHea -very low in eoiaparison with Hm rest of the Slate, •that the pro-

porticm of -tihs farm eapital in Swplenents is relatively high*

Trends in Talue of Land and Buildings

Ihktil after the World Y/ar the trend in land prloss throughout Tena

MWseo and other states was upward* Beginning in 1880 land prioea in**

ereased steadily to 1920 in reaotlon to -the period of land developnent

and later in reaction to the Inflatlcmary period from 1915 to 19)0«

In reaotlmi to the period of deflation following the YMtr and oontinuing

-through 1985, land prioes took a sharp fall (Table X7II)«

In contrast td ths rest of tho group# and to tho State avemge as

« whole, Imsd values on Idie Cwaberlond jna-tsam and the thudaa Baage esn*

tlttued to rise thrt^igh -tho deflatlwmry ported of the ear^ 80*s, falling
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Figt 47, Trends in value of land and buildings per acre, by
county soil areas, 1880 - 1935 (cont'd, on next page)
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Vi&tM 1^*' Bsams IN VMM OF FABI LAND AND BUIIDIKOS lES AOBS,
1880 • 1935

Soil Region 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1925 1930 1935

l)oX8* Dols* Dels* Ddls. Ools* Dole* Dole* ll^ola.

Nhaka Range 9.09 8*90 10*96 18*36 36*88 38*93 46*07 59*61

Dj^ar E* Texm.
32.75TaXl^t Orot^ X 8*13 10.09 10.72 20.67 40.45 39*50 37*39

Group 11 11,84 15.43 15.67 34.79 78.62 76.37 74*89 51.43

Middle E* Tann.
Valley UtOS 21*38 20.64 34*15 71.21 69*69 75.27 51*49

Lomr E* Taim*
23*38Tall^ 9,11 9.86 10*30 14*73 35.73 38.28 31*33

Cbabarland Flataau 2,16 4*78 4*86 9*50 U.90 16*61 19.54 16.41

Ganbral Basin 19.08 19.22 20*60 35*73 73.20 52.97 45*65 32*28

]En.sbam Rim 7,24 7.14 9.12 16.32 37.06 29.78 28.67 19.87

Ncnrbhaam Rim 11*63 14.61 17.69 25*88 61.42 50*89 44.31 34*25

Western Rimi
12*98Oronp 1 4*46 5.96 6.56 10*60 24.85 18*63 18JS6

Group II 5*65 6*67 7*60 13*73 28.48 25*03 22.26 14*98

MoKairy Sand OP 4*79 3.87 8.36 23.24 17.13 19.60 13.00

ZaGrange 11.78 11.32 13*35 25.18 63*66 44.87 41.35 25.89

laOrange b Loaas 11*92 12.29 14.69 28*92 70.95 49*98 44*84 28*76

lioaas 13*68 19.60 22*59 43.79 92*93 63.95 53*39 34.04

Hiasiasippi Bottom 9.27 20.50 27.16 49*76 U0.84 95*18 84*78 63*96

All Groupa 10*49 11.89 13.56 24*33 68*44 43*30 39*95 27*86
•

State 10.00 12*04

rrrrrrri;

13*03 23.98

m—TM

52*53

rnnsw

42*42

TTotm:

41*28

Iflgft.

29*12

192&I 1930« eM 1935*

only daring tha period 1930-1956. On a pereantaga 1>a«le land prloaa in

tfaaaa paor acaas inaraaaad aa rapidly as in tha battar areaa bafora the

biar* Tha aharpaat declina in land prioaa aiftar 1920 aaa in taro of tba

noab ̂ artila araaa^ if nat bha baa tooab fbrtila araaa of bha Sbaba^ bho

laasisaippi Bottwa and the Doaaa aail raglona in norttaaatam laat I«n»

naaaaa (Figure 47}•

A« be ahathar or nob bbara aaa a fwaral bandanoy for prioaa of

poor land bo follow branda iiiiliHr bo bhoaa of the Cuafcarland Plabaan and
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f«r gMd grMM of lan& to f&ll In tnltio m did values in the Mississippi

Rettosi ssoinot to asoertainod vithout further data* Bsewver, to tiM wo*

tsnt that self-sufficing fUnas are aost frequently found in poor soil

regions* land values la poor areas tend to ronet to changing prices of

farm products in a different way than in oommercialiaod farming areas.

In ewBoaroial family areas* eren -tiaoogh the soil was poor, land valnes

deollaed during periods of Is* prioes of farm produots. This is sboan

in the case of ths IMfairy Sand ar«a* ehere eottim fame are the pre-

val«vt type. Shore Und valuos Ifell from |29 per aoro In 1920 to |17

in 1925. However, the daolino in land prloeo from 1920 to 1935 was not

ae great in the Helfeiry Saul area, nor in the Western Him, as in liae

best soil areas. Beoause land values in the poor areas, partlcwlarly

the OualMrrland Plateau, have almys remlnad at such low levels* sny

numerleal ohaz^e in prioes has neeeasari:]^ teen ̂ tall.
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lSFLgS1f{ffl or SOIL TCTB OH ?AM CSEDIT

The Seed and Baals of Credit

Ttas fam basineaa la largely dependent upon oredit of one form

or another* Ely and Horehouae aay:

If the oooDUni-ly had to tvalt until the Ihrmer had ao*
oumulated enough capital to hny hla farm otttrlght« to
pay for aeed, fertiliser* equipment* and labor* and to
provide hla can uj^ep vhlle the orop la maturing* star*
Tatioa .might be the fate of those dependent upon the
famter'a orope. •« In shtnrt* the demand for an Imaenae
amount of oommodltles and aervioea irhioh land alone oan
proihioe* coupled with the length of time neoeaaary to
prodaoe thoae aerrioes* maloBa credit indispensable for
an adequate utllizution of land* Land utilisatlma waits
upon oredit* Vic venture to say that If credit had not
be«ni available for the users of lend* we should still be
in an age of feudalism* (X)

Eoonmolats have defined oredit tranaaotions as the transfer of

goods or funds for the prmidso of a future equivalent. One who loakes

a loan Is moot ooncemod that the loan will bo repaid at -the tims

stiuplated* Therefore* it Is important that one iho lends* or borronm*

be aware of the factors affecting the ability -to obtain credit and to

pay debts* These factors have been ewmarieed as the "Three C*8"{

namely* ebarao-ter, oapital* and oapaolty* There sesns to be no invari*

able order of in^or-imnoo of -these requisites* Feraons wi-thout dttarae*

tor are at a dlsadvan-bage in obtaining credit* and a man having oharao*

ter who dees not pMoese -the other requisites — capacl-by or eamliag

(l) e:i^* E* T.* and Merehouse* E* Sleaents of land Sconomioiu
p* 209.
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and oapltal > i« «t ft serious dimdvftntftge. Cta^ltftl it dtsirftblt

iMMftBst Of its relfttioashlp tt tftmlng ptwtr# end btsKltst the lenders d(K

nftnd that the dtbtor's equitgr he suffieiently large to insure the safety
(2)

of the debt*

Peroentaee of Farms Mortgaged

2h the poor areftSf a oomparatively small peroentage of the fanui

are mortgaged* For esnn^le^i on Idle diai>«rland Plateau end ttaaka BftngOji

only 8*4 per oent and 18,4 per sent, respectively, of oener^operated

TABLE XFm. PAHIS MORmaED, AHD AMOQHT DEBT BT CQimTr SOIL
AHBAS, 1930

Oener (grated Full Oener Operated
JUrms Mort Faras

Soil Region gaged IWbi pel ^He W"
Aere Debt to

Value

Pet. Oollara Pet,

Onalca Range 13.4 20.43 31.72
tipper E, Temetsee 7a Hey i Oroup X 14,4 14.80 53.65

Orotqp IX 22.2 26.48 30.00

Kiddle Sast Tennessee Valley 29.7 27,18 32.03

Loser East Tmanessee Valley 23.3 11.88 31.84

Otoherland Plateau 8,4 6.27 25.49

Central Basin 29.1 21.72 42.86

Eastern Bin 19.6 12^29 37.17

Borthem Rim 38.9 20.28 47.03

Western lUms Croup I 24.9 6.94 36,76

Group XI 30.2 8.19 39.71

MoNairy Sand 32.4 7,89 44.00

LaOrange 38.6 20,18 43.60

LaCrange end Leese 41.1 22,06 44.38

Leesa 47.3 24.88 44.27

Kiesiseippi Bettom 38.6 28,88 33.88

All Groups 26.9 17.19 se.sx

State 26.2 17,57

'A' «■

38,40

^ ' Id cr '

(2) Ibid*, p, 209.
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ItoBtt wtf mort|^kg»d oe^r«d to «n arorskgo of 26*2 per eent f«r tfae

State* In 1930 («ee T&tle mil and Iteitre 48), Wieee tee areas had th»

iMNHTt net IneoBee per far* otf any of the soil groupe (eee Figure 30),

In eontraet* there le a gmeral t^adeney tve the fertile areae te

hare a relatively high percentage of the fanas awrtgaged, She Central

Baeln* for easRs^le* had 29,1 per oeat of Ite Ihnae jaortgeged, or nearly

1*8 tiais as many as the Guiaherland Plateau in proportion to the curaher

of fanos.

The peroentago of oEnaer-operated fanae haTing merb^ges la higher

In west Tenneeeee than In any part of the State, Yet within West Ten-

neseee the MdUairy Sand group (one of the poor soil areas of the State),

hsA only 52,4 per cent of Its fanas jaorfcgaged In 1930 ooo^red with 38,6

per cent la the LaGreage area and 47,3 per cent In the Loosa area,

percentage of fame having mortgages in the furtll© aroas Is

higher than in the poor areas for several reasons, probably, chief of

which Is the larger amount of capital per farm in the fertile

(see figure 46).

Itetio of Debt to Value of Land and Buildings

A study of Table mil and Figure 49 shows that, la 1980, the ratio

ef ditet to value of mortgaged farms by sell areas In Tennessee ranged

from 25.6 per eent for Ihe Cuaiberland Plateau to 47.0 fw the Horthem

Bin, Judging "fcy these two areas, alone, (me might oonoiude that ti»

debt-value ratios are higher In fertile areas than in poor areas. Thl«*

bflwsver, is not generally true* For exaa^^le. Group 1 of the Upper East

Tsnmssee Talley* whi«& 1» one of ths best farming areas in East Tennessee
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bad tha aeaond lovmat ratio among all groups in the State* Cto the other

hand, the M^iairy ̂ uid ̂ oup, whioh is Itei poorest area iu West Tsn&eo*

eee (and one of the poorer areas of the State)* had a debi^'mlue ratio

of 4A*Q per cent*

Several factors have been liaportant In determining these ratios of

nertipkged debt to value of land and buildings for tho various soil

areas* The marked deeline in land valuee after 1920* aeeompanied by the

iairaaae in mortgage dsfbt had tho result of raising the debt ratio of
(s)

mortgaged farmsi On the Ouster land Plateau, however, land values con

tinued to rise until 1830 In ocmtrast with idurp deolines in land values

in most ef the other parts of Idie Stats (see Figure 47)# This factor,

no dotfct, partially explains the low debt-value ratio of siort^ged farm

in the Cunterland Plateau, in 1930# On the Unafca Range, the oce^ratively

low debt-value ratio probably ie due to its same factor as In the Cadjsr*

land Plateau# In the Baot feanesite Valley, hoanarver, lard is highly

valued In illation to ite earning power, and this factor probably lowers

the asMWnt of credit obtainable tw a given unit of value# la the iio-

Hairy Sand group, the <q^p(wite ia true* That is, land is valued lew in

relation to its earning power. Therefwro, a larger amount of credit ie

granted in relation to value* This factor, ocHOblned with the dooroasing

land value in tl»t area aocounto for a oos^paratively high ratio of debts

to value of land and buildings fbr fwms mortgaged in 193G#

(3) Wlflteens* David L*, Farm Kortgoge Credit, p# 51, D# S# D# A#
Teohnioal Bulletin He* 288, IdS^*
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fflAuit t&etw o-l&er than «oll hnT» l>iNm 9t isi|per^uu»« in dateratn-

ta|t amount of erodit grantod per a given unit of value*- There haa

been a general polloyj, in 14ie paet, ef Uniting farm BKHrt^gee to about
(4)

<«te*hftlf of tiie value of -to# fam property. Bapldly ̂ janging land

value• in the pa«t deoade have been influential in ohanglng theee ratioe*

Trrada in tpaluee, no doubt* have been Influenoad eoil type* but

TABI£ XIX. IHTEKBST RATES OH POUi (SWER OKiSRATED PAfiUi
MOHTSAQM), »T COOTTT SOU* ASBAS, 1»»0

Soil Interest Bate

Oaaka Bai^e
Oj^r East TenneeiMMi Talleyi Qrmp 1

Oroup II
lUddle East Tttmessee Talley
XnOwer Bast TemMwsee Valley
Cumberland Plateau
Central Basin
Sastem Elm
Hortfaam Rim
Western Rim: Oroup I

CSroup 11 \ J
MoRairy Sand '■ ^
laGrange ^
LaCtanuage and Ztoeee
liOMS
Kiseissippd Bettsia "

All Groups j
State

S.99
6*24
6*10
6*34
6*02
6.S9
6*20
6.26
6*15
6.31
6*51
r.oi
6.61
6.66
6*67
6*66

6.83
6*39

Scwc»: IBili It* 6* Qewws of Agnouiiurei 1930* 7«uj»ss6e, ^
Series 2* p* S3.

the overlapping of oidisr faotor# mnkee it difficult to shoe a rtlatiitise'
ship betwMn eoil l^^e ««d debt value ratios.

Cost of Credit. In a eemparlson of interest rates on good land

and poor land in five northern and five eoutfaera etates (Tennessee

(4) Ibid.* p* 61.
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thci Ar9rttg» ohnrg/aM vere u fellowst northern rioh land«

S«64 per omtf northern poor land* 6«04 per cent; aoittlMtrn rioh Iaad«
(5)

6*80 per omit| oal oouthom poor luoAf ?»20 pw oaxb*

In Somioeioef it ie odnoehat dlffioult to eatabliah a re3Latl<Hithip

beteoen high Interoet olmrgeo and poor land or hotneon loo ehargea and

good land* Ao ohcwn in Tahlo m, interoet ohargoo on farm d«bte« OB

the Cumberland Plateau irary T«py little fro* the state arora^# and,

<m the Baago the interoet rates are lonrw than for any other eoil

group* They are not essentially loner In the fertile areas, considering

the iitate as a vhole* Heoeowr, exoluding West Tennessee, the four areas

baring the lonest Interest xdwrges are the Unaloa Ite.ng©, 5,99 per oentj

Cpper Saot Tezmeeoee Talley, droup H, d«10 per oenti the Korthom Sin,

6*16 per eentj and the Central Basin, 6*20 per oent. Except for the

thoaka ftmigQ, thes« sreae suj^ort a rery prosperous agra^ulture and the

low imtoo are das partially to this factor* Of course factors oth«P

than sell help to keep theoo lates low. Therefore it is dlffioult to

(o^plaia the reason for the lev ihargee m the Ihmlea Bangc, This area

ie represented b>/ only one small eounty, ®aiooi, uhioh despite its

poor soils hao a relatirely high raluation per acre of land and building

axul a lev dsbt-ralue ratio. Tbese fhoters tend to Insttre the safety of

oredit traasaetioa, possibly resultirg in lor rates of interest#

iRtKpeft oharges in W««t Tennessee are hi^r than in either Middle

or Bast Texnesoee* Xn the o(»iparleon ef eeutitsm and northern interest

fs) Bootlngton, Ellsworth, "The Bandieaps of Poor land", Eoeaoaie
fleegraxhy, p» 839, January, 1926.
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z«f«rr«d to fkbxm, tho rotos or« 6»89 per tor eoutbem rieh

iMttt Qoi^re^ oitli 6*04 per emt tor norl^m ptti»> lend* T;MIe posalble«

one would not think that the higher x«te en the aouthem good land ttatm

m the nerthenat peer lend wne due to the superiority «£ the northern poor

liail* Huttttngton heXiered that this differenee wae due« not to differ*

one# in insd <{Uality« but to the feet that oolorod people who carry
/q \

part of the eouthem nortgagee help to keep the ratee high* Thli fhe«

tor oonhinod vtth tho rli^ of a oBo*orop typo of farming tende to
(7)

