










were about normal, but costs were very high. As a result net incomes,

both per acre and per ton, were low, or rather losses were high, in 1940.

When considering the losses in net income incurred in 1940 and 1941 it is

necessary to remember that these losses represent income after the deduc-

TABLE 1. Costs and Returns from the Operation of Large Sugar Cane Farms

IN Louisiana, Average Per Farm, Per Acre of Cane Grown and Per Ton
OF Cane Sold, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Items of cost

and return

General Overhead

Labor

Feed purchased

.

Materials

Oil, gas, grease.

.

Taxes

Insurance

Depreciation.

.

Other

Total . . .

Planting and Cultivating

Labor

Seed cane

Fertilizer

Other

Total

Harvesting cane

Labor

Other

Total

Other Crops

Labor

Seed

Fertilizer

Other

Total

Interest

Total Cost

Miscellaneous Credits

Net Cost

Source of Receipts

Cane sold

AAA payments ...

Total

Average per farm Per acre of cane Per ton of cane
grown SOLD

1939 1940 1941 1939 1940 1941 1939 1940 1941

$ 8,334.94 $ 8,344.21 $12.68 $13 . 00 $13. 19 $ .60 $ .96 $ .73

2,215.13 1,520.03 326.29 3.49 2.37 .52 .16 .18 .03

453.36 867.60 3,025.77 .71 1.35 4.78 .03 .10 .26

1,658.67 1,540.53 1,361.26 2.61 2.41 2.15 .12 .18 .12

1,843.42 1,861.37 1,458.60 2.91 2.90 2.31 .14 .21 .13

863.17 611.60 719.50 1.36 .95 1.14 .06 .07 .06

3 462 16 3,319.59 6.03 5.40 5.25 .28 .40 .29

2,864.90 3,293.16 3,945.22 4.52 5.14 6.24 .21 .38 .34

21,766.84 21,491.39 22,500.44 34.31 33.52 35.58 1.61 2.48 1.96

8.273.61 9.042.39 7,015.83 13.04 14. 10 12.52 .61 1.04 .61

3,186.33 2,247.04 3,172.76 5.02 3.50 5.66 .24 .26 .28

1 , 949 23 1,741.24 2.82 3.04 3. 11 . 13 .23 . 15

136.67 30.24 857.43 .22 .05 1.53 .01 0 .07

13,387.47 13,268.90 12,787.26 21.10 20.69 22.81 .99 1.53 1.11

8 092 4Q 18.44 10.30 12.79 .87 .76 .71

397.68 319.87 599.72 .63 .50 .95 .03 .04 .05

12,096.80 6,924.51 8,692.21 19.07 10.80 13.74 .90 .80 .76

2,043.60 1,946.10 1,254.58 3.22 3.04 1.98 .15 .23 .11

341 58 366 . 53 .70 .53 .58 .03 .04 .03

362.90 262.61 205.84 .57 .42 .33 .03 .03 .02

198.47 43.90 356.04 .31 .07 .56 .02 0 .03

3,045.81 2,594.19 2,182.99 4.80 4.06 3.45 .23 .30 .19

6,308.89 5,349.34 6,620.10 9.96 8.34 10.46 .47 .62 .57

56,605.81 49,628.33 52,783.00 89.24 77.41 86.04 4.20 5.73 4.59

6,779.08 4,526.41 5,629.61 10.68 7.06 11.36 .50 .52 .49

49,826.73 45,101.92 47,153.39 78.56 70.35 74.68 3.70 5.21 4.10

40,306.25 23,098.30 34,216.05 63.54 36.03 54.09 2.99 2.67 2.98

12,938.59 9,161.72 8,555.50 20.40 14.29 13.52 .96 1.06 .74

53,244.84 32,260.02 42,771.55 83.94 50.32 67.61 3.95 3.73 3.72
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TABLE 1. Costs and Returns from the Operation of Large Sugar Cane Farms

IN Louisiana, Average Per Farm, Per Acre of Cane Grown and Per Ton

of Cane Sold, 1939, 1940 and 1941.— (Continued)

Average per farm Per acre of cane Per ton of cane

Items of cost grown SOLD

1939 1940 1941 1939 1940 1941 1939 1940 1941

Miscellaneous Receipts

Cane for seed $ 3,358.02 $ 2,646.69 $ 3,082.83 $ 5.29 $ 4.13 $ 6.22 $ .25 $ .31 $ .27

