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CHAPTEB I 

THE PROBLEM 

Studies have bssn nade of the cost and returns of producing burley 

tobacco in east Tennessee,^ as well as in the neighboring states of North 

Carolina;, Kentucky, and Virginia* No such study has been made in l^e 

Central Basin of Tennessee, although burley tobacco is an iB^)ortant cash 

cr<^ in the Central Basin* This is a stuc^ of the cost and retxims of 

producing burley tobacco in the Central Basin of Tennessee* 

Statement of the Problem 

Producers of b\irley tobacco need basic information pertaining te 

its cost of production to inprove their fann organisation# This study of 

the cost and returns from the hurley tobacco enterprise will furnish 

information for one farm enterprise* Combined with studies of other farm 

enterprises, this stuc^ will aid producers in formulating a detailed 

budget of all reqiiirements anticipated for each of their crops* Such 

budgeting is essential for sound managerial decisions in fam organize-

ti<m. 

Individual producers In the Central Basin will be able to use 

tliis stuc^ to con^re their production and marketing practices with 

other producers and find methods of icprovements* Other farmers will 

Fenske, Leo J. and AUred, C. £*, Hurley To ;acco Enterprise on 
Upland Farms Near Douglas Reservoir, DeparLDaent of Agricultiiral iiconomics 
and Rural Sociology, Agricultural Eaqieriment Station, University of 
Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee, Rural Research Series Monograph 1U7« 
March 1$, 19h3. 
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be able more closely to flgiire costs of raising biirley tobacco as to the 

requirements of labor^ capital and land, and calculate how such a crop 

will fit into Idieir own fara programs before actually undertaking it. 

Professional agricultural workers such as county agents. Farm 

Bureau personnel and reporters for farm publications need basic costs 

of production figiurea for information to be used in advice to burley 

tobacco producers. Through studies of this nature, sound information 

can be obtained and passed on to the agricultural producers. 

Agricultural policy makers need the type information provided in 

this report if a sound policy concerning acreage and marketing quotas is 

to be formulated. With information on cost and returns from the burley 

tobacco enterprise available, it will be possible to formulate a better 

policy concerning tobacco. 

Objectives 

Objectives of the stu^y were as followst 

(1) To determine the physical inputs and costs of producing 

burley tobacco, and 

(2) To determine the gross and net income from the burley 

tobacco entezprise, and factors related thereto. 

Importance of the Stu(^ 

The counties of the Central Basin have a total of 2^,737 farms 

with 9,201, or 35.8 percemt of the total, reporting production of burley 
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tobacco in The value oT the tobacco production was $7*756,657*00 

or 19*6 percent of the total value of all farm products sold and 61,9 

percent of all crops sold. The four counties surveyed. Smith, Williamson, 

Trousdale, and Haury, had a total of 10,118 farms. Of the 10,116 farms, 

63 percent or 6,373 of the total reported groiring some hurley tobacco. 

Tobacco amounted to 35*6 percent of the value of all faxm products sold 

and 82.U percent of all crops sold. 

The agricultural worl^r aill be able to con)bins "Uiis study with 

other farm enterprise studies and comparison draw up a coisplete budget 

for a given farm in the Central Basin of Tennessee, or in areas with 

similar biological, econondc and physical conditions. 

Definition of Terms 

In this study, a production practice is defined as any operation 

performed by man starting with l^e preparation of tobaoco plant beds 

until those plants have cos^leted the growing cycle in the field and 

are in condition to be cut. A harvesting and marketing practice is de* 

fined as any operation performed by man from the time the tobacco is 

ready 6e out until the tobacco is sold on the market. 

As is true of all studies, certain restrictions under wiiioh the 

study was made must be stated so that tiie recorded data will not bo 

misleading to the reader and therefore misconstrued by him. One of 

2United States Department of Canmerce, ISilted States Bureau of 
the Census, United States G^sus of Agriculture, Volvoae 1, Part 20, 
Washington, D. C., 191i5. 
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thoae fldsconceptions may lie in tiie geographical deiTinition of the Central 

Basin. This definition is included in the description of this area which 

foUowa* 

Description of the Area 

The Central Basin lies near the center of the state, entirely sur 

rounded hy the Hi^^land Rio (Figure 1). Roughly elliptical in shape, it 

is ̂ out 60 miles wide and 120 miles long, the longer axis lying north 

east and southwest across the state* This is the only physiographio 

region which does not extend entirely across both the norhtern and 

southern borders of the state* The stirface includes about S,kOO square 

mils8, with an average elevaticai of about ̂ 00 feet* The terrain of the 

basin is generally rolling, and, in aaaa places, hilly* The hills are 

often outliers of the rim, or remnants of the Rim limeatones overlying 

the basin*^ 

The Central Basin includes eleven cowties lying mostly within 

that geographical unit, ^ey aret Uaury, Qiles, Lincoln, Bedford, 

Marshall, Williamswi, Rutherford, Wilson, Davidson, Smith, Trousdale, 

and Sumner* Of those eleven, only Smith, Williamson, Trousdale, and 

Uaury Counties ai^ important bwley tobacco producers* This study 

was made in those four counties* The Central Basin as referred to in 

this connection, therefore, includes cxily those four counties* 

^Luebke, B. H*, Atkins, S* W*, and Allred, C, E., Types of Farming 
in Tennessee* University of Tennessee Agricultural Experiment SLaticm ana 
United States Bureau of Agricultural Economios, Knoxville, Tennessee, 
Bulletin 169, 1939. 
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Limitations to This Study 

The 19h9 hurley tobacco crop in the Central Basin of Tennessee iras 

greatly affected by the excessive rainfall in September and October. Be 

cause of It, producers had losses In the field and in the bam. This 

factor decreased marketable yields from the crops, lowered average prices 

per pound, and ultimately decreased returns to hurley tobacco producers. 

(See Figure 2 which shows the 33-year average precipitation by months for 

Smith, Usury, and Williamson Counties as compared to the monthly average 

precipitation for 19h9» No cllmatological data were available for 

Trousdale County.) 

I^unages from the rainfall came in September and October when har 

vesting and curing were tmderway. The rainy season began In the middle 

part of September and continued through October with an average of 6.U0 

inches above the 33-yBar average (See Table XII, Appendix). The heavy 

rainfall in September prevented some producers from harvesting all of 

their tobacco. Continuous heavy rainfall throu^ October prevented 

proper curing and caused producers to lose some of their tobacco. The 

unusual amount of rainfall in September and October with the resultant 

losses brought about conditions making the findings of this study limited 

Insofar as application to years where there is a normal fall 8ea8(») are 

concerned, 

Review of Related Studies 

Tobacco as an enterprise in Tennessee has been the subject of 

considerable study. As a rule, the studies have considered the entire 

tobacco enterprise and its effects upon the farmers' incomes. 
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The Annual Report on Tobacco Statistics^ published by the U, S« 

Departioent of Agrioulture, gives a break-dcnm of the tobacco enterprise 

by states* This study lists the acreage for each t^e of tobacco such 

as fire-cured, burley, and other types grown in each of the states. In 

addition, the report lists the yield per acre, the price per pound re 

ceived on the market, and the total value of the crop* This annual report 

also provides a listing of the state mBrkets, reporting the total pounds 

each market received in Uie past year and the average price paid per 

pound* 

Another publication of i^jortance to individuals studying price 

trends, markets, and states and national production is the "Tobacco 

Uarket Review" published also by the U, S* Department of Agriculture. 

This report duplicates mueh of the information presented in the Annual 

Report, sudi as the total production by states and prices per pound by 

markets* In addition, however, the "Tobacco Maz^et Review" includes 

discussions and ms^s of the auction markets, wareho\ise charges and 

responsibilities, and loan rates of the government on different types of 

tobacco crops* This Information is very essential and useful today with 

our oomphex economy* For example, if the price of tobacco is to be 

maintained by restriction of acreages, or allotments, a close watch over 

total production will have to be maintained along with the producers* 

attempts to intensify and continue higher production. The type of 

information issued by the government publications is best utilized in 

studies of the abovementimed nature. Actually, it is questionable as 

to whether the data contained in l^ese publications might not be of 
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greater value UT the results of different aspects of tobacco growing had 

been listed separately rather than being grouped together into a few 

listings* 

Other studies of the tobacco enterprise pertained only to its 

cultivation or only to the significance of the role of tobacco as an 

enterprise*^ In the studies of tobacco cultivation, the most proninent 

practices are listed, with recamnendations based on the findings* These 

studies, which emphasize the social and economic evaluation of tobacco 

as an enterprise, are confronted with the problem of stating its impor 

tance in relation to other farm enterpzlses rather than concentrating on 

the aspects of tobacco alone* None of these studies on tobacco in 

Tennessee pres^its the costs of growing burley tobacco in the Central 

Basin* 

Agriculturists have coiq>iled studies on the costs of producing 

tobacco in other states, one being a study of bttrley tobaoco in Jefferson 
5 

County, Indiana* This cost study begins with a stataaent of the volume 

of farm business and distribution of man-work units, a statement idiich 

provides the reader wi-Ui a complete picture of the labor supply ordinarily 

available on a tobaoco farm* A list of the labor requir^sents per aore 

^iilton, Rqy H*, Burley Toiiacco Culture* Agricultural Extension 
Service, University of l^ennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee, Bulletin l6l, 
February 19it8* 

^Smith, F* V*, Coats, Returns, and Practices in Producing Tobaoco 
in Jefferson County, Indiana, Agricultural lElacperiment Station, Purdue 
liniversity, Lafayette, Indiana, Bulletin 519, 19U6. 
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of tobacco along with the individual operations necessary for the produo* 

tion of tobacco then follows* The information is narrowed down to 

the typos of tobacco grown within the boundaries of Jefferson County, 

Indiana* A table of costs of individual operations is incliuled, as well 

as the costs of preparing tobacco for market and marketing# The stu<iy 

is then followed by a susnary which enables readers to determine returns 

from tobacco as well as selection of the most profitable procedures and 

practices* 

Dr* F* L* Underwood made a similar study of o(^ in the state of 

Virginia* Instead of includii^ all types of tobacco, his study mM 

limited to flue—crured tobacco* The objectives of the study were to col«* 

lect and analyze statistical data collected from tobacco farmers and then 

dstersdne and measuze the relative importance of the major differences 

between farmers' Biethods of production, harvesting and marketing and 

their corresponding returns from tobacco as well as overall incomes*6 

The only study of cost of hurley tobacco made in the state of 

Tennessee was in east Tennessee.^ This study included the past trends 

and the present status of the tobacco enterpzdse in the area affected 

by the construction of the Douglas Ihua, Another part of the report 

included the poaition tobacco oocuples in the farm organization on 

Underwood, F. L,, Flue-Cured Tobacco Farm Management* Virginia 
Agricultural E3q)erimBrtt Station, Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Blacksburg, 
Virginia, Technical Bulletin 6U, Janmry 1939* 

