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A g r i c u l t u r e  i n  1 9 5 1

Farmers enjoyed comparative prosperity in 19 5 1. As the 
year opened, it seemed that all economic indicators were 
pointing toward a high level of activity from which agricul
ture was to benefit. Supply of farm products, including 
carry-over, was relatively low, particularly in some crops, 
such as cotton, which are vital to the rearmament program. 
Production goals were high, and acreage restrictions on most 
crops had been removed. It looked as though demand, both 
civilian and military, was going to be strong. Prices of farm 
products generally were on a higher level than in 1950. 
Production costs were still on the upward move, but mod
erately so, with the result that net form income was expected 
to be higher than that attained in 1950.

Developments during the year were significantly affected 
by the international situation. In an attempt to boost produc
tion and to meet the pressing demands of the defense pro
gram, restrictions were generally removed and other steps 
taken to expand output. Price ceilings put on early in the 
year did not affect farm products until after the initial sale 
by farmers. Support levels, a more important factor in price 
developments than in 1950, were higher, reflecting the 
increase in prices paid by farmers. An unexpected down
ward swing in farm prices occurred during the second and 
third quarters.

Production
District state farmers achieved record production during the
19 5 1 season despite adverse weather conditions. One of the 
most significant gains was in cotton. After two successive 
years of heavy infestation, boll weevil damage last season 
was relatively light. And although the 6.9 million acres 
harvested was only 2 1 percent larger than a year earlier, the 
estimated crop of 4.8 million bales was 48 percent larger. 
These gains become more striking when compared with the 
national increase of 50 percent in acreage and 2 percent in 
yields. Increases in yields varied from state to state, amount
ing to 43 percent in Alabama, 14  percent in Florida, 4 1 per
cent in Georgia, 39 percent in Louisiana, 6 percent in Mis
sissippi, and 7 percent in Tennessee.

Production of most other District cash crops was also 
larger than in 1950. Eighteen percent more tobacco was pro
duced, reflecting an increase of 13  percent in acreage allot
ments for flue-cured and 9 percent for burley. End of the 
season figures showed rice output up 16  percent; peaches,
204 percent; citrus fruit, 7 percent; and pecans, 32 percent. 
Some other crops, however, showed a decrease in total pro
duction from 1950, namely, peanuts, corn, sweet potatoes, 
Irish potatoes, and sugar cane.

The most important livestock development during 19 5 1 
was a decline in the numbers of cattle slaughtered and a 
continuation of the trend toward larger herds. The inventory 
report of January 1, 19 5 1, showed that all cattle in District 
states increased 8 percent from a year earlier. In the first 
ten months of 19 51, cattle slaughter was 7 percent less and 
calf slaughter 12  percent less than in that part of 1950.

Pork production, however, increased. Approximately 9 
percent more hogs had been slaughtered at the end of the 
first ten months than in the corresponding period of 1950, 
although inventories had been only 2 percent greater at the 
beginning of the year.

Weather damage to pastures in District states, greatest 
since 1944, was chiefly responsible for the 6-percent decline 
in milk production during the year. Higher feeding rates of 
concentrates and roughages, however, together with the 2- 
percent increase in producing animals, enabled District dairy 
farmers to avert sharper reductions in output.

Prices
Farm prices throughout the nation reached their peak in 
February, but by September had fallen 7 percent. In Sep
tember, however, when they were at the year’s low, they 
were still 18  percent above those in June 1950. From this 
point they had edged up 2 percent by November.

The simple average of monthly prices of practically all 
farm commodities produced in the District was higher in the 
first eleven months of 19 5 1 than in 1950. Average cotton 
prices rose 19  percent; cottonseed, 37 percent; corn, 13  per
cent; rice, 18  percent; beef cattle, 29 percent; chickens, 7 
percent; eggs, 28 percent; and milk, 10  percent. A 33-per- 
cent decrease in the price of oranges was a notable excep
tion. The average price of peanuts remained about the same.

Fluctuations in cotton prices during 19 51, however, were 
more significant than price movements of other cash crops. 
A ceiling of about 45 cents was established early in the year. 
As a large crop became more certain, the price began to fall. 
In September, after the first official estimate of a 17 .2  mil
lion bale crop had been made in August, cotton was bring
ing only about 34 cents a pound, a drop of about one-fifth 
from the February level. As later estimates indicated that 
the final outturn would be less than 17 .2  million bales, 
prices began to strengthen. In December, when the last esti
mate was made, it looked as though production would not 
exceed 15 .2  million bales.

