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PRODUCTION cud SALE of MILK
MANUFACTURE 4
ALABAMA’S PIEDMONT AREA°’

J. H. YEAGER, Associate Agricultural Economist**

PRODUCTION of milk for manufacturing purposes is an important
phase of agriculture in Alabama and throughout the South. Chief
among the products manufactured are cheese, condensed whole
milk, butter, and ice-cream mix.

In 1943, a milk plant was established in the Piedmont Area of
Alabama. Milk routes for this plant center largely in the Pied-
mont but branch out into portions of the Upper Coastal Plains
Area. Cotton has long been the principal cash crop produced in
this area. This plant, however, provides a market for an additional
product from farms in the area. As a result, many farmers have
had and continue to have an opportunity to further diver sify their
farmmg operations.

Itis recogmzed that dairying is a farm enterprise well-adapted
to certain farms in the Piedmont while on other farms different
enterprises prove more profitable.

In general, high quality roughages can be produced on most
farms in the area. Grain production is limited. Much of the land
must be kept in grasses and legumes for erosion control. The
dairy cow is an efficient utilizer of roughages and other types of
feed. Under reasonably good management, returns for feed fed

* This study was supported mainly from funds made available by the Agricul-
tural Research and Marketing Act of 1946. Interest on the part of farmers,
agricultural workers, and the milk manufacturing industry in the area was re-
sponsible for initiation and execution of this research.

** Acknowledgment is due S. W. Williams, former staff member of the Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, and workers of the Agricultural Extension Service of
the Alabama Polytechnic Institute who helped organize and carry out the study.
Cooperation of farmers and others who contributed information is also appreciated.
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to dairy cows are high compared with returns for feed fed to
other kinds of livestock.

Labor requirements are high and regular for dairying, and rec-
ords have shown returns per hour of labor to be low as compared
with other farm enterprises. However, dairying provides an
opportunity to sell farm labor, even though at a low price, which
might not otherwise be sold. In addition, probably as much labor

- can be sold per dollar invested in dairying as in any other enter-
prise. Farm labor in the Piedmont, in general, has been fairly
plentiful, although in recent years strong competition from oppor-
tunities for off-farm work has made inroads into the farm labor
supply.

In view of these considerations, it appears that dairying might
well be a very important farm enterprise in the Piedmont. Prog-
ress in this direction, however, has been rather slow in some re-
spects.

This study was initiated to see how farmers on milk routes in
the area have woven the production of manufacturing milk in
with the rest of their farm business. It attempts to point up some
of the important factors affecting the sale of milk as well as to
explore some of the factors that may influence future production
and sale of milk for manufacture in this area. ‘

74e PIEDMONT AREA!

In general the Piedmont is hilly. Soils are sandy or clay loams
with red or dark brownish-red subsoils. Numerous streams pro-
vide ample water for livestock farming. Although early settlers
recognized the Piedmont as a potential livestock area, cotton
became the major income producer.

Serious erosion has occurred in most of the area. Hillsides are
steep, often broken by bench terraces, and frequently spotted
with numerous rocks. Fields are irregular in shape. The use of
tractor-drawn machinery is difficult and costly in much of the
area. Most farms have few good fences. However, during the
period 1940-50, significant changes occurred in the area.

Number of farms decreased 14 per cent from 1940 to 1950 (Ap-

*Data for this study were obtained from rural residents along milk routes in
10 counties: Chambers, Chilton, Clay, Cleburne, Coosa, Elmore, Lee, Macon,
Randolph, and Tallapoosa. Although from a physiographic standpoint, parts of
these counties are not in the Piedmont Area, figures for these counties are included
because of the location of milk routes.
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pendix Table 1). Farms operated by nonwhite farmers decreased
more in total and percentagewise than did the number of farms
operated by white farmers. Size of farms increased an average
of 12 acres, while acres in cropland harvested decreased 40 per
cent. Total land pastured increased 11 per cent. A tremendous
decrease occurred in percentage of tenants. A large part of this
decline was accounted for by the decrease in number of share
tenants and croppers.

Acreages of cotton, corn, and all hay showed a decrease. The
proportion of farms producing cotton declined from 92 to 60 per
cent. Numbers of cattle and calves as well as hogs increased.
Little change occurred in number of milk cows.

These figures show that types of agriculture in the Piedmont
have changed rather drastically in the past 10 years. They also
suggest that certain changes must have occurred in population
and in the ways in which people gain their livelihood.

From 1940 to 1950, rural farm population in the area declined
35 per cent. However, total population remained fairly constant.
Rural farm persons per farm and the number of workers employed
in agriculture showed substantial decreases during this 10-year
period. The increase in industrialization of the area has brought
with it non-farm job opportunities. Many, taking advantage of
these opportunities, have given up farming. Others continue to
tarm although additional work is found in non-farm industries.
An increasing proportion of the total population has chosen to
live in rural areas as shown by an increase of 34 per cent in rural
non-farm population from 1940 to 1950, while total population
changed very little. Rural farm population made up 62 per cent
of the total population in 1940 and only 41 per cent in 1950. On
the other hand, rural non-farm population amounted to 23 per
cent in 1940 and 32 per cent of the total population in 1950.

The SAMPLE
Selection

Representatives of the milk company and others helped in
plotting all milk routes in the area on large county maps. Then,
each route was divided into segments of approximately seven
houses. Counties were divided into rather broad general areas
and a certain number of segments were drawn at random in each
of these areas.

Enumerators visited each house included in the randomly
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FIGURE 1. Sample of farm and non-farm rural residents on milk routes, Piedmont
Area of Alabama, 1952.

drawn segments. The sample was composed of farm and non-
farm residents along milk routes. If the rural resident did not
operate or rent out more than 3 acres, if the family head was a
hired man or non-farm worker, and if no cattle were kept in 1951,
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very brief non-farm information was recorded on the survey sche-
dule. Otherwise, rather complete information on farming, in
particular as it pertained to dairying, was recorded.

Figure 1 shows, by counties, the number of farm and non-farm
respondents included in the survey.

Representativeness

Records were obtained from 230 farmers and 153 non-farm rural
resident.

In some respects, farms included in the sample were fairly rep-
resentative of all farms in the area (Table 1). However, they
were selected to represent farms on milk routes. Both groups had
the same average acreage of corn and cotton. But farms in the
sample were, on the average, 22 acres smaller than all farms.

Farms on milk routes reported an average of 3.0 dairy cows as
compared with 1.8 for all farms. Also, a larger proportion of
farms on routes had dairy cows. A smaller proportion of farmers
on milk routes were tenants and a larger proportion were white
operators. A much larger percentage of farms on milk routes
had tractors than of all farms in these counties.

Based on the sample, 2 residents out of 5 along the milk routes
were non-farm. This group had an average of 2.1 acres of land.

TasLE 1. CompamrisoN oF Farms INCLUDED IN SampLE WitH ArL Farwms,
P1EDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

. 230 farms .
Unit in sample All farms
Farms Number 230 24,891
Average size of farms Acres 85 107
Tenants of all farm operators Per cent 28 36
White operators of all operators_..___________ Per cent 82 71
Farms reporting dairy cows__________________ Per cent 85 70
Dairy cows per farm Number 3.0 1.8
Proportion of farms with dairy cows
" reporting milk sold Per cent 28 11
Milk sales per yearper farm...._....____._____ Gallons 581 160
Farm reporting open permanent pasture...__.__. Per cent 79 33
Open permanent pasture per farm....__________. Acres 17 8
Farms reporting corn Per cent 83 79
Corn per farm Acres 10 10
Farms reporting cotton Per cent 57 60
Cotton per farm Acres 6 6
Farm operators working off farm
100 days or more Per cent 35 31
Farms with tractors Per cent 23 11

! Based on 1950 Census data.
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TaBLE 2. OccupaTioNs oF NonN-FaArRM RuUrRAL ResmENTS ON MiLxk ROUTES,
P1EDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

Proportion of total

O ti
ceupation White Colored All
Per cent Per cent Per cent

Textile mill worker 22 3 19
None (retired, pensioned, or disabled)....._..__._._________ 17 6 14
Wood or lumber industry worker 7 34 13
Laborer (including farm worker) 2 30 8
Merchant or store operator 8 0 6
Farmer 5 6 5
Carpenter, painter, or construction worker.__.____________ .4 0 3
Truck driver 3 0 3
Other or combination of occupations listed ... 32 21 29
TortaL 100 100 100

There was little difference in the proportion of white residents
— 82 per cent for farmers and 76 per cent for non-farmers.

Occupations of non-farm residents were varied as shown in
Table 2. Work in textile mills and wood or lumber industries oc-
cupied a third of the heads of families. An additional eighth were
retired or disabled, hence, unoccupied. In addition, many heads
and members of families reported off-farm work in fields similar
to those listed. Only 72 per cent of the farmers considered farm-
ing as their major occupation.

DIFFERENCES ASSOCIATED w.i#: PATRON STATUS o/ FARMERS

The 230 farmers on milk routes were classified as patrons, past
patrons, and non-patrons of the milk plant (Table 3). Patrons
were those selling manufacturing milk to the plant at the time of
interview.?

TABLE 3. CrassiFICATION OF 230 Farms oN MiLk Routes, PIEDMONT AREA OF
AvraBama, 1952

Farmers selling

Proportion :
Patron status Farms milk for
of total manufacture in 1951
Number Per cent Number
Patrons 46 20 45
Past patrons 37 16 8
Non-patrons 147 64 0
ToTAL 230 100 . 53

2 All except one patron, who had just started selling, sold manufacturing milk in
1951. Also in 1951, only two patrons reported sales of milk on a local basis in
addition to that sold for manufacturing purposes.
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Only 1 out of 5 farmers on milk routes sold milk for manufac-
ture. Considering all residents on milk routes in rural areas, only
1 out of slightly more than 8 was a patron in 1952.

Sixteen per cent of the farmers interviewed had sold manu-
facturing milk at some time in the past. Thirty per cent of the
past patrons sold milk in 1951; three-fourths of these sold manu-
tacturing milk and one-fourth sold fluid milk.

Non-patrons were those who were not selling and never had
sold manufacturing milk. Less than 2 per cent of the farmers in
this group sold fluid milk in 1951.

‘ Production, Sale, anud Use of Milk

Milk sold amounted to almost 80 per cent of that produced on
patron farms, 50 per cent on past patron, and 14 per cent on non-
patron farms (Table 4). Almost all the milk sold by patrons went
to the milk plant. Of the past patrons selling milk in 1951, al-
most 50 per cent of the quantity sold went to the milk plant.

TaBLE 4. PropucTiON AND DisposiTioN oF MiLk BY PATRON StaTUus, 230 Farwms
oN Mik Routes, PreEpmMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

. Unit 46 37 147
tem ni past non-
: patrons patrons patrons

‘Whole milk sold:

Sellers Number 46 11 2

Average amound sold per day Gallons 7.1 1.8 :
Butter sold:

Sellers Number 4 9 16

Average amount sold per week Pounds 2 1.0 7
Milk used in home:

Farmers reporting Number 45 36 119

Average amount per day Gallons 1.3 1.5 1.1

Average amount per person per day Pints 2.6 3.8 2.4
Milk fed to calves:

Farmers reporting Number 20 14 42

Average amount per day Gallons 9 .9 3
Summary (per farm, all farms):

Milk sold annually® Pounds 22,483 6,380 565

Milk used in home and/or fed Pounds 5,735 6,293 3,462

Total produced Pounds 28,218 12,673 4,027
Dairy cows (mainly to be milked):

Farmers reporting Number 46 35 112

Average per farm Number 5.7 2.4 1.0

Annual prqduction per cow® Pounds 5,171 4,933 3,841

* Less than 0.1 gallon.

* Includes milk equivalent of butter sold.

¢ Average production per dairy cow (kept mainly to be milked) on a per farm
reporting basis. :
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No sales of cream were reported for 1951. In total, only 29 or
less than 13 per cent of all farmers on milk routes reported the
sale of butter. Past patrons averaged selling the largest quantity
per week.