7 
'Fenske and AHred, loc* cit* 
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upland farms in this area* The remaining portion of the study was devoted 

to a cost analysis of the btirley tobacco enterprise* This study breaks 

down the operations of groiring bxirley into plant-bed, growing, cutting and 

housing, stripping and marketing, giving the costs of each operation, and 

labor requirements. Net returns were figured for nainageraent and labor on 

a per acre basis* This study did not give any recomnendations as a result 

of the findings* 

Considered as a cost study to be related to cost studies of other 

farm enterprises, this stuc^ is not a new idea* Cost studies already 

have been made on other farm enterprises, for exan?)le, the stucfy per^ 

formed on the dairy enteiprise by members of the University of Tennessee 

Department of Agriculture Jiconomics, However, this study will be the 

first ever con?)iled on burley tobacco in the Central Basin of Tennessee. 

It will be of value within itself and also will be a suppl^nent to re 

corded data already in existence on tJie burley tobacco enterprise* 

Sources of Data and Methods of Procedure 

The data were obtained by personal interview with 65 farmers in 

Maury, Williamson, Smith and Trousdale Counties, located in the Central 

Basin of Tennessee. This primary information was obtained in June and 

July, 1950, and pertained to the previous year's crop. 

Maps of Smith, Williamson, Trousdale, and Maury Counties showing 

boundaries of civil divisions were obtained from the IMited States 

Department of Agriculture* Information was compiled by the United 

States Departn«nt of Agriculture showing districts which produced the 
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greatest quantity of burley tobacco* The ntmbor of records taken in each 

district d^ended \:^on the nvaber of districts in each county in ifhioh 

there wore producers of burley in significant quantities. The records 

were obtained from districts which were stratified by intensity of 

tobacco production and selected at random from the producers within the 

districts* The enumerators were made aware of the possibility of biased 

information if a particular class of producers was constantly questioned 

rather than including producers from all classes available* The enumera-

tors tried to obtain a uniform representation of the practices followed 

in each district and when a small producer of burley was interviewed, a 

larger producer would be questioned for balance. 

Each farmer was visited by an enxanerator who asked particular 

questions concerning the operation of the farmer's burley tobacco enter** 

prise, and recorded the answers, in the presence of the farmer, on a 

blank furnished by the United States Department of Agriculture. All 

questions were reduced to terms with which tirnt individual farmer was 

familiar* In case of hesitation due to misunderstanding it was the 

duty of the enumerator to restate the question in words the interviewee 

cotild iinderstand but which would not influence the answer* 

Information reported by farmers in a given area ccmcerning prices 

paid for materials and sezvices was checked against prices reported by 

dealers Then such action seemed feasible* For exanqple, the price paid 

for labor, canvas, tobacco seeds, chemicals and other farmers' needs in 

that area was checked at the source of each so that when the surveys 

were edited, errors could be caught in the farmers' answers and the 

questions rechecked with him* 
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The records were tabulated to provide a working basis for the 

information used in the correlation of inputs to returns, and in the 

study of labor requirements per acre of tobacco, average yield per acre 

and costs of growing an acre of burley tobacco and other information to 

follow in the text. 

To make this study more meauiingful, the 6$ producers studied were 

classified by size of operations according to tobacco acreages into the 

distinct classifications of small, medium, and large enterprise groups. 

The following table presents the classification of the farms 

surveyed according to the number of acres each producer planted for the 

growing of burley tobacco. A logical breaking point on size of tobacco 

acreage was established for the 65 surveys so approximately the same 

number could be placed in each group. To establish groups the records 

were arrayed according to size of tobacco enterprise. Approximately 1/3 

of the total was placed in each group; however, the process of placing 

1/3 in each group was used only as a guide. The decision as to where to 

establish group boundaries was finally reached by breaking the groups at 

a point where there was a reasomble spread between the largest in the 

small group and the smallest in the medium group, the largest in the 

nieditim group and the smallest in the large group, witJi the grouping 

still getting relatively close to 1/3 in each group. After beginning 

to analyze the data, it was discovered that there were significant dif 

ferences within the large group; therefore, the large group was divided 

into a large and extra large classification (See Table I). This 

classification is used throu^out this study. 
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TABLE I 

CLASSIFICATION OF FARMS 
(ACCOHDING TO ACREAGE OF TOBACCO) 

Number Number 

Group of Acres of Farms 

Small 1,0 - 1.9 21 

Medium 2.0 - 3.5 2k 

Large 3,6 - 6.3 ll4 

Extra Large 6.U -18.9 6 

Total 65 

Vi 

- i . V, 

l:' i 
f tv . ' 

• *>.-

i 
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Organization of the Study by Chapters 

Chapter I states the importance of the study of the hurley tobacco 

enterprise in the Central Basin of Tennessee and discusses source of data 

and method of procedure* 

ChiQ^ter II relates to the cost of producing hurley tobacco and is 

broken down into operations by producers from the time the plant bed is 

prepared until the tobacco is sold on the market. 

In Chapter III factors affecting the gross income from the hurley 

tobacco enterprise are discussed and ame means of increasing the gross 

income are sxiggested. 

Ch^ter IV deals with profits in producing hurley tobacco. The 

net income and returns to management and labor are also given with some 

factors affecting each. 

Chapter V is a suBsnazy of the principal findings l^roughout the 

study together with some general reccximeiulaticns based ipon findings 

and observations of the study. 



CHAPTJiE U 

COST OF PRODUdNQ BDRLET TOBACCO 

Items of Cost 

The cost of producing tobacco as coaputed in tliis study includes 

all costs incurred regardless of whether the items represent cash out-^ 

lay or fixed costs* Fertilizer, seed, manure, cover crop eaqpense, 

poison, crop insurance, building eaqpense and land are included in these 

costs. Also included are the costs of labor, power and equijMnont used 

in producing plants, land preparation, transplanting and replanting, 

growing the tobacco, harvesting the tobacco crop and also all the opera-

tirais involved in preparing tite tobacco for marketing and the actual 

marketing. 

Cost of Producing Plants 

Of the 6$ producers, 6k produced plants on their own farms; one 

bought all plants, toly one farmer of the 6U bought some plants, a 

necessity brougjit on by plant-bed failure due to diseases (See Table II). 

There was a significant difference in ttxe nuidser of square yards 
8 

contained vd.thin the plant-beds. Tlio average size plant-bed per acre 

of tobacco fcr the small size group was 111.7 square yards, congjared to 

97.2 for the medium size groiq), 93.1 for the large size group and 73.5 

for the extra large size groxjp. The difference in average size plant-bed 

O 

Test for significance was computed using the analysis of variance 
method. 
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per group resulted because the producers enunerated had planted excess 

plant-bed space. Sotne producers left walking space in the plant-bed 

for ccxivenience and also to prevent damage to the plants. As the size 

of the plant-bed was doubled, the number of plants was more than 

doubled, and thus as the acreage of tobacco per farm increased, the 

size of the plant-bed increased also, but at a lower rate. 

The average size plant-bed for the 6U farms producing plants was 

100 square feet. This size was in standard use throughout the Central 

Basin and canvas and other essential equipment were measured in terms 

of square feet. When the average producer of plants required 200 square 

feet of plant-bed, two separate beds were seeded. When only l50 square 

feet of plant-bed was actually required, many producers eoqjressed the 

desire to have 200 square feet £or ease of operation in two beds and 

because they found it easier to figure requirements for 100 square feet 

in each bed. 

The small group of producers spent an average of 32.7 hours per 

acre for producing plants, the medium group 3^*9 hours, and the large 

group 37.2 hours. There was a difference of U.5 hours per acre sp^t 

cm plant-beds between the small and large groups, with a difference of 

only 1.3 hours between tiie medium and large farms. The extra large group 

of producers spent fewer man hours per acre for producing plants than 

either of the others averaging only 18.7 hours. This group contained 

records of only 6 farms, and the information might have been incomplete 

on that account. The cost of family labor conprised the greatest por 

tion of the total cost of prcxhxcing plants with the small group being 

U6.3 percent, the medium U8.1 percent and the extra large being 3^.0 

percent. 
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The nundaer of hours of family labor per acre for the four size 

groi:^s was tested for significant difference using the analysis of 

9 
variance method. There was no significant difference among the small 

group and medium group, medium group and large group, but there was 

s(»ie significant difference between the large and the extra large 

group. The difference between the large and extra large group Is 

reliable, but, since the anall number of surveys available In that 

group restricted its possibilities for furnishing a correct repz^sen-

tatlon of that groi^i, explanation was not attempted. 

The average number of houzs of horse labor used per acre decreased 

as the nunher of acres of tobacco increased. As average horse hours per 

acre decreased, the average number of tractor hours per acre Increased. 

The fanners worked tobacco with either horse or tractor power. Since 

the larger farms usually have the larger tobacco allotments, and, bs-> 

cause of larger scale operations, these producers can more practically 

Invest in the purchase of a tractor and use tractor power. The average 

horse hours used per acre decreased from 2U.9 in the small group to 20.9 

in the medium, to 9*9 In the large, and 2.2 In the extra large. The 

average tractor hours used per acre Increased from none used in the 

small grovqp to hour per acre in the medium, 1.8 in the large and 2.7 

in the extra large group. 

The average nuiriber of hours of use for machinery was not confuted 

because of the wide range of different farm inplements used. There was 

no significant difference in size groups in machinery charges. 

