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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
A, THE PROBLEM

The prablém toward which this study is directed
arises out of the special éharacteristicsvafAfarming-in
this country and out of various egonomic phenomenatrelated
to farm business; Haprm businesses in the United‘stétes are
more numerous and smaller in'size‘than°mosﬁ'$irms in many
non-farm indﬁstriéé. -The'opefafbrs‘of moét'af these farﬁs
have 1ess,educatianlthan the managerial fgfce in most 1arge
industries, and cannot afford to carry cub adequate research
activities. Honce research and extension in sgriculture are
in large measure public affairs, However, even with governs
ment assistance there are several hundred farms for each
researchi-and extension sﬁeeialist.' Altheugh no two of these
ferms are exactly alike, they can usually be elassified into
roughly homogensous groups.

In regard to the economic phenomena referred to above,
the special characteristics of farms include: 1. A high per-
centage of costs are quite ixed, 2, The costs and returhs
are decidedly vulnerable to exbtreme fluctuations in weather
conditions., 3, Prices of farm products and %echnoiogieal.

practices in farming are highly dynamic, and li. PFarmers



generally are at a diaédvantage in bargaining in the market
piacés, becausge they represent a large numbey of independent
units trading with relatively few firms,

. The problem théreféfa-is to provide staﬁdard pleang
fdr a few partilcular faﬁms that'can serVe aé'géneral guldes
for a canslderable number of farms, thud 1sci?ihat¢ng the
premara ion of more specific plans for everd Taprm,’ Fow this
Lhesiu, a hyponh951s is seb up that the farms in an area can
be classz?led into groups in such & menner that reoregenta-
tive farws can be eleeﬁed for development of snamaard pians
tc serve as genaral gu des for planning uﬁﬁ@? farmv ln bhesa

groups, respecoively.
- Be ”“&TIVQS OF STUBRY

Three main ubj@ctivas of this stud? arss

a) To classify the Tarms in & selected area of Wenmessee

into Tairly homogeneeus roups on the basis of acres of open
land, soil patierns, anq labor resources, |

b) To formulate alternative farm plans for selected
favrms in several of the_larger groups.

¢) To study the feasibility of using éhess plans as

guides for other Farms in these groups, rvespectively.
€. REVIEW 0F LITERATURE

in the United States; beginnings of farm business



survayic&n be vraced back,ﬁo-l?li when Warren of Cornell

Universisty published é~bulletin entltled "Aﬁ‘Agriculturai
Survey"., Its findings greatly impressed conbenporary
governﬁeﬂ% lesaders and>réséérch'workers. Thisg paVed’tﬁe
way for making farm méﬁagamamb surveys by sﬁudents and rge
seareh workers in the United States as well as in many
other countries.t |

,ﬁFérm plénniﬁg:ané budéeiing_is a mathod of reéearcn
for analyzing the probable effects on costs and returns of
the various alternative systems of entarpriéé'cambination
or #éséurce use, " N o

Up to the end,éf 1929, there were only eight experi-
wment stations in the United 3tates which had published the
results from budget studies.3 In his book, "Farm Organizae
tion and Management", Forster mentions thaf ”The method of
budgeﬁing as developed in this country was first presenbved
by the author ebout 1922 in an address delivered at Aghville,
North Careline. Laber it was presented in Researeh Bulletin
Nos 1, Bureau of Economic Research, North Carslina 3tate

College, Raleigh, North}Carolina."&

1Yang, We Yo Methods of Form Management Investiga~
tions (Food and Agriculture Urganization of Ehe United Nations,
Rome, 1958) p. 8.

2Ibid. p. 123.
3ipid, p. 123.

hForster, Gs Wa, “Foarm Organization and Manapgement
Prentice-Hall, New York,. 1946, revised edition, p. 36.




b

Hodges, in hisfartidle on "Development of Faﬁmmﬁudget

in Unlked States", states that "A distinet fmpetus was glven
to zafm budgeting in the twentles in connection with the so
called "coat routas starned in many states after Morld War
'I. The guestions of pvaLP aralysms, lnterpretd imn, and -
presentation of these data arouaed wide amread intevesﬁ

and spirited diacusalpns, Nany speeialists favsred the
aaveicpment of unit pééuirements 'of production or “ataﬁdards“
in physieal quan*iti@s rather than pTacing too much emphasms
cn‘money costs, The aevelopment of more or- 1@33 GOMylﬁﬁa
budgets rosulted,"S Menhion may be made of "A study of

Farm Organizetion in Southwestern Minnesotae® by Pond and
Tapp. In thls bullatin th@y refer to unit requifements af
labor and materials Cor erops and livestock, use of unit
requirement and labor distribution data in planning a crop=
plng system. They alsov&iscuss the principles of ehoice

and adjustment of crop and livestock enberprises and appli-
catlon of them to planning the farm nrganization.é In a
study of "Parm Crganization for Beef Catfla Production in
Southwestern Minnesota", Sallee and Pond discuss the problems
involved and give the analytical process in planning the

farm organization for beef cattle production., They have

5Lodges, Development of the Parm Budget in the United
States, Heady et. al. Hesource Praducﬁ¢vi$vﬂ Returns to Seale,
and Farm Size, lowa State College Press, 1956, p. 31.

6Pond and Tapp, A &tudg of Fapm Orgenization in South=~
western Minnesota, University Farm, Bulletin 205, 1923.




classified the farus

*ﬁ & @eneral basig, Theﬁ havc dealt

with plann&ng pvaduction pro&wamm and badgetm far thre@

uitable for

%ynes-af beafmeattia farms auah-as~{a) *arm;x

b) f&rma sultable for anly h@ef

T omilk ana beef praduetxen, (
-praauczlem, and (¢} farm«fsu&table Loz feedxnw of pﬁrchased

Pracklically all of. tha recenﬁ aollswe t@xt noaku 1n :

‘farm-navégemena ve ceisl eraala sp ce bo farm plaﬁnimg ‘
and buﬁmetlnv end ths’ bué&et is recagniz@ﬁ Gg @ us ®¢u1 f@rm
management tool.’ Euualiy haﬁb aartial Jué@éting and mua&@tw
ing for the eabirﬂ farm are dlscuasad. | -

.Reséarch workers 1n Kansas have made extensive‘uael

of farm budgets. The*mast extensive use in Kansas was thﬁ
Agrisultural Aéjuétmeﬁﬁ Pfajaet of 1935¢8 _

A study has been ma&e by Hoover on capiﬁal and 1abor
‘substltutien in two types of farming areas in Xenses., He
studied the various possibla shanges repreaenﬁing diffsyent .
degress of s ubstitutian of machlnsry for lebor, %o find out
the effect. upon net farm ineama.9 '?;Qinw;:,iaiT;},“
P.Recently muich emynaais'has bsen placed on individual farm»
pianning'in Missouri, The. staff of the Gellags of A&pioul-

ﬁure prapareé & haundbook in cooperation with the USD&,

Tsallee and Pand, Farm Organization for Beef ﬁautle
Production in Soubhern Minnesote, Universiby of Hinnesota,
Zgriculbural &xperiment Station 193; ﬁulletin 138, 1939.

83@@%@5, mg. cit. P 33.
91vid, p. 3l



giving much useful imfa?maﬁien. The objectlﬁés o help
i'ﬁissauri.far@erslin féé& ylanning.IQ | o |

A good example of the use of the budget wethod in
'farm planning is the @Sify.?a?m Hanagement Projectfin'ﬁéw?
England, Wheeler deséribészthis as the operating unlt
a@proéch.ll | A

. Kentucky Agriculﬁuféilﬁxperiﬁent'Stétiang University

‘of Kentucky published ‘a farm mansgement handbook based on
studies of fépms‘in tﬁé Pennyroyal (dark-fired t@bacea)
avea of Kentucky, ‘Th?,hamdpoék-provides uséfﬁl infmrmatién
on production rates, émstsiénd returns,‘and alsc method for
analyzing possible changaa;lg These farms ﬁé?e'clésgified
into two groups, one with fairly level lend, the other with
hilly o steep land, h

Some studies have been made by the Agricultural Experi-
ment Station, Bnivérsity of’ Tennosses, in cooperation witﬁ
the Agricultural Hesearch Service of fthe Unibted Stabtes Departe

ment of Agriculture, Two bulletins published by them are:

1@1”0;&6._ p. 3h
1l1pida. ». 38.
laﬁarm Management Hendbook, Kenbucky Lgricultural

Experimental Statlon, Lexingbton, Kentueky, Bulletiu W63,
194k,




{a) Increasing Iﬂéi@aa-Thr@ugh Parm adjustments

in tﬁe'érendé«LoPing Sﬁil égswéiétibn Area mfﬂséuthwestarn
Tennessae.l3 . |
| (L) Increasing 1ncamea.Thnaugh Farm Adjugﬁmenﬁs in
lﬁhé Hed;&@ii Area, Eastern Highland Rim of Tannessee.lh'

The éuthars have elassified the farmé £n£o grouns
based on size of farmé,‘aoil‘typea and enﬁefprises. ‘Fcr
suggesting the scope fav iﬁéreaéingmincmme& they haﬁa'used
| budgeting:m@ﬁhéd. Théy haﬁé shoun that far&?incémefﬁaulé
be improved by'uéing improfeé production prégfici@s and ade
justing other r@sbufcés;“mhéy state that it would be pos=
sible %o ralse the level of{produetidn per man-equivalent
about 50 %o T5 per cent abo#e'tha pregent level,

Other sbudies which need mention are "Cost of Pro~%
ducing Farm Products in North Carolina®, This report deals
wlth these questions in terwms of 3pecifiad types of farms,
it provides estimates of eosts sund resburns. Tﬁe information
contgined in this rveport is meant to serve as a basis for

aséistin@ farmers in developing more efricient farming systems.;s

Lwhatiey, T. 4., Atkins, S. W. Inereasing Incomes
Through Farm Adjustments, Ag@icuitural_@gperimemt Stationy
- University of Tennesses, Bulletin No, 2il, 1955,

lhﬁtkins, S. Wey, Inereasing Incomes Through Farm Ad-
lustments, Agriculbural Experiment Statiomn, University of
. Tennesaee, Bulletin Te. 2i5, 1955, ,

15Gagt of Producing Farm Products in North Carclina,
Department of Apricultural Heonomios, Norih Cavolina State
Colliege, Raleigh, North Cerclina, A, E. Informabtlion Series
NG, 529 lggéi



https://stimates.of

The Test Demonstration Research Unit of the University of
Tennesses has also provided useful Information in theipr
monograpn, "Istimated Costs and Reburns from Ma jor bEnbere
prises, Tennessee" which serves as a gulde %o farmers‘

Though there are several studles on Eudgeting, as
previously referred td, ﬁhere are no studles on darkelired
tobacco farms. except the farm mansgement handbook published
by the Kentucky Agricultural Experiment Station, but the
handbook deals with ?ennyroﬁal farm situations in Xentucky.
Thus this study which proviaes ugeful information on the
posslbllity of inereasing income through farm adjﬁstment is
a néw approach in the area and i% is hoped éhaﬁ this study
wlll be useful to researchers, sxtension workers and Tarmers
in tﬁe area,

Forster in his book, "Farm Orgenization and Manage-
ment" devobss a chapbter to dilscussing Parm Budgeting and
Development of Stendards and discusses most comprehensively
the development of standard models and the critlcisms
leveled agalnst i%, He states thab "gtandards are model
combinations of farm enterprises--model in the ssnse that

they provide a gulide for the best use of the farmer's

16Estimated Costs and Returns from Major Farm Enter-
prlses, Tennessee, Department of Agricultural Lconomic an
Rural Socleology, Agricultural Ezperiment Station, University
of Tennessee. and Tennessee Valley Authority, Rural Research
Series Monograph (Mimeograph No., 268), 195&.




