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PiresnJTT O TUE CRICY SY. PATT PUY HAM O PRODVISTIVN

PRACTICHS ON FICHICAN PAT® IN 1950

by
Carl Werley Ttaser

AN ATFTOACT

The purpose of this study is to detecrmine the effect of the price
suppart progren on production practices used on Hichigan farwe in 1950,

This study oovers a rendom sanple of 505 ferus of TO ecres e
morv locsted in the comseruial farming erea of southern Fichigan, plus
an additional 73 potato faiws in }ontcala county. The intcrviews were
xadw during July, August, and Septenber of 1950,

The governaen's attempts to control produstion sre believed to
briig about changes on produetion practices on farms., Acresge allot-
menis were placed on petatves, whest, beans and eorm in 1950, Come
plisnce with acreaze allotments was required to be eligible for prioce
supportss The purpose of this study is to show the effects of acreage
allotments and prioce supports specifically on fertilisation and acre-
age of the sontrolled erope.

The support priomfor 1950 were relatively high and, at planting
tine of the arops studied, secmed to be as high or higher than the
expected open market priocs, Therefare, thore was a price incentive to
farmers for staying under their scoreage sllotments, S5ince acreage was
in elfect rationed, it wvas expected that farmers would attempt to sub-
stitute espital in the form of fertiliser for land, the rationed fec-
tor of produstion,

268399



The results of this study show that fammers planning to use prioce
supports in 1550 reduced acreage and increased fertilisation with the
isportant exosption of those in the potato study. The potato farmers
plamming to use prioe supports had not reduced acreage, This is be-
lieved to be due to the manner in which screage allotasnts are handled
in the ceounty,

| Farmers not planning to use prioe supports made only minor changes
in screage and fertilisation with the single exoeption of the bean farm-
ers who incresased screage £5 percent,

| The farmers intentionally under acreage allotmente had reduced
screage sirnificantly and inoreased fertilisation, Furmers over ellot-
wents had incressed acresge and made little or no change in nounds of
fertiliser used per asore,

The results of the potato staudy deserve speeial attention, Farme
ers using price supparts increased fertilisation 106 pounde per ascre
shile the o-ntrol group of farme not using prioce supports in either
15L9 or 1950 nade less than a one peroent increase in pounds used per
aore,

Potato farmers intentimally under acreage allotments decreessed
screage 10 peroent and inoreased fertilisation 10 peroent, Farms scci-
dentally under allotments inocreased the rate of application w 128
pounds, While the farme under sllotmentis were grestly incressing fertie
lisation, farns avu' allotaents increased screage 17 peroent and decressed
fertilisation 7 percent, Uloth of these changes wers girnificant at the

one percent level,
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FOREWORD

This stu.dy is one of three segments of the research project
entitled "Farmers' Responses and Adjustments to Production Control
and Price Support Programs in Michigan." The project deals with
farmers!' kmowledge of, and attitudes toward federal price support
legislation, as well as farmers!' behavior in the presence of the ex-
isting price support program. It was made by the Agricultural
Economics Department of Michigan State College, in cooperation with
the Production and Marketing Administration of the United States
Department of Agriculture during the summer of 1950,

The first portion of the project entitled "Participation in
the Federal Price Support Program by Michigan Farmers" was written
by Darwin G. Kettering, and deals in detail with the methodology
used and also serves as an over-all summary. The third portion is
now being compiled and edited by Philip A, Wright. His study deals
with farmers! attitudes and beliefs with regard to the price support

program,



EFFECTS OF THE PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM ON PRODUCTION

PRACTICES ON MICHIGAN FARMS IN 1950

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Purggse

The government's attempts to control production are believed to
bring about changes in production practices used on farms. It would
be valuable to know the effects that governmental controls have had
and what can be expected of attempts to control agricultural output
in the future. The purpose of this study is to show the effects of
the price support and production control programs on acreage and
fertilization practices on potatoes, wheat, beans, and corn in Michi-
gan in 1950,

It is hoped that this study will be of practical value to those
who make, teach, or administer agricultural policy and may in the

long run, be of benefit to the general public,

Hypotheses
The belief has been shared by many that governmental attempts

to control production by semi-voluntary acreage reduction has been,

or will be, to a certain extent, offset by the use of improved pro-
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duction practices. It was suspected that farmers raising controlled
crops under acreage allotments, and using price supports would sub-
stitute capital and/or labor for land. If this did occur, acreage
of specified crops might be reduced without any appreciable decrease
in total production,

The term "improved mroduction practiceé“ identifies those prac-
tices that increase production per acre, or decrease cost per unit of
output, or both, so as to increase the net returns to the farmer,

When crop acreage is rationed]' improved production practices
are likely to be thought of primarily as those which will increase
production per acre. Among the important practices that are used to
intensify production are:

l. Use of more fertilizer

2. Planting hybrid or certified seed

3. Using best adapted varieties

Le Improved crop rotations

5 Using improved methods for seedbed preparation and tillage

6. Planting rows closer together and plants closer in the rows

Te Use of insecticides and weed killers

8. Use of hormones

9+ Irrigation

10, Use of more labor (which is involved in some improved practices)

1., "Crop acreage control is a form of rationing of the productive agents
available to the farm.® Schultz, T.W. and Brownlee, O,H., Effects of
Crop Acreage Control Features of A.A.A. on Feed Production in 11 Mid-

west States (Ames, Iowa State College, April, 1942). Agricultural
Experiment Station Research Bulletin 298, p.675.
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In addition to these, increased average outputs per acre can also be
brought about by using the best land available for the restricted
crop or crops.2

This study is limited to the changes in the use of commercial
fertilizers, barnyard manure, and plow-under crops from 1949 to 1950
by farms grouped according to compliance with acreage allotments in
1950, and stated intentions for using price supports in 1950,

The hypotheses for this study are: that farms using price sup-
ports and complying with acreage allotments are using more fertilizer
than farms not using price supports and not complying with acreage
allotments; and that farms using price supports and complying with
acreage allotments made greater increases in average amounts of fer-
tilizer used per acre from 1949 to 1950 than farms that did not.
Companion hypotheses for the study are: that farms using price sup-
ports and complying with acreage allotments reduced acreage of con-
trolled crops; and, farms npt using price supports and not comply-

ing with acreage allotments either maintained or increased the

acreage of controlled crops.

Histogz

Acreage allotments were placed on potatoes, corn, wheat, and dry

field beans3 in 1950. To qualify for price supports on the 1950 pro-

e Schultz and Brownlee, op.cite, Pe676

3. Acreage allotments were also in effect for rice and marketing quotas,
based on acreage allotments, were in effect on cotton, peanuts, and
tobacco, Potatoes, corn, wheat, and beans were the only restricted
crops grown in Michigan and are the crops to be treated in this study.
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duction of any one of these crops, a farmer had to stay within his al=- ;';
lotment, i.e., to plant only the number of acres alloted to his farm ’
or less. This was the first year that acreage allotments had been |
used since 1943,

The history of attempts to control agricultural production stems
back to World War I. Prices and demand for farm products had skyrock-
eted during the war only to collapse in 1920. Congress was huntingfor
legislation to help agricultural prices along the road to recovery.

The Congress and the President could not see eye to eye on a program.
Finally, in 1929, the Agricultural Marketing Act established the Fed-
eral Farm Board. The stated purpose of the Farm Board was to develop
orderly marketing procedure and to purchase surpluses which were de-
pressing prices. Instead of solving the problem of low prices and
surpluses, the Farm Board was wiped out by continued accumulation of
surpluses and falling prices as the depression grew- worse. It had
attempted to support the price of a few selected commodities while
the general price level was falling.

The lesson learned from the experience of the Federal Farm Board
was that prices cannot be pegged without control of production. Ac=
cordingly, the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 contained provisions
for adjusting production by means of acreage restrictions and for
establishing parity prices. The continuatior; of large surpluses, plus
repeal of parts of the original Agricultural Adjustment Act led to the

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 which provided for marketing quotas



to make possible mroduction control.h
Despite the effort of the A,A.A. to control acreage, stocks of
corn, wheat, and cotton, were at record levels at the outbreak of
the World War II. By the use of better production practices, farm-
ers appreciably increased yields per acre. Total output was well
maintained despite curtailment of acreage planted.s i
Concurrent with the development of government price support and!

acreage control programs there has been a trend toward greater use

of fertilizer in Michigan (Figure 1) This increase in fertilizer

use has resulted from several forces. Education has been a major
factor. Michigan State College through its Extension staff has en-
couraged the use of more fertilizer and higher analysis fertilizers
(Appendix B).6 Higher prices received for farm products relative to
the price of fertilizer has made the use of more fertilizer mrofitable.
The price support program, due to its affect on prices, has been a
factor in the use of more fertilizer. A major hypothesis of this

thesis is that acreage allotments, which were reinstated as a part of

L. Congressional Record of the 79 Congress, 2nd Session, Report No.
2728, August 6, 19L6.

5. Long=-Run Effects of Price-Maintenance Policy for Agricultural
Products, Committee on Agricultural Policy, Association of Land
Grant Colleges and Universities, April, 1547.

6o As this is being written, Paul Rood, Soils Extension Specialist at
Mjchigan State College, is carrying on a project to get as many
wheat growers as possible to plant a strip of 10 drill widths
around one field with 500 pounds of fertilizer per acre. This is
over twice the average rate found to be used for wheat in this

StU.dyo
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the price support program in 1950, will have caused farmers wanting
to use price supports to have reduced acreage. Also, that farmers
who reduce acreage will have increased fertilization significantly
while other farmers made little change. The trend towards use of
greater amounts of fertilizer must be kept in mind throughout this
study. It is not assumed that all change in fertilization is due to
the price support program and acreage allotments. However, control
groups are used for each crope Changes in fertilization will be

pointed out on a relative basis.

Timing of the Study

The original planning for the project of which this study is a
part was done during the Spring of 1950. Agricultural prices had
reached an all-time high in 1948 (Figure 2). The whole economy was
going into a slight recession which had some promise of becoming ser-
ious. The memory of the agricultural price collapse that followed
World War I still lingered in the minds of farm leaders and they
wouldn't let Congress forget what had happened. There is just enough
agricultural fundamentalism in Congress and just enough votes in the
farm population to attain price éupports for agricultural commodities
at 60 to 90 percent of parity based on 1910 to 191l price relation-
shipse In many cases these supports are towards the top end of the
range.

Thus, relatively high levels were established fbr support prices.

By relatively high level is meant a price which would bring onto the



o
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market more goods than normally would be consumed at that price. In
other words, high levels of support prices result in surpluses and
storage stocks that can be absorbed only tHd the artificial demands
created by a wartime atmosphere.

In times of war or a high state of military preparedness, high
support price levels may actually help to hold prices down by en-
couraging greater production. This will be the situation in this
country for the next few years and high support levels may not be
objectionable, However, peace in reality may return and when it does
the existing support price levels are going to be too high unless
there is a change in the trend of Agricultural Price Policy., It is
for this period of readjustment that must eventually come that this
project is expected to be of value.

It is one thing to establish relatively high support prices and
it is another thing to keep them effective. No price can be support-
ed indefinitely at a level above the normal market price unless there
is control over either consumption or production or both. It is now
a recognized fact that production conmtrols go hand in hand with high
price supportse

The prospects of surpluses and even greater decreases in agri-
cultural prices had motivated the Secretary of Agriculture to es-
tablish acreage allotmentsfor 1950 for potatoes, wheat, beans, and
corn (Figure 2), What would be the reaction of the farmer in this
situation? Farmers are economic men. They too are guided by the in-

visible hand that points the way to greater profits. Given proper
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advice or past experiences that have conditioned their reactions to
do so, they will attempt to maximize profits. The following advice
was given to farmers by Michigan State College in January 1950.7

WIs it good business, from the standpoint of the individual
farmer, to stay within the wheat acreage allotment? According
to present indications most farmers believed the answer to be
'yes! when they sowed wheat last fall. As long as the announced
support price appears to be considerably above the anticipated
market price for the next season it will be good business to com=
ply on acreage. Unfavorable weather, an expanded world market,
or monetary inflation could raise market price and render the sup-
port ineffective, but these factors cannot be accurately predicted
at planting time.

"Assuming that corn acreage will be allotted, should a farmer
plan to reduce corn acreage in 1950? The answer here is not clear
cut as in the case of wheat, Michigan farmers, for the most part,
do not sell corn. Many actually buy corn in addition to their own
crope To them a support price on corn only means higher feed cost.”

"

"In planning 1950 corn acreage, carefully consider the outlook
for corn prices next fall, Corn will disappear rather rapidly dur-
ing the next several months through livestock. The numbers of
cattle and hogs on feed are high. The dairy product-feed ratio is
favorable, and is encouraging heavy grain consumption in that enter-
prise. If there should be an average or below average corn crop in
1950 there is a chance that the market price of corn will approach
the support price. If this happens there would be little advantage
in staying within an acreage allotment.®

Many farmers did comply with acreage allotments in order to be
eligible for price supports. The price supports levels were expected
to be as high or higher than the free market price.

Thus 1950 appeared to be an ideal time to test the effect of acre-

age allotments and the price support program on production practices.

Te Quoted from "Farming Under Current Controls," by L.H. Brown in
Michigan Farm Economics, Michigan State College Extension Service
Dept. of Agricultural Economics, No. 85-Supplement, East Lansing
Jamary 1950.
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Farmers had the choice of ignoring acreage allotments and risking

the open market price, or complying with acreage allotments and having
a high guaranteed support price to rely upon. This was the setting as
the survey was being planned and as the schedule was being prepared.