9 
"^Ezekiel, Ifordecai, "Analysis of Variance," Methods of Correlation 

Analysis (2d ed.j New Icrkt John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1950). 

^ ^ J 
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The Investinents as confuted in Table II take into consideration 

all costs incurred in producing plants, other than labor and machinery. 

These were canvas, poison, seeds, feirtilizer, plants, wire and other 

miscellaneous costs. Canvas was the largest cost item of this group, 

with a fairly uniform rate of $9*00 per ICQ square yards being paid 

for canvas and the average life of canvas in use being 2 years for all 

producers• 

Seed was the next largest cost itwo. Fifty-eight of the 6$ 

producers purchased seed and 7 producers saved tiieir cwn seed. Seeds 

were purchased in l/H-ounce, l/2-ounce, and 1-ounce lots. The average 

amount of seeds sowed per 100 square feet of plant-bed was 1/2 ounce 

(approximately) and the average cost was $1.$0 per ounce. 

The fertilizer and chemicals used on the plant-beds were not 

broken down into component parts because of the producers* inability 

to state accurately the amounts used. The chemicals and fertilizers 

were pvirchased in large quantities for entire tobacco crop and the 

needed amount was used on the plant-beds. However, the farmer's estimate 

was used in figuring the investment costs. 

The nuni^er of plants needed to set an acre of tobacco depends 

upon the distance between the rows and the distance between the plants 

in the row, A wide variation was found in the setting distances used. 

On the average, for all farms, the number of inches between the rows 

was 36, distance between plants was 16, and 10,918 plants were required 

to set an acre* 



21 

Cost of Land Preparation 

Seeding cover crops and the cost of land preparation Include *n 

operations involved in woricing down the soil prior to setting the plants 

(See Table III). 

The cost of land preparation per acre decreased in the large and 

extra large groups, with the extra large group cost being least at 

$27*53 per acre. The small, medium, and large groups were more oospaiv 

able, for the large group cost of an average of $Ui.67 per acre, the 

small group cost of $U6.50 and the medium group cost of $57.77 per 

acre are more nearly the same. CcMiparing the small, medium, and large 

group costs, the medium group costs are the largest, probably due to 

the fact that this group of producers intensified more as to family 

hours of labor as well as having considerably more tractor hours in 

volved in preparing the land. 

The costs per acre of horse labor decreased from small $17.33 to 

$13.lU per acre for medium to $14,8? for large. This was just the re 

verse of tractor costs per acre, wtiich was small $1.28, medium $12.6? 

and large $l8.1Ui per acre. The extra large group was not considered in 

this comparison because only 17.OU hours of horse labor were used 

which gives an adequate sanple. 

The small group had only k producers using tractors for a total 

of 35 hours in land preparation. This constituted the tractor cost of 

$1.28 per acre for this group. It was not that these producers did not 

own their osm tractoz*s, but, rather, that the producers did not find it 

feasible to use the tractors on so small a field. 
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The small, mediua and extra large size groups all s\pplied their 

own labor and power for land preparation with the exception of a few 

cases of swapping power for labor and other agreements among neighbors. 

Three producers in the large group paid cash for labor and power, amount 

ing to lUS.CX) or 70 cents per acre. 

The average costs of land preparation for the small group were 

$li6.50 per acre, for the medium $^7*77 and for the large |144«67 per acre. 

The medium grovp had the largest cost in land preparation but had the 

lowest total costs. 

Transplanting Costs 

Transplanting costs consisted of the labor in pulling the plants 

from the plant-bed, hauling the required water, power in transporting 

plants, watering and setting of the plants, machinery costs, cash pay 

ments for laborand machinery and the operations involved in resetting 

the tobacco field because of plant death (See Table IV}. 

Costs of family labor hours were smallest for the medium gro\xp 

at $21.09 per acre; the small grovip was next with $22.lit per acre, and 

the large group followed at $23.11 per acre. The extra large group had 

the highest costs with $26.6$ per acre. There was no significant dif 

ference among groups for costs of family hour labor. 

The costs for horse hours labor were smallest with the extra 

large group at $1.20 per acre and second smallest in Ihe small group at 

$1.$3 per acre. These two groups used the horse power very little in 

setting the tobacco plants with a transplanter. The small group set 
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plants by hand and tiie large and extra large group uaad more tractor 

power. The large group had a cost of $1.55 per acire for horse hour labor, 

and ihe medium group used the most horse hour labor id.th a cost of $1.86 

per acre. 

The small grovq> did not use any tractor power, and the medium 

group used comparatively little, having a cost of only 19 cents per acre 

for tractor power. The large group used tractors mostly for transplant 

ing purposes and had a cost of 12.66 per acre. The extra large group had 

a cost of 60 cents per acre for tractor use. However, this group was not 

considered significant because of the small nusiser of schedules taken. 

Machinery costs were the least for the small group which had a 

cost of only $1.52 per acre. The extra large group costs were $1.56, 

large groi^ $2.30 and the medium group had the largest cost with a cost 

of $5*72 per acre for machinery. The medium group was highest because 

of the nxmber of producers buying transplanters since 19li6 at a higher 

cost than was required previous to that time. 

The cash labor cost per acre represents the amount paid for labor 

in transplanting the plants the first time or for resetting toe field. 

The producers had records of only the amount paid for help in setting 

plants rath^ than the nundber of hours of labor. The extra large group 

had the smallest cost per acre at 25 cents, medium 56 cents, small $1.60 

and large $2.95 per acre. The large group had to hire the most labor 

since in some cases this group had absentee owners who had to hire the 

majority of labor used for setting the plants. However, each producer 

in this group used the transplanter for setting the plants. 
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Growing Costa 

The growing costs embody ell the operations after the tobacco is 

transplanted to the field and is ready tor cultivation^ until the tobacco 

is mature and ready to be harvested.^ The growing costs include coat of 

materials used to grew t^e tobacco^ including manure^ fertilizer^ and 

diemicals* The hours of labor include family labor hours, horse hours, 

and tractor hours. Machinery costs and land charge co^lete the cost of 

growing tobacco (See Table V}« 

Family labor was the largest cost item for growing tobacco. The 

large group had the highest cost per acre at $55.07. The small groyxp 

had the second hi^est cost of man hours labor with $50.59, the medium 

had the cost of $1*7.10 per acre, and the extra large group had $37•I*!*# 

Rie reason for the small group of producers having a higher cost of 

family labor was that this group performsd more hand labor in their 

tobacco by picking worms and hoeing and used more labor for all opera 

tions using smaller madiinery. 

The horse hours labor cost was hi^est in the large group having 

$5.21 per acre, medium, $I*.83, small $3*90 and extra large $3.33 per 

acre. While the horse labor cost was the lowest for the extra large 

gro\9, the tractor power coat was highest at 60 cents per acre, small 

UU cents and large 18 cents per acre. The medium group did not use 

any traotor pcwer for growing. This combination conparison of horse 

and tractor power cost tended to equal out the labor required since one 

of the two kinds of power had to be tised. The extra large group of pix>-

ducers tended to cultivate the tobacco first two times with the tractor 

as power] the smsll group usually used the traotor power the first time 

only. 
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Thft loadiinery cost iraa dependent upon the nunber of hours used. 

The producers used many different In^len^nts in cultivating their tobacco 

and as often as they deoned feasible. The large gronp had the highest 

machinery cost at $1.02 per acre, medium 92 cents per acre, extra large 

72 cents and small 69 cents per acre. 

The cover crop seed cost was widely variable. Some producers 

saved their own seeds for cover cropsj others bought from the cheapest 

to highest price seed possible. The most oosaacm cover crops for the 

tobacco field in the Central Basin were crimson clover, rye, oats and 

barley. The small group had 18 of 21 samples taken or 85*7 percent using 

a cover crop on their tobacco fields, ?fith a $5.28 cost per acre for seed. 

The medium group had a total of 2li producers with 23 using a cover or 

$>5#8 percent with a cost of $6.25 per acre for seedj the large group had 

10 from a total of lli, or 71»U percaat using a cover crop with $3*52 cost 

per acre for seed. The extra large grot^) had 100 percmnt using cover 

crops of 80B» nature on the tobacco fields with a cost of $5*53 per acre 

for seed. The cost of machinery, labor and power for the soil preparation 

in sowing the cover crop is considered in Table III, 

The land charge, which is calciilated on the producers* estimated 

value of their tobacco fields, was a fairly uniform rate for the U groups. 

The small, medium and large groups had a land charge of $12.00 per acre, 

and the extra large grov^* was just a little lower at $11,98 per acre. The 

tobacco land was in most cases the best land available on the farm and 

faurmers would not sell this land unless they could sell the entire farm. 
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, r <.v 

The mediiua group applied the most manure per acre at lli»87 tons 

with a cost of $29.09 per acre, and had the lowest application of com-

Bwrcial fertilizer with a cost of $12,614 per acre. The large group ap* 

plied the second most manure with 8.56 tons per acre and a cost of $18.08^ 

and that group applied $15.89 of c<*Haercial fertilizer per acre. The 

small group of producers applied 7.87 tons of manure per acre at a cost 

of $15.82 per acre and commercial fertilizer valued at $1B«13. The 

extra large group applied 6*02 tons of manure per acre at a cost of 

$15.37 per aore and applied commercial fertilizer at the rate of $19.142 

per acre. The most consnon commercial fertilizer being applied by the 

producers surveyed in the Central Basin was 3-9-6, which is commonly 

called bri^t b\irley fertilizer. 

The chemicals used by the producers varied from home-made solutions 

to the best commercial poisons. The large group of producers used the 

most with a cost per aore of $5.78. The medium grovp used $14.93, the 

small group used $l4.05 and the extra large groiq) used the smallest amount 

with a cost of $3.51 per acre. The amount used on the plant-bed in pro 

ducing plants was included in that total. 

Sprayers when properly cared for have a long life and render good 

service} however, for the produoera surveyed the average life of a 

sprayer was 6 years. This average was reached by including all the dif 

ferent types of tobacco sprayers} home-fflade and commercial sprayers of 

many designs, rather than just the most popular. The typical sprayer 

used was a sling type wiiich holds from 3 to I4 gallons of chemicals. The 

cost for sprayers was hi^est for the small groi^ at 50 cents per 
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acre, t^e tBedlum vas 3d cents, large 31 cents and extra large group 13 

cents per acre. The small producers tended to have purchased newer equip* 

ment for spraying over the last 2 years. The small group also used the 

sprayer less. 