OKueo high intoroet ehargoe In tho South* A oompariaen of Vioet fen*

noeoeo vith Middle and East X«anoe>oe rcrreale differonoeo eimilar to

thmie wdeting hetweon the northern etateo ««d the eouthem etateo* In

woet SNnuieeooo a high percmstoge of the fhrm population ie colored* and

tho prlnoipal iype of farming ie oottea fhrndng* In Middle aiwi Eaot

Xmmeesee a higher peroentage of tho p^pulati«a is iBhite otnd the aj^ioul*

turo io mere diTorsified than in Woeb fonaeeeoo. Oonoequently there

would tend to appear tho msmo difforonoos in interest ratee between West

Xesaeeaee and the rest of the State as beteoon Idie eoubhoni statoe and

the aorthorn statoe*

Within West Xennessoo* interest rates are highest in tho pooroot

(tho Molfeiry Sand), wWLoh had rates of 7*01 per oent In lOBO oarnm

to 6*51 per osnt tor tho laSraago area*

Safoiy of Credit Yransaotions* ioooos resulting frsaa credit iarans*

(e) Ibid*, p* 840.
(7) Baylor, Honry C., Outline of Agrioultttral BeoncmAes, p. 216.
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My IM inourrod hy both the oreditor and t^e debtor* Ae a re«*

•ult of foreoloeuros, the debtor Iwe# part or all of the aaTlnge and

Bioney aeteally iwreeted in the property. A mmanry of forooloauroe in

foisieasee ehoiw that debt held agalaet foreclosed pr^rty has ex-

oeeded the sale prioe of oaoh property (eee fable XX)» lBnoe» oreditoro

hate lest a part of the money loaned to fanners*

Studlee in other etatee flhonr ̂ t farm mortj^ foreeloeuree hate

beem mere naaarotte and that leeee# hate been {preater on pe«p land tl»n

en good land*

In Alabama, although mere tban ^nse-fourth of the total iMdHir of

leaae la fire oountioe studlod woro m farms looated en the Horfolk

eaa^ loum, only one-tenth of the total nuMer of foreclosures mere on

this soil type* ^ cwstraet, farma en the Sae^uehanna fine sandy-loam

aecouttted for only 6 per cent of the total nunber of loans, Iwt 14 per

oent of ibe forooloaoree* The aterage com yield on the Sorfolk sandy

loM from 1980 to 1928 eae 16*8 buehele ooppared to a yield of 15*9

baehels for the Susguehanna fine sandy loam* The looses to the ereditmr

per #1000 loaned Tsere |19 and <!IS2 for the Horfolk sandy Isam and the
(8)

Sm^eehMona fine a»ndy learn, respeetltely*

In Sew York similar stwdiee «diow that lending aeidtitlee are eafer

to both the debtor and oreditor en good load thM on pMT land, fhe

reason for tble ie eacplained by Bill ae follows s

Ifereness, E* H., Farm Hcrtgage Lean Ba^erlenee Ih asnth*
east Alobama-, p* o» "
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On the bftsis of isluit oaoh ̂ mdo of land produoeo^ pow
land tonda to be everoiraltted with relation to good land*
Honoe the eaming poeer behind eaeh dollar loaned on Ixnr.
grade land tends to be emaller tban the earning power be
hind eaeh dollar on high grade land. Valley feirinore, whose
faroM were Talned at per aore* loade a return of 11*3
per «nt on their inwetaent in real estate^i or #7»68 per
aere* If a loan of #94 per aore» or 60 per cent of the
estimted waltie of the farm, had be«i made it would have
been baeked by earnings of #7*68, or #0*23 per dollar loaned*
Mil farm^s in the same region, whose fhrms were valued at
jM(0 per aore, made an average return of 6 per cent on their
investment, or #1*80 por aere* A loan of $16 per aore, or
60 per oent, would have been baeked by earnings of only
$0,12 per dollar loaned. Tha majority of loans made were
in amouttte representing 40 to 60 per oent of the estimated
market value of the Ihnzus. The peroentage did not differ
gMatly for differrat grades of land, (9)

In Tenneseee it is difficult to o stablish a rolationship bwtWiNMn

soil typo and losses from orwdit aotivities. This is d«» to sevsral

reasons. In the first place, the data available <m fsrm foreolo«nrwa

Ia Tennessee are limited to only a few oousties, and in moot eases

these are not oompleto for the period studied. Too, data are not avail*

able except for the years 1929 te 1933 - a depression period.

Data shewing the losses to lending agencies per $100 did>t held

against foreelosed paroperty (from 1929 to 1938) are presented in Table

ZX« (Beoaase of the limitation of data, it was iwt possible to adhere

te the original soil groups.) Contrary to atm results in other simtes,

the tisadmaey in Tennessee has been tvr losses per fflOQ debt held

agalmit foreclosed properly to be greater en -the good land than on the

peer from W29 to 1933. Washington Gounty, which is one ef the

C9) Mil, F» F*, An Analysis of the Loaning OperattmB of the Federal
Land Bank of Springfield, ̂ ernell Bulletin 549, 193^, py, 25-25.
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eoturtlM In laat had losses ocf 133.29 per $100

debt imlA a^inst foreolosed property («e© Fl^ire 50). In the Central

Basin the loss me |30«76 and the Loess area had a loss of $28.99 per

$100 dsht* In oentrast the 1<»8 en the relatively poor Weetem Bia

arsa leae onty $8.99 per #100 debt. In Johnson County, irtiioh lies par-,

ti&lly on the thaaka %in$e Idie lose «as only |12.(^. and in entire

area designated as the thiaka Bange (an average of oivll districts lying

within this area) the losses were $18.91 per $100 debt.

TABm XX. AXOm SALE PRICE EXCEEDED OS WAS LESS IMS OSBf
0® P<®ECL0SI3) PAHHS, Bt SOIL AlffilAS, tE»HE8SBB,

1927*1933

' Area Less or Loss <Mr Area Less or Loss or
Qain pex Oatn per Gain per Qain per
Aore $100 Debt Acre 1100 Dehl

A^inst Against
Para Farm

l^is. Deis. Odls*

Alluvial 0.10 0.25 Central Basin — 9.03 - 14.26
Loess -10.03 - 28.99 Eastern Rim — 2.56 - 30.76
LaOrange - 5.19 - 24.98 Cumb* Plateau — .78 - 20.00
Fayette County Washington Co* -11.81 - 33.29
(LaOrai^) - 5.S2 39.04 E. Tenn. Valley * 7.22 - 24.33

Porter Cre^ and Johnson County — 1.68 • 12.05
MoBairy Sand * 2.80 - 26.95 Dnaka Sai^ — 1.50 - 18.71

Western Rim — .90 — 6*99
Borthem Sim • 3»34 - 19.49

Seal Estate Transi^Mr Files*

Xhere are exoeptions to this tmdeney for good land to soffer the

greatest losses in Tsaasssee during this period. Zn faot. the only area

in whi<di the sale price «gnK»eded debt held against foreclosed preperty

was the Mississippi Bottom, where the sale prise inseedeA the debt ty
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liars 4C

-ru Rim

I;' . .On Comity
Central Basin

Iftiaka Range
ITortram Rim
Cumb. riatoau

Rast. Tenn. Valley
La Sranf'je

McR'airy Sand
Log s s

Eastern Rim
Y/ashington County
Fayette County

->ource: Basod on Table

- 20 10 0 10

60 taount ttet sale prlw a^oa.dad or -™s u.03 than
deb. held againat foreoloaed pro.hjrty, for certain oountioe '

and areas, 1929 - 1933 "unuios .

^ I- m I ..hJilii.
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f0»28 p«r flOO debt* The lasid in thie tijNM ranke eusong the neat prediiotite

la tifet Stftte* Fnyette Ooonlyt ̂ ioh hae a erof* yield indffiK ef «aUly 69*8

per owst et the state average, had a leas ot |89»04 per $3^ debt«

Zn both Alabana and Hew Terk^the prlnoipal reason fer loaoea being

greater ea peer land than on good land naa that poor land me valued

higher than good land with relatleui to the Inooeie from the land, and that

loana eere made in amamts dlreetly propwtlorasl to th» value of the land*

Zn lOnnesaoe the aame is probably true within soaXl and limited areas*

Bonmrrer, for large aareas or even eoontles, poor areas are not neeessarily

ever-valued with relation to their earning power, and the n^ber of loans

and asMOmt of orodit gruxttd has not bMn preper^tmal to the value of

ttw fhnaa for fenneeeee* Instead, the nuidMr of mortgagee has been re-

etrioted in the poor areas to a relatively small psreentage of the Ihnss}

and the amount ef credit granted on these farms is a relatively email

prepsrtion of tte value of the farms. These factors partially eaplain

the reason for loeses bedng greater on tto good land than on the po«r

land in Tenatseee In eontraet to the reeulta in Alabama and Hew Tork,

An additional faotcur it the depression vddoh occurred during the

period 1989 to 1933, a major factor oausing foreclosures* Ordinarily

the preduotive rt^isne suffer greater fiuanoial lessee than the

poorest regions during periods of depression because ef the greater in*

vwstment and larger dabts* % contrast, fams in the pocsrer areas have

relatively small debts, and by strict personal eoonsny on tdse part of the

farm ̂ rator and his faally, interest poymsnte can bo met and fore

closures torestallod.

(10) Msrcness, cp* oit*, p* 18.
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Data on foraoXoaurM bav* b««a dbtalaed tor one oovaxbyg ISbiony twt

ths ya&ra 19Z7 tlirough 1933 (s«a table XXI and Figore &!)« In ISSCf* the

•ale prloe of foreoleaod f<am property eaweeded ■fehe debt ty ^3#20 p«p

♦100 debt held a^ixmt tdie property. In 1»28 the debt hold against atteh

property awOTttilin! ttae aale prloe by ♦O.SZ per 1100 debt, and the loaeee

iwtttlaued to inorease. reaohing fdSvEld in 1933. Data are not available

tw the poorer oonttiee for this period. Beeerer, an aaalyeie of the
data for Obloii Cottrrty •heira that fanw of leaet ralue (aeeenlng that Iteo
■mall farao hare leae -valtto than the larger faraaj, auffned greatof liWBwe

fABIS Xn* AM08*f SMM PRIOE EXCEEDED OE WAS LESS ISAI OBBf
OH FOHBCLOSSD FABhS 51 SIZE, 0BIQH CODHTf.

1927-1933

Slse Farm 1927 1928 1929 1950 1931 1932 1933 All
years

Bola. Dole. Dole. Dole. llols. Dole. T)ol8 0 Dole.

0- 49 aoiree — 9.18 —34.80 —51.86 -10.81 -24.63 -21.57 —14.61 -24*77

50- 99 -23.66 -26.03 -16.43 -26.25 -32.13 -29.60 -24.44 —26*19

XQ0-U9 10.55 -12*62 -30.44 -29.01 —30.37 -25.92 -21.89 -20.74

150-199 -30.03 0 -36.15 m -45.44 -34,74 -62.50 -36.44

200 and aboee 9,06 -0. 17 —24.98 —26*98 —34.93 -22,16-66.25 -25.96

All alsee 8.20 - 9.82 -27.67 -27.48 -35.01 -25.72

rrs-p':.!::

-42.55 -26.38

Filea.

timn the large farme prior to the oollapee In prloea In 1^9 and leee
leeeea begixmlng eith 1930 and oontlimlng thrwjgh 1933. Althottgh a anall
farm deee net aeeeaearlly haw poorer ooll than do large :^rm«, there ia
a ganeral tendeney for mwall fame to be located on poorer land than large
fama, aa shown in Table Tl, Tee, within a giren area, aeroa per farm U
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Pi-;, 51,

— oed or Table :CVI1I.

.s,.om:t i;alfc r>rlcs exceeded or "x «• 1a-c +.u . v
foreclose-' ••'c I. . ' IQsj thar. aebt oni'-"- -^rns by size, OMon County, 1927 1933
V^There were no foreclosures dn this

group in 1930 "
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a ttkir hAmi of tiie sise of the farm huelneoel^^^ Imeattoli &• niRll «lso
of fam buslneos famo been closely related to poor ooll^ It mf !>• oon-

oluded timt poor areas suffer greater losses in nMwal tines and less

losses In adTsrso pears than do more fertile areas (see Figure 6l).

Data shswiag the sMSfttsr of foreoloeuros in Xenziessee are not e<mplete

for any period of tine omospt for a limited smber of oountiea* HMoeOy

in a disottssion of the Infliionce of soils on titis wnisir of farm foroolBsiares

it is tt«t possible to adhere to "tin original grouping of oounties. Instead

the eounties for etiioh these data are oomplete fbr the period 1928 tlsrot^h

1983 are listed eeparately* and a oonparieon is mads of ths eotaitios oith

the influenoe of solle on ansber of foreolosurea enphaaised*

iuiwning that the per cent of onaer operated farms mortgaged is the

ssne as ths per cent of all fhifme morigsftd, ths peroentagee that the noa*

bar of foreolosurea are of all farms mortgagsd mas oaloulated and sham la

Table XXU and Figure 68 for 18 eountiesi for which suidi data were available.

Sttoh flguree are subject to error prinoipally beeauee of the tenmt situ*

at ion in West Tennessee. Bswwrer^ etndiee of ths percentages of fame

mortgaged by tenure show itait ttiere is oonparatively little ■variation

for differmt types of tmure for both -tdie United Statee as a -ehole and
(12)

for Tenneseee.

To some extent "there has been a general tendeni^r for foreolosuiws

to be more numerous in the poorest eounties than in idie best eountlea in

prepertion to ths nu^sr of fame mortgaged. While only 6«8 per oent of

(11) Vterreni, S# f#. Farm ttsnagnmntt p« 290.
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the furata In Seott Cotmty irar« mort|^&sed in 1929« th» tmadjer 6f fere*

olosttres for ttao ysar« 1^8 through 1933 oqaalled 66*8 p«r <M»at of tho

nanbor ot famut morlqsftgod* Soott County Is on the Oujaherl&nd Plateau*

The eeeond highest r&idcing oeuniy in the jiroportlon of mortgaised fUnas

fereolosed «&e Orertcm* iriLth 40*9 per eent* Orerton County lies p«r»

tially on ths Hal^Uf but prinoipaXIy on the Highland Bim and its

soils raaik oon^ratiTsly loe In fertility* The third highest oouaty in

prc^rtion of mortgaged fame foreolosed Is POntrdes^ a Plateau County,

with 36 per cent.

TABI£ Xm* PAHM PORSBLOSTOBSt HOMBBR AM) PER CEKT OF AU.
FAHHS MORTQAOM)

Qwutty Btsnber Farms
Mortgaged,
1930

(•)

Farao

Fore

closed,
1928-33

County RuDdMir Farms
Mortgaged,

1930
(a)

etnas

Pore-

slosed,
1928-33

Lauderdale 1,998 6*7 Orerton 242 40*9
Ohion 1,568 21,2 Fentress 100 36.0

Haywood 2,245 5.4 Sequatohio as 22.4

Chester 717 8.8 Soott 76 66.6

Wayne 373 23.0 Loudon 375 19.5

Trousdale 545 8.1 M(Xuroe 672 26.9

Moore 215 21.9 Johnson 249 30.1

Coffee 610 24.6 Sttllitan 612 19,1

Warren 526 8.2
Putnam 883 20.4

JK .m. 4 A

Transfer Filee* Rmftier of Faros Mortgaged based on 15th ir*S* Census
(a) Asstnsd that per oent of all farms mort- of Agriculture, 1930*

gaged eas saae as for enmer opemted
farxM.)

The counties harlng a relatlrely low proportion ef the awrtgaged

farms foreolosed arei lauderdalo, 6*7 per oentj Haywood, 6*4 per oentj

Trousdale, 8«1 per cent} and Chester, 8*8 per oent. Fer the moat part,

the soils of those oounties are fairly fertile.
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20Per cent 30 50

\m
County

Iliaywood
Lauderdale

Trousdale

\')arren

Chesber

Sullivan

Louden

i'utnam

Obi on

iilooro

Sequatchie
Wayne

Coffee

llonroe

Johnson

pentress

Overton

Scott

Source t Based on Table

Fig» 52. Per cent that farms foreclosed are of all farriis mort

gaged, by certain Tennessee counties, 1929-1933
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BetwHii Iduwo esctrwwa lie eoBe eoanties having very produottve

•olle and other counties with r elatively poor sol la, Obion, tor instance,

had 21«2 per cent ̂  lt» aortgaged farms direeXoaed* Vrsyne, one of the

poor lajBd ottmtiea^ had 23.0 of Ita aert^ERged farms fereeloaedj and la

J<dinaon County^ viiioh lies partially on -ttn thaaha Bapge and whioh has

large arwui of poor farming laad» the fhraa fereoloaed e^palled S0»1

per eent of the Ihrma oarrylng mortgagee*

Tana foreoloaurea are moat lUmly to be greatest in fertile areas

daring dopresalon periods* beaatuie farms in suoh areas are usually mere

heavily mortgaged. Hoaever* in nemal time the <^oeite is true*

Credit aotivitioe are rather restricted in the poorest avMS ef

Idle State* the peroentege of farms mort|^igod and the percentage that

the SBoomt of orodlt obtainable is of the value of the farm land S3^

buildings tends to bo lovsr in the poor areas than in the ̂ od land aroas*

Tho fact that fewer farms are mortgaged and that lees oredit ie

granted in prepertiou to Ihe value of the Ihm property eannot be ox»

plained by saying that fanaers in the poor areas do not need eredit fa—

eiiiities* fhe Ihot is that they are eiften in greater need of oredit

faoilitiee than fanaere in better regions, tor oan this low credit rating

be attributed to a la<dc of hwsosty on the part of famers in the po«r

areas* Observation indimtes that faxmers in tiie poor aroas of Tennessoo

are o^tsnlly as oonseimxtifnus in dealing with theiir fellows as are psc^ls

in the good laud areas.

