Prairie View A&M University

Digital Commons @PVAMU
All Theses
8-1946

Influence of Soil Conservation Practices on the Farming Program
of 100 Farmers in the Grambling Area Based on the Study of 100
Farming Programs Grambling Area, Grambling, Louisiana
Wallace Emanuel Downs
Prairie View University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.pvamu.edu/pvamu-theses

Recommended Citation
Downs, W. E. (1946). Influence of Soil Conservation Practices on the Farming Program of 100 Farmers in
the Grambling Area Based on the Study of 100 Farming Programs Grambling Area, Grambling, Louisiana.
Retrieved from https://digitalcommons.pvamu.edu/pvamu-theses/1407

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by Digital Commons @PVAMU. It has been accepted for
inclusion in All Theses by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @PVAMU. For more information, please
contact hvkoshy@pvamu.edu.

INFLUENCE OF SOIL CONSERVATION PRACTICES
ON THE FARMING PROGRAM OF 100 FARMERS IN THE GRAMBLING AREA
BASED ON THE STUDY OF 100 FARMING PROGRAMS
GRAMBLING AREA, GRAMBLING, LOUISIANA

By
Wallace Emanuel Downs

A Thesis in Agricultural Economics
Submitted in Partial .Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of

Master of Science
In The
Graduate Division

of

Prairie View University
Prairie View, Texas
August, 1946

Approved by:

\

Major Professor
Division -----=:;..,_;jj~.__,=#~csd/2,~~~wr.c:.~&<:lii;::;,._ _ _ _ __

Minor Professor

Chairman

j

-------------(Graduate Division)

f,i.___ 1_1J_ 5,
~.-/.....,..{_¢'_'=, _ _

Date _ _ t:0:(
_____,....
,

J

•

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
The writer wishes to acknowledge with deep
appreciation the assistance of Mr. A.
Facen,

G.

District Soil Conservation techni-

cian in procuring survey data, and

Dr. J.

M. Coruthers in the organization and

pilation of this work.

com-

DEDICATION
To My Wife Whose Constant
,Encouragement Has Been My
Inspiration--

TABLE OF CONTENTS
PAGE

CHAPTER
I. Introduction •••••••••••••••••••• •.• ............

1

Statement of Problem••·••••••·••••··••••·•
Purpose of Study..........................
Scope of Study............................
Method of Collecting Data••••·•··•••·•••••
Review of Related Literature •••••·•·••••·•

2

2
3
3
4

II . Some Influences of Soil Conservation Practices

On Erosion Control • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

6

III . Size of Cooperating Farms •····••·•··••·•••·•••

7

IV. Types of Farms and Land Utilization on One
Hundred Farms

................................

9

V. Some Conservation Practices Carried By 100

Farmers ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
VI. A Comparison of Crop Acreage Before and After
Conservation Practices

12

....................... · 18

VII. Influence of Conservation Practices on Increased Production •••••••·•••••••••••••·•••••

21

VIII. Labor and Other Practices Entailing Capital
Outlay • • • • . • . . . • . . . . . . . • • . • . . . . . • • . . . . . . . • • . •

25

IX . Measuring the Influence of Conservation Practices on the Farm Business

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .

31

X. Su.nnnary and Conclusion ••••••••••••••••••••••••

35

Recommendations • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

37

Appendix • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • •

39

Bibliography . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . .

45

LIST OF TABLES
TABLE
I. Size of Cooperating Farms

.. ... .... ... . .. . ... . .

PAGE
7

II. Farm Acreage According to Typ&s of Farms ••••••

9

III. Land Utilization on One Hundred Farms •••••••••

11

IV. Some Conservation Practices Carried By One

v.

Hundred Farmers • . . • • • . • • • . . . . • • • • . . • . . • . . . . . • .

13

Per Cent of Land in Each Conservation Practice.

14

VI. Distribution of Practices According to Size of
Farm • • • • • . . . • . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

15

VII. Summary of Practices •••••••••••.••••••••••••••

16

VIII. A Comparison of Crop Acreage on One Hundred
Farms • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

18

IX. A Oomparison of Production of One Hundred Farms

21

X. Increased Crop Production on One Hundred Farms.

22

XI. A Comparison of Total Number of Livestock Kept
on One Hundred Farma ••••·•·••••••••••·••·•·••·
XII. Increased Livestock Production ••••••••••••••••

23
24

XIII. Farm Labor • . . • • . . • • . • • • . . . . • . • • . • . . • . . . . . . . . . •

25

XIV. Distribution of Fertilizer •••••··•·•·•••·•····

27

XV. Cost of Increased Amounts of Fertilizer ••••·••

28

XVI. Cost of Terracing Farm Land ••••••••••••••••••••

29

XVII. Cost of Fencing Farm Land•••••••·•••••·•••••••

30

XVIII. Increased Production From All Enterprises •••••

31

XIX. Value of Increased Production From all Enterprises • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

32

XX. Cost of Increased Production •·••··•••········•

32

•

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
Although. each cooperating farmer has the •saistance of
a tec,bnician or expert from the soil conservation service
to help him in the adoption of soil conserving practices
and land use changes, the cooperator is faced with th
problem of choosing combinations in land use and cropping
systems that are most desirable in reducing and preventing
soil losses.
Each farmer may have a choice of several combinations
from which to choose, which may be equally effective.

For

example, a given farmer may have his farm terraced with
very few other practices adopted, he may plant winter
legumes, rotate crops or improve his pasture, while another
farmer may adopt those and several others.

In the various

choices the farmer has two factors to consider:
f ctor of conserving and improving the soil,

(1) The

(2) The fac-

tor of choosing the most profitable combination for the
farming program-combinations that give the highest net return.1

Conservation practices influence farm management in
proportion as the practices are based on sound farm management principles.