Prices received for cotton lint increased 4.79 cents, or 13  
percent, during the month of November, for an average of 
4 1 cents per pound on November 15 . Although this was only 
slightly less than the average price of 4 1 .13  cents for the 
same month a year earlier, it was considerably below the 
level reached for the first six months of 19 5 1. By November 
29, prices had risen until the average on ten spot markets 
was 42.49 cents.

Among other factors, the decline in cotton prices was 
probably caused by the large supply in prospect and by the 
declining mill activity, which was evident in slackened sales 
by cotton mills and large inventories of cotton textiles. Sev
eral factors also contributed to the subsequent rise. The 
cotton crop was not to be as large as was at first estimated. 
Farmers began to hold cotton in anticipation of higher 
prices. Finally, requirements for cotton and cotton products 
became greater as the year progressed.

Costs
Larger farm marketings and higher prices in 19 5 1 pushed 
up total cash receipts about 19  percent above the 2.6 billion 
dollars received by farmers in District states in 1950. 
Receipts from the sale of livestock and livestock products 
were 2 1  percent greater for the first ten months of 19 51, 
whereas crop receipts were 17  percent larger. Later reports 
will probably show a still larger growth in crop receipts 
because of rising prices toward the end of the year.
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Production costs, which reached record highs in 1950, 
continued to climb, although the rise was only slight after 
April. By October 19 5 1, farm production costs throughout 
the nation averaged about 12  percent higher than a year 
earlier. Approximately the same rise took place in the Dis
trict. A ll important groups of production items were more 
expensive in 19 5 1.

Farm production throughout the nation in 19 5 1 was ex
ceeded only in 1948 and 1949, and it was produced on one 
of the largest acreages in recent years. The higher per-acre 
yields, however, were achieved in spite of many seasonal 
adversities and at the cost to farmers of more production 
goods and services. This larger volume, bought at higher 
prices, accounts for the new peak in production expenses.

District agriculture, following the national trend, had to 
meet a growing shortage of farm labor at an increasing cost. 
Defense requirements slowed down the rate of production 
of farm machinery, which increased about 10  percent in 
price over 1950. Practically all basic materials became more 
difficult to obtain, as their price went up. The cost of fencing 
materials increased about one-fifth. Costs of materials used 
in construction and maintenance of farm buildings remained 
at the high levels reached in 1950.

District cotton farmers, anticipating another heavy boll 
weevil infestation, made large purchases of pesticides. Sup
plies were generally adequate, but prices rose sharply in the 
beginning of 19 5 1 and remained at a high level throughout 
the season. A significant factor in the achievements on the 
19 5 1 crop may have been the rapid shift from the use of 
dusts to sprays for insect control on cotton and applying of 
sprays early in the season to hold down infestation.

Poor pasture conditions in 19 5 1 on District farms made 
higher rates of supplemental feeding necessary. The increas
ingly tight feed situation, in relation to the larger numbers 
of livestock, pushed feed prices higher.

Because of the rising volume of expenditures, farmers 
had to borrow more money. This meant additional costs in 
the form of interest payments. From June 30, 1950, to June 
30, 19 51, non-real-estate loans of District banks to farmers 
increased 17  percent and farm real-estate loans, 9 percent. 
Non-real-estate loans totaled about 164 million dollars at the 
end of the period, almost twice as large as the volume 
secured by real estate. The growing importance of non-real- 
estate loans reflects heavy expenditures by farmers for both 
consumer and producer goods, particulary since Korea.

Outlook
Though the outlook for 1952 is clouded with uncertainties, 

District farmers may expect another good year. Higher 
prices are in prospect, but only the most efficient farmers 
may realize higher net returns. The more successful farmer 
will not likely make drastic adjustments in his farm organi
zation each year. The logical course of action is to aim at 
consistent improvement of the farm operation and in the 
quality of management within the organization the indivi
dual farmer understands and prefers. This does not mean 
that the farmer should never consider a change. With so 
much at stake, however, farmers cannot afford to experiment 
in 1952. It will be less risky to plan each step carefully and 
move cautiously. A step in the wrong direction might well 
prove costly and would be a grim reminder that under pres
ent conditions there is no substitute for good management.