Other crops sold 1,595.39 1,256.89 1,592.14 2.52 1 .96 3.21 .12 .14 .14

Livestock products

66.09 205.34 9.30 .10 .32 .02 * .02 *

Other 1 , 759 . 46 417.49 945.34 2.77 .65 1 .91 . 13 .05 .Vo

Tot AT IVTiQP 6,779.08 4,526.41 5,629.61 10.68 7.06 11.36 .50 .52 .49

Total Receipts 60,023.92 36,786.43 48,401.16 94.62 57.38 78.97 4.45 4.25 4.21

Operating expenses 50,296.92 44,278.99 46,162.90 79.28 69.07 75.58 3.73 5.11 4.02

Net operating income . . . 9,727.00 -7,492.56 2,238.26 15.34 -11.69 3.39 .72 - .86 .19

3,418.11 -12,841.90 -4,381.84 5.38 -20.03 -7.07 .25 -1.48 - .38

Capital investment 126,177.33 106,997.04 132,402.04 198.91 166.91 209.29 9.35 12.36 11.52

Cane produced—tons . . . 14,820 9,912 12,578 23.36 15.15 19.32

Cane sold—tons 13,488

634

8,656

641

11,489

633

21.26 13.50 18.16

Cane grown—acres

*Less than 0.5 cents.

tion o£ a 5 per cent interest charge on the investment. Some of the farm

operators actually paid that much or more in interest; others paid less.

Net operating income represents income before deduction of any interest

charge. Therefore, net operating income is a measure of the amount of

money available from the year's operation for the payment of interest

and other capital charges.

Geographic Variations

There are sufficient variations in the soil, climate, and other

factors affecting production in the sugar cane region of Louisiana to

produce significant differences in the costs of producing cane in different

parts of the region. In an effort to measure some of the variations in

financial results obtained in different parts of the area, the territory

was divided into two regions. One of these, called the Teche region,

includes all of the farms situated west of the Atchafalaya River. Most

of these farms are situated close to Bayou Teche. The other area, called

the Mississippi region, includes all of the farms east of the Atchafalaya
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River, Most of these farms are situated close to the Mississippi River

or to Bayou Lafourche. Doubtless there are important differences within

each of these regions, but the number of farms from which records were

obtained is too small to warrant the division of the area into more than

two parts.

Table 2 shows the average costs and returns per ton of cane sold for

each region for the years 1939, 1940 and 1941. In 1939 and 1940 the

total costs per ton were lower in the Teche region than they were in the

Mississippi region. In 1941 the costs were practically the same. The

principal difference occurred in overhead costs. These costs were lowest

in the Teche region in each of the three years. Planting and cultivating

costs were highest in the Teche region in 1941, but were almost the same

in both regions in the other two years. Harvesting costs were lower in

the Teche than in the Mississippi region each year, while interest costs

were slightly higher in the Teche region except in 1940.

TABLE 2. Geographic Variations in the Costs and Returns of Operating Large

Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, Average Per Ton of Cane Sold,

1939, 1940 and 1941.

Items of cost and return

Average per ton of cane sold

1939 1940 1941

Miss,

region

Teche

region

Miss,

region

Teche

region

Miss,

region

Teche

region

Planting and cultivating .

$1.66

.98

.91

.21

.46

$1.47

1.01

.84

.26

.47

$2.57

1.54

.85

.33

.64

$ 2.26

1.52

.69

.24

.58

$2.03

1.04

.78

.19

.55

$1.85

1.23

.72

.19

.61

4.22 4.05 5.93 5.29 4.59 4.60

Receipts from:

AAA payments

Miscellaneous sources

2.96

.97

.52

2.97

.91

.46

2.72

1.08

.53

2.55

1.03

.50

2.78

.77

.57

3.29

.70

.36

4.45 4.34 4.33 4.08 4.12 4.35

Net operating income

3.76

.69

.23

3.58

.76

.29

' 5.29
- .96

-1.60

4.71 .