"Farm management involves the utilization

of land, labor, and capital in a manner to achieve the
l.Forster, G. W. Farm Organization and Management,
Prentice-Hall, Inc., New York. 1940. p. 196.
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largest continuous return over a long period of yeara. 1
To attain this end care:ful consideration must be given to
the maintenance of the productivity of the land.

Farm

management and conservation practices are complementary
aspects of good farming.
Finally the purpose of this study is to compare farm
practices in common use on farms immediately before and
during 1940, with those practices adopted by farmers after
1940;

from 1941 through 1945 during that period soil con-

servation practices were adopted by farmers which brought
about a change in farm practices:
land use practices;

production practices;

and in farm management.

Here an attempt is being made to compare the two periods and determine the influence of the latter period on
the farming programs of 100 farmers in the Grambling area.
Statement Of Problem
To Determine The Inf'luence Of
Soil Conservation Practices
On The Farming Program.

Purpose Of The Study
'i1his study is intended to determine the extent to

which soil conservation practices have inf'luenced the

u. s. Department Of Agriculture, Miscellaneous Publication 463, A Method Of EstimatinhThe Economic Effector
Planned Conserva tlon on An lndividu
:Parm. p. 2.
1

farming program or· 100 farmers:
1. To what extent are soil conservation practices influencing the farming program through maintaining
soil fertility?
2. To what extent is the aoil being improved?
3. To what extent has crop acreage been diverted?

4. To what extent has crop production increased?

5. To what extent has the number of livestock kept
increased or decreased?
6. To what extent has the farm ineome increased?
Scope Of The Study
This study is based on data from 100 farmers from the
Grambling Area, Lincoln Parish, which is located in the
Northwest Central portion of Louisiana in the hilly pine
land, the soil is of a sandy and clay loam.
These farmers were selected at random from an eight
mile radius of the Grambling College including the following nearby communities:
Ruston, Mt. Olive and

China Grove, Simsboro, Fellowship,

st. John Communities.

Method of Collecting Data
The material for this study was collected by the use
of a survey form:
post card.

section one and two supplemented with a

Section one was used to collect data from in-

dividual farm records taken rrom the soil conservation

4

supervisors and Production Marketing Administration offices.

Section two

as used to contact each individual

in a personal interview, supplemented with a post card
mailed to each individual later for additional information.
The length of time carrying practices by the cooperators ranged from one to five years.
Of the 100 post cards mailed to individual farmers

only 80 were returned, thereby causing a 20% follow-up
and personal contact.
Review Of Related Literature
The writer was unable to find any previous related
studies on the influence or effects of soil conservation

practices on the farming program 0£ Negroes; however,

a

11m1ted number of general studies parti.a lly covering the
problem was found.
T.

s.

Bu1e 1

in his report on "Winning The Battle For

The Land" made a comparative study of yields and total
production before and after conservation practices were
adopted by farmers of the Southeastern Region.

Farmers

were able to produce a larger number of cattle, hogs,

poultry.

and

Increased perennial and annual hay production,

the yield and total production of corn, cotton, oats, and
tobacco were increased.

1 The

American Potash Institute, Better Cro~s With
Plant Food, ash1ngton, D. c. March, 1943. p. 2.
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Arthur

c.

Bunce and G• • Coll1er 1 presented a method

of estimating the economic effect of planned conservation
on an individual form.

Their study comprised a method or

a ways and means whereby a farmer may estimate in advance

the outcome of practices that may be adopted:
of change in land use,

(a)

effects

(b) the effects of change in land

use on farm labor and livestock kept on the farm

(c) cost

of achieving erosion control.

H. H. Bennett 2 states that soil conservation practices not only prevent erosion, maintain soils, and increase production;

but made a genuine

contribution to

flood control.

1 u. s. Department of Agriculture,
A ethod of Est1mat1~ The Economic Effect of Planned Conservation on an
Indiv dual Farm. Miscellaneous 463, Washington, D. c.

1942.

eu. s. Department of Agriculture, Conservation Farm1W
Practices and Flood control. Miscellaneous Publicat on No. 253, Washington, D. c.
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CHAPTER II
SOME PRACTICES INFLUENCING EROSION CONTROL
AND SOIL IMPROVEMENT
The cooperators contained in this survey have been
practicing erosion control through the adoption of soil
conservation and land use practices on an average 6f 4
years.

There are evidences that the farmers have experi-

enced some tangible gains from the adoption of erosion
control and soil building practices.

From observation

some of the practices might not have been as beneficial as
some of the farmers suppose them to have been;

however,

in the long run, or over a period of years the practices
may prove most beneficial.

The advisability of measuring

the influence of one practice over another is generally
complicated to the extent that one practice depends upon
another in a complementary way in carrying out the purpose of the conservation program--in controlling erosion
and improving the soil.
Some factors influencing erosion control and soil
improvement are indicated below:

1. Size of Farm
2. Type of Farm

3. Land Utilization
4. Kind and Extent of Practices Adopted by

Farmers
5. Diversion in Crop Acres.

7

CHAPTER III
SIZE OF COOPERATING FARMS
The number of acres constituting the farm is very important where both crops and 1lvestock are to be produced
A wide range in the size of farms included in this

study is indicated in table I which shows all farms classified into five size groups.

TABLE I
SIZE OF COOPERATING F RMS
o.
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Range in Size
Acres

1-10

Number
of Farms
6

11 30
31-60
61-120
121-320

Total

Per c nt
porting

R

6

15

15

30
37
12

37
12

100

100

30

Table I sho s that 6 per cent of the farms ar
acres or less in size.

ten

Fifteen per cent of the farms are

thirty acres or less, wheres, the third and larger siz
group ranging from 31-60 in acreage constitutes 30 pr
cent of all farms.

