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Increased, demand for American farm 
products comes from abroad and at home. 
It may be met in part by Mid-South farms 
where diversification already is aiding pro
duction— although much more progress can 
be made. Idle or under-used land costs a 
community in lost income. Diversification 
does not mean less cotton output.

Diversification requires capital and credit. 
Bankers are aware of this and progressive 
bankers are meeting financing needs.

At present we are faced with inflation 
which would be accentuated by over-exten
sion of credit, and the Federal Reserve Sys
tem thus is trying to restrain credit growth. 
But this does not mean that no credit should 
be used. It does, however, place more 
responsibility on the banker.

Progressive bankers are exercising this 
responsibility wisely as indicated by their 
loan programs and their comments. They 
are eager to contribute to greater resource 
strength. They have changed credit policies 
a lot since 1940. They are tailoring credit 
more closely to needs. They would like to 
make more credit available to tenants but 
the problem of tenant instability makes this 
difficult.

Sound development programs can be 
financed and the Mid-South should take 
advantage of its opportunity.
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Increased demand for American farm products . . .
American agriculture is going into another period 

in which capacity or close to capacity output will 
be required. Calls for 16 million bales of cotton 
and for 73 million acres of wheat plantings high
light the emphasis on abundant production for 
1951. These have been our major surplus problem 
crops — high requests for them underline the 
strength of demand for farm output in general.

. . . comes from  abroad . . .

The demand comes from two sources — from 
abroad and from the domestic economy. A  recent 
article in this Review discussed the foreign demand 
factor. It pointed out that higher American im
ports (particularly of strategic materials for our 
expanded defense effort) would provide more dollar 
earnings for foreign nations, Our broad foreign 
aid program would add to the supply of foreign- 
owned dollars. Some of these would be used to buy 
American farm products. In addition we probably 
would use some of our agricultural output as a 
strategic weapon to strengthen the poorer nations 
of the world to resist aggression.

. . . and at home.

The major portion of total demand for the pro
ducts of American farms, of course, is domestic. A 
growing population and a high income strengthens 
demand for farm output. And increased manpower 
requirements for the military and for industry will

put pressure on the farm labor force so that the 
necessary farm output will be harder to obtain.

How long a period American agriculture will face 
this kind of situation is not clear at present. Real 
world agreement on peace would change the picture 
appreciably, but this development seems so unlikely 
as to be only a remote possibility for the near future. 
A third global war is another possibility and this 
would intensify the requirements for farm produc
tion. More likely than either of these developments 
is a long period of recurrent international crises 
like the present one—a strong defense effort by the 
Western democracies and continuation of require
ments on about their present scale—or perhaps a 
somewhat higher one.
It may be met in part by Mid-South farms where

diversification already is aiding production • . .
In such a situation the farm plant of the Mid- 

South can play a major role. And in carrying on 
its work it can strengthen itself for the future. This 
area already has shown a pronounced shift from 
a one-crop (cotton) agriculture to a more diversified 
farm region. It has done this, by and large, without 
curtailing its cotton output—by better farm prac
tices it has grown as much cotton on less acres and 
has used the released land for new products.
. . . although much more progress can be made.

While great progress toward diversification has 
been made, the process can go much further. And 
along with it can come more full utilization of land

THE COTTONBELT PORTION  
OF THE EIGHTH D IS T R IC T

COUNTIES WITH AN INCOME 
OF OVER <500,000 FROM 
COTTON IN 1944

The shaded portion of the Eighth District map shows the 
major cotton producing areas of the Eighth District. 
Reported in the article are the results of an informal survey 
of lending attitudes and practices of eleven banks located in 
this cotton section. The locations of the eleven banks are 
indicated on the map.

The survey was intended to develop information on pro
gressive country bank experience in financing agriculture—  
particularly in financing diversification programs. Its results 
are not to be taken as representative of country banking in 
general throughout the cotton belt or throughout the district.

The eleven banks are about average in size for the region 
but tend to be more active in promoting agricultural develop
ment than the average bank. In each bank the survey con
sisted of an interview with the banker and the review of a 
sample of loans. In each bank the sample was drawn as 
follows. In estimate of the total number of farm loans was 
provided by the banker. From the farm liability ledger, loans 
were pulled at regular intervals so that the total sample 
would be about 40. Altogether data were obtained on 482 
loans to 410 farmers. Difference between number of loans 
and number of individual borrowers is accounted for by 
some borrowers having more than one note on file.
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resources in the Mid-South. Both developments 
will enable Mid-South farming to contribute more 
toward the common national goal of a stronger 
United States and at the same time will provide 
better-balanced economic strength within the area 
itself.
Idle or under-used land . . .