The average cash labor is money paid by the producers for labor 

in growing tlM tobacco crop. This is not included with family labor be 

cause cff-tiie-farm labor was purchased at a much higher rate. The medium 

group used the most cash labor with a c<»it per acre of $1.91, the large 

$1.16 and extra lar^ only 20 cents. The small grot^ of producers did 

not hire at^ cash labor. 

The average cost of growing tobacco per acre ranged from a low of 

$98«U3 for "ttie extra large gro\q> to a hi^ of |120.05 per acre for the 

mediim group. This was a difference in cost per acre of|21.62. The 

small groi^* had an average cost of $111.liO per acre, and the large group 

had an average cost of $118.2i;. 

Harvesting and Marketing Goats 

Harvesting Costs 

Harvesting costs include all the operations from the time the 

tobacco is reac^y to be cut in the field until the tobacco is hanging 

in the bam ready to start curing. Harvesting costs are constituted of 

operations in cutting the tobacco, scaffolding the tobacco in the field, 

hauling the tobacco, and hanging It in the shelter. Harvesting cost 

also includes the equipment expense of bams, sticks, knives, sprayers 

and slides (See Table VI}. 
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Family labor hoiirs constituted the greatest costs, because of the 

time involved in cutting the tobacco, spearing the tobacco and putting it 

on tobacco sticks, and scaffolding and hauling to l^e barn and hanging it 

vp in the bam. The family labor costs were greatest in the small gro\^, 

being per acre. This group had the highest family labor cost, 

which can be partially explained to these fanners' practice of scaffold 

ing entirely, whereas the other groups tended to cut the tobacco in the 

morning and then haul it to the bams in the afternoon. The second 

highest cost groi;qp for family labor hours was the extra large group 

with a cost of per acre, large $143,20 and medium $U2,8l per acre. 

Horse hours labor costs were greatest for the small group with 

|12,66 per acre cost, extra large group $8,86 per acre, large group 

$7*82 and medium group #7.66 cost f>er acre. The medium and large groups 

had the smallest cost for horse power but made vp the difference in 

tractor power cost to some extent, since the small and extra large 

group producers did not use the tractor power at all. The large group 

had a tractor power cost of $2,78 per acre and the medium group 1*6 cents 

per acre. 

The cash labor cost per acre was highest for the large group at 

I7,7U'» small $U*22, medium $2,62 and the extra large group Ul cents per 

acre. This represented only the cost of labor vdiere cash was paid and 

does not take into account the exchanging of labor. 

There were two groups using trucks for hauling the tobacco to 

the bam, the medium group and extra large. The extra large group had 

a truck cost of 7 cents per acre and the medium 2 cents per acre. 
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Barn coat represents the depreciation of the original investment 

in the bam estimatedon expected years service, the yearly repairs and 

the interest on investment. Bam costs were highest for the sanall grotq> 

at $52.U6 per acre because of the number of new tobacco bams which were 

built by this group of producers and because more acms of tobacco were 

hung in a barn for the larger group producers. The next highest bam 

cost was for the medium group at per acre, large $36.56, and 

extra large $28«l5 per acre* 

The cost of harvesting brought about by the obtaining of sticks 

on idiich to hang the tobacco was widely different. Some of the producers 

cut IJieir own sticksj others bought them at hi^ly varied prices. 

The insurance cost is not allocated to respective operations be 

cause of the irregularity with which producers bought insurance. The 

small group of tobaoco producers had 6 out of 21 or 38.5 percent using 

some insurance. Their insurance covered the tobacco in the field against 

hail and wind, and some had coverage against spoilage in the barn and 

fire. The most common practice in purchasing insurance was to pay ap 

proximately $26.00 a thousand coverage, against the tobacco in the field, 

with past records of production being used to estimate the value of the 

tobacco per acre. The medium group had 5 out of 2k producers using 

some form of tobacco insurance qf 20.8 pemmt of the total. The large 

groiip had k out of Ig producers or 28.5 perc«it cmming an insurance 

policy on their tobacco crop. TIm extra large group had 2 out of a 

total of 6 producers subscribing to some form of tobacco insurance, 

or 33*3 percent. 
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The average coat of harvesting tobacco per acre iras about equal, 

with a low of $8^*35 per acre for the extra large groMp and a high of 

$119*76 for the small group. This is a difference of $3l4.Ul per acre. 

The large group of producers had a harvest cost of $101.lU per acre and 

the msdiura $100.82. The main factors contributing to the difference in 

cost of harvesting was the amount of family labor spent in cutting the 

tobacco and hanging it in the bam and the bam cost per acre. 

Cost of Stripping 

The cost of stripping tobacco involves the operation of taking 

the tobacco down out of tlM bam, removing from the sticks, packing 

down to gain the required moisture content if necessary, stripping the 

leaves from the stalks, grading the tobacco and tying in bunches, and 

packing down to await the loading for transporting to market (See 

Table VII). 

Stripping costs are made up of family labor and cash labor. They 

are divided into family lid}or and cash labor costs because producers 

were qualified best to give total cash spent on labor instead of hours. 

Family labor hours were highest for the large grovq? with a cost per acre 

of $82.99, the medium group was second with $73.6? and the small group 

$73.57 cost per acre, while the extra large group was lowest with $68,142 

cost per acre. 

The cash for hired labor was highest in the large group with 

$17.65 per acre, the small group $U.ll per acre and the medium group 
I 

averaged $3.37 per acre. The sanples taken for toe extra large group 

did not record any cash ejpenditure for labor. 
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The average cost for stripping tobacco per acre foUoirs that of 

family labor hoxirs with the large group being highest ̂ th an average 

cost of $100.65 per acre, small second with $77*68 per acre, medium 

$7T»Qk and the extra large group lowest with $68.U2 average cost per 

acre. 

Cost of Selling Tobacco 

The cost of selling the tobacco does nob include the cost involved 

in using the warehouse and baskets and selling fee* This information was 

not available with any degree of accuracy because this cost was deducted 

from the total the producer was to receive and a check was usually used 

In payment* The selling costs do include family labor in loading the 

tobacco on to trucks and unloading at the market. Time spent in selling 

the tobacco, driving to and from the market, and expense for trucks and 

equipoaent in hauling the tobacco to the market or the cash expenditure 

to hire the tobacco hauled to market are also included in selling costs 

(See Table VIII). 

Family labor was highest for the small group at $8*38 per acre, 

and the others were medium $6.U9 per acre, large group $1**56 per acre, 

and the extra large group $3*11* per acre. The reason for the small 

group being so much higher thafi the other groups was that some of those 

producers had the least efficient method of transporting tobacco since 

Uiey used wagons drawn by horses. 

The small group cost per acre for horse power was 36 cents per 

acrej the medium and large grovyps did not use horse power at all, and 

the extra large group had a cost of 3 cents per acre for horse power* 
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The cost for automobiles for travel to and frtm the market to sell 

the tobacco was highest for the small group wll^ an average cost of|13«80 

per acre* This was due partly to the fact that the smaller producers 

Insisted on being present at the market on the day their tobacco sold} 

ehereas, the large producers sold partly by telephone* The medium group 

had automobile costs of $6*82 per acre, large 13*88 per acre and the 

extra large 6? cents per acre* 

The truck cost Is expense for hauling tobacco or paying a flat 

rate for having It hau]«d. The large group had a truck cost per acre of 

$1*93* small grorp had a $2*69 cost, and Uie swdlum group cost ms 

$U*02 per acre* The extra large group did not have a truck e:]q)ense be~ 

cause, according to the records in this group, the warehouse furnished 

transportation to haul t^telr tobacco at no e^qpense to these producers. 

nie small group producers were the only ones having an expanse for 

hauling their tobacco with tractor power, and this cost was lUt cents per 

acre. 

The average cost of selling the tobacco per acre was highest in 

the small groxip at $2^*67 per acre. The medium cost was $17*33, the large 

was $10.77 and the extra large group was $3.81i per acre. 

Cost of Producing Tobacco (By Operations) 

Summary and C(»icluslons 

The costs of producing tobacco by operations are brought together 

here for coiqsarlson with the four groupings of producers by slse* A test 
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for significant differenoe was calculated by the analysis of variance 

laethod which showed no significant difference between the saiall, meditmi 

and large groups but there was a significant difference between the large 

and extra large groups (See Table IK), 

The largest costs were those incurred in growit^ in all grov5>s» 

The growing cost was 2$,3 percent of average total cost per acre for tdie 

small, 27.$ percent for the meditm, 26,8 percent for large, and 29.1 

percent for toe extra large group. The next largest individual coat 

per acre of the average total cost per acre was harvesting which was 

27.0 percent for the small, 23.0 percent medium, 22,9 percent laz^e, 

and 25>.2 percait for the extra large. The next largest single operation 

cost per acre was stripping toioh was 17*7 percent of average total cost 

per acre for the small, 17.6 percent for the medium, 22.8 percent for 

the large and 20.2 percent for extra large group. These three operations 

made up 70.0 percoit of the average total coet per acre for the small, 

68.1 percent for toe msdium, 72.5 percent for the large and 7ii.5 percent 

for the extra large. 

The cost of family labor accounaid for 53 percent of toe average 

total cost per acre of tobacco (See Figure 3). The producers of tobacco 

could decrease this cost by using more machinery and less hand labor. 

One operation isrihiere more machinery can be used successfully is the 

grcwring. The large size group of tobaoco producers had the smallest 

costs per acre for growing because they used tractor plows for the firat 

two cultivations of their tobacco and used less hand labor for hoeing toe 

tobacco. 
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The bam cost allocated to the tobacco crop made up the next largest 

cost per acre at 9.7 percent per acre. Some of the producers are now out« 

ting down on this cost by building higher barns, whidi will enable them 

to hang more tobacco under the same roof. Building higher bams also 

localizes the operations for curing and preparing the tobacco for market. 

