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Dairy Opportunities for District Farmers
Th e  states of the Sixth District, which constitute what has 

often been called the “Old South,” have had a highly 
specialized farming system since their early settlement. The 

period of greatest agricultural specialization in the South’s 
history was perhaps in the years immediately preceding the 
Civil War, when cotton and tobacco were the main sources 
of cash income. Of the two, cotton production was by all 
odds the leading operation on most District farms. The 
plantation, operated with slave labor, was designed spe
cifically for cotton growing, and quite often the size of the 
operation was measured by the number of plows or “hands” 
rather than by the number of acres. Despite this specializa
tion, however, there were at that time 1.2 million cows on 
farms. Although some milk was being sold to the growing 
towns and cities, most of these cows were kept to produce 
a milk supply for the farm families. Commercial dairies, as 
they are known today, did not exist.

In the period following the Civil War, there was little 
change in the region’s agriculture. Reliance upon cotton and 
tobacco continued and even the plantation system continued 
much as before except that the laborers were croppers in
stead of slaves. That no shift was made to other crops or to 
livestock was because other uses for land, labor, and capital 
were not sufficiently profitable. The growth of cities, it is 
true, afforded an opportunity for some nearby farmers to 
produce milk for urban markets, but the number of farmers 
having such an opportunity was insignificant, compared with 
their total number. Because of a lack of markets, the dairy 
industry continued largely on a family cow basis. By 1900 
the number of cows on farms had increased to 1.4 million, 
a gain of 17 percent in 50 years, but the population in
District states had grown 145 ______________________
percent. Relatively, therefore, 
dairying had declined.

At about the time World 
War I broke out in Europe, 
the boll weevil swept over the 
cotton fields of the South with 
disastrous results and the need 
for alternatives to cotton be
came urgent. Many farmers in 
southeast Alabama and south
west Georgia turned to raising 
peanuts, but over most of the 
District there seemed to be no 
profitable substitute for the 
growing of cotton even though 
the boll weevil had made it a 
more expensive and hazardous
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District States, 1889-1948
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undertaking than ever. Dairying, consequently, made little 
headway. In 1925, fully 10 years after the boll weevil struck, 
milk cows in the District states totaled only 1.4 million head, 
the same number as there had been 25 years earlier. The 
population, meanwhile, had increased by more than a third.

The depression of the 1930’s found many of the District 
farmers facing bankruptcy, their farms eroded, and their 
buildings and equipment obsolete or in bad repair. Swollen 
by the return flow of workers from industrial centers, the 
labor supply, however, had increased. Once again, District 
farmers were confronted with the necessity of looking for a 
more profitable use for their land and labor. Since the mar
ket for other farm commodities had greatly diminished in the 
depression period, the alternatives were still not sufficiently 
attractive. Instead of shifting their production pattern, cotton 
growers temporarily solved their problem with a political 
alternative—the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, under 
which they could plow up part of their cotton and qualify 
for Government checks. The necessity of deciding whether 
to reduce cotton acreage or to forego Government payments 
was forced upon them at a time when their capital and credit 
were at the lowest ebb. Under these circumstances, farmers 
did what one would expect—they reduced their cotton acre
age and took the Government checks. Because income was 
very low, however, the money received went mainly for 
living expenses and few capital investments were made with 
funds received from the Government.

During the recent war and postwar period, the demand for 
most farm products seemed almost insatiable. Production 
goals called for an increase in nearly all crops, including 
cotton, and in all classes of livestock. Now that the demand 

______________________  for farm commodities is show
ing definite signs of letting 
up, however, farmers are faced 
again with the problem of ad
justing their crop acreage and 
livestock numbers so as to 
maintain or, if possible, in
crease their income. Essential
ly, the problem is, What can 
be done with land that will 
be retired from the produc
tion of cotton, peanuts, and 
other crops and on w h i c h  
there are, or will be, acreage 
or marketing quotas?