9
avallable resources” usually three or Four models will repreo-
sent  the majority of farms in mest types of farming areas,
Through a process of purposive sampling from the over-all
random sanmple represeﬁtative farms may be selected showing
modal tendencies. In meking a selection of this sort it is
necessary to study the érganization of the representatlve
farm and to obtain sueh other date regarding the area., For
the analysis, other data such as (a) normal yields and prices,
(b) production trends, (e¢) labor and material inputs, and
(d) farm practices and methods peculiar to the area, maybe
collected, Collectlon of these data are necessary for the
development of standards.l Vérious steps suggeabed in'davélop-
ing standard models are:

(1) Grouping the farms studiss according to size and
type,

(2) Selection from each size group those farms which
appear to have the best organizations or these
farmglwhich are apparently utiliiing availabie~

- resources Go the.best advantage,

(3) Developing a eropping and livestoek system,

(L) Defermining the labor and material requirement,

(5) Projeeting the probable erop and livestock pro=
duction, |

(6) Preparation of income shatement,

He refers to two important eriticisms made against

standard wmodels., The crliticisms are concerned chiefly with



| 10
the ap@aéent.arﬁificiality of theﬂresulté ané the éil@ged
 defeabs of the theories upen which th@y are based. It is

argusd that ag the sﬁandards are nob th@ actual combinations
of entermf¢ses they mqy mial@ad the farmers. Fof this
’For ster arbuea that standards are 1nt9nded to SSPV& simply
as muiﬂas to the farmers and nmt to be adopbed in tota.

mhe farmer mugt use his experienee and judgement in adopbting
& stahdard. The-s%andar&glére not artificialrag the materlal
'used té daveiop ﬁhem isAbEtained from a étudy of éatual
situations and othor expériﬁén%ai dato, o

o Another c?iticisﬁ‘of.stamééﬁds th?t he considers valid

is concerning the theoretieal aspects of the methnd, The
crities staté thét ﬁher@iis”ﬁo such thing as normal require
ments for the production of crops and livéstock products,
because they vary wﬁth ehéngin@ prices and costs and the
effi@iency aﬁd capacity of antranrensuﬁ. E@ra he again
peints to the necessity of farm planners using thair e&per¢a
ence and judgement in determlnin@ to what extent a standard

combination of enbterprises should be adopted.l7
Dy BOURCE OF DATA

The dabta used in this study wers obbtained primarily

l’Povsﬁer, Gs Wey Form Grganizaﬁion and Manawﬁment,
New Yorks Prentice-Hall, 1953, TaAird “Edition, D n~§
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from survey schedules taken;from a sample of farmers in a
specified area of Tennesseca, Supplémentary data were obe
talined from resuits of expeviments eonducted by the varioﬁs
departments of the Tennessee Agricultural Experliment Station

and eertain publications of this station,
E. ILOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE ARBA STUDIED

1., Location. The area sbudied consists of four
counties, Cheatham; Dickson, Monbgomery, and Robesrison.
These counties were studled as a group rather than as
separaite segmenis, This area‘is_ofﬁen refefred to és the

‘dark-fired tobaceo area of Tennezsee, It is part of the
Highland Rim seetion of the state.la

The dark~fired tobacco area covers part of iype-of-

farming area 6 and all of sube-area 7 a.lg

2, Deseriptlon. A description of some of the
physical and economic features of the area studied is
presented in Appendix A.20 Brlefly, the topography of the
Western Highland Rim 1s rolling to rough, Thé Soils are
generally shallow, cherty and low in natural Ffertility.
The growing season varies from 185 to 190 days and pre-

cipltation 1s around 50 inches. About 30 per cent of the

’18See Appendix A,
191bia,

201pi4,




farms were of the 1ive@tocﬁ Lype, otn@r than aairy and

pouly?y" Gash grain. and tobacco rarias were also 1mpcrbaa
0n the Worthern Highland Rim the bopography ranges from

. elmost level to nilly. in tha nmrtherﬁ part of the four
céﬁntie studled the qeils are of falirly. himh quality.

The Qrawxn% season 1g’ ammut 198 days and precipita bion
ramg@a from b6 to 48 inches, Small grain and tébaceo graw
domlnato hera to & greatea QY%ent than in the Tougher areas
of the Rin, Tiv&stoch ‘and nabauco markets are available to

all of the four counuies.
P, PROCEDURE UEED7

1. Sampling, A sample of. favms in the four counties
gtudied wasg obtalned in 1957 through the coopsration of the
Agriecultural Stabllitlon ard Conservation Cemmittes, United
States Depariment of Agrieuiture, in ecach county. These
committees made avallable thelr lists of farm operating
units that were used to determine crop allotmenta for ad~
Justment programs. The information obtalned included the -
farmer's name, acres in farm, and psr cent that open land
was uf~%ota1 BCTBS, |

ﬁhg above lists included aboub 7,600 farm opaﬁaﬁimg
units in the four-county arvea., This number is fairly close
to the number of farmg reported in the United States census

of A griculturve of 195},
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| The farms werehfiraﬁ.elassifi@d into nine groups on
the basis of ascres of open land: 1~9, 10-193 20»393 110=79,
.86;159@'160—319, 320-639, 6L0-1279, and 1280 and over. The
. fange in scres for each gréup were wi&énéﬁ with inerease in
size of farms beééuse?the'dﬁsﬁ?ibutian was definitely skewed,
as is the usual situation For farms in all éeetioné of this
| ebﬁntry, The above fangeﬂ }ésulteﬁ in'having the size of a
farm at“tha e&tﬁemﬁ aﬁd of ‘the ranga,iﬁ any greup, exceept
‘the smallest farm-size group, béing‘the same percentage of
the size of the farm at the midpoint ef thaﬁ:gréup as one
" would find in any éfh@#{g?oﬁp;'fes@ectivaiy.

: A sample on&Sé'farms'was then selected gt féﬁ&nm
from these stratified‘grmubé'in such a maﬁper that the
number allocated to_eaéh farm;Size gfoﬁp would fééult in:é
mean of acres of apénAlaﬁ& diverging not more than 7.5% from
the actuel meen in 95% of all possible semples that may be,

drawnwgl

“lMhe formula used in arriving at the number gf {arms
ngeded for each stratum was the fellowing: GO
where n number needed In the sample n = Cedle
stratumy t = 5% probablility level in Student's distribution for
gelected degrees of fresdom} N=the standard deviation of
acres of open land for all farms in each siratum in the
universe; and c¢.i, = the critical interval chosen (7.5% of
the mean of acres of open land in each strabum),

The following i3 a comparison of the actual number
in each stratum ln the sample for which seil waps were
avalleble, and the compubted n according to the above formulas

( Stratum ) Wo, in Computed
acres of open land' Sample -
Under 10,0 ' 3% 161
10.0-19.9 , 27 27
2@90”390?' 33 26
Ou 0“’79@9 52 28
304 0=159,9 70 28



il
& 1ist of altewnata Yarms were also “elecﬁe& at random
to p?@VLd@ aubatlibutes for any ngms for wmich 1r ahould hew

come 1mpo%sib7e to obbain schcduiaw.

g, Use of QDL} DSe “h@ pewcentag& of open land
ag found in the Au8.C. 75%%3, vefl@cted the actual ﬁatus en
the farme at the time that the lists were made up. It did
noty ohdégme farms, pr@senb & true indlcatien oz the amount
of land thaﬁ,snauid‘bﬁ open. from the standpoint Qf practices
recommended by specialists iﬁ'agronamy.» 01 a numbey of farms
some very steep and badly ercded land was aléareé’énﬂ used
for crops or pa&ture,‘whilehdn other farms some of the besh
:vlané avaiiabie wag in woo&land; |

in this study, for classifying the farms in the sample,‘
it was decided %o base the perceﬁtaga of open lend on the
amount of land éonsider@d apﬁpéximaﬁely feagivle to be used
for erops ar'pasture with émuﬂd ag?onomic praatiaeé, on the

Lo La

L3 ’ o £2
basis of rvecommendations of speclalists in agronomy,’ This

( Stratum . Ho. in Computed
acres of open land, , Sample no
160,0-319.9 ' 3% ' 27
320,0-5639,.9 . 28 27
6110,0-1279.9 dh 30
1280, O-aSSQ 9. 20

In the two larges$ 1&rm-sive greups, the number in the
sample constituted 100% of those in the universs. The “farms
in the smallest farm-size group were mositly rural residences,
end were not deemed imporbtant in this study,

2214 the remainder of this thesis this stabistic
will be actually the meres of land "feasibly open®. I
does not btake into consideration cest of clearing land now
in woods,.

4]
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declaion necessitated the use of soil méps, which were nob.
avallable for all of the farms in the éampleq The Soil
Uonservatlon Service, United States Department of Agriculs
ture, coopsrated in thils phagse of the study and surveyed the
goll on as many additianal.farma,in the sample as time pere
mitted, o |

The samplo ﬁhaﬁ was. finally used included 305 farmé
for which seil maps.bécamé available, Afber claéaifying-,
these 305 farms into 9 gvou?s as explained above, Hests of
gipnificance (& testse) Shdwéﬁ that those 305 farms were nod
signifleantly different from the ariginai sample of L50 Parms
in such factors as Htotal acres, per cent of land open, pef
cent of open land that was idle, age of pperator, years of
schooling of operator, months work off farm by operator, mane
equivalents of family laboxr other than operator, total hours
of labor uaeﬁ,‘hours of labor on livestock, hours of labor
on crops, acres in varlious kinds of crops, and screg in
pasture, |

The scres of land available to be used for crops or
pasture, bsged on agronomic considerstions as stated above,
wers then compated. The distribution of these 305 fapms
into Q.gfcups‘on the basis of acres of land "feasibly open®
was then compared with a similap 6istributiéh of actual M

acres of open land for the original sample of L50 farms, Tae

differences were nbn»significaaﬁ {far below the 5% point),

3« Glaggificatlon of Farms. The nine grcuﬁs wilthin
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the 305 farms with soil maﬁs were then ciassifi@& into sube
groups on the basis of the foilowing eriterias soll patierns
and number of adult equivalents of family lebor used, . The
group with a low numbeyr afﬁadult squivalents of family labor
- uged was also suﬁﬁiviééé.ihtovtwo groups, one which was low
because of alderly‘Operatmrs without éther family.hélp, and
one which was low bescause the operator was working consider=
ably off the farm, anﬁ:hgd‘iittle‘famiiy hoelp.