Horse labor was the next largest cost of the average total cost 

per acre at 6.6 percent, manure cost cooqi^rised U.7 percent, fertilizer 

3*9 percent, tractor cost 3*3 percent, land charge 2.9 percent, and other 

miscellaneous costs ccmpleted the average total costs such as spears, 

sticks, cash labor, sprayers, slides, etc., but it did not include the 

insurance cost per acre and the cash rent paid by one producer. 



CHAPTER III 

FACTORS AFFECTING THE GROSS INCOME FROM 

THE BURLEY TOBACCO ENTERPRISE 

The gross Incoioe per acre received from the tobacco enterprise is 

influenced hy two factors, the yield per acre and the price received per 

pound* The two are very closely related, for it follows that the pro~ 

ducer who grows the hif^est yield per acre and receives the highest price 

per pound has, in turn, the highest total inconie. What is of vital im> 

portance is the method by uhich the producer can receive the highest 

yield and price, providing costs do not offset the increase. It is the 

objective of this chipter to show causes for higher yields and prices per 

acre for the producer. 

The farms were grouped into small, medium, large and extra large 

enterprises, as in the preceding chapter. A test for significant dif 

ference between groups in average yields per acre, average market price 

per pound, and average income per acre was computed by the analysis of 

variance method. No significant differences were found. The analysis 

of deviations about the average will be for the 6$ producers. 

Yield per Acre 

The average tobacco yield per acre for the 65 producers was 

1257.6 pounds per acre, ranging from a low of 666.6 pounds produced 

per acre to a high of 2021.0 pounds. Eleven producers had yields below 

1000 pounds per acre, and only one producer had a yield above 2000 pounds 
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per acre. The remaining 53 producers had yields per acre between these 

extremes^ wit^ the majority concentrated around 1200 pounds per acre. 

This stucbi' does not show any relationship between marketable 

yields and nunber of plants per aorej however^ the results are question 

able since the year under cconsideration deviated substantially from what 

might logically be expected in the area under atu^y. Excessive rain 

fall reduced marketable yields for some of the producers so that the 

long run effect on plants per acre and yields could not logically be 

determined* 

An array of the 65 avacreya studied was established by yields per 

Bcra to determine whether a relationship existed for fertilizer applied, 

for cost per acre of producing, and for the market price per pound re 

ceived, This information was plotted graphically to see if any relation-

i^ips existed between yields and fertilizer costs per acre Figure 6, 

Appendix)* There seemed to be a slight relationship when plotted, and 

a single correlation was established to determine if the relations be 

tween yield and fertilizer cost per acre were significant* No signifi 

cant relationship was s^own for these 65 farmers for 19U9. It is 

probable that unfavorable weather conditions prevalent duidng harvesting 

time idiich damaged some of the crop was very influential in causing the 

lack of such a significant relationship being discovered* 

The eleven producers having yields below one thousand pounds per 

acre were analyzed again individually in search of reasons for their low 



yield®♦ Three producers had exceptionally low marketable yields per acre 

at 666»6, 727*2 and 736.8 povmds per acre. The producer having yields of 

666.6 pounds per acre had an allotment of 1.8 acres of tobacco and had 

planted up to his limit, but the weather prevented his harvesting any 

crop from 1.1 acres. The producer with a yield of 737.2 pounds per acre 

planted 5.5 acres and harvested only the best tobacco. The excessive 

rainfall had damaged a large part of his crop. The producer who had a 

yield of 736.8 pounds per acre had applied more than the average amount 

ef fertilizer per aore to his 1.9 acre, but he still harvested a lower 

yield per acre than did other prodiicers who applied less fertilizer per 

acre, due largely to the heavy rainfall occurring during his harvesting 

season. These three producers followed similar management practices of 

other producers studied with higher yields. They each had had cover 

crops the winter before the 19h9 crop of tobacco and then had turned 

them under for greeimanure crops in the spring. The number of plants 

per aore and quality of plants set were approximately the average of that 

of the entire stu^« Therefore, it follows that the major factor con 

tributing to low yields for these three was the heavy rainfall during 

the harvesting of the tobacco which ruined a part of the tobacco in the 

field. 

There were eight other producers of the 65 studied who reported 

yields lower than 1000 potinds per acre* Past production records of 

five of these producers showed toat they normally would have had higher 

yields than those attained. They followed management practices estab 

lished as typical practices concerning fertilization, cover crop, and 
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number of plants set per acre. Heeerer, these five producers lost tobacco 

in the bam because it molded or because of improper curing, both of which 

they blamed on the dan^ and rainy fall season. 

The other three of the eight producers did not follow the typical 

management practices. Two did not apply any commercial fertilizer; al 

though each did make heavy applications of bam manure of 57 and 27.1 tons 

per acre. They accounted for their low yield per acre by the fertiliza 

tion practices followed and by the rainy season whioh caused damage to a 

part of the tobaoco hanging in ̂ e bam. The one remaining producer made 

an application of $11.26 worth of purchased fertilizer per acre and ap 

plied no bam manure. This producer did not report any loss due to the 

rainy weather during harvest season, but attributed the low yield to poor 

fertilization practices only. 

The one producer of the 65 studied who had a yield of over 2000 

pounds per acre was the one idio was credited with the highest yield per 

acre at 2021 pounds but also was the one who had the highest total cost 

per acre of production. His high yield per acre can be attributed to 

the fact that he made heavy applications of fertilizer, had a cover crop, 

set a large number of plants per acre, and utilized only a small acreage 

in tobaoco which enabled intensive cultivation of plants idiile growing. 

The average yield per acre for the 65 producers studied was lower 

than could be eiqpected normally because of the exceptionally rainy season 

that began during the harvesting period and continued until some producers' 

tobacco was badly damaged during the curing period. This is a case of 

good management practices paying dividends, if practiced, for a producer 
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TKho Is able to cure the tobacco by heat^ smoke or air in time to prevent 

molding la a producer who would not have suffered these losses In the 

19U9 crop* However, good management practices are practices that only 

the unusual producer acquires and therefore are not measurable in a 

study of the typical or usual producer* 

Prices Received per Found 

The average market price received for tobacco was hi cents per 

pound for all producers* This average market price included the sales 

of the entire tobacco crop*^^ There was a range in price from a low of 

28 cents per pound to a high of 55 cents* The factor of unfavorably 

heavy rainfall which considerably lessened the producers' yield per 

acre of tobacco also adversely influenced the quality of the tobacco 

marketed and thus indirectly caused a lower price to be paid per pound* 

The producer having the lowest yield per acre at 666*6 pounds 

also received the lowest market price per pound at 28 cents* This can 

be attributed again to the low quality of tobacco harvested resulting 

from unfavorable weather conditions* The other producers having low 

yields per acre received the average price per pound for the group. 

In these cases the producers lost part of their crop and did not market 

the ruined part, thus receiving normal prices for the tobacco not damaged* 

Six producers of the total studied received between 30 and UO cents per 

/ 

10 
This average market price per pound of tobacco included the 

average price of all leaves which are the best leaves. Lugs, Tips, 
Fliers, and Trash* 
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potindy which is considered abnormally loir.^ In revieiring these producers' 

records^ it is found that they applied an average of flO«56 worth of co»» 

neroial fertiliser per acre.^^ With the exception of one producer» they 

made applications of bam manure, "Uie average value of application being 

$18.92 per acre. The two applications of fwrtilizers for the six pro 

ducers wore low congmred to the average for the entire group. This low 

application of fertilizer contributed partly to the low market price per 

pound received. 

Twmty-six producers of ttie 6$ received between $0 and 5^ cents 

per pound for their tobacco. Of this number, five did not make applica 

tion of any oosnerciaJ. fertilizer on the 19U9 crop because they applied 

larger amounts on the 191^8 crop than were actually needed. These five 

applied bam manure valued at an average of $1|0.33 per acre. 

Taking l^ese 26 producers as a groMp, a study of the records 

indicated that the hi^ price per pound received for their tobacco can 

be credited largely to good managosent practices in avoiding damages 

insofar as these producers did not lose any tobacco or incxir any danages 

due to a rainy harvesting and curing season. 

11United States Department of Agriculture, Annual Report on 
Tobacco Statistics, 19U9» Production and liarketing Achainistration, 
Washington, D. G., December 19li9# quotes the average price for burley 
tobacco received per pound at U7.5 cents per pound for the state of 
Tennessee. 

12It is generally accepted by agronomists that application of 
conmiercial fertilizer, depending upon fertility of soil and availability 
of plant nutrients, improves the quality of tobacco. 
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The group of 32 producers receiving between UO and ̂ cents per 

pound for their tobacco all applied cornraercial fertilizer, with the 

exception of two ^o received U9*3 cents per pound in cme case and 1^6 

cents per pound in the other. Not having fertilization records avail 

able for the 19lt8 crop year, it was in?)ossible to deduce how much their 

piu.ce received per pound could have been increased, since they mde only 

the group average application of bam manxire per acre. The data are ii>-

adequate but the study leads one to believe that others of this group 

would have received higher prices per pound for their tobacco had they 

managed to harvest their tobacco before some damage was done by the 

unfavorable weather, Crt-hers would have been higher but due to ia?)roper 

facilities in curing, they were unable to cure during this damp season. 

Proper Orading 

By obseinration, when taking surveys, it was apparent that some 

burley tobacoo producers did not know how to grade tobacco properly. 

When a producer's tobacco reaches the market floor, it is then too late 

to retie the leaves to groiq;> them in hands of Leaves, Lugs, Tips and 

Fliers, If scaie Lugs are tied in with Tips, then a lower price per 

pound will be received for the Lugs than coxild have been obtained had 

the hands been of erne type only. On most market floors the tobacco 

is placed into the lower grade idien a hand includes tobacco of two 

grades, 

tl/hils the producers weze being surveyed, some expressed doubt as 

to the exact classification of grades. Some of the producers knew -Uie 
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proper grades to tie the tobacco in idille stripping^ but^ instead of 

using oXose sup^vision, left inesqperienced graders on the Job aXone, an 

act idiioh probably resulted in loirer income fron the tobacco* 

Orowers of burley suffer heavy losses from the sale of tobacco 

13in too hi^ order* If the tobacco has a moisture content m^ich is too 

high, the tobacco is graded damn because of the possibility that it will 

mold before properly dried* 

Proper care of the crop can eliminate too high order in burley 

tobacco, even in \mfavorable seasons like the 19U9 crop, and on evidence 

of the 19U9 crop season, it would pay prodcicers well to avoid undue 

moisture in their burley tobacco when placing it on the market* ••It 

should be narketed with Just enough moisture content to avoid breakage••♦^ 

Time and Place of Marketing the Tobacco Crop 

The 6$ producers of burley studied stated that they marketed 

their tobacco as soon as possible after the markets were opened* This 

mi^t have been the best time to sell their tobacco for sone reasons, 

but certainly not because the price was highest at the outset of l^e 

selling market* From co^utations made of past market prices,^ the 

^Card, Danna G., Growers' Losses on Burley Tobacco Sold in High
Order, Kentucky Agricultural ibq^eriment Station, Wversity of Kentucky,
Lexington, Kentucky, Bulletin 5U0, Novemiber 19ii9* 

^Loc. cit. 