However, in June 1950, the Korean affair brought this country in-
to limited warfare, Agricultural prices started upward (Figure 2).
Not only did the trend in agricultural prices reverse itself but the
likelihood was.that prices farmers received would be as high or higher
than the price support levels, This was the situation when the inter-
views were taken from July 15 to September 15, 1950,

The farmers' plans and decisions as to acreage and fertilization,
in most cases, were already made and could not be changed. However,
many farmers who had used price supports in 1949 and logically could
have been expected to use them again in 1950, providing they were
eligible to do so, stated that they did not intend to use them. The
most common reason given for this change was the difference in price
wasn't expected to be great enough to warrant the extra trouble. Some
were even expecting higher prices on the open market than the guaran-
teed governmenﬁ prices. (Figures 3 and L).

The 6utbreak of fighting, with the resultant change in demand
for agricultural commodities, did not invalidate this study. It did,
however, force changes in methodology used in détermining the effect

of the price support program on fertilization,
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Methodology
The over=-all project of which this study is a segment, "Farmers!

Responses and Adjustments to Production Control and Price Support
Programs in Michigan," covered 578 farms. These farms were located
in Lenawee, St.Joseph, Eaton, Livingston, Salinac, Saginaw, and Mont—
calm counties. This sample was randomly selected to represent the
commercial corn, wheat, beans, and potato producing farms of 70 acres
or more in the commercial farming areas of southern Michigan. The
methodology used for the over-all project is described in detail by
Darwin Kettering in the first segment of this project..8

The data used in this study ceme from the first 7 pages of the
schedule that was developed and used for the over-all project
(Appendix A)e General information available included size of farm,
acres owned, acres rented, estimated production of each crop in 1949,
and average amounts of crops usually sold.s Data that helped give a
complete picture of the fertilization on each farm included the follow=-
ing: a map of the farm with all fields numbered, number of acres in
each field, crops grown on each field in 1949 and 1950, pounds of com-
mercial fertilizer used on each i‘ield, analysis of fertilizers used on
each field, fields covered with barnyard manure, crops preceded by
plow-under crops, and tons of conunerc':ial fertilizer purchased, In-
formation pertaining to the farmer's participation in the price support

program was also gathered and included the following: the manner in

B. Kettering, Darwin G. Participation in the Federal Price Supporb
Program by Michigan Farmers, unpublished thesis for the Degree of
M.S. Michigan State College, East Lansing, August 1951.
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which each crop was disposed of in 1949, reasons for using or not us-
ing price supports in 1949, changes in use of price supports from 1949
to 1950, reasons for the changes, acreage allotments for each crop,
actual acreage of alloted crops, and reasons for being over or under
allotment on each crop.
It was believed that pounds per acre was not completely accurate
as a measure of commercial fertilizer used since fertilizers vary
greatly in analysis. Therefore the analysis of the fertilizers used
was collected along with the pounds per acre data, With information
on fertilizer analysis as well as pounds of fertilizer used per acre,
the changes in fertilization for each crop could be accurately measured.
Two groupings were used to determine the effect of the price sup-
port program on acreage and fertilization practices for each crop. The
farms were first grouped according to intended use of price supports in
in 19503
Group A, Farms whose operators were planning to use price
supports for the particular crop in 1950,

Group B. Farms whose operators had used price supports for the
particular crop in 1949 but were not planning, at the
time the survey was taken, to use them in 1950,

Group C., Farms whose operators had not used price supports for

the particular crop in 1949 and were not planning to

use them in 1950.



- 16

A number of these farmers in Group B had made their original
planting and fertilization decisions with the intention of using
price supports. However, the sudden rise in agricultural prices
brought about by the Korean War and defense mobilization effort had
caused them to decide not to use price supports in 1950, They were
expecting open market prices to be as high or higher than the support
levels.

The farms were next grouped according to compliance with acreage
allotments in 1950:

Group ls Farms under acreage allotments intentionally.

Group 2. Farms under acreage allotments accidentally.

Group 3 Farms over acreage allotments.

The farmers had given various reasons for complying or not complying
with allotments. Those who said that they were under their allot-
ments in order to be eligible for price supports or to go along with
the government program were placed in Group l. Placed in Group 2
were those farms whose operators claimed that compliance was due to
size of field, amount usually planted in the rotation, or that the
allotments happened to be as large as they had intended planting in
1950, Farms over allotments for any reason were grouped together in
Group 3.

In the following chapters these groups will be used to measure
the effect of the price support program and acreage allotments on acre-

age and fertilization practices on Michigan farms for potatoes, wheat,
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beans, and corn in 1950.

Acreage was to be reduced in 1950 (Table I), Did farmers who
intended to use price supports in 1950 reduce acreage and did farme
ers who reduced acreage increase fertilization? These are the ques-

tions that this study will attempt to answer.

TABLE I. ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS FOR 1950-CROP CORN, WHEAT, DRY EDIBLE
BEANS, AND POTATOES, AS OF APRIL 1950, AND 1949 PLANTED
ACREAGES, UNITED STATES

1949 1950-crop Percent
Commodity planted acreage Reduction
acreage allotment Requested
Acres Acres
Corn 57,579,0&) (a)h6,2h6,973 20
Wheat 8L,931,000 68,941,099 19
Dry edible beans (b) 1,900,000 (c) 20
Potatoes 1,242,200 (d) 1,137,800 8alt

(a) Commercial area only

(o) All classes

(¢) 80 percent of 1949 planted acreages of eligible classes.
(d) Commercial acreage only (3 acres or more per farm).

9. Price Programs of the United States Department of Agriculture
Agriculture Information Bulletin No.1l3. Production and Marketing
Administration United States Department of Agriculture, April, 1950,




CHAPTER II

CHANGES IN POTATO FERTILIZATION IN MICHIGAN

By Farms According to Use of Price Supports and Compliance
with Acreage Allotments in 1950

The purpose of this phase of the study is to determine the effect
of price supports and acreage allotments on the fertilization of pota-
toes. It will be shown that reducing acreage does not necessarily
mean redﬁcing production. An original assumption for this study was
that farms using price supports in 1950 would have reduced acreage to
comply with allotments. The first hypothesis to be proven is that farms
planning to use price supports have increased fertilization in order to
intensify production and thus substitute capital for land. The second
portion of this potato study is based on the assumption that farms ine
tentionally under acreage allotments have complied with them in order
to be eligible for price supports. The hypothesis to be proven is that
farms intentionally under acreage allotments have increased fertiliza-
tion and are using more fertilizer than farms not complying with acre-
age allotments,

The Department of Agriculture has probably received more criticism
and adverse publicity from the price support program on Irish potatoes
than on any other phase of its support activity. Newspapers and maga-
zines, many of which were unfriendly towards the administration, have
pointed up the "potato scandal®" as a prime example of bureaucratic mis-

management, The buying and dumping - of surplus potatoes has been treated

-18-
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with almost as much vigor as the killing of little pigs during early
Agriculture Adjustment Administration days.

United States Department of Agriculture may be the victim of cir-
cumstance, It seems to be caught between the support price levels
passed by a politically minded Congress,that bring# onto the market
excess production in periods of peace,and the ability of potato farmers
to increase production per acre when acreage allotments are imposed.
If the hypotheses stated above are true, a ten percent reduction in
acreage allotments will not necessarily bring about a ten percent re-
duction in total production. This study will show that farms under
acreage allotments and whose operators were planning to use price sup-
ports, increased the use of fertilizer and have, at least in part, off-

set the original purpose of reduced acreage allotmentse

FARMS GROUPED BY INTENDED USE OF PRICE SUPPORTS

Of the 578 farms visited in this survey, 95 raised potatoes com=-
merciall;yin both 1949 and 1950. In order to show the effect of the
governmental price program the 95 farms were divided into three groups
according to their intended use of price supports:

Group A. Farms whose operators planned to use price supports for

their 1950 potato crops.

Group B Farms whose operstors had used price supports for pota-

toes in 1949 but were not planning to use them in 1950.

Group Cs Farms whose operators had not used price supports for

potatoes in 1949 and were not planning to use them in
1950,

10, These farms raised potatoes to sell.
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It was expected that farms in Group A would have reduced acreage
and increased fertilization. Group C was expected to show little change.
Operators of many of the farms in Group B had originallyplanned to use
price supports but had changed their minds after the change in market
outlook which followed the outbreak of hostilities in Korea., Therefore,

Group B was expected to show changes similar to those of Group A.

General Information

There were 27 farmers who planned to use price supports in 1950
(Group A). Twentyhthfee had used price supports in 1949 and four had
not (Table II). A total of 15 operators had used price supports in 1949
but were not planning to use them in 1950 (Group B)e This group in-
cluded some of the larger operators who believed that the free market
price would be as high or higher than the support price for potatoes,
The operators of 53 farms had not used price supports either year and
served as the control group for this study (Group C). Changes in their
fertilization practices would have to be attributed to causes other than
the acreage allotment and price support program.

It will be noted that the average size of farm in Groups A and B
was clearly larger than the average size of farm in Group C. This is
consistent with the findings of Darwin Ketteringll in his over=-all sum-
mary of this survey which show a definite correlation between size of
farm and use of price supports. Considerably more potatoes were grown

and sold by the farmers of Groups A and B (Table II). Thus any differ-

11, Kettering, Darwin G. op. cit.



TABLE II.

GENERAL INFORMATICN FOR THE FARMS RAISING
POTATOES

-- BY USE OF FRICE SUPPORTS

GROUP A GROUP B GROUP C
Number of farms 27 15 53
Average size of ferms 187.96 205.83 15L.4L7
Average bushels o£ potatoes
produced in 1949 L,085.50 {10,423.10 | 2,843.87
Average bushgls of potatoes
usually sold 3,111.25 9,480,80 2,811,54

These are the averages of farms for which estimates of both the
1949 production and amounts usually sold were available, They
represent 20 farms in Group A, 13 farms in Group B, and 39 farms

in Group C.

|
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ential in price would have been of greater financial importance to them

than to the operators of the farms in Group C.

Change in Potato Acreage

An assumption for this study was that with the coming of acreage
allotments farms using price supports would be forced to reduce their
acreage, Actually, however, there was little change betwéen the aver=-
age acreage grown in 1949 and 1950 by the three groups (Table III).
There was mractically no variation in the acreage of Groups A and C.

In Group B one farmfincreased his potato acreage from 20 acres in 1949
to 66 acres in 1950. This increase of L6 acres is greater than the
total over-all increase of the group. The other farms averaged about
the same as in 1949. Thus the original assumption that Group A would
have reduced acreage in 1950 was not borne out by the data collected.

The explanation may lie in the manner in which acreage allotments
are handled by the County P. & M.A, offices. Montcalm County was
granted total acreage allotments in 1950 amounting to approximately 90
percent of its 1949 potato acreage. Those operators wishing to plant
more potatoes than their original allotment could appeal for a larger
allotment. If the appeals were approved they could have been granted
an increase, These extra acres would have come from the umused portion
of the county's allotment. In other words, the P.& M.A. is working for
the benefit of the farmers and is trying to be as reasonable and help-

ful as possible to the producers. The general impression received

while taking interviews was that few big potato producers in Montcalm

County actually would have been forced to reduce acreage in 1950. 1In



0%

g20+ |[L9°82 |6S°82 | LT°T* |99°lZ |hE°le | 6E°T+ |LlE®Q2 | 86°Le JOZTTTI8F TBTOIUmO0Dd
Jo °qmM0 Jod SqTUN 83BJISAY
08°0* |OL°€9T | M2°29T | L6°TT* |ME°TTS |N0°*98T | 0S°QT* | 9€°602 | 69°9LT POZTTITHIOg
eaoe Jod sqTun adeJaAy
29°0* | 96°0LS | SN°L9S | TE2T* |6T°M9L | SN°089 | 08°9T+ | TE°LEL | M °T1E9 POZITTIMIRJ
. oxoe Jod spumod e3eteAy
€L°€~= |[80°06 |LS°E6 | SNM°N* |00°00T (NL°S6 | ST°N* |Ll0°86 | 9T°N6 | PezTTTIIef doxo jo jueddsq
UOT382TTT3I8d JO 9ey °d
Lg*TT | 6S°TT oT°NE |€E€°TE GE*ST | TH°ST uMoJ3 Sea0® 93elaAy
on*a+ |56°829 |02°NT9 | €8°8* [0S°TTIS |00°OLY | TN®0= [0S°MTH | 02°9Th| umoJ3 seao® Te0]
aZeaJoy °Y
o= en ST | MoLe St T | sg°ce L2 92 J92TTT3I8]
Sursn suwreJ Jo Jaquny
€S €S St St L2 L2 surIeJ Jo Jequuu Teq0]
eduBy) . edueyn adusy)
quedIad | QST 6M6T pueddsd | 0S6T 6NM6T puedaad | 0S6T 6161
0 dnow¥o g dnoud vV dno¥d

SI¥0ddNS AOIMUd JO SN XA == 0S6T ©3 6M6T WOUI ONIYYNIDO0 STONVHD
ANV 0S6T ANV 66T NI NOIIVZITIIMZJ TVIOUIWWOO ANV IOVIHWDV OIVIOd °III FTVL



-2l
fairness to the program, however, it must be made clear that the acre-
age allotment for each ownership tract is made on the historical aver-
age of potato acreage grown on that particular tract. The farms in
Group A may have had historical averages high enough to permit them to
plant the same acreage in 1950 as in 1949. Although this would explain
the failure to reduce acreage by farms using price supports, it seems
highly improbable.