Tests af signifiqamcéu(t tests). were made. to datermin@
vhether bthere were significant differencges in certain factors
among zﬁe claﬁsifia@.@réups~émd smb~groups.; However, the
results of thegeft@ﬁtandi& not.constitute the 5nle3reasonl
for selechtion of the bagses of clessification of the farms
into groups and subegroups., The reeamm@n&ationé of soil
speciallsts in vegard to adaptabllity of different soils
to certain land uses Justiiied separation of wsoils inbo
groups Tor Parm planning purposes even 1T the uses made by
thg farmers were nob significantly different‘amon@ the groups.

4; inferences Made to Mhole Areas. DBased on the

percenbages of all férms in ﬁhe four counties falling into.
each of the 9 farm-sise groups, estlmates were made as to
the probable numbers in the subfgroups in the whole area.
These estimates were, of course, subject to sampling errorg,
However, since all of the farms in the two largest farm-sliZe

groups in the four counbties were included in the sample,
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theﬁe'should'aertainly“be‘nb‘sampling errors in the dats pers

taining to Lh@ gub~vroups 1n these Buwe Tarm=size Eroups,

5. - Selsetion. cf Farmg for Stendard Plans. For each

&

of several of the sub-gvoups having uhsu n .umbers‘af

farms a farm appvoxlmqtlng the neear of the majority of factors

studrea was selected far qevalapment of three alterma*mve
gtandard plang. Comperisons of these farms with the other

ferms in thelr reaspective groups was then made.




CHAPTER II

NUMBERS AND DESCRIPTICN OF FARMS IN

THE CLASSIFIED GROUPS
A. SIZE CF FARM

Because of a skewed distribution, the clasSifiéation
of the sample on the basis 6f size (acres of soils recom-
mended as adapbtable for open land) was made according to
the following ranges in scres: (1) under 10, (2) 10.0 %o
19.9, (3) 20.0 to 39.9, (L) 40.0 o 79.9, (5) 80.0 %o
15949, (6) 160.0 o 319.9, (7) 320.0 to 639.9, (8) 640.0
to 1279.9, and (9) 1280.0 to 2559.9, With the excepbion of
the smallest farms, each group ineluded a range in size
double that of the next lower size. 1In this manner the ex-
treme cases in each group represented the same percentage of

the size at the midpoint, respectively.
Bs SCIL PATTERNS

With the assistance of specialists in the Department
of Agronomy, University of Tennessee, the soils found in this
area were first divided inte eight groups as follows:
No. 14 level to undulating-~high 1n water supplying capacity
No. 2. *rooon " --medium in water supplying capaclty

No. 3, nooo L -~low in water supplying capacity
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~medium to high in water supplying

, ‘ : capac¢ty--medium well drained ‘

Mo 5» Boon " eemedium to high in water sumplying
' " . capacity--poorly drained

No h; 16VQ1S£0 undulgiiﬁg

Nos 6. hili& to steep ~-med¢um in water supplyinm capacltyaf}ff

'Noa'71 L ' ~—lOW'ln,watsr supplying capacity
‘Nos 8, " w m '  ~-very low in water supplyiné capa-

clty (and some level land elther
very poorly drained or.very low
. in water supplying cap&clty) ‘
In order to reduca the numb&r of groups cla351fied on
the basis of the soil resou@ce No. 1, No, u, and No. 5 were
combined and cailed Group A¢ Fairms ware placed in Group A
 1£ spils No. 1, Ne. u, and No. 5 constituted LB%. ox more. of
‘the open land, Ko, 2 SOLIS and farms were placed in this -
group if the No, Z soils were called Group' B made up 45% or
more of open land, Nc;_é soils were called Group C énd farms
. were plaeed in this groun if Nos 6 solls made up 55% or more
of open land Nb. 3 and-Nc@ 7 soils were combined and called
Group D and farms were pléced,in'@rpupfﬁ if soils Wo. 3 and
No. 7 made up 55% or mora’nf opsnA1an§.- Nos & soils are‘:
generally pqﬁsidéred tc.be ﬁnsuited»fcr crops or pasture and
'should as a rule be kept in woodland. On pert of the farms
some lncomé can be obtained from this woodland and'possibly
o little pasturage from some of this land. HoWever,lin this
' sﬁudy'Npg 8 was not ineluded with acres of open land in any
case; - | J
© The ¥o. 1 soils in Group A are mostly bottom land

soils and fo a certain extent Siject to overflow, There



was very little acreage of No. u and No. 5 30113 oh Lhese

farmsg The No. 2 soils, Groun B were quite hlzhly produc-
tive; and'not subgect ta ovarfloww in &ood vears when no
overflow damafa occurred the No. 1 solls in Croup A tend to
loutyleld the urcup B solls a 1ittle.§ However, the No« L and
No. 5 goils in Qroup A are, naL adaptad to grow1ng alfalfam

| The No. 6 SOilo makln& up Group C are similar to those
‘in Group B, but are hlily to steep. Hence they canuot be
'ifarmed 89 intenslvely as the Croup B aDilS, aﬂd require long
rotablons or other practlces thab help o mlnimlze eroszon.
Somewhat lowew crop and Oasture yields are expected o Group
¢ then on Group B soils. :?E #

The 30115 in Group D are leas productive than thnse
in Group C, espeozally for row CIrops that matuwe in late
summer or in theufall,_ Because of their low water supplying
capacity thej ten& to be drbuthy‘in the 1attef_bart of the
season, in which rainfall tends to be quite low. The Feasons
for this drouéﬁy'nature of these sails'diffefSAbgtween soiis
No, 3 and ¥olls No. Te ‘l’hé No. 3 solls are falrly level with
& hard-pan subsoil, while'tha'ﬁo. 7 soils are on hilly to
steep land and tend to be_cherty with a rather shallow sur-
face soll, .' - |

The No. 6 and No. 7 types of Soils that are heavily

- eroded are included with the Ne. 8 group.



- C. PARN FAMILY AND LAEOR RESOURCES

The farms within each size and soil patterns were o

: further sub-divided 1nta twe sub-groups on the basas of man-

"-equivalento of famlly laber (operatar and other famlly labor)

'used on the faru, Two groups were set up, one w¢th ,? or
more’ man-equivalents of family labor, the other with less
than .7 man-equlvalenus.l

The latter group was, also broken down*into two addi~

tlonal sub-groups, one with less than .7 manuequlvalents of
'family labor because the operator was over 57 years old,Aahd
the othar w1th 1ittle farm 1abor done mainly because the

operator had an.offafarm occupation,
D, = NUMBER OF FARMS IN GROUPS

A éample éf 305 fafms for which soll maps were évail—
éble was used in this study. The number of farms falling in
each elaséified group is shown in Table I. ©n the basis of
the percentage that the ﬁumber of farms in each farmusizg
pgréup was of ths tbtal of éll farms in that respective farn-
size group in the four county aréa, an inference was made as
to the probable number of farms in the wholevérea that are in

each subégroup clessified on the basis of soils and family

1See Appendlx B for man-equivalents of fanmily lamor
. of various ages, for each sex,
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laber used on: the favm,- Thlq inference was deemed to. be

jusblfted because the farms were .geleched at random Wlthln
each.farm~31ze STOUD These prahable numbers of farms are
shown in Teble II, . : |
|  The numbers héwn in Table iI;Show that the l§§ge§f
' numbsr of farms were feund in the ?é”m-siés‘grbum wi%ﬁ'a
‘ran ge of &O 0 %0 7949 ; acre A,The’average size of 2ll farms .
,im thelfour countias Was abbuﬁ 71 acres of open 1and. Cver
twa-thlrds (approximately ?1 ) of'ﬁhe farm@ fell uithlnxfhe
:ranwe of dO 0 to 159 9 acres cf apen 1&&& but they includad
only about 63m of the tatal acres ef open land on all farms
in the four countles. Oﬂly abaut 04 36a of all the farms had
640 or more mcres of open land, but ﬁhese farms included qlasé
to 5% of all of the open land, Tﬁétfarms with 166 o moré
acres of open land constituued about <ﬁ of the total number
of farms, but 1aelua@d about 35% of the tatal acres ef open
land, |

Abéut AS% cf.the farms were in Soii Group D, a little
cver one-fifth in each of Groups B and @, and ane-eighth in
Graup A, A smaller percentage of the farms were Iin the two
smallest farm-s¢ze groups (under aO acres of open land) in
the case of the more produetlva soil groups (A and B) than
was feund in uOll @roupa € and D, respectlvely,

About 31,5% of all farms ln the four counties had ,7
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DY mére of a man«equivalent of famiTy labor wo“kin& on the
farm,” ”he percentages ‘were as fOlths for the different o
Soii‘Groups. b, 38%3 B, 39%; C, 32%; and D, 26%, Nearly :
all of these farmers were full time operatmrq. A 1arwer

oport:on of them were on. Lhe larger farms 1n Soill uWoup B
than in any of the other 5011 Eroups, _ '

‘ About L0% of. the farms with less than .7 of 8 man-,“
equivalent of famlly labor worklng on the farm were eldorly
aperatars, and the remaind&f were part time farmerw. The’“
percantages were as folloms for the different QOl] Croapsu
A, Lo%s B, SS/, o JB%ﬂ and D 36%, A smaller percantage?u
of farmers on' the goo@lproductlve soils, espeeclally Group B,
were part-time farmérs,‘A |

About 20% of the glderly farmers wers on farms with
less,thanlzo acres of open land, 33% on farms with 20 to
39.9 acres, and 25% on farms with 40 to 79,9 acres, Approxi-
mately 30% of the part-time farmers were on farms with less
than 20 acres, 25% on farms with 20 to 39.9 acres, and 30%
on farms with 4O to 79.9 acres. Thus, close to 80% of both
the elderly and the part-time farmers were on farms with less
than 80 acres of open land, while only L8%Z of the full-time
farmers under 58 years old were on farms 6f these ferm~size