Charles E. Clark

S i x t h  D i s t r i c t  S t a t i s t i c s
IN STA LM EN T  C A SH  L O A N S

Lender

No. of 
Lenders 
Report

ing

Volume 
Percent Change 
Dec. 1951 from

Federal credit unions....................... 39
State credit unions............................18
Industrial banks............................... 10
Industrial loan companies . . . .  10
Small loan companies.......................35
Commercial banks...........................33

Nov.
1951

—7 
+20 
— 7 

+ 13 
+40 
+1

Dec.
1950

+ 5  
+25 
—10 
+ 15 
+21 
+24

Outstandings 
Percent Change 
Dec. 1951 from 

Dec.Nov.
1951

—1 
+1 
—2 
+2 
+4  
+ 1

1950

+8
+28
+11
+16

+S
—2

RETAIL FURNITURE STORE O P E R A T IO N S

Item

Number 
of Stores 

Reporting

Percent Change 
December 1951 from

Total s a le s ......................................................122
Cash sales......................................................... 108
Instalment and other credit sales....................108
Accounts receivable, end of month . . . .  117
Collections during month...............................117
Inventories, end of month............................... 89

November 1951

+34
+45
+31
+10
+6

—11

December 1950

+19
+4

+22
—12
—8
—3

W H O LESA LE SALES A N D  IN V E N T O R IE S*

Sales Inventories
No. of Percent Change Nn_ nf Percent Change
Firms D̂ec. 1951 from Firms Dec* 31,1951, from

Type of Report- Nov. Dec. Report Nov. 30 Dec. 31
Wholesaler ing 1951 1950 ing 1951 1950
Automotive supplies . . . 5 — 9 —12 4 — 10 +23
Electrical— Full line . . . 3 +13 — 2

“ Wiring supplies 4 — 1 — 9 ~4 +2 — 12
“ Appliances . . 6 + 5 —16 5 —5 +8

13 — 17 —17 8 +3 +19
Industrial supplies . . . .  . 12 —6 — 6 3 — 3 +2
Jewelry.............................. 3 +20 — 1 3 — 5 +39
Lumber & bldg. materials . 8 — 10 —8 5 +0 +28
Confectionery. . .  . .. . . 6 — 21 — 6
Drugs and sundries. . . . 8 — 13 +3

16 — 41 —10 11 — 11 — 14
Groceries— Full line . . . 48 — 12 —6 37 — 0 —6

“ Voluntary group 3 — 13 +4 __ _
“ Specialty lines. 12 — 18 — 4 6 + 7 +15

Tobacco products . . . . 8 — 8 +13 4 — 19 — 8
Miscellaneous..................... 12 — 13 +4 12 —3 + 16

167 — 14 —7 102 — 1 + 6
♦Based on U. S. Department of Commerce Figures.

DEPARTM ENT STORE SALES A N D IN V E N T O R IE S *

Percent Change
Sales Stocks

Dec. 1951 from Yr. to Date Dec. 31,1951, from
Nov. Dec. 1951- Nov. 30 Dec. 31

City 1951 1950 1950 1951 1950
ALABAMA .......................... . . +55 + 5 +4 —23 — 12

Birmingham...................... . . +56 +2 +2 — 22 - 8
Mobile................................ . +51 +4 + 7 __ __
Montgomery....................... . +56 +  12 + 4 __ __

FLORIDA ........................... , . +48 + 4 + 7 — 15 +3
Jacksonville...................... , . +55 + 7 +9 — 25 — 3

, . +46 + 2 + 6 — 8 + 5
, . +49 — 1 +8

St. Petersburg . . . . . . +45 + 3 + 9 — 16 +6
+ 6 + 2 __

GEORGIA ....................... . . +40 + 1 +4 — 21 —7
Atlanta**..................... . . +33 — 3 +1 —22 — 13

, . +56 +17 +20 __ __
. . +55 +10 +9 — 16 +4
. . +56 +2 +7 —29 +3
. . +66 — 1 — 2 __ __

Savannah**.................. . . +57 +9 + 11 __ __
LO U IS IA N A ........................ . +36 + 5 +1 —21 —13

Baton Rouge . . . . ,. . +41 — 9 — 8 — 25 — 15
New Orleans..................... . . +55 + 7 + ? — 21 — 13

M ISSISSIPPI................... +44 — 0 — 1 — 19 — 5
, +32 — 3 — 3 — 20 —8

Mer'dian** . . +62 — 0 +0 __ __
TENNESSEE .................. . . +55 +1 +2 — 22 — 11

Bristo l**..................... . . +73 — 1 — 1 — 28 — 4
Bristol-Kingsport -

Johnson City** . . . . . +73 — 2 +1 __ __
Chattanooga . . . . +44 + 0 +2 __ __

. . +57 —4 + 3 —9 — 7
Nashville...................... . . +54 +8 +3 —21 — 15

D IS T R IC T ...................... . . +46 +4 +4 — 20 — 7

♦Includes reports from 120 stores throughout the Sixth Federal Reserve Distrct.
**ln order to permit publication of figures for this city, a special sample has been con

structed which is not confined exclusively to department stores. Figures for any such 
non-department stores, however, are not used in computing the District percentage 
changes or the District index.
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