15Ikiiveraity of Tennessee Department of Agricultural Education,
Tobacco ProductIm, Knoxvillc, Tennessee, Mlmeo 23, July 19U9* Also un-
pubiished data. Professor John L. Fischer, Agricultural Economics Depart
ment, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee* 
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highest prices can be received between the Uth and 6th week of a lO-week 

market. This would vary from year to year but by close observation of 

the market price, it appears that a higher price can be obtained than is 

available during the first week of the market. 

The place a producer markets his tobacco depends upon the number 

of markets available within his particvilar locality. The difference in 

price and services offered by markets may not be sufficiaat to justify 

the additional cost involved in transporting the tobacco farther dis 

tances to take advantage of this difference. Still there are several 

means of marketing the tobacco that might pay greater incomes than those 

that are most convenient. One of the producers receiving the highest 

price per pound of the 6$ studied was one of several producers who 

pooled their 'tobacco and shipped it fr<m the Central Basin of Tennessee 

to K^tucky to sell throu^ a tobacco marketing cooperative. This pro 

ducer's records showed that the gain in total income was a result of 

smaller fees charged for selling and somewhat higher prices received 

than could have be^ obtained at his closest market. 

Income Recei-ved 

The gross income received ranged from a low of $188.89 per acre 

to a high of $1050.90 per acre (See Table X). The average gross income 

received for 'the 65 producers studied was $611;.U3 per acre. There wore 

9 producers who received less than a $1;00.00 per acre income. The low 

of $188.89 income per acre was due to a low yield per acre of 666.6 

pounds and a low market price received per pouiKi of 28 cents which was 



TABLE X 

FREwUENCT DISTRIBUTION OF DOLLAR INCOME RECEIVED PER ACRE 
FOR THE 65 BURLEI TOBACCO PRODUCERS STUDIED 
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due to unfavorable haarvesting weather that had damaged the tobacco both 

in the field and in the bam* Five of this groiq} of 9 also had low yields 

due to weather damage to tobacco in iiie field, ihic^ was really the major 

factor influencing low incomes per acre* The other 3 producers experienced 

molding and spoilage of tobacco idiile hanging in the bam because of in-

proper curing which they blamed, also, on the damp weather* The ultimate 

result hem likewise was the receipt of low prices per pound on the market. 

There were 5 produ§«rs who received between $1050*90 and $800*00 

per acre incon»* One of these producers reoeived the highest price per 

pound for his tobacco and had high yicldsj the other U received large 

Incomes per acre becaxise they did not lose any tobacco or have a^y damage 

due to the duqp and rainy fall season. Also they had yields aunoimting 

to between 1700 and 1800 pounds per acre and reoeived a price per pound 

of 5l cents* The other 52 producers of tiie total 6$ studied ranged in 

gronss incoms per acre from $U00.00 to $800.00, with the larger propoiv-

tion receiving from $500.00 to $800.00 per acre* Of this group, practi 

cally all had iwturns idiich had been affected to some degree by the 

exceptionally unfavorable harvesting and curing season for tobacco during 

19i;9* Some of the producers in this gro\;g> would have received higher in 

comes per aore under normal weather conditions md others would have 

remained on this level. 

Factors Influencing Gross Income iiecelved 

(Summary) 

The gross income per acre received is influenced by 2 factorst 

(1) yields per acre and (2) price received per pound* The average tobacco 
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yield per acre for the 6$ producers was 1297*6 pounds per acz^. The 

average market price received was U? cents per pound, and the average 

gross income $6lli*U3 per acre. 

Proadnent factors influencing marketable yields were the heavy 

rainfall and time and method of hainresting and curing. 

Factors affecting price received per pound were the producers' 

practices in production and the preparation of the tobacco for the market, 

as well as the seleotion of Uie time and place for marketing. Each pro 

ducer should arrange his labor requirements on the fam so that his 

tobacco gets the needed attention. Other factors that affected gross 

income might be corrected to some extent, such as obtaining information 

on grading at local markets, and the acquiring of skill in observing the 

tobacco mazicets to evaluate than as to which csn offer the grower the 

best service and largest monetary return for his product. 
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CHAFTER IV 

! 

PROFITS IN PRODUCING BUHLET TOBACCO 

Tobacco proved to be profitable in 19U9 for the 65 producers 

studied as a groMp, This year was not normal, however, from the view 

point of net profit since losses occurred in yields because of the 

tobacco being ruined in the fields or spoiled in the bams. The yields 

per acre marketed decreased because of the weather conditions idiile the 

expenses incurred by the producers for labor and other (derations remained 

about the same as in normal years. 

For this analysis the producers are again divided into U size 

groiqps, small, medium, large and extra large, as shown in Chapter 1* 

There was a significant difference between the extra large group and the 

other 3 groups in average net income per acre, average return to manage 

ment and labor per acre, average cost of producing per pound, and net 

income received per pound. There were no significant differences between 

groups for the average gross income and the average costs of producing 

per acre (See Table XI). The average and deviations about the average 

net inccsae per potind, cost of producing per pound, and returns to manage 

ment and labor in their size groups am here explained. The total cost 

of producing and total net income have been discussed in Chapters II and 

III respectively. 

Net Income 

The average net income^^ per acre for the small group was $133,11, 

^ Net income was calculated by deducting all costs of producing from 
total income. This represented the average net income per acre to the 
tobacco enterprise. 
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siedliua $185*X9» large #162*20 and the extra large $310*06 per acre* The 

average net income for all producers surveyed vfas #197*51* per acre* The 

small, medium and large groups had a difference of #52*08 per acre be 

tween the highest and lowest net income, and were considered as having 

no significant difference among t^ese The extra large grov^ 

had a difference of |12l**87 between it and the medium group which was the 

next largest* This difference was significant. 

The extra large group had the lowest average cost per acre for 

producing the tobacco, a result of this group's having less cost per 

acre for plant-bed, for bams and for machinery, and not because of a 

leas significant amount of labor used* This relatively low average 

cost gave rise to a greater net inc(»ne per acre, along wi-Ui the fact 

■that this group received a greater than average price per pomd ot an 

average of 1*8 cents for tobacco sold. Of the 6 producers in this clas 

sification, all made a net profit except one* This one producer had a 

net loss of #135*14* per acre, id*en deductions for family labor were made, 

and a return of #55 *143 per acre for 10*6 acres to management and family 

labor when family labor was not considered* This producer would figure 

a net loss because irost of the labor used in producing the tobacco was 

hired* 

The next largest average net profit for the 1* groups was that of 

the medium group whidi had a profit of $185*19 per acre* Of the 21* pro 

ducers in this group, only one did not make a net profit* This producer 

had a net loss of $17*35 per acre cm 2*7 acres, because of a low market 

able yield per acre. This low yield was a result of the unusually rainy 

'Significant difference was com^juted by the variance analysis teat* 
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weather which prevented harvesting of part of the tobacco and which later 

damaged the harvested crop idiile it was hanging in the bam* These latter 

damages resulted in a low price per pound. 

The large group had the next highest average net profit at $162.20 

per acre. Of the lU producers in this group, 2 failed to make a net pro 

fit. One of these 2 had a net loss of $61.29 per acre and $,S acres be 

cause of the weather's pre\'enting his harvesting at the proper time so 

that part of his tobacco mined in the field. This producer, however, 

had a low cost per acre because he had only a low investment in bams 

and equipment and he did not harvest the damaged tobacco, a decision which 

decreased the overall harvesting cost. These 2 factom kept him from 

having an exceptionally high net loss. 

The other of the 2 producers had a net loss of $1*17.65 per acre on 

5*6 acres. This heavy loss per acre was brought about not only by loss 

of part of his tobacco in the field, but also by damages to the harvested 

tobacco in the bam due to in^roper curing, he did not market the tobacco 

that had damaged beyond marketability while in the bam, but he still had 

spent labor hours harvesting it and hanging it in the bam. In addition, 

he had had high investment costs in equipment and fertiliser. Another 

factor contributing to the hig^ net loss was the low price per pound re 

ceived of 31*.6 cents, idiidi was the second lowest for the entire group 

of 6$ producers studied. 

The small group received the lowest average net profit per acre 

at $133.11. There were two good reasons for this group's having the 
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lonrest net profit per aore. (1) It had the highest cost of production per 

acre of the k groupSj and (2) it had the lovrest yield per acre. These 2 

factors were offset somewhat by ttiis group's success in receiving the 

second highest price per pound for the U groups, U7.5 cents, but this price 

was laot sufficiently high to coiQjensate for this group's failure in other 

phases of l^e production and marketing of tobacco. The high cost of pro 

duction for this group was a result of the large amount of hand labor 

applied during the tobacco production. The low yield per acre resulted 

partly from a rainy and daaqp harvesting season. 

Taking this small group individually, there were U producers of 

the total of 21 who failed to make a net profit. Three of these pro 

ducers had luid exceptionally low yields because of rainy weather which 

had first prevented successful haznresting and then had damaged the haiv 

vested tobacco hanging in the barn. These 3 had a net loss of $39.Ul 

per acre on 1.3 acres, $16U.89 on 1.8 acres and $h3*h2 on 1.9 acres. 