EroupsS.
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B, ﬂra.éc?%‘i?{z%iqf%& OF FARMS IN Gﬁé’mﬁs‘

Gn the farms in thls sample aboutb hOﬁ of the open -
land was in the two more praducﬁlve.aoml @rOst,_A gndEB,l
as Sﬂown by the data in. cable I1I, Bub fhis'ﬁercent;gé _'%'
would'be snmewhac 1@89 for all farms ¢n the county becauée
ﬁhé daﬁa_Ln Table III show that hhere was a tendency for
:greatar mrooortion af the mere pPoductxve 1aad to be in the
‘1arger ferm»sm&s group As staﬁed 1n the previaus chapter,
'a greater peweentage of the 1arge farms than of Lhe medium
nd small farms in the area studled were anludeé in the |
_sample of 305 farms, ;‘; }év

| As ﬂkown by uhe data Ln Table iv there wasg a téndencﬁ'
for the fo“low:ng items to be greater on the %maller farms
| than on the 1ar&ar farms LF 1957 per cent of open land.
that was idle, age of operator, and momths that oserater |
worxed off the farm, The fallowing ¢tems tendaa to be 1@53
oﬁ the smaller than with tﬁé larger farms: years of school-
lﬂé of op@eror, man-eauxvélents of family and total farm |
1abor used, and in wark un*ts.z The averages for all farmé
- in Table IV need to be moélfied 511ghu13 in order to apply

to ali farms in the four caunties, because of the above

ef¢ects ol size of farm and because the sample contalned

gﬁn sxplanation of work unlts is given in Appendix C,



t

Taféer pbrcantagem of ﬁhe lar (] zarms in the area,

(

Averaveg are not preaant@d for groups class 1fied ong

the - ba31S Df soil 5rnubsa bacause for nmost mf the Ltemﬁ '

: these aVeraveb were no% smmnzficantly dlffefenﬁ amang the

r &

. s6il. wraups when uther ;acﬁofq ware held congtantb £n~ex~'

ceptlmn to thls smtuabiOﬁ wa é in the differenee in

work units between Croups ﬁ and ﬁ. The average work uniosﬂ

in 195 7 were signilicantly greater in Seil Croup B than in

Group D.

For hcse Earmers with less than e man«oquivalonb

- of ¢amily labor, the years of schoollnb was less for the

elderily formers than for the part-time farmars,



TABLE I1IX

ACRES AND PERCENTAGES OF OPEN AND OTHER LAND BY
FARF-SIZE AWD SOIL GROUPS, 305 SAMPLE PARMS, 1957

Aver,
: : , Aerog s : Other
Farm=31ze Upen Seil Groups _ Land
Group ‘ - Land A B C D Totel in Ferm
: . Percentages -
Under 10,0 holy 9.t 16,9 26, L47.3 100,0 80.1
10.0-19.9 13.8 10.3 26,5 23,7 39.5 100.,0 ~ 104.9
§0;0—79-9 ‘ . 58.1 20,3 20.1 2l 6 347 . 100.0 73.5
6000"‘15909 121u3 1609 21- 2)-}-.9 36.&- 100.0 76.0
160.0-319,9 232.6 18,8 22,1 23.9 35.2 100.0 58.6
320.0<639.9: L59.7 19.2 24,8 25,7 30.3 100,0 65,7
6L0.0-1279.9 - 782.5 22, " 32.0 25,6 20,0 100,0 15, 5
1280,02559,9 163h .1 22,7 3.7 26,3 16,3 100.0 -~ B2.7
23.2  37.5 100, 0 76.9

All ferms : 188,7 17.6 21.7



TABLE IV

AVERAGES FOR PERCENTAGE OF OPEN LAND IDLE, AGE AND
SCHOOLING OF OPERATOR, MONTHS WORK OFF FARM
BY OPERATOR, MAN-EQUIVALENTY OF PAMILY
AND TOTAL FARM LABOR, AND WORK UNITS,
' BY FARM SIZE AND SOIL GROUPS,
305 SAMPLE FARMS, 1957

o ) Mane-Bguivalents
Dperator of Parm Labor

: % Open Monthe . Work

Farm-Size Land - . L Off-Farm Units

Group Idle Ape Schooling Work FPamily Total in t57
Under 10,0 L5 51 7e3 8.9 2 o2 2l
10,0-19,9 37 55 7.6 9.2 «3 NI 50
204 0-39,9 27 53 6.6 5.3 3 .5 106
b0.0=79,9 18 52 Tl o2 «5 o7 i72
80.,0-159,9 13 51 8.6 27 +8 1.3 342
160.,0~319,9 -9 b 10.0 2.3 1.0 2.0 568
1280.06-2559,9 0 Lo 11,5 0 .9 8.5 2975
All Parms 19 L6 8.6 6.9 .6 1.5 L31




CHAPTER ITI
STANDARD PLANS FOR SELECTED GROUPS
A. SELECTION OF CLASSIFIED GROUPS FOR STANDARD PLANS

Time availablelfqr this gtudj gérmiﬁtad the pr@parétidn
of standard plans for only a4few @f the groups shown in
Tables I and II. or ﬁhé.éstimatéé 7577 férmﬂ in the Tour
eounties, 5,188, or é? per cant, had lessa nhan o7 man~equiva~
lent of epevauor 1abor, either because the ope ator was over

 57 y@ars old or was warﬁing mnsﬁ of the year at another ‘
>Gccupatlcn,‘ Gnly a,389, 0r 32 per cent, had at least ﬁ7 .
- man-equivaleat of operéfer labor, Most:éf theégiwar@_largely
full-time Qpérators, However; there is generally more stabile-
ity in the farming systewms feﬁn& on full-time farms than 5n
those with elderly and paruutima oparatars. | »

0f the 2 2389 farms with at least 7 man«aquivalent of
apefﬁtqr labor, largely full-time operators, 1,938, or 81 per

‘cant,'had between 0.0 and 319.9 acres of.open‘land (seé
Table II)s More of these farmé'wera in Soll Groups B and D
 than inlﬁrouns A and €, As stated in a provious chapter;‘
there was a sign1fioant diffe ence in the average work unite
on farms in Groups B and D in 1957, .Hance, siz farms were

chosen for preparation of standard farm plans and budgets

and pumbered &3 follows:
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Farm Fo.  ' #5641 group | Aores of Open Land
Foy B 40.0-79.9
Ii D B0s0=TGa9
T1I B 80, 0—15%913
v ) 8040-159.9 -
v B 26040=319,9
VI D 16&;}9*319&9’_-. '
_ B.. SELECTION Cb SYSTEMS FOR smmam Pm"xrs . ‘

Most of the farme%s5in thls apea grow some dark and

burley tobacco, if for naunther reasen than{1fi.u,,v

red to be high

allotments¢ inese crops are nenerally cons 4

-return crops on most of the*rarms, and it is ﬂenerally con—

‘gidered advisable %o hfvﬁfona'ar two cash e@ows in the farming

pragram. ' . _, ‘

Thls area af the state has many livestack farmaqs
Beef catnla, dairy, she@p, and hogs are includ@é in the
farming systemsu Rotated pastures ara-usually adv;s&ble
fdr'shaep a8 an gasist'in disease control, The couwwcalf
planvis in more common use on the ﬁeef farms., Only a fow
hens ave kept on most of these'réfms,'maihlyifor home use.

it was deeided to prebare standard'plané fa£»threa ale
ternative systems for each farm, as follows: 1, tobacco
and'dairy; 2 toﬁacea, beef eattle and éheep} 3. tobaeco
and hogs, FPor the hog-pnogram in Soil Group B, which is |
!aaapted to the production of considerable cornt, the production
of markat‘hdgs averaging 225 pounds was consideréd; Farms

in Soil. Grovp D are not so well adapbed to the growing of
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corn, go. the hog pvogféﬁfwa% ‘ased on the Dﬁéduction'bf pigs

vfor sale at wean¢np tﬁme.. In developing the plans 1t was
Afound that if the productlon of weanling plrs was 1imited
o tbe 1and adaptable to arow*ng corn there remained a
_surplus of pasture 1and.. ﬂenceg 3 beef cow-calf enterprise

was 1ncluded on tneae Larm

<Ce “OETUIAE&ON orF THL PLANS

'.‘ .

Bés ic -to all olannlng is an invemtopy DI the re—
sources av&zlaole. Tt wasg’ qssumea that builﬂlna Sy fences
- and @qulnment vere aéequatp for the SJstemq oz L&PMlng outs
-linea above, w1th the fallewing eAception a m11k¢n& parlor,
SLlG, bulk tank, milleP machine and other dairy equipment
were nesded for the dalry symtem, and woven ui <) fenclng
,was.nee&ed-for the sheep.and hog pastures in the obher
syste@ag The field chopper and éoMbime were not needéa for
the hog»farming'system. \Gofn and small gfain'machinery
, ;ere not needed on the beefl énd sheep farms. The 1little
corn needed for the sheep was included as pﬁrghased feed;
It was assumed that sufficlient capltal waz svailable for
finaneing the cropping system and a livestock s&stemnlarge
-énough-to usilize apprroximately all grain and raughage that
could Se'pfoduced on the farm. iy vas assumed that labor

requiremsnés above the family supply could be hired.
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The f011owinp ﬁbbabqp,allotments,Wquygséumedffcr
each farm.l

Daﬁk#fired tobacco - Burley tbbaccb3

Sriall farms , " © 1,5 acres - L1 acre
Medium size farms LT 245 acres L ¢2 aores
,6 acres

Large farms f_t' - 8,0 acres

”he acres dnd per eent of open land in~the Various

'soll *rcuns for each farw Qelected for prepavation of plans

liereafter the representative farme for the 3 farme
size groups were designated as follous: k0. 0~79:9 sores open
land, smell ferms; B80,0-159.9 acres, medium size farms, and
160 0=~319,9 acres, large farus,

.
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TABLE V

ACRES AND PERCENTAGESJOF OPEN LAND IN S0IL GRCUPS
FOR EACH OF THZ PARMS SELECTED #FOR
PREPARATION CF STANDARD PLANS

Farm Total [ Seil Groups
No. Open Land A B [ D

' Acres ,
_I 5,507 1}4-08 3249 S 243 S.7
i1T 10h L 2046 hl.2 Tl 35,2
iv. 117.6 9.9 2,8 13,6 69.5
v 268,7 38.8 118.8 51.3 59,68
VI 317.4 47.7 38.2 59,0 173.6

o Percentages

I . 100.0 26,6 59.1 el 10,2
11X - 100.0 19.7 39.5 7ol 33.7
IV 100.0 8.4t 21.1 11.5 59.0
v 100.0 1.5 hh,2 19,1 2242
]-L{-d 7 12. O R 18‘6 5}4-07

