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CHAPTER X 

INTRODUCTIOR 

General Introduction and The Probloa 

Since the mid-twenties, dairying as a major source of incone to 

the faroer has experienced considerable growth especially in Soutiiern 

states such as Tennessee* Thirty-one percent of the fanus in Tennessee 

reported sales of dairy products in 1951* fhere has l^een an increass in 

Tennessee milk production of 69 percent since 1924* Since this date, 

there has also bean an increase of 40 percent in the ntsnber of cows and 

KTi increase In production per cow of nearly 25 percent* Even with this 

increase in production, Tennessee has averaged 341-845 potaxls of 4 peroent 

fat corrected milk per cow less than the United States avor-ige*^ 

The low average production per covr in Teimessee and else>diere has 

been attributed to a number of factors one of which is the hereditary 

capacity of the animal to produce milk* This study, however, was not 

concerned greatly with the hereditary factor exc^t as related to ths 

managerial ability of the farmer to Improve his herd through selective 

breeding wjd culling* The study was more concerned with the management 

probloBS related to the use of Improved feed production and feeding 

practices. 

^* L* Downen, 11^ Tennessee Fam Dairy ludustz^^. Rural Research 
Series, Monograph No* 266 (Departtnent of i\gricviltural Economics and Rural 
Sociology, Agricultural £3q>erifflent Station, University of Tenrsesses, 
Knoxvllle Tennessee, November 20, 1952), p* 5, 
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With the aangr innovations making their appearance in agriculture 

coiQ>le<l with the upward trend in prices paid by fanners^ dairy farmers 

need to analyse carefully their decisions illative to the managerial 

problems faced in the successful operation of the farm unit. Diey can^ 

through t^e use of improved feed production methods and feeding practices^ 

increase their net income even if faced with the problem of limited re* 

sources. In recent years much has been written on the sub;)ects of feed 

production methods and feeding practices with the emphasis being placed 

on the kind and amout of foodstuffs the dairyman should produce and iidiat 

feedstuffs can beat be purchased. These latter factors are certain to 

influence the number of animals a dairyman could care for on a limited 

number of acres and with the other limited resources present relative to 

the operation of a given fam unit. 

Along the line of improved practices in the production of feed* 

stuffs for dairy farms is the emphasis now given forage production. With 

many technological ii^>rovmaents now available for the production and har 

vesting of forage crops it is evident that larger acreages, increased 

yields, and higher quality rou^age can be produced with the limited re* 

sources available cm any given faxm. The fertilization practices now 

recoBBsended makes for the higher yields and the harvesting equipment 

available means that a higher quality roughage can be harvested. Ths 

equipment reduces the number of man hours requiredj however, the addi* 

tional investment must be given careful consideration. 

From the previous discussion it should be evident that there is 

ft problem to be faced by dairymen. Tb foraulate the problems as concise 
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as possible» yet be all inclusive^ it is phrased in the following manner* 

With limited resources available^ there is a need for daixy faxmers to 

analyze more carefully thsir decisions <m how much grain to produce^ and 

how much grain and/or concentrates to purchase in order to make for more 

efficient faxm operation and increase thsir net income* It is realised 

that the decisions made on the above problems will determine the niaiber 

of animal units on individual faxms as well as the number of both ccoqple* 

mentary and competitive enterprises produced* 

Objectives 

Faced with the aforestated problem there are three definite ob* 

jectives of the study* The first major objective is to detexmine as ao 

curately as possible the most econosdcal rate of forage prod\u:tion on 

dairy fams. Another Important objective is to detexmine the most eco 

nomical rate of grain production on dairy faxms* The third objective 

%diich is related to each of the proceeding objectives is to determine 

how much grain and/or concentrates should be purchased* 

Definitions for forage, grain, concentrates, and other terms, as 

used in this study can be found in Appmsdix B* 

Method of Approach 

The decision was made to study thoroughly two IMt Test Dmnonstra-

tioB dairy faxms in East Tennessee throxigh the budget analysis technique* 

The analysis was Biade by taking the present operation of the two farms as 
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the original plan and budget Tajrious levels of operations as alternative 

plane* The alteniative budgets were based on a cropping i^ston with 60 

perc^t^ do percent^ and 100 percent of the available cropland in forage 

production. The balance of the cropland in the budgets with less than 

100 percent in forage production wae devoted to grains and/or other crops. 

Theoretical liaplications Of Budget Analyri.8 

Before proceeding further with details of the study that was made 

on the dairy farms a brief explanation will be made of aomo theoretical 

implications of budget analysis as applied in the field of fatm managenent. 

Further discuesions on the theory of budget analysis can be found in the 

references hereafter set forth in the footnotes of this particular section. 

ftidgets as used in this study are often referred to as capital 

budgets idiich naturally involve capital eaqpenditures. In Joel Dean's 

Managerial Economics, capital esqpenditure is defined in terns of the 

flexibility of various commitments involved. Those itmae, therefore, 

that can be converted into cash relatively easy in the short-run are ex 

cluded from the capital budget. The items which are less flexible And, 

require a number of years to return their cash outlay (long-run esgjonses) 

are placed in the capital budget. This is to say that these expenditures 

involved forecasting and more uncertainty than the short-run expenses of 

the fixm. Certainly this latter statement is applicable to budgeting the 

farm unitj howvor, the two proceeding statemente need modification idien 

V o/n ^ geoPoaica (New Tork: Prentico-Ball, Inc.^ p. 554. 

''■-J . r ■ ^ ^ v/ : ■ 
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explaining budgets prepared for guidance in the operation of a faxm* In 

Uie budget for a fam vd.ll be such things as nmber of each livestock^ 

prospective acres of each crop, estimated yield of each crop, facilities 

necessary to care for and produce the livestock and crops, estiraatad cost# 

and Income, and finally a net income figui^e. As a general rule more than 

one budget idll be made, and in this case a prediction of blve most pro 

fitable one vdll be attempted. The goal then of the budget"••• is to 

conpare cdtematlve plans for prospective i»Pofitability,"^ 

In plazming the operation of a farm through budget analysis certain 

basic principles of farm management must be c^plied* Details of these 

princ:j^lss can be found in the many fam management text; thsrefoire, thssf 

principles are only emuOTated here, Ihegr include the principles of di* 

minlshing returns, substituticm, opportunity costs (also known as the 

equal marginal return principle), and (for lack of a more concise word) 

principle of decisions over time. This latter principle has two parts 

as regards decisions vdiich are important vdth respect to time. These 

tw> include "••• dlffemncsa in profitability growing out of time alone 

and difference in the desirability of investments which relate to risk 

or uncertainties which attach to tias,"^ 

It shovUd be pointed out here that 'Umi theory of the firm has 

usefulness in the budget method of fam managoment research. Of use in 

the theozy of the firm are the definitions, concepts, and analytical 

^Earl 0, Heady and Harold R, Jensen, Fam Management Economics 
(New Xorkt Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1954), p. 96, 

^Ibid, p, 87, 
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tools outUnsd %ihich ps^vlde a fraaeworic of logie for apecif^dng condi 

tions and assisting in the analysis of fam managaraent problems* In 

budgeting ecozioiBic theory helps the research worker at each step to 

choose the significant relations for analysis. Actually the budget ep-" 
proach can be looked upon as the extension and adaptation of the analyti 

cal methods of economic theory to ̂ cific fam situations* In budgeting 

input-output relations resulting from differences in techniques, combina 
tions of factors, and products produced must be estimated for each operas 
tlon* Theory can help here by enabling the workers to greatly x^uce tfas 
number of alternative combinations aocplDrod. "The physical relationships 

toget^r with the expected future prices provide a basis for analyzing 
the adjustments that will maximize fam earnings in each production*"^ 

In both farm managsnent and economic theory the ii^jut-output re 

lationships are developed separately for relevant enterprises and levels 
of te<djnology before they are combined into the fam business*"^ 

Ihere are also problems in the use of production theory in fam 

management analysis of eeqtirioal data. Ihs rslaUon of economic theory 
to the analysis of ea^irical data is more explicit in the budget nwthod, 
however, than in other analytical methods of fam management research* 

Although this is true there are relationships which are not always clearly 
understood. What then are the sources of the problems? One complication 

5 
"Relation of Economic Bieoty to the Analysis of 

Smril63 1^1^^ Management Research," Journal of Sconcmics. 
Wd,p, 1164. 
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arlMS because economic ̂ eorjr assoMS as g^ven the techniques of pro« 

duction* Although we generally assume that the best techniqiie is employed 

idiich will marlaize the product from a given combination of productive 

services, it is often more iaqiortant in maximizing efficiemy^ to choose 

suitable kinds of inputs in our changing economy than to choose specific 

quantities of ix^uts* In eoonemic terns this will result in the shifting 

of production functions and cost curves which will enable greater pro 

duction with the same or leas it^ut, Ihus it is easy to see that with the 

"• •• infinite variety of possible input-output relationships arising from 

differmces in ccmbinaticms poses Important problems in selecting for 

study the relationi^ips that are believed to affect significantly the ef-
7 

ficiency of fams**" It has been said that Uie use of marginal analysis 

must be made in Ixidgeting* Just how appropriate is the use of marginal 

analysis for budgeting in farm managoaent? Marginal analysis assumes pro 

duction practices where it is possible to vary by small amounts the various 

ixq}uts and outputs individually, Ihere are some production practices or 

situations in agriculture vimre this can bs done to some extant such as 

in rate of seeding or fertilizer application, Ihere are, however, more 

oases in agriculture wh«re "Itaapiness" and inflexibility predominate. 

An example of these situations would be farm buildings or most of the 

farm lAplements, Although the marginal analysis model cannot be carried 

out completely for many managerial situations found (Xi the farms, it is 

still useful for some pxupoaes. For cme thing it provides a o<mceptual 

"^Ibid. p, 1166, 
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framewcnric for vlowlng the more Important relationships la solving faro 

management problems* Then tooji the equilibrium oonditions found in the 

model serve as indicators of optimal resoizrce use^ and the model also 

^cifies moaningfxil l^ypotheses for testing. 