There was a substantial difference in the average acreage grown by
the three groups. It is interesting to note that Group B contains some
of the larger operators who had used price supports in previous years
but who had decided to go it alone in 1950, The largest potato grower
in the whole study fell in this group. He raised 153 acres of potatoes

in both 1949 and 1950 and, incidentally, was under his allotment.,

Use of Commercial Fertilizer

Eighty-five of the 95 potato farmers in this survey used commercial
fertilizer on potatoes in 1949 and 1950. The percent of acres covered
ran from 90 on Group C in 1950 to 100 on Group B in 1950 (Table III).
There does not appear to be any significance in the minor fluctuations
in percent of the potato crop fertilized.

Significant changes were made in the amounts of fertilizer used on
potatoess The farmers planning to use price supports in 1950 had in-
creased the average rate of application from 631 pounds in 1949 to 737
pounds in 1950. This was an actual increase of 106 pounds per acre,
or a 17 percent increase over 194,9. The average rate for Group B, those

farms changing from support to no supports, also made a remarkable jump
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from 680 to 764 pounds per acre. This was an actual increase of 84
pounds per acre, or a percentage increase of 12, These changes were
tested and proved to be significant at the 1 percent level. All the
farmers in Group B had used price supports in 1949 and most of them
were still eligible to use them in 1950. The figures in Table III
also show that the farms not using price supports either year (Group
C). changed the average amount of fertilizer used per acre only 3
pounds. This variation lacks significance.

The results of using units of plant food as a measure of fertili-
zation were approximately the same as the results when pounds per acre
were used. Group A increased fertilization from 177 units to 20%units
an 18.5 percent increase. Group B also showsd a considerable increase,
advancing from 186 to 211 units. This was an increase of 11,5 percent
over 1949. The 53 farms not using price supports either year (Group C)
varied less than one percent in the total units used in 1949 and 1950,
Here the figures were 162.2l; and 163.70 units per acre for 1949 and

1950 respectively.

Change in Levels of Fertilization

The farms planning to use price supports (Group A) and those that
had used them in 1949 (Group B) had definitely increased their rates of
application of commercial fertilizer. In order to show these changes,
three relative levels of fertilization were arbitrarily established for
this study. Figure 5 has been made to show the comparative shifts in
levels of fertilization made by Groups A. B, and C frﬁm 1949 to 1950.

The three levels used for potatoes were as follows: low, O to 99 units
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of plant food per acre; medium, 100 to 199 units; and high, 200 units
or more. If these figures were converted to pounds of 3-12-12 fer-
tilizer, which contains 27 units per hundredweight, the three levels
would be O to 370 pounds, 371 to 74O pounds and over TLO pounds per
acre. In this case 3-12-12 is used as standard since it was most
commonly used and the average units per hundredweight of all fertili-
zers used approximately 27. The fact is recognized that a farm using
2-12-6 would have to apply from 500 to 1,000 pounds to fall in the

medium range as defined at 100 to 200 units of plant food.

Change in Analysis of Fertilizers Used

The average units of plant food per hundredweight of commercial
fertilizer used in 1949 and 1950 by each of these three groups was aleo
computed (Table III). These figures show almost no variation from 1949
to 1950 and very little difference between the avarages of the three
groups. It is interesting to note, however, that fertilizers of higher
analysis are being used on potatoes than are being used on corn, wheat,

or beans,

Use of Barnyard Manure

Data were also gathered pertaining to the use of barnyard manure
and plow-under crops for potato fertilization. The potato farmers
studied used extensively these means of increasing soil fertility.
Barnyard manure was used primarily for the fertilization of potatoes
on the farms in this study. Approximately 60 percent of the total

potato acreage was covered in 1949 and approximately 55 percent
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received barnyard manure in 1950 (Figure 6). Group C led in the use

of barnyard manure by covering 69 percent of its total potato acreage
in each of the years covered by this study. Group A followed with
6845 percent in 1949 and 60 percent in 1950, Group B was able to cover
only 52,55 percent of its potato acreage in 1949 and 32.94 percent in
1950 because it had less barnyard manure available as well as more
acres to cover per farm%z It should be noted that no attempt was made
to determine the tons of barnyard manure used per acre. The results
presented here indicate that farms not using price supports covered a
slightly higher percentage of their potato acreage with barnyard

marmure than farms using price supports,

Use of Green Manure

Many of the potato farmers were using plow-under crops. These
plow-under crops, or as they are commonly called, green manure crops,
are raised to be turned under in order to add organic matter to the
soil, When legumes are used, nitrogen is taken from the air and placed
in the soil in an available form for the potato crop and other crops
that follow in the rotation.

The farms in Group B made up for their lack of barnyard manure by
using more green manure cropse Eighty-one percent of the potato acre-
age of this group was preceded by a plow-under crop in 1949 and 58

percent in 1950, Group A used green manure crops for approximately

12, The largest potato farmer in this group hauls manure from the
commercial duck raising farms at Alma,
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half of its potato acreage in both 1949 and 1950. Group C, which appar=-
ently used the most barnyard manure, ranked lowest in the use of plow-
under crops.

No estimate was made of the tons of green manure or of the percent
of the stands that were plowed under on the various farms. The only
data collected were acres of potatoes which were preceded by plow-under

Cropse.

FARMS GROUPED BY COMPLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

The major difference in the agricultural price support mrogram for
potatoes in 1950 from that of 1549 was the use of acreage allotments.
To have been eligible for price supports on his 1950 potato crop, a
farmer must have complied with his acreage allotment, i.e. to have
planted acreage under or equal to the allotment for the tract or tracts
of land that he operated.

The next step in this study was to compare the fertilization of
farmers who complied with acreage allotments with those who did not.
Eighty-five of the original 95 commercial potato growers stated defin-
itely that they were either under or over their respective acreage
allotments, Fifty-nine farmers were under while 26 were over their
alloted acreage. Operators of farms that were under allotments gave
different reasons for complyinge. Thirty farmers stated that they were
under acreage allotments in order to qualify for price supports or to
go along with the government program. Twenty-nine farmers gave such

reasons as: the acreage allotment just happened to fit their rotation;
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the size of field to be planted happened to be under the allotment;
the acreage allotment was larger than they had planned to plant; and
mere coincidence, These two groups were handled separately and are
referred to in the remainder of this study as Group 1, thosé under
their allotﬁents intentionally, and Group 2, those under their allot-
ments accidentally. The groups that were finally arrived at to fur-
ther test the effect of the changed mrice support program on fertili-
zation, therefare, were as follows:
Group 1. Potato growers who were under their allotments
intentionally.
Group 2. Potato growers who were under their allotments
accidentally.
Group 3. Potato growers who were over their acreage

allotments,

Farmers intentionally under allotments (Group 1) were assumed to
have reduced acreage. The original hypothesis for the study was that
this group would have increased fertilization to offset reduced acre-
age. The farmers over acreage allotments, Group 3, were not expected
to change fertilization. As far as they were concerned, land for pota-
toes was not rationed by allotments., Since the farms in Group 2 were
under their allotments, a reduction in average acreage was anticipated.
The average change in fertilization for the farms under allotments
accidentally (Group 2) was expected to be between the changes made by

Groups 1 and 3.
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General Information

There were 30 farms under allotments intentionally (Group 1),
29 farms under allotments accidentally (Group 2), and 26 farms over
allotments (Group 3)e The average size of farms in the three groups
differed only about 11 percent. Group 1 averaged 183 acres per farm
while Group 3 averaged 163 acres. Group 2 fell about half way in be-
tween these two groups, averaging 175 acres per farm (Table IV). Each
farmer had been asked the approximate number of bushels of potatoes
produced in 1949 and the average bushels of potatoes usually sold.
The 2 farms in Group 1 for which this information was recorded, pro-
duced 3,458 bushels in 1949 and usually sold approximately 3,680
bushels. This indicates that their 1949 potato crop was smaller than
usual%3 The farms in Group 3 produced about the same amount of pota-
toes as Group l. The eighteen farms giving this information produced
an average of 3,887 bushels per farm in 1949 and usually sold about
3,417 bushelss Group 2, with more acreage in potatoes, had averaged
6,662 bushels produced in 1949 and usually sold on the average of

about 6,000 bushels per farm.

Change in Potato Acreage

Definite changes were made in the number of acres grown by each

group from 1949 to 1950. Farms under allotments intentionally (Group 1)

13.,Farmers usually have a number of bushels of culls that are not sold
due to imperfections of some kind. The average bushels of potatoes
usually sold, therefore, would be somewhat less than the average
number of bushels usually produced. Thus, the average number usually
sold does not represent the average total production.



-33 -

TABLE IV, GENLRAL INFORMATION FCR THE FARMS RAISING PCTA-
TCES --BY CCOMPLIANCE WITH ACR=AGE ALLOTHENTS

GROWUWP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3

Number of farms 30 29 26
Average size of farms 183.12 175.h1 163.27

Average bushels of potatoes
produced in 1949 * 3,L57.92 | 6,662,00 | 3,886,72

Average bushels of potatoes
usually sold * 3,682.29 5,986000 3"-316067

* These are the averages of farms for which estimates of both the
1949 production and amounts usually sold were available. They
represent 24 farms in Group 1, 25 farms in Group 2, and 18 farus
in Group 3
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decreased total acreage by 10.3 percent. At the same time, farms
whose operators had claimed to be under allotments accidentally, in-
creased acreage 8.5 percent. The farms exceeding acreage allotments
(Group 3) jumped total potato acreage 16.7 percent. Apparently the
farmers who intentionally complied with government allotments reduced
their acreage of potatoes by the amount that the Secretary of Agri-
culture requested. The obvious question was, how could those in
Group 2 be under their allotments and still increase potato acreage

in 1950? As stated earlier in this thesis it is the opinion of the
writer that the acreage allotments for potatoes could have been
shuffled in such a manner as to defeat the original purpose of the
program.lh It may have been that the historical data on which the al-
lotments were based allowed these farms more acreage in 1950 than they
grew in 1949, It is difficult to believe, however, that a farm growing
20 acres of potatoes in 1949 would have had an average high enough to
warrant an allotment of 66 acres in 1950, According to the survey data

this happened on one of the farms in Group 2.15

Use of Commercial Fertilizer

There were major changes in the amounts of fertilizer used by farms
under acreage allotments (Groups 1 and 2). Farms under allotments ac-

cidentally (Group 2) stepped up the average rate of fertilization 128

1Li.The original purpose of acreage allotments was to help stabilize
prices by reducing acreage which was expected to reduce production.

15,A1lotments are made to ownership tracts by the P, & M.A. office. The
farm mentioned here had rented land both years, There is a possibi-
lity that different fields could have been rented in 1950 than in 1949.
If so, these different rented acres may have received much more total
acreage in allotments, although this seems highly improbable.
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pounds and Group 1l raised its average 61 pounds per acre (Table V).

It is significant that during the same period farms over allotments
(Group 3) decreased average fertilizer used per acre by L1 pounds.

This supports the original hypothesis that farmers complying with acre-
age allotments will tend to apply more fertilizer in order to compen-

sate for reduced acreage.

Change in Levels of Fertilization

The data for the units of plant food used per acre by the various
groups show approximately the same results as the pounds per acre data.
There was a very definite shift in the units of plant food used per
acre by farms under allotments. Groups 1 and 2 greatly increased the
percent of acres receiving the high level of fertilization while Group

3 showed little change (Figure 7).

Change in Analysis of Fertilizers Used

There was no significant change in the average units of plant food
per hundredweight in any of these groups. The average strength of fer-

tilizers used was about that of 3-12-12 or 27 units per hundredweight.

Use of Barnyard Manure

In the use of barnyard manure Group 1 led the way. The farms in
this group covered from two-thirds to three-fourths of the total acre-
age while Group 3 used barnyard manure on 60.65 percent in 1949 and
52,91 percent in 1950. The potato acreage of the farms in Group 2 re=-
ceived the least barnyard manure as approximately 50 percent of the

acres were covered (Figure 8).
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GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3
(Under (Under
allotments - allotments (Over
intentionally) accidentally allotments)
1949  19°0 1949 19%0 1949 1980
Percent of - [ [ &
potato acre-
age covered |
with barn-
yard manure
60[
501
Lof
301
201
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Figure 8. Use of barnyard manure and plow-under crops in potato fertilization in
1949 and 1950, by groups according to compliance with
potato acreage allotments.
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The potato farmers interviewed used barnyard manure mostly for
potatoes. On the majority of the farms visited, barnyard manure was

spread primarily on corn ground.

Use of Plow=Under Crops

Green manure crops preceded approximately 50 to 60 percent of all
potato acreage in both 19.9 and 1950 (Figure 8)e There was no signi-
ficant variation by groupse It should be noted that plowing under
green manure crops for over 50 percent of planted potato acreage is
adding considerably to the soil fertility and productivity of the

relatively light soils of Montcalm county.

SUMMARY

The results of this study were as expected for fertilization but
very much different than anticipated as far as acreage planted was
concerned,

Potato farmers who were planning to use price supports in 1950
stepped up fertilization about 18 percent. Their total acreage was
the same as in 1949. The farmers who had used price supports in 1949
but were not, at the time of the interviews, planning to use them in
1950, increased fertilization 12 percent. This group increased pota-
to acreage 9 percent. The control group of farms not using price
supports either year made no change in fertilization and increased

acreage only 2 percent.