- . 63

-1.21

4.04

.08

- .47

3.99

.36

- .25

In each of the three years, both nej: operating income and net income

were higher in the Teche than in the Mississippi region. The difference

between the two regions was quite smaU in 1939. In 1940 the farms in

both regions suffered severe losses, but lihe losses per ton of cane were

considerably greater in the Mississippi region. By 1941, the financial
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condition had improved to the point where the farms in both regions had

a small positive net operating income, but showed losses when interest

was included as a cost.

Table 3 shows certain comparisons between the two regions, in size

of farms, use made of land and yield of cane. In general the farms in

the Teche region were slightly smaller than those in the Mississippi

region. A farm, as the term is used in this study, consists of a division

of land operated as a unit under separate supervision. In several cases a

single owner owned several farms. The average yield per acre of cane was

somewhat higher in the Teche region in 1939 and 1940 and slightly lower

in 1941. The difference in the yield of cane may explain part of the

difference in costs between the two regions. In 1939 and 1940 costs per

ton were somewhat lower in the Teche region where yields were higher,

while in 1941 the situation was reversed both for costs and yields.

TABLE 3. Geographic Variations in Operating Results on Large Sugar Cane

Farms in Louisiana, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Average per farm

Operating items 1939 1940 1941

Miss. Teche Miss. Teche Miss. Teche

region region region region region region

Size of farms—acres

Cultivated area—acres

Cane produced—tons

Cane sold—tons

1,807

1,144

660

15,147

13,888

1,919

1,100

584

14,154

13,044

1,636

962

574

8,663

7,603

1,871

1,192

704

11,430

9,872

2,037

1,252

739

14,756

13,524

1,665

888

515

10,159

9,228

Yield of cane produced

Per cent of total area cultivated.

.

Per cent of total area in cane. . . .

Per cent of cultivated area in cane

23.0

63.3

36.5

57.7

24.2

57.3

30.4

53.9

15.1

58.8

35.1

59.7

16.2

63.7

37.6

59.1

20.0

61.5

36.3

59.0

19.7

53.3

30.9

58.0

Something more than one-half of the area of the farms was in culti-

vated land, and approximately one-third of the total area was in cane.

The differences between the two regions in these respects were not large

although the proportions were usually somewhat higher in the Missis-

sippi than in the Teche region. The percentage of cultivated land in

cane was likewise slightly higher in the Mississippi region. In both

regions this percentage was lowest in 1939. Throughout the entire area

the customary practice is to harvest three crops of cane from the same

field and then plant it to corn and soybeans for one year before return-

ing it to cane. If this was done without exception, 75 per cent of the

cultivated land would be in cane. The actual percentages are consider-

ably lower than this.
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Relation of Number of Acres in Cultivation Per Farm
to Financial Returns

All of the farms from which records were obtained for this study were

relatively large size. In every case they relied almost exclusively on

hired labor. In spite of this there were wide variations in size between

the farms. Perhaps the most common measure of the size of a farm is the

number of acres of land which it contains. However, this is not a very

good measure of size for the present study. The farms contained widely

varying amounts of swamp and waste land. The presence or absence of

this land had very little affect on the sugar cane enterprise, which is the

principal source of income of the farm operators.

Another measure of size, which is of greater significance than total

area, is the number of acres in cultivation. Table 4 shows the relation-

ship between the number of acres in cultivation and some of the results

obtained from the operation of the farms in 1939, 1940 and 1941. Each

year the total cost of operating the farm, per ton of cane sold, was some-

what lower for the smallest than it was for the largest farms. However,

the relationship between size and cost was not consistent for farms of

intermediate size in any of the three years. Since the number of farms.

TABLE 4. Relation Between the Number of Acres in Cultivation Per Farm and

THE Results of Operation for Louisiana Farms, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Per ton of cane sold

