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FARM COSTS AND RETURNS STUDIES 

This report is part of a continuing nationwide study of costs and 
returns on commercial farms and ranches in selected U,S, farming 
regions, The study is conducted under the general supervision of 
Wylie D, Goodsell, Farm Production Economics Division, Econo:mic 
Research Service, Objectives, methodology, procedure, and terms are 
uniform for all areas studied, 

The 1968 costs and returns studies cover the following commercial 
farms and ranches by type and size: 

Dairy Farms, New York and Wisconsin 
Corn Belt Farms · 
Egg-Producing Farms, New Jersey 
Broiler Farms, Georgia 
Cotton Farms, Mississippi Delta 
Tobacco Farms, Coastal Plain, North Carolina 
Tobacco-Livestock Farms, Bluegrass Area, Kentucky and Penny-

royal Area, Kentucky-Tennessee 
Wheat Farms, Plains and Pacific Northwest 
Western Livestock Ranches 

Substantial revisions have been made in some series to portray 
farming operations representative of major producers of specified 
products, Some series were discontinued because they no longer 
represent a major sector of commodity production or because the 
farm enterprise could be better represented by another series, 

Summary statistics for all types of farms in the study are pre
sented in a report, revised annually. The latest such report, published 
in 1968, is "Farm Costs and Returns, Commercial Farms, by Type, 
Size, and Location," AlB 230, 

Information on the studies can be obtained from Farm Production 
Economics Division, Economic Research Service, U,S, Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D,C. 20250, 
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COSTS AND RETURNS 
COMMERCIAL COTTON FARMS 

MISSISSIPPI DELTA, 1968 
By J. Alben Evans and Dorothy Nolan 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Mississippi Delta, as defined for this report, comprises 53 coun
ties--19 in east Arkansas; 15 in upper Louisiana, mainly the eastern 
portion; 11 in northwest Mississippi; and 8 in southeast Missouri (figs. 1 
and 2). 

Seventy-eight percent of all commerical Delta farms grew some cotton 
in 1964, according to the U.S. Census of Agriculture. On four out of five 
Delta cotton farms, cotton lint and cottonseed sales amounted to at least 
one-half of the total value of farm products sold. Such units, classified as 
cotton-type farms by the Census Bureau, accounted for 89 percent of the 
Delta's harvested cotton acreage and 91 percent of its cotton produced on 
commercial farms. 

This study covers cotton-type farms that had 300 to 1,400 acres of 
crops harveste·d and that produced 100 to 800 acres of cotton in 1967 or 
1968. About 12 percent of all commercial cotton-type farms in the Delta 
are in these ranges; they probably account for about 50 percent of the 
area's cotton produced on commercial farms. With respect to the land 
resource this report assumes that represented farms are debt free and 
operators are full owners. 

1 
Agricultural Economist and Statistical Assistant, respectively, Farm Prod. Econ. Div., 

Econ. Res. Serv., U.S. Dept. Agr. 

NOTE: Besides the Mississippi Delta, last year's repon covered the Texas High Plains and 
the California San Joaquin Valley. A recent, extensive enumerative survey will be utilized in 
revising the High Plains series. Revision of San Joaquin Valley series is under consideration. 
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Recent National Developments 

In August 1966 the United States 
had a record cotton carryover of 
almost 17 mil~ion bales, but dis
posed of it in the next 2 marketing 
years. During that span, U.s. farm
ers planted only about two-thirds 
of their alloted acreage; this, com
bined with two poor growing seasons, 
brought about the high level of dis
appearance. On August 1, 1968, the 
U.s. upland carryover was 6-1/2 
million bales, of which Commodity 
Credit Corporation holdings were 
only about 0.2 million bales. A year 
earlier CCC holdings had totaled 5.8 
million bales. The shift from CCC to 
private holdings during the 1967/68 
marketing year stemmed from trade 
uncertainties about prices and sup
plies of the various qualities avail
able in 1968/69. 

Cotton1s percentage of the total 
U.s. fiber market dropped 7 percent 
to a record low of 42 percent in 
1968. Although total fiber demand 
is expanding rapidly, cotton is not 
sharing in the advance. Use ofman
made fibers now accounts for over 
50 percent of the total fiber market. 
Competitive prices and large -scale 
promotion and advertising have ac
celerated the use of man-made 
fibers by the textile industry. 

. The Government 1s 1968 upland 
cotton program was designed to in
crease production to a level ap
proaching expected needs in 1968/69 
for mill consumption and exports, 
and to encourage the production of 
a higher percentage of the longer 
staples. The increased 1968 cotton 
acreage was obtained by reducing 
the required diversion percentage 
of participating growers 1 allotments 
(allotted acreage not to be plal)ted) 
to 5 percent from 12-1/2 percent 
in 1967 and by lowering the payment 

rate for voluntary diversion to 6 
cents per pound from the 10.78 cents 
in 1967. 