Almost 90 per cent of the farmers reported the use of milk in
their homes, the largest average amount per day being reported
by past patrons. On a per person basis, past patrons used 3.8 pints
per day as compared with 2.4 for non-patrons. These amounts
were well above the 0.6 pint per capita average daily sales of all
bottled milk products for Alabama in 1949.2 White families used
an average of 2.9 pints per person per day as compared with 1.9
for negro families. Owners also used more milk per person per
day than tenants — 2.9 against 2.1 pints.

Forty-three per cent of the patrons, 38 per cent of the past
patrons, and 28 per cent of the non-patrons reported milk fed to
calves. For all farms, the average amount fed daily was 0.5 gal-
lon.

Livestock csud Poultry

A significant difference existed in the number of dairy cows on
farms of patrons, past patrons, and non-patrons (Table 4 and
Appendix Table 2). The number of dairy cows kept mainly to
be milked varied from 2 to 28 with an average of 5.7 for patrons.*
Most past patrons had only 1 or 2 cows with the exception of one
farmer who had 20 and who sold fluid milk. Twenty-four per
cent of the non-patrons did not have a dairy cow and more than
half had only one dairy cow which was kept primarily for pro-
duction of milk for the household.

Farmers who were patrons also had, on the average, more dairy
heifers 1 year old and over and, in addition, raised more dairy
heifer calves than did the other groups. Patrons had 2.6 dairy
cows for each heifer 1 year old and over, past patrons 2.4, and
non-patrons 3.8.

The greatest average number of beef cows was on farms of past
patrons even though only one-third of this group reported beef
cows. Past patrons also vealed or raised more calves for beef

* William, S. W. “Supplies and Use of Milk in Alabama.” A.P.I. Agricultural
Experiment Station Bulletin No. 282. June 1952.

*In 1948, a study was made of production and sale of milk for manufacture on
one milk route in parts of Russell, Lee, and Chambers counties. The average
number of all dairy cows per patron farm was found to be 5.8 and for non-patrons,
1.0. See Cox, C. B. “Factors Related to Production and Sale of Milk for Manu-
facture.” A.P.I. Agricultural Experiment Station Circular No. 96. May 1950.
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than did other groups. Apparently beef cattle were not numer-
ous on farms in the area due to farms being rather small and
farmers having limited capital with which to get into the beef
business.

Poultry production, including broilers, was most important on
farms of patrons.

In general, livestock numbers were greater on farms of patrons
and past patrons. A total of 32 farms or about 14 per cent in all
groups did not have cattle of any kind in 1951. Most of these
were non-patrons.

Land Use, Size of Farms, aud Crop Yields

A slightly larger percentage of patrons than of others produced
cotton in 1951 (Appendix Table 3). However, past patrons and
non-patrons had considerably more acreage in cotton, on the
average, than did patrons. There was not a great difference in
corn acreage between groups.

Grazing and hay crops were most prominent, as expected, on
farms of patrons. Sericea and winter grazing crops occupied the
greatest acreages, and the largest proportion of farmers reported
having these crops. Twenty-two per cent of the patrons reported
alfalfa as compared with 10 per cent reporting along one milk
route in Russell, Lee, and Chambers counties in 1948. In total,
patrons had a 35 per cent greater acreage of hay and grazing
crops than did past patrons and 169 per cent greater acreage than
did non-patrons.

The acreage of open permanent pasture was greatest on farms
of patrons and past patrons. Furthermore, almost all patrons had
permanent pastures. Woods pasture differed little in acreage be-
tween groups.

Past patrons had more than three times as much idle cropland
as did patrons, although there was little difference in average size
of farms for these two groups. This suggests that patrons may
have gone further in utilizing their land for crops or developing
pastures.

The percentage of all land used for crops differed little among
groups even though the proportion in hay and grazing crops was
greatest on farms of patrons and past patrons (Table 5). Patrons
and past patrons used a slightly larger percentage of their land
for open permanent pasture than did non-patrons. Also, the pro-
portions of the farm idle, in woods not pastured, and in farmstead
area were least on farms of patrons.
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TABLE 5. ProPORTION OF LAND IN Crops, PERMANENT PasTURE, IDLE, AND OTHER
UsEs, ACCORDING TO PATRON STATUS, 230 FARMS ON MILK
RoutEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Proportion of total acreage

L
and use 46 patrons 87 past patrons 147 non-patrons
Per cent . Per cent Per cent

Row crops 18 19 24
Hay or grazing crops 16 12 9
Other crops (as reported) 1 1 1
All crops 35 32 34
Open permanent pasture 22 21 17
Woods pasture 26 25 29
Total permanent pasture 48 46 46
All other* 13 9 9
Idle cropland 4 13 11
TortaL 100 100 100

*Includes farmstead area, woods not pastured, and idle land other than idle
cropland.

TABLE 6. Crop YieLps ACCORDING TO PATRON StaTUs, 230 Farms oN MiLk
RouTEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Average yield per acre

C Unit
P m 46 patrons 37 past patrons 147 non-patrons
Cotton (lint) Pounds 383 360 355
Corn Bushels 27 21 18
Alfalfa hay Tons 2.1 1.5 1.9
Sericea hay Tons ‘1.2 8 7

Crop yields were greatest on farms of patrons (Table 6).
Patrons made almost 0.5 ton per acre more alfalfa hay than the
average for past and non-patrons. The same relationship in yields
existed for sericea hay. Patrons’ corn yields were 29 per cent
greater than those of past patrons and 50 per cent greater than
those of non-patrons.

Farm Practices

Fifty-seven per cent of all farmers stated they were breeding
their dairy cows to beef-type bulls. This practice was most preva-
lent for past patrons and non-patrons (Appendix Table 4). How-
ever, 2 out of every 5 farmers selling milk to the milk plant fol-
lowed this practice. Only 10 per cent of all farmers with dairy
cows used artificial breeding.

In no group of farms did as many as 3 out of 4 farmers put up
hay in 1950. However, 72 per cent of the patrons said they put
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up an average of 4.9 tons per farm. Eighty-eight per cent of this
group compared to 76 per cent for all groups said the quantity
put up was sufficient. The unusual winter of 1951 may have re-
sulted in more than the usual proportion of farmers reporting “not
enough” hay. The quantity of hay reported amounted to ap-
proximately 0.5 ton per hay-consuming animal unit on each of
the three groups of farms.

Except for non-patrons, the proportion of farmers planting
winter grazing crops in 1950-51 compared to 1951-52 did not
differ greatly. Also, there was little difference in the average acre-
age planted and the proportion of total crop acres used for winter
grazing crops in each group of farms.

Farmers who sold milk to the milk plant, in general, had ap-
plied lime, fertilized, seeded, and mowed a larger acreage of
open permanent pasture than had others. On the other hand,
the proportion of their total open permanent pasture on which
these practices were carried out did not differ greatly from that
for non-patrons in most cases. Proportionally, past patrons seemed
to do less fertilizing, seeding, and mowing permanent pastures
than patrons. However, no group used these treatments on as
much as 40 per cent of the pastures.

Feed Purchased /s» Dairy Cows

One hundred thirty-nine or 60 per cent of the farmers pur-
chased some feed for dairy cows. Per farm, past patrons pur-
chased more feed than did patrons or non-patrons (Appendix
Table 5); however, there was little difference in purchases per
dairy cow between past and non-patrons. Patrons purchased
approximately half as much feed per dairy cow as did others.

On a T.D.N.5 basis, 17 per cent of the patron purchases were
hay, compared with 33 per cent for past patrons, and 28 per cent
for non-patrons. For all farms, 26 per cent of the T.D.N. pur-
chased was hay (Appendix Table 6). Since farmers in the Pied-
mont Area of Alabama have a greater advantage in growing graz-
ing and hay crops than grains, it is usually to their advantage to
produce as much of their hay requirement as possible. In addi-
tion, hay is bulky relative to value; therefore, costs of transport-
ing hay are high as compared with the cost of transporting more
concentrated products.

¢ Total digestible nutrients. Pounds of feed purchased were converted to a
T.D.N. basis by assuming concentrates to be 70 per cent T.D.N. and hay and
cottonseed hulls 45 per cent T.D.N.
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A larger proportion of patrons than others purchased concen-
trates for dairy cows. However, there was little difference be-
tween patron status groups in percentage of farmers purchasing
hay. As an average, 15 per cent of all farmers purchased hay
and 56 per cent purchased concentrates for dairy cows in 1951.

A majority of farmers said their purchases of feed in 1951 were
about the same as usual. Only 9 per cent reported purchases less
than usual. Fourteen per cent said their purchases of concen-
trates were greater than usual and 30 per cent said their pur-
chases of hay were greater than usual. Those buying more feed
than usual gave as their reason the severe winter of 1950-51.

Machinery cx«d Equipment

Approximately one-third of the patrons and one-third of the
past patrons owned a tractor, tractor plow, and disk harrow (Ap-
pendix Table 7). Only 17 per cent of the non-patrons owned
these items. Except for mowing machines and hay rakes, other
pieces of tractor machinery and equipment were owned by a
very small proportion of farmers.

Several farmers rented or hired the use of various pieces or
items of machinery and equipment, the most common being
tractors and tractor-drawn plows and harrows.

Labor Supply csud Personnel

Total number of persons per family averaged 4.1 for patrons,
3.8 for past patrons, and 4.2 for non-patrons (Appendix Table
8). There was very little difference between groups in the aver-
age number of persons over 12 years of age who could milk and
who were regularly available for such work. In all three groups,
about 75 per cent of the persons over 12 years of age could milk
and were regularly available.

Work off the farm by heads and members of the family took
a considerable portion of time. In total, patrons reported an aver-
age of 3.9 months work off the farm in 1951, past patrons 7.0, and
non-patrons 5.6. (See Appendix Table 9 for a breakdown by
number of months.) Types of work in which these farmers en-
gaged were similar to those shown in Table 2 for non-farm rural
residents. A much smaller proportion of patrons and members of
their families worked off the farm than did past and non-patrons.

Despite work off the farm, there was left an average of more
than two full-time men per farm on a man-equivalent basis, for
each group of farms. This number appears sufficient considering
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the size and type of farming carried on and assuming a reason-

able degree of labor efficiency.
Tenure aud Color

Seventy-two per cent of all farmers in the sample were owner
operators. Patrons and past patrons included a considerably
higher percentage of owners than non-patrons (Appendix Table
10). Thirty-five per cent of the non-patrons were cash, standing
rent, or share tenants. Only three croppers appeared in the sam-
ple; all were non-patrons. _

Only 40 out of 230 farmers on milk routes were colored (Ap-
pendix Table 11). Fifty-three per cent of the tenants and only 4
per cent of the owners were colored. Eighty-four per cent of the
tenants were non-patrons. Colored farmers comprised a larger
part of the non-patron group than of the past patron or patron
group.

VOLUME o/ SALES cud SELLERS

It has been pointed out that agriculture in the Piedmont has
changed during the past several years. Development of dairying
as a major farm enterprise on certain farms has been significant.
In total, what changes have occurred in number of farmers pro-
ducing manufacturing milk and in the quantity produced? Data
in this section are presented for the purpose of showing the de-
velopment and status of manufacturing milk production in the
Piedmont Area.

Total Sales, Patrons, cud Sales pez Patron

Total volume of manufacturing milk sold annually from 1946
through 1952 increased in all years except 1951 (Figure 2). No
doubt this exception was due largely to the unfavorable winter
of 1950-51. After the decline in 1951, an increase in sales dur-
ing 1952 brought the total for the year up to the 1950 level. Over
this 7-year period, sales by farmers to the milk plant increased

“an average of 10 per cent per year. Sales in 1952 were more than
twice as great as sales in 1946. Future changes in production and
sales of milk for manufacture will depend to a large extent upon
farmers™ alternative uses of land, capital, and labor, including
opportunities for off-farm employment.