Tons
of

cane

sold

Yield

per

acre

in

tons*

Percent

of culti-

vated

area in

cane

Acres in cultivation Number
Total

cost

Total

receipts

Net
oper-

ating

income

Net
income

1939—Under 500 18 $ 4.19 $ 4.36 $ .65 $ .17 4,774 23.2 54.6

500 to 999 42 4.09 4.36 .70 .27 9,474 23.2 60.1

1,000 to 1,999 19 4.08 4.13 .56 .05 16,681 24.4 51.7

2,000 and over 9 4.31 4.72 .86 .41 43.878 22.8 56.5

All farms 88 4.20 4.45 .72 .25 13,488 23.4 56.2

1940—Under 500 18 5.86 4.25 - .99 -1.61 3,091 15.6 60.3

500 to 999 42 5.09 3.88 - .68 -1.21 6,610 16.2 62.6

1,000 to 1,999 23 5.49 4.09 - .80 -1.40 10,651 16.6 56.4

2.000 and over 7 6.86 4.95 -1.14 -1.91 28,679 13.4 59.2

All farms 90 5.73 4.25 - .86 -1.48 8,656 15.5 59.4

1941—Under 500 18 4.21 5.16 1.32 .95 6,057 23.6 71.7

500 to 999 21 4.85 4.54 .42 - .31 8,208 18.9 61.1

1,000 to 1,999 31 4.61 4.09 .05 - .52 14,635 19.5 61.2

2,000 and over 6 4.53 3.45 1.66 1.08 23,011 20.2 57.5

All farms 76 4.59 4.21 .19 - .38 11,489 19.9 61.6

The yield is based on the total number of tons produced, rather than the number sold.
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particularly in the largest sized group, was small in each of the three

years it is doubtful if much significance can be attached to the variations

in cost ^hown in the table.

The relationship between net income and the number of acres in cul-

tivation is even less consistent than was the case with costs. Apparently

the financial success of the large sugar cane farms was not affected in

any appreciable degree by the size of the area under cultivation.

It is- alsp, apparent from Table 4 that there was no consistent rela-

tionship between the size of the area cultivated and either the yield of

cane per acre or the per cent of cultivated land devoted to the cane crop.

The number of tons of cane sold, of course, increased with the number of

acres cultivated, because of the accompanying increase in the number of

acres planted to sugar cane.

TABLE 5. Relation Between the Number of Acres in Cane Per Farm and the

Results of Operation of Louisiana Farms, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Acres in Cane

1939—Under 250 ... .

250 to 49S . . . .

500 to 749 ... .

750 to 999 ... .

1,000 and over.

All farms .

1940—Under 250 ... .

250 to 499

500 to 749

750 to 999

1,000 and over.

All farms .

Number
of

farms

90

Per ton of cane sold

Total

cost

1941—Under 250 ... .

250 to 499 ... .

500 to 749 ... .

750 to 999 ... .

1,000 and over.

All farms .
76

4.4Q

4.04

4.08

4.38

5.25

4.20

6.29

5.08

5.39

5.47

6.51

5.73

5.75

4.22

4.87

4.67

4.45

Total

receipts

4.30

4.45

4.24

3.96

4.64

4.45

;4.43

3.91

4.05

4.13

4.70

4.25

Net
oper-

ating

income

.44

.83

.58

1.13

.84

.72

1.13

.65

.81

.82

1.06

4.57

4.88

4.68

4.69

3.88

4.07

4.21

.16

.99

.53

.23

.13

Net
income

.10

.41

.16

.42

.39

.25

1.86

1.17

1.34

1.34

1.81

1.48

Tons
of

cane

sold

19

.87

.46

.18

.79

.38

4,360

8,272

12,429

18,752

40,386

13,488

2,493

5,770

8,814

10,495

25,249

,656

3,481

8,287

10,658

15,663

21,833

Yield

per

acre

tons*

Percent

of culti-

vated

area in

cane

23.8

22.6

23.2

24.2

22.9

23.4

15.6

16.5

16.4

14.9

14.1

15.5

11,489

20.8

21.6

19.0

19.0

20.1

47.6

57.4

57.4

55.9

56.7

56.2

50.7

58.6

61.5

61.3

59.2

59.4

19.9

56.3

60.9

61.7

63.0

61.4

61.6

*The yield is based on the total of tons produced, rather than the number sold.

Kelation of the Number of Acres in Cane Per Farm
to Financial Returns

Another measure of the size of sugar cane farms is the number of acres

planted to cane. This, of course, is one measure of the size of the princi-

10



pal enterprise on sugar cane farms. The relationship between the number

of acres in cane and some of the results obtained from the operation of

the farms is shown in Table 5. In general the total costs of operating the

farms, per ton of cane sold, were relatively high for the farms with the

smallest and the largest acreage in cane. Costs were lower for farms

between the two extremes in size. Each year the farms with the lowest

costs were those in the second group, which had between 250 and 499

acres in cane. From this point there was a gradual increase in unit

costs as the number of acres in cane increased. These relationships were

less consistent in 1941 than they were in the other two years.