The cotton belt has a considerable amount 
of idle and waste land—a situation that has obtained 
for a long time. It also has a lot of land (and farm 
labor) that is under-employed and producing far 
less than it should. For example, the Census of 
Agriculture showed 12 per cent of all open (non
forested) land in Haywood County, Tennessee was 
idle in 1944. Fayette and Hardemon Counties 
showed 19 per cent and 24 per cent of their open 
land as idle or waste. In contrast, Macoupin and 
Morgan Counties, Illinois, had less than 5 per cent 
non-forested land idle in 1944 and Schuyler and 
Scotland Counties, Missouri, showed idle land less 
than 4 per cent of the total. There are, of course, 
differences in soil types among these examples, but 
the major factor seems to be differences in diversifi
cation. Where diversified farming is practiced, land 
can be more fully utilized—and the average return 
on all land can be greater.

. . . costs a community in lost income.

Under-utilization of the land resource costs a 
community considerable in lost income. Over the 
past few years this bank, in cooperation with the 
extension services of the several state universities 
in the Eighth Federal Reserve District, has made a 
number of farm case studies which point up what 
can be done with good farm practices. Good soils 
management and proper utilization of land and capi
tal applied to it add considerably to farm productiv
ity. As just one example, a brown loam farm in 
north-central Mississippi grossed only $1.54 per acre 
in 1945 on 296 acres of open land not in row crops. 
In 1947 the operator began a beef cattle program. 
In 1949 he got $12.09 per acre from this tract and his 
pasture program was still in its initial development

phase. The example is all the more striking since 
the price factor was removed for the calculation— 
both the 1945 and 1949 returns shown were com
puted in terms of constant prices (1938-44 average).

This one example may be compared with the re
turn on all Mississippi farmland in 1949. In that 
year the state had 5 million acres of row cropland 
and 8 million acres of other open land. In terms of 
1938-44 average prices the row cropland yielded 
$30.89 per acre; the other open land only $2.06 
per acre.

Diversification does not mean less cotton output,
Greater diversification does not mean less cotton 

production. As pointed out earlier, the experience 
so far is that as much or more cotton can be pro
duced at the same time that diversification is pro
ceeding. On rolling farmland, grassland programs 
are generally complementary to cotton. Crop rota
tions hold soil fertility and increase cotton yields 
per acre enough to overcome acreage shifts to other 
uses. Table I shows what was accomplished on nine 
case study farms in West Tennessee and North 
Mississippi. In each case cotton income increased 
or held constant while other income was growing. 
And while the experience recorded on these farms 
was for different periods of time constant prices 
are used throughout, making the results comparable.

Diversification requires capital and credit.

One problem that faces the farmer of the cotton 
belt in moving toward greater diversification is the 
financing problem. Capital shortage could limit 
the contribution of the Mid-South to greater farm 
output.

Diversification programs cost money—in most of 
the case studies made by this bank the new pro
grams cost about as much to carry through as the 
original cost of the farm. But the returns have far 
exceeded the costs.

More and more banks and other financial institu
tions are recognizing the desirability of such devel
opments and are ready to offer financing for that 
purpose.

T A B L E  I
T H E  I N S T A L L A T IO N  O F  G O O D  F A R M  M A N A G E M E N T  P R O G R A M S  O N  T H E S E  

C O T T O N  B E L T  F A R M S  B R O U G H T  A B O U T  B O T H  A N  IN C R E A S E  IN  C O T T O N  IN C O M E
A N D  IN C O M E  F R O M  O T H E R  S O U R C E S  3

Before s After 8

Farm 2 
A  
B 
C 
D  E 
F  
G  
H  I

County
Shelby
Tate
Washington
Henderson
Tipton
Sunflower
Monroe
Holmes
Calhoun

State
Tennessee
Mississippi
Mississippi
Tennessee
Tennessee
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi
Mississippi

Years Cotton Other Cotton Other
Used Income Income Income Income

1935-1947 $ 1,121 $ 199 $ 5,760 $ 2,195
1932-1947 4,575 1,664 5,578 7,037
1938-1947 2,542 2,489 8,616 3,671
1943-1949 901 369 2,004 2,367
1936-1949 6,942 804 6,998 5,667
1941-1949 30,691 5,819 41,873 14,516
1945-1949 563 4,003 7,445 6,276
1946-1949 670 346 3,276 4,126
1941-1949 7,500 1,603 8t625 9,358

* Average 1938-1944 farm prices used for calculating income for both periods.
^ These farms were case studies used by the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis in banker-farm meetings.