®ie primary reason for the Iw oredit rating ®f poor areas Is ths

fact -Uiat the inoons in such arms is net high snough on most fam to
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« living t9r th« opvrattn' and his family and ta maJea payments

of tnteroat and prinolpal m delita* Farm aarl^faga loan axporlenoa la

tttmeaaaa and other statue indieataa that landing operatl<»:e are not

an aafa cm poor land a« m good land In normal timaa«

Of eoiirne« factors other than sail imist ba oonslderad in detar*

the ralatlve safe^ of curedlt transactions In at^ araa* Tat

•oil fartility and prodnctiviiy is a major Ihctor affeotlng the ability

te pay debts. Land must yield eiiott|;h to provide a living for Its ooe«a«t

pants plus enough to pay Interest and a part of tli© prlnolpal if d<d»ta

are to be paid from the farm jeturns. Bxperianee has shewn that it is

iftiiffVi safer to lend cmd to invest monsy on good land than on poor land.

ft
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isFigaKs (g SOIL rn>g m f&m imTtog

It 10 estimted that in 1913 taxas at8or1>ed not error 10 per oont

of tto fumera* nut IneNtte In the ̂ ted States* During the nlne^^^r

period, 1921 to 1929« the ueual eoEtputatlons sbser that taxes sere

talcing 30 per cent, or oiu» -iiiird, of the net fam Incopie, end slnoe

1930 a t&ir oonparistm of taxes to inooete breaks doma beoause of the

rirtual disappmranoe at any inoane properly to be labelled net*

^Yhile It Is -Jarue that all parts of the TMltod States end fonneeiSe

ha-r© be«i haavlly burdened by taxes. It is generally believed that the

poorest areas are tto nest heavily burdened* In poor oounties^ tdiile

the total and per ̂ pita wealth and inooae is lflw« the per capita eests

of ntaintaining geteriimental funotiorui is relatively high* Shis is

partly due to the sparsaness of the pepulation in poor areas, and to

the faot that auaerous governmental functions must be performed re«

gardless of the sparseness at the pc^ulaticw and the low total wealth

with whieh to finanee these funotitms*

though the general belief prevails that poor areas are taxed more

heavily than goed land areas, it is somewhat difficult to establish a

relationship between soil ferttLlily and tsjatlon in Tennessee, beoatme

ef the limitatiott ef data on the subject* Sax rates per flOO aaeesaed

value do not stew the mount of taxes paid in proportion to the true

(1) labbard, B* H., "Taxes, A Cmse of Agriotatural Distress"^
Journal of Farm Ee<momlcs, Vol* XT, Jan* 1933, p« 3*

151
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Value of the farm real estate^ heoauee aeeeMsiente are realljr node en

tlw baeie of full value of the properly* and aeseesaent praotloee vary

greatly In the verloua eountlee of the State# In s<Hae ooimtiea the ae«

•eeaed value of land bears little. If any, relation to tha eale value

of the land, the aeeeesnent meet frequently being lov In relation to

value# In ecrae eountlee, taac ra-Ne are often Mrt low and property aa».

eeesed high in relation to Ite true value for the purpose of attraotlng

industries nieans of the lew rates#

fan Rates

Coon^ Tax Hates# There le a general tendenoy fw the county ta*

rates per $100 assessed valuation to h^taer In j?9or areas then In

the »•«« fertile nyeee# table IXXII and figure 53 show that praeti*

eaUy all of the oountios lying partially or wholly on the (Merlend

Plateau had a high tw rate for the year 1934# In contrast, the eooni»

ties eoa^rieing the Central Baeln had oonparatively low rates#

County t«* rates, alone, however, ere not a good measure of the

tax iMtrdm due to aseeeenent-ratlo dlfferenees#

taat Rates As Reported by the Bureau of the Censtts, the ratio of taxes

to the estimted true value of land and buildings, as reported by the 0en«

mm of Agriculture, is a better index of the t«* bur^ then are the rates

per #100 aseeesed value# Yet, as shown ty Pi^e 55, there is a fUirly hi|^

degree of ewrelatlon between the eounty rates and the ratio of taxes to

Value of land and buildinge as reported by ttm Cineus# Thexwfore, one would

expect a higher ratio of taxes to value of land and buildings in the peer

areas than in the fertile areas# So sens oaetiot, i^S i« true (Plgure 54)#
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lABIE mil. R/ITIO OF FAHJS TAJCSS TO FAtOE OF PABM UND AJID
BiniDIHGS(l) AHD THE CdHmT TAX RATES(2), 1929

(Based «i §100 Property Values)

mtio^ llatio 1 Ul0
County to Land Tax County to Land |sax j Coxnty be Land

and

Bldga.
Hate and

Bldgs.
Rate and

Bldgs.
iate

Ander* 1.25 2.20 au&llt. 0.71 1.82 ESot^iaa 2.08 3.00

Bedf. 0«96 1.60 Eanc. 1.09 1.70 Obion 1.27 1.66

Bent. 1.61 1.90 Barde. 1.67 2.30 Overt. 1.54 2.30

Bleda. 1.53 1.80 Bs.rdin 2.30 2.60 Perry 1,67 2.45

Blount 1.43 1.78 Bavkins 1,14 2.10 Pick, 1.38 1.88

Bradl, 1.03 1.75 Hayw. 1.23 1.65 PoJk 1.01 1.50

Cas^'b. 1.67 8.16 Bidder. 2.14 2.80 Pntn. 1.29 1.98

Camcn 1.18 1.80 Henry 1.55 1,85 Rbea 1.11 2.20

Carroll 1.88 1.86 Hick^ 1.97 2.34 Scone 1.65 2.40

Carter 0.87 2.85 Hoast. 1.38 1.49 Robert. 1.19 1.42

Cheat. 1.08 1.61 BtaHph. 1.55 2,46 ^ther. 1.39 1.64

Chest. 1.86 1.91 Jac^s. 1.42 2.30 peott 1.62 2.50

Claib. 1.18 2.80 Jetfw* 1.24 2.00 Sefoat. 0.93 1.70

Clay 1.82 2.15 J<din. 0.74 2.80 Sevier 1.28 2.55

Cooke 1.21 2.15 Knox 0.66 1.16 Shelby 0.89 0.98

Coffee 1.38 1.90 Lake 1.30 1.57 Sttitt 1.69 1.80

Crodc. 1.36 1,55 Lander. 1.49 1.85 Stenr. 0.83 1.76

CUDber. 0.99 2.20 Lawr. 1,46 1.90 Sulli. 0.64 1.65

David. 0.76 •95 Levris 1.80 2.08 ^noner 0.82 1.40

Deoat. 1.81 2.25 Lino, 1.29 1.80 Tipton 1.29 2.35

DeEalb 1.40 1.15 L^mdon 1.12 1.80 Trousd. 1.45 1.55

Dicks. 1.13 1.80 UoMinn 0.96 2.20 tbicoi 1.01 3.20

Dyer 1.86 2.55 IteNatry 2.11 2.58 Onion 1.51 1.90

If^yet. 1.64 1.80 llaoon 1.14 1.56 F.Bur, 1.07 1.80

Fentr. 1.61 2.45 Hadis. 1.06 1.65 H'/arxen 1.10 1.80

Frank. 1.14 1.55 Karion 1.19 1.96 ifaah. 0.98 1.84

Cibson 1.61 1.60 iiareh. 1.44 1.86 ^yne 1.15 2.40

Oilee 1.24 1.56 l&ttry 1.10 1.36 1.42 1.53

Oraitt. 1.59 1.95 lieigs 1.20 2.80 mdte 1*13 1.70

Greene 1.45 2.20 i^onroe 1.75 2.68 sraiii. 0.93 1.10

Grundy 1.64 2.60 Hentg. 1.13 1.36 i»rilsoo 1.31 1.16

Bwobl.^ 1.01 1.65 Moore 1.01 2.00
Average 1.21 H0

data

Souroe: 16th Cenaus of igriculture, Tejmeaeee, 1980, Series 2, p» 83.
Tax Aggre^te, Tear 1929, teiuuMisee Bepartnent Plnaxtee

and Taxation.
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.'.:^rc'o; Tax Aggregate Year 1934, Tennessee Dbpt. of
finance and Taxation. '

Dollars

Under 1.50

p 1.51 - 1.75
1.76 1.90

■- 1.02 - 2.20

* * 2.20 — Over

figure 53. Coimty tax rate per OlOO assessed valuation, 1934
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faced on Table XXIII.

Dollars

•99 — Under

1.00 - 1,19

1.20 - 1.35

=;— 1.38 - 1,59
^w»ii.Biinl 1.61 « 0 v0 r

jtnte Average 1.21

54. Ta,™s p.. census Value o. laud aud buUdln.a,
lonnessee Counties, 1929
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Uftst of tho eountloo oooprislng Cusiberlftxid Plateou tiave a ooopora*

tiroly high ratio* OoizA>erlatid and "^nn Burea otjimtioo aro tho prinol-

pal oaeoeptions* Also the oountioa of Woet fennotaoe had high rates,

and the idghMt rates within Idtat «eotl«m were not eoafined to the

poorer counties* Tet aeren of the nine Vfest ̂ enneasee counties hawing

a ratio of taa»s to walue of land and buildings of 1«61 per cent, or

mere, lie id»lly or partly within the Viater-^hBd area, which is the

peerest part sf West fonnsasee.

tJsing the selected county groups, ratio of taacse to the value

of land and buildings in Vpost ?enno»aeo Is highest in the IMfokiry

Sand area and ocntixmes deorease as the groui^i extsmd weetmrd

aoreea the State, <uccept f<nr the ttUsiasippi Bettoai. fhe aeils in*

orease in fertility fren <eist to west* The tax ratea are higher in the

Msaiaalppl Bottcra (repreaaated by Lake Cwmly) than they otherwise

might be because of the wnall alae of tho eourrty. ^wertheleao, the

ratio for this area la only 1*50 per cent eoaqpared to ItZf per cent

for the Loeaa area*

Therefore, basing tax rates upon the true ralu© of f^rrn property

«^re is a general tendency for poor areas to !»we higher rates than

the rfiore productive areas.

Relation Between Taxes and Ineome

Mewt etudenta of tMtatiou have oone to the conolusion that the

l^inclple of justice to be followed in taxation is that people pay

taxes in pr^ortiwi to their abiUty to pay* Tiwt la, taxes should be

paid on ths basis of ane*s inocne rather than on the basis of property



m

S&BLS xm* uno m TABS so fam memm m m mm
BMf OP USO,

LOWER EAST TENNESSEE VALLBST

Soil Areas Ratio to

Not

Batlo to
Oaoh Sont

TerSenF

27.0
23.6
33.8
20.4
87.7
23.2
2S.2
22.7
22.1
11.8
25.5
20.8
19.2
15.9
10.2

Unaka Range
Upper Bast Tonnesseo Tallojrt

Middle Bast Tonneswe Tallejr
<^terland Plateea
CKmtral Basin

Sastern Him
Northern HSm
Western Rim: Oronp 1

6rot;p n
HoNairy Sand
LaOrange
LaQrange and Loess
Loess
Mississippi Bott<m

Orottp t
Group ZX

per

10.3
7.6
8.2
10.3
6.8
10.3
7.8
4.6

4.2
3.7
4.3
4.8
4.7
8.4
2.9

Source: OGo^>tirbationB based on i5th S. Census of Jlgrioulture.
1930. T«ames8ee.

esned. PurthKanBOre. rates should Inorease progressively as in

rlsea.^^^
fhe hasls of the greater part of fam taxes paid is Mtie amount of

proporty owned. In the preoedlng ohaptor it was shown «»t the ratio

«f farm lnooB» to the walue of land and buildings bwrs little relation^

ship to soils, the ratio tending to be higher, if anything. In the peer

areas. Figure 86 shows that the ratio of taxes to net Ineerae bears

little, if any, relationship to soil fertility. This is net unusual

(2) Yoder, Fred R., Introduotion to A^oultural Eoenomioa» p. 398«
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tar:

Based on T&ble ]QC7.

Figs 56. Percentage of net farm income taken by tanes
in Zonnessee counties, IC^T

Dollars

2,61 - 4.90

4.54 - 4#rr}

5.26
/<» ^ r-

9.72 - 7.96
0.02 - 9.18

9.27 - 17.13O
dtnte Average 6,?^9

■bkWFW4««^

OBion

JmC^f
DITK

e*T

a

50i;rce; Based cn Table XllY.

^ig. 57, iroperty tax paid per farm
Tennessee comties, 19B9

Dollars

16.77 - 31.v9
92.00 - 39.?'^
40.00 - 48.99

49.00 - S3.99

95,00 - 90,^9

100.00 -131.CO ■
■;f' -l-;, fte Average 4",99

j*.

m
3<Sa

allars

2.59. - 4.52

5>9 4.74 - 5.0'

a

3,32
,oaroo: Based "i Table >107.

Fig. 5e. Far capita county tax levy, Tennessee conn lies, nn in^Tc -
(Does not include state or city tax)



la Tiew of tho faofc that taxes are paid on the hasii o? the ealae of

property tm»& m& that atno ratio of Inoooae to mlue of farm property

hae littl® relatlonehip to fertility*

Relation Between faxes and Cash Rent

Sto relatlonehip heteeen soil fertility and the ratio of taxes to

oash rent nay be ssen by a staiy of fieare 69, using the eeleoted

grouping ef oountiea* Caah rent Is probably the nearest approaeh to

inoooB that is available. Bet fam Incon© represents the retnrai

trm. labor, good Managanent, eto», in addition to the returns frost the

use of land and buildings alone. There is eorae tendon*^ fenr the ratio

irf taxes to oash rent to be highest in the poorest areas and loser in

the better faming regions. Especially la this noticeable for tbe

oactreae areas In ratio of taxes to rent. For exMiple, the ratio

to oash rent for ths CtaXberland Plateau is 57.7 per cent oespaisNl

to 10.2 per oont for the Misaieelppi Bottoia. Exoluding these two

groups, the tax - cash wujt ratios for tho ether areas do net show a

significant relationship to soil fortilily.

Taxes Bald Per pum and Bar Capita

Taxes paid per fans, tend to be highest in the good land cainties.

Table tXf and Iflgttre 67 show that most of tiio counties ocexprislng the

OuBfcerland Plateau hare eonparati'vely low taxes per farm. The taa»s

for nost of the Ceafcral Basin oouaaties range froo |6& to $99 per faim

oaB5«red to a state aTrerage of 147.28 per Ihrta. The idireo counties,

tajcse, Ohian, and Dyer, which maloe up -Sie t^jjw part of the Miosissippi



 

 

TABLE XXr. RATIO BET FABU IHCOfE TO FAM TAXES, FROFERTY TAXES mt FASK, ABD COCBRT
FROPESTT TAX lOT PER CAPITA

Ratie ofTaxesPer^tio of^l^esUrRatio ofTaaossPer

Gottxr^ZnooneperCapitaGsuntyXnooBSperapltaCountyIneomeperCapita
to Taxes,Farm,Taxto Taxes,Farm,axto Taxes,Farm,Tax

19291929Le^,
1933

19291929evy,

953

19291929la/ryf
1933

Pc%».Bols.Dole. 1Pot.Dols.ols*Pet.Bols.Dols.