There was very little consistent relationship between total receipts

per ton of cane and the number of acres in cane per farm. Consequently

both net operating income and net income showed some tendency to be

relatively low for the farms with the smallest and largest number of acres

in cane. Farms of intermediate size had somewhat better incomes. The

relationship was less consistent than it was in the case of costs, primarily

because of the random variation in total receipts.

Yields per acre of cane appear to have been entirely unrelated to

the size of the cane acreage. Also differences in yields between the

various groups of farms were too small to be of much significance.

However, the farms with the lowest acreage of cane had the smallest

percentage of their cultivated area devoted to cane. This was true in

each of the three years. In none of the years did the farms with the

largest acreage in cane have the highest percentage of their cultivated

land in cane. The farms which concentrated on cane to the greatest

extent were always in the intermediate size groups. Each year, during the

three year period, there was an increase in the per cent of cultivated

land used for the cane crop. This increase occurred, without exception,

for each group of farms, as well as for the annual averages of all groups.

Apparently the tendency towards greater specialization on the cane

enterprise during this period was common to all farms regardless of

variations in size.

Relation of Number of Tons of Cane Sold Per Farm
to Costs and Returns

A final measure of size of sugar cane farms in Louisiana which will

be considered is the number of tons of cane sold per farm. Table 6 shows

the relationship between the tonnage of cane sold and the costs of oper-

ating the farms. Each year total costs per ton declined as the number of

tons sold increased. The only exception to this was the group of farms

with the largest tonnage, that is, those with 20,000 or more tons in 1939

and 1941 and 10,000 or more in 1940. The reduction in cost with in-

creased tonnage was the most marked in 1940, which was a poor crop

year, and the least in 1939 when crop yields were highest.
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TABLE 6. Relation Between the Number of Tons of Cane Sold Per Farm and

THE Cost of Producing Cane Per Ton Sold, on Louisiana Farms, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Tons of cane sold

Number
of

farms

Cost per ton of cane sold

Total

General

over-

head

Planting

and

culti-

vating

Har-

vesting

Other

cro.5s
Interest

1939—Under 5,000 . . . .

5,000 to 9,999. . .

10,000 to 14,999.

15,000 to 19,999.

20,000 and over

.

All farms . .

1940—Under 2,500

2,500 to 4,999. . .

5,000 to 7. 499 . .

7,500 to 9,999. . .

10,000 and over

All farms . .

1941—Under 5,000 . . .

5,000 to 9,999.

.

10,000 to 14,999

15,000 to 19,999

20,000 and over

All farms . .

$ 4.49

4.13

4.00

3.98

4.32

$ 1.77

1.66

1.64

1.39

1.60

$ 1 04

.92

.85

.86

1.15

.94

.92

.89

1.04

.81

.14

.22

.18

.24

.26

4.20 1.61 .99 .90 .23 .47

90

7.72

6.14

5.49

5.49

5.76

3.17

2.61

2.41

2.40

2.48

2.23

1.56

1.39

1.39

1.62

.92

.87

.82

.87

.74

.90

.70

.51

.57

.66

5.73 2.48 1.53 .80 ,30 .62

6.08

4.85

4.53

4.38

4.42

76 4.59

2.78

1.90

2.10

1.77

1.93

1.12

1.13

1.12

1.15

1.03

1.11

.80

.70

.72

.77

1.96 1.11 ,76 ,19 ,57

The most important reductions in cost associated with larger ton-

nages were those in the group of overhead costs. Nearly one-half of the

total reductions for the three years occurred in this group. Also the

relationship between overhead costs and the average tonnage of cane

per farm was quite consistent in each of the three years.

Planting and cultivating costs declined fairly consistently with in-

creased tonnages in 1939 and 1940, but the relationship did not hold

very well in 1941. Variations in harvesting costs and in the costs for

other crops appeared to have little or no relationship to the tonnage of

cane sold. Interest costs, on the other hand, declined rather consistently

with increases in the tonnage of cane sold, except for the group of farms

with the largest tonnage for which there was some increase in interest

cost.