Can ws now applp the principles of theory in determining optimum 

solution of fam management problems by the use of budgeting? Budgeting 

is actually cockposed of predictions as to the outcome of caie or of many 

different ̂ sterns of operation Iqr estimating the physical outputs on the 

basis of given resource inputs and by applying prices to these products 

and factors. 

Complete budgets are generally required where problems in fam 

management involve such questions ast What is ths best scale of oper»» 

tion? How should income flow over time be adjusted? In viuit maimer 

should the farm business bs arrangsd to take account of the ojperator's 

ability and wiUingnees to assume risk? What are the various resources 

worth in terms of their prospective saming capacity? Other problems 

will arise in farm managen»nt which can be answered by the use of the 

partial budget. In general we can say that four steps are followod in 

calculating the complete budget. T»»y aret the selection of the systems 

to bs budgeted^ specification of the technical coefficients of producti<uSf 

specification of prices for factors and products^ and calculation of costs 

and returns. The problem under consideration will to a great extent de« 

termine the selection of the aystem or systems to be budgeted. The 

system selected to be budgeted will generally be based on the farmer's 

managerial ability, hie resources, and market opportunities, Howeiw, 
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sine© most of the probl^s with which w are concerned involve a choice 

between plane, budgeting usually involves the selection of alternative 

plans so that coB$>arisons can be nuuie, Soioe objective is usually involved 

in the selection of the alteiTiativies to be budgeted, such aa laaadinlaation 

of net incoae* To accctaplish the above an lypotheois is ibiwulated which 

is relative to the values of the alterns.tivos in meeting the objective. 

In fonaulating this hypothesis a certain amount of Imotfl^ga tilll be re 

quired concerning the technical and econcsaio relationships involved in 
d

the pTOblem, 

Generally it will not be possible to determine the most profitable 

systeta from a ocmparison of only two alternatives. The direction of 

further changes will be indicated by laws of production end familiarity 

with the technical relationships betv/een the variables. An indication of 

when the most profitable systaa is apparoached can be made by the use of 
q 

the oorriitiona for equillbriiia given by econcoic theory.' 

After the selection of the aysten or systems to bo budgeted the 

input and output of reoom-ces and products respectively nnwt be speei^ed. 

Actually tlie set-tq? of ir^uta of each resource are given when the system 

to be budgeted is selected. Only o^itput of products are yst to bo de 

termined, In applying budgeting to a research problem the agricultural 

%,E, Johnson, Carroll V, Hess, and others, fidgeting in.Faro 
Manapmant liesearch (Mcsao-IIorth Central Farm Management Research Goramit-
teej December, 1954), PP* 9-10, 

9lbld, p, 10, 
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•conomist has tfas Job of selecting the set of technical data that applies 

to the particular set of resources and conditions involved. Much of this 

data can be acquired fnwa the agronomist, animal scientists and engineers. 

Another objective in budgeting laay be to estimate the effect of 

major changes in the organiaation of resources of the fana, such as a 

shift from beef production to dairy production. Ihe usual practice la 

farm budgeting Is to assume that ccnpeting enterprises on a farm substi"-

tute for each other at constant rates. Here the equilibrium conditions 

of economic theory ss^ that only one of the competing products ehould be 

producwi if products do substitute at constant rates. An exception to 

this statsciont wculd be the case where the inverse price ratio happens to 

bo substitution rate. Actually we do find substitutica at cmistant rates 

as shown by the fact that different varieties of a crop will usually substio 

tttte in this manner. 3oa«} times oven different crops will substitute at 

constant rates vdien they use stmllar resources at about the same season 

and provide no by-products beneficial to the other crops. Oats and barley 

can be cited as examples. This will not be true for crops or enterpx'ises 

that are so interrelated that the yields of one are Influenced by the 

amount of the other crops grown or mterprlses present. 

Ihe specification of prices is a major decision in developing a 

budget. Ihe validity of our examined alternatives in budgeting Will 

certainly be influezssed by the choice of prices used, regardless of hcwr 

accurate our physical coefficients used. Sines the purpose of budgeting 

is ustiaXly to help in making decisions for the future, the prices applied 

arc estimates of future prices. There are scaie three or four methods used 
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in selecting the estimates to be used. First we generally think of his 

torical prices and assume the future to resemble these, Ms oigjit also 

project each price on the basis of tz^ends^ production pycles^ and in tech 

nology, or it may be purely an arbitrary decision, or perhaps some combi 

nation of these methods. It is recognized here that none of these methods 

can lead to price ezcpectations that are sure to materialize* Perhaps his 

torical prices are used most often although the general level of prices in 

the future may turn out to be much different. We can justifir the use of 

historical prices to seme extent by further stating that ihile prices usu 
ally differ in the future, relative prices will generally be quite similar. 

We need to recognize, iMwever, that in periods of changing price levels, 

prices of various factors and products do not move in unisonj therefore, 

price relationships may deviate greatly from the normal for short periods. 

We are confronted here with the uncertainties of price just as we were ly 

• the problem of uncertainties in the production coefficients. 

The final step in the cudget is the calculation of costs and re 

turns* Usually the calculations can be facilitated by grouping the data 

to be used in convenient tables arranging the procedure into orderly steps. 

The calculations requiired will depend upon the problems to vdiich ths 

budgets ar# being applied. When the next income figure is desired, all of 

ths items of cost and return are needed. If woriclng on variations In the 

organization of resources, only those items of cost and i^tum which are 

affected by the proposed shifts will bs nsedsd, Biis would be the ease 

most generally found in partial budgeting. 

When using the budget analysis in faim management, one must z*ecog-

nize the limitations of the analysis* One of the most often heard criticisms 
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of tho budgeting procedure as a research method is the fact that esti* 

mates of costs and returns are often not verified in actual fam operap* 

tions, "too often this criticism rises from erroneous inferences drawn 

from budgets and not because of deficiencies in budgeting techniques* 

Perhaps then the greatest limitation of budgeting is the difficulty en 

countered in drawing inferences from the budget of a certain farm and ap 

plying them to fams which have resources that differ from the budget 

model* Of course thez>e would be certain factors on a 100 acre farm that 

could be applied to say a 300 acre fazm{ howsverf there would be certain 

differences in the resources and organization that would have to be ac 

counted for if the end result is to be reliable* Some of these diffsz^ 

snces may be the result of differences in soil« weathsr^ topography> 

livestock and labor resources, and managerial ability. It must be real 

ised, therefore, that a single budget cannot express the costs and returns 

for all famers. Too otUai psxiiaps a single budget has be«i used as a 

model for too wide an area or management level* 

Continuing along parallel lines of the above thoughts one will 

certainly recognise that a degree of riidc and \mcertainty exist in the 

budget analysis* The first aspect which makes for this risk and uncertain 

ty is that at the time the budget is prepared the future is unknown* For 

SKsmpls weather, insects, disease, changing technology, and prices art 

difficult to predict. As discussed earlier, use is generally made of 

historical averages or single-valued sxpsctaticms conforming to soms 

"normal"* Such an analysis evades an Important aspect of the problem of 

decision making* This analysis omits the role of risk and uncertainty in 
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arriving at optima oolutions. As for decision making, the best de 

cision for SOM farmers mi^t be the point at ̂ ioh profits are expected 

to be maximized, whereas for other farmers it may be a position involving 

less than maxima expected profits especially if such positions involve 

less uncertainty* Vlhere the mterprises on the fam are such that the 

risk and uncertainty can be lessened by insuring, the famer may be 

willing to accept the more optimum position of expected BMytimOT profits* 

Vith insurance the farmer can convert the anticipated probable large 

losses held with uncertainty to known smaller losses — the insurance 

preniuB. Ihis inaurance premiiai can be handled as a costj therefore, it 

can be correctly budgeted* 

There are many situations on the fam »diich offer no oRJortunity 

for Aich convenient insurance arrangements. We do find, however, that 

the farmer tends to handle such situations very anologous to formal in 

surance, For example, farmers may invest in addition power and machinery 

to insure that the job will be done on time and thus prevait loss of crops 

due to insufficient labor at peak periods. Often fanners handle this ele 

ment of uncertainty by building flexibility into the desiffi of buildings 

as a protection against possible shifts in relative profitability of al 

ternative enterprises* 

Ihere are of course situations of true uncertainty which present 

mere of a problm in analysis* Objective measures of future prices are 

perhaps the most outstanding situation of true uncertainty* 

It is possible to advise farmers of the merits of alternative de 

cisions by working out budgets for several categories of situations* 
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Ihose various alternatives can be based on various degrees of risk 

aversion with one solution based on a very strong risk aversion. In 

this way the farmer can select the solution applicable to them.^^ 

: A.' ̂ 

, 

10
Ibid»« pp. 20^2^9 



cHAPm n 

SELECTIOH, RESOURCES, AND DESCRIPHON OF FARMS STIBISD 

Uex^ in Chapter 11 the reaeone for selecting the farms studied 

will be enumerated* Also, in this chapter will be a discussion of the 

farm resources available mi these fams which can be used in planning al*" 

temative faxming systems through the budget analysis technique* 

Selection 

Ihe Unit Ibst Demonstration fams were selected for a number 

of reasons. Perhaps most important was that records had been kept for a 

number of years on both fams. This fact gave greater assurance that the 

expense and receipt records reflected the actual financial i^tuation more 

accurately than would have been the case with first year record keepers 

or with no records available. Secondly, the soil resources found on these 

two farms covered the maJoz*ity of soil situations found in East Tennessee* 

Climatic conditione in the area of the two fams were similar to that 

foiund in the eastern part of Tennessee with the exception of the extreme' 

northeastern part of the State* 

There was another lj^)ortant factor in eelecting these two fame* 

Here were two dairy fams with owner-operators and considered to be oper 

ating more efficientiy than most other dairy farms in that part of Ten 

nessee* Farme with relatively high level management were deemed advieahle 

for the study in order to put the alternative budgets to a more severe 
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test than would have beta the case in studying faros with relatively Icsr 

levels of nanageiaent* The above statement should not be interpeted to 

mean that all the resources available on the studied faros were used in 

the most efficient manner nor that faros operated at lower levels of 

aanageBent should not be studied with the aim in mind of ijiqproving the 

operations so as to increase the earnings of these farmers too« 

Both faros had approximately 100 acres of open land* This sise 

was selected since it was deaued that smaller sises would not lend these* 

selves to as wide imriations of cropping sjrsteras as would these larger 

faros. Faros of this sise were also more common in the area than were 

the smaller or larger farms. 