Farmers will want to obtain 
as high a return as possible, 

1929 1939 1944 1948 of course, from the land they
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divert from cash crop production, and it is from this stand
point that the possibilities of milk production must be ap
praised. The costs of establishing various grazing crops and 
the income that may be gained by marketing them through 
dairy cattle were discussed in some detail in the Review for 
June 1948. Because of the wide range of sizes and types of 
farms in the District, further general comparison of dairying 
with other alternatives would not be particularly enlightening. 
An objective appraisal of the dairy industry in the District, 
however, and of some problems that must be solved before 
a healthy expansion of the industry can occur, may provide a 
background against which farmers can make their individual 
decisions on what to do with their land and labor that are 
being released from cash crops.

An Appraisal of Present Conditions
Partly because of the adjustment features of national farm 
programs and partly by virtue of research work on the 
growing of feed and forage carried on by experiment sta
tions, dairying seems to be getting its long awaited start 
on Southern farms. Farmers in the District states, for in-

N,UMBER OF COWS KEPT FOR MILK PRODUCTION 
District States, 1850-1949

stance, increased their number of dairy cows from 1.8 mil
lion in 1930 to 2.2 million in 1940. This gain of 431,000 
cows in a decade was three-fourths of the 575,000 gained 
in the 80 years preceding 1930. Many problems, however, 
remain for District farmers to solve before any large number 
of them become efficient dairymen.

Production rates are low . One reason why farmers in 
the District have been slow in turning to dairying is the low 
productivity of most of the area’s milk cows. In 1889, the 
earliest year for which data are available, cows in the Dis
trict states averaged 1,618 pounds of milk per cow per year. 
That year, however, was a poor one for feed production and 
even the national average was only 2,714 pounds. In 1899, 
the average production in the District states had climbed to 
2,816 pounds of milk per cow but the average for the nation 
had risen to 3,646 pounds; this was the nearest that the Dis
trict ever came to the national average— 77 percent. These 
production averages include, of course, all cows milked and 
are not representative of the production achieved by cows in 
commercial herds. Nevertheless, they are evidence of the 
poor breeding and improper feeding programs that are char
acteristic on many Sixth District farms.

There were, of course, variations among the states in the 
amount of milk produced per cow. In 1899, Florida’s aver
age production of only a little over a thousand pounds per 
cow was the lowest of the six states. But in 1948, Florida 
ranked first with an average of 3,850 pounds per cow.

Herds are sm all. About 49 percent of all the cows in the 
District states in 1939 were on farms where there were only 
one or two cows and two-thirds were on farms where there 
were fewer than five. Dairying, therefore, is of little signifi
cance on most District farms.

The distribution of cows varied considerably among the 
six states in 1939. Georgia and Alabama showed the highest 
percentage of cows in small herds with 60 and 65 percent, 
respectively, in herds of only one or two cows. Tennessee, 
on the other hand, reported 39 percent of its cows in this 
group, and Florida only 33 percent. Large commercial herds 
are common in Florida where, in 1939, more than a third 
of all milk cows were in herds of 50 or more. With the ex
ception of Florida, however, the area is one in which com
mercial dairying has not yet developed enough to affect 
greatly the average dairy data for individual states or for 
the District.

The number of farms where dairying is an important 
enterprise can be determined by grouping farms according 
to the number of cows on each one. When this is done, it 
can be seen that comparatively few farms are devoted pri
marily to the production of milk. Indeed, 81 percent of the 
farms reporting milk cows had only one or two, and 93 
percent had fewer than five. For the individual states, the 
percentages of farms with five or more cows in 1939 were 
as follows:

Alabama 2.6 Louisiana 6.0
Florida 6.6 Mississippi 8.5
Georgia 3.8 Tennessee 11.3

In 1939, only 57,184 farms in the District states had five 
or more cows, whereas in Wisconsin alone, one of the leading 
dairy states, there were 145,247 such farms— or almost three 
times as many. The number of milking machines, a fairly 
accurate indicator of the number of commercial herds, also 
shows how few District farms have herds in that size classifi
cation. In 1944, farmers in the District states had only 5,000 
milking machines, whereas Wisconsin farmers had 66,000.