The producer who lost $16U»89 per acre on 1.8 acres had the lowest yield 

per aore for the entire producers studied because only .7 of an acre was 

harvested. This prodxicer also received the lowest price per pound for 

the 6$ producers at 26.3 cents, because his haz*vested tobacco was at 

least partly damaged by the weather. The other 2 producers received a 

higher price per pound, one getting UO cents and the other 14,6 cents per 

pound. The fourth producer of this small group who had a net loss had 

yields Just under the average for the groi^ at 11.50 pounds per aore, 

and he received U5 cents per pound in the market for his tobacco, a net 

loss of $78.55 on 1.0 acre. This producer did not report any damages due 
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directly to the weatherj therefore, his net loss can be attributed to poor 

managerasnt practices. These practices resulted in a high cost per acre of 

producing. In stucfying this producer's record, it ima found that no cotj-

mercial fertilizer was applied but only a heavy application of bam manure, 

namely, 20 tons per acre. This practice did not provide a balanced plant 

nutrient requirement, and this fact partly accounts for the low yields per 

acre. His high cost per acre can be attributed to a large investment in 

machinery and equipment, such as sprayers and sticks which were of the 

highest for the entire 6$ producers studied. Two other hi^ costs for 

this producer wliich resulted in a net loss were cover crop seed and family 

labor. 

Cost per Pound 

The average net income per pound and the costs per pound for produc 

ing are provided because data are needed for many purposes. Markets quot 

ing daily and futures at prices per pound necessitate the producers and 

dealers having access to cost and selling figures for tobacco in pounds. 

Another reason for giving the net profit and cost of production in pounds 

is because this statement would facilitate predictions for the producers 

of burley for the next crop. In fact, many producers think in terms of 

pounds irtien relating their thoughts to cost and profits of burley tobacco. 

The average costs of producing a pound of tobacco for the U aiae 

groiqjs were 32,3 cents. The net incomes per pound were small 11.1 cents, 

medium 13.6 cents, large 12.6 cents and extra large 22.5 cents. The 

ratio of cost to net profit for all producers was 1:2, or, rather, the 

net profit was U6.6 percent of cost. 
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Returns to Management and ̂ 'amily Labor 

The average returns to management and family labor are given as one 

figure because the total labor could be obtained with a greater degree of 

accuracy than could a separation of labor between tenants, children and 

the management. On these farms the operator and his family did a large 

share of the work, as well as planning the ixoductien. 

The average returns to management and labor were largest for the 

extra large group whidi had $500.93 per acre, an increase of $190.87 over 

the net income. This was an average of $1.13 return per hovir per acre for 

labor and management. 

The medium group had the next largest retums at $U19«U2 per acre, 

an increase of $23l|«23 over the net income. This was an average return 

of 79 cents per hour per acre. 

The large groi;^ had $395*68 return per acre to management and 

labor, an increase of $233*68 over net incoa». This was an average re 

turn of 75 cents per hour per acre* The small group which had the lowest 

return per acre of the U groups at $376*93 had the greatest increase over 

net inccmie at $261*82, but had an average return of only 68 cents per hoxu* 

per aore* 

Reasons for the extra large group's highest average return of 

$500*93 per acre to management and labor were that this grov^ had the 

lowest average cost per acre, and the highest average net income per acre. 

This group also had the lowest average number of family labor hours used 

to produce an acre of tobacco. The other 3 groups had lower average net 

incomes per acre than the extra large grov^, although they had a greater 

nximber of family labor hours used to produce the tobacco. They could not 
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make lap the difference with more family labor hours per acre used to attain 

as high a return to management and labor per acre. 

The groups idiich used the smallest amount of labor and had the 

largest net profit per acre had the largest retura to management and labor. 

Some of the producers who had plenty of family labor available were in 

terested only in the returns to management and labor rather than to the 

enterprise. The net profit did not mean a great deal and was not con 

sidered by them. They reasoned that as long as their children were work 

ing in the tobacco, the yields might be increased, because the children's 

productivity would be above what it would be in other farm work. This was 

often given as the explanation for the proximity of the tobacco field to 

the dwelling house. Others expressed the desire to have the tobacco field 

near the farmhouse so cultivation could take place as soon as possible in 

the morning after rainfall and again in late afternoons, involving only 

a minimum of lost time. There were 7 producers of the 65 studied who 

prod\iced at a loss or only a very small profit per acre but who would 

have made their group average or greater returns to management and family 

labor when considered in this respect* 

Relation of Size of Farm to Net Income 

Frwn observation of the producers surveyed and arrays made in this 

study, a hypothesis was formulated that producers living on large faz*ms 

make more efficient use of labor, machinery, and management than do pro 

ducers on small scale operations. Figure U, which shows the relationship 

of acres in the farm to average net profit per acre, disproves this assunp-

tion. Theie was only a small change in average net incomes per acre as the 
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size of farm increased. The reason for only a small increase lies in 

the fact that tobacco prodviction is prinmrily a hand labor crc^. It ire-

qviires approximately the same amount of labor for cutting, stripping and 

housing tobacco for any two acres of tobacco with the same yields. Another 

reason for this small amount of correlation is that large farms tend to 

have other cash crc^s and incomes and their tobacco crop is only an int»« 

gral part of the farm inoomej whereas, an outstanding characteristic in 

this study for the small land owners was that they had tobacco as their 

chief cash crop. 

Summary of Profits 

Under normal climatic conditions, the 65 producers studied would 

make a greater average net profit than they did in 19l*9. J^t is to be 

expected that some of the producers still woiild not make a net profit, 

but it would be a fewer number than the 8 frwn the total of 65, as was 

the case in the 19k9 crop year. 

The producer of hurley tobacco can make a larger net profit by 

decreasing investment costs that will not affect yields. The larger 

tobacco producers use fewer valuable sticks, often making their own, Hyvj 

this is one good way by which cost can be decreased. Ihile interviewing 

the hurley tobacco producers it was learned that the larger producer 

usually had available the timber supply necessary to make their own 

sticks. Some of the smaller producers did not have the timber to make 

their ofwn sticks. 
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The larger producers tended to apply labor only as long as it was 

needed while the small producer continued to apply labor after it was 

needed* HowoTer, small producers' excess labor was usually drawn from 

the family; whereas, larger producers did sanetiroes hire excess labor 

from outside sources for work in the tobacco fields beyond the point of 

marginal returns. 

There is yery little evidence that will si|)port the belief that 

a more efficient use is made of the labor, machinery and management in 

tobacco on the larger farms than on the siriall. Tobacco requires ap 

proximately the same amount of labor on any acre of tobacco with the 

same expected yields. The small increase in the amo\mt of net profits 

received as the siae of operation increases is due to investments in 

machinery which decrease cost of growing and hauling the tobacco. 
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SUMMARI OF THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS IN REUTION TO 

PRODUCTION AND MARKETING fRACTICES THAT AFFECT 

PROFITS FROM BURLEY TOMCCO 

The crop of hurley tobacco in the Central Basin of Tennessee 

is one that will have to be classified as ;musual because of the extra-

ordinarily damp harvesting and marketing seascxn idiich lowered the 

marketable yields and quality of the crop. For this reason, several 

relations of management practices to yields and prices could apply 

only to the 19k9 crop year or years similar to it in regard toweather 

conditions during harvesting and marketing time (See Figure 6, Appendix). 

Summary 

Growing costs were the largest individual operation in the pro 

duction of hurley tobacco. The growing costs for the classified groups 

weret small, $lll.UOj medium, $120.0^} large, ̂ 118.2U} and extra large, 

$98.ii3 per acre* Ttw average growing cost for all producers comprised 

27.1 percent of the average total cost. 

Harvesting operations comprised the second highest cost of 

individual operations. They were' small, $119.?6| medium, $100.82; 

large, $101.lU) and extra large, $85.35 per acre. For all producers, 

the average cost of harvesting was 2U.5 percent of the average cost of 

production per acre. 



67 

stripping nas the third largest cost per operation^ conprising 19tU 

percont of the average total cost per acre for all farms or an average cost 

per acre for the groups ofi smallj |77.68| medium,|77.0U| large, $100,6^} 

and extra large, $68*42. 

The fourth largest cost for individual operations in producing 

hurley tobacco was land preparation. The average land preparaticai cost 

for the groups waa» small, $U6«50i medium, $57»77| large, $Wt.67j and 

extra large, $27*53 per acre. 

The average total cost of all operations in producing tobacco by 

groxgjs wast small, $U38,93) medium, |li35.30j large, $Utl.01j and extra 

large, $337.59 per acre. Of the average total cost for all producers, 

labor cost for family hours constituted 53 percent, bam coat 9*7 percent 

and horse labor 6.6 percent. 

The average tobaoco yields per acre for all producers was 1297.6 

pounds per acre. The average price received per pound was U7 cents, with 

the average gross income being $6lU.U3 per acre. (See Figure $ for the 

average total coat, gross income and net profit realised for the siae 

groups.) 

The average gross income by groups wast small, $572.11} medium, 

$619.18} large, $597*60} and extra large, $668.85 per acre. The average 

net income wast small, $133*11} medium, $185.19} large, $162,20; and 

extra large, $310,06 per acre. 

Observations made during this study indicate that the Central Basin 

hurley tobacco producers, in spite of unfavorable weather ccmditions in 

I9U9, could have increased their earnings by iBg)roving on the following 

points in their management practices. 
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(1) Farm labor practices♦ Producers having a net loss or a very 

low net profit could have increased their net profits bgr budgeting their 

farm labor to allow harvesting and curing at the proper time. 

(2) Investment practices. Many of the smaller producers could 

have increased their net profit by decreasing the amount of investissnt 

cost* l^e smaller producers having timber could have made a larger per^ 

centage of sticks used^ as did the larger producers, and invested a 

little less in expensive equipment unless they plan to enlarge their 

tobacco enterprise. The small producers need to know rtien and how much 

labor to apply to their tobacco to increase returns, also. 