This is gross return on an annual basis. Income figures refer to before new farm management program was initiated and after it was completed.
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Bankers are aware o f this . * .
The State Bankers Associations in Arkansas, Illi

nois, Indiana, Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri and 
Tennessee have been working for some time on 
programs designed to acquaint their members with 
the desirability of aiding in promotion of better 
farming practices. In some cases, prizes are offered 
for outstanding farm programs. In many cases 
bankers are active in local groups supporting land 
development and good farming; such for example as, 
Friends of the Land, 4-H Clubs, Future Farmers 
of America, and local and county fairs. A number of 
cotton belt banks have on their staffs trained farm 
technicians who can assist farmers to put in new 
programs and use new techniques.

In addition to such developmental and educational 
work, the farm community banks, of course, can 
aid Mid-South agriculture directly in helping meet 
its financing needs. Surveys reported in previous 
issues of this Review have indicated how country 
banks are serving agriculture in this area.

. . . and progressive banks are meeting financing
needs.

Recently the author of this article visited eleven 
cotton belt banks in the Eighth District and dis
cussed in each case the question of financing further 
agricultural development in the community served 
by the bank. In each bank a sample of the farm 
loans in the bank’s portfolio was examined for direct 
evidence of what was being done to aid diversifica
tion programs. This was not a survey in the usual 
sense—no conclusions are to be drawn that the 
record of these eleven banks is representative of all 
Eighth District banking. It does indicate, however, 
how progressive bankers look at the financing prob
lem and what they are doing to meet it. The map 
and note at the beginning of this article give more 
detail about the techniques of the eleven-bank 
survey.

At present we are faced with inflation . . .

Right here a parenthetical note of clarification 
should be added. The American economy is now 
in a serious inflationary situation. Very simply 
expressed, inflation results from the fact that the 
rate of flow of money (purchasing power) into the 
economy runs ahead of the rate of flow of civilian 
goods and services available. Production of goods 
and services generates income to buy those goods 
and services. When some of the goods are taken 
for defense, as is the case now, they are not available 
for civilian use—but the income from their produc
tion still is generated. That is the reason for recom- 
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mendations for higher taxes (and for bond sales to 
non-bank investors) that will absorb this excess 
income.

. • . which would be accentuated by over-exten
sion o f credit . . .

Excess current income is not the only factor in 
the problem. Use of past savings and use of future 
income (credit) adds to purchasing power bidding 
for current supplies of goods and services. And 
when the commercial banking system expands its 
loans and investments it creates new money which 
adds to the inflationary pressure. It is in this area 
—the money supply—that the Federal Reserve 
System operates.

• • • and the Federal Reserve System thus is trying
to restrain credit, growth.

Right now—and in any inflationary situation— 
the Federal Reserve System is working toward re
straining growth in bank credit which will result 
in additions to the money supply. It does this 
through making reserves less available and more 
costly to the commercial banks. Unless the com
mercial banks can obtain additional reserves, they 
cannot extend additional credit. Thus, in effect, 
what the Federal Reserve System attempts to do is 
set an over-all ceiling on bank credit. Under that 
broad ceiling the commercial banking system (and 
the individual bank) has freedom to extend credit 
for whatever purpose and on whatever terms the 
banks wish. Such selective credit controls (on 
stock loans, consumer loans and real estate loans) 
as exist do not limit the amount of credit the bank
ing system can extend—they limit the amounts a 
borrower can borrow. But the broad System con
trol over reserves can limit the total amount of 
bank credit that can be extended.