The relation between the tonnage of cane sold and the income re-

ceived by the farms was not so close as it was in the case of costs (Table

7) . As might be expected, total receipts per ton of cane sold were

unaffected by the volume of sales. Net operating income was generally

larger, or losses lower, as the tonnage of cane sold by the farms increased.

However, the relationship was not entirely consistent, especially in 1941.
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The behavior of net income was similar to that of net operating income

except that the differences among the various groups of farms were

somewhat larger. For instance the average difference in net operating

income for the three years, between the farms with the smallest and

largest tonnages was 55 cents per ton as compared with 75 cents for

net income. The difference is the result of lower interest costs per ton

on the farms with the large tonnages.

TABLE 7. Relation Between the Number of Tons of Cane Sold Per Farm and the

Income Per Ton of Cane Sold on Louisiana Farms, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Number
of

farms

Income per ton of cane sold

Tons of cane sold

Total

receipts

Cane
sales

Govern-

ment
pay-

ments

Other

receipts

Net
oper-

atmg
income

Income

Net

1939—Under 5,000 13 $ 4 40 $ 2.99 $ .98 $ .43 $ .51 $— .09

5,000 to 9,999 30 4 42 3.07 .95 .40 .70 .29

10,000 to 14,999 25 4 33 9 QA .91 .48 .77 .33

15,000 to 19,999 9 4 02 2.77 .93 .32 .49 .04

11 4 61 3.00 .98 .63 .79 .29

All farms 88 4 45 2.99 .96 .50 .72 .25

1940—Under 2,500 10 4. 91 2.78 1.33 .80 -1.91 -2.81

2,500 to 4,999 18 4 22 2.67 1.07 .48 -1.22 -1.92

5,000 to 7,499 26 4 15 2.65 1.07 .43 - .83 -1.34

7,500 to 9,999 19 4 23 2.64 1.05 .54 - .69 -1.26

10,000 and over 17 4 27 2.68 1.04 .55 - .83 -1.49

All farms 90 4 25 2.67 1.06 .52 - .86 -1.48

1941—Under 5,000 10 4 80 3.80 .69 .31 - .49 -1.28

5,000 to 9,999 24 4 63 3.36 .88 .38 .57 - .22

10,000 to 14,999 20 4 77 3.46 -.77 .54 .74 .24

15,000 to 19,999 15 3 75

69

2.62 .63 .50 - .14 - .63

20,000 and over 7 3 2.40 .74 .55 - .19 - .73

All farms 76 4.21 2.98 .74 .49 .19 - .38

Table 8 shows the relationship between the tonnage of cane sold and
certain physical facts related to the operation of the sugar cane farms.

Perhaps the most interesting fact shown is the tendency of the yield of

cane per acre to be somewhat higher on the large farms than it was on
those with the smaller tonnages of cane for sale. The differences between

the various groups of farms in any one year were not large, but they were

reasonably consistent each year in their relationship to the tonnage of

cane sold. This makes it appear that the larger farms were operated

somewhat more effectively than the smaller ones or that they contained

better land for the production of cane.
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The percentage of cultivated land used for the cane crop was some-

what smaller each year for the smallest farms than it was for most of the

larger groups. While the relationship among the various groups of

farms was not entirely consistent, it was close enough to indicate that

the smallest farms, at least, did not specialize quite so much on the sugar

cane enterprise as did the larger farms. It was also true that the per

cent of the total area in the farms which was used for cultivated crops

was lower on the smallest sized group of farms than it was on the other

groups. There were only two exceptions to this throughout the three-

year period.

Relation of Yield of Cane per Acre to Financial Returns

Sugar cane growers in Louisiana have generally recognized that one

of the most important factors influencing their profits is the yield per

acre of cane which they obtain. Because of this fact consistent efforts

have been made by the farm operators to obtain high yields. However,

the yields actually obtained have varied widely, both from year to year

TABLE 9. Relation Between the Yield of Cane Per Acre and the Cost, Per Ton
OF Cane Sold, of Operating Large Sugar Cane Farms

in Louisiana, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Cost per ton of cane sold