- Lo

The farms under acreage allotments intentionally,had decreased
acreage by 10 percent as requested by the Secretary of Agriculture.
These farms used 1 percent more fertilizer in 1950 than in 1949,

This was the type of attempted substitution of capital for land
anticipated in a major hypothesis in this study.

The farms that were said to be under their allotments accident-
ally, will leave real doubt in the minds of those who read this report
since they increased acreage 8.55 percent. No absolute proof can be
given as such, but it is believed that the manner in which the acre-
age allotments are handled permits the farms geared for potato pro-
duction to keep on producing without acreage reduction,

On the farms that planted potatoes in excess of allotments, the
fertilization and acreage changes were almost exactly opposite to
those on farms intentionally under allotments. Farms over allotments
increased acreage 17 percent and, at the same time, decreased the
application of commercial fertilizer by 7 percent. Both of these
changes were proven to be statisticelly significant,

The final results from the first portion of this study show that
farms using price supports on potatoes in 1950 increased fertilization
significantly but failed to reduce acreage. Farms not using price
supports either year, the control group, made no change in either ferti-
lization or acreage.

The results of the second portion of this study were that farms
intentionally under potato allotments in 1950 increased fertilization
and decreased acreage. Those farms over allotments decreased fertili-

zation and increased total potato acreage,



CHAFTER ITI

CHANGES IN WHEAT FERTILIZATION IN MICHIGAN

By Farms According to Use of Price Supports and Compliance
with Acreage Allotments in 1950

Although Michigan is not a major wheat producing state wheat is
an important cash crop for many Michigan farmers. In 1950 one-third
of the total cash receipt from the sale of field crops came from
wheat.l6 More farmers sell wheat than any other cash crop grown in
Michigan and therefore have an interest in what happens to its price.

Wheat has many supplementary and complementar& relationships
with other crops in rotations used on Michigan farms. In rotations
where wheat follows early harvested row crops such as beans, silage
corn, or soy beans, the wheat can be sown with a minimum of tillage
operationse In a rotatibn with late harvested row crops like corn
for grain, orvsugar beets, oats follow the row crop and wheat often
follows oats. If a farmer wishes to break up a sod for reseeding he
can often plow early, summer fallow, sow wheat, and reseed the follow-
ing spring. Wheat can either be sold or fed to livestock thus giving
some flexibility to the choice of enterprise combinations,

Most of the decisions on production practices to be followed for
wheat are made prior to planting time., Since all wheat grown in
Michigan is winter wheat, the 1950 wheat crop was planted in the fall

of 1949, This was far ahead of the outbreak of fighting in Korea and

16, Michigan Price Report Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U.S.D.A.
Lansing, August, 1951.

-41-
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the rise of agricultural prices (Figure 2). Some spring top dressing
of wheat is practiced but it can be assumed that practically all of
the commercial fertilizer that was applied to the 1950 wheat crop was
applied at the time of planting,

It was believed that changes in the acreage and fertilization of
wheat from 1949 to 1950 would show effects of the price support pro-
gram on production practices used on Michigan farms. This phase of

the study will be devoted to the analysis of these changes.

FARMS GROUPED BY INTENDED USE OF PRICE SUPPORTS

In order to measure possible changes in production practices
brought about by the price support program, the farms raising wheat
were first grouped according to intended use of price supports for
wheat in 1950,

Group A., Farms whose operators planned to use price supports

for their 1950 wheat crops.

Group Be Farms whose operators had used price supports for

wheat in 1949 but were not planning to use them
in 1950.
Group C. Farms whose operators had not used price supports
for wheat in 1949 and were not planning to use them
in 1950,
There were 333 farms in the survey that had grown wheat in both

1949 and 1950, Of this number, 271 usually sold wheat, and 52 fed all
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wheat produced to livestock. Only farms that usually sold wheat were

included in this phase of the study.

General Information

A great difference was noted in the use of price supports for
wheat as compared with potatoes. Only 8 percent planned to use price
supports in 1950 (Group A)s About 13 percent of the farms were chang-
ing from supports to no supports (Group B), and the remaining 79 per-
cent which did not use price supports either year comprised Group C.

The farms in Groups A and C averaged about the same size, while
those in Group B were considerably larger (Table VI). Either the
larger operators were not interested in cutting acreage in 1950 to
qualify for price supports, or the expected difference in price,
after the outbreak of war in Korea, did not seem to justify the extra
trouble of getting price supports. The larger producers in each of

these studies seemed to be more conscious of changes in prices, etc,

Change in Acreage

The Korean affair could not have affected wheat acreage planted
in the fall of 1949. This is important, as there were major changes
in acreage planted. Group A reduced acreage about 16 percent and
Group B reduced acreage approximately 13 percent. These were signi-
ficant changes. At the same time, Group C showed no change between

acreage grown in 1949 and 1950 (Table VII).



TABLE VI,
WHEAT
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GENERAL INFCORMATICN FCR THE FARMS RAISTNG

-- BY USE OF PRICE SUPPOETS

GROUP A GRCOUP B GROUP C
Number of farms 23 34 21
Average size of farms 188,17 252,96 180,12
Average bushels of wheat
produced in 15L49% 785,47 1036,50 592.29
Average bushels of wheat
usually sold® 580,26 789,12 459,05

* These are averages of farms for which estimates of both the 19L9

production and amounts usually sold were available,

The repre-

sent 19 farms in Group A, 26 farms in Group B, and 189 farms in

Group C.
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Use of Commercial Fertilizer

The changes in fertilization were not as striking as for pota-
toes., However, there were changes that must be recognized (Table VII).
Of the 23 farms planning to use price supports (Group A), 22 used
fertilizer both years. Of the total wheat acreage 90 percent was
fertilized in 1949 as compared with 95 percent in 1950, This group
used 8 pounds or L percent more fertilizer as well as 8 percent
higher analysis fertilizers. This made a total increase of 12 per-
cent over the level of fertilization used in 1949.

The farms changing from supports to no supports (Group B), used
10 pounds less fertilizer per acre on the average, but due to the
use of stronger fertilizers, made no change in units of plant food
per acre. In the group not using price supports either year (Group C)
the 135 farms that used commercial fertilizer in 1949 averaged 216
pounds per acre fertilized which was almost identical with the 215
pounds per acre used by 183 farms in 1950, Although there was no
significant change in pounds per acre, there was an increase in units
of plant food accounted for by the use of fertilizers with higher

analysese

Change in Analysis of Fertilizers Used

All three groups used fertilizers with higher analyses in 1950
than in 1949 (Table VII). Much more 3-=12-12 was used and less 2-12-6,
Nineteen=fifty was the first year that more 3«12<12 was sold in Michi-

gan than 2-12-6, (Appendix B).
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Change in Levels of Fertilization

There was a definite shift in the levels of fertilization by
Group A, This was partially due to a 5 percent larger portion of
the total wheat acreage getting some fertilizer (Figure 9). Little
change was noted in Groups B and C. The three levels established
for this comparison were: low, O to Ll units of plant food per acre;

medium, L5 to 7h units; and high, 75 units and over.

Use of Barnyard Manure

Farmers did not usually use manure on wheat ground. Less than
20 percent of the total wheat acreage was covered in either 1949 or
1950 (Figure 10)e Group C used slightly more manure in 1949 than
the other two groups. Group A covered less acreage than Groups B

and C in 1950.

Use of Green Manure

Less than 10% of the total wheat acreage of the farms in this
survey was preceded by a plow-under crop (Figure 10). Group A in-
creased the acres of green manure used from L percent in 1949 to 12
percent in 1950. Groups B and C showed little change. The total
acres of green manure used are so small that the changes lack sigi-
ficance. Wheat must be planted in the fall in Michigan and green
manure crops have not been used extensively ahead of the wheat crop

in many rotations.
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Use of barnyard menure and plow-under crops in wheat fertilization
in 1949 and 1950, by usc of pricc supports in 1950.
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FARMS GROUPED BY COMPLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS
The second portion of this study deals with acreage allotments
and their effect on wheat acreage on fertilization., The farmers were
grouped as follows:
Group 1. Wheat growers who were under their allotments
intentionally.
Group 2. Wheat growers who were under their allotments
accidentally,

Group 3. Wheat growers who were over their acreage allotments.

General Information

Of the 271 farms that usually sold wheat 255 were definitely
known to be either under or over their allotments. (Table VIII).
About LO percent, 109 farms, were under allotments, and about 60
percent, 150 farms, were over allotments. Of those that had complied,
38 were under allotments intentionally (Group 1) and 67 accidentally
(Group 2)e The farms in Group 1 averaged 229 acres in size, those in
Group 2, 169 acres, and in Group 3, 192 acres. Groups 1 and 3 usually

sold about 30 percent more wheat than Group 2.

Change in Acreage

There were major changes in the acres grown by the three groups
from 1949 to 1950. Group 1 reduced acreage 1l percent and Group 2 re-
duced acreage 12 percent (Table IX)s The farms in Group 2 increased
acreage T percent, None of these groups decreased acreage by as much

as the 19 percent which was the reduction requested by the Secretary
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TABLE VIII, GENERAL INFCRWATION FCR THE FARMS RAISING WHEAT

~- DBY CCIPLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GRCUP 3
Yumber of farms 38 67 150
Aversge size of farms 228.63 168,52 192.k2
Average bushels of wheatl
preduced in 1949% 680,03 51},02 726463
Average bushels of wheat
usuelly sold* 513.L3 392,82 570,56

* These are averages of farms for which estimates of both the 1949

producticn and amounts usually sold were aveileble.
32 farms in Grovp 1, 55 farms in Group 2,

The represent

and 133 farms in Group 3.
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of Agriculture (Table I). Although the farms in Group 2 were alleg-
edly under their allotments accidentally, 5 definitely planned to use
price supports in 1950, 2 were considering their use, and a total of

12 had used price supports for wheat in 1949.

Use of Commercial Fertilizer

Changes in pounds of fertilizer used were relatively small. How-
ever, there were larger differences in units of plant food used per
acre (Table IX). Of the 38 farms under allotments intentionally, there
were 33 farms using commercial fertilizer in 1949 and 34 in 1950. The
percent of wheat acreage fertilized was the same for both years, The
pounds per acre used show a 5 percent decrease, but the use of higher
analysis fertilizers brought about a 5 percent increase in the units
of plant food used per acre, Of the 67 farms under allotments acci-
dentally, 61 had used fertilizers in 1949 and 62 in 1950. A total of
91 percent of the total acreage of this group was fertilized both
years. About 5 more pounds and 5 additional units of plant food were
used per acre in 1950 than in 1949. This made an 11 percent increase
in actual plant food. Much of this increase was again due to the use
of higher analysis fertilizers. The farms over allotments used the
same average amounts of fertilizer in 1950 and in 1949. The use of .
higher analysis fertilizers, however, brought about a 5 percent in-
crease in units of plant food spread per acre. Of the 150 farms in
this group, 132 covered 89 percent of the total wheat acreage in 1949,

and 130 used fertilizer on 89 percent of the wheat ground in 1950,
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The striking similarity among the three groups was that less than 1
percent change was made in the percent of acreage fertilized from

1949 to 1950,

Change in Levels of Fertilization

All three groups show shifts in levels of fertilization (Figure
11). Groups 1 and 3 increased units of plant food used per acre S
percent and Group 2 increased 11 percent. As stated previously these
increases in units of plant food were due to the use of fertilizers of

higher analysis,.

Use of Barnyard Manure

Only a small share of the total wheat acreage was covered with
manure (Figure 12), Group 1 covered about 18 percent of its wheat
acreage both years. Group 3 used manure on less acreage but was con=-
sistent with 13 percent of the wheat land in 1950 and 1} percent in
1949 being covered. Only Group 2 showed much change. Of the total
acreage for this group 28 percent was covered in 1949 and 18 percent

in 1950, No measure was attempted of the tons spread per acre,

Use of Plow=Under Crops

Plow-under crops were used on only a small percentage of the
total wheat acreage and the figures can not be considered as having
much significance, The percent of total acres preceded by a plow-

under crop for each group is shown in Figure 12,
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SUMMARY

The farms that were planning to use price supports reduced
acreage 16 percent and increased the- average amount of units of
plant food used per acre 18 percent. Farms changing to no supports
decreased acreage 13 percent but showed little change in fertiliza-
tion, Farms not using price supports either year held acreage
constant and used the same amounts of fertilizer in terms of pounds
in 1950 as were used in 1949. However, the use of fertilizers of
higher analyses gave this group a small increase in units of plant
food used per acre, Very little barnyard mamure or green manure
was used on wheat,

In the second half of the wheat study there were only minor
differences in the amounts of fertilizer used by each group. How=
ever, farms under allotments intentionally, and those under allot-
ments accidentally, decreased acreage 1l percent and 12 percent
respectively while farms over allotments increased total wheat acre-
age 7 percent from 1549 to 1950.

The farms planning to use price supports have decreased acre-
age and increased fertilization while farms not using price supports
made little change. This supports the original hypothesis of the
study. When the farms were sorted according to compliance with
acreage allotments the evidence appeared less conclusive but the

tendency was in the same direction.