A final reason for selecting these two farms was that both were 

located within the same (k>ade A milk luarket, namely^ the CSiattanooga 

market area. This fact made it possible to keep rniUc prices and other 

costs on a more eos^arable basis. 

Faro Resources and VariableB 

Land. Land valusa were kept at the value carried on the recorde of 

the faros. The total acres and the acros in opwi land were both held 

constant in ths study. Land capacity was determined loy soil surveys of 

the various soil types found en the farms. Improvements in the soils 

were accomplished thz>ou£^ the addition of ammsdmmnte and inoproved soil 

conservation practices. All these were budgeted at cost in the various 

alternative plans. 
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Labor* Iho labor force on both farms was varied vrtion necessary to 

increase the net income* All costs of the added labor were computed in 

the alternative plans. Labor was not added if no Increase in net iaecme 

was possible throu^ additional labor. 

Capital. Heeded capital for improvements which resulted in in-* 

creased income was considered available either from saving or fare credit 

organisations. If capital had been a limiting factor, the aforestated 

objectives of tlM study could not have been explored as esctensively* 

Prices. Prices of both inputs and ou^;nit8 were based on an average 

of 1949-1952 prices. It should be pointed out that during these years the 

fluctuation from the peak period to the lowest period was not extreme (See 

Figure 1), Bven though prices received for farm products have declined and 

some increases in prices paid have occurred since 1952, most commodities 

have maintained about the same relationship within comodity groups as 

during the base period. 

Managerial ability. For this study the managerial ability of the 

farm operator was considered to be adequate to make use of alt ixqprov^ 

production practices, feeding practices, and marketing facilities in order 

to maximize profits. 

Milk production. In the altexvuitive plans presented for the two 

farms studied the milk production per cow was adjusted upward to the 

level of 7,500 pounds annually (^pendix C, Table V). The average pro 

duction cn the two farms at the time of this study was 5,700 pounds annu 

ally, This higher production level was justified through the use of im 

proved feeding practices and ii^>roved hard management. The pro 

duction figures used in the study were based on reemt reseax^ch ccaiducted 
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bgr daisy scientists.^ 
Use of enterprises other than those related to m3.1k production. 

Other enterprises svich as cash grain crops^^ hogs^ and po\xltzy were in* 

Jected into the alternative plans idiere the production of dairy products 

did not make efficient use of all available resources and where the 

level of forage and/or grain production limited the number of cows capai* 

ble of being carried on the fam. No additional labor was hired in order 

to add enterprises other than dairying. Only suvplus labor already on 

the fam was iised for these additional enterprises* 

Description of Fame Studied 

The two fame studied were located in what is commonly known as the 

Lower East Tannessee Valley. Infomation relative to the op^ator* his 

family* acreages* soils* present fam layout* and distance from trading 

center are presmted. 

Each fam was designated by an al4phabetical letter since part of 

the information presented was taken from the 1954 fam record book of 

each fam. The information used from these record books was confidential. 

The fam located in Bradley County was designated as "Fam A" and the <»ie 

in Marion County as "Fam B"« Hereafter each fam will be referred to 

by letter only. 

Research data on increased milk prodviction presented by C. H* 
Hoglund in his paper on Econcmics in Producing and Feeding Roughage and 
Grain to Dairy Cows. This paper Is referred to more specifically in the 
latter part of Chapter III. 
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Fam A was located on a Butcadaiaised road approcdmatelsr five islles 

from Cleveland and 35 miles from Chattanooga^ the maior trading and 

marketing center of tiie area. The owner-operator of Pam A eas 45 years 

of agSf married and had no children* He had been on the Unit Test Demon* 

straticm Program since 1948. 

The fam consisted of 175 acres 88*6 acres of openland^ 78*4 

acres in woodland^ and 8*0 acires in farmstead* roads* f^ce rows axul 

wast^Und. Figure 2 shows the soil resotirces and Flgvure 3'Uie boundary 

lines and field laycmt found on Farm A* 

i:S2El 

Fam B was located on a similar type road to Fam B« The distance 

to Jasper* the county aeat of Hariou County* was about 12 miles and ap» 

proxdmately 34 miles from Chattanooga* Ihe operator of Fam B was a aaa 

in his early 30's* married* and had a son* live years old, l^is father 

also lived on the fam and assisted in the operation of the farm* An 

Aunt*8 home was loeatsd on ths famj hcersvsr* shs contributed nothing to 

the fam operation* Fam B was put on the Unit Test Demonstration Program 

in 1950, 

There was a total of 123 acres in the fam* Of the total 107 acres 

were open land* U acrns in timber and 5*0 acres in the fanostead* roads* 

fence rows* and wasteland* The soil resources are presmotsd In Figure 4*^ 

2 
For description of soils sse Appendix A* 
3 
Also see ̂ pendix A for soil series found on both Farm A and Fam B* 
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Th« boiindary lines and field layouts are ̂ own in Figure 5* 

A careful look at the field layout of both fams in relation to 

the soil resoiircee revealed that attention had been given to the soil 

boundaries in laying out the fields. This was evident on the tvio farms 

studied because of the advanced planning dons Icy the fanners uith the 

assistance of the supervisors of the Unit Test Ooaonstration Program* 
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CHAPTER m 

KMT ANALYSES OF ALTBRNATIVB SYSTEMS OF FARMING 
ON DAIRY FAIQf A AND DAIRY FARM B, BRADLEI AND 

MARION C0UNTLS3, TENNESSEE, EES^ECTIVSLY 

As stated in Chapter II, these tw farms were chosen since records 

vere available and since the fftzm operatiwis had been sugpervised for the 

past few years ty Test Deaonstration Agents. 

The rotation of crops on the farms was not deemed necessary since 

it was aseuBsd that the hi^est level of oanageaent practical would be 

used and that all crops woiild be placed on adapted soils. The field 

layouts found on the two fams followed the major soil separaticwis as 

closely as practical} therefore, only one field boundary was changed. 

This Changs ias made on Fam B in fields C and D (Table VHI). 

The perennial crops were alfalfa and permanwit pasture with an 

estimated life of 5.0 years and 10 years retqpectively. In order to main-' 

tain an adequate siqpply of these two crops, the various fields of alfalfa 

and permansnt pasture were seeded in differ^t years. In the year that a 

given field of alfalfa was to be reseeded, two cuttings were mowed and the 

seed bed prepared in late susBuer with the new eeeding made in early fall. 

Weed control was accoo^li^ied through frequent cultivations dtiring seed 

bed preparation. The seeding of pemanent pasttire was done during the 

sime seascm of the year as waa alfalfa. 
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Fam A 

Tbe prssent at^stan oX Ikrmlng was that vfhlch prevailed on Fam A 

in 1954 recorded in the fam record bo<^ (Tables II and III)* Die 

operator was not using all of his total available resources* Unused re-> 

sources weire evident in the fact that there was no double cropping where 

possible* and surplus acres of pasture and hay were available for the 

niaber of cattle casrried* 

Although liU man*equlvalents of labor were available* less than 
1 

liO Ban-equivalent was utilized during 1954 (Table IV}* No doubt the 

operator approached the goal of Baxiania satisfaction rather than mari* 

anna net returns* It was granted that a combination of the two ideals is 

the more desirable} however* the altez*native systms were budget with 

iBftxlalzation of net returns the first goal* It has been assuned undwc 

the alternative plans that the maxiaua nuaber of days worked per man-

equivalent per Bonth wovild bo 25* 

Ihe present cropping system on Farm A consisted of 19*7 acres of 

alfalfa grown on fields A^* and A^* There were 9*C acres of com for 

grain on Field B with 0*2 acre of field B and 0*2 acre of field J used 

for a gastlen* Oats for grain were grown on 9,3 acres on parts of fields 

F and G« The remainder of fields F and G which totaled 2*6 acme were 

in oats used for hay* Field H with 3*5 acres was used for lespedeza hay* 

Fields C* 0* and I which totaled 37 acres were in improved pastures of 

^Gne maiif^quivalait equal to 300-ten hour days per year* Power 
used on Fam A was tractor* 
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orchard grass and ladino dover. In field J there *a.s 7*1 acres of un-

2 
improved bluegrass pasture. 

Ihe livestock enterprises found on Fam A are presented in Table XXI. 

The buildings found on Fam A at the tiete of this study consisted of one 

dwelling^ an Uostanehion bam, two general pxirpose bams, a tool shed, 

chicken house, brooder house, and block garsLgo, All buildings were in 

good repair. There was sufficient fam machinery to carry on the present 

systoft of farming, 

Ihe fences were not in good repair; therefore, it was estimated that 

all fences vould have to be replaced within five years. Bjo cost of con 

structing the fences was budgeted at 11,793. If constructed over a five 

year period the amual cash outlay for fencing would have been $359 

(Table V). On both Fam A and Farm B, the depreciation on the fences was 

based on an expected life of 15 years, 

AltematiTe I, 60 Percent Forage 

In Alternative X 60 p^cent of the available croplaxtd was planned 

for forage crops. Qie production of less forage and more grain and/or 

other crops did not seen feasible without abandoning sound soil cmserva— 

tion luractices ehidh probably would result in lower long-time crop yields. 

The alternative cropping pracUces by fields are shown in Table I and can 

be related to the soils shown in Figure 2. There were, however, 35 acres 

double cropped which included a forage crop following a grain crop 

(Table n). 