Ander*8.4037.658.46Hamil.8.61S9.U11.67Mor^tn9.2732.4310.83
Bedf.8.6149.726.69Hano.6.4234.583.34Obi on6.^L01.137.04
Bent*5*6631.874.34Haarde.3.6241.826.03Overt.6.0923.543.84
Bleds*6*4647.908.73iferdln4.7755.794.07Perry8.2565.553.89

Blount13*7672.516.04Haek.6.7242.966.40Piok.6.4624.282.52
Bradl.8*6250.289.15Bay«r.3,5648.585.35Polk4.6S27.7614.34
Gss^b*7.4434.617.17Bendcor.4.5446*306.76PUtn.8.8138.093.99
Cannon6*0341.453,90Benry4.8448.716.13Giea6.1847.2811.50

Carroll4.6146.663.94Hiokm.8.7959.688.27ioane8.9053.9911.15
Carter11*8650.218.04Houst.4.3234.655.32iobert.4.5492.766.58

Cheat*4*3349.146.746.0167.545.52hither.9.4672.786.14

Chest.3*5181.875.274&dkmm7.1840.634*19>GOtt5.9421.619.80
Claib.8.2158.015.22Jeffer.9.1870.848.73>equa.5.3221.658.25
Clay8*2047.824.40J<^.7.4633.504.35jevler9.7035.565.81

Co<^8*0845.319.03Knox11.8229.239.203hell^7.0374.965.91

Coffee9.4941.486.01Lake2.9113.136.06jjjiith7.8371.997.43
Cro^«4.1230.654.74lauder.4.6969.316.67Stem.2.6131.083.70

Cumber*4.5519.446.97Lawr.4.7437.386.03Julli.6.7241.737.16

Baxid.15.1531.829.91Lewis6.6932.717.22Jumner4.5548.256.58

DMat*4.3945.454.42Lino.7.8963.556.72' Upton3,4851.888.33

DeEalb7.5143.854.43Loudon9.6050.575.37' !rou8d.8.2498.178.63

Dlolce*3.61^0.905.24MoMinn6.8239.216.96niooi11.5530.62.0.73

Byer5.92 1^9.747.81licHairy4,3946.206.621 Fnion9.3639.224.50

Fayette3.62^6*806.04Haeoo4.6931.633.08'Bin*en5.9816.776.35

Fentr*5.26BI.876.27liadis.3.8274.679.10barren6.9027.485.56

Frank.7.89^.375.43Jterion9.6436.220.81Eash.8.5561.718.17

Gibson4.8976.166.03Harsh.11.6176.448.131 ayzw4.3030.215.91

Giles6.2053.556.16Ifeury17.1362.296.92reak.4.7955.704.52

€h«ia.9.1748.596.58ilelgs6.6856.494.74fhite6.9232.305.17

Greene8.84p.609.59tfcmroe10.0459.697.661 fllli.6.9970.886.74

Grundy7.51^4.045.254.6959.306.58i ilson
1

65.945.94

Hambl.8.02bs.oo8.67Hoora9.7238.405.15

1 mraisei6.^47.28io data

ija-U on iSana iaaces eal<Aiilatad trtm15th Census of i\grioultture, Tennessee, 1930,Series 2,p. u.
Fttr Capita Tax Lsries oaloulatad from Financial Statistics of Tennessee Counties, Thos. H» Tss^le

Coopany, Bashrille, 1934*
o
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WtMm and Leaaa areas all paid taaeei aaeuntlc^ to more tban |100

per farm in 1929*

That tmaros per firm eotdd be higher in the good land areas is ssKk

ttsnsual* The ealue of property per farm is aneh higher in good land

areas^ and evon though tax rates tend to bo highest in the poor land

oountiea, the differenoo in tax rates beteean poor end good land oouru.

ties la not great enough to oauee taxes per farm to be as high in poor

as in rich eounties*

T]» per oapi^ county property tax lory does not follow tho mam

pattern as tho taxeo per farm (figure 58). Instead there seems to bo

oon^ratiwely little relationship in either dlreotlGn between per

oaplta taxeo and soil fSrUll^. Tho per eaplta tax lewy tends to bo

high on tho OtaSborland Plateau* la the liolfairy Sand area and tho

western HjtghiinKi ittm« tho opposite Is true* The poorer oounties of the

Sastem ̂  also have low per oaplta tax lovios^ there being a tendeney

for the more fsrtilo ooutttloo lying in tho sou'^iem half of the eastern

Sia to have higher rates*

Prom the consideration of those variouo aspects of taxation, it

is praotloally in^ossiblo to mako any eonclusions as to relationship

between soil fertility wrd the tax burden* Tfaiile rates (both assessed

rates and rates as reported by the Bureau of the Census), are highest

in the poorest areas, taxes do not seem to take up a greater proportion

of the farm inecme in ■ttie poorest areas. There is a tendon^ for taxeo

te aonmma a greater prepertdon of tiw cash rent in the poor counties

than in the good farming areas*
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Hsgardleaa of tbo oigntfiwuioo of thooo tondoneies. It io an

ootabliohed faet that Inocaaoo per fana In ia» poor aroao are axtromoJy

low* Uolng not Inooaso por ftuna operator a» tho baois of taxation and

applying the prinoiple of progreasioa* th«pe «an be but little doUbt

faraore in the poor arena are aulTering greater in;)uotioe in tax*

ation than famera iJa. the more ]^e«perous regiflna* loo* ae ohown In

another ehapter* there ia eorao tendeney for idie qiuality wad rariely of

serrieeo supported by tax mondP to be less in the pew areas*

State and federal Aid to Couptiee

While it any be eoaewhat diffiouXt to shear that the tax burdm is

greater in poor areas than In fertile areas* it is a fact that the

ttoet produotire areas help eipport a relatirely large proportion of tho

geremmental serrioee in the poorer eotaaties* fhis is shcnm by a study

of the psreeetages «*t state sad federal aid to oountios was of the

eottnty's revenue reoeipts in 1992 (eee Table XXVX and Fig^are 60)*

tho eountiee oee^rlsing tho (hsBberland Plateau draw dere heavily

en state and federal funds In relatica to their tax levi#s than ooun*.

ties in any ether area of the State* Bsnfcing next to tto Plateau are

the relatively pew Weetern Ri» and MoKairy Sand areas*; In eontrast to

these poorer oouaxties* the oountieo ooBprlsing «»e Central Baein draw

a eomperatlvely email preportton of •I3»eir total revenho receipts fren

state and federal funds* fhe satae la true of urban ..oolmtloo* whloh have a

large amount of wealtdi*

Tho relatively great state and federal subsldiee help to explain

the leeal burden is not very awh greater in poor than in rich
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Source: Based on Table XXVI
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Tennessee, 1932.
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13,63—19,99

20e00—29o99
I 30.00—39,

40,00—49,99
i I 50.00-64,76

State averaf^e 24,13
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TABLE XX7Z» PER CEUT STATE ASD PEBER&L AH) TO CCSJHTISS WWl
CP cotmrr's RuiraicE receipts; tshkessee, 1932

Coanly

Anders (»i
Bedford
Bentina

Bledeoe
Blount
BradX^
Oes^ell
Oennon

Oarroll
Carter

Cheatbaa
Chester
ClallxsHnMi

Clay
Cooke
Coffee
Crockett
Cmaherland
Davidson

Deo&^r

Dioksoa

Byer
Feyette
Fentress
Franklin
Gibson

Giles
Ghraing^
Greene

Grundy
Bamblen

Per Cent County

24.70 Hamilton

28,16 Eanoook

41,32 liardeman

33,65 Bardin

14,49 Hawkins

20,70 Baywood
31,83 Render.

59,71 Henry
39*34 iCLoknua

29,36 Booston

50.00 Hbnphreys
43.36 d&okscm

48.46 Jefferson

50.00 Johnson

26.07 Knox

44.89 Lake

42.77 Lauderdale
44.80 Lasrenoe

3.77 Lewis

64,44 Linooln

48.23 liotidon

47.06 MeMinn

18.76 lloRairy
33,67 jlaeon

53.40 Madison

33,48 Marian

38.41 lUarshAll
22.71 jiSaury
50.00 lueigs
32.62 Monroe

56.10 Montgomery

19.82 Moore

Per Cent

6*4&
SS.66

ZUQZ
48»2?
26,10
39*93
4f,91
29.88
37,96
56.10
38.86
50.59

31,43
43,82
5,27
35.88
22,78
36.54
56.73

80,23
31,31
37.75
44,65
47.55
15.94
24,64
23.13
23,06
64.76
27,78
17.33
57.41

County

liorgan
Obion
Overton

Perry
Ptokett

Polk
Putnam

Bhea

Beano
Hi^ertson
Rttthorferd
Seott
Se^^tohie
Serier
Shelby
Smith

Steeart
Sulllran
Sussier

Tipten
Trousdale
Uniooi
Gnlcn
7* Buren
Warren

l^shingtim
Wayne
ir/eakley
White

Williuascn
Wilson

Arerage

Per Csnt

30.19
18.07
43,75
59,46
58*93
Z),00
46*08
23.98
28.46
25.86
26.57
38.11
51.47
40,72
7,55
27,01
41,51
13.63
31,51
30.88
39,60
34,85
48.89
68.06
32.72
19.70

49,11
27.93

43.19
17.11
23,59

24.13

■wweeewwewieo#*#'

H'dwce; CaloulftW from Flnandia Statlstlos ox ow-ee ana *««»*
Goromaent, 1932, Bureau of Census,

TmA In mmy tl» t« I. r.lntl«ly Im b«nu« of
tha rolnu-wly lo* quality of lerrloo (»» Ch^rtw I).
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Iirfluenee ef Satla wi Tmc P»Xlnquwooy

A untidy *»* 4elln<|u«iey In t»Km»999 shows thst fam tax deliiw

^Ittsiisy has bsm inorsaslng oontlnttously slnoo 1^2 and irrsgularly sinos

1927* Slnee 1927 a largsr proportion oi taxes havo constsntXy tMNMi de

linquent than for any yoar frm 1880 to 19S7. Furthermore* the tax do*

llnquenoy problsn has toon more aonte in miral than in urtaa areas since
C3)

1987} whereas* prior to tdiat time tiie opposite was true.

Studies of tax delinqqeney in otbeur states show that there ha* teen

a oorrespeading inoreaso in tax dellnquonoy. Large aoreagee of land hare

reverted to etate ownership in the northern and middle western states*

While the tax delinquency problem has been serious on all olassos

of land* studies in other states show that it has besn most aoute en the

peerw grades cf land* For instance^ in Missouri* delinquenoy In ̂

rugged axxl etony Osark region averaged higiwr than in the most produotive

farming regioxuii^^ fhroughout the poorer areas of the Lake States* ̂  ̂  ^
rapidly Buunting rate of tmx delinquency has beeome a serious problem*

fhis tsndeney for high rates ef delinquency on pwr land is not oonfined

to a^ section of the United States* Studies in New York show that tax

dellnHiWMy was a nueh more serious problem on poorer grades of land : r r

(5) Allred* C. E., Boyer, P. »** and Home, R. E., 7^ ̂llnguen^ m
IJtiral asod Other Property In Totmeasoe, TmnMsee /^rioulturai ExperlMent
ffcSiToirrMrouiii- "SoTwrrr;

(4) Haaaar, G- R«, Land Tax Delinquenoy In Missouri* Univeraity of
Missouri* Agricultural Experinont sWvion Sesearoh Bulletin Ho* 224*
1935* p* Is*

(e) Sitter ley, d. H., Moore* H* R** and Falo(mer* J* I** Land mUaa*
tion In a Southeastern Ohio County* Ohio Jgrioultur^ Esporiment Station
Bi^ietin p* 3*
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tA»LB jcmi. m C®T OF TAXES OH KORAL PROPERTT WHICH BEC/iHE DEUHQCBW
IH TESfHSSSSB OOIRITIES^ ISE9 AHI) 1932^ ARB FSB CERT IHCREASS

OS HKHiEASS, 198» TO 19^2.

CkMiRly Per Cent Per County Per Cent Per Cnmty Per Gent Per

Delii^uent Cent Delinquent Oewet Bellnquent Cent

1932 Ikio* Dso. 1929 1932 Inc.

or or or

Ixtc. Ino. Dec.

1929. 1929. 1929^

1932 1932 1932

Ander. 3*5 47.4 1333 Hasiilt* 5.1 16,8 229 Morgan 29.2 58,9 101

Bedf« 27*6 61*6 123 Banc* 8.4 14*1 67 Obion 7.1 21,9 208

Bent. 9*7 77.0 693 Barde. 7.8 48,0 515 Overt. 6.5 46,9 606

Bleds* 27*4 67.2 145 Hardtn 5.5 69.3 1160 Perry 4.1 22.6 451

Blount 24*3 38.5 56 Ekvk. 19.8 37.6 89 Pick, 33.9 64.0 88

Bradl* 39*7 36*1 « 9 Hayw* 14.5 47.3 226 Polk 8*4 11.6 38

Oeapibe 18*1 44.1 143 Hexid* 12.1 28.4 134 Putn. 6.9 26.9 289

CejOWKB 36*2 58.3 61 Henry 10*2 43.7 328 Hhea 28.8 56.6 96

Carr» 9.7 31.9 288 Hiek. 13.0 26.4 103 Roane 3.9 30.7 687

Cairfcer 39.5 45.9 1620 Houst. 21.0 64.1 205 Bobert. 34.8 66.6 91

Cheat* 19.0 53.6 182 Bun^h. 20.8 24.0 15 Suther. 16,0 46.8 192

Cheet» 29*8 59.6 ICQ Jacks. 0.3 26.0 856 Soett 36.6 53.9. 6

CXalb, 8*1 39.1 582 Jeff. 26.9 58.8 118 Sequa. 45.5 69.6 30

Clay 3*3 45.5 1278 Joilm* 15.0 49.7 231 Sevier 20.0 58.4 192

Cooke 17.9 39.2 118 Knox 14.5 21.1 45 Shelby 12,8 25.5 99

Coffee 34*5 63.8 84 lake 15.7 19.7 26 Smith 1.9 11,8 510

Crock* 28*4 65.6 ISO Laud. 2.8 25.2 fiOO Stew. 20.0 45.0 125

Cumber* 22.5 62.4 177 Zawr. 26.8 60*8 126 Sulli. 2.5 13.5 440

David. 12*5 28.2 125 lewis 16.2 25.5 67 Sonner 5,3 27.8 424

Deeat* 36*4 69.5 83 IdLtto. 15.8 65.0 311 Tipttm 16.3 58.2 257

DeEalb 8.5 67.8 897 Loud* 28.9 61.9 79 Trotts. 0,9 30.0 323

Bieka* 10.9 46.3 324 MoU. 1.2 23*1 1825 Bhleoi 24.1 55.9 131

%er 9*2 65,7 614 MoR. 20*4 64.9 218 Union 15.0 41.9 179

Fayet* 18.7 55,0 194 Maoon 2.0 18,6 830 Y,Bur. 5.3 55,7 950

Fen^* 4*7 27.4 482 Madia. 12*9 49*4 282 v>arr«a 27.7 48.0 73

Frank* 26.5 67,3 116 Marion 4*9 31*2 536 Wash. 19.6 31.1 59

Gibe* 7.7 65.5 748 Marsh. 17*7 74.0 318 Wayne 4.4 29.1 561

Giles 0*6 71.0 1173 Matury 3*2 47*8 1393 Week* 7.2 23.3 224

Grain. 19*3 65.3 186 Melga 36*8 62 .8 70 VKhite 56.6 70.1 91

Greene 8*6 25.5 178 Monroe 11*6 23,1 99 Wllli* 1.9 9*0 374

Gbrandy 37*0 64*3 73 llbn%. 3.7 29.9 708 Wilson 6.5 18.6 186

Hambl* 27.5 60*7 120 Mo<»re 7.5 66*1 805
40,9 166Ave. 14,3

Source I Allred, C, E., Boyer, B,, &nd Some, R, E,, Tm BellnquBnoy
tm Rural and Other Properly In Tenneaeee, Bhlv, of Tenneeeee i^rl-
oultural ExperiBient Siation Ciroular 63, p» 3«
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(6)
HiBia oa 'fcha "b«tt#r grada# land.

In Tormeaaee thii amount of ta* daliaqaan^ haa not followd any

daflnlto pattern In relation to eoil fertility# uelng the available

data ae the basis of eonoluslon. table JU>V11 and Flgnre 61 shows the

per oent of tames <m rural prop«rty delinquent in Twmossee ooiinties la
m9 and 1952. In 1929 most of the counties oGmprlslng the (toHberland

Plateau had high rates of delinquency. Howwer, counties having high

delinquency mte were not confined to these poorer counties. Robertson

County, on the Horthsm Rhsf Jefferson and Basfljlen counties, in the Cpper
Sast Tennessee Vall^i and Grocketyb Ooun'ty, in the Loess and laGrange

areas also had high rates of delinquency. Low rates of delinqusnoy were

net necessarily confined to the better fiinaing oowities. Tan Buren,

Fentress and Marion counties on the Cumberland Plateau, Perry and ?/ayne

on the lestem Rim, and Hhrdin Cowity lying in the poor area along the

eastern border of ̂ est Tennessee had ooaqmratlvoly lew rates of dolin-

quonoy. For the most part, however, there was a twadency for delinquenoy
to be highest in the poorest counties in 1929*

By 1932 the pattern ef tax delinquenoy ma somswhat ehangod. The
counties having high rates of delinquenoy were about evenly divided be

tween the good land counties and the poor land oountles.
In view of this shift In Vcf tax delinquaaoy pattern, from 1929 to

1952 it is apparent thnt the rate of increase in 1»x dellnqiwney muet

have been greateet in the more productive regions. Table JDOni and
Figure 62 sho# that there was a sli^t tendency for -the percentage

(6) Lewis, A. B., M Economie Study of land Ptllisation In Toa^fcint
County, New York, p» 38.
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inereaso In tax dalinquenoy to b« greatest in such regions* Most ot

the eomttes of the Central Basin had perosntages of increase greater

than the State average of 186 per cent* The sazae "Has true of most of

the better counties in West Tennessee, lake County being the prinoipal

exo(q[>tlon* High peroentagee of inerease in tax delinquenoy were not

confined to the better redone; however* the greater nuiia>er of saoh

ooontles were in the better fanning areas*

Saxes ere similar to fbrm sunrtgages in Tennsesee in that taxes

oonstitttte a liability to the farmer* Therefore, about the sane fac

tors contributing to delin^enoy in the payment of interest and prin*

oipal on farm mortgages oontribute to tax delinquency* In ncHrmal

times farmers In the better regione are g^rally more eble to pay their

taxes than farmers in the poorer regions. In periods of depression the

opposite is generally true, beoause taxes per farm are lower in the

PMT areas, other obligations are not as great, and the greater self-

euffioieney of the poor areas make auoh areas less susoeptible to the

influenoss of depression than the better regions*

^ther or not the same ie true of individual faros within a given

eaaBxmity eamot be detemined for laok of data* The nearest appiroaeh

to suoh limited areas is the c<»q)arlson of oivil distriots within coun

ties having two well defined and differing types of soil. The tax de-

lin<pienoy for two suoh eonnties, Carroll and BSKoy, is shown in Table

XXYIII and Figure 69* Oieee two counties lie in the eastern part of

West Tennessee• The eastern half of both is underlain prinoi|Mlly 'by

the MoFalry Sand geologic formations, which gives rise to soil of low
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natural fertility, whereas tiie western half is underlain Iqr

Holly Springs fonwitloii, whldi glw# rise to soils of aatoh greater

fertility.