CHAPTER IV

CHANGES IN BEAN FERTILIZATION IN MICHIGAN

By Farms According to Use of Price Supports and Compliance
with Acreage Allotments in 1950

The purpose of this phase of the study is to determine the effect
of price supports and acreage allotments on the fertilization of beans.
Price supports for dry beans were not mandatory uhder the Agricultural
Act of 1949, However, Secretary Brannan saw fit to include them under
the protection that price supports afford to producers.

Effective operation of any price support program requires a prac-
tical balance between supplies and requirements. The all-time record
crop of 20 million bags in 1949 put a large supply of beans in storage.
It was estimated that a carry-over of 10,150,000 bags would be on hand
on September 1, 1950, when the 1950 crop started rolling to market.

It was deemed necessary to reduce production in order to shrink this
tremendous carry-over of beans., Since the price mechanism was not
allowed to function freely, it was necessary to reduce production by
reducing acreage. Therefore, acreage allotments were placed on bean
growers allowing approximately 80 percent of their normal acreage.

"With the price-support-acreage-allotment program in effect,

and assuming good cooperation by producers and average yields,

the 1950 crop will likely total around 13,000,000 bags, cleaned
basis. Adding the estimated carry-over as of September 1, 1950,
of 10,150,000 bags, and probable imports of 50,000 bags in 1950=51,

gives a total supply of 23,200,000 bags for the year ending
September 1, 1951,
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"Domestic disappearance and exports for this same period are
estimated as 15,500,000 bags, which would leave a carry-over of
7,700,000 bags on September 1, 1951, This reserve is probably
more than would be necessary to stabilize supplies at the contem=
plated levels of production and consumption. But experience has
proved that dry bean yields may fluctuate considerably from year
to year, and the size of the 1950 crop could vary substantially
from the estimate." 17

The 1950 crop did vary substantially from the estimate., Instead
of 13,000,000 bags of beans, approximately 15,128,000 bags were pro-
duced in 1950.1 | However, this was a 24 percent decrease from the 1949
crop of 19,890,000 bags. The national acreage also decreased 19 per=-
cent:} ? which was almost the exact reduction, 20 percent, requested by

the Sesretary of Agriculture.

FARMS GROUPED BY INTENDED USE OF PRICE SUPPORTS

One hundred seventy of the 578 farmers in this over-all survey
grew beans in both 1949 and 1950. In order to measure the effect of
the governmental price support program on changes in fertilization
the 170 farms were divided into three groups according to intended

use of price supports:

17. Dry Edible Bean Program for 1950, Production and Marketing Admin-
istration, United States Department of Agriculture, Washington
25, D.C, March, 1950.

18, Crop Production, Crop Reporting Board of the Bureau of Agricultur-
al Economics, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.
August 10, 1951.

19. Crop Production, (Annual Summary), Crop Reporting Board, Bureau
of Agricultural Economics, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C. December, 1950.
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Group Ae Farms whose operators planned to use price supports
for their 1950 bean cropse.

Group B. Farms whose operators had used mrice supports in 1949
but were not planning to use them in 1950.

Group C. Farms whose operators had not used price supports for

beans in 1949 and were not planning to use them in 1950.

The farms in Group A were expected to have reduced acreage and
increased fertilization. Group B, because of the number of operators
in this group who had originally planned to use price supports, was
expected to react similarly to Group A, Little change in fertilization

was foreseen for Group C.

General Information

Forty-two of the 170 farms were planning to use price supports in
1950 (Group A)e Thirty-four had used supports in 1949 but were nét
planning to use them in 1950, (Group B), and 94 farms, 56 percent, did
not use price supports either year and fell into Group C (Table X).
There was little variation in average size of farm of the three groups.
However, the groups did vary in average bushels of beans usually sold.
Group A led with 340 bushels, Group B was second with 305, while the
farmers in Group C sold an average of 264 bushels, This would indicate
that the larger bean producers are taking greater cognizance of the
price support programe All three groups indicated that a larger than
average crop had been harvested in 1949. On a national basis, the 1949

bean crop was the largest ever harvested in this country., Many of the



TABLE X, GENLRAL INFCRMATICH FOR THE FARMS RA
-- BY USE CF PRICE SUP

BEANS
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ISTNG

PORTS

GRCU? A GROJP B GROUP C
Number of farms L2 3L 9l
Average size of farms 168,60 175.00 165,30
Average bushels of beans
produced in 19L9 * 151,56 401,54 325.55
Average bushels of beans
usually sold * 340434 304,64 263,85

* These are averages of farms for which estimates of both the 1SL9

production end amounts usually sold were available,

They repre-

sent 32 farms in Group A, 31 farms in Group B, and 65 farms in

Grcrup C.
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farmers were pessimistic about the outlook for the 1950 crop. 20

Changes in Bean Acreage

Farms whose operators were planning to use price supports were
expecied to have reduced acreages. Those in Group A of the bean study
did cut acreage but only by 6 percent (Table XI). The farms that were
changing from supports to no supports increased acreage 5 percent.
Some of these were believed to have refused to reduce acreage and when
compliance with acreage allotments was made a prerequisite for price
supports they left the program. The 94 farms in Group C are the ones
that seemingly threw awrench into the production control program. The
operators who did not use price supports either year increased produc-
tion 25 percent over 1949. The total acreage increase of this group
was seven times greater than the total acreage decrease of the 3L
farms planning to use price supports (Group A).

As was stated in the potato study, the present price support pro-

gram tends to hold prices up for all producers by taking a quantity of

20, Just prior to the time that the survey was taken in Sanilac and
Saginaw counties, the bean growers had taken a terrible beating by
heavy rains and flash floods. The following was printed in the
Annual Summary of Crop Production in December, 1950:

"In Michigan, a sharp decrease of 19 percent in the harvested
acreage occurred, and the yield was down from 1,100 pounds in
1949 to 950 this year. Production is estimated at 3,312,000 bags
compared with 5,502,000 bags in 1949. The crop was planted a
little earlier than usual, and the favorable weather which followed
resulted in rapid development of the crop. However, beginning in
late July, frequent rains, continuing on to the end of the season,
drowned out many whole fields and caused such severe damage to
others that growers did not consider them worth harvesting.™
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the total production off the market. Thus, when farmers see their
neighbors cutting production to go along with the government's con-
trol program, it is not uncommon for them to increase their own

acreage.

Changes in the Use of Commercial Fertilizer

The expected results were that farms planning to use price sup-
ports had increased the use of commercial fertilizer in 1950 while
farms not using price supports would have made little change in
fertilization.

The farms planning to use price supports, (Group A), used more
fertilizer than the other farms in the study (Table XI). This group
also increased the average pounds of fertilizer used per acre from
161 pounds in 1949 to 171 pounds in 1950. A significant 11 pound in-
crease in pounds of fertilizervused per acre was made by Group Be
These two increases occurred while Group C, which had a 25 percent
increase in acreage, decreased the rate of fertilization by 5 percent.
This change lacked significance.

Of greater importance were the changes in units of plant food
used per acre. Group B used fertilizers that averaged 8 percent higher
analysis in 1950 than those used in 1949, Thus the average units per
acre for this group, which was also affected by the increased pounds
per acre, jumped 17 percent. Group A used only slightly higher analy-
sis fertilizers in 1950, but this change multiplied by the 10 pound

increase per acre accounted for an 8.5 percent increase in average units
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per acre. The farmers in Group C were using fertilizers of higher
analysis. Many of the potato farmers in this study grow beans as an
additional cash crop but do not use price supports as much as the
bean growners of the Saginaw valley and Sanilac County. However,
they buy fertilizers of higher analysis for their potatoes and use

these same kinds of fertilizer on their beans.

Changes in Levels of Fertilization

The increases in rates of fertilization made by farms planning
to use price supports and those that had used price supports in 1949
are shown graphically in Figure 13 ., In order to show these changes
three relative levels of fertilization were established for beans.
These three levels were measured in units of plant food used per acre.
Less than 12 units per acre was classified as low; from 12 to 35 units
as mediumy and 36 units or over as high. These levels interpreted
into pounds would be from O to 59, 60 to 179, and 180 pounds and over
of 2-12-6, If 3-12-12 were being used, the levels would be divided
at Ll pounds and 133 pounds per acre. These two analyses were most
commonly used on beans on the farms studied. Almost half of the 1950
acreage gromn by Group A received 36 or more active units per acre.
Approximately 7 percent of the acreage receiving medium amounts of
fertilizer in 1949 were shifted to the higher level in 1950, The
shift made by Group B, although less apparent, proved to be statisti-
cally significant as previously mentioned. Group C appears in Figure 13.
to have increased fertilization but the average had actually fallen

slightly,
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Change in Analysis of Fertilizers Used

Group B increased the use of higher analysis fertilizers in 1950
and averaged 24,6 units per hundredweight of commercial fertilizer as
compared with 22,7 units in 1949, This increased amount, however,
was approximately the same as already was being used by the other two

groups.

Use of Barnyard Manure

There was little change from 1949 to 1950 in percent of acreage
covered with barnyard manure (Figure 1), Farms planning to use price
supports covered about 2l percenty farms changing to .mo supports, 29
percent; and farms not using price supports, approximately 13 percent,
In the latter case, many of the farmers were growing potatoes and most
of their manure was used on potato ground., The results indicate no
change in use of barnyard manure on beans as a result of the price

support programe.

Use of Green Manure

Less than one quarter of the bean ground was preceded by green
manure crops (Figure 1l;). Changes were noted, however., Group A in-
creased from 22 to 28, the percent of bean acreage receiving plow-
under crops, and Group C moved upward from 1l; to 19 percent. Group B

dropped from 33 percent to 23 percent.
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FARMS GROUPED BY COMPLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

Bean acreage allotments were in effect in 1950 following the
record crop of 1949. It was expected that farms going along with
acreage allotments intentionally, i.e., in order to be eligible for
price supports, would have reduced acreage and increased rate . of
fertilization. In order to test the effect of acreage allotments

the farmers were divided into three groups:

Group le Bean growers who were under their allotments
intentionally.

Group 2., Bean growers who were under their allotments
accidentally.

Group 3. Bean growers who were over their acreage allotments,

General Information

A total of 157 of the original 170 bean growers in this study
knew their 1950 allotments. They also gave their reasons for being
under or over the prescribed acreage for their farms. This permitted
the division of these 157 farms into the three groups described above
(Table XII)e Thirty-one farms were under allotments in order to get
price supports or go along with the government program (Group 1).
Twenty-five farmers were said to be under allotments by mere coinci-
dence or due to no special planning (Group 2). The big majority of
the farms, 101, had planted acreage in excess of their allotments

(Group 3).
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TABLE XII., GEI'ERAL INFORIATION FOR THE FARMS RAISTNG BRANS
-- BY COPLIANCE WITH ACRLEAGE ALLCTMENTS

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3

Numbver of farms 31 25 101
Average size of farms 185,71 195.56 160,018
Average bushels of beans

produced in 15LS™ L75.96 380.88 374,52
Average bushels of beans

usually sold* 381.25 262.65 275,013

* These are averages of farms for which estimates of both the 1949
production and amounts usually sold were available, They repre-
sent 2l farms in Group 1, 17 farms in Group 2, and 72 farms in
Group 3.
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The average size of farms in the three groups showed that those
under allotments (Groups 1 and 2) averaged considerably larger than
the farms over allotments. There is a definite tendency for the
larger farms to be making more use of the price support provisions of
the agricultural program than smaller farms.

The average production figures for 1949 were: Group A, 476 bush-
els; Group B, 381 bushelsy and Group C, 375 bushels, All three groups
indicated that their 1949 production was approximately one-third

greater than the amount of beans normally sold.

Changes in Bean Acreage

The farms that intentionally went along with the production con-
trol program, (Group 1) decreased acreage by 9 percent. Group 2, those
farms under allotments accidentally, went even further reducing their
acreage by 23 percent. The total reduction of these two groups, how-
ever, was more than offset by the 30 percent increase in total bean
acreage by the 101l farms in Group 3. Many students of price control
programs had feared this type of reaction on the part of farmers. It
was thought that some would reduce acreage in order to receive a guar-
anteed price that might be higher than the expected open market price.
The manner in which the government is forced to maintain the price of
beans and other grains by law makes it possible for farmers to ignore
allotments, increase acreage and sell this increased production on the
open market which is indirectly supported by the government. This ine
direct support comes by way of the government's legal responsibility

to buy the grain from those producers who went along with the program.
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This, of course, is a strong argument for direct payments.

Use of Commercial Fertilizer

The farms complying with acreage allotments were expected to have
used more fertilizer per acre in 1950 than in 1949 and also to have
used more fertilizer per acre than farms over allotments. The farms
over allotments were expected to have little change in fertilization.

Farms under allotments intentionally (Group 1) increased the rate
of fertilization from 128 to 153 pounds per acre (Table XIII). This
was a 25 pound or 19 percent increase. They fertilized a 6 percent
smaller portion of their total bean acreage, however, and used fertili-
zers that averaged 6 percent weaker than those used in 1949, Theactual
increase in fertilization, as measured by units of plant food per acre
fertilized, was 12 percent.

Farms under allotments accidentally (Group 2) increased by 13 per-
cent the portion of total acres fertilized but used 15.5 percent less
fertilizer per acre. This group led in pounds per acre both years but
dropped from an average of 198 pounds in 1949 to 167 pounds in 1950.
This 31 pound decrease and the use of 5 percent weaker fertilizer ac-
counted for a 19 percent drop in active units per acre fertilized.