For acreage in each field see Table I. 
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Vdth 60 percent of the open Xand In forage crops there vas a 

surplus of other crops produced idilch could not be consussd on the farm. 

For the total acres of each crop produced see Thble II* Under alterna 

tive I, 22 cows, 7*0 heifers, 8*0 calves, 2,0 feedMr hogs, and 150 hens 

were capable of being carided ('jteblo III)* Ihis was 6,0 cows, 3*0 

heifers, and 35 hens more than under the Present ̂ stea* 

Only 18 days of additional labor was needed with the majority 

needed in May and June for planting and hay harvesting* Ihere was 

surplus labor in each month exempt May, June, July, September, and October 

with an excessive aootmt available in Januazy, February, and December 

(Table IT), Hiis available labor during these throe months could have 

been used in cutting pulpwood from the 78*4 acres of woodland. Four 

man-hours of labor with a bow saw ira.s required to out one cord of pulp-

wood* .flying the available labor to this ta^ in Januaxy, February, 

and Decoadcer wotild yield 53 cords or added $742 to the inoome (Appendix 

Table I), 

The crops grown but not needed for feed on the fazm were sold 

which accoxinted for the relatively Ineome of $1,852 from crops* 

Ihidw Alternative I the incase irtm sale of livestock decreased ty $231} 

however, the sale of livestock prodxicts increasad from $5,447 to $9,328 

(Table T), £9q>«i8es under Alternative I were $1,286 higlier* This was 

accounted for by the Increased row crop acreage. The family fajm earn 

ings were increased under Alternative I over the Present ̂ stem tgr $3,689 

and the family labor and managsnent earning ty $3f569« earnings per 

hour of labor and management were increased over the Present System by 

90 omits (Table Y)* 
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The cost of establishing Alternative I farming i^teia was 

(Table VI), Ihis amount Vfas needed for fences, fertilizer spreaderj and 

additional livestock;, 

iaternative U^i 80 fercs«t Forage 

Under Alternative U faming agrsten 80 percent of ths cropland 

was devoted to forage production plus 27,6 acres of forage on double 

cropped land, Ihe cropping practices by fields under Alternative 11 are 

presented in Table 1, Bie shift to 80 percent forage brought about a 

6,0 acre decrease in corn for grain and an 8,8 acre decrease in oats for 

grain from that of 60 percent forage (Table H), The mmbw of dairy 

cowS| heifers^ and calves carided an Alternative II increased over the 

nimber carried in Alternative 1 by 4.0, 1,0, and 2,0 respectively* The 

nvBber of feeder hogs and h«HUi rooained the same (Table 111)* 

Labor requiraments were reduced per animal unit by the addition 

of a pit ̂ rpe milking bam, Ihe cost of this bam was $2,200, If the 

pit type bam was not added, a full time laborer would have been needed* 

The annual cost of this additional laborer would have been greater than 

the barn cost in the long-run* Part time laborers for miiMng chores ars 

not available in the area, Hiz*ed labor was nesdcd only in May, June, 

August (Table IV), As in Alternative 1 there was sufficient labor avail-

able to harvest pulpwood frcmn the woodland on the fam. This labor could 

have harvested $3 cords of pulpwood and added $743 to the fi«aily inccsw 

during January, February, and December, 
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Th« incoms from crops decreased by $1^044 ̂ rom that under i0.temaF> 

tlTs 1) however^ the livestock income increased $175 and the livestock 

products income increased by $1,482. There was little cliange in the cash 

expenses and depreciation. Crop expenses decreased less than ̂' 200 

(Table V). Family labor and aanagamwnt earnings were increased by |4»0Q3 

by this Alternative over the Present System and by $434 over Alternative I, 

and the earnings per hour ot labor and management were increased fztw 59 

cents under the Present ̂ stem to $1.69 under Alternative II. This was 

also 20 emits more than under Alternative I (Table V). 

The additional cost of establishing this farming system was $7f462 

(Table V), Heeded for estabUdiing Alternative H were fences, pit type 

milking bam, trench silo, silage wagons, fertiliser qpreader and livestock. 

Altematdvs HI,100 Percent Forage 

. V 

Under Alternative III all the available cropland was seeded to 

forage crops. Alfalfa, com silage, and orchard grass-ladino clover 

pastures were the only crops produced except for 8,8 acres of oats and 

vetch used ae cover and winter paeture after the corn silago was hax^sted 

(Table II). The cropping practices by fields are presented in Table I. 

With 100 percent of the cropland in forage crops, the nwubor of 

animal units were increased to thidi* naximuQ. This faming ̂ tem mads 

it possible to carry 33 dairy cows, 10 heifers, and 12 calves plus 25 hsns 

for hone egg consunption (Table HI). The number of hens and feeder hogs 

were the only livestock enterprises reduced in number lanler Alternative III, 

The labor reiiulrement for Altez*nativs HI wn*e lower than for any 
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of the other lysteias} however, the total labor needed each month fluctu 

ated less than in the otlier aystoas (Table 17). Ihis did not include 

hiring of the silage cut. 'Ih© silage acreage was not sui'i.'icient to 

Justify the purchase of a field chopper in Alternative III nor in Alterna 

tive IX. ihe hiring of the field choppw did not reduce the total hours 

of labor required for either Altemativo II or III. 

Cash incone under Alternative HI was received fnwa JJLvestock and 

live8to<dc products. The Incooie and eocpensea were hii^er under this al 

ternative than under any of the others. The familjr* labor and nansgement 

earnings were increased ty $2,610 over the Present Systemj however, they 

were $959 loss than in Alternative I and $1,393 leso than in Alternative 

11 (Table 7). The above difference was trus if the operator purctesed 

all his grain concentrates in the form of ready mixed and bag^ dairy 

chow. If, however, the operator had purchased his grains and concentrates 

separately and had then ground and mixed by a portable custom on hit 

farm he could have saved $365 on purchased feeds (Table VII). 

The cash cost of estabUshing Alternative III was highest of all al 

ternative systems budgeted (Table 71). This was accounted for by addi 

tional animal units carried. Additional animal units required more bazti 

space. This additional bam space was provided in the form of a pole 

type costing $3,100. A pit type milking bam was also added fop the 

8an» reason given under Altemativo II page 30. 
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TABLE 1 

CEOPPIKG 3I3Tai3 BI FIELDS FOR ALTSRHATIVE SISTlSiS 
OF PARMNG OH FARM A, BR/\DLSr OOUNTI, TSNNBSSES 

Alternative I 
Field Acres 60 Percent Forage 

A^ 6.1 Alfalfa 

A2 6*1 Wheat (grain)
Lespedesa (hay) 

Aj 7*5 Corn (grain) 
Oats and Vetch 
(cover and pasture) 

B 9*2 Oats (grain) 
Lespedeza (hay) 

Gordon *4 Acre 
C 6.0 Orchard Ooss and 

Ladino Clover 
(paatirre) 

D 12*0 Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 

S Farmstead 
F 6.5 Alfalfa 

0 5*4 Oats (grain) 
Leqpedeza (hoy) 

H 3*5 Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 

1 19«0 Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 

(pasture) 
J 7»3 Com (grain) 

Oats snd Vetch 

(cover and pasture) 

Alternative II 
80 Percent Forage 

Alfalfa 

Wheat 

Lespedeza (hay) 
Alfalfa 

Corn (grain) 
Oats and Vetch 

(cover and pasture) 
Garden .4 Acre 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 

Ladino Clovor 
(pasture) 

Orchard Grass and 

Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Oats (grain) 
Lespedsaa (hay) 

Orchard (hrass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Graso and 

Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
^m (silage) 
Oats and Vetch 

(cover and pasture) 

•Utej-native III 
100 Percent Forage 

Alfalfa 

Alfalfa 

Alfalfa 

Com (silage) 
Oats and Vetch 
(cover and pasture) 
Garden .4 Acre 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
^chard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 

Orcliard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 

(pasture) 
Orchard Ch»ass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 

(pasture) 
Orchard Craee and 
Ladino Clover 

(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pastum) 
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TABLE II 

PREdEWT iOiiiitKATIVjiS CLOPx Ii«G GTaiiifiii ON 

DAIRY FARM A, BRADLEY COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

ItSB 

Land and Crops 
Com (grain) 
Wheat 

Oats (grain) 
Oats (hay) 
Alfalfa 
Lespedeza (hay) 
Corn (silage) 
Orchazxi Grass and 

Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 

Oats and Vetclx 
(winter pasture) 
Oats and Rye (k'ass 
(winter pasture) 
Bluegrass and 
Clover (pasture) 
Garden 

Total 
Double Cropped 

Cropland 
Used 
Idle 

Improved Pastures 
Unimp]:*oved Pastures 
Woodland 
Famstead, Roads, Fence 
Rows and Waste Land 

Total Land 

Present 
System 

Acres 

9.0 

9.3 
2.0 

19.7 
3.5 

37.0 

... 

.6 

7.1 
.4 

83.6 
— 

88.6 

37.0* 
7.1* 
78.4 

8.0 

175.0 

Alternative 
I 

60 Percent 
Porags 

Acres 

14.8 
6.1 
14.2 

12.6 
(20.2) 
— 

40.5 

(14.8) 

— 

M.' 

.4 

88.6 
(35.0) 

88.6 

43.5* 
— 

78.4 

8.0 

175.0 

/ilteriiative alternative 
II i-lA 

80 Percent 100 Percent 
Forago Forage 

Acres Acros 

8.8 
6.1 
5.4 

13.6 19.7 
(11.5) 
7.3 8,8 

47.0 59.7 

(16.1) (8.8) 

— 

w. .M. 

.4 .4 

88.6 88.6 
(27.6) (8,8) 

88.6 88.6 
... 

47.0* 52.4* 

78.4 78.4 

8.0 8,0 

175.0 175.0 

Iho reqvdrements ai^ prodictlon levels of the crops shown can be 
found in Apperuiix VI. 