Group number four contains 37 per c nt

of all farms which is the largest number of all groups,
acreage size 61-120;

in which is found the average size

farm.
It can be readily seen that 21 per cent of the farms

8

are 30 acres or less;

67 per cent are 31-120 acres in

size and 12 per cent are 121-320 acres in size.

9

CHAPTER IV
TYPES OF FARMS AND LAND UTILIZATION
ON ONE HUNDRED FARMS
It is the purpose of this chapter to present the gen-

eral condition of the types of farms in this study.

The

farm status of a group of farmers in many instances determines the kind of crops, livestock and other practices
' carried by that group.

Especially maintaining soil fer-

tility and carrying other conservation practices.

More-

over it is hoped that this chapter may serve as a background or a preliminary to the chapter that is to follow.

Table II, Types Of Farms, shows the follo 1ng condition:

(a) Farms operated by owners,

by cash renters, and

(b) farms operated

(c) farms operated by share renters.

TABLE II
FARM ACREAGE ACCORDING TO TYPES OF FARMS
Number
Reporting

Types
Owners
Cash Renters
Share Renters

96

Acreage
6795
180
40

3
l

Ninety-six per cent

Total

or

Average
Acres

Range

?0.7

4-320
20-80

60

40

40

all farms were operated by

owners, with a total acreage of 6795.

The average acres

per farm equaled 70.7, ranging from 4-320.

Three per cent

of all farms were operated by cash renters, averaging 60

acres each;

while the share renter equaled 1 per cent of

10

all farms, averaging 40 acre size.

One interesting obser-

vation is that the farms increased in size as the farmer
ascended the agricultural. ladder.
The small size share renter type is typical of the
southern region. 1

Let us not forget that the share renter

is not the small st size farmer of the study.
per eent of the farms are 30 acres or less.

Twenty-one

Most of the

farms of 30 acres or leas in size are part-time farms.

The part-time farmer does not depend on the farm for his
entire support; whereas, the share renter depends to a
large degre

on the farm for most of his food, fed, and

cash income."

The cash renter type of farm is 50 per cent larger
than the share renter type.
Section B

Land Utilization On 100 Farms
The purpose of this section is to present further the
condition or proportion or land in various use on the

farms studied in order to give a clearer picture of farms
in question; an analysis of Table III reveals the following facts:

Of the 100 farmers reporting,the average culti-

vated acreage per farm equaled 34.2 acres with a range of

1 Hunt,

R. L., Farm Management In The South. Interstate Printers and Publishers, Dansville, Illinois, 1942.

p. 77.

2

Ibid., p. 79.
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2-155 acres per farm.

creage averaged 13 . 6 acres

Pasture

each for the 92 farmers reporting with a range of 1-59

acres .

ooclland acreage averaged 22 . 8 acres for eaoh of
rang

the 82 farmers reporting, with

of 1-167, waste

land acreage most of which, is now in wildlife refuge.

Seven f rmers reported an average of 3 . 7 acres ranging
from 1-10 acres .

TABLE I I I
LAND UTILIZATION ON 100 FARMS

Item

Cultivated land
Pastures
oodland
aste land

Averag
Farmers
Acres
Report- Total Per
ing

100

92
83

7

Acr s Farm

Range

3,421
1,254
1,897
26

2-155
1- 5g
1 - 167
1- 10

34.2
13.6
22 . a

3.7
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CHAPTER V
SOME CONSERVATION PRACTICES CARRIED BY 100 FARMS
The Soil Conservation Service and Production Marketing Administration recognizes three types of practices;
namely: 1
and

(a)

Seeding practices,

(c) construction practices.

(b) material practices,
In keeping with the

three types of practices listed above ten of the most
common and outstanding practices were selected from a
group of many others, these are to be studied in determining the extent of practices carried by farmers in the
local area.

The practices listed in table IV may be

grouped under three types:

(a) Seeding practices; plant-

ing cover crops, reseeding pastures, planting permanent
hay, and crop rotation systems,

fertilizing and liming soils, and

(b) material practices;
(c) construction prac-

tices; terracing, rodent control, strip cropping, contour
planting, fencing farm land and woodland improvement.
Table IV also reveals the following facts:

The practices

most common to all farms 1s contour planting or cultiva-

tion, 97 farmers reported an average or 29.3 acres each.
The next highest ranking practice is rodent control; 88 cooperators reported an average of 42 acres per farm, which
is equal to both cultivated and pasture land.

1 Local Soil Conservation Service and Production
Marketing Ad.ministration, Ruston, Louisiana, 1945-1946.
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TABLE IV

so

CONSERVATION PRACTICES CARRIED BY 100 FA
Farmers
Reporting

Ite

1. Contour planting
2. Cov r crops
(a) Increased sine 1941
3. Crop rotation systems
4. Terracing
s. Rodent control
6.

97
73
38
86
83

aintain permanent pasture

7. Fencing farmland

e.

oodland improvement
9. Strip . cropping
10. Prop r stocking pa tu.res

88

20
23
34

36

43

Total
Acreage
2,851

575
177
2,447
2,232

3,713
257

1,894
1,797
1,223
905

Crop rotation systems ranked 3rd in th

RS

Aver ge
Acres
29.3
7 8
4.6
28.4
26.8

42.0
12.8

82.3
52.8
34.0
21.0

descending

order with 86 farmers reporting an average of 28.4 acres
in rotation per farm.

Terr cing ranking fourth in order

of farmers reporting with an average of 263 acres per farm.
Cover crops, a very important orop with a two-fold purpose
serving as a vegetative covering and as a green manure
crop, 73 farmers reported an average of 7.8 acres per farm.
Proper stocking of pastures

1s referred to as grazing

control; 43 farmers reported an average of 21 acres per
farm under grazing control.
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Section B

TABLE V
PER CENT OF LAND IN EACH CONSERVATION PRACTICE
Per cent
of Land

Practice

1. Contour planting
2. Cover crops

46.0
9.1

(a) Increased since 1941

3. Crop rotation system
4. Terracing
5. Rodent control
6. Maintain permanent pasture
7. Fencing farm land
8. oodland improvement
9. Strip cropping
10. Proper stocking pastures

2.8
40.0
36.0
60.0

4.1

30.9
2B .o

23.4
14.7

Per Cent of Land In Each Conservation Practice
Table V shows the per cent of each practice as to
total farmland.