Both the distribution of cows on farms and the classifica
tion of farms according to the number of cows point to the 
same conclusion—that the region is not yet a great dairy 
section. Even in 1946 the value of all whole milk sales in 
the six states was only 160 million dollars, which was 20 
million dollars less than the value of the cotton produced 
that year in the state of Mississippi.

Grade A m ilk predom ina tes . As would be expected, 
most of the whole milk sold by District farmers comes from 
farms having five or more cows and in 1939 more milk was 
sold from herds averaging 30 to 50 cows than from any other 
herd classification. Farmers in this group were undoubtedly 
producing Grade A milk. Those selling milk for manufac
turing purposes would be unlikely to have herds that large 
unless they were growing toward Grade A production.

Tennessee leads the District states in the number of cows 
and in milk production, and also in the number of farmers 
producing ungraded milk for processing purposes. Unlike 
the other District states, more milk was sold there from herds 
of from five to 10 cows than from any other size classification. 
Sales of milk varied considerably by states. In 1939, for 
example, Alabama farmers sold only one gallon in five pro-Digitized for FRASER 
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MILK PRODUCTION AND WHOLE MILK SALES IN DISTRICT STATES 
By Size of Herd, 1939

duced, whereas Tennessee dairymen sold about one gallon 
in three, and Florida producers almost two gallons in three.

Size of Herd, Efficiency, and Costs
There is a rather high correlation between the size of a herd 
and the amount of milk produced per cow. Generally, the 
production rate increases steadily as the size of herd increases. 
In Wisconsin the correlation was perfect in 1939. Without 
an exception, an increase in size of herd from one cow to 
more than 200 was accompanied by an increase in the 
amount of milk produced per cow. That this tendency is not 
general throughout the District has an important bearing on 
the development of the industry there.

AVERAGE PRODUCTION PER COW 
By Siie of Herd, 1939

Commercial herds necessary to gain efficiency. The
drop in production rates as between the one cow group and 
the 15-19 cow group in District states has an important bear
ing on the possible development of dairying. For one thing, it 
raises certain questions as to the wisdom of a farmer adding 
one or two cows to the one already kept unless he purchases 
high-producing cows and has an excellent feeding and breed
ing program. If the farmer contemplating such a step is like 
the average in his state, the addition of two or three cows 
to his one family cow might result in a reduction in the 
amount of milk per cow. Herds of four cows averaged only

2,511 pounds of milk per cow in 1939 and 2,715 pounds in 
1944—rates so low as to preclude the economical production 
of milk. Even in herds of from five to 10 cows, which is the 
size of the dairy enterprise that many District farmers would 
probably add to cotton growing, production per cow was 
only about three-fourths that of the one cow group.

This relationship between the size of herd and the amount 
of milk produced per cow is significant. For one thing, it 
means that only 7 percent of the farmers now milking cows 
could increase the production rates of their herds by merely 
adding a few more cows. On the basis of past performance, 
the other 93 percent would probably lower their production 
rates. Efforts to increase the number of farmers who milk 
from five to 10 cows might, therefore, result in disappoint
ment unless those efforts included, among other things, a 
program of better breeding and better feeding.

Low production rates costly. With almost no excep
tions, studies show that high-producing herds have produced 
milk at lower costs per hundred pounds than have low-pro
ducing herds. There is a definite relationship, therefore, be
tween the rate of production and the economy of production. 
For instance:

In 1934 when the amount The feed cost per 100
of milk produced per cow prounds of milk produced
was (pounds): was:

2,650 $1.43
3,981 1.08
5,233 .94
6,425 .84
7,573 .78

Of all the factors affecting milk costs, the rate of produc
tion per cow is perhaps the most important. In 1939 the aver
age production of all cows milked in Sixth District states 
was 3,173 pounds per cow; in 1944 the average was 3,464 
pounds; and last year it was 3,352 pounds. Of course, price 
changes since 1934 have resulted in increased feed costs but 
the same relationship between feed costs and production 
rates still exists. If the average production rate of cows on 
farms in the six states had been 7,500 pounds—a reasonably 
high figure for commercial herds—then feed costs per hun
dred pounds of milk would have been reduced by 40 percent 
in 1939, by 36 percent in 1944, and by 39 percent in 1948.