It is important to recognize why the Federal 
Reserve has power to limit the total money supply 
and why that power is used. When an individual 
commercial bank, or the banking system, makes a 
loan, it expands the money supply (unless the ex
pansion is offset by other factors). Good loans 
expand the money supply as well as bad loans. It 
is not a question of limiting credit expansion to 
good loans. No banker deliberately makes bad 
loans under either inflationary, deflationary or stable 
conditions. As a matter of fact, in an inflationary 
situation which is growing, more loans arc “good” , 
in the sense of repayment possibility, than in a de
flationary situation. So merely asking banks to 
confine their activities to “ good” loans does not 
solve the problem—an over-all type of credit limita-
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tion is necessary. Since it is broad and impersonal, 
individual bank freedom of action is not impaired 
within the limits set.
But this does not mean that no credit should he 

used.
But the economy cannot function without ade

quate credit and this is the crux of the financing 
problem in time of inflation. Here is where the 
individual banker performs his traditional function 
—he attempts to distribute credit in such a way that 
the most useful purposes are fulfilled. He has to 
“ screen” applications to determine that the most 
essential activities are not curtailed through lack of 
adequate credit. Here he can perform a major service 
through his appraisal of developmental programs 
that will strengthen the nation’s resources and assure 
more needed output. And even here, it might be 
noted, a worthy project that would require a long 
time to bring results might well be dismissed in 
favor of one that would produce results (more 
output) in a shorter time.
It does9 however9 place more responsibility 

on the banker.
With reference to diversified agricultural pro

grams for the cotton belt, this means that individual 
bankers must exercise careful discretion in placing 
loans with borrowers who will get maximum results 
from a given amount of funds, in terms of output 
and land improvement within a reasonable period 
of time.

Here the responsibility of the local banker is a 
heavy one with regard to credit extension. His 
knowledge of local farms and farmers becomes 
doubly important for he must not only decide the 
soundness of developmental farm loans; he must 
also decide the desirability of such loans in relation 
to an inflationary economy.

Credit supplied is more diverse than income sources

CREDIT SUPPLIED INCOME SOURCE

I CASH CROP PROD. LOANS 
(COTTON PRIMARY INCOME SOURCE) J

COTTON PRODUCTION LOANS 

FARM PURCHASE LOANS 

FARM MACHINERY LOANS

3 LIVESTOCK AND L.S. ENTERPRISE 
3 SUPPORTING LOANS

[ . ’ . ’ . I  PARTIAL LIVESTOCK AND L.S. 
L *** !*  J SUPPORTING LOANS

j OTHER FARM LOANS

□

T A B L E  I I
A  B R E A K D O W N  O F  T H E  S A M P L E D  B A N K  B O R R O W E R S  

R E V E A L S  T H A T  A  D IV E R S I F IE D  T Y P E  O F  F A R M  C R E D IT  
IS  F U R N IS H E D  F A R M E R S  B Y  C O T T O N  B E L T  B A N K E R S

Actual
Number Number Amountof Total of of
Loans Amount Loans Loans

Cash crop production loans (cotton
primary income source).......................

Livestock and livestock enterprise sup
porting loans .............................................

Partial livestock and livestock sup-

Other farm loans 1..

410
37
97

158

$1,370,774
135,218
129,943
383,887

8
20
33

....%
10
10
28

65 427,369 13 31

68 129,378 14 10

21
18
18

48 2 «

85,530
32,979
46,470

$1,370,774

4
4
4

100%

6
2
3

100%
1 Farm improvements plus combination real estate and other loans not 

classified above. Also includes a number of rice production loans.
2 Seventy-two borrowers had more than one type of loan.

T A B L E  I I I
S A M P L E D  F A R M E R  B O R R O W E R S  O P E R A T E D  L A R G E R  

U N IT S  T H A N  T H E  S T A T E  A V E R A G E 1
Average

Proportion
Average Average of Cotton 

Acres Income to Total 
in Farm from Cotton Income

Farm purchase loans............................................... 190 $ 4,547
Farm machinery loans........................................ ....186 7,203
Cotton production loans................................... ....269 9,500
Cash crop production loans (cotton pri

mary income source)..........................................480 23,987
Livestock and livestock enterprise sup

porting loans ................................... ................ ....440 11,586
Partial livestock and livestock support

ing loans ................................................................306 6,524
Combination crop and machinery loans.. 194 4,397
Other farm loans.................................................. ....310 2,461

62%
65
88

70

44

51
80
27

COMBINATION CROP AND 
MACHINERY LOANS

1 Estimates made by bankers from financial statements and personal 
information.

Progressive bankers are exercising this
responsibility wisely . . .
In the eleven banks visited the loans studied 

indicated that credit was being furnished for 
diversification programs. In terms of crop or live
stock programs, the credit supplied was more 
diversified than the income source pattern in the 
county, as indicated in the chart. Table II breaks 
down the loans into a purpose classification and 
also indicates the diversification of the loans.