Practices

one through four and number 9

should be multiplied by 2 to show their rightful proportion to cultivated land for each practice deals with cultivated land.

Therefore, practice number l should read

92 per cent of cultivated land is contour cultivated,
(2) cover crops should read 18.2 per cent of cultivated
land and likewise for 3, 4, and 9.
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Section C
TABLE VI
DISTRIBUTION OF PRACTICES ACCORDING TO SIZE OF FARM
Distribution of Acres
Practices

1 •. Contour planti ng of crops
2. Cover crops
3. Rotation systems
4. Terracing
5. Rodent control
6. Mai ntain permanent pasture
7. oodland improvement
a. Fertilizing
cropland
9. Strip cropping
10. Fencing farmland

21-

20

40

4180

17
9

22
18

37
29

14

18

34

9

20

13

1-

81120

121160

161-

221-

220

l

1
1

8
4

5
5

6

1
1
1

1
l

1

l

8

18

33
31

8

4
5
5

2

7

7

6

5

1

l

0

5

9

3

l

1

1

0
11

15

18
23

5
9

3
3

1
l

l
1

4

8

12

3

l

l

1

9

Table VI shows much variation in the number of farmers
reporting practices in the size group r nging from 1-20
acres in size.

Seventeen farmers reported contour plant-

ing, 14 reported crop !otation system, 13 are practicing
rodent control, 9 terracing, 11 strip cropping, and none
reported woodland improvement nor an increased amount of
fertilizer used on cropland.

Size group 21-40 has about

the same constancy as the previous group with a larger
number of farmers reporting woodland improvement with an
increased amount of fertilizer for cropland.
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Size group 41-80 acres has less variation than size
1-20 or 21-40;

however, the maintenanee of permanent pas-

tures and woodland improvement is comparatively low; 37

out of 100 farmers are found in this group.

Size group

81-120 acres, the largest number of farmers reporting were
8 for contour planting.

ihe smallest number reporting

were three each for maintaining permanent pasture and

fencing farm land .
Size group 121-160 reported nine for 5 practices, for

one practice 4 reported, 3 for 2 practices, and leach for
two practices .

Size group 161~220 and 220 plus acres show

a constancy of only one for · each practice listed.

Summary Of Distribution Of Practices According To Size Of
Fann

A wide range in the number of practices carried by the

different size group included in this study is indicated in
Table VII which shows all practices summarized according to
seven size groups.

TABLE VII
SUMMARY OF PRACTICES
No.

l.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

Range in
Size-Acres
1-20
21-40
41-80
81-120
121-160
161-220
221 plus

Total Number
Practices

or

79

140
233
60

37

10
10

Average for
Size Group
4.6
6.3
6.2

7.5

7.4
10.0
10.0
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It is indicated that small farms do not lend themselves fully to oarrying out soil conservation practices
as large farms do.

'!'he tendency for operators of small

farms to adopt less practices may be due partly to the lack
of knowledge among the operators concerning the use.fulness
of the new and improved practices; perhaps, they have not
understood the effect practices have on their farm and on
their level of living. 1

In many cases the organization and equipment of a
small, one mule farm is not well adapted to carrying out
many of the practices.
The farmer with only one mule generally has one-half
row equipment for cultivating cotton, corn, and other such
crops; therefore, the small farmer can not take advantage
of many other practices, such as lespedeza clovers, and
pasture grasses.

As a rule the crop acreage is too lim-

ited to make use of crop land for pasture and other allied
practices.

In most cases each acre of crop land on the

small farm must be used intensively if it is to produce
feed for livestock food and cash crops for the family •

•
1 Louisiana Extension Service, Louisiana Rural Economist, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge Louisiana
Apr!!, 1941. p. 12.
'
'
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CHAPTER VI
A COMPARISON OF CROP ACREAGE ON 100 FARMS
General farming is the predominent type for the area
covered by this study with cotton as the major cash crop
and corn as the major or leading grain enterprise. 1 A small
increase in total cultivated acreage is found because new
farms were opened up that were not listed in the acreage
before the pra ctices.
Table VIII below presents much interesting data on increasing and decreasing acreage in land use.
TABLE VIII
A COMPARISON OF CROP ACREAGE ON 100 FARMS
After Practices

Before Practices
Land Use
Cultivated land
Cotton
Corn
Truck
Peas
Soy beans
Orchards
Sugar cane
Permanent pasture
Permanent hay
oodland
Wildlife
Miscellaneous

Acres

Acres

(3.,399)
1,351

(3,421)
· 1,342
1,297

1,347

255.2

174

245
14.5
13.5

99555

1,787
8

245.6

144.6
350.5

17

26

1,254
142

Increased or
Decreased
(p. 22-A.)
-9
-50
-9.6
-29.5

+105.5
+2.5
+12.5
+259
+87

1,897
26

+110

186

175

-11

6,440

6,915

+18

1 u. S. Agricultural Census, 1940. Vol. I, , Part 5.
Bureau of Census, Washington, D. c. 1939.
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Cotton:

Ranking highest in number of acres cultivated

in any enterprise, 9 acres were diverted to other crops.
This indicates that cotton is very well adopted to the
acre age and kind of soil on which it was previously grown.
Corn:

Corn came in for a total of 50 acres in reduc-

tion, some of the eroded or depleted soil was diverted to
other crops.
Truck:

Several of the crops grown for home use are

grouped as truck, 9.6 acres were diverted; there may be
several reasons:

(a) better land use, (b} improve prac-

tice s, or (c) method which tends to inorease production.
Le gumes:
peas.