Other provisions of the 1968 up
land cotton program were a direct 
price support of 12.24 cents per 
pound, compared with 11.53 cents 
in 1967. The national acreage allot
ment remained as in 1967--16.2 
million acres--as did the Govern
ment loan rate for middling l-inch 
cotton- -20.25 cents per pound at 
average location. 

Rules governing the measurement 
of acreage allotments planted in 
skip-row patterns were liberalized 
in 1968. Skip-row planting of cotton 
increases yields significantly ifthey 
are computed from acreage adjusted 
downward by subtracting unplanted 
rows. With the 1968 skip-row acre
age measurement technique identical 
for all planting patterns, much Delta 
cotton acreage that in 1966 and 1967 
was planted in solid patterns (no 
rows skipped) or in patterns with 4 
rows skipped, was again planted in 
patterns of plant 2, skip 1 or plant 
2, skip 2. These latter two patterns 
accounted for a high _percentage of 
all 1968 Delta cotton acreage planted 
skip-row. 

Mississippi Delta 

On large-scale Mississippi Delta 
cotton farms, average 1968 returns 
to operator labor and management, 
and capital netted about $37,900. 
This was 2 percent above 1967 and 
only 6 percent under the record 
high 5 years earlier. Net returns 
were up last year because most 
farme.rs planted 30 percent more 
of their cotton allotments (diverted 
the minimum 5 percent necessary 
to earn price -support payments) 
and realized cotton yield increases 
averaging 22 percent. This com
bination more than offset the effects 

3 
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of lower prices for nearly all prod
ucts sold and' lower Government 
payments from diverting less acre
age. 

Figure 3 shows 1950-68 relation
s hips for the January 1 values of 
farm capital, undivided net returns, 
and interest rates charged by Fed
eral Land Banks and Production 
Credit Associations. Observe that 
for the average 1,000-acre Delta 
cotton farm, total farm capital has 
more than doubled since 1961 and 
increased 15 percent since 1967. 
Total net returns as a percentage of 
total farm capital value downturned 
after 1962. This is also reflected on 
the chart by the convergent course 
for the lines representing net re
turns and charge for capital. 

Gross farm income on Delta cotton 
farms last year averaged 9 percent 
above 1967 and approached the rec
ord high for 1963 (fig. 4). In recent 
years Delta farmers rapidly ex
panded soybean acreages while 
growing less corn and oats. Soy
beans are seldom competitive with 
cotton. Rather, they have become a 
good source of supplementary in
come on cotton farms. Since 1965, 
Government payments have been a 
major part of gross farm income 
while the effect of smaller cor
responding cotton acreages is re
fleeted in the smaller contribution 
of cotton to gross income. 

The Delta planting season in 1968 
was as unfavorable as in 1967. Seed
ing was delayed in some areas due 
to cool, wet weather. Many farmers 
had to replant some or all of their 
cotton. Despite these difficulties, the 
growing season was very favorable; 
insect damage was less severe than 
during 1967, and cotton yields were 
generally the highest since 1964. 
The index of net farm production 

(all enterprises) averaged 31 per
cent more than in 1967. 

Farm output (production) per unit 
of input is a measure of farm ef
ficiency (fig. 5). While a change in 
this index between consecutive years 
is subject to the weather and other 
variables, the trend over several 
years should reflect changes in 
practices resulting in improved 
farm efficiency. Using 1957-59 as 
a base index period, we see that 
Delta cotton producers have become 
more efficient despite the unusually 
poor growing seasons of 1966 and 
1967. 

To maintain viable farms Delta 
producers must become increas
ingly more efficient because, as 
shown on the chart, prices of pro
duction inputs have been r1s1ng 
during the entire period while farm 
product prices have been declining. 
Some examples of improved prac
tices generally adopted by Delta 
farmers to ease the "cost-price 
squeeze" are (1) greater use of 
fertilizers, insecticides, and herbi
cides; (2) planting with better seed; 
and (3) fuller mechanization and 
the shift to equipment with greater 
capacity or performance. 