Number of farmers selling milk to the milk plant increased 57
per cent from 1946 to 1950 (Figure 3). A decline of 11 per cent
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FIGURE 2. Volume of manufacturing milk scld annually to the milk plant in the
Piedmont Area of Alabama as a percentage of average for the period, 1946-52.

occurred in 1951; however, in 1952, number of patrons increased

15 per cent. Thus, the average number of farmers selling milk

in 1952 was slightly less than the number selling in 1950.
Pounds of milk sold per patron per year followed a similar pat-
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FIGURE 3. Number of patrons and volume of manufacturing milk sold per patron
to the milk plant in the Piedmont Area of Alabama as a percentage of average
for the period, 1946-52.

tern to that of sales and number of patrons. Number of patrons
and sales per patron increased approximately 7 per cent per year
over the 7-year period. In 1952, the amount sold per patron was
146 per cent of the amount sold per patron in 1946.
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Seasonality o/ Sales zud Patrons

From 1946 through 1952, a regular seasonal pattern of sales
existed (Figure 4). The same was true for number of patrons
and sales per patron (Figure 5).

Low months of sales were usually January and February, and
high months were May, June, July, and August. By 2-week pe-
riods, either December 1-15, February 1-15, or February 16-28
was usually the low period in sales (Table 7). The highest pe-
‘riods of sales most often came during the last 2 weeks in May or
in July. Sales during the peak 2-week periods were from 2% to
3% times as great as were sales during the low periods from 1946
to 1952.

Based on monthly averages for the 7 years, 1946-52, sales for
the months of May, June, July, and August made up 47 per cent
of total sales. Sales during November, December, January, and
February comprised only 22 per cent of total sales. Over the
years, May has been the month of highest sales; January and
February have been the lowest months in sales (Figure 6). June
and July have been the months for the greatest number of pa-
trons; January and February have been the months with fewest
patrons.

Sales per patron did not differ greatly from November through
February, as an average, over the 7-year period. Just as with
total sales, the peak in sales per patron occurred in May which,
on the average, was 1.8 times the sales per patron for the months
of November through February.

During the 7 years, the low 2-week period in number of pa-
trons always occurred between the first of December and last
of February (Table 8). July 16-31 most often has been the high
2-week period. Number of patrons during the high 2 weeks aver-

TasBLE 7. Hice anp Low 2-WEEk Periops IN SALEs To THE MiLk PrLanT, PIED-
MONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1946-52

Low 2 weeks High 2 weeks  Sales during high 2-week period

Year in pounds in pounds as a percentage of sales for
of milk sold of milk sold low 2-week period
Dates Dates Per cent
1946 Dec. 1-15 June 1-15 257
1947 Feb. 1-15 July 16-31 351
1948 Feb. 1-15 July 16-31 317
1949 Feb. 16-28 May 16-31 252
1950 Dec. 1-15 May 16-31 275
1951 Feb. 16-28 July 16-31 267

1952 Jan. 1-15 May 16-31 271
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FIGURE 4. Volume of manufacturing milk sold each month to the plant in the Piedmont Area of Alabama as a percentage of
average for the period, 1946-52.
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FIGURE 5. Number of patrons and volume of manufacturing milk sold per patron per month to the milk plant in the Piedmont Area

of Alabama as a percentage of average for the period, 1946-52.

NOILVLS LNIWRIAdXT TVINLINORIOY VWVEV1V

(114



MANUFACTURE MILK PRODUCTION in ALABAMA’S PIEDMONT 21

ORI IO
-000.00050.0.0

Dec.

bbbbbbb

Nov.

))))))

Legend
Number of patrons

milk sold
KA Volume sold per patron

)))))))))))

- Volume of manufacturing
Sept.

bbbbbbbb

Oct
and volume of sales per patron, by months, to the milk

plant in the Piedmont Area of Alabama, as a percentage of average over the period 1946-52.

7a%a%a%a%a%2%2%7,,9,9.9 .9 9 .90.0.0.0.0.90.0 .0
100%0%00000.0,0.0,0,0,0,0,0,0, 0,000,000,

) @ 09 0000000006000 0 000 «
0070000007000 %0%0%0%0 %% %% % %% %%

7,9,9,0.0.0.0 0 0000000000006 070 ¢ 0"
L0 0 00 00000 000%000%0%0%0%0%0 %% % %% % %%

.00 000000000600
0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.020.

111111111111

ol 1 [ RRRXIOO
o
o
° 9
g3 R
ed
e |
W.% ] 1
H o o [e] o [} (o]
@
a® o o e © ©

FIGURE 6. Average number of patrons, volume of manufacturing milk sold,




22 ‘ ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

TaBLE 8. Hicu anp Low 2-WEeek Periops iN NUMBER OF PATRONS SELLING TO
THE MiLk PLANT, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1946-52

. Number of patrons during high
Low 2 weeks  High 2 weeks 2-week period as a percentage

Year in number in number
of patrons of patrons of thezrialgé)lf rpi(gogle low
Dates Dates Per cent

1946 Dec. 1-15 June 1-15 145
1947 Jan. 16-31 July 16-31 183
1948 Feb. 16-29 Aug. 16-31 158
1949 Jan. 1-15 July 16-31 140
1950 Dec. 16-31 June 16-30 149
1951 Feb. 16-28 July 16-31 133
1952 Jan. 1-15 July 1-15 137

aged 1% times the number prevailing during the low 2 weeks.
There appears to be some evidence of less fluctuation in number
of patrons during the last 2 years of the period as compared with
earlier years. Apparently some progress has been made in keep-
ing patrons who produce and sell milk on a year-round basis.

The 46 patrons included in the study showed a similar pattern
for number selling during various months of 1951. More than 90
per cent sold milk from May through December compared to 70
per cent who sold in January and February. Only 64 per cent of
the 46 patrons sold milk during all months of 1951. Farmers who
sold milk all months of 1951 averaged selling 11.0 gallons per
day as compared with 4.4 gallons per day for those who sold only
part of the year. Average production per cow on farms of year-
round sellers was 5,183 pounds and 4,636 on farms from which
milk was not sold on a 12-month basis.

Low 2-week periods of sales per patron occurred January 1-15
in 3 years out of 7 (Table 9). High 2-week periods were May
16-31 in 4 out of 7 years. There has been little change in the
percentage difference from low to high since 1946.

TaBLE 9. HicaH anp Low 2-WEeek Prriops IN SALEs PER PATRON TO THE MILx
PraNT, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1946-52

Low 2 weeks High 2 weeks  Sales per patron during high 2

Year in pounds in pounds weeks as a percentage of sales

sold per patron sold per patron per patron during low 2 weeks
Dates Dates Per cent

1946 Jan. 1-15  July 16-31 195

1947 Feb. 1-15 May 16-31 203

1948 Feb. 1-15 July 16-31 209

1949 Nov. 16-30 May 16-31 192

1950 Nov. 16-30 May 16-31 209

1951 Jan.” 1-15  July 16-31 205

1952 Jan. 1-15 May 16-31 211
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PRICES RECEIVED /o» MANUFACTURING MILK

The trend in prices received by producers for manufacturing
milk, 4 per cent butterfat basis, was upward for the period 1950
through 1952 (Figure 7). The average price received during
1951 was 24 per cent above the 1950 price, and in 1952 was 5 per
cent above the 1951 average. Months of highest prices received
were usually September through May.

Prices received for milk should be considered in light of prices
received for alternative products which might be produced. If
the price of manufacturing milk increased enough relative to
prices received for beef cattle, at some point in the increase cer-
tain farmers would change from producing beef to milk. The
same is true for certain other products. As shown in Figure 7,
since 1950, prices received for manufacturing milk increased rela-

Per cent of '
1950 —52 average
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FIGURE 7. Prices rececived for manufacturing milk, fluid milk, and beef cattle
as a percentage of average for the period, 1950-52.  (Prices used were those paid
for 4 per cent milk by the milk plant in the Piedmont Area of Alabama, for fluid
milk with base fat content in Birmingham, Alabama, and average prices received
by Alabama farmers for beef cattle.) '
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tive to prices paid for fluid milk.® Manufacturing milk prices
also increased relative to beef cattle prices. A decided change
occurred after February 1952 when beef cattle prices started
dropping. The future relationship of prices received for manu-
facturing milk to prices received by farmers for other products
will be the resultant of many economic forces.

FACTORS RELATED /4 SALES o/ MILK

Based on an analysis of the information obtained from farmers
on milk routes, a number of factors appeared to be related to sales
of milk for manufacture. However, only the most important are
discussed in this section.

Five variables, (1) number of dairy cows kept primarily for
milk, (2) production per cow, (3) acres of forage crops (includ-
ing open permanent pasture), (4) acres of winter grazing, and
(5) age of the operator, were found to be important in explaining
the variation in sales of milk for manufacture.” The most import-
ant of these factors were the first two.® Sales of milk tended to
increase as all variables increased except age of the operator.
Older farm operators generally sold less milk per day. These
findings are based on analyses of records for 55 sellers who re-
ported the quantity of milk sold in 1951.

Number of Cows aud Production Per Cow

Considering only number of dairy cows kept primarily for milk
as a factor associated with sales, on the average, sales increased
1.17 gallons per day per farm for each additional cow (Figure
8). Therefore, if a farmer added only one cow, of the quality
presently in herds, sales for the year would be increased by more
than 3,000 pounds of milk per farm. This quantity is 18 per cent
of the average amount sold by 46 patrons in 1951.

Production per cow was studied alone to determine its degree
of relationship to sales (Figure 9). For each 1,000 pounds in-

¢ Prices used in the comparison were those paid for 4 per cent milk by the milk
plant in the Piedmont Area, those paid for fluid milk with base fat content in
Birnilingham, Alabama, and average prices received by Alabama farmers for beef
cattle.

" Ninety-six per cent of the variation in sales was explained by these factors;
therefore, the multiple correlation coefficient was .98 which is highly significant.

8 Standard partial regression coefficients for the factors listed in the order above
were (1) .7658, (2) .4908, (3) .1746, (4) .0727, and (5) -.3525
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FIGURE 8. Relationship of number of dairy cows kept primarily for milk to
volume of milk sold per day per farm, 55 farmers reporting sales in the Piedmont
Areca of Alabama, 1951.

crease in production per cow, sales per farm increased an aver-
age of 1.3 gallons per day. This points up the importance of a
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Gallons, milk sold per farm per day
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FIGURE 9. Relationship of production per cow to sales of milk, 55 farmers re-
porting sales in the Piedmont Area of Alabama, 1951.
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high level of production per cow. For example, suppose a farmer
has 10 cows producing 6,000 pounds of milk per cow per year.
By wise management, possibly he is able to increase production
per cow from 6,000 to 7,000 pounds. Also, assume the increase
in production came partly from careful culling, so the herd was
reduced from 10 to 9 cows.” Now the farmer produces a total of
63,000 pounds of milk compared to 60,000 pounds previously, or
an annual increase of 3,000 pounds. If all this quantity were sold,
this would amount to an increase in sales of approximately 1 gal-
lon per day. Furthermore, certain costs Wou?d be less per unit

TasLE 10. RerLaTionsHIP OF NUMBER OF DAry Cows KEpT PRIMARILY FOR MILK
aND PropuctioN PER Cow TO AVERAGE DaiLy SALEs or MLk, 230
Farms oN M1k RouTtes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Average production Total Sales
per cow farms Farms Amount
per year reporting per day
Pounds Number Number Gallons

(Less than 2 dairy cows kept primarily for milk)

Less than 3,500 65 0 0.0
3,500-6,499 49 1 :
6,500 and over 11 1 0.1

Total or average 125 2 1

(2-3 dairy cows kept primarily for milk)

Less than 3,500 35 1 0.1
3,500-6,499 26 14 1.9
6,500 and over « 11 6 3.8

Total or average 72 21 1.3
(4 or more dairy cows kept primarily for milk)

Less than 3,500 13 12 6.4
3,500-6,499 15 15 10.2
6,500 and over 5 5 22.8

Total or average 33 32 10.6
(A1l farms)

Less than 3,500 113 13 0.8
3,500-6,499 90 30 2.3
6,500 and over 27 12 5.8

Total or average 230 55 1.9

* Less than 0.1 gallon.