Number
Yield per acre—tons of

General
Plant-

farms Total ing and Har- Other
Interestover-

vestingcost
head

culti- crops

vating

1939—Under 16 3 $ 5.16 $ 2.11 $ 1.20 $ 1.05 $ .11 $ .69

20 4.42 1.65 1.09 .92 .30 .46

19 to 21.9 23 4.30 1.66 1.02 .90 .26 .46

22 to 24 .9 28 3.90 1.47 .96 .84 .20 .43

25 to 27.9 8 3.55 1.37 .88 .89 .06 .35

6 4.41 1.90 .71 .91 .16 .73

All farms 88 4.20 1.61 .99 .90 .23 .47

1940—Under 10 3 9.30 3.94 2.22 .93 .76 1.45

10 to 12.9 17 6.50 2.84 1.70 .90 .35 .71

13 to 15.9 39 5.87 2.51 1.65 .79 .31 .61

16 to 18.9 21 5.30 2.40 1.36 .72 .27 .55

19 to 21.9 8 5.13 2.22 1.17 .91 .27 .56

2 4.29 1.30 1.14 .98 .08 .79

90 5.73 2.48 1.53 .80 .30 .62

1941—Under 16 7 5.87 2.55 1.36 .86 .29 .81

16 to 18.9 17 5.35 2.23 1.15 .80 .41 .76

19 to 21.9 36 4.38 1.87 1.09 .75 .15 .52

22 to 24.9 8 4.53 1.88 1.12 .69 .15 .69

25 and over 8 3.39 1.53 .98 .68 .01 .19

All farms 76 4.59 1.96 1.11 .76 .19 .57
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and between different farms in the same year. The yearly variations in

yield appear to be largely the result of variations in weather. The varia-

tions among different farms in the same year are partly the result of

variations in weather and soils in different parts of the cane growing

area, but it is probable that a considerable part is the result of variations

in farming among different farm operators.

Table 9 shows that there was a consistent tendency for the cost per

ton of cane sold to decline as the yield per acre of cane increased. In

1939 the difference in cost between the group of farms with the lowest

and that with the highest yield amounted to 75 cents per ton or 14.5 per

cent of the cost of the low yield group. In 1940 the difference was $5.01

and 53.9 per cent and in 1941, $2.48 and 42.2 per cent. The difference in

1939 would have been much greater if the comparison had been made

with the group of farms obtaining yields between 25 and 27.9 tons rather

than with the group obtaining 28 or more tons. In any event the differ-

ences each year were large enough to be highly significant to the opera-

tors of sugar cane farms.

TABLE 10. Relation Between the Yield of Cane Per Acre and the Income, Per

Ton of Cane Sold, from the Operation of Large Sugar Cane Farms

IN Louisiana, 1939, 1940 and 1941.

Number
of

farms

Income per ton to cane sold

Yield per acre—tons
Total Cane

Govern-

ment Other

Net
oper- Net

receipts sales pay-

ments

receipts ating

income

income

3 $ 4.52 $ 3.00 $ .95 $ .57 $ .05 $- .64

20 4.59 3.04 1.01 .54 .63 .17

23 4.61 3.04 1.00 .57 .77 .31

28 4.28 2.92 .90 .46 .81 .38

8 4.04 2.79 .89 .36 .84 .49

6 4.10 2.84 .88 .38 .42 - .31

88 4.45 2.99 .96 .50 .72 .25

3 4.37 2.52 1.15 .70 -3.48 -4.93

17 4.32 2.64 1.06 .62 -1.47 -2.18

39 4.26 2.68 1.09 .49 -1.00 -1.61

21 4.24 2.67 .98 .59 - .51 -1.06

8 4.17 2.68 1.16 .33 - .40 - .96

2 4.72 2.48 .92 .32 1.22 .43

90 4.25 2.67 1.06 .52 - .86 -1.48

7 4.83 3.40 .84 .59 .37 - .44

17 3.86 2.49 .71 .66 - .73 -1.49

36 4.08 2.99 .68 .41 .22 - .30

8 4.98 3.72 .84 .42 .84 .15

8 5.07 3.63 .90 .54 1.87 1.68

76 4.21 2.98 .74 .49 .19 - .38
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In general each o£ the five groups of costs tended to decline as the

yields per acre increased, although the relationship was not entirely con-

sistent in certain cases. The most important reduction in costs occurred

in the group of overhead costs. This accounted for almost one-half the

reduction in total costs. There was also a consistent decline in planting

and cultivating costs and in interest costs. Harvesting costs declined very

little with increases in yield. This was to be expected since much of the

labor used in harvesting was paid on a piece-work or per ton basis and

such expenses are unaffected by yields.