Requisites for Expansion 

An Improved feeding and breeding program . For
the most part, low production rates are the result of poor 
herd sires and inadequate or uneconomical feed-production 
programs. Owners of small herds, which include most of the 
milk cows, cannot afford proven bulls. Significant and rapid 
improvement in breeding, therefore, must come about largely 
by means of artificial insemination. In many parts of the Dis
trict this service is now available to farmers and artificially 
sired calves are beginning to replace mediocre cows in more 
and more herds. Although breeding problems on small farms 
have not yet been completely solved, they are much nearer 
solution than ever before.

Grazing programs that supply green, succulent feed during 
most of the year can provide nearly all the feed necessary 
to raise production rates to profitable levels. At Jackson, 
Tennessee, for example, a herd of Jerseys, mostly purebred, 
averaged over 8,000 pounds of milk per cow from grazing 
crops and other roughage. Throughout the District states 
more and more farmers are demonstrating that they can pro
duce abundant and high-quality feed at low cost.
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Additional credit for capital investment• Acquiring 
the capital to carry out an adequate feed program and to 
build necessary facilities may be a high hurdle for some 
farmers who want to add dairying to their present farm pro
grams. They will need capital to expand pastures and grazing 
crops; to provide facilities; and to purchase additional cows. 
If a large number of farmers take up dairying as a commer
cial enterprise, there will be a significant increase in the de
mand for farm credit. Because some farmers will undoubtedly 
be handicapped by a lack of previous experience, bankers 
will be very selective in extending credit to this group. Inex
perience on the part of the applicant does not, of course, 
mean that a loan for dairying will necessarily be a poor 
credit risk for a commercial bank. On the contrary, a loan to 
a dairy farmer may be quite desirable because of the ease 
with which it can be amortized and because, in many in
stances, its collateral is more readily marketable than that 
offered as security for a crop loan. There is, however, no 
magic in a dairy loan. All the usual precautions that are 
taken and all the collateral that is required in making an 
ordinary farm loan will be needed and, besides, there will 
have to be made a critical appraisal of the applicant’s man
agerial skill and ability.

Since only a small proportion of the farmers in this Dis
trict have had experience in the production of milk on a 
commercial scale, many will have to learn new skills and 
new techniques, not only in the production of milk but also 
in the growing of feed for dairy cows. This lack of experi
ence, or know-how, will place an added burden on farm 
educational agencies, mainly the Agricultural Extension 
Service. It cannot be assumed that cotton farmers can become 
efficient dairymen without the benefit of scientific informa
tion and technical assistance.

A larger number of family-size herds. Whether in the 
production of milk for fluid or processing uses, the heart of 
the dairy industry is the family-size unit. These we have seen, 
from the distribution of cows, to be few in this District. 
Dairy farming is typically a small scale enterprise. Only 
Wisconsin, New York, Vermont, and Connecticut have more 
farms with 10 to 15 than with five to 10 cows. Of all the 
nation’s farmers who in 1939 and 1944 reported herds of 
five or more cows, the percentage in various size herds was 
as follows:

iber of Cows 1939 1944
5-9 60.9 53.2

10-14 22.2 24.4
15-19 8.6 10.9
20-29 5.6 7.7
30 and Over 2.7 3.8

Dairying as a commercial enterprise would likely begin 
when a farmer had five or more cows, and a family-size pro
duction unit would probably have up to 30 milk cows. Any 
herd with fewer than five cows could hardly be called a com
mercial unit and herds of more than 30 cows would require 
either two families or considerable hired help and would not, 
therefore, be of family size. Within these limits there were 
53,710 family-size dairies in the District states in 1939, and 
56,160 in 1944; or 6.2 and 6.0 percent, respectively, of all 
farms reporting cows milked. These herds produced 23 per
cent of all the milk produced in the six states in 1939 and 
25 percent of all the milk produced in 1944. In Wisconsin, 
where family-size units predominate, 85 percent of all farms 
reporting cows had from five to 30 animals, and they pro
duced 91 percent of the state’s milk in 1939. It is expected,