T&BLE min. fAX DEUHOOBRT ACRES IN HESHT AND CARROLL
OODNTIES, 1838 AND 1932

ClYll
Distrieta

Aeres

1928

Bsnry
I 2,605
2 666

8 2,524
4 3,711
S 3,689
6 1,275
T 3,469
8 1,646
9 4,305
10 3,134
11 6,882
12 4,128
13 6,645
14 3,123
15 3,008

Carroll
1 1,197
2 3,385
3 584

(oont*)

Aores

1932

7,600
7,291

12,567
19,034
14,128
13,039
9«436
8,254
12,445
9,860
13,368
14,992
15,064
4,511
7,273

CiTil
Districts

enroll (oont.)
4

6,882
8,232
2,016

7

8

9

10

11
12
13
14

15

16
17
18

19
20
21

22
23
24

Acres

1928

402

2,268
1,495
1,419
1,786
660

1,292
2,322
896
575

3,021
1,510
1,828
829

2,313
1,322
738
485

573
870

1,490

Acres

1932

2.338
6,938
5,297
2,811
3,023
2,619
2,562
8,611
1,930
5,723
7,359
4,502
7.339
3,250
6,228
2,606
4,558
1,959
4,346
3,416
4,108

Jaat Delinquwaoy Files.

Figure 63 shwrs that the tax delinquency i»ittem fw the olTil dia^

triots of these counties dees not hear a close relatlMWhlp to soil fer

tility, either la 1928 or in 1932. Diftli3ce large regions, there is not

great -eariations la the type of fanning aaong these civil districts* There,
fere, both the pewer and the better civil dietriete w<»ild be about

equally sdbjeoted to the influenoes of the depression.
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CHAPTER Till

J3IFLTJEHCE tSf BOIL fyPE OH fAM POPPLATKM

Th« aoil not only influonooa tto eomcode aotlTltioo of a giTon

rogioB# but Ito ittfIttonoo la reflootod In the liraa of tho people uriiloh

It aupporta. Tho nunher of poi5»le nhltOi any rogicn, particularly an

agricultural r^icai« «an aupport is depwident *^oo the fertility of tho

toll* Largely beoauae of eoonaado oonditlona reaulting froa natural

factora, farloua ar«aa of the State haTO their owa particular peraonal-

Ity groupa* The dlfferonoea between theae groi^a are often Tory marked
and diatinot*

Denalts" of Population

Ihxleaa non-famdng aetivltiea offer importunity for etaploy®»at, the

p<mulatlon of niQf glv«i area is limited "to that which the land oan «ip«

port. If the lead la fertile and suitable for an intensive -type of

fanning, tJwre la a tendeney for the area to be more thl^y settled
tten on poor land which is adapted to a leas intensive type of farming#
Thla is shown by the distribution ef the rural farm p^lation In Ten»

neaaee (see Table XXIX and Figure 04)# There are three areas of dense

farm populatiim in the State. These aret (I) the western half of WMt

Tenneesee} (2) the central part of the State, cc»npj^»lng the Central

(1) Climate may also limit the densliy «f fhm population as In the
ssml^arid regions of ths west.
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TJUSLE mx. SDRA-L FASM POPUIATIGBf AM) PER HaafROES, TfflMBSSBS
OOtffiTIBSy 1930

Roral

County Fara

Popula
tion

Kuoiher

Ander, 8,224
Bedf, 12,373
Bent, 8,481
Bleds. 5,124
Blount 14,113
Bradl. 10,498
Omo^. 10,031
OMmon 7,589
Carroll 18,656
Carter 13,636
Cheat. 6,860
Oheat, 8,474
Claib. 17,152
Clay 7,657
Cocke 15,162
Coffee 10,025
Crock. 14,212
Cumber. 6,278
Oarid. 18,105
Oeeat. 8,079
OeXalb 11,585
Oibks* 11,688
Dyer 18,365
Payet* 26,214
Fontr. 5,867
Fraiik. 13,137
Oibaon 30,501
Ollea 21,290
Orain, 10,606
Greene 26,102
Orundy 2,868
BiaiAtl. 8,001

SSBSSSSI^Si
niral gixril

D %na
Ewa
i'^urm
3«i;roe8:
i^r

G«nt of
Farm

£5112

OotttHsy Fora ^euna
popuXa- logroea
tlon

Stoidser

1,4 Bamil.
13.5 Btuio,

1,3 Bftrde.

2.4 Hardin

1,8 Bark.

3,8 Bayw*
0,1 Bender,

1,4 Henry
17.2 Hiokm.

0*7 Roust.

8,0 Bub^.
17.6 dacks.

1.6 Jeff,

1,0 John*

1,9 Enox

3,0 Lake

19,8 lAUder*

m Lawr,

12,5 Lewis

7,4 Lino,

1,7 Load on

8.3 MoMinn

9 .0 licHalry
77,3 Maeon

lladls*

7.4 Uarien

17.7 Harsh.

26.1 Maury
2.0 Meigs
1,6 Monroe

1,3 Montg.
4,8 Moere

Par

of

!^rm

^P-

13,950
8,728
16,103
12.689
18,672
21,861
14,900
15,439
8,630
3,827
7,910
12,165
13,494
9,216
23,309
7,622
17.690
20,274
2, 693
18,807
7,591
13,619
15,888
11,777
21,641
5,686
9,611
17,317
5,556
16,256
18,975
3,459

6.T
1.8
32,9
6.7

3.1
70.7
7.9
15.9

4.3
7.2
1.5
1.0
4.3

1.2
2,7
39.8
40.9

1,5

1.1
13,4
3.9
4.5

6.1
2.1
45.7
3.1
12.1
20.8
8.7
4.2
29,8
6.4

ounty
opula*
blQR

Mbor

Morg.
Obion

Owrt.

Porry
Piok,
PoUe
Ftitn.

ReMme

Robert.
Bather.

Soott

Sequa,
Sorter
Shelby
Smith
Stew.

Soil,
Sum,

Tlpt.
Troos*

Uhiooi
Onion

V,Bttr,
warren

WRoh.
Wayne
Weak.
White

B&aon.

?dlson

Total

Are,

Pam

Segroeej
Per

Cent of
Fam.

5,980
16,301
14,479
5,546
4,749
6,649
15,071
7,223
7,889
18,861
20,876
6,284
2,817
15,931
38,559
11,733
10,266
17,552
19,979
22,062
8,347
4,759
10,490
2,414
13,141
15,188
8,708
20,863
10,384
16,058
15,618

7*3
0,4
1,9
0,1
1,4
2.1
2,3
2,3
20.1
23.1

0.3
0.5
64.6
4.7
8.2
0.4

10.1
43.5

8.3

2,4
3,9
0,9
1*0
4,7
2,6
18.9
15,0

1,23,0661 l-ftTie
6,9

Source: XStJi Cenaus of Unlied States: 1930, iennesaee, Popuiatlon,
2nd Series, p, 29.
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the Narth«rn Him* and part* of ths Eastorn Riaj ax^ (3) ttao

Baot Tenneaoeo TalX«y« Theso ooa^riso th» better farming areas ef Tea-

oessee* In oentrast* the Y/estern Blm^ vdtLoh hse poor oherty soils» for

the most part« is an area of sparse population. To the east of the

Bastem Highland Bim lies the Cuaberlaiad Plateau^ a Tory sparsely popu

lated area ehi<A has relatively poor soil* Beyond this region on the

east lies the Sast Tennessee Talley^ an area of densely settled popu

lation* Within this region^ hovrevor, ihe greatest oonooitratlon of

farm population is in the Middle Sast Temessee Valley counties and in

the most productive Tapper East Tscmsssee VaUey counties* As the SSuit

Tennessee Valley gives way to the rough and relatively poor land of

the Unalca Bange, the farm population beooenes leas eonoontrated* This

is <^eoially true in jPolk, £bnroe« Blomt^ Coohe^ Unlool^ Carter, and

Johnson oounties, all ef which lie partly car wholly en the Hnaka Bange*

In addition to soi.l fertili^», the closely related factor of

topography is also influential in the determSnlng, or limiting, the

density of farm population. Topography is an important faotcsr In de

termining the pwoentage of land available for agrioultural pro<hiotian*

Prond in Farm Population, 1S20-1930

There was a deoreaae of 4*42 per cent in the total farm pi^ulatloc

of Tennessee from 1920 to 19S0* Omerally, it la believed that those

areas whleh offered poor opportunities for farmiixg suffered the greatest

lossM* This, however^ vnas not gsnsrally true of Twmeasee.

figure 68 shews l^t there were loeeee in the farm populatlcm ia

all ef the Central Basin ooimtlM axoept Davidson, and that lessee in
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this area mi** as large^ if not largorn -tiban In ai^ othor aroa of

tho State. EaKolttding the Contral Basln» it la true that lossos in the

farm population vwro greatest in the peterer areas — the Ctsaberland

Plateau, the Western Elm, and the water.^ed area of eastern West

Tennessee. BeweTer, In the main, -there seems to be eery little rela<*

tlomshlp beteeen toils and -the change or moreoent in farm population

front 1920 to 1980.

Gharactarlstios of the Population

!btce. There are only two races of in^ortanoe in Tenaeesee «>*

-oM-be and negro, the rural farm population of 1,213,085 ixirsons wae

made up of 1,037,242 mti-ve whites, 1,213 foreign bom whites, 174,313
(2)

negroes, and d9 persons of other raoes in 1950.

In general, tl»re is a tondeney fer a ooncentration of negro popu»

latica in the better farming areas and in the eotton production 8eotl<ms.

Figure 66 shows -Uut the sou-fchsest corner of West Tannosaeo is an area

la which tho farm populatioa is largely negro. Cotton producti<m, no

doubt, is a more important faotor -than soil fertlli-ty in accounting for

the large number of negroes in this seotion. the Central Basin asni the

Northern Bim are the next leading areas in the proportion of tho fmrm

psfulatlon tl»t was negro In 1930. In -liie Northern Him the production

of dark tobacco Isnds itself readily to a croppor-tenant system of farm

ing. Shis par-fciaily explains the ooneentration of nfejgroea. The Central

Bejslu formerly was the leading ootton producing region of the Stste.

After ootton production aliifted to other regions a large prcpeartion of

the negroes ussd as slaves, hired hand§, or tenants, remained In -the

(2) Bureau 9t -the Censtts, P^latioi, Tennessee, Composition and
Charaotsristios, 1930, p. S«
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Ifost of ths oomtlea la tho Baat Tannaoaeo VaUay baT« a faw

na^roaa on fama. In tba poor ootrntiea of the Gwiberland Pl&teaUj^

hcnrever, th»ra are aearealy any negroee. l!lie aubalatenee type of

fanalj^ praotieed In this area did not land itself to the slave plan-

t»tl<m i^ten of pre»CiTll T«wp days near to the landlord-tenant plan

tation ayatan whloh folloeed the Civil war* fhe aaaooiation of ths

negro eith the plantation er tenant ayatea, vhioh eaa a highly eoia-

Bwroialisad syatan of farmings aaoounta f<ar tha praaeat eonoentraticHi

of the negro fam pepnlation in the najor ootton produoing areas and

to a muoh less extent in the other oosmercial faming areas*

Sise of yaadliea* The average rural fam faMly in Tenneeaee ia

largest in tha poorest areas and smlleat in tile boat farming areas*

On ■tiia Comborland Plateau, for example, the average eiae the fam

fully for the reproaentatim oountiaa in 1930 msi Cumberland* 6*09

piveons; llargan, 6*13 pereons] and Soott, 5.19 pereona. PttBdliaa in

Saott County averaged 0*97 sore persona than the average fam faadly

ef the State (see fable XO; and Figure 67). Banking along eith the

OMber:Und Plateau ia the tmalosBange, ehieh had an average else farm

family of 6.09 persons*

In contrast to the large faniliea of these tee peer areas, the

average else of Idie farm faniliee for the repreeentative Central Basin
eounties in 1980 eaa as followai Marshall, 3*55j Wilson, 3.67} Troua-

dnle, 3.79; K«*wy, 3.85} and Hutherford, 4*10 persona.

While farm families tand to be amaller in West fwuwaaee than In

eitlwr IBaat or Middle Tanneeaee, yet the largest families are found ia



i5«

t&BLB m. WSDIKS SIZE OF EORAL FAHM FMILIIS, SEMESSSE
COUNTIES, 1950

Source:

County
Ali
Fami>

lies

Negro
Wmi-

.iea

County
nrr-
Fami
lies

Negro i
F«mi- 1
lies

" 1

County Fami
lies

iogro
^euni-
liea

Pereons Peracaii Persons Ebrsons Ibraons

Ander, 4.62 «e Bsuailt. 4.51 8.63 Morg. 5.13 m

Bedf. S.82 9.88 Bano. 4.66
-

Obion 4.02 4.63

Bent. 4.09 ee Bard. 4.17 4.08 Overt. 4.79 mm

Bleda. 4.71 ak Bardin 4.33 3.97 Perry 4.17 m

Blount 4.44 .. Bask. 4.30 4.00 Pick. 4.62 -

Bradl« 4.36 «• Bayer. 4.10 4.17 Polk 5.23 at

5.02 #» Bender. 4.13 4.20 Putn. 4.47 -

Gannoa 3.92 ee Henry 3.94 4.61 Bhea 4.90 «»

Carroll 3.92 4,43 Hiokm. 4.29 «• Roane 4.78 «e

Carter 4.98 « Bouet. 4.29 Robert. 3.95 3.92

Cheat. 4.08 4.15 Hoi^. 4.30 m Ruth. 4.10 4.25

Cheat. 4.17 4.41 Jaoke. 4.2|? mm Scott 5*19 ee

Claib. 4.66 Jeffer. 4.43 4.16 Sequa. 4.49 «»

Clay 4.61 John. 4.70 m Sevier 4.84 e»

Cooke 4.48 Knox 4.32 3.65 Shelby 3.96 3.94

Coffee 4.18 • iake 3.50 2.67 Smith 3.87 4.07

Crook. 4.01 4.01 Laud. 4.00 3.79 Stew. 4.49 -

Ctunber. 5.09 lawr. 4.59 •» Sulli. 4.42 «•

David. 4.13 5.47 Lewis 4.61 4» Sunner 3.87 3.62

Ueeat. 4.18 4.39 Lino • 4.10 4.41 Tipten 4.08 3,82

DeEalb 4.18 m London 4.54 - Troued. 3.79 3.78

Dlcke. 4.91 9.91 M<^nn 4.6S 4.02 Uniooi 5.09 m

Dyer 4.20 4.60 iioRairy 4.27 4.29 Uhion 4.61 ee

4.06 4.06 Macon 3.97 m V,Bur, 4.25 m

^ w

featr* 6.36 .. Ikuiia. 4.01 4.15 Warren 4.11 9.61

Prank. 4.31 3.93 Marion 4.76 •• Yiiash. 4*26 m

Olbeon 4.01 4,17 Marsh. 3.55 4.01 Y/ayiM 4*44 •

ailee 4*09 4.62 Maury 3,85 3.74 Weak. 3.74 9.74

Grain. 4,11 at Meiga 4.53 ee White 4.54 m

Greene 4.32 «e Monroe 4.67 4.68 Vi^on. 4.12 4.49

Grundy 4.18 • Montg. 4.10 4.08 Wilaon 3.57 9.66

Bambl. 4.26

'■'»!* ' /*

at Moore 3.83 m

4.22

' D. 27;

4.02

'ft' ' ' aAllAA.