For each loan type, the average size of the bor
rower’s operating unit was larger than the state 
average as given in Census data (Table III). This 
reflects primarily the delta location of most banks 
in the sample. Here plantation farming predomi
nates, and the plantation owner usually borrows 
funds for all tenants and sharecroppers on the land 
unit. Thus a unit classified as a farm in this study 
may include two or more farms as classed by the 
Census.
. . .  as indicated by their loan programs . . .

About 10 per cent of the total volume of credit 
supplied to sampled borrowers was livestock and 
livestock supporting credit. An additional 6 per cent 
of the credit volume was supplied partially for live
stock and livestock supporting enterprises. Assum
ing one-half of this actually went into livestock 
use, the total for this purpose would be 13 per cent 
of the loan volume. The 1945 Census of Agriculture 
shows only 12 per cent of the income on farms in
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the area as coming from livestock and livestock 
products. If farm real estate and farm machinery 
loans are omitted from the totals, livestock loans 
accounted for more than 15 per cent of volume.

. . . and their comments.
The bankers generally were eager to discuss cases 

where their credit had helped farmers develop new 
sources of income. More than half of the loan officers 
said that the new loans (primarily livestock) paid 
as well as cotton, although the production cycle 
was a little longer. Another fourth of the bankers 
said that the new type loans paid better than cotton 
production loans. In every case loan officers were of 
the opinion that the cost of servicing the new enter
prise loans was no greater than for cotton loans. 
With better security, repayments just as certain as 
cotton but perhaps slower, and profit potential as 
good if not better than cotton, the bank officers were 
well pleased with their livestock loans.

They are eager to contribute to greater 
resource strength.
Most of them were willing to go further with 

their loans for diversification programs. As shown 
in Table II there were 158 borrowers in the sample 
who had cotton production loans. In three-fourths 
of these specific cases the bankers interviewed were 
willing to extend credit to begin or expand an enter
prise other than cotton production. In more than
80 per cent of the cases where an owner-operator 
was involved the banker would be willing to make 
credit available for a new program. And when 
borrowers have had experience in other fields, 
bankers generally would go along on expanded or 
other new programs in more than nine cases out of 
ten. On the record, of farmers who since January,
1949 actually had requested credit for purposes other 
than cotton production, only two out of each hun
dred were refused. Table IV  summarizes the cases 
cited above. It should be stressed that these are 
specific cases gone over individually with the 
banker concerned.
They have changed credit policies a lot since 1940.

During the discussion of each sample loan, the 
loan officer was asked if similar loans were made

T A B L E  I V
B A N K E R S  W I L L I N G  T O  M A K E  L O A N S  T O  M O S T  F A R M E R S  

T O  E X P A N D  E N T E R P R IS E  O T H E R  T H A N  C O T T O N
Creditors Creditors to 
that could whom bankers 
borrow to would not 

expand other lend to expand 
enterprise other enterprise

Farm purchase borrowers............................................  37
Farm machinery borrowers1........................................  58 7
Cotton production borrowers...................................... 112 46
Cash crop production borrowers (cotton pri

mary income source)......................................... ........  58 7
Combination crop and machinery borrowers......  12
Other farm borrowers....................................................  14

1 Bankers had insufficient information on six in this group to give 
credit standing.
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by his bank in 1940. Each of the eleven banks made 
farm purchase and cotton production loans in 1940. 
Two did not supply credit for farm machinery pur
chases in 1940, and two did not supply any credit 
for combination cash crops where cotton was the 
primary income source. Five who now supply credit 
for livestock and livestock supporting enterprises 
did not do so in 1940.

In some cases there was no particular demand for 
credit for non-cotton projects in 1940, and the 
present credit extension thus does not represent any 
change in credit policy by these banks. In the ma
jority of cases, however, a definite change in policy 
has occurred—especially for livestock and livestock 
supporting loans.

They are tailoring credit more closely to needs.

In contrast to the seasonal cotton production loan, 
the sampled banks are now supplying credit for 
varying time periods. The average maturity of the 
various loan types is shown in Table V. This 
demonstrates the attempt by the banks to tailor 
their advances to the particular purpose of the 
credit.