The relation of income per ton of cane to the yield is shown in Table

10. While there was considerable variation among the different groups

of farms in their total receipts per ton of cane sold, these appeared to be

random in character and unrelated to the yield of cane. On the other

hand there was a distinct tendency for both net operating income and
net income to increase as the yield of cane increased. The increase in net

operating income, from the group of farms with the lowest yield to the

group with the highest yield averaged $2.19 for the three year period.

The increase in net income averaged |2.60. The difference between the

two figures is caused by the decline in interest costs that occurred with

increasing yields.

The data in Table 11 indicate that there was very little consistent

relationship between yields and the size of farms. This was substantially

true no matter what measure of size was used. In 1939 and 1940 the

number of acres in cane was relatively small on the farms with the lowest

yields, but in 1941 the number was considerably larger than average.

The farms with the largest number of acres in cane had about average

yields in the first two years of the period studied, but again this was not

quite true in 1941. However, it was true in each of the three years that

the farms with the highest yields had a smaller than average acreage

planted to cane. Except in 1939 the number of tons of cane produced and

the number sold was lower on the farms with the highest yields than it

was for the average of the entire group of farms.

The distribution of land use, as shown by the per cent of the area in

the farms which was cultivated, the per cent which was in cane, or the

per cent of cultivated land in cane, did not vary in any consistent manner
with the variations in the yield of cane. The per cent of cultivated land

in cane was considerably lower for the farms with the lowest yields than

it was for the farms with the highest yields in 1940 and 1941. However,

in 1939 there was very little difference. The per cent of the total area of

the farms which was used for the cane crop varied widely between dif-

ferent groups of farms. It was low on the farms with the lowest yields in

1939 and 1940, but was unusually high on the same group of farms in

1941. There was no tendency for the proportion of the total farm land

which was devoted to cane to increase over the three year period as was

true of the proportion of cultivated land in cane.
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SUMMARY

The financial returns obtained by the operators of large sugar cane
farms in Louisiana were modest/even in 1939 which was by far the best
of the three years analyzed in this study. In 1940 nearly every one of the
farms for which data were obtained suffered serious financial losses. This
was primarily the result of very low yields of cane, which in turn were
the result of unfavorable weather. In 1941 financial returns were much
better than in 1940, but the average net operating income of $2,238.26
per farm was equal to only 1.7 per cent of the investment in the farms.
Interest on borrowed funds amounted to more than this for many of the
operators of the farms.

Various factors have been shown to be related, more or less closely,

to the cost and income of operating the farms. For instance, the total

cost per ton of cane sold was higher in the Mississippi than in the Teche
region in both 1939 and 1940, and was almost the same in 1941. In each
of the three years the net income per ton of cane of the farms in the
Teche was higher, or losses lower, than in the Mississippi region. Among
the reasons for this is the fact that yields of cane per acre averaged higher
in the Teche than in the Mississippi region in 1939 and 1940, but were
practically the same in 1941.

The yield of cane per acre probably had a greater influence on costs

and returns per ton of cane, than did any other factor whose influence
could be measured. This is shown both by the fact that costs varied di-

rectly with variations in average yields from year to year and that each
year farms with high yields had lower unit costs than did farms with
lower yields. Moreover the differences, both in cost and income were large
enough to be of great financial importance to the owners and operators
of the farms.

The relationship between size of farm and financial returns was not
entirely consistent. This was largely true no matter what measure of size

was used. One important fact that needs to be remembered in this con-
nection is that a farm frequently does not represent all of the land under
the control of a single owner. Rather, a farm consists of all the land
which was operated essentially as a single unit under any type of man-
agement. The owners of large acreages of land have divided their hold-
ings into farm units which, in their opinion, give them the most efficient

operation. The results of this study do not show that there was any clear
advantage of one size of unit over other sizes. It seems probable that the
individual pecularities of each farm, or group of farms under a single
ownership, have been the most important controlling factor in determin-
ing the size of each farm.
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