VI 100.0

In addition to the above resources, informetion about the operator
and other famlly labor that were available for the yeaf'1957 for the

6 farms selected are presented in Table VI,

TABLE VI

INFORMATION CONCERNING THE OPERATOR AND
. OTHER. LABOR USED ON THE 6 SHELECTED
FARMS FOR THE YEAR 1957

Man~fguivalents of Labor Used Months

on the Farm Work

Farm Yrs. of Other Ofr Work
Now Ape Schooling Operator Family Hired Total Parm  Units
I Sl 12 «75 25 10 1,10 O 260
1T h9 y + Bl .08 05 W97 O 2Lo

IIT 43 12 .0l «30 0 1.1 1.
v L7 8 .87 0 WOl 1,51 0 531
v 40 12 .95 - wh2 297 2,34 0 772
VI 39 , 5 « 96 0 0 ; 96 0 281

-
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In addxt;un o uh& *aventory of rosources congid
,able anormation was nemaed pertaining to input requirements

Tor the various crops and livestock to ba'pf%auood, ﬁmd'exF'

pected crop yields for each qo¢1 group andg eyoe ted outputs

for each kindg of Tivastocl | . Also, 1t was naoassary to’esti-

mate expected'pricas.j ”hc e data for this study are p?@ enta

ed in Appendices D tOiJi The data represent estimates based
on. caroful study of avallab1e published and unpunlished re=
sulbs’ ‘of research at tae Tennessee Agricultural xperiment

tatlan and based on conq 1LaLlon with snocmal;sts ab tho
experiment statinn,

In formulatingi%hé é;andﬁrd plans certain principals,
éubh,as-giving the mostvpro&uctive uses first choice of the
highest yielding soils bo },«ﬁi:‘.eh they are aaa-;sted,, and
»bélancing concentrate, pésture and other roughage needs tq
the livestoclk requirements, were followed. Plans then,would
show opulmum earnings ecould undoubted]y be more precisely
determined by using the tool, linear programuing, butb nccoss
to 1arga-computing machines were nob available.

In accordance with tﬁ@ above principles, corn silagé

hsad xxrst choice to Soil Group 4 on the dairy Parms, - uorn |
for grain on tnese farms nad second cholce to Soil Group A,
and on all. ob xar farms corn had flrou cholce to this. sa{l‘
and if necescary, {irat chalce to oeil Group ﬁe, On.the dairy

farms wnaau and oats hed second cheolce to &011 roup B, with
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the remalnder of theéé”éff"; 1. necessary bexng mpown on

M l

Soilféraup Cs All of? the remainder of the op N 1and was ;
used for paqture herbage gueh as 0rchard graqs oy xescueg
1adin0 clover and lesnedeza, with ocats ovev~seeded w1th a
rrenovatov in the f£all: Farmers in the sample fhat have used
this 0ver~seeding practice ethmated that it innreased pro=

'ductlon during the spring months of the next year by about

20 per cent.f. d | _
| There 13, as @ . rule,i“ considerabie surplus of oasbure
.growth durln& the snring months, beyond the G&PPyLn¢ eapa=
city during the remaindew of +he pasture season. A con~
'semvative estimate of . “the hay (or grass silane) that could

be havvested from this 6XCOss spring growth was ineluded in

" the plans; In all of the planq this hay was sufficient to
cover the needs for hay.‘ Hence no land was planne& solely

for the produetion of hay.
D, THS PLAmslANp BUDGATS

The plans and budgets for th e six vepresentaﬁive rarms
avé presented in Tables VII to XII, inolusive;f

The operator's earningsf &8s computed is not exactly
accordinv 0 thc usual dez¢nitlon for thils term, But the
diffevenoa i only miner. The rental value of ﬁhe &weiling
-is not-inciuded in the income. However,.thé valﬁe'of the

opératof!s dwelling 1s excluded from total invgstmenta

2See Appendix K.
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is |

an interest charge on the value of 1

o dwelling

'vhbég ucluded with thegexpen 83, Wflx.u~ed

an;mals butchered arve ow!t - as perqu;alv }qbut are inu

) clude& in the re ceiwu with other sal ] f.Cardan prou

1ﬂduce, eggs end uhlckenM uset in the home are not 1nclu&ed
 1n ¢ncome‘ Nelther are th? farm sa%ﬁes of use af telaphone,

.automcbile, alactfielty *newspanara, and farm‘organizatiun

dues 5ncludcd in the 4xpanaes.

 Sizg of farm 07_-Gluut 5 the mont 1m9urtant xactor

affecnlnb the canital znvestment and the earnimgg. The

system of farming alsa'h&dreonsldarable eff ect, wmth earnings
ﬁh@%ln5 hiﬁhﬁst for brads A dairy, sacond. ha@hest for tha
hog system; and 1Qwest xar:beei and sheep system. On acequnt
of sonme varia;ian in thé size of farms within sach farmmsize
- group, between Soil Groups B,énﬁ D it is not clear from.ﬁ@é
results in Tables VII to XII as o the effests of the soii
patterns. When plotted on é‘seal@ for acres of bpén land,

as in Pigure 1, it is appa:eht thab Qarnings are hlgher faﬁ
. Boil Group E for comparable farMing systems, This would
kaéa heen more avidené if the tobasoeco allotments had been
varied exactly in proportion to ﬁhe'aavas of open land

respaaﬁively,
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B, G@WPA?IQGN“ WITH AVERAGES FOR THE GROUSS EEPEBu’ﬁﬁEDw'
BY THE SIX FARMS AND WITH THE SYSTEMS
oN gﬁﬁ.sxg PARMS IN 1957 e

In selecting the reuresentat¢Ve farms for each group
-firat congideration was glven to the percentage of open 1and
in the Soil &roup that was glven greatest emphasls ln the
Soil Patterns for each Parm uruup, respectlvaly.: By compéring
 data 1n Tables V and VI with Tables XII1 and XIV it can ba
ascertained that these respactxve peroentages for the re-}
presentative farms varled only moderately from the averages
for the Groups represented, ‘But in a feéw cases some of the
other data, such asztotal acres of open land; work‘units;é
yeéfs of schopling, and amount of other family 1ab6r variéd
more than 30 per,cent'ffdm the averages for these iteins, :
respectively, Work units}fbr the non-dalry systems of:thé
standard plans were a little less than the ayérage wo?k"
',units for the respective_groups 5f actual faéms; The_laﬁter
averages inciuded some déir& farms, and some ef the farmers
purchased concentrateé and roughagesy This'praetice was '

oxcluded from the standard plans.



ho

TASLL XITI

AVE?ACE PERCENTAGES OF GPEN LAWD IN DIFFERENT S0IL GROUPS
- FOR IEACH PFARM: GROUP REPRESENTED
- BY niX PLANNZD FARMS iy

¥arm Group No, of }Averaga'

Represented  Farms Acres e
- by -Parms in of Open ‘ wﬁil Grnups v
Listed Below Sample Land A B G D Total
I 5 © 504 25.2 48,0 1Q§6 16,2 100.,0
1T 7 5 58 9 18,2 8,9 17.1 55.8 100.0
- III 9 L 12543 23,3 39.6 Ld;ﬂ 25,1 10040
LIV 13 31798 1he2 10,1 8.9 66,8 10040
-V 9 © 2493 20.2 BT ,ZA.O: 11,1-710040
VI 9 237.0 150 10,0 1745 '57.5. .100:0
TABLE XTIV

AVERAGES FOR CERTAIN DATA CONCERNING THE OPERATOR AND OTHER LABOR
FOR EACH FARM GROUP REPRESENTED BY SIX PLANNED FARMS

Farm Group Years  Man-Bquivalents ol Labor Months

Represented of Used on the Farm Work

. by Farmsg Scehool~ COper= Other ' 0ff Work

Ligted Below 4Age  ing ator Family Hired Total Parm Units
I 5045 8,6 .? 1 ol 1.2 » 8 312
II 1.‘.2.9 7.6 ¢ / .2 ,'ql . : 0 265
III }'4'2'!".8 /07 - 99 Qa .6 1.9 .2 910
v g}i.l 10.}4- 100 5) v.c} 2.}.&. .5 ).{.
VI d 0'7 10.5 TG n',s :7 2.1 ) OL!- 5




"= & t only WAS it impasslble to find representatlvd
farms that wevre close to the Group averages in all resrects,
but the extent of the disp@rsiono of the farms within each

'Parm Group from its respsctive averages is of concern in
 ;the use of standard plans to axd in farm planning W1thin

: these groups. For example, the parcentage of open 1and in
8011 Group D varied among 13 farms in one Parm Group f”om

- 50 to 97 per cent., Three of the 13 farms fell autside one
standard deviation, plus or minus, from the mean of this f
nercentaee in this Farm Grouo. Hence 77 per cent of tne4'
Efarma -in this Farm Group feil within this raq 4] af 2 standard
deviaticns. But in agother case only 55 per cent fell with-
in 2 standard deviations of the mean,

Computations of per éantAof farms falling withiﬁ‘2
standard deviations of the mean were made in regard o the.
six_grouﬁs for each of four items, viz: per cent of open
lend in major group, work units, age of operator, and |
‘schooling of operator, 3 In respect to age none of the groups
had less than 63 per cent of its farms wlthin 2 standard

deviations of the mean, But In regard to schooling and to

3Thesa computations were not made for acres of open’
land because these acres cannot be expected to even approach
a normal curve., These farm groups represent segments of a
skewed distribution of a very wide range of open land in the
four counties, as shown ln Pigure 2.