® Increase in size of herd was associated with a decrease in average production
per cow. .
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of milk produced, and, in addition, there would be one less cow
on which costs would be incurred.

Importance of production per cow and number of cows is also
evident in Table 10, based on data from 230 farms. As number of
cows increased, at any given level of production per cow, average
daily sales increased. Also, as production per cow increased, with
a given number of cows, sales increased. Greatest average daily
sales occurred on farms with the greatest number of cows and
highest producing cows.

Factors Associated wiZs Number of Cows

Farmers probably consider many things in reaching a decision
regarding size of the dairy herd. Feed supply, quality of feed,
facilities, labor supply, skill of labor, as well as prices received for
the product, are more than likely taken into account when making
a decision on number of cows.

According to the data for 55 farms, acres of open permanent
pasture was one of the most important factors associated with
number of dairy cows kept primarily to be milked (Figure 10).
Acres of all forage crops, including acres of permanent pasture,
were also used in the analysis but were not as closely associated
with number of dairy cows as acres of open permanent pasture
alone. Total acres operated and percentage of land in forage
crops showed some degree of relationship to number of dairy
cows. However, total acres of winter grazing in 1950-51, labor
supply available for farm work, and age of the operator, did not
show a close relationship to number of cows kept primarily for
milk. :

As an average, for each 10-acre increase in open permanent
pasture per farm, farmers selling milk added slightly more than
one dairy cow to their herd. This takes into consideration other
kinds of livestock which also utilized open permanent pasture.

An increase in number of dairy cows kept for milk was also
associated with an increase in size of farms up to a certain level.
Afterward, size did not increase proportionally with number of
cows (Table 11). Farmers with the greatest number of dairy
cows tended to veal or raise the most calves for beef. The amount
of hay put up per farm in 1950 increased with size of herd but
decreased per forage-consuming animal unit. Acres of winter
grazing per farm and purchases of feed increased considerably as
number of cows increased.
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FIGURE 10. Relationship of acres in open permanent pasture to number of dairy cows kept primarily for milk, 55 sellers on milk

routes in the Piedmont Area of Alabama, 1951.
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TaBrLE 11. Revationsuip oF NuMBER oF Cows Kepr PrRiMARILY FOR MILK TO
Various AspecTs OF FaArM ORGANIZATION AND PracTtices, FARMS OF

55 SELLERS ON M1Lk RouTEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Number of dairy cows

. All
Item Unit 13 a7 8and  farms
over
Farms No. 23 21 11 55
Dairy cows for milk No. 2.4 5.1 12.9 5.5
All dairy cows No. 3.6 5.7 14.2 6.5
Dairy heifers 1 year old and over No. 1.7 2.0 5.3 2.6
Calves vealed or raised for beef No. 2.0 3.0 3.5 2.7
Milk sold per day Gal. 4.2 74 17.6 8.1
Production per cow Lb. 5,996 4,656 4,616 5,208
Size of farm Ac. 85 114 123 104
Total crops Ac. 30 42 50 37
Men for work on farm M.E* 2.0 2.7 2.9 2.5
Persons over 12 years of age who
could milk and were available No. 2.0 2.6 2.4 2.3
Farmers owning tractor Pct. 17 48 45 35
Open permanent pasture:
Farms reporting Pct. 87 100 100 96
Per farm Ac. 16 25 41 24
Per forage-consuming animal
unit? Ac. 2.4 3.3 2.4 2.7
Proportion of farm land Pct. 16 22 34 23
Forage crops:*
Farms reporting Pct. 96 100 100 98
Per farm Ac. 36 57 89 55
Per forage-consuming animal )
- unit? Ac. 6.4 7.5 5.2 6.4
Proportion of farm land Pct. 42 50 73 51
Hay put up in 1950:
Farms reporting Pct. 70 67 64 67
Per farm T. 4 5 6 5
Per forage-consuming animal
unit? T. .8 .6 3 .6
Total winter grazing, 1950-51:
Farms reporting Pct. 61 81 81 73
Per farm Ac. 4 9 17 9
Per forage-consuming animal
unit? Ac. i 1.2 1.0 1.0
All feed purchased for dairy cows:
Per farm T.D.N. 1,056 3,130 15,756 4788
Per dairy cow T.D.N. 296 548 1,111 736

* “Man-equivalent” of all labor on the farm available for farm work. One man-
equivalent equals 1 man for 12 months.

2 Excludes workstock.

% Includes forage crops grown for hay or grazing in addition to open permanent

pasture.
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Factors Associated wi?s Production Per Cow

Of the factors measured, the most important factor associated
with production per cow appeared to be the quantity of rough-
ages purchased. Number of cows kept for milk and purchases of
concentrates were not as closely associated with production per
cow as were purchases of roughages. Again, the severe winter of
1950-51 probably was a factor. In most cases, purchases of rough-
ages probably were necessary for a satisfactory level of produc-
tion. Otherwise, production per cow was not maintained. Farms
on which roughages were purchased in 1951 showed an average
production of almost 500 pounds more milk per cow than did
farms on which no roughages were purchased (Table 12).

Farmers who did not purchase roughages had a slightly greater
acreage of winter grazing crops and put up an average of 1.4 tons
more hay per farm than did farmers who purchased roughages in
1951. Farmers who did not purchase roughages purchased some-
what less concentrates than did others.

TasLE 12. Tue RerLaTioNsHiP OF PURCHASES OF ROUGHAGES TO VARious FAcTORS,
FarMs oF 55 SELLERS oN MiLk RouTks, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Averages for farms
on which

. 1l
Item Unit  Roughages Roughages farms
were not were
purchased purchased
Farms No. 40 15 55
Production per cow Lb. 5,086 5,534 5,208
Cows for milk No. 5.6 54 55
Milk sold per day Gal. 7.6 9.5 8.1
Corn Ac. 13.0 10.8 12.4
Cotton Ac. 3.5 7.9 4.7
Forage crops Ac. 57 48 55
Proportion of land in forage crops Pct. 52 49 - 51
Open permanent pasture Ac. 24.1 21.6 23.5
Winter grazing, 1950-51 Ac. 9.0 7.6 8.6
Hay put up in 1950 T. 5.2 3.8 4.8
Purchases of feed for dairy cows:
Concentrates T.D.N. 2205 6,134 3,277
Roughages T.D.N. 0 5,541 1,511
Size o/ Farm

One of the over-all limitations on production of milk is size of
farm in terms of acres of open permanent pasture and cropland.
The importance of size was evident in the previous discussions.
Larger farms had more dairy cows and other kinds of livestock
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(Appendix Table 12). The percentage of farmers reporting dairy
and beef cattle increased as size of farm increased. Almost 90
per cent of the farmers with 101 acres or more were owner oper-
ators compared to 53 per cent for farmers with less than 50 acres.

As size of farm increased the average acreage in corn, forage
crops, and permanent pasture increased. Also, the proportion of
land in forage crops increased as size of farm increased. Although
this was true, the proportion that hay purchases were of total
digestible nutrients purchased also increased.

Only 10 per cent of the farmers on farms of less than 50 acres
sold milk compared to 40 per cent of those with 101 acres or
more. Farmers in the largest size group sold an average of 11,416
pounds of milk per year compared to only 933 pounds for farms
in the smallest size group.

Labor Supply

Total labor available for work on the farm did not appear to be
as closely related to production and sale of milk as did several
other factors. However, the average number of dairy cows for
milk increased somewhat as total man equivalents increased on
farms selling milk. Sales of milk averaged 7.0 gallons per day for
farms with less than 3 man equivalents compared to 10.5 gallons
per day for farms with 3 man equivalents or more. Sellers with

TaBLE 13. NumBER OF PersonNs OvER 12 YEars oF Ace WrHo CouLp MILK AND
WERE REGULARLY AVAILABLE RELATED TO SIZE OF DAIRY AND BEEF ENTERPRISES,
55 SELLERs ON MirLk RouTEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Number of persons over 12 years
of age who could milk and were

. : All
Ttem Unit regularly available farms
Lesszthan 2 3 or more
Farms Number 9 26 19 54*
Dairy cows for milk Number 4.2 6.3 5.3 5.5
Dairy heifer calves raised Number 3.2 3.0 2.0 2.7
Calves vealed or raised for
beef Number 2.3 2.9 2.6 2.7
Beef cows Number 1.3 8 .6 .8
Farmers using beef bulls on
dairy cows Per cent 67 35 32 40
Hay put up in 1950 Tons 14 4.8 6.5 4.8
Milk sales per day Gallons 6.7 9.1 7.6 8.1
Size of farm Acres 141 108 104 104

* Number of persons over 12 years of age who could milk and were regularly
available was not reported in one case.
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the equivalent of 3 or more men put up more than twice the
average quantity of hay as on farms with less than 3 men in 1950.

Number of persons over 12 years of age who could milk and
were regularly available was not closely related to sales of milk
(Table 13). However, beef cattle were apparently given more
emphasis on farms with the fewest number of persons available
for milking cows.

Work Off e Farm

Farms of sellers for which there was 0.1 man equivalent® or
more work off the farm by the operator or members of his family
sold an average of 1.9 gallons of milk per day less than did farms
for which no off-farm work was reported (Table 14). Production
per cow was considerably higher for the latter group.

For all farms, 35 per cent of the operators worked off the farm
3 or more months during 1951. Only 1 out of every 5 farmers in
this group reported sales of milk — the average was 1.2 gallons
per day. About 1 out of 4 farm operators working off the farm
less than 3 months reported selling milk. These farmers averaged
selling 2.4 gallons of milk per day.

TasLeE 14. ReraTionsHrp oF Work OrrF THE FarM 1O VArious Facroms, 55
SELLERS ON MILk RouTEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Man-equivalent of work off

Ttem Unit farm by all members of family Al
farms
None 0.1 or more*
Farms No. 31 24 55
Work off farm by all members of
family M.E. .0 1.0 4
Total labor for farm work M.E. 2.7 2.2 2.5
Age of head of family Yr. 53 47 50
Cows for milk ' No. 5.2 6.0 5.5
Milk sold per day Gal. 8.9 7.0 8.1
Production per cow Lb. 5,610 4,689 5,208
Cotton Ac. 3 7 5
Forage crops Ac. 48 64 55
Size of farm Ac. 101 108 104
Farmers owning tractor Pct. 29 42 35

0.1 man-equivalent equals 1.2 months work by 1 man.
Tractor Ownership

Sellers who owned a tractor sold an average of 2.4 gallons of
milk per day more than did those who did not own a tractor .

 Equal to 1.2 months work off the farm by 1 man.
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TaBLeE 15. DIFFERENCES IN SALES OF MiLk AND OTHER FACTORS BETWEEN
FarMERs WHO OWNED A TrRACTOR AND THOSE WHO Dip Notr OwN A TRACTOR,
55 SELLERS ON MiLk RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA OF AraBAMA, 1952

Sellers of milk who

All

Ttem Unit  Owneda Did not own  farms
tractor a tractor
Sellers Number 19 36 55
Size of farm Acres 131 90 104
Owner operators Per cent 95 83 87
Age of head of family Years 45 53 50
Milk sold per day Gallons 9.7 7.3 8.1
Production per cow Pounds 4,668 5,493 5,208
Cows kept primarily for milk Number 74 4.6 55
Beef cows Number 1.6 4 .8
Cotton Acres 7 4 5
Corn Acres 18 9 12
Total winter grazing, 1950-51 Acres 13 6 9
Total winter grazing, 1951-52 Acres 8 7 7
Total crops Acres 55 28 37
Forage crops Acres 72 46 55
Proportion of land in forage crops Per cent 54 49 51
Hay put up in 1950 Tons 8.1 3.1 4.8
Open permanent pasture:
Total Acres 27 22 24
Fertilized in past 5 years Acres 8 4 5
Seeded in past 5 years Acres 8 4 5
Fertilized in 1951 Acres 4 2 3

(Table 15). Larger farms with more cotton, corn, winter grazing,
and other forage crops were associated with tractor ownership.
Also, farmers with tractors had the greatest number of dairy and
beef cows. They put up considerably more hay in 1950 and im-
proved a larger area of permanent pasture than did farmers with-
out tractors.