* Included txnder land and crops 
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PKi^iX AI,'U ALTEiiNATlVE LIVESTOCK SYSTiiMS OH r 

DAIFiY FAEM A, BRADLEY COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

Present Altenialive Alternative Alteraativs 
i^steoi I II III 

60 Percent 80 Percent 100 Percent 
lt«m Forage Forage Forage 

Nimbers Numbers Numbers Misabers 
I^ivestock 

Dairy Cows 16 22 26 33 
Heifers 7 8 10 
Calves 
Feeder Pigs 

17® 6 
2 

K) 
A. 

12 
mm¥ 

Beef Steer 1 
Hena 115 150 150 25 
Pullets (raised) 200 200 50 

^Number bora but not kept. No record oa nasiber kept. 
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TABI£ I? 

L\BOR SUPPLT AYAILABLB, MSSim USD HIRED BT H0NTH3 FOR ALTJERKATIVE 
3YSTS1S OF FAMING OK DAIRY F-^EM A, BRADLEY COUfiTY, Ti22E33EE 

Available iUtsmative Alternative Aitoniativd 
Under I, II, I II III 

Month Reeded^ Hired Needed^ Hired Needed^ Hired 

Days Days Days Days Days Days Days 

.1*.January 31.0 23.7 23.7 .27.0 
Felanary 31.0 24.2 24.3 27.6— 

...—March 31.0 29.2 28,3 22.8 
April 31.0 26.2 25.7 20,2 

—M^ 31.0 33.d 2.7 34.1 3.1 30.7 
Juno 31.0 43.3 12.3 39.6 8.6 30.4 —-

— —July- 31.0 30.9 30.9 28,2 
August 31.0 28.8 33.3 2.3 32.3 1.2 

Septcniber 31.0 34.0 3.0 31.2 25.6»« 

October 31.0 30.7 26.3 ... 22,1 

Kovwnber 31.0 25.2 23.5 25.8 — 

mmmm 
—December 31.0 23.7 23.8 27.1 — 

total 372,0 353.7 18.0 344.7 14.0 319.8 1.2 

aSea Appendix C, Ikble IV for Individual enterprise l^ibor require^* 
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TABLS ? 

FINANCIAL StUMART OP PRESENT AND ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS 
OP DAIRY FAEHIKO GH FARM A, BRADLSI COUNTY, 
tSNNESSEK (1949-1952 AViEAGS PRICii LSVSL^) 

Present Alternative Alternative Alternative 
S;;'^steni I II III 

60 Percent 80 Percont 100 Percent 
Item Forage Forage Forage 

£k>llars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

Caah InooiB* 
Crop 145 1,852 808 
Livestock 1,012 781 956 1,246 
Livestock Products 5,447 9,328 10,810 12,332 
Miscellazieous 382 

Total 6,986 11,961 12,106 13,578 

Value of Products Used 
in the Home 350 350 350 350 

Total Inccme 7,336 12,311 12,924 13,928 

Cash Sxpensss and 
Depreciation 

Crops 1,623 2,509 2,371 2,050 
Idvestodc . 1,814 1,547 1,549 3,334 
Miscellaneous 459 714 693 968 
Depreciation 437 849 960 1,317 

Total Expenses 4,333 5,619 5,596 7,669 
F,"jiiily Fam Sarningo 
Interest on Investment^ 

3,003 
1,A34 

6,692 
1,564 

7,328 
1,756 

6,259
2I08O 

Family Labor and 
Management Earnings 
Kotirs of Family Labor 
Earnings per Hour of 

1,569 
2,650 

5,138 
3,455 

5,572 
3,305 

4,179 
3,183 

Labor and Management .59 1.49 1,69 1.31 

jdiLt 
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TABLE T 

FlltoCIiX Sm-tfiAtil OF FRLBBKI AiO ALTSKKAIIVF SL'SCTCS 
OF DAIEX FAEMIHO OK FAHM A, BRADLET COUNTr, 
Tia-IiiiLiSiS (1949-1952 AVERAGE PRICE LEVEL®-) 

(Ckmtizmad) 

Present Alternative Alternative Alternative 
System I II III 

60 Percent 80 Percent 100 Percent 

Xten Forage Forage Forage 

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 

Capital Inveetiaent 
Real Estate 16^440 20,233 23,010 26^27 
Hachlnery and 
SqulpOLent 4,659 4,780 5,348 7,7W 
Livestock 3,025 4,444 5,228 6,466 
Feed and Supplies 2,564 1,814 1,537 1,254 

Total :^,6ad 31,271 35,123 41,595 

®^3eo Appezudlx Ibbles XI* and IIX« 

^!!lsc«llan*ous «xp«n8M ware computed at IE percent o? the total 
axpenset and depreciation. 

^Interest on Innrestiaent was computed at 5 percent of the total 
capital Investioent. 
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TABLE n 

LA3H G03T 0? iSTABLI3HING ALraiKATIVS PABIIIJO SYSTm 
ON DAIIOf F^IRH A, BRmET COmm, TSt!N3333SS 

(1949-1952 AVSHAGS PRIGS LS7SL) 

Alternative Alternative Altsmatlve 
I XI ni 

Dollars Dollars Dollart 

Real Estate 
Buildings 
Fences''^ 1,793 

2,777 
1,793 

5,894 
1,793 

Kachlnery 172 689 3,089 

livestock 1,419 2,203 3^41 

Ibtal 3,364 7,462 14,a7 

^Xotul foTiue construction spread over a £ivs ysur period or an 
annual investment of $359* 



TABLE m 

iiHD UOST OF GR.\IK3 iii^D OOiiGEKmTES FCR ALTJStiNATiVi: HI 
rimLm stjiem ok daihi fakm a, iSvcwLKi oouivTi, 

(1949-1952 AWKRACkS PRICE LRVLL) 

Amount of Ready Grains rurca*:s;ed 
Feed ^iixed and CaaLm IIlx^ 

Feeds 

Rounds Dollars Dollars 

Daily Ration 18 percent 61,875 2,660 
Com 18,480 693 
Oats 24,8X6 868 
Ccttoaseed Meal 12,375 538 
Salt 550 12 
Crusliing and Mixing 
Cost Ciccluding stol&sses) 184 

Total 2,660 2,295 
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Fazm B 

TJie Present ̂ stem of operation on Farm B was that which pre— 

vailed during 1954 ae recorded in the farm record book* It viao indl* 

cated from the hi,-h mmber of houre of family labor and the low earnings 

per hour of labor and management that ImprovwBonte "jerc badly needed in 
the farm organisation. It was possible that the son's father who is in 

his mid sixties recorded hours of labor that wore not itoUy productive, 

Ihe cropping practiceo under ths Present Sjystera showed only 6,5 

acres of Alfalfa located in field B and a part of field D, Uiere wwrs 

25,5 acres of oats for grain in fields 0 and K and part of field 0, 

Field H with 6,0 acres was used for a mixed grain crop of oats and barley, 

Lespedeaa for hay was px'oduced on fields H and K for a total of 18 acres. 

There were 6,0 acres of fescue pasture on field C and 6,0 acres of oats 

and crimson clover pasture on field L, On field J there was 12 acres of 

Sudan graas pasture® Improved permanent pastures totaled 44 acres and 

were located on fields A, B, F and I. For field layout on Farm B see 

Figure 5, 

The livestock enterprises found on Farm B are presented in Table X, 

The buildings found on thie farm included the father's dwelling, son's 

dwelling, and an Aunt's dwelling which was not considered in altomativee 

biKigeted, There were two general purpose bame, <me granary, a tool riMd, 

an 11-stanchion milking bam of block construction, and a chicken house. 

All the buildings were in a reasonably good repair. The son's dwelling 

was new. 
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All the pz^xluctive resources vrere not fully utilized as was indl<» 

cated by the small daizy herd oompared to the acres of croplaxxi available 

(Thble IX and X), Although all soil resources had not been fully utilized^ 

the field layouts needed little alteration to confozm to the major soil 

s^arations. The above can be confiraed by ccmparing soil separations 

(Figure 4) with field layout (Figure 5)* the fences were in a poor 

state of repair* and it was deemed necessary to rebuild the fences ccoh* 

pletely within a five year period. Ihis made for an azmual capital out 

lay of $388 or $1,939 at the mod of the five year period (Table XIII). 

Alternative I, 60 Fercent Forage 

With 60 percent of the cropland in forage crops it was possible 

to carry 25 cows, 7.0 heifers, and 8.0 calves. There was also sufficient 

feedstuffs grown under Alternative I to keep 2.0 brood sows and feed out 

30 pigs to market weight (Table X). This was an increase over the Present 

Sijrstea in dairy cows, brood sows, and pigs by 5*0, 1.0, and 26 respective 

ly. The number of heifers and calves were reduced by 3.0 and 1.0 re 

spectively. An increase in alfalfa acreage, improved pastiire acreage, and 

the addition of com for grain made possible the additional ani.mal units 

over that of the Present ̂ FOtesu See Table VIII for cropping system by 

fields under Alternative I. 

There were 37*5 days of family labor available each month or 1.5 

man-equivalents annually under all three alternatives budgeted. June and 

3 
(hie man-equivalmt was equal to 300-ten hour days per year. Power 

used on Fazm B was supplied by tractor. 
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Svptmbw wore the only months that required hird labor under this al* 

tematlve* In most months there was some surplus labor (Table Xl}» 

Under AltematlTS 1 the cash income from crops increased orer that 

of the Present System by $2^173* There was also an increase of $l«AOd 

from livestock and $3«392 from livestock products. Expenses for Altem»» 

tive I were less than 11^000 higjhur than the Present System (Table XII). 

The fmaily labor and managesieet earning were increased hy $5>639 over the 

Present System^ and the earning per hour of labor and management rose 

fzxm 13 cents to $1.70 (Table XII}. 

Additional capital was needed for fences, a pic^oiqp baler> and 

livestock. Ihe plck-tq) baler which cost |1,660 was justified since there 

was a ccaabined total of 86 acres over which the baler ran annuaUy.'^ A 
total capital outlay of I4>071 was needed for the establishment of Al 

ternative I (Table Xin). 