;-groups had 60 per cevt or less of the farnms in the respeetive

p

: groups within 2 atamdavd éQV1ations of the mean. The r@malnw

der af these groups had rram 67 to 100 per aent of thexr
Eﬁfarma within the range of 2 standard deviatlons from the

" mean,. ” | L
| In regard bHo wéfk qﬁits in 1957, whiéh is an ﬁﬁa

diecation of use ratheé tﬁan aVailability ofiﬁhe'resohrces,
none af the groups had DVGF 60 per cent of thalr respactive
farmg within s standar& deviatian of the mean. Undoubtedly
. work units have as w1q§ a-d;spar31an as,acreg of apenfland

within these groups.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY AND CONGLUSIONS
A. REVIEW OF OBJECTIVES AND PRCCEDURES USED

- The méin objeetive Of.this study was %o previdé stande-
ard plang that could serve és generai gﬁidés to cerbaln fafmers
in an area in planning thelr farms, and to test the extent bo

 which %hey‘can’bé used by these farmers. The area used for
this stu&yVWaslﬁhe derk-fired tobacco section of Tannessee,J
comprisiné four counties 1ocated.oh the Western and Northern
parts of the Highland Rim, |

For . the pﬁrpose of this study a sample of. 305 ferms fov
which soil maés wefe madé avéilable was uéed. The sample was
olassified into 9 groups.based on the acres considersd feasi- |
ble for open land uses, The 9 groups of farms in the sample
were again claséified'into sqb~groups on the basis of soil
paﬁterﬁs (soil.groupé ﬁ; By G, and D) and number of adult
equivalents of famlly lebor used (.70 and more and less than
« 10 ﬁan-equivaients of famiiy labor)s Those with over ,69
adult equivalents. of fémily iabor HWere largely full-time
fermers. The group with the low aumber of adult-equivalents
(less than 70} of family labor used was subdivided inte two
groups, one that wes low because of elderly operators whe had

no other family help and the other than was low because the


https://located.on
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operator did considerable work off the farm &nd had little
familj help, ' |
4The yn teét for]sigmiﬁicamce showed that there was a

significant difference between Soil Group B and Soil Group-b;
For thils reason it was'qdité.oertain that income and expense
would be‘diffef@nﬁ'fbr %hesa two grguﬁs. Donéeq&ehtiy they were
chosenufor‘tho épacial'giudﬁ of standard plans. The fulle
time farmnrs tend to ‘have more stabllitv in their operatlons
than Lhe eldarlj and pqrt»time operaaore. ﬂence, the gpecial
study was llmlted to thc full-tlme farmers. Hor@over,
nearly B0 per CGnt of the farms of these soil groups with
more then .70 man—eq&ivalénta‘pf family labor were betueen
LL0o.0 and 319.9 seres of onenkland.

| For the above ruasons, six farms, one Papresentvng ;
each of the two 8011 groups, B and D, and size groups (40 tb'
79-9,'80 to 159.9, and 160 to 31?.9), were selected for

developing standerd plans,
B, APPRATSAL OF RESULTS OF ANALYSIS FOR 3IX CLASSIFIED GROUPS

Fnr egch farm selected three alternative plans, viz,
1. Tobacco and CGrade A& Dairy, 2. Tobacco, Beef Cattle and
Sheep, 3. Tobacco and Hogs eﬁ Spil Group B and Tobacco,
Weanling Pié& and Beef Cattle on Soil Group D, were deoveloped,
and these plans were presenﬁed in Pables VII ﬁo XIX, Results
_showed that size of farm and system of farming were the Ltwo

most lmportant factors affecting capltal investuments and

|
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earnings. Operator's earnings were highest Tor the Grade A

Dairj'and lowest for éhe-beéf and sheep system. When these
garnings were plettedfcn the scale (Pig,. l)ifor different
’farm;size groups the results showed that earnings were higher
for Soll Group B than for £oil Group D for the "Tobacco and
Grade A Dalry" and thé "Tobécco, Beefl and ﬂhéep Systéms“.

The eapnings were higﬁef‘for So0il Group D with' the "Tobaceo
Weanling Pig and Beef Catile" system than for the Soil Croup
B with the "Pobacco aﬁd Market Hog" system.'.ﬁowever, it was
not possible to judge the é%fect of soil on ‘the results for

3 these two systems because they were not exactiy comparable
systems.

| One of the objechives in preparing stendard plans

for rspresenﬁative farms was to test the hypeothesis that
these standard plaﬁs could serve as ugeful guides in pre-
paring plans for other farms in the groups. .There were
seve?al difficulties encountered in declding on representae
tive farms, asg there was not a single farm in the selected
gfoup that represented the exact mean for all of the character-
istics considered, there was a wide range and dispersion of
the farms with regard to major characteristics, and there

was no model tendency within eany group. If a farm had been
plcked that hypothetically represented the average of the
group for all characteristies chosen for the study, it would |
have been quite artificisl., Bub, regardless of how the

typiecal farm was set up, there would have bsen & wide dise
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‘pGPSlon of the other farms in tne group from thls typ¢ca7

'farmf Some - of them were as much es one~third 1arger than
. the repreaentative Parm for that &roup, vespecﬁlvely., On ‘
these larger farms ui*hln a groun it is possible that there :
‘would not be suf;icient labor or capital ava;lable for a
system which weiz found to bg aptimum.ﬁerlthéfﬁsb-célied“-i

typical farm.,

¢ ‘-Pﬁomnm APPL@MJ&Q{N T0 OTHER CLASS "‘”"I‘ED GROUPS

_ The stanﬁard plan metnod may be even less usable for
mcst of the other elassixied groans than §ndicated abova
for the. 6 groups studled. In Soil Group B there were farms
ﬁithin‘the-groﬁp“with'a ﬁide renge of 1280 %o 2859.,9 acres
of open iénd, and in the other Séil'Graups thers were farms
" in the farm—size_group‘withla range'of 640 to 1279.9 acreos
" of open land, Also, nearly in all of the farm~slze groups
above 639 acres of open land there were too few farms in
the sample, and in reality, in the whole arsa for classifi-
ecation into l sube-groups on the basis of soil patterns and
3 sub#graups on the basis of family labor resources, - There
‘were only 3 farms in the I counties in the laﬂgest farm»siza
group, and only 24 in the second largest farmusiae group.
in the farme-aize group with 320,0 bo 639‘9 acres of open
land'there-were.only‘g sub=groups in the sample that cone

tained at least 2 farms., In the whole area there were }9

groups other than the ‘6 groups studied (with less than 320.0
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scres of open land)‘tnat,hgg 8 sufficlent number of Iarms to

permit selection of alreprééantaﬁive farm, but only half of
these groups in the sample had sufficient farms for this
" method to be-used, In each of eight of these groups there

was only one farm in the sampls,

D, GENERAL APPRAISAL AND RECOMMENDATIONS IN REGARD
TO USE OF STANDARD PLANS

It was hypothesized }n Chapter I that standard plans
for so-called typical farms can be used es guides to planning
the farms In an area, 1% has been shown in thils study that
fof one large area in‘T@nnessee the hypothesis is on rather
shaky ground because df‘theﬁnecessity of classifying the
fermg into many groups and sube-groups bto obtain anything
approaching homogenity within a sub-group, and because even
then thers was elither wide dispersion within the sub-group
or only one or two farms in the sample sub-group.

In a few sub-groups ranging from 40.0 to 319.9 acres
of’ open land there was some indication that cerbtain sysbtewms
- of farming were more profitable over the entire range in
size. In this case a regression line was established, as
shown in Figure 1, and bthe farming system can be inkerpolated
to £it points along this line, 1% would 36111 be necessary
for the planner to test the Titness of this interpoléted plan
t0 the exaclt respurces and capital available on any partie-

cular farm. The standard plans or “"interpolated" standard
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plans cauld eoncelvably save some time by »BPVInC as bench
”mafxm to start from in planQiny a particular Parm. It wou’d
take less time to maka adgustments in these plans to fit the
"partﬂcular resources and 51tuatians on each farm than to
"prepare a cnngiderablg numnar of complets alternative plans
for eVepy farn, To tﬁé-eitént that time igiéaved by the

use of standard plans’ in thls manney the hypothesis set up
in Chapter I is valld.

The above conclusioﬁé apply specific@ily tb_the usge
of the standard plans in the dark-fired tobacco area: of
Tennessee, Data in the United States Census in 1950 indi—
cated that the range and dispersion in size of farms in all
parts of the United States was similar to that in the area
astudied in Tennessee,l However, the disgtribution of farms o
the varlous favmesize groups varied among areas of the |
gountry, In some sectlons of the country such as the level
prairie regions anq’the ﬁiésissippi Delta there would pro-
bably be a need for fewer solle~pattern groupé than in most
of Tennessee: It may alse be unnecessary te have separate
parb-time and elderly-farmer groups in some areas of the
cauntrj;, Howeveor, in some of these areas there would be a
need for'gfpups to represent different forms of farm-lease
tenure groups, father-son partnersbipé, and pogsibly families
with several sons available for help. So, undoubtedly, in
most reglons, & large number of classified groups would be

needed as a-basis for using the standard plan method. ﬁance,
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the difficulties encounferé@ in using the method in thg area

studiéd would apply té.most'aections of the Unlted States.

As to somo other counbry in the worl&i%ha author of
this thesis can relate the above problems, arising out of
.the use of standard fépm éféns, to his home country, Indla.
The average size of férms ié much smaller in Indila than in
the United States. However, a wide range aﬁé disparsion in
" slze ls prevalent there asiit is in the Unlted States: Soll
maps are‘not aVailabléglbui from géneral observatian farms
in most areas could be classified Intc several broad soil
gfoups; It ig in ragard.tol1abor‘resourcesVthat India differs
considerably from the situation on farms in the United States.
There is an abunéance'of~lab0r available on most farms., How-
evar; on account of the lack of meéhanizatién and the inten=
sive labor practices used, labor is'hired‘on the larger farms.
llence, in ordeyr to use sitandard plans thé extension workers
would need bo meke some eclassification on the basis of number
of family workers availlable., The sexpenses for hired labor
would be diffewent in the budgets for the standard plans for
these various groups, Also, because the amount of capital
and credit available varies among farmers some operators would
not be able to carry out the operations called for by the
standard plans prepared for "go-called" typlcal Parms, Hence
it appears.that the conclusions outlined in regard to the
validity of the hypothesis sét up in this thesis apﬁly about

the gsame to Indis ag to the areé studied in Tennessee,

S
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In fact, the extent to which the technique of using
standard plans is usable in any area in the world is,highig:f
dependent on the variabilit;r in resource characteristics in

these areas.,
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The following material consists of ex@érpts from

Tennessee Experiment Statlon Bulletin 311, Types of Parmlng

in Tennesses, by J. A. Mértin and B, H. Luebke, 1960,

Physiographic Divisions of Teunessee

The state has eight major phsiographic divisions,
- based on geologic and geagraphic differences. Reading from
west, those are: 1) Mississippi Botboms, 2).P1aﬁeau Slqpé
of West Tonnessee, 3) Western Valleyvof Ténﬁésseélﬁiver,
i) Highland Rim, 5) Gentral Basln, 6) Cumberland Plateau,’
7) Valley of BEast Tennessee, and 8) Unaka Range. h ;
The Highland Rim region encireles ﬁhe_eentral basiﬁ
and extends to the cuﬁbarland plateau in the'eaat; and beyond
the Kentucky border on the north and the Alabama bofder on
the south.
Limestone unde?lies hhe Highland Rim. Sowme parts of
the Rim are dissected hilly and wrough, Vhile other parts

are level to undulating.

Tynelgg Farming Aveas.