Age of Farm Operator

Farmers from 45 to 55 years of age sold the greatest amount
of milk daily (Appendix Table 13). Twenty-eight per cent of the
farmers in this age group reported selling milk compared to 18
per cent of those who were younger and 23 per cent of those who
were older. Farmers 40 to 55 years of age had almost twice as
many dairy cows for milk as did other age groups, but production
per cow tended to decrease as average age of the operator in-
creased.
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The percentage owner operators, size of farm, number of beef
cows, and acreage of forage crops increased with age of the
operator. Gallons of milk per day used in the house and the per-
centage owning tractors decreased, on the average, as age of
the operator increased.

Color cud Tenure

No doubt factors associated with color and tenure are import-
ant in their effect on production and sale of milk. Although a
conclusion based on a very small sample often invites error, it
appears that a group of white owner operators can be expected
to sell more milk than colored owners, and white tenants more
than colored tenants (Table 16).

Other differences existed according to color and tenure which
support the above statement. Farms of white owner operators
were considerably larger than those of colored owner operators
(Table 17). Still smaller were farms of white tenants followed
in size by those of colored tenants. Number of dairy cows, pro-
portion of farmers owning tractors, acres of permanent pasture,
amount of feed purchased for dairy cows, acres of forage crops,
and proportion of land in forage crops decreased in the same
order.

Although smallest in size, farms of colored operators, both own-
ers and tenants, had the largest labor force. Colored farmers also
did less work off the farm than did others (Appendix Table 14).
With the fewest numbers of livestock, yet a greater acreage of
cotton, they failed more than did white operators in year-round
utilization of labor.

Relatively stable tenure is essential for almost any kind of live-
stock program. Owner operators reported being on their farm
an average of 13 years compared to 3 years for tenants.

TaBLE 16. ReLATIONSHIP OF COLOR AND TENURE TO SALES oF MLk, 230 Farms
oN MiLx Routks, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

White farm operators Colored farm operators
T Number of farms Average Number of farms Average
enure —  amount amount

Selling  sold Selling  sold
Total milk  per day Total milk  per day

Number Number Gallons Number Number Gallons

Owners 158 46 2.6 6 2 1.0
Tenants 29 4 8 34 3 4
TOTAL OR AVERAGE 187 - 50 2.3 40" 5 4

* Tenure for 1 farm operator and color for 2 were not reported.



36 ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

TaBLE 17. DI1FFERENCES BETWEEN FarRMs BY CoLOR AND TENURE OF OPERATOR,
230 Farms oN M1k RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

. Owner operators Tenants
Item Unit -
White Colored All  White Colored All

Farms No. 158 6 164* 29 34 63"
Size Ac. 99 78 99 55 46 50
Time operator on this farm  Yr. 14 12 13 4 3 3
Labor for farm work M.E. 2.0 2.5 2.1 24 2.7 2.6
Persons over 12 years of

age who could milk and

were available No. 1.9 2.8 2.0 2.2 3.1 2.7
Farmers owning tractor Pct. 32 17 31 10 0 5
Cows for milk No. 2.6 2.3 2.6 1.6 1.0 1.3
Farmers reporting cows

for milk Pct. 89 83 88 86 62 73
Dairy heifers 1 year and

over No. 14 5 14 4 3 4
Dairy heifer calves raised No. 14 1.5 14 i 5 6
Beef cows No. 2.1 0 2.0 .3 1 2
Calves vealed or raised

for beef No. 2.5 5 2.4 .6 2 4
Use beef bulls on dairy

cows Pct. 50 17 49 38 35 36
Milk sold per day Gal. 2.6 1.0 2.5 .8 4 .6
Farmers reporting milk sold Pct. 29 33 29 14 9 11
Milk used in house per

person per day Pt. 2.9 2.1 2.9 2.5 1.9 2.2
Production per cow Lb. 4334 2992 4288 4224 4443 4,324
Cotton Ac. 5 6 5 5 14 10
Farmers reporting cotton Pct. 42 83 44 76 100 89
Corn Ac. 10 6 10 11 12 12
Winter grazing, 1950-51 Ac. 7 2 6 1 1 1
Open permanent pasture Ac. - 21 13 21 9 5 7
Hay put up, 1950 T. 3.4 2.6 3.4 3.3 9 2.0
Feed purchased for dairy

cows T.D.N.2,882 1,124 2818 968 185 546
Forage crops Ac. 49 30 49 17 11 14
Proportion of land in : :

forage crops Pct. 46 43 46 25 14 19

* Tenure of 1 farm operator and color of 2 were not reported.

Similar differences associated with tenure as discussed above,
though in some cases not as pronounced, existed between owners
and tenants who sold milk in 1951 (Appendix Table 15).

COMPARISONS c.d FUTURE SALES

Those selling milk for manufacturing purposes in the spring of
1952 in addition to those not selling were asked several questions
related to sales and possibilities for increased sales. Farmers’
opinions or estimates were recorded and are presented in this
section.
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1951 Compared £ 1950, cud 1952 Compared 4 1951

Only 42 per cent of the 46 patrons stated that the amount of
milk they sold in 1951 was greater than the amount sold in 1950
(Table 18). Fifty-eight per cent said that they would sell more
in 1952 than 1951. Probably one reason for less than half the
patrons reporting increases in 1951 was due to the severe winter
in 1950-51. Also, much of the anticipated increase in 1952 may
not have materialized due to an extremely dry summer and fall.

According to a record of sales by farmers to the milk plant,
sales in 1951 were 15 per cent less than in 1950. In 1952, sales
increased 17 per cent over the amount sold in 1951 and were
approximately the same as those in 1950.

TaBLE 18. PaTRONS ESTIMATE OF AMOUNT OF MILK SorLp N 1951 COMPARED TO
1950 anp 1952 ComPARED TO 1951, 46 SELLERS OF MANUFACTURING MILK,
PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA

Patrons’ Proportion reporting
estimate of 1951 compared 1952 compared
amount sold to 1950 t0 1951
Per cent Per cent
Much more 26 20
Some more 16 38
About same 26 38
Some less 29 2
Much less 3 2

Most of the patrons who reported increased sales in 1951 and
1952 added cows to their herds or were able to increase feed pro-
duction. A number of farmers said that they had better cows
than previously. Those reporting decreased sales mentioned wea-
ther with its resulting feed shortages. In addition, several patrons
reported that the shortage of labor and increased opportunities
for work off the farm were causes contributing to decreased sales.

Reasons /aa Differences i Sales

Reasons reported for patrons not selling more milk and for
non-patrons not selling milk for manufacture were similar. Both
groups said that too few cows, low producers, lack of feed and
facilities, or a combination of these things, were responsible for
their not selling milk or not increasing sales (Table 19).

Financial problems of acquiring good cows were mentioned in
several cases. Lack of labor was the second most important reason
given by patrons for not having greater sales. Apparently lack



38 ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

TaBLE 19. REasons REPORTED FOR PaTrONS NoT SELLING MORE MiLkx aAND NON-
PatrONs NoT SELLING MILK FOR MANUFACTURE, 193 FaArMs oN MiLk
Routes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

Proportion reporting

Reason reported
nrep 46 patrons 147 non-patrons

Per cent Per cent

Too few cows, low producing cows, or lack of

land, pasture, feed, and facilities 37 39
Lack of labor 13 3
Price received for milk too low 11 7
Age, disability, or bad health 4 7
Work off farm more profitable 2 8
Other farm enterprises more profitable* 2 7
Not interested 0 8
Combination of reasons listed 0 9
Other 0 1
Not reported 31 11

*Only 1 patron and 10 non-patrons reported beef cattle production or selling
of veal calves as reasons for not selling more or not selling milk.

of labor was not as important with non-patrons. A fairly small
proportion of each group specifically mentioned prices received
tor milk as a reason for not selling or increasing sales. However,
there is considerable evidence that farmers considered the pro-
duction of milk for manufacture as a low profit enterprise. Fif-
teen per cent of the patrons and 22 per cent of the non-patrons
gave reasons concerning profitableness (price too low, work off
farm more profitable, and other farm enterprises more profitable).
In addition, many famers probably did not acquire good cows
and develop pastures because they felt that resulting profits
would be low.

The major reason given by past patrons for not continuing to
sell milk was that they did not have milk in excess of that re-
quired for home use:

REASON REPORTED PROPORTION REPORTING
Per cent
Not enough milk to sell* 25
Lack of labor or labor difficulties 19
Price of milk too low 17
Beef cattle production more profitable 8
Milk route discontinued or moved 6
Quit to sell Grade A milk 3
Combination of reasons above 14
Reason not reported 8

*Due to dry cows, low producers, lack of feed and pasture, and in one case,
due to cows eating objectionable weeds and mushrooms.
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Only 6 out of 22 owners!! with tenants or croppers encouraged
the sale of milk. A total of 61 tenants and 3 croppers were in-
cluded in the study. Twenty-six per cent of the tenants and
croppers reported that their landlord encouraged them to sell
milk.

Reasons why owners encouraged their tenants or croppers to
sell milk were primarily “to increase income,” “labor and know-
how are available to supervise and assist tenants,” and “helps
make for more stable tenure.” The chief reasons given for not
encouraging the sale of milk were “other enterprises more profit-
able,” “no interest by the tenant,” and “landlord not able to fi-
nance.”

Twenty-one out of 49 tenants and croppers stated that they
wanted to sell manufacturing milk in order to acquire additional
income. Eight of these were encouraged by their landlord to sell
milk. About half the tenants and croppers said that they did not
want to sell manufacturing milk for these reasons:

REASON REPORTED PROPORTION REPORTING
Per cent
No cows, too few cows, or lack of feed 47
Short on labor and work off farm more 21
attractive
Poor health, age, or disability 12
Not interested in selling milk 12
Other farm enterprises more profitable . 4
Plan to move off milk route 4

These reasons were very similar to those reported by past pa-
trons for not continuing to sell milk; however, the number one
reason is more pronounced with tenants and croppers. Also, a
somewhat larger proportion of tenants and croppers were not in-
terested in selling milk.

Tenants and landlords face numerous problems in the produc-
tion and sale of milk. One of the biggest problems centers in fi-
nancing the dairy enterprise together with an ample acreage of
forage crops and pasture. Sixty per cent of the tenants and crop-
pers compared to 18 per cent of the owners stated that their chief
problems concerned “no cows, too few cows, low producers, cows
too high in price, or not financially able to buy cows or improve
pasture” (Table 20). A much larger proportion of owners than
tenants or croppers did not report a problem or stated that they
had no problems in connection with selling manufacturing milk.

In total, 165 out of 230 farmers included in the study were owner operators.
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TaBLE 20. PrROBLEMS IN SELLING MANUFACTURING MiLk As REePORTED BY 22
OwNERS WITH TENANTs OR CROPPERS AND 49 TENANTS OR CROPPERS
oN MiLk RouTEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

Proportion reporting

Problem Tenants or
Owners croppers
Per cent Per cent

No cows, too few cows, low producers, cows too high
in price, or not financially able to buy cows or im-
prove pasture 18 60

No problems or not reported 22

Short on labor and work off farm more attractive 2

Poor health, age, or disability

Not interested in selling milk

Other farm enterprises more profitable

Unstable tenure

Not enough land

Milk too cheap

Combination of problems listed

(913
SO UUTO UTO ®©

AP ON

Almost all of the tenants and croppers who wanted to sell milk
gave as their problem the first item in Table 20.