Ave.

tl> p<»r..t oountt.. .d«iln thl. H- .Temgo .IM. .f find-
Xlee for the repareeentative eountiea of the MoRadry Sand area inSSO

(5) The eiaaller faadlles in West leiinaeaeo la due to the largo nmber
of negro faadliee nhleh are aaaUer on 14w aTsrago than white familioa.
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p.-

/■ii*!
iXJUl

j»»

<r Mi#
rM

Source I Based on Table XI<X« ''

Fig. 67. lledian size of farm ftanilies, T'.nnessee 1930

Number
Persons

under 3.97
4-,00 - 4.10
4.11 - 4.29
4,30 - 4.59
4,61 - 4.96
5.02 - 5.33

State Aver a, >6 4.22

r:
rt>^ CLASran

ruTOX

A I•* PUVIUSS

•je
■f^X)rJt^TfT.

m•W;
OOCkl

vV.

centPer

'it

r-ret

Source: Based on Table JDIXI.
I~1

7.0 - 8.7
9.0 - ■S.9

10. T r c

itate Averarj* 5.4

Fig. B8, Percentage illiteracy among native white population,
Tennessee, 1930
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UoNaixy^ 4»27 personsj Chester^ 4,17 personsj snd BMatorson« 4,13

persons, The next holiest oouaty of Tttmessee •""■ftg the rvprm-
smtstive ooimtles the other sress see BhTveod^ with 4,10 persons

per ftaily.

It sesBS that Iknoers in the bettor reglwis plaoe a higher pre*

Bdiai upon aaterial ocanforbs and a high standard of ll-vlng than persmie
(4)

In poor land areas. As explained by Sunner and Keller,

It la clear (to the lhaily which desires a high standard
of living including higher education for the children) that
there is no reasonable proapeet of reallaing their aims if
the fanily is large *« as large, say, as their grandparents*
families. Then one thing or the other •* quality or luaitbers •»*
auist be renounced; and if they cling to the standard of their
aiBibition, the nmdber of births is controlled and the size of
families limited, (s)

Illiteracy, There is a tendency for the highest peroontagos «f

illiterate population to be found in the poorest areas (see Table XXXI

and Fi^e 6S), The percentage of illiterate wliite persions for

aest of the counties comprising the Ctgniberland Plateau was above 8 per

cent for 1930, and only one of the Plateau counties, Sequatohie^ haA
(6)less thsn 4 per cent illiteracy, jhe State average was 5,4 per oent.

The pereentage illiteracy for the East Tennessee counties was higher

iton for either Middle wr Hest Tennessee* However, the lowest rates

llliteraoy in Sast lennsssee weire in the most productive agzdoultural

oounties. Most of the Central Basin eounties had percentages of 11*

literacy belew the State average, Ths rates of illil^raoy were hi^er

(4) BaisBar, C, H,, and liDoitxel, J, B., "intensity of Land tlse and tdie
Resettlement Problem in Missouri", Journal of Farm Economics, August, 1936,

(5) Sttanser, W, G,, and Keller, A, G., T^e Sole ne'e of Soprety, p. 73,
(6) A large proportion of the farm population in Sequatohie County

live in ths Sequatohie Valley, whioh has limestone soil coaparable in
fertility to the East Tminessee Valley limestone soil.
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In «rtr«u« Rim cointios and In the oountlee Trlthin thi

1ibter«iShed area. la weet 'i'ennoeeee the p©ro«itages of Illiterate mtdt*

pereons vere amoh loner. Lake County41 la the Hlesissippi Bottom^

is the prlnolpaX exoepticm to the general tendeney ftn* the better oonto*

ties to have lower rateo ef illiteraey than the poorer oountl.es tl»

illitereoy rate being B.0 pw o«it. There, hcwfevor, the oxoeptlonally

high propertlwd eropper«»tenanto aooounte for sttoh hi^ rates of ll.»

literacy.

it I J * 4



eBAFTER IX

ISFmSHCE eg SOIL YYK!3 (ffl THS F&M FAMILY«S SgAKDAHD

w imm

Kirkpatriek defines standard of Hiring as the varlel^^ qwntiV#

«al fuallty of goods used to neet the physical end psyohio, both pesv

sonal and social^, needs of different awnfcers ooa^osing the fhnlSy or

(I)groups of iltaiilles on the arrerage.

In swasurlng the standard of llTlng there are at least 'Uiree ele»

aents of eonslderatlon* 19ie first of these is oost; that is^ the asaunt

of Buamy a fhmlly or gr<mp of fsmilles spends for living. The second

element is the amount of goods and seriioes used by any particular Autily

or group of fasillles* Siso of dsolling, amount and kinds of food usod^

amount of leisure tlmej, ete*» are Inoloded In this oategozy* The tM.rd

factor la the efficienoy of llringi that is, the degree of suooess a

family or group of fiEuailies attain in the use of available amiey, goods.
(2)

and tins, to prcmoto what they will their sell»belng*

Amount of Money Spent as Indicated by Index of Purohaslng Power

An advertisement af^aring'^ho the Saturday Evening Fest made ths

follosing eommeirb on farm standards of living:

(1) Kirii^triok, E, L., $he Farmers* Standard of Living, D* Appleton-
Century Ctaqjany, 1929, p» 15.

(2) Eoffer, C« R«, Introduotion to Rural Sociology, Farrar and IULn«h»
hart, Ino., 1934, pp« 365>iS66 •
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T^LE xmi. dDBX m FARH FOBCMSII^G POllfEB IS fESHESSEE

1*87 mt Jfti'" Ben-b «frmt
Bank County of TJ.S.

Average
as 100

Bank County of U.S.
Average
as 100

lank County o.s.
terago
us 100

1 Lake 64 82 Smith 52 64 Henderson 37
2 Davidson 71 85 Humph, 51 65 Jackson 37
3 Maury 70 34 Bradley 50 66 MoNalry 37

4 69 36 lielgs 50 67 Sevier 37

6 Kobertstm 67 36 Wash. 50 68 ^syne 37
6 Bedford 66 37 Cheatham 49 69 Oooke 36

7 Shelby 66 38 Gibson 48 70 DeKalb 36

8 liontgomery 64 39 Hamilton 48 71 Lawrenoe 36

9 Trousdale 64 I ^ Sullivan 47 72 Ghrainger 35

10 Dyer 63 41 Greene 46 73 Polk 35

11 Ob ion 63 42 Hleloaan 46 74 Andersen 34

12 Piwiklin 61 43 Crockett 45 75 Senton 34

13 Tipton 61 44 McMinn 45 76 (Vhite 34

14 fiarshall 69 45 Stewart 45 77 Grundy 33

15 Fayett© 67 46 Hardeman 44 78 Lewis 33

16 Haaiblen 56 47 Hardin 44 79 Jrdon 33

17 Jefferson 66 48 Karion 44 80 Claibome 32

18 Lauderdale 60 49 Perry 44 81 Clay 32

19 Lincoln 56 SO Coffee 43 82 Hanoook 32

20 Giles 55 51 Johnson 43 83 ^Gon 32

21 Knooc 65 62 Boane 43 84 Putnam 32

22 ^iOore 65 53 Carroll 42 85 Carter 31 _
23 ^unuier 65 54 Monroe 42 86 Cas^bell 29

24 65 55 Hawkins 41 87 Cniooi 29

26 iBledsoe 64 58 Chester 40 88 Cumberlaztd 26

26 iaywood 64 57 Houston 40 89 P.Buren 27

27 Loudon 64 68 ¥«a.rrea 40 90 Overton 25

28 Rut her. 54 69 Blount 39 91 Fentross 24

29 fVeekley 64 60 Dickson 38 92 Iforgan 24

30 ladison 53 61 Rhea 38 93 Piokett 23

31 isnry 52 62 Canncm 37 94 Sequatohie 23

63 Deoatur 37 95 Seott 22

Standard Farm Paper Unit* 1927•

Tha tastes ot farmers have heen sharpened hy ms^slnes and
newspapers until they know and want most modern eonvenlenoes*
Their standards of living are high» They are reoeftive to
labor-saving devices* They are daraandlng the pleasures and
eomforts of their mstropolltan neighbors* These things oan be
sold to the farm marketj, but <»vly to that seotlon of it where
there is stiffieient aeoey to buy them. (3)

(5) The "Other Half" of Anerioa's Itorket oompiled for Standard Farm
Paper TJnitji 1927.
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An in4«c of fttra {Mumtaaoiag fownr 1»y oounttes In Tenneaseo revoals

that purehaaing pooor is lowest In the oountles hoTing the poorest

sollo (Figure 68)* Excluding the urban oountles^ farm purclmsing power

is highest la the most produetire fttnaing areas* For ezax^le, the Fla*

te&u oountles raidc lev In purohasing power, while the oountles ocaprlsliag
<

the Gestr&l Basin and the ISlsslsslppfc Bottom and Loess areas of northern

llset rennossee rork relatirejy high* Thue if faxm purohasing peeer is

an indloatlon of the reXatlve standard of living for various arsas« ihe

standard of living la greatly InfXuenoed ̂  soil fortuity*

Amount of Goods and Services Used

Farm Dwelling; It was shorn in Chapter ? that the value of the

fam dwelling was closely associated with the fertility of the eoil« Idie

higher value dwellings being lasted on the more fertile soil. A study

of 814 farm apinvilsals In East Tennessee shows that slse of the farm

dv;ellir^ Is also Influeneed 'by soils (Table XXXIIl)* On both the elay

lesa and 11 »stcne olay solla^ the ̂ rm dhrelllng averaged 8*0 rooms In

slse* On the other hand« on the slate and shale soils and on the elay

Icnob soils faxm dwellings averaged only 4*6 and 4*3 recBui» respeetlvely*

Furthermore, a comparison of the soil groups lying between these extrmaes

Shews a close relationship between slse of dwelling and soil* Only In

the Mtse of the gravel soils is there a deviation from the tendenoy fmr

the larger houses to be fMmd on the poorer soils.

fhero is also a tend«moy for the farm dwelllzigs loeated on the

htflphKr grades of land to be in betteur condition than dwellisgs looated
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tABJUE XOIII* SIZE Km OOBBITION OF fA!!M miEWISSQS BY
SOIL TYPES IB BAST TEIJMESSEE, 1936

Sell Type Rooms

Per
Bouse

Condition of Dwelling Value of
Land Per
AoreGood Fair Poor

Number Fct. Pot. Dollars

Clay loam 6*0 46*4 48.1 5.4 56*26
Idioestone olay 6.0 48.7 39.1 12.2 35.40
Silts and lo ^ 6*6 52*6 44.3 2.6 25.10
Clay 6*6 43*7 46.8 10.4 38.36
Hiver bottom 6.4 26*0 S1.9 23.1 33.33
Cheivel 6*4 16.7 75.0 8.3 15.79
Gravel elay 6*3 47.6 44.0 8.4 25.37
Sandy loam 6.2 27.3 57.1 15.6 24.16
Limestone (rooky) 4.8 58.9 44.4 16.7 21.23
Ridge gravel 4*6 16.4 70.9 12,7 20.12
Slates and shales 4*6 20.0 63.6 16.4 19*65
Clc^ kneb 4.3 33.3 66.7 m 14,03

Average 8*6 39*6 49.6 10.7 No data

Authority, 1936.

(^)on pooror grudos of land* On tho higher value soil typee thei^ i« &

relatively la*^ preportlan of the dwelltnge olassifiod as good* Thi

river bottom land Is the {srlnclpal exoeptioa. In vhioh case only 26*0

per o«st of the dwellings are elasslfled as good compared to the average

of 39*6 per cent for all groups* There seams to be a general tendeney

for farms Xooated on river bottom land throughout the State to have poorer

deelllxn^ than upland ef even slightly less fertility. (This is more

epinlon based on personal observation of the writer*}

Hames Lighted By Eleotrioityt PrelMibly ne <me thing adds more te

the oomfort and e<»irenienoe of farm people thui the general use of eleo-

(4) The eondltion of the dwellings referred to above was reported by
the appraisers as coosellent, good* fair, or poor* Sinee only 0*2 per oent
«f the total nuoher were classified as exoellent, they were listed under
the olassifioaticm* "good".
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trloity for mrlout farm and horaa purpe««l« lat in 1930 only 4..1 par

oant of ttoo farms cf tho State reported dwollinss lighted oleotrloally

(fable XXXVf), fo schdo extent a large proportion of -i^se farms were

f&BLB Xm7. WR cm OF FASI!S ASD HGIiES BkVim SFSGZ*
ftM> ucs^ cmimxmm

Soil B^ion By Eleo- Water Piped phene Radios Autmso*

trlclty In Dmrel- Into biles

ling Bath-

room

" Pet: ife't. "" Pot; Pet* Pot. Pet.

Gnaka Bango 4.4 1*2 1.7 4.4 8*6 17.3

Qppor £• Tonn«
TalleyiOroup I 4.3 1.0 2.2 7.6 3.0 30.8

Group II 7.3 5.0 2.8 17.0 4.7 45«4
Uiddle Bast Toim*
Valley 9*9 7.1 5.0 18.7 8.9

Lower B« f«an«
VaUey &«S 3.8 2«8 14.1 3.2 41.8

Ccaab* Plateau 9.0 1.0 .7 6*2 2.3 18.2

Central Basin 5.9 5.6 3.8 30.8 10.2 47.5

Baetern Rim 3.8 2.4 2.1 19.7 2.9 23.9

Korthem Rim 2.8 1.5 1.8 12.8 7.1 36.9

Western Rims
Group I 2.3 •8 .4 8.0 4.0 29.4

Group XX 2.0 •8 •3 15.5 3.3 26.4

MoNalry Sand .6 .5 •3 32.2 2.4 28.1

lAiSrango 1.8 2.2 1.6 29.1 3.8 36.1

LaGrango ft Loess 1.8 2.3 1.6 24.2 4.0 35.6

Loose 4.0 5.1 3.2 32.3 8.1 43.7

Kiss* Bottom 3.0 1.8 1.5 8.3 1.9 31.9

All Groups 3.9 2.9 2.3 19.9 4.9 35.3

State 4.1 3.3 2.0 18.4 4.8 34.2

Population^

la the oountlea lw.Ting the beet land* In the Central Basin oountles,

8«9 per osnt of the farms reported ̂ sellings lighted by eleotrlolty*

The Opper ̂ st Tennessee Valley group oomposed of Oreeae, Sullivan* and
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. i". 71. lor cent, of farai cvnll^.r.rs har'n - running ;.u-
county Soil aroas, 1930



XTO

IRuhlngton oountlM )»d 7*8 p«r oaat« end Ite Kiddlo Bast lamxttsaM

Tftlley group« 8.S per <Mmt« Influenoes, no doubt« aeoount twt

a large proportion of tha farms using eleotriolty in the latter area,

as well as fertile soils.

In West Tennessee, oeaparatlTely fee of the farm hemes mere li^lited

by eleotriolty, probaBly due to tlie high proportion of tenanoy. Tet,

mithln tlmt dlTlslon of the State, Ob Ion, lalce, and Sibson eounties lead

in the use eleotriolly, shlle the eonntles tanking up tlw peexer

sateroshed regltm In eastern West Tennessee report the ssmllest |a*iqpor«'

tloR ef.fanis ttslzig eleotrlol-^.

Hunning Watert In 1930 only 3,3 per eent of the flurms of the State

reported ruzuxlng water piped into the dwelling. These farms eere also

largely oonoentratod in the better farming areas of tiis Stats. Ih ths

Central Basin oounties 6*8 per oent of the farms reported running water

in the hoBS oos^pared to 1.0 per oent for the Otatterland Platean. In.

the Shaka Isnge (represented by tlhieoi County), 7.2 per cent of the farms

reported naming mater piped into the dwellings, even tiiough the soils

rank among the poorest In ths State. This might be due in part to ths

rslatirely low osst of installation through ths uss of gra-rity oystems*

Sa Host Tonnsssse, ooaparatiTely few of ths farms r^orted running

water in the dwelling. Tet the better faiming areas haTe a largMf p4HN>

osntags of the farms reporting than do the poorer areas. Ih the Horthem

Sim, tenanoy is high, whloh tends to rednee peresntage of faraui using

both eleotriolty and running water.