Tae 1954 census recognized 10 types of commercial
farms in Tennessse: namely:caﬁtmn, cash grain, vegetgbles,
other fisld crops (primarily tobaceo), fruit and nut, dairy,
poultry, livestock other than dairy and poultrys & farm was

elaésified as given type 1f 50 per eenbt or ﬁéke of the value
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of all products aold in 1954 were from the source identin

fled by the tyne name. Farms uere elassifled as general
where the value of. p"aducts from any one source or & clcsely
allled group of sources dld not represent as much as 50 per
cent of all products sold. ;For a farm to be classified in
any one of the commercial types, it was naeééséry that total

h.sales from the farm in 1954 be above 2§0 dollars. An
exception was made il tbe operatcr worked off tha farm 100
days or more during the year.

The loecslization of farms of a certain.type oY COfi-
| blnation of types givg risg»to type of farming areas,

' Speclalization in theipraduétion of one or aaﬁbinatioﬁnof
enterprises in one area det;rmines the type of farming area,
Usually more than one.fypa-of farming is precticed 1n one
area, Twelve major types of farming areas wére identifiled
in the state.

Ares 6, (residential, livestock, cash‘grain and
tobaceo)-~-The topography of the western Highland Rim 1s
rolling to rough. The aree 1s made up of the Dickson-
Mbuntviéw»Bodine s0ils Association (No. 11), Soils are
gonerally shallow, cherty and low in natural fertlilitvy.

The growing season varies from 185 to 190 days and
precipitaetion is around 50 inches,

About 30 per cent of farms were of livestock type,
other than deiry and poultry. Cash grain and tobaceo farms

were bthe remaining important types found in the area,.
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Area 7. (tobacco, vbsidential, part-time, genéral
livestock)--TIt is locgted on the northern Highland Rim..
The topography ranges from almost level to hilly.~ Soils
of the avrea are 1argefy in'%he Bewleyvills—Baxter~0rié§r
‘and the Dicksdn«ﬁount#iaerodine Agsoclations.d. |

The growing season is about 198 days and precipitas= .
tion ranged from L6 té L8 inches, |

The Nashville.Markstiwas readily sccessible bo most
of the area. Tgbacco'marketa in the area were Glark#villé,
Springfield and Gallatin, - ' |

. Tobacco was the major crop. It occupled aboub 8

per cant of the aropland'hafvested and it provided over
half of the cash farm income,

Bube-area 7 a, Smaiivgrain and dark tobacco wWers.
more predomlnant than in subeareas 7 b and 7 ¢+ Subearea
7 a is located ?rincipally in Montgomery and HRobertson
Countiess, Soils ave of falirly high quality. It had the
greatast.conééntration of tobacco in the state, Most of
the tobacco was Hastern dark fire-cured (type 22) with con-
alderable bufley {type 31). There was .also some dark, air
cured, and sucker btobacco (type 35) along the northern
horder.

In 1954, 10 per aént of the cropland harvested was
In tobacco. About two-thirds of the farms were crop speciale
ity (bobacco) Terms. The cash income from tobacco was aboub

60 per cent,
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PAGTGR RﬁTLS UBED POR DI&CFUNTIN& FARY WORK DONE BY

CHILBREN,  WOMEN, ABD OLDER MEN
- AVERAGE ﬁAMnEQDIVALENT CE. VALE FARM'LABGR&

Age Man-Fguivalent Age Fan-Egulvalent
10 .02
11 o 1l o :
12 »19 53 o 78
il +33 55 .73
15 bl 56 .72
16 49 57 .71
17 « 70 56 +69
18 » 90 59 67
19 . #90 60 66
20 « 95 61 +65
2l «98 62 62
32-37 .98 éh «57
38 .97 65 » 56
39 .96 66 .53
Lo <95 67 W52
hl .9& 68 49
he 69 AT
L3 .92 70 45
Ly, « 91 71 42
15 .89 72 bl
b .68 73 .38
iy .87 Th «36
50 .82 17 .26
52 <80 79 .13
80 07

19418,

"Adapted from a thesis, "Labor Poundations of Wis-
consin Family Farms," by E. J. Long, Universlty of Wisconsin,




o A?Pmﬁ;é: B (CONTINUED)

PACTI'QR RATES UaED F(}ﬁ D.LSCOUN‘I‘I&E FPARM &JURK BGI‘IE B}Y ‘
: ‘ GI'IILDRLN, WOM&.”\? AND OLDER MEN .

- AVERAGE HAN~EQUIVALLWT oF PA?M‘FLF&LL$b Lo

B T Man-ﬁauivalent S Y "fffwaneﬁgﬁiﬁaiént
12 -09." R
20 © W30 65 o 13
30 +35 70 .12
ko 36 72 .10

bf%ource: U.8, B By Technical Bulletin No, 103?‘,
September 19503 (l@ortheaanern Nebraska, 292 ;:ases).
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 EXPLANATION OF WORK UNITS

A work unit asfésédvin‘this study is 10 hours of

work performed by human 1abor on crop and lavestock antero

prises at average rates of ' performancs,

RATES USED IN GOMPUTATIGN OF
WORK UﬂiT& IN THIS 8TUDY

Crog

Dark Fired Tobacco

Burley chacco

Corn : o

Corn Silage :

Wheat or Oats (Lespedeza)
Alfalfa Hay

Pagture

Hay Off Pagture in Spring

- Bilage Off Pasture in Spring

Livestoeck

Beef Cow {aund Calf)

Milk Cow .

Dairy Heifer ;

Bwe (and Lamb Raised) .

Brood Sow (2 1it%ers of Pigs to
Weaning Age

Market Hog %Jaaning Age %o 289 Lbs, )

Brook Sow (2 litters of Pigs to
Market Welght)

Work Units Per Aove

cow
cow
heifer
ewe

30w
hog

sow

'37.5

1.1

Work Units

Per Unlt
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PRICES USED IN PROED

SED BUDGETS

__Item “Unit Price
Corn bu. 1,10
Oats AL 65
Wheat " 1.25
Dark. Tobaceo 1b, 2
Burley Tobaeco " +60
Cows, Dairy head 2.50
Cows, Beef " 2400
Ewes " <30
Sows # « 50
}ilk, Grade & ewb. W75
Cull Cows, Beef head 150,00
Cull Cows, Dairy N 120,00
Veal Calves cwt. 20.00

- Beefl, Young Bulls . . 200,00
Beef Calves & Fed Cattle " 21,00
Hogs u 15,00
Paching Sows ! 12.00
Lambs " 21,00
-8heep (Cull) u 8.00
WDC‘l 1b. .60
Artif, Insem, cow 7.00
Custom Baling ton 6.00
Custom Combining acre 6.00
Custom Corn Picking " 6.00
Gasoline gal, «26
Kerosene " +19
Motor 01l w 1,25
Grease ib, 2 22
Gag & 01l for Tractor hr. 10
Wood Fence Posts each w40
Woven Wire, LO" rod 80
It Pt, Bard Wire u W12
Alfalls Hay ton 32,00
Other Hay o 25,00




PRICES USED IN PROPOSED BUDGETS

APPENDIX' D . (G0 NTINUED)

Item Unit e 2
Besds Lo »
Brechard Grass 1bs $ ¢35

Ladino Clover M 65
Alfalfa " l5
‘Lespedoza AL 418
Crimson Clover " ¢ 20
' Rye -Grass’ B ‘412
‘Fescue o 60
-fratbs buy l 25
Wheéat # 2.00
Hybrid Carn " 11400
Commercial Feed S
Eorn buy C 1632
Qats o Y £
Wheat . - kg 50
OsSediy OwWhs C 3,75
Hog bupplement o 5.00
85al1t% : ‘ _'.’ X 50
HMinerals ," "5;00
Fertiligzer & Lime ‘ _
P20g (18% Phos.) 1o, 6.9¢
K267 (56% M of P) " e T¢
¥ (33% Am. Wit.) ; 1. 7¢
Boron o 5. 0¢
Limestone {(Spread) ton $ S.GO
Am, Nitrate - " 78.00
82020 (w/borax) "o - 64400
3-12-12 " 1G4 00
5«15+10 o 58,00
6-12-12 ; . LE.00
Hired Labor Dairy Farma8® Dther Marms
T Unit Wage Unit Wage
Small Farms hr, 54,00 hr., .  §1.,00
Mediume-size Farms " 1,20 . 2400
Large Farms " 1.50 " 1,00

& The reason for raising the wages per hour with ine

erease in gize for the dairy farms is that farmers are having
difficulty in obtaining and keeping hired help for milking and

caring for cows twice & day every day of the year, Skilled
labor is needed to help malntain high rates of production on

dailry farms., High wages will have to be paid to meet the com-
petition for good workmen.
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ENT&RFRESE BUDGLT° FGE CROPS (PER ACPL BASIS)

Derk-Tived Tobacco
~ Seed, Cover Grop
‘Flant Bed
Polson ’ '
Fertilizer, 6-12-‘12,’ 590\ 1bse.,
A, N.,‘lOO ibs,

Eanl Wood

Marketing

Labor, Tobacco and Gover Crop, 391.8 hrg.
Tractor, Gas and 0il, 55.7 hours,

- Burley Tobacco

Seed, Gover Crop
Flant Bed
Yoison
Fertilizer, 6-12-12, 1000 1bs,
4. h}ag 100 1bs,
Narketing
' Labor, Tobaceo and Cover Crop, ugz,u hrs.
Tractor (Gas and 0il), 63 S hours

Corn

Saed, Cover Crop

Beed, Hybrid Corn .16 bu,

F@?tilizer, 6"12"”1‘” LLQO 1‘05.
A, Hey 200 18

Labor, 9.6 hours

Tractor (Gas and 0il), 9.6 hours

Wheat or Oats {end Lespedaza He

"VWhéat Seed, 125 bu. (or Dat Seed, £ bu.)
Lespedeza Seed, 25 1b.
E‘@rtiliggr, 5‘15“10, 330 lbs,.
2, Nn’ 100 1b3.
Labor, 13.5 hours
Tractor (Gas and Oil), 13 5 hours

C g,

b

(nxcluding Deyreclatxon, Repalrs, and Interest on Equipmént)

5.00
- 13.00
2,00
12 QO‘
‘3¢90
10-00
60 00




Appawﬁzx E (CONTINUED)

ENTERPRI

SE BUDGETS FOR CROp& (PER AQRE BASIS)

79

(Exclu&ing Depreeiatién, Eepairs, and Interést on Equipment)

Corn Silage
u@@ﬁ Covey Crop
Seed, Hybrid Corn ,20 bu.
ver*ll*aar, &= 12—12 500" 1bs,
A, H., 309 1lhs,
Labor, 18.2 hours -
Tractor, (&as and 0il), 15 hours

Alfelfa Hay (B stablish 1/5 Agre Bach Year)

Seed, I 1bs,

Inoculant

Fertilizer, ﬁstablish 3~1d—12, 200 lbs, *

Fertilizer, Malntenanee, 0~=20~20, with Borax,
600 1bs, o ' '

Lime, Hetablish, .S Hon !