Future Sales

Out of 37 past patrons, 18 said that they would consider selling
milk for manufacture in the future. Forty-four of 147 non-patrons
indicated their willingness to sell manufacturing milk. In total,
34 per cent of the farmers not selling milk for manufacture in the
spring of 1952 said that they would consider selling.'?

This would amount to a 135 per cent increase over 1951 in num-
ber of patrons. A comparable increase in quantity of milk sold
might be expected if new sellers averaged selling about the same
amount per year as present patrons. However, all those who said
that they would consider selling did not give a definite date as to
when they could start (Table 21). Half of the potential sellers
said that the date was indefinite or did not report when they
could start selling. Fifteen'® of the 62 potential sellers said that
they would start in 1952, Based on the sample, this would amount
to a 33 per cent increase in number of patrons over 1951. Ac-
tually, the average number of patrons increased only 6 per cent

2Tn 1948, a study of farms along a milk route in the Piedmont and Upper
Coastal Plains areas of Alabama indicated that 22 per cent of the non-patrons
planned to sell milk in the near future.

** None of the 15 were past patrons.
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TasrE 21. TiMeE REPORTED WHEN 62 PoTENTIAL SELLERS COULD START SELLING
MiILK FOR MANUFACTURE, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

When could start selling milk Proportion reporting
. Per cent
1952 24
1953 16
As soon as pasture developed, get cows, or additional help 8
As soon as price of milk increases 2
Indefinite or not reported 50

from 1951 to 1952 while volume of milk sold increased 12 per
cent.

No doubt, the actual increase in number of patrons was less
than that reported due to the extremely dry summer of 1952.
During January and February, 1953, number of patrons increased
an average of 13 per cent over the same months in 1952. Sales
for January and February, 1953, were 14 per cent above those of
January and February, 1952.

As for the long-time increase in number of patrons and sales,
reasonable growth may be expected. From 1946 through 1950 a
steady upward trend prevailed in total sales (Figure 2). In the
future, increases in sales probably will not be as great propor-
tionally as those which have occurred in the past.

A number of things that could be done to help sellers sell more
milk and to help non-sellers start selling were reported (Table
22). The chief measure suggested was assistance, usually finan-
cial, in getting more cows or better cows, facilities, machinery,
~ equipment, labor, and feed, including pastures. This points up
" the need for bankers and others in the finance field to work closely
with farmers interested in dairying.

TasLE 22. TaiNGgs REPORTED WHICH CaN B DoNE To HELp SELLERS SELL MORE
MiLk AND NoON-SELLERS GET STARTED SELLING MLk, 230 Farms
oN MiLk RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

Proportion reporting

Tt ted
em reporte Sellers  Non-sellers

Per cent Per cent

Assistance in getting more or better cows, facilities,
machinery, equipment, labor and feed, including

pasture® 30 21
Nothing or don’t know what can be done 17 20
Raise price of milk 11 2
Provide additional “know how” or stimulation 0 1
Combination of items listed 4 3
Not reported 38 53

! Usually reported as financial assistance.
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TABLE 23. ADVANTAGES OF SELLING MILK FOR MANUFACTURE AS REPORTED BY
46 PATRONS ON MILx RoUTES, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

Advantage reported Proportion of patrons reporting
Per cent
Means of increasing income 47
Source of regular income 32
Way of marketing surplus milk 9
Not reported 12

Of second importance was the fact many farmers did not know
what could be done to increase sales. Apparently this group, in
addition to those not reporting, were not interested in greater
sales of milk. A smaller precentage of patrons than non-patrons
indicated that nothing could be done, they did not know what
could be done, or they did not report what could be done to
increase sales or to get non-sellers started selling.

Apparently, most patrons'* realize the advantages (Table 23)
of selling manufacturing milk. The most important advantages
were that selling manufacturing milk afforded a means of in-
creasing income and provided a source of regular income.

SUMMARY cz.d CONCLUSIONS

Summary

This study is mainly an analysis of farm organization as it re-
lates to the production and sale of milk for manufacture in Ala-
bama’s Piedmont Area. Data were obtained from 230 farmers
and 153 non-farm rural residents on milk routes. Also, informa-
tion on trends and growth of the manufacturing milk industry
in the area, prices received for manufacturing milk, farmer’s atti-
tudes and opinions regarding the sale of milk, and future plans
are included. ‘

During the past several years many changes have taken place
in the Piedmont’s agriculture. Number of tenants decreased 47
per cent from 1940 to 1950. Most of this decrease was accounted
for in the decline of share tenants and croppers. The proportion
of farms producing cotton decreased from 92 per cent in 1940 to
60 per cent in 1950. Acreages of both cotton and corn declined
during this period while total land pastured increased 11 per cent.
Little change occurred in number of milk cows on farms. Rural

.’ﬁ(Only 6 out of 46 patrons failed to report an advantage in selling manufacturing
milk,
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farm population dropped 35 per cent while rural non-farm popu-
lation increased 34 per cent from 1940 to 1950.

According to the sample of farms studied, 2 residents out of 5
along milk routes in the Piedmont were non-farm. These people
worked in textile mills, wood or lumber industries, and various
other kinds of industries. Fourteen per cent were retired, dis-
abled, or pensioned.

Only 1 out of 5 farmers on milk routes sold manufacturing milk
in the spring of 1952. Therefore, out of all residents on milk
routes only 1 out of slightly more than 8 sold milk. Sixteen per
cent of the farmers had sold milk for manufacture prior to 1952,
and 64 per cent had never sold milk for manufacture.

Patrons of the milk plant in the Piedmont Area sold an average
of 7.1 gallons of whole milk per day in 1951. This was 80 per cent
of total production. Very little butter and no cream were reported
sold by patrons, past patrons, or non-patrons. An average of 2.7 -
pints of milk per person per day was used in the home.

Patrons reported an average of almost 6 cows kept primarily
for milk, past patrons 2, and non-patrons 1, in 1951. Average an-
nual production per cow for the three groups was 5,171, 4,933,
and 38,841 pounds of milk, respectively. In general, livestock num-
bers were greatest on farms of patrons and past patrons. The
greatest average number of beef cows was on farms of past pa-
trons even though only one-third of this group reported beef cows.

Patrons had the greatest proportion of their land in hay or
grazing crops. Past patrons and non-patrons had an average of
almost 8.5 acres more cotton than patrons. Sericea lespedeza and
winter grazing crops, including oats, accounted for the greatest
average acreage of forage crops on all farms. Only 22 per cent of
the patrons reported alfalfa. Crop yields were highest on farms
of patrons.

Fifty-seven per cent of the farmers reported breeding their
dairy cows to beef-type bulls. Only 44 per cent of the patrons
reported this practice compared to 70 per cent of the past patrons
and 58 per cent of the non-patrons. Only 10 per cent of all farmers
with dairy cows were using artificial breeding.

There was little difference between groups of farms in amount
of hay put up in 1950 per forage-consuming animal unit; the
over-all average was 0.5 ton.

Sixty per cent of the farmers purchased feed for dairy cows.
One-fourth of the digestible nutrients purchased was hay. In



a4 ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

total, patrons purchased about half as much feed per dairy cow
as past or non-patrons.

There was little difference between groups in average number
of persons over 12 years of age who could milk and who were
regularly available. However, work off the farm by members of
patron families averaged 3.9 months compared to 7.0 months for
past patrons and 5.6 months for non-patrons in 1951.

A considerably larger proportion of patrons and past patrons
were owner operators than were non-patrons. In all, 72 per cent
of all farmers in the sample were owner operators. Only 40 out
of 230 farmers in the sample were colored. Three-fourths of the
colored farm operators were tenants and non-patrons. Only 12
per cent of the colored farmers sold milk in 1951.

Total sales of manufacturing milk, number of patrons, and
sales per patron to the milk plant in the area increased in all
years from 1946 to 1952 except in 1951. Over this 7-year period,
a 10 per cent average annual increase in sales prevailed. Number
of patrons increased 48 per cent and pounds of milk sold per
patron increased 46 per cent from 1946 to 1952. As an average, _
sales for the months of May through August made up 47 per cent
of total sales as compared with 22 per cent for November through
February. May has been the month of highest total sales; Janu-
ary and February have been the lowest months in sales. June
and July have been months of greatest number of patrons; Janu-
ary and February have had the fewest patrons. Sales per patron
did not differ greatly from November through February. As an
average for 7 years, the peak in sales per patron occurred in May
which was 1.8 times the sales per patron for the months of Novem-
ber through February. :

The trend in prices which Piedmont farmers received for manu-
facturing milk was upward from 1950 through 1952. These prices
also increased relative to prices paid for beef cattle and prices

paid for fluid milk.

Number of cows kept primarily for milk and average produc-
tion per cow were the two most important variables associated
with sales of manufacturing milk. Acres in open permanent pas-
ture was the most important factor associated with number of
dairy cows, whereas quantity of roughages purchased was most
closely associated with average production per cow in 1951,

As size of farms increased, livestock numbers, including dairy
cows, increased. The average acreage of corn, forage crops, and
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open permanent pasture as well as the percentage of land in for-
age crops increased with size of farm.

Total labor available for work on the farm did not appear to be
as closely related to the sale of milk as did several other factors.
Thirty-five per cent of the farm operators worked off the farm 3
or more months in 1951. These sold an average of 1.2 gallons of
milk per day compared to an average of 2.4 gallons per day sold
by operators who worked off the farm less than 3 months.

The most important reasons reported for patrons not selling
more milk, non-patrons not selling, and for past patrons not con-
tinuing to sell milk were lack of cows, low producing cows, and
lack of land, pasture, feed, and facilities. In total, 34 per cent of
the farmers not selling milk for manufacture in the spring of 1952
said that they would consider selling. Half of these did not report
a date on which they would try to start selling milk. Twenty-four
per cent said they would start in 1952 and 16 per cent stated that
they would start in 1953.

Conclusions

1. Although rather drastic adjustments in types of farming have
taken place in the Piedmont Area during the past several years,
still further changes appear probable and desirable. Production
of milk for manufacture is an important farm enterprise on many
farms in the area. Increasing importance of this enterprise will
depend, to a large extent, on alternative uses of roughages pro-
duced and opportunities for off-farm employment.

2. Farms in the area from which manufacturing milk is being
sold are above average in size. These farms have a larger acreage
of crops and pasture, a greater number of livestock, and make
higher yields than most farms in the area. A larger than average
percentage of these farms have tractors. However, livestock farm-
ing is relatively new to many farmers in this group. Better or-
ganization of farms and more efficient operators are possible in
many cases. In order to produce and sell milk at prices compar-
able with those received for manufacturing milk by farmers in
such surplus milk-producing states as Wisconsin and Minnesota,
Alabama’s Piedmont farmers must become low-cost producers.
The greatest opportun1t1es for becoming more efficient appear to
be from (1) increasing size of the dairy herd, (2) keeping only
cows with a high level of production, (3) providing increased
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quantities of forage and roughages, and (4) improving work
methods and use of labor.

3. Over the 7-year period during which sales of manufacturing
milk were studied, there is evidence that fluctuations in number
of farmers selling milk to the milk plant have decreased. Oppor-
tunity exists for further progress in achieving more nearly year-
round, uniform production per patron selling milk. Field repre-
sentatives of the milk plant and others working with farmers in
the area can assist and encourage dairymen to adopt good prac-
tices and, in general, make their dairy enterprises more profitable.

4. For most profitable operation of a milk plant, a relatively
large volume of milk must be produced and sold in a given area.
Farmers producing and selling milk must be fairly concentrated
on milk routes. At present, this is not the case in the Piedmont
Area as indicated by the survey — 1 seller of manufacturing milk
out of 8 resides on the milk routes, as an average. Therefore,
considerable effort seems justified toward achieving more con-
centrated production.