Alternative II, 00 Percent Forage 

Ihrough an increase in forage production, it was possible to add 

7.0 cows over the number carried under Alternative I. It was also possi 

ble to add 2.0 heifers and 3.0 calves over that of Alternative I (Tables 

IZ and X). For cropping practices bx fields see Table VIII. 

Under Alternative II the silage was harvested by custom workers, 

^s did not reduce the number of hours of family labor required. 

It was noted from, Tennessee Fam and Kome Develoment Handbook. 
page 72 that approximately 60 acres were needed to fully utilize a pick 
up baler. 
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The cash income from crops in Alternative 11 mas reduced 

from that in Alternative I and the cash inomie from livestock was reduced 

$930. The iiictmie from livestock products increased over tiiat of Alterna 

tive I 1^ $2,322; howevOT, the total cash income was |171 less than in Al 

ternative I. Ibtal cash expenses and depreciation increase under /!ltern»-

tive XI over that of Alternative I by $154 (Table HI)# Hie family labor 

anri managedOTit eamin,53 were lower by $653 Uian that of Alternative I| 

however, they were $4,9^ hi^r than under the Present i^ratam. The 

earnings per hour of labor and managesMKit were $1.64 or $1.49 hi^er than 

tu^ier the Present System of operation but they wore 6,0 cents less than 

in Alternative X (Table XIX}. 

Additional capital was needed for fences, trench atlo, pole type 

barn, pit type milk bam, pick-up baler, livestock, and silage wagons. 

55»ia called for an outlay of $11,253 (Table XIXX). The trwich silo cost 

$648j the pole bam, $2,600} the pit type milk bam, $2,200} and the pick 

up baler, $1,860. 

Alternative XXI, 100 Percent Forage 

When all available cropland was se^ed to forage oroos, the nmber 

of dairy cows canried was increased to 40 as compared to 20 raider the 

Present System, 25 under AltemaUve I, and 32 under Altornative II. The 

iraaber of heifers and calves carried also increased over Alternatives I 

and XX. All cropland was devoted either to alfalfa, com silage, or 

pasture with oats and crimson clover as a winter cover and winter pasture. 

For cropping practices by fields see Table VXXX. 
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Tho familjr labor and nanagament earnings were increased iQr $339 

over those in Alternative 11| however^ thejr were $319 lower than under 

Altemative X (Table XI1)« If, however, the grains and concantrates fed 

the xailk cows had been purchased separately and cu8t<»a mixed on the farm, 

the family labor and managemwit earnings would have exceeded those under 

Alternative I by $120 and those under Alternative II by $778« See Table 

XI7 for amount and cost of feedstuffs under Alternative III* 

When ready mixed dairy ration was pwchased the earnings per hour 

of labor and Banageaient was $1*59 or 11 cents less than under Alternative I 

and 5*0 cents less than under Alternative II* When the grains and concen 

trates were purchased separately the earnings pwr hour of labor and manage 

ment exceeded those in Alternative II by 7*0 cents* 

Additional capital in the amount of $15,521 was needed to establish 

Alternative III (Table IXII)* Ihis amount Included such itana as fences, 

tren<h silo, pole barn, pit type milk barn, pick-iq) baler, silage wagons, 

livestock, and pipeline milkers with bulk tank* For equipment cost see 

Appendix Table m* The tr«ich silo cost $64S; the pole bam, $3,640| and 

the pit type milk bam, $2,200* The pit type milk bam and pipeline milkers 

with bulk taidc were added as labor saving devices*' The capital investmsnt 
was reduced some over idiat it mi^t have been through the sale of equipment 

on hand that was of no value under a system of 100 percent fomge* 

When all three alternative systems were studied, it was evident that 

the highest earnings par hour of labor and management were possible under 

5 
For discussion on the need of these added facilities see page 30* 
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AltemailV9 III nAiare the grains and concentrates were purchased sepai* 

rately, Ihe difference was not great and had the owner preferred fewer 

hours of labor rather than a aaall additional income he >jD'ald have oper 

ated under Alternative 1, Had the operator desired even none freedou 

and $656 less earnings^ he would have operated under Alternative II idisre 

Uie total days worked were 26.6 less annually than under Alternative X* 

Increased Mlk Production 

In this study the milk production per cow was estimated at 7«50O 

pounds atuiually of 4 percent ctilk. This figure vraa considerably above 

the state average; however« this production was deemed essential if the 

fame budgeted were to be operated efficiently. Sevantjr^-fivQ hundred 

pounds annually is^ however^ below the producti(m reached in more recent 

research conducted by various experiment stations. 

In a paper by C. R. Hoglond the milk production respcmse to differ 

ent levels of feeding indicated that milk production ;dth the feeding of 

poorer types of roughage and approximately the same amout of grain as 

used in this study would produce 6,300 pounds of milk annually.^ lidth 
excellent roxighage (f<n>age) good cows produced 10,000 pounds on approxi 

mately 1,600 pounds of grain (Figure 6). 

These facts were presented to show that production rtuch above the 

State average was not excessive vdien compared to productions actually 

Obtained. 

^C. R. Hoglund, Economics in Producing and Feeding Rourd7a,?T9 an^ 
Giviia to Dairy Oows. Agricultural jioonataics Xio. 620 (i-iichigan State, June, 
i^,p.TCr 
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TASLS mi 

CROPPING SISTBKS BT FIELDS FC® ALTERNATIVE STSTEMS 
OF FARMING ON FARM MARION OOUNTT, TENNESSEE 

Field 

B 

C* 

D* 

B 

F 

0 

H 

1 

J 

K 

L 

Acres 

5 

6 

7 

19 

10 

7 

6 

n 

12 

33 

6 

AltematiTe I Alternative II 
60 Percent Forage 80 Percent Forage 

Com (grain) Oats (grain) 
Oats and Vetch Lespedeasa (hay) 
(cover and pastum) 
Wheat (grain) 
Lespedeza (hay) 
Wheat (grain) 
Lespedesa (h^) 

Alfalfa 
Orchard (hrass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Ordiard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Alfalfa 

Orchard (hrass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Oats (grain) 
Lespedeza (hay) 

Oats (grain) 
Lespedeza (hay) 

Corn (grain) 
Oats and Vetch 

Alfalfa 

Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Alfalfa 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Omhard G^ass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
tochard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
tochard (hraas and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Com (silage) 
Oats and Crimson 
Clover (cover and 
pasture) 
Oats (grain) 
Lespedeza (hay) 

Corn (grain) 
Oats and Vetch 

Alternative III 
100 Percent Forage 

Alfalfa 

Alfalfa 

Alfalfa 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pastxa-e) 
Orchard (hrass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Com (silage) 
Oats and Crimson 
Clover (cover and 
pasture) 
Orchard Grass and 

Ladino Clover 
(pastxare) 
Orchard (hrass and 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture)(cover and pasture)(cover and pasture) 

^Field C boxmdary on South side changed in alternative systems so 
that acreage in field C was made 5 acres and acxeage in field D was in» 
creased to 8 acres instead of 7 acres. Ihis was the only field boxindaiy 
changed. 
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TABLE JX 

PRESENT AND AL1ERKATIVE CRCPFING STSXEKS ON 
DAIiff FAim B, MARION COUNTI, TENNESSEE 

ItaoL 

Present Alternative 
I 

60 Percent 
Forage 

AltematiVB 
il 

80 Percent 
Forage 

Alternative 
in 

100 Percent 
Forage 

Acres Acres Acres Acres 

r. I 

Land and Crops 
Com (grain} 
VJheat 

Oats 
Alfalfa 
Lespedeza (hay) 
S'Man 
Com (sllags) 
Fescue 

Orchard Qrass ant 
Ladino Clover 
(pasture) 
Oats and Crimson 
Clover (winter 
pasture) 
Oats and Vetch 
(winter paetiire) 
Garden 

31.5 
6.5 

(19.0) 
12.0 

6*0 

AA.O 

6*0 

1.0 

10.0 
10,0 
25.0 
14.0 

(35.0) 

•m* 

47.0 

(10.0) 
1.0 

6.0 

17.0 
13.0 

(17.0) 

12.0 
«.» 

5a.o 

(12.0) 

(6.0) 
1.0 

22,0 

12.0 

72.0 

(12.0) 

1.0 
Ibtal 107.0 
Double Cropped (19.P) 

107.0 
(45.0) 

107.0 
(35.0) 

107.0 
(12.0) 

Cropland 
Used 
Idle 

Improved Pastiireu 
Woodlmd 
Farmstead, Roads, Fmce 
Bows, and Waste Land 

107.0 

11.0 

5.0 

107.0 
— 

47.0* 
11.0 

5.0 

107.0 

58.0* 
11.0 

5.0 

107.0 

72.0* 
n.o 

5.0 

Total Land 123.0 123.0 123.0 123.0 

^Included under land and crops* 
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trnM I 

PRESENT AND ALTSSNATEVK LIVESTOCK STST^S ON 
DAIRY FABH B, MARION OOUNIY, TRNNESoM 

Iten 

Livestodc 
Dairy Cows 
Heifers 
Calves 
Balls 

Holes 
Brood Sows 
Pigs 
Hons 

Chicks Paised 

Present 

Numbers 

20 
10 

9 
1 
2 
1 

4 
20 

Alternative 

60 Percent 
Forage 

Numbers 

25 
7 
8 

2 

30 
25 
50 

AltematAw 
n 

80 Percent 
Forage 

NoBbers 

32 
9 
U 

2 

25 
50 

A,ltnrnativ» 
m 

100 Percent 
Forage 

Numbers 

liO 
10 
12 

2 

25 
50 

.:x 
•A . 