Eecommsndations 

The foUovdng general recommendations are mads to producers of 

burley tobacco in tiie Central Basin of Tennesseet 

(1) Producers of burley tobacco can remove aom of the risk and 

uncertainties in producing burley tobacco by availing themselves of the 

progress being made by professional agricultural workers along the lines 

of curing as well as of production. For axaaqple, 

A warehouse at Mayfield, Kentucky, is now \]sing tobacco 
electric drying equipment designed by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. This new method is successfully cuzdng 12,000 
pounds of tobacco per day at considerable savings in cost of 
equipmsnt and operating expenses over the old type of equip 
ment xised for this purpose. It is believed Uiat there will be 
quite a demand for this new process in the Valley's growing 
areas 

18Tennessee Valley Authority, Summary of Procress, Office of the 
0«ieral Manager, Tennessee Valley Authority, Klnoxville, Tennessoei 
BulleUn 228, March 19hl. 
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(2) Producers of burley tobacco should determine in what phases of 

production costs could be decreased. They should observe at what point 

additional labor no longer increases the return in relation to input* 

Other growing costs that could be decreased are for equipment such as 

sticks, which should be made or bought cheaply and saved frm year to 

year; canvas, and machinery or tools which should be caredfor properly 

to increase tlieir years of service, 

(3) Producers should familiariaa themselves with the risks inr-

volved, and, if econcmiical, practice those management practices which 

will remove certain of these risks. An example is timely harvesting. 

There is a need for nrore cost studies to be made in the state of 

Temeasee. Additional studies should be made to analyze the risks and 

uncertainties involved in the production of burley tobacco. Producers 

and agricultural workers need studies that cover a number of consecutive 

years so relationships can be eatabliahed for all situationa confronted 

by individual producers. At the present time, producers have to draw 

upon their past e3q)erience or that of their nei^bors for answers to 

their problems. Good information is available from these sources, but 

only analytical cost studies can answer the questions in an organized and 

reliable manner. 
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Cost Methods Ussd 

Cost figures for tiis study wsre decided iq>cm by coB^axdison to 

other similar studies of cost in producing tobacco in Kentucky, Indiana 

and Virginia. E^p^sis was also placed on studies of coat for other farm 

enteirprises in Tennessee in the selection of these figures. The all con» 

modity index was ixsed to adjust costs to the 15>U9 level* 

Use of Land 

Tae land charge was calculated at $ percent of the laLue of the 

tobacco land as estimated by the producers. 

The cost of fertiliser applied both in the plan1><bed and in the 

field for the year 19k9 was charged to the tobacco crop. Fertiliser 

applied to the field in previous years was not charged to the 19U9 

tobacco crop. 

Manoire applied to the field was charged to the tobacco crop at the 

rate of $1.90 per ton. The nunher of tons applied was estimated by 

individual producers. The entire cost of maniire was charged to the 19U9 

crop of tobacco since past estimates were not available. No additional 

charge was made for labor, power or madiinery for spreading the manurej 

the cost per ton was cost at the field. 

Family Labor 

Work done on the tobacco crop by the farmer and his family was 

charged at the rate of ItU cents per hour* Hired labor was charged at 

cost* 
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Horse Labor 

Horse labor was charged at 'the rate of 20 cents per horse hour* 

Tractor Use 

Tractor use was charged at the ra'be of $I*UO per hour for one-

plow tractors and $1*20 per hour for two-plow tractors. Tractor work 

hired was charged at coet* 

Machinery Use 

All general farm machinery used with horse power was charged at 

the rate of U cents per horse hour and machinery used with tractors was 

charged at the rate of 13 cents per tractor hour. When special tobacco 

equipment was \ised the charge was based on the net cash cost for the year^ 

based on estimated life of machinery as predicted by producers plus 10 

percent of the inventory value to cover the cost of interest, taxes, 

shelter, repairs and other cost that should be allocated to the machinery, 

Automcfeile and Truck Use 

The automobile was charged at the rate of U cents per mile. Pick 

le trucks were charged at the rate of 5 cents per mile and other trucks 

at 6 cents per mile. Hired truck service was charged at cost. 

Bam Use 

The charge for tobacco barn use consisted of all costs during the 

year for minor repairs with annual depreciation established by the pro 

ducers' estimated life of the barn and major investment, plus 6 percent 

of the Inventory value to cover Interest, taxes, insurance and other 
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costs that should be allocated to the bam* If the bam was used for sobw 

other purpose, the total bam cost was prorated on a percentage basis* 

Other Coats 

All other cash costs were charged at the rates paid* 

■•ll.-.*-.' — kJ. 
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TABLE nil 

INFORMATION W NUMBER OF FARMS CKONINQ BURLEI TOBACCO, VALUE 
OF BURLEI TOBACCO AND OTHIR FARM ENTIRPRISES BY COUNTIES 

IN CENTRAL BASIN OF TENNESSEE, 19h$ 

Ntmber of Fanns 

Reporting Value of Value of All 
Total in Growing Tobacco Farm Products Value of 

County* County Tobacco Produced Sold Crops Sold 

Bedford 2,^0 30U 1 158,758 1 3,813,309 1 75U,159 

Davidson 3,092 239 332,089 5,009,220 l,iiJ46,578 

Marshall 1,992 663 3U6,113 3,65U,379 63U,655 

Maury 3,^2 2,2k9 2,152,095 6,313,8U3 2,680,520 

Rutherford U,210 199 U6,573 5,557,23U 1,1478,837 

Smith 2,357 1,772 I,li68,la3 3,511,553 1,518,095 

Trousdale 1,080 789 830,017 1,585,100 8142,696 

Wilson 3,785 1,U23 757,337 U,676,262 888,253 

Williamson 3.119 1.563 1.595,262 5,li59.UU8 2.296.151 

Total 25,737 9,201 87,756,657 $39,580,3U8 |12,539,9l4l4 

•Nine counties lying entirely or with msjor portion in the Central 
Basin of Tennessee, 

Sourcet United States Department of Comraerce, United States Bureau 
of the Census, United States Census of Agriculture, VoltmiB 1, Fart 20, 
Washington, D. C,, 
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Repoz*t No. united staTes department of agriculture Bxidget Btireau No* 
County Bureau of Agricultural Economics UO-5019 
State In Cooperation with Approval expires 
Date State Agricultural Experiment Station September 30, 1950 
Enun^rator 

Tobacco Practices and Costs, X9k9 

Operator> Name Address Acres in farm 

Acreage of tobacco on this farm ; including acres owned, and_ acres rented. 

Operator's tobacco acres; Cropper's tobacco acrest Type 
licld per acre ^Ibsj Total production lbsi Value $ 
Value of tobacco land per acre (excluding buildings) $ 

Special tobacco buildings and equipment 
Value feepaira Cost of Tears 

Item Number Jan. 1, 1950 in 19U9 each-new life 

Tobacco bams_ 
Sticks [I 2: 
Curers 

Stokers 

Packhouse 
Strip room 
Transplanters_ 
Handsetters ^ 
Sprayers 
Trucks 

Slides 
V Per 1000 sticks. 

nffft'i iPiii IB ii 'i ii ii niiBanBaasBgaeaga 

Rental arrangements for tobacco in 19U9 

Shares Shares 

Item Operator Landlord Operator Cropper 

Tobacco 
Fertiliaer__ 
Canvas 

Twine 

Poison 

Sticks 

Fuel for curing^ 
Insurance 

Labor 

Mule ik equipment 
Tractor & equipaent 
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Tobacco plantbed•Materials 

Size of plantbed ^Sq. yds. 

Item Unit Per 100 s
Qixantity 
q, yds. Total 

Cost 

Per Unit Total 

Planks 1/ (size) 
Cloth y 
Seed 

Fertilizer (gracle) Po;3jiid" 
Soda 

Cyanaraide^ 
Fermate 

Foot 
Yard 
Ounce 

do. 

do. 

do. 

y Same planks are used years, 

y Same cloth is used ___ years. 

Tobacco plantbed - labor and poser 

Size <Sc Days 
kind vorked 

Size Kind of one Hours No. 
of of equip- time per of Total hours 

Operation Crew power ment over day times Man Mule Tractor 

Preparation & 
seeding 

Picking weed3_ 
Watering 

Tobacco field - materials and ii^urance 

Item Dtoit 
Acres 

covered 
quantity 

Per acre Total 
Cost 

Per unit Total 

Cover crop seed (kind) 
Manure 

Fertilizer (grade) 
Side dressing (kin^) 
Arsenate of lead 

Paris green 
Twine 

Ton 

Pound 
do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

Insurance 
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Tobacco field 2/•labor and power 

EIjnd~and 
Furrows Acres No# Size Kind size of Acres Hours 

Operation to the cov- of of of equip- per per 
and date began row^ ered times crew power ment day day 

Cover cropI 
Cutting stalks xx 
Disking XX 
Seeding xx 

Land preparation: 
Cutting stalks XX 

Disking XX 

Breaking 

Harrowing,, XX 

Laying off rows. 
Distributing manure xx 
Hauling fertilizer 
to field XX 

Distributing fertili 
zer 
Bedding rows (list 
ing) 

Transplanting: 
Pulling plants ^ 
Setting XX 
Resetting xx 

Growing after planting: 
Plowing 

XXHoeing '('chopping)_ 
Plowing 

Applying side dressing 
Applying poison xx 
Topping XX 

Suckering and .ionaingxx 

2/ Preceding crops 
(kind) (acres) (kind; (acres; 

^Width of row spacing in row 
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Farm Hauling and Selling of Tobacco 

Total Hours Size Total 
pounds Number per of man Total 

Kind of vehicle hauled tripa^/ trip crew hours miles 

Truck 

Auto and trailer 
Auto£/ 2 

1/ Distance to market one ymy miles» 

^Include selling of tobacco custom hauled. 

Custom Hauling of Tobacco 

Total Rate per Hours PlrnlshBd ty farmer 
pounds ICX) Number per Size of Total 

Kind of vehicle hauled lbs. Cost trips trip crew man hours 

Truck 

Labor Hired by Operator and Cropper for Tobacco Work 1/ 

Size Nufldser Value 
of of Total of 

Operation crew Days times days Rate Cost perquisites 

Transplanting^ 
Hoeing ' 
Cropping 
Benchwork 

3/ Hired for general farm work men at $ per month, and 

Piece or custom work hired 
for tobacco Uoney borrowed for growing tobacco 

Haw 01 

Operation Quantity Rate Cost Purpose Amount gf^twed Fd.up int. 

Disking 
Grading*" 
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