The acreage was reduced by 29.5 acres for

Soybean acreage was increased 105 acres, an average
The study shows that soybean

increase per farm of 1.05.

tunnage is much higher per acre than for peas.

With the

same va lue or quality for soil conserving and building
purpose.
Other Cultivated Crops:

Orchards came in for an in-

crease of 2.2 acres and sugar cane 12.5 acres.
Permanent Pastures:

The largest acre age increase of

all ente r prises was found in permanent pastures, 259 acres
or 23 per cent increase in acr es, while 10 per cent more
farmers developed pastures.
Permanent Hay:

Acreage was increased by 87 acres,

30 per cent more farmers produced hay.
Woodland:

Acreage was increased by 6 per cent or 110

acres, 8 per cent more farmers developed woodlands.
Wildlife:

The acreage increased from 8 per cent to

20

26 per cent, with a scope of 1 to 10 acres.
Miscellaneous Acreage:

Here, the farmstead and some

other miscellaneous acres are grouped .

A

reduction in the

size of farmstead acreage was from 3.4 to 1 . 9 acres per
far m.
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CHAPTER VII
INFLUENCE OF SO.IL CONSERVATION

PRACTICES ON INCREASED PRODUCTION
Previously no attempt has been made to evaluate the
economic affect of a single conservation practice, since a
combination of practices are involved in crop production.

Here, an attempt is made to evaluate a combination of
practices in terms of increased production, by presenting
comparative data of crops and livestock produced before and

after conservation practices were carried by 100 farms.
'!'he data are presented 1n tabular form on the following enterprises:

1. Cotton

5. Permanent Pasture

2. Corn

6. Cattle

3. Legumes

. 7. Swine

4. Permanent Hay

a.

Chickens

TABLE IX

A COMPARISON OF PRODUCTION ON 100 FARMS

Enterprise

Cotton
Corn

Legume hay
Meadow hay

Permanent pasture

Before
Practices
(1940)

After
Practices
(1945)

223,178
14,223
258
31

lbs. 305,590 lbs.
bu.
18,679 bu.
tons
476 tons
tons
180 tons
995 acres
1,256 acres

As the results of terracing, contour cultivation,
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selective land use, improved crop rotation systems including legumes with applications of fertilizer,

the farm-

ers contained in the study have increased their total production. As indicated in Table IX a comparison of total
production on 100 farms before and after conservation
practices were carried through a period of five years.
Table X presents further the increased production as to
the amount of increased production; per cent of increase
for each enterprise and the average increase for each fa.rm.
The average increase from the several enterprises for
each farm was as follows:

cotton 1.65 bales; corn 45.9

bushels; legume hay 2.1 tons; meadow hay 1.5 tons, and
permanent pasture 2.6 acres with 10 per cent more farmers
developing pastures.

TABLE X
INCREASED PRODUCTION ON 100 FARMS

Enterprise
Cotton ·
Corn
Legume hay
Meadow hay
Permanent hay

Total
Increase

Average

82,412
4,456

1.65 bal.es
45.9 bu.

21.8

149
261

Per Farm

2.1 tons
1.5 tons
2.6 acres

The per cent of increase for each enterprise listed
in ·table

x

was as follows:

cotton 36.9; corn 23.86 per

cent; legume hay 84 per cent; meadow hay 500 per cent and

permanent pasture 26 per cent.

~he average yield per acre
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was increased 4.8 bushels per acre for corn, cotton yield
was increased 60 pounds of lint per acre.

The range of

yield per acre before practices were adopted was from 90350 pounds as compared to 122-500 pounds after practices

were carried for five years.

ipie yield of corn ranged

from 4-26 bushels before practices were carried to a range
of 10-30 bushels, after practices were carried for five
years.
Through selective land use and other conservation
practices the farmers contained in the survey were able to
produce more teed for livestock:

(a) a feed deficit has

been corrected to a great extent by each farmer meeting
his livestock feed requirements and producing additional
units, as the result of such practices the farmers were
able to increase the number of livestock produced on the
farm.
TABLE XI

A COMPARISON OF TOTAL NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK
KEPT ON 100 FARMS
Enterprise

Before
Practices

Cattle
Hogs
Poultry

384
449
3,400

After
Practices
452
514
4,791

In comparing the number of livestock kept on the
farm before and after conservation practices were carried

by 100 farmers, there was a difference which gave an increase after practices were carried in excess of the
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number of animals found on farms before practices were
carried.

Phe increased production is indicated in Table

XII.

TABLE XII
INCREASED PRODUCTION
Enterprise
Cattle
Hogs
Poultry

Total Increase

68
65
1,391

Per cent
18

14.7
40.9
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CHAPTER VIII
.,

LABOR AND SOME PRACTICES ENTAILING CAPITAL OUTLAY
No attempt is made to estimate the economic effect of
labor on increased production.

But to present labor gen-

erally and show a comparison of the number of plows in
operation on farms in 1940 as compared to the number that
were in operation on the same farms 1n ·l945 as a means of

determining the increase in number of plows operating at
the end of the period.

The general condi.tion or distribu-

tion of labor on farms included in the study reveals the
following facts:

a wide range in the number of laborers

per farm, 30 farms reporting only one laborer while others
reported as many e.s eight laborers per farm.

The number of

plows operating on farms in 1940 were 139 as reported by
100 farmers, averaging 1.39 for each farm with a range of
1-4 plows operating.