Farms over allotments (Group 3) did not react as expected. This
groups had increased acreage 30 percent amd little change was antici-
pated in fertilization. The rate of application averaged 143 pounds
per acre in 1949 and 151 pounds in 1950, This 5 percent increase multi-
plied by a surprising 10.6 percent increase in strength of fertilizer

used, gave Group 3 a large gain of 16 percent in units of plant food
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per acre fertilized.

Change in Levels of Fertilization

The actual levels of fertilization used by the groups, measured
in terms of units of plant food, show increases for Groups 1 and 3

and a decrease for Group 2 (Figure 15).

Change in Analysis of Fertilizers Used

The units of plant food per hundredweight of commercial fertilizer
used varied considerably in allthree groups from 1949 to 1950 (Table
XIII). It is difficult to know whether the chanées in analysis of
fertilizers used should be attributed to intentional planning on the
part of farmers or to the fertilizer manufacturers and distributors
who have recently been pushing the sale of fertilizers of higher analy-
ses. Regardless of where the credit may lie, the crops benefit from
increased units of plant food per hundredweight and the cost per unit

of plant food is less when stronger fertilizers are u.sed.21

Use of Barnyard Manure

Farms raising beans under acreage allotments intentionally (Group 1)
used more barnyard manure than Groups 2 and 3 (Figure 16). This group
also increased the percent of acres covered from 21 to 27. Groups 2 and
3 both showed slight decreases in 1950, Farms under allotments acciden-
tally (Group 2) covered 16 percent of their bean acreage in 1949 and
1 percent in 1950, Group 3 covered about 20 percent in 1949 and 16

percent in 1950.

2le Michigan State College has been encouraging the manufacture and use
of stronger fertilizers because of the greater economy to the farm-:
er and saving of labor.
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Use of Plow-Under Crops

There were definite variations in the use of plow-under crops by
the three groups (Figure 16). Group 1l increased the percent of acre-
age preceded by a green mamure crop from 2 to 35. Group 2 used this
means of fertilization for 9 percent of its total acreage both years.
Group 3, farms over allotments, decreased acreage preceded by green
manure crops from 2} percent in 1949 to 20 percent in 1950, Thus
Group 1 made substantially greater use of plow-under crops in 1950

than in 1949 and used more green mamure than Groups 2 and 3 in 1950.

SUMMARY

Acreage allotments were placed on beans in 1950 after an all-
time record crop in 1949. Farms had to be under their bean allotments
to be eligible for price supportse.

The first portion of the bean study, which attempted to show the
effect of intended use of price supports on fertilization, resulted in
the following conclusions. Farms planning to use price supports re=
duced acreage 6 percent and increased the rate of fertilization 6 per-
cent. Farms changing from supports to no supports increased acreage
6 percent and raised fertilization 8 percent. The farms that used no
support either year increased planted acreage 25 percent and decreased
fertilization 5 percent.

The second portion of the study, which attempted to measure the
effects of compliance with acreage allotments on fertilization, brought

forth these results. Farms intentionally under allotments reduced
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acreage 9 percent and increased the rate of fertilization 19 percent.
They also made greater use of barnyard manure and plow-under crops.
Farms accidentally under allotments decreased acreage 23 percent and
decreased the rate of fertilization 15,5 percent. Farms over allot-
ments increased acreage 30 percent, increased pounds per acre 5 per-
cent, and used higher analysis fertilizer.

The results indicate that farms intentionally reducing acreage
have attempted to substitute capital in the form of fertilizer for
lande Thus a reduction in acreage by farms planning to use price sup-
ports probably did not result in an equal percentage decrease in pro-

duction.



CHAPTER V

CHANGES IN CORN FERTILIZATION IN MICHIGAN

By Farms According to Compliance with
Acreage Allotments in 1950

Corn was the most important crop grown on the farms in this study.
In most cases it was used for feed on the farms where it was moduced.
Of the 578 farms visited, 519 grew corn in 1950, Only L8 of this num-
ber usually sold corn. Thus 90 percent of the farms grew corn but
only about 10 percent of those raising corn usually had corn to sell.

The Production and Marketing Administration has seen fit to in-
clude most of the southefn Michigan counties in the commercial corn
growing area of the nation. All of the counties in this study except
Sanilac had acréage allotments in 1950, However, farmers who fed
their corn were not forced to reduce acreage nor was there any special
incentive for them to do so.

This phase of the study is limited to the farms that usually sold
corn. The reason for this is that it was believed that only these
would have been affected by the price support program. This is not
entirely true since stabilizing of the price of corn at a level above
the normal market price in the long run might encourage Michigan farm—
ers to grow a larger share of the corn they need for feed., However,
this would not be reflected by changes in fertilization during one
year of acreage allotments,

The changes in corn fertilization by farms according to intended

-179 -
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use of price supports were not measureds Only 7 farmers in this study
were planning to use price supports in 1950 (Group A). Nine of the L8
operators who usually sold corn had used price supports in 1949, Four
of these were not planning to use supports in 1950, Thus, L farms
fell into Group B. The remaining 37 farmers did not use price sup-
ports either year (Group C)e The first two groups were too small to

give significance to changes in acreage or fertilization.

FARMS GROUPED BY COMPLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

The farms were grouped to compare changes in fertilization made
by those under acreage allotments in 1950 with those farms over corn
acreage allotments. Nineteen farmers had complied and 29 had not.
Only 3 farms were under corn allotments intentionally, according to
the data collected in the studv. These were included with the 16
that complied by coincidence.z 2 It is believed that changes in acre=-
age and fertilization shown can not be attributed to the price sup-
port program since 16 of the 19 farms under allotments claimed to

have complied by accident,

General Information

Farms under allotments usually sold an average of 1,177 bushels
of corn while the other group marketed an average of 1,006 bushels

per year (Table XIV)., Corn yields in Michigan were exceptionally

22, Separate groups had been made for farms under allotments inten-
tionally and those under allotments accidentally in the potato,
wheat, and bean studies.
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TABLE XIV, GIQIERAL INFCRMATION FOR THEI FARMS RAISING CCRN
BY COMPLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

FARMS UND:R ACRE-
AGE ALLOTMENTS

FARMS OVER ACRE-
AGE ALLCTMENTS

Nunmber of ferms
Aversge size of farms

Average bushels of corn
produced in 1919 *

Average bushels of corn
usuallu sold *

19

113.L4

181).1033

1177.00

8le71

1005460

* These are the averages of farms for which estimates of both the
19,9 producticn and amounts usually sold were available, They
represent 15 of the farms under acreage sllotments, snd 20 of
the farms over acresge allotments,
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high in 1949 and the farms in this study were well above their normal
production, However, most of these farms fed part of their corn to
livestock and the average bushels produced in 1949 cannot be com-

pared directly with the average amounts of corn usually sold.

Changes in Corn Acreage

Farms under allotments decreased corn acreage 23 percent while
farms over allotments increased acreage 10 percent (Table XV). Changes
were expected since the first group included all those farms making
important acreage decreases by definition. Farms making large in-
creases had to fall into the group of farms over allotments unless
their historical averages of corn acreage were considerably higher
than their 1949 planted acreages. The total corn acreage for the L3
farms showed little change. A total of 1,432 acres were planted in
1549, and 1,394 acres in 1950. This was a L8 acre decrease, or about

3 percent less than the 1949 acreage.

Use of Commercial Fertilizer

The farms under allotments had fertilized only 36 percent of their
corn acreage in 1949 (Table XV). In 1950, the same group fertilized
51 percent. No explanation was found for the large portion of the acre-
age not fertilized. On farms over allotments, 8L percent of the acreage
received commercial fertilizer in 1949 and 88 percent in 1950. The
farms over allotments also used more fertilizer per acre both years.
The average rate varied only 3 one~hundredths of a pound, from 159.66

in 1949 to 159,69 in 1950. The other group put on 15 more pounds per acre
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in 1950 but had used only 120 pounds per acre in 1949.

Change in Analysis of Fertilizers Used

Both groups used fertilizers of higher analysis in 1950. This
accounted for part of the 15 percent increase in average units of
plant food used per acre by farms under acreage allotments, and for

all of the 5 percent increase on farms over allotments.

Change in Levels of Fertilization

The shifts in levels of fertilization support the data given
above for increases in the amount of plant food used by both groups
(Figure 17). A large portion of the acreage on farms under acreage
allotments had received no fertilizer. Therefore three levels of
fertilization uéed are: low, no fertilizer; medium, from 1 to 200
pounds of 2-12-6, or 1 to 140 pounds of 3-12-12, or equivalent
amounts of other fertilizers; high, over 200 pounds of 2-12-6, or
over 140 pounds of 3-12-12, or any amount of other fertilizers that

contain 4O or more units of plant food.

Use of Barnyard Manure

A larger percentage of the corn acreage received manure than

wheat or beans, but not as much as potatoes. There was little differ-

ence in the percent of acreage covered by the two groups in 1949.
However, farms under allotments had reduced acreage 23 percent, and
by applying about the same amount of manure, increased from 28 per-
cent to.h2 percent the portion of corn land covered with barnyard

manure (Figure 18). Operators of farms over acreage allotments
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corn acreago Gllotmonts.
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covered 2 percent of their corn land in 1949 and 3} percent in 1950,

Use of Plow=Under Crops

There was little difference between the two groups in the percent
of acres preceded by a plow-under crope. The figures for farms under
acreage allotments show an increase from 15 percent in 1949 to 30 per-
cent in 1950. An almost identical change on farms over allotments
shows 18 percent of the 1949 corn land receiving a green manure crop

as compared with 31 percent of the 1950 corn land.

SUMMARY

Corn was grown on 519 of the 578 farms in the study. Only L8
farms usually had corn to sell, Only 3 farmers were under acreage
allotments intentionally. Therefore, it is believed that changes
shown in acreage and fertilization of corn can not be attributed to
the price support program.

Farms under allotments decreased corn acreage 23 percent while
farms over allotments had increased acreage 10 percent. Farms under
allotments also increased the average rate of fertilization in 1950
while those exceeding allotments made no change in pounds per acre.
Both groups used fertilizers of higher analyses in 1950, It should
be noted that farms over allotments used m;re fertilizer per acre

and also used it on a much higher percentage of their corn land in

both 1949 and 1950,
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There was little difference in the use of barnyard manure and
green manure crops by the two groups. Both made greater use of

these two means of fertilization in 1950 than in 1949.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The government's attempts to control produg%%on are believed
to bring about changes in production practices oﬁ farms. Acreage
allotments were placed on potatoes, wheat, beans and corn in 1950.
This was the first time allotments had been used since 1943. Com-
pliance with acreage allotments was required to be eligible for
price supports. The purpose of this study is to show the effects
of the price support and production control programs on acreage
and fertilization practices on potatoes, wheat, beans, and corn in
Michigan in 1950,

The hypotheses for this study are: that farms using price
supports and complying with acreage allotments are using more
fertilizer than farms not using price supports and not complying
with acreage allotments; and,that farms using price supports and
complying with acreage allotments made greater increases in aver=
age amounts of fertilizer used per acre from 1949 to 1950 than
farms that did not. Companion hypotheses for the study are: that
farms using price supports and complying with acreage allotments
reduced acreage of controlled cropsj and, farms not using price
supports and not complying with acreage allotments either main-
tained or increased the acreage of controlled crops.

The support prices for 1950 were relatively high and, at

-89 -
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planting time of the crops studied, seemed to be as high or higher
than the expected open market price.s Therefore there was a price
incentive to farmers for staying under their acreage allotments.
Some farmers reduced acreage intentionally in order to have the
price insurance that price supports provide or to taﬁi advantage
of a higher price., Since acreage was in effect rationed, it was
expected that farmers would attempt to substitute capital in the
form of fertilizer for land, the rationed factor of production.

The memory of the agricultural price collapse that followed
World War I still lingered in the minds of farm leaders and they
wouldn't let Congress forget what had happened. The flexible
price supports of the Agricultural Act of 1948 had been replaced
with the relatively high support levels of the Agricultural Act of
1949. With decreased demand for agricultural commodities follow-
ing the end of World War II, mrices naturally began to fall. Stor-
age stocks increased and harmful surpluses were feared. The
Secretary of Agriculture had set acreage allotments for 1950 as a
barrier against surplus accumulstion.

The originel planning for the project of which this study is
a part was done during the Spring of 1950, Agricultural prices had
reached an all-time high in 1948. The whole economy was going into

a slight recession which had some promise of becoming serious.



- 91

However, in June 1950, the Korean affair brought this country into
limited warfare. Agricultural prices started upward. Not only
did the trend in agricultural prices reverse itself but the likeli-
hood was that prices farmers received would be as high or higher
than the price support levels. This was the situation when the
interviews were taken from July 15 to September 15, 1950,

The farmers! plans and decisions as to acreage and fertiliza-
tion, in most cases, were already made and could not be changed.
Therefore, the outbreak of fighting, with the resultant change in
demand for agricultural commodities, did not invalidate this study.
It did, however, force changes in methodology used in determining
the effect of the price support program on fertilizatione.

In order to measure the effect of the price support program
two groupings were useds The farms were first divided according to
intended use of price supports:

Group A. Farms whose operators were planning to use price

supports for the particular crop in 1950.
Group B. Farms whose operators had used price supports for
the particular crop in 1949 but were not planning,:
at the time the survey was taken, to use them in 1950,

Group C. Farms whose operators had not used price supports for

the particular crop in 1949 and were not planning to

use them in 1950,
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Changes made in acreage and fertilization were tabulated and aver-
ages were established for the groupse The second division which
was used to further test the effect of the price support program
on production practices was based on compliance with acreage al-
lotmentss

Group l. Farms under acreage allotments intentionally.