5. Potential producers as well as present producers of manu-
tacturing milk face numerous problems. Assistance, usually fi-
nancial, in getting additional cows or better cows, facilities, ma-
chinery, labor, and feed, including pastures, was most often
reported by farmers as necessary on their part for production or
for greater production of milk. This points up the need for bank-
ers and various representatives of credit agencies to work closely
with farmers who have farms adapted to dairying and who have
the managerial ability and desire to make dairying one of their
major farm enterprises.
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APPENDIX

ApPPENDIX TABLE 1. IMPORTANT CHANGES IN PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA FROM
1940 To 1950*

. Percentage
Ttem Unit 1940 1950 change
Farms Number 29,025 24,891 -14
Nonwhite farm operators._.______________ Number 9,770 7,340 —25
Tenants Number 16,934 8,988 —47
Tenants of all farm operators_______________ Per cent 58 36

Share tenants and croppers_.__ Number 9,188 4,885 —47

Cropland harvested Acres - 895,981 536,560 -40
Total land pastured Acres  856,213% 954,201 11
Cotton Acres 255,685 161,644 -37
Farms reporting cotton...____.______________ Per cent 92 60
Corn Acres 464,560 259,867 -44
All hay (excluding sorghum hay)__.______ Acres 55,631 48,714 -12
Farms with tractors........________ . Percent 1 11
All cattle and calves._______________ — Number 94,672 134,098 42
Farms reporting cattle and calves._.._____. Per cent 82 76
Milk cows Number 44,944 43,764 -3
Farms reporting milk cows_____________. Per cent 80 70
Hogs Number 61,778 69,649 13
Total population Persons 273,538 268,919 -2
Rural farm population.______________ Persons 168,355 110,200 -35
Rural non-farm population._____. . Persons 64,087 86,135 34
Rural farm persons per farm _____ - Persons 5.8 44 24
Employed workers in agriculture________. Persons 44,794 25704 —43
Proportion of total employed,

employed in agriculture_____________ Per cent 48 27
Proportion of rural farm population

employed, employed in agriculture . Per cent 81 61

* Census data for 1940 and 1950. Counties included were Chambers, Chilton,
Clay, Cleburne, Coosa, Elmore, Lee, Macon, Randolph, and Tallapoosa.

?For 1945. Comparable figures to those reported in 1950 could not be obtained
from the 1940 Census.
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AppPENDIX TABLE 2. LivesTock ORGANIZATION ACCORDING TO PATRON STATUS,
230 Farms oN MiLk RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALaBAMA, 1951

46 patrons 37 past patrons 147 non-patrons

Pro- Aver- Pro- Aver- Pro- Aver-

ortion age ortion age ortion age

Kind of livestock or poultry P of nugm_ P of nugm- P of nugm_
farms ber farms ber farms  ber

report- per report- per report- per

ing farm ing farm ing farm
Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct No.
All dairy cows 100 6.5 97 46 77 1.5
Dairy cows mainly for milk 100 5.7 95 24 76 1.0
Dairy cows mainly to nurse calves 24 .8 41 2.2 15 5
Dairy hefiers 1 year old and over 72 2.5 57 1.9 31 4
Dairy heifer calves 76 2.6 59 1.8 36 .6
Raised from own cows .76 2.5 59 1.6 34 5
Purchased 49 1 5 2 5 1
Beef cows 28 .9 32 2.6 12 14
Calves vealed or raised for beef 61 2.5 57 32 27 1.2
From own cows 59 2.0 57 2.9 27 1.2
Purchased 13 5 8 .3 1 *
Weaned beef feeders bought 2 i 8 4 0 .0
Brood sows 30 4 22 .5 15 2
Pigs raised 54 3.6 54 52 54 2.3
Laying hens 93 57 92 24 87 26
Chickens raised 52 53 57 38 53 22
Broilers raised 26 1,154 19 115 10 33

*Less than 0.1.

AppeNDIX TABLE 3. Lanp Use AcCCORDING TO PATRON StaTus, 230 FARMS ON
Mk Routes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

46 patrons 37 past patrons 147 non-patrons

Pro- Aver- Pro- Aver- Pro- Aver-

Crop or land use portion age portion age portion age
of farms area of farms area of farms area

report- per report- per report- per
ing farm ing farm  ing farm

Pct. Acres Pct. Acres Pct. Acres

Cotton 59 4.0 51 7.8 57 7.0
Corn 89 12.9 70 114 83 9.5
Grain sorghum . 20 6 5 2 5 t
Alfalfa 22 7 11 2 2 :
Kudzu 41 2.8 22 16 19 1.2
Sericea 67 5.0 59 5.8 24 2.0
Oats (1950-51) - 48 3.0 38 2.1 23 1.6
Other winter grazing (1950-51) 65 6.0 38 3.3 18 1.7
Truck crops (garden) 93 25 89 1.6 74 1.3
Other crops 28 1.2 14 1.6 18 6
Total crops 98 887 92 856 97 249
Double cropped " 39 4.2 11 1.6 11 2.0
Acres in crops 98 34.5 92 34.0 97 22.9

Idle cropland 28 4.4 54 14.8 52 8.5
Open permanent pasture 98 24.0 89 23.9 71 12.6
Woods pasture 93 28.9 84 27.1 64 21.6

All other 50 14.6 46 10.3 47 6.7
ACRES OPERATED 100 1064 100 110.1 100 72.3

* Less than 0.1 acre.
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AprpENDIX TABLE 4. CoMPpARISON OF BreepING, Hay, aND GraziNe Crop Prac-
TICES BY PATRON StATUS, 230 FARMS ON MILK ROUTES,
P1EDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

46 37 147
patrons  past patrons non-patrons

Practice Unit

Farmers using beef bulls on

dairy cows Per cent 44 70 58
Farms using artificial breeding Per cent 13 14 6
Hay put up in 1950:

Farmers reporting Per cent 72 57 34

Average per farm Tons 4.9 4.2 2.0

Average per forage-consuming

animal unit Tons .6 5 .6

Farmers reporting this amount

“enough” Per cent 88 71 70
Winter grazing crops planted,

1950-51:

Farmers reporting Per cent 76 59 9

Average per farm Acres 9.0 5.4 3.3

Average per forage-consuming

animal unit Acres 1.0 .6 1.0

Proportion of total crop acres Per cent 26 16 14
Winter grazing crops planted,

1951-52:

Farmers reporting Per cent 74 62 24

Average per farm Acres 7.8 5.9 3.7

Average per forage-consuming '

animal unit Acres .9 7 1.2

Proportion of total crop acres Per cent 23 18 16

Applying lime, slag, or phosphate
on permanent pasture in past

5 years:

Farmers reporting Per cent 41 43 19

Average area covered per farm  Acres 5.7 4.0 4.2

Part covered Per cent 24 17 33
Fertilizing permanent pasture in

1951:

Farmers reporting Per cent 33 22 12

Average area per farm Acres 3.1 2.9 1.7

Part fertilized Per cent 13 12 13
Seeding permanent pasture in past

5 years:

Farmers reporting Per cent 52 46 18

Average area per farm Acres 6.0 3.6 3.4

Part seeded Per cent 25 15 27
Mowing permanent pasture in

Farmers reporting Per cent 26 8 6

Average area per farm Acres 4.7 9 2.7

Part mowed Per cent 20 4 21
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AppPENDIX TABLE 5. FEED Purcuases ror Daimry Cows AccOmRDING TO PATRON
Status, 230 FaArMs oN MiLk RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALaBAMA, 1951

46 37 147
patrons  past patrons non-patrons

Feed purchased Unit

Dairy ration:

Farmers reporting Per cent 24 22 22
Average per farm Pounds 737 1,668 288
Average per dairy cow Pounds 114 359 191
Cottonseed meal or soybean meal:
Farmers reporting Per cent 61 43 33
Average per farm Pounds 1,341 1,351 478
Average per dairy cow Pounds 208 291 316
Cottonseed hulls:
Farmers reporting Per cent 13 14 14
Average per farm Pounds 465 435 312
Average per dairy cow Pounds. 72 94 207
Corn:
Farmers reporting Per cent 15 11 9
Average per farm Bushels 16 10 6
Average per dairy cow Bushels 2.5 2.2 3.9
Total concentrates purchased:
Farmers reporting Per cent 78 59 48
Average per farm Pounds 2,737 4,204 1,517
Average per dairy cow Pounds 579 904 1,005
Hay purchased:
Farmers reporting Per cent 17 14 15
Average per farm Pounds 1,141 3,054 869
Average per dairy cow Pounds 177 657 576
All feed purchased:
Farmers reporting Per cent 80 68 52
Average per farm T.D.N! 3,013 4,208 1,375
Average per dairy cow T.D.N. 467 905 911

*Total digestible nutrients. Pounds of feed were converted to a T.D.N. basis
by assuming concentrates to be 70 per cent T.D.N. and hay and cottonseed hulls
45 per cent T.D.N.
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AprPENDIX TABLE 6. AMOUNT OF FEED PurcuAsED FOrR Dairy Cows By KIND OF
FEED, ALL FARMS AND PATRONS ON MiLk RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA
OF ALABAMA, 1951

46 patrons 230 farms
. Propor- Propor-
Kind of feed Total . tion of Total tion of
amount total amount total
T.D.N. T.D.N.

Pounds T.D.N. Percent Pounds T.D.N. Percent
Cottonseed meal or

soybean meal 61,700 - 43,190 31 181,900 127,330 26
Hay 52,500 23,625 17 293,300 131,985 26
Corn 54,900 38,430 28 147,300 103,110 21
Dairy ration 33,912 23,738 17 187,912 96,538 19
Cottonseed hulls 21,400 9,630 7 83,400 37,530 8

Total 224,412 138,613 100 843,812 496,493 100

Average per farm 4,879 3,013 - 3,669 2,159 -

Average per dairy cow 756 467 - 1,221 719 .
Concentrates 150,512 105,358 76 467,112 326,978 66

Average per farm 3,272 2,290 - 2,031 1,422 .

Average per dairy cow 507 855 - 676 473 -
Hay and cottonseed hulls 73,900 33,255 24 376,700 169,515 34

Average per farm 1,607 723 - 1,638 737 _

Average per dairy cow 249 112 . 545 246 -

AprpPENDIX TABLE 7. PROPORTION OF FARMERS REPORTING MACHINERY AND EQuip-
MENT AVAILABLE ACCORDING TO PATRON StATUS, 230 FARMS ON
MiLk Routes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

. 46 patrons 37 past patrons 147 non-patrons
Machinery and Hired Hired or Hired or
i ired or e

equipment Owned rented Owned rented Owned rented
Pct. Pct. = Pct. Pct.  Pct. Pct.
Tractor 35 28 35 27 17 26
Tractor plow 35 28 35 24 17 25
Tractor disk harrow 35 26 35 27 16 25
Fertilizer spreader 13 7 6 16 9 11
Mowing machine 52 17 43 8 19 16
Hay rake 44 17 43 8 18 13
Roller or cultipacker 7 2 11 0 5 1
Grain drill 2 4 5 3 4 3
Combine 2 4 3 0 1 3
Milking machine 4 2 5 0 0 0
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ArpENDIX TABLE 8. LABOR SuPPLY AND PERSONNEL ACCORDING TO PATRON STATUS
230 Farms on MiLk RouTtkes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALaBAMA, 1951

Ttem

Average size of family

Persons over 12 years of age in family:

Average per farm

Who could milk and were regularly
available:
Farms reporting
Average per farm

Work off farm by head of family:
Farms reporting
Average time per year

Work off farm by any member of
family:
Farms reporting
Average time per year
Labor available for work on farm
Average age of farm operator

Average time lived on this farm

Unit 46 37 147
patrons past patrons non-patrons
No. 4.1 3.8 4.2
No. 3.2 2.9 2.9
Pct. 91 89 86
No. 2.3 2.3 2.1
Pct. 30 43 44
Mo. 2.5 3.8 3.8
Pct. 37 57 48
Mo. 3.9 7.0 5.6
M.E* 2.5 2.1 2.1
Yr. 49 48 50
Yr. 16 24 10