PERCENT OF ALL FARMS REPORTING COWS 
In Herds of Various Sizes, 1939

W ider m arket opportunities. If it is assumed that 
farmers can produce feed economically from year-round pas
tures and grazing crops; that they can improve the breeding 
of cows fairly rapidly by means of artificial insemination; 
and that they can obtain adequate credit on reasonable terms, 
there would still remain the necessity of finding a profitable 
market for the milk. Unlike cotton, peanuts, and tobacco, 
the market for milk is limited by the perishability of the 
product and by a maze of laws, regulations, and inspections.

Generally speaking there are two markets for milk: the 
market for graded milk that is sold in fluid form for human 
consumption; and the market for ungraded milk that is pro
cessed into cheese, evaporated milk, powdered milk, and 
similar products. These two markets differ in many respects. 
Milk for fluid consumption, usually called Grade A milk 
in the District states, brings a much higher price than milk 
for processing purposes. The higher price is necessary to 
cover, in part, the added cost of producing milk that will 
meet the quality standards imposed by law to protect the 
public health. Because the price, in some instances, is higher 
than necessary to cover additional costs, the Grade A market 
is much more attractive and profitable than the ungraded 
market. Access to that market, however, is not always easy. 
If milk distributors have a surplus—more than they can sell 
in fluid form—a new producer would have to sell to them 
at the substantially lower surplus price while gradually 
building up a Grade A “base” or quota.

Complicating the picture still further are the many local 
laws and inspections that prevent the free flow of milk be
tween markets. A producer selling milk in one market cannot 
transfer or divert part of his milk to another market unless 
he can meet many legal requirements and pass certain in
spections. Laws, inspections, and quotas may, perhaps, be 
necessary to insure a continuous supply of high quality milk, 
but they do tend to confuse and doubtless to discourage some 
farmers from producing milk.

The possibility of expanding the market for Grade A milk 
depends upon an increase in the nonfarm population and in 
the per capita consumption of milk. A study of population
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trends in Georgia, for example, reveals an increasing poten
tial demand for milk from population shifts and increases:

Year Total Farm Nonfarm
Percent on 

Farm
1920 2,895,832 1,685,213 1,210,619 58.2
1930 2,908,506 1,418,514 1,489,992 48.8
1940 3,123,723 1,367.627 1,756,096 43.8
1945 3,192,000* 1,015,444 2,176,556 31.8
* Estimated

In 1920, the nonfarm population in Georgia was 1.2 mil-
lion; in 1945, the number had increased to 2.2 million. This 
came about because of an increase in the total population 
as well as in the proportion of people classified as “non- 
farm.” Between 1920 and 1945, Georgia dairymen, therefore, 
had an increase of 80 percent, or one million, potential cus
tomers. If this trend continues, more and more producers 
will have access to the Grade A market.

The market for milk may also be expanded by increasing 
the per capita consumption. For example, if the 1944 mar
ketings of whole milk in Georgia—not all of which went for 
fluid consumption—were divided by the 1945 nonfarm 
population, the per capita consumption of milk in the state 
would have amounted to only 225 pounds. The national per 
capita nonfarm consumption of fluid milk was 433 pounds. 
The low consumption is certainly attributable in part to low 
per capita income. Despite low income, however, an increase 
in consumption may be stimulated by innovations in the 
marketing of milk.

The use of paper containers, for example, can open up 
new markets for Grade A milk in small towns. In many 
communities, particularly those under 2,500 in population, 
there has not always been a dependable source of quality 
milk. Where only unpasteurized milk was offered, some 
would-be customers refused to buy, or resorted to the use of 
evaporated milk. In other instances, lack of adequate sanitary 
regulations for dairies resulted in the public’s being afraid 
to buy milk even though it was pasteurized.