T A B L E  v
B A N K  L O A N S  H A D  M A T U R IT IE S  O F  12 M O N T H S  O R  M O R E  

F O R  N O N -C A S H  C R O PS
Number Average 

of Maturity 
Loans (in Months)

Farm purchase loans................................................................... 37 55
Farm machinery loans................................................................  97 16
Cotton production loans...........................................................  158 8
Cash crop production loans (cotton primary income

source) ...........................................................................................  65 7
Livestock and livestock enterprise supporting loans.. 68 14
Partial livestock and livestock supporting loans......... 21 12
Combination crop and machinery loans............................ 18 10
Other farm loans.......................................................................... 18 8

Farm purchase loans, with an average maturity of
55 months, usually require a high down payment 
at the time of purchase. In some instances, where 
the borrower needs terms beyond those that can 
be granted by a bank, the loan officers act as agents 
for insurance company loans for farm purchase.

Farm machinery loans usually go beyond a year 
maturity. For the sampled group, these loans aver
aged 16 months maturity. A down payment of one- 
third or two-fifths was required, with half the 
balance due the first Fall and the remainder the 
second Fall. In many cases the banker had direct 
contact with the dealer and dealer reserve funds 
or dealer endorsements were used to partially secure 
the loan.

Cotton and other cash crop loans follow the 
seasonal pattern with seven or eight month matur
ities. The farmer’s machinery, livestock, and crops 
were used to secure such loans by practically every 
bank in the sample.

The average maturity of 14 months for livestock 
loans masks a wide range of maturities of varying
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types of loans. Of the 68 livestock loans in the 
sample, the majority were for livestock purchases. 
In some cases credit was supplied for pasture im
provements—such as fencing, fertilizer, seed— 
and for farm buildings necessary for the livestock 
program. Loans for the purchase of beef and dairy 
herds usually were made for about two years, while 
a number of loans for hogs matured within a few 
months. Maturity dates on more than one-quarter 
of the livestock loans were flexible with definite oral 
agreements for renewals if necessary.

The partial livestock and livestock supporting 
loans represent advances to farmers who borrow 
on one note for both livestock and other purposes 
(generally cotton). The banker cannot determine 
the exact amount of money used for each purpose. 
Like the livestock loan, this loan is usually for a 
longer term than for cash crops. The 21 loans of 
this type in the sample had an average maturity of 
twelve months, and 43 per cent of them had definite 
renewal understandings.

They would like to make more credit available 
to tenants . . .

One problem brought to light in talking with 
the bankers was that of unstable tenancy. The bulk 
of the farmers found to be ineligible for credit 
for non-cotton purposes are tenants. The tenant 
entirely dependent on cotton income is regarded as 
the poorest credit risk. One who has other 
crops or livestock, even though cotton is his 
major income source, is regarded as a far better 
risk. And one who is obtaining machinery, even 
though in debt for this purpose, is generally ac
ceptable for loans for other purposes also. In terms 
of the specific cases discussed, the following data 
highlight the tenancy problem as far as credit is con
cerned. Where the tenant was solely in cotton, six 
out of ten cases were classed as not desirable for 
credit for other purposes. Where tenants had other

income sources, five out of ten cases were not good 
credit risks. And where machinery was involved 
only two or three out of ten cases were poor risks.

. . . but the problem of tenant instability 
makes this difficult.
Within the tenancy problem is a credit problem 

that slows the development of the area’s land re
sources. Two factors to be overcome are insufficient 
collateral and instability. Both of these can be met, 
in part, by some changes in the traditional manner 
of handling tenant agreements. To meet the prob
lem of instability, long-term leases in most cases 
probably would make the tenant an eligible bor
rower. To meet the problem of insufficient collateral, 
most tenants need the help and endorsement of the 
landlord.
Sound development programs can be financed . . .

The evidence of experience and opinion drawn 
from the visits to eleven progressive cotton belt 
banks would indicate that sound development pro
grams can be, and are being, financed in the Mid- 
South. While these eleven banks are more active 
in this field than the average, more and more banks 
in this region are doing a good job in meeting the 
financing needs of agricultural diversification pro
grams. In fact, there is some reason to believe that 
the financing institutions are more eager to finance 
than farmers are to begin new programs.
. . • and the Mid-South should take advantage 

of its opportunity.
If the Mid-South is to play a growing part in 

meeting the heavy demand for American farm prod
ucts progress toward greater diversification needs to 
be accentuated. The resource base is there — it 
should be utilized fully both in the interests of 
meeting present demand and in providing for a 
better balance in farming for the future.

Clifton B. Luttrell
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