Tabor, #Esztablish, 1,2 hours

Labor, Maintenance and l Crops, 16.0 hours

Traotor, (Gas-and ¢1il), Establish, 1.2 hours

mvagtor (Gas and 011), Malntenance and 4 Crops,
16,0 hour

Pasture (Bstablish 1/8 Acre ﬁach Yoear)

- d
% 5.00

2,20
12,00
11,70
13,65

6,00

§ 1,80
1

. J
4,00

19,00
2450
oo 90
: shS

6o

% L? 35

{Pegcue or Orehard Grass, Ladino ClOVGP and Lespedeza)

Seed, (15 1lbs, Orchard Grass or 10 1
Clover 2 1bsy Lesp. 20 lbs.
Seed, Sod ouﬁdlng with uata in August, 1 bu,
Inpculant
Fortilizer,
Fertili,er, Maintenance,:
Lime, Establish, «3 ton
Labor, Bstablish, .8 hour
_ Labor, Waintenanae, ly hours
Tractor, (Gas and 04il), Esteblish, .8 hour
Tractor, (Gas and 0il), ﬁaLntenance, I hours

lbs, PFescues

Establish, 3»1&«12, 125 1bs,
0-20-20, 300 1lbs.

Hay Off Pasture in S@ring
Labor, 5 hours
Tracﬁof (Gas and 0il), 5 hours

Silage Off Pasture in Spring
Labor, 6.4 hours
Tractor (Cas and 0Oil), L.2 hours

&% 1530
230
1.25
2.50
9.60
150
60
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APPENDIX F

ENTERPRISE BUDGETS FOR LIVESTOCK

(Exeluding Deprecistion, Repairs, and Interest
‘On Shelter and BEgulpment)

INPUTS EXPECTED

Beefl Cow-Caif ﬁard (Per Brond Gow Basis, Assuming Over 25 Cows)
Requirements (Including Fro-hats fhare Ier Sire and
Replacement Heifers)
Pagture, 280 Animal Unit Days

Hay, 3 tons

Selt, 20 lbs., and Minerals, 12 1bs, # .90

Veterinary, Pesticides and Mendicants 1.00

Preo~Rata Share of Depreciation on 3ire 1.00

Houling : 1,25
Total, Excluding “asture : T el

Deiry Herd (Per Cow m&BiS, Assunming 20 or Hore Cows of Medium
Weight, and an Average Production of 8500 1bs. of L% B.P,
BEguivalent of Milk Per Cow)

Pasture, 180 Animal Unit Days
Hay, 2 tons
Silage, 6 tons '
sugpested Concentrate Rabion
Gorn, 9.0 bu.
Oats, 11.%5 bu,
Wheat, 8,0 bu.
Ge8eM. sy L0O 1bs,
8alt, 20 lbs. & Minerals, 12 1lbs,
Veterinary, Pesticldes & lMendicauts
Breeding fees (Artifieial)
Supplles for Cleaning Utensils, AD.A. ste.
Feed Gringlng
Milk Heuding
Other Haullng
Labor, T3 hours

Por Replacemsnts on a Per Cow Bagis
Pasture, 30 Animal Unit Days
Hay, .3 ton
Silage, 1 ton
Corn, 2 bu.
Qats, 3.5 bu,.
CeSeM., 35 1bs,
Salt, 3 lbs, and Minerals 2 lbs,
Veterlnary, Pesbticiden & Mendicants
Total (Bxeluding Pasture)



https://Share.of

Aérﬁmwgg F (CCNTINUED)

ENTH RPR&S BUDGETS FOR vagﬁmocx

(Lxeluaim& qurecTatian, Repairs, and Intewasu
on mhelt@r and Squimmenﬁ) .

Sheep {Par Ewe aﬂd bamb, Includin& gire and ﬁeplaeements)
Pasture, 50 Animal . Uﬁlt Jayg

Corn, 32 1bs. o L S H .63
Gy ENE”O 'l 5 lbhs. R g : co : ldj
Sals, 12 1lbs, Minerals S 1bs. : o 42
Voterinary, Pestlelides, & ¥Mendicanta, jq?s,etc. : 1.00
Hauling . , .25

Replacement Hwe, T h @ g2l
Pro-Rata Share of ﬂepraciatlnn on Sire
Total, Bzeluding’ ?aatars '

Hogs {Per Sow, 2 Lit sers of 8 Pigs each, Fod Lo 225 1bsc':

each, 1 Plg Tor Pepiaoementg"incladlng ﬁra»Rata. share
of Sirs BXpenges) o
Pastuve, 300 Anlmal Dnit Days

Corn, 240 bu.

ge

Hog Supplement, 2000 lbs. $100,00
Minerals, 150 lbs. : 7+50
Veteorinary, Pestleides, & Mendicants , 8.00
Bedding 6.00
ﬂamllng ) 10,00
Pro~Rata uhare of Deprasciatlion on 3irs . + 50
Labor, 72 hours. ’
Woﬁaﬁ,,ﬁxcludiﬁw Paabure ' Bl 3e;00
Hoga |1 f?\r DOW, & Jitﬁerd of. P&%s Zach Sold st Wesning dsge,
T Fiz for Heplacemens, Ineluding PrQ~Rata dhare of Sire
BEDENSeS

Pasture, 60 Animal Unit Days
Corn, 50 bu.’

Hog Supplement, 400 lbs. . $ 20.00
Minsrals, 30 1lbs, o 1.50
Veterinary, Pestieldss, & Mendlcants it 00
Bedding - Ll,00
H&Ulmﬁ? 2400
Pro-Rata Share of Dapreclauion on Sire +50

Labor, 19 hours

¥ 32.00



.APPEm§§§ F (CONTINUED)

ENTERPEISE BUDG&T& FOR LIVESTOCK.

(Bxcludlng Depreclation, Repairs,. and’Interest

on qhelter and Lqulpment)

L2

" Hours Lebor for Gleaninp Qhelter '

Beef Cow 1.9
Dairy Cow o 3ul
Dairy Heifer . 1,3
Hogs, Sow & 2 Litters 246

. . 2

~ Sheep, Ewe, & Lamb -
'INGOME . EKPEGTED

Eeef Cow~Ga1f Herd

Caltl, 500 ib, & @&l
Cull Cow 150,00
- Plgurs ﬁparaxlnately a 90% Galf Crop Saved. A
- Pigure on Replacing ﬁppraximately ene-sixth o;
Bromd Cows bach Yoar: .
Dairy lierd ;
Veal Calves, lbO lba., @mao, four-£ifths $ 24400
Cull Cow, one-fifth 2., 00
Millk, 8250 1bs. @ $h. 75 391,88
Sheep - o
Lamb, 1. l, 85 1bs, each @ $21 % 19.6lh
tull Bue, @ VB, one~sighth 1.00
Wool, 7 1lbs., @ 60¢ , .20
Hogs {8ell at 225 1bs. weight) ,
Varket Hogs, 23315 41bDsSe welght @ $15,00 $506,25
101d sow, 06" 1bs. & §12.00 118,00
Hogs (Se g ,j
' 2 &S l 40’ P, @ de 120g0®
1 014 Sow, hoo 1bs, @ @12 118,00
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APPENDIN H

ESTIMATED YISLDS PER ACRE FOR BOLL GRGUPSé

Soil Groups o
Crop Unit A B ¢ D

D. Tobaceo 1lbs., 1500 . 1750 1h0O 1300
B. Tobacoo 1bsg, 1500 .1900 1600 1300
Corn - : bu. 75 . 70 L5 ho -
Corn Sillage © jons i5 . 1h 9 8 -
Mheat . . Dbu. 18 . a3 20 17
Dats bu, . 35 M3 37 35 -
Lesp. Hay tons .8 e o6

| Alf, Hay ' tons 2,8 3.6 3.0 1.5

| Hay Off Past. tons 1,5 1.2 «9 T W8
S8ilage OLL Past, tons - Le5 3,6 2.7 2.4
Pasture B U, mes 150 120 100 80 -

abstimates basad on consideration of availsble pub—
lished and‘unpublished data and suggestions from soll snecial«
ist of the University of Tennessee.
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APPENDIX I

A

BUTILDING AND FENCING INVESTHENTS

FOR MEDIUM-SIZE FARM.

Items

Tebaaca Barna
Stoek %avns, Sheds & F@wd storawe
Machiling Shed
Peneas . -
Total .
Tata1 Yer LAc r@

Eytra moeﬁe& for Dairy Parmi .
Milk p@rlor, Bulk TanL, otic. s
ﬂil& . :

E,twn Negded fox Saeep and Hog&:
Feneing, Parti lons. in Barn, ete,

thra Ne@ded for Hogs;-

Corn Crib:

- Figure.Dapreciation;@lh%{anﬂARapgirs,@ Lk

Adjust ths per acre values for~buildings, bulk benik

and fences as follows:

For the msdium-sza@ furm, and for large farms sube-

uract 10% from per acre aver&ges Tor the med;um~size farmc

.%

'%zdoo :

2,00
1000
1200

| %ueoe

800

‘FEBOO
S 600

$1500

ssy-







APPENDIX J
FARM MACHINERY INVESTMERTS

_ Tractor $2500 Side Delivery Rake % 375

. Plew, 2 Botbtom 300 Field Chopper , - 2100
. Disk 300 Blower A 500
Harrow 150 Manure Spreader Loo
Drill 600 Lime Spreader : 100

. Corn Planter 300 Prailer 400
Cultipacker 200 Combins . _ - 195G
Cultivator 275 Corn Picker, 1 Row 1300
Mower 250 Elevator , 300

: £12 ;300

Need 1 extra trachor for medium size farm and 2 extra
tractors for large farm,

Need & double milking machine for dairy farm, $250;

Need two double milking machines for large dairy
farm, $500.

Not needed for market hogs:
Side Delivery Rake & 375

Fleld Chopper 2100
Blower 500
Combine 1950
| Y25
Wot needed for weanling plg and beel systems:
Combine $1950
Not needed for beef and sheep system:
Corn Planter % 300
Cultivator 275
Corn Picker 1300
Combine 1950

Pigure depreciation @ 10% end repadrs @ 5%.
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APPENDIX K

DEFINITION OF OPERATOR'S EARNINGS

Operatoris esrnings ls the net caéh farm income
plus an inerease (or minus a decrease) in total farm
capital, plus the farm perquisites, minus the value of
unpaid family labor other than the opersbtort!s labor, and

ninus a . charge for the use of the total farm capital.