TABLE XIII

FARM LABOR
Item

Total

l. Number in family that
can do farm work • • • •
2. Number of plows
operated in 1940 •••••
3. Number of plows
operated in 1945 ••••

Average

Reporting Range

201

2.01

100

1-8

139

1.39

100

1-4

145

1.4

99

1-4

In 1945 out of 99 farmers reporting, only five farm-

ers reported an increase in the number of plows in opera-
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tion, four farmers reported an increase of one plow each
in operation, one farmer reported an increase of two plows
in operation, a total increase of only six for the 100
farms reporting; however four tractors are now operating
on farms included in the study that were not in operation
in 1940.
Section B

- Fertilizer

The use of fertilizer on the farm of each cooperator
reporting is a very important factor in increasing crop
yields.

The increased use of fertilizer often is the

largest item increasing annual cost to the farmer.

In

this section is indicated briefly the following points:
1. General use of fertilizer
2 . Distribution of f ertilizer according to crops
3 . Cost of increased amounts of fertilizer

General use of fertilizer -- From the 100 farmers in
the study, 77 reported an increase in the use of fertilizer; however , no definite amount was reported, 69 farmers
reported a total use of 74 1/4 tons of fertilizer, an
average amount of 2,152 pounds of fertilizer for each

farmer with a range of 1/2-4 1/2 tons.
Distribution of fertilizer according to crops -- Cotton:

Using increased amounts of fertilizer;

67 farmers

reported 6,730 pounds, an average of 100 pounds per acre

with a range of 30 to 300 pounds.
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Corn-- 72 farmers reported a total increased use of
7,600 pounds; an average of 105 pounds per acre, ranging
from 25 to 300 pounds.

Soybeans -- 36 farmers reported 2,865 pounds as increase; since 1940 with an average of 79 pounds per acre,

ranging from 25 to 200 pounds.
Truck -- Came in for 5,480 pound

increase out of 49

farmers reporting; averaging 112 pounds,

1th a range of

25 to 300 pounds for the number of farmers reporting.

TABLE XIV
DISTRIBUTION OF FERTILIZER
Item

Total

Average

1. Did you use more fertilizer
in 1945 than in 1940 ••••• (yes)
2. How many more tons •••••••• 74 1/2 2152 lb.
3. How much per acre:
a. Cotton • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 67.30 lb. 100 lb.
b. Corn ••••••••••••••.•• 7600 lb. 105 lb.
c • Soybeans • • • • • • • • • • • • • 286 5 lb. 79. 5 lb.

d. Truck • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 5480 lb. 112 lb.

Report
1ng
Range
77
69

l/2-4i

67
72

30-300
25-300

36
49

25-200
25-300

4. Determining The Cost Of Increased Amounts Of Fertilizer
Used on Farms.

In order to determine the economic effects of conservation practices on farm and labor income, it is very nec-

essary to determine the amount of capital outlay for fertilieer, since fertilizer is a factor causing heavy annual
cost 1

to the cooperator, this heavy annual ·cost is

1 Hunt,

R. L., Farm a~ement in the South, Interstate
Printers and Publishers, ansv!Ile, fl!inois, 1942. p. 79.

28

charged against the annual production of crops.

In this

specific case the increased amount of fertilizer will be
charged against the increased production which is to be
dealt with in a subsequent chapter.
Using data from Table XI as working information, the
total cost of 74 1/4 tons of fertilizer used by 69 cooperators at

2 .00 per hundred pounds is as follows:

tons x 2000 = 148,500 lb.;

148,500 x 2.00 =

74 1/4

2970.00.

average expense for the farmers reporting is

The

43.05 annual

capital outlay for fertilizer.

TABLE XV
COST OF INCREASED AMOUNTS OF FERTILIZER

Increased

Item

amount

1. Total increase of 69
farms • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

74 1/4

2. Average for each of the
69 farms • • • • • • • • • • • •

2152 lb.

Section

c.

Price per

hundred lb.
$2.00
2.00

Cost
$2970
43.05

Terracing Farm Land--Capital Invested

Terracing farm land 1s an indispensable practice in
maintaining and improving soil fertility on sloping land,
especially where clean tilled crops are grown such as cotton, corn, tobacco, and other row crops.

In that terrac-

ing helps to insure contour cultivation, a practice which
holds the water on the land,i

iFarmers Bulletin 1909,
~arming. u. s. Department of

a

system of control drainage,
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which slows down run-off water, thereby preventing soil and
plant food from being carried away.

Terrace construction

carries with it a capital outlay on the part of the cooperator equal to 20 per cent of the total cost of constructing terraces on the farm. Linear feet of constructed terrace may be expressed in terms of feet by the thousand, or
in terms of miles of' terrace, the capital outlay for con-

structing a mile or standard built terrace is

52.80, the

farmers contained in this study paid 20 per cent of total
outlay or at the rate of $10.56 per mile of constructed
terrace.

On farm.a where cooperating farmers constructed

their own farm ter'r ace the Production Marketing Administration and Soil Conservation service refunded the farmers
80 per cent of the total amount.

TABLE XVI
COST OF TERRACING FARM LAND
Item

Terrace Construction ••

Total
miles

Average
miles

(All
farms)

farm)

148

2.5

Cost per Average
per farm
mile

(Each

Total
cost
(All
farms)

10.56

26.40

$1.,562.88

From observing Table XII we note the average miles of
terrace found on each farm equals 2.5 miles; the average
cost for each farmer to construct terraces on his farm is
¥26.40;

then, if we look at the total miles of terrace for

all the farmers we see 148 miles of terrace with a cost of
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10.56 per mile, with a total cost of

1,562.88 for all

farmers 1n the study.
Section D.

Fencing Farm Land--Capital outlay

The benefits from fencing farm land are:

(1) to con-

trol grazing of pastures and give newly seeded pastures a
chance to reseed themselves,

(2) to keep livestock under

control, (3) to keep livestock from tramping over cropland
during wet and rainy weather which tends to damage the texture of the so11--the physical and biological balance in
the soil, 1

(4) prevent livestock from over grazing winter

cover crops which are used for the purpose of preventing
erosion and providing green manure for soil building.