Group 2. Farms under acreage allotments accidentally.

Group 3. Farms over acreage allotments,

It was expected that farms planning to use price supports,
and those complying with acreage allotments intentionally, would
have reduced acreage and increased fartilization (Groups A and 1).
The farms not using price supports and those over allotments were
expected to make little change in fertilization while maintaining
or increasing acreage (Groups C and 3). The changes on farms that
had used price supports in 1949 but were not planning to use them
in 1950 (Group B) and farms under allotments accidentally (Group 2)
were expected to lie between those mentioned above for the other
groups. These assumptiéns were proven to be generally true.

In the preceding chapters the groups described above are used
to measure the effect of the price support program and acreage al-
lotments on acreage and fertilization practices on Michigan farms

for potatoes, wheat, beans, and corn in 1950,
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The results of these individual crop studies are brought to-

gether here in order to summarize and compare the changes found in

acreage and fertilization.

TABLE XVI,

CHANGES IN ACREAGE AND FERTILIZATION OF POTATOES, WHEA

BEANS, AND CORN IN MICHIGAN BY GROUPS ACCORDING TO USE

OF PRICE SUPFORTS

IN 1950.

GROUP A

GROUP B

GROUP C

CROP Planning to use |[Changing from sup{ Not using supports
price supports ports to no sup. either year
Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change
Acre.] 1lbs Junits|Acre.| lbs [units|Acre.| lbs |units ]
Potatoes O | +17 | 19 | +9 412 | 412 | «2 *l +l
Wheat -16 o | 12 |=13 -5 0 0 -1 -3
Beans 6| 46 ] 49| +5 +8 | «17 |+25 | =5 | =7
Corn - - - - - - - - - J
TABLE XVII, CHANGES IN ACREAGE AND FERTILIZATION OF POTATOES, WHEAT
BEANS, AND CORN IN MICHIGAN BY GROUPS ACCORDING TO COM-
PLIANCE WITH ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS IN 1950
GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 *
CROP Under Acreage al-| Under Acreage Over acreage
lotments inten- Allotments allotments
tionally accidentally
Percent Change | Percent Change Percent Change
Acre.| lbs junitsjAcre.| lbs [units|Acre.| lbs,|units
Potatoes =10 | 10 | 213 | 9 220 | 220 |«17 -7 -8
Wheat 11| -5 ]| +5 |-21 42 | +11 | 7 0 | «5
Beans =9 | «19 | <12 |=23 =16 | =19 |+30 +5 |+16
Corn - - - —23 712 -rls 710 0 15
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Summaries for the individual crop studies are given at the end
of each chapter,

Farms planning to use price supports in 1950 reduced acreage
and increased fertilization with the important exception of those in
the potato study. The potato farms that were to use price supports
in 1950 had not reduced acreage. The manner in which potat6 allot-
ments are handled in the counties permitted the potato producers in
the study to get price supports without being forced to reduce acre-
age if they were really geared to produce potatoes,

Farms not using price supports either year varigﬁbﬁgzgfthe crops.
The potato farmers in this category made little change in either
fertilization or acreage and the same was true for the wheat farmers,
The bean growers increased acreage 25 percent and decreased units of
plant food used per acre 7 percent.

The results support the hypothesis that farms using price supports
made greater increases in average amounts of fertilizer used per acre
from 1949 to 1950.

All of the groups of farms that were under acreage allotments
intentionally, reduced acreage significantly and increased fertiliza-
tion., The fertilization increases were highly significant for pota-
toes and beans,

Farms over acreage allotments had increased acreage 30 percent
for beans, 17 percent for potatoes, 10 percent for corn, and 7 percent

for wheat, Practically no change occurred in pounds of fertilizer
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used per acre for the farms over acreage allotments that grew wheat
and corn. However, the bean farms increased fertilization signifi-
cantly while the potato farms decreased fertilization significantly.

The results of the corn and bean study strongly support the
hypothesis that farms complying with acreqge allotments made greater 2
' increases in average amounts of fertilizer used per acre from 1949
to 1950, In the case of the wheat study, although the results were
not conclusive they followed the general trend.

The data compiled on the use of barnyard manure and plow-under
crops show no consistent changes towards either an increase in the
use of these two means of fertilization by farms under allotments,
farms over allotmenté, farms planning to use price supports, or
farms not planning to use price supports.

Higher analysis fertilizers were being used in 1950 than 1949
on the crops studied. This accounted for a portion of many of the
gains in average units of plant food per acre.

The conclusion to be drawn from this study is that governmental g
attempts to control production of agricultural commodities by using %
acreage allotments will be offset, at least in part, by the use of ’

improved production practices.
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Michigan State College
Aug., 1950 (Rev. 2)

/

Agr. Econs Depts
‘and S. R. S.

. FARM MANAGEMENT SURVEY

All information in this schedule is strictly confidential and under
the control of the Agricultural Ecoromics Department of Michigan
State College. Names of persons interviewed in this survey will
not be made public in any way.

County

Tract number

Township
1 ]

Interviewer

Dates 2£ Calls and Interview

Call . Call Interview completed
Number Date Time of day Yes No
1,
2,
3.

We're making a special farm management survey in several counties in Michigan
this summer, We're particulquy interested in crops grown on Michigan farms, in
the use and sale of ecrops, and in farmers' ideas about price supports for farm

rroducts.

We're talking with some of the farmers in County this week. We
pick out the farms to be visited by chance and talk with the operators.

First I need some information about the size of your farm.

1. wa many acres do you farm altogether whether owned or rented?
(If less than 70 acres, terminate the interview)

2. How many acres do you own?

(If the answers to question 1 and 2

are the same, omit question 3.)

3. How many acres do you rent?

as Is all of this rented from the same owner?
be What is the name of the owner and number of acres rented from each

owner?

(1) Name Acres
(2) Name Acres
(3) Name Acres

(Sée separate instructions for method of deciding whether or not to

complete the interview.)



1.

=2= Tract No.

SECTION I

Now I would like to sketch a map of your farm to help us get a better picture
of your cropping and soils programs.

[ ] ] L[] (] (] o L] ® L[]
[ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] ] [}
[ * [ ] . L] [} ] [} [ ]
L4 L] [ ] L] L] L] [ ] L] L]
. ] L[] ] L] ° [ ] L] L
L] [ ] (] [ ] (] L] L] L) L]

(Assign a number to each field for reference in getting land use and soils
data. Use farmer's numbering system if he has one, Indicate acreage and
1950 crop for each field and transfer to page 3.)
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-3- Tract No.

———

2. Land Use and Soil Treatment (Complete the table below for each field)

a. On this field No. where you have corn, did you apply commercial fertil-
izer this year? How much per acre? What analysis? What did you raise on
that field last year? Did you use commercial fertilizer? How much? What
analysis? (Repeat for each field in corn, then proceed to other row crops,
to wheat and small grains, and to hay and tillable pasture.)

Which of these fields did you put manure on this year? Which did you put it
on last year? Did you have a plow-under crop on any of these fields this
year? Last year?

b. On these fields in non-tillable pasture, did you apply any commercial fer-
tilizer or manure? (Check to be sure that every field on the map is
accounted for.)

1950 Crop and Soil Treatment || 1949 Crop and Soil Treatment
Field|pcres Comm. Fert. P Comm. Fert.,
No. Crop Man-} Flow Crop Ib Man- | Plow
. Lbs+/ | pnal,|ure | under 5+/ |ana1
acre acre * jure | under
Till.
|
Total 200X xxx | xxx |xxx | xoex blo'e’s 4 xxXx xxx [xox ;xxx
Other
TJotal X0 x| XxxX [xxx | xxx XX X | xxx oox | oxxx

c. How many tons of commercial fertilizer did you buy in 19507
in 19497

d. How many acres of wheat do you intend to plant this fall?
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- b Tract No.

SISCTION Il

Ve are also interested in what Michigan farmers did with some of their crops
last year, and to what extent they use government price supports.

E=1Y

b.

Ce

de

O,
f,

e
h,

How many bushels of corn did you harvest in 19497
(1) (If any land was rented) what wes the landlord's share?
Did you sign a purchase agreement with P. & M. A. (A. A. A.) for eny
of your 1949 corn crop? For how many bushels?
(1) Did you store it on your farm or in commercial storage?
(2) How much did you deliver to the government?
(3) (If o1l under purchase agreement was not delivered to the government)
what did you do with the rest of it?
(a) How much did you sell on the open market or to other farmers?
(b) How much do you have on hand which you intend to sell or deliver
to the government?
(¢) How much was or will be fed to livestock?
Did you put any of your 1949 corn crop in approved storage and get a
loan on it under the P, & M. A. program? How much did you store?
(1) Did you store it on your farm or in commercial storage?
(2) Is it still in storage?
(3) Delivered to the government?
(4) Loan repaid and crop sold?
Did you sell any of your 1949 corn on the market or to other farmers
vwhich was not under purchase agreement or loan? How much did you sell?
Do you have any on hand now which you are planning to sell? How much?
Do you usually sell some corn in most years?
(1) (If yes) About how many bushels per year would your sales averago?
How much corn did you feed to livestock?
Could you tell me what the landlord did with his share?
(1) Did he use a purchase agroement?
(2) Loan and storage?
(3) Did he sell it outright?
(4) Was it fed on this place?

(Ropeat for wheat, oats, barley, rye, dry field beans, soybeans, and
potatoes if rgised on thig farm in 1949,)

Wow we would like to know something ebout what you intend to do with somc of
your 1950 crops.

b

Ce
a.

Ee

Do you intend to use a P. & M. A. purchase agresment for your 1950 (corn)
crop?

(1) W11l you storoc it on your farm or in commercial storage?

Do you plan to got a loan on any of your 1950 (corn) crop through P. & M.A.?
(1) Will you store it on your farm or in commercial storage?

Do you intend to sell any of your 1950 corn crop on tho open market or

to other farmers?

Do you intend to feed any of your corn?

(Repeat for wheat, oats, barley, rye, dry field beans, soybeans, and
potatoes if raisod on this farm in 1950.)
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-5~ Tract Yo.

RIPLIES TO QUESTIONS 1 AUD 2

Item (1) 1949 Actual (2) 1950 Intended
2, Amount harvested XXX XXX XXX XXX
(1) Landl'ds share XXX XXX XXX XxX%

Operator!s ghare

H. Purchase agreement
(1) vhero stored

(2) Dol. to gov't XXX

(3) (a) sold outright . ZXX xxx | xxx| XX
(v) On hand XXX XXX XXX XXX
(c) Fed to livest'k XXX XXX XXX XXX

c. Loan and storage
(1) vwhere stored

(2) still in storage XXX XXX x|
(3) Del. to gov't XXX pood XXX XXX
(4) Repaid and sold XXX XXX xxx| =xx

d. Outright sale
es To be sold
f. Usually sells

(1) Avorage
g, Feod to livestock
Leandlord?ls shars

h. (1) Purchaso agreement xxx | xxx| XXXx{ XX
(2) Loen and storage | ﬂ x| oxxx| xxz| xx
(3) Outright sale : H XXX XXX XXX XX%
(4) Fed to livestock XXX XXX xxx| XXx
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3. Some farmers use the P. & M. A, purchase agreements or loan and storage proe
grams and others don't., Ve'd like to know some of the reasons for this.
(Ask the following questions for each of tho crops listod on page 5.)

(1) I notice that you put (didn't put) your 1949 corn crop under a purchase
sgroomont (and/or under loan and storage). Why did you decide to handlo
your crop that way?

(2) Vhat other roasons?

Did

Crop Did not

Reasons

b, (For all crops listod in oucstion 1 and 2 for both 1949 and 1950, check to de~ .
termine whether disposal intentions for 1950 are differont than actual disposal
in 1949 in the use of purchase agrecment, loan and storago, outright sale, no
sales at all, or in eny comdination of these. For each diffcronco notod, ask
tho quostions below.)
as In handling your corn crop, I see that last year you (specify 49 prac-

tices) and that this year you intend to (gpecify '50 practices). I would
be interested in knowing why you are making this change.

Crop: Change:
Reason:

Crop; Change:
Reason:

5. In general, which price support plan would you prefer, the purchase agreement
or the loan and storage program?
(1) Purchase agreement ( ) (3) Neither ()
(2) Loan and storage ( ) (4) Don't kmow )

Why?




6.

Te

1.

2e

3.

-71- Tract No.

The County P. & M. A. Office has set up acreage allotments in 1950 for most farms
that grow certain crops. What acreage allotment did you receive for corn? For

wheat? For beans? For potatoes? (Record reply under question

7)

(Check ps 3 to see if within allotment on each controlled crop grown and ask:)
Would you mind telling me why you stayed (did not stay) within your allotment on

corn?

Allot.|Actual

Reasons why or why not
Acres |Acres hy hy

Crop

Section III

Where do you get most of your information about the price support program and how

it operates?