* Man-equivalent—all labor available in terms of work 1 man can do on a full-

time basis.
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ApPPENDIX TABLE 9. NumBER oF MonTHS WoRK OFF THE FARM ACCORDING TO
PaTtroN StaTus, 230 FArRMs oN MiLk RouTEs, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Head of Other members
family of family Total

Patron status angl range s A A
e ok b BTSN DU Number D1
off farm of farms of farms of farms

reporting reporting reporting

months months months

Number Number Number Number Number Number

Patrons:
Less than 2 3 1.0 0 0.0 3 1.0
2-8 0 .0 1 2.0 1 2.0
9 and over 11 10.3 5 12.6* 13 18.5*
Total or average 14 8.3 6 10.8 17 10.6
Average for 46 farms 2.5 14 3.9
Past patrons:
Less than 2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
2-8 4 6.2 1 3.0 5 5.6
9 and over 12 9.8 10 11.3 16 14.4*
Total or average 16 8.9 11 10.5 21 12.3
Average for 37 farms 3.8 3.2 7.0
Non-patrons: :
Less than 2 3 1.3 0 0.0 3 1.3
2-8 16 4.6 2 3.5 17 4.7
9 and over 45 10.5 21 12.3* 51 14.5
Total or average 64 8.7 23 11.5 71 11.6
Average for 147
farms 3.8 1.8 5.6
All farms:
Less than 2 6 1.2 0 0.0 6 1.2
2-8 20 4.9 4 3.0 23 4.8
9 and over 68 10.5 36 10.6 80 14.3*
Total or average 94 8.7 40 11.2 109 11.6
Average for 230
farms 3.6 1.9 5.5

1 More than 1 member of family working off the farm and number of months
worked were such that averages were greater than 12 months.
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AppENDIX TABLE 10. TENURE OF FARMERS ACCORDING TO PATRON StaTUs, 230
Farms oN MiLx Routes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

’ 46 patrons 37 past patrons 147 non-patrons
Tenure Propor- Propor- Propor-
Number tion Number tion Number tion
Number Percent Number Per cent Number Per cent
Owner 41 89 32 87 . 92 63
Cash or standing rent
tenant 4 9 3 8 21 14
Share tenant 1 2 2 5 30 21
Cropper 0 0 0 0 3 2
ToTAL 46 100 37 100 146" 100

* Tenure for 1 non-patron was not reported.

AprpENDIX TABLE 11. TENURE AND CoLOR OF FarM OPERATORS ACCORDING TO
PatrON STATUS, 230 FARMS ON MILK ROUTES, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1952

Tenure and color 46 patrons 37 past patrons 147 non-patrons All
Number Number Number Number

Owners:
White 39 31 88 158
Colored 2 1 3 6
Total 41 32 91t 164*

Tenants:
White 3 3 23 29
Colored 2 2 30 34
Total 5 5 53" 63"

Owners and tenants:

‘White 42 34 112 188
Colored 4 3 33 40
ToraL 46 37 145" 228"

* Tenure not reported for 1 non-patron and color not reported for 1 owner and
for 1 tenant who were non-patrons.
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AprpPENDIX TABLE 12. ReELATIONSHIP OF ACRES OPERATED TO FARM ORGANIZATION
AND Pracrices, 230 Farms on Mink RouTes, PIEDMONT AREA OF AraBama, 1951

Acres operated

. All
Ttem Unit  T,ess 101 or

than 50 50-100 more farms
Farms No.. 83 87 60 230
Proportion of all farms Pct. 36 38 26 100
Average size Ac. 28 71 184 85
Owner operators Pct. 53 78 88 72
Time operator on this farm Yr. 11 11 21 14
Farmers owning tractor Pct. 7 24 45 23
Men to work on farm M.E. 2.0 2.1 2.5 2.2
Work off farm M.E. 5 4 4 .5
Persons over 12 years of age who could

milk and were available No. 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.2
Cotton Ac. 5 5 10 6
Farms producing cotton Pct. 59 60 48 57
Corn Ac. 7 10 15 10
Forage crops’ Ac. 9 30 94 39
Land in forage crops Pct. 31 42 51 46
Land in crops Ac. 16 24 46 27
Proportion of land in crops Ac. 56 34 25 32
Open permanent pasture Ac. 5 14 37 17
Proportion of land in open perm. pasture Pct. 16 19 20 20
Idle cropland Ac. 3 8 18 9
Proportion idle cropland is of total Pct. 9 12 10 10
Dairy cows No. 14 2.7 5.6 3.0
Farms reporting dairy cows Pct. 70 91 97 85
Dairy cows mainly for milk No. 1.0 2.3 3.7 2.2
Dairy heifers 1 year old and over No. 5 1.1 2.0 1.1
Dairy heifer calves raised No. .6 1.4 1.6 1.2
Beef cows No. 1 1.0 4.3 1.5
Farms reporting beef cows Pct. 2 25 30 18
Farmers using beef bulls on dairy cows Pct. 36 48 52 45
Calves vealed or raised for beef No. 5 1.5 4.1 1.8
Brood sows No. 2 .3 4 .3
Hens No. 20 31 49 32
Hay put up in 1950 T. .6 2.7 6.6 3.0
Farms reporting hay put up in 1950 Pct. 24 52 65 45

- Winter grazing crops, 1950-51 Ac. 1 4 11 5
Farms reporting winter grazing crops,

1950-51 Pct. 23 53 63 45
Winter grazing crops, 1951-52 Ac. 1 15 12 5
Farms reporting winter grazing crops,

1951-52 Pct. 17 49 62 41

(Continued)
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AppEnDIx TaBLE 12 (Continued). RevLaTIONSHIP OF ACRES OPERATED TO FARM
ORGANIZATION AND PrAacTICES, 230 FarRMSs on MiLk Routss,
PiEpMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Item

Acres operated

Unit

Less 101 or
than 50 50-100 more farms
Feed purchased for dairy cows:
Concentrates—Amount T.D.N. 426 1,347 2,907 1,422
Farmers reporting Pct. 42 60 68 56
Roughages—Amount T.D.N. 120 675 1,681 737
Farmers reporting Pct. 23 29 25 26
Concentrates and roughages—Amount 7T.D.N. 546 2,022 4,588 2,159
Farmers reporting Pct. 47 67 70 60
Proportion hay is of total T.D.N.
purchased Pct. 22 33 387 34
Farms reporting milk sold Pct. 10 26 40 24
Milk sold per day Gal. 4.4 1.9

Production per cow

4 1.7
Lb. 3.888 4.354 4.627 4.296

* Includes forage crops grown as a crop for hay or grazing in addition to open

permanent pasture.

AppenDix TaBLE 13. Ace oF FarM OpPERATORS RELATED TO VaRrious Facrors,

230 Farms on MiLkx RouTes, PrEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Age of operators

: All
Item Unit Less 56 and
than 40 40-55 over farms
Farm operators Number 57 90 81 2281
Average age Years 33 46 65 50
Time on this farm Years 6 11 22 14
Owner operators Per cent 65 69 79 72
Farmers owning tractor . Per cent 30 26 15 23
Size of farm Acres 73 86 93 85
Cotton Acres 6 10 3 6
Corn Acres 10 12 8 10
Forage crops® Acres 35 36 44 39
All crops Acres 28 30 22, 27
Proportion of land in crops Per cent 38 35 24 32
Open permanent pasture Acres 14 16 20 17
Idle cropland Acres 6 7 13 9
Proportion idle cropland is of total Per cent 8 8 14 10
Dairy cows kept for milk Number 1.9 2.7 1.7 2.2
Beef cows Number 1.1 1.5 1.8 1.5
Brood sows Number 4 4 2 3
Pigs raised Number 3.8 3.4 1.8 3.0
Hens Number 24 37 30 31
Milk sold per day Gallons 1.6 2.8 1.2 1.9
Milk used per person per day Pints 2.8 2.4 3.0 2.7
Milk production per cow ° Pounds 4.606 4,410 3,970 4,296

*Two farmers did not report their ages.
* Includes forage crops grown as a crop for hay or grazing in addition to cpen

permanent pasture.
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AppExDIX TABLE 14. DirFrFereNcEs BETwWEEN Farms By CoLor OF OPERATOR,
230 FarMs oN MLk Routes, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Averages for farms of

All

Ttem Unit White Colored farms
operators operators

Farms No. 188 40 228"
Size Ac. 92 51 85
Proportion tenants Pct. 15 85 28
Time on this farm Yr. 15 6 14
Labor for work on farm M.E. 2.2 2.6 2.2
Work off farm M.E. .5 3 5
Proportion operators reporting

work off farm Pct. 44 28 41
Dairy cows for milk No. 2.4 1.2 2.2
Farms reporting dairy cows Pct. 89 65 | 85
Dairy heifers 1 year old and over No. 1.3 .3 1.1
Beef cows No. 1.8 .0 1.5
Calves vealed or raised for beef No. 2.2 3 1.8
Farmers using beef bulls on

dairy cows Pct. 48 32 45
Milk sold per day Gal. 2.3 4 1.9
Farms reporting milk sold Pct. 27 12 24
Milk used in house per person

per day Pt. 2.9 1.9 2.7
Production per cow Lb. 4,317 4,164 4,296
Cotton Ac. 5 12 6
Farms reporting cotton Pct. 47 98 57
Winter grazing, 1950-51 Ac. 6 1 5
All forage crops? Ac. 44 14 39
Proportion of land in forage crops  Pct. 48 27 46
Hay put up in 1950 T. 3.4 1.2 3.0
Farms reporting hay put up

in 1950 Pct. 48 30 45
Proportion of farmers who:

Mowed permanent pasture Pct. 13 0 11

Fertilized permanent pasture Pct. 20 5 18
Feed purchased for dairy cows  T.D.N. 2,572 326 2,159
Proportion of farmers reporting )

feed purchased for dairy cows  Pct. 66 35 60
Proportion of farmers with tractor  Pct. 28 2 23

* Color of 2 farm operators was not reported.
2 Includes forage crops grown as a crop for hay or grazing in addition to open
permanent pasture.
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AppPENDIX TABLE 15. DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FArRMs oF OwWNER OPERATORS AND
TENANTS SELLING MILK, PIEDMONT AREA OF ALABAMA, 1951

Averages for

All

Item Unit  Owner far
operators Tenants rarms

Farms No. 48 7 55
Size of farm Ac. 106 87 104
Persons in family No. 4.1 4.6 4.1
Persons over 12 years of age who could

milk and were regularly available No. 2.4 1.9 2.3
Work off farm by operator No. 3.1 2.6 3.0
Labor for farm work M.E. 2.4 2.8 2.5
Time operator on this farm Yr. 14 3 13
Farmers owning tractor Pct. 38 14 35
Cows for milk No. 5.8 4.0 5.5
Cows to nurse calves No. 2.8 1.3 2.6
Dairy heifer calves raised No. 2.8 1.7 2.6
Calves vealed or raised for beef No. 3.0 .6 2.7
Farmers using beef bulls on dairy cows Pct. 40 43 40
Milk sold per day Gal. 8.5 5.1 8.1
Milk used in house per person per day Pt. 2.8 1.8 2.7
Production per cow Lb. 5,240 4,988 5,208
Cotton Ac. 3 5 5
Cotton yield, lint Lb./JA 389 326 377
Corn Ac. 13 11 12
Corn yield Bu./A 26 20 25
Winter grazing crops, 1950-51 Ac. 10 2 9
Winter grazing crops, 1951-52 Ac. 8 3 7
Forage crops* Ac. 57 40 55
Land in forage crops Pct. 53 35 51
Hay put up in 1950 T 5 3 5
Permanent pasture:

Fertilized in past 5 years Ac. 6 0 5

Seeded in past 5 years Ac. 6 1 5

Mowed in 1951 Ac. | 5 0 4
Feed purchased for dairy cows T.D.N. 5,379 738 4,788

*Includes forage crops grown as a crop for hay or grazing in addition to open

permanent pasture.