The

table XVII below presents information from 23 farmers reporting on fence construction, the average length of fence
constructed per farmer reporting is 1/4 mile; posts per
farmer 136; with an average capital outlay of
total cost to the 23 reporting was

36.50; the

839.56.

TABLE XVII
COST OF FENCING FARM LAND
Item
units
1. Miles of tence constructed
5.9
2. Posts used in constructing fence 3,125
3. ire used in constructing fence 48 rolls 2
4. Staples used
200 lb.

cost

$839.56

625.00
202.56
12.00

1 M1ckey, Karl B., Man and The Soil. International Harvester Company, Chicago, Illinois. 1945. p. 18.
8 Hart, V. B., Bond and Cunningham,
Farm Management
and Marketing. John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York. 1942.

p. 216.
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CHAPTER IX
MEASURING THE INFLUENCE OF CONSERVATION PRACTICES
ON THE FARM BUSINESS
The influence is measured in terms of increased production over a period of five years.

The difference is in

the average amount produced in 1940 as compared to the
average amount produced in 1945.

Some tangible and con-

crete evidence of the influence on the farm business is
given in a comparison of production before and after conservation practices were carried.

The increased produc-

tion of each enterprise is indicated belo.

TABLE XVIII
INCREASE PRODUCTION
Increase

165 bales
4~456 bushels
367 tons
259 acres

l. Cotton
2. Corn
3. Hay

4.
5.
6.
7.

Increase
Per unit

Total

Item

Pasture
Cattle
Hogs
Poultry

68 head

65 head
1.391 head

60 lb. per acre
4.6 bus. per acre
3.6 tons per farm
2. 5 acres per farm
.68 head per farm
• 6 5 head per farm
13.19 head per farm

Value of Increased Production
fhe price per unit and value of products listed under
each enterprise is based on the national average with local
variation.

Table XIX presents three kinds of information

(a) Total number of units for each enterprise,
of each unit, and

(b) price

(c) total value of units for each enter-
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prise.

The combined totals of the seven (7) enterprises

comprises the gross income for the increased production of
the 100 farms.
TABLE XIX
VALUE OF INCREASED PRODUCTION

Total Number
of Units

Item
1. Cotton

165
4,456
2. Corn
367
3. Hay
4. Cotton seed 57
68
s. Cattle
65
6. Hogs
7. Poultry
1,391

bales
bushels
tons
3/4 tons
head
head
head

1

Unit

Price per

Total
Value

$100.00

$16,500.00

1.20
16.00

6.347.20
5,872.00
2,772.00

48.00
30.00
12.00
.80

2,040.00
780.00

1,112.80

Gross Income

34,324.00

TABLE XX
COST OF INCREASED PRODUCTION
Practice

Total cost

1. Cost of fertilizer
2. Cost of terracing
3. Seeding pastures
4. Fencing farmland
5. Soybean seed
6. Feed (concentrates)
7. Hay for livestock
8. Harvesting corn
9. Harvesting cotton
10. Harvesting hay
11. Ginning and wrapping cotton
12. Interest on investment
Total expenses

2,970.00
1,562.88
308.40
839.56
315.00
2,430.00
1,224.00
445.60
3,290.00
1,101.00
1,155.00

351.17
15,992.61

u. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, The Agricultural Situation. Naahington, D. c. May, 1936. ~p-.-1~lr:M.---..;..;;.;1
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Forester defines farm income

s "the gross income in-

cluding incre ae in inventory less the cash expense, any
decrease in inventories., the depreciation and the capital
goods employed and an estimated value of the unpaid family
labor. 111

Farm income is calculated below:
(a) (aee Table XIX)

Cash receipts

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $16,500.00

Increased in inventory •••••••••••

17 1 824.00

Total gross receipts • • • • • • • • • • • • •

34,324.00

{b) (see Table XX)

Labor and depreciation •••••••••••

9,996.77

Cash expense•·••·····•··•·•·•·•·•

5,995.84

Total expense •••••••••••••• ·• • • • • •

15,992.61

Farm income •··••····•·•••••·••••·

18,331.39

Fa.rm income ··••····•••••··•··•···
Leas 5 per cent interest on

18,331.39

( 9,996.7?) ••••••••••••••••••••••

499.84

Labor income•··••·•••·····•·····•

17,832.55

(c)

Total gross receipts as listed in section (a) cash
receipts are derived from cotton (see Table XIX)

since

the major cash crop is cotton and the six (6) other en-

1 Forester,

G• • , Farm Organization and Management.
Prentice-Hall, Inc., New York. 1940. p. l96.
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terprises are grouped as increase in inventory.
(b) Total expense:
five {see Table XX)

Section

cash expense includes items one through
which are cost items causing a capi-

tal outlay; therefore, t~ey are grouped as cash expense .
Items six through twelve are grouped as labor and depreciation.
Section A, less Section B, equals farm income.

Farm

income less 5 per cent interest on capital outlay equals
labor income.
Total farm income amounted to $18,331.39, which gives
each farmer an increase of ~183.31 as farm income.

Total

labor income of i17,832 .55 , averaged for each farmer $178 .32, as labor inco.me ( for each ind.1 vidual farmer. )
The above stated amounts are results of increased
production:

the 1945 average production over the 1940

average production; which is termed here as the influence
of conservation practices on the farming program.
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CHAPTER X

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In the light of the findings which influenced the
farming program of 100 farmers, the following sunnnary and
conclusions were made:
l. The influences have been a natural normal development of the farm program according to local and
individual farm conditions.
2. The average size farm found in the survey was 73

aeres with 34 acres of cultivated crop land;
farms ranged in size from 4-320 acres.
3. Farm laborers including the operators:

average 2

per farm with a range of 1-8 persons.
4. Each farm had practically no change in the number
of plows operated:

in 1940 there were 1.39 plows

per farm, while in 1945 there were 1.4 plows found
on each farm.
5. Terraces, contour cultivation and strip crops are
maintained on all sloping, cultivated, cropland.
6. Only 40 per cent of the cultivated land is planted
to w1nter cover-crops and 80 per cent of the cropland is being rotated annually.