Free response Follow up

(1) Township committeemen . o . ( )
(2) County Pe & M. A. employees
(B)Otherfmersooooooo
(L) County agricultural agent .
(S)Radioo...-..-...
(6) NewsSpapers o« o « o o o o &
(7) Farm magazines o« « « o o

(8) Other (specify)

. L] L[] e L] L ] L ]
L] e & e ¢ o o
L] e L ] [ ] [ ] L L ]
L[] e . L] L [ ] [ ]
. e o L * o o
L] [ ] L L [ ] [} *
® o ° e o o o
PN TN SN N SN N

N e N N o st

e o o o o o o

)

(For each source not mentioned as a free response ask:) Do
information from ? (Record response in follow-up

e o ( )
L] (] ( )
L] L] ( )
e o )
e o ( )
e o ( )
L] L] ( )
you get any
column)

What do you understand to be the reason why there is a price support program for

some farm crops?

How do you personally feel about it? Do you think that a price
is needed, or not? Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ()
Why do you feel that way?

support program
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Vhat do you understand to be the relation, if any, between support price and
parity?

What do you understand to be the reason for acreage allotments on such crops as
corn and wheat?

How do you feel about it personally? Do you think that acreege allotments are
necessary, or not? Yes ( ) No () IK ()
Why do you feel that way?

lietve been talking about the price support and acreage allotment program as it
operates over the whole country, Now let's come back to your local situation.
How do you feel about the way the program is operating in this county?

Vle sometimes hear people talking about using marketing quotas in connection with
price support programs. Would you mind telling me just what the term "marketing
cuota means to you?

(Omit 9 if enswer to 8 is "don't know")

How do you feel about it personally? Do you feel that marketing quotas should
ever be set up, or not? Yes () No () IK ()

Wy do you feel that way?

Have you heard of the "Brannan Plan"? Yes () No ()
(If yes) How do you feel about it?




-9 Tract No.

SECTION IV

Mow I'd like to get your comments on some situaticns desling with farmers and the
price support program,

1,

2.

3e

Mr., Brown usually grows about 20 acres of wheat. He was notified that his 1950
wheat allotment would be 16 acres. He stayed within this allotment because he
thought he might want to use the purchase agreement or loan-and-storasge programs
Mr, Brown tried to get as high a yield as he could on the 16 acres of wheat that
he was allotted. He got the best seed he conld find, fertilized heavily, and
soved his wheat on the best 16 acres on the farm, A friend commented that it
seemed to him such practices would result in a bigger cut in wheat acreage this
fall if most farmers did the sesme thing as Brown.

Do you think Brown was justified in his actions even though it would mean bigger
cuts in acreage allotments this fall?

Mr. Stone ordinarily raises about enough corn to feed his livestock. Last fall
he found that he could get a government loan of $1.40 a bushel on his corn.
Since Mr. Stone had plenty of good storage space, he saw a chance to meke some
extra money by teking advantage of the loan and storage program., He put his
entire crop in storage with a loan of $1.40 a bushel on it and bought corn for
livestock feed at 90 cents a bushel from neighbors who did not have approved
storage, He was thus able to make 50 cents a bushel on his .own corn which he
would otherwise have fed to his livestock.

What do you think of Mr. Stone's actions?

A group of farmers were discussing price support programs at a meeting on agri-
cultural policy. Mr. Smith was speaking: "I am in favor of the general idea of
a price support progrem for farmers which would keep their incomes from falling
too far. I think, however, that the present program is unfair to us farmers
here in Michigan. We don't grow very meny acres of these so~called basic crops.
It's the big fellows further West who ought to have their acreage allotments
cut, not us. They're the ones who really cause the surplus.”

Vhat do you think of Mr., Smith's statement?
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Mr. Black had been doing a lot of thinking about the whole price support problem
and its relation to farmers! income. One dey he was talking with a neignhbor
cbout it and saild, "There's a lot of talk about security these deys and it's
high time farmers had a little of it. They ought to be entitled to have a floor
under their prices so their incomes wouldn't fall too far and plunge the whole
country into a depression, The way I see it a farmer ought to be guaranteed 90%
of parity on everything he sells so his buying power will never fall too far be-
hind that of the city man. I'd go for that idea even if it meant acreage allot-
ments, production controls on livestock, marketing cuotas or any other kind of
regulations to make it work,"

as Vhat do you think of Mr, Black's statement that there should be a floor
under farm prices?

be ‘hat do you think of Mr., Black's idea that a farmer should receive 90% of
parity?

ce How far would you go in agreeing with Mr. Black that farmers ought to have
more security even if it means more acreage allotments, production controls
and marketing quotas?

Two farmers were talking about ways to keep farm prices and incomes from falling
too low. Both men sgreed that the present plan of price supports for such crops

" as corn and wheat worked fairly well, that is, having farmers arrange purchase

agrecments or loans-and-storage with P. & M. A. -~ They didn't esgree, however,
on how perishables like butter and eggs should be supported. One of the farmers,
¥r, 3onson, said he favored the present method in which the government buys
direct from processors and stores the products in order to hold prices up. Mr,
Wood, on the other hand, said that he favored a plen under which farmers would
soll all their perishable products like eggs for whatever they would bring. If
these prices were so low that ferm incomes would be below parity, then the
governmont would meke diroct payments to farmers in order to bring their incomes

V..

(1) As you sco it, vwhat are the adventagosof Mr. Benson's suggestion that our
govornment continue its present plan of buying direct from processors and
storing perishables?

hat are the disadvantages?
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(2) Have you ever heard of Wood's idea that our goverrment would allow perishable
products to sell for whatever they would bring and then pay farmers direct,
if necessary, to bring their incomes up?

1) Yes ( ) 3) No (
2) Yes, Brannan plan ( ) L) Don't know ( )

(a) What do you feel are the advantages of such a plan?

(b) Disadvantages?

(c) In general, which of the two ideas for handling perishable products do
you prefer? ‘

1) Purchase from processors (

2) Direct payments to farmers ( )

3) Don't know ( )
SECTION V

We have just a few more questions to ask you. They have to do with general informa-
tion about the farm and about you so that we can divide the responses people give
according to the ages of farms and so on.

1.

3.

)J-o

First, would you mind telling me how old you are?

(1) Less than 30 ( ) (L) 50 - 59 ( )
(2) 30 - 39 ) (5) 60 and over ()
(3) Lo - L9 )

How many years have you been farming on your own?

(1) Less than 5 (__ ) (5) 20 - 29 ()
(2) 5 -9 ) (6) 30 - 39 ()
(3) 10 =14 ( ) (7) 4O and over ( )
(L) 15 - 19 )

What was the last grade or year you completed in school?

(1) No schooling ( ) ~(5) Some high school ( )

(2) 1 - L4 years grammar ( (6) completed high school ( )

(3) 5 = 7 years grammar ( ) (7) Some college ( )

(4) Completed grammar ( ) (8) Completed college ( )

Have you ever taken a short course in agriculture? (1) Yes, college ( )
(2) Yes, Vet. Adm. (— )
(3) No ()

Are you a member of the Michigan Farm Bureau? (1) Yes ( )
(2) o ()

The Grange? (1) Yes (___ )
(2) No ()



Te

8.

10.

11.

12.

-]12- 107

Do you remember for certain whether or not you voted in the 1948 Presidential
Election?

(1) Yes, voted ( ) (3% No, too young to vote ( )

(2) No, didn't vote ( ) (4) Uncertain (

In general, which political party did you favor in the Presidential Election of
19487

(1) Republican ( ) (3) Other (specify) ()

(2) Democratic ( ) (4) Uncertain ( )

Now to complete the picture of your farm organization, we need to know how many
livestock you have. How many dairy cows did you have on hand January 1, 19507
(1) Dairy cows? (6; Sows? e
(2) Beef cows? (7) Pigs?

(3) Feeder cattle? (8) Hens?

(L) Ewes? (9) Other (specify)
(5) Feeder lambs?

Have you bought any corn for livestock feed since last October 1? How many
bushels? Other grain? (Specify) Corn

Do you feel that you have adequate storage for your corn? Did you build any new
storage for corn in the past two years, either permanent or temporary? Do you
plan to build any additional storage for corn in 1950, either permanent or

temporary?

(Repeat for wheat, other small grain, beans, and potatoes if grown on this farm
in 1950.)

Adequate Built past 2 yrs. Plans to build

Yes | No [Maybe | Perm. | Tempe. No | Perm, | Temp. | Maybe | No
Corn
Wheat
Other sme.gre.
Beans
Potatoes
(If owner or part-owner) Would you mind telling me if you own your farm free and
clear or if you still have some indebtedness?
Free ( )
Debt ( )
Finally, so that we may check our records and also send you acopy of our report

would you mind giving us your name and address?




Worksheet 2

P&MA Study

July 1951

M. SaCt. Ago ECO!I. Dept.

C.W.S. Copled by

Farm No.

Size of farm___

Acres owned
Acres rented

Corn

W@gat

Beans

Potatoes

195 | 1949

1950 | 1949

1950

1949

(From Page 3)

1. Raised on Farm
2, Total Fields
3., Total Acres

L, Commercial Fertilizer

a. Acres

be Percent of crop
¢, Pounds per acre
d. Analysis

e. Active units per cwt.
f. Active units per acre

5. Barn Yard Manure
a. Acres covered

b. Percent of crop

6. Plow Under
Qe .A.cres

« Percent of crop

1950 {19%9

(From Page 5)

7. Total Production

8. Pur. Agrmt, or Loan & S.

9. Usually Sells
L0, Average Amount Sold

.1. Question 3 (page 6)
-2+ Question 7 (page 7)

.3. Remarks:




APPENDIX B

Tonnage of Different Grades of Fertilizer

Sold in Michigan in 1950
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1950 Fertilizer Report - Page 2

Total tonnage of mixed goods 438,874
Tonnage of superphosphates 31,748
Percentage of total tonnage composed of grades or ratios
recommended by Soil Science Department 95.724%

Percentage of mixed goods containing 20% or more plant food 99.998%
Percentage for 1943- 99.52 1947- 100.00

194k~ 99.98 1948~ 100.00

1945~ 100.00 1949~ 100.00

1946~ 100.00
Total number of grades containing two or more plant food elements 37
Number of grades sold in 1949 and not sold in 195C (grades dropped) 1
Nunber of grades not sold in 1949 but sold in 1950 (grades added) 9
Increase over last year's total sales - 69,128 tons or 16.16%
Percentage of total sales made up of 10 grades =~ 8L.L46%

Order of 10 Best Sellers
1. 3-12-12 3. 3-18-9 5. 0=20-0 T. (=206-20 9. L4-16-16
2. 2-12-6 L, 2-16-8 6. U4-12-8 8. 0-18-0 10. 0-12-12

Grade dropped from list of "Ten Best Sellers" was 3-9-18.
Grade ‘added to list was 4-16-16.

Grades Added to List of Total Sales Grades Dropped
0-16-16 [-10-10 8-6-L" 2-12-12
3-9-27 5-20=20 10-8-6
4-10-6 6-8-6 15-40-15

Grades and Ratios on the "Recommended" List

0-12-12 0-14-7 2-12-6 L-16-4 Superphosphates and carriers
O~1l-1k 0-20-10 3-9-18 4-16-8 of nitrogen and potash. Also
0-20-20 0-9-27 3-12-12 6-12-6 8-8-8 for experimental
0-10-20 2-16-8 4-12-8 10-6-4 purposes as well as special

garden and turf fertilizers.

There were 15 tons of borax and 107 tons of manganese sulphate reported as having
been sold in mixed fertilizers. These are included in the summary along with
those reported as materials.

The miscellaneous tonnage consisted largely of small quantities of such material as
sludges, liquids, pills, and unusual grades which could not be listed without re-
vealing their identity or the identity of the reporters.

The increase in total tons this year was partly due to the fact that sales reports
were requested from several companies that had not heretofore reported. Only 52%
of these companies responded and their sales amounted to only 3.93% of the total
sales.
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Total tonnage of mixed goods 385,608
Tonnage of superphosphates 29,725
Percentage of total tonnage composed of grades or ratios recommended
by Soil Science Department 95.221%
Percentage of mixed goods containing 20% or more plant food 100.00
Percentage for 1943 - 99.52 1946 - 100

944 - 99,98 1947 - 100

1945 < 100 1948 - 100
Total number of grades containing two or more plant food elements - 29
Number of grades sold in 1948 énd not sold in l9h9 (grades dropped) 2
Number of grades not sold in 1948 but sold in 1949 (grades added) 4
Increase over last year's total sales (tons) 27,851 or 6.9%
Percentage of total sales made up of 10 grades 86.397

Order of 10 Best Sellers

1, 2-12-6 2, 2-16-8 5. 0=20-0 7. 0-18-0 9., 0-20-20
2. 3-l2-12 L, 3-18-9 6. 3-9-18 8. L4-12-8 10, 0-12-12

Grade dropped from list of "10 best sellers" was 0-9-27.
Grade added to list was 3-18-9.

Grades Added to List of Total Sales Grades Dropped

0-14-14 3-24-12 4-16-16 5=10-10 3-12-8 8-16-8

Grades and Ratios on the "Recommended" List

0-12-12 0-14-7 2-12-6 4-16-4 Superphosphates and carriers of
0-14-1k4 0-20-10 3-9-18 4-16-8 nitrogen and potash. Also 8-8-8
0-20-20 0-9-27 3-12-12 6-12-6 for experimental purposes only,
0-10-20 2-16-8 4-12-8 10-6-4 as well as special garden and

turf fertilizers.
13 tons of manganesé sulphate and 39 tons of borax were reported as having been

sold in mixed fertilizers. These are included in the summary along with those
reported as materials,

(632k)
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