Trucks loaded with milk in paper containers can now 
travel far from the processing plants and deliver milk to 
small towns and country stores—in fact, to any place where 
refrigeration is available. Only a small proportion of District 
farmers live on Grade A milk routes. It is highly probable 
that the routes will expand and will thus offer marketing op
portunities to an increasing number of dairymen. The great 
majority of farmers, however, who may be thinking of pro
ducing milk to supplement their production of crops will be 
dependent for some time upon the ungraded, or processing, 
market. Although the price of ungraded milk is considerably 
below the price of Grade A milk, production for the ungraded 
market may be more profitable than other uses of the re
sources diverted from cash crops. The number of milk process
ing plants in the District is not large as yet but it is growing.

Since the market for most milk products is nation-wide, 
District farmers who choose to produce ungraded milk will, 
of course, find themselves in competition with dairy farmers 
in other sections. The advantages of a mild climate, a longer 
grazing season, and lower capital investment in buildings 
will work to the advantage of the District producer although 
he must plan carefully and manage wisely if the operation 
is to prove successful. Expansion of ungraded milk produc
tion in the District will probably take place in the neighbor
hoods of processing facilities, and may, therefore, be some
what limited in the immediate future. The number of new 
plants that may be built will depend partly upon the success 
in the current readjustment period of those already here.

Progress Is Being Made
An analysis of dairy statistics on a state-wide basis does not 
present a very optimistic picture of the future for dairying. 
Such an analysis, however, may be somewhat misleading. 
Scattered throughout the District are areas in which both 
Grade A and ungraded milk production is making steady and 
healthy progress. Some of these have been in production for 
a decade or more, others were developed during the war to 
supply milk for military camps and war-swollen cities.

Not all farmers in these commercial dairy sections have 
been successful but the failures have been relatively few. 
The failures can be divided into two groups—those who 
bought into the dairy business at high prices, and those who 
did not have sufficient managerial skill to operate their farms 
efficiently. Some of the failures suffered from both handicaps.

In one community of Grade A milk producers there were 
70 family-size dairy farms last year. Each of these farms 
marketed 115,000 pounds of milk, on the average, and re
ceived about $7,000 gross. Merchants, businessmen, and 
bankers in the trade area have a high regard for these dairy 
farmers who are responsible for bringing a half million dol
lars into their community.

If not prevented by law, many farmers in the District 
will eventually turn to dairying. The trend will be retarded 
somewhat by the multiplicity of problems in breeding, feed
ing, and marketing, but it will probably gain momentum 
as farmers gain experience. Potentially the Sixth Federal 
Reserve District can support a greatly expanded dairy in
dustry, but to convert that potentiality into a reality will take 
time, research, credit, and a desire on the part of farmers 
to work harder and longer than they have been accustomed 
to in the growing of cotton, peanuts, and tobacco.

John L. Liles

B a n k  A n n o u n c e m e n t s
On July 5, the newly organized Peachtree Trust Com
pany, Atlanta, Georgia, opened for business as a mem
ber of the Federal Reserve System. This bank has capi
tal stock of $100,000; surplus of $50,000; and other 
capital funds amounting to $25,000. Inman Brandon 
is Chairman of the Board, and James M. Shepherd is 
President of the bank,

The Bank of Toccoa, Toccoa, Georgia, a nonmem
ber bank, began remitting at par as of July 1. This 
bank’s capital amounts to $50,000; its surplus and 
undivided profits to $144,000; and it has deposits 
amounting to $2,889,000. The President is J, S, Mc- 
Eachern, the Vice President is E, S. Gilmer, and H, J. 
Busha, Jr. is Vice President and Cashier,

On July 1, The Farmers & Merchants Bank, Inc,, 
a state member bank, and the Citizens Bank, a state 
nonmember bank, both of Brewton, Alabama, merged 
to form the Citizens-Farmers & Merchants Bank, a 
member bank. This bank now has a capital stock of 
$100,000, and a surplus of $100,000, Its total capital 
funds amount to $248,000, and its total resources to 
$3,700,000, The officers of the merged bank are E, L, 
McMillan, Chairman of the Board; /. W, Adkisson, 
President; John R, Downing, Executive Vice Presi
dent; David B, Miller, Vice President; and R . /. 
Murphy, Vice President and Cashier,
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