Telephones t The telephone has beooms more or loss a neeessity en
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the modern ta.xm., It makes possible oomraunioatlon with distant markets

and rsisdy oontaot beteeen xwighbora for the transaotlon of business

and the eacohange of news and loogi gossip* Like other fbrm oon'venienoes*

Its use is mMt general m. the better farms and in the better famine

r^ions. Ixoluding IVest fennessee* the Central Basin eounties lead the

ether regions ef the State In the use of the telephone* On the other

hsmd, ooif^rativoly few of the farms on the Cnaka Bange* Cusberland Pla*

tean, and the Western Rim (h^>up I (Diokson, Lends* and Wayne counties)

faafe telephones (Figure 72 )•

Jn ienneesee* there sems to be no correlation betweeii sail

fertility and niBdjer of farms haeli^ tel^hones. ffiis is probably due

to tt» fact that tenaney* espeelally share cropping tenanoy* is higher

in the rich land counties as a rule than in the power counties. This*

in turn* would cause fsfser farms in the better counties to hare tele«

]^ones«

West Tennessee leads the other diTislons of the State in proportion

ef farms baring telephones* probably beeauss ef the greater eoneentra*

tion of fame in that seetlon. Oonoentration of fame makes possible

loiirer telephcme oosts. Less wire is needed and the tifkeep ef the lines

is loss In such areas« ilse» tlio greater number of telephones makass

possible o«itral serrice at less cost per famt. Ho deUbt* these factors*

as well as a relatively high farm Inoome in most of the West ̂ nesetoo

oounties* aoeounts for the large number of telephones in that regiosi*

Badles; While only 4,8 per cent of the farm famillsa of the State

had radios in 1950* they were r^rted by 10,2 per oent of the farm

faaillea in the Central Baain# On the other hand, only 2,3 per oent and
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P-ar cent

Loess

iloKairy Sand
Central Basin

La C-range,

La Gran;p ^ Loess

Eastern Rim

lliddle E. T. V.

Upper E.T.Y. Gr. II

■Western Rim Gr, II

Lower E. T, Y,

Eorthem Rim
llississippi Bottom
Yfe stern Rim Gr, I
Upper E.T.V# Gr. I
Cum'berland Plat-eau

■[Inakn Range
All Groups
State

Source; Based on 'JaLle RXXIV.

20 or;

Eig, 72, Per cent of farms having telephones,
county soil areas, 13S0

L'er ceil

Central Basin

Lliddle E, T, Y,
Loess

northern Rim

Upper Eo T, Y» Gr, II
Tfestern Rim Gr. I

La Grange A Loss;:
La Grs rigp
Aestem Rim Gr, II

Lovrer E, T, Y,
Upper E, I» Y, Gr, I

Eastern Rim
Unaka Range
MoNairy Sand
Cumberlend Plateau

ilississippi Bottom
All Groups
State

10
fY

IJ

lource; 3a.sod on Table XXXF/.

Pig, 7Z» Per. cent of farm famSrlz'^j having, radios
county soil areas, 1970
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2*5 pAr o«nt the t&rm fiudlies tn the Ctniberland Plateau and the

1h»!lEa Ban©B, reapeetively, had radios (Pigure 73)# In West TenxieMee,

« larger propartitm of Idie farffls in the £«es8 and LaOrange re£.loiie

have radios than tn the poorer MSRairy Sand region.

Atttondbilesi The automobile ia anollisr farm e^xrenienoe and

aeeeeel*^ en many ferae. Tet its ueoj like the use of other laodero v

oosveniwaoee^ Is llixited largely to those areas ndiere the farm inesias

is sufficiently large to st^porb the other needs of ihe family and farm

plus enoi^gh te preside for the payment and uileeep of the automobile*

ThuSf a larger proportion of ■ttte lUrma in rich laiad areae hUTO aute<-

mobiles than in the poor land areas. In the Central Basin, 47#3 per

cent of the fUrma reported automobllM in 1^0 ooB^jared to 18»8 per

eent and 17.8 per oert iii the poor land areas •• idie Cunberland Plateau

and the Bnaka Range, respectively (Figure ft)# In west fsiiuiessee,

fewest automobiles are found In the MoNaiiy Sand area and in the peer^

eounties of the laGran^ and Loese area.
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WBumfims ASD smnoss

BehoolB

3%i« of soil up«n farm iuomm and dmsity of pcfulation

is refleeted in the oohools of a gitm. r^iGia« state aid raaloss

pSNislble good sohools 2b poor ooimi^LoOj^ 22Mre still reioains eridflBoo

t2»t poor areas are handicapped in e^ieaticnal oppmrtonitleo*

T^ohere E>q>loyed Psr Sohool» the perowatago of county elomentary

sohools having only one-teaoher sohools is highest in the Ousfberland

Plateau, vhsre 75*9 per oent of the sohools are (xuMteaeher sohools,

oonpared with 49 per oeaatt for the State as a whole (liable XnV}, On

Wsetem Sin., droups 1 and U, 70*S per sent and 69*8 par cent re>

iqpeotivai^ of all the oounty eleaasftary sohools are «3e->teaoher. Shsse

high peroentages ef one-teaoher sohools are explained in part the

foot that these areas are q^rsely settled* Sinoe sohools are prorlded

in eaoh oossemity, the naall mmtoanr of pupils does not make praotloal

ths hiring of mors then mas teaeher per sohool* Sparseness of p(^la«

tion, sdiioh aoeosqpaniss pomr and rough areas, and poor roads smIpss eon«

aolidaticn ef county sohools diffioult in thsse poor areas*

In West Xonnessoe, the greater dmisity of populatitm aooounts for

ths faet tint a auoh snsller percentage of the sohools are one-teaoher

176
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thftn in ether part® of the St&te. Ih the tJaaka (rtp!«i«ttteil

by l^lool Ooanty) the aehool# ere si^^perted largely by aoewagrioultRnd

p^latlon, there being only 33 per eeat of the ̂ inful workers in the

nqpresentatlre eoianty* %ieel« engaged In agrleultture* Therefore the

sehoels Mre perhaps better than sot )si|^ ordinarily so^peet for an area

of pewr soils*

BUBIS XXXf* tlSSRSBSWm caf SCHDOLS BT BQIIBER of mC^^TRS
BUFLOTSD* BT OOBHTT SOIZ. ASm,

Soil Area

thaaka Bangs
Bpper E» Tean# Talleyi Group X

Group XX
IQ-ddle £• TOmiessee Talley
lnover B* Tenneesee Valley
Cuinberland Plateaii
Central Basin
Eastern Him
Herthem Rim
Western Hint Group Z

Group XX
MoBaizy Sand
laOrange
LaGrange trad toees
Xioess
Mississippi Bottoa

All Groups
State

'SSsree*. or
Teaeher Teaohsr Mere-Teacher

Poi« Pot. Pet,

23»3 40.0 36.7

57.3 30.9 11.8

34«8 37.8 27.4
B6«8 30.5 42.9

34.5 38.9 26.6

73»9 9.9 16.2

40.3 33*9 26.8

46.7 31.8 22.5

42.9 38.4 18.7

8B.6 es.8 6.8

^9.9 17.5 12.9
55.2 29.3 15.9
40.4 32.2 27.5

38.S 35.4 26.3

40.8 38.8 20.4
37.8 50,0 12.5

48.4 30.4 21.2
48.4 29.5

Wl' 1 JITV^

22.3

'1 

Report^ 1933^ p» BOA#

Train*wg ef Teachern The rioh land counties en^loy better trained

teaohers than do poor land cowntios. Counties employing teachers having

wxly elmaentary training are found principally in the power soil re-
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Sicni (!BR!bX» XKXfl)* ftst mauapX^g m OUBftwrlAnd 6«4

per oent of the eleaiMitary teaehere ee^Xc^yed tn the eotmigr vhite

eetaoole have only elraientary training* Alee, 8*4 per eent of the

teachers in tho loNairy Sand area have only eleaMmtary training* (H^r

areas e^loying sons teachers 11810 have had no training ether than ele«

sMtntary are; the Western Sim groups> the Bastern Ri&|i and the HD^per

Bast Xennessee 7alley groups* Bxoluding droup XI of the Upper Bast

Ismnessee Talley« all of these areas rank relatively lev in soil fer*

tility^ particularly the oounties vithin these areas eB^loying suoh

teaohers* Only Oreonne County in Qreup II of the Xennessee.

«ABX<B xam* 'mutSQ Am> EXPmmiCE op couhty
SCHOOL mCHEHS (WHITE), BY COUNTY SOIL AREAS,

1932.I933

training of Teaohers {feaohers
C0l> 2»yrs* One High Bl'esiea" Ti/ithout

Soil Region lege Ool» Year School tary Previous

Crad. le« Col. Crad. Sohool Bxperienot

tC

to€. Pc^', Pet. Pot. Pot.

Utaaka Rsage 18*8 36 »8 36.8 1.9 • 18*9
Tapper E.Tenn* Talley

Croup I 4*4 10*4 28.4 19.7 1.0 15.0
Croup n 17*3 27.5 44.0 6.4 •5 11.2

Middle B*Tenn* Yalley 18.3 18*6 48.9 2.2 - 6.9

Loser E* Tmn* Yalley 5,5 89.8 56.3 4.3 • 7.0
Otuherland Plateau 4,7 12 *6 40.8 29,2 5.4 20.2

Central Basin 10*5 26.3 42.9 10.7 • 8.0

Eastern Rim 7.9 21.6 37.8 21.6 2.1 14.9

Northern Rim 5*4 33.5 42.9 9.8 • 12.9
Western Rir.: Croup Z 4,1 19*3 47.0 21.9 1.6 13.3

Croup II 2,0 14.8 43.4 23.8 1.6 11.7
MoNairy Sand 5*3 17.1 39*9 20.9 3.4 9.7
LaCrange 8.6 28.7 58*2 16.1 49 11.9

LaCraage & Loess 8,7 80.1 41.4 15.2 m 11.3

L«h>ss 3*0 37.0 39.0 8.0 m 6.0

Mississippi Bottom 6*6 13.9 50.0 26.0 m 5*5

All Croups 8*6 23.0 40.4 14.2 .7 11*9

State 9*3 22 A 42.6 13*6 1.8 12.5

PP* 108 and 224.
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Valley le an exoeption# A relatively large peroexrta&ge of the teaohere

en^loyed in these W6ae have only high edhool training* On the Cusfcer^

land Plateau, fw instan(», 29*2 per omt of the teaehers had only

M^K aohool training, oenpared irlth 10*7 per cent for the Central Basin

and the State average of 15*8 per cent (Figure 76).

Anysial Turnover In Teaphing Personnel! Mot only are teachers vrho

la^ training eag^oyed in the eixaparatlvely poor oounties, but a rela«

tively large prcportion have not had previoas teaching experlenoe, as

a rule* On the Ousherland Plateau, for example, 20*2 per cent of the

teaohers emplo^^ in tito eounty white elssientary sohools had not had

previous eaqperinnee in 1932»1983, She other soil groups idiioh saployed

a relatively high pr<q>ortion ef inetxperieneed teaohers were the Unslca

Bsnge, the Weetem Rim groups, the Sastem Bir-., and Group X of tipper

Bast Tennessee Tall^«

"Blieee large peroentages of ineotperienced teaohers indicates a rapid

annual turnover in the teaching persozuxel* A etu^ of counties ef the

State shows the salaries paid have little or no relationship to soil

type (PigOre 77)* Xt is prchable, therefore, that the large turnover

in teazling personnel in the poorer counties is due to the faet that

such areas do not offer as great attractions te perscais en^ged in

as do other areas* 8«smb factors ihat tend to make certain areas

more deeirsble as plaees in which te teach are, good roads, o^isolidatfd

sohools, and zsodem hcsM oonvenionoee* IQie poorer areas rsnk low in

atpendltures Per Child Bar oiled; Hhile the poweat regions
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generally have the poorest sohools (that is, haslng qualii^ on per-

eentage of one«>teaoher sohools) the expenditures per pupil enrolled

in these erees are eq^l to expenditures per |mpil In the better faro-

Ing oountloa* Tlaie there does not a|pear to bo muoh correlation be-

teeen soil type end sqq^dltureo per school child. lather It sesns

S&BLB xxmx. SOtmCE OF SOBOOL DBCEIFTS MD SCHDOL
EXESHoiWRBa wm mm. by iotty soil reoiohs,

1932 » 1933

School Funds Received Exp«3>dltures Per Fcpil
From State Per 2100 Enrolled^ Counl^

Soil Region Paid By Counties For Schools

Soheol FurpsMses
Eaementary High l^emoniary High
Sohools Schools Sohools Sohools

Bdllars Lollars Bollars !)ol!l&rs

ttadka Bangs 33 8 25.33 67.11

Bpper £« lenn. Yalleyt
30.92Group I 52 U 14.96

Group 11 27 3 21.14 34.37

Middle £« Yenn. Valley 6 4 24.50 65.76

Lovrer E. Ysiui* Valley 22 8 22.25 54.32

Cumberland Plateau 31 8 18.80 53.79

Central Basin 2 6 18.71 42.75

Eastern Rim 19 12 19.03 45.18

Rorttem Rim 2 4 13.15 17.27

Western Rim: Group 1 67 11 20.69 42.75

Group XI 58 13 19.12 48.94

Meiairy Sand 76 10 18.59 39.59

LoGrange 12 9 12.60 30.23

XmGrange and Loess 8 8 12.08 27.26

Loess 1 5 16.85 13.40

Mississippi Bebtoa 2 9 10.22 41.29

All Grou]^ 18 7 18.11 40.99

State 12 8 19.27

'"tgyr

50.03

Nash7llle« p. 294 and 298.



182

that tho f^allt^ of the eaft eaemt end quality of instruo*

tlonal eervioe are eaorifieed In poorer areas* Otherwise, the eost

per ehild would be eonsiderably higher In the poor areas than la the

BKMre densely populated rloh land areas (Table XXXVll).

State Aid to Sehools* If it were not for lii© state equalising fundj

for scdiools, the poor fans areas would be wsry severely handicapped*

fable XICX7ZX shows that of tho moiw^ appz^jpriatsd in the counties for

sehools from the eeoni^ and from the State, a larger pri^rtion is re«

oelTed from tise State in the poor counties and artmts than in the rioh

land oountloa* Txk the oase of eleaentary edttoatlaa, only $2*00 is re-

eelved from the State per 1100 received from the oounty in the Central

Basin* On the other hand, the Western Rim ̂ ups, HcHairy Sand area

in West Tennessee, -the Cunberland Plateau, and the Tlnalca Iteuge, reoeive

amounts from the state ranging from |3I for the Cumberland Plateau to

|T8 for the MoHairy Sand area per llOO received from county sources*

fims thsse poor areas draw heavily upon state funds in order to main

tain the eounty elementary schools of the region* Furthermore| eounties

within the various groups tend to vary according to soil fertility, the

poorer eounties drawing most heavily on stats funds* Ih the case of the

laOrange soils, $50 is received from the State in Fayette coi!q)ared to

#1 and $2 In Gibson and Wealcloy, respectively. According to a crop

yield index, the soil in Fayette r^^iks among the poorest in ths State*

Fcr high schools, poor areas also receive more State funds than tdw

fertile regions in relation to the amount paid by the comities, although

the difference is not es great as in the oase of elementaiy sohools. Yet

-ii*.
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it ia notleeable that aaeoluding Wast Tcamessee, the best farming eoon*

ties and regions de not esteeed state average In prc^ortion of high

eoheol funds received fr^wi the State* These are the tipper Bast Ten

nessee Valley group, oonq^ed of areono, SulliVBin, and Washington eoun-

tles; the Middle Bast Tennessee Valleyj C^tral Basin; Northern Rim.

The poorer areas having a relatively hi^ ratio «f state aid are the

Cumberland Plateau, Western Rim, Eastern Rin, McNairy Sand, and Srot^ I

of the Upper East Tennessee Valley*

Per Cent of Scholastio Population 3h Sohoel. Xa genewa, there

appears to be as great propcarticn of scholastic population in schools

XX0I1I. PER CBNT BNROLIMBNT IN CODNTT SCHOOIS
IS m COUNTI SCBDL&STIC POTOIATIOU (ftdS TEARS)

BY COUNTY SOU AREAS, 1932-33

Soil Area

thiaka Range
Upper E« Term* Valley: Gro'n X

Grwxp II
Hiddle Bast Tennessee Valley
Lopjer S* Tenn. Valley
Cuoberlond Plateau
Central Basin
Eastern Bim

Northern Rim
liifestein Rimj Group I

Grotqp IX
McNairy Sand
laGronge
LaGr&ige end loess
Loess

Mississippi Bettcoi

All Groups
State

All
Schools
Pot.

91.0
89.5
102.4
92.6

107.1
92.0

108.7
95.4
92.7
109.6
92.6
97.8

U0.6
98.7
81*6

100*9

97.9
95.6

Elojnent£i.ry
Schools
Pot.