•. I \ 
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TABLE ZI 

UBOR SUPPLY AVAILABLE, NEEDED AND HIRED BY MONTHS FOR ALTERNATIVE 
SYSTEMS OF FARTaNG ON DAIRY FARM B, MARION COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

wmmtaasammmmm 

Available Alternative Alternative A3.ternativ» 
Unler I, II, 1 n ni 
and III 

Month Needed^ Hired Needed^ Hired Needed® Hired 

Days Days Days Days Days Days Days 

January 37,5 28.6 25.8 31.5 
February 37.5 29.4 26.8 32.3.IM. ** 

March 37.5 27.7 23.2 26.5 
April 37.5 23.9 21.2 24.0.1. ... 

May 37.5 31.0 29.7 36.1 
Jiaie 37.5 50.2 12.7 39.2 36.1•— 

Juiy 37.5 30.0 27.7 33.2 
August 37.5 *•33.5 37.4 38.5 
Septeaber 37.5 44.0 30.1 

f 

6.5 34.3 
October 37.5 33.6 27.2 25.5 

'"I/ 
4mm 

—November 37.5 29.4 25.7 30.1 
December 37.5 26.8 26.0 31.6— —— 

Total 450.0 19.2390.3 344.2 375.5 

See Appendix C, Table IV for individual enterprise labor require* 
awnta* 
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TAELim 

FZHAIiCIAL SiaiMARr OF PRESSNT AND ALTERNATIVE 3I3T£H3 
OF Dairy FAKi«lINO ON FriEM B, MARION COUNTY, 
lEKNESSES (X949-1952 AVBRA® PRICE LEVKL®) 

Present Alternative Alternative Alternativs 
System X II III 

60 Perc«mt 80 Percent 100 Percent 
Item Forage Forage Foi^ge 

Dollera Dollars Dollars Dollars 

Cash Inc<sas 
Crop 2,173 610 
Livestock 544 1,952 1,022 1,279 
Livestock Products 5,e76 9,26a 11,590 U,825 
^Escellansous 120 714 

Total 6,540 13,393 13,222 16,818 

Value of Products Used 
in the Home 700 700 700 700 

Total Inccsae 7,240 14,093 13,922 17,518 

Cash iuXpenB0s aud 
Depreciation 

Crop 1,751 3,029 2,905 2,389 
Livestock 1,765 860 906 3,956 
Iliscellaneous 535 869 912 1,386 
Depreciation 977 1.0L9 1.258 1.355 

Total 
Expenses 4,S2d 5,82? 5,981 9,086 

Family Fazm Earnings 2,412 8,266 7,941 8,452 
Interviot on 

Investaesat® 1,15k 1,969 2,302 2,454 
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IVLBLL m 

FIHANGIAL SlM'lAFiY OF FRE32iT AND ALIMATIVE SISTHl-IS 
OF DAIRY FWilNu m Fi\K4 A, HIAOLSI XUnTY, 
tSNNSSSSS (1949^X952 AVSRAGS PEICS LEmr) 

(Uontinued) 

Present 
Styutooa 

Alternative 
X 

60 PeorcMit 

Alternative 
IX 

80 Percent 

Alternative 
III 

100 Percent 

It«a Forage Forage Forage 

DoUare Dollars Dollars Dollars 

Family Z.abor and 
Managtament Earning 
Hours of Family liftbop 
Sarnings per hour of 
Labor and Management 

4,500 

.15 

6,297 
3,7U 

1.70 

5,639 
3,443 

1.64 

5,978 
3,755 

1.59 

Capital Inveetment 
Heal iihtate 23,743 25,702 31,150 32,190 
Machinery and 
Bquipoent 4,485 6,345 6,862 7,832 
Livestock 4,725 4,997 6,219 7,662 
Feed and Supplies 2,110 2,334 1,80? 1,394 

Ttotal 35,083 39,378 46,038 49,078 

3e« ̂ pendix C> 'D»blea^ II aztd III* 

^to-soclXaneoiM eaqsensee w«r« computed at 18 percent of the total 
■expansea arid depreciatic®, 

^Interest on inyeBttaent vae ooiiqputed at 5 percent of th« total 
capital irwestment. 
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TABLE XnZ 

CASH COST OP ESTABLISHING ALTmKATIVE FAKMIHO SYSTEMS 
ON DAIRY FABtt B, MARION COUNTY^ TENNESSEE 

(1949-1952 AVERACffl PRICE LEVEL) 

Aliormt!S^w?'"''*TSei?5Swr""''^^ 
I n III 

Dollars Dollars Dollars 

Rsal Estate 
Buildings 5,448 6,488 
Fences^ 1,939 1,939 1,939 

Machinery 1,860 2,377 4,157 
Livestock 272 1,494 2,937 

Total 4,071 11,258 15,5a 

^Total fence construction i^pread over five year period or an annual 
Investraemt of $3d6* 

"SriSiiai: 
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TABLE Xn 

AHOUNT m COST OF CRAlHS AND CONCfiNTBAlES FOR AL^NAim XXI 
FARMING SYSISM ON DAIRY FARM B, MARION COUNTY, 

TENNESSEE (1949-1952 AVKRAOS FEICE LEVEL) 

Amount of Ready Grain Purchased 
Feed Mixed and Custom Mixed 

Feeds 

Pounds Dollars Dollars 

Dairy Ratican 18 paremt 75,000 3,225 
Com 22,400 640 
Oats 30,080 1,053 
CottonMad Meal 15,000 653 
Salt 670 14 
Craving and Mi^dng 
Coat (including molasses) 226 

Total 3,225 2,786 

'n 

y • **51^ V";, 
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Pounda 3-5 Milk s$ 
Produced Annually 

11,000 _ Excellent 
Roughage 

10,000 
Poor 

Roughage 

9,000 -

8,000 -

Medius 
7,000 - Roughage 

6,000 -

± 
1,000 2,000 3,000 li,000 5,000 

Pounds of Grain Fed Annually 

SourceI Econesdcs in Producing and Feeding Roughage and Grain to Daiir Com. 
b. ft. Hoglrad. A^iSlI5?allcon5mic8^'6^ 
State University, p. 15. 

Figure 6. Milk production response to different levels of grain 
feeding Hfaen excellent, nsdiun, and poor quality roui^age are fed to good 
cows. 



CHAPTEa I? 

SWMARI AND CONaUSION 

It ms «vid«nt from the altematlre eyetems of farming budgeted 

In this study that the best alternative on Farm A was not necessarily 

the best on Fam B althouf^ the percent of cropland in forage was the 

sameA Even thou^ Fam B was appmxinately 18 acres larger than Fam 

this was sufficient to carry from 3*0 to 7*0 more milk cows under the al* 

temative systems on Fam B« Ihese extra acres on Farm B also made possi* 

ble greater acreages of grains ndiich were not needed for feed ctmsumption 

on the farm thus making for a greater income from the sale of crops under 

Alternatives 1 and 11* Ihis explains in part the greater earnings for 

Fam B under Alternative 1 than under Alternative llj whereas, ra. Fam A 

Alternative 11 provided greater earnings than Alternative X (Ihble V and 

111)* Ihe labor requirements for the alternative systems on both fams 

as found in "Cables IV and H were important in measuring the degree of 

\ satisfaction desiredi 

Altexmtive 1, 60 percent forage, required a greater ntanber of 

hours of faad^ labor than did all other alternatives on either fam excfpt 

under Alternative 111 for Farm B* 

On Fam A Alternative 11^ 80 percent forage, was found to yield 

higher family labor and msnagemeat earnings and higher earnings per hour 

of labor and managemwit than did the Present Systma, Alternative 1» or 

Alternative 111* The relatively hi^ labor requirmoents coupled with the 

lower number of animal units carried tended to make Alternative 1 less 
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deslrablA than Altezmtlve II* Although the labor requirements were 

lowest for Alternative III« the much higher capital requir&nents made 

this plan even less desirable* 

The capital Inveshsent needed to establish the various alterna 

tives on Fam A and Farm B, were given careful consideration* The high 

additional capital needed on both fame under Alternatives II and III was 

used mostly for labor saving conveniences such as the pit type silk parlor* 

the pipeline milker and bulk tank. Had these not been added* the avail 

able labor 8tQ)ply would not have been sufficient* The cost of these fa^-

cillties was less than adding labor over the long run* 

As the farms were shifted to more and more forage crops and less 

grain crops* the capital req\iirem<mt was the major problem area* Vdth 

adequate labor and unlimited c«q>ital* the study showed that on Farm B Al-

temative III was the more profitable if grains and concentrates wer0 

purchased separately and mixed on the farm. On farms the size of Fam A 

it was found that Alternative II with BO pere«mLt of the cropland in forage 

was mor; profitable than either Alteniatl^o I or Alternative III* It was 

evident that the 18 additional acres on Fam B were significant in the 

extent to which the faming system could move more and more toward in 

creased forage prod\iction* 

As shifts were made toward higher aoreagee of forage crops* it was 

important that the livestock program be properly adjusted to utilize this 

forage most efficiently* In a study made by Karl A* Vary it was found 

that net incomes were Increased only on the daizy program as a shift was 
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laade to greater scrsages ia iorage,^ 

Fxw the study loade oX the tuo Test i^onoaetratioa Xaiias it vas 

concluded that daix^y Xarmers should re-e...luato thaix' proaoxxt Xaxultig 

agratBras ao as to ascertain the px'oiitability oX dacreaaijig ox iu-x^ea®-

Ing tb?ir acreages of forage based on their siae of Xa"oci- ou*;ply, 

soil capacities^ and availauie capxtal# 

_ ̂ Karl A. Vaiy, Sconomics of Ck'assland Farming. Special BtOletln 391 
(MicM.gan State College Agricultural Exj^erinient Station, 1954), P» 27 
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AFJp:fflJDXJC A 

c^iiiiiACXiiRis'iics OF am joil ORoui^s Fom© on fatu^is a /jd b, 
BEAPLSr m mariom cc^unoies ebspectitsi^^ 