Total cash expenses on Delta cot
ton farms averaged about $48,300--
14 percent above 1967 (table 1). 
Most of the increase in expense 
paralleled the expansion in planted 
cotton acreage. Effective Febru
ary 1, the minimum wage was in
creased from $1 to $1.15 per hour, 
providing additional incentive for the 
substitution of capital for labor. 
While all expense categories showed 
greater outlays in 1968 the costs of 
ginning and pesticides increased 
proportionately more than the others 
because much higher yields were 
obtained from the expanded acreage. 
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Table 1.--0rganization, production, costs and returns, cotton farms, Mississippi Delta, average 1957-591 annual 
1967-68 

Item 

Land in farm .•••.•••••.•••••••••••.••••••••••••••.•••• : 
Cropland harvested ••.•.••.•••••.••••.••.••.•••.•••••• 

Crops harvested: 
Cotton ••••••••.••••••••.••..••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
Corn ................................................ . 
Oats ••••••.•••.•••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • · • • · • • 
Soybeans ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Wheat •••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••.•••••••••••••.•• 

Crop yields per harvested acre: 
Cotton ••••••••••••• ~ ••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 
Corn ................................................ . 
Oats ••••••.••••...•••.••••••••• , •.••.•••••••.•••.••..• 
Soybeans ••••.•.••.•••• , ••••••••••••••••••....••••••••• 
Wheat ••••.••••••••••.•••••.••••••••••••• , ••••.••••••. 

All cattle on farm, Jan. 1. •...•........••..........•.. 

Total farm capital, Jan. 1. •••••••••• , ••••••••••.•••••. 
Land and buildings ••••••••••••••••••••••••..•••.••..• 
Machinery and equip:nent .•.••••••••••• • .•••.•••••••••. 
Livestock ••••••••••••••.•••.•.•••••.•••.•.•.••••••.•. 
Crops ............................................... . 

Total labor used ••••••.••••.••. , •.•.•.•.•.•.•..••..•••. 
Hired •••.•••••.••••••••••••••••••.•••••.•••.••••.•••• 
Cropper •••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••..••••••••••••• 

Total cash receipts •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Cotton, lint and seed ............................... . 
Oi;her crops •••••.•••.•••••••••.••••••••.•••.•••••.••• 
cattle and hogs ••••••••••••••••...•..•••••••.••.•••.• 
Other, including Government payments •••••••••.•••••.• 

Value of perquisites .................................. . 

Change in inventory of crops and livestock ••...•.•...•• 

Gross farm income ••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••..••••••• 

Total cash expenditures ............................... . 
Feed and livestock expense .......................... . 
Fertilizer and l:!me •••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Pesticides and other chemicals ••••••••••••••••••.•••. 
Other crop expense ••••••••••.•••••••••.••••••••••••.• 
Ginning •••••.••.•.••••••••....•..•••.•••••••.•••••.•• 
Machinery ••••.•.•••••••.•.••..•.•.•..•.•••••• ; ••••••• 
Machine work hired ••••.•••••.•••.•••••••••..••••••.•. 
Farm buildings and fences ........................... . 
Labor hired ••..•••.••••••••••••••.•••••••••••.•.••••• 
Taxes ••••••......•• , •••.••.••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••...••••••.••••••••••••••• 

Inventory adjustment, machinery and buildings •.•••••••• 

Perquisites for cropper labor ......................... . 

Total operating expenses •••••.••••..•.•••.••••.•.•••••• 

Return to operator labor and management, and capital3 

1 Prel:!minary. 

Unit 

Acroe 
do. 

do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 

Pound 
Bushel 

do• 
do. 
do. 

Number 

Dollar 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 

Hour 
do. 
do. 

Dollar 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

Average 
1957-59 

1,000 
602 

219 
41 
73 

236 

499 
38.5 
38.1 
26.0 

81 

196, '760 
156,670 
31,220 
6,830 
2,040 

35,310 
24,340 
7,770 

61,252 
40,943 
14,400 
4,659 
1,250 

1,786 

-792 

62,246 

40,195 
986 

2,795 
1,900 
1,793 
3,487 
9,572 
1,506 
1,118 

2 15,512 
1,279 

247 

1,239 

569 

42,003 

20,243 

I 1967 

1,000 
. 609 

151 
7 
9 

364 
63 

520 
51.7 
57.8 
24.3 
30.7 

82 

382,430 
317,000 
54,160 
9,230 
2,040 

16,250 
13,250 

0 

77,410 
27,279 
23,963 
5,203 

20,965 

1,373 

-78 

78,705 

42,380 
1,249 
2,593 
2,438 
1,956 
2,811 

14,570 
1,628 
1,555 

11,177 
2,128 

275 

-944 

0 

41,436 

37,269 

I 
1,000 

634 

198 
6 
8 

354 
53 

635 
50.5 
57.6 
25.5 
26.4 

80 

440,045 
.371,000 

57,695 
9,440 
1,910 

15,670 
12,670 

0 

84,215 
39,199 
22,715 
5,426 

16,875 

1,377 

0 

85,592 

48,309 
1,307 
2,943 
4,061 
2,281 
4,627 

15,409 
1,860 
1,585 

11,750 
2,208 

278 

-627 

0 

47,682 

37,~10 

2 Includes cropper labor. 
3 The information presented here assumes farms are debt-free and producers are full owners, primarily for 

comparability between types of farms. 
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