78.5

81.2
84.7
79.1
89.0
82.0
89.2
82.2
78.3

96.6
32.9
86.7
95.8
84.5

61.6
92.3

84,2
83.0

High
Sehoola

Pet,'

12.6
8,1
17.7
13,9
18.1
10.0
19.5
13.2
14.4
13.0
9.6
U.l
14.8
14.2
19.9
7.7

13.7
12,6

Source: Annual Report, lermesse© Depart^st of Mucation,
Bashrille, page
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ixt tbfi poor ooiznties as i& the rlohor ooimtids. The annual report ef

the Tennoesee Separtnent of S^oatlon wkmm the total ̂ rolhaent in

■0hools« and the pereMita^e that this is of the sdtolastla populatian*

that pereone froa 6 to lA yeara of age« ia fhoim In Table XXX7ZIZ*

Beoauae eehools drMr ptqylla from adjoinljaf oountiet and beeauae the

afea of persona enrolled la not lirJLted to the 6 to 18 yeara of age

group^ the afdiool enrollioeat in a one eeimtiee la hlj^r than 100 p«p

eent of the scholastic population (Table XXX7XIX)*

Public Idbrarles in Tenneaaw

la 1932 there were 48 p«&lio libraries in Teiiaesaee, the dltirlbu*

tlon of -eihioh are ahem in Pigure SO. Theee "•sere meat maaereue In

the Saet T^meaeee Tallajr^ followed by the veatem twowthirda «f

West Tenneaaee. the Korthem Riai« and the Central Basin. The eountiee

of tha Cund>erland Plateau and those of tiie eastern one-third of West

Tenneeaee atxd the Western Highland Eha had few and. in siost inatanoeai

no public libraries. TaJsaai as a wiiole, the sections of tiie State hav

ing the best aolla are the meat adequately supplied with public library

serrloe. The wealth of these areas is dapend«it to a oonslderable es-

tent upon the agricultural roscurces. although -they are the roost hi{^y
urbanised regions in the State.

The sored Church

The rural ehuroh, like rural schools, is indirectly Influenoed by

IMils through -their effeo-bs on farm income and ether eoonoaio and sooial

eouditions. A e-Uidy made of the rural ohuroh in Virginia shcwni that

Msong other fUotors affecting ohuroh activities are soils and tg?pe of
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fanning*

Iyp« of fftnoing l» » wry ln|»or1sant factor affecting the
size of rural ohorohM* It is in a neaaure reap<»isible for
{population d«cuBity end eoeial atratlfioaticn. Soil fertility
it likewise a faotor in density* and thus indireotly affects
the size of rural clmrehes. (1)

A study of Figure 79 ehonrs that in fmnessee there is a general

tendency for a larger percentage of the total pepalation to be ehuridi

awBftpers in the moot productive farming regions than in the poorer areas*

ISiere are exeeptions* of course, but, f«r the most part, the eeusties

eoi^ising -idle cutaberlandL Plateau, the hestem Rim, and the south

eastern part of Wwt fennesaee bad a relatively small percentage of the

populaticn church nenibere in 1926 • Jn contrast, thei*e imo a relatively

high percentage of church medbersMp In the (Central Basin and the bet

ter counties of West Tennessee*

A study made «£ the rural cluuroh In Tsnnessee, attributed idie lee

church mentoershlp in the poor areas te several factors, such as {l>

lee per capita vnsalth, (2) pocar transportation fadlitlos* (5) sparse-

ness of population, and (d) low rank in peresatsge «f hosss equipped

<wlth various iypes sf modem conveniezices* iSie people la the poorer

areas, largely beeause ef these <heraoterlstlos, have not dsvelofed

the Qommxalty spirit that is so essential to organising and earryiag
(2)

cut a religicAis program*

These factors tend te ks^ the dLse of the rural church leiwer in

the poor areas Hmn in the rich land areas, as is shown by Figure 60*

toeee phasee of the rural oluiroh - per cent that church meinberahlp

(2) Bimiltou, C* H*, and flamett, W* E., The Role of the mtral
Church In Rural Life In Virginia, p* 25, Virginia igr. JiiKp* Sta*,
Bulletin 267, June, iUKO.

(2) Tosoh, C.A*, Some Aspeote of The Rural Church Situation In
Tennessee, p* Oraduate Thesis, "(fclTersltiy of I'enneisee, Aug. 1995*
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BO. Church meat^ership; av^-aoe a^embera per church, ( 'hte only)
of 4097 Ten.'iessee churches 1954



m

In if ̂  total population and averago madMir of aNMifbara p«r ohwroh *

aro only two of wmwal piiaaM of ohnroh aotivity indirootly influ-

oneed by soil prednotiwity* Other phases include Sunday school nentosr*

shl|i, TOluo of church property, training of religious leaders, salary

paid pastors, aiaount of benerolenoe, etc. As a rule, the poorer areas

mic Ismnt in sash of these ̂ Asm.

Reads

Prior to 1925, onpenditures for rural roads in fsnnessoe wers

largely made by the eouatios. The type of roads within iiie county was

lar^ly influenoed by the amcunt of taacable resouroes* Therefore p««r

oountSes were unable to finance the oonstruotion and maintenance of

fiqpreved roads*

By 1930, all oouniy seats were conneoted with hard surfaeed roads

whl^ were a part of ̂  state highsay i^tom, flnaneed by State funds.

These served the pcrarest as well as the wealthiest counties* These

roads maintained by the State ocmipose a relatively large porcsotage ̂

the improved roads In the peorw eountles (Table XZXIX)* Ih general,

the state highway nllssge eaaposes as large a proportion of the total

road milea^ in the poorest areas as in o-ttier parts of ths State. The

Cumberland Plateau, Tfealoa Range, Western Rim, and MoHalry Sand areas

have as large a proportitm of "^*0 total road alloage 3n tho state

higfanay system as the more fertile areas, sueh as iim Central Basin,

Roriimm Rim, Group II of the Cpper Sast Tenneseoo Talley, the RSddle

Sast Tennessee Valley, and the Loess and laQrange aroas of West Ten-

MSise, Ws idum Itoe total public road mileage io considered.
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ilw pooreat th» poorest roedo. For eacBuaplo, on the Cttnfcerlaad

Plftteenj, only 5.9 per oent of -ttie forme mere Xooated on herd wrfaee roods

In 19801 20.9 per sent on graTol reodil 15.8 per eont on iiqorered dirt

roods} and 55.4 per e«ftt on unJmproTed dirt roods* In eonqmrison with

the State arerage, idiese peroentages are higher for the low t^rpe roods

lowwT for the high type roads (loble XXXIX}* In "both of the Western

Bin groins o relative!!!^ naall proportion of the fams «re on hard snr-

fooe roods ond a very large peroentoge ore on tmioprored dirt roads. Ihe

Wnaka Eange is obore the stmite oTen^e in proportion of farms on hard snr-

^eed roads. Tet, 29.1 per oent of the roads there ore on the state higjifc-

way system oonpared to 10.7 per oent for the State as a whole, ihns it is

sridenb that enrn thongh a relatlrely large pr<q>ortion of the money spent

for roads in the poorer eounties is derived fron State funds, the poorer

areas still have poorer reads thsn ths asre prosperoas regions.

Ths kind of roads in the counties of the state in 1925 probably was

a bsttsr index to the wealth and Ineome of the oounties than were the

^pe of roads in 1930, sinoe a greater proportiim of the roads then were

built aai maintained by the eounties. In 1926 only 6.6 per cent ef farms

fin the OeaSberland PXatean ware on hard surfassd roads compared with 7.8

per eent fer the State and 17.9 per eent for the Central Basin. In the

lilddle asst Tennessee Valley and GNroup II of the Upper Bast Tennessee

Valli^, 84.6 per oent and 21.8 per oent respeetlvely of the farms were

m hard surfaced roads. Ths Unaka Bangs had only 4.8 por o«at et Urn

faims on hard surfaoed roads, but 64,0 por osnt on unlnprovod dirt roads.

la West Tsnasssee a very small prspwtlen of the farms wars loeated

en hard surface reads in both 1925 and 1980. Bran the proportion of



19a

m gr»t«l rmBm «M ImIw th» ftalA smftge, mmift for UHaa aad

Obion counties. This condition is probably duo to a lack of road

buildlri^ aatsrials* In other ̂ urts of the state an abundance of ro<ft:

and gravel laake road building easier and lees eocpenslve. Yet In 19;K>

the Mississippi Bottom and the Loess region bad 42*5 per eent and

SSaS per oent respeetitely of the faros en gravel roads, fhese oooaiw

ties have the best soils found in West Tennessee. The McMairy Sand

area ranks neat in pero^itage of faras on gravel reads. There* gravel

deposit vithin the region make gravel readily aocessiblc for rosd

oonstruetioR.

Rural Reliof

On Hoy 1« 1936* there sere 24*713 farm cperatore and farm laborere

(3)
SB relief in Tennessee. To schss sattwat there is a tendency for the

better farad&g oomties to have a smaller peroeaxtags ef pe^le on re«

lief than do the poor counties. Bspeoially is this true in Urn case ef

farm osners (see Plgure 81} • The ecunties osBgHrising the Oti8l>erlaQd

Flateau* the Viestem Rln* and the lower ecunties ef the Hiater-Shed area

in West Tennessee* have a high perosntage ef the farm enners m relief.

The Osntral hasin* which is ens ef the uost ineduotive agrioultural

regions ef the Stai»* ha# a relatively lev perosntage of the farm

rnmmm on relief* Xn West Tennessee* the nwoontage of farm ovmers ea

relief Is much lever then in either laddle or ISast Tennessee* This is

(Sf Tatwlations based «i Meigs* L. J** Report of V/orlcs Frogrees Adtw
ministration of Tsnnossee* Volumes II* III* IV, V, and VI, Tsnnesse®
aBorgancy Relief Administration* Nashville* VUny 1935.
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f&SI£ XL. PER CDRS (V FAm OmSMS MD WIMTS OR KSLUSF,
XBHRSSSSS U36

F&m ' •msr 'F8FB'

Couniy Owners Tea- Couni^ Owners Ten Coimty ; Owners Ten

ants J ants ants

Rjf. ■Pei. Pot. Pet. j Pot.

Andersoa 3.12 6*0 1 Bsaoilton 1.43 27*4 Morgan 3*00 1S.5

Bedford *23 6*0 1 Bsneocdc 2.34 20*8 Qblon .12 3.3

Bonton •26 6.4 Ebrd«nan •19 1*3 Overt* 5*40 19.1
Bledsoe 9*00 67.0 1 Bardin 4.63 9.9 Perxy •16 1.9

Blount 1*02 11.6 liaiifcins 2.90 5.5 Pickett 7.47 41.0

Bradloy 16.06 5.4 Baywood • 2.2 IPolk 8*55 0.5

Oas^boll 3*13 16.4 Benderson *95 7.5 Putnam 4.50 13.1

Oaanea 1*00 13.5 Benry *05 5.5 Rhea 4.47 9*0

Carroll *26 6.7 1 HioloMa 1.35 8.1 Roane 2.23 1.0

Carter .35 9.4 Houston 5.55 S2.0 Rob«n:t* •31 5.4

CheatiMua 1*31 12.4 Btaq^eys 11.90 7.6 ^ther. .17 5*8
Chester 1*00 6.0 Jackson .50 15*6 Seett 2.09 2.2

Claibome *89 15.0 Jefferson •SO 6*6 Sequat* •22 0*8

Clay 1*57 43*6 Johnson 1.27 31*9 Sevier .10 -

Cocke •99 1.2 Enox •88 0.7 Shelby 1*42 5*2

Ceffee •41 2.1 j Lake .70 1.0 Smith •23 2.9
Crockett *27 5.4 Lauderdale •40 6*1 Stewart 5*99 15.4

Ctnberland 2*89 22*1 Xawrence 1.54 7.3 Sullivan 1*09 10.7

Davidson *76 16.6 Lenris 2.98 20.2 Sumner 1*28 15.4

Deoatur 9*76 10.8 Linoola .31 1.6 Tipton ew 4.5

DoKalb 3*86 23*5 London 1.05 3*2 Trouad. - 4.9

Diokson .61 4*2 MoMinn 2.57 4.5 Ihiiooi 6.50 14*9

Dyer 3*29 7.5 UoHairy .14 8*0 Union .06 0.2
Fayette •70 1.1 ISaeon .41 13*8 V.Bur«i 52.16 43.5

Fentress 13*57 5*1 Madison .71 4*1 Warren •39 9 *9

Franklin •28 1.1 1 Marion 2*39 18*8 Wiash. .15 9.0

Gibson •07 4.6 Marshall •29 5.2 Wayne 1.96 12.8

Giles 1*6 1 Ifeury .27 2.2 Vt<^ley .04 S.S

Qrainger 2*60 28*9 Beigs 6.20 21.8 vaiite 2.37 57.7

Greene 4*14 1*5 Utmroe 4.90 20.3 Willians* •38 1.9

Qrundy 11.22 17*6 I Montgomery 1.1-3 1.4 Wilson •30 2*8

Bazd}l«n 4.70 5.2 Moore 7.22

A.^<e iHi.* tim

2.1

Average 2.61 7*8

bOUrOQ; KWXIWI ilguxoo UH.BOVI V1» --J. —

Bnergenoy Relief Adminietratlon, May I83&*
Total nisflEber of farm operators based on U. S« Census of

Agriculture, 1955, Tennessee, Statistios by Countios#

probably das to the faet that land oiimers, as a elasa, in West Tainessee
wre itt better oondition financially than land owners in ether parts of the
State*
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tarjs
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Por cert

Under O.'o

0,25 - 0.74
0.76 - 1.57

1.96 — 3,20
^ov.rc: : ij^-sad on Tal-lc XL. 1 | 3,06 - 22,1.'.

Fig. 8^.. per cent of farr.- ovmors c'li relief. State Average 2,61
Tcrreur-O'- Counties, iiav 1, 1U35

T'fr'.

. V. '>

«e3

m
- I.SMt

2.1--

iO- •• 'J. iit
7 ■?- T o ■I 0 O ~ ^ c e ■

17.0 - 25.0
r hl .S - 57.0

Source; Based on TtOole 1

Fig. 82. Per cent of farm tenants on relief,
Tennessee Courities, L'jay 1, 1955 SOf-ie Xvera^s 7,5
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B»re are some exoeptione to tiaa finaeral tondwwy fcr poor land

counties to haw a higher percentage of fam omiere on relief than the

nore produotlYe oountiee# For example^ Perry Cotjnty on the I'Vestem K$»

has a Icur percentage ef owners on rellef« Hanhlen County^ in the

Saat IJenneoww Valley, has a relatively high percentage. Perry Counlgr

ranks among the poorest counties of tdM» State in soil fertility, whereas

TiMlhtm Ocniaty is one of the high rahlcing oounties in this respect*

ttolE XU. CiSlIUCBtJSIC® (XP POPDlAflC® AHD EUBAL REMSF
CASES BY SOIL lYPB, OVEHIOrr 001311% 1935

Soil Oype

Hageirstovm Stony Loaa (very good)
Claricaville Stony Loam (fair;
Clarksville Silt Loam (best)
Deoatur Story Loam (go^)
DecatXtt* Loam (good)
L'siEalb Stony Loan (poor)
LeKalb San(fy Loam VP<^<»')
DeEalb Silt Loam (poor)
CNxthrie Silt Loam (not calti«

■vatablo)
Headov (good)
Hough Stony Land (not cultl-

nratable)

Ihrellinga of
Open Country

1908 (a)
iJumber 9ct»

f
163
363
55
78
95
IS
67

0
16
31

j^duroe^ Tennessee !Bta0rgen<y kelief idsdn: .e'tration Count, 19^

•8
18. S
40.9

6.2
8.8

10.7
1.5
7.5

0
1.8
3.5

Area in
Each Soi;
sype •
Per Cent

•5
18.3
28.2
6.3
4*2

24.5
5.0
6.5

.1
1.7
4.7

Per Cent
Eural Relief
Oases (1939)

0
12
29
7
4

25
12
9

0
1
1

(a) Sets* 9ie maher of dmllings was taken frcsn the soil survey
mp uftde in 1908. Just how the maher of dwellings in the
county now# ooaqjarod with the nuaher inl906 by eoll typee,
fiKinnot be shem. However, it is likely that the distribu
tion of dwellings in the oounty follows about the same pat
tern as in 190S.

Zhese oonparisocui by eotxities fail to indicate whether or not

lief elients are actually found «m poor farma or on good fame. Bveiy
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ootu-ly baa aocie good farm laad axid ovary eouaty haa samo j^or fam

land* It is dotd>tful, hcnwvor^ that fam vm&rn living ost good land

and operating fami of any size would be dependent on relief funds*

A atttdy at rural caaea on relief in Overton County by aoil •type#

ahowa that in gooaral peraona on relief are more ntanerous on the potnreat

iypea of aoil (liable XUL)* Ihe mad>er of dwelXicigs looatod on the

ClarksTllle Silt loam (one of the beet in the county) waa 40*9 per cant

of all tha open eountry dwelUngs in the oounty# whereaa ttie ntuaber of

relief clienta in 1936 was only 29 per oont of all rural peraona on

relief* On the DeKalb Stoz^ ham (one of the poorer soila of the county),

tha number of daelllnga waa 10«7 per eent of all ttie opmx ooiattry

dwelllnga in the oounty, aomparad itlldi 26 per o«nt of all the relief

oaaee in the c<^Jnty* The DeKalb Sandy Loam (another of the poorer soila

of the county) had only 6 per oent of the dwellinga in the open country
(4)

but 16 par oont of all the rural relief cases in the county*

(4) Fertility of Bolls in Overton Oomty based on Ayrs, 0#L*, and
Hill, D.H., Soil Surrey of Overton County, Tetirteasee, D*S.D*A,
Bureau of Soila,' «<asbiiigt<:», 19^, pp*
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