Froductiid.ty of tho soils Ibxmd on the two ru.zms studieu xvere b&sed 

on the ciipacitias of tlio soil ijj'o^s us descz'ibod iu soil survey publicai-

tiono. ihe follovQ.% Soil Series wore fotind on Farm A and B* 

S'toty^ A colluvial soil derived largely fioai I>8Ci.i.tur and Deway 

vdth brown surface and subsoil. Internal drainage is good, 

Linjside, A bottom soil wi'Ui grayish bi-ovai suiiace soli aiid mottled 

subsoil, Tho intwriial dr.linage is moderate, 

Greandale. A coliurlil soil derived largely from xXiUarton and 

Clarkaville, ihis series lias a gray surface soil and. yallov; subsoil with 

good to moderate internal drainage, 

Stascr, A bottom soil vdlth ^ayish brown surface soil and yellow* 

ish bi'own subsoil, i.)r;iinago is good, 

Ha-ablezx, Bottcam soil vdth brownish gray surface uijd mottled eubsoiX 

having moderate to slow iutorxial diuinage, 

llerxalta.p^e, Colluvial soil of mature !&tory having brown surface and 

red subsoil. Internal drainage is good, 

Decatvir. An upland soil which is rolling to level with little chert, 

Iha surface soil is brown with dax'k red subsoil end gocd internal drainage. 

nd U.se FltUtning. Subject ilattor ll^jiieo 25 (DeperUucut of ̂ .gricultux^ 
al Education, br4iv6rsity of Tennessee, KnozviUe, Tennessee, 1950), 

https://Froductiid.ty
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Stowaht A terrace soil found on low terraces and much like Dews/* 

Has a grayish brown surface and red subsoil with good internal drainage* 

Cumberland* A terrace soil found <ui high terraces with broMi 

surface and dark red subsoil* The internal drainage is gaod* 

FUllerton. An vplaxtd soil with chert and found on ridges* 1% has 

a brownish gray siirfacs and yellowish red subsoil with good internal 

drainage* 

Sequatchie* Low terrace soil with grayish brown surface and 

yellowish bsr>wn subsoil* The internal drainage is good* 

Sequoia, An vqpland soil from interbedded limestone and shale 

generally rolling* It has a surface of brownish gray and subsoil of 

reddish yellow with good to moderate internal drainage* 

Leadvale* A colluvial soil from Upshur Series ̂ diich is frcmi 

purpose or red shale* Leadvale has brownish gray surface and grayish 

yellow subsoil with moderate internal drainage* 

Whitwell, A low terrace soil with light brown surface and brownii^ 

yellow subsoil. Internal drainage is moderate* 

Capshaw, A high terrace soil with brownish gray surface and yellow 

subsoil having moderate internal drainage* 
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APP£HDU B 

DEFINITIONS OF FARM MANAOTKENT AND OTHER TEK43 

1* Farm > A unit af lanA the eperatien ef which is plameA and cazried 

•ut )qr the ewner-mperator. 

2« Faim Budget •> Conqplete plans for the operation of a fam incltidlng the 

use of the land, the crop to be grown and livestock kept, the estimated 

production of each, the capital Investmmit, receipts, asqpenses, and net 

income from said operation« 

3» Value of Products Used in the Home - Estimated value of gardai, eggs, 

milk, and other home grown products consuaed by the fmily, 

4* Capital Investment » Includes the estimated value of all 3real estate 

properties, machinery, squijaBent, livestock, uxl feed and supplies neces 

sary for the operation of the fam* 

Faaily Farm Sartiina * The total fana income less total cash expenses 

and depreciation. 

Xntsrest on Investacnt - $ percent of total capital inveatment. 

7» Family Labor and Management Earnings - The fao&ily fam earnings less 

the interest charged on investment. 

Family Labor Used - The total number of hows worked by the operator 

and members of his family daring the year. 

9* Fora/::e •• As used in the study includes all hays, pa8t^lre8, and silage. 

^0* tk'ains - Include all oats, wheat, and coi'n produced on the fann or 

pwchased as feedstuffs. 

11. Concentrates - Include cottonseed meal, high protein feeds, and 

ccomwrcial feedstuffs purchased by the operator. 
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APPEIffllX C 

STATISTICAL TABLES 

APPSNDZX TABLE I 

ESTIMATE)PRICES RECEIVED FOR FARM PROOUC 
SOLD, TSMNESSSE, 1949-1952 AVERAOE PRIC 

Iten Unit Price per Unit 

Dollars 

Alfalfa hay (baled) Ton 34.00 
Lespedeza hay (baled) Ton 27.00 
Com Bu. 1.51 
Oats Btt. .95 
Wheat Bu. 2,08 
Hilk Grade tP Cwt. 4.94 
Veal Calves Cwt. 28.30 
Heifers (1-2 years) Head 50.00 
Milk Cows Head 171.00 
Hogs Cwt, 18.75 
Chicken (old hens) Lb. .22 
Eggs Oos. .40 
Cull Cows Cwt. 13.00 
Pulpwood Cord 14.00 

Agricultural Trends In Tennessee. Tennessee Department of A|prl-
eulture, Nashville, Tennessee, 1952. 

%lk Price Data For the Proposed Chattanooga Marketing Area. Pre 
pared by M, Lloyd Downen, Department of Agricultural Economics, University 
of Tennessee, May 1955* Average for 1950-1952 only. 
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APPSNDI2 TABLE U 

X
p'/ 

EBTSCATED PRICES PAID HI FARMERS FOR ITEMS 
IN PBODUCIIOM* TENNESSEE, 1949-1952 AVEKAC^ 

Iteut Uniti Price per Unit 

Dollars 

Fertiliser and lisw 
Xdne Ton 4.00 
6-12-12 Ton 58.95 
3-12-12 Tbn 47.60 
0-0-50 Ton 57.75 
0-20-0 Ibn 31.80 
0-40-0 Ton 63.80 
32-0-0 Ton 96.25 
3-9-10 Ton 50.65 
Borax Cwt* 4.00 

Sssd 
Hybrid Corn Bu«' 11.15 
Korsan Lespedssa Lb* .14 
Orchard Grass Lb. .2S 
Ladino Clover Lb. 1.55 
Crimson Clover Lb, .16 
Oats (not certified) Bu. 1.60 
Oats (certified) Bn, 2.40 
Mieat (certified) Bu. 3.75 
Alfalfa Lb. .53 
Vetch Lb. .25 

Peed 
Cottonseed Meal CMt. 4.35 
Dairy Ration 18^ Cwt. 4.30 
Calf Starter Cwt. 6.45 
Starter Mash Cwt. 5.30 
Oroidng Hash Cwt. 5.05 
Laying Hash Cwt. 4.95 
Layer Concentrate y2$ Cwt, 6.10 
Com Cwt. 3.75 
Oats Cwt. 3.50 
Oyster Shells Cwt. 3.55 
Scratch Cwt. 4.00 
hPi) Hog Chow Concentrate Cwt. 6.20 
Salt Cwt. 2.10 
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APPINPIX TABIS XX 

ESTIMATED PRICES PAID BT FARMERS FOR ITHMS USED 
Hi PRODUCTION, TENNESSEE, 1949-1952 AVERAGE^ 

(QONHMUED) 

It«R Unit Price per IMt 

Dollars 
Miacellaneous 

OaaolliM Gal. •24 
Motor Oil Gal. 1.30 
Grease Lb. •24 
Barbed Wire 80 Ed. 7»50 
Post, Wood Each .63 
Electric Fetioe 27^25 
Breeding Fee Per Cow 6.00 
Wages, No Board 
No Book Per Hour .50 

^Adjusted by Average index of price paid by farmers for equipment 
used in United States. A^xLcultural Statistics. United States Depart 
ment of Agriculture, United States Government Printing Office, 1954* 

^Spraad by truck hauler. 

f. 

4. 
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APPmuU TABLE III 

ESTIMATED PRICES PAD) BI FARMERS FOR FARM 
EQUIPMENT, TKNNES^, 1949-1952 AVERACS^ 

Klnd^ Valu* 

Dollars 

Fertilizer Spreader ^ • 172,00 
Silage Wagon (two) 517,00 
Baler, with engine 1860,00 
Pipeline Milker and Bulk Tudc 2400,00 

^Adjusted by Average index of price paid Iqr famers for equipment 
in United States, Agricultural Statistics. United States Department of 
Agriculture, Goveronent Printing Office, 1954, 

V\ 

Only equipment needed in addition to that found on fazms listed 
below. 
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APPEHDIX TABLE VI 

REQUIRSiENTS AND PRODUCTION LEVI:ILS OF CROPS PROPOSED 
FOR ALTERNATIVE FARMING SlSThMS BUDGETED 

Seeding Fertilizer Fertilization Xield Per 
Rate of Analysis Rate Per Acre Acre 

Crops Acre 

Unit N-P-K Pounds Unit 

Com (grain) V7 bu. 32-0-0 150 75 bu. 
3-12-12 500 

Corn (sUags) 1/4 bu. 32-0-0 150 12 tons 
3-12-12 500 

Wheat 1 1/2 bu. 32-0-0 100 30 bu. 
6-12-12 400 

Oats (certified sesd) 2 bu» 32-0-0 100 70 bu. 
6-12-12 400 

Lespedeza (hay) 25 lbs* Seeded in Small (hrain 1.75 tons 
Alfalfat ^tahliah 20 lbs. Borax 30 

3-9-18 600 
Alfalfa Maintenance 0—20—0 100— 3.75 tons 

0-0-50 300 
Oats and Vetch (cover) 

Oats 3 bu. 6-12-12 200 Cover and 
Vetch 5 lbs. Pasture 

Oats and Crimson Clover 
(cover) 

Oats 3 bu. 6-12-12 200 Cover and 
Crimson Clover 8 lbs. Pastive 

Pasture} Establish 
• 

Orchard Grass 15 lbs. 6-12-12 600 
Ladino Clover 2 lbs. 0-48-0 100 Grazed at 

the rate of 
Pasture} Maintenance 0-48—0 150 1 1/2 acres.i. 

0-0-50 150 per animal 
unit 
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