•

7. Twenty-one per cent of all farms are small size
farms, less than 31 acres each.
8. The small size farm organization is not as adaptable to the long time soil conservation program as
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the large size farm organization.
9. Small size farms carried only 4.6 practices each
as comps.red to the largest size farms carrying 10
practices each.

The average size farm carried

7 practices each.
10. The immediate benefits received from soil conservation practices are obtained from increased production through erosion control and soil building.
11. Conservation practices were first established on
cultivated or cropland, after which practices were
initiated in pasture improvement, reforestation
and woodland imp~ovement.
12. 'l'he average increased production per farm for the
three major crops were: corn 45.9 bushels; cotton
851 pounds of lint plus seed$; and 3.6 tons of
hay.

13. Farm income was increased fl83.3l per farm, while

labor income was increased $178.32 per farm.
14. The danger to low land has .been reduced--silting
of meadows and pastures, the overflow of roads,
bridges, cropland, and pastures have been. reduced
by the holding and slowing down of the runoff
water by terraces and contour strips.
15. A bit of community pride has ceveloped as the
result. of increased production through the use
of conservation practices.

Recommendations
In view of the facts brought out relative to the influence of conservation practices on the farming program
of one hundred Negro farmers as discussed in this study;
the following

recommendations are offered:

l. Farmers should made use of lime on both crop and
pasture land. ·
2. The annual acreage planted to winter cover crops
should be increased both in number of acres and
number of farmers planting.
3. More emphasis and effort should be given to improving and increasing the number of meadow strips
and permanent pastures.
4. More farmers should consider the production of
small grain which yields as much as c9rn per acre
with less labor.
5 . Farmers should ever continue to improve the soil
and increase production through the use of rotation systems, winter legumes and crop residue,
with less dependency on commercial fertilizer.
6. After erosion has been brought under control the
depth of top soil should be increased by both
biological and mechanical means.
7. Each farmer should revise his land use, plan with
annual objectives to be accomplished over a period
of years, as a means of putting into operation
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practices that would not otherwise be used.
8 . Operators of small farms should adopt more practices in order to increase their labor income.
9. 'l'here should be initiated among the farmers an

awakening interest in and knowledge of reforestation and woodland improvement, together with the
necessary skills to succeed with the practice.
10. Greater use should be made of the service of the

soil conservation technician, vocational agricultural teacher and county agent in the furtherance
of the work.
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APPENDIX
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Survey
FARM ORGANIZATION (SUMMARY)
Address Grambling Area, La.

Operators 100 farmers

~ect. A. Land use and crop production. •

(1)
Land Use

(a)

(6)

Acres

Operators
Yield

Cultivated Land
Cotton
Corn

s.

potatoes

Peanuts
Soybeans
Truck

Irish Potatoes
Sorghum
Sugar Cane
oodland post

Permanent Post
Permanent Hay
oodland
Wildlife
Miscellaneous
Total

(3)

(2)

Betore Conservation
P,lan

After Conservation
Plan
( C)
(a)
(b J
Increase
OperaAcres
tors
or
Yield Decrease
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Livestock and Food Requirement
Sect.
Feed Requirements After

Number

Before
Plan

Plan

No. of
Animals

Cows
ules
Horses
Hos
Chickens
Goats
Shee
Others

Total Feed
Required

XXXXXX

XXXX

Total Feed
Expected

XXXXXX

XX.XX

Tons of
Hay

Concentrates
Required

A. M. Pas

ture Required
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SOIL CONSERVATION PRACTICE SURVEY
Agreement No. ___ Cooperator ___ Farm Acreage _ __
Type of Inf'ormation:
l. Border strips--acres per farm _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

2. Contour planting of Farm Crops

---Acres

3. Acres in cover crops
(a)

Kind of crops {l) _ _ {2) _ _ {3)

4. Crop rotation system _ _ _ _ _acres
5. Fertilizing crop land ________ acres
6. Fertilizing grassland ________ acres
(a) Kind of fertilizer ( 1 ) _ _ ( 2) _ _ ( 3)

(b) .Amount of fertilizer used (1) _ _(2) _ ( 3 ) _
7. Fire prevention and suppression acres
(a)

idth of fire prevention trips

8. Green manure acres

---------

---ft. -----

(a} When plowed under: Spring, Summer, Fall.
9. Liming crop land __________ acres
(a) Kind _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( b) Amount

10. Liming grassland_______ acres
(a) Kind _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ (b) Amount

11. Mowing grazing land _____ acres _________
( a) Times mowed

-----

12. Proper stocking of pasture, acres
13. Rodent control, acres
( a)

Method used

--------------------------

( b) ionth or season of control
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14. Strip cropping _________acres
(a) Crops Used (l) _ _ _ (2) _ _ _ (3)
15. Terracing f'arm land ___________acres
(a) Standard built terraces

(b) Miles of terrace constructed

---

16. Clearing and grubbing farm land _____acres _ _ __

(a) Time of year

------------------

-----acres
acres
Reseeding old permanent pasture
-------(a) Kind of seed
---(b) mnount of seed

17. Contour furrowing and ridging pastures

18.

---

acres
-------Planting permanent hay acreage _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _acres

19. Field and gully planting of trees
20.

---------------------22. Removing fence
----------------(a) Amount of seed

{b) Kind of seed {l) _ _ (2)

( 3) _ _ (4) _ __

21. Fencing crop and pasture land acres

acres

23. Change of field lay out
fields
24. Woodland improvement _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _aerea
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